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Abstract—Prior Vision–Language–Action (VLA) models are
typically trained on teleoperated successful demonstrations, while
discarding numerous failed attempts that occur naturally during
data collection. However, these failures encode where and how
policies can be fragile, information that can be exploited to
improve robustness. We address this problem by leveraging
mixed-quality datasets to learn failure-aware reasoning at plan-
ning time. We introduce VINE, a hierarchical vision-language-
action model that separates high-level reasoning (System 2) from
low-level control (System 1) under a hierarchical reinforcement
learning formalism, making failures usable as a structured
learning signal rather than noisy supervision. System 2 performs
feasibility-guided tree search over a 2D scene-graph abstraction:
it proposes subgoal transitions, predicts success probabilities
from both successes and failures, and prunes brittle branches
before execution, effectively casting plan evaluation as feasibility
scoring. The selected subgoal sequence is then passed to System 1,
which executes low-level actions without modifying the agent’s
core skills. Trained entirely from offline teleoperation data,
VINE integrates negative experience directly into the decision
loop. Across challenging manipulation tasks, this approach con-
sistently improves success rates and robustness, demonstrating
that failure data is an essential resource for converting the broad
competence of VLAs into robust execution.

I. INTRODUCTION

In this work, we address the problem of leveraging mixed-
quality datasets [1], [2] to train a Vision-Language-Action
model (VLA) [3]–[6]. Mixed-quality demonstrations, com-
bining successful and failed trials, provide complementary
supervision: successes chart feasible progress, while failures
supply counterexamples that identify brittle behaviors and
sharpen decision boundaries [1], [7]. Within VLA policies that
map language and vision to actions, the prior work shows that
training on such mixed-quality data improves robustness [4].
Building on this insight, we propose a VLA framework
that learns failure-aware reasoning as an explicit planning
mechanism: it estimates feasibility from both successes and
failures to score candidate plans and prioritize high-feasibility
paths [8], suppressing brittle branches before execution.

We hypothesize that by learning not only what works but
also what fails, an agent can better anticipate risky outcomes.
Failure data [1], [9], [10] is an often overlooked yet essential
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element in VLA training. Most robot data for post-training
VLAs come from offline trajectories collected via human
teleoperation [3], [4], [6]. Although these collections naturally
include failed attempts, e.g., unstable grasps and collisions,
such traces are typically discarded as noise. However, they
encode information about infeasible transitions and unsuccess-
ful behaviors, making them a vital resource for improving
robustness.

The challenge lies in effectively integrating this failure sig-
nal from existing offline datasets. In Imitation Learning (IL),
while explicitly penalizing failure-prone transitions is possible,
carefully tuning these penalties to avoid distorting the learned
policy is a non-trivial challenge [1], [2], [11]. On the other
hand, Reinforcement Learning (RL) [12], [13] offers a natural
framework to handle failure data through a reward signal. To
utilize this property, we formulate the overall system as Hi-
erarchical Reinforcement Learning (HRL) [14]. We introduce
VINE, Vision–Language–Action model Integrating Negative
Experience, a hierarchical VLA framework that integrates neg-
ative experience built upon pre-trained VLA (i.e., π0 [4]), and
is formulated through HRL. Our approach separates high-level
planning from low-level control, and injects failure supervision
solely offline to train the planner’s value modules without any
online rollouts.

This HRL-inspired separation is embodied in our method’s
hierarchical system [3], [15] architecture, inspired by Kah-
neman’s cognitive process [16]. The high-level System 2 is
responsible for reasoning and planning. We cast planning as a
feasibility-guided tree search, scoring each candidate transition
by its predicted success probability. In particular, we construct
a tree of a 2D scene graph that abstracts world states (nodes),
where subgoals represent the transitions (edges) connecting
them. Crucially, System 2 is trained with both success and
failure data to learn a feasibility score for each node, generate
options, or generate an estimated next state representation.
This allows the planner to conduct failure-aware reasoning,
which preemptively identifies and avoids paths likely to fail.
The optimal sequence of sub-goals and predicted next scene
graph is then passed to the low-level policy, System 1, for
execution. This design cleanly slots the learned feasibility
signal into the high-level reasoning loop, enhancing robustness
without altering the agent’s fundamental skills.

Our contributions are summarized as follows: (1) We lever-
age offline failure data to train the System 2 model and
integrate it into a tree-based planner that scores each candidate
step by its predicted success probability. (2) We introduce a
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hierarchical VLA framework, grounded in HRL, that separates
feasibility-aware high-level planning from low-level action ex-
ecution. (3) We present a comprehensive empirical evaluation
showing significant gains in success rate and robustness over
a strong VLA baseline on manipulation tasks.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Vision–Language–Action Models

VLA models unify perception, language, and action through
end-to-end learning [5], [17]–[21]. RT-1 [17] showed that
Transformers can learn manipulation from large single-
platform data; RT-2 [18] extended this by adapting web-scale
vision-language models for control, transferring high-level
semantics to actions. The creation of the Open-X Embodiment
dataset [5] was a critical inflection point, aggregating data from
dozens of different robots and institutions. Leveraging this
massive, multi-embodiment dataset, models like RT-X [5], and
OpenVLA [6] emerged as general-purpose “foundation mod-
els” for robotics. However, such models employ autoregressive
discretization to represent actions, limiting their ability to
handle high-frequency dexterous tasks.

While initial VLAs established the power of large-scale
pretraining, more recent work has focused on improving action
generation for high-frequency and dexterous tasks. π0 [4]
and π0.5 [22] with PaliGemma [23] backbones for contin-
uous actions with flow matching [24] objective with action
chunks [25], allowing high-frequency control. GR00T [3]
is trained on heterogeneous real robots, human-video, and
synthetic data to achieve strong cross-embodiment dexterous
control. Recent work augments VLAs with explicit reasoning
to boost generalization and interpretability, such as predicting
textual traces [26], next images [27], or affordance [28].
Among these, ThinkAct [29] is trained via reinforcement
learning for explicit reasoning with action-aligned visual feed-
back. In contrast, we introduce explicit failure modeling: a
reach–avoid feasibility value learned from both successes and
failures and conditioned on predicted successor states. These
failure-aware estimates guide look-ahead search to prune un-
safe branches and explicitly select the more feasible path.

B. Hierarchical System using Language Models

A parallel line of research couples large language models
with low-level controllers, where the large (vision) language
model is used primarily for symbolic planning or code gen-
eration. Early examples include Code as Policies [30] and
ProgPrompt [31], which translate natural language instructions
into structured robot code, while ReAct [32]-style prompting
leverages reasoning traces to interleave planning and action
selection. However, these standard approaches remain limited
in their ability to deeply understand the dynamics of the
environment, anticipate failures, or verify the feasibility of
proposed actions.

Building on this dual-system idea, recent work jointly trains
both levels of the hierarchy. Hi Robot [15] uses a high-
level VLM to decompose complex instructions into atomic
language commands for a low-level policy. HAMSTER [33]
uses a high-level model to predict a 2D end-effector path,

which guides a 3D-aware low-level controller and enables
generalization from off-domain data. MolmoAct [34] predicts
2D visual trajectories and depth-aware tokens for interpretable,
user-steerable manipulation. Yet, these models largely omit
explicit reasoning to anticipate failures or verify feasibility,
motivating failure-aware VLAs.

In this work, we adopt a dual system and jointly train both
levels: System 2 for reasoning and System 1 for control, on
a shared VLA backbone with failure supervision, naturally
connecting to affordance-guided selection as in SayCan [8].
This approach evaluates multiple candidate subgoals and
choose those with high affordance scores learned from robot
trajectories. Rather than using failures only as an offline
regularizer or a global affordance prior, we use tree-based
look-ahead planning and score each candidate node with a
success probability, while using the same language backbone
also to produce subgoal-conditioned actions.

C. Tree Search

Tree search is a foundational technique in robotic plan-
ning for exploring sequences of actions and their potential
outcomes [35]–[38]. This principle of structured exploration
has been recently adapted for language models in Tree-of-
Thoughts (ToT) prompting, which casts complex reasoning as
a search over branching thought states [39]. In practice, ToT
commonly leverages Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) [40]–
[43], with nodes representing partial reasoning states and
rollouts used to estimate success. Recent work emphasizes
the importance of value guidance; for instance, [44] shows
that a PPO-trained value model can guide MCTS to avoid
prematurely pruning useful candidates. For embodied agents,
ToT enables the evaluation of alternative futures to select
safer actions, but its effectiveness hinges on well-calibrated
value estimates that success-only data cannot provide. Failure
trajectories supply the essential negative evidence needed to
distinguish feasible from infeasible branches, making them
critical for more accurate value learning.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we formalize instruction-conditioned ma-
nipulation with a reach–avoid objective from mixed-quality
demonstrations (successes and failures) as shown in Figure 1.
We use a dual-system hierarchy: System 2 performs a look-
ahead tree search over candidate edges with a failure-aware
feasibility/value estimator, and System 1 executes the selected
path with closed-loop control until termination. Each edge is
grounded as an option, inducing an Semi-Markov decision
process (SMDP) over abstract states; the following paragraphs
specify the states, options, termination, and success/failure
conditions.

A. Hierarchical VLA

We formalize a hierarchical VLA framework where Sys-
tem 2 performs high-level reasoning and planning, while Sys-
tem 1 executes each selected plan through low-level control
actions. Most VLA policies are trained via imitation learning
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Fig. 1: Standard VLAs trained only on success data may
produce infeasible trajectories. VINE leverages both success
and failure trajectories with a failure-aware reasoning planner,
yielding more robust executions.

(IL), which is data-efficient and stable with strong demon-
strations, but provides only limited leverage for explicitly
using failure data [1], [2], [11]. Viewed through the lens
of reinforcement learning (RL) [12], [13], incorporating both
successes and failures becomes natural via reward-based learn-
ing, motivating a hierarchical reinforcement learning (HRL)
formulation [14]. Accordingly, we adopt HRL as the formal
scaffold: System 2 plays the role of the meta-controller and
employs model-based tree search with brief look-ahead over
candidate subgoal transitions to estimate failure-aware value
and choose a plan, while System 1 focuses on robust execution
of the chosen subgoal sequence.

1) Data Assumption and Objective: Our dataset D com-
prises teleoperated trajectories labeled as success (target state
reached) or failure (instruction violation or irrecoverable state).
We use a sparse terminal reward (rt=1 on success, 0 other-
wise) and learn from tuples (st, at, ℓ, rt). Given (s0, ℓ) and
candidate plans T from a shallow look-ahead, System 2
chooses τ⋆ = argmaxτ∈T P̂r[success | τ, s0, ℓ], and System 1
executes its chosen path to termination.

2) Prerequisites for Tree Search and Execution: To enable
hierarchical tree search, System 2 requires three components:
(i) a world model to predict hypothetical successors offline; (ii)
a candidate-proposal mechanism that expands only instruction-
consistent edges, controlling the branching factor; and (iii)
a failure-aware value estimator to score nodes and back up
returns. System 1 employs an option-conditioned, closed-loop
policy to execute each selected edge and a termination detector
to signal arrival at the successor state.

3) Bridge to HRL: Interpreted in HRL [14] terms, the
chosen route can be viewed as a sequence of options. System 2
plays the role of a meta–controller that chooses among high-

level options aligned with edges in our abstract graph. Each
edge corresponds to an option with three parts: an initiation set
(states consistent with the current node), an intra-option policy
carried out by System 1 (a low-level controller conditioned
on the selected options), and a termination rule that triggers
when the successor node is reached or a failure condition
is met. Because options unfold over a variable number of
primitive steps, the induced high-level process can be viewed
as semi-Markov decision process (SMDP). We formalize this
connection next.

B. SMDP Formulation

Let the low-level interaction of the robot be an Markov
decision process M = (S,A, T, ρ) under an instruction
ℓ, with states s ∈ S including images and proprioception
observations, actions a ∈ A, transition kernel T (· | s, a),
and initial distribution ρ. A node is a compact abstraction
of the robot/world state: n = ϕ(s) ∈ N , where ϕ : S →N
extracts scene/plan tokens, spatial relations, etc. An edge e ∈ E
is a temporally extended subgoal executed by a closed-loop
controller (System 1) until a termination condition is met. At
decision epochs (the sequence of nodes (nk)), the induced
process over N is a semi-Markov decision process (SMDP).
In this view, each transition between nodes (an edge) can
be naturally modeled as an option in the SMDP framework,
linking symbolic reasoning with executable policies.

We distinguish between the symbolic form of an edge and
its option grounding. An edge e ∈ E is a subgoal token (e.g.,
“pick up spoon”), which specifies the intended transition at
the abstract reasoning level. For execution, each edge e is
associated with an option

oe =
(
INe , πe, βe, Πe

)
,

where (i) Initiation set) INe ⊆ N specifies the nodes at which e
is admissible. Execution at node n is feasible only if n ∈ INe ,
(ii) Intra-option policy) πe(a | s, ℓ), (iii) Termination rule)
βe : S → [0, 1], and (iv) Projection) Πe : S → N . Thus,
e denotes the symbolic subgoal, while oe denotes its formal,
executable grounding as an option.

C. Option-Level Representation: Nodes, Edges, and Data

The option view above specifies what is executed at the
high level; next we specify how these objects are realized
from data. Concretely, mixed–quality demonstrations provide
supervision to learn (i) the abstraction that maps raw states to
nodes, enabling edges to be instantiated as options, and (ii)
the signals needed to train the world model, proposal, policy,
and termination components.

1) Nodes as Abstract State Representations: A node nk =
ϕ(stk) denotes an abstract, grounded representation of the
world at keyframe time tk. We instantiate each node as a
2D scene graph [45]–[47] to encode not only objects but also
their spatial and semantic relations. This representation lets
the planner reason about consequences: by inferring how a
proposed edge will alter relations in the current scene graph,
it can anticipate the next abstract state nk+1. Concretely, ϕ
is implemented via a two-stage pipeline: an object detector
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(e.g., Grounding DINO [48]) proposes candidate boxes, and
a vision–language model (e.g., Gemini-2.5-Flash [49]) filters
them and predicts the relational structure, yielding a scene
graph serialized in text.

2) Edges as Transitions Between Nodes: Each transition is
treated as a subgoal, an edge ek, executed over [tk, tk+1).
Keyframes {tk} are detected from consistent gripper-
state events (e.g., closed→open ending grasp/insert;
open→open after place/push). With this view, planning
reduces to explicit edge selection: choosing an edge commits
to a specific state transition, which is verifiable at the subse-
quent keyframe.

3) Constructing Datasets for Hierarchical Learning:
From this decomposition, we build Dsys2 for the Sys-
tem 2 and Dsys1 for the System 1. Dsys2 contains tuples
(nk, ek, nk+1, z0:k−1, ℓ, s0, rk) with history context z0:k−1 =
[n0, e0, . . . , nk−1] and sparse rewards (rk=0 for k<K,
rK∈{0, 1}). Dsys1 uses continuous action data conditioned on
(ek, nk+1, ℓ), i.e., (ek, nk+1, st, at, ℓ), so that the low-level
policy is guided by the intended transition (edge) and the
predicted next state (node). This tight coupling, edge-shaped
transitions as node transitions, and nodes as predictive, goal-
like abstractions, enables tractable planning over feasible paths
directly grounded in demonstrations.

D. Option-Level Feasible Decision Making Formulation

Conceptually, our option-level formulation is semantically
similar to prior reach–avoid frameworks [50], [51]: by identi-
fying reach and avoid sets from mixed success/failure data and
delineating the feasible decision space. The process terminates
upon first entry into either a target set G (the success or goal
set to be reached) or a failure set F (the unsafe set to be
avoided), with G ∩ F = ∅.

Formally, define the hitting times

τG := inf{t ≥ 0 : st ∈ G},
τF := inf{t ≥ 0 : st ∈ F},
τ := τG ∧ τF .

An episode terminates at τ with outcome sτ ∈ G ∪ F .
The set G is a target set defined by design: the task is

considered successful as soon as the process reaches any state
in G, and the episode is terminated at that point. In particular,
it suffices that there exists at least one option or policy that
enables reaching G. In contrast, the failure set F is a critical set
closed under options: once the process enters F , no admissible
option can lead it outside. Formally,

∀ s ∈ F , ∀ o admissible at s : suppPo(· | s) ⊆ F ,

where Po(· | s) denotes the state distribution upon termination
of option o starting from s. Thus F is absorbing at the option
level. This induces a sparse entrance reward rt := 1{st+1 ∈
G}, so that the undiscounted return R =

∑τ−1
t=0 rt equals 1 if

τG < τF and 0 otherwise.

E. Value as Success Probability

We score each search node by its reach–avoid success
probability. Concretely, we learn a value function V (n) that
estimates the probability of hitting the goal set G before
the failure set F , which lets us exploit both successful and
failed trajectories. This value–probability equivalence is stated
below.

Proposition 1 (First-exit value equals reach–avoid success
probability): Assume the tree search process (node and edges)
is Markov, and the sets G,F are absorbing (first visit ter-
minates). Then the value function equals the probability of
reaching G before F , where τ is a hitting times:

V (n) = Pr
(
τG < τF

∣∣n). (1)

Consequently, high–value nodes approximate the probabilistic
reachable set to G.
Proof sketch. Under the first-exit formulation with absorbing
GN ,FN , the return equals the success indicator; hence V µ =
E[R] = Pr(τG < τF | ·). See Appendix for detailed derivation.

IV. PROPOSED METHOD

In this section, we introduce VINE, a hierarchical Vision–
Language–Action framework that integrates negative expe-
rience into the reasoning stage. Our method is formulated
within a hierarchical reinforcement learning [14] framework
consisting of two coupled systems. System 2 (Reasoning and
Planning) conducts tree search: proposes candidate reasoning
paths, estimates their success probabilities, and selects the
most feasible plan. System 1 (Action Modeling) then executes
the next subgoal from the chosen plan with low-level actions.

A. Overall Pipeline

At inference time, the proposed framework follows a
plan–execute procedure, illustrated in Figure 2. Before acting,
System 2 conducts a model-based tree search over candidate
options (edges) and their predicted successor states (nodes).
Each candidate step is scored by how likely it is to succeed
given the current scene and instruction, and the agent selects
the highest-scoring overall path through the tree. System 1 then
executes the current edge on that path with low-level actions
until a termination condition indicates that it is complete.
If execution matches the predicted successor state, the agent
advances to the next edge on the chosen path. To meet real-
time constraints, the tree is constructed before the execution
starts in the initial state.

B. Architecture

Because System 2 performs model-based planning over
the abstract graph, it needs (a) a proposal mechanism for
candidate edges, (b) a transition model to predict successor
nodes, and (c) value heads to score lookahead, including
failure awareness. Concretely, System 2 couples (i) an option
generator P̂θ(e | n, z, ℓ, s0), (ii) a learned world model P̂θ(n

′ |
e, n, z, ℓ, s0) and a value predictor V (n) := Vθ(n|z, ℓ, s0), and
(iii) a failure-aware value estimator V (n) := Vθ(n|z, ℓ, s0)
, yielding the high-level option policy. At the low level
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Fig. 2: Architecture and overall pipeline. System 2 plans via tree-of-thoughts, predicting success values to select the highest-
value path (green). System 1 executes the chosen subgoal as action chunks with a done signal. Both share a vision–language
backbone with adapters.

(System 1), the intra-option execution is parametrized by the
intra-option policy πe(a | s, ℓ) := πθ(a | s, ℓ, e, n′) and
termination rule βe(s) := βθ(s, ℓ, e, n

′).

We build the model upon π0 [4] as a multimodal backbone
that encodes (s, ℓ, a) into a unified token sequence. Because
π0 targets action generation rather than text, we merge its
shared layers with a PaliGemma [23] language trunk, yielding
strong text generation for tree-search steps while preserving
π0’s action priors [52]. Both systems add LoRA [53] adapters
to this shared backbone. Specifically, we linearly interpolate
the shared layers, θmerge

g (λm) = λm θπ0
g +(1−λm) θPG

g , where
θπ0
g and θPG

g denote the parameters of the shared backbone
from the pretrained π0 and the PaliGemma, respectively, and
λm ∈ [0, 1] controls the interpolation weight. The non-
overlapping heads are kept separate. System 1 feeds adapted
features to (i) an action expert for low-level motor chunks and
(ii) a done expert that detects subgoal completion. System
1 has a shared attention layer between the language block
and experts, where the done expert and the action expert
do not attend to each other. System 2 uses (i) a language-
modeling head to autoregress node/edge text and (ii) a scalar
value head to predict leaf value based on the last layer feature
of the language backbone. Each system is trained indepen-
dently with seperate dataset Dsys1 and Dsys2. This shares
perception–language representations while keeping reasoning

and control decoupled.

C. System 2

System 2 is in charge of high-level tree-based planning,
which is formulated as a meta-controller in HRL. Concretely,
we instantiate it as a tree–search planner operating on a
lookahead tree T = (N , E), where each node n ∈ N is a 2D
scene graph and each edge e ∈ E denotes a verifiable subgoal
that induces a transition nk

ek−−→ nk+1. Thus, the abstract
option–selection in HRL is realized by (1) successor–state
(node) prediction, (2) subgoal (edge) candidate proposal label-
ing the transition nk→nk+1, (3) leaf evaluation with a value
function Vθ, and (4) tree search to pick a feasible high-level
plan. Given the initial scene s0 and an instruction ℓ, System 2
outputs a reasoning path τ sel = (n0, e0, . . . , nK) to hand over
to System 1 for execution.

1) Node and Edge Generation: Edge proposals and next
node transitions are generated autoregressively by the Lan-
guage Modeling (LM) head, P̂θ. The model first sam-
ples a candidate node string nk+1, representing the next
scene graph state, and then an edge string ek+1, de-
scribing the subgoal transition leading there. This pro-
cess follows the standard language modeling objective, fac-
torizing the probability into token-level likelihoods: node
P̂θ(nk+1 | z0:k, ℓ, s0) =

∏Nc

j=1 P̂θ(wj | w<j , z0:k, ℓ, s0)
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and edge P̂θ(ek+1 | nk+1, z0:k, ℓ, s0) =
∏Ne

j=1 P̂θ(wj |
w<j , nk+1, z0:k, ℓ, s0), where Nc and Ne denote the number
of tokens for the node and edge string. In practice, we apply
token-level beam search [54] to obtain multiple diverse candi-
dates, and filter them with syntactic templates and scene-graph
consistency checks (e.g., whether referenced objects exist in
the current graph). This ensures that generated subgoals remain
both linguistically valid and grounded in the task context.

We train with the standard LM loss over high-level tree-
search step traces (nk, ek, nk+1, z0:k−1, ℓ, s0) ∼ Dsys2:

LLM = −EDsys2

[
log P̂θ(nk | z0:k−1, ℓ, s0)

+ log P̂θ(ek | nk, z0:k−1, ℓ, s0)
]
.

2) Node Evaluation: We aim to estimate, at each search
node, a calibrated first-exit success probability that steers
expansion and pruning during tree search. Each edge ek yields
the successor node nk+1 = ϕ(stk+1

); we label the transition
success if stk+1

∈ G, failure if stk+1
∈ F , and continue

otherwise, updating the context to (nk+1, z0:k).
To define the training target, we use first-exit bootstrapping.

For each transition (nk, ek, nk+1, rk+1) we set

yk =


1, terminal in G

(
ek = ⟨done⟩

)
0, terminal in F at step k+1

γ Vθ′(nk+1 | z0:k, ℓ, s0), otherwise,

Here γ ∈ (0, 1) is the discount factor and θ′ is a target network
updated by an exponential moving average (EMA).

Based on Proposition 1, the estimated value becomes the
success probability of the node,

Vθ(nk | z0:k−1, ℓ, s0) = Pr
(
τG < τF

∣∣nk, z0:k−1, ℓ, s0
)

, where τ is the hitting time of the success and failure set.
To handle offline data with numerous failures, we leverage

asymmetric expectile loss (cf. IQL [55]) that discourages
overestimation:

Lval = EDsys2

[
Lτe
2 (yk − Vθ(nk | z0:k−1, ℓ, s0))

]
with Lτe

2 (u) =
∣∣τe−1(u < 0)

∣∣u2 and τe = 0.7, which yields
a conservative yet effective value from static datasets.

3) Tree Search Algorithm: We run a batched MCTS-style
planner over abstract nodes (world states) and edges (sub-
goals). At each iteration, the planner selects promising frontier
nodes by their running mean value Q, proposes and scores
candidate edges, evaluates the resulting children with a learned
state-value V , and backs up values along the path. After M
iterations, we return the plan traced from the highest-valued
leaf, and execute the next edge of that plan.

Our search strategy is based on Monte Carlo Tree Search
(MCTS) but replaces random rollouts with a learned state-
value function V (n). The algorithm builds a lookahead tree
where nodes are world states and edges are subgoals, and it
is accelerated via batched GPU computation. This procedure
repeats for a fixed number of iterations M . Finally, we select
the solution as the path leading to the leaf with the highest
value, τ sel = (n0, e0, . . . , nK).

Algorithm 1: VINE: Batched Tree Search with
Learned V
Input : Root n0, batch B, proposals k, mix α, steps

T
Output: Plan (edge sequence) from the best frontier

node
1 Initialize tree T ={n0}; for all n:

N(n)=0, W (n)=0, Q(n)=0;
2 for m=1 to M do
3 F← frontier leaves; S← Top-B of F by Q;
4 foreach np∈S do
5 Propose k edges {ei} (beam search

decoding [54]); compute
S(np, ei)=αQ(np) + (1−α)P̂ (ei |np); keep
tops;

6 For kept (np, e): create child nc (greedy); predict
V (nc) ;

7 For path nodes na to nc: W (na)+=V (nc),
N(na)+=1, Q(na)=W (na)/N(na);

8 return plan traced from argmaxn∈F Q(n)

D. System 1

System 1 focuses on action execution: in our HRL formu-
lation, it implements both the intra-option policy and the ter-
mination rule, learned jointly by a single network. It receives
as input the selected high-level plan τ sel = (n0, e0, . . . , nK)
from System 2, and is responsible for grounding each symbolic
edge into continuous control. Conditioned on (st, ℓ, ek, nk+1),
System 1 executes an option via a unified architecture pro-
ducing the policy πθ(· | st, ℓ, ek, nk+1) and termination
βθ(st, ℓ, ek, nk+1). System 1 is trained only on successful
demonstrations. Both the action and termination experts read
from the shared backbone, without cross-attention or feature
exchange.

1) Training: The intra-option policy (action expert) πθ

is parameterized by a flow–matching model. We denote
the low–level action chunk at control time t as At =
{at, · · · , at+H} ∈ RH×da . Let τ ∈ [0, 1] denote the inter-
polation time, and ϵ a Gaussian noise variable. The noisy
action is Aτ

t = τ At + (1 − τ)ϵ. The policy πθ predicts
the flow, Ȧθ(A

τ
t , st, ℓ, ek, nk+1), and is trained to match the

oracle velocity u(Aτ
t | At):

Lact = EDsys1

∥∥∥Ȧθ(A
τ
t , st, ℓ, ek, nk+1)− u(Aτ

t | At)
∥∥∥2
2
.

The done expert βθ predicts the probability of end–of–edge,
pdone
θ = βθ(st, ℓ, ek, nk+1), trained with focal loss

Ldone = EDsys1

[
−αd (1− pdone

θ )γd log pdone
θ

]
.

The joint system 1 objective is LS1 = λactLact + λdoneLdone,
where λact and λdone are weight hyperparameters.

2) Inference: Given the active pair (ek, nk+1) from τ sel,
we initialize A0

t ∼N (0, σ2
0I) and integrate the learned flow

along the interpolation path:

Aτ+δ
t = Aτ

t + δ Ȧθ(A
τ
t , st, ℓ, ek, nk+1)
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TABLE I: Simulation Results in plug insertion and drawer packing environments, showing the success rate.

Models Failure Data Plug Insertion Drawer Packing
Seen Unseen Average Seen Unseen Average

Unified Model
OpenVLA-OFT [56] × 0.244 0.044 0.144 0.637 0.283 0.485
GR00T N1.5 [3] × 0.422 0.244 0.333 0.704 0.600 0.669
π0 [4] × 0.689 0.267 0.477 0.735 0.575 0.675
π0+ Reward Cond. [57] ✓ 0.489 0.111 0.300 0.550 0.425 0.508

SOTA VLM as System2
GPT-4o [58] × 0.733 0.311 0.522 0.650 0.475 0.591
GPT-4o [58] ✓ 0.711 0.333 0.488 0.738 0.575 0.683
Gemini-2.5-Flash [49] × 0.756 0.200 0.522 0.637 0.450 0.575
Gemini-2.5-Flash [49] ✓ 0.711 0.289 0.500 0.713 0.525 0.650

Role of failure data in Our System2
VINE-Chain × 0.733 0.244 0.488 0.700 0.450 0.616
VINE-Tree × 0.711 0.289 0.500 0.732 0.525 0.663
VINE-Full (Ours) ✓ 0.800 0.422 0.611 0.800 0.675 0.752

Unseen 
Placement

Unseen 
Color

Unseen 
Shape

Data Collection

Seen

Assets
Seen Unseen

Leader arm

Seen Unseen 
Shape

Unseen 
Color

Unseen 
Shape

Plug Insertion Environment

Drawer Packing Environment

Fig. 3: Plug insertion and drawer packing environment. We
evaluate in both seen and unseen settings with corresponding
assets, and collect demonstrations via a teleoperation setup.

where τ ∈ {0, δ, . . . , 1 − δ}. After sweeping to τ = 1, we
obtain the predicted action chunk Ât = A1

t .
In parallel, the termination head outputs the end-of-edge

probability pdone
θ = βθ(st, ℓ, ek, nk+1). We advance to the next

symbolic step when this probability exceeds a threshold κdone:

k ← k + 1
{
pdone
θ ≥ κdone

}
,

(ek, nk+1)← next pair from τ sel.

If k > K, the option sequence terminates; otherwise, System 1
repeats the procedure for the updated pair.

V. EXPERIMENT

In this section, we present a series of experiments that
validate the effectiveness and generality of our framework,
with an emphasis on how failure data biases plan selection
toward higher-probability trajectories. Our evaluation is orga-
nized along four complementary parts. First, in Simulation
Environments and Data Collection (Section V-A), we in-
troduce teleoperated tasks, mixed-quality demonstrations, and
seen/unseen splits; and in Simulation Results and Analysis
(Section V-B), we benchmark against unified VLA and VLM-
as-planner baselines to quantify the effect of failure-aware

reasoning. Second, in Test-Time Scalability (Section V-C),
we hold model parameters fixed and vary the planner’s per-step
expansion width K to assess robustness gains from additional
inference-time reasoning. Third, in Bootstrapping Pretrained
Models (Section V-D), we reuse rollouts from a strong
pretrained policy to retrain with our failure-aware objective
and measure transfer. Fourth, in Real-World Deployment
(Section V-E), we execute the selected high-level chain on
a physical robot. Across all parts, we report success rate as
the primary metric and compare against imitation- and VLM-
based baselines that do not explicitly utilize failure data.

A. Simulation Environments and Data Collection

To the best of our knowledge, there is no widely adopted
benchmark that makes failure-aware evaluation of spatial rea-
soning straightforward; most existing resources only provide
success demonstrations. We therefore introduce a new envi-
ronment suite, where plug insertion and drawer packing are
illustrative instances, with controlled geometry, contact, and
placement variations under explicit seen/unseen splits.

1) Environment Setup: The environment is built upon a Mu-
JoCo [59] simulator, as illustrated in Figure 3. Plug insertion
(seen: 9 configs) combines three table placements with 2- or
3-socket strips and orientation variants; unseen splits intro-
duce novel charger placement, unseen strip color, and unseen
charger shape. The strip collision margin is slightly relaxed
to reduce teleop burden. Drawer packing (seen: 12 configs)
pairs four table placements with two distractor types (a box
and a can) placed inside the drawer; unseen splits (4 configs)
alter distractor color and type. Unlike plug insertion, which is
mostly constrained by insertion order, drawer packing admits
multiple feasible behaviors (push the distractor aside, pick
and remove it, or leave it), making contact outcomes highly
stochastic. Small variations in contact geometry, stick–slip,
and drawer clearance lead to large success variance even under
near-identical initial states. Control runs at 20 Hz with joint-
position actions.

2) Data collection: We gather human teleoperation trajec-
tories via a leader–follower setup (Fig. 3). For plug insertion,
we collect 450 demonstrations over predefined insertion orders
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(six paths for 3-socket, two for 2-socket), balanced per path.
Each trajectory is labeled success/failure; outcomes are natu-
rally stochastic but show clear mode structure: PlugStrip-3 Fail
dominates (38.9%, 175/450), followed by PlugStrip-2 Success
(30.4%, 137), PlugStrip-3 Success (21.1%, 95), and PlugStrip-
2 Fail (9.6%, 43), yielding a multi-modal dataset whose
success rate varies with insertion order. For drawer packing,
we collect 240 demonstrations in total—120 per distractor type
(box/can)—covering three strategies (PICK, PUSH, LEAVE).
Compared to plug insertion, outcomes are strongly stochastic:
success probabilities depend sharply on both strategy and
distractor identity (e.g., LEAVE is often brittle when the
can closely occludes the handle, whereas PICK/PUSH are
more reliable but still contact-sensitive). This task, therefore,
provides diverse, multi-modal successes and failures arising
from real-world manipulation affordances rather than a single
fixed plan. The detailed statistics of the dataset are shown in
the Appendix.

3) Baselines: To assess our two-system framework, we
compare against three groups: (i) unified VLA models,
(ii) VLM-as-planner baselines that replace System2 while
keeping System1 fixed, and (iii) our System 2 variants
(Chain/Tree/Full) to isolate branching and failure-conditioned
value. Since our environment operates at 20Hz in a joint-
position action representation, we select baselines that can be
executed under this control frequency and action format.

• Unified VLA models. OpenVLA-OFT [56],
GR00T N1.5 [3], and π0 [4], plus a reward-conditioned
π0 variant using failure data [57].

• VLM-as-System 2. Replace our planner with SOTA
VLMs (e.g., GPT-4o [58], Gemini-2.5-Flash [49]) us-
ing few-shot prompting to propose subgoals/next scene
graphs, with and without failure examples; System 1 (our
action executor) is fixed.

• Our System 2 variants. VINE-Chain (no branching
without failure data), VINE-Tree (tree search without
failure data, scoring with confidence), and VINE-Full
(tree search + failure-conditioned value).

B. Simulation Results and Analysis

We evaluate all models on success rate across both seen and
unseen configurations of the plug insertion and drawer packing
tasks. The results, summarized in Table I, demonstrate that our
proposed model, VINE, consistently and significantly outper-
forms all baselines. Our analysis delves into the performance
comparison against state-of-the-art models and investigates the
impact of failure data by comparing variants of our own system
that share the same underlying architecture.

1) Comparison with Unified VLA Models: Unified VLA
models, which operate as end-to-end reactive policies, demon-
strate a critical weakness in generalization. While some models
like π0 [4] achieve reasonable performance on seen configu-
rations (0.689 in plug insertion), all unified VLAs experience
a severe performance degradation when faced with novel
scenarios. For instance, π0’s success rate plummets from
0.689 to 0.267 in the unseen plug insertion task. Similarly,
OpenVLA-OFT [56] drops from 0.244 to a mere 0.044, and

GR00T N1.5 [3] falls from 0.422 to 0.244. This consistent
trend highlights their difficulty when learning long-horizon
tasks from multi-modal demonstration data: they struggle to
discern which of the many possible paths is most feasible.
Lacking a mechanism for deliberation, they cannot effectively
weigh alternative strategies, a challenge that our two-system
architecture is designed to overcome.

2) Comparison with VLM-as-Planner Baselines: Using
VLMs as the planner separates deliberation from control and
yields higher average performance than unified VLAs. Even
so, VINE-Full remains stronger, especially under novelty. On
drawer packing, VINE-Full achieves 0.752, a relative gain
of 10.1% over the best VLM baseline (GPT-4o with failure
examples [58], 0.683), and 0.675 on the unseen split compared
with 0.575. On plug insertion, VINE-Full attains 0.611 versus
0.522 for GPT-4o/Gemini-2.5-Flash [49], and 0.422 on the
unseen split versus 0.333, corresponding to 17.1% and 26.7%
relative improvements, respectively. Adding failure examples
to prompts improves VLMs (for example, GPT-4o on unseen
drawer increases from 0.475 to 0.575), but their grounding
in task dynamics remains limited. The VLM approach relies
on in-context learning to adapt its general knowledge from
a few textual examples, which provides strong reasoning but
is not deeply grounded in the task’s specific physical realities.
This can lead to conceptually sound plans that overlook subtle
failure modes, a vulnerability particularly exposed in novel
settings. In contrast, our method’s components are trained
directly on demonstration data, creating a more grounded
signal for a tree search. This allows our planner to assess
a plan’s feasibility by exploring its predicted consequences,
making it more robust in novel scenarios.

3) Role of Failure Data and Tree Search: Our component
analysis reveals that both tree search and failure-conditioning
are critical to our model’s success. The VINE-Chain model, a
linear planner using only success data, struggles to generalize
(0.244 unseen success). While leveraging tree search (VINE-
Tree) improves unseen performance by allowing the model
to explore alternatives, which is especially valuable in the
multi-modal drawer packing task (unseen success jumps from
0.450 to 0.525). However, the most significant improvement
comes from training the value function with failure data,
which provides a signal to judge a plan’s feasibility. VINE-
Full boosts unseen success rates to 0.422 in plug insertion
and 0.675 in drawer packing. This result decisively shows
that a value function that internalizes the dynamics of failure
provides a more reliable planning signal than the generalized
confidence of system 2, making it key to robust performance
in novel scenarios.

4) Qualitative Results: Figure 4 shows qualitative results
of our model’s planning and execution capabilities on two
distinct, complex tasks. In the plug-initiation task (a), it
successfully determines the correct multi-step sequence for
inserting various chargers into their corresponding slots. For
the Drawer Packing task (b), it demonstrates strategic reason-
ing by first pushing an obstacle to make space before placing
the target object. The successful roll-out trajectories for each
task validate that our system can effectively execute these
complex, long-horizon plans. Furthermore, Figure 5 contrasts
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(a) Plug Insertion Unseen Environment - Color 
(Insert all chargers in a power strip)

(b) Drawer Packing Unseen Environment - Color 
(Put salmon on top drawer and close it)
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Fig. 4: Qualitative results. System2 builds a failure-aware planning tree with feasibility scores, and System1 executes the
selected subgoals, producing successful trajectories.

TABLE II: Results from Simpler Environment. Carrot. denotes
carrot on plate, eggplant. denotes eggplant in basket, and
spoon. for spoon on towel.

Method carrot. eggplant. cube. spoon. Average

π0 (Finetuned) 0.236 0.791 0.139 0.388 0.389
VINE (Ours) 0.375 0.708 0.145 0.395 0.406

trajectories on drawer packing. Reactive baselines,π0 [4] and
Gemini-2.5-Flash [49] as System 2, ignore the obstructing
bowl and attempt a direct placement, leading to collisions. An
ablation using only success data without tree search (“chain”)
merely tries to shove the obstacle aside. In contrast, our model
plans a feasible, multi-step solution: first relocate the bowl to
the table, then place the salmon in the drawer, demonstrating
stronger strategic reasoning and execution.

C. Test-Time Scalability

Humans naturally allocate more time to difficult problems,
adjusting their reasoning effort to the complexity of the situa-
tion. In contrast, most VLA models commit to a single forward
pass per observation, applying a fixed amount of computation
regardless of task uncertainty. We hypothesize that allocating
additional inference-time reasoning, by expanding and veri-
fying multiple subgoal hypotheses, can improve robustness
without retraining. This setting allows us to study whether
compute adaptivity at deployment can serve as an additional
axis of generalization.

To evaluate this, we vary the planner’s per-step expan-
sion width K, which controls how many candidate subgoal
branches are explored and scored before acting (Figure 6) in
unseen configurations of plug-insertion environment. Increas-
ing K expands the search tree and enables broader reasoning
over plausible alternatives, while keeping model parameters
fixed. As K increases, unseen success improves 28.9% →
37.8%→42.2%→44.4%→40.0% for K=1, 2, 3, 4, 5, with a
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Fig. 5: Trajectory Comparison with baselines. The figure shows the trajectory generated by π0 [4], VLM as system 2, i.e.,
Gemini-2.5-flash [49] (Gemini), and with failure examples (Gemini fail), VINE-Chain (chain), and VINE-Full (Ours) in an
unseen drawer packing environment.

Fig. 6: Tree Analysis for test time scaling across per-step
expansion. In the unseen plug-insertion setting, increasing the
search width K consistently improves success while increasing
inference time, demonstrating a test-time scalability.

near-linear latency growth of 23.9s→26.2s→28.4s→30.8s→
32.5s. These results demonstrate that modest increases in
test-time reasoning yield measurable improvements in success
under distribution shift, reflecting a favorable accuracy–latency
trade-off and diminishing returns beyond K=4.
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Fig. 7: Generated tree and trajectories in Simpler environment.
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TABLE III: Real-world success rates on sponge and towel
packing tasks. Our method (VINE) outperforms the π0 base-
line in both seen and unseen settings.

Method Seen Unseen
sponge towel sponge towel

π0 [4] 0.60 0.45 0.55 0.30
VINE (Ours) 0.75 0.55 0.65 0.55

D. Bootstrapping Pretrained Models

In this experiment, we bootstrap a pretrained policy by
rolling out a Bridge v2 [60]–finetuned π0 to collect 600
additional raw trajectories, then re-train with our failure-
aware procedure and merge the adapted weights (PaliGemma
backbone + finetuned π0). We evaluated the proposed method
in the Simpler environment [61] with the Widow-X robot in
four different tasks: carrot. (put carrot on plate), eggplant.
(put eggplant in basket), cube. (stack green block on yellow
block) and spoon (put spoon on towel). In this environment,
we define edge as a subgoal with a 2D end-effector position in
the image, as there does not exist multiple available subgoals
to succeed the tasks. To balance the dataset between four tasks,
we collected more data on lower success rate tasks like stack
cubes or carrot on plate.

As summarized in Table II, our method yields a modest but
consistent gain in average success rate on the Simpler tasks
(from 0.389 to 0.406), with clear improvements on carrot on
plate (0.236 to 0.375), stack cubes (0.139 to 0.145), and spoon
on towel (0.388 to 0.395). The only regression appears on
eggplant in basket (0.791 to 0.708), where the baseline already
exhibited a very high success rate, suggesting diminishing
returns and occasional overfitting or value recalibration when
bootstrapping in near-saturated regimes. Overall, the results
indicate that rolling out a trained policy and re-training it
with our failure-informed updates can improve robustness
and transfer to previously weaker objects while preserving
strengths elsewhere. The example of a generated tree and
accompanying trajectory is illustrated in Figure 7.

E. Real-world Demonstration

1) Environment Setting and Tasks: Our experiments are
conducted using a 6-DoF robotic arm controlled at a 20Hz
frequency with joint position actions, receiving visual input
from both a wrist-mounted and a fixed third-person camera.
We introduce two multi-modal, long-horizon tasks that require
placing an object into a container and subsequently closing
its lid. The environment contains two different language in-
structions. The first task, sponge placement, involves placing
a sponge inside a container already occupied by a clock,
which admits three distinct solution strategies: pushing the
clock aside, removing it from the cabinet entirely, or placing
the sponge directly into the available free space. The second
task, towel placement, involves placing a towel, which can be
completed with or without an optional intermediate folding
step. To evaluate generalization, we define seen configurations
using a pink sponge and a yellow towel, and test on unseen
configurations that introduce a domain shift via a yellow

External camera

Wirst camera

Leader armFollower arm

(a) Real-world workspace and setup.

Seen Unseen
Towel Sponge Towel Sponge

(b) Tasks used in evaluation.

Fig. 8: Real-world environment and tasks. (a) Setup with a 6-
DoF arm (joint-position control, wrist + external cameras).
(b) Tasks: sponge and towel packing in the cabinet, with
distractors and folding strategies. Generalization is tested from
seen to unseen color configurations.

sponge and a green towel, as depicted in Figure 8. We collect
20 expert demonstrations for each of the five distinct strategies,
for a total of 100 trajectories.

2) Results: We evaluate our method, VINE, against the
baseline on the real-world manipulation tasks, with quantita-
tive results presented in Table III. For seen objects, our model
achieved success rates of 75% (sponge) and 55% (towel),
compared to the baseline’s 60% and 45%. The performance
gap was larger for unseen objects, where our model succeeded
65% (sponge) and 55% (towel) of the time, while the baseline
dropped to 55% and 30%, respectively. This improvement
comes from our model’s ability to choose the most feasible
strategy in a given situation. Figure 9 showcases planning and
action generation on unseen tasks. In towel placement (a), the
model prefers a three-step plan—Fold towel → Put in cabinet
→ Close cabinet—because it predicts a higher success value
than placing it directly. In sponge placement (b), with a clock
blocking the cabinet, it first pushes the clock aside before
placing the sponge, again selecting the most feasible path.
System 1 then executes the chosen sequence to produce the
shown trajectories, demonstrating practical effectiveness on a
physical robot.

VI. DISCUSSION AND LIMITATIONS

In this section, we discuss the broader implications of our
findings, outline current limitations, and present a simple test-
time replanning extension that partially mitigates one of these
limitations. Finally, we summarize the key contributions and
insights drawn from this study.
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Fig. 9: Real-world demonstrations with planning and execution. (a) Towel–unseen: the search tree selects fold → put in cabinet
→ close, then System 1 executes the chosen path. (b) Sponge–unseen (clock distractor): the planner chooses push clock →
put sponge → close and the trajectory follows accordingly.

A. Discussion

Our experiments demonstrate that incorporating failure in-
formation and scaling reasoning at inference significantly
enhances the robustness of VLA planning. The observed im-
provements suggest that failure-aware reasoning quality plays
a central role in generalization under distribution shift. By
explicitly evaluating and pruning failure-prone branches, the
planner learns to allocate computation adaptively, leading to
more stable performance across diverse environments. These
results also indicate that inference-time computation can serve
as a controllable variable for deployment-time adaptation.
However, several challenges remain, particularly in integrating
real-time feedback and bridging the gap between discrete
reasoning and continuous control, which we discuss next.

B. Limitations

Despite the advantages, we have three main limitations.
First, planning occurs at subgoal granularity without real-time,
within-chunk feedback. We deliberately avoid a stop-and-
replan loop because it effectively enforces a quasi-static as-

sumption and interrupts continuous motion; in dynamic scenes,
small pose errors, sensor latency, or contact disturbances can
therefore accumulate between replans, leading to drift in the
predicted successor state and occasional divergence between
the planned path and what the robot can stably execute.

Second, the low-level controller (System 1) is trained
solely from successful executions. Lacking failure-conditioned
gradients, it tends to overfit nominal trajectories and shows
limited ability to self-correct once perturbed off the known
distribution. Third, the state abstraction relies on a 2D scene
graph that omits metric geometry, contact cues, and short-
horizon dynamics that are critical in contact-rich manipulation.
This can miscalibrate feasibility estimates when objects are
partially occluded, slightly mislocalized, or when frictional
effects dominate. The resulting gaps increase sensitivity to
calibration drift and viewpoint changes, and can cause the
search to misrank otherwise viable branches or prune plans
that would succeed under the true physical dynamics.
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Fig. 10: Success rates in the unseen drawer packing environ-
ment with and without replanning. A lightweight uncertainty-
triggered replanning module, which down-weights uncertain
branches and switches to alternatives, boosts success in drawer
packing without retraining.
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Fig. 11: Qualitative Results for replanning. Planner first selects
the green plan (push box→place item→close), then detects
high uncertainty during the first step and switches to the
yellow alternative (place box on table→place item→close),
successfully completing the task. Shaded panels indicate the
uncertainty trigger and the plan switch; bottom rows show the
executed trajectories.

C. Plug-in Module for Replanning

To mitigate drift arising from executing long action–chunks
without feedback, we attach a lightweight uncertainty moni-
tor [62] that enables test-time replanning without retraining.
When the within–chunk variance becomes high, the monitor
down-weights the score of currently committed branch and
triggers a switch to the next best alternative in the search
tree. This converts our quasi-static, open-loop execution into
an instance-adaptive procedure that can abandon deteriorating
motions. In the unseen drawer packing setting, this mechanism
improves success from 67.5% (no replanning) to 74.0% (with
replanning), exceeding the π0 baseline’s 57.5% while leav-
ing all learned parameters unchanged (Figure 10). Although
task-specific calibration remains, these results indicate that

uncertainty-triggered replanning partially closes the gap intro-
duced by Limitation 1. Figure 11 illustrates test-time replan-
ning, where the model first chooses the green path—pushing
the obstructive box aside—but, upon detecting high uncer-
tainty, it switches (yellow background) to the second-best
plan: placing the box on the table. Despite the benefits, the
current uncertainty calibration is manual and task-specific, and
the added computation limits real-time use. We view data-
driven calibration and learned failure signals (e.g., extending
the done-expert dimension) as promising next steps. These
replanning results are orthogonal to our main contributions
but suggest a practical path to improve robustness at test time.

D. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced VINE, a hierarchical vision
language action model that provides a framework for ef-
fectively training Vision-Language-Action (VLA) models by
leveraging both success and failure demonstration data. By
formulating the problem as hierarchical reinforcement learning
(HRL), VINE separates a high-level system (System 2) for
feasibility-aware planning from a low-level control system
(System 1) for execution. Crucially, the high-level planner
learns from both success and failure examples in offline
datasets to guide a tree-based search, allowing it to anticipate
and prune failure-prone action sequences before execution,
thereby significantly enhancing stability. Through experiments
on complex, long-horizon manipulation tasks in both simula-
tion and the real world, VINE consistently demonstrates supe-
rior success rates and robustness over strong VLA baselines,
with its effectiveness being particularly pronounced in unseen
scenarios. These results underscore that explicitly modeling
and reasoning about failure is an essential component for
converting the broad competence of VLA models into robust
real-world performance.
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APPENDIX

A. Detailed Formulation

1) Node-edge kernel induced by low-level options: We
define the high-level node-edge space from the low-level MDP
(S,A, T ) and show that it forms an MDP, and we introduce
the node-level target/avoid sets corresponding to G,F ⊂ S.

Given the option grounding oe = (INe , πe, βe, Πe), the
closed-loop one-step kernel under oe is

Pπe
(s′ | s) =

∑
a∈A

πe(a | s, ℓ)T (s′ | s, a).

With termination-on-arrival, the terminal low-level state dis-
tribution is

PS
oe(s

⋆ | s) =
∑
t≥0

(
(1− βe)Pπe

)t
(βePπe)(s

⋆ | s),

i.e., the probability that, starting from s and executing oe, the
execution eventually terminates in s⋆ under βe.

Lift the high-level pair (n, z) to a low-level arrival dis-
tribution µ(· | n, z), the conditional law of s upon arriving
at node n after the option sequence encoded in z (in data,
µ = δstk with ϕ(stk) = n). Mapping terminal states to nodes
via Πe : S → N yields the node-level option kernel with
context

PN
oe (n

′ | n, z) = Es∼µ(·|n,z)

[∑
s⋆

PS
oe(s

⋆ | s)1{Πe(s
⋆) = n′}

]
.

With the deterministic context update z′ = [z, e, n], the node-
edge kernel is

P
(
(n′, z′) | (n, z), e

)
= PN

oe (n
′ | n, z) 1{ z′ = [z, e, n] }.

Define the node-level target/avoid sets by lifting through ϕ:

GN := ϕ(G), FN := ϕ(F), GN ∩ FN = ∅.

The kernel is absorbing on GN∪FN . Therefore (X ,U , P ) with
X = N ×Z , U = E , and transition kernel P is a well-defined
MDP on the node-edge space.

2) Value equals reachability probability (undiscounted first
exit): Define decision-epoch hitting times

τG := inf{t ≥ 0 : nt ∈ GN},
τF := inf{t ≥ 0 : nt ∈ FN},

τ := τG ∧ τF . (2)

With the entrance reward r(n, z, e, n′) = 1{n′ ∈ GN} and
undiscounted first–exit return

R :=

τ−1∑
t=0

r(nt, zt, et, nt+1),

we have the pathwise identity

R = 1{τG < τF}.
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Indeed, exactly one nonzero reward can occur—on the unique
transition that first enters GN (if any); if FN is hit first, all
rewards are zero and the episode terminates.

For any policy µ on the node–edge MDP (X ,U , P ) with
X = N ×Z , U = E , and kernel P ((n′, z′) | (n, z), e),

V µ(n, z) := Eµ

[
τ−1∑
t=0

r(nt, zt, et, nt+1)

∣∣∣∣∣ (n0, z0) = (n, z)

]
= Pr

µ

(
τG < τF | n, z

)
. (3)

The corresponding Bellman relations are the standard reach-
avoid equations:

V µ(n, z) =
∑
e

µ(e | n, z)
∑
n′

PN
oe (n

′ | n, z)
[
1{n′ ∈ GN}

+ 1{n′ /∈ GN ∪ FN}V µ(n′, [z, e, n])
]
, (4)

with boundary conditions V µ(n, z) = 1 for n ∈ GN
and V µ(n, z) = 0 for n ∈ FN . The optimality version
replaces the inner expectation by a maximization over e ∈
O(n, z). If a discount factor γ ∈ (0, 1) is preferred, define
Rγ =

∑τ−1
t=0 γtr(nt, zt, et, nt+1) and note that pathwise

Rγ = γτG−11{τG < τF} so

V µ
γ (n, z) = Eµ[Rγ | n, z]

= Pr
µ
(τG < τF | n, z)Eµ

[
γτG−1 | τG < τF , n, z

]
. (5)

The discounted value is therefore proportional to the success
probability with a positive factor depending on the success
time; when search evaluates leaves at an approximately fixed
depth this factor is effectively constant so ranking by V µ

γ

coincides with ranking by reachability, and if a probability
scale is required one may normalize by depth or divide by an
empirical estimate of the factor computed from the dataset.

3) Expectile losses on the node–edge MDP: Let D =
{(nk, z0:k−1, ek, nk+1)} be logged transitions from a behavior
policy µb(e | n, z). Define the entrance reward rk = 1{nk+1 ∈
GN} and the terminal flag termk = 1{nk+1 ∈ GN ∪ FN}.
Write θ for trainable parameters and θ′ for an EMA target.

From the Bellman equation under µb,

V µb(nk, z0:k−1) = E[rk + γ(1− termk)V
µb(nk+1, z0:k)] ,

we form the one-step target

yk = rk + γ(1− termk)Vθ′(nk+1, z0:k).

We then minimize the expectile–TD loss

Lval(θ) = ED
[
ρτe

(
yk − Vθ(nk, z0:k−1)

)]
,

ρτ (u) =
∣∣τ − 1{u < 0}

∣∣u2. (6)

While original TD with symmetric MSE is tailored to online
RL where fresh on-policy samples expand coverage and the
Bellman contraction drives Vθ toward the true value as data
grows, our setting is offline. We train on a fixed batch, so
TD error is reduced only on the logged support, and bootstrap
propagation outside that support can induce overestimation on
unseen actions or edges. To guard against this, we adopt the
expectile TD loss with a pessimistic level τe < 0.5, which

Fig. 12: Data Statistics from human demonstrations in plug
insertion environment

penalizes positive residuals Vθ − yk more than negative ones
and yields a conservative value on under-supported regions.
The objective remains a simple and stable TD regression
that avoids importance weighting. With γ = 1 and first-exit
rewards, Vθ(n, z) approximates Pr(τG < τF | n, z), and τe
provides a clean knob to trade off recall and caution during
planning under offline data constraints.

B. Dataset Details

1) Plug Insertion Environment:
a) Collection.: We used teleoperation with four operators

to cover all admissible insertion orders for each receptacle
type (e.g., all permutations for 3–socket plates and for 2–
socket plates). The insertion order for strips is fixed from
right to left due to limited viewpoints. Operators received order
guidelines beforehand so each trajectory explicitly followed a
target sequence (e.g., small→ round→ rectangular).
For every run we logged time–stamped robot state (arm pose,
gripper command), RGB images, and camera calibration.

b) Subgoal labels.: From the logs we derive a minimal
set of discrete subgoals tied to gripper state transitions and the
target order:

• Grasp-x: open → close near plug x,
• Insert-x in y: close → open at socket y.

A trajectory thus becomes a chain of subgoals aligned to
the instructed order (e.g., grasp-small charger →
insert-small charger in rightmost plug →
grasp-round charger → · · · ).

c) Scene snapshots.: Around each transition time, we
extract a short image window and select the central frame
as the scene for that subgoal.

d) Scene graph construction.: For every scene, we build
a 2D scene graph containing:

• Gripper node: 2D image location obtained by projecting
the measured 3D gripper pose into the camera frame
using known intrinsics/extrinsics.

• Object nodes: bounding–box proposals from Ground-
ingDINO [48]; a VLM (Gemini [49]) assigns semantic
names (e.g., small, round, rectangular) to crops
via text prompts seeded by the task vocabulary.

• Relations (edges): coarse spatial relations between nodes
(e.g., charger inside leftmost plug), inferred from box
geometry and, when ambiguous, VLM judgments.



PREPRINT VERSION. UNDER REVIEW. 17

Fig. 13: Data Statistics from human demonstrations in the
drawer packing environment

e) Output triplets.: Each subgoal yields a {image, scene-
graph, label} triple: the raw image, a graph with the gripper
2D position, object boxes, relations, and the symbolic subgoal
induced by the gripper transition and the instructed order.

f) Data Statistics: Figure 12 visualizes the empirical
per–path success rate for the plug–insertion task from human
demonstrations. Each tree enumerates all candidate insertion
paths (from the root start to a leaf), where a leaf corre-
sponds to a complete order of socket types (small, round,
rectangular). The number under each leaf is the estimated
success probability p̂succ = ♯successes/♯trials for that path,
and node color encodes this value (red → high, blue →
low). The left panel reports the 3-charger setting and the
right panel the 2-charger setting. The distribution is skewed:
in 3–3-charger, sequences such as small → round →
rectangular are highly reliable (0.96), while any path
involving rectangular early tends to fail (0.00–0.18). In
a 2-charger, several paths are near–perfect (e.g., round →
small and small→ rectangular both at 1.00), whereas
rectangular → small is weak (0.09).

2) Drawer Packing Environment:
a) Collection.: We used teleoperation with a

leader–follower arm setup to collect demonstrations of
drawer packing. Four operators performed trajectories
covering all admissible object–placement orders across
different categories (boxed food, cans, etc.). For each
run, the teleoperator followed a target guideline (e.g., pick
box → put on table → grasp canned spam
→ put in drawer) ensuring coverage of Pick, Push,
and Leave strategies. The initial scene includes two types
of distractors—boxed food items and cans placed on
(or near) the drawer surface. The task, conditioned on the
language instruction, is to select the specified can (spam
or salmon), place it inside the drawer, and then close the
drawer. The dataset logs include time–stamped robot states
(joint angles, gripper signal), RGB observations, object poses
from the MuJoCo simulator, and synchronized language
instructions.

b) Subgoal labels.: From the logs we derive a minimal
set of discrete subgoals aligned with gripper state transitions
and the target order. Each trajectory is segmented into a chain
of symbolic steps:

• Pick-x: grasp and lift a distractor object x from the table,

• Push-x: displace object x away to clear space,
• Grasp-y: grasp the target food item y (e.g., canned spam,

salmon),
• Put-y on drawer: place y into the top drawer,
• Close drawer: close the top drawer with the gripper.

Thus, each demonstration becomes an ordered sequence
of subgoals (e.g., push box → grasp spam → put
spam on drawer → close drawer), which provides
the symbolic scaffold for scene–graph based reasoning.

Scene graphs are constructed in the same method as a plug
insertion environment.

c) Data Statistics: Figure 13 illustrates the empirical
per–path success rate in the drawer–packing task. Each tree
expands all candidate sequences from the root start to a
leaf, where a leaf specifies a complete decision (e.g., placing
Spam or Salmon). The numeric value under each node is
the estimated success probability p̂succ = ♯successes/♯trials,
and the node color encodes this value (red → high, blue →
low).

In the boxed food setting (left), the distribution is
uneven: Push actions are consistently reliable (1.00 for
both items), while Pick yields moderate success (0.55)
and Leave is weak (0.30–0.35). In contrast, the can set-
ting (right) shows a sharper split: Pick is highly reliable
(0.91–1.00), Push succeeds less often (0.45), and Leave
almost always fails (0.00–0.05). This highlights how different
object types bias subgoal feasibility—pushing works well for
boxed food, while picking dominates for cans.

3) Simpler Environment:
a) Collection and Setup.: In this environment, we replace

teleoperation with autonomous rollouts from a fine-tuned π0

policy. Each trajectory is labeled with a binary success signal
from the environment. We segment behavior into two edge
types parameterized by the 2D gripper position: grasp−x and
put x on top of y. The grasping interval is annotated using the
environment log flag info["is_src_obj_grasped"].

b) Data Statistics.: We collected 576 trajectories across
four objects: eggplant (72), carrot (192), spoon (120),
and cube (192). Table IV summarizes per-object grasp and
success outcomes.

TABLE IV: Simpler environment outcomes per object. Rates
are ♯ / total (%).

Object Total Grasped Success

eggplant 72 66 (91.7%) 60 (83.3%)
carrot 192 112 (58.3%) 48 (25.0%)
spoon 144 77 (53.4%) 56 (38.8%)
cube 192 128 (66.7%) 32 (16.7%)

Overall 600 376 (65.3%) 195 (33.9%)

4) Real-World Environment:
a) Collection and Setup.: We study a cabinet–packing

task where the agent must place either a sponge or a towel
into a lidded cabinet bin and close it. For sponge trials, a
clock distractor is present inside the bin; operators could (i)
push the clock aside, (ii) pick it up and place it elsewhere, or
(iii) leave it and insert the sponge. For towel trials, operators
either fold once before insertion or insert as is. A rollout is
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Fig. 14: Data Statistics from human demonstrations in the real-
world environment

marked as successful if the lid fully closes with no protrusion.
We used an OpenManipulator-Y arm under leader–follower
teleoperation, logging at 20HZ.

b) Subgoal labels.: From the time–stamped logs (20 Hz)
we derive a minimal set of discrete subgoals aligned with
gripper state transitions and the target order. Each trajectory
is segmented into a chain of symbolic steps:

• Pick-x: grasp and lift a distractor x (e.g., the clock)
and relocate it,

• Push-x: displace x to clear space without grasping,
• Fold-towel: fold the towel once prior to insertion (towel

trials only),
• Place y in cabinet: insert the target item y (e.g.,
sponge, towel) into the cabinet bin,

• Close cabinet: close the lid with no protrusions.

The leave strategy denotes omitting any distractor–handling
step. Thus, each demonstration becomes an ordered subgoal
sequence, e.g., push clock → place sponge in
cabinet → close cabinet (sponge–push), pick
clock → place sponge in cabinet → close
cabinet (sponge–pick), place sponge in cabinet
→ close cabinet (sponge–leave), fold towel →
place towel in cabinet → close cabinet
(towel–fold), or place towel in cabinet → close
cabinet (towel–leave), which provides the symbolic
scaffold for downstream scene–graph–based reasoning and
analysis.

c) Data Statistics.: Figure 14 visualizes the empirical
per–path success rate for the cabinet–insertion task, with each
root-to-leaf path representing a complete subgoal sequence.
The numeric label under each node is the estimated success
probability p̂succ = ♯successes/♯trials, and node color encodes
this value.

In sponge trials (with an internal clock distractor), Push-
clock dominates (0.95, 20/21), Pick-clock is moderate (0.47,
9/19), and Leave almost always fails (0.05, 1/20). In towel
trials, Fold before insertion is highly reliable (0.90, 18/20),
whereas Leave is weak (0.15, 3/20). Overall, handling the
distractor (push/pick) or preparing the deformable item (fold)
is crucial for success, while omitting these steps yields poor
outcomes.

Fig. 15: Comparison between tree search algorithms. On plug
insertion, MCTS’s value-guided search yields a similar success
rate and faster inference than fixed-order DFS.

TABLE V: Weight merging for language backbone in plug
insertion environment. Interpolating shared layers between π0

and PaliGemma via λm yields a clear optimum at λm = 0.6;
heavier bias to either model reduces overall and unseen
success.

λm Seen SR. Unseen SR. Avg. SR.

0.5 0.756 0.356 0.555
0.6 0.800 0.422 0.611
0.7 0.733 0.289 0.511
0.8 0.422 0.244 0.333

C. Ablation Studies

a) Tree Search Algorithm: To validate our choice of a
Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS)-like algorithm, we compare
it against a standard Depth-First Search (DFS) baseline in the
plug insertion task (Figure 15). While both methods achieve
an identical 80.0% success rate in the seen setting, their
performance diverges in the more challenging unseen setting.
Here, our MCTS-like approach achieves a higher success rate
(42.2% vs. 39.1% for DFS). More importantly, it is signif-
icantly more computationally efficient, reducing the average
execution time by nearly 10 seconds (28.37s vs. 38.09s for
DFS). This efficiency stems from MCTS’s guided exploration,
which uses the value function to prioritize more promising
branches. In contrast, DFS explores paths in a fixed order,
often wasting computation on unfeasible plans. This confirms
our search strategy is not only more effective at generalizing
but also makes better use of computational resources.

b) Weight Merging of Language Backbone: We ablate
backbone weight merging [52] between PaliGemma [23] and
the π0 [4] trunk. Specifically, we linearly interpolate the shared
layers,

θmerge
g (λm) = λm θπ0

g + (1− λm) θPG
g ,

while keeping non-overlapping heads separate and training
LoRA [53] on top.

Table V shows the effect of varying interpolation weight
λ. Performance peaks at λm=0.6 , achieving our best results
with a seen success rate of 0.800, an unseen success rate
of 0.422, and an average of 0.611. Decreasing the weight
to λm=0.5 (giving more weight to PaliGemma) maintains a
high seen success rate (0.756) but harms generalization, with
the unseen rate dropping to 0.356. Conversely, increasing the
weight towards π0 with λm=0.7 (Seen: 0.733, Unseen: 0.289)
and λm=0.8 (Seen: 0.422, Unseen: 0.244) leads to a steep
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decline in performance across all metrics. This highlights the
importance of finding a careful balance between the general
linguistic knowledge from PaliGemma and the specialized
action representations from the π0 trunk to achieve both strong
in-distribution performance and robust generalization.


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Vision–Language–Action Models
	Hierarchical System using Language Models
	Tree Search

	Problem Formulation
	Hierarchical VLA
	Data Assumption and Objective
	Prerequisites for Tree Search and Execution
	Bridge to HRL

	SMDP Formulation
	Option-Level Representation: Nodes, Edges, and Data
	Nodes as Abstract State Representations
	Edges as Transitions Between Nodes
	Constructing Datasets for Hierarchical Learning

	Option-Level Feasible Decision Making Formulation
	Value as Success Probability

	Proposed Method
	Overall Pipeline
	Architecture
	System 2
	Node and Edge Generation
	Node Evaluation
	Tree Search Algorithm

	System 1
	Training
	Inference


	Experiment
	Simulation Environments and Data Collection
	Environment Setup
	Data collection
	Baselines

	Simulation Results and Analysis
	Comparison with Unified VLA Models
	Comparison with VLM-as-Planner Baselines
	Role of Failure Data and Tree Search
	Qualitative Results

	Test-Time Scalability
	Bootstrapping Pretrained Models
	Real-world Demonstration
	Environment Setting and Tasks
	Results


	Discussion and Limitations
	Discussion
	Limitations
	Plug-in Module for Replanning
	Conclusion

	References
	Appendix
	Detailed Formulation
	Node-edge kernel induced by low-level options
	Value equals reachability probability (undiscounted first exit)
	Expectile losses on the node–edge MDP

	Dataset Details
	Plug Insertion Environment
	Drawer Packing Environment
	Simpler Environment
	Real-World Environment

	Ablation Studies


