2610.35817v1 [cs.RO] 26 Oct 2026

arxiv

Pretraining Knows What, Simulation Teaches How:
Compositional Generalization in a Sim-Trained
Robot Agent

Benjamin Pikus, Daniel Saunders, Mircea Mironenco,
Salman Mohammadi, Mathew Mathew, Sirou Zhu, Divya Makkar,
Xuhua Huang, Qinbo Li, Supreeth Narasimhaswamy,
Siyuan Cen, Dejia Xu*, Shyamal Buch*, Thomas Neff*

Luma AI

Abstract: A robot policy needs to understand what a task is asking for in a scene,
and how to move the robot to accomplish that task. To achieve these two skills,
we introduce Zero-real Agent Policy (ZAP), a recipe that teaches a small off-the-
shelf vision-language model to control a robot via a simple tool harness. We use
a pretrained 27B parameter model to bootstrap world understanding and reason-
ing, followed by supervised fine-tuning and GRPO on simple simulated tasks to
teach it how to move the robot. Without any real-world robot data during train-
ing, ZAP reaches 96.7% success on real-world tasks, matching GPT-6 Astra in
our harness and outperforming the MolmoAct2 VLA (33.3%), while running 3 x
faster and 17x cheaper than GPT-6 Astra. We demonstrate that ZAP also gener-
alizes to completely new objects, goals, strategies, and language by seating a test
tube in a rack (and choosing a different hole in the rack when prompted), hand-
ing a test tube between arms mid-air, drawing an X on a tic-tac-toe board, and
playing chess. These goals and types of manipulation don’t appear in our training
data. Furthermore, ZAP also transfers to an unseen embodiment. On a single-arm
Franka, ZAP reaches 55.9% on RoboLab-120, 4.9 percentage points ahead of the
leading VLA/WAM baseline.
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Figure 1: Motion learned in simulation carries over to new real tasks that need reasoning. Left: two of the
simulated training tasks. These simple pick and place, stacking, and reorientation tasks with everyday objects
teach the model only how to move. Right: the same model, trained exclusively in simulation, tested zero-shot
on a real bi-manual robot. No real robot data is used in training. Each task is new in a different way. The
test tube and rack are a new object and a new goal. The mid-air handoff strategy has nothing close to it in the
training distribution. Similarly, drawing an X in the center of a tic-tac-toe grid is a new type of manipulation
guided by reading the board. Playing a mate in one requires reasoning about chess, drawing from the model’s
pretraining capabilities.
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Approach Speed Cost Generalization

VLAs / WAMs v v -
Code as Policies v v -
Large agent as policy (frontier LLM + tools) - - v
ZAP (ours) v v v

Table 1: Comparing robot policy paradigms. VLAs/WAMs and Code as Policies offer fast, inexpensive
execution, while frontier agents provide broader generalization at higher latency and cost. ZAP combines fast,
low-cost execution with generalization to new instructions, objects, scenes, and goals.

1 Introduction

A robot policy has to do two difficult things at once: it needs semantic reasoning to understand
instructions in a potentially unfamiliar scene, and motion control to translate that understanding
into precise physical actions.

We introduce Zero-real Agent Policy (ZAP), which adds motion to a small pretrained vision-
language model through supervised fine-tuning (SFT) and reinforcement learning (RL), entirely
in simulation. We evaluate how these skills carry over to new tasks, real hardware, and a new em-
bodiment. Existing methods tend to trade off performance in one of these areas for the others, and
broadly fall into three groups (Table 1).

Models that directly output robot actions. Vision-language-action models (VLAs) and world-
action models (WAMs) learn semantic reasoning & motion control from robot action data [1, 2, 3, 4].
Because diverse action data is scarce, both skills end up tied to the training distribution: the policy
often generalizes poorly to new prompts, objects, scenes and goals, and a new task usually means
training again.

Code that directly drives the robot. In Code as Policies [5, 6], a language model writes a program
that composes perception and control APIs. This is quick and reliable when the situations it will
face can be anticipated when the program is written, but struggles outside that script, for example
with an unexpected failure, an unfamiliar object or an ambiguous instruction. Adapting to a new
task or scene means rewriting the program.

Large frontier models controlling the robot through tools. Frontier language models interacting
with the robot via an agentic harness bring world understanding, reasoning and generalization [7,
8, 9]. But they are not explicitly trained to move a robot, and a trillion-parameter model is slow and
costs dollars for a task that smaller policy models, when they can do them, do in seconds and cost
pennies.

ZAP combines semantic reasoning from vision-language pretraining with motion control learned en-
tirely in simulation. We start with Qwen 3.6 27B [10], which contributes world understanding and
reasoning. We then teach the model motion control in simulation - first SFT on its own mined suc-
cessful traces, followed by RL across 40 pick-and-place, stacking, and reorientation tasks. Neither
stage uses real-world robot demonstrations. At test time, the policy combines pretrained semantic
reasoning with learned motion control to perform real-world tasks it was never trained to execute,
generalizing to new objects, goals, and robot embodiments.

Our contributions are as follows:

* Teacher-free training of an agent policy in simulation. We teach a pretrained vision-language
model to control a robot with no frontier teacher and no real robot data. The model commands
end-effector poses and gripper openings through a harness that is identical in simulation and on
hardware. We seed it with successful traces mined from its own rollouts, then refine it with RL
using a dense reward ladder that credits partial progress (§3).

* Transfer to hardware and new embodiment. With no real-world robot training data, ZAP
matches GPT-6 Astra on 10 real tasks at 3x the speed and 1/17 the cost. The same checkpoint



transfers without retraining to a completely new embodiment (single-arm Franka) exceeding the
performance of leading VLA/WAM baselines on RoboLab-120 (§4).

* Generalization to new goals, language, and reasoning. ZAP combines pretrained semantic
reasoning with learned motion control to execute real-world tasks unseen during robot training.
The policy handles new objects and goals, follows instructions for manipulation strategies it never
practiced, and applies complex reasoning to tasks such as chess and drawing (§5).

2 Related work

Composing reasoning and motion. Task-and-motion planners compose symbolic operators that
ground into geometric motion [11, 12]. Large language models then proved to be better high-level
planners, sequencing a library of learned skills [13, 14, 15] or handing subgoals to low-level poli-
cies [16, 17]. ZAP keeps the split between reasoning and motion but drops the fixed skill library.
Motion is a skill the model learns itself, through a minimal harness that leaves scene reasoning and
action sequencing to the model rather than imposing macros that simplify familiar tasks but limit
generalization.

End-to-end policies. VLAs and WAMs fold reasoning and motion into one network trained on robot
actions [1, 3, 18, 4]. Several studies show that these policies keep the intent of an instruction but fail
to execute it on new tasks, perturbations or skill combinations [19, 20, 21, 22]. ZAP instead inherits
the reasoning and language ability of a pretrained LLM and learns only motion, in simulation. It
never has to learn language from action data, so it is not tied to the instructions that data happens to
contain, and it follows what an instruction means rather than how it is worded.

Foundation models as robot agents. Code as Policies and its successors compose perception and
control APIs into programs [5, 23], and frontier agents now act directly as closed-loop policies
through tool harnesses [7, 8, 9]. They bring reasoning for free, but they are slow, expensive and not
trained to move a robot. The closest work trains compact tool-calling agents, mostly by distilling
a frontier teacher: Guava into a 4B agent with object-referenced grasp and align tools, refined with
GRPO on two tasks [24], RACaP into an 8B model over evolved policy APIs [25], and Robo-Harness
K1 into a 9B student evaluated in simulation [9]. ZAP uses no teacher: its fine-tuning data are its
own successful rollouts, and RL trains it on all 40 tasks, so no teacher sets its ceiling. It commands
complete end-effector poses rather than grasp macros. Guava’s unseen tasks recombine the grasp,
place and push primitives it was trained on; ZAP composes motions it never practiced, such as a
mid-air handoff and a marker stroke, and runs on a different robot without retraining.

Appendix E gives a more detailed discussion.

3 Method

We first describe the harness, the tool interface through which the model perceives and acts, identical
in simulation and on hardware (§3.1). We then describe how we train the model to move entirely
in simulation using GRPO and a dense reward ladder (§3.2), and how we initialize that run from
successful traces gathered by a short GRPO warm-up and prefix-tree search (§3.3).

3.1 One interface across simulation and hardware

ZAP controls two 6-DoF (degrees-of-freedom) YAM arms with parallel-jaw grippers [26]. It com-
mands absolute end-effector poses and gripper openings, rather than joint angles, trajectories, or
action chunks. We frame tasks as a conversation between the model and its environment through the
harness: the model first writes a plan and names the objects to locate based on camera views of the
environment, then repeatedly issues perception and movement tool calls to complete its task.

The harness uses SAM 3.1 [27, 28] to segment the objects named in the model’s perception queries in
each camera stream. These masks are combined with calibrated depth cameras to yield each object’s
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Figure 2: Three scenes, one shared interface. Left to right: separate banana-in-bowl episodes on the simulated
bi-manual YAM, the real YAM, and a simulated single-arm Franka, an embodiment never seen in training. From
the agent’s perspective, the only thing that changes is the system prompt specifying the details of the robot and
camera layouts. Across all three settings, ZAP uses the same interface: camera images annotated with SAM 3.1
masks and numbered boxes, 3D object readouts, end-effector pose commands, and controller feedback. The
box below shows one step from the Franka episode: a 3D object readout, the agent’s move_to command, and
the motion controller’s response. Both YAM settings use these same formats.

3D centroid, height, and principal axes. This process runs continuously and asynchronously in the
background: the model steers perception by changing its queries, and receives object measurements
and annotated camera images.

The model controls the robot and manages the episode through five tools, two of which move the
robot: move_to sets a complete end-effector pose for one or both arms, and set_gripper sets each
jaw opening. change_query sets what perception looks for, update_todo keeps a short plan in
view across turns, and done ends the episode. There are no grasp macros or motion primitives, so
every approach, grasp, lift and release is a sequence of these two motion tools that the model plans
itself.

Appendix A describes the rest of the harness: the pose and orientation parameterization, the obser-
vations, validation, the motion controller and its outcome reports, and how the same harness runs in
simulation and on hardware. Appendix B steps through a complete real-robot episode turn by turn.

3.2 Learning to move in simulation

We build our simulated tasks in Isaac Sim [29] by adding simulated YAM arms with calibrated
cameras and arm dynamics against real YAM arms.

Learning motion control on simulated tasks. We design 40 simulated tasks, none of which appear
in RoboLab-120, that exercise the same families of everyday object manipulation skills: grasping
and lifting, single- and multi-object pick and place, stacking, and reorientation. The goals are delib-
erately simple, and none requires heavy reasoning. This lets us test whether motion control learned
on simple tasks can combine with pretrained semantic reasoning to solve unseen tasks with new
goals and strategies.

GRPO with dense rewards. The GRPO run is initialized from the checkpoint detailed in §3.3
and trains on all 40 tasks (hyperparameters in Appendix C). Binary reward based on task success is
inefficient since some tasks start with zero successes, and therefore a pass/fail reward would provide
zero advantage and contribute no gradient. We instead shape a dense ladder of partial credit judged
on the final state of the scene, manually designed per task type.

For example, for pick and place tasks, approaching the object earns up to 0.2 in proportion to the
gripper fingertip-to-object distance closed; grasping earns 0.2 and lifting up to a further 0.55, in
proportion to height up to 8 cm. Transport raises the total to at most 0.9, in proportion to the distance
to the goal closed. Completing a task earns 5.0, minus a small length penalty which penalizes the



model for taking too many turns to complete the task. The specific numbers for partial credit were
not ablated and instead holistically chosen: our guiding principle was that final task success must
have a much higher reward than partial reward; otherwise, the model settles for collecting partial
credit. The success checker is hardened against reward hacking, for example, by requiring that the
goal hold for at least half a second.

We penalize turns where either no tool call is made, or where invalid motion is proposed and doesn’t
pass certain validation checks (see Appendix A). These turns (but not the whole sequence) receive
a negative advantage, regardless of the episode’s score. In earlier runs without these penalties, the
corresponding error rates reached as high as 4% and 34%, respectively. With penalties, these rates
fall to 0% and 3%.

3.3 Initializing the model

Seeding the model with its own successes. A model which is on-distribution for its task space
helps reduce variance during RL training, so we first fine-tune on successful agent traces. That
raises the question of how to collect them. One option is rejection sampling from either our fixed
base model or a larger open model. However, this is prohibitively inefficient, and many tasks never
succeed even after hundreds of attempts per task. Instead, initializing from the base model, we run
a short GRPO warm-up run of several dozen steps and over-sample the harder tasks, and mine its
successful rollouts for SFT. As the policy improves, harder tasks start to yield successes, so the data
comes from a slightly evolved version of the model itself, a self-distillation loop that is close to
on-policy.

Prefix-tree search. For tasks that still never succeed, we perform a tree-search over partial episodes
(Appendix Figure 8). A node is created after each physical action settles; to expand it, we reset
the simulator to the task’s deterministic start, replay the node’s stored actions, restore the agent’s
context, and sample a new continuation. A best-first rule favors high dense reward and less-explored
nodes and prunes failing branches, with up to about 1,000 leaves per task. This found successful
traces for several tasks that RL sampling never solved, and these traces are added to the fine-tuning
data.

4 Quantitative evaluation

We perform quantitative evaluation on tasks in bimanual simulation, on real hardware, and on a new
embodiment. We finally examine two ablations on data quality and embodiment.

4.1 Simulation on the Bimanual YAM

Model Success (%)
Base Qwen 3.6 27B 8.3
ZAP (SFT) 58.3
ZAP (SFT + RL) 74.0
GPT-6 Astra 72.2
Opus 5.5 61.2

Table 2: Success on the bimanual YAM adaptation of RoboLab-120 [30]. ZAP exceeds both GPT-6 Astra
and Opus 5.5.

SFT raises success on RoboLab-120 from the base model’s 8.3% to 58.3%, and RL raises it to 74.0%
(Table 2), above both GPT-6 Astra and Opus 5.5. Motion learned on 40 simple tasks carries over to
new objects and tasks.

Note that, with the same harness, the base Qwen model fails on almost every task. Looking at its
thinking, it clearly understands the scene and goal. What it lacks is the ability to properly move



Model Success (%)

Per task ZAP GPT-6 Astra
ZAP (ours, 27B) 96.7 -
GPT-6 Astra (our harness) 96.7 Time (s) 146 -+ 83 397 £ 159
Turns 21.9 +£10.9 19.4 £8.0
GPT-6 Astra (Robocurve) 36.7 Ti 6.2+ 4 19.0 +
MolmoAct2 33.3 . © 0.29 + O‘?6 4 g'oi 38853
Base Qwen 3.6 27B 16.7 ost (USD) 29+0. 8743

Table 3: Real-world results. Left: success rate (%) over 30 trials per model. Right: mean = std per task. ZAP
is served with vLLM [33] on one B300 priced at $7.10/hour, with a 2-token multi-token-prediction head.

the robot. It fails to choose the right grasp orientation and height, approach the object correctly and
translate 3D perception into motion commands. Training with SFT and RL adds this missing motion
control skill.

4.2 Real-world transfer

Setup. We recreate 10 tasks of diverse complexity from the RoboLab-120 task list on the real robot
(Appendix D lists each task prompt and each model’s success rate). We ran 3 trials per task on a
bimanual rig with two YAM arms and the same three-camera layout as in simulation. We compare
against GPT-6 Astra [31] (reasoning level max) in our harness, GPT-6 Astra in the Robocurve In-
spect Robots harness [8, 32], MolmoAct2 [4], a public VLA for bimanual YAM arms, and the base
Qwen 3.6 27B we started from.

Parity with GPT-6 Astra. ZAP matches GPT-6 Astra in the same harness (Table 3), and both
clearly outperform GPT-6 Astra in the Robocurve harness, MolmoAct2, and the base model. The
base model, with the same reasoning and harness but no motion training, succeeds on 16.7%.

Where the VLA breaks. MolmoAct2’s failures follow the meaning of the instruction more than the
difficulty of the motion (Appendix Table 6). For example, we evaluate the model’s ability to pick &
place a Rubik’s cube in different locations. When asked to place in a bowl, it places it successfully
3/3 times. But when prompted to place the cube behind the bowl, it never succeeds (0/3), often still
placing it into the bowl. In another task, the VLA must place exactly 3 bananas in a bin and always
places too many. The motions are nearly the same; what changes is a spatial relation or count,
reflected in the prompt. A VLA can only learn what words like behind or exactly three mean from
its robot action data, whereas ZAP already understands them from vision-language pretraining.

Harness comparison. The same GPT-6 Astra succeeds in 96.7% of trials in our harness and in
36.7% in the Robocurve harness. A capable model is not enough on its own: what it observes and
how it can act shape what it achieves.

3x faster, 17x cheaper. ZAP completes a task in 146 s on average against 397 s for GPT-6 Astra.
Both models take a similar number of turns, so all of the gain comes from faster model responses:
6.2 s per turn against 19s. Per task, ZAP costs an estimated $0.29 against $4.87.

4.3 Transfer to a new embodiment

Generalization to a new robot embodiment comes for free. We take the same checkpoint, trained
only on bimanual YAM arms, and evaluate it on a single-arm Franka. From the agent’s perspective,
only the system prompt describing the embodiment changes; the harness stays exactly the same. The
Franka differs from the YAM in most of the ways that matter to a policy that outputs joint angles
or action chunks: one arm instead of two, seven joints instead of six, a different gripper, different
reach, and different cameras. ZAP is unaffected by these differences: it commands end-effector
poses through the harness, which handles the embodiment-specific joint control.

On RoboLab-120 it reaches 55.9%, ahead of Lakeside (51%) and FLUX 3 Action (42.9%), the
current state-of-the-art VLA/WAM baselines (Table 4). What the model learned in simulation is
therefore not a mapping tied to the YAM arms, but how to manipulate the robot arm through space



RoboLab-120, single-arm Franka Success (%)

ZAP (transferred from bimanual YAM) 55.9
Lakeside 51.0
FLUX 3 Action 42.9

Table 4: The same motion skill on a new robot. Without any Franka training, ZAP exceeds Lakeside and
FLUX 3 Action, the leading VLA/WAM policies on the current RoboLab-120 leaderboard [34].

to move an object to a target. The harness lets that skill carry over from two arms to one without
retraining.

4.4 Ablations

Better SFT data improves generalization. We compare two SFT runs: one using 455 successful
traces mined early in GRPO, and one using 3.9k traces mined more aggressively after GRPO runs
longer, especially on harder tasks. RoboLab-120 success rises from 17.2% to 58.3% (Table 5, left),
a gain of 41.1 points from the same recipe with better data. The longer run mines especially the
harder tasks that the early policy rarely solved, so the model sees how to succeed on a wider range
of tasks, and that breadth carries over to tasks it never trained on.

The recipe also works when trained directly on Franka. Separately, we train Qwen-3.5 9B on
single-arm Isaac Sim tasks. As before, none of these tasks appear in the RoboLab-120 evaluation.
We use a smaller 9B model both for faster experiments, and to test whether the recipe also holds at
a smaller scale. We follow a similar, lighter version of the recipe as above; we first train on 4.6k
examples gathered from mining successes from GRPO runs, before performing a final GRPO run.
The policy exceeds current SOTA VLAs (Table 5, right), suggesting that the recipe works across
model sizes and embodiments while preserving generalization to entirely unseen tasks.

Franka-trained model  Success (%)

SFT data Num Traces RoboLab-120 Success (%)
ZAP 9B 534
Early mining 455 17.2 -
Longer mining 3.9k 58.3 Lakeside 51.0
FLUX 3 Action 42.9

Table 5: Ablations. Left: more extensive trace mining improves SFT generalization on RoboLab-120 with the
bimanual YAM. Right: a 9B model trained directly on separate single-arm Isaac Sim tasks also transfers to
RoboLab-120. Lakeside and FLUX 3 Action results are from the benchmark leaderboard [34].

S Composing the skills on new tasks

We next test the model, trained exclusively in simulation, on real-world tasks far outside anything
seen in training, from bimanual handoffs to drawing and chess, each requiring reasoning and motion
the model never practiced (Figure 1).

What generalization we are looking for.
* New tasks and objects: the policy should handle objects, scenes, and goals that appear nowhere in
training, and construct a physical strategy for them without demonstrations.

* New strategies on request: it should be possible to prompt the policy into manipulations it never
practiced, such as coordinating two arms.

* Complex reasoning: the policy should be able to carry over the reasoning capabilities the pre-
trained LLM has into physical world actions.

* Language and instruction following: VLAs are notoriously sensitive to their prompts—slight
deviations that do not change the meaning can significantly change the policy success rate [35].



None of the goals, objects, or scenes below appear in training, and neither do any of the more
complex prompts, strategies, or reasoning they require.

(a) Pick up the tube (b) Rotate the gripper (c) Carry it over the rack (d) Set it into a hole

Figure 3: A new object and a new goal. Frames from the single test tube episode (a—c: overhead camera,
zoomed; d: wrist camera). The model picks up the tube lying on its side, rotates the gripper so the tube stands
upright, carries it over the rack and lowers it into a hole, cap up.

(a) Default prompt: overhead and wrist views (b) “Top left of the rack”: overhead and wrist views

Figure 4: Steered by the instruction. Final scenes of two episodes from the same starting scene: (a) the default
prompt; (b) a request for a hole at the top left of the rack.

A new object and a new task: the test tube. We ask the model to vertically lower a test tube
into a rack (Figure 3). Both objects and the goal are unseen in training. The model constructs the
strategy itself: it grasps the tube lying on its side, turns the gripper so the tube is vertical, and lowers
it into a hole. This is challenging because, at the moment of placement, the hole is hidden from
every camera. A VLA would typically need task-specific demonstrations of each of these steps;
ZAP receives only a single text instruction and, without demonstrations or parameter updates, infers
the required motion.

Steered by the instruction. The model brings the language understanding of its pretrained LLM
into its actions. VLAs often respond poorly to changes in their prompts [35]. ZAP is able to follow
precise instructions; on the same starting scene, we replace the instruction with a request to place
the tube in a hole at the top left of the rack. With the default prompt, the model picks a hole on its
own; with the new one, the tube ends up in the top-left corner (Figure 4).

(a) Start (b) Held up mid-table (c) Other arm grasps cap (d) Giving arm away (e) Placed (wrist)

Figure 5: Mid-air bimanual handoff. Frames from the handoff episode, described step by step in the text.
Training contains no bimanual interaction close to a handoff.

A new strategy on request: bimanual handoff. We then ask for a completely different way to reach
the same goal: hand the tube from one arm to the other in mid-air, then place it in the rack (Figure 5).
The prompt describes the handoff in writing, but training contains no bimanual interaction even close
to a handoff. The model orients the tube-cap up and brings it, held by one arm, to the middle of the
table; brings the other arm over the tube and descends from above, just far enough to grasp the cap
but not so low that it hits the first arm; closes the receiving gripper, then opens the giving one; moves
the giving arm out of the way; and lowers the tube into a hole. Getting this right means timing the
two grippers against each other: if the giving arm lets go too early the tube falls, and if the receiving
arm comes in too low the grippers collide.

Complex reasoning: tic-tac-toe and chess. The last two tasks require the model to reason about
what a goal means before it can act (Figure 6). For tic-tac-toe, we prompt the model to draw an X



(d) X in the center square

(e) Starting position (f) Piece grasped (wrist view) (g) Carrying the piece (h) Checkmate played

Figure 6: Reasoning about what the goal means. Top: tic-tac-toe, prompted to draw an X in the center of the
board. Bottom: chess, prompted with black to move, mate in one.

in the center of a tic tac toe game drawn on a whiteboard. It picks up the marker, recognizes what
a tic-tac-toe board is and where its center square lies, and draws the X: it keeps enough contact to
leave a line through each stroke, without pressing so hard that it breaks or dislodges the marker. The
instruction determines both a place on the board and the motion needed to draw there.

For chess, we prompt the model that it is black to move, with mate in one. It observes the board,
reasons about the rules of chess to find the single mating move, and then picks up the correct piece
and sets it on the target square to complete the checkmate. Through reasoning, the model has
determined which piece to grasp and where to put it.

6 Conclusion

A robot policy does not need to learn reasoning and motion together from scarce robot data. A 27B
VLM brings world understanding and reasoning from pretraining, and SFT followed by RL on 40
simple simulated tasks adds the skill of moving a bimanual robot. A checkpoint trained exclusively
in simulation reaches 96.7% success on real hardware tasks, matching GPT-6 Astra in our harness
while running 3x faster and 17X cheaper, and transfers to a single-arm Franka. Its skills also
compose on new real tasks, objects, language and goals: seating a test tube, choosing a different
hole when asked, performing a mid-air handoff, drawing an X on a tic-tac-toe board, and playing
a checkmate. Because the motion skill comes entirely from simulation, extending it calls for more
simulated tasks rather than more robot demonstrations.
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A The harness

Tools. ZAP has five tools. move_to moves one or both arms to a complete end-effector pose;
naming both arms in one call produces a single synchronized motion. set_gripper sets each
jaw opening, from 0 (closed) to 1 (fully open). change_query sets the text descriptions of the
objects that perception segments. update_todo writes a short plan that is repeated in every later
observation, so it survives when old turns are dropped from context. done ends the episode.

Poses. Each move_to gives an absolute position of the tool center point, in meters, and a full
orientation, in a world frame shared by both arms. Perception reports object positions in the same
frame and units, so a measured centroid can be used directly as a target. The harness has no relative
moves, grasp macros or approach primitives. In earlier versions, such macros raised success on the
objects they were designed around but got in the way on everything else. Without them, the model
plans the approach, grasp, lift, transport and release itself, and the motions it learned on pick and
place carry over to rotating a tube, a mid-air handoff and drawing with a marker (§5).

Orientation. Orientation is given by three angles, each measured counterclockwise from world 4z
(Figure 7). Slot yaw 1) is the heading of the jaw slot, the axis a held object lies along. 7ilt T is the
angle of the tool axis from straight down: 0° is top-down and 90° is horizontal. Tilt direction ¢ is the
compass direction the fingertips point toward. We use these instead of Euler angles or quaternions
for two reasons. Neither of those states directly where the gripper points or how its jaws are aligned,
the two quantities that decide a grasp. And a horizontal tool, as in a side grasp, lies at an Euler
singularity, where a few degrees of physical error can show up as a change of about 100° in the
reported angles. Our angles are ambiguous only when the tool points straight down or straight up,
where tilt direction has no physical meaning.

Observations and perception. Each turn adds one observation to the conversation: one downscaled
RGB image from each of the three cameras (for bimanual YAM, overhead and one per wrist), the
perception results, the measured tool pose and jaw opening of each arm, and the remaining step
budget. Perception uses SAM 3.1 [27, 28], which runs continuously in the background on every
camera stream rather than as a tool the model calls and waits on. It segments the objects named
by the current queries, draws their masks and numbered boxes on the images, and uses depth to
compute each object’s 3D centroid, height and principal axes in world coordinates. The model
controls perception only through change_query, which it can call at any time, for example to find
a missed object or to segment part of one, such as the cap of a tube. Detections are not fused across
cameras; the model decides which ones refer to the same object. In simulation, perception runs
on the rendered images and depth, as it does on the real cameras, and never reads any privileged
information such as object poses that would be unavailable on hardware.

Validation. Before a move_to call reaches the controller, the harness checks it against limits de-
clared for the robot, such as tilt range and workspace bounds. A call that fails a check is refused
rather than clipped to a nearby feasible value, and the model receives the reason as an error message
so it can try something else.

Controller and outcome reports. The controller turns a valid pose into a straight-line Cartesian
path, solves inverse kinematics densely along it, and refuses the motion if the resulting joint path
cannot be validated. When the arm comes to rest, the controller reports one of five outcomes per
arm: reached (execution completed and the arm came to rest within tolerance), short (the arm came
to rest outside tolerance), incomplete (execution began but did not finish, for example because of
a stall), not attempted (nothing moved, for example because no valid path exists) or unknown (the
outcome could not be determined). Any outcome other than reached also reports its cause, whether
it arose in planning or execution, and the measured position and orientation errors.

One harness for simulation and hardware. The harness is the same in simulation and on the real
robot. Everything specific to a robot, such as joint limits, cameras and workspace bounds, comes
from a declarative embodiment description. Moving from the simulator to the real rig, or to the
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Franka, means swapping that description and the low-level backend, and nothing else. This is why
a policy trained only in simulation runs on the real robot without changes.

+Y 900 +Y 900 +Y o0

y 60° L T 50° L $ 135°

+X0° +X0° +X0°

fslot

tool

tool

Figure 7: Slot yaw, tilt and tilt direction. The gripper orientation parameterization used by move_to (§3.1).
Left: slot yaw ¢ turns the jaw slot (blue), the axis a held object lies along, about the vertical. Middle: tilt 7
leans the tool axis (teal) away from straight down; 0° is top-down and 90° horizontal. Right: tilt direction ¢
sets the compass direction the fingertips tip toward. Each angle changes exactly one thing about the gripper
that can be seen. All angles are measured counterclockwise from world +z.

B A real-robot episode, turn by turn

To make the agent loop of §3.1 concrete, we step through one complete episode of ZAP on the real
bimanual rig. The task is “pick up both blocks”. The episode succeeds in 9 turns and 74.6 s of wall-
clock time, with 4 robot actions, 118,985 input tokens and 1,920 output tokens. Each image is the
observation the agent received at the start of that turn (left wrist, overhead, right wrist); from turn 2
on it includes the SAM 3.1 masks and numbered boxes for the current perception queries, computed
in the background. The overhead camera faces the arms from across the table, so its image-left is
the robot’s right. Below each image we give an excerpt of the model’s reasoning, the single tool call
it emitted, and the result the harness returned, which reaches the agent as the tool message at the
start of the next turn. Reasoning is abridged with [...]; tool calls are verbatim.

Turn 1 t=0.0-1.6s

Reasoning: 1 need to pick up both blocks. I can see two blocks in the overview: one appears to be a plain
wooden block on the left side, and another is a white block with the letter “A” on the right side. [...] Let me
first query for both blocks to get their metric positions.

Tool call: change_query(queries=["plain wooden block", "white block with letter A"])

Result: Perception query generation 1 set. The next snapshot will run these queries on its exact frame.
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Tarn 2 t=16-74s

=

Reasoning: From the depth data: plain wooden block: left wrist centroid (0.412, 0.200, 0.009), top_z 0.011,
~36-39 mm wide. A block: right wrist centroid (0.394, —0.237, 0.023), top_z 0.025, ~37 mm wide. I’ll use
left arm for plain block and right arm for A block. [...] I need to approach top-down, descend, close, lift, and
verify both retained.

Tool call: update_todo(items=["Pick both blocks: plain at ~<0.412,0.200>, top z0.011; A at ~<0.394,-0.237>,
top z0.025.", "Use left for plain, right for A. Approach top-down at z0.12, descend to grasp heights

~0.003 and 0.010, close, lift to z0.15 and verify retention."])

Result: Todo list replaced (2 items).

Tarn 3 t=7.4-20.8s

Reasoning: [...] First, I'll move both arms to approach positions above the blocks with top-down orientation.
Tool call: move_to(left: x=0.412, y=0.2, z=0.12, slot_yaw=180, tilt=0; right: x=0.394, y=-0.237, z=0.12,
slot_yaw=180, tilt=0)

Result: Both arms reached;, position error <1 mm, orientation error <0.2°; inter-arm skew 15 ms.

Tarn 4 t=20.8-32.2s

Reasoning: The blocks are now clearly visible in the wrist cameras. [...] Plain block: grasp at z0.003. A
block: grasp at z0.010. I’ll descend, close, lift, and verify.

Tool call: move_to(left: =x=0.412, y=0.2, z=0.003, slot_yaw=180, tilt=0; right: x=0.394, y=-0.237, z=0.01,
slot_yaw=180, tilt=0)

Result: Both arms reached.

Tarn 5 t=32.2-399s

Reasoning: The blocks are now at the grasp heights. I need to close the grippers, lift, and verify both are
retained.

Tool call: set_gripper(left: opening=0; right: opening=0)

Result: Grippers stalled as intended on the objects: left jaws stopped at 50.0 mm, right at 37.0 mm.
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Tarn 6 t=39.9-553s

Reasoning: The grippers have closed on both blocks. [...] Lift to z0.15, keep orientation, then verify blocks
are still between jaws and have moved up.

Tool call: move_to(left: x=0.412, y=0.2, z=0.15, slot_yaw=180, tilt=0; right: x=0.394, y=-0.237, z=0.15,
slot_yaw=180, tilt=0)

Result: Both arms reached.

Tarn 7 t=553-624s

E Y

Reasoning: Both blocks have been lifted. [...] Left: plain block visible in left wrist, top_z changed from 0.010
to 0.155 after lift, aperture 49.9 mm. [...] I should verify the A block’s depth after lift, and then confirm both
are held.

Tool call: change_query(queries=["wooden block with the letter A on it"])

Result: Perception query generation 2 set.

Turn 8 t=62.4-68.65

e i

Reasoning: [...] Right: A block, initial top z0.025, now top z0.163. [...] Both blocks are clearly visible in the
wrist cameras and their top_z has increased from ~0.01/0.025 to ~0.15/0.16, confirming they are lifted off the
table.

Tool call: update_todo(items=["Both blocks successfully picked up and lifted to TCP z0.15. [...]", "Lift
verified by block top_z increasing [...] Task complete."])

Result: Todo list replaced (2 items).

Turn 9 t=68.6-72.85

Reasoning: 1 have successfully grasped both blocks and lifted them to a height of 0.15 m. The visual evidence
confirms that both blocks are retained in the grippers after lifting. [...] I should now declare the task as
successful.

Tool call: done(outcome="success", summary="Both blocks have been picked up. [...]")

Result: Episode ended: success.
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C Training details

GRPO. We train with GRPO [36] in the style of Dr. GRPO [37], with no standard-deviation or
per-sequence length normalization, using LoRA. 2 groups per task and 8 rollouts per group: 640
episodes per batch over 40 tasks. LoRA, rank 64. Up to 50 turns per episode; maximum sequence
length 127k tokens. STAPO [38] enabled; DPPO [39] mask with threshold 0.2; maximum staleness
5. Asynchronous training in the style of prime-rl [40].

best-first path in red
reset scene

after move

X X after grasp

pruned

success

Figure 8: Prefix-tree search (§3.3). A node is created after each physical action (a move, grasp or release)
settles. The search keeps returning to the most promising partial episode and branching from there, instead of
starting every attempt from scratch; branches that keep failing are pruned. We allow up to about 1,000 leaves
per task.

D Per-task real-world results

Task prompt ZAP GPT-6 Astra GPT-6 Astra (RC) MolmoAct2 Base Qwen
Put the mustard in the left bin 3/3 3/3 2/3 173 0/3
Pack canned foods into the bin 3/3 2/3 1/3 173 1/3
Put the whiteboard marker in the mug 2/3 3/3 1/3 0/3 0/3
Put the cube and the banana in the bowl 3/3 3/3 0/3 2/3 0/3
Put the Rubiks cube in the bowl 3/3 3/3 0/3 3/3 0/3
Put the white cup in the center of the table 3/3 3/3 1/3 0/3 2/3
Stack the left block onto the right block 3/3 3/3 2/3 0/3 0/3
Put the rubiks cube behind the bowl 3/3 3/3 0/3 0/3 0/3
Put the canned food in the grey bin 3/3 3/3 173 3/3 2/3
Make sure there are 3 bananas in the grey bin ~ 3/3 3/3 3/3 0/3 0/3

Table 6: Per-task successes. RC: Robocurve harness.

E Extended related work

Compositional reasoning in robotics. Classical robotics composes behavior explicitly. Task-and-
motion planners search over symbolic operators that ground into geometric motion [11, 41, 12].
Learned variants acquire the operators, their abstractions or their programs from data [42, 43, 44, 45],
or chain learned skills with generative models [46], or compose diffusion policies across tasks and
domains [47]. Coding agents can also synthesize generalized TAMP programs [48]. Language
models later took over the high-level planner: they plan zero-shot in language or as programs [49,
50], sequence a library of learned skills [13, 14, 15], hand subgoals to RL-trained or local low-level
policies [16, 17], or supply open-world constraints to a TAMP solver [51, 52]. ZAP keeps the split
between reasoning and motion but drops the fixed skill library. The interface is a set of tools in
physical units, and motion is a skill the model learns itself, so a grasp learned on pick and place can
be reused as a tube rotation or a marker stroke.

End-to-end policies and their compositional limits. Embodied multimodal language models [53]
and vision-language-action models (VLAs) fold reasoning and motion into one network trained on
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robot actions, increasingly pooled across embodiments [54, 55, 1, 2, 3, 56, 57, 58, 4]. World-action
models (WAMs) additionally predict future observations alongside actions, using video as a dense
representation of how the world evolves [18, 59, 60]. Zero-WAM uses in-context human videos to
guide unseen tasks [61], while ObjDream uses object-level representations and future object-state
prediction to improve generalization to new layouts and backgrounds [62]. Some recover a hier-
archy inside the model through embodied chain-of-thought or a high-level policy [63, 64, 65, 66].
Several studies show that these policies keep the intent of an instruction but fail to execute it on new
tasks, held-out perturbations or new skill combinations [19, 20, 21, 67]. Recent diagnoses also find
that current VLAs struggle with instructions specifying how to carry out a task [22]. One reason is
that compositional coverage in action data is expensive to collect [68]. Benchmarks now measure
compositional generalization directly, from compositional RL suites [69] to arm-wise composition
in dual-arm VLAs [70], alongside standard manipulation benchmarks [71] and real-to-sim evalua-
tion [72]. ZAP learns no reasoning from action data; it learns only motion, and only in simulation.

Foundation models as robot agents. Code as Policies and its successors compose perception and
control APIs into programs or value maps [5, 23, 73], in the style of tool-using agents [74]. RAX
compiles a coding agent’s online exploration into robot programs that run without the agent [75];
MoCaP uses passive human videos to guide code-as-policy for mobile manipulation [76]. Multi-
modal language-model agents remain weak at low-level manipulation when used off the shelf [77].
Recent work nonetheless uses frontier agents directly as closed-loop policies: on real YAM
arms [7, 8, 32], including head-to-head comparisons with VLAs on bimanual tasks [78] and in
simulation [79], through general agent frameworks [80, 81], through a visual interface [82], through
in-context learning [83], through primitive motion commands [84], or with perception tools and
test-time simulation [9, 85, 86]. SEAR compares code-as-policy, agent-as-policy and VLA auto-
research, with controls that separate retained experience from repeated attempts and larger bud-
gets [87].

Other work improves the harness, with evolving code, skill libraries or playbooks [88, 89, 90, 91,
92, 93]. URAI lets frontier agents write, call and evolve reusable robot tools [94], while ChunkAct
chains primitives into action chunks to reduce model calls [95]. Some harnesses surround a VLA:
Cracking Mobile Manipulation adds planning, navigation and local-motion interventions around a
fixed policy [96], and CarryOn adds planning and execution loops with reusable recovery skills [97].
AdaRSI first improves the harness, then fine-tunes the executor on sub-steps that remain unreli-
able [98].

Concurrent work adapts frontier-agent skills from simulation to hardware without weight up-
dates [99, 100, 101]. SimEX develops a robot toolbox in simulation, then adapts it and the simulator
through a few physical trials [102]. ZAP trains the motion skill into an open 27B model that runs
3x faster and 17X cheaper than the frontier model it matches.

VLMs that directly predict actions. EASG projects a tool-center-point action frame into the wrist-
camera image and lets a pretrained VLM generate continuous translations and rotations as text [103].
This grounds the action space for zero-shot manipulation, and the same interface supports fine-
tuning on robot trajectories. ZAP also uses the model’s native text generation to command motion,
learning full absolute end-effector poses through SFT and RL entirely in simulation.

Small trained robot agents. The closest work trains compact agents. Guava distills frontier-model
trajectories collected in simulation into a 4B agent using semantic grasp and align tools [24]. RACaP
evolves reusable policy APIs, then distills frontier-model ReAct decisions into an 8B model for
efficient deployment [25]. Show-Harness fine-tunes a 2B model on discrete action units, partly on
RoboLab [104]. Robo-Harness K1 distills a 9B student, evaluated only in simulation [9]. CaP-
RL trains a 7B code-writing model with GRPO in simulation and transfers it to cube lifting and
stacking [6].

Other work fine-tunes VLM agents for manipulation question answering [105] or calls a small agent-
ready action model through tools [106]. ZAP trains mainly with RL on its own multi-turn simulation
rollouts to command full robot poses. Beyond Guava’s tested recombinations of familiar skills, ZAP
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shows new real-world strategies, including a mid-air handoff and marker drawing, and transfers the
same checkpoint from bimanual YAM to simulated Franka without retraining.

RL for language-model agents and embodied reasoning. Online RL can ground language models
as policies in text and simulated environments [107, 108, 109]. Multi-turn agent RL has since scaled
with GRPO-style objectives [36, 110, 111, 112, 113]. In robotics, RL has sharpened embodied
and physical reasoning in VLMs, for example pointing and keypoint prediction [114, 115, 116], has
fine-tuned VLAS in simulation [117, 118, 119], and has trained agentic recovery decisions over VLA
execution [120], including at scale for sim-to-real transfer [121]. ZAP applies multi-turn GRPO to
a VLM tool agent whose actions are real robot motions.

Sim-to-real. Domain and dynamics randomization made simulation-only training viable for low-
level control [122, 123, 124]. Large procedurally generated simulations now transfer manipulation
policies zero-shot [125], and object-centric abstractions narrow the gap further [126]. We use Isaac
Sim and RoboLab [29, 127, 30]. Our tool interface acts as the abstraction: the observations and
actions the model sees are the same in simulation and on hardware [128]. As a result, only dynamics
and perception, not the interface, differ between the two.
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