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ABSTRACT

For many computer vision tasks, neural networks can be trained to produce a
low average error, yet they still fail on seemingly simple scenes. Reducing
these failures requires first finding them, but they may not be in a fixed dataset.
We study procedural adversarial learning (PAL), a framework of minimax train-
ing and adversarial evaluation which searches the input space of a procedural
generator for difficult instances. The procedural generator is an interpretable
program mapping a low-dimensional vector of control parameters (e.g. layout,
lighting, pose) to a rendered image and its label. We introduce the Simple-
PAT algorithm, which uses zeroth-order optimization in the procedural gener-
ator’s parameter space to propose adversarial training samples that are gener-
ated on demand. We also create PAL-Dojo, a collection of efficient procedu-
ral generators for surface normal estimation, image segmentation, and human
pose estimation. Against a cross-model black-box adversary with 50M aggre-
gate queries, Simple-PAT reduces worst-case error by a geometric mean of 3.15x
compared to standard training and 2.63 x compared to the strongest robust train-
ing baseline. Code is available athttps://github.com/princeton-vl/
procedural-adversarial-learning.

1 INTRODUCTION

Vision models deployed in the wild are often relied on to produce high-quality predictions in all
situations. This is particularly important for self-driving cars, surgical robots, and heavy machinery,
where failures in perception can lead to dangerous and costly mistakes. However, even well-trained
neural networks often fail on simple scenes or natural adversarial examples (Hendrycks et al., 2021}
Alcorn et al.| [2019). This is not easily solved by scaling data or model size, as foundation VLMs
also struggle on examples that are easy for humans (Li et al.|[2024). These failures motivate training
and evaluation techniques that explicitly account for worst-case error.

How can we train a model that has low worst-case error? A natural and established idea is to define
a minimax learning objective: minimizing the worst-case error, defined as the maximum error over
all possible instances of the task space. While simple to state, this minimax objective is challenging
to operationalize: typically, we are given a fixed finite sample of the task instances such as a set
of labeled images. This sample does not allow us to reliably estimate the maximum error over all
possible images since failure cases may be unseen. If we cannot reliably measure the worst case
error, we cannot reliably improve it.

To discover missed failure modes and reduce worst-case error, prior work in robust and adversarial
machine learning has attempted to perturb existing images (e.g. (Goodfellow et al.|(2015)); [Engstrom
et al.| (2019)); [Hosseini & Poovendran| (2018))). However, such perturbations are usually limited to
simple transformations such as color jitter and spatial cropping, and cover only a tiny subset of valid
image transformations. This is because automatically generating physically valid perturbations of
existing images that span viewpoint changes, dynamic lighting, and shape deformation remains an
active research challenge plagued by its own failure modes. On the other hand, collecting additional
real-world data can be slow and expensive.

Thus, a key challenge of improving worst-case error lies in scalable discovery and generation of fail-
ure cases. In this work, we address this with Procedural Adversarial Learning (PAL), a framework
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Figure 1: We compare Simple-PAT to training methods that uniformly sample data for each mini-
batch. Left: Simple-PAT reduces worst-case error more effectively than uniform training and alter-
native methods. Right: Simple-PAT models perform much better on cases uniformly trained models
found challenging. Uniform refers to the “Uniform (Muon)” setting, which is the stronger of the
uniform training methods.

consisting of procedural adversarial training (PAT) and procedural adversarial evaluation (PAE); the
key idea is to adversarially select samples using a procedural generator. During training, a learner
updates the parameters of the network while an adversary searches for the worst case. For evalu-
ation, a strong adversary searches the procedural parameter space for the task configuration that is
most challenging for the model.

A procedural generator generates data through interpretable code: an image of a tree can be proce-
durally generated from scratch by code that simulates tree growth, bark material, light transport, and
perspective projection. Procedural generation can create diverse photorealistic images
et al.| 2023}, [2024)), visual ground truth, and useful training data (Ma et al., 2026} [Yan et al., 2026).
Importantly, procedural generation enables scalable discovery and generation of failure cases. A
well-designed procedural generator can offer a combination of properties unavailable from image-
space perturbation: (1) wide coverage of task instances, (2) physically valid perturbations, (3) a
small number of control parameters that help traverse the task space, (4) on-demand generation of
new task instances.

These properties make procedural generators an especially strong tool for PAL, since we can ef-
fectively search a visually complex collection of scenes. This distinguishes PAL from conventional
adversarial learning, which searches a limited set of image perturbations. The evaluation also dis-
tinguishes PAL from Adversarial Domain Randomization (Khirodkar & Kitanil, 2021)), which trains
with the same minimax formulation over a simulator’s parameters but evaluates mean performance
in a target domain. In PAL, training seeks to minimize the worst case under the generator and eval-
uation searches for it directly. The challenge lies in developing training algorithms that reliably
improve the worst case. This can be particularly difficult when failures occupy only a small region
of the parameter space, or when learning one failure causes the model to forget scenes it previously
handled.

We propose Simple-PAT, a simple algorithm for procedural adversarial training using adversaries
that attack via zeroth-order optimization. Simple-PAT consists of a learner that trains the model
through minibatch gradient descent and an adversary that uses Covariance Matrix Adaptation Evo-
lution Strategy (CMA-ES)Hansen & Ostermeier|(2001)) to search on procedural controls to generate
the next minibatch based on existing cases the model finds challenging.

To analyze PAT algorithms, we develop PAL-Dojo, a suite of procedural generators for three vision
tasks: surface normal estimation, human pose estimation, and image segmentation. We design these
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generators to control the scenes’ layout, lighting, shapes, and poses using between 13 and 69 param-
eters. We prioritize simplicity and efficiency of generation to facilitate algorithmic development.

We evaluate trained models on PAL-Dojo by treating them as a black box and adversarially attacking
with a large query budget. We use a single-model adversary with 2M queries and a cross-model
adversary with a total of 50M queries. In Figure[I] we compare Simple-PAT to a naive learner that
samples every batch uniformly from the parameter space (uniform training), and to two methods
that reweight uniform samples based on their loss (CVaR and tilted ERM). Under the cross-model
adversary, Simple-PAT lowers the worst case on every task, by a geometric mean of 3.15x relative to
uniform training and 2.63 x relative to the strongest other method on each task. We also evaluate the
robustness of SOTA foundation models using the PAL-Dojo generators, finding severe failure cases
with our adversary. This demonstrates that PAL-Dojo, though visually simple, provides sufficient
challenge to SOTA models.

In summary, our contributions are threefold: (1) Procedural Adversarial Learning (PAL), a frame-
work that pairs minimax training under a procedural generator with worst-case evaluation by an
adaptive adversary; (2) Simple-PAT, a simple yet effective procedural adversarial training algorithm;
(3) PAL-Dojo, a suite of simple, efficient but sufficiently hard procedural generators for vision tasks,
designed to facilitate the study of PAL.

2 RELATED WORK

Natural Adversarial Examples. Image classifiers and vision-language models are known to fail on
unmodified natural images that humans label easily (Hendrycks et al., 2021 L1 et al., [2024)). Search
can also reveal these failures systematically, by adjusting the pose as in|Alcorn et al.|(2019), or other
elements including object placement and lighting (Zeng et al.,2019; |Leclerc et al., [2022).

Adpversarial training and robust objectives. Classical adversarial examples were defined as small
pixel perturbations (Szegedy et al.,[2014;|Goodfellow et al.,|2015), and adversarial training addresses
this by minimizing loss under perturbations within an L ball around each image (Madry et al.,
2017). However, these perturbations are limited and the inner optimization loop during training
can be costly. Alternative methods instead emphasize difficult examples through a distributionally
robust training objective. CVaR averages the worst « fraction of samples (Rockafellar & Uryasev,
2000; |Levy et al.| [2020), and tilted ERM weights each example in proportion to exp(/3¢) for a loss
¢ and hyperparameter (3 (Li et al., 2021).

Adversaries in Reinforcement Learning and Control. Research in reinforcement learning has
also searched for challenging training instances. PAIRED trains a level generator to maximize the
agent’s regret (Dennis et al.,[2020). ACCEL applies random mutations to high-regret levels to gen-
erate new difficult instances (Parker-Holder et al., [2022). Importantly, both optimize regret instead
of loss since directly optimizing loss would produce impossible tasks in their environments. Neither
work attempts to evaluate the worst-case performance over the entire parameter space.

Adversarial game formulations have also been used to develop safe and robust learning-based con-
trollers, through minimax policy training against disturbance forces (Pinto et al.| |2017) and safety
control against worst-case disturbances (Fisac et al.,[2018).

Adversarial Domain Randomization. Adversarial Domain Randomization (ADR) (Khirodkar &
Kitani, 2021)) trains a learner against a simulator in a minimax game, with a policy over quantized
simulation parameters rewarded by the learner’s loss. In ADR’s experiments, this policy controls
a few coarse parameters (e.g. object class and placement), while lighting, texture, and pose are
randomly sampled. ADR demonstrates that such a policy identifies distributions that produce useful
samples, such as occluded objects and difficult placements, and outperforms domain randomization
(Tobin et al., 2017) on mean performance in the target domain. In contrast, PAL’s evaluation searches
for the worst case in the same parameter space used for training.

3 PROCEDURALLY GENERATED TASKS

We define a procedural generator as a deterministic map g from a parameter vector u € [0, 1]¢
to a rendered image x, and its ground-truth label y,,. We can view this as an infinite source of
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Figure 2: Samples from our PAL-Dojo procedural generators. The leftmost panel of each task shows
a visualization of the ground truth labels.

controllable data for both training and evaluation. In contrast, a fixed dataset can be viewed as N
queries of the generator g determined by some unknown selection process. Access to the generator
has the following consequences:

1. The training data need not be fixed in advance. At each training step we select B parameter
vectors to form the next batch, and this selection can depend on the current model. A
fixed dataset only allows choices among its N members, and must repeat after a number
of training steps. If certain regions of the parameter space are particularly valuable, the
number of unique useful samples may be quite small. Given access to g, adaptive training
can concentrate on these useful regions of the parameter space and present the model with
new examples at every step.

2. The worst case can be evaluated over the entire parameter space. We consider the absolute
worst-case
W(Q) = Sup 6(0,u) g(eau) = L(f@(xu)ayu)
u€[0,1]4
This loss is consistently estimable, since as we densely sample the parameter space our
estimate of the worst-case loss will converge to its true value (under mild conditions E[)

However, the structure of the procedural generator enables more effective search. Each
parameter controls a perceptual quality of the scene (e.g. lighting, object shape, layout).
Since these qualities also relate to the difficulty of the scene, we expect the difficulty to vary
reasonably smoothly in the parameter space. This enables search algorithms to identify the
challenging cases much more quickly than random sampling.

In order to make W (#) meaningful, it must be the case that for every u € [0,1]%, y, is solvable
given x,,. Otherwise the worst case error will be an ambiguous scene. For PAL-Dojo, we build four
procedural generators to represent a variety of vision tasks (samples shown in Figure[2). We design
them to be solvable and extremely efficient so that we can generate data before each training step
and practically search for the worst cases.

3.1 NORMAL ESTIMATION

For the normal estimation task, the model must estimate the 3-dimensional surface normal vector at
every pixel on a curved surface. This surface is a heightfield determined by a mixture of sinusoidal

!'This requires the loss to be near its supremum on a region of positive measure. That is, for every € > 0,
the parameters with £(0,u) > W (6) — € must have positive measure. This holds when the parameter space
divides into finitely many regions with nonempty interior and the loss is continuous on the closure of each,
which includes procedural generators with discrete choices.
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waves. The material is a checkerboard pattern rendered with Lambertian shading under a directional
light with an ambient term. The presence of a repetitive checkerboard pattern makes normal estima-
tion tractable, since any warping in the pattern is due to surface normal variation. The network must
also learn to appropriately handle shadows and lighting cues.

The generator has 25 parameters, with 13 parameters specifying the waves, 2 describing the light
azimuth and elevation, and 10 describing the checkerboard texture. This includes 24 continuous
parameters, and 1 discrete parameter specifying the number of waves.

We use the metric of average angular error (in degrees) to describe models’ performance.

3.2 OBIJECT SEGMENTATION

Our object segmentation task asks models to classify each pixel as belonging to a chair object or
not. The generator places chairs and distractor objects within a room while ensuring the chair is not
occluded excessively. We have a Chair-Simple variant with 13 dimensions and a Chair-Full variant
with 69 dimensions.

The procedural objects that can be placed in the room include chairs, tables, desks, and cubes.
These objects are adapted from ProcFunc implementations of objects in Infinigen, with a custom
backend designed for rapid generation (Raistrick et al., 2026). To keep the dimensionality man-
ageable, we map three parameters to the inputs of each object’s generator: one selects a discrete
style, and two set all of its continuous inputs. We design this mapping so that uniform sampling
reproduces Infinigen’s distribution of each input (i.e., the marginal distribution of each Infinigen
parameter). However, since there are only three parameters, we cover fewer combinations of inputs
than Infinigen’s independent sampling.

In the Chair-Simple task, we have 5 parameters for the room shape and camera placement, and we
have 8 parameters for the object type, shape, and position.

For the Chair-Full task, we place up to 8 objects on a 16 x 16 grid of positions on the floor. Each
object has a parameter d; that selects a target cell, with cells ordered so that consecutive cells are
adjacent on the floor. Objects are placed sequentially. For object ¢, we identify the valid grid cells
given the objects already placed, and place the object in the valid cell nearest to its target cell.
We determine cell validity based on criteria of non-intersection, the boundaries of the room, and
non-occlusion. We restrict occlusion to avoid the case where an object is visible but its class is not
identifiable (e.g. a chair where you can only see its legs). This arrangement procedure ensures that
the problem is tractable, but also introduces discontinuities and sensitive parameters.

We evaluate models based on average pixel binary cross entropy (BCE) loss.

3.3 HUMAN POSE ESTIMATION

The human pose estimation task builds on the scene generator from the object segmentation task. It
includes three object slots, and one human slot.

The human figure uses the Anny model with clothing from MakeHuman (Brégier et al.,[2026; Make-
Human Community). We include five identity coordinates (gender, age, muscle, weight, propor-
tions), and 9 pose coordinates. For pose, we perform archetypal analysis dimensionality reduction
on the poses from the CMU mocap database (CMU Graphics Lab)), and we remove two archetypes
with upside-down poses. The 9 pose coordinates determine the mixing weights on the remaining
10 archetypes. Our goal is to represent plausible poses instead of every possible joint configuration,
which would produce self-intersection and other non-physical configurations.

Similar to the object segmentation task, we ensure the human figure is visible and unoccluded by
only placing it in valid cells.

For pose estimation, we use root-aligned mean per-joint position error (MPJPE) as our metric:
MPJPE = \%I Zjev |(Bj — Proot) — (Pj — Proot)||2 Where proo is the average of the left and
right hip positions. We only calculate the error for joints visible in the scene.
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Task Dimension Resolution  Scenes/second
Normals 25 642 8700
Chair-Simple 13 2562 870
Chair-Full 69 2562 350
Pose 49 2562 320

Table 1: Performance of procedural generators. Mean over 100 batches measured on a NVIDIA
RTX4090 GPU at a batch size of 256. The chair and pose generators build scenes using 6 CPU
worker processes.

3.4 PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS

In Table [I| we show the performance of our procedural generators. Scene generation and rendering
are optimized for batched throughput and GPU efficiency, making them ideal for neural network
training pipelines.

4 ADVERSARIAL TRAINING

We design our adversarial training procedure Simple-PAT around three principles: (1) coverage: the
model must be presented with examples near the worst-case example (2) diversity: each batch the
model receives should contain maximally distinct examples (3) computation reuse: samples which
we render and evaluate should be used to update the network. Though simple, these principles
allow us to design an algorithm whose training throughput is comparable to uniform training, while
achieving a large reduction in evaluation worst-case error.

Algorithm [T]describes Simple-PAT. We maintain K CMA-ES instances 71, . .., m. At each step we
select a batch using ng uniform samples and A samples from each m;. We run a forward pass on
every data point and use the results to update the CMA-ES parameters. We then run a backward pass
and optimization step, as in standard neural network training. Every R steps we reset the weakest
CMA-ES instances as determined by a fitness function.

CMA-ES Optimization. CMA-ES is a zeroth-
order optimizer that uses a multivariate nor-
mal distribution to sample candidate solutions
to the optimization problem (Hansen & Oster-
meier,|2001). This is amenable to our setup due
to batched computation and diversity in sam-
ples. At each step, A points are sampled from
N(u,Y), these points are evaluated by fitness,
and p and ¥ are updated. We constrain X to be

Algorithm 1 Simple-PAT

Require: generator g : [0,1]¢ — X x ), model fs,
per-scene loss £, reset period R, sampler parame-
ters no, A

init K CMA-ES distributions 71, . .

fort=1,...,7T do

: U {u~mi}; 4 U {u ~ U0, 1]}
(z,y) < g(U)
g <+ folz)

., on [0, 1]¢

> forward, per scene

we use the evaluation metric of each task. This
may differ from the training loss function due
to stability or smoothness reasons.

l:
2:
3
4:
diagonal since A is relatively small. For fitness, 5.
6
7
8

We also change standard CMA-ES by pooling

f < FITNESS(9,y)

m; <— UPDATECMAES(7;, f) for all 4

V< Vo 5 300, y) > backward
0 < OptimStep(d, V)

if t mod R = 0 then

9

10:
updates over 2 generation steps (i.e. x4 and ¥ [1:
are updated every other training step). This in- 12
creases the number of samples used to com-
pute the updates and captures some of the non-
stationarity in the objective. If worst case is moving in parameter space due to neural network
updates, this pooling operation discourages CMA-ES from over-concentrating at an optimum which
exists only transiently.

CMA-ES Resets. We find it is helpful to reset the CMA-ES instances periodically. Individual
instances may be stuck in a local minimum, or multiple instances could converge to the same point
and reduce the batch’s diversity. For each m; we define a fitness function and replace the least fit
fraction of 7; instances every R training steps.

{m;} < RESETWEAKEST({m;})
: end if
13: end for
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We define the fitness by f = ferror + fseparation. BOth terms are normalized between 0 and 1. For
the error term, we use the worst error from 7;’s last generation, scaled so that the mean error on
the uniform samples is 0 and the overall worst found error is 1. For the separation term, we use
the distance between p; and its nearest neighbor 1;. We scale this by +/d/6, the RMS distance
between two uniform random points in [0, 1]¢, and we clamp it between 0 and 1. Thus, the most fit
m; samplers are those in regions with high error and far from others.

5 EXPERIMENT SETUP

On the PAL-Dojo tasks, we compare Simple-PAT adaptive training to training techniques that select
samples uniformly at random.

5.1 EVALUATION

Our primary evaluation, procedural adversarial evaluation (PAE), is a worst-case search against each
network after it has completed training; we describe this in the following subsections. The true worst
case cannot be computed with a finite number of queries, so we use best-effort adversaries that probe
each model as a black box subject to a compute budget, and we refer to the worst case an adversary
finds as the evaluation worst case. We consider two PAE adversaries: a single-model adversary
that searches against each model separately, and a cross-model adversary that pools the worst cases
found across models. We also evaluate every model on the same test set of 65,536 scenes sampled
uniformly at random.

5.1.1 SINGLE-MODEL EVALUATION

Our single-model evaluation protocol uses a black-box optimizer to search for the procedural pa-
rameters that produce the worst loss for a given network. We use a budget of 2 million queries,
which represents 39% of the overall training budget of 5.12 million samples. We split this between
1 million samples of a DIRECT-L search (Gablonsky & Kelley, [2001) and 1 million samples of a
CMA-ES search. This CMA-ES search differs from the search performed during training in several
important ways: (1) it uses a population size of 512 instead of 28 (2) it updates a full covariance
matrix instead of a diagonal parameterization (3) [POP restarts are permitted (4) the objective is
stationary, allowing for better convergence (Hansen et al.,|2019). Combined, these settings give the
evaluation a substantially more powerful search than training.

5.1.2 CROSS-MODEL EVALUATION

For our cross-model evaluation, we pool the worst cases across training seeds and training proce-
dures. We evaluate each network on the worst cases found by the black-box optimizer against other
networks. We report the overall worst loss among the single-model evaluation and the evaluation
on other networks’ worst cases. In our experiments, we have five methods and 5 seeds per method.
Thus, the cross-model evaluation has a total of SOM queries, though each model is still only queried
2M times.

5.2 BASELINES

We compare Simple-PAT against the following baselines:

Uniform Training. At each batch, the model selects B parameter vectors from a uniform distribu-
tion. This is identical to training on an infinite fixed dataset with every point weighted equally.

CVaR. CVaR training draws a uniform batch but considers only the worst « fraction of scenes for
backpropagation.

Tilted. Tilted empirical risk minimization likewise draws a uniform batch, but weights each scene’s
gradient by softmax(/3¢) over the batch. As 8 — oo this approaches the gradient of the batch’s
worst case. Thus, tilted ERM can be viewed as a soft approximation of optimizing the worst case
within each batch. We must choose some value of [ for each task, as it depends on the scale of
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the loss. To do this, we take a converged model and select 3 so that the effective sample size
(ESS(w) = (3, w;)?/ Y, w?) is close to the ESS of CVaR.

5.3 HYPERPARAMETERS
On each task, we train neural networks of size SM-7.8M parameters for 20,000 steps at a batch size

of 256. We use Muon for all settings unless Adam is explicitly stated (Jordan et al.,2024; Kingma &
Bal[2017). Details on the hyperparameters for each training configuration can be found in Appendix

Al

6 RESULTS

6.1 MAIN RESULTS

Cross-model, 5 x 107 queries Test set, 65,536 scenes
Task Method Worst case | p vs. Simple-PAT Max | Median |
Normals Uniform (Adam) 49.7 +1.1 0.0079 10.63 +0.32 1.636 +0.022
angle (°) Uniform (Muon) 43.4 430 0.0079 5.53 4047 0.8904 +0.0041
Tilted 37.1 14 0.0079 8.06 +£0.64 3.732 40.020
CVaR 38.4 +22 0.0079 5.186 40.092 1.8097 +0.0081
Simple-PAT 16.0 +2.3 — 3.51+022 1.713 +0.018
Chair-Simple ~ Uniform (Adam) 4.58 +0.22 0.0079 0.50 +0.73 2.13e-5 +4.3e-6
BCE Uniform (Muon)  4.766 +0.059 0.0079 0.00394 +0.00088 5.55e-6 +6.7¢-7
Tilted 3.16 +0.16 0.0079 0.0053 +0.0016 3.5e-4 +1.0e-4
CVaR 3.64 +0.21 0.0079 0.0084 +0.0086 8.7e-5 +2.3¢-5
Simple-PAT 0.72 +0.70 — 0.030 +0.052 1.88e-5 +4.7¢-6
Chair-Full Uniform (Adam) 3.22 £0.17 0.0079 0.0263 +0.0073 7.5e-5 £1.4e-5
BCE Uniform (Muon) 2.50 +0.27 0.0079 0.0156 +0.0047 1.892e-5 +7.7¢-7
Tilted 2.23 +0.14 0.0079 0.0073 +o0.0011 1.709e-4 +6.2¢-6
CVaR 2.49 40.41 0.0079 0.0101 +0.0041 5.13e-5 +1.2¢-6
Simple-PAT 0.81 +0.46 — 0.029 +0.012 5.6e-5 +2.0e-5
Pose Uniform (Adam) 700 +120 0.0079 201 428 26.14 +0.16
MPJPE (mm)  Uniform (Muon) 569 454 0.0079 114 418 16.09 +0.15
Tilted 554 +62 0.0079 151 +20 38.05 0.1
CVaR 547 448 0.0079 154 428 39.84 +0.33
Simple-PAT 320 +35 — 97 +15 269 +14

Table 2: Cross-model evaluation worst case for various training methods. Each entry is the mean of
5 seeds with + 1 standard deviation shown. In the “p vs. Simple-PAT” column we give the two-sided
Mann-Whitney p-value comparing our method to baselines.

Table |2 shows our primary results. We report metrics with the stronger cross-model adversary
(Section [B.2] discusses the single-model adversary results). Simple-PAT is the most robust on all
four tasks. Compared to uniform Muon, it reduces the cross-model worst case error by 2.71x on
normals, 6.64x on chair-simple, 3.08x on chair-full, and 1.78x on pose. Against the strongest
baseline for each task, the reductions are 2.31x, 4.41x, 2.74x, and 1.71 x.

We report p-values computed with a Mann-Whitney test. With the cross-model evaluation, samples
are not independent but they are exchangeable under the null hypothesis; thus the Mann-Whitney
test is valid. All sixteen comparisons are significant at a p = 0.05 margin. In fact, they all achieve
a p-value of 0.0079, indicating that every Simple-PAT seed’s worst case is better than every seed of
every other baseline.

Typical case cost. Our primary goal is to improve worst-case performance, but Simple-PAT gener-
ally performs well on typical cases as well. On Pose and Normals, Simple-PAT has the best median
performance among the robust training methods, and the lowest test set maximum error across all
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Normals: MoGe-2 (64 px) Chair-Simple: SAM 3
Input Label SOTA model Simple-PAT Input Label SOTA model Simple-PAT
| Y 3.3°) Ik 2.98 BCE 1.2e-4 BCE

Chair-Full: SAM 3 Pose: SAM 3D Body
Input Label SOTA model Simple-PAT Input Label SOTA model
1020 mm

Simple-PAT

Figure 3: Failure cases of SOTA foundation models. We show the worst case found from a CMA-ES
search against the foundation models with budget 10° (10° for SAM 3D Body).

methods. Moreover, the magnitude of the median errors is quite small. On the pose task, Simple-
PAT is 1.1cm worse than uniform Muon in the median case while improving the evaluation worst
case by 25cm. On Chair-Simple and Chair-Full, Simple-PAT’s median error is comparable to being
uncertain about a few pixels (e.g. a model that predicts probability of 0.5 on six pixels in a 2562
image has a BCE of at least 6.3 x 107°).

On the test set maximum of the two chair tasks, Simple-PAT does exhibit higher errors than alterna-
tive methods (besides Uniform Adam on Chair-Simple). However, this increase over the baselines
(at most 0.026 BCE) is small compared to Simple-PAT’s reduction in cross-model error relative to
baselines (at least 1.4 BCE).

6.2 WORST CASE EVALUATION OF STATE-OF-THE-ART MODELS

We also use our evaluation framework to understand the robustness of SOTA foundation models.
Though these models have not been trained on our data, the images are perceptible to humans and
we would expect them to generalize here. Moreover, foundation models benefit from diverse training
data and may have learned rules for these tasks that generalize to all settings. We evaluate MoGe-

2 (Wang et al.} [20254) for normal estimation, SAM 3 (Carion et al.| [2026)) for segmentation, and
SAM 3D Body (Yang et al.,[2026)) for pose estimation.

For MoGe-2 and SAM 3, we use the predicted normals and class probabilities of the model to
compute our loss. We give SAM 3 the prompt “chair” and clamp each pixel’s predicted probability
to [107%,1 — 107%], so that the loss stays finite. For SAM 3D Body, in addition to aligning the root
as in MPJPE, we also align the scale of the prediction. This is necessary since the scale of these
synthetic scenes is ambiguous without being trained on our specific generator.

In Figure[3]we visualize the worst cases found for the SOTA foundation models on our tasks. For the
normals and chair-simple tasks, the search identifies perceptually challenging cases, while for the
chair-full and pose tasks the models fail on easier-looking scenes. In every task, a single CMA-ES
search of 10° queries (10° for SAM 3D Body) finds errors far above each model’s typical error;
for example, SAM 3D Body’s worst case has a joint error of over 1 m. For both chair tasks, the
worst-case error is greater than 270x the median error. Table[d]in the appendix presents the numeric
results. Thus, our tasks are sufficiently challenging to expose severe failures of SOTA models.

6.3 TRAINING SAMPLING CONCENTRATION

To quantify how strongly Simple-PAT concen-
trates samples in particular regions of the pa-
rameter space, we examine the distribution of
samples from a training run for the normal es- 10-1
timation task. We partition the parameter space
into 8% = 262,144 bins by selecting six coor-
dinates and dividing each [0, 1] interval into 8 1072 ~
equal-length sections.
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Figure [ shows the resulting distribution of

counts. Under uniform sampling, the distri-

bution is tightly concentrated around its mode

of 19 samples per bin, consistent with a Pois-

son distribution. Under adversarial sampling,

the mode is only 5 samples per bin, but with a

long tail extending over several orders of mag-

nitude. This concentration is consistent with

these cases being particularly challenging for the network to learn and therefore requiring many
more samples.

Compared to uniform sampling, Simple-PAT over-samples the top 1% and 0.1% of bins by factors
of 40x and 176x, respectively. Therefore uniform training would need to extend 40x or 176x
longer to reach equal exposure to these challenging cases.

6.4 COMPARING THE SINGLE-MODEL ADVERSARY AND CROSS-MODEL ADVERSARY

Normals (°) Pose (MPJPE, mm) Chair-Simple (BCE) Chair-Full (BCE)
Uniform (Adam)
Uniform s V) 777z M g
CVaR
Tilted
Simple-PAT B0 o z2) 2222
0 20 40 0 200 400 600 O 2 s 0 1 2 3

Il Single-model worst case  #24 Cross-model worst case

Figure 5: Cross-model evaluation worst case compared to single-model evaluation worst case.

In Figure [5| we compare the single-model evaluation and cross-model evaluation. Since the cross-
model evaluation pools the worst cases, it reports errors greater than or equal to the single-model
evaluation. On normals, the two evaluations nearly agree, with the cross-model adversary increasing
the worst case by at most 5% for every method. On pose and chair-simple, the increase is at most
1.54x and 1.69x respectivelyﬂ

On the chair-full task, however, single-model searches missed difficult cases for the Simple-PAT
models. The cross-model adversary increased Simple-PAT’s worst case by 2.65x, compared with
at most 1.58x for the baselines. Given that chair-full is the task with the highest dimensionality
(69 parameters), this is not surprising since the optimization problem is more challenging. This
reveals the difficulty of evaluating the worst case in complex environments; we therefore report the
cross-model evaluation as our primary metric, since pooling searches across models gives a stronger
adversary.

7 CONCLUSION

We study procedural adversarial learning (PAL), in which a model is trained against an adversary
that searches the parameters of a procedural generator, and is then judged by the worst case a strong
adversary can find in that same space. We design a Simple-PAT algorithm that realizes this ad-
versarial game with zeroth-order CMA-ES optimization on the parameter space. Across our four
PAL-Dojo tasks, Simple-PAT improves the robustness over uniform training and robust reweighting
variants. The cross-evaluation results suggest that there is shared structure between various training
runs that is sometimes missed by black-box optimizers. Future work might exploit this structure to
produce a stronger adversary and more robust models.

2For each method, we compute the ratio of the cross-model worst case to the single-model worst case for
every seed, and report the geometric mean over the 5 seeds.
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APPENDIX

A HYPERPARAMETERS

Training: each model is trained for 20,000 steps at a batch size of 256.

Models: for normals and chair tasks we train small unets around 7.5M and 7.8M parame-
ters. They consist of standard blocks with two 3 x 3 convolutions followed by a GroupNorm
and ReLU. We select GroupNorm instead of BatchNorm since our custom sampling pro-
cedure may affect the batch statistics. The pose network has a similar structure, but with
global average pooling and an output head instead of upsampling layers. Consequently, the
pose network has only 5.01M parameters.

Optimizers: we use Adam with a learning rate of 3 x 10~% or Muon with a learning rate
0.02. Muon is applied to the matrix and convolution parameters except the output head, and
Adam is applied to the remaining parameters. Every training method uses Muon besides
“Uniform (Adam)”. We use a cosine learning rate schedule with a warmup of 200 steps.

Simple-PAT: We use £k = 16, A = 14 and ng = 32. Hence, each batch is composed of 32
uniform samples and 14 samples from 16 CMA-ES instances. Every R = 40 training steps
(20 CMA-ES generations) we replace the least fit 25% of instances.

CVaR Training: for all tasks, we use o = 0.05, leading to 13 scenes contributing to the
loss the network trains on.

Tilted Training: for each task we use a converged uniform-Muon model to compute the
ESS. We select 3 to match CVaR’s ESS of 13, averaged over 64 batches, finding S = 2490

(normals), 18.8 (pose), 10600 (chair-full), and 21600 (chair-simple).

B ADDITIONAL ANALYSES

B.1 ADAM VS MUON FOR WORST CASE PERFORMANCE

Previous studies (Wang et al., 2025b; |Vasudeva
et al., 2025) have found that the Muon op-
timizer learns rarely-seen training data better
than Adam. Consequently, models trained with
Muon might exhibit improved robustness. We
evaluate this on the normal estimation task us-
ing 15 seeds for each combination of opti-
mizer (Muon or Adam) and training method
(uniform or Simple-PAT). In Figure [6] we dis-
play these results. On the test-set maximum,
Muon reduces the error by 5.1 degrees with uni-
form training and 2.3 degrees with Simple-PAT.
When evaluating the worst case, Muon displays
a significant improvement for uniform train-
ing but not Simple-PAT. This may be an issue
of statistical power. Alternatively, Simple-PAT
may concentrate sampling near the worst case.

Adam I Muon

e . H
350_5.’ gslo.o—‘
[ g e
S 40 4[4 . =
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Figure 6: Muon vs. Adam on the normal estima-
tion task. Worst case is reported by the single-
model evaluation. Scattered points show results
of every seed. p-values are calculated by the two-
sided Welch’s ¢-test comparing Muon and Adam.

Then, these cases are no longer rare and Muon’s advantage over Adam may be lessened.
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B.2 EVALUATION WITH A SINGLE-MODEL ADVERSARY

Single-model, 2 x 10° queries Test set, 65,536 scenes
Task Method Worst case | p vs. Simple-PAT Max | Median |
Normals Uniform (Adam)  49.7 +1.1 0.0079 10.63 +0.32 1.636 +0.022
angle (°) Uniform (Muon)  43.4 +3.0 0.0079 5.53 £0.47 0.8904 +0.0041
Tilted 37.1+14 0.0079 8.06 +0.64 3.732 £0.020
CVaR 384 +22 0.0079 5.186 £0.092 1.8097 +0.0081
Simple-PAT 154 +238 — 3.51+022 1.713 +0.018
Chair-Simple ~ Uniform (Adam) 4.13 +0.79 0.0079 0.50 +0.73 2.13e-5 +4.3e-6
BCE Uniform (Muon)  4.52 4+0.12 0.0079 0.00394 +0.00088 5.55e-6 +6.7¢-7
Tilted 2.99 +0.20 0.0079 0.0053 +0.0016 3.5e-4 £1.0e-4
CVaR 3.58 +0.25 0.0079 0.0084 +0.0086 8.7e-5 £2.3¢e-5
Simple-PAT 0.64 +0.76 — 0.030 £0.052 1.88e-5 +4.7¢-6
Chair-Full Uniform (Adam)  2.90 40.81 0.0079 0.0263 +0.0073 7.5e-5 £1.4e-5
BCE Uniform (Muon)  1.91 40.66 0.0079 0.0156 £0.0047 1.892e-5 £7.7¢-7
Tilted 1.85 +0.24 0.0079 0.0073 +0.0011 1.709e-4 +6.2¢-6
CVaR 1.73 +0.83 0.0079 0.0101 40.0041 5.13e-5 +1.2e-6
Simple-PAT 0.35 +0.23 — 0.029 +0.012 5.6e-5 £2.0e-5
Pose Uniform (Adam) 650 +190 0.0079 201 +28 26.14 +0.16
MPJPE (mm)  Uniform (Muon) 510 +120 0.0079 114 +18 16.09 +0.15
Tilted 429 +71 0.0079 151 420 38.05 £0.11
CVaR 360 +76 0.095 154 +28 39.84 +0.33
Simple-PAT 294 +33 — 97 +15 26.9+14

Table 3: Single-model evaluation worst case for various training methods. Each entry is the mean of
5 seeds with + 1 standard deviation shown. In the “p vs. Simple-PAT” column we give the two-sided
Mann-Whitney p-value comparing our method to baselines.

In Table [3| we show the complete single-model evaluation results. These largely follow the trend
of the cross-model evaluation. Under single-model evaluation, Simple-PAT’s advantage over the
strongest baseline is larger on chair-full (4.95x vs. 2.74x cross-model) and smaller on pose (1.22x
vs. 1.71x). Fifteen of the sixteen comparisons are significant at p = 0.05, each with p = 0.0079,
meaning that every Simple-PAT seed’s worst case is better than every seed of that baseline. The
exception is pose against CVaR (p = 0.095), where the seeds overlap.

B.3 PROCEDURAL GENERATOR DESIGN

When designing procedural generators, the searchability of the space impacts both the efficacy of
the Simple-PAT algorithm and the evaluation. Here we present results using prototype versions of
the environments described in the paper. These environments differ from the versions described in
Section3]in the following ways:

* Object and room color. In the prototype chair environments, each object’s color was a
hash of the slot’s other parameters (position, scale, appearance, yaw and tilt), and the floor
and wall colors were a hash of the room dimensions and camera azimuth. Any change to
those parameters therefore redrew the colors in a seemingly random pattern. In the final
environments, object color depends only on that object’s appearance parameter, and room
appearance is a single parameter.

* Object class. The prototype chair environments selected objects through shared composi-
tion and permutation parameters, so one parameter could exchange the objects in several
slots at once. The final environments give each slot its own class parameter.

* Body pose. The prototype pose environment chose a stance with a discrete selector param-
eter and drew the body from a separate PCA model for each stance. The final environment
uses a single archetypal model that allows continuous interpolation between all poses.
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Figure 7: Cross-model worst case of each method relative to uniform-Muon training, in the prototype
(hatched) and final (solid) environments. Each bar is the mean over five seeds divided by the mean
for uniform training in the same version.

* Dimension. Chair-simple grows from 11 to 13 dimensions, chair-full from 54 to 69 and
pose from 44 to 49.

Training, search, and evaluation of the prototype environments follow the same protocol described
in the main paper with very minor implementation differenceﬂ

Figure[7] shows the reduction in cross-model worst-case error by the Simple-PAT algorithm in both
versions. Simple-PAT has the lowest worst-case in both versions, but its advantage over the baselines
is larger in the final environments. With the prototype environments, Simple-PAT achieves signifi-
cantly better results at p = 0.05 in fifteen out of sixteen cases. The exception is the comparison with
tilted loss on chair-simple (p = 0.15). On the final generators, Simple-PAT is found to be better than
alternative methods with p = 0.0079 for all comparisons.
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Figure 8: For each Simple-PAT seed, the worst case found by searching that model alone (horizontal)
against the worst case found by the cross-model search (vertical). Points above the dashed line are
failures the model’s own search missed. Normals is shown for reference.

Discontinuities in the environment had the effect of hiding model failures from the evaluation search,
as shown in Figure [§] In the prototype chair-simple environment, the Simple-PAT single-model
evaluation found a mean worst case of 0.17 BCE, but the cross-model search found 1.66 average
BCE on the same models. In the final environment, the single-model average worst case was 0.64,
compared to 0.72 cross-model evaluation average. Among the final environments, chair-full displays
the largest discrepancy between the single-model and cross-model evaluations, which is consistent
with the difficulty of searching in 69 dimensions.

3In the prototype experiments, the pose loss computed the root-relative joint positions in bf16 instead of
fp32. In the prototype runs, a Simple-PAT search instance was replaced with an instance initialized from the
farthest of 32 uniform draws from the other members’ means; in the final runs it is initialized from a uniformly
random point. This change was made for simplicity.
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C STATE-OF-THE-ART FOUNDATION MODEL WORST-CASE

Search Test set, 65,536 scenes

Task Model Worst case | Max | Median |

Normals MoGe-2 (64 px) 82.8 54.5 222

angle (°) MoGe-2 (512 px) 69.8 52.0 18.9
Simple-PAT (single) 154 £2.38 3.51 +0.22 1.713 +0.018
Simple-PAT (cross) 16.0 £2.3

Chair-Simple  SAM 3 2.98 3.29 0.00172

BCE Simple-PAT (single) 0.64 +0.76 0.030 +0.052  1.88e-5 +4.7e-6
Simple-PAT (cross) 0.72 +£0.70

Chair-Full SAM 3 0.792 0.321 0.00291

BCE Simple-PAT (single) 0.35+0.23 0.029 +0.012 5.6e-5 £2.0e-5
Simple-PAT (cross) 0.81 +0.46

Pose SAM 3D Body 1020 841 67.7

MPJPE (mm) Simple-PAT (single) 294 433 97 £15 269 +1.4
Simple-PAT (cross) 320 +35

Table 4: Worst case evaluation of SOTA foundation models. For normals, we evaluate MoGe-2 at
the generator’s standard resolution of 64 x 64, and a version of the generator rendered at 512 x 512
to more closely match MoGe-2’s standard input resolution.

In Table[d] we display the worst-case evaluation metrics for SOTA models. The worst case for SOTA
models is evaluated with a single CMA-ES search with budget 10%; for pose we only use a budget
of 10° due to the computational expense of SAM 3D Body. We include Simple-PAT worst-case
metrics for reference, though these values are not directly comparable since the SOTA models were
not trained on our procedural generators. This demonstrates that our tasks are challenging, and the
adversary can effectively find failures of SOTA models.

D SINGLE-MODEL EVALUATION WORST-CASE VISUALIZATIONS

Here we show visualizations of each model’s evaluation worst case found by the single-model
search. We select the model with the median loss of the five seeds.
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D.1 NORMALS

Uniform (Adam) Uniform CVaR Tilted Simple-PAT
seed 4 seed 1 seed 0 seed 0 seed 1

Pred.

Figure 9: Single-model evaluation worst case samples on the normals task.

D.2 CHAIR-SIMPLE

Uniform (Adam) Uniform CVaR Tilted Simple-PAT
seed 1 seed 2 seed 4 seed 1 seed 2

Scene

Label

Pred.

0
prediction log-odds

Figure 10: Single-model evaluation worst case samples on the chair-simple task.
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D.3 CHAIR-FULL

Uniform (Adam) Uniform CVaR Tilted

Simple-PAT
seed 1 seed 2 seed 2

seed 3 seed 2

Scene

Pred.

0
prediction log-odds

Figure 11: Single-model evaluation worst case samples on the chair-full task.

D.4 POSE

Uniform (Adam) Uniform CVaR Tilted
seed 0 seed 3 seed 0

N --
h --

670 mm 538 mm 336 mm 290 mm
Pred. g

Figure 12: Single-model evaluation worst case samples on the pose task.

Simple-PAT
seed 4 seed 1

E CROSS-MODEL EVALUATION WORST-CASE VISUALIZATIONS

Here we show visualizations of each model’s evaluation worst case found by the cross-model search.
We select the model with the median loss of the five seeds.
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E.1 NORMALS

Uniform (Adam) Uniform CVaR Tilted Simple-PAT
seed 4 seed 1 seed 0 seed 0 seed 1

Pred.

Figure 13: Cross-model evaluation worst case samples on the normals task.

E.2 CHAIR-SIMPLE

Uniform (Adam) Uniform CVaR Tilted Simple-PAT
seed 0 seed 3 seed 4 seed 2 seed 4

Scene

Label

4.75 BCE

Pred.

0
prediction log-odds

Figure 14: Cross-model evaluation worst case samples on the chair-simple task.
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E.3

E.4

CHAIR-FULL
Uniform (Adam) Uniform CVaR Tilted Simple-PAT
seed 1 seed 0 seed 2 seed 0 seed 1

e

3.18 BCE 2.45 BCE 2.61 BCE 2.23 BCE 0.733 BCE

Pred.

0
prediction log-odds

Figure 15: Cross-model evaluation worst case samples on the chair-full task.

POSE

Uniform (Adam) Uniform CVaR Tilted Simple-PAT
seed 0 seed 2 seed 2 seed 2 seed 2

N - - -
h - - -
670 mm 557 mm 557 mm 536 mm 334 mm

Pred.

Figure 16: Cross-model evaluation worst case samples on the pose task.

F PROCEDURAL GENERATORS

Here we show visualizations of uniform randomly selected points from each procedural generator.
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F.1 NORMALS

Figure 17: Uniform random samples from the normals procedural generator.

F.2 CHAIR-SIMPLE

Figure 18: Uniform random samples from the chair-simple procedural generator.
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F.3 CHAIR-FULL

Figure 19: Uniform random samples from the chair-full procedural generator.

F.4 POSE

Figure 20: Uniform random samples from the pose procedural generator.
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