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Figure 1: TurboVLA enables compact local deployment and real-time language-conditioned
manipulation with 0.2B parameters, 0.9 GB inference VRAM and 31.2 ms policy latency.

ABSTRACT

Vision-language-action (VLA) models commonly adopt an LLM-centric
V — L — A pathway, where visual observations are projected into the repre-
sentation space of a large language model before being decoded into robot actions.
Although effective, this design incurs substantial computation and memory over-
head at every policy invocation. In this work, we introduce TurboVLA, a new
VLA paradigm that reformulates the conventional V' — L — A pathway as a di-
rect V 4+ L — A mapping. Instead of using a large language model as the central
interface between perception and action, TurboVLA independently encodes visual
observations and language instructions, directly exchanges information between
them through lightweight bidirectional vision-language interaction, and predicts
continuous action chunks with a compact decoder. This simple design constructs
task-conditioned representations directly from visual and linguistic features, sig-
nificantly reducing the computational and memory costs of VLA inference. On
LIBERO, TurboVLA achieves 97.7% average success with only 0.2B parameters,
31.2 ms inference latency, and 0.9 GB inference VRAM on a consumer-grade RTX
4090, matching or outperforming substantially larger VLA policies. These results
establish TurboVLA as a simple and effective alternative to the prevailing LLM-
centric VLA paradigm, offering a new perspective on how vision, language, and
action can be connected for efficient robotic manipulation.
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Figure 2: From LLM-centric VLA to TurboVLA. (a) LLM-centric VLA predicts actions from large-
language-model representations, whereas TurboVLA directly fuses visual and instruction features
for continuous control. (b) TurboVLA achieves highly competitive LIBERO performance with
substantially lower latency and model scale.

1 INTRODUCTION

Vision-language-action (VLA) models have become a powerful framework for language-conditioned
robotic manipulation, connecting visual observations, natural-language instructions, and robot actions
within a unified policy (Brohan et al., 2023; Zitkovich et al., 2023; Kim et al., 2024; Octo Model
Team et al., 2024; Black et al., 2025a; Physical Intelligence et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025; Li et al.,
2024; Fu et al., 2025). A common design is to place a large language model at the center of this
process. Such systems effectively follow an indirect V. — L — A pathway: visual observations are
converted into language-aligned representations, combined with the task instruction, processed by
the large language model, and subsequently decoded into actions (Driess et al., 2023; Zitkovich et al.,
2023; Kim et al., 2024). This design transfers broad semantic knowledge from large-scale pretraining
to robot control and supports open-vocabulary understanding, semantic generalization, and high-level
reasoning.

LLM-centric VLA models, however, introduce a substantial bottleneck for real-time robotic exe-
cution, which is critical for responsive interaction, high-throughput manipulation, and deployment
on resource-constrained robotic platforms. As summarized in Fig. 2(a), existing LLM-centric VLA
models mainly follow two action-generation designs. Autoregressive VLA models, such as Open-
VLA (Kim et al., 2024) and RT-2 (Zitkovich et al., 2023), represent actions as tokens and therefore
inherit the sequential decoding cost of language generation. Recent methods alleviate this cost
through parallel action decoding, continuous action heads, or dedicated action experts (Black et al.,
2025a; Physical Intelligence et al., 2025; Kim et al., 2025; Li et al., 2024; Shukor et al., 2025).
Although these action-expert designs avoid token-by-token action generation, visual observations and
instructions are still processed through language models with billions of parameters before actions are
predicted. These large language-model cores impose substantial computation and memory overhead,
resulting in high inference latency and limiting control frequency. This raises a more fundamental
question: how to design a simple, elegant and efficient VLA that directly maps vision and language to
actions for execution-level manipulation, without centering on a large language model?

Our key observation is that language is necessary for instruction-conditioned manipulation, but
execution-level control need not be centered on a large language model. Once the instruction already
specifies the intended manipulation skill, the execution policy does not need to perform open-ended
language generation or autonomous task decomposition. Instead, it primarily needs to use the
instruction to determine how the current visual evidence should guide action. In current LLM-centric
VLA models, this interaction is mediated through a general-purpose language-model representation



whose broad reasoning and generative capacity exceeds the requirements of many execution-level
tasks. A lightweight text encoder, such as BERT (Devlin et al., 2019), can provide the execution-
relevant semantics of the instruction, while compact cross-modal interaction allows language and
vision to jointly construct a control-oriented representation (Lynch & Sermanet, 2020; Shridhar et al.,
2022; Jang et al., 2022; Mees et al., 2022b). This suggests a different VLA paradigm: rather than
organizing perception and control around an LLM-centered latent space, vision and language can
interact directly to form representations specialized for continuous action prediction.

Therefore, we propose TurboVLA, a simple yet efficient V' + L — A model for real-time language-
conditioned manipulation. As shown in Fig. 2(a), TurboVLA separately processes visual observations
and task instructions using a visual encoder and a lightweight text encoder. Inspired by the efficient
cross-modal interaction used in advanced visual grounding models such as Grounding DINO (Liu
et al., 2024b), TurboVLA replaces the large-language-model-centered execution pathway with
direct vision-language interaction, avoiding the computation and memory overhead of processing
multimodal inputs through a billion-parameter language model. A compact cross-attention module
efficiently fuses instruction and visual features, which are then decoded into continuous action chunks
in a single forward pass (Zhao et al., 2023), without autoregressive action-token generation. This
lightweight design significantly reduces inference latency and GPU memory usage.

Extensive experiments show that TurboVLA achieves real-time execution while preserving strong
manipulation performance. On a consumer-grade RTX 4090, it requires only 31.2 ms of end-to-end
policy latency, measured from receiving the current multimodal observation to producing an action
chunk, corresponding to more than 30 action chunk predictions per second (32 Hz). TurboVLA
contains only 0.2B parameters, approximately 6% the parameter count of 7 5 (Physical Intelligence
etal., 2025), while using less than 1 GB VRAM during inference. Despite this lightweight design,
TurboVLA achieves 97.7% average success on LIBERO (Liu et al., 2023), matching the performance
of substantially larger VLA systems. As summarized in Fig. 2(b), TurboVLA provides a favorable
trade-off among manipulation performance, inference latency and model scale, thereby lowering
the hardware barrier to deploying language-conditioned manipulation policies in latency-sensitive
and resource-constrained robotic systems. More broadly, these results motivate the VLA community
to examine whether execution-level control must remain centered on large language models and to
evaluate future systems beyond task success alone. Our contributions are summarized as follows:

* We revisit the LLM-centric design of existing VLA models and identify the large language
model core as a major bottleneck for real-time action execution. Based on this analysis, we
introduce a real-time VLA paradigm that retains language conditioning while removing the
large language model from execution-level control.

» We propose TurboVLA, a simple and efficient V' 4+ L — A model that combines lightweight
instruction encoding, direct vision-language interaction, robot-state conditioning, and non-
autoregressive continuous action chunk prediction.

» Experiments on LIBERO show that TurboVLA achieves 97.7% average success while
running at over 30 online policy inferences per second on a consumer-grade RTX 4090 with
only 0.2B parameters and less than 1 GB of inference VRAM. Beyond LIBERO, TurboVLA
remains effective in challenging bimanual and real-world settings.

2 RELATED WORK

Vision-language-action models. Vision-language-action (VLA) models integrate visual observations,
task instructions, and action prediction within a unified policy, often leveraging large-scale vision-
language pretraining for semantic generalization. RT-1 (Brohan et al., 2023) demonstrated scalable
transformer-based robot control, while RT-2 (Zitkovich et al., 2023) and OpenVLA (Kim et al., 2024)
adapted pretrained vision-language models to robot trajectories through an action-token interface.
Continuous-control models such as g (Black et al., 2025a) and 7 5 (Physical Intelligence et al., 2025)
instead attach dedicated action experts to pretrained multimodal backbones. This generalist VLA
direction has also been advanced through cross-embodiment datasets (O’ Neill et al., 2024), reusable
policy representations (Octo Model Team et al., 2024), diffusion-based robot policies (Liu et al.,
2025; Li et al., 2024), and foundation models for diverse embodiments (Bjorck et al., 2025; Bu et al.,
2025; Wang et al., 2026¢). Recent approaches augment VLA learning with visual foresight (Yang
et al., 2026), predictive world knowledge (Zhang et al., 2025c), and latent reasoning (Bai et al., 2026).



Other methods incorporate geometry-aware control representations through pose-centric pretraining
or point-action interaction (Lin et al., 2026a; Chen et al., 2026a). Recent work further extends VLA
policies to dynamic manipulation by incorporating temporal motion cues and short-horizon future
prediction (Fang et al., 2026). Together, these works demonstrate the benefits of large pretrained
multimodal representations and increasingly expressive intermediate representations. TurboVLA
focuses on a different architectural choice: rather than routing every control step through a large
generative multimodal backbone, it encodes task text separately and integrates it directly with visual
observations and robot state for execution-level action prediction.

Efficient execution in VLA policies. Recent work improves VLA efficiency through both action-side
redesign and backbone-side optimization. Action-as-token policies inherit the sequential decoding
process of language models, motivating continuous action experts (Black et al., 2025a; Physical
Intelligence et al., 2025; Kim et al., 2025), compact and structured action tokenizers (Pertsch et al.,
2025; Liu et al., 2026), and action chunking with parallel decoding (Liu et al., 2025; Liang et al.,
2026¢). Compact VLA architectures, including TinyVLA (Wen et al., 2025), RoboMamba (Liu
et al., 2024a), SmolVLA (Shukor et al., 2025), and Evo-1 (Lin et al., 2026b), reduce model scale
or inference cost while retaining pretrained multimodal representations. A complementary line
of work reduces redundant backbone computation through quantization (Xu et al., 2026; Wang
et al., 2025), token reuse or pruning (Xu et al., 2025; Jiang et al., 2025), dynamic depth (Yang
et al., 2025), structural pruning (Wang et al., 2026a; Zhang et al., 2026), and distillation (Chen
et al., 2026c; Jeon et al., 2026). Other methods improve responsiveness without changing the base
policy, including asynchronous action-chunk execution (Black et al., 2025b), streaming inference
and horizon-aware flow sampling (Lu et al., 2026), and speculative inference (Niu et al., 2026).
These approaches accelerate action generation or reduce computation while largely retaining a
large multimodal backbone as the execution representation. In contrast, TurboVLA removes the
large generative language backbone from the low-level control pathway and constructs the action
representation directly from compact visual, textual, and proprioceptive features.

Language interfaces for robot control. Textual instructions can serve as task specifications that
condition perception and control rather than as prompts for generative language modeling. Early
imitation-learning methods demonstrated that a shared policy can map visual observations and natural-
language commands directly to different manipulation behaviors (Lynch & Sermanet, 2020; Stepputtis
et al., 2020). CLIPort (Shridhar et al., 2022) combines pretrained vision-language semantics with
a spatial manipulation pathway, while BC-Z (Jang et al., 2022) conditions a multi-task policy on
pretrained text or human-video embeddings. CALVIN (Mees et al., 2022b) and HULC (Mees et al.,
2022a) extend textual task conditioning to long-horizon control from unstructured demonstrations.
PerAct (Shridhar et al., 2023) incorporates textual goals into a voxel-based transformer policy, whereas
VIMA (Jiang et al., 2023) represents tasks through interleaved textual and visual prompts. Beyond
execution-level policies, embodied multimodal language models combine language understanding,
3D grounding, and task scheduling to generate grounded action plans (Liang et al., 2026a). Such
planning-oriented capabilities are complementary to the efficient execution-level control studied in
this work. These works establish textual representations as effective task inputs for robot control.
TurboVLA studies this interface under the current VLA paradigm, examining whether a compact text
encoder and direct vision-text interaction are sufficient for high-performance, real-time continuous
control.

3 PRELIMINARIES

LLM-centric vision-language-action models. Most existing VLA models (Kim et al., 2024; Black
et al., 2025a; Physical Intelligence et al., 2025; Zhou et al., 2025; Fu et al., 2025) place a large
language model at the center of the vision-to-action pathway. Given visual observations O,,, a visual
encoder first extracts visual features and projects them into the token space of the language model.
The projected visual tokens are then concatenated with the tokenized task instruction and jointly
processed by the large language model:

Zy = P(B(On),  HE=Fy (|25 Tok(@)]), )

n

where FE, denotes the visual encoder, P, maps visual features into the language model embedding
space, Tok(z) denotes the instruction tokens, and F7, is the large language model. Importantly, the
stage L is not merely responsible for encoding language. It serves as the central representational
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Figure 3: Overview of TurboVLA. (a) TurboVLA simply yet efficiently maps visual observations
and language instructions to continuous action chunks through compact modality encoders, vision-
language interaction, and an action chunk decoder. (b) The interaction module is designed as simple
as possible. It uses stacked bidirectional cross-attention to produce vision-aware instruction features
and instruction-conditioned visual features.

bridge between visual perception and robot action: visual information is aligned with the language-
model space, integrated with the task instruction, and transformed into the multimodal representation
from which actions are predicted. We therefore summarize this prevailing computation pathway as
V — L — A, where L denotes the LLM-centered multimodal interface.

Existing LLM-centric VLA models mainly differ in how actions are generated from HZ. Autore-
gressive models discretize robot actions and predict them sequentially from the language model
representation (Zitkovich et al., 2023; Kim et al., 2024), whereas action-expert models use a separate
continuous decoder, .

A, = Dyt (H',l;a Sn) y 2)
to generate actions in parallel (Black et al., 2025a; Physical Intelligence et al., 2025; Kim et al., 2025;
Lietal.,, 2024). Although action-expert models avoid token-by-token action generation, they preserve
the same representational dependency, as the action decoder operates on features produced by the
large language model. Thus, despite using different action-generation mechanisms, both designs
retain L as the central bridge from visual perception to action prediction.

Direct vision-language interaction. Cross-attention provides a simple and efficient mechanism for
directly exchanging information between visual and language features. Given visual features Z¥ and
instruction features Z', language-conditioned visual features can be obtained by

7 = 7" + Attn (Q., K1, V), €)

while vision-aware instruction features are produced by exchanging the query and context modal-
ities. Such bidirectional interaction allows task language to shape visual processing while visual
context refines the instruction representation. Vision-language grounding models such as Grounding
DINO (Liu et al., 2024b) employ this type of direct cross-modal interaction to establish fine-grained
correspondence between textual concepts and visual content. While these models use the resulting
features for object localization, we use direct vision-language interaction to construct control-oriented
representations for continuous action prediction.



4 TUuRrRBOVLA

We introduce TurboVLA, a direct and simple V' + L — A paradigm for execution-level language-
conditioned manipulation. As illustrated in Fig. 3(a), TurboVLA first encodes visual observations
and the task instruction using a vision encoder and a lightweight text encoder. A simple and compact
vision-language interaction module then directly exchanges information between the two modalities
to construct action-ready features. Finally, an action chunk decoder combines these features with
the current robot state and predicts a complete sequence of continuous actions in a single forward
pass. Unlike LLM-centric VLA models, our method does not route visual and textual inputs through
a large language model before action prediction.

4.1 MULTIMODAL FEATURE ENCODING

To reduce the overhead of an LLM-centered execution pathway while retaining simple yet sufficient
instruction understanding, TurboVLA uses compact modality-specific encoders. Execution-level
instructions typically specify manipulation skills through objects, attributes, and spatial relations,
without requiring open-ended generation or task-level planning. We therefore encode instructions
with a lightweight encoder such as BERT (Devlin et al., 2019) and process visual observations with
a vision encoder. As shown in Fig. 3(a), the resulting features are projected into a shared hidden
dimension d for subsequent vision-language interaction and action prediction. Given a task instruction
x, the text encoder extracts token-level instruction features:

Zl = ]Dl (ftext(x)) S RNLXda (4)

where P; projects the encoder output into the policy dimension and [V; is the number of instruction
tokens. We retain the complete token sequence rather than a pooled embedding so that objects,
attributes, and spatial relations remain available for fine-grained visual conditioning.

For each camera observation L(,,Z), the image encoder extracts spatial visual features, which are
projected and augmented with positional and camera-view embeddings:

z>" =p, (fimg (I,(j))) +EG 48 zr=|z0W; Zfo(K)] . (5)
Here, EI(,QS preserves within-view spatial structure and e‘(,?ew identifies the camera source. Concate-
nating the K streams retains complementary cues from multiple viewpoints.

The robot state is required for translating task-conditioned scene features into executable actions but
not necessary for visual-language correspondence. We encode it separately as

ZfL = fState(Sn) S RNSXd7 (6)

where fsate 1S a lightweight projection network. State features are introduced directly to the
action decoder, keeping cross-modal interaction focused on task-conditioned scene understanding.
These modality-specific encoders replace the high-dimensional LLM interface with compact feature
sequences tailored to execution-level manipulation, reducing intermediate activation memory and
downstream attention cost while preserving the information required for control.

4.2 VISION-LANGUAGE INTERACTION MODULE

Independently encoded visual and textual features do not yet identify which visual content is relevant
to the current instruction. While LLM-centric VLAs perform this alignment within a large language
backbone, TurboVLA instead uses the simple yet efficient vision-language interaction module in
Fig. 3(b) to directly exchange information between the two streams.

Let V) = ZV and LY = Z' denote the initial visual and instruction features. The interaction module
progressively updates both streams through NV bidirectional cross-modal layers:

(V,f,LfL) = FusionLayer, (Vnz_l, Lfl_l) , {=1,...,N. @)

Each layer consists of layer normalization, bidirectional cross-attention, and modality-specific feed-
forward networks with residual connections. Visual-to-instruction attention injects scene context



into the instruction stream, while instruction-to-visual attention conditions visual features on task
semantics. After the final layer, the updated streams are concatenated as

z2t =[N, LY]. ®)

Through this compact interaction module, information including target objects, attributes, and
spatial relations can modulate the relevant visual features, while the instruction representation is
simultaneously adapted to the current scene. This simple interaction design efficiently provides
task-specific multimodal information for action prediction without relying on the broad generative
and reasoning capacity of a large language model.

4.3 CONTINUOUS ACTION CHUNK PREDICTION

We use a ACT-style (Zhao et al., 2023) lightweight transformer decoder to map the fused multimodal
representation and robot-state features to a sequence of continuous actions:

A, =Dg(Qu, [2Y; 25]) € R *de, )

where Q, = [q1,...,qm] contains H learnable action queries and Dy denotes the action chunk
decoder. Introducing the robot state at this stage provides the current embodiment configuration while
leaving the preceding interaction module focused on task-conditioned scene understanding.

All action queries are decoded in parallel, allowing the policy to predict the complete H-step action
chunk in a single forward pass without action tokenization or sequential generation. We train
TurboVLA through behavior cloning on expert action chunks. Given a target sequence A} =
[afhl, ey Oy 7], the training objective is ¢; loss, and no auxiliary language-modeling objective is
required. Together, compact feature encoding, direct vision-language interaction, and parallel action
decoding form the efficient V' 4+ L — A execution pathway shown in Fig. 3(a).

5 EXPERIMENTS

We evaluate whether TurboVLA can retain strong language-conditioned manipulation performance
while substantially reducing the model scale, inference latency, and memory overhead of LLM-centric
VLA policies. We first describe the implementation details and evaluation protocols for LIBERO (Liu
et al., 2023), RoboTwin 2.0 (Chen et al., 2026b), and real-world deployment. We then evaluate the
performance—efficiency trade-off on single-arm manipulation, examine the scalability of the proposed
architecture to bimanual multi-task control, validate its effectiveness in real-world deployment, and
ablate the major components of our direct vision-language interaction design.

5.1 IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

We use DINOv3 (Siméoni et al., 2025) as the visual backbone and BERT (Devlin et al., 2019) as the
lightweight instruction encoder. Visual and textual features are projected into a shared space with
d = 256 and processed by N = 6 bidirectional vision-language interaction layers initialized from
grounding-pretrained feature-enhancement weights (Liu et al., 2024b). An ACT-style transformer
decoder (Zhao et al., 2023) maps the resulting multimodal features and robot state to continuous
action chunks. Across all benchmarks, we train through behavior cloning with the ¢; loss, using a
learning rate of 5 x 10~ on four RTX 4090 GPUs. Benchmark-specific settings are described below.

5.2 BENCHMARKS AND METRICS

We evaluate TurboVLA across three complementary settings: single-arm manipulation on
LIBERO (Liu et al., 2023), bimanual manipulation on RoboTwin 2.0 (Chen et al., 2026b), and
deployment on a real robotic platform.

LIBERO contains four suites—LIBERO-Object, LIBERO-Spatial, LIBERO-Goal, and LIBERO-
Long—each comprising ten language-conditioned manipulation tasks. We use the modified
no_noops RLDS datasets released with OpenVLA (Kim et al., 2024) and jointly train one mixed-
suite model with a DINOv3 ViT-B backbone. The model predicts 12-step chunks of continuous
7-DoF actions and is trained for 80k steps with 10k warm-up steps and an effective batch size of



256. Following the VLA-Adapter rollout protocol (Wang et al., 2026b), without introducing any
additional techniques, we conduct 50 rollouts per task and report suite-level and average success rates
over 2,000 trials.

RoboTwin 2.0 comprises 50 language-conditioned bimanual manipulation tasks requiring coordinated
dual-arm control. Given our available compute budget, we restrict training to the official clean
demonstrations and do not include randomized-scene data. We jointly train one multi-task model
with a DINOv3 ViT-L backbone to predict 50-step chunks of 14-dimensional absolute joint-position
actions. Training lasts 55k steps with 1k warm-up steps and an effective batch size of 192. Following
the StarVLA (StarVLA Community, 2026) training and evaluation framework, without introducing
any additional techniques, we conduct 100 clean-setting rollouts per task and report the average
success rate across all 50 tasks.

Real-world evaluation. We conducted real-world experiments using an AgileX Piper platform
illustrated in Fig. 4. We consider four representative language-conditioned manipulation tasks: grab
roller, move playing card away, press stapler, and stack three bowls. These tasks require accurate
object grounding, viewpoint robustness, and stable closed-loop execution under real sensory noise.
We initialize the policy from the TurboVLA checkpoint pretrained on LIBERO and fine-tune it on
4 x 65 teleoperated real-world demonstrations for 12.5k steps. Each task is evaluated over 40 trials,
and we report the success rate. We compare against 7y 5 under the same platform, training data, and
evaluation protocol.

Metrics and comparisons. We use task success rate as the primary metric across all benchmarks.
We also report total parameter count, inference latency, and inference VRAM. For all other runnable
methods included in the comparison, these efficiency metrics are measured using official architectures,
implementations, and checkpoints on an RTX 4090 with batch size one. Latency is measured from
multimodal input to producing an action chunk or an equivalent number of autoregressive action
tokens, while inference VRAM denotes the peak GPU memory usage of the complete online policy.

5.3 MAIN RESULTS

Tab. 1 and Tab. 2 present complementary evaluations of TurboVLA on simulation benchmarks. From
these results, we draw the following observations.

1) Moving beyond an LL.M-centered execution pathway improves the performance—efficiency
frontier. As summarized in Tab. 1, TurboVLA matches the manipulation capability of large
Capability-oriented VLAs at a substantially lower cost. It achieves 97.7% average success, compared
with 96.9% for 7 5 (Physical Intelligence et al., 2025) while using only about 6% of its parameters
and significantly reducing inference latency from 93.6 ms to 31.2 ms. Our method also outperforms
the recent VLA-JEPA (Sun et al., 2026) in average success while being over 3 faster and using only
about 7% of its parameters. This comparison indicates that strong execution-level manipulation is not
inherently tied to using a multi-billion-parameter LLM as the central interface between perception
and action. The advantage remains clear over Acceleration-oriented VLAs: OpenVLA-OFT (Kim
et al., 2025) and Discrete Diffusion VLA (Liang et al., 2026¢) optimize action generation and achieve
inference latencies of 112.2 ms and 60.8 ms respectively, yet both remain slower and yield lower
average success than our method as their large language backbones are still retained in the center of
execution. Compared with Lightweight VLAs, TurboVLA further improves both sides of the trade-off.
It outperforms recent Evo-1 (Lin et al., 2026b) and VLA-Adapter (Wang et al., 2026b) in average
success while being substantially smaller and faster. This performance—efficiency advantage also
extends to the RoboTwin 2.0 benchmark. As shown in Tab. 2, TurboVLA achieves 60.2% average
success across 50 bimanual tasks with 43.4 ms inference latency, outperforming both 7 5 at 57.0%
and 95.6 ms and StarVLA-« (Ye et al., 2026) at 50.3% and 74.9 ms.

These results show that neither accelerating action generation nor reducing model scale alone is
sufficient. By redesigning the multimodal execution pathway, TurboVLA validates the simple
and direct V 4+ L — A paradigm as a more effective way to jointly achieve strong manipulation
performance, low latency, and compact model scale across both single-arm and bimanual control
settings.

2) Architectural efficiency translates into practical deployability. Practical robot deployment is
jointly constrained by policy accuracy, response latency, and resident memory, rather than by any



Table 1: Comparison on LIBERO. “Emb. PT.” denotes additional embodied pretraining on robot data
beyond LIBERO. Params denotes total parameter. Latency denotes time from multimodal input to
producing an action chunk or an equivalent number of autoregressive action tokens. Both latency
and Inference VRAM are measured on a single RTX 4090 with batch size one. For TurboVLA, the
reported parameter count corresponds to the DINOv3 ViT-B configuration.

Emb. Deployment Efficiency = LIBERO Success Rate (%)

T.
Params VRAM Latency
(B)l (GB)] (ms)] Spa. Obj. Goal Long Avg.t

Method

Non-VLA policy baseline

Diffusion Policy (Chi et al., 2023) (rss23) X 0.3 1.1 924.8 783 925 68.3 50.5 724
Capability-oriented VLAs

OpenVLA (Kim et al., 2024) (corr'24) v 7.5 149 2029 84.7 884 79.2 53.7 76.5
o (Black et al., 20252) (gss2s) v 3.2 12.3 842 96.8 98.8 95.8 852 942
UniVLA (Bu et al., 2025) (gss25) v 7.6 150 173.8 96.5 96.8 956 92.0 95.2
mo.5 (Physical Intelligence et al., 2025) (corr25) v 34 12.8 93.6 98.8 982 98.0 924 96.9
CogVLA (Li et al., 2025) (Neurips’25) v 8.3 16.1 1155 98.6 98.8 96.6 954 974
Mantis (Yang et al., 2026) (cvrr:26) v 49 7.9 198.7 98.8 99.2 944 942 96.7
MM-ACT (Liang et al., 2026b) (cvrr'26) X 8.2 16.3 7232 97.8 99.4 948 93.0 96.3
VLA-JEPA (Sun et al., 2026) (gccv26) v 2.8 5.3 108.7 96.2 99.6 972 95.8 972
VEGA-3D (Wu et al., 2026) gccvze) v 9.0 16.0 5464 974 994 970 952 973
Acceleration-oriented VLAs

OpenVLA-OFT (Kim et al., 2025) (rss25) v 7.7 157 1122 97.6 984 979 945 97.1
DDVLA (Liang et al., 2026¢) rcmr26) v 7.5 14.5 60.8 97.2 994 96.8 922 964
Lightweight VLAs

SmolVLA (Shukor et al., 2025) (arxiv25) X 2.3 7.1 203.1 93.0 940 91.0 77.0 88.8
DreamVLA (Zhang et al., 2025¢) (Newips2s) X 0.7 1.5 128.0 97.5 940 89.5 89.5 92.6
VLA-Adapter (Wang et al., 2026b) (aaar2e) X 1.5 4.3 873 978 99.2 972 950 973
Evo-1 (Lin et al., 2026b) (cver-26) X 0.8 1.7 137.2 927 977 96.3 923 94.8
TurboVLA (Ours) X 0.2 0.9 312 992 99.8 974 942 97.7

Table 2: Comparison on RoboTwin 2.0, with all methods trained and evaluated exclusively on the
clean setting. “Emb. PT.” denotes additional embodied pretraining on robot data beyond RoboTwin
2.0, and Params denotes total parameter. Per-task methods train a separate policy for each of the 50
tasks, whereas multi-task methods jointly train a single policy across all tasks. For TurboVLA, the
reported parameter count corresponds to the DINOv3 ViT-L configuration.

Method Emb. PT. Params (B) | Lat. (ms)] Avg. Success (%) 1

Per-task training

Diffusion Policy (Chi et al., 2023) (gss:23) X 0.1 794.1 28.0
ACT (Zhao et al., 2023) (rss23) X 0.1 20.4 29.7
DP3 (Ze et al., 2024) (rss'24) X 0.3 78.4 55.2
o (Black et al., 20252) (gss'2s) v 3.2 87.6 46.4
FlowPolicy (Zhang et al., 2025b) (aaar2s) X 0.3 - 41.0
RDT (LiU etal., 2023) (ICLR25) v 1.7 204.8 34.5
SeedPolicy (Gui et al., 2026) (arxiv26) X 0.2 823.9 42.8
Multi-task training
UP-VLA (Zhang et al., 2025a) gcmr2s) v 1.6 74.3 529
mo.5 (Physical Intelligence et al., 2025) (corr25) v 3.4 95.6 57.0
StarVLA-a (Ye et al., 2026) (eccv2e) X 3.8 74.9 50.3
TurboVLA (Ours) X 0.4 434 60.2

single efficiency metric. As summarized in Tab. 1, most high-performing VLA policies operate in
the multi-billion-parameter regime and require several gigabytes of inference VRAM, while their
inference latency is generally substantially higher than that of TurboVLA. Such resource requirements
can restrict deployment to platforms with high-memory GPUs or require additional compression
and system-level optimization. In contrast, the complete TurboVLA policy combines 97.7% average
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Figure 4: Real-world evaluation on the AgileX Piper platform. Left: our single-arm setup with a
wrist-view RGB-D camera and a third-view RGB-D camera, together with the objects used in the
four tasks. Right top: success-rate comparison between TurboVLA and 7y 5 on four real-world
manipulation tasks. Right bottom: qualitative execution examples of TurboVLA.

success with 31.2 ms action-chunk inference and only 0.9 GB of inference VRAM. This favorable
efficiency profile also translates well to real robotic deployment. As shown in Fig. 4, TurboVLA
achieves 92.5%, 80%, 90%, and 87.5% success on four real-world AgileX Piper tasks, consistently
outperforming 7 5. These results show that the proposed direct V' + L — A pathway is sufficient
and effective in real-world execution-level manipulation.

5.4 ABLATION STUDY

We conduct ablations on LIBERO to study four questions: whether semantic language conditioning is
necessary, how the instruction should be encoded, which vision-language interaction design is most
effective, and how sensitive the method is to the interaction depth /N and action horizon H.

Semantic language conditioning and instruction encoding. We first study the role of language
itself. Tab. 3 shows that removing language reduces the average success rate from 97.7% to 70.8%,
with the largest drop on LIBERO-Goal (97.4% — 11.6%). This confirms that the policy cannot
rely on visual priors alone when multiple behaviors are compatible with the same scene. Replacing
semantic instructions with a learned task-ID embedding recovers part of the performance, but still
remains 2.3% below the full model, indicating that natural-language instructions provide more than
closed-set task identity. Then, we examine whether the proposed architecture depends on a specific
text backbone. As shown in Tab. 4, T5-small (Raffel et al., 2020) achieves a competitive 97.1%
average success rate, while the SigL.IP (Zhai et al., 2023) text encoder reaches 95.5%, suggesting
that execution-level instructions can be effectively handled by lightweight text encoders without a
large generative language model, and that the proposed architecture is not tied to a particular text
representation.

Vision-language interaction design. Having established the importance of semantic instruction
features, we next study how visual and language features should interact before action decoding.
As illustrated in Fig. 5, we compare no interaction, two asymmetric cross-attention variants, and
the proposed bidirectional interaction, while keeping all other architecture and training settings
unchanged. As shown in Tab. 5, direct concatenation achieves 95.2% average success, while the two
one-way cross-attention variants improve it to 96.1% and 96.5%. Bidirectional interaction performs
best at 97.7%, indicating that scene-aware instruction features and instruction-conditioned visual
features provide complementary information for action prediction.

Interaction depth and action horizon. Finally, we explore two practical hyperparameters of the
policy. Tab. 6 shows that increasing the number of interaction layers from N = 2 to N = 6 steadily
improves the average success rate from 93.5% to 97.7%, while a deeper model with N = 8 slightly
degrades to 96.6%. We therefore use N = 6 as a good balance between capacity and efficiency. We
also vary the action horizon H while keeping the rest of the architecture unchanged. As shown in
Fig. 6, performance improves from 96.4% at H = 8 to 97.7% at H = 12, then drops to 95.6% at
H = 15. This suggests that too short a horizon limits temporal expressiveness, while too long a
horizon makes chunk prediction more difficult. We therefore use H = 12 in all main experiments.
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Table 3: Effect of language conditioning. Table 4: Effect of the instruction encoder.

Condition Spa. Obj. Goal Long Avg.  Text Encoder Overall Params (M) Spa. Obj. Goal Long Avg.
w/o Language 87.0 994 11.6 850 70.8 SigLIP-Base 216.9 98.6 99.6 94.8 89.0 95.5
Task-ID Embedding 95.6 98.6 958 916 954 T5-Small 141.9 98.8 99.8 96.8 92.8 97.1
Semantic Instruction 99.2 99.8 97.4 942 97.7 BERT 216.1 99.2 99.8 97.4 942 97.7
Table 5: Effect of vision-language interaction. Table 6: Effect of interaction depth N.
Interaction Design Spa. Obj. Goal Long Avg. N Overall Params (M) Spa. Obj. Goal Long Avg.
w/o Interaction 974 99.8 90.8 928 952 2 206.6 96.6 99.6 88.4 894 935
Language Queries Visual 984 994 942 924 96.1 4 211.3 98.0 99.4 932 922 957
Visual Queries Language 98.6 100.0 94.4 93.0 96.5 6 216.1 99.2 99.8 97.4 942 97.7
Bidirectional Interaction 99.2 998 974 942 977 8 220.8 98.2 99.6 95.8 92.8 96.6
Action Chunk Decoder Action Chunk Decoder Action Chunk Decoder Action Chunk Decoder
I I [ I Instruction-to-Visual Cross-Attn
Instruction-to-Visual Cross-Attn Visual-to-Instruction Cross-Attn T T
I ] I I Visual-to-Instruction Cross-Attn
Visual Instruction Visual Instruction Visual Instruction Visual Instruction
Features Features Features Features Features Features Features Features
(a) w/o Interaction (b) Language Queries Visual (c) Visual Queries Language (d) Bidirectional Interaction (ours)

Figure 5: Vision-language interaction variants. (a) Directly concatenating visual and instruction
features. (b) Updating only the instruction features using visual features. (c) Updating only the visual
features using instruction features. (d) Bidirectional interaction jointly updates both feature streams.

Overall, these ablations show that TurboVLA achieves efficiency without discarding semantic lan-
guage information or explicit cross-modal modeling. Its performance is enabled by lightweight
instruction encoding together with sufficiently bidirectional vision-language interaction, support-
ing the proposed direct execution pathway as an effective alternative to an LLM-centered VLA
architecture.

6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose TurboVLA, a simple yet effi-
cient V + L — A paradigm that moves beyond the con-
ventional LLM-centered execution pathway for vision-
language-action learning. By combining lightweight in-
struction encoding, compact visual representations, bidi-
rectional vision-language interaction, and action-chunk
decoding, TurboVLA preserves task-conditioned manip-
ulation capability while significantly reducing model size,
inference latency, and memory consumption. Our results
suggest that execution-level control does not necessarily H=8 H=10 H=12 H=15
require a general-purpose LLM as the central interface be- Action Horizon

tween perception and action, and we hope this architecture ~Figure 6: Effect of action horizon H on
provides a new insight for the community to further ex- LIBERO.

amine the role of large language models in VLA systems.

Nevertheless, TurboVLA is designed primarily for concrete execution-level instructions and may not
provide the complex semantic understanding and reasoning required for high-level task planning.
Future work will explore combining the high-level planning capability of LLMs with the efficient
execution pathway of TurboVLA to build hierarchical systems that are both intelligent and efficient.
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