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Mobile Robots through Task-Based Human Instructions using
Incremental Curriculum Learning
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Abstract— This paper explores the integration of incremental
curriculum learning (ICL) with deep reinforcement learning
(DRL) techniques to facilitate mobile robot navigation through
task-based human instruction. By adopting a curriculum that
mirrors the progressive complexity encountered in human
learning, our approach systematically enhances robots’ ability
to interpret and execute complex instructions over time. We
explore the principles of DRL and its synergy with ICL,
demonstrating how this combination not only improves training
efficiency but also equips mobile robots with the generalization
capability required for navigating through dynamic indoor
environments. Empirical results indicate that robots trained
with our ICL-enhanced DRL framework outperform those
trained without curriculum learning, highlighting the benefits
of structured learning progressions in robotic training.

I. INTRODUCTION

Human-robot interaction (HRI) has emerged as a pivotal
field in robotics research, aiming to bridge the communi-
cation gap between humans and autonomous systems. With
advancements in natural language processing and machine
learning [1] [2], enabling mobile robots to comprehend
human text instructions has become a promising path for
enhancing their flexibility and usability in various domains.
In this paper, we delve into the domain of task-based human
instructions and their integration with curriculum learning
strategies [3] [4] to empower mobile robots with enhanced
navigational capabilities in complex indoor environments.

Navigating through real-world environments based on
human-provided task instructions presents a complex chal-
lenge for mobile robots. Unlike traditional navigation tasks
where robots follow predefined paths or reach specified
waypoints [5] [6], interpreting and executing task-based
instructions such as find the bread and then slice it” requires
a deeper understanding of both linguistic nuances and envi-
ronmental dynamics. This poses a significant obstacle for
general deep reinforcement learning (DRL) algorithms [7]
[8], which even often struggle to understand the objectives
across diverse tasks and environments.

To address these challenges, we propose the utilization
of incremental curriculum learning as a key technique for
training mobile robots to navigate based on task-oriented
human instructions. Curriculum learning offers a structured
approach to gradually expose the robot to increasingly com-
plex tasks, enabling it to acquire and refine the necessary

skills and knowledge iteratively. By leveraging curriculum
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Fig. 1: Two examples of AI2-THOR environment simulator
available for learning navigation based on human instruc-
tions. Our robot model aims to efficiently navigate and
accomplish tasks with minimal steps.

learning, we aim to not only improve the task accomplish-
ment rates but also enhance the generalization capabilities of
mobile robots across varied tasks and environments.

In this work, we also emphasize the importance of evalu-
ating mobile robot performance in terms of both task accom-
plishment and generalization metrics. Task accomplishment
metrics measure task execution proficiency, while general-
ization metrics assess its adaptability to adapt and perform
effectively in diverse scenarios. Additionally, we conduct
a sensitivity analysis of the proposed curriculum design to
further assess its robustness across varying training settings.
By incorporating these evaluation metrics and sensitivity
analysis, we aim to provide comprehensive insights into the
effectiveness of our proposed technique.

II. RELATED WORK

The development and deployment of mobile robots ca-
pable of interpreting human instructions and autonomously
navigating through environments represent a critical frontier
in artificial intelligence and robotics. The primary focus
of this initiative is the integration of DRL with computer
vision and natural language processing, allowing robots to
understand and act in the physical world based on verbal
or written instructions. This section reviews essential works
and additional references that contribute to advancements
in vision-based navigation, the interpretation of natural lan-
guage directions, and task-based learning in mobile robotics.



A foundational aspect of mobile robot navigation is their
ability to navigate complex environments using visual in-
put. The works by [9] and [10] have been pivotal in this
domain. They propose a DRL-based model enabling robots
to navigate towards a visually indicated target in an indoor
setting, emphasizing learning scene-specific features. [11]
further this exploration by demonstrating a system navigating
complex 3D mazes, emphasizing the role of auxiliary tasks in
enhancing navigation. These studies underscore the critical
function of deep learning in enabling robots to interpret
visual data for navigation, setting a foundation for further
research into task-based instruction.

Beyond visual navigation, enabling robots to follow natu-
ral language instructions is crucial for effective human-robot
interaction. [12] present “FollowNet”, a model that interprets
and follows complex natural language directions in real-
time, combining the strengths of DRL with natural language
processing. This approach enhances the robot’s navigational
capabilities and its practical utility in scenarios where verbal
instructions are commonly encountered.

The concept of curriculum learning is central to teaching
robots to perform a wide range of tasks based on human
instructions. The ALFRED benchmark by [13] offers a com-
prehensive framework for evaluating models that interpret
sequential instructions for completing household tasks. This
benchmark challenges robots to execute actions based on
visual observations and textual descriptions, pushing the
boundaries for more sophisticated models capable of under-
standing and acting upon complex instructions.

Expanding on these foundational works, subsequent re-
search has delved into memory-augmented networks for
improved path planning by [14] and the use of multimodal
data for understanding instructions in noisy environments by
[15]. Moreover, the application of curriculum learning [16],
where robots are gradually exposed to more complex tasks,
mirrors educational strategies in humans, suggesting a cross-
disciplinary approach to robot training.

ITII. AI2THOR FRAMEWORK

To address the challenge of training and evaluating mobile
robots to follow task-based human instructions within a
3D environment, we employed the AI2-THOR framework
[17]. This platform merges the UNITY 3D engine’s detailed
physics simulation which offers a realistic environment (refer
to figure [I) where robots can execute complex behaviors.
AI2-THOR’s range of indoor environments, from kitchens to
living rooms, furnished with interactable objects, provides a
diverse testing ground. Such an environment is crucial for
robots to learn tasks as intricate as navigating to objects, as
depicted in figure 2] and manipulating them, reflecting real-
world complexity.

The utility of AI2-THOR extends beyond mere simulation,
facilitating curriculum learning where robots progressively
tackle tasks of increasing complexity. This approach mir-
rors human learning, ensuring robots develop skills sys-
tematically, from basic navigation and object interaction
to executing complicated, multi-step tasks based on verbal
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Fig. 2: Bird’s-eye view kitchen room with variety of objects
in AI2-THOR environment. The floor can also be identified
during the navigation.

instructions. The framework’s comprehensive environments
enable structured learning, making it an invaluable tool for
refining the adaptability and autonomy of mobile robots in
performing a wide range of household tasks.

Our research, inspired by and contributing to a body
of work leveraging AI2-THOR, including visual question
answering by [18], robotic grasping techniques by [19],
and smart episodic by [20], showcases the framework’s
broad applicability. These precedents highlight AI2-THOR’s
role in advancing Al and robotics research, proving its
effectiveness in training models for complex interaction and
understanding within a physically plausible virtual world.
Through our focused application of AI2-THOR, we aim to
improve the capability of mobile robots to comprehend and
execute complex task-based instructions, thereby pushing the
boundaries of robot interaction with humans.

IV. TASK-BASED ROBOT MODEL

In this section, we first define our formulation for task-
based visual navigation. Then we describe our deep neural
network designed as the robot model (agent) for this work.

A. Problem Statement

Our goal is to find the most effective sequence of actions
necessary to fulfill specific tasks outlined by human instruc-
tions, such as ”find the bread, and then slice it”. To achieve
this, we developed a deep reinforcement learning model
capable of processing both an RGB image representing the
current observation and a textual description of the task
objective. The robot model generates a 3D action output,
such as moving forward or rotating left, based on the inputs
provided. Figure [3] illustrates the detailed robot model and
its features.

B. Problem Formulation

Vision-based and text-based robot navigation requires the
translation of sensory and textual signals into actionable
motion commands. However, traditional deep reinforcement
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Fig. 3: Snapshot of the mobile robot simulated within the
AI2-THOR framework.

learning (DRL) approaches often overlook the complexity
of integrating high-dimensional visual inputs and textual
instructions simultaneously. Recent advancements in DRL
have introduced end-to-end learning frameworks capable of
seamlessly processing both pixel information and textual
data. However, integrating information from diverse modali-
ties like vision and text into a unified representation remains
challenging, requiring effective capture of complementary
information from each modality to facilitate learning. In this
context, the policy must learn to extract relevant details from
both vision and text and make informed decisions based on
this combined knowledge.
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(a) A bowl on the
countertop

(b) A bread on the
table

(c) A vase on the
shelf

Fig. 4: Our robot model observes RGB visual image data.
Within a single observation, multiple objects in the kitchen
room can be identified by the agent.

In the context of mobile robot navigation, especially in
environments where human interaction is required, such as
home settings, the challenge of integrating high-dimensional
sensory inputs, such as RGB images (as illustrated in fig-
ure [), and textual inputs becomes increasingly apparent.
In such scenarios, robots must comprehend and execute
complex instructions provided in natural language, such as
”find the bread, take it, go to the fridge, and place the
bread inside”. This task involves not only understanding
the semantic meaning of the instructions but also extracting
actionable commands from them. However, it is technically
feasible to train a model to learn a stochastic policy function

TABLE I: Example of Possible Human Instructions at
Kitchen Room (AI2-THOR Simulator)

No. ‘ Human Instruction

1 ”Find the bread, take it, go to the fridge, and place
the bread inside.”

2 ”Search for the apple, grab it, move to the table, and
put the apple on the plate.”

3 ”Identify the stove, turn it on, go to the pot, and pour
water into it.”

4 ”Search for the cup, take it, go to the sink, and fill
the cup with water.”

5 ”Spot the refrigerator, open it, find the milk carton,
and take it out.”

6 “Locate the cereal box, pick it up, then find the bowl
and pour cereal into it.”

7 “Identify the fruit bowl, pick an apple, wash it in the
sink, and place it on the cutting board.”

8 ”Spot the coffee machine, turn it on, find a mug, and
place it under the coffee dispenser.”

that takes two inputs: a representation of the current state
and a representation of human instructions in text form.
Subsequently, this model generates a probability distribution
across the action space.

C. Curriculum Design

Curriculum design in the context of training the agent in
the AI2-THOR simulator with multimodal inputs involves
carefully structuring the learning process to facilitate effec-
tive skill acquisition and adaptation over time. By gradually
increasing the complexity of tasks and providing appropriate
rewards and guidance, we consider that curriculum learning
can help the agent learn more efficiently and robustly in
complex environments.

In this work, we address the challenge posed by the
diverse range of objects and possibly executed actions
present within a room, which complicates task execution for
agents. To tackle this challenge, we propose an incremental
curriculum learning (ICL) approach. Human instructions in
environments like kitchens often involve multiple object
recognitions and corresponding actions, as depicted in Table
Our curriculum is designed to systematically introduce and
master these tasks by breaking them down into manageable
steps. Table [[I] provides a clear example of how the complex
instruction “find the bread, take it, go to the fridge, and
place the bread inside” can be deconstructed into four stages,
forming the basis of our curriculum design.

Before passing into the robot model, the complete human
instruction is first divided into several stages. Initially, the
instruction is broken down into several stages, each repre-
senting a distinct action or task. Subsequently, stop words
are utilized to filter out unnecessary words, enhancing the
relevance of the remaining content. Finally, each word in the
processed instruction is mapped to its corresponding feature
representation using GLOVE [26] word embeddings, facili-
tating the generation of a comprehensive input representation



TABLE II: Example of Instructions at Different Stages

Stage | Curriculum-based Instruction
1 ”Find the bread”
2 ”Find the bread, take it”
3 “Find the bread, take it, go to the fridge”
4 “Find the bread, take it, go to the fridge, and place
the bread inside”

for the model. This multi-step preprocessing ensures that the
instruction is effectively transformed into a structured and
informative input for the robot model. It is important to
note that in this work, we simplify the preprocessing step
by excluding popular attention mechanisms [21], as they are
beyond the scope of this research.

D. Learning Setup

Before introducing our model, we first describe the key
concepts of the deep reinforcement learning setup imple-
mented in this work including action space, observations and
goals, and reward design.

e Action Space: Our model is trained using command-
level actions, covering five tasks: moving forward, rotat-
ing left, rotating right, picking up an object, and throw-
ing an object. We use a step length of 0.25 meters and
a turning angle of 90 degrees, effectively discretizing
the scene space into a grid-world representation.

o Observations and goals: The observation comprises im-
ages taken by the agent’s RGB camera from a first-
person perspective, whereas the goal originates from
text-based human instructions. The benefit of employing
textual data for goal description lies in its adaptability
for task specification and its enhancement of interaction
between humans and robots.

e Reward design: Our primary goal is to minimize the
trajectory length required to accomplish tasks specified
by human instructions. As such, we provide a goal-
reaching reward (ranging from 5.0 to 20.0 based on the
curriculum stage) upon task completion. Additionally, to
encourage shorter trajectories, we apply a small penalty
(-0.05) as an immediate reward.

E. Model

Our main focus is on training a task-driven policy function
using deep reinforcement learning. We propose a deep neural
network architecture as a non-linear function approximator
to determine the action a at time t. Let my denote the deep
neural network (DNN), where 6 represents the network’s
parameters. We can express the action a at time ¢t as a
function of the current state s; and the network parameters
f. Mathematically, this can be represented as:

at = Wa(st) (D

where policy function 7y maps the current state s; to an
action a; at time ¢ using the parameters 6 of the neural
network. However, given the numerous real-world goals

resulting from the wide variety of objects, actions, and loca-
tions, it is preferable to learn a projection that can transform
these inputs into a shared embedding space, enabling the
model to represent information from both modalities that
facilitate the integration of multiple modalities and assists
in decision-making processes.

In the scenario where the agent receives both visual input
and text input, the task becomes inherently multimodal.
The agent must effectively integrate information from both
modalities to make informed navigational decisions within
the environment. The visual input provides the agent with
information about its surroundings, including the layout of
the room, the locations of objects, and the overall scene
geometry. On the other hand, the text input, such as human
instructions like ’find bread and then take it”, provides the
agent with high-level goals or objectives.

To address the multimodal challenge, we developed a
Multimodal Deep Q Network (MDQN). The neural network
architecture is designed to process two types of input data:
images and text. The image input is subjected to feature
extraction through a Convolutional Neural Network (CNN),
resulting in the embedding Eip,ee. Similarly, the text input
is handled by a Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) network,
yielding the embedding E'ex;.

FEimage = CNN(image)

Eiexte = LSTM(text)

FEeconcar = Concatenate(Eimage, Erext)
Hy = ReLU(W1 Econcat + b1)

H, = ReLU(W,H, + by)
Q-values = W3 Hy + b3

These embeddings are then concatenated into a unified
representation, Ficonca, allowing the network to incorporate
both image and text information, similar to the approach used
in previous works [22] [23]. The concatenated representation
is subsequently passed through two fully connected layers,
each followed by a Rectified Linear Unit (ReLLU) activation
function. In these layers, weights (W7, W5, W3) control input
transformations, while biases (b1, b2, bs) offer flexibility in
output adjustment. The hidden representations H; and Ho
are produced after applying the ReLU activation function.
Finally, the output layer computes the Q-values by DQN
algorithm [24], representing the expected future rewards for
each possible action, facilitating decision-making process in
reinforcement learning scenarios.

2

FE. Network Architecture

We present the network for processing both visual and
textual inputs in task-oriented learning scenarios. Our model
incorporates a pretrained ResNet18 [25] for handling visual
information, with the ResNet parameters held fixed during
training. The textual data is processed through an LSTM
model equipped with GloVe embeddings, utilizing a hidden
dimension of 64. Meanwhile, the multimodal architecture
concatenates the extracted features from both models, pro-
ducing a projected embedding vector. This vector passes



through three fully connected layers with dimensions of
640, 512, and 256, respectively. The output comprises 3-5
policy outputs (with respect to the curriculum stage), and a
single value output. We trained this network using a shared
RMSProp optimizer with a learning rate of 1 x 104,

V. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we evaluate our trained navigating agent’s
effectiveness in executing task-based human instructions and
assessing its achievability and generalization capability. We
compare our model with baseline models trained without
curriculum learning, highlighting its efficient task accom-
plishment. Furthermore, we explore different reward designs
to mitigate catastrophic forgetting and extend our model’s
capability to handle a wider range of objects. Sensitivity
analysis regarding curriculum learning strategy performance
is also presented.

A. Comparison with Baseline

We implemented our models using PyTorch Deep Learn-
ing Framework [27] and train them on an NVIDIA GeForce
RTX 3050. In our experiment, we utilized incremental cur-
riculum learning (ICL) to train an agent to navigate and
interact in a kitchen room environment, focusing solely on 3
objects: a bowl, bread, and vase. The training initiated from
stage 1, where the agent was tasked with the simplest ob-
jective of heading to the objects in the room and progressed
through 12,000 episodes. At the start of each episode, the
robot’s state was randomly initialized. As depicted in figure
Bl the curriculum learning approach enabled the agent to
effectively learn navigation and locate objects.
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Fig. 5: Training results from each stage indicate that our
model successfully learns to execute the instructions after
completing four stages of distinct training processes.

We implemented linear decay for epsilon, an exploration-
exploitation trade-off parameter, which ensured that the ex-
ploration rate gradually decreased as the episode increased.
This approach encouraged the agent to increasingly exploit

learned knowledge as training progressed. Furthermore, ex-
amining the learning curves of stages 2 and 3 showed a
similar trend, indicating that the agent effectively utilized
transfer learning from previous stages. However, stage 4
presented a challenge due to the complexity of handling
complete instructions, often comprising lengthy sentences.
Despite this difficulty, the agent demonstrated the capability
to learn and execute meaningful instructions, such as “find
the bread, take it, go to the fridge, and place the bread
inside”. This observation underscores the agent’s ability to
acquire knowledge across varying levels of task complexity.
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Fig. 6: Comparison of training results between agents trained
with instructions from stage 2 using Incremental Curriculum
Learning (ICL) and their baseline counterparts (trained with-
out ICL).

As illustrated in figure [6] the absence of curriculum
learning makes maintaining the achievability of the task chal-
lenging, as the agent lacks a structured approach to learning.
In contrast, agents trained with ICL demonstrate enhanced
learning capabilities, as they are systematically exposed to
progressively more challenging tasks. Without curriculum
learning, the agent struggles to learn how to accomplish
the task described in human instructions, highlighting the
importance of providing a structured learning framework to
facilitate effective task accomplishment.

B. Positive vs Neutral Reward

Introducing positive reward for tasks that have been mas-
tered from previous stages in curriculum learning can be
beneficial under certain circumstances. By consistently re-
warding the successful completion of mastered tasks, positive
reward shaping helps solidify these behaviors. This strategy
is particularly effective in mitigating catastrophic forgetting
by encouraging the retention of existing knowledge and skills
[28] [29]. However, as depicted in the figure m the inclusion
of positive reward does not significantly affect the learning
process. This is likely because the task design outlined in the
curriculum supports the mastery of tasks and prevents quick
transitions to more complex tasks. As shown in the curve, the



utilization of positive reward only slightly enhances learning
convergence compared to neutral reward.
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Fig. 7: Comparison of training results between agents trained
with instructions from stage 2 using positive reward and their
baseline counterparts (neutral reward). Both use curriculum
learning.

C. Generalization Capability

The learning curves depicted in figure [§] demonstrates
the generalization capability of our agent across varying
levels of task complexity. Initially trained to handle 3 objects
in the kitchen room, our model exhibits adaptability when
tasked with learning to manage 9 objects using the same
model architecture. The training process restarts, with the
model’s weights and biases randomly initialized. Despite
the increased complexity of handling a broader range of
objects, the learning curves indicate that our agent maintains
its ability to accomplish tasks effectively. As the number of
objects increases, the agent’s need for exploration becomes
more evident, particularly given the random initiation of
its respawn location. This robust learning mechanisms to
navigate and interact within the environment, showcasing the
model’s capacity to generalize across diverse scenarios.

The decision to incorporate the 9 objects to evaluate the
model’s generalization is based on the various locations
within the kitchen environment. Figure [9]illustrates the agent
successfully navigating and locating these objects. However,
few objects may require additional exploration to be correctly
identified, likely due to objects such as potatoes, ladles, and
plates clustered together on the living table presenting a
challenge for the agent to distinguish between them. The
agent’s ability to successfully navigate and locate many
objects across diverse locations demonstrates its promising
performance in real-world scenarios.

D. Sensitivity Analysis

To deepen our understanding of the model’s robustness
and reliability concerning variations in its hyperparameters
related to curriculum learning, we conducted a sensitivity
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Fig. 8: Comparison of training results between agents trained
to navigate to 3 objects and those trained to navigate to 9
objects in the same kitchen room.
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Fig. 9: Each curve represents the agent’s success in navigat-
ing to and locating each item. There are indications that the
agent needs further exploration to successfully identify more
objects.

analysis. We examined important hyperparameters to con-
sider when implementing curriculum learning, such as max
time, epsilon, and reward scaling. Max time represents the
step limit the agent can perform during an episode, regardless
of whether it completes the task. Epsilon represents the rate
of exploration, and reward scaling is the scalar value scale
that contributes to reinforcing the agent’s learning. After
conducting the sensitivity analysis, we gained insights into
how variations in these hyperparameters affect the model’s
performance and learning dynamics.

As illustrated in figure [I0] increasing the agent’s step
limit (maxtime) resulted in better performance, indicating
the importance of allowing more time for task completion.
Reducing epsilon resulted in improved results in term of
learning speed, suggesting that less exploration enhances
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Fig. 10: Results of sensitivity analysis for hyperparameters including maxtime, epsilon, and reward scaling during training.
To conduct a sensitivity analysis, we focused on the learning process of the agent at stage 2 of the curriculum.

learning by depending more on existing knowledge. Addi-
tionally, utilizing reward incremental, which adds positive
rewards for task completion, significantly outperformed other
reward scaling methods (smaller number of rewards by
normalization or dividing by 10). This provides us with a
good indication that in this work, we can design the reward
intuitively without worrying much about its scale.

We also observed that regardless of the object’s location,
the model trained using curriculum learning effectively lever-
aged its existing knowledge to successfully accomplish tasks.
However, it became apparent that the selection of hyperpa-
rameters played a crucial role in the model’s performance.
These findings emphasize the significance of hyperparame-
ters tuning such as maxtime, epsilon, and reward scaling in
optimizing agent performance and learning efficiency.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We introduced a deep reinforcement learning (DRL)
framework for visual navigation guided by task-based human

instructions. Current DRL methods typically rely solely
on visual images, which may not always be optimal for
enhancing human-machine interaction. This work represents
a step towards addressing this gap by prioritizing the use
of the intuitive curriculum learning technique. We addressed
this gap by focusing on the integration of incremental cur-
riculum learning (ICL). Specifically, we tackled challenges
associated with learnin g from both visual and textual inputs,
especially when the desired goal is non-trivial such as human
instruction. Additionally, we conducted a sensitivity analysis
to deepen our understanding of the effectiveness of this tech-
nique in improving agent learning and its implementation.

Our experiments demonstrated the effectiveness of our
method with curriculum learning strategy in terms of task
accomplishment and generalization capability, while the ap-
proach without it failed to succeed. We also observed that
our curriculum along with the incremental reward design can
help assist in mitigating the risk of catastrophic forgetting



when implementing the strategy. Additionally, we examined
the potential extension of our model to accommodate a wider
variety of objects and destinations during navigation while
accomplishing requested tasks.

Our future work involves enhancing the capacity and flex-
ibility of processing text-based instructions by implementing
attention mechanisms, which can associate important words
with the visual observations acquired by the agent. Addi-
tionally, other curriculum learning methodologies will also
be explored and we aim to develop a more advanced model
capable of recognizing unseen instructions and effectively
navigating through similar or even complex environments.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

We would like to express our gratitude to the Ministry of
Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT)
of Japan for their support of this research through the
provision of a scholarship under the special program known
as Human-Centered Al at the University. We also would like
to thank Victor Kich for his helpful comments.

REFERENCES

[1] J. Devlin, M.-W. Chang, K. Lee, and K. Toutanova, "BERT: Pre-
training of Deep Bidirectional Transformers for Language Understand-
ing,” in Proceedings of the 2019 Conference of the North American
Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human
Language Technologies, Volume 1 (Long and Short Papers), pp.
4171-4186, June 2019.

[2] A. Radford, J. Wu, R. Child, D. Luan, D. Amodei, and 1. Sutskever,
”Language Models are Unsupervised Multitask Learners,” OpenAl,
2019.

[3] Y. Bengio, J. Louradour, R. Collobert, and J. Weston, ’Curriculum
Learning,” in Proceedings of the 26th Annual International Conference
on Machine Learning, Montreal, Canada, 2009, pp. 41-48.

[4] S. Narvekar, B. Peng, M. Leonetti, J. Sinapov, M. E. Taylor, and P.
Stone, “Curriculum Learning for Reinforcement Learning Domains:
A Framework and Survey,” Journal of Machine Learning Research,
vol. 21, pp. 1-50, 2020.

[5] C. Cai and S. Ferrari, "Information-Driven Sensor Path Planning by
Approximate Cell Decomposition,” IEEE Transactions on Systems,
Man, and Cybernetics—Part B: Cybernetics, vol. 39, no. 3, pp. 672-
689, June 2009.

[6] R. Raja, A. Dutta, K.S. Venkatesh, "New potential field method for
rough terrain path planning using genetic algorithm for a 6-wheel
rover,” Robotics and Autonomous Systems, vol. 72, pp. 295-306, 2015.

[71 V. Mnih, K. Kavukcuoglu, D. Silver, A. A. Rusu, J. Veness, M. G.
Bellemare, A. Graves, M. Riedmiller, A. K. Fidjeland, G. Ostrovski, S.
Petersen, C. Beattie, A. Sadik, I. Antonoglou, H. King, D. Kumaran,
D. Wierstra, S. Legg, and D. Hassabis, "Human-level control through
deep reinforcement learning,” Nature, vol. 518, pp. 529-533, February

2015.
[8] J. Schulman, F. Wolski, P. Dhariwal, A. Radford, and O.
Klimov, “Proximal Policy Optimization Algorithms,” OpenAl,

arXiv:1707.06347 [cs.LG], Aug. 2017.
[91 Y. Zhu, R. Mottaghi, E. Kolve, J. J. Lim, A. Gupta, L. Fei-Fei, and
A. Farhadi, "Target-driven Visual Navigation in Indoor Scenes using
Deep Reinforcement Learning,” in arXiv preprint arXiv:1609.05143,
2016.
J. Kulhdnek, E. Derner, T. de Bruin, and R. Babuska, ”Vision-based
Navigation Using Deep Reinforcement Learning,” in IEEE European
Conference on Mobile Robots (ECMR), 2019.
J. Kulhdnek, E. Derner, and R. Babuska, ”Visual Navigation in Real-
World Indoor Environments Using End-to-End Deep Reinforcement
Learning,” 2020, [Online]. Available: arXiv:2010.10903y1 [cs.RO].
P. Shah, M. Fiser, A. Faust, J. C. Kew, and D. Hakkani-Tur, “Fol-
lowNet: Robot Navigation by Following Natural Language Directions
with Deep Reinforcement Learning,” May 2018, [Online]. Available:
arXiv:1805.06150v1 [cs.RO].

[10]

(1]

(12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

(18]

(19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

(28]

[29]

M. Shridhar, J. Thomason, D. Gordon, Y. Bisk, W. Han, R. Mottaghi,
L. Zettlemoyer, and D. Fox, "ALFRED: A Benchmark for Interpret-
ing Grounded Instructions for Everyday Tasks,” in arXiv preprint
arXiv:1912.01734v2 [cs.CV], Mar. 2020, AskForALFRED.com.

E. Parisotto and R. Salakhutdinov, ”Neural Map: Structured Mem-
ory for Deep Reinforcement Learning,” Carnegie Mellon University,
arXiv:1702.08360) [cs.LG], Feb. 2017.

J. Thomason, S. Zhang, R. Mooney, and P. Stone, “Learning to Inter-
pret Natural Language Commands through Human-Robot Dialog,” in
Proceedings of the Twenty-Fourth International Joint Conference on
Artificial Intelligence (IJCAI 2015), Austin, TX, USA, 2015.

N. Gunukula, K. Tiwari, and A. Bera, "MIRACLE: Inverse Reinforce-
ment and Curriculum Learning Model for Human-inspired Mobile
Robot Navigation,” arXiv:2312.03651 [cs.RO], Dec. 2023.

E. Kolve, R. Mottaghi, W. Han, E. VanderBilt, L. Weihs, A. Herrasti,
D. Gordon, Y. Zhu, A. Gupta, and A. Farhadi, ”AI2-THOR: An
Interactive 3D Environment for Visual AL arXiv:1712.05474|[cs.CV],
Aug. 2022.

D. Gordon, A. Kembhavi, M. Rastegari, J. Redmon, D. Fox, and A.
Farhadi, "IQA: Visual Question Answering in Interactive Environ-
ments,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1712.03316, Sep. 2018.

D. Batra, A. X. Chang, S. Chernova, A. J. Davison, J. Deng, V. Koltun,
S. Levine, J. Malik, I. Mordatch, R. Mottaghi, M. Savva, H. Su,
“Rearrangement: A Challenge for Embodied AL” |arXiv:2011.01975
[es.Al], Nov. 2020.

A. Pashevich, D. Battaglia, R. Raposo, A. Santoro, and T. Kulkarni,
“Episodic Transformer for Vision-and-Language Navigation,” 2021,
[Online]. Available: arXiv:2105.06453 [cs.CV].

A. Vaswani, N. Shazeer, N. Parmar, J. Uszkoreit, L. Jones, A. N.
Gomez, L. Kaiser, and 1. Polosukhin, ”Attention Is All You Need,”
in 31st Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems (NIPS
2017), Long Beach, CA, USA, 2017.

J. Donahue, L. A. Hendricks, S. Guadarrama, M. Rohrbach, S.
Venugopalan, K. Saenko, and T. Darrell, "Long-term Recurrent
Convolutional Networks for Visual Recognition and Description,”
arXiv:1411.4389 [cs.CV], May 2016.

M. Malinowski, M. Rohrbach, and M. Fritz, ”Ask Your Neurons:
A Deep Learning Approach to Visual Question Answering,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:1605.02697, Nov. 2016.

V. Mnih, K. Kavukcuoglu, D. Silver, A. Graves, I. Antonoglou, D.
Wierstra, and M. Riedmiller, "Playing Atari with Deep Reinforcement
Learning,” DeepMind Technologies, |arXiv:1312.5602v1 [cs.LG], Dec.
2013.

K. He, X. Zhang, S. Ren, and J. Sun, "Deep Residual Learning
for Image Recognition,” in Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), 2016.

J. Pennington, R. Socher, and C. D. Manning, ”GloVe: Global Vectors
for Word Representation,” in Proceedings of the 2014 Conference on
Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing (EMNLP), pages
1532-1543, 2014.

A. Paszke, S. Gross, F. Massa, A. Lerer, J. Bradbury, G. Chanan, T.
Killeen, Z. Lin, N. Gimelshein, L. Antiga, A. Desmaison, A. Kopf, E.
Yang, Z. DeVito, M. Raison, A. Tejani, S. Chilamkurthy, B. Steiner, L.
Fang, J. Bai, and S. Chintala, "PyTorch: An Imperative Style, High-
Performance Deep Learning Library,” in Advances in Neural Infor-
mation Processing Systems 32 (NeurIPS 2019), Vancouver, Canada,
2019.

M. Anca, J. D. Thomas, D. Pedamonti, M. Hansen, and M. Studley,
”Achieving Goals using Reward Shaping and Curriculum Learning,”
2023, [Online]. Available: arXiv:2206.02462v2 [cs.RO].

J. Kirkpatrick, R. Pascanu, N. Rabinowitz, J. Veness, G. Desjardins,
A. A. Rusu, K. Milan, J. Quan, T. Ramalho, A. Grabska-Barwinska,
D. Hassabis, C. Clopath, D. Kumaran, and R. Hadsell, ”Overcoming
Catastrophic Forgetting in Neural Networks,” 2017, [Online]. Avail-
able: arXiv:1612.00796 [cs.LG].


http://arxiv.org/abs/1707.06347
http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.05143
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.10903
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.06150
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.01734
http://arxiv.org/abs/1702.08360
http://arxiv.org/abs/2312.03651
http://arxiv.org/abs/1712.05474
http://arxiv.org/abs/1712.03316
http://arxiv.org/abs/2011.01975
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.06453
http://arxiv.org/abs/1411.4389
http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.02697
http://arxiv.org/abs/1312.5602
http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.02462
http://arxiv.org/abs/1612.00796

	INTRODUCTION
	RELATED WORK
	AI2THOR FRAMEWORK
	TASK-BASED ROBOT MODEL
	Problem Statement
	Problem Formulation
	Curriculum Design
	Learning Setup
	Model
	Network Architecture

	EXPERIMENTS
	Comparison with Baseline
	Positive vs Neutral Reward
	Generalization Capability
	Sensitivity Analysis

	CONCLUSIONS
	References

