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Abstract

Reinforcement learning faces significant challenges when applied to tasks characterized by sparse
reward structures. Although imitation learning, within the domain of supervised learning, offers
faster convergence, it relies heavily on human-generated demonstrations. Recently, Goal-Conditioned
Supervised Learning (GCSL) has emerged as a potential solution by enabling self-imitation learning
for autonomous systems. By strategically relabelling goals, agents can derive policy insights from
their own experiences. Despite the successes of this framework, it presents two notable limitations:
(1) Learning exclusively from self-generated experiences can exacerbate the agents’ inherent biases;
(2) The relabelling strategy allows agents to focus solely on successful outcomes, precluding them
from learning from their mistakes. To address these issues, we propose a novel model that integrates
contrastive learning principles into the GCSL framework to learn from both success and failure.
Through empirical evaluations, we demonstrate that our algorithm overcomes limitations imposed by
agents’ initial biases and thereby enables more exploratory behavior. This facilitates the identification
and adoption of effective policies, leading to superior performance across a variety of challenging
environments.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning (RL) has experienced rapid progress over the past decades. With the advent of
deep learning, RL has been able to tackle a wide array of complex tasks previously deemed intractable
[33, 43, 50]. Nonetheless, as a framework that optimizes an agent’s behaviors through the sole guidance of
a reward signal, RL algorithms encounter significant challenges in tasks characterized by sparse rewards
[24, 48, 19]. This limitation is particularly pronounced in goal-conditioned reinforcement learning, where
the agent must learn a policy to solve diverse tasks [22, 2]. In such scenarios, the agent might not receive
a reward signal for extended periods due to continually changing goals, hampering its ability to improve.

To increase the efficiency of goal-conditioned reinforcement learning approaches in the face of sparse
reward functions, a number of goal-relabelling strategies like Hindsight Experience Replay (HER) [2] and
goal-conditioned supervised learning (GCSL) [14] have been suggested. Inspired by imitation learning
[3, 28, 40], these strategies aim to utilize the agent’s actual experiences to learn from unintended effects.
By posthoc relabelling achieved states as goals, they generate a substantial volume of successful training
data, facilitating the learning process for the agent. HER recalculates the reward signal according to
the state attained and subsequently improves the policy using off-policy RL algorithms. Conversely,
GCSL adopts a direct approach to policy learning through self-imitation learning, employing relabelled
goals. Although hindsight relabelling with actual achieved states enhances learning efficiency, it may
also introduce biases or lead to convergence to suboptimal policies. Some methods, such as weighted
GCSL [53] and normalized outcome-conditioned behavioral cloning (OCBC) [11], have sought to refine
performance by weighting relabelled trajectories. However, all of these supervised learning methods
disregard any information carrying negative feedback when failing to achieve an intended goal. Since
supervised learning agents exclusively focuses on re-enacting past experiences with relabelled goals, they
remain completely unaware of their performance relative to the originally intended goals.

To maintain the simplicity of GCSL while mitigating the aforementioned biases, we introduce a novel
approach dubbed Goal-conditioned Supervised Learning with Negative Feedback (GCSL-NF) that uti-
lizes both relabelled successful experience and failures by merging contrastive learning methods. In this
approach, trajectories are collected based on the current policy and specified goals. Subsequently, by re-
labelling the achieved states as goals, these trajectories serve as positive samples for the agent’s imitation,
similar to previous GCSL approaches. To obtain negative samples, the agent needs some kind of criterion
to judge the quality of achieved states with respect to an intended goal in an autonomous fashion. To this
end, a learned distance function assesses the quality of the sampled trajectories, comparing the achieved
states against the original goals. Contrary to traditional distance functions, which typically convert states
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into a latent space to compute the Euclidean distance [45, 49], our distance leverages contrastive learning
principles, enhancing its generalizability across various environments. This mechanism for identifying
discrepancies proves particularly valuable in instances where agents fail to achieve their intended goals,
prompting exploration and avoiding behavioral stagnation.

The main contribution of this paper is GCSL-NF, a novel method that integrates experience from orig-
inal failures into the GCSL framework. To establish this method, we introduce an integrated framework
for policy and distance learning. We demonstrate that our method effectively overcomes the limitations
associated with agent biases and thereby promotes exploratory behavior. This, in turn, aids in the dis-
covery and implementation of effective policies. Our experiments reveal that our method surpasses other
leading GCSL-based and HER-based methods in multiple challenging environments.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Goal-conditioned reinforcement learning

The goal-conditioned reinforcement learning (GCRL) [21] problem is usually formalized as a Markov
Decision Process (MDP), represented by a tuple (S,A,G, T , rg, γ, (T )), where S,A and G are the state
space, action space and goal space, respectively; T describes the transition dynamics as S×A×S → [0, 1];
rg is the reward function, typically defined as a binary reward rg(s) = 1(s = g) for goal reaching problems;
γ represents the discount factor; and T specifies the horizon length. The objective in goal-conditioned
RL is to devise a policy π(a|s, g), a mapping from the current state s and the goal g to a distribution over

actions a, aiming to maximize the expected cumulative return J(π) = Eg∼p(g),τ∼πg
[
∑T

t=1 γ
t−1rg(st)],

where p is a distribution over goals and τ signifies the trajectory produced by the policy πg(a|s) :=
π(a|s, g). In hindsight experience replay, the policy is not only updated based on the original goals, but
also on relabelled goals g = sT .

2.2 Goal-conditioned supervised learning

In contrast to the GCRL problem defined in 2.1, where the agent seeks to learn a policy to achieve
goals based on reward signals, GCSL [14] enables the agent to directly learn a policy either through
behavioral cloning from expert demonstrations or via self-imitation learning with hindsight relabelling.
Specifically, the dataset for training is represented as D = {(st, at, g′)}, with g′ being either the goal
from expert demonstrations or a relabelled goal defined as g′ = si for i ⩾ t. The objective is to optimize
the policy by maximizing the likelihood of the recorded actions in D relative to the specified goal:
π = argmaxπ Eτ∼D[log π(at|st, g′)].

2.3 Criteria for goal attainment

Recognizing the attainment of a goal is essential for evaluating goal-conditioned approaches if the agent
is to learn from negative feedback whenever it did not reach the intended goal. In discrete state spaces,
goal attainment is often encoded by a simple indicator function, otherwise similarity measures or distance
functions are commonly used to measure the disparity between states. However, such measures often make
assumptions about the state space, for instance underlying Euclidean properties. Data-driven methods
try to estimate the distance directly from observed data. In an ideal scenario, a global distance function
between two states would be proportional to the number of steps necessitated by the optimal policy
to transition between those states. However, in general this optimal policy is not known beforehand.
Consequently, alternative criteria are required.

3 Goal-Conditioned Supervised Learning with Negative Feed-
back

In this section, we present the details of our proposed method. We start with an illustrative example to
explain the motivation behind our approach. Following that, we detail the GCSL-NF framework as well
as the approach to learning distance functions.

3.1 A motivating example

To highlight the limitations of GCSL, let’s consider a scenario in a two-dimensional space where the goal
is to navigate from a starting point to a target location. The agent begins at some Point A with the
objective of reaching Point B. However, due to the shortcomings of its current policy, the agent ends up
at Point C instead (see Figure 1).
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Start

Goal

Point A

Point C

Point B

Well, if one day I want to 
go to Point C, I know 
how to do that.

But it is not a good way to 
Point B. Maybe next time 
I should try a new way.

Figure 1: A Motivating Example: the agent starts from Point A, initiates its journey with the objective
of reaching point B, but ultimately arrives at point C. The green line indicates the actual path, while red
dotted lines represent the distance between the achieved state and the original goal.

GCSL hinges on the notion that a trajectory failing to reach its intended goal effectively constitutes a
successful path towards the state it actually attains. Thus, suboptimal trajectories can be reinterpreted
as optimal by reassigning their goals. As illustrated in Figure 1, this process involves redefining Point
C as the target, thereby transforming the trajectory represented by the green line into a form of expert
guidance for achieving this new goal.

Crucially, this reinterpretation is not the sole lesson to be drawn here. In fact, there are two insights
to be gained: while the green line denotes an optimal route to the newly assigned goal Point C, it
does not represent the most efficient path to the original goal Point B. GCSL capitalizes on the former
perspective to refine the policy but ignores the latter, which could provide valuable cues for future
exploration. We turn GCSL into GCSL-NF by incorporating this additional insight into the learning
framework. Specifically, for each trajectory τ = {s1, a1, s2, a2, · · · , sT , aT } generated under the current
policy π(a|s, g) and a specified goal g, we analyze it from the perspectives of both the relabelled goal
g′ and the original goal g. For any given timestep t, if action at facilitates reaching the relabelled goal
g′ = st+i, we enhance the likelihood of selecting at at state st with goal g′ through optimization of
π(at|st, g′). Concurrently, the suitability of at in achieving the original goal g is assessed based on the
proximity of the final state sT to goal g, utilizing a distance function. This dual approach allows the
agent to either refine its policy or embark on further exploration by adjusting its strategy to maximize
or minimize π(at|st, g) accordingly. The comparison of these different feedbacks is illustrated in Section
6.1.

3.2 Proposed algorithm

Our approach relies on learning a parametrized function Qθ of actions at, states st, and goals g, which
approximates the probability p(g|st, at) of reaching goal g from state st by acting according to at (Step 5
below). Note that Qθ deviates from the conventional interpretation of Q-value functions in reinforcement
learning, which are derived from the Bellman equation [51]. We do not explicitly model the success
probability p(g|st, at), but instead, we learn an approximate (inverse) distance function pφ between
arbitrary states s, s′, which allows us to use pφ(sT , g) as targets for Qθ(at, st, g), where sT denotes a state
reached at time T . Figure 2 outlines our approach.

In the following, we list the steps in more detail:

1. Sample a goal g from the goal space G using a fixed distribution p on G.

2. Generate a trajectory τg = (s0, a0, s1, a1, · · · , sT , aT ) from Qθ by choosing actions according to

at = argmax
a∈A

Qθ(a, st, g)

for T steps.

3. Add the trajectory τg to the replay buffer R.

4. Transform trajectories from R into expert tuples by relabelling, which are used as positive examples
for imitation learning,

T+ := {(st, at, g′ = st+i) : t ≥ 0, i > 0, t+ i ⩽ T}, (1)

3
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𝑆!

𝜋!(𝑎|𝑠, B)

𝜋!(𝑎|𝑠, 𝐹)

𝜋!(𝑎|𝑠, 𝐸)

Trajectory: 𝑠!, 𝑎!, 𝐵 , … , 𝑠"(= 𝐶), 𝑎" , 𝐵

Original goal
Trajectory Dataset: 𝒯" (See Equation 3)

Loss Function: 𝐿" (See Equation 4)

• Update 𝑄# by 𝐿$ and 𝐿%.
• Update similarity function 𝑝&.

Collect Policy rollouts

Dual-evaluation for experience

Learning

Relabeled goal
Trajectory Dataset: 𝒯# (See	Equation	1)

Loss function: 𝐿# (See Equation 2)

Iterate process

Figure 2: Diagram of GCSL-NF: The agent learns how to reach goals by sampling trajectories, recon-
sidering the trajectories with both relabelled goals and original goals, and then updating the policy and
similarity function.

with states st, corresponding actions at, and future states st+i as relabelled goals g′. Notice, that
not only the last state sT is considered as a goal, but also any state st+i subsequent to the state st
is valid for hindsight relabelling.

5. Imitate the expert tuples through supervised learning by minimizing the loss function

L+(θ) = E(st,at,g′)∼T+

[
H(Qθ(at, st, g

′), 1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Imitation learning

+α
∑
a∈A

H(Qθ(a, st, g
′), 0)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Regularization

]
, (2)

where H(x, y) = −y log x− (1−y) log(1−x) denotes the binary cross entropy between x and y (c.f.
the discussion in Section 4) and α is the regularization coefficient.

6. Sample trajectories from the replay buffer R to create the dataset of tuples To with the original
goals according to

To = {(st, at, sT , g) : t > 0}, (3)

with states st, corresponding actions at, the final achieved state sT , the original goals g.

7. Evaluate the tuples To by the similarity function pφ(sT , g) (detailed further in Section 3.3).

8. Compute the loss Lo over the tuples To with the estimated similarity:

Lo(θ) = ETo

[
γT−t H

(
Qθ(at, st, g), pφ(sT , g)

)]
, (4)

where γT−t exponentially discounts the loss according to the discount factor γ and the remaining
steps T − t.

9. Update the policy πθ by minimizing the combined loss:

θnew ← argmin
θ

(
β1L+(θ) + β2Lo(θ)

)
, (5)

where β1 and β2 are the hyperparameters to balance the two losses. We set them to 1.

10. Update the parameters φ of the distance function pφ according to Section 3.3.

3.3 Distance function pφ

In this Section, we introduce a method of learning distance functions between states, using Monte Carlo
methods [30] and contrastive learning. Broadly speaking, pφ(s, s

′) is trained to approximate the proba-
bility that the distance between two arbitrary states s, s′ is smaller than a given threshold (see Figure
3).
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Figure 3: Illustration of the learning process for pφ from trajectories. The figure shows how the neigh-
bourhood relationship is defined on trajectories. The vertical axis indicates different trajectories, and the
horizontal axis indicates time steps within the same trajectory. The blue region corresponds to positive
samples from a unimodal distribution around the reference state, and the red region corresponds to neg-
ative samples.

Given the unknown structure and transition dynamic of the environment beforehand, it is impractical
to sample states based on their actual distances. Therefore, we devise an approximation strategy which
involves sampling states from collected trajectories. State pairs are sampled under three distinct types
of constraints:

1. Positive pairs in D+ are extracted from the same trajectory, utilizing a unimodal distribution
centered around the reference state:

D+ = {(si, sj) : si, sj ∈ τ, τ ∈ R, j = round(j′), j′ ∼ ∆(i, n)}, (6)

where i and j represent time steps, and ∆(i, n) denotes a symmetric triangle distribution with mode
i and threshold n. The triangular distribution is selected for its inherent boundary at the edge.

2. Negative pairs in D1
−, drawn from the same trajectory, are defined as:

D1
− = {(si, sj) : si, sj ∈ τ, τ ∈ R, |i− j| > n}, (7)

where i and j represent time steps. To qualify as negative pairs, the states must be significantly
separated from each other, achieved by imposing a threshold n that specifies the minimum step
distance between them.

3. Negative pairs in D2
−, selected from distinct trajectories, are defined as:

D2
− = {(si, sj) : si ∈ τ, sj ∈ τ̃ , τ ̸= τ̃ ∈ R}, (8)

where τ and τ̃ represent different trajectories, and i and j denote the respective time steps.

The function pφ is trained to represent the probability of a given state pair to be close by minimizing
the NCE loss [16, 29, 12]

L(φ) = −
[
E(s,s′)∼D+

[log pφ(s, s
′)] +

∑
i=1,2

E(s,s′)∼Di
−
[log(1− pφ(s, s

′))]
]
. (9)

4 Related work

Our research addresses goal-conditioned tasks within the reinforcement learning (RL) domain, charac-
terized by multi-goal settings and sparse rewards. Kaelbling [22] firstly proposed the idea of hindsight
relabelling, which augments the dataset with successful outcomes by reinterpreting failed trajectories.
Hindsight relabelling approaches enhance data efficiency [2, 39, 10, 15] since trajectories generated by
sub-optimal agents are still considered useful for training goal-conditioned policies, by simply pretending
the actually reached states were the goals. This approach integrates well with other RL enhancements,
such as curriculum learning [13].

GCSL [14] adopts hindsight relabelling in conjunction with self-imitation learning, offering stability
and compatibility with offline datasets. Different from self-imitation learning which usually chooses
a subset of optimal trajectories to imitate [52, 36, 17] or learn a separate value function [35, 1, 37],
GCSL maximizes data reuse by training on every collected trajectory. Advancements of GCSL aim to
improve performance by assigning weights to relabelled trajectories [53, 11]. Drawing inspiration from
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these methods, our approach combines GCSL with negative feedback. Unlike HER-based methods that
retain original trajectories, our strategy benefits from the precision and stability of supervised learning,
obviating the need for explicit reward functions and thus broadening its applicability to autonomous
learning across various tasks.

Our approach also utilizes distance function learning within RL, where most strategies map state repre-
sentations into a latent space and calculate the l2-norm or cosine similarity between them, and then either
directly predict distances or assess if the state distance falls below a certain threshold [45, 49, 55]. Value
functions or Q-functions [44, 5, 34], successor representations [23, 44], and similarity-based approaches
such as SimCLR-TT [41, 6] can also be considered as kinds of distance functions in reinforcement learn-
ing. Diverging from these approaches, we employ Monte-Carlo based contrastive learning methods [30]
to estimate state pair co-occurrence frequencies, a technique agnostic to observation structure, thereby
ensuring wide applicability. Compared to these approaches, which primarily capture global structural
relationships within the environment, our method excels at modeling local spatial structures. Since
the agent can leverage hindsight relabeling to improve policy learning, providing feedback from a local
distance function can be more effective in guiding exploration— see Section 6.2 for a detailed comparison.

In our work, we make use of contrastive learning, a method predominantly applied in unsupervised
or self-supervised representation learning, where positive and negative examples are used to extract
discriminative features from unlabeled data [6, 7, 18, 4]. Contrastive learning has shown success not only
in computer vision but also in other fields, such as natural language processing [31, 8], recommender
systems [54, 20], and reinforcement learning [25, 46, 41, 27, 12]. Instead of simply using contrastive
learning to learn latent representations of states as a drop-in replacement for reconstruction or other
representation learning methods, Contrastive Goal-Conditioned Reinforcement Learning (Contrastive
GCRL) [12] frames the goal-conditioned reinforcement learning problem as contrastive learning. This
is possible because, under the assumption that the immediate reward is defined as the probability of
reaching the goal at the next time step, the optimal goal-conditioned Q-value function is given by the
(discounted) state occupancy measure evaluated at the goal state. Since the state occupancy measure
can be approximated contrastively from reached states as positive examples and other states as negative
examples, Contrastive GCRL learns the Q-value function by contrasting experienced goals within the
trajectory with goals from other trajectories. While both Contrastive GCRL and our approach are
grounded in contrastive learning principles, our method differs in utilizing the original goal to refine
policy learning through negative feedback, rather than solely relying on negative examples from different
trajectories.

Table 1: Comparison between different algorithms for goal-condition problems
Vanilla RL RL with HER GCSL Contrastive GCRL GCSL-NF

Relabelled goal ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Original goal ✓ ✓ ✓

Contrastive goal ✓ ✓
Contrastive action ✓ ✓ ✓

External reward function ✓ ✓

We compare and summarize the differences between widely used algorithms for goal-conditioned prob-
lems and our proposed method in Table 1. With the exception of standard goal-conditioned reinforcement
learning, all listed algorithms incorporate goal relabeling to improve learning efficiency. However, only our
method, vanilla RL and RL with HER utilize information from the original goal. Notably, our approach
does not rely on an external reward function, distinguishing it from vanilla RL and HER. Furthermore,
our method employs both random actions as negative examples during policy training (contrastive ac-
tion) and random states as negative examples during distance function training (contrastive goal). These
mechanisms enhance learning stability and robustness, setting our approach apart from existing goal-
conditioned methods.

5 Experiments

In this first part of our experimental evaluations, we assess the efficacy of our method across a variety of
goal-conditioned learning tasks characterized by discrete action spaces. Our investigation is particularly
focused on addressing the following research questions:

1. Can GCSL-NF effectively navigate out of policy biases to improve agent performance?

2. How does GCSL-NF compare to other algorithms in scenarios where spatial vicinity does not imply
temporal vicinity, for example in the presence of obstacles?
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3. What is GCSL-NF’s performance in contexts where similarities in observation space carry no in-
formation about temporal vicinity?

5.1 Environments

0°

45°

90°

135°

180°

225°

270°

315°

Point Mass Navigation Point Mass Navigation
with Initial Bias

Point Mass Navigation
with Obstacles

2D 4-room navigation

2D LiDAR Navigation with Obstacles Object Pushing

0°

45°

90°

135°

180°

225°

270°

315°

Figure 4: Environments: Red points indicate the position of the agent, and green stars denote the goal
position.

As shown in Fig 4, we consider six different environments to evaluate the performance of our method:
point mass navigation, point mass navigation with initial bias, point mass navigation with obstacles, 2D
4-room navigation, and 2D LiDAR navigation with obstacles and object pushing.

All tasks are 2D navigation or manipulation tasks with varying observation space and difficulty. The
point mass navigation environment represents a basic goal-conditioned task where an agent is tasked
with moving from an initial location to a designated target. The variant, point mass navigation with
initial bias, introduces a preliminary movement bias that hinders the agent’s progress. The point mass
navigation with obstacles environment and 2D 4-room navigation introduce obstacles that the agent must
circumvent to reach the goal, making the optimal path distorted. For the 2D LiDAR navigation with
obstacles environment, observations are derived from a LiDAR sensor. Therefore the distances in obser-
vation space have no direct correlation with the actual distances in physical space. The object-pushing
environment demands that the agent manipulates an object to reach a target location, necessitating the
achievement of an intermediate goal before reaching the final objective. This task is characterized by
complex optimal paths and potentially deceptive L2 distance measurements in observation space. Details
of these environments are listed below:

5.1.1 Point Mass Navigation

This scenario tasks the agent with reaching a goal location within a two-dimensional space. The observa-
tion space comprises two dimensions that represent the agent’s current coordinates, with the value from
−1 to 1, corresponding to the size of the map. The agent’s action space consists of five discrete options:
move up, move down, move left, move right, or remain stationary. The step size is 0.05, with a random
normal noise of 0.01. Both the initial state and the goal are uniformly selected from the available state
space. The trajectory length is 50.

5.1.2 Point Mass Navigation with Initial Bias

This setup mirrors the point mass navigation environment but introduces additional complexity by impos-
ing an initial bias in the agent’s movement. Specifically, the agent is predisposed to move in a particular
direction (to the right) by following gradient descent of the action labeled ”right” for 10 times before the
experiment.

5.1.3 Point Mass Navigation with Obstacles

In this variation of the point mass navigation task, the environment includes an additional challenge: a
circular obstacle positioned centrally. The obstacle is a circle with a radius of 0.4 and a center at (0, 0).
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Attempts by the agent to traverse this obstacle will result in no movement, keeping the agent at its
current location. The trajectory length is 70.

5.1.4 2D 4-room Navigation

In this environment, the agent is tasked with reaching a goal position within a two-dimensional space
featuring a layout of four interconnected rooms, with the width of 0.4 for each passageway between rooms.
The observation space comprises two dimensions that represent the agent’s current coordinates, with the
value from −1.2 to 1.2, corresponding to the size of the map. The action space is identical to that in the
point mass navigation scenario. Attempts to pass through walls will result in the agent maintaining its
current position. The trajectory length is 70.

5.1.5 2D LiDAR Navigation with Obstacles

This scenario challenges the agent to navigate to a goal within a two-dimensional space filled with
obstacles. The agent is equipped with a 360◦ LiDAR sensor for detecting distances to edges or nearby
obstacles. The size of the map is 200× 200. The observation space is a 64-dimensional vector, mirroring
the LiDAR’s resolution. The action space includes five discrete options: move forward, move backward,
turn right, turn left, or remain stationary. The step size is 10 for moving forward or backward, and π

2 for
turning right or left. Goals are defined by the LiDAR sensor’s observation at specific positions (x, y, a),
with x, y indicating coordinates and a the rotation angle, all uniformly sampled. The agent’s position
remains unchanged if it attempts to traverse through obstacles. The trajectory length is 50.

5.1.6 Object Pushing

This environment tasks the robot arm with moving a puck to a designated goal location within a two-
dimensional space. The puck is a square with a side length of 0.2. The observation space encompasses four
dimensions, representing both the end-effector’s and the puck’s coordinates. Values for the observation
vary from −0.5 to 0.5, corresponding to the size of the map. The action space mirrors that of the point
mass navigation setup. Goals are defined by both the puck’s and the end-effector’s position, matching
the observation space’s dimensions. Initial states and goals are uniformly selected from the state space.
When the robot arm attempts to push the puck, the end-effector moves in the direction dictated by its
action. Success in this environment requires the agent to first reach the puck, then push it to the goal,
and finally move to its target location. The trajectory length is 50. This environment is a customized
discrete version of Fetch Push, a standard manipulation task described in [38]. The continuous version
is discussed in section 5.4.

5.2 Comparisons

To better understand the performance of our method, we conducted a comparative analysis against
different reinforcement learning variants with HER and different supervised learning methods based on
GCSL. Specifically, our study encompasses: (1) HER with Deep Q-Network (HER DQN) [2], which applies
a value-based approach incorporating hindsight experience replay; (2) HER with Advantage Actor-Critic
(HER A2C) [2, 32], employing a policy-based strategy through an actor-critic framework; (3) GCSL
[14], utilizing self-imitation learning augmented by hindsight relabelling; (4) Weighted GCSL [53], an
advanced iteration of GCSL that optimizes performance by applying weights to relabelled trajectories;
(5) and Contrastive GCRL [12], utilizing contrastive learning to learn representations and correlations
between state-action pairs and future states. Note that for the applicability of HER DQN and HER A2C
we need to define an external reward function. Here we define rewards based on the Euclidean distances
between the achieved states and the goal. Details of the algorithms are described in Appendix A.

5.3 Experimental results

The results, as depicted in Fig 5 and Table 3 (in Appendix C), reveal that our method either matches or
surpasses the comparative methods in learning efficiency and ultimate performance across all evaluated
tasks.

For the point mass navigation task, all algorithms achieve proficiency due to their simplicity. Notably,
in the scenario of point mass navigation with an initial bias, only our method and Contrastive GCRL
successfully overcome the bias to achieve the goal. This finding underscores GCSL-NF’s efficacy not just
in recovering from suboptimal states but also in adapting to evolving environments by discarding obsolete
experiences and promptly exploring new strategies.

In environments featuring barriers, such as point mass navigation with obstacles, 2D 4-room navi-
gation, and 2D LiDAR navigation, our method exhibited superior performance. This suggests that our

8



0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

Point Mass Navigation

Episodes

D
is

ta
nc

e

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

Point Mass Navigation with Initial Bias

Episodes

D
is

ta
nc

e

0 50k 100k 150k
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2D LiDAR Navigation with Obstacles - Orientation

Episodes

D
is

ta
nc

e 
(R

ad
ia

ns
)

0 50k 100k 150k
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

2D LiDAR Navigation with Obstacles - Position

Episodes

D
is

ta
nc

e

0 2000 4000 6000
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

Point Mass Navigation with Obstacle

Episodes

D
is

ta
nc

e

0 10k 20k 30k 40k
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

2D 4-room Navigation

Episodes

D
is

ta
nc

e

0 50k 100k 150k 200k 250k 300k
0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

Object Pushing - Puck Position

Episodes

D
is

ta
nc

e

0 50k 100k 150k 200k 250k 300k
0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

Object Pushing - End Effector Position

Episodes

D
is

ta
nc

e

0.8

1

1.2

1.4 GCSL-NF
GCSL
HER DQN
HER A2C
W-GCSL
Contrastive GCRL

Point Mass Navigation

ta
nc

e

Figure 5: Results: GCSL-NF draws or outperforms other baselines on the test tasks. The results are
averaged over 5 runs with different random seeds. The shaded area represents the standard deviation.

method employs a more effective exploration strategy, enabling it to discover optimal paths and avoid
the pitfalls of local optima, in contrast to other methods. HER-based approaches, in particular, struggle
in the 2D LiDAR navigation scenario. A contributing factor may be these methods’ reliance on a re-
ward function defined by the L2 distance within the observation space, which, in the context of LiDAR
navigation, poorly correlates with the actual distance in the state space, thereby complicating policy
updates.

In the object-pushing environment, our method stands out by successfully learning to manipulate the
puck. This task implicitly requires reaching an intermediary goal—the puck—prior to achieving the final
destination. GCSL-NF’s similarity function consistently delivers negative feedback, motivating the agent
to explore and ultimately master puck manipulation.

In conclusion, the empirical evidence highlights our method as a promising methodology for goal-
conditioned learning tasks, based on a simple motivation. As there is no need to predefine a reward
function, we anticipate that the method should generalize well across different tasks. Moreover, by
learning from negative feedback, our method not only facilitates escape from suboptimal states but also
significantly enhances its adaptability to dynamic environmental alterations.

5.4 Environments with continuous action spaces

So far, we have focused on environments with discrete action spaces. However, our method can be
extended to environments with continuous action spaces.
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5.4.1 Algorithm

In order to manage continuous action spaces, we utilize a similar approach as Deep Deterministic Policy
Gradient (DDPG) [42, 26]. Like the discrete case, the approach for continuous action spaces also includes
a parametrized function Qθ1 of action, state, and goal, such that Qθ1(a, s, g) approximates the probability
p(g|s, a) of reaching goal g from state s by acting according to a. The function Qθ1 is trained to imitate
the expert tuples by minimizing the loss function

L+(θ1) = E(st,at,g′)∼T+

[
H(Qθ1(at, st, g

′), 1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Imitation learning

+αH(Qθ1(πθ2(st, g
′), st, g

′), 0)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Regularization

]
, (10)

where α denotes the regularization coefficient, and H(x, y) denotes the binary cross entropy. Note that,
while in the discrete case the regularization term consists of the sum over all possible actions (2), here
only the action generated by the policy πθ2 is used. The loss Lo is defined as the same as in the discrete
case, and the function Qθ1 is updated by minimizing the combined loss β1L+(θ1) + β2Lo(θ1).

The parameterized function Qθ1(at, st, g) is used to train the deterministic policy function πθ2(st, g).
The loss for the actor is defined by evaluating the proposed actions with the function Qθ1(s, a, g):

La(θ2) = E(s,s′)∼R
[
−Qθ1(πθ2(s, s

′), s, s′)
]
. (11)

The distance function pφ is trained in the same way as in the discrete case, according to Section 3.3.

5.4.2 Experiments

To evaluate the performance of the model for continuous action spaces, we consider two variants of the
point mass navigation task with continuous actions, and two standard manipulation tasks including Fetch
Reach and Fetch Push from [38, 9]. For both point mass navigation tasks, the observation space comprises
four dimensions, representing the agent’s current coordinates and current velocity in x and y direction.
The action space is continuous with four dimensions, representing the gas usage and braking force in the x
and y directions. The goal is defined by the agent’s desired position and velocity (always zero). The first
environment is the simple point mass navigation task without obstacles, while the second environment is
the 4-room navigation task. Note that compared to the original version with discrete action space, the
environments here are more challenging, as the agent cannot directly control the movement in position,
but only the acceleration. For Fetch environments, we evaluate with state-based observations for the
default settings of the tasks. Note that for these tasks, goals have different dimensions as the states.

We compare the performance of our method with the continuous GCSL method, the Contrastive
GCRL, as well as the HER method with DDPG [2]. The original GCSL paper is limited to discrete
action spaces [14], so here for comparison, we extend the GCSL method to the continuous action space
by performing a regression to imitate the relabelled trajectories. The results are shown in Figure 6 and
Table 4 (in Appendix C).

For the car racing point mass environment, all of the methods perform well. For the car racing 4-room
environment, only HER with DDPG, Contrastive GCRL and GCSL-NF can improve the performance
during the training. The continuous GCSL method is not able to learn the policy in this environment,
as it collapses to a non-optimal policy and cannot get out of it due to the lack of exploration. DDPG
gets its exploration from the noise added to the action, while our method utilizes a deterministic policy,
where exploration is implicitly encouraged by negative feedback. For the fetch reach task, all of the
algorithms show strong learning curves, although GCSL converges the fastest. For the fetch push task,
GCSL-NF and Contrastive GCRL show a similar performance, while GCSL and HER DDPG fail to show
any learning.

Another notable finding is that while Contrastive GCRL performs well across tasks requiring the
agent to reach a specific goal position, it tends to disregard local information that varies similarly in
most trajectories. In car racing tasks, for instance, it successfully reaches the target position but neglects
velocity. This limitation arises from the way Contrastive GCRL selects negative examples for contrastive
learning. Since its primary objective is to learn representations that capture the correlation between state-
action pairs and future states, it designates future states as positive examples and randomly sampled states
from other trajectories as negative examples. Since position information serves as a key distinguishing
feature across different trajectories, Contrastive GCRL prioritizes it while local features are less useful
to distinguish trajectories and therefore might be considered noise. Consequently, posture and velocity
information are often disregarded in the learned state representations. While this property enables
Contrastive GCRL to learn representations more efficiently in certain environments, it also leads to an
incomplete representation of the goal.

In contrast, our method learns a local distance function to provide local feedback. While this approach
may result in slower learning or fail to prioritize the most salient features of the goal space in some cases,
it ensures that all features within the goal space, rather than just position, are optimized.
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Figure 6: Results: Comparison between continuous GCSL-NF, continuous GCSL, HER with DDPG and
Contrastive GCRL. The results are averaged over 5 runs with different random seeds. The shaded area
represents the standard deviation.

6 Discussion

6.1 Comparison between different kinds of feedback

In this study, we investigate the impact of various feedback types on the learning process by comparing
the performance of different methods: (1) GCSL-NF trained using trajectories that incorporate relabelled
and original goals; (2) a policy trained exclusively with relabelled goals; (3) a policy trained solely with
original goals. All of the algorithms start without an initial collection of random trajectories. We compare
the different feedback types in the Point Mass Navigation with Obstacles Environment. The results are
depicted in Figure 7.

The findings demonstrate that GCSL-NF, when trained with a mix of relabelled and original goals,
surpasses the performance of the other two approaches. This suggests that integrating both feedback
types significantly enhances the learning process. Training with only relabelled goals often leads to
impasses, indicating the limitations of relying solely on this type of feedback. While the initial collection
of random trajectories offers some improvements, it too can result in convergence to suboptimal solutions.
The increase in the relative importance of the loss Lo given by the originally intended goals, as depicted
in the bottom panel in figure 7, also supports this observation. With the progression of training, the
proportion of loss attributable to the original goals steadily rises. This trend indicates that the agent
progressively learns to imitate the current trajectory with respect to the relabelled goals. Meanwhile,
the losses originating from the original goals serve to incentivize the agent’s exploration. Although
training exclusively with original goals seems to achieve a satisfactory result eventually, it tends to slow
down policy convergence due to the scarcity of successful trajectories, a challenge that becomes more
pronounced in complex environments.

6.2 Comparison between different kinds of distance measures

To better understand the impact of different distance measures on the learning process, we compare the
performance of GCSL-NF using different (inverse) distance functions: (1) distance pφ proposed by this
paper; (2) similarity measure learned by SimCLR-TT [41, 6] as the distance function; and (3) successor
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Figure 7: Results: Comparison between different kinds of feedback. The left figure shows the performance
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Lo under the originally intended goal. The results are averaged over 5 runs with different random seeds.
The shaded area represents the standard deviation.

representation [23, 44] as the distance function.
SimCLR-TT is an effective contrastive learning method for representation learning with temporal

neighbourhoods as positive pairs. The loss of SimCLR-TT is defined as:

L(θ) = − log
exp(sim(zθ(s), zθ(s

+)))∑
s9 [exp(sim(zθ(s), zθ(s9)))]

, (12)

where zθ(s) denotes the latent representation of state s, zθ(s
+) and zθ(s

9) are the latent representations
of positive and negative samples, respectively, and sim(·, ·) denotes the cosine similarity.

The successor representation is a method to predict the expected future state occupancy from any
given state. Given a state s and a future state s′, the successor representation is defined as M(s, s′) =
E [

∑∞
t=0 γ

t
1[st = s′]]. With the inspiration from the Bellman equation, the successor representation can

be expressed in a recursive form and learned by TD-learning:

M(s, s′) = 1[st = s′] + γE[M(st+1, s
′)]. (13)

Table 2: Definitions of distance measures
Distance Measure Definition
GCSL-NF-pφ pφ(s, s

′) (see Section 3.3)
SimCLR-TT pTT (s, s

′) = (1 + sim(zθ(s), zθ(s
′)))/2

Successor Representation
pSR(s, s

′) = min(M(s, s′)/M̂, 1)

M̂ is the normalization parameter defined
as 0.95-quantiles of a batch

The definitions of the three distance functions can be found in Table 2. We compare the performance
of GCSL-NF using different distance functions in the 4-room environment and the LiDAR environment.
Relevant distance maps are shown in Figure 8 and the comparative results in Figure 9. These distance
maps suggest that our distance function is good at capturing the local spatial structure of the environment,
while others are more global. For the 4 room environment, our distance function can learn the existence
of walls, which is crucial for the navigation task. The distance function learned by SimCLR-TT can also
learn the position of the walls, but still has responses to the states that are far away from the reference
state. The distance function learned by the successor representation can capture the room structure of
the environment, but when the reference state is close to the wall, it becomes less effective.

While in the 4-room environment the observation is given by the position, whose difference is directly
related to the distance of the states, in the LiDAR environment the observation is the LiDAR sensor
reading, where the L2 distance in the observation space does not directly correspond to the distance in
the state space. Our distance function can still capture the local structure of the environment, while the
distance function learned by SimCLR-TT and the successor representation are less effective locally. This
suggests that our distance function is more robust to the observation space and can be more effective in
environments where the observation space does not directly correspond to the state space.
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Figure 8: Heatmap: Comparison between different kinds of distance measures. The heatmap shows
the values of the distance functions with respect to a fixed state which is indicated by a black star.
The first row shows the distance function proposed by this paper, the second row shows the distance
function learned by SimCLR-TT, and the third row shows the distance function learned by the successor
representation. The first two columns are the results for the 4-room environment, and the last two
columns are the results for the LiDAR environment. Note that darker colour indicates closer proximity,
because we have inverse distance measures.

Figure 9: Results: Comparison between different kinds of distance measures. The results are averaged
over 5 runs with different random seeds. The shaded area represents the standard deviation.

One potential shortcoming of our distance function is that it may be overgeneralizing similar obser-
vations across otherwise unrelated states, which may lead to a loss of the fine-grained structure of the
environment. This is particularly evident in the LiDAR environment, where similar observations may be
far away and represent totally different states. This problem occurs with all of the methods presented
here. One potential solution is to use memory or observation traces as input to specify the corresponding
states.

6.3 Policy-dependence of distance function

We also investigate the policy-dependence of the proposed distance function. We compare the distance
function learned together with the policy, the distance function learned by the trajectories generated by
a random policy, and the distance function learned by trajectories generated by the optimal policy in
the 4-room environment. We also show the influence of the threshold n on the distance function and its
policy-dependence. The heatmaps are shown in Figure 10.

The results suggest that the distance function learned together with the policy is more sensitive to the
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Figure 10: Heatmap: Comparison between distance function learned together with policy, distance func-
tion learned by the trajectories generated by a random policy, and distance function learned by trajectories
generated by an optimal policy in the 4-room environment. The heatmap shows the values of the distance
functions with respect to a fixed state which is indicated by a black star. The first two columns are the
results for distance functions with threshold n = 5, and the last two columns are the results for distance
functions with threshold n = 25. Note that darker colour indicates closer proximity, because we have
inverse distance measures.

structure given by the walls in the environment. The distance function learned with a random policy tends
to cover a smaller region, while the opposite is true for the distance function learned with the optimal
policy. This can be clearly seen in the bottom half of Figure 10, where the temporal neighbourhood is
defined very broadly and we use policy extremes (completely random vs. optimal) for illustrative purposes.
Despite the fact that distance functions learned with different policies can lead to different properties,
these differences are negligible when small thresholds are used to define temporal neighbourhood, as we
did throughout the paper (see top panels in Figure 10). Therefore, our method should be fairly robust
with respect to policy variations, such that the distance function is locally independent of the policy
approximately. This finding is consistent with the idea that a local distance function is much easier to
learn and more trustworthy.

7 Conclusion

In this study, we introduce GCSL-NF, a novel approach designed to overcome some of the inherent
challenges of goal-conditioned reinforcement learning. In particular, we aim to improve upon GCSL
by incorporating negative feedback, utilizing information about the desired goal within each trajec-
tory that is otherwise disregarded. As a consequence, our approach reduces the impact of biases
that most approaches trained on self-generated data suffer from. Additionally, we suggest a novel
method for learning distance functions between states, drawing on Monte-Carlo based contrastive learn-
ing methods. Our empirical findings demonstrate that our approach surpasses existing baselines across
a range of goal-conditioned learning tasks. A promising future direction would be to develop sophis-
ticated goal-sampling strategies, moving beyond the current reliance on randomly selected goals from
the goal space to enable novelty-driven exploration and hence more autonomy in the learning pro-
cess.
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A Comparison of Algorithms

We provide comparisons to HER DQN, HER A2C, GCSL, Weighted GCSL, and Contrastive GCRL.

• HER DQN [2] uses Q-learning to learn a policy that maximizes the expected return with hindsight
experience replay [2]. The Q function is learned by minimizing the TD-error

LQ(φ) = Eτ∼D[(rt + γmax
a′

Qφ(st+1, a
′, g)−Qφ(st, at, g))

2]. (14)

We put the trajectories both with the relabelled goals g′ and the original goals g into the replay
buffer D. The reward is defined based on the L2 distances between the current states and the goal
rt = −∥st − g∥2. To stabilize the learning process, we use a target network to calculate the target
value [47]. The target network is updated by the main network after every trajectory. To encourage
exploration, we use an ϵ-greedy policy where ϵ is set to 0.001. The discount factor γ is set as 0.99.

• HER A2C [2, 32] is an actor-critic method that optimizes a policy and a value function simulta-
neously [32]. The actor is trained to maximize the expected return by policy gradient with respect
to an advantage function,

Lπ(θ) = Eτ∼D[− log πθ(at|st, g) · (rt + γVφ(st+1, g)− Vφ(st, g))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Advantage function

], (15)

and the critic is trained to minimize the TD-error

LV (φ) = Eτ∼D[(rt + γVφ(st+1, g)− Vφ(st, g))
2]. (16)

We put the trajectories both with the relabelled goals g′ and the original goals g into the replay
buffer D. The reward only depends on the Euclidean distances between the current states and the
goal: rt = 1/(1 + ∥st − g∥2). The discount factor γ is set as 0.99. To encourage exploration, we
sample actions from a softmax-transformed policy.

• GCSL [14] considers the total experience D as successful trajectories by considering the actually
achieved states as goals. When executing in all of the environments except Point Mass Navigation
with Initial Bias, the first 200 trajectories are collected by executing a random policy to accumulate
random trajectories, followed by a greedy policy that selects actions according to argmaxa π(a|s, g).

• Weighted GCSL [53] is an advanced iteration of GCSL that optimizes performance by applying
weights to relabelled trajectories. The loss function is

Lπ(θ) = Eτ∼D[−wt log πθ(at|st, g)], (17)

where wt is the weight of the trajectory defined as

wt = γh · expclip(A(st, at, g)) · ϵ(A(st, at, g)), (18)

where A(st, at, g) = rt + γVφ(st+1, g) − Vφ(st, g) defines the advantage function, expclip is the
exponential advantage weight with a clipped range (0,M ], and ϵ denotes the best-advantage weight
to filter the advantage by a threshold. The value function is learned by minimizing the TD-error

LVφ
= Eτ∼D[(rt + γVφ(st+1, g)− Vφ(st, g))

2]. (19)

For the experiments we set the discount factor γ to be 0.99, and the clipped upper range M to be
10. The first 200 trajectories are collected by executing a random policy to accumulate random
trajectories, then the greedy policy a = argmaxa π(a|s, g) is used.

• Contrastive GCRL [12] uses contrastive learning to train a Q-function relating the current state-
action pair and the future states. The loss for the critic function is defined as:

L = log σ(f(us,a, vs+)) + log(1− σ(f(us,a, vs−))), (20)

where us,a = ϕ(st, at) is the representation of the state-action pair, and vs = φ(sf ) is the represen-
tation of the future state. The positive pairs are sampled from the same trajectory, whereas the
negative pairs are randomly sampled from different trajectories. The policy is learned to choose
the action that can maximize the likelihood that the goal states occur in the future:

π(a|s, g) = argmax
π(a|s,g)

E[f(us,a, vg)]. (21)
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B Implementation Details

We employ a consistent architecture for the neural networks representing the Q-value GCSL-NF. This
architecture comprises a fully connected neural network with two hidden layers, featuring [400, 300]
neurons and utilizing the SiLU activation function. The input layer merges state and goal information,
while the output layer is tailored to match the action space’s dimensionality. The network utilizes a
logistic activation function for its outputs.

Similarly, for the similarity function in GCSL-NF, we adopt an identical neural network architecture.
This structure mirrors the previously described architecture, albeit with the output layer reduced to a
single neuron. logistic activation is applied to the output of this network.

The optimizer is set as Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.001, the regularization coefficient α is
set to 0.2, and the threshold n for the similarity function is set to 5. Our method follows the deterministic
greedy policy argmaxa π(a|s, g) from the beginning, while exploration is encouraged by feedback from
the similarity function pφ.

C Experiment Results

Table 3: Results for baseline algorithms and GCSL-NF

GCSL-NF GCSL HER DQN HER A2C W-GCSL
Contrastive

GCRL
Point Mass
Navigation

0.085 ± 0.037 0.187 ± 0.080 0.066 ± 0.019 0.158 ± 0.029 0.127 ± 0.084 0.065 ± 0.014

Point Mass
Navigation with

Initial Bias
0.108 ± 0.106 1.184 ± 0.022 1.187 ± 0.044 0.748 ± 0.347 0.756 ± 0.030 0.113 ± 0.091

Point Mass
Navigation with

Obstacles
0.152 ± 0.015 0.341 ± 0.050 0.299 ± 0.031 0.481 ± 0.105 0.364 ± 0.034 0.213 ± 0.038

2D 4-Room
Navigation

0.495 ± 0.089 0.781 ± 0.066 0.658 ± 0.075 1.153 ± 0.312 0.775 ± 0.052 0.668 ± 0.070

2D LiDAR Navigation
with Obstacles
- Orientation

0.555 ± 0.070 0.749 ± 0.087 1.597 ± 0.086 1.520 ± 0.099 0.654 ± 0.147 1.227 ± 0.096

2D LiDAR Navigation
with Obstacles

- Position
0.344 ± 0.060 0.435 ± 0.040 0.734 ± 0.030 0.879 ± 0.058 0.379 ± 0.043 0.659 ± 0.033

Object Pushing
Puck Position

0.078 ± 0.009 0.306 ± 0.035 0.463 ± 0.005 0.458 ± 0.008 0.334 ± 0.031 0.465 ± 0.019

Object Pushing
Endeffector Position

0.205 ± 0.0158 0.384 ± 0.019 0.321 ± 0.037 0.345 ± 0.112 0.445 ± 0.016 0.440 ± 0.022

Table 4: Results for baseline algorithms and GCSL-NF for continuous environments
GCSL-NF GCSL HER DDPG Contrastive GCRL

Car Racing Point Mass
Navigation without Obstacles

Position 0.043 ± 0.019 0.037 ± 0.010 0.133 ± 0.222 0.173 ± 0.007
Velocity 0.013 ± 0.008 0.016 ± 0.004 0.054 ± 0.023 0.256 ± 0.008

Car Racing Point Mass
Navigation with 4-Room

Position 0.387 ± 0.077 1.267 ± 0.045 0.457 ± 0.021 0.296 ± 0.055
Velocity 0.095 ± 0.011 0.233 ± 0.030 0.076 ± 0.004 0.246 ± 0.009

Fetch Reach 0.036 ± 0.003 0.013 ± 0.013 0.079 ± 0.021 0.035 ± 0.002
Fetch Push 0.049 ± 0.014 0.165 ± 0.009 0.171 ± 0.003 0.060 ± 0.007
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