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Abstract
Training-free Vision-Language Navigation (VLN) agents powered
by foundation models can follow instructions and explore 3D envi-
ronments. However, existing approaches rely on greedy frontier se-
lection and passive spatial memory, leading to inefficient behaviors
such as local oscillation and redundant revisiting. We argue that
this stems from a lack of metacognitive capabilities: the agent can-
not monitor its exploration progress, diagnose strategy failures, or
adapt accordingly. To address this, we propose MetaNav, a metacog-
nitive navigation agent integrating spatial memory, history-aware
planning, and reflective correction. Spatial memory builds a persis-
tent 3D semanticmap. History-aware planning penalizes revisiting
to improve efficiency. Reflective correction detects stagnation and
uses an LLM to generate corrective rules that guide future fron-
tier selection. Experiments on GOAT-Bench, HM3D-OVON, and
A-EQA show that MetaNav achieves state-of-the-art performance
while reducingVLMqueries by 20.7%, demonstrating thatmetacog-
nitive reasoning significantly improves robustness and efficiency.
For access to the code, please contact xueyingli@csu.deu.cn.
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1 Introduction
Vision-Language Navigation (VLN) tasks require agents to inter-
pret natural language instructions, perceive surrounding environ-
ments, and execute sequential decisions to reach specified tar-
gets [15, 22, 24, 55]. This problem integrates perception, language
understanding, spatial reasoning, and long-horizon planning, mak-
ing it a challenging benchmark for embodied intelligence [65].

Recent advances in large-scale vision-language models (VLMs)
and large language models (LLMs) have significantly improved
the semantic reasoning capabilities of embodied agents. Lever-
aging these foundation models, several recent training-free ap-
proaches perform instruction grounding and frontier selection [60,
63, 67]. By combining semantic perception with frontier-based ex-
ploration, these methods demonstrate promising generalization
ability in previously unseen environments. To further improve
performance, subsequent work incorporates richer global context,
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such as topological maps, scene captions, or retrieved historical
egocentric observations [16, 26, 62].

Despite these advances, existing agents frequently exhibit in-
efficient exploration behaviors in complex environments. Agents
may become trapped in local oscillations, repeatedly revisiting pre-
viously explored regions while failing to discover new frontiers
(e.g., CG w/ Frontier Snapshots [11] and 3D-Mem [52] in Figure 1).
In other cases, they are distracted by semantically plausible but
irrelevant objects, leading to unnecessary detours (e.g., Explore-
EQA [33] in Figure 1). These behaviors result in redundant naviga-
tion trajectories, excessivemodel queries, and reduced task success
rates. Moreover, querying large VLMs at every step incurs substan-
tial latency, which further limits practical deployment in real-time
embodied systems [8, 11, 18, 33, 52].

A key reason for these failures is that most existing VLN agents
rely on greedy decision policies guided by instantaneous per-
ception or static spatial memory [27, 46]. While spatial memory
records explored regions, it does not allow agents to evaluate
whether their current exploration strategy is effective. As a result,
agents cannot recognize when progress has stalled or when explo-
ration has become inefficient.

We argue that effective navigation requires metacognitive ca-
pabilities. In human exploration, individuals continuously moni-
tor their progress, recognize when they are stuck, and revise their
strategies based on past experience. This process involves reflect-
ing on exploration history and adapting future decisions accord-
ingly. In contrast, most existing embodied navigation systems lack
mechanisms for self-monitoring and strategy correction.

To address this limitation, we propose MetaNav, a metacognitive
navigation framework that enables VLN agents to monitor explo-
ration progress and adapt their strategies through reflective rea-
soning. The core idea is to integrate spatial perception, experience-
aware planning, and reflective correction within a unified navi-
gation architecture. Specifically, MetaNav consists of three com-
ponents. First, a spatial memory module constructs a persistent
3D semantic map that aggregates visual observations across view-
points, providing consistent environmental grounding for naviga-
tion decisions. Second, a history-aware planning module incorpo-
rates trajectory history into frontier evaluation, enabling the agent
to assess exploration progress and avoid redundant revisits to pre-
viously explored regions. Third, a reflective correction module de-
tects exploration stagnation and triggers reflective reasoning using
an LLM to generate corrective rules that guide subsequent frontier
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Success！
Step: 20

Prediction: Closed.

Success！
Step: 31

Prediction: Closed.

Fail！
Step: 68

Prediction: Unknown.

Success！
Step: 45

Prediction: Closed.

       Question： Is the toilet seat open or closed?

Correct target Wrong target CG w/ Frontier Snapshots MetaNav3D-MemExplore-EQA

Figure 1: Qualitative trajectory comparison. Baselines suffer from local oscillation or failure when trapped by spatial ambigu-
ities; MetaNav leverages episodic reflection to break deadlocks and generate efficient paths.

selection. Together, these components form a metacognitive navi-
gation loop that allows agents to perceive the environment, eval-
uate exploration progress, and adapt navigation strategies when
failures occur.

We evaluate MetaNav on three benchmarks: GOAT-Bench for
lifelong navigation, HM3D-OVON for open-vocabulary object nav-
igation, and A-EQA for embodied question answering. MetaNav
achieves 71.4% success rate and 51.8% SPL onGOAT-Bench, outper-
forming both training-free and supervised baselines. On A-EQA,
it achieves 58.3% LLM-Match, surpassing prior methods by 5.7%.
Ablation studies confirm the contribution of each design, and ef-
ficiency analysis shows that the replanning interval reduces VLM
queries by 20.7% compared to step-wise baselines. Qualitative re-
sults demonstrate that MetaNav successfully avoids local oscilla-
tions and generates efficient paths to targets.

Our contributions are threefold:

• We propose MetaNav, a metacognitive navigation frame-
work that equips vision-language agents with the ability
to monitor exploration progress, diagnose stagnation, and
adapt strategies through reflective reasoning.
• MetaNav integrates experience-aware planning and LLM-
based reflective correction, where the agent adapts future
frontier selection based on past failures, requiring no task-
specific fine-tuning.
• MetaNav achieves state-of-the-art performance on GOAT-
Bench, HM3D-OVON, and A-EQA, while reducing VLM
queries by 20.7%. Extensive ablations validate the effective-
ness of each component.

2 Related Work
Zero-Shot Vision-Language Navigation. VLMs serve as the pri-
mary backbone for zero-shot embodied exploration, including ob-
ject navigation and embodied question answering [7, 15, 22, 24, 25,
33, 55]. Existing methods fall into three categories. The first uses
compact trajectory encoders or lightweight state summaries for
short-horizon context [19, 28]. The second introduces structured
memory, such as topological graphs or semantic grid maps, for
long-horizon frontier scoring [4, 35, 43, 46, 52, 57]. The third in-
corporates semantic priors from foundation models via language-
centric representations or adaptive fusion [16, 26, 63]. Despite

these advances, most systems still rely on greedy semantic scor-
ing and do not exploit failure history [14, 27, 40, 50, 59, 64]. These
methods suffer from local oscillation in complex environments.
Our MetaNav addresses this by integrating spatial memory, history-
aware planning, and metacognitive reflection.

3D Scene Memory and Representation. Embodied agents
require robust representations to store and query environmen-
tal knowledge. Dense neural fields [49] have been extended to
object-centric and semantic 3D structures: ConceptGraphs [11],
GraphEQA [36], and KARMA [47] organize scenes into nodes
and edges, while 3D-Mem [52] introduces memory snapshots for
holistic visual context. Further studies show that modeling geom-
etry, semantics, and relational history benefits long-horizon nav-
igation [2, 21, 23, 38, 43, 44, 48, 62]. Existing representations fo-
cus on maintaining a static or passively updated map, underem-
phasizing the temporal dynamics of exploration—such as records
of past actions, outcomes, and failures [27, 50]. As a result, these
methods lack episodic awareness, making agents prone to repeat-
ing mistakes. Our work introduces an episodic buffer coupled with
metacognitive reflection to diagnose and correct exploration fail-
ures.

Reflection in Embodied Agents. LLMs have been applied
to robotics planning via Chain-of-Thought [41] and ReAct [54].
Frameworks such as LLM-Planner [39], SayPlan [32], and Say-
Nav [30] use language models to ground environmental states and
update high-level plans. Octopus [51] couples embodied reasoning
with executable action programs, while others deploy LLM-based
agents for continuous VLN [10, 17]. Nevertheless, these frame-
works operate in an open loop or focus on high-level task schedul-
ing rather than spatial error correction. They do not equip agents
with metacognitive abilities to introspect on why a navigation at-
tempt failed, or to resolve conflicts between semantic intuition and
geometric reality (e.g., dead-ends or local minima). Our work de-
velops a metacognitive reflection mechanism that monitors for ex-
ploration stagnation, invokes an LLM to analyze episodic history
when the agent is stuck, and generates corrective strategies for
self-correction.
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Figure 2: System overview of MetaNav. Spatial Memory Construction (D1) builds a persistent 3D semantic map and extracts
frontiers from RGB-D input. History-Aware Heuristic Planning (D2) selects a frontier via a utility function combining seman-
tic relevance, geometric cost, and episodic penalty, then executes it for a fixed replanning interval. Reflection and Correction
(D3) maintains episodic memory, detects stagnation via information gain, and invokes an LLM to inject corrective rules into
D2. Arrows indicate data flow; dashed arrows denote LLM/VLM queries.

3 System Design
3.1 Overview
Zero-shot navigation agents often suffer from local oscillation and
redundant revisiting in complex environments. A natural solution
is to incorporate historical trajectorymemory so that the agent can
avoid repeating past failures. However, existing approaches either
lack persistentmemory or use it only as a passivemap for querying,
failing to diagnose failures and correct future behavior.

To bridge this gap, we identify three requirements: R1. Contin-
uous spatial mapping: the agent should dynamically build a 3D
representation of its environment in real time. R2. History-aware
avoidance: the agent should leverage its past trajectory to sup-
press redundant revisiting without incurring excessive inference
overhead.R3. Reflective error correction: when progress stalls, the
agent should detect stagnation, analyze its historical trajectory,
and generate corrective strategies that override default planning.

We propose a metacognitive navigation system, MetaNav, with
three key designs (Figure 2) that address these requirements: D1.
Spatial Memory Construction continuously fuses egocentric RGB-
D streams into a persistent 3D semantic map, providing a stable
spatial foundation for both navigation and diagnosis. D2. History-
AwareHeuristic Planning decouples expensive VLM semantic scor-
ing from frequent spatial execution, enabling low-latency move-
ment while using an episodic penalty to suppress redundant revis-
iting. D3. Reflection and Correction maintains a structured record
of past actions, detects stagnation via information gain, and in-
vokes an LLM to analyze failures and inject corrective rules back
into the planner, enabling history-informed adaptation of future
decisions.

System Workflow. As illustrated in Figure 2, these designs form
a perception-planning-reflection loop. The loop starts with RGB-D
frames as input. Spatial Memory Construction (D1) builds a 3D se-
manticmapM𝑡

𝑠𝑒𝑚 and extracts frontiersF 𝑡 . History-AwareHeuris-
tic Planning (D2) takesM𝑡

𝑠𝑒𝑚 , F 𝑡 , and the task instruction, selects
a frontier waypoint via the scoring function, and commits to it
for a fixed replanning interval of 𝑁𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑛 steps, during which the
agent executes low-level actions without VLM calls. All executed
positions are logged into an episodic memory buffer. Reflection
and Correction (D3) monitors the unexplored volume derived from
M𝑡

𝑠𝑒𝑚 to detect stagnation. Upon stagnation, it retrieves recent
episodes from the buffer, invokes an LLM to produce corrective
rules, and injects them back into D2 to modulate future frontier
scoring.

3.2 Spatial Memory Construction
To support metacognitive navigation, the agent must maintain a
persistent and spatially consistent representation of its environ-
ment. We construct such a representation by fusing multi-view
egocentric RGB-D streams into a 3D semantic map and extracting
exploration frontiers. The process consists of the following steps.

Keyframes Preprocessing. To capture high-level semantic in-
formation from raw sensory input, we first encode each RGB-D
frame into a structured observation. Given an RGB-D observation
𝐼 𝑡 , we apply a frozen VLM and an open-vocabulary segmentation
model (e.g., SAM [13]) to obtain a set of detected objects O𝑡 =

{𝑜1, . . . , 𝑜𝑀 }. Each object 𝑜 𝑗 is represented by a tuple (𝑐 𝑗 , 𝑠 𝑗 , 𝑝 𝑗 ),
where 𝑐 𝑗 is its semantic category, 𝑠 𝑗 the detection confidence, and
𝑝 𝑗 its local 3D coordinates derived from depth back-projection. The
resulting local semantic observation is denoted as K𝑡 = ⟨𝐼 𝑡 ,O𝑡 ⟩.
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Volumetric Mapping. To maintain global spatial consistency
across multiple views, we integrate semantic keyframes into a uni-
fied 3D voxel grid V using Truncated Signed Distance Function
(TSDF) fusion [6]. Specifically, at each time step 𝑡 , global voxel cen-
ters are transformed into the current camera coordinate system via
camera extrinsics and subsequently projected onto the image plane
via intrinsics. By computing the signed distance between the ob-
served raw depth and the projected voxel depth, we incrementally
fuse the observations using a cumulative weighted average update.
Rather than maintaining isolated geometric point clouds, the occu-
pancy and exploration status of the environment are directly de-
rived from the underlying TSDF surface and its associated confi-
dence weights. Consequently, the grid is dynamically partitioned
into three mutually exclusive subsets: free space V𝑡

𝑓 𝑟𝑒𝑒
, occupied

spaceV𝑡
𝑜𝑐𝑐 , and unknown spaceV𝑡

𝑢𝑛𝑘
. Here, unknown voxels lack

sufficient observation, while observed voxels are classified as free
or occupied based on their TSDF signs:

V𝑡 =V𝑡
𝑓 𝑟𝑒𝑒
∪V𝑡

𝑜𝑐𝑐 ∪V𝑡
𝑢𝑛𝑘

. (1)

This online volumetric representation provides a geometrically con-
sistent basis for frontier extraction and downstream navigation.

Semantic Map Construction and Frontiers Extraction. To
guide exploration toward unseen areas, we extract frontiers from
the volumetric map. A frontier is defined as the boundary between
known free space and unknown space. Specifically, a voxel 𝑣 is
considered a frontier if it lies in free space and has at least one
adjacent unknown voxel:

F 𝑡 = {𝑣 ∈ V𝑡
𝑓 𝑟𝑒𝑒
| ∃𝑣 ′ ∈ N (𝑣), 𝑣 ′ ∈ V𝑡

𝑢𝑛𝑘
}, (2)

where N(𝑣) denotes the spatial neighborhood of 𝑣 . In parallel, we
construct a persistent, object-centric semanticmapM𝑡

𝑠𝑒𝑚 . For each
observation, we use the 3D object proposals from the semantic
keyframe K𝑡 and associate them with the existing global object
library based on spatial proximity and visual similarity. Matched
proposals are merged to update the geometric and semantic prop-
erties of existing global objects, while unmatched ones are instan-
tiated as new independent entities. Together,M𝑡

𝑠𝑒𝑚 and F 𝑡 form
the structured spatial representation that serves as the foundation
for the planning module.

3.3 History-aware Heuristic Planning
Given the spatial representation from Section 3.2 and a natural lan-
guage instruction, the agent must decide where to move. A naive
approach would query a VLM at every step to score candidate fron-
tiers, incurring high latency and often leading to greedy, oscilla-
tory behavior. Our design addresses these issues with two core
ideas. First, we decouple semantic evaluation from spatial execu-
tion: the VLM is invoked only at a fixed replanning interval to
assign semantic scores to frontiers, while the agent moves con-
tinuously for multiple steps without re-querying, thereby reduc-
ing latency by avoiding expensive calls on every action. Second,
we replace greedy VLM-only selection with a lightweight utility
function that combines semantic relevance, geometric cost, and an
episodic penalty that repels the agent from recently visited posi-
tions, preventing repeated attraction to spurious cues and breaking
local oscillation.

Known-target Navigation. To avoid unnecessary exploration
when the target is already known, the system first consults the se-
mantic map M𝑡

𝑠𝑒𝑚 , which aggregates object detections from the
spatial memory. We prompt the VLM to processM𝑡

𝑠𝑒𝑚 and the re-
cent keyframes. If the VLM determines that the target can already
be localized within the current semantic mapM𝑡

𝑠𝑒𝑚 , the agent di-
rectly switches to a goal-reaching policy toward its estimated spa-
tial coordinates, bypassing frontier evaluation.

History-aware Frontier Selection. When the target is not
present, the system evaluates candidate frontiers F 𝑡 using the
lightweight scoring function described in our second core idea. Ad-
jacent frontier voxels are aggregated into frontier regions, each
characterized by a centroid position and spatial extent. The VLM
is invoked only at a fixed replanning interval to score all candidate
frontiers in a single batched prompt, returning normalized seman-
tic scores 𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑚 (𝑓𝑖 ) ∈ [0, 1]. We then combine this with geometric
cost and an episodic penalty and define a unified utility function
U(𝑓𝑖 ):

U(𝑓𝑖 ) = 𝛼 · 𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑚 (𝑓𝑖 ) − 𝛽 · 𝑐𝑔𝑒𝑜 (𝑓𝑖 ) − 𝛾 · 𝑝𝑒𝑝 (𝑓𝑖 ). (3)

Here 𝑐𝑔𝑒𝑜 (𝑓𝑖 ) is the min-max normalized 2D distance from the cur-
rent position to the frontier centroid, encouraging nearby frontiers
to reduce travel cost. The episodic penalty 𝑝𝑒𝑝 (𝑓𝑖 ) repels the agent
from recently visited locations. We model the visitation history as
a temporally decaying Gaussian field. Let {𝑝𝜏 }𝑡−1𝜏=1 be the positions
visited in previous steps, which are logged during execution. The
penalty is defined as:

𝑝𝑒𝑝 (𝑓𝑖 ) =
𝑡−1∑︁
𝜏=1

𝜆𝑡−𝜏 exp

(
−
∥𝑝 𝑓𝑖 − 𝑝𝜏 ∥2

2𝜎2

)
, (4)

where 𝑝 𝑓𝑖 is the coordinates of frontier 𝑓𝑖 , 𝜆 ∈ (0, 1) controls tempo-
ral decay (older visits have less influence), and 𝜎 defines the spatial
radius of repulsion. This penalty prevents the agent from repeat-
edly returning to the same dead-ends, a common failure mode of
semantic planners.

Fixed-interval Execution. To reduce latency, we avoid in-
voking the VLM at every step. After selecting the frontier 𝑓 ∗ =

argmaxU(𝑓𝑖 ), the agent commits to moving toward this waypoint
for a fixed number of steps 𝑁𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑛 . During this interval, the agent
executes low-level actions without re-querying the VLM. The VLM
is invoked again only when the replanning interval expires or
when the frontier is reached. This mechanism reduces the number
of VLM calls and produces smoother trajectories.

3.4 Reflection and Correction
While the heuristic planner (Section 3.3) enables low-latency nav-
igation, it cannot diagnose or recover from complex spatial fail-
ures. When the agent repeatedly visits the same areas without
making progress, it requires a higher-level mechanism to analyze
past behavior and adjust future decisions.We introduce a reflection
module that maintains a structured history of past actions, detects
when progress stalls, and invokes an LLM to generate corrective
guidance that steers subsequent frontier evaluation.

Episodic Memory. To support failure diagnosis, the agent
records each execution phase into an episodic memory buffer. To
manage long-horizon navigation without overflowing the context
window, the memory is structured into two tiers:A sliding window
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of the 𝐾 most recent steps. Each entry 𝑒𝜏 = ⟨𝑝𝜏 , 𝑎𝜏 , 𝑟𝜏 ⟩ logs the
agent’s position, the action taken, and the planner’s decision ratio-
nale at step 𝜏 . Here, 𝑟𝜏 includes the selected frontier and the cor-
responding justification used during replanning. Long-term sum-
mary S𝑙𝑡 : When B𝑠𝑡 reaches capacity 𝐾 , the LLM compresses the
recent traces into a summary S𝑙𝑡 that captures explored regions
and strategy patterns, after which the short-term buffer is cleared.
This two-tier design preserves fine-grained recent evidence for
local diagnosis while retaining coarse-grained strategic patterns
over long horizons. Detailed prompts are reported in the supple-
mentary material. In parallel, all executed positions are accumu-
lated into a global footprint set 𝑃𝑣𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑑 , which feeds the episodic
penalty 𝑝𝑒𝑝 (𝑓𝑖 ) in history-aware heuristic planning (Section 3.3).

Stagnation Detection. To identify when the agent is trapped,
we monitor the unexplored volume derived from the volumetric
map. Let V𝑡

𝑢𝑛𝑘
be the unexplored volume at step 𝑡 , and define the

exploration gain as 𝑔𝑡 = |V𝑡−1
𝑢𝑛𝑘
| − |V𝑡

𝑢𝑛𝑘
|. Stagnation is detected

if 𝑔𝑡 < 𝜖𝑔𝑎𝑖𝑛 for 𝑁𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑔 consecutive steps. To prevent repeated re-
flections, a cooldown 𝑇𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑙 is enforced. The deadlock trigger Δ𝑡 is
defined as:

Δ𝑡 = I ©­«
𝑡∑︁

𝜏=𝑡−𝑁𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑔

I(𝑔𝜏 < 𝜖𝑔𝑎𝑖𝑛) ≥ 𝑁𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑔 ∧ (𝑡 − 𝑡𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑡 ) ≥ 𝑇𝑐𝑜𝑜𝑙
ª®¬ , (5)

where I(·) is the indicator function and 𝑡𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑡 is the timestamp of
the previous reflection.

LLM-based correction. When Δ𝑡 = True, the agent pauses
heuristic planning and invokes the LLM for error correction. The
LLM is prompted with the instruction 𝐼𝑡𝑎𝑠𝑘 , the long-term sum-
mary S𝑙𝑡 , and the recent failed attempts in B𝑠𝑡 . It outputs a re-
flection summary R𝑡 with three components: Avoid (ineffective re-
gions or heuristics to skip), Try (promising alternative directions),
and Evidence (the logical deduction from past failures). Case stud-
ies are reported in the supplementary material. The reflection sum-
maryR𝑡 is concatenated to the prompt used by the VLM in history-
aware heuristic planning, so that the “Avoid/Try” rules influence
semantic scoring in subsequent replanning cycles. Algorithm 1 sum-
marizes this online interaction between history-aware planning
and metacognitive reflection, including known-target navigation,
gain-based stagnation detection, frontier scoring, and memory up-
date.

4 Experiments
4.1 Experimental Settings
Benchmarks. We evaluate on three benchmarks that cover dif-
ferent aspects of embodied navigation and reasoning. GOAT-
Bench [12] is a lifelong visual navigation benchmark that tests
the agent’s ability to locate open-vocabulary instances specified by
multi-modal instructions in complex, unstructured environments.
HM3D-OVON [56] is a standard testbed for open-vocabulary ob-
ject navigation, requiring the agent to find arbitrary target cate-
gories across diverse 3D indoor scenes. A-EQA [25] assesses em-
bodied question answering performance, where the agent must
navigate to specific viewpoints to answer questions about object
states or relations in high-fidelity HM3D scenes [31].

Algorithm 1 Online Planning and Reflection in MetaNav

Require: Semantic Map M𝑡
𝑠𝑒𝑚 , Frontiers F 𝑡 , Instruction 𝐼𝑡𝑎𝑠𝑘 ,

Episodic Memory B𝑠𝑡 ,S𝑙𝑡 , Visited Positions 𝑃𝑣𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑑 , Unex-
plored VolumeV𝑡

𝑢𝑛𝑘
, Current Position 𝑝𝑡 , Previous Reflection

Time 𝑡𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑡
Ensure: Selected waypoint, executed trajectory segment, and up-

dated memory state
1: Initialize reflection summary R ← ∅
2: for each planning cycle 𝑡 do

Phase 1: Known-target navigation
3: if IsTargetLocalized(M𝑡

𝑠𝑒𝑚, 𝐼𝑡𝑎𝑠𝑘 ) then
4: 𝑝𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑡 ← GetTargetCoordinates(M𝑡

𝑠𝑒𝑚, 𝐼𝑡𝑎𝑠𝑘 )
5: 𝜏𝑡 ← NavigateTo(𝑝𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑡 )
6: return ⊲ Switch to goal-reaching execution
7: end if

Phase 2: Stagnation detection and reflection
8: Δ𝑡 ← DetectStagnation(V𝑡

𝑢𝑛𝑘
, 𝑡, 𝑡𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑡 ) ⊲ Eq. 5

9: if Δ𝑡 is True then
10: R𝑡 ← GenerateReflection(B𝑠𝑡 ,S𝑙𝑡 , 𝐼𝑡𝑎𝑠𝑘 )
11: end if

Phase 3: History-aware frontier selection
12: P𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑡 ← Concat(𝐼𝑡𝑎𝑠𝑘 ,M𝑡

𝑠𝑒𝑚,B𝑠𝑡 ,S𝑙𝑡 ,R𝑡 )
13: for each frontier 𝑓𝑖 in F 𝑡 do
14: 𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑚 (𝑓𝑖 ) ← VLM_Score(P𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑡 , 𝑓𝑖 )
15: 𝑐𝑔𝑒𝑜 (𝑓𝑖 ) ← GeoCost(𝑝𝑡 , 𝑓𝑖 )
16: 𝑝𝑒𝑝 (𝑓𝑖 ) ← ComputePenalty(𝑓𝑖 , 𝑃𝑣𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑑 ) ⊲ Eq. 4
17: U(𝑓𝑖 ) ← 𝛼 · 𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑚 (𝑓𝑖 ) − 𝛽 · 𝑐𝑔𝑒𝑜 (𝑓𝑖 ) − 𝛾 · 𝑝𝑒𝑝 (𝑓𝑖 ) ⊲ Eq. 3
18: end for
19: 𝑓 ∗ ← argmaxU(𝑓𝑖 )
20: 𝜏𝑡 ← Execute(𝑓 ∗, 𝑁𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑛) ⊲ Commit to 𝑓 ∗ for fixed steps

Phase 4: Memory update
21: 𝑃𝑣𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑑 ← 𝑃𝑣𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑑 ∪ 𝜏𝑡
22: (B𝑠𝑡 ,S𝑙𝑡 ) ← UpdateMemory(B𝑠𝑡 ,S𝑙𝑡 , 𝜏𝑡 , 𝑓 ∗,R𝑡 )
23: end for

Evaluation Metrics. For GOAT-Bench and HM3D-OVON, we
report Success Rate (SR) and Success weighted by Path Length
(SPL). An episode is successful if the agent stops within 1.0 m of
the target object. SPL weights success by path efficiency, defined
as the ratio of the shortest geodesic distance to the actual path
length. For A-EQA, we use LLM-Match and LLM-SPL. LLM-Match
employs a frozen LLM to semantically verify the consistency be-
tween the generated answer and the ground truth, accommodat-
ing linguistic variations. LLM-SPL weights the semantic accuracy
score by the path length ratio.

Baselines. We compare against two categories of methods.
(1) Supervised methods. These require environment-specific
training or large-scale trajectory pre-training. They include Uni-
NaVid [61], OVSegDT [58], Dynam3D [45], SenseAct-NN (Mono-
lithic and Skill Chain) on GOAT-Bench [12]; BC [29], DAgger [34],
RL [37], and DAgRL on HM3D-OVON [56]; and MTU3D [66]
and NavFoM [60]. (2) Training-free method: These leverage
pre-trained foundation models without fine-tuning. They include
heuristic semantic planners (Modular GOAT [3], Modular CLIP
on Wheels [9], VLFM [55]), scene graph and spatial memory ap-
proaches (ConceptGraphs [11], 3D-Mem [52]), and VLM-driven
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exploration agents (Explore-EQA [33], TANGO [67]). For A-EQA,
we additionally compare against vision-blind LLMs (LLaMA-2 [42],
GPT-4 [1]) and VLMs with captioning strategies [20, 25, 53].

Implementation Details. Each episode has a maximum of 50
steps. The agent receives 1280 × 1280 RGB-D images with a 120◦
horizontal field of view; the effective depth range is 1.7 m. The cam-
era is positioned 1.5 m above the ground with a 30◦ downward tilt.
The maximum moving distance per step is 1.0 m. For perception,
we use YOLOv8x-World [5] for open-vocabulary object detection
and SAM-L [13] for instance segmentation. GPT-4o serves as the
VLM for decision-making and as the LLM for reflection. Visual in-
puts to the VLM are downsampled to 360 × 360 for computational
efficiency.

Table 1: Results on theValUnseen split of GOAT-Bench. Best
and second-best results are in bold and underline.

Method SR ↑ SPL ↑

Supervised methods
SenseAct-NN Monolithic [12] 12.3 6.8
SenseAct-NN Skill Chain [12] 29.5 11.3
MTU3D [66] 47.2 27.7

Training-free methods
Modular CLIP on Wheels [9] 16.1 10.4
Modular GOAT [3] 24.9 17.2
TANGO [67] 32.1 16.5
Explore-EQA [33] 61.5 45.3
CG w/ Frontier Snapshots [11] 55.0 37.9
3D-Mem [52] 69.1 48.9

MetaNav (Ours) 71.4 51.8

4.2 Overall Results
GOAT-Bench. Table 1 reports results on the Val Unseen split.
MetaNav achieves a success rate (SR) of 71.4% and SPL of 51.8%,
outperforming all baselines. Compared to the second-best method,
3D-Mem, this represents an improvement of 2.3% in SR and 2.9% in
SPL. MetaNav also exceeds the best supervisedmethod,MTU3D, by
24.2% in SR. The simultaneous increase in both metrics indicates
that the geometric cost and an episodic penalty function Eq. 3 ef-
fectively reduce redundant revisiting and local oscillation.

Figure 3 breaks down performance across three instruction
modalities: Object, Description, and Image. MetaNav achieves the
best SR across all three, with a notable advantage on Description
tasks. In SPL, MetaNav maintains balanced performance across
modalities, while baselines show larger fluctuations.

HM3D-OVON. Table 2 reports results on the Val Unseen
split. MetaNav achieves the best SR among training-free methods
at 46.1%, also surpassing all supervised baselines including the
strongest, NavFoM (45.2%), which requires large-scale trajectory
pre-training. NavFoM achieves a higher SPL (31.9% vs. 29.8%), sug-
gesting that its end-to-end trained policy is more path-efficient;
however, MetaNav attains higher success without any task-specific
training, demonstrating the effectiveness of metacognitive explo-
ration under a training-free setting.
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Figure 3: Performance across instruction modalities on
GOAT-Bench.

Table 2: Results on the Val Unseen split of HM3D-OVON.
Best and second-best results are in bold and underline.

Method SR ↑ SPL ↑

Supervised methods
BC [29] 5.4 1.9
DAgger [34] 10.2 4.7
DAgRL [56] 18.3 7.9
RL [37] 18.6 7.5
DAgRL+OD [56] 37.1 19.8
Uni-NaVid [61] 39.5 19.8
OVSegDT [58] 40.1 20.9
MTU3D [66] 40.8 12.1
Dynam3D [45] 42.7 22.4
NavFoM [60] 45.2 31.9

Training-free methods
Modular GOAT [12] 24.9 17.2
VLFM [55] 35.2 19.6
TANGO [67] 35.5 19.5

MetaNav (Ours) 46.1 29.8

A-EQA. Table 3 reports results on embodied question answer-
ing. MetaNav achieves LLM-Match of 58.3% and LLM-SPL of 45.5%,
outperforming the best baseline 3D-Mem by 5.7% and 3.5%, respec-
tively. Methods without spatial memory, such as GPT-4V, achieve
only 41.8% LLM-Match, highlighting the importance of memory
and reflection for embodied question answering.

4.3 Ablation Study
Table 4 presents ablation results on GOAT-Bench Val Unseen. Re-
moving reflection and correction (D3) drops SR from 71.4% to
66.3%, indicating that reflective error correction is essential for
breaking deadlocks. Removing the episodic memory buffer while
keeping reflection reduces SR to 69.2%, showing that reflection
without historical context is less effective. Removing the long-term
summary further reduces SR to 68.7%, confirming its value for long-
horizon tasks. Replacing history-aware heuristic planning (D2)
with a greedy VLM-only scorer, i.e., disabling the unified scoring
function U (Eq.3), drops SR to 64.9%, confirming that the combi-
nation of semantic relevance, geometric cost, and episodic penalty
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Table 3: Results on A-EQA. Best and second-best results are
in bold and underline.

Method LLM-Match ↑ LLM-SPL ↑

Blind LLMs
LLaMA-2 [42] 29.0 N/A
GPT-4 [1] 35.5 N/A

LLM with captions
LLaMA-2 w/ LLaVA-1.5 [20] 30.9 5.9
GPT-4 w/ LLaVA-1.5 [20] 38.1 7.0

VLMs
GPT-4V [53] 41.8 7.5

Embodied VLM Exploration
Explore-EQA [33] 46.9 23.4
CG w/ Frontier Snapshots [11] 47.2 33.3
3D-Mem [52] 52.6 42.0
MTU3D + GPT-4o [66] 51.1 42.6

MetaNav (Ours) 58.3 45.5

is critical for efficient exploration. Removing spatial memory con-
struction (D1) reduces SR to 58.6% and SPL to 40.0%, demonstrating
that persistent spatial mapping is fundamental to avoiding redun-
dant re-exploration.

Table 4: Ablation study on GOAT-Bench Val Unseen.

Architecture Variant SR ↑ SPL ↑

MetaNav (Full Architecture) 71.4 51.8

Ablating D3: Reflection and Correction
w/o Long-Term Summary 68.7 49.6
w/o Episodic Memory 69.2 49.9
w/o Reflection 66.3 47.1

Ablating D2: History-Aware Heuristic Planning
w/o Unified Scoring Function (greedy VLM) 64.9 48.2

Ablating D1: Spatial Memory Construction
w/o Spatial Memory Construction 58.6 40.0

4.4 Sensitivity and System Efficiency Analysis
Replanning Interval. Figure 4 shows the effect of the replan-
ning interval 𝑁𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑛 on GOAT-Bench and HM3D-OVON. As the
interval increases, performance initially rises and then declines.
On GOAT-Bench, peak SR (71.7%) occurs at 𝑁𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑛 = 2, while
peak SPL (51.8%) occurs at 𝑁𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑛 = 3. On HM3D-OVON, both
metrics peak at 𝑁𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑛 = 3, reaching 46.1% SR and 29.8% SPL. This
confirms that an appropriate replanning interval prevents local jit-
tering while avoiding over-commitment to distant frontiers. Based
on these results, we set 𝑁𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑛 = 3 for all main experiments.

Short-Term Memory Capacity. Figure 5 shows the effect of
the short-term buffer size 𝐾 on GOAT-Bench. Performance peaks
at 𝐾 = 5 (71.35% SR, 51.75% SPL). When 𝐾 is too small (𝐾 = 2), SR
drops to 60.5%, indicating that frequent compression disrupts local
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Figure 4: Effect of replanning interval on GOAT-Bench and
HM3D-OVON.

exploration coherence and leads to excessive context fragmenta-
tion. When 𝐾 is too large (𝐾 = 50), SR drops to 68.7%, suggesting
that the LLM struggles to extract actionable reasoning from long
sequences of raw trajectory logs. The optimal𝐾 = 5 balances these
trade-offs, providing enough context for error diagnosis while fil-
tering out noisy details.
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Figure 5: Effect of short-term memory capacity 𝐾 on GOAT-
Bench.

Table 5: Average latency of MetaNav components.

Design Component Latency

Design 1 Point Cloud Projection 54.0 ms
Memory Fusion 359.9 ms

Design 2 Unified Scoring & Penalty 2.0 ms
LLM Inference 5.40 s

Design 3 Reflection & Summary 5.75 s

Latency. Table 5 reports average latencies of individual com-
ponents. VLM inference (5.40 s) and LLM reflection (5.75 s) domi-
nate per-call computation time. However, these costly calls are not
made at every step. The replanning interval (𝑁𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑛 = 3) reduces
VLM decision calls by a factor of three compared to step-wise base-
lines. LLM reflection is triggered only upon stagnation detection,
which occurs in 1.9 episodes on average (Table 6). In contrast, spa-
tial memory construction (D1) and heuristic planning (D2) oper-
ate at a millisecond scale, enabling continuous local movement
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Object
Refrigerator.

Success！
Distance to goal: 0.58m

SPL: 66.76

Success！
Distance to goal: 0.60m

SPL: 54.37

Description
Dresser located below 
the mirror in the room.

Success！
Distance to goal: 0.15m

SPL: 83.42

Fail！
Distance to goal: 1.56m

SPL: 0.0

Question
Is the toilet seat open or 

closed?

Success！
Answer: Closed.

Prediction: Closed.

Success！
Answer: Closed.

Prediction: Closed.

Image

Success！
Distance to goal: 0.28m

SPL: 69.75

Fail！
Distance to goal: 5.06m

SPL: 0.0

Goal Type: Image QuestionCorrect target Wrong target MetaNav 3D-Mem Object Description

Figure 6: Trajectory comparison across four goal modalities. 3D-Mem (red) shows local oscillation and target confusion;
MetaNav (green) produces efficient paths.

without waiting for model responses. This hierarchical design ef-
fectively amortizes the high latency of foundation models across
multiple steps and rare reflection events.

Table 6: Average VLM queries per episode on GOAT-Bench
(evaluated on RTX 3080 GPU).

Method Base Nav. Reflect. Summary Total ↓

3D-Mem 31.6 N/A N/A 31.6
MetaNav (Ours) 21.3 1.9 1.8 25.1

VLM Query Efficiency. Table 6 compares VLM query counts
between MetaNav and 3D-Mem on GOAT-Bench. 3D-Mem queries
the VLM at every step, averaging 31.6 calls per episode. MetaNav
reduces base navigation queries to 21.3 per episode through the
replanning interval (𝑁𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑛 = 3), which commits the agent to a se-
lectedwaypoint formultiple steps without re-querying. Additional
calls for reflection (1.9) and summarization (1.8) are incurred only
when stagnation is detected or memory reaches capacity. The total
of 25.1 queries represents a 20.7% reduction compared to 3D-Mem,
demonstrating that decoupling semantic evaluation from spatial
execution reduces computational cost without sacrificing naviga-
tion performance.

4.5 Qualitative Results
Figure 6 compares trajectories of MetaNav and the baseline 3D-
Mem across four goal modalities. Across all cases, 3D-Mem (red)
is more easily distracted by locally plausible but globally incorrect
cues, which leads to repeated turning, back-and-forth oscillation,

and long detours before termination. For object and question goals,
both methods can eventually reach the correct target, but MetaNav
follows noticeably shorter and smoother routes, indicating better
path efficiency and less redundant revisiting. The advantage be-
comes more pronounced for image and description goals, where
3D-Mem is distracted by visually or semantically similar but incor-
rect regions and finally terminates at the wrong target. In contrast,
MetaNav (green) maintains smoother and more directed trajecto-
ries: the history-aware penalty suppresses revisiting recently ex-
plored dead ends, while metacognitive reflection helps the agent
revise its search direction once exploration gain stalls. These ex-
amples illustrate that MetaNav produces more efficient and robust
trajectories under local visual or semantic ambiguity.

5 Conclusion
We presented MetaNav, a training-free navigation framework that
addresses local oscillation and redundant revisiting in vision-
language navigation. The system integrates three key designs: Spa-
tial Memory Construction builds a persistent 3D semantic map;
History-Aware Heuristic Planning decouples semantic evaluation
from spatial execution and suppresses redundant revisiting via an
episodic penalty; Reflection and Correction detects stagnation and
injects LLM-generated corrective rules back into the planner. Ex-
periments on GOAT-Bench, HM3D-OVON, and A-EQA show that
MetaNav achieves state-of-the-art performance among training-
free methods, with ablation studies confirming the contribution of
each design. MetaNav offers a unified framework for learning from
past failures and adapting future behavior, a step toward robust
and self-correcting embodied agents.
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