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Abstract—In the domain of autonomous vehicles (AVs),
decision-making is a critical factor that significantly influences
the efficacy of autonomous navigation. As the field progresses, the
enhancement of decision-making capabilities in complex environ-
ments has become a central area of research within data-driven
methodologies. Despite notable advances, existing learning-based
decision-making strategies in autonomous vehicles continue to
reveal opportunities for further refinement, particularly in the
articulation of policies and the assurance of safety. In this study,
the decision-making challenges associated with autonomous ve-
hicles are conceptualized through the framework of the Con-
strained Markov Decision Process (CMDP) and approached as a
sequence modeling problem. Utilizing the Generative Pre-trained
Transformer (GPT), we introduce a novel decision-making model
tailored for AVs, which incorporates entropy regularization tech-
niques to bolster exploration and enhance safety performance.
Comprehensive experiments conducted across various scenarios
affirm that our approach surpasses several established baseline
methods, particularly in terms of safety and overall efficacy.

Index Terms—Autonomous Vehicle; GPT model; Decision-
making; Entropy Regularization;

I. INTRODUCTION

Autonomous vehicles (AVs) are poised to fundamentally
transform the transportation landscape, promising enhanced
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safety and efficiency for all road users [1]. At the heart of
these systems, the decision-making module is crucial for the
overall performance of AVs [2]. Despite significant advances,
optimizing the decision-making capabilities of AVs under
complex traffic scenarios remains a formidable challenge,
particularly in enhancing safety and generalization abilities.

The rapid advancement of artificial intelligence (AI) tech-
nologies offers promising solutions to these challenges. Data-
driven methods, notably reinforcement learning (RL), have
emerged as potent tools in this regard [3], [4]. RL, a well-
established and effective approach for sequential decision-
making, trains agents to maximize cumulative rewards through
interaction with their environments, demonstrating a robust
capacity to capture dynamic interrelationships and identify
optimal driving strategies [5]. Nevertheless, traditional RL
methods—both online and offline—still grapple with signif-
icant issues, including safety, sampling efficiency, and gener-
alization [3].

In addition to traditional RL techniques, Transformer-based
methods have shown exceptional performance across various
AI tasks, such as Natural Language Processing (NLP) and
Computer Vision [6]. These methods are increasingly being
recognized as powerful alternatives for modeling complex
decision-making problems [7]–[10]. Liu et al. [9] have pro-
posed the Decision-Making GPT model, utilizing GPT to
address multi-task decision-making challenges. Their findings
suggest that the Decision-Making GPT model outperforms tra-
ditional RL-trained specialist models, significantly enhancing
the generalization capabilities of data-driven decision-making
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approaches. Despite the demonstrated efficacy of the GPT
model in decision-making scenarios, there remains a pressing
need to further enhance the safety and overall performance of
Transformer-based decision-making methods.

Building upon the contextual framework outlined, our re-
search extends previous efforts by first conceptualizing the
decision-making challenges in autonomous vehicles as a Con-
strained Markov Decision Process (CMDP) and simultane-
ously addressing these as a sequence modeling issue. We
harness the capabilities of the Generative Pre-trained Trans-
former (GPT) model, specifically leveraging insights from
the architecture of GPT-2 [11], to learn from human expert
driving data and to interact effectively with the environment.
We propose an improved GPT model, incorporating sequence-
level entropy regularizers aimed at improving both safety
and sampling efficiency. This improved GPT model, designed
for end-to-end driving tasks, learns from expert decision-
making data and makes auto-regressive driving decisions akin
to those in natural language processing challenges. Moreover,
it employs a stochastic policy representation with entropy
regularization as its optimization target. This approach mit-
igates the compounding errors typically observed in offline
settings and permits the policy to explore a broader range of
actions, thus significantly boosting the model’s overall perfor-
mance. Additionally, an offline expert data collection module
has been developed to train multiple reinforcement learning
agents, accumulating valuable data across varied scenarios.
The comprehensive workflow of this process is depicted in
Figure 1.

Furthermore, we trained and evaluated GPT models with
varying parameter sizes across different traffic scenarios. The
results demonstrate that our model achieves superior safety and
overall performance compared to both the baseline methods
and the original decision-making GPT model.

The contributions of our work are summarized as follows:
• We abstract and model the decision-making problem

for autonomous vehicles as a sequence modeling and
prediction task, utilizing the GPT model.

• We introduce an improved decision-making GPT model
based on the GPT-2 architecture, employing a Shannon
entropy regularizer to enhance safety performance.

• Extensive experiments confirm that our enhanced GPT
model surpasses other baseline methods in terms of
decision-making quality and safety performance.

II. PRELIMINARIES

This section introduces foundational concepts relevant to the
constrained Markov decision process and safe reinforcement
learning, followed by the formalization of the decision-making
problem at hand.

A. Constrained Markov Decision Process (CMDP) and Safe
RL

Safe reinforcement learning (safe RL) represents a sub-
set of reinforcement learning (RL) methodologies designed
to enhance the safety of RL algorithms, typically framed

Evaluation Data Collection

Training
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Expert Data Buffer

… RL Expert

Decision-making GPT

Fig. 1: The overall procedure of our work.

within the Constrained Markov Decision Process (CMDP)
paradigm [12], [13]. A CMDP, defined as a finite horizonM,
consists of the tuple (S,A,P, r, c, µ0). Here, S denotes the
state space, A the action space, P : S × A × S → [0, 1] the
transition probability function, r : S ×A×S → R the reward
function, and µ0 : S → [0, 1] the initial state distribution. The
CMDP framework extends the traditional Markov Decision
Process (MDP) by incorporating an additional cost function
c : S×A×S → [0, Cmax], which assigns a cost for constraint
violations, with Cmax representing the maximum possible
cost. Although this framework can be applied to scenarios with
multiple constraints or partial observability, for simplicity, this
study focuses on CMDPs with a single, explicit constraint.

The objective of safe RL within this CMDP framework is
defined by both a CMDP and a constraint threshold κ →
[0,+∞). A policy π : S×A → [0, 1] governs the action selec-
tion, and a trajectory τ = {s1, a1, r1, c1, ..., sT , aT , rT , cT },
where T = |τ | is the maximum episode length. The cumulative
reward R(τ) =

∑T
t=1 rt and the total cost C(τ) =

∑T
t=1 ct of

a trajectory τ are used to evaluate performance. The principal
aim of safe RL is to optimize the policy that maximizes
the expected reward, constrained by the requirement that the
expected cost does not exceed the threshold κ:

max
π

Eτ ∼ π
[
R(τ)

]
, s.t. Eτ ∼ π

[
C(τ)

]
≤ κ. (1)

In an offline setting, where the agent cannot collect addi-
tional data through interaction but must rely on pre-collected
trajectories from potentially arbitrary and unknown policies,
this formulation poses unique challenges to achieving the
constrained optimization objectives.

B. Problem Formulation

This subsection elucidates the formulation of our problem
by precisely defining the state and action spaces used within
our model.

1) State Space: The state input S of our AV model is de-
lineated into four primary components. The initial component
captures the ego vehicle’s own state, characterized by its posi-
tion [xego, yego], velocity [vxego , vyego ], steering angle [heading],



and the distance from the road boundary [disbound]. The
second component involves navigation information, wherein
a route from the origin to the destination is computed, and
checkpoints are established at defined intervals. This setup
provides navigation data, including the relative distance and
direction to the subsequent checkpoint. The third component is
a 240-dimensional vector that effectively models the vehicle’s
surrounding environment, similar to the data obtained from
LiDAR point clouds. This data is gathered through a LiDAR
sensor that scans a 360-degree horizontal field of view with
240 lasers, a maximum detection radius of 50 meters, and
a horizontal resolution of 1.5 degrees. The final component
integrates the state of surrounding vehicles, including their po-
sitions and velocities, acquired through V2X communication
technologies.

2) Action Space: The action space of our model, repre-
sented by A = [a1, a2]

T ∈ (0, 1), is confined to the interval
(0,1) and is employed to manage the lateral and longitudinal
motions of the vehicle. These normalized actions are trans-
lated into specific low-level continuous control commands as
follows:

us = Smax · a1
ua = Fmax ·max{0, a2}
ub = −Bmax ·min{0, a2}

(2)

Here, Smax denotes the maximum steering angle, Fmax specifies
the maximum engine force, and Bmax represents the maximum
braking force.

III. METHODOLOGY

This section delineates the architecture of our decision-
making model, focusing on the incorporation of entropy reg-
ularization to enhance the performance of the GPT model.

A. Decision-making GPT Model
In alignment with prior work [9], the training process of

the decision-making GPT is conceptualized as a sequence
modeling challenge and is conducted in an autoregressive
manner.

1) Input Representation with Target Cost Threshold: Con-
sider a trajectory τ (τ ∈ D) representing a sequence of actions
taken by an AV, sampled from the expert offline dataset,
with |τ | denoting its length. The Return-to-Go (RTG) for
the trajectory at timestep t is defined as: gt =

∑T
t′=t rt′ ,

which aggregates the future rewards of the AV from timestep
t onward. Distinct from the approach in [9], we introduce an
additional element representing the target cost threshold c′,
enhancing the input sequence. Here, c′t =

∑T
t′=t ct′ reflects

the accumulated cost from timestep t. Define s = (s1, ..., s|τ |),
a = (a1, ..., a|τ |), g = (g1, ..., g|τ |), and c′ = (c1, ..., c|τ |) as
the sequences representing state, action, RTG, and cost for τ ,
respectively. The composite representation of a trajectory that
is input to the GPT model is thus formatted as:

τ ′ =
(
s1, a1, g1, c1, s2, a2, g2, c2, ..., sT , aT , gT , cT

)
(3)

The initial RTG, g1, corresponds to the total expected return
of the trajectory.
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Fig. 2: The workflow of our decision-making GPT model.

2) Architecture: As shown in Figure 2, the decision-making
GPT model utilizes an approach similar to NLP techniques for
modeling decision-making tasks.

Initially, expert trajectories τ ′ are randomly sampled from
the data pool D, and these trajectories are then transformed
into tokens suitable for the model’s processing. Denote
xt = {s−K:t,a−K:t−1,g−K:t, c

′
−K:t} as the input tokens at

timestep t, where s−K,t is shorthand for the sequence of K
past states smax(1,t−K+1):t, similarly for a−K:t−1,g−K,t and
c′−K,t. K is a hyperparameter and is also referred to as the
context length for the GPT.

Subsequently, a Multilayer Perceptron (MLP) is employed
to map these tokens into a continuous vector space. Positional
encodings (PE), as proposed in [14], are added to these
embeddings to preserve the sequential order of the input
tokens:

x′
t = MLP(xx) (4)

et = x′
t + Positional Encoding(xt) (5)

These embeddings are subsequently fed into the Trans-
former layers, where they undergo transformations to produce
hidden states ht:

ht = TransformerLayer(et) (6)

Finally, a linear prediction layer is used to generate pre-
dicted action a′t+1 based on the hidden states:

a′t+1 = Linear(ht) (7)

B. Sequence Modeling with Entropy Regularization

This subsection delineates the learning objective with en-
tropy regularization for our decision-making GPT model,
emphasizing the development of a probabilistic, stochastic
policy that optimizes the likelihood of actions from the expert
dataset in a continuous action space.

We adopt a generalized probabilistic learning objective
and extend it to incorporate exploration strategies into our



decision-making framework. In alignment with standard prac-
tices in the field [8], [15], we model the action distributions
conditioned on states and RTGs using a multivariate Gaus-
sian distribution with a diagonal covariance matrix. Formally,
the policy of the decision-making GPT, denoted by π with
parameters θ, is defined as follows:

πθ(at|ot)

= N (µθ(ot),Σθ(ot)), ∀t,
(8)

where the covariance matrix Σθ is assumed to be diagonal and
ot = {s−K:t, g−K:t, c

′
−K:t}. Given a stochastic policy, we

aim to maximize the log-likelihood of observed trajectories,
equivalently minimizing the negative log-likelihood (NLL)
loss as follows:

J(θ) = 1
K E(a,o)∼D[− log πθ(a|o)]

= 1
K E(a,o)∼D[−

∑K
k=1 log πθ(ak|ok)].

(9)

To enhance exploration, we quantify it via the entropy of
the policy, defined as:

Hθ[a|o] = 1
K E(o)∼D

[
H[πθ(a|o)]

]
= 1

K E(o)∼T
[∑K

k=1 H[πθ(ak|ok)]
]
,

(10)

where H[πθ(a)] denotes the Shannon entropy of the distribu-
tion πθ(a).

Aligning with prevalent max-entropy reinforcement learning
algorithms [16], we impose a lower bound on policy entropy
to foster exploration. The optimization problem is thus formu-
lated as:

min
θ

J(θ) subject to Hθ[a|o] ≥ β, (11)

where β is a prefixed hyperparameter. Following [15], we
address the dual problem of Equation (11) to avoid direct
handling of the inequality constraint, defining the Lagrangian
as L(θ, λ) = J(θ) + λ(β − Hθ[a|o]). The optimization
alternates between minimizing θ and maximizing λ, structured
as:

min
θ

J(θ)− λHθ[a|o], (12)

min
λ≥0

λ(Hθ[a|o]− β). (13)

Consequently, the final loss function during training com-
bines both NLL and entropy losses:

ℓgpt = −
∑

a,o∈D
log πθ(a|o)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ℓnll

−λ
∑
o∈D

H[πθ(·|o)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
ℓent

(14)

The whole training process of our model could be summa-
rized in Algorithm 1.

IV. EXPERIMENT AND EVALUATION

In this section, the detailed information of the simulation
environment and our models will be introduced. Sequently,
the experiments results are analyzed.

Algorithm 1: Decision-making GPT Model Training
Procedure
Inputs : GPT model π, dataset D, entropy weight λ,

gradient steps M
Outputs: Trained GPT model πθ

1 Initialize GPT model with random weights θ;
2 for Step = 1 to M do
3 Sample offline data;
4 Sample a batch of trajectories τ with length K

from D with batch size B ;
5 Compute RTG g and cost c′ for each trajectory τ ;
6 Get input tokens x : Tokenize(τ);
7 Predict the next token;
8 Embed input tokens : e = MLP(x) + PEt;
9 Acquire hidden states h by TransformerLayer(e);

10 Get predicted action a by LinearLayer(h);
11 Compute the NLL loss and entropy loss;
12 ℓnll = −

∑
a,o∈D log πθ(a|o);

13 ℓent = −
∑

o∈D H[πθ(·|o)];
14 Update the policy parameter;
15 ℓgpt = ℓnll + λℓent;
16 θ ← θ − α∇θℓgpt;
17 end

Fig. 3: Three kinds of scenarios we used for our methods
training and testing.

A. Experiments and Baselines

Environments. Our experimental setup, encompassing data
collection, training of the decision-making GPT model, and
its evaluation, was conducted within the MetaDrive Simulator
[17]. This simulator, grounded in the OpenAI Gym Environ-
ment framework, facilitates the creation of diverse traffic sce-
narios. Our study encompasses three types of composite traffic
scenarios: the first scenario integrates a straight road with a
curved road, testing fundamental autonomous driving decision-
making skills. The second scenario features two unsignalized
intersections, one in a cross shape and another in a T shape, re-
spectively. Lastly, the third scenario comprises a more intricate
combination of a roundabout, a ramp-merge scenario, and a T-
shaped intersection, posing greater challenges for autonomous
vehicles in terms of interaction and decision-making. These
scenarios are depicted in Figure 3.

Dataset Collection. The collection of a high-quality of-
fline expert dataset is pivotal for the effective training of
the decision-making GPT model. As depicted in Figure 1,
we employ the CPPO algorithm [18], an enhancement of
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Fig. 4: The reward and cost results of our method and baselines from different scenarios. Subfigures (a) and (d) are from
scenario 1; subfigures (b) and (e) are from scenario 2; subfigures (c) and (f) are from scenario 3.

the PPO-Lagrangian method, to accumulate experience data.
This dataset includes trajectories and rewards from various
environments, which are subsequently stored in a data buffer
to form the offline dataset. For each scenario, differentiated by
complexity and traffic density, approximately 10,000 trajecto-
ries are collected using the expert agent.

Baselines. To establish a robust comparative framework,
we selected several competitive baseline algorithms that are
prevalent in the realms of safe RL and autonomous driving
decision control. These include the classical Behavior Cloning
algorithm (BC), the GPT model without entropy regularization
[7], and Batch-Constrained deep Q-learning (BCQL) [19].
These baselines provide a comprehensive reference point to
evaluate the enhancements brought forth by our improved GPT
model in handling complex driving decisions.

B. Implementation Details

For each model implemented in this study, training was
conducted over 20, 000 timesteps with a batch size of 512.
The specific parameters utilized for the decision-making GPT
are detailed in Table I. The policy network of BC and BCQL
are built based on a 3-layer MLP with 256 hidden units. The
reward and cost function of our expert data-collection model
is defined as:

R = ω1rdis + ω2rv + ω3rs (15)

C = ω′
1c1 + ω′

2c2 + ω′
3c3 (16)

The components include rdis for the reward based on distance
covered, rv for the speed reward, and rs for the terminal
reward. c1, c2 and c3 are the penalty for the condition: out
of road, crashing with other vehicles, crashing with other
objects, respectively. We set the following values for the
reward function: rdis = 1, rv = 0.1, rs = 10, rc1 = 5.0,
rc2 = 5.0 and rc3 = 5.0. The coefficient of each reward term
is set as 1.

All experiments were conducted in a computation platform
with Intel Xeon Silver 4214R CPU and NVIDIA GeForce RTX
3090 GPU × 2.

TABLE I: The hyperparameter of the decision-making GPT
model

Symbol Definition Value

Lr Learning Rate 10−4

K Training Context Length 10
Nh Number of Attention Heads 8
Nl Number of Layers 3/6
Ed Embedding Dimension 128/ 512/ 1024

C. Results Analysis

Our methodology and various baselines were trained and
evaluated across three distinct scenarios, utilizing both reward
and safety cost as key performance indicators, as defined in
Equations 15 and 16 respectively. The comparative training
dynamics of all algorithms are depicted in Figure 4.

Figures 4(a), (b), and (c) present the training reward curves
for each algorithm across the three scenarios. In Scenario
1, as shown in Figure 4(a), both our method and the GPT
model without entropy regularization (w/o ER) demonstrate
superior reward outcomes compared to the other two methods.
However, in Scenarios 2 and 3, depicted in Figures 4(b) and (c)
respectively, the GPT (w/o ER) fails to exhibit a competitive
edge over the BC and BAQL algorithms, suggesting challenges
in managing complex and highly interactive driving tasks.
Nonetheless, our enhanced approach consistently delivers the
highest rewards and optimal operational performance across
all scenarios.

In terms of safety performance, Figures 4(d), (e), and (f)
illustrate the safety costs incurred in each scenario, reflecting
the incidence of safety violations. While the BCQL algorithm
shows commendable safety performance in Scenario 2, it
nevertheless incurs substantial safety violations in Scenarios



1 and 3. Similarly, both BC and GPT (w/o ER) exhibit
deficiencies across varying scenarios. In contrast, our method
consistently outperforms the baselines by achieving the lowest
safety costs, underscoring its superior safety performance.

Additionally, all algorithms were subjected to 50 test itera-
tions in each scenario, with the outcomes detailed in Table II.
The results validate the effectiveness of our decision-making
GPT model, particularly in Scenario 3, which features the
most complex traffic conditions. Our method not only reported
the lowest instances of safety violations but also the highest
rewards, confirming its robustness and superior performance in
challenging environments. Meanwhile, the animated version of
testing cases are provided, which can be accessed at the site.1

TABLE II: The average evaluation results of different methods
in different scenarios.

Scenario Metric BC BCQL GPT (w/o ER) Our Method

Scenario 1 Reward 560.64 98.42 477.27 705.81
Cost 41.61 10.92 22.54 8.06

Scenario 2 Reward 217.20 393.70 371.52 662.51
Cost 23.19 16.60 44.78 15.94

Scenario 3 Reward 527.92 456.13 327.15 765.73
Cost 30.42 37.60 32.23 5.79

V. CONCLUSION

Decision-making processes are crucial for ensuring the
operational integrity and safety of AVs. Existing data-driven
decision-making algorithms within this sphere show potential
for further enhancement. In this study, we have developed
an improved decision-making GPT model, framed within the
CMDP and approached as a sequence prediction task. We
incorporated entropy regularization, a technique that promotes
exploration during training, to refine the optimization target
of the GPT model. The efficacy of our decision-making
GPT model has been assessed across various driving tasks.
Comparative analyses with baseline methods indicate that our
model achieves superior performance, especially in terms of
safety and overall operational effectiveness.

Looking forward, we plan to integrate online fine-tuning
methods into the training regimen of our decision-making GPT
model to augment its flexibility and generalization capabilities
in increasingly complex scenarios. Additionally, we aim to
sample and collect high-quality expert data from diverse
canonical scenarios to enhance the guidance provided during
the GPT model’s learning process.
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