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ABSTRACT

This paper presents a novel approach to improve the Model Predictive Path Integral (MPPI) con-
trol by using a transformer to initialize the mean control sequence. Traditional MPPI methods of-
ten struggle with sample efficiency and computational costs due to suboptimal initial rollouts. We
propose TransformerMPPI, which uses a transformer trained on historical control data to generate
informed initial mean control sequences. TransformerMPPI combines the strengths of the attention
mechanism in transformers and sampling-based control, leading to improved computational per-
formance and sample efficiency. The ability of the transformer to capture long-horizon patterns in
optimal control sequences allows TransformerMPPI to start from a more informed control sequence,
reducing the number of samples required, and accelerating convergence to optimal control sequence.
We evaluate our method on various control tasks, including avoidance of collisions in a 2D environ-
ment and autonomous racing in the presence of static and dynamic obstacles. Numerical simulations
demonstrate that TransformerMPPI consistently outperforms traditional MPPI algorithms in terms
of overall average cost, sample efficiency, and computational speed in the presence of static and
dynamic obstacles.

Keywords transformer · model predictive path integral control · sample efficiency · 2D navigation · autonomous
racing

1 Introduction

Model Predictive Control (MPC) [1, 2, 3] has emerged as a powerful framework for optimal control across a diverse
range of applications, including robotics [4, 5], space [6] and ocean [7, 8] operations. At its core, MPC involves
solving a finite-horizon optimal control problem at each time step, executing the first control input, and then repeating
this process in a receding horizon manner. This approach allows MPC to handle nonlinear dynamics, constraints, and
objectives while adapting to changing conditions in real-time.

Within the broader optimization-based control paradigm, sampling-based control methods, particularly Model Predic-
tive Path Integral (MPPI) control have gained significant traction in recent years, particularly in domains characterized

1*Both authors contributed equally to this research.

ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

17
11

8v
1 

 [
cs

.R
O

] 
 2

2 
D

ec
 2

02
4



Transformer MPPI A PREPRINT

Obstacle
xk

xk+N

xgoal

Mean initialized from
previous iteration

(a) MPPI

Obstacle
xk xgoal

xk+N

Transformer-initialized mean

lower no:
of samples

(b) TransformerMPPI

Figure 1: Instead of using the mean control sequence from the previous iteration as in the MPPI (Fig. 1a), we leverage an informed
transformer initialized mean control sequence. As observed from Fig. 1b, if the mean control sequence is initialized via the trained
transformer model, it leads to a lower number of samples for TransformerMPPI to converge to the optimal sequence.

by highly nonlinear dynamics, nonconvex cost functions, or learned models. MPPI reformulates the optimal control
problem from an information-theoretic perspective, drawing connections to free energy and the Feynman-Kac lemma.
This formulation leads to an update rule for the control distribution, where the sampled trajectories are weighted ex-
ponentially according to their costs. MPPI has demonstrated remarkable empirical success in a variety of challenging
control tasks, from agile autonomous driving [9, 10] to quadrotor control [11, 12, 13, 14] and robotic manipulation
[15, 16, 17, 18, 19]. The main advantages of MPPI over MPC based controllers are that these methods are devoid of
traditional nonlinear programming or optimization-based convex solvers in favor of a more flexible zeroth-order opti-
mization approach. By sampling control trajectories from a distribution, evaluating their costs, and updating the sam-
pling distribution based on these evaluations, sampling-based control can handle nonlinear dynamics and constraints
without requiring differentiability or convexity of the objective cost function and constraints. In addition, sampling
multiple control trajectories can be parallelized on GPUs and are less susceptible to the curse of dimensionality.

MPPI, while promising, can face practical challenges. A key concern is that it may generate infeasible control se-
quences if all sampled trajectories fall in high-cost regions, potentially violating system constraints or getting stuck in
local minima. To address this, various solutions have been proposed in the literature. Reference [20] improves MPPI
by incorporating an informed sampling process. They use conditional variational autoencoders [21] to learn distribu-
tions that emulate samples from a dataset containing optimized controls. These learned distributions are utilized to
adjust the mean of sampling distribution prior to executing the MPPI process. Reference [22] applied optimization
techniques originally developed for gradient descent to modify the control input at each time step, thereby improving
convergence to the optimal control. Reference [23] proposed a Bayesian MPC approach that accommodates multi-
modal distributions and approximates the posterior distribution using Stein variational gradient descent [24]. Reference
[25] proposed an iteration step within the MPPI framework, adjusting only the mean of sampling distribution from the
weighted average of the previous MPPI iteration. Reference [26] used the Tsallis divergence to formulate a sampling-
based algorithm and used a similar iteration procedure as in [25] to refine the distribution within the control update
step. However, their approach involves sampling and optimization over different distributions at each control step.
On the other hand, MPPI-based approaches that efficiently handle uncertainties have been proposed in the literature.
Tube-MPPI [27] incorporates an iterative Linear Quadratic Gaussian (iLQG) controller to track the MPPI-generated
trajectory, although it requires dynamics linearization. Reference [28] uses a nonlinear L1 adaptive controller to han-
dle model uncertainty. Reference [29] focuses on improving MPPI’s sampling techniques. One method improves
MPPI by incorporating the covariance steering principle. Reference [9] samples from a product of normal and log-
normal distributions instead of just a Gaussian distribution. These techniques lead to more efficient trajectories, better
state-space exploration, and reduced risk of local minima compared to standard MPPI.

Previous approaches to informed sampling in model predictive control, such as those using conditional variational
autoencoders or optimization methods, often suffer from limited generalization and high computational costs. In cer-
tain scenarios, they often lack generalizability to problems with time-varying parameters, such as environments with
dynamic obstacles. These methods typically struggle to adapt to changing problem conditions, limiting their applica-
bility in real-world scenarios where the environment is constantly evolving. To address this limitation, transformers
[30] offer a more robust solution for informed mean initialization, as their attention mechanisms and ability to process
long-range dependencies allow them to better capture and adapt to temporal variations in problem parameters, making
them particularly well-suited for handling dynamic environments and obstacles in continuous control tasks.

In this paper, we propose a novel approach to improve the performance and efficiency of MPPI by leveraging trans-
formers for initializing an informed mean control sequence during sampling of the control inputs. Our method, termed
TransformerMPPI, addresses the following key limitations of standard MPPI [31]. The first is on the initialization
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quality. As shown in Fig. 1, traditional MPPI often relies on zero initialization or initialization from the previous itera-
tion [32], which can lead to suboptimal performance, especially in high-dimensional control spaces. TransformerMPPI
uses a transformer model trained on historical optimal control data to generate close to optimal initial mean control
sequences, providing a more informed starting point for optimization. Second, is the sample and computational ef-
ficiency. By starting from a better initialization, TransformerMPPI can potentially reduce the number of samples
required to converge to a good solution, improving computational efficiency even in the presence of dynamic obsta-
cles.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the preliminaries followed by the proposed
approach in Section 3. Section 4 presents the numerical simulations for our approach, followed by the concluding
remarks in Section 5.

2 Problem Formulation and Preliminaries

In this section, we discuss the problem statement and briefly discuss the mathematical formulation of MPPI control.

2.1 Problem Formulation

Consider the discrete-time nonlinear system as follows:

xk+1 = f (xk,wk) , x0 = x0, (1)

where the state xk ∈ Rn, f is a time-invariant nonlinear state transition function of the system, wk ∼ N (uk,Σu)
is the perturbed control input with mean control uk ∈ Rm and covariance Σu. Within a finite time horizon N , we
denote the control sequence u[t,t+N ] =

[
uT
t ,u

T
t+1, . . . ,u

T
t+N−1

]T ∈ RmN and the corresponding state trajectory

x[t,t+N+1] =
[
xT
t ,x

T
t+1, . . . ,x

T
t+N

]T ∈ Rn(N+1). Let X d denote the environment space with Xr (xk) ⊂ X d and
Xobs ⊂ X d representing the region occupied by the agent and the obstacles, respectively. The objective of a stochastic
optimal control problem is to synthesize an optimal control sequence u[t,t+N ] at time t, that generates a collision-free
trajectory, guiding the agent from its current state xs to the desired state xf , while minimizing the cost function J
subject to specified nonlinear constraints. The uncontrolled p(W ) and controlled q(W ) probability density functions
(PDF) are given respectively by:

p(W ) =

N−1∏
i=0

((2π)m|Σu|)−1/2
exp

(
−1

2
wT

i Σ
−1
u wi

)
,

q(W ) =

N−1∏
i=0

((2π)m|Σu|)−1/2
exp

(
−1

2
(wi − ui)

T
Σ−1

u (wi − ui)

)
,

where W = {w0,w1, · · · ,wN−1} The optimization problem is formulated as:

min
U

EQ[J(W )] = EQ

[
ϕ (xN ) +

N−1∑
k=0

(
s (xk) +

1

2
uT
kRuk

)]
(2a)

s.t. xk+1 = f (xk,wk) , wk ∼ N (uk,Σu) (2b)
Xr (xk) ∩ Xobs = ∅, h (xk,uk) ≤ 0 (2c)

x0 = x0, uk ∈ U , xk ∈ X (2d)

where R ∈ Sm×m
+ is a positive-definite matrix, U ⊂ Rm denotes the set of constrained control inputs, h(xk,uk) is a

set of nonlinear inequality constraints for the agent and X denotes the set of all possible states xk. The terminal cost
function ϕ (xN ) and the running cost function s (xk) can be arbitrary functions (that includes non-smooth functions
as well), offering a flexible and general approach compared to MPC based controllers.

2.2 MPPI Algorithm

Define the free energy as

F (J,P,x0, λ) = −λ log

(
EP

[
exp

(
− 1

λ
J(W )

)])
,

3
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where P represents a base measure characterizing the uncontrolled input distribution with PDF p(W ), and λ > 0 is a
tuning parameter. It can be shown that:

F (J,P,x0, λ) ≤ EQ[J(W )] + λKL(Q||P), (3)

where Q is probability measure characterizing the controlled input distribution W with PDF q(W ), and KL(Q∥P)
represents the Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence between the base and controlled measures. This inequality indicates
that the free energy acts as a lower bound for the sum of the expected cost under the controlled distribution and a control
cost represented by the KL divergence. The stochastic optimal control problem (2) can be solved by minimizing the
KL-Divergence between controlled and uncontrolled distributions i.e., KL(Q||P). To that end, we define an optimal
control distribution Q⋆ via its Radon-Nikodym derivative with respect to P as

dQ⋆

dP
=

exp
(
− 1

λJ(W )
)

EP
[
exp

(
− 1

λJ(W )
)] .

By substituting Q with Q⋆ in (3), it can be shown that Q⋆ is indeed an optimal control distribution, as it attains the
lower bound in (3). The objective is then to align our control distribution Q with the optimal distribution Q⋆ through
KL minimization, resulting in the optimal control sequence U⋆ = argmin

U
KL (Q⋆∥Q). This approach leads to a new

distribution, Q⋆, for importance sampling, defined by the PDF:

q⋆(W ) =
1

η
exp

(
− 1

λ
J(W )

)
p(W ),

where η > 0 is a normalizing constant ensuring that the integral of q⋆(W ) over the sample space equals one. The
sensitivity parameter η > 0 adjusts the importance of cost differences between trajectories. Consequently, the optimal
control input u⋆

i is given by:

u⋆
i =

∫
q⋆(W )wi dW, ∀ i ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}.

To optimize the number of samples needed for a reliable approximation of the optimal control input, importance
sampling is applied. This is done by multiplying the above equation with PDFs that are strictly positive when
q⋆(W )wi ̸= 0, resulting in:

u⋆
i =

∫
q⋆(W )

p(W )

p(W )

q(W )
q(W )wi dW. (4)

A weighting function, µ(W ), is then defined as:

µ(W ) =
q⋆(W )

p(W )

p(W )

q(W )
.

Incorporating this weighting function yields the optimal control input in (4) as u⋆
i = EQ [µ(W )wi] . The ratios used

in defining µ(W ) are known and given by:

q⋆(W )

p(W )
=

1

η
exp

(
− 1

λ
J(W )

)
,

p(W )

q(W )
= exp

(
N−1∑
i=0

1

2
uT
i Σ

−1
u ui −wT

i Σ
−1
u wi

)
.

Substituting these into the weighting function equation results in:

q(W ) =

N−1∑
i=0

1

2
uT
i Σ

−1
u ui −wT

i Σ
−1
u wi, µ(W ) =

1

η
exp

(
− 1

λ
J(W ) + q(W )

)
.

The normalizing constant η is computationally challenging to determine directly. Instead, a Monte Carlo approach is
used, employing K realizations of control disturbances as follows:

η ≈
K∑

k=1

exp

(
− 1

λ
J
(
W k
)
+ q

(
W k
))

.

where W k, Ek and Uk is the kth sample given as follows:

Ek =
{
ϵk0 , · · · , ϵkN−1

}
, Uk =

{
uk
0 , · · · ,uk

N−1

}
, W k = Uk + Ek.

4
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xk+K

(a) TransformerMPPI

Figure 2: Schematic of TransformerMPPI: Our approach enhances the computational efficiency of the MPPI framework by lever-
aging a transformer-based attention mechanism to generate informed initial mean control sequences, improving sample efficiency
and accelerating convergence. This approach can be seamlessly integrated with any state-of-the-art MPPI algorithm.

The MPPI algorithm then computes the importance weights for each trajectory based on their costs where the weight
computed as µk is given by

µk =
1

η
exp

(
− 1

λ
J
(
W k
)
+ q(W k)

)
. (5)

These weights give higher importance to trajectories with lower costs, effectively focusing the optimization on more
promising regions of the control space. Finally, the optimal control sequence is then computed as a weighted average
of the sampled controls as u⋆

i = ui +
∑K

k=1 µkϵ
k
i . In addition, the obtained control sequence is then smoothed using

the Savitzky-Golay filter [31]. This formulation allows MPPI to approximate the optimal control by emphasizing
low-cost trajectories while still maintaining exploration through the stochastic sampling process.

3 Proposed approach

In this section, we propose using an transformer architecture for initializing the MPPI with an informed mean control
sequence followed by MPPI control. The overall approach involves two main phases: the learning phase and the
execution phase. In the learning phase, the transformer model is trained using the teacher-forcing strategy on a data
set that contains optimal control sequences from previous control tasks obtained using the original MPPI algorithm
[31]. The transformer architecture is specifically designed to capture long-horizon dependencies in control sequences,
allowing it to effectively map the current state and environmental context to an initial mean control sequence. This
sequence serves as an approximation that is closer to the optimal solution, thus improving the subsequent MPPI
sampling process. In the execution phase, the trained transformer model is used for real-time prediction of the initial
mean control sequence for the MPPI algorithm, using an autoregressive decoding approach to generate predictions.
As shown in the results section (Section 4), this informed mean initialization reduces the number of samples required
for the TransformerMPPI algorithm to converge to an optimal control sequence, thus accelerating convergence and
improving computational performance.

3.1 Transformer architecture for informed mean control sequence initialization

Let, the environment provides contextual information c ∈ Rp, such as obstacle coordinates for navigation 2D envi-
ronment or lane information for autonomous racing and other parameters that are together stacked into a vector c with
dimension p. Our goal is to learn a mapping from a sequence of past states and environmental context to a sequence
of future control inputs given by:

Πθ : {xt−k, . . . ,xt, c} 7→ {ut,ut+1, . . . ,ut+H−1} ,
where k is the number of past time steps considered, H is the prediction horizon, and θ are the parameters of the
transformer. Towards this goal, we use a transformer architecture which use self-attention mechanisms to process
input sequences and generate outputs. The proposed transformer consists of an encoder (Fig. 3b) and a decoder (Fig.
3c), each comprising multiple layers of self-attention and position-wise feedforward networks (FFN). The overall
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Figure 3: Transformer architecture for mean control sequence prediction

architecture is illustrated in Fig. 3a. The input to the encoder is a sequence of past states concatenated with the
environmental context:

xenc =
[
xT
t−k+1, . . . ,x

T
t , c

T
]T ∈ R(k+1)×n+p,

where each state xi and the context c are vectors. We augment the sequence with the context c to provide the model
with static environmental information throughout the prediction. During training, the decoder input is a sequence of
ground truth shifted control input sequence:

udec =
[
0,uT

t ,u
T
t+1, . . . ,u

T
t+H−2

]T ∈ RH×m,

where the first value (i.e., start token) is initialized to 0 and the last value of control input sequence ignored. Assuming
Embedenc and Embeddec are linear transformations, we pass the encoder and decoder inputs through embedding layers
to lift them into a higher-dimensional space as follows:

Eenc = Embedenc(xenc) ∈ R(k+1)×dmodel , Edec = Embeddec(udec) ∈ RH×dmodel ,

where dmodel indicates the dimensionality of the model. To incorporate sequence order information, we add positional
encodings to the embedded inputs. If pos represents the position in the sequence (ranging from 0 to L − 1), the
positional encoding P ∈ RL×dmodel for dimension i is defined as:

Ppos,2i = sin

(
pos

10000
2i

dmodel

)
, Ppos,2i+1 = cos

(
pos

10000
2i

dmodel

)
,

where i is the dimension index (ranging from 0 to dmodel/2 − 1). The positional encodings are then added to the
embedded inputs as follows:

Zenc = Eenc +Penc, Zdec = Edec +Pdec.

Both the encoder and decoder are composed of N identical layers. Each layer in encoder includes a multi-head
self-attention framework and a position-wise FFN. On the other hand, each decoder layer contains a masked multi-
head self-attention framework, an encoder-decoder attention framework, and a position-wise FFN. Note that residual
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connections and layer normalization are implemented following each sub-layer. The multi-head attention framework
allows the model to focus on information from various representation subspaces. Let queries Q, keys K, and values
V be given, then the scaled dot-product attention can be computed as follows:

Attention(Q,K,V) = softmax

(
QKT

√
dk

)
V,

where dk is the dimensionality of the keys. For multi-head attention with h heads, queries, keys, and values are each
linearly transformed h times using distinct learned linear projections into corresponding spaces of dimensions dk, dk,
and dv , respectively. The outputs are concatenated and projected again to obtain the final values:

MultiHead(Q,K,V) = Concat(head1, . . . , headh)WO,

where headi = Attention(QWQ
i ,KWK

i ,VWV
i ) with learnable projection matrices WQ

i , WK
i , WV

i , and WO.
Each layer includes a position-wise FFN that is applied independently and uniformly to each position, as described
below:

FFN(x) = ReLU(xW1 + b1)W2 + b2,

where W1, W2, b1, and b2 are learnable parameters. The decoder outputs are then passed through a final linear layer
to generate the predicted control sequences:

û = Linear(Zdec) ∈ RH×m.

3.2 TransformerMPPI Algorithm

In standard MPPI control, the initialization of the mean control sequence, denoted as ut, is frequently set to zero or
based on the previous control sequence. Although this approach may suffice in relatively static or simplistic scenar-
ios, it often proves suboptimal in dynamic or high-dimensional environments. In this paper, transformers are chosen
over recurrent neural networks such as gated recurrent units [33, 34] due to several key advantages. Firstly, trans-
formers excel at capturing long-range dependencies within sequences through their self-attention mechanisms, which
dynamically weigh the importance of different elements in the input sequence. This capability is crucial in dynamic
and high-dimensional environments where understanding intricate temporal and contextual relationships can signifi-
cantly improve performance. Secondly, transformers support parallel processing of sequence data, leading to faster
training and inference times compared to the sequential nature of RNNs. This parallelization is particularly beneficial
for real-time applications where computational efficiency is paramount. These attributes make transformers a more
suitable and effective framework for generating informed control sequences in the context of MPPI control. Building
on these strengths, TransformerMPPI uses a transformer-based model to generate an informed initialization of the
mean control sequence, leveraging contextual information about the current state and environment. Specifically, at
each time step t, the transformer predicts the sequence of mean control actions for the planning horizon H as follows:
{ût, ût+1, . . . , ût+H} = Πθ ({xt−k, . . . ,xt, c}). where Πθ represents the trained transformer model parameter-
ized by θ. Subsequently, control samples for the MPPI algorithm are drawn around the transformer-predicted mean
sequence as: uk

t+i = ût+i + ϵkt+i where ϵkt+i ∼ N (0,Σu) is the control noise for sample k, Σu is the covariance
matrix, and i ∈ {0, . . . ,H}. Incorporating transformer-based initialization introduces a significant improvement in
the efficiency of the standard MPPI algorithm [31]. By centering the sampling process around control sequences that
are more likely to result in lower cost outcomes, the search space is effectively constrained to regions with higher prob-
ability of success. This not only improves sampling efficiency, but also reduces the computational burden associated
with evaluating suboptimal control sequences. A comprehensive description of the implementation steps, including
the integration of transformer predictions, is provided in Algorithm 1.

3.3 Data collection and training

To effectively train the transformer, a diverse dataset is collected to include the wide array of scenarios a system
may encounter during deployment. Specifically, Nenv distinct environments were generated, each characterized by
a random arrangement of parameterized obstacles. The positions of these obstacles were sampled from predefined
probability distributions to ensure significant variability across scenarios. For each environment, optimal trajectories
were generated using the MPPI controller [31]. These trajectories formed the basis for the training dataset, with
recorded sequences comprising states, control inputs, and environmental context structured as follows:{(

xi
t,u

i
t, c

i
)}Ti

t=0
, i = {1, . . . , Nenv}, (6)

where Ti denotes the length of the i-th trajectory. From each trajectory, input-output pairs were extracted for training
purposes. The input sequence consisted of the past k states and the corresponding environmental context, while the

7



Transformer MPPI A PREPRINT

Algorithm 1 TransformerMPPI

Require: Transition model f (1), cost functions q, ϕ, number of samples K, time horizon H , transformer model Πθ

(parameters θ), initial state x0, context c
1: Initialize control sequence {u0, . . . ,uH−1} ← 0
2: Initialize state x← x0

3: while goal not reached do
4: Obtain current state xt

5: Predict mean control sequence using transformer: {ût+i}Hi=0 ← Πθ ({xt−k, . . . ,xt, c})
6: for k = 1 to K do
7: Sample control noise ϵkt+i ∼ N (0,Σu) where i ∈ {0, . . . ,H}
8: Generate control sequence: uk

t+i = ût+i + ϵkt+i where i ∈ {0, . . . ,H}
9: Simulate trajectory using f i.e., xk

t+1 = f
(
xt,u

k
t+H

)
10: Compute cost Jk using (2a)
11: end for
12: Compute weights µk using (5)
13: Update control sequence: ut+i ← ût+i +

∑K
k=1 µkϵ

k
t+i where i ∈ {0, . . . ,H}

14: Apply control ut to (1)
15: t← t+ 1
16: end while

output was defined as the future control sequence of length H . Before training, we normalize all datasets using
the quantile transform method. This normalization converts the data into a uniform distribution, which is especially
beneficial when the original distribution is unknown or does not conform to the Gaussian distribution often assumed
by many machine learning algorithms. Additionally, this normalization technique improves the robustness to outliers
by ranking data points instead of directly scaling their values. We set the loss function as Huber loss, and the optimizer
used is Adam with hyperparameters tuned for efficient convergence. We use early stopping of loss with patience of
50 epochs to prevent the model from overfitting. By training on a diverse set of scenarios, the transformer learns to
generalize mapping from past states and environmental contexts to future control sequences. This capability allows
for real-time deployment in robotic systems as forward passes through the trained transformer are computationally
efficient. A summary of the configurations used for data generation and transformer training is provided in Table 1.

Table 1: Configurations used for data generation and training
Configuration Navigation 2D Autonomous Racing

Episodes used for training Nenv (max steps Ti) 1000 (150) 300 (500)
Number of obstacles (radius (in m)) 15 (1) 50 (0.8)

Horizon H 20 25
k 5 5

Constraints on control inputs u1 = [0, 2]m/s
u2 = [−1, 1]rad/s

u1 = [−2, 2]m/s2
u2 = [−0.25, 0.25]rad

Batch size 256 256
Learning rate 0.0005 0.0005

Number of epochs (patience) 2000 (50) 2000 (50)
Transformer parameters

(hidden size, encoder/decoder layers, heads, dropout) (256, 3, 8, 0.1) (256, 3, 8, 0.1)

Note that MPPI is a stochastic controller, which means that the optimal control sequence generated for a given con-
figuration is not necessarily unique. This inherent variability arises due to the stochastic sampling of control inputs,
which can lead to different sequences even under identical conditions. To address this issue within the context of
TransformerMPPI, which learns a deterministic mapping, we take the necessary precaution of setting random seeds
at critical stages of the experiment. This ensures consistency and reproducibility in the comparison between Trans-
formerMPPI and MPPI. By controlling the randomness inherent in MPPI, the experiments can focus on evaluating
the core differences in performance attributable to the algorithmic approach rather than the stochastic nature of the
baseline.

8
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4 Results

We compare our proposed approach, TransformerMPPI, with the MPPI [31] in this section. Through our numerical
experiments, we aim to answer the following questions: (i) what is the average reduction of the cost observed using
our approach as the number of samples and the episodes are varied? (ii) what is the overall decrease in average steps
taken by the agent to reach the goal/terminal state with our approach as the number of samples and the episodes are
varied compared with the baseline method? (iii) finally, is our approach generalizable to a varying number of dynamic
obstacles with respect to the average cost. We consider two environments where we test TransformerMPPI, first is
a Navigation 2D environment with obstacles and second is the problem of autonomous racing where, given the lane
information, the task is to reach the terminal state while following the lane as closely as possible. All benchmarking
experiments were performed using PyTorch library on a desktop equipped with an Intel(R) Core(TM) i9-10900K CPU
@ 3.70GHz and an NVIDIA RTX A4000 GPU with 16 GB of GDDR6 memory. Source code will be made available
at https://github.com/shrenikvz/transformer-mppi.

4.1 Navigation 2D
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Figure 4: Transformer predictions for a random sample from test data for navigation 2D
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Figure 5: Trajectories generated via MPPI and TransformerMPPI for navigation 2D when the number of samples are low (i.e, 50).

For the navigation in a 2D environment, we simulate a robotic agent through a 2D workspace consisting of static and
dynamic obstacles. The goal is to reach a predefined terminal state while minimizing the cost associated with the
trajectory. The agent’s control space is u = [v, ω]T where v and ω are the velocity and angular rate respectively.
The cost function was defined as J(xk) =

∑N+k−1
i=k Jgoal(xi) + 10000Jobstacle(xi) where the goal cost Jgoal(xk) =
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∥xk − xgoal∥2 where the state at time k is xk = [x, y, θ]T, xgoal is the goal position and the obstacle cost Jobstacle
is equal to one if the agent collides with an obstacle or is out of bounds and zero otherwise. Fig. 5 compares the
trajectories taken by MPPI and TransformerMPPI in the presence of 15 obstacles when the number of samples is 50.
We can see that with fewer samples, the trajectory taken by TransformerMPPI is much smoother and straight compared
to that of standard MPPI.

Cost analysis

Fig. 6a provides a box plot that illustrates the cost distribution over 10 successful episodes for this environment,
stratified by the number of samples (50, 100, 200, 300, 400, and 500). The comparison between the proposed Trans-
formerMPPI approach and MPPI reveals that TransformerMPPI consistently achieves lower median costs for all sam-
ple sizes. Fig. 6b presents the average cost as a function of sample size, computed over successful episodes. While
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Figure 6: Performance comparison of TransformerMPPI versus MPPI for navigation 2D

the average cost for MPPI decreases as the sample size increases, TransformerMPPI consistently achieves a lower
and relatively stable average cost across all sample sizes. This stability indicates the robustness of TransformerMPPI
in generating efficient control sequences regardless of the sampling density. Fig. 6c illustrates the variation in cost
across episodes for a scenario with a limited number of samples (i.e., 50). The data reveal a consistent trend in which
TransformerMPPI achieves lower costs compared to MPPI in most episodes. Specifically, in 8 out of the 10 episodes,
TransformerMPPI demonstrates superior performance, achieving reduced costs relative to baseline.
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Step efficiency

Fig. 6d compares the average number of steps required to reach the goal state across different sample sizes, averaged
over 10 successful episodes. The results reveal that TransformerMPPI consistently requires fewer steps than MPPI for
low number of samples, suggesting more efficient trajectory planning and execution within the obstacle environment.
In Fig. 7a, we present the number of steps taken for each episode with fewer samples (i.e 50). Upon examining the
figure, it is evident that the number of steps taken varies between TransformerMPPI and MPPI across episodes. In
some episodes, MPPI achieves a lower step count, while in others, TransformerMPPI takes fewer steps.

Efficiency in handling dynamic obstacles

Fig. 7b examines the average cost as a function of the number of dynamic obstacles when the number of samples
is 50. Note that this average is taken over 10 successful episodes. In this experiment, the speed of the dynamic
obstacles was varied between 0.1 and 0.5 m/s to simulate a realistic and challenging environment. As the number
of dynamic obstacles increases, both TransformerMPPI and MPPI experience a slight increase in average cost due
to the added complexity of avoiding collisions and navigating efficiently. However, TransformerMPPI consistently
achieves a lower average cost across all levels of obstacle density. This demonstrates the robustness of the transformer-
based initialization, which allows TransformerMPPI to adapt effectively to dynamic obstacle scenarios even when the
transformer was not trained on dynamic obstacle configurations.
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Figure 7: Performance comparison of TransformerMPPI versus MPPI for navigation 2D

4.2 Autonomous racing

The autonomous racing environment simulates the task of navigating a race track, where the primary objective is
to reach the terminal state efficiently while adhering to lane boundaries. The setup is inspired by the virtual racing
environment described in [31], featuring dynamic track layouts and constraints that challenge the control algorithms
to balance speed, stability, and adherence to the track. The agent (a simulated car) operates in a continuous control
space and must optimize its trajectory to minimize a predefined cost function while maintaining its position within
the track boundaries. This task emphasizes high-speed precision, penalizing deviations from the track center and
excessive drifting, both of which can compromise the stability of the car and race performance. The control space for
the car consists of two key variables: throttle/brake and steering angle. The cost function was defined as J(xk) =∑k+N−1

i=k R(xi) where R(xk) = 2|vk| − |d| − 5000R⋆
β − 1000000R⋆

k, where vk is the car’s velocity at time step k, d
is the car’s distance from the track lane’s center, R⋆

β is an indicator variable for exceeding a certain drift amount β, and
R⋆

k is an indicator variable for when the car leaves the track boundary. Note that β represents the angle between the
velocity vector and the longitudinal axis, with a limit set to 45◦. Note that in the autonomous racing, one of the primary
objectives is to maintain a specified speed while navigating the track. This requirement imposes additional constraints
on the control process, making lower sample sizes unsuitable due to their tendency to result in frequent collisions.
Consequently, the results for this environment start with a minimum of 5000 samples, progressively increasing the
sample size from that point to ensure meaningful comparisons.
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Figure 8: Transformer predictions for a random sample from test data for autonomous racing
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Figure 9: Trajectories generated via MPPI and TransformerMPPI for autonomous racing when the number of samples is 5000.

Fig. 9 compares the trajectories taken by MPPI and TransformerMPPI in the presence of 50 obstacles for 5000
samples. We can see that the TransformerMPPI has a relatively lower costs as compared to standard MPPI.

Cost analysis

Fig. 10a depicts a box plot comparing the cost distribution across 10 episodes for the autonomous racing environment
for various sample sizes (i.e., 5000, 6000, 7000, 8000, 9000, and 10000), considering only successful runs. The re-
sults indicate that TransformerMPPI consistently outperforms MPPI, achieving relatively lower median costs across
all sample configurations. Fig. 10b illustrates the average cost as a function of the number of samples, averaged
over successful episodes for this environment. The results show that TransformerMPPI consistently achieves a lower
average cost across all sample sizes compared to MPPI. However, as the number of samples increases significantly
(i.e., approaching 10,000), the costs for both approaches converge to approximately the same value. This convergence
indicates that a sufficiently large number of samples can mitigate the differences in initialization strategies, although
TransformerMPPI remains more efficient at lower sample sizes. The variation in cost across episodes for this environ-
ment, using a fixed sample size of 5000, reveals a clear trend where TransformerMPPI has consistently lower costs
compared to MPPI, as shown in Fig. 11a.

Step efficiency

Fig. 11c shows the step taken by the agent in different episodes for 5000 samples, while the average number of steps as
a function of the number of samples is plotted in Fig. 11b. No clear trend is observed here, as both TransformerMPPI
and MPPI take a similar number of steps to reach the goal across all sample sizes.
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Figure 10: Comparison of TransformerMPPI versus MPPI for autonomous racing
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Figure 11: Comparison of TransformerMPPI versus MPPI for autonomous racing
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Efficiency in handling dynamic obstacles

Fig. 11d presents the average cost as a function of the number of dynamic obstacles, averaged over successful episodes,
with obstacle velocities varying again between 0.1 and 0.5 m/s. As obstacle density increases, the environment be-
comes more challenging, resulting in a slight increase in average cost for both TransformerMPPI and MPPI. However,
TransformerMPPI shows a clear advantage in consistently achieving lower costs across all obstacles levels.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we address the challenges of sample efficiency and computational costs in MPPI control by introducing
TransformerMPPI, a transformer-based approach for initializing the mean control sequence. Our method reduces the
computational burden and accelerates convergence by leveraging the ability of transformer to generate informed initial
control sequences based on historical optimal control data. We synthesized optimal control inputs by integrating the
predictions of transformer with the MPPI framework and validated the efficacy of our approach on control tasks, such
as collision avoidance in 2D environments and autonomous racing amid static and dynamic obstacles. The results
demonstrated significant improvements in overall average cost, sample efficiency and computational speed compared
to traditional MPPI algorithms, highlighting the feasibility of TransformerMPPI for real-time applications. Future
work includes deploying TransformerMPPI in physical robotic systems to assess their performance in real world
scenarios. Additionally, investigating its applicability in multi-agent systems could broaden its scope of application.
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