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Abstract— Interactive decision-making is essential in appli-
cations such as autonomous driving, where the agent must
infer the behavior of nearby human drivers while planning
in real-time. Traditional predict-then-act frameworks are often
insufficient or inefficient because accurate inference of hu-
man behavior requires a continuous interaction rather than
isolated prediction. To address this, we propose an active
learning framework in which we rigorously derive predicted
belief distributions. Additionally, we introduce a novel model-
based diffusion solver tailored for online receding horizon
control problems, demonstrated through a complex, non-convex
highway merging scenario. Our approach extends previous
high-fidelity dual control simulations to hardware experi-
ments, which may be viewed at https://youtu.be/Q_
JdZuopGL4, and verifies behavior inference in human-driven
traffic scenarios, moving beyond idealized models. The results
show improvements in adaptive planning under uncertainty,
advancing the field of interactive decision-making for real-world
applications.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Motivation

Robots, such as autonomous vehicles (AV), need to safely
and efficiently interact with humans and make decisions
based on human intentions and behaviors. In highly dynamic
scenarios, these interactions become particularly complex,
as AVs must anticipate and respond to the unpredictable
actions of human drivers whose intentions are often unob-
servable or observed too late. One such challenging scenario
is highway on-ramp merging, where the safe and efficient
merging of an AV depends on correctly understanding and
predicting human drivers’ intention in real time. Relying
on strong assumptions about human behavior models, as
traditional Model Predictive Control (MPC) approaches often
do, may result in suboptimal and potentially unsafe merging
outcomes.

To address this challenge, we propose a dual control
framework that aims to accomplish two objectives: perform-
ing an efficient merging maneuver while actively reducing
uncertainty about other human drivers’ intentions. Dual
control enables the system to balance exploration—probing
the behavior of other vehicles to better understand their
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intent, which may not be readily observable, and exploita-
tion—leveraging known information to take optimal control
actions. By combining dual control with online Bayesian
inference, the proposed approach dynamically updates the
belief distribution over human driver behaviors, enabling the
AV to make more informed and adaptive control decisions.
This strategy not only improves merging efficiency but also
enhances safety by continuously refining the AV’s under-
standing of the traffic environment throughout the merging
process.

B. Related Work

MPC has been extensively utilized in the planning and
control of robots and autonomous vehicles due to its ability
to handle constraints and optimize control actions over
a finite horizon [1]. Recently, several learning-enhanced
MPC formulations have been proposed, as highlighted in
the survey [2]. Some approaches have integrated learning-
based prediction models into the MPC framework [3], while
others have proposed combining Reinforcement Learning
with MPC to better handle the complex, and hard-to-model
interactions between autonomous vehicles and humans [4],
[5]. Many of these approaches rely on a “predict-then-act”
framework, where the system predicts future states based on
current observations and then acts accordingly. However, this
sequential framework can be insufficient in highly dynamic
environments, where continuous interaction and adaptation
to human behavior are required. To address this limitation,
interaction-aware planners have been developed, such as
those by authors in [3], [6]. Similarly, planners capable of
probing human agents to infer their intentions and acting in-
teractively have demonstrated greater effectiveness in highly
uncertain environments, as shown in [7].

Several previous works have explored the use of dual
control for interactive autonomous driving. In [8], the au-
thors developed a dual MPC framework that actively learns
the behavior of other drivers, characterized by a set of
basis functions with unknown weights. These weights are
learned online using a Kalman filter and applied a linear
representation for belief propagation. In the same work, the
authors reformulated the dual control problem as a convex
second-order cone program, enabling efficient computation
of solutions. However, the linearity assumptions required for
belief propagation and convex problem formulation may fail
to capture the complex dynamics necessary for accurately
modeling the problem.
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In [9] the authors formulated a dual control problem
for interactive driving with uncertainty about human driver
behavior. Similar to [8], they parameterized the unknown
human behavior as a linear combination of known basis func-
tions with unknown weights. The authors in [9] approximated
the belief propagation using a Gaussian parameterization and
solved the resulting dual control program using nonlinear
programming (NLP). In [10], the same authors extended this
work by incorporating a safety filter into the dual control
policy to mitigate accidents caused by improbable but high-
risk events.

Generative models, particularly those utilizing diffusion
processes, have demonstrated to be effective in planning and
control applications [11], [12], [13], [14]. These models are
capable of producing new samples from complex distribu-
tions, making them well-suited for addressing non-convex
and multi-modal challenges [15], [16]. In this work, we intro-
duce a new variant of a model-based diffusion solver, specif-
ically designed for receding horizon optimization, which
effectively manages the complexities of autonomous highway
merging scenarios. Recent studies, such as Pan et al. [17]
have highlighted the effectiveness of model-based diffusion
in solving trajectory optimization problems. For a compre-
hensive review of diffusion models and their applications, we
refer the reader to [18], while the foundational derivations for
score-based generative modeling through SDEs are detailed
in [19], providing the basis for the proposed approach.

Highway on-ramp merging is widely recognized as a
particularly challenging task for both human drivers and
AVs due to the need to negotiate with other drivers under
tight time and lane-ending constraints [20], [21]. In our
previous work [22], we formulated a dual control framework
that used model predictive path integral control (MPPI) to
solve this problem. While our previous framework showed
good performance, it relied on the parametric MR-IDM
model [23], which performed well in idealized scenarios
but had limitations when dealing with the variability and
unpredictability of real-world human driver behaviors.

C. Contributions of this Work

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:
1) We introduce a dual control framework that generates

optimal control actions to achieve the desired goal
while also actively reducing uncertainty over the belief
distribution of human intents using online Bayesian
inference. This approach enables intelligent navigation
of the trade-off between exploration and exploitation,
making it well-suited for complex interaction chal-
lenges like autonomous highway merging. We expand
upon our previous work [22] by adding additional the-
oretical results in support of our Bayesian estimation
and belief prediction methodology.

2) We propose a novel variant of a model-based diffu-
sion solver, specifically designed for receding horizon
optimization which is highly effective in handling
the non-convex multi-modal interaction aspects of the
problem. This contribution extends the work of [17]

by introducing a dynamic prior distribution which is
more suitable for receding horizon control than the
authors’ original methodology which targeted static,
offline optimization.

3) We validate our framework through real-world hard-
ware experiments on F1-Tenth cars, demonstrating
the effectiveness of our framework in challenging,
real-time traffic merging scenarios. This is the first
application of model-based diffusion to autonomous
driving, an application for which its global solution
capabilities are highly suitable due to the non-convex
nature of the solution space owing to the presence of
multiple dynamic obstacles (e.g., other vehicles).

4) We demonstrate that our framework can effectively
adapt its control actions for better interaction with
drivers by testing with human-controlled vehicles, ad-
dressing the limitation of relying solely on predefined
driver models which may not perform well in out-of-
distribution scenarios.

D. Outline

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section II,
we introduce the stochastic optimal control problem which
this paper addresses, and we introduce the framework for
online belief estimation of uncertain parameters. Section III-
A introduces the proposed dual control problem formulation,
Section III-B presents the proposed model predictive diffu-
sion algorithm, and Section III-C summarizes the sampling-
based approximations which are used to efficiently solve
the dual control problem using model predictive diffusion.
Section IV introduces the interactive autonomous driving
application on which we evaluate the proposed approach and
presents the experimental results. Finally, we conclude in
Section V.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider a nonlinear stochastic system given as

xt+1 ∼ f(xt, ut, θ̄), (1)

where xt ∈ Rnx and ut ∈ Rnu denote the state and control
action at time-step t ∈ N, respectively, and θ̄ ∈ Θ ⊆ Rnθ is a
vector of unknown system parameters. Let the cost function
associated with (1), for a horizon of length N ∈ Z+ be given
as

J(xt:t+N ,ut:t+N−1) = ϕ(xt+N ) +

t+N−1∑
k=t

ℓk(xk, uk), (2)

where, for k ≥ t, ut:k = {ut, ut+1, . . . , uk}, xt:k =
{xt, xt+1, . . . , xk}, ϕ(·) : Rnx → R is the terminal cost,
and ℓk(·, ·) : Rnx × Rnu → R is the stage cost. Our goal is
to compute an optimal control policy, ut = π∗

t (xt), for (1)



Fig. 1: Snapshots of traffic merge experiment at 8-second increments, when the ego vehicle must overtake (left) or yield
(right) to merge. Passive learning with EMPPI (left), active learning with DMPPI (middle) active learning with proposed
DMPD (right). A video of several experiments is available at https://youtu.be/Q_JdZuopGL4.

by solving the receding horizon problem

min
ut:t+N−1|t

E

[
ϕ(xt+N |t) +

t+N−1∑
k=t

ℓk(xk|t, uk|t)

]
, (3a)

subject to
xt|t = xt, (3b)
xk+1|t ∼ f(xk|t, uk|t, θ̄), (3c)

where ut:t+N−1|t = {ut|t, ut+1|t, . . . , ut+N−1|t} and uk|t is
the control action at future time k planned at the present time
t, and, similarly, xk|t is the future state at time k predicted
at the present time t.

However, since θ̄ is unknown, Problem (3) is ill-posed.
To resolve this discrepancy, let θ ∼ b(·) be an estimate of
θ̄ sampled from the belief distribution b(·). Using a fixed
belief distribution does not take advantage of information
obtained during online operation to reduce uncertainty about

θ. Therefore, we estimate θ online using Bayesian inference
to refine the belief distribution by conditioning on the history
of observations, namely,

bt+1(θ) = b(θ|ξ0, . . . , ξt, xt+1), (4)

where ξt = {xt, ut} is the observed information at time t. We
introduce the following lemma which allows for efficiently
updating the conditional belief distribution in a recursive
manner.

Lemma 1. The posterior belief distribution (4) is given
recursively by

bt+1(θ) ∝ bt(θ)f(xt+1|xt, ut, θ), (5)

where b0(θ) = b(θ) is the prior distribution, and
f(xt+1|xt, ut, θ) represents the probability density of xt+1

under the dynamics conditioned on xt, ut, and θ.

https://youtu.be/Q_JdZuopGL4


Proof. Utilizing Bayes rule and the Markov property of
system (1), we have

bt+1(θ) = b(θ|ξ0, . . . , ξt, xt+1)

bt+1(θ) ∝ b(xt+1|ξ0, . . . , ξt, θ)b(θ|ξ0, . . . , ξt)
bt+1(θ) ∝ f(xt+1|xt, ut, θ)b(θ|ξ0, . . . , ξt−1, xt)

which is concisely given in a recursive form by (5).

Existing methods typically approximate π∗
t (xt) using a

certainty equivalence approach, which solves

min
ut:t+N−1|t

E

[
ϕ(xt+N |t) +

t+N−1∑
k=t

ℓk(xk|t, uk|t)

]
, (6a)

subject to
xt|t = xt, (6b)
xk+1|t ∼ f(xk|t, uk|t, E

θ∼bt
[θ]), (6c)

or a stochastic approach, which solves

min
ut:t+N−1|t

E

[
ϕ(xt+N |t) +

t+N−1∑
k=t

ℓk(xk|t, uk|t)

]
, (7a)

subject to
xt|t = xt, θ ∼ bt(·), (7b)
xk+1|t ∼ f(xk|t, uk|t, θ). (7c)

However, neither of these methods account for the estimation
process in the design of the control policy. Rather, they
assume that bk(·) = bt(·) for all k = t, . . . , t + N − 1. As
may be seen from (4), not only is the assumption of a fixed
time-invariant belief distribution incorrect, but the future
belief distribution depends on the current control actions.
Therefore, there is a coupling between the control design
and parameter estimation which ideally should be accounted
for during optimization. This is because the optimization
problem incorporates counterfactual reasoning, enabling the
autonomous vehicle to reason about how its actions will
affect the likelihood of different outcomes of the actions of
other vehicles. This goes against the traditional “predict-then-
plan” paradigm, which is not suitable for highly interactive
scenarios due to its static nature. In our formulation, rather
than addressing them independently, prediction and planning
are wholly coupled.

III. PROPOSED APPROACH

We wish to design an approximate control policy which
reduces the optimality gap between Problems (3) and (7) by
accounting for the Bayesian estimation process in the design
of the control policy π∗

t (xt). Such a policy is referred to as
a dual control policy.

A. Dual Control

Ideally, we would simply replace bt(·) in (7b) with bk(·)
for k = t, . . . , t + N − 1. However, as may be seen in (4),
bk(·) depends on the unknown future realizations of xk for
k > t. Nonetheless, while the future state realizations may
be unknown, we can still harness the information of the

planned control actions. Thus, we predict the future belief
distributions by conditioning on the past observations and
planned actions, as shown in Fig. 2, so that the predicted
belief distribution is given by

b̂k+1|t(θ) = b(θ|ξ0:t, ut+1:k), (8)

for k = t, . . . , t+N − 1, where ξ0:t = ξ0, . . . , ξt.

Theorem 1. The predicted belief dynamics (8) are given by
the recursive update

b̂k+1|t(θ) ∝ b̂k|t(θ) E
θ̄∼bt

[f(xk+1|xt,ut:k, θ)|xt,ut:k, θ̄], (9)

where b̂t|t(θ) = bt(θ).

Proof. From Lemma 1, we have

b(θ|ξ0, . . . , ξt, . . . ξk, xk+1) ∝ bk(θ)f(xk+1|xk, uk, θ)
∝ bt(θ)f(xt+1|xt, ut, θ) . . . f(xk+1|xk, uk, θ),

where the second line results from expanding the recursive
definition of bk. However, since the future states are not
observed, we expand (8) using the predictive distribution
marginalized over the unknown future observations given by

b̂k+1|t(θ) ∝ bt(θ)

∫ ∫ k∏
ℓ=t

f(xℓ+1|xℓ, uℓ, θ)bt(θ)dθdxt+1

b̂k+1|t(θ) ∝ bt(θ)

k∏
ℓ=t

∫ ∫
f(xℓ+1|xℓ, uℓ, θ)bt(θ)dθdxt+1

which is concisely expressed in a recursive form by (9).

Corollary 1. We can interpret Theorem 1 as

b̂k+1|t(θ) = E
xt+1:k+1∼f(·)

[bk+1(θ)|ξ0:t, ut+1:k], (10)

for k = t, . . . , t + N − 1, as an alternative to deriving (9)
from (8).

Proof. From (10), and applying (4), we have

b̂k+1|t(θ) = E[b(θ|ξ0:k, xk+1)|ξ0:t, ut+1:k].

Then, similar to the arguments of Lemma 1,

b̂k+1|t(θ) ∝ E[b(ξ0, . . . , ξk, xk+1|θ)b(θ)|ξ0:t,ut+1:k]

∝ E[b(θ)
k∏

ℓ=0

f(xℓ+1|xℓ, uℓ, θ)|ξ0:t,ut+1:k]

∝ b(θ)

t−1∏
ℓ=0

f(xℓ+1|xℓ, uℓ, θ)

× E[
k∏

ℓ=t

f(xℓ+1|xℓ, uℓ, θ)|ξ0:t,ut+1:k]

∝ bt(θ)E[
k∏

ℓ=t

f(xℓ+1|xℓ, uℓ, θ)|ξ0:t,ut+1:k]

∝ bt(θ)

k∏
ℓ=t

E[f(xℓ+1|xℓ, uℓ, θ)|xt,ut+1:k],



which leads to (9) from Theorem 1, with b̂t|t(θ) = bt(θ).

Using Theorem 1, we approximate the solution of Prob-
lem (3) by solving the optimal control problem

min
ut:t+N−1|t

E

[
ϕ(xt+N |t) +

t+N−1∑
k=t

ℓk(xk|t, uk|t)

]
, (11a)

subject to

xt|t = xt, θ ∼ b̂k|t(·), (11b)

b̂k+1|t(θ) = b(θ|ξ0:t, ut+1:k), (11c)
xk+1|t ∼ f(xk|t, uk|t, θ), (11d)

where we have the following proposition.

Proposition 1 ([22]). The solution to Problem (11) is a
causal control policy. That is, the optimal control applied
at time t only depends on information available at or before
time t.

Fig. 2: Belief prediction approach enabling active learning.

B. Model-based Diffusion

Define the cost corresponding to a solution of Prob-
lem (11) as

JDC(xt,ut:t+N−1)

= E
θk∼b̂k|t(·),

xk+1∼f(·|xt,ut:k,θk)

[
ϕ(xt+N |t) +

t+N−1∑
k=t

ℓk(xk|t, uk|t)

]
,

(12)

and let u∗t:t+N−1|t = π∗
DC(xt) be the optimal solution of

Problem (11), which minimizes (12), given xt. Problem (11)
is a causal stochastic optimal control problem that can be
solved by a number of methods. However, in general, the
cost function (12) may be non-differentiable owing to penalty
functions for collisions, for example. Therefore, we opt to
use a gradient-free sampling-based optimization scheme.

We define the probability distribution corresponding
to (12) as

s0(ut:t+N−1|xt) ∝ exp

(
−JDC(xt,ut:t+N−1)

λ

)
, (13)

where s0(·) approaches a Dirac delta function as λ → 0.
Equation (13) may be interpreted as a probability distribu-
tion that puts highest probability on the optimal solution,
π∗
DC(xt), of Problem (11). Thus, solving problem (11), may

alternatively be interpreted as sampling from (13) with small
λ.

However, although (13) allows us to compute the probabil-
ity density for a given solution, ut:t+N−1, it is not practical

to directly sample from s0(·|xt). In order to generate approx-
imate samples from (13), we develop a novel multi-modal
variant of the model-based diffusion algorithm presented in
[17], tailored for the specific application of solving receding
horizon problems.

1) Generative Diffusion Models: Diffusion addresses the
problem in generative modeling of how to draw novel
samples from a distribution, ỹ0 ∼ q0(·). In the case of
data-driven model-free diffusion, the distribution q0(·) is un-
known, but empirical samples from the unknown distribution,
{y0,j}Ns

j=1 ∼ q0(y), are given. In the case of analytical
model-based diffusion, the probability density function of
q0(·) is available. In either case, sampling from q0(·) is
intractable, so rather than sampling from q0(·) directly,
diffusion draws samples from a prior distribution qNd and
then maps them back to the desired distribution.

Several formulations of diffusion models exist, but the
most general is that of stochastic differential equations
(SDE). In this case, the prior distribution is generated by
corrupting the data samples with noise according to a hand-
crafted SDE. Let the transition dynamics from q0(·) to qNd(·)
be given by

yτ+1 = (I + Ãτ )yτ +Bτzτ , (14)

for τ = 0, 1, . . . , Nd − 1, where zτ ∼ N (0, I) and y0 ∼
q0(·). The diffusion kernel parameters Ãτ and Bτ are chosen
by the designer to suite the needs of the application. For
example, the standard kernel used in denoising diffusion
probabilistic models (DDPMs) is Ãτ =

√
1− βd

τ I , Bτ =
βd
τ I , where βd

τ ∈ (0, 1), and the standard kernel used by
Score-Based Generative Models (SGMs) is Ãτ = I , Bτ =
σs
τI , where σs

τ ∈ R.

Lemma 2. The conditional distribution, qτ |0(yτ |y0), result-
ing from the forward dynamics (14), is given by

qτ |0(yτ |y0) = N (µτ (y0),Στ ), (15)

where

µτ+1(y0) =

τ∏
i=0

(I + Ãi)y0, (16a)

which is equivalent to the dynamical system

µτ+1 = (I + Ãτ )µτ , (16b)

where µ0 = y0, and where

Στ+1 = (I + Ãτ )Στ (I + Ãτ )⊤ +BτBτ⊤
, (16c)

where Σ0 = 0.

Proof. The result is easy to show by computing the condi-
tional distributions using the linear dynamics (14), and so
the proof is omitted.

Remark 1. In practice, the forward process is often con-
structed such that qNd(·) = q(yNd |y0) → N (0, I) as Nd →
∞, for all y0 ∼ q0(·). The approximation qNd(·) ≈ N (0, I)
then allows for sampling from a fixed prior distribution at
inference time.



Samples from the prior distribution are “denoised” back
to the data distribution by reversing the SDE.

Proposition 2 ([19], [18]). The forward diffusion process
given by (14) may be reversed by the discrete SDE given by

yτ−1 = (I − Ãτ )yτ +BτBτ⊤
∇y log q

τ (yτ ) +Bτzτ ,
(17)

or alternatively by the ODE

yτ−1 = (I − Ãτ )yτ +
1

2
BτBτ⊤

∇y log q
τ (yτ ). (18)

In general, the desired data distribution may be unknown,
in which case ∇y log q(y

τ ) must be learned from data.
However, in the case where the desired distribution is known
(even if it cannot be sampled from), it is possible to compute
∇y log q(y

τ ) directly, bypassing the training process.

Proposition 3 ([17]). The score function ∇yτ log qτ (yτ ) may
be computed explicitly using q0(y0),

∇y log q
τ (yτ ) (19)

= −Στ−1

yτ +Στ−1

∫
µτ (y0)N (yτ |µτ (y0),Στ )q(y0)dy0∫

N (yτ |µτ (y0),Στ )q(y0)dy0
,

which may be approximated using importance sampling as

∇y log q
τ (yτ ) ≈ −Στ−1

yτ +Στ−1

∑Ns

j=1 µ
τ (y0,j)q(y0,j)∑Ns

j=1 q(y
0,j)

,

(20)

where y0,j ∼ N (Āτ−1

yτ,j , Āτ⊤
Στ−1

Āτ ) and Āτ =∏τ
i=0(I + Ãi), for all j = 1, . . . , Ns and i = Nd, . . . , 1.

Proof. The result may be derived as follows

∇yτ log qτ (yτ ) =
∇yτ qτ (yτ )

qτ (yτ )
(21a)

=
∇yτ

∫
q(yτ |y0)q(y0)dy0∫

q(yτ |y0)q(y0)dy0
(21b)

=

∫
∇yτ q(yτ |y0)q(y0)dy0∫
q(yτ |y0)q(y0)dy0

(21c)

=

∫
∇yτN (yτ |µτ (y0),Στ )q(y0)dy0∫
N (yτ |µτ (y0),Στ )q(y0)dy0

(21d)

=

∫
−Στ−1

(yτ − µτ (y0))N (yτ |µτ (y0),Στ )q(y0)dy0∫
N (yτ |µτ (y0),Στ )q(y0)dy0

(21e)

= −Στ−1

yτ
∫
N (yτ |µτ (y0),Στ )q(y0)dy0∫
N (yτ |µτ (y0),Στ )q(y0)dy0

+

∫
Στ−1

µτ (y0)N (yτ |µτ (y0),Στ )q(y0)dy0∫
N (yτ |µτ (y0),Στ )q(y0)dy0

, (21f)

where in (21a) we apply the chain rule of derivation, in (21b)
we use Bayes’ theorem to express qτ (yτ ), in (21c) we move
the derivative inside the integral since the gradient is being
taken with respect to yτ whereas the variable of integration
is y0, in (21d) we apply Lemma 2, in (21e) we take the
gradient of the Gaussian distribution N (yτ |µτ (y0),Στ ) ∝
exp (− 1

2 (y
τ − µτ (y0))⊤Σi−1

(yτ − µτ (y0))), and in (21f)

we expand and pull coefficients outside the integral, and then
we simplify to obtain the result. The importance sampling
approximation is obtained by reparameterizing

N (yτ |µτ (y0),Στ )

∝ exp (−1

2
(yτ − µτ (y0))⊤Στ−1

(yτ − µτ (y0)))

∝ exp (−1

2
(Āτ−1

yτ − y0)⊤Āτ⊤
Στ−1

Āτ (Āτ−1

yτ − y0))

so as to sample y0, rather than yτ , since y0 is the variable
of integration.

2) Model Predictive Diffusion: Although the model-based
diffusion algorithm is able to effectively solve optimization
problems by generating samples from the optimal distribu-
tion, it has several limitations that hinder its application
to model predictive control. First, the iterative denoising
process is computationally intensive as many denoising steps
must be performed sequentially in order to move the samples
towards the optimal value, and reducing the number of steps
may lead to sub-optimal solutions. Second, model-based
diffusion assumes a fixed, unimodal Gaussian prior which
does not allow for leveraging prior knowledge about the
specific problem being solved. Third, model-based diffusion
does not exploit the online solution structure of model
predictive control; rather, every time the problem must be
solved, all previous information about the previous optimal
solution is discarded.

We address these deficiencies by proposing a novel variant
of model-based diffusion, tailored to the special structure of
model predictive control. Our proposed architecture reduces
the number of steps required for the compute-intensive
iterative denoising process by learning a multimodal dynamic
prior distribution so that samples may be drawn closer
to the optimal distribution. The multimodal dynamic prior
is constructed by bootstrapping with multiple approximate
local-optimal solutions to the MPC problem from the pre-
vious time-step, which we refer to as modes. The modes
are corrupted with noise to construct the prior as in reg-
ular diffusion; however, the forward diffusion process is
truncated so that the noisy modes remain distinct, resulting
in a multimodal prior which is dependent on the previous
solution. This key insight reduces the computational burden
of the iterative denoising process, which must be performed
sequentially, by setting up the prior as a close approximation
of the new optimal distribution at the current time-step, as-
suming the solutions do not change rapidly between sampling
times, a common assumption in the MPC literature.

Consider Nm samples drawn from the optimal distribution
s0(·|xt), given by {u0,jt:t+N−1}

Nm
j=1. These may be converted

to noise following the forward diffusion process given by

uτ+1,j
t:t+N−1 = (I + Ãτ )uτ,jt:t+N−1 +Bτzτ,j , (22)

for τ = 0, . . . , Nd − 1, where zτ,j ∼ N (0, I), resulting in

uτ+1,j
t:t+N−1 ∼ sτ+1(·|u0,jt:t+N−1, xt) = N (·|Āτu0,jt:t+N−1,Σ

τ ),
(23)



Fig. 3: Model Predictive Diffusion: In the forward pass, Nm samples from the previous time-step’s optimal distribution
s0(·|xt) are corrupted with noise to form the dynamic prior distribution for the current time-step. In the backward pass,
samples are drawn from the prior distribution sNd(·|xt+1) and are denoised to construct samples from the updated optimal
distribution s0(·|xt+1). The samples uτ,jt:t+N−1 are indexed by their step in the diffusion process τ , their sample index (also
referred to as mode of the prior distribution which is a mixture of Nd Gaussians) j, and their time-step in real time t.

for j = 1, . . . , Nm, where Āτ =
∏τ

i=0(I + Ãi), and Στ

is given in (16c). Control sequences uτ,jt:t+N−1 are indexed
by their step in the diffusion process τ , their mode index of
the prior distribution which is a mixture of Nd Gaussians j,
and their time-step in real time t. Samples from the priors
may then be denoised to generate samples from the optimal
distribution s0(·|xt) using the following result.

Theorem 2. The diffusion process given by (22), or, equiv-
alently, (23), may be reversed by the discrete SDE

uτ−1,j
t:t+N−1 = (I − Ãτ )uτ,jt:t+N−1

+BτBτ⊤
∇uτ,j

t:t+N−1
log sτ (uτ,jt:t+N−1) +Bτzτ,j ,

(24)

or by the discrete ODE

uτ−1,j
t:t+N−1 = (I − Ãτ )uτ,jt:t+N−1

+
1

2
BτBτ⊤

∇uτ,j
t:t+N−1

log sτ (uτ,jt:t+N−1). (25)

Proof. The equivalence of (22) and (23) may easily be seen
from Lemma 2. The results (24) and (25) follow immediately
from Proposition 2.

This gives rise to the proposed generative diffusion model.
Rather than allowing the diffusion process to proceed for
enough steps to reach a fixed prior which is unconditional
of the samples from the optimal distribution, as is usually
the case, we instead limit the number of steps to reduce

computations, producing Nm unique prior distributions. For
each of these modes, the denoising process in Theorem 2
may be evaluated using the following result.

Theorem 3. The score function ∇uτ,j
t:t+N−1

log sτ (uτ,jt:t+N−1)

may be computed explicitly using s0(·|xt),

∇uτ,j
t:t+N−1

log sτ (uτ,jt:t+N−1) (26)

= −Στ−1

uτ,jt:t+N−1

+Στ−1

∫
Āτu0,jt:t+N−1N (·|Āτu0,jt:t+N−1,Σ

τ )s0(·)du0,jt:t+N−1∫
N (·|Āτu0,jt:t+N−1,Σ

τ )s0(u0,jt:t+N−1)du
0,j
t:t+N−1

,

which may be approximated using importance sampling as

∇uτ,j
t:t+N−1

log sτ (uτ,jt:t+N−1) (27)

≈ −Στ−1

uτ,jt:t+N−1 +Στ−1

∑Ns

i=1 Ā
τu0,j,it:t+N−1s

0(u0,j,it:t+N−1)∑Ns

i=1 s
0(u0,j,it:t+N−1)

,

where

u0,j,it:t+N−1 ∼ N (Āτ−1

uτ,jt:t+N−1, Ā
τ⊤

Στ−1

Āτ ) (28)

for all i = 1, . . . , Ns and τ = Nd, . . . , 1, where i is an
additional index representing multiples samples from each
mode j.

Proof. The result follows immediately from Proposition 3,
and thus the proof is omitted.



The key issue is then how to generate the samples
{u0,jt:t+N−1 ∼ s0(·|xt)}Nm

j=1 from the optimal distribution. We
exploit the receding horizon structure of MPC by utilizing
the common assumption that the optimal solution is similar
between consecutive time-steps, and employ the approxima-
tion s0(·|xt+1) ≈ s0(·|xt). Thus, the previous solutions are
used to bootstrap the diffusion process at the next sampling
time using

uNd,j
t+1:t+N ∼ N (ĀNd−1u0,jt:t+N−1,Σ

Nd−1). (29)

This process is summarized by Algorithm 1 and shown in
Fig. 3. The key idea is to use the previous Model Predictive
Diffusion (MPD) solution to construct a prior distribution
made up of a mixture of Gaussians with the previous solution
as the modes. Samples from the Gaussian mixture prior are
then denoised to derive multiple samples of the optimal target
distribution, following the standard model-based diffusion
procedure. The optimal control to apply is then selected as
the optimal of these samples, while all samples are used
to bootstrap the next iteration of the MPD algorithm and
construct a new prior for the next time-step.

Algorithm 1 Model Predictive Generative Diffusion
Require: Number of modes, number of diffusion steps: Nm, Nd

Require: Optimal probability distribution function s0(·)
Require: Initial control samples guess: {u0,j0:N−1}

Nm
j=1

Require: Forward diffusion dynamics parameters: {Ãτ , Bτ}Nd
τ=1

1: for t = 1, 2, . . . do
2: for j = 1, . . . , Nm do in parallel
3: Construct dynamic prior distribution using forward SDE (23)
4: Sample from prior distribution using (29)
5: for τ = Nd − 1, . . . , 0 do
6: Calculate ∇

u
τ,j
t:t+N−1

log sτ (·) using Theorem 3

7: Take one step of the backwards dynamics using Theorem 2
8: end for
9: end for

10: Select optimal u∗t:t+N−1 from {u0,jt:t+N−1}
Nm
j=1

11: end for

Remark 2. Observe that when Nd = 1, Nm = 1, and Ãτ =
I , (25) reduces to

u0,1t:t+N−1 =

∑Ns

i=1 u
0,1,i
t:t+N−1s

0(u0,1,it:t+N−1)∑Ns

i=1 s
0(u0,1,it:t+N−1)

, (30)

where u0,1,it:t+N−1 ∼ N (uNd,1
t:t+N−1,

1
2B

NdBNd
⊤
). Equa-

tion (30) is the importance sampling policy employed by
model predictive path integral control.

Proof. Utilizing (25) and (27), we have

u0,1t:t+N−1 = (I − ÃNd)uNd,1
t:t+N−1

+
1

2
BNdBNd

⊤
∇

u
Nd,1

t:t+N−1

log sNd(uNd,1
t:t+N−1)

u0,1t:t+N−1 = (I − ÃNd)uNd,1
t:t+N−1

+
1

2
BNdBNd

⊤
[
− ΣN−1

d uNd,1
t:t+N−1

+ΣN−1
d

∑Ns

i=1 Ā
Ndu0,1,it:t+N−1s

0(u0,1,it:t+N−1)∑Ns

i=1 s
0(u0,1,it:t+N−1)

]
u0,1t:t+N−1 = uNd,1

t:t+N−1

+
1

2
BNdBNd

⊤
[
− (BNdBNd

⊤
)−1uNd,1

t:t+N−1

+ (BNdBNd
⊤
)−1

∑Ns

i=1 u
0,1,i
t:t+N−1s

0(u0,1,it:t+N−1)∑Ns

i=1 s
0(u0,1,it:t+N−1)

]
,

u0,1t:t+N−1 = uNd,1
t:t+N−1 −

1

2
uNd,1
t:t+N−1

+
1

2

∑Ns

i=1 u
0,1,i
t:t+N−1s

0(u0,1,it:t+N−1)∑Ns

i=1 s
0(u0,1,it:t+N−1)

,

where u0,1,it:t+N−1 ∼ N (uNd,1
t:t+N−1, B

NdBNd
⊤
). Thus

u0,1t:t+N−1 = uNd,1
t:t+N−1 −

1

2
uNd,1
t:t+N−1 +

1

2
uNd,1
t:t+N−1

+
1

2

∑Ns

i=1 ũ
0,1,i
t:t+N−1s

0(ũ0,1,it:t+N−1)∑Ns

i=1 s
0(ũ0,1,it:t+N−1)

,

u0,1t:t+N−1 = uNd,1
t:t+N−1 +

1

2

∑Ns

i=1 ũ
0,1,i
t:t+N−1s

0(ũ0,1,it:t+N−1)∑Ns

i=1 s
0(ũ0,1,it:t+N−1)

,

where ũ0,1,it:t+N−1 ∼ N (0, BNdBNd
⊤
), which reduces to the

result (30).

Thus, the dual MPPI algorithm employed in our prior work
[22] may be interpreted as a special case of the proposed
approach, since (dual) MPPI uses the sampling scheme given
by (30). The proposed model predictive diffusion algorithm
is more flexible, however, since it allows for multiple sam-
pling steps (when Nd > 1) and sampling from a multi-modal
distribution (when Nm > 1).

C. Sampling Approximation

We utilize sampling-based approximations to update the
belief distribution (5), conditional predicted belief distribu-
tions (9), and expected cost (11). Additionally, we utilize the
importance sampling approximation suggested by Theorem 3
to evaluate the gradient steps of the denoising process.

The belief distribution is learned online using a particle
filter. To this end, we draw Np samples from b(·) according
to

θj ∼ b(·), j = 1, . . . , Np, (31)

and initialize the corresponding weights to ωj
0 = 1/Np. The

belief distribution is then approximated online by updating



the weights according to

ωj
t+1 ∝ ωj

t f(xt+1|xt, ut, θj), (32)

which is the particle approximation of (5).

Remark 3. Various resampling schemes may be added to
(31)-(32) to enrich the sampled parameters. However, this
is an implementation consideration rather than a theoretical
one, and as noted in [22], we found it unnecessary for the
application considered.

The predicted belief distribution is propagated using a
similar particle approximation. The predicted particles are
resampled using the current belief distribution

θ̂jt ∼ bt(·), j = 1, . . . , N̂p, (33)

and the predicted weights are initialized as ω̂j
t|t = 1/N̂p.

The weights are then forward predicted using a particle
approximation of (9), given by

ω̂j
k+1|t ∝ ω̂j

k|tf( E
θ̄∼bt

[xk+1|xt, ut:k, θ̄]|xt,ut:k, θ̂jt ), (34)

for k = t, t + 1, . . . , t + N − 1, where we have moved
the expectation inside the pdf to reduce the number of
costly evaluations of the pdf, which may be interpreted as
conditioning the predicted belief distribution on the expected
observation rather than the expected update.

Finally, the cost of Problem (11) is evaluated using the
sample average approximation given by

min
ut:t+N−1|t

N̂p∑
j=1

[
ϕ(xjt+N |t)ω̂

j
t+N |t +

t+N−1∑
k=t

ℓk(x
j
k|t, uk|t)ω̂

j
k|t

]
,

(35a)
subject to

xjt|t = xt, θ̂jt ∼ bt(·), ω̂j
t|t = 1/N̂p j = 1, . . . , N̂p,

(35b)

ω̂j
k+1|t ∝ ω̂j

k|tf(
1

N̂p

N̂p∑
j=1

xjk+1|t|xt,ut:k|t, θ̂
j
t ), (35c)

xjk+1|t ∼ f(xjk|t, uk|t, θ̂
j). (35d)

Associated with problem (35), we have the following theo-
rem.

Theorem 4 ([22]). The solution to problem (35) preserves
the dual control effect [9], that is, the planned control actions
affect the entropy of the predicted future belief distribution.

Proof. The proof follows from (34), in which the planned
control sequence ut:k|t affects the weights ω̂j

k+1|t of the

categorical distribution over {θj}N̂p

j=1.

Finally, the proposed dual model predictive diffusion ap-
proach is summarized in Algorithm 2. Although the sampling
approximations used here are very common in the robotics
literature, it should be noted that the accuracy of these
approximations relies on the ability to draw a sufficient
number of samples. To this end, our implementation in

Section IV relies on parallel GPU-enabled processing using
Jax [24].

Algorithm 2 Dual Model Predictive Diffusion
Require: Number of particles, downsampled particle count, number of

modes, number of diffusion steps, importance sampling size: Np, N̂p,
Nm, Nd, Ns

Require: Prior parameter belief distribution b(θ), dynamics f(·, ·, ·), cost
function JDC(·, ·)

Require: Prior control samples/guess: {u0,j−1}
Nm
j=1

Require: Forward diffusion dynamics parameters: {Ãτ , Bτ}Nd
τ=1

1: Initialize belief distribution b0(·) = b(·), sample parameters using (31),
and initialize weights ωj

0 = 1/Np

2: for t = 0, 1, . . . do
3: Update belief weights using (32)
4: Sample predicted parameters using (33) and initialize predicted

weights ω̂j
t|t = 1/N̂p

5: Sample Nm control sequences from the prior (29)
6: for τ = Nd − 1, . . . , 0 do
7: Sample control sequences {uτ,j,i

t:t+N−1}
Nm,Ns
j=1,i=1 from (28)

8: Propagate the dynamics for each uτ,j,i
t:t+N−1 using (35d)

9: Propagate the weights according to (35c)
10: Compute the cost according to (35a)
11: Evaluate the optimal pdf according to (13)
12: Estimate the score function using (27)
13: Take one step of the backwards dynamics using (25)
14: end for
15: Select and apply optimal u∗t:t+N−1 from {u0,jt:t+N−1}

Nm
j=1

16: end for

IV. INTERACTIVE AUTONOMOUS DRIVING

We evaluate the proposed method in a challenging inter-
active autonomous driving application where an autonomous
ego vehicle must successfully complete a lane change/merge
with one of several non-cooperative traffic vehicles. In par-
ticular, we consider congested driving conditions in which
inter-vehicle interaction is necessary to successfully complete
the merge before reaching the end of the merge window.
Moreover, we consider traffic vehicles having unknown het-
erogeneous driving behaviors, with varying levels of friend-
liness vs. aggressive behavior, so that the ego vehicle must
successfully identify the other vehicles’ behaviors online in
order to complete the merge.

We consider a scenario shown in Fig. 4 with one ego
vehicle in the merge lane and nv traffic vehicles in the
main lane. The state of the vehicles at time t is given by
xit = [vit,Ψ

i
t, X

i
t , Y

i
t ]

⊤ where i = 0, 1, . . . , nv , where 0 is
the index of the ego vehicle, 1 is the index of the rear-most
traffic vehicle, nv is the index of the lead traffic vehicle,
and where v is the vehicle’s longitudinal velocity, Ψ is the
heading angle, and X and Y are the Cartesian position.
The state of all vehicles is given by the stacked vector
xt = [x0⊤t , x1⊤t , . . . , xnv⊤

t ]⊤, and it is assumed the state xt
is fully observable to all vehicles.

Fig. 4: Merge scenario.



In contrast to our previous work [22], in which we used
Dual MPPI only for generating a motion plan which was then
followed by a low-level controller, in this paper, we utilize
the proposed approach as an integrated motion planner and
control algorithm. Consequently, we consider the decision
variables of the ego vehicle to be the steering angle δ0t and
the longitudinal acceleration a0t , so that the control action is
given by ut = [a0t , δ

0
t ]

⊤. The vehicle dynamics are modeled
using the kinematic bicycle model [25], given by

v̇it = ait, (36a)

Ψ̇i
t = sin(βi

t)v
i
t/L

i
r, (36b)

Ẋi
t = vit cos(ψ

i
t + βi

t), (36c)

Ẏ i
t = vit sin(ψ

i
t + βi

t), (36d)

where βi
t = arctan(

Li
r

Li
f+Li

r
tan(δit)), and where Lf and

Lr are the distances between the center of mass and the
front and rear axles, respectively, which are assumed known
for all vehicles. As in our previous work [22], we model
the acceleration of the traffic vehicles using the merge-
reactive intelligent driver model (MR-IDM) [23], given by
ait = ρ(xt, θ

i), for i = 1, . . . , nv , where θi are the ith

vehicle’s driving behavior parameters (which is the vector
of MR-IDM parameters), and where the equations for ρ(·, ·)
may be found in [23]. Therefore, the dynamics model is
given by

f(xt, ut, θ) = xt + [ẋ0t (x
0
t , σ(ut))

⊤, ẋ1t (x
1
t , ρ(xt, θ

1))⊤, . . . ,

ẋnv
t (xnv

t , ρ(xt, θ
nv ))⊤]⊤∆t+ wt, (37)

where θ = [θ1⊤, . . . , θnv⊤]⊤, σ(·) is a clamping function
to impose the constraints amin ≤ at ≤ amax, δmin ≤ δt ≤
amax, ẋit(·, ·) = [v̇i⊤t , Ψ̇i⊤

t , Ẋi⊤
t , Ẏ i⊤

t ]⊤, ∆t is the integration
time-step for the discrete dynamics, wt ∼ N (0nx×nx ,Σw),
and with Σw ≻ 0nx×nx . The unknown parameter vectors for
all vehicles θ are estimated online using a particle filter as de-
scribed in Section III-C, with the prior distribution described
in [22]. As described in Algorithm 2 and Section III-C, the
current belief state from the particle filter is used to initialize
the dual control problem at every time-step.

The cost is given by

ℓk(xk) = (x0k − xg)⊤Q(⋆) + u⊤k Ruk + ℓpen(xk), (38a)

ϕ(xt+N ) = (x0t+N − xg)⊤Qf (⋆) + ℓpen(xt+N ), (38b)

ℓpen(xk) = (1coll(xk) + 1road(x0k) + 1inval(xk))Qpen,
(38c)

for k = {t, t+ 1, . . . , t+N − 1}, where xg = [vg, 0, 0, 0]⊤

is the goal state, Q = diag(Qv, QΨ, QX , QY ) ⪰ 0nx×nx is
the state cost matrix, Qf = diag(Qvf , QΨf

, QXf
, QYf

) ⪰
0nx×nx

is the terminal cost matrix, R = diag(Ra, Rδ) ≻
0nu×nu

, Qpen ∈ R is the violation penalty coefficient, and
1coll(xk), 1road(xk), 1inval(xk) are the indicator functions for
a collision with another vehicle, violating the road bound-
aries, or an improper merge (not between two vehicles),

respectively.1

A. Traffic Merge Experiment

We implemented the interactive autonomous driving sce-
nario using a variation of the F1-Tenth autonomous vehicle
platform, shown in Fig. 5. The vehicles feature onboard
compute using NVIDIA Jetson TX2s for the traffic vehicles
and a NVIDIA Jetson Orin Nano for the ego vehicle. The
computational constraints of the Jetson Orin Nano require an
efficient algorithm and highlight the computational efficiency
of the proposed dual model predictive diffusion approach,
which we ran at 10 Hz. The experiments are carried out in
the Georgia Tech Indoor Flight Lab (IFL), which provides
a large open space to act as the “highway” for the merge
scenario.

The traffic vehicles were driven by an adaptive cruise
control system which attempts to maintain a target distance
from the leading vehicle, initialized to be less than the
minimum distance needed to allow a merge between the
vehicles. One of the two traffic vehicles, designated the
“friendly” driver for that trial, were semi-human-controlled
where the human would manually increase the following
distance if and only if the ego vehicle was attempting to
merge between the friendly car and its leading vehicle.
This introduces an additional factor of model-mismatch as
the yielding behavior is human-controlled rather than being
driven by the MR-IDM model as the framework (and our
previous work [22]) assumed, and demonstrates that the
proposed approach is robust to such model-mismatches.

Fig. 5: F1-Tenth platform.

The proposed approach is compared with two baseline
methods: the dual model predictive path integral control
(DMPPI) from [22] and the ensemble MPPI (EMPPI) from
[27]. DMPPI solves the proposed problem (35) while ablat-
ing the multi-modal component of the diffusion solver; that
is, it utilizes MPPI as a special case of generative diffusion.
EMPPI additionally ablates the active learning component by
utilizing MPPI to solve problem (7). The hyper-parameters of
all three algorithms (e.g., number of samples, diffusion steps,

1As suggested in [26], control constraints are incorporated through
clamping functions in the dynamics and task-related state constraints are
incorporated through weighted indicator penalty functions in the cost.



etc.) were chosen to maximize performance while allowing
for real-time updates at 10 Hz on the Jetson Orin Nano. For
each method, we conducted 12 trials featuring different start
locations for the ego vehicle relative to the traffic vehicles
as well as different variations of traffic vehicle parameters.
Importantly, in each trial, only one of the traffic vehicles is
“friendly” and will yield to the ego vehicle. The friendly
car assignment is randomized and the ego car does not have
prior information about which car is friendly. Therefore, the
ego vehicle must quickly learn the other vehicles’ driving
behavior parameters in order to find the friendly driver before
reaching the end of the merge zone (≈ 15 m).

Experimental results are shown in Table I, and a video of
several trials may be viewed here. The proposed approach
and Dual MPPI are both able to successfully complete
the merge in less than 15 m in all trials, highlighting the
effectiveness of the proposed dual control formulation, which
induces “probing” behaviors. EMPPI, on the other hand, does
not feature active learning and so, without probing behaviors,
the vehicle can only merge when a gap opens naturally due
to being next to a friendly driver, restricting the vehicle
to complete the merge in a purely reactive manner. As a
result, EMPPI only successfully completes the merge 58%
of the time. Since EMPPI did not complete the merge in all
cases, when calculating the average merge distance, we set
the merge distance to 15 m for the cases in which EMPPI
failed to complete the merge in less than 15 m.

The advantage of the proposed approach over DMPPI is
highlighted by the fact that the proposed approach is able
to complete the merge much earlier in less than 2/3 the
distance as DMPPI, on average, indicating the proposed
approach is more efficient and produces better (closer to
globally optimal) solutions, which correspond to faster merge
completions (and a lower cost). Finding the right gap earlier
will help in avoiding being too close to the end of the
merge ramp in a real world highway on-ramp situation for
an AV which can be critical when dealing with short merge
ramps and closely spaced traffic. Next, we see that the high
success rate and faster merging of the proposed approach
are achieved without compromising safety, as shown by
the fact that all three methods maintain similar minimum
distances from the traffic vehicles. Finally, the higher merge
success rates for the active learning frameworks achieve
higher success at the expense of higher control effort due
to the fact that they need to probe the agents in order to
improve their belief of the other agents’ behavior online.

TABLE I: Experimental results over 12 trials for each
method.

EMPPI DMPPI Proposed
Merge Success Rate 58% 100% 100%
Ave. Merge Dist. (m) 10.5 7.1 4.3
Ave. Min. Distance (m) 0.53 0.52 0.53
Ave. Acceleration (m/s2) 0.04 0.05 0.07

The efficacy of the proposed approach is further illustrated
in Fig. 6, which gives an overview of a single trial for all

three methods. In this trial, the ego vehicle starts behind
the traffic vehicles and only the green traffic vehicle will
yield to the blue ego vehicle. Therefore, the ego vehicle
must accelerate to align itself longitudinally with the traffic
vehicles and determine which car will yield so that the
merge may be completed. As seen in Fig. 6, only the dual
control methods induce the necessary behavior to position
the ego vehicle to probe the traffic vehicles. Additionally,
the proposed algorithm is able to open a gap and complete
the merge well ahead of DMPPI by quickly determining that
the red vehicle was not “friendly” and accelerating to probe
the next car, whereas DMPPI took much longer to evaluate
its belief about the red car.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have presented a novel dual control
framework for autonomous highway merging, integrating
model-based diffusion and online Bayesian inference to
enhance interaction-aware planning. Our approach actively
probes the surrounding human-driven cars to infer their
intentions and adapt control actions intelligently. A key
component of our framework is the novel model-based diffu-
sion solver tailored for receding horizon optimization. This
solver effectively handles the complexities of non-convex and
multimodal interaction problems like merging, contributing
to the robustness and adaptability of our approach, while
remaining computationally efficient enough to run in real
time (10 Hz) on an embedded computer. Through several
real-world hardware experiments on the F1-Tenth platform,
we have demonstrated that our framework improves the
efficiency and safety of challenging autonomous driving
maneuvers such as merging in dynamic traffic. This work
represents the first application of model-based diffusion to
a dual control problem as well as its first application to an
autonomous driving problem. These contributions advance
the field of interaction aware planning and decision-making
under uncertainty for autonomous driving, paving the way
for more intelligent and adaptive navigation systems. Future
work will focus on further refining the model-based diffusion
solver and exploring its applications in other complex driving
scenarios.
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