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ABSTRACT
Human guidance in reinforcement learning (RL) is often impractical
for large-scale applications due to high costs and time constraints.
Large Language Models (LLMs) offer a promising alternative to mit-
igate RL sample inefficiency and potentially replace human trainers.
However, applying LLMs as RL trainers is challenging due to their
overconfidence and less reliable solutions in sequential tasks. We
address this limitation by introducing a calibrated guidance system
that uses Monte Carlo Dropout to enhance LLM advice reliability
by assessing prediction variances from multiple forward passes.
Additionally, we develop a novel RL policy shaping method based
on dynamic model average entropy to adjust the LLM’s influence
on RL policies according to guidance uncertainty. This approach
ensures robust RL training by relying on reliable LLM guidance. To
validate our contributions, we conduct extensive experiments in
a Minigrid environment with three goals in varying environment
sizes. The results showcase superior model performance compared
to uncalibrated LLMs, unguided RL, and calibrated LLMs with dif-
ferent shaping policies. Moreover, we analyze various uncertainty
estimation methods, demonstrating the effectiveness of average en-
tropy in reflecting higher uncertainty in incorrect guidance. These
findings highlight the persistent overconfidence in fine-tuned LLMs
and underscore the importance of effective calibration in sequential
decision-making problems.

KEYWORDS
Reinforcement Learning, Natural Language Guidance, LLM Cali-
bration

1 INTRODUCTION
Reinforcement learning (RL) excels at solving sequential decision-
making problems by optimizing policies through trial-and-error
learning. However, RL often struggles with significant sample in-
efficiency [32, 56], requiring vast amounts of training episodes to
achieve reasonable performance. This is further complicated by
environments with sparse rewards [15, 44], where infrequent envi-
ronmental feedback makes it challenging for the agent to learn ef-
fective strategies. Recently, interactive reinforcement learning (IRL)
has addressed these problems by integrating human knowledge as
guidance in the training agent’s loop. This guidance typically takes
the form of either a demonstration of optimal actions [10, 20, 46], by
providing online rewards to critique or encourage the agent’s action
[27, 35], or through human preferences [39]. Despite the effective-
ness of these approaches, it may be difficult to provide hundreds of
instances of feedback or flawless demonstrations, particularly in
environments that require in-depth prior knowledge[19].

Lately, large languagemodels(LLMs) have fueled notable progress
in fields like medicine [40, 49] and robotics [11]. Unlike classical
language models such as LSTMs, LLMs have revolutionized nat-
ural language processing (NLP) with their advanced capabilities
in context learning [3, 51] and reasoning [51]. Pretraining on vast
amounts of data has endowed LLMs with extensive world knowl-
edge, extending their applications to a wide range of tasks, includ-
ing text classification, sentiment analysis, high-level task planning
[8, 14, 45], and decision-making [6].

Leveraging their reasoning and task planning capabilities, LLMs
have been employed to address RL’s challenges with sample ineffi-
ciency and sparse rewards [11, 30, 33]. Despite significant advance-
ments, LLMs can produce problematic and inaccurate responses, of-
ten influenced by biased training data or information not grounded
in their training sources [21]. Additionally, LLMs often suffer from
overconfidence in their solutions [36] even when they generate
erroneous information. These challenges impose a major obsta-
cle to effectively utilizing LLMs in critical decision-making such
as medicine [40] or sequential decision making [52]. Therefore, it
is a crucial need to build reliable LLMs through risk evaluations,
better ensuring technical precision [42]. Therefore, before integrat-
ing LLMs into RL, their responses should be calibrated, and an
uncertainty rate should be provided to ensure the RL agent is not
misled by overconfident, inaccurate guidance. While extensive AI
risk assessment research exists for other AI models, risk assess-
ments for LLMs are still in the early stages [21]. To the best of our
knowledge, no existing IRL model utilizes calibration techniques
on a LLMs’ output to improve the reliability of the advice given
to an IRL system. Moreover, there is a notable lack of reliable un-
certainty estimates necessary for assessing the trustworthiness of
LLM-generated guidance.

To address these issues, we propose a calibrated LLM guidance
system that uses Monte Carlo Dropout(MC Dropout) to assist RL
agents in sequential decision-making environments. Additionally,
we introduce a dynamic entropy-based coefficient to integrate RL
policy with LLM advice, enhancing the effectiveness of correct
recommendations and mitigating the negative impact of erroneous
ones.

2 RELATEDWORK
In the IRL framework, the RL agent learns through a teacher-student
interaction, where a knowledgeable human provides valuable guid-
ance or feedback, thereby accelerating the agent’s training process
[22, 27, 37]. However, there are challenges in using human advisors
in complex environments: 1) Gathering sufficient human guidance
is both time-consuming and expensive [11, 31, 35, 50]; 2) Providing
high-quality and flawless demonstrations is often unattainable in
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certain tasks due to their complexity, making it difficult for humans
to determine which demonstrations will most effectively contribute
to the agent’s learning [34, 48]; and 3) Designing a hard-coded re-
ward function is difficult in some applications [4, 28], as it can lead
to biased behavior and suboptimal performance. To address these
challenges, recent research has explored the potential of large lan-
guage models (LLMs) as promising alternatives to human trainers
in the RL loop.

LLM-Enhanced RL Framework andChallenges:With the ad-
vent of large language models (LLMs) like GPT-4[2] and BERT[13],
which are trained on vast datasets and contain billions of parame-
ters, there is now potential to overcome these RL challenges. These
models can enhance sample efficiency by providing contextual guid-
ance [33] and tackle sparse rewards by designing more effective
reward functions [30]. Further, employing large language model
(LLM) supervision instead of human supervision offers several ad-
vantages: it reduces the time and costs associated with human
intervention, ensures consistent and high-quality guidance, and
provides immediate accessibility to vast amounts of knowledge,
which would be impractical to gather from human demonstrations.
LLMs can serve as decision-makers, reward designers, information
processors, and generators of explainability in RL [7]. They can
be applied either as direct decision-makers [23, 31, 43] by directly
learning what decision an agent should take or as indirect decision-
makers [54] by doing things to simplify the learning problem like
generating candidate actions.

However, this runs the risk of reducing the effectiveness of the
learner if the LLM has poor performance [54]. Additionally, while
LLMs are effective for real-time feedback in single-task environ-
ments, they struggle with the complexity of sequential multi-task
problems [11]. This underscores the need for a reliable LLM guid-
ance system that can assist RL agents without overlooking crucial
actions, suggesting that LLMs are better suited as guidance sys-
tems rather than direct decision-makers or basic evaluative feed-
back providers. However, even as a guidance tool, LLM-generated
policies can be error-prone, especially in complex environments,
making calibration and uncertainty prediction essential to improve
their reliability.

LLM Calibration Techniques:Measuring uncertainty can be
useful for identifying incorrect responses in various NLP tasks
[21]. Generally, machine learning models encounter two primary
forms of uncertainty in their predictions: aleatoric uncertainty and
epistemic uncertainty [26]. Aleatoric uncertainty is related to ob-
servation errors, such as sensor noise, while epistemic uncertainty
arises from limited knowledge about the model’s parameters, often
because of insufficient training data. Although LLMs demonstrate
remarkable capabilities and rapid advancements, they frequently
produce incorrect information unexpectedly, including hallucina-
tions [24], disinformation [47], or bias [1]. Due to fine-tuning the
LLM on the specific task, we primarily focus on epistemic uncer-
tainty in this paper. As illustrated in Figure 1, uncertainty estimation
methods can be categorized into three types: deterministic [38],
sample consistency [5], and ensemble approaches [29, 53].

Since we are focused on determining the uncertainty of a single
LLM, we only use deterministic and sample consistency methods
in this work. Deterministic methods measure uncertainty using a

Figure 1: Illustraition of three types of uncertainty estima-
tion methods.

single forward pass of a model. Deterministic methods like logit-
basedmethods (log-probabilities) [18, 25] or entropy-basedmethods
[21] are mainly applied in classification tasks. Among the deter-
ministic methods, average entropy outperforms other uncertainty
estimation methods based on the result obtained in the question-
answering task by [21]. Sample consistency methods utilize ran-
domness in a model’s parameters (such as Bayesian methods) or
data (like test-time data augmentation) to generate a collection of
non-deterministic predictions and estimate uncertainty based on
variation in predictions.

Specifically, our work builds on [16], which shows that uncer-
tainty estimation outperforms the greedy approach in a basic con-
textual bandit problem. Our study explores the effectiveness of
various epistemic uncertainty methods, deterministic and sample
consistency calibrations, compared to the uncalibrated greedy ap-
proach in LLM-based RL as an indirect decision-maker. We specifi-
cally examine these methods in the context of scaling to sequential
multi-task environments and introduce a novel method to integrate
LLM guidance with agent policy based on the uncertainty of each
guidance.

3 BACKGROUND
3.1 Reinforcement Learning
Reinforcement Learning (RL) is a learning algorithm in which an
agent interacts with a learning environment to optimize its policy
using environmental feedback in a trial-and-error process. In RL,
each trajectory consists of numerous steps where the agent takes
action 𝑎 based on the observed state 𝑠 and receives the reward 𝑟

from the environment. The agent aims to maximize the cumulative
rewards over each trajectory by optimizing its policy 𝜋 . The opti-
mization problem is characterized by the Markov Decision Process
(MDP) concept, expressed as a quintuple of < 𝑆,𝐴,𝑇 , 𝑅,𝛾 >. In this
structure, 𝑆 and 𝐴 denote set of all potential states and actions,
respectively. 𝑇 specifies the agent transitioning function from one
state to another 𝑇 : 𝑆 × 𝐴 × 𝑆 → [0, 1]. 𝑅 is a reward function,
𝑅 : 𝑆 ×𝐴 → R. Lastly, the discount factor, denoted by 𝛾 , determines
the importance of future rewards relative to immediate rewards.

In this work, we implement our techniques on top of a Prox-
imal Policy Optimization (PPO) algorithm [41]. PPO stands out
among on-policy methods for its ability to provide more reliable



action probabilities through its unique clipping technique. This clip-
ping mechanism helps to maintain stability in the training process,
preventing the policy from diverging or oscillating significantly.

3.2 Policy Shaping
In this work, we also utilize concepts found in policy shaping. Policy
shaping in RL is a technique where external guidance, typically
provided by a human expert or a trained AI system, is integrated
into the learning process to influence or shape the agent’s policy [9,
17]. This is typically done by maintaining two action distributions,
one that represents the agent’s policy based on its own experience
and another that is created based on user feedback. These two
distributions are then combined during action exploration to create
a combined policy that the agent uses to guide its exploration.
Typically, this is done through a weighted pointwise multiplication.
These techniques, which aim to influence an agent’s actions, tend
to be more effective than those that alter the agent’s rewards and
value functions [55], such as reward shaping.

3.3 LLM’s Customization
To effectively customize an LLM for specific tasks, there are four
main methods: prompt engineering, Retrieval-Augmented Gener-
ation (RAG), fine-tuning, and pretraining [12]. In this work, we
focus on prompt engineering and fine-tuning. Prompt engineering
involves crafting targeted prompts to guide the LLM’s responses
effectively, while fine-tuning adjusts the model’s parameters based
on task-specific data to enhance performance. Unlike RAG, which
combines external data, or pretraining, which requires extensive
computational resources, prompt engineering and fine-tuning of-
fer practical and efficient methods to improve LLM reliability and
relevance for specialized tasks.

3.4 Uncertainty Evaluation
Uncertainty metrics are evaluated based on two key aspects: Dis-
crimination and Calibration [40]. Discrimination assesses an uncer-
taintymeasure’s ability to distinguish between correct and incorrect
answers, reflecting how effectively the metric identifies the accu-
racy of the LLM’s responses. Calibration checks if the predicted
probability of accuracy from the uncertainty metric matches the
actual observed probability. In this study, since the agent learns
through reinforcement learning (RL) and lacks a dataset, actual
observed probability is not available, making calibration impossible
to evaluate. Additionally, uncertainty does not always correspond
with inaccuracy; for example, a low uncertainty level does not
guarantee the reliability of an LLM’s response [21]. An LLM can
be highly confident even when it provides incorrect information.
Therefore, to assess the effectiveness of our uncertainty measure
in terms of discrimination, it is important to evaluate whether the
uncertainty rate surpasses a threshold when the predicted class
deviates from the actual class, which may reveal if the model is
overconfident.

Uncertainty estimation methods are evaluated using two distinct
metrics: Expected Calibration Error (ECE) and Brier Score (BS).
According to equation 1, ECEmeasures the calibration of a model by
quantifying the difference between predicted confidence and actual
accuracy. In this equation,𝑀 is the number of bins, 𝐵𝑚 is the set of

indices of samples whose predicted confidence scores fall into the
𝑚-th bin, 𝑛 is the total number of samples, acc(𝐵𝑚) is the accuracy
of the samples in bin 𝐵𝑚 , and conf (𝐵𝑚) is the average confidence
of the samples in bin 𝐵𝑚 . This aggregated metric provides a single
value representing how well the predicted probabilities align with
true outcomes.

On the other hand, BS as defined in equation 2, measures the ac-
curacy of probabilistic predictions by calculating the mean squared
difference between predicted probabilities and actual outcomes.
Here, 𝑁 represents the total number of predictions, 𝑓𝑖 denotes the
predicted probability for the 𝑖-th prediction, and 𝑜𝑖 indicates the
actual outcome for the 𝑖-th prediction, where 𝑜𝑖 is 1 if the event
occurred and 0 otherwise. In our classification problem, 𝑜𝑖 if the
LLM prediction matches the oracle prediction, and 𝑓𝑖 is either 1-
mean entropy or max(probability), applicable to both deterministic
and sample consistency experiments. For both ECE and BS, lower
values indicate better calibration and prediction accuracy.

ECE =

𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

|𝐵𝑚 |
𝑛

|acc(𝐵𝑚) − conf (𝐵𝑚) | (1)

BS =
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

(𝑓𝑖 − 𝑜𝑖 )2 (2)

4 CALIBRATED LLM TRAINER STRUCTURE
This section describes the model architecture, starting with the cal-
ibration framework for LLM guidance and prediction uncertainty.
It then explains how this calibrated guidance integrates with the
agent’s policy and how the agent learns using the PPO reinforce-
ment learning method.

4.1 Calibration System Framework
To address the issue of miscalibration in LLMs, we present a cali-
bration system based on MC Dropout. This system enhances the
reliability of LLMs by estimating and calibrating their uncertainty.
By incorporating MC Dropout, we perform multiple stochastic for-
ward passes during inference, generating several action probability
distributions rather than a single action probability distribution.
These distributions provide valuable insights into the model’s con-
fidence and uncertainty in its predictions.

Our Calibration system operates as follows: 1) Input Data Prepa-
ration: The input data is preprocessed and tokenized using the
fine-tuned tokenizer of the LLM. The resulting tokens are then
fed into the model. 2) MC Dropout: During inference, we activate
dropout layers of the fine-tuned LLM. This technique prevents over-
fitting, leading to induced variability in the model’s predictions. 3)
Stochastic Forward Passes: Multiple forward passes are conducted,
each with a different set of dropped-out neurons. Each pass results
in an action probability distribution. 4) Aggregating Action Proba-
bilities: For each action, average the probabilities across all forward
passes to obtain a calibrated probability distribution. This results
in a single, averaged action probability distribution. 5) Calculating
Entropy: Compute the entropy of the averaged action probability
distribution to quantify the model’s uncertainty.



As shown in Figure 2, neurons in the fine-tuned LLM network
are randomly dropped based on the dropout rate. This process ef-
fectively creates several sub-networks, each with a different set of
dropped neurons. The same prompt is then passed through each of
these sub-networks, resulting in multiple action probability distri-
butions. Subsequently, each generated piece of advice has a specific
uncertainty rate determined by the entropy of the averaged proba-
bility distribution from the multiple forward passes. Lower entropy
indicates higher confidence, while higher entropy signifies greater
uncertainty. This allows users to gauge the reliability of the given
advice and evaluate the model’s performance over time.

4.2 LLM-Enhanced RL Architecture
Our guidance model is implemented by fine-tuning a pretrained
LLM for a downstream sequential multi-task environment. The
LLM serves as an indirect decision-making system, enhancing the
sample efficiency of online reinforcement learning (RL) by leverag-
ing its robust sequence modeling capabilities and common sense
knowledge. Leveraging transformers in the architecture, the agent
processes the state’s image through a vision transformer and the
state’s prompt using a fine-tuned LLM, as illustrated in Figure 3.
The embedding layer retrieved from the vision transformer is fed
into the actor and critic networks to generate the agent’s action
probability distribution and expected return, respectively. Mean-
while, a dynamic prompt showing the environment context and
the agent’s mission at time step 𝑡 is fed into the guidance system.
The pretrained LLM is fine-tuned through an oracle to provide
valuable guidance more often. However, due to miscalibration and
over-parameterization of the LLM, guidance can become distracted
and inaccurate, especially in long-horizon and multi-task environ-
ments. To address this issue, the guidance system is calibrated for

Figure 2: The calibration system architecture using MC
Dropout in the fine-tuned LLM.

each piece of advice through a calibration system. Thus, the gen-
erated action probability distribution from the guidance system is
calibrated. The entropy of the calibrated advice, denoted by 𝐻 (𝑋 )𝑡
indicates the uncertainty of the guidance system for that advice.
Instead of using a constant coefficient to integrate the agent’s action
distribution and calibrated advice, we use the dynamic uncertainty
of the guidance system as shown in equation 3. This approach pro-
vides the agent with more informed and reliable advice, allowing it

to outperform the guidance system based on the learned policy in
cases of uncertain advice over time.

𝑃𝑎 (𝑡) = (1 − 𝐻 (𝑋 )𝑡 ) × 𝑃LLM (𝑡) + 𝐻 (𝑋 )𝑡 × 𝑃Agent (𝑡) (3)

Here, 𝑃LLM (𝑡) denotes the probability distribution of actions pre-
dicted by the calibrated LLM, 𝑃Agent (𝑡) represents the probability
distribution of actions based on the agent’s policy, and 𝑃𝑡 (𝑎) indi-
cates the combined action probability distribution at time 𝑡 .

Figure 3: The structure of calibrated LLM-based RL system

5 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP
To assess the calibration system’s effectiveness, we compare cal-
ibrated LLM-based RL using MC Dropout with an uncalibrated
deterministic approach, focusing on how calibration improves reli-
ability and accuracy when the same prompt is repeatedly passed
multiple times to a single LLM. Additionally, we demonstrate the
benefits of uncertainty-aware policy shaping by comparing it to a
linear decay coefficient method, where the influence of the LLM’s
action probability distribution decreases from 1 to 0 over the course
of episodes. These evaluations are conducted through several ex-
periments in Minigrid’s Unlock Pickup environment, using the
same seed for each run. Maintaining a fixed seed ensures that each
experiment starts with the same initial conditions, allowing for a
controlled comparison of the calibration and policy shaping meth-
ods. Each model is run for 3040 episodes with the same reward
settings and the PPO algorithm for online RL. The model is eval-
uated in two different environment sizes: 4x4 and 3x3, to assess
their effectiveness across varying scales comprehensively. In all
experiments, we report the average episode reward after smoothing
it using a moving window of 250 episodes.

5.1 Fine-Tuning:
Before conducting the experiments, the LLM is fine-tuned using
an oracle system that assumes a single optimal action at each step.
To introduce diversity into the fine-tuning dataset, the agent is
given either a random action or the oracle’s action during training.
However, the dataset is specifically curated to include only states
where the oracle’s action was selected, ensuring robust fine-tuning
in the complex sequential multi-task environment. In this study, we
fine-tune the BERT language model using a dataset of 21,500 states
for a 4x8 grid environment, achieving 90% accuracy in the final
evaluation. For a smaller 3x6 grid environment, BERT is fine-tuned



with a dataset of 15,000 states, resulting in 93% accuracy in the final
evaluation.

5.2 Model Parameters
In the calibration system’s structure, the dropout probability is
set to 0.1, aligning with the inference LLM dropout rate used in
[16] and matching the rate at which BERT was pre-trained. To
generate robust fine-tuning LLM, the dropout is utilized only in
the inference phase. For the actor and critic networks in the RL
agent, the embedding layer size is fixed at 1024. The PPO algorithm
is updated using the Adam optimizer, with a learning rate of 10−4,
a batch size of 15, and 4 epochs.

5.3 Environment and Reward Structure
TheMinigrid unlock pickup environment is a gridworld in which an
agent must pick up a key to unlock a door to leave the environment.
Using MDP terminology, the state, 𝑆𝑡 is composed of an image of
the state and a natural language prompt that includes the agent’s
current state and goal information. The action space𝐴𝑡 is defined
as: 0 (going left), 1 (going right), 2 (going straight), 3 (picking up
the key), and 5 (opening the door). As illustrated in 4, the agent
must first pick up the key, then open the door, and finally proceed
to the green goal in that specific order.

Transitions 𝑇𝑡 between states 𝑆𝑡 and 𝑆𝑡 + 1 are determined by
the action 𝑎𝑡 taken by the agent at time 𝑡 . The environmental re-
ward 𝑟𝑡 is given only upon completing the final mission, calculated
as 1 − step_count

max_steps , with values ranging from 0 to 1. This sparse
reward function can cause sample inefficiency by promoting the
exploration of less relevant states. We assign constant rewards
for completing each completed task to mitigate the challenges of
multi-tasking and sparse rewards. In the updated reward function
setting, the agent receives a reward of 0.5 for completing the first
mission and another 0.5 for accomplishing the second mission. For
the third mission, the agent receives an additional 0.2 on top of the
environmental reward to balance the rewards between missions
and encourage sequential task completion. Furthermore, due to
the positive rewards, the agent may over-prioritize certain actions,
such as picking up the key (action 3) or opening the door (action
5), even when these actions are performed in incorrect states. To
mitigate this issue, we introduce a small negative reward of -0.02 for
performing these actions in inappropriate states. This adjustment
helps the agent learn to balance actions effectively over time.

5.4 Prompt Engineering
The state’s prompt is designed to provide the environmental context
and the agent’s mission at each time step. This prompt dynamically
changes based on the position of the agent and the specific mission
objectives. Below, for example, is the prompt associated with the
state shown in Figure 4.

prompt: The red agent is in a 4x4 grid environment surrounded by
walls. Each grid cell is identified by coordinates (i, j), where i denotes
the column and j denotes the row. The agent can turn left (action 0),
turn right (action 1), move forward (action 2), pick up key (action 3),
and open door (action 4). The agent can face right (0), down (1), left
(2), or up (3). The agent cannot pass through walls. It can open the
door if it has the key and is facing the closed door, and it can pick up

the key when facing it. The agent needs to find the shortest route to
key or door and then pickup the key or open the door. Consider the
direction as the way the agent is facing, not the way we are seeing
the agent, to avoid mixing right and left. In this state, the agent is at
position (4, 2), the agent direction is < and agent’s direction number is
2, and the forward object is empty cell, and the key position is (2, 1),
the key is not being carried by the agent, the door is at position (4, 3),
the goal is at position (5, 1), the door is False open, and the mission is
pick up key. What is the optimal action for the agent to take in this
state to accomplish the mission?just say the optimal action number

6 RESULTS
As discussed, we compare the proposedmodel’s performance against
the following baselines: RL without LLM guidance (unguided RL),
uncalibrated LLM-enhanced RL, and a model using linear policy
shaping. We also perform these experiments in a 4x4 environment
and a 3x3 environment to investigate how these approaches scale
with the size of the state space. Finally, we analyze the discrimina-
tion and calibration of uncertainty estimation methods based on
the experimental results.

Comparison to RL without Guidance: To assess the benefits
of incorporating a guidance system, we compare our model with an
RL agent operating without guidance, serving as our baseline. The
baseline relies solely on a traditional online reinforcement learning
algorithm. Figure 5 highlights the comparative performance of our
model, demonstrating its superior sample efficiency. In the experi-
ments, the average reward for the unguided RL agent levels off at
around 0.4, indicating limited improvement with additional train-
ing. In contrast, the calibrated LLM-enhanced RL agent achieves
a plateau around 1.6, showcasing significantly better performance
and higher sample efficiency. This comparison underscores the
effectiveness of the guidance system in enhancing the learning
process and achieving better results.

Comparison to Uncalibrated LLM-Enhanced RL To empha-
size the robustness achieved through calibrating the LLM guidance,
we compare the results from both the uncalibrated LLM and the
calibrated guidance system. Figure 5 illustrates the performance of
these models, with the red line representing the calibrated LLM-
enhanced RL and the black line representing the uncalibrated LLM-
enhanced RL. The calibrated LLM-enhanced RL model outperforms
the uncalibrated counterpart, as evidenced by a higher area under
the curve. This enhanced performance is further detailed in Table
1, where the superior results of the calibrated guidance system are
quantified. These findings demonstrate that calibration significantly
improves the robustness and effectiveness of the LLM guidance in
reinforcement learning tasks.

Figure 4: An instance of agent’s state



Table 1: Area Under Curve (AUC) metric for all experiments.

Method AUC

Our Model 4318.65
Unguided RL 938.24
Uncalibrated LLM-Enhanced RL 4240.22
Calibrated LLM-Enhanced RL by Decay Coefficient 2977.79
Our Model in 3x3 Environment 4194.17

Comparing the Uncertainty-Aware Policy ShapingMethod
with Linear Decay Coefficient: To effectively integrate a guid-
ance system with reinforcement learning, we employ a dynamic
entropy-based coefficient for policy shaping, as the uncertainty of
LLM advice varies at each state. This approach is compared against
a baseline method using a fixed linear decaying coefficient. In the
baseline method, the LLM’s coefficient starts at 1 and linearly de-
creases to 0 by the final episode. As shown in Figure 5, the guidance
system, when combined with a fixed linear decaying factor, fails
to perform efficiently in sequential multi-tasks environment. The
fixed approach lacks the adaptability needed to account for varying
levels of uncertainty in the LLM’s guidance. In contrast, our pro-
posed model, which uses a dynamic entropy-based policy shaping
method, maintains an upward performance trend. This method
effectively leverages the guidance system by adjusting the policy
shaping coefficient based on the uncertainty at each state, leading
to more efficient and robust learning outcomes.

Figure 5: Comparison of four models—uncalibrated LLM
guided, unguided RL, linear policy shaping, and our
uncertainty-aware policy shaping model.

Comparison to Smaller Environment Size: To assess the
performance of calibrated BERT in smaller and simpler environ-
ments, we conducted experiments in a 3x3 grid environment with
identical tasks. Surprisingly, as shown in Figure 6, the model per-
formed better in the 4x4 environment than in the 3x3 environment.
This unexpected result is due to the higher overconfidence of the
LLM in the more accessible 3x3 environment compared to the more
challenging 4x4 environment. Additionally, the 4x4 environment
offers a greater variety of states, allowing the agent to learn more
effectively. This suggests that the model’s ability to calibrate and
assess uncertainty may be influenced by the complexity of the envi-
ronment, affecting its predictive accuracy. Future work can explore

how overconfidence in LLMs varies with different environment
scales to enhance performance.

Figure 6: Comparison of calibrated model performance in
different environment sizes.

Analysis of Discrimination of Uncertainty Metrics: As pre-
viously noted, uncertainty estimation does not always align with
prediction accuracy in LLMs. To address this, we assess the discrim-
ination capability by analyzing instances of model overconfidence
in incorrect predictions. Specifically, we compare how often uncer-
tainty estimates exceed 50% (using a random estimation baseline)
when the predicted class differs from the oracle’s class, across vari-
ous uncertainty estimation methods. As shown in Table 2, average
entropy demonstrates the highest discrimination, achieving 80% in
the sample consistency method compared to other scenarios.

Additionally, average entropy shows greater discrimination in
the deterministic method than the 1 - maximum probability method.
The average entropy uncertainty in a calibrated LLM is more robust
in cases of incorrect guidance. For instance, in the right scenario
depicted in Figure 7, the calibrated LLM provides incorrect advice to
take action 1 (going right), which is incorrect as the agent faces to
the wall. Here, average entropy is 67%, surpassing the 50% thresh-
old, whereas the maximum probability method shows only 38%
uncertainty. In contrast, in the left instance shown in Figure 7, the
uncalibrated LLM advises the incorrect action 2, which is incor-
rect as the agent cannot pass through the wall, yet the average
entropy is only 23%. This demonstrates the superior reliability of
the calibrated LLM in signaling uncertainty when giving incorrect
advice.

Analysis of Calibration Methods: The results of calibration
metrics for deterministic and sample consistency methods, using
average entropy and 1 - maximum probability, are reported in Table
2. The reliability of average entropy as an uncertainty metric for
calibrated BERT models is evidenced by its lower ECE and Brier
Score across both environment sizes, compared to 1 - maximum
probability. Despite the small differences in ECE and Brier Score for
average entropy between the deterministic method (uncalibrated
LLM) and sample consistency (calibrated LLM), their significant
impact is evident when comparing their performance in guiding
the RL agent, as shown in Figure 5.



Figure 7: Instances of incorrect advice: the calibrated LLM
(right) and the uncalibrated LLM (left).

Table 2: Evaluation of different uncertainty estimation meth-
ods using ECE and BS

Methods ECE BS Discrimination

Deterministic 4*4 by Mean Entropy 0.16 0.21 0.76
Deterministic 4*4 by Max Probability 0.27 0.27 0.74
Sample Consistency 4*4 by Mean Entropy 0.15 0.20 0.8
Sample Consistency 4*4 Max Probability 0.26 0.26 0.74
Sample Consistency 3*3 by Mean Entropy 0.14 0.19 0.75
Sample Consistency 3*3 by Max Probability 0.19 0.22 0.75

7 DISCUSSION
Can LLMs replace human trainers in guiding RL agents? To
gauge the effectiveness of LLMs as trainers and enhance the re-
liability of their guidance through MC Dropout calibration, we
fine-tuned a BERT model. We conducted extensive experiments in
a Minigrid environment with three sequential tasks. Our results
show that fine-tuned LLMs significantly boost RL agent perfor-
mance, achieving an average reward of 1.6 compared to 0.4 for
unguided RL agents, with a difference of 3,380.41 in the area under
the curve. The calibrated guidance system also demonstrated supe-
rior performance over the uncalibrated version, resulting in more
robust training and higher average rewards. Interestingly, using
the model in smaller, simpler environment led to increased over-
confidence and reduced performance, indicating that calibration
and uncertainty assessment may be affected by the complexity of
the environment.

How can LLMs be integrated to shape RL policy for ensur-
ing robust guidance? Incorporating uncertainty into policy shap-
ing significantly enhances the efficacy and robustness of RL training.
Unlike linear policy shaping, which is challenging to optimize for
different problems, using average entropy provides an efficient and
automatic balance between the LLM and the RL agent. Our novel
uncertainty-aware policy shaping method outperforms traditional
linear decay weight methods, achieving a 45% increase in the area
under the curve for training rewards. Additionally, an analysis of
estimation metrics showcased the superior discrimination accuracy
of average entropy in the sample consistency method, consistently
exceeding 50% in most instances of incorrect guidance. Conversely,
average entropy uncertainty showed lower discrimination accu-
racy in deterministic calibration, highlighting the importance of
the multiple forward pass method for effective calibration.

8 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we propose an uncertainty-aware LLM-enhanced
RL framework that simultaneously reduces LLM overconfidence
and improves RL sample efficiency. By applying MC Dropout dur-
ing the inference stage of a fine-tuned BERT model, the calibrated
BERT demonstrated superior performance compared to RL with
uncalibrated LLMs and RL without LLMs in a sequential multi-task
Minigrid environment. Additionally, our novel uncertainty-aware
policy shaping method contributed to maintaining an upward train-
ing reward trend, in contrast to the downward trend observed with
traditional policy shaping methods like linear decaying coefficients.
Moreover, Discrimination analysis proved the efficiency of sample
consistency calibration methods compared to deterministic ones.
Notably, among uncertainty metrics, the model’s average entropy
demonstrated superior performance in reflecting higher uncertainty
(over 50%) in incorrect guidance, revealing its potential in mitigat-
ing LLM overconfidence. These promising findings pave the way
for further advancements in LLM-in-the-loop RL systems centered
on LLM uncertainty.
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