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Abstract

In recent years, reinforcement learning (RL)-based methods for learning driving policies have gained increasing at-
tention in the autonomous driving community and have achieved remarkable progress in various driving scenarios.
However, traditional RL approaches rely on manually engineered rewards, which require extensive human effort and
often lack generalizability. To address these limitations, we propose VLM-RL, a unified framework that integrates
pre-trained Vision-Language Models (VLMs) with RL to generate reward signals using image observation and natural
language goals. The core of VLM-RL is the contrasting language goal (CLG)-as-reward paradigm, which uses posi-
tive and negative language goals to generate semantic rewards. We further introduce a hierarchical reward synthesis
approach that combines CLG-based semantic rewards with vehicle state information, improving reward stability and
offering a more comprehensive reward signal. Additionally, a batch-processing technique is employed to optimize
computational efficiency during training. Extensive experiments in the CARLA simulator demonstrate that VLM-RL
outperforms state-of-the-art baselines, achieving a 10.5% reduction in collision rate, a 104.6% increase in route com-
pletion rate, and robust generalization to unseen driving scenarios. Furthermore, VLM-RL can seamlessly integrate
almost any standard RL algorithms, potentially revolutionizing the existing RL paradigm that relies on manual re-
ward engineering and enabling continuous performance improvements. The demo video and code can be accessed at:
https://zilin-huang.github.io/VLM-RL-website/.
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1. Introduction

Autonomous driving technology has made significant progress in recent years, yet achieving human-level safety
and reliability remains a fundamental challenge (Feng et al., 2023; Huang et al., 2024b). A particularly acute challenge
is how to develop safe and generalizable driving policies for complex traffic environments (Di and Shi, 2021; Cao
et al., 2022; He et al., 2024; Huang et al., 2024d; Sheng et al., 2024a; Yao et al., 2023). The rapid advancement
of deep learning has catalyzed remarkable developments in this domain, particularly through imitation learning (IL)
and reinforcement learning (RL) (Huang et al., 2024c; Wu et al., 2024), as shown in Fig. 1 (a). IL aims to learn
driving policies by mimicking expert demonstrations, achieving impressive performance in controlled environments
(Huang et al., 2024c). Yet, IL-based methods face inherent limitations: they heavily depend on the scale and quality
of demonstration data and exhibit poor generalization beyond the training distribution. In contrast, RL enables agents
to actively learn optimal driving policies through direct interaction with the environment by maximizing carefully
designed reward functions (Huang et al., 2024c). The effectiveness of RL-enabled methods has been demonstrated in
various decision-making scenarios, such as safe navigation (Mao et al., 2024; He et al., 2024), car-following control
(Hart et al., 2024), trajectory control (Sheng et al., 2024b), and lane change (Guo et al., 2024).

Nevertheless, a major challenge in applying RL is designing an appropriate reward function that will lead to the
desired behavior (Ma et al., 2023; Venuto et al., 2024; Xie et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024). While RL has been
remarkably successful in domains where the reward function is clearly defined (e.g., gaming, robot manipulation), its
application to autonomous driving remains troubled (Ye et al., 2024; Hazra et al., 2024; Han et al., 2024; Zhou et al.,
2024). The fundamental difficulty is that the notion of “good driving” encompasses complex, context-dependent
behaviors, relying on tacit knowledge that is difficult to quantify and encode as a reward function (Ye et al., 2024).
This reflects Polanyi’s paradox, which asserts that “we know more than we can tell” (Polanyi, 2009). Traditionally,
reward functions in the field of autonomous driving are usually manually designed based on expert intuition and
heuristics, which often combine multiple sub-objectives such as speed maintenance, lane following, and collision
avoidance (Chen et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023a; Zhang et al., 2024). However, this procedure, known as “reward
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Figure 1: Comparative Overview of Reward Design Paradigms for Autonomous Driving. (a) Fundamentals and limitations of IL/RL-based methods
for driving policy learning. (b) Fundamentals and limitations of foundation model-based reward design methods (i.e., LLM-as-Reward and VLM-
as-Reward paradigms) for driving policy learning. (c) Our proposed VLM-RL framework, leverages VLMs to achieve a comprehensive and stable
reward design for safe autonomous driving.

engineering”, requires considerable human effort and trial-and-error iterations (Abouelazm et al., 2024). As noted by
Han et al. (2024); Knox et al. (2023); Abouelazm et al. (2024), it faces several challenges such as expert knowledge
dependence, multi-objective conflicts, and generalizability limitations.

Recent breakthroughs in foundation models, particularly large language models (LLMs) (OpenAI, 2023) and
vision-language models (VLMs) (Radford et al., 2021), have demonstrated remarkable capabilities in understanding
natural language instructions and complex visual scenes. This progress has inspired researchers to explore the use
of these foundation models for reward shaping in RL, offering a promising solution to the longstanding challenge
of reward design. The key idea is to leverage the rich semantic understanding capabilities of foundation models
to translate human-specified goals into reward signals that can guide RL training effectively (Venuto et al., 2024;
Ma et al., 2023; Xie et al., 2024). In the field of robotics, integrating foundation models into reward functions has
shown strong performance and promising generalization capabilities. Many experiments in this domain focus on tasks
where the desired goal state is well-defined and easily specified, such as “Put carrot in bowl” for manipulation tasks
(Kim et al., 2024). This explicit goal specification allows researchers to harness pre-trained foundation models as
zero-shot reward generators, simplifying the reward design process (Baumli et al., 2023; Rocamonde et al., 2024;
Sontakke et al., 2024; Fu et al., 2024). However, while these approaches perform well across various robotic tasks,
they encounter significant challenges in the context of safe autonomous driving. Unlike robotic manipulation tasks,
where goals can be specified with high precision, driving objectives such as “drive safely” are inherently abstract and
context-dependent. These high-level instructions are difficult for foundation models to interpret effectively due to the
complexity and variability of real-world driving scenarios (Ye et al., 2024).

Several recent works have attempted to combine foundation models with RL for autonomous driving. Fig. 1 (b)
illustrates two dominant paradigms for this integration: LLM-as-Reward and VLM-as-Reward paradigm. The first
approach directly invokes LLMs to generate reward functions or codes, incorporating human feedback to iteratively
refine the design. The second approach uses VLMs as reward functions, where the model evaluates the agent’s
state and provides immediate feedback based on the alignment with specified goals to guide behavior. Despite these
advancements, existing works still face several critical limitations: (a) Most works rely solely on language descriptions
to achieve desired behaviors (Zhou et al., 2024; Yildirim et al., 2024). While Ye et al. (2024) proposes an opposite
reward design, it focuses exclusively on negative scenarios and overlooks the rich semantic relationships between
positive and negative driving behaviors. (b) Many approaches depend on real-time foundation model inference during
deployment (Hazra et al., 2024; Han et al., 2024; Zhou et al., 2024), introducing latency issues that are unacceptable
for safety-critical driving decisions where real-time responsiveness is essential. (c) Current methods predominantly
validate their effectiveness in simplified simulation environments such as HighwayEnv simulator (Yildirim et al.,
2024; Ye et al., 2024; Han et al., 2024; Zhou et al., 2024). These methods use simplified state representations, which
do not capture the complexity of real-world sensors (e.g., camera images) used in actual autonomous vehicles. (d)
Many existing approaches generate discrete high-level commands (e.g., lane changes, acceleration) (Zhou et al., 2024;
Ye et al., 2024), which are insufficient for continuous and precise control needed in real-world vehicle operations.

Observing how humans learn new skills, we find that people typically learn more effectively through contrasting
examples. For instance, when teaching someone to cook a steak, instructors often highlight both the correct and in-
correct techniques: “A perfectly cooked steak has a golden-brown crust and a uniformly pink interior” versus “If the
steak turns completely dark brown and has a burnt smell, it is overcooked”. This helps learners develop a compre-
hensive understanding of proper cooking techniques by recognizing both desired and undesired outcomes. Drawing
inspiration from human learning, we propose a unified framework for integrating pre-trained VLMs and online RL,
named VLM-RL, as shown in Fig. 1 (c). VLM-RL fundamentally rethinks how foundation models can be integrated
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into RL-based autonomous driving systems. We first introduce the concept of contrasting language goal (CLG) to
guide RL-based safe driving tasks. Building upon the VLM-as-Reward, a novel CLG-as-Reward paradigm is then
presented, leveraging CLG to generate more informative and context-aware rewards. To enhance learning stability,
a hierarchical reward synthesis approach is adopted, combining CLG-based rewards with vehicle state information.
These synthesized rewards are then integrated with standard RL for policy training. Additionally, a batch-processing
technique is employed to improve computational efficiency during the training process.

More importantly, VLM-RL implements a closed-loop end-to-end training pipeline that integrates camera-based
perception with continuous control outputs, addressing a significant limitation of existing work that typically relies on
simplified state representations and discrete actions. Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We propose the VLM-RL framework, which leverages pre-trained VLMs as zero-shot reward models, elimi-
nating the need for explicit reward engineering in RL-based safe driving tasks. To our knowledge, VLM-RL
is the first work in the autonomous driving field to unify VLMs with RL for end-to-end driving policy
learning in the CARLA simulator.

• We propose a novel CLG-as-Reward paradigm for reward shaping, which leverages pre-trained VLMs to gen-
erate semantic reward signals by measuring the semantic alignment between driving states and contrasting
language descriptions (i.e., positive and negative language goals).

• We propose a hierarchical reward synthesis approach that combines CLG-based rewards with vehicle state
information to provide comprehensive and stable reward signals. This method addresses the limitations of
using only coarse semantic rewards from VLMs, which can mislead policy optimization due to incomplete or
imprecise behavior descriptions.

• We develop a batch-processing technique to ensure computational efficiency. Instead of calculating rewards
immediately for every observation, batches of observations are periodically sampled from a replay buffer and
processed through the pre-trained VLM. VLM-RL can be seamlessly integrated into almost any standard RL,
enabling consistent performance improvements.

• We conducted extensive experiments in the CARLA simulator, demonstrating significant improvements in
safety, efficiency, and generalization to diverse driving scenarios. Specifically, compared to state-of-the-art
baselines, VLM-RL achieved 10.5% reduction in collision rate, a 104.6% increase in route completion rate, and
successfully generalized to previously unseen scenarios without fine-tuning.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the related work. Section 3 introduces the
preliminaries and problem formulation. Section 4 details the proposed VLM-RL framework. Section 5 presents the
experimental setup and results. Finally, Section 6 concludes the paper and outlines future research directions.

2. Related Works

2.1. Reward Design with Foundation Model

The design of reward functions remains a fundamental challenge in RL. Recently, a new paradigm has emerged
that leverages foundation models to generate reward signals for RL. Kwon et al. (2023) first demonstrated the potential
of LLMs, such as GPT-3 (OpenAI, 2023), in generating rewards for text-based tasks. Subsequent works extended
this idea, showing that LLMs can generate structured code for robot training (Yu et al., 2023) and Python code
for various agents (Xie et al., 2024; Ma et al., 2023). However, these methods often assume access to detailed
environment information, which is challenging in autonomous driving. For instance, accurate data on surrounding
vehicles’ velocities and positions may not be available. In this work, the VLM-RL generates the reward signal directly
from the visual input captured by the on-board camera, which does not require such assumptions. VLM-CaR (Venuto
et al., 2024) mitigates VLM query costs by breaking tasks into sub-objectives, though this is difficult for safe driving
tasks. Other works use the embedding space of pre-trained VLMs, such as CLIP (Radford et al., 2021). Mahmoudieh
et al. (2022) are the first to use fine-tuned CLIP as reward models for robotic manipulation. VLM-SR (Baumli et al.,
2023) converts similarity-based rewards into binary rewards via thresholding, while RoboCLIP (Sontakke et al., 2024)
compares task video embeddings to agent behavior. VLM-RM (Rocamonde et al., 2024) enhances rewards using goal-
based baseline regularization, and RL-VLM-F (Wang et al., 2024) incorporates human preference labels for improved
reward quality, and FuRL (Fu et al., 2024) addresses reward misalignment issues to refine reward signals further.
These methods work well in robotics domains where goal states can be precisely defined and easily understood by
VLMs. In contrast, autonomous driving involves inherently ambiguous language goal states that are difficult to define
or verify. Additionally, robotics tasks typically involve static or controlled environments, whereas autonomous driving
must deal with multiple agents and uncertain dynamic scenarios.
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2.2. Foundation Model in Autonomous Driving
Recent breakthroughs in foundation models have inspired researchers to apply them to the field of autonomous

driving, including scene understanding (e.g., DriveVLM (Tian et al., 2024), LeapAD (Mei et al., 2024)), planning
(e.g., DiLu (Wen et al., 2023), DriveMLM (Wang et al., 2023b)), scene generation (e.g., ChatScene Zhang et al.
(2024), ChatSim (Wei et al., 2024)), human-vehicle interaction (e.g., DriVLMe (Huang et al., 2024a), Drive as you
speak (Cui et al., 2024)), and end-to-end driving (e.g., LMDrive (Shao et al., 2024), DriveGPT4 (Xu et al., 2024)).
Despite these advancements, leveraging foundation models for reward design in safe driving tasks has yet to be fully
explored. LLM-RL (Zhou et al., 2024) employs LLMs to intuitively shape reward functions via natural language
prompts, enabling more human-like driving behavior. HighwayLLM (Yildirim et al., 2024) integrates LLMs with RL
to provide explainable decision-making in highway driving scenarios. REvolve (Hazra et al., 2024) frames reward
design as an evolutionary search problem, leveraging LLMs and human feedback to create human-aligned reward
functions. In contrast, VLM-RL does not require human feedback. AutoReward (Han et al., 2024) utilizes LLMs
to generate and refine reward functions through a closed-loop framework automatically. Most of the existing works
heavily rely on real-time inference from foundation models, which may raise limitations such as latency issues. VLM-
RL does not rely on direct model queries but instead utilizes their embedding spaces for reward computation. Perhaps
the work closest to ours is LORD (Ye et al., 2024), which uses undesired language goals to shape agent behavior. The
key differences between VLM-RL and LORD are: (a) VLM-RL uses both desired and undesired goals combined with
vehicle state information for richer reward signals; (b) VLM-RL uses camera-based visual inputs for more realistic
perception; and (c) VLM-RL implements an end-to-end pipeline that produces continuous control outputs.

3. Preliminaries

3.1. Partially Observable Markov Decision Processes
A partially observable Markov decision process (POMDP) is defined by the tuple (S,A, θ, R,O, ϕ, γ, d0), where

S is the state space, A is the action space, θ(s′ | s, a) : S × S × A → [0, 1] represents the transition function,
R(s, a, s′) : S × A × S → R is the reward function, O denotes the observation space, ϕ(o | s) : S → ∆(O) is the
observation distribution, and d0(s) : S → [0, 1] is the initial state distribution. At each timestep, the environment
occupies a state s ∈ S, and the agent selects an action a ∈ A. The environment transitions to a new state s′

with probability θ(s′ | s, a). The agent then receives an observation o with probability ϕ(o | s′) and a reward
r = R(s, a, s′). A sequence of states and actions forms a trajectory τ = (s0, a0, s1, a1, . . .), where si ∈ S and
ai ∈ A. The return for a trajectory τ is the discounted sum of rewards: g(τ ;R) =

∑T
t=0 γ

tR(st, at, st+1). The
agent’s objective is to find a policy π(a | s) that maximizes the expected return G(π) = Eπ[g(τ(π);R)].

3.2. Vision-Language Models
VLMs have seen significant advancements in recent years (You et al., 2024). These models are broadly defined

as those capable of handling sequences of both language inputs l ∈ L≤n and vision inputs i ∈ I≤m. In this context,
L represents a finite alphabet, and L≤n refers to strings of length up to n. Similarly, I denotes the space of 2D
RGB images, and I≤m consists of image sequences of length up to m. A notable class of pre-trained VLMs is CLIP
(Radford et al., 2021), which includes a language encoder CLIPL : L≤n → V and an image encoder CLIPI : I → V ,
both mapping to a shared latent space V ⊆ Rk. These encoders are trained jointly through contrastive learning on
image-caption pairs. The training objective is to minimize the cosine distance between embeddings of matching pairs
while maximizing it for non-matching pairs. CLIP has demonstrated strong performance in various downstream tasks
and exhibits impressive zero-shot transfer capabilities (Rocamonde et al., 2024).

3.3. Problem Statement
We model the task of training an autonomous driving agent as a POMDP, similar to Rocamonde et al. (2024).

The agent’s objective is to learn an optimal policy π : S → A that maximizes the expected cumulative reward,
expressed as H(π) = E

[∑T
t=0 γ

tR(st, at) | π
]
. A key challenge in this context is to design an effective reward

function R(s, a, s′) that guides the agent toward desirable behaviors. Traditional reward engineering requires manual
specification of complex behaviors and constraints, which can be tedious, error-prone, and hard to generalize across
diverse driving scenarios. Ideally, we wish to directly use VLMs to provide agents with rewardsR(s) to guide desired
behaviors, as is done in the robotics domain. However, as mentioned earlier, using VLMs directly as rewards for
autonomous driving still faces critical challenges. Our goal is to create a specialized VLM-as-Reward framework for
the safe driving task to eliminate the need for explicit reward functions G(π) = E

[∑T
t=0 γ

tRVLM(s) | π
]
.

4. Framework: VLM-RL

In this section, we present a detailed description of VLM-RL framework. The framework addresses the funda-
mental challenge of reward design in autonomous driving by leveraging the semantic understanding capabilities of
pre-trained VLMs (i.e., CLIP).
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Figure 2: Architecture of the VLM-RL Framework for Autonomous Driving. (a) Observation and action spaces for policy learning; (b) Definition
of CLG to provide semantic guidance; (c) CLG-based semantic reward computation using pre-trained VLMs; (d) Hierarchical reward synthesis that
integrates semantic rewards with vehicle state information for comprehensive and stable reward signals; (e) Policy training with batch-processing,
where SAC updates are performed using experiences stored in a replay buffer and rewards are computed asynchronously to optimize efficiency.

4.1. Overview

The VLM-RL framework consists of four main components. First, we define the concept of CLG that describes
both desired and undesired driving behaviors, providing a foundation for reward computation. Second, we utilize
CLIP to compute semantic alignment between the current driving state and these contrasting language descriptions,
generating semantic reward signals. Third, we develop a hierarchical reward synthesis approach that combines the
semantic rewards with vehicle state information (e.g., speed, heading angle) to produce stable and comprehensive
reward signals. Fourth, to optimize computational efficiency, we implement a batch-processing technique that period-
ically processes observations from the replay buffer rather than computing rewards in real time. Fig. 2 illustrates the
overall architecture of our framework. We describe each component in detail in the following subsections.

4.2. Contrasting Language Goal Definition

Recent advances in robotics have demonstrated remarkable success in utilizing pre-trained VLMs as zero-shot
reward models across diverse tasks (Sontakke et al., 2024). Given a task T and its natural language description
l ∈ L≤n, the fundamental approach involves leveraging VLMs to generate reward signals that guide the agent toward
desired behaviors. This can be formally expressed as (Rocamonde et al., 2024)

RVLM(s) = VLM(l, ψ(s), c) (1)

where c ∈ L≤n is an optional context that may include additional information or constraints. In this formulation, the
VLM takes the language goal l, the current observation ψ(s), and optional context c, and outputs a reward signal.

In robotics, the success of this formulation relies on the ability to describe tasks and goal states with precise
language. For example, in manipulation tasks (Fig. 3 (a)), goals such as “Put carrot in bowl” are clear and unam-
biguous, allowing VLMs to effectively measure progress by comparing state-goal relationships in their embedding
space V ⊆ Rk. In contrast, autonomous driving poses unique challenges, as the goal of “Safe driving” encompasses
a wide range of acceptable behaviors and states. This abstract objective makes it difficult to establish clear semantic
comparisons between the current vehicle state and the goal. While LORD (Ye et al., 2024) addresses this by using
opposite language goals (Fig.3 (b)), this approach offers limited guidance by focusing only on states to avoid.

Drawing inspiration from human learning, where people often learn more effectively through contrasting goals,
as exemplified by the steak-cooking scenario mentioned earlier, we propose using VLMs to generate semantic reward
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𝑅𝐶𝐿𝐺 𝑠 = 𝛼 · sim VLM𝐼 𝜓 𝑠 , VLM𝐿 𝑙pos

                            −𝛽 · sim VLM𝐼 𝜓 𝑠 , VLM𝐿 𝑙neg

sim VLM𝐼 𝜓 𝑠 , VLM𝐿 𝑙pos

sim VLM𝐼 𝜓 𝑠 , VLM𝐿 𝑙neg

Figure 3: Conceptual comparisons of reward design paradigms. (a) Robotic manipulation tasks often feature well-defined goals (e.g., ”Put carrot
in bowl”), enabling VLMs to provide clear semantic rewards. (b) Existing methods that use only negative goals (e.g., ”two cars have collided”)
focus on avoidance but lack positive guidance. (c) Our CLG-as-Reward paradigm integrates both positive and negative goals, allowing VLM-RL
to deliver more informative semantic guidance for safer, more generalizable driving.

signals by aligning driving states with contrasting language descriptions (Fig.3 (c)). Specifically, we introduce the
concept of CLG, which is defined as pairs of positive and negative descriptions that encapsulate desired and undesired
driving behaviors.

Definition 1 (Contrasting Language Goal). Given a driving task T , we define contrasting language goal as a pair
(lpos, lneg) ∈ L≤n × L≤n, where lpos, lneg ∈ L≤n denote positive and negative language goals respectively. Positive
goals describe desired outcomes (e.g., “the road is clear with no car accidents”), while negative goals specify unde-
sired scenarios (e.g., “two cars have collided with each other on the road”). Based on Eq. (1), the reward function of
CLG is defined as

RCLG(s) = VLM(lpos, lneg, ψ(s), c) (2)

Specifically, we hope that the positive component will guide the agent toward a desirable state while the negative
component will prevent the agent from entering an undesirable state. The ultimate goal is to provide more informative
reward signals by encouraging desirable behaviors and punishing undesirable behaviors. Section 4.3.2 provides a
detailed implementation of this idea.

4.3. CLG-based Semantic Reward Computation
4.3.1. VLM as Rewards Revisited

Safe driving tasks typically rely on sparse reward signals. In this setting, at each timestep t, given an observation
ψ(st) derived from state st, the agent executes an action at ∼ πθ(at|st) according to its policy πθ. The environment
then provides a sparse task reward rtask

t , typically defined as rtask
t = δsuccess, meaning a reward of 1 is received only

upon task success and otherwise the reward is 0 (Cao et al., 2022). Such sparse rewards present substantial challenges
for RL training, as they provide limited learning signals across the majority of the state space. A common approach
is to manually design dense reward signals by combining metrics such as speed and distance to waypoints, either
through simple summation (Wang et al., 2023a) or weighted aggregation (Chen et al., 2022). It is time-consuming,
demands expertise, and may lead to conflicting sub-goals, resulting in suboptimal policies.

Building upon the general VLM reward formulation introduced in Eq. (1), recent works (Rocamonde et al., 2024;
Baumli et al., 2023; Fu et al., 2024) have proposed augmenting these sparse task rewards with VLM-generated rewards
rVLM
t . This hybrid reward formulation can be expressed as

rt = rtask
t + ρ · rVLM

t (3)

where ρ > 0 is a weighting parameter that balances the relative importance of the VLM-generated reward against the
sparse task reward.

Definition 2 (VLM-as-Reward Paradigm). Given the vision encoder VLMI : O → V and language encoder
VLML : L≤n → V that map into the same latent space V ⊆ Rk, and a sequence of state-action transitions
{st, at, rt, st+1}Tt=1, the VLM reward is defined as

rVLM
t = D (VLMI(ψ(st)),VLML(l)) (4)
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where D : V × V → R is a distance metric between the embedded representations. Most works adopt CLIP (Radford
et al., 2021) as the pre-trained VLM, employing cosine similarity as the distance metric (Rocamonde et al., 2024;
Sontakke et al., 2024)

rVLM
t = sim (VLMI(ψ(st)),VLML(l)) =

VLMI(ψ(st))
⊤VLML(l)

∥VLMI(ψ(st))∥ · ∥VLML(l)∥
(5)

where sim(·, ·) denotes the cosine similarity between embeddings, and VLMI and VLML are the vision and language
encoders, respectively. In this case, we don’t need the context c. Here, the language goals l typically express desired
behaviors. The computation process involves three steps: (a) The observation ψ(s) is processed through the VLMI

to obtain a state embedding in the shared latent space V . (b) The language goals are encoded via VLML to obtain
their respective embeddings in the same space. (c) The reward is computed as the cosine similarity between the state
embedding and the goal embedding.

While this formulation works well for robotics tasks with concrete goals, autonomous driving lacks such well-
defined objectives. Recent work LORD (Ye et al., 2024) proposes using opposite language goals for safe driving
tasks. Their key insight is that undesired states (e.g., collisions) are often more concrete and easier to specify than
desired states. By defining the reward function RLORD(s) as

RLORD(s) = 1− sim (VLMI(ψ(s)),VLML(lneg)) (6)

The formulation aims to minimize the similarity between the current observation and the negative goal, thereby
penalizing undesirable behaviors. By focusing solely on avoiding negative states, this approach may lack positive
guidance for desirable behaviors, potentially limiting learning efficiency.

4.3.2. CLG as Reward Paradigm
Following the VLM-as-Reward paradigm in Definition 2, we propose a novel CLG-as-Reward paradigm specifi-

cally designed for safe driving tasks.

Definition 3 (CLG-as-Reward Paradigm). Given the CLG (lpos, lneg) introduced in Definition 1, we define the CLG
reward function as

RCLG(s) = α · sim
(
VLMI(ψ(s)),VLML(lpos)

)
− β · sim

(
VLMI(ψ(s)),VLML(lneg)

)
(7)

where α, β > 0 are weighting factors satisfying α+β = 1. If α > β, the agent focuses more on achieving the positive
goal, while if α < β, the agent emphasizes steering clear of negative outcomes. For simplicity, in this work, we set
α = β = 0.5, i.e., the two goals are equally prioritized. sim(·, ·) denotes the cosine similarity between embeddings
as defined in Eq. (5).

This formulation ensures that the agent is guided by both the positive and negative goals simultaneously. In
other words, it encourages the agent to seek states similar to the positive goal while avoiding states similar to the
negative goal, offering more informative guidance for policy learning. The following Thm. 1 formally establishes the
effectiveness of the CLG-as-Reward paradigm.

Theorem 1 (Effectiveness of CLG-as-Reward Paradigm). Assume the VLM embeddings accurately capture the se-
mantic content of observations and language goals. Under this assumption, optimizing the policy π to maximize the
CLG reward RCLG defined in Eq. (7) encourages the agent to simultaneously increase similarity to the positive goal
and decrease similarity to the negative goal. As a result, the learned policy not only achieves the desired driving
behaviors but also avoids undesirable ones.

Proof 1. The agent aims to maximize the expected discounted return:

J(π) = Eπ

[
T∑
t=0

γtRCLG(st)

]
(8)

An increase in sim(VLMI(ψ(st)),VLML(lpos)) indicates that the current state st more closely aligns with the
positive goal. Since RCLG adds a term proportional to this similarity, states that resemble the positive goal yield
higher rewards. Conversely, RCLG subtracts a term proportional to sim(VLMI(ψ(st)),VLML(lneg)), meaning states
similar to the negative goal reduce the reward. Thus, maximizing RCLG naturally pushes the agent toward states that
are semantically closer to the positive goal and farther from the negative goal.

Formally, let st and s′t be two potential subsequent states with embeddings vt = VLMI(ψ(st)) and v′
t =

VLMI(ψ(s
′
t)). Define vpos = VLML(lpos) and vneg = VLML(lneg). If

sim(vt,vpos)− sim(vt,vneg) > sim(v′
t,vpos)− sim(v′

t,vneg) (9)

then RCLG(st) > RCLG(s
′
t). The agent, through repeated interaction and policy updates, will tend to choose actions

leading to st rather than s′t, as st yields higher expected returns.
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Over time, this consistent preference ensures the learned policy converges toward behaviors that improve positive
similarity while reducing negative similarity. Incorporating both positive and negative goals thus provides a more
informative learning signal than using either one alone, resulting in superior policy learning. Furthermore, as demon-
strated theoretically in Appendix A, the CLG-as-Reward paradigm enhances the robustness of the learned policy,
making it more resilient to uncertainty and adversarial perturbations.

4.4. Hierarchical Reward Synthesis
In this work, we follow the standard VLM-as-Reward paradigm, i.e., using only a language description of the

task (Rocamonde et al., 2024; Sontakke et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024). Yet, as noted by Fu et al. (2024), while
zero-shot VLMs are effective in capturing coarse semantics, they often fall short in accurately representing fine-
grained details. Furthermore, a single language description cannot comprehensively capture all the nuances of desired
driving behaviors. As a result, relying solely on semantic rewards RCLG could potentially mislead policy optimization
in complex driving scenarios. Previous work has explored various strategies to address this issue: LAMP (Adeniji
et al., 2023) uses VLM-based reward for behavior pre-training, ZSRM (Mahmoudieh et al., 2022) retrains VLMs with
task-specific datasets, and FuRL (Fu et al., 2024) fine-tunes VLM representations and uses relay RL technique.

In contrast to these approaches, we aim to preserve the zero-shot capability of VLMs by integrating vehicle state
information, which is readily available from on-board sensors, to generate more stable and comprehensive reward
signals. In detail, We propose a hierarchical reward synthesis approach consisting of two phases: (a) generating
normalized semantic rewards from VLMs and (b) combining these semantic rewards with vehicle state information to
produce the synthesis reward signal.

Phase I: Semantic Reward Normalization. First, we compute the semantic rewards rCLG
t by processing batches

of observation frames through the CLIP. To ensure stability, we normalize the similarity scores to the range [0, 1]:

r′CLG
t =

clip(rCLG
t , θmin, θmax)− θmin

θmax − θmin
(10)

where θmin and θmax are empirically set to -0.03 and 0.0, respectively, to avoid extreme values and ensure consistent
scaling. clip(x, a, b) constrains x within the interval [a, b].

Phase II: Integrating Vehicle State Information. We incorporate vehicle state information to produce the syn-
thesis reward signal. This step leverages on-board sensor data to ensure the reward captures realistic driving behavior
and safety constraints.

Definition 4 (Synthesis Reward Function). The synthesis reward function Rsynthesis : S → R is computed by com-
bining the normalized semantic reward r′CLG

t with vehicle state information. Specifically:

Rsynthesis(s) = rspeed(s) · fcenter(s) · fangle(s) · fstability(s) (11)

where rspeed modulates speed alignment, computed as rspeed = 1 − |v−vtarget|
vmax

with vtarget = r′CLG
t · vmax. fcenter(s)

evaluates the vehicle’s lateral position relative to the lane center. fangle(s) measures the vehicle’s orientation with
respect to the road direction. fstability(s) accounts for the consistency of the vehicle’s lateral position relative to the
lane center. Each term is bounded within [0,1].

Compared to traditional weighted-sum reward designs (Chen et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023a), this multiplicative
formulation naturally captures the interdependence of safety criteria without extensive parameter tuning. It yields
an interpretable, stable, and easily implementable reward structure that leverages both semantic guidance from the
VLM and actionable, high-fidelity vehicle state signals. The workflow of the hierarchical reward synthesis is shown
in Appendix B as pseudocode. We also demonstrate the convergence and stability of the synthesis reward function in
Appendix C and Appendix D.

Now, by combining the synthesis reward function in Eq. (11) with Eq. (3), we obtain the final reward function for
the VLM-RL framework:

r′t = rtask
t + ρ · rsynthesis

t (12)

This formulation allows the agent to benefit from both explicit task success signals and dense, context-aware
rewards. The sparse task reward rtask

t ensures that the agent remains goal-oriented, while the synthesis reward rsynthesis
t

provides continuous feedback based on both high-level semantic understanding and low-level vehicle dynamics.

4.5. Policy Training with Batch-Processing
We adopt the soft actor-critic (SAC) algorithm (Haarnoja et al., 2018) as the backbone RL framework, due to

its superior sample efficiency and stability in continuous control tasks. The SAC algorithm aims to maximize the
expected return while encouraging exploration through entropy regularization. The objective can be written as:

J(πϕ) = Eπϕ

[
T∑
t=0

γt
(
R(st, at) + αH(πϕ(·|st))

)]
(13)
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where γ ∈ [0, 1) is the discount factor, α > 0 is the entropy temperature parameter controlling the trade-off between
return and entropy maximization, andH(πϕ(·|st)) is the entropy of the policy at state st.

To update the policy parameters ϕ, SAC minimizes the following objective:

Jπ(ϕ) = Est∼D
[
Eat∼πϕ(·|st) (−Qθ(st, at) + α log πϕ(at|st))

]
(14)

where D is the replay buffer, and Qθ is the Q-function parameterized by θ.
The Q-function parameters θ are updated by minimizing the soft Bellman residual:

JQ(θ) = E(st,at,rt,st+1)∼D

[
1

2

(
Qθ(st, at)−

(
rt + γEat+1∼πϕ(·|st+1)[Qθ̄(st+1, at+1)− α log πϕ(at+1|st+1)]

))2
]

(15)
where Qθ̄ is a target Q-function with periodically updated parameters θ̄.

Here, we replace the standard reward rt in the soft Bellman residual with r′t defined in Eq. (12):

JQ(θ) = E(st,at,rt,st+1)∼D

[
1

2

(
Qθ(st, at)−

(
r′t + γEat+1∼πϕ(·|st+1)[Qθ̄(st+1, at+1)− α log πϕ(at+1|st+1)]

))2
]

(16)
During training, the critic networks learn to estimate future returns based on Eq. (16), while the policy network

learns to maximize these returns through the standard SAC policy gradient updates.
To address the computational bottleneck of CLIP inference, we develop a batch-processing technique. During

environment interaction, tuples of (ot, st, at, rt, ot+1, st+1) are stored in a replay buffer. Here, ot represents the raw
observation image required for CLIP processing, and st contains the processed state information for policy learning.
At predefined intervals, we sample a batch of observations from the replay buffer and process them through the CLIP
encoder. The CLIP embeddings of the CLG (lpos and lneg) are computed only once at the start of training, as they
remain constant. We compute the synthesized rewards according to Eq.(11), which then are used to update the stored
transitions in the replay buffer. The SAC algorithm subsequently samples these updated transitions via its standard
update procedure for policy optimization. This approach effectively decouples the computationally expensive reward
computation from the main RL training loop, enabling the agent to continue learning while rewards are computed
asynchronously. The complete training procedure is outlined in Appendix E.

5. Experiments and Results

5.1. Experiment Setting

5.1.1. RL Setups
The RL agent takes three types of inputs: (1) a bird’s-eye view (BEV) semantic segmentation image that captures

the surrounding environment, including drivable areas, lane boundaries, and other traffic participants, as illustrated
in Fig. 4 (c)-(e). This provides crucial spatial information for navigation and obstacle avoidance. (2) ego state
information consisting of the current steering angle, throttle value, and vehicle speed. These values reflect the vehicle’s
dynamic state and are essential for maintaining smooth control. (3) future navigation information represented by the
next 15 waypoints along the planned route. Each waypoint is defined by its (x, y) coordinates relative to the vehicle’s
current position, helping the agent understand and follow the desired trajectory.

The action space is designed as a continuous 2-dimensional space [−1, 1]2, where each dimension controls differ-
ent aspects of vehicle motion. The first dimension corresponds to the steering angle, with values in [−1, 1] representing
the full range of steering control. Specifically, −1 indicates maximum left turn, 0 represents straight ahead, and +1
indicates maximum right turn. The second dimension combines throttle and brake control in a single value range
[−1, 1]. When this value is positive ([0, 1]), it directly maps to the throttle intensity, with 1 representing full throttle.
Conversely, when the value is negative, its absolute value maps to brake intensity, where−1 corresponds to full brake.
An episode is terminated when any of the following conditions are met: (a) collision with any obstacles, vehicles,
or pedestrians, (b) deviation from the road center line by more than 3 meters, or (c) vehicle speed remains below 1
km/h for more than 90 consecutive seconds, indicating the agent is stuck or unable to progress. These termination
conditions are designed to enforce safe driving behavior and ensure efficient navigation progress.

We build our implementation upon the Stable-Baselines3 library (Raffin et al., 2021), which provides reliable
and well-tested implementations of modern RL algorithms. Stable-Baselines3 offers a modular design and stable
performance, allowing us to focus on extending the core algorithms rather than implementing them from scratch.
Specifically, we extend the standard implementations of SAC and PPO to incorporate our CLG-based and hierarchical
reward computation during the training process. The policy network architecture is specifically designed for process-
ing heterogeneous input types: we employ a 6-layer CNN to extract features from the BEV semantic segmentation
images, while using MLPs to process both the ego state information and future navigation waypoints. These processed
features are then concatenated before being fed into the final policy head for action prediction.
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(b) Segmentation map(a) BEV camera image (c) Drivable areas (d) Lane boundaries (e) Other traffic agents

Figure 4: Bird’s eye view of RL agent’s surrounding environment, where the purple vehicle in (a) and the white box in (b) represents the RL agent.

(a) Town 1 (b) Town 2 (c) Town 3 (d) Town 4 (e) Town 5

Figure 5: Bird’s eye view of Towns and their drivable routes in CARLA.

5.1.2. Driving Scenarios
We train all models in CARLA’s Town 2 map to ensure a fair comparison and evaluate the effectiveness of our

approach and all baseline models. As shown in Fig. 5 (b), this town presents a typical European-style urban layout with
a variety of challenging driving scenarios. It consists of several interconnected areas including a residential district,
a commercial zone with single-lane roads, and complex intersections controlled by traffic lights. The compact nature
of Town 2 makes it particularly suitable for evaluation, as it provides diverse driving conditions within a manageable
scale, including both straight roads and curved segments, multiple T-junctions, and different types of lane markings
and road geometries. These features create challenging scenarios for assessing both basic driving capabilities and
complex decision-making behaviors. In Section 5.7.1, we further evaluate the generalization ability of our approach
in Towns 1, 3, 4, and 5, as shown in Figs. 5 (a), (c), (d), and (e), respectively. Unless otherwise specified, all results
are reported based on experiments conducted in Town 2.

To create a more realistic and challenging environment, we populate the town with 20 vehicles running in autopilot
mode. These vehicles are randomly spawned across the map and operate using CARLA’s built-in traffic manager,
which enables them to follow traffic rules, respond to traffic lights, and perform basic collision avoidance. This
dynamic traffic flow significantly increases the complexity of the learning task for our RL agent, as it must now
handle various interactive scenarios such as car following, overtaking, and yielding to other vehicles. The presence
of multiple moving vehicles not only makes the environment more similar to real-world urban driving conditions but
also challenges the RL agent to develop more robust and adaptive driving strategies.

5.1.3. Navigation Routes
We dynamically assign navigation routes to the RL agent during training and evaluation. At each reset, we utilize

the 101 predefined spawn points available on the drivable routes in Fig. 5 (b) as potential starting and destination
locations. Specifically, we randomly select two distinct spawn points to serve as the start and end points, then employ
the A* search algorithm to compute the shortest path between them, which becomes the navigation route for the agent.
Notably, instead of terminating the episode upon reaching the destination, we continuously generate new navigation
routes for the agent by repeating this random selection and path planning process. This dynamic route assignment
continues until the cumulative driving distance within the episode reaches 3000 meters, allowing us to evaluate the
agent’s performance across diverse navigation scenarios in a single episode.

5.1.4. CLIP Config
We employ the CLIP model (Radford et al., 2021) as our foundational VLM for CLG-based semantic reward

generation. Specifically, we utilize OpenCLIP’s ViT-bigG-14 model pre-trained on the LAION-2B dataset with 2.32
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English billion image-text pairs (Schuhmann et al., 2022). The model applies a patch size of 14×14 pixels and accepts
images with a resolution of 224×224 pixels as input, which we obtain by resizing the original CARLA camera images.
During inference, we leverage CLIP’s visual encoder to extract high-dimensional feature representations from the
driving scenes, while the text encoder processes our predefined CLG. All CLIP components are kept frozen during
our experiments to maintain stable and consistent semantic reward generation.

5.2. Evaluation Metrics
To comprehensively evaluate the performance and safety aspects of our autonomous driving system, we employ

multiple quantitative metrics that assess both driving efficiency and safety characteristics. For driving efficiency
assessment, we measure the average speed (AS) maintained by the vehicle throughout episodes, the route completion
(RC) which represents the number of successfully completed routes during one episode, and the total traveled distance
(TD) which captures the cumulative distance covered by the vehicle during each episode.

Safety performance is evaluated through several complementary metrics. The fundamental collision rate (CR)
measures the percentage of episodes containing collision events. We further analyze collision patterns through two
frequency metrics: time-based collision frequency (TCF), measuring collisions per 1000 time steps, and distance-
based collision frequency (DCF), measuring collisions per kilometer traveled. To assess collision severity, we record
the collision speed (CS) at the moment of each collision. Additionally, we track the inter-collision time steps (ICT),
which measure the average number of time steps between consecutive collision events, providing insights into the
temporal distribution of safety incidents. In the test phase, we also report the success rate (SR) to evaluate the model’s
ability to successfully reach the destination across 10 predefined routes.

5.3. Baselines
We compare our method against state-of-the-art baselines, which can be categorized into two primary groups:

expert-designed reward methods and LM-designed reward methods.

Expert-designed Reward Methods. We implement the following baselines with manually designed reward functions
using both SAC and PPO. These methods include binary rewards that only consider collision states, and summation
rewards that combine multiple weighted terms to guide driving behavior:

• TIRL (Cao et al., 2022) employs a simple binary reward that only penalizes collision states with -1 and assigns
0 reward to all other states.

• Chen-SAC (Chen et al., 2022) employs a reward function that penalizes collisions, speeding, running out of
lane, and excessive steering, while incentivizing forward velocity and controlled lateral acceleration to guide
autonomous driving decisions.

• ASAP-RL-PPO (Wang et al., 2023a) employs a reward function that provides positive incentives for forward
progress, reaching the destination, and overtaking vehicles, while applying penalties for collisions with other
vehicles or road curbs.

• ChatScene (Zhang et al., 2024) designs a weighted sum of reward terms that encourages smooth driving behav-
iors (longitudinal speed, lateral acceleration, and steering control) while penalizing unsafe actions (collisions,
out-of-lane driving, and speeding). A small constant reward is added as baseline incentive to facilitate learning.

LM-designed Reward Methods. We also compare against recent approaches that leverage language models for reward
design, including both LLM-based and VLM-based methods:

• Revolve and Revolve-auto (Hazra et al., 2024) introduce an evolutionary framework that utilizes LLMs to
generate reward function code based on human feedback. For simplicity, we adopt their best-performing reward
function provided in the paper for comparison.

• VLM-SR (Baumli et al., 2023) uses off-the-shelf VLMs like CLIP to generate binary reward signals by calcu-
lating the cosine similarity between image observations and language goals, followed by softmax normalization
and thresholding to determine goal achievement.

• RoboCLIP (Sontakke et al., 2024) generates sparse reward signals at the end of each episode by computing
the similarity between video observations of agent trajectories and a task descriptor. Due to the complexity
of autonomous driving, we adapt this baseline by using CLIP to compute the similarity between each frame’s
image observation and the language goal, generating a dense reward signal.

• VLM-RM (Rocamonde et al., 2024) uses a baseline-target approach to project the current state embedding onto
the direction between a baseline state (e.g., “a car”) and a target state (e.g., “a car is driving safely”).

• LORD (Ye et al., 2024) focuses on negative reward generation through VLMs to penalize unsafe driving be-
haviors, using concrete undesired states like “collision” to shape the reward signal. We also adapt this baseline
by incorporating a dense speed-based reward, denoted as LORD-Speed, to further guide the agent’s behavior
based on driving speed.
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Table 1: Performance comparison with baselines during training. Mean and standard deviation over 3 seeds. The best results are marked in bold.

Model Reference AS ↑ RC ↑ TD ↑ CS ↓ CR ↓ ICT ↑ DCF ↓ TCF ↓

Expert-designed Reward Methods (Binary Rewards)

TIRL-SAC TR-C’22 0.01 ± 0.01 0.01 ± 0.003 0.21 ± 0.13 3.0 ± 1.0 0.013 ± 0.01 54965 ± 15734 14009 ± 3864 14.0 ± 0.90

TIRL-PPO TR-C’22 0.26 ± 0.25 0.04 ± 0.23 2.95 ± 1.46 2.9 ± 0.8 0.12 ± 0.07 32507 ± 16076 3290 ± 2368 5.50 ± 2.91

Expert-designed Reward Methods (Summation Rewards)

Chen-SAC T-ITS’22 19.9 ± 1.07 0.68 ± 0.12 147.9 ± 32.2 9.14 ± 3.66 0.12 ± 0.04 2325 ± 518 20.3 ± 4.8 6.2 ± 0.94

ASAP-RL-PPO RSS’23 2.86 ± 1.11 0.04 ± 0.002 3.99 ± 0.37 2.25 ± 0.07 0.21 ± 0.13 9276 ± 4064.5 394.4 ± 201.2 26.1 ± 19.5

ChatScene-SAC CVPR’24 17.4 ± 0.20 2.0 ± 0.24 717 ± 68 10.1 ± 0.6 0.88 ± 0.02 1774 ± 124 4.6 ± 0.5 1.63 ± 0.13

ChatScene-PPO CVPR’24 14.1 ± 0.14 0.9 ± 0.13 248 ± 44 5.2 ± 0.1 0.83 ± 0.02 793 ± 69 14.1 ± 0.4 3.62 ± 0.02

LLM-based Reward Methods

Revolve ICLR’25 17.6 ± 0.71 1.9 ± 1.07 671 ± 437 9.5 ± 2.9 0.76 ± 0.28 1556 ± 875 20.5 ± 25.1 5.48 ± 6.19

Revolve-auto ICLR’25 17.3 ± 0.34 1.4 ± 0.07 485 ± 11 6.0 ± 2.4 0.83 ± 0.23 1390 ± 403 6.7 ± 1.4 2.27 ± 0.36

VLM-based Reward Methods

VLM-SR NeurIPS’23 0.31 ± 0.17 0.05 ± 0.01 5.60 ± 0.91 3.03 ± 0.36 0.19 ± 0.07 15096 ± 4551.5 420.0 ± 385.0 3.89 ± 1.16

RoboCLIP NeurIPS’23 0.47 ± 0.23 0.22 ± 0.11 34.0 ± 21.2 4.04 ± 0.59 0.29 ± 0.05 12598 ± 3002 85.3 ± 46.1 2.00 ± 0.54

VLM-RM ICLR’24 0.15 ± 0.09 0.07 ± 0.05 7.51 ± 5.76 3.0 ± 0.5 0.16 ± 0.08 17511 ± 923 918 ± 77.6 3.53 ± 2.11

LORD Arxiv’24 0.08 ± 0.06 0.04 ± 0.02 4.94 ± 3.81 3.6 ± 1.4 0.095 ± 0.03 16852 ± 1826 2904 ± 1043 6.93 ± 2.70

LORD-Speed Arxiv’24 18.1 ± 0.73 2.15 ± 0.82 816.9 ± 397.5 8.28 ± 2.47 0.92 ± 0.01 1954 ± 918 5.4 ± 3.8 1.93 ± 1.32

VLM-RL (ours) - 17.4 ± 0.24 4.4 ± 0.25 1780 ± 139 2.6 ± 0.7 0.68 ± 0.03 5920 ± 725 2.5 ± 0.7 0.76 ± 0.14

5.4. Main Results

We present a detailed evaluation of our proposed VLM-RL against various baseline methods in Tabs. 1-2 and
Figs. 6-9. All experiments were conducted using three different random seeds and trained for 1 million steps to
ensure statistical significance. The performance metrics reported in Tab. 1 represent the mean and standard deviation
of the final checkpoint during training across these three independent runs. For testing results, we selected the best-
performing checkpoint from each training run based on comprehensive performance metrics, with the corresponding
evaluation results presented in Tab. 2. The learning curves shown in Figs. 6-9 track the training progress of different
methods, where solid lines indicate the mean performance across three seeds, and the shaded regions represent one
standard deviation from the mean. This visualization allows us to observe not only the final performance but also the
learning dynamics and stability of different approaches throughout the training process.

5.4.1. Training Performance Analysis
We first compare VLM-RL with expert-designed reward methods. From the training curves in Fig. 6, we can see

that TIRL exhibits relatively low collision rates and high collision-free intervals. However, this seemingly positive
performance is actually a result of the agent’s failure to learn basic driving behaviors. As shown in Tab. 1, TIRL-SAC
achieves only 0.01 km/h average speed, 0.01 route completion, and 0.21m total driving distance, indicating that the
agent essentially remains stationary rather than learning to navigate. In contrast, our VLM-RL demonstrates superior
performance across all key metrics. It achieves an average speed of 17.4 km/h while maintaining a low collision
speed of 2.6 km/h, and most importantly, successfully completes 4.4 routes with a total driving distance of 1780m.
This comprehensive performance indicates that VLM-RL successfully learns both safe driving behaviors and effective
navigation strategies. The poor performance of TIRL can be attributed to the limitations of its simple binary reward
design in the context of autonomous driving. Binary rewards that only penalize collisions (-1) while assigning neutral
rewards (0) to all other states create a significant exploration challenge. In autonomous driving, where the action
space is continuous and the state space is highly complex, such sparse binary rewards provide insufficient learning
signals for the agent to discover productive driving behaviors. Without positive reinforcement for forward progress or
successful navigation, the agent only learns to minimize collision risk by remaining stationary. This represents a local
optimum that avoids negative rewards but fails to accomplish the actual driving objectives.

Compared to other expert-designed reward methods with weighted summation terms, VLM-RL demonstrates
more balanced and stable performance. Chen-SAC achieves a higher average speed of 19.9 km/h but suffers from

12



0.0 0.5 1.0
Steps 1e6

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75
C

ol
lis

io
n 

R
at

e

(a)

0.0 0.5 1.0
Steps 1e6

0

2

4

6

C
ol

lis
io

n 
In

te
rv

al

1e3

(b)

0.0 0.5 1.0
Steps 1e6

0

20

40

C
ol

lis
io

n 
P

er
 K

m

(c)

0.0 0.5 1.0
Steps 1e6

0

10

A
ve

ra
ge

 S
pe

ed
 (k

m
/h

)

(d)

0.0 0.5 1.0
Steps 1e6

0

2

4

C
om

pl
et

ed
 R

ou
te

s

(e)

0.0 0.5 1.0
Steps 1e6

0

1

2

To
ta

l D
is

ta
nc

e 
(m

)

1e3

(f)

Ours TIRL-PPO TIRL-SAC

Figure 6: Performance comparison with expert-designed baselines with binary rewards during training.
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Figure 7: Performance comparison with expert-designed baselines with summation rewards during training.

a high collision frequency of DCF and TCF and low route completion of 0.68 routes, suggesting that its reward
design over-emphasizes speed at the expense of safety. ASAP-RL-PPO maintains relatively safe driving with a low
collision rate of 0.21 but achieves limited progress with only 0.04 routes. This indicates its reward function may be
too conservative, leading to overly cautious driving behaviors. ChatScene variants show moderate performance across
metrics but struggle to balance driving efficiency and safety, with their collision rates of 0.88 and 0.83 significantly
higher than VLM-RL’s 0.68. As shown in Fig. 7, our method exhibits more stable and consistent learning progress.
While other methods often show high variance or unstable behaviors during training, VLM-RL maintains steady
improvement across all metrics. It is worth noting that the continuous decrease in collision rate during the latter half
of training demonstrates the agent’s improving ability to avoid dangerous situations while maintaining high driving
efficiency. This learning pattern is unique to our method, as other approaches either show fluctuating collision rates or
achieve safety at the cost of progress. Additionally, our method achieves the highest route completion of 4.4 and total
driving distance of 1780m among all methods. This superior performance demonstrates that our CLG-based rewards
and hierarchical reward synthesis provide more informative and balanced learning signals compared to manually
designed reward functions, effectively guiding the agent to learn both safe and efficient driving behaviors.

Next, we compare our method with LLM-based reward approaches. As shown in Tab. 1, both Revolve and
Revolve-auto achieve comparable driving speeds (17.6 km/h and 17.3 km/h) but exhibit relatively high collision rates
(0.76 and 0.83) and limited route completion numbers (1.9 and 1.4). The training curves in Fig. 8 reveal interesting
behavioral patterns. While Revolve variants quickly learn to achieve and maintain high average speeds comparable
to VLM-RL, they struggle with safety aspects, as evidenced by their consistently high collision rates throughout
training. In contrast, VLM-RL demonstrates a more balanced learning trajectory, gradually improving both driving
efficiency and safety. Most notably, while Revolve and Revolve-auto show limited improvement in route completion
and total distance traveled after the initial learning phase, VLM-RL continues to make steady progress, ultimately
achieving more than twice the route completion rate (4.4 versus 1.9) and significantly longer driving distances (1780m
versus 671m). This suggests that our CLG-based hierarchical reward design provides more comprehensive and well-
structured learning signals compared to LLM-generated reward functions, enabling the agent to better balance the
competing objectives of efficiency and safety in autonomous driving.

When comparing with VLM-based reward methods, we observe distinct performance patterns. VLM-SR, Robo-
CLIP, and VLM-RM, despite their demonstrated success in robotic tasks, show limited effectiveness in autonomous
driving scenarios when relying solely on VLM-derived semantic rewards. These methods achieve very low average
speeds of 0.31, 0.47, and 0.15 km/h respectively, and route completion numbers all below 0.22, suggesting they strug-
gle to learn basic driving behaviors. The training curves in Fig. 9 (a)-(f) reveal that these methods maintain relatively
low collision rates primarily because the agents remain nearly stationary, similar to the behavior observed with TIRL.
This performance gap between robotic manipulation and autonomous driving stems from fundamental task differ-
ences. Robotic tasks typically involve discrete, well-defined goal states such as grasping objects or manipulating tools
that can be effectively captured by VLM-based similarity metrics. In contrast, autonomous driving requires continu-
ous, dynamic decision-making where the desired behavior is a complex combination of multiple objectives that evolve
over time. Our hierarchical reward synthesis approach addresses this challenge by combining high-level semantic un-
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Figure 8: Performance comparison with LLM-designed baselines during training.
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Figure 9: Performance comparison with VLM-designed baselines during training.

derstanding from CLG with low-level vehicle state information, providing comprehensive learning signals that better
guide the driving policy.

LORD and its variant LORD-Speed, both designed specifically for autonomous driving, show contrasting per-
formance patterns. While LORD achieves a low collision rate of 0.095, its average speed of 0.08 km/h and route
completion of 0.04 indicate similar limitations as other VLM-only approaches. It is worth noting that LORD’s origi-
nal success was demonstrated in the HighwayEnv simulator (Leurent, 2018) with discrete action spaces and simplified
observation representation, which is considerably less complex than our CARLA environment with continuous con-
trol and realistic visual inputs. LORD-Speed, which incorporates additional speed-based rewards, shows significantly
improved performance with an average speed of 18.1 km/h and a route completion rate of 2.15. However, this im-
provement comes at the cost of safety, as evidenced by its high collision rate of 0.92. As shown in Fig. 9 (g)-(l),
LORD-Speed quickly achieves high average speeds but fails to effectively balance safety and efficiency, maintain-
ing consistently high collision rates throughout training. In contrast, VLM-RL demonstrates more balanced learning
progress. This superior performance validates the effectiveness of our CLG-based and hierarchical reward design in
providing more comprehensive and balanced learning signals compared to existing VLM-based approaches.

5.4.2. Performance Evaluation in Testing
To further validate the effectiveness of VLM-RL, we conduct comprehensive testing evaluations across 10 prede-

fined routes and compare the performance with baseline methods. The route completion metric represents the average
route completion rates during each evaluation episode. The testing results in Tab. 2 demonstrate significant advantages
of our approach compared to the baselines.

The limitations of binary reward methods remain evident in the testing phase. TIRL variants achieve a route
completion rate of 0.01 and total driving distances of 4.7m and 14.8m respectively, confirming their failure to learn
meaningful driving behaviors. Among expert-designed reward methods with weighted summation terms, Chen-SAC
maintains the highest average speed at 21.4 km/h but shows limited effectiveness with a 0.08 success rate and 0.29
route completion, indicating its aggressive driving style compromises mission success. ChatScene variants demon-
strate more balanced performance with success rates of 0.73 and 0.63 respectively, though their collision speeds of
1.18 km/h and 0.89 km/h suggest potential safety concerns.

LLM-based approaches demonstrate competitive performance during testing, with Revolve achieving a success
rate of 0.83 and route completion of 0.92. However, their collision speeds of 1.53 km/h and 1.65 km/h indicate
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Table 2: Performance comparison with baselines during testing. Mean and standard deviation over 3 seeds. The best results are marked in bold.

Model Reference AS ↑ RC ↑ TD ↑ CS ↓ SR ↑

Expert-designed Reward Methods (Binary Rewards)

TIRL-SAC TR-C’22 0.37 ± 0.28 0.01 ± 0.001 4.7 ± 3.5 0.24 ± 0.34 0.0 ± 0.0

TIRL-PPO TR-C’22 0.43 ± 0.23 0.01 ± 0.005 14.8 ± 9.7 0.10 ± 0.15 0.0 ± 0.0

Expert-designed Reward Methods (Summation Rewards)

Chen-SAC T-ITS’22 21.4 ± 1.16 0.29 ± 0.12 663.6 ± 286.7 2.07 ± 2.21 0.08 ± 0.08

ASAP-RL-PPO RSS’23 1.25 ± 0.30 0.01 ± 0.00 28.1 ± 3.44 0.61 ± 0.61 0.0 ± 0.0

ChatScene-SAC CVPR’24 17.7 ± 0.12 0.88 ± 0.03 1763.2 ± 90.9 1.18 ± 0.46 0.73 ± 0.05

ChatScene-PPO CVPR’24 15.3 ± 0.33 0.78 ± 0.05 1515.6 ± 129.1 0.89 ± 0.32 0.63 ± 0.05

LLM-based Reward Methods

Revolve ICLR’25 18.4 ± 0.03 0.92 ± 0.11 1915.3 ± 248.3 1.53 ± 2.16 0.83 ± 0.24

Revolve-auto ICLR’25 17.2 ± 0.76 0.80 ± 0.06 1539.6 ± 147.5 1.65 ± 0.28 0.63 ± 0.05

VLM-based Reward Methods

VLM-SR NeurIPS’23 0.53 ± 0.27 0.02 ± 0.00 47.9 ± 9.2 0.18 ± 0.25 0.0 ± 0.0

RoboCLIP NeurIPS’23 0.44 ± 0.05 0.07 ± 0.03 146.3 ± 62.3 1.05 ± 0.58 0.0 ± 0.0

VLM-RM ICLR’24 0.20 ± 0.05 0.02 ± 0.01 35.9 ± 25.8 0.003 ± 0.005 0.0 ± 0.0

LORD Arxiv’24 0.17 ± 0.08 0.02 ± 0.02 45.1 ± 57.1 0.02 ± 0.02 0.0 ± 0.0

LORD-Speed Arxiv’24 18.9 ± 0.36 0.87 ± 0.08 1783.4 ± 172.8 2.80 ± 1.16 0.67 ± 0.05

VLM-RL (ours) - 19.3 ± 1.29 0.97 ± 0.03 2028.2 ± 96.6 0.02 ± 0.03 0.93 ± 0.04

persistent safety issues. Most VLM-based methods, including VLM-SR, RoboCLIP, VLM-RM, and LORD, exhibit
highly conservative behaviors with route completion rates below 0.07 and success rates of 0.0. LORD-Speed shows
significantly improved efficiency metrics but records the highest collision speed at 2.80 km/h among all methods.

In contrast, VLM-RL achieves superior performance across all key metrics during testing. It maintains a high
average speed of 19.3 km/h while recording a low collision speed of 0.02 km/h, matching the safety level of the most
conservative approaches. Most notably, VLM-RL achieves the highest success rate of 0.93 and route completion
of 0.97, along with the longest total driving distance of 2028.2m. These results demonstrate that our method not
only learns more effective driving policies but also exhibits better generalization to testing scenarios. The significant
improvements in both efficiency and safety metrics validate the effectiveness of our CLG-based and hierarchical
reward design in providing comprehensive and well-balanced learning signals for safe driving tasks.

5.5. Ablation Study

Building upon our previous baseline comparisons with VLM-SR, RoboCLIP, VLM-RM and LORD, which estab-
lished the advantages of our hierarchical reward synthesis approach, we conduct ablation studies to further validate
the effectiveness of our proposed CLG approach. Specifically, we investigate the performance when using only pos-
itive language goals (VLM-RL-pos) and only negative language goals (VLM-RL-neg), respectively. These variants
allow us to analyze the individual contribution of each goal type and demonstrate why combining both through our
contrasting framework leads to superior performance. Additionally, we compare the performance of using CARLA’s
built-in segmentation camera-based BEV as the RL agent’s observation (VLM-RL-bev) as an ablation experiment to
validate the effectiveness of the BEV design shown in Fig. 4. These ablation experiments provide additional insights
into the specific mechanisms that contribute to our method’s effectiveness.

As shown in Fig. 10, we can observe clear patterns that demonstrate the advantages of combining both positive and
negative language goals in our full VLM-RL model compared to its variants. In terms of safety metrics, the collision
rate shows that both VLM-RL-pos and VLM-RL-neg tend to converge to a higher collision rate. The collision interval
further supports this observation, with VLM-RL-full maintaining significantly longer intervals between collisions,
reaching nearly 6000 steps compared to around 2500-3000 steps for the variants. Regarding driving efficiency, the
average speed indicates that all three models eventually achieve comparable speeds of around 17-18 km/h. The
most striking differences appear in the completed routes and total distance traveled, where VLM-RL-full significantly
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Figure 10: Performance comparison using different language goals during training.

Table 3: Ablation study on the model components during testing. Mean and standard deviation over 3 seeds. The best results are marked in bold.

Model AS ↑ RC ↑ TD ↑ CS ↓ SR ↑

VLM-RL-bev 18.5 ± 1.58 0.92 ± 0.05 1905.5 ± 129.7 0.48 ± 0.51 0.78 ± 0.07

VLM-RL-neg 19.2 ± 0.72 0.90 ± 0.08 1901.5 ± 228.1 0.94 ± 0.95 0.77 ± 0.09

VLM-RL-pos 19.4 ± 0.88 0.89 ± 0.10 1817.3 ± 263.3 1.47 ± 1.34 0.75 ± 0.05

VLM-RL-full 19.3 ± 1.29 0.97 ± 0.03 2028.2 ± 96.6 0.02 ± 0.03 0.93 ± 0.04

outperforms both variants, completing 4.4 routes compared to about 3 routes for the variants, and covering nearly
1800m versus approximately 1200m.

The testing results in Tab. 3 further validate these observations and provide insights into the effectiveness of our
BEV design. While VLM-RL-bev achieves competitive performance in terms of average speed (18.5 km/h) and route
completion (0.92), its collision speed of 0.48 km/h and success rate of 0.78 indicate compromised safety compared
to our full model. This suggests that our custom BEV design better captures critical environmental features for safe
navigation. The single-goal variants (VLM-RL-neg and VLM-RL-pos) show similar patterns during testing, with
high average speeds but elevated collision speeds of 0.94 km/h and 1.47 km/h respectively. In contrast, VLM-RL-
full maintains comparable efficiency while achieving a remarkably low collision speed of 0.02 km/h and the highest
success rate of 0.93. These results demonstrate that the CLG approach leads to more balanced and effective learning,
enabling the agent to better navigate the trade-off between safety and efficiency in autonomous driving.

5.6. VLM-RL Performance Scaling Across CLIP Model Sizes

To systematically investigate how the scale of VLM affects the performance of VLM-RL, we conducted ex-
periments with four different CLIP model variants of increasing size and complexity: ViT-B-32 (base), ViT-L-14-
quickgelu (large), ViT-H-14 (huge), and ViT-bigG-14 (giant). These models exhibit significant differences in their
architectural parameters, ranging from 86M parameters in the baseline ViT-B-32 to over 1B parameters in the ViT-
bigG-14. Additionally, they utilize different vision encoder configurations: while ViT-B-32 processes images using
32×32 patches, the larger models employ finer 14×14 patch sizes for increased granularity in visual feature extraction.

As shown in Fig. 11, we first analyze the semantic reward signals generated by different CLIP model variants
through a representative case study. The sequence of BEVs in Fig. 11 (a) depicts a critical safety situation where the
agent vehicle experiences a side collision with another vehicle. The reward curves in Fig. 11 (b) reveal a clear corre-
lation between model size and reward signal quality. The smallest model, ViT-B-32, produces relatively flat rewards
fluctuating around -0.02, indicating poor sensitivity to the collision event. In comparison, ViT-bigG-14 demonstrates
remarkably superior performance among all variants, generating the most distinctive and interpretable reward pattern
with a sharp decline to -0.14 during the collision phase from steps 30 to 50 before gradually recovering as the vehicles
separate. The significant enhancement in semantic reward signal discrimination observed in larger models, particularly
exemplified by ViT-bigG-14, indicates that increased model capacity enables more sophisticated scene understanding
capabilities and consequently generates more effective learning signals for reinforcement learning agents.

We further evaluate how different CLIP model sizes affect the performance of RL agents. Fig. 12 presents a
comprehensive comparison for four variants: VLM-RL-B, VLM-RL-L, VLM-RL-H, and VLM-RL-bigG. The results
reveal interesting trade-offs between safety and efficiency across model scales. While VLM-RL-H achieves the low-
est collision rate, its low average speed of around 2 km/h suggests that the agent fails to learn basic navigation skills,
essentially prioritizing safety at the complete expense of functionality. Conversely, VLM-RL-L exhibits the highest
average speed among all variants but at the cost of the highest collision rate, indicating an unsafe bias toward aggres-
sive driving. VLM-RL-B shows comparable performance to VLM-RL-bigG in terms of completed routes and total
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(a) Sequence of a side collision scenario in autonomous driving.

(b) Reward generated by CLIP with different model sizes.
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Figure 11: Base rewards with different CLIP model sizes using the CLG in a side collision scenario.
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Figure 12: Performance comparison using different CLIP model sizes during training.

distance traveled, but operates at significantly lower speeds, suggesting less efficient navigation. Among all variants,
VLM-RL-bigG demonstrates the most balanced performance, maintaining a moderate collision rate while achieving
efficient navigation as evidenced by its competitive speed, route completion, and travel distance metrics. These results
indicate that the increased model capacity of ViT-bigG-14 enables the agent to better balance the complex trade-offs
between safety and efficiency in autonomous driving.

5.7. Generalization

Generalization capability is crucial for autonomous driving systems, as they must adapt to diverse environments
and conditions beyond their training scenarios. To comprehensively evaluate VLM-RL’s adaptability to diverse sce-
narios, we first compare our method with two best-performing baseline approaches, i.e., ChatScene-SAC and Revolve,
across different towns and varying traffic densities. We also demonstrate the versatility of our approach by extending
it to PPO algorithm and comparing with PPO-based baselines, showing that our CLG-based reward design is effective
across different RL frameworks.

5.7.1. Different Towns
To evaluate the generalization capability of VLM-RL across different urban and rural environments, we test our

model in five distinct towns within the CARLA simulator. As shown in Fig. 5, Town 2 serves as the training environ-
ment, while Towns 1, 3, 4, and 5 represent previously unseen environments with varying layouts and road structures.
The detailed performance comparison is shown in Tab. 4.

In Town 1, VLM-RL demonstrates exceptional performance with perfect success and route completion rates of
1.00, while achieving the highest average speed of 22.9 km/h and maintaining a remarkably low collision speed of
0.03 km/h. In contrast, both baseline methods show reduced performance with success rates below 0.72 and substan-
tially higher collision speeds above 4.20 km/h. The performance advantage persists in the more challenging Towns 3
and 5, where VLM-RL maintains high success rates of 0.87 and route completion rates above 0.91. Notably, VLM-RL
achieves significantly lower collision speeds compared to the baselines, particularly evident in Town 5 where Revolve
exhibits a high collision speed of 5.35 km/h versus VLM-RL’s 0.46 km/h. Town 4 presents the most challenging
scenario with longer routes, as reflected in the total driving distances exceeding 12000m. In this environment, while
ChatScene-SAC achieves marginally better route completion and success rates, VLM-RL maintains superior driv-
ing efficiency with the highest average speed of 22.0 km/h and significantly better safety performance, recording a
collision speed of 2.15 km/h compared to 6.85 km/h and 10.0 km/h of the baselines.

These results demonstrate that VLM-RL successfully generalizes to diverse driving environments without ad-
ditional training. The consistent performance advantages across different towns validate that our CLG-based and
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Table 4: Generalization performance across different Towns. Mean and standard deviation over 3 seeds. The best results are marked in bold.

Town Model AS ↑ RC ↑ TD ↑ CS ↓ SR ↑

Town 1

ChatScene-SAC 18.2 ± 0.25 0.83 ± 0.09 4408.8 ± 671.0 4.50 ± 2.84 0.67 ± 0.17

Revolve 18.9 ± 0.28 0.84 ± 0.07 4458.7 ± 449.5 4.27 ± 2.00 0.72 ± 0.17

VLM-RL 22.9 ± 0.63 1.00 ± 0.00 5697.6 ± 0.79 0.03 ± 0.05 1.00 ± 0.00

Town 2

ChatScene-SAC 17.7 ± 0.12 0.88 ± 0.03 1763.2 ± 90.9 1.18 ± 0.46 0.73 ± 0.05

Revolve 18.4 ± 0.03 0.92 ± 0.11 1915.3 ± 248.3 1.53 ± 2.16 0.83 ± 0.24

VLM-RL 19.3 ± 1.29 0.97 ± 0.03 2028.2 ± 96.6 0.02 ± 0.03 0.93 ± 0.04

Town 3

ChatScene-SAC 17.8 ± 0.22 0.85 ± 0.04 3436.5 ± 355.4 1.60 ± 0.44 0.77 ± 0.12

Revolve 18.5 ± 0.41 0.75 ± 0.16 2979.3 ± 649.5 5.22 ± 0.77 0.53 ± 0.21

VLM-RL 21.7 ± 0.55 0.91 ± 0.07 3757.8 ± 248.0 1.14 ± 1.54 0.87 ± 0.09

Town 4

ChatScene-SAC 18.1 ± 0.32 0.82 ± 0.08 14139.0 ± 1650.9 6.85 ± 1.92 0.70 ± 0.08

Revolve 17.0 ± 2.88 0.63 ± 0.10 9874.4 ± 2132.1 10.0 ± 1.87 0.40 ± 0.08

VLM-RL 22.0 ± 3.69 0.80 ± 0.17 12684.1± 3608.5 2.15 ± 1.59 0.70 ± 0.28

Town 5

ChatScene-SAC 18.4 ± 0.06 0.85 ± 0.04 2826.3 ± 350.6 2.14 ± 1.34 0.73 ± 0.09

Revolve 19.0 ± 0.63 0.78 ± 0.06 2671.6 ± 231.4 5.35 ± 1.95 0.53 ± 0.09

VLM-RL 22.9 ± 0.86 0.93 ± 0.03 3322.5 ± 203.4 0.46 ± 0.54 0.87 ± 0.05

hierarchical reward design captures fundamental driving principles rather than overfitting to specific environmental
features. This robust generalization capability is particularly crucial for real-world autonomous driving applications
where vehicles must navigate diverse and previously unseen environments.

5.7.2. Different Traffic Densities
To evaluate the robustness of VLM-RL under varying traffic conditions, we test our model in three traffic density

settings as shown in Tab. 5: empty scenarios with no other vehicles, regular scenarios which is our default setting
with 20 autopilot vehicles, and dense scenarios with 40 autopilot vehicles.

In empty scenarios, all methods achieve perfect success and route completion rates of 1.0, with zero collision
speeds, demonstrating their fundamental capability in obstacle-free environments. However, VLM-RL exhibits su-
perior driving efficiency with an average speed of 23.8 km/h, significantly higher than ChatScene-SAC at 18.0 km/h
and Revolve at 18.6 km/h. In dense traffic scenarios, the performance differences become more pronounced in terms
of safety. While Revolve achieves marginally better efficiency metrics with the highest average speed of 18.3 km/h
and route completion of 0.89, its collision speed increases significantly to 3.53 km/h. Similarly, ChatScene-SAC
shows degraded safety performance with a collision speed of 2.71 km/h. In contrast, VLM-RL maintains excellent
safety with a collision speed of 0.11 km/h while achieving comparable route completion of 0.87 and the highest suc-
cess rate of 0.80. These results demonstrate an important characteristic of VLM-RL. As traffic density increases, the
model adapts by prioritizing safety over speed, demonstrating intelligent risk-aware behavior. This adaptive balance
between efficiency and safety is particularly valuable for real-world autonomous driving systems that must operate
safely across diverse traffic conditions.

5.7.3. Different RL Algorithms
We extend our VLM-RL framework to the PPO algorithm to demonstrate its compatibility with different RL

algorithms. Fig. 13 compares the training performance of VLM-RL-PPO with other PPO-based baselines including
TIRL-PPO, ASAP-RL-PPO, and ChatScene-PPO. The results show that our CLG-based hierarchical reward design
maintains its effectiveness when implemented with PPO.

As illustrated in Fig. 13, VLM-RL-PPO demonstrates superior performance across most metrics. While TIRL-
PPO shows low collision rates, its average speed and completed routes remain close to zero throughout training,
indicating the agent fails to learn meaningful driving behaviors. ASAP-RL-PPO achieves more stable training but
shows limited progress in route completion and total distance traveled. ChatScene-PPO exhibits better driving capa-
bilities with moderate average speed but struggles to maintain consistent performance, as shown by the fluctuating
collision rates and limited route completion. Most notably, VLM-RL-PPO shows remarkable learning progress in
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Table 5: Generalization performance across different traffic densities. Mean and standard deviation over 3 seeds. The best results are marked in
bold.

Traffic Density Model AS ↑ RC ↑ TD ↑ CS ↓ SR ↑

Empty

ChatScene-SAC 18.0 ± 0.18 1.0 ± 0.0 2064.1 ± 4.81 0.0 ± 0.0 1.0 ± 0.0

Revolve 18.6 ± 0.39 1.0 ± 0.0 2105.5 ± 21.0 0.0 ± 0.0 1.0 ± 0.0

VLM-RL 23.8 ± 0.29 1.0 ± 0.0 2113.9 ± 0.67 0.0 ± 0.0 1.0 ± 0.0

Regular

ChatScene-SAC 17.7 ± 0.12 0.88 ± 0.03 1763.2 ± 90.9 1.18 ± 0.46 0.73 ± 0.05

Revolve 18.4 ± 0.03 0.92 ± 0.11 1915.3 ± 248.3 1.53 ± 2.16 0.83 ± 0.24

VLM-RL 19.3 ± 1.29 0.97 ± 0.03 2028.2 ± 96.6 0.02 ± 0.03 0.93 ± 0.04

Dense

ChatScene-SAC 17.3 ± 0.15 0.85 ± 0.06 1734.2 ± 92.3 2.71 ± 0.65 0.77 ± 0.12

Revolve 18.3 ± 0.31 0.89 ± 0.06 1861.0 ± 144.3 3.53 ± 0.52 0.73 ± 0.05

VLM-RL 16.1 ± 1.00 0.87 ± 0.06 1819.0 ± 166.6 0.11 ± 0.10 0.80 ± 0.08
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Figure 13: Performance comparison among PPO-based methods.

navigation capabilities. The number of completed routes demonstrates a strong upward trend throughout training,
reaching approximately 2.5 routes compared to less than 1 route for other methods. Similarly, the total distance trav-
eled exhibits substantial and consistent growth, ultimately achieving around 1000m, while other PPO-based methods
remain below 300m. This improvement in both metrics indicates that VLM-RL-PPO effectively learns to navigate
complex environments and complete driving tasks. Meanwhile, it maintains a stable average speed of around 15 km/h
while successfully managing collision risks. These results validate that our CLG-based hierarchical reward design can
be effectively integrated with different RL algorithms, suggesting the broader applicability of our approach in safe
driving tasks.

5.8. Visualization of VLM Semantic Rewards

To better understand the effectiveness and limitations of CLIP-derived semantic rewards, we visualize three rep-
resentative failure cases and analyze how the positive, negative, and CLG capture different driving behaviors. Fig. 14
shows image sequences and their corresponding semantic similarity scores for three challenging scenarios.

In the rear-end collision scenario shown in Fig. 14 (a), we observe that the positive goal similarity score gradually
decreases as the ego vehicle approaches the leading vehicle, while the negative goal similarity increases. This pattern
aligns with our design intention, where unsafe behaviors should result in lower positive goal similarity and higher
negative goal similarity. The final contrasting score shows a clear downward trend, correctly reflecting the undesirable
nature of the rear-end collision behavior. The side collision case illustrated in Fig. 14 (b) reveals another interesting
pattern. The positive goal similarity fails to show a significant decrease during the collision period from steps 30
to 45, suggesting that VLM sometimes struggles to capture safety violations from the positive perspective alone.
However, the negative goal similarity exhibits a pronounced peak during the collision, leading to an appropriate dip
in the contrasting score that properly penalizes this unsafe behavior. The out-of-road scenario presented in Fig. 14
(c) highlights a limitation of purely VLM-based semantic rewards. While the positive goal similarity decreases as the
vehicle deviates from the road, the negative goal similarity also shows a declining trend. This results in a relatively flat
contrasting score that fails to adequately penalize the out-of-road behavior. This limitation stems from our language
goals primarily focusing on collision-related behaviors, lacking explicit consideration of road boundary violations.

These observations highlight both the potential and limitations of VLM-derived semantic rewards. While the
CLG can effectively capture many unsafe behaviors, it may fail to provide appropriate learning signals for certain
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(a) Sequence of a rear-end collision scenario.
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(b) Sequence of a side collision scenario.
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(c) Sequence of a out-of-road scenario.

Figure 14: CLIP rewards using different CLGs in different scenarios.
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Figure 15: CLIP rewards using different CLGs in different scenarios.

scenarios, particularly those not explicitly described in the language goals. This underscores the necessity of our
hierarchical reward synthesis approach, which combines this high-level semantic understanding with low-level vehicle
state information to provide more comprehensive and reliable reward signals.

5.9. Analysis of Hierarchical Reward Synthesis

Figs. 15 and 16 illustrate how our hierarchical reward synthesis approach combines VLM-derived semantic re-
wards with vehicle state information to generate comprehensive final rewards. The scenario in Fig. 15 shows a
collision situation where the ego vehicle approaches a stationary vehicle ahead. The first row presents the RGB
images, while the second row shows the corresponding semantic segmentation maps. In the third row, we observe
how different reward components evolve throughout the scenario. As the ego vehicle approaches the leading vehicle,
the positive goal similarity steadily decreases while the negative goal similarity increases, resulting in a declining
contrasting goal score. Similar to Fig. 14 (a), this pattern effectively captures the increasing risk of collision. The
speed profile reveals several distinct phases of the ego vehicle’s behavior. Before step 40, the ego vehicle maintains
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Figure 16: CLIP rewards using different CLGs in different scenarios.

a relatively high speed despite approaching the stationary vehicle, a behavior that our VLM identifies as potentially
unsafe. Consequently, the final reward remains close to zero during this period, effectively penalizing this aggressive
driving behavior. Between steps 40 and 80, the ego vehicle significantly reduces its speed in response to the poten-
tial collision risk. This cautious behavior is rewarded with an increased final reward, demonstrating how our reward
synthesis effectively encourages appropriate speed adjustments. During steps 80-100, when the ego vehicle comes
to a complete stop behind the leading vehicle, the final reward reaches its highest values, validating that our reward
function correctly identifies this as the desirable behavior in this scenario. However, after step 110, when the ego
vehicle unexpectedly begins to move again despite the continued presence of the obstacle, we observe a sharp decline
in the final reward, properly penalizing this undesired behavior.

Fig. 16 presents a successful driving scenario that demonstrates how our reward effectively guides the RL agent
through complex, multi-phase driving situations. The scenario involves approaching a stationary vehicle, maintaining
a safe following distance, and resuming motion when the leading vehicle departs. The evolution of VLM-derived
semantic rewards effectively captures the changing nature of the scene. The positive goal similarity initially decreases
as the ego vehicle approaches the stationary vehicle, then increases after the leading vehicle departs and the road
becomes clear. Conversely, the negative goal similarity rises during the approach phase and declines after the leading
vehicle’s departure. The contrasting goal synthesizes these patterns, providing a clear learning signal that aligns with
safe driving behaviors. The speed profile reveals several distinct driving phases that showcase the agent’s learned
behavior. Initially, the ego vehicle travels at a relatively high speed of approximately 25 km/h when the road is clear.
Between steps 25 and 125, as it detects and responds to the stationary vehicle ahead, the speed gradually reduces to
around 5 km/h before coming to a complete stop. The final reward during this period remains consistently high, with
minor fluctuations around step 25 due to a slightly delayed braking response. After step 125, when the leading vehicle
resumes motion, the ego vehicle demonstrates appropriate acceleration behavior, though we observe some reward
fluctuations around step 160 due to momentarily aggressive acceleration that temporarily reduces the safety margin.

The cases in Figs. 15 and 16 study highlight how our hierarchical reward synthesis successfully guides the agent
through different driving phases while maintaining safety. The final reward effectively balances the semantic un-
derstanding of the scene captured by the VLM-derived rewards with concrete vehicle states, encouraging behavior
that is both efficient and safe. Our approach demonstrates robustness in handling dynamic situations, appropriately
transitioning between different driving modes while maintaining high reward values for safe behavior and penalizing
potentially risky actions through reward modulation.
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6. Conclusions and Future Work

This paper presented VLM-RL, a unified framework that integrates pre-trained Vision-Language Models (VLMs)
with Reinforcement Learning (RL) for safe autonomous driving. The key contributions of this work lie in addressing
the challenges of reward design by leveraging the semantic understanding capabilities of VLMs. Specifically, we intro-
duced the Contrasting language goal (CLG)-as-reward paradigm, which utilizes both positive and negative language
goals to generate semantic rewards. We further introduced a hierarchical reward synthesis method that combines
CLG-based rewards with vehicle state information, improving reward stability and offering a more comprehensive
learning signal. To mitigate computational challenges, a batch-processing technique was employed, enabling effi-
cient reward computation during training. Extensive experiments conducted in the CARLA simulator demonstrated
the efficacy of the VLM-RL. Compared to state-of-the-art baselines, VLM-RL achieved significant improvements
in safety, efficiency, and generalization to unseen driving scenarios. Notably, VLM-RL reduced collision rates by
10.5%, increased route completion rates by 104.6%, and exhibited robust performance across diverse traffic environ-
ments. These results validate the potential of integrating VLMs with RL to develop more reliable and context-aware
autonomous driving policies.

While VLM-RL shows promising results, several avenues for future work remain. First, improving the computa-
tional efficiency of VLM inference during training and deployment remains a challenge. Techniques such as model
distillation or quantization could be investigated to reduce inference latency. Second, expanding the range of driving
tasks and scenarios to include interactions with pedestrians, cyclists, and traffic signals—particularly traffic lights,
which are not currently considered—could significantly enhance the framework’s robustness and realism. Addition-
ally, integrating human-in-the-loop feedback for refining CLG-based rewards dynamically may provide additional
adaptability and personalization, further aligning driving policies with human preferences. In summary, VLM-RL
provides a robust and scalable solution for reward design in RL-based autonomous driving, offering a promising di-
rection for achieving safer and more generalizable driving policies. Continued research in this area has the potential
to bridge the gap between simulation-based learning and real-world deployment, advancing the field of autonomous
driving toward human-level safety and reliability.
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Appendix A. Robustness of the CLG-as-Reward Paradigm

In this appendix, we show that the CLG reward defined in Eq. (7) also enhances robustness against uncertainties
or adversarial perturbations. We first establish a lemma concerning the Lipschitz continuity of the cosine similarity
measure. We then prove that RCLG inherits this Lipschitz continuity under suitable assumptions. Finally, we demon-
strate how this continuity, combined with the presence of both positive and negative goals, improves the robustness of
the learned policy.

Lemma 1 (Lipschitz Continuity of Cosine Similarity). Let u,v,w ∈ Rk be unit vectors (i.e., ∥u∥ = ∥v∥ =
∥w∥ = 1). Then, the cosine similarity function is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant L = 1. In partic-
ular, for any such vectors

|sim(u,w)− sim(v,w)| ≤ |u− v| (A.1)

Proof 2. Since u,v,w are unit vectors, the cosine similarity reduces to the inner product:

sim(u,w) = u⊤w (A.2)

Then,

|sim(u,w)− sim(v,w)| = |u⊤w − v⊤w| (A.3)

= |(u− v)⊤w| (A.4)
≤ |u− v| · |w| (by Cauchy–Schwarz inequality) (A.5)
= |u− v| · 1 = |u− v| (A.6)
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Theorem 2 (Lipschitz Continuity of the CLG Reward Function). Suppose the VLM encoders produce unit-length
embeddings. Under this assumption, RCLG is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant L = 1. Specifically, for
any two states s1, s2 ∈ S:

|RCLG(s1)−RCLG(s2)| ≤ |v1 − v2| (A.7)

where vi = VLMI(ψ(si)).

Proof 3. Recall the definition of RCLG from Eq. (7):

RCLG(s) = α · sim(v,vpos)− β · sim(v,vneg) (A.8)

with α, β > 0 and α+ β = 1, and v = VLMI(ψ(s)).
For any s1, s2, let v1 = VLMI(ψ(s1)) and v2 = VLMI(ψ(s2)). Then:

|RCLG(s1)−RCLG(s2)| =
∣∣α(sim(v1,vpos)− sim(v2,vpos))− β(sim(v1,vneg)− sim(v2,vneg))

∣∣ (A.9)
≤ α|sim(v1,vpos)− sim(v2,vpos)|+ β|sim(v1,vneg)− sim(v2,vneg)| (A.10)

By Lemma 1, since embeddings are unit norm,

|sim(v1,vg)− sim(v2,vg)| ≤ |v1 − v2| (A.11)

for g ∈ {pos, neg}. Substituting this into the inequality above:

|RCLG(s1)−RCLG(s2)| ≤ α|v1 − v2|+ β|v1 − v2| (A.12)
= (α+ β)|v1 − v2| = |v1 − v2| (A.13)

Thus, RCLG is Lipschitz continuous with L = 1.

Remark 1. Lipschitz continuity ensures that small changes in the observation lead to small changes in the reward.
This property helps stabilize RL training by reducing variance in gradient estimates and making the learning process
more predictable (Bhandari et al., 2018).

Theorem 3 (Robustness Enhancement of the CLG Reward). Assume that both the VLM encoder and the observa-
tion function ψ are Lipschitz continuous. Let LVLM and Lψ denote their respective Lipschitz constants. Consider a
perturbed state s′ = s+ δs, where δs is a small perturbation. Then there exists a constant K = LVLMLψ such that:

|RCLG(s)−RCLG(s
′)| ≤ K|δs| (A.14)

This shows that the change in RCLG under perturbations is linearly bounded by the magnitude of the perturbation,
making the policy more robust to adversarial or uncertain disturbances.

Proof 4. Define vs = VLMI(ψ(s)) and vs′ = VLMI(ψ(s
′)). If VLMI is LVLM-Lipschitz and ψ is Lψ-Lipschitz, we

have:
|vs − vs′ | ≤ LVLM|ψ(s)− ψ(s′)| ≤ LVLMLψ|δs| (A.15)

From Thm 2, it follows that:
|RCLG(s)−RCLG(s

′)| ≤ |vs − vs′ | (A.16)

Combining these inequalities:

|RCLG(s)−RCLG(s
′)| ≤ LVLMLψ|δs| = K|δs| (A.17)

This shows that the CLG reward fluctuation under perturbations is bounded. Now consider that in adversarial or
uncertain environments, perturbations may selectively decrease similarity to the positive goal or increase similarity to
the negative goal. Since RCLG includes both positive and negative goals, it provides a form of redundancy: if a per-
turbation maliciously affects one similarity, the other can partially compensate. A carefully chosen perturbation could
drastically alter a single-target reward without this dual structure. Thus, the dual-goal structure of RCLG inherently
enhances robustness.

Corollary 1. A policy trained with RCLG is more robust in adversarial or uncertain environments than one trained
using only positive or only negative goals. The incorporation of both goals makes it harder for perturbations to
significantly degrade the reward, thereby maintaining a stable and safe policy.

Proof 5. The corollary follows directly from Theorem 3 and the preceding analysis. If only a single goal (positive or
negative) is used, a perturbation can be designed to specifically degrade that similarity score, causing a significant
shift in the reward. However, RCLG combines both, making it harder for a perturbation to simultaneously degrade
both terms advantageously, thus maintaining reward stability and robustness.

Remark 2. These theoretical findings align with empirical results, where policies trained with RCLG show improved
stability and resilience in complex, dynamic, or adversarial driving scenarios.
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Appendix B. Workflow of Hierarchical Reward Synthesis

Algorithm 1 Hierarchical Reward Synthesis

Input: Observation o, vehicle state s, positive language goal lpos, negative language goal lneg, weighting factors α, β
(where α+ β = 1), and predefined thresholds θmin, θmax

1: Compute Semantic Reward:
2: Compute image embedding: vo ← VLMI(o)
3: Compute positive goal embedding: vpos ← VLML(lpos)
4: Compute negative goal embedding: vneg ← VLML(lneg)
5: Compute positive similarity using Eq. (5): spos ← sim(vo,vpos)
6: Compute negative similarity using Eq. (5): sneg ← sim(vo,vneg)
7: Compute semantic reward using Eq. (7): rCLG ← α · spos − β · sneg
8: Normalize rCLG to [0, 1] using Eq. (10):
9: r′CLG ← 1− clip(rCLG, θmin, θmax)

10: Compute Vehicle State Rewards:
11: Compute target speed: vtarget ← r′CLG · vmax
12: Compute speed alignment (as described in Section 4):
13: rspeed ← 1− |v−vtarget|

vmax

14: Compute fcenter(s) based on lateral deviation to lane center
15: Compute fangle(s) based on heading alignment
16: Compute fstability(s) based on lateral position stability
17: Synthesize Reward:
18: Compute final synthesis using Eq. (11):
19: rsynthesis ← rspeed × fcenter × fangle × fstability
20: return rsynthesis

Appendix C. Convergence of the Synthesis Reward Function

Theorem 4 (Convergence of Policy Optimization). Under standard assumptions for the SAC algorithm (Haarnoja
et al., 2018), policy optimization with the synthesis reward Rsynthesis(s) defined in Eq. (11) converges to a local opti-
mum.

Proof 6. The SAC algorithm seeks to maximize the expected discounted return, augmented by an entropy term:

J(πϕ) = Eπϕ

[
T∑
t=0

γt(Rsynthesis(st) + αH(πϕ(·|st)))

]
, (C.1)

where α > 0 is the temperature parameter controlling the trade-off between return and entropy, γ ∈ [0, 1) is the
discount factor, andH(πϕ(·|st)) denotes the entropy of the policy πϕ at state st.

By construction, the synthesis reward function Rsynthesis(s) in Eq. (11) is a product of several bounded and contin-
uous components:

• r′CLG
t is bounded due to the clipping operation in its definition.

• Each vehicle state factor (rspeed(s), fcenter(s), fangle(s), fstability(s)) is designed to be bounded and continuous.
In detail, rspeed(s) ∈ [0, 1], fcenter(s) ∈ [0, 1], fangle(s) ∈ [0, 1], fstability(s) ∈ [0, 1]. Thus, Rsynthesis(s) is itself
bounded and continuous, and specifically Rsynthesis(s) ∈ [0, 1].

Given Rsynthesis(s) is bounded and continuous, and assuming that the policy πϕ and the value function approxi-
mators are expressive enough (e.g., using neural networks with sufficient capacity), the SAC algorithm satisfies the
convergence properties as established in (Haarnoja et al., 2018).

Therefore, under these standard assumptions, the policy optimization using the synthesis reward functionRsynthesis(s)
will converge to a local optimum.

Appendix D. Stability of the Synthesis Reward Function

Theorem 5 (Lipschitz Continuity of the Synthesis Reward Function). The synthesis reward function Rsynthesis(s)
is Lipschitz continuous with respect to the state s.
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Proof 7. To show Lipschitz continuity, we need to show that there exists a constant L > 0 such that for any two states
s1 and s2:

|Rsynthesis(s1)−Rsynthesis(s2)| ≤ L|s1 − s2|. (D.1)

The synthesis reward Rsynthesis(s) is computed as:

Rsynthesis(s) = rspeed(s) · fcenter(s) · fangle(s) · fstability(s), (D.2)

where rspeed(s), fcenter(s), fangle(s), and fstability(s) are components that evaluate different aspects of the driving task.
To prove Lipschitz continuity of Rsynthesis(s), we analyze the individual components.

The speed alignment reward rspeed(s) = 1− |v(s)−vtarget(s)|
vmax

is Lipschitz continuous because both the current speed
v(s) and target speed vtarget(s) = r′CLG

t · vmax are continuous functions of the state s. Additionally, the absolute value
function and normalization by vmax preserve Lipschitz continuity. Similarly, the lane centering factor fcenter(s) and
the heading alignment factor fangle(s) are both continuous functions with respect to the state s. The distance stability
term fstability(s) is also continuous due to its dependence on the positions of the ego vehicle.

Since each component of Rsynthesis(s) is Lipschitz continuous and bounded within [0, 1], their product is also Lip-
schitz continuous according to the properties of bounded Lipschitz functions. Thus, Rsynthesis(s) satisfies the required
Lipschitz condition.

Remark 3. Lipschitz continuity of the reward function ensures that small changes in the state lead to small changes
in the reward. This property contributes to the stability of the learning process by preventing large fluctuations in the
gradient estimates during policy optimization (Bhandari et al., 2018).
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Appendix E. Workflow of Policy Training with Batch-Processing

Algorithm 2 Policy Training with Batch-Processing and SAC

Input: Initial policy parameters ϕ, Q-function parameters θ, empty replay buffer D, batch size B, total training steps
T , VLM encoders VLMI , VLML, language goals lpos, lneg, weighting factors α, β (where α + β = 1), and
predefined thresholds θmin, θmax

1: Precompute Goal Embeddings:
2: vpos ← VLML(lpos)
3: vneg ← VLML(lneg)
4: for t = 1 to T do
5: Observe state st and raw observation ot
6: Select action at ∼ πϕ(at|st)
7: Execute at in environment
8: Receive reward rt (initially set to 0), next state st+1, and observation ot+1

9: Store transition (ot, st, at, rt, ot+1, st+1) in D
10: if time to update then
11: Sample mini-batch {(oi, si, ai, ri, oi+1, si+1)}Bi=1 from D
12: for each transition in mini-batch do
13: Compute Semantic Reward:
14: voi ← VLMI(oi)
15: spos ← sim(voi ,vpos)
16: sneg ← sim(voi ,vneg)
17: Compute CLG reward using Eq. (7):
18: rCLG ← α · spos − β · sneg
19: Normalize rCLG using Eq. (10):
20: r′CLG

t =
clip(rCLG

t ,θmin,θmax)−θmin

θmax−θmin

21: Compute Vehicle State Rewards:
22: Compute vtarget ← rCLG · vmax

23: rspeed ← 1− |vi−vtarget|
vmax

24: Compute fcenter, fangle, fstability based on vehicle state
25: Compute Synthesis Reward:
26: Compute rsynthesis using Eq. (11):
27: rsynthesis ← rspeed × fcenter × fangle × fstability
28: Update ri ← rsynthesis in replay buffer
29: end for
30: Update Critic Networks:
31: Update Q-function parameters θ by minimizing JQ(θ) as in Eq. (16)
32: Update Policy Network:
33: Update policy parameters ϕ by minimizing Jπ(ϕ) as in Eq. (14)
34: Adjust Temperature Parameter:
35: end if
36: end for
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