
1

Generative Models in Decision Making: A Survey
Yinchuan Li, Xinyu Shao, Jianping Zhang, Haozhi Wang, Leo Maxime Brunswic,Kaiwen Zhou,

Jiqian Dong, Kaiyang Guo, Xiu Li, Zhitang Chen, Jun Wang, Jianye Hao

Abstract—In recent years, the exceptional performance of generative models in generative tasks has sparked significant interest in
their integration into decision-making processes. Due to their ability to handle complex data distributions and their strong model
capacity, generative models can be effectively incorporated into decision-making systems by generating trajectories that guide agents
toward high-reward state-action regions or intermediate sub-goals. This paper presents a comprehensive review of the application of
generative models in decision-making tasks. We classify seven fundamental types of generative models: energy-based models,
generative adversarial networks, variational autoencoders, normalizing flows, diffusion models, generative flow networks, and
autoregressive models. Regarding their applications, we categorize their functions into three main roles: controllers, modelers and
optimizers, and discuss how each role contributes to decision-making. Furthermore, we examine the deployment of these models
across five critical real-world decision-making scenarios. Finally, we summarize the strengths and limitations of current approaches and
propose three key directions for advancing next-generation generative directive models: high-performance algorithms, large-scale
generalized decision-making models, and self-evolving and adaptive models.

Index Terms—Generative Models, Decision Making, Generative Decision Making
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1 INTRODUCTION

G ENERATIVE models have become a hot topic in both
academia and industry, primarily due to their ability

to generate large quantities of synthetic data with high
quality and diversity. From early systems like DALL-E [1]
(for image generation) and GPT-3 [2] (for text generation) to
more recent advancements such as DALL-E3 [3], ChatGPT
and GPT-4 [4], generative models have rapidly advanced in
both quality and scale of their outputs.

Content generation aims to create coherent material
that mimics training examples, while decision-making fo-
cuses on producing action sequences for optimal outcomes.
Unlike content generation, decision-making involves com-
plex, dynamic environments and long-term decisions. Thus,
despite generative models’ success in content generation,
applying them to decision-making poses challenges. These
challenges include: 1) how to learn policies through interac-
tion with the environment, rather than simply mimicking
expert behavior. 2) how to generate new policies based
on learned behaviors, transitioning from policy learning to
policy generation. 3) how to establish a robust fundamental
decision generating model that can adapt to various en-
vironments with minimal tuning efforts. 4) how to build
multi-step reasoning and long-term evolution capabilities
of strategies. These challenges emphasize the need for gen-
erative models to go beyond mere data generation.

In practice, decision-making is often referred to as se-
quential decision making, where a decision maker makes
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a series of observations over time, and each decision in-
fluencs subsequent choices. The goal is to identify a policy
that optimizes expected rewards or minimizes costs across
sequential actions. Classical algorithms such as Dynamic
Programming (DP) and Reinforcement Learning (RL) are
widely used to solve problems modeled as Markov Deci-
sion Processes (MDPs). These methods optimize decision-
making by updating policies based on observed rewards
and state transitions rather than generating new ones. De-
spite their many successful applications, these traditional
approaches often rely on trial-and-error or predefined states
and transitions, limiting exploration and potentially missing
better solutions. Moreover, they require substantial compu-
tation and optimization, which can be impractical for high-
dimensional or large-scale problems. Traditional methods
also need significant reconfiguration or retraining to new
environment, reducing flexibility.

On the other hand, generative models are designed to
model data distributions, rather than simply fitting labels.
Once trained, they can generate new samples that resem-
ble the original data, enabling the exploration of diverse
scenarios and outcomes. This ability enables the discovery
of novel strategies that may not be immediately evident
with traditional methods. In complex or poorly labeled
data scenarios, generative models offer a richer under-
standing of possible decision paths, sometimes leading to
strategies that better align with high rewards or desired
goals. However, traditional methods like optimization or
reinforcement learning remain effective in simpler, well-
defined environments where the decision space is clearer,
and goals are more straightforward. The choice between
these approaches depends on the task complexity and the
environment characteristics.

Recognizing these advantages, recent years have seen
substantial research efforts aimed at developing new gener-
ative models and applying them to decision making. Fig. 1
illustrates the research trends in generative models and their
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Fig. 1: Research trends in generative models and their appli-
cations in decision-making (2000-2024). The bars represent
the rough average annual number of papers, sourced from
Google Scholar. The search included titles associated with
seven classic types of generative models and their applica-
tions in five real-world scenarios we detailed in Fig. 20.

applications in decision making, further emphasizing the
significance of these methods in addressing such challenges.
However, there is a lack of comprehensive reviews that
summarize past work and pave the way for new research
avenues. This gap motivates us to provide this review paper.

The survey highlights three major contributions: 1) A
comprehensive taxonomy is proposed for classifying current
generative decision-making methods. We identify seven
types of generative models used in decision-making and
categorize their functions into three key roles: controller,
modeler, and optimizer. 2) We review the diverse practical
uses of generative models in decision-making, focusing on
robot control, structural generation, games, autonomous
driving and optimization tasks. 3) Finally, we summarize
the advantages and limitations of existing work and discuss
future perspectives for developing high-performance gener-
ative models in decision-making tasks.

The organization of the rest of this survey is as follows
(refer to Fig. 2 for a general outline): Section 2 serves as
a preliminary by introducing sequential decision-making
formulation and provides the basics of all the examined
methods. Specifically, we offer a detailed introduction to
seven types of generative models and compare their perfor-
mance with traditional approaches. Section 3 presents the
proposed taxonomy for categorizing generative decision-
making methods. In Section 4, we review and analyze exist-
ing literature according to the introduced taxonomy. Section
5 showcases practical applications of generative models
in decision-making. Finally, Section 6 discusses the future
directions of generative models in decision-making, and we
conclude the paper in Section 7 with an overall summary.

2 PRELIMINARIES

2.1 Sequential Decision Making

Sequential decision-making involves making step-by-step
decisions, where each choice depends on previous out-
comes. At each step, the agent typically observes the current
state, selects an optimal action based on its policy, and the
environment updates its state while providing new rewards.
The ultimate goal is to maximize the accumulated rewards.

The Sequential decision process is categorized accord-
ing to the number of agents and the observation to the
environment. In this paper, we only focus on the single
agent. If the agent is able to fully observe the environment,
it is considered a Markov Decision Process (MDP) [5]. An
MDP is a framework for modeling discrete-time decision-
making process, where outcomes depend on both random
factors and the agent’s decisions [5]. Formally, an MDP is
defined as a tuple M = (S,A,R, P, ρ0, γ,H) to represent
MDP, where S is the state space, and s ∈ S contains all the
information perceived by the agent from the environment.
A represents the action space, encompassing all possible
actions a that the agent can execute when interacting with
the environment. r ∈ R ∶ S ×A × S → R denotes the reward
function, which corresponds to the transition pair (s, a, s′).
P ∶ S × A → ∆(S) refers to the transition function. When
the action a is applied to the state s, P (s′∣s, a) generates
a distribution over states. ρ0 ∈ ∆(S) represents the initial
state distribution. The discount factor γ ∈ [0,1] quantifies
the long-term value of the current action, while H denotes
the horizon.

If observations are limited, we can define the Partially
Observed Markov Decision Process (POMDP) [6] as a tuple
M = (S,A,O,R, P, ρ0,E, γ,H). Here, O denotes the obser-
vation space, and each observation ot ∈ O is obtained by the
emission function E(ot∣st).

The goal of sequential decision making is to learn a
policy π(a∣s) or π(a∣o) by optimizing the expected reward:

J(π) = Eτ∼pπ(τ) [
H

∑
t=0

γtr (st, at)] , (1)

where pπ(τ) is the distribution over trajectories τ induced
by policy π:

pπ(τ) = ρ0 (s0)
H

∏
t=0

π (at∣st)P (st+1∣st, at) . (2)

2.2 Related Methods
We introduce several traditional methods for solving se-
quential decision making problems in this section.

2.2.1 Imitation Learning
Imitation learning aims to optimize a policy πθ(s) such that
the action distribution is close to that of an expert policy π∗

for any state s, the objective function is given by

θ = argmin
θ

Es∼p(s∣πθ)L (π
∗(s) − πθ(s)) , (3)

where p(s∣πθ) denotes the state distribution induced by πθ ,
and L is a metric function.

2.2.2 Search based Methods
Policy search focuses on exploring the policy space directly,
rather than computing the value function explicitly. For a
given policy π, the expected discounted return is given by

U(π) =∑
s

ρ0(s)Uπ(s). (4)

With large state space, U(π) could be approximated by
sampling trajectories consists of (S,A,R) pairs and U(π)
can be reformulated as [7]:

U(π) = Eτ [R(τ)] = ∫ pπ(τ)R(τ)dτ, (5)
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Fig. 2: An overview of the survey. Specific sections are distinguished by different colors. Best viewed in color.

where R(τ) denotes the discounted return related to τ .
Monte Carlo policy evaluation entails estimating the ex-
pected utility of the policy π by performing numerous
rollouts starting from s0 ∼ ρ0(s). Local search starts with
a feasible solution and incrementally moves to the neighbor
with better utility over the search space until convergence
occurs, e.g. Hooke-Jeeves method [8]. Simulated anneal-
ing [9] allows for occasional moves to feasible solutions
with worse utility to approximate the global optimum.
Genetic algorithms evaluate different simulations concur-
rently based on the objective, recombine them and guide
the population toward a global optimum.

2.2.3 Planning & Optimization

Planning is an optimization approach that relies on a pre-
defined model to guide the search process. Let U(s) denote
the action space for each state s, which represents the set of
all actions that could be applied from s. For distinct s, s′ ∈ S,
U(s) and U(s′) are not necessarily disjoint. As part of the
planning problem, a set SG ⊂ S of goal states and the initial
state sI are defined.
Let πK denote a K-step plan, which is a sequence of
(a1, a2,⋯, aK) of K actions. Let F denote the final stage
where F =K + 1. The cost functional is defined as

L(πK) =
N

∑
k=1

l(sk, ak) + lF (sF ), (6)

where l(sk, ak) is the cost term yielding a real value for
every sk ∈ S and ak ∈ U(sk). The final term is defined
lF (sF ) = 0 if sf ∈ SG and lF (sF ) =∞ otherwise.

2.2.4 Reinforcement Learning
The field of RL contains various methods that cater to dif-
ferent decision-making tasks, but all standard RL algorithms
generally follow the same learning principles. In particular,
the agent interacts the current MDP M using some sort of
behavior policy, which can be the present policy π(a∣s) or
mix it with a random policy. Then the agent can receive
the subsequent state st+1 along with the reward function rt.
After repeating this process for many steps, the agent can
use the collected samples {s, a, r, s′} to update the policy.

Value-based Methods. One classic approach is to di-
rectly estimate the value function of the state of state-action
so that a near-optimal policy can be obtained. Define the
state-action value as

Qπ (st, at) = Eτ∼pπ(τ ∣st,at) [
H

∑
t′=t

γt′−tr (st, at)] (7)

and the state value V π(st) as

V π (st) = Eat∼π(at∣st) [Q
π (st, at)] . (8)

Then the recursive representation of Qπ(st, at) can be de-
rived as [10]:

Qπ (st, at) = r (st, at) + γEst+1∼P (st,at) [V
π (st+1)] , (9)

which can also be expressed as the Bellman operator Bπ ,
i.e., Qπ = BπQπ . Bπ has the unique fixed point obtained
by repeating iterations Qπ

k+1 = BπQπ
k [11]. Based on this

property, we can derive the modern value iteration (VI)
algorithms. Q-learning is a common VI method that ex-
presses the policy as π(at∣st) = δ(at = argmaxat Q(st, at))
with Dirac function δ(⋅). The optimal Q-function can be
approximated by substituting this policy into (9). To derive
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a learning algorithm, we can define a parametric Q-function
estimator Qϕ(s, a), which can be optimized by minimizing
the difference between LHS and RHS in Bellman equation,
such as fitted Q-learning [12]. With the help of neural
networks, existing deep Q-learning methods can achieve
more accurate value-function estimation by minimizing the
Bellman error objective [13].

Policy Gradients. Another classic approach is to directly
estimate the gradient of (1). We define policy πθ(a∣s) param-
eterized by θ, which can be a neural network and output the
logits of action a. Then, We can then write the gradient of
(1) with respect to θ as:

∇θJ (πθ) = Eτ∼pπθ
(τ) [

H

∑
t=0

γt∇θ logπθ (at∣st) Â(st, at)] ,

where Â(st, at) is the return estimator, written by

Â(st, at) =
H

∑
t′=t

γt′−tr (st′ , at′) − b (st) , (10)

which can be calculated with Monte Carlo samples [14].
b(st) denotes the baseline, which can be approximated as
the mean return of the collected trajectories or by the value
function V (st) [15].

By introducing KL regularization and clipped surrogate
objective, True Region Policy Optimization (TRPO) [16] and
Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) [17] constrain policy
size updated at each iteration to stable the training pro-
cess. These methods and their variants have achieved great
success in areas like robot control [18], games [19] and
generative model training [20].

Actor-Critic Methods. Taking advantage of both pol-
icy gradient and value-based approaches, Actor-critic al-
gorithms use a parameterized policy and value function.
And the value function can provide a better estimation of
Â(st, at) for policy gradients, with calculating the average
return over the sampled trajectories.

Unlike Q-learning, the actor-critic method seeks to op-
timize the Q-function associated with the current policy πθ

rather than learning the optimal Q-function directly. Many
variants are proposed based on this principle, such as on-
policy and off-policy algorithms [21]. Deep Deterministic
Policy Gradient (DDPG) introduces a deterministic policy
under the Actor-Critic architecture, which can solve contin-
uous control problems [21]. Soft actor-critic introduce the
entropy regularization into the policy optimization process,
so that the agent can make better exploration [22].

Model-based RL. For model-based RL, the first step is
to learn the environment model P (⋅∣s, a) based on historical
trajectories. According to the probabilistic transition model,
a common approach is to reduce the KL divergence between
the learned model P̂ (⋅∣s, a) and the true dynamics P (⋅∣s, a)
as [23]:

min
θ

E(s,a)∼ρπ
[DKL (P (⋅ ∣ s, a), P̂θ(⋅ ∣ s, a))] , (11)

where θ denotes the learned model’s parameters. The model
learning process can be transformed as a supervised learn-
ing task, which can be solved effectively by some supervised
learning technique. To reduce the error of model learning,
several scholars propose the Lipschitz continuity constraints

[24], distribution matching [25], and robust model learning
methods [26] for further precise estimation.

When the model is ready, the agent develops plans to
improve its strategy to interact with the modeled world.
Traditional methods for integrating planning into MBRL
mainly include model predictive control, Monte Carlo tree
search and Dyna-style methods [27]. Dyna-style methods
utilize the learned model to generate more experience and
then perform RL on the model-augmented dataset, which
has been the mainstream method [28]. Similarly, these meth-
ods employ value function estimation and policy gradient to
improve the policy.

2.3 Generative Models

Generative Model [29], [30], [31], [32], [33], [34], [35], [36]
is an important subdivision of artificial intelligence that
employs techniques and models specifically designed for
sampling unseen data from the underlying distribution of
the existing dataset.

In this section, we explore generative models through
three crucial dimensions: sample quality, sample diversity,
and computational efficiency [37], [38]. These dimensions
are essential for understanding how generative models per-
form in decision-making, as they directly impact the accu-
racy, robustness, and practical applicability of the generated
outputs. Sample quality measures how well the generated
samples align with the real data distribution, reflecting
the realism and reliability of the outputs. High sample
quality ensures that decisions based on the generated data
are both accurate and trustworthy in real-world contexts.
Sample diversity, on the other hand, evaluates how well
the model can generate a broad range of distinct samples,
capturing the full spectrum of potential outcomes. This is
vital in decision-making tasks, where diverse options are
necessary to adapt to varying conditions and avoid narrow,
overfitted solutions. Finally, computational efficiency refers
to the computational resources required for training and
inference, making it a key consideration for the deployment
of generative models in real-world applications. In con-
texts such as autonomous driving or robotic control, where
decisions must be made in real time and under resource
constraints, computational efficiency is critical to ensure
that the model remains practical and scalable. Together,
these dimensions provide a comprehensive framework for
evaluating generative models, guiding their application in
complex, resource-sensitive decision-making environments.

We will examine each of the seven generative models
through these three crucial dimensions, identifying their
strengths and weaknesses. Generative models face chal-
lenges in balancing sample quality, sample diversity, and
computational efficiency. For example, Diffusion Models
and Normalizing Flows offer strong sample diversity and
stability but require high computational resources, limiting
their suitability for real-time decision-making applications
[39], [40], [41]. In contrast, models like VAEs and GANs
provide faster training and better efficiency but may strug-
gle with maintaining sample diversity, potentially leading
to overly similar or overfitted outputs [34], [42], [43], [44].
Based on the references [43], [45], [46], [47], [48], [49], [50],
[51], [52], [53], we compare the performance of these seven
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generative models across sample quality, diversity, and effi-
ciency, as shown in Fig. 3.

Energy Based Models (EBMs). An EBM [54] assigns an
energy function Eθ(x) to each data x [55], which is the
unnormalized log probability of the data to measure the
compatibility of x with the model. The density of x is

pθ(x) =
1

Zθ
exp(−Eθ(x)), (12)

where Zθ denotes the normalizing constant, which also
known as partition function:

Zθ = ∫ exp(−Eθ(x))dx. (13)

The model is trained to reduce the energy of data point
from the training set while increasing the energy of other,
possibly unrealistic, data points [27]. The earliest EBM is the
Boltzmann machine [33], which is a stochastic version of the
Hopfield network [56]. Since the energy function has no re-
strictions, it can be parameterized freely and can model any
high-dimensional complex data [57], [58] like images [59]
and natural languages [60]. However, the intractable nor-
malizing constant poses training and sampling challenges.
Typical solutions include 1) MCMC sampling [61]; 2) score
matching [62] and 3) noise contrastive estimation [63].

Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs). GANs [34]
are well-known due to their distinctive architecturewhich
involves a generator G that creates synthetic samples and
a discriminator D that evaluates them by distinguishing
between real and generated data. The target loss of a typical
GAN is given by

L(θ,ϕ) =min
θ

max
ϕ

Ex∼pdata[logD(x;ϕ)]

+Ex̂∼G(θ)[log(1 −D(x̂;ϕ))] .
(14)

While GAN can generate realistic contents in image syn-
thesis [34], image style transfer [35], and behavior [64], it
suffers from training instability and mode collapse. Several
variants of GANs have be proposed to solve the problem,
like Wasserstein GANs [65], [66], CycleGANs [35], and
Progressive GANs [67], which use different loss functions,
architectures, or training techniques.

Variational Autoencoders (VAEs). VAEs [43], known
for their stable learning process and efficient computation,
attract significant attention in recent years. VAEs [68] are
probabilistic models that represent the input data in a com-
pressed form, referred to as the latent space. New samples
are generated by sampling from this latent space and then
decoding them back into the original data domain. The goal
of a VAE, presented in (15), aims to maximize the evidence
lower bound (ELBO):

L(ϕ, θ) = Ez∼p(z∣x;ϕ)[log p(x ∣ z; θ)] −KL(q(z)∥p(z)). (15)

In (15), the first term represents the likelihood of the ob-
served data x given latent variable z, and the expectation is
taken over the distribution of z. The KL term measures the
divergence between the variational distribution q(z), which
approximates the posterior distribution of z, and the prior
distribution p(z).

VAEs are deployed to generate new images or videos
[69], and augment images, such as image inpainting [70]
and image colorization [71]. VAEs are used to compress
data [72], [73] or provide a good way to detect anomalies
or outliers in data [74]. However, VAEs may suffer from
low generation quality and the independence assumption
between the latent variables [72]. To address these limita-
tions, several extensions of VAEs have been proposed, e.g.,
conditional VAE [75] and Gaussian mixture VAE [76].

Researchers propose to combine VAEs with other tech-
niques, including adversarial training [77], [78] and normal-
izing flows [79] for improving disentanglement. Besides,
[80] and [81] study the continual learning of VAE rep-
resentations and [82] trains a response function of the
hyperparameter β in β−V AE to trade off the reconstruction
error and the KL divergence.

Normalizing Flows (NFs). Flow-based models [83] learn
to map a simple random variable, such as a Gaussian
distribution, to a more complex distribution capable of rep-
resenting data. Normalizing Flow [84], [85] applys a specific
type of invertible transformation to the simple distribution
to preserve the tractability of the density function, as shown
below:

x = fK (fK−1 (. . . f0 (z0))) . . .)) with z0 ∼ N(0, I) ,
fθ(z) = z + uh (wT z + b) . (16)

A primary strength of normalizing flows is their precision in
capturing complex probability. Normalizing flows can also
be used to generate new samples and to perform density es-
timation, among other tasks. Despite their success, normal-
izing flows still face some challenges, such as the restricted
network structure and the rendered limited expressiveness.
Nevertheless, Normalizing flows remain a dynamic field of
study, with continuous advancements being made.

From limited pre-neural attempts [86], [87], [88], spe-
cific flow transformations [89] are proposed to reduce the
computational cost, such as NICE [90], Real-NVP [91], and
Glow [41]. Researchers also use autoregressive flows [92],
[93], [94] to accelerate the sampling process. Many Normal-
izing Flow variants also leverage the techniques of Neural
ODE [95], [96], [97] and optimal transport [98], [99].

Diffusion Models (DMs). Diffusion models, introduced
by Sohl-Dickstein et al. in 2015 [36], learn to generate
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samples through a diffusion process. This process involves
gradually introducing noise to the data, followed by the
reversal of this noise addition during sampling to recover
the original data (as illustrated in Fig. 4). The key strength
of diffusion models lies in their ability to generate high-
quality, realistic, and diverse outputs, surpassing earlier
generative models such as GANs in various image synthesis
tasks [100]. This capability has sparked significant interest in
their application to decision-making scenarios, particularly
in high-dimensional environments.

Fig. 4: A diagrammatic depiction of diffusion models and
one denoising step is illustrated [101].

The key components of a diffusion model are the for-
ward and the reverse process. In the forward phase, Gaus-
sian noise is progressively introduced to the data. At time
step t, the data point xt−1 is transformed into a noisy version
xt according to Equation 17:

q (xt ∣ xt−1) = N (xt;
√
1 − βtxt−1, βtI) . (17)

Here, βt denotes a schedule of noise variance, which
governs how quickly the noise is introduced at step t.
The forward process effectively destroys the original data
structure, making it increasingly difficult to recover the
original input as the process progresses.

The sampling process works by reversing the diffusion
(or noise addition) steps. The model iteratively refines a
noisy sample to recover the original data by learning a
reverse diffusion process:

pθ (xt−1 ∣ xt) for t = T,T − 1, . . . ,1. (18)

The reverse process can be computationally expensive,
as it involves many time steps, each requiring careful sam-
pling to accurately reconstruct the data. Despite this chal-
lenge, diffusion models can generate high-quality samples,
particularly in fields such as image generation, where they
have outperformed GANs in terms of visual fidelity and
diversity.

In the context of decision-making, diffusion models of-
fer several advantages. They can model complex, high-
dimensional decision spaces and generate solutions that
explore a wide range of potential outcomes, making them
suitable for applications in reinforcement learning (RL),
robotics, and automated planning.

For instance, in robotic control, diffusion models can
generate motion sequences that not only mimic the de-
sired behavior but also explore alternative strategies that
could lead to better performance in uncertain or dynamic
environments. Similarly, in autonomous driving, they can
generate realistic trajectories and responses to dynamic driv-
ing scenarios, taking into account the uncertainty of the
environment.

Moreover, diffusion models can facilitate the exploration
of decision spaces in complex environments where tradi-
tional models might struggle to account for the full range of

possibilities. This capability is particularly useful in multi-
objective decision making, where a model needs to balance
trade-offs between conflicting goals.

Diffusion models demonstrate remarkable potential for
producing high-quality, realistic, and novel data, and they
continue to be an important tool in the field of genera-
tive modeling. Nevertheless, diffusion models have a slow
sampling process, which will limit its scalability to high-
dimensional cases. Consistency models [102] are a potential
solution that support fast one-step generation.

GFlowNets/CFlowNets. GFlowNets is a new type of
generative model, which [51], [103] are initially defined
on finite directed acyclic graphs G = (S,E) with given
initial and final states s0, sf ∈ S and given reward function
R(s → sf); an edge flow is simply a map F ∶ E → R+. Fig.5
shows the illustration of the structure of GFlowNets. From
such an edge flow, one can define a Markov chain (pt) on G

setting P(pt+1 = s′∣pt = s) = F (s→s′)
∑s→s′′ F (s→s′′) . The edge flow F

is trained so that for all state s ∈ S ∖ {s0, sf}

∑
s′→s

F (s′ → s) = ∑
s→s′

F (s→ s′), F (s→ sf) = R(s→ sf).

The first equality is the flow-matching constraint, the second
is the reward constraint. Assuming the reward R is non-
negative and not identically zero, those two constraints en-
sures that the Markov chains reaches sf at some finite time
τ and that the last non-terminal position pτ−1 of the Markov
chain follows the distribution obtained by normalizing R

i.e. P(pτ−1 = s) = R(s→sf )
∑s′∈S R(s′→sf ) . The framework has been

extended beyond graphs and acyclicity [104], [105], [106],
with variation on losses and regularizations [105], [107],
[108].

s0 s1

s2

s3

s4

s5

s6

s7

s8

s9

s10

F
(s

0 →
s
2 )

sf

sf sf

sf

sf

sf

s0 s1

s2

s3

s4

s5

s6

s7

s8

s9

s10

sf

sf sf

sf

sf

sf

R(s9)

R(s4)

Terminating state

s ∈ Sf
Initial state

Terminal
state

Fig. 5: Illustration of the structure of a Generative Flow
Network, as a pointed DAG over states s, with particles
flowing along edges to represent the flow function [51].

Autoregressive Models (AMs). Autoregressive models
are commonly used in natural language processing and
generative modeling tasks. They are a key component
of sequence-to-sequence models, such as the Transformer
model [109], and are responsible for generating output
sequences based on an input sequence or a given context.

Autoregressive models operate by predicting each out-
put element sequentially conditioned on the preceding ones.
This means that the generation process is sequential, with
the model generating the elements in a left-to-right fashion.
At each step, the model takes into account the previously
generated elements and the context information to make
predictions.

A popular method for autoregressive generation is using
an autoregressive language model, such as GPT [110], which
has proven successful in NLP tasks like text generation,
machine translation, and dialogue systems.
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In autoregressive models, the input to each step is typ-
ically a combination of the previously generated elements
and a context vector that captures the overall context or
representation of the input sequence. The context vector
can be obtained from an encoder network that processes
the input sequence and produces a fixed-size representation,
which is then used as input to the decoder.

During training, autoregressive models are typically
optimized using Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE)
[111]. The model aims to optimize the likelihood of gen-
erating target output sequence given the input sequence or
context. This involves calculating the probability of each tar-
get element based on the preceding elements and updating
parameters to improve its predictions [112].

Overall, autoregressive models are a powerful tool for
sequence generation tasks, particularly in natural language
processing [113]. They have contributed to significant ad-
vancements in generative modeling and continue to be an
active area of research in the field.

2.4 Difference with previous approaches
Reinforcement Learning (RL) and generative models are two
distinct branches of machine learning that serve different
purposes and tackle different challenges. The key difference
lies in their primary objectives and the nature of the learning
process [114], as show in Fig. 6.

The primary objective of RL is for an agent to learn an
optimal policy that maximizes cumulative rewards through
trial-and-error with the environment. The agent learns by
taking actions, observing the resulting states, then adjusting
current strategy according to the returns. On the other
hand, generative models aims to understand and represent
the latent data distribution in a given dataset [115]. These
models are used to generate new samples resembling the
training data, capturing inherent patterns and structures in
the data.

The second one is the learning process. In RL, the agent
learns through trial and error by exploring the environment,
taking actions, and receiving rewards. As it gains experi-
ence, the agent refines its policy to make more effective
decisions, ultimately maximizing its rewards. Meanwhile,
generative models learn from a given dataset and analyze
the data, attempting to estimate the probability distribution
that generates the data, such as VAEs and GANs.

Last but not least, they differ in how they interact with
environment [116]. The RL agent interacts with the envi-
ronment iteratively, learning from feedback and adjusting
its behavior without generating any data. In contrast, the
generative model, once trained, is capable of producing
entirely new data points resembling the original ones [117],
thus actively generating rather than merely responding.

In summary, reinforcement learning focuses on learning
optimal actions to achieve specific goals [118], whereas gen-
erative models aim to model data distributions and generate
new, similar samples. Both are crucial in machine learning
but address different challenges.

3 TAXONOMY

In this section, we state our taxonomy to group the gen-
erative approaches for solving sequential decision making

Fig. 6: A comparative framework: traditional and generative
decision-making (MDP-based vs. data-driven).

problems. We categorize the methodologies into five key
dimensions, outlined as follows. This taxonomy is further
illustrated in Table 1.

Family. The first dimension is the family of the gener-
ative models. We represent the family of the approach by
the acronym of the category of the generative models. To
be more specific, Energy Based Models (EBMs), Generative
Adversarial Networks (GANs), Variational Autoencoders
(VAEs), Normalizing Flow (NFs), Diffusion Models (DMs),
GFlowNets (GFNs), and Autoregressive Models (AMs).

Function. The second dimension functions on the role of
generative models in sequential decision making. Because
they can model a diverse set of distributions, generative
models can serve various roles in addressing sequential
decision-making problems. We basically classify the func-
tions into three categories.

● Controller. Generative models can serve as policy
models to guide the decision-making process by
modeling high-reward trajectories or observation-
action pairs. They generate candidate actions based
on current observations, refining these candidates to
achieve optimal decisions. In this context, sampling
from learned distributions is a key step that informs
the decision-making process.

● Modeler. Generative models are capable of capturing
the underlying patterns of the dataset and generating
new data resembling the original’s distribution. By
producing samples that capture the data’s structure,
they support tasks like data augmentation, privacy
preservation, and simulation, providing rich inputs
for subsequent optimization or decision-making.

● Optimizer. Generative models can explore high-
dimensional spaces and optimize solutions by iter-
atively refining sampled candidates. They generate
and evaluate samples to navigate towards better
solutions, helping to optimize decision-making pro-
cesses or high-reward outcomes.
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Model Family Function Structure Expertise Application
Du & Mordatch [119] EBM Controller EBM Imitation Learning Robot Control

EBIL [120] EBM Controller EBM Imitation Learning Robot Control
BM [33] EBM Modeler EBM Generation Optimization / Structural Generation

DEBMs [121] EBM Modeler EBM Online RL Robot Control / Optimization
SGMs [100] EBM Modeler EBM Generation Structural Generation

SO-EBM [122] EBM Optimizer EBM Others Optimization
pcEBM [123] EBM Optimizer EBM Generation Structural Generation / Optimization

CF-EBM [124] EBM Optimizer EBM Generation Structural Generation
GAIL [64] GAN Controller GAN Imitation Learning Robot Control

InfoGAIL [125] GAN Controller WGAN Imitation Learning Robot Control
MGAIL [126] GAN Controller GAN Imitation Learning Robot Control
FAGIL [127] GAN Controller WGAN Imitation Learning Robot Control

WGAIL [128] GAN Controller GAN Imitation Learning Robot Control
IC-GAIL [129] GAN Controller GAN Imitation Learning Robot Control

AIRL [130] GAN Controller GAN Imitation Learning Robot Control
AugAIRL [131] GAN Controller GAN Imitation Learning Robot Control

WAIL [132] GAN Controller WGAN Imitation Learning Robot Control
MAIRL [133] GAN Controller GAN Imitation Learning Robot Control
EGAN [134] GAN Modeler GAN Online RL Structural Generation

S2P [135] GAN Modeler GAN Offline RL Robot Control
He et al. [136] GAN Optimizer GAN Generation Optimization / Games

DCGANs [137] GAN Optimizer DCGAN Generation Optimization
C-GANs [138] GAN Optimizer C-GAN Generation Optimization

GTI [139] VAE Controller CVAE Imitation Learning Robot Control
HULC [140] VAE Controller seq2seq CVAE Imitation Learning Robot Control

Play-LMP [141] VAE Controller seq2seq CVAE Imitation Learning Robot Control
TACO-RL [142] VAE Controller seq2seq CVAE Imitation Learning Robot Control

OPAL [143] VAE Controller β VAE Imitation Learning Structural Generation
MaskDP [144] VAE Controller MAE Offline RL Robot Control

Han & Kim [145] VAE Modeler VAE Offline RL Structural Generation
CageBO [146] VAE Optimizer CVAE Others Optimization

CVAE-Opt [147] VAE Optimizer CVAE Others Optimization
NF Policy [148] NF Controller Coupling Flow Offline RL Robot Control

CNF [149] NF Controller Autoregressive Flow Offline RL Autonomous Driving
Guided Flows [150] NF Controller Continuous Flow Offline RL / Generation Optimization / Games

NICE [90] NF Modeler Coupling Flow Generation Optimization
Rezende et al [83] NF Modeler NF Generation Optimization
Gabrié et al. [151] NF Optimizer NF Generation Optimization
Pearce et al. [152] DM Controller DDPM Imitation Learning Robot Control / Games

Diffuser [153] DM Controller DDPM Offline RL Structural Generation
Decision Diffuser [154] DM Controller DDPM Offline RL Structural Generation
Decision Stacks [155] DM Controller DDPM Offline RL Structural Generation
Diffusion-QL [156] DM Controller DDPM Offline RL Robot Control

Diffusion Policy [157] DM Controller DDPM Robotics Robot Control
SfBC [158] DM Controller DDPM Offline RL Structural Generation
UniPi [159] DM Controller DDPM Offline RL Robot Control

AdaptDiffuser [160] DM Controller DDPM Robotics Robot Control
DIPO [161] DM Controller DDPM Online RL Robot Control

MTDiff [162] DM Modeler DDPM Offline RL Robot Control
GenAug [163] DM Modeler LDM Robotics Robot Control
SynthER [164] DM Modeler EDM Offline & Online RL Robot Control
DDOM [165] DM Optimizer DDPM Others Optimization
Li et. al. [166] DM Optimizer DDIM Others Optimization
DiffOPT [167] DM Optimizer DDIM Others Optimization

GFlowNets [51], [103] GFN Controller GFN Offline & Online RL Structural Generation
Pan et al. [168] GFN Controller GFN Offline RL Structural Generation

GAFlowNets [169] GFN Controller GFN Offline RL Structural Generation
AFlowNets [170] GFN Controller GFN Offline RL Structural Generation / Games

Brunswic et al. [171] GFN Controller GFN Offline RL Structural Generation
CFlowNets [104] CFN Controller CFN Online RL Structural Generation
Zhang et al. [172] GFN Modeler GFN Generation Optimization
Zhang et al. [173] GFN Modeler GFN Generation Optimization

GFACS [174] GFN Optimizer GFN Generation Optimization
MOGFNs [175] GFN Optimizer CFN Generation Optimization

Decision Transformer [176] AM Controller Decoder Only Offline RL Robot Control
Trajectory Transformer [177] AM Controller Decoder Only Offline RL Robot Control

Online DT [178] AM Controller Decoder Only Online RL Autonomous Driving
GATO [179] AM Controller Decoder Only Offline RL Robot Control / Games

Multi-Game DT [180] AM Controller Decoder Only Offline RL Games
PEDA [181] AM Controller Decoder Only Offline RL Robot Control
BooT [182] AM Controller Decoder Only Offline RL Structural Generation

PixelCNN [85] AM Modeler Decoder Only Generation Structural Generation
PixelRNN [183] AM Modeler Decoder Only Generation Structural Generation

BONET [184] AM Optimizer Decoder Only Others Optimization
TNP [185] AM Optimizer Encoder Decoder Others Optimization

TABLE 1: Generative models in decision making
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Structure. The third dimension illustrates the basic
model structure of generative models. Below is the structure
for each category of generative models.

● EBM: EBM
● GAN: GAN / WGAN / DCGAN / C-GAN.
● VAE: VAE / CVAE / seq2seq CVAE / β VAE / MAE.
● NF: NF / Coupling Flow / Autoregressive Flow /

Continuous Flow.
● DM: DDPM / DDIM / LDM / EDM.
● GFN: GFN / CFN.
● AM: Decoder Only / Encoder Decoder.

Expertise. The fourth dimension represents the expertise
areas of the generative models in the sequential decision
making. The expertise area includes Imitation Learning,
online RL, offline RL, Robotics, Generation and Others.

Application. The last dimension highlights several rep-
resentative applications where generative models have
shown particular promise, including robot control, au-
tonomous driving, gaming, structural generation, and op-
timization.

4 SURVEY: METHODOLOGY

This section delves into the three core functions of genera-
tive models and organizes the existing literature based on
the methodology taxonomy we propose.

4.1 Generative Models as Controller

A controller aims to find a policy (a set of instructions or
rules) that determines how to modify the system’s inputs
to attain the desired behavior [186], [187]. The policy is
typically generated through a process called control system
design, which involves analyzing the system’s behavior,
defining the desired outcomes, and then designing a con-
troller to achieve those goals. The method used to generate
the policy according to the system’s specific requirements
and the design process’s objective. Generative models are
able to model the decision-making process and produce
diverse decision paths, making them well suited for gen-
erating policies in control systems.

Generative models are adept at capturing complex data
distributions, making them particularly effective for learn-
ing from expert trajectories in decision-making tasks. When
applied as controllers, these models can leverage offline data
containing trajectories associated with high-reward values
to extract and replicate optimal policies. In general, gen-
erative models facilitate the generation of control policies
through two primary approaches, which we detail below.

(1) Generative models learn the policy from the state-
action or observation-action pairs, as shown in (19):

θ = argmin
θ

E(si,ai)∼DL (π∗(si) − πθ(si)) , (19)

where L is a metric function.
(2) Generative models learn the policy from the decision

trajectories D = (s0, a0, s1, a1,⋯) as shown in (20):

θ = argmin
θ

E(s0,a0,s1,a1,...)∼DL (π∗(s) − πθ(s)) . (20)

The detailed explanations are as follows.

4.1.1 EBMs as Controller

EBMs serve as controllers by solving the Inverse Rein-
forcement Learning (IRL) problems, where the goal is to
extract a control policy based on expert demonstrations.
In this context, the energy-based model is used to learn
the underlying reward structure of the expert’s behavior.
Du & Mordatch [119] take a pioneering approach by using
Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)-based EBM training to
generate robotic hand trajectories, applying it to continuous
neural networks. Building on this, EBIL [120] further refines
the process by introducing a more straightforward solution
to the IRL problems. Specifically, EBIL estimates the expert’s
energy through score matching, which serves as a surrogate
reward function. This reward function is then utilized to
learn the policy through RL algorithms.

4.1.2 GANs as Controller

Generative Adversarial Imitation Learning (GAIL) [64] com-
bines imitation learning with GANs to directly extract the
policy from data. It seeks to find a saddle point (π,D), rep-
resenting a pair consisting of a policy π and a discriminator
D, by optimizing the following expression:

E
π
[log(D(s, a))] + E

πE

[log(1 −D(s, a))] − λH(π), (21)

where (s, a) denotes the state-action pair, π is the policy, πE

represents the expert policy and H is a regularizer for the
policy. To overcome some of GAIL’s limitations, several ex-
tensions have been proposed. For example, InfoGAIL [125],
which builds upon GAIL, aims to calculate the potential
structure of expert demonstrations in an unsupervised man-
ner. This method can both imitate complex behaviors and
extract meaningful, interpretable representations from intri-
cate behavioral data. Similarly, MGAIL [126] incorporates
a forward model into GAIL, making the calculation differ-
entiable and enabling policy training with fewer samples
and interactions with the environment. In contrast, Fail-Safe
Adversarial Generative Imitation Learning (FAGIL) [127],
an extension of GAIL, introduces a safety layer to ensure
the generated policy is safe, while also facilitating closed-
form computation of probability densities and gradients.
This method integrates end-to-end generative adversarial
training with worst-case safety guarantees, making it well-
suited for scenarios requiring both safety and performance.
On the other hand, WGAIL [128] and IC-GAIL [129] address
the issue of imperfect demonstrations in GAIL. WGAIL
focuses on learning the weights of imperfect demonstrations
without requiring substantial prior information, while IC-
GAIL uses confidence levels to assess the quality of these
demonstrations, improving learning efficiency in the pres-
ence of noisy or suboptimal expert data.

Moreover, there are other related approaches such as
Adversarial Inverse Reinforcement Learning (AIRL) [130],
which formulates policy learning as an adversarial reward
learning problem, allowing for acquisition of policies in
diverse environments. AugAIRL [131] enhances AIRL by
adopting semantic rewards in the learning framework (see
Fig. 7 for an overview), while WAIL [132] bridges inverse
reinforcement learning with optimal transport, using regu-
larized optimal transport for large-scale applications. Lastly,
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Model-based AIRL (MAIRL) [133] improves policy opti-
mization by leveraging a self-attention dynamics model to
make the computation graph end-to-end differentiable, and
SC-AIRL [188] further reduces the need for extensive ex-
ploration by decomposing long-horizon tasks into subtasks,
using shared rewards and critics across different subtasks.

Fig. 7: The augmented AIRL learning framework uses the
discriminator’s weights as the reward function [131].

4.1.3 VAEs as Controller

Variational Autoencoders (VAEs) serve as controllers by
learning compact, structured latent spaces that encode high-
dimensional environments and decision-making processes,
which are directly used to generate control actions.

For example, Play-LMP [141] introduces a self-
supervised approach to learn control from play behaviors,
enabling the system to autonomously generate control poli-
cies. Building on this idea, TACO-RL [142] extends Play-
LMP by adopting a hierarchical model, which allows for
learning long-horizon policies from high-dimensional cam-
era observations in agnostic tasks. OPAL [143] utilizes VAE
for offline learning of primitive actions in imitation learn-
ing tasks. Similarly, Generalization Through Imitation (GTI)
[139] develops a two-stage algorithm that leverages VAE for
policy learning through imitation, enhancing generalization
in complex environments. Finally, HULC [140] attempts to
improve performance by integrating hierarchical decompo-
sition in robot-controlled learning, utilizing a multimodal
transformer encoder, leveraging discrete latent plans, and
applying a self-supervised contrastive loss.

Additionally, MaskDP [144] introduces a masked au-
toencoding technique that enhances decision-making mod-
els by learning latent spaces in a scalable and general-
izable manner, thereby improving performance in high-
dimensional tasks (see Fig. 8). Similar to VAEs, this ap-
proach focuses on generating control policies by learning
efficient latent representations, while additionally incorpo-
rating masking mechanisms to improve the model’s ability
to generalize across tasks.

4.1.4 Normalizing Flows as Controller

Normalizing flows have garnered interest recently due to
their capacity to learn complex probability distributions
and perform efficient density estimation. While they are
primarily used in generative modeling tasks, they can also
be applied to decision-making problems control [75], [91].
In this context, normalizing flows can be leveraged to model
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Fig. 8: Illustration of MaskDP. In the pretraining phase, the
model is trained to predict masked tokens. After pretrain-
ing, it can be applied to a variety of downstream tasks by
using different masking patterns [144].

and approximate the underlying distribution of the decision
space [53], [89].

The natural use of Normalizing flows for controllers
is behavioral cloning, where the behavior to reproduce is
represented by the target distribution µ. However, since the
training only requires µ to be samplable and ν to have a
defined density, one can train a ”reversed Normalization
flows”, where ν represents a complex distribution defined
by its density and µ is a simpler distribution, such as a
normal distribution.

Normalizing Flow Policy (NF Policy) [148] integrates
Normalizing Flow policies into the Soft Actor-Critic (SAC)
framework, enabling the learning of more expressive poli-
cies. Fig. 9 illustrates the process of sampling actions from
NF policies. Conservative Normalizing Flows (CNF) [149]
makes use of Normalizing Flows as a conservative action
encoder to learn policies in latent action spaces. First, the
action encoder undergoes supervised pre-training on an
offline dataset, and then a reinforcement learning-based
policy model (serving as a controller in the latent space)
is trained. Guided Flows [150] generates plan in the of-
fline reinforcement learning setting by training Continuous
Normalizing Flows based on regressing vector fields via
integrating classifier free guidance.
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Fig. 9: A sampled action from NF policies [148].

4.1.5 Diffusion Models as Controller

Diffusion models, characterized by their iterative refinement
and controlled noise perturbation processes, have proven
to be powerful frameworks for sequential decision-making
tasks. These models excel in scenarios requiring the progres-
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sive transformation of noisy inputs into structured outputs,
enabling them to serve as effective controllers.

There are generally two diffusion-based frameworks
for decision making. The first approach utilizes diffusion
models to generate subsequent actions based on historical
observations, effectively capturing temporal dependencies
in sequential tasks [189]. On the other hand, the second
one employs diffusion models to learn the trajectory of
the decision-making process, modeling the progression of
decisions over time and capturing the broader decision path.

Diffusion models can abstract the distribution of
observation-action pairs as a policy. For example, diffusion
Q-learning (Diffusion-QL) [156] employs a conditional dif-
fusion model as its policy. This model learns an action-value
function and seeks to optimize actions that align closely
with the behavior policy by optimizing the loss function.
The policy is trained by reducing the loss below:

L(θ) = Ei,ϵ,(s,a)∼D[∣∣ϵ − ϵθ(a, s, i)∣∣2]. (22)

SfBC [158] decomposes the policy into two components:
an expressive generative behavior model for capturing the
data distribution and an action evaluation model for assess-
ing action quality. DIPO [161] utilizes a diffusion policy to
perform model-free online reinforcement learning, enabling
efficient decision-making in complex environments.

Diffusion models also provide an effective way to de-
scribe the joint distribution of trajectories. Diffuser [153]
treats trajectory optimization as a modeling problem, which
is solved by iteratively refining trajectories using a diffusion
probabilistic model. In this framework, a trajectory is repre-

sented as τ = [s0 s1 ⋯ sT
a0 a1 ⋯ aT

], where T denotes the time

horizon. During training, Diffuser minimizes a diffusion
loss to optimize the trajectory generation process:

L(θ) = Ei,ϵ,τ0[∣∣ϵ − ϵθ(τ i, i)∣∣2]. (23)

Diffuser leverages classifier-guided sampling and im-
age inpainting to reinterpret planning strategies. Deci-
sion Diffuser [154] models decision-making through condi-
tional generative modeling, treating the policy as a return-
conditioned diffusion model (see Fig. 10 for an overview).
This approach allows Decision Diffuser to incorporate addi-
tional variables such as constraints and skills, enabling the
generation of behaviors that meet multiple constraints si-
multaneously or demonstrate a combination of skills during
test-time. AdaptDiffuser [160] creates rich synthetic expert
data for goal-conditioned tasks by guiding the process with
reward gradients and selecting high-quality data through a
discriminator to finetune the diffusion model.

Diffusion models offer diverse applications in decision-
making. Decision Stacks [155] deconstructs a goal-
conditioned policy agent into three generative modules that
use independent models trained in parallel with teacher
forcing to simulate the temporal evolution of observa-
tions, rewards, and actions. Diffusion Policy [157] simulates
robotic policy by converting a visuomotor policy into a
denoising diffusion process conditioned on specific inputs.
UniPi [159] casts sequential decision-making as a video
generation task conditioned on text. The planner generates
a sequence of future frames depicting planned actions based

on a text-encoded goal, from which control actions are de-
rived. Pearce et al. [152] attempts to imitate human behavior
using diffusion models, abstracting a rich distribution over
the joint action space.

st+hat+h
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st+2at+1st+1at
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st+hat+hst+2at+1st+1st

Fig. 10: Planning with decision diffuser via generative mod-
eling and inverse dynamics [154].

4.1.6 GFlowNets as Controller

GFlowNet (GFN) is a powerful tool for sequential sampling,
particularly in Markov decision processes (MDPs). In such
a process, where a reward function R(⋅) is defined on
each terminal state sf , GFlowNet can be trained to learn a
stochastic policy that determines the probability of any ter-
minal state sf is proportional to R(sf). The most basic form
of GFlowNet is applied to discrete, acyclic MDP (DAGs),
with both the state and action space are finite, and the states
and their transitions form a directed acyclic graph (DAG). In
this context, we define four key components of a GFlowNet:

1) An edge flow function F (s, s′) which denotes the
flow on the edge s→ s′.

2) A vertex flow function F (s):

F (s) = ∑
s′∈child(s)

F (s, s′). (24)

3) Forward probability PF (s, s′) = F (s,s′)
F (s) .

4) Backward probability PB(s, s′) = F (s′,s)
F (s′) .

The induced policy of a GFlowNet is given by PF ,i.e.,
πf(s,a)=s′(s, a) = PF (s, s′).

GFlowNet [51], [103] is well-suited for complex scenarios
where multiple trajectories may lead to the same terminal
state. It transforms the set of trajectories into a flow and
formulates the flow consistency equations as the learning
objective, similar to how the Bellman equations are cast
into Temporal Difference (TD) methods. GFlowNet demon-
strates that any global minimum of the proposed objective
results in a policy that samples from the desired distribu-
tion, achieving improved performance and diversity.
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Fig. 11: Overall framework of CFlowNets [104]: environ-
ment interaction, flow estimation, and training.
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Stochastic GFlowNet [168], an extension of GFlowNet,
is tailored for stochastic environments. It decomposes state
transitions into isolated environmental stochasticity, with
a dynamics model trained to capture this stochasticity.
GAFlowNets [169] introduces an intermediate reward as
intrinsic motivation to address the exploration problem in
sparse reward environments. This model combines edge-
based and state-based intrinsic rewards to guide explo-
ration effectively. Expected Flow Networks (EFlowNets)
[170] adapts GFlowNets to stochastic environments as well,
extending their applicability. Brunswic et al. [171] further
generalizes GFlowNets to measurable spaces, including
continuous state spaces, and extends the concept to handle
cycles in this broader context.

CFlowNet [104] represents a significant advancement
in the GFlowNet community by extending its capabilities
to continuous control tasks (see Fig. 11). This extension is
crucial as it bridges the gap between simplified simulation
environments and complex real-world scenarios, expanding
GFlowNet’s applicability to a broader range of practical
applications. CFlowNet introduces a novel approach for
solving continuous control tasks using GFlowNets. The
authors present a theoretical formulation of CFlowNets
and propose a unified framework that combines the ac-
tion selection strategy, flow approximation method, and
optimization objectives. Experimental results demonstrate
that CFlowNets outperform many reinforcement learning
methods, particularly in terms of exploration ability. A
subsequent work, Continuous GFlowNet [106], develops a
mathematical framework for continuous GFlowNet theory,
further advancing the field.

4.1.7 Autoregressive Models as Controller

Autoregressive models excel in decision-making tasks by
sequentially generating outputs conditioned on past ob-
servations. Decision Transformers (DTs) [176] advance this
approach by defining reinforcement learning as conditional
sequence modeling. It attempts to reformulate reinforce-
ment learning as a conditional sequence modeling prob-
lem. It employs a causally masked Transformer to generate
optimal actions aimed at maximizing the expected reward,
conditioned on the past states, actions and the reward. The
Online Decision Transformer [178] pretrains in the offline
mode and fine-tunes online, unifying both within a frame-
work that leverages sequence-level entropy regularizers and
autoregressive modeling objectives to guide the learning
process. DADT [190] improves the generalization ability by
incorporating representation learning, which predicts the
next state.

R s a

a

s

a

a

causal transformer
emb. + pos. enc.

linear decoder

. . .

21
return state action

. . .

^ R̂

Fig. 12: Decision transformer architecture [176].

Prompt-DT [191] extends DTs by introducing task-
specific prompts as Fig. 13, enabling few-shot policy gen-
eralization and quick adaptation to new tasks, while main-
taining the autoregressive decision-making framework.

Causal Decision Transformer for Recommender Systems
(CDT4Rec) [192] applies DTs to recommendation systems by
incorporating causal inference, predicting recommendations
based on user history to maximize long-term reward. It
serves as a controller, generating actions conditioned on past
user interactions and system states.

Fig. 13: Prompt-DT for few-shot policy generalization [191].

Trajectory Transformer [177] also extends this perspec-
tive by framing RL as sequence modeling over full trajecto-
ries. It models distributions over trajectories using a Trans-
former architecture and employs beam search for planning,
enabling the generation of high-reward action sequences.
BooT [182] further refines this approach by leveraging
bootstrapping techniques and generating additional self-
supervised offline data to enhance sequence model training.

Trajectory Transformer

Fig. 14: The trajectory transformer trains on autoregressively
discretized state, action, and reward sequences, using a
planning process akin to language model sampling [177].

Pareto-Efficient Decision Agents (PEDA) [181] extends
Decision Transformers [176] and RvS [193] for multi-
objective reinforcement learning. It introduces a preference-
and return-conditioned policy to handle multiple objectives
efficiently in offline settings. With the advancement of large-
scale language models [2], Transformer-based controllers
have emerged as versatile solutions capable of handling a
diverse set of tasks within a single unified model. GATO
[179] introduces a generalist agent capable of handling
multi-modal, multi-task, and multi-embodiment scenarios.
This agent is versatile in executing a wide range of func-
tions, including chatting, controlling robotic arms, and de-
termining outputs such as text, joint torques, button presses,
or other actions based on contextual input. Based on this
work, RT-1 [194] develops a scalable model trained on a
large-scale dataset of real-world tasks performed by real
robots. It shows performance improvements that scale with
data size, model capacity, and the diversity of tasks in-
volved.

4.2 Generative Models as Modeler
Unlike previous method S4RL [195] or RAD [196], which
augments the states or the input spaces with slight per-
turbation to ensure the consistency, generative models take
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a different approach. Instead of merely modifying existing
inputs, generative models focus on learning the underlying
patterns within a dataset, thereby generating new data that
closely resembles the original distribution [197].

In other words, a generative model processes a given set
of input data and analyzes it to uncover the inherent pat-
terns and structures of the data points [198]. In this context,
generative models can be viewed as powerful ”modelers”,
capable of capturing complex relationships within data and
creating new and similar data that reflect these intrinsic
relationships. This means that they can be employed to
extract data representations for downstream tasks, such as
classification or regression.

For example, generative models are capable of generat-
ing new images that resemble the images in the training
dataset [199]. The model analyzes the features and patterns
of the original images and uses this information to produce
new images that mirror the style and content of the origi-
nals, just like DALL·E [1] does. Similarly, generative models
can be used to create new text similar in style and content to
the training corpus. Beyond image and text generation, they
are useful for creating synthetic data for purposes like data
augmentation, privacy protection, and simulations.

Overall, a generative model can be viewed as a ”mod-
eler” because it learns the underlying patterns from a
dataset [200] and generates new data that closely resembles
the original data.

4.2.1 EBMs as Modeler
As ”models”, EBMs model data through an energy function
that captures the underlying structure. Unlike other genera-
tive models, EBMs do not rely on explicit probabilities dis-
tributions but instead use an energy landscape to describe
the data. Once trained, EBMs can generate new data by
minimizing the energy, ensuring that the generated samples
align with the learned patterns of the original dataset.

Boltzmann Machines (BM) [33] uses contrastive diver-
gence techniques to generate samples that match the train-
ing data’s distribution. Similarly, DEBMs [121] extend this
approach by using energy-based models to learn a distribu-
tion over state-action pairs, enabling reinforcement learning
agents to generate and select optimal actions through con-
trastive divergence. Score-Based Generative Models (SGMs)
[100] use score matching techniques to learn the gradients
of the data distribution, enabling the generation of samples
by refining noisy data towards the target distribution.

4.2.2 GANs as Modeler
GANs serve as models by learning the underlying patterns
through their unique adversarial framework, which consists
of two parts: the generator and the discriminator. Synthetic
data is generated by the generator, with the discriminator
assessing its realism, which in turn drives the generator to
refine its output.

EGAN [134] serves as a modeler by leveraging the rela-
tionship between states and actions to learn the underlying
patterns of the environment, which enables the pre-training
of the agent and accelerates the learning process. Similarly,
State2Pixel (S2P) [135] synthesizes raw pixel images from
the agent’s state, effectively bridging the gap between the
state space and the image domain in reinforcement learning

(RL) algorithms. Additionally, S2P facilitates virtual explo-
ration of the latent image distribution through model-based
transitions in the state space.

4.2.3 VAEs as Modeler
VAEs are well-suited as modelers due to their capacity in
learning a probabilistic mapping from the data space to the
latent space, capturing the underlying variations in the data.

Han & Kim [145] represent the subspaces of the dataset
by using the variational autoencoder. Subsequently, the VAE
decoder is used to extract new data from the latent space
and maps it back to the original one.

4.2.4 Normalizing Flows as Modeler
Normalizing Flows (NF) serve as powerful tools for mod-
eling complex, high-dimensional data distributions by ap-
plying a series of invertible transformations. This flexibility
enables NF to capture intricate data structures, making them
particularly useful for tasks such as density estimation,
variational inference, and posterior distribution modeling.

For instance, Non-linear Independent Component Es-
timation (NICE) [90] applied NF to model complex dis-
tributions by applying a series of invertible transforma-
tions, allowing it to represent high-dimensional data dis-
tributions flexibly. Rezende and Mohamed [83] further ex-
panded the use of NF by applying them in variational
inference to model complex posterior distributions. By ap-
plying NF to parameterize the posterior, they were able
to construct flexible, tractable distributions that could be
used for efficient Bayesian inference. This method helped
overcome challenges associated with approximating pos-
terior distributions, offering a scalable approach to varia-
tional inference in high-dimensional spaces. Müller et al.
[201] enhanced NF’s flexibility by introducing piecewise-
polynomial coupling transformations, which enhanced NF’s
ability to model more complex distributions. By applying
NF to parameterize the posterior, they were able to con-
struct flexible, tractable distributions that could be used for
efficient Bayesian inference. This method helped overcome
challenges associated with approximating posterior distri-
butions, offering a scalable approach to variational inference
in high-dimensional spaces.

4.2.5 Diffusion Models as Modeler
Diffusion models are based on a network architecture that
iteratively denoises samples, starting from random noise
and gradually transforming it into structured data. This
process enables them to capture complex data distributions
and generate high-quality data by learning to reverse the
noise-corruption process, making them highly effective as
modelers.
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ROSIE [202] introduces text-to-image diffusion models
to acquire valid data for robot to learn without additional
robot data. Specifically, this method takes advantage of the
art text-to-image diffusion. ROSIE inpaints diverse invisi-
ble objects for manipulation, backgrounds, and distractors
with the guidance from the text. In robotics manipulation
tasks like tabletop pick-and-place, GenAug [163] utilizes
a small image-action demonstration dataset and produces
an augmented dataset of image observations to enhance
the real-world demonstration data. SynthER [164] flexibly
upsamples an agent’s collected experience to train RL agents
offline and online, in both proprioceptive and pixel-based
environments. MTDiff [162] introduces a single diffusion
model to establish large-scale multi-task offline data model,
which combines Transformer backbones and prompt learn-
ing for data synthesis in multitask offline scenarios.

4.2.6 GFlowNets as Modeler
Generative Flow Networks (GFlowNets) model complex
data distributions by learning to sample from reward-
defined distributions, making them effective for tasks like
data augmentation and simulation.

In [172], GFlowNets treat sampling as a decision-making
process, using Markovian trajectories to model data distri-
butions. This unifies various generative models, enabling
efficient training and inference algorithms.

[173] extends this idea with energy-based GFlowNets
(EB-GFNs), combining GFlowNets with energy functions
to generate samples from energy-defined distributions. This
approach improves probabilistic modeling, particularly for
high-dimensional discrete data.

In [203], GFlowNets are applied to text-to-image gen-
eration. The Diffusion Alignment with GFlowNet (DAG)
algorithm post-trains diffusion models by generating high-
reward images with high probability, addressing the chal-
lenges of alignment in generative models.

4.2.7 Autoregressive Models as Modeler
Autoregressive models, such as PixelCNN [85] and Pix-
elRNN [183], generate data by modeling the conditional
dependencies between data points, predicting each com-
ponent sequentially based on previous ones. This structure
allows them to capture complex patterns in data, making
them highly effective ”modelers”, especially in tasks like
image generation, where they predict pixel distributions to
generate coherent, high-quality images.

4.3 Generative Models as Optimizer
Recent research has increasingly approached optimization
problems as sampling tasks, with generative models being
used to tackle these challenges. This shift allows generative
models to learn data representations that can be directly
used to optimize specific objective functions, making them
powerful tools for solving complex optimization problems
[204]. These models can capture intricate data distributions
and generate solutions that are both efficient and scalable
[205]. In this context, we explore how generative models,
when applied as optimizers, offer new perspectives on
improving optimization strategies, surpassing traditional
methods in several domains.

4.3.1 EBMs as Optimizer

Energy-Based Models (EBMs) can also function as powerful
optimizers by refining candidate solutions toward optimal
configurations in the solution space. The key mechanism
involves learning an energy function that not only evaluates
the quality of solutions but also guides the optimization
process. EBMs optimize the energy landscape by employing
techniques like contrastive divergence [206] or stochastic
gradient descent. Rather than generating random samples,
the optimization process is driven by minimizing the energy
function, which allows EBMs to select the most optimal so-
lutions according to the learned energy landscape. Methods
like MCMC or Langevin dynamics are often employed to
iteratively refine candidate solutions, effectively navigating
the solution space to converge toward the global or local
minimum.

EBMs have shown their effectiveness in various op-
timization tasks. One approach, SO-EBM [122], lever-
ages EBMs to directly parameterize optimization problems
through differentiable energy functions. Unlike traditional
methods that rely on KKT conditions to implicitly induce an
optimization layer, SO-EBM explicitly defines the optimiza-
tion process by using an energy-based model, allowing for
more accurate capture of the optimization landscape. This
approach enables more efficient and refined optimization,
particularly in complex, high-dimensional tasks.

Additionally, the Pareto-compositional energy-based
model (pcEBM) [123] is designed for protein sequences
optimization and sampling. In this approach, pcEBM in-
tegrates multiple objectives into a single energy function
through a compositional structure that balances competing
performance criteria. The model learns a multi-objective
energy function that simultaneously accounts for factors
such as structural stability and sequence diversity, which
are critical in protein design. By optimizing this compo-
sitional energy function, pcEBM efficiently navigates the
solution space to identify sequences that achieve a Pareto-
optimal balance. This method enhances the optimization
process, making it particularly valuable for tasks requiring
the simultaneous optimization of multiple criteria, such as
in protein engineering and drug design. Similarly, a multi-
stage coarse-to-fine expanding and sampling strategy (CF-
EBM) [124] also utilizes sampling as a key mechanism for
optimization. While pcEBM optimizes multi-objective tasks
by refining protein sequences, the coarse-to-fine method
enhances sample quality by progressively refining solutions.
Both methods optimize the energy landscape through sam-
pling, highlighting the versatility of EBMs in addressing a
range of optimization challenges, from multi-objective tasks
to high-quality generative sampling.

4.3.2 GANs as Optimizer

Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) have emerged
as powerful optimizers, addressing challenges in high-
dimensional and complex optimization problems.

He et al. [136] demonstrated how GANs can generate
high-quality offspring solutions in multi-objective evolu-
tionary algorithms, improving both solution diversity and
optimality. This method alleviated the curse of dimensional-
ity, improving optimization performance with limited data.



15

Similarly, Sim et al. [137] utilized GANs and DCGANs for
topology optimization, generating valid data for structural
design optimization. Their method utilized K-means clus-
tering analysis to select optimized solutions, showing how
GANs can be leveraged for structural design optimization,
efficiently navigating complex design spaces and producing
feasible solutions that meet specific criteria. This highlights
GANs’ flexibility in optimization tasks beyond traditional
settings, extending their application to engineering and
design optimization.

Furthermore, Kalehbasti et al. [138] explored the combi-
nation of Conditional GANs (C-GANs) with genetic algo-
rithms for solving high-dimensional nonlinear optimization
problems. By augmenting solutions generated by a genetic
algorithm with C-GANs, they enhanced the search for opti-
mal solutions, demonstrating that the integration of GANs
with evolutionary algorithms significantly accelerates the
optimization process, even in the absence of vast amounts
of training data. This development underscores the growing
capability of GANs to serve as powerful optimizers in
diverse optimization problems.

4.3.3 VAEs as Optimizer

VAEs are effective optimizers due to their ability to learn
compact probabilistic representations, which facilitate ef-
ficient exploration of large and complex decision spaces.
By mapping complex high-dimensional inputs to a simpler,
lower-dimensional latent space, VAEs enable more efficient
exploration of the decision space for optimization tasks.

For instance, CageBO [146] employs a conditional VAE
to model the distribution of viable decisions in optimization
tasks. By establishing a bidirectional mapping between the
initial decision space and a reduced, unconstrained latent
space, CageBO is able to optimize decision-making pro-
cesses more efficiently. In particular, the model uses the la-
tent representation to navigate the decision space, enabling
more effective and scalable exploration of possible solutions.
This approach improves optimization performance by gen-
erating high-quality candidate solutions and reducing the
computational burden typically associated with exhaustive
search methods.

Similarly, Conditional Variational Autoencoders
(CVAEs) are also used in optimization tasks where the
decision space is complex, such as routing problems.
In [147], researchers employ a CVAE to learn a latent
representation of the solution space, optimizing the search
for feasible solutions (see Fig. 16). By conditioning the
generative process on problem-specific constraints, CVAE
refines the optimization process to generate high-quality
solutions within the reduced latent space.

Fig. 16: The overall training process of CVAE-Opt (Left) and
the iterative search process (Right) [147].

4.3.4 Normalizing Flows as Optimizer
Normalizing Flows (NF) can also serve as powerful op-
timizers. The core idea behind using Normalizing Flows
(NF) as an optimizer is their ability to transform simple
distributions (like Gaussian or uniform) into complex ones
that match the desired solution distribution. This enables the
generation of high-quality solutions efficiently, with fewer
iterations than traditional methods. Because NF are differ-
entiable, they can be easily integrated with gradient-based
optimization, allowing for smooth, end-to-end optimization
through backpropagation.

Gabrié et al. [151] proposed an adaptive MCMC method
that enhances traditional MCMC sampling by incorporating
nonlocal transition kernels parameterized by normalized
flows. This method enhances optimization by using NF
to guide the search more efficiently. By combining local
MCMC updates with NF-driven transitions, it accelerates
convergence to optimal solutions, improving both efficiency
and performance.

4.3.5 Diffusion Models as Optimizer
Diffusion models have shown increasing potential as opti-
mizers. The core advantage of diffusion models lies in their
iterative denoising process, which allows them to refine
candidate solutions over time, making them particularly ef-
fective for black-box optimization tasks where the objective
function is unknown or difficult to compute directly.

In traditional optimization problems, gradient-based
methods often struggle with high-dimensional spaces, espe-
cially when the objective function is highly complex or non-
convex. In contrast, diffusion models approach optimization
through a process of gradually refining solutions, effectively
exploring the solution space and generating promising can-
didates.

For instance, Denoising Diffusion Optimization Models
(DDOM) [165] introduce a novel inverse approach for solv-
ing offline black-box optimization problems by leveraging
diffusion models. This method models complex objective
functions through a reverse diffusion process, offering an
efficient way to explore and optimize in high-dimensional,
poorly understood spaces. By iterating through multiple
diffusion steps, DDOM can refine candidate solutions to
find near-optimal results even when the objective function
is opaque or difficult to compute directly.

Similarly, Li et al. [166] reformulate optimization as a
conditional sampling task and propose a reward-directed
conditional diffusion model as Fig. 17. This model is trained
using mixed data to sample near-optimal solutions con-
ditioned on predicted rewards, guiding the optimization
process in a direction that maximizes the objective function’s
expected value. This reward-directed approach allows the
model to focus on the most promising areas of the solution
space, further enhancing its efficiency in optimization tasks.
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Fig. 17: Black-box optimization with reward-directed condi-
tional diffusion models [166].
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Another approach, DiffOPT [167], reframes the optimiza-
tion problem by drawing samples from a joint Boltzmann
distribution determined by both the objective function and
the learned data distribution. This method incorporates a
two-stage framework: the first stage uses a guided diffusion
process to initialize the optimization, while the second stage
applies Langevin dynamics to further refine the solution.
The combination of these two stages allows for both effi-
cient exploration and precise refinement, making DiffOPT
particularly effective for complex optimization tasks.

4.3.6 GFlowNets as Optimizer
Generative Flow Networks (GFlowNets) have emerged as
powerful optimizers, effectively navigating complex solu-
tion spaces through a unique generative flow framework.
By constructing solutions step by step according to a learned
flow, GFlowNets can efficiently explore and exploit the
underlying structure of optimization problems. The flow-
based nature of GFlowNets enables them to generate di-
verse candidate solutions while maintaining high sample
efficiency, which is crucial in scenarios where the evaluation
of solutions is computationally expensive. Their ability to
learn from both on-policy and off-policy data further en-
hances their adaptability and performance across a wide
range of optimization tasks.

[207] explores the application of GFlowNets to combina-
torial optimization (CO) problems, which are often NP-hard
and challenging for exact algorithms. The researchers design
a MDP tailored to various combinatorial problems and train
conditional GFlowNets to sample from the solution space.
Extensive experiments on diverse CO tasks with both syn-
thetic and realistic data have demonstrated that GFlowNet
policies can effectively find high-quality solutions.

Building on this foundation, GFlowNets were extended
to multi-objective optimization, addressing the challenge of
balancing multiple conflicting objectives. MOGFNs [175], a
novel method based on GFLowNets, can generate diverse
Pareto-optimal solutions by learning to navigate the trade-
offs between different objectives. This development signifi-
cantly broadened the scope of GFlowNets’ applicability in
optimization.

Additionally, Generative Flow Ant Colony Sampler
(GFACS) [174] hierarchically combines amortized inference
and parallel stochastic search. The solution sampling pro-
cess is shown in Fig. ??. This hybrid approach leverages the
strengths of both methods: the efficient sampling and flow-
based learning of GFlowNets, and the heuristic search capa-
bilities of ACO. GFACS demonstrated significant improve-
ments in solving combinatorial optimization problems by
incorporating off-policy training and local search strategies.

Fig. 18: Solution sampling mechanism of GFACS [166]. The
GNN, trained with a GFlowNet loss, acts as an expert guide
to select the next step in constructing a solution, like a tour
in the TSP.

4.3.7 Autoregressive Models as Optimizer

Autoregressive models, particularly due to their sequen-
tial structure, are effective optimizers because they capture
temporal or sequential dependencies between data points,
allowing for iterative refinement of solutions. This structure
enables the models to handle uncertainty and adaptively
improve the optimization performance across various tasks.
The sequential nature of autoregressive models, which pre-
dicts the next step based on previous steps, allows them to
generate or adjust solutions gradually, making them highly
effective in settings where the solution space is complex and
high-dimensional.

For instance, Transformer Neural Processes (TNPs)
[185] introduce a meta-learning framework that employs
a transformer-based autoregressive model for optimizing
performance under uncertainty in tasks that involve vari-
able inputs or distributions. By leveraging the strengths of
transformers in sequence modeling and combining them
with Neural Processes for better uncertainty estimation,
TNPs optimize a model’s performance on various tasks by
iteratively refining predictions and learning optimal strate-
gies.

Similarly, BONET [184] proposes a generative frame-
work that uses autoregressive models for pretraining op-
timization on offline datasets. By training a transformer-
based model in an unsupervised manner, BONET learns to
optimize task performance in real-world settings without
direct task-specific supervision. This enables it to adapt to
a wide variety of optimization problems, from machine
learning to more general generative optimization tasks.

Fig. 19: Illustration of the TNP-A architecture [185].

5 APPLICATIONS

There are lots of applications of generative models in deci-
sion making scenarios. We consider five typical applications
including, robot control, autonomous driving, games, struc-
tural generation, and optimization.

5.1 Robot Control

Robot control refers to the process of commanding a robot
to execute specific tasks or actions [208], [209], [210], [211],
[212]. This can be achieved through a variety of meth-
ods, including manual control by a human operator, pre-
programmed instructions, or autonomous decision-making
using sensors and machine learning algorithms.

Policy generation in robotics refers to creating the
decision-making framework that guides a robot’s actions
[213], [214], [215]. It entails defining objectives or goals for
the robot while incorporating constraints and limitations to
ensure safe and efficient behavior.
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Effective policy generation for robots requires consid-
eration of various factors, such as the robot’s capabilities,
limitations, operating environment, and task requirements.
This often involves designing sophisticated algorithms and
decision-making models capable of real-time adaptation to
dynamic conditions.

Robot control generally encompasses several key as-
pects, including robot manipulation [216], trajectory gen-
eration [55], [107], [217], and locomotion [218]. Generative
models play a pivotal role in either directly controlling
robots or generating synthetic data to enhance the training
of more effective control policies.

5.2 Structural Generation
Generative models are increasingly applied to various
graph-based tasks, such as graph generation [219], graph
completion [220], and graph classification [221]. In graph
generation, these models learn the underlying structures
of training graphs and use this knowledge to generate
new graphs with similar characteristics. This capability
has wide-ranging applications, including molecule design
in chemistry, protein interaction modeling in biology, and
architecture optimization in engineering.

A notable example of applying generative models in
structure generation is through GFlowNets. Jain et al. [222]
proposed an active learning framework that integrates epis-
temic uncertainty estimation with GFlowNets to generate
diverse and informative candidate solutions for drug dis-
covery and other problems. This method selects a batch
of promising candidates after each learning round. To im-
prove the exploration efficiency, Kim et al. [223] introduced
a local search strategy within GFlowNets, targeting high-
reward sample spaces while preventing over-exploration.
This approach combines forward and backward policies
with backtracking and reconstruction techniques, further
refining the generated solutions.

Recent works [224], [225], [226] have made notable ad-
vancements in integrating reinforcement learning (RL) with
natural language processing (NLP). Xin et al. [224] propose
Prompt-Based Reinforcement Learning (PRL), which uses
historical data and state-reward pairs as prompts to train
RL-based recommendation agents. Deng et al. [225] intro-
duce RLPROMPT, an efficient method for discrete prompt
optimization that leverages RL to discover optimal prompts
for pre-trained language models (LMs). This approach is
applicable across different types of LMs and tasks, including
both classification and generation. Zhang et al. [226] present
TEMPERA, which designs optimal prompts for large LMs in
zero-shot or few-shot learning settings by leveraging prior
knowledge and enabling flexible prompt edits.

These works illustrate how RL-optimized generative
approaches, like prompt-based methods, improve decision-
making in language models. By structuring inputs and
outputs flexibly, they facilitate context-aware solutions for
complex tasks, such as multi-step reasoning and dynamic
adaptation, with potential applications beyond NLP in
fields like robotics and planning.

5.3 Games
Games artificial intelligence (AI) is a prominent research
area focused on developing AI techniques that achieve

human-level performance in gameplay [227]. Games offer
intriguing and complex problems for AI agents to solve
within safe and controllable environments. They also pro-
vide diverse challenges, from strategic planning to real-
time decision-making, serving as benchmarks for testing
and advancing AI algorithms.

Several generative models have been developed for
gameplay. Adversarial Flow Networks (AFlowNets) [170]
extend EFlowNets to adversarial environments, specifically
for two-player zero-sum games. GATO [179] is a versatile
generalist agent capable of playing multiple games. Simi-
larly, the Multi-Game Decision Transformer [180] adapts a
single transformer-based model to handle diverse gaming
scenarios.

5.4 Autonomous Driving

Generative models have been used in autonomous driving
for a variety of tasks, including driving control [131], [228],
[229], image and video processing [229], object detection
[230] and scene understanding [231].

Huang et al. [232] introduced a hybrid framework that
integrates neural decision-making into the classical modu-
lar pipeline using end-to-end imitation learning via repa-
rameterized generative adversarial learning. This approach
retains the advantages of the classical pipeline, such as
strict adherence to physical and logical constraints, while
enabling the framework to learn complex driving decisions
directly from data.

Another application of generative model in autonomous
driving is in the generation of synthetic data for training
deep learning models [233]. Synthetic data helps augment
real-world datasets, which are often constrained in size and
diversity. These models can produce synthetic images and
videos resembling real-world scenarios, thereby enhancing
the performance of deep learning models in autonomous
driving tasks. For example, TrafficGen [234] acts as an au-
toregressive generative model based on an encoder-decoder
structure. It is trained on fragmented human driving data
gathered from real-world environments to create lifelike
traffic scenarios. By employing an attention mechanism,
TrafficGen encodes the current traffic context. subsequently,
it decodes the initial state of the vehicle and generates a
long-term trajectory.

Generative models are valuable for processing sensor
data, such as LiDAR and camera inputs, in applications
like object detection and tracking [235]. These models can
generate 3D representations of the environment from sensor
data, which serve as a foundation for more effective object
detection and tracking.

Generative model can also be used for scene understand-
ing in autonomous driving [96]. For example, it can be used
to generate semantic maps of the environment, which can be
used for navigation and path planning. Generative model
can also be used to generate predictions of future vehicle
and pedestrian movements, which can be used for collision
avoidance and planning.

PlanCP [236] leverages Conformal Prediction (CP) to
quantify the uncertainty in diffusion dynamics models. By
utilizing a finite set of exchangeable expert trajectory ex-
amples, PlanCP enhances robustness across diverse train-



18

Fig. 20: The bar chart illustrates the continuous growth of generative models in decision-making across various applications,
as indicated in the legend. The methods highlighted in the figure represent the seminal works of each period.

ing scenarios, ensuring more reliable performance in au-
tonomous driving applications.

Overall, generative models hold significant potential
for enhancing the performance and safety of autonomous
driving systems [237]. They are versatile tools applicable to
a range of tasks, including data augmentation and scene
understanding, and have shown promising results in both
research studies and practical applications.

5.5 Optimization
We consider three optimization settings: black-box opti-
mization, neural architecture search, and scheduling. These
settings represent critical challenges in decision-making
tasks, where generative models have demonstrated signif-
icant potential.

In the black-box optimization setting, an agent learns
to optimize an unknown function through pointwise eval-
uations [238]. For example, Transformer Neural Process
[185] reframes meta learning with uncertainty awareness
in the context of sequence modeling, solving it with an
autoregressive likelihood-based objective, utilizing a novel
transformer-based architecture.

Generative models such as GFlowNets have also been
applied to combinatorial optimization. Zhang et al. [239]
applied Markov decision processes (MDPs) to various
combinatorial problems, training conditional GFlowNets to
sample from solution spaces. DIFUSCO [240] introduced
a graph-based diffusion framework to solve NP-complete
problems by casting them as binary vector optimization
tasks and leveraging graph-based denoising diffusion mod-
els to create superior methods.

Neural Combinatorial Optimization (NCO) approaches
focus on leveraging neural networks to learn feasible solu-
tion distributions for combinatorial optimization problems
[241], [242]. Autoregressive construction solvers [147], [243],
[244], [245], [246] are built upon the success of transformer-
based [109] architectures in sequential generation tasks.
Non-autoregressive construction solvers [247], [248], [249],

[250], [251], [252] have also been proposed to learn high
quality solution distributions.

Furthermore, prompt tuning and reinforcement learning
(RL)-based prompt optimization methods are practical ap-
plications of black-box optimization. Prompt tuning [253],
[254], [255], [256] optimizes task-specific embeddings to
guide model behavior efficiently, while RL-based methods
like RLPROMPT [225] and TEMPERA [226] refine prompt
design to improve performance in tasks like classification
and few-shot learning. These approaches demonstrate how
generative models can navigate vast solution spaces effec-
tively, balancing exploration and exploitation.

In the neural architecture search (NAS) setting. NAS
focuses on optimizing neural network designs to maximize
task performance. GFlowOut [257] leverages GFlowNets to
learn the posterior distribution of dropout masks, providing
an innovative method for optimizing network architecture.
By utilizing generative models, GFlowOut highlights the
potential for improving architecture efficiency while main-
taining high performance.

In the scheduling setting, optimization involves design-
ing strategies to allocate resources or order tasks efficiently.
GFlowNets have been deployed in compiler scheduling
[258], where they control the balance between the diver-
sity and quality of the proposed methods. This application
underscores the ability of generative models to manage
competing objectives in complex, high-stakes environments,
such as industrial and computational settings.

These three optimization settings illustrate the versatility
of generative models in tackling diverse and complex chal-
lenges, offering promising avenues for future exploration
and development.

6 PERSPECTIVE: NEXT GENERATION GENERA-
TIVE DECISION MAKING MODELS

Despite numerous successful examples, advancing next-
generation generative decision-making models remains a
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critical challenge. In this section, we highlight three pivotal
perspectives to enhance the capabilities of generative mod-
els: high-performance algorithms, large-scale generalized
decision-making Models, and self-evolving and adaptive
generative models.

6.1 High performance Algorithms

The growing integration of generative models in decision-
making highlights an increasing demand for high-
performance algorithms capable of addressing the com-
plexities of real-world applications. Future research should
focus on enhancing their scalability, efficiency, and adapt-
ability to dynamic environments. Normalizing flows and
GFlowNets represent two promising directions for ad-
vancing generative decision-making algorithms, each with
unique strengths and challenges.

Normalizing flows have demonstrated potential in mod-
eling uncertainties and supporting principled decision-
making in complex, high-dimensional environments. How-
ever, several critical challenges remain. These include
designing more effective objective functions tailored to
decision-making tasks, improving their efficiency in han-
dling high-dimensional decision spaces, and reducing the
computational costs of training. Future work should explore
novel architectures and optimization strategies to address
these limitations, enabling their broader application in dy-
namic, real-world scenarios.

Similarly, GFlowNets present a novel probabilistic ap-
proach to modeling unnormalized probability distributions,
making them particularly effective for generating structured
or discrete objects such as graphs. Unlike VAEs and GANs,
whose goals are to approximate data distributions or gen-
erate realistic samples, GFlowNets are specifically designed
to sample x in proportion to a predefined reward function
R(x). The objective ensures that the generated samples
approximately follow the desired reward distribution.

By leveraging their strengths and addressing current
limitations, these frameworks have the potential to reshape
generative decision-making, enabling more efficient, scal-
able, and adaptable systems for complex, dynamic real-
world applications.

6.2 Large-scale Generalized Decision Making Models

As artificial intelligence continues to advance towards
large-scale models, developing generative large models for
decision-making reasoning becomes increasingly essential.
These models have the potential to handle complex rea-
soning tasks, integrate diverse knowledge, and offer robust
solutions in dynamic and uncertain environments.

Additionally, current generative models are often tai-
lored to predefined tasks or scenarios, limiting their general-
ization capabilities. To address real-world challenges, there
is a pressing need for large-scale, generalized generative
decision models capable of adapting to diverse and dynamic
environments.

For instance, web-scale diffusion models represent a
significant step toward achieving this generalization. These
models leverage massive datasets and scalable architectures
to learn intricate patterns across diverse domains, making

them suitable for generating solutions in complex decision-
making tasks. Similarly, large language models (LLMs),
such as GPT [20] or PaLM [259], showcase the ability to pro-
cess diverse inputs and perform multi-step reasoning, high-
lighting their potential as general-purpose decision-making
tools. Moreover, vision-language-action (VLA) models push
this generalization further by integrating multimodal data,
enabling them to interpret, reason, and act across diverse
scenarios. These examples underline the transformative po-
tential of generative models in building adaptive, large-scale
decision-making frameworks.

Besides, generative models should be capable of produc-
ing diverse solutions, enabling them to navigate various
possibilities and adapt to the complexities in real-world
decision-making scenarios. This diversity is particularly
important in handling ambiguous or multi-objective tasks,
where a single solution may not suffice. By generating
varied yet high-quality outputs, these models can better
account for uncertainties, provide alternative strategies, and
support robust decision-making processes. Such capabilities
are critical for applications in dynamic and multi-faceted
domains, ranging from autonomous systems to large-scale
optimization tasks.

6.3 Self-Evolving and Adaptive Generative Models

The third perspective emphasizes the importance of self-
evolving capabilities in generative models to address dy-
namic and complex decision-making environments. While
current generative models are often built with static
assumptions and trained on fixed datasets, real-world
decision-making scenarios require models that can adapt
continuously, learn in real time, and transfer knowledge
across different domains.

A key component of adaptive generative models is
continual learning, which allows them to evolve as new
data becomes available. This ability allows them to update
their knowledge without forgetting previously learned in-
formation, a challenge known as catastrophic forgetting. By
leveraging incremental training, memory replay, and regu-
larization techniques, these models can respond to evolving
data distributions and changing environments, ensuring
their decision-making remains accurate and relevant. This
adaptability is crucial for applications where data patterns
shift frequently and models need to stay up-to-date without
retraining from scratch.

Furthermore, the integration of real-time feedback mech-
anisms allows generative models to quickly adjust their
decision-making strategies based on immediate outcomes
or user interactions. Real-time performance monitoring can
trigger dynamic updates, enabling the model to refine its
approach as it receives feedback from the environment. This
is essential for tasks that require quick reactions, such as
autonomous navigation or adaptive recommendation sys-
tems, where rapid changes in input or context need to be
addressed effectively to maintain high performance.

Cross-domain adaptability is another vital aspect, as
real-world decision-making often spans multiple domains
with distinct challenges and data characteristics. Generative
models that can transfer knowledge learned from one do-
main to another can enhance their versatility and expand
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their applicability. Approaches like meta-learning and trans-
fer learning enable models to recognize and apply shared
structures and features across different tasks, making them
capable of tackling new and unseen problems with minimal
additional training. This cross-domain capability ensures
that models are not limited to a narrow set of conditions
but are instead able to operate effectively in diverse and
multi-faceted environments.

Incorporating adaptive features like continual learning,
real-time feedback, and cross-domain adaptability allows
generative models to better align with real-world chal-
lenges. This approach paves the way for more robust,
versatile, and future-proof decision-making systems that
can thrive in complex and ever-changing environments,
extending the potential of generative models far beyond
their current scope and applications.

7 CONCLUSION

This survey systematically examines the applications of
generative models in decision-making tasks. We begin by
revisiting the problem formulation and comparing tradi-
tional and generative model approaches. We then present
a taxonomy classifying generative models into seven cate-
gories based on their model families, functionalities, struc-
tures, and advantages. Next, we explore their core principles
and real-world applications. We also outline promising fu-
ture directions, emphasizing the desired characteristics of
next-generation decision-making models. Leveraging their
ability to model complex data distributions and generate
innovative strategies, we argue that generative models hold
transformative potential in decision-making. By synthesiz-
ing recent advancements and highlighting key research
trajectories, this survey aims to bridge gaps and lay the
groundwork for the continued evolution of generative mod-
els in decision-making.
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