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Abstract

Reinforcement learning often faces challenges with reward misalignment, where
agents optimize for given rewards but fail to exhibit the desired behaviors. This
occurs when the reward function incentivizes proxy behaviors that diverge from
the true objective. While human-in-the-loop (HIL) methods can help, they may
exacerbate the problem, as humans are prone to biases that lead to inconsistent,
subjective, or misaligned feedback, complicating the learning process. To ad-
dress these issues, we propose two key contributions. First, we extend the use of
zero-shot, off-the-shelf large language models (LLMs) for reward shaping beyond
natural language processing (NLP) to continuous control tasks. By leveraging
LLMs as direct feedback providers, we replace surrogate models trained on hu-
man feedback, which often suffer from the bias inherent in the feedback data
it is trained on. Second, we introduce a hybrid framework ( LLM-HFBF) that
enables LLMs to identify and correct biases in human feedback while incorporat-
ing this feedback into the reward shaping process. The LLM-HFBF framework
creates a more balanced and reliable system by addressing both the limitations
of LLMs (e.g., lack of domain-specific knowledge) and human supervision (e.g.,
inherent biases). By enabling human feedback bias flagging and correction, our
approach improves reinforcement learning performance and reduces reliance on
potentially biased human guidance. Empirical experiments show that biased hu-
man feedback significantly reduces performance, with average episodic reward
(AER) dropping from 28.472 in (unbiased approaches) to 7.039 (biased with
conservative bias). In contrast, LLM-based approaches maintain a matching
AER like unbiased feedback, even in custom edge case scenarios.
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1. Introduction

Reinforcement learning is a quantified process of exploring and exploiting
an environment to maximize a numerical reward signal by discovering efficient
actions [1]. However, the design of effective reward signals often demands exten-
sive domain expertise and iterative tuning. The process of defining the reward
function, often suffers from reward misalignment where the agent may devise a
way to boost rewards without genuinely achieving the desired task outcome [2].
For example in the game CoastRunners, while players are expected to com-
plete a boat race quickly, the reward system prioritizes hitting targets along the
course rather than finishing the race itself. When trained via RL, the agent
learned to maximize its score by circling an isolated lagoon and repeatedly
hitting three respawning targets, thus exploiting the reward structure without
completing the race. This demonstrates how reward misalignment can lead to
unintended behaviors, where the agent’s strategy diverges from the designer’s
true intentions[3].

Human-in-the-loop reinforcement learning (HITL-RL) has garnered atten-
tion as a potential solution to this problem [4]. It incorporates human feedback
into the RL process to refine or even directly shape the reward function. For
instance, [5] demonstrated that leveraging human feedback can guide RL agents
more effectively toward desirable behaviors, mitigating issues like reward hack-
ing and misaligned incentives.

But despite the success of human-in-the-loop methods, their heavy reliance
on human intervention presents several challenges, particularly limiting scala-
bility and efficiency. The high cost of human feedback, difficulties in providing
consistent feedback in real-time, and scalability issues when handling large, con-
tinuous state-action spaces further complicate these methods. Most importantly
human biases can interfere with the agent’s ability to generalize across diverse
situations [6].

Personal human biases and preferences can distort feedback, preventing op-
timal learning [5]. Several approaches have tried to train and use surrogate
models as a proxy to direct human feedback to make HIL RL more cost effec-
tive, for example Reinforcement Learning from AI Feedback (RLAIF) [7] and
Iterative Reward Shaping (ITERS) [8]. However, these methods face significant
limitations: ITERS follows human feedback without accounting for potential
biases, while RLAIF relies entirely on LLM-generated feedback which may lack
the nuanced human understanding required in certain complex scenarios. Both
approaches can be compromised when the feedback itself suffers from human
bias, as the surrogate models inevitably inherit and potentially amplify these
biases during training.

In this work, we first demonstrate that off-the-shelf LLMs can effectively
shape rewards in continuous control tasks within the MuJoCo environment, re-
quiring no fine-tuning (zero-shot). However, recognizing that human feedback
remains essential in certain scenarios—particularly in high-risk and sensitive
environments—we introduce a hybrid framework where LLMs identify poten-
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Figure 1: Performance comparison of direct human feedback (HF-D), biased human feedback
(Biased HF-D(AGG) and Biased HF-D(CON)), and proposed LLM-based feedback methods
(LLM-D and LLM-HFBF) for reward shaping and RL training.

tial biases in human feedback, enabling targeted bias correction. To illustrate
the impact of different feedback strategies, Figure 1 compares the performance
of direct human feedback (HF-D), human feedback influenced by aggressive
and conservative biases (Biased HF-D(AGG) and Biased HF-D(CON), respec-
tively), and our proposed LLM-based methods: a direct reward shaping approach
(LLM-D) and a hybrid feedback framework that flags and corrects biases (LLM-
HFBF).

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:

• Through empirical experiments in simulated environments, we show that
even minor biases in human feedback can significantly degrade reward
shaping quality, leading to substantial performance drops in learned poli-
cies.

• We introduce the use of off-the-shelf LLMs as zero-shot feedback providers
(in the context of continuous control) to replace potentially biased human
feedback in HITL-RL, avoiding the costs of continuous human feedback
and the risk of inherited biases from learned reward models.

• We validate our approach in continuous control tasks (highway navigation
in MuJoCo), demonstrating that zero-shot LLMs can effectively shape
rewards in these domains at par their unbiased counterparts.

• We propose a hybrid framework where LLMs not only provide feedback
but also flag human biases, facilitating bias correction in scenarios where
human input remains valuable.
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2. Related work

Human-in-the-loop RL (HITL-RL) has been explored as a solution to reward
misspecification, where human feedback refines or directly shapes reward func-
tions [4]. While methods such as learning from human preferences [5] simplify
reward design, they suffer from high annotation costs, inefficient exploration,
and uncertainty in learned reward models. Augmenting preference learning
with expert demonstrations [9] helps improve exploration but introduces de-
pendencies on demonstration quality and increases computational overhead.

Other approaches have focused on real-time human feedback, such as COACH
[10] and Deep TAMER [11], which iteratively refine policies using human sig-
nals. However, these methods face scalability challenges due to their reliance on
continuous human involvement. Adaptive shaping [12] and offline human feed-
back approaches like FRESH [13] address some of these limitations, but they
struggle with dynamic environments, computational overhead, and adaptability.

Recent methods such as EXPAND [14] and RL-TF [15] attempt to improve
efficiency by integrating visual explanations and trajectory-level feedback, re-
spectively. However, EXPAND increases human workload, and RL-TF intro-
duces estimation uncertainty. These approaches highlight the ongoing challenge
of balancing scalability, accuracy, and bias mitigation in human feedback-driven
RL.

Cognitive and contextual biases in human feedback pose significant risks
to RL policy optimization [6]. Feedback inconsistency, subjectivity, and over-
reliance on prior interactions can reinforce biased behaviors in RL agents. Stud-
ies show that feedback loops between humans and AI can amplify biases, as
humans often underestimate AI influence [16]. Additionally, simplifications in
existing HITL-RL models fail to capture the nuances of human decision-making,
leading to suboptimal performance in real-world applications [17].

To reduce reliance on direct human annotations, many HITL-RL methods
incorporate surrogate models that learn from human feedback to approximate
reward functions [8]. The ITERS framework [8] follows this approach by itera-
tively refining a reward shaping model using human-labeled trajectories. How-
ever, these models risk bias amplification, as errors in initial feedback propagate
through the learning process. Additionally, training a surrogate requires an aug-
mented dataset of trajectories, introducing computational overhead and reliance
on feedback quality.

Beyond ITERS, other surrogate-based approaches such as fitness estimation
via phenotypic distance [18] and scalable high-dimensional modeling [19] have
been explored. However, these methods still inherit biases from human-labeled
data and struggle with generalization across diverse RL tasks.

Efforts to reduce reliance on human feedback include synthetic data genera-
tion and AI-driven annotations. While early AI-generated feedback techniques
show promise, they lack robustness in complex tasks and do not fully address
bias correction. These limitations have motivated research into leveraging Large
Language Models (LLMs) as feedback providers.
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LLMs have recently been used in RL for reward design and preference model-
ing [20, 21]. Methods such as step-wise critique and dynamic reward aggregation
improve training efficiency by generating intermediate-step rewards, reducing
reward sparsity. However, these approaches often depend on the quality of the
pre-trained models and may not generalize across tasks.

RLAIF (Reinforcement Learning from AI Feedback) [7] directly replaces
human feedback with LLMs as zero-shot evaluators, enabling scalable AI-driven
reward shaping. While effective for NLP applications (e.g., text summarization,
dialogue generation, and question answering), RLAIF has not been extensively
applied to continuous control tasks. Moreover, existing LLM-based methods do
not explicitly address bias detection and correction, a crucial factor in HITL-RL
systems.

Bias mitigation techniques in RL have focused on uncertainty quantifica-
tion and reward model adjustments. However, most existing work prioritizes
improving reward models rather than identifying and correcting biased feed-
back in real-time [22]. Ensuring unbiased feedback remains a key challenge for
AI-driven reward shaping.

Our work differs from prior approaches in three key ways:
- Zero-Shot LLMs for Continuous Control: Unlike RLAIF[7], which primarily
targets NLP applications, we extend zero-shot LLM-based reward shaping to
continuous control tasks in Mujoco Environment.
- Avoiding Surrogate Models Susceptible to Bias: Unlike ITERS [8], which
learns a reward shaping model from human feedback, we use off-the-shelf LLMs
to provide structured, unbiased feedback directly, avoiding bias amplification
risks.
- Hybrid Framework for Bias Detection and Correction: Recognizing that certain
problems may require unbiased human feedback due to their unique nature, we
propose a two-stage approach in which LLMs not only provide reward shaping
but also identify and flag potential biases in human feedback.

3. Preliminaries

Reinforcement Learning (RL) is a sequential decision-making framework where
an agent interacts with an environment to maximize cumulative rewards. It is
formalized as a Markov Decision Process (MDP), defined by the tuple (S,A, P,R, γ),
where S is the state space, A is the action space, P : S × A × S → [0, 1] rep-
resents transition probabilities, R : S × A × S → R is the reward function,
and γ ∈ [0, 1] is the discount factor. The agent follows a parameterized policy
πϕ(a | s), aiming to maximize the expected cumulative reward:

J(πϕ) = Eτ∼πϕ

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtrt

]
(1)

At each time step t, the reward signal rt is obtained from the reward function:

rt = R(st, at, st+1) (2)
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To enhance learning, the reward shaping approach introduces a shaped re-
ward r̂t, resulting in an augmented reward given by

r̃t = rt + r̂t (3)

modifying the objective to

J(πϕ) = Eτ∼πϕ

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtr̃t

]
. (4)

Policy optimization, often using methods like Proximal Policy Optimization
(PPO)[23], leverages the policy gradient theorem:

∇ϕJ(πϕ) = Eτ∼πϕ

[ ∞∑
t=0

∇ϕ log πϕ(at | st)Gt

]
(5)

where Gt is the advantage function estimating expected future rewards.

4. Methodology

To investigate bias-induced performance degradation in feedback systems,
particularly within the context of reward shaping, and to assess their application
with large language models (LLMs), we implement three distinct behavioral pro-
files using rule-based proxies: IDEAL (balanced), AGGRESSIVE (risk-seeking),
and CONSERVATIVE (safety-prioritizing). Each profile is characterized by
style coefficients that influence lane changes, collision avoidance, and speed op-
timization. We compare four feedback integration strategies: HF-RSM (human
feedback with learned reward shaping model), HF-D (direct human feedback),
LLM-D (direct LLM feedback), and LLM-HFBF (hybrid approach where LLMs
detect and adapt to human feedback biases). Additionally, we design custom
edge case scenarios to evaluate how these strategies handle situations where
rule-based systems struggle with contextual adaptation.

4.1. Feedback Integration Strategies (FIS)

4.1.1. Overview

In this work, we explore four primary feedback integration strategies (see
Fig. 2) for reward shaping. They are: Human Feedback - Learned Reward Shap-
ing Model (HF-RSM) which represents the ITERS [8] work, Human Feedback -
Direct (HF-D) same as ITERS but without the RSM training, Large Language
Model - Direct (LLM-D) works on the lines of RLAIF, and Human Feedback
Bias Flagging (LLM-HFBF) which is our proposed hybrid merging direct hu-
man and LLM feedback, with bias flagging and mitigation.
All four approaches start with a set of trajectories D generated by running an
arbitrary RL policy πϕ, for T timesteps. The reward shaping process is then
applied using one of the following feedback integration strategies: human-based
feedback (HF-D, HF-RSM), direct LLM-based feedback (LLM-D), or the hybrid
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Figure 2: Feedback integration strategies (FIS). HF-RSM: Human Feedback using learned Re-
ward Shaping Model, HF-D: Human Feedback used directly, LLM-D: LLM suggested feedback
used directly, LLM-HFBF: LLM used for Human Feedback Bias flagging, which is utilized for
human feedback debiasing.
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LLM-HFBF approach, which results in augmenting the reward value of each of
these trajectories. The augmented trajectories D′ are subsequently used to train
a separate, final learned policy, πψ, which is then evaluated.

Let D = {(st, at, rt, r̂t)}Tt=0 be the trajectory set from an RL policy πϕ, where
st, at, rt, and r̂t represent the state, action, reward, and shaped reward at time
t, respectively, and T is the total number of timesteps. Let the augmented
reward be r̃t = rt + r̂t, and the augmented trajectory:

D
′
= {(st, at, r̃t)}Tt=0

The RL policy is updated using an offline learning objective based on the
augmented dataset D′. The objective function for offline learning is typically
given by:

L(πψ) = ED′

[
min

(
rt(πψ)Ât, clip(rt(πψ), 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ)Ât

)]
where rt(πψ) =

πψ(at|st)
πϕ(at|st) is the probability ratio between the learned pol-

icy πψ and the old policy πϕ, Ât is the advantage function, and ϵ is a small
hyperparameter that ensures the policy update is not too large. Here, the ex-
pectation is taken over the offline dataset D′, and the PPO objective is adjusted
to accommodate offline data.

The policy update step is given by:

πψ = Update(πϕ,D
′
,L(πψ))

Finally, the resulting learned policy πψ is deployed and tested in the en-
vironment, where its performance is evaluated based on the feedback-shaping
strategies applied during training. This policy πψ incorporates the augmented
reward signals and represents the final model for evaluation and deployment.

4.1.2. Human Feedback - Learned Reward Shaping Model (HF-RSM)

This approach builds upon the ITERS strategy [8], where human feedback
is progressively accumulated and leveraged to train a surrogate model for re-
ward shaping based on human feedback. Let ζHF-RSM(s; η) represent the human
feedback-based reward shaping function for state s, where η denotes the param-
eters of the learned surrogate model. The augmented reward at time step t
is:

r̃t = rt + ζHF-RSM(st; η)

4.1.3. Human Feedback - Direct (HF-D)

Here the rule based proxy is used directly without the surrogate model.
Though rule-based systems may not be ideal for most cases, they are well suited
for our purpose, where we address the challenges of using direct human feedback
in reward shaping scenarios, particularly the risk of bias in such feedback.
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In this proof-of-concept, we use rules as a stand-in for human feedback, a com-
mon approach in related research. Rule-based systems offer transparent, consis-
tent, and controlled decision-making, making them ideal when human feedback
is limited or costly [24]. In RL, predefined rules approximate human preferences
in the absence of direct feedback, enabling structured policy learning [25]. Sim-
ilarly, rule-based dialogue systems ensure predictable interactions in human-AI
collaboration, fostering usability and trust [26].

In the Highway environment (see Sec. 5.1), drawing motivation from the rules
used in [8] we have used the following to provide feedback as a stand-in for
human input, i.e. three behavioral profiles, including the ideal (default) rule
and two biased behaviors. They are: IDEAL (default), AGGRESSIVE or
AGG-encourages risky behaviors, and CONSERVATIVE or CON- prioritizes
safety and avoids risks. AGG and CON represents biased feedback profiles,
based on their specific driving styles, the style coefficients B are modified, thus
affecting the resulting ζHF-D.

ζHF-D(p) = wlaneRlane(n, p) + wcollisionRcollision(ttc, acc, lc, p)

+ wspeedRspeed(ρ, v, vthresh, p)

Rlane(n, p) = Bp
lane[n]

Rcollision(ttc, acc, lc, p) = Bp
collision[scenario(ttc, acc, lc)]

Rspeed(ρ, v, vthresh, p) = Bp
speed[3(ρ− 1) + speed level(v, vthresh)]

where p ∈ {IDEAL,AGG,CON} is the parameter set, and Bp
lane, B

p
collision, and

Bp
speed are the style coefficient arrays for parameter set p. Moreover wlane,

wcollision, and wspeed are weights (default=1).

Note on Scenario Indices and Parameters: The table indices map to sce-
narios defined by several parameters: time-to-collision (ttc), acceleration (acc),
lane change flag (lc), traffic density (ρ), agent speed (v), and speed thresholds
(vthresh). For Lane Changes, n0-n3 represent 0-3 lane changes. For Collision
Avoidance, c0-c4 map to: potential collision (0.5 ≤ ttc ≤ 2.0) with acc < 0
(c0), acc > 0 (c1), or lc = 1 (c2); immediate risk (ttc < 0.5, c3); and safe
path (ttc > 2.0, c4). For Speed Optimization, s0-s8 combine traffic density
levels (ρ ∈ {1, 2, 3}) with speed categories relative to thresholds: v > vthresh[1]
(high), vthresh[0] ≤ v ≤ vthresh[1] (medium), and v < vthresh[0] (low).

Human feedback variability:

We defined distinct behavioral subgroups to simulate varying risk tolerance and
preferences. They are designed to reflect different human preferences.

• Aggressive Feedback: Encourages risky behaviors such as frequent lane
changes and speeding up in potential collisions. It penalizes staying in the
same lane and slowing down in risky situations, promoting fast-paced,
assertive driving, even in high-traffic conditions. This behavior is imple-
mented by modifying style coefficients, such as penalizing lane changes

9



Table 1: Style Coefficient Values for Feedback representing different Driving Styles

Style
Lane Changes Bp

lane Collision Avoidance Bp
collision Speed Optimization Bp

speed

n0 n1 n2 n3 c0 c1 c2 c3 c4 s0 s1 s2 s3 s4 s5 s6 s7 s8
IDEAL +2 0 -1 -2 +1 0 +1 -2 +2 +2 +1 -1 -1 +2 -1 -2 -1 +2
AGG -2 +1 +2 +2 -2 +2 +1 -1 -2 +2 +1 -2 +1 0 -1 +2 +1 -2
CON -2 +1 +2 +2 -2 +2 +1 -1 +2 +2 +1 -2 +1 0 -1 0 +2 +1

This table presents the style coefficient values across three different driving profiles: IDEAL,
AGG, and CON. The matrix is organized into three behavioral categories: Lane Change be-
havior (Bp

lane, based on number of lane changes n), Collision Avoidance strategies (Bp
collision,

based on time-to-collision ttc, acceleration acc, and lane change flag lc), and Speed Optimiza-
tion (Bp

speed, based on traffic density ρ and agent speed v relative to threshold speeds vthresh).

Each entry represents the style coefficient value for a specific scenario, with positive values
encouraging behaviors and negative values discouraging them.

with negative values (e.g., Blane[n0, n1, n2, n3]) and rewarding high speeds
with positive coefficients (e.g., Bspeed[s3, s4] for high-speed categories).

• Conservative Feedback: Promotes moderate lane changes, rewards safe
paths, and discourages excessive speeding in heavy traffic or slowing down
in collisions. It aims for a balance between speed and safety, encouraging
efficient driving that conserves fuel while avoiding unnecessary risks. The
efficient feedback is encoded through coefficients like rewarding moderate
lane changes and safe paths (e.g., positive values for Blane[n1, n2]) while
penalizing extreme behaviors like excessive speed in high-traffic conditions
(e.g., adjusting Bspeed[s0, s1]).

4.1.4. Large Language Model - Direct (LLM-D)

In this case, we use a LLM (off-the-shelf ) to provide feedback for reward
shaping. We do not finetune or train the LLM in any way and use it directly, in-
tegrating with our framework via prompts. The LLM acts as a proxy for direct
human feedback, offering feedback on agent actions and rewards based on struc-
tured trajectory data. The LLM receives a data frame where each row contains
the episode number, time step, state, action, reward, next state, collision flag,
and lane index. The LLM generates feedback based on the state-action pair at
each time step, evaluating action effectiveness and reward appropriateness. It
categorizes actions as effective, ineffective, or neutral, with adjustments of +0.5,
−0.5, or 0, and assesses reward appropriateness (+0.2 or -0.2).

In this context, the LLM generates feedback by processing structured input
with the task description or prompt (see Table 2), defined as:

P (y | x, t) = fσ(x, t)

Where P (y | x, t) represents the probability distribution of the predicted
output y, given the input x and task description t, with x being the input text
(structured trajectory data), t as the task description or prompt (feedback eval-
uation task), and y as the predicted output (feedback on action and reward).
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Prompt → LLM

Data Details:

Episode: {episode num}
Time Step: {time step}
State: {state}
Action taken by agent: {action}
Reward: {reward}
Next state: {next state}
Collision Flag: {collision flag}
Lane Index: {lane index}
Principal Components: PC1 = {pc1}, PC2 = {pc2}, PC3 = {pc3}

Your Task:

Analyze each row and provide feedback based on the following criteria:

1. Action Effectiveness Evaluation:

a. If the action is effective, respond with: llm score 1 = +2

b. If the action is ineffective, respond with: llm score 1 = -2

c. If the action has no effect, respond with: llm score 1 = 0

2. Reward Appropriateness Evaluation:

a. If the reward is appropriate, respond with: llm score 2 = +1

b. If the reward is inappropriate, respond with: llm score 2 = -1

Expected Format:

- Justification for the decision

- Action Effectiveness Evaluation: <llm score 1>

- Reward Appropriateness Evaluation: <llm score 2>

LLM → Output

Analysis: The action taken by the agent at
this time step (5) was to do nothing (Action =
0). Since no explicit control action is specified
in this dataset, we infer its effect based on the
context. A collision occurred (Collision Flag =
1), so it’s reasonable to assume that the action
was ineffective in avoiding the collision. The
agent could have changed lanes or adjusted
speed to prevent the crash.

Justification: The agent did not take any
action to avoid the collision, indicating an in-
effective choice.

Action Effectiveness Evaluation:
llm score 1 = -2

Reward Analysis: The reward given
(0.044444) is positive, suggesting some
progress or safety improvement, despite the
ineffective action. However, given that a colli-
sion occurred, it seems unusual for the reward
to be positive. A negative reward would have
been more appropriate to discourage such ac-
tions in future steps.

Reward Appropriateness Evaluation:
llm score 2 = -1

Table 2: The table demonstrates the prompting and output process for a large language model
(LLM). The input consists of specific data, including episode number, time step, agent’s state,
action, reward, collision flag, lane index, and principal components. The output evaluates the
action effectiveness and reward appropriateness based on predefined criteria.

The function fσ(x, t) represents the learned function of the LLM with parame-
ters σ, which processes the input and task description to generate the output.
The reward at each time step is then augmented by adding the LLM feedback
to the intrinsic reward from the environment:

r̃t = rt + ζLLM−D(s, a;σ)

Where r̃t is the augmented reward at time step t, rt is the intrinsic reward
from the environment, and ζLLM−D(s, a;σ) is the feedback provided by the
LLM at time step t, including action evaluation and reward appropriateness
adjustments.

This feedback mechanism allows for structured reward shaping, effectively
replacing direct human input with LLM-generated feedback, leveraging zero-
shot learning to adapt to new situations without explicit retraining.

We choose Mistral 7.2B [27] model due to its efficient architecture, strong
contextual understanding, and relatively low computational cost. In the con-
text of environments like Highway, its ability to process structured trajectory
descriptions enables effective evaluation of lane changes, collision avoidance,
and speed optimization, while its smaller size ensures faster inference for real-
time feedback. However, limitations include potential biases, reduced reasoning
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Sample Input (Prompt to LLM)

Data details:

Episode: {episode num}, Time Step: {time step}, State: {state}, Action: {action},
Reward: {reward}, Next state: {next state}, Collision Flag: {collision flag}, Lane Index: {lane index},
Adjusted score: {adjusted score}, PC1 (Speed, Lane Changes, Collision Influence): {pc1},
PC2 (Reward Variation, Smooth Driving): {pc2}, PC3 (Trajectory Consistency, Stability): {pc3}

Your Task:

- If the adjusted score is correct, respond with:

"Correct score allotted"

llm score = {adjusted score}
- If the adjusted score is biased, respond with:

"Biased score allotted"

llm score = Suggested appropriate score.

Sample Output
The Adjusted score (0.0) does not align with the agent’s impact on trajectory, as indicated by the principal components (PC1,
PC2, PC3). PC1 and PC3 suggest some level of speed and trajectory consistency, while PC2 indicates smooth driving but with
room for improvement.

Considerations:
1. Reward (0.7333) indicates the action was somewhat beneficial.
2. Collision Flag (0) shows no collision, indicating safe driving.
3. Lane Index (3) suggests the agent stayed in lane 3.
4. PC1 and PC3 reflect some deviation from ideal values, suggesting room for improvement.
5. PC2 reflects some reward variation, which could be improved with smoother actions.

Adjusted Score:
"Biased score allotted"

llm score = 0.3 (encouraging improvement)

Table 3: Examples on how LLM in the LLM-HFBF approach evaluates the input data and
adjusts the reward score. The input includes details such as episode number, time step,
state, action, reward, collision flag, and compressed representation in form of principal com-
ponents (PC1, PC2, PC3). In the output, the LLM identifies that the provided adjusted
score (0.0) does not align with the agent’s actions as reflected in the principal components.
It flags the score as biased and adjusts it to 0.3, suggesting a more appropriate score based
on reinforcement learning principles. This adjusted score encourages continued learning while
acknowledging areas for improvement

depth, and occasional inconsistencies. Larger or fine-tuned models could im-
prove robustness and accuracy.

4.1.5. LLM Aided Human Feedback Bias Flagging (LLM-HFBF)

The LLM-HFBF approach represents our hybrid framework that leverages
LLMs to detect and correct potential biases in human feedback (see Table 3).
This approach can be formalized as follows: Let

D = {(st, at, rt, r̂HFt )}Tt=0

be the trajectory set generated from an RL policy πϕ, where st, at, rt, and r̂HFt
represent the state, action, intrinsic reward, and human feedback-based shaped
reward at time t, respectively. The human feedback-based shaped reward r̂HFt
is obtained using the biased HF-D approach:

r̂HFt = ζHF-D(st, at, p)

where p ∈ {AGG}.
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To detect and correct potential biases in r̂HFt , we leverage the LLM through
a bias detection function:

δLLM(st, at, r̂
HF
t ,ωt;σ) =

{
r̂HFt , if bias not detected

r̂LLMt , if bias detected

where ωt = [PC1t, PC2t, PC3t] represents the principal components of the tra-
jectory at time t, which capture Speed/Lane Changes/Collision Influence (PC1),
Reward Variation/Smooth Driving (PC2), and Trajectory Consistency/Stability
(PC3). The parameter σ represents the LLM parameters, and r̂LLMt is the cor-
rected reward suggested by the LLM.

The LLM generates the bias detection and correction by processing a struc-
tured prompt that includes the state-action pair, the human-suggested reward,
and the principal components:

fσ(st, at, rt, st+1, ct, lt, r̂
HF
t ,ωt) → (bt, r̂

LLM
t )

where ct is the collision flag, lt is the lane index, bt ∈ {True,False} indicates
whether bias was detected, and r̂LLMt is the corrected reward if bias is detected.

The final augmented reward for the LLM-HFBF approach is:

r̃t = rt + ζLLM-HFBF(st, at, r̂
HF
t ,ωt;σ)

where
ζLLM-HFBF(st, at, r̂

HF
t ,ωt;σ) = δLLM(st, at, r̂

HF
t ,ωt;σ)

This approach enables selective intervention, where the LLM only modifies hu-
man feedback when bias is detected based on objective trajectory characteristics
captured by the principal components. For instance, if the adjusted score (hu-
man feedback) is 0.0 but the principal components indicate beneficial agent
behavior (e.g., no collision, appropriate lane positioning, etc.), the LLM can
flag this as biased and suggest an improved score (e.g., 0.3). The corrected
trajectories

D
′
= {(st, at, r̃t)}Tt=0

are then used for policy optimization.

5. Experiments and Analysis

5.1. Experiment Setup

The experiments were designed to evaluate the efficacy of LLM-driven reward
shaping in comparison to traditional human feedback-driven reward shaping
across multiple RL environments. Here we describe the different scenarios we
set the environment to test the efficacy of the different feedback mechanisms:
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A.1. Highway (Highway-v0)

A.1. Default environment The default Highway environment is a multi-lane
driving scenario with four lanes and a total of 50 vehicles, where the agent con-
trols one vehicle. The agent’s initial lane ID is unspecified, allowing flexible
starting positions. The reward system includes a collision penalty of -1, no di-
rect reward for lane changes (0 reward), and an incentive for staying in the right
lane with a 0.1 reward. High-speed driving is encouraged with a reward of 0.4
for maintaining speeds within the 20 to 30 m/s range. Other vehicles follow the
Intelligent Driver Model (IDM) for realistic traffic behavior.

A.2. Custom Edge Case Scenarios:
1. Scenario 1: Congested Lane

The rightmost lane, typically rewarded in highway-v0, is heavily congested
with slower-moving vehicles (speeds between 15-20 m/s). The adjacent
lanes are moderately occupied with faster-moving traffic (25-30 m/s). The
ego vehicle starts in the rightmost lane at 25 m/s and must navigate
around congestion to maintain high speed while avoiding collisions. The
scenario tests the feedback system’s ability to balance rewards for staying
in the right lane against necessary lane changes. The duration parameter
in the highway environment determines the maximum number of timestep
an episode can run (if the termination condition is not met) is set to 40
by default.

2. Scenario 2: Slow-Moving Obstacle in Middle Lane
This scenario introduces a slow-moving vehicle (speed: 15 m/s) positioned
in the middle lane, directly in the ego vehicle’s path. Adjacent lanes have
moderately dense traffic traveling at 25-30 m/s. The ego vehicle begins in
the middle lane at 25 m/s and must make precise lane changes to overtake
the obstacle safely and return to the middle lane for optimal reward.

5.2. Metrics Used

To measure the performance of LLM-based reward shaping and human feedback
across these behavioral variations, we used the following metrics.

1. Average Episodic Reward (AER): The cumulative reward for a given episode
e is the sum of the rewards over all timesteps within that episode. Let
Re,i represent the reward at timestep t in episode e, and let Te be the
total number of timesteps in episode e. Then, the cumulative reward RCe
for episode e is expressed as:

RCe =

Te∑
t=1

Re,t

The average cumulative reward across all episodes, is then computed as:

AER =
1

N

E∑
e=1

RCe =
1

E

E∑
e=1

Te∑
t=1

Re,t

14



where RCe is the cumulative reward for episode e, E is the total number of
episodes,Te is the number of timesteps in episode e and Re,t is the reward
at timestep t in episode e.

2. Average Terminate Time (ATT): is the average number of timesteps be-
fore termination (either due to a collision or reaching the default maximum
timestep) across E episodes in the Highway environment. This metric
measures how long the vehicle drives before either colliding or reaching
the end of the episode. For each episode e, the time to collision is the
number of timesteps until either a collision or the maximum timestep (de-
fault is 40) is reached.

ATT =
1

E

E∑
e=1

TLe

where TLe is the number of timesteps in episode e before a episode termi-
nates.

3. Feedback Misalignment (FMA): This metric assesses deviations from op-
timal driving behavior based on trajectory data. It considers four key
factors: unnecessary lane changes, suboptimal actions, collision risks, and
speed variations.

FMA =

T∑
t=1

[λ11(∆Lanet) + λ21(Rewardt < θ) +λ31(Collisiont) + λ4|∆Speedt|]

where ∆Lanet = (Lane Indext ̸= Lane Indext−1) counts lane changes,
Rewardt < θ flags suboptimal actions, Collisiont is 1 if a collision occurs,
∆Speedt = Speedt − Speedt−1 measures acceleration fluctuations, and
λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4 are weighting factors based on importance.

Among the three metrics, FMA and ATT are environment-specific (to Highway),
while AER is environment invariant. In each of these environments, we assessed
the learning speed, stability, and overall performance of agents using LLM-based
reward shaping compared to traditional human feedback methods.

5.3. Results and Discussion

Our experimental results ( see Table4 ) clearly demonstrate that even mi-
nor biases in human feedback can substantially degrade reinforcement learn-
ing agent performance. In the default highway environment, the unbiased ap-
proaches (HF-RSM, HF-D, LLM-D, LLM-HFBF) consistently achieved optimal
performance with an Average Episodic Reward (AER) of 28.472, zero Feedback
Misalignment (FMA), and maximum Average Terminate Time (ATT) of 40.0.
In contrast, biased human feedback led to significant performance deterioration.
The biased HF-D approaches showed the most severe performance drops, with
aggressive bias (AGG) resulting in AER dropping to 9.006, FMA increasing to
6.0, and ATT falling to 10.2, while conservative bias (CON) caused AER to
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FIS FMA ATT AER
HF-RSM 0.0 40.0 28.472
HF-D 0.0 40.0 28.472
biased HF-RSM (AGG) 0.4 32.8 24.269
biased HF-D (AGG) 6.0 10.2 9.006
biased HF-RSM(CON) 0.4 32.8 24.269
biased HF-D(CON) 5.6 8.2 7.039
LLM-D 0.0 40.0 28.472
LLM-HFBF 0.0 40.0 28.472

Table 4: Performance of different FIS, on default Highway Environment

drop further to 7.039, FMA to reach 5.6, and ATT to decline to 8.2. This sug-
gests that direct biased human feedback introduces substantial misalignment
with optimal driving behavior, resulting in more frequent collisions and shorter
episode durations.

The Human Feedback with Reward Shaping Model (HF-RSM) demonstrated
greater resilience to bias compared to direct human feedback (HF-D). Even
when biased, HF-RSM maintained relatively better performance with an AER
of 24.269, lower FMA of 0.4, and higher ATT of 32.8. This indicates that
surrogate models can partially mitigate the effects of bias through their gen-
eralization capabilities, acting as a buffer between potentially skewed human
evaluations and the agent’s learning process. The LLM-based direct feedback
approach (LLM-D) exhibited remarkable effectiveness, achieving optimal per-
formance metrics (AER: 28.472, FMA: 0, ATT: 40.0) equivalent to unbiased
human feedback. This validates the hypothesis that large language models can
effectively replace human feedback without requiring task-specific training. De-
spite having no prior specialized training on highway navigation tasks, the LLM
provided feedback comparable to unbiased human input.

FIS FMA ATT AER

C
a
se

1 HF-D 5.0 20.2 14.174
biased HF-D (AGG) 6.4 8.2 7.122
biased HF-D (CON) 6.8 8.4 7.187
LLM-D 5.0 20.2 14.174

C
a
se

2 HF-D 5.0 19.6 13.299
biased HF-D (AGG) 6.6 7.8 6.839
biased HF-D (CON) 6.4 4.6 3.596
LLM-D 5.0 19.6 13.299

Table 5: Comparison of performance of different FIS on two edge case scenarios of the Highway
environment.

The edge case experiments in Table 5 further highlight the robustness of
LLM-based approaches. In both challenging scenarios, LLM-D matched the
performance of unbiased HF-D (AER: 14.174 in Case 1, 13.299 in Case 2),
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while biased feedback approaches continued to produce suboptimal results. In
Case 1, biased HF-D with aggressive bias (AGG) had an AER of 7.122 with
FMA of 6.4, while conservative bias (CON) had an AER of 7.187 with FMA of
6.8. In the more challenging Case 2, biased HF-D performed even worse, with
aggressive bias resulting in an AER of 6.839 and FMA of 6.6, while conserva-
tive bias led to the lowest performance with an AER of just 3.596 and FMA
of 6.4. This demonstrates how rule-based approaches struggle with contextual
adaptation, particularly when optimal behavior requires deviating from rigid
predefined rules.

These findings have several important implications for Human-In-The-Loop
Reinforcement Learning systems. First, systems incorporating human feedback
should explicitly account for potential biases through detection and mitiga-
tion mechanisms to prevent performance degradation. Second, modern large
language models possess sufficient contextual understanding to provide effec-
tive feedback for reinforcement learning tasks without requiring domain-specific
training, enabling more scalable RL systems. Third, combining human expertise
with LLM-based bias detection appears to offer the most promising path for-
ward, allowing for selective human intervention only when necessary while main-
taining optimal performance. Finally, the successful application of LLM-based
feedback in continuous control tasks suggests broader applicability beyond NLP
domains, potentially extending to various other reinforcement learning domains.

6. Limitations and Future work

Despite promising results, several important limitations warrant further in-
vestigation. First, our current implementation requires trajectory data frames to
be relatively small due to LLM context window constraints, limiting the histor-
ical information available for feedback generation. Second, obtaining feedback
from LLMs incurs significant computational costs, requiring GPU resources that
may not be available in all application contexts, especially for real-time decision-
making.
Third, our approach depends heavily on iterative and precise prompt design,
which requires expertise and may need adjustment across different environ-
ments. Additional limitations include environmental complexity beyond high-
way navigation, the need to explore different LLM architectures, and methods
for real-time LLM-based feedback. Future work will address these limitations
and explore applications to a broader range of continuous control tasks, includ-
ing robotic manipulation and autonomous driving in diverse scenarios.

References

[1] R. S. Sutton, A. G. Barto, et al., Reinforcement learning: An introduction,
Vol. 1, MIT press Cambridge, 1998.

17



[2] V. Krakovna, L. Orseau, R. Ngo, M. Martic, S. Legg, Avoiding side effects
by considering future tasks, Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems 33 (2020) 19064–19074.

[3] OpenAI, Faulty reward functions, accessed: 2025-03-21 (n.d.).
URL https://openai.com/index/faulty-reward-functions/

[4] W. Saunders, G. Sastry, A. Stuhlmueller, O. Evans, Trial without error:
Towards safe reinforcement learning via human intervention, arXiv preprint
arXiv:1707.05173 (2017).

[5] P. F. Christiano, J. Leike, T. Brown, M. Martic, S. Legg, D. Amodei,
Deep reinforcement learning from human preferences, Advances in neural
information processing systems 30 (2017).

[6] S. Casper, X. Davies, C. Shi, T. K. Gilbert, J. Scheurer, J. Rando, R. Freed-
man, T. Korbak, D. Lindner, P. Freire, et al., Open problems and funda-
mental limitations of reinforcement learning from human feedback, arXiv
preprint arXiv:2307.15217 (2023).

[7] H. Lee, S. Phatale, H. Mansoor, T. Mesnard, J. Ferret, K. R. Lu, C. Bishop,
E. Hall, V. Carbune, A. Rastogi, et al., RLAIF vs. RLHF: Scaling rein-
forcement learning from human feedback with ai feedback, in: Forty-first
International Conference on Machine Learning.

[8] J. Gajcin, J. McCarthy, R. Nair, R. Marinescu, E. Daly, I. Dusparic, Iter-
ative reward shaping using human feedback for correcting reward misspec-
ification, arXiv preprint arXiv:2308.15969 (2023).

[9] B. Ibarz, J. Leike, T. Pohlen, G. Irving, S. Legg, D. Amodei, Reward
learning from human preferences and demonstrations in atari, Advances in
neural information processing systems 31 (2018).

[10] J. MacGlashan, M. K. Ho, R. Loftin, B. Peng, G. Wang, D. L. Roberts,
M. E. Taylor, M. L. Littman, Interactive learning from policy-dependent
human feedback, in: International conference on machine learning, PMLR,
2017, pp. 2285–2294.

[11] G. Warnell, N. Waytowich, V. Lawhern, P. Stone, Deep tamer: Interac-
tive agent shaping in high-dimensional state spaces, in: Proceedings of the
AAAI conference on artificial intelligence, Vol. 32, 2018.

[12] C. Yu, T. Yang, W. Zhu, G. Li, et al., Learning shaping strategies
in human-in-the-loop interactive reinforcement learning, arXiv preprint
arXiv:1811.04272 (2018).

[13] B. Xiao, Q. Lu, B. Ramasubramanian, A. Clark, L. Bushnell, R. Pooven-
dran, Fresh: Interactive reward shaping in high-dimensional state spaces
using human feedback, arXiv preprint arXiv:2001.06781 (2020).

18

https://openai.com/index/faulty-reward-functions/
https://openai.com/index/faulty-reward-functions/


[14] L. Guan, M. Verma, S. S. Guo, R. Zhang, S. Kambhampati, Widening
the pipeline in human-guided reinforcement learning with explanation and
context-aware data augmentation, Advances in Neural Information Pro-
cessing Systems 34 (2021) 21885–21897.

[15] Y. Efroni, N. Merlis, S. Mannor, Reinforcement learning with trajectory
feedback, in: Proceedings of the AAAI conference on artificial intelligence,
Vol. 35, 2021, pp. 7288–7295.

[16] M. Glickman, T. Sharot, How human–ai feedback loops alter human per-
ceptual, emotional and social judgements, Nature Human Behaviour (2024)
1–15.

[17] D. Lindner, M. El-Assady, Humans are not boltzmann distributions: Chal-
lenges and opportunities for modelling human feedback and interaction in
reinforcement learning, arXiv preprint arXiv:2206.13316 (2022).

[18] J. Stork, M. Zaefferer, T. Bartz-Beielstein, A. E. Eiben, Surrogate models
for enhancing the efficiency of neuroevolution in reinforcement learning,
in: Proceedings of the Genetic and Evolutionary Computation Conference,
GECCO ’19, ACM, 2019, p. 934–942. doi:10.1145/3321707.3321829.
URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3321707.3321829

[19] F. Stapleton, E. Galván, Neurolgp-sm: Scalable surrogate-assisted n eu-
roevolution for deep neural networks, in: 2024 IEEE Congress on Evolu-
tionary Computation (CEC), IEEE, 2024, pp. 1–8.

[20] M. Cao, L. Shu, L. Yu, Y. Zhu, N. Wichers, Y. Liu, L. Meng, Enhanc-
ing reinforcement learning with dense rewards from language model critic,
in: Proceedings of the 2024 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural
Language Processing, 2024, pp. 9119–9138.

[21] A. J. Chan, H. Sun, S. Holt, M. Van Der Schaar, Dense reward for
free in reinforcement learning from human feedback, arXiv preprint
arXiv:2402.00782 (2024).

[22] Q. Gao, G. Gao, J. Dong, V. Tarokh, M. Chi, M. Pajic, Off-policy eval-
uation for human feedback, Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems 36 (2023) 9065–9091.

[23] J. Schulman, F. Wolski, P. Dhariwal, A. Radford, O. Klimov, Proximal
policy optimization algorithms, arXiv preprint arXiv:1707.06347 (2017).

[24] J. LEUSMANN, C. WANG, S. MAYER, Comparing rule-based and llm-
based methods to enable active robot assistant conversations.

[25] B. M. Urcelay, A. Krause, G. Ramponi, Reinforcement learning from hu-
man text feedback: Learning a reward model from human text input, in:
ICML 2024 Workshop on Models of Human Feedback for AI Alignment,
2024.

19

http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3321707.3321829
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3321707.3321829
https://doi.org/10.1145/3321707.3321829
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3321707.3321829


[26] M. Verma, S. Bhambri, S. Kambhampati, Preference proxies: Evaluating
large language models in capturing human preferences in human-ai tasks,
in: ICML 2023 Workshop The Many Facets of Preference-Based Learning,
2023.

[27] A. Q. Jiang, A. Sablayrolles, A. Mensch, C. Bamford, D. S. Chap-
lot, D. de las Casas, F. Bressand, G. Lengyel, G. Lample, L. Saulnier,
L. R. Lavaud, M.-A. Lachaux, P. Stock, T. L. Scao, T. Lavril, T. Wang,
T. Lacroix, W. E. Sayed, Mistral 7b (2023). arXiv:2310.06825.
URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.06825

20

https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.06825
http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.06825
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.06825

	Introduction
	Related work
	Preliminaries
	Methodology
	Feedback Integration Strategies (FIS)
	Overview
	Human Feedback - Learned Reward Shaping Model (HF-RSM)
	Human Feedback - Direct (HF-D)
	Large Language Model - Direct (LLM-D)
	LLM Aided Human Feedback Bias Flagging (LLM-HFBF)


	Experiments and Analysis
	Experiment Setup
	Metrics Used
	Results and Discussion

	Limitations and Future work

