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Abstract

A novel Policy Gradient (PG) algorithm, calledMatryoshka Policy Gradient (MPG), is
introduced and studied, in the context of fixed-horizon max-entropy reinforcement learn-
ing, where an agent aims at maximizing entropy bonuses additional to its cumulative
rewards. In the function approximation setting with softmax policies, we prove unique-
ness and characterize the optimal policy, together with global convergence of MPG. These
results are proved in the case of continuous state and action space. MPG is intuitive, the-
oretically sound and we furthermore show that the optimal policy of the infinite horizon
max-entropy objective can be approximated arbitrarily well by the optimal policy of the
MPG framework. Finally, we provide a criterion for global optimality when the policy is
parametrized by a neural network in terms of the neural tangent kernel at convergence.
As a proof of concept, we evaluate numerically MPG on standard test benchmarks.

1 Introduction

1.1 Policy gradient, max-entropy reinforcement learning and fixed horizon

Reinforcement Learning (RL) tasks can be informally summarized as follows: sequen-
tially, an agent is located at a given state s, takes an action a, receives a reward r(a, s) and
moves to a next state s′ ∼ p(s, a, ·), where p is a transition probability kernel. The agent thus
seeks to maximize the cumulative rewards from its interactions with the environment, that
is, it optimizes its policy π by reinforcing decisions that led to high rewards, where π(a|s) is
the probability for the agent to take action a while at state s.

Policy Gradient (PG) methods are model-free algorithms that aim at solving such RL
tasks; model-free refers to the fact that the agent tries to learn (i.e. improve its policy’s
performance) without learning the dynamics of the environment governed by p, nor the re-
ward function r. Though their origins in RL can be dated from several decades ago with
the algorithm REINFORCE [42], the name Policy Gradient appearing only in 2000 in [38],
they recently regained interest thanks to many remarkable achievements, to name a few: in
continuous control [29, 35, 36] and natural language processing with GPT-3 [10]1. See the
blog post [41] that lists important PG methods and provides a concise introduction to each
of them.

1instructGPT and chatGPT are trained with Proximal Policy Optimization, see https://openai.com/

blog/chatgpt/.
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Max-entropy RL. More generally, PG methods are considered more suitable for large (pos-
sibly continuous) state and action spaces than other nonetheless important methods such as
Q-learning and its variations. However, for large spaces, the exploitation-exploration dilemma
becomes more challenging. In order to enhance exploration, it has become standard to use a
regularization to the objective, as in max-entropy RL[32, 33, 34], where the agent maximizes
the sum of its rewards plus a bonus for the entropy of its policy2. Not only max-entropy
RL boosts exploration, it also yields an optimal policy that is stochastic, in the form of a
Boltzmann measure, such that the agent keeps taking actions at random while maximizing
the regularized objective. This is sometimes preferable than deterministic policies. In partic-
ular, [16] shows that the max-entropy RL optimal policy is robust to adversarial change of the
reward function (their Theorem 4.1) and transition probabilities (their Theorem 4.2); see also
references therein for more details on that topic. Finally, max-entropy RL is appealing from
a theoretical perspective. For example, soft Q-learning, introduced in [20] (see also [22, 21]
for implementations of soft Q-learning with an actor-critic scheme), strongly resembles PG in
max-entropy RL [34]; max-entropy RL has also been linked to variational inference in [27].
Other appealing features of max-entropy RL are discussed in [15] and references therein.

Convergence guarantees of PG. The empirical successes motivated the RL community
to build a solid theory for PG methods that is lacking. Indeed, besides the well-known Policy
Gradient Theorem (see Chapter 13 in [37]) that can imply convergence of PG (provided good
learning rate and other assumptions), for many years, not much more was known about the
global convergence of PG (i.e. convergence to an optimal policy) until recently. Despite the
numerous gaps that remain, some important progress have already been made. In particular,
the global convergence of PG methods has been studied and proved in specific settings, see
for instance [17, 1, 7, 30, 43, 44, 11, 13, 40, 2, 8, 26, 19]. Convergence guarantees often come
with convergence rates (with or without perfect gradient estimates). Though strengthening
the trust in PG methods for practical tasks, most of the theoretical guarantees obtained in the
literature so far require rather restrictive assumptions, and often assume that the action-state
space of the MDP is finite (but not always, e.g. [2] addresses continuous action-state space
for neural policies in the mean-field regime and [26] proves global convergence when adding
enough regularization on the parameters.) In particular, [28] shows that many convergence
rates that have been obtained in the literature ignore some parameters such as the size of
the state space. After making the dependency of the bounds on these parameters explicit,
they manage to construct environments where the rates blow up and convergence takes super-
exponential time.

Fixed-horizon RL. A vast number of works on RL have focused on either infinite horizon
tasks, or episodic tasks where the length of an episode is random. In both these cases, policies
only depend on the current state of the agent. In [14], the fixed, finite horizon optimal policy
is used as an approximation, as the horizon grows to infinity, to approximate the infinite-
horizon optimal policy. Nonetheless and even though the fixed (deterministic) horizon setting
has received less attention, the benefits of fixing the horizon are multiple and have been
investigated in recent relevant works, such as [4] and [19]. With a fixed horizon, policies are

2Other regularization techniques are used and studied in the literature, we focus on entropy regularized RL
in this paper.
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time-dependent, and are usually called non-stationary policies, as in dynamic programming
[6].

The authors in [4] construct a sequence of value and Q-functions to solve a fixed-horizon
task. Training is done with a Temporal Difference (TD) algorithm, which is not a PG method.
TD involves bootstrapping, and when it is used offline (off-policy) together with function
approximation, it encounters the well-known stability issue called the deadly triad, see [37]
Section 11.3. By using horizon-dependent value functions, they do not rely on bootstrapping,
getting rid of one element of the triad, thus ensuring more stability. It is worth noting that
thanks to the fixed-horizon setting, they empirically overcome the specific Baird’s example of
divergence.

The preprint [19] exploits a similar idea with an actor-critic method for constrained RL,
where the agent aims at maximizing the cumulative rewards while satisfying some given
constraints. To guarantee convergence, they assume a condition given by their Equation (20).
Roughly speaking, this condition is that smaller horizon policies are closer to convergence than
larger horizon policies. Therefore, they prove convergence of the training algorithm through
a cascade of convergence, and provide convergence rates.

Let us also mention [39] investigating the impact of the discount factor when optimizing
a discounted infinite-horizon objective evaluated on a finite-horizon undiscounted objective.
They empirically found that for some tasks, lower discount factors (thus closer to a fixed-
horizon objective) lead to better performance.

1.2 Contributions

We consider the function approximation setting with log-linear parametric policies, that are
constructed as the softmax of linear models. The main contributions of this work are:

(i) We define the fixed-horizon max-entropy RL objective and introduce a new algorithm
(Equation (8)), named Matryoshka Policy Gradient (MPG).

(ii) We establish global convergence for continuous state and action space: under the real-
izability assumption, MPG converges to the unique optimal policy (Theorem 2). When
the realizability assumption does not hold, we prove uniqueness of the optimal policy
and prove global convergence of MPG (Theorem 3).

(iii) We approximate arbitrarily well the optimal policy for the infinite horizon objective by
the optimal policy of the MPG objective (Proposition 2).

(iv) In the case where the policy is parametrized as the softmax of a (deep) neural network’s
output, we describe the limit of MPG training in terms of the neural tangent kernel
and the conjugate kernel of the neural network at the end of training (Corollary 1). In
particular, MPG globally converges in the lazy regime.

(v) Numerically, we successfully train agents on standard simple tasks without relying on
RL tricks, and confirm our theoretical findings (see Section 4).

In [1], many convergence guarantees are given for different policy gradient algorithms. In
particular, in the tabular case with finite state and action space, global convergence is obtained
thanks to the gradient domination property. One advantage is that the rate of convergence

3



can be deduced, see e.g. Section 4 in [1]. In the case of infinite state space (and possibly action
space, see their Remark 6.8), in the function approximation setting, they obtain convergence
results for the natural policy gradient algorithm, which uses the Fisher information matrix
induced by the policy in the update, but do not guarantee the optimality of the limit. In
contrast, MPG only uses the gradient of the policy and globally converges.

Let us stress the main strength of MPG regarding its convergence guarantees:

• State space and action space can be continuous.

• Global convergence is guaranteed in the function approximation setting, independently
from the parameters’ initialization.

• Even when the realizable assumption does not hold, MPG converges to the unique
optimal policy in the parametric policy space. We moreover characterise the global
optimum as the unique policy satisfying the projectional consistency property.

In our numerical experiments described in Section 4, we first consider an analytical task
and verify the global convergence property of the MPG: MPG consistently finds the unique
global optimum, which satisfies the projectional consistency property. Then, we study two
benchmarks from OpenAI: the Frozen Lake game and the Cart Pole. We obtain successful
policies for both benchmarks with a very simple implementation of the MPG algorithm,
comparing also to a simple vanilla PG method [38]. Rather than competing with the state-
of-the-art algorithms, our aim is to provide a proof of concept by showing that successful
training can be obtained without using standard RL tricks that are known to improve training
performance. Standard tricks are nevertheless very straightforward to apply to MPG and we
hope that more general and bigger scale experiments implementing variations of MPG will
follow the present work.

2 Fixed-horizon max-entropy RL

In this section, we introduce the fixed-horizon max-entropy RL, describe its optimal policy
and establish some of its properties.

2.1 Definitions

Markov Decision Process The agent evolves according to a Markov Decision Process
(MDP) characterized by the tuple (S,A, p, prew)3. The action space can be state dependent
As, nonetheless we assume for simplicity that it is the same regardless of the state. We
assume that the action and state spaces A,S ⊂ Rd are closed sets. Let s′ 7→ p(s, a, s′) be
the probability (the density if S is continuous) that the agent moves from s ∈ S to s′ ∈ S
after taking action a ∈ A. When p(s, a, s′) = δs′,f(s,a) for some f : S × A → S, then we say
that the transitions are deterministic. The reward depends on the action and on the current
state, its law is denoted by prew(·|s, a). To ease the presentation, we assume that the rewards
are uniformly bounded and for all (s, a) ∈ S ×A, we denote by r(a, s) the mean reward after
taking action a at state s. All random variables are such that the process is Markovian.

3Implicitely assumed in the MDP definition is the fact that all variables such that actions, visited states
and rewards are measurable, so that they are well-defined random variables.
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A simple (i.e. stationary) policy π : A × S → [0 , 1] is a map such that for all s ∈ S,
π(·|s) is a probability distribution on A that describes the law of the action taken by the
agent at state s. Let P denote the set of simple policies. Let n ∈ N be some fixed horizon, we
denote by Pn the set of (non-stationary) policies π = (π(1), . . . , π(n)) where for all i = 1, . . . , n,
π(i) ∈ P. We say that the agent follows a policy π ∈ Pn if and only if it chooses its actions
sequentially according to π(n), then π(n−1), and so on until π(1) and the end of the episode.
That is for each episode of fixed length n, starting from a given state S0, the agent generates
a path S0, A0, S1, A1, . . . , An−1, Sn, where Ai ∼ π(n−i)(·|Si) and Si+1 ∼ p(Si, Ai, ·). Note
that in the standard infinite horizon setting, a policy corresponds to an infinite sequence
{(π, π, π, · · · );π ∈ P} ⊂ P∞.

Henceforth, we assume that A and S are continuous, the results identically holding true
when they are countable. We also assume that

• the MDP is irreducible, in the sense given in (20) in Appendix E;

• The law of S0 is has full support in S and for any π ∈ Pn, the law of Si is absolutely
continuous w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure, for all i = 0, · · · , n.

• The reward function (a, s) 7→ r(a, s) and the transitions (s, a, s′) 7→ p(s, a, s′) are con-
tinuous with respect to the Euclidean metric.

The second item avoids unnecessary technical considerations (such as non-uniqueness of the
optimal policy e.g. when a state is never visited). The third item ensures the standard
measurable selection assumption, see [23] Section 3.3.

Value and Q functions. For every s ∈ S and π, π′ ∈ P, we denote by DKL(π||π′)(s) =
DKL(π(·|s)||π′(·|s)) the Kullback-Leibler divergence between π(·|s) and π(·|s′), defined as

DKL(π||π′)(s) :=
∫
A
log

π

π′
(a|s)π(da),

and is set to ∞ if π′(·|s) is not absolutely continuous with respect to π(·|s).
To regularize the rewards, we add a penalty term that corresponds to the Kullback-Leibler

(KL) divergence of the agent’s policy and a baseline policy. In practice, the baseline policy
can be used to encode a priori knowledge of the environment; a uniform baseline policy
corresponds to adding entropy bonuses to the rewards. Regularizing with the KL divergence
is thus more general than with entropy bonuses and this is the regularization that we consider
in this paper, akin [34].

We denote by π the arbitrary baseline policy and let us assume for conciseness that π ∈ P.
We define the n-step value function V

(n)
π : S → R induced by a policy π ∈ Pn as

V (n)
π : s 7→ Eπ

[
n∑

k=0

(Rk − τDKL(π
(n−k)||π)(Sk))

∣∣∣S0 = s

]
,

where the expectation is along the trajectory of length n sampled under policy π = (π(1), . . . , π(n)).
Note that we have

V (n)
π (s) = Eπ(n) [R0]−τDKL(π

(n)||π)(s) + Eπ(n) [V
(n−1)
π′ (S1)], (1)
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where π′ = (π(1), . . . , π(n−1)) ∈ Pn−1, and S1 ∼
∫
A p(s, a, ·)π

(n)(da|s). It is common to add a
discount factor γ ∈ (0 , 1] to the rewards to favor more the quickly obtainable rewards. In the
infinite horizon case (n =∞), this ensures that the cumulative reward is finite a.s. (provided
finite first moment). Our study trivially applies to the case where the rewards are discounted.

The n-step entropy regularized Q-function induced by π is defined as

Q(n)
π : (a, s) 7→ r(a, s) +

∫
S
p(s, a,ds′)V

(n−1)
π′ (s′). (2)

Notation: Henceforth, for a policy π ∈ Pn, we use the abuse of notation V
(i)
π for i < n

for the i-step value function associated with (π(1), . . . , π(i)), and similarly for the Q functions
and other quantities of interest, when the context makes it clear which policy is used.

2.2 Objective and optimal policy

The standard discounted max-entropy RL objective is defined for simple policies π ∈ P by

J(π) :=

∫
S
Eπt

[ T∑
k=0

γk (Rk −DKL(πt||π)(Sk))
∣∣∣S0 = s

]
ν0(ds), (3)

where T ∈ N ∪ {∞} is the horizon and ν0 is the initial state distribution, see e.g. [16] and
references therein. It is often assumed that T is random and therefore π is simple.

Instead of the above objective, we define the objective function as follows:

Jn(π) :=

∫
S
V (n)
π (s)ν0(ds), (4)

where we assume that the initial state distribution ν0 has full support in S, to avoid unnec-
essary technical considerations on reachable states (the optimal policy depends on ν0 only
through its support). Since we assume that the rewards are bounded and by compactness of
S, the objective function above is itself bounded.

We say that a policy π ∈ Pn is optimal if and only if Jn(π) ≥ Jn(π′) for all π′ ∈ Pn. The
existence and unicity of the optimal policy is established by the next proposition, providing
in passing its explicit expression.

Proposition 1. There exists a unique optimal policy (Lebesgue almost-everywhere), denoted

by π∗ = (π
(1)
∗ , . . . , π

(n)
∗ ) ∈ Pn. The i-step optimal policies, i = 1, . . . , n, can be obtained as

follows: for all a ∈ A, s ∈ S,

π
(1)
∗ (a|s) = π(a|s) exp(r(a, s)/τ)

Eπ[exp(r(A, s)/τ)]
, π

(i+1)
∗ (a|s) =

π(a|s) exp
(
Q

(i+1)
∗ (a, s)/τ

)
Eπ

[
exp

(
Q

(i+1)
∗ (A, s)/τ

)] ,
where Q

(i+1)
∗ is a short-hand notation for Q

(i+1)
π∗ recursively defined as in (2).

By continuity and uniform boundedness of the reward function r and the transition func-

tion p, one has that the policies π
(i)
∗ are absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue

measure (when A,S are continuous).
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Lemma 1. For all s ∈ S and n ≥ 1, it holds that

V
(n)
∗ (s) = τ logEπ

[
exp

(
Q

(n)
∗ (A, s)/τ

)]
,

where V
(0)
∗ (s′) = 0.

Thanks to Lemma 1, we can write more concisely

π
(i)
∗ (a|s) = π(a|s) exp

((
Q

(i)
∗ (a, s)− V (i)

∗ (s)
)
/τ
)
. (5)

For all n,m ∈ N such that n > m, we define the operator Tn,m : Pn → Pm by

Tn,m : (π(1), . . . , π(n)) 7→ (π(1), . . . , π(m)). (6)

In Proposition 2 below, for all n ∈ N, we denote by π∗,n ∈ Pn the optimal policy for Jn with
discounted rewards. We write the standard discounted, infinite horizon entropy-regularized
RL objective J∞, and denote by π∗,∞ its optimal policy.

Proposition 2. We have:

(i) As n→∞, the policy π
(n)
∗,n converges to π∗,∞, in the sense that

lim
n→∞

∫
A×S

∣∣∣π(n)∗,n(a|s)− π∗,∞(a, s)
∣∣∣ dads = 0.

(ii) for all n,m ∈ N such that n > m, it holds that Tn,m(π∗,n) = π∗,m.

The above Proposition 2 is intuitive: item (i) shows that one can learn the standard
discounted entropy-regularized RL objective by incrementally extending the agent’s horizon;
item (ii) goes the other way and shows that the optimal policy for large horizon is built of
smaller horizons policies in a consistent manner.

3 Matryoshka Policy Gradient

3.1 Policy parametrization

Let Θ(i) : (A × S)2 → R be a positive-semidefinite kernel. For i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, let θ(i) ∈ RPi

be the parameters of a linear model h
(i)

θ(i)
: A×S → R, that outputs for all (a, s) ∈ A×S the

i-step preference h
(i)

θ(i)
(a, s) for action a at state s, that is,

h
(i)

θ(i)
(a, s) := θ(i) · ψ(i)(a, s),

where ψ(i) : A × S → RP is a feature map associated with the kernel Θ(i). The space of
such functions correspond to the reproducible kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) associated with

the kernel, that we denote by HΘ(i) . The i-step policy π
(i)

θ(i)
is defined as the Boltzmann policy

according to h(i), that is, for all (a, s) ∈ A× S,

π
(i)

θ(i)
(a|s) := π(a|s)

exp(h
(i)

θ(i)
(a, s)/τ)∫

A exp(h
(i)

θ(i)
(a′, s)/τ)π(da′|s)

.
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The gradient of the policy thus reads as

∇π(i)
θ(i)

(a|s) = π
(i)

θ(i)
(a|s)

∫
A

(
δa,da′ − π

(i)

θ(i)
(da′|s)

)
∇h(i)

θ(i)
(a′, s)/τ. (7)

Note that when A,S are finite, with Kronecker delta kernels Θ(i)((a, s), (a′, s′)) = δa,a′δs,s′ ,
we retrieve the so-called tabular case with one parameter θs,a per state-action pair (s, a). We
assume throughout the paper that the Θ(i)’s are continuous and bounded.

3.2 Definition of the MPG update

Policy gradient (PG) for max-entropy RL consists in following ∇θJ(πθ) for the standard
objective (3). In our setting, the ideal PG update would be such that θt+1 − θt = η∇θJn(πt).
We introduce Matryoshka Policy Gradient (MPG) as a practical algorithm that produces
unbiased estimates of the gradient (see Theorem 1 below).

Suppose that at time t ∈ N of training, the agent starts at a state S0 ∼ ν0. To lighten the

notation, we write π
(i)
t := π

(i)

θ
(i)
t

. We assume that the agent samples a trajectory according to

the policy πt, defined as follows:

• sample action A0 according to π
(n)
t (·|S0),

• collect reward R0 ∼ prew(·|S0, A0) and move to next state S1 ∼ p(S0, A0, ·),

• sample action A1 according to π
(n−1)
t (·|S1),

• · · ·

• stop at state Sn.

The MPG update is as follows: for i = 1, . . . , n,

θ
(i)
t+1 = θ

(i)
t + η

n−1∑
ℓ=n−i

(
Rℓ − τ log

π
(n−ℓ)
t

π
(Aℓ|Sℓ)

)
∇ log π

(i)
t (An−i|Sn−i)

= θ
(i)
t + ηCi∇ log π

(i)
t (An−i|Sn−i), (8)

where we just introduced the shorthand notation Ci. We see that the i-step policy π(i) is
updated using the (i− ℓ)-step policies.

3.3 Global convergence: the realizable case

We say that a sequence of policies (πt)t∈N ⊂ Pn converges to π ∈ Pn if and only if, as t→∞

max
i∈{1,...,n}

∫
A×S

∣∣∣π(i)t (a|s)− π(i)(a|s)
∣∣∣dads→ 0. (9)

With PG, the so-called Policy Gradient Theorem (see Section 13.2 in [37]) provides a
direct way to guarantee convergence of the algorithm. Our next theorem shows that MPG
also satisfies a Policy Gradient Theorem for non-stationary policies.
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Theorem 1. With MPG as defined in (8), it holds that E[θt+1 − θt] = η∇θJn(πt). In par-
ticular, assuming ideal MPG update, that is, θt+1 − θt = η∇θJn(πt), there exists η0 > 0 such
that if 0 < η < η0, then πt converges as t→∞ to some π∞ ∈ Pn.

We will specify in our statements when we assume the following:

A1. Realizability assumption There exists θ∗ ∈ RP such that πθ∗ = π∗.

The realizability assumption above can be equivalently written as: for all i = 1, . . . , n, there

exists a map Ci : S → R such that (a, s) 7→ Q
(i)
∗ (a, s) +Ci(s) ∈ HΘ(i) , where the maps Ci are

constant in a. They play no role in the policies encoded by functions in the RKHS, since for
a fixed s, shifting the preferences by a constant keeps the policy unchanged.

In the theorem below, we assume ideal MPG update, that is θt+1 − θt = η∇θJn(πt).

Theorem 2. Under A1., training with ideal MPG update converges to the optimal policy,
that is limt→∞ πt = π∗ in the sense of (9).

3.4 Global convergence: beyond the realizability assumption

Let Pn = {πθ; θ ∈ RP } ⊂ Pn be the set of parametric policies. We now focus on the case
π∗ /∈ Pn, that is, Assumption A1. does not hold. We give a sketch of the main ideas to
extend Theorem 2 to the non-realizable case, showing global convergence and providing a
characterisation of the limit. All details are provided in Appendix D

We focus on the 1-step policy. Suppose that ϑ ∈ RP is a critical point of θ 7→ Jn(πθ).

Since Q
(1)
∗ (a, s) = r(a, s), one can show that show that

0 = ∇θ(1)Jn(πϑ) = −Eπϑ

[
∇θ(1)DKL(π

(1)
ϑ ||π

(1)
∗ )(Sn−1)

]
, (10)

where the law of Sn−1 only depends on π
(n)
ϑ , . . . , π

(2)
ϑ . Since this law is fixed (ϑ is a critical

point), the right-hand side above corresponds to the gradient of a Bregman divergence on P,
which we denote byD(π

(1)
ϑ , π

(1)
∗ ). Let π

(1)
θ∗
∈ argmin

π
(1)
θ ∈P1

D(π
(1)
θ , π

(1)
∗ ). Bregman divergences

satisfy a Pythagorean identity, which in particular implies that

D(π
(1)
ϑ , π

(1)
∗ ) = D(π

(1)
ϑ , π

(1)
θ∗

) +D(π
(1)
θ∗
, π

(1)
∗ ).

Hence, we have by (10) that

0 = −∇θ(1)D(π
(1)
ϑ , π

(1)
θ∗

).

We deduce that πϑ(1) is a critical point of the 1-step MPG objective, where the initial state

distribution is prescribed by π
(i)
ϑ for i = 2, . . . , n, and where the rewards are given by rθ∗ :=

h
(1)
θ∗

. In particular, Theorem 2 applies and shows that π
(1)
ϑ = π

(1)
θ∗

. This also proves the

uniqueness of π
(1)
θ∗

.
The argument propagates to larger horizons, by using that maxima can be taken in any

order, which proves that the unique critical point πϑ of Jn is globally optimal. Formally, the
following theorem completes the picture of the global convergence guarantees of MPG:

9



Theorem 3. There exists η0 > 0 such that for all 0 < η < η0, training with ideal MPG
update converges and limt→∞ πt = πθ∗ in the sense of (9), where πθ∗ = argmaxπθ∈Pn

Jn(πθ)
is unique and is the only critical point of Jn.

Clearly, when π∗ ∈Pn, then π∞ = π∗ and we retrieve Theorem 2.
It turns out that πθ∗ can be characterised by a property of independent interest. Let

θ ∈ RP and for all i = 1, . . . , n, letm(i) be the law of state Sn−i under policy πθ withm(n) = ν0
by assumption. Define Pi : L

2(m(i)(ds)π
(i)
θ (da|s)) → HΘ(i) to be the orthogonal projection

onto HΘ(i) in the L2(m(i)(ds)π
(i)
θ (da|s)) sense. We say that πθ satisfies the projectional

consistency property if and only if for all i = 1, . . . , n, it holds that

π
(i)
θ (a|s) = π(a|s)

exp
(
PiQ

(i)
πθ (a, s)/τ

)
∫
A π(da

′|s) exp
(
PiQ

(i)
πθ (a

′, s)/τ
) . (11)

Proposition 3. The global optimum πθ∗ from Theorem 3 is the only policy in Pn that satisfies
the projectional consistency property (11)

3.5 Neural MPG

Suppose that instead of a linear model, the policy’s preferences h
(i)
θ , i = 1, . . . , n, are parametrized

by deep neural networks. It is immediate from the proofs that the policy gradient theorem
holds true, that is, θt+1 − θt = η∇θJn(πt) for the ideal MPG update. We describe the limit
of training in terms of the Neural Tangent Kernels (NTKs) of the neural networks and the
conjugate kernels (CKs). The NTK of the i-step policy (or rather, of the i-step preference)
at time t of training is defined for all (a, s), (a′, s′) ∈ A× S as

Θ
(i)
t ((a, s), (a′, s′)) := ∇θ(i)h

(i)
t (a, s) · ∇θ(i)h

(i)
t (a′, s′).

The CK of the i-step policy is defined as the inner product of the last hidden layer, that we
denote by α, that is

Σt((a, s), (a
′, s′)) := αt(a, s) · αt(a

′, s′).

Moreover, letting HK be the induced reproducible kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) of a kernel K,
it holds that HΣt ⊂ HΘt , see Appendix A.2 for more details.

For the trained policy π∞, let PΘ
n be the space of log linear policies whose i-step preference

belong to H
Θ

(i)
∞
, i = 1, . . . , n, and similarly for PΣ

n and Σ
(i)
∞ .

Corollary 1. Let πt ∈ Pn be parametrized by neural networks. Suppose that θt+1 − θt =
η∇θJn(πt) with η > 0 small enough and that π∞ = limt→∞ πt. Then, it holds that

π∞ = argmax
π∈PΘ

n

Jn(π) = argmax
π∈PΣ

n

Jn(π).

In particular, if π∗ ∈ PΘ
n (equivalently PΣ

n ), then π∞ = π∗.

A direct consequence of Corollary 1 is global convergence of MPG in the NTK regime, see
the forthcoming Remark 1 in Appendix.
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4 Numerical experiments

This section summarizes the performance of the MPG framework. Our current implementa-
tion of the MPG is very simple, without standard RL tricks such as replay buffer, gradient
clipping, etc. Details on the implementation, experimental setups and additional results can
be found in Appendix F.

4.1 Analytical task

We devise an analytical problem (Appendix F.1) with fixed horizon n = 2 to numerically
evaluate the consequences of theorem 2. We consider the preference function represented by
a linear model. In figure 1 we show the errors between the policies obtained using the MPG
algorithm and the optimal policies go to zero.
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(1)

Figure 1: Training and convergence of 5 agents with random initialisation. Convergence of
the 1-step and 2-step policies towards the optimal policies, measured by the L∞-norm.

4.2 Control problems

In this section we present a summary of the performance of the MPG algorithm on two
standard RL problems, comparing its performance to a vanilla PG (VPG) algorithm [38]
using deep neural networks to parametrise the preference function. Details and extended
results can be found in F.2.

Frozen Lake: The Frozen Lake benchmark [9] features a k×k grid composed of cells, holes
and one treasure, and a discrete action space, namely, the agent can move in four directions
(up, down, left, right). The game terminates when the agent reaches the treasure or falls down
holes. In figure 2 (left), we show the number of victories during training for both methods for
the 4× 4 grid. We observe a quicker learning from the MPG, with both methods finding the
optimal policies at the end of training. The learning speed is quite sensitive to the choice of
hyperparameters, so we deem the behaviour of both methods to be similar. Once the agents
have been trained, we play 100 games and observe 90.60% of task completion, with an average
path of 6.49 steps for the VPG, and 100% of task completion with an average path of length
6 (optimal path length) for the MPG.
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Cart Pole: The Cart Pole benchmark is a classical control problem. A pole is attached
by an un-actuated joint to a cart, which moves along a frictionless track. The pole is placed
upright on the cart, and the goal is to balance the pole by moving the cart to the left or
right for some finite horizon time. It features a continuous environment and a discrete action
space. The task is to balance the pole for 100 consecutive timesteps. In figure 2 (right), we
show the cumulative reward during training per game. Once the agents have been trained,
we again test them by playing 100 games. We attained successful task completion for 97.4%
of the games, with an average of 99.76 consecutive timesteps for the MPG and successful task
completion 97.2% of the games, with an average of 99.33 consecutive timesteps for the VPG.
We observe similar performance between the MPG and the VPG during training and testing
phases when the right set of hyperparameters is chosen.
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Figure 2: Performance of 5 agents during training. The solid curve represents the average
and the shaded region the maximum and minimum observed at each game.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we have studied a framework combining fixed-horizon RL and max-entropy RL.
We have introduced the Matryoshka Policy Gradient algorithm in the function approximation
setting, with log-linear parametric policies. We proved that the global optimum of the MPG
objective is unique, and that MPG converges to this global optimum, including for continuous
state and action space. Furthermore, we proved that these results hold true even when the
true optimal policy does not belong to the parametric space (that is when Assumption A1.
does not hold). The limit – globally optimal within the parametric space – corresponds to
the orthogonal projection of the optimal policy onto the parametric space. It is written
as the softmax of orthogonal projections of the optimal preferences onto the RKHSs of the
parametrization, see (11). Finally, letting the horizon tend to infinity, the optimal policy of
MPG retrieves the optimal policy of the standard infinite-horizon max-entropy objective. For
neural policies, we prove that the limit is optimal within the RKHSs of the NTK (equivalently
of the CK) at the end of training, and can be written in terms of orthogonal projections of
optimal preferences onto these RKHSs, yielding criterion for global optimality in terms of the
NTK (equivalently the CK). In particular it establishes the global convergence of neural MPG
in the NTK regime. The MPG framework is intuitive, theoretically sound and it is easy to
implement without standard RL tricks, as we verified in numerical experiments.
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Limitations. The main limitations of our work are the following: (a) we have not studied
the rate of convergence of MPG (typically more assumptions on the environment, the horizon,
are needed), (b) we assumed that the updates were perfect whereas in practice, one uses the
estimate (8), (c) as a theoretical paper, our numerical experiments are rather simple. We
hope to address these limitations in future work, as well a other perspectives such as:

• Additionally to MPG as defined in this paper, we expect to have nice theoretical prop-
erties of variations of MPG that are used for other PG algorithms. E.g. one can think
of natural MPG, actor-critic MPG, path consistency MPG (see [32] for path consistency
learning).

• We motivated the use of MPG with neural softmax policies by some theoretical, prac-
tical, and heuristic arguments; we believe that more can be said on the use of neural
policies with MPG, in particular by studying the spectra of the NTK and the CK of
neural networks along specific geodesics in the parametric space.

• How does the MPG framework compares to the standard max-entropy RL framework
in terms of exploration, adversarial robustness, ...?

13



Appendix

The appendix is organized as follows:

• A: we recall basic properties of softmax policies, then discuss the potential benefits to
using a single neural network for the preferences of all i-step policies. This section ends
with an explanation on how to approximate a kernel with finitely many features.

• B: we state and derive some basic facts on RKHS.

• C: We use concepts from Information Geometry to show that critical points of the MPG
objective correspond to critical points of a Bregman divergence; this fact is useful when
the realizable assumption does not hold to ensure that MPG converges to the unique
global optimum.

• D: we prove the Matryoshka Policy Gradient Theorem (Theorem 1), Proposition 2 that
shows that the infinite horizon optimal policy can approximated arbitrarily well by finite
horizon optimal policies, Theorem 2 and Theorem 3 that shows global convergence of
MPG.

• E: we list and discuss our main assumptions.

• F: we provide more detailed numerical experiments implementing MPG.

A More on the parametrization

A.1 Softmax policy

Softmax policies enjoy the two following properties:

• For all s ∈ S, it holds that

Eπθ
[∇θ log πθ(A|s)] =

∫
A
∇θπθ(da|s) = 0. (12)

• As long as preferences are finite, it holds that πθ(a|s) > 0 for all (a, s) ∈ A× S.

In order to compute the learning rate’s value below which training converge, we use the
following:

Lemma 2. For the softmax policy with linear preferences, it holds that θ 7→ ∇θJn(πθ) is
L-Lipschitz for some L > 0.

We refer to [44] Lemma 3.2 and the discussion after Assumption 3.1 therein for the proof
of this fact in the standard setting; the proof straightforwardly adapts to the non-stationary
policy setting.

A direct consequence of Lemma 2 is that gradient ascent on Jn(πθ) converges as soon as
the learning rate is smaller than 1/L.

14



A.2 Neural networks

Neural Tangent Kernel. For a measurable nonlinearity σ : R→ R, we recursively define
a neural network of depth L ≥ 1, with trainable parameters W ℓ ∈ Rdℓ × Rdℓ+1 as f : x ∈
Rd0 7→ α̃L(x) ∈ RdL , with α0(x) := x and

α̃ℓ+1(x) :=W ℓαℓ(x),

αℓ+1(x) := σ
(
α̃ℓ+1(x)

)
,

where σ is applied element-wise.
Note that the connection between the last hidden layer and the output layer is linear, since

f =WLαL−1. In particular, f belongs to the RKHS of the conjugate kernel (CK) associated
with the neural network, defined as

Σ(x, x′) := αL−1(x) · αL−1(x′).

On the other hand, the training of the neural network is governed by the neural tangent kernel
(NTK), which is defined as

Θ(x, x′) := ∇f(x) · ∇f(x′) =
P∑

p=1

∂θpf(x)∂θpf(x
′),

where θ ∈ RP is the vector of all the trainable parameters of the neural network. It is
important to note that both the CK and the NTK depend on the parameters and as such,
move during training. Moreover, isolating the derivatives with respect to parameters WL of
the last linear layer from the others θ̃, we have that

Θ(x, x′) = αL−1(x)αL−1(x′) +∇
θ̃
f(x)∇

θ̃
f(x′)

= Σ(x, x′) +K(x, x′),

and K is another positive semidefinite kernel. We therefore have that

HΣ ⊂ HΘ, ∀θ ∈ RP . (13)

Remark 1. For infinitely wide neural networks in the NTK regime [24] (a.k.a. lazy regime
[12], kernel regime), the NTK is fixed during training and is strictly positive definite, therefore
convergence to the optimal policy is guaranteed.

Non-stationary policy parametrized by a single neural network. One of the assump-

tions of MPG is that for any i ̸= j, the policies π
(i)

θ(i)
and π

(j)

θ(j)
do not share parameters. Using

one neural network per horizon becomes quickly costly as the maximal horizon increases. In
order to avoid this issue, one can use a single neural network hθ to parametrize all i-step poli-

cies by using i as an input such that π
(i)
θ (a|s) ∝ π(a|s) exp(hθ(a, s, i)/τ). By deviating from

the theory, we nonetheless expect the performance of the model to be enhanced: as i grows
large, the i-step optimal policy gets closer to the i+ 1-step policy. One could also use 1− 1

i
as an input to the network (or any increasing map g : N 7→ [0 , 1] such that i 7→ g(i+1)− g(i)
is decreasing).
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A.3 Kernel methods

Suppose that Θ is a strictly pd kernel with P positive eigenvalues. Recall the linear model
a 7→ hθ(a) = θ · ψ(a), with parameters θ ∈ RP , such that ψ is a feature map associated with
Θ. Then if P = ∞, one can use random features, i.e. sample g1, . . . , gP ′ i.i.d. Gaussian
processes with covariance kernel Θ, then hθ :=

1√
P ′

∑P ′

i=1 θigi. One can thus approximate the

true kernel predictor using a finite number of features, see [25].
Another way to approximate the kernel predictor with finitely many features is to use

the spectral truncated kernel Θ̂ of rank P ′ ∈ N, by cutting off the smallest eigenvalues. If
(ei, λi)i≥1 are the eigenfunction/eigenvalue pairs of Θ ranked in the non-increasing order of
λi, one can use

Θ̂(x, x′) :=
P ′∑
i=1

λiei(x)ei(x
′),

and the predictor hθ :=
∑P ′

i=1 θiei.

B Reproducible kernel Hilbert spaces

In this section, we recall and provide some basic facts on RKHSs that we use throughout
the proofs. Given some RKHS H, we write H⊥ for its orthogonal complement; it is also an
RKHS.

Lemma 3. Let H1,H2 be two RKHSs on A× S,

(i) The intersection H1 ∩H2 is an RKHS.

(ii) For any element f ∈ H1, there exists a unique decomposition f = g• + g⊥ such that
g• ∈ H1 ∩H2 and g⊥ ∈ H1 ∩ (H2)

⊥.

For a probability measure of the form µ(ds)π(da|s) on A × S, where π is a policy, and
for a positive-semidefinite kernel K on A × S, we define the integral operator IK(µ, π) :
L2(µ(ds)π(da|s)) by

IK(f ;µ, π) : (a, s) 7→
∫
A×S

µ(ds′)π(da′|s′)f(a′, s′)K((a, s), (a′, s′)).

Mercer’s Theorem states that if A × S is closed (in a real space), µ(ds)π(da|s) has full
support, and if K is continuous and satisfies

∫
(A×S)2 K((a, s), (a′, s′))2 < ∞, then there ex-

ists eigenfunction/eigenvalue pairs (ei, λi)i≥1 associated with IK(µ, π), ranked in the non-
increasing order of λi ≥ 0 such that

K((a, s), (a′, s′)) =
∑
i≥1

λiei(a, s)ei(a
′, s′).

Moreover, {ei; i ≥ 1} is an orthonormal basis of L2(µ(ds)π(da|s)) and the RKHS HK has
orthonormal basis {

√
λiei;λi > 0} with respect to the RKHS inner product. We refer the

reader to [31] for more details.
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We stress that the notion of orthogonality depends on the measure µ(ds)π(da|s). Hence-
forth, we write H⊥ for the orthogonal space of the RKHS, where this measure is implicit but
given by the context.

In the rest of the current section, we use the notation introduced above and assume that
Mercer’s Theorem applies.

Lemma 4. Let f ∈ L2(µ(ds)π(da|s)). It holds that IK(f ;µ, π)(a, s) = 0 for all a ∈ A, s ∈ S
if and only if f ∈ (HK)⊥.

Proof. We write∫
A×S

µ(ds)π(da|s)f(a, s)IK(f ;µ, π)(a, s)

=

∫
(A×S)2

µ(ds)π(da|s)(a, s)
∫
A×S

µ(ds′)π(da′|s′)f(a, s)f(a′, s′)K((a, s), (a′, s′))

=
∑
i≥1

λi

(∫
A×S

µ(ds)π(da|s)f(a, s)ei(a, s)
)2

,

where we used Mercer’s Theorem to write K((a, s), (a′, s′)) =
∑

i≥1 λiei(a, s)ei(a
′, s′). The

claim follows. ■

Lemma 5. It holds that

K̃((a, s), (a′, s′)) := K((a, s), (a′, s′))−
∫
A
K((b, s), (a′, s′))π(db|s)

−
∫
A
K((a, s), (b′, s′))π(db′|s′) +

∫
A2

K((b, s), (b′, s′))π(db|s)π(db′|s′)

is a positive-semidefinite kernel. Furthermore, any map g ∈ HK ∩ (H
K̃
)⊥ is such that for

every s ∈ S, the map a 7→ g(a, s) is constant.

Proof. Let d := sup{i ≥ 1 : λi > 0} where the λi’s are the eigenvalues of IK . To prove the
first part of the claim, it suffices to show that for all g ∈ L2(µ(ds)π(da|s)), we have∫

(S×A)2
µ(ds)π(da|s)µ(ds′)π(da′|s′)g(a, s)g(a′, s′)K̃((a, s), (a′, s′)) ≥ 0. (14)

To ease the notation, for any maps f, g ∈ L2(µ(ds)π(da|s)) we write

⟨f, g⟩ :=
∫
S×A

µ(ds)π(da|s)f(a, s)g(a, s),

f(s) :=

∫
A
π(da|s)f(a, s).

We now establish (14). Using that K((a, s), (a′, s′)) =
∑

j≤d λjej(a, s)ej(a
′, s′), we get

K̃((a, s), (a′, s′)) =
∑
j≤d

λj(ej(a, s)− ej(s))(ej(a′, s′)− ej(s′)).
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The left-hand side of (14) thus reads as∑
j≤d

λj
(
⟨g, ej⟩2 − 2⟨g, ej⟩⟨g, ej⟩+ ⟨g, ej⟩2

)
=
∑
j≤d

λj
(
α2
j − 2αj⟨g, ej⟩+ ⟨g, ej⟩2

)
=
∑
j≤d

λj (αj − ⟨g, ej⟩)2 .

The right-hand side above being clearly non-negative, this shows that K̃ is positive-semidefinite.
We now turn our attention to the last part of the claim. Suppose that g ∈ HK ∩ (H

K̃
)⊥,

so that we can write g =
∑

j≤d αjej , with αj = ⟨g, ej⟩. Moreover, by Lemma 4, we have an
equality in (14), and we get ∑

j≤d

λj(⟨g, ej⟩ − ⟨g, ej⟩)2 = 0.

We thus necessarily have ⟨g, ej⟩ = ⟨g, ej⟩ for all j ≤ d. In particular,

⟨g, g⟩ =
∑
j≤d

α2
j =

∑
j≤d

αj⟨g, ej⟩ = ⟨g, g⟩.

On the other hand, Cauchy-Schwarz Inequality shows that if s 7→ g(a, s) is not constant in a
for all s, then

⟨g, g⟩ =
∫
S
µ(ds)

∫
A
π(da|s)g(a, s)2

>

∫
S
µ(ds)

(∫
A
π(da|s)|g(a, s)|

)2

≥ ⟨g, g⟩.

This is a contradiction and thus implies that g must be constant in a. ■

C Information Geometry

The goal of this section is to show that a Pythagorean identity that is used in the forthcoming
proof of Theorem 3. We use it in the case of a 1-step policy, and for a fixed state distribution
with full support, that we denote by ν in this section. Without loss of generality, we also
assume to ease the notation that τ = 1.

Consider the parametric space of preferences HΘ := {hθ =
∑d

k=1 θkψk; θ ∈ Rd}, where
ψ is the feature map of a positive definite kernel Θ that we assume to be continuous and
bounded. The space HΘ is the RKHS associated with Θ. Fix ϑ ∈ Rd and let πϑ be the 1-step
policy induced by the preference hϑ (with baseline policy π as usual).

Let φk = ψk if k ≤ d, and otherwise define φk such that {φk; k ≥ d+1} is an orthonormal
basis of (HΘ)

⊥, the orthogonal complement of HΘ in L2(ν(ds)πϑ(da|s)). For any d′, let

Fd′ := {h =
∑d′

k=1 θkφk}. We denote by P(d′) the set of policies whose preferences belong to
Fd′ .
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The map

F : θ 7→
∫
S
ν(ds) log

∫
A
π(da|s)ehθ(a,s)

Rd′ → R

is strictly convex on P(d). Indeed, it is straightforward to compute

∂θiF (θ) =

∫
S
ν(ds)

∫
A
πθ(da|s)φi(a, s),

and then

∇θ∇θF (θ) =

(∫
S
ν(ds)

∫
A
πθ(da|s)φj(a, s)(φj(a, s)− Eπθ

[φj(A, s)])

)
i,j≤d′

=

∫
S
ν(ds)Varπθ

[φ(A, s)] ,

where Varπθ
[φ(A, s)] is the covariance matrix of φ(A, s) for A ∼ πθ(·|s). In particular, it is

positive definite for all s, which implies that ∇θ∇θF is positive definite, and then that F is
strictly convex.

As a strictly convex map, F induces a Bregman divergence on P(d′), given in terms of
the coordinate system θ ∈ Rd′ by

DF (θ, θ
′) : = F (θ)− F (θ′)−∇F (θ′) · (θ − θ′)

=

∫
S
ν(ds)DKL(πθ′ ||πθ)(s).

More generally, DF (π, π
′) :=

∫
S ν(ds)DKL(π

′||π)(s) is well defined for any policies π, π′ ∈ P.
One can define a dual coordinate system ξ(θ) := ∇F (θ), and the manifold P(d′) is said to
be dually flat, as each coordinate system induces a notion of flatness.

Recall that ϑ ∈ Rd is fixed and let Q̂ ∈ L2(ν(ds)πϑ(da|s)), with π̂ the induced policy. In
particular, we can write Q̂ =

∑∞
k=1 θ̂kφk. For all d

′ ≥ 1, let π̂d′ ∈P(d′) be the policy induced

by ĥd′ :=
∑d′

k=1 θ̂kφk ∈ Fd′ . Note that P(d) is a flat submanifold of P(d′). In particular, by
Theorem 1.5 in [3] p.27, we have that

π̂d
′

d := argminπθ∈P(d)DF (π̂d′ , πθ)

is unique, and moreover,

DF (π̂d′ , πϑ) = DF (π̂d′ , π̂
d′
d ) +DF (π̂

d′
d , πϑ).

We now extend this identity to the infinite dimensional case, that is, with π̂ in place of π̂d′ .
Firstly, it is clear that π̂d′ → π̂ as d′ →∞. SinceDF is continuous, the Maximum Theorem

(see p.116 of [5]) entails that

π∞d := lim
d′→∞

π̂d
′

d = argminπθ∈P(d)DF (π̂, πθ),

and then

DF (π̂, πϑ) = DF (π̂, π̂
∞
d ) +DF (π̂

∞
d , πϑ).

(Alternatively, one can show the above as Equation (4) in [18])
From the above equation we easily deduce the following Lemma:
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Lemma 6. With the notation introduced above, the vector ϑ ∈ Rd is a critical point of
θ 7→ DF (π̂, πθ) if and only if it is a critical point of θ 7→ DF (π̂

∞
d , πθ).

D Proofs

D.1 Matryoshka Policy Gradient Theorem

Proof of Theorem 1. Let m
(i)
π denote the law of Sn−i, that is, the (n− i)-th visited state

under π. The distribution of the sequence S0, A0, . . . , An−i−1, Sn−i is not influenced by the
parameters θ(i), thus we can write

∇θ(i)Jn(πt) =

∫
S
∇θ(i)V

(n)
πt

(s)ν0(ds)

= ∇θ(i)

(
Eπt

[ n−i−1∑
ℓ=0

Rℓ − τ log
π
(n−ℓ)
t

π
(Aℓ|Sℓ)

]

+ E
Sn−i∼m

(i)
πt

[
Eπt

[ n∑
ℓ=n−i

Rℓ − τ log
π
(n−ℓ)
t

π
(Aℓ|Sℓ)

∣∣∣Sn−i

]])
= 0 + E

Sn−i∼m
(i)
πt

[
∇θ(i)V

(i)
πt

(Sn−i)

]
,

where we have used the Markov property. We then have that

∇θ(i)V
(i)
πt

(Sn−i) = ∇θ(i)ETn,i(πt)

[ n∑
ℓ=n−i

Rℓ − τ log
π
(n−ℓ)
t

π
(Aℓ|Sℓ)

∣∣∣∣Sn−i

]

= ETn,i(πt)

[( n∑
ℓ=n−i

(
Rℓ − τ log

π
(n−ℓ)
t

π
(Aℓ|Sℓ)

)
− τ
)
∇ log π

(i)
t (An−i|Sn−i)

∣∣∣Sn−i

]

= ETn,i(πt)

[ n∑
ℓ=n−i

(
Rℓ − τ log

π
(n−ℓ)
t

π
(Aℓ|Sℓ)

)
∇ log π

(i)
t (An−i|Sn−i)

∣∣∣Sn−i

]
,

where we have used (12) to get rid of τ .
Recalling the MPG update (8), we thus have proved that E[θt+1 − θt] = η∇θJn(πt); the

convergence follows from Lemma 2. ■

D.2 On the optimal policy

Proof of Lemma 1. By definition, we write

V
(n)
∗ (s) = τ

∫
A
π
(n)
∗ (da|s)

(
Q

(n)
∗ (a, s)− τ log π

(n)
∗
π

(a|s)

)

= τ logEπ

[
exp(Q

(n)
∗ (A, s)/τ)

] ∫
A
π(da|s)

exp
(
Q

(n)
∗ (a, s)/τ

)
Eπ

[
exp

(
Q

(n)
∗ (A, s)/τ

)]
= τ logEπ

[
exp

(
Q

(n)
∗ (A, s)/τ

)]
,
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as claimed, which concludes the proof. ■

Proof of Proposition 2. (i) Let π ∈ P be any standard policy, and let πn = (π, . . . , π) ∈
Pn. By definition of the standard infinite-horizon discounted objective J∞, using the domi-
nated convergence theorem (rewards are bounded), we have that Jn(πn)→ J∞(π). In partic-

ular, we get that π
(n)
∗,n achieves a performance arbitrarily close to that of π∗,∞ in the infinite

horizon discounted setting, and since the optimal policy of J∞ is unique (Lebesgue almost

everywhere), we deduce that π
(n)
∗,n → π∗,∞ as n→∞.

(ii) Suppose that J1(π∗,1) > J1(Tn,1(π∗,n)), that is∫
S
V (1)
π∗,1(s)ν0(ds) >

∫
S
V (1)
π∗,n(s)ν0(ds).

In particular, the set S̃ ⊂ S such that s ∈ S̃ if and only if V
(1)
π∗,1(s) > V

(1)
π∗,n(s) is non-empty

and has a positive Lebesgue measure. Furthermore, by optimality, s ∈ S \ S̃ if and only if

V
(1)
π∗,1(s) = V

(1)
π∗,n(s). Let π̃∗,n ∈ Pn be identical to π∗,n except for the 1-step policy where

π
(1)
∗,n is replaced by π∗,1. Then, the recursive structure of the value function (1) entails that
Jn(π̃∗,n) > Jn(π∗,n) (we implicitly use that the MDP preserves the absolute continuity of its
state’s law), which is a contradiction. Therefore, Tn,1(π∗,n) = π∗,1.

Then, by induction and using the recursive structure of the value function, the same
argument shows that Tn,m(π∗,n) = π∗,m for allm = 2, . . . , n−1, which concludes the proof. ■

D.3 Global optimality of MPG: realizable case

Lemma 7. For all n ≥ 1, all π ∈ Pn and all s ∈ S, it holds that

V (n)
π (s)− V (n)

∗ (s) = −Eπ

[
n−1∑
i=0

DKL(π
(n−i)||π(n−i)

∗ )(Si)

∣∣∣∣∣S0 = s

]
.

Proof. Recall (1) and write

V (n)
π (s) =

∫
A
π(n)(da|s)

(
r(a, s)− τ log π

(n)

π
(a|s) +

∫
S
p(s, a,ds′)V (n−1)

π (s′)

)
=

∫
A
π(n)(da|s)

(
V

(n)
∗ (s)− τ log π

(n)

π∗
(a|s) +

∫
S
p(s, a,ds′)(V (n−1)

π (s′)− V (n−1)
∗ (s′))

)
,

where we plugged in the expression of the optimal policy (5). We can rewrite the above as

V (n)
π (s)− V (n)

∗ (s) = −DKL(π
(n)||π(n)∗ ) + E

[
V (n−1)
π (S1)− V (n−1)

∗ (S1)
∣∣∣S0 = s

]
.

The claim follows by induction. ■

Proof of Proposition 1. The Kullback-Leibler divergence being non-negative, it is readily

seen that for all s ∈ S, the maximal value of π 7→ V
(n)
π (s) is obtained for π = π∗. It is

then immediate that π∗ is the unique optimal policy (Lebesgue-almost everywhere) for the
objective Jn given in (4). ■
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Lemma 8. Let t ∈ N and m ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Suppose that π
(k)
t = π

(k)
∗ for all k = 1, . . . ,m− 1.

For all a ∈ A and s ∈ S, it holds that

log π
(m)
t+1(a|s)− log π

(m)
t (a|s)

= −ητ
∫
S
m(m)

πt
(ds′)

∫
A
π
(m)
t (da′|s′)

(
log

π
(m)
t

π
(m)
∗

(a′|s′)−DKL(π
(m)
t ||π(m)

∗ )(s′)

)
×
(
Θ(m)((a, s), (a′, s′))− E

π
(m)
t

[Θ(m)((A, s), (a′, s′))]
)
+ o (ηC(θt)) ,

where m
(m)
πt is the law of Sn−m under policy πt and the constant C(θt) does not depend on η.

Proof. The gradient of the policy reads as

∇θπ
(m)
t (a|s) = 1

τ
π
(m)
t (a|s)

∫
A

(
δa,da′ − π

(m)
t (da′|s)

)
∇θh

(m)
t (a, s). (15)

Let (a, s) ∈ A× S. Using (8) and a first order Taylor approximation, we write

log π
(m)
t+1(a|s)− log π

(m)
t (a|s) = (θ

(m)
t+1 − θ

(m)
t ) · ∇θπ

(m)
t (a|s)

π
(m)
t (a|s)

+ o (ηC(θt))

=
η

τ2
Eπt

[
Cm

∫
A×A

(
δa,da′ − π

(m)
t (da′|s)

)
×
(
δAn−m,da′′ − π

(m)
t (da′′|Sn−m)

)
Θ(m)((a′, s), (a′′, Sn−m))

]
+ o (ηC(θt)) . (16)

We focus on the expectation. It is equal to

Eπt

[
Cm

(
Θ(m)((a, s), (An−m, Sn−m))− EA

[
Θ(m)((A, s), (An−m, Sn−m))

]
− EA

[
Θ(m)((a, s), (A′, Sn−m))

]
+ EA,A′

[
Θ(m)((A, s), (A′, Sn−m))

])]
,

where A,A′ have respective laws π
(m)
t (·|s) and π

(m)
t (·|Sn−m) and are mutually independent

of all other variables (conditionally given Sn−m for A′). Using the trick E[X(Y − E[Y ])] =
E[(X − E[X])Y ], we obtain

Eπt

[
(Cm − E [Cm|Sn−m])

(
Θ(m)((a, s), (An−m, Sn−m))− EA

[
Θ(m)((A, s), (An−m, Sn−m))

] )]
.

(17)

We write

E [Cm|Sn−m] = E

[
n∑

ℓ=n−m

(
Rℓ − τ log

π
(n−ℓ)
t

π
(Aℓ|Sℓ)

)∣∣∣∣Sn−m

]
= V (m)

πt
(Sn−m)

= V
(m)
∗ (Sn−m)−DKL(π

(m)
t ||π(m)

∗ )(Sn−m),
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where we used Lemma 7 and the fact that π
(i)
t = π

(i)
∗ for all i = 1, . . . ,m − 1. Similarly and

using the expression (5) of the optimal policy, we have

E[Cm|Sn−m, An−m] = Rn−m − τ log
π
(m)
t

π
(An−m|Sn−m) + E

[
V (m−1)
πt

(Sn−m)
∣∣∣Sn−m, An−m

]
= E

[
V (m−1)
πt

(Sn−m+1)− V (m−1)
∗ (Sn−m+1)

∣∣∣Sn−m, An−m

]
− τ log π

(m)
t

π
(m)
∗

(An−m|Sn−m) + V
(m)
∗ (Sn−m)

= −τ log π
(m)
t

π
(m)
∗

(An−m|Sn−m) + V
(m)
∗ (Sn−m).

Hence, the expression in (17) becomes

τEπt

[(
DKL(π

(m)
t ||π(m)

∗ )(An−m|Sn−m)− log
π
(m)
t

π
(m)
∗

(An−m|Sn−m)

)(
Θ(m)((a, s), (An−m, Sn−m))

− EA

[
Θ(m)((A, s), (An−m, Sn−m))

] )]
,

which corresponds to the first order term in right-hand side of the equation in the Lemma.
Coming back to (16), this concludes the proof. ■

Proof of Theorem 2. We reason by induction. Let m ≤ n, suppose that π
(i)
t ≡ π

(i)
∗ for all

i = 1, . . . ,m − 1, and that π
(i)
t = π

(i)
∞ for all i = m, . . . , n. In particular, we are at a critical

point (θ
(1)
t , . . . , θ

(n)
t ) of (θ(1), . . . , θ(n)) 7→ Jn(πθ). Let a ∈ A, s ∈ S. By Lemma 8, we have

that

0 = log π
(m)
t+1(a|s)− log π

(m)
t (a|s)

= −ητ
∫
A×S

m(m)
πt

(ds′)π
(m)
t (da′|s′)

(
log

π
(m)
t

π
(m)
∗

(a′|s′)−DKL(π
(m)
t ||π(m)

∗ )(s′)

)

×
(
Θ(m)((a, s), (a′, s′))− E

π
(m)
t

[Θ(m)((A, s), (a′, s′))]

)
+ o (ηC(θt)) ,

Since the above must be true for all η > 0, we deduce that∫
A×S

m(m)
πt

(ds′)π
(m)
t (da′|s′)

(
log

π
(m)
t

π
(m)
∗

(a′|s′)−DKL(π
(m)
t ||π(m)

∗ )(s′)

)

×
(
Θ(m)((a, s), (a′, s′))− E

π
(m)
t

[Θ(m)((A, s), (a′, s′))]

)
= 0. (18)

Let Θ̃(m) be the positive-semidefinite kernel constructed from Θ(m) and π
(m)
t as in Lemma 5.

One can easily check that

log
π
(m)
t

π
(m)
∗

(a|s)−DKL(π
(m)
t ||π(m)

∗ ) = h
(m)
t (a, s)−Q(m)

∗ (a, s)− E
π
(m)
t

[
h
(m)
t (A, s)−Q(m)

∗ (A, s)
]
.
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In particular, using the trick E[X(Y − E[Y ])] = E[(X − E[X])Y ], we can rewrite (18) as∫
A×S

m(m)
πt

(ds′)π
(m)
t (da′|s′)

(
h
(m)
t (a′, s′)−Q(m)

∗ (a′, s′)
)
Θ̃(m)((a, s), (a′, s′)) = 0. (19)

Since the above is true for all (a, s) ∈ A×S, we see by Lemma 4 that h
(m)
t −Q(m)

∗ ∈ (H
Θ̃(m))

⊥,

that is the orthogonal complement of H
Θ̃(m) in L2(m

(m)
πt (ds′)π

(m)
t (da′|s′)). By Assumption

A1., we get h
(m)
t −Q(m)

∗ ∈ HΘ(m) ∩(HΘ̃(m))
⊥, and Lemma 5 entails that for all s ∈ S, the map

a 7→ h
(m)
t (a, s)−Q∗(a, s) is constant. This implies in turn that π

(m)
t = π

(m)
∗ , which concludes

the proof.
■

D.4 Global optimality of MPG: non-realizable case

In order to extend the global optimality from the case where π∗ belongs to the parametric
space Pn to the case where π∗ is outside of Pn, we use tools from information geometry and
apply the strategy outlined in Section 3.4.

We use the following notation in the proof: the set of parametric 1-step policies whose
preference hθ belongs to HΘ(i) is denoted by P(i).

Proof of Theorem 3. Let ϑ ∈ RP be a critical point of θ 7→ Jn(πθ). Consider a fixed

i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Recall that Q
(i)
πϑ(a, s) = r(a, s) +

∫
S p(s, a,ds

′)V
(i−1)
πϑ (s′), which does not

depend on π
(j)
ϑ , j ≥ i. Let π̂(i) be the policy with preference Q

(i)
πϑ . Note that Q

(i)
πϑ does

not necessarily belong to HΘ(i) , hence we do not make the dependence on ϑ (which is fixed)
explicit in π̂(i). This is the optimal policy given that the shorter j-step policies, j < i, are
fixed. Indeed, we always have that

Ĵ (i)(π(i), ϑ) :=

∫
S
m(i)

πϑ
(ds)

(
Eπ(i) [Q(i)

πϑ
(A, s)]− τDKL(π

(i)||π)(s)
)

= τ

∫
S
m(i)

πϑ
(ds)

(
log

(∫
A
π(da|s)eQ

(i)
πϑ

(a,s)/τ

)
−DKL(π

(i)||π̂(i))(s)
)
.

The first term of the right-hand side depends on π
(j)
ϑ through Q

(i)
πϑ for j < i, whereas it

depends on π
(j)
ϑ through m

(i)
πϑ for j > i, but it does not depend on π

(i)
ϑ . Therefore, we see that

π̂(i) = argmaxπ(i)∈P1
Ĵ (i)(π(i), ϑ). Define

π
(i)
θ∗

= argmin
π
(i)
θ ∈P(i)

D(i)(π̂(i), π
(i)
θ ) := argmin

π
(i)
θ ∈P(i)

∫
S
m(i)

πϑ
(ds)DKL(π

(i)
θ ||π̂

(i))(s).

It turns out that the map D(i) defined above is a Bregman divergence on P. Using the fact
that ϑ is a critical point combined with Lemma 6, we have that

0 = ∇θ(i)Jn(πϑ) = −∇θ(i)D(π
(i)
ϑ , π

(i)
θ∗
).

We stress once more that π
(i)
θ∗

only depends on π̂(i)), which in turn only depends on π
(1)
ϑ , . . . , π

(i−1)
ϑ

through Q
(i)
πϑ and on π

(i+1)
ϑ , . . . , π

(n)
ϑ through m

(i)
πϑ . Therefore, the equation above corresponds
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to the gradient of the objective of 1-step MPG with optimal policy π
(i)
θ∗
. This observation

brings us back to the realizable case, for which Theorem 2 applies. This implies that neces-

sarily, π
(i)
ϑ = π

(i)
θ∗
. In particular, this shows the uniqueness of the argmin.

The above argument proves that if ϑ ∈ RP is a critical point, then

Jn(πϑ) = max
θ(i)∈RPi

Jn(π
(1)
ϑ , . . . , π

(i)

θ(i)
, . . . , π

(n)

ϑ(n)).

Since this is true for every i = 1, . . . , n and since maxima can be taken in any order, we have
that

Jn(πϑ) = max
θ∈RP

Jn(πθ)

We have thus proved that any critical point is a global maximum of the objective, concluding
the proof. ■

Proof of Proposition 3. Suppose that θt = (θ
(1)
t , . . . , θ

(n)
t ) satisfies the projectional consis-

tency property (11). We thus have that h
(1)
t −Q

(1)
∗ ∈ (HΘ(1))⊥, the orthogonal space of HΘ(1)

in L2(m(1)(ds)π
(1)
t (da)). In particular, using Lemma 4, one can show that Equation (19) is

satisfied, entailing that ∇θ(1)Jn(πθ) = 0. The same reasoning applies for all steps i = 1, . . . , n,
showing that θt is a critical point, and therefore, the unique global optimum by Theorem 3.
This concludes the proof. ■

E Assumptions

We say that the MDP is irreducible if and only if

∀s, s′ ∈ S, ∀ϵ > 0, ∃k ∈ N, ∃a0, . . . , ak−1 :∫
B(s,ϵ)

ds0

∫
S
ds1 · · ·

∫
S
dsk−1

∫
B(s′,ϵ)

dsk

k−1∏
m=0

p(sm, am, sm+1) > 0, (20)

where B(s, ϵ) denotes the ball {s̃ ∈ S : ||s − s̃|| < ϵ}. In words, this means that any
neighborhood of any state is reachable from any neighborhood of any state.

We now list the assumptions and briefly mention their roles in this work:

• The initial state distribution ν0 has full support on S: it is not restrictive, as its role
is to ensure that the optimal policies for all horizons visit (Lebesgue almost all) the
whole state space, thus avoiding considerations about reachable states. In particular,
the optimal policy π∗ does not depend on ν0 as long as its support is full.

• Continuous closed A,S: to apply Mercer’s Theorem.

• Continuous and bounded kernels Θ(i): to apply Mercer’s Theorem

• Continuous reward and transition functions: imply measurability of the variables gen-
erated by the MDP, ensure Lebesgue integrability and avoid pathological cases.

• The MDP is irreducible: avoid technicalities.
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• Rewards are bounded: ensures that value functions are well defined.

• The temperature τ is the same for all steps: it is unnecessary, as one could regularize the
objectives according to the number of remaining steps. That is, π(i) could be regularized
with τi for all i = 1, . . . , n with τi ̸= τj if i ̸= j, and the theory would still be valid.

F Numerical experiments

We apply MPG on a number of case studies. The MPG is implemented as in algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 MPG implementation

for t = 1, ... , horizon do
generate trajectory {(si, si+1, ai, ri)}n−1

i=0 from πt
for i = 1, · · · , n do
πt+1 ← update policy as in (8)

end for
decay τ, η

end for

F.1 Analytical task

Set-up: We consider a state-space consisting of S = {0, 1, 2, 3, 4}, an action space A =
{1, 2}. At each state s, the agent performs action a, taking the agent to the next state (s+a)
mod 5.

We define an orthonormal basis (in ℓ2(A×S)) of the space of functions {f : A×S → R :
f(1, s)+ f(2, s) = 0, ∀s ∈ S}. Note that one can always recenter any map g on A×S so that
g(1, s) + g(2, s) = 0, without changing the policy obtained as the softmax of g, in particular,
any policy can be written as the softmax of such a function. The basis is defined as

e1 =
√
6


1 −1
0 0
1 −1
0 0
1 −1

 , e2 =
√
4


0 0
1 −1
0 0
1 −1
0 0

 , e3 =
√
4


0 0
1 −1
0 0
−1 1
0 0

 ,

e4 =
√
8


−2 2
0 0
1 −1
0 0
1 −1

 , e5 =
√
4


0 0
0 0
1 −1
0 0
−1 1

 .

Recall that Q
(1)
∗ (a, s) = r(a, s), which can be represented by

Q
(1)
∗ (a, s) =

5∑
j=1

θ∗j ej(a, s),

where αj ∈ R.
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Experiments:

1. Obtaining the first two step policies with Assumption A1.:

Setup:

• θ0 randomly initialised with i.i.d. centered Gaussian;

• θ∗ = (0, 0.1,−0.15, 0.05,−0.1);
• Initial learning rate η0 = 0.0001, terminal learning rate ηT = 1e − 1 such that
ηt+1 = η0 (ηT /η0)

t/ngames ;

• Number of training games ngames = 5000

• τ = 1.0

• Ideal gradient update

We obtain the results reported in Figure 1. Namely, using the full basis {ei; i = 1, . . . , 5}
for the parametric model, we are able to find the 1-step and 2-step policies which
maximize the objective J , and converge towards the optimal 1-step and 2-step policies.

2. Obtaining optimal policies without Assumption A1.: We performed the same ex-

periment using an incomplete basis, that cannot express Q
(1)
∗ nor Q

(2)
∗ . Namely, we

used {ei; i = 1, . . . , 4} for both the 1-step and the 2-step policies, and similarly with
{ei; i = 1, . . . , 3}. In this case, we check that the limit is the only policy satisfying the
projectional consistency property within the parametric policy space, see Figure 3.

Figure 3: Convergence in ℓ∞-norm of 5 agents with random initialisation. Left: conver-
gence of the policies parametrised with {ei; i = 1, . . . , 4}. Right: convergence of the policies
parametrised with {ei; i = 1, . . . , 3}.

F.2 Control problems

For these problems, we use exponential decays for temperature τ and learning rate η, with
prescribed terminal temperature τT and learning rate ηT . For example, for τ the decay rate

is computed as dτ =
(
τT
τ0

)1/ngames
.
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Frozen lake The FrozenLake benchmark [9] is a k×k grid composed of cells, holes and one
treasure. It features a discrete action space, namely, the agent can move in four directions (up,
down, left, right). The episode terminates when the agent reaches the treasure or falls into a
hole. We consider a k = 4 for the numerical experiments. It is well-known that reshaping the
reward function can change the performance of the algorithm. The original reward function
does not discriminate between losing the game (falling into a hole), not moving and moving, so
we will use a reshaped reward function: losing the game (−1), moving against a wall (−0.1),
moving (+0.01) and reaching the treasure (+10.0).

For k = 4, the optimal number of steps is 6. We train sets of 5 agents on 1000 episodes.
Then, the trained agents play 100 games. For the MPG, we define a terminal τT = 0.03
and terminal learning rate ηT = 3 × 10−6, vary the initial learning rates η, temperatures τ
and horizon to see the impact of these on the success of the agents. Similarly, for the VPG,
we define a terminal τT = 0.03 and terminal learning rate ηT = 3 × 10−6. A summary of
the results for horizons n = 10, 15 is given in table 1, showing that the policies obtained are
optimal or very close to optimal. The column Failed to train denotes the policies that failed
to converge (out of 5).

F.3 Cart Pole

The Cart Pole benchmark is a classical control problem. A pole is attached by an un-actuated
joint to a cart, which moves along a frictionless track. The pole is placed upright on the cart,
and the goal is to balance the pole by moving the cart to the left or right for some finite
horizon time. It features a continuous environment and a discrete action space. The original
reward function gives a +1 reward for each time that the pole stays upright, and the task
finishes if the cart leaves the domain or if the pole is far enough from being upright. We
reshape the reward function to give a penalty (−10) if the task is unsuccessful (i.e. the pole
falls before reaching the target horizon).

We set the terminal τ = 0.01 and terminal learning rate η = 5 × 10−8. We train sets of
5 agents on 2000 episodes. Then, we play 100 games with the trained agents and record the
performance of the policies, as shown on table 2.

In practice, in order to achieve a more robust implementation, one could consider various
stabilisation techniques such as gradient clipping to avoid updates which are too large or usage
of off-policy updates, for example, through the use of a replay buffer. Other improvements to
the training strategy can be adopted, such as: adaptive techniques to choose τ and η during
training can be considered, beyond the chosen continuous decay, batched trajectory updates,
etc.
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MPG

τ0, η0 Success (%) Average steps failed

Horizon = 10

0.15, 0.001 40.00 5.00 3
0.15, 0.0005 40.00 6.00 3
0.15, 0.0001 80.00 6.01 1
0.15, 5× 10−5 39.80 5.37 3
0.2, 0.001 20.00 6.00 4
0.2, 0.0005 20.00 4.50 4
0.2, 0.0001 40.00 5.00 3
0.2, 5× 10−5 60.00 6.50 1
0.3, 0.001 40.00 4.25 3
0.3, 0.0005 51.60 6.14 2
0.3, 0.0001 54.20 6.19 2
0.3, 5× 10−5 0.00 - 5
0.35, 0.001 100.00 6.00 0
0.35, 0.0005 56.20 5.59 2
0.35, 0.0001 38.80 6.77 3
0.35, 5× 10−5 38.80 5.35 3
0.4, 0.001 80.00 5.60 1
0.4, 0.0005 80.00 6.30 1
0.4, 0.0001 38.80 5.00 3
0.4, 5× 10−5 39.80 5.54 3

Horizon = 15

0.15, 0.001 40.00 4.19 3
0.15, 0.0005 60.00 5.25 2
0.15, 0.0001 60.00 5.25 2
0.15, 5× 10−5 79.80 5.81 1
0.2, 0.001 60.00 4.60 2
0.2, 0.0005 75.00 5.25 1
0.2, 0.0001 98.60 6.38 0
0.2, 5× 10−5 79.80 5.43 1
0.3, 0.001 60.00 4.92 2
0.3, 0.0005 80.00 5.45 1
0.3, 0.0001 60.00 5.66 2
0.3, 5× 10−5 79.60 6.15 1
0.35, 0.001 77.00 6.12 0
0.35, 0.0005 100.00 6.00 0
0.35, 0.0001 79.40 5.55 1
0.35, 5× 10−5 59.80 5.35 2
0.4, 0.001 100.00 6.00 0
0.4, 0.0005 80.00 5.60 1
0.4, 0.0001 100.00 6.15 0
0.4, 5× 10−5 63.80 6.50 1

VPG

τ0, η0 Success (%) Average steps failed

Horizon = 10

0.15, 0.001 19.80 6.31 4
0.15, 0.0005 20.00 6.00 4
0.15, 0.0001 20.00 6.01 4
0.15, 5× 10−5 38.40 6.14 3
0.2, 0.001 0.00 - 5
0.2, 0.0005 20.00 6.00 4
0.2, 0.0001 0.00 - 5
0.2, 5× 10−5 0.00 - 5
0.3, 0.001 40.00 6.00 3
0.3, 0.0005 20.00 6.04 4
0.3, 0.0001 20.60 6.93 3
0.3, 5× 10−5 7.60 7.00 4
0.35, 0.001 60.00 6.03 2
0.35, 0.0005 20.00 6.02 4
0.35, 0.0001 1.20 9.33 2
0.35, 5× 10−5 11.20 6.16 4
0.4, 0.001 58.60 6.17 2
0.4, 0.0005 100.00 6.06 0
0.4, 0.0001 12.20 6.75 4
0.4, 5× 10−5 0.20 9.00 4

Horizon = 15

0.2, 0.001 20.00 6.00 4
0.2, 0.0005 60.00 6.00 2
0.2, 0.0001 36.80 6.40 3
0.2, 5× 10−5 37.00 6.50 3
0.25, 0.001 0.00 - 5
0.25, 0.0005 79.80 6.00 1
0.25, 0.0001 57.60 6.61 2
0.25, 5× 10−5 36.40 7.01 3
0.3, 0.001 0.00 - 5
0.3, 0.0005 40.00 6.55 3
0.3, 0.0001 40.60 8.80 1
0.3, 5× 10−5 18.20 10.35 3
0.35, 0.001 40.00 6.00 3
0.35, 0.0005 30.40 6.97 3
0.35, 0.0001 29.00 8.25 2
0.35, 5× 10−5 41.20 8.71 2
0.4, 0.001 54.60 6.91 1
0.4, 0.0005 20.00 6.01 4
0.4, 0.0001 55.20 7.10 1
0.4, 5× 10−5 15.40 7.90 4

Table 1: Performance of trained agents on the Frozen Lake task on 4 × 4 grid, for horizons
n = 10, 15.
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MPG

τ0, η0 Success (%) Average steps failed

0.1, 0.0001 35.80 65.62 0
0.1, 1× 10−5 95.40 98.93 0
0.15, 0.0001 77.40 91.65 0
0.15, 1× 10−5 97.40 99.76 0
0.2, 0.0001 86.20 97.66 0
0.2, 1× 10−5 72.40 89.13 0

VPG

τ0, η0 Success (%) Average steps failed

0.1, 0.0001 23.00 42.33 0
0.1, 1× 10−5 97.20 99.33 0
0.15, 0.0001 31.80 53.44 0
0.15, 1× 10−5 82.40 94.57 0
0.2, 0.0001 49.00 61.86 0
0.2, 1× 10−5 83.00 94.82 0

Table 2: Performance of trained agents on the CartPole task, for horizon n = 100.
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