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Abstract. Policy-based algorithms are among the most widely adopted
techniques in model-free RL, thanks to their strong theoretical ground-
ings and good properties in continuous action spaces. Unfortunately,
these methods require precise and problem-specific hyperparameter tun-
ing to achieve good performance, and tend to struggle when asked to
accomplish a series of heterogeneous tasks. In particular, the selection
of the step size has a crucial impact on their ability to learn a highly
performing policy, affecting the speed and the stability of the training
process, and often being the main culprit for poor results. In this paper,
we tackle these issues with a Meta Reinforcement Learning approach, by
introducing a new formulation, known as meta-MDP, that can be used
to solve any hyperparameter selection problem in RL with contextual
processes. After providing a theoretical Lipschitz bound to the difference
of performance in different tasks, we adopt the proposed framework to
train a batch RL algorithm to dynamically recommend the most ade-
quate step size for different policies and tasks. In conclusion, we present
an experimental campaign to show the advantages of selecting an adap-
tive learning rate in heterogeneous environments.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement Learning (RL, [52]) is a field of Machine Learning aimed at build-
ing agents capable of learning a behavior that maximizes the amount of reward
collected while interacting with an environment. Typically, this interaction is
modeled as a Markov Decision Process (MDP, [41]), where all trajectories share
the same transition probability and reward function. Nevertheless, in many real-
world scenarios, there may be exogenous variables that can affect the whole
dynamics; one might think for example of a car race, where the road tempera-
ture or the tire choice may require different strategies. One of the most success-
ful streams of model-free RL applications adopts policy-based algorithms, which
provide solid theoretical groundings and good empirical properties in continuous-
action spaces. Unfortunately, these methods require precise and problem-specific
hyperparameter tuning to achieve good performance, causing them to struggle
when applied to a series of heterogeneous tasks. The fundamental parameter to
tune is the step size, which has a crucial impact on the ability to learn a per-
forming policy, affecting the speed and the stability of the training process, and
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often being the main culprit for poor results. Similarly, widely used optimizers
(e.g. Adam [27] and RMSProp [54]) and learning rate schedules have a narrow
window of effective hyperparameters [20]. In this work, we consider the specific
problem of learning how to dynamically select the best step size for each policy
in case the MDP process might differ due to exogenous variables, here denoted
as “tasks” or “contexts”. This framework is accurately described by the definition
of a Contextual Markov Decision Process (CMDP) introduced in [19] (Section
3).

Our first original contribution is the formalization of the Meta-RL problem,
which we denoted as meta-MDP (Section 4). This general framework allows to
solve a set of RL tasks, grouped as a CMDP. We discuss the main elements of the
model, such as the objective function, which is performance learning, and the
meta action, consisting of the hyperparameter selection for a policy update. In
this framework, we then add an assumption of Lipschitz continuity of the meta-
MDPs, in which trajectories sampled from similar contexts are similar. This is
a reasonable assumption for real-world problems, where a small change in the
settings slightly changes the effects on the dynamics of the environment. Under
such conditions, it is possible to derive some guarantees on the Lipschitz con-
tinuity of the expected return and of its gradient (Section 5). This is relevant,
as it gives insight into the generalization capabilities of meta-RL approaches,
where the performance of policies selected by observing tasks in training can
be bounded for test tasks. Subsequently, we propose in Section 6 to learn the
step size of Policy Gradient methods in a meta-MDP. The idea of the approach
is to apply a batch mode, value-based algorithm, known as Fitted Q-Iteration
(FQI), to derive an estimate of the (meta) action-value function, based on the
meta-features observed and of the hyperparameter selected. This approximation
is used to dynamically recommend the most appropriate step size in the current
scenario. The learning procedure is based on a regression through ExtraTrees
[17], which shows low sensitivity to the choice of its own parameters. In con-
clusion, we evaluate our approach in various simulated environments shown in
Section 7, highlighting its strengths and current limitations.

2 Related work

The importance of hyperparameter tuning is widely known in the general Ma-
chine Learning field, because it can significantly improve the performance of a
model [20,58,24]. Therefore, Hyperparameter Optimization (HO) is a paramount
component of Automated Machine Learning (AutoML, [22]) with a rich stream
of research literature [37].

The tuning process is usually approached by practitioners as a black-box ap-
proach: the most common methods are grid search or random search [5]. More
advanced methods are obtained by relying on sequential model-based Bayesian
optimization [21,13,51], where a probabilistic model is trained to fit the underly-
ing fitness function of the main learning algorithm. In some recent works [10,49],
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Genetic Algorithms are employed to automatically learn the most performing
parameters on RL applications. The main limitation in this kind of approach
consists of the need for complete learning instances to evaluate each hyperpa-
rameter, which is kept fixed throughout the whole process A completely differ-
ent solution consists in training an outer network, typically an RNN [32,45,2,23]
since it is often possible to compute the gradient of the objective function w.r.t.
the hyperparameters through implicit differentiation, as shown in [31,30]. These
methods are often referred to as bilevel optimization procedures, where the outer
loop updates the hyperparameters on a validation set, and the inner one is used
for training the models with a specific hyperparameter set.

Recent independent papers introduced the formal paradigm of Dynamic Al-
gorithm Configuration and HO as a Sequential Decision Process [1,6,25], albeit
many other works developed solutions in this direction, employing RL-based
methods [62,28,59,63] or contextual bandits [29]. However, these works are rarely
adopted in RL, as they become computationally intractable and sample ineffi-
cient. Furthermore, gradient-based methods [60] compute the gradient of the
return function with respect to the hyperparameters: they rely on a strong as-
sumption that the update function must be differentiable and the gradient must
be computed on the whole chain of training updates. In addition, these ap-
proaches are typically online, with limited exploration (as discussed in [6]), or
make use of gradient-based meta-algorithms, where the high level of sensitivity
to new meta-hyperparameters makes the problem even more challenging, as the
models may be harder to train and require more data. Within the specific task
of learning rate tuning in a policy-gradient framework, [38] proposed a sample
efficient algorithm to learn a hyperparameter schedule employing a Weighted
Importance Sampling approach, while [35] deals with the offline hyperparameter
selection for offline RL. In these proposed approaches, HO is meant to optimize
the objective function in the next step, similar to a bandit problem, which fa-
vors convergence to local optima. In order to optimize over a longer horizon, [50]
adopts an RL approach to select the learning rate through Guided Policy Search.

The concept of rapid adaptation to unseen tasks is usually denoted as meta-
learning [46] and has recently emerged as a fertile and promising research field,
especially with regard to gradient-based techniques. One of the cornerstones in
this area is MAML [14], which learns a model initialization for fast adaptation
and has been a starting point for several subsequent works [33,36]. PEARL [44]
decouples the problem of making an inference on the probabilistic context and
solving it by conditioning the policy in meta Reinforcement Learning problems.
However, all these works heavily rely on choosing (multiple) learning rates.

3 Preliminaries

A discrete-time Markov Decision Process (MDP) is defined as a tuple
⟨S,A,P,R, γ, µ⟩, where S is the (continuous) state space, A the (continuous)
action space, P(·|s, a) is the Markovian transition, which assigns to each state-
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action pair (s, a) the probability of reaching the next state s′, R is the reward
function, bounded by hypothesis, i.e. sups∈S,a∈A |R(s, a)| ≤ Rmax . Finally,
γ ∈ [0, 1] is the discount factor, and µ is the initial state distribution. The policy
of an agent, denoted as π(·|s), assigns to each state s the density distribution
over the action space A.

A trajectory τ := (s0, a0, s1, a1, s2, a2, ..., aH−1, sH) is a sequence of state-
action pairs, where H is the horizon, which may be infinite. The return of a
trajectory τ is defined as the discounted sum of the rewards collected: Gτ =∑H

t=0 γ
tR(st, at). Consequently, it is possible to define the expected return jπ

as the expected performance under policy π. Similarly, we can define, for each
state s ∈ S and action a ∈ A, the (action)-value functions as:

Qπ(s, a) := E
st+1∼P(·|st,at)

at+1∼π(·|st+1)

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtR(st, at)|s, a

]
Vπ(s) := E

a∼π(·|s)
[Qπ(s, a)].

For the rest of the paper, we consider parametric policies, where the policy
πθ is parameterized by a vector θ ∈ Θ ⊆ Rm. In this case, the goal is to
find the optimal parametric policy that maximizes the performance, i.e. θ∗ =
argmaxθ∈Θ j(θ)

1. Policy-based algorithms adopt a gradient-ascent approach:
the Policy Gradient Theorem (PGT) [52] states that, for a given policy πθ, θ ∈
Θ:

∇θj(θ) = E
s∼δθµ

a∼πθ(·|s)

[
∇θ log πθ(a|s)Qπ(s, a)

]
, (1)

where δθµ is the state occupancy measure induced by the policy, in such a way

that δθµ(s) := (1− γ)
∫
S µ(s0)

∑T
t=0 γ

tpθ(s0
t−→ s) ds0, with pθ(s0

t−→ s) being the
probability of reaching state s from s0 in t steps following πθ. In practice, the gra-
dient in Equation 1 can be computed only through an estimator ∇̂N jθ, such as
PGT [53], that requires sampling a batch of trajectories {τi}Ni=1. A large family of
algorithms is based on the Policy Optimization through Gradient Ascent, even-
tually with the inclusion of other methods, such as Trust Regions and constraints
over the Kullback-Leibler divergence of the policies between consecutive itera-
tions [47,48]. An important variation on the approach consists in following the
steepest ascent direction using the Natural Policy Gradient [26], which includes
information regarding the curvature of the return manifold over the policy space
in the form of the Fisher Information Matrix F (θ) = E[∇θ log πθ∇⊤

θ log πθ];
its inverse is then multiplied by the gradient to obtain the natural gradient
g(θ) := F (θ)−1∇θj(θ), independent of the policy parameterization. A common
approach to avoid long computational times for large policy spaces is to directly
provide an estimate of the natural gradient ĝN (θ) by using the same batch of
trajectories adopted for the gradient estimation, and through the iteration of k
1 For the sake of brevity, when a variable depends on the policy πθ, in the superscript

only θ is shown.
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steps of conjugate gradient methods with the application of the Fisher-vector
products [47].

Lipschitz MDP This subsection introduces the concepts of Lipschitz Conti-
nuity (LC) and Lipschitz MDP. The notation is taken from [40]. Let (X , dX ) and
(Y, dY) be two metric spaces; a function f : X → Y is called Lf -Lipschitz contin-
uous (Lf -LC), with Lf ≥ 0, if dY(f(x), f(x′)) ≤ LfdX (x, x′)∀x, x′ ∈ X . Further-
more, we define the Lipschitz semi-norm as ∥f∥L = supx,x′∈X :x̸=x′

dY(f(x),f(x′))
dX (x,x′) .

For real functions, the usual metric is the Euclidean distance while, for distri-
butions, a common metric is the Kantorovich, or L1-Wasserstein distance:

K(p, q) := sup
f :∥f∥L≤1

{∥∥∫
X

fd(p− q)
∥∥}

[42,40] introduced some notion of smoothness in RL by defining the Lipschitz-
MDP and the Lipschitz policies:

Assumption 3.1 Let M be an MDP. M is called (LP , Lr)-LC if for all
(s, a), (s, a) ∈ S ×A:

K (P (·|s, a), P (·|s, a)) ≤ LP dS×A ((s, a), (s, a)) ,

|r(s, a)− r(s, a)| ≤ Lr dS×A ((s, a), (s, a)) .

Assumption 3.2 Let π ∈ Π be a Markovian stationary policy. π is called Lπ-
LC if for all s, s ∈ S:

K (π(·|s), π(·|s)) ≤ Lπ dS (s, s) ,

Since we are dealing with parametric policies, often other useful assumptions rely
on the Lipschitz continuity w.r.t. the policy parameters θ and their gradient. In
[40], it is shown that, under these Lipschitz continuity assumptions on the MDP
and the policy model, also the expected return, the Q-function, and the gradient
components are Lipschitz w.r.t. θ.2

Meta Reinforcement Learning. As the name suggests, meta-learning im-
plies a higher level of abstraction than regular machine learning. In particular,
meta reinforcement learning (meta-RL) consists in applying meta-learning tech-
niques to RL tasks. Usually, these tasks are formalized in MDPs by a common
set of parameters, known as the context ω. The natural candidate to represent
the set of RL tasks is the Contextual Markov Decision Process (CMDP, [19]),
defined as a tuple (Ω,S,A,M(ω)) where Ω is called the context space, S and
A are the shared state and action spaces, and M is the function that maps any
context ω ∈ Ω to an MDP, such that M(ω) = ⟨S,A, Pω, Rω, γω, µω⟩. In other
words, a CMDP includes in a single entity a group of tasks. In the following, we
will assume that γ and µ are shared, too.

2 By assuming that the policy and its gradient is LC w.r.t. θ.
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4 Meta-MDP

We now present the concept of meta-MDP, a framework for solving meta-RL
tasks that extends the CMDP definition to include the learning model and the
policy parameterization. Similar approaches can be found in [16] and in [28].
To start, let’s consider the various tasks used in a meta-training procedure as
a set of MDPs {Mω}ω∈Ω , such that each task Mω can be sampled from the
distribution ψ defined on the context space Ω. This set can be seen equivalently
as a CMDP M = ⟨Ω,S,A,M(ω)⟩, where M(ω) = Mω. Similarly, we define
a distribution ρ over the policy space Θ, so that at each iteration in an MDP
Mω, the policy parameters θ0 are initialized to a value sampled from ρ. In our
case, we assume to be able to represent the task by the parameterized context
itself ω.

Definition 4.1 A meta-MDP is defined as a tuple
⟨X ,H,L, γ̃, (M , ψ), (Θ, ρ), f⟩, where:

– X and H are respectively the meta observation space and the learning action
space;

– L : Θ ×Ω ×H → R is the meta reward function;
– γ̃ is the meta-discount factor;
– (M , ψ) and (Θ, ρ) contain respectively a CMDP M with distribution over

tasks ψ, and the policy space Θ, with initial distribution ρ;
– f is the update rule of the learning model chosen.

In particular, a meta-MDP attempts to enclose the general elements needed to
learn an RL task into a model with properties similar to a classic MDP. The meta
observation space X of a meta-MDP can be considered as the generalization of
the observation space in classic Partially-Observable MDPs (POMDP) [3], and
it is meant to include information regarding the current condition of the learning
process, and it is (eventually implicitly) dependent on θ and on the context ω.

Each action hk ∈ H performed on the meta-MDP with policy parametriza-
tion θk at the k-th step, determines a specific hyperparameter that regulates
the stochastic update rule f , i.e., θk+1 = f (θk, hk, τk), where τk is the current
batch of trajectories. In general, we can consider any update function with a set
of tunable hyperparameters; in particular, in this work we focus on (Normalized)
Natural Gradient Ascent (NGA), in which the action h determines the step size,
and the update rule takes the form f(θ, h) = θ + h ĝN (θ,ω)

∥ĝN (θ,ω)∥2
, where ĝN (θ,ω)

is the natural gradient of a policy θ estimated on N episodes through the task
Mω.

As in a standard RL problem, the training of a meta-MDP is accomplished
by optimizing a reward function. Meta-Learning has the main goal of learning
to learn: as a consequence, we want to consider performance improvement as
our reward. To accelerate the learning over the current MDP Mω, this function
should reflect variations between the returns obtained in different learning steps.
To accomplish this, we define L(θ,ω, h) as a function of the current policy
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Fig. 1: Example of an optimization setting where a Bandit approach would be
suboptimal: starting from θ0, the optimal bandit agent will choose to reach θ+,
a local maximum. An RL agent, however, may plan to make a larger step, up to
θ1, to reach the global optimum θ⋆ on the next update.

parameters θ and of the meta-action h once the context ω is fixed:

L(θ,ω, h) := jω(f(θ, h))− jω(θ);

where jω(θ) and jω(f(θ, h)) are respectively the expected returns in the task
Mω before and after one update step according to the function f , estimated
through a batch of sampled trajectories. In the particular case of NGA, the
function takes the following form:

L(θ,ω, h) = jω

(
θ + h

ĝN (θ,ω)

∥ĝN (θ,ω)∥2

)
− jω(θ).

Unlike a standard MDP, a meta-MDP does not include a Markovian transition
model that regulates its dynamics: given xk ∈ X , the stochastic transition to the
next meta-state xk+1 is induced by the distribution of the trajectories induced
by the pair (θk,Mω) and on the update rule f . The initial state hence implicitly
depends on ψ and ρ, and the transition to the next state is still Markovian, as
it is independent of the previous states observed (once xk is known).

Discount factor, contextual bandit, and meta-MDP. The choice of the meta-
discount factor γ̃ is critical: meta-learning is very often considered as paired with
few-shot learning, where a short horizon is taken into account for the learning
process. γ̃, if lower than 1, explicitly translates into an effective horizon of 1

1−γ̃ .
However, a myopic behavior induced by a low discount factor might lead the
meta-agent to prefer actions leading to local optima, while sometimes it might be
necessary to take more cautious steps to reach the global optima of the learning
process. Setting γ̃ = 0, the problem degenerates into a contextual bandit, where
the goal is to maximize the immediate reward, in a similar fashion as in [38].
However, it might be inefficient to directly maximize the immediate reward, as
an agent might prefer to choose a different hyperparameter to reach the global
optimum, which is possibly unreachable in just one step. Figure 1 provides an
example in this direction, where a bi-dimensional parametrization is considered:
starting from the initial parametrization θ0, the maximization of the immediate
return would lead to a local optimum θ+. We want our agent to be able to plan
the updates to maximize the final policy’s performance: this is the main reason
for the design of HO as a sequential decision-making problem.



8 L. Sabbioni et al.

Meta-Space features: In this subsection, we deal with the choice of the features
observed in the meta-observation xt. Some properties are generally desirable for
its formulation: first of all, it needs to include policy-specific information, as
some form of knowledge about the current policy is necessary to adapt the meta-
actions to the current setting of the model. Ideally, we can include all parameters
of the current policy θt, even if this approach might be difficult for large policy
spaces. Finding an informative set of meta-features remains an open problem for
future research, as recalled in Section 8. Additionally, task-specific features may
be informative. The information about the task ω is used to achieve an implicit
task-identification, a necessary step to optimize learning in new tasks, based on
similarities to older ones. Finally, some relevant information could be included
in the (natural) gradient ĝN (θt,ω): this vector is implicitly dependent on the
stochasticity of the inner MDP Mω under policy θt according to the batch of
trajectories sampled for its estimation. In our experiments, we will consider the
concatenation of all these features xt = ⟨θt, ĝN (θt,ω),ω⟩. From a more technical
point of view, a Meta-MDP can be considered as the conditional observation
probability of a POMDP, where the true state consists of the pair (θt,ω), and
the meta-observation xt relies on a conditional observation probability O(·|θt,ω).

5 Context Lipschitz Continuity

We consider a meta-MDP in which all inner tasks satisfy the Lipschitz conti-
nuity assumption. Under this condition, we can derive a set of bounds on the
approximation errors obtained by the meta-agent when acting on unseen tasks.
Among others, we obtain that the expected return jω(θ) and its gradient are LC
w.r.t. the context ω, providing useful theoretical foundations for the meta-RL
general framework and inspiring motivation to look for solutions and models
capable of generalizing on large task spaces. Let’s suppose to be provided with
a CMDP (Ω,S,A,M), such that Assumption 3.1 is verified ∀ω ∈ Ω, meaning
that ∀ω ∈ Ω the MDP Mω is (LP (ω)−Lr(ω))-LC. Let us also assume that the
set of MDPs is LC in the context ω:

Assumption 5.1 Let M be a CMDP. M is called (LωP
, Lωr

)-Context Lipschitz
Continuous ((LωP

, Lωr
)-CLC) if for all (s, a), (s, a) ∈ S ×A, ∀ω, ω̂ ∈ Ω:

K (Pω(· | s, a), Pω̂(· | s, a))) ≤ LωP
dΩ(ω, ω̂)∣∣∣Rω(s, a)−Rω̂(s, a)

∣∣∣ ≤ LωrdΩ(ω, ω̂).

This means we have some notion of task smoothness: when two MDPs with sim-
ilar contexts are considered, their transition and reward processes are similar.
These assumptions, along with Assumption 3.2, allow us to infer some consider-
ations regarding the Q-value function:

Theorem 5.1. Let M be a (LωP
, Lωr

)-CLC CMDP for which M(ω) is
(LP (ω), Lr(ω))-LC ∀ω ∈ Ω. Given a Lπ-LC policy π, the action value func-
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Algorithm 1 Meta-MDP Dataset Generation for NGA (trajectory method)
Input: CMDP M , task distribution ψ, policy space Θ, initial policy distribution ρ,
number of meta episodes K, learning steps T , inner trajectories N .
Initialize: F = {},
for k = 1, . . . ,K do

Sample context ω ∼ ψ(Ω), initial policy θ0 ∼ ρ(Θ)
Sample n trajectories in task Mω under policy π(θ0)
Estimate jω(θ0), ĝN (θ0,ω)
for t = 0, . . . , T − 1 do

Sample meta-action h ∈ H
Update policy θt+1 = θt + h ĝN (θt,ω)

∥ĝN (θt,ω)∥
Sample n trajectories in (Mω, π(θt))
Estimate jω(θt+1), ĝN (θt+1,ω)
Set x = ⟨θt, ĝN (θt,ω),ω⟩; x′ = ⟨θt+1, ĝN (θt+1,ω),ω⟩; l = jω(θt+1)−jω(θt).
Append {(x, h, x′, l)} to F

end for
end for
Output: F

tion Qπ
ω(s, a) is LωQ

-CLC w.r.t. the context ω, i.e., ∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A:∣∣∣Qπ
ω(s, a)−Qπ

ω̂(s, a)
∣∣∣ ≤ LωQ

(π)dΩ(ω, ω̂),

where

LωQ
(π) =

Lωr
+ γLωp

LVπ
(ω)

1− γ
,

LVπ (ω) =
Lr(ω)(1 + Lπ)

1− γLP (ω)(1 + Lπ)

(2)

As a consequence, the return function jω(π) is context-LC: |jω(π)− jω̂(π)| ≤
LωQ

(π)dΩ(ω, ω̂). In simpler terms, Theorem 5.1 exploits the LC property to de-
rive an upper bound on the return distance in different tasks. This result repre-
sents an important guarantee on the generalization capabilities of the approach,
as it provides a boundary on the error obtained in testing unseen tasks. A proof
for this theorem is provided in the supplementary material, where we also prove
that the analytic gradient ∇jθω is CLC w.r.t. the context, too. In particular, a
bound on the distance between the gradients of different tasks ensures regular-
ity in the surface of the return function, which is important as the gradient is
included in the meta state to capture information regarding the context space.

6 Fitted Q-Iteration on Meta-MDP

We now define our approach to learn a dynamic learning rate in the framework
of a meta-MDP. As a meta-RL approach, the objectives of our algorithm are to
improve the generalization capabilities of PG methods and to remove the need to
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manually tune the learning rate for each task. Finding an optimal dynamic step
size serves two purposes: it maximizes the convergence speed by performing large
updates when allowed and improves the overall training stability by selecting low
values when the return is close to the optimum or the current region is uncertain.
To accomplish these goals, we propose the adoption of the Fitted Q-Iteration
(FQI,[11]) algorithm, which is an off-policy, and offline algorithm designed to
learn a good approximation of the optimal action-value function by exploiting
the Bellman optimality operator. The approach consists in applying Supervised
Learning techniques as, in our case, Extra Trees [17], in order to generalize the
Q estimation over the entire state-action space. The algorithm considers a full
dataset F = {(xkt , hkt , lkt , xkt+1)}k, where each tuple represents an interaction
with the meta-MDP: in the k−th tuple, xkt and xkt+1 are respectively the current
and next meta-state, hkt the meta-action and lkt the meta reward function, as
described in Section 4. To consider each meta-state x, there is the need to sample
n trajectories in the inner MDP to estimate return and gradient. At the iteration
N of the algorithm, given the (meta) action-value function QN−1, the training
set TSN = {(ik, ok)}k is built, where each input is equivalent to the state-action
pair ik = (xkt , h

k
t ), and the target is the result of the Bellman optimal operator:

ok = lkt +γ̃maxh∈HQN−1(x
k
t+1, h). In this way, the regression algorithm adopted

is trained on TS to learn QN with the learning horizon increased by one step.

In general, the dataset is created by following K learning trajectories over
the CMDP: at the beginning of each meta-episode, a new context ω and initial
policy θ0 are sampled from ψ and ρ; then, for each of the T learning steps,
the meta action h is randomly sampled to perform the policy update. In this
way, the overall dataset is composed of KT tuples. It is also possible to explore
the overall task-policy space Ω × Θ through a generative approach: instead of
following the learning trajectories, both ω,θ0 and h are sampled every time. We
refer to this method as “generative” approach, while the former will be referred
to as “trajectory” approach. The pseudo-code for the dataset generation process
with trajectories is provided in Algorithm 1.

Double Clipped Q Function As mentioned, each FQI iteration approximates
the action-value function using the estimates made in the previous step. As
the process goes on, the sequence of these compounding approximations can
degrade the overall performance of the algorithm. In particular, FQI tends to
suffer from overestimation bias, similarly to other value-based approaches that
rely on taking the maximum of a noisy Q function. To countermeasure this
tendency, we adopt a modified version of Clipped Double Q-learning, introduced
by [15], to penalize uncertainties over future states. This approach consists in
maintaining two parallel functions Q{1,2}

N for each iteration and choosing the
action h maximizing a convex combination of the minimum and the maximum
between them:

l + γ̃max
h∈H

[
λ min

j=1,2
Qj (x′, h) + (1− λ) max

j=1,2
Qj (x′, h)

]
,
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Fig. 2: FQI model performance against NGA with fixed step size h. The top
plots show the expected returns or the return gain. The bottom plots show the
meta actions chosen through learning iterations. N represents the FQI iteration
selected. (20 runs/random test contexts, avg ± 95 % c.i.)

with λ > 0.5. If we set λ = 1, the update corresponds to Clipped Double Q-
learning. The minimum operator penalizes high variance estimates in regions of
uncertainty and pushes the policy towards actions that lead to states already
seen in the dataset.

The overall procedure introduces external hyperparameters,e.g. the number
of decision trees, the minimum number of samples for a split (min split), and λ.
However, the sensitivity on these parameters is minimal [17], as a different set
of hyperparameters does not impact the ability of FQI to converge.

7 Experimental Evaluation

In this section, we show an empirical analysis of the performance of our approach
in different environments. As we shall see, the meta action can choose the best
step size and dynamically adapt it to fine-tune the learning procedure. As FQI
iterations proceed, new estimation errors are gradually introduced, resulting in
overfitting the model (with the target loss minimized on the training dataset),
and consequently in degradation of out-of-sample performances over time. This
is due to the error propagation w.r.t. the optimal Q−value function in the whole
state-action space (and task space, in our case), as in [12]. As a consequence, the
model iterations are evaluated in a validation process, as in the standard model
selection procedure, on a set of out-of-sample tasks and policies. From this set,
the model obtaining the best mean return, said N is selected. The results of the
selected models are shown in Figure 2, along with NGA performed with fixed
step size, tested on the same 20 trials (i.e., on the same random test tasks and
initial policies), and performed with the same batch size for each trial. Our code
is based upon OpenAI Gym [7] and Baselines [8] toolkits.

Navigation2d: For our first evaluation of the approach, we consider one of the
environments presented in [14], called Navigation2D. This environment consists



12 L. Sabbioni et al.

of a unit square space in which an agent aims to reach a random goal in the
plane. The distribution of the tasks implemented is such that, at each episode,
a different goal point is uniformly selected in the unit square. As we can note
in the left plots of Figure 2, the algorithm can select large step sizes with a
good starting return gain without suffering from any drop. The algorithm can
calibrate its action, starting with larger improvements and slowing down once
the policy gets good results. In addition, all trajectories reach convergence in
fewer steps than any other method.

Minigolf: In our second experiment, inspired by [39,55], we consider the sce-
nario of a flat minigolf green, in which the agent has to hit the ball with a
putter and place the ball inside the hole in the minimum number of strokes. The
CMDP is built by varying the putter length and the friction coefficient. The
environment is Lipschitz w.r.t. the context, but it is the only framework where
the reward is non-Lipschitz, since for each step it can be either 0 if the shot is a
success, -1 if the ball does not reach the goal (and the episode continues) or -100
for overshooting. The central plot in Figure 2 illustrates the performance of our
approach in the same set of random test tasks. We can see that the algorithm
can consistently reach the optimal values by choosing an adaptive step size. In
addition, the convergence to the global optimum is achieved in around 10 meta
steps of training, a substantial improvement w.r.t. the choice of a fixed learning
rate, which leads (when it converges) to a local minimum, meaning constantly
undershooting until the end of the episode.

CartPole: For our third experiment, we examine the CartPole balancing task
[4], which consists of a pole attached to a cart, where the agent has to move
to balance the pole as long as possible. The CMDP is induced by varying the
pole mass and length. To be more focused on the very first steps, and to better
generalize on the overall policy and task space, the training dataset was built
considering trajectories with only 15 total updates. To have a fair comparison,
the right plots of Figure 2 illustrate an evaluation of the approach in the se-
lected environment, where we have tested the resulting FQI model (and NGA
with fixed step sizes) performing the same number of total updates as the train-
ing trajectories.3 In the supplementary materials, we provide further results,
where the models are tested for a longer horizon T = 60 and show the results
closer to convergence. Differently from before, it is possible to see that the best
model (blue solid line) is choosing to update the policy with small learning rates:
this leads to a lower immediate return gain (high rates have a better learning
curve in the first steps) but allows to improve the overall meta return. This is
because the model is planning with a horizon of N = 5 policy updates. Indeed,
we included also the results of the first FQI iteration, which tries to optimize
the immediate gain. As expected, the agent selects high step sizes for the first
iterations, obtaining high immediate rewards only in the first learning steps.

3 Being this environment an alteration of the classic Cartpole, standard results cannot
be compared.
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Fig. 3: FQI performance comparison against benchmarks (20 runs, 95% c.i.).

Half-cheetah with goal velocity : As a last environment, we considered the
half-cheetah locomotion problem introduced in [14] with MuJoCo simulator [56],
where a planar cheetah has to learn to run with a specific goal velocity. This is
the most complex environment among the ones presented as the policy, albeit
linear, is composed of 108 parameters. From the rightmost plot of Figure 2 we
can see the performance gain j(θt)− j(θ0).4 The FQI model, trained with NGA
trajectories with T = 500 total updates, is learning faster than benchmarks.
The interesting fact is that the meta actions chosen by the model are within the
range [0.2, 0.4], while the curves obtained with a fixed learning rate within those
values are not able to obtain the same return gains. In the figure, we provide
also the oracle value, as provided in [14].

Benchmark comparison. In Figure 2 we compared our approach with the
choice of a fixed step size. There are, of course, many different schedules and
optimization algorithms for the choice of the learning rate, and among the most
widely adopted there are RMSprop and Adam [27]. The former considers an
adaptive learning rate by introducing a momentum term and normalizing the
step direction through a moving average of the square gradient. Adam, instead,
takes also advantage of the exponentially decaying average of the second mo-
ments of the gradients. We compared our results (metaFQI ) against tuned im-
plementations of the mentioned update rules, and against the best fixed stepsize
(NGA). Moreover, we include in the comparison also two other benchmarks for
learning rate adaptation: HOOF, [38] and metagrad, [60], which have been im-
plemented to optimize the stepsize for NGA (more details in the supplementary
material). the results are shown in Figure 3, in the same settings as the ones
provided in Section 7. The only difference, for reasons of computational times,
is the horizon of the Half-Cheetah environment, reduced to T = 80. We see
that our approach outperforms the previous methods, showing improved learn-
ing with, in general, lower variance in the returns obtained. Moreover, all the

4 The expected return changes deeply w.r.t. the task ω, hence the learning curves
as in the other plots in Figure 2 show very high variance, independently from the
robustness of the models.
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considered benchmarks heavily rely on the initial stepsize chosen and on the
outer meta-hyperparameters, which deeply affect the learning capabilities.

8 Discussion, Limitations and Future Work

In this paper, we considered the problem of hyperparameter tuning for policy
gradient-based algorithms in Contextual Markov Decision Processes, where het-
erogeneous contexts may require different solutions. In particular, we modeled
the general problem through the meta-MDP definition, for which any policy-
based update rule can be optimized using learning as reward. We analyzed the
case of Lipschitz meta-MDPs, deriving some general guarantees that hold if the
model is smooth with respect to the parameterization of the context and the
transition processes. Finally, we implemented the Fitted Q-Iteration algorithm
on the meta-MDP where the update rule is the Natural Gradient Ascent, and
we used it to choose an adaptive step size through the learning process. The
approach has been evaluated in different settings, where we observed good gen-
eralization capabilities of the model, which can reach fast convergence speed and
robustness without the need for manual hyperparameter tuning.

Many challenges can be addressed in future work for this approach to be
effective in real-life applications. First of all, more complex environments can
be considered, and we can extend this method to different update rules and
hyperparameters. One direct extension of our approach can be applied to the
choice of the max Kullback-Leibler divergence constraints in Trust-Region-based
approaches [47,48]: some results in this direction can already be observed in [34].
Moreover, the main limitation of our current approach is the same as for many
hyperparameter tuning approaches: the computational time required to build
the training dataset. One possible way to improve the sample efficiency might
consist in evaluating the meta-reward by means of importance sampling, as in
[38]. In realistic settings, where deep policies are required, the inclusion of all
policy parameters in the meta-state might be inefficient; a solution might consist
in compressing the representation of the policy through autoencoders, or through
the choice of specific informative meta-features: in this way, our approach would
be independent on the policy architecture and scalable for large domains.

Ethical Statement

Hyperparameter selection for policy-based algorithms has a significant impact
on the ability to learn a highly performing policy in Reinforcement Learning, es-
pecially with heterogeneous tasks, where different contexts may require different
solutions. Our approach shows that it is possible to learn an automatic selection
of the best configurations that can be identified after a manual fine-tuning of
the parameters. Consequently, our work can be seen as a further step in the Au-
toML direction, in which a practitioner could run the algorithm and, with some
guidance, obtain optimal performance in just a few steps without the need for
manual fine-tuning. Beyond this, we are not aware of any societal consequences
of our work, such as welfare, fairness, or privacy.
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A Proofs

In this part of the appendix, we provide the proofs of the results shown in the
main paper.

A.1 Lipschitz continuity of the action-value function

Before describing the proof for Theorem 5.1, we need to recall the Bellman
Operator Tπ for the Action Value Function Qπ

ω:

TπQπ
ω(s, a) = Rω(s, a) + γ

∫
S
Pω(s

′|s, a)
∫
A
Qπ

ω(s
′, a′)π(a′|s′)dads′

= Rω(s, a) + γ

∫
S
Pω(s

′|s, a)V π
ω (s′)ds′

where Qπ
ω is the fixed point.

Moreover, let’s consider a preliminary result on the LC-continuity of the value
functions presented in [40] :

Lemma A.1 (Lipschitz value functions). Given an (LP , LR)-LC MDP and
a Lπ-LC stationary policy π, if γLP (1 + Lπ) < 1, then the Q-function Qπ is
LQπ -LC and the V function is LV π -LC w.r.t. the joint state-action space;

LQπ =
LR

1− γLP (1 + Lπ)
; LV π = LQπ (1 + Lπ)

Theorem 5.1. Let M be a (LωP
, Lωr

)-CLC CMDP for which M(ω) is
(LP (ω), Lr(ω))-LC ∀ω ∈ Ω. Given a Lπ-LC policy π, the action value func-
tion Qπ

ω(s, a) is LωQ
-CLC w.r.t. the context ω, i.e., ∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A:∣∣∣Qπ
ω(s, a)−Qπ

ω̂(s, a)
∣∣∣ ≤ LωQ

(π)dΩ(ω, ω̂),

where

LωQ
(π) =

Lωr + γLωpLVπ (ω)

1− γ
,

LVπ
(ω) =

Lr(ω)(1 + Lπ)

1− γLP (ω)(1 + Lπ)

(2)

Proof. We follow the same ideas as in [43]: first of all, given an LωQ
-LC contin-

uous Q function Qπ w.r.t. the task space Ω, the related value function V π
ω is

LωQ
-LC. Indeed,∣∣∣∣V π

ω (s)− V π
ω̂ (s)

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∫
A
π(a | s) (Qπ

ω(s, a)−Qπ
ω̂(s, a)) da

∣∣∣∣
≤

∫
A
π(a | s)

∣∣∣∣Qπ
ω(s, a)−Qπ

ω̂(s, a)

∣∣∣∣da
≤ max

a

∣∣∣∣Qπ
ω(s, a)−Qπ

ω̂(s, a)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ LωQ
dΩ(ω, ω̂).
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Now, we consider the iterative application of Bellman Operators, in such a way
that Qπ,n+1

ω = TπQπ,n
ω , and we prove that Qπ,n

ω is Ln
ωQ

-LC continuous, and that
satisfies the recurrence relation:

Ln+1
ωQ

= Lωr
+ γLπLV (ω) + γLn

ωQ
. (3)

Indeed, for n = 1 the property holds immediately, since:∣∣∣Qπ,1
ω (s, a)−Qπ,1

ω̂ (s, a)
∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣Rω(s, a)−Rω̂(s, a)

∣∣∣ ≤ Lωr
dΩ(ω, ω̂).

Now, let us suppose the property holds for n. Then:∣∣∣∣Qπ,n+1
ω (s, a)−Qπ,n+1

ω̂ (s, a)

∣∣∣∣ =∣∣∣∣Rω(s, a)−Rω̂(s, a) + γ

∫
S
Pω (s′ | s, a)V π,n

ω (s′) ds′ − γ

∫
S
Pω̂ (s′ | s, a)V π

ω̂ (s′) ds′
∣∣∣∣

≤ LωrdΩ(ω, ω̂) + γ

∣∣∣∣∫
S
(Pω (s′ | s, a)− Pω̂ (s′ | s, a))V π,n

ω (s′) ds′
∣∣∣∣

+γ

∣∣∣∣∫
S
Pω̂ (s′ | s, a)

(
V π,n
ω (s′)− V π,n

ω̂ (s′)
)
ds′

∣∣∣∣
≤ Lωr

dΩ(ω, ω̂) + γLV (ω) sup
∥f∥L≤1

{∣∣∣∣∫
S
(Pω (s′ | s, a) − Pω̂ (s′ | s, a)) f (s′) ds′

∣∣∣∣}
+γmax

s′

∣∣∣∣V π,n
ω (s′)− V π,n

ω̂ (s′)

∣∣∣∣
≤

(
Lωr + γLωP

LV (ω) + γLn
ωQ

)
dΩ(ω, ω̂).

Consequently, Inequality 3 holds. Now, if the sequence Ln
ωQ

is convergent, it
converges to the fixed point of the recurrence equation:

LωQ
= Lωr

+ γLωP
LV (ω) + γLωQ

.

Hence the limit point is the one expressed in Equation 2, and the sequence can
be proven to be convergent since γ < 1.

As a consequence, the Proof that jω(π) is CLC under ω is immediate:∣∣∣∣jω(π)− jω̂(π)

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∫
S
µ (s0) [V

π
ω (s0)− V π

ω̂ (s0)] ds0

∣∣∣∣
≤

∫
S×A

µ (s0)π (a | s0)
∣∣∣Qπ

ω (s0, a)−Qπ
ω̂ (s0, a)

∣∣∣dads0
≤ LωQ

(π)dΩ(ω, ω̂).

A.2 Lipschitz Continuity of the gradient

In order to consider the Lipschitz continuity of the gradient of the return ∇jω(θ),
we first need to introduce two more assumptions:
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Assumption A.1 Let πθ ∈ Π be a policy parametrized in the parameters space
θ. A LC-policy π satisfies the following conditions:

∀θ ∈ Θ,∀s, s′ ∈ S K (πθ(· | s), πθ (· | s′)) ≤ Lπθ
dS (s, s′) (4)

∀s ∈ S,∀θ,θ′ ∈ Θ K (πθ(· | s), πθ′(· | s)) ≤ Lπ(θ)dΘ
(
θ,θ′) . (5)

Assumption A.2 The gradient of the policy logarithm must satisfy the condi-
tions of:

1. Uniformly bounded gradient: ∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A,∀θ ∈ Θ,∀i = 1, . . . , d

|∇θi
log πθ(a | s)| ≤M i

θ;

2. State-action LC: ∀ (s, s′, a, a′) ∈ S2 ×A2,∀θ ∈ Θ,∀i = 1 . . . , d

|∇θi
log πθ(a | s)−∇θi

log πθ (a
′ | s′)| ≤ Li

∇ log πdS×A ((s, a), (s′, a′))
)
;

3. Parametric LC: ∀
(
θ,θ′) ∈ Θ,∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A,∀i = 1, . . . , d

|∇θi
log πθ(a | s)−∇θi

log πθ′(a | s)| ≤ Li
∇ log π(θ)dΘ

(
θ,θ′) .

Lemma A.2 (Lemma 3 from [40]). Given Assumptions 3.1, A.1, if γLP (1+
Lπθ

) < 1, the Kantorovich distance between a pair of γ-discounted feature state
distributions is Parametric-LC (PLC) w.r.t. parameters θ : ∀(θ, θ̂) ∈ Θ2:

K
(
δθµ, δ

θ̂
µ

)
≤ Lδ(θ)dΘ(θ, θ̂); (6)

where Lδ(θ) =
γLPLπ(θ)

1−γLP (1+Lπθ )
.

In the same fashion, we can now define the state occupancy measure in the task
Mω as δθµ,ω and we can prove the following lemma:5

Lemma A.3 (L-continuity of meta state occupancy measures). Given
Assumptions 3.1, A.1 and 5.1, if γLP (ω) (1 + Lπθ

) < 1, then the Kantorovich
distance between a pair of γ-discounted feature-state distributions is CLC w.r.t.
context ω:

K
(
δθµ,ω, δ

θ
µ,ω̂

)
≤ Lδ(ω)dΩ(ω, ω̂), ∀(ω, ω̂) ∈ Ω2; (7)

where Lδ(ω) =
γLωP

1−γLP (ω)(1+Lπθ )
.

5 Assumption A.1 is not entirely required, but only Inequality 4 is required to hold.
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Proof.

K
(
δθµ,ω, δ

θ
µ,ω̂

)
= sup

f

{∣∣∣∣∫
S

(
δθµ,ω(s)− δθµ,ω̂(s)

)
f(s)ds

∣∣∣∣ : ∥f∥L ≤ 1

}
= sup

f

{∣∣∣∣S (
µ(s) + γ

∫
S

∫
A
πθ (a | s′)Pω (s | s′, a) δµ,ω (s′) dads′

)
f(s)−

−
(
µ(s) + γ

∫
A

∫
S
πθ (a | s′)Pω̂ (s | s′, a) δµ,ω̂ (s′) dads′

)
f(s)ds

∣∣∣∣ : ∥f∥L ≤ 1

}
= γ sup

f :∥f∥L≤1

{∣∣∣∣∫
S
f(s)

∫
A

∫
S

(
Pω (s | s′, a)πθ (a | s′) δθµ,ω (s′)

. −Pω̂ (s | s′, a)πθ (a | s′) δθµ,ω̂ (s′)
)
ds′dads

∣∣∣∣}
= γ sup

f :∥f∥L≤1

{∣∣∣∣∫
S
f(s)

∫
A

∫
S
Pω (s | s′, a)πθ (a | s′)

(
δθµ,ω (s′)− δθµ,ω̂ (s′)

)
ds′dads

+

∫
S
f(s)

∫
A

∫
S
(Pω (s | s′, a)− Pω̂ (s | s′, a))πθ (a | s′) δθµ,ω̂ (s′) ds′dads

∣∣∣∣}
≤ γ sup

f :∥f∥L≤1

{∣∣∣∣∫
S

(
δθµ,ω (s′)− δθµ,ω̂ (s′)

) ∫
A
πθ (a | s′)

∫
S
Pω (s | s′, a) f(s)dsdads′

∣∣∣∣}︸ ︷︷ ︸
(1)

+ γ sup
f :∥f∥L≤1

{∣∣∣∣∣
∫
S
δθµ,ω̂ (s′)

∫ θ

π

(a | s′)
∫
S
(Pω (s | s′, a)− Pω̂ (s | s′, a)) f(s)dsdads′

∣∣∣∣∣
}

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(2)

.

(8)

Now, we focus on term (1):

sup
f :∥f∥L≤1

{∣∣∣∣∫
S

(
δθµ,ω (s′)− δθµ,ω̂ (s′)

) ∫
A
πθ (a | s′)

∫
S
Pω (s | s′, a) f(s)dsda︸ ︷︷ ︸
hθ
f,ω(s′)

ds′
∣∣∣∣}

= LP (ω) (1 + Lπθ
) sup
f :∥f∥L≤1

{∣∣∣∣∣
∫
S

(
δθµ,ω (s′)− δθµ,ω̂ (s′)

) hθf,ω (s′)

LP (ω) (1 + Lπθ
)
ds′

∣∣∣∣∣
}

≤ LP (ω) (1 + Lπθ
) sup
f̃ :∥f̃∥L≤1

{∣∣∣∣∫
S

(
δθµ,ω (s′)− δθµ,ω̂ (s′)

)
f̃ (s′) ds′

∣∣∣∣} (9)

≤ LP (ω) (1 + Lπθ
)K

(
δθµ,ω, δ

θ
µ,ω̂

)
.

where Inequality 9 comes from the fact that hθf,ω (s′) :=∫
A πθ (a | s′)

∫
S Pω (s | s′, a) f(s)dsda is LP (ω) (1 + Lπθ

)-PLC w.r.t. the
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state space S. From the other side, the term (2) can be bounded as follows:

sup
f :∥f∥L≤1

{∣∣∣∣∫
S
δθµ,ω̂ (s′)

∫
A
πθ (a | s′)

∫
S
(Pω (s | s′, a)− Pω̂ (s | s′, a)) f(s)dsdads′

∣∣∣∣}
≤

∫
S
δθµ,ω̂ (s′)

∫
A
πθ (a | s′) sup

f :∥f∥L≤1

{∣∣∣∣∫
S
(Pω (s | s′, a)− Pω̂ (s | s′, a)) f(s)ds

∣∣∣∣} dads′
≤

∫
S
δθµ,ω̂ (s′)

∫
A
πθ (a | s′)K (Pω (· | s′, a) , Pω̂ (· | s′, a)) dads′

≤ LωP
dΩ(ω, ω̂).

Finally, merging everything together:

K
(
δθµ,ω, δ

θ
µ,ω̂

)
≤ γLP (ω) (1 + Lπθ

)K
(
δθµ,ω, δ

θ
µ,ω̂

)
+ γLωP

dΩ(ω, ω̂)

≤ γLωP

1− γLP (ω) (1 + Lπθ
)
dΩ(ω, ω̂).

As a direct consequence, we define the joint probability ζ(δµ,π, π) between the
state distribution δµ,π and the stationary policy π. In the case of a parametric
policy and a ω-based MDP, we will denote it as ζθµ,ω.It is then easy to prove
that:

K
(
ζθµ,ω, ζ

θ
µ,ω̂

)
≤ Lδ(ω) (1 + Lπθ

) dΩ(ω, ω̂).

Proof.

K
(
ζθµ,ω, ζ

θ
µ,ω̂

)
= sup

f :∥f∥L≤1

{∥∥∥∥∫
S
δθµ,ω(s)

∫
A
πθ(a | s)f(s, a)dads

−
∫
S
δθµ,ω̂(s)

∫
A
πθ(a | s)f(s, a)dads

∥∥∥∥}
= sup

f :∥f∥L≤1

{∥∥∥∥∫
S

(
δθµ,ω(s)− δθµ,ω̂(s)

) ∫
A
πθ(a | s)f(s, a)dads

∥∥∥∥}
≤ (1 + Lπθ

)K
(
δθµ,ω, δ

θ
µ,ω̂

)
. (10)

where in 10 we used the fact that, for a function f defined on S × A such that
∥f∥L ≤ 1, then

∫
A πθ(a | s)f(s, a)da is (1 + Lπθ

)-LC.

Lemma A.4 (L-continuity of η). Given Assumptions 3.1, 5.1, A.1 and A.2,
ηθi,ω(s, a) := ∇θi log πθ(s, a)Q

θ
ω(s, a) is L-CLC w.r.t. the context ω:∣∣ηθi,ω(s, a)− ηθi,ω̂(s, a)
∣∣ = ∣∣∇θi

log πθ(a | s)
(
Qθ

ω(s, a)−Qθ
ω̂(s, a)

)∣∣
≤ Mi

θ

∣∣Qθ
ω(s, a)−Qθ

ω̂(s, a)
∣∣

≤ Mi
θLωQ

dΩ(ω, ω̂).

Moreover, η is also L-LC w.r.t. the joint state-action space S ×A:∣∣ηθi,ω(s, a)− ηθi,ω(ŝ, â)
∣∣ ≤ Li

ηθ(ω)dS×A((s, a), (ŝ, â));

where Li
ηθ(ω) =

Rmax

1−γ L
i
∇ log πθ

+Mi
θLQθ(ω).
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Finally, given Assumptions 3.1, 5.1, A.1 and A.2, the return gradient is CLC
w.r.t. the context ω:

|∇θi
jω(θ)−∇θi

jω̂(θ)| ≤ L∇j(ω)dΩ(ω, ω̂);

where L∇j(ω) = Li
ηθ
ω
(1 + Lπθ

)Lδ(ω) +Mi
θLωQ

.

Proof.

|∇θi
jω(θ)−∇θi

jω̂(θ)| =
∣∣∣∣ E
(s,a)∼ζθ

µ,ω

[
ηθi,ω(s, a)

]
− E

(s,a)∼ζθ
µ,ω̂

[
ηθi,ω̂(s, a)

]∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∫
S

∫
A

(
ζθµ,ω − ζθµ,ω̂

)
(s, a)ηθi,ω(s, a)dads

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣ E
(s,a)∼ζθ

µ,ω̂

[
ηθi,ω(s, a)− ηθi,ω̂(s, a)

]∣∣∣∣
≤ Li

ηθ(ω)K
(
ζθµ,ω, ζ

θ
µ,ω̂

)
+

∣∣∣∣∫
S
δθµ,ω̂(s)

∫
A
πθ(a | s)

(
ηθi,ω(s, a)− ηθi,ω̂(s, a)

)
dads

∣∣∣∣
≤

[
Li
ηθ
ω
(1 + Lπθ

)Lδ(ω) +Mi
θLωQ

]
dΩ(ω, ω̂).

B Experiment Details

In this section, we provide more details regarding the experimental campaign
provided. In the following environments, all the policies considered are Gaussian,
and linear w.r.t. the state observed (with bias θ0), i.e. πθ(a|s) ∼ N (θ0+θ⊤s, σ2),
where σ is fixed standard deviation, with a different setting for each environment.

Infrastructure The experiments have been run on a machine with two CPUs
Intel(R) Xeon(R) CPU E7-8880 v4 @2.20GHz (22 cores, 44 thread, 55 MB cache)
and 128 GB RAM.

B.1 Navigation2D Description

The Navigation2D environment consists of a 2-dimensional square space in which
an agent, represented as a point, aims to reach a goal in the plane traversing the
minimum distance.

At the start of the episode, the agent is placed in the initial position s0 =
(0, 0). Then, at each step t the agent observes its current position and performs
an action at corresponding to movement speeds along the x and y axes:

at = (vx, vy), where vx, vy ∈ [−vmax, vmax]. (11)

According to this action, the agent can move in every direction of the plane,
with a limit on the maximum speed vmax = 0.1 allowed in a single step. This
parameters determines the minimum number of steps necessary to reach the goal
and can be varied to tune the difficulty of the environment.

At each step, the environment produces a reward equal to the negative Eu-
clidean distance from the goal:

rt =
√
(xt − xgoal)2 + (yt − ygoal)2. (12)
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An episode terminates when the agent is within a threshold distance dthresh from
the goal or when the horizon H = 10 is reached.

The distribution of tasks is implemented as a CMDP M(ω) in which, at each
episode, a different goal point is selected at random. The context ω is given by
a 2D vector, such that:

ω = (xgoal, ygoal), where xgoal, ygoal ∼ U(−1, 1). (13)

Parameters used for experiments:

– initial policy distribution ρ = N (0, 0.1);
– discount factor γ = 0.99;
– policy standard deviation σ = 1.001;
– task distribution ψ = U([−0.5, 0.5]2);
– meta-discount factor γ̃ = 1;
– FQI dataset method: trajectories;
– FQI number of samples: K = 4000 with learning horizon T = 20;
– inner trajectories n = 200 with horizon H = 10;
– number of estimators = 50, minimum samples split = 0.01;
– step size H = [0, 8];
– step size sampling distribution: uniform in H;
– step size selected in evaluation from an evenly spaced discretization of 101

values in H.

B.2 Minigolf Description

In the minigolf game, the agent has to shoot a ball with radius r inside a hole
of diameter D with the smallest number of strokes. The friction imposed by
the green surface is modeled by a constant deceleration d = 5

7ρg, where ρ is
the dynamic friction coefficient between the ball and the ground and g is the
gravitational acceleration. Given the distance x of the ball from the hole, the
agent must choose the force a, from which the velocity of the ball v of the
ball is determined as v = al2(1 + ϵ), where ϵ ∼ N (0, 0.25) and l is the putter
length. For each distance x, the ball falls in the hole if its velocity v ranges from
vmin =

√
2dx to vmax =

√
(2D − r)2 g

2r + v2min. In this case, the episode ends
with a reward 0; if v > vmax the ball falls outside the green, and the episode
ends with a reward -100. Otherwise, if v < vmin, the agents gets a reward
equal to -1, and the episode goes on from a new position xnew = xold − v2

2d . At
the beginning of each episode, the initial position is selected from an uniform
distribution between 0m and 20m from the hole. The stochasticity of the action
implies that the stronger is the action chosen the more uncertain is the outcome,
as the effect of r.v. ϵ become more effective. As a result, when it is away from
the hole, the agent might not prefer to try to make a hole in one shot, preferring
to perform a sequence of closer shots. In this case, the context is given by the
friction coefficient ρ ∈ [0.065, 0.196] and by the putter length l ∈ [0.7, 1]m.

During the experiment, the environment parameters are set to imitate the
dynamics of a realistic shot in a minigolf green, within the limits of our simplified
simulation. This is the complete configuration adopted:
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– horizon H = 20;
– discount factor γ = 0.99;
– angular velocity ω ∈ [1× 10−5, 10];
– initial distance x0 ∈ [0, 20] meters;
– ball radius r = 0.02135 meters;
– hole diameter D = 0.10 meters;
– gravitational acceleration g = 9.81 meters

second2 .

The distribution of tasks is built as a CMDP M(ω), induced by the pair ω =
(l, ρ). At each meta episode, a new task is sampled from a multivariate uniform
distribution within this ranges:

– putter length l ∼ U(0.7, 1) meters;
– friction coefficient ρ ∼ U(0.065, 0.196).

Parameters used for experiments:

– initial policy distribution θ = (w, b) ∼ U((−1, 2), (−2, 3.5)) (2-dimensional
policy);

– policy standard deviation σ = 0.1;
– meta-discount factor γ̃ = 1;
– FQI dataset method: generative;
– FQI number of samples: K = 10000;
– inner trajectories n = 400 with horizon H = 20;
– number of estimators = 50, minimum samples split = 0.01;
– step size space: H = [0, 1]
– step size sampling distribution: uniform in H;
– step size selected in evaluation from an evenly spaced discretization of 101

values in H.

B.3 CartPole description

The CartPole environment [4], also known as the Inverted Pendulum problem,
consists in a pole attached to a cart by a non actuated joint, making it an
inherently unstable system. The cart can move horizontally along a frictionless
track to balance the pole. The objective is to maintain the equilibrium as long
as possible.

In this implementation, an episode starts with the pendulum in vertical posi-
tion. At each step, the agent observes the following 4-tuple of continuous values:

– cart position xcart ∈ [−4.8, 4.8];
– cart velocity vcart ∈ R;
– pole angle ϕpole ∈ [−0.418, 0.418] rad;
– pole angular velocity ωpole ∈ R.

Given the state, the agent chooses an action between 0 and 1 to push the cart
to the left or to the right. For each step in which the pole is in balance, the
environment produces a reward of +1. An episode ends when the pole angle
from the vertical position is higher than 12 degrees, or the cart moves more than
2.4 units from the center, or the horizon H = 100 is reached.

In our experiments, we set the environment parameters to these values:
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– mass of the cart mcart = 1 kg;
– length of the pole lpole = 0.5 m;
– force applied by the cart F = 10 N.

The CMDP M(ω) is induced by varying two environment parameters, the pole
mass mpole and the pole length lpole, that form the context parameterization
ω = (mpole, lpole). Each task in the meta-MDP is built by sampling ω from a
multivariate uniform distribution, within these ranges:

– pole length lpole ∼ U(0.5, 1.5)m;
– pole mass mpole ∼ U(0.1, 2) kg.

Parameters used for experiments:

– initial policy distribution θd ∼ N (0, 0.01) for each component θd;
– policy standard deviation σ = 1.001;
– meta-discount factor γ̃ = 1;
– FQI dataset method: trajectories;
– FQI number of samples: K = 3200 with learning horizon T = 15;
– inner trajectories n = 100 with horizon H = 100;
– number of estimators = 150, minimum samples split = 0.05;
– step size H = [0, 10];
– step size sampling distribution: uniform in H;
– step size selected in evaluation from an evenly spaced discretization of 101

values in H.

B.4 Half Cheetah description

The CMDP M(ω) is induced by varying the goal velocity of the half cheetah
vgoal, which defines the context ω, with uniform distribution U(0, 2).

Parameters used for experiments:

– initial policy distribution θd ∼ N (0, 0.1) for each component θd;
– policy standard deviation σ = 1.001;
– meta-discount factor γ̃ = 1;
– FQI dataset method: trajectories;
– FQI number of samples: K = 200 with learning horizon T = 500 (T = 80

for the comparison against benchmarks);
– inner trajectories n = 100 with horizon H = 100;
– number of estimators = 150, minimum samples split = 0.05;
– step size H = [0, 1];
– step size sampling distribution: uniform in H;
– step size selected in evaluation from an evenly spaced discretization of 101

values in H.
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B.5 Metagrad implementation

In Figure 3, we provided the comparison of the proposed approach with meta-
gradient [60]. The algorithm performs an online update following the gradient
of the (differentiable) return function w.r.t. the hyperparameter set. In particu-
lar, after updating the current parameter set θ to θ′ following the update rule
f(θ, h, τ), the hyperparameter gradient of the return function on a new batch of
trajectories τ ′ is approximated as in Equation 14:

∂J(θ′, h, τ ′)
∂h

=
∂J(θ′, h, τ ′)

∂θ′
dθ′

dh
≈ ∂J(θ′, h, τ ′)

∂θ′ z′, (14)

where z ≈ dθ
dh is update as an accumulative trace with parameter µ:

z′ = µz +
∂f(θ, h, τ)

∂h
.

In the original paper, the optimized hyperparameters (as well as in [61] with
HOOF implementation) were the discount factor γ and the exponential weight
coefficient λ related to the generalized advantage estimation. In our case, the
hyperparameter considered is the stepsize.

Hence, from the NGA update function it follows that:

θ′ = θ + h
ĝN (θ,ω)

∥ĝN (θ,ω)∥2

z′ = µz +
ĝN (θ,ω)

∥ĝN (θ,ω)∥2
.

After the update, the stepsize is update through a meta-hyperparameter β
and a new batch of trajectories with policy πθ′ :

h′ = h− β
ĝN (θ′,ω)

∥ĝN (θ′,ω)∥2
z′

= h− β
ĝN (θ′,ω)

∥ĝN (θ′,ω)∥2
(µz +

ĝN (θ,ω)

∥ĝN (θ,ω)∥2
)

In the case µ = 0, as adopted in [60], the stepsize update function reduces to
computing the cosine similarity between consecutive gradients:

h′ = h− β sim
(
ĝN (θ′,ω), ĝN (θ,ω)

)
,

where sim(x, y) denotes the cosine similarity between vectors x and y.

C Other results

In this section of the appendix, we provide more experimental results.
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Meta Cartpole SwingUp

For the experimental session, a variant of the Cartpole presented in Section 7 is
the Cartpole Swingup variant, introduced in [57] and implemented in [9]. The
main difference is the following: classic CartPole environment provides unitary
reward per step until the end of the episode, which ends when the pole angle from
the vertical axis ϕpole is more than 12 degrees from vertical, or the cart moves
more than xthresh = 2.4 units from the center. CartPole Swingup, instead, has a
reward equal to cos(ϕpole), and equal to −100 if the cart threshold xthresh = 3 is
reached. Finally, the CMDP in this case is built by changing only the pole mass
mpole with a uniform distribution ∼ U(0.1, 2).

Parameters used for experiments:

– initial policy distribution θd ∼ N (0, 0.1) for each component θd;
– policy standard deviation σ = 1.001;
– meta-discount factor γ̃ = 1;
– FQI dataset method: trajectories;
– FQI number of samples: K = 300 with learning horizon T = 25;
– inner trajectories n = 100 with horizon H = 200;
– number of estimators = 150, minimum samples split = 0.05;
– step size H = [0, 0.5];
– step size sampling distribution: uniform in H;
– step size selected in evaluation from an evenly spaced discretization of 101

values in H.

The results are depicted in Figure 4: the model chosen is the one which max-
imizes the reward, i.e. N = 1: however, all iterations have similar performances,
which resemble the choice of a fixed learning rate equal to 0.1. Indeed, the ac-
tions chosen are almost always around this value, with the exception of the first
two steps, where higher step sizes are taken into account (with a slightly better
learning).

Comparison among FQI Iterations.

As said, as the regression procedures are iterated in the application of FQI al-
gorithm, there is a trade-off between a larger planning horizon and the accumu-
lation of new regression errors. In Figure 5 we show some of the learning curves
with different FQI iterations. For all the environments considered, it is possible
to see that the direct regression on the meta reward (i.e. one FQI iteration) does
not provide the best performances, while from a certain point the results start
to get worse. As far as Meta Cartpole environment is concerned, we can clearly
see that the models select progressively more cautious steps in order to improve
learning, as explained in Section 7.
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Fig. 4: Meta Swingup FQI model performance on 20 random test context and
initial policies against fixed step sizes. The top left plot shows the 95% confidence
intervals of the expected returns. The bottom left plot shows the meta action
chosen through learning iterations. N represents the FQI iteration selected. The
right plot shows the performance among different FQI iterations.

Comparison with learning rate schedules: details

In Figure 3, we compared our approach with three different baselines, where the
initial learning rate (denoted as α) was tuned by grid search on 20 random test
contexts and initial policies, and the best were selected for the comparison. Adam
and RMSprop updates have a poor performance when applied to the natural
gradient g(θ), hence they have been tuned by adopting the (standard) stochastic
gradient ∇̂N j(θ). While for the decaying learning rate the only hyperparameter
is the initial rate, the other methods depend also on other variables, which
were kept fixed to the suggested values: for RMSProp, the parameters were
fixed as ρ = 0.9, ϵ = 1e − 7, while for Adam the parameters were fixed as
β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999, ϵ = 1e − 7. The notation for these parameters follows the
one used in the implementations of the optimizers within Python Keras API
[18], used to perform the updates.

As far as meta-gradient is concerned, the algorithm shows heavy dependence
on the initial stepsize h0 selected, while the impact of the meta-stepsize β is
reduced. µ is always set to 0. HOOF has been tested by selecting the KL-
constraintsϵ in the set [0.0001, 0.001, 0.01, 0.02, 0.05], and by sampling Z = 100
candidate hyperparameters per iteration in the meta-action space.

Another common stepsize schedule adopted to grant convergence is a decay-
ing step size ht+1 = α

t (similar as is an exponentially decreasing learning rate
ht+1 = αht), where h0 is the initial learning rate. The comparison of the model
trained through FQI and this baselines is shown in Figure 6, while the best ini-
tial learning rates chosen for each of the environments and of the baselines (and
shown in Figure 3) can be found in Table 1.
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Fig. 5: FQI model performance among different iterations. For the sake of clarity,
only the average values are shown.
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Fig. 6: FQI model performance against an exponentially decreasing (decaying)
learning rate. 20 runs, avg± 95% c.i.

Cartpole: Extension of trajectory length

In Figure 2 we have shown the performance of FQI models trained on Cartpole
trajectories with horizon T = 15 update steps. In order to have a fair comparison,
we have tested the resulting FQI model (and NGA with fixed step sizes) per-
forming the same number of total updates as the training trajectories. However,
as the learning curves were far from convergence, one may ask what happens if
the horizon is increased: Figure 7 depicts the performance of the same models
(trained on T = 15-steps long trajectories) with an increased horizon of 60 steps.

Explicit knowledge of the context: is it informative?

In the experimental campaign, we assumed to be able to represent the
parametrized context ω, as this information can be used to achieve an implicit
task-identification by the agent. However, in some cases the external variables
influencing the process might be not observable. Hence, the Meta-MDP can be
modeled by creating a different task representation. However, the gradient it-
self already implicitly includes information regarding the transition and reward
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Table 1: Best initial learning rate selected. Evaluation using 20 different random
tasks and policies.

Nav2D Meta MiniGolf MetaCartpole Half-Cheetah

RMSprop 0.9 0.3 0.3 0.3
Adam 0.8 0.08 0.3 0.5

Metagrad: h0 3 0.3 1 0.5
Metagrad: β 0.001 5 0.1 0.01

decay 5 2 7.5 N/A
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Fig. 7: FQI model performance in Cartpole against NGA with fixed size h. Train
with T = 15 steps. Test on 60 updates. The red dashed line represents the best
NGA model, with h = 1.8. 20 runs, avg± 95% c.i.

probabilities: what is lost when we do not consider the explicit parametrization
of the task? We address this question by retraining our models, and showing the
results in Figure 8: in general, there is no big loss in the performance, especially
for Minigolf environment; however, in Meta CartPole, the task parametrization
seem to be informative to the choice of the step size.
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Fig. 9: On the left: FQI model performance evaluated with 5 different random
states (mean ±95% c.i. with respect to the average return gain for each random
state). On the right: comparison between the adoption of a single Q and a Dou-
ble Q-Learning approach for FQI (mean ±95% c.i. with respect to 20 different
random test context and initial policies).

Robustness of FQI regression and effects of Double Q learning.

In Figure 2, we analyzed the results of a FQI model, evaluating the performance
under different random policy initializations and tasks. One may wonder if our
approach is robust with respect to the randomness included in the ExtraTrees
regression. Hence, we trained different FQI models by setting 5 different random
states (from 0 to 4), which controls the sampling of the features to apply a split
and the draw of the splits. The random state is then equivalent to a a seed for
the Extra Trees, and it is applied up to the third FQI iteration. At this point,
the models are tested on 20 random task/policy pairs, and their average return
gain is taken for each learning step. As we can see in the left plot in Figure 9, the
95% confidence interval, that are computed by comparing the different random
states, is small enough to claim the robustness of our approach when applied to
the Half-Cheetah environment.

Finally, the right plot in Figure 9 shows the effects of Clipped Double Q-
Learning described in Section 6, which is compared with the standard FQI ap-
proach with a single Q value function (both are trained with the same number of
iterations N = 3). The latter is still capable of choosing a dynamic learning rate
obtaining better results than a fixed step while the former, as expected, provides
even better return gains and lower variance over the same set of random test
tasks and initial policies.

Experiments with fixed contexts

The field of application of metaFQI was presented up to this point as a contextual
MDP, with a set of possible tasks. One natural question the reader might wonder
is: can we apply this approach to a standard MDP? The answer is trivially
positive: we performed some experiments by fixing the task/context and the
results are shown in figure 10. the metaFQI curve is related to the performance
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Fig. 10: FQI model performance and tuned NGA on environments with fix con-
text.

in test obtained by our agent, and N denotes the iteration selected. Analogously,
the NGA curve is related to the best constant learning rate, optimized by means
of a grid search. As in the related meta-MDP environments, our approach can
outperform the choice of a fixed step size.

Selection of a single learning rate

One of the most important benefits of the adoption of an adaptive learning rate
is provided by an increased number of degrees of freedom w.r.t. the choice of a
single learning rate: hence, as an ablation study, we developed an agent capable
of choosing only a fixed learning rate in the meta-MDP setting. The learning
process has been conducted as follows: at first, we collected a set of trajectories
by randomly varying the initial policy and the context, and selecting a random
stepsize. Then, we performed a regression (with the same Extra-Trees architec-
ture used for the meta-FQI agent) giving as input the context and the step size
xi = (ωi, hi), and as output the final performance obtained in the trajectory,
said Ji. Finally, in the performance evaluation, the sampled test context ωt is
given as input to the agent, and the step size selected is then the one that at-
tains the maximum estimated performance ht = argmaxh Ĵωt

(θ0, h). To have a
fair comparison, the number of trajectories in the dataset is the same as for the
Meta-FQI case. However, this new agent is only interested in the final returns,
and not in the whole learning trajectory, hence the amount of data in input is
reduced by a factor equal to the learning horizon H. The results are shown in
figure 11, with the curve labeled as Meta-single-action. As we can see the agents,
even if capable of adapting the stepsize with different contexts, it is still unable
to improve the NGA baseline, which has the same step size for each task. This
is probably related to the fact that, to provide a fine performance estimation,
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Fig. 11: Comparison of performances obtained by a trained agent capable of
choosing a fixed initial learning rate.

the model needs a larger amount of samples, while meta-FQI uses all the single
steps in the trajectory in the training dataset.
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