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Abstract

Existing approaches to reward inference from be-
havior typically assume that humans provide demon-
strations according to specific models of behavior.
However, humans often indicate their goals through
a wide range of behaviors, from actions that are
suboptimal due to poor planning or execution to
behaviors which are intended to communicate goals
rather than achieve them. We propose that super-
vised learning offers a unified framework to infer
reward functions from any class of behavior, and
show that such an approach is asymptotically Bayes-
optimal under mild assumptions. Experiments on
simulated robotic manipulation tasks show that our
method can efficiently infer rewards from a wide
variety of arbitrarily suboptimal demonstrations.

1 Introduction
In order for artificial agents to achieve human goals, humans
must first communicate their goals to the agents. While the tra-
ditional method of goal communication in reinforcement learn-
ing (RL) is explicit reward specification, specifying correct
rewards can be challenging [1, 2, 3, 4]. This has highlighted
the need for alternative modalities for reward specification,
such as human demonstrations, the modality studied in inverse
reinforcement learning (IRL) [5].

IRL generally assumes that demonstrations are generated
according to a specific model of human behavior, which ranges
from noisy optimality [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10] to bounded reason-
ing [11, 12, 13] and beyond. Yet while such models produce
solvable learning problems, they are still far from accurate
descriptions of the entirety of human behavior. First, real-
world human behavior demonstrates all of these suboptimali-
ties at once, and many more that have yet to be accounted for
[14, 15]; second, people frequently use entirely non-optimal
behavior such as gestures in order to communicate their goals.

*Correspondence to: wschwarzer@umass.edu
†Work done while at the University of Texas.

In this paper, we investigate one approach to learning re-
wards from the full range of human behavior: framing a hu-
man’s actions as an indication of their goals, rather than an
attempted optimization of them. Similar to previous work
[16, 17, 15], we assume access to a dataset of behaviors (e.g.,
demonstrations or gestures) and their associated ground-truth
rewards. However, rather than explicitly learning a behavior
model that maps these rewards onto the behaviors, we use
supervised learning to directly learn a mapping of behaviors
onto rewards. This approach, which we call Supervised Re-
ward Inference (SRI), is fast, data efficient, and asymptotically
Bayes-optimal (see Sections 5 and 6).

2 Related Work

To the best of our knowledge, our work is the first study of
reward inference from general behavior. Here, we review
prior work extending behavior imitation [19] and reward in-
ference [5] to use training data, account for various kinds
of suboptimality, and learn from behavior classes other than
demonstrations.

Meta-IRL Prior work has studied the use of multi-task
demonstration datasets to improve the efficiency of IRL in-
ference, under the names of multi-task IRL [20, 21, 22, 23],
meta-IRL [24, 25, 26, 27], and lifelong IRL [28]. Similarly
to SRI, such works allow fast, data-efficient reward inference,
but do not directly enable reward inference from suboptimal
demonstrations.

Behavior model misspecification Armstrong and Minder-
mann [29] showed that it is generally impossible to simul-
taneously infer a demonstrator’s reward function and their
behavior model; thus, reward inference methods must either
assume the behavior model (as most methods do) or learn
it from data (as Shah et al. [15] and SRI do). Later, Skalse
and Abate [30] showed theoretically that assuming behavior
models is dangerous, as it almost always produces incorrect
reward functions when the model is incorrect. For example,
assuming Boltzmann rationality will only provide an asymp-
totically correct optimal policy set for ground-truth behavior
models that take optimal actions most frequently, and no oth-
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Supervised Reward Inference

Table 1: Comparison of several reward inference methods. Inverse planning refers to Algorithm 1 by Shah et al. [15]. The final
three capabilities refer to the ability to infer at least Bayes-optimal rewards from demonstrations generated according to the
specified type of behavior; for the latter two types, this assumes access to a dataset of demonstrations drawn from the same
distribution (including the same behavior model) as the inference demonstrations. For CIRL [18], we assume a non-interactive
CIRL game with one demonstration and one deployment phase. Extensions of Algorithm 1 by Shah et al. [15] may be able to
infer correct rewards from arbitrarily suboptimal behaviors in the settings we consider, and possibly from a small number of
observed trajectories, but the current algorithm cannot (see Section 2).

Capability IRL Meta IRL CIRL Inverse
Planning

SRI

No reward dataset required ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕
Few-shot inference ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓
Simulator-free reward inference ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✓
LfO possible ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✓
Known suboptimal behavior class ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Limited suboptimal behavior class ✕ ✕ ✕ ✓ ✓
Arbitrary behavior class ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✓

ers. Other works quantified the error induced by incorrect
behavior models: Shah et al. [15] and Chan et al. [8] showed
that a variety of misspecifications can induce sometimes dra-
matically incorrect reward functions, while Hong et al. [31]
showed that in continuous-action MDPs, even arbitrarily small
errors in the behavior model can result in almost arbitrarily
large errors in the inferred reward parameters.

Learning from suboptimal demonstrations Reward in-
ference algorithms have been developed to account for a
wide variety of specific suboptimalities in human behavior,
including hyperbolic discounting, myopia, false beliefs and
bounded cognition [11, 12, 13], autocorrelated action noise
[7], mistaken transition models [17], and risk-sensitive behav-
ior [32, 33]. Notably, humans have little trouble inferring and
accounting for each other’s suboptimality [12, 13].

Shiarlis et al. [34] studied the setting where demonstrations
are arbitrarily suboptimal, but they are labeled as failures
(to be avoided) or successes; similarly, Brown et al. [35]
used preferences over suboptimal demonstrations. Brown
et al. [36] and Chen et al. [37] augment that paper by using
noise injection to automatically rank synthetic demonstrations,
learning a reward model that disprefers noisy trajectories.

Learning from general behavior Hadfield-Menell et al.
[18] and Malik et al. [38] studied how to provide and learn
from demonstrations which are selected according to their
information content for the other agent, rather than how much
reward they accumulate. Shah et al. [15] developed the re-
search direction which is closest to SRI. They present two al-
gorithms for human behavior models and rewards, both based
on value iteration networks (VINs) [39], and differentiable
planners in general. While the second algorithm they present
uses a heuristic to infer rewards from near-optimal agents, the
first algorithm uses a similar setting to SRI: it trains a value
iteration network on a dataset of demonstration policies and
corresponding reward functions to predict a policy given a
reward function. Then, at inference time, given a policy, the
reward function is recovered through gradient descent. Unlike

SRI, however, this algorithm expects the demonstrator’s full
policy at inference time, and has not been extended to contin-
uous domains (which are beyond the default capabilities of
VINs).

3 Background

While SRI does not assume that human behavior is generated
by any particular learning or control algorithm, we still formal-
ize the notions of “behavior” and “goals” using notation from
reinforcement learning (RL) [40] and inverse reinforcement
learning (IRL) [5], which we review here.

Control problems studied in RL are formalized mathemati-
cally as a Markov decision process (MDP). An MDP M =
(S,A, p, r, d0, γ) consists of possibly infinite sets of states, S ,
and actions, A; a transition function p : S ×A× S → [0, 1];
a reward function r : S ×A → R; an initial state distribution
d0 : S → [0, 1]; and a discount factor γ ∈ [0, 1].

A policy π : S × A → [0, 1] is a function describ-
ing the agent’s probability of selecting an action in any
given state; let Π be the set of all policies. Policies inter-
act with an MDP to produce stochastic processes known as
episodes: (S0, A0, R0, S1, A1, R1, . . . ) such that S0 ∼ d0,
At ∼ π(St, ·), Rt = r(St, At), and St+1 ∼ p(St, At, ·).
MDPs can also be partially observable, meaning they also
have a set of observations O and an emission function Ω :
S × O → [0, 1]. In this case, episodes include observations
generated by the emission function, Oi ∼ Ω(Si, ·), and the
policy π : O × A → [0, 1] instead maps observations to
actions: Ai ∼ π(Oi, ·).

In the notation used in this paper, we assume for simplicity
that the reward function can be described as a function of state
alone: (Rt ⊥⊥ At|St). Thus, we will write r(St) for brevity.
Such state-based rewards are common in goal-based robotic
manipulation tasks, for example. However, our methods apply
equally well to the case where actions influence the reward.
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The objective of an RL agent in an MDP is to accumulate
as much reward as possible, subject to exponential time dis-
counting. Formally, the discounted return starting at time t
is the sum of rewards at and after t, discounted exponentially
by γ: Gt =

∑∞
i=0 γ

iRt+i. The expected discounted episodic
return in an MDP is the expected value of G0 for a given
policy: J(π) = E[G0;π], where semicolon π indicates that
At ∼ π(St, ·). RL in a given MDP is thus the optimization
problem argmaxπ J(π). Let π∗ be such an optimal policy,
and let its expected return be J∗.

Reward Inference. In reward inference problems such as
SRI, IRL, or CIRL, the reward function is unknown to the
agent, but typically train-time access to the underlying reward-
free MDP, M\ {r}, is still assumed.1 In place of the reward,
some number of trajectories in the environment are provided,
consisting of sequences of either observations, states, or states
and actions.2 In settings where the human behaves roughly
optimally for the task they intend the imitator to complete,
these trajectories are called demonstrations, but for generality
we call them “behavior trajectories”. In this paper, we will
assume the most difficult setting, where trajectories are se-
quences of observations: τ = (o0, o1, . . . , oLB

) ∈ T , where
T := (O)LB . Thus, to indicate a single task, the agent is
provided with {τn}Nn=1 ∈ T N .

The agent’s goal is to use these trajectories to infer the
reward function. The reward function itself is sometimes the
final output, but our focus is on optimizing the inferred reward
function and evaluating the resulting policy against the hidden
ground truth reward function.

3.1 Learning Behavior Models from Known
Rewards

Reward inference models traditionally infer a completely un-
known reward function r by assuming that the trajectories
{τn} are generated according to a specific, known mapping
b : R → Π, where R is the space of reward functions [6, 30].
However, some recent work has partially inverted this set-
ting, instead assuming that the behavior model is partially or
completely unknown, but can be inferred from samples of
human behavior collected for partially or completely known
reward functions. For example, Reddy et al. [17], Enayati
et al. [16], Carreno-Medrano et al. [41], and Ghosal et al. [42]
use demonstrations by humans in tasks with known rewards
to infer parameters of their behavior models, such as their
Boltzmann-rationality temperature parameter or their internal
beliefs about the transition model, p; similarly, Milliken and
Hollinger [43] estimate a human’s expertise in a driving task
using the knowledge that hitting obstacles is undesirable. Fi-
nally, in their first algorithm, Shah et al. [15] use a dataset of
known reward functions and known policies to learn any be-
havior model that can be produced by a value iteration network

1In this paper, we use “reward inference” to denote reward inference from
behavior, such as IRL.

2This setup describes a two-phase CIRL game; CIRL allows for multiple
learning-deployment interactions between agent and demonstrator, but such
an interactive problem setup is beyond the scope of this paper.

in a tabular MDP.

4 Supervised Reward Inference
In our work, we study a simpler approach for performing
reward inference using a dataset of human behavior for known
rewards. Rather than training a parameterized behavior model
from data, we simply train the inverse model to directly map
trajectories to reward functions.

This direct reward function inference approach, if it per-
formed N -shot inference (i.e., used N trajectories as input)
with trajectories of length LB , would produce a model from
trajectories to reward functions fθ : T N → R, allowing re-
ward inference on a single state s through fθ({τn}Nn=1)(s).
Such a model would work well in those cases studied previ-
ously where the exact reward function is known [15], or where
a parameterized form rψ of the reward function is known, in
which case fθ could use ψ as its target. However, this is not a
general solution, as true human reward functions in complex
environments are unlikely to have known parameterizations
(see Section 4.2).

Instead, we teach fθ to predict samples of the reward given a
state as input: r(s) ≈ fθ({τn}Nn=1, s). A further enhancement
offers an immense efficiency gain: the behavior trajectories
(and thus task) need not be reprocessed at every timestep, and
can instead be preprocessed into a task encoding. We call
the resulting task encoder fθf (the blue path in Figure 1), and
the state-encoder and final reward model gθg (the red path in
Figure 1).3 This final structure allows us to formally define
SRI.

Definition 4.1 (Supervised Reward Inference). Given: a) a
random set of behavior trajectories {Tn}Nn=1 ∈ T N and a
random reward function R jointly following a distribution
DT ; b) a random state S following some distribution DS ; c)
some parameterized function families fθf : T N → Ψ and
gθg : S × Ψ → R; and d) some regression loss function
L : R × R → R, supervised reward inference (SRI) is the
following minimization problem:

argmin
θf ,θg

E
[
L
(
gθg

(
S, fθf ({Tn}Nn=1)

)
, R(S)

)]
.

See Algorithm 1 for an example gradient-descent-based im-
plementation. Note that the state samples that are labeled with
rewards do not need to be taken from the behavior trajectories.
Indeed, it is often best for states and behaviors to be separate:
the state samples should be representative of the state space
optimized during RL, but the behaviors need not be.

4.1 Example Architecture
Figure 1 demonstrates the abstract structure of the architecture
that we used for SRI in our experiments; see Appendix B for

3Note that this structure also allows us to train multi-task policies by
conditioning on the task embedding output from fθf [25], which we explore
in experiments with reach tasks.
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Figure 1: Example SRI model architecture. Behavior trajec-
tories are processed independently into trajectory represen-
tations by a sequence model such as a transformer, and then
these representations are combined into an overall task repre-
sentation ψ by a set model such as a set transformer [44] (blue
path). This computation is done only once per task. Indepen-
dently, the current state is processed into a representation ϕ
by a standard multi-layer perceptron or convolutional neural
network (red path). This process is done once per timestep,
but is very fast: it consists of one forward pass through two
small MLPs. Finally, the task and observation representations
are combined by another multi-layer perceptron into a scalar
reward.

exact details. All gθg networks used (red path) were MLPs,
while the trajectory encoder was a transformer [45], and the
task encoder was a set transformer [44].

4.2 Dataset Construction
As discussed in Section 3.1, prior work suggests one straight-
forward way of constructing a behavior-reward dataset for
SRI: collect human behavior attempting to optimize known
reward functions. Because the reward functions are known,
states can be arbitrarily sampled (following whatever DS is
desired) and labeled computationally. Such an approach offers
a limited number of behavior samples but an arbitrary number
of state-reward pairs, which our experiments suggest is suffi-
cient for strong performance (see Tables 3 and 4 in Section 6).
Our experiments follow this approach, using simulations of
suboptimal human behavior.

However, assuming computational access to a ground-truth
reward function is not reasonable for most complex environ-
ments and tasks, such as those where human goals are implicit
rather than explicit or where tradeoffs must be made. In these
cases, it may be more feasible to observe human behavior “in
the wild” and use human labeling of goals, rewards or pref-
erences, or other computational reward estimation methods,
such as reward inference from their speech or facial expres-
sions [46]. In such a scenario, state-reward samples could be

Algorithm 1 SRI Training with Gradient Descent
1: Input: Number of training tasks K, number of trajectories per task NT ,

number of state-reward samples per task Ns, batch size M , number of
inference trajectories per task NI , learning rate α, and training dataset

D =
{({

τk,n
}NT

n=1
, {(sk,n, rk,n)}Ns

n=1

)}K

k=1

2: Initialize fθf : T NI → Rd

3: Initialize gθg : S × Rd → R
4: repeat
5: Sample batch of behavior and state-reward samples,{({

τk,n
}NT

n=1
, {(sk,n, rk,n)}Ns

n=1

)}M

k=1
∼ D

6: Randomly sample NI trajectories from each set of NT

7: (ψk,n)
M,Ns
k=1,n=1 =

(
fθf

({
τk,n

}NI

n=1

))M

k=1

8: (r̂k,n)
M,Ns
k=1,n=1 =

(
gθg

(
sk,n, ψk,n

))M,Ns

k=1,n=1

9: L(θf , θg)← 1
MNs

∑M
k=1

∑Ns
n=1

(
r̂k,n − rk,n

)2
10: θf ← θf − α∇θfL(θf , θg)
11: θg ← θg − α∇θgL(θf , θg)
12: until convergence
13: Output: Learned demonstration encoder fθf and reward model gθg

taken from the observed behavior itself, though care will have
to be taken to ensure their representativeness of the RL state
space.

5 Bayes Optimality of SRI
Are there any classes of behavior which are too suboptimal or
arbitrary even for SRI? For which classes of reward inference
problems will SRI produce an optimal reward model? In this
section, we state the theoretical answer to these questions:
as you give it more data, SRI approaches Bayes optimality
for any reward inference problem as long as the problem and
SRI’s model family satisfy certain compactness and ‘niceness’
assumptions. Concretely, in Appendix A, using the Bayesian
inverse reinforcement learning framework [6], we formally
state and prove the following theorem.

Main Theorem, Paraphrased (Asymptotic Optimality of
SRI Algorithms). Consider an SRI problem in an MDP with
jointly distributed reward R and trajectory samples {Tn}Nn=1.
Suppose that the dataset, SRI algorithm, and MDP satisfy the
following assumptions.

Assumptions: 1) The MDP has compact state and action
spaces S and A and bounded returns; 2) The MDP has a ran-
dom (unknown) continuous reward functionR; 3) SRI’s model
family is {fθ}θ∈Θ for compact Θ; 4) {fθ} is equicontinuous;
5) SRI minimizes mean-squared error, and {fθ} contains the
minimizer of mean-squared error, E[R|{Tn} = {τn}]; 6) We
sample trajectories and rewards from the true distribution,
and we sample states from a distribution with full support
over the state space.

Claim: As the size of the dataset increases, any SRI algo-
rithm in this setting is asymptotically Bayes-optimal in two
senses: first, its inferred reward functions almost surely con-
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verge uniformly over the state space to the expectation of the
posterior distribution of R given {Tn}; second, consequently,
the returns of its optimal policies converge almost surely to the
maximum expected return under this posterior distribution.

Proof sketch. The proof follows three steps: 1) show that
SRI’s inferred reward function almost surely converges uni-
formly over the state space to the expectation of the posterior
reward; 2) show that maximizing return under the expectation
of the posterior reward is equivalent to maximizing expected
return under the posterior; 3) show that SRI’s uniform conver-
gence in reward accuracy causes its optimal policies to also
converge to optimal performance. (Note that all convergence
discussed here is almost sure.)

1) To show uniform convergence of SRI’s inferred reward
functions over the state space, we first show pointwise conver-
gence. First, boundedness of the reward function and the func-
tion family lets us conclude that the loss function is Glivenko-
Cantelli, and so converges uniformly over parameters. Thus,
any convergent subsequence of our sequence of parameters
converges to an optimal θ, and so our sequence of parameters
must also converge to an optimal θ.

Next, to conclude uniform convergence of SRI’s reward
functions over the state space, we use the assumption of
equicontinuity of {fθ} to apply the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem,
which establishes that any convergent sequence of parame-
ters has a subsequence that is uniformly convergent over the
state space. The desired result then follows by iterated ap-
plication of Arzelà-Ascoli on any non-uniformly-convergent
subsequence in our sequence of parameters. We therefore con-
clude that SRI’s inferred reward functions converge uniformly
over the state space to the expectation of the posterior reward
function.

2) To show that SRI’s limit is the correct maximization
target for imitation policies, we generalize a tabular result by
Ramachandran and Amir [6]. Concretely, we use Fubini’s
Theorem and the Bounded Convergence Theorem to prove
that maximizing expected return under the reward posterior is
equivalent to maximizing return under the expectation of the
reward posterior.

3) Finally, because the MDP’s returns are bounded, and
because we can uniformly bound SRI’s deviation from the
expected reward posterior across all states, we can also bound
the deviation of SRI’s predicted returns across all policies. As
the quantity of data increases, this return deviation decreases.
Therefore, SRI’s optimal policies approach optimality with
respect to the expectation of the reward posterior, and hence
expected optimality with respect to the reward posterior.

6 Experiments
In the previous section, we showed that, theoretically, an ideal
SRI algorithm can ideally solve any reward inference task as
well as it is possible to solve it. In this section, we demonstrate
this ability in practice, using several concrete examples of

tasks that are not possible to solve with previous methods:
inferring a pick-place reward function from a gesture, inferring
correct goals from demonstrations that systematically show
the wrong goal, and more.

However, in addition to providing evidence that SRI can
infer reward functions from radically suboptimal demonstra-
tions, as expected, we also designed experiments to explore
the following concrete questions about SRI’s behavior: 1)
Can SRI learn models that infer sharp complex, discontinuous
reward functions precisely? 2) Can SRI learn models that
infer reward functions from behaviors like gestures that each
indicate the goal only indirectly or partially? 3) How does
the performance of SRI models relative to classical imitation
learning models change as the suboptimality of the demonstra-
tions increases? 4) How does the performance of SRI models
vary with respect to amount of training data and number of
test-time demonstrations?

6.1 Experiment Design

For additional experimental details, see Appendix C.
Tasks. Ground-truth tasks are Meta-World pick-place and

reach tasks [47] with randomly distributed goals. Because
we do not use the ground-truth reward function to evaluate
policies, we added an additional discontinuous reward of 5.0
upon success in order to test SRI’s ability to infer sharp reward
functions.

Demonstrations. Experiments used five classes of behavior
trajectories, all generated by oracular policies with reach goals.
Gestures (GESTURE): robot hand starts at a random position
above the table and reaches towards the goal for 50 timesteps.
Used for pick-place tasks. Noisy actions (NOISYε):the hand
starts in the default location and reaches directly towards the
goal for 150 timesteps, but with a probability ε each timestep
of instead reaching towards a random location. Noisy actions
with random starts (NOISY GESTUREε): uses random actions
like NOISYε, but otherwise identical to GESTURE (including
a horizon of 50). Goal offset (PSYCHICα): the hand reaches
deterministically towards the wrong position, offset towards
the origin by some amount (α = 1.0 is no offset, while −1.0
is mirroring through the origin). Finally, mirrored and circled
(HARD): the hand starts at the origin, then draws a circle
around a deterministically incorrect position.

Except where otherwise specified, we provided 100 demon-
strations per task for GESTURE, NOISY, and NOISY GESTURE,
1 demonstration for the deterministic PSYCHIC, and 10 demon-
strations for HARD.

State-reward Sampling. For all tasks, SRI received a
state-reward dataset (see Section 4.2) with states produced
by the robot hand attempting to reach to random locations on
and around the table while randomly opening and closing its
gripper. For pick-place tasks, SRI also received examples of
states from an oracular pick-place agent bringing the object to
random positions. Of course, SRI could not infer goals from
such states, as they were randomly shuffled and uncorrelated
with the goal of the task is was attempting to infer.

5
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Table 2: Performance of SRI and baselines on pick-place tasks
given demonstrations from the GESTURE class (see Section
6.1). Performance is measured by the object’s average prox-
imity to the goal under each method’s learned policy, clipped
per-trial to a minimum of 0 (see Section 6.1), with standard
error variance over 30 trials. Results show that SRI can in-
fer a complex reward function from completely non-optimal
gestures as demonstrations.

Method Ave. Goal Proximity

SRI 0.822± 0.051
GAIL −0.001± 0.000
AIRL −0.001± 0.001
BC −0.001± 0.000
GT RL 0.903± 0.011

Data quantity. Except where otherwise noted, SRI re-
ceived 1,280 tasks, each with 100 demonstrations and 10,000
state-reward pairs (note, however, that such a large amount
of data was unnecessary; see Tables 3 and 4). For pick-place
tasks, 80% of states were from random reaching, while 20%
were from random pick-placing.

RL. For learning policies with SRI’s learned reward func-
tions, we used Truncated Quantile Critics [48] for reach tasks
and Proximal Policy Optimization [49] for pick-place tasks,
each as implemented in Stable-Baselines3 [50].

For reach tasks, which are easier, we trained multi-task poli-
cies by conditioning the policy on the task representation ψ;
for pick-place tasks, we trained task-specific policies (though
note that all tasks within each trial were inferred by a single
SRI model).

Metrics and statistics. The evaluated metric is average
normalized goal proximity: 1 minus the distance to the goal
of the hand (for reach tasks) or object (for pick-place tasks),
scaled such that the initial distance is 1, and averaged across
all timesteps and trials. To avoid distraction by large negative
proximity values in plots, we clip average proximity of each
trial in plots to a minimum of 0 (but do not clip in tables).

All methods and all settings in all experiments were run
for 30 trials, and statistical uncertainty was quantified using
standard error without Bonferroni correction.

Baselines. We used four baselines for comparison. First,
three imitation learning baselines, for all of which we used
the Imitation library in Python [51]: behavioral cloning (BC)
[19], generative adversarial imitation learning (GAIL) [52]
and adversarial inverse reinforcement learning (AIRL) [53].
Finally, we also used a ground-truth RL baseline (GT RL),
consisting of policies learned through RL with the ground-
truth reward.

6.2 Results

Throughout our experiments, we discovered that SRI was capa-
ble of learning reward functions with a high degree of accuracy
(see Table 2), in a wide variety of situations where optimality-
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Figure 2: Performance of SRI and baselines when given noisy
demonstrations. Error bars indicate standard error over 30
trials. Tasks are Meta-World reach tasks with demonstrations
from the NOISY GESTUREε class for various values of ε (see
Section 6.1). Performance is measured by the robot hand’s
average proximity to the goal under each method’s learned
policy, clipped per-trial to a minimum of 0 (see Section 6.1),
with 30-trial standard error bars. Note that ε = 1.0 is ef-
fectively impossible, as demonstrations are pure noise, and
is only included for completeness. Results show that SRI
approaches ground-truth RL performance in the presence of
perfect demonstrations, and suffers less from noisily subopti-
mal demonstrations than other methods.

Table 3: Performance of SRI trained on varying numbers of
tasks and observations per task, with baseline results as fol-
lows: GAIL: −1.808 ± 0.368; AIRL: −1.582 ± 0.302; BC:
−0.930±0.083; Ground Truth RL: 0.957±0.005. Variance is
measured with 30-trial standard error. Tasks are Meta-World
reach tasks with demonstrations from the HARD class (see
Section 6.1). Performance is measured by the robot hand’s
average proximity to the goal under each method’s learned
policy, clipped per-trial to a minimum of 0 (see Section 6.1).
Results show that despite the difficulty of reward inference
from HARD demonstrations, and despite SRI’s complex deep
architecture, SRI needs surprisingly little data to learn reason-
able reward functions for this task, making do with as little as
8,000 labeled observations.

Num.
Tasks

Number of Labeled Observations per Task

100 1000 10000

1280 0.860± 0.006 0.916± 0.004 0.930± 0.003
320 0.780± 0.007 0.866± 0.006 0.893± 0.006
80 0.495± 0.017 0.792± 0.008 0.812± 0.010
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Figure 3: Performance of SRI and baselines when given
demonstrations that deterministically reach to the wrong loca-
tion. Tasks are Meta-World reach tasks with demonstrations
from the PSYCHICα class (see Section 6.1) for various values
of α. Performance is measured by the robot hand’s average
proximity to the goal under each method’s learned policy,
clipped per-trial to a minimum of 0 (see Section 6.1), with
30-trial standard error bars. Results show that the performance
of optimality-assuming algorithms decreases to zero with sub-
optimality of the demonstrations, while SRI’s learned policies
remain nearly optimal regardless of demonstration optimality.
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Figure 4: Performance of SRI and baselines when given vary-
ing numbers of noisy demonstrations. Tasks are Meta-World
reach tasks, with demonstrations from the NOISY0.87 class (see
Section 6.1). Performance is measured by the robot hand’s
average proximity to the goal under each method’s learned
policy, clipped per-trial to a minimum of 0 (see Section 6.1),
with 30-trial standard error bars. Results show that SRI per-
forms better than optimality-assuming methods regardless of
demonstration quantity.

Table 4: Performance of SRI trained on varying numbers of
tasks and observations per task, with baseline results as fol-
lows: GAIL: −0.004 ± 0.002; AIRL: −0.001 ± 0.000; BC:
−0.002±0.001; Ground Truth RL: 0.903±0.011. Variance is
measured with 30-trial standard error. Tasks are Meta-World
reach tasks with demonstrations from the HARD class (see
Section 6.1). Performance is measured by the robot hand’s
average proximity to the goal under each method’s learned
policy, clipped per-trial to a minimum of 0 (see Section 6.1).
Results show that pick-place is a far more difficult task than
reach, unsurprisingly (see Table 3), but SRI can still learn well
with 320,000 labeled observations. Note that the counterintu-
itively strong result of 320 tasks and 1000 observations is due
to model capacity: with higher-capacity models, we find that
SRI’s performance in this experiment increases monotonically
with data quantity.

Num.
Tasks

Number of Labeled Observations per Task

100 1000 10000

1280 0.614± 0.076 0.715± 0.069 0.784± 0.052
320 0.221± 0.067 0.768± 0.052 0.708± 0.059
80 0.018± 0.021 0.269± 0.065 0.502± 0.085

assuming methods completely fail (Figure 3; Tables 2, 3, 4).
It performed well even when the behavior-reward mapping
was profoundly noisy (Figure 2), and even when it only re-
ceived a single noisy demonstration (Figure 4); unsurprisingly,
though, it performed even better when the behavior-reward
mapping was arbitrarily suboptimal but still invertible (Figure
3). Finally, while challenging reward functions still require
a substantial number of labeled observations to be learned
accurately (Table 4), potentially necessitating the use of self-
supervised learning methods, simpler tasks may be solvable
with quantities of data small enough to collect manually (Table
3).

Nevertheless, our results did not come easily: we also dis-
covered that data quality is crucial for SRI’s performance,
and that failing to sample states from all regions that a policy
might explore can lead SRI to infer a hackable reward function
with incorrect local optima. Pick-place tasks were particularly
difficult, as the reward model needed to provide accurate pre-
grasping shaping rewards in addition to a large, discontinuous
success reward; however, limited model capacity often forced
the model to reduce error in success prediction, to the detri-
ment of the shaped rewards necessary to find and grasp the
object.

In general, reward inference from arbitrary behavior is a
fundamentally difficult problem, as the policy and reward func-
tion cannot be regularized to be similar to the demonstration.
However, one could regularize the policy or reward function to
prefer states that are similar to those seen in the state-reward
dataset. Future work exploring this direction or iterative data
labeling [54] may further reduce the data requirements of SRI.
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7 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced supervised reward inference (SRI),
which to our knowledge is the first algorithm to be able to
infer accurate reward functions from arbitrary behavior. We
showed that SRI is asymptotically Bayesian-optimal, as long
as the model is strong enough: as the quantity of training
data available to it approaches infinity, its learned policies
approach the highest ground-truth return possible given lim-
ited behavior at inference time. Finally, we showed that SRI
can infer difficult reward functions correctly from behavior
with complex suboptimalities, and can infer simpler reward
functions from suboptimal behavior with only a few thousand
labeled states.

Several important questions remain to be answered before
SRI can be easily applied to existing real-world problems.
First, many real-world tasks will likely be visual, thus requir-
ing an image encoder as part of the SRI model, a change
which we believe will be straightforward but did not study
here. Second, while SRI’s data efficiency on reach tasks might
allow manual dataset construction, real-world tasks are likely
to be far more complex than even the simulated pick-place task
studied here. In such cases, SRI’s labeled data efficiency may
be enhanced through self- and weakly-supervised learning
methods. For example, DINOv2 [55] or other visual foun-
dation models could help it learn rewards more easily, while
behavior foundation models [56] might help it more easily
infer optimal policies.

We believe that SRI’s compatibility with self-supervised
foundation models is thus one advantage offering it great
promise in the effort to align artificial agents. Just as natu-
ral language processing tasks have been made easier through
leveraging massive datasets [57], so too we hope that artifi-
cial agents can achieve humans’ real-world goals more easily
through the power of data.
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A Proof of the Bayes Optimality of SRI

In this section, we use the Bayesian inverse reinforcement
learning framework [6] to show that any “ideal” SRI algo-
rithm is asymptotically optimal for both reward inference and
imitation learning (see Theorem A.4 for details). In particular,
our analysis relies on only three main assumptions for the SRI
algorithm and the problem: niceness and compactness of the
function class and MDP, appropriate model capacity, and data
coverage.

Our proof proceeds as follows: first, in Section A.1, we
lay out our notation and assumptions; second, in Section
A.2, we derive the closed form of the Bayes-optimal reward
function for imitation given limited behavior trajectories; third,
in Section A.3, we show that SRI converges uniformly in the
limit of infinite data to this Bayes-optimal reward function;
finally, in Section A.4, we use these results to prove that the
optimal policies for SRI also converge uniformly to Bayes
optimality, i.e., they asymptotically provide the maximum
possible expected return given irreducible uncertainty about
the ground truth reward function.

A.1 Preliminaries
Notation: Each of the sets we consider generally has at most
one σ-algebra associated with it. Thus, as standard in proba-
bility theory, we will often use each set interchangeably with
its measurable space.

Let R be a measurable space of reward functions in M,
equipped with any σ-algebra, and let P(R) be the set of all
probability measures with respect to R’s σ-algebra. (De-
fine the operator P similarly for any measurable space.) Let
P ∈ P(R) be the ground-truth marginal distribution of re-
ward functions; in particular, these reward functions are po-
tentially co-dependent with behavior trajectories of maximum
length LB . For any number of trajectories N define the task-
generating distribution

DR ∈ P
(
R× T N

)
.

Rather than seeing the actual reward function, an SRI al-
gorithm sees a set of M state-reward pairs. In particular, let
PS ∈ P(S) be a distribution over states. The data-generating
distribution is defined by the following process: first, for
dataset size (number of tasks) K, take K i.i.d. samples{(

Rk, {τk,n}Nn=1

)}K
k=1

from DR, then sample M states from PS for each task:

{sk,m}K,Mk=1,m=1 .

Finally, label each state sk,m with its reward for SRI to predict,
Rk(sk,m). The resulting dataset has K tasks, and each task
has N trajectories and M state-reward pairs:{(

{(sk,m, Rk(sk,m))}Mm=1 , {τk,n}
N
n=1

)}K
k=1

.

We aim to learn a parameterized reward function Rθ :
S × T N → R on this dataset, for θ in some space Θ (see
Assumption 1).

Notation For brevity, we henceforth omit index specifi-
cations when they are clear from context; e.g., {τn} :=
{τn}Nn=1, and similar for sequences. Furthermore, in con-
ditional statements we omit the conditioned random variable
when it is clear from context: E[Y |x] := E[Y |X = x].

We first lay out all assumptions necessary for our results.
Assumption 1 (Well-Behaved Spaces and Functions). (a) The
state space S, observation space O, and action space A are
compact measurable metric spaces equipped with σ-algebras
FS , FO and FA, respectively, and all relevant probability
measures (e.g., π(s) for any s ∈ S) are defined with respect
to FS , FO, and FA. (It follows that T N is also a compact
metric space, using some reasonable product metric.) (b)
The transition probability function p : S × A → P(A) is a
Markov kernel (hence measurable), all policies π : S → P(A)
is a Markov kernel, and the reward function R : S → R is
measurable. (c) The space Θ of reward model parameters is
compact. (d) Rθ(s, {τn}) is measurable and continuous with
respect to θ, s, and {τn}, and {Rθ}θ∈Θ is equicontinuous in
s and {τn}. (e) All measure spaces are σ-finite.
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Remark A.1. Compactness of Θ and S and equicontinuity
(Assumption 1(a, c, d)) imply that {Rθ}θ∈Θ is uniformly
bounded.

Assumption 2 (Bounded Returns). All reward functions R ∈
R are bounded, and either γ < 1 or ∃L ∈ Z≥0 such that for
all t > L, Rt = 0. Therefore, all returns are bounded, and Jθ
is bounded for all θ.

Assumption 3 (MSE). In this section, SRI is defined using
squared error over the dataset. In particular, we define the
single-sample loss for a parameter θ as

ℓθ(R, {τn}, s) = (Rθ(s, {τn})−R(s))2.

Remark A.2. We do not assume the uniqueness of minimiz-
ing parameters, but our definitions naturally imply unique
minimizing functions.

Assumption 4 (Model Capacity). The hypothesis class {Rθ}
contains R̄| := E [R | {τn}], which Lemma A.3 shows to be
the optimal reward function for maximizing expected imitation
return.

Assumption 5 (Data Coverage). The data distribution over
states has full support on S: supp(PS) = S. (If the MDP
contains unreachable states for any reason, the support need
not include those states.)

A.2 Optimality of R̄ as a reward function for
imitation

We first adapt a tabular result by Ramachandran and Amir
[6] to show that, when optimizing expected return under an
uncertain reward function, it is always optimal to optimize
return under the expected value of that reward function.

Lemma A.3. Let MR = (S,A, p, R, d0, γ) be an MDP with
random reward function R following any distribution PR ∈
P(R). Define the expected reward function R̄ : S → R to
be R̄(s) = E[R(s)]. Then, the policy π∗ that maximizes the
expected cumulative reward ER[JR(π)], where

JR(π) = E

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtR(St) ;π

]
,

is an optimal policy for the MDP MR̄ = (S,A, p, R̄, d0, γ)
with reward function R̄. Similarly, any optimal policy for MR̄

is also optimal under JR.

Proof. We aim to show that

E [JR(π)] = E

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtR̄(St) ;π

]
, (1)

where the left expectation is taken over both the randomness
in R and the stochastic transitions in the MDP under policy π,
while the right expectation is taken over the latter alone.

The proof establishes the following equalities:

ER [JR(π)] = ER

[
E

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtR(St) ;π

]]
(2)

= E

[
ER

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtR(St)

]
;π

]
(3)

= E

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtER [R(St)] ;π

]
. (4)

Step (A.2) → (A.2) follows immediately from Assumption 2
and the Bounded Convergence Theorem. Therefore, all that
remains is to justify the application of Fubini’s Theorem in
step (A.2) → (A.2).

Let (Ω,F , µ) be the product measure space of reward func-
tions and trajectories, where Ω = R × S∞, F = R ⊗ S∞

(using the usual cylinder σ-algebra), and µ = P (R) × Pπ.
Here, Pπ is the probability measure over trajectories induced
by π in this MDP.

Define the function f(R, {St}) =
∑∞
t=0 γ

tR(St).
To apply Fubini’s Theorem, we need to verify that f is

measurable with respect to F and that
∫
Ω
|f | dµ <∞.

Measurability: First, note that the projection of Ω onto
each individual St is measurable by definition of the cylinder
σ-algebra; thus, because R is measurable by assumption, each
summand of f is individually measurable. The function f is
therefore the limit of finite sums of measurable functions, and
hence is measurable.

Integrability: For some non-negative c ∈ R, whose exact
value depends on γ and L (if applicable) we have∫

Ω

|f | dµ =

∫
R

∫
S∞

∣∣∣∣∣
∞∑
t=0

γtR(St)

∣∣∣∣∣ dPπ({St}) dP (R)
= ER,St

[∣∣∣∣∣
∞∑
t=0

γtR(St)

∣∣∣∣∣
]

≤ ER,St [c] ,

by Assumption 2.
Thus, we have established (A.2). To conclude, since the ex-

pected cumulative reward under the distribution P (R) equals
the expected cumulative reward in the MDP with reward func-
tion R̄, maximizing E[JR(π)] over policies π is equivalent to
maximizing JR̄(π) in the MDP M ′ = (S,A, p, γ, R̄).

Therefore, the policy π∗ that maximizes E[JR(π)] is the
optimal policy for the MDP with reward function R̄.

Equipped with the result of Lemma A.3, we now show that,
under our assumptions, any SRI algorithm asymptotically
produces optimal policies for R̄, and thus optimal policies for
the posterior distribution over rewards, PR|{τn}.

A.3 Convergence of (RθK )

The first step is to demonstrate the convergence of the learned
SRI model in the limit of infinite data. First, we define our
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risk functions in a manner that allows us to invoke a Glivenko-
Cantelli argument [58]. As discussed in the preliminaries,
consider a single sample (R, {τn}, s) drawn according to
DR × PS , where (R, {τn}) ∼ DR and s ∼ PS . The pop-
ulation risk is then

L(θ) = E(R,{τn})∼DR,s∼PS
[ℓθ(R, {τn}, s)].

Remark A.4. As always for least squares problems, for any

θ∗ ∈ argmin
θ∈Θ

L(θ),

we know Rθ∗ = R̄|.
Remark A.4 and Lemma A.3 show that the optimal reward

function for MSE SRI indeed produces Bayesian-optimal poli-
cies. We must now show that this happens in the limit of
infinite data, as well. Specifically, we show: 1) that SRI al-
gorithms indeed converge to some optimal θ∗; 2) that this
convergence is uniform in the state space; 3) that uniform con-
vergence implies convergence of the optimal policies. Steps 1
and 2 follow from standard learning theory patterns in Lem-
mas A.7 and A.8. Step 3 is completed in Theorem A.4.

Given a dataset of K tasks and M state samples per task,

{(Rk, {τn,k})}Kk=1 ∼ DK
R , {sm,k}Mm=1 ∼ PMS ,

we form the empirical risk:

L̂K(θ) =
1

KM

K∑
k=1

M∑
m=1

ℓθ(Rk, {τn,k}, sm,k).

Remark A.5. Under Assumptions 1, 2, and 3, lθ, L(θ) and
L̂K(θ) are all bounded, continuous and measurable. (See
Remark A.1.)
Remark A.6. Because increasing K provides additional data
of all types, we can ignore M in the empirical risk (M need
not approach ∞). In particular, note that L(θ) remains the
same even if lθ is a sample risk over states sm (i.e., a loss for
all state-reward samples in a single task) instead of a loss for
one individual sample.

We can now show both pointwise and uniform convergence
of RθK .

Lemma A.7 (Pointwise Convergence ofRθK ). Suppose θK ∈
argminθ∈Θ L̂K(θ) for each K. Under Assumptions 1−5,
even without a unique minimizer θ∗, we have for all (s, {τn}):

RθK (s, {τn})
a.s.−−→ R̄|(s, {τn}).

Proof. As usual for this type of result, our proof follows three
steps: 1) we show that lθ is Glivenko-Cantelli; 2) we conclude
that L̂K almost surely converges uniformly to L; 3) we use
the existence of a convergent subsequence θKj to conclude
the desired result.

Steps 1 and 2 By Remark A.5, we can directly conclude
that lθ is Glivenko-Cantelli [see, for example, Remark 3.1
and Theorem 3.2, 58]. Thus, by definition, L̂K almost surely
uniformly converges to L:

sup
θ∈Θ

|L̂K(θ)− L(θ)| a.s.−−→ 0.

Step 3 Because Θ is compact, and because all minimizers
of L(θ) produce the same function (see Remark A.4), it is
nearly sufficient to show that any convergent subsequence of
θK converges to a minimizer of L(θ).

Since Θ is compact, let (θKj
) be a convergent subsequence

of θK , and let θ∗ be its limit. Fix ε > 0, and set K0 such that
for all K ′ ≥ K0, supθ∈Θ |L̂K(θ) − L(θ)| < ε

2 . Set j′ such
that 1) Kj′ ≥ K0, and 2) |L(θKj′ )− L(θ∗)| < ε

2 (recall that
L is continuous). Then

|LKj′ (θKj′ )− L(θ∗)| ≤|LKj′ (θKj′ )− L(θKj′ )|
+ |L(θKj′ )− L(θ∗)|

<
ε

2
+
ε

2
=ε,

so LKj′ (θKj′ )
a.s.−−→ L(θ∗). But by definition, for any θ ∈ Θ,

LKj′ (θKj′ ) ≤ LKj′ (θ)

⇒ lim
j→∞

LKj′ (θKj′ ) ≤ lim
j→∞

LKj′ (θ)

⇒ L(θ∗) ≤ L(θ).

Hence, θ∗ ∈ argminθ′∈Θ L(θ
′). Letting Θ ⊇ Θ∗ =

argminθ∈Θ L(θ), we therefore conclude by compactness of
Θ that d(θK ,Θ∗)4 a.s.−−→ 0. The desired result follows by conti-
nuity of Rθ.

Lemma A.8 (Uniform Convergence of (RθK )). Define θK as
in Lemma A.7. Given the equicontinuity of {Rθ}, we also have
almost sure uniform convergence of (RθK ) across (s, {τn}):∥∥RθK − R̄|

∥∥
∞

a.s.−−→ 0.

Proof. The desired result follows smoothly from pointwise
convergence and the Arzelà-Ascoli Theorem.

If (RθK ) did not converge uniformly to R̄(s) =
E[R(s)|{τn}], then there would exist an ε > 0, a subsequence
(RθKi

), and a sequence
(
(si, {τn}i)

)
such that

|RθKi
(si, {τn}i)− R̄|(si, {τn}i)| ≥ ε for all i.

Of course, this subsequence also satisfies the conditions
of Arzelà-Ascoli – most notably, equicontinuity – so we can
extract a further uniformly convergent subsequence (RθKij

).

By Lemma A.7, we know that pointwise, (RθKij
) almost

surely converges to R̄| (using the same event for almost sure
convergence as all other almost sure convergences here).

But this contradicts the assumption that |RθKi
(si, {τn}i)−

R̄|(si, {τn}i)| ≥ ε. Thus, (RθK ) must converge uniformly.

4Standard point-set distance: d(x,A) = infa∈A |x− a|.
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A.4 Convergence of SRI’s optimal policies to
Bayesian optimality

Finally, we conclude that any SRI algorithm satisfying our
assumptions produces asymptotically Bayes-optimal policies.

Main Theorem (Asymptotic Optimality of SRI Algorithms).
Let MR = (S,A, p, R, d0, γ) be an MDP with random re-
wardR, which is drawn together with {τn} from a distribution
DR ∈ P(R× T N ).

Claim: Any SRI algorithm satisfying Assumptions 1−5 is
asymptotically optimal in the sense that the policies it pro-
duces approach those that maximize the expected return under
the posterior distribution of R given {τn}.

Uniform Convergence of Inferred Rewards By Lemma
A.8, we have that as K → ∞,

∥RθK − R̄|∥∞
a.s.−−→ 0.

Here R̄| is the Bayesian-optimal reward function, as shown
in Lemma A.3. In particular, R̄| is the reward function that,
if known, would yield the policy maximizing the expected
return given {τn}.

Thus, for any δ > 0, there exists Kδ such that for all
K > Kδ ,

∥RθK − R̄|∥∞ < δ.

Policy Convergence Let π∗
θK

be any optimal policy for the
MDP (S,A, p, RθK , d0, γ). We wish to show that {π∗

θK
}

approaches optimality for R̄| as K → ∞.
Define the value functions under a reward function R′ and

policy π as:

V πR′(s) = E

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtR′(St) | S0 = s, π

]
.

Let V ∗
RθK

(s) = V
π∗
θK

RθK
(s) be the optimal value under RθK ,

and let V ∗
R̄|
(s) be the optimal value under R̄|.

We know:

V
π∗
θK

RθK
(s) ≥ V πRθK

(s), ∀π.

We want to relate V
π∗
θK

R̄|
to V ∗

R̄|
. Consider the difference:

V ∗
R̄|
(s)− V

π∗
θK

R̄|
(s).

Introduce the intermediate value functions under RθK :

V ∗
R̄|
(s)− V

π∗
θK

R̄|
(s) = [V ∗

R̄|
(s)− V ∗

RθK
(s)]

+ [V ∗
RθK

(s)− V
π∗
θK

R̄|
(s)].

We will bound each piece.

Bounding |V ∗
R̄|
(s)−V ∗

RθK
(s)|: Because ∥RθK−R̄|∥∞ < δ,

we have for any policy π:

|V πRθK
(s)− V πR̄|

(s)| ≤ E

[ ∞∑
t=0

γt|RθK (St)− R̄|(St)|

]

≤ δ

1− γ
.

Thus:

∥V πRθK
− V πR̄|

∥∞ ≤ δ

1− γ
, for any π.

In particular, this applies to the optimal policies under either
reward:

|V ∗
R̄|
(s)− V ∗

RθK
(s)| ≤ δ

1− γ
.

Bounding |V ∗
RθK

(s) − V
π∗
θK

R̄|
(s)|: By optimality of π∗

θK

under RθK ,

V ∗
RθK

(s) = V
π∗
θK

RθK
(s).

Thus:

V ∗
RθK

(s)− V
π∗
θK

R̄|
(s) = [V

π∗
θK

RθK
(s)− V

π∗
θK

R̄|
(s)].

This difference is bounded by the same δ
1−γ argument as

above:

|V
π∗
θK

RθK
(s)− V

π∗
θK

R̄|
(s)| ≤ δ

1− γ
.

Combining these results, we have:

V ∗
R̄|
(s)− V

π∗
θK

R̄|
(s) ≤ δ

1− γ
+

δ

1− γ
=

2δ

1− γ
.

Since δ > 0 was arbitrary and can be made as small as
desired by taking K sufficiently large, for any ε > 0, choose
δ = ε(1−γ)

2 . Then for all K > Kδ ,

V ∗
R̄|
(s)− V

π∗
θK

R̄|
(s) ≤ ε.

Therefore:

V
π∗
θK

R̄|
(s) ≥ V ∗

R̄|
(s)− ε, ∀s ∈ S,

and in particular

JR̄|
(π∗
θK ) ≥ J∗

R̄|
− ε.

Conclusion We have shown that as K → ∞, the SRI algo-
rithm’s inferred reward functions RθK converge uniformly to
R̄|, and that the corresponding optimal policies π∗

θK
approach

optimality under R̄|. Since R̄| the Bayesian-optimal reward
given {τn} (Lemma A.3), the policies derived from the SRI
algorithm asymptotically maximize the expected return under
the posterior over R.
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B Architecture Details
We encoded trajectories using a 3-head transformer with two
256-dimensional transformer layers and a final 2-layer MLP
with hidden dimension 50, outputting a trajectory represen-
tation of length 100; processed trajectory encodings into a
task encoding with a default set transformer [44] with hidden
dimension 128, outputting a task representation of dimension
256; encoded states using a 2-layer MLPs with hidden dimen-
sion 256 and encoding dimension 100; and processed task and
state representations into a final reward with a 2-layer MLP of
hidden dimension 256. All activations were leaky ReLU.

C Experimental Details

C.1 Tasks
Goals were selected randomly with x ∈ [−0.3, 0.3], y ∈
[0.4, 0.7], and z ∈ [0.05, 0.3]. For pick-place tasks, the object
is randomly initialized per-episode for x ∈ [−0.1, 0.1], y ∈
[0.6, 0.7], and goals are chosen sufficiently far away to avoid
initial success due to random object placement. All tasks used
a horizon of 500. The default shaped reward functions were
used both for SRI reward samples and ground-truth RL, except
for the extra 5.0 success reward.

Note that the Meta-World reward is not computable from
the default state representation; therefore, we provided SRI’s
state encoder with augmented states during both training and
RL. Specifically, we provided SRI with: the location and
starting location of the left and right pads of the hand; the
location of the “TCP (Tool Center Point) Center”; and the
initial positions of the hand and the object. All of these val-
ues are computable from the history, but our goal in these
experiments was not to test SRI’s performance in partially
observable environments. Note that the learned policy did not
see these augmented state dimensions.

Unfortunately, we could not augment states for the baseline
algorithms to include initial position information, as doing
so provided the adversarial discriminators with a “hack” to
distinguish demonstrations from generated behavior, but we
provided them with the TCP center and pad locations.

To simplify both supervised learning and reinforcement
learning, we shifted and scaled all rewards to have the range
[−3, 3] (after adding the extra success reward of 5.0).

C.2 Demonstration Details
PSYCHICα details: Given goal position g and x-y origin ox,y
= (0, 0.55), the hand reaches deterministically from its starting
position towards target tx,y = ox,y + α(gx,y − ox,y).

HARD details: the hand starts in a random position, then
over 250 timesteps draws a 0.1-radius circle around the loca-
tion of the goal mirrored through the x-y-z origin o = (0, 0.55,
0.175). Note that the hand cannot always reach the far point of
this circle, so the mirrored goal cannot be determined through
averaging alone.

For GESTURE tasks, the hand starts in a random position
satisfying x ∈ [−0.4, 0.4], y ∈ [0.4, 0.8], z ∈ [0.1, 0.4].

C.3 SRI Training Details
SRI was trained for 2,000 epochs on all tasks with a batch size
of 16 and learning rate of 0.0003, using the Adam optimizer
[59].

As mentioned in Section 6.2, we found hacking of SRI’s
rewards to be a particular problem in pick-place tasks, where
a lack of model capacity forced SRI to trade off modeling the
success reward on one hand and the grasping and pre-grasping
shaped rewards on the other. SRI generally chose to optimize
the success reward, as doing so was optimal for minimizing
MSE, but this caused pick-place policies trained with the
resulting reward to often fail to grasp the object at all. In
order to encourage SRI to focus on modeling the non-success
rewards, we linearly increased the proportion of pick-place
state samples in the state-reward dataset from 5% to 20% over
the course of training the reward model. However, the total
proportion of reach and pick-place state samples per task was
still 0.8 and 0.2, respectively; when necessary, we therefore
sampled reach states with replacement to achieve the required
total number of states per task.

C.4 Reinforcement Learning
The reason we used PPO for pick-place tasks and TQC for
reach tasks is empirical: we found that PPO learned slowly in
reach tasks and that TQC often failed to learn in pick-place
tasks. All RL and baseline policies were trained for 5,000,000
environment interactions for reach tasks and 10,000,000 for
pick-place tasks.

All networks of all RL policies were two-layer, hidden di-
mension 512 MLPs. For baselines, the actor had this structure,
but the critic had the same structure as SRI’s state encoder: a
two-layer MLP with hidden dimension 256.

All algorithms, RL and baseline, learned for 10,000,000
total environment interactions for pick-place tasks and
5,000,000 interactions for reach tasks. Baseline hyperparame-
ters were set to equal RL hyperparameters where appropriate
(e.g., number of interactions and network size), and otherwise
were taken from their respective papers as much as possible.
Behavioral cloning was trained for 50 epochs.

RL algorithms used batch sizes of 128, learning rates of
0.0001, and γ = 0.9. TQC used two critics, a rollout buffer
size of 10,000,000, one update per transition, and a soft update
coefficient of 0.005; PPO collected 2,048∗16 transitions be-
tween updates and trained for 10 epochs per transition batch.

Note that the strangely poor behavior of the baselines in
some conditions, such as AIRL in single-demonstration tasks
and GAIL in noisy tasks, may in part be due to Meta-World
tasks violating their assumptions. For example, GAIL assumes
infinite-horizon tasks [52]. Nevertheless, as dominant imita-
tion learning algorithms, we still believe them to be important
baselines for comparison.

16


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Background
	Learning Behavior Models from Known Rewards

	Supervised Reward Inference
	Example Architecture
	Dataset Construction

	Bayes Optimality of SRI
	Experiments
	Experiment Design
	Results

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Proof of the Bayes Optimality of SRI
	Preliminaries
	Optimality of  as a reward function for imitation
	Convergence of (RK)
	Convergence of SRI's optimal policies to Bayesian optimality

	Architecture Details
	Experimental Details
	Tasks
	Demonstration Details
	SRI Training Details
	Reinforcement Learning


