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RÉSUMÉ

Au cours de la dernière décennie, les progrès dans le domaine de l’apprentissage par ren-
forcement profond en ont fait l’un des outils les plus efficaces pour résoudre les problèmes de
prise de décision séquentiels. Cette approche combine l’excellence de l’apprentissage profond
à traiter des signaux complexes avec l’adaptabilité de l’apprentissage par renforcement (RL)
pour s’attaquer à une panoplie de problèmes de contrôle. Lorsqu’il effectue une tâche, un
agent de RL reçoît des récompenses ou des pénalités en fonction de ses actions. Cet agent
cherche à maximiser la somme de ses récompenses, permettant ainsi aux algorithmes d’IA de
découvrir des solutions novatrices dans plusieurs domaines. Cependant, cette focalisation sur
la maximisation de la récompense introduit également une difficulté importante: une spéci-
fication inappropriée de la fonction de récompense peut considérablement affecter l’efficacité
du processus d’apprentissage et entraîner un comportement indésirable de la part de l’agent.

Dans cette thèse, nous présentons des contributions au domaine de la spécification de ré-
compense en apprentissage par renforcement profond sous forme de quatre articles. Nous
commençons par explorer l’apprentissage par renforcement inverse, qui modélise la fonction
de récompense à partir d’un ensemble de démonstrations d’experts, et proposons un algo-
rithme permettant une implémentation et un un processus d’optimisation efficaces. Ensuite,
nous nous penchons sur le domaine de la composition de récompense, visant à construire des
fonctions de récompense efficaces à partir de plusieurs composantes. Nous prenons le cas de
la coordination multi-agent, et proposons des tâches auxiliaires qui ajoutent des signaux de
récompense sous forme de biais inductifs qui permettent de découvrir des politiques perfor-
mantes dans des environnements coopératifs. Nous investiguons également l’utilisation de
l’optimisation sous contrainte et proposons un cadre pour une spécification plus directe et
intuitive de la fonction de récompense. Finalement, nous nous tournons vers le problème de
l’apprentissage par renforcement pour la découverte de nouveaux médicaments et présentons
une approche multi-objectif conditionnée permettant d’explorer tout l’espace des objectifs.

Ci-après, nous commençons par présenter une revue la littérature sur les stratégies de spécifi-
cation, identifions les limitations de chacune de ces approches et proposons des contributions
originales abordant le problème de l’efficacité et de l’alignement en apprentissage par renforce-
ment profond. La spécification de récompense représente l’un des aspects les plus difficiles de
l’application de l’apprentissage par renforcement dans les domaines réels. Pour le moment,
il n’existe pas de solution universelle à ce défi complexe et nuancé; sa résolution nécessite la
sélection des outils les plus appropriés pour les exigences spécifiques de chaque application.
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ABSTRACT

In the last decade, Deep Reinforcement Learning has evolved into a powerful tool for complex
sequential decision-making problems. It combines deep learning’s proficiency in processing
rich input signals with reinforcement learning’s adaptability across diverse control tasks. At
its core, an RL agent seeks to maximize its cumulative reward, enabling AI algorithms to
uncover novel solutions previously unknown to experts. However, this focus on reward max-
imization also introduces a significant difficulty: improper reward specification can result in
unexpected, misaligned agent behavior and inefficient learning. The complexity of accurately
specifying the reward function is further amplified by the sequential nature of the task, the
sparsity of learning signals, and the multifaceted aspects of the desired behavior.

In this thesis, we present contributions to the field of reward specification in deep rein-
forcement learning in the form of four articles. We start by exploring inverse reinforcement
learning, which models the reward function from a set of expert demonstrations, and intro-
duce an algorithm allowing for an efficient implementation and training procedure. Then, we
delve into the realm of reward composition, aiming to construct effective reward functions
from various components. We take the case of multi-agent coordination and propose auxil-
iary tasks that augment the reward signal with inductive biases leading to high-performing
policies in cooperative multi-agent environments. We also investigate the use of constrained
optimization and propose a framework for direct reward specification when using a specific
constraint family. Lastly, we turn our attention to the problem of RL for drug discovery and
present a goal-conditioned, multi-objective approach to explore the entire objective space of
molecular candidates.

Throughout this document, we survey the literature on effective reward specification strate-
gies, identify core challenges relating to each of these approaches, and propose original con-
tributions addressing the issue of sample efficiency and alignment in deep reinforcement
learning. Reward specification represents one of the most challenging aspects of applying
reinforcement learning in real-world domains. Our work underscores the absence of a uni-
versal solution to this complex and nuanced challenge; solving it requires selecting the most
appropriate tools for the specific requirements of each unique application.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

From the implementation of the first perceptron to modern neural network architectures,
Machine Learning (ML) has been at the center of great leaps in artificial intelligence and
keeps pushing its boundaries today like never before. Starting with notable achievements
in digit recognition and learning to play Backgammon (LeCun et al., 1998; Tesauro, 1994),
ML has since asserted its dominance in fields requiring high-dimensional data processing
such as computer vision, speech synthesis and natural language processing (Chai et al., 2021;
Oord et al., 2016; Otter et al., 2020). These methods are now showing great capability in
complex control problems, setting new benchmarks in playing strategic board games, flying
stratospheric balloons, and advancing robotics (Silver et al., 2017; Bellemare et al., 2020;
Akkaya et al., 2019), each time pushing the boundaries of what computers can do.

The ML revolution in information processing has been made possible by stepping away from
traditional programming to embrace a radically different paradigm. Instead of requiring a
person to directly encode a precise sequence of instructions into a computer program, ML
combines powerful optimization methods and flexible models to distill vast amounts of data
into complex functional behaviors. The “program” now consists of a set of connection weights
that form an artificial neural network, converting inputs into outputs to achieve our goals.
Crucially, these weights are not explicitly designed, but rather discovered by an optimization
algorithm, and the designers of such systems are now responsible for defining objective func-
tions, curating datasets, and crafting algorithms that guide the learning process (Karpathy,
2017). Not only are such systems easily scalable and can be optimized on dedicated hardware,
but more importantly, they allow to address problems of a complexity beyond the reach of
conventional logic-based programming.

This new paradigm provides a powerful framework for problem solving, but also presents
unique challenges in the realm of Reinforcement Learning (RL), particularly in how agents
are instructed to achieve desired outcomes. We use the term reward specification to describe
the act of providing an agent with a reward function (Taylor, 2023; Bowling et al., 2023;
Abel et al., 2021; Singh et al., 2009; Icarte et al., 2022). Although central to the field, reward
specification is not a problem that all RL researchers have faced. Most research efforts
report results on established benchmarks using pre-defined reward functions. However, when
developing an RL solution for a real-life application, how the reward is specified becomes a
major factor pertaining to the success or failure of the project (Knox et al., 2023).
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This thesis aims to address the fundamental question: How can we specify a reward function
that effectively captures human intentions, ensuring that an agent can learn efficiently and
that its behavior aligns with our objectives? We start by motivating how reinforcement
learning is uniquely positioned to help us solve difficult problems in artificial intelligence and
highlight two of its own challenges.

1.1 The Three Paradigms of Machine Learning

The field of machine learning encompasses a wide range of approaches, each with distinct
methods for directing algorithmic learning. These methods are often categorized into three
learning paradigms. Supervised learning, perhaps the most widely used, operates under a
strict framework where algorithms learn from labeled data, mapping inputs to known outputs
through a clear supervisory signal. This guidance clearly establishes the task that the model
should perform. However, its dependency on large volumes of labeled data can be a limitation,
as obtaining such data is often costly and labor intensive (Mathewson and Pilarski, 2022).

Unsupervised learning, on the other hand, does not require labels, leaving algorithms to
discern patterns and structures within the data autonomously. This approach thus operates
under a much lower supervisory burden. However, the absence of explicit guidance in unsu-
pervised learning is both its strength and weakness; it takes advantage of readily available
unlabeled data but lacks a definitive direction for problem solving. For this reason, it is often
used as a pre-training procedure for other downstream tasks (Erhan et al., 2010).

Reinforcement Learning (RL) strikes a unique balance between the structured guidance of
supervised learning and the autonomous nature of unsupervised learning. In RL, an agent
learns to perform a task by interacting with its environment, guided by a reward function
rather than explicit data labels. This reward function provides a scalar value as feedback for
the actions taken, similar to receiving a score in a game, rather than a precise road map to
solve the task. The agent’s objective is to maximize its cumulative reward, which indirectly
shapes its behavior. This form of learning is thus less prescriptive than supervised learning,
avoiding the need for exhaustive labeling, yet it is more directed than unsupervised learning
since the reward function encodes the task objectives.

By specifying the task using a reward function rather than collecting data, the RL paradigm
opens up new possibilities. First, to implement a reward function which captures the desired
behavior, a system designer does not need to know the solution to the problem but simply to
be able to rate solutions, significantly reducing the amount of expert knowledge that must be
held to tackle a particular problem. Second, precisely because one does not need to be able to
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solve the problem to design its reward function, the performance of the model is unbounded.
This, for example, allowed a computer to surpass the best human player at Go for the first
time in 2016 (Silver et al., 2016). In certain AI applications, such as autonomous driving or
object classification, we simply seek to have computers emulate human behavior to free up
time and resources to other needs. However, the world is full of challenges such as energy
grid management, traffic light optimization, and molecular design, for which the ability to go
beyond human performance and reach the best possible solution would be extremely valuable.
Its lower supervision requirements and superhuman potential make reinforcement learning
uniquely positioned to tackle some of the most important problems that machine learning
can face (Leike et al., 2018).

1.2 Characteristic Challenges of Reinforcement Learning

The unique freedom of strategy given to the agent to maximize its rewards comes with
important challenges. First, there is the problem of exploration. The space of behaviors
that can be produced in an environment is often exponential in trajectory length, making
it intractable to evaluate by performing an exhaustive sweep. How to efficiently explore
this environment is a fundamental question in RL (Amin et al., 2021). To tackle this issue,
most algorithms alternate between taking decisions that are already known to lead to good
outcomes, to avoid wasting time on completely unfit strategies, and taking random actions
to discover whether the current strategy can be improved. This is known as the exploitation-
exploration dilemma and no single solution has been found to offer the perfect balance in
every environment, leaving practitioners to experiment with different hyperparameters for
their specific application.

Secondly, there is the problem of alignment (Amodei et al., 2016; Leike et al., 2018). Specify-
ing the task with a reward function is advantageous in reducing the burden of expert knowl-
edge. However, this reward function typically fails to capture all of the aspects of behavior
that its designer values. This is because when designing a reward function, a practitioner
might envision specific scenarios in which the current function would incentivize the desired
behavior, but when exploring vast and complex environments, the agent will inevitably find
itself in circumstances that were unforeseen and where this same reward function can become
counterproductive (Hadfield-Menell et al., 2017). Trying to correct this mistake is often com-
plicated since the consequences of modifying the reward function or adding new elements to
it can be very difficult to foresee due to the unintuitive nature of the reward accumulation
through time, the effect of discounting, and of the competition between reward components
(Septon and Amir, 2022; Booth et al., 2023).
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To address exploration and alignment, the reward function must allow the agent to both learn
efficiently and converge to a behavior that is consistent with the intentions of its designers
(Sorg, 2011). However, these two objectives are often conflictual. In their seminal textbook,
Sutton and Barto (2018) underscore the indirect nature of behavior specification in RL:

“The agent always learns to maximize its reward. If we want it to do something
for us, we must provide rewards to it in such a way that in maximizing them the
agent will also achieve our goals.”

This convoluted mapping from reward to behavior makes the design of an effective reward
function a surprisingly arduous task (Singh et al., 2010). The propensity of RL to develop
strategies that unexpectedly exploit its reward function has been reported in several works
(Randløv and Alstrøm, 1998; Clark and Amodei, 2016; Knox et al., 2023; Pan et al., 2022),
and this challenge may be even more familiar to practitioners outside of academic circles
(Gupta et al., 2022). Designing effective reward functions thus represents one of the most
challenging aspects of RL (Leike et al., 2018; Daniel et al., 2014; Christiano et al., 2017;
Hu et al., 2020; Vamplew et al., 2022), and this difficulty appears to increase as RL algo-
rithms become more capable (Dewey, 2014; Pan et al., 2022), making the question of reward
specification ever more critical.

1.3 Outline

In this thesis, we present contributions to different algorithmic families that aim to incorpo-
rate human intuition in the task specification process of RL agents in the form of demonstra-
tions, auxiliary tasks, behavioral constraints and goal-conditioning. The next sections are
organized as follows. Chapter 2 presents the technical background that lays the foundations
of deep learning and reinforcement learning. Chapter 3 presents a review of the relevant
literature surrounding the problem of reward specification in RL. Chapters 4 to 8 present
four original contributions in the form of peer-reviewed articles. Finally, Chapter 9 presents
a discussion of the limitation of our methods, the additional opportunities offered by environ-
ment design, agent monitoring, and human interventions, and some fundamental obstacles
to effective objective specification.
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CHAPTER 2
TECHNICAL BACKGROUND

The contributions presented in this thesis focus on various approaches for reward specifica-
tion in deep reinforcement learning. In this chapter, we present essential elements of deep
learning (Section 2.1) and dive into more details on the foundations of reinforcement learning
(Section 2.2) to establish how these two fields can be brought together to tackle challenging,
high-dimensional sequential decision making problems.

2.1 Deep Learning

Deep learning (Goodfellow et al., 2016) is a subfield of machine learning (Murphy, 2012)
which focuses on the design of architectures and training algorithms for neural networks.

2.1.1 Neural Networks

Neural networks are a powerful family of parametric models for function approximation.
While a plethora of architectures have been developed for different applications, all neural
networks at their core are composed of artificial neurons, which simply consist of a weighted
linear combination a(·) of their input x followed by a nonlinearity z(·). These units, sometimes
called perceptron (Rosenblatt, 1958), can be assembled into a layer of da such neurons, giving
the model its width. Layers can also be composed in sequence, giving the model its depth.
All but the final layer are called hidden layers, and allow to build increasingly more abstract
representations of the data (LeCun et al., 2015). For example, a simple model could be
built from one hidden layer followed by a linear output: f(x) := bo + wo⊤z

(
a(x)

)
. Here,

the variables x and a represent vectors, and nonlinearity functions denoted by z are applied
element-wise:

f(x) := bo +
da∑
i=1

woi z(ai) , aj := baj +
dx∑
i=1

W a
ijxi (2.1)

where wo (the output weight vector), W a (the input weight matrix) and b (the bias terms)
are the parameters of the model. The output can be augmented with any differentiable func-
tion to satisfy the task at hand. For example, binary classification tasks typically suggest
the use of the sigmoid output function, while regression tasks often use the network’s output
as-is. This basic framework has led to the development of several specialized architectures to
accommodate different data types. For example, Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) are
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specialized for grid-like data, such as images, and reuse artificial neurons with local connec-
tivity across the entire grid to enforce spatial equivariance of the function it learns (LeCun
et al., 1998). Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) generalize this idea to node permutations in
graph structures (Xu et al., 2018).

These building blocks give all neural networks two characteristics crucial to their success.
First, neural networks are easily differentiable, allowing the use of the backpropagation al-
gorithm (Rumelhart et al., 1986) to compute parameter updates. This procedure not only
allows an efficient and parallelizable way of training large models, but it has become simple
to implement with the advent of modern automatic differentiation software (Paszke et al.,
2019; Abadi et al., 2016), contributing to its popularity. Second, the capacity of neural
networks can be adjusted by increasing the number of parameters (typically the width and
depth of the hidden layers). The universal approximation theorem (Cybenko, 1989) states
that, given certain assumptions, even a single-layered neural network can, in principle, rep-
resent any continuous function arbitrarily precisely given enough capacity. Although this
result does not guarantee that such functions can be easily found using first-order optimiza-
tion processes, it speaks of the scalability of this model family and its ability to represent
very complex functions (Kaplan et al., 2020). Together, these properties have allowed neural
networks to take advantage of the increasing availability of data and computational power
to achieve remarkable performance across a wide array of tasks and disciplines.

2.1.2 Training Objectives

To learn from data, a machine learning model needs a training objective. The foundation
of training objectives for deep learning models often begins with the concept of Maximum
Likelihood Estimation (MLE) (Goodfellow et al., 2016). Given a dataset D of N samples
D := {x(i)}Ni=1 from some true data distribution pd, this statistical approach aims to find the
parameters that maximize the likelihood of the data under the model distribution pθ. Under
the assumption that the samples x(i) are independently and identically distributed (i.i.d.),
the probability over the entire dataset decomposes into a product which can be expressed as
the average log-likelihood (the log function is monotonous and 1

N
does not depend on θ):

θ∗MLE := arg max
θ

P
(
{x(i)}Ni=1; θ

)
= arg max

θ

N∏
i=1

pθ(x(i)) = arg max 1
N

N∑
i=1

log pθ(x) (2.2)

where θ represents the parameters of the model (e.g. the weights of a neural network). By
the law of large numbers, this sum recovers the expectation of the true data distribution as
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the number of samples increases:

lim
N→∞

1
N

N∑
i=1

log pθ(x(i)) = Ex∼pd
[

log pθ(x)
]

(2.3)

In the context of supervised learning, for each datapoint x(i), a label y(i) is provided, and
the goal of the model is to predict the correct output for each sample. In a classification
task, maximizing the likelihood of the data is equivalent to minimising the well-known cross-
entropy loss:

θ∗MLE := arg max
θ

E(x,y)∼pd

[
log pθ(y|x)

]
= arg min

θ
−E(x,y)∼pd

[
log pθ(y|x)

]
(2.4)

For a regression task, it is common to assume a gaussian distribution of the label with fixed
standard deviation, and where the model predicts the mean of the distribution. Maximizing
the likelihood then uncovers the popular mean-squared error:

θ∗MLE := arg max
θ

E(x,y)∼pd

[
log pθ(y|x)

]
, with pθ(y|x) := N

(
y; fθ(x), σ2

)
(2.5)

= arg max
θ

E(x,y)∼pd

[
log

( 1
σ
√

2π

)
− 1

2σ2 ||y − fθ(x)||2
]

(2.6)

= arg min
θ

E(x,y)∼pd

[ 1
2 ||y − fθ(x)||22

]
(2.7)

where N (y) denotes the gaussian probability density function and || · ||22 is the L2-norm.

In unsupervised learning, we generally seek to learn a model of the data distribution which
can be used for a variety of purposes including compression, anomaly detection, or generating
new datapoints. Interestingly, the maximum likelihood objective can be seen as minimizing
the KL-divergence between our model’s distribution pθ and the target distribution pd:

arg minDKL(pd||pθ) := arg min−Ex∼pd
[
log pθ(x)

pd(x)

]
= arg maxEx∼pd

[
log pθ(x)

]
(2.8)

The expectation over log pd(x) is independent from θ and can be ignored, leaving us with
the likelihood term alone. Although KL-divergence is not an exact distance measure (it is
not reversible), it is still informative of the progress that pθ is making towards pd as its
optimum DKL(pd||pθ) = 0 is reached only when pθ = pd. The maximum likelihood objective
in Equation 2.2 can thus be optimized directly to model pd.

A possible approach is to parameterize pθ as an energy-based model, which can capture
arbitrarily complex distributions. However, this family of models does not scale well to
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high-dimensional data as it requires computing a normalization constant Z that involves
an intractable marginalization step. Several methods have thus been developed to avoid
computing the partition function. For example, autoregressive models use the chain rule
of probability to decompose the joint (Van den Oord et al., 2016), flow networks leverage
the change of variable to model the likelihood as an invertible transformation of a simpler
distribution (Rezende and Mohamed, 2015), and variational autoencoders introduce latent
variables to optimize a lower bound on the likelihood (Kingma and Welling, 2013). Another
approach, called implicit modeling, avoids modeling the likelihood function entirely and
has led to great success in generating high-quality samples. It consists of learning from
a likelihood ratio between the true data distribution and the model’s distribution, leading to
a min-max game where the loss function Dϕ is learned from binary classification along with
a generative model trained to generate plausible samples (Goodfellow et al., 2014; Mohamed
and Lakshminarayanan, 2016):

min
θ

max
ϕ

Ex∼pd
[

logDϕ(x)
]

+ Ex∼pθ
[

log(1−Dϕ(x))
]

(2.9)

Through various applications, deep learning has proven to be an effective and versatile tool
in the realm of machine learning, offering a wealth of architectures and training paradigms
to suit both supervised and unsupervised settings. Its strength lies in its ability to learn
hierarchical representations from data, enabling the extraction of complex patterns and re-
lationships that may not be readily apparent. In the next section, we lay the foundations
of reinforcement learning, a task specification paradigm that departs from using data itself
as the main objective and instead captures the goal of an agent as a reward function to
maximize. We then discuss how deep learning can be leveraged to provide powerful function
approximators for reinforcement learning in vast and complex environments.

2.2 Reinforcement Learning

Reinforcement Learning (RL) is a very distinct paradigm, naturally suited for sequential de-
cision making problems. From a supervision perspective, it finds itself in between supervised
and unsupervised learning. As opposed to unsupervised learning, it has a precisely defined
objective through the use of a user-specified reward function. However, contrary to super-
vised learning, it does not require labeling every datapoint with the correct output, making
this approach to task specification much less reliant on expert knowledge. In this section, we
describe Markov Decision Processes (Section 2.2.1), the Bellman equations (Section 2.2.2)
and a variety of foundational approaches to learn optimal policies (Sections 2.2.3 and 2.2.4).
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2.2.1 Markov Decision Processes and the RL objective

Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) are a mathematical framework for sequential decision
making (Puterman, 1990). An MDP is defined by the tuple (P, P0,S,A, R, γ). The ensemble
S denotes the state space and A(s) denotes the action space, both of which can be discrete
or continuous. The process initiates by sampling an initial state s0 from the initial state
distribution P0 : S → [0, 1], ∑s∈S P0(s) = 1. At time-step t, the agent finds itself in state
st ∈ S and must choose an action at ∈ A(st). The environment then returns the next state
st+1 ∈ S sampled from the transition distribution P (·|st, at), with P : S ×S ×A → [0, 1] and∑
s′∈S P (s′|s, a) = 1. This transition distribution, also called the “environment dynamics”,

is a central component, as it defines how the agent can influence its environment through
the selected action a. This interaction between agent and environment induces a Markov
chain over state and action pairs that unfolds over time, as depicted in Figure 2.1, where
S0, A0, ..., ST are random variables representing the state and action at each time-step. Note
that, for simplicity, we often omit the detailed reference to the random variable itself, such
as St, and instead directly refer to its realization, represented by st.

Importantly, in an MDP, we assume the Markov property, namely, that the environment
dynamics P only depends on the current state and action (st, at). This implies that we assume
the conditional independences st+1⊥ s<t, a<t | st which allow us to safely use a stationary
policy π(at|st), i.e. a policy that depends only on st. Thus, a stationary policy represents
a mapping from a state to a probability distribution over the possible actions in that state,
π : S ×A → [0, 1] and ∑a∈A(s) π(a|s) = 1.

A given realization of this chain is called a trajectory or rollout, denoted τ = (s0, a0, ..., sT ).
The probability of a trajectory is given by the joint probability of the entire chain under the
trajectory distribution pπ induced by the policy π:

pπ(τ) = pπ(s0, a0, ..., sT−1, aT−1, sT ) = P0(s0)
T−1∏
t=0

P (st+1|st, at)π(at|st) (2.10)

It is also convenient to define the marginals pπ(st) and pπ(st, at):

pπ,t(st) :=
∑

s0:T \{st}

∑
a0:T

pπ(τ) , pπ,t(st, at) :=
∑

s0:T \{st}

∑
a0:T \{at}

pπ(τ) (2.11)

which can be interpreted as the probability of the union over all trajectories containing St = st

(or both St = st and At = at).
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. . .

Figure 2.1 Markov Chain over state-action pairs.

They can also be written as functions of one another using the product rule:

pπ,t(st, at) = P(St=st, At=at|π) = P(At=at|St=st, π)P(St=st|π) = π(at|st)pπ,t(st) (2.12)

Supervised learning in MDPs Describing MDPs sets the table for reasoning about
sequential decision making. Before diving into reinforcement learning, it is important to
note that RL is not the only method for handling sequential decision making problems.
For example, assuming access to a dataset of N trajectories D = {τi}Ni=1 solving the task,
supervised learning can be applied to learn a policy that captures this behavior. In particular,
behavioral cloning is the simplest such method. It consists of searching for the policy π that
maximizes the likelihood of D under the induced trajectory distribution pπ, reducing the
problem of learning a policy to a classification problem (for discrete control) or a regression
problem (for continuous control). From Equations 2.2 and 2.10, we have:

arg max
π

1
N

N∑
i=1

log pπ(τi) (2.13)

= arg max
π

1
N

N∑
i=1

(
logP0(s0,i) +

T−1∑
t=0

logP (st+1,i|st,i, at,i) +
T−1∑
t=0

log π(at,i|st,i)
)

(2.14)

= arg max
π

1
N

N∑
i=1

T−1∑
t=0

log π(at,i|st,i) (2.15)

The terms associated with the environment dynamics are independent from π and can be
removed. We thus seek to maximize the probability of selecting the action ai associated
with the state si in the dataset. However, this method requires having access to a set of
demonstrations D, which limits its applicability to problems where the target behavior has
already been observed. Furthermore, due to its lack of exploration, the method famously
suffers from the problem of compounding error (Ross et al., 2011; Laskey et al., 2017). It
would be much more flexible to be able to define the task without having to demonstrate
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it, in a way that lets the agent interact with the environment and find the best strategy
autonomously.

The RL objective The reinforcement learning paradigm is based on a drastically different
approach for specifying the desired behavior. Instead of using labels ai for each state si, we
assume that the environment also emits a bounded scalar reward rt = R(st, at) at each
time-step, using the reward function R : S × A → [rmin, rmax]. The reward can also be
stochastic or depend on St+1, but for simplicity, we assume here the common case in which it
is deterministic and depends only on (st, at). The sum of rewards r1 + r2 + · · ·+ rT is called
the return and the goal in reinforcement learning is to learn a policy that maximizes this
sum in expectation. This objective is called the expected total reward (or expected return)
and can be expressed both under the trajectory distribution or the state-action marginal:

JR(π) := Eτ∼pπ

[
T∑
t=0

R(st, at)
]

=
T∑
t=0

E(st,at)∼pπ,t

[
R(st, at)

]
(2.16)

An optimal policy is then defined as the policy π∗ that maximizes the expected total reward:

π∗ = arg max
π

JR(π) (2.17)

This objective is appropriate in the episodic case, where a trajectory is guaranteed to ter-
minate after T time-steps. However, some problems involve an infinite-horizon for which
T → ∞. In such cases, to keep this infinite sum bounded, we usually introduce a discount
factor γ ∈ [0, 1), and the RL objective becomes the expected total discounted reward:

JR(π) := Eτ∼pπ

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtR(st, at)
]

=
∞∑
t=0

γtE(st,at)∼pπ,t

[
R(st, at)

]
(2.18)

Since R(·) is bounded by rmax, we can see that JR(π) is bounded by a geometric series which
evaluates to ∑∞t=0 γ

trmax = rmax
1−γ ∀ γ ∈ [0, 1). Note that in practice, a discount factor is often

used even in the episodic case. In addition to keeping the sum bounded, it can be interpreted
as a way to trade-off instantaneous and future rewards, with γ = 0 putting weight on the next
reward only and γ → 1 considering all rewards equally, or as the probability of transitioning
to an absorbing state, after which the reward is null forever after. To gain some intuition
about the impact of a given value on the effective horizon of the agent, one can use the rule
of thumb that the number of time-steps considered to compute the return is of the order of

1
1−γ , after which the remaining discounted rewards become very small (Tallec et al., 2019).
For example γ = 0.99 represents an effective horizon of about 100 time-steps.
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Visitation distributions Finally, another useful distribution is called the state (or state-
action) visitation distribution (also called the normalized occupancy measure), defined as:

dπ(s) := 1
Z(γ, T )

T∑
t=0

γtpπ,t(St = s) , dπ(s, a) := 1
Z(γ, T )

T∑
t=0

γtpπ,t(St = s, At = a) (2.19)

where Z(γ, T ) = ∑T
t=0 γ

t is a normalizing constant e.g. Z(1, T ) = T , Z(γ,∞) = 1
1−γ . Much

like for the state and state-action marginals, these two distributions can also be written in
terms of one another:

dπ(s)π(a|s) = π(a|s)
Z(γ, T )

T∑
t=0

γtpπ,t(St = s) = 1
Z(γ, T )

T∑
t=0

γtπ(a|s)pπ,t(St = s) = dπ(s, a)

(2.20)
The expected total discounted reward can also be written as an expectation over the state-
action visitation distribution. Starting from Equation 2.18, we can use the fact that the state
and action space are the same along the trajectory to fully remove the dependency over t,
yielding:

JR(π) =
T∑
t=0

γt
∑
s,a

pπ,t(s, a)R(s, a) =
∑
s,a

R(s, a)
T∑
t=0

γtpπ,t(s, a)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Z(γ,T )dπ(s,a)

= Z(γ, T )E(s,a)∼dπ [R(s, a)]

(2.21)

2.2.2 The Bellman Equations

Many reinforcement learning algorithms estimate value functions to evaluate an agent’s policy
and to improve it. Two types of value function are often used: the state value function vπ(s)
and the state-action value function qπ(s, a). vπ evaluates how desirable it is for an agent to
find itself in state s whereas qπ evaluates how desirable it is to take action a when finding
itself in state s (Sutton and Barto, 2018). More formally, for any state s ∈ S, vπ(s) is defined
as the expected total discounted reward assuming that we start in state St = s and then
follow π for the rest of the interaction. Similarly, for any state-action pair s, a ∈ S × A,
qπ(s, a) is defined as the expected total discounted reward assuming that we start in state
St = s, take action At = a, and then continue on by following π:

vπ(s) := Epπ

[ ∞∑
k=0

γkrt+k

∣∣∣∣st = s

]
, qπ(s, a) := Epπ

[ ∞∑
k=0

γkrt+k

∣∣∣∣st = s, at = a

]
(2.22)
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The objective we seek to maximize, the expected return, can be expressed in terms of vπ and
the initial state distribution P0:

JR(π) = Es∼P0

[
vπ(s)

]
(2.23)

A very important property of value functions is that they can be written recursively. By
expanding the sum over the rewards ∑∞k=0 γ

krt+k = rt + γ
∑∞
k=0 γ

krt+k+1 and pushing the
expectation to the right, we get:

vπ(s) = Epπ
[
R(s, at) + γvπ(st+1)

]
, qπ(s, a) = R(s, a) + γEpπ

[
qπ(st+1, at+1)

]
(2.24)

The Equations 2.24 for vπ and qπ are the famous Bellman equations. A useful identity is to
write them in terms of each other. Starting from their definition, one can again push the
expectations to uncover their mixed forms (vπ from qπ and vice-versa):

vπ(s) = Epπ
[
qπ(st, at)|st = s

]
, qπ(s, a) = R(s, a) + γEpπ

[
vπ(st+1)

]
(2.25)

The advantage function is another useful quantity defined as the expected gain from taking
action a in state s instead of following the policy:

aπ(s, a) = qπ(s, a)− vπ(s) (2.26)

= R(s, a) + γEpπ
[
vπ(st+1)

]
− vπ(s) (2.27)

We can use value functions to define an ordering on policies (Sutton and Barto, 2018). We
say that a policy π′ is better than a policy π if vπ′(s) ≥ vπ(s)∀s ∈ S and strictly superior
for at least one state s. An optimal policy π∗ is a policy that is better than or equal to all
policies. The state and state-action value functions of an optimal policy are called optimal
value functions v∗ and q∗

v∗(s) := max
π

vπ(s) , q∗(s, a) := max
π

qπ(s, a) (2.28)

Note that the optimal value functions can be written independently of any policy, only as a
function of the optimal value function at the next state

v∗(s) = max
a∈A(s)

q∗(s, a) (2.29)

= max
a∈A(s)

Epπ
[
R(s, a) + γv∗(st+1)

]
(2.30)
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q∗(s, a) = R(s, a) + γEpπ
[
v∗(st+1)

]
(2.31)

= R(s, a) + γEpπ
[

max
a′∈A(st+1)

q∗(St+1, a
′)
]

(2.32)

This relationship shows that an optimal policy can be very simply expressed as acting greedily
on the optimal value function. Since q∗(s, a) by definition already accounts for the long-term
effect of taking action a in state s, a one-step look-ahead on q∗ yields optimal behavior. While
defining an optimal policy is important, in most problems, computing the exact optimal
policy is prohibitively expensive. Luckily, the Policy Improvement Theorem tells us how the
definition of optimal policy can be used to at least improve the policy that we currently
have (Sutton and Barto, 2018). Given an accurate estimate of the value function qπ, one can
obtain an improved policy π′ by increasing in all states the probability of selecting the action
a∗ that yields the highest value, that is, a∗(s) = arg maxa∈A(s) q

π(s, a)∀ s ∈ S. If there is
equality (multiple optimal actions), any partitioning of the probability mass among them will
yield the same performance, as long as no probability mass is added to suboptimal actions.

The problem of estimating value functions is referred to as policy evaluation while the step
involving modifying the policy is referred to as policy improvement. These two procedures
are, in one form or another, at the core of most reinforcement learning algorithms.

2.2.3 Tabular RL with known environment dynamics

In small environments for which state values vπ(s) can be enumerated in a table, several
methods have been developed to build accurate value estimate which cover the entire state
space by leveraging known environment dynamics.

Solving the System of Equations

Given perfect knowledge of the dynamics of the environment P and for sufficiently small
MDPs, one can directly solve the system of |S| equations and |S| unknowns (one for each
s ∈ S) given by the Bellman equation for vπ (Equation 2.24). This can be better seen in the
vector-matrix form. By defining some arbitrary ordering 1, 2, ... , |S| over the states s ∈ S,
we can define the vector of unknowns vπ where vπi = vπ(si). We can also express the reward
function in vector form and the environment-policy dynamics in matrix form by marginalizing
out the effect of actions in the reward function and transition distribution, respectively:

rπ(s) := Ea∼π(·|s)
[
R(s, a)

]
, P π(s′|s) := Ea∼π(·|s)

[
P (s′|s, a)

]
(2.33)
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By expanding the sum from the definition of the value function we can then obtain our
system of Bellman equations:

vπ :=
∞∑
t=0

(γP π)t rπ = rπ +
∞∑
t=1

(γP π)t rπ = rπ + γP π
∞∑
t=0

(γP π)t rπ = rπ + γP πvπ (2.34)

From there, we can solve for vπ to get the unique solution of the policy evaluation problem:

vπ = (I − γP π)−1rπ (2.35)

Linear Programming

The problem of finding the optimal value function v∗ can also be formulated as a Linear
Program (LP). Let a γ-superharmonic vector be any vector v satisfying

v ≥ rπ + γP πv (2.36)

One can show that the optimal value function v∗ is the smallest such γ-superharmonic vector
(Kallenberg, 2011). This result is at the root of the LP formulation. We want to minimize
our value function candidate v as much as possible but such that it remains γ-superharmonic.
Using this constraint, v∗ can be defined as the solution to the Linear Program:

minimize p⊤0 v

subject to v(s)− γ∑s′∈S P (s′|s, a)v(s′) ≥ r(s, a), ∀ s, a ∈ S ×A
(2.37)

where p0 is the vectorized initial state distribution. Any LP solver can thus be used in order
to recover the optimal value function by solving this constrained optimization problem. The
LP formulation also highlights an interesting relationship between the value function vπ(s)
and the (unormalized) state-action occupancy measure, since dπ(s, a) is in fact the solution
to the dual problem of this Linear Program.

Dynamic Programming

A very popular family of methods that scales better than the Linear Programming approach
(but which is, however, still computationally expensive) are Dynamic Programming algo-
rithms (Bellman, 1966; Rust, 2008). The main mechanism behind such methods is to use
the Bellman equation as an iterative update rule and evaluate it exactly using the known
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transition distribution P :

vk+1(s) :=
∑

a∈A(s)
π(a|s)

R(s, a) + γ
∑
s′∈S

P (s′|s, a)vk(s′)
 (2.38)

One can show that starting from any arbitrary estimate v0, the sequence {vk}k=1,2, ... converges
to the true value function of the policy vπ as k → ∞. The Policy Iteration algorithm uses
such updates. Specifically, it alternates between policy evaluation and policy improvement
steps until the optimal value function v∗ is recovered. During the policy evaluation step,
we keep updating the value of each state s ∈ S until they converge to the true vπ. Then,
the policy improvement step (greedification) consists of greedily improving the deterministic
policy by selecting the best-performing action according to the expectation over the next
states, i.e. π(s) = arg maxa∈A(s) R(s, a) + Es′∈S [vπ(s′)].

The Value Iteration algorithm instead fuses these two steps together by using the Bellman
optimality equation as an update rule:

vk+1(s) := max
a∈A

R(s, a) + γ
∑
s′∈S

P (s′|s, a)vk(s′)
 (2.39)

which is equivalent to performing Policy Iteration but interrupting the policy evaluation
step after a single sweep over S instead of waiting until convergence to the true vπ at each
step. While a more accurate estimate of the value function means better knowledge of how to
improve the policy, when considering deterministic policies, only the ordinality of state-action
values really matters, and we can speed up the algorithm by improving the policy based on
the correct action ordering without necessarily having the exact values of each action in hand.
Hence, the policy iteration and value iteration algorithms represent two extreme answers to
an interesting question: since a more accurate estimate of the policy value does not always
lead to a revised policy improvement step, how long should we keep updating the value
estimates before modifying the policy? The former optimizes the value estimate as much as
possible, while the latter performs a single update before moving on. For most problems,
the best trade-off is somewhere in the middle. Generalized Policy Iteration refers the whole
spectrum of algorithms that put different levels of emphasis on the value function accuracy
before switching to policy improvement.

2.2.4 Model-free RL from experience

The methods presented in the previous section are very restrictive in practice, as they require
complete knowledge of the environment’s transition distribution. They also assume that we
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can query the reward function directly with any given state and action. While these quantities
are known in some simple cases, such as board games, many setups allow only for sampling
R(s, a) and P (s′|s, a) by interacting with the environment. One approach is to attempt to
model these distributions using samples, an often challenging task that leads to a whole family
named model-based RL algorithms. In this thesis, we focus on model-free RL algorithms, the
alternative approach that seeks to directly solve the control problem from interaction samples
(experience), without learning its dynamics.

Monte Carlo methods

A foundational family of algorithms is called Monte Carlo (MC) methods. They seek to
estimate qπ(s, a) or vπ(s) directly from Equation 2.22 by collecting i.i.d. sample episodes
and averaging complete returns (Sutton and Barto, 2018). By the law of large numbers, these
unbiased estimates converge to the true values as the number of samples tends to infinity.
Although restricted to the episodic case (T ∈ N), MC methods can be particularly useful
when trying to estimate the value of a subset of states only, as they allow each state value
estimate to be completely independent (unlike bootstrap methods).

An important consideration that arises for control without a model is the need to maintain
sufficient exploration throughout learning. Indeed, to perform policy improvement without
a state-transition model, one needs to evaluate qπ rather than vπ. However, when evaluating
qπ(s, a) from interaction samples collected by a deterministic policy π, only one action will
be chosen for each state s ∈ S, making it impossible to know whether a different action
would have led to higher returns. Two options are available to allow for exploration. The
first option is to learn on-policy the value function of a stochastic policy, often carried out
by implementing an ϵ-greedy policy which attributes every action a probability of ϵ

|A(s)| to
be selected, and the rest of the probability mass to the greedy action. The same principle
of generalized policy iteration can be proven to lead to the optimal ϵ-greedy policy (Sutton
and Barto, 2018) (which is, we hope, very close in performance to the optimal deterministic
policy). The second option is to learn off-policy the value function of a deterministic target
policy π using samples collected by a different behavior policy β. The use of importance
sampling estimators allows us to correct for the fact that the trajectories are now sampled
from pβ rather than from pπ. Indeed, to estimate the value vπ(s) under the target policy π,
we have:

vπ(s) := Eτ∼pπ

[
T−t∑
k=0

γkrt+k

∣∣∣∣st = s

]
= Eτ∼pβ

[
pπ(τ)
pβ(τ)

T−t∑
k=0

γkrt+k

∣∣∣∣st = s

]
(2.40)
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To compute the importance sampling weights pπ(τ)
pβ(τ) , we assume that the behavior policy

β(a|s) can be evaluated and is positive in all state-action pairs where the target policy is
positive (assumption of coverage). Off-policy methods tend to converge more slowly as the
importance weights increase the variance of the value estimates, but are more general as they
include the on-policy methods as a special case where β = π.

Temporal Difference methods

A second family of experience-based algorithms is called Temporal Difference (TD) methods.
Instead of learning directly from the expected return definition of Equation 2.22 like in the
case of Monte Carlo methods, they use the recursive property of the expected return by
using an approximation of the Bellman equations of Equation 2.24 as their update rule. In
particular, TD(0) takes a one-sample estimate of the expectation in the Bellman equation
for vπ, and SARSA does the same using the Bellman equation for qπ. Both MC and TD
methods admit online implementations with the following update rules respectively:

vπk+1(s) = vπk (s) + α
(
q̂π(s, a)− vπk (s)

)
(MC online update)

vπk+1(s) = vπk (s) + α
(
R(s, a) + γvπk (s′)− vπk (s)

)
(TD(0) online update)

where α is a step-size hyperparameter, a and s′ are the sampled action and next-state and
q̂π(s, a) is the discounted return collected from (s, a) until the end of the trajectory. It is
clear from these equations that while MC methods use the true sampled return as a target
to update their value estimate of a given state s, TD methods instead use a single sampled
reward and then use the current estimate of the return at the next state vπk (s′). The term in
parentheses δ := R(s, a) + γvπk (s′)− vπk (s) is often referred to as the TD error and quantifies
how much the current estimate should change to respect the Bellman equation. Learning an
estimate of the value at the current state from an estimate of the value at the next state is
referred to as bootstrapping, and while it might appear ambitious, TD(0) and SARSA have
been shown to converge to the true value function assuming that all states (and actions) are
visited infinitely many times.

The most popular TD method for control is the Q-learning algorithm (Watkins and Dayan,
1992). Like SARSA, it estimates the state-action values, however it instead implements the
Bellman optimality equation as its learning rule:

qπk+1(s, a) = qπk (s, a) + α
(
R(s, a) + γ max

a′∈A(s′)
qπk (s′, a′)− qπk (s, a)

)
(2.41)

Therefore, instead of estimating the values of any given policy π, the Q-learning algorithm
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learns the state-action values of the greedy-policy defined over the current value estimates,
and has been shown to converge to the optimal value function q∗ assuming that all pairs
continue to be updated. Because the Bellman optimality equation does not depend on any
particular policy, the Q-learning algorithm can be used for off-policy control as is, without the
need to use importance sampling weights, making it one of the most widely used reinforcement
learning algorithms to this day.

Two important points explain why experience-based algorithms scale so much better than dy-
namic programming algorithms. The first one is statistical. Dynamic programming methods
compute full expectations in their update rules (expected updates) which involves considering
all successor states, whereas experience-based methods need only a single sample obtained
through interaction (sampled updates). The second is computational. Experience-based
methods inherently focus on improving their value estimates of regions of the state space
that are more visited, therefore avoiding lost computation on improving estimation of states
that the agent will never encounter.

Methods based on finding a solution to the Bellman equations, called value-based methods,
only need to implicitly represent the policy through the learned value function. While these
techniques are useful for discrete control – problems for which the size of action space |A(s)|
is finite for all states s ∈ S – they are not well suited for continuous control tasks, in which
the action space is a continuous domain and consequently the number of possible actions is
infinite. One possibility for such cases is to discretize the action space by partitioning it into
quantiles. However, this poses a precision vs. complexity trade-off; larger bins prohibit fine
control whereas a large number of bins becomes intractable as the number of possible actions
grows exponentially with the number of action dimensions.

Policy Gradient methods

A better suited alternative to continuous control than value-based methods is to learn the
policy directly by parameterizing it separately from the value function, a family of algorithms
called policy-based methods. As long as this policy πθ is differentiable w.r.t. its parameters θ,
it can be trained to directly maximize the expected total discounted reward using a likelihood
ratio estimator of its gradient. This result is known as the Policy Gradient Theorem (Sut-
ton et al., 2000) and algorithms that take this approach are called policy gradient methods.
Starting with JR(πθ) from Equation 2.18, we have:

∇θ JR(πθ) := ∇θ Eτ∼pπθ

[
T∑
t=0

γtrt

]
(2.42)
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=
∫
τ
∇θ pπθ(τ)

( T∑
t=0

γtrt

)
dτ (2.43)

=
∫
τ
pπθ(τ)∇θ log pπθ(τ)

( T∑
t=0

γtrt

)
dτ (2.44)

= Eτ∼pπθ

[(
∇θ logP0(s0) +∇θ

T∑
t=0

logP (st+1|st, at) +∇θ

T∑
t=0

log πθ(at|st)
)( T∑

t=0
γtrt

)]
(2.45)

= Eτ∼pπθ

[( T∑
t=0
∇θ log πθ(at|st)

)( T∑
t=0

γtrt

)]
(2.46)

This last expectation can be approximated using a Monte Carlo estimator to yield our policy
gradient estimate using collected trajectories. We can then use it to update the parameters
of our policy through gradient ascent, i.e. θ ← θ + α∇θ JR(πθ) where α is the learning
rate. The algorithm that uses this particular gradient estimate is known as REINFORCE
(Williams, 1992). It uses the actual expected total discounted reward ∑T

t=0 γ
trt to weigh the

gradient ∇θ log πθ(at|st) at each time-step, making it a Monte Carlo policy gradient method.
One advantage of using the actual discounted return is that this policy gradient estimate
does not make use of the Markov assumption; we could use it even in the case of partial
observability where our policy is conditioned on some observation ot rather than the true
state of the environment st. However, it also means that this Monte Carlo estimate is only
well defined in the episodic case (an episode must terminate before learning can start) and
that the estimate generally has a high variance.

Two techniques are commonly used to reduce the variance of this gradient estimator. First,
to weigh the gradient term ∇θ log πθ(at|st), we can omit all rewards that occurred before
time-step t and instead use the discounted return q̂π = ∑T

t′=t γ
t′−trt′ collected from (st, at).

This comes from the fact that, by temporal causality, we have Rt⊥A<t|(St, At), yielding a
simpler version of Equation 2.46:

∇θ JR(πθ) = Eτ∼pπθ

[
T∑
t=0
∇θ log πθ(at|st)q̂π(st, at)

]
(2.47)

Second, we can also subtract a state-dependent baseline b(s) from this weighting term, yield-
ing:

∇θ JR(πθ) = Eτ∼pπθ

[
T∑
t=0
∇θ log πθ(at|st)

(
q̂π(st, at)− b(st)

)]
(2.48)

A typical choice is to use an estimate of the state value function vπθ as baseline. By developing
the term with b(st), one can show that the use of a baseline does not bias the gradient in
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expectation:

T∑
t=0

E(st,at)∼pπθ

[
∇θ log πθ(at|st)b(st)

]
=

T∑
t=0

Est∼pπθ

b(st)∇θ

∑
a∈A(st)

πθ(a|st)
 = 0 (2.49)

Finally, most policy gradient algorithms do not use the actual return q̂πθ to weigh the gradient,
but instead use a parameterized estimate qϕ of the true state-action value function qπθ . While
the collected return q̂πθ is already a one-sample estimate of the expected state-action value, it
is computed online for each episode. At the price of introducing a bias in the gradient estimate
(Sutton et al., 2000), using a parameterized estimate qϕ allows to evaluate the return at any
time-step without requiring us to wait for the episode to terminate before updating. When
combined with vϕ(st) = Eat∼πθ [qϕ(st, at)] as baseline, we get the policy gradient computed by
the Advantage Actor-Critic (A2C) algorithm, which weighs the gradient with the advantage
function aϕ(st, at)

∇θ JR(πθ) = Eτ∼pπθ

[
T∑
t=0
∇θ log πθ(at|st)aϕ(st, at)

]
(2.50)

Finally, note that the policy gradient is on-policy because the expectation is taken w.r.t. the
trajectory distribution pπθ induced by the current policy πθ. Computing the gradient using
trajectories collected by a different (or past) policy would yield a biased gradient estimate.
In such cases, an unbiased but higher variance estimate can be derived using importance
sampling (Degris et al., 2012).

2.3 Deep Reinforcement Learning

In the last section, we reviewed foundational RL algorithms which are designed to operate on
MDPs with discrete state space S that contain a small enough number of states to be stored
in a table. Such tasks are useful for testing algorithms and developing the theory. However,
most real-life problems involve a number of possible states that is so large that they would
not fit in any computer’s memory. For such cases, function approximators must be used to
represent policies and value functions over these gigantic spaces using a compact number of
parameters. Today, neural networks are the most commonly used function approximators
in RL due to their representation power and their ability to be trained efficiently using
gradient-based methods (see Section 2.1). Such a combination of deep learning and RL is
often referred to as deep Reinforcement Learning (deep RL) algorithms.
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2.3.1 Deep Q-Learning

Neural networks had already been used in the 1990s in successful applications of reinforcement
learning with function approximation (Tesauro, 1994; Lin, 1993). In the last decade however,
the DQN1 algorithm (Mnih et al., 2013, 2015) stood out by tackling the challenging task of
learning to play Atari arcade games directly from raw pixel images (Bellemare et al., 2013),
thus successfully applying reinforcement learning to a much higher-dimensional input space.

At its core, the DQN algorithm essentially consists of training a deep neural network param-
eterized by ϕ that takes a state s ∈ S as input and maps it to the q-value estimate Qϕ(s, a) of
each action a ∈ A(s). This model is trained using the Q-Learning algorithm presented in Sec-
tion 2.2.4 by backpropagating through each layer to correct for the TD error. However, the
combined use of bootstrapping, off-policy learning, and function approximators (sometimes
called the deadly triad (Sutton, 2015)) is known to destabilize RL algorithms. The authors
of DQN alleviate this issue by making two main changes to the Q-learning algorithm.

The first and most important is the use of experience replay. For each interaction with the
environment, a transition (s, a, r, s′) is collected and stored in a replay buffer D. After a
fixed number of interactions, a minibatch of transitions is uniformly sampled from the buffer
and used to compute the stochastic gradient update. Experience replay allows to improve
data efficiency as the collected data can be re-used several times and because sampling
across the entire buffer effectively decorrelates the samples used for computing the updates
as opposed to using consecutive transitions. It also allows the model to maintain its accuracy
in estimating the value of long-past states and actions and to avoid oscillations due to drastic
changes in the collected data distribution after a parameter update (Mnih et al., 2013). The
second modification is the use of target networks in the Q-learning update (Mnih et al.,
2015). Denoted Qϕ̄, the target network is a copy of the main deep Q-network Qϕ that is
used to compute the value of the next state and actions (s′, a′) of the target y = R(s, a) +
γmaxa′∈A(s′) Qϕ̄(s′, a′). The interest lies in the fact that Qϕ̄ always lags behind Qϕ, making
the target relatively constant for a few updates of the parameters ϕ. This is achieved either
by hard updates ϕ̄ ← ϕ after a fixed number of parameter steps, or more frequently using
soft updates of the form ϕ̄← ϵϕ+ (1− ϵ)ϕ̄ with ϵ ∈ [0, 1].

Finally, several follow-up works have provided improvements to the original DQN algorithm.
Hessel et al. (2018) provides a detailed evaluation of some of these. Among them, Double-
DQN (DDQN) (Van Hasselt et al., 2016) proposes to reduce the overestimation bias in Q-
learning by decoupling the action selection and the state-action evaluation when computing

1Although the algorithm is called Deep Q-Learning and DQN only stands for Deep Q-Networks, members
of the community often use the DQN acronym to refer to the algorithm as a whole.
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the TD target, yielding y = R(s, a) + γQϕ̄

(
s′, arg maxa′∈A(s′) Qϕ(s′, a′)

)
where Qϕ̄ is the

target network presented above. Prioritized Experience Replay (Schaul et al., 2015b) aims
to sample with higher probability transitions from which the agent can learn the most by
assigning a sampling probability pi to each transition (s, a, r, s′)i proportionally to its TD
error (pi ∝ |δi| + ϵ) and uses weighted importance sampling (Mahmood et al., 2014) to
correct for the introduced bias. Dueling networks (Wang et al., 2016) propose a different
network architecture that represents the state value estimate and the advantage estimate
separately before recombining them into Q-values to allow all action values to quickly benefit
from an updated state estimate. Distributional approaches to deep RL (Bellemare et al.,
2017; Dabney et al., 2018) aim to learn the approximate value distributions of states and
actions rather than their expected value alone, allowing more stable learning and an explicit
specification of risk aversion within agents.

2.3.2 Deep Deterministic Policy Gradients

Value-based methods are well suited for discrete control because a policy is implicitly defined
by taking the arg max on the Q-values. In continuous action spaces, this operation comes
down to an optimization over A(s) at every time-step, which is generally computationally
prohibitive. We must use policy gradient methods instead.

One option is to represent the policy using an analytic continuous distribution (e.g., Gaussian)
and to learn a mapping from the input state to the parameters of that distribution (e.g., mean
and variance) using the (stochastic) policy gradient presented in Section 2.2.4. Another
approach is to use the deterministic policy gradient (DPG) formulation that is specifically
derived for continuous control (Silver et al., 2014).

Intuitively, the DPG moves the policy parameters in the direction that maximizes the action
value function Qϕ when averaged over all states. The key element on which the deterministic
policy gradient is derived lies in the fact that because the action space is continuous, and
assuming that the Q-function is parameterized using a differentiable function approximator
ϕ, we can backpropagate the signal from Qϕ through the selected action a to compute the
derivative of JR w.r.t. the parameters θ of the continuous policy µθ:

∇θ JR(µθ) ≈ Epβ [∇θQϕ(s, a)|a=µθ(s)] (2.51)

= Epβ [∇θ µθ(s)∇aQϕ(s, a)|a=µθ(s)] (2.52)

The critic Qϕ is learned using the Q-Learning algorithm described above. But rather than
computing the explicit arg max over actions for the action selection of the TD target, the
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next action a′ is computed using the target policy µθ̄, which is trained to maximize the
critic’s action value. In this sense, the DPG algorithm can be seen as an approximate Q-
learning algorithm that uses a parameterized approximate action maximizer to handle large
or continuous action spaces. Importantly, because it eliminates the integral over actions, the
deterministic policy gradient does not require importance sampling correction ratios when
evaluating it using a distinct (stochastic) behavioral policy β(a|s) (Silver et al., 2014), making
it an off-policy policy gradient algorithm.

Lillicrap et al. (2015) essentially extend DPG with the same techniques used by the DQN
algorithm (Mnih et al., 2015) (replay buffer, target networks, gradient clipping) to improve
stability when used with nonlinear function approximators. The original work also uses batch
normalization (Ioffe and Szegedy, 2015) to eliminate scale differences between state variables
and consequently reduce the need to adjust the hyperparameter for every environment. They
call this algorithm Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient (DDPG).

TD3 (Twin Delayed DDPG) (Fujimoto et al., 2018) further improves on DDPG by introducing
three modifications that greatly improve performance. First, inspired by the success of Double
DQN (DDQN), the authors empirically show that the overestimation bias also affects actor-
critic methods. However, contrary to DDQN, their results suggest that in this framework, the
target Q-network is too dependent on the main critic to correct for overestimation. Instead,
they propose to train two instances of the critic Qϕ1 and Qϕ2 (both of which also have a
corresponding target network Qϕ̄1 and Qϕ̄2) and to use the smallest Q-value for their target
y = R(s, a) + γmini=1,2 Qϕ̄i

(s′, a′). Second, they recommend updating the policy µθ at a
lower frequency than value networks to allow to obtain better value estimates before taking
a policy improvement step. Third, they propose to perturb the target action using random
noise a′ = µθ̄(s′) + ϵ , ϵ ∼ clip(N

(
0, σ),−c, c

)
to smooth out the value function along the

action dimensions and allow bootstrapping from similar state-action value estimates.

2.3.3 Maximum Entropy Reinforcement Learning

Although the optimal value function for a finite MDP is unique, there might exist several
optimal deterministic policies. In principle, these optimal deterministic policies could be
combined into a single stochastic policy that captures many different modes of optimal be-
havior. In general, there are several reasons why one would prefer learning a stochastic
policy. For example, problems with partial observability might only allow for a stochastic
optimal policy. Stochastic policies might also be more robust to adapt to a sudden change
in the environment. Finally, they allow for a smooth exploration mechanism, as opposed
to ϵ-greedy policies. The Maximum Entropy framework for reinforcement learning (MaxEnt
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RL) (Ziebart, 2010) aims at learning a policy that maximizes both the expected discounted
return and the expected discounted entropy of the policy:

JMaxEnt(π) :=
∞∑
t=0

γtE(st,at)∼pπ

[
R(st, at) + αH

(
π(·|st)

)]
(2.53)

with α ≥ 0 and where α → 0 recovers the original RL objective (Equation 2.18). A similar
approach which uses entropy maximization to prevent an early collapse of the policy (i.e.,
maintain exploration) is sometimes used with policy gradient approaches (O’Donoghue et al.,
2016). Crucially, in the case of MaxEnt RL (Equation 2.53), the entropy term is found inside
the expectation in the main objective rather than as a regularization term on the policy
updates, which will push the policy not only to maximize its entropy in any given state,
but to seek and navigate to states in which high entropy is aligned with high return, thus
maximizing the entropy of the entire trajectory.

The MaxEnt RL objective allows for a smooth-equivalent of the Bellman Equations often
referred to as the soft-Bellman Equations (Haarnoja et al., 2017):

v∗soft(s) = α log
∑

a∈A(s)
exp

( 1
α
q∗soft(s, a)

)
(2.54)

q∗soft(s, a) = R(s, a) + γEpπ [v∗soft(st+1)] (2.55)

where the max operator over actions for v∗ has essentially been replaced by a smooth-max
operator (log-sum-exp) which approaches a hard-max as α → 0. The optimal policy w.r.t.
the MaxEnt RL objective is proportional to the exponential of the soft q-values and vsoft can
be seen as the partition function:

π∗MaxEnt(a|s) = exp
( 1
α

(
q∗soft(s, a)− v∗soft(s)

))
=

exp
(

1
α
q∗soft(s, a)

)
∑
a′∈A(s) exp

(
1
α
q∗soft(s, a′)

) (2.56)

where q∗soft(s, a) − v∗soft(s) is also referred to as the soft-advantage function. This optimal
policy puts equal probability mass on two actions yielding the same expected return and
exponentially less mass as the advantage decreases.

In the discrete control setting, we see from Equation 2.56 that the optimal policy can simply
be represented by a softmax over the optimal soft q-function. Thus, we can learn a policy
by parameterizing the soft q-function only using a function approximator Qsoft

ϕ (s, a) and
evaluating V soft

ϕ (s) exactly using Equation 2.54 to produce a one-sample estimate of the target
from Equation 2.55. This model can then be learned by minimizing the error in a DQN-like
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fashion, an approach that can be referred to as Soft Q-Learning (Haarnoja et al., 2017). In
the continuous control case, the summation of actions in Equations 2.54 and 2.56 turn into
integrals and one cannot simply represent the policy using a q-function only. In this case, the
Soft Actor-Critic (SAC) algorithm (Haarnoja et al., 2018) can be used. Using this approach,
the policy πθ, the soft q-function Qsoft

ϕ and the soft value function V soft
ψ are parameterized

separately. Qsoft
ϕ and V soft

ψ are trained by minimizing Bellman residuals, whereas πθ is trained
to maximize a DDPG-like policy gradient using the reparameterization trick. Note that since
the trade-off between maximizing entropy and return depends on the scale of the reward
function, Haarnoja et al. (2018) also propose an entropy temperature adjustment method for
learning α automatically in order to avoid having to tune this hyperparameter when applying
the algorithm to a different task.

2.3.4 Generative Flow Networks

Generative Flow Networks (GFlowNets, GFNs) are a class of generative models originally
designed for compositional object generation (Bengio et al., 2021). In this setting, the gen-
erated objects are assembled step by step by taking actions corresponding to adding new
elements to the current state. Although closely linked to energy-based models and Monte
Carlo Markov Chain sampling methods (Bengio et al., 2023), the framework learns to model
a distribution from a reward function, which also positions it as a suitable approach for some
reinforcement learning problems.

GFlowNets generally operate on a particular subclass of MDP defined by some key charac-
teristics. First, the action space is discrete, allowing for a finite set of actions in each state.
Second, the state-space forms a Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG), meaning that all states must
always eventually lead to a terminal state, without the possibility for any loop, and the tran-
sition function is deterministic (i.e., each action at leads to only one successor state st+1).
Finally, the reward function is positive in terminal states R(sT ) > 0 and null on all other
states R(s) = 0. Note that several tasks of interest such as molecular generation (Bengio
et al., 2021), causal discovery (Deleu et al., 2022) and sequence generation (Jain et al., 2022a)
present this type of MDP.

The central property of GFlowNets lies in the terminal state distribution that characterises
the target policy. Here, the model seeks to learn a policy π such that the probability that a
trajectory ends in a particular terminal state sT is proportional to its reward:

π∗GFN : pπ∗
GFN

(sT ) ∝ R(sT ) (2.57)
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Similarly to MaxEnt RL, this behavior is desirable as it allows to capture all of the modes
defined by the reward function rather than uncovering a single high-performing behavior
using traditional RL methods. However GFlowNets operate from a different framework.
Here, we model the problem as learning a flow of probability particles that operates in the
state space S. The flow starts from a unique initial state s0 and spreads itself across the
transitions s → s′ until reaching a terminal state sT . It is constrained by border conditions
which state that the amount of flow to a terminal state must equal its reward R(sT ), and
that the total flow Z in the network (departing from s0) must equal the sum of rewards
Z := ∑

sT R(sT ). Enforcing these constraints alongside the principle of conservation of flow
throughout the network allows to recover a policy that samples terminal states proportionally
to their reward.

Several objectives have been shown to be sufficient to meet these conditions (Madan et al.,
2023). The most common is the Trajectory-Balance objective (Malkin et al., 2022a), which
states that any given trajectory τ should yield the same probability when going forward as
when going backward in the MDP which introduces the corresponding forward and backward
policies πF and πB. Recalling the MDP is deterministic, from Equation 2.10 we have:

P0(s0)pπF (τ |s0) = P(sT )pπB(τ |sT ) (2.58)

⇔
T−1∏
t=0

πF (st+1|st) = R(sT )
Z

T−1∏
t=0

πB(st|st+1) (2.59)

with P0(s0) = 1. Concretely, both πF and πB can be parameterized by neural networks while
Zθ can be kept as a free parameter, and this equation can be turned into a loss function LTB
using a squared log-ratio:

LTB(θ) :=
(

log Zθ
∏T−1
t=0 π

F
θ (st|st+1)

R(sT )∏T−1
t=0 π

B
θ (st+1|st)

)2

(2.60)

As in MaxEnt RL, the result is a stochastic policy which seeks to capture all modes of the
reward function. However, both methods lead to different behaviors as the likelihood of sam-
pling each mode is not the same. MaxEnt RL converges to a policy which samples trajectories
proportionally to their exponential return along the entire path, whereas GFlowNets samples
trajectories proportionally to their final reward. These behaviors are equivalent when the
state space is represented as a tree (i.e., there is only one path leading to any terminal state)
but differ in general DAGs where multiple paths may lead to the same terminal state. In
this case, the MaxEnt RL objective of maximizing the diversity of trajectories will favor final
states sT that can be reached from many paths, while a GFlowNet will sample terminal states
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strictly based on their terminal rewards, thus enforcing a diversity of outcomes. Whether
diversity of trajectories or diversity of outcomes is preferable will depend on the context.
For example, a policy for character control in a video game might benefit from trajectory
diversity to embody all possible styles of locomotion. In contrast, in a drug discovery ap-
plication where only the quality of the finished molecule matters, the diversity of outcomes
would be preferred. All in all, GFlowNets add another tool to a growing collection of deep
reinforcement learning methods for complex sequential decision making in the real world.
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CHAPTER 3
LITERATURE REVIEW

The reward function is a central component of reinforcement learning algorithms. It defines
the task to be solved in a given MDP. Designing a reward function is traditionally a manual
and iterative process, guided by the user’s intuition and refined through trial and error (Knox
et al., 2023; Booth et al., 2023; Hayes et al., 2022). Since each iteration requires training
an RL agent to convergence, this process is slow and costly, posing a major challenge for
RL deployment in real-world applications. Numerous studies have focused on the issue
of reward specification, creating a range of paradigms aimed at guiding exploration and
ensuring alignment through advanced design techniques for the reward function. In this
chapter, we review the most established areas of reinforcement learning that address this
challenge. We group these methods into two distinct categories. First, in Section 3.1, we
present Reward Composition approaches, which take account of the multi-faceted nature of
the reward function and provide it as a set of reward components to the learning algorithm.
Then, in Section 3.2, we cover Reward Modeling methods, which leverage various supervision
signals to learn the reward function instead of explicitly specifying it.

3.1 Reward Composition

The Reward Hypothesis, posited by Sutton and Barto (2018), states that any goals that we
wish an agent to accomplish can be thought of as the maximization of the expected total
reward. In other words, a sufficiently complex scalar reward function could, in principle,
be used to specify any conceivable task. While the exactitude of this hypothesis relies on
careful theoretical assumptions (Bowling et al., 2023), the large number of RL benchmark
environments developed for research in the last decade (Todorov et al., 2012; Bellemare et al.,
2013; Brockman et al., 2016; Juliani et al., 2018; Dosovitskiy et al., 2017; Vinyals et al., 2017;
Wydmuch et al., 2018) and the numerous applications of RL in the real world (Evans and
Gao, 2016; Yu et al., 2019; Bellemare et al., 2020; Shahidinejad and Ghobaei-Arani, 2020)
represent strong evidence that rewards can indeed capture a very wide variety of tasks.
Nevertheless, despite their scalar nature, most reward functions usually encompass a number
of distinct elements that are simply weighted against each other before being aggregated into
a single number. For example, a self-driving car should aim to reach its destination while
respecting traffic laws and avoiding obstacles. A grasping robot should learn to move objects
around while minimizing its energy consumption and without damaging its environment.
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Multi-Objective RLAuxiliary Tasks

Pareto front

Reward Shaping

shared layers

Figure 3.1 Overview of reward composition strategies. Reward composition consists in inte-
grating different components into a reward function. (Left) Potential-based reward shaping
aims at hinting the agent toward its goal by augmenting its sparse reward function with a
denser signal defined from a potential function Φ on the state space. (Middle) Auxiliary
tasks (here L1 and L2) are optimised simultaneously with the main objective JR to help the
agent learn a useful representation of the input x. (Right) Multi-objective RL treats each
reward component as a distinct objective and uses various techniques to select for different
solutions on the Pareto front.

Reward composition here refers to the idea of assembling a reward function from multiple
distinct components. In addition to making the agent’s behavior more interpretable (Ander-
son et al., 2019), a component-centric treatment of the reward function allows the utilization
of these components for various purposes, such as aiding exploration, enhancing alignment,
or balancing diverse goals. In the next sections, we survey prior work that frame these
components either as shaping rewards, auxiliary tasks, or competing objectives.

3.1.1 Potential-Based Reward Shaping

The challenge of specifying good reward functions is as old as reinforcement learning. One of
its central dilemmas is that of sparse vs. dense rewards. Sparse rewards are often natural to
specify but difficult to learn from. For example, we could reward an agent only when reaching
its final destination in a navigation task. However, when learning from a sparse reward only,
an agent needs to explore its environment in the total absence of feedback until it happens
to stumble on the solution. Only then can it learn from this experience and reinforce the
successful behavior. A denser reward signal could potentially help guide the agent towards
the solution. For example, we could give a smaller reward when the agent navigates closer
to its destination. While this approach can dramatically improve the sample efficiency of the
algorithm, a naive implementation of such breadcrumbs can also lead to degenerate solutions
and reward hacking by exploiting cycles in the reward function (Amodei et al., 2016). For
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example, the agent could learn to run in circles to repeatedly get rewarded for “making
progress” without ever actually reaching the goal (Randløv and Alstrøm, 1998).

Potential-Based Reward Shaping (PBRS) (Ng et al., 1999) is a reward composition strategy
allowing to augment a sparse reward function R with a denser signal Rshaping without changing
the set of optimal policies. It eliminates the risk of reward cycles by restricting the form of
the shaping reward to the discounted difference between the potential of the next state Φ(s′)
and that of the current state Φ(s):

R′ := R +Rshaping , Rshaping := γΦ(s′)− Φ(s) , arg max
π∈Π

JR′(π) = arg max
π∈Π

JR(π) (3.1)

The potential function Φ can be thought of as a topographic map guiding the agent towards
higher peaks of the reward function (see Figure 3.1). Since it does not depend on actions, the
cumulative discounted return for Rshaping is independent of π. Consequently, Rshaping does
not affect the ordering of the Q-values for R and the set of optimal policies under JR, but
allows the agent to reach the critical regions of the MDP with fewer exploration steps (Laud
and DeJong, 2003). Empirically, this approach has been shown to greatly accelerate learning
and is still being used in challenging high-dimensional environments (Berner et al., 2019).

In subsequent work, Wiewiora et al. (2003) extend potential-based shaping to potential func-
tions of both states and actions Φ(s, a) and shows that using it for shaping reward is equiva-
lent to initializing the Q-values of the main reward R to this potential. Devlin and Kudenko
(2012) instead augment potential functions with a time dependence Φ(s, t) to allow dynamic
adaptation of the shaping reward. Harutyunyan et al. (2015) proposes to use the value func-
tion of any arbitrary shaping signal as a potential over states to be used for potential-based
reward shaping, allowing the PBRS framework to be extended to a larger family of shaping
functions. Finally, Hu et al. (2020) cast dynamic reward shaping as a bilevel optimization
problem in which they automatically learn a weighting coefficient to reduce the impact of
harmful reward shaping once detected.

3.1.2 Auxiliary Tasks in RL

Reinforcement learning is a very general approach to artificial intelligence. Silver et al. (2021)
even argue that the act of maximizing a reward signal by trial and error in a rich environment
could be sufficient to develop any attribute of intelligence that is required to solve a particular
task. However, this process can be highly inefficient due to the sparsity of the reward function
and the informational complexity of the environment (Yu, 2018). Although potential-based
reward shaping offers a principled solution to the problem of reward sparsity, it is limited to
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specific functional forms (Harutyunyan et al., 2015). A common alternative consists of using
auxiliary tasks to leverage additional learning signal from the environment. An auxiliary
task often involves predicting quantities that are useful to complete the main control task.
One or even several such tasks can be optimized simultaneously with the RL objective JR by
scalarizing them using fixed weighting coefficients λk for each of the K auxiliary losses Lk:

Jtot(π) := JR(π)−
K∑
k=1

λkLk(π) (3.2)

This is typically implemented by training a single neural network model sharing the first layers
across all tasks while being equipped with different heads for the policy and the auxiliary
task predictions (see Figure 3.1). The shared encoding layers thus benefit from the learning
signal of both objective types, allowing to perform informative updates even in the absence of
external reward. Contrary to model-based approaches (Moerland et al., 2023), which seek to
learn the transition distribution of the environment to perform planning, auxiliary tasks are
only applicable with deep parameterisations and seek to improve the representations learned
by an agent (Vincent et al., 2008), or to accelerate the optimization process by helping avoid
large portions of the policy space (Gupta et al., 2022).

One of the first uses of auxiliary tasks is presented in the work of Suddarth and Kergosien
(1990), which used so-called hints to accelerate the learning of neural networks trained to
solve simple logical problems. In reinforcement learning, Sutton et al. (2011) introduces
generalized value functions (GVFs), which extend the concept of state-action value function
to measuring different properties of a policy π beyond its return JR(π) on the main task.
The idea has since been applied more generally to deep reinforcement learning in a variety of
contexts, often achieving important improvements in learning speed and performance. For
example, in addition to its main task, Jaderberg et al. (2016) train an agent to correctly
predict incoming rewards and maximize perceptual changes in its environment. Shelhamer
et al. (2016) and Laskin et al. (2020) use self-supervised successive-states prediction and
contrastive losses to learn useful representations for the policy and value function. Mirowski
et al. (2016) use depth and loop-closure prediction as auxiliary objectives for navigation tasks.
Lample and Chaplot (2017) task the agent to predict the presence of enemies or weapons
when learning to play a video game. Kartal et al. (2019) train the agent to predict whether
it is close to the end of the episode. Fedus et al. (2019) predict the return for multiple time
horizons. Hernandez-Leal et al. (2019a) use action prediction as an auxiliary task in multi-
agent settings. Song et al. (2021) perform velocity estimation to improve the representations
learned by a policy controlling mobile indoor robots.
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Interestingly, auxiliary tasks seem to provide benefits that exceed the information contained
in the target of such task. For example, Mirowski et al. (2016) compare predicting depth as
an auxiliary task with simply providing the agent with a depth-map as additional input, and
report significantly improved performance with the former approach, supporting the wider
effect of representation learning provided by the act of solving these tasks, as opposed to being
provided with their answer. A growing body of work focuses on uncovering the mechanisms
by which auxiliary tasks are so effective in improving sample efficiency in RL, investigating
their role in preventing overfitting (Dabney et al., 2021) and representation collapse (Lyle
et al., 2021).

Finally, while scalarization and parameter sharing are often used to integrate auxiliary tasks
in the training pipeline, alternative approaches have been developed to address the challenges
of competing gradient updates and learning instabilities (Teh et al., 2017; Yu et al., 2020;
Rosenbaum et al., 2017). In particular, some works investigate the automatic adaptation of
task coefficients to automatically detect and tune down the influence of auxiliary tasks that
would become harmful to the main objective (Du et al., 2018; Lin et al., 2019a).

3.1.3 Multi-Objective RL

As seen previously, some problems such as playing chess can be broken down into a main
sparse objective, e.g. winning the game, and denser rewards which are often correlated with
the main objective and meant to guide the agent towards successful policies, e.g. capturing
opponent pieces. However, for other tasks, the target behavior encapsulates truly distinct or
even conflicting objectives which are equally important and should not be freely traded-off by
the agent (Vamplew et al., 2022). For example, avoiding obstacles in a navigation task is not
enforced merely to guide the agent towards reaching its goal; both preserving the integrity
of its surroundings and reaching its target location are nonnegotiable criteria for a successful
policy. The question of how to best handle multiple objectives has been identified as one of
the main limitations preventing RL from being applied in more real world domains (Dulac-
Arnold et al., 2021), and multi-objective RL (MORL) algorithms are designed specifically to
address this question.

At their core, multi-objective approaches treat each reward component as a distinct criterion.
They are formalized as Multi-Objective MDPs (MOMDPs) (Roijers et al., 2013), defined by
the tuple (P, P0,S,A, {R}Kk=1, γ). For the most part, they are identical to their regular MDP
counterpart, defined in Section 2.2.1. However, instead of a single reward function, we now
have a set of K reward functions {Rk}Kk=1 that map a state-action pair to a vector of rewards.
MOMDPs thus generalize regular MDPs since K = 1 brings us back to the single-objective
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case. Each component is defined as Rk : S × A → [rk-min, rk-max] and JRk(π) represents the
expected total discounted reward for the reward component k as defined in Equation 2.18.
The problem now becomes:

arg max
π∈Π

(JR1 , . . . , JRK ) (3.3)

Importantly, with K > 1, the notion of optimality is not directly transferable to the multi-
objective case. In single-reward MDPs, the RL objective induces a total order over policies.
However, with multiple objectives, a policy π′ may perform better than π on JR1 but worse
on JR2 , thus requiring a different criterion to compare potential solutions. A policy π′ is said
to dominate π if it is superior on at least one objective and at least equal on the others:

π′ ≻ π ⇔

∀ k : JRk(π′) ≥ JRk(π)

∃ k∗ : JRk∗(π′) > JRk∗(π)
(3.4)

A solution π is said to be Pareto-optimal if there are no other solution that dominates it, and
the set of Pareto-optimal solutions forms the Pareto front in objective space (see Figure 3.1).
In most problems, some of the objectives will conflict and an optimal solution π∗ which
dominates all other policies will not exist; we will have to settle for a solution that strikes an
acceptable trade-off between the objectives. MORL algorithms can generally be categorized
into single-policy and multi-policy methods (Vamplew et al., 2011) depending on whether
they seek to generate a single policy or an approximation of the entire Pareto front.

Single-policy approaches seek to find the policy that best captures the desired trade-off.
They typically assume that the utility function u of the user is known and use it to com-
bine the objectives and recover a total order over the policies in Π (Hayes et al., 2022). A
simple and popular approach to utility-based MORL is to extend existing RL algorithms
by learning a set of value functions {Qπ

k}Kk=1 and adapting the action selection process by
taking the action that maximizes utility. Aissani et al. (2008) employ this technique with the
SARSA algorithm and a linear utility function that leads to an action selection of the form:
arg maxa

∑
kQ

π
k(s, a). To capture preferences on some of the objectives, linear utility func-

tions can employ different weighting coefficients {wk}Kk=1with∑k wk = 1 (Castelletti et al.,
2002). However, the effective coverage of this approach is limited to only the convex parts of
the Pareto fronts (Das and Dennis, 1997; Vamplew et al., 2008). To overcome this limitation,
other methods employ nonlinear utility functions (Van Moffaert et al., 2013a,b), but nonlin-
ear scalarization is difficult to combine with value-based RL algorithms, as they break the
additivity property required for Q-decomposition (Russell and Zimdars, 2003). Therefore,
these approaches have been extended to policy-gradient actor-critic architectures (Siddique
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et al., 2020; Reymond et al., 2023).

In the absence of a known utility function, other methods recover a total order over the
policies in Π by assuming a hierarchy of priority among the objectives to optimize (Gábor
et al., 1998). A lexicographic ordering implies that the ordinality of the objectives now reflects
their rank in importance. In the same spirit as Asimov’s famous “laws of robotics”, this means
that an optimal policy π∗ should maximize JR1 in priority, then JR2 , then JR3 , and so on. Let
us define Π∗k the set of optimal policies w.r.t. JR1 through JRk . A lexicographically optimal
policy is defined as a policy that maximizes each objective in lexicographic order without
worsening the previous ones:

π∗ := arg max
π∈Π∗

K−1

JRK (π) , Π∗k :=
{
π : JRk(π) = max

π′∈Π∗
k−1

JRk(π′)
}

, Π∗0 := Π (3.5)

where the recursion occurs in the constraint established by the optimal policy-sets Π∗k. Since
this hierarchy severely restricts the set of remaining optimal policies at each step, a strong
lexicographic ordering would not scale to a large number of conflicting objectives. Instead,
it is common to relax this ordering by introducing slack variables to specify how much we
can deviate from J∗Rk to improve JRk+1 (Wray et al., 2015; Skalse et al., 2022; Pineda et al.,
2015). This method has been applied in various contexts, including autonomous driving (Li
and Czarnecki, 2018) and multi-agent RL (Hayes et al., 2020).

Another related single-policy approach called Constrained Reinforcement Learning (CRL)
picks one of the objectives as the main reward to optimize and defines a set of constraints
using the other reward functions. While several types of constraints have been used (proba-
bilistic, instantaneous) (Liu et al., 2021), the most common approach is to define a cumulative
constraint on each objective JRk for k > 1 by specifying thresholds dk. Formally, the problem
becomes:

π∗ := arg max
π∈Π

JR1(π) s.t. JRk(π) ≥ dk , k = 2, . . . , K (3.6)

A policy that satisfies the constraint set is said to be a feasible policy, and we seek to
find the best-performing feasible policy π ∈ ΠC over JR1 . Note that, while equivalent,
the constraints are typically re-labeled as cost functions Ck and their threshold revsersed
i.e. JCk(π) ≤ dk (Altman, 1999). A popular approach to solving such problems is to use a
Lagrangian relaxation (Bertsekas, 1997) to fold the constraints and JR1 into a single objective
addressed by a bilevel optimization process (Tessler et al., 2018; Chow et al., 2017; Liang
et al., 2018; Stooke et al., 2020; Bohez et al., 2019). Other alternatives based on trust-regions
(Achiam et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2020), Lyapunov functions (Chow et al., 2018, 2019) and
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the interior-point method (Liu et al., 2020) have also been proposed for Safe RL applications
in which respecting the constraints is important throughout the entire search.

In general, the choice of approach will depend on which formulation best captures the true
preferences of the user. Some problems are naturally formulated with a hierarchy of im-
portance over objectives, while for others, a distinction between objectives to maximize and
constraints to satisfy makes the most sense. Finally, when the user is unsure about their own
preferences, multi-policy methods can be employed. These approaches focus on generating a
variety of solutions striking different trade-offs on the Pareto front to allow the user to select
one of these options later on (Hayes et al., 2022). Inner-loop methods aim at maintaining a
set of nondominated policies to learn about all Pareto-optimal solutions simultaneously (Bar-
rett and Narayanan, 2008; Iima and Kuroe, 2014; Van Moffaert and Nowé, 2014; Reymond
and Nowé, 2019; Li et al., 2020). In contrast, outer-loop methods generate multiple solutions
by simply running single-policy algorithms in sequence while varying the parameters of the
utility function, the ordering of the objectives, or the thresholds of the constraints (Parisi
et al., 2014; Mossalam et al., 2016; Xu et al., 2020). Some methods also condition the policy
with these preferences to have access to all the learned policies and share their representa-
tion in a single model (Abels et al., 2019). Ultimately, multi-policy approaches remain more
computationally costly but offer additional flexibility in terms of the proposed solutions.

3.2 Reward Modeling

Despite the variety of tools and approaches presented in Section 3.1 that help practitioners
define safe and efficient reward functions for RL, many take the position that, for complex
tasks and environments, manually specified reward functions are doomed to be incomplete
and underspecified (Ibarz et al., 2018; Hadfield-Menell et al., 2017; Leike et al., 2018). Instead,
they advocate for learning the reward function from human supervision, a radically different
strategy which can be referred to as reward modeling.

The main benefit of such approaches is that they enable a definition of the task that is not
subject to arbitrary scaling choices for the numerical value of the reward, the shaping signal,
and the other components describing the desired behavior. Instead, reward modeling seeks
to leverage different forms of human input to model a parameterized reward function rψ,
which will then lead a downstream RL algorithm to learn the intended behavior (Jeon et al.,
2020). In the next sections, we review the literature on reward modeling from three types
of supervision signal: expert demonstrations, human preferences, and natural language (see
Figure 3.2).
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Example A B
Inverse RL Preference-based RL Language-guided RL

Figure 3.2 Overview of reward modeling strategies. Reward modeling consists in learning
a model of the reward function from human supervision in an attempt to capture the true
intentions of the task designer. (Left) In Inverse RL, a model of the reward function is
learned from expert demonstrations. (Middle) In preference-based RL, the reward model is
learned from human preferences over pairs of examples. (Right) In language-guided RL, a
reward model can be trained to predict whether an agent’s behavior is in accordance with a
language command.

3.2.1 Inverse RL

Reinforcement learning (RL) aims to learn a behavior policy from a reward function. Con-
versely, inverse reinforcement learning (IRL) aims to learn a reward function from a demon-
strated behavior. More specifically, starting from a finite set of N expert trajectories DE :=
{τ (i)}Ni=1, the goal is to learn a parameterized reward function rψ for which the expert is
uniquely optimal, and then to use it to train an agent to behave like the expert by running
a reinforcement learning algorithm on this learned reward function.

The IRL problem was first introduced by Russell (1998). An algorithm for this problem
generally follows this general procedure: starting from a first estimate of the true reward
function, we need to iteratively (1) solve for a policy π which is optimal under Jrψ and (2)
modify our reward estimate rψ to minimize the distance between the learned policy’s behav-
ior and expert behavior inferred from the demonstration set DE. This paradigm presents
two important challenges. First, to obtain π from our current estimate rψ, one needs to solve
a complete reinforcement learning problem which must be repeated at each step of the IRL
algorithm. Second, there are generally a large number of reward functions that could ex-
plain the demonstrated behavior (including degenerate solutions such as rψ(s, a) = 0 ∀ s, a).
Foundational works in IRL handle the ambiguity of the solution set in different ways, and
most can be categorized either as maximum margin methods, maximum entropy methods,
and Bayesian approaches (Adams et al., 2022; Arora and Doshi, 2021).
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Maximum-margin methods aim at solving the ambiguity problem by maximizing a margin
which describes how well the learned reward rψ explains the demonstrated behavior compared
to any other policy (Ng et al., 2000; Ratliff et al., 2009; Silver et al., 2008; Ratliff et al., 2006).
In other words, it seeks to make the expert as uniquely optimal as possible. An example of
such margin could be, for each state, the difference between the value of the action from the
demonstration set a∗ and any other action a:

arg max
rψ

∑
s∈S

(
Q̂(s, a∗)− max

a∈A(s)\{a∗}
Q̂(s, a)

)
(3.7)

Apprenticeship learning (Abbeel and Ng, 2004, 2005) is a particularly influential method for
maximum margin optimisation which seeks to match the feature expectation of the demon-
strated behavior.

Another approach to tackle the ambiguity of the rewards is the maximum entropy IRL
framework (Ziebart et al., 2008), which states that the probability of a trajectory should be
proportional to its cumulative rewards:

P(τ |rψ) ∝ exp
 ∑

(s,a)∈τ
rψ(s, a)

 (3.8)

In other words, trajectories generating the same return under rψ should be equally likely
under π, whereas a trajectory with higher return should be exponentially more likely, with
the trajectories from the demonstration set DE be the most probable of all. The goal here is
to obtain a policy that acts as randomly as possible, while maximizing the reward estimate
rψ so that the solution commits as little as possible to any one possible reward function. To
achieve this property, the learned reward function is often extended with an entropy term
when training the policy π. Entropy over trajectories is often used, but extensions of this
framework include the use of causal entropy (Ziebart, 2010) or relative entropy with a baseline
policy (Boularias et al., 2011).

Finally, bayesian IRL (Ramachandran and Amir, 2007) consists in capturing the distribution
over all possible candidate reward functions which explain the expert behavior:

P(rψ|τ) ∝ P(τ |rψ)P(rψ) , τ ∼ DE (3.9)

While allowing to handle the reward ambiguity issue in a principled way, the prior distribu-
tion P(rψ) must be carefully selected based on the expected properties of the true reward
function (Arora and Doshi, 2021). Different parameterisations have been explored for like-
lihood P(τ |rψ), such as Boltzmann distributions (Choi and Kim, 2011), which require com-
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putationally expensive MCMC sampling methods to estimate the normalization constant or
Gaussian processes (Levine et al., 2011) that limit the expressivity of the model by depending
on engineered features.

The reliance of early methods on linear combinations of predefined reward features or on
simple nonlinear parameterisations prevented their applicability to higher-dimensional prob-
lems. More recent approaches (Wulfmeier et al., 2015; Finn et al., 2016b) leverage deep
function approximators to model complex nonlinear relations between the state features and
the reward model. They also circumvent the need to fully optimize the policy in the inner
loop of the reward optimization by swapping the two optimisation loops or by considering
partial updates of the policy for each reward iteration. In particular, Adversarial Inverse
Reinforcement Learning (AIRL) (Fu et al., 2017) take inspiration from both the adversarial
imitation learning framework from Ho and Ermon (2016) and the potential-based reward
shaping from Ng et al. (1999) to learn robust reward functions from expert demonstrations.
The idea is to train a discriminator Dψ to classify whether a given transition has been gen-
erated by the agent policy πθ or the expert policy πE, while parameterizing it so that the
learned reward implements a potential function hω over states:

min
θ

max
ψ

EdπE
[

logDψ(s, a, s′)
]

+ Edπθ
[

log(1−Dψ(s, a, s′))
]

(3.10)

with Dψ(s, a, s′) :=
exp

(
fψ(s, a, s′)

)
exp

(
fψ(s, a, s′)

)
+ πθ(a|s)

(3.11)

and fψ(s, a, s′) := rψ(s, a)︸ ︷︷ ︸
main reward

+ γhω(s′)− hω(s)︸ ︷︷ ︸
shaping reward

(3.12)

These approaches seek to allow for more expressive reward modeling capabilities and im-
prove the generalisation properties of these algorithms by providing negative examples to the
learned policy. Ghasemipour et al. (2020) provides a divergence-based classification of recent
progress in this field.

3.2.2 Preference-based RL

Preference-based RL (PbRL) is a paradigm for learning a policy from non-numerical feedback
using reinforcement learning (Wirth et al., 2017). The idea of learning a reward function from
qualitative feedback stems from the observation that it is often easier to judge the quality of
a solution than to produce it ourselves; a concept that has been fundamental to the field of
computational complexity (Fortnow, 2009). Indeed, since expert demonstrations are expected
to be optimal, providing them may be expensive and requires the human supervisor to have
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great proficiency at that task. Instead, preference-based RL takes a different approach by
asking a human to simply compare different outcomes and using this ranking as a supervision
signal, thus providing feedback to the agent without having to fully specify a reward function
(regular RL) or to produce a complete set of demonstrations (inverse RL).

The simplest approach for collecting human preferences consists of presenting the examiner
with a set (or even a single pair) of example trajectories and asking them to provide a ranking
from the least adequate to the best example. Despite its simplicity, qualitative feedback in
the form of rankings has been found to be sufficient to specify a variety of control problems.
Theoretical analysis of task specification in RL even pinpoint the very generic idea of “goals”
as a “a binary preference relation expressing preference over one outcome over another”
(Bowling et al., 2023), suggesting that enumerating preferences between pairs of candidates
in the set of all possible solutions may be sufficient to specify any task (Abel et al., 2021).
The relationship τi ≻ τj indicates that the trajectory τi is strictly preferred over τj. In PbRL,
the goal is to find a policy π∗ that maximizes the difference in likelihood for trajectories τi, τj
for all the preferences i, j available:

τi ≻ τj ⇒ π∗ = arg max
π∈Π

pπ(τi)− pπ(τj) (3.13)

The use of rankings as a learning signal in reinforcement learning dates back to Cheng et al.
(2011) and Akrour et al. (2011), who, respectively, propose algorithms that exploit the signal
from user preferences over actions or trajectories to derive improved policies. This approach
has been the subject of growing interest with several follow-up works (Wirth et al., 2017) and
has since been scaled up in the deep RL framework by Christiano et al. (2017). They propose
to train a reward model rψ parameterized by a neural network ψ from pair comparisons of
partial trajectories and to use it to learn a policy πθ. Crucially, reward modeling, policy
optimization and preference rating all run in parallel in an asynchronous fashion. The policy
is randomly initialized and starts collecting trajectories τ . These trajectories are broken
into trajectory fragments σ and sent to a human evaluator in pairs (σi, σj). The evaluator
indicates whether a fragment is better, that they are equal, or refuses to include them in the
database. The preference label y := I(σi ≻ σj) is recorded (or y = 1

2 if they are equal), and
this relationship is leveraged to train rψ by assuming that the preference grows exponentially
with the sum of rewards to form a probabilistic model of human preferences:

Pψ(σi ≻ σj) :=
exp

(∑
(st,at)∈σi rψ(st, at)

)
exp

(∑
(st,at)∈σi rψ(st, at)

)
+ exp

(∑
(st,at)∈σj rψ(st, at)

) (3.14)



41

It can then be optimized by minimizing the Binary Cross-Entropy loss (BCE) between the
predicted likelihood of the preference ordering and the true preference label (David, 1963):

BCE(Pψ, y) = −y logPψ(σi ≻ σj)− (1− y) logPψ(σi ≺ σj) ∀ (i, j, y) ∈ D (3.15)

The policy πθ can then be trained to maximize the return over rψ using any deep RL al-
gorithm. To prioritize the order in which trajectories should be queried for evaluation, the
authors train an ensemble of reward models and query the trajectory-fragment pair which
shows the highest variance between to maximally reduce the uncertainty across the ensemble.
The results show that preference-based RL can scale to complex problems without having
access to the true reward function, and that it can even outperform learning from the true re-
ward function in some cases where human evaluations lead to a better shaped reward model
rψ than the true reward function R. Several extensions of this work have been explored,
for example, to enable off-policy learning by relabeling past experiences when the reward
model is updated (Lee et al., 2021) or to assess the benefits of modeling the dynamics of the
environment alongside preference-based policy iteration (Liu et al., 2023).

Preference-based learning can also be used on a fixed set of demonstrations. Brown et al.
(2019a) uses human rankings in the context of imitation learning where the demonstrations
may be suboptimal. They require the dataset to provide a total order over the trajectories,
which implies a number of constraints that grows quadratically in the number of samples
and allows learning the reward function entirely off-line. In cases where rankings are not
provided but the demonstrations are deemed optimal, Reddy et al. (2019) use a method
which considers all the trajectories in the demonstration set as being of equal value and
preferred to any other generated trajectory, which can be interpreted either as inferring
preferences from a set of demonstrations or as performing IRL with a discretized reward. Jain
et al. (2013) experiment with a more subtle way of combining the information from human
demonstrations and preferences by offering the evaluator the option to provide a trajectory
that merely improves upon the last demonstration rather than providing a near-optimal
example. Finally, demonstrations and preferences can be used in combination to improve the
sample efficiency of preference-based approaches while outperforming the demonstrations
(Ibarz et al., 2018; Palan et al., 2019).

More recently, with the advent of Large Language Models (LLMs), preference-based rein-
forcement learning (also known as RL from Human Feedback, RLHF) has experienced a
surge in popularity in an effort to improve the behavior of large pre-trained models (Fer-
nandes et al., 2023; Ziegler et al., 2019; Stiennon et al., 2020; Jaques et al., 2019a; Kreutzer
et al., 2018; Bai et al., 2022; Askell et al., 2021). In particular, Ouyang et al. (2022) exper-
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iment with fine-tuning LLMs using RLHF and show that incorporating human preferences
allows to obtain better aligned models even with a fraction of the original capacity. Glaese
et al. (2022) break down human preferences into several distinct aspects of desirable behav-
ior to make better use of the provided feedback. These methods showcase the remarkable
flexibility of preference-based reward specification, which allows to capture the essence of
very nuanced and personalized objectives such as insuring that personal assistants provide
harmless, accurate and useful advice.

3.2.3 Language-guided RL

Finally, natural language could represent a source of supervision which is less demanding
than complete demonstrations, but more sample efficient than preference rankings. Humans
use natural language extensively to give feedback to each other, and recent advances in
natural language processing (Treviso et al., 2023) open up the opportunity for leveraging
the flexibility of language instructions for task specification in RL. This approach to reward
specification is particularly appealing because language naturally captures object relations
and elements of compositionality of the agent’s environment. Moreover, it provides a user
interface which does not require a technical background to specify objectives to or modify the
behavior of an agent. This source of supervision could be particularly useful in areas where
data efficiency is required or where human priors can be helpful (Luketina et al., 2019).

Most approaches for language-guided RL aim to learn a dense reward function RNLP indicat-
ing the partial completion of a task and use it to augment the external reward function in a
way similar to reward shaping (Section 3.1.1) and auxiliary tasks (Section 3.1.2):

R′ = R + λRNLP (3.16)

Early attempts to use language for task specification used an object-oriented definition of the
environment to specify an agent’s reward function (MacGlashan et al., 2017; Arumugam et al.,
2017; Williams et al., 2018; Chevalier-Boisvert et al., 2018). These methods are constrained
to a certain set of pre-defined concepts and object relations, limiting their scalability to the
complexity of the target behavior and the training environment. Goyal et al. (2019, 2021)
propose a more flexible language-to-reward model which takes as input the embeddings of
both a language command and a trajectory in the environment and estimates whether they
are related. Others instead learn a mapping from language commands to state embeddings
to specify goals through natural language (Kaplan et al., 2017; Waytowich et al., 2019). Fu
et al. (2019) learn a language-conditional reward function from demonstrations in the aim
to be reused for different tasks. Sumers et al. (2021) propose to use sentiment inference on
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the provided commands to avoid the need to collect an explicit dataset. Bahdanau et al.
(2018) take inspiration from IRL and use an adversarial loss to learn a reward function that
connects commands and goals.

More recently, advances in Large Language Models (LLMs) (Zhao et al., 2023) have enabled
important steps towards scalable language-based reward specification. Kwon et al. (2023)
explore the idea of prompting a language model with the desired behavior and then using it
to provide a numerical reward to the agent in a text-based negotiation game. Klissarov et al.
(2023) use LLMs to provide preferences over pairs of events in a captioned environment to
guide the agent towards interesting states. Another approach is to use LLMs to automatically
break down a language description of a high-level task into a set of low-level subgoals which
can be executed by an underlying language-conditioned control algorithm (Huang et al.,
2022; Ahn et al., 2022). Finally, a more end-to-end perspective consists in using LLMs and
iterative prompting to translate a language description of the desired behavior into a code
implementation of the reward function, which can then be optimized by any RL algorithm (Yu
et al., 2023; Ma et al., 2023). These successes demonstrate that the vast amount of knowledge
about the world distilled in LLMs has the potential to help bridge the gap between human
intentions and effective reward specifications.



44

CHAPTER 4
PREAMBLE TO TECHNICAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Chapters 5 to 8 present four original contributions related to the field of reward specifica-
tion in deep reinforcement learning. Respectively, we present methods that make use of
inverse reinforcement learning (article 1), auxiliary tasks (article 2), and multi-objective RL
(articles 3 and 4) which are intended to support policy learning both in terms of efficiency
and alignment. In all of these works, I (Julien Roy) made significant contributions and was
deeply involved in designing the algorithms, surveying the relevant literature, carrying out
and analyzing experiments, and writing the manuscript. Here is a brief overview of each
article.

Article 1 is titled Adversarial Soft Advantage Fitting: Imitation Learning without Policy
Optimization. It presents improvements in adversarial imitation learning. Imitation learning
takes a supervised learning approach to sequential decision making. The agent is provided
with a set of demonstrations that are deemed optimal and seeks to learn a policy that
emulates this behavior. We propose a novel architecture for adversarial IL which allows to
significantly simplify the implementation and accelerate the training of these methods. In
combination with RL, efficient IL algorithms could be used to aid exploration and further
ground the behavior using a small set of demonstrations.

Article 2 is titled Promoting Coordination through Policy Regularization in Multi-Agent
Deep Reinforcement Learning. It focuses on the use of auxiliary tasks in RL. We investigate
the case of multi-agent cooperative tasks and propose different auxiliary objectives which are
optimized simultaneously with the main task to allow the agents to discover effective coop-
erative behaviors faster. Our approach is an example of how intuitions about the properties
of effective strategies can be incorporated in the optimization process and serve as useful
inductive biases for RL agents.

Article 3 is titled Direct Behavior Specification via Constrained Reinforcement Learning.
It presents a general framework to easily incorporate hard constraints on the agent behavior.
This framework separates the main task that the agent is asked to perform from additional
requirements that it should abide to, and allows the system designer to specify all of these
constraints in a foreseeable and intuitive way. The resulting paradigm allows to efficiently
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design new tasks, maintain a clear monitoring on the ability of the agent to meet these
constraints, and insure that the final behavior is aligned with the designer’s intentions.

Article 4 is titled Goal-conditioned GFlowNets for Controllable Multi-Objective Molecular
Design. It presents an application of goal-conditioned reinforcement learning to the problem
of multi-objective molecular design for computer-based drug discovery. We formulate the
goals as subregions of the objective space and train a discrete generative model to target
specific trade-offs on the Pareto front in order to widen its solution coverage. Our method
allows for a controllable generative process that can then be leveraged to explore the molecular
space in an intentional manner.
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CHAPTER 5
ARTICLE 1: ADVERSARIAL SOFT ADVANTAGE FITTING:

IMITATION LEARNING WITHOUT POLICY OPTIMISATION

Co-authors
Paul Barde, Wonseok Jeon, Joelle Pineau, Christopher Pal & Derek Nowrouzezahrai

Published in
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, December 12, 2020

Abstract
Adversarial Imitation Learning alternates between learning a discriminator – which
tells apart expert’s demonstrations from generated ones – and a generator’s policy to
produce trajectories that can fool this discriminator. This alternated optimization
is known to be delicate in practice since it compounds unstable adversarial training
with brittle and sample-inefficient reinforcement learning. We propose to remove the
burden of the policy optimization steps by leveraging a novel discriminator formu-
lation. Specifically, our discriminator is explicitly conditioned on two policies: the
one from the previous generator’s iteration and a learnable policy. When optimized,
this discriminator directly learns the optimal generator’s policy. Consequently, our
discriminator’s update solves the generator’s optimization problem for free: learning
a policy that imitates the expert does not require an additional optimization loop.
This formulation effectively cuts by half the implementation and computational bur-
den of Adversarial Imitation Learning algorithms by removing the Reinforcement
Learning phase altogether. We show on a variety of tasks that our simpler approach
is competitive to prevalent Imitation Learning methods.

5.1 Introduction

Imitation Learning (IL) treats the task of learning a policy from a set of expert demonstra-
tions. IL is effective on control problems that are challenging for traditional Reinforcement
Learning (RL) methods, either due to reward function design challenges or the inherent dif-
ficulty of the task itself (Abbeel and Ng, 2004; Ross et al., 2011). Most IL work can be
divided into two branches: Behavioral Cloning and Inverse Reinforcement Learning. Behav-
ioral Cloning casts IL as a supervised learning objective and seeks to imitate the expert’s
actions using the provided demonstrations as a fixed dataset (Pomerleau, 1991). Thus, Be-
havioral Cloning usually requires a lot of expert data and results in agents that struggle to
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generalize. As an agent deviates from the demonstrated behaviors – straying outside the
state distribution on which it was trained – the risks of making additional errors increase, a
problem known as compounding error (Ross et al., 2011).

Inverse Reinforcement Learning aims to reduce compounding error by learning a reward
function under which the expert policy is optimal (Abbeel and Ng, 2004). Once learned,
an agent can be trained (with any RL algorithm) to learn how to act at any given state of
the environment. Early methods were prohibitively expensive on large environments because
they required training the RL agent to convergence at each learning step of the reward
function (Ziebart et al., 2008; Abbeel and Ng, 2004). Recent approaches instead apply
an adversarial formulation (Adversarial Imitation Learning, AIL) in which a discriminator
learns to distinguish between expert and agent behaviors to learn the reward optimized by
the expert. AIL methods allow for the use of function approximators and can in practice
be used with only a few policy improvement steps for each discriminator update (Ho and
Ermon, 2016; Fu et al., 2017; Finn et al., 2016a).

While these advances have allowed Imitation Learning to tackle bigger and more complex
environments (Kuefler et al., 2017; Ding et al., 2019), they have also significantly complexified
the implementation and learning dynamics of Imitation Learning algorithms. It is worth
asking how much of this complexity is actually mandated. For example, in recent work,
Reddy et al. (2019) have shown that competitive performance can be obtained by hard-
coding a very simple reward function to incentivize expert-like behaviors and manage to
imitate it through off-policy direct RL. Reddy et al. (2019) therefore remove the reward
learning component of AIL and focus on the RL loop, yielding a regularized version of
Behavioral Cloning. Motivated by these results, we also seek to simplify the AIL framework
but following the opposite direction: keeping the reward learning module and removing the
policy improvement loop.

We propose a simpler yet competitive AIL framework. Motivated by Finn et al. (2016a) who
use the optimal discriminator form, we propose a structured discriminator that estimates the
probability of demonstrated and generated behavior using a single parameterized maximum
entropy policy. Discriminator learning and policy learning therefore occur simultaneously,
rendering seamless generator updates: once the discriminator has been trained for a few
epochs, we simply use its policy model to generate new rollouts. We call this approach
Adversarial Soft Advantage Fitting (ASAF).
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We make the following contributions:

• Algorithmic: we present a novel algorithm (ASAF) designed to imitate expert demon-
strations without any Reinforcement Learning step.

• Theoretical: we show that our method retrieves the expert policy when trained to
optimality.

• Empirical: we show that ASAF outperforms prevalent IL algorithms on a variety of
discrete and continuous control tasks. We also show that, in practice, ASAF can be
easily modified to account for different trajectory lengths.

5.2 Background

Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) We use Hazan et al. (2018)’s notation and con-
sider the classic T -horizon γ-discounted MDP M = ⟨S,A,P ,P0, γ, r, T ⟩. For simplicity,
we assume that S and A are finite. Successor states are given by the transition distri-
bution P(s′|s, a) ∈ [0, 1], and the initial state s0 is drawn from P0(s) ∈ [0, 1]. Transi-
tions are rewarded with r(s, a) ∈ R with r being bounded. The discount factor and the
episode horizon are γ ∈ [0, 1] and T ∈ N ∪ {∞}, where T < ∞ for γ = 1. Finally, we
consider stationary stochastic policies π ∈ Π : S × A →]0, 1[ that produce trajectories
τ = (s0, a0, s1, a1, ..., sT−1, aT−1, sT ) when executed on M.

The probability of trajectory τ under policy π is Pπ(τ) ≜ P0(s0)
∏T−1
t=0 π(at|st)P(st+1|st, at)

and the corresponding marginals are defined as dt,π(s) ≜
∑
τ :st=s Pπ(τ) and dt,π(s, a) ≜∑

τ :st=s,at=a Pπ(τ) = dt,π(s)π(a|s), respectively. With these marginals, we define the normal-
ized discounted state and state-action occupancy measures as dπ(s) ≜ 1

Z(γ,T )
∑T−1
t=0 γ

tdt,π(s)
and dπ(s, a) ≜ 1

Z(γ,T )
∑T−1
t=0 γ

tdt,π(s, a) = dπ(s)π(a|s) where the partition function Z(γ, T ) is
equal to ∑T−1

t=0 γ
t. Intuitively, the state (or state-action) occupancy measure can be inter-

preted as the discounted visitation distribution of the states (or state-action pairs) that the
agent encounters when navigating with policy π. The expected sum of discounted rewards
can be expressed in term of the occupancy measures as follows:

Jπ[r(s, a)] ≜ Eτ∼Pπ
[∑T−1

t=0 γ
t r(st, at)

]
= Z(γ, T )E(s,a)∼dπ [r(s, a)]

In the entropy-regularized Reinforcement Learning framework (Haarnoja et al., 2018), the
optimal policy maximizes its entropy at each visited state in addition to the standard RL
objective:
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π∗ ≜ arg max
π

Jπ[r(s, a) + αH(π(·|s))] , H(π(·|s)) = Ea∼π(·|s)[− log(π(a|s))]

As shown in (Ziebart, 2010; Haarnoja et al., 2017) the corresponding optimal policy is:

π∗soft(a|s) = exp
(
α−1 A∗soft(s, a)

)
with A∗soft(s, a) ≜ Q∗soft(s, a)− V ∗soft(s) (5.1)

V ∗soft(s) = α log
∑
a∈A

exp
(
α−1 Q∗soft(s, a)

)
, Q∗soft(s, a) = r(s, a) + γEs′∼P(·|s,a) [V ∗soft(s′)] (5.2)

Maximum Causal Entropy Inverse Reinforcement Learning In the problem of In-
verse Reinforcement Learning (IRL), it is assumed that the MDP’s reward function is un-
known but that demonstrations from using expert’s policy π

E
are provided. Maximum causal

entropy IRL (Ziebart et al., 2008) proposes to fit a reward function r from a set R of reward
functions and retrieve the corresponding optimal policy by solving the optimization problem:

min
r∈R

(
max
π

Jπ[r(s, a) +H(π(·|s))]
)
− Jπ

E
[r(s, a)] (5.3)

In brief, the problem reduces to finding a reward function r for which the expert policy is
optimal. In order to do so, the optimization procedure searches high entropy policies that are
optimal with respect to r and minimizes the difference between their returns and the return
of the expert policy, eventually reaching a policy π that approaches π

E
. Most of the proposed

solutions (Abbeel and Ng, 2004; Ziebart, 2010; Ho and Ermon, 2016) transpose IRL to the
problem of distribution matching; Abbeel and Ng (2004) and Ziebart et al. (2008) used linear
function approximation and proposed to match the feature expectation; Ho and Ermon (2016)
proposed to cast Equation 5.3 with a convex reward function regularizer into the problem of
minimizing the Jensen-Shannon divergence between the state-action occupancy measures:

min
π
DJS(dπ, dπ

E
)− Jπ[H(π(·|s))] (5.4)

Connections between Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) and IRL For the
data distribution p

E
and the generator distribution p

G
defined on the domain X , the GAN

objective (Goodfellow et al., 2014) is

min
p
G

max
D

L(D, p
G
) , L(D, p

G
) ≜ Ex∼p

E
[logD(x)] + Ex∼p

G
[log(1−D(x))] (5.5)

In Goodfellow et al. (2014), the maximizer of the inner problem in Equation 5.5 is shown to
be:
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D∗p
G
≜ arg max

D
L(D, p

G
) = p

E

p
E

+ p
G

(5.6)

and the optimizer for Equation 5.5 is arg minp
G

maxD L(D, p
G
) = arg minp

G
L(D∗p

G
, p
G
) = p

E
.

Later, Finn et al. (2016a) and Ho and Ermon (2016) concurrently proposed connections
between GANs and IRL. The Generative Adversarial Imitation Learning (GAIL) formulation
in Ho and Ermon (2016) is based on matching state-action occupancy measures, while Finn
et al. (2016a) considered matching trajectory distributions. Our work is inspired by the
discriminator proposed and used by Finn et al. (2016a):

Dθ(τ) ≜ pθ(τ)
pθ(τ) + q(τ) (5.7)

where pθ(τ) ∝ exp rθ(τ) with reward approximator rθ motivated by maximum causal entropy
IRL. Note that Equation 5.7 matches the form of the optimal discriminator in Equation 5.6.
Although Finn et al. (2016a) do not empirically support the effectiveness of their method, the
Adversarial IRL approach of Fu et al. (2017) (AIRL) successfully used a similar discriminator
for state-action occupancy measure matching.

5.3 Imitation Learning without Policy Optimization

In this section, we derive Adversarial Soft Advantage Fitting (ASAF), our novel Adversar-
ial Imitation Learning approach. Specifically, in Section 5.3.1, we present the theoretical
foundations for ASAF to perform Imitation Learning on full-length trajectories. Intuitively,
our method is based on the use of such structured discriminators – that match the optimal
discriminator form – to fit the trajectory distribution induced by the expert policy. This
approach requires being able to evaluate and sample from the learned policy and allows us to
learn that policy and train the discriminator simultaneously, thus drastically simplifying the
training procedure. We present in Section 5.3.2 parametrization options that satisfy these
requirements. Finally, in Section 5.3.3, we explain how to implement a practical algorithm
that can be used for arbitrary trajectory-lengths, including the transition-wise case.

5.3.1 Adversarial Soft Advantage Fitting – Theoretical setting

Before introducing our method, we derive GAN training with a structured discriminator.
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GAN with structured discriminator Suppose that we have a generator distribution
p
G

and some arbitrary distribution p̃ and that both can be evaluated efficiently, e.g., cate-
gorical distribution or probability density with normalizing flows (Rezende and Mohamed,
2015). We call a structured discriminator a function Dp̃,p

G
: X → [0, 1] of the form

Dp̃,p
G

(x) = p̃(x)
/

(p̃(x) + p
G
(x)) which matches the optimal discriminator form for Equa-

tion 5.6. Considering our new GAN objective, we get:

min
p
G

max
p̃
L(p̃, p

G
) , L(p̃, p

G
) ≜ Ex∼p

E
[logDp̃,p

G
(x)] + Ex∼p

G
[log(1−Dp̃,p

G
(x))] (5.8)

While the unstructured discriminator D from Equation 5.5 learns a mapping from x to a
Bernoulli distribution, we now learn a mapping from x to an arbitrary distribution p̃ from
which we can analytically compute Dp̃,p

G
(x). One can therefore say that Dp̃,p

G
is parameter-

ized by p̃. For the optimization problem of Equation 5.8, we have the following optima:

Lemma 1. The optimal discriminator parameter for any generator p
G

in Equation 5.8 is
equal to the expert’s distribution, p̃∗ ≜ arg maxp̃ L(p̃, p

G
) = p

E
, and the optimal discriminator

parameter is also the optimal generator, i.e.,

p∗
G
≜ arg min

p
G

max
p̃
L(p̃, p

G
) = arg min

p
G

L(p
E
, p
G
) = p

E
= p̃∗

Proof. See Appendix A.1.1

Intuitively, Lemma 1 shows that the optimal discriminator parameter is also the target data
distribution of our optimization problem (i.e., the optimal generator). In other words, solving
the inner optimization yields the solution of the outer optimization. In practice, we update
p̃ to minimize the discriminator objective and use it directly as p

G
to sample new data.

Matching trajectory distributions with structured discriminator Motivated by the
GAN with structured discriminator, we consider the trajectory distribution matching problem
in IL. Here, we optimise Equation 5.8 with x = τ,X = T , p

E
= Pπ

E
, p
G

= Pπ
G
, which yields

the following objective:

min
π
G

max
π̃

L(π̃, π
G
) , L(π̃, π

G
) ≜ Eτ∼Pπ

E
[logDπ̃,π

G
(τ)] + Eτ∼Pπ

G
[log(1−Dπ̃,π

G
(τ))], (5.9)

with the structured discriminator:

Dπ̃,π
G

(τ) = Pπ̃(τ)
Pπ̃(τ) + Pπ

G
(τ) = qπ̃(τ)

qπ̃(τ) + qπ
G

(τ) (5.10)
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Here we used the fact that Pπ(τ) decomposes into two distinct products: qπ(τ) ≜ ∏T−1
t=0 π(at|st)

which depends on the stationary policy π and ξ(τ) ≜ P0(s0)
∏T−1
t=0 P(st+1|st, at) which ac-

counts for the environment dynamics. Crucially, ξ(τ) cancels out in the numerator and
denominator leaving π̃ as the sole parameter of this structured discriminator. In this way,
Dπ̃,π

G
(τ) can evaluate the probability of a trajectory being generated by the expert policy

simply by evaluating products of stationary policy distributions π̃ and π
G
. With this form,

we can get the following result:

Theorem 1. The optimal discriminator parameter for any generator policy π
G

in Equa-
tion 5.9 π̃∗ ≜ arg maxπ̃ L(π̃, π

G
) is such that qπ̃∗ = qπ

E
, and using generator policy π̃∗ mini-

mizes L(π̃∗, π
G
), i.e.,

π̃∗ ∈ arg min
π
G

max
π̃

L(π̃, π
G
) = arg min

π
G

L(π̃∗, π
G
)

Proof. See Appendix A.1.2

Theorem 1’s benefits are similar to the ones from Lemma 1: we can use a discriminator of
the form of Equation 5.10 to fit to the expert demonstrations a policy π̃∗ that simultaneously
yields the optimal generator’s policy and produces the same trajectory distribution as the
expert policy.

5.3.2 A Specific Policy Class

The derivations of Section 5.3.1 rely on the use of a learnable policy that can both be
evaluated and sampled from in order to fit the expert policy. A number of parameterization
options that satisfy these conditions are available.

First of all, we observe that since π
E

is independent of r and π, we can add the entropy of
the expert policy H(π

E
(·|s)) to the MaxEnt IRL objective of Eq. (5.3) without modifying the

solution to the optimization problem:

min
r∈R

(
max
π∈Π

Jπ[r(s, a) +H(π(·|s))]
)
− Jπ

E
[r(s, a) +H(π

E
(·|s))] (5.11)

The max over policies implies that when optimising r, π has already been made optimal with
respect to the causal entropy augmented reward function r′(s, a|π) = r(s, a) +H(π(·|s)) and
therefore it must be of the form presented in Eq. (5.1). Moreover, since π is optimal w.r.t.
r′ the difference in performance Jπ[r′(s, a|π)]− Jπ

E
[r′(s, a|π

E
)] is always non-negative and its

minimum of 0 is only reached when π
E

is also optimal w.r.t. r′, in which case π
E

must also
be of the form of Eq. (5.1).
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With discrete action spaces we propose to parameterize the MaxEnt policy defined in Equa-
tion 5.1 with the following categorical distribution:

π̃(a|s) = exp
(
Qθ(s, a)− log

∑
a′

expQθ(s, a′)
)

(5.12)

where Qθ is a model parameterized by θ that approximates 1
α
Q∗soft.

With continuous action spaces, the soft value function involves an intractable integral over
the action domain. Therefore, we approximate the MaxEnt distribution with a Normal distri-
bution with diagonal covariance matrix like it is commonly done in the literature (Haarnoja
et al., 2018; Nachum et al., 2018). By parameterizing the mean and variance we get a
learnable density function that can be easily evaluated and sampled from.

5.3.3 Adversarial Soft Advantage Fitting (ASAF) – practical algorithm

Section 5.3.1 shows that assuming π̃ can be evaluated and sampled from, we can use the
structured discriminator of Equation 5.10 to learn a policy π̃ that matches the expert’s tra-
jectory distribution. Section 5.3.2 proposes parameterizations for discrete and continuous
action spaces that satisfy those assumptions. In practice, as with GANs (Goodfellow et al.,
2014), we do not train the discriminator to convergence as gradient-based optimisation can-
not be expected to find the global optimum of non-convex problems. Instead, Adversarial
Soft Advantage Fitting (ASAF) alternates between two simple steps: (1) training Dπ̃,π

G
by

minimizing the binary cross-entropy loss,

LBCE(DE,DG, π̃) ≈ − 1
nE

nE∑
i=1

logDπ̃,π
G

(τ (E)
i )− 1

nG

nG∑
i=1

log
(
1−Dπ̃,π

G
(τ (G)
i )

)

where τ
(E)
i ∼ DE , τ (G)

i ∼ DG and Dπ̃,π
G

(τ) =
∏T−1
t=0 π̃(at|st)∏T−1

t=0 π̃(at|st) +∏T−1
t=0 πG(at|st)

(5.13)

with minibatch sizes nE = nG, and (2) updating the generator’s policy as π
G
← π̃ to minimize

Equation 5.9 (see Algorithm 1).

We derived ASAF considering full trajectories, yet it might be preferable in practice to
split full trajectories into smaller chunks. This is particularly true in environments where
trajectory length varies a lot or tends to infinity.

To investigate whether the practical benefits of using partial trajectories hurt ASAF’s per-
formance, we also consider a variation, ASAF-w, where we treat trajectory-windows of size
w as if they were full trajectories. Note that considering windows as full trajectories results
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in approximating that the initial state of these sub-trajectories have equal probability under
the expert’s and the generator’s policy (this is easily seen when deriving Equation 5.10).

In the limit, ASAF-1 (window-size of
1) becomes a transition-wise algorithm
which can be desirable if one wants to
collect rollouts asynchronously or has
only access to unsequential expert data.
While ASAF-1 may work well in practice
it essentially assumes that the expert’s
and the generator’s policies have the
same state occupancy measure, which
is incorrect until actually recovering the
true expert policy.

Algorithm 1: ASAF
Require: expert trajectories DE = {τi}NEi=1

Randomly initialize π̃ and set π
G
← π̃

for steps m = 0 to M do
Collect trajectories DG = {τi}NGi=1 using π

G

Update π̃ by minimizing Equation 5.13
Set π

G
← π̃

end for

Finally, to offer a complete family of algorithms based on the structured discriminator ap-
proach, we show in Appendix A.2 that this assumption is not mandatory and derive a
transition-wise algorithm based on Soft Q-function Fitting (rather than soft advantages)
that also gets rid of the RL loop. We call this algorithm ASQF. While theoretically sound,
we found that in practice, ASQF is outperformed by ASAF-1 in more complex environments
(see Section 5.5.1).

5.4 Related works

Ziebart et al. (2008) first proposed MaxEnt IRL, the foundation of modern IL. Ziebart (2010)
further elaborated MaxEnt IRL as well as deriving the optimal form of the MaxEnt policy
at the core of our methods. Finn et al. (2016a) proposed a GAN formulation to IRL that
leveraged the energy based models of Ziebart (2010). Finn et al. (2016b)’s implementation of
this method, however, relied on processing full trajectories with Linear Quadratic Regulator
and on optimizing with guided policy search, to manage the high variance of trajectory costs.
To retrieve robust rewards, Fu et al. (2017) proposed a straightforward transposition of (Finn
et al., 2016a) to state-action transitions. In doing so, they had to however do away with a
GAN objective during policy optimization, consequently minimizing the Kullback–Leibler
divergence from the expert occupancy measure to the policy occupancy measure (instead of
the Jensen-Shannon divergence) (Ghasemipour et al., 2019).

Later works (Sasaki et al., 2018; Kostrikov et al., 2020) move away from the Generative
Adversarial formulation. To do so, Sasaki et al. (2018) directly express the expectation of
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the Jensen-Shannon divergence between the occupancy measures in term of the agent’s Q-
function, which can then be used to optimize the agent’s policy with off-policy Actor-Critic
(Degris et al., 2012). Similarly, Kostrikov et al. (2020) use Dual Stationary Distribution
Correction Estimation (Nachum et al., 2019) to approximate the Q-function on the expert’s
demonstrations before optimizing the agent’s policy under the initial state distribution using
the reparametrization trick (Haarnoja et al., 2018). While (Sasaki et al., 2018; Kostrikov
et al., 2020) are related to our methods in their interests in learning directly the value
function, they differ in their goal and thus in the resulting algorithmic complexity. Indeed,
they aim at improving the sample efficiency in terms of environment interaction and therefore
move away from the algorithmically simple Generative Adversarial formulation towards more
complicated divergence minimization methods. In doing so, they further complicate the
Imitation Learning methods while still requiring to explicitly learn a policy. Yet, simply using
the Generative Adversarial formulation with an Experience Replay Buffer can significantly
improve the sample efficiency (Kostrikov et al., 2019). For these reasons, and since our aim is
to propose efficient yet simple methods, we focus on the Generative Adversarial formulation.

While Reddy et al. (2019) share our interest for simpler IL methods, they pursue an opposite
approach to ours. They propose to eliminate the reward learning steps of IRL by simply
hard-coding a reward of 1 for expert’s transitions and of 0 for agent’s transitions. They then
use Soft Q-learning (Haarnoja et al., 2017) to learn a value function by sampling transitions
in equal proportion from the expert’s and agent’s buffers. Unfortunately, once the learner
accurately mimics the expert, it collects expert-like transitions that are labeled with a reward
of 0 since they are generated and not coming from the demonstrations. This effectively causes
the reward of expert-like behavior to decay as the agent improves and can severely destabilize
learning to a point where early-stopping becomes required (Reddy et al., 2019).

Our work builds on (Finn et al., 2016a), yet its novelty is to explicitly express the probability
of a trajectory in terms of the policy in order to directly learn this latter when training the
discriminator. In contrast, (Fu et al., 2017) considers a transition-wise discriminator with
un-normalized probabilities which makes it closer to ASQF (Appendix A.2) than to ASAF-1.
Additionally, AIRL (Fu et al., 2017) minimizes the Kullback-Leiber Divergence (Ghasemipour
et al., 2019) between occupancy measures whereas ASAF minimizes the Jensen-Shanon Di-
vergence between trajectory distributions.

Finally, Behavioral Cloning uses the loss function from supervised learning (classification or
regression) to match expert’s actions given expert’s states and suffers from compounding error
due to co-variate shift (Ross and Bagnell, 2010) since its data is limited to the demonstrated
state-action pairs without environment interaction. Contrarily, ASAF-1 uses the binary cross
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entropy loss in Equation 5.13 and does not suffer from compounding error as it learns on
both generated and expert’s trajectories.

5.5 Results and discussion

We evaluate our methods on a variety of discrete and continuous control tasks. Our results
show that, in addition to drastically simplifying the adversarial IRL framework, our methods
perform on par or better than previous approaches on all but one environment. When
trajectory length is really long or drastically varies across episodes (see MuJoCo experiments
Section 5.5.3), we find that using sub-trajectories with fixed window-size (ASAF-w or ASAF-
1) significantly outperforms its full trajectory counterpart ASAF.

5.5.1 Experimental setup

We compare our algorithms ASAF, ASAF-w and ASAF-1 against GAIL (Ho and Ermon,
2016), the predominant Adversarial Imitation Learning algorithm in the literature, and AIRL
(Fu et al., 2017), one of its variations that also leverages the access to the generator’s pol-
icy distribution. Additionally, we compare against SQIL (Reddy et al., 2019), a recent
Reinforcement Learning-only approach to Imitation Learning that proved successful on high-
dimensional tasks. Our implementations of GAIL and AIRL use PPO (Schulman et al.,
2017) instead of TRPO (Schulman et al., 2015) as it has been shown to improve performance
(Kostrikov et al., 2019). Finally, to be consistent with (Ho and Ermon, 2016), we do not use
causal entropy regularization.

For all tasks except MuJoCo, we selected the best performing hyperparameters through a
random search of equal budget for each algorithm-environment pair (see Appendix A.4) and
the best configuration is retrained on ten random seeds. For the MuJoCo experiments, GAIL
required extensive tuning (through random searches) of both its RL and IRL components
to achieve satisfactory performances. Our methods, ASAF-w and ASAF-1, on the other
hand showed much more stable and robust to hyperparameterization, which is likely due
to their simplicity. SQIL used the same SAC(Haarnoja et al., 2018) implementation and
hyperparameters that were used to generate the expert demonstrations.

Finally for each task, all algorithms use the same neural network architectures for their policy
and/or discriminator (see full description in Appendix A.4). Expert demonstrations are
either generated by hand (mountaincar), using open-source bots (Pommerman) or from our
implementations of SAC and PPO (all remaining). More details are given in Appendix A.5.
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Figure 5.1 Results on classic control and Box2D tasks for 10 expert demonstrations. First
row contains discrete actions environments, second row corresponds to continuous control.

5.5.2 Experiments on classic control and Box2D tasks (discrete and continuous)

Figure 5.1 shows that ASAF and its approximate variations ASAF-1 and ASAF-w quickly
converge to expert’s performance (here w was tuned to values between 32 to 200, see Ap-
pendix A.4 for selected window-sizes). This indicates that the practical benefits of using
shorter trajectories or even just transitions does not hinder performance on these simple
tasks. Note that for Box2D and classic control environments, we retrain the best configura-
tion of each algorithm for twice as long than was done in the hyperparameter search, which
allows to uncover unstable learning behaviors. Figure 5.1 shows that our methods display
much more stable learning: their performance rises until they match the expert’s and does
not decrease once it is reached. This is a highly desirable property for an Imitation Learning
algorithm since in practice one does not have access to a reward function and thus cannot
monitor the performance of the learning algorithm to trigger early-stopping. The baselines
on the other hand experience occasional performance drops. For GAIL and AIRL, this is
likely due to the concurrent RL and IRL loops, whereas for SQIL, it has been noted that an
effective reward decay can occur when accurately mimicking the expert (Reddy et al., 2019).
This instability is particularly severe in the continuous control case. In practice, all three
baselines use early stopping to avoid performance decay (Reddy et al., 2019).

5.5.3 Experiments on MuJoCo (continuous control)

To scale up our evaluations in continuous control we use the popular MuJoCo benchmarks. In
this domain, the trajectory length is either fixed at a large value (1000 steps on HalfCheetah)
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Figure 5.2 Results on MuJoCo tasks for 25 expert demonstrations.

or varies a lot across episodes due to termination when the character falls down (Hopper,
Walker2d and Ant). Figure 5.2 shows that these trajectory characteristics hinder ASAF’s
learning as ASAF requires collecting multiple episodes for every update, while ASAF-1 and
ASAF-w perform well and are more sample-efficient than ASAF in these scenarios. We
focus on GAIL since (Fu et al., 2017) claim that AIRL performs on par with it on MuJoCo
environments. In Figure A.2 in Appendix A.3 we evaluate GAIL both with and without
gradient penalty (GP) on discriminator updates (Gulrajani et al., 2017; Kostrikov et al., 2019)
and while GAIL was originally proposed without GP (Ho and Ermon, 2016), we empirically
found that GP prevents the discriminator to overfit and enables RL to exploit dense rewards,
which highly improves its sample efficiency. Despite these ameliorations, GAIL proved to be
quite inconsistent across environments despite substantial efforts on hyperparameter tuning.
On the other hand, ASAF-1 performs well across all environments. Finally, we see that
SQIL’s instability is exacerbated on MuJoCo.

5.5.4 Experiments on Pommerman (discrete control)

Finally, to scale up our evaluations in discrete control environments, we consider the domain
of Pommerman (Resnick et al., 2018), a challenging and very dynamic discrete control en-
vironment that uses rich and high-dimensional observation spaces (see Appendix A.5). We
perform evaluations of all of our methods and baselines on a 1 vs 1 task where a learning
agent plays against a random agent, the opponent. The goal for the learning agent is to navi-
gate to the opponent and eliminate it using expert demonstrations provided by the champion
algorithm of the FFA 2018 competition (Zhou et al., 2018). We removed the ability of the
opponent to lay bombs so that it doesn’t accidentally eliminate itself. Since it can still move
around, it is however surprisingly tricky to eliminate: the expert has to navigate across the
whole map, lay a bomb next to the opponent and retreat to avoid eliminating itself. This en-
tire routine has then to be repeated several times until finally succeeding since the opponent
will often avoid the hit by chance. We refer to this task as Pommerman Random-Tag. Note
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Figure 5.3 Results on Pommerman Random-Tag: (Left) Snapshot of the environment. (Cen-
ter) Learning measured as evaluation return over episodes for 150 expert trajectories (Right)
Average return on last 20% of training for decreasing number of expert trajectories [300, 150,
75, 15, 5, 1].

that since we measure success of the imitation task with the win-tie-lose outcome (sparse
performance metric), a learning agent has to truly reproduce the expert behavior until the
very end of trajectories to achieve higher scores. Figure 5.3 shows that all three variations of
ASAF as well as Behavioral Cloning (BC) outperform the baselines.

5.6 Conclusion

We propose an important simplification to the Adversarial Imitation Learning framework
by removing the Reinforcement Learning optimisation loop altogether. We show that, by
using a particular form for the discriminator, our method recovers a policy that matches
the expert’s trajectory distribution. We evaluate our approach against prior works on many
different benchmarking tasks and show that our method (ASAF) compares favorably to the
predominant Imitation Learning algorithms. The approximate versions, ASAF-w and ASAF-
1, that use sub-trajectories yield a flexible algorithms that work well both on short and long
time horizons. Finally, our approach still involves a reward learning module through its
discriminator, and it would be interesting in future work to explore how ASAF can be used
to learn robust rewards, along the lines of Fu et al. (2017).

Broader Impact

Our contributions are mainly theoretical and aim at simplifying current Imitation Learning
methods. We do not propose new applications nor use sensitive data or simulator. Yet our
method can ease and promote the use, design and development of Imitation Learning algo-
rithms and may eventually lead to applications outside of simple and controlled simulators.
We do not pretend to discuss the ethical implications of the general use of autonomous agents
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but we rather try to investigate what are some of the differences in using Imitation Learning
rather than reward oriented methods in the design of such agents.

Using only a scalar reward function to specify the desired behavior of an autonomous agent
is a challenging task as one must weight different desiderata and account for unsuspected
behaviors and situations. Indeed, it is well known in practice that Reinforcement Learning
agents tend to find bizarre ways of exploiting the reward signal without solving the desired
task. The fact that it is difficult to specify and control the behavior of an RL agents is a major
flaw that prevent current methods to be applied to risk sensitive situations. On the other
hand, Imitation Learning proposes a more natural way of specifying nuanced preferences by
demonstrating desirable ways of solving a task. Yet, IL also has its drawbacks. First of all one
needs to be able to demonstrate the desired behavior and current methods tend to be only
as good as the demonstrator. Second, it is a challenging problem to ensure that the agent
will be able to adapt to new situations that do not resemble the demonstrations. For these
reasons, it is clear for us that additional safeguards are required in order to apply Imitation
Learning (and Reinforcement Learning) methods to any application that could effectively
have a real world impact.
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Abstract
In multi-agent reinforcement learning, discovering successful collective behaviors is
challenging as it requires exploring a joint action space that grows exponentially with
the number of agents. While the tractability of independent agent-wise exploration
is appealing, this approach fails on tasks that require elaborate group strategies.
We argue that coordinating the agents’ policies can guide their exploration and we
investigate techniques to promote such an inductive bias. We propose two policy
regularization methods: TeamReg, which is based on inter-agent action predictabil-
ity and CoachReg that relies on synchronized behavior selection. We evaluate each
approach on four challenging continuous control tasks with sparse rewards that re-
quire varying levels of coordination as well as on the discrete action Google Research
Football environment. Our experiments show improved performance across many
cooperative multi-agent problems. Finally, we analyze the effects of our proposed
methods on the policies that our agents learn and show that our methods success-
fully enforce the qualities that we propose as proxies for coordinated behaviors.

6.1 Introduction

Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning (MARL) refers to the task of training an agent to
maximize its expected return by interacting with an environment that contains other learning
agents. It represents a challenging branch of Reinforcement Learning (RL) with interesting
developments in recent years (Hernandez-Leal et al., 2018). A popular framework for MARL
is the use of a Centralized Training and a Decentralized Execution (CTDE) procedure (Lowe
et al., 2017; Foerster et al., 2018; Iqbal and Sha, 2019; Foerster et al., 2019; Rashid et al.,
2018). Typically, one leverages centralized critics to approximate the value function of the
aggregated observations-actions pairs and train actors restricted to the observation of a single
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agent. Such critics, if exposed to coordinated joint actions leading to high returns, can steer
the agents’ policies toward these highly rewarding behaviors. However, these approaches
depend on the agents luckily stumbling on these collective actions in order to grasp their
benefit. Thus, it might fail in scenarios where such behaviors are unlikely to occur by
chance. We hypothesize that in such scenarios, coordination-promoting inductive biases on
the policy search could help discover successful behaviors more efficiently and supersede task-
specific reward shaping and curriculum learning. To motivate this proposition we present
a simple Markov Game in which agents forced to coordinate their actions learn remarkably
faster. For more realistic tasks in which coordinated strategies cannot be easily engineered
and must be learned, we propose to transpose this insight by relying on two coordination
proxies to bias the policy search. The first avenue, TeamReg, assumes that an agent must be
able to predict the behavior of its teammates in order to coordinate with them. The second,
CoachReg, supposes that coordinated agents collectively recognize different situations and
synchronously switch to different sub-policies to react to them.1.

Our contributions are threefold. First, we show that coordination can crucially accelerate
multi-agent learning for cooperative tasks. Second, we propose two novel approaches that aim
at promoting such coordination by augmenting CTDE MARL algorithms through additional
multi-agent objectives that act as policy regularizers and are optimized jointly with the main
return-maximization objective. Third, we design two new sparse-reward cooperative tasks in
the multi-agent particle environment (Mordatch and Abbeel, 2018). We use them along with
two standard multi-agent tasks to present a detailed evaluation of our approaches’ benefits
when they extend the reference CTDE MARL algorithm MADDPG (Lowe et al., 2017).
We validate our methods’ key components by performing an ablation study and a detailed
analysis of their effect on agents’ behaviors. Finally, we verify that these benefits hold on the
more complex, discrete action, Google Research Football environment (Kurach et al., 2019).

Our experiments suggest that our TeamReg objective provides a dense learning signal that
can help guiding the policy towards coordination in the absence of external reward, eventually
leading it to the discovery of higher performing team strategies in a number of cooperative
tasks. However we also find that TeamReg does not lead to improvements in every single case
and can even be harmful in environments with an adversarial component. For CoachReg, we
find that enforcing synchronous sub-policy selection enables the agents to concurrently learn
to react to different agreed upon situations and consistently yields significant improvements
on the overall performance.

1Source code for the algorithms and environments will be made public upon publication of this work.
Visualisations of CoachReg are available here: https://sites.google.com/view/marl-coordination/

https://sites.google.com/view/marl-coordination/
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6.2 Background

6.2.1 Markov Games

We consider the framework of Markov Games (Littman, 1994), a multi-agent extension of
Markov Decision Processes (MDPs). A Markov Game of N agents is defined by the tuple
⟨S, T ,P , {Oi,Ai,Ri}Ni=1⟩ where S, T , and P are respectively the set of all possible states, the
transition function and the initial state distribution. While these are global properties of the
environment, Oi, Ai and Ri are individually defined for each agent i. They are respectively
the observation functions, the sets of all possible actions and the reward functions. At each
time-step t, the global state of the environment is given by st ∈ S and every agent’s individual
action vector is denoted by ait ∈ Ai. To select their action, each agent i only has access to its
own observation vector oit which is extracted by the observation function Oi from the global
state st. The initial state s0 is sampled from the initial state distribution P : S → [0, 1]
and the next state st+1 is sampled from the probability distribution over the possible next
states given by the transition function T : S × S × A1 × ... × AN → [0, 1]. Finally, at
each time-step, each agent receives an individual scalar reward rit from its reward function
Ri : S ×S ×A1× ...×AN → R. Agents aim at maximizing their expected discounted return
E
[∑T

t=0 γ
trit
]

over the time horizon T , where γ ∈ [0, 1] is a discount factor.

6.2.2 Multi-Agent Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient

MADDPG (Lowe et al., 2017) is an adaptation of the Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient al-
gorithm (Lillicrap et al., 2015) to the multi-agent setting. It allows the training of cooperating
and competing decentralized policies through the use of a centralized training procedure. In
this framework, each agent i possesses its own deterministic policy µi for action selection and
critic Qi for state-action value estimation, which are respectively parametrized by θi and ϕi.
All parametric models are trained off-policy from previous transitions ζt := (ot, at, rt,ot+1)
uniformly sampled from a replay buffer D. Note that ot := [o1

t , ..., o
N
t ] is the joint observa-

tion vector and at := [a1
t , ..., a

N
t ] is the joint action vector, obtained by concatenating the

individual observation vectors oit and action vectors ait of all N agents. Each centralized
critic is trained to estimate the expected return for a particular agent i from the Q-learning
loss (Watkins and Dayan, 1992):

Li(ϕi) = Eζt∼D
[1
2
(
Qi(ot, at;ϕi)− yit

)2
]

yit = rit + γQi(ot+1, at+1; ϕ̄i)
∣∣∣∣ajt+1=µj(ojt+1;θ̄j) ∀j

(6.1)
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For a given set of weights w, we define its target counterpart w̄, updated from w̄ ← τw +
(1 − τ)w̄ where τ is a hyperparameter. Each policy is updated to maximize the expected
discounted return of the corresponding agent i :

J iPG(θi) = Eot∼D

Qi(ot, at)
∣∣∣∣∣ait=µi(oit; θi),
ajt=µj(o

j
t ; θ̄j) ∀j ̸=i

 (6.2)

By taking into account all agents’ observation-action pairs when guiding an agent’s policy,
the value-functions are trained in a centralized, stationary environment, despite taking place
in a multi-agent setting. This mechanism can allow to learn coordinated strategies that
can then be deployed in a decentralized way. However, this procedure does not encourage
the discovery of coordinated strategies since high-return behaviors have to be randomly
experienced through unguided exploration.

6.3 Motivation

In this section, we aim to answer the following question: can coordination help the discovery of
effective policies in cooperative tasks? Intuitively, coordination can be defined as an agent’s
behavior being informed by the behavior of another agent, i.e. structure in the agents’
interactions. Namely, a team where agents behave independently of one another would not
be coordinated.

Consider the simple Markov Game consisting of a chain of length L leading to a termination
state as depicted in Figure 6.1. At each time-step, both agents receive rt = −1. The
joint action of these two agents in this environment is given by a ∈ A = A1 × A2, where
A1 = A2 = {0, 1}. Agent i tries to go right when selecting ai = 0 and left when selecting
ai = 1. However, to transition to a different state both agents need to perform the same
action at the same time (two lefts or two rights). Now consider a slight variant of this
environment with a different joint action structure a′ ∈ A′. The former action structure is
augmented with a hard-coded coordination module which maps the joint primitive ai to ai′

like so:

a′ =
a1′ = a1

a2′ = a1a2 + (1− a1)(1− a2)

 ,
a1

a2

 ∈ A
While the second agent still learns a state-action value function Q2(s, a2) with a2 ∈ A2, the
coordination module builds a2′ from (a1, a2) so that a2′ effectively determines whether the
second agent acts in agreement or in disagreement with the first agent. In other words, if
a2 = 1, then a2′ = a1 (agreement) and if a2 = 0, then a2′ = 1− a1 (disagreement).
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While it is true that this additional struc-
ture does not modify the action space nor
the independence of the action selection, it
reduces the stochasticity of the transition dy-
namics as seen by agent 2. In the first setup,
the outcome of an agent’s action is condi-
tioned on the action of the other agent. In
the second setup, if agent 2 decides to dis-
agree, the transition becomes deterministic
as the outcome is independent of agent 1.
This suggests that by reducing the entropy
of the transition distribution, this mapping
reduces the variance of the Q-updates and
thus makes online tabular Q-learning agents
learn much faster (Figure 6.1).
This example uses a handcrafted mapping
in order to demonstrate the effectiveness of
exploring in the space of coordinated poli-
cies rather than in the unconstrained pol-
icy space. Now, the following question re-
mains: how can one softly learn the same
type of constraint throughout training for
any multi-agent cooperative tasks? In the
following sections, we present two algorithms
that tackle this problem.
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Figure 6.1 (Top) The tabular Q-learning
agents learn much more efficiently when con-
strained to the space of coordinated policies
(solid lines) than in the original action space
(dashed lines). (Bottom) Simple Markov
Game consisting of a chain of length L lead-
ing to a terminal state (in grey). Agents can
be seen as the two wheels of a vehicle so that
their actions need to be in agreement for the
vehicle to move. The detailed experimental
setup is reported in Appendix B.1.

6.4 Coordination and Policy regularization

Pseudocodes of our implementations are provided in Appendix B.4 (see Algorithms 3 and 4).

6.4.1 Team regularization

This first approach aims at exploiting the structure present in the joint action space of
coordinated policies to attain a certain degree of predictability of one agent’s behavior with
respect to its teammate(s). It is based on the hypothesis that the reciprocal also holds
i.e. that promoting agents’ predictability could foster such team structure and lead to more
coordinated behaviors. This assumption is cast into the decentralized framework by training
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agents to predict their teammates’ actions given only their own observation. For continuous
control, the loss is the mean squared error (MSE) between the predicted and true actions
of the teammates, yielding a teammate-modelling secondary objective. For discrete action
spaces, we use the KL-divergence (DKL) between the predicted and real action distributions
of an agent pair.

While estimating teammates’ policies can be used to enrich the learned representations, we
extend this objective to also drive the teammates’ behaviors towards the predictions by
leveraging a differentiable action selection mechanism. We call team-spirit this objective pair
J i,jTS and J j,iTS between agents i and j:

J i,jTS-continuous(θi, θj) = −Eot∼D
[
MSE(µj(ojt ; θj), µ̂i,j(oit; θi))

]
(6.3)

J i,jTS-discrete(θi, θj) = −Eot∼D
[
DKL

(
πj(·|ojt ; θj)||π̂i,j(·|oit; θi)

)]
(6.4)

where µ̂i,j (or π̂i,j in the discrete case) is the policy head of agent i trying to predict the
action of agent j. The total objective for a given agent i becomes:

J itotal(θi) = J iPG(θi) + λ1
∑
j

J i,jTS(θi, θj) + λ2
∑
j

J j,iTS(θj, θi) (6.5)

where λ1 and λ2 are hyperparameters that respectively weigh how well an agent should
predict its teammates’ actions, and how predictable an agent should be for its teammates.
We call TeamReg this dual regularization from team-spirit objectives. Figure 6.2 summarizes
these interactions.

6.4.2 Coach regularization

In order to foster coordinated interactions, this method aims at teaching the agents to rec-
ognize different situations and synchronously select corresponding sub-behaviors.

Sub-policy selection Firstly, to enable explicit sub-behavior selection, we propose the use
of policy masks as a means to modulate the agents’ policies. A policy mask uj is a one-hot
vector of size K (a fixed hyperparameter) with its jth component set to one. In practice,
we use these masks to perform dropout (Srivastava et al., 2014) in a structured manner on
h̃1 ∈ RM , the pre-activations of the first hidden layer h1 of the policy network π. To do so,
we construct the vector uj, which is the concatenation of C copies of uj, in order to reach
the dimensionality M = C ∗ K. The element-wise product uj ⊙ h̃1 is performed and only
the units of h̃1 at indices mmoduloK = j are kept for m = 0, . . . ,M − 1. Each agent i
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generates eit, its own policy mask from its observation oit, to modulate its policy network.
Here, a simple linear layer li is used to produce a categorical probability distribution pi(eit|oit)
from which the one-hot vector is sampled:

pi(eit = uj|oit) = exp (li(oit; θi)j)∑K−1
k=0 exp (li(oit; θi)k)

(6.6)

Synchronous sub-policy selection Although the policy masking mechanism enables
the agent to swiftly switch between sub-policies it does not encourage the agents to syn-
chronously modulate their behavior. To promote synchronicity we introduce the coach en-
tity, parametrized by ψ, which learns to produce policy-masks ect from the joint observations,
i.e. pc(ect |ot;ψ). The coach is used at training time only and drives the agents toward syn-
chronously selecting the same behavior mask. Specifically, the coach is trained to output
masks that (1) yield high returns when used by the agents and (2) are predictable by the
agents. Similarly, each agent is regularized so that (1) its private mask matches the coach’s
mask and (2) it derives efficient behavior when using the coach’s mask. At evaluation time,
the coach is removed and the agents only rely on their own policy masks. The policy gradient
objective when agent i is provided with the coach’s mask is given by:

J iEPG(θi, ψ) = Eot,at∼D

Qi(ot, at)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ait=µ(oit,ect ;θi)
ect∼pc(·|ot;ψ)

 (6.7)

The difference between the mask distribution of agent i and the coach’s is measured from
the Kullback–Leibler divergence:

J iE(θi, ψ) = −Eot∼D
[
DKL

(
pc(·|ot;ψ)| |pi(·|oit; θi)

)]
(6.8)

The total objective for agent i is:

J itotal(θi) = J iPG(θi) + λ1J
i
E(θi, ψ) + λ2J

i
EPG(θi, ψ) (6.9)

with λ1 and λ2 the regularization coefficients. Similarly, the coach is trained with the following
dual objective, weighted by the λ3 coefficient:

J ctotal(ψ) = 1
N

N∑
i=1

(
J iEPG(θi, ψ) + λ3J

i
E(θi, ψ)

)
(6.10)

In order to propagate gradients through the sampled policy mask we reparameterized the cat-
egorical distribution using the Gumbel-softmax (Jang et al., 2017). We call this coordinated
sub-policy selection regularization CoachReg and illustrate it in Figure 6.3.
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        𝝁1   𝝁2

Figure 6.2 Illustration of TeamReg with two
agents. Each agent’s policy is equipped with
additional heads that are trained to predict
other agents’ actions and every agent is regu-
larized to produce actions that its teammates
correctly predict. The method is depicted for
agent 1 only to avoid cluttering

𝝁1
Coach

𝝁2

Figure 6.3 Illustration of CoachReg with two
agents. A central model, the coach, takes all
agents’ observations as input and outputs the
current mode (policy mask). Agents are regu-
larized to predict the same mask from their lo-
cal observations and optimize the correspond-
ing sub-policy.

6.5 Related Work

Several works in MARL consider explicit communication channels between the agents and
distinguish between communicative actions (e.g. broadcasting a given message) and physical
actions (e.g. moving in a given direction) (Foerster et al., 2016; Mordatch and Abbeel,
2018; Lazaridou et al., 2016). Consequently, they often focus on the emergence of language,
considering tasks where the agents must discover a common communication protocol to
succeed. Deriving a successful communication protocol can already be seen as coordination
in the communicative action space and can enable, to some extent, successful coordination
in the physical action space (Ahilan and Dayan, 2019). Yet, explicit communication is not a
necessary condition for coordination as agents can rely on physical communication (Mordatch
and Abbeel, 2018; Gupta et al., 2017).

TeamReg falls in the line of work that explores how to shape agents’ behaviors with respect
to other agents through auxiliary tasks. Strouse et al. (2018) use the mutual information
between the agent’s policy and a goal-independent policy to shape the agent’s behavior
towards hiding or spelling out its current goal. However, this approach is only applicable for
tasks with an explicit goal representation and is not specifically intended for coordination.
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Jaques et al. (2019b) approximate the direct causal effect between agent’s actions and use it
as an intrinsic reward to encourage social empowerment. This approximation relies on each
agent learning a model of other agents’ policies to predict its effect on them. In general, this
type of behavior prediction can be referred to as agent modelling (or opponent modelling)
and has been used in previous work to enrich representations (Hernandez-Leal et al., 2019b;
Hong et al., 2017), to stabilise the learning dynamics (He et al., 2016) or to classify the
opponent’s play style (Schadd et al., 2007).

With CoachReg, agents learn to unitedly recognize different modes in the environment and
adapt by jointly switching their policy. This echoes with the hierarchical RL literature and
in particular with the single agent options framework (Bacon et al., 2017) where the agent
switches between different sub-policies, the options, depending on the current state. To
encourage cooperation in the multi-agent setting, Ahilan and Dayan (2019) proposed that
an agent, the “manager”, is extended with the possibility of setting other agents’ rewards
in order to guide collaboration. CoachReg stems from a similar idea: reaching a consensus
is easier with a central entity that can asymmetrically influence the group. Yet, Ahilan
and Dayan (2019) guides the group in terms of “ends” (influences through the rewards)
whereas CoachReg constrains it in terms of “means” (the group must synchronously switch
between different strategies). Hence, the interest of CoachReg does not just lie in training
sub-policies (which are obtained here through a simple and novel masking procedure) but
rather in co-evolving synchronized sub-policies across multiple agents. Mahajan et al. (2019)
also looks at sub-policies co-evolution to tackle the problem of joint exploration, however
their selection mechanism occurs only on the first timestep and requires duplicating random
seeds across agents at test time. On the other hand, with CoachReg the sub-policy selection
is explicitly decided by the agents themselves at each timestep without requiring a common
sampling procedure since the mode recognition has been learned and grounded on the state
throughout training.

Finally, Barton et al. (2018) propose convergent cross mapping (CCM) to measure the degree
of effective coordination between two agents. Although this represents an interesting avenue
for behavior analysis, it fails to provide a tool for effectively enforcing coordination as CCM
must be computed over long time series making it an impractical learning signal for single-
step temporal difference methods.

To our knowledge, this work is the first to extend agent modelling to derive an inductive bias
towards team-predictable policies or to introduce a collective, agent induced, modulation
of the policies without an explicit communication channel. Importantly, these coordina-
tion proxies are enforced throughout training only, which allows to maintain decentralised
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execution at test time.

6.6 Training environments

Our continuous control tasks are built on OpenAI’s multi-agent particle environment (Mor-
datch and Abbeel, 2018). SPREAD and CHASE were introduced by (Lowe et al., 2017).
We use SPREAD as is but with sparse rewards. CHASE is modified with a prey controlled
by repulsion forces so that only the predators are learnable, as we wish to focus on coor-
dination in cooperative tasks. Finally we introduce COMPROMISE and BOUNCE where
agents are physically tied together. While positive return can be achieved in these tasks by
selfish agents, they all benefit from coordinated strategies and maximal return can only be
achieved by agents working closely together. Figure 6.4 presents a visualization and a brief
description. In all tasks, agents receive as observation their own global position and velocity
as well as the relative position of other entities. A more detailed description is provided
in Appendix B.2. Note that work showcasing experiments on these environments often use
discrete action spaces and dense rewards (e.g. the proximity with the objective) (Iqbal and
Sha, 2019; Lowe et al., 2017; Jiang and Lu, 2018). In our experiments, agents learn with
continuous action spaces and from sparse rewards which is a far more challenging setting.

6.7 Results and Discussion

The proposed methods offer a way to incorporate new inductive biases in CTDE multi-agent
policy search algorithms. We evaluate them by extending MADDPG, one of the most widely
used algorithm in the MARL literature. We compare against vanilla MADDPG as well as
two of its variants in the four cooperative multi-agent tasks described in Section 6.6. The first
variant (DDPG) is the single-agent counterpart of MADDPG (decentralized training). The
second (MADDPG + sharing) shares the policy and value-function models across agents.
Additionally to the two proposed algorithms and the three baselines, we present results for
two ablated versions of our methods. The first ablation (MADDPG + agent modelling) is
similar to TeamReg but with λ2 = 0, which results in only enforcing agent modelling and
not encouraging agent predictability. The second ablation (MADDPG + policy mask) uses
the same policy architecture as CoachReg, but with λ1,2,3 = 0, which means that agents still
predict and apply a mask to their own policy, but synchronicity is not encouraged.

To offer a fair comparison between all methods, the hyperparameter search routine is the
same for each algorithm and environment (see Appendix B.5.1). For each search-experiment
(one per algorithm per environment), 50 randomly sampled hyperparameter configurations



71

Figure 6.4 Multi-agent tasks we employ. (a) SPREAD: Agents must spread out and cover a
set of landmarks. (b) BOUNCE: Two agents are linked together by a spring and must position
themselves so that the falling black ball bounces towards a target. (c) COMPROMISE: Two
linked agents must compete or cooperate to reach their own assigned landmark. (d) CHASE:
Two agents chase a (non-learning) prey (turquoise) that moves w.r.t repulsion forces from
predators and walls.

each using 3 random seeds are used to train the models for 15, 000 episodes. For each
algorithm-environment pair, we then select the best hyperparameter configuration for the
final comparison and retrain them on 10 seeds for twice as long. This thorough evaluation
procedure represents around 3 CPU-year. We give all details about the training setup and
model selection in Appendix B.3 and B.5.2. The results of the hyperparameter searches are
given in Appendix B.5.5. Interestingly, Figure B.1 shows that our proposed coordination
regularizers improve robustness to hyperparameters despite having more hyperparameters to
tune.

6.7.1 Asymptotic Performance

Figure 6.5 reports the average learning curves and Table 6.1 presents the final performance.
CoachReg is the best performing algorithm considering performance across all tasks. Team-
Reg also significantly improves performance on two tasks (SPREAD and BOUNCE) but
shows unstable behavior on COMPROMISE, the only task with an adversarial component.
This result reveals one limitation of this approach and is dicussed in details in Appendix B.6.
Note that all algorithms perform similarly well on CHASE, with a slight advantage to the
one using parameter sharing; yet this superiority is restricted to this task where the optimal
strategy is to move symmetrically and squeeze the prey into a corner. Contrary to popular
belief, we find that MADDPG almost never significantly outperforms DDPG in these sparse
reward environments, supporting the hypothesis that while CTDE algorithms can in princi-
ple identify and reinforce highly rewarding coordinated behavior, they are likely to fail to do
so if not incentivized to coordinate.
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Table 6.1 Final performance reported as mean return over agents averaged across 10 episodes
and 10 seeds (± SE).

env
alg DDPG MADDPG MADDPG

+sharing
MADDPG

+agent modelling
MADDPG

+policy mask
MADDPG

+TeamReg (ours)
MADDPG

+CoachReg (ours)
SPREAD 133± 12 159± 6 47± 8 183± 10 221 ± 11 216 ± 12 210 ± 12
BOUNCE 3.6± 1.4 4.0± 1.6 0.0± 0.0 3.8± 1.5 3.7± 1.1 5.8 ± 1.3 7.4 ± 1.2
COMPROMISE 19.1± 1.2 18.1± 1.1 19.6± 1.5 12.9± 0.9 18.4± 1.3 8.8± 0.9 31.1 ± 1.1
CHASE 727± 87 834± 80 980 ± 64 946 ± 69 722± 82 917 ± 90 949 ± 54
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Figure 6.5 Learning curves (mean return over agents) for our two proposed algorithms, two
ablations and three baselines on all four environments. Solid lines are the mean and envelopes
are the Standard Error (SE) across the 10 training seeds.

Regarding the ablated versions of our methods, the use of unsynchronized policy masks might
result in swift and unpredictable behavioral changes and make it difficult for agents to perform
together and coordinate. Experimentally, “MADDPG + policy mask” performs similarly or
worse than MADDPG on all but one environment, and never outperforms the full CoachReg
approach. However, policy masks alone seem sufficient to succeed on SPREAD, which is
about selecting a landmark from a set. Finally “MADDPG + agent modelling” does not
drastically improve on MADDPG apart from one environment, and is always outperformed
by the full TeamReg (except on COMPROMISE, see Appendix B.6) which supports the
importance of enforcing predictability alongside agent modeling.

6.7.2 Effects of enforcing predictable behavior

Here we validate that enforcing predictability makes the agent-modelling task more success-
ful. To this end, we compare, on the SPREAD environment, the team-spirit losses between
TeamReg and its ablated versions. Figure 6.6 shows that initially, due to the weight ini-
tialization, the predicted and actual actions both have relatively small norms yielding small
values of team-spirit loss. As training goes on (∼1000 episodes), the norms of the action-
vector increase and the regularization loss becomes more important. As expected, MADDPG
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leads to the worst team-spirit loss as it is not trained to predict the actions of other agents.
When using only the agent-modelling objective (λ1 > 0), the agents significantly decrease the
team-spirit loss, but it never reaches values as low as when using the full TeamReg objective
(λ1 > 0 and λ2 > 0). Note that the team-spirit loss increases when performance starts to
improve i.e. when agents start to master the task (∼8000 episodes). Indeed, once the return
maximisation signal becomes stronger, the relative importance of the auxiliary objective is
reduced. Being predictable with respect to one-another may push agents to explore in a
more structured and informed manner in the absence of reward signal, as similarly pursued
by intrinsic motivation approaches (Chentanez et al., 2005).

6.7.3 Analysis of synchronous sub-policy selection

In this section we confirm that CoachReg yields the desired behavior: agents synchronously
alternating between varied sub-policies.

Figure 6.7 shows the average entropy of the mask distributions for each environment com-
pared to the entropy of Categorical Uniform Distributions of size k (k-CUD). On all the
environments, agents use several masks and tend to alternate between masks with more va-
riety (close to uniformly switching between 3 masks) on SPREAD (where there are 3 agents
and 3 goals) than on the other environments (comprised of 2 agents). Moreover, the Hamming
proximity between the agents’ mask sequences, 1 − Dh where Dh is the Hamming distance
(i.e. the ratio of timesteps for which the two sequences are different) shows that agents are
synchronously selecting the same policy mask at test time (without a coach). Finally, we
observe that some settings result in the agents coming up with interpretable strategies, like
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the one depicted in Figure B.5 in Appendix B.7.2 where the agents alternate between two
sub-policies depending on the position of the target2.

6.7.4 Experiments on discrete action spaces

We evaluate our techniques on the more chal-
lenging task of 3vs2 Google Research foot-
ball environment (Kurach et al., 2019). In
this environment, each agent controls an of-
fensive player and tries to score against a
defensive player and a goalkeeper controlled
by the engine’s rule-based bots. Here agents
have discrete action spaces of size 21, with
actions like moving direction, dribble, sprint,
short pass, high pass, etc. We use as observa-
tions 37-dimensional vectors containing play-
ers’ and ball’s coordinates, directions, etc.

Table 2: Average Returns for 3v2 football
MADDPG 0.004 ± 0.002

MADDPG + sharing 0.005 ± 0.003
MADDPG + TeamReg (ours) 0.006 ± 0.003
MADDPG + CoachReg (ours) 0.088 ± 0.017

Figure 6.8 Snapshot of the google research
football environment 3vs1-with-keeper.

The algorithms presented in Table 2 were trained using 25 randomly sampled hyperparameter
configurations. The best configuration was retrained using 10 seeds for 80,000 episodes of
100 steps. Table 2 shows the mean return (± standard error across seeds) on the last 10,000
episodes. All algorithms but MADDPG + CoachReg fail to reliably learn policies that achieve
positive return (i.e. scoring goals).

6.8 Conclusion

In this work we motivate the use of coordinated policies to ease the discovery of successful
strategies in cooperative multi-agent tasks and propose two distinct approaches to promote
coordination for CTDE multi-agent RL algorithms. While the benefits of TeamReg appear
task-dependent – we show for example that it can be detrimental on tasks with a com-
petitive component – CoachReg significantly improves performance on almost all presented
environments. Motivated by the success of this single-step coordination technique, a promis-
ing direction is to explore model-based planning approaches to promote coordination over
long-term multi-agent interactions.

2See animations at https://sites.google.com/view/marl-coordination/

https://sites.google.com/view/marl-coordination/
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Broader Impact

In this work, we present and study methods to enforce coordination in MARL algorithms.
It goes without saying that multi-agent systems can be employed for positive and negative
applications alike. We do not propose methods aimed at making new applications possible or
improving a particular set of applications. We instead propose methods that allow to better
understand and improve multi-agent RL algorithms in general. Therefore, we do not aim
in this section at discussing the impact of Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning applications
themselves but focus on the impact of our contribution: promoting multi-agent behaviors
that are coordinated.

We first observe that current Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning (MARL) algorithms may
fail to train agents that leverage information about the behavior of their teammates and that
even when explicitly given their teammates observations, action and current policy during
the training phase. We believe that this is an important observation worth raising some
concern among the community since there is a widespread belief that centralized training
(like MADDPG) should always outperform decentralize training (DDPG). Not only is this
belief unsupported by empirical evidence (at least in our experiments) but it also prevents
the community from investigating and tackling this flaw that is an important limitation for
learning safer and more effective multi-agent behavior. By not accounting for the behavior
of its teammates, an agent could not adapt to a new teammate or even a change in the
teammates behavior. This prevents current methods to be applied in the real world where
there is external perturbations and uncertainties and where an artificial agent may need to
interact with various different individuals.

We propose to focus on coordination and sketch a definition of coordination: an agent behav-
ior should be predictable given its teammate behavior. While this definition is restrictive, we
believe that it is a good starting point to consider. Indeed, enforcing that criterion should
make learning agents more aware of their teammates in order to coordinate with them. Yet,
coordination alone does not ensure success, as agents could be coordinated in an unproduc-
tive manner. More so, coordination could have detrimental effects if it enables an attacker
to influence an agent through taking control of a teammate or using a mock-up teammate.
For these reasons, when using multi-agent RL algorithms (or even single-agent RL for that
matter) for real world applications, additional safeguards are absolutely required to prevent
the system from misbehaving, which is highly probable if out-of-distribution states are to be
encountered.
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Abstract
The standard formulation of Reinforcement Learning lacks a practical way of specify-
ing what are admissible and forbidden behaviors. Most often, practitioners go about
the task of behavior specification by manually engineering the reward function, a
counter-intuitive process that requires several iterations and is prone to reward hack-
ing by the agent. In this work, we argue that constrained RL, which has almost
exclusively been used for safe RL, also has the potential to significantly reduce the
amount of work spent for reward specification in applied RL projects. To this end,
we propose to specify behavioral preferences in the CMDP framework and to use
Lagrangian methods to automatically weigh each of these behavioral constraints.
Specifically, we investigate how CMDPs can be adapted to solve goal-based tasks
while adhering to several constraints simultaneously. We evaluate this framework
on a set of continuous control tasks relevant to the application of Reinforcement
Learning for NPC design in video games.

7.1 Introduction

Reinforcement Learning (RL) has shown rapid progress and lead to many successful applica-
tions over the past few years (Mnih et al., 2013; Silver et al., 2017; Andrychowicz et al., 2020).
The RL framework is predicated on the simple idea that all tasks could be defined as a single
scalar function to maximise, an idea generally referred to as the reward hypothesis (Sutton
and Barto, 2018; Silver et al., 2021; Abel et al., 2021). This idea has proven very useful to
develop the theory and concentrate research on a single theoretical framework. However, it
can be significantly limiting when translating a real-life problem into an RL problem, since
the question of where the reward function comes from is completely ignored (Singh et al.,
2009). In practice, human-designed reward functions often lead to unforeseen behaviors and
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represent a serious obstacle to the reliable application of RL in the industry (Amodei et al.,
2016).

Concretely, for an engineer working on applying RL methods to an industrial problem, the
task of reward specification implies to: (1) characterise the desired behavior that the system
should exhibit, (2) write in a computer program a reward function for which the optimal
policy corresponds to that desired behavior, (3) train an RL agent on that task using one
of the methods available in the literature and (4) evaluate whether the agent exhibits the
expected behavior. Multiple design iterations of that reward function are generally required,
each time accompanied by costly trainings of the policy (Hadfield-Menell et al., 2017; Dulac-
Arnold et al., 2019). This inefficient design loop is exacerbated by the fact that current
Deep RL algorithms cannot be guaranteed to find the optimal policy (Sutton and Barto,
2018), meaning that the reward function could be correctly specified but still fail to lead to
the desired behavior. The design problem thus becomes “What reward function would lead
SAC (Haarnoja et al., 2018) or PPO (Schulman et al., 2017) to give me a policy that I find
satisfactory?”, a difficult puzzle that every RL practitioner has had to deal with.

Most published work on Reinforcement Learning focuses on point (3) i.e. improving the
reliability and efficiency with which these algorithms can yield a near-optimal policy for a
given reward function. This line of work is crucial to allow RL to tackle difficult problems.
However, as agents become more and more capable of solving the tasks we present them
with, our ability to (2) correctly specify these reward functions will only become more critical
(Dewey, 2014).

Constrained Markov Decision Processes (Altman, 1999) offer an alternative framework for
sequential decision making. The agent still seeks to maximise a single reward function,
but must do so while respecting a set of constraints defined by additional cost functions.
While it is generally recognised that this formulation has the potential to allow for an easier
task definition from the end user (Ray et al., 2019), most work on CMDPs focuses on the
safety aspect of this framework i.e. that the constraint-satisfying behavior be maintained
throughout the entire exploration process (Achiam et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2020; Turchetta
et al., 2020; Marchesini et al., 2022). In this paper we specifically focus on the benefits
of CMDPs relating to behavior specification. We make the following contributions: (1) we
show experimentally that reward engineering poorly scales with the complexity of the target
behavior, (2) we propose a solution where a designer can directly specify the desired frequency
of occurrence of some events, (3) we develop a novel algorithmic approach capable of jointly
satisfying many more constraints and (4) we evaluate this framework on a set of constrained
tasks illustrative of the development cycle required for deploying RL in video games.
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Figure 7.1 Depictions of our setup to evaluate direct behavior specification using con-
strained RL; Arena environment (left); OpenWorld environment (right). For videos see:
https://sites.google.com/view/behaviorspecificationviacrl/home.

7.2 The problem with reward engineering

In this section, we motivate the impracticality of using reward engineering to shape behavior.
We consider a navigation task in which the agent has to reach a goal location while being
subject to additional behavioral constraints. These constraints are (1) looking at a visible
marker 90% of the time, (2) avoiding forbidden terrain 99% of the time and (3) avoiding to
run out of energy also 99% of the time. The environment is depicted in Figure 7.1 (left) and
the details are presented in Appendix C.2. The reward function for this task is of the form:

R′(s, a) = R(s, a)− 1 ∗ wnot-looking − 1 ∗ win-lava − 1 ∗ wno-energy (7.1)

where R(s, a) gives a small shaping reward for progressing towards the goal and a terminal
reward for reaching the goal, and the 1’s are indicator functions which are only active if their
corresponding behavior is exhibited.

The main challenge for an RL practitioner is to determine the correct values of the weights
wnot-looking, win-lava and wno-energy such that the agent maximises its performance on the main
task while respecting the behavioral requirements, a problem often referred to as reward
engineering. Setting these weights too low results in an agent that ignores these requirements
while setting them too high distracts the agent from completing the main task. In general,
knowing how to scale these components relatively to one another is not intuitive and is often
performed by trial and error across the space of reward coefficients wk. To illustrate where
the desired solutions can be found for this particular problem, we perform 3 grid searches
on 7 different values for each of these weights, ranging from 0.1 to 10 times the scale of the
main reward function, for the cases of 1, 2 and 3 behavioral constraints. The searches thus
respectively must go through 7, 49 and 343 training runs. Figure 7.2 (and Figure C.1 in

https://sites.google.com/view/behaviorspecificationviacrl/home
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Figure 7.2 Enforcing behavioral constraints using reward engineering. Each grid represents
a different metric. Within each grid, each square represents the final performance (according
to that metric) of an agent trained for 3M steps using the reward function in Equation 7.1
parameterised as given by the grid coordinates. Performance is obtained by evaluating the
agent on 1000 episodes. The leftmost column indicates the episodic return of the trained
policies, the middle columns indicates whether or not the agent respects the behavioral
constraint(s) and the rightmost column indicates the average return for these feasible policies
only. a) The “looking-at marker" behavior does not affect too much the main task and,
consequently, all chosen weights allow to satisfy the constraint (looking at marker 90% of the
time) and many of them also lead to good performance on the main navigation task (−0.1 ≥
w ≥ −2). b) When also enforcing the “Not in Lava" behavior, which is much more in the
way of the main task, most of the resulting policies do not respect the constraint or perform
poorly on the navigation task, highlighting the difficulty of choosing the correct penalty
weights ahead of time. On 49 experiments, only two yielded good performing feasible policies:
(−0.10,−2.0) and (−0.25,−1.0). On the largest search with 3 behavioral constraints, none of
the 343 experiments found a good performing feasible policy (see Figure C.1 in Appendix C.4).

Appendix C.4) show the results of these experiments. We can see that a smaller and smaller
proportion of these trials lead to successful policies as the number of behavioral constraints
grows. For an engineer searching to find the right trade-off, they find themselves cornered
between two undesirable solutions: an ad-hoc manual approach guided by intuition or to run
a computationally demanding grid-search. While expert knowledge or other search strategies
can partially alleviate this burden, the approach of reward engineering clearly does not scale
as the control problem grows in complexity.

It is important to note that whether or not it is the case that all tasks can in principle be
defined as a single scalar function to maximise i.e. the reward hypothesis (Sutton and Barto,
2018), this notion should not be seen as a restrictive design principle when translating a
real-life problem into an RL problem. That is because it does not guarantee that this reward
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function admits a simple form. Rich and multi-faceted behaviors may only be specifiable
through a complex reward function (Abel et al., 2021) beyond the reach of human intuition.
In the next sections we present a practical framework in which CMDPs can be used to provide
a more intuitive and human-centric interface for behavioral specification.

7.3 Background

Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) (Sutton and Barto, 2018) are formally defined
through the following four components: (S,A, P, R). At timestep t, an agent finds itself in
state st ∈ S and picks an action at ∈ A(st). The transition probability function P encodes the
conditional probability P (st+1|st, at) of transitioning to the next state st+1. Upon entering
the next state, an immediate reward is generated through a reward function R : S × A →
R. In this paper, we restrict our attention to stationary randomized policies of the form
π(a|s) – which are sufficient for optimality in both MDPs and CMDPs (Altman, 1999). The
interaction of a policy within an MDP gives rise to trajectories (s0, a0, r0, . . . , sT , aT , RT )
over which can be computed the sum of rewards which we call the return. Under the Markov
assumption, the probability distribution over trajectories is of the form:

pπ(τ) := P0(s0)
T∏
t=0

P (st+1|st, at)π(at|st) (7.2)

where P0 is some initial state distribution. Furthermore, any such policy induces a marginal
distribution over state-action pairs referred to as the visitation distribution or state-action
occupation measure:

xπ(s, a) := 1
Z(γ, T )

T∑
t=0

γtpπ,t(St = s, At = a) , (7.3)

where Z(γ, T ) = ∑T
t=0 γ

t is a normalising constant.

In this paper, it is useful to extend the notion of return to any function f : S × A → R
over states and actions other than the reward function of the MDP itself. The expected
discounted sum of f then becomes:

Jf (π) := Eτ∼pπ

[
T∑
t=0

γtf(st, at)
]

(7.4)

where γ ∈ [0, 1] is a discount factor. While this idea is the basis for much of the work on
General Value Functions (GVFs) (White, 2015) for predictive state representation (Sutton
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et al., 2011), our focus here is on problem of behavior specification and not that of prediction.

Finally, in the MDP setting, a policy is said to be optimal under the expected discounted
return criterion if π∗ = arg maxπ∈Π JR(π), where Π is the set of possible policies.

Constrained MDPs (CMDPs) (Altman, 1999) is a framework that extends the notion
of optimality in MDPs to a scenario where multiple cost constraints need to be satisfied in
addition to the main objective. We write Ck : S × A → R to denote such a cost function
whose expectation must remain bounded below a specified threshold dk ∈ R. The set of
feasible policies is then:

ΠC = {π ∈ Π : JCk(π) ≤ dk, k = 1, . . . , K}. (7.5)

Optimal policies in the CMDP framework are those of maximal expected return among the
set of feasible policies:

π∗ = arg max
π∈Π

JR(π), s.t. JCk(π) ≤ dk , k = 1, . . . , K (7.6)

While it is sufficient to consider the space of stationary deterministic policies in searching for
optimal policies in the MDP setting, this is no longer true in general with CMDPs (Altman,
1999) and we must consider the larger space of stationary randomized policies.

Lagrangian methods for CMPDs. Several recent works have found that the class of
Lagrangian methods for solving CMDPs is capable of finding good feasible solutions at con-
vergence (Achiam et al., 2017; Ray et al., 2019; Stooke et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2020). The
basis for this line of work stems from the saddle-point characterisation of the optimal solu-
tions in nonlinear programs with inequality constraints (Uzawa et al., 1958; Polyak, 1970;
Korpelevich, 1976). Intuitively, these methods combine the main objective JR and the con-
straints into a single function L called the Lagrangian. The relative weight of the constraints
are determined by additional variables λk called the Lagrange multipliers. Applied in our
context, this idea leads to the following min-max formulation:

max
π

min
λ≥0
L(π, λ)

L(π, λ) = JR(π)−
K∑
k=1

λk(JCk(π)− dk) (7.7)

where we denoted λ := {λk}Kk=1 for conciseness. Uzawa et al. (1958) proposed to find a
solution to this problem iteratively by taking gradient ascent steps of the Lagrangian L in
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the variable π and descent ones in λ. This is also the same gradient ascent-descent (Lin
et al., 2020) procedure underpinning many learning algorithms for Generative Adversarial
Networks (Goodfellow et al., 2014).

The maximization of the Lagrangian over the policy variables can be carried out by applying
any existing unconstrained policy optimization methods to the new reward function L :
S ×A → R where:

L(s, a) = R(s, a)−
K∑
k=1

λkCk(s, a). (7.8)

For the gradient w.r.t. the Lagrange multipliers λ, the term depending on π cancels out and
we are left with ∇λkL(π, λ) = −(JCk(π)− dk). The update is followed by a projection onto
λk ≥ 0 using the max-clipping operator. If the constraint is violated (JCk(π) > dk), taking
a step in the opposite direction of the gradient will increase the corresponding multiplier λk,
thus increasing the relative importance of this constraint in JL(π). Inversely, if the constraint
is respected (JCk(π) < dk), the update will decrease λk, allowing the optimisation process to
focus on the other constraints and the main reward function R.

7.4 Proposed Framework

In Reinforcement Learning, the reward function is often assumed to be provided apriori. For
example, in most RL benchmarking environments this is indeed the case and researchers can
focus on improving current algorithms at finding better policies, faster and more reliably. In
industrial applications however, several desiderata are often required for the agent’s behavior,
and balancing these components into a single reward function is highly non-trivial. In the
next sections, we describe a framework in which CMDPs can be used for efficient behavior
specification.

7.4.1 Indicator cost functions

The difficulty of specifying the desired behavior of an agent using a single reward function
stems from the need to tune the relative scale of each reward component. Moreover, finding
the most appropriate ratio becomes more challenging as the number of reward components
increases (see Section 7.2). While the prioritisation and saturation characteristics of CMDPs
help factoring the behavioral specification problem (Ray et al., 2019), there remains im-
portant design challenges. First, the CMDP framework allows for arbitrary forms of cost
functions, again potentially leading to unforeseen behaviors. Second, specifying the appro-
priate thresholds dk can be difficult to do solely based on intuition. For example, in the
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mujoco experiments performed by Zhang et al. (2020), the authors had to run an uncon-
strained version of PPO (Schulman et al., 2017) to first estimate the typical range of values
for the cost infringements and then run their constrained solver over the appropriately chosen
thresholds.

We show here that this separate phase of threshold estimation can be avoided completely if
we consider a subclass of CMDPs that allows for a more intuitive connection between the
chosen cost functions Ck and their expected returns JCk . More specifically, we restrict our
attention to CMDPs where the cost functions are defined as indicators of the form:

Ck(s, a) = I(behavior k is met in (s, a)) (7.9)

which simply expresses whether an agent showcases some particular behavior k when selecting
action a in state s. An interesting property of this design choice is that, by rewriting the
expected discounted sum of these indicator cost functions as an expectation over the visitation
distribution of the agent, we can interpret this quantity as a re-scaled probability that the
agent exhibits behavior k at any given time during its interactions with the environment:

JCk(π) = Eτ∼pπ

[
T∑
t=0

γtCk(st, at)
]

(7.10)

= Z(γ, T )E(s,a)∼xπ(s,a)[Ck(s, a)] (7.11)

= Z(γ, T )E(s,a)∼xπ(s,a)[I(behavior k met in (s, a))] (7.12)

= Z(γ, T )Pr
(
behavior k met in (s, a)

)
, (s, a) ∼ xπ (7.13)

Dividing each side of JCk(π) ≤ dk by Z(γ, T ), we are left with d̃k, a normalized constraint
threshold for the constraint k which represents the desired rate of encountering the behavior
designated by the indicator cost function Ck. In practice, we simply compute the average
cost function across the batch to give equal weighting to all state-action pairs regardless of
their position t in the trajectory:

J̃Ck(π) := 1
N

N∑
i=1

Ck(si, ai) (7.14)

where i is the sample index from the batch. We also train the corresponding critic Q(k) using
a discount factor γk < 1 for numerical stability.

While the class of cost functions defined in Equation 7.9 still allows for modelling a large
variety of behavioral preferences, it has the benefit of informing the user on the range of
appropriate thresholds – a probability d̃k ∈ [0, 1] – and the semantics is clear regarding its
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effect on the agent’s behavior (assuming that the constraint is binding and that a feasible
policy is found). This effectively allows for minimal to no tuning behavior specification (or
“zero-shot” behavior specification).

Finally, indicator cost functions also have the practical advantage of allowing to capture
both desired and undesired behaviors without affecting the termination tendencies of the
agent. Indeed, when using an arbitrary cost function, it could be tempting to simply flip
its sign to enforce the opposite behavior. However, as noted in previous work (Kostrikov
et al., 2018), the choice of whether to enforce behaviors through bonuses or penalties should
instead be thought about with the termination conditions in mind. A positive bonus could
cause the agent to delay termination in order to accumulate more bonuses while negative
penalties could shape the agent behavior such that it seeks to trigger the termination of the
episode as soon as possible. Indicator cost functions are thus very handy in that they offer
a straightforward way to enforce the opposite behavior by simply inverting the indicator
function Not

(
I(s, a)

)
= 1− I(s, a) without affecting the sign of the constraint (penalties v.s.

bonuses).

7.4.2 Multiplier normalisation

When the constraint k is violated, the multiplier λk associated with that constraint increases
to put more emphasis on that aspect of the overall behavior. While it is essential for the
multipliers to be able to grow sufficiently compared to the main objective, a constraint that
enforces a behavior which is long to discover can end up reaching very large multiplier values.
It then leads to very large policy updates and destabilizes the learning dynamics.

To maintain the ability of one constraint to dominate the policy updates when necessary
while keeping the scale of the updates bounded, we propose to normalize the multipliers.
This can be readily implemented by using a softmax layer:

λk = exp(zk)
exp(a0) +∑K

k′=1 exp(zk′)
, k = 1, . . . , K (7.15)

where zk are the base parameters for each one of the multipliers and a0 is a dummy variable
used to obtain a normalized weight λ0 := 1 − ∑K

k=1 λk for the main objective JR(π). The
corresponding min-max problem becomes:

max
π

min
z1:K≥0

L(π, λ)

L(π, λ) = λ0JR(π)−
K∑
k=1

λk(JCk(π)− dk) (7.16)
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7.4.3 Bootstrap Constraint

In the presence of many constraints, one difficulty that emerges with the above multiplier
normalisation is that the coefficient of the Lagrangian function that weighs the main objective
is constrained to be λ0 = 1−∑K

k=1 λk, which leaves very little to no traction to improve on the
main task while the process is looking for a feasible policy. Furthermore, as more constraints
are added, the optimisation path becomes discontinuous between regions of feasible policies,
preventing learning progress on the main task objective.

A possible solution is to grant the main objective the same powers as the behavioral con-
straints that we are trying to enforce. This can be done by defining an additional function
SK+1(s, a) which captures some measure of success on the main task. Indeed, many RL
tasks are defined in terms of such sparse, clearly defined success conditions, and then often
only augmented with a dense reward function to guide the agent toward these conditions
(Ng et al., 1999). A so-called success constraint of the form JSK+1(π) ≥ d̃K+1 can thus be
implemented using an indicator cost function as presented above and added to the existing
constraint set {JCk(π) ≤ d̃k}Kk=1. While the use of a success constraint alone can be expected
to aid learning of the main task, it is only a sparse signal and could be very difficult to
discover if the main task is itself challenging. Since the success function SK+1 is meant to be
highly correlated with the reward function R, by going a step further and using the success
constraint multiplier λK+1 in place of the reward multiplier λ0, we can take full advantage
of the density of the main reward function when enforcing that constraint. However, to
maintain a true maximisation objective over the main reward function, we still need to keep
using λ0 when other constraints are satisfied, so that the most progress can be made on
JR(π). We thus take the largest of these two coefficients for weighing the main objective
λ̃0 := max

(
λ0, λK+1

)
and replace λ0 with λ̃0 in Equation 7.16. Here we say that constraint

K + 1 is used as a bootstrap constraint.

Our method of encoding a success criterion in the constraint set can be seen as a way of
relaxing the behavioral constraints during the optimisation process without affecting the
convergence requirements. For example, in previous work, Calian et al. (2020) tune the
learning rate of the Lagrange multipliers to automatically turn some constraints into soft-
constraints when the agent is not able to satisfy them after a given period of time. Instead,
the bootstrap constraint allows to start making some progress on the main task without
turning our hard constraints into soft constraints.
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7.5 Related Work

Constrained Reinforcement Learning. CMDPs (Altman, 1999) have been the focus
of several previous work in Reinforcement Learning. Lagrangian methods (Borkar, 2005;
Tessler et al., 2018; Stooke et al., 2020) combine the constraints and the main objective into
a single function and seek to find a saddle point corresponding to feasible solutions to the
maximisation problem. Projection-based methods (Achiam et al., 2017; Chow et al., 2019;
Yang et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2020) instead use a projection step to try to map the policy
back into a feasible region after the reward maximisation step. While most of these works
focus on the single-constraint case (Zhang et al., 2020; Dalal et al., 2018; Calian et al., 2020;
Stooke et al., 2020) and seek to minimize the total regret over the cost functions throughout
training (Ray et al., 2019), we focus on the potential of CMDPs for precise and intuitive
behavior specification and work on satisfying many constraints simultaneously.

Reward Specification. Imitation Learning (Zheng et al., 2021) is largely motivated by
the difficulty of designing reward functions and instead seeks to use expert data to define
the task. Other approaches introduce a human in the loop to either guide the agent towards
the desired behavior (Christiano et al., 2017) or to prevent it from making catastrophic
errors while exploring the environment (Saunders et al., 2017). While our approach of using
CMDPs for behavior specification also seeks to make better use of human knowledge, we
focus on the idea of providing this knowledge by simply specifying thresholds and indicator
functions rather than requiring expert demonstrations or constant human feedback. Another
line of work studies whether natural language can be used as a more convenient interface
to specify the agent’s desired behavior (Goyal et al., 2019; MacGlashan et al., 2015). While
this idea presents interesting perspectives, natural language is inherently ambiguous and
prone to reward hacking by the agent. Moreover such approaches generally come with the
added complexity of having to learn a language-to-reward model. Finally, others seek to
solve reward mis-specification through Inverse Reward Design (Hadfield-Menell et al., 2017;
Mindermann et al., 2018; Ratner et al., 2018) which treats the provided reward function as a
single observation of the true intent of the designer and seeks to learn a probabilistic model
that explains it. While this approach is interesting for adapting to environmental changes,
we focus on behavior specification in fixed-distribution environments.

RL in video games. Video games have been used as a benchmark for Deep RL for several
years (Shao et al., 2019; Berner et al., 2019; Vinyals et al., 2019). However, examples of
RL being used in a video game production are limited due to a variety of factors which
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include the difficulty of shaping behavior, interpretability, and compute limitations at run-
time (Jacob et al., 2020; Alonso et al., 2020). Still, there has been a recent push in the video
game industry to build NPCs (Non Player Characters) using RL, for applications including
navigation (Alonso et al., 2020; Devlin et al., 2021), automated testing (Bergdahl et al., 2020;
Gordillo et al., 2021), play-style modeling (de Woillemont et al., 2021) and content generation
(Gisslén et al., 2021).

7.6 Experiments

To evaluate the proposed framework, we train SAC agents (Haarnoja et al., 2018) to solve
navigation tasks with up to 5 constraints imposed on their behavior. Many of these con-
straints interact with the main task and with one another which significantly restricts the
space of admissible policies. We conduct most of our experiments in the Arena environment
(see Figure 7.1, left)1 where we seek to verify the capacity of the proposed framework to allow
for easy specification of the desired behavior and the ability of the algorithm to deal with
a large number of constraints simultaneously. We also perform an experiment in the Open-
World environment (see Figure 7.1, right), a much larger and richer map generated using the
GameRLand map generator (Beeching et al., 2021), where we seek to verify the scalability
of that approach and whether it fits the needs of agent behavior specification for the video
game industry. See Appendices C.2 and C.3 for a detailed description of both experimental
setups.

7.6.1 Experiments in the Arena environment

Multiplier Normalization Our first set of experiments showcases the effect of normalizing
the Lagrange multipliers. For illustrative purposes, we designed a simple scenario where one
of the constraints is not satisfied for a long period of time. Specifically, the agent is attempting
to satisfy an impossible constraint of never touching the ground. Figure 7.3 (in red) shows
that the multiplier on the unsatisfied constraint endlessly increases in magnitude, eventually
harming the entire learning system; the loss on the critic diverges and the performance
collapses. When using our normalization technique, Figure 7.3 (in blue) shows that the
multiplier and critic losses remain bounded, avoiding such instabilities.

1The algorithm is presented in Appendix C.1. The code for the Arena environment experiments is
available at:
https://github.com/ubisoft/DirectBehaviorSpecification

https://github.com/ubisoft/DirectBehaviorSpecification
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Figure 7.3 The multiplier normalisation keeps the learning dynamics stable when discovering
a constraint-satisfying behavior takes a large amount of time. To simulate such a case, an
impossible constraint is set for 7.5M steps and then replaced by a feasible one for the last
2.5M steps. The method using unormalized multipliers (red) keeps taking larger and larger
steps in policy space leading to the divergence of its learning dynamics and complete collapse
of its performance.
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Figure 7.4 Each column presents the results for an experiment in which the agent is trained
for 3M steps with a single constraint enforced on its behavior. Training is halted after every
20, 000 environment steps and the agent is evaluated for 10 episodes. All curves show the
average over 5 seeds and envelopes show the standard error around that mean. The top row
shows the average return, the bottom row shows the average behavior rate on which the
constraint is enforced. The black doted lines mark the constraint thresholds.

Single Constraint satisfaction We use our framework to encode the different behavioral
preferences into indicator functions and specify their respective thresholds. Figure 7.4 shows
that our SAC-Lagrangian with multiplier normalisation can solve the task while respecting
the behavioral requirements when imposed with constraints individually. We note that the
different constraints do not affect the main task to the same extent; while some still allow to
quickly solve the navigation task, like the behavioral requirement to avoid jumping, others
make the navigation task significantly more difficult to solve, like the requirement to avoid
certain types of terrain (lava).

Multiple Constraints Satisfaction In Figure 7.5 we see that when imposed with all of
the constraints simultaneously, the agent learns a feasible policy but fails at solving the main
task entirely. The agent effectively settles on a trivial behavior in which it only focuses on
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Figure 7.5 Each row presents the results of an experiment in which an agent is trained for
10M steps. Training is halted after every 20, 000 environment steps and the agent is evaluated
for 10 episodes. All curves show the average over 5 seeds and envelopes show the standard
error around that mean. (a) Unconstrained SAC agent; none of the behavioral preferences
are enforced and consequently improvement on performance is very fast but none of the
constraints are satisfied. (b) SAC-Lagrangian with the 5 behavioral constraints enforced.
While each constraint was successfully dealt with when imposed one by one (see Figure 7.4),
maximising the main objective when subject to all the constraints simultaneously proves to
be much harder. The agent does not find a policy that improves on the main task while
keeping the constraints in check. (c) By using an additional success constraint (that the
agent should reach its goal in 99% of episodes), the agent can cut through infeasible policy
space to start improving on the main task and optimise the remaining constraints later on.
(d) By using the success constraint as a bootstrap constraint (bound to the main reward
function) improvement on the main task is much faster as the agent benefits from the dense
reward function to improve on the goal-reaching task.

satisfying the constraints, but from which it is very hard to move away without breaking the
constraints. By introducing a success constraint, the agent at convergence is able to satisfy
all of the constraints as well as succeeding in the navigation task. This additional incentive
to traverse infeasible regions of the policy space allows to find feasible but better performing
solutions. Our best results are obtained when using the success constraint as a bootstrap
constraint, effectively lending λK+1 to the main reward while the agent is still looking for a
feasible policy.

7.6.2 Experiment in the OpenWorld environment

In the OpenWorld environment, we seek to verify that the proposed solution scales well to
more challenging and realistic tasks. Contrarily to the Arena environment, the OpenWorld
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Figure 7.6 A SAC-Lagrangian agent trained to solve the navigation problem in the Open-
World environment while respecting four constraints and imposing the bootstrap constraint.
Results suggest that our SAC-Lagrangian method using indicator cost functions, normalised
multipliers and bootstrap constraint scales well to larger and more complex environments.

contains uneven terrain, buildings, and interactable objects like jump-pads, which brings this
evaluation setting much closer to an actual RL application in the video game industry. For
this experiment, we trained a SAC-Lagrangian agent to solve the navigation problem with
four constraints on its behavior: On-Ground, Not-In-Lava, Looking-At-Marker and Above-
Energy-Limit. The SAC component uses the same hyperparameters as in Alonso et al.
(2020). The results are shown in Figure 7.6. While training the agent in this larger and more
complex environment now requires up to 50M environment steps, the agent still succeeds at
completing the task and respecting the constraints, favourably supporting the scalability of
the proposed framework for direct behavior specification.

7.7 Discussion

Our work showed that CMDPs offer compelling properties when it comes to task specification
in RL. More specifically, we developed an approach where the agent’s desired behavior is
defined by the frequency of occurrence for given indicator events, which we view as constraints
in a CMDP formulation. We showed through experiments that this methodology is preferable
over the reward engineering alternative where we have to do an extensive hyperparameter
search over possible reward functions. We evaluated this framework on the many constraints
case in two different environments. Our experiments showed that simultaneously satisfying
a large number of constraints is difficult and can systematically prevent the agent from
improving on the main task. We addressed this problem by normalizing the constraint
multipliers, which resulted in improved stability during training and proposed to bootstrap
the learning on the main objective to avoid getting trapped by the composing constraint set.
This bootstrap constraint becomes a way for practitioners to incorporate prior knowledge
about the task and desired result – if the threshold is strenuous, a high success is prioritized
– if the threshold is lax, it will simply be used to exit the initialisation point and the other
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constraints will quickly takeover. Our overall method is easy to implement over existing
policy gradient code bases and can scale across domains easily.

We hope that these insights can contribute to a wider use of Constrained RL methods in
industrial application projects, and that such adoption can be mutually beneficial to the
industrial and research RL communities.
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Abstract
In recent years, in-silico molecular design has received much attention from the
machine learning community. When designing a new compound for pharmaceutical
applications, there are usually multiple properties of such molecules that need to
be optimized: binding energy to the target, synthesizability, toxicity, EC50, and so
on. While previous approaches have employed a scalarization scheme to turn the
multi-objective problem into a preference-conditioned single objective, it has been
established that this kind of reduction may produce solutions that tend to slide
towards the extreme points of the objective space when presented with a problem
that exhibits a concave Pareto front. In this work we experiment with an alternative
formulation of goal-conditioned molecular generation to obtain a more controllable
conditional model that can uniformly explore solutions along the entire Pareto front.

8.1 Introduction

Modern Multi-Objective optimization (MOO) is comprised of a large number of paradigms
(Keeney et al., 1993; Miettinen, 2012) intended to solve the problem of trading off between
different objectives; a setting particularly relevant to molecular design (Jin et al., 2020;
Jain et al., 2022b). One particular paradigm that integrates well with recent discrete deep-
learning based MOO is scalarization (Ehrgott, 2005; Pardalos et al., 2017), which transforms
the problem of discovering the Pareto front of a problem into a family of problems, each
defined by a set of coefficients over the objectives. One notable issue with such approaches
is that the solution they give tends to depend on the shape of the Pareto front in objective
space (Emmerich and Deutz, 2018).



94

To tackle this problem, we propose to train models which explicitly target specific regions
in objective space. Taking inspiration from goal-conditional reinforcement learning (Schaul
et al., 2015a), we condition GFlowNet (Bengio et al., 2021, 2023) models on a description
of such goal regions. Through the choice of distribution over these goals, we enable users of
these models to have more fine-grained control over trade-offs. We also find that assuming
proper coverage of the goal distribution, goal-conditioned models discover a more complete
and higher entropy approximation of the Pareto front than the scalarization approach.

8.2 Background & Related Work

The Multi-Objective optimisation problem can be broadly described as the desire to
maximize a set of K objectives over X , R(x) ∈ RK . In typical MOO problems, there is
no single optimal solution x such that Rk(x) > Rk(x′)∀ k, x′. Instead, the solution set is
generally composed of Pareto optimal points, which are points x that are not dominated by
any other point, i.e. ∄x′ s.t. Rk(x) ≥ Rk(x′)∀ k. In other words, a point is Pareto optimal if
it cannot be locally improved. The projection in objective space of the set of Pareto optimal
points forms the so-called Pareto front.

As graph-based models improve (Rampášek et al., 2022) and more molecular data become
available (Wu et al., 2018), molecular design has become an active field of research within
the deep learning community (Brown et al., 2019b; Huang et al., 2021), and core to this
research is the fact that molecular design is a fundamentally multi-objective search problem
(Papadopoulos and Linke, 2006; Brown et al., 2006). The advent of such tools has led to
various important work at the intersection of these two fields (Zhou et al., 2019; Ståhl et al.,
2019; Jin et al., 2020; Jain et al., 2022b).

The Generative Flow Network (GFlowNet, GFN) framework is a recently introduced
method to train energy-based generative models (i.e. models that learn pθ(x) ∝ R(x); Bengio
et al., 2021). They have now been successfully applied to a variety of settings such as
biological sequences (Jain et al., 2022a), causal discovery (Deleu et al., 2022; Atanackovic
et al., 2023), discrete latent variable modeling (Hu et al., 2023), and computational graph
scheduling (Zhang et al., 2023). The framework itself has also received theoretical attention
(Bengio et al., 2023), for example, highlighting its connections to variational methods (Zhang
et al., 2022; Malkin et al., 2022b), and several objectives to train GFNs have been proposed
(Malkin et al., 2022a; Madan et al., 2022; Pan et al., 2023) including extensions to continuous
domains (Lahlou et al., 2023).

In the context of molecular design, GFlowNets have several important properties that make
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them an interesting method for this task. Notably, they are naturally well-suited for discrete
compositional object generation, and their multi-modal modeling capabilities allow them to
induce greater state space diversity in the solutions they find than previous methods. A
recent GFN-based approach to multi-objective molecular design, which we call preference-
conditioning (Jain et al., 2022b), amounts to scalarizing the objective function by using a set
of weights (or preferences) w:

Rw(x) =
∑
k

wkrk ,
∑
k

wk = 1 , wk ≥ 0 (8.1)

and then passing this preference vector w as input to the model. By sampling various w’s
from a distribution such as Dirichlet’s during training, one can obtain a model that can
be conditioned to emphasize some preferred dimensions of the reward function. Jain et al.
(2022b) also find that such a method finds diverse candidates in both state and objective
spaces.

8.3 Methods

8.3.1 Goal-conditioned GFlowNets

Building on the method of Jain et al. (2022b), our approach also formulates the problem
as a conditional generative task but now imposes a hard constraint on the model: the goal
is to generate samples for which the image in objective space falls into the specified goal
region. While many different goal-design strategies could be employed, we take inspiration
from Lin et al. (2019b) and state that a sample x meets the specified goal g if the cosine
similarity between its reward vector r and the goal direction dg is above the threshold cg:
g := {r ∈ RK : r·dg

||r||·||dg || ≥ cg}. We call such a goal a focus region, which represents a
particular choice of trade-off in the objective space (see Figure 8.1). The method can be
considered a form of goal-conditional reinforcement learning (Schaul et al., 2015a), where the
reward function Rg depends on the current goal g. In our case we have:

Rg(x) =


∑
k rk, if r ∈ g

0, otherwise
(8.2)

To alleviate the effects of the now increased sparsity of the reward function Rg, we use a replay
buffer which proved to stabilise the learning dynamics of our models (see Appendix D.3.1).
Notably, by explicitly formulating a goal, we can measure the goal-reaching accuracy of our
model, which refers to the proportion of samples that successfully landed in their prescribed
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Figure 8.1 The diagram on the left depicts the state space of a GFlowNet molecule generator
which learns a forward policy that sequentially builds diverse molecules. a) The sampling dis-
tribution learned by such a model on a two-objective problem (seh, qed). Each dot represents
a molecule’s image in the objective space. The focus region (see Section 8.3.1) is depicted
as a light blue cone, and the colors represent the density of the distribution. The model
learns to produce molecules that mostly belong within the focus region. b) By training a
goal-conditioned GFlowNet and sampling from several focus regions (here showing 4 distinct
regions), we can cover a wider section of the objective space and increase the diversity of
proposed candidates.

region. This measurement enables us to employ hindsight experience replay (Andrychowicz
et al., 2017), which lets the model learn from the sampled trajectories that didn’t meet
their goal. Finally, to further increase the goal-reaching accuracy we sharpen the reward
function’s profile to help the model generate samples closer to the center of the focus region
(see Appendix D.3.2).

8.3.2 Learned Goal Distribution

Preference conditioning uses soft constraints to steer the model in some regions of the ob-
jective space. While hard constraints provide a more explicit way of incorporating the user’s
intentions in the model (Amodei et al., 2016; Roy et al., 2021), they come with the unique
challenge that not every goal may be feasible. In such cases, the model will only observe
samples with a reward of 0 and thus return molecules of little interest drawn uniformly across
the state space. These “bad samples” are not harmful in themselves and can easily be filtered
out. Still, their prominence will affect the sampling efficiency of goal-conditioned approaches
compared to their soft-constrained counterpart. Moreover, the number of infeasible regions
will likely multiply as the number of objectives grows, further aggravating this disparity. To
cope with this challenge, we propose to use a simple tabular goal-sampler (Tab-GS) which
maintains a belief about whether any particular goal direction dg is feasible. Once learned,
we can start drawing new goals from it with a much lower likelihood on the goals that are
believed to be infeasible, thus restoring most of the lost sample efficiency. We give more
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details on this approach in Appendix D.3.3 and use it in our experiments in Section 8.4.3.

8.3.3 Evaluation Metrics

While there exists many multi-objective scoring functions to choose from, any single metric
only partially captures the desirable properties of the learned generative distribution (Audet
et al., 2021). In this work, we focus on sampling high-performing molecules across the entire
Pareto front in a controllable manner at test time. With that in mind, we propose combining
three metrics to evaluate our solution. The first one, the Inverted Generational Distance
(IGD) (Coello and Cortés, 2005), uses a set of reference points P (the true Pareto front) and
takes the average of the distance to the closest generated sample for each of these points:
IGD(S, P ) := 1

|P |
∑
p∈P mins∈S ||s − p||2 where S = {si}Ni=1 is the image in objective space

of a set of N generated molecules si. When the true Pareto front is unknown, we use a
discretization of the extreme faces of the objective space hypercube as reference points. IGD
thus captures the width and depth at which our Pareto front approximation reaches out in
the objective space. The second metric, which we call the Pareto-Clusters Entropy (PC-
ent), measures how uniformly distributed the samples are along the true Pareto front. To
accomplish this, we use the same reference points P as for IGD, and cluster together in
the subset Sj all of the samples si located closer to the reference point pj than any other
reference point. PC-ent computes the entropy of the histogram of each counts |Sj|, reaching
its maximum value of − log 1

|P | when all the samples are uniformly distributed relative to the
true Pareto front: PC-ent(S, P ) := −∑j

|Sj |
|P | log |Sj ||P | . Finally, to report on the controllability

of the compared methods, we measure the Pearson correlation coefficient (PCC) between the
conditional vector c (goal or preference) and the resulting reward vector s, averaged across
objectives k: Avg-PCC(S,C) := 1

K

∑K
k=1 PCC(s·,k, c·,k).

8.4 Results

8.4.1 Evaluation Tasks

We primarily experiment on a two-objective task, the well-known drug-likeness heuristic
QED (Bickerton et al., 2012), which is already between 0 and 1, and the sEH binding energy
prediction of a pre-trained publicly available model (Bengio et al., 2021); we divide the output
of this model by 8 to ensure it will likely fall between 0 and 1 (some training data goes past
values of 8). For 3 and 4 objective tasks, we use a standard heuristic of synthetic accessibility
(Ertl and Schuffenhauer, 2009) and a penalty for compounds exceeding a molecular weight
of 300. See Appendix D.1 for all task and training details.
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8.4.2 Comparisons in Difficult Objective Landscapes

To simulate the effect of complexifying the objective landscape while keeping every other
parameter of the evaluation fixed, we incorporate unreachable regions, depicted in dark in
Figures 8.2 & 8.3, by simply setting to null the reward function of any molecule whose image
in the objective space would fall into these dark regions. We can see that the preference-
conditioned approach can effectively solve problems exhibiting a convex pareto-front (Fig-
ure 8.2 & 8.3, columns 1-2). However, it is far less effective on problems exhibiting more
complex objective landscapes. When faced with a concave Pareto front, the algorithm favours
solutions towards the extreme ends (Figure 8.2 & 8.3, columns 3-7). In contrast, by explicitly
forcing the algorithm to sample from each trade-off direction in the objective space, our goal-
conditioned method learns a sampling distribution that spans the entire space diagonally, no
matter how complex we make the objective landscape. Table 8.1 reports the performance of
both methods on these objective landscapes in terms of IGD, Avg-PCC and PC-ent (mean
± sem, over 3 seeds).

We see in Table 8.1 that according to IGD, preference-conditioning and goal-conditioning per-
form similarly in terms of pushing the empirical Pareto front forward. While the two learned
distributions are in many cases very different (Figure 8.2, columns 3-7), the preference-
conditioning method still manages to produce a few samples in the middle areas of the
Pareto front, which satisfies IGD as it only looks for the single closest sample to each refer-
ence point. However, the two algorithms differ drastically in terms of controllability of the
distribution (color-coded in Figure 8.2) and uniformity of the distribution along the Pareto
front (color-coded in Figure 8.3), which are highlighted by the Avg-PCC and PC-ent criteria
in Table 8.1.

Table 8.1 Comparisons according to IGD, Avg-PCC and PC-ent between preference-
conditioned and goal-conditioned GFNs on a set of increasingly difficult objective landscapes,
metrics reported on 3 seeds (mean ± sem).

algorithm unrestrained restrained-convex concave concave-sharp multi-concave 4-dots 16-dots

IGD (↓)
pref-cond 0.087± 0.001 0.316± 0.002 0.272± 0.001 0.180± 0.002 0.152± 0.006 0.130± 0.011 0.109± 0.009
goal-cond 0.095± 0.002 0.310± 0.001 0.266± 0.001 0.197± 0.002 0.173± 0.004 0.134± 0.002 0.115± 0.004

Avg-PCC (↑)
pref-cond 0.905± 0.001 0.673± 0.009 0.830± 0.002 0.855± 0.004 0.700± 0.009 0.768± 0.038 0.770± 0.011
goal-cond 0.967± 0.002 0.953± 0.001 0.926± 0.002 0.915± 0.001 0.946± 0.004 0.928± 0.002 0.948± 0.001

PC-ent (↑)
pref-cond 2.170± 0.004 1.913± 0.019 1.563± 0.009 1.629± 0.002 1.867± 0.015 1.521± 0.022 1.610± 0.019
goal-cond 2.472± 0.006 2.242± 0.013 1.997± 0.002 1.918± 0.001 2.380± 0.020 2.270± 0.025 2.262± 0.014
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Figure 8.2 Comparisons between a preference-conditioned GFN (top row) and a goal-
conditioned GFN (bottom row) on a set of increasingly complex modifications of a two-
objective (seh, qed) fragment-based molecule generation task (Jain et al., 2022b). The BRG
colors represent the angle between the vector [1, 0] and either the preference-vector w (top)
or the goal direction dg (bottom), respectively. For example, in the case of preference-
conditioning, a green dot means that such samples were produced with a strong preference
for the qed-objective, while in the goal-conditioning case, a green dot means that the model
intended to produce a sample alongside the qed-axis. We see that goal-conditioning allows
to span the entire objective space even in very challenging landscapes (columns 3-7) and in
a more controllable way.

Figure 8.3 Comparisons of the same sampling distributions depicted in Figure 8.2. Now the
colors indicate how densely populated a particular area of the objective space is (brighter
is more populated). We can see that by explicitly targeting different trade-off regions in
objective space, our goal-conditioning approach (bottom row) produces far more evenly dis-
tributed samples along the Pareto front than with preference-conditioning (top row).
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8.4.3 Comparisons for Increasing Number of Objectives

Using the same metrics, we also evaluate the performance of both methods when the number
of objectives increases. As described in Section 8.3.2, to maintain the sample efficiency of
our goal-conditioned approach we sample the goal directions dg from a learned tabular goal-
sampler (Tab-GS) rather than uniformly across the objective space (Uniform-GS). We can
see in Table 8.2 (and in the ablation in Appendix D.3.3) that with this adaptation, our goal-
conditioned approach maintains its advantages in terms of controllability and uniformity of
the learned distribution as the number of objectives increases, proving to be an effective
method for probing large, high-dimensional objective spaces for diverse solutions.

Table 8.2 Comparisons according to IGD, Avg-PCC and PC-ent between preference- and
goal-conditioned GFNs faced with increasing objectives (3 seeds, mean ± sem).

algorithm 2 objectives 3 objectives 4 objectives

IGD (↓)
pref-cond 0.088± 0.001 0.218± 0.003 0.370± 0.000
goal-cond 0.094± 0.004 0.199± 0.002 0.303± 0.001

Avg-PCC (↑)
pref-cond 0.904± 0.002 0.775± 0.004 0.612± 0.002
goal-cond 0.961± 0.001 0.909± 0.001 0.893± 0.002

PC-ent (↑)
pref-cond 2.166± 0.007 3.775± 0.016 4.734± 0.004
goal-cond 2.471± 0.001 4.571± 0.008 6.320± 0.009

8.5 Future Work

In this work, we proposed goal-conditioned GFlowNets for multi-objective molecular design.
We showed that they are an effective solution to give practitioners more control over their
generative models, allowing them to obtain a large set of more widely and more uniformly
distributed molecules across the objective space. An important limitation of the proposed
approach was the reduced sample efficiency of the method due to the existence of a priori
unknown infeasible goals. We proposed a tabular approach to gradually discredit these fruit-
less goal regions as we explore the objective space. However, this set of parameters, one
for every goal direction, grows exponentially with the number of objectives K, eventually
leading to statistical and memory limitations. As future steps, we plan to experiment with
a GFlowNet-based Goal Sampler (GFN-GS) which would learn to sample feasible goal di-
rections dimension by dimension, thus benefiting from parameter sharing and the improved
statistical efficiency of its hierarchical structure.
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Figure 8.4 Depiction of a GFlowNet Goal Sampler (GFN-GS) gradually building goal direc-
tions dg one coordinate at a time, as a sequence of K steps.
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CHAPTER 9
GENERAL DISCUSSION

Reinforcement learning has shown significant potential in tackling complex sequential decision-
making challenges in various real-world domains. More than a decade ago, the potential
applications of this technology were already being demonstrated for production scheduling
(Wang and Usher, 2005), aerobatic helicopter flight (Abbeel et al., 2006, 2010) and patient-
prosthetic interfaces (Pilarski et al., 2011). Today, Deep RL algorithms are actively being
used to improve energy efficiency (Luo et al., 2022), are investigated as a novel approach for
plasma control in nuclear fusion reactors (Degrave et al., 2022) and hold great potential in
molecular design (Popova et al., 2018), addressing critical issues such as climate change and
disease treatment. However, the core principle of reward maximization, crucial to uncovering
innovative solutions, also poses a major challenge in its effective deployment. Designing pre-
dictable and efficient reward functions is a complex task, and attempts at reward engineering
often result in misaligned solutions or inefficient learning due to incomplete reward specifi-
cation. In this chapter, we summarize the contributions of this thesis to the field of reward
specification in reinforcement learning and discuss their successes and limitations. We then
cover additional considerations to alleviate this challenge and conclude by touching on some
of the fundamental difficulties that make reward specification so persistent.

9.1 Sucesses and Limitations

Over the last decades, several families of strategies have been developed to guide and assist
the task of reward specification in reinforcement learning. In Chapter 3, we divide them
into two distinct categories: reward composition and reward modeling. Our contributions,
summarized in Chapter 4, span both of these paradigms.

Reward modeling aims to bypass the challenge of reward design by learning a model of
the reward function using human supervision. In Chapter 5, we present Adversarial Soft-
Advantage Fitting (ASAF), a method which takes advantage of the analytical solution of
the adversarial imitation learning problem to parameterize the discriminator in a way that
allows to learn a near-optimal policy without performing any policy improvement step. This
approach allows to accelerate the learning process and drastically simplify the implementation
of adversarial imitation learning algorithms, making it easier to use and deploy. However,
reward modeling has important limitations. First, supervision sources need to be available
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for the task at hand. In the case of imitation learning and inverse reinforcement learning, the
algorithm is provided with expert demonstrations. Such demonstrations can be expensive to
obtain. For example, in the case of robotics, data collection may require the design of virtual
reality simulations, haptic interfaces, or direct robot-manipulation by a human (Calinon et al.,
2009; Zhang et al., 2018). In other cases, such as in molecular design, existing compounds
may represent interesting examples to serve as a starting point but may not be deemed
optimal, thus restricting the ability of the model to discover new solutions with optimal
properties. Secondly, even when available, these demonstrations generally cannot cover all
the scenarios of interest. Overcoming this limitation leads to the challenges of generalizing
beyond the sampling distribution. The limited availability of human supervision and brittle
generalization affect all reward modeling families, including those relying on cheaper input
sources such as preference-based methods. Therefore, while demonstration data represent an
important asset in accelerating the early phases of learning, in many applications, defining
explicity a numerical reward function remains the preferred solution.

The second paradigm, reward composition, regroups reward design strategies which aim at
building a reward function from multiple components. Some of these approaches are now
widely spread and well understood. For example, sparse rewards can often be augmented
with dense potential-based shaping, and this approach can drastically accelerate learning
while theoretically preserving the set of optimal policies. However, this type of composition
is limited in the type of reward functions that can be captured, and does not explicitly use all
of the available information from the environment to shape the learned representation of the
policy. The use of auxiliary tasks aims to bridge that gap. Although not guaranteeing the
preservation of the set of optimal policies, reasonable assumptions on the necessary properties
of the solution set can be made to accelerate learning. For example, a navigation robot
operating in a dynamic environment should be able to estimate its own velocity. Auxiliary
objectives are an attempt to make use of such additional learning signal to enrich the learned
representation of the policy. In Chapter 6, we present two auxiliary task approaches named
Team regularization and Coach regularization, which promote coordination between agents
in cooperative multi-agent scenarios. When properly designed and well calibrated, such
auxiliary tasks can yield significant gains in performance and sample efficiency by guiding
the exploration process towards more promising regions of the policy space. The limitations of
auxiliary tasks are two-fold. First, if the proposed task is not sufficiently correlated with the
main objective, these additional learning signals can prove detrimental to the performance of
the agent. We demonstrate a case of such conflicting signals in the Compromise environment
in Appendix B.6 where an agent trained to behave in a predictable way in an adversarial
environment becomes subservient to its teammate and neglects to pursue its own goals. While
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some families of auxiliary tasks are less at risk of being detrimental, for example, when simply
enforcing object detection in a vision-based model, such cases of conflicting auxiliary tasks
are important reminders of the necessary prior knowledge required to craft effective inductive
biases. Moreover, approaches based on auxiliary tasks generally focus on learning efficiency
and do not address the problem of alignment. We confront this problem more directly in our
two last contributions using multi-objective paradigms.

In Chapter 7, we present a framework leveraging constrained RL for reward composition.
Constrained reinforcement learning defines some components of a task as constraints to
satisfy. By restricting cost functions in the constrained MDP framework to identity func-
tions, the expected discounted cost becomes probabilities of events on the agent’s visitation
distribution, forming a natural interface between the designer’s intentions and the agent’s
behavior. With this framework, for each aspect of behavior that we seek to enforce, a task
designer simply needs to write a detection function and specify a target threshold. It may
be the case that not every aspect of behavior can be conveniently captured in the form of
an indicator function, and this framework comes at the cost of longer training time since the
weighting coefficient of each constraint need to be adapted in a bi-level optimization proce-
dure. However, in practice, we find this particular family of cost functions to still retain a
lot of expressivity in capturing very diverse disederata, and the additional training time is
compensated by saving several design iterations of the reward function to a task designer,
thus coming out as a much more effective solution in the overall project development. By
enforcing a more thorough and intentional specification procedure, this framework reduces
the risk of emergence of exploitative behaviors. These results highlight the benefits of limited
optimization focusing on goal-satisfaction, rather than unbounded goal-maximization (Vam-
plew et al., 2022). We have found the use of constraints to be much more intuitive than
manually weighting the reward components, and because the CMDP framework naturally
reduces to the unconstrained case when only one objective is pursued, we suggest employing
a constrained approach as the default paradigm for reward specification over the traditional
scalarized MDP approach.

Finally, in Chapter 8, we turn our attention to a fundamentally multi-objective problem:
molecular design. We present Goal-Conditioned GFlowNets which leverage goal-conditioning
as a way to specify the task in a controllable and flexible set of policies that can be adapted
at test-time. While requiring additional computation to explore the set of Pareto-optimal
policies, conditional approaches allow to defer the final decision on user preferences to de-
ployment time, effectively postponing the problem of reward specification. This method
leverages the compression capabilities of neural parameterizations for solving the dilemma
of reward design. Moreover, since rewards are strictly terminal, enforcing hard-constraints
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can be done efficiently by leveraging the proportional sampling property of GFlowNets using
reward manipulation, without requiring a bi-level optimization procedure as in the case on
return-based constraints. These constraints allow to cover the most complex of Pareto fronts,
thus retaining a broad coverage of solutions independently of the properties of the objective
space.

In summary, this thesis explores the landscape of reward specification in reinforcement learn-
ing, delving into the realms of reward modeling and reward composition. Our contributions
navigate through the challenges and opportunities inherent in these approaches. From hu-
man demonstrations to the use of auxiliary tasks, we have demonstrated the potential to
accelerate learning using prior knowledge about the task to perform. Subsequently, our
exploration of constrained reinforcement learning and goal-conditioned molecular design un-
derlines the importance of intentional design and explicit goals. All of these methods present
unique strengths and limitations, and the use of demonstrations, auxiliary tasks and multi-
objectivization should be combined to tackle complex real-world challenges most efficiently.

9.2 Additional considerations

This thesis focuses on reward specification. However, there are other considerations that
should be taken into account to ensure efficient exploration and aligned behavior. In this
section, we briefly discuss the role of environment design, monitoring strategies, and human-
in-the-loop to guide policy learning and address misaligned behavior.

Environment design

The reward function in great part captures the task to be accomplished – for a fixed MDP,
different reward functions can lead to completely different behaviors. However, in real-world
RL applications, engineers generally have agency over the design of the entire MDP, not just
its reward function (Taylor, 2023).

One of the most fundamental decisions is the representation of the state space S. A correct
state specification must include all the information relevant to making the proper action
selection and respect the Markov property. As a design decision, it can be difficult to choose
between a preprocessed state vector which may omit some environment details but allow for
efficient policy learning, and a rich higher-dimensional state representation such as images
which makes all of the information available to the agent but requires significantly more
training samples. The action spaceA also has a great influence on the difficulty of learning the
task. Reframing the problem to remove potentially harmful actions from the agent’s control
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and narrowing the learned policy on a low-dimensional control vector can both accelerate
policy learning and reduce the risk of misalignment. In some cases, fixed subroutines can be
used for finer control while the agent would be in charge of a more distant decision making
procedure. Finally, the definition of time-step t has great implications for both controllability
and sample efficiency. An agent that acts more frequently will have more precise control over
the environment at the cost of more difficult credit assignment.

Any given real-world task can typically be formulated as several different MDP instantiations,
and the design choices behind these MDP components greatly impact the nature of the
problem to solve from the RL agent’s perspective. For example, starting from a well-defined
objective such as teaching a robot arm to play table tennis, D’Ambrosio et al. (2023) make
a myriad of design decisions to define the MDP, essentially transforming the engineering
challenge from hard-coding the robot behavior to designing an environment that can be
solved by reinforcement learning.

The challenge of environment design intertwines with different research areas. Hierarchical
reinforcement learning aims at learning a hierarchy of agents where higher-level decision-
makers receive the true reward function and take temporally-extended action delegating
finer control to lower-level effectors (Dayan and Hinton, 1992). Higher-level managers pro-
vide learned rewards to lower-level effectors, essentially bringing together the concepts of
environment design and reward modeling by both specifying multiple MDPs at different lev-
els while learning a model of the reward function to cascade the true signal down. Curriculum
learning in RL instead seeks to build a sequence of MDPs terminating with the real task to
solve (Chevalier-Boisvert et al., 2018). The first MDPs are meant to be easier to solve and
their optimal policies are used as starting point for the next problem, allowing to gradually
build up the control problem in its full complexity. This approach brings together notions of
environment design and auxiliary tasks, decomposing the true problem into several MDPs of
increasing complexity.

Monitoring

To find the best configuration for the algorithm, the environment and the reward function,
RL projects often involve running hundreds of experiments in parallel. Due to this necessary
practice, identifying misaligned behaviors becomes a complex task. Manually inspecting each
agent’s trajectory is not only labor-intensive but also impractical for large-scale searches.
Therefore, automated methods to pinpoint deviations from expected behaviors are essential
for the effective deployment of RL systems.

A notable approach by Pan et al. (2022) suggests detecting significant shifts in agent behavior
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by evaluating the divergence between the agent’s policy and a pre-examined, trusted policy.
This method illustrates the utility of expert policies or demonstrations not just in learning but
also in monitoring the progression of an agent’s behavior. Subsequently, when misalignment
is observed, dissecting the reward components individually can shed light on the influences
driving the agent’s behavior. As discussed by Vamplew et al. (2018), this is particularly
pertinent in multi-objective frameworks. Some works have even explored decomposing a
black-boxed scalar rewards into interpretable components to elucidate the agent’s behavior
in terms of trade-offs (Juozapaitis et al., 2019). Anderson et al. (2019) further experimented
with graphical interfaces that display the anticipated returns for each reward component to
allow human observers to analyze surprising decisions from the agent.

Overall, monitoring is a fundamental aspect in detecting, understanding, and rectifying issues
related to reward misspecification. It presents significant research opportunities to develop
more interpretable agents to inform and guide the design of the reward function. With the
increasing adoption of RL in industry settings, this aspect of development will likely take a
central place in more standardized development practices.

Human-in-the-loop

Perfectly specifying a reward function on the first attempt for a complex task is highly
unlikely. On the other hand, an iterative process is very costly and time consuming, as the
agent needs to be trained to convergence between each attempt. To address this dilemma,
one idea consists in intervening during the agent training, which can be seen as a way to edit
the reward function on the fly, to re-specify it as the agent’s behavior starts taking form.
This paradigm can be referred to as Human-in-the-Loop (HiL) (Mosqueira-Rey et al., 2023).

HiL can take the form of active learning (Settles, 2009), where the agent models its own
uncertainty about the reward function and is responsible for querying human annotators for
more labels when its predictions are too ambiguous. Many reward modeling approaches allow
for such a feedback loop. In particular, both learning from demonstrations and learning from
preferences have been combined with active learning frameworks to optimize the number
of queries to human experts (Cui and Niekum, 2018; Sadigh et al., 2017). Further along
that spectrum, we find more interactive methods in which humans remain in control of
when additional feedback should be provided. For example, Knox and Stone (2009, 2012)
propose a framework where a human supervisor directly provides signals of approval and
disapproval, allowing the agent to learn to a policy without being responsible for credit
assignment. Saunders et al. (2017) intervene to prevent the agent from making catastrophic
errors while learning to interact with its environment. Bajcsy et al. (2017) use human physical
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interventions on a robot arm to learn the parameters of its objective function.

These approaches operationalize the idea of widening the modelization of our relationship
with learning agents. In a similar line of thought, Jeon et al. (2020) propose to use the
intervention itself as a source of feedback; the agent should take note that the fact that a
human intervention was necessary is unacceptable. Taylor (2023) zooms back even more and
argues that RL as a whole should be seen as a human-in-the-loop procedure, from the MDP
design to the deployment of the solution. A general HiL perspective and concrete methods
to implement it mitigate the challenges of reward specification by allowing the designers to
correct course, both accelerating and re-aligning the agent’s learning in a live system.

9.3 Reward Specification: A persistent challenge

Reward specification presents itself as a fundamental challenge in the realm of control algo-
rithms. RL agents have a pervasive tendency to yield exploitative solutions, a characteristic
that seems to be inherent to automated learning systems, as this phenomenon has also been
frequently observed in digital evolution studies (Lehman et al., 2020). Both the progress
in this field and the remaining difficulties invite for additional work. However, despite its
technical nature, reward specification also has an ethical and psychological component, and
the disconcerting fragility of any particular reward design can in part be attributed to the
deep connections between the act of defining an objective and some core issues relating to
policy making, system design, and uncertainty.

First, among a set of desiderata, objectives not only differ in their respective weights and
levels of priority but they also vary in nature. Certain rules exhibit flexibility, allowing a
degree of tolerance (e.g. be on time), while others hold axiomatic significance (e.g. do not
kill). The balancing of these rules often manifests in societal decisions, where, for example, it
might be deemed tolerable to infringe on an individual’s rights to own land to facilitate the
construction of a bridge or electrical infrastructure that can benefit the life of millions. For
an agent to understand in which scenarios such trade-offs are acceptable requires significant
knowledge about human cultures and values.

Secondly, our capacity to measure aspects of a system is often limited. For instance, the
objective of training an agent to “play a game in an entertaining manner” is conceptually
simple yet presents considerable challenges in execution. Certain attributes, such as the
concept of entertainment, cannot be directly quantified. Moreover, there is often a lack of
consensus among individuals regarding what they consider entertaining. System designers
thus have to make significant efforts to distill this overarching goal into a set of quantifiable
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targets. Despite our best efforts, the agent tends to develop behaviors that diverge from
the intended path, in a manner akin to how individuals and corporations invariably find
loopholes to maximize profits, regardless how complex tax regulations might become. It is
this gap from a conceptual goal to a set of enforceable heuristics that creates the opportunity
for exploitative behavior and misalignment.

Finally, users themselves are often uncertain about their own preferences. Humans regularly
change their minds, and external circumstances evolve, making yesterday’s targets unfit to
meet today’s needs. Consequently, a system that was effective under one set of preferences
may become less effective or even counterproductive as preferences evolve, necessitating con-
tinuous adaptation and reevaluation of the algorithm and its objectives.

These challenges suggest that the problem of creating robust and adaptable reward functions
will persist as a continual and evolving aspect of the field, and mandate for multi-displinary
approaches to designing such systems, favouring methods that allow non-technical stakehold-
ers to take part in the reward specification process of RL agents.
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CHAPTER 10
CONCLUSION

Reward specification is the process of providing a reinforcement learning agent with a reward
function. It is designed such that, in maximizing its return, the agent is accomplishing a task
for us. This reward function is often engineered by hand through trial-and-error, iteratively
refined after each training cycle to speed up the agent’s learning and better align its behavior
with our objectives. However, due to the accumulation of the reward through time, the
difficulty to capture human intentions and the need to balance conflicting signals, many
attempts lead to ineffective training and the emergence of undesireable behaviors. Crucially,
there is no one-size-fits-all solution to these challenges, and the choice of appropriate methods
depends on the availability of data and on the specific task at hand.

In this thesis, we have presented contributions to several important paradigms address-
ing these issues, starting from the use of auxiliary tasks and demonstrations to accelerate
agent learning, to multi-objective formulations that incorporate several requirements in an
agent’s behavior. We also surveyed complementary approaches such as preference-based and
language-guided reward modeling and discussed important considerations regarding environ-
ment design, monitoring and human-in-the-loop. All of these tools can work together. Deep
reinforcement learning has the potential to tackle significant real-world problems and advance
human knowledge. To deliver these benefits and function effectively within larger systems,
RL frameworks must employ controllable and transparent strategies for reward specification,
enable interpretable analysis and monitoring, and allow for rapid adaptations in the face of
evolving circumstances and shifting goals.
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APPENDIX A SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL FOR CHAPTER 5

A.1 Proofs

A.1.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. Lemma 1 states that given L(p̃, p
G
) defined in Equation 5.8:

(a) p̃∗ ≜ arg max
p̃

L(p̃, p
G
) = p

E

(b) arg min
p
G

L(p
E
, p
G
) = p

E

Starting with (a), we have:

arg max
p̃

L(p̃, p
G
) = arg max

p̃

∑
xi

p
E

(xi) logDp̃,p
G

(xi) + p
G
(xi) log(1−Dp̃,p

G
(xi))

≜ arg max
p̃

∑
xi

Li

Assuming infinite discriminator’s capacity, Li can be made independent for all xi ∈ X and we
can construct our optimal discriminator D∗p̃,p

G
as a look-up table D∗p̃,p

G
: X → ]0, 1[ ; xi 7→ D∗i

with D∗i the optimal discriminator for each xi defined as:

D∗i = arg max
Di

Li = arg max
Di

p
E ,i logDi + p

G,i log(1−Di), (A.1)

with p
G,i ≜ p

G
(xi), pE ,i ≜ p

E
(xi) and Di ≜ D(xi).

Recall that Di ∈ ]0, 1[ and that p
G,i ∈ ]0, 1[. Therefore the function p̃i 7→ Di = p̃i

p̃i + p
G,i

is

defined for p̃i ∈]0,+∞[. Since it is strictly monotonic over that domain we have that:

D∗i = arg max
Di

Li ⇔ p̃∗i = arg max
p̃i

Li (A.2)

Taking the derivative and setting to zero, we get:

dLi
dp̃i

∣∣∣∣∣
p̃i

= 0 ⇔ p̃i = p
E ,i (A.3)

The second derivative test confirms that we have a maximum, i.e. d2Li
dp̃2

i

∣∣∣∣∣
p̃∗
i

< 0. The values
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of Li at the boundaries of the domain of definition of p̃i tend to −∞, therefore Li(p̃∗i = p
E ,i)

is the global maximum of Li w.r.t. p̃i. Finally, the optimal global discriminator is given by:

D∗p̃,p
G

(x) = p
E
(x)

p
E
(x) + p

G
(x) ∀x ∈ X (A.4)

This concludes the proof for (a).

The proof for (b) can be found in the work of Goodfellow et al. (2014). We reproduce it here
for completion. Since from (a) we know that p̃∗(x) = p

E
(x)∀x ∈ X , we can write the GAN

objective for the optimal discriminator as:

arg min
p
G

L(p̃∗, p
G
) = arg min

p
G

L(p
E
, p
G
) (A.5)

= arg min
p
G

Ex∼p
E

[
log p

E
(x)

p
E
(x) + p

G
(x)

]
+ Ex∼p

G

[
log p

G
(x)

p
E
(x) + p

G
(x)

]
(A.6)

Note that:
log 4 = Ex∼p

E
[log 2] + Ex∼p

G
[log 2] (A.7)

Adding Equation A.7 to Equation A.6 and subtracting log 4 on both sides:

arg min
p
G

L(p
E
, p
G
) = − log 4 + Ex∼p

E

[
log 2p

E
(x)

p
E
(x) + p

G
(x)

]
+ Ex∼p

G

[
log 2p

G
(x)

p
E
(x) + p

G
(x)

]
(A.8)

= − log 4 +DKL

(
p
E

∥∥∥∥pE + p
G

2

)
+DKL

(
p
E

∥∥∥∥pE + p
G

2

)
(A.9)

= − log 4 + 2DJS (p
E
∥p

G
) (A.10)

Where DKL and DJS are respectively the Kullback-Leibler and the Jensen-Shannon di-
vergences. Since the Jensen-Shannon divergence between two distributions is always non-
negative and zero if and only if the two distributions are equal, we have that:

arg min
p
G

L(p
E
, p
G
) = p

E
(A.11)

This concludes the proof for (b).

A.1.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. Theorem 1 states that given L(π̃, π
G
) defined in Equation 5.9:

(a) π̃∗ ≜ arg max
π̃

L(π̃, π
G
) satisfies qπ̃∗ = qπ

E
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(b) π∗
G

= π̃∗ ∈ arg min
π
G

L(π̃∗, π
G
)

The proof of (a) is very similar to the one from Lemma 1. Starting from Equation 5.9 we
have:

arg max
π̃

L(π̃, π
G
) = arg max

π̃

∑
τi

Pπ
E

(τi) logDπ̃,π
G

(τi) + Pπ
G

(τi) log(1−Dπ̃,π
G

(τi)) (A.12)

= arg max
π̃

∑
τi

ξ(τi)
(
qπ
E

(τi) logDπ̃,π
G

(τi) + qπ
G

(τi) log(1−Dπ̃,π
G

(τi))
)

(A.13)

= arg max
π̃

∑
τi

Li (A.14)

Like for Lemma 1, we can optimise for each Li individually. When doing so, ξ(τi) can be
omitted as it is constant w.r.t π̃. The rest of the proof is identical to the one of but Lemma 1
with p

E
= qπ

E
and p

G
= qπ

G
. It follows that the max of L(π̃, π

G
) is reached for q∗π̃ = qπ

E
. From

that we obtain that the policy π̃∗ that makes the discriminator Dπ̃∗,π
G

optimal w.r.t L(π̃, π
G
)

is such that qπ̃∗ = q∗π̃ = qπ
E

i.e. ∏T−1
t=0 π̃

∗(at|st) = ∏T−1
t=0 πE(at|st)∀ τ .

The proof for (b) stems from the observation that choosing π
G

= π̃∗ (the policy recovered by
the optimal discriminator Dπ̃∗,π

G
) minimizes L(π̃∗, π

G
):

π
G
(a|s) = π̃∗(a|s) ∀ (s, a) ∈ S ×A ⇒

T−1∏
t=0

π
G
(at|st) =

T−1∏
t=0

π̃∗(at|st) ∀τ ∈ T (A.15)

⇒ qπ
G

(τ) = qπ
E

(τ) ∀ τ ∈ T (A.16)

⇒ Dπ̃∗,π̃∗ = 1
2 ∀ τ ∈ T (A.17)

⇒ L(π̃∗, π̃∗) = − log 4 (A.18)

By multiplying the numerator and denominator of Dπ̃∗,π̃∗ by ξ(τ) it can be shown in exactly
the same way as in Appendix A.1.1 that − log 4 is the global minimum of L(π̃∗, π

G
).

A.2 Adversarial Soft Q-Fitting: transition-wise Imitation Learn-
ing without Policy Optimization

In this section we present Adversarial Soft Q-Fitting (ASQF), a principled approach to Imi-
tation Learning without Reinforcement Learning that relies exclusively on transitions. Using
transitions rather than trajectories presents several practical benefits such as the possibility
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to deal with asynchronously collected data or non-sequential experts demonstrations. We
first present the theoretical setting for ASQF and then test it on a variety of discrete control
tasks. We show that while it is theoretically sound, ASQF is often outperformed by ASAF-1,
an approximation to ASAF that also allows to rely on transitions instead of trajectories.

Theoretical Setting We consider the GAN objective of Equation 5.5 with x = (s, a),
X = S ×A, p

E
= dπ

E
, p

G
= dπ

G
and a discriminator Df̃ ,π

G
of the form of Fu et al. (2017):

min
π
G

max
f̃

L(f̃ , π
G
) , L(f̃ , π

G
) ≜ Edπ

E
[logDf̃ ,π

G
(s, a)] + Edπ

G
[log(1−Df̃ ,π

G
(s, a))],

with Df̃ ,π
G

= exp f̃(s, a)
exp f̃(s, a) + π

G
(a|s)

,
(A.19)

for which we present the following theorem.

Theorem 2. For any generator policy π
G
, the optimal discriminator parameter for Equa-

tion A.19 is

f̃ ∗ ≜ arg max
f̃

L(f̃ , π
G
) = log

(
π
E
(a|s)

dπ
E

(s)
dπ
G

(s)

)
∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A

Using f̃ ∗, the optimal generator policy π∗
G

is

arg min
π
G

max
f̃

L(f̃ , π
G
) = arg min

π
G

L(f̃ ∗, π
G
) = π

E
(a|s) = exp f̃ ∗(s, a)∑

a′ exp f̃ ∗(s, a′)
∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A.

Proof. The beginning of the proof closely follows the proof of Appendix A.1.1.

arg max
f̃

L(f̃ , π
G
) =

arg max
f̃

∑
si,ai

dπ
E

(si, ai) logDf̃ ,π
G

(si, ai) + dπ
G

(si, ai) log(1−Df̃ ,π
G

(si, ai))
(A.20)

We solve for each individual (si, ai) pair and note that f̃i 7→ Di = exp f̃i
exp f̃i + π

G,i

is strictly

monotonic on f̃i ∈ R ∀π
G,i ∈]0, 1[ so,

D∗i = arg max
Di

Li ⇔ f̃ ∗i = arg max
f̃

Li (A.21)
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Taking the derivative and setting it to 0, we find that

dLi

df̃i

∣∣∣∣∣
f̃i

= 0 ⇔ f̃i = log
(
π
G,i

dπ
E
,i

dπ
G
,i

)
(A.22)

We confirm that we have a global maximum with the second derivative test and the values

at the border of the domain i.e. d2Li

df̃ 2
i

∣∣∣∣∣
f̃∗
i

< 0 and Li goes to −∞ for f̃i → +∞ and for

f̃i → −∞.

It follows that

f̃ ∗(s, a) = log
(
π
G
(a|s)

dπ
E

(s, a)
dπ
G

(s, a)

)
∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A (A.23)

=⇒ f̃ ∗(s, a) = log
(
����π
G
(a|s)

dπ
E

(s)π
E
(a|s)

dπ
G

(s)����π
G
(a|s)

)
∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A (A.24)

=⇒ f̃ ∗(s, a) = log
(
π
E
(a|s)

dπ
E

(s)
dπ
G

(s)

)
∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A (A.25)

This proves the first part of Theorem 2.

To prove the second part notice that

Df̃∗,π
G

(s, a) =
π
E
(a|s)

dπ
E

(s)
dπ
G

(s)

π
E
(a|s)

dπ
E

(s)
dπ
G

(s) + π
G
(a|s)

=
π
E
(a|s)dπ

E
(s)

π
E
(a|s)dπ

E
(s) + π

G
(a|s)dπ

G
(s)

=
dπ
E

(s, a)
dπ
E

(s, a) + dπ
G

(s, a)

(A.26)

This is equal to the optimal discriminator of the GAN objective Equation A.4 when x = (s, a).
For this discriminator we showed in Section A.1.1 that the optimal generator π∗

G
is such that

dπ∗
G

(s, a) = dπ
E

(s, a) ∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A, which is satisfied for π∗
G
(a|s) = π

E
(a|s) ∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A.

Using the fact that

∑
a′

exp f̃ ∗(s, a′) =
∑
a′
π
E
(a′|s)

dπ
E

(s)
dπ
G

(s) =
dπ
E

(s)
dπ
G

(s)
∑
a′
π
E
(a′|s) =

dπ
E

(s)
dπ
G

(s) . (A.27)

we can combine Equation A.25 and Equation A.27 to write the expert’s policy π
E

as a function
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of the optimal discriminator parameter f̃ ∗:

π
E
(a|s) = exp f̃ ∗(s, a)∑

a′ exp f̃ ∗(s, a′)
∀(s, a) ∈ S ×A. (A.28)

This concludes the second part of the proof.

Adversarial Soft-Q Fitting (ASQF) - practical algorithm In a nutshell, Theorem 2
tells us that training the discriminator in Equation A.19 to distinguish between transitions
from the expert and transitions from a generator policy can be seen as retrieving f̃ ∗ which
plays the role of the expert’s soft Q-function (i.e. which matches Equation 5.1 for f̃ ∗ =
1
α
Q∗soft,E):

π
E
(a|s) = exp f̃ ∗(s, a)∑

a′ exp f̃ ∗(s, a′)
= exp

(
f̃ ∗(s, a)− log

∑
a′

exp f̃ ∗(s, a′)
)
, (A.29)

Therefore, by training the discriminator, one simultaneously retrieves the optimal generator
policy.

There is one caveat though: the summation over actions that is required in Equation A.29
to go from f̃ ∗ to the policy is intractable in continuous action spaces and would require
an additional step such as a projection to a proper distribution (Haarnoja et al. (2018) use
a Gaussian) in order to draw samples and evaluate likelihoods. Updating in this way the
generator policy to match a softmax over our learned state-action preferences (f̃ ∗) becomes
very similar in requirements and computational load to a policy optimization step, thus
defeating the purpose of this work which is to get rid of the policy optimization step. For
this reason we only consider ASQF for discrete action spaces.

As explained in Section 5.3.3, in practice we optimize Df̃ ,π
G

only for a few steps before
updating π

G
by normalizing exp f̃(s, a) over the action dimension. See Algorithm 2 for the

pseudo-code.

Algorithm 2: Adversarial Soft-Q Fitting (ASQF)
Require: expert transitions DE = {(si, ai)}NEi=1

Randomly initialize f̃ and get π
G

from Equation A.29
for steps m = 0 to M do

Collect transitions DG = {(si, ai)}NGi=1 by executing π
G

Train Df̃ ,π
G

using binary cross-entropy on minibatches of transitions from DE and DG
Get π

G
from Equation A.29

end for
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Experimental results Figure A.1 shows that ASQF performs well on small scale environ-
ments but struggles and eventually fails on more complicated environments. Specifically, it
seems that ASQF does not scale well with the observation space size. Indeed mountaincar,
cartpole, lunarlander and pommerman have respectively an observation space dimensionality
of 2, 4, 8 and 960. This may be due to the fact that the partition function Equation A.27
becomes more difficult to learn. Indeed, for each state, several transitions with different
actions are required in order to learn it. Poorly approximating this partition function could
lead to assigning too low a probability to expert-like actions and eventually failing to behave
appropriately. ASAF on the other hand explicitly learns the probability of an action given
the state – in other word it explicitly learns the partition function – and is therefore immune
to that problem.
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Figure A.1 Comparison between ASAF-1 and ASQF, our two transition-wise methods, on
environments with increasing observation space dimensionality
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A.3 Additional Experiments

A.3.1 GAIL - Importance of Gradient Penalty
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Figure A.2 Comparison between original GAIL (Ho and Ermon, 2016) and GAIL with gra-
dient penalty (GP) (Gulrajani et al., 2017; Kostrikov et al., 2019)
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A.3.2 Mimicking the expert

To ensure that our method actually mimics the ex-
pert and doesn’t just learn a policy that collects
high rewards when trained with expert demonstra-
tions, we ran ASAF-1 on the Ant-v2 MuJoCo environ-
ment using various sets of 25 demonstrations. These
demonstrations were generated from a Soft Actor-
Critic agent at various levels of performance during
its training. Since at low-levels of performance the
variance of episode’s return is high, we filtered col-
lected demonstrations to lie in the targeted range of
performance (e.g. return in [800, 1200] for the 1K set).
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Figure A.3 ASAF-1 on Ant-v2. Col-
ors are 1K, 2K, 3K, 4K, 5K expert’s
performance.

Results in Figure A.3 show that our algorithm succeeds at learning a policy that closely
emulates various demonstrators (even when non-optimal).

A.3.3 Wall Clock Time

We report training times in Figure A.4 and observe that ASAF-1 is always fastest to learn.
Note however that reports of performance w.r.t wall-clock time should always be taken with
a grain of salt as they are greatly influenced by hyperparameters and implementation details.
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Figure A.4 Training times on MuJoCo tasks for 25 expert demonstrations.
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A.4 Hyperparameter tuning and best configurations

A.4.1 Classic Control

For this first set of experiments, we use the fixed hyperparameters presented in Table A.1.

Table A.1 Fixed Hyperparameters for classic control tasks

RL component
Hyperparameter Discrete Control Continuous Control

SAC
Batch size (in transitions) 256 256
Replay Buffer length |B| 106 106

Warmup (in transitions) 1280 10240
Initial entropy weight α 0.4 0.4
Gradient norm clipping threshold 0.2 1
Transitions between update 40 1
Target network weight τ 0.01 0.01

PPO
Batch size (in transitions) 256 256
GAE parameter λ 0.95 0.95
Transitions between update - 2000
Episodes between updates 10 -
Epochs per update 10 10
Update clipping parameter 0.2 0.2

Reward Learning component
Hyperparameter Discrete Control Continuous Control

AIRL, GAIL, ASAF-1
Batch size (in transitions) 256 256
Transitions between update - 2000
Episodes between updates 10 -
Epochs per update 50 50
Gradient value clipping threshold - 1

(ASAF-1)

ASAF, ASAF-w
Batch size (in trajectories) 10 10
Episodes between updates 10 20
Epochs per update 50 50
Window size w (searched) 200
Gradient value clipping threshold - 1

For the most sensitive hyperparameters, the learning rates for the reinforcement learning and
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discriminator updates (ϵRL and ϵD), we perform a random search over 50 configurations and
3 seeds each (for each algorithm on each task) for 500 episodes. We consider logarithmic
ranges, i.e. ϵ = 10u with u ∼ Uniform(−6,−1) for ϵD and u ∼ Uniform(−4,−1) for ϵRL.
We also include in this search the critic learning rate coefficient κ for PPO also sampled
according to a logarithmic scale with u ∼ Uniform(−2, 2) so that the effective learning rate
for PPO’s critic network is κ · ϵRL. For discrete action tasks, the window-size w for ASAF-
w is sampled uniformly within {32, 64, 128}. The best configuration for each algorithm is
presented in Tables A.2 to A.7. Figure 5.1 uses these configurations retrained on 10 seeds
and twice as long.

Finally for all neural networks (policies and discriminators) for these experiments we use a
fully-connected MLP with two hidden layers and ReLU activation (except for the last layer).
We used hidden sizes of 64 for the discrete tasks and of 256 for the continuous tasks.

Table A.2 Best found hyperparameters for Cartpole

Hyperparameter ASAF ASAF-w ASAF-1 SQIL AIRL + PPO GAIL + PPO
Discriminator update lr ϵD 0.028 0.039 0.00046 - 2.5*10−6 0.00036
RL update lr ϵRL - - - 0.0067 0.0052 0.012
Critic lr coefficient κ - - - - 0.25 0.29
window size w - 64 1 - - -
window stride - 64 1 - - -

Table A.3 Best found hyperparameters for Mountaincar

Hyperparameter ASAF ASAF-w ASAF-1 SQIL AIRL + PPO GAIL + PPO
Discriminator update lr ϵD 0.059 0.059 0.0088 - 0.0042 0.00016
RL update lr ϵRL - - - 0.062 0.016 0.0022
Critic lr coefficient κ - - - - 4.6 0.018
window size w - 32 1 - - -
window stride - 32 1 - - -

Table A.4 Best found hyperparameters for Lunarlander

Hyperparameter ASAF ASAF-w ASAF-1 SQIL AIRL + PPO GAIL + PPO
Discriminator update lr ϵD 0.0055 0.0015 0.00045 - 0.0002 0.00019
RL update lr ϵRL - - - 0.0036 0.0012 0.0016
Critic lr coefficient κ - - - - 0.48 8.5
window size w - 32 1 - - -
window stride - 32 1 - - -

A.4.2 MuJoCo

For MuJoCo experiments (Hopper-v2, Walker2d-v2, HalfCheetah-v2, Ant-v2), the fixed hy-
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Table A.5 Best found hyperparameters for Pendulum

Hyperparameter ASAF ASAF-w ASAF-1 SQIL AIRL + PPO GAIL + PPO
Discriminator update lr ϵD 0.00069 0.00082 0.00046 - 4.3*10−6 1.6*10−5

RL update lr ϵRL - - - 0.0001 0.00038 0.00028
Critic lr coefficient κ - - - - 0.028 84
window size w - 200 1 - - -
window stride - 200 1 - - -

Table A.6 Best found hyperparameters for Mountaincar-c

Hyperparameter ASAF ASAF-w ASAF-1 SQIL AIRL + PPO GAIL + PPO
Discriminator update lr ϵD 0.00021 3.8*10−5 6.2*10−6 - 1.7*10−5 1.5*10−5

RL update lr ϵRL - - - 0.0079 0.0012 0.0052
Critic lr coefficient κ - - - - 10 12
window size w - 200 1 - - -
window stride - 200 1 - - -

Table A.7 Best found hyperparameters for Lunarlander-c

Hyperparameter ASAF ASAF-w ASAF-1 SQIL AIRL + PPO GAIL + PPO
Discriminator update lr ϵD 0.0051 0.0022 0.0003 - 0.0045 0.00014
RL update lr ϵRL - - - 0.0027 0.00031 0.00049
Critic lr coefficient κ - - - - 14 0.01
window size w - 200 - - - -
window stride - 200 - - - -

perparameters are presented in Table A.8. For all exeperiments, fully-connected MLPs with
two hidden layers and ReLU activation (except for the last layer) were used, where the
number of hidden units is equal to 256.

For SQIL we used SAC with the same hyperparameters that were used to generate the expert
demonstrations. For ASAF, ASAF-1 and ASAF-w, we set the learning rate for the discrim-
inator at 0.001 and ran random searches over 25 randomly sampled configurations and 2
seeds for each task to select the other hyperparameters for the discriminator training. These
hyperparameters included the discriminator batch size sampled from a uniform distribution
over {10, 20, 30} for ASAF and ASAF-w (in trajectories) and over {100, 500, 1000, 2000} for
ASAF-1 (in transitions), the number of epochs per update sampled from a uniform dis-
tribution over {10, 20, 50}, the gradient norm clipping threshold sampled form a uniform
distribution over {1, 10}, the window-size (for ASAF-w) sampled from a uniform distribu-
tion over {100, 200, 500, 1000} and the window stride (for ASAF-w) sampled from a uniform
distribution over {1, 50, w}. For GAIL, we obtained poor results using the original hyper-
parameters from (Ho and Ermon, 2016) for a number of tasks so we ran random searches
over 100 randomly sampled configurations for each task and 2 seeds to select for the follow-
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Table A.8 Fixed hyperparameters for MuJoCo environments.

RL component
Hyperparameter Hopper, Walker2d, HalfCheetah, Ant

PPO (for GAIL)
GAE parameter λ 0.98
Transitions between updates 2000
Epochs per update 5
Update clipping parameter 0.2
Critic lr coefficient κ 0.25
Discount factor γ 0.99

Reward Learning component
Hyperparameter Hopper, Walker2d, HalfCheetah, Ant

GAIL
Transitions between updates 2000

ASAF
Episodes between updates 25

ASAF-1 and ASAF-w
Transitions between updates 2000

ing hyperparameters: the log learning rate of the RL update and the discriminator update
separately sampled from uniform distributions over [−7,−1], the gradient norm clipping for
the RL update and the discriminator update separately sampled from uniform distributions
over {None, 1, 10}, the number of epochs per update sampled from a uniform distribution
over {5, 10, 30, 50}, the gradient penalty coefficient sampled from a uniform distribution over
{1, 10} and the batch size for the RL update and discriminator update separately sampled
from uniform distributions over {100, 200, 500, 1000, 2000}.

Table A.9 Best found hyperparameters for the Hopper-v2 environment

Hyperparameter ASAF ASAF-w ASAF-1 SQIL GAIL + PPO
RL batch size (in transitions) - - - 256 200
Discriminator batch size (in transitions) - - 100 - 2000
Discriminator batch size (in trajectories) 10 10 - - -
Gradient clipping (RL update) - - - - 1.
Gradient clipping (discriminator update) 10. 10. 1. - 1.
Epochs per update 50 50 30 - 5
Gradient penalty (discriminator update) - - - - 1.
RL update lr ϵRL - - - 3 ∗ 10−4 1.8 ∗ 10−5

Discriminator update lr ϵD 0.001 0.001 0.001 - 0.011
window size w - 200 1 - -
window stride - 1 1 - -
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Table A.10 Best found hyperparameters for the HalfCheetah-v2 environment

Hyperparameter ASAF ASAF-w ASAF-1 SQIL GAIL + PPO
RL batch size (in transitions) - - - 256 1000
Discriminator batch size (in transitions) - - 100 - 100
Discriminator batch size (in trajectories) 10 10 - - -
Gradient clipping (RL update) - - - - -
Gradient clipping (discriminator update) 10. 1 1 - 10
Epochs per update 50 10 30 - 30
Gradient penalty (discriminator update) - - - - 1.
RL update lr ϵRL - - - 3 ∗ 10−4 0.0006
Discriminator update lr ϵD 0.001 0.001 0.001 - 0.023
window size w - 200 1 - -
window stride - 1 1 - -

Table A.11 Best found hyperparameters for the Walker2d-v2 environment

Hyperparameter ASAF ASAF-w ASAF-1 SQIL GAIL + PPO
RL batch size (in transitions) - - - 256 200
Discriminator batch size (in transitions) - - 500 - 2000
Discriminator batch size (in trajectories) 20 20 - - -
Gradient clipping (RL update) - - - - -
Gradient clipping (discriminator update) 10. 1. 10. - -
Epochs per update 30 10 50 - 30
Gradient penalty (discriminator update) - - - - 1.
RL update lr ϵRL - - - 3 ∗ 10−4 0.00039
Discriminator update lr ϵD 0.001 0.001 0.001 - 0.00066
window size w - 100 1 - -
window stride - 1 1 - -

Table A.12 Best found hyperparameters for the Ant-v2 environment

Hyperparameter ASAF ASAF-w ASAF-1 SQIL GAIL + PPO
RL batch size (in transitions) - - - 256 500
Discriminator batch size (in transitions) - - 100 - 100
Discriminator batch size (in trajectories) 20 20 - - -
Gradient clipping (RL update) - - - - -
Gradient clipping (discriminator update) 10. 1. 1. - 10.
Epochs per update 50 50 10 - 50
Gradient penalty (discriminator update) - - - - 10
RL update lr ϵRL - - - 3 ∗ 10−4 8.5 ∗ 10−5

Discriminator update lr ϵD 0.001 0.001 0.001 - 0.0016
window size w - 200 1 - -
window stride - 50 1 - -
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A.4.3 Pommerman

For this set of experiments, we use a number of fixed hyperparameters for all algorithms
either inspired from their original papers for the baselines or selected through preliminary
searches. These fixed hyperparameters are presented in Table A.13.

Table A.13 Fixed Hyperparameters for Pommerman Random-Tag environment.

RL component
Hyperparameter Pommerman Random-Tag

SAC
Batch size (in transitions) 256
Replay Buffer length |B| 105

Warmup (in transitions) 1280
Initial entropy weight α 0.4
Gradient norm clipping threshold 0.2
Transitions between update 10
Target network weight τ 0.05

PPO
Batch size (in transitions) 256
GAE parameter λ 0.95
Episodes between updates 10
Epochs per update 10
Update clipping parameter 0.2
Critic lr coefficient κ 0.5

Reward Learning component
Hyperparameter Pommerman Random-Tag

AIRL, GAIL, ASAF-1
Batch size (in transitions) 256
Episodes between updates 10
Epochs per update 10

ASAF, ASAF-w
Batch size (in trajectories) 5
Episodes between updates 10
Epochs per update 10

For the most sensitive hyperparameters, the learning rates for the reinforcement learning
and discriminator updates (ϵRL and ϵD), we perform a random search over 25 configurations
and 2 seeds each for all algorithms. We consider logarithmic ranges, i.e. ϵ = 10u with
u ∼ Uniform(−7,−3) for ϵD and u ∼ Uniform(−4,−1) for ϵRL. We also include in this
search the window-size w for ASAF-w, sampled uniformly within {32, 64, 128}. The best con-
figuration for each algorithm is presented in Table A.14. Figure 5.3 uses these configurations
retrained on 10 seeds.

Finally for all neural networks (policies and discriminators) we use the same architecture.
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Table A.14 Best found hyperparameters for the Pommerman Random-Tag environment
Hyperparameter ASAF ASAF-w ASAF-1 SQIL AIRL + PPO GAIL + PPO BC

Discriminator update lr ϵD 0.0007 0.0002 0.0001 - 3.1*10−7 9.3*10−7 0.00022
RL update lr ϵRL - - - 0.00019 0.00017 0.00015 -
window size w - 32 1 - - - -
window stride - 32 1 - - - -

Specifically, we first process the feature maps (see Section A.5.3) using a 3-layers convolutional
network with number of hidden feature maps of 16, 32 and 64 respectivelly. Each one of
these layers use a kernel size of 3x3 with stride of 1, no padding and a ReLU activation. This
module ends with a fully connected layer of hidden size 64 followed by a ReLU activation.
The output vector is then concatenated to the unprocessed additional information vector (see
Section A.5.3) and passed through a final MLP with two hidden layers of size 64 and ReLU
activations (except for the last layer).

A.5 Environments and expert data

A.5.1 Classic Control

The environments used here are the reference Gym implementations for classic control1 and
for Box2D2. We generated the expert trajectories for mountaincar (both discrete and con-
tinuous version) by hand using keyboard inputs. For the other tasks, we trained our SAC
implementation to get experts on the discrete action tasks and our PPO implementation to
get experts on the continuous action tasks.

A.5.2 MuJoCo

The experts were trained using our implementation of SAC (Haarnoja et al., 2018) the state-
of-the-art RL algorithm in MuJoCo continuous control tasks. Our implementation basically
refactors the SAC implementation from Rlpyt3. We trained SAC agent for 1,000,000 steps for
Hopper-v2 and 3,000,000 steps for Walker2d-v2 and HalfCheetah-v2 and Ant-v2. We used
the default hyperparameters from Rlpyt.

A.5.3 Pommerman

The observation space that we use for Pommerman domain (Resnick et al., 2018) is composed
of a set of 15 feature maps as well as an additional information vector. The feature maps

1See: http://gym.openai.com/envs/#classic_control
2See: http://gym.openai.com/envs/#box2d
3See: https://github.com/astooke/rlpyt

http://gym.openai.com/envs/#classic_control
http://gym.openai.com/envs/#box2d
https://github.com/astooke/rlpyt
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whose dimensions are given by the size of the board (8x8 in the case of 1vs1 tasks) are
one-hot across the third dimension and represent which element is present at which location.
Specifically, these feature maps identify whether a given location is the current player, an
ally, an ennemy, a passage, a wall, a wood, a bomb, a flame, fog, a power-up. Other feature
maps contain integers indicating bomb blast stength, bomb life, bomb moving direction and
flame life for each location. Finally, the additional information vecor contains the time-step,
number of ammunition, whether the player can kick and blast strengh for the current player.
The agent has an action space composed of six actions: do-nothing, up, down, left, right and
lay bomb.

For these experiments, we generate the expert demonstrations using Agent47Agent, the open-
source champion algorithm of the FFA 2018 competition (Zhou et al., 2018) which uses
hardcoded heuristics and Monte-Carlo Tree-Search4. While this agent occasionally elimi-
nates itself during a match, we only select trajectories leading to a win as being expert
demonstrations.

A.5.4 Demonstrations summary

Table A.15 provides a summary of the expert data used.

Table A.15 Expert demonstrations used for Imitation Learning

Task-Name Expert mean return Number of expert trajectories
Cartpole 200.0 10
Mountaincar -108.0 10
Lunarlander 277.5 10
Pendulum -158.6 10
Mountaincar-c 93.92 10
Lunarlander-c 266.1 10
Hopper 3537 25
Walker2D 5434 25
Halfcheetah 7841 25
Ant 5776 25
Pommerman random-tag 1 300, 150, 75, 15, 5, 1

4See: https://github.com/YichenGong/Agent47Agent/tree/master/pommerman

https://github.com/YichenGong/Agent47Agent/tree/master/pommerman
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APPENDIX B SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL FOR CHAPTER 6

B.1 Additional details on Motivation section

We trained each agent i with online Q-learning (Watkins and Dayan, 1992) on the Qi(ai, s)
table using Boltzmann exploration (Kaelbling et al., 1996). The Boltzmann temperature is
fixed to 1 and we set the learning rate to 0.05 and the discount factor to 0.99. After each
learning episode we evaluate the current greedy policy on 10 episodes and report the mean
return. Curves are averaged over 20 seeds and the shaded area represents the standard error.

B.2 Tasks descriptions

SPREAD (Figure 6.4a): In this environment, there are 3 agents (small orange circles) and
3 landmarks (bigger gray circles). At every timestep, agents receive a team-reward rt = n− c
where n is the number of landmarks occupied by at least one agent and c the number
of collisions occurring at that timestep. To maximize their return, agents must therefore
spread out and cover all landmarks. Initial agents’ and landmarks’ positions are random.
Termination is triggered when the maximum number of timesteps is reached.

BOUNCE (Figure 6.4b): In this environment, two agents (small orange circles) are linked
together with a spring that pulls them toward each other when stretched above its relaxation
length. At episode’s mid-time a ball (smaller black circle) falls from the top of the environ-
ment. Agents must position correctly so as to have the ball bounce on the spring towards
the target (bigger beige circle), which turns yellow if the ball’s bouncing trajectory passes
through it. They receive a team-reward of rt = 0.1 if the ball reflects towards the side walls,
rt = 0.2 if the ball reflects towards the top of the environment, and rt = 10 if the ball reflects
towards the target. At initialisation, the target’s and ball’s vertical position is fixed, their
horizontal positions are random. Agents’ initial positions are also random. Termination is
triggered when the ball is bounced by the agents or when the maximum number of timesteps
is reached.

COMPROMISE (Figure 6.4c): In this environment, two agents (small orange circles) are
linked together with a spring that pulls them toward each other when stretched above its
relaxation length. They both have a distinct assigned landmark (light gray circle for light
orange agent, dark gray circle for dark orange agent), and receive a reward of rt = 10
when they reach it. Once a landmark is reached by its corresponding agent, the landmark is
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randomly relocated in the environment. Initial positions of agents and landmark are random.
Termination is triggered when the maximum number of timesteps is reached.

CHASE (Figure 6.4d): In this environment, two predators (orange circles) are chasing a prey
(turquoise circle). The prey moves with respect to a scripted policy consisting of repulsion
forces from the walls and predators. At each timestep, the learning agents (predators) receive
a team-reward of rt = n where n is the number of predators touching the prey. The prey
has a greater max speed and acceleration than the predators. Therefore, to maximize their
return, the two agents must coordinate in order to squeeze the prey into a corner or a wall
and effectively trap it there. Termination is triggered when the maximum number of time
steps is reached.

B.3 Training details

In all of our experiments, we use the Adam optimizer (Kingma and Ba, 2014) to perform
parameter updates. All models (actors, critics and coach) are parametrized by feedforward
networks containing two hidden layers of 128 units. We use the Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU)
(Nair and Hinton, 2010) as activation function and layer normalization (Ba et al., 2016) on
the pre-activations unit to stabilize the learning. We use a buffer-size of 106 entries and a
batch-size of 1024. We collect 100 transitions by interacting with the environment for each
learning update. For all tasks in our hyperparameter searches, we train the agents for 15, 000
episodes of 100 steps and then re-train the best configuration for each algorithm-environment
pair for twice as long (30, 000 episodes) to ensure full convergence for the final evaluation.
The scale of the exploration noise is kept constant for the first half of the training time and
then decreases linearly to 0 until the end of training. We use a discount factor γ of 0.95 and
a gradient clipping threshold of 0.5 in all experiments. Finally for CoachReg, we fixed K to
4 meaning that agents could choose between 4 sub-policies. Since policies’ hidden layers are
of size 128 the corresponding value for C is 32. All experiments were run on Intel E5-2683
v4 Broadwell (2.1GHz) CPUs in less than 12 hours.
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B.4 Algorithms

Algorithm 3: Team
Randomly initialize N critic networks Qi and actor networks µi
Initialize the target weights
Initialize one replay buffer D
for episode from 0 to number of episodes do

Initialize random processes N i for action exploration
Receive initial joint observation o0
for timestep t from 0 to episode length do

Select action ai = µi(oit) +N it for each agent
Execute joint action at and observe joint reward rt and new observation ot+1
Store transition (ot,at, rt,ot+1) in D

end for
Sample a random minibatch of M transitions from D
for each agent i do

Evaluate Li and JiPG from Equations (6.1) and (6.2)
for each other agent (j ̸= i) do

Evaluate Ji,jTS from Equations (6.3, 6.4)
Update actor j with θj ← θj + αθ∇θjλ2J

i,j
TS

end for
Update critic with ϕi ← ϕi − αϕ∇ϕiLi

Update actor i with θi ← θi + αθ∇θi

(
JiPG + λ1

∑N

j=1 J
i,j
TS

)
end for
Update all target weights

end for

Algorithm 4: Coach
Randomly initialize N critic networks Qi, actor networks µi and one coach network pc
Initialize N target networks Qi′ and µi′

Initialize one replay buffer D
for episode from 0 to number of episodes do

Initialize random processes N i for action exploration
Receive initial joint observation o0
for timestep t from 0 to episode length do

Select action ai = µi(oit) +N it for each agent
Execute joint action at and observe joint reward rt and new observation ot+1
Store transition (ot,at, rt,ot+1) in D

end for
Sample a random minibatch of M transitions from D
for each agent i do

Evaluate Li and JiPG from Equations (6.1) and (6.2)
Update critic with ϕi ← ϕi − αϕ∇ϕiLi

Update actor with θi ← θi + αθ∇θiJiPG
end for
for each agent i do

Evaluate JiE and JiEPG from Equations (6.8) and (6.7)
Update actor with θi ← θi + αθ∇θi

(
λ1JiE + λ2JiEPG

)
end for
Update coach with ψ ← ψ + αψ∇ψ 1

N

∑N

i=1

(
JiEPG + λ3JiE

)
Update all target weights

end for
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B.5 Hyperparameter search

B.5.1 Hyperparameter search ranges

We perform searches over the following hyperparameters: the learning rate of the actor αθ,
the learning rate of the critic ωϕ relative to the actor (αϕ = ωϕ ∗ αθ), the target-network
soft-update parameter τ and the initial scale of the exploration noise ηnoise for the Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck noise generating process (Uhlenbeck and Ornstein, 1930) as used by Lillicrap et al.
(2015). When using TeamReg and CoachReg, we additionally search over the regularization
weights λ1, λ2 and λ3. The learning rate of the coach is always equal to the actor’s learning
rate (i.e. αθ = αψ), motivated by their similar architectures and learning signals and in
order to reduce the search space. Table B.1 shows the ranges from which values for the
hyperparameters are drawn uniformly during the searches.

Table B.1 Ranges for hyperparameter search, the log base is 10

Hyperparameter Range
log(αθ) [−8,−3]
log(ωϕ) [−2, 2]
log(τ) [−3,−1]
log(λ1) [−3 , 0]
log(λ2) [−3 , 0]
log(λ3) [−1 , 1]
ηnoise [0.3, 1.8]

B.5.2 Model selection

During training, a policy is evaluated on a set of 10 different episodes every 100 learning
steps. At the end of the training, the model at the best evaluation iteration is saved as the
best version of the policy for this training, and is re-evaluated on 100 different episodes to
have a better assessment of its final performance. The performance of a hyperparameter
configuration is defined as the average performance (across seeds) of the best policies learned
using this set of hyperparameter values.
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B.5.3 Selected hyperparameters

Tables B.2, B.3, B.4, and B.5 shows the best hyperparameters found by the random searches
for each of the environments and each of the algorithms.

Table B.2 Best found hyperparameters for the SPREAD environment
Hyperparameter DDPG MADDPG MADDPG+Sharing MADDPG+TeamReg MADDPG+CoachReg
αθ 5.3 ∗ 10−5 2.1 ∗ 10−5 9.0 ∗ 10−4 2.5 ∗ 10−5 1.2 ∗ 10−5

ωϕ 53 79 0.71 42 82
τ 0.05 0.083 0.076 0.098 0.0077
λ1 - - - 0.054 0.13
λ2 - - - 0.29 0.24
λ3 - - - - 8.4
ηnoise 1.0 0.5 0.7 1.2 1.6

Table B.3 Best found hyperparameters for the BOUNCE environment
Hyperparameter DDPG MADDPG MADDPG+Sharing MADDPG+TeamReg MADDPG+CoachReg
αθ 8.1 ∗ 10−4 3.8 ∗ 10−5 1.2 ∗ 10−4 1.3 ∗ 10−5 6.8 ∗ 10−5

ωϕ 2.4 87 0.47 85 9.4
τ 0.089 0.016 0.06 0.055 0.02
λ1 - - - 0.06 0.0066
λ2 - - - 0.0026 0.23
λ3 - - - - 0.34
ηnoise 1.2 0.9 1.2 1.0 1.1

Table B.4 Best found hyperparameters for the CHASE environment
Hyperparameter DDPG MADDPG MADDPG+Sharing MADDPG+TeamReg MADDPG+CoachReg
αθ 4.5 ∗ 10−4 2.0 ∗ 10−4 9.7 ∗ 10−4 1.3 ∗ 10−5 1.8 ∗ 10−4

ωϕ 32 64 0.79 85 90
τ 0.031 0.021 0.032 0.055 0.011
λ1 - - - 0.06 0.0069
λ2 - - - 0.0026 0.86
λ3 - - - - 0.76
ηnoise 0.6 1.0 1.5 1.0 1.1

Table B.5 Best found hyperparameters for the COMPROMISE environment
Hyperparameter DDPG MADDPG MADDPG+Sharing MADDPG+TeamReg MADDPG+CoachReg
αθ 6.1 ∗ 10−5 3.1 ∗ 10−4 6.2 ∗ 10−4 1.5 ∗ 10−5 3.4 ∗ 10−4

ωϕ 1.7 0.94 0.58 90 29
τ 0.065 0.045 0.007 0.02 0.0037
λ1 - - - 0.0013 0.65
λ2 - - - 0.56 0.5
λ3 - - - - 1.3
ηnoise 1.1 0.7 1.3 1.6 1.6
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Table B.6 Best found hyperparameters for the 3-vs-1-with-keeper Google Football environ-
ment

Hyperparameter MADDPG MADDPG+Sharing MADDPG+TeamReg MADDPG+CoachReg
αθ 1.6 ∗ 10−6 3.4 ∗ 10−5 3.5 ∗ 10−6 9.4 ∗ 10−5

ωϕ 3.1 13 0.96 2.9
τ 0.004 0.0014 0.0066 0.018
λ1 - - 0.1 0.027
λ2 - - 0.02 0.027
λ3 - - - 2.4

B.5.4 Selected hyperparameters (ablations)

Tables B.7, B.8, B.9, and B.10 shows the best hyperparameters found by the random searches
for each of the environments and each of the ablated algorithms.

Table B.7 Best found hyperparameters for the SPREAD environment

Hyperparameter MADDPG+Agent Modelling MADDPG+Policy Mask
αθ 1.3 ∗ 10−5 6.8 ∗ 10−5

ωϕ 85 9.4
τ 0.055 0.02
λ1 0.06 0
λ2 0 0
λ3 - 0
ηnoise 1.0 1.1

Table B.8 Best found hyperparameters for the BOUNCE environment

Hyperparameter MADDPG+Agent Modelling MADDPG+Policy Mask
αθ 1.3 ∗ 10−5 2.5 ∗ 10−4

ωϕ 85 0.52
τ 0.055 0.0077
λ1 0.06 0
λ2 0 0
λ3 - 0
ηnoise 1.0 1.3

Table B.9 Best found hyperparameters for the CHASE environment

Hyperparameter MADDPG+Agent Modelling MADDPG+Policy Mask
αθ 2.5 ∗ 10−5 6.8 ∗ 10−5

ωϕ 42 9.4
τ 0.098 0.02
λ1 0.054 0
λ2 0 0
λ3 - 0
ηnoise 1.2 1.1
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Table B.10 Best found hyperparameters for the COMPROMISE environment

Hyperparameter MADDPG+Agent Modelling MADDPG+Policy Mask
αθ 1.2 ∗ 10−4 2.5 ∗ 10−4

ωϕ 0.71 0.52
τ 0.0051 0.0077
λ1 0.0075 0
λ2 0 0
λ3 - 0
ηnoise 1.8 1.3

B.5.5 Hyperparameter search results

The performance distributions across hyperparameters configurations for each algorithm on
each task are depicted in Figure B.1 using box-and-whisker plot. It can be seen that,
while most algorithms can perform reasonably well with the correct configuration, Team-
Reg, CoachReg as well as their ablated versions boost the performance of the third quartile,
suggesting an increase in the robustness across hyperparameter compared to the baselines.
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Figure B.1 Hyperparameter tuning results for all algorithms. There is one distribution per
(algorithm, environment) pair, each one formed of 50 data-points (hyperparameter config-
uration samples). Each point represents the best model performance averaged over 100
evaluation episodes and averaged over the 3 training seeds for one sampled hyperparameters
configuration. The box-plots divide in quartiles the 49 lower-performing configurations for
each distribution while the score of the best-performing configuration is highlighted above
the box-plots by a single dot.
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B.6 The effects of enforcing predictability (additional results)

The results presented in Figure 6.5 show that MADDPG + TeamReg is outperformed by all
other algorithms when considering average return across agents. In this section we seek to
further investigate this failure mode.

Importantly, COMPROMISE is the only task with a competitive component (i.e. the only
one in which agents do not share their rewards). The two agents being strapped together, a
good policy has both agents reach their landmark successively (e.g. by having both agents
navigate towards the closest landmark). However, if one agent never reaches for its landmark,
the optimal strategy for the other one becomes to drag it around and always go for its own,
leading to a strong imbalance in the return cumulated by both agents. While such scenario
doesn’t occur for the other algorithms, we found TeamReg to often lead to cases of domination
such as depicted in Figure B.3.

Figure B.2 depicts the performance difference between the two agents for every 150 runs of
the hyperparameter search for TeamReg and the baselines, and shows that (1) TeamReg is
the only algorithm that leads to large imbalances in performance between the two agents and
(2) that these cases where one agent becomes dominant are all associated with high values
of λ2, which drives the agents to behave in a predictable fashion to one another.

Looking back at Figure B.3, while these domination dynamics tend to occur at the beginning
of training, the dominated agent eventually gets exposed more and more to sparse reward
gathered by being dragged (by chance) onto its own landmark, picks up the goal of the
task and starts pulling in its own direction, which causes the average return over agents
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Figure B.2 Average performance difference (∆perf ) between the two agents in COMPROMISE
for each 150 runs of the hyperparameter searches (left). All occurrences of abnormally high
performance difference are associated with high values of λ2 (right).
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to drop as we see happening midway during training in Figure 6.5. These results suggest
that using a predictability-based team-regularization in a competitive task can be harmful;
quite understandably, you might not want to optimize an objective that aims at making your
behavior predictable to your opponent.
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Figure B.3 Learning curves for TeamReg and the three baselines on COMPROMISE. We
see that while both agents remain equally performant as they improve at the task for the
baseline algorithms, TeamReg tends to make one agent much stronger than the other one.
This domination is optimal as long as the other agent remains docile, as the dominant agent
can gather much more reward than if it had to compromise. However, when the dominated
agent finally picks up the task, the dominant agent that has learned a policy that does
not compromise see its return dramatically go down and the mean over agents overall then
remains lower than for the baselines.

B.7 Analysis of sub-policy selection (additional results)

B.7.1 Mask densities

We depict on Figure B.4 the mask distribution of each agent for each (seed, environment)
experiment when collected on a 100 different episodes. Firstly, in most of the experiments,
agents use at least 2 different masks. Secondly, for a given experiments, agents’ distributions
are very similar, suggesting that they are using the same masks in the same situations and
that they are therefore synchronized. Finally, agents collapse more to using only one mask on
CHASE, where they also display more dissimilarity between one another. This may explain
why CHASE is the only task where CoachReg does not improve performance. Indeed, on
CHASE, agents do not seem synchronized nor leveraging multiple sub-policies which are the
priors to coordination behind CoachReg. In brief, we observe that CoachReg is less effective
in enforcing those priors to coordination of CHASE, an environment where it does not boost
nor harm performance.
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Figure B.4 Agent’s policy mask distributions. For each (seed, environment) we collected the
masks of each agents on 100 episodes.

B.7.2 Episodes rollouts with synchronous sub-policy selection

We display here and on https://sites.google.com/view/marl-coordination/ some in-
teresting sub-policy selection strategy evolved by CoachReg agents. On Figure B.5, the
agents identified two different scenarios depending on the target-ball location and use the
corresponding policy mask for the whole episode. Whereas on Figure B.5, the agents syn-
chronously switch between policy masks during an episode. In both cases, the whole group

https://sites.google.com/view/marl-coordination/
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selects the same mask as the one that would have been suggested by the coach.

(a) BOUNCE: The ball is on the left side of the target, agents both select the purple policy mask

t = 0, C = t = 5, C = t = 10, C =  t = 15, C = t = 50, C = t = 59, C = t = 60, C = t = 65, C =

(b) BOUNCE: The ball is on the right side of the target, agents both select the green policy mask

t = 0, C = t = 5, C = t = 10, C = t = 15, C = t = 50, C = t = 58, C = t = 59, C = t = 65, C =

Figure B.5 Visualization of two different BOUNCE evaluation episodes. Note that here,
the agents’ colors represent their chosen policy mask. Agents have learned to synchronously
identify two distinct situations and act accordingly. The coach’s masks (not used at evaluation
time) are displayed with the timestep at the bottom of each frame.

(a) SPREAD

t = 0, C = t = 5, C = t = 20, C =t = 10, C =  t = 15, C = t = 25, C = t = 30, C = t = 35, C = 

(b) COMPROMISE

t = 0, C = t = 3, C = t = 17, C =t = 6, C =  t = 7, C = t = 22, C = t = 32, C = t = 33, C = 

t = 34, C = t = 37, C = t = 40, C =  t = 42, C = t = 43, C = t = 48, C = t = 51, C = t = 52, C =

t = 53, C = t = 54, C = t = 64, C = t = 65, C = t = 66, C = t = 67, C = t = 68, C = t = 73, C =

Figure B.6 Visualization of sequences on two different environments. An agent’s color repre-
sent its current policy mask. The coach’s masks (not used at evaluation time) are displayed
with the timestep at the bottom of each frame. Agents synchronously switch between the
available policy masks.
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B.7.3 Mask diversity and synchronicity (ablation)

As in Subsection 6.7.3 we report the mean entropy of the mask distribution and the mean
Hamming proximity for the ablated “MADDPG + policy mask” and compare it to the full
CoachReg. With “MADDPG + policy mask” agents are not incentivized to use the same
masks. Therefore, in order to assess if they synchronously change policy masks, we computed,
for each agent pair, seed and environment, the Hamming proximity for every possible masks
equivalence (mask 3 of agent 1 corresponds to mask 0 of agent 2, etc.) and selected the
equivalence that maximised the Hamming proximity between the two sequences.

We can observe that while “MADDPG + policy mask” agents display a more diverse mask
usage, their selection is less synchronized than with CoachReg. This is easily understandable
as the coach will tend to reduce diversity in order to have all the agents agree on a common
mask, on the other hand this agreement enables the agents to synchronize their mask selec-
tion. To this regard, it should be noted that “MADDPG + policy mask” agents are more
synchronized that agents independently sampling their masks from k-CUD, suggesting that,
even in the absence of the coach, agents tend to synchronize their mask selection.

Figure B.7 (Left) Entropy of the policy mask distributions for each task and method, aver-
aged over agents and training seeds. Hmax,k is the entropy of a k-CUD. (Right) Hamming
Proximity between the policy mask sequence of each agent averaged across agent pairs and
seeds. randk stands for agents independently sampling their masks from k-CUD. Error bars
are SE across seeds.
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B.8 Scalability with the number of agents

B.8.1 Complexity

In this section we discuss the increases in model complexity that our methods entail. In prac-
tice, this complexity is negligible compared to the overall complexity of the CTDE framework.
To that respect, note that (1) the critics are not affected by the regularizations, so our ap-
proaches only increase complexity for the forward and backward propagation of the actor,
which consists of roughly half of an agent’s computational load at training time. Moreover,
(2) efficient design choices significantly impact real-world scalability and performance: we
implement TeamReg by adding only additional heads to the pre-existing actor model (ef-
fectively sharing most parameters for the teammates’ action predictions with the agent’s
action selection model). CoachReg consists only of an additional linear layer per agent and
a unique Coach entity for the whole team (which scales better than a critic since it only
takes observations as inputs). As such, only a small number of additional parameters need
to be learned relatively to the underlying base CTDE algorithm. For a TeamReg agent, the
number of parameters of the actor increases linearly with the number of agents (additional
heads) whereas the critic model grows quadratically (since the observation size themselves
usually depend on the number of agents). In the limit of increasing the number of agents,
the proportion of added parameters by TeamReg compared to the increase in parameters of
the centralised critic vanishes to zero. On the SPREAD task for example, training 3 agents
with TeamReg increases the number of parameters by about 1.25% (with similar computa-
tional complexity increase). With 100 agents, this increase is only of 0.48%. For CoachReg,
the increase in an agent’s parameter is independent of the number of agent. Finally, any
additional heads in TeamReg or the Coach in CoachReg are only used during training and
can be safely removed at execution time, reducing the systems computational complexity to
that of the base algorithm.

B.8.2 Robustness

To assess how the proposed methods scale to greater number of agents, we increase the
number of agents in the SPREAD task from three to six agents. The results presented in
Figure B.8 show that the performance benefits provided by our methods hold when the num-
ber of agents is increased. Unsurprisingly, we also note how quickly learning becomes more
challenging when the number of agents rises. Indeed, with each new agent, the coordina-
tion problem becomes more and more difficult, and that might explain why our methods
that promote coordination maintain a higher degree of performance. Nonetheless, in the
sparse reward setting, the complexity of the task soon becomes too difficult and none of the
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algorithms is able to solve it with six agents.

While these results show that our methods do not contribute to a quicker downfall when
the number of agents is increased, they are not however aimed at tackling the problem of
massively-multi-agent RL. Other approaches that use attention heads (Iqbal and Sha, 2019)
or restrict one agent perceptual field to its n-closest teammates are better suited to these
particular challenges and our proposed regularisation schemes could readily be adapted to
these settings as well.
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Figure B.8 Learning curves (mean return over agents) for all algorithms on the SPREAD
environment for varying number of agents. Solid lines are the mean and envelopes are the
Standard Error (SE) across the 10 training seeds.
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APPENDIX C SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL FOR CHAPTER 7

C.1 Algorithm

Our implementation of the SAC-Lagrangian algorithm is presented below. The exact values
of each hyperparameter for all of our experiments are listed in Tables C.1 and C.2. One
notable difference between an unconstrained Soft-Actor Critic (Haarnoja et al., 2018) and our
constrained version is that SAC is typically updated after every environment step to maximise
the sample efficiency of the algorithm. In the constrained case however, since the constraints
are optimized on-policy, updating the SAC agent at every environment step would only allow
for one-sample estimates of the multiplier’s objective. On the other hand, freezing the SAC-
agent for as many environment steps as the Lagrange multiplier batch-size Nλ makes the
overall algorithm significantly less sample efficient. One could disregard the “on-policyness”
of the multiplier’s objective but in preliminary experiments we found that, unsurprisingly,
updating the Lagrange multipliers very frequently while using a large set of samples (many of
which were collected using previous versions of the policy) lead to significant overshoot and
harms the ability of the multipliers to converge to a stable behavior. There is thus a trade-
off to make between the variance of the multiplier’s objective estimate, the degree to which
the multipliers are updated on-policy and the sample efficiency of the overall algorithm. In
practice we found that the values for Mθ and Mλ presented in Tables C.1 and C.2 represented
good compromises between these different characteristics. Another important detail is that
we use K+1 separate critics to model the discounted expected sum of reward and costs. Q(0)

is the critic that models the main objective and Q(k), k = 1, . . . , K + 1 are the critics that
model the constraint components of the Lagrangian. Using separate critics allows to avoid
fast changes in the scale of the objective, as seen by the critics, when the multipliers λk get
adjusted; they can solely focus on modeling the agent’s changing behavior with respect to
their respective function (reward or costs).
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Algorithm 5: SAC-Lagrangian with Bootstrap Constraint
Require: learning rate β, replay buffer B, entropy coefficient α and minibatch sizes Nθ and Nλ

Require: Initialise the policy πθ and value-functions Q
(k)
ϕ randomly, k = 0, . . . , K + 1

Require: Initialise the Lagrange multiplier parameters zk
Require: Collect enough transitions to fill B with max(Nθ, Nλ) samples

for updates u = 1, ... (until convergence) do
# Data collection
Sample from the current policy: a ∼ πθ(·|s)
Query next state, reward and indicators (s′, r, {e}K+1

k=1 ) by interacting with the environment
Append transition (s, a, r, s′, {e}Kk=1 + 1) to the replay buffer B
# Policy Gradient update
if u % Mθ == 0 then

Sample a minibatch of Nθ transitions uniformly from the replay buffer
Sample next actions: a′i ∼ πθ(·|s′i) i = 1, ..., Nθ

for k = 0, . . . , K + 1 do
Set the “rewards” to their corresponding values: r

(0)
i = ri and r

(k)
i = e

(k)
i

Compute the Q-targets: y
(k)
i = −α log πθ(a′i|s′i) + minj∈{1,2}Q

(k)
ϕj

(s′i, a′i)
Adam descent on Q-nets with: ∇ϕj 1

Nθ

∑Nθ
i=1 ||Q

(k)
ϕj

(si, ai)−
(
r

(k)
i + (1− done)γy

(k)
i

)
||2

end for
Re-sample the current actions: ai ∼ πθ(·|si) i = 1, ..., Nθ

Adam ascent on policy with:

∇θ
1

Nθ

Nθ∑
i=1
−α log πθ(ai|si) + max(λ0, λK+1) min

j
Q

(0)
ϕj

(si, ai)

+ λK+1 min
j

Q
(K+1)
ϕj

(si, ai)−
K∑
k=1

λk min
j

Q
(k)
ϕj

(si, ai)

end if
# Multipliers update
if u % Mλ == 0 then

Draw from the replay buffer a minibatch composed of the last Nλ transitions
for k = 0, . . . , K + 1 do

Compute average costs: J̃Ck(π) = 1
Nλ

∑Nλ
i=1 e

(k)
i

Adam descent on multipliers with: ∇zkλk(J̃Ck(π)− d̃k) if k = K + 1 else
∇zkλk(d̃k − J̃Ck(π))

end for
end if

end for
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C.2 Details for experiments in the Arena environment

C.2.1 Environment details

In the Arena Environment, the agent’s main goal is to navigate to the green tile (see Fig-
ure 7.1, left). The constraints that we explore in this environment are {On-Ground, Not-
in-Lava, Looking-At-Marker, Under-Speed-Limit and Above-Energy-Limit}. It receives as
observations its XYZ position, direction and velocity, the relative XZ position of the goal,
its distance to the goal, as well as an indicator for whether it is on the ground. For the
looking-at constraint, it also receives the XZ vector for the direction it is looking at, its
Y-angular velocity, the marker’s relative XZ position and distance, the normalised angle be-
tween the agent’s looking direction and the marker as well as an indicator for whether the
marker is within its field of view (a fixed-angle cone in front of the agent). For the energy
constraint, the agent receives the normalised value of its energy bar and an indicator for
whether it is currently recharging. Finally for the lava constraint, the agent receives an indi-
cator of whether it currently stands in lava as well as an indicator for 25 vertical raycast of
its surrounding (0 indicating safe ground and 1 indicating lava). We also add to the agent’s
observations the per-episode rates of indicator cost functions to the agent observation for
each of the constraint as well a normalised representation of the remaining time-steps before
reaching the time limit condition, leading to a total dimensionality of 53 for the observation
vector. The action space is composed of 5 continuous actions (clamped between -1 and 1)
which represent its XZ velocity and Y-angular velocity, a jump action (jump is triggered when
the agent outputs a value above 0 for that dimensionality) and a recharge action (also with
threshold of 0). The reward function is simply 1 when the agent reaches the goal (causing
termination), 0 otherwise, and augmented with a small shaping reward function (Ng et al.,
1999) based on whether the agent got closer or further away from the goal location.

C.2.2 Hyperparameters

Most of the hyperparameters are the same as in the original unconstrained Soft Actor-Critic
(SAC) (Haarnoja et al., 2018). Some additional hyperparameters emerge from the constraint
enforcement aspect of our version of SAC-Lagrangian and are described in the Algorithm
section above. We use the Adam optimizer (Kingma and Ba, 2014) for all parameter updates
(policy, critics and Lagrange multipliers). For all experiments taking place in the Arena
Environment, the policy is parameterized as a a two layer neural networks that outputs the
parameters of a Gaussian distribution with a diagonal covariance matrix. The hidden layers
are composed of 256 units and followed by a tanh activation function. The first hidden layer
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also uses layer-normalisation before the application of the tanh function. We use K + 1 fully
independent critic models to estimate the expected discount sum of each of the constraint and
of the main reward function. The critic models are also parameterized with two-hidden-layers
neural networks with the same size for the hidden layers as the policy but instead followed
by relu activation functions. Table C.1 shows the hyperparameters used in our experiments
conducted in the Arena environment.

Table C.1 Hyperparameters for experiments in the Arena Environment.

General Discount factor γ 0.9
Number of random exploration steps 10000
Number of buffer warmup steps 2560

SAC Agent Learning rate β 0.0003
Transitions between updates Mθ 200
Batch size Nθ 256
Replay buffer size 1,000,000
Initial entropy coefficient α 0.02
Target networks soft-update coefficient τ 0.005

Lagrange Multipliers Learning rate β 0.03
Initial multiplier parameters value zk 0.02
Transitions between updates Mλ 2000
Batch size Nλ 2000

Constraint Thresholds Has reached goal (lower-bound) 0.99
NOT looking at marker 0.10
NOT on ground 0.40
In lava 0.01
Above speed limit 0.01
Is under the minimum energy level 0.01
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C.3 Details for experiments in the OpenWorld environment

C.3.1 Environment details

The OpenWorld environment is a large environment (approximately 30, 000 times larger than
the agent) that includes multiple multi-storey buildings with staircases, mountains, tunnels,
natural bridges and lava. In addition, the environment includes 50 jump-pads that propel
the agent into the air when it steps on one of them. The agent is tasked with navigating
towards a goal randomly placed in the environment at the beginning of every episode. The
agent controls include translation in the XY frame (2 inputs), a jumping action (1 input), a
rotation action controlling where the agent is looking independent of its direction of travel (1
input), and a recharging action which allows the agent to recharge its energy level (1 input).
The recharging action immobilizes the agent, i.e., it does not allow the agent to progress
towards its goal. The environment also includes a look-at marker which we would like the
agent to look at while it accomplishes its main navigation task.

At every timestep, the agent receives as observations its XYZ position relative to the goal as
well as its normalized velocity and acceleration in the environment. In addition, it receives its
relative position to the nearest jump-pad in the environment. For looking at the marker, as
in the Arena environment, the agent receives the marker’s relative XZ position and distance,
the normalised angle between the agent’s looking direction and the marker, as well as an
indicator for whether the marker is within its field of view (a fixed-angle cone in front of
the agent). For the energy-limit constraint, the agent obtains the value of its energy level, a
boolean describing if it is currently recharging and a Boolean indicating if it was recharging
in the previous timestep. The agent also receives a series of indicators denoting whether it is
currently standing in lava, if it is touching the ground, and if the agent is currently below the
minimum energy level. In order for the agent to observe lava and other elements it can collide
with in the environment (e.g., buildings, doors, mountains), the agent receives 2 channels of
8× 8 raycasts around the agent.

C.3.2 Hyperparameters

The SAC agent in the OpenWorld environment uses the same architecture and similar hy-
perparameters as in (Alonso et al., 2020). The raycasts and raw state described above are
processed using two separate embedding models. For the raycasts, we employ a CNN with 3
convolutional layers, each with a corresponding ReLU layer. The raw state is processed using
a separate 3-layer MLP with 1024 hidden units at each layer. The two representations are
concatenated into a single vector representing the current state. The policy is parameterized
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by a 3-layer MLP that receives as input the concatenated representation and outputs the
parameters of a Gaussian distribution with a diagonal covariance matrix. Each hidden layer
is composed of 1024 hidden units and is followed by a ReLU activation function. The critic
models are also parameterized by 3-layer MLP, are composed of 1024 hidden units and use
ReLU activation functions. Table C.2 shows some of these hyperparameters with a focus on
the constrained enforcement aspect of our version of SAC-Lagrangian.

Table C.2 Hyperparameters for experiments in the OpenWorld Environment.

General Discount factor γ 0.99
Number of random exploration steps β 200
Number of buffer warmup steps β 2560

SAC Agent Learning rate β 0.0001
Batch size Nθ 2560
Replay buffer size 4,000,000
Initial entropy coefficient α 0.005
Target networks soft-update coefficient τ 0.005

Lagrange Multipliers Learning rate β 0.00005
Initial multiplier parameters value zk 0.02
Transitions between updates every timestep
Batch size Nλ 5000

Constraint Thresholds Has reached goal (lower-bound) 0.80
NOT looking at marker 0.10
NOT on ground 0.40
In lava 0.001
Is under the minimum energy level 0.01
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C.4 Additional experiments on reward engineering

See Section 7.2 for the description of our experiments motivating against the use of reward
engineering for behavior specification. Figure C.1 below shows the results for the biggest of
the 3 grid searches performed to showcase the difficulty of finding a reward function that fits
the behavioral requirements when the number of requirements grows.
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Figure C.1 Also see Figure 7.2. When enforcing 3 behavioral requirements with reward
engineering, an ever larger proportion of the experiments are wasted finding either low-
performing policies or policies that do not satisfy the behavioral constraints. In this case,
none of the 343 experiments yielded a feasible policy that also solves the task (success rate
near 1.0), showcasing that reward engineering scales poorly with the number of constraints
due to the curse of dimensionality and to the composing effect of the multiple constraints in
narrowing the space of feasible policies.
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C.5 Additional experiments on TD3

We validate that our framework can be combined with any policy optimisation algorithm by
applying it to the TD3 algorithm (Fujimoto et al., 2018). This leads to a TD3-Lagrangian for-
mulation using our indicator cost functions, normalized multipliers and bootstrap constraint.
As for our experiments with SAC (Figure 7.5-d), our TD3-Lagrangian agent performs well
and all constraints are satisfied. The results are presented in Figure C.2.

Figure C.2 TD3-Lagrangian agent in the Arena environment using normalised multipliers,
indicator cost functions and using the success constraint as a bootstrap constraint. Training
is halted after every 20, 000 environment steps and the agent is evaluated for 10 episodes.
All curves show the average over 5 seeds and envelopes show the standard error around that
mean.
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APPENDIX D SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL FOR CHAPTER 8

D.1 Task and Training Details

We use the GFlowNet framework (Bengio et al., 2021, 2023) to train discrete distribution
samplers over the space of molecules that can be assembled from a set of pre-defined molec-
ular fragments (Kumar et al., 2012). A state is represented as a graph in which each node
represents a fragment from the fragment library and where each edge has two attributes
representing the attachment point of each connected fragment to its neighbor. The state
representation is augmented with a fully-connected virtual node, whose features are an em-
bedding of the conditioning information computed from the conditioning vector that rep-
resents the preferences w and/or the goal direction dg. To produce the state-conditional
distribution over actions, the model processes the state using a graph transformer architec-
ture (Yun et al., 2019) for a predefined number of message-passing steps (number of layers).
Our GFlowNet sampler thus starts from the initial state s0 representing an empty graph. It
iteratively constructs a molecule by either adding a node or an edge to the current state st
until it eventually selects the ‘STOP’ action.

To maintain some amount of exploration throughout training, at each construction step
t, the model samples a random action with probability ϵ and otherwise samples from its
forward transition distribution. The model is trained using the trajectory balance criterion
(Malkin et al., 2022a) and thus is parameterised by a forward action distribution PF and an
estimation of the partition function Z := ∑

xR(x). Forbidden actions are masked out from
the forward transition distribution (for example, the action of adding an edge to the empty
state). We use a uniform distribution for the backward policy PB. To prevent the sampling
distribution from changing too abruptly, we collect new trajectories from a sampling model
PF ( · |θsampling) which uses a soft update with hyperparameter τ to track the learned GFN at
update k: θ(k)

sampling ← τ · θ(k−1)
sampling + (1− τ) · θ(k). This is akin to the target Q-functions and

target policies used in actor-critic frameworks (Mnih et al., 2015; Fujimoto et al., 2018).

The hyperparameters used for training both methods are listed in Table D.1.

D.2 Failure Modes and Filtering

While using goal regions as hard constraints offers a more precise tool for controllable gen-
eration, it faces the additional challenge that not all goals may be feasible (or that reaching
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Table D.1 Hyperparameters used in our conditional-GFN training pipeline

Hyperparameters Values
Goal-conditioned GFN Preference-conditioned GFN

Batch size 64 64
GFN temperature parameter β 60 60
Number of training steps 40,000 40,000
Number of GNN layers 2 2
GNN node embedding size 256 256
Learning rate for GFN’s PF 10−4 10−4

Learning rate for GFN’s Z-estimator 10−3 10−3

Sampling moving average τ 0.95 0.95
Random action probability ϵ 0.01 0.01
Focus region cosine similarity threshold cg 0.98 -
Limit reward coefficient mg 0.20 -
Replay buffer length 100,000 -
Number of replay buffer trajectory warmups 1,000 -
Hindsight ratio 0.30 -

Conditioning-vector sampling distribution dg ∼
{

Uniform-GS (Sec 8.4.2)
Tab-GS (Sec 8.4.3)

w ∼ Dirichlet(1)

some goals may be much easier to learn than others). When a model is conditioned with an
infeasible goal, all the samples that it will observe will have a reward R(x) = 0. The proper
behavior, in that case, is to sample any possible molecule with equal weight, thus sampling
uniformly across the entire molecular state space. Such molecules generally won’t be of any
interest and can be discarded. Thus, in our experiments, we filter out such out-of-focus sam-
ples (molecules falling outside the focus region) and evaluate the candidates that were inside
their prescribed focus region. Figure D.1 shows the conditional distributions learned by a
single model trained on the 2-objective task. The picture on the last row, second column
showcases such an occurrence of difficult focus region which results in many samples simply
belonging to the uniform distribution over the state space.

D.3 Ablations

D.3.1 Replay Buffer

While both the un-conditional and the preference-conditioned GFN models are learning sta-
bly even in a purely on-policy setting, we found that the goal-conditioned models were more
prone to instabilities and mode-collapse when employed purely on-policy (see Figure D.2).
This could be because imposing these hard constraints on the generative behavior of the
model drastically changes the reward landscape from one set of goals to another. While
larger batches could potentially alleviate this problem, sampling uniformly from a replay
buffer of the last trajectories proved effective, as observed in many works stemming from
Mnih et al. (2015). As described in Section 8.3.1, we also use hindsight experience replay
(Andrychowicz et al., 2017). Specifically, for every batch of data, we randomly select a subset
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Figure D.1 Learned conditional-distributions for different focus regions passed as input to the
same model. Each dot marks the image of a generated molecule in the objective space. The
colors indicate how densely populated a particular area of the objective space is (brighter is
denser). The focus regions (goal regions) are depicted in light blue. The distribution on the
last row, second column, showcases a focus region which seems difficult to reach and may
not contain as large a population of molecules in the state space. In such cases, the model
cannot learn to consistently produce samples from that goal region when conditioned on
this goal direction dg and will instead produce several samples very similar to the sampling
distribution of an untrained model (uniform across the state space).

of trajectories (hindsight-ratio * batch-size), among which we re-label both the goal direction
dg and the corresponding reward for the examples that didn’t reach their goal.

Figure D.2 Learning curves for goal-conditioned models either trained purely on-policy (in
blue) or using a replay buffer of past trajectories (in orange) on the 2-objective (seh, qed)
task.
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D.3.2 Limit Reward Coefficient

While the GFN model is given the goal direction dg as input, the width of the goal region,
which depends on the cosine-similarity threshold cg is fixed, and the model adapts to pro-
ducing samples within the region over time by trial-and-error. One can trade off the level
of controllability of the goal-conditioned model with the difficulty of reaching those goals
by increasing or reducing cg. Another way to increase the controllability and goal-reaching
accuracy without drastically affecting the difficulty of reaching such goals is to make the
model preferentially generate samples near the center of the focus region, thus reducing the
risk of producing an out-of-focus sample due to epistemic uncertainty. To do so, we modify
Equation 8.2 and add a reward-coefficient αg, which further modulates the magnitude of the
scalar reward based on how close to the center of the focus region the sample was generated.
While many shaping functions could be devised, we choose the following form:

Rg(x) =

αg
∑
k rk, if r ∈ g

0, otherwise
, αg =

(
r · dg

||r|| · ||dg||

) logmg
log cg

(D.1)

Figure D.3 Effect of the hyperparameter mg on the profile of the reward coefficient αg and
the learned sampling distribution (top row).

In words, the reward coefficient αg is equal to the cosine similarity between the reward vector
r and the goal direction dg exponentiated in such a way that αg = mg at the limit of the
focus region. So for example, setting mg = 0.2 means that the reward is maximal at the
center of the focus region, is at 20% of that magnitude at the limit of the focus region, and
follows a sharp sigmoid-like profile in between. Figure D.3 showcases the reward coefficient



185

as a function of the angle between r and dg for different values of mg and the corresponding
distributions learned by the model. We can see that a smaller value of mg encourages the
model to produce samples in a more focused way towards the center of the goal region.
Importantly, with a large enough value of mg, this design preserves the notion of a well-
defined goal region (positive reward inside the region and zero reward outside) and thus
also preserves our ability to reason about goal-reaching accuracy, a beneficial concept for
monitoring the model, filtering out-of-focus samples, etc.

D.3.3 Tabular Goal-Sampler

To cope with the problem of infeasible goal regions described in Section 8.3.2, we explore
the idea of sampling the goal directions dg from a learned goal distribution rather than
sampling all directions uniformly. The idea is that, as the model learns about which goal
directions point towards infeasible regions of the objective space, we can attribute a much
lower sampling likelihood to these regions in order to focus on more fruitful goals.

We implement a first version of this idea as a tabular goal-sampler (Tab-GS). We first build
a dataset of goal directions DG. This could be done in many different ways such as sampling
a large number of positive vectors at the surface of the unit hypersphere in objective space.
In our case, we discretise the extreme faces of the unit hypercube and normalize them. At
training time, for each direction vector dg ∈ DG, we keep a count of the number of samples
which have landed closest to it (closer than any other direction d′g) and follow this very simple
scheme: from the beginning up to 25% of the training iterations, we sample batches of goal
directions {dg}Ni=1 uniformly over DG. Then starting at 25% of the training iterations, while
we keep updating each direction’s count, we sample batches of goal directions according to
the following (unnormalized) likelihoods:

f(dg) =


1 if dg has never been sampled

1 if there has been a sample r closer to dg than any other goal direction in DG
0.1 otherwise

(D.2)

Finally, at 75% of the training, we stop updating the goal direction counts to allow the
model to fine-tune itself to a now stationary goal-distribution Tab-GS(f). At test time we
also sample from that same stationary distribution.

Figure D.4 shows the effect of our learned tabular goal-sampler (Tab-GS) on the model’s
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performance and learning dynamics. While the 2-objective problem does not contain a lot of
infeasible goal directions, resulting in very similar behaviors for both methods, we can see that
in the case of 3 and 4 objectives, the model experiences an important immediate improvement
in goal-reaching accuracy at 25% of training when we start sampling dg’s according to our
learned goal-sampler and that this improved focus helps the model further improves on these
more fruitful goal directions, resulting in an increase IGD and PC-ent scores.

Figure D.4 Learning curves for our goal-conditioned model trained by sampling goal directions
dg either uniformly on the positive quadrant of a K-dimensional hypersphere (Uniform-GS) in
blue or according to our learned tabular goal-sampler (Tab-GS) in purple on a) 2 objectives,
b) 3 objectives and c) 4 objectives. Vertical dotted lines indicate 25% and 75% of training
when we start sampling goal directions according to Equation D.2 and when we stop updating
the learned goal-sampler, respectively.
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D.4 Additional Results

In this section, we present additional plots for experiments on 2, 3 and 4 objectives (Fig-
ures D.5, D.6 & D.7).

Figure D.5 Comparison between a) preference-conditioned and b) goal-conditioned models
trained on the 2-objective problem (seh, qed). Each panel is an assemblage of K × K
plots where K is the number of objectives. On the diagonal, each plot focuses on a
single objective. They each show a histogram (dark) of the samples’ scores r·,k for that
objective, overlayed with a scatter plot (orange) in which each point is a distinct sample
i with coordinates (x, y) = (ri,k, ci,k), where ri,k is the reward attributed to sample i for
objective k and ci,k is the corresponding value of the conditioning vector that was used
to generate that sample. The histogram thus showcases the distribution and span of our
set of samples for a given dimension in objective space while the scatter plot allows us to
visualise the correlation between the conditioning vectors and the resulting rewards for that
dimension. Above the diagonal, each plot shows the density of the learned distribution
on the plane corresponding to a pair of objectives. Brighter colors indicate that a region is
more densely populated. Below the diagonal, each plot shows the controllability of the
learned distribution where BRG colors represent the angle between the vector [1, 0] and a)
the preference-vector w or b) the goal direction dg (this is the same as in Figure 8.2). Overall,
we can see that on the density plot and on the histograms that the goal-conditioned approach
produces a more uniformly distributed set of samples while the orange scatter plot and the
BRG-colored plots show that they also provide a finer control over the generated samples.
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Figure D.6 Idem to Figure D.6 but with 3 objectives: seh, qed, sa.

Figure D.7 Idem to Figure D.5 but with 4 objectives: seh, qed, sa, mw.
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