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Abstract

We study the problem of generalizing an expert agent’s behavior, provided through
demonstrations, to new environments and/or additional constraints. Inverse Rein-
forcement Learning (IRL) offers a promising solution by seeking to recover the
expert’s underlying reward function, which, if used for planning in the new set-
tings, would reproduce the desired behavior. However, IRL is inherently ill-posed:
multiple reward functions, forming the so-called feasible set, can explain the same
observed behavior. Since these rewards may induce different policies in the new
setting, in the absence of additional information, a decision criterion is needed
to select which policy to deploy. In this paper, we propose a novel, principled
criterion that selects the “average” policy among those induced by the rewards in a
certain bounded subset of the feasible set. Remarkably, we show that this policy
can be obtained by planning with the reward centroid of that subset, for which we
derive a closed-form expression. We then present a provably efficient algorithm
for estimating this centroid using an offline dataset of expert demonstrations only.
Finally, we conduct numerical simulations that illustrate the relationship between
the expert’s behavior and the behavior produced by our method.

1 Introduction

Imitation Learning (IL) [34, 1] addresses the problem of efficiently learning a desired behavior by
imitating an expert’s behavior [32]. By avoiding the difficult task of specifying a reward function,
IL offers a direct and effective way to construct artificial agents with human-like capabilities using
demonstrations of behavior alone [18, 14, 38, 15]. Consequently, it has been successfully applied
to a variety of real-world applications and control problems, including autonomous driving [20],
healthcare [53], motion planning [13], and path planning [37, 44].

However, in many situations, the environment where the learner must operate has different dynamics
or requires additional constraints compared to the environment where the expert’s demonstrations
were collected [14, 3, 42]. A common example are “sim-to-real” scenarios, where demonstrations
are easily obtained in a simulator while the target environment is the (possibly more constrained) real
world [31, 24, 12]. In such cases, the expert’s demonstrations provide valuable information about
the desired behavior, but this information must be extrapolated, as merely transferring the expert’s
observed policy can lead to failure [14, 30, 3].

Inverse Reinforcement Learning (IRL) [40, 29] addresses this generalization problem by assuming
the existence of an expert’s reward function that, if used for planning in the new environment, would
induce the desired behavior [2, 14, 3, 39, 43]. The task is thus reduced to inferring the expert’s reward
function from demonstrations of behavior. This inference requires knowledge of the true relationship
between the expert’s policy and reward, referred to as the model of behavior [45]. Common models of
behavior studied in the literature include assuming that the expert’s policy is optimal for the expert’s
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reward [29], soft-optimal [54, 14], ϵ-optimal [33], the best policy satisfying certain constraints [42],
or derived from a softmax over the optimal Q-function [36].

Unfortunately, regardless of the chosen model of behavior, even if the expert’s policy is known exactly,
the expert’s reward cannot be uniquely identified [29, 9]. Instead, there exists a set of equally plausible
reward functions, known as the feasible set, that are consistent with the expert’s behavior [26, 25].
Crucially, these rewards generalize differently, meaning they induce different optimal policies in the
target environment [46], leading to ambiguity about which behavior should be deployed. To address
this, many works in the literature aim to reduce the size of the feasible set using additional data or
structural assumptions [2, 14, 9, 19, 39, 42, 43].

In this work, we consider a more challenging and realistic setting where no additional data or structure
is available, and we are requested to make the best possible decision given only the demonstrations.
In this context, existing IRL approaches can be broadly grouped into methods that work well in
the best-case, worst-case, or average-case. “Best-case” methods [55, 10, 51, 13] arbitrarily select
a reward from the feasible set and deploy its corresponding policy. “Worst-case” methods [21]
deploy the policy that minimizes the worst-case suboptimality over all rewards in the feasible set.
“On-average” methods [36, 27, 4] minimize expected suboptimality under a prior reward distribution.

Unsurprisingly, “best-case” methods tend to be overly optimistic and often fail to generalize, as
observed in empirical studies such as [13, 14, 49]. Conversely, “worst-case” methods can be overly
conservative, and the resulting policy can be inefficient to compute [21]. Positioned between these
extremes, “on-average” methods offer a more reasonable compromise. However, the common choices
of priors considered in the literature either rely on domain knowledge or turn out to be biased in the
set of policies that the expert can demonstrate (see Section 3.2), making them intuitively unsuitable
for our specific setting, where no additional information is available.

In this paper, we introduce novel priors over rewards that are unbiased with respect to the policy that
the expert will demonstrate. Building on them, we develop provably efficient “on-average” algorithms
for generalizing the observed expert’s behavior to new environments and constraints.

Contributions. We summarize the main contributions of this work below:
• We categorize existing IRL-based approaches for generalizing behavior into three groups, and we

demonstrate that the most popular reward prior considered in the literature is biased (Section 3).
• We propose novel unbiased reward priors for three common models of behavior (Section 4.1), and

we derive closed-form expressions for their centroids restricted to the feasible sets (Section 4.2).
• We develop provably efficient algorithms to estimate these centroids from offline data (Section 5).
• Finally, we conduct numerical simulations to illustrate the relationship between the expert’s

behavior and the behavior produced by our method (Section 6).
Proofs are provided in Appendices C-F, and additional related work is discussed in Appendix A.

2 Preliminaries

Notation. Given an integer N P N, we let JNK :“ t1, 2, . . . , Nu. Given two finite sets X ,Y , we
denote by ∆X and ∆X

Y , respectively, the set of probability measures on X and the set of functions
from Y to ∆X . For vectors x P Rn, we define }x}8 :“ maxi |xi|. Given a matrix W , we let detpW q

be its determinant. We use notation a 9 b to denote proportionality between two quantities a, b.
Given a Riemannian manifold X Ď Rn with dimensionality k ď n [23], we denote the integral of a
function f :X Ñ R over X as

ş

X fpxqdx, where dx represents the k-dimensional volume element
of the manifold. We denote by volpX q :“

ş

X dx the k-dimensional volume of X . The centroid CpX q

is a generalization of the arithmetic mean: CpX q :“
ş

X xdx{volpX q9
ş

X xdx. Appendix B provides
additional notation for the supplementary material.

Markov Decision Processes (MDPs). An infinite-horizon discounted Markov Decision Process
(MDP) [35] is defined as a tuple Mr :“ pS,A, s0, p, γ, rq, where S is the finite state space (S :“
|S|), A is the finite action space (A :“ |A|), s0 P S is the initial state, p P ∆S

SˆA is the transition
model, γ P r0, 1q is the discount factor, and r P RSA is the reward function. We will use symbol
M :“ pS,A, s0, p, γq to denote an MDP without reward (MDPzR), i.e., an MDP-like environment
where there is no notion of reward [1]. A policy π P Π :“ ∆A

S is a strategy that prescribes actions
in states. We let PM,π represent the probability distribution induced by playing π in Mr or M.
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We let dM,πps, aq :“ p1 ´ γq
ř`8

t“0 γ
tPM,πpst “ s, at “ aq be the state-action occupancy measure

of π in M, and dM,πpsq :“
ř

aPA dM,πps, aq be the state-only occupancy measure. We denote by
SM,π the set of states reachable with non-zero probability from s0 in M when playing policy π.
Formally: SM,π :“ ts P S | dM,πpsq ą 0u. We define Wp,π P RSˆS as the linear map that, to every
pair of states s, s1 P S, associates Wp,πps, s1q “ 1ts1 “ su ´ γ

ř

aPA πpa|sqpps1|s, aq.

Value and advantage functions. We denote the value and Q-functions induced by
a policy π in Mr as V πps; p, rq :“ EM,π

“
ř`8

t“0 γ
trpst, atq|s0 “ s

‰

and Qπps, a; p, rq :“

EM,π

“
ř`8

t“0 γ
trpst, atq|s0 “ s, a0 “ a

‰

, where EM,π denotes the expectation w.r.t. PM,π. More-
over, we let V π

λ ps; p, rq :“ EM,π

“
ř`8

t“0 γ
t
`

rpst, atq ´ λ log πpat|stq
˘

|s0 “ s
‰

and Qπ
λps, a; p, rq :“

EM,π

“
ř`8

t“0 γ
t
`

rpst, atq ´ λ log πpat|stq
˘

|s0 “ s, a0 “ a
‰

denote the soft value and Q-functions as-
sociated to a policy π where λ ě 0 is the regularization coefficient [54, 16]. It is useful to introduce no-
tation for the advantage and soft-advantage functions as Aπps, a; p, rq :“ Qπps, a; p, rq ´ V πps; p, rq

and Aπ
λps, a; p, rq :“ Qπ

λps, a; p, rq ´ V π
λ ps; p, rq. The optimal counterparts of all these quantities

will be denoted using a star ˚; namely, we let V ˚ps; p, rq :“ maxπ V πps; p, rq, Q˚ps, a; p, rq :“
maxπ Qπps, a; p, rq, and A˚ps, a; p, rq :“ Q˚ps, a; p, rq ´ V ˚ps; p, rq be the optimal value, Q and
advantage functions, and V ˚

λ ps; p, rq :“ maxπ V π
λ ps; p, rq, Q˚

λps, a; p, rq :“ maxπ Qπ
λps, a; p, rq

and A˚
λps, a; p, rq :“ Q˚

λps, a; p, rq ´ V ˚
λ ps; p, rq the soft-optimal value, Q and advantage functions.

Finally, we define Π˚pp, rq :“ tπ P Π | @s P S : V πps; p, rq “ V ˚ps; p, rqu.

Sets of rewards. Given an MDPzRM, a set of states S Ď S and a policy π deterministic on S, we
define the set of rewards that make π optimal in S as:

ROPT,S
M,π :“

␣

r P RSA
ˇ

ˇ @s P S : πpsq P arg maxaPA Q˚ps, a; p, rq
(

. (1)

Similarly, given a policy π stochastic on S, we define the set of rewards that make π respectively
soft-optimal (for some λ ą 0) and Boltzmann w.r.t. Q˚ (for some β ą 0) in S as:

RMCE,S
M,π :“

␣

r P RSA
ˇ

ˇ @s P S, @a P A : πpa|sq9e
1
λQ˚

λ ps,a;p,rq
(

, (2)

RBIRL,S
M,π :“

␣

r P RSA
ˇ

ˇ @s P S, @a P A : πpa|sq9e
1
βQ˚

ps,a;p,rq
(

. (3)
The meaning of the acronyms OPT, MCE, BIRL will be clear in the next paragraph.

Inverse Reinforcement Learning (IRL). In IRL [40, 29], we are given demonstrations from an
expert’s policy πE in an MDPzRM :“ pS,A, s0, p, γq, and we aim to recover the expert’s reward
rE P RSA from πE . To complete the formulation of an IRL problem, we need to specify a model of
behavior [45], namely, the relationship between πE and rE that an IRL algorithm must invert. In
this paper, we focus on the popular models of behavior introduced by [29], [54] and [36], that we
abbreviate respectively with OPT, MCE and BIRL.

In OPT (OPTimal) [29], the expert’s policy πE is assumed to be optimal in MrE :
πE P arg max

πPΠ
V πps0; p, rEq. (4)

In MCE (Maximum Causal Entropy) [54], πE is assumed to be soft-optimal in MrE for some λ ą 0:
πE “ arg max

πPΠ
V π
λ ps0; p, rEq. (5)

In BIRL (Bayesian IRL) [36], πE is assumed to be softmax w.r.t. Q˚ in MrE for some β ą 0:

πEpa|sq 9 e
1
βQ˚

ps,a;p,rEq
@s P SM,πE

, @a P A. (6)
It is well-known that the IRL problem is ill-posed [29, 9, 46], i.e., given any expert’s policy πE

and a model of behavior m P tOPT,MCE,BIRLu, we are not able to uniquely retrieve the expert’s
reward rE , because there is a set of rewards Rm

M,πE
, known as the feasible set [26, 25], that satisfy

the constraint defined by πE and m (i.e., Eqs. 4, 5 or 6). It can be shown that the feasible sets
ROPT

M,πE
, RMCE

M,πE
, RBIRL

M,πE
coincide, respectively, with ROPT,SM,πE

M,πE
, RMCE,SM,πE

M,πE
, RBIRL,SM,πE

M,πE
(see

Appendix B.1). Finally, we remark that these sets are unbounded subsets of RSA [29, 9, 46].

3 Problem Setting and Existing Methods

In this section, we formalize the problem setting (Section 3.1) and review existing IRL-based
approaches that address it (Section 3.2). Later, in Section 4, we introduce our proposed approach.
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3.1 Problem Setting

We consider the setting where we are given a dataset DE „ πE of trajectories collected by an
expert’s policy πE in an MDPzRM “ pS,A, s0, p, γq, and we know the model of behavior m P

tOPT,MCE,BIRLu that relates πE to the unknown expert’s reward rE . Informally, our objective is to
“generalize the observed expert’s behavior” DE to a new MDPzRM1 “ pS,A, s1

0, p
1, γ1q under a cost

constraint given by c P RSA and a budget k ě 0. Formally, we aim to find a policy pπ˚ that satisfies
the cost constraint V πps1

0; p
1, cq ď k and whose suboptimality in M1

rE is as small as possible:1

pπ˚ P arg min
π1PΠc,k

´

max
πPΠc,k

V πps1
0; p

1, rEq ´ V π1

ps1
0; p

1, rEq

¯

, (7)

where Πc,k :“ tπ P Π | V πps1
0; p

1, cq ď ku is the set of feasible policies. For simplicity, we assume
here that πE is known on its support SM,πE

, corresponding to an infinite dataset DE of expert’s
demonstrations. We will remove this assumption in Section 5. Finally, for convenience, we define
πmin :“ minps,aqPSˆA πEpa|sq ą 0 for MCE and BIRL.

3.2 Existing Methods

As explained in Section 2, no behavioral model m P tOPT,MCE,BIRLu allows to uniquely identify
rE from πE alone. Therefore, we cannot directly optimize Eq. (7) as rE is unknown. In the absence
of additional information, the best we can do is replace the objective in Eq. (7) with a surrogate that
does not depend on the unknown rE , but instead leverages the fact that rE belongs to the known
feasible set Rm

M,πE
. Below, we review common surrogate objectives considered in the literature.

“Best-case” methods [55, 10, 51, 13]. These approaches adopt an optimistic surrogate objective:

pπB P arg min
π1PΠc,k

min
rPRm

M,πE

´

max
πPΠc,k

V πps1
0; p

1, rq ´ V π1

ps1
0; p

1, rq

¯

, (8)

which can be optimized by first computing any reward r in the feasible set, and then deriving the
policy pπB it induces. In the best-case scenario where r “ rE , the resulting policy pπB successfully
generalizes the expert’s behavior. However, as noted in empirical studies such as [13, 14, 49], this
approach is often overly optimistic, and the resulting policy pπB may fail to accurately reflect the
expert’s true preferences.

“Worst-case” methods [21]. Recently, [21] proposed a conservative surrogate objective:

pπW P arg min
π1PΠc,k

max
rPRm

M,πE
XR

´

max
πPΠc,k

V πps1
0; p

1, rq ´ V π1

ps1
0; p

1, rq

¯

, (9)

where R :“ r´1, `1sSA is the unit hypercube. Intuitively, pπW minimizes the suboptimality under the
most adversarial value that rE can take on inside the feasible set Rm

M,πE
, thereby representing the

best policy in the worst-case. Note that restricting the otherwise unbounded set Rm
M,πE

to a bounded
subset like R is necessary to prevent the objective from becoming infinite for any feasible policy (see
Appendix C.1). However, beyond potentially being too conservative, this approach has the problem
that it is not clear what bias is introduced by using R instead of another bounded subset of RSA, and
also that Eq. (9) is generally computationally hard, as it involves maximizing a convex function, i.e.,
the pointwise maximum of linear functions [7].

“On-average” methods [36, 27, 4]. These approaches select a function w :RSA Ñ r0, 1s that assigns
a weight to every reward, and then compute a policy pπw that minimizes the average suboptimality
with respect to the rewards in the feasible set, weighted by w:2

pπw P arg min
π1PΠc,k

ż

Rm
M,πE

wprq

´

max
πPΠc,k

V πps1
0; p

1, rq ´ V π1

ps1
0; p

1, rq

¯

dr, (10)

This “on-average” formulation offers a reasonable compromise between the optimism of “best-case”
methods and the conservatism of “worst-case” ones. Note that this approach is adopted by [36, 27, 4]
in a Bayesian fashion, by interpreting w as a prior distribution for rE . Since our problem setting
assumes no domain knowledge, w shall be as uninformative as possible. To this end, [36] proposed

1Note that Eq. (7) can be equivalently rewritten as pπ˚
P arg maxπ1PΠc,k

V π1

ps1
0; p

1, rEq, but the form in
Eq. (7) is more convenient for the presentation of Section 3.2.

2Note that dr represents the volume element of the manifold Rm
M,πE

(see Section 2).
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R

Rm,S
M,π1 Rm,S

M,π2

Rm,S
M,π1

Rm,S
M,π2Rm

M

Figure 1: (Left) In general, the volumes of the red (R X Rm,S
M,π1

) and blue (R X Rm,S
M,π2

) regions are
different. (Right) The set Rm

M contains R and expands R X Rm,S
M,π1

and R X Rm,S
M,π2

differently, so
that the new red (Rm

M X Rm,S
M,π1

) and blue (Rm
M X Rm,S

M,π2
) regions have the same volumes.

the function w that assigns equal weight to all the rewards in the unit hypercube R :“ r´1, `1sSA:3

wprq :“

"

1 if r P R

0 otherwise
, (11)

as the constant prior wprq “ 1 @r P RSA is improper and cannot be used, since the feasible set Rm
M,πE

is unbounded and the integral in Eq. (10) would diverge. At first glance, w appears natural and
uninformative. Interpreted in a Bayesian fashion, it models an expert whose reward rE is uniformly
distributed over R. Surprisingly, however, w turns out to be biased in the space of policies. To see
this, let m “ OPT and define, for every deterministic policy π:

wπ :“

ż

ROPT,S
M,π

wprqdr “ vol
`

R X ROPT,S
M,π

˘

. (12)

wπ can be Bayesianly interpreted as the (unnormalized) probability that a reward drawn from w
makes π optimal, i.e., it corresponds to the probability that an OPT expert demonstrates policy π in
M regardless of the initial state. As such, to be truly uninformative, we desire that all deterministic
policies should be equally “likely” under w. However, it turns out that this is not the case:

Proposition 3.1. There exists an MDPzRM and two deterministic policies π1, π2 P Π such that:

vol
`

R X ROPT,S
M,π1

˘

‰ vol
`

R X ROPT,S
M,π2

˘

.

Proposition 3.2. There exists an MDPzRM and two stochastic policies π1, π2 P Π such that:

vol
`

R X RMCE,S
M,π1

˘

‰ vol
`

R X RMCE,S
M,π2

˘

and vol
`

R X RBIRL,S
M,π1

˘

‰ vol
`

R X RBIRL,S
M,π2

˘

.

This situation is exemplified in Fig. 1 (left).4 Roughly speaking, the issue is that, being biased, π
effectively encodes some sort of prior knowledge, which we do not possess.

4 Our Approach

In the previous section, we saw that “on-average” methods, by balancing optimism and conservatism
through a prior over rewards w, should be the preferred approach for generalizing expert behavior.
However, we also observed that the commonly used prior w introduces a bias in the space of policies,
by assigning different weights to different policies. In this section, we propose novel unbiased priors
over rewards wm

M (Section 4.1) and leverage them to design efficient algorithms for generalizing
expert behavior (Section 4.2).

4.1 Novel Priors over Rewards

Although the prior w is biased in the policy space, it has appealing properties: it is simple to represent,
centered around the zero reward, and assigns equal weight to all rewards in the considered set (R).
To retain these advantages while removing the bias, we propose replacing w, the uniform prior over
the hypercube R, with wm

M (defined in Eq. 14 below), the uniform prior over the set Rm
M (see Eq.

13), which resembles R (Proposition 4.1) but avoids its bias (Propositions 4.2-4.4).

3Although [36] focus on state-only rewards, our considerations still apply (see Appendix C.3).
4In Appendix C.4, we provide related results considering also a uniform prior over transition models.
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Specifically, for any m P tOPT,MCE,BIRLu and MDPzRM, we define Rm
M as the set of rewards

whose (soft-)optimal value and advantage functions are bounded by positive constants Cm
1 , Cm

2 ą 0:

ROPT
M :“

!

r P RSA
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
@π P Π˚pp, rq, @s, a : |V πps; p, rq| ď COPT

1 kπ ^ |Aπps, a; p, rq| ď COPT
2

)

,

RMCE
M :“

!

r P RSA
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
@s, a : |V ˚

λ ps; p, rq| ď CMCE
1 ^ |A˚

λps, a; p, rq| ď CMCE
2

)

, (13)

RBIRL
M :“

!

r P RSA
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
@s, a : |V ˚ps; p, rq| ď CBIRL

1 ^ |A˚ps, a; p, rq| ď CBIRL
2

)

,

where kπ :“ |detpWp,πq|´1{S for all π. Note that these sets replace the max-norm bound on the
reward (as in R) with bounds on the max norm of the induced value and advantage functions. With
appropriate choices of Cm

1 , Cm
2 , the sets Rm

M remain close in size to the hypercube R, as desired:

Proposition 4.1. Let M be any MDPzR . If we choose COPT
1 ,COPT

2 ěp1`γq{p1´γq, CMCE
1 ,CMCE

2 ě

p2`λ logAq{p1´γq, and CBIRL
1 ,CBIRL

2 ě1{p1´γq, then, for any mPtOPT,MCE,BIRLu:
R Ď Rm

M Ď r´p1 ` γq{p1 ´ γqCm
1 ´ Cm

2 , `p1 ` γq{p1 ´ γqCm
1 sSA.

In addition, the sets Rm
M are not biased in the space of policies:5

Proposition 4.2. For any MDPzRM and any pair of deterministic policies π1, π2 P Π, it holds that:

volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π1
q “ volpROPT

M X ROPT,S
M,π2

q.

Proposition 4.3. For any MDPzRM and any pair of stochastic policies π1, π2 P Π such that
π1pa|sq ě πmin and π2pa|sq ě πmin in every s, a, if CMCE

2 ě λ log 1
πmin

, then:

volpRMCE
M X RMCE,S

M,π1
q “ volpRMCE

M X RMCE,S
M,π2

q.

Proposition 4.4. For any MDPzRM and any pair of stochastic policies π1, π2 P Π such that
π1pa|sq ě πmin and π2pa|sq ě πmin in every s, a, if CBIRL

2 ě β log 1
Aπmin

, then:

volpRBIRL
M X RBIRL,S

M,π1
q “ volpRBIRL

M X RBIRL,S
M,π2

q.

Simply put, the sets Rm
M expand the hypercube R in directions that ensure all policies of interest for

m are equally-represented in M, as illustrated on the right of Fig. 1. Note that the additional in MCE
and BIRL is mild, as Cm

2 can be chosen arbitrarily. We are now ready to define our new priors wm
M

as uniform distributions over Rm
M. Formally, for any m P tOPT,MCE,BIRLu and MDPzRM, we

define wm
M as:

wm
Mprq :“

"

1 if r P Rm
M

0 otherwise
. (14)

At first glance, it might seem odd to use different priors for different M and m. However, as discussed
in Section 3.2, we do not assume that rE „ wm

M. Instead, we use wm
M as a mathematical tool that

allows us to replace Eq. (7) with a surrogate objective that is less optimistic than Eq. (8), less
conservative than Eq. (9), and still assigns equal weight to all relevant policies.

4.2 Algorithms for Generalizing Behavior via Closed-Form Reward Centroids

To generalize expert behavior using wm
M, we need to optimize Eq. (10) with w “ wm

M. To this end:

Proposition 4.5. For every w :RSA Ñ r0, 1s, Eq. (10) can be rewritten as:

pπw P arg max
π1PΠc,k

V π1

ps1
0; p

1, rw,πE
q, where rw,πE

“

ż

Rm
M,πE

wprqdr. (15)

Let pπm
M :“ pπwm

M
and rmM,πE

:“ rwm
M,πE

. Proposition 4.5 tells us that to compute the policy pπm
M

that generalizes expert behavior using our new prior wm
M, we can first compute the (unnormalized)

centroid rmM,πE
of the feasible set:

rmM,πE
“

ż

Rm
MXRm

M,πE

rdr,

5In Appendix D.3, we show that these properties migh not hold in M1
‰ M.
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and then perform (constrained) planning on it. Since there exists a rich body of literature on
(constrained) planning algorithms (see [35, 48]), the problem reduces to computing rmM,πE

. For doing
so, one possibility is to use the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)-based algorithms introduced
in [36, 27, 4] for approximating the mean reward rw,πE

for almost any w. However, we can do
significantly better. Interestingly, it turns out that, for any model of behavior m, MDPzRM and
expert’s policy πE , the reward centroid rmM,πE

admits a closed-form expression:

Theorem 4.6 (OPT). For any MDPzRM and deterministic policy πE , the reward centroid rOPT
M,πE

after rescaling6 is:

rOPT
M,πE

ps, aq “

$

&

%

1 if s P SM,πE
^ πEpsq “ a

0 if s P SM,πE
^ πEpsq ‰ a

1
A if s R SM,πE

@ps, aq P S ˆ A. (16)

Theorem 4.7 (MCE). Let CMCE
2 ě λ log 1

πmin
. Then, for any MDPzRM in which SM,πE

“ S, the
reward centroid rMCE

M,πE
after rescaling is:

rMCE
M,πE

ps, aq “ log πEpa|sq @ps, aq P S ˆ A. (17)

Theorem 4.8 (BIRL). Let CBIRL
2 ě β log 1

Aπmin
. Then, for any MDPzRM in which SM,πE

“ S , the
reward centroid rBIRL

M,πE
after rescaling is:

rBIRL
M,πE

ps, aq “ log
πEpa|sq

maxa1PA πEpa1|sq
@ps, aq P S ˆ A. (18)

Some observations are in order. First, observe that the centroids depend only on πE and the set of
visited states SM,πE

. As a result, we will be able to efficiently estimate them from offline data DE

alone (see Section 5). Next, note that rOPT
M,πE

, rMCE
M,πE

and rBIRL
M,πE

all assign higher rewards to actions
that the expert executes with larger probability in the visited states SM,πE

. Intuitively, this means that
they favor behaviors that aim to “replay” the actions demonstrated by the expert as much possible, as
we will see in Section 6. Observe also that we rescale the centroids just to obtain simpler equivalent
forms. Finally, we require SM,πE

“ S for MCE and BIRL to exclude unnecessarily complex cases
where some states are unreachable by any policy. We conclude this section by showing that the
centroids rmM,πE

can be effectively used also for IL:7

Proposition 4.9. Let m P tOPT,MCE,BIRLu be the model of behavior between πE and rE in an
MDPzRM “ pS,A, s0, p, γq. Let π˚ P arg maxπ V πps0; p, r

m
M,πE

q be an optimal policy in M
under rmM,πE

. Then, π˚ is optimal also under rE: V π˚

ps0; p, rEq “ V ˚ps0; p, rEq.

Simply put, Proposition 4.9 shows that if the relation between πE and rE is accurately modeled by
m, then planning with rmM,πE

yields the same optimal policy as planning with rE , a result that is not
immediate especially for MCE and BIRL.

5 Sample Complexity Analysis

In this section, we drop the assumption that πE is known in its support SM,πE
, and fo-

cus on estimating the reward centroids rOPT
M,πE

, rMCE
M,πE

and rBIRL
M,πE

, from a batch dataset
DE “ tτ iuiPJNK “ tpsi1, a

i
1, s

i
2, a

i
2, . . . , s

i
H , aiHquiPJNK of N trajectories, each of length H , collected

by πE in M “ pS,A, s0, p, γq. For the analysis, it is convenient to define pmin,H
M,πE

as the minimum
probability with which πE visits any state in its support in the first H steps:

pmin,H
M,πE

:“ min
sPSM,πE

PM,πE

`

Dt P JHK : st “ s
˘

. (19)

Our algorithm for estimating rOPT
M,πE

is reported in Algorithm 1. In short, we construct sets pS and pZ
containing, respectively, all states and state-action pairs that have been visited by the expert in DE ,
and then we use them in place of SM,πE

and πE . This algorithm enjoys the following guarantees:

6By “rescaling” a vector x P Rn we mean applying a transformation αx ` β with α ą 0, β P R. It is
well-known that rescaling a reward function does not affect the rank of policies [28, 48].

7See Appendix E.3 for a result on rOPT
M,πE

and rBIRL
M,πE

in M1
‰ M in absence of constraints.
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Algorithm 1: OPT
Input: Data DE

pS Ð ts| Di, h : sih “ su

pZÐts,a|Di,h : sih“s,ai
h“au

prOPT
ps,aq“

$

’

&

’

%

1 if ps,aqP pZ,
1
A

if sR pS,
0 otherwise .

Return prOPT

Algorithm 2: MCE
Input: Data DE , parameter π1

min

Nps, aq Ð Eq. (20)
Npsq Ð

ř

aPA Nps, aq

pπpa|sqÐmax
␣

π1
min,

Nps,aq

maxt1,Npsqu

(

prMCE
ps, aq Ð log pπpa|sq

Return prMCE

Algorithm 3: BIRL
Input: Data DE , parameter π1

min

Nps, aq Ð Eq. (20)
Npsq Ð

ř

aPA Nps, aq

pπpa|sqÐmax
␣

π1
min,

Nps,aq

maxt1,Npsqu

(

prBIRL
ps,aqÐ

#

log pπpa|sq

maxa1 pπpa1|sq
if Npsqą0,

logπ1
min if Npsq“0.

Return prBIRL

Theorem 5.1. Let δ P p0, 1q and H ě S. If πE is deterministic, then, with probability at least 1 ´ δ,
it holds that prOPT “ rOPT

M,πE
provided that:

NH ě
H log

|SM,πE
|

δ

pmin,H
M,πE

.

We remark that Theorem 5.1 provides the number of samples necessary to estimate the reward rOPT
M,πE

exactly. Note that, since the available trajectories are H stages long, we need to assume that H ě S
to ensure that pmin,H

M,πE
ą 0 (see Lemma F.2). Moreover, there is a trade-off in choosing H . Increasing

it improves the probability pmin,H
M,πE

, but also increases the numerator H , and viceversa. Regarding
MCE and BIRL, we present our estimators in Algorithms 2 and 3. For every s, a, they both compute
Nps, aq as the number of trajectories τ i P DE in which state s is visited at least once and, at the first
visit, the expert played action a.8 Formally, let tps, iq denote the first stage h P JHK at which sih “ s,
or ´1 otherwise. Then:

Nps, aq :“
ÿ

iPJNK

1ttps, iq ‰ ´1 ^ aitps,iq “ au. (20)

Next, both Algorithms 2 and 3 estimate the expert’s policy πE by clipping the empirical frequency
Nps, aq{Npsq using a threshold parameter π1

min ą 0 to avoid evaluating log 0, and finally they
estimate the rewards rMCE

M,πE
and rBIRL

M,πE
by taking the logarithm. We can show the following:

Theorem 5.2. Let ϵ, δ P p0, 1q and H ě S. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.7, if πmin ě π1
min,

then, with probability 1 ´ δ, we have }prMCE ´ rMCE
M,πE

}8 ď ϵ provided that:

NH ě
H log2 4SA

δ

pmin,H
M,πE

¨
16

ϵ2π1
min

.

Theorem 5.3. Let ϵ, δ P p0, 1q and H ě S. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.8, if πmin ě π1
min,

then, with probability 1 ´ δ, we have }prBIRL ´ rBIRL
M,πE

}8 ď ϵ provided that:

NH ě
H log2 8SA

δ

pmin,H
M,πE

¨
33

ϵ2π1
min

.

Theorems 5.2 and 5.3 establish sample complexity rates comparable to that of OPT in terms of H ,
pmin,H
M,πE

and log 1
δ . In addition, they depend linearly on 1

πmin
and 1

ϵ2 since they need to estimate πE

and not only SM,πE
. The next proposition bounds the error incurred when optimizing the estimate

prm instead of rmM,πE
:

Proposition 5.4. For any MDPzRM1 “ pS,A, s1
0, p

1, γ1q, cost c P RSA and budget k ě 0, it holds
that: | maxπPΠc,k

V πps1
0; p

1, prmq ´ maxπPΠc,k
V πps1

0; p
1, rmM,πE

q| ď }prm ´ rmM,πE
}8{p1 ´ γq.

6 Numerical Simulations

This section provides high-level insights into how the proposed IRL algorithms generalize expert
behavior in practice.9 To this end, we present results from illustrative simulations. For clarity, we use
small-scale MDPzRs with deterministic transitions and assume full knowledge of πE over its support,
allowing us to analyze the exact reward centroids. More details in Appendix G.

8This estimator simplifies the theoretical analysis. In practice, we count all occurrences of s, a.
9A comparison of Algorithms 1, 2 and 3 with those in [36, 27, 4] using rE „ wm

M is unfair, as the latter
algorithms are necessarily slower and less accurate because they require an additional approximation step.
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Figure 2: From left to right: (a) deterministic πE in M with γ “ 0.7, (b)-(c) πMIMIC
M,πE ,M1 and πOPT

M in
M1 with γ1 “ 0.7, (d)-(e) πMIMIC

M,πE ,M1 and πOPT
M in M1 with γ1 “ 0.95.

Figure 3: From left to right: (a) stochastic πE in M with γ “ 0.9, (b)-(c) πMIMIC
M,πE ,M1 and πBIRL

M in
M1 with γ1 “ 0.7, (d)-(e) πMIMIC

M,πE ,M1 and πBIRL
M in M1 with γ1 “ 0.99.

Experimental setting. We consider two grid-world environments: M “ pS,A, s0, p, γq and M1 “

pS,A, s1
0, p

1, γ1q, with a 2D state space S “ J10K ˆ J10K and five actions A “ tÐ, Ñ, Ò, Ó, ¨u. In M,
each directional action moves the agent deterministically to the adjacent cell in the corresponding
direction, while ¨ keeps the agent in the current cell. In M1, the transition model p1 reverses the
direction of the arrow actions (e.g., Ð moves right), while ¨ behaves as in p. Initial states s0, s1

0 and
discount factors γ, γ1 vary across simulations. In some simulations, M1 includes “hard” constraints
with cost c P RSA and budget k ě 0 that restrict access to certain states. We visualize the state space S
as a 10 ˆ 10 grid, marking s0 or s1

0 in red and constrained states (due to c, k) in brown (see Fig. 2-3).
For deterministic policies, we display the action taken in each state (see Fig. 2 (c)); for stochastic
ones, each action is shown with size proportional to its selection probability (see Fig. 2 (b)). Policies
defined only on subsets of S (e.g., πE on SM,πE

) leave the remaining cells blank (see Fig. 2 (a)).
To indicate that a policy π is executed in M or M1, we color each cell by the state-only occupancy
measure dM,π or dM1,π (darker blue means higher occupancy).

Simulations and results. For OPT, we used the deterministic policy πE shown in Fig. 2 (a), which
moves right for a few steps before stopping. We found that the policy πOPT

M obtained through our
method (i.e., by planning in M1 with rOPT

M,πE
, see Eq. 15), is quite similar to the policy πMIMIC

M,πE ,M1 ,
defined as the policy whose state-action occupancy measure in M1 is closest to that of the expert
dM,πE

in M (details in Appendix G.1). Intuitively, both πOPT
M and πMIMIC

M,πE ,M1 aim to “re-play” in
M1 the actions demonstrated by the expert in M (as shown by Fig. 2 (b)-(c) and (d)-(e)), with the
difference that πMIMIC

M,πE ,M1 weights states in SM,πE
by the expert’s discounted visitation frequency

dM,πE
, while πOPT

M treats all visited states equally (see Appendix G.3). For MCE and BIRL, the
results are quite similar. Here, we considered as πE the stochastic policy represented in Fig. 3 (a).
As shown by Fig. 3 (b)-(c) and (d)-(e) (and by Fig. 9 (b)-(c) and (d)-(e) in Appendix G.2), both
πMCE
M and πBIRL

M resemble πMIMIC
M,πE ,M1 in trying to re-play the actions mostly played by the expert in

its support, with the difference that, as for OPT, they treat the states in SM,πE
uniformly.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed a novel “on-average” approach for generalizing expert behavior and
derived three efficient IRL algorithms for estimating the corresponding reward centroids from offline
data. We also provided numerical simulations to illustrate the resulting policies’ behavior.

Limitations and future directions. Our approach is currently limited to tabular settings. A key
direction for future work is to identify structural assumptions that enable scaling to large or continuous
spaces. Broader empirical studies could also clarify in which application domains our method
generalizes well and when additional structure is needed.
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A Additional Related Work

In this appendix, we discuss additional related work that was omitted from the main paper due to
space constraints.

In Section 3.2, we categorized existing IRL methods into three groups, based on the strategy used
to address the partial identifiability of the expert’s reward function. Here, we introduce a fourth
category of methods, which we refer to as “heuristic” methods [29, 37]. These are closely related to
“best-case” methods. Specifically, heuristic methods select a reward function from the feasible set
using an application-specific heuristic, which is generally not justified beyond the given context. For
example, [29, 37] employ the heuristic of margin maximization to select a reward function from the
feasible set, a choice mainly justified within the IL setting.

The reward function obtained through OPT (see Eq. 16) can be computed using knowledge of the
expert’s support SM,πE

, making it similar to expert support estimation methods in IL found in the
literature [50, 8]. These works present IL algorithms based on reward functions derived directly from
SM,πE

. However, we emphasize that these approaches are specifically tailored to IL and typically
involve implicit structural assumptions to scale to large or continuous state-action spaces (see also
[38, 41]).

Finally, we note that the reward derived for MCE in Eq.(17) was previously discussed in Section
4 of [14] as a promising approach for IL. However, it was shown to potentially yield errors when
applied to novel environments. This observation led [14] to introduce additional assumptions aimed
at reducing the size of the feasible set to obtain a more transferable reward. In contrast, our work
provides a principled justification for this reward based on the minimization of average error in the
absence of additional assumptions.

B Additional Notation

In this section, we provide additional notation that will be useful for the presentation of the contents
in the appendix. In addition, in Appendix B.1, we show the equivalence between ROPT

M,πE
, RMCE

M,πE
,

RBIRL
M,πE

and ROPT,SM,πE

M,πE
, RMCE,SM,πE

M,πE
, RBIRL,SM,πE

M,πE
, while in Appendix B.2 we provide useful

results that permit to rewrite the feasible sets ROPT
M,πE

, RMCE
M,πE

, RBIRL
M,πE

more explicitly.

Given a policy π and a subset of states S Ď S, we define as rπsS :“ tπ1 P ∆A
S | @s P S : π1p¨|sq “

πp¨|sq ^ @s R S, Da P A : π1pa|sq “ 1u the set of policies that in S coincide with π, and outside S
are deterministic.

Let M “ pS,A, s0, p, γq be an MDPzR , and let V P RS be an arbitrary vector and A P RSˆpA´1q

an arbitrary matrix. Then, for any deterministic policy π, we define the linear operator Tp,π : RS ˆ

RSˆpA´1q Ñ RSˆA as the matrix that takes in input a pair pV, Aq and return a reward r “ Tp,πpV, Aq

in the following way. For all ps, aq P S ˆ A:

rps, aq “ V psq ´ γ
ÿ

s1PS
pps1|s, aqV ps1q `

"

0 if a “ πpsq,

Aps, aq otherwise.
(21)

A property that will be useful in various proofs is that: |detpTp,πq| “ |detpWp,πq| (see Proposition
D.4).

Similarly to Tp,π, for any SA-dimensional vector η P RSA, we introduce the linear map Up,η :
RS Ñ RSA that takes in input a vector V P RS and returns a reward r “ Up,ηpV q such that, for all
ps, aq P S ˆ A:

rps, aq “ V psq ´ γ
ÿ

s1PS
pps1|s, aqV ps1q ` ηps, aq. (22)

For any MDPzRM “ pS,A, s0, p, γq, it is useful to define a partition of the set of all possible
rewards RSA “ R1

p Y Rą1
p into the set of rewards that induce in M a unique optimal policy from
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every state R1
p , and those that do not Rą1

p . Formally:

R1
p :“

!

r P RSA
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
|Π˚pr, pq| “ 1

)

, (23)

Rą1
p :“

!

r P RSA
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
|Π˚pr, pq| ą 1

)

. (24)

B.1 Equivalence among Sets of Rewards

We now show that the feasible sets ROPT
M,πE

, RMCE
M,πE

, RBIRL
M,πE

coincide, respectively, with the sets

ROPT,SM,πE

M,πE
, RMCE,SM,πE

M,πE
, RBIRL,SM,πE

M,πE
. First, we write ROPT

M,πE
, RMCE

M,πE
, RBIRL

M,πE
formally:

ROPT
M,πE

:“
␣

r P RSA
ˇ

ˇ πE P arg max
π

V πps0; p, rq
(

, (25)

RMCE
M,πE

:“
␣

r P RSA
ˇ

ˇ πE “ arg max
π

V π
λ ps0; p, rq

(

, (26)

RBIRL
M,πE

:“
␣

r P RSA
ˇ

ˇ πEpa|sq9e
1
βQ˚

ps,a;p,rq
@s P SM,πE , @a P A

(

, (27)

from which the equality RBIRL
M,πE

“ RBIRL,SM,πE

M,πE
is immediate. Regarding OPT, the equality

ROPT
M,πE

“ ROPT,SM,πE

M,πE
follows directly from Lemma E.1 of [22]. Finally, w.r.t. MCE, simply

observe that the constraint πE “ arg maxπ V π
λ ps0; p, rq holds only for the states s P SM,πE

, i.e.,
those reachable from s0 playing πE in M. Thus, the reward functions r P RMCE

M,πE
can take on

arbitrary values in s1 R SM,πE
. Then, the equality RMCE

M,πE
“ RMCE,SM,πE

M,πE
follows by using Eq. (5)

of [9] (or, equivalently, Eq. (6) of [16]).

B.2 Rewriting the Feasible Sets Explicitly

The propositions below permit to rewrite the feasible sets ROPT
M,πE

, RMCE
M,πE

, RBIRL
M,πE

more explicitly
when S “ SM,πE

. Observe that, by making explicit the number of degrees of freedom in these sets,
they also allow us to realize that ROPT,S

M,πE
is SA-dimensional, while both RMCE,S

M,πE
and RBIRL,S

M,πE
are

S-dimensional.

Proposition B.1. Let M “ pS,A, s0, p, γq be an MDPzR , and let π be any policy. Then, for all
and only the rewards r in the set ROPT,S

M,π there exist two vectors V P RS and A P p´8, 0sSˆA such
that, for any ps, aq P S ˆ A:

rps, aq “ V psq ´ γ
ÿ

s1

pps1|s, aqV ps1q `

"

0 if πpa|sq ą 0,

Aps, aq otherwise.

Moreover, V and A coincide with, respectively, V ˚p¨; p, rq and A˚p¨, ¨; p, rq.

Proof. See Lemma 3.2 of [26].

Proposition B.2. Let M “ pS,A, s0, p, γq be an MDPzR , and let π be any stochastic policy. Then,
for all and only the rewards r in the set RMCE,S

M,π there exists a vector V P RS such that, for any
ps, aq P S ˆ A:

rps, aq “ V psq ´ γ
ÿ

s1

pps1|s, aqV ps1q ` λ log πpa|sq.

Moreover, V psq coincides with V ˚
λ ps; p, rq, and λ log πpa|sq coincides with A˚

λps, a; p, rq.

Proof. See Theorem 1 of [9].

Proposition B.3. Let M “ pS,A, s0, p, γq be an MDPzR , and let π be any stochastic policy. Then,
for all and only the rewards r in the set RBIRL,S

M,π there exists a vector V P RS such that, for any
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ps, aq P S ˆ A:

rps, aq “ V psq ´ γ
ÿ

s1

pps1|s, aqV ps1q ` β log
πpa|sq

maxa1PA πpa1|sq
.

Moreover, V psq coincides with V ˚ps; p, rq, and β logpπpa|sq{ maxa1PA πpa1|sqq coincides with
A˚ps, a; p, rq.

Proof. We begin by showing that every reward in the set can be written in this way. Starting from the
definition of RBIRL,S

M,π , for any r P RBIRL,S
M,π , for every ps, aq P S ˆ A, it holds that:

πpa|sq “
e

1
βQ˚

ps,a;p,rq

ř

a1 e
1
βQ˚ps,a1;p,rq

“
e

1
β pQ˚

ps,a;p,rq´V ˚
ps;p,rqq

ř

a1 e
1
β pQ˚ps,a1;p,rq´V ˚ps;p,rqq

“
e

1
βA˚

ps,a;p,rq

ř

a1 e
1
βA˚ps,a1;p,rq

.

Then, by rearranging and taking the logarithm on both parts, we get:

1

β
A˚ps, a; p, rq “ log πpa|sq ` log

ÿ

a1PA
e

1
βA˚

ps,a1;p,rq.

Now, by applying the following formula:

β log
ÿ

a1PA
e

1
βA˚

ps,a1;p,rq
“ ´β log max

a1PA
πpa1|sq,

which has been derived in the proof of Lemma C.2 of [46], we obtain:

A˚ps, a; p, rq “ β log
πpa|sq

maxa1 πpa1|sq
.

By using the definition of optimal advantage function: A˚ps, a; p, rq “ Q˚ps, a; p, rq ´

V ˚ps; p, rq, and also the Bellman optimality equation [35]: Q˚ps, a; p, rq “ rps, aq `

γ
ř

s1 pps1|s, aqV ˚ps1; p, rq, rearranging, and using symbol V for V ˚p¨; p, rq, we get the result:

rps, aq “ V psq ´ γ
ÿ

s1PS
pps1|s, aqV ps1q ` β log

πpa|sq

maxa1 πpa1|sq
.

To show that if a reward function r can be written in the form described in the statement of the
proposition (for some V P RS) then it belongs to RBIRL,S

M,π , observe that, in every s P S, there is at
least one action a for which (observe that logpπpa|sq{ maxa1 πpa1|sqq “ 0):

rps, aq “ V psq ´ γ
ÿ

s1PS
pps1|s, aqV ps1q.

Therefore, through a reasoning analogous to that of Lemma 3.2 of [26], we realize that V coincides
with V ˚p¨; p, rq, and, in addition:

A˚ps, a; p, rq “ β log
πpa|sq

maxa1 πpa1|sq
.

Thus, the proof can be concluded by reversing the passages in the first part of this proof, to show that
this implies that:

πpa|sq “
e

1
βQ˚

ps,a;p,rq

ř

a1 e
1
βQ˚ps,a1;p,rq

,

and so r P RBIRL,S
M,π .
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Figure 4: Problem instance considered in Appendix C.1.

C Additional Results and Proofs for Section 3.2

In this appendix, we collect various results and proofs for Section 3.2. Specifically, in Appendix C.1,
we show the importance of restricting the feasible set to a bounded set in the “worst-case” approaches.
Next, we present the proofs of Propositions E.2-3.2 (Appendix C.2), and we explain how to extend
the result for OPT to state-only rewards (Appendix C.3). Finally, in Appendix C.4, we extend these
results to the setting where we are given a uniform distribution over transition models.

C.1 On the Importance of R in the “Worst-case” Approach

In this appendix, we show that, if we do not restrict the feasible set Rm
M,πE

in Eq. (9) to a bounded
set, e.g., Rm

M,πE
X R, then there are problem instances where any feasible policy π1 P Πc,k achieves

the objective value maxrPRm
M,πE

XR

`

maxπPΠc,k
V πps1

0; p
1, rq ´ V π1

ps1
0; p

1, rq
˘

“ `8. As a conse-
quence, any policy π1 solves the optimization problem in Eq. (9).

We focus on the problem instance exemplified in Fig. 4. Assume that the expert demonstrates policy
πE with πEpa1|s0q “ 1 in the MDP without reward M depicted on the left of Fig. 4, where s0 is the
initial state and γ is any scalar inp0, 1q, and we want to “generalize πE” to the MDP without reward
M1 on the right of Fig. 4, where s0 is again the initial state and γ1 is any value in r0, 1q. Assume
that there are no constraints (e.g., cps, aq “ 0 and k “ 1) and that the model of behavior is m “ OPT.
Then, the robust approach of [21] without restricting the feasible set ROPT

M,πE
to the hypercube R

involves the optimization of:

pπW P arg min
π1PΠ

max
rPROPT

M,πE

´

V ˚ps1
0; p

1, rq ´ V π1

ps1
0; p

1, rq

¯

.

Now, we show that, for any policy π P Π “ ∆3, there exists a reward function r P ROPT
M,πE

that makes
the objective diverge:

max
πPΠ

V πps1
0; p

1, rq ´ V π1

ps1
0; p

1, rq Ñ `8.

We begin with the deterministic policy π such that πpa1|s0q “ 1. Observe that the reward r1 such
that:

r1ps, aq “

"

0 if ps, aq “ ps0, a1q _ ps0, a2q _ ps0, a3q,

`k1 otherwise,

for any k1 ě 0 belongs to the feasible set ROPT
M,πE

(because it makes all policies to be optimal), and
provides a suboptimality value for π in M1 of:

V ˚ps1
0; p

1, r1q ´ V πps1
0; p

1, r1q “ 0 ` γ
k1

1 ´ γ
´

0

1 ´ γ
“

γ

1 ´ γ
k1 Ñ `8,

for k1 Ñ 8. If π plays deterministically a2, i.e., πpa2|s0q “ 1, then we find reward r2 such that:

r2ps, aq “

"

`k1 if ps, aq “ ps0, a1q _ ps1, aq,

0 otherwise,
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Figure 5: MDPzR used in the proof of Proposition 3.1.

for any k1 ě 0 belongs to the feasible set ROPT
M,πE

, and provides a suboptimality value for π in M1 of:

V ˚ps1
0; p

1, r2q ´ V πps1
0; p

1, r2q “
k1

1 ´ γ
´

0

1 ´ γ
“

k1

1 ´ γ
Ñ `8,

for k1 Ñ 8. A similar derivation can be carried out also for the policy that plays a3 deterministically.
Note that, using r2, we can show the same result also for any stochastic policy. Let π be any stochastic
policy in ∆3. Then, its suboptimality w.r.t. r2 is:

V ˚ps1
0; p

1, r2q ´ V πps1
0; p

1, r2q “
k1

1 ´ γ
´ πpa1|s0q

k1

1 ´ γ
“

1 ´ πpa1|s0q

1 ´ γ
k1 Ñ `8,

for k1 Ñ 8, as πpa1|s0q ă 1 since π is stochastic.

C.2 The Hypercube is Biased in the Space of Policies

Proposition 3.1. There exists an MDPzRM and two deterministic policies π1, π2 P Π such that:

vol
`

R X ROPT,S
M,π1

˘

‰ vol
`

R X ROPT,S
M,π2

˘

.

Proof. Consider the MDPzRM depicted in Fig. 5, and let π1 be the policy that plays action a1 in
both states s1, s2. Note that there are four deterministic policies in this MDPzR , thus, we can prove
the result by showing that:

vol
`

R X ROPT,S
M,π1

˘

vol
`

R
˘ ‰

1

4
.

Since R “ r´1, `1sSA “ r´1, `1s4, then vol
`

R
˘

“ 24 “ 16, thus the result follows by showing
that:

vol
`

R X ROPT,S
M,π1

˘

‰ 4.

Let us now compute the integration region R X ROPT,S
M,π1

. For any r P RSA, let us abbreviate rij :“

rpsi, ajq. We can compute the value and Q-functions of policy π1 under any r as:

V π1ps1; p, rq “
r11
1 ´ γ

,

V π1ps2; p, rq “
r21
1 ´ γ

,

Qπ1ps1, a2; p, rq “ r12 ` γV π1ps2; p, rq,

Qπ1ps2, a2; p, rq “ r22 ` γV π1ps2; p, rq.

Using the policy improvement theorem [35], we have that a reward r belongs to ROPT,S
M,π1

if and only
if:

"

Qπ1ps1, a2; p, rq ď V π1ps1; p, rq,

Qπ1ps2, a2; p, rq ď V π1ps2; p, rq,
ðñ

#

r12 ` γ r21
1´γ ď r11

1´γ ,

r22 ` γ r21
1´γ ď r21

1´γ ,

which can be rearranged to:
"

r11 ě p1 ´ γqr12 ` γr21,

r21 ě r22.
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Figure 6: MDPzR used in the proof of Proposition 3.2.

To simplify the calculations, let γ Ñ 1, so that the integration region reduces to:

R X ROPT,S
M,π1

“

!

r P r´1, `1s4 | r11 ě r21 ě r22

)

.

Thus, we can write:
ż

RXROPT,S
M,π1

dr11dr12dr21dr22 “

ż `1

´1

dr12

ż `1

´1

ż `1

r22

ż `1

r21

dr11dr21dr22

“ 2 ¨

ż `1

´1

ż `1

r22

ż `1

r21

dr11dr21dr22

“ 2 ¨

ż `1

´1

ż `1

r22

p1 ´ r21qdr21dr22

“ 2 ¨

ż `1

´1

1

2
p1 ´ r22q2dr22

“ 2 ¨
4

3
“

8

3
.

Since 8
3 ‰ 4, this concludes the proof.

Proposition 3.2. There exists an MDPzRM and two stochastic policies π1, π2 P Π such that:

vol
`

R X RMCE,S
M,π1

˘

‰ vol
`

R X RMCE,S
M,π2

˘

and vol
`

R X RBIRL,S
M,π1

˘

‰ vol
`

R X RBIRL,S
M,π2

˘

.

Proof. We begin with MCE. Take λ “ 1 for simplicity. Consider the MDPzR with one state and two
actions reported in Fig. 6. By applying Proposition B.2, we have that, for any policy π and for any
reward r P RMCE,S

M,π , there exists a scalar V such that:

rps, a1q “ p1 ´ γqV ` log πpa1|sq,

rps, a2q “ p1 ´ γqV ` log πpa2|sq.

By rearranging the second equation, we have:

V “
rps, a2q ´ log πpa2|sq

1 ´ γ
,

and replacing this value of V into the first one, we get:

rps, a1q “ rps, a2q ` log
πpa1|sq

1 ´ πpa1|sq
.

Therefore, by denoting x :“ rps, a2q, we realize that the integration region R X RMCE,S
M,π is:

R X RMCE,S
M,π “

!

x P r´1, `1s | ´ 1 ´ log
πpa1|sq

1 ´ πpa1|sq
ď x ď `1 ´ log

πpa1|sq

1 ´ πpa1|sq

)

.

Clearly, this is a 1-dimensional region embedded in R2, whose 1-dimensional volume is:

volpR X RMCE,S
M,π q “

ż mint`1,`1´log
πpa1|sq

1´πpa1|sq
u

maxt´1,´1´log
πpa1|sq

1´πpa1|sq
u

dx

“ min
!

`1, `1 ´ log
πpa1|sq

1 ´ πpa1|sq

)

´ max
!

´1, ´1 ´ log
πpa1|sq

1 ´ πpa1|sq

)

.
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Figure 7: MDPzR used in the proof of Proposition C.1.

If we take policies π1 and π2 such that π1pa1|sq “ 1{2 and π2pa1|sq “ 1{3, we obtain the volumes:

volpR X RMCE,S
M,π1

q “ 2,

volpR X RMCE,S
M,π2

q “ 1 ´ p´1 ` log 2q “ 2 ´ log 2,

which are different.

Regarding BIRL, the proof is analogous to that for MCE. Specifically, set β “ 1 and consider the
same MDPzR in Fig. 6. Thanks to Proposition B.3, we see that, for any policy π and for any reward
r P RBIRL,S

M,π , there exists a scalar V such that (take πpa2|sq ě πpa1|sq w.l.o.g.):

rps, a1q “ p1 ´ γqV ` log
πpa1|sq

1 ´ πpa1|sq
,

rps, a2q “ p1 ´ γqV.

By isolating V in the second expression, and replacing in the first one, we get:

rps, a1q “ rps, a2q ` log
πpa1|sq

1 ´ πpa1|sq
,

as in MCE. Therefore, for this simple example, the integration regions R X RMCE,S
M,π “ R X RBIRL,S

M,π

coincide. Thus, the same choices of π1, π2 as in MCE allow to prove the result.

C.3 Uniform Prior for State-only Rewards

We present here an analogous result to Proposition 3.1 for state-only rewards.

Proposition C.1. Let Rmax ą 0 be arbitrary, and consider state-only rewards. There exists an
MDPzRM and two deterministic policies π1, π2 such that:

vol
`

r´1, `1sS X ROPT,S
M,π1

˘

‰ vol
`

r´1, `1sS X ROPT,S
M,π2

˘

.

Proof. The proof is analogous to that of Proposition 3.1, but we make use of the MDPzR in Fig. 7.
Let π1 be the policy that plays action a2 in both states s1, s2. Note that there are four deterministic
policies in this MDPzR , thus, we can prove the result by showing that:

vol
`

r´1, `1sS X ROPT,S
M,π1

˘

vol
`

r´1, `1sS
˘ ‰

1

4
.

Since r´1, `1sS “ r´1, `1s2, then vol
`

r´1, `1sS
˘

“ 22 “ 4, thus the result follows by showing
that:

vol
`

r´1, `1sS X ROPT,S
M,π1

˘

‰ 1.

Let us now compute the integration region r´1, `1sS X ROPT,S
M,π1

. For any r P RSA, let us abbreviate
ri :“ rpsiq (the reward is state-only). We can compute the value and Q-functions of policy π1 under
any state-only reward r as:

V π1ps1; p, rq “ r1 ` γV π1ps2; p, rq,

V π1ps2; p, rq “ r2 ` γV π1ps1; p, rq,

Qπ1ps1, a1; p, rq “ r1 ` γV π1ps1; p, rq,
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Qπ1ps2, a1; p, rq “ r2 ` γV π1ps2; p, rq,

thus, using the policy improvement theorem [35], r belongs to ROPT,S
M,π1

if and only if:
"

Qπ1ps1, a1; p, rq ď V π1ps1; p, rq,

Qπ1ps2, a1; p, rq ď V π1ps2; p, rq,
ðñ

"

r1 ` γV π1ps1; p, rq ď r1 ` γV π1ps2; p, rq,

r2 ` γV π1ps2; p, rq ď r2 ` γV π1ps1; p, rq,

which can be simplified to:
"

V π1ps1; p, rq ď V π1ps2; p, rq,

V π1ps2; p, rq ď V π1ps1; p, rq.
ðñ V π1ps1; p, rq “ V π1ps2; p, rq.

Since the value functions can be computed as:

V π1ps1; p, rq “
r1 ` γr2
1 ´ γ2

,

V π1ps2; p, rq “
r2 ` γr1
1 ´ γ2

,

the constraint imposes that:

r1 ` γr2 “ r2 ` γr1 ðñ r1 “ r2.

Therefore, the integration region:

r´1, `1sS X ROPT,S
M,π1

“

!

r P r´1, `1sS | r1 “ r2

)

,

has zero volume, which concludes the proof.

C.4 A Uniform Prior over Transition Models Too

In this appendix we consider the setting in which the MDPzRM is not fixed, but its transition model
p is sampled from a uniform distribution over ∆S

SˆA. Interestingly, it turns out that the uniform prior
over the hypercube (see Eq. 11) assigns equal weight to all the deterministic policies on the average
of the transition models. However, for MCE and BIRL, this does not hold.

Proposition C.2. Let M “ pS,A, s0, p, γq be an MDPzR whose transition model p is a random
variable uniformly distributed over ∆S

SˆA. Then, for any pair of deterministic policies π1, π2, it
holds that:

Eprvol
`

R X ROPT,S
M,π1

˘

s “ Eprvol
`

R X ROPT,S
M,π2

˘

s,

where Ep denotes the expectation w.r.t. p.

Proof. The result can be proved by showing that, for any possible pair of policies π1, π2 and any
transition model p1, there always exists another transition model p2 for which:

vol
`

R X ROPT,S
p1,π1

˘

“ vol
`

R X ROPT,S
p2,π2

˘

,

and:

vol
`

R X ROPT,S
p2,π1

˘

“ vol
`

R X ROPT,S
p1,π2

˘

.

where we used p1, p2 in place of pS,A, s0, p
1, γq and pS,A, s0, p

2, γq. To this aim, fix two policies
π1, π2 and a transition model p1, and construct the transition model p2 such that, for every s, s1 P S:

p2ps1|s, π1psqq “ p1ps1|s, π2psqq,

p2ps1|s, π2psqq “ p1ps1|s, π1psqq,

p2ps1|s, aq “ p1ps1|s, aq if a ‰ π1psq ^ π2psq.

Clearly, p2 guarantees that the role of π2 is the same as that of π1 in p1, and that the role of π1 is the
same as that of π2 in p1. Therefore:

vol
`

R X ROPT,S
p1,π1

˘

“ vol
`

R X ROPT,S
p2,π2

˘

,
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and:

vol
`

R X ROPT,S
p2,π1

˘

“ vol
`

R X ROPT,S
p1,π2

˘

.

This concludes the proof.

Proposition C.3. There exist a state space S, action space A, discount factor γ, initial state
s0, coefficients λ, β ě 0, and a pair of stochastic policies π1, π2 such that, if we construct M “

pS,A, s0, p, γq as an MDPzR whose transition model p is a random variable uniformly distributed
over ∆S

SˆA, then:

Eprvol
`

R X RMCE,S
M,π1

˘

s ‰ Eprvol
`

R X RMCE,S
M,π2

˘

s ^

Eprvol
`

R X RBIRL,S
M,π1

˘

s ‰ Eprvol
`

R X RBIRL,S
M,π2

˘

s,

where Ep denotes the expectation w.r.t. p.

Proof. Simply, observe that, for S “ 1, the expectation over transition models reduces to evaluate the
single transition model that brings every action back to the current state. For this problem instance,
we have already shown that there exists a pair of policies π1, π2 for which the volumes are different
(see the proof of Proposition 3.2).

D Additional Results and Proofs for Section 4.1

In this appendix, we provide the missing proofs for Proposition 4.1 (Appendix D.1) and for Propo-
sitions 4.2-4.4 (Appendix D.2). In addition, we show that priors wm

M might be unbiased in new
environments M2 (Appendix D.3).

D.1 Relation with the Hypercube

To prove Proposition 4.1, we use the following three lemmas.

Proposition D.1. Let M be any MDPzR . For any COPT
1 , COPT

2 ą 0, it holds that:

ROPT
M Ě

”

´p1 ´ γq min
!COPT

1

1 ` γ
, COPT

2

)

, `p1 ´ γq min
!COPT

1

1 ` γ
, COPT

2

)ıSA

,

and that:

ROPT
M Ď

”

´
1 ` γ

1 ´ γ
COPT

1 ´ COPT
2 , `

1 ` γ

1 ´ γ
COPT

1

ıSA

.

Proof. For any (stochastic) policy π P Π, define the set:

ROPT
M,π :“

!

r P RSA
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
π P Π˚pp, rq ^ @s, a : |V πps; p, rq| ď COPT

1 kπ ^ |Aπps, a; p, rq| ď COPT
2

)

,

as the set of all the rewards that make policy π optimal at every possible state s P S and whose value
and advantage functions are bounded respectively by COPT

1 kπ and COPT
2 .

We show that, for any MDPzRM and policy π P Π, it holds that:

ROPT
M,π Ě r´p1 ´ γq mintCOPT

1 kπ, C
OPT
2 u, `p1 ´ γq mintCOPT

1 kπ, C
OPT
2 usSA. (28)

To this aim, observe that, for any r P r´rmax, `rmaxsSA (with rmax ą 0), the value and advantage
functions V πps; p, rq and Aπps, a; p, rq induced by policy π in Mr are bounded by rmax

1´γ [35].
Therefore, if we set rmax “ p1 ´ γq mintCOPT

1 kπ, C
OPT
2 u, we have that |V πps; p, rq| ď COPT

1 kπ and
|Aπps, a; p, rq| ď COPT

2 , and therefore Eq. (28) holds.

Now, let us show that, for any MDPzRM and policy π P Π, it holds that:

ROPT
M,π Ď r´p1 ` γqCOPT

1 kπ ´ COPT
2 , `p1 ` γqCOPT

1 kπsSA. (29)
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This can be done by first observing that any r P ROPT
M,π, since π P Π˚pp, rq by definition, can be

rewritten through Proposition B.1 as:

rps, aq “ V psq ´ γ
ÿ

s1PS
pps1|s, aqV ps1q ´

"

0 if πpa|sq ą 0,

Aps, aq otherwise,

where V P RS and A P p´8, 0sSˆA coincide with V ˚p¨; p, rq and A˚p¨, ¨; p, rq (see Proposition B.1).
However, by definition of ROPT

M,π we know that |V πps; p, rq| ď COPT
1 kπ and |Aπps, a; p, rq| ď COPT

2 ,
therefore, by applying triangle’s inequality, we have that:

max
ps,aqPSˆA

|rps, aq| ď |V psq| ` γ
ÿ

s1PS
pps1|s, aq|V ps1q| `

"

0 if πpa|sq ą 0,

|Aps, aq| otherwise,

ď p1 ` γqCOPT
1 kπ ` COPT

2 .

Thus, Eq. (29) holds.

To conclude the proof, given the relationship between ROPT
M and all the sets ROPT

M,π , it suffices to show
that, for any MDPzRM and policy π P Π, it holds that:

kπ P

” 1

1 ` γ
,

1

1 ´ γ

ı

.

To do so, we write:

pkπq´S (1)
“ |detpWp,πq|

(2)
“ |detpI ´ γPπq|

(3)
“

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

S
ź

i“1

p1 ´ γλiq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
,

where at (1) we use that the determinant of the inverse of a matrix coincides with the inverse of the
determinant of the matrix [5], at (2) we use the definition of Wp,π, where I P RSˆS is the identity
matrix, and Pπ P RSˆS associates, to every pair of states s, s1 P S , the value

ř

aPA πpa|sqpps1|s, aq,
at (3) we use the fact that the characteristic polynomial satisfies detpxI ´ Pπq “

śS
i“1px ´ λiq for

any x P R, where λi are the eigenvalues of Pπ , and then we replaced x “ 1{γ.

By noting that Pπ is a right stochastic matrix, we have that its eigenvalues satisfy |λi| ď 1 for all
i P JSK, and so:

´ 1

kπ

¯S

P

”

p1 ´ γqS , p1 ` γqS
ı

ðñ kπ P

” 1

1 ` γ
,

1

1 ´ γ

ı

.

This concludes the proof.

Proposition D.2. Let M be any MDPzR . For any CMCE
1 , CMCE

2 ą 0, it holds that:

RMCE
M Ď r´p1 ` γqCMCE

1 ´ CMCE
2 , `p1 ` γqCMCE

1 sSA.

Moreover, define k1 :“ p1 ´ γqCMCE
1 ´ λ log A and k2 :“ p1 ´ γqCMCE

2 {2 ´ λ{2 log A. Then, if
mintk1, k2u ą 0, we also have that:

RMCE
M Ě r´ mintk1, k2u, ` mintk1, k2usSA.

Proof. For the first part of the statement, for any r P RMCE
M we can apply Proposition B.2 to rewrite

it as:

rps, aq “ V psq ´ γ
ÿ

s1

pps1|s, aqV ps1q ` λ log πpa|sq

“ V ˚
λ ps; p, rq ´ γ

ÿ

s1

pps1|s, aqV ˚
λ ps1; p, rq ` A˚

λps, a; p, rq.
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The result follows by applying triangle’s inequality and noting that V ˚
λ ps; p, rq and A˚

λps, a; p, rq

are bounded since r P RMCE
M .

For the second part of the proposition, let r P r´rmax, `rmaxsSA (for some rmax ą 0). Then, we
can show that, for every s, a:

|V ˚
λ ps; p, rq| ď

rmax ` λ log A

1 ´ γ
,

|A˚
λps, a; p, rq| ď

2rmax ` λ log A

1 ´ γ
.

To do so, for any s P S, we can write (see also [9] and [16]):

V ˚
λ ps; p, rq “ λ log

ÿ

aPA
e

1
λQ˚

λ ps,a;p,rq

(1)
ď max

aPA
Q˚

λps, a; p, rq ` λ log A

“ max
aPA

rps, aq ` γ
ÿ

s1PS
pps1|s, aqV ˚

λ ps1; p, rq ` λ log A

(2)
ď rmax ` γ max

s1PS
V ˚
λ ps1; p, rq ` λ log A

(3)
ď rmax ` λ log A ` γprmax ` λ log A ` γ max

s1PS
V ˚
λ ps1; p, rqq

(4)
ď

rmax ` λ log A

1 ´ γ
,

where at (1) we used the log-sum-exp inequality: log
ř

iPJnK e
xi ď maxi xi ` log n, at (2) we use

that r is in the hypercube by hypothesis, at (3) we unfold the recursion, obtaining the expression in
(4) since it is a geometric series.

Regarding the advantage function, we begin by lower bounding the soft Q˚
λ:

Q˚
λps, a; p, rq “ rps, aq ` γ

ÿ

s1PS
pps1|s, aqV ˚

λ ps1; p, rq

(5)
ě ´rmax ` γ min

s1PS
V ˚
λ ps1; p, rq

“ ´rmax ` γ min
s1PS

λ log
ÿ

a1PA
e

1
λQ˚

λ ps1,a1;p,rq

(6)
ě ´rmax ` γ min

s1PS
max
a1PA

Q˚
λps1, a1; p, rq

ě ´rmax ` γp´rmax ` γ min
s1PS

max
a1PA

Q˚
λps1, a1; p, rqq

(7)
“ ´

rmax

1 ´ γ
,

where at (5) we use that r is in the hypercube and bound the expectation with the minimum, at (6) we
used the log-sum-exp inequality: log

ř

i e
xi ě maxi xi, and then we have unfolded the recursion,

obtaining the expression in (7).

Then, we can bound the soft advantage combining these bounds:

A˚
λps, a; p, rq :“ Q˚

λps, a; p, rq ´ V ˚
λ ps; p, rq

ě ´
rmax

1 ´ γ
´

rmax ` λ log A

1 ´ γ

“ ´
2rmax ` λ log A

1 ´ γ
.
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Therefore, a sufficient condition for the reward r to belong to set RMCE
M is that:

#

rmax`λ log A
1´γ ď CMCE

1 ,
2rmax`λ log A

1´γ ď CMCE
2 ,

ðñ

"

rmax ď p1 ´ γqCMCE
1 ´ λ log A,

rmax ď p1 ´ γqCMCE
2 {2 ´ λ{2 log A.

By taking the minimum and imposing that rmax ě 0, we get the result.

Proposition D.3. Let M be any MDPzR . For any CBIRL
1 , CBIRL

2 ą 0, it holds that:

RBIRL
M Ď r´p1 ` γqCBIRL

1 ´ CBIRL
2 , `p1 ` γqCBIRL

1 sSA,

and also that:

RBIRL
M Ě r´p1 ´ γq mintCBIRL

1 , CBIRL
2 u, `p1 ´ γq mintCBIRL

1 , CBIRL
2 usSA.

Proof. For the first part, observe that any r P RBIRL
M can be rewritten using Proposition B.3 as:

rps, aq “ V psq ´ γ
ÿ

s1

pps1|s, aqV ps1q ` β log
πpa|sq

maxa1PA πpa1|sq

“ V ˚ps; p, rq ´ γ
ÿ

s1

pps1|s, aqV ˚ps1; p, rq ` A˚ps, a; p, rq.

Then, the result follows by applying triangle’s inequality and the bounds on V ˚ps; p, rq and
A˚ps, a; p, rq in the definition of RBIRL

M .

For the second part, observe that, as in the proof of Proposition D.1, if r P r´rmax, `rmaxs (with
rmax ą 0), then its optimal value and advantage functions are bounded by rmax

1´γ . By asking that this
quantity is smaller than both CBIRL

1 and CBIRL
2 , we get the result.

We are now ready to prove Proposition 4.1.

Proposition 4.1. Let M be any MDPzR . If we choose COPT
1 ,COPT

2 ěp1`γq{p1´γq, CMCE
1 ,CMCE

2 ě

p2`λ logAq{p1´γq, and CBIRL
1 ,CBIRL

2 ě1{p1´γq, then, for any mPtOPT,MCE,BIRLu:

R Ď Rm
M Ď r´p1 ` γq{p1 ´ γqCm

1 ´ Cm
2 , `p1 ` γq{p1 ´ γqCm

1 sSA.

Proof. Apply Proposition D.1,D.2 and D.3 by choosing the values that guarantee that the sets in the
lower inclusions contain the unit hypercube R.

D.2 The New Priors are Unbiased

Before proving the results, we need the following proposition.

Proposition D.4. Let M “ pS,A, s0, p, γq be an MDPzR and let π be any deterministic policy.
Then, it holds that:

|detpTp,πq| “ |detpWp,πq|.

Proof. Assume that π prescribes action a1 in every possible state. Then, Tp,π can be written as:

Tp,π “

»

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

–

1 ´ γpps1|s1, a1q ´γpps2|s1, a1q . . . ´γppsS |s1, a1q 0 . . . 0 0 . . . 0 . . . 0 . . . 0
1 ´ γpps1|s1, a2q ´γpps2|s1, a2q . . . ´γppsS |s1, a2q 1 . . . 0 0 . . . 0 . . . 0 . . . 0

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
1 ´ γpps1|s1, aAq ´γpps2|s1, aAq . . . ´γppsS |s1, aAq 0 . . . 1 0 . . . 0 . . . 0 . . . 0

´γpps1|s2, a1q 1 ´ γpps2|s2, a1q . . . ´γppsS |s2, a1q 0 . . . 0 0 . . . 0 . . . 0 . . . 0
´γpps1|s2, a2q 1 ´ γpps2|s2, a2q . . . ´γppsS |s2, a2q 0 . . . 0 1 . . . 0 . . . 0 . . . 0

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
´γpps1|s2, aAq 1 ´ γpps2|s2, aAq . . . ´γppsS |s2, aAq 0 . . . 0 0 . . . 1 . . . 0 . . . 0
´γpps1|sS , a1q ´γpps2|sS , a1q . . . 1 ´ γppsS |sS , a1q 0 . . . 0 0 . . . 0 . . . 0 . . . 0
´γpps1|sS , a2q ´γpps2|sS , a2q . . . 1 ´ γppsS |sS , a2q 0 . . . 0 0 . . . 0 . . . 1 . . . 0

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
´γpps1|sS , aAq ´γpps2|sS , aAq . . . 1 ´ γppsS |sS , aAq 0 . . . 0 0 . . . 0 . . . 0 . . . 1

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

,

where on the right part of the matrix we do not have any 1 in all and only the rows corresponding to
the action a1, played by π. To compute detpTp,πq, let us apply the Laplace’s formula (see Theorem
1.5 of [17]) by iteratively expanding by cofactors from the last column SA up to column S ` 1
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included. Clearly, since these columns are all zeros with exactly one 1, then after these iterations we
obtain that, for some x P t0, 1u:

detpTp,πq “ p´1qxdet

»

—

–

1 ´ γpps1|s1, a1q ´γpps2|s1, a1q . . . ´γppsS |s1, a1q

´γpps1|s2, a1q 1 ´ γpps2|s2, a1q . . . ´γppsS |s2, a1q

. . . . . . . . . . . .
´γpps1|sS , a1q ´γpps2|sS , a1q . . . 1 ´ γppsS |sS , a1q

fi

ffi

fl

,

since all the rows corresponding to the actions non prescribed by π are neglected. However, this
matrix is exactly Wp,π , therefore, the result follows when πpsq “ a1 in every state.

Generalizing to arbitrary deterministic policies π is immediate once realizing that Wp,π contains all
and only the rows that, in Tp,π , are followed by only zeros.

Proposition 4.2. For any MDPzRM and any pair of deterministic policies π1, π2 P Π, it holds that:

volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π1
q “ volpROPT

M X ROPT,S
M,π2

q.

Proof. For any deterministic policy π in any MDPzRM, we can write:

volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π q
(1)
“ volpROPT

M X ROPT,S
M,π X R1

pq ` volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π X Rą1
p q

(2)
“ volpROPT

M X ROPT,S
M,π X R1

pq

(3)
“ |detpTp,πq|volpVπq

(4)
“ |detpWp,πq|volpVπq

(5)
“ k´S

π volpVπq,

where at (1) we use the additivity of the integral (see Eq. (24) for a definition of R1
p and Rą1

p ), at
(2) we realize that the set ROPT

M X ROPT,S
M,π X Rą1

p , containing all the rewards that induce at least two
optimal policies from every state in M and with bounded value and advantage functions, has zero
SA-dimensional volume since the optimality of another policy π1 beyond π represents an additional
constraint (the considered volume is SA-dimensional because of Proposition B.1, where it is shown
that the OPT feasible set has SA degrees of freedom). At (3) we use the change of variables formula
in Proposition 6.1.3 of [11], after having observed that matrix10 Tp,π (along with Proposition B.1)
permits to reparametrize set ROPT

M X ROPT,S
M,π X R1

p using set Vπ as:

ROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π X R1
p “

!

r P RSA | DpV, Aq P Vπ : r “ Tp,πpV, Aq

)

,

where

Vπ :“
!

V P r´COPT
1 kπ, `COPT

1 kπsS , A P r´COPT
2 , 0qSˆpA´1q

)

.

At (4) we use Proposition D.4 and at (5) we use the definition of kπ .

We can compute the volume of Vπ as:

volpVπq :“

ż

Vπ

dV dA

“

ż

r´COPT
1 kπ,`COPT

1 kπsS
dV ¨

ż

r´COPT
2 ,0qSˆpA´1q

dA

“
ź

sPS

ż

r´COPT
1 kπ,`COPT

1 kπs

dV psq ¨
ź

sPS,aPAztπpsqu

ż

r´COPT
2 ,0qSˆpA´1q

dAps, aq

“ 2SkSπ pCOPT
1 qSpCOPT

2 qSpA´1q.

Thus, replacing into the previous expression, we obtain:

volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π q “ 2SpCOPT
1 qSpCOPT

2 qSpA´1q.

10The definition of Tp,π is provided in Eq. (21).
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Since this quantity is constant for all the deterministic policies π, this concludes the proof.

Proposition 4.3. For any MDPzRM and any pair of stochastic policies π1, π2 P Π such that
π1pa|sq ě πmin and π2pa|sq ě πmin in every s, a, if CMCE

2 ě λ log 1
πmin

, then:

volpRMCE
M X RMCE,S

M,π1
q “ volpRMCE

M X RMCE,S
M,π2

q.

Proof. For any MDPzRM, observe that, for any stochastic policy π, if it does not hold that:

min
ps,aqPSˆA

Aπ
λps, a; p, rq ě ´CMCE

2 ,

then the intersection RMCE
M X RMCE,S

M,π is empty. Since, by hypothesis, minps,aqPSˆA πpa|sq ě πmin,
and since we know that [9, 16]:

A˚
λps, a; p, rq “ λ log πpa|sq,

then the above condition can be imposed to hold as long as:

CMCE
2 ě λ log

1

πmin
.

For this reason, let π be a stochastic policy satisfying that CMCE
2 ě λ log 1

πmin
. Define ηps, aq “

λ log πpa|sq for all s, a for conveniency. We can write:

volpRMCE
M X RMCE,S

M,π q
(1)
“

b

|detpJ⊺
p,ηJp,ηq|volSpV 1

πq

(2)
“

b

|detpJ⊺
p,ηJp,ηq|2SpCMCE

1 qS ,

where at (1) we use the change of variables formula in [6, 47], after having observed that the
rectangular11 matrix Up,η , defined in Eq. (22), along with Proposition B.2, permits to reparametrize
the set RMCE

M X RMCE,S
M,π using set V 1

π as:

RMCE
M X RMCE,S

M,π “

!

r P RSA | DV P V 1
π : r “ Up,ηpV q

)

,

where

V 1
π :“ r´CMCE

1 , `CMCE
1 sS .

Specifically, we use symbol Jp,ηpV q P RSAˆS to denote the Jacobian of the operator Up,η evaluated
in any V P RS ; however, since Jp,ηpV q is a constant function of V (as shown below), then we use
Jp,η . At (2) we compute the volume of set V 1

π , which is an hypercube.

Observe that 2SpCMCE
1 qS does not depend on the policy π. The proof is concluded after having

observed that the Jacobian Jp,η is a constant function. Indeed, for any V P RS , we have:

Jp,ηpV q :“

»

—

—

—

—

–

BrUp,ηpV qss1,a1

BV ps1q

BrUp,ηpV qss1,a1

BV ps2q
. . .

BrUp,ηpV qss1,a1

BV psSq
BrUp,ηpV qss1,a2

BV ps1q

BrUp,ηpV qss1,a2

BV ps2q
. . .

BrUp,ηpV qss1,a2

BV psSq

. . . . . . . . . . . .
BrUp,ηpV qssS,aA

BV ps1q

BrUp,ηpV qssS,aA

BV ps2q
. . .

BrUp,ηpV qssS,aA

BV psSq

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

“

»

—

–

1 ´ γpps1|s1, a1q ´γpps2|s1, a1q . . . ´γppsS |s1, a1q

1 ´ γpps1|s1, a2q ´γpps2|s1, a2q . . . ´γppsS |s1, a2q

. . . . . . . . . . . .
´γpps1|sS , aAq ´γpps2|sS , aAq . . . 1 ´ γppsS |sS , aAq

fi

ffi

fl

.

11The set RMCE
M X RMCE,S

M,π is S-dimensional but is embedded into RSA, so we cannot apply Proposition 6.1.3
of [11].
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s1 s2

a1, a2 a1

s1 s2

a1

a2

a1

Figure 8: MDPzR considered in the proof of Proposition D.5. In the left there is M, while on the
right there is M1.

Proposition 4.4. For any MDPzRM and any pair of stochastic policies π1, π2 P Π such that
π1pa|sq ě πmin and π2pa|sq ě πmin in every s, a, if CBIRL

2 ě β log 1
Aπmin

, then:

volpRBIRL
M X RBIRL,S

M,π1
q “ volpRBIRL

M X RBIRL,S
M,π2

q.

Proof. For any MDPzRM, observe that, for any stochastic policy π, if it does not hold that:

min
ps,aqPSˆA

Aπps, a; p, rq ě ´CBIRL
2 ,

then the intersection RBIRL
M X RBIRL,S

M,π is empty. Since, by hypothesis, minps,aqPSˆA πpa|sq ě πmin,
and since we know that (see [46] and Proposition B.3):

A˚ps, a; p, rq “ β log
πpa|sq

maxa1PA πpa1|sq
,

then the above condition can be imposed to hold as long as:

CBIRL
2 ě β log

1

Aπmin
,

where we also used that log maxa πpa|sq ě log 1
A . Having made this condition to hold, the proof

is then analogous to that of Proposition 4.3, with the only difference that we define ηps, aq “

β logpπpa|sq{ maxa1PA πpa1|sqq at all s, a.

D.3 The New Priors can be Biased in new Environments

We now show that the new priors wm
M can be biased in environments different from M.

Proposition D.5. There exists a pair of MDPzRM “ pS,A, s0, p, γq and M1 “ pS,A, s0, p, γ
1q

with two states s1, s2 and two actions a1, a2 in s1 and one action a1 in s2, and a pair of deterministic
policies π1, π2 such that, if we set COPT

1 “ 1 and if we let γ Ñ 1, then for any choice of COPT
2 ą 0,

we have:

volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M1,π1
q ‰ volpROPT

M X ROPT,S
M1,π2

q.

Proof. For the proof, we consider the M,M1 in Fig. 8, and we define x :“ rps1, a1q, y :“
rps1, a2q, z :“ rps1, a1q for simplicity. Let π1, π2 be the deterministic policies that play actions
a1, a2 in state s1. Now, let us make explicit the sets ROPT

M , ROPT,S
M1,π1

and ROPT,S
M1,π2

. It is immediate to
observe that, in M1, for γ Ñ 1, policy π1 is optimal if x ě z, and viceversa π2 is optimal if x ď z:

ROPT,S
M1,π1

“

!

x, y, z P R | x ě z
)

,

ROPT,S
M1,π2

“

!

x, y, z P R | x ď z
)

.

Regarding ROPT
M , we need to compute kπ for any possible (stochastic) policy π P Π. We have:

pkπq´S “ |detpWp,πq| “ |det
„

1 ´ γ 0
0 1 ´ γ

ȷ

| “ p1 ´ γq2.

Since we have two states, S “ 2 and so:

kπ “
1

1 ´ γ
,
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for every possible policy π.12 To represent set ROPT
M explicitly as a function of x, y, z, observe that it

can be rewritten as:

ROPT
M “ pROPT

M X ROPT,S
M,π1

X R1
pq Y pROPT

M X ROPT,S
M,π2

X R1
pq Y pROPT

M X Rą1
p q,

where set ROPT
M X Rą1

p has zero 3-dimensional volume and so is uninteresting. By using Proposition
B.1 and also that p1 ´ γqkπ “ 1 for any π and γ, it can be shown that:

ROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π1
X R1

p “

!

x, y, z P R | x, z P r´COPT
1 , `COPT

1 s ^ y P rx ´ COPT
2 , xs

)

,

ROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
X R1

p “

!

x, y, z P R | y, z P r´COPT
1 , `COPT

1 s ^ x P ry ´ COPT
2 , ys

)

.

Since ROPT
M X Rą1

p has zero 3-dimensional volume, we can write:

volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M1,π1
q “ volpROPT

M X ROPT,S
M,π1

X R1
p X ROPT,S

M1,π1
q

` volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
X R1

p X ROPT,S
M1,π1

q

“ volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π1
X R1

p X ROPT,S
M1,π2

q

` volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
X R1

p X ROPT,S
M1,π1

q,

where in the second passage we have observed that ROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π1
X R1

p allows x, z to vary freely in
the same interval, therefore, using the formulas computed earlier for ROPT,S

M1,π1
and ROPT,S

M1,π2
, we realize

that by symmetry volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π1
X R1

p X ROPT,S
M1,π1

q “ volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π1
X R1

p X ROPT,S
M1,π2

q.

For this reason, the claim in the proposition can be proved by showing that:

volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
X R1

p X ROPT,S
M1,π1

q ‰ volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
X R1

p X ROPT,S
M1,π2

q.

To make things even easier, we will prove it by first computing volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
X R1

pq, then
computing volpROPT

M X ROPT,S
M,π2

X R1
p X ROPT,S

M1,π1
q, and finally showing that their ratio is different

from 1{2:

volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
X R1

p X ROPT,S
M1,π1

q

volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
X R1

pq
‰

1

2
.

We begin with the volume of ROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
X R1

p . We can write:

volpRp,π2q “

`COPT
1

ż

´COPT
1

`COPT
1

ż

´COPT
1

y
ż

y´COPT
2

dxdydz

“

`COPT
1

ż

´COPT
1

`COPT
1

ż

´COPT
1

COPT
2 dydz

“ 4COPT
1 COPT

2 “ 4COPT
2 ,

by recalling that COPT
1 “ 1 by hypothesis.

Now, concerning the volume of ROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
X R1

p X ROPT,S
M1,π1

, note that we can write this region
more explicitly (modulo some zero-volume sets) as:

ROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
X R1

p X ROPT,S
M1,π1

“

!

x, y, z P R | ´ 1 ďy ď `1 ^

12To be precise, we have never shown in the paper that this choice of set gives the same volume volpROPT
M X

ROPT,S
M,π1

q ‰ volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
q in any M for any possible pair of policies π1, π2 even though some states

might have a number of actions different than that of other states. Nevertheless, this can be proved rather easily
analogously to Proposition 4.2. Of course, an analogous of Proposition B.1 will be needed.
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´1 ďz ď `1 ^

y ´ COPT
2 ďx ď y ^

x ě z
)

.

We partition it into 4 regions R :“ ROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
X R1

p X ROPT,S
M1,π1

“ I1 Y I2 Y I3 Y I4, so that
the resulting volume will be the sum of the volumes of these regions:

I1 :“ R X tz ě y ´ COPT
2 ^ z ě 1 ´ COPT

2 u,

I2 :“ R X tz ě y ´ COPT
2 ^ z ď 1 ´ COPT

2 u,

I3 :“ R X tz ď y ´ COPT
2 ^ z ď ´1 ´ COPT

2 u,

I4 :“ R X tz ď y ´ COPT
2 ^ z ě ´1 ´ COPT

2 u.

We remark that, for I1, I2, it holds that z ď y (otherwise they are empty).

Now, if we denote m :“ maxt´1, 1 ´ COPT
2 u, the volume of I1 is (we must enforce z ď y otherwise

this becomes the signed volume):

I1 “

`1
ż

m

`1
ż

z

y
ż

z

dxdydz

“

`1
ż

m

`1
ż

z

py ´ zqdydz

“

`1
ż

m

p
z2

2
´ z `

1

2
qdydz

“
1

6
´

m3

6
`

m2

2
´

m

2
.

Depending on COPT
2 , we get different values:

I1 “

#

pCOPT
2 q

3

6 if COPT
2 ď 2,

4
3 otherwise,

where we used that, for COPT
2 ě 2, we have m “ ´1, and replaced, and similarly for the other term:

1

6
´

p1 ´ Cq3

6
`

p1 ´ Cq2

2
´

p1 ´ Cq

2
“

pCOPT
2 q3

6
.

W.r.t. I2, we can write:

I2 “

1´COPT
2

ż

´1

z`COPT
2

ż

z

y
ż

z

dxdydz

“

1´COPT
2

ż

´1

z`COPT
2

ż

z

py ´ zqdydz

“

1´COPT
2

ż

´1

p
y2

2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

z`COPT
2

z

´ zCOPT
2 qdz

“
pCOPT

2 q2

2

1´COPT
2

ż

´1

dz
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“
pCOPT

2 q2

2
p2 ´ COPT

2 q,

where we are assuming that COPT
2 ď 2. Otherwise, I2 “ 0.

Regarding I3, simply note that it is empty, so the volume is 0, because we are asking that z ď

´1 ´ COPT
2 ď ´1.

Thus, w.r.t. I4, we can write (the upper bound 1 ´ COPT
2 on z arises because we ask z ` COPT

2 ď 1):

I4 “

1´COPT
2

ż

´1

1
ż

z`COPT
2

y
ż

y´COPT
2

dxdydz

“

1´COPT
2

ż

´1

1
ż

z`COPT
2

Cdydz

“

1´COPT
2

ż

´1

p1 ´ z ´ COPT
2 qCdz

“
COPT

2

2
pCOPT

2 ´ 2q2,

which holds assuming COPT
2 ď 2, otherwise it is 0.

Finally, we get that the volume of R “ ROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
X R1

p X ROPT,S
M1,π1

is (we sum all contributions
as a function of COPT

2 ):

volpRq “ I1 ` I2 ` I3 ` I4

“

#

pCOPT
2 q

3

6 `
pCOPT

2 q
2

2 p2 ´ COPT
2 q ` 0 `

COPT
2

2 pCOPT
2 ´ 2q2 if COPT

2 ď 2,
4
3 ` 0 ` 0 ` 0 otherwise,

“

#

pCOPT
2 q

3

6 ´ pCOPT
2 q2 ` 2COPT

2 if COPT
2 ď 2,

4
3 otherwise.

By taking the ratio, we get:

volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
X R1

p X ROPT,S
M1,π1

q

volpROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π2
X R1

pq
“

#

1
3COPT

2
if COPT

2 ě 2,

pCOPT
2 q

2

24 ´
COPT

2

4 ` 1
2 if 0 ă COPT

2 ă 2,

which is different from 1
2 for every COPT

2 ą 0.

This concludes the proof.

E Additional Results and Proofs for Section 4.2

In Appendix E.1, we prove Proposition 4.5. In Appendix E.2, we provide the missing proofs for
Theorems 4.6, 4.7 and 4.8, while in Appendix E.3 we prove Proposition 4.9 and Proposition E.1.
Finally, Appendix E.4 contains additional centroid calculations for OPT.

E.1 Derivation of Eq. (15)

Proposition 4.5. For every w : RSA Ñ r0, 1s, Eq. (10) can be rewritten as:

pπw P arg max
π1PΠc,k

V π1

ps1
0; p

1, rw,πE
q, where rw,πE

“

ż

Rm
M,πE

wprqdr. (15)
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Proof. The derivation is analogous to the proof of Theorem 3 of [36]. Starting from Eq. (10), we can
write:

pπw P arg min
π1PΠc,k

ż

Rm
M,πE

wprq

´

max
πPΠc,k

V πps1
0; p

1, rq ´ V π1

ps1
0; p

1, rq

¯

dr

(1)
“ arg min

π1PΠc,k

ˆ
ż

Rm
M,πE

wprq max
πPΠc,k

V πps1
0; p

1, rqdr ´

ż

Rm
M,πE

wprqV π1

ps1
0; p

1, rqdr

˙

(2)
“ arg min

π1PΠc,k

´

ż

Rm
M,πE

wprqV π1

ps1
0; p

1, rqdr

(3)
“ arg max

π1PΠc,k

ż

Rm
M,πE

wprqV π1

ps1
0; p

1, rqdr

(4)
“ arg max

π1PΠc,k

V π1

ps1
0; p

1, rw,πE
q,

where at (1) we use the linearity of the integral operator, at (2) we realize that the first term does not
depend on π1, and, as such, it can be removed, at (3) we remove the minus by replacing argmin with
argmax, finally, at (4) we realize that V π1

ps1
0; p

1, rq is a linear function of r (it can be seen as the dot
product between the occupancy measure of π1 and r [35]), thus, by defining rw,πE

:“
ş

Rm
M,πE

wprqdr,

and recalling that S and A are finite, we get the result.

E.2 The Centroids of the Feasible Sets w.r.t. our New Priors

Theorem 4.6 (OPT). For any MDPzRM and deterministic policy πE , the reward centroid rOPT
M,πE

after rescaling13 is:

rOPT
M,πE

ps, aq “

$

&

%

1 if s P SM,πE
^ πEpsq “ a

0 if s P SM,πE
^ πEpsq ‰ a

1
A if s R SM,πE

@ps, aq P S ˆ A. (16)

Proof. We can write:

rOPT
M,πE

(1)
:“

ż

ROPT
M XROPT

M,πE

rdr

(2)
“

ż

ROPT
M XROPT

M,πE
XR1

p

rdr `

ż

ROPT
M XROPT

M,πE
XRą1

p

rdr

(3)
“

ż

ROPT
M XROPT

M,πE
XR1

p

rdr

(4)
“

ÿ

πPrπEsSM,πE

ż

ROPT
M XROPT,S

M,π XR1
p

rdr

(5)
“

ÿ

πPrπEsSM,πE

ż

Vπ

|detpTp,πq|Tp,πpV, AqdV dA

(6)
“

ÿ

πPrπEsSM,πE

|detpWp,πq|

ż

Vπ

Tp,πpV, AqdV dA

(7)
“

ÿ

πPrπEsSM,πE

|detpWp,πq|Tp,πpV π, Aπq,

13By “rescaling” a vector x P Rn we mean applying a transformation αx ` β with α ą 0, β P R. It is
well-known that rescaling a reward function does not affect the rank of policies [28, 48].
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where at (1) we use the definition, at (2) we use the additivity property of the integral for partitioning
in rewards that induce a single optimal policy R1

p and those that do not (see Eq. 23), at (3) we
recognize that set ROPT

M X ROPT
M,πE

X Rą1
p has zero volume as Rą1

p imposes an additional constraint
on the rewards in this set (using Proposition B.1 it can be seen that this set is described by at
most SA ´ 1 ă SA parameters), at (4) we apply Corollary D.1 in [22] to observe that14 ROPT

M,πE
“

Ť

πPrπEsSM,πE

ROPT,S
M,π , and then we use the distributive property of intersection over union and the

additivity of the integral,15 at (5), similarly to the proof of Proposition 4.2, we use the change of
variables formula in Theorem 6.1.7 of [11], after having observed that matrix16 Tp,π (along with
Proposition B.1) permits to reparametrize set ROPT

M X ROPT,S
M,π X R1

p using set Vπ as:

ROPT
M X ROPT,S

M,π X R1
p “

!

r P RSA | DpV, Aq P Vπ : r “ Tp,πpV, Aq

)

,

where

Vπ :“
!

V P r´COPT
1 kπ, `COPT

1 kπsS , A P r´COPT
2 , 0qSˆpA´1q

)

.

At (6) we apply Proposition D.4, and note that |detpWp,πq| does not depend on V, A, at (7) we applied
the linearity of operator Tp,π , and defined V π :“

ş

Vπ
V dV dA and Aπ :“

ş

Vπ
AdV dA.

Now, we turn to the computation of V π and Aπ . For any state s P S, we have:

V πpsq :“

ż

Vπ

V psqdV dA

“

ż

r´COPT
1 kπ,`COPT

1 kπsS
V psqdV ¨

ż

r´COPT
2 ,0qSˆpA´1q

dA

“
ź

sPSztsu

ż

r´COPT
1 kπ,`COPT

1 kπs

dV psq ¨

ż

r´COPT
1 kπ,`COPT

1 kπs

V psqdV psq

¨
ź

sPS,aPAztπpsqu

ż

r´COPT
2 ,0q

dAps, aq

“ p2COPT
1 kπqS´1 ¨ pCOPT

2 qSpA´1q ¨

„

V psq2

2

ȷ`COPT
1 kπ

´COPT
1 kπ

“ 0.

In a similar manner, for any s P S, a P Aztπpsqu, we have:

Aπps, aq :“

ż

Vπ

Aps, aqdV dA

“

ż

r´COPT
1 kπ,`COPT

1 kπsS
dV ¨

ż

r´COPT
2 ,0qSˆpA´1q

Aps, aqdA

“
ź

sPS

ż

r´COPT
1 kπ,`COPT

1 kπs

dV psq ¨
ź

sPS,aPAztπpsqu^ps,aq‰ps,aq

ż

r´COPT
2 ,0q

dAps, aq

¨

ż

r´COPT
2 ,0q

Aps, aqdAps, aq

“ p2COPT
1 kπqS ¨ pCOPT

2 qSpA´1q´1 ¨

„

Aps, aq2

2

ȷ0

´COPT
2

“ ´2S´1 ¨ pCOPT
1 kπqS ¨ pCOPT

2 qSpA´1q`1.

14See Appendix B for a definition of r¨sS for any set S Ď S.
15To be precise, the sets ROPT

M X ROPT
M,πE

X R1
p are open, so this passage cannot be done as-is, but additional

formalism should be adopted. Nevertheless, we avoid introducing it here to keep the exposition from becoming
unnecessarily cumbersome.

16The definition of Tp,π is provided in Eq. (21).
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Replacing the values of V π and Aπ into the previous expression, we get that:

rOPT
M,πE

ps, aq
(8)
“

$

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

%

0 if s P SM,πE
, a “ πEpsq,

´
ř

πPrπEsSM,πE

|detpWp,πq|xπ if s P SM,πE
, a ‰ πEpsq,

´
ř

πPrπEsSM,πE
:πpsq‰a

|detpWp,πq|xπ otherwise

(9)
9

$

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

%

0 if s P SM,πE
, a “ πEpsq,

´
ř

πPrπEsSM,πE

1 if s P SM,πE
, a ‰ πEpsq,

´
ř

πPrπEsSM,πE
:πpsq‰a

1 otherwise

(10)
“

$

&

%

0 if s P SM,πE
, a “ πEpsq,

´AS´|SM,πE
| if s P SM,πE

, a ‰ πEpsq,

´AS´|SM,πE
|´1pA ´ 1q otherwise

(11)
9

$

&

%

1 if s P SM,πE
, a “ πEpsq,

0 if s P SM,πE
, a ‰ πEpsq,

1
A otherwise,

where at (8) we used that Tp,πpV π, Aπqps, aq “ 0 at all s R SM,πE
, for the policies π P rπEsSM,πE

that prescribe πpsq “ a, and we also defined xπ :“ 2S´1 ¨ pCOPT
1 kπqS ¨ pCOPT

2 qSpA´1q`1 for ne-
cessity of space, at (9) we use that pkπqS “ 1{|detpWp,πq|, and we divided everything by
2S´1 ¨ pCOPT

1 qS ¨ pCOPT
2 qSpA´1q`1 (recall that we provide a rescaled result), at (10) we use that

rπEsSM,πE
contains exactly AS´|SM,πE

| policies, while set tπ P rπEsSM,πE
: πpsq ‰ au contains ex-

actly AS´|SM,πE
|´1pA ´ 1q policies, and at (11) we rescale everything by first summing AS´|SM,πE

|,
and then dividing by it.

This concludes the proof.

Theorem 4.7 (MCE). Let CMCE
2 ě λ log 1

πmin
. Then, for any MDPzRM in which SM,πE

“ S, the
reward centroid rMCE

M,πE
after rescaling is:

rMCE
M,πE

ps, aq “ log πEpa|sq @ps, aq P S ˆ A. (17)

Proof. The condition on CMCE
2 is made for the same reason as in the proof Proposition 4.3.

Define ηps, aq “ λ log πEpa|sq for all s, a. First, we remark that, since set RMCE
M X RMCE

M,πE
is S-

dimensional (immediate from Proposition 4.3), then the volume elements below are S-dimensional.
We can write:

rMCE
M,πE

(1)
:“

ż

RMCE
M XRMCE

M,πE

rdr

(2)
“

ż

RMCE
M XRMCE,S

M,πE

rdr

(3)
“

ż

V 1
πE

b

|detpJ⊺
p,ηJp,ηq|Up,ηpV qdV

(4)
“

b

|detpJ⊺
p,ηJp,ηq|

ż

V 1
πE

Up,ηpV qdV

(5)
9

ż

V 1
πE

Up,ηpV qdV

(6)
“ Up,η

ˆ
ż

V 1
πE

V dV

˙
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(7)
“ Up,ηp0q

(8)
“ η,

where at (1) we use the definition of rMCE
M,πE

, at (2) we exploit the fact that, by hypothesis, SM,πE
“ S ,

at (3) we use the change of variables formula in [6, 47], after having observed that the rectangular17

matrix Up,η, defined in Eq. (22), along with Proposition B.2, permits to reparametrize the set
RMCE

M X RMCE,S
M,πE

using set V 1
πE

as:

RMCE
M X RMCE,S

M,πE
“

!

r P RSA | DV P V 1
πE

: r “ Up,ηpV q

)

,

where

V 1
πE

:“ r´CMCE
1 , `CMCE

1 sS .

Specifically, we use symbol Jp,η P RSAˆS to denote the Jacobian of the operator Up,η , and we omit
the dependence on V since, as observed in the proof of Proposition 4.3, it is constant in V . At (4),
we bring it outside because it does not depend on V , at (5) we drop it as we will rescale, at (6) we use
the linearity of Up,η, at (7) we use that

ş

V 1
πE

V dV “ 0 P RS , as the domain is symmetric, and at (8)

we use the defintion of operator Up,η .

The result can be obtained by rescaling the computed reward by λ.

Theorem 4.8 (BIRL). Let CBIRL
2 ě β log 1

Aπmin
. Then, for any MDPzRM in which SM,πE

“ S , the
reward centroid rBIRL

M,πE
after rescaling is:

rBIRL
M,πE

ps, aq “ log
πEpa|sq

maxa1PA πEpa1|sq
@ps, aq P S ˆ A. (18)

Proof. The condition on CBIRL
2 is made for the same reason as in the proof Proposition 4.4.

The proof is analogous to that of Theorem 4.7, with the only difference that we define ηps, aq “

β logpπEpa|sq{ maxa1PA πEpa1|sqq at all s, a, and that we use Proposition B.3 in place of Proposition
B.2.

E.3 Proofs for Additional Results on the Centroids

Proposition 4.9. Let m P tOPT,MCE,BIRLu be the model of behavior between πE and rE in an
MDPzRM “ pS,A, s0, p, γq. Let π˚ P arg maxπ V πps0; p, r

m
M,πE

q be an optimal policy in M
under rmM,πE

. Then, π˚ is optimal also under rE: V π˚

ps0; p, rEq “ V ˚ps0; p, rEq.

Proof. Regarding MCE and BIRL, thanks to Propositions B.2 and B.3, it is immediate to notice that
rMCE
M,πE

and rBIRL
M,πE

are obtained from rE through reward shaping [28] (the state-only function is the
value function). Therefore, they induce the same optimal policies.

Regarding OPT, observe that V πE ps0; p, r
OPT
M,πE

q “ 1
1´γ , which is the maximum possible, thus

π˚ “ πE . Moreover, observe also that πE is the unique optimal policy in MrOPT
M,πE

as playing a
non-expert’s action gives a reward smaller than 1. For these reasons, since πE is optimal for rE (by
hypothesis of OPT), then the result follows.

The next result shows that, in the absence of additional constraints, reward rBIRL
M,πE

transfers to new
M1 the optimal policy w.r.t. rE in M. Moreover, rOPT

M,πE
does so as well when SM,πE

“ S.

Proposition E.1. Assume that πE and rE are related by BIRL in an MDPzRM “ pS,A, s0, p, γq,
and that SM,πE

“ S. Then, for any MDPzRM1 “ pS,A, γ1, s1
0, p

1q, it holds that:

arg max
πPΠ

V πps0; p
1, rBIRL

M,πE
q “ arg max

πPΠ
V πps0; p, rEq.

17The set RMCE
M X RMCE,S

M,πE
is S-dimensional but is embedded into RSA, so we cannot apply Proposition 6.1.3

of [11].
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Moreover, if πE is deterministic and, still, SM,πE
“ S, then the same result holds also for OPT.

Proof. Regarding the first statement, observe that reward rBIRL
M,πE

, assuming that SM,πE
“ S, as-

sociates to at least one action in every possible state the reward 0. Indeed, if we take a P

arg maxa1PA πEpa1|sq, we have:

log
πEpa|sq

maxa1PA πEpa1|sq
“ log 1 “ 0.

Therefore, any greedy policy π˚ that plays such action/s a achieves, for any possible p1 and γ1:

V π˚

ps0; p, r
BIRL
M,πE

q “ 0.

Since playing at least once an action different from a gives a smaller expected return (since its
corresponding reward is ď 0), then we have that such policy π˚ is optimal in any M1. In particular,
π˚ is optimal also in M, and thanks to Proposition 4.9 this means that it is optimal also w.r.t. rE .
This concludes the proof of the first claim.

For the second claim, simply observe that, if SM,πE
“ S, then:

rOPT
M,πE

ps, aq “ 1ta “ πEpsqu,

that makes πE the optimal policy in any M1. Since, by hypothesis of OPT, πE is optimal also w.r.t.
rE , then the result follows.

E.4 Additional Centroid Calculations for OPT

We now focus on OPT and we show that the centroid of the prior wOPT
M , after rescaling is 0, which is

an additional interesting property of this prior.

Proposition E.2. For any MDPzRM, define:

rOPT
M :“

ż

RSA

wOPT
M prqrdr.

Then, after rescaling, it holds that: rOPT
M “ 0.

Proof. The proof is completely analogous to that of Theorem 4.6, with the difference that, instead
of summing over the policies in rπEsSM,πE

, we sum over all the possible deterministic policies
ΠD :“ AS . Then, all the state-action pairs s, a are treated equally, and we obtain:

rOPT
M ps, aq “

ÿ

πPΠD

|detpWp,πq|Tp,πpV π, Aπqps, aq

“ ´
ÿ

πPΠD:πpsq‰a

|detpWp,πq|2S´1 ¨ pCOPT
1 kπqS ¨ pCOPT

2 qSpA´1q`1

“ ´
ÿ

πPΠD:πpsq‰a

2S´1 ¨ pCOPT
1 qS ¨ pCOPT

2 qSpA´1q`1

“ 2S´1 ¨ pCOPT
1 qS ¨ pCOPT

2 qSpA´1q`1 ¨ AS´1pA ´ 1q,

which is the same for every s, a. Thus, by subtracting 2S´1 ¨ pCOPT
1 qS ¨ pCOPT

2 qSpA´1q`1 ¨

AS´1pA ´ 1q by rOPT
M elementwise, we get the zero vector:

rOPT
M ps, aq “ 0 @ps, aq P S ˆ A.

This concludes the proof.

We now show what happens if we replace prior wOPT
M with a new prior wM,q that is not uniform on

ROPT
M anymore, but depends on a vector q P ∆ΠD

in the same way:

wM,qprq :“

"

qpπq{volpROPT
M q if r P ROPT

M ^ π P Π˚pp, rq ^ |Π˚pp, rq|,

0 otherwise.
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Simply put, we are assigning different weights on the rewards in ROPT
M depending on the induced

optimal policy (we neglect rewards that induce more than a single optimal policy because such set
has zero volume). It can be shown that:

Theorem E.3 (OPT expert). For any MDPzRM and deterministic expert’s policy πE , define:

rOPT
M,πE ,q :“

ż

ROPT
M,πE

wM,qprqrdr.

Then, after rescaling, it holds that:

rOPT
M,πE ,qps, aq “

$

’

’

&

’

’

%

1 if s P SM,πE
, πEpsq “ a,

0 if s P SM,πE
, πEpsq ‰ a,

ř

πPrπE sSM,πE
:πpsq‰a qpπq

ř

πPrπE sSM,πE

qpπq
if s R SM,πE

.

Proof. Again, the proof is completely analogous to that of Theorem 4.6. The only difference is that,
after the first passages, we end up with:

ÿ

πPrπEsSM,πE

rOPT
M,πE ,q “

ÿ

πPrπEsSM,πE

qpπq|detpWp,πq|Tp,πpV π, Aπq,

as wM,q is not “uniform” over the policies. For this reason, later on in the proof, we obtain that, for
all ps, aq P S ˆ A:

rOPT
M,πE ,qps, aq9

$

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

%

0 if s P SM,πE
, a “ πEpsq,

´
ř

πPrπEsSM,πE

qpπq if s P SM,πE
, a ‰ πEpsq,

´
ř

πPrπEsSM,πE
:πpsq‰a

qpπq otherwise,

from which, after rescaling, we get the result.

F Sample Complexity

This appendix is organized into four parts. In Appendix F.1, F.2 and F.3 we provide the proofs of,
respectively, Theorems 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3. Finally, in Appendix F.4 we provide the proof of Proposition
5.4.

F.1 Proof of Theorem 5.1

Estimating rOPT
M,πE

correctly is equivalent to correctly estimating the support SM,πE
and the set of

state-action pairs ZM,πE
visited by πE in M, which can be written as:

SM,πE
“

!

s P S
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Dt P N : ppπE qtps|s0q ą 0

)

,

ZM,πE
:“

!

ps, aq P S ˆ A
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
s P SM,πE

^ πEpsq “ a
)

,

where pπE P RSˆS is the right stochastic matrix that, to each pair of states s, s1, associates
pps1|s, πEpsqq, thus ppπE qtps|s0q represents the probability of being in state s at stage t when
starting from s0 [35]. As reported in Algorithm 1, our estimators for sets SM,πE

and ZM,πE
are:

pS :“
!

s P S
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Di P JNK, Dh P JHK : sih “ s

)

,

pZ :“
!

ps, aq P S ˆ A
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Di P JNK, Dh P JHK : sih “ s ^ aih “ a

)

.

We want to find a minimum number of samples NH that guarantees that, w.h.p., pS “ SM,πE
and

pZ “ ZM,πE
. To this aim, we must first show that taking H ě S is sufficient for guaranteeing that
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the dataset DE , made of trajectories long H-stages, can contain all the states and state-action pairs in
the support, i.e., pmin,H

M,πE
ą 0:

Lemma F.1. If H ě S, then pmin,H
M,πE

ą 0.

Proof. Observe that, since H ě S, then:

pmin,H
M,πE

:“ min
sPSM,πE

PM,πE

`

Dt P JHK : st “ s
˘

ě min
sPSM,πE

PM,πE

`

Dt P JSK : st “ s
˘

ě min
sPSM,πE

min
tPJSK

ppπE qtps|s0q.

Therefore, the result can be proved by showing that, for every state s P SM,πE
, there exists a stage

t P JSK for which the probability ppπE qtps|s0q of being in s at t is strictly greater than 0. But this is
exactly the claim of Lemma F.2. This concludes the proof.

Lemma F.2. For every state s P SM,πE
, there exists a t P JSK such that ppπE qtps|s0q ą 0.

Proof. By hypothesis, since s P SM,πE
, then there always exists a t P N such that: ppπE qtps|s0q ą 0.

If t ď S, then the result follows immediately, so we restrict to the case where t ą S. By computing
matrix ppπE qt, we can write:

ppπE qtps|s0q “
ÿ

sp2q,sp3q,...,spt´1qPS

pπE psp2q|s0qpπE psp3q|sp2qq ¨ . . . ¨ pπE ps|spt´1qq ą 0,

which is strictly positive as long as at least one specific path s0, s
p2q, . . . , spt´1q, s has strictly

positive probability, which is the hypothesis made by contradiction:

ppπE qtps|s0q ą 0 ùñ

Dsp2q, sp3q, . . . , spt´1q : pπE psp2q|s0qpπE psp3q|sp2qq ¨ . . . ¨ pπE ps|spt´1qq ą 0.

But this means that all these probabilities are strictly positive:

pπE pspiq|spi´1qq ą 0 @i P t2, tu,

where sp1q “ s0, s
ptq “ s.

Now, if all the states spiq are distinct, then t ď S, because there are at most S states. Otherwise,
there exist i ‰ i1 such that spiq “ spi1

q, and so we can get rid of all the terms pπE pspjq|spj´1qq for
j P ti ` 1, i1u. Then, iterating this reasoning, we will end up with all distinct states, representing a
path long t1 ď S for which ppπE qt

1

ps|s0q ą 0.

This concludes the proof.

We are now ready to upper bound the sample complexity necessity for estimating SM,πE
and ZM,πE

:

Lemma F.3. Let δ P p0, 1q and H ě S. If πE is deterministic, then it holds that:

PM,πE

´

pS “ SM,πE
^ pZ “ ZM,πE

¯

ě 1 ´ δ,

with a number of trajectories:

N ď
log

|SM,πE
|

δ

pmin,H
M,πE

.

Proof. If πE is deterministic, then observe that pS “ SM,πE
implies condition pZ “ ZM,πE

. Thus,
we will focus on the former equality. We bound the opposite event:

PM,πE

´

pS ‰ SM,πE

¯

“ PM,πE

´

Ds P SM,πE
, @i P JNK, Eh P JHK : sih “ s

¯
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(1)
ď

ÿ

sPSM,πE

PM,πE

´

@i P JNK, Eh P JHK : sih “ s
¯

(2)
“

ÿ

sPSM,πE

N
ź

i“1

PM,πE

´

Eh P JHK : sih “ s
¯

“
ÿ

sPSM,πE

N
ź

i“1

ˆ

1 ´ PM,πE

´

Dh P JHK : sih “ s
¯

˙

(3)
ď

ÿ

sPSM,πE

N
ź

i“1

p1 ´ pmin,H
M,πE

q

“ |SM,πE
|p1 ´ pmin,H

M,πE
qN ,

where at (1) we apply a union bound, at (2) we use the fact that different trajectories are independent
of each other, at (3) we lower bound PM,πE

´

Dh P JHK : sih “ s
¯

using pmin,H
M,πE

, which is ą 0 because
of H ě S and Lemma F.1.

Forcing this probability to be at most δ, and solving w.r.t. N , we get:

|SM,πE
|p1 ´ pmin,H

M,πE
qN ď δ ðñ N logp1 ´ pmin,H

M,πE
q ď ´ log

|SM,πE
|

δ

ðñ N ě
log

|SM,πE
|

δ

log 1

1´pmin,H
M,πE

.

By using that, for any x P p0, 1q, we have: log 1
1´x ě x, we get the result.

There are some interesting observations that can be done on this sample complexity result. Specifically,
note that there is a trade-off in the choice of H . If H is large, then pmin,H

M,πE
is also large, and so N

gets small. However, at the same time, increasing H we are using more samples since the trajectories
are longer. The number of samples is:

NH ď
H

pmin,H
M,πE

log
|SM,πE

|

δ
.

This expression can be optimized by H depending on the problem at stake, by solving:

arg min
HPN:HěS

H

pmin,H
M,πE

log
|SM,πE

|

δ
“ arg min

HPN:HěS

H

pmin,H
M,πE

.

Finally, we are ready to prove the main theorem.

Theorem 5.1. Let δ P p0, 1q and H ě S. If πE is deterministic, then, with probability at least 1 ´ δ,
it holds that prOPT “ rOPT

M,πE
provided that:

NH ě
H log

|SM,πE
|

δ

pmin,H
M,πE

.

Proof. Simply, apply Lemma F.3, and realize from the definition of rOPT
M,πE

that pS “ SM,πE
^ pZ “

ZM,πE
suffices for having prOPT “ rOPT

M,πE
.

F.2 Proof of Theorem 5.2

We begin by proving how the error in the estimation of the policy propagates to the estimation of the
centroid:
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Lemma F.4. Assume that minps,aqPSˆA πEpa|sq ě π1
min. Let pπ be the estimate of policy computed

in Algorithm 2. Then, it holds that:

}prMCE ´ rMCE
M,πE

}8 ď
1

πmin
}pπ ´ πE}8.

Proof. We can write:

}prMCE ´ rMCE
M,πE

}8 :“ max
ps,aqPSˆA

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
prMCEps, aq ´ rMCE

M,πE
ps, aq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“ max
ps,aqPSˆA

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
log pπpa|sq ´ log πEpa|sq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“ max
ps,aqPSˆA

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
log

pπpa|sq

πEpa|sq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

(1)
ď max

ps,aqPSˆA

ˇ

ˇ

pπpa|sq ´ πEpa|sq
ˇ

ˇ

mintpπpa|sq, πEpa|squ

(2)
ď

1

π1
min

max
ps,aqPSˆA

ˇ

ˇ

pπpa|sq ´ πEpa|sq
ˇ

ˇ,

where at (1) we use that logp1 ` xq ď x for x ě 0. Indeed, when pπpa|sq ě πEpa|sq, then
pπpa|sq{πEpa|sq ě 1, and so: log pπpa|sq

πEpa|sq
“ log

´

1 `
pπpa|sq

πEpa|sq
´ 1

¯

ď ppπpa|sq ´ πEpa|sqq{πEpa|sq.
Doing similarly in the opposite case, we get the minimum at denominator. At (2) we use that
minps,aqPSˆA πEpa|sq ě π1

min by hypothesis and the definition of pπ.

The next step consists in upper bounding the estimation error of πE :

Lemma F.5. Let ϵ, δ P p0, 1q and assume that minps,aqPSˆA πEpa|sq ě π1
min. Then, it holds that:

PM,πE

´

}pπ ´ πE}8 ď ϵ
¯

ě 1 ´ δ,

with a number of trajectories:

N ď
16 log 4SA

δ log 2SA
δ

ϵ2pmin,H
M,πE

.

Proof. For all ps, aq P S ˆ A, we can write:

ˇ

ˇ

pπpa|sq ´ πEpa|sq
ˇ

ˇ “

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

max
!

π1
min,

Nps, aq

maxt1, Npsqu

)

´ πEpa|sq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

(1)
“

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

max
!

π1
min,

Nps, aq

maxt1, Npsqu

)

´ max
!

π1
min, πEpa|sq

)

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

(2)
ď max

"

ˇ

ˇπ1
min ´ π1

min

ˇ

ˇ,
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Nps, aq

maxt1, Npsqu
´ πEpa|sq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

*

“

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Nps, aq

maxt1, Npsqu
´ πEpa|sq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
,

(3)
ď

d

2 log 4
δ

maxt1, Npsqu

(4)
ď

g

f

f

e

16 log 4
δ log 2

δ

Npmin,H
M,πE

,

where at (1) we use that minps,aqPSˆA πEpa|sq ě π1
min by hypothesis, at (2) we use that the max

operator is 1-Lipschitz, at (3) we use that, when Npsq “ 0, then |πEpa|sq| ď 1 ď

b

2 log 4
δ , while

when Npsq ě 1, we apply the double-sided Azuma-Hoeffding’s inequality (that must be applied

39



because Npsq is a random variable itself), which holds w.p. 1 ´ δ{2. At (4) we note that each
Npsq „ BinpN, PM,πE

p
ŤH

t“0tst “ suqq is Binomially distributed, so we can apply Lemma A.1

in [52] w.p. δ{2 to get that: 1
maxt1,Npsqu

ď
8 log 2

δ

NPM,πE
p
ŤH

t“0tst“suq
ď

8 log 2
δ

Npmin,H
M,πE

, where we used the

definition of pmin,H
M,πE

in Eq. (19).

By applying a union bound, we have that the above bound for s, a holds w.p. 1 ´ δ. In addition, the
error above is bounded by ϵ as long as:

g

f

f

e

16 log 4
δ log 2

δ

Npmin,H
M,πE

ď ϵ ðñ N ě
16 log 4

δ log 2
δ

ϵ2pmin,H
M,πE

.

The proof is concluded through the application of a union bound over all the ps, aq P S ˆ A.

We conclude with the main result:

Theorem 5.2. Let ϵ, δ P p0, 1q and H ě S. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.7, if πmin ě π1
min,

then, with probability 1 ´ δ, we have }prMCE ´ rMCE
M,πE

}8 ď ϵ provided that:

NH ě
H log2 4SA

δ

pmin,H
M,πE

¨
16

ϵ2π1
min

.

Proof. Combining Lemma F.4 with Lemma F.5, we get the result:

N ď
16 log 4SA

δ log 2SA
δ

ϵ2pmin,H
M,πE

π1
min

.

F.3 Proof of Theorem 5.3

The proof of Theorem 5.3 is very similar to that of Theorem 5.2. We begin by proving how the error
in the estimation of the policy propagates to the estimation of the centroid:

Lemma F.6. Assume that minps,aqPSˆA πEpa|sq ě π1
min. Let pπ be the estimate of policy computed

in Algorithm 3. Then, it holds that, for all ps, aq P S ˆ A:

|prBIRLps, aq ´ rBIRL
M,πE

ps, aq| ď
2

π1
min

}pπ ´ πE}8 ` 1tNpsq “ 0u log
1

π1
min

.

Proof. For all the states s P S with Npsq ą 0, for all a P A, we can write:

|prBIRLps, aq ´ rBIRL
M,πE

ps, aq| “

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
log

pπpa|sq

maxa1
pπpa1|sq

´ log
πEpa|sq

maxa1 πEpa1|sq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
log

pπpa|sq

πEpa|sq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
`

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
log

maxa1
pπpa1|sq

maxa1 πEpa1|sq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

(1)
ď 2 max

a1PA

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
log

pπpa1|sq

πEpa1|sq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

(2)
ď 2 max

a1PA

ˇ

ˇ

pπpa1|sq ´ πEpa1|sq
ˇ

ˇ

mintpπpa1|sq, πEpa1|squ

(3)
ď

2

π1
min

max
a1PA

ˇ

ˇ

pπpa1|sq ´ πEpa1|sq
ˇ

ˇ,

where at (1) we use that | maxx fpxq ´ maxx gpxq| ď maxx |fpxq ´ gpxq|, at (2) we use that
logp1 ` xq ď x for x ě 0. Indeed, when pπpa|sq ě πEpa|sq, then pπpa|sq{πEpa|sq ě 1, and so:
log pπpa|sq

πEpa|sq
“ log

´

1 `
pπpa|sq

πEpa|sq
´ 1

¯

ď ppπpa|sq ´ πEpa|sqq{πEpa|sq. Doing similarly in the oppo-
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site case, we get the minimum at denominator. At (2) we use that minps,aqPSˆA πEpa|sq ě π1
min by

hypothesis and the definition of pπ.

Similarly, for all the remaining states s P S satisfying Npsq “ 0, for all a P A, we can write:

|prBIRLps, aq ´ rBIRL
M,πE

ps, aq| “

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
log π1

min ´ log
πEpa|sq

maxa1 πEpa1|sq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď log
1

π1
min

`

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
log

πEpa|sq

maxa1 πEpa1|sq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

(4)
“ log

1

π1
min

`

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
log

pπpa|sq

maxa1
pπpa1|sq

´ log
πEpa|sq

maxa1 πEpa1|sq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
,

where at (4) we use that logppπpa|sq{ maxa1
pπpa1|sqq “ logpπ1

min{π1
minq “ 0 when Npsq “ 0.

Then, carrying out the same passages as for Npsq ą 1, we get the result.

Now, we can upper bound }pπE ´ πE}8.

Lemma F.7. Let ϵ, δ P p0, 1q and assume that minps,aqPSˆA πEpa|sq ě π1
min. Then, it holds that:

PM,πE

´

}pπ ´ πE}8 ď ϵ
¯

ě 1 ´ δ,

with a number of trajectories:

N ď
16 log 4SA

δ log 2SA
δ

ϵ2pmin,H
M,πE

.

Proof. Observe that Algorithms 3 and 2 estimate πE in the same manner. Thus, the proof of this
lemma is the same as that of Lemma F.5.

Finally, we can prove the main result:

Theorem 5.3. Let ϵ, δ P p0, 1q and H ě S. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.8, if πmin ě π1
min,

then, with probability 1 ´ δ, we have }prBIRL ´ rBIRL
M,πE

}8 ď ϵ provided that:

NH ě
H log2 8SA

δ

pmin,H
M,πE

¨
33

ϵ2π1
min

.

Proof. First, observe that, by applying the same reasoning adopted for proving Lemma F.3, it can
be shown that, with probability at least 1 ´ δ, 1tNpsq “ 0u “ 0 for all s P S, using a number of
trajectories:

N ď
log S

δ

pmin,H
M,πE

,

where we also used that SM,πE
“ S by hypothesis.

Then, combining this result with Lemma F.6 and Lemma F.7 through a union bound, we get the result
with a number of trajectories bounded by:

N ď
32 log 8SA

δ log 4SA
δ

ϵ2pmin,H
M,πE

π1
min

`
log 2S

δ

pmin,H
M,πE

ď
33 log 8SA

δ log 4SA
δ

ϵ2pmin,H
M,πE

π1
min

.

F.4 Proof of Proposition 5.4

Proposition 5.4. For any MDPzRM1 “ pS,A, s1
0, p

1, γ1q, cost c P RSA and budget k ě 0, it holds
that: | maxπPΠc,k

V πps1
0; p

1, prmq ´ maxπPΠc,k
V πps1

0; p
1, rmM,πE

q| ď }prm ´ rmM,πE
}8{p1 ´ γq.
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Proof. We can write:
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
max
πPΠc,k

V πps1
0; p

1, prmq ´ max
πPΠc,k

V πps1
0; p

1, rmM,πE
q

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

(1)
ď max

πPΠc,k

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
V πps1

0; p
1, prmq ´ V πps1

0; p
1, rmM,πE

q

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

(2)
ď

1

1 ´ γ
}prm ´ rmM,πE

}8,

where at (1) we use the property of the maximum operator that | maxx fpxq ´ maxx gpxq| ď

maxx |fpxq ´ gpxq|, at (2) we use Holder’s inequality after having realized that V πps1
0; p

1, prmq and
V πps1

0; p
1, rmM,πE

q can be written as the dot product of some vector d P RSA and prm or rmM,πE
, where

d represents the occupancy measure of π in M1 [35], and, in particular, it sums to 1{p1 ´ γq.

G Experimental Details

In this appendix, we provide additional experimental details and simulations that have been dropped
from the main paper due to reasons of space. In Appendix G.1, we provide a formal explanation
of how we defined and computed πMIMIC

M,πE ,M1 in the experiments. In Appendix G.2, we report the
results of the experiments conducted for MCE analogous to those provided in Figs. 2 and 3 in Section
6. Next, in Appendix G.3, we provide some additional considerations on the difference between
the policies πm

M found through our methods and πMIMIC
M,πE ,M1 . Finally, we provide a comparison

with directly transferring the expert’s policy πE to the new environment M1 and with a “best-case”
approach (Appendix G.4), and we conclude with some additional simulations in Appendix G.5.

Before diving into the presentation of the numerous sections of this appendix, we mention that each
experiment has been conducted in just a few seconds on a laptop with processor “AMD Ryzen 5
5500U with Radeon Graphics 2.10 GHz” with 8GB of RAM. Moreover, we remark that each policy
πm
M is defined as any policy in:

πm
M,πE ,M1 P arg max

π1PΠc,k

V π1

ps1
0; p

1, rmM,πE
q,

and we mention that, for the simulations involving MCE and BIRL, we set πmin “ 10´6.

G.1 Definition of πMIMIC
M,πE ,M1

We computed the policy πMIMIC
M,πE ,M1 as the policy with state-action occupancy measure dM1,πMIMIC

M,πE,M1

in M1 closest to that of the expert dM,πE
in M. To measure the distance between the occupancy mea-

sures, we adopted the ℓ1-norm. Formally, we computed πMIMIC
M,πE ,M1 by first solving the mathematical

program:

min
dPRSA

}d ´ dM,πE
}1

s.t.:
ÿ

aPA
dps, aq “ p1 ´ γ1q1ts “ s1

0u ` γ1
ÿ

s1PS

ÿ

a1PA
p1ps|s1, a1qdps1, a1q @s P S,

ÿ

ps,aqPSˆA

dps, aqcps, aq ď k,

dps, aq ě 0 @ps, aq P S ˆ A,
ÿ

ps,aqPSˆA

dps, aq “ 1,

using a Linear Programming (LP) solver,18 and then we found πMIMIC
M,πE ,M1 explicitly from its state-

action occupancy measure d as (see [35]):

πMIMIC
M,πE ,M1 pa|sq “

dps, aq
ř

a1PA
dps, a1q

.

18The ℓ1-norm minimization problem can be recast as a LP problem [7].
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Figure 9: From left to right: (a) πE in M with γ “ 0.9, (b)-(c) πMIMIC
M,πE ,M1 and πMCE

M in M1 with
γ1 “ 0.7, (d)-(e) πMIMIC

M,πE ,M1 and πMCE
M in M1 with γ1 “ 0.99.

Figure 10: In this series of images, we consider the πE in Fig. 3 (a), where γ “ 0.9. From left to
right: (a) πMIMIC

M,πE ,M1 with γ1 “ 0.9, (b) πBIRL
M with γ1 “ 0.9, (c) πMCE

M with γ1 “ 0.9, (d) πMIMIC
M,πE ,M1

with constraints and γ1 “ 0.9, (e) πMCE
M with constraints and γ1 “ 0.9.

G.2 Results for MCE

In Fig. 9, we provide the analogous of the experiments reported in Fig. 2 and 3 for MCE. We remark
that the expert’s policy πE in Fig. 9 (a) is the same as the policy used for BIRL, plotted in Fig. 3 (a).
Looking at the images, we realize that πMCE

M is quite similar to πBIRL
M .

G.3 Additional Considerations on the Difference between πm
M,πE ,M1 and πMIMIC

M,πE ,M1

The difference between our policies πm
M,πE ,M1 and the policy πMIMIC

M,πE ,M1 that tries to match the
occupancy measure of the expert can be better visualized by looking at Fig. 10.

Let πE be the expert’s policy in Fig. 3 (a), with a support SM,πE
Ă S strictly. If we consider the

problem of generalizing to an MDPzRM1 with an initial state s1
0 falling outside SM,πE

, then both
the policy πMIMIC

M,πE ,M1 (Fig. 10 (a)) and our policies πMCE
M (Fig. 10 (b)) and πBIRL

M (Fig. 10 (c)) try to
get back to the support SM,πE

. However, they do so differently. As shown in Fig. 10 (a), πMIMIC
M,πE ,M1

cares mostly on getting back to the states in the support that have been visited the most by the expert,
i.e., those with more intense blue in Fig. 3 (a). Instead, both πMCE

M and πBIRL
M are satisfied by an

arbitrary state in SM,πE
, as shown by Fig. 10 (b)-(c). This behavior can be justified mathematically

by observing that Algorithms 2 and 3 assign to all the state-action pairs outside SM,πE
the minimum

possible reward values, namely:

rMCE
M,πE

ps, aq “ rBIRL
M,πE

ps, aq “ log πmin « ´14,

where we replaced the value πmin “ 10´6 used in the simulations. As a consequence, πMCE
M and

πBIRL
M always try to get back to the states in the support SM,πE

, whose reward values is necessarily
larger than ´14. However, the rewards constructed by Algorithms 2 and 3 do not depend by the
probability with which the expert visited the various states in its support, i.e., dM,πE

, and so, for
πMCE
M and πBIRL

M , it is irrelevant the state s P SM,πE
in which they re-play the action/s demonstrated

by the expert.

As another example, consider now the presence of constraints in M1 and look at Fig. 10 (d)-(e). Here,
even though γ1 “ 0.9 is relatively small, πMIMIC

M,πE ,M1 still tries to go around the obstacle, because its
objective is to match the expert’s behavior over the whole support SM,πE

(Fig. 10 (d)). Instead, as
shown in Fig. 10 (e), πMCE

M is not interested to the states beyond the obstacle if they are too distant
(in terms of γ1), but it can be satisfied with states closer to the initial state s1

0. Observe that, if we
increase γ1 “ 0.99, then also πMCE

M goes around the obstacle, as shown in Fig. 9 (e).
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Figure 11: From left to right: (a) πBC
M,πE

for the expert’s policy πE defined in Fig. 2 (a). We consider
M1 with γ1 “ 0.7 and s1

0 ‰ s0. (b) πBC
M,πE

for the expert’s policy πE defined in Fig. 2 (a). We
consider M1 with γ1 “ 0.7 and s1

0 “ s0. (c)-(d) Policy π1 obtained through the “best-case” approach
described in Appendix G.4, respectively in absence and presence of constraints. (e) Illustration of
Proposition 4.9.

G.4 Comparison with Policy Transfer and a “Best-case” Approach

We now show how generalization to new environments and constraints is carried out by other
approaches in this specific problem setting.

Policy transfer. The first “baseline” that we consider here is πBC
M,πE

[3], which is defined as:

πBC
M,πE

pa|sq :“

"

πEpa|sq if s P SM,πE
,

1
A otherwise.

This policy is called “BC” because it represents the result of Behavioral Cloning [34, 32] on πE . As
shown in Fig. 11 (a)-(b), directly transferring this policy to the new environment M1 might induce
quite meaningless behaviors in M1 regardless of whether s1

0 ‰ s0 (Fig. 11 (a)) or not (Fig. 11 (b)).
Moreover, note that this policy cannot even be applied in general when there are constraints in M1,
because it might not satisfy them.

A “best-case” approach. As a second “baseline”, we consider the policy π1 obtained after carrying
out (constrained) planning in M1 with an arbitrary reward r in the feasible set ROPT

M,πE
:

π1 P arg max
π2PΠc,k

V π2

ps1
0; p

1, rq.

We have constructed this reward starting from the knowledge of the policy πE (see Fig. 2 (a)) in
its support SM,πE

as follows. First, we have sampled at random a deterministic policy π from
rπEsSM,πE

. Next, based on Proposition B.1, we have sampled uniformly at random the values of V P

r´1, `1sS and A P r´0.5, `0.5sSpA´1q (the numbers 1 and 0.5 are meaningless), and constructed r
as:

rps, aq “ V psq ´ γ
ÿ

s1PS
pps1|s, aqV ps1q ´

"

0 if a “ πpsq,

Aps, aq otherwise.

Note that this approach is representative of all the “best-case” approaches described in Section 3.2.
Fig. 11 (c)-(d) show the resulting policy π1 in a new environment M1 respectively in absence and
presence of constraints. As clear from the images, the policies π1 and πE are rather uncorrelated.

G.5 Other Simulations

In this appendix, we present the result of a simulation aimed to exemplify Proposition 4.9. Specifically,
we focused on BIRL and we computed the policy πBIRL

M using M1 “ M, i.e., as the policy obtained
through our approach in the same environment M where the expert demonstrated πE (see Fig. 3 (a)).
The result is plotted in Fig. 11 (e). In this setting, πBIRL

M can be interpreted as a “more aggressive”
πE , in the sense that it aims to achieve the same objective as the stochastic expert’s policy πE , but
deterministically.

44


	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Problem Setting and Existing Methods
	Problem Setting
	Existing Methods

	Our Approach
	Novel Priors over Rewards
	Algorithms for Generalizing Behavior via Closed-Form Reward Centroids

	Sample Complexity Analysis
	Numerical Simulations
	Conclusion
	Additional Related Work
	Additional Notation
	Equivalence among Sets of Rewards
	Rewriting the Feasible Sets Explicitly

	Additional Results and Proofs for Section 3.2
	On the Importance of R in the ``Worst-case'' Approach
	The Hypercube is Biased in the Space of Policies
	Uniform Prior for State-only Rewards
	A Uniform Prior over Transition Models Too

	Additional Results and Proofs for Section 4.1
	Relation with the Hypercube
	The New Priors are Unbiased
	The New Priors can be Biased in new Environments

	Additional Results and Proofs for Section 4.2
	Derivation of Eq. (15)
	The Centroids of the Feasible Sets w.r.t. our New Priors
	Proofs for Additional Results on the Centroids
	Additional Centroid Calculations for OPT

	Sample Complexity
	Proof of Theorem 5.1
	Proof of Theorem 5.2
	Proof of Theorem 5.3
	Proof of Proposition 5.4

	Experimental Details
	Definition of MIMICM,E,M'
	Results for MCE
	Additional Considerations on the Difference between mM,E,M' and MIMICM,E,M'
	Comparison with Policy Transfer and a ``Best-case'' Approach
	Other Simulations


