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Abstract

Controlling desktop applications via software remains a fundamental yet
under-served problem: existing multi-modal large language models (MLLMs) in-
gest screenshots and task instructions to generate keystrokes and mouse events, but
suffer from prohibitive inference latency, poor sample efficiency on long-horizon
sparse-reward tasks, and infeasible on-device deployment. We introduced a
lightweight hierarchical reinforcement learning framework, ComputerAgent, that
formulates OS control as a two-level option process (manager/subpolicy), employs
a triple-modal state encoder (screenshot, task ID, numeric state) to handle visual
and contextual diversity, integrates meta-actions with an early-stop mechanism to
curb wasted interactions, and uses a compact vision backbone plus small policy net-
works for on-device inference (0.015 B parameters). On a suite of 135 real-world
desktop tasks, ComputerAgent attains 92.1% success on simple tasks (<8 steps) and
58.8% on hard tasks (≥ 8 steps), matching or exceeding 200 B+ MLLM baselines
on simple scenarios while reducing model size by over four orders of magnitude
and halving inference time. Our results demonstrate that hierarchical RL offers a
practical, scalable alternative to monolithic MLLM-based automation for computer
control.

1 Introduction

From siloed skills to software-using agents. Multi-modal Large Language Models (MLLM) such
as GPT-4o, Claude 3, and Gemini 1.5 have matched—sometimes exceeded—human performance on
language benchmarks, while foundation vision models rival experts on ImageNet[1] and COCO[2].
Multimodal variants even process text, images, and speech in a single forward pass. Today, these ‘su-
perhuman’ models can accomplish a significant number of tasks in different domains, but challenges
like see a live desktop, understand an instruction like ‘rename the latest invoice and email it’, and
act through the graphical user interface (GUI) to complete the job remained. On the new OSWorld
benchmark [3] (369 real tasks), humans succeed on ≈ 72%, but the best published agent manages
only ≈ 12%. Closing this gap would unlock general-purpose computer agents able to automate
workflows with transparent, click-for-click traces and no private API dependence.
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Why giant MLLMs may not be the answer. State-of-the-art multimodal language models like
GPT-4o, Claude3, and Gemini1.5 boast impressive zero-shot performance, but their sheer scale
introduces several barriers to practical deployment. First, pretraining such models demands vast,
carefully curated multimodal corpora and weeks of multi-GPU training, entailing millions of dollars
in compute and human annotation costs. Second, inference requires GPUs with hundreds of gigabytes
of memory to process high-resolution screenshots in real time, ruling out on-device usage in laptops
or edge-scale settings. Third, reliance on proprietary cloud APIs raises latency, data-privacy, and
regulatory hurdles in sensitive domains like healthcare and finance. By contrast, a growing ecosystem
of lightweight open-source MLLMs (e.g., Llama3.2 Vision [4]) can be fine-tuned and served on a
single consumer GPU, albeit with some accuracy trade-offs.

Agent

1. Open Chrome
2. Refresh Web
3. Copy Paste

Tasks Descriptions (𝝉𝒕)

Desktop View (𝒗𝒕)
…

Tasks E
m

bed

…

Pointer

Features (𝒇𝒕)

Mouse pressed
Region
… …

Features E
m

bed

Vision 
Embed

𝒔
𝒕 =

𝒗
𝒕 ;𝝉

𝒕 ;𝒇
𝒕
∈
ℝ
"
! #
"
𝝉 #
"
#

Environment

-1Reward

Screenshot

Action

+1

Figure 1: Computer Agent: Simulated System Screen-
shot, Task Description with ID as embedding and Fea-
ture States as input.

A lightweight approach: ComputerA-
gent We therefore pursue a complemen-
tary direction: on-device learning and in-
ference using ComputerAgent, a hierar-
chical reinforcement-learning (HRL) frame-
work that couples a compact vision encoder
and two-level controller with a hybrid ac-
tion space. ComputerAgent trains under
sparse rewards, generalises across Windows,
Ubuntu and macOS, and—critically—fits on
a single consumer GPU, sidestepping both
the monetary and privacy hurdles above. Its
design choices are motivated by four chal-
lenges: (1) Sparse rewards and long hori-
zons demand temporal abstraction; (2) Per-
ceptual diversity across OSs requires robust
state embeddings; (3) Text input is indis-
pensable for realistic tasks; (4) Enterprise
deployment calls for local inference. We
meet these challenges with:

• Hierarchical control. A manager–worker architecture decomposes the huge action space and
mitigates sparse-reward credit assignment by converting 20-step problems into 3–5-step options.

• Curriculum learning. Training progresses from 90 “easy” (<8-step) to 45 “hard” (≥8-step) tasks,
yielding policies that remain robust across the full difficulty range.

• Early-stop meta-action. An explicit EarlyStop lets the agent terminate once the goal is satisfied,
mirroring real-world usage and eliminating wasted actions.

• Triple-modal state embedding. A compact fusion of screenshot, task goal and action context
supplies the situational awareness needed for cross-OS generalisation.

Headline results. We defined 135 frequent OS tasks spanning copy–paste, web navigation, file
management, and system settings. It executes with only < 1.15× the human action count (Np/Nt).
This work marks an initial step toward a locally deployable solution, offering a favorable trade-off:
ComputerAgent attains a better average accuracy of 80.8% versus 67.2% for pretrained MLLM-
based agents [3]. Specifically, ComputerAgent reached to 92.1% of human success on simple
tasks (< 8 steps) and 72.2% on hard tasks (≥ 8 steps. While the accuracy of ComputerAgent is
slightly lower in accuracy, the demand for computational resources is significantly smaller (0.015 B
vs. > 200 B parameters MLLM), which makes the local deployment feasible and expandable.

2 Related works

2.1 Existing computer agents

Work on general computer agents splits into web and desktop tracks. Web agents exploit HTML/DOM
access: MiniWoB++ couples imitation with RL for 60 toy tasks [5]; Mind2Web expands to 2 000
real-site tasks but still relies on LLM reasoning over filtered pages [6]; WebGPT answers questions
in a text-only browser, avoiding GUI control altogether [7]. Desktop agents pursue full OS control
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but remain heavyweight and cloud-oriented. AssistGUI [8] and Microsoft’s UFO [9] drive Windows
apps with vision encoders+GPT planners; Cradle [10] scales to games and office suites using a
large foundation model; OS-Copilot [11] adds self-improvement yet still depends on scripted demos.
OSWorld reveals fragility on open-ended tasks [3], while OmniParser explores lighter vision parsing
without a control stack [12]. Taken together, existing systems either leverage LLM templates with
coarse actions or apply RL only in constrained web domains, leaving a gap for a trainable OS agent
capable of executing more flexible, open-ended tasks with fine-grained control.

2.2 Hierarchical reinforcement learning

Temporal abstraction in RL originated with the options framework, which formalizes reusable skills as
semi-Markov actions with internal policies and termination rules [13]. The Option-Critic architecture
later showed how to learn both option policies and their stopping conditions end-to-end [14]. Early
deep variants such as h-DQN [15] and Feudal Networks [16] introduced explicit manager–worker
hierarchies, enabling efficient exploration on sparse-reward Atari games [17]. Goal-conditioned
methods like HIRO further improved data efficiency by off-policy training of both levels and automatic
hindsight relabeling of sub-goals [18]. Subsequent work explored stochastic latent skills [19] and
timed sub-goals for non-stationary worlds (HiTS) [20], while surveys provide comprehensive design
guidelines [21, 22].

Applying these ideas to pixel-level desktop control remains largely unexplored. A GUI exposes an
unstructured visual state and a combinatorial hybrid action space, making it difficult for a high-level
policy to discover meaningful sub-goals and for a low-level controller to receive formative rewards.
Existing attempts either rely on dense reward shaping or handcrafted sub-task hierarchies [23].
ComputerAgent bridges this gap with a domain-specific hierarchy: a lightweight high-level policy
proposes discrete UI operations (e.g., OpenMenu, Confirm), while a low-level policy executes precise
pointer trajectories and hot-key sequences. Coupled with curriculum scheduling, this structure yields
stable learning and fine-grained control without massive vision–language models.

2.3 Self-termination and meta-control

Temporal abstraction is only useful if an agent can decide when to abandon a skill. In the options
framework [24], this is handled by a learned termination function β(s) that is jointly optimized
with the option policy and the meta-controller [13, 14]. Follow-up work treats termination as an
independent critic that predicts long-term value if the option were to continue, improving stability
and sample efficiency [25]. Timed sub-goals enforce a fixed horizon for each option to combat
non-stationarity (HITS) [20], while “learning to stop” techniques add an explicit Stop action to let
the agent halt rollouts once it believes the task is solved [26]. Yet most HRL systems still rely on
exogenous signals such as episode timeout or environment failure; very few allow agents to wait,
pause, or issue composite actions.

ComputerAgent extends the meta-action set with Start, Stop, Wait, and Text_Input. Because
these decisions are trained end-to-end alongside the hierarchy, the agent can (i) proactively terminate
an episode when the UI confirms success, (ii) insert waits to accommodate page loads, and (iii)
bundle multi-character typing into a single high-level command—capabilities that prior computer
control agents lack. This learned meta-control closes the gap between option selection and full task
management in open-ended desktop environments.

2.4 Curriculum learning

Sparse rewards and combinatorial action spaces often stall pixel-level RL. Curriculum learning
and “reverse curriculum” mitigate this by exposing the agent to an (reversed) ordered sequence of
tasks whose difficulty gradually increases [22, 27]. Subsequent work automates syllabus design via
progress-based sampling, yielding large gains in robotics and language games [28].

We adopt a simple yet effective UI syllabus: begin with single-click targets on static screens, then
introduce multi-step menu navigation, scrolling, text entry, and finally multi-application workflows.
Task sampling is biased toward failure cases, ensuring the agent revisits skills it has not yet mastered.
Combined with our hierarchical controller, this staged exposure accelerates convergence and boosts
generalization to unseen desktop layouts.
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3 Hierarchical computer control

In this work, we propose ComputerAgent, a hierarchical reinforcement learning framework designed
for end-to-end computer control through GUI interactions. Our approach decomposes long-horizon
tasks into high-level subgoal selection and low-level execution of fine-grained actions, with a rich
state representation and a hybrid action space that closely mirrors human computer operation. In
this section, we first introduce the hierarchical control architecture (Section 3.1), followed by the
triple-modal state representation (Section 3.2) and the action space (Section 3.3), and finally present
the specialized reward and learning functions (Section 3.4).

3.1 Hierarchical control in decision processes
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Figure 2: Action Hierarchy.

To handle the complex and temporally extended tasks in
computer control, we design our agent with two distinct
levels of control as shown in Figure 2 : the high-level
controller selects macro-actions (or subgoals) that reflect
semantic task progress, while the low-level controller ex-
ecutes precise actions (e.g., mouse clicks, key presses) to
realize these subgoals. We denote the overall policy as a
composition:

π(at | st) = πH(aHt | st) · πL(a
L
t | st,aHt ),

where st is the state at time t, aHt is the macro-action cho-
sen by the high-level policy, and aLt is the corresponding
low-level action sequence.

Specifically, our action space follows a hierarchical
decision-making framework. As shown in Figure 2, the
high-level action consists of four macro-actions: single
key, composite key, meta-action, and mouse control. The
low-level action, in contrast, comprises more fine-grained micro-actions. Details of the action
hierarchy are provided in Section 3.3 and derivations and hyperparameter settings in Appendix A.

3.2 Triple-modal state representation

To ground decision making in the current image context and progress history, we propose a triple
embedding scheme that fuses three complementary modalities:

• Visual embedding: A vision backbone holderfv , designed to match the output dimensionality of
WideResNet50 [29], is used in this Phase-1 implementation to process the screenshot holders at
time t:

vt = fv(imaget) ∈ R1024.

This preserves compatibility with future upgrades to pretrained visual encoders such as WideRes-
Net50, yielding a 1024-dimensional output.

• Task embedding: A task encoder ft maps the task description into a semantic vector. We
experiment with discrete task ID and dense embeddings from OpenAI’s Ada-002 model (1536
dimensions) [30]. To reduce dimensionality, we apply PCA-based compression [31]:

et = ft(task) ∈ Rdt , where et = W⊤
PCA(zt − z̄),

where zt ∈ R1536 is the original Ada-002 embedding, z̄ is the mean vector, and WPCA ∈ R1536×dt

contains the top dt ∈ {64, 128} principal components.
• State embedding: A simple feed-forward encoder fs processes low-dimensional structured state

information. Let P denote the pointer position, n the current step count, R the current region, S
the current subregion, and Im the mouse press state. The combined state is encoded as:

s′t = fs([P, n,R, S, Im]) ∈ Rds ,

where ds is the learned dimensionality of the state embedding. This compact representation
captures the agent’s internal execution state at each step.
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These embeddings are concatenated to form the unified state representation:

st =
[
vt; et; s

′
t

]
∈ Rdv+dt+d′

s .

This representation is used as input for both the Q-networks (in DQN [17]) and policy/value networks
(in PPO [1] and A2C [32]).

3.3 Hierarchical action space

Our action space employs a hierarchical structure as shown in Figure 2, where we split the whole
action space into four macro-actions followed by a series of corresponding fine-grained micro-
actions. The agent’s action space is structured hierarchically as A = Atype ×Acontent, where Atype =
{Asingle ∪ Ahot ∪ Ameta ∪ Amouse} denotes the set of action modes, and Acontent is the set of concrete
actions available within each mode. The subspaces have cardinalities |Asingle| = 92, |Ahot| = 78, and
|Ameta| = 4. The mouse control actions are defined compositionally as Amouse = R×S ×Im, where
|R| = 9, |S| = 9, and |Im| = 8, with R representing coarse regions, S fine-grained subregions,
and Im interaction types (e.g., left_press, left_release) See App. B. At each timestep, the
agent selects a mode from Atype and executes an action within the corresponding Acontent space. The
hierarchical structure of our action space enables the agent to flexibly and efficiently mimic human
behavior during computer interaction. The detailed descriptions are further explained in App. C.

3.4 Reward function and learning objective

Reward function. At timestep t the total reward combines manager–level guidance, fine-grained
subpolicy feedback, and explicit penalties:

rt = Rmgr

(
st,a

type
t

)
+ αRsub

(
st,a

content
t

)
− P

(
st,at

)
, (1)

where at =
(
atypet ,acontentt

)
∈ Atype × Acontent. P (·) aggregates penalties for repeated actions,

idle steps, early termination, etc, and α > 0 balances hierarchical levels.

Manager reward. The manager is rewarded only when its selected macro-action matches the
ground-truth sequence:

Rmgr =
(
rcorr + β rstreak

)
⊮
[
atypet = a⋆t

]
, (2)

where a⋆t is the target macro-action, rcorr > 0 is the base bonus, rstreak grows with consecutive
correct selections, and β scales the streak bonus.

Subpolicy reward. The intrinsic reward depends on the specific micro-action modality.

1. Mouse actions. Let (r, s, im) ∈ R×S×Im denote the chosen region, sub-region, and interaction,
and (r⋆, s⋆, i⋆m) the ground truth.

Rsub =
(
1− d

dth

)
+
rreg︸ ︷︷ ︸

Rpos

+ rint ⊮[im = i⋆m]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ract

, d = ∥(r, s)− (r⋆, s⋆)∥2. (3)

Here (x)+= max(0, x) enforces the positional bonus to decay linearly to zero beyond distance
dth; rreg, rint > 0 weight spatial accuracy and interaction correctness, respectively.

2. Keyboard and hot-key actions. For any discrete key sequence k ∈ Acontent,
Rsub = rkey ⊮[k = k⋆], (4)

with k⋆ the expected key and rkey > 0 the unit reward.

Equations (1)–(4) align with the hierarchical action definition A = Atype × Acontent and present
indicator-based rewards compactly without redundant keystroke examples.

Penalty function. To discourage repeated errors, idleness, inefficient exploration, and premature
termination, the total penalty is the additive composition

P (st,at) = λrep ⊮
[
at = at−1

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Prepeat

+ λidle ⊮
[
atypet = WAIT

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ppointer

+ λstep︸︷︷︸
Pstep

+ λearly ⊮
[
t < T ⋆ ∧ atypet = STOP

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Pearly_end

+ λexp

(
dexplore − dmin(st)

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Pexplore

, (5)
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where all coefficients λ• > 0 and (x)+ = max(0, x). Here dmin(st) is the distance from the current
mouse position to the nearest task-relevant target, and T ⋆ is the minimum feasible episode length.
Appendix D details the coefficient choices and function definations.

4 Experiment

In this section, we talked about the data collection process (Section 4.1), evaluated the performance
of ComputerAgent using three reinforcement learning methods (PPO, A2C, and DQN), highlighting
the superior effectiveness of DQN (Section 4.2). Additionally, we conduct several ablation studies
and downstream analyses to uncover the working mechanisms of our framework (Section 4.3).

4.1 Experimental settings

Dataset and Pipeline: To build our task suite, we designed 135 practical tasks in total, of which
90 as “simple” Ns and 45 as “hard” Nh. To support this curriculum, we categorize tasks into two
difficulty levels: easy (action sequence length < 8) and hard (length ≥ 8). More detailed steps of
data collection can be found in Appendix E.1. We employ a smooth-decay curriculum strategy by
defining the task sampling probabilities as follows:

psimple(t) = 1−
(

t

T

)α

; phard(t) = 1− psimple(t)

where t ∈ [0, T ] is the normalized training progress and α > 0 controls the decay rate. To ensure
that each group receives training episodes proportional to its size, we define Ns = |{t ∈ TASKS :
|action_seq(t)| < 8}| and Nh = |{t ∈ TASKS : |action_seq(t)| ≥ 8}|, and enforce:

k
#episodess
#episodesh

=
Ns

Nh
.

In our design, the expected proportion of hard-task episodes over the training horizon is

ph =

∫ 1

0

tα dt =
1

α+ 1
.

To match group proportions, we set

1

α+ 1
=

Nh

Ns +Nh
=⇒ α =

Ns

Nh
.

Thus, by setting α = Ns

Nh
, the sampling smoothly transitions from favoring easy tasks early (t ≈ 0) to

hard tasks later (t ≈ 1), while ensuring balanced exposure across difficulty levels.

Model Settings: For all experiments, we adopt a triple-modal state representation comprising a vision
backbone with a 1-layer MLP into R1024, a Task embedding formed by concatenating a learnable task-
ID embedding and one MLP-encoded description (32+32=64 dims), and a 5-dimensional numeric
state encoded via a 2-layer MLP into R64. These features are concatenated and fed through a 4-layer
fully connected policy/value network (512 hidden units) to produce Q-values or action logits. Agents
train for 100 000 episodes with sub-policy rewards scaled by α = 1.2 and streak bonuses of 5 for
the manager and 1 for sub-policies. Because our practical tasks rarely exceed 100 steps, we cap
each episode at 100 steps. However, thanks to the model’s built-in self-termination mechanism,
ComputerAgent can end an episode early whenever it has completed the task. Hyperparameters and
implementation details in Appendix E.2.

Evaluation and Infrastructure Settings: We report Precision, Recall, and F1 = 2·P·R/(P+R) over
atomic GUI actions (see Appendix E.3 for TP/FP/FN definitions). The infrastructure requirements
for replication are detailed in Appendix E.4.

4.2 Main results

In this section, each experiment was carried out in three independent runs, and the results are reported
as mean and standard deviation to ensure statistical reliability and reflect overall models performance.
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Embedding Effectiveness. As shown in Table 1, our triple-modal embedding produces substantial
gains in all agents. For DQN, precision is 70.4% vs 80.8% (+14.8%), and normalized reward is 82.6%
vs 89.5% (+8.4%). For PPO, recall is 56.2% vs 67.7% (+36.5%), F1 is 56.0% vs 65.6% (+17.1%),
and reward is 56.1% vs 65.6% (+16.9%). For A2C, precision is 72.4% vs 78.0% (+7.6%), recall is
45.2% vs 53.6% (+18.6%), F1 is 48.2% vs 56.2% (+16.6%), and reward is 40.1% vs 49.0% (+22.2%).
These consistent improvements confirm that embedding rich task context substantially enhances
decision accuracy, coverage, and sparse-reward learning. For further analysis of the impact of task
difficulty, see Appendix E.5.
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Figure 3: (a) Curriculum learning with a 1536-dimensional embedding (ebd1536, the blue curve) and
random task sampling (b)Average Reward-Ratio Comparison of PPO, A2C, and DQN agents using
embedding dimensions of 0, 64, 128, and 1536 over 700 task occurrences.

Table 1: Presents results across 5 experiment categories: embedding dimension, hierarchical com-
parison, embedding type, curriculum learning, and mouse control. “dim” indicates the embedding
dimension evaluated; “Base” denotes the baseline without hierarchical structure; “CA” refers to our
model, computer agent; “raw” combines raw task ID, dummy image, and meta information; “no_id”
omits the task ID embedding; “rdm” represents random curriculum sampling; and “ms” corresponds to
the multi-step mouse control variant. OSWorld with GPT-4o is considered the Baseline for comparison.
Normalized reward is scaled from 0 to 1 to facilitate comparison across settings.

Embedding Type (no_id, id_w/o_ebd vs. CA)
Model (dim) Prec Rec F1 N. Rwd

DQNraw 70.4±1.22 75.6±1.45 72.5±1.30 82.6±0.33

DQNno−id 63.1±0.86 72.3±2.81 66.3±0.89 70.5±2.74

PPOraw 75.3±0.67 56.2±1.66 56.0±1.85 56.1±7.71

PPOno−id 66.0±1.20 66.5±0.13 63.6±0.78 64.1±1.03

A2Craw 72.4±1.01 45.2±0.88 48.2±0.85 40.1±1.11

A2Cno−id 74.5±0.06 46.9±1.00 49.6±0.12 40.0±0.67

Hierarchical (Flat structure vs. CA)
DQN 71.2±1.17 64.4±0.06 65.3±0.71 59.5±0.64

PPO 70.5±1.57 60.5±0.27 59.8±0.84 54.4±0.72

A2C 64.2±2.31 48.3±0.44 49.4±1.10 44.2±0.17

Curriculum (random vs. CA)
DQNrdm 78.3±2.26 79.6±2.21 78.9±2.27 88.0±0.04

PPOrdm 65.0±1.30 64.5±8.09 61.0±5.71 60.4±10.70

A2Crdm 70.2±0.65 48.4±2.62 50.2±2.96 41.6±3.68

Sub-region Control (w/o subr vs. CA)
DQNms 78.7±0.52 80.1±0.38 79.2±0.44 87.9±0.03

PPOms 68.6±1.54 64.5±1.66 63.3±0.88 61.6±1.57

A2Cms 74.8±0.89 48.0±0.84 50.1±0.99 41.3±0.28

Embedding Dimension Study (Cont.)
Model (dim) Prec Rec F1 N. Rwd

DQN0 79.2±1.30 79.9±1.50 79.5±1.40 88.0±0.70

PPO0 71.0±1.09 63.8±1.75 63.8±1.19 62.8±2.88

A2C0 78.2±5.68 53.4±3.05 56.1±4.74 48.2±3.36

DQN64 78.0±1.34 79.5±0.43 78.6±1.03 87.8±0.06

PPO64 67.1±0.19 66.4±2.30 64.3±1.76 64.6±4.75

A2C64 74.6±0.98 49.3±3.81 51.9±3.06 43.9±5.28

DQN128 77.9±2.11 79.6±1.10 78.6±1.72 87.3±1.74

PPO128 71.2±5.96 63.3±4.17 62.2±3.00 65.0±0.52

A2C128 74.9±3.71 49.5±5.25 52.6±4.15 44.3±7.13

DQN1536 80.8±0.98 82.0±0.32 81.3±0.70 89.5±1.81

PPO1536 67.8±0.43 67.7±2.86 65.6±1.47 65.6±5.63

A2C1536 78.0±5.11 53.6±1.45 56.2±2.94 49.0±1.12

Computer Agent (Our model)
DQNCA 80.8±0.98 82.0±0.32 81.3±0.70 89.5±1.81

PPOCA 67.8±0.43 67.7±2.86 65.6±1.47 65.6±5.63

A2CCA 78.0±5.11 53.6±1.45 56.2±2.94 49.0±1.12

OSWorld
GPT-4o 65.6±0.14 57.9±4.18 58.0±3.38 35.2±0.43

GPT-4.1 67.2±0.84 61.0±0.14 60.8±0.49 39.4±1.7

Hierarchical Control. Replacing a flat action space with our manager–worker hierarchy yields
substantial normalized-reward gains: DQN increases from 59.5% to 89.5% (+50.4%), PPO from
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54.4% to 65.6% (+20.6%), and A2C from 44.2% to 49.0% (+10.9%). This vindicates temporal
abstraction for mitigating sparse-reward credit assignment in long-horizon image tasks.

Curriculum Learning. Under DQN, our fixed “easy-to-hard” curriculum achieves a normalized
reward of 89.5%, compared to 88.0% under random task sampling. Similar, though smaller, gains are
observed for PPO (65.6% vs. 60.4%) and A2C (49.0% vs. 41.6%). Moreover, curriculum learning
converges substantially faster and with lower variance, accelerating early reward accumulation and
yielding smoother progression across the full difficulty spectrum (Figure 3a). While random sampling
eventually reaches comparable plateau levels, it exhibits greater instability on mid-difficulty tasks—an
issue our curriculum effectively mitigates.

Embedding Dimension. Figure 3b presents reward-vs-episode curves for embedding dimensions
{0, 64, 128, 1536}. DQN with a 1536-dimensional embedding attains the highest normalized reward
ratio (≈ 89.5%), outperforming both its lower-dimensional variants and all PPO/A2C configura-
tions. Across all algorithms, increasing embedding size accelerates convergence and raises peak
performance, underscoring the value of rich state representations in sparse-reward RL tasks.

DQN peaks at 1536 dimensions (+1.7% vs. no embedding), attains the highest normalized reward ratio
(≈ 89.5%), PPO at 128 (+0.2%), whereas A2C performance degrades when embedding dimensions
exceed zero (–0.02% at 1536). DQN outperforms both its lower-dimensional variants and all
PPO/A2C configurations. Across all algorithms, increasing embedding size accelerates convergence
and raises peak performance, underscoring the value of rich state representations in sparse-reward RL
tasks. This suggests that higher embedding sizes strike the better trade-off between representation
capacity and overfitting, with numeric state alone sufficing for simpler policy heads.

Mouse-Region Subdivision. Extending the hierarchical agent to include multi-step mouse-region and
sub-region actions yields mixed performance changes (Figure 2) and less reward sparsity. Compared
to the no-subregion variant, DQN’s normalized reward increases 15.5%, PPO has 15.9% increase,
while A2C’s reward slightly decreases from 45.1% to 41.3% (–8.4%). Corresponding F1 scores for
the multi-step variant are 79.2% (DQN), 63.3% (PPO), and 50.1% (A2C), indicating that finer-grained
spatial control substantially benefits DQN and PPO.

Comparison to MLLM Baselines. On the OSWorld benchmark, GPT-4o achieves a precision of
65.6%, recall of 57.9%, F1 of 58.0%, and normalized reward of 35.2%, while GPT-4.1 improves
modestly to 67.2% precision, 61.0% recall, 60.8% F1, and 39.4% reward. In contrast, our best DQNCA
model attains 80.8% precision (+15.2 over GPT-4o), 82.0% recall (+24.1), 81.3% F1 (+23.3), and
89.5% reward (+54.3), substantially outperforming both MLLM baselines. PPOCA and A2CCA also
exceed GPT-4o/GPT-4.1 in normalized reward and most accuracy metrics. These results demonstrate
that our hierarchical RL–based ComputerAgent delivers far superior task performance compared to
state-of-the-art multimodal LLM approaches in OSWorld with an additional 3 examples (shots).

Summary. Collectively, these results demonstrate that ComputerAgent effectively tackles the chal-
lenges outlined in section 1: Sparse rewards & long horizons: Hierarchical control boosts reward
by up to 50.4 %. Perceptual diversity: Triple-modal state embedding yields up to 14.8 % reward
improvements across OSs. Text input & early stopping: Embedding task context and meta-actions
reduce wasted steps and accelerate convergence.On-device inference: Instead of direct state input,
embedding dimensions and a compact vision backbone ensured the entire model fits on a single
consumer GPU without sacrificing performance. In addition, meta-actions like Wait, Stop, and
Text_input allow the agent to adapt to tasks of varying input lengths.

4.3 Ablation study

To quantify the contribution of each design choice in our ComputerAgent, we perform a three-part
ablation study on (1) the number of environment state features, (2) the embedding dimension of the
action encoder, and (3) the inclusion of a streak-bonus reward. Table 2 summarizes precision, recall,
F1, and normalized reward (N. Rwd) for all variants.

1. State-Size Ablation (s6–s12) As shown in Table 2 (top left), varying the state-vector length
between 6 and 12 dimensions produces only minimal performance fluctuations for DQN. F1 rises
slightly from 75.5% at 6 dims to 75.3% at 8 dims, then gradually declines to 73.0% at 12 dims.
Normalized reward remains essentially flat between 83.7% and 84.0% across all sizes. This flat
profile reinforces that a low-dimensional state representation already captures the core task dynamics,
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and adding more state variables beyond eight offers little practical benefit. For further analysis, see
Appendix F.1.

Table 2: Performance for ComputerAgent’s ab-
lation studies on state-size, embedding dimension,
streak bonus, and context-aware baselines.

Model Prec Rec F1 N. Rwd

State-Size (s6–s12)
DQNs6 74.2±0.50 77.2±0.11 75.5±0.22 83.7±1.05

DQNs7 72.8±1.81 75.6±0.57 74.0±1.35 83.7±0.23

DQNs8 74.3±1.59 76.7±0.03 75.3±0.94 83.7±1.01

DQNs9 74.1±1.73 76.4±1.43 75.1±1.61 83.7±1.33

DQNs10 72.2±3.61 74.5±3.15 73.2±3.43 83.7±1.41

DQNs11 72.3±3.65 75.4±2.22 73.7±3.08 84.0±1.54

DQNs12 72.0±0.41 74.3±0.20 73.0±0.31 83.5±1.05

Embedding Dimension
DQN256 75.7±0.74 76.7±0.39 76.1±0.58 85.1±1.11

DQN1024 77.6±4.80 78.4±4.34 77.9±4.65 87.0±3.40

DQN2048 76.5±1.67 78.1±1.74 77.2±1.69 86.8±2.81

W/O Streak Bonus Impact
DQNstr 78.0±1.75 71.0±1.09 72.5±1.40 71.8±1.21

PPOstr 74.4±0.89 60.6±0.14 60.8±0.93 63.0±0.44

A2Cstr 75.1±0.69 50.6±0.79 52.7±0.65 49.0±2.10

Our Model (Context-Aware Baseline)
DQNCA 80.8±0.98 82.0±0.32 81.3±0.70 89.5±1.81

PPOCA 67.8±0.43 67.7±2.86 65.6±1.47 65.6±5.63

A2CCA 78.0±5.11 53.6±1.45 56.2±2.94 49.0±1.12

2. Embedding Dimension Ablation Ta-
ble 2 reports DQN performance when vary-
ing the action-embedding size from 256 to
2048. All variants underperform our default
512-dimensional context-aware embedding (F1
≈ 80.5%, N. Rwd ≈ 87.5%). Specifically,
DQN256 achieves F1 = 76.1 ± 0.58% and N.
Rwd = 85.1 ± 1.11%, DQN1024 yields F1 =
77.9 ± 4.65% and N. Rwd = 87.0 ± 3.40%,
and DQN2048 attains F1 = 77.2 ± 1.69% and
N. Rwd = 86.8± 2.81%. These modest drops
of 2.6–4.4 points in F1 and up to 2.4 points in
normalized reward indicate diminishing returns
beyond 512 dimensions, validating our choice
of a 512-dimensional embedding as both com-
pact and expressive.

3. Streak Bonus Impact In Table 2, we
compare each algorithm with and without
a streak-bonus term. With streak bonuses,
DQN’s F1 increases from 72.5% to 81.3%
(+8.8%) and normalized reward from 71.8% to
89.5% (+17.7%). PPO’s F1 rises from 60.8%
to 65.6% (+4.8%) and reward from 63.0% to
65.6% (+2.6%). A2C’s F1 improves from
52.7% to 56.2% (+3.5%) with reward remain-
ing at 49.0%. These results indicate that streak
bonuses act as an effective shaping mechanism,
particularly enhancing off-policy learning.

5 Discovery, conclusion,
limitations and future work

Discovery and Conclusion In this work, we introduce ComputerAgent, a hierarchical reinforcement
learning framework that can be used to complete computer control tasks. Despite its lightweight
footprint (≈0.015 B parameters), ComputerAgent achieves an 80.8% accuracy, surpass the 67.2% of a
200 B-parameter pretrained MLLM baseline—while dramatically reducing computational cost on 135
common tasks. Our qualitative analysis shows that the combination of task embeddings and carefully
designed state representations substantially improves decision accuracy, and the hierarchical control
structure yields further gains. We observe that DQN offers the most stable learning dynamics and the
highest task-completion accuracy, whereas PPO and A2C, though more exploratory, exhibit greater
variance. Across all the agent models we have, curriculum learning has a strong effect on model
performance to increase the training speed and training accuracy. We think that as the task complexity
increases, the curriculum learning would have a stronger effect on helping the model to understand
more sophisticated tasks. Compared to the OSWorld GPT-4o baseline, ComputerAgent delivers
competitive performance on seen tasks with far fewer resources, though its ability to generalize
to novel tasks warrants future investigation. Overall, these results demonstrate that a small-scale
RL agent can rival heavyweight generative models in GUI control, paving the way for efficient
on-device deployment. In addition, a thorough discussion of these broader implications is provided
in Appendix G.

Limitations and Future Work Despite this promise, our model was evaluated on only 135 manually
designed tasks, limiting its robustness and zero-shot generalization to unseen scenarios. For the future,
we will focus on (1): Swap our dummy vision module for a lightweight, pretrained UI-focused encoder
(e.g. WideResNet-wide-50 or small vision–text transformer), fine-tuned on GUI screenshots collected
via a local emulator for on-device deployment; (2) applying meta- and self-supervised learning to
improve transfer to novel tasks, and (3) scaling our evaluation to a broader, more diverse task suite.
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(4) Implementing continuous control for more accurate mouse control. Although considerations of
social impact, ethics, safeguards, and licensing are essential for the responsible deployment of AI
systems, they do not influence our model’s performance metrics or experimental outcomes.
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Appendix

A Value-Based vs. Policy-Based Learning Objectives

Table 3: Value- vs. Policy-based objectives used in our hierarchy. For brevity, minibatch index i is
omitted. Â is the advantage, R the n-step return.

Algorithm Loss (per transition) Notes

DQN LDQN =
[
r + γmaxa′ Qt(s

′, a′)−Q(s, a)
]2

Value-based; discrete actions, re-
play buffer, target network.

PPO LPPO = min
(
r Â, clip

(
r, 1±ϵ

)
Â
)
, r = πθ(a|s)

πθold (a|s)
Clipped policy gradient; smooth
updates for continuous cursor
control.

A2C LA2C = − log πθ(a | s) Â+ 1
2

[
Vθ(s)−R

]2
Synchronous actor–critic; low-
latency updates for changing
sub-goals.

Â = r + γVθ(s
′)− Vθ(s), R =

n−1∑
k=0

γkrt+k + γnVθ(st+n)

B Agent actions and descriptions

In our hierarchical RL framework, the agent operates by invoking a fixed set of low-level action
primitives, each corresponding to a single “manager” in the controller. Table 4 lists representative
examples from each of the four manager categories:

• Single-Key Actions: Direct key-presses of individual characters. These are used for text entry or
simple keystrokes (e.g., single_key(‘a‘)).

• Hotkey Actions: Combination key-presses (e.g., copy/paste or window-switching). Hotkeys allow
the agent to invoke common OS shortcuts in one atomic step (e.g., hotkey(‘ctrl+c‘)).

• Meta-Key Actions: High-level control signals such as waiting or branching into an LLM for text
input. These primitives enable the agent to pause for external input (e.g., meta_key(‘wait‘)) or
to terminate its action sequence (e.g., meta_key(‘stop‘)).

• Mouse Control: Fine-grained pointer operations parameterized by region and subregion in-
dices along with the interaction type (press, release, scroll). For example, mouse_control(r=1,
subr=2, ‘left_press‘) moves the cursor into region 1/subregion 2 and depresses the left
button.
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Function Description
Single-Key Actions

single_key(‘a‘) Presses the “a” key.
single_key(‘k‘) Presses the “k” key.

Hotkey Actions
hotkey(‘ctrl+c‘) Performs the Ctrl+C combination (copy).
hotkey(‘alt+tab‘) Performs the Alt+Tab combination (window switch).

Meta-Key Actions
meta_key(‘wait‘) Agent pauses execution (wait).
meta_key(‘llm_text_input‘) Agent invokes LLM for text input.

Mouse Control
mouse_control(r=1, subr=2,
‘left_press‘)

Left-button press in region 1, subregion 2.

mouse_control(r=3, subr=6,
‘scroll_release‘)

Scroll-release in region 3, subregion 6.

Table 4: Example function calls for each action-manager category with brief descriptions.

C Hierarchical Action Space

We defined number of action spaces for Manager Agent and Action Agents for each tasks below.

Category Description #Actions
Single Keys Individual keyboard buttons (e.g., Esc, Enter, Space, . . .) 92
Composite Keys Hotkeys and predefined commands (e.g., Ctrl+X, Shift+X, Cmd+X, . . .) 78
Meta Actions High-level task signals (Start, Stop, Wait, Text_Field_Input) 4

Mouse Control
Coarse region selection sub-policy 9
Fine-grained subregion selection sub-policy 9
Interaction types (e.g., left_press, left_release, . . .) 8

Table 5: Breakdown of the agent’s action space.

D Penalty instantiation

Penalty instantiation. With default hyper-parameters, the additive penalty (5) becomes P =
Prepeat + Ppointer + Pstep + Pearly + Pexp. Each component is defined as follows.

1. Repeat penalty. Let n be the length of the current repetition streak and n0=repeat_threshold =
2:

Prepeat = 3.0
(
2n−n0 − 1

)
⊮[n > n0 ].

2. Pointer-stagnation penalty. If the task pointer has not advanced for c >3 consecutive steps,

Ppointer = 2.0⊮[ c > 3 ], c := unchanged_count.

3. Step penalty. A constant cost promotes concise action sequences:

Pstep = 0.05.

4. Early-termination penalty. Denote the agent’s progress pointer by p and the length of the
ground-truth sequence by L:

Pearly = 2.0⊮[ p < L ∧ atypet = STOP ].

5. Exploration penalty. Let t be the current timestep and T ⋆ the task’s nominal horizon:

Pexp = 0.2
(
1.1

)max(0, t−T⋆)
.
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E Experiment

E.1 Data Collection and Cleaning

We manually designed a suite of 135 GUI tasks by surveying common real-world opera-
tions—spanning OS control, web browsing, file management, and system settings—each defined as a
single-goal problem with one optimal action sequence. Tasks were classified as simple (action length
< 8) or hard (action length ≥ 8) to ensure coverage across difficulty levels.

To guarantee annotation quality, each author independently reviewed every task. Disagreements were
flagged and resolved through group discussion. Once consensus was reached, we ran an automated
validation script that “replayed” each task against our defined action space, verifying success and
flagging any sequences that failed to execute. Tasks that did not pass validation were corrected.

Finally, we performed a cleaning pass to remove duplicates, normalize action names, and check
for consistency in formatting. This rigorous process ensures that our 135-task benchmark is both
representative of real-world GUI use cases and fully executable within the ComputerAgent framework.

E.2 Experimental Setup Details

Table 6: Experimental setup hyperparameters
Main

Max steps 100
Target update interval 50
Num episodes 100000

Environment
α 1.2
manager_correct_reward 2
subpolicy_correct_reward 6
manager_streak_bonus 2
subpolicy_streak_bonus 2
base_step_penalty -0.5
exp_penalty_base -0.2
exp_penalty_factor 1.1
short_ending_penalty -2.0
pointer_unchanged_threshold 3
pointer_unchanged_penalty -4.0
repeat_threshold 2
repeat_exp_base -3.0
repeat_exp_factor 2.0
mouse_region_reward 3
mouse_interaction_reward 3
negative_stop_threshold -200

Epsilon (DQN only)
epsilon_start 1.0
epsilon_end 0.007
epsilon_decay 8000

DQN Network
FC dimensions [512, 512, 512]

As Section 4.1 mentions, we employ a unified set of hyperparameters to control the training regimen,
environment dynamics, exploration schedule, and network architecture across all algorithms. Table 6
provides a comprehensive overview of these settings, including main loop parameters, reward shaping
coefficients, exploration schedule for DQN, and the fully connected network dimensions.
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E.3 Detailed Metric Definitions

We evaluate our agent’s predicted action sequence against the ground-truth script of each task. Let:
TP be the number of atomic GUI actions the agent executes that match the corresponding ground-
truth actions, FP be the number of extra (incorrect) actions the agent issues, and FN be the number
of ground-truth actions the agent fails to issue. We then compute:

Precision =
TP

TP + FP
, Recall =

TP

TP + FN
, F1 = 2 · Precision× Recall

Precision + Recall
.

E.4 Computational resource Settings

Intrastrcture-wise, As requested for replication, our experiment is running on the Lenovo P8 with
AMD Ryzen Threadripper PRO 7995WX 2.5GHz 96-core with 128GB memory and NVIDIA RTX
A6000 running on Ubuntu 22.04. With 43 set of experiments, each experiment will need on average
4 hours to run all 100k episodes. However, this does not means the model we trained will need that
much computational power, it is still eligible for running on local small device.

E.5 Main Result: Step-Count Robustness

Beyond our main study, we evaluate how task length affects each agent from both Normalized
Rewards and F1 Scores (Table 7 and Figure 4, 5). On “simple” tasks (step-count<8), all variants
achieve high performance (NormRew ≥ 0.578, O-F1 ≥ 0.641). However, on “hard” tasks (step-count
≥ 8), on-policy methods collapse: PPO’s NormRew falls to 0.071–0.107 (O-F1 0.274–0.412) and
A2C’s to 0.010–0.027 (O-F1 0.182–0.246). In contrast, DQN remains robust, with NormRew
0.568–0.596 and O-F1.

Model Simple (steps<8) Hard (steps≥8)
NormRew O-F1 O-Prec O-Rec NormRew O-F1 O-Prec O-Rec

DQN0 91.0±0.71 84.2±0.73 84.0±0.71 84.4±0.75 58.9±0.05 70.3±2.90 69.8±2.63 70.9±3.21

DQN64 91.7±0.61 83.8±1.48 83.3±2.01 84.7±0.51 57.6±0.95 68.4±0.13 67.7±0.01 69.2±0.27

DQN128 91.7±0.71 83.8±1.76 83.3±1.87 84.6±1.54 55.8±4.06 68.1±1.64 67.1±2.62 69.4±0.30

DQN1536 92.1±0.97 85.8±0.08 85.4±0.29 86.3±0.27 60.8±2.60 72.2±1.39 71.6±1.80 72.9±0.89

PPO0 85.3±0.61 76.5±0.31 74.3±0.46 80.4±0.23 8.62±2.12 37.5±2.90 64.9±4.24 29.2±4.37

PPO64 85.2±0.65 75.4±1.48 72.3±1.96 80.4±0.41 12.1±2.10 41.5±2.21 56.9±3.66 37.4±5.93

PPO128 84.9±0.55 75.4±0.33 72.7±0.64 80.4±0.03 7.97±5.54 34.6±10.30 68.8±17.20 27.3±13.20

PPO1536 85.7±0.67 76.7±0.94 74.4±1.32 80.3±0.10 12.3±2.12 42.9±2.32 54.5±4.33 41.7±8.36

A2C0 70.0±3.69 72.5±6.18 76.3±7.55 72.9±3.90 1.88±0.28 22.1±1.32 13.0±0.99 13.0±0.99

A2C64 64.7±7.63 67.8±3.92 74.6±1.79 67.9±5.32 1.29±0.43 19.2±1.32 76.0±6.85 11.0±0.71

A2C128 64.9±10.10 67.5±4.76 75.5±2.64 67.1±6.73 2.11±1.10 22.0±2.94 74.8±6.07 13.1±2.26

A2C1536 71.3±2.82 72.6±2.75 76.1±5.87 73.2±0.97 2.15±0.82 22.4±3.16 83.0±3.08 13.2±2.35

Table 7: Performance metrics of DQN, PPO, and A2C variants across simple (step-count < 8) and
hard (step-count ≥ 8) task categories.
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Figure 4: Overall F1 score as a function of task step length for DQN, PPO, and A2C with embedding
dimensions of 0, 64, 128, and 1536, showing that richer embeddings sustain high accuracy on
longer-horizon tasks, whereas smaller or absent embeddings suffer steep performance drops as task
length grows.

(a) DQN: normalized reward vs. steps(b) PPO: normalized reward vs. steps(c) A2C: normalized reward vs. steps

Figure 5: Normalized reward as a function of task length. Subplots (a), (b), and (c) show DQN,
PPO, and A2C, respectively, with curves for embedding dimensions of 0, 64, 128, and 1536. Rewards
are averaged across tasks grouped by the number of steps required, demonstrating how longer
sequences challenge each algorithm and how richer embeddings can partially offset this effect.

F Abliation Study

F.1 Effect of State-Space Dimensionality on Performance

Figure 6 reports the average normalized reward achieved by the DQN agent as we vary the number of
state features from 5 to 12. Although minor fluctuations occur (e.g., a slight peak at 9 dimensions),
overall performance remains largely unchanged across this range. This stability indicates that adding
extra state variables beyond our default five does not yield substantial gains, suggesting that the core
task dynamics are already well captured by a low-dimensional representation.
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Figure 6: Impact of state-space dimensionality on DQN reward. Bars show the mean normalized
reward across all tasks for each state-vector length (5–12). The relatively flat profile indicates only
marginal benefit from increasing the number of state features.

G Social Impacts

The Computer Agent is confined to the 135 manually curated tasks defined in Section 1, with no
capability to access files, networks, or processes beyond those tasks. Under normal operation, there
is no direct path to large-scale harm or unintended system manipulation.

At the same time, by uniting hierarchical reinforcement learning with natural-language–driven control
and LLM reasoning, our framework can significantly broaden access to GUI automation. Users with
limited mobility or those requiring hands-free operation can issue high-level instructions in plain
language, while the agent executes low-level GUI interactions on their behalf, potentially increasing
productivity across a wide range of applications.

However, any general-purpose automation tool may be misused if deployed without safeguards.
To mitigate risk, we recommend: (1) sandboxed execution environments that restrict the agent
to pre-approved applications; (2) human-in-the-loop approval of unfamiliar or high-impact action
sequences; and (3) comprehensive logging and anomaly detection to flag unexpected behaviors.

All software components and task definitions in this project are original creations of the authors, and
we release them under an open-source license. No third-party code, data, or models are incorporated,
and the 135-task evaluation suite is provided alongside our code to ensure full transparency and
reproducibility.
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