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Abstract

Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) is a popular model-free reinforcement learn-
ing algorithm, esteemed for its simplicity and efficacy. However, due to its inherent
on-policy nature, its proficiency in harnessing data from disparate policies is con-
strained. This paper introduces a novel off-policy extension to the original PPO
method, christened Transductive Off-policy PPO (ToPPO). Herein, we provide the-
oretical justification for incorporating off-policy data in PPO training and prudent
guidelines for its safe application. Our contribution includes a novel formulation
of the policy improvement lower bound for prospective policies derived from off-
policy data, accompanied by a computationally efficient mechanism to optimize
this bound, underpinned by assurances of monotonic improvement. Comprehensive
experimental results across six representative tasks underscore ToPPO’s promising
performance.

1 Introduction

Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) [29] is a widely recognized, model-free reinforcement learning
(RL) algorithm owing to its easiness to use in practice and its effectiveness. It has been successfully
applied in many domains, such as Atari games [23], continuous control tasks [6], and robot control
[17]. The PPO algorithm can be considered a simplified version of the Trust Region Policy Optimiza-
tion (TRPO) algorithm [28], which is computationally more complex but offers better theoretical
properties. However, both TRPO and PPO are on-policy algorithms, meaning they cannot use data
from policies other than the underlying policy. This constraint potentially reduces their learning
efficiency when off-policy data is available.

The above issue has recently drawn the attention of researchers, and several methods have been
proposed. Typical algorithms include off-policy trust region policy optimization (off-policy TRPO)
[21], generalized proximal policy optimization (GePPO) [26], and so on. For example, GePPO ad-
dressed the off-policy issue by explicitly introducing a behavior policy in their objective. Specifically,
GePPO employs the V-trace technique [7] to estimate the advantage function, which serves as a
commonly used off-policy correction method. However, as demonstrated in [27], the advantage
function generated by the V-trace method is biased. This bias occurs because its state-value function
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may converge to points that differ quite from the current policy, such as the local optimum region,
thereby impacting the policy’s performance.

Despite the above efforts, in practice, it is not uncommon for people to train on-policy algorithms
such as PPO using data collected from the previous several rounds without performing any off-policy
correction. For example, Hernandez-Garcia and Sutton [12] ran the on-policy SARSA algorithm on
off-policy data in the experience buffer and found no adverse effect on overall performance. Fujimoto
et al. [8] demonstrated a high correlation between off-policy experiences and the current policy
during environmental interaction. While this provides some intuitive explanation, there remains a
notable gap between the empirical success and the underlying theoretical support.

In this paper, we propose a new off-policy PPO algorithm with slight modifications to the original
on-policy PPO. This modification enables PPO to utilize off-policy data in a theoretically sound
manner, offering guidance on their safe usage. Inspired by transductive inference [13, 3], our key
focus is on estimating the desired advantage function for off-policy PPO directly from data generated
by policies other than the current one, while ensuring monotonic policy improvement. By achieving
this, we not only avoid the aforementioned bias issue but also enhance computational efficiency by
eliminating the need to estimate the advantage function of the old policy in each iteration.

To this end, we introduce a novel formulation of the policy improvement lower bound for candidate
policies. This formulation relies on the advantage function of the off-policy responsible for the data
itself, thus mitigating bias problems. We optimize this performance bound by reformulating it as a
constrained optimization problem. We solve it within the PPO computational framework, utilizing
a modified clipping mechanism. And the method proposed in this paper can provide a theoretical
explanation for the trick of reusing sample data in the PPO method [29]. The resulting algorithm,
Transductive Off-policy PPO (ToPPO), outperforms several closely related state-of-the-art off-policy
algorithms on OpenAI Gym’s MuJoCo environments [2].

2 Preliminaries

Commonly, the reinforcement learning problem can be modeled as a Markov Decision Process
(MDP), which is described by the tuple ⟨S,A, P,R, γ⟩ [31]. S and A are the state space and action
space respectively. The function P (s′|s, a) : S × A × S 7−→ [0, 1] is the transition probability
function from state s to state s′ under action a. The function R(s, a) : S × A 7−→ R is the reward
function. And γ ∈ [0, 1) is the discount factor for long-horizon returns. In a state s, the agent
performs an action a according to a stochastic policy π : S ×A 7−→ [0, 1] (satisfies

∑
a π(a|s) = 1).

The environment returns a reward R(s, a) and a new state s′ according to the transition function
P (s′|s, a). The agent interacts with the MDP to give a trajectory τ of states , actions, and rewards,
that is, s0, a0, R(s0, a0), · · · , st, at, R(st, at), · · · over S ×A×R [30]. Under a given policy π, the
state-action value function and state-value function are defined as

Qπ(st, at) = Eτ∼π[Gt|st, at], V π(st) = Eτ∼π[Gt|st],

where Gt =
∑∞

i=0 γ
iRt+i is the discount return, and Rt = R(st, at). It is clear that V π(st) =

EatQ
π(st, at). Correspondingly, advantage function can be represented Aπ(s, a) = Qπ(s, a) −

V π(s). We know that
∑

a π(a|s)Aπ(s, a) = 0.

Let ρπ be a normalized discount state visitation distribution, defined ρπ(s) = (1−γ)
∑∞

t=0 γ
tP(st =

s|ρ0, π), where ρ0 is the initial state distribution [14]. And the normalized discount state-action
visitation distribution can be represented ρπ(s, a) = ρπ(s)π(a|s). We make it clear from the context
whether ρπ refers to the state or state-action distribution.

The goal is to learn a policy that maximizes the expected total discounted reward η(π), defined

η(π) = Eτ∼π

[ ∞∑
i=0

γiR(si, ai)

]
.

The following identity indicates that the distance between the policy performance of π and π̂ is
related to the advantage over π [14]:

η(π̂) = η(π) +
1

1− γ
Es∼ρπ̂,a∼π̂ [A

π(s, a)] . (1)
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Note that if Ea∼π̂ [A
π(s, a)] > 0 is satisfied at every state s, any policy update π → π̂ can guarantee

the improvement of policy performance η. However, Eqn.(1) is difficult to optimize due to the
unknown of ρπ̂ .

2.1 Policy Improvement Lower Bound

For policy improvement, some researchers study the lower bound of Eqn.(1) to optimize the current
policy π [25, 22, 28, 29, 21, 26]. Some on-policy and off-policy algorithms are implemented based
on the following lemma, which is a generalized form of CPI [14].
Lemma 2.1. (Policy Improvement Lower Bound) Consider a current policy πk, and any policies π
and µ, we have

η(π)− η(πk) ≥
1

1− γ
E(s,a)∼ρµ

[
π(a|s)
µ(a|s)

Aπk(s, a)

]
− 4ϵγ

(1− γ)2
δπk,π
max · δπ,µ,

where ϵ = maxs,a |Aπk(s, a)|, δπ,µ = Es∼ρµDT V(µ, π)(s), and δπk,π
max = maxs DT V(πk, π)(s).

DT V(π1, π2)(s) =
1
2

∑
a |π1(a|s)− π2(a|s)| represents the total variation distance (TV) between

π1(a|s) and π2(a|s) at every state s.

The proof of the lemma is given in Appendix.

Compared with Corollary 3.6 of the paper [25] or Theorem 1 of the off-policy TRPO [21], the lower
bound of Lemma 2.1 is improved by replacing the maximum operator with expectation. Note that the
first term of the lower bound is called the surrogate objective function, and the second term is called
the penalty term. The right-hand side of Lemma 2.1 reveals that improving the surrogate objective
can guarantee the improvement of expected total discounted reward η [28]. This can be done by
optimizing the lower bound by using a linear approximation of the surrogate objective and a quadratic
approximation of the penalty term.

Generalized Proximal Policy Optimization However, it is complicated to optimize whether using
a constraint term or a penalty term because the upper bound parameters and the penalty coefficients
of the constraint need to be manually adjusted in different environments. A generalized version of
proximal policy optimization (GePPO) [26] is proposed and based on the policy improvement lower
bound in Lemma 2.1. By considering the following surrogate objective function at each policy update,
GePPO ensures that the new policy is close to the current policy:

L(π)=Ei∼νE(s,a)∼ρπk−imin

(
π(a|s)

πk−i(a|s)
Aπk(s, a) ,clip

(
π(a|s)

πk−i(a|s)
, l(s, a), u(s, a)

)
Aπk(s, a)

)
,

where clip(x, a, b) = min(max(x, a), b) is a truncation function, l(s, a) = πk(a|s)
πk−i(a|s) − ϵ, u(s, a) =

πk(a|s)
πk−i(a|s) + ϵ, distribution ν = [ν0, · · · , νM ] over the previous M policies, and πk represents the
current policy. The generalized clipping mechanism is obtained by constraining the total variation
distance of π, πk, and πk−i, but this mechanism has a small problem where l(s, a) may be less
than zero. The above surrogate objective requires estimating the advantage function Aπk(s, a)
of the current policy using the previous trajectory samples. They use the V-trace technique [7].
Unfortunately, as demonstrated in [27], the advantage function generated by the V-trace method
is biased. This bias occurs because its state-value function may converge to points that are quite
different from the current policy, such as the local optimum region, thereby impacting the policy’s
performance, see Section 4.2 for a detailed discussion.

3 Transductive Off-policy PPO

Given the inaccurate estimation of the advantage function Aπk of the current policy πk using the
previous trajectory τ ∼ µ, our idea is whether we can utilize the advantage function Aµ directly. The
answer is yes, but an additional condition is required.

First, we proposed a new surrogate objective function, defined as:

Lµ(π) =
1

1− γ
E(s,a)∼ρµ

[
π(a|s)
µ(a|s)

Aµ(s, a)

]
.
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The above formula does not suffer from the problem of the GePPO algorithm because this formula
replaces Aπk with Aµ. Although this avoids the bias problem, an immediate question is whether
it has good properties, i.e., performance bound. Next, a lower bound of policy performance about
Lµ(π) is provided in the following lemma.
Lemma 3.1. (Lower Bound) Consider a current policy πk, and any policies π and µ, we have

η(π)− η(πk) ≥Lµ(π)−
2(1 + γ)ϵ

(1− γ)2
δµ,πk
max − 4ϵγ

(1− γ)2
δµ,πmax · δµ,π, (2)

where ϵ = maxs,a |Aµ(s, a)|, δµ,π = Es∼ρµDT V(µ, π)(s), δµ,πmax = maxs DT V(µ, π)(s), and
δµ,πk
max = maxs DT V(µ, πk)(s). DT V(π1, π2)(s) = 1

2

∑
a |π1(a|s) − π2(a|s)| represents the total

variation distance (TV) between π1(a|s) and π2(a|s) at every state s.

The proof of the lemma is given in Appendix.

Compared with the Lemma 2.1, the lower bound of the Lemma 3.1 has an extra term δπk,µ
max , except

for the advantage function Aµ. This term arises by replacing the current advantage function Aπk with
Aµ. Note that when µ = πk, this lower bound is consistent with the Theorem 1 of TRPO [28].
Theorem 3.1. (Monotonic Improvement) Consider the current policy πk, define

Fπk
(π) = Lπk

(π)− 4ϵγ

(1− γ)2
δπk,π
max · δπk,π.

Assume πk+1 = argmaxπ Fπk
(π) exists and satisfies Fπk

(πk+1) > 0, there exists policy µ and
constant α > 0 that satisfies d(µ, πk) < α, then

Lµ(πk+1)−
2(1 + γ)ϵ

(1− γ)2
δµ,πk
max − 4ϵγ

(1− γ)2
δµ,πk+1
max · δµ,πk+1 > 0.

The proof of the lemma is given in Appendix.

Note that Fπk
(π) is the lower bound of TRPO. From Theorem 3.1, we know that there exists policy

µ that satisfies the monotonic improvement of policy performance. Furthermore, we can see that our
proposed method may give a better lower bound. One can be see that if α is equal to zero, it becomes
an on-policy algorithm; if α is large, it may not satisfy the policy improvement, so we need find a
proper value for α. And it avoids estimating the advantage function of the current policy by using
a variant of the importance sampling. Next, since the specific form of µ isn’t known, we consider
the parameterized policy µϕ(a|s). And we give a practical method by deducing the constrained
optimization problem.

Derivation of the Constrained Optimization Problem To optimize the lower bound, given πθk ,
we consider parameterized policy πθ(a|s), and µϕ(a|s). We evaluate the following maximization
problem:

maximize
ϕ,θ

Lµϕ
(πθ)−

4ϵγ

(1− γ)2

[
δ
µϕ,πθk
max + δ

µϕ,πθ
max · δµϕ,πθ

]
.

When µϕ = πθk , the above formula reduces to the objective function of TRPO. Therefore, TRPO can
be considered as a special case of our approach. Better lower bounds may be obtained by optimizing
this objective function, . Next, a solution similar to TRPO [18, 28] is adopted to optimize it. The
optimized step is very small because the penalty coefficient 4ϵγ

(1−γ)2 recommended by the Lemma
3.1 is too large. And this penalty imposes trust region constraints that the TV distance is bounded
at every state. This is impractical to solve because the state space is huge. Therefore, we use the
average TV distance to approximate:

maximize
ϕ,θ

Lµϕ
(πθ),

subject to δµϕ,πθk ≤ α1, δ
µϕ,πθ · δµϕ,πθ ≤ α2,

(3)

where δµϕ,πθk = Es∼ρµϕDT V(µϕ, πθk)(s), and δµϕ,πθ = Es∼ρµϕDT V(µϕ, πθ)(s).

This constraint optimization problem can be solved approximately by using the alternating direction
method of multipliers (ADMM) [4, 32], but it’s still challenging to optimize ϕ by Eqn.(3). To address
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this challenge, we give an approximate solution to avoid directly optimizing ϕ. For the first constraint
term in Eqn.(3), we observe that the first term is an average TV distance between µϕ and πθk and
observe that µϕ = πk naturally holds. Our idea is not to optimize the parameter ϕ directly and is to
represent µϕ with the previous policies πk−i, i = 0, · · · ,M , satisfies M ≤ k. This way can make
full use of off-policy data to learn the current policy. We must be aware that not all previous policies
can represent µϕ – the constraint δµϕ,πθk ≤ α1 must be satisfied.

Finally, we optimize the above constraint problem in two steps: the first step is to select policies
that satisfy the constraints from the last M policies, that is, δµϕ,πθk ≤ α1, where µϕ = πθk−i

,
i = 0, · · · ,M , satisfies M ≤ k; and for the second step, we optimize θ directly by solving the
following constraint optimization problem:

maximize
θ

E(s,a)∼ρµ

[
πθ(a|s)
µ(a|s)

Aµ(s, a)

]
,

subject to δµϕ,πθ ≤
√
α2.

(4)

We know that δµ,π = Es∼ρµDT V(µ, π)(s) ≤
√
Es∼ρµD2

T V(µ, π)(s) ≤
√
Es∼ρµDKL(µ, π)(s).

Thus, the constraint term can replace the TV distance with the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence
[15]. By constraining the upper bound, the TV distance is constrained. The above problem can be
solved by a linear approximation of the surrogate objective function and a quadratic approximation
of the constraint. Similar policy updates have been proposed in previous work [1, 21, 28].

3.1 The Clipped Surrogate Objection

In the previous section, when we optimize the problem (4), it faces a serious problem in the second
step: we need to store the M previous policy µ network parameters, which is because if we optimize
the problem (4) directly, this will be optimized in the same way as TRPO, using a linear approximation
of the surrogate objective and a quadratic approximation of the penalty term. When we compute
a quadratic approximation ∂

∂θi
∂

∂θj
Es∼ρπ[DKL(π(·|s, θk−i)|π(·|s, θ))]|θ=θk−i

, we need to keep the
network parameters of π(·|s, θk−i). If there are many previous policies, it needs to retain many
networks and takes up a lot of computer memory. It is therefore impractical to solve this problem.
Inspired by PPO [29], a practical variant of TRPO, we propose a new clipped surrogate objection
according to Eqn.(4), defined as

L(π) =E(s,a)∼ρµ min

(
π(a|s)
µ(a|s)

Aµ(s, a) , clip
(
π(a|s)
µ(a|s)

, l(s, a), u(s, a)

)
Aµ(s, a)

)
, (5)

where µ(a|s) = πk−i(a|s), and l(s, a) and u(s, a) are the clipping of probability ratio π(a|s)
µ(a|s) lower

and upper bounds, respectively.

In this way, we do not need to store the last M policy πk−i network parameters and only need to save
the probability value µ(a|s) of the corresponding action a under state s in practice. Thus it becomes
a very practical version. Note that we do not define l(s, a) and u(s, a). From the research of PPO
[29, 26], we find that the choice of the lower bound and the upper bound is very important, which
connects to the policy’s performance.
Definition 3.1. Consider a current policy πk and clipping parameter ϵ, and for any previous policies
πθk−i

, i = 0, · · · ,M , the lower and upper bounds are defined as

l(s, a) = max(
πk(a|s)
πk−i(a|s)

− ϵ, 0), u(s, a) =
πk(a|s)
πk−i(a|s)

+ ϵ. (6)

Notice that the upper and lower bounds we defined are different from those in paper [26]. The main
difference is in the lower bound, where we added a max function. This will avoid cases where the
lower bound is less than zero. Thus, no incorrect optimization policies will be generated when the
advantage function is less than zero. In a heuristic way, these lower and upper bounds are related to
the previous policy πk−i and the current policy πk. Sampling state-action pairs from the state-action
visitation distribution ρπk−i can be simply viewed as an unbiased estimate of the above formulas.
This clipping mechanism removes the incentive for π

πk−i
− πk

πk−i
to exceed ϵ. This can be simply

viewed as an off-policy clipping mechanism.
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Combining Eqn.(5) and Eqn.(6), we present the Transductive Off-policy Proximal Policy Optimization
algorithm (ToPPO), a practical variant that uses off-policy data and avoids the problem of storing the
M previous policy network parameters faced by the constraint problem (4):

Lk(π) = E(s,a)∼ρπk−i

[
min

(
π(a|s)

πk−i(a|s)
Aπk−i(s, a),

clip

(
π(a|s)

πk−i(a|s)
,max(

πk(a|s)
πk−i(a|s)

− ϵ, 0),
πk(a|s)
πk−i(a|s)

+ ϵ

)
Aπk−i(s, a)

)]
. (7)

This is the optimization objective function for the k-th update. Algorithm 1 (due to space limitations,
see the appendix) shows the detailed implementation pipeline. In each iteration, the ToPPO algorithm
is divided into four steps: collect samples, update the policy network, select policies. The third step
of Algorithm 1 are described in detail below.

Selecting policies The third step is policy selection. According to the formula (3), we must first
choose a suitable previous policy µ to satisfy δµ,πθk ≤ α, where µ ∈ M , and α is the filter boundary.
If δµ,πθk > α, we will delete the trajectories of µ from M . Otherwise, we will keep them. We
then define a maximum length N of M , i.e., N = |M |. If the newly added sample in M exceeds
the maximum length N , the oldest policy is deleted, and the latest policy is kept. This approach
is beneficial to the stability of the training progress. And the choice of the filter boundary α is
particularly important, it affects the performance of the algorithm, that is, if α is equal to zero, it
becomes an on-policy algorithm; if α is large, it may not satisfy the policy improvement. Therefore,
we need to choose a suitable α value. Note that unlike DISC [9], which heuristically reuses old
samples only constrains the upper bound of the ratio, but selecting policy method is theoretically
guaranteed in this paper. Furthermore, this method can improve the stability of the overall training
progress. The reason why the selecting policies are placed in the third step is that the first iteration
does not need to select.
Remark 3.1. The selecting policies step is relevant to the theory presented in this paper without
any heuristic elements. Although the practical version of the method proposed in this paper in Eqn.
(7) is similar to the GePPO, the perspective of considering the problem is completely different. In
addition to having good monotonicity, the method proposed in this paper explains a trick of the PPO
algorithm very well in section 4, which is not available in the GePPO.

In appendix, we give a way to choose the clipping parameter ϵToPPO in Eqn. (7). It is worth noting
that this paper only gives a lower threshold for the ϵToPPO value that can be chosen, due to the fact that
the algorithm in this paper includes a step to select policy, which lead the size of the replay buffer M
to be dynamically changing. Thus the ϵToPPO value is also dynamic. It has been found experimentally
that better results are achieved in some environments if the ϵToPPO value is dynamic. But this could
bring some instability. Therefore, the main experiments are conducted with fixed the ϵToPPO value.

4 Discussion

4.1 Reanalyze the PPO Algorithm

To achieve better performance, the PPO algorithm [29] uses a trick in its implementation, that is, it
uses the sample data collected by the current policy several times to optimize the policy. This trick
can be explained by the intuition that since the sample data is used to optimize the policy in each
iteration, the new policy is not so far away from the current one. According to the theory of TRPO,
the data can also be used to optimize the policy if the distance between the old and new policy isn’t
far away. When the policy is optimized by using the current samples, the current policy πθk will
become πθk,1

. And then the parameters of the policy πθk,1
will be optimized by reusing the sample

data of the current policy. But one point to keep in mind is that the samples are still generated by
the current policy πθk interacting with the environment rather than the policy πθk,1

. Therefore, this
update is a slightly different from the theory of TRPO [28] and is not exactly equivalent. Overall, the
PPO algorithm leverages the trick of repeatedly using the data from the current policy during each
iteration, that is, πθk → πθk,1

→ πθk,2
→ · · · → πθk,N

= πθk+1
.

However, the approach proposed in this paper can provide a theoretical explanation that the PPO
algorithm is reasonable in this way. Since the surrogate objection defined in this paper is shown
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in Eqn.(7), our algorithm can use the historical policy πθk−i
data to optimize the policy, and the

advantage function of surrogate function is for the policy πθk−i
. This way suggests that the data of

the policy πθk−i
can be used several times to optimize the policy, and is consistent with the trick used

by PPO.

We analyze the PPO algorithm. By optimizing the surrogate function of PPO to obtain the new policy
πθk+1

, we show that
Es∼ρ

πθk V
πθk+1 (s) ≥ Es∼ρ

πθk V
πθk (s).

The proof is given in the appendix. Given the current policy, the expectation of the value function of
the new policy πθk+1

is higher than the current πθk . In other words, the value function is increasing
on average, but may not be necessarily in every state. If the policy can be represented in tabular form,
then it holds that V πθk+1 ≥ V πθk , because the policy can be optimized in every state. It does not
prove the PPO algorithm completely but provides insight into the effectiveness of the PPO algorithm
from a certain perspective. Again, this inequality can provide another point of view for estimating
the value function in offline reinforcement learning [16]. The increase in the value function may be
inevitable. So, it may be bad to be too conservative in estimating the value function and should be as
mild as possible [19, 24].

4.2 Reanalyze the GePPO Algorithm
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Figure 1: The ratio of the difference
between the true V π values and the
estimated V̂ values using V-trace
technique to the true V π values, i.e.
V ration = |V

π−V̂
V π |.

The GePPO algorithm requires estimating the advantage func-
tion Aπk(s, a) of the current policy by the previous trajec-
tory samples τ ∼ µ. They use the V-trace technique [7] by
V πρ̄ (st) = V (st) +

∑K−1
k=0 γk

(∏k−1
i=0 ci

)
ρtδt+kV , where

δt+kV = Rt + γV (st+1) − V (st) is the temporal difference
error, ρt = min

(
πt

µt
, ρ̄
)

, and ct = min
(

πt

µt
, c̄
)

are truncated
importance sampling (IS) weights. πρ̄ is defined as

πρ̄(a|s) =
min (ρ̄µ(a|s), π(a|s))∑
b∈A min (ρ̄µ(b|s), π(b|s))

.

Note that the estimation of the value V πρ̄ by the V-trace is
biased, because the biased policy πρ̄ is very different from π.
Additionally, the estimated advantage function Aπk(s, a) is also
biased. As an illustrative example [27], consider two policies
over a set of two actions, e.g., “left” and “right” in a tabular
case. For any suitable small ϕ ≤ 1, define µ = (ϕ, 1− ϕ) and
π = (1 − ϕ, ϕ), we see that when ϕ → 0, π and µ become more focused on one action, then they
rarely share trajectories. When ρ̄ = 1, we see that πρ̄ is a uniform distribution. The V-trace estimate
V πρ̄ would calculate the average value of “left” and “right”, but this poorly represents the V πk . And
they show that the algorithm can get stuck in local optima and affect the policy’s performance. As a
result, GePPO and off-policy TRPO may face the same problem.

We also calculate their difference in several environments in the GePPO algorithm. In each iteration,
given the state s, the estimated value V̂ (s) is calculated by the V-trace technique. On the other hand,
taking the state s as the starting point of the environment, the estimate of the true value V π(s) is
calculated from the trajectories generated by interacting the policy with the environment. From Figure
1, the curve describes the ratio of the difference between the true V π values and the estimated V̂
values using the V-trace technique to the true V π values. One can be seen that the larger the ratio, the
more significant the difference between them. This figure show that the V values of the current policy
estimated by V-trace technique are inaccurate. Furthermore, the estimated advantage function A of
the current policy may also be inaccurate, which inevitably introduces bias and affects the policy’s
performance (see Fig. 2).

5 Experiments

In this section, we present our experimental results to verify the effectiveness of the proposed ToPPO
method on six continuous control tasks from the MuJoCo environments [33] and some Atari games
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Figure 2: Learning curves on the MuJoCo environments. Performance of ToPPO vs. PPO, OTRPO,
TRPO, DISC, OPPO, and GePPO. The shaded region indicates the standard deviation of ten random
seeds. The X-axis represents the timesteps in the environment.

[2].Algorithm 1 (due to space limitations, see the appendix) gives the detailed implementation
pipeline. We conduct all the experiments mainly based on the code from Queeney et al. [26]. For all
methods, we use the same neural network architecture [5, 11]. Our proposed method experiments
with several closely related algorithms which have policy improvement guarantees, i.e., TRPO [28],
PPO [29], DISC [10], Off-policy TRPO (OTRPO) [21], Off-policy PPO (OPPO) [20], GePPO [26].
See the appendix for details of the experimental setup.

5.1 Evaluation

Performance improvement We evaluate the proposed ToPPO method. Figure 2 shows all the
results of each algorithm. We observe from the figure that compared to PPO, ToPPO can improve
the sample efficiency except for Walker2d, and it is the same as GePPO. This is because our method
is able to utilize the off-policy data to update policy. We also see that GePPO can’t improve the
sampling efficiency in some environments, such as HumanoidStandup. According to the previous
theory in Section 2, we infer that the estimated value of the advantage function is biased by using
the truncated importance sampling from Figure 1, resulting in the poor performance of GePPO.
Compared to GePPO, ToPPO does not introduce bias, and can improve performance. Although the
difference between our method and GePPO seems small, there is a large gap in the mechanism, which
is probably the reason for the good performance of our method.

In the discrete environments, we randomly chose some Atari games. The results are averaged over
three seeds during 25M timesteps. We run our experiments across three seeds with fair evaluation
metrics. We use the same hyperparameters ϵ = 0.1 and do not fine-tune them. Since none of the
off-policy versions of PPO are playing in Atari games, we only compare the experiment with PPO.
From Figure 4, this shows that on more complex environments, our method obtains better results
using off-policy data. Therefore, the ToPPO of our proposed has better sample efficiency. Please
refer to the appendix for some additional results (refer to Figure 5)).

Ablation Studies In addition, we also verify the necessity of the constraints of policy selection.
According to Theorem 3.1, constraints on the previous policy µ and the current policy πk can
guarantee the monotonic improvement of policy performance. Figure 3 shows the results of the two
comparisons (N = 5 vs. N = 5 NOT and N = 6 vs. N = 6 NOT). ‘NOT’ is that our method
removes the constraint of selecting policies, and conducts experiments. Compared to N = 5 vs.
N = 5 NOT or N = 6 vs. N = 6 NOT, we see that selecting a policy to update by constraints can
improve the performance of the algorithm in most control environments. Moreover, one can see that
ToPPO may achieve better results if we adjust the parameter N , such as HalfCheetah.
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Figure 4: Learning curves on the Atari environments. Performance of ToPPO vs. PPO. The shaded
region indicates the standard deviation of three random seeds.
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Figure 3: Final performance of ToPPO vs.
ToPPO NOT (remove the constraints of
selecting policies)

Next, we study the number of policies in M during
the iteration. Due to removing the constraints of the
policy selection, it is obvious that the length of M in
the algorithm ToPPO N = 5 NOT is 5. If we keep the
constraints of policy selection, the length of M changes
dynamically, due to deleting the policy that does not
satisfy the constraints. From Figure 6, we can see that
the policy selection lead to dynamic changes in |M |.
Therefore, policy selection plays an important role in
the iterative processes.

We also experimentally compare the ToPPO and ToPPO
adapt ϵ in the appendix. According to the Lemma A.1,
the ϵ value is related to the N value. The value of N changes at each iteration, and so does ϵ. ToPPO
adapt ϵ represents an adaptive ϵ value by the N value in each iteration. One can see that when ϵ is
fixed, the performance is better in most environments. The reason for this is that when ϵ is fixed, it
may make the training progress more stable.

Finally, we compare the running times of the different algorithms under the same conditions. It is
found that our method takes less time than GePPO and a little more time than PPO, this is because
our method, although it does not use the V-trace technique, includes a policy selection step which
takes some time. We also tested the effect of choosing a larger N and α on performance. Surprisingly,
better results were obtained in some environments, possibly because each environment is affected
differently by the hyperparameters. Therefore, fine-tuning the hyperparameters of the algorithm will
give better results (see the appendix for more details).

6 Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper, we propose a new method Transductive Off-policy PPO (ToPPO), which is a new
surrogate objective function method to avoid the inaccuracy of the estimated advantage function of
the current policy from off-policy data. Theoretical analysis reveals that the proposed algorithm can
guarantee monotonic improvement under certain conditions. Furthermore, our method does not fully
utilize off-policy data but selectively utilizes them and gives a theoretical explanation of the trick
of the PPO algorithm. Extensive experimental results show that our proposed method improves the
performance compared with several closely related algorithms and also demonstrates the importance
of policy selection.
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Limitation. In this paper, we have found that varying the filter boundary α and the number of
trajectories of previous policies N affects the size of the set of selecting policies. And the proposed
method performs well by selecting a fixed value of α and N from the candidate set. For each
environment, fine-tuning the hyperparameters α and N will give better results. Now, there is no good
way to solve α, and how to dynamically adjust the value of α in experiments is beneficial to the
performance of the algorithm, which will be an interesting direction.
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A Appendix

A.1 Proof

Let’s start with some useful lemmas.

Lemma A.1. [14] Consider any two policies π̃ and π, we have

η(π̃)− η(π) =
1

1− γ
Es∼ρπ̃,a∼π̃Aπ(s, a).

Corollary A.1. Consider any two policies π̃ and π, we have

• V π̃(s0)− V π(s0) =
1

1−γEs∼ρπ̃(·|s0),a∼π̃Aπ(s, a).

• Qπ̃(s0, a0)−Qπ(s0, a0) =
γ

1−γEs∼ρπ̃(·|s0,a0),a∼π̃Aπ(s, a).

Proof. The first formula is simple, due to η(π) = Es0∼ρ0V
π(s0).

Let’s proof the second formula.

Qπ̃(s0, a0)−Qπ(s0, a0)

=γEs′∼P (s′|s0,a0)

[
V π̃(s′)− V π(s′)

]
=

γ

1− γ
Es′∼P (s′|s0,a0)Es∼ρπ̃(·|s′),a∼π̃Aπ(s, a)

=
γ

1− γ
Es∼ρπ̃(·|s0,a0),a∼π̃Aπ(s, a).

Lemma A.2. [1] Consider two normalized discount state visitation distribution ρπ̃ and ρπ , we have

∥ρπ̃ − ρπ∥1 ≤ γ

1− γ
Es∼ρπ∥π̃ − π∥1(s).

Lemma A.3. Consider any two policies π̃ and π, and a advantage function Aπ , we have

∥Ea∼π̃A
π(s, a)∥∞ ≤ max

s
∥π̃ − π∥1(s) · ∥Aπ(s, a)∥∞.

Proof. For any s, we have Ea∼πA
π(s, a) = 0. So

∥Ea∼π̃A
π(s, a)∥∞

=∥Ea∼π̃A
π(s, a)− Ea∼πA

π(s, a)∥∞

=∥
∫
a∼A

(π̃ − π)Aπ(s, a)da∥∞

≤max
s

∥π̃ − π∥1(s) · ∥Aπ(s, a)∥∞.

Lemma 2.1. (Policy Improvement Lower Bound) Consider a current policy πk, and any policies π
and µ, we have

η(π)− η(πk) ≥
1

1− γ
E(s,a)∼ρµ

[
π(a|s)
µ(a|s)

Aπk(s, a)

]
− 4ϵγ

(1− γ)2
δπk,π
max · δπ,µ,

where ϵ = maxs,a |Aπk(s, a)|, δπ,µ = Es∼ρµDT V(µ, π)(s), and δπk,π
max = maxs DT V(πk, π)(s).

DT V(π1, π2)(s) =
1
2

∑
a |π1(a|s)− π2(a|s)| represents the total variation distance (TV) between

π1(a|s) and π2(a|s) at every state s.
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Proof. According to lemma A.1, we have

η(π)− η(πk) =
1

1− γ
Es∼ρπ,a∼πA

π(s, a)

=
1

1− γ

(
Es∼ρµ,a∼πAπ(s, a) +

∫
s

(ρπ − ρµ)Ea∼πA
πk(s, a)ds

)
def 1

q+
1
p=1

≥ 1

1− γ
Es∼ρµ,a∼πA

πk(s, a)− 1

1− γ
∥ρµ − ρπ∥q∥Ea∼πA

πk(s, a)∥p

when q=1,p=∞
=

1

1− γ
Es∼ρµ,a∼πA

πk(s, a)− 1

1− γ
∥ρµ − ρπ∥1∥Ea∼πA

πk(s, a)∥∞.

From lemma A.2, lemma A.3, and ∥π̃ − π∥1 = 2DT V(π1, π2), we have

η(π)− η(πk)

≥ 1

1− γ
Es∼ρµ,a∼πA

πk(s, a)− 1

1− γ
∥ρµ − ρπ∥1∥Ea∼πA

πk(s, a)∥∞

≥ 1

1− γ
Es∼ρµ,a∼πA

πk(s, a)− 1

1− γ

γ

1− γ
Es∼ρµ∥µ− π∥1(s)max

s
∥πk − π∥1(s) · ∥Aπk(s, a)∥∞

≥ 1

1− γ
E(s,a)∼ρµ

[
π(a|s)
µ(a|s)

Aπk(s, a)

]
− 4ϵγ

(1− γ)2
δπk,π
max · δπ,µ,

where ϵ = maxs,a |Aπk(s, a)|, δπ,µ = Es∼ρµDT V(µ, π)(s), and δπk,π
max = maxs DT V(πk, π)(s).

Lemma 3.1 (Lower Bound) Consider a current policy πk, and any policies π and µ, we have

η(π)− η(πk) ≥ Lµ(π)−
2(1 + γ)ϵ

(1− γ)2
δµ,πk
max − 4ϵγ

(1− γ)2
δµ,πmax · δµ,π, (8)

where ϵ = maxs,a |Aµ(s, a)|, δµ,π = Es∼ρµDT V(µ, π)(s), δµ,πmax = maxs DT V(µ, π)(s), and
δµ,πk
max = maxs DT V(µ, πk)(s). DT V(π1, π2)(s) = 1

2

∑
a |π1(a|s) − π2(a|s)| represents the total

variation distance (TV) between π1(a|s) and π2(a|s) at every state s.

Proof. According to lemma A.1, we have

η(π)− η(πk)

=
1

1− γ
Es∼ρπ,a∼πAπk

(s, a)

=
1

1− γ
Es∼ρπ,a∼πAπk

(s, a) +
1

1− γ
Es∼ρµ,a∼πAµ(s, a)−

1

1− γ
Es∼ρµ,a∼πAµ(s, a)

=
1

1− γ
Es∼ρµ,a∼πAµ(s, a) +

1

1− γ
Es∼ρπ,a∼πAπk

(s, a)− 1

1− γ
Es∼ρπ,a∼πAµ(s, a)

+
1

1− γ
Es∼ρπ,a∼πAµ(s, a)−

1

1− γ
Es∼ρµ,a∼πAµ(s, a)

≜
1

1− γ
Es∼ρµ,a∼πAµ(s, a) +

1

1− γ
Φ1 +

1

1− γ
Φ2,

(9)

where Φ1 = Es∼ρπ,a∼πAπk
(s, a) − Es∼ρπ,a∼πAµ(s, a), and Φ2 = Es∼ρπ,a∼πAµ(s, a) −

Es∼ρµ,a∼πAµ(s, a).

Next, we prove that Φ1 and Φ2 are bounded, respectively.
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According to corollary A.1 and lemma A.3, we have

|Φ1| = |Es∼ρπ,a∼πAπk
(s, a)− Es∼ρπ,a∼πAµ(s, a)|

≤ ∥Aπk(s, a)−Aµ(s, a)∥∞
≤ ∥Qπk(s, a)−Qµ(s, a)∥∞ + ∥V πk(s)− V µ(s)∥∞

≤ 1 + γ

1− γ
∥Eπk

Aµ(s, a)∥∞

≤ 1 + γ

1− γ
max

s
∥πk − µ∥1(s) · ∥Aµ(s, a)∥∞.

(10)

According to the proof of the lemma 2.1, we have

|Φ2| = |Es∼ρπ,a∼πAµ(s, a)− Es∼ρµ,a∼πAµ(s, a)| ≤
4ϵγ

1− γ
δµ,πmax · δµ,π. (11)

Combining Eqn.(9), Eqn.(10) and Eqn.(11), we can get this conclusion.

Theorem 3.1 (Monotonic Improvement) Consider the current policy πk, define

Fπk
(π) = Lπk

(π)− 4ϵγ

(1− γ)2
δπk,π
max · δπk,π.

Assume πk+1 = argmaxπ Fπk
(π) exists and satisfies Fπk

(πk+1) > 0, there exists policy µ and
constant α > 0 that satisfies d(µ, πk) < α, then

Lµ(πk+1)−
2(1 + γ)ϵ

(1− γ)2
δµ,πk
max − 4ϵγ

(1− γ)2
δµ,πk+1
max · δµ,πk+1 > 0.

Proof. Let F̂µ,πk
(π) ≜ Lµ(π)− 2(1+γ)ϵ

(1−γ)2 δ
µ,πk
max − 4ϵγ

(1−γ)2 δ
µ,π
max · δµ,π . We know that F̂πk,πk

(πk+1) =

Fπk
(πk+1) > 0.

Using the locally sign-preserving property of continuous functions F̂µ,πk
(π) about µ, we know that

there exists constant α > 0 and policy µ that satisfies d(µ, πk) < α , then F̂µ,πk
(πk+1) > 0.

Lemma 4.1 Consider clipping parameter ϵPPO of PPO algorithm and clipping parameter ϵToPPO of
ToPPO algorithm, N = |M | presents the number of previous policies of M , we have

ϵToPPO =


4

N + 4
ϵPPO, N ≥ 2

ϵPPO , N = 1

, (12)

then at every update the worst-case expected performance loss is the same under both algorithms.

Proof. We adopt a similar proof to the paper (Queeney, Paschalidis, and Cassandras 2021). Assume
M = {πk, πk−1, · · · , πk−N+1}, we sample a policy πk−i ∈ M \ {πk}, according to lemma 3.1, we
have

Es∼ρπk−iDT V(πk−i, π)(s) ≤Es∼ρπk−iDT V(πk, π)(s) +

i∑
j=1

Es∼ρπk−iDT V(πk−j , πk−j+1)(s)

≤ϵToPO

2
(i+ 1).

When µ = πk, we have Es∼ρπkDT V(πk, π)(s) ≤ ϵToPO

2 . According to Algorithm 1, we know that
we use an on-policy data and an off-policy data to update. So, the average of the upper bound is
1
2 (

ϵToPO

2 + ϵToPO

2 (i+ 1)) = ϵToPO

4 (i+ 2).

Since we are sampling randomly, its expectation is 1
N−1 (3 + 4 + · · ·+ (N + 1)) ϵ

ToPO

4 = N+4
2

ϵToPO

4 .

For PPO, we have Es∼ρπkDT V(πk, π)(s) ≤ ϵPPO

2 .
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By comparing the above two formulas, we see that the worst-case expected performance loss for each
update is approximately the same for both PPO and ToPPO, when

ϵPPO

2
=

N + 4

2

ϵToPPO

4
=⇒ ϵToPPO =

4

N + 4
ϵPPO.

Note that from this Lemma, we know that ϵToPPO ≤ ϵPPO and ϵToPPO decreases monotonically w.r.t.
N ∈ {1, 2, 3, · · · }. Given N , ϵToPPO is calculated by Eqn.(12). In Algorithm 1, we need to keep or
delete trajectory data to satisfy constraints. So the true length of M is not fixed during the training
process. When ϵToPPO is recalculated according to the true length of M for each optimization, it has a
negative impact on performance (see Figure 7 of the appendix), perhaps because the changing ϵToPPO

value affects the stability of the training. Hence, we need to fix it. In practice, how do we determine
the clipping parameter ϵToPPO ? We suggest that it should choose a parameter larger than ϵToPPO. This
is because our algorithm includes a policy selection step. During the iteration, we will remove the
policy from M that does not satisfy δµ,πθk ≤ α. Hence, the number of previous policies of M may
be less than the initial length N . For example, when N = 5 and ϵPPO = 0.2, we have ϵToPPO = 0.089.
We could choose ϵ̂ToPPO = 0.1 > 0.089. We see that Eqn.(12) gives the minimum value for choosing
the clipping parameter ϵToPPO, and it may be necessary to adjust the parameter ϵToPPO in practice.

A.2 Reanalyze the PPO algorithm

Theorem Consider the current policy πk, define

πk+1 = argmax
π

Lk(π),

where Lk(π) = E(s,a)∼ρπk min
(

π(a|s)
πk(a|s)A

πk(s, a), clip
(

π(a|s)
πk(a|s) , 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ

)
Aπk(s, a)

)
. As-

sume πk+1 exists and satisfies Lk(πk+1) ≥ 0, then we have

Es∼ρπkV πk+1(s) ≥ Es∼ρπkV πk(s).

Proof. Since Lk(πk+1) ≥ 0, we can get

E(s,a)∼ρπk

(
πk+1(a|s)
πk(a|s)

Aπk(s, a)

)
≥ 0.

This can be reformulated as

E(s,a)∼ρπk ,πk+1
Qπk(s, a) ≥ E(s,a)∼ρπk ,πk

Qπk(s, a).

Now, using a similar way of the Policy Improvement theorem’s proof, we can get

E(s,a)∼ρπk ,πk
Qπk(s, a)

≤E(s,a)∼ρπk ,πk+1
E[R(s, a) + γQπk(s′, a′)|πk]

≤E(s,a)∼ρπk ,πk+1
E[R(s, a) + γR(s′, a′) + γ2Qπk(s′′, a′′)|πk]

...
≤E(s,a)∼ρπk ,πk+1Q

πk+1(s, a).

Finally, we have
Es∼ρπkV πk(s) ≤ Es∼ρπkV πk+1(s).

A.3 Additional experimental results
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Figure 5: Learning curves on the some Atari environments. Performance of ToPPO vs. PPO. The
shaded region indicates the standard deviation of three random seeds.

Table 1: Hyperparameters for ToPPO on Mujoco tasks.

Hyperparameter Value

Discount rate γ 0.995
GAE parameter 0.97
Minibatches per epoch 32
Epochs per update 10
Optimizer Adam
Learning rate ϕ 3e-4
Minimum batch size (n) 1024
Number of previous policies (N = |M |) 5
Clipping parameter ϵToPPO 0.1
Filter boundary α 0.03

To verify the effectiveness of the proposed
ToPPO method, we select seven continu-
ous control tasks from the MuJoCo envi-
ronments [33] in OpenAI Gym [2]. We
conduct all the experiments mainly based
on the code from [26]. The test procedures
are averaged over ten test episodes across
ten independent runs. The same neural net-
work architecture is used for all methods
The policy network is a Gaussian distribu-
tion, and the output of the state-value net-
work is a scalar value. The mean action of
the policy network and state-value network
are a multi-layer perceptron with hidden
layer fixed to [64, 64] and tanh activation
[11]. The standard deviation of the policy network is parameterized separately [28, 29]. For the
experimental parameters, we use the default parameters from [6, 11], for example, the discount
factor is γ = 0.995, and we use the Adam optimizer throughout the training progress. For PPO, the
clipping parameter is ϵPPO = 0.2, and the batch size is B = 2048. For GePPO, the clipping parameter
is ϵPPO = 0.1, and the batch size of each policy is B = 1024. For TRPO and off-policy TRPO
(OTRPO), the bound of trust region is δ = 0.01, and the batch size of each policy is B = 1024.

For our proposed method ToPPO, M is the replay buffer that stores the old policy trajectories. N
represents the maximum length of M , and the default value is 5. According to the Lemma A.1,
the clipping parameter ϵToPPO is greater than or equal to 0.089, and we set it to ϵToPPO = 0.1. The
batch size of each policy is B = 1024. Since the TV distance of between the previous policy
µ and the current policy πk cannot be calculated exactly, we use the KL divergence δµ,πk =
Es∼ρµDKL(µ, πk)(s) to replace it in practice. The filter boundary is α = 0.03. And we use early
stopping trick. From Algorithm 1, we randomly select a policy µ from M \ {πk}, and use 1024
samples from each of πk and µ to update the policy. The experiments are performed on a computer
with an Intel Xeon(R) CPU, 64GB of memory and a GeForce RTX 3090 Ti GPU.
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Algorithm 1 Transductive Off-policy Proximal Policy Optimization (ToPPO)
Input: Environment E, filter boundary α, discount factor γ, batcg size n, clipping parameter ϵ,
Initialize policy network parameter θ,
Initialize previous policies data M and the maximum length of M , N =
|M |.

for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . do
Collect data:
Collect n samples with πθk on environment E.
Add n samples to previous policy data M .
Update policy network:
Samples a policy data µ from set M \ {πθk}, and use n samples from the current policy πθk
and µ (an on-policy data and an off-policy data).
Approximately maximize the empirical objective Lk(π) in Eqn.(7) by using stochastic gradient
ascent to get new policy network πθk+1

.
Select policies:
Calculate sample-based estimate δ̂µ,πθk+1 in Eqn.(4), where µ ∈ M \ {πθk+1

}.
if δ̂µ,πθk+1 > α then

delete µ data in M
else

keep µ data in M
end if

end for
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Figure 7: Learning curves on the Gym environments. ToPPO adapt ϵ represents an adaptive ϵ value
by the N value in each iteration. The X-axis represents the timesteps in the environment.
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Figure 6: The number of policies in M .
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Figure 8: Ablation study on the parameter α under fixed N in each row in ToPPO. Comparison about
the final performance with different parameters. Better performance will be obtained if parameter α
is fine-tuned, when fixing N . The Y -axis represents the average return.

18


	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Policy Improvement Lower Bound

	Transductive Off-policy PPO
	The Clipped Surrogate Objection

	Discussion
	Reanalyze the PPO Algorithm
	Reanalyze the GePPO Algorithm

	Experiments
	Evaluation

	Conclusion and Future Work
	Appendix
	Proof
	Reanalyze the PPO algorithm
	Additional experimental results


