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Abstract—Deep reinforcement learning (DRL) often struggles
with complex robotic manipulation tasks due to low sample effi-
ciency and biased value estimation. Model-based reinforcement
learning (MBRL) improves efficiency by leveraging environment
dynamics, with prior work [1]-[4] integrating Model Predictive
Control (MPC) to enhance policy robustness through online
trajectory optimization. However, existing MBRL approaches
[5] still suffer from high model bias, task-specific cost function
design, and significant computational overhead. To address these
challenges, we propose Q-guided Stein Variational Model Predic-
tive Actor-Critic (Q-STAC)—a unified framework that bridges
Bayesian MPC and Soft Actor-Critic (SAC). Q-STAC employs
Stein Variational Gradient Descent (SVGD) to iteratively opti-
mize action sequences sampled from a learned prior distribution
guided by Q-values, thereby eliminating manual cost-function en-
gineering. By performing short-horizon model-predictive rollouts,
Q-STAC reduces cumulative prediction errors, improves training
stability and reduces computational complexity. Experiments on
simulated particle navigation, diverse robotic manipulation tasks,
and a real-world fruit-picking scenario demonstrate that Q-STAC
consistently achieves superior sample efficiency, stability, and
overall performance compared to both model-free and model-
based baselines.

Index Terms—reinforcement learning, probabilistic inference,
model predictive control, robotic manipulation, Stein variational
inference.

I. INTRODUCTION

EINFOCEMENT Learning (RL) is widely used to solve

complex control problems, ranging from autonomous
vehicle navigation [6] to robotic control problems [7]. The
superiority of RL lies in its ability to learn adaptive policies
without requiring explicit dynamics modeling. By optimizing
long-term cumulative return, RL is inherently suited for long-
horizon decision-making problems. However, RL often suffers
from poor sample efficiency, biased value estimation in long-
horizon or sparse-reward settings, and unstable or unsafe
behaviors during execution [8]-[10].

Model Predictive Control (MPC) [11], on the other hand,
is a model-based receding horizon optimization algorithm.
With accurate system dynamics modeling, MPC predicts fu-
ture system states and iteratively optimizes a sequence of
control inputs based on a predefined cost function, thereby
gradually steering the system toward the desired target state.
MPC produces interpretable and constraint-aware behaviors
but typically relies on accurate models, task-specific cost
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Fig. 1. Provides an overview of Q-STAC, which integrates a learned prior
policy, short-horizon model predictive rollouts, and SVGD-based trajectory
refinement under Q-value guidance. The framework unifies model-free policy
learning and model-predictive optimization, enabling efficient action genera-
tion without hand-crafted cost functions.

design [12], [13]. Moreover, MPC optimizes control signals
only within a limited prediction horizon at each step, which
often leads to locally optimal solutions.

RL and MPC therefore offer complementary strengths—RL
provides adaptivity and captures long-term rewards signal,
whereas MPC provides safety, stability, and short-horizon
optimality. Recent studies attempt to combine them [14],
leveraging their complementary strengths to create a more
stable and effective RL-MPC hybrid paradigm.

Following this motivation, we propose Q-guided Stein
variational model predictive actor-critic (Q-STAC), a unified
RL-MPC framework (Fig. 1). At each timestep, Q-STAC
performs Bayesian inference over action sequences and applies
Stein Variational Gradient Descent (SVGD) to approximate
the policy posterior, using soft Q-values over short-horizon
dynamics rollouts as the guiding signal. The first action in the
optimized sequence is executed, while the same actions serve
as improved learning signals for SAC-style actor and critic
updates, yielding more stable and sample-efficient learning.

In contrast to prior RL-MPC hybrid approaches that either
generate imagined rollouts for updates [15], [16] or learn
dynamics models [1], [17], [18] and cost functions [2], [3],
[19] to perform trajectory optimization with MPC, Q-STAC
performs Bayesian MPC inference over the learned prior
policy distribution, carrying out short-horizon optimization
using SVGD. This avoids long-horizon model bias, reduces
computational cost, and directly improves policy learning
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stability.

We evaluate Q-STAC on 2D particle navigation, several
robotic manipulation tasks, and a real-world fruit-picking
scenario. The results show consistent improvements over both
model-free and model-based baselines in robustness and over-
all performance. Ablation studies further validate the effec-
tiveness of Q-guided optimization, and analyze the influence
of horizon length, prior type, and the use of analytical versus
learned dynamics. In summary, the Q-STAC framework brings
several contributions to the field:

o We propose a unified RL-MPC framework that formulates
action generation as a Bayesian model predictive control
problem.

e We establish the theoretical connection between SAC
and SVGD through the Soft Q-value, and extend this
relationship to the trajectory level, enabling SVGD-based
optimization within the RL-MPC framework.

« Extensive experiments on navigation, robotic manipula-
tion tasks, and a real-world fruit-picking scenario demon-
strate that Q-STAC achieves superior robustness, sample
efficiency, and training stability compared to both model-
free and model-based baselines.

II. RELATED WORK
A. RL-MPC Hybrid Methods

Recent research has increasingly focused on integrating RL
with MPC to improve control stability, sample efficiency, and
policy generalization. One line of work learns probabilistic
ensemble dynamics models and leverages MPC for planning
or policy improvement. For example, MBPO [15] and MOPO
[16] generate short-horizon model rollouts for policy updates,
while PETS [1] and PaETS [18] perform trajectory sampling
and optimization using ensemble dynamics and variational
inference. Similarly, TD-MPC [17] learns latent dynamics and
value functions via temporal-difference learning and performs
trajectory optimization. Another line of work assumes access
to existing dynamics models and integrates them with RL
via MPC-based planning. POLO [19] uses a learned value
function as the MPC cost to plan actions online, while
ACMPC [2] constructs a cost map from RL policies to guide
differentiable MPC [20]. AC4MPC |[3] further initializes MPC
with actor-critic estimates as terminal costs. Unlike ACMPC
and AC4MPC, which rely on hand-crafted cost functions or
value-function terminal costs, Q-STAC provides a principled
bridge between SVGD-based trajectory optimization and Q-
value—guided policy gradients, offering a unified probabilistic
view of trajectory-level policy improvement.

Previous work, such as MoPAC [4] shares similar ideas to
ours. In particular, MoPAC performs trajectory optimization
using MPPI based on manually designed cost functions and
mixes model-predicted rollouts with real trajectories for train-
ing, whereas Q-STAC guides Bayesian MPC inference with
Q-values.

B. SVGD-related Methods

Probabilistic inference helps control systems manage en-
vironmental and measurement uncertainties. SVGD [21] re-

formulates inference as an iterative update process and opti-
mizes particles to approximate the target distribution. Various
approaches have extended SVGD: SVMPC [12] and DuSt-
MPC [13] apply it to Bayesian MPC for robust control. [22]
proposes to combine probabilistic movement primitives with
SVGD to handle multimodal trajectories for robot motion gen-
eration. Di-Plan [23] combines SVGD with diffusion models
as informative priors and integrates path signatures to enhance
diversity in the generated trajectories. Similarly, S?’AC [24]
utilizes SVGD to approximate the optimal policy distribution,
but it focuses only on single-step policy optimization. In
contrast, Q-STAC leverages model prediction to evaluate and
optimize multi-step action sequences, thereby avoiding local
optima and achieving more stable long-horizon performance.

III. PRELIMINARIES

Our approach builds upon the SAC framework [8] and
Bayesian MPC [25], optimized via SVGD [21]. This section
briefly outlines the SAC formulation and its policy—value
update scheme, followed by an introduction to MPC, its
Bayesian extension, and the fundamentals of SVGD.

A. Soft Actor-Critic

1) Markov Decision Process: We formulate the control
problem as a policy search in an infinite-horizon Markov De-
cision Process (MDP) [26], defined by the tuple (S, A, p,r,7).
Here, S and A denote the continuous observation and action
spaces, respectively. The state transition function p : S x A x
S — [0,00) defines the probability density of the next state
st+1 € S given the current state s; € S and action a; € A.
The reward function r : S X A — [Fmin, "max] quantifies the
quality of an action executed at a given state, and v € [0,1)
is the discount factor that weights long-term rewards.

2) Policy Learning and Q-value Update: The objective of
SAC is to learn a stochastic policy 7, (a|s) parameterized by
¢, which maximizes both the expected cumulative discounted
reward and the policy entropy:

oo
Tr = Etspaimns |27 ((st00) + oM (m([si) [ (D)
t=0
where « is the entropy temperature and p, denotes the
state—action marginal distribution under policy 7. A higher
entropy encourages more diverse actions, leading to better
exploration and robustness.

SAC models the policy as an energy-based distribution,
Ty(als) o< exp(1Q(s,a)), and optimizes it to jointly max-
imize the expected Q-value and policy entropy. This objective
is formulated as follow to minimize the loss over replayed
experiences D:

Jx(p) = Es,~D, a~T, [04 log 7Ts9(at|5t) — Qo(s¢, at)] , (@



The soft Q-function Qg (s¢, a;), parameterized by 6, estimates
the expected return and is optimized by minimizing the
temporal-difference (TD) error:

Ja(0) = Eep a3 (Qo(st,00) = Qloe,a)]

where Q(st, at) =1r(s¢,a1) + 7y Eopyy~n[Va(st41)]
Va(st+1) = Ea, 1 ~r[Qa(St41, at41) + 047'1(77('|5t+1))g3~)

Here, 6 denotes the parameters of the target Q-network,
updated via exponential moving average.

B. Bayesian Model Predictive Control

MPC [11] optimizes a sequence of control signals A; =
(aty...,a;+p) over a finite horizon H using the dynamics
model s;y1 = f(st,ar). The objective is to minimize a
pre-defined cost function C(c(+, "), cem(+)), wWhere ¢(+,-) and
Cerm(+) denote step and terminal costs. MPC performs this
optimization in a receding-horizon manner and executes only
the first control a; in the optimized sequence.

MPC can be reformulated as a Bayesian inference problem
[12], [13], [25] by treating control inputs as random variables
and inferring their posterior distribution conditioned on task
outcomes or optimality criteria. Let 7 = (S;,.A;) denote a
state-control trajectory and O, € {0,1} be a binary random
variable indicating its optimality. We aim to infer the poste-
rior distribution over optimal control sequences A under the
dynamics model f and the current state s; using Bayes’ rule
(we omit O, =1 as O, for simplicity):

pt(Or|A; f, s1)pe(A; st)
fpt O |~'4 fa st)pt(A St)dA

Here, p.(A; s;) is the prior distribution induced by the current
policy, and p:(O.|A; f,s:) is the likelihood that measures
the probability of the trajectory being optimal under policy
m,. This probabilistic view connects classical MPC with
variational inference, providing a foundation for the Bayesian
optimization mechanism used in Q-STAC.
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C. Stein Variational Gradient Descent
SVGD [21] offers an efficient way to approximate complex
posterior distributions with a set of particles { A"} ;. Given
a step size ¢, each particle is iteratively updated via:
A AT+ g™ (AY), )
where ¢* denotes the optimal perturbation direction in a re-
producing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) with kernel k(A’, A),

corresponding to the steepest descent direction of the KL
divergence. The empirical estimate of ¢* is computed as:
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where Term (I) drives particles toward high-probability re-
gions of p, and Term Q) introduces repulsion to maintain
particle diversity. SVGD thus provides a deterministic, non-
parametric approach for approximate Bayesian inference,
which we later employ in Q-STAC to optimize policy dis-
tributions.

IV. METHODOLOGY

In this section, we present our main contribution. Sec. IV-A
outlines the overall architecture and describes the algorithmic
flow of Q-STAC in detail. Sec. IV-B introduces the learned
prior policy distribution, which provides initialization for
short-horizon trajectory optimization. Sec. IV-C derives the
Q-guided Stein variational inference procedure that connects
SAC with Bayesian MPC. Sec. IV-D introduces the closed-
form expression for computing policy entropy at the trajectory
level. The complete algorithmic workflow is summarized in
Alg. 1.

A. Overview

Q-STAC integrates SAC and Bayesian MPC within a unified
framework. As illustrated in Fig. 1, the actor module in Q-
STAC learns a Gaussian prior policy and samples initial action-
trajectory particles conditioned on the current observation
(detailed in Sec. IV-B). Then iteratively, it performs short-
horizon model-predictive rollouts using the dynamics model to
obtain future observation—action trajectories. The soft Q-values
of these trajectories are evaluated by the critic, and SVGD
iteratively refines the particles by treating the exponential of
the soft Q-value as the optimality likelihood in the Bayesian
MPC formulation (Sec. IV-C). Through this process, the
action-trajectory particles progressively converge toward high-
Q regions of the policy distribution.

During inference, we pick the action-trajectory particle that
yields the highest trajectory Q-value, and execute its first
action. During training, we randomly execute the first action
from one of the particles to maintain exploration, and store the
resulting transition in the replay buffer for network updates.
The average action across particles is used when computing
target values in Eq. (2) and Eq. (3).

B. Learned Policy Distribution as Prior

To enable faster convergence of action-trajectory particles,
we initialize the policy distribution ¢ as a sequence of
Gaussian distributions N (p.¢4 1, 2e:t111), where H denotes
the trajectory horizon. The mean and covariance sequences
peirmg = (e permy) and Yepvg = (04, ..., 00 5) are
obtained by conditioning a policy network on the current
observation s;: (ju¢, %) = m,(s¢), where ¢ denotes the
network parameters. A set of M action-trajectory particles is
then sampled from the Gaussian priors:

{AMM) = A{abyy gl ~ N(pewsr, Searn), (D)

where A denotes an action-trajectory and the superscript ¢
represents the ¢-th particle. As discussed in [24], we aim to
learn an initial distribution close to the target posterior policy
distribution so that the sampled particles can be efficiently
shifted toward high-density regions after a few SVGD itera-
tions.

To capture temporal correlations within the control horizon,
we implement two alternative prior networks: a shared MLP
with time-step embeddings, and a Recurrent Neural Network
(RNN) for longer-horizon tasks. Although these architectural
choices are not central to our contribution, they improve the
expressiveness and stability of the learned prior distribution.



Algorithm 1 Q-guided Stein Variational Model Predictive
Actor-Critic (Q-STAC)
Require: Initialize actor parameters , critic parameters 6,
replay buffer D, analytical dynamics model f, optional
ensemble model fy, kernel k, initial state sg
St < So
for each timestep ¢ do

if using learned ensemble dynamics f, then

Update f,, on minibatch (s,a,s’) ~D

end if

Obtain policy prior: My, ¥, = 7, (s¢)

Sample control particles: A ~ N (M, 3;)

for each SVGD step do

# Use f, when using learned dynamics

10: Rollout trajectories 7 = f (s, A)
Compute ¢*(A?) via Eq. (11)
12: Update particles using Eq. (5)
13:  end for
14:  Select one optimized control sequence A’
15:  Execute first action a; < A%[0] in environment
16:  Store transition (s¢,as, r¢, S¢11) in D
17: St < Sg+1
18:  for each policy update step do

R A A A

—
—_

19: Sample minibatch from D

20: Compute policy entropy via Eq. (12)
21: Update critic 6 via Eq. (3)

22: Update actor ¢ via Eq. (2)

23:  end for

24: end for

C. Stein Variational Inference Guided by Soft Q-values

The soft Q-value provides a natural bridge between SAC
and Stein variational inference. In the following, we present a
concise derivation that extends the single-step formulation in
SAC to trajectory-level inference.

For a trajectory particle 7¢, its cumulative Q-value is defined
as:

H
(Ttl) = Z Q(S;—&-hﬂ az—&—h)' (8)
Following the probabilistic inference view of reinforcement
learning [25], the probability that a trajectory 7 is optimal is
modeled using a Boltzmann distribution over its expected re-
turn, assuming conditional independence of per-step optimality
events:

Q). ©

Substituting this likelihood into the Bayesian inference in
Eq. (4), we obtain the posterior distribution for an individual
trajectory particle:

= DA05; £, ) x exp( Q)i

P(Or|7) o exp(

(AL se),
(10)
where ¢"(Al; s;) denotes the Gaussian prior over the action-
trajectory, as described in Sec. IV-B. Deriving the optimal
maximum-entropy policy W;(Tﬂst) is therefore equivalent to

o (7i]se)

solving a trajectory optimization problem via approximate

inference of this posterior distribution.

To approximate the posterior, we adopt Stein variational
inference [12], [13], [21]. By substituting the log-posterior
from Eq. (10) into the SVGD update, we can reformulate
Eq. (6) as

m

P

Jj=
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k(A7 AN
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This formulation establishes a principled connection between
Bayesian model predictive control and SAC, where the Q-
value provides the gradient signal that guides the SVGD
particle evolution toward high-value trajectories.

D. Entropy Computation

Q-STAC calculates policy entropy following S>AC [24], and
further extends the formulation to the trajectory level. The
resulting closed-form approximation is:

H L—-1

H(mo) ~ —E g0 g, H > <1og qo(A%) —e > Tr(vAz&(Al))) ]

= (i2)
Here, A! denotes the particle after | SVGD updates for L total
SVGD steps. The trace term Tr(V 4 ¢*(A')) provides a first-
order approximation of the log-density change induced by the
SVGD variational mapping through the change-of-variables
formula.

V. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we first describe the experimental setup in
Sec. V-A, including task definitions, the selection of baseline
algorithms, and the dynamics model usage. We then present
the main comparative evaluation in Sec. V-B, covering both
training curves and success-rate analysis. Finally, in Sec. V-C,
we investigate the effectiveness of Q-STAC through a series of
ablation studies on Q-guidance, horizon length, prior design,
and robustness under different dynamics models.

A. Experimental Setup

We evaluate Q-STAC on a set of continuous control tasks
of increasing complexity, and validate its effectiveness across
different domains compared with multiple model-free and
model-based RL baselines. We first present the task setup:

1) 2D Particle Navigation Suite: We design a set of 2D
navigation tasks to jointly evaluate local obstacle avoidance
and global path planning capabilities. In this environment, a
point mass must reach a fixed target while avoiding Gaussian
obstacles. The particle follows double-integrator dynamics,
& = uy/m and § = u,/m, where v = (ug,u,) denotes
control forces and m is the particle mass. State and control
variables are bounded within £10 for position and accelera-
tion, and 45 for velocity and control forces. The suite contains
three difficulty levels: easy (Fig. 2(a)), medium (Fig. 2(b)), and
hard (Fig. 2(c)) with increasing obstacle density and layout
complexity.



(@) (b) (©)
Fig. 2. Benchmark tasks used for algorithm evaluation: (a—c) 2D navigation tasks with multiple Gaussian obstacles, ranging in difficulty from easy to hard;

(d—e) Kinova arm reaching tasks under two settings — without and with fixed obstacles; (f) Kinova pick-and-place task, demonstrating robotic manipulation
involving picking and reaching motions; (g) Real-world Kinova arm setup.

2) Kinova Manipulation Suite: This suite consists of a
series of robotic manipulation tasks implemented in the
IsaacGym simulator [27] with the Kinova Gen2 Arm, which
includes:

o Reach: A simple reaching task where the end-effector
approaches a target region (Fig. 2(d)).

« Reach (obstacled): An upgraded reaching task where the
arm must navigate through constrained spaces and reach
the target (Fig. 2(e)).

o Pick and Place: An object manipulation task requiring
the arm to grasp a cube and hold it to a target area
(Fig. 2(f)).

These tasks collectively evaluate the algorithms’ capabili-
ties in robotic manipulation. The obstacle-based reaching
task highlights improvements in stability and implicit safety
achieved through MPC-guided control, while the pick-and-
place scenario emphasizes Q-STAC’s effectiveness in long-
horizon, contact-rich operations. The Kinova arm is controlled
using joint-velocity commands, with six degrees of freedom
for the arm and three for the gripper. To isolate policy learning
from perception, target and object positions are provided in
state space, avoiding the computational overhead of visual
processing.

3) Baseline Algorithms: We compare Q-STAC with the
following representative model-free and model-based RL base-
lines:

o SAC [8]: A maximum-entropy model-free actor-critic
algorithm that serves as our main baseline for data
efficiency and stability comparisons;

o S2AC [24]: An SVGD-based variant of SAC that
performs particle-based policy optimization under the
maximum-entropy framework, directly related to our vari-
ational formulation.

« MBPO [15]: A model-based policy optimization method
that improves sample efficiency by using short-horizon
model rollouts from a learned dynamics model.

« PETS [1]: A probabilistic ensemble-based model predic-
tive control (MPC) algorithm that optimizes open-loop
trajectories while accounting for model uncertainty.

For implementation, we adopt the open-source code from
[24] for SAC and S?AC, and use the official mbrl-1ib
implementations [28] for MBPO and PETS. Each method is
trained with the same number of environment interactions and
evaluated with five seeds to ensure fairness.

4) Dynamics Model: We experiment with both task-specific
analytical dynamics models f(s,a) and learned probabilis-

(e) ") @

tic ensemble models fy(s,a) [1], [18] for the model-based
baselines as well as for Q-STAC. For the 2D navigation
tasks, we employ exact closed-form analytical dynamics. For
the Kinova manipulation tasks, we construct an approximate
analytical model using differentiable Kinova kinematics [29],
where predicted observations are obtained via noisy kinematic
propagation, following the physical laws of object contacts.
Consequently, the analytical dynamics can still be substantially
inaccurate compared with an oracle ground-truth dynamics
model. The influence of these two model choices is evaluated
through a model-type ablation study in Sec. V-C4.

In the comparative evaluation that follows, we adopt ana-
Iytical dynamics for MBPO, PETS, and Q-STAC to isolate
the effects of model-learning errors. However, following their
original implementations, both MBPO and PETS additionally
train a reward prediction model using an L2 regression loss.

B. Comparative Evaluation

1) Overall Training Performance: Fig. 3 illustrates the
overall training performance across navigation and manipu-
lation tasks. In environments with relatively simple dynamics
(e.g., 2D Navigation), model-based methods such as MBPO
and PETS converge rapidly in the early stages, reaching
up to 80% of the maximum reward within the first 20k
steps. However, their final performance saturates below the
optimal reward, exhibiting instability and high sensitivity to
reward-model inaccuracies. In contrast, model-free approaches
can implicitly capture environmental dynamics and eventually
learn more optimal policies with a larger number of envi-
ronment interactions. Notably, Q-STAC and S2AC, both em-
ploying SVGD-based policy updates, achieve higher episodic
rewards with fewer samples.

In complex Kinova manipulation tasks, where system dy-
namics are highly non-linear and contact-rich, MBPO and
PETS struggle to maintain stable performance, particularly
in the obstacle-avoidance and pick-and-place scenarios. Q-
STAC consistently outperforms all baselines, converging faster
and reaching higher normalized rewards across all tasks. It
achieves up to 15% higher final rewards and reduced variance
across runs, confirming its superior sample efficiency and
stability.

2) Success Rate Evaluation: Task success rate provides a
more direct and interpretable metric for robotic control than
cumulative rewards. Tab. I summarizes the success rates of
different algorithms on the Kinova manipulation tasks at 50%,
75%, and 100% of the total training progress, measured in
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Fig. 3. Performance comparison of reinforcement learning algorithms across multiple control tasks. The figure displays training curves for five distinct
algorithms (SAC, S2AC, MBPO, PETS, and Q-STAC) evaluated on the 2D navigation task suite and Kinova manipulation task suite. Each plot shows the
normalized cumulative reward values (y-axis) against environmental steps (x-axis) measured in millions. Solid lines representing mean performance and shaded

regions indicating standard deviation across 5 seeds.

TABLE I
SUCCESS RATE DURING TRAINING

Tasks Algorithms ~ SR@50% SR@75%  SR@100%

SAC 105 +3.00 17.0 +3.50 727 + 3.00

S2AC 140 + 110 138 +3.80 794 + 5.10

Reach MBPO / 197 £370 563 + 3.90

PETS 493 £ 182 528 £7.70 722+ 11.6

Q-STAC  33.6+370 550+ 690 89.3 + 1.90

SAC 9.90 + 2.60 374 +490 747 + 3.50

Reach S2AC 1024210 109+ 1.90 789 + 3.50

(Obstacledy | MBPO / / 170 + 1.50
PETS / / /

Q-STAC  40.6 + 3.00 454 + 380 82.6 + 4.40

SAC / 140 + 120 809 + 1.51

. S2AC / 505 + 7.00 827 + 1.90
P 1;};::‘1 MBPO / / /
PETS / / /

Q-STAC 120 + 0.600 914+ 1.70 953 + 1.10

percentages (”/” indicates failure). For evaluation, checkpoints
at these stages are tested across 10 episodes using 100 parallel
environments per task. A trial is considered successful if the
end-effector stays within 10 cm of the target for 20 steps
in the reaching tasks, or within 5 cm after grasping the
cube for 30 steps in the pick-and-place task. As shown in
Tab. I, Q-STAC achieves the highest final success rates across
all tasks while maintaining strong mid-training performance
in both obstacle-reaching and pick-and-place scenarios. In
contrast, model-based methods such as PETS show rapid
early-stage improvement—achieving nearly 50% success rate
in the simple reaching task—but fail to generalize to complex,
contact-rich environments. Q-STAC outperforms the strongest
baseline by up to 15 percentage points and exhibits lower
variance across runs, confirming its robustness and sample
efficiency.

3) Performance Analysis: Overall, Q-STAC exhibits su-
perior sample efficiency, policy stability, and implicit safety
compared with both model-free and model-based baselines.
These advantages arise from replacing raw policy outputs with
MPC-refined action sequences, which fundamentally reshapes
the policy improvement process. Several key factors contribute
to this performance gain. (1) Higher-quality actor updates:
By optimizing action sequences over a short prediction hori-
zon, Q-STAC leverages multi-step optimality signals rather
than relying solely on single-step improvements. This reduces
susceptibility to local optima and yields more coherent action
sequences, leading to more stable and directed actor updates.
(2) More expressive policy representation: The SVGD-
based trajectory update enables approximate inference over
multi-modal posterior distributions while maintaining particle
diversity. As a result, the policy can represent richer behaviors
than parametric policies used in SAC or S?AC. (3) Stabilized
critic learning: MPC-optimized trajectories provide lower-
variance value targets, facilitating faster convergence of the
critic and improving overall training stability. (4) Implicit
safety via optimality inference: Q-STAC does not require
hand-designed safety constraints. Instead, unsafe or unsta-
ble trajectories naturally receive lower optimality likelihood
through the soft Q-values, resulting in safer behavior without
explicit constraint modeling.

C. Ablation Study

To further assess the Q-STAC’s design choices, we perform
a series of ablation studies examining the influence of Q-
guidance strength, learned prior policy, and the effects of
different dynamics model types.

1) Soft Q-Guidance: We validate the effectiveness of the
Q-value—guided SVGD optimization, by comparing the perfor-
mance of SVMPC and Q-STAC on obstacle-avoidance tasks.
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Fig. 4. Ablation results evaluating the effectiveness of Soft Q-Guidance on
(a) 2D Navigation (Hard) and (b) Reach (Obstacled). The plot shows episodic
rewards (y-axis) against environmental steps (x-axis) measured in millions.

SVMPC adopts the same dynamics model as Q-STAC, with
its loss function and prior design following the implemen-
tation in [12]. As shown in Fig. 4, the black dashed line
represents the episodic reward achieved by trajectories gener-
ated through SVMPC. We observe that Q-STAC outperforms
SVMPC in both obstacle-avoidance tasks. While SVMPC
performs reasonably well in the simpler 2D navigation task, Q-
STAC demonstrates superior performance in the more complex
manipulation-based obstacle-avoidance task, where the Q-
value guidance captures long-term optimality that cost-based
MPC cannot express, thus produces higher-quality trajectories.

2) Different Prior: Fig. 5(a) shows the training curves of Q-
STAC in the Reach task under different prior distributions. The
dashed lines correspond to two alternative priors: Random,
which samples initial particles from a Gaussian distribution
at every action step, and Mean, which samples from the
mean action predicted by the current policy. For fairness, both
variants use a fixed horizon of 3, and we increase their SVGD
update steps and particle count to strengthen their optimization
capability.

As illustrated in the figure, the Random prior fails to
converge, while the Mean prior offers only early-stage im-
provement before collapsing as the action space grows more
complex. These results demonstrate that the SAC-learned prior
provides a much more informative initialization for Bayesian
MPC, substantially reducing optimization complexity.

3) Horizon Length: The solid lines in Fig. 5(a) show the
cumulative rewards achieved under different horizon lengths.
As illustrated, with a short horizon (less than 3), the predicted
trajectory window is too limited for the Q-values to provide ef-
fective guidance during optimization. Conversely, with a long
horizon (greater than 7), accumulated model errors compound
over time, leading to inaccurate Q-value estimates and reduced
overall performance.

4) Analytical and Learned Dynamics Model: To examine
how model errors affect different model-based algorithms, we
compare the performance of MBPO, PETS, and Q-STAC when
using a learned ensemble dynamics model versus analytical
dynamics, across the 2D Navigation (Hard) and Reach tasks.
As shown in Fig. 5(b), the benefit from accessing the analytical
dynamics is negligible in 2D navigation task. However, in
the manipulation task, analytical dynamics consistently yield
higher performance than learned models. MBPO and PETS
are particularly sensitive to model inaccuracies and exhibit

severe performance degradation in the Reach task. In contrast,
Q-STAC shows only a minor drop in performance, indicating
that it is substantially more robust to model bias. These results
suggest that the effectiveness of Q-STAC does not rely on
access to accurate analytical dynamics, but rather stems from
its Q-guided SVGD optimization.
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Fig. 5. Ablation results for (a) prior selection and horizon length for Reach
Task with Q-STAC and (b) analytical vs. learned dynamics on 2D Navigation
(Hard) and Reach (Obstacles) in model based RL.

D. Sim-to-Real

1) General Setup: We perform training and inference on a
desktop machine equipped with an NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU.
A separate workstation runs the Kinova ROS API, which we
interact with through a custom REST service over Ethernet.
The Kinova arm is controlled via joint velocities, with a
commanded control rate maintained at approximately 55-60
Hz.

2) Adaptive Action Integration for Robot Control: To
mitigate the reality gap between simulation and real-world
execution, we adopt a modified action integration strategy
inspired by [30], [31]. The physical gap between reality and
simulation, such as friction, damping, and stiffness often lead
to accumulated steady-state errors during policy transfer. [31]
proposes the Policy-Level Action Integrator (PLAI), which
integrates actions over time via s¢, ; = s¢ @ m(0;) to improve
robustness.

Following [30], we implement an adaptive action integrator.
The RL policy outputs the desired joint velocity for the 6-
DoF Kinova arm, a; = 7(0;). We compute segmented action
updates as 6af = 2=% where n is the segmentation factor
used to feed the Kinova ROS controller at a higher frequency.
The desired state is then updated via action integration:

st = sl @daf (13)
sy = { sf otherwise , fori=0,1,2,....,n

3) Real Experiments: We evaluate Q-STAC in a real-world
scenario where a Kinova robotic arm must move across
wooden obstacles and reach a designated position to pick a
fruit hanging from a tree branch. This setup enables direct
sim-to-real transfer from the Kinova-Reaching-with-Obstacles
task. During the obstacle-traversal phase, control is executed
fully online by the learned RL policy. After the arm reaches



TABLE II
REAL-WORLD TASK SUCCESS RATE

Task Algorithms Success Rate (%)
Avoiding Obstacles  Reaching Target
SAC 20.0 40.0
Real World S?AC 86.7 60.0
Picking Fruit Q-STAC 93.3 80.0

the target region, the gripper is manually closed to complete
the picking motion. Fig. 2(g) illustrates the real-world setup,
and Tab. II summarizes the success rates of SAC, SZAC,
and Q-STAC, which are the only policies that successfully
converged in the simulated Reach (Obstacled) task. Each
policy is evaluated over 15 trials.

The results show that Q-STAC transfers reliably to the
physical system, achieving the highest success rates in both
obstacle avoidance and target reaching. SAC often behaves
unstably and collides with obstacles, while S2AC avoids
obstacles reasonably well but struggles to reach the target
precisely. These findings demonstrate the advantage of Q-
guided particle optimization, which yields more robust and
geometry-aware actions under real-world perturbations such
as unmodeled friction, joint backlash, and sensor latency.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We introduced Q-STAC, a unified RL-MPC framework that
formulates policy improvement as trajectory-level Bayesian
inference guided by soft Q-values and optimized using SVGD.
This formulation bridges SAC and MPC, enabling more di-
rected exploration and robust policy updates through short-
horizon model-predictive rollouts. Experiments across 2D nav-
igation and Kinova manipulation tasks show that Q-STAC
outperforms both model-free and model-based baselines. Ab-
lation studies confirm the benefits of learned priors, Q-guided
optimization, and robustness to model inaccuracies. In the
future, we plan to incorporate visual observations into both
reinforcement learning and dynamics modeling, enabling Q-
STAC to tackle more complex and unstructured real-world
robotic tasks.
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