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Abstract

Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) is among the most widely used deep reinforcement
learning algorithms, yet its theoretical foundations remain incomplete. Most importantly,
convergence and understanding of fundamental PPO advantages remain widely open. Under
standard theory assumptions we show how PPO’s policy update scheme (performing multiple
epochs of minibatch updates on multi-use rollouts with a surrogate gradient) can be interpreted
as approximated policy gradient ascent. We show how to control the bias accumulated by the
surrogate gradients and use techniques from random reshuffling to prove a convergence theorem
for PPO that sheds light on PPO’s success. Additionally, we identify a previously overlooked
issue in truncated Generalized Advantage Estimation commonly used in PPO. The geometric
weighting scheme induces infinite mass collapse onto the longest k-step advantage estimator
at episode boundaries. Empirical evaluations show that a simple weight correction can yield
substantial improvements in environments with strong terminal signal, such as Lunar Lander.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning (RL) has emerged as a powerful paradigm for training autonomous agents
to make sequential decisions by interacting with their environment [33]. In recent years, policy
gradient methods have become the foundation for many successful applications, ranging from game
playing [31, 20] to robotics [14, 21] and large language model alignment [22, 5]. At its core, policy
gradient methods aim to optimize a policy πθ by following the gradient of the parametrized expected
total return J(θ). The policy gradient theorem [34, 38] provides an unbiased estimator of this
gradient, which can be computed using samples from the current policy. Actor-critic methods
leverage this idea by alternating between collecting rollouts, estimating a value function (critic),
and updating the policy. A canonical example is A2C [19], which performs a single update per
batch before collecting fresh on-policy data. Among these methods, Proximal Policy Optimization
(PPO) [30] has become one of the most widely adopted algorithms due to its simplicity, stability,
and empirical performance. PPO was introduced as a practical, first-order approximation of Trust
Region Policy Optimization (TRPO) [28]. TRPO proposes to improve a reference policy πθold by
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Figure 1: Schematic view of PPO vs. A2C policy parameter updates. Blue arrows are policy gradient
∇θJ(θ) steps, orange arrows cycles of increasingly biased surrogate gradient gclip

PPO(θ, θold) steps. For
stochastic approximations blue dots are resampling times.

maximizing a surrogate objective subject to a trust-region constraint that limits the change of the
policy:

maximizeθ Êt

[
rt(θ)Âπold

t

]
,

subject to Êt

[
KL(πθold(· ; st) ∥πθ(· ; st))

]
≤ δ,

where rt(θ) = πθ(at;st)
πθold (at;st)

and Âπold
t is an advantage estimate. Solving the constrained problem,

however, requires second-order information. PPO was introduced as an implementable relaxation of
the trust-region principle. In the clipped variant from [30], the objective is

L(θ) = Êt

[
min

(
rt(θ)Ât, clip(rt(θ), 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ)Ât

)]
,

where Ât is obtained from (truncated) Generalized Advantage Estimation (GAE) [29], computed
under the old policy πθold . While the practical success of PPO speaks for itself, the theoretical
understanding of PPO remains largely open and even the decisive advantages in practice are hard
to identify [6]. For instance, there seems to be no convergence result that takes into account the
sample reuse with a transition buffer which is shuffled randomly in each epoch. The main reason for
lack of theory might be that the connection to TRPO is rather heuristic and thus hard to use as a
basis for theorems. We contribute to the fundamental questions:

What is a good theoretical grounding of PPO and what can be learned from theory for practical
applications?

Our paper changes perspective. We ignore the connection to TRPO and solely rethink PPO as policy
gradient with well-organized sample reuse. PPO has a cyclic structure, with one A2C update step
followed by a number of surrogate gradients steps, see Figure 1. The relation of A2C and first cycle
steps of PPO was observed earlier in [8]. Blue arrows in the visualization represent A2C gradient
steps, orange arrows additional PPO surrogate gradient steps which become less trustable as cycles
progress.

Main contributions to PPO theory and practice:
• A formalization through gradient surrogates gclip

old of ∇θJ is provided (Section 4) so that their
stochastic approximations are close to practical PPO implementations, using most features of
PPO’s update mechanism (we skip KL-regularization and asymmetric clipping).

• Bias estimates of the form |∇θJ(θ)− gclip
ppo(θ, θold)| ≤ C|θ− θold| for exact gradients are derived

in Theorem 4.2. This shows how trustworthy the orange arrows in Figure 1 can be.
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• Convergence proofs are presented in Theorem 5.1 and 6.2 that show the effect of additional
biased surrogate gradients on stochastic and deterministic policy gradient. We connect PPO to
random reshuffling (RR) theory. The analysis shows that PPO’s cycle-based update structure
implicitly controls the effective step length through aggregation of clipped gradient estimates.

• Practical application: Our consequent finite-time modeling of PPO highlights a side-effect of
PPO’s truncating of GAE at finite horizons. We call the effect tail-mass collapse and suggest
a simple fix. Experiments show significant improvement on Lunar Lander.

2 Policy Gradient Basics

While many policy gradient results are stated in the infinite-horizon discounted setting, we directly
work with the finite-horizon truncation, to stay close to actual PPO implementations. We assume
finite state and action spaces S and A and a fixed initial distribution µ. Value functions are
denoted by V π

t (s) = Eπ[
∑T−1

i=t γi−tRi |St = s] and Qπ
t (s, a) = Eπ[

∑T−1
i=t γi−tRi |St = s,At = a].

Furthermore, we work with a differentiable parametrized policy class {πθ}θ∈Rd with so-called score
function ∇θ log πθ(a ; s). The optimization goal is to maximize the parametrized value function
J(θ) := V πθ

0 (µ) =
∑

s∈S V πθ
0 (s)µ(s). If rewards are assumed bounded, then J∗ := supθ J(θ) exists.

By the likelihood-ratio identity, the policy gradient admits the stochastic gradient representation
∇θJ(θ) =

∑T−1
t=0 γt Eπθ [∇θ log πθ(At ; St)R

T
t ] with rewards-to-go defined as RT

t :=
∑T−1

i=t γi−tRi.
The resulting simple policy gradient estimator is well-known to be too noisy for practical optimization
due to high variance. To reduce variances, the commonly used policy gradient representation
uses averaged rewards-to-go and subtracts a baseline. In the discounted finite-time setting this is
∇θJ(θ) =

∑T−1
t=0 γt Eπθ [∇θ log πθ(At ; St)Aπθ

t (St, At)], where Aπθ
t = Qπθ

t −V
πθ
t is called the advantage

function. Algorithmically, the advantage policy gradient creates a structural difficulty. In order to
improve the actor using gradient ascent, the current policy needs to be evaluated, i.e. Aπθ

t needs to be
computed/estimated. The algorithmic solution is what is called actor-critic. Advantage actor-critic
algorithms alternate between gradient steps to improve the policy and estimation steps to create
estimates Âπθ

t . A2C [19] implements actor-critic using neural networks for advantage modeling and
GAE for advantage estimation.

Remark 2.1. It is known that implementations of actor-critic algorithms usually ignore the discount
factor γt, see for instance [35] for theoretical considerations and [41] and [4] for experiments. Since
the factor is a mathematical necessity for the approximated infinite-horizon problems, we keep γt

and acknowledge that omitting γ is not harmful. This is in line with the formalism-implementation
mismatch discussed in [3], who suggested to focus on structural understanding of RL algorithms
than artifacts that improve benchmarks.

3 Related Work

The present article continues a long line of theory papers proving convergence of policy gradient
algorithms, but to the best of our knowledge there is little work on PPO style policy update mecha-
nisms. The analysis of policy gradient is generally challenging due to the non-convex optimization
landscape, one typically relies on L-smoothness of the objective, which holds under reasonably
strong assumptions on the policy class. Some works concern convergence to stationary points
[40, 23]. Under strong policy assumptions, such as a tabular softmax parametrization, one can prove
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additional structure conditions including gradient domination, and deduce convergence to global
optima and rates (e.g. [1, 17, 25]). For theoretical results concerning actor-critic algorithms we
refer, for instance, to [12] and references therein. Most theory articles analyze convergence in the
discounted infinite-time MDP setting. Since implementations force truncation for PPO, we decided
to work in finite time. In finite time, optimal policies are not necessarily stationary, a policy gradient
algorithm to find non-stationary policies was developed in [11]. In the spirit of PPO the present
article analyzes the search for optimal stationary policies.
In contrast to the vast literature on vanilla policy gradient convergence theory on PPO is more
limited. Reasons are the clipping mechanism and, most importantly, surrogate bias and reuse of data.
[15] gave a convergence proof of a neural PPO variant, using infinite dimensional mirror descent.
For two recent convergence results we refer to [9] and [16] noting that both do not allow for reuse of
reshuffled data. [9] essentially proves that surrogate gradient steps do not harm the original policy
gradient scheme, while [16] work in a specific policy setting (in particular probabilities bounded away
from 0 that allow to show gradient domination properties. We are not aware of results incorporating
sample reuse. To incorporate multi-sample use our work is build on previous results on random
reshuffling in the finite-sum setting relevant for supervised learning, e.g. [18]. We also refer to [27]
and references therein.
Finally, since we also contribute to the practical use of GAE estimators, let us mention some related
work. While GAE was introduced for infinite-time MDPs, it was suggested in [30] to be used for
finite time by direct truncation at T . Truncation of GAE to subsets of trajectories was recently
used in the context of LLMs [2] but also for classical environments [32]. To our knowledge, both our
observation of tail-mass collapse and the reweighting of the collapsed mass are novel.

Typical assumptions in the mentioned theory articles are bounded rewards and bounded/Lipschitz
score functions. We will work under these assumptions as they allow us to use ascent inequalities.
Additionally we assume access to an well-behaved critic.

Assumption 3.1. • Bounded rewards: |Rt| ≤ R∗.
• Bounded score function: ∀θ ∈ Rd, s ∈ S, a ∈ A:∣∣∇θ log πθ(a; s)

∣∣ ≤ Π∗

• Lipschitz score function: ∀θ ∈ Rd, s ∈ S, a ∈ A:∣∣∇θ log πθ(a; s)−∇θ′ log πθ′(a; s)| ≤ Ls

∣∣θ − θ′|

• Access to advantage estimates Ât that are bounded by A∗ with uniform estimation bias δ.

4 Rethinking PPO

In contrast to the origins of policy gradient schemes, PPO was not introduced as a rollout based
stochastic gradient approximation, but rather as a direct algorithm with (a very successful) focus on
implementation details. For our analysis, we introduce PPO differently by deriving surrogates gclip

PPO
of the exact policy gradients ∇θJ for which PPO is the natural stochastic approximation. We first
motivate why adding gclip

PPO surrogate gradient steps to policy gradient is reasonable and then show
that biased gradient ascent with cyclic use of ∇θJ and gclip

PPO (see Figure 1) indeed has theoretical
advantages (Section 5). Finally, we give a convergence result for PPO (Section 6).
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Here is a starting point. It is well-known that multi-use of data is a successful convergence speedup
in supervised learning, in particular in combination with random reshuffling. In random reshuffling
(RR), mini-batches of samples are reused for multiple SGD steps, with reshuffling between entire
passes over the data (called epochs). In online RL this is problematic because gradient steps depend
on the current sampling policy. A cyclic variant is required, where the inner loop performs RR policy
updates on data collected at the beginning of a loop. A principled way to decouple sampling and
updating is importance sampling (IS):

∇θJ(θ) =
T−1∑
t=0

γtEπθold

[ t∏
i=0

πθ(Ai ; Si))

πθold(Ai ; Si))
∇θ log πθ(At ; St)Aπθ

t (St, At)
]
,

where πθold is a policy used for sampling rollouts. In principle one could try to implement data reuse
as follows: sample rollouts at some parameter instance θold, use mini-batches to estimate gradients
and perform IS-corrected gradient steps for a few passes over the rollout data. Then denote the
current parameter as θold and start the next cycle. While policy gradient (or A2C) performs a
sampled gradient step with fresh rollout data at θold, policy gradient with sample reuse performs one
sampled policy gradient step at θold and additionally a cycle of IS-gradient steps using fixed rollouts.

Problems: (i) Importance sampling weights might pile up over t and force huge variances when πθ
strides away from the sampling distribution πθold . (ii) Policy gradients involve Aπθ

t although data
comes from πθold , which can not be estimated using GAE from πθold rollouts. (iii) Importance ratios
force rollout-based estimators while transition-based estimators have smaller variances (reduced
time-correlations).

We now argue that PPO can be understood as an implementable response to (i)-(iii). To address
(i)-(iii) one

• drops all but one IS ratio and clip the remaining ratio,
• replaces Aπ

t by Aπθold
t to allow GAE from πθold rollouts,

• interprets 1
T

∑T
t=0 as an expectation and estimate it by sampling uniformly from a transition

buffer obtained by flattening the rollout buffer (requires the first step).

The first two lead to the approximation

T−1∑
t=0

γtEπθold

[ πθ(At ; St)

πθold(At ; St)
1| πθ(At;St)

πold(At;St)
−1|≤ϵ

×∇θ log πθ(At ; St)A
πθold
t (St, At)

]
=

T−1∑
t=0

γtEπθold

[∇θπθ(At ; St)

πθold(At ; St)
× 1| πθ(At;St)

πold(At;St)
−1|≤ϵ

Aπθold
t (St, At)

]
=: gclip

PPO(θ, θold)

of ∇θJ(θ), where we used that πθ(a; s)∇θ log πθ(a; s) = ∇θπθ(a; s). This is exactly a formal
expression for the expected PPO gradient surrogate. The uniform sampling view will lead to the
true PPO sampler in Section 6. Compared to PPO there are two minor changes.

Remark 4.1. Discounting by γt is ignored in PPO, not here. Our theory can be equally developed
with γ = 1. Next, we clip IS-ratios independently of the advantage, while PPO uses asymmetric
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clipping. We do not get into asymmetric clipping because the choice is very much problem dependent
(see for instance [26] in the LLM context).

Let us emphasize that delayed advantages and dropping/clipping IS ratios introduce bias. In order
to not prevent convergence, the bias should not grow too fast during update cycles. While the fact
is known, one main result of this paper provides bounds on the surrogate gradient bias:

Theorem 4.2 (Surrogate gradient bias control). Under Assumption 3.1, one has∣∣∇θJ(θ)− gclip
PPO(θ, θold)

∣∣ ≤ R |θ − θold|,

with a constant R that is detailed in Theorem C.7.

We detailed constants so that the interested reader can readily use the bound for γ = 1 or T =∞.

Sketch of proof. We use the performance difference lemma to write

∇θJ(θ) = ∇θ

(
V (πθ)− V (πθold)

)
= ∇θ

T−1∑
t=0

γtEπθ
[
Aπθold
t (St, At)

]
,

from which it follows that

∇θJ(θ)− gPPO(θ, θold) =
T−1∑
t=0

γt∇θ

(
Eπθ [gθt (St)]− Eπθold [gθt (St)]

)
,

with gθt (s) := EA∼πθ( · ; s)[A
πθold
t (s,A)]. Here gPPO denotes the surrogate without clipping. The

righthand side can be estimated with the total variation distance between πθold and πθ which for
bounded score functions is linearly bounded in |θ−θold|. Finally, some importance ratio computations
are used to include the clipping to the estimate. For the full details we refer to Appendix C.

Another view at Figure 1 now better explains the intention of the figure. Per cycle exact gradient
PPO performs one A2C step with additional (orange) surrogate gradients that become more biased
(less aligned towards the optimum) as the scheme departs from the resampling points.
The theorem shows that as long as parameters remain in proximity (trust region) to the sampling
parameters, the bias is small and policy gradient will not be harmed by additional surrogate gradient
steps. Thus, adding sampled PPO-type surrogate gradient steps to A2C is sample-free, not necessarily
dangerous, but has a number of advantages. These include variance reduction (less time-correlations)
by using mini-batches of transitions instead of full rollouts and more value network updates (e.g.
[37]).

5 Deterministic Convergence

Before we turn to PPO in the light of cyclic RR SGD, let us discuss the simpler exact gradient
situation. Suppose we have explicit access to gradients ∇θJ and additionally to exact surrogate
gradients gclip

PPO. We ask if there can be advantages to use the surrogate gradients when trying to
optimize J . To mimic the situation of PPO later, we assume that the surrogate gradients can be
used for free, i.e., we only count the number C of gradient steps using true policy gradients ∇θJ . We
assume that J is L-smooth (see Proposition B.5) and compare the method to a standard gradient
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ascent method where the optimal step-size is known to be η = 1
L . It turns out that this question is

highly dependent on the problem parameters, such as the Lipschitz constant of the gradient and the
error at initialization. As an example take f(x) = −x2, then gradient ascent converges in one step.
Additional biased gradient step worsen the convergence.

In practice, the smoothness constant L is unknown, and for η ≪ 1
L the situation is much clearer.

In this regime, additional biased gradient steps can, in fact, be beneficial. Suppose that there are
cycles c = 0, ..., C − 1 of length K. The update rule is

θc,e+1 = θc,e + η gclip
PPO(θc,e, θc,0), e = 0, . . . ,K − 1

θc+1,0 = θc,K

Since gclip
PPO(θc,0, θc,0) = ∇θJ(θc,0), the cyclic surrogate gradient ascent method performs correct

gradient steps followed by increasingly biased surrogate gradient steps (compare Figure 1 with
K = 4). With the ascent lemma and Theorem 4.2, we can derive the following convergence of J
along the parameter sequence.

Theorem 5.1 (Deterministic PPO convergence). Suppose C is the number of cycles, K the cycle
length, R is from Theorem 4.2, G is from Proposition C.10, ∆0 := J∗−J(θ0,0) is the initial optimality
gap, and L is the Lipschitz constant of ∇θJ (J is L-smooth, see Proposition B.5). If the learning
rate η is smaller than 1

L , then

min
c=0,...,C−1, e=0,...,K−1

|∇θJ(θc,e)|2 ≤
2∆0

ηCK
+

1

6
η2(K − 1)(2K − 1)R2G2.

The proof is given in Appendix D.2. Choosing K = 1 recovers the standard convergence rate of
gradient ascent for L-smooth functions, where the optimal step-size is given by η = 1

L . For K > 1

let us consider the looser upper bound 2∆0
ηCK + 1

3η
2K2R2G2. Optimizing for fixed cycle length K

yields an optimal step size η∗ = min( c
K , 1

L) and optimizing for fixed η ≤ 1
L yields an optimal cycle

length1 K∗ =
c
η with c = ( 3∆0

CR2G2 )
1
3 . If η∗ < 1

L , both cases result in

min
0≤c≤C−1, 0≤e≤K−1

|∇θJ(θc,e)|2 ≤
(
3∆0RG

C

) 2
3

.

In conclusion, for a fixed budget of C exact gradient steps, additional biased gradient step improve
the convergence if η ≪ 1

L or, in the case of optimal (but typically unknown) step-size η = 1
L , if

∆0 and L are large compared to R and G. As we discuss in the next section, this is exactly the
advantage of PPO. Estimated surrogate gradients can help compensate overly small learning rates
but come at no additional sampling cost, they only use rollouts generated for the first gradient step
of a cycle (blue dots in Figure 1).

6 Reshuffling Analysis: Convergence of PPO

We now turn towards PPO, replacing the exact surrogate gradients in the deterministic analysis with
sampled surrogate gradients using transition buffer samples. We emphasize that our contribution is

1For simplicity, we allow K∗ to be a non-integer here.
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Algorithm 1 Cyclic Reshuffled PPO Surrogate Ascent
Require: Initial θ, stepsize η, cycles C, epochs K, batch size B, m := N/B.
1: for c = 0, . . . , C − 1 do ▷ cycles
2: θold ← θ ▷ fixed sampling parameter
3: Sample n rollouts under πθold
4: Estimate advantages Â ▷ critic step, e.g. using GAE
5: Fill buffer {(si, ai, ri, Âi, ti)}N−1

i=0

6: for e = 0, . . . ,K − 1 do ▷ epoch
7: Draw a random permutation σ = (σ0, . . . , σN−1)
8: for k = 0, . . . ,m− 1 do ▷ minibatch updates
9: Bk ← {σkB, . . . , σ(k+1)B−1}

10: Compute surrogate ĝclip(θ, θold;Bk) as in Eq. (1)
11: θ ← θ + η ĝclip(θ, θold;Bk) ▷ this is θc,e,k+1

12: end for
13: end for
14: end for

primarily conceptual. Apart from the minor modifications (discounting in gradients, and symmet-
rically clipping around 1) this is a formalization of the standard PPO policy update mechanism.
Based on this formalization, our main contribution is Theorem 6.2 below.

Remark 6.1. For the analysis, we assume access to reasonably well behaved advantage estimators. The
abstract condition is for instance fulfilled in the toy assumption of an exact critic. The assumption
made is as weak as possible for mathematical tractability and uniformly controls the estimation error.
While the assumption is undesirable, the current state of deep learning theory (in value prediction)
makes it unavoidable.

We start by rewriting gclip
PPO(θ, θold). Choose time-steps U ∼ U{0, . . . , T − 1} uniformly and indepen-

dent of the process. Then, the surrogate time-sum can be written as a uniform expectation,

gclip
PPO(θ, θold) = T EU∼U

[
Eπθold

[
γU
∇θπθ(AU ;SU )

πθold(AU ;SU )
1∣∣ πθ(AU ;SU )

πθold
(AU ;SU )

−1
∣∣≤ϵ

Aπθold
U (SU , AU )

]]
,

i.e., as a double expectation over a uniformly sampled time index and the MDP under πθold . In
practice, this joint expectation is approximated cycle-wise from sampled transitions. Within a cycle,
one fixes a sampling parameter θold, collects n rollouts of length T under πθold , and computes all
advantages using truncated (or finite-time) GAE (see Section 7). Next, one flattens the resulting
data into a transition buffer {(si, ai, ri, Âi, ti)}N−1

i=0 of size N := nT, where (si, ai, ri, ti) range over all
state-action-reward-time tuples encountered in the rollouts and Âi denotes the advantage estimate
for Aπθold

ti
(si, ai) computed from the rollout (e.g. in practice with GAE). Note that we append the

standard transition buffers with the time-index of transitions in order to allow discounting of the
gradient. This does not pose any practical difficulty.
Within a cycle, PPO implementations perform multiple passes over the transition buffer using
reshuffled minibatches. We formalize this mechanism as follows. Let σ = (σ0, . . . , σN−1) be a random
permutation of {0, . . . , N − 1} (reshuffling), and partition the permuted indices into consecutive
minibatches of size B: for k = 0, . . . ,m − 1 with m := N

B , define Bk := {σkB, . . . , σ(k+1)B−1} ⊆

8



{1, . . . , N}. A single PPO update step uses the minibatch sampled surrogate gradient

ĝclip(θ, θold;Bk) =
1

B

∑
i∈Bk

g
(i),clip
PPO (θ, θold), (1)

where the per-transition contribution is

g
(i),clip
PPO (θ, θold) := Tγt

i∇θπθ(a
i; si)

πθold(a
i; si)

1∣∣ πθ(a
i;si)

πθold
(ai;si)

−1
∣∣≤ϵ

Âi.

An epoch corresponds to one pass over the buffer, i.e., iterating with m steps once over the index
batches B0, . . . ,Bm−1 generated by σ. PPO repeats this for a number K epochs within the same
cycle, drawing a fresh permutation at the beginning of each epoch and then passes through the
data. For the convenience of the reader, we give pseudocode of our interpretation of the PPO policy
update in Algorithm 1.
The above procedure generates a sequence of parameters θc,e,k indexed by cycle c, epoch e, and
kth mini-batch update within the epoch. In the following, we denote by θc,e,k the parameter before
the (k + 1)st minibatch update within epoch e of cycle c. In particular, θc,0,0 is the initialization of
cycle c and plays the role of θold for that cycle, θc,e,0 is the epoch start-point and θc,e,m is the epoch
end-point. PPO can thus be seen as a cyclic RR method. Recall that RR is an SGD-style method
for finite-sum objectives where, at the start of each epoch, one permutes the data points and then
takes mini-batch gradient steps using each data points once. Unlike SGD, which samples indices
independently with replacement in each step, RR samples without replacement within an epoch,
which often reduces redundancy and improves convergence. Regarding convergence results for RR in
supervised learning that motivated our convergence proof, see [18] and references therein. Here is
our main convergence result for PPO:

Theorem 6.2. Assume Assumption 3.1 and suppose the learning rate η is smaller than 1
Lm . Then,

for arbitrary p, q ∈ (0, 1), it holds that

min
c=0,...,C−1, e=0,...,K−1

E
[
|∇J(θc,e,0)|2

]
≤ 2∆0

ηCKm
+ 6η2(7B2

1 + L2)K2m2G2

+ 42η2pB2
2ϵ

2(1−p)|A|2pΠ2p
∗ K2pm2pG2p

+
42ηqB2

3 |A|qΠ
q
∗K

qmqGq

ϵq
+

12σ2

N
+ 12T 2Π2

∗δ
2 ,

(2)

with constants from Theorem 5.1 and additional constants given in Appendix D.4.

In contrast to Section 5, the stochastic setting presents challenges that require more careful treatment.
Most notably, the iterates are random and stochastically dependent on the samples collected at
the beginning of each cycle. As a consequence, the bias term used in the deterministic analysis
developed in Theorem 4.2 can no longer be handled directly, since both quantities are now random
and coupled through the sampling process. To overcome this issue, our analysis instead works directly
with the sampled gradients generated within each cycle. Rather than comparing exact surrogate
gradients evaluated at random iterates to the true gradient, we instead compare sampled gradients
at intermediate steps to the sampled gradient at the beginning of the cycle. This path-level bias
decomposition (see Lemma D.3) allows us to control the dependence introduced by fresh sampling
while still retaining a meaningful notion of gradient consistency.
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Figure 2: GAE tail-mass collapse. Comparison of the weights assigned to the k-step advantage
estimators Â(k)

t by truncated GAE and our finite-time (renormalized) estimator. Each panel
corresponds to a different remaining horizon τ − t and shows how, for truncated GAE, the geometric
tail mass collapses onto the last available estimator Â(τ−t−1)

t , while the finite-time variant redistributes
this mass over the observable k-step estimators via finite-horizon renormalization .

Setting p = q = 1 and assuming η ≤ 1
Lm , we can rewrite the upper bound in (2) as

2∆0

ηCKm
+ c1η

2K2m2 +
c2ηKm

ϵ
+

12σ2

N
+ 12T 2Π2

∗δ
2

for suitable constants c1, c2. To better quantify this bound for small step-sizes we balance the terms
for 1

η and η (suppressing η2) which yields the suitable cycle size

K =
1

ηm

√
2∆0ϵ

Cc2

with corresponding upper bound

min
c=0,...,C−1, e=0,...,K−1

E
[
|∇J(θc,e,0)|2

]
≤ 2

√
2∆0c2
Cϵ

+
2c1∆0ϵ

Cc2
+

12σ2

N
+ 12T 2Π2

∗δ
2 .

As in the deterministic situation, the results indicate that cycle-based update schemes mitigate
sensitivity to step-size selection. Small learning rates can be offset by additional updates reusing the
same rollouts, without degrading the convergence guarantee. This behavior can be interpreted as an
implicit trust-region mechanism, where many small clipped updates adaptively control the effective
step length.

7 Finite-Time GAE

For our convergence theory we needed to work under abstract critic assumptions. In this section we
reveal a theory-implementation gap that occurs in PPO (see (11), (12) in [30]) when truncating the
original GAE estimator. Details and proofs can be found in Appendix E.
Recall that original GAE for infinite MDPs works as follows. Motivated from the k-step Bellman
expectation operator, the k-step forwards estimators A(k)

t :=
∑k

t=0 γ
tRt + γk+1V π(St+k+1)− V π(St)

are conditionally unbiased estimators of Aπ(St, At). Replacing the true value function with a
value network approximation V the estimator is denoted by Â(k)

t . For large k (close to the Monte
Carlo advantage estimator) the estimation variance dominates, for small k the value function

10



approximation bias of bootstrapping dominates. Geometrical mixing of k-step estimators yields GAE
Â∞
t := (1 − λ)

∑∞
k=0 λ

kÂ(k)
t . There is a simple yet important trick that makes GAE particularly

appealing. Using a telescopic sum cancellation shows Â∞
t =

∑∞
ℓ=0(γλ)

ℓ δt+ℓ with TD errors δt =
Rt + γV (St+1)− V (St). For finite-time MDPs (or even terminated MDPs) the infinite time setting
is not appropriate. In PPO (see (11) of [30]) GAE is typically truncated by dropping TD errors
after the rollout end τ :

Ât :=
τ−t−1∑
ℓ=0

(γλ)ℓ δt+ℓ.

While in PPO τ = T is considered fixed, truncation can equally be applied at termination times.
The truncated representation is particularly useful as it allows to backtrack Ât = δt + γλÂt+1 using
the terminal condition Âτ := 0. While the idea of GAE is a geometric mixture of k-step advantage
estimators with weights (1− λ)λk, this breaks down when truncating. All mass of k-step estimators
exceeding τ is collapsed onto the longest non-trivial estimator.

Proposition 7.1 (Tail-mass collapse of truncated GAE). For t ≤ τ − 1 the GAE estimator used in
practice satisfies

Ât =

τ−t−2∑
k=0

(1− λ)λk︸ ︷︷ ︸
GAE weights

Â(k)
t + λτ−t−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

collapsed tail-mass

Â(τ−t−1)
t .

We call this effect tail-mass collapse, see the blue bars of Figure 2. Next, we suggest a new estimator
that uses geometric weights normalized to fill only {0, ...., τ − t− 1}.

Definition 7.2 (Finite-time GAEs). We define the finite-time GAE estimators as

Âτ
t :=

1− λ

1− λτ−t

τ−t−1∑
k=0

λk Â(k)
t .

If τ = T the estimator is called fixed-time, otherwise termination-time GAE.

The orange bars in Figure 2 display the geometric weights of our finite-time GAE. By renormalizing
the geometric mass over the distinct k-step estimators supported by the available suffix k ∈
{0, . . . , τ − t− 1}, our estimator prevents the strong tail-mass collapse onto Â(τ−t−1)

t that occurs
near the rollout end under truncated GAE (blue).
Heuristically, the longest lookahead term Â(τ−t−1)

t is least affected by bootstrapping, hence it tends
to incur smaller value-approximation (bootstrap) bias, but it typically has higher variance, since
it aggregates the longest discounted sum of TD-errors. Consequently, for fixed γ and λ, our finite-
time renormalization trades variance for bias and bootstrapping. At the same time, it restores
the intended finite-horizon analogue of the geometric mixing interpretation of GAE, rather than
implicitly collapsing the unobserved tail mass onto a single estimator.
As for the truncated GAE our finite-time GAE also satisfies a simple backwards recursion:

Proposition 7.3. Using the terminal condition Âτ
τ := 0, the finite-time estimator satisfies the

recursion

Âτ
t = δt + γλ

1− λτ−t−1

1− λτ−t
Âτ
t+1, t = τ − 1, . . . , 0.

11
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Figure 3: LunarLander-v3 learning curves with default PPO hyperparameters from Stable-Baselines3
Zoo. Left (middle): mean evaluation (discounted) return, i.e. sum of (discounted) rewards per
episode. Right: mean evaluation episode length. Curves are averaged over 20 seeds with standard
errors of seeds as the shaded regions. Both methods use identical default hyperparameters; only
the advantage estimator differs (truncated GAE vs. our finite-time GAEs). Additional metrics and
ablations are reported in Appendix E

To highlight the simple adaptation to truncated GAE we provide pseudocode in Algorithm 2. Further
implementation details can be found in Appendix E.
In Appendix E.9 we perform a simplified toy example computation to understand the variance effect
of tail-mass collapse reweighting. It turns out that near the episode end covariances withing GAE
reduce, see Figure 4 so that our finite-time GAE estimator should be beneficial in environments that
crucially rely on the end of episodes, e.g. Lunar Lander, where actions shortly before landing are
crucial.
Experiment: We evaluate this effect on LunarLander-v3, using the Stable-Baselines3 PPO imple-
mentation [24] and modifying only the advantage estimation (as in Algorithm 2). In Figure 3 we
report out-of-the-box results under a standard hyperparameter setting, comparing truncated GAE
(blue), our fixed-time variant with τ = T = 1000 (green), and our termination-time variant with
τ = min{T, termination} (orange). The learning curves show that the termination-time estimator
learns substantially faster. It reaches high returns earlier and achieves shorter episode lengths (faster
landing). A plausible explanation is that the termination-aware variant reduces the variance of the
estimates precisely in the high-impact regime where τ−t is small, yielding more stable policy updates
and faster learning. In contrast, the fixed-horizon GAE performs similarly to truncated GAE, which
is consistent with the theory. Appendix E provides robustness checks, including experiments with
hyperparameter optimized separately per estimator. As sanity check we ran a small experiment on
Ant in Appendix E.8; finite-time GAE also performs very well.

Algorithm 2 Finite-time GAE (ours)
Require: Policy πθ, value estimate V , discount γ, GAE parameter λ
1: Generate rollout {(st, at, rt, vt)}τ−1

t=0 with vt ← V (st) for t = 0, . . . , τ
2: Âτ

τ ← 0 ▷ boundary condition
3: for t = τ − 1, . . . , 0 do
4: δt ← rt + γvt+1 − vt
5: Âτ

t ← δt + γλ 1−λτ−t−1

1−λτ−t Âτ
t+1

6: end for
7: return {Âτ

t }τ−1
t=0
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Figure 4: Covariance heatmaps differences for truncated GAE (PPO) vs. finite-time GAE (us) at
fixed γ = 0.999, λ = 0.95 and τ = 200 (left) and τ = 1000 (right) under simplified assumptions (see
Appendix E). Color scale shows Cov[Âτ

t , Âτ
s ]− Cov[Ât, Âs].

8 Conclusion and Future Work

This article contributes to the theory gap of PPO, under usual policy gradient assumptions. All
appearing constants are huge and should be seen as giving structural understanding rather than
direct practical insight (as always in policy gradient theory). We provided a bias analysis (Theorem
4.2) from which convergence statements can be derived, in the exact gradient setting (Theorem
5.1) and in the original PPO setting with RR (Theorem 6.2). The estimates shed light on the fact
that additional biased PPO updates can improve the learning. PPO compensates small (safer)
step-sizes by additional (free) biased gradient steps. While this is theoretical, we also identify a
tail-mass collapse of truncated GAE used in practice. It is appealing that a tiny change in the GAE
significantly improves e.g. Lunar Lander training (and Ant). Given the hardness of the problem and
the length of our technical arguments we leave further steps to future work.
There is a lot of current interest in rigorous convergence for policy gradient algorithms. The biased
policy gradient interpretation of PPO opens the door to optimization theory, but also a clean view on
how to apply stochastic arguments, for instance, from random reshuffling. We believe that our paper
might initiate interesting future work. (i) Regularization is a particularly active field. Since our
interpretation of PPO is close to policy gradient theory, it sounds plausible that KL-regularization
can be added to the analysis. (ii) Due to the increased interest in PPO variants without critic
network, it would be interesting to see how our analysis applies to variants of GRPO. (iii) What kind
of asymmetric clipping can be analysed formally, can one understand formal differences? (iv) We
believe that our analysis from Theorem 6.2 can be improved. First, by proving variance reduction
effects of multi-rollout flattening and secondly, using less comparison in the RR analysis with the
cycle start.
For finite-time GAE, next steps will contain a comprehensive experimental study to understand
when our finite-time GAE performs better or worse than truncated GAE. On the theory side it
would be interesting to see if in toy examples one could quantify the bias-variance trade-offs in GAE.
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A Notation and preliminary results

Let us fix some notation. We will denote by | · | the Euclidean norm, by | · |∞ the maximum norm on
Rd, and by ∥ · ∥∞ the maximum norm over the state and/or action space. The gradient ∇θπθ(s, a)
refers to the derivative with respect to the policy parameter. We sometimes drop the identifier θ
from the gradient to avoid confusion. Recall that we consider discounted finite-horizon MDPs, with
value functions

V π(s) := Eπ
s

[ T−1∑
t=0

γtRt | S0 = s
]

and

V π
t (s) := Eπ

[ T−1∑
i=t

γi−tRi | St = s
]

and Qπ
t (s, a) := Eπ

[ T−1∑
i=t

γi−tRi | St = s,At = a
]
.

For completeness, we also set V π
T ≡ 0 and Qπ

T ≡ 0. We also define the advantage Aπ
t (s, a) :=

Qπ
t (s, a)− V π

t (s) and denote the marginal state distribution by dπ,s
′

t , i.e.,

dπ,s
′

t (s) = Pπ
s′(St = s).

Throughout this section, we treat the advantage function as known, as if we had access to a perfect
critic. We will always work with a continuously differentiable parametrized family of policies {πθ}θ∈Rd ,
and we abbreviate J(θ) = V πθ(µ) :=

∑
s V

πθ(s)µ(s) and dπt := dπ,µt for some fixed initial state
distribution µ. We will always assume that

πθ(a ; s) > 0 for all θ ∈ Rd, (s, a) ∈ S ×A, (3)

to ensure that likelihood ratios are well-defined. This is typically fulfilled by a final application of a
softmax normalization.
To prove convergence of PPO we will have to assume properties on the underlying Markov decision
model (bounded rewards) and policy (bounded and Lipschitz continuous score function), which will
imply L-smoothness of the parametrized value function, see Proposition B.5. These assumptions are
standard in the convergence analysis of policy gradient methods.

Assumption A.1 (Bounded rewards). The rewards are uniformly bounded in absolute value by R∗.

Note that under Assumption A.1 the value function, the Q-function, and the advantage are also
bounded. Most relevant for us, one has ||Aπ

t ||∞ ≤
1−γT

1−γ 2R∗ for all t ≤ T − 1. We use this bound
in the deterministic setting. In the stochastic analysis we assume access to biased and bounded
advantage estimates.

Assumption A.2 (Biased and bounded advantage estimates). There exists constants A∗ <∞ and
δ ≥ 0 such that for any θ and every t ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1} we have access to an advantage estimate Ât

satisfying
Eπθ [|Eπθ

[
Ât | St, At

]
− Aπθ

t (St, At)|2] ≤ δ2 and
∣∣Ât

∣∣ ≤ A∗ a.s.

Assuming access to a theoretical critical trivially satisfies an unbiased and bounded advantage
estimator assumption.
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Assumption A.3 (Bounded score function). The score function is bounded, i.e.

Π∗ := sup
θ
||∇θ log(πθ)||∞ <∞.

Note that a bounded score function implies bounded gradients, since

|∇θπθ(a ; s)| = πθ(a ; s)|∇θ log πθ(a ; s)| ≤ Π∗,

and, using the mean-value theorem, Lipschitz continuity of the policies.

Assumption A.4 (Lipschitz score function). There exists L > 0 such that for all (s, a) ∈ S × A
and all θ, θ′ ∈ Rd,

|∇ log πθ(a ; s)−∇ log πθ′(a ; s)| ≤ Ls|θ − θ′|.

We refer, for instance, to page 7 of [40] for a discussion of example policies that satisfy these
assumptions.
In what follows, we denote by TV the total variation distance

TV(P,Q) =
1

2

∑
a∈A

∣∣P (a)−Q(a)
∣∣ = sup

B⊆A

∣∣P (B)−Q(B)
∣∣ = 1

2
sup

||f ||∞≤1

∣∣∣ ∫
A
fdP −

∫
A
fdQ

∣∣∣ (4)

for probability measures P and Q on the finite action space A.

Lemma A.5. Under Assumption A.3, one has

TV
(
πθ( · ; s), πθ′( · ; s)

)
≤ 1

2Π∗ |θ − θ′|, for all θ, θ′ ∈ Rd and s ∈ S. (5)

Proof. Assumption A.3 together with ∇θπθ(a ; s) = πθ(s ; a)∇θ log πθ(s ; a) implies for all s ∈ S
that

TV(πθ( · ; s), πθ′( · ; s)) =
1

2

∑
a

∣∣πθ(a ; s)− πθ′(a ; s)
∣∣

≤ 1

2

∑
a

∫ 1

0
|∇πφ(t)(a ; s)⊤(θ − θ′)| dt

≤ 1

2

∫ 1

0

∑
a

πφ(t)(a ; s)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1

Π∗|θ − θ′| dt = 1

2
Π∗|θ − θ′|,

(6)

where φ(t) = (1− t)θ + tθ′.

B Properties of the parametrized value functions

In this section, we collect basic properties of the value function, most importantly the L-smoothness.
Although smoothness of the parametrized value function is well known in the literature, existing
proofs typically rely on slightly stronger assumptions or are given for either infinite-time horizon or
finite-time non-discounted MDPs; see, for example, [1, 39, 23, 7]. For the reader’s convenience, we
provide self-contained proofs that differ from those in the cited works. The technique developed here
will also be used below to prove the estimates for the gradient bias of PPO.
First, we recall the standard policy gradient theorem for discounted finite-time MDPs:
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Proposition B.1. Under Assumptions A.1 and A.3 the gradient of the value function with respect
to the policy parameter is given by

∇θJ(θ) =
T−1∑
t=0

γtEπθ

[
∇θ log

(
πθ(At ; St)

)
Aπθ
t (St, At)

]
. (7)

Lemma B.2 (Lipschitz continuity of J). Under Assumptions A.1 and A.3, one has for all t ∈
{0, . . . , T}, s ∈ S, and θ, θ′ ∈ Rd,∣∣V πθ

t (s)− V
πθ′
t (s)

∣∣ ≤ 1− (T − t+ 1)γT−t + (T − t)γT−t+1

(1− γ)2
Π∗R∗ |θ − θ′|. (8)

In particular, ∣∣J(θ)− J(θ′)
∣∣ ≤ 1− (T + 1)γT + TγT+1

(1− γ)2
Π∗R∗ |θ − θ′|.

Proof. The proof proceeds by backward induction on t. For t = T , the claim holds as VT ≡ 0.
Assume that the bound holds at time t+1. To use the induction hypothesis, we apply the (finite-time)
Bellman recursion

V πθ
t (s)− V

πθ′
t (s) = (Tπθ

V πθ
t+1)(s)− (Tπθ′V

πθ′
t+1)(s),

where (TπV )(s) = Ea∼π( · ; s),s′∼p( · ; s,a)[r(s, a) + γV (s′)]. We now decompose the difference

|V πθ
t (s)− V

πθ′
t (s)| ≤ |Tπθ

(V πθ
t+1 − V

πθ′
t+1)(s)|︸ ︷︷ ︸

(A)

+ |(Tπθ
− Tπθ′ )V

πθ′
t+1(s)|︸ ︷︷ ︸

(B)

.

Since Tπθ
is a max-norm contraction, we get

(A) ≤ γ∥V πθ
t+1 − V

πθ′
t+1∥∞.

To deal with term (B), we use the Bellman operator explicitly. By definition

(TπV )(s) =
∑
a∈A

π(a ; s)
(
E[r(s, a)] + γEs′∼p( · ; s,a)[V (s′)]

)
.

Therefore,

(Tπθ
− Tπθ′ )V

πθ′
t+1(s)

∑
a

(
πθ(a ; s)− πθ′(a ; s)

)(
E[r(s, a)] + γEs′∼p( · ; s,a)[V

πθ′
t+1(s

′)]
)
.

Since the rewards are bounded, one gets for all a

∣∣E[r(s, a)] + γEs′∼p( · ; s,a)[V
πθ′
t+1(s

′)]
∣∣ ≤ R∗

T−t−1∑
j=0

γj .

Recalling from (6) that
∑

a

∣∣πθ(a ; s)− πθ′(a ; s)
∣∣ ≤ Π∗|θ − θ′|, then gives

(B) ≤
(∑

a

|πθ(a ; s)− πθ′(a ; s)|
)(

R∗

T−t−1∑
j=0

γj
)
≤ Π∗|θ − θ′|

(
R∗

T−t−1∑
j=0

γj
)
.

Combining these into the recurrence relation yields the statement for t, where the identity (8) follows
from a straight-forward calculation using the formula for finite geometric series. Plugging t = 0 into
the formula then gives the result for |J(θ)− J(θ′)|.
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Since MDPs are stochastic processes defined on the state–action product space, it is natural to ask
for decompositions of associated quantities into components that depend solely on the state and
components that depend on the action conditioned on the state. For the total variation distance,
such a decomposition can be carried out as follows.

Lemma B.3 (Marginal decomposition of total variation). Let ν, ν ′ be probability measures on S ×A
of the form

ν(s, a) = d(s)π(a ; s), ν′(s, a) = d′(s)π′(a ; s).

Then
TV(ν, ν ′) ≤ TV(d, d′) + sup

s∈S
TV
(
π( · ; s), π′( · ; s)

)
.

Proof. By definition of the total variation distance between measures on S ×A,

TV(ν, ν ′) = sup
B⊂S×A

∣∣∣ ∑
(s,a)∈B

(
d(s)π(a ; s)− d′(s)π′(a ; s)

)∣∣∣.
For a given set B ⊂ S ×A, define Bs := {a ∈ A : (s, a) ∈ B}. Then∑

(s,a)∈B

d(s)π(a ; s) =
∑
s∈S

d(s)
∑
a∈Bs

π(a ; s),

and with a similar decomposition existing for ν ′.
Add and subtract the mixed term

∑
s∈S d′(s)

∑
a∈Bs

π(a ; s) to obtain∑
s∈S

d(s)
∑
a∈Bs

π(a ; s)−
∑
s∈S

d′(s)
∑
a∈Bs

π′(a ; s)

=
∑
s∈S

[
d(s)− d′(s)

] ∑
a∈Bs

π(a ; s) +
∑
s∈S

d′(s)
∑
a∈Bs

[
π(a ; s)− π′(a ; s)

]
.

Taking absolute values and using the triangle inequality yields

TV(ν, ν ′) ≤ sup
B

∣∣∣∑
s∈S

(d(s)− d′(s))
∑
a∈Bs

π(a ; s)
∣∣∣+ sup

B

∣∣∣∑
s∈S

d′(s)
∑
a∈Bs

(
π(a ; s)− π′(a ; s)

)∣∣∣.
For the first summand, note that 0 ≤

∑
a∈Bs

π(a ; s) ≤ 1 for all s. Therefore, an upper bound is
supC⊂S

∣∣∑
s∈C
[
d(s)− d′(s)

]∣∣ = TV(d, d′). For the second term, we use the upper bound∑
s∈S

d′(s) sup
C⊂A

∣∣∣∑
a∈C

[
π(a ; s)− π′(a ; s)

]∣∣∣ = sup
s∈S

TV
(
π( · ; s), π′( · ; s)

)
,

where the last equality follows from the definition of total variation distance on A.

Lemma B.4. The TV distance between the marginal state distributions can be decomposed as

TV
(
dπ

′
t , dπt

)
≤

t−1∑
i=0

Eπ
[
TV
(
π′( · ; Si), π( · ; Si)

)]
.
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Proof. For all t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, we have dπt (s) =
∑

s′∈S dπt−1(s
′)
∑

a′∈A π(a′ ; s′)p(s ; s′, a′) and thus∑
s∈S

∣∣dπ′
t (s)− dπt (s)

∣∣ =∑
s∈S

∣∣∣ ∑
s′∈S

(
dπ

′
t−1(s

′)
∑
a′∈A

π′(a′ ; s′)p(s ; s′, a′)− dπt−1(s
′)
∑
a′∈A

π(a′ ; s′)p(s ; s′, a′)
)∣∣∣

=
∑
s∈S

∣∣∣ ∑
s′∈S

(
dπ

′
t−1(s

′)− dπt−1(s
′)
) ∑
a′∈A

π′(a′ ; s′)p(s ; s′, a′)

+
∑
s′∈S

dπt−1(s
′)
∑
a′∈A

(
π′(a′ ; s′)− π(a′ ; s′)

)
p(s ; s′, a′)

∣∣∣
≤
∑
s∈S

(∑
s′∈S

∣∣dπ′
t−1(s

′)− dπt−1(s
′)
∣∣ ∑
a′∈A

π′(a′ ; s′)p(s ; s′, a′)

+
∑
s′∈S

dπt−1(s
′)
∑
a′∈A

∣∣π′(a′ ; s′)− π(a′ ; s′)
∣∣p(s ; s′, a′))

=
∑
s′∈S

∣∣dπ′
t−1(s

′)− dπt−1(s
′)
∣∣ ∑
a′∈A

π′(a′ ; s′)
∑
s∈S

p(s ; s′, a′)

+
∑
s′∈S

dπt−1(s
′)
∑
a′∈A

∣∣π′(a′ ; s′)− π(a′ ; s′)
∣∣∑
s∈S

p(s ; s′, a′)

=
∑
s′∈S

∣∣dπ′
t−1(s

′)− dπt−1(s
′)
∣∣+ ∑

s′∈S
dπt−1(s

′)
∑
a′∈A

∣∣π′(a′ ; s′)− π(a′ ; s′)
∣∣,

i.e. TV
(
dπ

′
t , dπt

)
≤ TV

(
dπ

′
t−1, d

π
t−1

)
+ Eπ

[
TV
(
π′( · ; St−1), π( · ; St−1)

)]
. Using dπ

′
0 = dπ0 and recur-

sively applying this inequality gives the statement.

Proposition B.5 (L-Smoothness of J). Under Assumption A.1, A.3, and A.4, one has for all
θ, θ′ ∈ Rd,∣∣∇J(θ)−∇J(θ′)∣∣ ≤ R∗

T−1∑
t=0

γt
(
L

T−t−1∑
k=0

γk +Π2
∗γ

T−t−2∑
k=0

γk
( T−t−2−k∑

j=0

γj
)
+ (t+ 1)Π2

∗

T−t−1∑
k=0

γk
)∣∣θ − θ′

∣∣
= R∗

(
Ls(1− γT )

(1− γ)2
− LsTγ

T

1− γ
+Π2

∗

(1 + γ − 2γT

(1− γ)3
− (2T − 1)γT

(1− γ)2
− T 2γT

1− γ

))
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:L

|θ − θ′|.

Proof. We write the policy gradient in the score-function form

∇J(θ) =
T−1∑
t=0

γtEs∼d
πθ
t , a∼πθ( · ; s)

[
∇θ log πθ(a ; s)Q

πθ
t (s, a)

]
.

For t = 0, . . . , T − 1 we write,

ϕθ
t (s, a) := γt∇θ log πθ(a ; s)Q

πθ
t (s, a),

so that ∇J(θ) =
∑T−1

t=0 Es∼d
πθ
t , a∼πθ( · ; s)[ϕ

θ
t (s, a)]. For a fixed t ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1} we decompose

Es∼d
πθ
t , a∼πθ( · ; s)[ϕ

θ
t (s, a)]− E

s∼d
πθ′
t , a∼π′

θ( · ; s)
[ϕθ′

t (s, a)]

= Es∼d
πθ
t , a∼πθ( · ; s)[ϕ

θ
t (s, a)− ϕθ′

t (s, a)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
(A)

+Es∼d
πθ
t , a∼πθ( · ; s)[ϕ

θ′
t (s, a)]− E

s∼d
πθ′
t , a∼πθ′ ( · ; s)

[ϕθ′
t (s, a)]︸ ︷︷ ︸

(B)

.
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We first compute a bound for (A). For this, rewrite

ϕθ
t (s, a)− ϕθ′

t (s, a) =γt
(
∇θ log πθ(a ; s)−∇θ log πθ′(a ; s)

)
Qπθ

t (s, a)

+ γt∇θ log πθ′(a ; s)
(
Qπθ

t (s, a)−Q
πθ′
t (s, a)

)
.

Note that
T−t−2∑
k=0

γk
( T−t−2−k∑

j=0

γj
)
=

1− (T − t) γ T−t−1 + (T − t− 1) γ T−t

(1− γ)2
,

so that, by Lemma B.2, one has

∥Qπθ
t −Q

πθ′
t ∥∞ ≤ γ∥V πθ

t+1 − V
πθ′
t+1∥∞ ≤

∣∣θ − θ′
∣∣Π∗R∗γ

T−t−2∑
k=0

γk
( T−t−2−k∑

j=0

γj
)
.

Together with the Lipschitz and boundedness assumptions on the score function and the fact that
∥Qπθ

t ∥∞ ≤ R∗
∑T−t−1

k=0 γk, due to boundedness of the rewards, we get

∥(A)∥∞ ≤ γtR∗

(
Ls

T−t−1∑
k=0

γk +Π2
∗γ

T−t−2∑
k=0

γk
( T−t−2−k∑

j=0

γj
))∣∣θ − θ′

∣∣.
We now turn to (B), the distribution shift. First, note that

∥(B)∥∞ ≤ 2∥ϕθ′
t ∥∞TV

(
ν(θ) , ν(θ′)

)
, (9)

where ν(θ) is the measure on S × A that satisfies ν(s, a) = dπθ
t (s)πθ(a | s). This can be seen

using the dual characterization of total variation, TV(µ, ν) = 1
2 sup∥f∥∞≤1

∣∣∫ f dµ−
∫
f dν

∣∣. Let
ϕ : S ×A → R be a bounded measurable function and define f := ϕ

∥ϕ∥∞ so that ∥f∥∞ ≤ 1. Then

|Eν [ϕ]− Eν′ [ϕ]| =
∣∣∣ ∫ ϕdν −

∫
ϕdν ′

∣∣∣ = ∥ϕ∥∞∣∣∣ ∫ f dν −
∫

f dν ′
∣∣∣ ≤ 2∥ϕ∥∞TV

(
ν, ν ′

)
.

We now estimate the right-hand side of (9). First, using Assumptions A.1 and A.3 we get

∥ϕθ′
t ∥∞ ≤ γtΠ∗R∗

T−t−1∑
k=0

γk.

Next, using Lemma B.3 and Lemma A.5 gives

TV
(
ν(θ) , ν(θ′)

)
≤ TV

(
dπθ
t , d

π′
θ

t

)
+

1

2
Π∗|θ − θ′|.

Moreover, Lemma B.4 together with Lemma A.5 implies that for all t ∈ {0, . . . , T}

TV
(
dπ

′
t , dπt

)
≤

t−1∑
i=0

Eπ
[
TV
(
π′( · ; Si), π( · ; Si)

)]
≤ t

2
Π∗|θ − θ′|.

Combining the above estimates yields

∥(B)∥∞ ≤ γt(t+ 1)Π2
∗R∗

T−t−1∑
k=0

γk|θ − θ′|.
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Summing the bounds for (A) and (B) over t = 0, . . . , T − 1 yields the result, where the final identity
in the statement of the proposition can be deduced by a careful computation, applying the formula
for geometric series.

In this work. we focus on discounted finite-time MDPs. However, it is natural to ask what the proof
yields in the limiting infinite-horizon discounted case (T → ∞, γ < 1) and in the finite-horizon
undiscounted case (T <∞, γ = 1).

Remark B.6. While our proof technique differs from the one used in [40] for the infinite discounted
setting, it recovers the exact same smoothness constant in the limit T → ∞. In this regime, the
smoothness estimate simplifies to

∣∣∇J(θ)−∇J(θ′)∣∣ ≤ R∗

( Ls

(1− γ)2
+

Π2
∗(1 + γ)

(1− γ)3

)∣∣θ − θ′
∣∣

which coincides with the bound stated in Lemma 3.2 of [40].

Remark B.7. In the non-discounted finite-time setting (γ = 1 and T <∞) the same arguments work
(the geometric sums simplify) and one gets

∣∣∇J(θ)−∇J(θ′)∣∣ ≤ R∗

(LsT (T + 1)

2
+

Π2
∗T (2T

2 + 3T + 1)

6

)∣∣θ − θ′
∣∣,

which is a bit smaller than the upper bound

R∗
(
LsT

2 +Π2
∗T

3
)∣∣θ − θ′

∣∣
that was derived in [23] under slightly stronger assumptions.

The two remarks reflect the well-known correspondence between infinite-horizon discounted MDPs
and finite-horizon undiscounted MDPs with effective horizon T = (1− γ)−1. In particular, recall
that the value function of an infinite-horizon discounted MDP coincides with that of an undiscounted
MDP whose time horizon is an independent geometric random variable with expectation (1− γ)−1.

C Policy gradient bias theory

We now come to one of the main contributions of this work: the bounds of the surrogate gradient
bias used in PPO. In the next two sections we prove Theorem 4.2.

C.1 Unclipped surrogate gradient bias

In this section, we estimate the difference between the true policy gradient and the surrogate gradient

gPPO(θ, θold) =
T−1∑
t=0

γtEπθold
µ

[∇θπθ(At ; St)

πθold(At ; St)
Aπθold
t (St, At)

]
.

In the next section we transfer the bias bound to the clipped gradient gclip
PPO from PPO.

The estimates are based on a variant of the performance difference lemma (see [10, Lemma 6.1] and
[28, Eqn. (1)] for infinite-time discounted MDPs) for discounted finite-time MDPs. We will add a
proof for the convenience of the reader.
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Proposition C.1 (Performance difference identity). For two arbitrary policies π, π̃,

V π̃(µ)− V π(µ) =

T−1∑
t=0

γtEπ̃
µ

[
Aπ
t (St, At)

]
.

In particular, for any two parametrized policies πθ, πθold ,

∇θJ(θ) = ∇θ (V
πθ(µ)− V πθold (µ)) = ∇θ

T−1∑
t=0

γtEπθ
µ

[
Aπθold
t (St, At)

]
. (10)

Proof. First recall that Qπ
t (s, a) = Eπ

St=s,At=a

[
Rt + γV π

t+1(St+1)
]

and ES∼dπt ,A∼π(· ;S) [A
π
t (S,A)] = 0.

Thus,

V π̃(µ)− V π(µ) =

T−1∑
t=0

γt
(
Eπ̃[Rt]− Eπ[Rt]

)
=

T−1∑
t=0

γt
(
ES∼dπ̃t ,A∼π̃(· ;S)

[
Eπ
St=S,At=A[Rt]︸ ︷︷ ︸

=Qπ
t (S,A)−γES′∼p(· ;S,A)[V

π
t+1(S

′)]

]
− ES∼dπt ,A∼π(· ;S)

[
Eπ
St=S,At=A[Rt]

])

=
T−1∑
t=0

γt
(
ES∼dπ̃t ,A∼π̃(· ;S)

[
Aπ

t (S,A)− γES′∼p(· ;S,A)[V
π
t+1(S

′)] + V π
t (S)

]
−ES∼dπt ,A∼π(· ;S)

[
Aπ

t (S,A)− γES′∼p(· ;S,A)[V
π
t+1(S

′)] + V π
t (S)

])
=

T−1∑
t=0

γtES∼dπ̃t ,A∼π̃(· ;S)[A
π
t (S,A)]

+

T−1∑
t=0

γt
(
γES∼dπt ,A∼π(· ;S)

[
ES′∼p(· ;S,A)[V

π
t+1(S

′)]
]
− ES∼dπt ,A∼π(· ;S)[V

π
t (S)]

)
−

T−1∑
t=0

γt
(
γES∼dπ̃t ,A∼π̃(· ;S)

[
ES′∼p(· ;S,A)[V

π
t+1(S

′)]
]
− ES∼dπ̃t ,A∼π̃(· ;S)[V

π
t (S)]

)
.

For the second sum, we calculate, using V π
T ≡ 0,

T−1∑
t=0

γt
(
γES∼dπt ,A∼π(· ;S)

[
ES′∼p(· ;S,A)[V

π
t+1(S

′)]
]
− ES∼dπt ,A∼π(· ;S)[V

π
t (S)]

)
=

T−1∑
t=0

γt
(
γEπ[V π

t+1(St+1)]− Eπ[V π
t (St)]

)
= γTEπ[V π

T (ST )]− Eπ[V π
0 (S0)] +

T−2∑
t=0

γt+1Eπ[V π
t+1(St+1)]−

T−1∑
t=1

γtEπ[V π
t (St)]

=− Eπ[V π
0 (S0)],

and analogously for the third sum. Because dπ0 = µ = dπ̃0 , we have Eπ[V π
0 (S0)] = Eπ̃[V π

0 (S0)],
meaning these sums cancel, which finishes the proof.
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Using the performance difference identity allows us to deduce the following lemma on the difference
of the true policy gradient and the (non-clipped) surrogate. From now on we use θ and θold for
arbitrary parameters, as this will be used in the later analysis.

Lemma C.2.

∇θJ(θ)− gPPO(θ, θold) =

T−1∑
t=0

γt∇θ

(
Eπθ [gθt (St)]− Eπθold [gθt (St)]

)
.

with gθt (s) := EA∼πθ( · ; s)[A
πθold
t (s,A)]

Proof. The decomposition is a consequence of the performance difference lemma and Fubini’s theorem
that allows us to disintegrate state- and action distributions. First, from performance difference and
Fubini

∇θJ(θ) = ∇θ

T−1∑
t=0

γtEπθ
µ

[
Aπθold
t (St, At)

]
= ∇θ

T−1∑
t=0

γtES∼d
πold
t

[
EA∼πθ(· ;S)

[
Aπθold
t (St, At)

]]
=

T−1∑
t=0

γt∇θEπθ [gθt (St)].

Next,

gPPO(θ, θ
′) =

T−1∑
t=0

γtEπθold
µ

[∇θπθ(At ; St)

πθold(At ; St)
Aπθold
t (St, At)

]
=

T−1∑
t=0

γt∇θEπθold

[ πθ(At ; St)

πθold(At ; St)
Aπθold
t (St, At)

]
=

T−1∑
t=0

γt∇θES∼d
πθold
t

[
EA∼πθ( · ;S)[A

πθold
t (S,A)]

]
,

where we note that without the importance ratio product, after Fubini disintegration the importance
ratio only reweights actions in state St. Taking differences gives the claim.

Theorem C.3 (Unclipped Surrogate Gradient Bias). Suppose πθold is a behavior policy with strictly
positive weights and define the mean TV distance

MeanTV(πθold , πθ) :=
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Eπθold
µ

[
TV (πθold( · ; St), πθ( · ; St))

]
and the max TV distance

MaxTV(πθold , πθ) := max
t=0,...,T−1

Eπold
µ

[
TV
(
πθold( · ; St), πθ( · ; St)

)]
.

Under the Assumptions A.1, A.3 it holds that∥∥∇θJ(θ)− gPPO(θ, θold)
∥∥
∞ ≤ Π∗R∗ min

{
c1MeanTV(πθold , πθ), c2MaxTV(πθold , πθ)

}
,
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with

c1 :=

{
81−γT

1−γ T
( γ
(1−γ)2

+ γ
1−γ

)
≤ 16Tγ

(1−γ)3
: 0 < γ < 1

4T 4 : γ = 1
,

c2 :=

{
81−γT

1−γ
2γ−T (T+1)γT−1+2(T 2−1)γT−T (T−1)γT+1

(1−γ)3
≤ 16γ

(1−γ)4
: 0 < γ < 1

8T (T−1)T (T+1)
3 ≤ 8

3T
4 : γ = 1

.

The formulation of the bias bound looks a bit complicated because it combines at once finite-time
discounted, finite-time non-discounted, and infinite-time discounted MDP settings. In our PPO
analysis we will only work with the finite time horizon, bounding the gradient bias with the mean-TV
policy distance. For discounted infinite time-horizon MDPs the reader should work with the max-TV
divergence with quartic constant in the effective time-horizon 1

1−γ .

Lemma C.4. For any s ∈ S with
∥∥Aπθold

t (s, · )
∥∥
∞ ≤ Amax,∣∣EA∼πθ(· ; s)

[
Aπθold
t (s,A)

]∣∣ ≤ 2TV
(
πθ( · ; s), πθold( · ; s)

)
Amax.

Proof. Since EA∼πθold
( · ; s)[A

πθold
t (s,A)] = 0, the TV distance inequality [13, Proposition 4.5] implies∣∣EA∼πθ( · ; s)

[
Aπθold
t (s,A)

]∣∣ = ∣∣EA∼πθ( · ; s)
[
Aπθold
t (s,A)

]
− EA∼πθold

( · ; s)
[
Aπθold
t (s,A)

]∣∣
≤ 2TV(πθ( · ; s), πθold( · ; s))Amax.

Proof of Theorem C.3. We define gθt (s) := EA∼πθ( · ; s)[A
πθold
t (s,A)] so that Lemma C.2 gives

∇θJ(θ)− gPPO(θ, θold) =
T−1∑
t=0

γt∇θ

(
ES∼d

πθ
t
[gθt (S)]− E

S∼d
πθold
t

[gθt (S)]
)
.

For a single coordinate θj of θ, we first compute

∂θjd
πθ
t (s) =

∑
τ :st=s

∂θjP
πθ
t (τ) =

∑
τ :st=s

Pπθ
t (τ) ∂θj logP

πθ
t (τ) =

∑
τ :st=s

Pπθ
t (τ)

t−1∑
i=0

∂θj log πθ(ai; si),

where τ : st = s denotes all trajectories of length t ending in st = s and the derivatives of the
transition probabilities do not appear in the final expression because of their independence of θ. We
also have the estimate∣∣∣∂θjgθt (s)∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∑

a∈A
∂θjπθ(a ; s)A

πθold
t (s, a)

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∑
a∈A

πθ(a ; s)∂θj log πθ(a; s)A
πθold
t (s, a)

]∣∣∣ ≤ 2Π∗R∗

T−1∑
t=0

γt,

using that the advantage is bounded above by 2R∗
∑T−1

t=0 γt by the bounded reward assumption.
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Combining the above with Theorem C.4 and applying again the TV distance inequality, we have∣∣∣∂θj(ES∼d
πθ
t
[gθt (S)]− E

S∼d
πθold
t

[gθt (S)]
)∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣∑
s∈S

∂θj

(
dπθ
t (s)gθt (s)

)
−
∑
s∈S

d
πθold
t (s) ∂θjg

θ
t (s)

∣∣∣
=
∣∣∣∑
s∈S

∑
τ :st=s

Pπθ
t (τ)

t−1∑
i=0

∂θj log πθ(ai ; si) g
θ
t (s) +

∑
s∈S

(dπθ
t (s)− d

πθold
t (s)) ∂θjg

θ
t (s)

∣∣∣
≤ tΠ∗Eπθ

[
gθt (St)

]
+ 4Π∗R∗

( T−1∑
i=0

γi
)
TV
(
d
πθold
t , dπθ

t

)
≤ 4Π∗R∗

( T−1∑
i=0

γi
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:C

(
tEπθ

[
TV
(
πθold( · ; St), πθ( · ; St)

)]
+TV

(
d
πθold
t , dπθ

t

))
.

Because we want to avoid any expectations w.r.t. πθ, we again use the TV distance inequality to get

Eπθ
[
TV
(
πθold( · ; St), πθ( · ; St)

)]
≤ Eπθold

[
TV
(
πθold( · ; St), πθ( · ; St)

)]
+ 2TV

(
d
πθold
t , dπθ

t

)
.

This gives∣∣∣∂θj(ES∼d
πθ
t
[gθt (S)]− E

S∼d
πθold
t

[gθt (S)]
)∣∣∣ ≤ C

(
tEπθold

[
TV
(
πθold( · ; St), πθ( · ; St)

)]
+
(
2t+ 1

)
TV
(
d
πθold
t , dπθ

t

))
.

Applying Theorem B.4 yields∣∣∇θJ(θ)j − gPPO(θ, θold)j
∣∣

≤ C

T−1∑
t=0

γt
(
tEπθold

[
TV
(
πθold( · ; St), πθ( · ; St)

)]
+ (2t+ 1)

t−1∑
i=0

Eπθold

[
TV
(
πθold( · ; Si), πθ( · ; Si)

)] )
.

(11)
Now, denoting dt := Eπθold

[
TV
(
πθold( · ; St), πθ( · ; St)

]
, we can refactor

∣∣∇θJ(θ)j − gPPO(θ, θold)j
∣∣ ≤ C

T−1∑
i=0

di

(
iγi +

T−1∑
t=i+1

γt(2t+ 1)
)

=: C

T−1∑
i=0

diwi(γ) = 4Π∗R∗

T−1∑
i=0

γi
T−1∑
i=0

diwi(γ).

We first make the estimate
T−1∑
i=0

diwi(γ) ≤ max
i=0,...,T−1

wi(γ)

T−1∑
i=0

di = max
i=0,...,T−1

wi(γ)T MeanTV(πθold , πθ)

and now need an upper bound for maxi=0,...,T−1wi(γ). For γ < 1, x 7→ xγx reaches a maximum
of exp(−1)

− log γ ≤
exp(−1)
1−γ at x = (− log γ)−1 and thus we have maxi=0,...,T−1 iγ

i ≤ exp(−1)
1−γ . Additionally,
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using a careful application of the geometric series gives

max
i=0,...,T−1

T−1∑
t=i+1

γt(2t+1) =

T−1∑
t=1

γt(2t+1) = 2
γ − TγT + (T − 1)γT+1

(1− γ)2
+

γ − γT

1− γ
≤ 2γ

(1− γ)2
+

γ

1− γ

and combining these two estimates we find maxi=0,...,T−1wi(γ) ≤ exp(−1)
1−γ + 2γ

(1−γ)2
+ γ

1−γ , which
implies the constant c1 from the assertion in the case γ < 1. For γ = 1, c1 is implied by

max
i=0,...,T−1

wi(γ) = max
i=0,...,T−1

i+
T−1∑
t=i+1

(2t+ 1) = max
i=0,...,T−1

T 2 − 1− i2 − i ≤ T 2.

Alternatively, for γ < 1, careful application of the formula for geometric series yields

T−1∑
t=0

γt(t2 + t) =
2γ − T (T + 1)γT−1 + 2(T 2 − 1)γT − T (T − 1)γT+1

(1− γ)3
≤ 2γ

(1− γ)3

and, for γ = 1, we have
∑T−1

t=0 (t
2 + t) = (T−1)T (T+1)

3 . We can use this together with Equation (11)
to estimate

∣∣∇θJ(θ)j − gPPO(θ, θold)j
∣∣ ≤ C

T−1∑
t=0

γt
(
tMaxTV(πθold , πθ) + (2t+ 1)tMaxTV(πθold , πθ)

)
= 8Π∗R∗MaxTV(πθold,πθ

)
T−1∑
t=0

γt
T−1∑
t=0

γt(t2 + t)

≤ Π∗R∗c2MaxTV(πθold , πθ)

with c2 from the assertion.

C.2 Clipped surrogate gradient bias

In this section, we establish an upper bound for the difference between the unclipped surrogate
gradient and a clipped surrogate gradient that mimics the structure of the clipped loss introduced in
the original PPO paper [30]. Combining this bound with the upper bound derived in the section
before, we can bound the distance between the clipped surrogate gradient and the true policy
gradient. We introduce a clipped surrogate gradient proxy that truncates the contribution of samples
whose importance ratio deviates too much from one. Compared to the original PPO objective [30],
the truncation used here is symmetric in the ratio and, therefore, slightly more conservative; see
Remark C.5 below.
Consider the following surrogate gradient:

gclip
PPO(θ, θold) :=

T−1∑
t=0

γtEπθold

[∇θπθ(At ; St)

πθold(At ; St)
1∣∣ πθ(At ;St)

πθold
(At ;St)

−1
∣∣≤ϵ

Aπθold
t (St, At)

]
(12)

Remark C.5. Note that (12) is a two-sided truncated gradient proxy. In contrast, the original
PPO clipped objective [30] clips asymmetrically depending on the sign of the advantage, while (12)
truncates both sides regardless of the sign of Aπθold

t , which simplifies the analysis at the cost of
being more conservative.
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The main result of this section will be the following:

Theorem C.6. Suppose πθold is a behavior policy with strictly positive weights. Under the Assump-
tions A.1, A.3 it holds that∥∥gPPO(θ, θold)− gclip

PPO(θ, θold)
∥∥
∞ ≤ C ·MeanTV(πθold , πθ)

for C := 4Π∗R∗

(
1 + 1

ϵ

)
T

1−γ , where ϵ is the clipping parameter.

Using the triangle inequality together with Theorem C.3 and Theorem C.6, yields∥∥∇θJ(θ)− gclip
PPO(θ, θold)

∥∥
∞ ≤ const. ·MeanTV(πθold , πθ).

Estimating the mean total variation by Π∗
2 |θ− θold| via Lemma A.5 finally gives the main bias bound

from the main text:

Theorem C.7 (Theorem 4.2 from the main text). Suppose πθold is a behavior policy with strictly
positive weights. Under the Assumptions A.1, A.3 it holds that∥∥∇θJ(θ)− gclip

PPO(θ, θold)
∥∥
∞ ≤ R |θ − θold|,

where R = Π2
∗R∗

( 8Tγ
(1−γ)3

+ 2T
1−γ (1 + 1

ϵ )
)

is the sum of the constants from Theorems C.3 and C.6
multiplied by Π∗

2 .

For the proof of Theorem C.6, we need the following two lemmas.

Lemma C.8. Let P and Q be two discrete probability distributions on A. Then,

EA∼P

[∣∣∣∣Q(A)

P (A)
− 1

∣∣∣∣] = 2TV(P,Q).

Proof. By the definition of the total variation distance

TV(P,Q) =
1

2

∑
a∈A
|P (a)−Q(a)|.

Thus, we obtain

EA∼P

[∣∣∣∣Q(A)

P (A)
− 1

∣∣∣∣] = ∑
a∈A

P (a)

∣∣∣∣Q(a)

P (a)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ = ∑
a∈A
|Q(a)− P (a)| = 2TV(P,Q).

Lemma C.9. Let P and Q be two discrete probability distributions on A. Then,

EA∼P

[∣∣∣∣Q(A)

P (A)

∣∣∣∣1∣∣∣Q(A)
P (A)

−1
∣∣∣>ϵ

]
≤
(
2 +

2

ϵ

)
TV(P,Q).
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Proof. Simply applying the triangle inequality |Q(A)
P (A) | = |

Q(A)
P (A) − 1 + 1| ≤ |Q(A)

P (A) − 1|+ 1 inside the
expectation, yields

EA∼P

[∣∣∣Q(A)

P (A)

∣∣∣1∣∣Q(A)
P (A)

−1
∣∣>ϵ

]
≤ EA∼P

[∣∣∣Q(A)

P (A)
− 1
∣∣∣1∣∣Q(A)

P (A)
−1
∣∣>ϵ

]
+ EA∼P

[
1∣∣Q(A)

P (A)
−1
∣∣>ϵ

]
≤ EA∼P

[∣∣∣Q(A)

P (A)
− 1
∣∣∣]+ EA∼P

[
1∣∣Q(A)

P (A)
−1
∣∣>ϵ

]
= EA∼P

[∣∣∣Q(A)

P (A)
− 1
∣∣∣]+ PA∼P

(∣∣∣Q(A)

P (A)
− 1
∣∣∣ > ϵ

)
.

Applying Markov’s inequality,

PA∼P

(∣∣∣Q(A)

P (A)
− 1
∣∣∣ > ϵ

)
≤

EA∼P

[∣∣∣Q(A)
P (A) − 1

∣∣∣]
ϵ

,

together with Lemma C.8, yields the final result

EA∼P

[∣∣∣Q(A)

P (A)

∣∣∣1∣∣∣Q(A)
P (A)

−1
∣∣∣>ϵ

]
≤ 2TV(P,Q) +

2TV(P,Q)

ϵ
.

Now we have all ingredients for the proof of Theorem C.6.

Proof of Theorem C.6. Again, we compute the differences of a single coordinate j ∈ {1, . . . , d}:∣∣gPPO(θ, θold)j − gclip
PPO(θ, θold)j

∣∣
=
∣∣∣ T−1∑
t=0

γt Eπθold

[(∂θjπθ(At ; St)

πθold(At ; St)
−

∂θjπθ(At ; St)

πθold(At ; St)
1∣∣ πθ(At ;St)

πθold
(At ;St)

−1
∣∣≤ϵ

)
Aπθold
t (St, At)

]∣∣∣
=
∣∣∣ T−1∑
t=0

γt Eπθold

[∂θjπθ(At ; St)

πθold(At ; St)
1∣∣ πθ(At ;St)

πθold
(At ;St)

−1
∣∣>ϵ

Aπθold
t (St, At)

]∣∣∣
=
∣∣∣ T−1∑
t=0

γt Eπθold

[ πθ(At ; St)

πθold(At ; St)
1∣∣ πθ(At ;St)

πθold
(At ;St)

−1
∣∣>ϵ

(∂θj log πθ(At ; St))A
πθold
t (St, At)

]∣∣∣
≤ 2Π∗R∗

1− γT

1− γ

T−1∑
t=0

γt Eπθold

[∣∣∣ πθ(At ; St)

πθold(At ; St)

∣∣∣1∣∣ πθ(At ;St)

πθold
(At ;St)

−1
∣∣>ϵ

]
,

where we have used Assumptions A.1, A.3 to bound
∣∣∂θj log πθ(At ; St)

∣∣ ≤ Π∗ and
∣∣Aπθold

t (St, At)
∣∣ ≤

2R∗
1−γT

1−γ . Now, by Lemma C.9, we obtain for fixed s ∈ S that

EAt∼πθold
( · ; s)

[∣∣∣ πθ(At ; s)

πθold(At ; s)

∣∣∣1∣∣ πθ(At ; s)

πθold
(At ; s)

−1
∣∣>ϵ

]
≤
(
2 +

2

ϵ

)
TV (πθold(· ; s), πθ(· ; s)) .
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Integrating out the distribution of St with the use of Fubini’s Theorem, yields

∣∣gPPO(θ, θold)j − gclip
PPO(θ, θold)j

∣∣ = 2Π∗R∗
1− γT

1− γ

T−1∑
t=0

γt Eπθold

[∣∣∣ πθ(At ; St)

πθold(At ; St)

∣∣∣1∣∣ πθ(At ;St)

πθold
(At ;St)

−1
∣∣>ϵ

]
≤ 2Π∗R∗

1− γT

1− γ

(
2 +

2

ϵ

) T−1∑
t=0

γt Eπθold [TV (πθold( · ; St), πθ( · ; St))]

≤ 2Π∗R∗
1− γT

1− γ

(
2 +

2

ϵ

)
T

T

T−1∑
t=0

Eπθold [TV (πθold( · ; St), πθ( · ; St))]

= 2Π∗R∗
1− γT

1− γ

(
2 +

2

ϵ

)
T ·MeanTV(πθold , πθ).

C.3 Surrogate gradients are bounded

Next, we show that the surrogate gradients are uniformly bounded.

Proposition C.10 (Surrogate gradient bounds). Under Assumptions A.1, A.3, we have∥∥gclip
PPO(θ, θold)

∥∥
∞ ≤ G := 2Π∗R∗

(
1− γT

1− γ

)2

.

Proof. First, recall that for bounded rewards, the true advantage Aπ
t is bounded by 2R∗

1−γT

1−γ . Using
the bounded score function assumption, i.e. ∥∇θ log πθ(a ; s)∥∞ ≤ Π∗ we obtain

∥∥gclip
PPO(θ, θold)

∥∥
∞ =

∥∥∥ T−1∑
t=0

γtEπθold

[ πθ(At ; St)

πθold(At ; St)
1∣∣ πθ(At ;St)

πθold
(At ;St)

−1
∣∣≤ϵ
∇θ log πθ(At ; St)A

πθold
t (St, At)

]∥∥∥
∞

≤
T−1∑
t=0

γtEπθold

[ πθ(At ; St)

πθold(At ; St)
∥∇θ log πθ(At ; St)∥∞

∣∣Aπθold
t (St, At)

∣∣]
≤

T−1∑
t=0

γtΠ∗2R∗
1− γT

1− γ
Eπθold

[ πθ(At ; St)

πθold(At ; St)

]
.

Moreover,

EAt∼πθold
( · ; s)

[ πθ(At ; s)

πθold(At ; s)

]
=
∑
a∈A

πθold(a ; s)
πθ(a ; s)

πθold(a ; s)
=
∑
a∈A

πθ(a ; s) = 1. (13)

Hence, conditioning upon St, and then integrating out, yields

∥∥gclip
PPO(θ, θold)

∥∥
∞ ≤ 2Π∗R∗

1− γT

1− γ

T−1∑
t=0

γt = 2Π∗R∗

(
1− γT

1− γ

)2

.

Note that the clipped surrogate gradient norm could be estimated more carefully, bounding the
non-clipping probability Pπθold (| πθ(A|S)

πθold
(A|S) − 1| ≤ ϵ). Under strong policy assumptions one can use

anti-concentration inequalities to show the clipped gradient norm goes to zero as θ moves away from
θold. Since clipping probabilities do not vanish in practice, we work with the coarse bound.
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D Convergence Proofs

We now come to the convergence proof which is built on the preliminary work of the previous sections.
We follow the proof strategy presented in [18], where RR for SGD was analyzed in the supervised
learning setting and push their ideas into the reinforcement learning framework. To fix suitable
notation for the analysis, we slightly reformulate the policy update mechanism of PPO. Recall that
we do not focus on the actor-critic aspect of PPO, i.e., for the stochastic setting, we assume access
to bounded and biased advantage estimators (c.f. Assumption A.2).
At a high level, the PPO algorithm can be described as follows.

• PPO samples n new rollouts of length T at the beginning of a cycle C, samples are flattened
into a state-action transition buffer of length N := nT . The buffer also stores the biased
advantage estimates and the corresponding time of the transition, since we include discounting.

• Within a cycle, PPO proceeds with one A2C step, followed by a number of clipped importance
sampling steps.

• The gradient steps in each cycle are partitioned into epochs. An epoch consists of m = N
B

gradient steps, where every gradient step uses B transitions (without replacement) drawn from
the transition buffer. Before starting an epoch the transition buffer is reshuffled.

D.1 PPO formalism

More formally, we consider the following algorithm. Fix

• number of cycles C,

• number of epochs K per cyle,

• number of rollouts n,

• transition batch size N = nT ,

• mini-batch size B such that m := N/B ∈ N is the number of gradient steps per epoch epoch

• constant learning rate η > 0.

For each cycle c = 0, 1, . . . , C − 1:

(i) Sample a fresh dataset of n rollouts of length T from πθc,0,0 (this is πold) and use these
rollouts to compute (possibly biased) advantage estimates (e.g. via GAE under true value
function). Flatten the resulting data into transition buffer {(sic, aic, ric, Âi

c, t
i
c)}N−1

i=0 of size N ,
where (sic, a

i
c, r

i
c, t

i
c) ranges over all state-action-reward-time quartets encountered in the rollouts

and Âi
c denotes the (biased by assumption) advantage estimate for A

πθc,0,0

tic
(sic, a

i
c).

(ii) For each epoch e = 0, 1, . . . ,K − 1:

(a) Draw a fresh random permutation σc,e = (σc,e,0, . . . , σc,e,N−1) of {0, . . . , N − 1}, i.e.
reshuffle the transition buffer. Split it into consecutive disjoint mini-batches

Bc,e,k := {σc,e,kB, . . . , σc,e,(k+1)B−1}, k = 0, . . . ,m− 1.
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(b) For each step in the epoch k = 0, . . . ,m− 1, compute the mini-batch gradient estimator

ĝc,e,k := ĝclip(θc,e,k, θc,0,0;Bc,e,k) :=
T

B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

γt
i
c
∇πθc,e,k(aic ; sic)
πθc,0,0(a

i
c ; s

i
c))

1∣∣πθc,e,k (aic ; sic))

πc,0,0(a
i
c ; sic)

−1
∣∣≤ϵ

Âi
c

and update
θc,e,t+1 = θc,e,t + η ĝc,e,k.

(c) Set θc,e+1,0 := θc,e,m.

(iii) Set θc+1,0,0 := θc,K,0.

For the following analysis, we use the clipped surrogate

gclip
PPO(θ, θc,0,0) :=

T−1∑
t=0

γtEπc,0,0

[ ∇πθ(At ; St))

πθc,0,0(At ; St))
1| πθ(At ;St))

πc,0,0(At ;St)
−1|≤ϵ

A
πθc,0,0

t (St, At)
]
.

and unclipped surrogate

gPPO(θ, θc,0,0) :=
T−1∑
t=0

γtEπc,0,0

[ ∇πθ(At ; St))

πθc,0,0(At ; St))
A
πθc,0,0

t (St, At)
]
.

To link the notation to the previous sections, just recall that πθc,0,0 =: πθold . Within each cycle, we
define the clipped surrogate per-transition contribution

g
(i),clip
PPO (θ, θc,0,0) := Tγt

i
c
∇πθ(aic ; sic)
πθc,0,0(a

i
c ; s

i
c))

1
| πθ(a

i
c ; sic))

πc,0,0(a
i
c ; sic)

−1|≤ϵ
Âi
c

and the unclipped surrogate per-transition contribution

g
(i)
PPO(θ, θc,0,0) := Tγt

i
c
∇πθ(aic ; sic)
πθc,0,0(a

i
c ; s

i
c))

Âi
c

for i = 0, . . . , N − 1. Note that in the first step of each cycle one has g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,0,0, θc,0,0) =

g
(i)
PPO(θc,0,0, θc,0,0).

D.2 Proof of the deterministic case, Theorem 5.1

We start by analyzing the deterministic setting. Here, we assume that we have direct access to the
clipped surrogate gclip

PPO. For each cycle c = 0, ..., C − 1 of length K, we consider the iterates

θc,e+1 = θc,e + η gclip
PPO(θc,e, θc,0), e = 0, . . . ,K − 1

θc+1,0 = θc,K
(14)

Thus, one surrogate gradient step corresponds to an epoch of mini-batch sample surrogate gradient
steps in the stochastic setting.
In the deterministic case, we can directly invoke the bias estimate from Theorem 4.2. This yields
a sharper error bound and allows us to demonstrate an advantage of PPO over standard gradient
ascent in many realistic settings. By contrast, in the stochastic case considered below, we must
instead develop a pathwise bias bound. This will be carried out in the following subsections.
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Proof of Theorem 5.1. In the following, we interpret the clipped surrogate as biased gradient ap-
proximation of the exact gradient ∇J , i.e., we define

bc,e := gclip
PPO(θc,e, θc,0)−∇J(θc,e).

we write the updates (14) as approximate gradient ascent scheme

θc,e+1 = θc,e + η(∇J(θc,e) + bc,e).

By L-smoothness of J , assuming that η ≤ 1
L , we have for e = 0, . . . ,K − 1

J(θc,e+1) ≥ J(θc,e) + ⟨∇J(θc,e), θc.e+1 − θc,e⟩ −
L

2
|θc,e+1 − θc|2

= J(θc,e) + η|∇J(θc,e)|2 + η⟨∇J(θc,e), bc,e⟩ −
L

2
η2|∇J(θc,e) + bc,e|2

= J(θc,e) + (1− Lη

2
)η|∇J(θc,e)|2 − (1− Lη)η⟨∇J(θc,e), bc,e⟩ −

L

2
η2|bc,e|2

≥ J(θc,e) +
(
1− 1

2δ
− L

2

(
1− 1

δ

)
η
)
η|∇J(θc,e)|2 −

(
(1− Lη)η

δ

2
+

L

2
η2
)
|bc,e|2,

where the last inequality holds for all δ > 0 due to Young’s inequality. In particular, for δ = 1 we
deduce

J(θc,e+1) ≥ J(θc,e) +
η

2
|∇J(θc,e)|2 −

η

2
|bc,e|2.

Due to Theorem 4.2, we can control the bias term by

|bc,e| ≤ R|θc,e − θc,0|

for some R > 0. Moreover, by Proposition C.10 there exists G > 0 such that

|gclip
PPO(θc,e, θc,0)| ≤ G

for any c = 0, . . . , C − 1 and e = 0, . . . ,K − 1. This implies that

|bc,e| ≤ R|θc,e − θc,0| ≤ R
e−1∑
e′=0

|θc,e′+1 − θc,e′ | ≤ ηeRG

Thus,

J(θc,e+1) ≥ J(θc,e) +
η

2
|∇J(θc,e)|2 −

η3

2
e2R2G2.

Rearranging this inequality and taking the sum over all c = 0, . . . , C − 1, e = 0, . . . ,K − 1 we obtain

η

2

C−1∑
c=0

K−1∑
e=0

|∇J(θc,e|2 ≤
C−1∑
c=0

K−1∑
e=0

(
J(θc,e+1)− J(θc,e)

)
+

C−1∑
c=0

K−1∑
e=0

η3

2
e2R2G2

≤ ∆0 +
η3

12
C(K − 1)K(2K − 1)R2G2
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where we have applied the telescoping sum
∑C−1

c=0

∑K−1
e=0

(
J(θc,e+1)− J(θc,e)

)
= J(θC,K)− J(θ0,0)

and ∆0 := J∗ − J(θ0,0) denotes the initial optimality gap. Dividing both sides by η
2CK yields

min
0≤c≤C−1, 0≤e≤K−1

|∇J(θc,e)|2 ≤
1

CK

C−1∑
c=0

K−1∑
e=0

|∇J(θc,e|2

≤ 2∆0

ηCK
+

1

6
η2(K − 1)(2K − 1)R2G2 .

In particular, when optimizing the upper bound

2∆0

ηCK
+

1

6
η2(K − 1)(2K − 1)R2G2

with respect to η we get

η∗ = min
( 1
L
,
( 6∆0

CK(K − 1)(2K − 1)R2G2

) 1
3
)

which, in the case η∗ < 1
L , gives the associated upper bound

min
0≤c≤C−1, 0≤e≤K−1

|∇J(θc,e)|2 ≤
(9
2

∆2
0(K − 1)(2K − 1)R2G2

(CK)2

)1/3
.

To simplify the constants, we also optimize the weaker upper bound

f(η) :=
2∆0

ηCK
+

1

3
η2K2R2G2

which gives η∗ = min( 1L ,
c
K ), with

c =
( 3∆0

CR2G2

) 1
3
. (15)

For η∗ < 1
L we get

f(η∗) =

(
3∆0RG

C

) 2
3

.

Similarly, let us optimize the upper bound with respect to the cycle length K. First, note that
K = 1 recovers the classical gradient ascent rate

min
0≤c≤C−1, 0≤e≤K−1

|∇J(θc,e)|2 ≤
2∆0

ηCK
.

However, there are scenarios in which K > 1 outperforms the gradient ascent rate. Assume, for the
moment, that K ∈ (0,∞) is a continuous variable and, again, optimize the simplified (weaker) upper
bound

f(K) :=
2∆0

ηCK
+

1

3
η2K2R2G2
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with respect to K. Then, the optimal cycle length is given by K∗ = c
η , where c is given by (15).

Plugging this back into the convergence rate again yields

f(K∗) =

(
3∆0RG

C

) 2
3

.

Thus, for all η ≤ 1
L we get

min
0≤c≤C−1, 0≤e≤K−1

|∇J(θc,e)|2 ≤ min
( 2∆0

ηCK
, f(⌊K∗⌋), f(⌈K∗⌈)

)
.

In conclusion, relative to standard gradient ascent, incorporating multiple biased gradient steps
per cycle (i.e., selecting K > 1) yields faster convergence in regimes where ∆0 is large and the
parameters η, R, G, and C are small.

D.3 Important properties for the stochastic case

Let (Fc)c=0,...,C be the canonical filtration generated by the iterates θ before the current cycle, i.e.,

Fc = σ(θc′,e,k : c′ = 0, . . . , c− 1, e = 0, . . . ,K − 1, k = 0, . . . ,m) c = 0, . . . , C.

Note that θc,0,0 = θc−1,K−1,m is Fc-measurable for all c = 1, . . . , C and recall that we have

1

N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,0,0, θc,0,0) =

1

N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i)
PPO(θc,0,0, θc,0,0)

since there is no clipping for the first cycle step.

Lemma D.1 (Full Batch Variance). Under Assumptions A.2 and A.3, there exists σ > 0 such that

E
[∣∣∣ 1
N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i)
PPO(θc,0,0, θc,0,0)− gPPO(θc,0,0, θc,0,0)

∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣Fc

]
≤ 2

σ2

N
+ 2T 2Π2

∗δ
2

with σ2 = 1
T Π

2
∗A

2
∗

(
1−γT

1−γ

)2
.

Proof. In the full batch setting the situation is simple. By definition of the transition buffer the sum
of all transition estimators is equal to the sum of n (independent) rollouts. For clarity, let us first
give the argument for the unbiased case (δ = 0), where we have

E
[ 1
N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,0,0, θc,0,0)

∣∣∣Fc

]
=

1

N

N−1∑
i=0

E
[
g
(i)
PPO(θc,0,0, θc,0,0)

∣∣∣Fc

]
= gPPO(θc,0,0, θc,0,0) . (16)

By the Markov property, at the cycle start we can write

E
[∣∣∣ 1
N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i)
PPO(θc,0,0, θc,0,0)− gPPO(θc,0,0, θc,0,0)

∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣Fc

]
=

1

N2
Var

πθc,0,0

[ n−1∑
j=0

T−1∑
t=0

Tγt∇ log πθc,0,0(A
j
t ; S

j
t ) Â

j
t

]
,
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where (S1, A1), ..., (Sn, An) are n iid copies of the MDP under πθc,0,0 with advantages estimates
Â1, . . . , Ân. Using independence and N = n · T , followed by the bounds on the score function and
advantage estimators, one gets

1

N2

n−1∑
j=0

Var
πθc,0,0

[ T−1∑
t=0

γt∇ log πθc,0,0(A
j
t ; S

j
t ) Â

j
t

]

=
n

N2
Var

πθc,0,0

[ T−1∑
t=0

γt∇ log πθc,0,0(A
1
t ; S

1
t ) Â1

t

]
≤ n

N2
Eπθc,0,0

[( T−1∑
t=0

γt∇ log πθc,0,0(A
1
t ; S

1
t ) Â1

t

)2]
≤ n

N2
(Π∗A∗)

2
( T−1∑

t=0

γt
)2

=
1

TN
Π2

∗A
2
∗

(1− γT

1− γ

)2
.

Finally, by Assumption A.2 and the Markov property we have

E[|E[Âj
t | Fc, A

j
t , S

j
t ]− A

πθc,0,0

t (Aj
t , S

j
t )|2 | Fc] = Eπθc,0,0 [|Eπθc,0,0 [Âj

t | A
j
t , S

j
t ]− A

πθc,0,0

t (Aj
t , S

j
t )|2] ≤ δ2

(17)

so that

E[|Tγt∇ log πθc,0,0(A
j
t ; S

j
t )(E[Â

j
t | Fc, A

j
t , S

j
t ]− A

πθc,0,0

t (Aj
t , S

j
t ))|2 | Fc]

≤ T 2Π2
∗E[|E[Â

j
t | Fc, A

j
t , S

j
t ]− A

πθc,0,0

t (Aj
t , S

j
t )|2 | Fc]

≤ T 2Π2
∗δ

2

and therefore, using (a+ b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2, the claim holds with

E
[∣∣∣ 1
N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i)
PPO(θc,0,0, θc,0,0)− gPPO(θc,0,0, θc,0,0)

∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣Fc

]
≤ 2

σ2

N
+ 2T 2Π2

∗δ
2 .

Lemma D.2 (Bounded drift). Under Assumptions A.2 and A.3, one has for all (c, e, k)∣∣ĝclip(θc,e,k, θc,0,0)
∣∣ ≤ G, almost surely.

with G = T (1 + ϵ)Π∗A∗.

Proof. By definition,∣∣ĝclip(θc,e,k, θc,0,0)
∣∣ = ∣∣∣T

B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

γt
i
c
∇πθc,e,k(aic ; sic)
πθc,0,0(a

i
c ; s

i
c)

1∣∣πθc,e,k (aic ; sic)

πθc,0,0
(aic ; sic)

−1
∣∣≤ϵ

Âi
c

∣∣∣
=
∣∣∣T
B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

γt
i
c
πθc,e,k(a

i
c ; s

i
c)

πθc,0,0(a
i
c ; s

i
c)
1∣∣πθc,e,k (aic ; sic)

πθc,0,0
(aic ; sic)

−1
∣∣≤ϵ

∇ log πθc,e,k(a
i
c ; s

i
c)Âi

c

∣∣∣
≤ T

B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

γt
i
c
πθc,e,k(a

i
c ; s

i
c)

πθc,0,0(a
i
c ; s

i
c)
1∣∣πθc,e,k (aic ; sic)

πθc,0,0
(aic ; sic)

−1
∣∣≤ϵ

∣∣∇ log πθc,e,k(a
i
c ; s

i
c)
∣∣∣∣Âi

c

∣∣.
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Moreover, the clipping indicator implies
πθc,e,k

(aic ; s
i
c)

πθc,0,0
(aic ; s

i
c)
≤ (1 + ϵ) a.s. This together with the assumed

bounds on score (c.f. Assumption A.3) and advantage estimates (c.f. Assumption A.2), i.e.,
|∇ log πθc,e,k(a

i
c ; s

i
c)| ≤ Π∗, and |Âi

c| ≤ A∗, implies that almost surely

∣∣ĝclip(θc,e,k, θc,0,0)
∣∣ ≤ T

B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

γt
i
c (1 + ϵ)Π∗A∗ = T (1 + ϵ)Π∗A∗.

Lemma D.3 (Path-level bias decomposition). For t = 0, . . . , T − 1, s ∈ S, a ∈ A and any scalar A
with |A| ≤ A∗, we define

ĝclip
PPO(θ, θold, t, a, s,A) := Tγt

∇πθ(a ; s)
πθold(a ; s)

1| πθ(a ; s))

πold(a ; s)
−1|≤ϵ

A .

Then, under Theorem A.3 and Theorem A.4, for any t ≤ T − 1, s ∈ S, a ∈ A it holds that∣∣ĝclip
PPO(θ, θold, t, a, s,A)− ĝclip

PPO(θold, θold, t, a, s,A)
∣∣

≤ B1|θ − θold|+B2min(ϵ, |rθ,θold(s, a)− 1|) +B31|rθ,θold (s,a)−1|>ϵ ,

where rθ,θold(s, a) :=
πθ(a ; s)
πold(a ; s)

, B1 = TA∗Ls, and B2 = B3 = TA∗Π∗.

Proof. By definition of ĝclip
PPO(θ, θold, t, a, s,A) and the fact |A| ≤ A∗, we have∣∣ĝclip

PPO(θ, θold, t, a, s,A)− ĝclip
PPO(θold, θold, t, a, s,A)

∣∣
≤ TA∗γ

t |rθ,θold(s, a)∇ log πθ(s ; a)1|rθ,θold(s,a)−1|≤ϵ −∇ log πθold(s ; a)|

≤ TA∗|rθold,θold(s, a)(∇ log πθold(s ; a)−∇ log πθ(s ; a))|
)

+ TA∗|∇ log πθ(s ; a)(rθ,θold(s, a)1|rθ,θold(s,a)−1|≤ϵ − rθold,θold(s, a))|

= TA∗|∇ log πθold(s ; a)−∇ log πθ(s ; a)|
+ TA∗|∇ log πθ(s ; a)(rθ,θold(s, a)1|rθ,θold(s,a)−1|≤ϵ − 1)|

≤ TA∗Ls|θ − θold|+ TA∗Π∗|rθ,θold(s, a)1|rθ,θold(s,a)−1|≤ϵ − 1|,

where we have used Theorem A.3 and Theorem A.4. Finally, we note that

∣∣rθ,θold(s, a)1|rθ,θold(s,a)−1|≤ϵ − 1
∣∣ ≤ {min(ϵ, |rθ,θold(s, a)− 1|) : rθ,θold(s, a) ∈ [1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ]

1 : rθ,θold(s, a) /∈ [1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ]
,

which finishes the proof with B1 = TA∗Ls, B2 = B3 = TA∗Π∗.

Remark D.4. We will make use of min(ϵ, rθ,θold(s, a)) ≤ ϵ1−p · |rθ,θold(s, a)−1|p for arbitrary p ∈ (0, 1).

We will now look more closely at the upper bound from the path level bias decomposition.

Lemma D.5 (Lipschitz policies). Under Assumption A.4 we have that θ 7→ πθ is uniformly Lipschitz
continuous in the sense that∣∣πθ(a ; s)− πθ′(a ; s)

∣∣ ≤ Π∗
∣∣θ − θ′

∣∣, ∀s ∈ S, a ∈ A, θ, θ′ ∈ Rd.
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Proof. By the chain rule, ∇πθ(a; s) = πθ(a; s)∇ log πθ(a; s). Note that 0 ≤ πθ(a; s) ≤ 1 and
|∇ log(πθ(a; s))| ≤ Π∗. Thus, |∇ log πθ(a ; s)| ≤ Π∗ and the Lipschitz continuity follows from the
mean-value theorem.

We estimate the clipping probability, which appears in the upper bound in the path-level bias
decomposition within the cycles (Lemma D.5).

Lemma D.6 (Bounded weights). Under Assumption A.4, one has for all q ∈ (0, 1)

(i) For any (c, e) it holds that

1

m

m−1∑
k=0

P
( 1
B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

∣∣rθc,e,k,θc,0,0(aic, sic)−1∣∣ > ϵ
∣∣Fc

)
≤
|A|q Πq

∗
∑m−1

k=0 E[|θc,e,k − θc,0,0|
q

1−q | Fc]
1−q

ϵq
.

Similarly, for any (c, e, k) it holds that

1

m

m−1∑
k=0

E
[( 1
B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

∣∣rθc,e,k,θc,0,0(aic, sic)− 1|
)q ∣∣Fc

]
≤ |A|qΠq

∗

m−1∑
k=0

E
[∣∣θc,e,k − θc,0,0|

q
1−q
∣∣Fc

]1−q
.

(ii) For any (c, e) it holds that

1

N

N−1∑
i=0

P
(∣∣rθc,e,k,θc,0,0(aic, sic)− 1

∣∣ > ϵ
∣∣Fc

)
≤
|A|q Πq

∗ E[|θc,e,k − θc,0,0|
q

1−q | Fc]
1−q

ϵq
.

Similarly, for any (c, e, k) it holds that

1

N

N−1∑
i=0

E
[∣∣rθc,e,k,θc,0,0(aic, sic)− 1|q

∣∣Fc

]
≤ |A|qΠq

∗E
[∣∣θc,e,k − θc,0,0|

q
1−q
∣∣Fc

]1−q
.

Proof. Fix q ∈ (0, 1) and let k ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1} be arbitrary. First, we apply Markov’s inequality

P
( 1

B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

|rθc,e,k,θc,0,0(a
i
c, s

i
c)− 1| > ϵ | Fc

)
≤

E[
(
1
B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

|rθc,e,k,θc,0,0(aic, sic)− 1|
)q | Fc]

ϵq

=
E
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1
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|πθc,e,k
(aic ; s

i
c)−πθc,0,0

(aic ; s
i
c)|
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(aic ; s

i
c)

)q | Fc

]
ϵq

.

Using the policy Lipschitz property from D.5 we have

E
[(

1
B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

|πθc,e,k
(aic ; s

i
c)−πθc,0,0

(aic ; s
i
c)|
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(aic ; s

i
c))
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]
ϵq

≤
E
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1
B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

Π∗|θc,e,k−θc,0,0|
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(aic ; s
i
c)

)q ∣∣∣Fc

]
ϵq

= Πq
∗

E
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|θc,e,k − θc,0,0|q

(
1
B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

1
πθc,0,0

(aic ; s
i
c)

)q ∣∣∣Fc

]
ϵq

,
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where we used that |θc,e,k − θc,0,0| is independent of Bc,e,k.
Next, we apply (conditional) Hölder’s inequality to deduce

E
[
|θc,e,k − θc,0,0|q

( 1
B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

1

πθc,0,0(a
i
c ; s

i
c)

)q | Fc

]
≤ E[|θc,e,k − θc,0,0|qs | Fc]

1/s E[
( 1
B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

1

πθc,0,0(a
i
c ; s

i
c)

) qs
s−1 | Fc]

s−1
s ,

where s = 1 + q
1−q > 1, which gives the relation qs = q

1−q ,
1
s = 1− q and s−1

s = q. Hence,

E
[
|θc,e,k − θc,0,0|q

( 1
B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

1

πθc,0,0(a
i
c ; s

i
c)

)q | Fc

]
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q
1−q | Fc]

1−q E
[ 1
B

∑
i∈Bc,e,k

1

πθc,0,0(a
i
c ; s

i
c)
| Fc

]q
,

Finally, we use Jensen’s inequality, to get

1

m

m−1∑
k=1

E
[ 1
B
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i∈Bc,e,k

1

πθc,0,0(a
i
c ; s

i
c)
| Fc

]q
≤ E

[ 1
m
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1
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1
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i
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i
c)

∣∣∣Fc

]q
= E

[ 1
N

N−1∑
i=1

1

πθc,0,0(a
i
c ; s

i
c)

∣∣∣Fc

]q
.

Since, conditioned on Fc, (sic, aic)i=1,...,N−1 are n independent runs of the MDP using the policy
πθc,0,0 , we get

E
[ 1
N

N−1∑
i=1

1

πθc,0,0(a
i
c ; s

i
c)

∣∣∣Fc

]
=

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

∑
s∈S

Eπθc,0,0

[
1St=s

1

πθc,0,0(At ; St)

]
= |A|.

The remaining three claims follow by similar arguments.

Lemma D.7 (L2-Accumulated drift control for eth epochs). Under Assumptions A.2 and A.3, one
has for all (c, e, k) and p > 0 that

E
[
|θc,e,0 − θc,0,0|p

∣∣Fc

]
≤ ηpepmpGp

and

E
[ 1
m

m−1∑
k=0

|θc,e,k − θc,0,0|p
∣∣∣Fc

]
≤ ηp(e+ 1)pmpGp ,

where G = T (1 + ϵ)Π∗A∗.

Proof. By definition of the PPO iteration with constant learning rate (summing gradients of e− 1
completed epochs and the partial current epoch) we have

E
[ 1
m

m−1∑
k=0

|θc,e,k − θc,0,0|p
∣∣∣Fc

]
=

ηp

m

m−1∑
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E
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ĝc,e,k′
∣∣∣p ∣∣∣Fc

]
≤ ηp(e+ 1)pmpGp,

where we have used Lemma D.2. The first claim follows from only considering the first summand in
the latter sum.
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D.4 Proof of the stochastic case (PPO), Theorem 6.2

We start by proving an ascent property within a fixed cycle. A crucial ingredient is the L-smoothness
of J shown in Proposition B.5. This part of the proof is inspired by the SGD setting studied in [18],
and we study the ascent effect of all iterations in an epoch combined.

Lemma D.8 (Per-epoch ascent property). Let η ≤ 1
Lm , then for each cycle c = 0, . . . , C − 1 and

each epoch e = 0, . . . ,K − 1 it holds almost surely that
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Proof. By the ascent lemma, under the L-smoothness of J (Proposition B.5 we have
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ĝc,e,k

∣∣∣2
= J(θc,e,0) +

ηm

2

(
|∇J(θc,e,0)|2 + |

1

m

m−1∑
k=0

ĝc,e,k|2 − |∇J(θc,e,0)−
1

m

m−1∑
k=0

ĝc,e,k|2
)
− η2m2L

2

∣∣∣ 1
m

m−1∑
k=0

ĝc,e,k

∣∣∣2
= J(θc,e,0) +

ηm

2
|∇J(θc,e,0)|2 +

ηm

2
(1− Lηm)

∣∣∣ 1
m

m−1∑
k=0

ĝc,e,k

∣∣∣2 − ηm

2

∣∣∣∇J(θc,e,0)− 1

m

m−1∑
k=0

ĝc,e,k

∣∣∣2
≥ J(θc,e,0) +

ηm

2

∣∣∇J(θc,e,0)∣∣2 − ηm

2

∣∣∣∇J(θc,e,0)− 1

m

m−1∑
k=0

ĝc,e,k

∣∣∣2,
where we have used 1− Lηm ≥ 0 by the assumption on η.

In order to derive a convergence rate for PPO, we are left to upper bound

E
[∣∣∣∇J(θc,e,0)− 1

m

m−1∑
k=0

ĝc,e,k

∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣Fc

]
.

For this, we decompose

∣∣∣∇J(θc,e,0)− 1

m

m−1∑
k=0

ĝc,e,k

∣∣∣2 ≤ 2
∣∣∣∇J(θc,e,0)− 1

N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,e,0, θc,0,0)

∣∣∣2
+ 2
∣∣∣ 1
N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,e,0, θc,0,0)−

1

m

m−1∑
k=0

ĝc,e,k

∣∣∣2 (18)

and consider both terms separately.

41



Lemma D.9. Under Assumptions A.2, A.3, and A.4, one has for p, q ∈ (0, 1) and any (c, e) that

E
[∣∣∣∇J(θc,e,0)− 1

N

N−1∑
i=1

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,e,0, θc,0,0)

∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣Fc

]
≤ 3σ2

N
+ 3L2E

[∣∣θc,e,0 − θc,0,0|2
∣∣Fc

]
+ 9B2

1E[|θc,e,0 − θc,0,0|2 | Fc

]
+ 9B2

2ϵ
2(1−p) 1

N − 1

N−1∑
i=0

E
[
|rθc,e,0,θc,0,0(aic, sic)− 1|p

∣∣Fc

]
+ 9B2

3

1

N − 1

N−1∑
i=0

P
(
|rθc,e,0,θc,0,0(aic, sic)− 1| > ϵ

∣∣Fc

)
.

In particular, we have

E
[∣∣∣∇J(θc,e,0)− 1

N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,e,0, θc,0,0)

∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣Fc

]
≤3η2(3B2

1 + L2)K2m2G2 + 9η2pB2
2ϵ

2(1−p)|A|2pΠ2p
∗ K2pm2pG2p

+
9ηqB2

3 |A|qΠ
q
∗K

qmqGq

ϵq
+

6σ2

N
+ 6T 2Π2

∗δ
2,

with constants defined in the lemmas above.

Proof. We further decompose

∣∣∣∇J(θc,e,0)− 1

N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,e,0, θc,0,0)

∣∣∣2 ≤ 3
∣∣∣ 1
N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,e,0, θc,0,0)−

1

N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,0,0, θc,0,0)

∣∣∣2
+ 3
∣∣∣ 1
N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,0,0, θc,0,0)−∇J(θc,0,0)

∣∣∣2
+ 3
∣∣∣∇J(θc,0,0)−∇J(θc,e,0)∣∣∣2 .

For the second term, note that, at the beginning of the cycle the clipping probability is 0, i.e.
g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,0,0, θc,0,0) = g

(i)
PPO(θc,0,0, θc,0,0) for all i = 0, . . . , N − 1. Therefore, we apply Lemma D.1 to

bound

3E
[∣∣∣ 1
N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,0,0, θc,0,0)−∇J(θc,0,0)

∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣Fc

]
≤ 6σ2

N
+ 6T 2Π2

∗δ
2 .

For the third term, we use L-smoothness of J ,

3E
[∣∣∇J(θc,0,0)−∇J(θc,e,0)∣∣2 | Fc

]
≤ 3L2E[|θc,e,0 − θc,0,0|2 | Fc] .

By Lemma D.7, we can further bound this expression by

3E
[∣∣∇J(θc,0,0)−∇J(θc,e,0)∣∣2 ∣∣Fc

]
≤ 3η2L2K2m2G2 .
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For the first term, we use Lemma D.3 with the abstract A given by the estimate Âi
c together with

Assumption A.2 and the fact that min(x, y) ≤ xpy1−p for arbitrary p ∈ (0, 1),

3
∣∣∣ 1
N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,e,0, θc,0,0)−

1

N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,0,0, θc,0,0)

∣∣∣2
≤9B2

1

1

N

N−1∑
i=0

|θc,e,0 − θc,0,0|2 + 9B2
2ϵ

2(1−p) 1

N

N−1∑
i=0

|rθc,e,0,θc,0,0(sic, aic)− 1|2p

+ 9B2
3

1

N

N−1∑
i=0

1|rθc,e,0,θc,0,0 (s
i
c,a

i
c)−1|>ϵ .

Taking conditional expectation with respect to Fc we apply Lemma D.6 to deduce

E
[
3
∣∣∣ 1
N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,e,0, θc,0,0)−

1

N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,0,0, θc,0,0)

∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣Fc

]
≤ 9B2
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∣∣Fc

]
+ 9B2

2ϵ
2(1−p)|A|2pΠ2p
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2p
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1−2p
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3

|A|q Πq
∗ E[|θc,e,0 − θc,0,0|

q
1−q | Fc]

1−q

ϵq
.

Now, we can apply Lemma D.7 to get

E
[∣∣∣ 1
N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,e,0, θc,0,0)−

1

N
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g
(i),clip
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1K
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2(1−p)|A|2pΠ2p

∗ K2pm2pG2p +
9ηqB2

3 |A|qΠ
q
∗K

qmqGq

ϵq
.

For the second term in (18) we prove the following upper bound.

Lemma D.10. Under Assumptions A.2, A.3, and A.4, one has for p, q ∈ (0, 1) and any (c, e) that

E
[∣∣∣ 1
N

N−1∑
i=0

g
(i),clip
PPO (θc,e,0, θc,0,0)−

1

m

m−1∑
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ĝc,e,k
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1K
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2ϵ
2(1−p)|A|2pΠ2p
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q
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ϵq
,

with constants defined in the lemmas above.
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Proof. We begin by applying Jensen’s inequality∣∣∣ 1
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PPO (θc,e,0, θc,0,0)−

1
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m−1∑
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ĝc,e,k

∣∣∣2
=
∣∣∣ 1
N
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(i),clip
PPO (θc,e,0, θc,0,0)−

1

m

m−1∑
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Next, we apply Lemma D.3 with A given by the estimate Âi
c together with Assumption A.2, take

conditional expectation with respect to Fc and apply Lemma D.6 to derive
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Similarly, we can apply Lemma D.6 to bound
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We are now ready to state and prove our main result, on L2-gradient norms at parameters chosen
uniformly at the beginning of epochs. The choice seems arbitrary, but it is an upper bound for the
minimum of L2-gradient norms over the learning process, which is often studied in SGD under weak
assumptions.

Theorem D.11. Assume Assumptions A.1, A.2, A.3, A.4 and suppose the learning rate η is smaller
than 1

Lm . Sample θ̃ uniformly from {θc,e,0 | c = 0, . . . , C − 1, e = 0, . . . ,K − 1}. Then for arbitrary
p, q ∈ (0, 1) it holds that

min
c=0,...,C−1, e=0,...,K−1

E
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≤ E
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2 ,

with constants defined in the lemmas above and ∆0 := J∗ − J(θ0,0,0).

Proof. From Lemma D.8 we have, since η ≤ 1
Lm , that
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m
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ĝc,e,k
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By Lemma D.9 and Lemma D.10 we have

E
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m

m−1∑
k=0

ĝc,e,k

∣∣∣2]
≤ 6η2(7B2
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2 .

We take the average over c = 0, . . . , C − 1 and e = 0, . . . ,K − 1 such that for θ̃ uniformly sampled
from the beginning of epoch {θc,e,0 | c = 0, . . . , C − 1, e = 0, . . . ,K − 1} we have

min
c=0,...,C−1, e=0,...,K−1

E
[
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]
≤ 1
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ηCKm
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+
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2 ,

where we divided both sides by ηm
2 and used the telescoping sum

C−1∑
c=0

K−1∑
e=0

(
E[J(θc,e+1,0]− E[J(θc,e,0]

)
= E[J(θC,K,0)− J(θ0,0,0)] ≤ J∗ − E[J(θ0,0,0)] = ∆0.
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E Finite-time GAE

E.1 TD Errors, k-Step Advantage Estimators, and Standard GAE

For the reader non-familiar with GAE (for infinite-time MDPs) this section collects the most important
definitions. To construct estimators of the advantage function in the actor-critic framework, GAE
relies on the notion of temporal-difference (TD) errors [29]. Given a value function approximation V
(typically from a value network), the one-step TD-error at time t is defined as

δt := Rt + γV (St+1)− V (St).

If the value function approximation is the true value function the TD error is an unbiased estimator
of the advantage:

E[δt | St, At] = E[Rt + γV π(St+1)− V π(St) |St, At] = Qπ(St, At)− V π(St) = Aπ(St, At), (19)

due to the Markov property and the Bellmann-equation. Using TD errors [29] define k-step advantage
estimators that accumulate information from k future steps before bootstrapping with V :

Â(k)
t :=

k∑
ℓ=0

γℓδt+ℓ =
k∑

ℓ=0

γℓRt+ℓ + γk+1V (St+k+1)− V (St) (20)

The second equality follows from a telescopic sum cancellation. Larger k lead to more variance
from the stochastic return and less value function approximation bias from the bootstrapping, with
k ≈ ∞ corresponding to the Monte Carlo advantage approximation. Conversely, small k corresponds
to less variance but more function approximation bias.
The generalized advantage estimator is an exponential mixture of all k-step advantage estimators.
Using the geometric weights (1− λ)λk, for λ ∈ (0, 1) the original GAE estimator is defined as

Â∞
t := (1− λ)

∞∑
k=0

λk Â(k)
t . (21)

The prefactor (1− λ) normalizes the geometric weights so that
∑

k≥0(1− λ)λk = 1. Hence, (21) is a
convex combination of k-step estimators, with longer horizons downweighted exponentially. The
hyperparameter λ is a continuous parameter that can interpolate between the large variance and
large bias regimes. The mixture (21) admits an equivalent compact representation as a discounted
sum of TD errors. Indeed, inserting Â(k)

t =
∑k

ℓ=0 γ
ℓδt+ℓ and exchanging the order of summation

yields

Â∞
t =

∞∑
ℓ=0

(γλ)ℓ δt+ℓ. (22)

Remark E.1 (Indexing convention vs. [29]). The original GAE paper [29] defines the k-step advantage
with bootstrapping at time t + k. In contrast, our definition (20) bootstraps at time t + k + 1.
Equivalently, our k-step estimator corresponds to the (k+1)-step estimator in the indexing used in
[29]. This is purely a notational shift chosen so that geometric mixtures take the form

∑
k≥0 λ

kÂ(k)
t .
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E.2 Tail-Mass Collapse of GAE

The sequences defined by (21) and (22) are intrinsically related to infinite-horizon MDPs. They
implicitly rely on the fact that δt+ℓ, and hence the MDP, is defined for all future times. However, the
GAE estimator sequence is used in practice for finite-time MDP settings such as PPO implementations.
In this section we will point towards a finite-time side effect that we call tail-mass collapse. In the
next sections we discuss alternatives to GAE in finite-time that avoid tail-mass collapse.
Let as assume T is a finite-time horizon and additionally τ̃ := inf{ t ≥ 0 | St is terminal } is a
termination time (such as landing in Lunar Lander). We denote by τ = τ̃ ∧ T the minimum of
termination and T , the effective end of an episode. For instance, in PPO one collects rollouts until
the end τ and then uses a backtracking recursion to compute advantage estimators. Without further
justification, PPO in practice takes (22) and cancels TD-errors after termination:

Ât :=
τ−t−1∑
ℓ=0

(γλ)ℓ δt+ℓ, t ≤ τ. (23)

In accordance with [30], we call this estimator truncated GAE. The form of (23) is particularly
useful as it gives

Ât = δt + γλ

τ−t−1∑
ℓ=1

(γλ)ℓ−1 δt+ℓ = δt + γλ

τ−t−2∑
ℓ=0

(γλ)ℓ δt+1+ℓ = δt + γλÂt+1,

which results in an iterative computation scheme backwards in time. For a collected rollout up to τ ,
one can directly backtrack Ât = δt + γλÂt+1 using the terminal condition Â∞

τ := 0.
We now come to the tail-mass collapse of finite-time truncation of the GAE sequences. The scaling
does not meet the original purpose. The geometric weights were originally distributed on N, now
they are restricted to {0, ..., τ}. The entire weights past τ collapse on the longest k-step estimator
available, the one that is closest to Monte Carlo. It follows that the direct application of a truncated
GAE sequence on rollouts of finite length has more variance/less bias then originally intended. Here
is a formal proposition.

Proposition E.2 (Tail-mass collapse of GAE). Fix t ∈ {0, . . . , τ − 1} and assume that the GAE
estimator sequence Â∞

t is given by (23). Then,

Ât =
τ−t−2∑
k=0

(1− λ)λk︸ ︷︷ ︸
GAE weights

Â(k)
t + λτ−t−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

tail-mass collapse weight

Â(τ−t−1)
t ,

with the convention that an empty sum equals zero.

Since an infinite number of weighs collapse into one, we call this feature of GAE applied to finite-time
settings GAE tail mass collapse. Figure 2 of the main text visualizes the weights on different k-step
estimators for four choices of t. The large blue atoms reflect the tail-mass collapse.

Proof. Fix t ∈ {0, . . . , τ − 1}. Let Ãt := (1− λ)
∑τ−t−2

k=0 λk Â(k)
t + λτ−t−1 Â(τ−t−1)

t . We prove that
the identity for Ãt exactly yields (23). Since Â(k)

t =
∑k

ℓ=0 γ
ℓδt+ℓ, we obtain

Ãt = (1− λ)

τ−t−2∑
k=0

λk
k∑

ℓ=0

γℓδt+ℓ + λτ−t−1
τ−t−1∑
ℓ=0

γℓδt+ℓ.
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For the first term we swap the order of summation and use standard formulas for

(1− λ)
τ−t−2∑
k=0

λk
k∑

ℓ=0

γℓ = (1− λ)
τ−t−2∑
k=0

λk
τ−t−2∑
ℓ=0

1{ℓ≤k}γ
ℓδt+ℓγ

ℓδt+ℓ = (1− λ)
τ−t−2∑
ℓ=0

γℓδt+ℓ

τ−t−2∑
k=ℓ

λk

= (1− λ)
τ−t−2∑
ℓ=0

γℓδt+ℓ λ
ℓ
τ−t−ℓ−2∑

j=0

λj =
τ−t−2∑
ℓ=0

γℓδt+ℓ λ
ℓ
(
1− λτ−t−ℓ−1

)
=

τ−t−2∑
ℓ=0

(γλ)ℓδt+ℓ − λτ−t−1
τ−t−2∑
ℓ=0

γℓδt+ℓ.

Plugging this back into the formula for Ãt, yields

Ãt =
τ−t−2∑
ℓ=0

(γλ)ℓδt+ℓ − λτ−t−1
τ−t−2∑
ℓ=0

γℓδt+ℓ + λτ−t−1
τ−t−1∑
ℓ=0

γℓδt+ℓ

=
τ−t−2∑
ℓ=0

(γλ)ℓδt+ℓ + λτ−t−1γτ−t−1δt+τ−t−1 =
τ−t−1∑
ℓ=0

(γλ)ℓδt+ℓ.

This is exactly (23).

Using the standard GAE mixture in finite horizon (or terminating) MDPs thus induces a pronounced
weight collapse onto the final non-trivial estimator. At the same time, the original motivation of
GAE is to perform a geometric TD(λ)-style averaging over k-step estimators [29].
To mitigate tail mass collapse we suggest to take the rollout length into consideration when normalizing
the geometric weights. We do not normalize with (1− λ) but adaptively with 1−λ

1−λT−t or 1−λ
1−λτ−t that

gives the desired exponential weight to each summand. The resulting backwards induction will be
identical to GAE except different scaling factor.

E.3 Fixed-Time GAE

We first consider the effect of deterministic truncation at the trajectory horizon T . Even in the
absence of early termination, standard GAE implicitly mixes k-step estimators over an infinite range
of k, while only the estimators with k ≤ T − t− 1 are supported by the data collected after time
t. A natural finite-time analogue is therefore obtained by restricting the geometric mixture to the
available range and renormalizing the weights to sum to one.

Definition E.3 (Fixed-time GAE). Fix λ ∈ (0, 1) and a horizon T ∈ N. For any t ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1},
the fixed-time GAE estimator is defined as

ÂT
t :=

1− λ

1− λT−t

T−t−1∑
k=0

λk Â(k)
t . (24)

The normalization factor 1−λ
1−λT−t ensures that the geometric weights sum up to one, making ÂT

t a
convex combination of the generally observable k-step estimators. This formulation yields a consistent
fixed-horizon analogue of GAE that aligns with the data available from truncated trajectories.
Similarly to GAE, this estimator admits a compact TD-sum representation and results in a recursion
formula that can be used in practical implementations.
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Proposition E.4 (Backward Recursion for fixed-time estimator). For t = T − 1, . . . , 0, we have

ÂT
t =

T−t−1∑
ℓ=0

(γλ)ℓ
1− λT−t−ℓ

1− λT−t
δt+ℓ.

Moreover, if we set ÂT
T = 0 the estimator admits the following recursion formula:

ÂT
t = δt + γλ

1− λT−t−1

1− λT−t︸ ︷︷ ︸
new additional factor

ÂT
t+1, t = T − 1, . . . , 0.

Proof. Fix t ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1}.

ÂT
t : =

1− λ

1− λT−t

T−t−1∑
k=0

λkÂ
(k)
t =

1− λ

1− λT−t

T−t−1∑
k=0

λk
T−t−1∑
ℓ=0

1{ℓ≤k}γ
ℓδt+ℓ

=
1− λ

1− λT−t

T−t−1∑
ℓ=0

γℓδt+ℓ

T−t−1∑
k=ℓ

λk =
1− λ

1− λT−t

T−t−1∑
ℓ=0

γℓδt+ℓ λ
l
T−t−l−1∑

k=0

λk

=
1− λ

1− λT−t

T−t−1∑
ℓ=0

γℓδt+ℓ λ
l 1− λT−t−l

1− λ
=

1− λ

1− λT−t

T−t−1∑
ℓ=0

γℓδt+ℓ
λl − λT−t

1− λ

=

T−t−1∑
ℓ=0

λℓ − λT−t

1− λT−t
γℓδt+ℓ =

T−t−1∑
ℓ=0

1− λT−t−ℓ

1− λT−t
δt+ℓ(γλ)

ℓ.

Thus, we can use above equation to obtain the recursive formula via induction in t. The base case
follows easily with ÂT

T = 0 as for t = T − 1, we have ÂT
T−1 = δT−1. For general t ∈ {0, . . . , T − 2},

above formula yields

ÂT
t = δt +

T−t−1∑
ℓ=1

λℓ − λT−t

1− λT−t
γℓδt+ℓ = δt +

T−t−2∑
ℓ=0

λℓ+1 − λT−t

1− λT−t
γℓ+1δt+1+ℓ = δt +

1− λT−t−1

1− λT−t
λγÂT

t+1.

Similar to infinite time-horizon GAE, in the idealized case where the true value function V π
t of the

policy π is used to compute the temporal-difference errors the estimator ÂT
t remains unbiased for

the time-dependent advantage Aπ
t (St, At).

Proposition E.5. Suppose that the true value function V π
t of π is used in the TD-errors:

δt := Rt + γV π
t (St+1)− V π

t (St), γ ∈ (0, 1).

Then, for any t ∈ {0, . . . T − 1}:

E
[
ÂT
t | St, At

]
= Aπ

t (St, At)

Proof. For a fixed starting time t, recall that the fixed-time estimator is defined as the geometrically
weighted average of the k-step estimators. For any k ≤ T − t − 1, we have due to the Bellman
equation

E
[
Â(k)
t | St, At

]
= E

[ k∑
ℓ=0

γℓRt+ℓ + γk+1V π
t (St+k+1)− V π

t (St) | St, At

]
= Aπ

t (St, At).
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As the fixed-time estimator is a normalized, geometrically weighted average of the k-step estimators
using aboves identiy, yields

E[ÂT
t | St, At] =

1− λ

1− λT−t

T−t−1∑
k=0

λk E[Â(k)
t | St, At] =

1− λ

1− λT−t

T−t−1∑
k=0

λk Aπ
t (St, At) = Aπ

t (St, At),

since the geometric weights sum to one.

So far, the fixed-time estimator ÂT
t was introduced as a principled way to account for truncation at

the trajectory horizon T . We now analyze what happens when the episode terminates before T . In
this case, we have τ̃ < T and thus τ < T and adopting the usual terminal state convention, this
implies that all k-step estimators that would extend beyond the termination time coincide with the
last nontrivial one, so that the fixed-time geometric mixture implicitly reallocates its remaining tail
mass onto that final estimate. The following proposition makes this weight collapse precise.

Proposition E.6 (Weight collapse of fixed-time GAE). Assume that for all τ ≤ u ≤ T we have

Su = Sτ̃ , Ru = 0 and V (Sτ̃ ) = 0.

Then, the fixed time GAE estimator (24) admits the decomposition

ÂT
t =

1− λ

1− λT−t

τ−t−2∑
k=0

λkÂ(k)
t +

λτ−t−1 − λT−t

1− λT−t
Â(τ−t−1)
t (25)

for any t ∈ {0, . . . , τ − 1}.

Proof. Fix t ∈ {0, . . . , τ − 1}. By assumption, for any u ≥ τ we have Ru = 0 and Su = Sτ and
Vu(Sτ ) = 0. Hence, for all u ≥ τ ,

δu = Ru + γVu+1(Su+1)− Vu(Su) = 0 + γ · 0− 0 = 0.

Therefore, for any τ − t ≤ k ≤ T − t,

Â(k)
t =

k∑
ℓ=0

γℓδt+ℓ =
τ−t−1∑
ℓ=0

γℓδt+ℓ = Â(τ−t−1)
t ,

which again implies that all k-step advantage estimators that would require information beyond τ

coincide with the last nontrivial one estimator Â(τ−t−1)
t . Thus, splitting the geometric sum at the

last observable index τ − t− 1 yields

T−t−1∑
k=0

λkÂ(k)
t =

τ−t−1∑
k=0

λkÂ(k)
t +

T−t−1∑
k=τ−t

λkÂ(k)
t

=

τ−t−1∑
k=0

λkÂ(k)
t + Â(τ−t−1)

t

T−t−1∑
k=τ−t

λk.

The tail sum is a geometric series:

T−t−1∑
k=τ−t

λk = λτ−t
T−τ−1∑
j=0

λj = λτ−t 1− λT−τ

1− λ
.
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Multiplying by the prefactor (1− λ)/(1− λT−t) yields

ÂT
t =

1− λ

1− λT−t

τ−t−1∑
k=0

λkÂ(k)
t +

1− λ

1− λT−t
λτ−t 1− λT−τ

1− λ
Â(τ−t−1)
t

=
1− λ

1− λT−t

τ−t−1∑
k=0

λkÂ(k)
t +

λτ−t − λT−t

1− λT−t
Â(τ−t−1)
t

=
1− λ

1− λT−t

τ−t−2∑
k=0

λkÂ(k)
t +

( 1− λ

1− λT−t
λτ−t−1 +

λτ−t − λT−t

1− λT−t

)
Â(τ−t−1)
t

=
1− λ

1− λT−t

τ−t−2∑
k=0

λkÂ(k)
t +

λτ−t−1 − λT−t

1− λT−t
Â(τ−t−1)
t ,

which is exactly (25).

If termination occurs before the end of an episode, i.e. τ < T , equation (25) shows that the fixed-time
estimator no longer performs a purely geometric averaging over genuinely distinct k-step estimators.
Instead, the geometric tail mass that would be assigned to unobservable indices τ − t ≤ k ≤ T − t is
effectively reallocated to the last nontrivial estimate Â(τ−t−1)

t , again causing a similar weight collapse
effect onto this term, though in a weaker form than when considering the standard estimator. The
earlier the termination (i.e., the smaller τ − t) and the larger λ, the larger the corresponding tail
coefficient becomes, and hence the more ÂT

t concentrates on Â(τ−t−1)
t rather than distributing weight

across the observed range of k.
However, this motivates a termination-adaptive variant in which the geometric mixture is truncated
at the effective end τ and renormalized accordingly, so that the estimator depends only on rewards
and TD errors observed up to time τ − 1.

E.4 Termination-Time GAE

As mentioned above we restrict the geometric averaging to the range of steps actually available
before termination. This leads to an estimator that depends on a random horizon, given by the
episode’s termination-time. For any t ∈ {0, . . . , τ − 1}, only the k-step estimators with k ≤ τ − t− 1
are fully supported by the observed rollout segment. We therefore define the following renormalized
geometric mixture.

Definition E.7 (Termination-time GAE). For any t ∈ {0, . . . , τ − 1}, the termination-time GAE
estimator is defined as

Âτ
t :=

1− λ

1− λτ−t

τ−t−1∑
k=0

λk Â(k)
t . (26)

By construction, Âτ
t uses only information up to the effective end τ . It depends solely on the

rewards {Rt, . . . , Rτ−1} and value-function evaluations along the states {St, . . . , Sτ}. When τ = T ,
the estimator coincides with the fixed-time estimator ÂT

t . When τ < T , it automatically adapts
to the shorter available trajectory length and avoids mass collapse from the indices k ≥ τ − t to
k = τ − t− 1.
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Proposition E.8 (Backward recursion for termination-time GAE). For any t ∈ {0, . . . , τ − 1}, the
termination-time estimator admits the TD-sum representation

Âτ
t =

τ−t−1∑
ℓ=0

(γλ)ℓ
1− λτ−t−ℓ

1− λτ−t
δt+ℓ. (27)

Moreover, if we set Âτ
τ = 0, then Âτ

t satisfies the backward recursion

Âτ
t = δt + γλ

1− λτ−t−1

1− λτ−t
Âτ
t+1, t = τ − 1, . . . , 0. (28)

Proof. The proof is analogous to the proof of proposition E.4 by replacing the deterministic horizon
T with the (random) effective horizon τ and proceeding path-wise.

Algorithm 2 gives pseudocode for the termination-time GAE.

E.5 Relation of the Estimators and Bias-Variance Tradeoff

We now use Propositions E.2 and E.6 to relate the three estimators and then discuss some heuristics
regarding their bias-variance tradeoff.

Proposition E.9 (Relations between standard, fixed-time, and termination-time GAE). Under the
same assumption as in E.2 and E.6, the following identities hold for t ∈ {0, . . . , τ − 1}:

Ât = (1− λτ−t) Âτ
t + λτ−t Â(τ−t−1)

t , (29)

ÂT
t =

1− λτ−t

1− λT−t
Âτ
t +

λτ−t − λT−t

1− λT−t
Â(τ−t−1)
t . (30)

In particular, for λ ∈ (0, 1) and τ ≤ T , both Ât and ÂT
t are convex combinations of Âτ

t and the last
nontrivial k-step estimator Â(τ−t−1)

t .

Proof. We start with the relationship of the standard estimator Ât and the termination-time-estimator
Âτ
t . By Proposition 7.1 we have

Ât = (1− λ)
τ−t−2∑
k=0

λk Â(k)
t + λτ−t−1 Â(τ−t−1)

t . (31)

By the definition of Âτ
t we can rewrite the partial geometric sum up to τ − t− 2 as

Âτ
t =

1− λ

1− λτ−t

(
τ−t−2∑
k=0

λk Â(k)
t + λτ−t−1Â(τ−t−1)

t

)
,

and thus

(1− λ)
τ−t−2∑
k=0

λk Â(k)
t = (1− λτ−t) Âτ

t − (1− λ)λτ−t−1 Â(τ−t−1)
t . (32)
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Substituting (32) into (31) yields

Ât =
(
(1− λτ−t) Âτ

t − (1− λ)λτ−t−1Â(τ−t−1)
t

)
+ λτ−t−1Â(τ−t−1)

t

= (1− λτ−t) Âτ
t + λτ−t−1

(
1− (1− λ)

)
Â(τ−t−1)
t

= (1− λτ−t) Âτ
t + λτ−tÂ

(τ−t−1)
t ,

which proves (29). Similarly, for the relationship of the fixed-time estimator ÂT
t and the termination-

time estimator Âτ
t , we have by proposition E.6

ÂT
t =

1− λ

1− λT−t

τ−t−2∑
k=0

λk Â(k)
t +

λτ−t−1 − λT−t

1− λT−t
Â(τ−t−1)
t .

Multiplying (32) by (1− λT−t)−1 and substituting, yields

ÂT
t =

1

1− λT−t

(
(1− λτ−t) Âτ

t − (1− λ)λτ−t−1Â(τ−t−1)
t

)
+

λτ−t−1 − λT−t

1− λT−t
Â(τ−t−1)
t

=
1− λτ−t

1− λT−t
Âτ
t +

−(1− λ)λτ−t−1 + λτ−t−1 − λT−t

1− λT−t
Â(τ−t−1)
t

=
1− λτ−t

1− λT−t
Âτ
t +

λτ−t − λT−t

1− λT−t
Â(τ−t−1)
t .

Proposition E.9 makes explicit that, once early termination occurs {τ < T}, both Ât and ÂT
t can

be viewed as reweighted extensions of the termination-time mixture Âτ
t . The second component

in (29) and (30) is always the largest nontrivial k-step estimator Â(τ−t−1)
t , i.e. the estimator that

uses the longest available lookahead before bootstrapping. This term typically exhibits the smallest
bootstrap bias (since it relies least on V̂ ), but also the largest variance, as it aggregates the longest
(discounted) sum of TD errors.
The termination-time estimator Âτ

t avoids assigning any additional mass to the tail beyond the
observable range: it averages only over the genuinely distinct k-step estimators supported by the
data up to the effective end τ . For this reason, it is the most conservative choice from a variance
perspective, and one should expect it to exhibit the smallest variance among the three (holding
γ, λ fixed). On the event {τ = T} (no termination within the rollout), the termination-time and
fixed-time estimators coincide by definition, Âτ

t = ÂT
t .

When τ ≪ T , the fixed-time estimator ÂT
t still allocates additional geometric mass to the last

nontrivial term through the coefficient λτ−t−λT−t

1−λT−t in (30). Compared to Âτ
t , this increases emphasis

on Â(τ−t−1)
t , which heuristically decreases bias but increases variance. The standard estimator Ât

exhibits the strongest form of this effect: it assigns the full tail mass λτ−t to Â(τ−t−1)
t in (29), and

therefore should be expected to have the smallest bootstrap bias but the largest variance.
Finally, the differences between the estimators become most pronounced when τ − t is small, i.e.
when the effective trajectory suffix available after time t is short (either due to very short episodes,
or because t lies close to τ). In this regime, even moderate values of λ lead to substantial relative
tail weights, and the convex combinations in (29)-(30) can differ significantly. We further quantify
this effect explicitly under toy assumptions on the TD-errors in subsection E.9.
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Figure 5: LunarLander-v3 evaluation learning curves under three hyperparameter (HP) regimes.
Columns report evaluation return (sum of rewards), discounted evaluation return (sum of discounted
rewards), and evaluation episode length. Curves are averaged over 20 seeds with standard errors
of seeds as the shaded region. Rows correspond to hyperparameter regimes: Top: default PPO
hyperparameters from the Stable-Baselines3 Zoo. Middle: best hyperparameters found separately for
each method via hyperparameter optimization (100 trials, 3 seeds per trial). Bottom: all methods
evaluated using the hyperparameters obtained from the truncated-GAE hyperparameter optimization
(same hyperparameters for all methods).

E.6 Implementation Notes

Even though this article has a strong focus on the mathematical foundations of PPO, we performed
some experiments to highlight the usefulness of clean formulations, in particular for the finite-time
use of infinite-time GAE estimator. We performed experiments on LunarLander-v3, working with
Stable-Baselines3 [24].
Our theoretical definitions treat (St, At, Rt)t≥0 as a stochastic process and define advantage estimators
as random variables. In an implementation, however, we only have access to finite realizations of
this process, i.e. a collection of ordered transitions sampled under the current policy. A rollout
buffer therefore stores a finite set of ordered realizations, which we index by a single global index
n ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}, even if the buffer contains multiple episodes:

B =
{
(sn, an, rn, vn, tn, dn)

N−1
n=0

}
,
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Figure 6: Training diagnostics on LunarLander-v3 for PPO with truncted GAE and our modified GAE
variants. Rows correspond to hyperparameter (HP) regimes: Top: default PPO hyperparameters
from the Stable-Baselines3 Zoo. Middle: best hyperparameters found separately for each method
via hyperparameter optimization (100 trials, 3 seeds per trial). Bottom: all methods evaluated
using the hyperparameters obtained from the truncated-GAE hyperparameter optimization (same
hyperparameters for all methods). Columns show explained variance of the value function fit (left)
and value loss (right). Curves are averaged over 20 seeds with standard errors of seeds as the shaded
regions.

where n is a global buffer index (spanning multiple rollouts). Here sn ∈ S denotes state, an ∈ A
the action, rn the observed reward, vn = V̂ (sn) the stored time-independent value estimate, and
tn ∈ {0, . . . , T} the within-episode time stamp of transition n. Furthermore, dn ∈ {0, 1} is a
done-mask indicating whether the next buffer entry belongs to the same episode, i.e. dn = 1 if
transition n + 1 continues the episode of transition n and dn = 0 if an episode boundary occurs
between n and n+1 (either because the episode terminates at n, or because the rollout is truncated
and a new episode starts at n+1).
Thus, the only additional information required beyond a standard PPO buffer is the within-episode
time stamp tn for each transition. This is necessary because the recursion weights of Propositions E.4
and E.8 depend on the remaining distance to T for the fixed-time estimator and τ for the termination-
time estimator.
Building upon this propositions, both estimators can be computed with a single backward sweep
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over the buffer, n = N − 1, . . . , 0. Define the one-step TD residual on the buffer by

δn := rn + γ dn vn+1 − vn,

where vn+1 is understood as the bootstrap value for the next state. Then, algorithmically, we iterate
the buffer backwards, n = N − 1, . . . , 0, and maintain an effective end time τeff for the episode
segment to which the current transition belongs. Then in order to estimate advantages Ân we use
the following update scheme:

Ân = δn + γλ
1− λτeff−tn−1

1− λτeff−tn
dn Ân+1. (33)

In the fixed-time case, τeff ≡ T is constant. In the termination-time case, τeff is updated whenever
the backward sweep crosses an episode boundary, i.e. whenever dn = 0: then τeff is set to the effective
end of the episode segment, which in buffer time corresponds to τeff = tn + 1 for the last transition
of that segment. The mask dn guarantees that the recursion resets across episode boundaries (since
dn = 0 implies Ân = δn), so no information is propagated between different episodes stored in B.
Finally, return targets used for value-function regression are obtained pointwise as Gn = vn + Ân.

E.7 Lunar Lander experiment

We empirically compare the Stable-Baselines3 (SB3) PPO implementation [24] with standard
truncated GAE against our finite-time variants of GAE on LunarLander-v3, using a fixed discount
factor γ = 0.999. Throughout, we keep the PPO algorithm and architecture unchanged and modify
only the advantage estimation (and thus the induced value targets), so that differences can be
attributed to the estimator.
All comparisons are reported under three hyperparameter (HP) regimes. First, we run each method
with the SB3-Zoo default PPO hyperparameters. Second, for each GAE method separately (trucnated,
fixed-time, termination-time), we performed an hyperparameter optimization (HPO) with 100 trials
using a TPE sampler and no pruning. Each trial is evaluated on 3 random seeds, and the objective
is the final discounted evaluation return, aggregated across the 3 seeds. The best HP configuration
found for each method is then used for the learning curves. Third, to test robustness and to rule out
that gains are purely due to improved tuning, we additionally evaluate all methods using the HP
configuration obtained from the truncated-GAE HPO (i.e., a single shared HP set for all estimators).
This yields a controlled comparison under default out-of-the-box settings, best achievable tuning per
method, and a shared baseline-tuned configuration. The hyperparameter search spaces and the best
configurations found by HPO for each advantage estimator are summarized in Table 1.
During training, we interrupt learning every 5000 environment steps and evaluate the current policy
over 5 episodes. Evaluation metrics are reported in Figure 5, and training diagnostics in Figure 6.
For each method and each HP regime, curves are averaged over 20 independent training seeds.
Shaded regions indicate standard errors across seeds.
Overall, the termination-time estimator consistently yields the fastest learning dynamics and the
shortest episode lengths, indicating faster and more reliable landings. The performance gaps between
estimators are most pronounced under the SB3-Zoo default PPO hyperparameters. In this regime,
the termination-time estimator learns substantially faster: it reaches high returns earlier and achieves
shorter episode lengths throughout training. The fixed-time estimator sometimes improves early
learning compared to truncated GAE, but typically does not match the termination-time variant in
either speed of return improvement or sustained reduction in episode length.
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Hyperparameter Search space for HPOs Standard Fixed-time Termination-time

Rollout
n_steps 2p, p ∼ Unif{5, . . . , 12} 256 256 256

GAE
gae_lambda λ = 1− ϵ, ϵ ∼ LogUnif[10−4, 10−1] 0.94748 0.99989 0.95827

Optimization
batch_size 2p, p ∼ Unif{4, . . . , 10} 128 256 16
learning_rate LogUnif[10−5, 2 · 10−3] 1.037×10−4 5.967×10−4 1.687×10−4

n_epochs Cat{1, 5, 10, 20} 20 20 10
max_grad_norm Unif[0.3, 2.0] 0.3589 1.3625 1.8185

PPO objective / regularization
clip_range Cat{0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4} 0.3 0.2 0.1
ent_coef LogUnif[10−8, 10−1] 1.323×10−5 2.324×10−4 5.482×10−3

target_kl LogUnif[10−3, 5.0] 3.06 3.86×10−2 1.75

Network
net_arch Cat{[64], [64,64], [256,256]} [256,256] [256,256] [256,256]
activation_fn Cat{tanh,ReLU} ReLU ReLU ReLU

Table 1: Hyperparameter search space used for TPE-based HPO (100 trials, 3 seeds per trial) and
best configurations found for each estimator. The discount factor is fixed to γ = 0.999. Cat{·}
denotes a categorical sampling (uniform over the listed values), Unif[a, b] denotes continuous uniform
sampling on [a, b], Unif{a, . . . , b} denotes uniform uniform sampling on {a, . . . , b}, and LogUnif[a, b]
log-uniform sampling on [a, b].

After optimizing HPs separately for each estimator, the qualitative ranking remains similar. The
termination-time estimator still shows the fastest increase in evaluation returns and achieves the
smallest episode lengths. The fixed-time estimator exhibits a steep initial improvement, but its
learning curve later becomes similar to the truncated GAE variant.
When all methods are evaluated using the hyperparameters obtained from optimizing truncated
GAE, the termination-time estimator continues to learn faster. In particular, both returns and
landing speed (episode length) improve earlier than for truncated GAE and fixed-time GAE. This
suggests that the observed gains are not solely an artifact of per-method tuning, but reflect a more
robust learning behavior induced by the termination-adaptive renormalization.
Figure Figure 6 reports value-function explained variance and value loss during training, diagnostics
for crtitic estimation. Under default HPs, the termination-time estimator achieves an explained
variance close to 1 substantially earlier than the other estimators and maintains a markedly smaller
value loss. A plausible interpretation is that termination-time renormalization reduces the variance
of the advantage labels and, consequently, the variance of the value targets Gn = vn + Ân used for
critic regression. In this sense, the critic faces a better-conditioned supervised learning problem with
less label noise, which allows faster stabilization of the value fit and, in turn, provides more reliable
advantage estimates for the policy update.
Using the truncated-optimized HP configuration, the explained variance for all methods typically
increases during early training and and then decreases for a short period before rising again. Notably,
this decrease occurs around the same time that evaluation episode lengths drop sharply, suggesting a
training regime change in which the policy transitions from coarse control to consistently successful
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landings. Such a transition can induce a pronounced shift in the visited state distribution and in the
structure of returns, temporarily degrading the critic fit. The termination-time estimator exhibits a
substantially weaker drop in explained variance and maintains a smaller value loss during this phase,
consistent with improved stability of the regression targets.
With per-method optimized HPs, termination-time and truncated GAE exhibit broadly similar critic
diagnostics, whereas fixed-time can show a noticeably lower explained variance. A likely contributing
factor is that the HPO for fixed-time has selected a values of λ closer to 1, which increase emphasis
on long-horizon components and may inflate the variance of both advantages and value targets,
thereby making the critic fit more difficult even if the policy initially improves quickly.

Summary. Across all hyperparameter regimes, our termination-time GAE improves learning speed
and landing efficiency on LunarLander-v3. The training diagnostics indicate that these gains coincide
with faster and more stable critic learning (higher explained variance and lower value loss), which is
consistent with the hypothesis that termination-adaptive renormalization reduces variance induced
by finite-horizon truncation and early termination.

E.8 Continuous Control Experiment

As our empirical evaluations on Lunar Lander indicate that the proposed termination-time GAE
weight correction can yield substantial gains in environments with pronounced terminal effects, we
further assess whether these improvements extend to continuous-control tasks. Since fixed-time
GAE differs only marginally from standard truncated GAE when the effective horizon is large, we
focus on the variant with the strongest empirical impact and compare termination-time GAE against
standard truncated GAE on the MuJoCo [36] benchmark Ant-v4.
Results are reported in Figure 7. All runs use the default PPO hyperparameters from SB3-Zoo [24].
The learning curves show that termination-time GAE remains competitive and can improve learning
speed relative to truncated GAE. We emphasize that this Ant-v4 study is only a minimal continuous-
control check under default hyperparameters and short training time. A more comprehensive
evaluation across MuJoCo tasks and tuning regimes is deferred to future work.
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Figure 7: Ant-v4 evaluation learning curves comparing truncated GAE and ourtermination-time
GAE under the default PPO hyperparameters from the Stable-Baselines3 Zoo. Columns report
evaluation return (sum of rewards), discounted evaluation return (sum of discounted rewards), and
evaluation episode length. Curves are averaged over 10 seeds with standard errors across seeds shown
as the shaded region.
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E.9 A Toy Model: Covariance Structure under iid TD-Errors

This section introduces a deliberately simplified toy model designed to isolate the variance mechanism
induced by the exponentially decaying TD-error aggregation of GAE. We assume centered iid TD
errors and derive closed-form expressions for the covariance structure of the resulting advantage
sequence. Within this controlled setting, we compare truncated GAE to our finite-time estimator by
contrasting their covariance functions and, consequently, the variance patterns they induce across
time. The assumptions are intentionally strong so that all quantities admit closed-form expressions
and can be plotted.
Fix a finite horizon T ∈ N and parameters γ, λ ∈ (0, 1). We model the temporal-difference errors
(δt)

T−1
t=0 as the random input driving GAE, and study the covariance structure induced on the

resulting advantage estimates across time. We use the following independence model.

Assumption E.10 (Centered iid TD errors). The sequence (δt)
T−1
t=0 is iid with

E[δt] = 0, Var(δt) = σ2
δ <∞.

We consider the advantage sequence produced by standard (finite-horizon truncated) GAE,

Ât =
T−t−1∑
j=0

(γλ)j δt+j , t ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1}. (34)

and compare it to our finite-time renormalized variant (here in the fixed-horizon case τ = T ),

ÂT
t =

T−t−1∑
j=0

(γλ)j
1− λT−t−j

1− λT−t
δt+j , , t ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1}. (35)

Our goal is to compare the temporal dependence induced by these two estimators. To this end,
under Assumption E.10 we derive closed-form expressions for their covariance functions and visualize
the resulting covariance matrices and their differences via heatmaps.
The key step is an overlap decomposition. As the TD errors are independent, only shared TD-error
terms contribute to the covariance. This yields closed-form formulas and a simple dominance
argument for finite-time vs. truncated GAE.

Lemma E.11 (Covariance Function of truncated GAE). Under assumption E.10 the sequence
(Ât)t=0,...,T−1 given by (34) satisfies for any t ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1} and k ∈ {0, . . . , T − t− 1}:

Cov[Ât, Ât+k] = σ2
δ (γλ)

k 1− (γλ)2(T−t−k)

1− (γλ)2
. (36)

Proof. Since the the TD-erros are assumed to be centered by assumption E.10, we have

Cov[Ât, Ât+k] = Cov

[
T−t−1∑
l=0

(γλ)l δt+l,
T−t−k−1∑

m=0

(γλ)m δt+k+m

]

= E

[(
T−t−1∑
l=0

(γλ)l δt+l

)(
T−t−k−1∑

m=0

(γλ)m δt+k+m

)]
.
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Moreover, as (δt)t∈{0,...,T−1} are independent, E [δt+l δt+k+m] ̸= 0, only if l = k +m. Thus,

Cov[Ât, Ât+k] =

T−t−1∑
l=0

T−t−k−1∑
m=0

(γλ)l+m E [δt+l δt+k+m]

=
T−t−k−1∑

m=0

(γλ)k+m+m σ2
δ

= σ2
δ (γλ)

k
T−t−k−1∑

m=0

(γλ)2m

= σ2
δ (γλ)

k 1− (γλ)2(T−t−k)

1− (γλ)2
.

Next, we compute the formula for the pairwise covariances estimators given by the finite-time GAE.

Lemma E.12 (Covariance Function of Finite-Time GAE). Under assumption E.10 the sequence
(ÂT

t )t=0,...,T−1 given by (35) satisfies for any t ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1} and k ∈ {0, . . . , T − t− 1}:

Cov[ÂT
t , ÂT

t+k] =
σ2
δ (γλ)

k

(1− λT−t)(1− λT−t−k)

[
1− (γλ)2(T−t−k)

1− (γλ)2
− 2λT−t−k 1− (γ2λ)T−t−k

1− γ2λ
(37)

+ λ2(T−t−k) 1− γ2(T−t−k)

1− γ2

]
.

Proof. By (35), we have the TD-error representation

ÂT
t =

T−t−1∑
ℓ=0

w t
ℓ δt+ℓ, w t

ℓ := (γλ)ℓ
1− λT−t−ℓ

1− λT−t
.

As the td-erros are centered by Assumption E.10, we obtain

Cov[ÂT
t , ÂT

t+k] = Cov

[
T−t−1∑
ℓ=0

w t
ℓ δt+ℓ,

T−t−k−1∑
m=0

w t+k
m δt+k+m

]

= E

[(
T−t−1∑
ℓ=0

w t
ℓ δt+ℓ

)(
T−t−k−1∑

m=0

w t+k
m δt+k+m

)]

and again E[δt+ℓ δt+k+m] = 0 unless ℓ = k +m, in which case it equals σ2
δ . Therefore,

Cov[ÂT
t , ÂT

t+k] =

T−t−1∑
ℓ=0

T−t−k−1∑
m=0

w t
ℓ w

t+k
m E[δt+ℓ δt+k+m]

= σ2
δ

T−t−k−1∑
m=0

w t
k+mw t+k

m .
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Plugging in the explicit weights yields

Cov[ÂT
t , ÂT

t+k] = σ2
δ

T−t−k−1∑
m=0

(γλ)k+m 1− λT−t−k−m

1− λT−t
(γλ)m

1− λT−t−k−m

1− λT−t−k

=
σ2
δ (γλ)

k

(1− λT−t)(1− λT−t−k)

T−t−k−1∑
m=0

(γλ)2m (1− λT−t−k−m)2

=
σ2
δ (γλ)

k

(1− λT−t)(1− λT−t−k)

T−t−k−1∑
m=0

(γλ)2m
(
1− 2λT−t−k−m + λ2(T−t−k−m)

)
=

σ2
δ (γλ)

k

(1− λT−t)(1− λT−t−k)

[
T−t−k−1∑

m=0

(γλ)2m︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:S1

− 2

T−t−k−1∑
m=0

(γλ)2mλT−t−k−m

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:S2

+
T−t−k−1∑

m=0

(γλ)2mλ2(T−t−k−m)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:S3

]
,

with

S1 =

T−t−k−1∑
m=0

(γλ)2m =
1− (γλ)2(T−t−k)

1− (γλ)2
,

S2 =

T−t−k−1∑
m=0

(γλ)2mλT−t−k−m = λT−t−k
T−t−k−1∑

m=0

γ2mλm = λT−t−k 1− (γ2λ)T−t−k

1− γ2λ
,

S3 =
T−t−k−1∑

m=0

(γλ)2mλ2(T−t−k−m) = λ2(T−t−k)
T−t−k−1∑

m=0

γ2m = λ2(T−t−k) 1− γ2(T−t−k)

1− γ2
.

Inserting S1, S2, S3 into the covariance expression yields exactly (37).

Lemma E.13 (Truncated GAE Covariances are bigger). Let (Ât)
T−1
t=0 and (ÂT

t )
T−1
t=0 be the sequences

given by (34) and (35). Under Assumption E.10, for any t ∈ {0, . . . , T−1} and k ∈ {0, . . . , T−t−1}:

0 ≤ Cov[ÂT
t , ÂT

t+k] ≤ Cov[Ât, Ât+k].

Insights into the structural origin of the variance behavior are provided by the covariance heatmaps
in Figure 8, which visualize the covariance matrices induced by truncated finite-horizon GAE and our
finite-time (renormalized) GAE variant under our toy assumptions. Across all (T, λ) configurations,
finite-time exhibits uniformly smaller variances and covariances, i.e., Cov[ÂT

s , ÂT
t ] ≤ Cov[Âs, Ât]

entrywise. This agrees with the domination result of Lemma E.13 implied by expressing each
advantage estimate as a weighted sum of iid TD-errors: fixed-time introduces an additional horizon-
dependent attenuation of late TD-errors by multiplicative factors bounded by 1, which can only reduce
second moments. Varying λ reveals how temporal correlations emerge from the the exponentially
decaying TD-error aggregation. As λ increases, the effective weights (γλ)k decay more slowly with
the temporal offset k = |t − s|, so advantage estimates at different times share a larger fraction
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of common TD-error terms. In the heatmaps, this appears as a widening covariance band around
the diagonal: for large λ, substantial covariance persists across larger time separations, whereas for
smaller λ the covariance is concentrated near the diagonal.

Proof of Lemma E.13. Fix 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1 and 0 ≤ k ≤ T − t− 1. From the TD-error representation
of the finite-time estimator (see the proof of Lemma E.12), we have

Cov[ÂT
t , ÂT

t+k] = σ2
δ

T−t−k−1∑
m=0

(γλ)k+m 1− λT−t−k−m

1− λT−t
(γλ)m

1− λT−t−k−m

1− λT−t−k
.

All summands are nonnegative, hence Cov[ÂT
s , ÂT

t ] ≥ 0. Moreover, the weights are bounded,

(γλ)k+m 1− λT−t−k−m

1− λT−t
(γλ)m

1− λT−t−k−m

1− λT−t−k
≤ (γλ)k+m(γλ)m = (γλ)k+2m

and therefore,

Cov[ÂT
t , ÂT

t+k] ≤ σ2
δ

T−t−k−1∑
m=0

(γλ)k+2m = Cov[Ât, Ât+k],

where the last equality follows from the explicit overlap formula for truncated GAE (cf. proof of
Lemma E.11).

The discrepancy between truncated and fixed-time covariances is strongly localized near the end of
the rollout (upper-right region of the matrices). This localization follows directly from the fixed-time
reweighting, which replaces standard geometric weighting by a renormalized scheme that downweights
TD-errors close to the horizon by factors of the form (1− λL−j)/(1− λL), where L = T − t is the
remaining horizon. When t is far from the terminal boundary (large L), these factors are close to 1
over most of the relevant TD-errors, so the covariance structure matches truncated GAE in the bulk
of the matrix. When t is near the boundary (small L), late TD-errors are substantially suppressed,
yielding a pronounced covariance reduction that is visually strongest in the upper-right corner. As T
increases, the fraction of indices that are close to the horizon shrinks, so the region where fixed-time
materially differs from truncated becomes relatively smaller, even though entrywise domination
continues to hold.
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Figure 8: Covariance structure for trucnated vs. fixed-time GAE advantages for fixed γ = 0.999
and σ2

δ = 1.0.. For each (T, λ) configuration (rows), we plot Cov[Âs, Ât] for truncated GAE (left)
and finite-time GAE (middle), and the entrywise difference (right). As predicted by the weight
domination property, fixed-time covariances are uniformly smaller, with the largest reductions
occurring near the end of the horizon.
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