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Abstract

Policy gradient is a widely utilized and foundational algorithm in the field of re-
inforcement learning (RL). Renowned for its convergence guarantees and stability
compared to other RL algorithms, its practical application is often hindered by
sensitivity to hyper-parameters, particularly the step-size. In this paper, we in-
troduce the integration of the Polyak step-size in RL, which automatically adjusts
the step-size without prior knowledge. To adapt this method to RL settings, we
address several issues, including unknown f∗ in the Polyak step-size. Additionally,
we showcase the performance of the Polyak step-size in RL through experiments,
demonstrating faster convergence and the attainment of more stable policies.

1 Introduction

The policy gradient serves as an essential algorithm in various cutting-edge reinforcement learning
(RL) techniques, such as natural policy gradient (NPG), TD3, and SAC (Kakade, 2001; Fujimoto
et al., 2018; Haarnoja et al., 2018). Such method computes the gradient for the policy performance
measurement and applies gradient ascent to enhance performance. Recognized for its outstand-
ing performance in control tasks and convergence guarantees, the policy gradient has garnered
considerable attention. However, similar to many RL algorithms, it exhibits a high sensitivity to
hyper-parameters (Eimer et al., 2023). The challenge is exacerbated by the time-consuming nature
of hyper-parameter tuning, particularly in large-scale tasks.

In this paper, our focus lies on the step-size (or learning rate) in policy gradient, a parameter that
significantly influences algorithm performance (Eimer et al., 2023). Moreover, given the variation
in reward scales and landscapes across different tasks (Bekci & Gümüs, 2020), fine-tuning learning
parameters from one task for application in another is impractical. Instead, the optimal step-size
needs to be determined independently for each task. Traditionally, the prevailing approach for
selecting a step-size involves evaluating a range of plausible values and choosing a fixed value that
leads to the fastest convergence to the optimal solution. However, this method is computationally
expensive. An alternative practical choice is the use of diminishing step sizes, which may offer
improved convergence speed and sample efficiency empirically. Nevertheless, the effectiveness of this
approach relies heavily on intuition and experience. Similar to fixed step-sizes, determining good
practices for one environment is challenging when transferred to another environment. We illustrate
the impact of step-size on performance and sample efficiency with Adam (Kingma & Ba, 2015)
and stochastic gradient descent (SGD) in Figure 1. Notably, with Adam, a larger step-size reaches

∗The work was done when the author was affiliated with Télécom Paris.
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the local optimum faster, while a smaller step-size leads to a stable policy over time. With SGD,
achieving both stability and an optimal policy is shown to be more challenging.
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Figure 1: The performance of Adam and SGD with various step-sizes evaluated on the CartPole
environment Brockman et al. (2016). The evaluation is averaged across three unique random seeds,
distinct from the training seeds. The reported evaluation rewards are presented as a moving average
due to oscillations.

To address this challenge, we propose an adaptive step-size method for policy gradient. Drawing
inspiration from the Polyak step-size concept (Polyak, 1987), we tailor it for application in policy
gradient, especially stochastic update. Unlike traditional approaches with sensitive step-sizes, our
method computes the step-size for each policy update step using robust hyper-parameters. We vali-
date the effectiveness of our approach through numerical experiments and showcase its performance
compared to the widely used Adam algorithm (Kingma & Ba, 2015). The key contributions of our
work are outlined below:

• Adoption of the Polyak Step-Size Idea: We integrate the Polyak step-size concept into
the policy gradient framework, eliminating the need for sensitive step-size fine-tuning by
employing robust hyper-parameters.

• Investigation and Resolution of Issues: We systematically investigate and address
the challenges associated with applying Polyak step-size to policy gradient, ensuring its
practicality and effectiveness.

• Demonstrated Performance: Through experiments, we provide empirical evidence that
our proposed method outperforms alternative approaches, showcasing its efficacy in RL
tasks. Our method excels in terms of faster convergence, enhanced sample efficiency, and
the maintenance of a stable policy.

2 Related work

In response to the success of SGD and its central dependency on step-size for convergence, numerous
works have focused on optimizing this parameter. The Stochastic Polyak Step-size (Loizou et al.,
2021, SPS) and Stochastic Line-Search (Vaswani et al., 2019, SLS) introduced Polyak step-size and
line-search for interpolation tasks, inspiring various subsequent variants. Noteworthy contributions
include Vaswani et al. (2022)’s validation of an exponentially decreasing step-size with SLS, adapting
well to noise and problem-dependent constants. Orvieto et al. (2022) extended SPS to non-over-
parameterized. Jiang & Stich (2023) further solved the problems in non-interpolation settings and
guaranteed the convergence rate. Schaipp et al. (2023) proposed momentum-based adaptive learning
rates.

While the step-size plays a crucial role in determining the performance and reproducibility of RL
algorithms, only a limited number of works have addressed the challenge of sensitive step-size tuning
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in RL. Matsubara et al. (2010) extended the metric in natural policy gradient (NPG) and introduced
the Average reward metric Policy Gradient method (APG). NPG measures the impact on the action
probability distribution concerning the policy parameters, while APG introduces an average reward
metric with a Riemannian metric, directly evaluating the effect on the average reward of policy
improvement. The authors present two algorithms incorporating the average reward metric as a
constraint. Pirotta et al. (2013) derived a lower bound for the performance difference in the context
of full-batch policy gradient, demonstrating a fourth-order polynomial relationship with the step-size.
They extend their analysis to Gaussian policies, providing a quadratic form of the step-size in the
lower bound. By obtaining a closed form for the maximum, they ensure monotonic improvement
in each iteration. Additionally, they offer a simplified version that guarantees improvement with
high probability using sample trajectories. Dabney & Barto (2012) investigated step-size in the
temporal difference learning problem with linear approximation. They derived an adaptive tight
upper bound for the optimal step-size and presented a heuristic step-size computation method with
efficient computation and storage. In contrast to manual tuning, Eimer et al. (2023) conducted a
comprehensive study across state-of-the-art hyper-parameter optimization techniques, and provided
easy-to-use implementations for practical use, while it requires the knowledge of problem-dependent
constants.

Despite the great ideas in previous work, our contribution not only provides adaptive learning rates
across various tasks without requiring the knowledge of any problem-dependent constants, but also
showcases better convergence speed. In experiments, we observe that our step-size is larger than
the typically used constant step-size with Adam. Unlike previous pure theory works, our conducted
experiments serve to validate and ensure the reproducibility of our findings.

3 Preliminaries

LetM = (S,A, ρ, P, r, γ) represent a discounted Markov Decision Process (MDP) (Puterman, 1994)
with state space S, action space A, initial state distribution ρ, transition probability function P (s′ |
s, a) : S × A × S → [0, 1], reward function r : S × A → R, and discounted factor γ ∈ [0, 1].
A policy on an MDP is defined as a mapping function π ∈ ∆(A)S . A trajectory, denoted as
τ = (s0, a0, r0, s1, a1, r1, . . . ), is generated by following the transition function, the reward function,
and the policy, with rt = r(st, at).

Given a policy π, let V π : S → R denote the value function of state s defined as

V π(s) =
∫

τ

P (τ | s0 = s)R(τ)dτ = Eτ

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtrt | s0 = s

]
,

where P (τ | s0 = s) = ρ(s)
∏∞

t=0 π(at | st)P (st+1 | st, at) represents the probability of the trajectory
following the transition function, the reward function, and the policy, R(τ) =

∑∞
t=0 γtrt is the

discounted sum of rewards in the trajectory τ .

Given the starting state distribution ρ, our objective is to find a policy that maximizes the objective
function

V π(ρ) = Es∼ρ(s) [V π(s)] .

In policy optimization, we also employ the useful definition of the Q value for a state-action pair
(s, a) ∈ S ×A, defined as

Qπ(s, a) = Eτ

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtr(st, at) | s0 = s, a0 = a

]
.

In practice, we use model parameter θ to define the policy πθ. In this paper, we analyze policies
with softmax parametrizations. For simplicity, we omit π in the notations and use θ, namely,
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V θ(s), V θ(ρ), Qθ(s, a). The gradient with respect to the model parameter θ is

∇θV θ(ρ) =
∫

s

ρ(s)
∫

τ

∇θP (τ | s0 = s)R(τ)dτds. (1)

Then we update the parameters θ with the gradient

θt+1 = θt + ηt∇θt
V θt(ρ)

to maximize the objective function. To avoid symbol conflict, we use ηt to represent the step size at
time t. This general schema is called policy gradient (Williams, 1992; Sutton & Barto, 1998).

3.1 GPOMDP

To handle the unknown transition function and intractable trajectories in the objective function and
the gradient, a common approach is to sample trajectories and estimate. Specifically, for an estimate
value function V̂ θ, we simulate m truncated trajectories τi =

(
si

0, ai
0, ri

0, si
1, · · · , si

H−1, ai
H−1, ri

H−1
)

with ri
t = r(si

t, ai
t), and with horizon H using the defined policy and compute the discounted sum of

rewards. Baxter & Bartlett (2001) extended score function or likelihood ratio method (1) (Williams,
1992, REINFORCE) and introduced GPOMDP, generating the estimate of the gradient of the
parameterized stochastic policies:

∇̂θV θ(ρ) = 1
m

m∑
i=1

H−1∑
t=0

(
t∑

t′=0
∇ log πθ(ai

t′ | si
t′)
)

γtri
t.

3.2 The Polyak step-size

We first introduce the Polyak step-size (Polyak, 1987) within the optimization context, specifically
when optimizing a finite-sum function f(x) = 1

n

∑n
i=1 fi(x). The objective is to minimize f(x) with

the model parameter x. We denote x∗ as the optimal point and f∗ as the minimum value of f . This
optimization problem can be addressed using gradient descent (GD) or SGD:

xk+1 = xk − γk∇f(xk), (GD)
xk+1 = xk − γk∇fi(xk), (SGD)

where γk > 0 is the step-size at iteration k.

The classic Polyak step-size is defined as

γk = f(xk)− f∗

∥∇fk∥2 ,

which minimizes the following upper bound Q(γ) = ∥xk − x∗∥2 − 2γ[f(xk) − f∗] + γ2∥∇f(xk)∥2

for convex functions. In a recent work, Loizou et al. (2021) extended the Polyak step-size to the
stochastic setting, namely SPSmax,

γk = min
{

fi(xk)− f∗
i

c∥∇fi(xk)∥2 , γb

}
,

where f∗
i = infx fi(x), c is a positive constant, and γb > 0 is to restrict SPS from being very large.

In RL settings, the goal is to maximize the objective function (i.e., the value function). To this end,
we extend SPSmax to

γk = min
{

V ∗ − V̂ θk

c∥∇θk
V̂ θk∥2

, γb

}
,

where V ∗ is the optimal objective function value, V̂ θk is a stochastic evaluation of the current policy
parameter θk.
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4 Policy gradient with the Polyak step-size

In the direct application of the Polyak step-size from optimization to RL, several issues arise, which
we will detail in the following sections. We will then adapt the Polyak step-size to address these
issues.

4.1 Stochastic update issue

First, in most real-world scenarios, trajectories and transition functions are not tractable, necessi-
tating the adoption of stochastic sampling to estimate the objective function V θ and the gradient
∇θV θ. To illustrate a problem arising from stochastic updates, we employ a simplified CartPole
environment from OpenAI Gym (Brockman et al., 2016), where the size of the action space is 2. We
concentrate on the initial two steps and four trajectories (seven distinct states) within the CartPole
environment. Employing a softmax parametrization, our policy is defined by three parameters (x, y
and z described in Figure 2). Distinct rewards are assigned to each trajectory, as illustrated in
Figure 2. The optimal policy is deterministic, consistently selecting the trajectory with the highest
reward.

Figure 2: A simplified two-step deterministic environment with a three-parameter policy. x, y, and
z represent the parameters of the policy. The sigmoid function is denoted by σ with σ(u) = 1

1+e−u .
Selecting a non-optimal trajectory at the first iteration leads to an increase in the probability of
such a trajectory. Consequently, the update with the Polyak step-size is likely to approach infinity.

Suppose we initialize the parameters as zeros, indicating uniform trajectory sampling. We use a
single sample trajectory to estimate both V θ and the gradient ∇θV θ. If a non-optimal trajectory τ
is sampled in the first iteration, the probability of the trajectory P (τ) is increased, because of (1)
and the R(τ) > 0. The same trajectory will probably be repeatedly selected in subsequent iterations,
further increasing its probability. In a softmax policy, as the probability tends toward determinism,
the gradient approaches zero. In non-optimal trajectories with nearly deterministic probabilities,
the Polyak step-size formula encounters an issue: V ∗ − V θ is not zero while ∇θV θ

∥∇θV θ∥2 approaches
infinity, resulting in an explosive update. This issue extends beyond positive trajectory rewards;
whenever a non-optimal trajectory has a high probability, the potential for explosive updates arises.

To mitigate this issue, we introduce an entropy penalty into the policy update loss, a practical
remedy to keep the probabilities from getting too small (Williams & Peng, 1991; Peters et al., 2010;
Mnih et al., 2016; Alfano et al., 2023). This modification prevents ∇θV θ

∥∇θV θ∥2 from approaching infinity,
promoting exploration and ensuring the likelihood of sampling optimal trajectories. Consequently,
the objective function for θ becomes:

L(θ) = V θ(ρ) + αE
s∼dπθ (s)H(πθ(· | s)),

where α is the hyper-parameter which determines the importance of the entropy, H(πθ(· | s)) =∑
a∈A−πθ(a | s) log πθ(a | s) is the entropy function, dπθ (s) = (1 − γ)Es0∼ρ

∑∞
t=0 γt Pr[st = s |

s0, πθ] is the normalized discounted state visitation distribution which adjusts the weights of entropy.
Intuitively, the state visitation distribution measures the probability of being at state s across the
entire trajectory. The entropy term is also intractable, we estimate it with sample trajectories.
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4.2 Estimating V ∗ with twin-model method

Computing the Polyak step-size requires knowledge of the optimal objective function values. Since
the V θ(ρ) is non-concave in θ for the softmax parameterizations (Agarwal et al., 2019; 2021), using
the true V ∗ value could easily cause large step-size and overshooting. Additionally, in real situations,
we may not know the true V ∗ value, as we lack information about optimal policies or because of the
nature of the task. To address the V ∗ problem, we propose a twin-model method.

We first introduce our method within the context of stochastic optimization, minimizing f(x) =
1
n

∑n
i=1 fi(x). We initialize two distinct model parameters, denoted as x1 and x2. At each iteration,

we compute fi(x1) and fj(x2), where i and j are uniformly sampled with replacement 1, select the
lower value as f∗ and update the other model.

For instance, at k-th iteration, assuming fi(xk
1) < fj(xk

2), the expression for the Polyak step-size is
then given by:

γk = fj(xk
2)− fi(xk

1)
∥∇fj(xk

2)∥2 ,

and we freeze the parameter xk
1 and update the parameter xk

2 with:

xk+1
2 = xk

2 − γk∇fj(xk
2).

When fi(xk
1) = fj(xk

2), we don’t update the models and start a new iteration. In practical appli-
cations, our findings suggest that the stochastic update prevents the two models from converging
closely. To ensure similar performance for a conservative update, we initialize the models closely.

As in the RL setting, adopting two policy models for better value estimation is a common practice
(Hasselt, 2010; Lillicrap et al., 2016; Haarnoja et al., 2018; Fujimoto et al., 2018). Since we usually
use a deep neural network as model parameter θ, one option is to use two initializations of the
same structure, denoted as θ1 and θ2. We evaluate them with stochastic trajectory samples in each
iteration. Due to different parameters and likely different stochastic samples, we obtain distinct
estimations V̂ θ1 and V̂ θ2 . We use the higher V̂ to update the model with the lower V̂ . For instance,
in iteration k, if V̂ θk

1 > V̂ θk
2 , we freeze θk

1 and update θk
2 with a step-size:

γ̂k = V̂ θk
1 − V̂ θk

2

∥∇̂θk
2
V θk

2 ∥2
.

This constitutes a pessimistic estimation of V ∗, closely aligned with the current V̂ θ2k . In comparison
with the step-size involving the true V ∗, γ̂k is smaller and more conservative, reducing the likelihood
of too large step-size. Due to the issue raised in Section 4.1, it is still likely to sample non-optimal
trajectories which has high probability with the current policy. Thus in practice, we use the bounded
stochastic variant SPSmax:

γ̂k = min
{

V̂ θk
1 − V̂ θk

2

c∥∇̂θk
2
V θk

2 ∥2
, γb

}
.

4.3 Algorithm

Combining the twin-model method for estimating V ∗ and the entropy penalty, where we use L̂(θ)
instead of V̂ θ, we propose our algorithm as outlined in Algorithm 1.

1We can also sample i first and then sample j until j ̸= i (sampling without replacement), in this case Ej [fj(x)] =
f(x) also holds.
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Algorithm 1 Double policy gradient with the stochastic Polyak step-size
Input: γb, c, α, different but close model initializations θ1 and θ2
repeat

Sample trajectories {T1} and {T2} with θ1 and θ2 accordingly
Compute L̂(θ1) and L̂(θ2) with {T1} and {T2}
if L̂(θ1) > L̂(θ2) then

Compute ∇̂θ2L(θ2) with {T2}
γ = min{ L̂(θ1)−L̂(θ2)

c∥∇̂θ2 L(θ2)∥2
, γb}

θ2 ← θ2 + γ∇̂θ2L(θ2)
else

Compute ∇̂θ1L(θ1) with {T1}
γ = min{ L̂(θ2)−L̂(θ1)

c∥∇̂θ1 L(θ1)∥2
, γb}

θ1 ← θ1 + γ∇̂θ1L(θ1)
end if

until γ is small enough

5 Experiments

5.1 twin-model in optimization problems

We showcase the effectiveness of the twin-model method under interpolation conditions for simple
convex function minimization, specifically logistic regression (i.e., the data is linearly separable). We
apply simple SPS with c = 1. In this case, we remove the requirements of f∗, c and γb, which means
we require no hyper-parameters and no prior knowledge. The performance comparison involves the
Polyak step-size with the twin-model method, SGD with varying step-sizes and SPS, as illustrated
in Figure 3a. Our evaluation incorporates three distinct random seeds, and we present the moving
average of f(x). Notably, the twin-model method exhibits similar performance to fine-tuned SGD in
addressing convex problems under interpolation conditions. Under identical experimental settings,
i.e., no prior knowledge and no hyper-parameters available for twin-model method, we conduct a
comparison between the twin-model method, SGD with different step-sizes and SPSmax on non-
convex problem (i.e., logistic regression with non-convex deep neural network). The results are
presented in Figure 3b. Notably, the twin-model method demonstrates comparable performance to
fine-tuned SGD. In the RL setting, the main challenge lies in the uncertainty surrounding V ∗ (f∗

in optimization settings), which may not be known.

5.2 Experiments settings

Training. In this section, we elaborate on the details of our experiments. We establish the baseline
using the Adam optimizer as provided in PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2017). For gradient estimation, we
employ the GPOMDP method, utilizing 500 trajectories for each policy update. Our investigation
includes variations of Adam with different fixed step-sizes, both with and without the incorporation
of an entropy penalty.

For the Polyak step-size, we collect 500 trajectories for each of θ1 and θ2. We use the average of
the sampled trajectory rewards as V and apply GPOMDP to approximate the policy gradient. Our
investigation encompasses various values for the c in SPSmax and the upper bound of the step-size
γb. Both the ordinary policy gradient and our proposed method employ fully connected feed-forward
neural networks with 128 neurons in the hidden layer.

Evaluation. Since there exists a stationary deterministic policy which is an optimal pol-
icy(Agarwal et al., 2019), we select the action with the highest probability from the policy in
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Figure 3: The performance of twin-model method on convex and non-convex problem comparing
with SGD with various step-sizes and SPS (SPSmax).

evaluation. After each policy update, we evaluate the policies with three different random seeds
that are different from the training seeds and report the average of the trajectory rewards.

5.3 Results

We investigate multiple hyper-parameter combinations to optimize Adam’s performance, while ob-
serving consistent stability with the Polyak step-size across diverse hyper-parameters. Due to space
constraints, only selected results are depicted in Figure 4. Comprehensive results encompassing var-
ious hyper-parameter combinations, the trend of step-sizes, and the values of V ∗−V are provided in
the Appendix. We evaluate both approaches on three Gym environments with discrete action spaces:
Acrobot, CartPole, and LunarLander. In Acrobot, where the agent must explore valid trajectories
to achieve the target height and improve policy, Adam, while capable of finding such trajectories,
exhibits inconsistent improvement. In contrast, Polyak’s method consistently leverages successful
trajectories to enhance policy. In CartPole, as discussed in Section 1, Adam exhibits varying con-
vergence rates with different step-sizes: larger step-sizes lead to fast but unstable convergence, while
smaller ones result in slower but more stable convergence. The Polyak step-size, on the other hand,
converges optimally and maintains stability. As shown in Figure 4 and the appendix, the Polyak
step-size consistently outperforms Adam in LunarLander.
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Figure 4: Compare the performance of Adam and the Polyak step-size. We select the best perfor-
mance of both methods with different hyper-parameters. Polyak step-size converges faster and more
stable. The line is the average of three random seeds, and the shade shows the min and max.

To illustrate the adaptive nature of the Polyak step-size, we include the step-size values from Polyak
experiments with γb = 1.0 in Figure 5. Specifically, the line with c = 5 corresponds to the line in
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Figure 4. It’s notable that the step-size rapidly decreases to 0.0 once the agent discovers a successful
policy, ensuring policy stability.
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Figure 5: The step-size of the Polyak step-size with twin-model method in CartPole. The step-size
decreases when the policy approaches to the optimal policy.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we address the challenge of sensitive step-size tuning in RL by integrating a variant
of the Polyak step-size, SPSmax, with policy gradient methods. We investigate concerns related to
V ∗ and explosive updates in softmax policy to ensure the applicability of the Polyak step-size in
RL settings. Furthermore, we conduct experiments to evaluate the performance of our proposed
method, demonstrating faster convergence and stable policy outcomes.
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Appendix

Here, we provide a comprehensive overview of all experiment results.

Performance with Adam

In this section, we present Adam’s performance in the Acrobot, CartPole, and LunarLander envi-
ronments. We compare different step-sizes lr and also include exploration coefficient α as mentioned
in Section 4.1. As outlined in Section 5.3, we observe that relatively large step-sizes lead to fast
convergence but unstable results, while small step-sizes result in slower convergence but slightly
greater stability.
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Figure 6: Performance of Adam in Acrobot.
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Figure 7: Performance of Adam in CartPole.
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Figure 8: Performance of Adam in LunarLander.

Performance with Polyak

Here, we showcase the performance of the Polyak method with varying values of c and γb in the
environment Acrobot, CartPole and LunarLander. Our method exhibits robustness across different
hyper-parameter combinations.
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Figure 9: Performance of Polyak in Acrobot.
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Figure 10: Performance of Polyak in CartPole.
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Figure 11: Performance of Polyak in LunarLander.

Step-size in Polyak method

Here, we display the step sizes corresponding to the Polyak experiments. It is evident that our
method automatically adjusts the step size.

0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
Steps

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

St
ep

-s
ize

Acrobot with Polyak, step-size

Polyak c=1, b=1.0
Polyak c=2, b=1.0
Polyak c=5, b=1.0
Polyak c=10, b=1.0

0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
Steps

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

St
ep

-s
ize

Acrobot with Polyak, step-size

Polyak c=1, b=0.1
Polyak c=2, b=0.1
Polyak c=5, b=0.1
Polyak c=10, b=0.1

0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
Steps

0.000

0.002

0.004

0.006

0.008

0.010

St
ep

-s
ize

Acrobot with Polyak, step-size

Polyak c=1, b=0.01
Polyak c=2, b=0.01
Polyak c=5, b=0.01
Polyak c=10, b=0.01

Figure 12: Step-size of Polyak method in Acrobot.
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Figure 13: step-size of Polyak method in CartPole.
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Figure 14: step-size of Polyak method in LunarLander.

Value of V ∗ − V in Polyak method

Here, we present the difference between the value functions V ∗ and V , where V ∗ represents the
larger value function and V represents the smaller one between two models. We illustrate how both
models are updated simultaneously.
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Figure 15: Value of V ∗ − V in Polyak method in Acrobot.
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Figure 16: Value of V ∗ − V in Polyak method in CartPole.
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Figure 17: Value of V ∗ − V in Polyak method in LunarLander.

18


