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Abstract. In dynamic programming and reinforcement learning, the
policy for the sequential decision making of an agent in a stochastic
environment is usually determined by expressing the goal as a scalar
reward function and seeking a policy that maximizes the expected total
reward. However, many goals that humans care about naturally concern
multiple aspects of the world, and it may not be obvious how to condense
those into a single reward function. Furthermore, maximization suffers
from specification gaming, where the obtained policy achieves a high
expected total reward in an unintended way, often taking extreme or
nonsensical actions.
Here we consider finite acyclic Markov Decision Processes with multiple
distinct evaluation metrics, which do not necessarily represent quanti-
ties that the user wants to be maximized. We assume the task of the
agent is to ensure that the vector of expected totals of the evaluation
metrics falls into some given convex set, called the aspiration set. Our
algorithm guarantees that this task is fulfilled by using simplices to ap-
proximate feasibility sets and propagate aspirations forward while en-
suring they remain feasible. It has complexity linear in the number of
possible state–action–successor triples and polynomial in the number of
evaluation metrics. Moreover, the explicitly non-maximizing nature of
the chosen policy and goals yields additional degrees of freedom, which
can be used to apply heuristic safety criteria to the choice of actions. We
discuss several such safety criteria that aim to steer the agent towards
more conservative behavior.

Keywords: multi-objective decision-making · planning · Markov deci-
sion processes · AI safety · satisficing · convex geometry

1 Introduction

In typical reinforcement learning (RL) and dynamic programming problems an
agent is trained or programmed to solve tasks encoded by a single real-valued
reward function that it shall maximize. However, many tasks are not easily
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expressed by such a function [12], human preferences are hard to learn and may
not be easy to aggregate across stakeholders [5], and maximizing a misspecified
objective may fall prey to reward hacking [1] and Goodhart’s law [11], leading
to unintended side-effects and potentially harmful consequences.

In this work, we study a particular aspiration-based approach to agent design.
We assume an existing task-specific world model in the form of a fully observed
Markov Decision Process (MDP), where the task is not encoded by a reward
function but instead a multi-criterion evaluation function and a bounded, con-
vex subset of its range, called an aspiration set, that can be thought of as an
“instruction” [4] to the agent. Aspiration-type goals can also naturally arise from
subtasks in complex environments even if the overall goal is to maximize some
objective, when the complexity requires a hierarchical decision-making approach
whose highest level selects subtasks that turn into aspiration sets for lower hier-
archal levels.

In our version of aspiration-based agents, the goal is to make the expected
value of the total with respect to this evaluation function fall within the aspi-
ration set, and select from this set according to certain performance and safety
criteria. They do so step-wise, exploiting recursion equations similar to the Bell-
man equation. Thus our approach is like multi-objective reinforcement learning
(MORL), with a primary aspiration-based objective and at least one secondary
objective incorporated via action-selection criteria [16]. Unlike MORL, the com-
ponents of the evaluation function (called evaluation metrics) are not objectives
in the sense of targets for maximization. Rather, an aspiration formulated w.r.t.
several evaluation metrics might correspond to a single objective (e.g., “make
a cup of tea”). Also, at no point does an aspiration-based agent aggregate the
evaluation metrics into a single value. Instead, any trade-offs are built into the
aspiration set itself, similar to what [6] call a “safety specification”. For example,
aspiring to buy a total of 10 oranges and/or apples for at most EUR 1 per item
could be encoded with the aspiration set {(o, a, c) : o, a ≥ 0; c ≤ o+ a = 10}.

A similar set-up to ours has been used in [9] which has used reinforcement
learning to find a policy whose expected discounted reward vector lies inside
a convex set. Instead of a reinforcement learning perspective, we use a model-
based planning perspective and design an algorithm that explicitly calculates a
policy for solving the task, based on a model of the environment. 5 Also, the
approach in [9] is concerned with guaranteed bounds for the distance between
received rewards and the convex constraints in terms of the number of iterations,
whereas we focus on guaranteeing aspiration satisfaction in a fixed number of
computational steps, providing a verifiable guarantee in the sense of [6].

Other agent designs that follow a non-maximization-goal-based approach in-
clude quantilizers, decision transformers and active inference. Quantilizers are
agents that use random actions in the top n% of a “base distribution” over ac-
tions, sorted by expected return [13]. The goal for decision transformers is to
make the expected return equal a particular value Rtarget [3]. The goal for active
inference agents is to produce a particular probability distribution of observa-

5 Nevertheless, our algorithm can also be straightforwardly adapted to learning.
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tions [14]. While the goal space for quantilizers and decision transformers, being
based on a single real-valued function, is often too restricted for many applica-
tions, that of active inference agents (all probability distributions) appears too
wide for the formal study of many aspects of aspiration-based decision-making.
Our approach is of intermediary complexity.

An important consideration in this work, to ensure tractability in large envi-
ronments, is also the computational complexity in the number of actions, states,
and evaluation metrics. We will see that for our algorithm, the preparation of an
episode has linear complexity in the number of possible state–action–successor
transitions and (conjectured and numerically confirmed) linear average complex-
ity in the number of evaluation metrics, and then the additional per-time-step
complexity of the policy is linear in the number of actions, constant in the num-
ber of states, and polynomial in the number of evaluation metrics.

Our work also affects the emerging AI safety/alignment field, which views un-
intended consequences from maximization, e.g., reward hacking and Goodhart’s
law, as a major source of risk once agentic AI systems become very capable [1].

2 Preliminaries

Environment. An environment E = (S, s0,S⊤,A, T ) is a finite Markov Decision
Process without a reward function, consisting of a finite state space S, an initial
state s0 ∈ S, a nonempty subset S⊤ ⊆ S of terminal states, a nonempty finite
action space A, and a function T : (S \ S⊤) × A → ∆(S \ {s0}) specifying
transition probabilities: T (s, a)(s′) is the probability that taking action a from
state s leads to state s′. We assume that the environment is acyclic, i.e., that it is
impossible to reach a given state again after leaving it. We fix some environment
E and write s′ ∼ s, a to denote that s′ is distributed according to T (s, a).

Policy. A (memory-based) policy is given by some nonempty finite set M of
memory states internal to the agent, an initial memory state m0 ∈ M and a
function π : M× (S \ S⊤) → ∆(A ×M) that maps each possible combination
of memory state m ∈ M and (environment) state s ∈ S \ S⊤ to a probability
distribution over combinations of actions a ∈ A and successor memory states
m′ ∈ M. Let ΠM be the set of all policies with memory space M. The special
class of Markovian or memoryless policies is obtained when M is a singleton.
Policies which are both Markovian and deterministic are called pure Markov
policies, and amount to a function (S \ S⊤) → A. We denote by Π0 the set of
Markovian policies and by Πp the set of all pure Markov policies.

Evaluation, Delta, Total. A (multi-criterion) evaluation function for the envi-
ronment is a function f : (S \ S⊤) × A × (S \ {s0}) → Rd where d ≥ 1. The
quantity f(s, a, s′) is called the Delta received under transition (s, a) → s′. It
represents by how much certain evaluation metrics change when the agent takes
action a in state s and the successor state is s′. Let us fix f for the rest of the pa-
per. The (received) Total of a trajectory h = (m0, s0, a1,m1, s1, . . . , aT ,mT , sT )
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is then the cumulative Delta received along the trajectory,

τ(h) =
∑T

t=1 f(st−1, at, st). (1)

Value functions. Given a policy π and an evaluation function f , the state value
function V π : M × S → Rd is defined as the expected Total accumulated in
future steps while following policy π. In particular, V π(m0, s0) is the expected
Total of the whole trajectory: V π(m0, s0) = E(τ). Likewise, we define the action
value function Qπ : S ×A×M → Rd. These satisfy the Bellman equations

V π(m, s) = Ea,m′∼π(m,s) (Q
π(s, a,m′)) , (2)

Qπ(s, a,m) = Es′∼s,a (f(s, a, s
′) + V π(m, s′)) . (3)

They can be calculated by backwards induction since the environment is finite
and acyclic, with the base case V π(m, s) = 0 for terminal states s ∈ S⊤. For
memoryless policies, we will elide the argument m since M is a singleton.

The Delta and Total are analogous to reward and return in an MDP with a
reward function, and the value functions V and Q are defined as usual, albeit
with vector instead of scalar arithmetic. However, while we do assume that the
evaluation metrics represent some aspects relevant to the task at hand, we do
not assume that they represent a form of utility which it is always desirable
to increase. Accordingly, the agent’s goal will be specified by the user not as a
maximization task, but rather as a set of linear constraints on the expected sums
of the evaluation metrics, which we call an aspiration.

3 Fulfilling aspirations

Aspirations, feasibility. An (initial) aspiration is a convex polytope E0 ⊂ Rd,
representing the values of the expected total Eτ which are considered acceptable.
We say that a policy π fulfills the aspiration when it satisfies V π(m0, s0) ∈ E0.
To answer the question of whether it is possible to fulfill a given aspiration, we
introduce feasibility sets. The state-feasibility set of s ∈ S is the set of possible
values for the expected future Total from s, under any memory-based policy:
V(s) = {V π(m, s) | M finite set;m0,m ∈ M;π ∈ ΠM}; likewise, we define the
action-feasibility set Q(s, a). It is straightforward to verify that V(s ∈ S⊤) = {0},
and that the following recursive equations hold for s /∈ S⊤:

Q(s, a) = Es′∼s,a

(
f(s, a, s′) + V(s′)

)
=

∑
s′ T (s, a)(s′)·(f(s, a, s′) + V(s′)), (4)

V(s) = ⋃
p∈∆(A) Ea∼pQ(s, a) =

⋃
p∈∆(A)

∑
a∈A p(a)Q(s, a). (5)

In this, we use set arithmetic: rX + r′X ′ = {rx + r′x′ | x ∈ X , x′ ∈ X ′} for
r, r′ ∈ R and X ,X ′ ⊂ Rd. It is clear that feasibility sets are convex polytopes.

Aspiration propagation. Algorithm scheme 1 shows a general manner of fulfilling
a feasible initial aspiration, starting from a given state or state-action pair. It
memorizes and updates aspirations E and Ea, initially equalling E0. The agent
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Algorithm 1 General scheme for fulfilling feasible aspiration sets
1: procedure FulfillStateAspiration(s ∈ S \ S⊤, nonempty E ⊆ V(s))
2: Find suitable Ea ⊆ Q(s, a) for all a ∈ A, and p ∈ ∆(A), s.t. Ea∼p(Ea) ⊆ E .
3: Draw action a from distribution p and do FulfillActionAspiration(s, a, Ea).
4: procedure FulfillActionAspiration(s ∈ S, a ∈ A, nonempty Ea ⊆ Q(s, a))
5: Find suitable Es′ ⊆ V(s′) for all s′ ∈ S s.t. Es′∼s,a(f(s, a, s

′) + Es′) ⊆ Ea.
6: Execute action a and observe successor state s′.
7: If s′ is terminal, stop; else do FulfillStateAspiration(s′, Es′).

alternates between being in a certain state s with a state-aspiration E ⊆ V(s),
and being in a state s and having chosen, but not yet performed, an action a,
with an action-aspiration Ea ⊆ Q(s, a). Although this algorithm is written as
two mutually recursive functions, it can be formally implemented by a memory-
based policy that memorizes the current aspiration E or Ea.

The way the aspiration set E is propagated between steps is the key part. The
two directions of aspiration propagation are slightly different: in state-aspiration
to action-aspiration propagation, shown on line 2, the agent may choose the
probability distribution (p) over actions, whereas in action-aspiration to state-
aspiration propagation, shown on line 5, the next state is determined by the
environment with fixed probabilities (T ).

The correctness of algorithm 1 follows from the requirements of lines 2 and
5; that these are possible to fulfill is a consequence of equations (5) and (4).
Feasibility of aspirations is maintained as an invariant.

To implement this scheme, we have to specify how to perform aspiration prop-
agation. The procedure used to select action-aspirations Ea and state-aspirations
Es′ should preferably allow some control over how the size of these sets changes
over time. On one hand, preventing aspiration sets from shrinking too fast pre-
serves a wider range of acceptable behaviors in later steps6, but on the other
hand, keeping the aspiration sets somewhat smaller than the feasibility sets also
provides immediate freedom in the choice of the next action, as detailed in sec-
tion 4.2. An additional challenge is posed by the complex shape of the feasibility
sets, which we must handle in a tractable way.

Approximating feasibility sets by simplices. Let conv(X) denote the convex hull
of any set X ⊆ Rd. Given any tuple R of d + 1 memoryless reference policies
π1, . . . , πd+1 ∈ Π0, we define reference simplices in evaluation-space as VR(s) =
conv{V π(s) | π ∈ R} and QR(s, a) = conv{Qπ(s, a) | π ∈ R}. It is immediate
that these are subsets of the convex feasibility sets V(s) resp. Q(s, a), and that

VR(s) ⊆ ⋃
p∈∆(A) Ea∼p

(
QR(s, a)

)
, (6)

QR(s, a) ⊆ Es′∼s,a

(
f(s, a, s′) + VR(s′)

)
. (7)

6 However, algorithm 1 remains correct even if the aspiration sets shrink to singletons.
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These imply that we can replace every occurrence of V and Q in algorithm 1
with VR resp. QR, obtaining a correct algorithm to guarantee fulfillment of any
initial aspiration E0 provided it intersects the reference simplex VR(s0).

It turns out that the latter can be guaranteed by a proper choice of reference
policies, and that we can always use pure Markov policies for this:

Lemma 1. For any state s, we have V(s) = conv{V π(s) | π ∈ Πp}.
Proof. Any memory-based policy admits a Markovian policy with the same oc-
cupancy measure and hence the same expected Total [7]. Hence V(s) = {V π(s) |
π ∈ Π0}. A convex set is the convex hull of its vertices, so V(s) = conv{V π(s) |
∃y ∈ Rd, π = argmaxπ′∈Π0(y · Vπ′

(s))}. Finally, maximal policies may be taken
to be deterministic, which concludes the argument. ⊓⊔
As a consequence, for any aspiration set E intersecting the feasibility set V(s0),
there exists a tuple R of pure Markov reference policies such that VR(s0)∩E ̸= ∅.
Section 5 describes a heuristic algorithm for finding such reference policies.

We now turn to explaining a way to enact the aspiration-propagation steps
needed in lines 2 and 5 of algorithm 1, based on shifting and shrinking.

4 Propagating aspirations

4.1 Propagating action-aspirations to state-aspirations

To implement algorithm schema 1, we first focus on line 5 in procedure Ful-
fillActionAspiration, which is the easier part. Given a state-action pair
s, a and an action-aspiration set Ea ⊆ QR(s, a), we must construct nonempty
state-aspiration sets Es′ ⊆ VR(s′) for all possible successor states s′, such that
Es′∼s,a(f(s, a, s

′) + Es′) ⊆ Ea. We assume that all reference simplices are nonde-
generate, i.e. have full dimension d. This is almost surely the case if there are
sufficiently many actions and these have enough possible consequences.

Tracing maps. Under this assumption, we define tracing maps ρs,a,s′ from the
reference simplex QR(s, a) to VR(s′). Since domain and codomain are simplices,
we can choose ρs,a,s′ to be the unique affine linear map that maps vertices to
vertices, ρs,a,s′(Qπi(s, a)) = V πi(s′). For any point e ∈ QR(s, a), it follows from
equation (2) that Es′∼s,a(f(s, a, s

′) + ρs,a,s′(e)) = e. Accordingly, to propagate
aspirations of the form Ea = {e}, it is sufficient to just set Es′ = {ρs,a,s′(e)}. How-
ever, for general subsets Ea ⊆ QR(s, a), the set Es′∼s,a(f(s, a, s

′)+ ρs,a,s′(Ea)) is
in general strictly larger than Ea, and hence we map Ea in a different way.

For this, choose an arbitrary “anchor” point e ∈ Ea; here we let e be the
average of the vertices, C(Ea), but any other standard type of center would also
work (e.g. analytic center, center of mass/centroid, Chebyshev center). Now, let
Xs′ = E − e+ ρs,a,s′(e) be shifted copies of the action-aspiration. We would like
to use the Xs′ as state-aspirations, and indeed they have the property that

Es′∼s,a(f(s, a, s
′) + Xs′) = Es′∼s,a(f(s, a, s

′) + ρs,as′(e)− e+ Ea) (8)
= e− e+ Es′∼s,a(Ea) = Ea as Ea is convex. (9)
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This is almost what we want, but it might be that Xs′ is not a subset of VR(s′). To
rectify this, we opt for a shrinking approach, setting Es′ = rs′ ·(Ea−e)+ρs,a,s′(e)
for the largest rs′ ∈ [0, 1] such that the result is a subset of VR(s′). As Es′ does
not depend on any other successor state s′′ ̸= s′, we can wait until the true s′ is
known and only compute Es′ for that s′, which saves computation time.

Proposition 1. Given all values V πi(s) and Qπi(s, a) and both the kc ≥ d+ 1
constraints and kv ≥ d+ 1 vertices defining Ea, the shrinking version of action-
to-state aspiration propagation has time complexity O([k1.5c d+(dkv)

1.5]L), where
L is the precision parameter defined in [15]. If Ea is a simplex, this is O(d3L).

Proof. A linear program (LP) with m constraints and n variables has time com-
plexity O(f(m,n)L), where f(m,n) = (m+n)1.5n and L is a precision parameter
[15]. C(Ea) can be calculated with an LP with m = kc + 1 and n = d+ 1. Find-
ing the convex coefficients for ρs,a,s′ requires solving a system of d + 1 linear
equations, needing time O(dω), where 2 ≤ ω < 2.5 is the exponent of matrix
multiplication. Finding the shrinking factor r is an LP with m = (d+ 1)kv and
n = 1, and then computing the constraints and vertices of Es′ is O(d(kc+kv)). In
all, this gives a time complexity of O(Lf(kc, d)+dω+Lf(dkv, 1)+d(kc+kv)) ≤
O(L(kc + d)1.5d+ dω + L(dkv)

1.5) ≤ O(L(k1.5c d+ (dkv)
1.5)). ⊓⊔

4.2 Choosing actions and action-aspirations

This is the core of our construction. In state s with state-aspiration E , the policy
probabilistically selects an action a and action-aspiration Ea as follows:

(i) For each of the d + 1 vertices V πi(s) of the state’s reference simplex
VR(s), find a directional action set Ai ⊆ A containing those actions whose
reference simplices QR(s, a) “lie between” E and the vertex V πi(s).

(ii) From the full action set A0 = A and from each directional action set Ai

(i = 1 . . . d+1) independently, use some arbitrary, potentially probabilistic
procedure to select one element, giving candidate actions a0, . . . , ad+1.

(iii) For each candidate ai, compute an action-aspiration Eai by shifting and
shrinking the state-aspiration E into the reference simplex QR(s, ai).

(iv) Compute a probability distribution p ∈ ∆({0, . . . , d+ 1}) that makes
Ei∼pEai ⊆ E and has as large a p0 as possible.

(v) Finally execute candidate action ai with probability pi (i = 0 . . . d + 1)
and memorize its action-aspiration Eai

.

We now describe steps (i)–(iv) in detail. Algorithm 2 has the corresponding
pseudocode, and Figure 1 illustrates the involved geometric operations.

(i) Directional action sets. Compute the average of the vertices of E , x = C(E),
and the “shape” E ′ = E − x. For i = 0, put Ai = A. For i > 0, let Xi be the
segment from x to the vertex V πi(s) and check for each action a ∈ A whether
its reference simplex QR(s, a) intersects Xi, using linear programming. Let Ai

be the set of those a, which is nonempty since πi(s) ∈ Ai by definition of V πi(s).
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Algorithm 2 Action selection (“shrinking” variant)
Require: reference simplex vertices V πi(s), Qπi(s, a); state s; state-aspiration E ;

shrinking schedule rmax(s).
1: x← C(Es); E ′ ← E − x ▷ center, shape
2: for i = 0, . . . , d+ 1 do
3: Ai ← DirectionalActionSet(i)
4: ai ← SampleCandidateAction(Ai) ▷ any (probabilistic) choice from Ai

5: Eai ← ShrinkAspiration(ai, i) ▷ action-aspiration
6: solve linear program p0 = max!,

∑d+1
i=0 piEai ⊆ E for p ∈ ∆({0, . . . , d+ 1})

7: sample i ∼ p and execute ai

8: memorize m← (s, ai, Eai)

9: procedure DirectionalActionSet(i)
10: if i = 0, return A
11: Xi ← conv{x, V πi(s)} ▷ segment from m to ith vertex
12: return {a ∈ A | QR(s, a) ∩ Xi ̸= ∅} ▷ actions with feasible points on Xi

13: procedure ShrinkAspiration(ai, i)
14: v ← V πi(s) if i > 0, else C(QR(s, ai)) ▷ vertex or center of target
15: y ← v − x ▷ shifting direction
16: r ← max{r ∈ [0, rmax(s)] | ∃ℓ ≥ 0, ℓy + x+ rE ′ ⊆ QR(s, a)} ▷ size of largest

shifted and shrunk copy of E that fits into QR(s, a)
17: ℓ← min{ℓ ≥ 0 | ℓy + x+ rE ′ ⊆ QR(s, a)} ▷ shortest dist. that makes it fit in
18: return ℓy + x+ rE ′ ▷ shift and shrink

(ii) Candidate actions. For each i = 0 . . . d+ 1, use an arbitrary, possibly prob-
abilistic procedure to select a candidate action ai ∈ Ai. Since A0 = A, any
possible action might be among the candidate actions. This freedom can be
used to improve the policy in terms of the evaluation metrics, e.g., by choosing
actions that are expected to lead to a rather low variance of the received Total.
It can also be used to incorporate additional action-selection criteria that are un-
related to these evaluation metrics, to increase overall safety, e.g., by preferring
actions that avoid unnecessary side-effects. We’ll discuss this in Section 6.

(iii) Action-aspirations. Given direction i and action ai, we now aim to select a
large subset Eai ⊆ QR(s, ai) that fits into a shifted version zi+E ′. We determine a
direction y towards which to shift Es: if i = 0, towards the average of the vertices,
C(QR(s, ai)), otherwise towards the reference vertex V πi(s). This is lines 14
and 15 of Alg. 2. As before, we use shrinking: find the largest shrinking factor
r ∈ [0, rmax(s)] for which there is a shifting distance ℓ ≥ 0 so that ℓy + rE ′ ⊆
QR(s, ai), using a linear program with two variables r, ℓ, and then find the
smallest such ℓ for that r using another linear program. The “shrinking schedule”
rmax(s) ∈ [0, 1] might be used to enforce some amount of shrinking to increase
the freedom for choosing the action mixture, which is the next step.

(iv) Suitable mixture of candidate actions. We next find probabilities p0, . . . , pd+1

for the candidate actions so that the corresponding mixture of aspirations Eai
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V1(s) = Q1(s,π1(s))

QR(s,π1(s))

VR (s)

E 

QR(s,π2(s))

QR (s,π3(s))

QR(s,a3)

E a3

V2(s) = Q2(s,π2(s))

V3(s) = Q3(s,π3(s))

x

QR(s,a0)
E a0

E a1

E a2

X 1

X 2

X 3

Fig. 1. Construction of action-aspirations Ea from state-aspiration E and reference
simplices VR(s) and QR(s, a) by shifting and shrinking. See main text for details.

is a subset of Es,
∑d+1

i=0 piEai
⊆ Es. We show below that this equation has a

solution. Because we want the action a0 that was chosen freely from the whole
action set A to be as likely as possible, we maximize its probability p0. This is
done in line 6 of Algorithm 2 using linear programming. Note that the smaller
the sets Ea, the looser the set inclusion constraint and thus the larger p0. We can
influence the latter via the shrinking schedule rmax(s), for example by putting
rmax(s) = (1− 1/T (s))1/d where T (s) is the remaining number of time steps at
state s, which would reduce the amount of freedom (in terms of the volume of
the aspiration set) linearly and end in a point aspiration for terminal states.

Lemma 2. The linear program in line 6 of Algorithm 2 has a solution.

Proof. Because x ∈ VR(s), there are convex coefficients p′ with
∑d+1

i=1 p′i(V
πi(s)−

x) = 0. As each shifting vector zi is a positive multiple of V πi(s)− x, there are
also convex coefficients p with

∑d+1
i=1 pizai

= 0. Since Eai
⊆ Es + zai

and Es is
convex, we then have

∑
i piEai ⊆

∑
i pi(Es + zai) ⊆ Es +

∑
i pizai = Es. ⊓⊔ (10)

Proposition 2. Given all values V πi(s) and Qπi(s, a) and both the kc ≥ d+ 1
many constraints and kv ≥ d + 1 many vertices defining E, this part of the
construction (Algorithm 2) has time complexity O([k1.5v d2.5|A| + (kvkc)

1.5d]L).
If E is a simplex, this is O(d4|A|L).
Proof. Using the notation from Prop. 1, computing x is O(f(kv, d)L). For each
i, a, verifying whether a ∈ Ai and computing r, ℓ is done by LPs with m ≤ O(dkv)
constraints and n ≤ 2 variables, giving O(d|A|f(dkv, 2)L) = O(d2.5k1.5v |A|L).
The LP for calculating p has m = d+4+ kvkc and n = d+2, hence complexity
O((kvkc)

1.5dL). The other arithmetic operations are of lower complexity. ⊓⊔
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5 Determining appropriate reference policies

First, find some feasible aspiration point x ∈ E0 ∩ V(s0) (e.g., using binary
search). We now aim to find policies whose values are likely to contain x in their
convex hull, by using backwards induction and greedily minimizing the angle
between the vector Eτ − x and a suitable direction in evaluation space.

More precisely: Pick an arbitrary direction (unit vector) y1 ∈ Rd, e.g., uni-
formly at random. Then, for k = 1, 2, . . . until stopping:

1. Let πk be the pure Markovian policy π defined by backwards induction as

π(s) = argmax
a∈A

y⊤k (Q
π(s, a)− x)

||Qπ(s, a)− x||2
. (11)

Let vk = V πk(s0) be the resulting candidate vertex for our reference simplex.
If k ≥ d + 1, run a primal-sparse linear program solver [18] to determine if
x ∈ conv{v1, . . . , vk}. If so, the solver will return a basic feasible solution,
i.e. d+ 1 many vertices that contain x in their convex hull. Let the policies
corresponding to the vertices that are part of the basic feasible solution be
our reference policies and stop. Otherwise, continue to step 2 below:

2. Let ek = (x−vk)/||x−vk||2 be the unit vector in the direction from vk to x.
3. Let yk+1 =

∑k
i=1 ei/k be the average of all those directions. Assuming that

x ∈ V(s0) and because of the hyperplane separation theorem, choosing di-
rections like this ensures that the algorithm doesn’t loop with vl+1 = vl for
some l. Also, note that to check x ∈ conv{v1, . . . , vk, vk+1} it is sufficient
to check vk+1 − x ∈ cone{x − v1, · · · , x − vk}, the cone generated by the
negative of the vertices centred at x. So hunting for a policy whose value lies
approximately in the direction yk+1 from x gives us a good chance of finding
a vertex in the aforementioned cone.

We were not able to prove any complexity bounds for this part, but performed
numerical experiments with random binary tree-shaped environments of various
time horizons, with only two actions (making the directions vk−x deviate rather
much from y and thus presenting a kind of worst-case scenario) and two possible
successor states per step, and uniformly random transition probabilities and
Deltas ∈ [0, 1]d. These suggest that the expected number of iterations of the
above is O(d), which we thus conjecture to be also the case for other sufficiently
well-behaved random environments. Indeed, even if the policies πk were chosen
uniformly at random (rather than targeted like here) and the corresponding
points V πk(s0) were distributed uniformly in all directions around x (which is a
plausible uninformative prior assumption), then one can show easily (using [17])
that the expected number of iterations would be exactly 2d+ 1.7

7 According to [17], the probability that we need exactly k ≥ d + 1 iterations is
f(k − 1) − f(k) with f(k) = 21−k ∑d−1

ℓ=0

(
k−1
ℓ

)
. Hence Ek =

∑∞
k=d+1 k(f(k − 1) −

f(k)) = (d+1)f(d)+
∑∞

k=d+1 f(k). It is then reasonably simple to prove by induction
that

∑∞
k=d+1 f(k) = d, and hence Ek = 2d+ 1.
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6 Selection of candidate actions

As we have seen in section 4.2 (ii), when choosing actions, we still have many
remaining degrees of freedom. Thus, we can use additional criteria to choose
actions while still fulfilling the aspirations. We discuss a few candidate criteria
here which are related either to gaining information, improving performance, or
reducing potential safety-related impacts of implementing the policy.

For many of the criteria, there are myopic versions, which only rely on quan-
tities that are already available at each step in the algorithms presented so far,
or farsighted versions which depend on the continuation policy and thus have to
be specifically computed recursively via Bellman-style equations.

Information-related criteria. If the used world model is imperfect, one might
want the agent to aim to gain knowledge by exploration, e.g. by considering
some measure of expected information gain such as the evidence lower bound.

6.1 Performance-related criteria

For now, the task of the agent in this paper has been given by specifying aspira-
tion sets for the expected total of the evaluation function. It is natural to consider
extensions of this approach to further properties of the trajectory distribution,
e.g. by specifying that the variance of the total should be small.

A simple, myopic approach to reducing variance is preferring actions and
action-aspirations that are somehow close to the state aspiration E , e.g. by choos-
ing action-aspirations where the Hausdorff distance dH(Ea, E) is small. A more
principled, farsighted approach would be choosing actions and action-aspirations
such that the variance of the resulting total is small. Based on equation (2), the
variance can be computed from the total raw second moment Mπ as

Mπ(s, a, Ea) = Es′,Es′∼s,a,Ea

[
||f(s, a, s′)||22 + 2f(s, a, s′) · V π(s′, Es′)

+ Ea′,Ea′∼π(s′,Es′ )M
π(s′, a′, Ea′)

]
, (12)

Var(s, a, Ea) = Mπ(s, a, Ea)− ||Qπ(s, a, Ea)||22. (13)

Note that computing this farsighted metric requires knowing the continuation
policy π, for which algorithm 2 does not suffice in its current form as it only
samples actions. It is however easy to convert it to an algorithm for computing
the whole local policy π(s, E), which is described in the Supplement.

6.2 Safety-related criteria

As mentioned in the introduction, unintended consequences of optimization can
be a source of safety problems, thus we suggest to not use any of the criteria
introduced in this section as maximization/minimization goals to completely
determine the chosen actions; instead, they can be combined into a loss for a
softmin action selection policy πi(a ∈ Ai) ∝ exp

(
− β

∑
j αjgj(a)

)
, where gj(a)

are the individual criteria. Indeed, in analogy to quantilizers, choosing among
adequate actions at random can by itself be considered a useful safety measure,
as a random action is very unlikely to be special in a harmful way.
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Disordering potential. Our first safety criterion is related to the idea of “fail
safety”, and (somewhat more loosely) to “power seeking”. More precisely, it aims
to prevent the agent from moving the system into a state from which it could
make the environment’s state trajectory become very unpredictable (bring the
environment into “disorder”) because of an internal failure, or if it wanted to. We
define the disordering potential at a state to be the Shannon entropy Hπ(st) of
the stochastic state trajectory S>t = (St+1, St+2, . . . ) that would arise from the
policy π which maximizes that entropy:

Hπ(st) := Es>t|st,π(− log Pr(s>t|st, π)). (14)

It is straightforward to compute this quantity using the Bellman-type equations

Hπ(s) = 1s/∈S⊤ Ea∼π(s)(− log π(s)(a) +Hπ(s, a)), (15)
Hπ(s, a) = Es′∼s,a(− log T (s, a)(s′) +Hπ(s′)). (16)

To find the maximally disordering policy π, we assume π(s′) and thus Hπ(s′) is
already known for all potential successors s′ of s. Then Hπ(s, a) is also known
for all a and to find pa = π(s)(a) we need to maximize f(p) =

∑
a pa(Hπ(s, a)−

log pa) such that
∑

a pa = 1. Using Lagrange multipliers, we find that for all a,
∂pa

f(p) = Hπ(s, a)−log pa−1 = λ for some constant λ, hence pa ∝ exp(Hπ(s, a))
is a softmax policy w.r.t. future expected Shannon entropy. Therefore

π(s)(a) = pa = exp(Hπ(s, a))/Z, Z =
∑

a exp(H
π(s, a)), (17)

Hπ(s) = logZ = log
∑

a exp(H
π(s, a)). (18)

Deviation from default policy. If we have access to a default policy π0 (e.g. a
policy that was learned by observing humans or other agents performing similar
tasks), we might want to choose actions in a way that is similar to this default
policy. An easy way to measure this is by using the Kullback–Leibler divergence
from the default policy π0 to the agent’s policy π. Given that we do not know
the local policy π(s) yet when we decide how to choose the action in the state
s, we use an estimate p̂a (e.g. p̂a = 1/(2 + d)) instead to compute the expected
total Kullback–Leibler divergence like

KLdiv(s, p̂a, a, Ea) = log(p̂a/π
0(s)(a)) + Es′∼s,a KLdiv(s, g(s, a, Ea, s′)), (19)

KLdiv(s, E) = 1s/∈S⊤ E(a,Ea)∼π(s,E) KLdiv(s, π(s, E)(a), a, Ea), (20)

where g : (s, a, Ea, s′) 7→ Es′ implements action-to-state aspiration propagation.

7 Discussion and conclusion

7.1 Special cases

A single evaluation metric. It is natural to ask what our algorithm reduces
to in the single-criterion case d = 1. The reference simplices can then sim-
ply be taken to be the intervals VR(s) = [V πmin(s), V πmax(s)] and QR(s, a) =
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[Qπmin(s, a), Qπmax(s, a)], where πmin, πmax are the minimizing and maximizing
policies for the single evaluation metric. Aspiration sets are also intervals, and
action-aspirations Ea are constructed by shifting the state-aspiration E upwards
or downwards into QR(s, a) and shrinking it to that interval if necessary. To
maximize pa0

, the linear program for p will assign zero probability to that “di-
rectional” action a1 or a2 whose Ea lies in the same direction from E as Ea0

does.
In other words, the agent will mix between the “freely” chosen action a0 and a
suitable amount of a “counteracting” action a1 or a2 in the other direction.

Relationship to satisficing. A subcase of the d = 1 case is when the upper
bound of the initial state-aspiration interval coincides with the maximal possible
value, E0 = [e, V πmax(s0)], i.e., when the goal is to achieve an expected Total of
at least e. The agent then starts out as a form of “satisficer” [10]. However,
due to the shrinking of aspirations over time, aspiration sets of later states s′

might no longer be of the same form but might end at values strictly lower
than V πmax(s′) if the interval [V πmin(s′), V πmax(s′)] is wider than the interval
[Qπmin(s, a), Qπmax(s, a)]. In other words, even an initial satisficer can turn into
a “proper” aspiration-based agent in our algorithm that avoids maximization in
more situations than a satisficer would. In particular, also the form of satisficing
known as “quantilization” [13], where all feasible expected Totals above some
threshold get positive probability, is not a special case of our algorithm. One
can however change the algorithm to quantilization behaviour by constructing
successor state aspirations differently, by simply applying the tracing map to the
interval, Es′ = ρs,a,s′ [Ea] (which is not feasible for d > 1).

Probabilities of desired or undesired events. Another special case is when d > 1
but the d evaluation metrics are simply indicator functions for certain events.
E.g., assume all Deltas are zero except when reaching a terminal state s′ ∈ S⊤,
in which case fi(s, a, s

′) = 1(s′ ∈ Ei) for some subset of desirable or undesirable
states Ei ⊆ S⊤. If the first k ≤ d many events are desirable in the sense that we
want each probability Pr(Ei) to be ≥ α for some α < 1, and the other d−k many
events are undesirable in the sense that we want each probability Pr(Ej) to be
≤ β for some β > 0, then we can encode this goal as the initial aspiration set
E0 = [α, 1]k×[0, β]d−k. Note that the different events need not be independent or
mutually exclusive, as long as the aspiration is feasible. Aspirations of this type
might be especially natural in combination with methods of inductive reasoning
and belief revision that are also based on this type of encoding [8]. This could
eventually be useful for a “provably safe” approach to AI [6].

7.2 Relationship to reinforcement learning

Even though we formulated our approach in a planning framework where the
environment’s transition probabilities are known and simple enough to admit
dynamic programming, it is clear from Eq. (11) that the required reference poli-
cies π and corresponding reference vertices V π(s), Qπ(s, a) can in principle also
be approximated by reinforcement learning techniques such as (deep) expected
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SARSA in more complex environments or environments that are given only as
samplers without access to transition probabilities. For the single-criterion case,
preliminary results from numerical experiments suggest that this is indeed a vi-
able approach.8 Future work should explore this further and also consider using
approximate dynamic programming methods (e.g., [2]).

If the expected number of learning passes needed to find the necessary refer-
ence policies is indeed O(d) as conjectured (see end of Section 5)9, our approach
might turn out to have much lower average complexity than the alternative re-
inforcement learning approach to convex aspirations from [9], which appears to
require up to O(ϵ−2) many learning passes to achieve an error of less than ϵ.

7.3 Invariance under reparameterization

For many applications there will be several possible parameterizations of the d-
dimensional evaluation space into d different evaluation metrics, so the question
arises which parts of our approach are invariant under which types of reparam-
eterizations of evaluation space. It is easy to see that all parts are invariant
under affine transformations, except for the algorithm for finding reference poli-
cies which is only invariant under orthogonal transformations since it makes use
of angles, and except for certain safety criteria such as total variance.
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1 Clipping instead of shrinking

1.1 While propagating action-aspirations to state-aspirations

In section 4.1 of the main text, we define shifted copies Xs′ of the action-
aspiration E , which would be appropriate candidates for subsequent state-aspi-
rations if not for the fact that they are not necessarily subsets of VR(s′). In the
main text, we resolve this by shrinking Xs′ until it fits.

An alternative approach is clipping, where we calculate the sets Xs′ and
simply set Es′ = Xs′ ∩ VR(s′).

1.2 While choosing actions and action-aspirations

In section 4.2.(iii) of the main text, we shift the aspiration set in a certain
direction y and shrink it until it fits into the action feasibility reference simplices
QR(s, ai).

Clipping is also an alternative here, as illustrated in figure 1. To use clipping
instead of shrinking, algorithm 2 of the main text can be modified by replacing
the procedure ShrinkAspiration with the procedure ClipAspiration defined
here:

Algorithm 1 Clipping variation for algorithm 2 of main text.
1: procedure ClipAspiration(ai, i)
2: v ← V πi(s) if i > 0, else C(QR(s, ai)) ▷ vertex or center of target
3: y ← v − x ▷ shifting direction
4: r ← max{r ≥ 0 : x− ry ∈ E} ▷ distance from boundary point b of E to x
5: ℓ← min{ℓ ≥ 0 : x+ ℓy ∈ QR(s, ai)} ▷ distance from x to reference simplex
6: ℓ′ ← max{ℓ′ ≥ 0 : x+ ℓ′y ∈ QR(s, ai)} ▷ dist. from x to far bdry. of ref. simplex
7: z ← min(r + ℓ, ℓ′)y ▷ shifting vector
8: return

(
z + Es

)
∩QR(s, ai) ▷ shift and clip (nonempty)
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The direction y is determined as in the shrinking variant. Next, we determine
by linear programming the outermost point b ∈ E lying on the ray from x in the
direction −y. E is shifted in direction y, stopping either when the shifted bound-
ary point b (and thus generally a large part of E) enters the reference simplex
QR(s, ai), or when the shifted center x exits QR(s, ai). The appropriate shifting
distance can be computed using linear programming. This is done in lines 5 to 7
of Algorithm 1. Finally, the shifted copy of E is clipped to QR(s, ai) by uniting
their H-representations to get Eai , i.e., consider the set of all hyperplanes on
which a facet of either E or QR(s, ai) lies. Then the vertices of Eai are computed
from the resulting H-representation. The sets Eai

are nonempty because the ray
from x in direction y intersects QR(s, ai).

V1(s) = Q1(s,π1(s))

QR(s,π1(s))

VR (s)

E 

QR(s,π2(s))

QR (s,π3(s))

QR(s,a3)

V2(s) = Q2(s,π2(s))

V3(s) = Q3(s,π3(s))

x

QR(s,a0)

X 1

X 2

X 3

b

E a0
E a3

Fig. 1. Construction of action-aspirations Ea from state-aspiration E and reference
simplices VR(s) and QR(s, a) by shifting and clipping. See main text for details.

1.3 Advantages and disadvantages of clipping

Clipping instead of shrinking has the advantage that it produces strictly larger
propagated aspiration sets, which might be desirable as discussed in section 3 of
the main text.

However, clipping changes the shape of aspiration sets, adding up to d +
1 defining hyperplanes at each step, and requiring recomputation of the set
of vertices which may become combinatorially large. Therefore, we expect the
complexity of the clipping variant to be worse than shrinking, though we have
not studied it formally.
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2 Alternate version of action selection/local policy
computation

Some action selection criteria which we may wish to use are “farsighted” and
require knowing the future behavior of the policy as well. Algorithm 2 of the
main text does not provide this information, as it samples candidate actions
ai first before determining the probabilities with which to mix them. The al-
gorithm 2 presented here is an adaptation which does provide the full local
policy before sampling from it to choose the action taken. It does so by replac-
ing the sampling in lines 4 and 7 of the original algorithm by a computation
of the respective probabilities. Instead of solving the linear program in line 6
of main-text algorithm 2 for each of the at most |A|d+2 many candidate ac-
tion combinations (a0, . . . , ad+1), line 7 uses a single linear program invocation
manipulating the average action-aspirations for each direction, Eai∼πiEai . This
ensures complexity remains linear in |A|. A solution to this linear program ex-
ists since Eai∼πi

Eai
⊆ Es + Eai∼πi

zai
and Eai∼πi

zai
is a positive multiple of

V πi(s) − x; the proof of Lemma 2 of the main text is readily adapted. Finally,
the loop in lines 8 to 11 is necessary as one same action may lie in two distinct
directional action sets Ai ̸= Aj .

Algorithm 2 Local policy computation (“clip” and “shrink” variants)
Require: Reference simplex vertices V πi(s), Qπi(s, a); state s; state-aspiration Es.
1: x← C(Es), E ′ ← Es − x ▷ center, shape
2: for i = 0, . . . , d+ 1 do
3: Ai ← DirectionalActionSet(i)
4: πi ← CandidateActionDistribution(Ai) ▷ any probability distribution on Ai

5: for ai ∈ Ai do
6: Eai ← ClipAspiration(ai, i) or ShrinkAspiration(ai, i) ▷ action-aspiration
7: solve linear program p0 = max!,

∑d+1
i=0 piEai∼πiEai ⊆ Es for p ∈ ∆({0, . . . , d+ 1})

8: initialize π ≡ 0
9: for i = 0, . . . , d+ 1 do ▷ collect probabilities across directions

10: for ai ∈ Ai do
11: π(ai, Eai)← π(ai, Eai) + piπi(ai)

return π ▷ local policy

3 Video of an example run

In the video accessible at the anonymous download link
https://mega.nz/file/gUgTzZqB#Co21aSoKQAo7PjeR9_kzxzquHdjlNav0qjp9wKX3NRU,
we illustrate the propagation of aspirations from states to actions in one episode
of a simple gridworld environment.

In that environment, the agent starts at the central position (3,3) in a 5-by-5
rectangular grid, can move up, down, left, right, or pass in each of 10 time steps,
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and gets a Delta f(s, a, s′) = g(s′) that only depends on its next position s′ on
the grid. The values g(s′) are iid 2-d standard normal random values.

In each time-step, the black dashed triangle is the current state’s reference
simplex VR(s), the blue triangles are the five candidate actions’ reference sim-
plices QR(s, a), the red square is the state-aspiration E , the dotted lines connect
its center, the red dot, with the vertices of VR(s) or with the centers of the sets
QR(s, a), and the green squares are the resulting action-aspirations Ea.

The coordinate system is “moving along” with the received Delta, so that
aspirations of consecutive steps can be compared more easily. In other words,
the received Delta Rt =

∑t−1
t′=0 f(st, at, st+1) is added to all vertices so that,

e.g., the vertices of the back dashed triangle are shown at positions Rt+V πi(st)
rather than V πi(st).

This run uses the linear volume shrinking schedule rmax(s) =
(
1−1/T (s)

)1/d.
As one can see, the state-aspirations indeed shrink smoothly towards a final
point aspiration, which spends the initial amount of “freedom” rather evenly
across states. This way, the agent manages to avoid drift in this case, so that
the eventual point aspiration is still inside the initial aspiration set.

4 Numerical evidence for reference policy selection
complexity

In order to study the number of trials needed to find the d + 1 directions that
define suitable reference policies for the definition of reference simplicies, we
performed numerical experiments with binary-tree-shaped environments of the
following type.

Each environment has 10 time steps, each state has two actions, each ac-
tion can lead to two different successor states, leading to 410 many terminal
states. Deltas f(s, a, s′) are iid uniform variates in [0, 1]d. The initial aspiration
is (5, . . . , 5).

For each d ∈ {1, . . . , 8}, we perform 1000 independent simulations and find
that the average number k of trials until E0 ∈ conv{v1, . . . , vk} is below 2d + 1
for all tested d.


