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Abstract

Sequential decision-making under partial observability is difficult because agents
must explore to infer hidden, task-relevant information before acting effectively.
Learning such information-gathering behaviors tabula rasa via online reinforce-
ment learning is sample-inefficient, whereas offline imitation averages expert
actions across hidden states and fails to learn exploration. In this work, we propose
ASTEROID, a simple and effective student–teacher supervised learning framework
that can learn test-time exploration. Although a privileged expert never needs to
explore, we demonstrate that a history-conditioned student can learn to do so when
trained with on-policy contexts: the student first collects on-policy context under
partial observability, and the privileged expert provides action labels conditioned
on that context. By distilling expert actions directly conditioned on the student’s
on-policy history, the student learns to systematically resolve partial observability,
i.e., search while uncertain and exploit once the hidden state is revealed. This
enables efficient test-time exploration (similar to Bayesian posterior sampling)
without incurring the impractical training-data costs of reinforcement learning.
Across a diverse range of eleven different environments, including discrete explo-
ration benchmarks, robotic manipulation, navigation, and Procgen environments,
ASTEROID achieves ∼2× higher returns under fixed exploration budgets, uses
up to ∼100× fewer interactions than RL baselines, and outperforms frontier mod-
els at exploration. Finally, our method transfers policies trained in simulation
to vision-denied real-world robot manipulation, exhibiting efficient exploration
and increasing success by +40% over standard distillation. Overall, it provides a
simple yet surprisingly effective framework to learn efficient test-time exploration.

1 Introduction

Sequential decision-making under partial observability is a central challenge in reinforcement learning
(RL) [34, 53]. In the real world, from robotics to embodied AI, agents receive only partial, noisy
observations of the environment. To act successfully, agents must first explore to uncover hidden,
task-relevant information [31, 79, 42, 74, 46, 71]. For example, a household robot searching for
an object must use onboard sensing to infer likely object locations, track locations it has already
searched, and adapt future exploration based on prior attempts [12, 11, 30]. These problems are
formalized as partially observable Markov decision processes (POMDPs) [34].

Solving these tasks requires policies with memory [28, 50]. Learning them from scratch via recurrent
RL is sample-inefficient, since the agent must learn to gather information and exploit it at the same
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Figure 1: ASTEROID provides a simple and reliable method for learning efficient exploration in
partially observed domains via on-policy asymmetric student-teacher distillation.

time [5, 79, 21]. One way to improve sample efficiency is to assume training-time access to a
privileged expert that observes the hidden state and acts accordingly. For example, in household
navigation, an oracle planner could use the full map of the training environments, which is unavailable
at deployment. In practice, these teachers can be trained in fully observed tasks using RL, imitation
learning, or hybrid approaches [78, 75, 60, 27, 52]. This expert can teach the student how to act
once the hidden state is known, but not how to find it [44]. As a result, naively copying the expert
does not teach the student to explore [70]. Interactive imitation [65] offers a natural fix by relabeling
student mistakes with expert actions. However, standard approaches [59] train the student to predict
the average expert action across possible hidden states, so it dithers between hypotheses instead of
resolving them [37, 70]. Other approaches propose to address the student-teacher mismatch using
expensive online RL [74], differentiable experts [73], or offline coverage assumptions [42].

In this work, we propose ASTEROID (Asymmetric Student Teacher Roll-Out In-context Distillation),
a framework that shows that privileged experts can teach exploration through interactive imitation. The
idea is simple: the student generates the history online, and the expert provides the labels. ASTEROID
rolls out the current student under partial observability, producing a history of observations, actions,
and rewards, then asks the expert what it would do from the state the student has reached. The expert
does not explore; it only labels the student’s histories. As a result, failed searches and probes become
useful context: they specify evidence accumulated so far, while the expert provides next actions given
the hidden state. With on-policy history, the policy can identify inconsistent hypotheses and adapt its
exploration and action distribution accordingly.

Why does this teach exploration? A partial history represents uncertainty over the hidden state.
Returning to household navigation: suppose the object could be in location A, B, or C. If the student
searches A and finds nothing, its history rules out A but is still consistent with B and C. A privileged
expert would label this history with search(B) when the object is at B, and search(C) when it is
at C. The student therefore learns to act and explore the remaining valid actions: if it fails at A,
it samples search(B) or search(C). If it then fails at B, every label is search(C), since only C
remains. Unlike random sampling of locations, the policy conditions on its history and never retries
hypotheses it has ruled out. Across many training tasks, ambiguous histories are labeled with a
distribution of potential, consistent expert trajectories. The student samples from this distribution to
explore, and each new observation and feedback eliminates additional hypotheses. The key insight:
the set of histories that the student needs to learn to adapt from (e.g., failing at A, failing at B and then
moving to C) is entirely covered by on-policy behavior. This is in-context exploration, i.e., searching
while uncertain, and exploiting once the hidden state is revealed. Additionally, we show that a
curriculum over the student rollout horizon improves sample efficiency and enables longer-context
adaptation (Section 5). Overall, ASTEROID incorporates very simple changes into standard online
student-teacher distillation to enable test-time exploration behavior.
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We show both empirically (Section 6) and theoretically (Appendix H) that ASTEROID approximates
Bayesian posterior sampling, a provably efficient exploration strategy [53]. However, posterior
sampling has been hard to scale: prior approaches maintain an explicit posterior [3] or assume
infinite offline data [42], which are intractable in realistic settings. ASTEROID avoids both: it
does not maintain an explicit posterior, and on-policy supervised learning avoids impractical data
costs. Because it is a simple extension of student–teacher distillation, ASTEROID works with
modern architectures and existing sim-to-real frameworks [75]. In summary, we make the following
contributions:

1. We present ASTEROID, a simple student–teacher distillation framework that enables in-context
exploration and test-time improvement learned solely from privileged experts.

2. We evaluate our method across 11 environments, including navigation in realistic household
simulators and real-world robot manipulation, where it outperforms RL and supervised baselines
under fixed exploration budgets while using two orders of magnitude fewer training interactions.

3. We show that learned policies exhibit efficient real-world exploration and, under appropriate
assumptions, recover posterior sampling with error linear rather than quadratic in context length.

2 Related Work

Student–Teacher Distillation. Learning from privileged experts arises in settings from self-driving
[13] to robotic exploration [17]. Interactive imitation addresses the covariate shift that drives the
learner into unseen states [59], and prior work suggests that on-policy imitation is necessary under
partial observability [65]. Our work targets this non-realizable regime, where the learner must take
information-gathering actions that are not recoverable from a fully observed expert [63, 40]. Prior
approaches handle this via additional assumptions, such as differentiable experts [73], predicting
hidden information [38], or incorporating RL with bootstrapping to induce exploration [74, 70, 61, 37].
In contrast, we learn information-gathering behavior using iterative distillation of expert actions
conditioned on on-policy histories, which is more sample-efficient than RL-based alternatives.

Meta Learning. Meta-RL learns adaptive exploration across task distributions using recurrent
policies [28, 21, 79, 44], but requires extensive online interaction [5], making it difficult to scale to
high-dimensional, sparse-reward domains. Our approach replaces this expensive RL-based adaptation
with supervised learning, making it efficient to learn long-horizon exploration. Further, unlike prior
work limited to Bayes-Adaptive MDPs [40, 79, 42], our method scales to POMDPs, where the policy
explores within a single episode to estimate the underlying state and achieve task success.

Posterior Sampling. Posterior sampling methods [67, 53] drive exploration by maintaining a belief
over hidden parameters, acting optimally under samples from this belief, and updating it based
on feedback. Despite strong empirical and theoretical results [10, 53], such approaches require
maintaining an explicit posterior and solving for policies under sampled parameters [53, 3], limiting
scalability to high-dimensional settings. ASTEROID does not explicitly optimize a posterior-sampling
objective. Instead, posterior-sampling-like behavior emerges through iterative on-policy distillation,
even in high-dimensional continuous environments (Section 6), and we include theoretical insights to
show convergence to posterior sampling on the covered history support (Appendix H). In Section 6,
we show that current frontier models are inefficient at performing such exploration under partial
observability, motivating the need to explicitly learn such behavior.

In-Context Decision-Making. Transformers trained autoregressively on sequential data exhibit
in-context learning [9, 25], which Decision Transformer [15] and Algorithm Distillation [39] leverage
for decision-making. These works focus on using online rollouts as context to adapt behavior without
external prompts. Closest to our work, Decision-Pretrained Transformer [42] learns an in-context
policy that performs posterior sampling by pairing randomly generated contexts with privileged expert
supervision. Such methods assume the offline dataset covers all possible interaction histories, which
is intractable in high-dimensional domains. ASTEROID, instead, uses on-policy contexts, removing
the coverage assumption and scaling to much harder, higher-dimensional problems (Section 6).

We include an extended discussion of related work in Appendix A.
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3 Problem Statement

We study decision-making under partial observability, modeled as a partially observable Markov
decision process (POMDP) [34]. A POMDP is represented by the tuple (S,A,O, E, T,R, ρ0, γ),
where S is the state space, A is the action space, O is the observation space and E, T,R, ρ0, γ
are the emission function, transition kernel, reward function, initial state distribution and discount
factor, respectively. In a POMDP, the policy does not observe the state st but receives partial
observations ot ∼ E(· | st). For simplicity, we also define the Bayes-Adaptive Markov decision
process (BAMDP), a special case of POMDPs in which the only hidden variable is a latent parameter,
denoted by z, i.e., st = (ot, z). For each interaction, z ∈ Z is sampled from a prior p(z) and
remains fixed for K episodes (unlike a POMDP, where hidden states may vary at each step). Given z,
BAMDPs are fully observed and can be represented as a collection of MDPs Mz (or tasks).

As a running example, consider a three-door environment: a BAMDP with latent parameter z denoting
the target door. At the start of each interaction, z is sampled uniformly from the three doors and
remains fixed across multiple episodes, where the objective is to navigate to the correct door. The
target is hidden, and the agent must use its interaction history to infer the hidden goal and then exploit
that information. We can construct a POMDP by adding noise to agent observations at each time step.

Since observations ot are partial, optimal policies depend on the current observation ot and the
history ht = (o0, a0, r0, . . . , ot−1, at−1, rt−1). Let dπ(h) denote the distribution over histories
for a policy π. Learning information-gathering behavior directly from sparse rewards is highly
sample-inefficient, often requiring impractical amounts of experience [5]. To mitigate this, we
study an asymmetric training–testing setting in which a privileged teacher π∗(at | st) can access
the true state st during training, while the deployed student πθ(at | ot, ht) acts under partial
observability using ot and ht. During training, the learner interacts with the POMDP to collect
transition tuples (ot, at, rt, ot+1) and queries the teacher for actions a∗t ∼ π∗(· | st). Our objective
is to use these interactions and teacher supervision to learn a student πθ(· | ot, ht) that maximizes
the expected return J(πθ) = Eπθ

[
∑∞

t=0 γ
trt]. This asymmetric distillation setting arises naturally in

navigation [33], sim-to-real robot manipulation [75], human-in-the-loop learning [36], and knowledge
distillation [26].

4 Background: Student–Teacher Distillation

In the following sections, we focus on the key paradigms for teacher–student distillation under partial
observability, discuss why they break down at learning how to explore in asymmetric settings, and
motivate ASTEROID as an iterative on-policy distillation method for learning in-context exploration.

Naive asymmetric student–teacher distillation cannot learn adaptive exploration.
A natural approach to train partially observed
student policies is via behavior-cloning trajec-
tories generated solely by a privileged policy
[22, 54]. But there is a conflict: the privileged
teacher policy π∗(·|st) solves the task without
exploration, whereas the unprivileged student
policy πθ must gather information through ex-
ploration before exploiting for task success [28].
Following the three-door example from Sec-
tion 3, privileged experts observe z, while the
student only receives partial observations ot. At
t = 0, o0 is identical for all values of z. Here, a
student policy acting on partial observation o0 cannot distinguish between actions provided for the
three goals and learns the marginal expert behavior induced by the training data dπ∗ , i.e., choosing a
door uniformly at random. Thus,

Naive asymmetric distillation from expert trajectories learns i.i.d. exploration, but fails to
adaptively exploit sequences of environment rewards and feedback.
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In-context learning via Decision-Pretrained Transformer (DPT) [42] can learn exploration.
Recent work [42] has shown that asymmetric student–teacher distillation can learn exploration when
the training dataset is constructed with specific design choices. Lee et al. [42] introduce DPT, an
in-context learning framework that constructs a dataset of contexts, observations and target actions:
DDPT = {(ht, ot, a

∗
t )

i}Ni=1 for supervised learning via random sampling. Here, dD denotes the
empirical distribution of histories and query observations in the dataset D. DPT generates its offline
histories with an independent behavior policy. Further, it labels randomly sampled query observations
ot ∈ O with the privileged expert a∗t ∼ π∗(·|ot, z). The history ht provides context about the
underlying hidden parameter, which the policy learns to use at the query observation ot to predict
actions. DPT trains a causal transformer policy maximizing action likelihood over this dataset:

L(θ) = E
(ht,ot,a∗

t )∼D
[− log πθ(a

∗
t | ot, ht)] . (1)

Under coverage assumptions, DPT provably converges to posterior sampling: it uses ht to form an
implicit posterior over the latent state, and acts according to the expert policy averaged under this
posterior, i.e., π(at|ot, ht) =

∫
π∗(at|ot, z) p(z|ot, ht) dz.

LetHt = (O ×A×R)t ×O denote the space of length-t history and observation tuples (ht, ot).

The primary limitation of DPT is the reliance on a full-coverage assumption: the dataset must
cover the combinatorial space of arbitrary contexts and query observations, i.e., we require

H⋃
t=0

Ht ⊆ supp(dD),

which scales exponentially with the interaction horizon H .

Figure 2: DPT needs intractable full-context cov-
erage for training, while ASTEROID generates
on-policy rollouts to learn scalable exploration.

The above assumption holds in the infinite-data
limit, when randomly sampling histories and
query observations provides complete coverage
(see Figure 2). Under finite data, this quickly
becomes impractical in high-dimensional ob-
servation and action spaces, where the num-
ber of possible histories grows exponentially,
and informative feedback is sparse [6]. Conse-
quently, purely offline context datasets do not
scale to learning exploration in realistic, large-
scale decision-making problems. This has fun-
damentally limited the applicability of methods
like DPT in robotics and other high-dimensional
problems.

5 Asymmetric Student Teacher Roll-Out In-context Distillation

In Section 4, we identified a central bottleneck in supervised learning for in-context exploration:
generating data that covers the histories a partially observed agent will experience at deployment.

Our key insight is that the training datasetD should not necessarily cover the entire combinatorial
history spaceHt, but simply the distribution of trajectories generated by the student itself: the
“on-policy” rollouts ht ∼ dπθ

coupled with expert labels provide sufficient coverage in the
dataset to learn an adaptive exploration strategy, i.e.

supp(dπθ
) ⊆ supp(dD)

Consequently, this relaxes the strong assumption of infinite coverage over histories that renders DPT
intractable. Our method ASTEROID is an iterative asymmetric distillation procedure that alternates
between collecting on-policy histories from the student and training a history-conditioned student
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Figure 3: In each iteration, ASTEROID (1) collects on-policy context from the student πθk and then
(2) expert trajectories from π∗, under the same hidden parameters z. With this dataset, we can (3)
train policies that perform in-context exploration.

policy from privileged expert labels. Collecting supervision on student-induced histories reduces the
distribution shift between training and deployment. Unlike standard interactive imitation [59], which
aggregates per-step action labels, ASTEROID supervises with full expert trajectories and conditions
on environment feedback (Appendix D).

(Informal) Theorem. Under compliance (i.e., independence between the sources of on-policy
contexts and supervision labels), on-policy coverage, and bounded episode cost, ASTEROID
approximately recovers posterior sampling on the histories it visits. Given a supervised learner
with average error ϵ on its own histories, its gap to posterior sampling over K episodes is O(ϵK).
The total regret is

RegPS(K) +O(ϵK)

i.e., posterior sampling’s regret plus a linear approximation term.

The formal statements and proofs are given in Appendix H. The key step is that privileged labels
queried on the student’s own histories are exactly posterior-sampling labels (Lemma 1). In addition,
we show that an offline in-context learner with the same training error can incur O(ϵK2) error
(Lemma 2), because the test-time histories it encounters drift away from its fixed training distribution.

Algorithm 1 ASTEROID

Require: iterations K, tasks per iteration N , horizon H , privileged teacher π∗

1: Initialize D0 ← expert trajectories, student πθ0 ← i.i.d policy
2: for k = 1, . . . ,K do
3: Dk ← Dk−1

4: // Collect on-policy contexts and privileged labels
5: for i = 1, . . . , N do
6: Sample z ∼ p(z) and instantiate Mz

7: Roll out πθk−1
in Mz for k episodes: h(i)

k = (τ0, . . . , τk−1)

8: Roll out π∗ in Mz for one episode: τ∗,(i) = (o∗0, a
∗
0, r

∗
0 , . . . , o

∗
H−1, a

∗
H−1, r

∗
H−1)

9: Add labels Dk ← Dk ∪ {(h(i)
k , o∗0:t, r

∗
0:t−1, a

∗
t )}H−1

t=0
10: end for
11: Train πθk on Dk using Eq. 1 // Update student by conditional imitation
12: end for
13: return πθK

5.1 How does ASTEROID learn in-context exploration?

Figure 3 and Algorithm 1 summarize ASTEROID. Let πθk denote the student policy and Dk the
dataset at iteration k. We first instantiate the method in a BAMDP, where a latent z ∼ p(z) stays
fixed while the policy interacts for k episodes, and extend it to general POMDPs in Section 5.3. Each
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iteration has two phases. In the data generation phase, we roll out the student for k episodes to
produce the on-policy context h = (τ0, . . . , τk−1), then roll out the privileged expert π∗(· | o, z)
under the same z to produce an expert trajectory τ∗. The expert observations o∗0:t and rewards r∗0:t−1
from τ∗ serve as the query, and the expert action a∗t as the label. Unlike DPT, which samples query
observations randomly, our queries come from expert rollouts. In the supervised learning phase, we
train πθk to predict a∗t given (h, o∗0:t, r

∗
0:t−1) with the DPT loss (Eq. 1). In practice, we use a causal

transformer [42] and compute the loss only on expert actions. We repeat this process of collecting
on-policy contexts and expert labels, followed by supervised learning iteratively. After iteration k,
πθk adapts using up to k test-time episodes. Revisiting the three-door problem from Section 3,

Figure 4: We iteratively learn to adapt exploration using
feedback over longer contexts.

Iteration 0. πθ0 learns an i.i.d. policy
with no in-context learning. It ran-
domly chooses a door every episode,
ignoring previous episodes.

Iteration 1. πθ0 generates an on-
policy trajectory, which visits a ran-
dom door. The reward reveals whether
that door is correct: +1 if correct, 0
otherwise. The expert label then re-
turns to the same door on success or
points to a different door after fail-
ure. Thus, πθ1 learns to use the first
episode as context for choosing the
second. However, πθ1 has a context
window of one episode, so it cannot
reason over more than one attempt,
motivating more iterations to expand
the window.

Iteration 2. πθ1 now generates two
context trajectories: it repeats a suc-
cessful door, or tests a new door after
failure. If both tested doors fail, the
expert label points to the remaining door. Thus, πθ2 learns in-context exploration that identifies the
true goal in this partially observed task.

To further illustrate ASTEROID, Appendix E provides another dry run showing that the student
behavior approaches posterior sampling. We discuss certain practical details of the method below.

5.2 Practical Implementation

Initialization. We initialize D0 with privileged expert trajectories. The initial policy πθ0 is therefore
trained without contextual information and resembles naive student–teacher distillation; see Section 4.

Deployment. At deployment, the policy starts from a null context, h0 = ∅ (see Algorithm 2). We do
not use any training context; at each step, the policy uses online interaction to build context and infer
hidden information. For evaluations longer than the training context length, we use a sliding window.
Algorithm 2 ASTEROID Deployment

Require: trained student πθK , horizon T
1: Initialize context h← ∅
2: for t = 0, . . . , T − 1 do
3: Observe ot, sample at ∼ πθK (· | h, ot)
4: Execute at, receive rt
5: Update context h← (h, ot, at, rt) // Build context from online interaction
6: end for

Context-length curriculum. At each iteration k, the policy is rolled out for k episodes, inducing a
curriculum on rollout horizons. As the horizon expands, the student can eliminate task instances that
are inconsistent with its history over a longer horizon, making exploration efficient. This also makes
our method more sample-efficient, and we discuss this further in Appendix B.3.
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Figure 5: Tasks: (left to right) meta-learning gridworld benchmark, partially observed navigation,
Procgen maze navigation, embodied object search, simulated robot and real robot manipulation.

5.3 How does ASTEROID work on arbitrary POMDPs?

We described ASTEROID in a BAMDP, where a latent variable z remains fixed across multiple
episodes. In a general POMDP, the hidden state evolves within a single episode. For example, in
a locally observed maze, the agent does not observe its global position, and this hidden position
changes after every move. At test time, the policy interacts with the environment for a single episode
over a fixed horizon H . As the underlying state changes at each step, the agent faces a branching
inference problem: each action and observation changes which hidden states remain plausible. Thus,
instead of coverage over repeated episodes for a fixed z, we need coverage over on-policy histories
ht across timesteps t ∈ [H].

In practice (see Algorithm 3), ASTEROID samples a timestep t, rolls out the student to produce an
on-policy history ht, and queries the expert from the reached state, producing a partial trajectory
that generates the queries o∗t: and action labels a∗t: (similar to takeovers in [36]). The resulting tuples
(ht, o

∗
t:, a

∗
t:) train the policy to map its history to actions that are optimal for the hidden state under

that history. At the takeover step, it approximates π(at | ot, ht) =
∫
π∗(at | st) p(st | ot, ht) dst,

and over the future steps, the expert trajectory teaches it to follow one hypothesis rather than dithering.
For example, in the maze, after each move, the local observations and rewards prune some possible
positions while keeping others plausible. Further, we induce a curriculum in the context horizon
by iteratively biasing the sampled timestep t toward longer horizons. Thus, we adapt the method
to a POMDP: collect on-policy histories, then use privileged labels to teach it how to guide future
behavior.

6 Experiments

In our experiments, we aim to answer the following questions:

1. Does ASTEROID learn to solve partially observed problems efficiently on deployment?
2. Is ASTEROID sample-efficient compared to baselines?
3. What kind of exploratory behavior do policies trained with ASTEROID display at test time?
4. Does ASTEROID learn exploration policies that can be deployed on real-robot hardware?
5. Do frontier models perform in-context exploration?
6. Is learning from on-policy contexts necessary to learn exploration efficiently?

6.1 Training and Evaluation Details

We evaluate all methods across 11 environments and three seeds1. We include error bars denoting
the standard error across the seeds. For model architecture and tokenization, we use the causal
transformer implementation from [42]. We include the hyperparameters, training, and environment
details in Appendix F. We also include ablations over ASTEROID in Appendix B, and qualitative
videos on the website2. We evaluate the policy’s performance and exploration efficiency across
multiple test-time episodes on held-out goals. We compare policy performance across training
iterations, with a fixed test-time budget.

1We run Habitat on a single seed and the wrist-camera RL baseline on two seeds due to high wall-clock time.
2Project webpage: weirdlabuw.github.io/asteroid
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6.2 Tasks

We evaluate our approach on a diverse suite of partially observable decision-making problems across
robotic manipulation, discrete exploration, and continuous navigation (Figure 5), requiring strong
elements of exploration, memory, and adaptation under limited sensing.

• Partially observed gridworlds [16] are a classic benchmark consisting of discrete search problems,
where an agent acts over multiple episodes in a gridworld to reach one or more goals. The agent is
in an n× n grid and must perform targeted exploration to solve the task, such as finding the hidden
goal or sequentially finding the hidden key and the door across multiple episodes.

• Meta-Learning navigation [57] is a meta-learning task where an agent must navigate in an
environment to a hidden goal. We instantiate (i) Ant Navigation, where the agent is an 8-DoF robot,
and (ii) 2D Navigation, which reduces the dynamics to a simple point mass.

• Procgen Maze Navigation [18] involves finding the goal in procedurally generated mazes, where
the agent receives only a local 3× 3 observation and has to infer the maze layout and goal location
using the interaction history.

• Embodied Object Search [56] involves searching for a household object in a fixed environment in
Habitat-Sim. This presents a visually complex domain for a realistic partially observed problem.

• Simulated Robotic Manipulation [75] tasks are high-dimensional, continuous-control manipu-
lation tasks under partial observability: Wrist-Camera Peg-Insertion and Tactile-Pick. Here, the
robot has to use limited sensing to manipulate objects, i.e., explore over the table using only the
wrist view, or use touch sensing to locate the object and complete the given task.

• Real Robot Manipulation [78, 8]: We reconstruct one of the simulated tasks in the real world,
where the robot has to pick up a cube using proprioception from the arm and gripper only. We train
policies in simulation with domain randomization [68, 75] and then transfer them to the real world.

6.3 Baselines

We compare against ten strong baselines from several frameworks under partial observability:

• Asymmetric student–teacher: BC: imitates privileged expert trajectories, DAgger [59]: relabels
the student’s per-step actions with the expert. DPT [42] trains a transformer on an in-context
dataset of randomly collected interactions to predict oracle actions; SPOC [22] imitates shortest-
path trajectories with data augmentation, yielding exploration-like behavior. AAWR [30] extends
Advantage Weighted Regression [55] to POMDPs, using privileged state during training to learn a
stronger critic.

• Meta-RL: RL2 [21] trains a recurrent policy to adapt to the hidden parameters purely through
interaction, treating the policy’s hidden state as an implicit learning algorithm that updates from
histories across episodes. Distilled Planner [56, 53]: For embodied navigation in Habitat, we train
a policy that performs posterior-sampling RL (PSRL) [53] (i.e., upper bound performance).

• Imitation-informed RL: BC+PPO [60, 21] accelerates PPO [60] by adding a behavior-cloning
loss over privileged actions; for meta-learning tasks, we use an adapted variant (BC+RL2) that
leverages privileged supervision to bootstrap learning. ADVISOR [74] dynamically combines
imitation learning (IL) and online RL objectives during training, resolving the imitation gap
adaptively. RMA [38] learns to predict the privileged latent from history, and a frozen expert policy
acts on that predicted latent.

6.4 Does ASTEROID learn to solve partially observed problems efficiently on deployment?

In Figure 6, we compare the test-time performance of in-context policies learned via ASTEROID
against baselines. Given the same test-time budget, our method achieves substantially higher final
performance. Unlike the baselines, ASTEROID’s on-policy data generation and expert supervision
provide coverage over the context the policy sees and the subsequent actions it should take at
deployment, i.e., it can effectively adapt its exploration using these contexts to infer task-relevant
information. Figures 8, 11, and 16 show the same trend in partially observed navigation and
manipulation. In Procgen Maze (Figure 7), ASTEROID solves procedurally generated mazes by
using local observation history to maintain an implicit belief over the state, guiding exploration
toward unexplored regions [35]. This avoids redundant search and enables ASTEROID to achieve
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Figure 6: Performance on discrete exploration tasks requiring memory and goal inference. We
observe that ASTEROID outperforms all baselines in terms of test-time efficiency. It performs
efficient exploration and almost converges to the expert after inferring the hidden task variables.

Figure 7: ASTEROID improves success
while reducing episode length on Procgen
Maze; BC succeeds non-trivially via ran-
dom exploration but is much less efficient.

Figure 8: We observe extreme sample efficiency
(∼ 100× speedup) when using ASTEROID to train
policies for robot manipulation under limited sensing.

higher success while being 2× faster. In contrast, BC achieves non-trivial success through random
exploration but does not use context to avoid redundant search, making it highly inefficient. DPT
also underperforms because offline datasets provide incomplete coverage over test-time histories.
For RMA, latent uncertainty generates out-of-distribution (OOD) inputs for the base policy, which
is trained only under full observability. As a result, it never learns to explore. ASTEROID instead
directly supervises the action distribution conditioned on the student’s own context to perform
directed exploration. In ASTEROID, exploration is the learned behavior, not a byproduct. Finally,
as we discuss in Appendix D, we see that DAgger under partial observability leads to performance
degradation (below BC), while history conditioning and multi-step supervision in ASTEROID learn
an effective search policy. We also show robustness to noisy experts in Appendix B.2. Videos of the
learned behavior are on the website3.

6.5 Is ASTEROID sample-efficient?

In this section, we compare the training-time sample efficiency of ASTEROID against baselines
that combine RL with privileged supervision to learn policies under partial observability. Using
GPU-parallelized simulation [48], we evaluate manipulation tasks in which the policy has access
to limited sensory modalities. In Figure 8, ASTEROID is ∼ 100× more efficient in environment
steps than RL baselines, learning a policy that explores and successfully picks the cube or inserts
the peg. In Figure 16b, the student observes only the history of past actions and tactile sensing
(no proprioception), and ASTEROID efficiently learns policies with ∼ 92% success rate under this
partial observability. The supervised updates in ASTEROID (compared to expensive RL) make it
highly efficient during training, even for high-dimensional tasks. While RL baselines can learn in
low-dimensional settings (Appendix B.4), they are significantly sample-inefficient in domains such
as ant navigation and robotics (Figures 8 and 11).

3Project webpage: weirdlabuw.github.io/asteroid
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ASTEROID

Privileged Expert directly
solves the task.

Baselines explore inefficiently or dither between hypotheses and fail. ASTEROID searches adaptively using
tactile information and succeeds.

Figure 9: End-effector trajectories on the tactile cube-pick task, where the policy must locate and
lift a cube using proprioception and touch sensing. The privileged state expert (gray) observes the
cube pose and grasps it directly. Under partial observability, the baselines fail to adapt their actions,
whereas ASTEROID performs in-context exploration, exploring the table until contact, then grasping
and lifting the cube.

Figure 10: Robot positions (bottom row) during
exploration for Peg-Insertion from wrist images
(top row). ASTEROID learns policies that sweep
the table to locate the peg and successfully place
it in the hole, whereas direct imitation policies
collapse under limited observability.

Figure 11: Ant Navigation. (Right) ASTEROID
performs posterior sampling over goals while
controlling the 8-DoF robot and achieves high
success (Left), while RL2 and DPT (success rate
∼ 0) fail to learn control and exploration for
higher-dimensional action spaces.

6.6 What kind of in-context exploratory behavior do policies learned via ASTEROID display?

In Tactile-Pick (Figure 9), the policy probes multiple grasp points and uses tactile feedback from
failed attempts to inform its next actions, unlike BC, which treats trials independently and relies on
i.i.d. exploration. Additionally, other baselines fail to learn directed exploration either because of
incompatible supervision or inefficient context generation during training. Similarly, in Figure 10,
the robot policy scans the tabletop using its wrist camera to localize both the object and target. In
contrast, naive distillation goes out of distribution and degenerates.

We also see goal-directed, memory-based exploration (Appendix C.2) in Habitat and navigation
tasks: the policy explores the environment, remembers failed locations, and avoids redundant search.
See Appendix C and the website for videos. In Figure 11, we observe in the Ant Navigation task
that the learned exploration resembles strategies found in prior meta-learning methods [79]. The ant
efficiently explores different goals and eliminates regions where it does not receive a high reward
(see trajectories in Figure 11). This enables the agent to adaptively find the right goal and exploit it.
Although RL can learn exploration, its sample inefficiency makes it impractical. DPT performs poorly
in continuous control, as it is nearly impossible to construct offline datasets via random exploration
that cover test-time histories.

6.7 Does ASTEROID learn exploration policies that can be deployed on real robot hardware?

In Figure 12, we evaluate ASTEROID on a real robot manipulation task that requires exploration under
partial observability. We first train clairvoyant experts in Isaac Lab using large-scale reinforcement
learning with domain randomization [75, 78]. These experts use privileged state information to pick
up a cube. At deployment, the real robot observes only proprioception (joint angles and gripper
positions, no touch). The cameras are off, so it cannot see the cube, and vision-based transfer is not
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applicable. We train student policies to explore the world and infer this hidden information by trying
different grasp locations and using gripper jaw position.

Figure 12: (Left) Real robot setup, where it must rely
solely on proprioception (arm joint and gripper po-
sitions) to infer the object’s location and pick it up.
(Right) Comparing the performance of sim-to-real dis-
tillation via naive BC and our method on the real-robot
task. ASTEROID learns an effective exploration policy
that achieves a higher success rate across 10 trials with
randomized cube positions.

The standard transfer baseline is to distill
the simulation expert into the student pol-
icy via behavior cloning. This student pol-
icy imitates expert trajectories, but does
not learn how to recover from failed at-
tempts. In contrast, ASTEROID trains the
policy to perform in-context exploration,
so the robot learns to adapt its next grasp
attempt based on the history of previous
attempts. As shown in Figure 12 (right),
ASTEROID achieves a higher success rate
than behavior cloning. The qualitative roll-
outs in Figure 15 show this behavior: after
a failed attempt, the baseline goes out of
distribution, while ASTEROID continues
searching over potential cube locations us-
ing its in-context abilities, completes the
grasp, and successfully picks up the cube
without cameras. We further demonstrate
qualitatively that as the policy does not use
vision, it can successfully solve the task in
situations where the partial observability is natural, e.g., rummaging inside a box or under visual
distractors (see robot videos on our website4).

6.8 Do frontier models perform in-context exploration?

Figure 13: In the Peg-Insertion task, ASTEROID outper-
forms a frontier model (Claude Opus 5.5) at exploring
the table to pick up the peg and insert it, while also
being faster.

Given recent progress in highly capable
foundation models [2], a natural question
is: if we use frontier models for explo-
ration in partially observed environments,
how well do they perform? To investigate
this, we conduct an experiment on the Peg-
Insertion task where the robot has to use
its wrist camera to explore the table, locate
and pick up the peg, and insert it into the
peg hole.

Following work on using foundation mod-
els to write code for controlling robots,
e.g., “code-as-policies” [43, 14], we first
let a Claude Opus 5.5 coding agent (inside
Claude Code) build a harness around the
environment. Like ASTEROID, it has ac-

cess to the full Isaac Lab environment and the privileged expert policy, which it uses to collect 3
demonstrations, train a perception model, and tune the prompt. We then use Claude Opus 5.5 as the
policy: during each episode, we show it the camera images and robot state, and it writes a small
program that controls the robot until the current sub-task (e.g., grasping the peg) is done, then looks
again and writes the next subtask policy. Notably, directly using the model to output actions for this
led to almost zero successes, as the model failed to precisely insert the peg. Under full observability,
the model achieves a ∼ 65% success rate, below the expert policy (∼ 90%), while also being ∼ 2×
less efficient (see Figure 13). To adapt the policy to partial observability, we prompt the agent to tune
the code policy to a wrist-camera-only setting (preserving the base controller it has generated). In
the Wrist-Camera Peg-Insertion task, we see that our learned policy outperforms the frontier model
(∼ 78% vs. ∼ 50% success rate). This implies that while frontier models are capable of completing

4Project webpage: weirdlabuw.github.io/asteroid
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Figure 15: We evaluate sim-to-real transfer of policies learned via ASTEROID and naive behavior cloning on a real-robot
task, where the robot cannot use the camera to localize the object and pick it up. Instead, it has to use the proprioception of
the arm and the gripper and explore different locations by attempting grasps at different positions. We compare the behavior
learned with BC vs ASTEROID. The baseline (first row) is trained to imitate expert data only and goes out of distribution.
Meanwhile, ASTEROID (second row) learns a policy that uses its in-context exploration to explore multiple grasp locations
and pick up the object.

tasks under full observability, the ability to explore via context is still missing from the repertoire of
skills they have.

6.9 Is learning from on-policy contexts necessary?

Figure 14: ASTEROID generates data online,
while AAWR is sensitive to the quality of
offline datasets.

Across multiple domains, DPT performs poorly be-
cause offline random contexts fail to capture the de-
ployment histories. In Figure 14, we compare AS-
TEROID against AAWR [30] trained with offline
datasets of varying diversity in the peg-insertion task,
to highlight the importance of on-policy context col-
lection. AAWR [30], which learns from an offline
dataset, is highly sensitive to the dataset quality and
diversity. ASTEROID avoids this offline dependence
by generating on-policy contexts from the student.
This focuses supervision on deployment-relevant con-
texts, and is robust to imperfect expert labels (see
Appendix B.2).

7 Discussion

In this work, we propose ASTEROID, an iterative asymmetric distillation framework for learning
in-context exploration. The key idea is to train a history-conditioned policy using supervised targets
from a privileged expert, while collecting the histories on-policy from the student. This directly
addresses two bottlenecks for exploration: (i) privileged teachers do not demonstrate information-
gathering behavior, and (ii) offline or randomly collected histories may not match the distribution the
student will encounter at deployment. While the need for history-conditioned exploration policies is
well established, we show that on-policy distillation from privileged teachers, without RL or latent
regression, is sufficient to learn exploration scalably across diverse simulated and real-world tasks.
We believe that as robots and AI agents are deployed in the wild, acting as web assistants or robot
butlers, in-context exploration learned via simple and scalable online training is key to enabling truly
autonomous behavior.

A limitation is that the approach relies on a strong privileged expert, though it is agnostic to how
the expert is generated. An interesting direction is to remove this reliance and train experts from
offline demonstrations. We note that posterior sampling exploration is not Bayes-optimal, i.e., it
trades off some exploration efficiency for tractability and strong regret guarantees. This motivates
future extensions that combine our approach with optimistic exploration. Another limitation is that
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this exploration relies on inferring hidden states from the overall expert support. When the hidden
information can only be gathered outside this support, the student cannot reduce its uncertainty. A
promising future direction is to learn a residual policy on top of this student to learn off-support
information-gathering behavior. Additionally, the student policy is trained to imitate expert actions,
but may produce unsafe exploration. Therefore, an important direction is to enforce safety via explicit
constraints and safety filters.
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A Related Work

Student–Teacher Distillation. Learning from privileged experts arises in settings from self-driving
[13, 20, 4] to robotic exploration [17, 33, 7]. In partially observed domains, interactive imitation
learning addresses covariate shift and the resulting, compounding errors that drive the learner into
unseen states [13, 41] with classic iterative schemes including [19, 59, 58, 64]. Recent results suggest
that on-policy imitation is necessary under partial observability [65], and that off-policy cloning
[45] can fail in non-realizable settings where information-gathering behavior is required [63, 74].
Our work targets this non-realizable regime: the learner must take information-gathering actions
that are not directly recoverable from a fully observed expert [40]. Prior approaches handle this via
additional assumptions (e.g., access to confounders at test time [66] or differentiable experts [73]) or
by incorporating reinforcement learning with bootstrapping via demonstrations or resets to induce
exploration [49, 70, 30, 74, 37]. In contrast, we learn information-gathering behavior using iterative
distillation conditioned on on-policy histories, which is substantially more stable and sample-efficient
than RL-based alternatives.

Meta Learning. A common approach to learning in POMDPs is to use recurrent policies that
compress the interaction history into a latent belief representation [28, 31]. Meta-RL provides a
general framework for learning adaptive exploration across task distributions [21, 79, 57, 44], but often
requires extensive online training interaction [72, 5], making it difficult to scale to high-dimensional,
sparse-reward domains with long-horizon credit assignment. Our approach replaces this expensive
RL-based adaptation with iterative supervised learning, still enabling long-horizon, history-dependent
exploration through on-policy context collection. Additionally, unlike prior work [42, 79, 21, 40], our
method is not limited to Bayes-Adaptive MDPs [40], where the agent interacts with an environment
with a fixed underlying parameter across multiple episodes. We demonstrate that our method scales
to POMDPs, in which the policy explores actions within a single episode to estimate the underlying
state distribution and achieve task success.

Posterior Sampling. Posterior sampling methods [67, 53] drive exploration by implicitly or explicitly
maintaining a belief over the environment’s underlying hidden parameters, acting optimally under
samples from this distribution, and updating the belief based on feedback. Despite strong empirical
and theoretical results [10, 53], such approaches typically require maintaining and sampling from
an explicit posterior, and solving for policies under the sampled parameters (e.g., PSRL, BOSS)
[53, 3], limiting practicality in rich-observation settings. Recent approaches [62, 76] learn Bayes-
optimal policies for POMDPs but are applied in discrete settings, whereas posterior sampling yields a
simple, scalable solution with provable regret guarantees. ASTEROID does not explicitly optimize
a posterior-sampling objective, but in Section 6 we show that posterior-sampling-like behavior
emerges naturally from our method through iterative on-policy distillation, even in high-dimensional
continuous environments. Further, in Appendix H, we show that theoretically, ASTEROID converges
to posterior sampling with linear regret akin to standard online learning methods [59]. We show
that under stated assumptions, ASTEROID converges to posterior sampling on the covered history
support. We also observe this behavior empirically in high-dimensional manipulation, and it transfers
to a real robot (see Section 6).

In-Context Decision-Making. Recent works [32, 9, 69] extensively use transformers as decision-
making policies. When trained on a large corpus of sequential data using autoregressive supervised
prediction, transformers can exhibit in-context learning [24, 47, 25], i.e., adapting their behavior to
new inputs based on interaction histories or input-output examples provided in context. In online
decision-making, prior works have used these emergent capabilities to steer policies conditioned
on rewards or prior context. For example, Decision Transformer (DT) [15] learns a transformer to
autoregressively predict actions conditioned on past interactions and the desired return. Similarly,
Algorithm Distillation [39] uses experience traces from a learning method (such as PPO [60]) to
adapt and improve policy behavior based on past contexts. More recently, Decision-Pretrained
Transformer [42] shows that we can learn an in-context policy that performs posterior sampling
in certain POMDPs. DPT generates the context using random interactions in the environment and
action supervision from oracle experts with privileged information. Such methods assume that these
offline datasets provide coverage over all possible histories of interaction, which is intractable and
unrealistic in high-dimensional domains. ASTEROID, instead, uses a dataset of on-policy contexts,
removing the coverage assumption and scaling to much harder and higher-dimensional problems (see
Section 6).
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B Ablation Experiments

B.1 Performance of ASTEROID on additional environments

In Figure 16, we show the performance of our proposed method across additional partially observed
environments. ASTEROID leverages on-policy context accumulation and expert supervision to solve
these tasks efficiently. In the Tactile-Pick w/o Proprioception task, the objective is to pick a randomly
placed cube on the table. The arm is randomly initialized, and the only observation available to
the student is tactile forces and the last action. We observe that ASTEROID effectively solves the
high-dimensional POMDP task with ∼ 92% success by implicitly maintaining a belief over the
underlying state. We plot the performance over iterations and the resulting behavior in Figure 16b.
Note that in the tactile-pick (and some other) tasks, BC while history-conditioned is not efficient and
achieves non-trivial performance (here, ∼ 48%) because certain evaluation reset conditions do not
require significant or directed exploration to locate the object.

(a) Fixed Maze Navigation (b) Tactile-Pick w/o Proprioception (c) Habitat Object Search

Figure 16: ASTEROID learns to solve POMDPs such as maze navigation, robot manipulation, and
Habitat object search, where agents must act under limited fields of view, random resets, and partial
sensing.

Figure 17: We run ablations on different parts of ASTEROID in the Tactile-Pick task. Left: we run
ASTEROID with a noisy expert and observe no performance drop. Middle: we sweep over different
curricula with increasing exploration horizons and find minimal sensitivity. Right: we show that
adding curriculum improves the efficiency of ASTEROID by ensuring that as the horizon increases
over iterations, the learned policy does not suffer from OOD histories or generating random actions.

B.2 Robustness of ASTEROID to noise in privileged expert supervision

In Figure 17 (left), we evaluate the robustness of ASTEROID through an ablation study in which
a noisy expert supervises the student. We inject Gaussian noise into the expert actions during
training (σ = 0.2) and find that ASTEROID remains performant under noisy supervision. The slight
performance improvement may stem from the regularizing effect of learning from noisy targets.
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B.3 How does the curriculum of exploration affect ASTEROID during training?

At each iteration k < K, the policy interacts with the environment for k episodes, thereby inducing
an increasing curriculum on on-policy rollout horizons. As the context window gradually expands, it
allows the student to use longer histories to rule out hidden states or task instances inconsistent with
its observations and feedback (Appendix B.5). The curriculum also avoids a subtle distribution-shift
issue. Suppose the maximum context length is K, and we roll out an intermediate policy πθk for
more than k episodes. Since πθk was only trained on contexts of length at most k, maintaining an
in-distribution context would require a sliding window over the most recent k episodes. However, this
window can discard early exploration outcomes. If a failed goal is no longer in context, the policy
may re-explore it, producing redundant exploration histories that a fully converged policy would not
generate. Informally, this reduces the effective number of length-H exploration contexts from |Z|H

arbitrary failure sequences to at most |Z|!
(|Z|−H)! ordered non-redundant histories. This further reduces

the effective context space, thereby making ASTEROID sample-efficient.

In Figure 17 (right), we compare the performance of ASTEROID across two different schedules:
(i) No-Curriculum: the exploration horizon is sampled from a fixed range across all iterations, and
(ii) Curriculum: the exploration horizon is sampled from a range that increases every iteration. We
observe that curriculum-based exploration is more efficient than the non-curriculum variant, as it
keeps student policy rollouts in distribution and makes on-policy data generation more sample-
efficient. Furthermore, in Figure 17 (middle), we compare the robustness of the method across
different values of increasing curriculum and observe that it is relatively insensitive to this parameter.

B.4 ASTEROID is significantly more scalable than RL in complex domains

Figure 18: RL is effective over
short horizons, but ASTEROID uses
supervised updates to be effective
across long-horizon tasks as well.

In Figures 6 and 8, we observe that RL-based baselines (RL2,
BC+RL2, and ADVISOR) severely underperform in some long-
horizon sparse reward tasks. To further ablate this, we run the RL
baselines and our method in a smaller version of the Darkroom envi-
ronment, where the grid size is 5× 5. We observe that RL baselines
learn competitive search policies in these small-scale environments.
ASTEROID uses supervised learning to model expert actions while
building exploration context via student rollouts, rather than relying
on expert supervision and dynamic programming over random con-
texts to learn how to explore and exploit information. As a result,
ASTEROID performs better than RL baselines in high-dimensional,
long-horizon settings.

B.5 Does iterative context accumulation actually help ASTEROID?

Figure 19: The test-time efficiency of ASTEROID increases significantly with more iterations of
asymmetric on-policy distillation, demonstrating that as the context dataset grows, the policy can
adapt over longer horizons, making exploration more efficient.
Figure 16c shows exploration performance as a function of the number of in-context exploration
iterations on a high-dimensional navigation task. In Habitat Object Search, performance improves
steadily as additional exploration steps allow the policy to gather informative observations and refine
its behavior, despite the complexity of the observations, almost converging to the posterior-sampling
upper bound. Further, in Figure 19, we observe that the test-time efficiency of ASTEROID improves
significantly with more iterations. These results indicate that ASTEROID effectively uses in-context
interaction to accumulate task-relevant information, translating additional exploration into improved
downstream task performance in realistic, partially observable environments, such as higher success
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rates in embodied object search in Habitat and in robot manipulation tasks. In Appendix B.3, we
further include ablations showing the benefits and robustness of ASTEROID to the curriculum over
exploration horizon across multiple iterations.

B.6 How well does ASTEROID generalize under shifted latent priors?

Figure 20: Generalization under shifted latent priors in 2D
Navigation. Training goals lie at radius 0.7; evaluation goals
are sampled at increasing radii up to 1.0. Performance de-
grades gradually with shift magnitude.

In Figure 20, we additionally measure
how far generalization extends. In the
2D Navigation task, training goals are
sampled on a semicircle of radius 0.7
from the origin, and at evaluation we
sample goals at increasing radii from
0.7 (in-distribution) to 1.0 (far out-of-
distribution), keeping the dynamics
and observations unchanged. This iso-
lates the shift to the latent (goal) distri-
bution alone. As shown in Figure 20,
ASTEROID retains near-optimal per-
formance near the training distribution
(normalized return of 0.99 at radius
0.7 and 0.98 at 0.75) and degrades
gradually as the goals move farther away (0.41 at radius 1.0). Generally, amortized POMDP
solvers [42, 53, 23] that are learned via interaction or offline datasets suffer from a decline in per-
formance as the train and test distributions diverge, and this observation is consistent with past
results [51, 77].

C Qualitative Results

C.1 ASTEROID learns efficient exploration in robot manipulation under limited sensing and
navigation

Figure 21: In 2D navigation, ASTEROID adapts its
exploration based on context, converging to the true
goal.

In Figures 10 and 21, we further compare
the qualitative exploration behavior across
the Peg-Insertion and 2D Navigation tasks.
We observe that ASTEROID enables active
exploration-like behavior during manipu-
lation, in which the robot arm moves effi-
ciently across the table to locate the peg
and the target. Similarly, in the 2D naviga-
tion maze task, ASTEROID learns a pol-
icy that adaptively searches for the goal in
unexplored regions and converges to high
reward in subsequent episodes once it can

identify the goal region from past trials. We include full videos of the policies on our website5, which
also includes goal-directed exploration across different rooms in Habitat.

C.2 ASTEROID presents emergent in-context properties such as memory as a result of
on-policy in-context learning

To investigate whether the policy learned with ASTEROID actually attends to context, we construct
a variant of the Key-Door environment in which the agent observes two boolean flags in its state
whenever it lands on the key or the door during exploration. Policies trained with ASTEROID exhibit
emergent in-context memory. If the agent discovered the key or door in earlier attempts, it can later
retrieve that information from context and use it efficiently.

5Project webpage: weirdlabuw.github.io/asteroid
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(a) The agent finds the key in earlier episodes, can reference it back in its context, and
always picks up the key before searching for the door.

(b) The agent finds the door in the first episode but gets no reward. So, in the next episodes,
it looks for the key and memorizes the door location. As a result, in episode 3, it finds the
key and goes directly to the door (without having to search for it, since it has memory).

Figure 22: In the Key-Door task, the agent explores to find both the key and the door to get +1 reward
for each task. ASTEROID learns an effective strategy: if it reaches the key or door first, it uses its
context to remember the location, and upon finding the other goal, it can immediately complete the
task without additional exploration.

D Per-step interactive imitation learning fails in history-conditioned
asymmetric distillation

Figure 23: Under DAgger, the same student roll-
out receives per-step expert labels toward differ-
ent goals depending on the hidden goal (left, mid-
dle). Aggregating these labels yields a policy that
chooses a goal uniformly at each step (right) in-
stead of committing to one hypothesis.

An extension to improve naive teacher–student
distillation is to apply standard interactive learn-
ing methods, such as DAgger [59], on a history-
conditioned student policy πθ(·|ot, ht). How-
ever, these interactive methods are not feedback-
driven and rely on per-step supervision, i.e., they
aggregate privileged action labels at each step.
Further, in POMDPs, DAgger surprisingly con-
verges to an exploration strategy that is generally
worse than naive distillation. Consider that a pol-
icy has to take H steps towards a potential goal
to receive a reward and disambiguate between
them. Here, πθ(·|ot, ht) cloned on expert behav-
ior would randomly pick a door and generate an H step trajectory. Applying DAgger, an expert
provides supervision at each step of the trajectory. In Figure 23, we see that under different latent
settings, the same student trajectory receives multi-modal action targets at each step. Supervised
learning on this aggregated dataset would instead learn a policy that chooses a random goal at each
step, which does not correspond to meaningful, effective exploration. Over repeated interactions,
the updated policy uniformly explores the environment to find the goal, leading to extremely high
exploration budgets. Overall, DAgger underperforms as a baseline in partially observed domains, even
below naive behavior cloning (see Figure 8). Instead, ASTEROID employs trajectory/context-level
supervision, i.e., given the history ht, we supervise either the full interaction trajectory (in BAMDPs)
or the partial trajectory from the takeover state (in POMDPs). This encourages the policy to execute
goal-directed actions over a longer horizon (rather than uniform dithering), resulting in much more
efficient exploration, even in high-dimensional continuous action spaces (see Figure 11).

E Didactic Example: ASTEROID learns efficient posterior sampling

Consider a POMDP with one hidden variable. For each task, a fixed goal g ∈ {A,B,C} is sampled
uniformly. The agent takes actions to move to one of the locations in {A,B,C} and receives a reward
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Figure 24: Toy example demonstrating that ASTEROID learns adaptive in-context behavior, where it
effectively explores based on history.

of 1 if it matches g and 0 otherwise. A privileged teacher observes g and always chooses the correct
door, producing expert trajectories: (A, 1), (B, 1), or (C, 1) depending on the goal. If the student is
trained only on these expert rollouts with no context (i.e., τ c = ∅), then at deployment it cannot infer
g and must choose uniformly, yielding expected reward 1/3.

Dry run. At iteration k = 0, we train on expert-only trajectories with τ c = ∅, so the student has
no information about g at decision time. The resulting policy chooses A,B,C uniformly, giving an
expected reward of 1/3.

Now deploy this student and collect on-policy contexts. If the true goal is g = C, then across episodes
the observed contexts are of the form (A, 0), (B, 0), or (C, 1), depending on which door was tried.
At iteration k = 1, ASTEROID pairs each such context with a privileged teacher trajectory generated
under the same goal. For example, conditioning on τ c = (A, 0) rules out g = A, so the teacher data
for this context consists only of successful choices at the remaining doors, i.e., (B, 1) or (C, 1). After
distillation, the updated student still chooses uniformly when τ c = ∅, but it adapts after one failed
attempt: given τ c = (A, 0) it chooses between {B,C} uniformly, yielding expected reward 1/2 on
the next episode.

At iteration k = 2, the student generates longer contexts such as (A, 0;B, 0), (A, 0;C, 1), etc. A
context like (A, 0;B, 0) uniquely identifies g = C, so the teacher data for this context concentrates
on choosing C. After distillation, the student learns the corresponding rule: once it has observed two
failures, it deterministically selects the remaining door and receives a reward of 1. Figure 24 depicts
this progression: as τ c grows with on-policy interaction, the student eliminates inconsistent goals
based on context and its behavior approaches posterior sampling over {A,B,C}.

On-policy context enables more efficient learning than random exploration rollouts. In this
example, a context τ c is useful only if it induces a non-trivial posterior over the goal, i.e., it eliminates
some candidates in {A,B,C} based on observed rewards. Suppose instead that reaching each
location requires multiple actions before any reward is revealed. Then a large fraction of randomly
generated rollouts will fail to reach any door within the context horizon (row 1 in Figure 25),
producing trajectories whose rewards are uninformative and whose posterior over g remains essentially
unchanged. By contrast, on-policy contexts produced by the student concentrate on trajectories that
actually reach candidate doors, since the student is trained on teacher trajectories that are goal-directed
and therefore yield plausible search behavior (row 2 in Figure 25). As a result, the contexts in Dk
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Figure 25: On-policy contexts ensure efficient coverage over relevant histories, while random
exploration [42] can generate uninformative contextual information that harms training.

more often contain the key feedback events that reduce uncertainty about g, providing a higher-signal
training distribution for learning a context-conditioned policy.

F Training and Implementation Details

F.1 Training Details

Model Architecture. ASTEROID uses a causal transformer similar to Lee et al. [42], Chen et al.
[15]. Each token encodes the ⟨observation, previous action, reward, terminal signal⟩ tuple via an
MLP encoder. For images, we encode observations with an ImageNet-pretrained ResNet18. For
discrete actions, we predict logits over the action space, and for continuous actions, we predict the
mean and standard deviation of a Gaussian.

Asymmetric Sampling of datasets. For the robot manipulation tasks, to avoid overfitting, we
skew the sampling ratio of the data collected across iterations to upweight the new data more. This
significantly reduced overfitting to past data and enabled better policy learning.

Filtering for successful trajectories. As ASTEROID imitates privileged actions conditioned on
context, we keep only the successful expert trajectories while collecting the datasets during each
iteration. This ensures that the learned in-context policy samples from a distribution of expert actions
that are optimal under the true parameters that could generate the given context.

Task Experts ASTEROID depends on a strong privileged expert but is agnostic to how it is
generated: it may leverage simple planners, use RL, imitation learning, or hybrid methods [60, 75, 78].
Concretely: for all navigation and gridworld tasks, the experts are shortest-path planners. For
manipulation, we train state-based policies via large-scale simulation RL [75] with hyperparameters
from the original implementations. Privileged state makes these experts cheap to train. E.g., in peg
insertion, a state-based teacher (object and goal 6-D pose) reaches 90+% success in ∼8 h, while a
wrist-camera policy takes 4+ days to reach only ∼10%. This state information is not available at
deployment, and thus, we learn exploration via ASTEROID. Most of our baselines also use privileged
experts, so teacher cost is not exclusive to our method.

Compute. DPT, ASTEROID, BC, and AAWR learn context-conditioned policies, and we use the
same architecture and evaluation setup. Thus, these methods use the same tokens and computation
during rollouts. During training, ASTEROID additionally conditions on the expert observations,
adding at most |T| tokens more than DPT, where |T| is the length of an episode. Unless noted
otherwise, all models were trained on a single L40 GPU; training takes 1–6 h, and the main bottleneck
is environment rollouts, not training. For Isaac Lab tasks, we used 2× RTX-4090s for our method
and all baselines. We carefully match the compute in terms of environment interactions across all
baselines (except when comparing efficiency). In all experiments, each baseline is trained on as much
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as or more data than ASTEROID. ASTEROID runs K iterations with M environment steps each; all
offline baselines (BC, DPT, SPOC, AAWR) train on a dataset of size K ×M . Figure 8 plots training
steps vs. performance for the manipulation baselines. RL baselines are trained to convergence. In
Table 1, we outline the parameters:

Table 1: Per-environment data and compute budget for ASTEROID and baselines.
Environment K (iters) ASTEROID data (trajs) Offline baselines data RL baselines env steps Expert labels (rollouts) Teacher cost

Gridworld (Darkroom, 2D-Nav) 10 10× 1000 = 10k (env horizon H) 10k expert trajs to convergence 10k negligible (planner)
Tactile-Pick 3 3× 8192 ≈ 24k ≈24k expert trajs ∼ 108 ≈24k ∼8 h (state-based RL)
Peg-Insertion 4 4× 4096 ≈ 16k ≈16k expert trajs ∼ 108 ≈16k ∼8 h (state-based RL)
Habitat 5 5× 1024 = 5120 5120 (Distilled Planner) n/a 5120 negligible (planner)

F.2 Tasks

Wrist-Camera Peg-Insertion. [75] A 7-DoF robot must locate a peg on a tabletop and insert
it into the corresponding hole using only a wrist-mounted RGB camera and proprioception. This
is a single-episode POMDP: the peg and arm are randomly reset at the start of each episode, and
the robot must search under a limited camera field of view. We denote the privileged state as
st = (qt, ppeg, phole), where qt is the robot proprioceptive state and ppeg, phole are the peg and hole
positions. The student observes ot = (Iwrist

t , qt, at−1), where Iwrist
t is the wrist-camera RGB image

and at−1 is the previous action. The reward indicates successful insertion, and expert trajectories are
generated using large-scale RL as described in Yin et al. [75]. An effective exploration strategy must
scan the workspace, localize the peg and hole from partial views, and then execute the contact-rich
insertion behavior.

Tactile-Pick. [75, 29] The robot must locate and pick up a cube using proprioceptive and tactile
feedback, without visual observations. This is a single-episode POMDP: the cube pose is randomly
reset and hidden, so the agent can only infer it through contact during the episode. We denote the
privileged state as st = (qt, pcube), where qt is the robot proprioceptive state and pcube is the cube
position. The student observes ot = (qt, τt, at−1), where τt is the 2× 3-dimensional force feedback
from the two fingers of the parallel-jaw gripper. The reward indicates successful pickup, and expert
trajectories are generated using large-scale RL as described in Yin et al. [75]. An effective exploration
strategy must probe the workspace, use contact events to infer the cube location, and then transition
from search to grasping. We also evaluate a harder variant with observations ot = (τt, at−1), where
the robot observes the world only through contact forces and past actions. In this setting, the robot
starts from a random configuration and must use its interaction history to maintain a belief over both
its own joint configuration and the cube position.

Darkroom. [16, 42] The agent must find a hidden goal in a partially observable gridworld. We
use three versions with different grid sizes: Mini (5× 5), Easy (10× 10), and Hard (25× 25). This
is a BAMDP: the agent interacts with the environment over multiple test-time episodes, the goal
remains fixed across episodes, and the agent is reset to (0, 0) at the start of each episode. We denote
the privileged state as st = (px, py, gx, gy), where (px, py) is the agent position and (gx, gy) is the
hidden goal. The student observes ot = (px, py, rt), where rt = 1{(px, py) = (gx, gy)}. The expert
is obtained by planning the shortest path to the hidden goal using privileged goal information. An
effective exploration strategy must use the interaction history to avoid revisiting locations that already
produced zero reward, search new candidate goals, and exploit the goal once it is found. This is
exactly the structure induced by ASTEROID: given a student history, if a rewarding position has been
observed, the expert labels return to it; otherwise, the expert labels target positions not yet ruled out
by the history. We train and evaluate on an 80–20 random split of goal locations.

Key-Door. [16, 42] The agent must first locate a hidden key and then navigate to a door; the key is
picked up and the door is opened by moving to their respective positions. This is a BAMDP with
non-Markovian observations: the agent interacts across multiple test-time episodes, and optimal
behavior depends on remembering which locations have been searched and whether the key has
already been acquired. We denote the privileged state as st = (px, py, kx, ky, dx, dy,1{has key}),
where (px, py) is the agent position, (kx, ky) is the key position, (dx, dy) is the door position, and
the final bit indicates whether the agent has the key. The student observes ot = (px, py, rt). In
the Markovian version, the agent receives a reward of +1 at every timestep after acquiring the key,
effectively revealing the task stage. This dense reward also leads the RL baselines to get stuck in
a local minimum and perform poorly. In the non-Markovian version, the agent receives a reward
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of +1 only at the timestep when it picks up the key, so it must use its history to decide whether to
continue searching for the key or switch to searching for the door. In both versions, the agent receives
an additional reward of +1 upon reaching the door with the key, and the episode ends. An effective
exploration strategy must search for the key, remember how to acquire it, and then search for or
navigate to the door.

Ant and 2D Navigation. [57, 79] The agent must discover and reach a hidden goal, either in
a continuous 2D navigation domain or with a high-dimensional quadruped. These are BAMDPs:
the goal remains fixed across multiple episodes within a trajectory, while the agent resets between
episodes and must use in-context exploration to identify unvisited candidate goals. We denote the
privileged state as st = (xt, g), where xt is the agent state and g is the hidden goal. The student
observes ot = (xt, rt), but not g. The reward is sparse, with rt = 1{∥xt − g∥2 ≤ ϵ} for a success
threshold ϵ. The expert uses privileged access to g to produce goal-directed behavior. We train and
evaluate on an 80–20 split of goal locations. An effective exploration strategy must use history to
avoid revisiting unlikely goals, sample unexplored regions, and exploit the goal once discovered.

Habitat Object Search. [56] The agent must find a target object in a realistic indoor environment,
where the object is placed at one of k possible locations. This is a partially observed task: the agent
interacts for a single episode, while the hidden object location remains fixed throughout the episode
and must be inferred from experience. We denote the privileged state as st = (M, xt, g), where
M is the map of the house, xt is the robot pose, and g ∈ {1, . . . , k} is the hidden object location.
The student observes ot = (xt, It, bt), where It is the onboard camera observation and bt ∈ {0, 1}
is the output of an object detector applied to the current image. The reward is sparse and indicates
whether the target object has been found. The expert is an oracle planner that uses the map and object
location to navigate to the target. The student policy must use history to eliminate previously checked
locations, search among the remaining candidates, and stop once the detector identifies the object.

Procgen Maze Navigation. The agent must navigate a procedurally generated maze to find a
hidden goal. This is a single-episode POMDP: the maze layout, initial position, and goal location
are unknown, and the agent observes only a local 3× 3 window centered at its current position. We
denote the privileged state as st = (M, pt, g), whereM is the maze layout, pt is the agent position,
and g is the goal location. The student observes ot =M3×3(pt), the local egocentric crop centered
on the agent, but not the global map or the goal. The reward is sparse and indicates whether the agent
reaches the goal. The expert plans the shortest path using Q-learning and privileged access to the full
maze layout and goal location. An effective exploration strategy must use temporal context to build
an implicit belief over the maze, avoid repeatedly visiting uninformative regions, and search until the
goal is found. In Fixed Maze Navigation, we evaluate a simplified variant with a fixed maze layout
but random initial and goal positions, isolating the challenge of goal-directed exploration under local
3× 3 observations from the additional generalization required by procedurally generated layouts.

Real Robot Manipulation. We deploy on a UR5e arm with a parallel-jaw gripper. The cube is
placed at a random position within a 10 cm × 2 cm region on the table, and the arm starts from a
fixed initial configuration. The student observes only proprioception, i.e., joint angles and gripper
jaw position, with no cameras or touch sensing, so the cube location can only be inferred from
whether a grasp attempt closes on the object. Here, if the robot attempts a grasp at a false location,
the gripper closes all the way, eliminating that location. Prior work [8] also explores learning such
proprioception-only behavior via RL for insertion tasks. We train the privileged expert in Isaac Lab
with large-scale RL and domain randomization over physics parameters following [48, 75]. We train
both ASTEROID and the BC baseline in simulation with the same partial observations, then transfer
them to hardware. We evaluate each method on 10 trials with the same set of cube positions, and
count a trial as successful if the cube is lifted within 20 seconds.

G Baseline Implementation Details

DPT [42]. We use the official implementation of DPT with the default hyperparameters from Lee
et al. [42]. For a fair comparison, we set the dataset size to match the total data collected over all
iterations of ASTEROID.
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SPOC [22]. SPOC augments naive distillation with sampled positional embeddings. We implement
SPOC within our codebase and train it on the same total amount of data used across all iterations of
ASTEROID.

RL baselines. For continuous-control RL baselines, we use high-quality implementations from
RSL-RL [48] and OmniReset [75], which support large-scale GPU-parallel training. We implement
ADVISOR in RSL-RL and tune its α and β parameters over the ranges reported in the original paper.
For the meta-RL baselines, we use RL2/PPO baselines [21] and adapted versions that incorporate
privileged expert supervision, thereby reducing the computational burden of learning exploration
and task execution from sparse rewards alone. For gridworld tasks, we use Stable-Baselines3 PPO
implementations with task-specific modifications. On the wrist-camera task, we run the vision-based
RL baseline for two seeds due to computational cost: 108 environment steps take roughly four days on
an RTX-enabled GPU. Despite this scale, the learned exploration policy achieves only 10% success.

AAWR [30]. We use an extended version of the original AAWR implementation. To construct the
initial offline dataset, we add Gaussian noise to generate broad coverage over possible histories. As
shown in Figure 14, AAWR is sensitive to this initial dataset coverage, whereas ASTEROID avoids
this dependence by collecting context on-policy. AAWR and SPOC were not originally designed for
BAMDPs, but we include them in both settings for completeness.

Distilled Planner. For Habitat object search, we construct an upper-bound baseline by distilling a
posterior-sampling planner under a uniform prior. The dataset consists of expert trajectories that visit
the possible object locations in a fixed order and terminate upon finding the target. This produces
goal-directed exploration behavior, which we distill into a transformer policy. Unlike ASTEROID,
however, this baseline assumes access to the full set of possible object locations and the underlying
task structure during training, which is unrealistic.

G.1 Pseudocode

Algorithm 3 ASTEROID for general POMDPs

Require: iterations K, samples per iteration N , horizon H , privileged teacher π∗, curriculum
{[αk, βk]}Kk=1

1: Initialize D0 ← expert trajectories, student πθ0 ← i.i.d. policy
2: for k = 1, . . . ,K do
3: Dk ← Dk−1

4: // Collect on-policy contexts and privileged labels
5: for i = 1, . . . , N do
6: Sample T uniformly in [αkH,βkH] // Curriculum (Table 3)
7: Roll out πθk−1

in the POMDP for T steps: h(i)
k = (o0, a0, r0 · · · oT−1, aT−1, rT−1)

8: Roll out π∗ in the same episode from oT : τ∗,(i) = (o∗T , a
∗
T , r

∗
T , . . . , o

∗
H−1, a

∗
H−1, r

∗
H−1)

9: Add labels Dk ← Dk ∪ {(h(i)
k , o∗T :t, r

∗
T :t−1, a

∗
t )}H−1

t=T
10: end for
11: // Update student by conditional imitation
12: Train πθk on Dk using Eq. 1
13: end for
14: return πθK

G.2 Hyperparameters
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Table 2: Hyperparameters for ASTEROID on Gridworld tasks.

Hyperparameter Value
Training

Dataset size (per iteration) 1000
ASTEROID iterations 10
Batch size 64
Learning rate 1× 10−4

Weight decay 1× 10−4

Number of training epochs (per iteration) 100
Warmup ratio 0.03
Gradient clipping 1.0
Optimizer AdamW
LR scheduler Warmup + Cosine Decay

Model Architecture (Decision Transformer [15])

Architecture GPT-2
Tokenizer Project (ot, at−1, rt−1) linearly
Parameters ∼3M
Number of layers 4
Number of attention heads 4
Embedding dimension 256
Dropout 0.1
Max context length H ×K

Evaluation

Test-time episodes 40
Episode length 100

Table 3: Hyperparameters for ASTEROID on Isaac Lab tasks. The exploration horizon denotes the [min,max] fraction of
the episode during which the exploration policy acts before handing off to the expert.

Hyperparameter Value
Training

Demonstrations per iteration 8192 for Tactile-Pick / 4096 for Peg-Insertion
Training steps per iteration 50,000 gradient steps
Learning rate 1× 10−4

Optimizer AdamW

Curriculum Schedule (Ratio of episode length)

Exploration horizon (iteration 1) [0.2, 0.5]
Exploration horizon (iteration 2) [0.3, 0.8]
Exploration horizon (iteration 3) [0.4, 0.9]

Evaluation

Evaluation episodes 64
Episode length 240

H Additional Theory

We present a theoretical analysis of properties of learning in-context exploration using ASTEROID.
We discuss why on-policy contexts help: since ASTEROID labels the student’s own histories, it
behaves like DAgger [59] in history space, while an offline in-context learner behaves like behaviour
cloning. We analyse the BAMDP setting of Algorithm 1. Reusing notation from Section 4, h denotes
the student’s history, dπ denotes the history distribution induced by a policy π, dD denotes the
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empirical history distribution in a dataset, π∗(a | o, z) denotes the privileged teacher, and πθ(a | h)
denotes the history-conditioned student. We write πk ≡ πθk for the student iterate at ASTEROID
iteration k.

H.1 Preliminaries

Following PSRL [53], we analyse ASTEROID at the episode level: at the start of each episode, the
policy selects a hypothesis z̃ and executes the teacher π∗(· | ·, z̃) for the full episode. Here, the
student induces an episode-level policy π(z̃ | h). We define the posterior-sampling policy

πPS(z̃ | h) := p(z̃ | h),
which samples a hypothesis from the posterior and commits to it for the episode. This produces a
policy πPS(a|o, h) =

∫
π∗(a|o, z) p(z|h) dz. Here, we evaluate the policy over K online episodes

of fixed episode horizon H . Per-episode returns are normalised to [0, 1].

Let dπk denote the distribution of context at the start of episode k when rolling out π: the history h
contains the first k − 1 episodes. We measure the student’s error in episode k by its deviation from
posterior sampling on its own contexts,

ek(π) := Eh∼dπ
k

[
TV

(
π(· | h), πPS(· | h)

)]
. (2)

Minimising (1) controls this via Pinsker’s inequality.
Assumption 1 (Compliance). The policy used to generate context is unprivileged: at time t, its action
depends only on the observed history, not directly on the latent variable z.

This mirrors Assumption 1 of DPT [42].
Assumption 2 (On-policy support coverage). At ASTEROID iteration k, the aggregated dataset
covers the support of the histories visited by the current rollout policy up to context of k episodes.
Assumption 3 (Realizability and exact optimization). The policy class Π contains πPS, and at every
iteration the conditional maximum-likelihood objective in (1) is minimised exactly in the population
limit.
Assumption 4 (Bounded episode cost). A wrong hypothesis in episode k affects the return only
through that episode, i.e., the episode-k return gap between π and πPS is at most ek(π). Summing
over episodes gives J(πPS)− J(π) ≤

∑K
k=1 ek(π).

Remark 1. The student πθ acts only on its observed history and never on z, so every context
generated by ASTEROID rollouts satisfies Assumption 1 by construction.

H.2 Privileged Labels Provide Posterior-Sampling Supervision

The key observation is that privileged labels are posterior-sampling labels when conditioned on
compliant histories. A history is compliant if it is generated by a policy that does not directly
observe the latent variable z, as in prior work on learning a posterior from in-context supervision [42].
Intuitively, compliance ensures that the history reveals information about z only through observations,
actions, and rewards available to the student, not through hidden privileged information.
Lemma 1 (Privileged labels equal posterior-sampling labels). Let h be a compliant history and o a
query observation. If the privileged teacher label is sampled as a∗ ∼ π∗(· | o, z), then

P(a∗ = a | h, o) = πPS(a | h, o).

This lemma says that we do not need to explicitly infer z: if we train on privileged labels conditioned
on compliant histories, maximum likelihood directly trains the posterior-predictive policy. The proof
follows Lee et al. [42].
Theorem 1 (ASTEROID approximates posterior sampling on covered histories). Under Assump-
tions 1–3, at every iteration k, for every context h in the support of the aggregated on-policy dataset
Dk,

πk(· | h) = πPS(· | h).
Consequently, as the context horizon reaches the full online interaction horizon, ASTEROID matches
posterior sampling on the covered trajectory support.

Proof sketch. The proof is by induction over iterations.
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Base case. At iteration 0, ASTEROID trains on null-context expert data. For the empty context
h = ∅ (and along the expert query prefixes, per Remark 1), Lemma 1 implies that the conditional
label distribution is exactly πPS(· | h). Minimizing cross-entropy over D0 under Assumption 3
recovers this conditional distribution, so π0(· | h) = πPS(· | h) on the support of the dataset.

Inductive step. Assume that at iteration k, πk−1(· | h) = πPS(· | h) for every context h of depth
at most k − 1 episodes in the covered support. ASTEROID now rolls out πk−1 for k episodes to
collect contexts. By Remark 1 these contexts are compliant, and since the two policies agree up to
that depth, the collected histories follow the same distribution as those posterior sampling would
generate up to that horizon. At each such history h, ASTEROID queries the privileged teacher. By
Lemma 1, the conditional label distribution given h is πPS(· | h), so exact minimization of (1)
yields πk(· | h) = πPS(· | h). Because the context schedule expands from k − 1 to k episodes, the
agreement extends to the larger support, proving the inductive claim.

Theorem 1 is an on-support statement: ASTEROID does not need offline coverage of all possible
histories. It constructs the relevant support by rolling out the student and querying the teacher on the
histories the student actually visits.

H.3 Offline versus On-Policy Training

DPT [42] recovers posterior sampling in the population limit, and Theorem 1 shows that this holds
under on-policy support. We now relax Assumption 3. The argument follows the classic comparison
of behavior cloning and DAgger [59], with states replaced by histories and actions by z̃.

Offline error compounds across episodes. Suppose an offline learner is trained on contexts from a
fixed distribution doffk , and has small error there, eoffk (π) ≤ ϵ. At deployment, however, it is evaluated
on its own contexts dπk . Since TV is bounded,

ek(π) ≤ ϵ+TV(dπk , d
off
k ).

Lemma 2 (Offline history mismatch compounds). If the offline contexts are generated by posterior
sampling, doffk = dPS

k , then TV(dπk , d
off
k ) ≤ (k − 1)ϵ, and hence ek(π) ≤ kϵ.

Proof sketch. Couple a rollout from the offline context distribution with a rollout from the learner.
In each earlier episode, the learner makes an error with probability at most ϵ. Once such an error
occurs, the subsequent history may differ from the offline history, since future observations, rewards,
and actions are conditioned on the previous trajectory. A union bound over the first k − 1 episodes
bounds the probability that the two histories have diverged by (k − 1)ϵ, which upper-bounds the total
variation distance. Substituting into the previous inequality gives ek(π) ≤ kϵ.

For other offline distributions, such as random contexts, the mismatch is only larger. Summing over
K online episodes,

K∑
k=1

ek(π) ≤ ϵ

K∑
k=1

k = O(ϵK2).

Thus, even if the offline learner has small error on its dataset, its error can compound quadratically
because the histories it sees at deployment drift away from the histories used for training.

On-policy error is linear in the number of episodes. ASTEROID avoids this mismatch by training
on the student’s own histories. Here, we assume the number of training iterations equals the number
of online episodes, so we index both by K. Let π1, . . . , πK be the policies produced during iterative
training, and define the on-policy loss

ℓi(π) :=
1

K

K∑
k=1

e
(i)
k (π),

where e
(i)
k (π) denotes the per-episode deviation of (2) evaluated on the histories induced by the

iterate πi. Let ϵK := minπ∈Π
1
K

∑K
i=1 ℓi(π) be the best average error achievable within the policy
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class, and suppose the supervised learner is no-regret with online regret γK :

1

K

K∑
i=1

ℓi(πi) ≤ ϵK + γK .

Lemma 3 (On-policy error). There exists an iterate π̂ = πı̂ ∈ {π1, . . . , πK} such that

ℓı̂(π̂) ≤ ϵK + γK ,

i.e., its average error on its own induced history distribution is at most ϵK + γK .

Proof. The average on-policy loss of the iterates is at most ϵK + γK . Therefore, at least one iterate
has loss no larger than this average.

Theorem 2 (On-policy error is linear in the number of episodes). Let π̂ be the iterate from Lemma 3,
and ϵ := ϵK + γK . Then the cumulative error over K online episodes satisfies

K∑
k=1

ek(π̂) = K ℓı̂(π̂) ≤ K(ϵK + γK) = O(ϵK).

Proof sketch. Unlike the offline learner, ASTEROID does not train on histories from a fixed behavior
distribution: at each iteration, the histories in the dataset are generated by the current student policy
itself. On-policy histories are collected and relabeled at the next iteration, so the student learns to
continue from its own histories. When the learned policy is evaluated on its own histories, there
is therefore no additional mismatch term of the form TV(dπ̂k , d

off
k ). The only remaining error is

the supervised error on the student’s own induced history distribution, which Lemma 3 bounds by
ϵK + γK on average over context depths. Multiplying by K gives the claim. Thus, on-policy context
aggregation removes the history-mismatch term that makes the offline error grow like O(kϵ) per
episode: the cumulative error is linear rather than quadratic in the number of online episodes.

Corollary 1 (Total regret). RegPS(K) is the Bayesian regret of posterior sampling over K episodes.
By Assumption 4 and Theorem 2, J(πPS)− J(π̂) ≤ ϵK, so the Bayesian regret of ASTEROID is

RegPS(K) +O(ϵK),

posterior sampling’s regret plus a linear approximation term.

Corollary 2 (Finite samples). By Lemma 1, each iteration is a standard conditional maximum-
likelihood problem. Applying the finite-class MLE guarantee of FLAMBE [1, Theorem 21] with N
on-policy contexts per iteration (and a union bound over the K iterations), with probability at least
1− δ, ∑

k≤K

ek(π̂) = Õ
(
K
(
ϵ+

√
log(K|Π|/δ)/N

))
,

so finite data adds a Õ(K/
√
N) term without changing the linear dependence on the number of

episodes.
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