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ABSTRACT The aim of Reinforcement Learning (RL) in real-world applications is to create systems
capable of making autonomous decisions by learning from their environment through trial and error. This
paper emphasizes the importance of reward engineering and reward shaping in enhancing the efficiency and
effectiveness of reinforcement learning algorithms. Reward engineering involves designing reward functions
that accurately reflect the desired outcomes, while reward shaping provides additional feedback to guide
the learning process, accelerating convergence to optimal policies. Despite significant advancements in
reinforcement learning, several limitations persist. One key challenge is the sparse and delayed nature of
rewards in many real-world scenarios, which can hinder learning progress. Additionally, the complexity
of accurately modeling real-world environments and the computational demands of reinforcement learning
algorithms remain substantial obstacles. On the other hand, recent advancements in deep learning and neural
networks have significantly improved the capability of reinforcement learning systems to handle high-
dimensional state and action spaces, enabling their application to complex tasks such as robotics, autonomous
driving, and game playing. This paper provides a comprehensive review of the current state of reinforcement
learning, focusing on the methodologies and techniques used in reward engineering and reward shaping. It
critically analyzes the limitations and recent advancements in the field, offering insights into future research
directions and potential applications in various domains.

INDEX TERMS Reinforcement Learning, Reward Engineering, Reward Planning, Reward Shaping.

I. INTRODUCTION

REWARD DESIGN in Reinforcement Learning (RL) is
a critical component that significantly influences the

performance and learning efficiency of RL agents [1]–[3].
RL, a prominent subset of Machine Learning, trains intelli-
gent agents to make sequential decisions by learning from
interactions with their environment [4]. These agents aim to
maximize cumulative rewards over time, making the design
of the reward function pivotal to their success. Reward design
is a nuanced and intricate process that involves defining the
reward function in a way that aligns with the desired behavior
and goals of the RL agent. As highlighted in [5], the impor-
tance of reward design cannot be overstated, as it directly
impacts the agent’s ability to learn and adapt to complex
environments. The art of reward design can be categorized
into two primary areas. The first is Reward Engineering [6]
which involves the creation of the reward function itself. This
involves the initial creation of the reward function. The reward

function, R(s, a, s′), maps states s, actions a, and successor
state s′ to a numerical reward value. A well-designed reward
function should provide informative feedback to the agent,
guiding it toward desired actions and behaviors. The reward
function must strike a balance between being informative
enough to facilitate learning and sparse enough to prevent
trivial solutions. For example, in a grid-world navigation task,
the reward function might be defined as:

R(s, a, s′) =

{
+10 if s′ is the goal state
−1 if s′ is a non-goal state.

The reward function [3], [7], [8] serves as a signal to the RL
agent, guiding it towards desirable actions and behaviors. A
well-designed reward function should be informative, provid-
ing the agent with clear feedback on the quality of its actions.
It should also be sparse enough to prevent trivial solutions but
dense enough to facilitate learning. For example, in a game-
playing scenario, reward engineering might involve assigning
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positive rewards for winning moves and negative rewards for
losing moves, with additional considerations for intermediate
actions that contribute to the overall strategy.

The second category is Reward Shaping [9], [10]. Once
the reward function is established, reward shaping comes into
play to fine-tune and enhance the reward signals. Reward
shaping involves modifying the reward function to improve
the learning process without altering the optimal policy. One
common approach is potential-based reward shaping [11],
where a potential function Φ(s) is introduced to modify the
rewards:

R′(s, a, s′) = R(s, a, s′) + γΦ(s′)− Φ(s). (1)

Here, γ is the discount factor. The potential function Φ(s)
should be carefully designed to ensure it does not change the
optimal policy but accelerates learning by providing interme-
diate rewards. For instance, in a robotic arm manipulation
task, Φ(s) could represent the negative distance to the target
object, encouraging the agent to move closer to the target.
Techniques such as potential-based shaping functions can be
used to provide additional guidance to the agent, accelerat-
ing the learning process by giving intermediate rewards for
progress toward the ultimate goal. For instance, in a naviga-
tion task, shaping rewards could include providing positive
feedback for reaching sub-goals or making progress towards
the destination, even if the final goal is not yet achieved.

Effective reward design requires a deep understanding of
the problem domain, the agent’s learning dynamics, and po-
tential pitfalls such as reward hacking, where the agent finds
unintended shortcuts to maximize rewards without achieving
the desired behavior. To mitigate such problems, iterative
testing and validation of the reward function are essential,
ensuring that the designed rewards lead to the intended out-
comes. Reward design in RL is a fundamental aspect that
encompasses both the creation and refinement of reward func-
tions. Through careful reward engineering and shaping, one
can guide RL agents to learn complex behaviors efficiently
and effectively, ultimately leading to the development of in-
telligent systems capable of performing sophisticated tasks.

For deep understanding, consider an RL problem formu-
lated as a Markov Decision Process (MDP), defined by the
tuple (S,A,P,R, γ), where:

• S is the set of states,
• A is the set of actions,
• P(s′|s, a) is the transition probability function,
• R(s, a) is the reward function,
The goal of the RL agent is to learn a policy π(a|s) that

maximizes the expected cumulative reward, given by the
return Gt :

Gt =

∞∑
k=0

γkR(st+k , at+k). (2)

The value function Vπ(s) and the action-value function
Qπ(s, a) are defined as:

Vπ(s) = Eπ

[ ∞∑
k=0

γkR(st+k , at+k)

∣∣∣∣∣st = s

]
, (3)

Qπ(s, a) = Eπ

[ ∞∑
k=0

γkR(st+k , at+k)

∣∣∣∣∣st = s, at = a

]
. (4)

In reward shaping, the modified reward function R′(s, a, s′)
ensures the policy remains optimal while improving the learn-
ing speed. The shaping potential Φ(s) is chosen such that the
difference in potential provides informative guidance:

Φ(s) = heuristic(s). (5)

For instance, in a maze-solving task,Φ(s) could be the neg-
ative Manhattan distance to the goal, providing incremental
rewards as the agent approaches the goal.
Reward design in RL is a fundamental aspect that encom-

passes both the creation and refinement of reward functions
and it has been used in various areas [12]–[15]. Through
careful reward engineering and shaping, one can guide RL
agents to learn complex behaviors efficiently and effectively,
ultimately leading to the development of intelligent systems
capable of performing sophisticated tasks. Efficiently, the
complexity of modern systems demands a more nuanced ap-
proach to reward engineering. Thework cited as [6] argues for
a shift in focus toward developing alternative frameworks that
can effectively guide these agents toward desired behaviors,
ensuring they "do the right thing" in increasingly complex
and ethically-charged scenarios.
Traditional control methods such as MPC, or LQR in

robotics often rely on pre-programmed behaviors and lack
the adaptability and learning capabilities of RL. However, RL
lacks inherent performance guarantees in agent-environment
interactions, requiring additional assurance measures [16].
Reward engineering provides a powerful tool for bridging the
gap between conventional control and intelligent, learning-
based systems. While early AI research could focus solely on
achieving goals.
Therefore, this work aims to explore and provide a com-

prehensive review of reward design, investigating the key
concepts, trends, challenges, and opportunities in reward
shaping/engineering. It explores how the design of reward
functions plays a crucial role in influencing the behavior of
learning agents in various tasks and environments. Moreover,
it investigates how advancements in reward engineering are
paving the way for more efficient and effective learning algo-
rithms. This review sheds light on the importance of reward
design in reinforcement learning and highlights the potential
of reward engineering to drive innovation in the fields of
RL and Artificial Intelligence (AI). As AI agents become
more sophisticated and autonomous, the design of reward
mechanisms becomes a crucial, yet increasingly challenging
aspect of their development.
This article is structured as follows. Section I presents this

review with an introduction. Section II presents the process
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of selection papers. Section III provides the background and
the fundamental concepts. Section IV outlines the taxonomy
of reward shaping & Engineering. Section V shows the ap-
plications in robotics and other domains. A comprehensive
exploration of Sim-to-Real is presented in Section VI. Section
VIII discusses the shortcomings and the advantages of reward
Engineering. The open challenges & future directions and
conclusion are presented in Sections IX and X respectively.

II. PAPERS SELECTION PROCESS
Acomprehensive literature reviewwas conducted using a sys-
tematic search strategy across multiple databases. To ensure
the transparency and reproducible of our findings, we adhered
to the PRISMA 2020 guidelines [17] for conducting and
reporting systematic literature reviews. The search focused
on reward shaping techniques in AI-based control systems,
yielding a final set of 55 relevant papers after rigorous filter-
ing and manual review. To ensure the reliability of the review,
a quality assessment was performed on each included study
using a set of benchmark questions.

Search terms included combinations of "reward shaping,"
"reward engineering," "reinforcement learning," "reward de-
sign," "machine learning," and "control systems." Due to the
recentness of this topic there is a limited number of papers that
we potentially can review, therefor our inclusion criteria were
established to focus on studies published in English between
1999 and 2024, which directly addressed the application of
reward shaping techniques in AI-based control systems, and
presented empirical results. Papers solely focused on theo-
retical frameworks or lacking empirical data were excluded,
except for [6], [18]–[20] because of their high impact on our
review.

III. BACKGROUND AND FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPTS
Reward shaping becomes more advantageous as the likeli-
hood of an agent wasting time exploring pointless areas of
the environment increases, and thus well-designed reward
shaping can more effectively guide exploration, in addition
to reward shaping, reward design has also been explored as a
means of policy teaching, [21]–[23]

To define Reward Shaping and Reward Engineering, it is
essential to go through the core RL concepts:

• Agent: An entity that interacts with the environment.
• Environment: The world in which the agent operates,
governed by specific rules and dynamics.

• Policy: A function mapping states to actions, defining
the agent’s behavior.

• Reward: A signal received by the agent based on its
actions, indicating the desirability of a state or action.

• Value Function: A function that estimates the expected
future reward for a given state or state-action pair.

• Exploration vs. Exploitation: The balance between try-
ing new actions and exploiting known good ones.

Based on the findings of [6], it can be stated that Reward
shaping: is a technique inspired by animal training where
supplemental rewards are provided to make a problem easier

to learn. This includes modifying the original reward function
by introducing additional incentives or penalties to guide the
agent’s learning process.
Reward engineering: encompasses a broader set of tech-

niques, including using other algorithms to design the reward
function or designing reward functions from scratch.
The concept of reward plays a pivotal role in the field of

artificial intelligence, particularly within the framework of
reinforcement learning.
Two distinct perspectives on the nature and sufficiency

of reward have emerged, sparking debate among researchers
The first perspective, championed by the "Reward is Enough"
hypothesis [18], posits that maximizing a scalar reward, a
single numerical value representing progress towards a goal
could be the key to understanding and further building arti-
ficial intelligence. This view proposes that complex cogni-
tive abilities, like learning, language, and social intelligence,
emerge as a consequence of striving for this reward. The
complexity of the environment, it is argued, naturally drives
agents to develop these abilities to achieve their goals more
efficiently. However, the "Scalar Reward is Not Enough"
perspective challenges this view [19], asserting that relying
solely on a single numerical value fails to capture the multi-
faceted nature of human intelligence, particularly in domains
involving ethical considerations or complex, subjective goals.
This perspective advocates for the use of vector-valued re-
wards, which represent multiple aspects of progress and can
better guide the development of safe, human-aligned AI.
While both perspectives acknowledge the importance of re-
ward in learning, the debate centers on the sufficiency of a sin-
gle scalar value in representing the full spectrum of intelligent
behavior. The "Scalar Reward is Not Enough" perspective
highlights the need for more nuanced reward representations
that can account for the intricate and often context-dependent
nature of human intelligence.

A. GENERAL PITFALLS IN REWARD DESIGN:
As was established, reward design can be challenging and
time-consuming, furthermore, its effects usually can be no-
ticeable in the behavior of the agent in addition to the envi-
ronment.
For a given task, understanding the difficulties in reward

engineering can help to determine the most compatible, suit-
able, and successful reward shaping techniques:

• Reward Sparsity: Lack or delay of frequent reward sig-
nals can lead to slow learning.

• Deceptive Rewards: Reward signals may encourage the
agent to find "easy" solutions that are not aligned with
the true objective.

• Reward Hacking: Agents may exploit unintended loop-
holes in the reward function to achieve high rewards
without fulfilling the desired goal.

• Unintended Consequences: Reward designs can lead to
unexpected and undesirable behaviors due to the com-
plex interplay between agent actions and the environ-
ment.
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• Misaligned Reward with True Objective: This highlights
the crucial problem of ensuring the reward function
actually incentivizes the desired behavior.

• Reward Function Complexity: A complex reward func-
tion with multiple factors can be difficult to design and
interpret.

• Difficulty in Evaluating Reward Design: It can be diffi-
cult to objectively evaluate the effectiveness of a reward
function, especially in complex environments.

These are some of the factors why Reward Engineering
could be an acceptable substitute to conventional reward de-
sign.

B. SCALAR VS VECTOR REWARD
In RL, the choice between scalar and vector rewards signifi-
cantly impacts the agent’s learning process. Scalar rewards,
represented by a single numerical value, provide a simple
measure of progress towards a goal. This simplicity makes
them computationally efficient and easy to interpret. How-
ever, they often fail to capture the nuances of complex tasks,
potentially leading to suboptimal behavior. Vector rewards,
on the other hand, utilizemultiple values to represent different
aspects of the task, offering a more comprehensive evaluation
of the agent’s actions. This richer feedback allows for a
finer-grained learning process, enabling the agent to prioritize
specific aspects of the task and potentially achieve more de-
sirable outcomes. While vector rewards can lead to improved
performance, they come with the challenge of designing ef-
fective reward functions, balancing multiple objectives, and
navigating the computational complexities associated with
multi-dimensional feedback. The choice between scalar and
vector rewards depends on the specific task, the desired level
of performance, and the available computational resources.

IV. TAXONOMY OF REWARD SHAPING/ENGINEERING
TECHNIQUES
This section contains a categorization of reward shaping tech-
niques based on underlying principles, alongwith detailed ex-
planations of each category, specific algorithms, advantages,
disadvantages, and evaluation criteria.

Psychologists differentiate between extrinsic motivation,
where actions are driven by specific anticipated rewards, and
intrinsic motivation, where actions are motivated by inherent
enjoyment. [24]. Similarly in RL, Rewards can be categorized
into intrinsic and extrinsic types, illustrated in Figure 1.

These rewards play critical roles in motivating and guid-
ing agent behavior, making the shaping and design of these
functions crucial for determining the success or failure of
algorithms. In their study of reward functions [25] introduced
a computational framework aimed at optimizing these re-
wards to improve agent behaviors. Their approach focuses
on defining optimal reward structures based on fitness func-
tions and environmental distributions. Similarly, [26] further
explored intrinsic motivation within the RL framework. They
proposed an evolutionary-inspired optimal reward framework

Figure 1: Agent-Environment Interaction in Reinforcement
Learning. A: The agent receives rewards from a "critic"
within its environment. B: This panel expands on Panel A by
distinguishing between an internal and an external environ-
ment, with rewards originating from the internal environment.
The shaded box represents what could be likened to the
"organism.", [Figure 1] [24].

that emphasizes designing reward functions to enhance evolu-
tionary success across diverse environments. This framework
explores the delicate balance between intrinsic and extrin-
sic motivations, emphasizing the computational modeling of
intrinsic motivation driven by internal rewards crucial for
intellectual growth. They define the optimal reward as:

r∗A = argmax
rA∈RA

EE∼P(ε)Eh∼⟨A(rA),E⟩{F(h)}, (6)

where E denotes the expectation operator. A special reward
function inRA is the fitness-based reward function, that most
directly translates fitness F into an RL reward function, i.e.,
where the fitness function F measures a scalar evaluation of
the agent based on its interaction history h, which is sampled
from the distribution resulting from its interaction with the
environment. The fitness value of a lifetime-length history
is the cumulative fitness-based reward for that history, [26,
Equation 1].

Previous studies highlight the importance of advanced re-
ward shaping methodologies in improving agent learning and
adaptation.

A. POLICY GRADIENT METHODS
Policy gradient methods directly optimize an agent’s policy
to maximize cumulative rewards [27]. Unlike value-based
approaches, which estimate value functions, policy gradient
methods focus solely on improving the policy itself.

In RL, an agent aims tomaximize its total reward over time,
referred to as its return. It’s crucial to note that the sequence
of environment states is influenced by the selected reward
function, thereby affecting the goals of the agent’s designer.
The challenge of finding the optimal reward stems from the
fact that, while the objective reward function is fixed in the
problem formulation, the choice of reward function remains
within the designer’s control [28]. Addressing this challenge,
previous research introduced the Policy Gradient for Reward
Design (PGRD), which employs online gradient ascent to
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iteratively adjust reward parameters during the agent’s op-
eration. They argue that "the optimal reward parameters are
determined by solving the optimal reward problem" [28,
Equation 1]:

θ∗ = argmax
θ∈Θ

lim
N→∞

E

[
1

N

N∑
t=0

RO(st)|R(·, θ)

]
, (7)

where RO is objective reward function given by the de-
signer and R(·) is separate agent reward function. Authors
abstractly represent this selection by parameterizing the re-
ward with a vector of parameters θ chosen from a parameter
spaceΘ. Each θ ∈ Θ defines a reward function R(·; θ), which
subsequently generates a distribution over the sequences of
environment states using the agent’s RL method. The ex-
pected return achieved by the designer for the choice of θ is
denoted as J(θ).

PGRD adjusts to accommodate the agent’s abilities and
uncertainties in model accuracy. It formalizes updates to the
reward function by estimating gradients of the objective re-
turn and policy, ensuring convergence with rigorous proofs.
Results illustrate its effectiveness in discrete-time, partially
observable environments, as depicted in Figure 2, to max-
imize the expected mean objective reward over an infinite
horizon. Unlike traditional methods that impose fixed goals
on agents, PGRD enhances results compared to conventional
policy gradient methods, highlighting its capacity to improve
agent performance across various scenarios through dynamic
reward optimization.

Figure 2: PGRD performance withA) poor model,B partially
observable world, [28, Figure 3].

In a similar vein, [29] introduced the Learning Intrinsic
Reward for Policy Gradient (LIRPG) algorithm. LIRPG en-
hances RL by enabling agents to dynamically learn intrinsic
rewards in addition to traditional extrinsic rewards. They pro-
pose the following equation for updating policy parameters θ
by incorporating both policy and intrinsic reward parameters
through regular policy gradient updates [29, Equation 4]:

θ′ ≈ θ + αGex+in(st , at)∇θ log πθ(at |st). (8)

LIRPG has demonstrated improved learning efficiency and
performance in complex environments, reducing sample
complexity and accelerating learning processes. Results in-
dicate that LIRPG optimizes agent performance across Atari
games and Mujoco domains, as illustrated for Hopper and
HalfCheetah in Figure 3, consistently outperforming baseline

agents that rely solely on extrinsic rewards. However, chal-
lenges include the necessity for meticulous parameter tuning
and potential sensitivity to the selection and interaction of
intrinsic reward functions with policy updates. It is notewor-
thy that LIRPG expands on the concept of reward shaping
by allowing agents to adjust their behavior based on internal
signals of progress or success, alongside the external rewards
provided by the environment.

Figure 3: The x-axis represents time steps during the learning
process, while the y-axis denotes the average reward over
the last 100 training episodes. The black curves correspond
to the baseline PPO architecture. The blue curves represent
the PPO-live-bonus baseline. The red curves depict our aug-
mented architecture using LIRPG. The green curves show
the performance of our LIRPG architecture where the pol-
icy module was trained solely with intrinsic rewards. The
darker curves represent averages across 10 runs with different
random seeds. The shaded area indicates the standard errors
across these 10 runs, [29, Figure 4].

As an extension of the Deep Deterministic Policy Gra-
dient (DDPG) algorithm [30], DDPG from Demonstrations
(DDPGfD) is tailored for robotic RL tasks with sparse re-
wards. DDPGfD employs off-policy learning by integrat-
ing demonstration trajectories into the replay buffer, thereby
leveraging human-provided guidance to bootstrap learn-
ing and address exploration challenges common in high-
dimensional control problems such as robotics. The algorithm
modifies DDPG in several key ways: integrating transitions
from a human demonstrator into the replay buffer and utiliz-
ing prioritized replay to effectively sample transitions from
both demonstration and agent data. The learning process in-
cludes a mix of 1-step L1(θQ) and n-step return Ln(θQ) losses
to enhance performance. Furthermore, it updates multiple
times per environment step, thereby improving learning ef-
ficiency. Regularization is implemented with L2 penalties on
the critic’s weights LCreg(θ

Q) and the actor’s weights LCreg(θ
π),

promoting stable training and generalization. The experimen-
tal setup involves tasks of inserting a two-pronged deformable
plastic clip into a housing using a 7-DOF robotic arm, with
results depicted in Figure 4.
DDPGfD simplifies learning by integrating human guid-

ance and eliminates the need for intricate reward shap-
ing. However, significant challenges persist in maintaining
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Figure 4: (a) Learning curves illustrating DDPG from
Demonstrations (DDPGfD) performance on the clip insertion
task with different amounts of demonstration data. DDPGfD
demonstrates the ability to solve sparse-reward tasks effec-
tively with minimal human demonstration, showcasing robust
learning capabilities. (b) Results from 2 runs conducted on a
physical robot. DDPGfD exhibits accelerated learning com-
pared to DDPG and achieves performance without requiring
handcrafted reward functions, as shown in [30, Figure 4].

demonstration quality and scalability across a wide range of
robotic applications.

B. METHODS WITH ROBUSTNESS AND ADAPTABILITY
Robustness and adaptability are critical aspects of RL, ro-
bustness ensures RL agents perform well under uncertain
or changing conditions by handling disturbances and model
inaccuracies, while adaptability allows RL models to adjust
to new environments, tasks, or dynamics, ensuring flexibility
beyond initial training [31].

Reward shaping offers a way to enhance robustness [32].
A leader-follower framework employs a technique similar to
that described in [33], where the leader, by modifying the
follower’s reward function, seeks to influence their actions in
the desired direction, therefore enhancing the robustness of
the system.

Nevertheless, when dealing with real-world rewards col-
lected from sensors, these sensors are often affected by noise,
which can distort reward signals and result in sub-optimal
performance in RL models. To tackle these issues, [32] in-
troduces a robust RL framework that uses a confusion ma-
trix to estimate and correct noisy rewards. This framework
incorporates an unbiased estimation algorithm designed to
function without making assumptions about the underlying
distribution of errors. The method involves defining unbiased
surrogate rewards r̂ based on estimated confusion matrices
[32, Theorem 1] and applies the Q-learning algorithm with
surrogate rewards [32, Equation 3]:

Qt+a(st , at) = (1−αt)Q(st , at)+αt

[
r̂t + γmax

b∈A
Q(st+1, b)

]
,

(9)
where α ∈ (0, 1) : the learning rate, will converge to the opti-
mal Q-function as long as

∑
t αt =∞ and

∑
t α

2
t <∞. Ex-

perimental validation on platforms such as OpenAI Gym and
Atari games demonstrate notable performance improvements

for trained policies, especially when combined with the Prox-
imal Policy Optimization (PPO) algorithm. This integration
results in higher expected rewards under noisy conditions, as
shown in Figure 5. Additionally, the framework sometimes
achieves greater cumulative rewards by utilizing noise for
better exploration and employing noise-removalmechanisms.

Figure 5: Learning curves from five rewards robust RL al-
gorithms on CartPole game with true rewards (r) ■, noisy
rewards (r̃) ■, sample-mean noisy rewards ■, estimated sur-
rogate rewards (ṙ) ■, and sample-mean estimated surrogate
rewards ■, [32, Figure 4].

However, the method’s computational complexity may
present challenges, especially in real-time or resource-limited
scenarios. Additionally, its effectiveness across various noise
patterns and environments hinges on precise noise character-
ization and parameter tuning. Ultimately, this process can be
viewed as a form of reward engineering, aimed at adjusting
or refining the reward function to mitigate noise impact and
enhance learning process reliability.

Similarly, to ensure that reinforcement learning (RL) poli-
cies meet specific control criteria, [34] introduces a system-
atic approach for shaping rewards to align optimal policy
trajectories with these requirements. This method tackles the
challenge of achieving control objectives such as settling
time and steady-state error without explicit models of system
dynamics.
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C. EXPLORATION STRATEGIES
In RL, exploration strategies are techniques that balance the
trade-off between exploration (discovering new information)
and exploitation (leveraging existing knowledge) [35]. These
strategies help RL agents learn optimal policies by exploring
their environment while exploiting learned knowledge.

The effectiveness of count-based exploration methods in
small, discrete spaces contrasts with the challenges they face
in larger, continuous environments where state re-encounters
are infrequent. In their study on extending count-based explo-
ration to high-dimensional and continuous state spaces, [36]
introduced the use of hash codes to facilitate state counting
and exploration. This method employs static hashing tech-
niques, such as locality-sensitive hashing SimHash, which
retrieves a binary code of state s ∈ S as described in [36,
Equation 2]:

ϕ(s) = sgn(Ag(s)) ∈ {−1, 1}k , (10)

where g is an optional preprocessing function and A is a
matrix with i.i.d. entries drawn from a standard Gaussian
distribution N (0, 1). Additionally, the study uses learned
hashing via autoencoders (AE) to assign exploration bonuses
based on state visitation counts, as illustrated in Figure 6.

Figure 6: The architecture of the AE, [36, Figure 1].

The results illustrated in Figure 7 compare Trust
Region Policy Optimization (TRPO) (baseline), TRPO-
SimHash, and Variational Information Maximizing Explo-
ration (VIME) [37] on tasks such as MountainCar, Cart-
PoleSwingup, HalfCheetah, and SwimmerGather.

However, The method’s primary advantages are its adapt-
ability to high-dimensional spaces and its potential applica-
bility across various RL domains. Nonetheless, challenges
include the complexity of tuning hash functions and sensitiv-
ity to the quality of state representations, which could impact
performance consistency across different environments.

To enhance the learning efficiency of reinforcement learn-
ing (RL) agents dealing with sparse or noisy reward signals,
[39] introduce Exploration-Guided Reward Shaping (EX-
PLORS). This framework combines intrinsic reward learning
with exploration-based bonuses in a fully self-supervised
manner, aiming to maximize the agent’s effectiveness in ob-
taining extrinsic rewards:

Experimental findings across various environments vali-
date the method’s effectiveness in accelerating learning com-
pared to conventional RL approaches, demonstrating its capa-
bility to surpass the limitations of traditional reward shaping
methods, as shown in Figure 8. This is particularly evident

Figure 7: The mean average return of different algorithms on
rllab [38] tasks with sparse rewards. The solid line shows the
mean average return, while the shaded area represents one
standard deviation, over 5 seeds for the baseline and SimHash
(with baseline curves overlapping the axis). Count-based ex-
ploration with hashing enables goal achievement in all en-
vironments (indicated by a nonzero return), while baseline
TRPO with Gaussian control noise fails completely. TRPO-
SimHash effectively captures the sparse reward on HalfChee-
tah but does not perform as well as VIME. SimHash’s perfor-
mance is comparable to VIME onMountainCar and surpasses
VIME on SwimmerGather [36, Figure 3].

Algorithm 1 Online Reward Shaping, [39, Algorithm 1]

1: Input: Extrinsic reward R̄, and RL algorithm L
2: Initialization: π0, R̂0

3: for k = 1, 2, . . . ,K do
4: update policy πk ← L(πk−1, R̂k−1)
5: update reward R̂k using R̂k−1 and πk
6: end for
7: Output: πK

in scenarios where traditional methods are impractical or
ineffective. However, the study also acknowledges several
constraints, including the need for extensive evaluation in
more complex environments and the challenges associated
with effectively combining intrinsic rewards with exploration
bonuses.
Within the same framework, [40] introduce Reward Uncer-

tainty for Exploration (RUNE), a method within preference-
based RL algorithms that integrates uncertainty in learned
reward functions as an exploration bonus. By incorporating
the variance in predictions from an ensemble of reward func-
tions optimized to align with human feedback, RUNE aims
to enhance exploration in environments where learning is
guided by human preferences, as depicted in Figure 9.
This approach offers several benefits: it provides a system-

atic way to balance exploration and exploitation by priori-
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Figure 8: a) Room0, REINFORCE b) Room+, REINFORCE
c) LineK0, REINFORCE d) LineK+, REINFORCE.
These plots illustrate the agent’s convergence in performance
relative to training episodes. (a, b) display results for the
REINFORCE agent on Room0 (ROOM variant without any
distractor state) and Room+ (ROOM variant with a distrac-
tor state). (c, d) present results for the REINFORCE agent
on LineK0 (LineK variant without any distractor state) and
LineK+ (LineK variant with distractor states) [39, Figure 5].

Figure 9: The agent interacts with the environment and learns
an ensemble of reward functions based on teacher prefer-
ences. Each state-action pair’s total reward combines the
extrinsic reward with the mean of the ensemble’s predicted
values and the intrinsic reward with the standard deviation
among the ensemble’s predictions [40, Figure 1].

tizing actions with higher uncertainty in expected rewards,
potentially accelerating learning and improving sample effi-
ciency compared to traditional preference-based RLmethods.
Experimental results in Figure 10 demonstrate RUNE’s ef-
fectiveness in enhancing asymptotic success rates and over-
all feedback efficiency during training scenarios. However,
challenges remain, such as developing robust techniques to
manage varying levels of reward uncertainty and addressing
the computational overhead of maintaining an ensemble of
reward function predictions. Nevertheless, this work repre-
sents a significant advancement in RL research by proposing
a mechanism to integrate reward uncertainty into exploration
strategies, paving the way for future developments in adaptive

learning algorithms driven by human feedback.

Figure 10: Learning curves on robotic manipulation tasks
measuring success rates. Exploration methods consistently
improve the sample efficiency of PEBBLE. Notably, RUNE
shows larger gains compared to other existing exploration
baselines. The solid line represents the mean and the shaded
regions denote standard deviations across five runs [40, Fig-
ure 3].

D. POLICY PARAMETERIZATION
Policy parameterization refers to explicitly modeling the pol-
icy as a function of learnable parameters (often denoted as
θ). These parameters determine the agent’s behavior, and
common choices include neural network weights [41]. By
optimizing these parameters, we improve the policy’s perfor-
mance through gradient-based updates.
Continuous control tasks traditionally rely on complex

neural network methods. However, [42] examines the effec-
tiveness of simpler policy parameterizations, such as linear
and Radial Basis Function (RBF) policies, in these settings.
The primary concept is to enrich the representational capacity
by using random Fourier features of the observations. These
features are defined as [42, Equation 6]:

y(i)t = sin

(∑
j Pijs

(j)
t

v
+ ϕ(i)

)
, (11)

where each element of Pij is drawn from N (0, 1), v is the
bandwidth parameter, and ϕ is a random phase shift. The
study shows that these streamlined policies can achieve com-
petitive performance on benchmarks such as OpenAI Gym
and can be trained faster than neural networks. Neverthe-
less, conventional training methods often result in policies
susceptible to perturbations, which is critical for real-world
applications. By diversifying initial state distributions during
training, the research demonstrates enhanced policy robust-
ness, similar to the benefits observed with model ensembles
and domain randomization.
Despite these advantages, simple policy approaches may

face challenges. Their scalability to extensive state and action
spaces can be limited compared to the adaptability of neural
networks. Sensitivity to initial state distributions necessitates
careful tuning for robustness. In complex scenarios demand-
ing intricate behaviors, simple policies may not match the
peak performance achievable with advanced neural networks.
Additionally, their rigidity may hinder adaptation to dynamic
or intricate environments compared to more flexible neural
network architectures.
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Figure 11: Learning curves for the Linear and RBF policy
architectures. The green line indicates the reward achieved
by neural network policies on the OpenAI Gym website as of
02/24/2017 (trained with TRPO), [42, Figure 1].

E. INVERSE REWARD DESIGN
Inverse Reward Design (IRD) tackles the challenge of infer-
ring the true objective behind a designed reward function.
Instead of manually engineering rewards, IRD allows RL
agents to learn from expert demonstrations and deduce the
underlying intention driving those actions.

In RL, the agent selects an action in a known state and
receives a reward generated by a reward function R that may
be unknown to the agent The state transitions are based on the
previous state and action, which is described by the transition
function T , which may also be unknown. Conversely, in
Inverse Reinforcement Learning (IRL), the inputs and outputs
for the learner L are reversed. L observes the states and actions
{(s, a), (s, a), . . . , (s, a)} of an expertE (or its policy πE ), and
learns a reward function R̂E that best explains E’s behavior
as the output [43]. It is important to note that the learned
reward functionmay not exactly correspond to the true reward
function, as illustrated in Figure 12.

Figure 12: The figure depicts RL and IRL. The subject agent
(shaded in blue), [43, Figure 3].

Coinciding with previous work, [44] proposed Inverse
Reward Design (IRD), an approach that approximates the
true reward function by treating the proxy reward as expert
demonstrations. This method aids in planning risk-averse
behavior and addresses issues like misspecified rewards and
reward manipulation. IRD prevents harmful behaviors by
avoiding dangerous areas, as shown in experiments with
robots avoiding lava Figure 13. It also mitigates reward ma-
nipulation by treating designed rewards as observations rather

than fixed objectives. IRD’s risk-averse planning ensures
agents avoid both known hazards and potential risks, en-
hancing safety and reliability. Additionally, IRD systems are
robust to changes in high-dimensional feature spaces. How-
ever, IRD faces computational challenges in solving planning
problems during inference and often relies on simplified as-
sumptions about reward functions and environments, limiting
its applicability in complex scenarios. Accurate inference
remains challenging, potentially leading to sub-optimal be-
haviors.

Figure 13: The results comparing [44] method to a baseline
that directly plans with the proxy reward function, [44, Fig-
ure 4].

F. REWARD HORIZON
The impact of using shaping to reduce the reward horizon is
illustrated through a straightforward algorithm, Algorithm 2,
that guarantees learning time is polynomial relative to the size
of the critical region and independent of the MDP’s size [45].

Algorithm 2 The Horizon_Learn, [45, Figure 1]

1: Input: MDP M and Reward Horizon H
2: Initialization: π
3: while successive episodes occur visiting only known

states do
4: Assign s as the current state of M
5: if s is terminal then
6: reset to s0
7: end if
8: if s is known then
9: execute π(s)
10: else
11: execute any policy in mH (s) that still needs to be

explored
12: if s becomes known then
13: Select the action for s in the optimal policy of

mH (s), a
14: Set π(s) = a
15: end if
16: end if
17: end while
18: return π

By shortening the reward horizon, they identify easier-to-
learn MDPs, indicating that standard RL algorithms, such
as Q-learning with ε-greedy exploration, can greatly benefit
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from this technique. Experimental data support that reducing
the reward horizon speeds up learning, with shaping strategies
leading to faster performance improvements compared to
no shaping, as shown in Figure 14. Specifically, the time
required to reach a certain performance level is significantly
reduced with shaping: algorithms that explore based on re-
ward feedback are notably quicker when the reward horizon
is minimized.

Figure 14: Average Learning Curves as the Reward Horizon
is Reduced from No Shaping to Shaping Every Action, [45,
Figure 2].

The study emphasizes the crucial role of the reward horizon
in determining the complexity of learning tasks, showing that
shaping can dramatically decrease the time required for RL
agents to learn optimal policies. However, accurately deter-
mining and implementing the appropriate reward horizon is
challenging, as improper shapingmight not yield the expected
acceleration in learning.

G. POTENTIAL BASED METHODS
Potential-based methods [11] in RL focus on shaping the
value function to guide an agent’s behavior. By introducing
auxiliary potentials, these methods encourage desired states
and actions, leading to improved exploration and conver-
gence. These methods usually involve defining a potential
function,ϕ(s), over the state space, which captures the agent’s
desired progress towards a goal state.

R′(s, a) = R(s, a) + γ[ϕ(s′)− ϕ(s)]. (12)

Guiding RL agents toward goals can be improved by ana-
lyzing cumulative rewards from episodes [46]. By reinforcing
reward signals based on episode rewards, they proposed the
Potential-Based Reward Shaping (PBRS) method to enhance
learning efficiency and performance in both single-task and
multi-task environments within the Arcade learning domain
Figure 15. The reward function must also handle sparse re-
ward signals by analyzing agent transitions in environments

with sparse rewards. The method proposed the following
function [46, Equation 12]:

ϕ(s, a, t) =

{
0 R(s, a) = 0

1 +
Rep−Rep

u (t)
Rep

u (t)−Rep
l (t) O.W ,

(13)

where R(s, a) is the immediate reward, Rep is the sum of
rewards in the current episode (episode reward),Rep

u (t) is the
minimum value of episode reward until now, andRep

l (t) is the
maximum value of episode reward until now. The potential
function discourages unproductive states, reinforces positive
rewards, and indicates the significance of negative rewards.
This dynamic adjustment ensures continuous improvement
and efficient exploration.

Figure 15: Results of PBRS on Pong and Breakout, [46,
Figure 5].

Evaluations during learning and final policy assessments
show that this method competes well with baseline meth-
ods, particularly in multitasking scenarios, thus advancing
techniques for speeding up RL algorithms and improving
adaptability in complex environments.

1) Theoretical foundations for Multi-Agent Systems (MAS)
To investigate the theoretical implications of potential-based
reward shaping in multi-agent systems, this research [20]
extends previous findings, demonstrating that this technique
maintains equivalence to Q-table initialization and does not
affect the Nash Equilibria of the underlying stochastic game.
Crucially, the study empirically reveals that potential-based
shaping influences exploration, potentially leading to dif-
ferent converged joint policies. While the research focuses
on fully observable domains, it highlights the potential of
potential-based reward shaping for incorporating heuristic
knowledge intomulti-agent learning. The authors suggest that
this technique can increase the likelihood of converging to a
higher global utility and reduce convergence time, potentially
mitigating the risks associated with unintended cyclical poli-
cies.

2) PBRS-MAXQ-0 method
Potential Based Reward Shaping (PBRS) and MAXQ are
two extensively utilized techniques in reinforcement learn-
ing. [47] introduced PBRS-MAXQ-0, a novel algorithm that
merges these methods within a hierarchical reinforcement
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learning (HRL) framework. PBRS-MAXQ-0 seeks to inte-
grate heuristics into HRL tasks both effectively and effi-
ciently, offering theoretical convergence guarantees under
specific conditions, independent of additional rewards ap-
plied. Evaluations underscore several benefits: with appro-
priate heuristics, PBRS-MAXQ-0 notably accelerates con-
vergence relative to the standard MAXQ-0 algorithm and
competes well with other advanced MAXQ-based methods.
Importantly, even with misleading heuristics, PBRS-MAXQ-
0 shows resilience, eventually achieving convergence after
prolonged learning periods, as illustrated in Figure 16.

Figure 16: Performances of PBRS-MAXQ-0 in the Fickle
Taxi problem, where PBRS-MAXQ-0 with reasonable
heuristics (denoted by PBRS-good) and with misleading
heuristics (denoted by PBRS-bad) [47, Figure 2].

However, integrating PBRS into MAXQ presents chal-
lenges, such as optimizing heuristic values and ensuring ro-
bust convergence across diverse environments. Fine-tuning
PBRS parameters and maintaining heuristic accuracy are es-
sential for maximizing the algorithm’s efficacy across various
HRL scenarios.

3) Potential-Based Advice
Potential-based shaping functions ensure that policies learned
with shaped rewards remain effective in the original MDP,
maintaining near-optimal policies [11]. On the other hand,
Reward shaping involves augmenting the reward function of
MDP to accelerate learning by providing additional guidance
beyond the intrinsic rewards of the MDP.

This paper [48] presents a novel framework for expressing
arbitrary reward functions as potential-based advice within
the context of reinforcement learning (RL). This method
ensures policy invariance by learning an auxiliary value func-
tion, derived from a modified version of the original reward
function. The potential-based approach facilitates efficient
encoding of behavioral domain knowledge, leading to signif-
icant improvements in learning speed compared to existing
methods. Notably, the framework introduces minimal compu-
tational overhead, as maintaining the auxiliary value function
requires only linear time and space complexity.

While the proposed method demonstrates theoretical
soundness, it currently lacks practical applications and spe-
cific algorithms. The paper primarily focuses on theoretical
concepts, leaving further development of practical implemen-
tations for future research. The authors highlight the chal-
lenges associated with different reward shaping approaches:
while potential-based methods offer guarantees, they often
require extensive domain knowledge for effective implemen-
tation; auxiliary task-based methods offer flexibility but can
become complex as the number of auxiliary tasks increases;
and intrinsic motivation methods while promising for encour-
aging exploration, can be sensitive to parameter tuning.
The authors conclude that effective reward shaping re-

quires a nuanced understanding of the specific problem do-
main and a careful balance between theoretical soundness and
practical considerations. Future research should prioritize the
development of more automated and robust reward shaping
techniques to advance the field of RL.

4) PBRS in episodic reinforcement learning
PBRS in episodic RL, explored by [49], sheds light on
its applications in model-free, model-based algorithms, and
multi-agent RL. It examines reward shaping in episodic tasks
like games, revealing insights: potential-based shaping alters
equilibria in stochastic games, introduces new equilibria with
non-zero terminal state potentials, and reevaluates its role
in PAC-MDP learning. It challenges the need for admissible
potential functions, proving ∀s ∈ Unkown,Φ(s) ≥ 0 ensures
optimistic exploration. The study provides analytical justifi-
cation for PBRS, crucial in episodic RL with distinct initial
and terminal states, emphasizing The potential role in enhanc-
ing learning efficiency.

5) Constrained RL with potential-based reward functions
(PBRF)
To generate safety-oriented aspects of reward functions from
verified hybrid systems models [50] proposed an approach of
using logically constrained RL to integrate formal methods
and RL. Demonstrated on a standard RL environment for
longitudinal vehicle control, this method showed faster con-
vergence during training with augmented reward functions,
particularly with logically constrained and potential-based
reward functions (PBRF). The study found that partly auto-
generated reward functions produced agents that generally
maintained the safety level of hand-tuned reward functions,
and reward scaling could emphasize certain aspects of the
generated rewards. The training process was evaluated in
terms of the number of epochs until convergence and the
average accumulated reward across evaluation periods.

6) Difference Rewards incorporating Potential-Based
Reward Shaping (DRIP) and Counterfactuals as Potential
(CaP)
DRIP is introduced as a novel reward shaping technique
for multi-agent reinforcement learning [51]. DRIP combines
difference rewards, which incentivize agents to contribute to
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the overall system performance, with potential-based reward
shaping. Potential-based shaping (see Equation 15) acceler-
ates learning and maintains desired Nash equilibria by mod-
ifying the reward function using a potential function derived
from domain-specific knowledge. While effective, DRiP re-
quires a carefully designed potential function based on deep
domain understanding, which can be challenging and time-
consuming to obtain. CaP, on the other hand, automatically
generates a dynamic potential function, eliminating the need
for manual design and guaranteeing stable Nash equilibria.
Although both CaP and DRiP capture similar knowledge,
combining them doesn’t provide extra benefits and can even
negatively impact performance. For applications requiring
theoretical guarantees, CaP is preferred; for performance
priority, DRiP is recommended, especially when domain
knowledge is readily available. The work [51] tested these
techniques in various domains, showcasing DRiP’s consistent
outperformance in accelerating learning and achieving better
policies.

H. DYNAMIC POTENTIAL-BASED REWARD SHAPING
(DPBRS)
For improving reinforcement learning in single and multi-
agent systems, this method introduces a dynamic potential-
based function to perform the reward shaping, and to guide
agents without affecting the optimal policy [52]. This function
changes over time, adapting to the current state of the agents
and the environment. The idea can be represented as follows
through the formula of Q-Learning:

Q(s, a)← Q(s, a)+α[r+F(s, s′)+γmax
a′

Q(s′, a′)−Q(s, a)],
(14)

where F(s, s′) is the general form of any state-based shaping
reward:

F(s, s′) = γΦ(s′)− Φ(s). (15)

For the dynamic potential based, we can extend Equation 15
and include t; the agent’s arrival time in the previous state s,
and t ′ is its arrival time at the current state s′ (i.e., t < t ′):

F(s, t, s′, t ′) = γΦ(s′, t ′)− Φ(s, t). (16)

The DPBRS maintains existing guarantees, its advantages
include its ability to improve decentralized multi-agent learn-
ing through carefully designed, domain-specific potential
functions. These functions foster cooperation by addressing
challenges like coordination, information asymmetry, and
scalability. While the potential benefits of this approach in-
clude faster convergence, enhanced cooperation, and greater
robustness, the method lacks comparisons with other algo-
rithms and lacks examples in robotics or highly non-linear
systems, where it was tested on a 2-D maze for Single-
Agent learning as we see in Figure 17, and on Boutilier’s
Coordination Game for Multi-Agent learning.

Figure 17: DPBRS Single-AgentMaze Results [52, Figure 2].

I. UPPER CONFIDENCE BOUND VALUE ITERATION (UCBVI)
Well-designed reward shaping can significantly improve sam-
ple complexity and enhance exploration, leading to better
performance compared to uninformed exploration strategies.
This is demonstrated in the following work, which investi-
gates the benefits of reward shaping in reinforcement learn-
ing (RL) through a combination of theoretical analysis and
experimental validation.

1) UCBVI
The UCBVI algorithm [53] is a method for shaping rewards
that extends the Value Iteration technique, ensuring that the
resulting value function serves as an upper confidence bound
(UCB) with a high probability on the optimal value function,
It is important to note that this algorithm bears similarity to
model-based interval estimation (MBIE-EB) [54]. The au-
thors present proofs for their theorems and introduce several
modified versions, includingUCBVI-CH,which incorporates
Chernoff Hoeffding’s concentration inequality. However, no
empirical results are provided.

2) UCBVI-shaped
A modified version of the UCBVI algorithm [53] incorpo-
rates reward shaping to modify bonuses and value function
projection [55]. Their analysis reveals that reward shaping
can effectively prune irrelevant parts of the state space, sharp-
ening optimism in a task-directed manner. This reduction
in state space dependence leads to improved regret bounds
and sample complexity benefits while retaining asymptotic
performance.
The research was conducted on maze environments, com-

paring the performance of UCBVI-shaped with the standard
UCBVI algorithm. Their findings show that reward shaping
can enhance the performance of UCBVI, particularly in en-
vironments where agents are prone to wasting time exploring
irrelevant areas.
This work contributes to a deeper understanding of reward

shaping’s impact on sample complexity and its potential to
guide exploration in a more efficient manner. It encourages
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future research to incorporate reward shaping more formally
into sample complexity analysis, moving away from reward-
agnostic approaches.

J. DIFFERENCE REWARDS (D)
For single agent systems, difference rewards enhance the
original reward function by incorporating a difference term
that measures the discrepancy between the agent’s current
state and a designated reference state. This difference term
serves as a guiding force, encouraging the agent to transition
towards the reference state, which could be a desired goal
state or a state representing a desirable condition. The modi-
fied reward function takes the form:

R′(s, a) = R(s, a) + γ[D(s′, r)− D(s, r)], (17)

where R(s, a) is the original reward for taking action a
in state s, R′(s, a) is the modified reward, γ is a discount
factor, D(s, r) is the difference function, which measures the
difference between the current state s and the reference state
r , and s′ is the next state after taking action a.
The simplicity of difference-based reward shaping makes

it adaptable to various tasks and environments. However, its
effectiveness hinges on a carefully chosen reference state, and
in complex scenarios, it may not provide as comprehensive
information as alternative methods.

For Multi Agents Systems (MAS) We define Difference
Rewards Di as [56], and [57] defined it:

Di(si, ai) = G(s, a)− G(s− i ∪ sci , a− i ∪ aci). (18)

The global system utility, denoted as (G(s, a)), depends on
the system state (s) and the joint action (a). A counterfactual
term, (G(s− i∪ sci, a− i∪ aci)), estimates the global utility
without agent (i)’s contribution, considering states and ac-
tions excluding agent (i) and fixed states and actions indepen-
dent of agent (i). The main idea ofDi in MAS is to encourage
agents to contribute to the overall system utility by providing
a reward that reflects the difference between the system’s
performance with and without the agent’s contribution.

1) Individual and Difference Rewards
RL can be used to find this optimal strategy in route choice
problem in road networks, and we can test two different kinds
of rewards. Individual rewards focus on the individual agent’s
benefit, leading to a selfish approach that can exacerbate
congestion. Difference rewardsD, on the other hand, promote
system-wide optimization, leading to a more efficient and
equitable allocation of traffic.

This work [58] explores two reinforcement learning ap-
proaches, IQ-learning and DQ-learning, for solving the route
choice problem in road networks. Both use the same config-
uration but differ in their reward function. IQ-learning uses
individual utility as the reward function, while DQ-learning
uses a difference reward function that aims to maximize sys-
tem utility. The difference reward function incentivizes agents
to choose routes that minimize overall travel time, leading to

a more balanced distribution of traffic across the network.
Experiments show that DQ-learning significantly improves
travel time compared to IQ-learning, successive averages,
incremental assignment, and all-or-nothing assignment. The
study uses statistical testing with Gaussian distribution and
confidence intervals to demonstrate the significance of DQ-
learning’s improvement. However, there are concerns about
generalizing these results to other domains due to the specific
focus on traffic assignment and the inherent assumptions
about driver behavior in the model.

K. KNOWLEDGE-BASED MULTI-OBJECTIVE MULTI-AGENT
REINFORCEMENT LEARNING (MOMARL)
Reward shaping techniques Difference Rewards and
potential-based reward shaping are popular methods for
reward shaping. The research cited as [57] compares and
evaluates these techniques in two studies, one using a novel
benchmark problem called the Multi-Objective Beach Prob-
lem Domain (MOBPD) and the other using the Dynamic
Economic Emissions Dispatch problem.
The results demonstrate that both D and PBRS can effec-

tively guide agents towards Pareto optimal solutions in MO-
MARL domains, confirming that appropriate reward shap-
ing is crucial in these settings. However, both techniques
have limitations: D requires global knowledge of the system
and the mathematical form of the evaluation function, while
PBRS necessitates handcrafted potential functions which can
be time-consuming and challenging to design effectively.
Furthermore, the study found that D generally outperforms
PBRS in terms of performance, especially when the required
constraints are met.
The study concludes that the optimal technique for a given

MOMARL application depends on specific constraints, such
as the availability of system knowledge, bandwidth for com-
munication, and the designer’s expertise. The work estab-
lishes the MOBPD as a benchmark for future MOMARL
research and highlights the need for further investigation into
the design and application of these reward shaping methods.
If we consider every agent to be an individual learner,

L. PLAN BASED METHODS
Plan-based methods combine the advantages of model-based
planning and RL. These methods allow agents to simulate
“what-if” scenarios and generate policy updates without caus-
ing state changes in the environment. Imagine it as agents us-
ing their imagination to explore different paths before taking
real actions.
Plan-based reward shaping, as discussed by [59], utilizes

domain knowledge to accelerate the convergence and im-
prove the optimality of RL methods. It effectively addresses
exploration challenges when integrated with model-free ap-
proaches. While model-based methods can mitigate these
issues independently, the addition of reward shaping con-
sistently boosts learning efficiency. The study introduces a
STRIPS-based reward shaping technique, utilizing a Stan-
ford Research Institute Problem Solver (STRIPS) representa-
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tion of actions and goals through preconditions and effects.
Compared to traditional MDP-based approaches, STRIPS-
based shaping directs agents more effectively toward optimal
policies. It suggests refining MDP-based reward shaping by
focusing on the best path derived from the STRIPS plan
rather than the entire state space’s value function. Evaluations
demonstrate the robustness of STRIPS-based shaping against
plan knowledge errors, highlighting its superiority in enhanc-
ing policy quality and convergence speed. This approach
provides a viable alternative toMDP-based methods, offering
domain experts flexibility in expressing and utilizing domain
knowledge.

Similarly [60] compared two reward shaping methods:
plan-based and abstract MDP. The plan-based method sup-
plements an agent’s actions with additional rewards based
on predefined plans. In contrast, the abstract MDP approach
involves solving a higher-level MDP to shape behavior using
its value function. The comparison evaluates these methods
in terms of total reward, convergence speed, and scalability
to complex environments. In large-scale settings, the plan-
basedmethod outperforms abstractMDP by offering detailed,
sequential guidance to agents. However, in multi-agent sce-
narios with conflicting goals, abstract MDP excels due to its
ability to manage coordination challenges better than plan-
based methods. This highlights the importance of selecting
reward shaping methods based on specific environmental
characteristics to optimize agent performance effectively.

M. BELIEF REWARD SHAPING (BRS)
Belief Reward Shaping (BRS) [61] enhances reinforcement
learning by incorporating prior knowledge about the environ-
ment’s reward structure. It augments the standard reward sig-
nal with "belief rewards" derived from a Bayesian framework,
reflecting prior assumptions or beliefs about the distribution
of rewards. This approach diverges from traditional methods
by avoiding sole reliance on environmental interactions for
learning the reward structure. BRS directly provides shaping
rewards based on both the state and action, addressing a
limitation of potential-based reward shaping (PBRS), which
only considers the state.

By integrating these prior beliefs, the authors suggest that
an agent’s reward should be influenced not only by exter-
nal environmental sensations but also by its internal belief
system. This belief system, represented by an internal critic,
is dynamically updated based on both prior beliefs and en-
vironmental sensations. The critic then provides an updated
reward to the agent, taking into account both its prior beliefs
and the current sensory information. BRS leverages Bayesian
methods to specify prior beliefs on the environment’s reward
distribution, demonstrating that more complex and accurate
prior beliefs lead to improved agent performance. Theoret-
ical guarantees for BRS’s consistency when augmenting Q-
learning are provided, but these guarantees hold only if the
true environment reward distribution falls within the critic’s
hypothesized set of models.

Figure 18: BRS and the relationship between the agent and
the environement [61, Figure 1].

N. BI-LEVEL OPTIMIZATION OF PARAMETERIZED
REWARD SHAPING (BIPARS)
BiPaRS [10] is a novel approach to address the challenge of
effectively utilizing shaping rewards in reinforcement learn-
ing. Recognizing that human-designed reward functions can
be imperfect due to cognitive biases, BiPaRS employs a bi-
level optimization framework. This framework learns to adap-
tively utilize shaping rewards by optimizing a parameterized
weight function for the shaping reward at the upper level,
while simultaneously optimizing the policy using the shaped
reward at the lower level. This reward shaping techniquemod-
ifies the original reward function by adding a parameterized
shaping term. This technique is represented by the equation:

r̃(s, a) = r(s, a) + zϕ(s, a)f (s, a), (19)

where r̃(s, a) denotes the shaped reward for taking action
a in state s. r(s, a) is the original reward function. zϕ(s, a)
is the shaping weight function, which assigns a weight to
each state-action pair and is parameterized by ϕ, and f (s, a)
represents the shaping reward function and performs a bi-
level optimization for r̃(s, a), which is a nested optimization
problem.
This allows BiPaRS to identify and exploit beneficial shap-

ing rewards while mitigating the impact of unhelpful or even
detrimental ones. The paper demonstrates BiPaRS’s effec-
tiveness through experiments on cartpole and MuJoCo tasks,
showing its ability to leverage beneficial shaping and suppress
negative influences. However, its performance on MuJoCo
tasks may not yet match the cutting edge in the DRL domain.
BiPaRS holds promise for adapting and shaping rewards
dynamically, but further research is needed to enhance its
performance and explore its broader applicability.
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O. META-REWARD-NET (MRN)
Bi-level optimization, as we’ve mentioned can be an effi-
cient tool for Reward Engineering, and when combined with
reward learning and limited human feedback, it can gener-
ate an accurate Q-table, compared with the State-of-The-Art
methods [62]. This work proposes MRN, a new framework
for preference-based reinforcement learning that leverages
human feedback to improve learning efficiency. MRN inte-
grates bi-level optimization to learn both reward functions and
policies simultaneously. This approach allows the agent to
learn effectively even with limited human input, outperform-
ing previous methods in a variety of simulated robotic tasks.
The authors argue that traditional reward shapingmethods are
inadequate for robust and efficient reinforcement learning. On
the other hand, the need for human-guided reward engineer-
ing that prioritizes exploration, stability, and context-specific
design, can be considered as a drawback, because it will
depend on the human’s query quality. The paper highlights
the importance of iterative refinement and human feedback
in overcoming challenges like sparse, delayed, and noisy
rewards. The research focuses on robotic simulations and also
mentions that the code for MRN is available for others to
implement and test.

P. OTHER METHODS
Various innovative reward-shaping frameworks enhance RL
approaches across diverse challenges and environments. One
approach employs barrier functions (BFs) to ensure safe RL
agent behavior, demonstrating accelerated convergence and
reduced actuation effort in simulations and real-world de-
ployments [63]. Another method utilizes natural language in-
structions to generate dense rewards, improvingRL efficiency
while posing challenges in natural language processing inte-
gration [64]. Additionally, temporal logic-based reward shap-
ing for average-reward RL leverages formal logic to en-
hance learning rates [65]. Addressing RL over-optimization,
a framework penalizes rewards based on uncertainties, while
another focuses on using reward expectations to stabilize and
accelerate convergence in uncertain RL environments [13],
[66].

In a reward planning scheme that relies on the tessellation
of the state space, and dividing the tasks into sub-tasks, then
planning the agent’s behavior thought the state space, the
work [67] proposes a novel reward planning method, "Greedy
Divide and Conquer" this method is designed for underactu-
ated robotic systems operating under parameter uncertainty.
The method utilizes a single reinforcement learning (RL)
agent to address the challenge of swing-up and balancing a
Pendubot system with uncertain parameters. This approach
allows the agent to adapt to parameter uncertainty and achieve
faster convergence compared to using a non-shaped reward
function. The method was tested on a Pendubot system with
uncertainties up to 200-300% in various parameters, achiev-
ing an average 95% accuracy across trials. The method’s
strengths lie in its ability to handle significant uncertainties
and design reward functions systematically by breaking down

complex tasks into sub-problems. It can also be used to avoid
specific actions or behaviors during task execution. However,
the method’s downside is the potential for time-consuming
development of the reward function, requiring a thorough
understanding of the system.

V. APPLICATIONS IN ROBOTICS AND OTHER DOMAINS
Discuss the specific challenges and opportunities of reward
engineering in robotics, review notable robotic applications,
touch upon other relevant domains, and relate the applications
back to the techniques discussed in Section 3. This section can
address[QA2] in the context of specific applications.

A. REWARD SHAPING FOR SAFE AND EFFICIENT
HUMAN-ROBOT COLLABORATION
To enhance safe interactions between humans and robots
in industrial settings [68] presented a deep reinforcement
learning (DRL) approach, the study focused on enabling
robots to autonomously learn policies that minimize risks and
optimize task efficiency. The framework of Human Robot
Collaboration (HRC) is illustrated in Figure 19. Central to
the approach is the development of the Intrinsic Reward-Deep
Deterministic Policy Gradient (IRDDPG) algorithm, which
integrates deterministic policy gradient (DPG) methods with
an optimized reward function combining intrinsic and extrin-
sic rewards.

Figure 19: The framework of collision avoidance in safe
HRC, [68, Figure 2].

Experimental results demonstrate that IRDDPG enables
robots to learn collision-avoidance policies effectively, ensur-
ing safety in human-robot interactions while achieving task
objectives. This method shows better results than manually
designed reward functions by dynamically adjusting rewards
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during learning, it also demonstrated the efficacy of tai-
lored reward structures in guiding agent behavior towards de-
sired safety and efficiency outcomes, which improved safety
through autonomous collision avoidance and task completion
efficiency, yet challenges may arise in the complexity of
reward function optimization and computational demands.

In the same context, [69] enhances DRL for domes-
tic robots performing household tasks like organizing ob-
jects with a robotic arm by exploring the application of
interactive feedback. The study evaluates three learning
methods: autonomous DRL, agent-assisted interactive DRL
(agent–IDRL), and human-assisted interactive DRL (hu-
man–IDRL), The schematic is illustrated in Figure 20, com-
paring their effectiveness in accelerating learning and reduc-
ing errors.

Figure 20: The learning process for autonomous and inter-
active agents. Both approaches include a pretraining stage
comprising 1000 actions. For interactive agents, the final part
of the pretraining is performed using external advice instead
of random actions, [69, Figure 2].

Results demonstrate that interactive feedback from both
human trainers and artificial agents significantly improves
performance metrics such as total collected rewards and task
completion speed compared to autonomous DeepRL. Human
feedback exhibits slightly superior results in certain scenar-
ios, highlighting the value of incorporating human expertise
into robotic learning processes. This approach emphasizes
the optimization of feedback strategies to guide agent be-
havior towards achieving specific task objectives efficiently,
which enhances learning efficiency and effectiveness through
interactive feedback mechanisms. However, challenges may
involve optimizing these feedback strategies for diverse real-
world applications.

VI. SIM-TO-REAL IN REWARD ENGINEERING/SHAPING
Reward shaping and engineering are essential for effectively
transferring DRL and RL policies from simulations to real-
world scenarios. It facilitates this transition by encouraging
behaviors that are robust in both simulated and real environ-
ments. The connections between various methods for trans-
ferring from simulation to reality are illustrated in Figure 22.

The shift of DRL policies from simulation to real-world
robotic applications is challenging due to discrepancies be-
tween the two environments, compounded by concerns about
safety, cost, and efficiency. Techniques to address this per-

formance gap include domain adaptation, domain random-
ization, and progressive neural networks (PNNs) [70]–[72].
Domain adaptation aims to minimize the differences between
simulated and real environments, as illustrated in the upper
Figure 21. On the other hand domain randomization en-
hances policy robustness through varied simulation param-
eters, illustrated in the lower left Figure 21, PNNs and meta-
reinforcement learning further improve transfer efficiency by
leveraging knowledge from previous tasks, illustrated in the
lower right Figure 21.
To address these challenges, [73] introduced the

Consensus-based Sim-And-Real DRL algorithm (CSAR),
which exemplifies reward shaping by optimizing policies
suitable for both simulation and real contexts, ensuring con-
sistent reward structures throughout different training stages.
The CSAR algorithm integrates consensus-based training
with DRL in both simulated and real environments, optimiz-
ing policies by concurrently training agents in both settings.
This consensus-based method, which runs simulated and real
agents in parallel, mitigates transition issues and reduces
training time. Results indicate that an increased number of
agents in simulation benefits both sim-and-real training, as
illustrated in Figure 23. Similarly, [74] presents a two-step
sim-to-real process that utilizes an intermediate semi-virtual
environment. This approach integrates real robot dynamics
with simulated sensors and obstacles, as illustrated in Fig-
ure 24. This configuration enables the controlled incorpora-
tion of real-world complexity while preserving the flexibility
of simulation.
Figure 25 shows the computational graph of the method,

featuring an environment interaction thread (left) and a model
update thread (right). Both threads interact with the replay
buffer, necessitating the use of a mutex to prevent conflicts.
Fortunately, the environment interaction thread adds an entry
at the end of its cycle, while the model updates thread samples
from it early on, resulting in a low likelihood of mutual block-
ing. Moreover, parallel data collection and model updates for
real-time fine-tuning allow the RL model to adapt to real-
world changes without disrupting operations. Deploying the
model at a high inference frequency achieves performance
nearly equivalent to simulation, even without initial fine-
tuning.
In the same context, rewarding a cleaning robot for main-

taining a mess-free environment can lead to reward hacking
[75]. In such scenarios, the robot might disable its vision to
avoid detecting messes, cover messes with opaque materials,
or hide when humans are around to prevent them from point-
ing out new types of messes. Reward hacking occurs when
agents exploit loopholes in the reward function to achieve
high rewards without actually fulfilling the intended tasks.
Integrating reward shaping with advanced techniques like

domain adaptation, domain randomization, meta-learning,
and consensus-based training is essential for overcoming
challenges in transferring DRL and RL policies from simu-
lation to real-world robotics. These approaches collectively
strengthen policy robustness and efficiency, facilitating their
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Figure 21: Top: Domain Adaption [70, Figure 1]: a) An encoder learns to map both the simulated (source) and real (target)
environments to a shared state space. b) This shared state space is then used to train the policy within the simulation. c) The
policy trained in the simulation is transferred to the real environment, with states being mapped to the shared representations
for further learning.
Bottom Left:Domain Randomization [70, Figure 2]: a) The agent’s training experience is enhanced by randomizing the physical
dynamics and/or visual appearance within simulated environments. b) The simulation-trained policy is expected to perform well
in real-world tasks after a one-shot transfer.
Bottom Right:Meta RL Learning [70, Figure 4]: The overall policy network is transferred to a set of subpolicy networks, which
interact with a batch of sampled meta-training tasks (environments 1, 2, ..., n). The subpolicy network is updated based on
rewards from the corresponding task, and the global network is optimized using the parameters of the subpolicy networks.

Figure 22: Various techniques for transferring from simu-
lation to reality in deep reinforcement learning and their
interconnections [71, Figure 2]

effective deployment in real-world applications. Continuous
enhancements in simulation quality, efficient learning strate-
gies, and well-defined reward structures are pivotal for ad-
vancing the field and achieving dependable performance of
DRL and RL systems in real-world settings. Furthermore,
ensuring effective reward shaping is crucial to prevent reward
hacking, ensuring that rewards promote desirable behaviors
in both simulated and real environments.

VII. ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF REWARD
ENGINEERING: IS IT THE FUTURE?
Reward shaping/engineering is a powerful technique used to
enhance the performance of RL agents. It can significantly
improve the effectiveness of RL algorithms in several ways.
By providing additional information through shaping, agents
can learn optimal policies much faster, and this leads to
accelerated learning. This is especially beneficial in complex
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Figure 23: Suction success rates of the real robot with a differ-
ent number of simulated robots using Sim-and-Real strategy
[73, Figure 6].

Figure 24: The evaluation maps [74, Figure 3]

Figure 25: Environment interaction thread (left) and a model
update thread (right) [74, Figure 1]

environments where traditional RL methods might struggle
to converge quickly. This is highlighted in discussions of
STRIPS-based shaping, UCBVI-shaped, DRiP, PBRS, and
other methods. Reward shaping can incentivize agents to
explore more effectively, particularly in environments with
sparse rewards, and therefore improve exploration. This al-
lows agents to discover valuable states and actions that might
otherwise go unnoticed. Reward shaping can sometimes lead
to agents achieving higher performance levels than they
would without shaping, as was discussed in Section IV, and
other methods demonstrating performance gains.

Reward shaping can improve the robustness of learned
policies, making them less susceptible to noise, uncertainty,

or changes in the environment.
Despite its numerous benefits, reward shaping also poses

certain challenges, many reward shaping methods rely heav-
ily on domain knowledge to design effective shaping func-
tions. This can be a significant limitation, especially in com-
plex or unfamiliar environments where expert knowledge
might be scarce or difficult to acquire.
Furthermore, computational complexity could be consid-

ered a disadvantage for some reward shaping methods, es-
pecially those involving potential-based shaping, which can
increase the computational burden on the learning algorithm.
This can be a concern in real-time applications or with lim-
ited computational resources, but this drawback is only for
some methods, other methods can decrease the computa-
tional complexity. The effectiveness of many reward shaping
techniques depends on carefully tuned parameters, although
some approaches IV-N can tune their parameter, but finding
the optimal parameter settings can be a challenging process,
and incorrect parameter values can negatively impact per-
formance. Finally, some reward shaping techniques require
careful designing and shaping reward functions, and this can
be a time-intensive process.
In conclusion, reward shaping is a valuable tool in the

reinforcement learning toolbox. While it offers many advan-
tages, careful consideration must be given to its potential
drawbacks. Choosing the right reward shaping method is
crucial for successful application.

VIII. OPEN CHALLENGES AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
Future research directions in robotic manipulation, pivotal
across sectors such as manufacturing, healthcare, and space
exploration, especially in Industry 4.0 contexts, involve en-
hancing sample efficiency, bolstering algorithm robustness,
promoting human-robot collaboration, and investigating ad-
vanced neural network architectures [76]. The importance
of reward shaping and engineering in optimizing learning
outcomes within Deep Reinforcement Learning (DRL) un-
derscores potential avenues for further advancements in this
vital domain.
For tasks involving image processing or complex sensor

data where designing rewards is difficult, we find that end-to-
end RL approaches can tackle these tasks, such as the research
[14] which uses end-to-end RL combining deep neural net-
works with Soft Actor-Critic (SAC), enabling robots to learn
from a limited number of successful demonstrations. This
reduces the reliance on explicit reward functions, making it
particularly beneficial for tasks involving image processing or
complex sensor data where designing rewards is difficult. The
method was evaluated on robotic manipulation tasks, such as
picking and placing objects, and the authors claim to achieve
high success rates and accuracy (100%).
However, the research has several limitations. Firstly, the

robot’s behavior may not always be optimal, potentially lead-
ing to sub-optimal solutions or inefficient movements. Sec-
ondly, the method is not robust to uncertainties in the environ-
ment, such as variations in object placement or lighting con-
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ditions. Thirdly, the reliance on user queries can potentially
be time-consuming, especially for tasks with a large number
of possible actions or complex decision-making processes.

IX. CONCLUSION
This work provides a comprehensive review of reward shap-
ing techniques within the field of RL. A detailed taxonomy of
methods is presented encompassing descriptions, advantages,
disadvantages, application domains, and relevant metrics.
This analysis addresses open challenges and future directions,
offering valuable insights for future research and develop-
ment.

Our findings highlight the significant benefits of reward
shaping, including its ability to highly expedite learning,
manage uncertainties, bolster robustness, enhance system
outcomes, and increase the success rate of RL agents. While
reward shaping demonstrably improves learning outcomes,
its implementation can be complex and time-consuming, par-
ticularly in scenarios with significant domain complexity.
Automated parameter tuning methods mitigate this challenge
to some extent. Further research is required to evaluate reward
shaping techniques in real-world applications and explore the
potential of incorporating human feedback into the training
process.

This work aims to establish a comprehensive resource for
understanding reward shaping in RL. This resource facilitates
the selection of appropriate methods based on the specific
problem, enabling researchers and practitioners to effectively
leverage the power of reward shaping for improved RL per-
formance.
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