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Abstract

In reinforcement learning, two objective functions have been
developed extensively in the literature: discounted and aver-
aged rewards. The generalization to an entropy-regularized
setting has led to improved robustness and exploration for
both of these objectives. Recently, the entropy-regularized
average-reward problem was addressed using tools from large
deviation theory in the tabular setting. This method has the
advantage of linearity, providing access to both the optimal
policy and average reward-rate through properties of a sin-
gle matrix. In this paper, we extend that framework to more
general settings by developing approaches based on function
approximation by neural networks. This formulation reveals
new theoretical insights into the relationship between differ-
ent objectives used in RL. Additionally, we combine our algo-
rithm with a posterior policy iteration scheme, showing how
our approach can also solve the average-reward RL problem
without entropy-regularization. Using classic control bench-
marks, we experimentally find that our method compares fa-
vorably with other algorithms in terms of stability and rate of
convergence.

Introduction
To solve the central problem of reinforcement learning, an
agent continuously and autonomously interacts with its sur-
roundings to maximize a long-term reward signal. The stan-
dard method of solving reinforcement learning (RL) tasks
involves a discounted objective function: the agent seeks
to maximize an infinite discounted sum of rewards, as ex-
pected under a chosen control policy. This geometrically
discounted sum ensures a convergent objective function,
making it a convenient representation of the problem to be
solved. The discounted RL literature is vast in both theoret-
ical (Sutton and Barto 2018; Kakade 2003; Bertsekas 2012)
and algorithmic (Schulman et al. 2016; Andrychowicz et al.
2021) studies and has demonstrated great success in real-
world problems of interest (Mnih et al. 2015; Schulman et al.
2015, 2017; Hessel et al. 2018; Haarnoja et al. 2018b). How-
ever, in many RL problems, this use of discounting is sim-
ply a useful proxy for the solving the true objective func-
tion: maximization of total episode reward. As a result, the
actual choice of the discount factor, γ, is unphysical, not
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grounded in any corresponding physical timescale. As such,
it is treated as a hyperparameter which is often tuned over for
best performance (or set to some fixed value, e.g. γ = 0.99,
for simplicity). There is a precedent in past work for reject-
ing the discounted framework (Naik et al. 2019), for exam-
ple the Heaven and Hell MDP (Schwartz 1993), suggesting
that in many tasks the use of discounting is not only unphys-
ical, but can lead to disastrous outcomes. Thus in long-term
(“continuing”) decision-making settings, another objective
is needed.

An alternative approach to ensuring convergence of re-
wards across infinitely-long trajectories is to instead use the
average-reward objective function (Mahadevan 1996). De-
spite offering a principled alternative to the long-term op-
timization problem, the average reward framework has not
been historically popular in the RL literature, perhaps due
to the lack of successful algorithms in this setting. How-
ever, recent work has developed new algorithms and the-
ory (Zhang and Ross 2021; Ma et al. 2021; Saxena et al.
2023b; Arriojas et al. 2023b; Wan, Naik, and Sutton 2021;
Naik et al. 2024) specifically for the average-reward objec-
tive. This prior work has focused on the tabular setting or on
using policy-gradient techniques to develop new algorithms.
Although these methods have proven useful in their respec-
tive domains, there remain gaps in the field that can be ad-
dressed with new approaches.

One such gap in the field of average-reward algorithms
is the lack of entropy-regularized objectives, which have
become a cornerstone of state-of-the-art algorithms in dis-
counted RL (Haarnoja et al. 2017a, 2018b; Schulman et al.
2017, 2015). Formally, entropy-regularization involves in-
cluding an “information” cost for deviating from a pre-
specified (e.g. prior, guide, or behavioral) policy. This en-
tropy cost is weighted with an inverse temperature param-
eter, β. This entropy-based regularization, in combination
with treating the rewards as negative energies, reveals a close
connection to statistical mechanics (Arriojas et al. 2023b;
Rose, Mair, and Garrahan 2021). Furthermore, including an
entropy regularization term in the RL objective leads to more
robust solutions (non-greedy optimal policies) and has theo-
retically been shown to be more adaptable to changes in re-
ward and transition dynamics (Eysenbach and Levine 2022).
Preventing the optimal policy from collapsing to a determin-
istic function can ensure additional exploration occurs dur-
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Figure 1: Performance of discounted soft Q-Learning (SQL)
as a function of discount factor compared with solution us-
ing the proposed average-reward method (EVAL). Note that
the average-reward solution (blue line) recovers the dis-
counted solution as γ → 1. For the discounted objec-
tive, computational cost grows as (1 − γ) −1 and choos-
ing a low discount factor to reduce computational cost can
result in lower rewards. The boundary of low reward, low
complexity and high reward, high complexity is demarcated
by the discount factor derived from the spectral gap of the
associated tilted matrix (cf. “Preliminaries”). Insets: state-
occupation distributions following the SQL optimal poli-
cies at γ = 0.87, 0.93. Green dot denotes initial position
of agent, and star denotes the goal. The agent can move
in any of the cardinal directions. Since we use entropy-
regularization, the optimal policy is stochastic, thus yielding
a variance in the return (plotted with a shaded interval for
each method). Inverse temperature β = 15.

ing training and deployment, often leading to faster learn-
ing (Ahmed et al. 2019).

In this paper, we introduce a novel algorithm for average-
reward RL with entropy regularization: EigenVector-based
Average-reward Learning (EVAL). Figure 1 illustrates a
simple experiment highlighting one benefit of the EVAL
approach to entropy-regularized RL compared to the dis-
counted approach (Haarnoja et al. 2017b). When the RL
problem is posed in the discounted framework, a discount
factor γ is a required input parameter. However, there is of-
ten no principled approach for choosing the value of γ cor-
responding to the specific problem being addressed. Thus,
the experimenter must treat γ as a hyperparameter. This re-
duces the choice of γ to a trade-off between large values
to capture long-term rewards and small values to capture
computational efficiency which typically scales polynomi-
ally with the horizon, (1 − γ)−1 (Kakade 2003). The hori-
zon introduces a natural timescale to the problem, but this
timescale may not be well-aligned with the timescale cor-
responding to the optimal dynamics: the mixing time of the
induced Markov chain. For the discounted approach to accu-
rately estimate the optimal policy, the discounting timescale
(horizon) must be larger than the mixing time. However, es-
timating the mixing time for the optimal dynamics can be
challenging in the general case, even when the transition
dynamics are known. Therefore, an arbitrary “sufficiently

large” choice of γ is often made without knowledge of the
relevant problem-dependent timescale. This can be problem-
atic from a computational standpoint as evidenced by recent
work (Jiang et al. 2015; Schulman et al. 2017; Andrychow-
icz et al. 2021).

The approach outlined in this work for average-reward
RL (EVAL) has the added benefit that it can lead to an es-
timation of the mixing timescale for the optimal dynamics,
which can then be used to inform the choice of a discount
factor, if the discounted objective is of interest. In Figure 1,
the discount factor set by the spectral gap of the tilted ma-
trix (see Eq. (8) for definition) is indicated by the vertical
line. We empirically find that this “spectral gap discount
factor” naturally separates discount factors between “small”
and “large” values, seen by the distinct change in the opti-
mal state distributions (inset). The discount factor set by the
spectral gap indicates a point of diminishing return for fur-
ther increasing γ in soft Q-Learning (solid black line). For
comparison, we plot the return given by our average-reward
algorithm (dashed blue line). Importantly, we see that the
average-reward solution recovers the discounted solution in
the γ → 1 limit, as expected (Blackwell 1962; Mahadevan
1996).

Despite the desirable features of both the average-reward
and entropy-regularized objectives, the combination of these
formulations (Neu, Jonsson, and Gómez 2017) is not as
well-studied, and no function approximator algorithms ex-
ist for this setting. Here, we extend the ideas introduced
in (Rawlik 2013; Arriojas 2022) to develop a new off-
policy learning-based approach to find the optimal policy of
average-reward MDPs. Our main contributions are as fol-
lows:
Main Contributions

• We provide a novel off-policy solution to average-reward
RL in both entropy-regularized and un-regularized set-
tings with general function approximators.

• We demonstrate experimentally the advantage of our ap-
proach against standard baselines in classic control envi-
ronments.

Notably, our implementation requires minimal changes
relative to the common DQN setup, making it accessible for
researchers and allowing for multiple future extensions.

Preliminaries
Reinforcement learning treats decision-making problems
under the framework of Markov Decision Processes
(MDPs). In this section, we provide a brief account of
the problem to be solved (the entropy-regularized average-
reward) objective under this framework. As a point of nota-
tion, we will denote the set of distributions over a generic
space X as ∆(X ). To begin, we describe the defining quan-
tities of an MDP: the state space S denotes all possible con-
figurations of the agent within its environment; the initial
state distribution µ ∈ ∆(S) describes the initialization of
the agent at each episode; the action spaceA denotes the set
of allowed controls the agent may exert to affect its environ-
ment; the transition function (also “dynamics”) is a function



p : S × A → ∆(S) describing the probability of transi-
tioning into a future state given a current state and action;
and the reward function r : S × A → R is a real-valued
scalar provided to the agent at each time-step, encoding the
desired behavior of the agent. In the following equations, we
focus on the discrete state-action case for ease of notation.
The applicability of the framework for continuous spaces is
demonstrated empirically below.

Now, we state some of the usual assumptions for average-
reward MDPs:
Assumption 1. The Markov chain induced by the dynamics
p and any stationary policy π is irreducible and aperiodic.
Assumption 2. The reward function is upper bounded. 1

As in the discounted case, one seeks a control policy π
which maximizes the expected return. In the discounted for-
mulation, this objective is defined as a discounted infinite
sum; but in the average-reward formulation, we instead con-
sider the limiting value of the average trajectory reward, for
increasingly long trajectories:

∞∑
t=0

γtrt → lim
N→∞

1

N

N−1∑
t=0

rt (1)

This reward rate, ρπ , becomes the new objective:

ρπ = lim
N→∞

1

N
E

τ∼π,p,µ

[
N−1∑
t=0

r(st, at)

]
= E

ν
[r(s, a)] , (2)

with the expectation above taken with respect to the proba-
bility of a trajectory as generated by the dynamics p, fixed
policy π, and initial state distribution µ. In the rightmost ex-
pression, ν is used to denote the stationary state-action dis-
tribution induced by the transition dynamics and choice of
control policy. Because of Assumption 1, this distribution is
well-defined as the eigenvector of the stochastic transition
matrix Pπ:∑

s,a

p(s′|s, a)π(a′|s′)ν(s, a) = ν(s′, a′), (3)

or in a more compact notation, Pπν = ν. Related eigenvec-
tor equations will be our primary concern in approaching the
entropy-regularized average-reward objective.

With the scalar reward-rate (“bias”) defined, we now turn
to the corresponding “differential” value function, which
plays the role of the standard Q function in discounted RL.
Specifically, the (s, a)-dependent contribution to a trajec-
tory’s value is denoted as Qπρ .

Qπρ (s, a) = E
τ∼p,π

[ ∞∑
t=0

r(st, at)− ρπ
∣∣∣∣∣s0 = s, a0 = a

]
(4)

We now consider a more general version of this MDP
which includes an entropy regularization term. Note that the

1In the following we assume the reward is non-positive, which
is equivalent to r(s, a) having a finite upper-bound: the reward
function can always be shifted to be entirely negative without af-
fecting the optimal policy, merely shifting the reward rate accord-
ingly.

original objective can be recovered in the zero temperature
limit (β → ∞). For convenience we will refer to entropy-
regularized average-reward MDPs as ERAR MDPs. The
ERAR MDP possesses the same components as an average-
reward MDP as described, in addition to a pre-specified
prior policy2 π0 : S → ∆(A) and “inverse temperature”,
β ∈ R>0. The modified objective function for an ERAR
MDP now includes a relative entropy based regularization
term, such that the agent now aims to optimize the expected
entropy-regularized reward-rate, denoted θπ below:

θπ = lim
N→∞

1

N
E

τ∼p,π,µ

[
N−1∑
t=0

r(st, at)−
1

β
log

π(at|st)
π0(at|st)

]
.

(5)
The optimal policy for an ERAR MDP is defined analo-
gously as the solution to

π∗(a|s) = argmax
π

θπ. (6)

From the above, we see that the agent must balance the re-
turns given by directly optimizing the reward with the cost of
deviating from the prior policy π0. This also emphasizes the
dependence of π0 on the resulting optimal policy. In most
work on entropy-regularized RL, the uniform distribution
π0(a|s) ∝ 1 is used to express the prior belief that all ac-
tions are equally likely (preferable). However, this “maxi-
mum entropy” (MaxEnt) objective has a lack of flexibility,
not allowing non-trivial priors or “guide” policies to be ex-
ploited, despite its apparent theoretical and experimental ad-
vantages (Adamczyk et al. 2023; Yan et al. 2024; Ahmed
et al. 2019; Grau-Moya, Leibfried, and Vrancx 2018; Wu,
Tucker, and Nachum 2019). In the following, we show that
the more general non-uniform prior π0 plays a crucial role
in solving the un-regularized problem.

Our Assumption 1 guarantees the expression in Equa-
tion (5) is indeed independent of the initial state-action. If
on the other hand the induced Markov chain were reducible,
there may be some recurrent classes whose long-term reward
rate depends on the initial state and action.

In the following, for convenience, we will simply write
θ = θπ

∗
for the optimal entropy-regularized reward-rate.

Now, in comparing to Equation (2), we see that the present
objective, the “ERAR rate”, includes an entropic contribu-
tion: the relative entropy between the control and prior poli-
cies: KL(π|π0), where KL denotes the Kullback-Liebler di-
vergence.

Corresponding to Eq. (4), the differential entropy-
regularized action-value function is then given by 3

Qπθ (s, a) = E
τ∼p,π

[ ∞∑
t=0

r(st, at)−
1

β
log

π(at|st)
π0(at|st)

− θπ
]

(7)
In this section, θ and ρ subscripts were used to distinguish
the two (un-regularized and regularized) differential value

2We assume that π0 has full support across A, ensuring the
Kullback-Liebler divergence between any policy π and π0 remains
finite.

3we have suppressed the conditioning on the initial state and
action for brevity, but the conditioning is identical to that of Eq. (4).



functions. In the following sections, we omit the subscript as
we focus solely on the entropy-regularized objective. Simi-
larly, we use the shorthand Q(s, a) = Qπ

∗

θ (s, a).

Prior Work
Classical approaches to the average-reward problem typi-
cally involve the following logic: Solve the discounted MDP
for discount factors γ1 < γ2 · · · < 1. As the value of the
discount factor approaches 1, the (appropriately re-scaled)
optimal value function will approach that of the average-
reward MDP (Blackwell 1962). Later work directly ap-
proaches the average-reward objective by attacking the as-
sociated Bellman equation head-on (Mahadevan 1996). In-
deed, (Schwartz 1993) introduced R-learning (without proof
of convergence), emphasizing the benefits of the average-
reward algorithm: faster reward propagation, better value
disambiguation, simpler learning dynamics near initializa-
tion, and potentially speedups. Schwartz (1993) also men-
tions how the discounted framework can be subsumed in the
more general average-reward problem (Sec. 6.5 therein).

More recently, a variety of papers have considered the
average-reward problem in a modern light, beginning to
understand the theoretical properties of this objective and
associated algorithms: (Even-Dar, Kakade, and Mansour
2009; Abbasi-Yadkori et al. 2019; Abounadi, Bertsekas, and
Borkar 2001; Neu, Jonsson, and Gómez 2017; Wan, Naik,
and Sutton 2021; Zhang et al. 2021). We note this set of
prior works addresses the average-reward objective in the
case of tabular settings, with discrete, finite state and action
spaces. To address the continuous setting, recent work has
developed (Zhang and Ross 2021; Ma et al. 2021; Saxena
et al. 2023a) a variety of policy-based methods. In contrast,
we will focus on the value-based setting here, learning the
Q function directly in an off-policy manner. It is worth not-
ing that these studies have found average-reward algorithms
to be superior to discounted methods in continuous control
Mujoco (Todorov, Erez, and Tassa 2012) tasks. A more com-
plete description of the history of average-reward algorithms
can be found in a recent survey: (Dewanto et al. 2020).

Alongside the average-reward literature, the discounted
objective has seen the introduction of many techniques to
generally improve sample complexity, by tackling plan-
ning (Hafner et al. 2023), estimation bias(Van Hasselt,
Guez, and Silver 2016), and exploration (Park et al. 2023).
Prior work has shown that the addition of an entropy-
regularization term can improve robustness (Eysenbach and
Levine 2022), exploration (Eysenbach et al. 2018), com-
posability (Haarnoja et al. 2018a) and sample complex-
ity (Haarnoja et al. 2018b). The theory of entropy regu-
larization also has a long history, discussed in a series of
work such as (Ziebart 2010; Rawlik 2013; Todorov 2006,
2009; Haarnoja et al. 2018b; Geist, Scherrer, and Pietquin
2019). This innovation yields controllably stochastic opti-
mal policies, a flexibility which has led Soft Actor-Critic
(Haarnoja et al. 2018c) and its variants to become state-
of-the-art solution methods for addressing the discounted
objective. To date, there are no direct combinations of the
average-reward and entropy-regularized objectives for deep

reinforcement learning. However, recent work by (Rawlik
2013; Rose, Mair, and Garrahan 2021; Arriojas et al. 2023b)
has established a framework for combining these formula-
tions. In this work, we leverage the results derived in combi-
nation with function approximation techniques to establish
value-based algorithms for the average-reward objective. In
the following section we give an overview of the solution
which builds on results obtained in (Arriojas et al. 2023b)
before introducing our algorithms.

Solution Method
The presented solution method is based on insights and re-
sults from recent work (Mitter and Newton 2000; Rawlik,
Toussaint, and Vijayakumar 2012; Rose, Mair, and Garrahan
2021; Arriojas et al. 2023b; Levine 2018) establishing a con-
nection between the optimization problems in RL and statis-
tical mechanics. Specifically, there is a mapping at the tra-
jectory level between free energy minimization in statistical
mechanics and (entropy-regularized) average reward max-
imization4. This mapping is based on control-as-inference
approaches to RL as outlined below.

The control-as-inference perspective of RL reviewed in
(Levine 2018) introduces a binary optimality variable to
solve the MaxEnt RL problem for the case of determinis-
tic dynamics. Specifically, Bayesian inference of the poste-
rior dynamics resulting from conditioning on this optimality
variable gives the solution to the optimal control problem.
Furthermore, this approach also reveals that the optimal tra-
jectory distribution follows a Boltzmann (softmax) distribu-
tion, similar to trajectory distributions arising from gener-
alizations of the canonical ensemble in statistical mechan-
ics (Rose, Mair, and Garrahan 2021; Chetrite and Touchette
2015b,a).

This connection to statistical mechanics indicates that the
optimal trajectory distribution can be generated by a “tilted”
transition matrix, which encodes information about the RL
solution, as shown in (Arriojas et al. 2023b). Specifically,
the trajectory distribution corresponding to the optimal pol-
icy for the ERAR objective can be generated from the tilted
transition matrix:

P̃(s′,a′),(s,a) = p(s′|s, a)π0(a′|s′)eβr(s,a). (8)

For a fixed value of β, the tilted matrix generates the
dynamics for trajectories having an average return that is
“tilted” or biased away from their typical value. Thus,
by tuning β, the matrix P̃ gives access to those tra-
jectories with significantly larger expected returns than
those obtained by running the system’s unbiased dynamics:
p(s′|s, a)π0(a′|s′).

Denoting the dominant eigenvalue and corresponding
eigenvector of P̃ as eβθ and u(s, a), the solution to the
ERAR MDP is given by:

Lemma 1 (Arriojas et al. (2023b)). The entropy-regularized
average reward rate is given by θ, and the optimal differen-

4Since energies can be viewed as negative rewards, these opti-
mization problems are formally equivalent.



tial value function and optimal policy are given by:

Q(s, a) =
1

β
log u(s, a) , (9)

π(a|s) = π0(a|s)u(s, a)∑
a π0(a|s)u(s, a)

. (10)

The solution method used requires the transition dynam-
ics to be deterministic, though we discuss the stochastic gen-
eralization at the end of this section. It should also be noted
that this method obtains the differential value and corre-
sponding policy for the optimal entropy-regularized reward-
rate, as opposed to a policy-evaluation technique, which may
gather information on arbitrary suboptimal policies.

To gain further insights into the utility of the tilted ma-
trix, consider the class of allowed trajectories (of length
N ) that start at a given state-action pair (s, a) and termi-
nate at (s′, a′). If we condition on optimality throughout the
trajectory, then the posterior probability of observing this
class of trajectories can be shown (Arriojas et al. 2023b) to
be proportional to

[
P̃N

]
(s′,a′),(s,a)

. In the long-time limit

(Eq. (5)), the probability for this class of trajectories is
well-approximated by the dominant contribution in the spec-
tral decomposition (thus corresponding to the largest eigen-
value) of P̃ :[

P̃N
]
(s′,a′),(s,a)

≈ eNβθu(s, a)v(s′, a′), (11)

where the left and right dominant eigenvectors u, v corre-
spond to the dominant eigenvalue (Perron root) exp (βθ).
Now, to connect to the solution of the entropy-regularized
RL problem, we recall that the soft value function is given
by the log-probability of a trajectory being optimal (Levine
2018), given the initial state-action (s, a). To obtain the cor-
responding probability, we thus need to sum over all possible
final state-action pairs (s′, a′) in Eq. (11). Taking the loga-
rithm then gives the soft value function as shown in Eq. (21)
of (Arriojas et al. 2023b). This leads to the identification of θ
as the ERAR rate and the derived results shown in Lemma 1.

In practice it may not be possible to construct this tilted
matrix beyond the tabular setting without model-based tech-
niques. Nevertheless, only a single component of its spec-
trum is required for an analytic solution to the ERAR MDP.
As such, we will consider only the relevant component of
the spectrum to devise a model-free learning algorithm, cir-
cumventing the need for learning the entire matrix.

The preceding discussion shows that the solution to the
ERAR MDP is given by solving an eigenvalue equation for
the tilted dynamics:

eβθu(s, a) =
∑
s′,a′

u(s′, a′)P̃(s′,a′),(s,a). (12)

Because of the assumptions imposed, the Perron-Frobenius
theorem applies to P̃ , guaranteeing a unique positive left
eigenvector u and well-defined ERAR rate θ. We can rewrite
the above equation in the following form, reminiscent of a
temporal-difference backup equation:

u(s, a) = eβ(r(s,a)−θ) E
s′∼p,a′∼π0

u(s′, a′), (13)

for an eigenvector u > 0 and (the unique real) eigenvalue
with θ < 0. The next largest eigenvalue (in magnitude), de-
noted eβξ, determines the spectral gap of P̃ : (βξ − βθ)−1.
As discussed in the Introduction, the spectral gap determines
an important timescale for the optimal dynamics. This mix-
ing time controls the rate of convergence to the “(quasi)
steady-state distribution” (v above) (Méléard and Villemon-
ais 2012; Arriojas et al. 2023b) and hence controls the effec-
tive time horizon of the agent in its environment.

Given that we do not rely on policy-gradient techniques,
and since the expectation in Equation (13) is over the pre-
specified prior policy π0, we have an off-policy algorithm
whose trajectory data can be collected by any rollout policy.
Note that in log-space, this equation resembles the TD equa-
tion for soft Q-learning, without a discount factor, and with
an additional correction for the reward-rate, θ.

As discussed by (Wan, Naik, and Sutton 2021), all av-
erage reward algorithms (except their Centered Differen-
tial TD-learning) are only able to learn an “uncentered”
value function: i.e. a differential value function that may be
off by some global constant. In contrast, since our solution
method is based on a dominant eigenvalue and correspond-
ing normalized eigenvector (guaranteed to exist through the
Perron-Frobenius theorem, and normalized as a probability
against the corresponding right eigenvector), our algorithm
necessarily finds a “centered” differential value function for
ERAR MDPs.

For the case of stochastic transition dynamics, the pol-
icy derived from the tilted matrix is optimal only if the
agent can also change the transition dynamics correspond-
ingly. However, controlling the dynamics is often infeasible
and the transition dynamics is generally assumed to be fixed
by the problem statement. Through Bayesian inference and
matching the two objective functions, (Arriojas et al. 2023a)
shows how to address this issue by iteratively biasing the re-
ward function and transition dynamics of the original MDP
so that the solution for a controlled problem coincides with
the uncontrolled transition dynamics. To avoid these compli-
cations, in the following we focus on the case of determin-
istic transition functions. We discuss possible extensions to
stochastic dynamics for future work in the penultimate sec-
tion.

Proposed Algorithms

In this section, we present pseudocode of our proposed al-
gorithms. We would like to highlight that the core of the
algorithms here are built on DQN (Mnih et al. 2015). This
means that existing codebases can easily adapt DQN-style
methods with significant advantage (Fig. 2) with limited ad-
ditional complexity. However, there are several important
distinctions specific to the ERAR objective. In the next sec-
tion we present Algorithm 1 which highlights these differ-
ences in red. In the following section, we present an algo-
rithm to solve the un-regularized average-reward objective.
In the Appendix, the pseudocode for Algorithm 3 highlights
the differences from Algorithm 1 in blue.



Algorithm 1: EVAL

1: IN: sample budget, environment, β, hyperparameters
2: Initialize:
3: Online network weights: ψi ∼ init. distribution
4: Target network weights: ψ̄i = ψi
5: Entropy-regularized reward-rate: θ = 0
6: Replay buffer: D = {}
7: while t < sample budget do
8: Collect experience:
9: Sample action a ∼ π0

10: Take step in environment s′ ∼ p(·|s, a)
11: Save to replay buffer: D ← {s, a, r, s′}
12: if train this step then
13: for each gradient step do
14: Sample minibatch B ⊂ D
15: Calculate loss via Eq. (14)
16: Do gradient descent on u network(s)
17: Calculate θnew via Equation (16)
18: end for
19: end if
20: if update θ then
21: Update θ estimate: θ ← θ · (1− τθ) + θnew · τθ
22: end if
23: if update target parameters then
24: Update target parameters (Polyak averaging with

parameters τψ).
25: end if
26: end while
27: OUT: Optimal policy for ERAR-MDP

Solution to ERAR-MDP
Our first algorithm implements three key components
present in many value-based deep RL methods: (1) an es-
timate of the value function (left eigenvector) parameterized
by two deep neural nets (inspired by (Van Hasselt, Guez, and
Silver 2016)), (2) stochastic gradient descent on a temporal-
difference error with Adam (Kingma and Ba 2015) and (3)
a replay buffer of stored experience. In principle, the replay
buffer can be collected by any behavior policy such as an ε-
greedy policy (Mnih et al. 2015), but we use the learnt pol-
icy (Eq. (10)) for more effective exploration as in (Haarnoja
et al. 2018b). Since we use an average-reward objective,
we must also maintain a running estimate of the entropy-
regularized reward-rate, θ.

Our model-free algorithm uses the update equations pre-
scribed by (Arriojas et al. 2023b) (cf. Appendix ) to learn
u(s, a) and θ through stochastic approximation.

For updating the u network, we use a mean squared error
loss between the online network and corresponding estimate
calculated through a target network:

J (ψ) = 1

2
E

s,a∼D

(
uψ(s, a)− ûψ̄(s, a)

)2
. (14)

We denote the trained online network as uψ and its temporal
difference (TD) target as ûψ̄ (we use û to emphasize this
is not a neural net itself, but a stand-in for the target value
calculated by Eq. (15)). The TD target is calculated based

on the lagging network’s weights, denoted ψ̄ (cf. Appendix
for further implementation details). To find the TD target
equation, we read off Equation (13) as:

ûψ̄(s, a) = eβ(r(s,a)−θ) E
s′∼p,a′∼π0

uψ̄(s
′, a′). (15)

The value of θ must be updated online as well. To this
end, we re-interpret Eq. (13) as an equation for the entropy-
regularized reward-rate, θ. Since such an equation is valid
for any s, a, we can use the entire batch of data B (sam-
pled uniformly from the replay buffer) to obtain a more ac-
curate estimate for θ. This (s, a)-dependent calculation of θ
is based on the current estimate of the left eigenvector, uψ
(online network as opposed to target network). To preserve
the linear structure of the eigenvector equation (Eq. (12)),
we propose to track θ through the eigenvalue itself (expo-
nential of θ):

eβθ =
1

|B|
∑

{s,a,r,s′}∈B

eβr Ea′∼π0
uψ(s

′, a′)

uψ(s, a)
. (16)

The value of θ is updated after averaging its value over
the “gradient steps” loop in Algorithm 1. To improve stabil-
ity of the next iteration of Equation (15), we find it helpful
to allow θ to slowly mix with previous estimates, and hence
use a (constant) step size to update its value (Line 21 in Al-
gorithm 1).

Inspired by (Van Hasselt, Guez, and Silver 2016; Fuji-
moto, Hoof, and Meger 2018), we will train two online net-
works in parallel. We find this to help considerably improve
the evaluation reward, as shown in Figure 4. Interestingly,
we have found that the popular choice of taking a pessimistic
estimate (i.e. min) is not optimal in our experiments. Instead
we treat the “aggregation function” as a hyperparameter, and
tune it over the choices of min,max,mean. Across all en-
vironments, we have found max to be the optimal choice
for aggregation. We use two online networks and two corre-
sponding target networks for updates, and upon calculating
an aggregated estimate of uψ̄ (shown in Eq. (15)) we use the
max over the two target networks, calculated (s, a)-wise:
uψ̄(s, a) = max

{
u
(1)

ψ̄
(s, a), u

(2)

ψ̄
(s, a)

}
. We train both of

the online networks independently to minimize the same
loss in Equation (14), measured against the aggregated tar-
get value. This is the same technique employed in (Fujimoto,
Hoof, and Meger 2018) for discounted un-regularized RL
and in (Haarnoja et al. 2018c) for discounted regularized
RL. We use the same aggregation method (max) on the on-
line networks u(i)ψ to calculate θ across the current batch of
data via Equation (16).

Posterior Policy Iteration
Although we plot the greedy policy’s reward as an evalua-
tion metric, EVAL inherently aims to maximize the entropy-
regularized reward-rate (a combination of rewards and pol-
icy relative entropy) shown in Equation (5). Thus, the ERAR
MDP’s corresponding optimal policy is necessarily stochas-
tic as discussed. The greedy policy used in evaluation,
π̂(a|s) = argmaxaπ0(a|s)u(s, a) may therefore not be the



Algorithm 2: Posterior Policy Iteration (PPI)

Initialize: Prior policy π0, β > 0, solve budget.
while N < solve budget do
π0 ← Solve(π0, β)

end while
Output: Deterministic optimal policy π∗

β=∞ = π0

correct policy for maximizing the un-regularized average re-
ward rate.

Instead, it may be of interest to directly obtain the
true greedy solution corresponding to the un-regularized
average-reward RL objective (β → ∞) shown in Equa-
tion (2). A simple way to find such a solution is to
slowly increase the value of β throughout training, as
done in (Haarnoja et al. 2018b). However, this can lead
to numerical instabilities because of the exponential term
expβ (r(s, a)− θ) in Equation 13. One workaround was
proposed by an updated version of SAC (Haarnoja et al.
2018c), where the authors implement a learning-based
method of temperature annealing based on entropy con-
straints in the dual space, facilitated by Lagrange multipli-
ers.

A different method of recovering the un-regularized solu-
tion (β →∞) is based on an observation by (Rawlik 2013),
which we outline below. Consider for notational conve-
nience the function Solve : (R|S||A|,∆(A),R+) → ∆(A),
which solves an ERAR MDP for a given choice of reward
function, prior policy π0 ∈ ∆(A), and inverse temperature β
by outputting the corresponding optimal policy, π∗ ∈ ∆(A)
(which maximizes the objective in Equation (5)). Then, The-
orem 4 in (Rawlik, Toussaint, and Vijayakumar 2012) indi-
cates that the iteration shown in Algorithm 2 will converge to
the greedy optimal policy: the solution of the un-regularized
MDP. Thus, we implement this “Posterior Policy Iteration”
(PPI) technique using a function approximator (MLP) to pa-
rameterize the prior policy. Additionally, we note that this
method has the benefits of not requiring a set temperature, an
“annealing schedule” βt → ∞ or requiring a minimum en-
tropy with additional computational complexity for a learn-
ing scheme (Haarnoja et al. 2018c). These benefits come
at the expense of some additional overhead (the memory
and training of another network) and two new hyperparame-
ters: the prior network’s update frequency and update weight
(Polyak parameter, τϕ, ωϕ in Algorithm 3).

To update the prior as prescribed in Algorithm 2, we
periodically replace the policy π0 with the current esti-
mate of the optimal policy π∗(a|s) ∝ π0(a|s)u(s, a) at a
fixed frequency throughout training. Given sufficient time
for convergence at each iteration, this process is guaranteed
to converge to the solution for β → ∞, thereby solving
the average-reward MDP without entropy-regularization. In
practice, we do not perform hard updates of the prior net-
work’s weights, and instead employ Polyak averaging be-
tween the parameters of an online prior and a target prior.
The online prior is trained to minimize the Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence to the (current estimate of the) optimal pol-

icy via Equation (17):

Lϕ =
1

|B|
∑

{s,a,r,s′}∈B

KL
(
πϕ̄ψ(·|s) | πϕ0 (·|s)

)
(17)

where B is a mini-batch randomly sampled from the re-
play buffer and π is the current estimate for the optimal pol-
icy calculated from a combination of the online u network
and target π0 network according to Equation (10),

πϕ̄ψ(a|s) = πϕ̄0 (·|s)uψ(s, ·)∑
a π

ϕ̄
0 (a|s)uψ(s, a)

. (18)

Notice that since the current estimate of the policy is de-
pendent upon the estimate of π0, we use the online version
of both to select actions. Further implementation details and
pseudocode of this extension are provided in Algorithm 3
below. Experimentally, we find that even for short timescales
of iteration (compared to the timescale for a full solution),
the PPI method is still able to recover the β → ∞ solution,
in agreement with Section 4.1.2 of (Rawlik 2013).

Experiments
We focus on the classic control environments from Ope-
nAI’s Gymnasium (Brockman et al. 2016) with varying lev-
els of complexity: CartPole-v1, Acrobot-v1, MountainCar-
v0. First we will provide benchmark experiments, compar-
ing EVAL against DQN (Mnih et al. 2015) (as it shares many
implementation details) and SQL (Haarnoja et al. 2017a)
(for its entropy-regularized objective). Although we recog-
nize that these algorithms are not designed to optimize the
same objective function, we do not have other benchmarks
with which to compare in the discrete-action setting. On
the other hand, we emphasize that the metric of interest
in discounted RL is often the average evalulation reward.
Against this metric, EVAL and EVAL-PPI have stronger per-
formance in terms of sample complexity compared to DQN
and SQL.

We compare EVAL with fixed (tuned) β and with PPI (de-
noted EVAL and EVAL-PPI, respectively) to DQN (Raffin
et al. 2021) and SQL (Haarnoja et al. 2017a) on classic con-
trol environments in Figure 2. Hyperparameter tuning has
been performed for each algorithm on each environment,
with the associated values shown in Appendix .

For proper comparison with other un-regularized meth-
ods, the evaluation phase for EVAL uses the greedy policy
derived from the learned stochastic policy. Every one thou-
sand environment steps, we pause the training to perform a
greedy evaluation, averaged over ten episodes. The result-
ing reward from each algorithm is averaged over twenty
random initializations. All code for reproducing the ex-
periments is available at https://anonymous.4open.science/
r/EVAL-D25E.

Since the average-reward objective is aimed at solving
continuing tasks, we devise a paradigmatic experiment (in-
spired by Fig. 2 in (Zhang and Ross 2021)) based on Cart-
Pole. showcasing the ability of EVAL in the long-time set-
ting. Although both agents are trained in environments with



Figure 2: Classic control benchmark comparing soft Q-learning (SQL), deep Q network (DQN) and our two proposed methods
(EVAL, EVAL+PPI). We find EVAL and EVAL+PPI to generally obtain higher reward with less variance than SQL or DQN.

Figure 3: As a demonstration of the usefulness of
EVAL+PPI, we consider a modified version of CartPole
which represents a continuing task. After training for 5000
steps (in the standard CartPole-v1 environment with a maxi-
mum episode length of 500), we compare the evaluation per-
formance of SQL with EVAL+PPI. Specifically, we set the
time-limit of the environment much higher: to 100,000 steps.
We find that EVAL+PPI consistently reaches the maximum
number of steps while SQL only rarely achieves similarly
high reward. We find that EVAL+PPI can continue episodes
for at least 10 billion steps (as of submission).

a default (500) timestep limit, the EVAL agent is able to gen-
eralize further. The results of this experiment, shown in Fig-
ure 3, indicate that EVAL+PPI is far superior to SQL at solv-
ing the (effectively) continuing task of balancing the pole
forever.

Limitations and Future Work
The current work focuses on the case of deterministic tran-
sition dynamics. (Arriojas et al. 2023a) has developed a
method for the more general case of stochastic transition dy-
namics, by iteratively learning biases for the dynamics and
rewards. With a model-based algorithm, this seems to be a
promising avenue for future exploration for the general case
of stochastic transition dynamics. While we have focused on

the left eigenvector of P̃ , the right eigenvector v(s, a) can
also be learned online. Learning v gives access to the op-
timal steady-state distribution (uv) a quantity of interest as
mentioned in recent work (Saxena et al. 2023a). Although
we have tested our method on classic control environments,
other more challenging benchmarks such as the ALE (Belle-
mare et al. 2013) can be used as well. Preliminary experi-
ments show that EVAL is able to find the optimal policy in
some Atari environments, but further hyperparameter tuning
is needed to improve its stability and sample efficiency.

Our current method features discrete action spaces, but
adapting the present algorithm to actor-based approaches
could allow for a straightforward extension to continuous ac-
tions, analogous to the soft actor-critic approach (Haarnoja
et al. 2018b). Since we use an off-policy method, it would
be interesting to apply specific exploration policies for roll-
out collection. Since PPI (Rawlik, Toussaint, and Vijayaku-
mar 2012) does not require a particular intitial policy, this
method can similarly benefit from an improved exploration
policy at initialization. As a value-based technique, other
ideas from the literature such as TD(n), REDQ (Chen et al.
2021), PER (Schaul et al. 2015), or dueling architectures
(Wang et al. 2016) may be included. An important contri-
bution for future work is studying the sample complexity
and convergence properties of the proposed algorithm. Fur-
ther work may also provide a connection between PPI and
temperature annealing procedures, and port this idea to the
discounted framework as well.

Conclusion
By leveraging the connection of the ERAR objective to the
solution of a particular eigenvalue problem, we have pre-
sented the first solution to deterministic ERAR MDPs in
continuous state spaces by use of function approximation.
Our experiments suggest that EVAL compares favorably in
several respects to DQN and Soft Q-Learning. Our algo-
rithm leverages the existing DQN framework allowing for
a straightforward and easily extendable model applicable to
the ERAR objective. We have also provided a solution to the
un-regularized, greedy average-reward objective through an
iterative procedure in the prior policy space. Our algorithms



show an advantage in the classic control suite, especially
given that there are no other algorithms for this setting. We
believe that the average-reward objective with entropy regu-
larization is a fruitful direction for further research and real-
world application, with this work addressing an important
gap in the existing literature.
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Theory
For convenience, we provide the update equations from (Arriojas et al. 2023b) (Eq. 26, 27) which will be learned with EVAL:

u(s, a) −→ (1− α)u(s, a) + αeβ(r(s,a)−θ)u(s′, a′) (19)

eβθ −→ (1− αθ)eβθ + αθe
βr(s,a)u(s

′, a′)

u(s, a)
(20)

which resembles our Eq. (15) and (16), respectively.
An important distinction between Eq. 26 in (Arriojas et al. 2023b) and Eq. (19) is that we have changed the sign of θ in their

definition. This allows us to write the original objective in Eq. (5) in a way consistent with the average-reward literature (e.g.
Eq. (2)).

Experimental Details
Implementation

Algorithm 3: EVAL with PPI

IN: sample budget, environment, β, hyperparameters
Initialize:
Online network weights: ψi, ϕi ∼W (·)
Target network weights: ψ̄i = ψi, ϕ̄i = ϕi
Reward-rate: θ = 0
Replay buffer: D = {}
while t < sample budget do

Collect experience:
Sample action a ∼ πϕ0 ∝ uψ · π

ϕ̂
0

Take step in environment s′ ∼ p(·|s, a)
Save to replay buffer: D ← {s, a, r, s′}
for each gradient step do

Sample minibatch B ⊂ D
Calculate loss via Eq. (14) and Eq. (17)
Do gradient descent using Adam on u networks and π0 network
Calculate θnew via Equation (16)
Update θ estimate: θ ← θ · (1− τθ) + θnew · τθ

end for
if update target params then

Update target parameters (Polyak averaging with parameters τψ, τϕ).
end if

end while
OUT: Optimal policy for AR-MDP

We implement our algorithm in PyTorch, and follow the style of Stable Baselines3 (Raffin et al. 2021). The function approx-
imators for u(s, a) (and similarly for π0, discussed below) are MLPs with state as input, and |A| output heads. Below, we show
the pseudocode for EVAL with the PPI method (a combination of Algorithm 1 and 2 in the main text), allowing one to solve
the un-regularized RL objective. We highlight the differences from Algorithm 1 (main text) in blue. As mentioned in the main
text, we require a parameterization for the (online and target) prior policy as well as an update frequency and rolling average
weight for the Polyak update.

We highlight the use of Eq. (16) in this algorithm, as it involves an expectation operation taken over the prior policy. We take
the target prior for this calculation, as opposed to the online prior network for the calculation of the optimal policy, as seen in
the loss function of Eq. (17).

Choice of Architecture
We note that since u(s, a) > 0 (by the Perron-Frobenius theorem), we require the u network outputs to be strictly positive and
thus use a soft-plus activation function at the output layer. Although a ReLU activation is possible, we found it to give much
worse performance across all tasks, despite additional hyperparameter tuning.

We similarly parameterize the prior net as an MLP (same hidden dimension as u-network), but with a softmax output. We
have experimented with sharing weights between u and π0 networks without finding significant performance gains, but this
may be an interesting avenue for future exploration.



Soft Q-Learning
We implement our own soft Q-learning algorithm, in a similar style as EVAL (i.e. with a minimization over two networks, and
use of a separate lagging target network). Similar to EVAL’s evaluation, we take the greedy policy π(s) = argmaxaQ(s, a) for
evaluating the agent.

Hyperparameters

Table 1: Hyperparameter Ranges Used for Finetuning EVAL & PPI
Hyperparameter Value Range

Learning Rate, η (10−4, 10−1)
Inverse Temperature, β 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.5, 1, 2, 5, 10

Batch Size, b 16, 32, 64, 128, 256
Target Update Interval, ω 10, 100, 500, 1000, 2000, 5000

Gradient Steps, UTD 1,5,10,50

For each run, we choose the buffer size to be the same number of steps in the sample budget (except for DQN, which has a tuned
value of buffer size B, given by (Raffin et al. 2021)). We also tune the hidden dimension “hid. dim.” of the MLP over values in
{32, 64, 128}. In the following Table 2, ωπ refers to the prior policy’s target network update interval (in terms of environment
steps).

For simplicity, we have found the algorithms to generally work well for some fixed hyperparameters, reducing the search
space and potential sensitivity: The Polyak update ratio (for u and π0 in PPI) is fixed to 1.0 (“hard updates”); The ERAR rate,
θ is kept frozen at zero (except for irreducible tabular dynamics); the number of gradient steps per environment step is fixed
to 5 throughout; The replay buffer size set to the maximum value (total number of environment steps during training); and the
agent is trained after every environment step (cf. “training frequency” in (Raffin et al. 2021)). The finetuned hyperparameters
for each environment are listed below. Each is the result of a sweep of roughly 200 runs (in random search), each:

Table 2: Finetuned Hyperparameter Values for EVAL(-PPI)
Environment hid. dim. η b β ω learn starts ωπ

CartPole-v1 16 1 · 10−3 64 2 10 0 500
Acrobot-v1 64 5 · 10−4 64 0.01 10 0 500

MountainCar-v0 32 6 · 10−4 128 20 100 5000 2000

Table 3: The final two columns show the additionally tuned (with all others held fixed) hyperparameters specific to PPI.

Table 4: Finetuned Hyperparameter Values for DQN
Environment η b B γ ω εfinal εfrac grad step train freq learn starts
CartPole-v1 2.3 · 10−3 64 100,000 0.99 10 0.04 0.16 128 256 1000
Acrobot-v1 6.3 · 10−4 128 50,000 0.99 250 0.1 0.12 -1 4 0

MountainCar-v0 4 · 10−3 128 10,000 0.98 600 0.07 0.2 8 16 1000

Table 5: εfrac denotes the exploration fraction over which to decay ε = 1.0 to ε = εfinal. A training frequency of −1 indicates
that training of the Q networks occurs only after the end of each rollout episode. The provided optimal values for τ = 1.0 and
hidden dimension of 256 throughout all environments.

Table 6: Finetuned Hyperparameter Values for SQL
Environment hid. dim η b β γ τ ω grad steps learn starts
CartPole-v1 64 2 · 10−2 64 0.1 0.98 0.95 100 9 1,000

Acrobot-v1 32 6.6 · 10−3 128 2.6 0.999 0.92 100 9 2,000

MountainCar-v0 64 2 · 10−3 128 0.7 0.99 0.97 100 2 9,000

Table 7: We use the finetuned hyperparameters given in (Adamczyk et al. 2024) for soft Q-learning in the classic control
benchmark.



We use implementations of DQN from stable-baselines3, with the finetuned hyperparameters for each environment given by
(Raffin et al. 2021).

Additional Results
Number of networks
In light of several recent works maintaining multiple estimates or an entire ensemble of the agent’s Q function (Lee et al. 2021;
Chen et al. 2021), we consider the effect of learning more than two (online and target) networks on training performance.
The results shown in Figure 4 indicate that having greater than one or two networks can drastically improve performance in
some environments, with diminishing returns as seen in prior work. Our experiments indicate that a minimum of two networks
is required for learning the optimal policy, so we use two networks throughout for simplicity, despite this generally being a
tunable parameter. For convenience, we use two independent target networks as well, to separately perform rolling averages of
the target parameters before aggregating.

Figure 4: For EVAL (without PPI) we compare the performance for training multiple networks in parallel. All networks are
aggregated with the max function as discussed in the “Proposed Algorithms” section.


