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Abstract

Dynamic Algorithm Configuration (DAC) has garnered significant

attention in recent years, particularly in the prevalence of ma-

chine learning and deep learning algorithms. Numerous studies

have leveraged the robustness of decision-making in Reinforcement

Learning (RL) to address the optimization challenges associated

with algorithm configuration. However, making an RL agent work

properly is a non-trivial task, especially in reward design, which

necessitates a substantial amount of handcrafted knowledge based

on domain expertise. In this work, we study the importance of

reward design in the context of DAC via a case study on controlling

the population size of the (1 + (𝜆, 𝜆))-GA optimizing OneMax. We

observed that a poorly designed reward can hinder the RL agent’s

ability to learn an optimal policy because of a lack of exploration,

leading to both scalability and learning divergence issues. To ad-

dress those challenges, we propose the application of a reward

shaping mechanism to facilitate enhanced exploration of the en-

vironment by the RL agent. Our work not only demonstrates the

ability of RL in dynamically configuring the (1 + (𝜆, 𝜆))-GA, but
also confirms the advantages of reward shaping in the scalability

of RL agents across various sizes of OneMax problems.

CCS Concepts

• Computing methodologies→ Randomized search.

1 Introduction

Evolutionary algorithms (EAs) are well-established optimization

approaches, used to solve broad range of problems in various appli-

cation domains every day. A key factor of EAs’ wide adoption in

practice is the possibility to adjust their search behavior to very dif-

ferent problem characteristics. To benefit from this versatility, the

exposed parameters of an EA need to be suitably configured. Since

this tuning task requires substantial problem expertise if done by

hand, researchers have developed automated algorithm configura-

tion (AC) tools to support the user by automating this process [28].

AC tools such as irace [39] and SMAC [38] are today quite well

established and broadly used, especially in academic contexts, with

undeniable success in various application domains [48].

Dynamic algorithm configuration (DAC) extends automated algo-

rithm configuration by adapting parameters during optimization

runtime rather than using fixed values throughout. While modern

evolution strategies like CMA-ES [27] utilize control mechanisms

based on current-run data, DAC aims to learn optimal parameter set-

tings across multiple problem instances through transfer learning.

Initially explored in [33] and then in [2, 3, 14, 29, 31, 45, 47, 50, 60],

the problem of learning control policies through a dedicated train-

ing process was formally introduced as DAC in [1, 9].

Given the large success of reinforcement learning (RL) [55] in

similar settings where one wishes to control state-specific actions,

such as in games [41, 51, 62], robotics [6, 25, 36], or otherwise

complex physical systems [17, 30], it seems natural to address the

DAC problem with RL approaches. In fact, the study [50] previously

employed a double DQN method to determine the selection of

mutation strategies in differential evolution. Recently, a multi-agent

RL approach was used to control multiple parameters of a multi-

objective evolutionary algorithm [63].

Despite all successes, a number of recent studies also high-

light the difficulty of solving DAC problems. Using theory-inspired

benchmarks with a known ground truth, the analysis in [10] re-

vealed that a naïve application of RL to DAC settings can be fairly

limited, with unfavorable performance in settings of merely moder-

ate complexity. An alternative approach to address DAC problems

via sequential algorithm configuration using irace [39] was sug-

gested in [15]. However, this approach requires substantial com-

putational overhead, and its usefulness for more complex settings

remains to be demonstrated. The so-called GPS strategy [35], used

in [49] to control the step-size of CMA-ES, requires itself a complex

configuration process, causing significant overhead.

Our Contributions.We revisit the DAC problem of configur-

ing the 𝜆 parameter of the (1+(𝜆,𝜆))-GA for optimizing OneMax

instances, as introduced in [15], but address with an RL approach.

Specifically, we investigate DDQN [58], a widely used deep RL al-

gorithm in both general RL research and DAC applications. Our

initial experiments in Section 3 reveal that a naïve implementation

faces several challenges, including scalability issues across different

problem sizes and significant divergence during learning.

We show that these issues arise from a naïve reward function

design (Section 4). To address this, we propose a scaling mechanism

to mitigate the impact of problem dimensionality on the reward
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function. Although effective for small- to medium-sized problems,

this approach is insufficient for larger-scale problems.

We identify under-exploration as the root cause of both scalability
and divergence issues (Section 5) and show that the widely used

𝜖-greedy exploration [56] in RL is insufficient to solve this issue.

In Section 6, we resolve under-exploration andmitigate both scal-

ability and divergence issues by adopting a simple method known as

reward shifting [54], which adds a bias term to the original reward.

Additionally, we propose an adaptive mechanism to autmatically

adjust the bias for reward shifting to avoid time-consuming manual

tuning of this parameter. Using this, our trained RL policies consis-

tently outperform a well-known theory-derived policy for the same

benchmark [20] across all problem sizes studied. Finally, in Sec-

tion 7, we demonstrate that RL policies trained with our adaptive

reward shifting can achieve a speed increase of several orders of

magnitude to reach the performance of the theory-derived policy

compared to the DAC method based on irace proposed in [15].

All source code and data are publicly available at [4].

2 Background

DAC problems are modelled as Markov Decision processes (MDPs)

[7]. An MDP M is a tuple (S,A,T ,R) with state space S, ac-
tion space A, transition function T : S × A × S → [0, 1], and
reward function R : S × A → R. The transition function gives

the probability of reaching a successor state 𝑠′ when playing ac-

tion 𝑎 in the current state 𝑠 , thus describing the dynamics of the

system. The reward function further indicates if such a transition

between states is desirable or if it should be avoided and is crucial

for learning processes that aim to learn policies that are able to

solve the MDP. In order to describe instance-dependent dynamics

and enable learning across multiple instances 𝑖 ∼ I, DAC problems

are described as contextual MDPs (cMDPs) [26]. Contextual MDPs

extend the MDP formalism through the use of contextual informa-
tion that describes how rewards and transitions differ for different

instances while sharing action and state spaces. Consequently, a

cMDPM = {M𝑖 }𝑖∼I is a collection of MDPs with shared state and

action spaces, but with individual transition and reward functions.

In DAC, a state space represents the algorithm’s behavior

through its internal statistics during execution, providing neces-

sary context. The action space encompasses all potential parameter

configurations. While transition and reward functions are typically

unknown and complex to approximate, RL has proven effective for

DAC [1]. During offline learning, an RL agent interacts with the

algorithm being tuned across multiple episodes, each terminating

at a goal state or step limit. The agent observes the current state 𝑠𝑡 ,

selects action 𝑎𝑡 , transitions to state 𝑠𝑡+1, and receives reward 𝑟𝑡+1.
These interactions enable the agent to evaluate states and deter-

mine an optimal policy 𝜋 : S → A maximizing expected rewards.

Though some RL variants learn transition functions for direct pol-

icy search, modern approaches are typically model-free, focusing

on learning state-action values Q : S × A → R.
Q-learning [61], one of the most widely adopted approaches,

aims to learn a Q-function that associates each state-action pair

with its expected cumulative future reward when taking action 𝑎

in state 𝑠 . This function is learned through error correction princi-

ples. For a given state 𝑠𝑡 and action 𝑎𝑡 , the corresponding Q- value

Algorithm 1: The (1+(𝜆,𝜆))-GA with state space S, dis-
crete portfolio K ≔ {2𝑖 | 2𝑖 ≤ 𝑛 ∧ 𝑖 ∈ [0..𝑘 − 1]}, and
parameter control policy 𝜋 : S → K , maximizing a func-

tion 𝑓 : {0, 1}𝑛 → R. ⌊𝜆⌉ ≔ ⌊𝜆⌋ if 𝜆 − ⌊𝜆⌋ < 0.5, else ⌈𝜆⌉.
1 𝑥 ← a sample from {0, 1}𝑛 chosen uniformly at random;

2 for 𝑡 ∈ N do

3 𝑠 ← current state of the algorithm;

4 𝜆 = 𝜋 (𝑠);
5 𝑝 = ⌊𝜆⌉/𝑛; and 𝑐 = 1/⌊𝜆⌉;
6 Mutation phase:

7 Sample ℓ from Bin>0 (𝑛, 𝑝);
8 for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , ⌊𝜆⌉ do 𝑥 (𝑖 ) ← flipℓ (𝑥); Evaluate 𝑓 (𝑥 (𝑖 ) );
9 Choose 𝑥 ′ ∈ {𝑥 (1) , . . . , 𝑥 ( ⌊𝜆⌉ ) } with

𝑓 (𝑥 ′) = max{𝑓 (𝑥 (1) ), . . . , 𝑓 (𝑥 ( ⌊𝜆⌉ ) )} u.a.r.;
10 Crossover phase:

11 for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , ⌊𝜆⌉ do
12 𝑦 (𝑖 ) ← cross𝑐 (𝑥, 𝑥 ′);
13 if 𝑦 (𝑖 ) ∉ {𝑥, 𝑥 ′} then evaluate 𝑓 (𝑦 (𝑖 ) );
14 Choose 𝑦′ ∈ {𝑦 (1) , . . . , 𝑦 ( ⌊𝜆⌉ ) } with

𝑓 (𝑦′) = max{𝑓 (𝑦 (1) ), . . . , 𝑓 (𝑦 ( ⌊𝜆⌉ ) )} u.a.r.;
15 Selection and update step:

16 if 𝑓 (𝑦′) > 𝑓 (𝑥 ′) then 𝑦 ← 𝑦′ else 𝑦 ← 𝑥 ′;
17 if 𝑓 (𝑦) ≥ 𝑓 (𝑥) then 𝑥 ← 𝑦;

Q(𝑠𝑡 , 𝑎𝑡 ) is updated using temporal differences (TD). A temporal dif-

ference describes the prediction error of a Q-function with respect

to an observed true reward 𝑟𝑡 as𝑇𝐷 (𝑠𝑡 , 𝑎𝑡 ) = 𝑟𝑡 +𝛾 maxQ(𝑠𝑡+1, ·) −
Q(𝑠𝑡 , 𝑎𝑡 ), where 𝛾 is the discounting factor that determines how

strongly to weigh future rewards in the prediction. For example,

with 𝛾 = 0, the temporal difference would describe the error in pre-

dicting immediate rewards without the influence of potential future

rewards. The estimate of the Q value can then simply be updated

using temporal differences as Q(𝑠𝑡 , 𝑎𝑡 ) ← Q(𝑠𝑡 , 𝑎𝑡 ) + 𝛼𝑇𝐷 (𝑠𝑡 , 𝑎𝑡 )
with 𝛼 giving the learning rate. A policy can then be defined by only

using the learned Q-function as 𝜋 (𝑠) = argmax𝑎∈A Q(𝑠, ·). To en-

sure that the state space is sufficiently explored during learning, it

is common to employ 𝜖-greedy exploration, where with probability

𝜖 an action 𝑎𝑡 is replaced with a random choice.

Mnih [41] introduced deep Q-networks (DQN) which models the

Q-function using a neural network and demonstrated its effective-

ness in learning Q-functions for complex, high-dimensional state

spaces, such as video game frames. However, Van Hasselt et al. [58]

identified that using a single network for action selection and value

prediction when computing the temporal difference often creates

training instabilities due to value overestimation. They proposed

to address this issue by using two copies of the network weights:

one for selecting the maximizing action and another for value pre-

diction. The second set of weights remains static for brief periods

before being updated with the values of the first set. This double
deep Q-network (DDQN) typically reduces overestimation bias and

thereby stabilizes learning. This advantage has also helped establish

DDQN as one of the most widely used solution approaches in DAC.
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DACBench [22] provides a standardized collection of DAC prob-

lems, including both artificial benchmarks abstracting algorithm

runs and real-world benchmarks from various AI domains. The

complexity of DAC problems makes establishing ground truth dif-

ficult beyond artificial cases, limiting DACBench’s capability to

evaluate learned policies on real algorithms. This limitation was

highlightedwhen Benjamins et al. [8] found that cross-instance poli-

cies unexpectedly outperformed instance-specific policies designed

as performance upper bounds, potentially due to local optima. This

underscores the need for ground-truth benchmarks to better un-

derstand DAC solutions. While new artificial benchmarks continue

emerging [such as, 11], theory-inspired DAC benchmarks [10, 15]

offer a promising middle ground, using theoretical insights from

parameter control to provide optimality ground truth while main-

taining real algorithm runs. The LeadingOnes benchmark [10]

demonstrated this utility by revealing DDQN-based approaches’

effectiveness in learning optimal policies for small action spaces

while showing limitations with increased dimensionality.

In [15], the OneMax-DAC benchmark was introduced. Here,

the goal is to control the parameter 𝜆 of the (1+(𝜆,𝜆))-GA (Al-

gorithm 1) optimizing instances of the OneMax problem {𝑓𝑧 :

{0, 1}𝑛 → R, 𝑥 ↦→ ∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝑥𝑖 = 𝑧𝑖 }, also known as 2-color Master-

mind. The parameter 𝜆 determines the population size of the muta-

tion and crossover phase, the mutation rate 𝑝 , and the crossover

bias 𝑐 . Optimally controlling 𝜆 as a function of the current-best

fitness is a well-studied problem in the theory community, for

which a policy for configuring 𝜆 ∈ R resulting in asymptoti-

cally optimal linear expected optimization time was derived as

𝜋cont (𝑥) ≔
√︃

𝑛
(𝑛−𝑓 (𝑥 ) ) [20, 21]. The study of OneMax-DAC

in [15] highlighted the difficulty of this benchmark. Although a

tailor-made approach based on irace was able to find policies that

performed on par with theoretical policies, its blackbox and “cas-

cading” nature makes it highly sample inefficient.

3 DDQN for Solving OneMax-DAC

Compared to black-box DAC approaches, such as those based on

irace, deep-RL algorithms, especially off-policy algorithms like

DDQN, are expected to be much more sample-efficient, since the

learned policies can be updated during every episode. This property
makes DDQN and similar approaches appealing for DAC scenarios

where each solution evaluation is expensive. However, deep-RL is

commonly known to be difficult to use [see, e.g., 44]. In this section,

we investigate the learning ability of DDQN on the OneMax-DAC

benchmark. We will show that a naïve application of this commonly

used deep-RL algorithm with a straightforward reward function

results in limited learning ability. This motivates our study on

reward function design in the next sections.

Action Space. As DDQN is designed to work with a discrete

action space, we discretize the OneMax-DAC benchmark action

space. For a given problem size 𝑛, we define the set of possible

𝜆 values that the RL agent can choose from as {2𝑖 | 2𝑖 ≤ 𝑛, 𝑖 ∈
[0..

⌊
log

2
𝑛
⌋
]}. With this new action space, we define the following

discretized version 𝜋disc (𝑥) of the theory-derived policy: for a

given solution 𝑥 , we choose the 𝜆 value from the set that is the

closest to 𝜋cont (𝑥).

25 30 35 40 45 50
Fitness

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

λ

n=50
Discrete Policy
Continuous Policy
Optimal Policy

50 100 200 300
Problem Size

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

ER
T

Discrete Policy
Continuous Policy
Optimal Policy

Figure 1: theory-derived policy, its discretized version, and

the optimal policy for 𝑓 (𝑥) ≥ 𝑛/2 with 𝑛 = 50 (left); their av-

erage runtimes across 4 problem sizes over 1,000 runs (right).

Figure 1 shows that the difference in performance between 𝜋cont
and 𝜋disc is marginal (and not statistically significant according

to a paired t-test with a confidence level of 99%). Therefore, an

RL agent using this discretized action space should be able to find

a policy that is at least competitive with the theory-derived one.

Additionally, there is a gap between the optimal policy (𝜋opt) [15]

and 𝜋cont across all problem sizes. Therefore, we aim to propose

an RL-based approach to produce a policy closer to 𝜋opt.

State Space. Following both theoretical and empirical work on

the benchmark [15, 19], we only consider the state space defined by

the quality (“fitness”) of the current-best solution; in the absence of

ground-truth, more complex state spaces are left for future work.

Reward Function. The aim of the OneMax-DAC benchmark is

to find a policy that minimises the runtime of the (1+(𝜆,𝜆))-GA algo-

rithm, i.e., the number of solution evaluations until the algorithm

reaches the optimal solution. Therefore, an obvious component of

the reward function is the number of solution evaluations at each

time step (i.e., iteration) of the algorithm.

Additionally, to reduce time collecting samples from bad policies

during the learning, following [10], we impose a cutoff time on

each run of the (1+(𝜆,𝜆))-GA algorithm, which allows an episode to

be terminated even before an optimal OneMax solution is reached.

To distinguish the performance between runs that are terminated

due to the cutoff time, we define the reward function as:

𝑟𝑡 = Δ𝑓𝑡 − 𝐸𝑡 (1)

where 𝐸𝑡 is the total number of solution evaluations at time step 𝑡

and Δ𝑓𝑡 = 𝑓 (𝑥𝑡 ) − 𝑓 (𝑥𝑡−1) represents the fitness improvement

between the current and the previous time steps.

Baseline Policies. We consider three baseline policies in our

study, including the theory-derived policy 𝜋cont (𝑥), its discretized
version 𝜋disc (𝑥), and the (near) optimal policy 𝜋opt (𝑥) from [15].

Experimental Setup.We train DDQN on four OneMax prob-

lem sizes {50, 100, 200, 300}. For each size, we repeat each RL train-

ing 10 times using a budget of 500,000 training steps. The training

used a machine equipped with two dual-socket Intel
®
Xeon

®
E5-

2695 v4 CPUs (2.10 GHz), each with a maximum of 72 threads. We

use a single thread for training and parallelize 20 threads for eval-

uation. A cutoff time of 0.8𝑛2, sufficiently larger than the optimal

linear running time, is imposed on each episode during the training.

Following [10], we adopt a default hyperparameter configuration

of DDQN with 𝜖-greedy exploration and 𝜖 = 0.2. The replay buffer

size is set to 1 million transitions. At the beginning of the training
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Figure 2: Top row: example DDQN learning curves on 𝑛 = 100

using original (left) and scaled (right) reward functions, with

𝜋disc as the baseline policy. Green dots indicate hitting points

(details in Section 3). Bottom row: average performance

across 10 learning curves on 𝑛 = 50 (left) and 𝑛 = 100 (right).

process, we sample 10,000 transitions uniformly at random and

add them to the replay buffer before learning begins. The Adam

optimiser [32] is used for the training process with a (mini-)batch

size of 2,048 and a learning rate of 0.001. To update the Q-network,
we adopt a discount factor of 0.99 and use the soft target update

mechanism with 𝜏 = 0.01 to synchronise the online policy and the

target policy [37].

Performance Metrics. To study the learning performance of

each RL training, we record the learned policies at every 2,000

training steps and evaluate each of them with 100 different random

seeds. We then measure the performance of each RL training via

three complementary metrics:

(1) Best policy’s performance (ERT and gap): evaluate top 5

policies across 1000 random seeds, select the best performer, and

compute its expected runtime (ERT) and gap relative to baseline
policy’s ERT.

(2) Area Under the Curve (AUC): difference between the learn-

ing curve and the baseline performance of 𝜋disc (𝑥) in Figure 2 (top

row), where the curve points represent the average runtime of the

current policy across 100 seeds.

(3) Hitting rate (HR): ratio 𝑛ℎ/𝑛𝑒 of policies with runtime

within 𝜇 ± 0.25𝜎 of the baseline policy (where 𝜇, 𝜎 are the ERT and

standard deviation) [10], with hitting points 𝑛ℎ shown as green

dots in Figure 2 and 𝑛𝑒 the total number of evaluations.

We aim to minimise ERT (gap) and AUC, while maximising HR.

Naïve Rewards Fail to Scale. Figure 3 (left plot) depicts the

gap of the best-learned policy to 𝜋disc across 10 RL runs using

the reward function defined in Equation (1). The blue box plots

highlight the limitation in the DDQN learning scalability: Although

the agent can find policies of reasonable quality in the smallest

problem size of 𝑛 = 50, the gap increases significantly with 𝑛. From
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Figure 3: DDQN performance (as gap to 𝜋disc and AUC) using

original and scaled reward functions.
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𝑛 = 200 onward, the agent is no longer able to get close to the

baseline during the whole learning process.

Naïve Rewards Induce Learning Divergence. Figure 2 (top

left) shows an example of a DDQN learning curve on 𝑛 = 100

where the agent is able to find a good policy at the beginning but

then starts to diverge and stagnate until the end of the learning

process. This behaviour is further demonstrated in the bottom row

of Figure 2, where we show the agent’s average ERT (blue lines).

The agent consistently diverges in the later part of the training

process across all RL runs on both problem sizes. This issue makes

the RL agent incapable of exploiting knowledge of well-performing

policies, likely leaving a user with a far-from-optimal policy at

the end of the training process, especially when we have a limited

budget and cannot afford thorough evaluations to select the best-

performing policy.

4 Reward Scaling

In the previous section, we have shown two learning limitations

of DDQN on the OneMax-DAC benchmark. In this section, we

study the impact of reward scaling on DDQN learning performance.

Our study is inspired by the fact that the original reward function

𝑟𝑡 = Δ𝑓𝑡 − 𝐸𝑡 is significantly influenced by the selected action.

More concretely, from Algorithm 1, we can infer that 𝐸𝑡 ≈ 2𝜆. To

maximise the returns, the agent would be biased towards choos-

ing actions that minimise 𝐸𝑡 , resulting in a bias towards choosing

smaller 𝜆 values. In fact, we see that during the divergence period,

the agent gets stuck consistently in policies that dominantly select

𝜆 = 1 (the smallest 𝜆 in our action space) across the entire state

space. Moreover, the wide variance between the values of 𝜆 in the

portfolio poses a significant challenge for the agent to learn its

behavior from its environment. There is a need to limit the reward
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Table 1: Comparison of ERT (and its standard deviation)

among theory-derived policies, RL-based DAC with two de-

signed reward functions (top), and the optimal policy (bot-

tom) across four problem dimensions. Bold values indicate

the best ERT among theory-derived and RL-based policies.

ERT(↓)
𝑛 = 50 𝑛 = 100 𝑛 = 200 𝑛 = 300

𝜋cont 272.39(76.40) 582.62(118.45) 1233.38(193.01) 1883.42(252.22)

𝜋disc 274.02(74.49) 593.44(128.13) 1248.88(195.01) 1889.45(251.95)

𝑟 = Δ𝑓 − 𝐸 271.38(91.16) 643.67(184.91) 1409.01(305.43) 2500.03(591.56)

𝑟 = (Δ𝑓 − 𝐸)/𝑛 255.24(78.06) 583.64(139.03) 1364.49(276.65) 2077.52(338.43)

𝜋opt 246.39(71.13) 531.27(110.09) 1121.71(177.79) 1725.01(224.35)

range, where the normalization mechanism is proved as a simple

yet effective solution. The normalization process enhances the Q-
network’s ability to discover the appropriate parameters 𝜃 much

more efficiently [53, 59]. More specifically, to mitigate the variance

scaling of 𝜆 in the portfolio as the problem size increases, we scale

the original reward function by the problem size:

𝑟𝑡 =

(
Δ𝑓𝑡 − 𝐸𝑡

)
/𝑛 (2)

The scaled reward value thus ranges from
−2max(𝜆)

𝑛 to
(𝑛−1)
𝑛 .

As shown in Table 1, the original reward function performs well

in the small problem size of 50. However, it becomes ineffective for

the larger problem sizes. A similar observation is also made in the

reward scaling, which are very promising for two smaller problem

sizes, 𝑛 ∈ {50, 100}, but gradually becomes poor for larger problem

sizes. Figure 3 shows that the scaling mechanism can help slightly

in the cases of 𝑛 ∈ {200, 300} by examining the gap percentage

relative to the discrete theory. In particular, the reward scaling

function performs exceptionally well compared to the conventional

reward function. Looking at the problem size of 𝑛 = 100, which is

highly competitive with the performance of both theory-derived

policies. However, Figure 2 reveals its ERT diverge significantly and

the best expected runtimes reported in the Table 1 for the reward

scaling come from the early phases of learning.

We used a heat map to provide an overview of HR across 10

RL runs. We analyze three distinct phases of the training process:

the entire duration (0%-100%), the latter half (50%-100%), and the

last quarter (75%-100%). By segmenting these periods, the heatmap

helps identify potential divergence points. In an ideal scenario,

where the RL agent progressively learns from the environment, we

expect a consistent growth in the HR across all three phases. As

shown in Figure 4, the smallest problem size achieves HR of 1 for

all three periods, as the difference between good and poor policies

in this setting is minimal. We thus need to analyze larger problems

to gain a clearer understanding of the landscape.

Generally, reward scaling effectively addresses scalability, partic-

ularly in the setting of problem size𝑛 = 100, where the agent discov-

ers several good policies at the outset, achieving HR@(0%−100%) =
0.29 compared to 0.05 with the original reward function. However,

these HRs begin to decline over time, indicating the occurrence

of divergence in both the original and scaled reward functions.

More concretely, the heatmap for 𝑛 = 100 under the scaled re-

ward function reveals that HRs decrease over the three analyzed
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Figure 5: Example of the pairwise difference for two reward

functions with problem size 100.

periods: HR@(0% − 100%) = 0.29, HR@(50% − 100%) = 0.18, and

HR@(75% − 100%) = 0.09. A similar observation is evident in the

heatmap for the conventional reward signal. For problems of size

𝑛 = 200 and 𝑛 = 300, the divergence issue becomes more severe, as

no green dots (HR = 0) are observed in all periods.

5 An Under-exploration Issue

Learning with the original reward and the scaled reward functions

is challenged by the divergence problem. As shown in Figure 2,

the RL agent tends to require more runtimes when more training

is given, in contrast to our expectation. We conjecture that the

agent lacks the ability to discover more rewarding actions. We call

this issue divergence-stagnation: the learned RL agent fails to find

effective actions during the exploration phase, leading to the agent

being trapped in a suboptimal policy or a collection of poor policies.

To understand how the learned RL agent gets trapped in poor

policies, we examine how the policy changes during RL training

for both original and scaled reward functions for 𝑛 = 100. We use a

pairwise difference between two consecutive evaluated policies:

𝐷 (𝜋𝑡 , 𝜋𝑡−1) =
∑︁
𝑠∈S

1[𝜋𝑡 (𝑠) ≠ 𝜋𝑡−1 (𝑠)] (3)

where S is the full set of states in the environment, 𝑡 denotes the

time step in the evaluation phase, and 𝜋 is the online policy. A

higher value of the difference between consecutive policies indi-

cates the variety in RL training. We generally expect a large number

of changes in the beginning, indicating that the agent is explor-

ing. Later, the policy change is expected to decrease over time for

learning convergence and stability.

Learning with the original reward function (shown in Figure 5)

however lacks changes in the beginning: its pairwise difference is

always stably close to zero. This explains why, in Figure 2, the agent

struggles to decrease runtime and finally stagnates. Learning with

the scaled reward function, on the other hand, follows our expected

pattern, which is why it performs better in Figure 2. Nevertheless,

the fact that it still can not overcome the divergence-stagnation

challenge suggests that the agent does not explore the environ-

ment enough. We thus look for an effective solution to encourage

exploration during learning.

Random Exploration. In the literature, a popular choice to

encourage exploration in learning is 𝜖-greedy [56]. We tried various

values of 𝜖 ∈ {0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5} for the problem 𝑛 = 100, using the
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Figure 6: 𝜖-greedy with various 𝜖 values on𝑛 = 100, applied on

DDQNwith original (left) and scaled (right) reward functions.

DDQN setting described in Section 3. The top row in Figure 6

shows that the evaluated ERT still diverges until the end of the

training budget, despite some slight improvements over the default

setting (𝜖 = 0.2). For instance, learning with the original reward

function achieves the best HR when 𝜖 = 0.3, still the HR never

exceeds 0.1 (middle row in Figure 6). We believe that the simple

𝜖-greedy strategy, which only explores the action space uniformly

randomly, does not effectively improve exploration, as we can see

in the bottom row in Figure 6 that the pairwise difference curves

of different 𝜖 values are barely indistinguishable. This motivates

our next study on employing a more sophisticated mechanism for

improving exploration in deep-RL, namely reward shifting [54].

6 Reward Shifting

The life-long history of RL, combined with extensive experimenta-

tion in various environments, has revealed that relying solely on

the 𝜖-greedy strategy is inadequate to address the issue of under-

exploration [5, 16, 43, 52]. These studies suggest more systematic

approaches that encourage agents to prioritize visiting specific

states, thereby improving exploration. Reward shaping [34, 42, 46]

is a robust strategy in addressing the exploration challenge in RL

training [18, 24, 40, 54]. The idea of reward shaping is to incorpo-

rate an external reward factor, R′ = R + 𝐹 where 𝐹 is a shaping

function, into the original reward R. The external factor not only
assists in stabilizing the RL training process but also accelerates

the convergence of the RL algorithm. The stabilization arises from

a sufficient trade-off between exploitation and exploration. Reward

shaping can accelerate RL training because the agent needs to min-

imize the number of steps within an episode [13]. If the agent takes

unnecessary steps, the cumulative reward becomes more negative,

reducing the overall reward.

The effectiveness of reward shaping in addressing the hard ex-

ploration challenge lies in the fact that the Q-network is trained

under the assumption of optimistic initialization [12, 23, 57]. The

values of the Q-network are initialized with optimistically high val-

ues:
˜Q0 (𝑠, 𝑎;𝜃 ) ≥ max𝑎′ Q∗ (𝑠, 𝑎′) ∀(𝑠, 𝑎), where ˜Q0 (·) represents

the Q-values of the approximate network at the initial step and

Q∗ (·) is the true optimal Q-values. During the training, the trained
Q-network gradually relaxes to estimates of the expected returns

based on the observations.

Inspired by the theory of reward shaping, the work [54] intro-

duces reward shifting:R′ = R+𝑏 with𝑏 ∈ R, to encourage the agent
to explore its environment, which helps the agent escape from a

suboptimal point in the optimization landscape. In the context of re-

ward shifting, it is not necessary to directly initialize the network’s

parameters to obtain higher Q-values. Instead, the Q-values of the
optimal policy 𝜋∗ are shifted downward by a constant relative to

the original situation. A proof of the relationship between external

bias and the shifting distance is provided in the appendix. This shift

assumes that all values associated with the approximate policy �̃�

are initially higher than those of the true optimal policy 𝜋∗. In the

network update, the Q-value of the chosen action at step 𝑡 is pulled

closer to the shifted true optimal policy. Meanwhile, the Q-values
of the unchosen actions are maintained at relatively high levels. In

this manner, the selected action at step 𝑡 + 1 will less frequently
adhere to the knowledge of the optimal policy, resulting in a more

extensive exploration of the environment. In contrast, initializing

with lower Q-values of �̃� or setting the optimal policy 𝜋∗ higher
can steer the agent toward exploitation rather than exploration;

this concept is commonly referred to as pessimistic initialization. By
demonstrating some empirical results, Sun et al. [54] conclude that

an upward shift is associated with a positive value of𝑏+, which leads
to conservative exploitation, while a downward shift corresponds

to a negative value of 𝑏− , inducing curiosity-driven exploration.

6.1 Reward Shifting with a Fixed Bias

Following [54], we implement the shifting mechanism by adding a

constant bias into the original reward function in Equation (1):

𝑟𝑡 = Δ𝑓𝑡 − 𝐸𝑡 + 𝑏 (4)

To determine the optimal shifting bias 𝑏, we replicate the exper-

iments conducted in previous sections, employing both negative

and positive biases. The considered shifts are {±1,±3,±5}.
Analysis. In addition to using the ERT and HR to validate the

effectiveness of incorporating the shifting bias into the original

reward function of DDQN as in previous experiments, we also cap-

ture policy changes and the uncertainty in estimating action values

to investigate the impact of the shifting mechanism on the diver-

sification of policies. The uncertainty level is measured using the

concept of entropy H(𝜋) = −∑𝑎 𝜋 (𝑎 |𝑠) log𝜋 (𝑎 |𝑠), where 𝜋 (𝑎 |𝑠)
represents the distribution of Q-values across actions derived as
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Table 2: ERT of optimal, theory-derived and RL-based DAC

policies with fixed and adaptive shifting 𝑏−𝑎 . Standard devia-

tions are in parentheses. Blue: RL outperforms theory-based

policies. Bold: best non-optimal ERT.

ERT(↓)
𝑛 = 50 𝑛 = 100 𝑛 = 200 𝑛 = 300

𝜋cont 272.39(76.40) 582.62(118.45) 1233.38(193.01) 1883.42(252.22)

𝜋disc 274.02(74.49) 593.44(128.13) 1248.88(195.01) 1889.45(251.95)

𝑟 = Δ𝑓 − 𝐸 + 1 282.88(100.56) 680.96(213.77) 1578.61(408.37) 2580.92(647.50)

𝑟 = Δ𝑓 − 𝐸 + 3 282.88(100.56) 680.96(213.77) 1578.61(408.37) 2583.82(648.63)

𝑟 = Δ𝑓 − 𝐸 + 5 282.43(99.66) 678.59(211.29) 1578.25(409.83) 2563.81(642.85)

𝑟 = Δ𝑓 − 𝐸 − 1 249.68(71.57) 568.14(132.78) 1315.25(253.09) 2112.46(368.38)

𝑟 = Δ𝑓 − 𝐸 − 3 252.46(70.54) 542.11(115.22) 1195.08(202.65) 1944.17(302.85)

𝑟 = Δ𝑓 − 𝐸 − 5 250.12(70.92) 551.99(116.40) 1134.14(183.21) 1835.33(265.37)

𝑟 = Δ𝑓 − 𝐸 + 𝑏−a 249.53(70.08) 542.12(120.62) 1178.75(200.03) 1829.65(263.12)

𝑟 = (Δ𝑓 − 𝐸)/𝑛 + 𝑏−a 249.60(71.23) 538.25(122.48) 1188.64(209.49) 1865.88(293.33)

𝜋opt 246.39(71.13) 531.27(110.09) 1121.71(177.79) 1725.01(224.35)
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Figure 7: DDQN performance (HR across training periods)

using the original reward function with fixed positive (left)

and negative (right) shifts. For negative shifting, HRs of the

best-performing biases for each problem size are presented.

𝜋 (𝑎 |𝑠) = exp(Q (𝑠,𝑎) )∑
𝑎′ exp(Q (𝑠,𝑎′ ) )

. A lower entropy indicates strong confi-

dence in action-value estimation, while higher entropy suggests

greater uncertainty, potentially encouraging more exploration.

Table 2 shows the average ERT across 10 RL runs for each ap-

proach, together with the baselines, where adding the positive fixed

shifts 𝑏, which range from +1 to +5 results in generally higher ERT

(i.e., worse performance). All settings associated with the negative

biases outperform the positive options. More explicitly, they are

better than the discretized theory policy 𝜋disc and even outperform

the original theory policy 𝜋cont in several cases. This observation

consolidates our conjecture about the under-exploration problem

in using the original reward function, and that the RL agent should

focus more on exploration than exploitation.

Figure 7 provides more details about the ability of each approach

in terms of converging to a good policy, where positive values of the

shift completely fail the task with a problem size larger than 50. In

contrast, the robustness of the negative shiftings is demonstrated in

the three problem sizes ranging from 50 to 200, where almost over

90% of the evaluated points adhere to the theory policy. Although

this strength is not maintained when the problem size increases to

300, where the HR decreases by half, the negative reward shifting

mechanism remains a promising solution to the stagnation problem

as the HR does increase during the later part of the training process.

In order to assess the effectiveness of reward shifting in helping

the agent to explore its environment, we analyze the policy changes
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Figure 8: Effectiveness of reward shifting for problem size 100

with 𝑏 = −3. Top row: ERT and pairwise difference. Bottom

row: entropy comparison and reward distribution for the

first 10,000 steps in a single DDQN run.

when employing the fixed shifting bias compared to the original

reward function. Figure 8 clearly demonstrates the significant di-

versity of policy changes when compared to those implemented

without introducing shifting bias. In other words, the learned agent

selects a variety of actions and gradually converges towards the

desired outcome throughout the training process. Meanwhile, the

agent walks in the correct direction toward the theory baseline as

shown in the curve of ERT in Figure 8. Furthermore, the entropy in

action selection during the training process of adding reward bias

is significantly higher than the entropy obtained from the original

reward function. This observation suggests that the agent makes

decisions with high uncertainty because it is aware of multiple

paths that can lead to the goal.

6.2 Adaptive Shifting

Choosing the right value for 𝑏 is a nontrivial task. As illustrated

in Table 2, the best bias varies across problem sizes. Sun et al. [54]

suggests using a meta-learner to control the value of 𝑏, but this

would significantly increase the cost of learning. Instead, we pro-

pose a simple yet effective mechanism, namely adaptive reward
shifting, which approximates the bias by leveraging the reward

values obtained during the learning’s warming-up phase, i.e., when

DDQN collects random samples to initialize the replay buffer be-

fore the learning starts. Figure 8 (bottom-right) shows the reward

distribution in the replay buffer during this warmup phase across

different problem sizes, where the number above each boxplot rep-

resents the median value. We define the adaptive bias 𝑏−a as:

𝑏−a = −0.2|𝑚(𝑟 ) | , (5)

where𝑚(𝑟 ) is the median of the reward values observed during

the warmup phase. The factor 0.2 is decided based on comparing

the medians in Figure 8 (bottom-right) and the best shifting values

indicated in Table 2. In practice, we may need to tune this factor
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Figure 9: DDQN performance of adaptive shifting with the

original and scaled reward functions across 7 problem sizes.

when applying it to a new benchmark. However, this factor can

be tuned across problem sizes or instances, in contrast to the fixed

shifting value that likely needs to be tuned per problem size.

As shown in Table 2, the proposed adaptive bias shifting, rep-

resented as 𝑟𝑡 = Δ𝑓𝑡 − 𝐸𝑡 + 𝑏−a , achieves highly competitive ERT

performance across all problem sizes. In the two cases of 𝑛 = 50

and 𝑛 = 300, the average ERT is even slightly better than the best

ones obtained from fixed shifting values.

6.3 Reward Shifting and Scaling

In Section 4, we have observed some potential of the reward scaling

technique to improve learning performance. It motivates our study

in this section where we investigate the combined effect of reward

shifting and reward scaling. As shown in the previous section, our

proposed adaptive bias shifting demonstrates competitive perfor-

mance compared to the best version of its fixed bias counterpart.

We incorporate it into reward scaling: 𝑟𝑡 =

(
Δ𝑓𝑡 − 𝐸𝑡

)
/𝑛 + 𝑏−a .

As shown in Table 2, compared to the shifting-only reward func-

tion, the overall average ERT of the shifting-scaling version is

marginally worse. A similar observation concerning the learning

stability, Figure 9 demonstrates that adding bias into the original

reward surpasses the shifting-scaling approach in problem sizes

of 𝑛 ∈ {50, 100}. In a problem size of 𝑛 = 200, the AUC and HR of

the two reward functions are quite competitive with each other.

On the other hand, the shifting-scaling association outperforms

the original reward signal in the problem size of 𝑛 = 300. In this

scenario, shifting-scaling achieves a higher HR compared to the

conventional reward function. In general, we do not observe a clear

advantage in combining the two mechanisms.

7 Scalability Analysis

We extend our experiments to larger problem sizes 𝑛 ∈
{500, 1000, 2000}. In the previous section, we have seen that the

magnitude of the bias should increase as the problem size increases.

Table 3: Comparison of DDQN and the irace cascading

method [15] in terms of: 1) ERT and 2) the minimum number

of time steps required for the found policy to surpass 𝜋disc.

𝑛 = 500 𝑛 = 1000 𝑛 = 2000

ERT #Steps ERT #Steps ERT #Steps

(×106) (×106) (×106)
𝜋cont 3237.16 - 6587.45 - 13361.92 -

𝜋disc 3271.48 - 6701.00 - 13642.12 -

𝑟 = Δ𝑓 − 𝐸 + 𝑏−a 3040.20 0.012 6458.62 0.012 13599.94 0.012

𝑟 = (Δ𝑓 − 𝐸)/𝑛 + 𝑏−a 3592.75 ∞ 7046.52 ∞ 15855.36 ∞
irace 3130.37 2002 6421.68 20046 12751.15 159439

𝜋opt 2938.08 - 6017.40 - 12185.07 -

Instead of having to tune the bias for each new problem size, we

adopt the adaptive shifting bias idea proposed in the previous sec-

tion. Additionally, since the problem sizes are significantly larger,

we increase the RL training budget to 1.5 million steps, while keep-

ing the same DDQN settings as in previous experiments.

In Table 3, we present two metrics. First the average ERT of

DDQN across 10 RL runs, compared to the best policies found using

the irace cascading method proposed in [15]. We observe that com-

bining reward shifting and reward scaling provides no advantage

over using reward shifting alone. This finding is further supported

by Figure 9, where the AUC and HR values for the combination are

generally lower than those for reward shifting alone.

Overall, our adaptive reward shifting mechanism achieves highly

competitive ERT and consistently outperforms the discretized

theory-derived baseline 𝜋disc across all three problem sizes. It

also surpasses irace on 𝑛 = 500 but performs worse than irace

on the larger problem sizes (𝑛 = 1000 and 𝑛 = 2000). However,

it is important to note that irace’s tuning budget is substantially

larger than our RL training budget. For instance, on 𝑛 = 500, each

iteration of irace’s cascading process consumes 5,000 episodes,

amounting to at least 5,000 × 400 = 2,000,000 time steps. There are

9 iterations in total, which results in an 18-million time-step tuning

budget. The tuning budget increases to 75 millions and 308 millions

for 𝑛 = 1000 and 𝑛 = 2000, respectively (compared to the 1.5 million

budget of RL). The ERT reported in Table 3 reflects the best result

irace found at the end of this extensive tuning process.

To better assess the sample efficiency of each approach, we mea-

sure the number of training time steps required to first surpass

the discretized theory-derived baseline 𝜋disc. This metric, shown

in the #Steps column of Table 3, reveals that DDQN with reward

shifting requires several orders of magnitude fewer time steps than

irace across all three problem sizes, highlighting DDQN’s strong

advantage in sample efficiency.

8 Conclusion

Our study of deep reinforcement learning for dynamic configu-

ration of (1+(𝜆,𝜆))-GA on OneMax reveals that naïve DDQN im-

plementations face scalability and convergence issues due to the

reward function design. We address these through reward scaling

and shifting strategies, including automatic shifting bias adjustment.

The proposed reward shifting approach achieves superior perfor-

mance and significantly improved sample efficiency compared to

the previous irace-based method.
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Although our results demonstrate the importance of reward

design in DAC applications, future work could explore alterna-

tive reward shaping strategies and extend beyond the theoretical

(1+(𝜆,𝜆))-GA framework to real-world scenarios.
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A Reward Shifting

The theory of reward shaping was introduced in [42], where the

authors presented the concept of learning another MDP model,

denoted asM′, instead of the originalM. The newM′ is defined
as (S,A,T ,R′), where R′ = R + 𝐹 is the reward set inM′. The
trained agent inM′ would also receive a reward of 𝑅(𝑠, 𝑎, 𝑠′) +
𝐹 (𝑠, 𝑎, 𝑠′) when executing the action 𝑎 to transition from state 𝑠

to 𝑠′. They defined a potential-based shaping function following

Theorem 1 in [42] F : S × A × S ↦→ R and a real-value function

Φ : S ↦→ R:

𝐹 (𝑠, 𝑎, 𝑠′) = 𝛾Φ(𝑠′) − Φ(𝑠), (6)

A transformation from the optimal action-value function QM
inM toM′ satisfies the Bellman equation:

Q∗M′ (𝑠, 𝑎) = Q
∗
M (𝑠, 𝑎) − Φ(𝑠) (7)

and the optimal policy forM′:

𝜋∗M′ (𝑠) = argmax

𝑎∈A
Q∗M′ (𝑠, 𝑎) = argmax

𝑎∈A
Q∗M (𝑠, 𝑎) − Φ(𝑠) (8)

Sun et al. [54] defined the potential-based function 𝐹 in Equa-

tion (6) as a constant bias 𝐹 (𝑠, 𝑎, 𝑠′) = 𝑏, thus R′ = R+𝑏 with 𝑏 ∈ R,
the formula in Equation (6) simplifies to:

𝐹 (𝑠, 𝑎, 𝑠′) = 𝛾Φ(𝑠′) − Φ(𝑠) = (𝛾 − 1)𝜙 (9)

in the case where 𝐹 is guaranteed to be a constant, thus the potential

function Φ(𝑠) must also be constant 𝜙 , then:

Φ(𝑠) = Φ(𝑠′) = 𝜙 =
𝑏

𝛾 − 1 (10)

and the Equation (8) becomes (see also the Remark 1 in [54]):

𝜋∗M′ (𝑠) = argmax

𝑎∈A
Q∗M′ (𝑠, 𝑎)

= argmax

𝑎∈A
Q∗M (𝑠, 𝑎) −

𝑏

𝛾 − 1

= argmax

𝑎∈A
Q∗M (𝑠, 𝑎) +

𝑏

1 − 𝛾 (11)

as the additional bias 𝑏 that does not depend on the chosen action

leads to maximizing the action-value function QM′ which is equiv-

alent to maximizing the originalQM . The constant

��� 𝑏
1−𝛾

��� represents
the difference between the altered and the original state.
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B Policy Comparison

We present in Figure 10 the policies across 4 approaches for problem

sizes 𝑛 ∈ {100, 200, 300} and an additional comparison with irace

for problem sizes 𝑛 ∈ {500, 1000, 2000}. For RL, we present the best
policies selected from the top-5 policies in the evaluation phase

during training. These policies incorporate the reward shifting

mechanism into the original reward function. Similar to [15], we

plot 𝜆 values only for 𝑓 (𝑥) ≥ 𝑛/2, as this is the most relevant

region.
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Figure 10: Policies of the theory-derived 𝜋cont, its discretized

version 𝜋disc, the optimal policy 𝜋opt, irace-based policies,

and RL, which denotes our best-trained DDQN for 𝑓 (𝑥) ≥ 𝑛/2.
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