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Teaching Precommitted Agents: Model-Free Policy Evaluation and
Control in Quasi-Hyperbolic Discounted MDPs

S.R. Eshwar

Abstract— Time-inconsistent preferences, where agents favor
smaller-sooner over larger-later rewards, are a key feature of
human and animal decision-making. Quasi-Hyperbolic (QH)
discounting provides a simple yet powerful model for this
behavior, but its integration into the reinforcement learning
(RL) framework has been limited. This paper addresses key
theoretical and algorithmic gaps for precommitted agents with
QH preferences. We make two primary contributions: (i)
we formally characterize the structure of the optimal policy,
proving for the first time that it reduces to a simple one-
step non-stationary form; and (ii) we design the first practical,
model-free algorithms for both policy evaluation and Q-learning
in this setting, both with provable convergence guarantees.
Our results provide foundational insights for incorporating QH
preferences in RL.

I. INTRODUCTION

Reinforcement learning (RL) [12] provides a powerful
framework for sequential decision-making, where an agent
interacts with an environment to maximize long-term cu-
mulative rewards. A foundational assumption in most RL
algorithms is that agents discount future rewards using an
exponential discount factor, which implies time-consistent
preferences: an agent’s relative preference between two fu-
ture rewards remains unchanged over time. However, this
assumption does not hold in many real-world scenarios
involving humans, whose preferences are known to be time-
inconsistent. [4].

Quasi-Hyperbolic (QH) discounting [9], [7], introduced
in behavioral economics, offers a more realistic model of
decision-making. Under QH discounting, agents apply a
present-bias parameter o € [0, 1] in addition to the standard
exponential discount factor v € [0,1). Immediate rewards
are weighted more heavily than future rewards, capturing
the observed preference for smaller-sooner outcomes over
larger-later ones. Formally, the cumulative discounted return
for a sequence of rewards (rg,71,72,...) is given by:

o
G=ry +027trt.
t=1

While QH discounting has been used to explain human
behavior in intertemporal choice tasks, its incorporation into
the RL framework poses unique challenges. Unlike exponen-
tial discounting, QH discounting leads to time-inconsistent
preferences: the optimal policy from the perspective of the
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present self may differ from what a future self would prefer.
This gives rise to a spectrum of agent behaviors [8], [11].

« Naive agents fail to recognize their future time incon-
sistency and continually replan.

« Sophisticated agents [6], [5] anticipate their future
selves’ behavior and seek subgame perfect equilibria.

o Precommitted agents understand their time inconsis-
tency but fix their policies in advance to optimize
cumulative QH-discounted return.

This paper centers on the precommitted agent [11], a
model capturing decision-makers who can identify and com-
mit to a long-term optimal policy from the outset. This
widely-studied paradigm is well-motivated by real-world sce-
narios where individuals utilize ‘commitment devices’—such
as setting deadlines or creating savings plans—to adhere to a
long-term strategy. Adopting this framework provides a clear
and tractable optimization problem, which allows us to for-
mally characterize the structure of the globally optimal policy
under QH discounting. This model is therefore fundamental
for understanding optimal planning with time-inconsistent
preferences, serving as an essential benchmark against which
more complex, strategic behaviors can be compared.

Our work on quasi-hyperbolic (QH) discounting is distinct
from other prominent frameworks for modeling non-standard
preferences in MDPs. One such framework is risk-sensitive
RL, which captures human-like attitudes toward outcome
uncertainty [10]. Operationally, the goal is to find a policy
that either optimizes a risk measure as an objective or
optimizes the usual risk-neutral objective while satisfying
a risk constraint. This focus on managing risk addresses a
fundamentally different problem than our work, which seeks
to model human-like temporal preferences.

Another related framework is reinforcement learning with
prospect theory [3]. Prospect theory describes how indi-
viduals assess losses and gains asymmetrically, driven by
loss aversion—the principle that the pain of a loss is felt
more strongly than the pleasure of an equivalent gain. This
asymmetry explains why agents may be risk-averse when
facing potential gains but risk-seeking to avoid losses. While
this also leads to complex objectives, it models behavioral
attitudes toward risk and value, which is distinct from the
human-like preferences over the timing of rewards captured
by QH discounting.

Contributions: Our primary contributions are threefold.
1) We characterize the structure of optimal policies under

QH discounting for precommitted agents. To the best
of our knowledge, we are the first to show that the
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optimal policy is a one-step non-stationary policy. That
is, the optimal policy can be decomposed into a pair
(u*,7*), where p* is applied at the first step, and 7*
is a stationary policy used thereafter.

2) We develop a provably convergent, model-free algo-
rithm for the off-policy evaluation of any given one-step
non-stationary policy.

3) We design QH Q-Learning, a novel model-free algo-
rithm that learns the optimal policy by concurrently
estimating the optimal QH and exponential action-value
functions.

Organization: The remainder of this paper is organized
as follows. Section II formalizes the MDP with QH dis-
counting and presents our theoretical result on the one-step
non-stationary representation of any non-stationary policy.
Section III presents the policy evaluation algorithm for any
given one-step non-stationary policy. Section IV details the
structure of the optimal policy and our corresponding QH Q-
Learning algorithm. Finally, Section V provides an empirical
validation of our methods, followed by our conclusion.

II. SETUP AND PRELIMINARIES
A. Setup

Let A(U) denote the set of probability distributions over
a set Y. Our setup consists of a Markov Decision Process
(MDP) M = (S, A,P,r,0,v), where: S is a finite state
space, A is a finite action space, P : S x A — A(S) is the
transition probability kernel, 7 : S X A — R is the reward
function, o, € [0, 1) are the parameters of quasi-hyperbolic
(QH) discounting.

The QH state-value and action-value functions for a pol-
icy v, denoted V77 and Q¢ respectively, are defined as
follows:

o
Z d(t

t=

g d(t)r(se, ar) |sosa0a1

where the QH discount factor d(t) is given by
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Q%7 (s,a) =

1, t=0,
d(t) =9
oy, t>1.

For the special case where 0 = 1, the QH formulation
reduces to standard exponential discounting, with corre-
sponding value functions denoted by V) and Q7.

B. One-Step Non-Stationary Representation

In this section, we introduce a key structural property of
policies under quasi-hyperbolic discounting. A well-known
fact in exponential discounting is that the value function of
any non-stationary policy is equivalent to the value function
of a corresponding stationary policy. In a similar spirit, we
establish a new result for quasi-hyperbolic discounting: any
non-stationary policy can be equivalently represented as a
one-step non-stationary policy, where a policy p is followed

in the first step, after which a stationary policy 7 is followed
indefinitely, represented as (u, 7) = (p, 7,7, ...).

Theorem 1. For a finite-state, finite-action MDP, the value
function under quasi-hyperbolic discounting of any non-
stationary policy v = (vo,11,...) is equal to the value
function corresponding to a one-step non-stationary policy
(1, ) for some choice of policies p and T.

Proof. From the definition of QH-discounted value func-
tions,

V7 (s) =E

o0
r(s0,a0) + Za’ytr(st,at) | so = s] .

t=1
Rewriting the expectation by conditioning on the first action
ag ~ vo(-|s), we get:

Vo (s)=E lr(s, ap) +E

Zavtr(st,at) \ so,a()H .

t=1

Further conditioning on the next state s’ ~ P(-|s,ap), we
obtain:

VIT(s)=E [r(s,ao) + oyE lz ’yt_lr(shat) | 51 = S’H

Using the fact that the remaining discounted sum follows an
exponentially discounted value function,

-1 — — 7

we conclude:

V7(s) =E

)(Sl)v

[r(s,ao) + oV

PARICO] IO

ao~vo(-|s)
s'~P(-]s,a0)

It is well-established that for any non-stationary policy un-
der exponential discounting, an equivalent stationary policy
can be constructed that produces an identical value function
[1, Prop. 1.1.1]. Accordingly, let 7 be a stationary policy
such that:

‘/(11 1/2,...)(5) = V‘T;Y(S)a Vs e S.

Substituting this into the previous equation, we obtain:

Ve (s) = Y wolals)[r(s,a) + 07 Y0 P/l )V ().

a

Defining 1 = vy as the first-step policy, we conclude that
V2 (s) = V7 (s),
thus proving the theorem. O

III. PoLICY EVALUATION

In this section, we develop a model-free algorithm to
evaluate the value function of a one-step non-stationary
policy, (u, ), under quasi-hyperbolic (QH) discounting (see
Algorithm 1). As established in Section II-B, this policy
class is sufficient for our analysis. A key challenge in QH
discounting is that the value function V:T? does not satisfy a
direct Bellman-style recursion. We resolve this issue by first



deriving a relationship that expresses V””( ) in terms of the
value function of stationary component, V"7 (s), which can
itself be defined recursively.
The value function for the policy (u,7) is defined as
Vil (s) =E |r(so,a0) + UZVtr(st,at) | so = s|,
t=1
where the expectation is taken over trajectories generated
by acting with y at the first step and 7 thereafter. Through
algebraic manipulation, we can decompose this expectation
to derive a one-step lookahead expression for V,Z ().

Vi (s)

= E[T(S(L ao) + UZ’ytr(st,at) | S0 = 8]

t=1
=E|r(so,a0) + oyr(s1,a1) — yr(si,a1)
oo
+7 (T(51,a1) + UZ’ytlr(st,at)> | so = ;|
t=2

=3 lals) [v«sm +3 P s,a)[ - (1- o)y

Sl ls (s’ ') + Wﬁ”(s’)”
By specializing this result to the case where p = m, we

obtain a self-consistent Bellman equation for the stationary
policy value function Vz7(s).

:Z(

a

v 2ol ) + V)]

V2 (s) (s,a +Z77 "Is,a [ (1—-0)

Since the evaluation of both V7! and V7" requires sam-
pling actions according to the policies i and 7 respectively,
we adopt an off-policy approach. We introduce a behavior
policy v to generate data and use importance sampling to
correct for the mismatch between this policy and the target
policies. This requires the standard coverage assumption: for
any state s, v(als) > 0 whenever u(als) > 0 or w(als) > 0.
To this end, our algorithm maintains two iterates to estimate
the value functions (i) W,,(s), which estimates V77 (s), and
(ii) V;,(s), which estimates V,;(s). See Algorithm 1 for
more details.

We now state our assumptions, followed by the main result
of this section.

A;) Stepsizes: (a,,),>0 are positive scalars satisfying (i)
o < 1; (i) D02 gy =00, but Y07 a2 < oco.

As) Bounded reward: There exists 7,.x > 0 such that
[r(s,a)| < rmax for all s € S and a € A.

Aj3) Bounded sampling ratios: the importance sampling
ratios are uniformly bounded, such that pfnix =

VEGL) < oo and pEn;x = max, 4 ‘;EZB < oo0.

maxg,q

Algorithm 1 Model-Free Policy Evaluation for QH Dis-
counting

1: Input: Stepsizes («v,); discount factors o,; sampling
policy v; evaluation policies p,

2. Initialize: Vo, W, € RIS!

3: forn=20,1,2,... do

& Set DV ZD® _pe RISIXISI pieet — ¢ RIS]
5: for se€S do

6: Sample a ~ v(-|s)

7: Observe reward r (s, a) and next state s’ ~ P(|s,a)
8 Sample o’ ~ 7(-|s’)

9: Observe reward r(s’,a’

10: Wi (s) < r(s,a) — (1 —a)yr(s’,a’) + YW, (s")
i DY (s,s) « TS DI (s, 5) 5(3;5)

12:  end for

13:  Update W

Wn+1 — Wn +a, {Dgl)W;larget _ Wn:|
14:  Update V:
Vn+1 — Vn + an, [D£L2)Wrtlarget _ Vn:|

15: end for

Theorem 2 (Convergence of Policy Evaluation). Suppose
Ay, Ay and Az are true. Then the iterates (W,,, V,,) obtained
from Algorithm 1 converge almost surely to the true value
functions (V7 V7).

Proof Sketch. Our proof relies on the ODE method from
stochastic approximation [2]. The analysis first confirms that
the iterates are bounded. We then show that these iterates
asymptotically track a limiting ODE whose unique, globally
asymptotically stable equilibrium is precisely the true value
function. This stability property, combined with the Lipschitz
continuity of the underlying dynamics and standard noise
assumptions, allows us to invoke established convergence
theorems to conclude the proof. O

IV. OPTIMAL CONTROL

In this section, we characterize the optimal policy under
quasi-hyperbolic (QH) discounting and provide the founda-
tion for a model-free algorithm to compute it.

A. Structure of the Optimal Policy

We begin by defining the optimal value function V* as the
maximum achievable value from any state, and then derive
its structure.

Definition 1. The optimal value function in QH discounting,
V'*, satisfies:

V*(s) = Vs € S.

maxV
Wy

7 (5),

An optimal policy (u*,7*) is any policy that achieves this
maximum.

To find the structure of this optimal policy, we can expand
the definition of V'* using the relationship between the QH



value function and the standard exponential value function
from (1). This allows us to derive a Bellman-style optimality
equation:

Vi(s)

=max ) pu(als) [7"(87 a)+ oy ) P(s]s,a)V(s)

— max 3" ulals) [ms,a) +07 Y P(s/ls.0) max V(<)

s’/

The inner term, max, V4 (s'), is precisely the optimal value
function for a standard MDP with exponential discounting,
which we denote as V,)(s’). The policy that achieves this is
the standard optimal policy, 7.
This decomposition reveals two key insights about the
structure of the optimal QH policy (u*, 7*):
1) Optimal Stationary Component: The optimal policy
for all future steps, 7*, must be the policy that is optimal
for the standard exponential discounting problem. Thus,

=).

2) Optimal Initial Policy: The optimal policy for the first
step, p*, must greedily select the action that maximizes
the immediate reward plus the discounted value of
acting optimally thereafter. This implies that p* is the
greedy policy with respect to the following action-value
function

Q77 (s,a) :=r(s,a) + oy y_P(s/]s,a)VI(s). ()

B. Existence of a Deterministic Optimal Policy

With the structure of the optimal policy established, we
can now state the following theorem.

Theorem 3. An optimal policy (u*,7*) for the quasi-
hyperbolic discounting problem exists and can be chosen to
be deterministic.

Proof. The structure of the optimal policy (u*,7*) was
derived above. We prove that each component can be de-
terministic.

1) From standard MDP theory, an optimal policy under
exponential discounting, ., is known to exist and be
deterministic. Since the optimal stationary component
is 7 = 77, it follows that a deterministic 7* can be
chosen.

2) The optimal initial policy p* is the greedy policy with
respect to Q77 (s,a), meaning p*(als) = 1 for a €
arg max, Q77 (s,a’) and 0 otherwise. The argmax
operator produces a deterministic policy (with ties bro-
ken arbitrarily). Therefore, p* is also deterministic.

This establishes the existence of a deterministic optimal
policy (u*, 7). O

Remark 1. This result is significant as it guarantees that
the search for an optimal policy can be restricted from the
vast space of all non-stationary stochastic policies to the

Algorithm 2 QH Q-learning (Model-Free)
1: Input: Stepsizes (), discount factors o and ~
2. Initialize: Z, Qo € RISIIAl
3: forn=20,1,2,... do
4 Set Z!, =0 € RISIIA
5. for (s,a) e Sx Ado
6 Sample s’ ~ P(-|s,a)
7: Observe reward (s, a)
8
9

Z!(s,a) < maxp Z,(s',b)
end for
10 Zpi1 < Zn+an [r +~Z!, — Zn]
1 Qui1 < Qutan[(l—0)r+0Z, — Q]
12: end for

much smaller space of one-step non-stationary deterministic
policies.

C. Model-Based Solution via Value Iteration

The structure of the optimal policy (u*,7*) derived in
the previous section provides a clear blueprint for a model-
based algorithm. This approach, analogous to standard value
iteration, consists of two stages.

First, since the optimal stationary component 7* is equiva-
lent to the optimal policy under exponential discounting (7)),
we can compute its corresponding value function, V', using
the standard Bellman optimality operator until convergence:

Vi1 (s) < max (s, a) + 7 E:SP(S/'& a)Vi(s)

Once V. is obtained, the second stage is to compute the
optimal initial policy p*. This is done by performing a one-
step greedy policy extraction with respect to the action-value
function defined in (2):

* _ o,y .
() = argmax Q27 (s, a)

While this two-stage procedure is straightforward when
the model dynamics P(s'|s,a) and reward function r(s, a)
are known, our primary interest lies in the more practi-
cal model-free setting. In a model-free context, we cannot
perform the one-step lookahead required by the Bellman
operator or the computation of Q7”. This limitation mo-
tivates a shift from state-value functions to action-value
functions, which enable policy optimization without a model.
Accordingly, we develop a model-free Q-learning algorithm
for quasi-hyperbolic discounting in the next section.

D. Model-Free Algorithm

In this section, we extend the preceding model-based
analysis to develop a practical, model-free algorithm for
computing the optimal policy. We present Algorithm 2,
which learns the necessary action-value functions without
requiring knowledge of the system dynamics.



1) Relationship between QH and Exponential Q-
Functions: We begin by formalizing the relationship
between the quasi-hyperbolic and exponential Q-functions.
We follow the standard convention where the policy
subscript in Q(s, a) denotes the policy executed after taking
action a. For a one-step non-stationary policy (u,7), once
the initial action a is taken, the subsequent policy is always
the stationary component 7. Thus, the action-value function
is denoted as Q7" (s,a), which can be decomposed by
expanding its definition:

77 (s,a)
=E |r(so,a0) + othr(shat) | so =s,a0 = a]
t=1
=E|(1—0)r(so,a0)

oo
+ or(sg, ao) + UZ’ytT(St,at> | so = s,a0 = a]
t=1

=1 -o)r(s,a)+cE

(o)
Z'ytr(st,at) | so =s,a0 = a]

t=0
=(1—-o0)r(s,a) +0Ql(s, a).

This yields the key linear relationship that our algorithm will
exploit:

QF7(s,a) = (1= o)r(s,a) + 0Q1(s,a). ()

2) Optimality Equation for QH Q-Functions: Building
upon the linear relationship established in (3), we can
now derive the optimality equation for the quasi-hyperbolic
setting. The optimal action-value function, Q77 (s,a), is
found by maximizing both sides of (3) over all stationary
component policies 7 and initial policies u:

Qgﬁ(sv CL) = n;%rx Q;”Y(Sﬂ a)
= max [(1—0)r(s,a) +0QL(s,a)]
=(1—-o0)r(s,a)+o (mﬁxQ?—r(s, a)) )

We identify the term max, Q7 (s,a) as the optimal action-
value function from standard exponential discounting, de-
noted @ (s,a). This yields the optimality equation for QH
Q-values:

Q77 (s,a) = (1 —o)r(s, a) + 0Q(s, a). )

This decomposition reveals a crucial insight: the optimal
policy (p*,7*) is composed of two greedy policies. The
optimal stationary component, 7%, is greedy with respect to
the optimal exponential Q-function )7, while the optimal
initial policy, ©*, is greedy with respect to the optimal QH
Q-function Q7.

3) QH Q-Learning Algorithm: To learn these optimal Q-
functions without a model, we propose QH Q-Learning. The
algorithm maintains two concurrent estimates: (i) Z, which
learns @7, and (ii) Q,, which learns the optimal QH Q-
function Q7'7. Algorithm 2 provides the full details of the

update rules. The convergence of this procedure is guaranteed
by the following theorem.

Theorem 4 (Convergence of QH Q-Learning). Suppose A;
and As are true. The iterates (Z,,Q,) generated by the
QH Q-learning algorithm (Algorithm 2) converge almost
surely to the optimal action-value functions (Q7,Q37),
respectively. Furthermore, the policy (u*,7*) obtained by
acting greedily with respect to these limit points is optimal:

w*(s) = argmax Q77 (s, a) and 7*(s) = argmax Q) (s, a).
a a

The proof follows a similar procedure to that of Theo-
rem 2.

V. EXPERIMENTS
A. Inventory Control problem setup

In this subsection, we describe the inventory control prob-
lem which is used to run our simulations. We model the
inventory control problem as an MDP, where the objective
is to minimize the expected long-term cost.

The inventory has a maximum capacity of M, and the
state of the system at any given time represents the number
of items available in stock on that day. Thus, the state space
is given by § = {0,1,..., M}. The action space is A =
{0,1,..., M}, where an action a € A denotes the number
of items procured on that day. The immediate cost consists
of three components: (i) the procurement cost incurred when
purchasing items, (ii) the holding cost associated with storing
unsold inventory, and (iii) the revenue generated from selling
items. Let ¢ denote the unit cost of purchasing an item, h
represent the holding cost per unit of unsold inventory, and
p denote the unit selling price. Let s, a;, and d; denote
the state, action, and demand on day t. We define §; =
min(s; + a¢, M), the total number of items available on day
t after procurement. Then, the next state is given by s;41 =
max(§; — d¢,0), and the immediate reward received on day
t is given by r(s¢, at,dy) = —¢ X ap —h X max(8; —d;,0) +
p x min(8y, dy).

In this work, we consider an inventory system with pa-
rameters M = 2,c=5,h =2 and p = 9. The daily demand
is a random variable with values 0, 1, 2 with probabilities
0.2, 0.3 and 0.5. We set 0 = 0.3 and v = 0.9.

B. Optimal Policy

In this experiment, we verify that our proposed QH Q-
Learning algorithm correctly identifies the optimal policy.
We first compute the ground-truth optimal policy using
a model-based dynamic programming approach and then
confirm that our QH Q-learning algorithm converges to the
same solution.

Ground-Truth Computation: Following the theoretical
structure derived in Section IV, we first computed the optimal
exponential value function, V', using standard value itera-
tion. An optimal stationary policy, 7*, is the greedy policy
with respect to V7. Subsequently, an optimal initial policy,
w*, was determined. This procedure yielded optimal policy
pair (u*,7*), where the initial policy p* selects actions



TABLE 1
LEARNED OPTIMAL ACTION-VALUE FUNCTIONS Q7" AND Q7.

a o7 Qi
s 0 1 2 0 1 2
0 9.31 11.38  10.55 | 31.05 33775 34.50
1 16.38 1555 10.55 | 38.75 39.50 34.50
2 20.55 1555 1055 | 44.50 3950 34.50

(1,0,0) for states (0,1,2) respectively, and the stationary
policy 7* selects actions (2, 1,0) for the same states.
Model-Free Validation:We then ran the QH Q-Learning
algorithm (Algorithm 2) in the same environment without
access to the model. The algorithm successfully recovered
the exact same policy pair (u*, 7*), validating the correctness
of our model-free approach. Table I presents the converged
action-value functions learned by the algorithm. Acting
greedily with respect to the learned QH Q-function, Q37
yields the optimal initial policy p*, while acting greedily
with respect to the learned exponential Q-function, @7,
yields the optimal stationary policy 7*.

C. Policy Evaluation

In this subsection, we empirically validate the proposed
policy evaluation method (Algorithm 1). We test its con-
vergence on the inventory control environment for a target
policy class of interest: one-step non-stationary policies. To
thoroughly test the algorithm’s off-policy capabilities, we
evaluate its performance in three distinct scenarios with
mismatch between the target and behavior policies.

In all three configurations, the data is generated using
a single behavior policy, v = v, where 9 is the policy
that selects actions uniformly at random in every state. The
scenarios differ in their choice of the target policy, as follows:

1) Fully Off-Policy: The target policy is the optimal pol-
icy, (u*,7*). In this case, both the initial and stationary
components of the target policy differ from the uniform
behavior policy.

2) Off-Policy Initial Step: The target policy is (u*, ).
Here, the stationary component (7)) is learned on-policy,
as it matches the behavior policy, while the initial
component (u*) is learned off-policy.

3) Off-Policy Stationary Steps: The target policy is
(¢, 7). This creates the opposite scenario, where the
initial policy is on-policy and the stationary component
(7*) is off-policy.

For each configuration, we ran Algorithm 1 and tracked
the L2-norm of the error between the estimate V), and the
true value function V(ZZ?) Figure 1 plots this error against
the number of iterations on a logarithmic scale. As shown
in the figure, the value function estimates converge to the
true values in all three cases, providing strong empirical
validation for our theoretical claims.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we present a comprehensive analysis of
QH discounting for model-free reinforcement learning. Our
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Fig. 1. The convergence of the Policy Evaluation algorithm (Algorithm 1),
showing the L2-norm error ||V} — V(L’ ) |2 versus iterations on a log-scale.

foundational contribution is a structural result demonstrating
that any policy’s value is equivalent to that of a one-step
non-stationary policy. This insight allowed us to character-
ize the optimal policy and develop two practical, provably
convergent algorithms: one for policy evaluation and a novel
QH Q-Learning algorithm for optimal control.

By providing the first complete model-free solution for
precommitted QH agents, this paper bridges a critical gap
between behavioral economics and applied RL. The results
presented here lay the groundwork for building agents that
better align with human-like temporal preferences.
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