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ABSTRACT

As the scale of single-center computing nodes approaches physical limits constrained by power ca-
pacity, decentralized distributed training is emerging as the predominant paradigm for future devel-
opment. Reinforcement Learning (RL)-driven post-training, a critical pathway for enhancing the
reasoning capabilities of Large Language Models (LLMs), typically alternates between homolo-
gous sampling (Rollout) and learning tasks in isomorphic environments. This approach struggles to
adapt to the emerging demand for large-scale, decentralized training leveraging geographically dis-
tributed, asynchronous heterogeneous computing resources. To address this, we propose HeteroRL,
an asynchronous RL architecture specifically designed for heterogeneous environments to efficient
LLM mathematical reasoning training. HeteroRL decouples the Rollout sampler from the parameter
learner, enabling deployment across distinct computing nodes and tolerating temporal delays induced
by network transmission. We identify that high network latency impacts the RL training process
primarily through increased KL divergence between the sampler and learner, ultimately causing im-
portance sampling to fail due to excessive variance. However, internet network latency is inherently
unpredictable. To mitigate this, we propose Group Expectation Policy Optimization (GEPO),
which reduces the variance of importance weights by refining the standard importance sampling
calculation, thereby maintaining training stability and enhancing performance. Theoretically, we
demonstrate that this method can exponentially reduce the variance of importance weights. Exper-
iments on RL training with heterogeneous computing resources show that GEPO achieves superior
training stability compared to popular methods like GRPO on mathematical reasoning benchmarks.
Under extreme network delays of up to 1800 seconds, the performance degradation remains within
3% compared to single-center (synchronous) training, validating its significant potential for efficient
decentralized distributed RL training in heterogeneous computing networks.

Keywords: Decentralized Training, Reinforcement Learning, Heterogeneous Computing, Large Language Models,
Mathematical Reasoning, Importance Sampling

Figure 1: Left: GEPO improves upon GRPO and GSPO by employing sample-level importance sampling weights
and group expectation smoothing to enhance training stability. Right: In both zero-delay (online) and high-delay (up
to 1800 seconds) heterogeneous reinforcement learning scenarios, GEPO demonstrates superior stability and better
evaluation performance (MATH-500).
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1 INTRODUCTION

In recent years, Large-scale Language Models (LLMs) (Dubey et al., 2024; Yang et al., 2025; Brown et al., 2020) have
achieved remarkable progress through pre-training on massive text corpora. However, as high-quality pre-training data
becomes increasingly scarce, the paradigm of solely relying on scaling up model size and data volume is encountering
diminishing returns (Kaplan et al., 2020), with limited room for further performance improvement. To further unlock
the potential of LLMs, particularly in enhancing their capabilities on complex tasks such as mathematical reasoning
Shao et al. (2024), Reinforcement Learning (RL) (Bai et al., 2022; Jaques et al., 2020; Zhou & Xu, 2020; Kreutzer
et al., 2018; Stiennon et al., 2020) has been widely adopted as an effective post-training method. RL allows the model to
generate reasoning processes (e.g., chain-of-thought (Kojima et al., 2022)) through interaction with an environment and
optimize based on reward signals (Shao et al., 2024) (e.g., the correctness of answers), thereby iteratively improving
its reasoning abilities.

Despite the significant potential of RL in enhancing LLM reasoning, its large-scale distributed training faces serious
systemic challenges. On the one hand, traditional synchronous RL frameworks require strict alternation between rollout
generation and policy/critic updates (Han et al., 2025; Ji et al., 2023; Gao et al., 2023; Warnell et al., 2018). This leads to
significant idle time for computational resources (e.g., GPUs) while waiting for the completion of the longest sequences
when processing long reasoning outputs, severely constraining training efficiency (Fu et al., 2025). On the other hand,
with the explosive growth in model size and data requirements, the computational power of a single node is no longer
sufficient. Leveraging geographically distributed heterogeneous computing resources to form computing networks for
decentralized training has become an inevitable trend (Team et al., 2025). In this scenario, network latency1 between
different nodes is inevitable, resulting in a temporal gap (i.e., delay or staleness) between the policy version used
by the sampler and the latest policy version on the learner. Most existing RL frameworks are tightly coupled with
homogeneous, low-latency computing environments and struggle to effectively address the challenges posed by such
heterogeneity and latency, limiting their practical application in large-scale distributed deployments.

To address the above challenges, we propose HeteroRL (Heterogeneous Reinforcement Learning), a reinforcement
learning framework specifically designed for asynchronous and heterogeneous environments, aiming to achieve effi-
cient and robust mathematical reasoning training for large language models. The core idea of HeteroRL is to decouple
the two computationally intensive yet distinct tasks in the RL pipeline—rollout sampling and parameter learning—and
deploy them on independent computing nodes that may have different computational capabilities. The sampler is
responsible for continuously generating reasoning trajectories, while the learner asynchronously updates the model
parameters based on the collected trajectory data. Both processes run continuously without waiting for each other,
communicating via dedicated networks or the internet to transfer model parameters and sampled data at low frequen-
cies or under high latency. The heterogeneous reinforcement learning scenario differs from the traditional online
reinforcement learning scenario, as shown in Table 1:

To address the challenge of policy version mismatch caused by network latency in heterogeneous distributed envi-
ronments, we conduct an in-depth investigation and propose a novel reinforcement learning algorithm tailored for
such settings. By designing a carefully crafted objective function, our method effectively balances training efficiency,
convergence, and final model performance under dynamically varying communication delays.

Our findings reveal a particularly noteworthy insight: moderate temporal asynchrony does not necessarily harm model
training—in fact, within a certain range, it can even improve both reasoning accuracy and training stability. How-
ever, network latency is inherently constrained by real-world connectivity and is subject to high uncertainty in
internet-based heterogeneous compute clusters. Our experiments demonstrate that excessive delay has a catas-
trophic effect on importance sampling, significantly inflating the variance of importance weights and thereby
degrading both training stability and the achievable performance ceiling.

In summary, our key contributions are as follows:

Framework Design: We propose HeteroRL, an asynchronous reinforcement learning framework designed for hetero-
geneous compute networks, enabling decentralized deployment for mathematical reasoning training in large language
models (LLMs).

Key Insight: We identify a strong correlation between network latency and the KL divergence between the rollout
sampler and the learner. Excessive KL divergence induced by high latency leads to training instability and eventual
collapse.

Algorithmic Innovation: We introduce Group Expectation Policy Optimization (GEPO), which improves upon the
importance sampling mechanism in GRPO (Shao et al., 2024). We provide theoretical justification that GEPO substan-

1In this paper, the terms ’delay’ and ’latency’ are used interchangeably.
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Table 1: Core Characteristics of Online, Offline, and Heterogeneous Reinforcement Learning Paradigms

Aspect Online RL Offline RL Heterogeneous RL

Data Generation Online interaction: Data
generated instantly by the
current policy.

Fixed, pre-collected
dataset: Uses static
data collected by some
(unknown) behavior
policy.

Delayed interaction: Data
generated by historical policy
versions (due to
unpredictable network
delay).

Policy Version
during Data
Generation

Always current: Requires
strict synchronization with
the learning policy.

Fixed: The behavior
policy is fixed and
inherent to the dataset.

Dynamically stale: Staleness
determined by unpredictable
network delay (core
characteristic).

System
Architecture

Tightly-coupled: Actor
(environment interaction)
and Learner (parameter
update) typically
co-located or on a
low-latency network.

Single-machine or
simple distributed: No
real-time interaction
required; training is
data-driven.

Geographically decoupled:
Actor and Learner separated
by a high-latency network,
tolerant to delays.

Handling of
System Latency

Treated as failure:
Requires synchronization;
latency causes resource
idling and training stalls.

Not applicable:
Training process has no
real-time interaction.

Algorithmic compensation:
Employs corrective
techniques (e.g., importance
sampling) to mitigate latency
effects.

Core Challenge Exploration-exploitation
trade-off during learning.
*Resource utilization*
under sequential tasks.

Distributional shift
and limited data
coverage.

Algorithmic stability under
dynamic delays: High/variable
latency causes importance
weight variance explosion*.

Note: *High variance in importance weights is a critical challenge identified in Heterogeneous RL due to dynamic delays.

tially reduces the variance of importance weights under large policy divergence, and empirically show that it enhances
both stability and efficiency of RL training under high network latency.

Experimental Validation: Extensive experiments on mathematical reasoning benchmarks demonstrate that HeteroRL
achieves superior performance and stability compared to existing synchronous baselines.

This work not only offers new system and algorithmic perspectives for overcoming data bottlenecks in pretraining and
unlocking the post-training potential of LLMs, but also lays a practical foundation for building large-scale distributed
AI training systems adapted to future heterogeneous compute network infrastructures.

2 BACKGROUND

2.1 PROBLEM DEFINITION AND NOTATION

Consider a standard policy gradient framework. Let πθ denote the language model policy (i.e., the Actor) parameterized
by θ, x be an input prompt (e.g., a math problem), and y = (y1, . . . , yT ) be the output sequence generated by the model
(e.g., a chain-of-thought solution). The environment provides a scalar reward r(y) based on the outcome of y (e.g.,
whether the final answer is correct). We define the following core notation:

• πθk (short for q): the policy used by the sampler at time step k to generate rollout trajectories.

• πθk+τ
(short for p): the latest policy at the learner at time step k + τ , used for gradient updates.

• τ : policy staleness, representing the discrepancy in policy versions between the sampler and the learner,
caused by network transmission delays and computational asynchrony. In our setting, τ is a random variable
rather than a fixed constant.

• y: a trajectory sampled from the stale policy πθk .

• r(x, y): the reward for response y given input x.
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• A(x, y): the advantage for response y to input x, typically defined as A(x, y) = r(x, y)− b(x), where b(x) is
a baseline reward computed for input x.

The goal of RL is to optimize the policy πθ to maximize the expected cumulative reward:

max
θ

Ey∼πθ(·|x)[r(y)]. (1)

Since this objective is not directly differentiable with respect to θ, the policy gradient theorem is typically applied,
leading to the optimization of the following equivalent, differentiable surrogate objective:

L(θ) = Ey∼πθ(·|x)

[
r(y)

T∑
t=1

∇θ log πθ(yt|x)

]
. (2)

In practice, to reduce the variance of the gradient estimator, an advantage function A(y) is introduced. The advantage
function measures how much better the reward r(y) of a generated trajectory y is compared to a baseline. A common
choice for the baseline is the average reward over multiple sampled trajectories for the same input. Thus, the objective
is rewritten as:

L(θ) = Ey∼πθ(·|x)

[
A(y)

T∑
t=1

∇θ log πθ(yt|x)

]
. (3)

In this paper, we adopt the within-group average reward as used in GRPO (Shao et al., 2024):

b(x) =
1

G

G∑
j=1

r(x, yj). (4)

2.2 GRPO: GROUP RELATIVE POLICY OPTIMIZATION

Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) is an efficient reinforcement learning algorithm designed specifically for
post-training of large language models (LLMs). The key idea of GRPO is to eliminate the complex critic network used
in PPO, and instead compute the advantage function using relative rewards among multiple sampled responses to the
same input. Specifically, for each input question x, the model generates a group of G candidate responses, and the
advantage A(x, yi) is normalized using the mean reward of the group as a baseline:

A(yi) = r(yi)−
1

G

∑
j

r(x, yj). (5)

This approach not only significantly reduces computational overhead but also provides more stable optimization
through within-group relative comparison. The GRPO objective resembles that of PPO, combining a clipped im-
portance sampling term with a direct KL regularization term to prevent excessive policy deviation. However, like PPO,
GRPO still uses token-level importance ratios:

wi,t(θ) =
p(yi,t|x, yi,<t)

q(yi,t|x, yi,<t)
. (6)

GRPO applies clipping and gradient computation at each token. This token-level optimization can introduce high-
variance gradient noise in long sequences or Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) models, leading to training instability or even
irreversible model collapse (Zheng et al., 2025). Moreover, since the importance weights operate at the token level
rather than the full sequence level, there is a mismatch with the sequence-level reward signal, which theoretically
undermines the effectiveness of importance sampling. To address these issues, the Qwen Team (Zheng et al., 2025)
proposed Group Sequence Policy Optimization (GSPO), which defines the importance ratio at the sequence level as:

si(θ) = (
p(yi|x)
q(yi|x)

)
1

|yi| . (7)

It performs unified clipping and optimization over the entire response sequence. This better aligns the reward unit with
the optimization unit, significantly improving training stability and efficiency, especially for RL training of large-scale
MoE models.
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2.3 CORE CHALLENGE: OFF-POLICY LEARNING AND IMPORTANCE SAMPLING

This formulation highlights the central challenge in asynchronous RL: the mismatch between the behavior policy
(πθk ) and the target policy (πθk+τ

), which grows with τ and introduces bias and variance into the learning process.
Addressing this mismatch under high and uncertain latency is the primary focus of our work.

The HeteroRL framework decouples rollout sampling from parameter learning, leading to a setting where the learner
updates the new policy πθk+τ

using data generated by an older policy πθk—a canonical off-policy learning scenario.
To correct for the distributional shift between the behavior and target policies, importance sampling (IS) is commonly
employed. Under the GRPO framework, this weight is used to scale the advantage during policy gradient updates.
However, when the delay τ is large, causing significant divergence between the policies (i.e., high KL divergence
DKL(πθk+τ

∥πθk)), we observe in practice that the variance of the importance weights increases rapidly with τ , and the
estimation error of the expected reward also grows. As a result, the variance of wstd explodes, introducing high noise
into gradient estimates and ultimately leading to training instability or collapse. The central challenge of this work is
thus to design a robust algorithm that mitigates the training instability caused by the explosion of importance sampling
variance under high network latency.

2.4 OVERVIEW OF HETERORL

The overview of HeteroRL is illustrated in Figure 2. By decoupling sampling and training, HeteroRL enables decen-
tralized distributed RL training of LLMs across five compute nodes: one parameter update node (learner) and four data
generation nodes (sampler), forming a star-shaped network topology. Network delays between the sampler and learner
nodes are explicitly modeled and can be simulated using stochastic distributions such as the log-normal or Weibull
distribution.

Framework

Learner

Sampler-1

Sampler-2

Sampler-3

Sampler-4

Rollout-1

Rollout-2

Rollout-3

Rollout-4

Data Flow

Sliding w
indow

Rollout-5

Rollout-6

Sync Delay

Train Node
Sync Delay

Rollout Data

Weibull ExponentialLogNormal

Delay

Topology

Rollout Rollout

Rollout Rollout

 Train

Rollout Node

Sync Model

Figure 2: The Overview of HeteroRL.

3 GEPO: GROUP EXPECTATION POLICY OPTIMIZATION

Our method builds upon the group-based policy optimization paradigm of GRPO and introduces the Group Expec-
tation Smoothing (GES) mechanism. We emphasize a paradigm shift from token-level to sample-level importance
weighting, which significantly reduces the variance of importance weights and alleviates gradient instability during
training.

3.1 FROM TOKEN-LEVEL TO SAMPLE-LEVEL IMPORTANCE WEIGHTING

In traditional policy optimization methods, importance sampling is typically performed at the token level. Specifically,
for a generated sequence y = (y1, . . . , yT ), the importance weight is computed token by token:

wt = clip
(
p(yt | x, y<t)

q(yt | x, y<t)
, 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ

)
, (8)

and used to compute the policy gradient at each time step. However, this per-token reweighting scheme suffers from
two key limitations:
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1) Inconsistency between optimization and reward granularity: Concurrent work such as GSPO argues that since
the reward is assigned at the sequence level—i.e., to the full response y—the importance weighting for policy updates
should also operate at the same granularity, rather than at the token level.

2) High variance in token-level probabilities: Beyond this alignment issue, we provide an explanation from the
perspective of importance weight variance: because the final reward depends on the entire sample, large local changes
in token probabilities can lead to extreme values in the ratio p(yt|x,y<t)

q(yt|x,y<t)
. This inflates the variance of token-level

importance weights, causing them to frequently fall outside the clipping range. Once clipped, gradients for these
tokens are effectively zeroed out due to the stop-gradient behavior of torch.clamp, preventing meaningful updates.
As a result, tokens that require large corrections may be ignored, leading to inefficient optimization.

To address these issues, we adopt sample-level importance weighting: treating the entire response y as a single sampling
unit and computing the weight based on its full conditional probability. Given a prompt x, both the target policy p(y|x)
and the behavior policy q(y|x) are defined as the joint probability of the sequence:

p(y|x) =

∣∣∣∣∣
T∏

t=1

p(yt | x, y<t)

∣∣∣∣∣
1
T

, q(y|x) =

∣∣∣∣∣
T∏

t=1

q(yt | x, y<t)

∣∣∣∣∣
1
T

. (9)

The standard sample-level importance weight is then:

wstd(y|x) = clip
(
p(y|x)
q(y|x)

, 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ

)
. (10)

This formulation computes the full sequence-level ratio before clipping, thereby avoiding premature truncation caused
by high-variance individual tokens. By preserving gradient flow across the entire sequence, sample-level weighting
enables more stable and effective policy updates, especially under high policy divergence induced by network latency.

3.2 GROUP EXPECTATION IMPORTANCE WEIGHTING

To enhance the stability of importance weights, we propose the Group Expectation Importance Weight (GEIW) mech-
anism, which replaces the individual proposal probability q(y|x) in the standard importance weight p(y|x)

q(y|x) with its

group-wise expected value under the current prompt x, denoted as Êq[q(y|x)]. Inspired by GRPO, for each input x, we
generate a group of K responses {y1, . . . , yK} ∼ q(·|x) to form a sampling group. Since K is typically much smaller
than the full policy space and top-P /top-K sampling leads to

∑K
i=1 q(yi|x) ≫ 1, the vector (q(y1|x), . . . , q(yK |x))

does not constitute a valid probability distribution. Simply using the arithmetic mean 1
K

∑K
i=1 q(yi|x) would introduce

bias due to ignoring the relative sampling probabilities. To obtain a more accurate estimate, we employ a weighted
expectation:

Êq[q(y|x)] =
K∑
i=1

q(yi|x) · q̂(yi|x) =
∑K

i=1 q(yi|x)2∑K
i=1 q(yi|x)

, (11)

where q̂(yi|x) = q(yi|x)∑K
j=1 q(yj |x)

is the within-group normalized probability, serving as an empirical estimate of the

sampling likelihood of each yi. We define the GEIW importance weight as:

wGEIW(y|x) = p(y|x)
Êq[q(y|x)]

. (12)

The key advantages of this mechanism are as follows:

• Stability: The denominator is decoupled from any single q(y|x), avoiding extreme weight values when indi-
vidual proposal probabilities approach zero.

• Robustness: By leveraging within-group statistical information, GEW provides a more reliable scale estimate.
Even under large divergence between p and q, Êq[q(y|x)] remains well-conditioned, effectively preventing
gradient explosion. Although this estimator introduces a small bias, both theoretical analysis (see Theorem 1)
and empirical results demonstrate that it significantly reduces variance under high KL divergence, yielding
more stable gradient directions and improved training convergence.

Theorem 1. Let p, q be discrete probability distributions. Then there exists a constant C such that:

Var

[
p(y|x)
q(y|x)

]
−Var

[
p(y|x)

Êq[q(y|x)]

]
≥ exp (DKL(p∥q))− C. (13)
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In particular, when DKL(p∥q) > logC, it holds that

Var

[
p(y|x)
q(y|x)

]
> Var

[
p(y|x)

Êq[q(y|x)]

]
. (14)

Theorem 1 shows that GEPO can exponentially reduce the variance of importance weights, making it particularly
well-suited for heterogeneous RL training under high KL divergence. The full mathematical proof is provided in
Appendix A. However, the inequality equation 14 does not always hold. As shown in Figure 3, we visualize the
relationship between KL divergence and importance weight variance when both p and q are Bernoulli or Gaussian
distributions with varying parameters. The results indicate that in the high-KL regime, the group expectation approach
significantly reduces the variance of importance weights, which benefits training stability under high network latency.
Nevertheless, there exist regimes—such as the green regions in the plots—where our method incurs a slight increase
in variance.
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Figure 3: In high-KL regions, Var[ p(y|x)
Êq [q(y|x)

] ≪ Var[p(y|x)q(y|x) ].

3.3 DEFENSIVE SAMPLING AND SMOOTH DENOMINATOR MECHANISM

To mitigate potential bias introduced by replacing the denominator and further enhance robustness, we introduce a
defensive sampling mechanism that incorporates the target policy probability into the denominator:

wfinal(y|x) =
p(y|x)

ϵ · p(y|x).detach()+ (1− ϵ) · Êq[q(y|x)]
, (15)

where ϵ ∝ Var(q) ∈ (0, 1) is a smoothing coefficient, and p(y|x).detach() denotes stopping gradient propagation
during backpropagation. We employ a heuristic strategy that sets ϵ proportional to the variance of q, which we find
in most experimental settings leads to improved training stability. A higher Var(q) indicates greater bias from using
the GEIS approximation (i.e., larger (q − Êq[q(y|x)])2), so increasing ϵ reduces reliance on the potentially biased
Êq[q(y|x)] and shifts the objective toward the policy gradient update.
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Notably, the standard policy gradient objective log p(y|x) · A(x, y) produces gradients of the form p′
θ(y|x)·A(x,y)

p(y|x).detach() ,
which is equivalent to the gradient induced by wfinal(y|x) · A(x, y) when ϵ = 1. Since policy gradients do not rely on
importance sampling, they are inherently immune to high variance in importance weights under large network delays.
This design exhibits the following properties:

• When p(y|x) is high, the denominator adapts locally, preserving the weight magnitude for high-probability
samples;

• When Var(q) is low, the denominator reverts to the group average, avoiding numerical instability;
• When Var(q) is high, the objective smoothly transitions toward the policy gradient update, avoiding the

detrimental effects of high-variance importance weights;
• The overall weighting scheme produces smoother weight distributions and reduced gradient variance, leading

to more stable and efficient training under asynchronous, heterogeneous conditions.

4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Dataset and Benchmarks We conduct reinforcement learning training and evaluation on the Qwen3-1.7B model
using the MATH lv.3–5 dataset, reporting average Pass@1 over 8 sampled responses. We compare our method against
baseline methods GRPO and GSPO under both homogeneous and heterogeneous computing settings.

Heterogeneous Computing Environment We perform heterogeneous training across five compute nodes: one
learner node and four sampler nodes, forming a star-shaped topology centered at the learner. During training, the
sampler nodes generate rollout data, which is transmitted over the network to the learner node in a streaming fashion.
The learner updates the model parameters and periodically broadcasts the updated weights back to the sampler nodes.
The learner processes incoming rollouts in the order they arrive, operating within a fixed time window for data eligibil-
ity. Since data is transmitted in batch units—each containing text, generation probabilities, and rewards—a maximum
delay of 1800 seconds is sufficient for typical network conditions. Within this window, the iteration gap (in terms of
gradient updates) between the learner and samplers remains within 64 steps.

Simulated Network Delay Configuration Our goal is to simulate RL training of large models over internet-
connected heterogeneous compute clusters, where network delays are inherently uncertain. To evaluate algorithmic
performance and training stability under extreme and variable latency conditions, we employ three widely used delay
distributions Pd: log-normal, Weibull, and exponential. We set a high maximum delay threshold of 1800 seconds,
which is sufficient to cover typical model and data transmission times. In our simulation, model parameter synchro-
nization and rollout data transfer are implemented as follows:

• Learner saves model: The learner periodically saves model checkpoints to a shared model file path
Model Sync Path via torch.save pretrained().

• Sampler loads model: The sampler generates data using the current model until a delay DM , drawn from Pd,
elapses. It then loads the latest model from Model Sync Path. The sampler remains active throughout—no
idling occurs.

• Sampler sends data: Generated rollout batches are saved to Rollout Sync Path with timestamp Tsync. To
simplify implementation, data transmission is assumed instantaneous; its latency is effectively merged into
the model sync delay DM , without affecting simulation validity.

• Learner uses data: The learner trains on rollout data from Rollout Sync Path that falls within a recent
time window (e.g., no older than 1800 seconds).

Implementation Details All experiments are conducted on the Qwen3-1.7B-Instruct model, using bfloat16 preci-
sion and Flash Attention-2 to accelerate attention computation. The training framework follows a GRPO-like algorithm
with a learning rate of 1× 10−6, employing a constant learning rate schedule with 3% linear warmup. The per-device
batch size is set to 8, with a gradient accumulation step of 1. Gradient checkpointing is enabled to reduce memory
consumption. Evaluation is performed every 32 or 64 training steps, depending on the configuration. To simulate net-
work latency in heterogeneous computing environments, we introduce a log-normal distributed delay simulator. The
simulated delay is bounded between 60 seconds (minimum) and 1800 seconds (maximum), with a 99.5% confidence
interval. The default delay is set to 60 seconds. The maximum allowed policy staleness—measured in effective delayed
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steps—is varied at 0, 4, 8, 16, 32, and 64 steps in different ablation settings. For the online scenario, we do not use KL
divergence for optimization, for the heterogeneous scenario, we uniformly adopt CPPO-KL (Zhang et al., 2024) loss
with a coefficient of 0.005. We employ vLLM for efficient rollout inference, with the GPU memory utilization cap set
to 0.45 and 8 parallel responses generated per prompt to compute group-wise advantages. Each experiment runs for
3 training epochs, and all training metrics are logged via Weights & Biases (wandb). The system prompt used in the
experiments is shown in Figure 4.

  You are a helpful AI Assistant, designed to provided well-reasoned and detailed responses. You FIRST think
  about the reasoning process as an internal monologue and then provide the user with the answer. Please
  put your final answer within \boxed{}. Also, indicate that it is the answer.

Figure 4: System prompt of all trainings in our experiments.

The only difference across all compared methods lies in the computation of the importance weights, as detailed
in Listing 1:

1 if self.loss_type == "grpo":
2 coef_1 = learner_token_p / sampler_token_p
3 elif self.loss_type == "gspo":
4 coef_1 = learner_seq_p / sampler_seq_p
5 elif self.loss_type == "gepo":
6 normalized_q = sampler_seq_p.detach() / (sampler_seq_p.sum().detach())
7 coef_1 = learner_seq_p / (normalized_q * sampler_seq_p).sum()

Listing 1: Coefficient computation for different policy optimization methods

4.2 REAL-WORLD NETWORK SCENARIOS

To evaluate the performance of heterogeneous reinforcement learning algorithms in realistic network environments, we
develop a communication toolkit based on ZeroMQ, supporting TCP/IP-based transmission of inference trajectories
from samplers to learners and synchronized model parameter updates. The toolkit enables multi-node communication
over wide-area networks (WANs), with the following core communication logic:

• The learner continuously listens for and buffers inference trajectory messages from samplers. It automatically
updates its trajectory buffer upon message arrival and broadcasts the latest model parameters to all connected
samplers once a predefined synchronization interval is reached.

• After generating an inference trajectory, the sampler sends it to the learner and continuously listens for param-
eter update messages. Upon receiving a new model or reaching a local synchronization condition, the sampler
updates its local parameters and resumes sampling.

Key features of the communication toolkit include:

1) Many-to-Many Communication Pattern The system supports elastic node scaling with dynamically reconfig-
urable routing topologies, enabling seamless adaptation to node join/leave events. This facilitates efficient distributed
parameter synchronization and trajectory collection in large-scale deployments.

2) Chunked Message Transmission Inspired by Shardcast, the toolkit employs adaptive message chunking for both
model parameters and trajectory data. The chunk size is dynamically adjusted according to real-time bandwidth con-
ditions. At the receiver side, chunks are reassembled and integrity-verified, effectively mitigating the impact of high
latency in wide-area networks.

3) Communication Safety Mechanisms Thread-safe message passing across multiple processes is ensured via a
double-buffering queue design and fine-grained locking. This prevents race conditions during concurrent read/write
operations and guarantees reliable parameter synchronization.
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4) Configurable Routing Topology The toolkit supports user-defined connectivity patterns between learners and
samplers, accommodating asymmetric node configurations (e.g., one learner connected to four samplers). This en-
hances communication efficiency and scalability in dynamic, heterogeneous environments.

4.3 MAIN EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

As shown in Table 2, for the Qwen3-1.7B backbone model, GEPO achieved the highest average performance among
all policy optimization methods, demonstrating its effectiveness. It is worth noting that GRPO experienced a sharp
performance drop in the third epoch of training. While GSPO could somewhat delay this performance collapse, it still
could not avoid the eventual degradation. In contrast, GEPO perfectly suppressed the occurrence of such collapses,
exhibiting only minor fluctuations.

Table 2: Performance of different policy optimization methods on the MATH500 mathematical dataset

Method Max Tolerable Delay 0 Max Tolerable Delay 8 Max Tolerable Delay 64

Best Last Best Last Best Last

GRPO 77.1 41.2 73.3 44.6 70.2 27.3
GSPO 78.2 31.6 74.5 60.4 71.8 58.7
GEPO (ours) 78.5 77.3 75.8 75.7 75.3 74.4

From the experimental results in Table 2, it can be observed that GEPO outperforms existing state-of-the-art methods in
both optimal performance and final performance, regardless of whether in zero-delay or high-delay scenarios. During
the training process of GRPO and GSPO, after reaching a performance peak, they are prone to training collapse,
resulting in a significant gap between their final performance and best performance. Figure 5 records one set of
training processes. From the training curves, it can be seen that GEPO is more stable compared to GRPO and GSPO,
with consistently lower variance of importance weights and no significant changes in gradient norms, thus the reward
value shows no obvious decline at the end of training. In this experiment, we used identical hyperparameters (such as
a KL penalty of 0.005 to maintain training stability) and the same random seed to ensure rollout data consistency as
much as possible. None of the methods employed defensive sampling mechanisms.

(a) Variance of importance weights in-
creases at step 900

(b) Gradient norm becomes unstable start-
ing at step 900

(c) Training reward begins to decline
sharply at step 900

Figure 5: Synchronous changes in importance sampling variance, training gradient norm, and training reward. Com-
pared to GRPO and GSPO, our proposed GEPO maintains more stable importance weight variance, resulting in less
drastic gradient changes, more stable training, and no decline in training reward.

4.4 ANALYSIS STUDIES

Impact of Latency As shown in Figure 6, we analyze the changes in KL divergence between the trainer and sam-
pler, variance of importance weights, and estimation error of the expected value of the advantage function (optimization
objective) during heterogeneous RL training as latency increases. We observe that latency leads to increased KL di-
vergence (Figure 6a), which in turn causes an increase in the variance of importance weights (Figure 6b), ultimately
resulting in increased estimation error of the expected advantage function (Figure 6c). Since the optimization objec-
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tive is to maximize the estimated expectation of the advantage function, large estimation errors will cause significant
fluctuations in gradients, thereby affecting training stability and performance.
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(c) Estimation error of E[adv(x, y)] vs.
delay steps

Figure 6: Trends of latency and importance sampling variance

Correlation Analysis Figure 7 further analyzes the correlation between training delay steps, importance sampling
variance, and estimation error of the expected advantage function. We find that the correlation coefficients among these
three variables range from 0.76 to 0.96 (α = 0.05), indicating that higher latency leads to greater training instability.
However, we observe that changes in KL divergence are not solely related to latency but also depend on the model
and sampled data. While higher latency increases the probability of KL divergence spikes, it does not always lead to
training collapse.
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(a) The correlation between importance
weight variance and estimation error of
Ep[adv(x, y)] is 0.76.
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(b) The correlation between importance
weight variance and KL divergence is
0.96.
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(c) The correlation between KL diver-
gence and Ep[adv(x, y)] estimation error
is 0.78.

Figure 7: Correlation analysis (95% CI) of training delay steps, importance sampling variance, and estimation error
of expected advantage function

Challenges of High Latency To demonstrate that high latency reduces training stability, we compared training pro-
cesses with maximum delays of 8 steps and 64 steps respectively. As shown in Figure 8, under the maximum delay
of 64 steps, particularly when the delay reaches its peak (around step 900), the KL divergence increases rapidly and
the evaluation accuracy significantly decreases. This experiment confirms our hypothesis that latency increases insta-
bility. Although GEPO significantly improves training stability compared to methods like GRPO, it is still affected by
latency-induced issues (performance drop around step 900), indicating that heterogeneous reinforcement learning in
high-latency scenarios remains a challenging research direction. Better methods should be able to mitigate the negative
impact of latency on training, making the training process more stable.

5 RELATED WORK

In recent years, as reinforcement learning (RL) has become increasingly central to post-training of large language
models (LLMs) Ziegler et al. (2019), researchers have begun to recognize the efficiency bottlenecks of traditional
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(a) Delay steps of the sampler (b) Variation of KL divergence (c) Evaluation accuracy curve

Figure 8: Training processes under different latency conditions

synchronous RL frameworks. Noukhovitch et al. (2024) were among the first to theoretically explore the feasibility
of asynchronous RLHF(Ouyang et al., 2022), proposing a paradigm that decouples generation and learning phases to
enable ”on-policy yet off-policy” RLHF. Their work demonstrates that different RL algorithms exhibit varying degrees
of robustness to off-policy data, with Online DPO Calandriello et al. (2024) showing exceptional resilience—even
under high levels of policy mismatch. More importantly, they observe that larger policy models tend to be more
robust to off-policy data, providing theoretical justification for asynchronous training in large-scale models. Wu.
et;al introduces LlamaRL Wu et al. (2025), a fully distributed and asynchronous reinforcement learning framework
designed to enhance the efficiency and scalability of large language model training by decoupling generation and
optimization to reduce idle GPU time and improve resource utilization. This foundational work establishes the viability
of asynchronous RLHF but primarily focuses on single-machine or small-scale cluster settings, leaving the challenges
of dynamic network delays in heterogeneous environments largely unaddressed.

To tackle practical efficiency limitations, recent efforts have turned toward system-level implementations. AREAL Fu
et al. (2025) proposes a fully asynchronous RL system that eliminates resource idling by completely decoupling the
generation and training pipelines. The system introduces staleness thresholds for training and a decoupled PPO (Schul-
man et al., 2017) objective to effectively handle samples generated by outdated policy versions. Experiments on
mathematical reasoning and code generation tasks show that AREAL not only significantly improves training effi-
ciency—reducing end-to-end training time compared to synchronous systems—but also surprisingly enhances final
model performance. However, AREAL is primarily designed for language reasoning tasks under relatively stable
network conditions and does not adequately account for the dynamically varying delays inherent in geographically
distributed, heterogeneous compute networks. This stands in contrast to the core challenge addressed by HeteroRL:
how to maintain training stability and efficiency under unpredictable, high-latency network conditions. While AREAL
provides valuable insights and a strong baseline, its limitations highlight the need for a more robust and delay-tolerant
framework—motivating the design and contributions of our work. Prime Intellect Team et al. (2025) proposes a decen-
tralized, asynchronous RL framework that enables scalable reasoning model training on community-owned compute
by addressing trust issues through verifiable inference, ensuring training stability via two-sided GRPO clipping, and
supporting controllable reasoning through length-aware rewards.

6 CONCLUSION

This paper proposes the HeteroRL framework and the GEPO algorithm, effectively addressing the stability challenges
of reinforcement learning training for large language models in heterogeneous computing networks. By decoupling
Rollout sampling from parameter learning, HeteroRL enables asynchronous training across geographically distributed
heterogeneous nodes, adapting to high-latency network environments. To tackle the issues of exacerbated policy stal-
eness and exploding importance sampling variance caused by high latency, we propose the GEPO algorithm, which
employs sample-level importance weight calculation and introduces a Group Expectation Smoothing mechanism, sig-
nificantly reducing the variance of gradient estimation. Theoretical analysis demonstrates that GEPO provides superior
variance control compared to standard importance sampling when KL divergence is large. Experimental results validate
the effectiveness of our approach on the MATH-500 mathematical reasoning task: even under extreme network latency
conditions of up to 1800 seconds, GEPO maintains training stability, with model performance degradation limited to
within 3% compared to synchronous training, significantly outperforming baseline methods such as GRPO and GSPO.
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This research provides a viable pathway for building efficient and robust decentralized reinforcement learning systems
for large models, advancing the evolution of AI training paradigms in heterogeneous computing environments.
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A THEORETICAL PROOF OF IMPORTANCE SAMPLING VARIANCE

This appendix analyzes a newly proposed importance sampling weight wnew(x) =
p(x)

Eq[q]
, where Eq[q] =

∫
q(x)2dx,

and compares its variance with the standard importance sampling weight wstd(x) =
p(x)

q(x)
.

Problem Setting Let the target distribution be p(x) and the proposal distribution be q(x). We aim to estimate:

Ep[f ] =

∫
f(x)p(x)dx. (16)

Since direct sampling from p is difficult, we employ importance sampling by drawing samples from q.

Standard Importance Sampling The standard weight is defined as:

wstd(x) =
p(x)

q(x)
. (17)

Its expectation under q is:

Eq

[
p(x)

q(x)

]
=

∫
p(x)

q(x)
q(x)dx =

∫
p(x)dx = 1, (18)

thus it is unbiased. Its variance is:

Varq(wstd) = Eq

[(
p

q

)2
]
−
(
Eq

[
p

q

])2

=

∫
p(x)2

q(x)
dx− 1.

(19)

Denoted as:

Varstd =

∫
p(x)2

q(x)
dx− 1. (20)

Group Expectation Importance Sampling The new weight is defined as:

wnew(x) =
p(x)

Eq[q]
, where Eq[q] =

∫
q(x)2dx. (21)

Its expectation is:

Eq[wnew] =
1

Eq[q]

∫
p(x)q(x)dx =

⟨p, q⟩
∥q∥22

, (22)

where ⟨p, q⟩ denotes the inner product
∫
p(x)q(x)dx. Generally, ⟨p, q⟩ ̸= ∥q∥22, making this estimator biased. Its

variance is:

Varq(wnew) = Eq

[(
p(x)

Eq[q]

)2
]
−
(
Eq

[
p(x)

Eq[q]

])2

=
1

(Eq[q])2

(∫
p(x)2q(x)dx−

(∫
p(x)q(x)dx

)2
)
.

(23)

Denoted as:

Varnew =
1(∫

q(x)2dx
)2
(∫

p(x)2q(x)dx−
(∫

p(x)q(x)dx

)2
)
. (24)

Variance Comparison We compare:

Varstd =

∫
p(x)2

q(x)
dx− 1,

Varnew =
1(∫

q(x)2dx
)2
(∫

p(x)2q(x)dx−
(∫

p(x)q(x)dx

)2
)
.

(25)

15



A.1 VARIANCE COMPARISON IN DISCRETE SPACE

Since the action space of large models is discrete, this section discusses the variance difference ∆ = Varstd − Varnew
in discrete probability space. The integral expressions in the continuous case naturally transition to discrete summation
forms:

• Replace continuous integrals
∫
·dx with discrete summations

∑n
i=1;

• Replace probability density functions p(x), q(x) with probability masses pi, qi;
• Maintain the structural form of variance expressions unchanged.

Notation and Setting Let the sample space be a finite set X = {1, 2, . . . , n}, where n ≥ 2. Let p = (p1, . . . , pn)
and q = (q1, . . . , qn) be two probability distributions satisfying:

• pi > 0,
∑n

i=1 pi = 1,

• qi > 0,
∑n

i=1 qi = 1.

Define the following four key quantities, corresponding to the integral terms in the continuous expressions:

A =

(
n∑

i=1

q2i

)2

, (corresponding to
(∫

q(x)2dx

)2

) (26)

B =

(
n∑

i=1

piqi

)2

, (corresponding to
(∫

p(x)q(x)dx

)2

) (27)

I1 =

n∑
i=1

p2i
qi
, (corresponding to

∫
p(x)2

q(x)
dx) (28)

I2 =

n∑
i=1

p2i qi, (corresponding to
∫

p(x)2q(x)dx) (29)

Accordingly, the variance difference can be written as:

∆ = I1 +
B −A− I2

A
. (30)

Lemma 1 (Range of Quantities). Under the above setting, we have:

• A ∈
[
1

n2
, 1

]
,

• B ∈ [0, 1],

• I1 ∈ [1, ∞),

• I2 ∈ (0, 1].

Proof.
1. Range of A: By the power mean inequality,

∑
q2i ≥ 1

n , and
∑

q2i ≤ 1, thus A ∈ [1/n2, 1].
2. Range of B:

∑
piqi ∈ (0, 1], thus B ∈ [0, 1].

3. Range of I1: By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, I1 ≥ 1, and it can approach infinity.
4. Range of I2: Since p2i ≤ pi, we have I2 ≤ 1, and I2 > 0.

Theorem 1. Let p, q be discrete probability distributions. Then there exists a constant C such that:

Var

[
p(y|x)
q(y|x)

]
−Var

[
p(y|x)

Êq[q(y|x)]

]
≥ exp (DKL(p∥q))− C. (31)

In particular, when DKL(p∥q) > logC, it holds that Var[p(y|x)q(y|x) ] > Var[ p(y|x)
Êq [q(y|x)]

].
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Proof. Step 1. From the fundamental inequality relationship between KL divergence and χ2 divergence (Pinsker’s
inequality):

DKL(p∥q) ≤ log
(
1 +Dχ2(p∥q)

)
, (32)

where the chi-square divergence is defined as:

Dχ2(p∥q) =
n∑

i=1

(pi − qi)
2

qi
=

n∑
i=1

p2i
qi

− 1 = I1 − 1. (33)

Substituting yields:
DKL(p∥q) ≤ log(I1), (34)

therefore:
I1 ≥ exp (DKL(p∥q)) . (35)

Step 2. From Lemma 1, we know that A, B, and I2 satisfy the following bounds:

A ∈ [
1

n2
, 1], (36)

B ∈ [0, 1], (37)
I2 ∈ (0, 1]. (38)

Consider the lower bound of the expression
B −A− I2

A
. To obtain its minimum value, we take:

• Minimum value of B: B = 0

• Minimum value of A: A = 1
n2

• Maximum value of I2: I2 = 1

Substituting yields:
B −A− I2

A
≥ 0− 1/n2 − 1

1/n2
= −(n2 + 1). (39)

Step 3. Substituting inequalities (1) and (2) into the expression for ∆:

∆ = I1 +
B −A− I2

A
≥ exp (DKL(p∥q))− (n2 + 1). (40)

When DKL(p∥q) > log(n2 + 1), we have:

exp (DKL(p∥q)) > n2 + 1, (41)

thus:
∆ > 0, (42)

i.e., Varstd > Varnew.

Corollary 1. In discrete space, if DKL(p∥q) > log(n2 + 1), then:

Varstd > Varnew, (43)

i.e., the new estimator has smaller variance.

It should be noted that A only attains the value 1
n2 when q follows a uniform distribution. In practice, when large

models generate responses, the distribution tends to be long-tailed, so the value of A is closer to 1, and the constant
C ≪ log(n2 + 1).
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