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Swim: A General-Purpose, High-Performing, and Efficient Activation
Function for Locomotion Control Tasks

Maryam Abdool1 and Tony Dear2

Abstract— Activation functions play a significant role in
the performance of deep learning algorithms. In particular,
the Swish activation function tends to outperform ReLU on
deeper models, including deep reinforcement learning models,
across challenging tasks. Despite this progress, ReLU is the
preferred function partly because it is more efficient than Swish.
Furthermore, in contrast to the fields of computer vision and
natural language processing, the deep reinforcement learning
and robotics domains have seen less inclination to adopt new
activation functions, such as Swish, and instead continue to
use more traditional functions, like ReLU. To tackle those
issues, we propose Swim, a general-purpose, efficient, and high-
performing alternative to Swish, and then provide an analysis of
its properties as well as an explanation for its high-performance
relative to Swish, in terms of both reward-achievement and
efficiency. We focus on testing Swim on MuJoCo’s locomotion
continuous control tasks since they exhibit more complex
dynamics and would therefore benefit most from a high-
performing and efficient activation function. We also use the
TD3 algorithm in conjunction with Swim and explain this choice
in the context of the robot locomotion domain. We then conclude
that Swim is a state-of-the-art activation function for continuous
control locomotion tasks and recommend using it with TD3 as
a working framework.

I. INTRODUCTION AND RELATED WORK

Deep reinforcement learning can automate the design of
complex controllers for locomotion tasks [9]. Before the
emergence of deep reinforcement learning, a common tech-
nique was to manually design controllers for each locomotion
task; this process requires an accurate dynamic model of
the robot that may be difficult to achieve [9]. In addition
to exhibiting complex dynamics, locomotion problems also
feature high degrees of freedom, complicating the task of
engineering controllers [5]. Therefore, we utilize deep rein-
forcement learning to automate the design of our controllers
for MuJoCo’s locomotion continuous control tasks presented
in this paper.

In a neural network, each neuron performs a transforma-
tion on the inputs using the incoming weights and biases, but
such a simple stand-alone model fails to learn complex tasks
[17]. Therefore, non-linearity is introduced so that neural
networks can act as non-linear function approximators in
various settings, including reinforcement learning [19]. This
is achieved by using non-linear activation functions, such as
the Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU), in the hidden layers of the
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neural network [15]. Non-linearity is a powerful characteris-
tic of neural networks because of the universal approximation
theorem’s implication that non-linear activation functions
can approximate any continuous function arbitrarily well
[10]. This has vital implications for the application of deep
reinforcement learning algorithms to continuous control and
locomotion tasks, as it guarantees that neural networks have
the potential to learn complex controllers.

TD3 is one such deep reinforcement learning algorithm
that is designed to learn complex locomotion controllers [7].
As a deep learning algorithm, TD3 follows the standard
approach of using ReLU, a non-linear activation function,
in the hidden layers of the neural network to model complex
tasks [7]. What distinguishes TD3 from other algorithms are
three aspects: an actor-critic approach, sample efficiency, and
the twin critic networks. For these reasons, we select TD3
over other algorithms.

First, in TD3’s actor-critic neural network architecture,
the policy network is called the actor because it is used
to select actions, and the estimated value function network
is called the critic because it criticizes the actions made
by the actor [19]. An actor-critic method is advantageous
because it can be applied to problems with continuous
action spaces, namely MuJoCo’s continuous control tasks,
where Q-learning methods cannot be directly applied; for
continuous control tasks with an infinite set of actions, Q-
learning methods must search through the infinite set to
select the action, while the separation of the policy from
the value function in the actor-critic method reduces the
extensive computation needed for each action selection [19].
Second, TD3 is sample-efficient because it is based on a
deterministic policy gradient method [18]. The deterministic
policy gradient has the simple form of the expected gradient
of the action-value function [18]. Because of this simple
form, the deterministic policy gradient can be estimated
much more efficiently than its stochastic counterpart [18].
Finally, TD3 uses two critic networks, instead of one, to
address the overestimation bias problem present in DDPG
and other Q-learning algorithms that occurs when the noisy
value estimate is maximized [7], [20].

Although designing new algorithms is an important prob-
lem, such as the TD3 algorithm that we employ to model
our controllers, research in creating new non-linear acti-
vation functions is neglected in favor of designing more
complex deep reinforcement learning algorithms. Therefore,
we pursue the field of activation functions as research shows
that not all non-linear activation functions have the same
performance. For example, it is believed that ReLU is advan-
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tageous over Sigmoid because it reduces the likelihood of the
vanishing gradient problem and it is a simpler, more efficient
activation function [8]. Similarly, [16] speculates that Swish
tends to outperform common baseline functions, including
ReLU, because it is non-monotonic. However, Swish is
less efficient than ReLU due to the required exponential
computations, which is one of the reasons ReLU is a widely
used function, in addition to being more well-known; as
mentioned earlier, the choice of using ReLU in the original
TD3 implementation is one notable example [11], [7].

Because of those limitations, we invent Swim, a non-
monotonic, smooth activation function mathematically de-
fined as f (x) = x

2 (
kx√

1+k2x2
+1). Swim is more efficient and

more likely to be high-performing than Swish, and is conse-
quently also more likely to be high-performing than ReLU;
as mentioned earlier, [16] and [6] have shown that Swish
tends to outperform ReLU on deeper models, including deep
reinforcement learning models, across challenging tasks. We
achieve efficiency and high performance without compro-
mising any of the desirable properties, such as smoothness,
that make Swish outperform baseline functions. This is in
contrast to previous work, such as [11]’s design of H-Swish,
an efficient but non-smooth version of Swish. Ultimately, we
strive to achieve high performance and efficiency as better
activation functions correspond to better locomotion con-
trollers. High performance and efficiency are important met-
rics for the locomotion domain due to the complex dynamics
and time-intensive characteristics mentioned earlier. Finally,
we also hypothesize that there are specific properties intrinsic
to Swim’s success in the deep reinforcement learning and
locomotion control domain.

II. SWIM: AN ANALYSIS

The newly proposed activation function, Swim, and its first
derivative are defined as:

f (x) =
x
2

(
kx√

1+ k2x2
+1

)
,

f ′(x) =
1
2

(
kx(k2x2 +2)
(
√

1+ k2x2)3
+1

) (1)

where k is a constant that can be tuned or defined before
training. We pick a k such that it can support our analysis that
Swim outperforms Swish because of the properties intrinsic
to it, and not because of a constant rescaling of the function
that could be analogously applied to Swish by changing β ,
which is also a learnable parameter. For this reason, we set k
= 0.5 to approximate the Swish function (x 1

1+e−βx ) at β = 1,
which is the parameter that the original Swish paper runs and
reports the results on [16]. This also means that this may not
be the most optimal setting of the k constant, but we make
this trade-off to support our analysis. The difference between
the two functions, alongside ReLU (max(0,x)) [15], can be
seen in Figure 1.

Similarly, the plots of the first derivatives of Swim, Swish,
and ReLU are shown in Figure 2.

(a)

(b)

Fig. 1: (a) Graphs of Swim, Swish, and ReLU. (b) Zoomed-in graphs of
Swim, Swish, and ReLU at the negative values.

(a)

(b)

Fig. 2: (a) First derivative graphs of Swim, Swish, and ReLU. (b) Zoomed-in
first derivative graphs of Swim, Swish, and ReLU at the negative values.

In the next subsection, we incorporate the behaviors of
Swim, Swish, and ReLU and their first derivatives in our



analysis. We focus our analysis on comparing Swim (for
k = 0.5) against Swish as [16] and [6] have shown that
Swish/SiLU outperforms ReLU and other baseline functions
across various tasks.

A. Properties of Swim

Like Swish, Swim is unbounded above, bounded below,
non-monotonic, and smooth. Out of these four properties,
non-monotonicity and smoothness are the properties that
distinguish Swish and Swim from ReLU and other baseline
activations. As shown in Figure 1, the non-monotonicity
property allows Swim and Swish to produce negative values
for small negative inputs. The impact on the gradient is
shown in Figure 2, where the first derivative of Swim and
Swish are larger than zero for those small negative inputs.
This has the effect of increasing expressivity and improving
gradient flow [16]. Similarly, the smoothness of Swim and
Swish correspond to a smooth loss landscape that is easier
to optimize [16].

As shown in Figure 1, negative inputs of Swim saturate
at a slower rate than Swish. For k = 0.5 (Swim) and β = 1
(Swish), Swim maintains this property while bounding the
Swish function from below for all negative inputs, noting that
both functions have an approximately equal local minimum
value of 0.3 in the negative region. Essentially, this allows
Swim to produce more and larger negative values for negative
inputs without causing the gradient to explode, and without
forgoing the regularization effect that is induced for functions
that approach zero [8]. Although the value of Swish’s β pa-
rameter could be decreased to match Swim’s slow saturation
rate, it cannot be decoupled from the consequence of making
Swish approach a linear function, which depending on some
tasks, may be undesirable as well as disadvantageous due to
losing the properties of a non-linear activation function.

In the context of deep off-policy temporal difference al-
gorithms, namely TD3, Swim’s smoothly-saturating property
becomes relevant as the neural networks do not incorporate
feature normalization techniques. This results in a non-zero-
centered (unnormalized) activation function that becomes
susceptible to experiencing the vanishing gradient problem
at points that saturate quickly, which is the case for Swish.
In other words, Swim mitigates the lack of normalization
issue in TD algorithms by slowly saturating the negative
inputs. As [1] has suggested, normalization techniques are
not used partly because the action-value function is evaluated
two times (Q(s,a) and Q(s′,π(s′))) during the training of
the critic network, thereby producing actions that come from
different distributions. Furthermore, the observation space is
also not necessarily normalized, which is the case for the
MuJoCo locomotion continuous control benchmark tasks on
which we run our tests.

Unlike Swish, Swim is less likely to overflow due to
the absence of the exponentials [2]. As shown in Equation
1, Swim and its first derivative are instead composed of
square roots and a quadratic term. Furthermore, Swim is
also less computationally expensive than Swish. Although
they are asymptotically equivalent functions, in practice, the

square root and quadratic functions are faster to compute
than exponentials, and the inverse square roots as a whole,
which the Swim function and its derivative are composed
of, are even faster to calculate than exponentials [3]. John
Carmack is regarded to have written a fast implementation
of the inverse square root function [13], and on an x86
architecture, [3] has shown that his inverse square root-based
activation function is faster than [4]’s exponential-based acti-
vation function named ELU. Furthermore, Intel publishes the
CPU performance of vector functions, including the Inverse
Square Root and the Exponential/Exp function, which [3]
has aggregated as shown in Table I. Depending on the x86
architecture, Table I shows that the Inverse Square Root is
approximately 1.2-2.2x faster than the Exp function.

TABLE I: CPU Performance of the Vector Inverse Square Root and
Exponential Functions (Clocks per Element)

Vector
Function
Single
Precision
(EP)

Intel Xeon
E5-2699 v3
(Haswell
AVX2)

Intel Xeon
E5-2699 v4
(Broadwell
AVX2)

Intel Xeon
Platinum
8180 (Skylake
AVX-512)

InvSqrt 0.66 0.64 0.24
Exp 0.81 0.89 0.52
Exp/InvSqrt 1.2× 1.4× 2.2×

III. METHODS

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 3: (a) Walker2d-v2. (b) Hopper-v2. (c) HalfCheetah-v2. (d) Swimmer-
v2.



Shown in Figure 3, we run our experiments on four
of MuJoCo’s benchmark locomotion control environments:
(a) Walker2d-v2, (b) Ant-v2, (c) Hopper-v2, and (d)
HalfCheetah-v2. We use the TD3 algorithm and the Swim
activation function to solve those environments. We also
report the performance and efficiency of those experiments.

A. Preliminaries
We model each environment as a Markov Decision Process

(MDP), where at each discrete time step t and a given state
s∈ S, an agent selects an action a∈ A according to its policy
π : S→ A. The agent then receives a reward r and the new
state of the environment s′. The objective is to then find the
optimal policy πφ , with parameters φ .

We select the Twin Delayed Deep Deterministic Policy
Gradient algorithm (TD3) [7] to learn the optimal policy.
Based on the Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient (DDPG)
algorithm [12], TD3 maintains a single actor and two critic
networks, with the action-value functions, Qφ1(s,a) and
Qφ2(s,a), acting as the two critic neural network approxi-
mators. TD3 learns the two Q-functions, Qφ1 and Qφ2 , by
mean square Bellman error minimization.

At each time step, the targets in the Bellman error loss
functions are updated according to the following equation:

y = r+ γ min
i=1,2

Qθ ′i
(s′,πφ ′(s

′)+ ε),

ε ∼ clip(N(0,σ),−c,c)
(2)

where γ is the discount factor, θ ′i is the parameter of the
target Q networks, φ ′ is the parameter of the target actor net-
work, ε is the clipped noise, and (−c,c) are hyperparameter
values that are set to clip target policy noise. That is, the
smaller of the two target values given by the Q-functions is
used to update the target.

We use the authors’ original implementation of TD3 in
PyTorch because the original paper also focuses on running
TD3 on MuJoCo control tasks, including the ones we use
in this paper. Therefore, we also use the same optimal
hyperparameters and only change the activation functions in
our experiments.

B. Applying Activation Functions
We write our custom implementation of the Swim acti-

vation function in PyTorch and use it in all of the hidden
layers of the actor and critic networks. We follow the
same approach when applying the Swish activation function,
although Swish uses the underlying numerically stable Sig-
moid torch function in PyTorch. We do not implement a
numerically stable version but write a direct translation of
the Swim function, as written in Equation 1, using the torch
functions. A numerically stable function could potentially
improve the performance of Swim, although we leave that for
future work. We also use double-precision instead of single-
precision to improve accuracy and run our experiments on a
machine with an ARM architecture.

As mentioned in Section II, we only evaluate Swim against
Swish as [16] and [6] have shown that Swish/SiLU out-
performs ReLU and other baseline functions across various

tasks. We also select Swim as an activation function for this
problem for reasons explained in Section I and Section II.A,
and also because simple kinematic controller models, such as
tanh(x) [21], would not suffice as an activation function for
this problem since locomotion control tasks exhibit complex
dynamics.

C. Evaluation

We use performance curves to compare the performance
of Swim with Swish, following standard practices in deep
reinforcement learning. We also measure inference time of
the actor network to compare the efficiency of the two
activation functions, effectively isolating the evaluation of
efficiency from performance.

IV. RESULTS

For the performance metric, we run TD3 with the se-
lected activation function for 1 million time steps on each
environment, where we record the average reward over 10
episodes with no exploration noise every 5000 time steps.
We then report the performance curves over 5 random seeds
for each environment. We also report the max average return
over those 5 seeds to compare the results of the activation
functions.

For the efficiency metric, we calculate the inference time
over the first 100 iterations on each environment and report
the results.

A. Performance

TABLE II: Max Average Return over 5 trials of 1 million time steps. ±
corresponds to a single standard deviation over trials.

Environment Swish Swim Improvement

Walker2d-v2 3774.668 ±
149.779

4387.442 ±
453.526

16%

Hopper-v2 3450.055 ±
129.203

3431.081 ±
110.394

0%

HalfCheetah-
v2

10519.091 ±
872.693

11130.364 ±
652.716

5%

Swimmer-v2 132.838 ±
8.146

134.503 ±
6.806

1%

The learning curves are presented in Figure 4 with the
max average return reported in Table II. The results show
that Swim matches or outperforms Swish in both final
performance and learning speed across all tasks. Based on
the curve and the max average return of the two activation
functions, Swim outperforms Swish in 3 out of 4 environ-
ments: the Walker2d-v2, HalfCheetah-v2, and Swimmer-v2;
however, improvement is more significant in the Walker2d-
v2 and HalfCheetah-v2 environments, with a 16% and 5%
improvement rate, respectively.

The results support the hypothesis and analysis presented
in Section II; for k = 0.5, it is expected that Swim will
not always outperform Swish, as the constant has been
selected such that Swim will approximate Swish at β = 1.
An exploration of a different value for k could potentially
result in higher performance.



(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 4: Learning curves for MuJoCo’s continuous control tasks: (a)
Walker2d-v2, (b) Hopper-v2, (c) HalfCheetah-v2, and (d) Swimmer-v2. The
shaded region represents half a standard deviation of the average evaluation
over 5 trials.

However, Swim still outperforms Swish in some environ-
ments. As explained in Section II, we theorize that this is
because the negative values of Swim saturate at a slower
rate than Swish, which mitigates the issue of the lack of
feature normalization techniques in TD3 and other deep
reinforcement learning algorithms, in addition to the fact that
the observation space of our environments is not normalized.

B. Efficiency

TABLE III: Inference time over the first 100 iterations for each environment.
± corresponds to a single standard deviation over the iterations.

Environment Swish (ms) Swim (ms) Improvement

Walker2d-v2 0.810 ± 0.066 0.687± 0.077 17.9%
Hopper-v2 0.720 ± 0.055 0.666 ± 0.056 8.1%
HalfCheetah-
v2

0.826 ± 0.057 0.733 ± 0.064 12.7%

Swimmer-v2 0.737 ± 0.060 0.644± 0.045 14.4%

Inference time for each of the four environments is re-
ported in Table III. The table shows that Swim consistently
outperforms Swish in terms of efficiency across all environ-
ments, with improvement ranging from 8.1% to 17.9%. In
contrast to the results of the max average return, improve-
ment in efficiency is significant across all environments.

The results support our analysis in Section II, where we
hypothesize that Swim is more efficient than Swish because

inverse square roots are computationally less expensive than
exponentials. Since we did not implement a custom backward
pass that leverages the properties of Swim, we do not
measure backpropagation time, although the inverse square
root is defined in the first derivative of the Swim function, as
shown in Equation 1, which could be leveraged to optimize
the efficiency of the backward pass as [3] has done in his
paper.

V. DISCUSSION AND FUTURE WORK

Based on our analysis and results, the primary advantage
of Swim is its reduced computational complexity compared
with Swish, as it significantly outperforms Swish in effi-
ciency across all tasks, although it also achieves state-of-the-
art performance and sometimes exceeds Swish in learning
speed and reward-achievement. Swim’s low computational
complexity allows it to be a suitable general-purpose acti-
vation function, which is why we urge future researchers
to test and optimize Swim on other models beyond deep
reinforcement learning and the robotics domain. For the
deep reinforcement learning and robotics domain, Swim is
especially applicable because of its both high-performing
and high-efficiency properties, where locomotion continuous
control tasks benefit from deep off-policy temporal differ-
ence learning algorithms that use activation functions with
negatively saturating inputs to mitigate the lack of feature
normalization techniques in addition to the lack of nor-
malization of the observation space; locomotion continuous
control tasks also benefit from an efficient activation function
that accelerates running time because they exhibit complex
dynamics and high degrees of freedom, requiring them to
take a long time in training. Those results also give rise
to the idea of domain-specific activation functions, which
current research is not focused on; current research trends
instead focus on designing generalizable activation functions
and then testing them on various tasks, without investigating
the properties that would benefit certain areas more than
others. We hope to see future work in the area of domain-
specific activation functions, especially in the fields of deep
reinforcement learning and robotics that see less work with
activation functions.

Further work with Swim remains. In terms of testing
and optimization, we only test our function on the CPU,
but not on the GPU. This also means that Swim could be
optimized using a CUDA-based implementation to further
improve efficiency as [14] has done in his paper. We also
only test our results on an ARM architecture and report our
efficiency results, although [3] has previously reported the
fast results of the inverse square root on an x86 architecture,
as well as Intel has published the fast performance of the
inverse square root, which we have reported in this paper.
Furthermore, the backward pass of Swim could be imple-
mented such that its efficiency is improved using the inverse
square root as [3] has done in his paper. In terms of the
activation function itself, we do not implement a numerically
stable version, although the performance we report shows
that Swish matches or outperforms Swish in learning speed



and reward-achievement without doing so. We speculate
that a numerically stable version would further improve the
performance of Swim. We also speculate that a different
value of k could potentially improve the performance of
Swim. Based on these findings, we plan on exploring and
improving the performance and efficiency of Swim by testing
it on a GPU and an ARM architecture, writing a CUDA-
based implementation, designing a custom backward pass for
Swim, inventing a numerically stable version, and exploring
different values of k.

APPENDIX

The code and other supplementary materials used for this
research paper, including our own implementation of Swim,
are available at https://github.com/maryam-abdool/Swim-
Control
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