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Abstract

In numerous reinforcement learning (RL) problems involving safety-critical
systems, a key challenge lies in balancing multiple objectives while simultane-
ously meeting all stringent safety constraints. To tackle this issue, we propose
a primal-based framework that orchestrates policy optimization between
multi-objective learning and constraint adherence. Our method employs
a novel natural policy gradient manipulation method to optimize multiple
RL objectives and overcome conflicting gradients between different tasks,
since the simple weighted average gradient direction may not be beneficial
for specific tasks’ performance due to misaligned gradients of different task
objectives. When there is a violation of a hard constraint, our algorithm steps
in to rectify the policy to minimize this violation. We establish theoretical
convergence and constraint violation guarantees in a tabular setting. Empiri-
cally, our proposed method also outperforms prior state-of-the-art methods
on challenging safe multi-objective reinforcement learning tasks.
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1. Introduction

Reinforcement Learning (RL) has made significant strides and is used
widely in various domains [14] [I6], e.g., robotics [I5] 21], autonomous driv-
ing [20, [13], large language model [29], and finance [7]. However, a significant
challenge arises when a policy must address multiple objectives within a
single task or manage multiple tasks concurrently. Direct optimization of
scalarized objectives can lead to suboptimal performance, with the optimizer
often struggling to make progress, resulting in a considerable decline in learn-
ing performance [40]. A significant cause of this issue is the phenomenon
of conflicting gradients [47]. Here, gradients associated with different ob-
jectives may vary in scale, potentially leading the largest gradient to dom-
inate the update. Moreover, they might point in different directions, i.e.,
Vfi(m) V() <0,i#3,4,5€[m]={1,...,m}, causing the performance of
one objective to deteriorate during the optimization of another. While recent
studies have shown that linear scalarization can be competitive [23], it may
fall short when faced with safety-critical constraints. Indeed, ensuring the safe
application of RL algorithms in real-world settings, especially those dealing
with multiple objectives, is paramount [I7]. This study seeks to answer the
key question:

How can we balance each objective while ensuring safety
constraints?

Addressing this problem, akin to a multi-dimensional tug of war, requires
nuance. Each task is a team pulling in its own direction, yet confined by the
boundaries of safety—a balancing act of objectives and safety. Inspired by
this dynamic, we devise a comprehensive framework for Constrained Multi-
Objective Reinforcement Learning (CMORL) using gradient manipulation
and constraint rectification. It operates in three stages: (1) Estimating Q-
functions from the existing policy. (2) If all constraints are satisfactorily met,
the policy is updated via the manipulated natural policy gradient (NPG) of
multiple objectives to minimize the gradient conflicts. (3) If not, the policy
is updated following the NPG of the unsatisfied constraint. These steps are
iteratively repeated until convergence is achieved.

Accompanying this framework, we provide a theoretical analysis, including
convergence analysis and violation guarantee analysis. Using the insights
from this analysis, we develop a practical algorithm to manage multi-objective
RL while ensuring safety during learning. We further deploy our algorithm



on safe multi-objective tasks in the MuJoCo environment [37] and compare
our method with the state-of-the-art (SOTA) safe baseline, CRPO [44], and
SOTA safe multi-objective reinforcement learning methods, such as LP3 [17].
Our experimental results suggest that our method outperforms CRPO and
LP3 in striking a balance between reward performance and safety violation.

Our study offers several significant contributions to the field of safe multi-
objective RL, which are delineated as follows: (1) A novel framework for
safe multi-objective RL, wherein a comprehensive analysis of both theoretical
convergence and constraint violation guarantees is conducted. (2) The de-
velopment of a benchmark grounded in MuJoCo environments (Named Safe
Multi-Objective MuJoCo), aimed at scrutinizing the efficacy of safe multi-
objective learning. (3) The superior performance by our proposed method in
terms of striking a balance between safety concerns and the accomplishment
of multiple reward objectives, as evidenced across numerous challenging tasks
within the realm of safe multi-objective RL.

2. Related Work

In recent years, several methods have been proposed to help deploy RL in
real-world applications [15], 17, 43|, 14], which try to solve the safe exploration
problem [I6] or satisfy multi-objective requirements during RL exploration [41]
from the perspective of safe or multi-objective RL.

Safe Reinforcement Learning. Safe RL received remarkable attention
since it can help address learning safety problems during RL deployment in
real-world applications. Safe RL can be viewed as a constrained optimization
problem [I6]. For instance, several safe RL methods leverage Gaussian
Processes to model safe state space during exploration [38, [4], 33, [42]. Different
from the modeling safe state, some safe RL methods try to search the safe
policy from constrained action space |8, 9] 22| 24 27, [12], e.g., based on formal
methods, the exploration action is verified via temporal logic verification
during exploration [24]. Moreover, by optimizing the average cumulative cost
of each trajectory, some constrained policy optimization-based methods are
proposed, such as CPO [2], PCPO [46], RCPO [36] and CRPO [44].

Multi-Objective Reinforcement Learning (MORL). There are two
settings in MORL [I7]. One is just a single policy in the multi-objective
optimization; another is a multi-policy set that satisfies multi-objective re-
quirements. Most MORL methods are developed based on the first setting,



where a single policy needs to meet multi-objective conditions simultane-
ously [1]. Furthermore, various multi-task learning methods are proposed to
optimize the policy performance, such as the method of multi-task learning as
a bargaining game [28|, Cagrad [25], the Multiple-Gradient descent Algorithm
(MGDA) [11], PCGrad [47]. The second setting’s methods try to learn a
complete set of Pareto frontier and leverage a posteriors selection to satisfy
multi-objective requirements [39], such as MORL optimization based on a
Manifold space to find a better solution of Pareto frontier |31, [30].

The methods mentioned above tackle RL safety or multi-task requirements
separately without considering both simultaneously. Our focus is on the
task of achieving safe MORL, which involves ensuring exploration safety
in multi-task RL settings. The most similar work to ours is the Learning
Preferences and Policies in Parallel (LP3) algorithm [I7], which is proposed
based on the Multi-Objective Maximum Posterior Policy optimization (MO-
MPO)[I], in which a supervised learning algorithm is used to learn the
preferences, and then they train a policy based on the Lagrangian optimization.
However, their method heavily depends on the Q-estimation, which may not
accurately present the safe preferences; the gradient conflict between each
objective is not analyzed, and the convergence analysis and safety violation
guarantee are not provided. In contrast with LP3 [I7]|, we proposed a primal-
based framework that can balance policy optimization between multi-task
learning and constraint satisfaction based on the conflict-averse NPG, in
which the conflict gradient is analyzed between each objective performance,
and convergence analysis and safety violation guarantee are provided based
on gradient manipulation and constraint rectification.

3. Preliminaries and Problem Formulation

3.1. Multi-Objective RL (MORL)

A MORL is a tuple (S, A, {r;},,P, p,7v), where S and A are state and
action spaces; r; : § x A — [0,7ax] is the reward function; m > 2 denotes
the number of tasks or objectives; P : S x Ax S — [0,1] is the transition
kernel, with P (s’|s,a) denoting the probability of transitioning to state
s’ from previous state s given action a;p : § — [0,1] is the initial state
distribution; and 7 € (0,1) is the discount factor. A policy m € IT1: S - P(A)
is a mapping from the state space to the space of probability distributions
over the actions, with 7( | s) denoting the probability of selecting action a in
state s. When the associated Markov chain P (s"|s) =Y 4 P(s" | s,a) 7(a | s)
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is ergodic, we denote p, as the stationary distribution of this MDP;, i.e.
[sP(s"|5) px(ds) = pr(s"). Moreover, we define the visitation measure
induced by the policy 7 as v.(s,a) = (1 =) X207 P (s¢ = s,a¢ = a).

For a given policy 7 and a reward function r;, we define the state value
function as V" (s) = E[ X120 7'ri (S¢,a¢) | so = s, 7], the state-action value func-
tion as QT (s,a) = E[X207'ri (St,a:) | S0 = s,a0 = a, 7], the advantage func-
tion as AT(s,a) = QT (s,a) — V" (s), and the expected total reward function
Ji(m) = E[50 77 (50,001 = Ey [V7 ()] = Epe [QF (5.0

In MORL, we aim to find a single optimal policy that maximizes multiple
expected total reward functions simultaneously, termed as

g P(m) = (). S () )

3.2. Constrained Multi-Objective RL (CMORL)

The CMORL problem refers to a formulation of MORL that involves
additional hard constraints that restrict the allowable policies. The constraints
take the form of costs that the agent may incur when taking actions at certain
states, denoted by the functions r,,.1,:-, 7m+p. Bach of these cost functions
maps a tuple (s,a) to a corresponding cost value. The function f,.;(m)
represents the expected total cost incurred by the agent with respect to
cost function r,,,;. The objective of the agent in CMORL is to solve a
multi-objective RL problem subject to the aforementioned hard constraints:

m%x F(W), s.t. fz(ﬂ-) <cep,Vi=m+1,-,m+p, (2)
me

where ¢; is a fixed limit for the i-th constraint. We define the safety set
Maate = {m eI | f; (7) <¢;,Vi=m+1,---,m+p}, and the optimal policy 7* =
argmax F'(7) for CMORL in . In practice, a convenient way to solve RL

71—El_lsafe
is to parameterize the policy and then iteratively optimize the policy over

the parameter space. Let {m, : S - P(A) | w e W} be a parameterized policy
class, where W is the parameter space. Then, the problem in (2) can be
written as

max F(my),st. fi(mw)<c, Yi=m+1,- m+p.
we

In CMORL, we extend the notion of the Pareto frontier, which is defined
to compare the policies, from the unconstrained MDP [49] to the safety-
constrained MDP.



Definition 3.1 (Safe Pareto Frontier). For any two policies m,7" € I1, we
say that m dominates 7' if fi;(w) < fi (") for all i, and there exists one i such
that f;(m) < fi (n'); otherwise, we say that w does not dominate w'. A solution
7 € lqpe 05 called safe Pareto optimal if it is not dominated by any other safe
policy in 5. The set of all safe Pareto optimal policies is the safe Pareto
frontier.

The goal of CMORL is to find a safe Pareto optimal policy. However,
the simultaneous learning of numerous tasks presents a complex optimization
issue due to the involvement of multiple objectives [40]. The most popular
multi-objective /multi-task formulation in practice is the linear scalarization
of all tasks given relative preferences for each task &;,i € [m]:

m%ETF(ﬂw) st fi(mw) <cy Yi=m+ 1, m+p.
we

Even when this linear scalarization formulation gives exactly the true objective,
directly optimizing it could lead to undesirable performance due to conflicting
gradients, dominating gradients, and high curvature [47].

In this paper, we aim to find a safe Pareto optimal solution using the
gradient-based method by starting from an arbitrary initialization policy m;
and iteratively finding the next policy w1 by moving against a direction d;
with step size n, i.e., m,1 = m + nd;. The design of the direction d; is the
key to the success of CMORL. A good direction d; should enable us to move
from a policy 7,1 to m; such that either 7;,; dominates m; or w1 improves
the hard constraint satisfaction compared with 7, or both.

4. Constraint-Rectified Multi-Objective Policy Optimization (CR-
MOPO)

In this section, we introduce a general framework called CR-MOPO which
decomposes safe Pareto optimal policy learning into three sub-problems and
iterates until convergence:

1. Policy evaluation: estimate Q-functions given the current policy.

2. Policy improvement for the multi-objectives: update policy based on
the manipulated NPG of multi-objectives when constraints are all
approximately satisfied.



3. Constraint rectification: update policy based on the NPG of an unsatis-
fied constraint when constraints are not all approximately satisfied.

Algorithm [1| summarizes this three-step constrained multi-objective policy
improvement framework and Algorithm [2| provides a concrete realization
with our novel conflict-averse NPG method. Note, based on our theoretical
guarantee on the time-average convergence, policy my. can be uniformly
chosen from N, the detail proof is provided in appendix [Appendix Al To
ease the presentation and better illustrate the main idea, we will focus on
the tabular MDP setting in this section. The extension to the more practical

setting of deep RL will be discussed in appendix

Algorithm 1 CR-MOPO: Constraint-Rectified Multi-Objective Policy
Optimization Framework

1: Inputs: initial parameter m,,, empty set N.

2: fort=0,...,7-1do

3:  Policy evaluation under ,, for all objectives and constraints.

4:  if constraints are all satisfied then

5: Add m,, into set Nj.

6 Compute the multi-objective policy update direction d and update
policy using d.

7. else

8: Choose any unsatisfied constraint 7; and update policy towards mini-
mize f;,(my,)-

9: end if

10: end for

11: Outputs: 7, uniformly chosen from Nj.

4.1. Policy Evaluation

In this step, we aim to learn Q-functions that can effectively evaluate the
preceding policy 7;. To achieve this, we train individual Q-functions for each
objective and constraint. In principle, any Q-learning algorithm can be used,
as long as the target Q-value is computed with respect to .

Temporal difference (TD) learning.. In TD learning, each iteration takes the
form of

T (s,a) = QT + b [ri(s,a) +4QTy (' ) - QT (s, a)], (3)



where s ~ fir,,a ~Ty(s),s" ~P(-|s,a),a’ ~ m,(s"), and ¢ is the learning rate.
It has been shown in [5 [10] that the iteration in converges to the fixed
point which is the state-action value Q7. After performing Krp iterations
of (3)), we let the estimation Q;(s,a) = Q% (s, a).

4, KTp

Unbiased Q-estimation.. To obtain an unbiased estimation of the state-action
value [48], we can perform Monte-Carlo rollouts for a trajectory with the
horizon H ~ Geom(1-+'/2), where Geom(z) denotes a geometric distribution
with parameter x, and estimate the state-action value function along the
trajectory (so,aq,...,Sy,ay) as follows:

H
Qi(So, aop) = ri(s0,a0) + Z ’Yh/QTi(Sh, an). (4)
h=1

4.2. Policy Improvement for Multi-Objectives

4.2.1. Conflict-Averse Natural Policy Gradient (CA-NPG)

The policy gradient [34] of the value function f; (7,) has been derived
as Vf; (my) = E[QT (s,a)pu(s,a)], where ¢y, (s,a) := V,logm,(a| s) is the
score function. However, the standard policy gradient does not effectively
reflect the statistical manifold (the family of probability distributions that
represents the policy function) that the policy operates on. To prevent the
policy itself from changing too much during an update, we need to consider
how sensitive the policy is to parameter changes.

Thus, in the multi-objectives policy optimization, we aim to choose an
update direction d to increase every individual value function while imposing
the constraint on the allowed changes of an update in terms of the KL
divergence of the policy. To do so, we consider the following constrained
optimization problem:

max  min{§ (fi(w+d) - fi(w))} ()
d: D1, (7w |Twra ) <€0 1€[m]
where ¢ is the pre-defined threshold for allowed policy changes. By using the
first-order Taylor approximation for the value improvement, the second-order
Taylor approximation for the KL divergence constraint and the Lagrangian
relaxation, the problem can be rewritten as

max min {&Vfi(w)Td— %dTﬁ(w)d} (6)

d ie[m]



where 1 > 0 is a pre-specified hyper-parameter to control the allowed changes
in policy space and F (w) is the Fisher information matrix defined as F'(w) =
V2, Dkt (T | T )|y = Evm,, [Pw(8,a)du(s,a)7]. For a single objective f;,
the solution of ([6)) leads to the well-known NPG update [19] which is defined
as F(w)tV f; (7). Note that TRPO [32] can be viewed as the NPG approach
with adaptive stepsize.

With the above problem formulation, we aim to find an update direction
that minimizes the gradient conflicts. Furthermore, inspired by the recent
advances in gradient manipulation method [25] which looks for the best update
direction within a local ball centered at the weighted averaged gradient, we
also constraint search region for the common direction as a circle around the
weighted average policy gradient vg = Y01 &V fi(w). This yields Conflict-
Averse Natural Policy Gradient (CA-NPG) which determines the
update direction d by solving the following optimization problem

mamin {69 ()'d- S d Fd-21d-wl?. (@

where 1, > 0 is a pre-specified hyper-parameter that controls the devia-
tion from the weighted average policy gradient vy. Furthermore, notice
that min, §;V fi(w)"d = minges,, Licrm) 0:6:V fi(w)"d, Where 0=(6,...,0,)
and S, = {0:X",60;,=1,0,>0}. Denote V fo(w) = m] 0V fi(w). The
objective in (7)) can be written as

e oin { v fow)'d - " Fwyd - 2 d - o]}
Since the above objective is concave with respect to d and linear with respect
to @, by switching the min and max, we reach the dual form without changing
the solution:
. W
T
Imin max {Vfg(w)

m

D Pyt Hd—’UoH2}-

After a few steps of calculus, we derive the following optimization problem
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with respect to the variable 6:
* . - -1
0" = arg gl;lénvf; (¢1F + 1/12[) (V fo +1avy)

- % (Vfo+1ovo) (Vi F + 1/12[)71
F (¢1F + %—7)_1 (Vfo +12v0)
- % H(%F + ¢2[)71 (Vfo+ wzvo)‘

and the optimal update direction is given by

d"=\VF = Z AV fi, (8)

i€[m]
where \; = & (67 + 1) (U1 F + b))

4.2.2. Correlation-Reduction for Stochastic Gradient Manipulation

In practice, we only obtain noisy policy gradient feedback ﬁ(wt), where
the stochastic noise is due to the finite sampled trajectories for the estimation
of Q;"*. It has been shown in [49] that the gradient manipulation methods
may fail to converge to a Pareto optimal solution under the stochastic setting.
This convergence gap is mainly caused by the strong correlation between
the weights A; and the stochastic gradients ﬁ(wt) which yields a biased
composite gradient. To address this issue in CA-NPG, we consider two
conditions. The first is that the NPG estimator variance asymptotically
converges to 0. For example, this can be achieved by estimating Q;"* using
TD learning in with sufficiently large Krp. The second is to reduce the
variances of A, by adopting a momentum mechanism [49] with coefficient «;
on the update of composite weights

2
)

—_

A= A+ (1= ap)As, (9)
where A, is computed by CA-NPG algorithms .

4.8. Constraint Rectification

We then check whether there exists a hard constraint i € {m+1,...,m+p}
such that the (approximated) constraint function violates the condition. If
so, we take one-step update of the policy using NPG towards minimizing the
corresponding constraint function f;(7,,) to enforce the constraint:

Wear = wy —nF (W) f; (7).

11



If multiple constraints are violated, we can choose to minimize any one of
them. Otherwise, we take one update of the policy towards maximizing the
multi-objectives.

4.4. Comparison with Learning Preferences and Policies in Parallel (LP3)
17

Compared with SOTA safe multi-objective RL method, LP3, our new
framework is different in both multi-objective optimization and hard con-
straint satisfaction. Firstly, LP3 chooses MO-MPO [1] as the multi-objective
optimizer which encodes the objective preferences in a scale-invariant way
through the allowed KL divergence for the updated policy using each objec-
tive. On the other hand, our multi-objective optimization method is based
on linear scalarization coupled with novel NPG manipulation which encodes
the preference in a more straightforward way and is tailored to RL to address
the conflicting gradients and dominating gradients. Secondly, LP3 can be
regarded as a primal-dual approach where the additional dual variables are
introduced as the adaptive weights for the constraints. This relaxes hard
constraints in safe multi-objective RL problems to new objectives where the
associated weights are adjusted based on the constraint violation conditions.
On the other hand, our primal-based method does not suffer from extra
hyperparameter tuning and dual update and can be implemented as easily as
unconstrained policy optimization algorithms.

5. Theoretical Analysis

In this section, we establish the convergence and the constraint violation
guarantee for CR-MOPO in the tabular settings under the softmax param-
eterization and CA-NPG. In the tabular setting, we consider the softmax
parameterization. For any w € RISMI | the corresponding softmax policy
is defined as m,(a | s) := Za/jii(xl;((iﬁi?a,)) ,V(s,a) € S x A. Clearly, the policy
class defined above is complete, as any stochastic policy in the tabular setting
can be represented in this class. Since the adaptive weights A; of CA-NPG
may not be constrained in the probability simplex. Hence, we consider the

following mild assumption on the boundedness of A;.

Assumption 5.1. For the CA-NPG mechanism, there exists finite constants
By >0 and By > 0 such that 0 < A\ < By, Y N> By for allt =1,...,T,
1=1,...,m.

12



Algorithm 2 CR-MOPO with CA-NPG as multi-objective optimizer.
1: Inputs: initial parameter wg, empty set Ny, 7 = 0.
2: fort=0,...,7-1do B
3:  Policy evaluation under 7, : Q!(s,a) » Q; “*(s,a) foralli=1,...,m+p.

4:  Collect pairs (s7,a’) € B; ~ p-,,, compute constrain estimation J; 5, =

Y je, lB—lt‘Qi(sj,aj) forall i =1,...,m+ p, where j is the index for the
sampled pairs in B;.
if Jig, <c;+Bforalli=m+1,...,m+pthen
6: 7 < 7+ 1; add w; into set Nj.
7: Compute the weights A, using and reduce the correlation by @
8: Compute the multi-objective policy gradient d, = Xlﬁ(wt)
9: Take one-step policy update: w1 = w; + nd,.
10: else
11: Choose any i; € {m +1,...,m+p} such that J; g, > c;, + 5.
12: T@ke one-step policy update towards minimize J;, (w;): wypq < wy —
nF (w)'V fi (w).
13:  end if
14: end for

15: Outputs: wey uniformly chosen from Nj.

For multi-objective optimization, if there exists A* € S,, such that w* =
argmin, "' F' (), then w* is (weak) Pareto optimal [Theorem 5.13 and
Lemma 5.14 in [I8]]. Thus, we use minyscg, (A*"F (7*) = X*TF (7,,,,)) to
measure the convergence to a Pareto optimal policy where minimization opera-
tor of A™ is from the existence condition. The following theorem characterizes
the convergence rate of Algorithm [2| in terms of the Pareto optimal policy
convergence and hard constraint violations. The proof can be found in the

appendix [Appendix A]

Theorem 5.2. Consider Algorithm [J in the tabular setting with softmazx
policy parameterization and any policy initialization wy € RISMI. Let the

tolerance be 5 = QO (nflv— V)l‘i—?) and the learning rate for the CA-NPG and

_ (1-)?* - - et
NPG be n = O(mB1 |S|A|T). Depending on the choice of the state-action

value estimator, the following holds.
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o [f TD-learning in is used for policy evaluation with K,p= 5((W)l)
, Uy = O(k%) and o, =0 for 0 < o <1, then with probability 1 -9, we

have
E[ min (XN (7%) - A*TF (r,, ))] B
)\*ESm out - B27
E [f'L (Trwout )] -G < /87
foralli={m+1,...,m+p}, where the expectation is taken only with

respect to selecting Wy, from Ny.

o [f unbiased Q)-estimation in s used for policy evaluation with o, >
1—

- ——L_ we have
m7\/|S]JA]’

iy oy s
E[Aqlegjn ()\ "F(rm*)-\""F (ﬂwm))] < B

E [f”b (Trwout )] -G < B7

for alli={m+1,...,m+p}, where the expectation is taken with respect
to selecting w,y; from Ny and the randomness of Q;wt estimation.

As shown in Theorem our method is guaranteed to find a safe Pareto
optimal policy under some mild conditions while there is no convergence
guarantee for LP3 [17]. Furthermore, results for unbiased Q-estimation imply
that the correlation reduction mechanism could help the convergence even if

we do not have an asymptotically increasing trajectory for policy evaluation,
such as Ktp = O(T"/?) in TD-learning.

6. Experiments

Environment Settings. We designed a benchmark, termed Safe Multi-
Objective MuJoCdl], for the purpose of scrutinizing our algorithms within
the context of the MuJoCo framework [6l [37]. A comprehensive overview of
this benchmark can be found in Appendix [Appendix B.1I| where Safe Multi-
Objective HalfCheetah, Safe Multi-Objective Hopper, Safe Multi-Objective
Humanoid, Safe Multi-Objective Swimmer, Safe Multi-Objective Walker,

"https://github.com/SafeRL-Lab/Safe-Multi-Objective-MuJoCo
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Safe Multi-Objective Pusher are introduced to evaluate the effectiveness of
our methods. Two of the Safe Multi-Objective MuJoCo environments, Safe
Multi-Objective Humanoid and Pusher, are introduced in Figure 2| (a) and
(b). Please see Appendix |[Appendix B.1|for the detailed environment settings.

CR-MOPO Performance on Challenging Safe Multi-Objective
Environments. As shown in Figure [I, we conduct experiments with our
algorithm, CR-MOPO, on challenging Safe Multi-Objective MuJoCo Envi-
ronments. The each step’s cost limit of HalfCheetah-v4 is 0.1, HalfCheetah-
v4-different-limit is 0.3, Humanoid-v4 is 0.9, Humanoid-dm is 1.5, Walke-v4
is 0.03, Hopper-v4 is 0.03, Pusher-v4 is 0.49, Swimmer is 0.049. We optimize
safety violations after 40 Epochs except for the Humanoid-dm task; in the
Humanoid-dm task, we optimize the safety violations after 5 Epochs. On
all the challenging tasks, the experiment results indicate our method can
guarantee each task’s reward monotonic improvement while ensuring safety.
Please see Appendix [Appendix B.I| for more experiments.

Comparison experiments with CRPO [44] on Safe Multi-Objective
HalfCheetah Environments. We develop a novel algorithm, the CR-
MOPO-Soft (CR-MOPO-S) constraints’ algorithm, that can handle the safety
constraint as one of the objectives. In CR-MOPO-S, we do not need to
include the constraint in the objective. Instead, we incorporate the constraint
in our method with a weight for performance (e.g., the weight can be 1.0).
We hypothesize that by considering the constraint, we can navigate into a
deep safe set, allowing us to concentrate on improving performance. This
is especially relevant when the system is highly constrained, as operating
near the boundary of the safe set can easily lead to constraint violations and
"oscillations" behaviors from safe learning methods, e.g., CRPO [44], CPO [2],
PCPO [46]. Intuitively, if we consistently operate at the safety boundary,
we may encounter a conflict between safety and performance. Drawing an
analogy to running on a road, if we position ourselves close to the edge, step-
ping out of the road would require effort to retreat, potentially compromising
speed. However, suppose we realize the importance of running in the center
of the road. In that case, we can prioritize safety and maximizing speed
simultaneously. To hammer in the insight, we expand on the examples and
scenarios we consider. We focus on a simple CMDP setup, prioritizing the
maximization of rewards by incorporating safety violations as one of the
objectives. We compare our algorithms, CR-MOPO and CR-MOPO-S, with
a strong safe RL baseline, CRPO. In CRPOJ44], the multiple tasks are scaled
linearly into one objective. CRPO is a safe RL algorithm that can show
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Figure 1: CR-MOPO on Safe Multi-Objective MuJoCo environments regarding
the reward and safety performance.
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better performance than safe RL algorithms, such as CPO [2], IPO [26], and
unsafe RL algorithms such as TRPO [32] in terms of the balance between
reward and safety violation. As shown in Figure 2] the experiment results
demonstrate that our algorithms, CR-MOPO and CR-MOPO-S show better
performance than CRPO regarding the reward and safety performance. And
also, Our algorithms show a faster convergence rate than CRPO[44]. The
detailed implementation is provided in Appendix [Appendix B.2|

(b)

Safe Multi-Objective HalfCheetah-v4-Soft-vl Safe Multi-Objective HalfCheetah-v4-Soft-v1
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Figure 2: (a) and (b) show two of the Safe Multi-Objective MuJoCO environ-
ments, Safe Multi-Objective Humanoid and Pusher. (c) and (d) show the
comparison results in terms of CR-MOPO, CR-MOPO-S and CRPO [44] on
a Safe Multi-Objective MuJoCo environment, Safe Multi-Objective HalfChee-
tah, the cost limit is 0.005, we start to optimize safety violation after 40
Epochs.

Comparison experiments with LP3 [17] on Different Safe Multi-
Objective Humanoid-dm and Walker-dm. LP3 [I7] is a SOTA-safe
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Figure 3: Compared with the DeepMind’s method, LP3 [I7], on Safe Multi-
Objective Walker-dm and Safe Multi-Objective Humanoid-dm environments.
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multi-objective RL baseline proposed by DeepMind. They achieve safe multi-
objective RL by leveraging the learning preferences, and they also deploy their
methods on several challenging tasks, e.g., Humanoid-dm and Walker-dm that
are from the DeepMind Control Suite [35]. In this section, we compare our
algorithm with LP3 on the same environment settings. As shown in Figure [3]
our algorithm can show remarkably better performance than LP3 [I7] while
guaranteeing safety. As shown in Figure (3| (a) and (b), in the Walker-dm
task, when the cost limit is 1.5, and our method can perform very well, e.g.,
the move reward is more than 800, and the height reward is more than 600;
in the same setting, using LP3 [17], the move reward can only be more than
250, and the height reward is about 800. For Humanoid-dm, LP3 can achieve
about 400 and 300 regarding the move left and move forward reward when
the cost limit is 1.5. However, our method can achieve at least 400 regarding
the move left reward and about 600 regarding the move forward reward. The
experiment results demonstrate that our method performs significantly better
than LP3 [17].

One explanation of the better results compared to LP3, could be that our
methods can optimize policies to the boundaries of the constraint thresholds.
Although this results in not conservative policies, this can easily be remedied
by choosing more conservative constraint thresholds.

7. Conclusion

In this study, we try to balance each task’s performance in a multi-task
RL setting. Further, we achieve each task rewards monotonic improvement
and ensure policy safety. A primal-based safe multi-task RL framework is
proposed, where multiple objectives between different tasks are optimized by
analyzing the conflict gradient manipulation, and the constraint rectification is
leveraged to search for the safety policy during multiple objectives’ exploration.
Moreover, the convergence and safety violation analysis are provided. Finally,
we deploy our practical algorithms on several challenging, safe multi-task
RL environments and compare our method with the SOTA safe RL baseline
and safe multi-task RL algorithms. The experiment results indicate that our
method can perform better than SOTA-safe RL baselines and SOTA-safe multi-
task RL algorithms regarding the balance between each task performance and
safety violation. It is necessary to address how to deploy our algorithm in
real-world scenarios and try to leverage the foundation models [45] with our
method to address safe multi-task RL robustness problems. A conceivable
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adverse societal consequence arises from the potential misapplication of this
work within safety-critical contexts, which could lead to unforeseen damages.
It is our aspiration that our discoveries catalyze further investigations into the
safety and generalizability of reinforcement learning in secure environments.
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Appendix

Appendix A. Proof

We prove the results of Theorem in two parts. We give the TD-
Learning results in Theorem [Appendix A.6|in section [Appendix A.1l} and
the unbiased g-estimation estimator results in Theorem [Appendix A.10|in
section [Appendix A.2

Lemma Appendix A.1 (Multi-objective NPG). Given the preference

vector X and considering the multi-objective NPG update wy,1 = w,—nE (w,)T 7 NV f; (T,),
where F(w) =, [6w(s,a)¢u(s,a)T] in the tabular setting, the multi-objective

NPG update also takes the form:

n
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Proof. From Lemma 5.1 in [3], we know
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Owing to the normalization factor Z,(s), the state-dependent offset ¢y cancels

in the updates for 7, so that resulting policy is invariant to the specific choice
of ¢,. Hence, we pick ¢, =0, which yields the updates
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and o
exp (n T NAT" (1 -7))

Zy(s)
Finally, the advantage function AT (s,a) = QI (s,a) - V™ (s,a) can be
replaced by the Q-function Q7 (s,a) due to the normalization factor Z;(s),
which yields the the statement of the lemma.
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Lemma Appendix A.2. Performance improvement bound for ap-
proximated multi-objective NPG. For the ilerates m,, generated by the
approzimated multi-objective NPG updates in the tabular setting, we have the
following holds
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Thus, we conclude that
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(A.1)
We then proceed to prove this lemma. The performance difference lemma
[19] implies:

g)‘i (fi (ween) = fi (wy))

1 moo

= ——FE,., Z Ty (@] 8) Z NA " (s,a)
I-~ acA i=1

1

i AT 1 moo
- e Y m (] ) BN (0) - B, YN ()
L=~ acA -1 11—~ =~
1

= 1—E8~I/p Z Twisq (G, | 8) Z )‘fo(Sv CL)
-7 aeA i=1

1 N\ [ T - 1 L
B, O T (@] 8) 2N (Q7 (5,0) = Qi(5,0) ) = w——Eyu, NV (5)
l-~ aeA i=1 L=y i=1

i) 1 Tw (@ | 8)Ze(s
(:) EESNVPZth+1(a|S)IOg( 1( | ) t( ))

acA 7TWt(a | 5)

1 UL - 1 O\ 1Ty
+TE8~V,J Zﬂ—thrl(a | S)Z)‘Z (Qz t(saa)_Qi(Saa))_:Eswpz)\ ‘/z (8)
i=1 i=1

Y aeA

28



1 1
= EESWPDKL (T ||y ) + EEswp log Z,(s)

+ 1 if}/ s~Vp Z Twien (CL | S) Z )‘Z ( :wt (8’ CL) - Qg(& a)) - ﬁESNVp i )\i‘/;ﬂ-wt (S)
lEle,p (loth(s)—Li)\l ﬂwt(s)+ wat a| s)i)\l( :wt(s,a)—QE(s,a)))
77 -y Y ach
-1 8~V 2;471_%(&'8)2)\1( th(s a) Qﬁ(sva))
1 & o y
T 1—~ S~Vp Z}AMH(CLIS)ZN( i t(s,a)—Qi(s,a))

@ 1 o
> TVEM (1ogzt(s)-1—zx OFE

LS el 95X (@ ?“’%s,a)—@z(s,a)))

7 acA
9 s~1/p Zﬂwt(OJ'S)Z)\l( sz(s Cl QE(‘%CL))

- %EM > (] ) 2N (@] (5.0) - Qi)
-7 acA i=1

where (7) follows from the update rule in Lemma [Appendix A.1I{and (i)
follows from the facts that |v,/p| > 1 -~ and (A.1]). m

Lemma Appendix A.3. Expected optimality gap for approximated
multi-objective NPG. Consider the approrimated NPG updates in the
tabular setting. We have
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L (Prc (5 ) - Dic (5 )+ B 57019 oA (@1 () - @ es)
n I-~ acA i=1
% st (loth(s) -— Z)\’ 7r“’f( ))
1
< ; st (DKL (717w, ) = Dxr (77w, )
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- ae i=1
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i 1

2
;Es vt (DL (7" [ 7w, ) = Dxr (7 [, ) + Tmex ZA [wie1 —well,

1

Gy X, mual s)zx( S/W*(s,a)—ézz(s,a))

T 2 wl(a\s)zv( Q" (s,0) = Qi(s,a))

Q —7)2
1 : SEsr X (als) z N (QF (s,0) - Ql(s,0))
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from Lemma [Appendix A.2] and (7i7) follows from the Lipschitz property of
JY" (w) such that f¥" (wp) = 7 (wy) < 2?11‘”‘ lweer — weo- O

Appendiz A.1. TD-Learning

Lemma Appendix A.4 ([10]). Consider the iteration given in (3) with
arbitrary initialization Q. Assume that the stationary distribution pr,, is not
degenerate for all w e RISXMAI. Let stepsize £y = O (%) (0< o <1). Then, with
probability at least 1 -0, we have

i = o [los(SPIAPK?/S)
7TwH _O( (1_,7)K0'/2 )

| Qi -
Note that o can be arbitrarily close to 1 . Lemma 2 implies that we can
obtain an approzimation Q¢ such that HQ; -Q H2 =0 (1/\/KTD) with high
probability.

Lemma Appendix A.5. If

AnriaSIA
(1-'T

)

% (54)

te N =1

6 m+ o
( nyalen, @l Y Y e, -

+—
(1 _7)2T teNp i=1 i=m+1 te N

then we have the following holds:

2
B >n_TEs~V*DKL (77-*||7ng)

1. Ny + @,

2. One of the following two statements must hold,

(a) Wol> %,
(b) DiteNy Y AL (fi (7)) = fi (mw,)) 0.

Proof. When t € Ny, from Lemma [Appendix A.3| we have

2ncmax|SHA\ (S

SNV* (DKL (ﬂ-*”ﬂ'wt) - Dk (7T*||7th+l ))
(1 =1

ZV

SN (1 () = i ) <

3\)—‘

(A.3)

Q. - @i,

(1 7)2
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Similarly, when ¢ € V(i # 0) we have

21Cax| S| A]
(1-7)*
- 7)2 |Qx., - @i, - (A.4)

fi(mw,) = fi (7%) < nEsw (Dx (77w, ) = Dxr (77w, ) +

Taking the summation of (A.3) and (A.4) from ¢ =0 to T'- 1 gives

S SN )~ fi () + XS (i () — i () (A5)

teNp i=1 i=1 teN;
1 2ne2. |S|A mo\?
S—ESNV*DKL(W*||7T1UO)+—ncmaX| |J1 | 3 (ZA;) +T - NG|
n (1_ ) teNp \i
3
S eE IV ol i B
teNp i=1 i=m+1 teN;

Note that when t € N;(i # 0), we have f; (w;) > ¢; + 8 (line 9 in Algorithm 1),
which implies that

fi(mu,) = fi(m*) 2 fi(wi) = fi (0*) = |fi (wi) = fi (m0,)]
> ci+ = J; (7°) = | fi (wi) = fi (70,
- |@n, - @i, (A.6)

Substituting into gives
IDIACACHEFACI)Y +BZIN|- SY ek -ail,

teNp i=1 i=m+1 teN
1 . 2nciaxl S| A| i _
SnEsw/*DKL (7T ||7TwO)+ (1 7)4 tg\;o Z)\ +T ’NO|
(T e el 3 ek, -al ).
( teNp i=1 i=m+1 teN; t 2
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which implies

S SN (5 — fi () +ﬁiw| (A7)

teNy i=1

1 . 2112 s |SIIA INAY
SEESNV*DKL(W ||7Two>+W 2\ XN +T - Ml

teNy \i=1
s (Z SNl -l 8 3 ey, -al,)
teNp i=1 i=m+1 teN; we 2

We then first verify item 1. If Ny = @, then Y7 | |NV;| = T, and (A.7)) implies
that

1 2 Iznax‘s A — 3 ?
4T < 5ESN,,*DKL () + 2l SIA ( > (z Az) o7 wol)

(1 _’7)4 teNo \i=1
(s Eie el S s le -al)

which contradicts (A.2). Thus, we must have Ny # @.

We then proceed to verify item 2. If 3,0 Xy Xo (fs (%) = fi (7)) <0,
then (b) in item 2 holds. If Y0 X2 Ay (fi (7%) = fi (Tw,)) + BY0, [INi| 2 0
and suppose that [Ny| <T/2, i.e., Y1 |N;| >T/2., then implies that

1 p
§5T <BY. IV
-1

1 e |S||lA m
LoDl - 25 ($0) o)

(1 - 7)4 teNo \i=1
_ . m+p ) _
MR (1- (te]\/o ; X HQ’“’% - QtH2 * iz;lg\;i “szﬂt - @ 2) ,

which contradicts (A.2)). Hence, (a) in item 2 holds. O

Theorem Appendix A.6. For a given number of iterations T of CR-
MOPO algorithm, with the choices of n = (1-)* \/ESN”*Dgt‘E(;”MO) and

TmaxmB1

mB1+/|S|| Al . .
B = 4(52)25“_ (Tmax\/Eseve D, (7% ) +2), with a probability at least 1 -6,
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we have

4mB
min (/\*TF ()= AF (Wwout)) mBiyIS|Al

; max ESNV*D * Tw +2 )
A*eSm, Bz(l 7)2\/_( \/ KL( || o) )

(A.8)

5 /[STA * Sy
i (Wwout) -¢ < W Tmax\/Esw*DKL (7T ||7Two) +2+ TBl .

(A.9)

Proof. First we show that the given values for n and [ satisfy Lemma
[Appendix A.5| as follows,

2 ey 2 S (s (&Y
n—TESNV*DKL (7T ||7Tw0) + W Z Z )\t +T - |./\[0| (Al())

teNp \i=1
i (2 SN, -all,s ¥ 3 e -l
(1 ’Y 2T teNp i=1 e e i=m+1 teN; ot tlly
2 * 4776 ax|8||"4| 8mB oY)
SU_TESNV*DKL (T 7w, ) + W( m’BY +1) + (1- );T Z HQWW - QtHz
2 . AncRaxlSIAL 5 1o 8mB1y/|S||A|
SnTEsw*DKL (7*|| o ) + o (m*Bf +1) + /T
Ancgaxl S| A 8mB1y/|S||A|

2
<—E .+ Dx1, (71'*”71'100)

T (1-7)* (1-7)2VT
4rmaXmBl\/|S||A|ESNV*DKL (7* ||7er) 8mBi\/|S| | Al
(1-7)2VT (1-7)2VT
=5 (A.11)

(m*Bf +1) +

(1_’7)2 Egoux DKL(W*Hﬂ'wO) :
TmaxMB1 |SH'A‘T Thls

verifies that the condition in Lemma [Appendix A.5|is satisfied.
We now consider the convergence rate of the multi-objective optimization.

where the last inequality follows from n =

34



By the property for the min operator, it holds that

. ‘ Zita Ao (o) Eis Mowe f* (7°)
min (X TF Mg ) = by TF ¥ < 1 out _ 1 out
A"eSm ( ( - ) ( )) Zz— out Zz 1 out

1 , »
B, S Nl (o) = 3o N ()
2 4=1 =1

1 S Vi () f
i A4

where the second inequality follows from Y% \! > By for ¢ = 1,...,T in
Assumption 5.1} If ¥yens Sy X (fi (7%) = fi (74,)) < 0, then we have

Arpisn (NTF (myp) - XTF (7)) <

If
SN i) 20

we have [Np| > Z, which implies the following convergence rate

. *T _ *T *
Ar%r:n(x F (Ty,) - XTF (7))

A7 BV A Dt (7¥[[7wy) | 8mBiv/m S| |4

) (1-7AT (1-7)*T
We then proceed to bound the constraints violation. For any i € {m+1,...,m+
p}, it holds that

fi (Trwout ) -G = |N0 tz i (ﬂ'wt)

eNp
]_ = i T T
: mgfo(f" (00) =)+ wagfo(f@( w) = 58)

_5+W| z(;aorm) f:(61))

2 T-1

Sﬁ"‘f Z fi(ﬂwt)_ﬁ(eg)
t=0

2 T-1 ) .
<B+7 % |, - Qi
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Under the condition defined in (A.2)), we have 2 i HQﬁrwt - QiHQ < Q—V(I_J—T)BM,

which gives us convergence rates given in the statement. O

Appendixz A.2. Unbiased Q-Estimation Estimator
Lemma Appendix A.7. For a given t € [T], we have the following

el (@ -] J V(A) 3 V(@)

H @

Proof.

s

Ms
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—_

(A -EN]) (@, - Qt)

'MS

I
Il
—
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(A -EN]) (Qr,, - Q1)

A\
m
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~
Il
—_

(X -EXND) (Qr., - Q1)
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~
Il
—_

|V -EVT) (@, - QI

A
m
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Il
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- NHH@M—QN]
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m
LMS '

— .12
le[HN— N + 55 1@k, - @il

:—V()\) +— ZV Q)

28 &
S\l V() Z;V(Qi)

a

Lemma Appendix A.8 (Lemma 2 of [49]). Under Assumptzonn 5.1, the
variance of Ay in Algomthm is bounded V [N;] <m?B3? (1 - at)

36

(3 —E[X) ( Mt—@t) gEm (.. - Q)]

2



Lemma Appendix A.9. If

2 ane ISIA ] < (& .\
5> 2B Dia (w*||mo>+%')4”T'(E 5 (sz) ]+T—|No|)

| 1eNo \i=l
(A.12)
8 mo ) _. mip
e (B[R -] - £, 5 elex -l
then we have the following holds:
1. No+ @,
2. One of the following two statements must hold,
(a) No| > 3,
(0) E[Sieny i A (fi (7%) = fi (7)) <0
Proof. When t € Nj, from Lemma [Appendix A.3 we have
E [i X (fi(m*) = fi (mt))] (A.13)

2w (E[Dk () - D ()] + 2l AL [(ZA@ ]

3 i (i Ai
+(1_ )2 ELZ;/\( Trwt_Qt)]

Similarly, when ¢ € N;(i # 0) we have

2

E [(fl (th) - fz (W*))] < 1Es~1/’ (E [DKL (ﬂ-*HT(’UIt) - DKL (7T*||7th+1)]) + M
! (1-7)
3
s lel(@k, - @l N
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Taking the summation of (A.13) and (A.14)) from ¢t =0 to T'— 1 gives

E[ >, i/\i (fi () = fi(mw,)) + zp: Y (fi(mwy) — fi (ﬂ*))] (A.15)

teNp i=1 i=1 teN;
1 2nc

Z || M 7 2 T
SUESNV*DKL( [T ) + (1-~)4 (E[tezj\:/o(z)\t)] ! |NO|)

oy (% Elii”(@%*@)} 2 2 [Elen -al )

Note that when t € N;(i # 0), we have f; (w;) > ¢; + 3 (line 9 in Algorithm 1),
which implies that
fi(mwy) = fi (@) 2 fi(w}) = fi () = | i (w}) = fi ()]
>ci+B—Ji (7)) = | fi (w]) = fi (7w,))|

Substituting into gives
SRS EIEMEEIIYED NN

teNp 1=1 i=m+1 teN,

DHHw([Z(Z) 1o
3 - 7 7 oY) 7
Wl—v)?(%o El?(@”wf‘@t)] i%t;{”E[Q a )
which implies
[;wam i (o >+@Z|N|] (A7)
2 m 2
S%ESNV*DKL (7T*||7Tw0) %(C?i;[fy (E Lg\;o (Z /\%) +T - |./\/E)|)

¥ > efon, -]

i=m+1teN;

[2 N(Q5,, - Qé)]

i=1

)

4
BCERYE (%



We then first verify item 1. If Ny = @, then P |N;| = T, and (A.17)
implies that

(L-my)* teNp \i=1

2 m 2
o< lE D <w*||wwo>+2”CL'S“A'(E[Z (ZA;‘) ]+T—wo|)

+L(Z E[i)\i( i —Qi)] +mz+:p ZHE[Z _Qz] )
(1_7)2 o =~ Ty t . SR ﬂvt t K

which contradicts (A.12]). Thus, we must have Ny # @.

We then proceed to verify item 2. If E [Zte/\fo STAN(fi () = fi (ﬂwt))] <
0, then (b) in item 2 holds. IfE [Ty, iy A (fi (7%) = fi (0,)) + BEL ING[] >
0 and suppose that [Ny| < T/2, i.e., Y0, V| > T'/2., then (A.17)) implies that

1 p
§6T <BY WV
i

2 m o \?2
< %ESNV*DKL (ﬂ—*”ﬂ-wo) + w (E[ Z (ZAi) :| +T - |N0|)

(I=my)* teNy \i=1

4 L ) _. mp ) _.
P - EIS N (@ —o) ||| + Elor, -] ).
(I-7)? (tg\:fo LZ; ( B Qt)] 2 i=;:+1 t§/i H [ wt Qt] 2)
which contradicts (A.12). Hence, (a) in item 2 holds. O

Theorem Appendix A.10. For a given number of iterations T of CR-
MOPO algorithm, with the choices of n = (1-7)? \/ESNV*DKL(”*Hwo) and ( =

TmaxmB1 |'S||A|T
4mB SA *
T (/B Dict (7 [[ug) +1), we have
4mB1+\/|S||A|
E[min NTF () = XTF (my,,, ]S— Tmax\/ Esewr D, (T4 || ) + 1
auin (NTE (1) = X () | < i B Di, ([ wn) +1)

(A.18)

4mB1\/|S||A|

ELfi (Mw,u)]—ci< (1T

(Tmax\/Esw/*DKL (W*Hﬂ-wo) + 1)
(A.19)

Proof. First we show that the given values for  and 3 satisfy Lemma[Appendix]

A.9|as follows, where the last inequality follows from 7 = Ti;;); \/ ES“”*%T'I;&;HMO) :
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2 AncaaxlSIIA|
ZE D Uy ) + L max N
T KL (7T ||7T 0)+ (1_7)4T

N Y] B
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S_Esrwz/*DKL (ﬂ-* Tw, ) + —
'fIT ” 0 (1 _ 7)4

5 (54) o)
5 5 efe, -]

2 i=m+lteN;
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1=1
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( ' ) (1-)*T tg\:/o
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Tw,

)

AncaxlSIIA| 8
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2 4ncz o JSIIA|
—ESNV*D * wo 4 S max/ 77 7
SnT ki (7 ||7T )+ (1-7)*
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2
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77,_Z—y KL( H ) (1_7)4 ( 1 ) (1 ,Y)QT te%lj‘
dncd .| SIIA| 4mB1\/|S||A|
(I-y)* (1-7)2VT
402 ., S| 4mBiV/IS|IA|
(1-7)* (1-7)>VT
A7 oM BiV/|S||A|E s Dicr, (7|7 )  4mBiy/IS| A
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(1-7)2VT (1-7)2VT

4mBi+/|S| Al
= (rpax\/Esopr D N ) + 1
- /T ( \/ KL (7| ) + 1)
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(m?B} + 1) +

2
S_ES~U*DKL (7T*||7Tw0) +

T (mZBf + 1) +

2
< Dict, (77| ) + (m*B} +1) +
n
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This verifies that the condition in Lemma |[Appendix A.9|is satisfied.
We now consider the convergence rate of the multi-objective optimization.
By the property for the min operator, it holds that

] [Zz 1 )\éutf (ﬂ—OUt) ZZI /\z)utfi (W*):|
Zz 1 out Z:nl éut

<_E[ZA utfZ (Wout) Z)‘ utfl * ]

B [z SN (i (7°) - fz(m))]

teNp 1=1

E [}\r*rlisn ()\*TF (Twyy) = A F (7r*))

where the second inequality follows from > Ai > B, for t = 1,...,7T in
Assumption H If E [ZteNo STN(fi ()~ fi (th))] < 0, then we have
E [min)\*eSn ( *TF (ﬂ-wout) A*TF (77*))] <0. IfE [Zte/\/’o Z;nl >‘Z (fz (ﬂ-*) - fz (th))] 2

0, we have [NVo| > £, which implies the following convergence rate

] A7 maxm Bi/|S|A|E s Dxr, (7*||7w,)  4mBi+/|S]|A]

=i, O ) =X e e T

We then proceed to bound the constraints violation. For any i € {m+1,...,m+
p}, it holds that

E[fz (ﬂ-WOut )] -G = l|NO t;\/ofl (th):|
1 _ _
_E— 101 —C; Z7th Z«9§
€| i T () -0)+ g T (5 ) - ()
T
36+E[m2(fl(7rwt) fl(e’))]
2T—1
<5+ 7 3 E[film) = F(0)
2T—1
<o 23 [Efan, - @il
-5
This completes the proof. O
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Appendix B. Details of Experiments

Appendiz B.1. Environment Settings

Based on MuJoCo [6, [37], several Safe Multi-Objective environments are
developed to evaluate safe MORL algorithms. As shown in Figure [B.4] where
Safe Multi-Objective HalfCheetah (Figure (a)), Safe Multi-Objective Hop-
per (Figure (b)), Safe Multi-Objective Humanoid (Figure (c)), Safe
Multi-Objective Swimmer (Figure (d)), Safe Multi-Objective Walker (Fig-
ure (e)), Safe Multi-Objective Pusher (Figure (f)) are introduced to
evaluate the effectiveness of our methods. Moreover, as shown in Figure
we provide more experiments to evaluate the effectiveness of our method.

(d) (e)

Figure B.4: Safe Multi-Objective MuJoCo Environments. Specificaly, these
environments are Safe Multi-Objective HalfCheetah (a), Safe Multi-Objective
Hopper (b), Safe Multi-Objective Humanoid (c), Safe Multi-Objective Swim-
mer (d), Safe Multi-Objective Walker (e) and Safe Multi-Objective Pusher (f).

Safe Multi-Objective HalfCheetah. As shown in Figure (a), the
constraint of Safe Multi-Objective halfCheetah is the difference between the
robot real-time head height and the robot desired head height, as shown in
Equation , C denotes each step’s cost value, H’, , . denotes the real-
time robot head’s height, H} denotes the target height. We set two reward

arget
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Figure B.5: More Experiments to evaluate the effectiveness of our method on

Safe Multi-Objective MuJoCo environments regarding the reward and safety
performance.
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functions for the robot’s two tasks. One reward is Energy saving. The robot
needs to save Energy by optimizing its action, which means that to achieve
the Goal, the robot needs to use the smallest Energy, «, denotes the energy
weight. As shown in Equation , R! denotes the action a’, __, , energy at
each step 7. Another reward is velocity; the robot needs to achieve the velocity
goal by learning to run as fast as possible. As shown in Equation (B.2)), R!
denotes each step’s velocity reward of the robot, Vi . . denotes the real-time

each step’s velocity, V;fwget denotes each step target velocity.

OlZL = |theetah - Htiarget" (Bl)
RZ) = _| ciheetah - V;ffzrget|‘ (BQ)
RZ = _aaHacheemhi ”2 (BB)

Safe Multi-Objective Hopper. As shown in Figure (b), the
constraint of Safe Multi-Objective Hopper is Energy that is computed via
actions’ value, as shown in Equation , C’é_hopper denotes the cost value.
There are two objectives in the settings. The first reward function is the
forward reward function, as shown in Equation 1' Rz} denotes the forward
reward function, «, denotes the forward reward weight, X, denotes the
forward velocity. The second reward function is the healthy reward, e.g.,
the robot angle and state need to satisfy the requirements. As shown in
Equation , R}Le denotes the healthy reward, and Rj._sqe denotes the
healthy state. This means the robot state needs to satisfy requirements; R,
is the Z-axis robot healthy; R.,g. is the robot angle’s healthy. That is, the
robot angle needs to satisfy the minimum and maximum angle requirements.
Moreover, we modify reward settings as three objective tasks, named Safe
Multi-Objective Hopper-v2, in which R;}, (Rhe-state + R.), Rangle are the
three objective rewards respectively.

2—hopper =~ ”a’hOPP@Ti H : <B4)

Ri = a, X (B.5)
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7}:L€ = Rhe—state + Rz + Rangle~ (BG)

R 1 State,in < State,eq < Statemas, (B.7)
hemstate =, Others. '
R. = 17 Zmzn < Zreal < Zmawa (B 8)
o, Others. '
17 Anglemm < Anglereal < Anglemax?
Rangle = B.9
! {O, Others. (B9)

Safe Multi-Objective Humanoid. As shown in Figure (c), the
constraint of Safe Multi-Objective Humanoid is the control cost value regard-
ing saving Energy, as shown in Equation , Cl o g denotes the cost
value at each step i. The first reward is the forward reward regarding velocity,
similar to Equation (B.5]). The higher velocity, the better the forward reward.
The second reward is the healthy reward, which is about the robot stand.
Thus, the higher the axis-z direction height, the better the healthy reward, as
shown in Equation (B.11), R} denotes the healthy reward value, H! denotes
the X-axis direction height.

i

e—humanoid — ” ahumanOidi ” 2 . (B 10)

- (B.11)

Safe Multi-Objective Swimmer. As shown in Fig (d), the

constraint is about action Energy, as shown in Equation B.12} C*__ .
denotes the cost value at each step, Qsyimmer denotes the cost weight, a’ .
denotes the action value. There are two reward functions in the environment.
One is the move forward reward, which is about the X-axis direction velocity,
as shown in Equation , R _, denotes the Y-axis direction reward at each
step 1, a,, denotes the weight of X-axis velocity, Xy denotes the X-axis velocity;
another is the move left reward, which is about the Y-axis direction velocity,
as shown in Equation (B.14)), R;_, denotes the Y-axis direction reward at
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each step ¢, Yy, denotes the Y-axis velocity. The higher the velocities, the
better the reward.

Cé swimmer — — Xswimmer HaswimmeriH- (B12)
Ry =, Xy, (B.13)
Ry, =Yy. (B.14)

Safe Multi-Objective Walker. As shown in Figure (e), the con-
straint of Safe Multi-Objective Walker is about action Energy, as shown in
Equation . The first reward function is about move forward reward,
similar to Equation . The second reward function is about the healthy
reward, e.g., healthy angle and healthy Z-axis height. as shown in Equa-
tion , and the settings of R, and Rgpg. are similar to Equation (B.8)

and Equation (B.9).

%

e—walker — — ”awalkeri “ . (B15)

;7,6 = RZ + Rangle- (B16)

Safe Multi-Objective Pusher. As shown in Figure (f), the con-
straint of the Safe Multi- Objective Pusher is about the action Energy, as
shown in Equatlon - e pusher denotes the cost value of each step i,
apusher is the set of actions at each step ¢. The first reward function is about
the targeting object to the goal’s position, as shown in Equation (B ,
ngoal_pushﬂ denotes the first reward, Dobject —goal denotes the distance from
targeting object to goal position at each step ¢. The second reward function
is about the robot’s end effector position to the targeting object’s position,
as shown in Equation (B.19), ., ., ., denotes the second reward at each
step i, D! denotes the distance from the robot to the object at each

step .

robot—object
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Cé—pusher = || apusheri || 2 . (B 1 7)

Rgoal—pusher = _HDobject—goali||~ (B18)
R =-|D ect' | B.19
object—pusher robot—object ||+ ( . )

Appendiz B.2. Implementation Details

Tables and [B.2] provide the safety-bound parameters and algorithm
parameters used in the study. The server with 40 CPU cores (Intel®) Xeon(R)
Gold 5218R CPU @ 2.10GHz x 80) and 1 GTX-970 GPU (NVIDIA GeForce
GTX 970/PCle/SSE2) is used to run the experiments on a Ubuntu 18.04
system.

Environment value
Safe Multi-Objective HalfCheetah-v4 0.1
Safe Multi-Objective Humanoid-v4 0.9
Safe Multi-Objective Walker-v4 0.03
Safe Multi-Objective Humanoid-dm 1.5
Safe Multi-Objective HalfCheetah-v4-different-limit 0.3
Safe Multi-Objective Hopper-v4 0.03
Safe Multi-Objective Swimmer-v4 0.049
Safe Multi-Objective Pusher-v4 0.49
Safe Multi-Objective Walker-dm 1.5
Safe Multi-Objective-v4- soft-v1 0.005

Table B.1: Safety bound of each step used in the Safe Multi-Objective Environments.
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Parameters value Parameters value

gamma 0.995 tau 0.97
12-reg le-3 kl 0.05
damping le-1 batch-size 16000
epoch 500 episode length 1000
grad-c 0.5 neural network MLP
hidden layer dim 64 accept ratio 0.1
energy weight 1.0 | forward reward weight 1.0

Table B.2: Key hyparameters used in experiments.
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