arXiv:2406.03324v1 [cs.LG] 5 Jun 2024

UDQL: Bridging The Gap between MSE Loss and The Optimal Value Function in Offline Reinforcement Learning

1, 2Yu Zhang∗, 3Rui Yu∗, 1Zhipeng Yao, 2Wenyuan Zhang, 1Jun Wang†, 2Liming Zhang†

1Shenyang University of Chemical Technology,^2University of Macau^3University of Louisville zhangy@syuct.edu.cn, rui.yu@louisville.edu, yiucp@outlook.com, yc07421@um.edu.mo, wangjun@syuct.edu.cn, lmzhang@um.edu.mo

Abstract

The Mean Square Error (MSE) is commonly utilized to estimate the solution of the optimal value function in the vast majority of offline reinforcement learning (RL) models and has achieved outstanding performance. However, we find that its principle can lead to overestimation phenomenon for the value function. In this paper, we first theoretically analyze overestimation phenomenon led by MSE and provide the theoretical upper bound of the overestimated error. Furthermore, to address it, we propose a novel Bellman underestimated operator to counteract overestimation phenomenon and then prove its contraction characteristics. At last, we propose the offline RL algorithm based on underestimated operator and diffusion policy model. Extensive experimental results on D4RL tasks show that our method can outperform state-of-the-art offline RL algorithms, which demonstrates that our theoretical analysis and underestimation way are effective for offline RL tasks.

1 Introduction

Currently, many offline reinforcement models estimate the optimal value function (V^∗(s), Q^∗(s, a)) and policy (π^∗(a|s)) by finding max_a Q(s, a). In particular, IQL (implicit Q-learning) [22] creatively proposes that it estimates V (s) to represent the supremum of Q(s, a) (the maximum Q-value under state s) by expectile regression L^τ_2 as the Eq. (1). The expectile regression is closely associated with quantile regression [20]. IQL has achieved great success in the offline reinforcement learning by using V (s) to estimate max_a Q(s, a) without out-of-distribution (OOD) actions. Many advanced offline reinforcement models following the track of IQL have been proposed to learn the optimal policy by estimating max_a Q(s, a) by V (s) with policy constraints. However, we find that there are two problems in these methods.

V (s) = max_a Q(s, a). (1)

For one thing, the excellent work of [14] reveals the fact that the errors existing in max operator of reinforcement learning can be considered to be Gumbel distribution and then finding max_a Q(s, a) is modeled as sampling in Gumbel distribution based on Extreme Value Theorem (EVT) [30] [9]. For Gumbel distribution [36] G(μ, β), μ is its location parameter (mode) and β is its scale parameter [34] [16]. Concretely, with respect to the estimated random variables Q̂(s, a) for real Q(s, a) and

∗Equal contribution. †Corresponding author.

Preprint. Under review.

V̂ (s) for real V (s), we get the Eq. (2) and (3) [14] under Gumbel distribution.

V (s_{t+1}) = β log E_{at+1 ∼μ(·|st+1 )} (exp (Q(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1})/β)) := L^β_{at+1} [Q(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1})] ,

Q(s_t, a_t) = r(s_t, a_t) + γ max_{at+1} Q(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1}) = r(s_t, a_t) + γL^β_{at+1} [Q(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1})] , (2) where μ(·|s_{t+1}) is the policy that generate the dataset.

V̂ (s_{t+1}) ∼ G ( L^β_{at+1} [Q(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1})] , β ) , Q̂(s_t, a_t) ∼ G ( r(s_t, a_t) + γL^β_{at+1} [Q(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1})] , γβ ) , (3) where t is the t-th timestep in the trajectory; V (s) is optimal state value function and Q(s, a) is optimal action value function; V̂ (s) is the actual learned state value function and Q̂(s, a) is the actual learned action value function.

Furthermore, Mean Square Error (MSE) is always used to compute V̂ (s) and Q̂(s, a) in most offline reinforcement models with optimal value function like IQL [22]. However, there is the diverge between optimal value function and its computation means of MSE. It can be proved that the expectation of Q̂(s, a) is the optimal solution of Q(s, a) for MSE loss E(Q̂(s, a)) = Q(s, a) and also the expectation of V̂ (s) is the optimal solution of V (s) for MSE loss E(V̂ (s)) = V (s). Specifically, based on the Eq. (1) and the feature of Gumbel distribution, we can get the Eq. (4) and (5) because it is acknowledged that the expectation is the optimal solution for MSE.

Ṽ (s_{t+1}) = E ( V̂ (s_{t+1}) ) = L^β_{at+1} [ Q̃(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1}) ] + γ_e ∗ β, (4)

Q̃(s_t, a_t) = E ( Q̂(s_t, a_t) ) = r(s_t, a_t) + γL^β_{at+1} [ Q̃(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1}) ] + γ_e ∗ γβ, (5) where γ is discount factor and γ_e is Euler-Mascheroni constant. Ṽ (s) and Q̃(s, a) are optimal solutions of the state value function and the action value functions under MSE loss respectively.

Therefore, the divergence derives from the difference between expectation and location of Gumbel distribution while the expectation of Gaussian distribution has the same value with its mode. Concretely, the expectation of Gumbel distribution overestimates its location parameter and with regard to the previous state s_t MSE gives the overestimated location parameters as the Eq.(6). So when MSE is exploited to estimate the solution of max_a Q(s, a), the overestimation of Q-value naturally occurs and we will give its theoretical bound in Section 3.

Remark 1.0 The overestimated error γ_e ∗ γβ is the nested error. In other words, Q̂(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1}) also has the overestimated error γ_e ∗ β and it backpropagates to the Q-value of the previous state-action Q̂(s_t, a_t). V̂ (s_t) ∼ G ( L^β_{at} [ Q̂(s_t, a_t) ] + γ_e ∗ γβ, γβ ) , Q̂(s_t, a_t) ∼ G ( r(s_t, a_t) + γL^β_{at+1} [ Q̂(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1}) ] + γ_e ∗ γβ, γβ ) . (6) For another, if max_a Q(s, a) is used to represent V -value function, the corresponding policy must be the optimal one π^∗(s), which would be consistent in the value function and policy. However, in practice it is almost impossible to learn the optimal policy π^∗(s) in the offline dataset environment. Then the optimal value function Q(s, a) and V (s) have been used but the policy being used is not the corresponding optimal. So V̂ (s) and Q̂(s, a) also have been overestimated because the policy cannot match the optimal action. In addition, it is generally acknowledged that the operator max will always overestimate the value functions.

In this work, we propose a novel Bellman backup operator to address overestimation problem of action state value function and then propose a new offline reinforcement learning algorithm based on that operator. Specifically, firstly we theoretically analyze the overestimation phenomenon of value functions under Gumbel distribution model in details. The quantity of estimated error is given under theory analysis. Furthermore, a novel Bellman operator is proposed to backup Q-value function based on expectile regression but it underestimates Q(s, a) to counteract overestimation phenomenon instead of estimating max Q(s, a) like IQL series [22] [6] [15] [5]. So it works in the under estimating way (not max but under). Then we theoretically prove that it is a contraction operator. Additionally, we realize it by modifying the loss function to backup Q(s, a) in SARSA-TD way. At last, we propose a offline reinforcement model based the proposed operator and diffusion policy, and we call it UDQL (Underestimated Diffusion-QL). Concretely, we estimate the value function by counteracting overestimation and employ the diffusion approach [39] [26] [18] [6] [15] [5] to learn the deterministic policy [38] [33] [12] [3] [11]. More importantly, we find that when the value function is underestimated appropriately, the behavior cloning component is not necessary to the policy in some cases.

We evaluate the performance of our algorithm on the popular offline reinforcement learning benchmark D4RL [10]. It can outperform the prior state-of-the-art offline reinforcement algorithms in gym-locomotion, Kitchen and Adroit tasks. In AntMaze tasks, especially the medium and large ones, we find that the value function need more powerful capability so as to learn the correct solution under underestimation condition and our method also can outperform the prior state-of-the-art algorithms.

2 Related Work

Distributional shift is one of two primary reasons for performance degradation of RL models in offline settings. The other challenge is extrapolation errors that stem from overestimation of out-of-distribution (OOD) actions and that are exacerbated by bootstrapping [23]. In order to address them, many offline RL algorithms employ policy regularization or constraints to restrict the policy from taking out-of-distribution (OOD) action. For example, behavior cloning (BC) [35] is the main constraint approaches to make the trained policy imitate the behavior that generates the offline dataset [13] [41] [11] [50] [8] [37] [28]. In particular, some algorithms filter dataset actions to extract the optimal behaviors and to ignore useless ones [43] [44] [45] [49]. Additionally, some algorithms employ policy regularization to implicitly avoid OOD actions [23] [40] [48] [32] [4] [25]. Another case is that some algorithms utilize uncertainty to constrain policy behavior [42] [1] [2]. These algorithms have achieved great success in offline settings. However, there are two shortcomings for policy regularization. On one hand they could never eliminate OOD actions completely. On the other hand they are not good enough for the offline dataset with random actions and low-performing trajectories.

The other tack is the value functions (Q(s, a) and V (s)) regularization or constraints. These algorithms overestimate Q-value function with in-distribution actions and underestimate that with out-of-distribution actions [24] [22] [27] [47] [46] [21] [31]. They also have made significant breakthroughs in offline settings. However, two challenges block their improvement. Firstly, it is hard to distinguish between in-distribution actions and out-of-distribution ones without querying actions in datasets, even if a BC model is trained to produce in-distribution actions. Meanwhile, considering that Q-value function model is always a neural network, when algorithms overestimate some actions and underestimate the other actions by gradient descent, changed parameters may lead to unexpected effects due to the mutual influence of model parameters.

Recently, diffusion model is introduced into offline RL models to reinforce the policy expressive capability and they achieve great success in improving the performance [39] [15] [5] [26] [18] [6].

Aspired from Q regularization and diffusion policy, our algorithm implicitly underestimates all value functions to counteract overestimation phenomenon based on theoretical analysis, which can attenuate the mutual influence of model parameters.

3 Preliminaries

The processing of Reinforcement Learning (RL) can be represented as Markov Decision Process (MDP) specified by a tuple: M = ⟨S, A, P, r, ρ_0, γ⟩ where S is the state space, A is the action space, P: p(s^′|s, a) is the transition probability from the pair of state and action (s, a) to the next state s^′, r(s, a) ∈ R is the reward function, ρ_0 is the initial state distribution, and γ is the discount factor. The goal of RL is to train a policy π(·|s, a) to maximize the expected accumulated long-term rewards as follows. J(π) = E_{s0 ∼ρ0 (s), at ∼π(a|st), st+1 ∼p(s|st+1 ,at+1)} [_∞ ∑ t=0 γ^tr(s_t, a_t) ] . (7)

The contraction bellman backup can be employed to estimate the long-term returns of Q-value function as the Eq. (8) for the corresponding policy π. T Q^π(s, a) := r(s, a) + E_s′ [ E_a′_{∼π(·|s}′_) [Q^π(s^′, a^′)] ] . (8)

If π is the optimal policy, the corresponding optimal bellman operator is in the Eq. (9). And Q-value function is usually parameterized in the form of neural network. T Q(s, a) := r(s, a) + E_s′ [ max_{a′ ∈A} [Q(s^′, a^′)] ] . (9)

In the offline settings, it is infeasible to online interact with the environment to correct the Q-value function and policy model. The offline algorithms only learn the Q-value function and policy model by the previously collected dataset D. Then mean square error (MSE) of temporal difference (TD) is minimized as the Eq. (10) to train Q-value function. L_{mse}(θ) = E_{(s,a,s}′_{)∼D} [ (T Q_θ(s, a) − Q_θ(s, a))^2 ]

= E_{(s,a,s}′_{)∼D} [( r(s, a) + max_{a′ ∼A} Q_θ′ (s^′, a^′) − Q_θ(s, a) )_2] , (10)

where θ is the parameter set of Q-value function and Q_θ′ (s^′, a^′) is the target Q-value function without gradient backpropagation.

4 The Principle of the Proposed UDQL

In this section, we introduce the design of offline reinforcement learning algorithms in detail. Firstly, we theoretically derive the overestimated quantity of value functions under Gumbel distribution. Then we propose the bellman operator and prove that it is a contraction operator to counteract the overestimated error. Furthermore, we employ a simple and easy for coding style to realize that operator. Finally, we build the deterministic diffusion policy and provide the general offline RL algorithm.

4.1 Overestimated Error Analysis

We analyze the estimation problem existing in the value function under deterministic dynamics for simplicity. If the environment is stochastic dynamics, the same conclusion will be obtained. If MSE loss is used, the Eq. (4) and (5) are viewed as location parameters of V̂ (s) and Q̂(s, a) instead of the Eq. (2). We set Q̂(s, a) and V̂ (s) for the T -th time-step to follow the Eq. (11).

V̂_T (s_T ) ∼ G ( L^{βT}_{aT} [ Q̂(s_T , a_T ) ] + γ_eβ_T , β_T ) Q̂_T (s_T , a_T ) ∼ G ( r(s_T , a_T ) + γL^{βT +1}_{aT +1} [ Q̂(s_{T +1}, a_{T +1}) ] + γ_eβ_T , β_T ) , (11)

where β_T = γβ_{T +1} and γ is the discount factor.

Therefore, we can derive the quantity of overestimation error as Theorem 1.

Theorem 1: when β_T = β and Q̂_t(s_t, a_t) follow Eq. (11), the overestimated error of Q̂_t(s_t, a_t) in the t-th time-step of the trajectory is (T − t + 1)γ_eγ^{T −t}β, where γ is discount factor and γ_e is Euler-Mascheroni constant.

The proof of Theorem 1 are deferred to Appendix A.1. The theorem provides the bounding of the overestimation error of Q-value function.

Similarly, we can prove the overestimated error of V (s_t) under MSE loss as Theorem 2.

Theorem 2: when β_T = β and both Q̂_t(s_t, a_t) and V̂_t(s_t) follow Eq. (11), the overestimated error of V (s_t) in the t-th time-step of the trajectory is (T − t + 2)γ_eγ^{T −t}β, where γ is discount factor and γ_e is Euler-Mascheroni constant.

The proof of Theorem 2 is provided in Appendix A.2. The theorem gives the bounding of the overestimation error of V -value function.

Based on Theorem 1 and Theorem 2, we can build the relationship of Q̃(s, a) and Ṽ (s) and consistently they conform to the general value function formula without the overestimated error as Theorem 3 although both Q̃(s, a) and Ṽ (s) have overestimated errors.

Theorem 3: Q̃(s_t, a_t) has the relationship with Ṽ (s_{t+1}) as Eq. (12).

Q̃(s_t, a_t) = r(s_t, a_t) + γṼ (s_{t+1}). (12)

The proof of Theorem 3 is provided in Appendix A.3. It gives the common relationship between Q-value function and V -value function.

Remark 2.0 Theorem 3 demonstrates that the overestimated error existing in the value function has inherent logic of self-consistency because the common value function relationship between Q(s, a) and V (s) still holds under its condition. As for the overestimated error function, we show its property as follows.

Property 1: As for the overestimated error function f(x) = Cxγ^{x−b}, where both C = γ_eβ and b ∈ {1, 2} are constants and x = T − t ≥ 0,

• (1) f(x) is the concave function; • (2) lim_{x→∞} f(x) = 0.

Property 1 indicate the feature of overestimated function and its proof is presented in Appendix B.1. From Property 1 we can get that the overestimated error quantity increases first and then decreases until that T → +∞ it fades to 0. However, in the beginning the error gradually increases which remarkably damages the estimation of value functions. In particular, SARSA-TD approach is always used to estimate Q(s, a) and V (s) rather than Monte Carlo and it only considers the relationship of value functions of adjacent states, which hinder overestimated error to fade and promote it to grow.

4.2 Underestimated Quantile Operator

When MSE is used in estimating value functions, there is overestimation phenomenon existing in Q(s, a) and V (s). Although we have provided the specific error quantity in the above section, in practice it is intractable to estimate the exact quantity of overestimated error due to noises and insufficient samples. So we propose a practical and feasible solution to address the overestimation problem. That is, we present a novel Bellman operator that underestimates the value function and then we prove that the operator is a γ-contraction.

Definition 1: The underestimated quantile bellman operator is defined as Eq. (13),

T^ιQ^π = q^ι ( r(s, a) + γE_s′ [ max_{a′ ∈π} Q^π(s^′, a^′) ]) , (13)

where π is the current policy and q^ι(x) means taking the ι quantile of (x) 0 ≤ ι ≤ 1.

The basic idea behind the proposed bellman operator is that underestimating the Q-value function is needed due to overestimation phenomenon.

Qualitative Analysis The novel operator has two angles of meanings. On the one hand, essentially the q^ι operation is similar to reducing the quantity of discount factor γ to ιγ, which can accelerate overestimating error fading based on Propery 1. That also weakens the effect of the current action on future rewards in Q-value function. On the other hand, the novel operator also underestimates the current returns in order to counteract the overestimated error.

Property 2: The quantile bellman operator T^ι is ιγ-contraction in the L_∞ norm.

The proof of Property 2 is provided in Appendix B.2 and it demonstrates that the proposed bellman operator can make value function converge.

In practice, we employ the expectile regression to realize the quantile operation, which inspired from IQL [22]. We modify the loss function to estimate the current Q-value function to be less than the target as the Eq. (14). L(θ) = E_{(s,a,s}′_{)∼D,a}′_{∼π} [ L^τ_2 ( Q^θ(s, a) − ( r(s, a) + Q^{θ′} (s^′, a^′) ))] , (14)

where L^τ_2 (u) = |τ − 1(u < 0)| u^2; θ is the parameter set of Q-value function model; π is the current policy.

Because we underestimate the current Q(s, a), we set τ > 0.5. In deep reinforcement learning, Qvalue function is represented by a deep neural network with parameter set θ. Then it is updated by Q^{k+1} ← T^ιQ^k where k is the step number of gradient descent. The expectile regression is tightly related to the quantile regression [22] [20]. Specifically, the target Q-value network has been built with parameters θ^′ and it is updated with lag and without gradient backpropagation. So in practice the Eq. (14) is employed to update Q-value network in the light of Q^{k+1}_θ ← q^ι ( r + Q^k_θ′ ) . 4.3 Policy Learning and General Algorithm

We utilize the conditional diffusion model as the parametric policy because it has more expressive representation capability. Its forward process is employed to training and its reverse process is used to action inference as the Eq. (15). π_ϕ (a|s) = p_ϕ ( a^{0:N} |s ) = p(a^N ) N∏ n=1 p_ϕ ( a^{n−1}|a^n, s ) , (15)

where p(a^N ) is usually normal Guassian distribution N ( a^N |0, I ) and p_ϕ ( a^{n−1}|a^n, s ) is also modeled as Guassian distribution N ( a^{n−1}; μ_ϕ(a^n, s, n), Σ_ϕ(a^n, s, n) ) [17]. The diffusion model loss is used as policy regularization in training process following [39] as shown in the Eq. (16). L_d(ϕ) = E_{n∼U, ϵ∼N (0, I), (s,a)∼D} (‖ ‖ϵ − ϵ_ϕ (√ᾱ_n a + √1 − ᾱ_n ϵ, s, n)‖^2 ) (16)

Furthermore, the diffusion policy learning objective is maximizing Q- function with policy regularization as the Eq. (17). Additionally, we use η and ζ to weight deterministic policy loss and regularization because they can intuitively to express their responsibility although either of them with the learning rate can achieve the same effect not-intuitively. We detail the learning procedure of our UDQL in Algorithm 1.

L (ϕ) = ηL_q (ϕ) + ζL_d(ϕ) = −η ∗ E_{s∼D} (Q (s, π_ϕ(s))) + ζ ∗ L_d(ϕ). (17)

Our method simply underestimates Q-value a little by expectile regression, which can lead to improving the performance marginally in offline RL environment. Because common regression loss MSE will overestimate Q-value based on our theoretical analysis, especially in TD-style. The advantage of expectile regression that is used as the practical execution of underestimated operator is simplicity and ease for coding.

Algorithm 1 UDQL Algorithm

Initialize critic networks Q_{θ1} , Q_{θ2} and actor network π_ϕ with random parameters Initialize target networks θ^′_1 ← θ_1, θ^′_2 ← θ_2, ϕ^′ ← ϕ and offline replay buffer D for each iteration do do

Sample a mini-batch B = {(s, a, r, s^′)} ∼ D Sample â^′ ∼ π_ϕ′ (a^′|s^′) Update Q_{θ1} , Q_{θ2} using L(θ) from Eq. (14) Sample â ∼ π_ϕ(a|s) Update π_ϕ using L (ϕ) from Eq. (17) Update θ^′_i, ϕ^′ by θ^′_i = ρθ^′_i + (1 − ρ)θ_i, ϕ^′ = ρϕ^′ + (1 − ρ)ϕ end for

Table 1: Averaged normalized scores of UDQL against SOTA baselines on the D4RL benchmark. The UDQL scores are taken over 50 random rollouts (10 evaluations with 5 seeds) for Gym-locomotion tasks and over 500 random rollouts (100 evaluations with 5 seeds) for AntMaze, Adroit and Kitchen tasks. The results of the SOTA baselines are directly adopted from their papers. UDQL achieves the highest scores in 13 out of 16 tasks.

Gym Tasks BC AWAC Diffuser MoREL Onestep RL TD3+BC DT CQL IQL DiffusionQL UDQL

halfcheetah-medium-v2 42.6 43.5 44.2 42.1 48.4 48.3 42.6 44.0 47.4 51.1 70.7 ± 1.0 hopper-medium-v2 52.9 57.0 58.5 95.4 59.6 59.3 67.6 58.5 66.3 90.5 100.9 ± 0.4 walker2d-medium-v2 75.3 72.4 79.7 77.8 81.8 83.7 74.0 72.5 78.3 87.0 88.6 ± 0.9 halfcheetah-medium-replay-v2 36.6 40.5 42.2 40.2 38.1 44.6 36.6 45.5 44.2 47.8 64.2 ± 1.6 hopper-medium-replay-v2 18.1 37.2 96.8 93.6 97.5 60.9 82.7 95.0 94.7 101.3 103.1 ± 0.3 walker2d-medium-replay-v2 26.0 27.0 61.2 49.8 49.5 81.8 66.6 77.2 73.9 95.5 98.7 ± 2.0 halfcheetah-medium-expert-v2 55.2 42.8 79.8 53.3 93.4 90.7 86.8 91.6 86.7 96.8 101.4 ± 1.2 hopper-medium-expert-v2 52.5 55.8 107.2 108.7 103.3 98.0 107.6 105.4 91.5 111.1 111.5 ± 0.7 walker2d-medium-expert-v2 107.5 74.5 108.4 95.6 113.0 110.1 108.1 108.8 109.6 110.1 112.1 ± 0.6

AntMaze Tasks BC AWAC BCQ BEAR Onestep RL TD3+BC DT CQL IQL DiffusionQL UDQL

antmaze-umaze-v0 54.6 56.7 78.9 73.0 64.3 78.6 59.2 74.0 87.5 93.4 97.6 ± 1.4 antmaze-umaze-diverse-v0 45.6 49.3 55.0 61.0 60.7 71.4 53.0 84.0 62.2 66.2 78.4 ± 7.6

Adroit Tasks BC SAC BCQ BEAR BEAR-p BEAR-v REM CQL IQL DiffusionQL UDQL

pen-human-v1 25.8 4.3 68.9 -1.0 8.1 0.6 5.4 35.2 71.5 72.8 71.0 ± 8.2 pen-cloned-v1 38.3 -0.8 44.0 26.5 1.6 -2.5 -1.0 27.2 37.3 57.3 62.9 ± 4.9

Kitchen Tasks BC SAC BCQ BEAR BEAR-p BEAR-v AWR CQL IQL DiffusionQL UDQL

kitchen-complete-v0 33.8 15.0 8.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 43.8 62.5 84.0 87.8 ± 6.7 kitchen-partial-v0 33.8 0.0 18.9 13.1 0.0 0.0 15.4 49.8 46.3 60.5 56.7 ± 2.3 kitchen-mixed-v0 47.5 2.5 8.1 47.2 0.0 0.0 10.6 51.0 51.0 62.6 67.5 ± 3

5 Experiments

In this section, we conduct extensive experiments to demonstrate the effectiveness and efficiency of our proposed algorithm on the D4RL benchmark [10]. Firstly, we provide the experimental setup and baselines. Then we compare our algorithm to existing state-of-the-art algorithms in the offline settings.

5.1 Baselines and Experimental Setup

Baselines Our algorithm adds expectile regression with underestimated Q-value function on the standard implementations of diffusionQL (DQL) [39]. Essentially, it is a variant of TD3 [12] using the novel value estimation operation with diffusion policy. We compare our method to other stateof-the-art offline baselines, including BC[35], BCQ [13], CQL [24], One-step [4], DT [7], TD3+BC [11], IQL [22], AWAC [48] [32], diffusionQL [39]. Furthermore, we also compare our method to the state-of-the-art diffusion policy and Q regularization offline RL models, including: SfBC [5], IDQL [15], QGPO [26], χ-QL C and χ-QL T [14], DiffusionQL [39], SRPO [6], SQL and EQL [47] and most of them are recently proposed. All extensive baselines include various categories of offline approaches: value regularization, policy regularization or constraints, imitation learning, one-step, mixed methods and so on.

Experimental Setup We evaluate our proposed algorithms on the D4RL benchmark, including: Gym-locomotion, Adroit, AntMaze and Kitchen tasks. The architecture of Q networks and diffusion policy networks is kept unchanged in all experiment tasks that is the same with [39] [18], i.e., 3 hidden layers MLP with Mish [29] activation function and each layer with 256 neural nodes. We use Adam [19] as the optimizer to train Q networks and policy networks. We exploit the GTX3060 GPU to implement the experiments. Following [39] [18], as for Gym-locomotion task the models are trained for 2000 epochs, and with respect to Adroit, AntMaze and Kitchen tasks they are trained for 1000 epochs. Each epoch contains 1000 iterations with the batch size of 256. The evaluation normalized score is obtained at intervals of 50 epochs [39] and it is not a frequent evaluation so we take the normalized score of the best-performing model (online model selection OMS) [39] as the evaluation metrics. Additionally, we find that the best-performing model can also perform very well in without-random-seed environment and furthermore as long as the best model has been obtained, it can solve the corresponding problem. The time-step of diffusion policy is set to 5. The experimental scores are calculated by averaging 5 random seeds and detailed logs are attached in supplementary materials.

Table 2: Averaged normalized scores of UDQL against offline diffusion policy or Q regularization models on the D4RL benchmark. The UDQL scores are taken over 50 random rollouts (10 evaluations with 5 seeds) for Gym-locomotion tasks and over 500 random rollouts (100 evaluations with 5 seeds) for AntMaze and Kitchen tasks. The Adroit task is excluded because it is lost in some other models. The results of other models are directly adopted from their papers. UDQL achieves the highest scores in 11 out of 14 tasks.

Dataset SfBC IDQL QGPO χ-QL C χ-QL T DiffusionQL SRPO SQL EQL UDQL

halfcheetah-medium-v2 45.9 49.7 54.1 47.7 48.3 51.1 60.4 48.3 47.2 70.7 ± 1.0 hopper-medium-v2 57.1 63.1 98.0 71.1 74.2 90.5 95.5 75.5 74.6 100.9 ± 0.4 walker2d-medium-v2 77.9 80.2 86.0 81.5 84.2 87.0 84.4 84.2 83.2 88.6 ± 0.9 halfcheetah-medium-replay-v2 37.1 45.1 47.6 44.8 45.2 47.8 51.4 44.8 44.5 64.2 ± 1.6 hopper-medium-replay-v2 86.2 82.4 96.9 97.3 100.7 101.3 101.2 99.7 98.1 103.1 ± 0.3 walker2d-medium-replay-v2 65.1 79.8 84.4 75.9 82.2 95.5 84.6 81.2 76.6 98.7 ± 2.0 halfcheetah-medium-expert-v2 92.6 94.4 93.5 89.8 94.2 96.8 92.2 94.0 90.6 101.4 ± 1.2 hopper-medium-expert-v2 108.6 105.3 108.0 107.1 111.2 111.1 100.1 111.8 105.5 111.5 ± 0.7 walker2d-medium-expert-v2 109.8 111.6 110.7 110.1 112.7 110.1 114.0 110.0 110.2 112.1 ± 0.6

antmaze-umaze-v0 92.0 94.0 96.4 87.2 93.8 93.4 96.4 97.1 93.2 97.6 ± 1.4 antmaze-umaze-diverse-v0 85.3 80.2 74.4 69.17 82.0 66.2 74.4 82.1 65.4 78.4 ± 7.6

kitchen-complete-v0 77.9 - - 72.5 82.4 84.0 - - 70.3 87.8 ± 6.7 kitchen-partial-v0 47.9 - - 73.8 73.7 60.5 - - 74.5 56.7 ± 2.3 kitchen-mixed-v0 45.4 - - 54.6 62.5 62.6 - - 55.6 67.5 ± 3

5.2 Results on MuJoCo Datasets

We compare our offline RL method with multiple state-of-the-art (SOTA) offline algorithms in D4RL benchmark in Table 1 and show averaged normalized scores in the form of mean ± deviation. The results of the prior algorithms are directly adopted from corresponding papers. We can see that our method outperforms almost all prior algorithms except 3 tasks. Specifically, in the gym-locomotion task our algorithm nearly outperforms all state-of-the-art ones. Especially in the challenging halfcheetah tasks in which their scores are almost below 50, our algorithm surpasses all of them with a large margin and nearly improves their scores by 40%. In the Adroit, AntMaze and Kitchen tasks, our method outperforms them marginally in most tasks. Even if in the tasks ours are surpassed, our scores are very close to theirs. Our model achieves the highest scores in 13 out of 16 tasks in Table 1 with little standard deviation.

Table 2 shows the performance of particular offline models based on diffusion policy and Q regularization. Most of them are lastest proposed models and have improved performance. The Adroit task is excluded in Table 2 because it is lost in some other models. We can see that our method outperforms almost all prior algorithms except 3 tasks. In the sub-optimal tasks of our model, it is other errors but not overestimation that dominate the returns and we don’t provide extra solutions to addressing other errors. But our model also achieves the best scores in 11 out of 14 tasks in Table 2.

We find that for double DQN we give two different τ to Q1 and Q2 networks that performs better, because diversity is very crucial for adapting to the environment. For the Gym-locomotion task we empirically set τ to 0.1 and 0.2; with respect to Adroit, AntMaze and Kitchen tasks, we empirically set it to 0.2 and 0.3. We find that different types of tasks need different appropriate τ due to different return mechanisms. Also we find that our model require larger quantities of gradient norm (gn) because expectile underestimation regression poses a hard challenge to Q networks. The hyperparameter setting is shown in the Appendix C.

6 Conclusion and Future Work

MSE is the often used loss tool in value function estimation of RL. However, in this paper, we find that there is a gap between MSE and the optimal value function, which will leads to overestimation phenomenon in value function estimation. We theoretically analyze the phenomenon and provide its upper bound. Then we propose a new bellman operator to counteract the overestimation. Also, we provide a simple style to execute the operator, expectile regression. Furthermore, we build a novel offline RL algorithm based on the novel operator and diffusion policy. Finally, experimental results demonstrate the effectiveness of our algorithm. In the future, we will explore a more efficient execution of underestimated operator to replace expectile regression. Also, we will explore a better model to address overestimation phenomenon in offline RL environment.

Limitations

The limitation of our research is that there are also other factors that affect the performance heavily and we don’t consider the mutual effect of all factors. Also, the proposed model is a bit sensitive to hyperparameters.

References

[1] Gaon An, Seungyong Moon, Jang-Hyun Kim, and Hyun Oh Song. Uncertainty-based offline reinforcement learning with diversified q-ensemble. In NeurIPS, 2022.

[2] Chenjia Bai, Lingxiao Wang, Zhuoran Yang, Zhi-Hong Deng, Animesh Garg, Peng Liu, and Zhaoran Wang. Pessimistic bootstrapping for uncertainty-driven offline reinforcement learning. In ICLR, 2021.

[3] Gabriel Barth-Maron, Matthew W. Hoffman, David Budden, Will Dabney, Dan Horgan, Dhruva T.B., Alistair Muldal, Nicolas Heess, and Timothy Lillicrap. Distributed Distributional Deterministic Policy Gradients. In arXiv preprint arXiv:1804.08617, 2018.

[4] David Brandfonbrener, William F Whitney, Rajesh Ranganath, and Joan Bruna. Offline rl without offpolicy evaluation. In NeurIPS, 2021.

[5] Huayu Chen, Cheng Lu, Chengyang Ying, Hang Su, and Jun Zhu. Offline Reinforcement Learning via High-Fidelity Generative Behavior Modeling. In ICLR, 2023.

[6] Huayu Chen, Cheng Lu, Zhengyi Wang, Hang Su, and Jun Zhu. Score Regularized Policy Optimization through Diffusion Behavior. In ICLR, 2024.

[7] Lili Chen, Kevin Lu, Aravind Rajeswaran, Lee Kimin, Aditya Grover, Misha Laskin, Pieter Abbeel, Aravind Srinivas, and Igor Mordatch. Decision transformer: Reinforcement learning via sequence modeling. In NeurIPS, 2021.

[8] Xinyue Chen, Zijian Zhou, Zheng Wang, Che Wang, Yanqiu Wu, , and Keith W. Ross. BAIL: best-action imitation learning for batch deep reinforcement learning. In NeurIPS, 2020.

[9] Fisher, R. A. and Tippett, L. H. C. . Mathematical Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Society.

Limiting forms of the frequency distribution of the largest or smallest member of a sample, 24(2), 180-190.

[10] Justin Fu, Aviral Kumar, Ofir Nachum, George Tucker, and Sergey Levine. D4rl: Datasets for deep data-driven reinforcement learning. In arXiv preprint arXiv:2004.07219, 2020.

[11] Scott Fujimoto and Shixiang Shane Gu. A Minimalist Approach to Offline Reinforcement Learning. In NeurIPS, 2021.

[12] Scott Fujimoto, Herke van Hoof, and David Meger. Addressing Function Approximation Error in Actor- Critic Methods. In ICML, 2018.

[13] Scott Fujimoto, David Meger, and Doina Precup. Off-Policy Deep Reinforcement Learning without Exploration. In ICML, 2019.

[14] Divyansh Garg, Joey Hejna, Matthieu Geist, and Stefano Ermon. Extreme q-learning: Maxent rl without entropy. In ICLR, 2023.

[15] Philippe Hansen-Estruch, Ilya Kostrikov, Michael Janner, Jakub Grudzien Kuba, and Sergey Levine.

IDQL: Implicit Q-Learning as an Actor-Critic Method with Diffusion Policies. In arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.10573, 2023.

[16] Tamir Hazan and Tommi Jaakkola. On the partition function and random maximum a-posteriori. arXiv preprint arXiv:1206.6410, 2012.

[17] Jonathan Ho, Ajay Jain, and Pieter Abbeel. Denoising diffusion probabilistic models. In NeurIPS, 2020.

[18] Bingyi Kang, Xiao Ma, Chao Du, Tianyu Pang, and Shuicheng Yan. Efficient Diffusion Policies for Offline Reinforcement Learning. In NeurIPS, 2023.

[19] Diederik P Kingma and Jimmy Ba. Adam: A method for stochastic optimization. In arXiv preprint arXiv:arXiv:1412.6980, 2014.

[20] Roger Koenker and Kevin F. Hallock. Quantile regression. Journal of economic perspectives, 15(4):

143–156, 2001.

[21] Ilya Kostrikov, Rob Fergus, Jonathan Tompson, and Ofir Nachum. Offline reinforcement learning with fisher divergence critic regularization. In ICML, 2021.

[22] Ilya Kostrikov, Ashvin Nair, and Sergey Levine. Offline reinforcement learning with implicit q-learning.

arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.06169, 2021.

[23] Aviral Kumar, Justin Fu, Matthew Soh, George Tucker, and Sergey Levine. Stabilizing off-policy qlearning via bootstrapping error reduction. In NeurIPS, 2019.

[24] Aviral Kumar, Aurick Zhou, George Tucker, and Sergey Levine. Conservative q-learning for offline reinforcement learning. In NeurIPS, 2020.

[25] Jianxiong Li, Xianyuan Zhan, Haoran Xu, Xiangyu Zhu, Jingjing Liu, and Ya-Qin Zhang. When data geometry meets deep function: Generalizing offline reinforcement learning. In ICLR, 2023.

[26] Cheng Lu, Huayu Chen, Jianfei Chen, Hang Su, Chongxuan Li, and Jun Zhu. Contrastive Energy Prediction for Exact Energy-Guided Diffusion Sampling in Offline Reinforcement Learning. In ICML, 2023.

[27] Jiafei Lyu, Xiaoteng Ma, Xiu Li, and Zongqing Lu. Mildly Conservative Q-Learning for Offline Reinforcement Learning. In NeurIPS, 2022.

[28] Xiao Ma, Bingyi Kang, Zhongwen Xu, Min Lin, and Shuicheng Yan. Mutual information regularized offline reinforcement learning. In arXiv preprint arXiv:2210.07484, 2022.

[29] Diganta Misra. Mish: A self regularized non-monotonic neural activation function. In arXiv preprint arXiv:1908.08681, 2019.

[30] Mood, McFarlane Alexander. Introduction to the theory of statistics. 1950.

[31] Ofir Nachum, Bo Dai, Ilya Kostrikov, Yinlam Chow, Lihong Li, and Dale Schuurmans. Algaedice: Policy gradient from arbitrary experience. In arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.07395, 2019.

[32] Ashvin Nair, Abhishek Gupta, Murtaza Dalal, and Sergey Levine. Awac: Accelerating online reinforcement learning with offline datasets. In arXiv preprint arXiv:2006.09359, 2020.

[33] Timothy P. Lillicrap, Jonathan J. Hunt, Alexander Pritzel, Nicolas Heess, Tom Erez, Yuval Tassa, David Silver, and Daan Wierstra. Continuous Control with Deep Reinforcement Learning. In ICLR, 2016.

[34] George Papandreou and Alan L. Yuille. Gaussian sampling by local perturbations. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2010.

[35] Dean A Pomerleau. Alvinn: An autonomous land vehicle in a neural network. In NeurIPS, 1989.

[36] Duncan R. Luce. The choice axiom after twenty years. Journal of Mathematical Psychology, 15(3):215– 233, 1977. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0022249677900323.

[37] Noah Siegel, Jost Tobias Springenberg, Felix Berkenkamp, Abbas Abdolmaleki, Michael Neunert, Thomas Lampe, Roland Hafner, Nicolas Heess, and Martin Riedmiller. Keep doing what worked: Behavior modelling priors for offline reinforcement learning. In ICLR, 2020.

[38] David Silver, Guy Lever, Nicolas Heess, Thomas Degris, Daan Wierstra, and Martin A. Riedmiller. Deterministic Policy Gradient Algorithms. In ICML, 2014.

[39] Zhendong Wang, Jonathan J Hunt, and Mingyuan Zhou. Diffusion policies as an expressive policy class for offline reinforcement learning. In ICLR, 2023.

[40] Ziyu Wang, Alexander Novikov, Konrad Zolna, Josh Merel, Jost Tobias Springenberg, Scott E. Reed, Bobak Shahriari, Noah Y. Siegel, Çaglar Gülçehre, Nicolas Heess, and Nando de Freitas. Critic regularized regression. In NeurIPS, 2020.

[41] Yifan Wu, George Tucker, and Ofir Nachum. Behavior regularized offline reinforcement learning. In arXiv preprint arXiv:1911.11361, 2019.

[42] Yue Wu, Shuangfei Zhai, Nitish Srivastava, Joshua M. Susskind, Jian Zhang, Ruslan Salakhutdinov, and Hanlin Goh. Uncertainty weighted actor-critic for offline reinforcement learning. In ICML, 2021.

[43] Haoran Xu, Xianyuan Zhan, Jianxiong Li, and Honglei Yin. Offline reinforcement learning with soft behavior regularization. In arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.07395, 2021.

[44] Haoran Xu, Li Jiang, Jianxiong Li, and Xianyuan Zhan. A policy-guided imitation approach for offline reinforcement learning. In NeurIPS, 2022.

[45] Haoran Xu, Xianyuan Zhan, Honglei Yin, and Huiling Qin. Discriminator-weighted offline imitation learning from suboptimal demonstrations. In ICML, 2022.

[46] Haoran Xu, Xianyuan Zhan, and Xiangyu Zhu. Constraints penalized q-learning for safe offline reinforcement learning. In AAAI, 2022.

[47] Haoran Xu, Li Jiang, Jianxiong Li, Zhuoran Yang, Zhaoran Wang, Wai Kin Victor Chan, and Xianyuan Zhan. Offline RL with No OOD Actions: In-Sample Learning via Implicit Value Regularization. In ICLR, 2023.

[48] Bin Peng Xue, Aviral Kumar, Grace Zhang, and Sergey Levine. Advantage-Weighted Regression: Simple and Scalable Off-Policy Reinforcement Learning. In arXiv preprint arXiv:1910.00177, 2019.

[49] Yang Yue, Bingyi Kang, Xiao Ma, Gao Huang, Shiji Song, and Shuicheng Yan. Offline prioritized experience replay. In arXiv preprint arXiv:2306.05412, 2023.

[50] Wenxuan Zhou, Sujay Bajracharya, and David Held. Latent action space for offline reinforcement learning. In Conference on Robot Learning, 2020.

Appendix

A Proof of Theoretical Results

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof: We can get the Eq. (11) based on the statistical characteristics of Gumbel distribution and the overestimated error is γ_eβ. Then with regard to the error of (t + 1)-th time-step γ_eβ_{t+1} we can obtain the overestimated error of t-th time-step as Eq. (19).

Q̃(s_t, a_t) = r(s_t, a_t) + γL^βt+1_{at+1} [ Q̃(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1}) ] + γ_e ∗ β_t = r(s_t, a_t) + γL^{βt+1}_{at+1} [ r(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1}) + γL^{βt+2}_{at+2} [ Q̃(s_{t+2}, a_{t+2}) ] + γ_eβ_{t+1} ] + γ_eβ_t (18) = r(s_t, a_t) + γL^{βt+1}_{at+1} [ r(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1}) + γL^{βt+2}_{at+2} [ Q̃(s_{t+2}, a_{t+2}) ]] + 2γ_eγ^{T −t}β. (19)

Given β_T = β and the Eq. (18), we can get β_{T −1} = γβ based on Extreme Value Theorem (EVT) and therefore the general relationship satisfies Eq. (20).

β_t = γβ_{t+1} = γ^{T −t}β. (20)

The Eq. (19) can be obtained when (20) is introduced into Eq.(18) . Then we iteratively exploit Eq. (19) to compute the nested overestimated error and we can get Eq. (21).

Q̃(s_t, a_t) = r(s_t, a_t) + γL^{γT −t−1 β}_{at+1} [Q(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1})] + (T − t + 1)γ_eγ^{T −t}β, (21)

where γ is discount factor; γ_e is Euler-Mascheroni constant; Q(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1}) is the optimal Q-value function without overestimated error as the Eq. (2); Q̃(s, a) is estimated Q-value function under MSE loss as Eq. (21). So by combining Eq. (2), the overestimated error is (T − t + 1)γ_eγ^{T −t}β in the t-th time-step. ■

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof: According to the Eq. (4), we can obtain Eq. (22) and then we can employ the consequence of Theorem 1 to prove overestimated error as Eq. (23).

Ṽ (s_t) = L^βt_{at} [ Q̃(s_t, a_t) ] + γ_eβ_t (22) = L^{βt}_{at} [ r(s_t, a_t) + L^{βt+1}_{at+1} [ γQ̃(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1}) ] + γ_eβ_t ] + γ_eβ_t = L^{γT −t β} a_t [Q(st, at)] + (T − t + 2)γeγ T −tβ. (23) ■ A.3 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof: According to Theorem 1 we can get the following equation. Q̃(s_t, a_t) = r(s_t, a_t) + γL^{γT −t−1 β}_{at+1} [Q(s_{t+1}, a_{t+1})] + (T − t + 1)γ_eγ^{T −t}β. According to Theorem 2 we can get the following equation. Ṽ (s_{t+1}) = L^{γT −t−1 β} a_{t+1} [Q(st+1, at+1)] + (T − t + 1)γeγ T −t−1β. Therefore combining with the above equations we can obtain Eq. (12). ■

B Proof of Property

B.1 Proof of Property 1

Proof: The derivative of f(x) is shown in Eq. (24)

f^′(x) = C (1 + x ln γ) γ^{x−b}, (24) where 0 < γ ≤ 1 is discount factor. It is trivial that f^′(x) monotonically decreases as x increases. Therefore f(x) is concave and when x = −(ln γ)^{−1} f(x) reaches its maximum value.

Because exponential function γ^{x−b} has higher order increase/decrease than x, it is trivial that lim_{x→∞} Cxγ^{x−b} = 0 under the condition that f(x) is concave. ■

B.2 Proof of Property 2

Proof: For two arbitrary policy π_1 and π_2, we have

‖T^ιQ^{π1} − T^ιQ^{π2} ‖_∞

= max_{s,a} | | |q^ι ( r(s, a) + γE_s′ [ max a^′_1∈π_1

Q^{π1} (s^′, a^′_1) ]) − q^ι ( r(s, a) + γE_s′ [ max a^′_2∈π_2

Q^{π2} (s^′, a^′_2) ])| | | = max_{s,a} ιγ | | | |E^{s′} [ max a^′_1∈π_1

Q^{π1} (s^′, a^′_1) − max_{a′2 ∈π2} Q^{π2} (s^′, a^′_2) ]| | | ≤ ιγE_s′ | | | | max

a^′_1∈π_1

Q^{π1} (s^′, a^′_1) − max_{a′2 ∈π2} Q^{π2} (s^′, a^′_2) | | | | ≤ ιγ ‖Q^{π1} − Q^{π2} ‖_∞ . ■ C Experimental Hyperparameters

The experimental hyperparameter is shown in the Table 3 as following.

Table 3: Experimental Hyperparameters

Dataset τ (Q1) τ (Q2) lr η ζ gn num epochs max q backup batch size

halfcheetah-medium-v2 0.1 0.2 3e-4 1.0 0.005 100.0 2000 False 256 hopper-medium-v2 0.1 0.2 3e-4 1.0 0.5 100.0 2000 False 256 walker2d-medium-v2 0.1 0.2 3e-4 1.0 0.2 100.0 2000 False 256 halfcheetah-medium-replay-v2 0.1 0.2 3e-4 1.0 0.005 2.0 2000 False 256 hopper-medium-replay-v2 0.1 0.2 3e-4 1.0 0.1 10.0 2000 False 256 walker2d-medium-replay-v2 0.1 0.2 3e-4 1.0 0.1 4.0 2000 False 256 halfcheetah-medium-expert-v2 0.1 0.2 3e-4 1.0 1.0 7.0 2000 False 256 hopper-medium-expert-v2 0.1 0.2 3e-4 1.0 1.0 100.0 2000 False 256 walker2d-medium-expert-v2 0.1 0.2 3e-4 1.0 1.0 5.0 2000 False 256

antmaze-umaze-v0 0.2 0.3 3e-4 0.5 1.0 10.0 1000 True 256 antmaze-umaze-diverse-v0 0.2 0.3 3e-4 2.0 1.0 3.0 1000 True 256

pen-human-v1 0.2 0.3 6e-5 0.1 1.0 50.0 1000 True 256 pen-cloned-v1 0.2 0.3 3e-5 0.01 1.0 0.0 1000 True 256

kitchen-complete-v0 0.2 0.3 3e-4 0.005 1.0 9.0 1000 False 256 kitchen-partial-v0 0.2 0.3 3e-4 0.005 1.0 100.0 1000 False 256 kitchen-mixed-v0 0.2 0.3 3e-4 0.005 1.0 100.0 1000 False 256