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Abstract

Offline reinforcement learning (RL) is a compelling paradigm to extend RL’s
practical utility by leveraging pre-collected, static datasets, thereby avoiding the
limitations associated with collecting online interactions. The major difficulty in
offline RL is mitigating the impact of approximation errors when encountering out-
of-distribution (OOD) actions; doing so ineffectively will lead to policies that prefer
OOD actions, which can lead to unexpected and potentially catastrophic results.
Despite the variety of works proposed to address this issue, they tend to excessively
suppress the value function in and around OOD regions, resulting in overly pes-
simistic value estimates. In this paper, we propose a novel framework called Strate-
gically Conservative Q-Learning (SCQ) that distinguishes between OOD data that
is easy and hard to estimate, ultimately resulting in less conservative value estimates.
Our approach exploits the inherent strengths of neural networks to interpolate, while
carefully navigating their limitations in extrapolation, to obtain pessimistic yet still
property calibrated value estimates. Theoretical analysis also shows that the value
function learned by SCQ is still conservative, but potentially much less so than
that of Conservative Q-learning (CQL). Finally, extensive evaluation on the D4RL
benchmark tasks shows our proposed method outperforms state-of-the-art methods.
Our code is available through https://github.com/purewater0901/SCQ.

1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning (RL)[45] is a powerful paradigm for decision-making and control, but
requires extensive exploration of the environment that can be expensive and dangerous. Offline
reinforcement learning [32] eliminates such need, allowing learning from static datasets from any
unknown behavior policy, without any online environment interaction. However, designing effective
offline RL algorithms comes with new challenges, particularly in counterfactual reasoning outside of
the data distribution. Without the possibility of correction via online interaction, value estimation for
out-of-distribution (OOD) data is often overly optimistic [10, 24], leading to extrapolation errors that
harm policy learning.

Existing approaches tackle OOD overestimation in two major ways, by either constraining the learned
policy or estimated values. Policy constraint directly constrains the learned policy to be close to the
behavior policy [24]. In contrast, the value constraint technique aims to regularize the value function,
particularly assigning low values to OOD actions [25, 22]. While both paradigms avoid exploitation
of OOD actions by the learned policy, they often sacrifice generalization performance by being overly
conservative, even in regions of the data where actions can be evaluated accurately [38].
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Figure 1: Comparison of true Q-values and estimated Q-values across different approaches. One
example overly conservative method is CQL[25], and IQL[22] is one instance of support constraint.
Unlike these methods, our method leverages NN interpolation ability and guarantees point-wise lower
bounds of true Q-values.

Hence, what many existing offline RL algorithms lack is a proper balance of conservatism and
generalization. Specifically, Conservative Q-learning [25] (CQL) will penalize the value of all
actions taken by the learned policy, including ones that are in-distribution; another popular algorithm,
Implicit Q-learning [22] (IQL), constrains the value function to be estimated within the data support,
but in doing so completely neglects any possibility for generalization outside of the dataset. The
consequences of this over-penalization are illustrated in the first and second diagrams in Fig.1. While
it is important to rely on conservatism to avoid catastrophic OOD behavior, we believe that it is
important to discriminate between OOD regions. Particularly, we propose strategic conservatism,
that will only penalize the value function in OOD regions where generalization is improbable.

In this paper, we propose Strategically Conservative Q-learning (SCQ) to address this problem.
SCQ is a member of the value constraint methods and inherits some key ideas from CQL [25].
A distinctive feature of SCQ compared to other value constraint methods lies in its approach to
minimizing the value function not across all OOD regions, but specifically ones sufficiently far from
the data distribution. This idea is inspired by an important characteristic of neural networks (NN),
that is, NN is not good at extrapolation but is adequate at interpolation[16, 3, 1, 51, 6]. In other words,
the estimated values derived from functions approximated by neural networks have infinitesimal
errors from the true values inside and around the data distribution. By leveraging this idea we can
show that the estimated state-action values derived from SCQ are the ε-point-wise lower bound of
the true values. In addition to its point-wise lower bound property, we demonstrate that the state
value obtained by SCQ is less conservative than that derived from CQL in a linear MDP environment,
while still serving as a lower bound of the true state value function. These properties theoretically
support our statement that SCQ is less conservative than CQL. The right-most picture of Fig.1 shows
these properties of the proposed method. From the picture, we can see our algorithm only penalizes
state-action values at points that are far from the dataset.

SCQ can be adapted to many model-free offline RL algorithm. In this paper, we build SCQ on
Soft-Actor-Critic (SAC) [13, 14, 15] and evaluate it on Mujoco locomotion and Antmaze tasks
against existing state-of-the-art offline RL methods. Additionally, we reduce the dataset size to test
its robustness toward data size. Finally, ablation studies of our method also demonstrate that the
positive effects of our proposed objective cannot be replicated by architectural changes such as layer
normalization, which has recently become a widely recognized as an effective way to deal with
distribution shift [46].

2 Related Work

There are mainly two methods for finding the optimal policy from a static dataset: imitation learning
and offline reinforcement learning. Although imitation learning[42, 29, 2, 43, 40] does not have to
design complex reward functions and handle OOD extrapolation error problems, it is hard to obtain a
policy that surpasses the behavior policy.
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Offline reinforcement learning, on the other hand, can get an optimal policy from a noisy complex
dataset, but it needs to address out-of-distribution problems. One way is to constrain the learned
police to the behavior policy that is used to collect the dataset[30, 23, 33]. While some methods[9, 36]
meticulously model and constrain the learned policy, others use explicit divergence constraints[23,
48, 8, 54, 5] or implicit divergence constraints[41, 37, 50] to keep the learned policy close to the
behavior policy. Value constraint methods, in contrast, penalize state-action value functions in
out-of-distribution regions to extract optimal policies[25, 21, 49, 52, 35, 31, 39, 38].

MCQ[35] explicitly separates OOD actions from IDD actions and minimizes state values in OOD
regions. DOGE[33] learns a distance function to determine the OOD actions and penalizes the OOD
actions when it updates the learned policy. ReBrac[46] extends the TD3-BC[8] by adding layer
normalization and tuning the parameters. While these methods minimize state-value functions outside
of the support of the in-data distribution, their estimated values still likely become overly conservative.
A different approach is to learn Q functions without querying data from OOD regions[22, 47, 4].
Although these methods successfully avoid dealing with OOD data, the resulting policy tends to
converge on a sub-optimal level due to excessively pessimistic state-action value estimations.

3 Preliminaries

We first give a brief introduction to reinforcement learning and associated notations. After that, we
discuss the limitations of existing offline reinforcement learning methods.

3.1 Reinforcement Learning

Reinforcement Learning (RL) aims to optimize agents that interact with a Markov Decision Process
(MDP) defined by a tuple (S,A, P, r, µ1, γ), where S represents the set of all possible states, A is
the set of possible actions, µ1 is the initial state distribution, and γ is the discount factor. When action
a ∈ A is executed at state s ∈ S, the next state is generated according to s′ ∼ P (·|s, a), and the
agent receives stochastic reward with mean r(s, a) ∈ R.

The Q-function Qπ(s, a) for a policy π(·|s) represents the discounted long-term reward attained
by executing a given observation history s and then following policy π thereafter. Qπ satisfies the
Bellman recurrence: Qπ(s, a) = BπQπ(s, a) = r(s, a) + γEs′∼P (·|s,a),a′∼π(·|s′) [Qh+1(s

′, a′)] .
The value function V π considers the expectation of the Q-function over the policy V π(h) =
Ea∼π(·|s) [Q

π(s, a)]. Meanwhile, the Q-function of the optimal policy Q∗ satisfies: Q∗(s, a) =
r(s, a)+γEs′∼P (·|s,a) [maxa′ Q∗(s′, a′)], and the optimal value function is V ∗(s) = maxa Q

∗(s, a).
Finally, the expected cumulative reward is given by J(π) = Es1∼µ1

[V π(s1)]. The goal of RL is to
optimize a policy π(· | s) that maximizes the cumulative reward J(π) = Eµ1 [V

π(s1)].

In offline RL, we are provided with a dataset D = {(si, ai, ri, s′i)}Ni=1 of size |D| = N . We assume
that the dataset D is generated i.i.d. from an effective behavior policy πβ(a|s). The absence of online
interactions in offline RL impedes the acquisition of new data, leading to distributional shift.

3.2 Actor-Critic Methods

Actor-critic methods are a common way to perform value-based RL. Algorithms in this family
consists of two steps to learn optimal policies: policy evaluation and policy improvement step. The
policy evaluation step computes Qπ(s, a) for policy π by fitting it to its Bellman backup target value:

Qπ(s, a) = BπQπ(s, a) := r(s, a) + γEs′∼P (·|s,a),a′∼π(·|s′) [Q
π(s′, a′)] . (1)

Subsequently, the policy is updated in the policy improvement step:

π = argmax
π

Es∼D,a∼π(·|s) [Q
π(s, a)] (2)

Given that true dynamics and reward of the MDP are unknown, we use the empirical Bellman operator
B̂π, which utilizes a single sample from dataset D to compute the target value. In the presence of
function approximation, we model Qπ, π as Qθ, πϕ, with θ and ϕ as their parameters. The policy
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evaluation and improvement steps at iteration k can be expressed as:

θk+1 ←argmin
θ

E(s,a,r,s′)∼D

[(
Qθ(s, a)− r(s, a)− γEa′∼πϕk

(a′|s)[Qθ̄k(s, a)]
)2

]
ϕk+1 ←argmax

ϕ
Es∼D,a∼πϕ(·|s)

[
Qθk+1

(s, a)
]
,

(3)

where θ̄k are target parameters that are a slow-moving copy of θk.

3.3 Conservative Q-learning

Conservative Q-learning (CQL)[25] is an actor-critic algorithm that aims to constrain values in
out-of-distribution areas to avoid overestimation. CQL updates modifies the policy evaluation step in
actor-critic algorithms to instead solving the following optimization problem:

θk+1 ← argmin
θ

α
(
Es,a∼D,a∼πϕk

(a|s) [Qθ(s, a)]− Es,a∼D [Qθ(s, a)]
)

+
1

2
E(s,a,r,s′)∼D

[(
Qθ(s, a)− r(s, a)− γEa′∼πϕk

(a′|s)[Qθ̄k(s
′, a′)]

)2
] (4)

where α is a hyperparameter to change the conservativeness. Under CQL, the estimated Q-values are
guaranteed to be pessimistic, but often too much so, leading to a overly conservative policy. This
conservativeness comes from the over-penalization of Q-values inside and outside of the dataset.

4 Strategically Conservative Q Learning

In this section, we begin by detailing how Q-values are learned in our algorithm, dubbed Strategically
Conservative Q-Learning (SCQ). We then theoretically demonstrate several advantageous properties
of SCQ.

4.1 Q-learning with Strategic Conservatism

Our primary goal is to minimize Q-values over OOD actions, while also leveraging the interpolation
capability of neural networks as Q-functions. Intuitively, we want to decrease the Q-values of OOD
actions that are clearly too far from the dataset to be estimated property, but do not want to penalize
Q-values for actions when they can likely be interpolated by the neural network from actions within
the dataset. We define the OOD actions in the following way:
Definition 4.1 (Out-of-distribution actions). The out-of-distribution (OOD) actions for a state s are
defined as

Aood(s) =
{
a | ||a− ProjD(a | s)||2 ≥ δ

}
(5)

where δ is a threshold to choose the distance threshold for OOD actions, and we define the projected
action to the dataset as ProjD(a | s) := argmin(s,a′)∈D ∥a− a′∥ the action that was taken at state s
that is closest to a in the dataset.

Fix policy π, and let Q̂ be an approximation of the Q-function under the policy Qπ . We define a new
policy πood that depends on policy π in the following manner: πood(a|s) ∝ π(a|s)1[a ∈ Aood(s)].
Hence, πood can be interpreted as the policy π but with support constrained entirely to OOD actions.
With the policy πood defined as above, we consider the following objective to solve for the estimated
Q-values:

Q̂ = argmin
Q

αEs∼D,a∼πood(·|s) [Q(s, a)] +
1

2
E(s,a,r,s′)∼D

[(
Q(s, a)− B̂πQ̂(s, a)

)2
]

(6)

where α is a hyperparameter used to adjust the conservativeness of the Q-functions. The first term
minimizes the Q-values for out-of-distribution actions, while the second term represents the standard
Bellman update. Intuitively, SCQ minimizes Q-values specifically for actions that are far from the
dataset and uses interpolated values for points within and near the dataset. This property distinguishes
SCQ from previous works, which minimize Q-values even in regions that are inside and close to
the dataset. This can be particularly detrimental when the Q-function is approximated using a high-
capacity network capable of generalization via interpolation such as a deep neural network. We show
a practical algorithm that optimizes this objective in Section 5.
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4.2 Theoretical Analysis

The goal of our analysis is to show that our approach SCQ enjoys the benefits of pessimism, while also
not suffering from overly conservative behavior. We illustrate this by showing point-wise pessimism
in the Q-function, but tighter pessimism, or not as strong of a lower-bound, compared to CQL.

Because our approach benefits from the interpolation of value function at actions near the data
distribution, we must consider MDPs with continuous action spaces rather than a naive tabular one.
For our analysis, we consider a linear MDP as defined in Jin et al. [18]. However, note that our
analysis can be extended to the general case of function approximation using analysis tools such as
the neural tangent kernel (NTK) [17].
Definition 4.2. A MDP (S,A, P, r, p0, γ) is a linear MDP if there exists known feature map ϕ :

S ×A → Rd and d unknown measures µh = (µ
(1)
h , µ

(2)
h , . . . , µ

(d)
h ) over S and vector θ ∈ Rd such

that

P (s′ | s, a) = ⟨ϕ(s, a), µ(s′)⟩ , r(s, a) = ⟨ϕ(s, a), θ⟩ .

for all (s, a, s′) ∈ S × A × S. Without loss of generality, we assume ||ϕ(s, a)|| ≤ 1 for all
(s, a) ∈ S ×A and and max{∥µ(S)∥, ∥θ∥} ≤

√
d. Note that we define ∥µh(S)∥ =

∫
S
∥µh(x)∥ dx.

Ultimately, we aim to show that while SCQ benefits from the theoretical guarantees due to pessimism
just like CQL, SCQ produces tighter bounds. Due to space, we simply state the results and deter
proofs to Appendix A. Note that in the linear setting, learning at every iteration k ∈ N involves
optimizing for weights ŵk such that the Q-values and derived policy become

Q̂k(s, a) = ⟨ϕ(s, a), ŵk⟩ , π̂k(· | s) = argmax
π
⟨Q̂k(s, ·), π(· | s)⟩ ,

Let us first consider CQL. We can show that in CQL, the learned value function satisfies the following
pessimism guarantee:

Lemma 4.3. For every iteration k, let Q̂k, π̂k be the Q-function and policy learned by CQL in a linear
MDP. Also, let V̂ k(s) = ⟨π̂k(· | s), Q̂k(s, ·)⟩, and V k be the exact value function in the absence
of sampling error. Then, there exists α in the CQL objective in equation 4 such that V̂ k satisfies
V̂ k(s) ≤ V k(s) for any state s ∈ S.

The proof of this statement can be found in Kumar et al. [26] and arises from solving for ŵk that
minimizes the CQL objective. Our main result is twofold. First, we can show that our approach SCQ
satisfies point-wise pessimism with the following assumption.
Assumption 4.4. For every state s, and action that not from the OOD actions set (a /∈ Aood(s)), the
sampling error between empirical Q̂ and true Q is bounded by ε.

|Q(s, a)− Q̂(s, a)| ≤ ε (7)

Theorem 4.5. For every iteration k, let Q̂k be the Q-function learned by SCQ in a linear MDP
and Qk be the true function without sampling error. Then, there exists α in the SCQ objective in
equation 6 such that Q̂k satisfies Q̂k(s, a) ≤ Qk(s, a) + ε for any state s ∈ S and action a ∈ A.

Second, while our approach satisfies learning lower bounds of the true value, the bounds are tighter
than those learned by CQL due to our strategic conservatism. Namely, the value function learned by
SCQ satisfies:

Theorem 4.6. For every iteration k, again let V̂ k(s) be the learned value function by SCQ, and
V k be the exact one in the absence of sampling error. Similarly, let Ṽ k(s) be the value function
learned by CQL. If πk

ood satisfies πk
ood(·|s) ̸= 0 for all states s ∈ S, then, for any α̃ in the CQL

objective in equation 4, there exists α in the SCQ objective in equation 6 such that V̂ k satisfies
Ṽ k(s) ≤ V̂ k(s) ≤ V k(s) for any state s ∈ S.

This means that our learned Q-values enjoy the provably efficient theoretical guarantees from being
pessimistic estimations [19]. In addition, because our learned Q-values are tighter pessimistic
estimates than those of CQL, our method also enjoys better sample efficiency.
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5 Practical Implementation

In this section, we show how to optimize our novel objective in a practical algorithm. Recall that
we assume that we are modeling the estimated value function and policy with deep neural network.
Here, we use the same notation defined in Section3.1. The overall algorithm flow is described in
Algorithm.1.

5.1 Approximately Identifying OOD Actions

First, we show how to efficiently identify what actions are OOD actions for any state s. Note that our
definition in Definition 4.1 is impractical to implement as it assumes iterating over the entire dataset.
Following previous approaches [35], we employ a Conditional Variational Autoencoder (CVAE) [44]
to classify OOD actions from the sampled data. The CVAE is trained on the entire dataset to model
the behavior policy πβ . Specifically, the CVAE takes the state s and action a as inputs and outputs a
reconstructed action acvae = fcvae(s, a).

When training our method SCQ, we use the learned policy to sample actions at a given state s.
These sampled actions are then fed into the CVAE to generate reconstructed actions. By measuring
the distance between the reconstructed actions and the sampled actions, we can infer whether the
actions are OOD. Actions with a large reconstruction error are considered to be OOD, as they are not
well-represented by the behavior policy modeled by the CVAE. Therefore, we approximate the set of
OOD actions in the following way:
Definition 5.1 (Approximated out-of-distribution actions). We define the approximate OOD action
set Âood(s) at a state s as

Âood(s) = {a | ||a− fcvae(s, a)||2 ≥ δ} (8)

where δ is a threshold given by the user.

In this paper, we calculate δ by taking the average distance over data in the dataset.

δ = E(s,a)∼D

[
||a− fcvae(s, a)||2

]
(9)

Using equation 8 and equation 9, we can explicitly distinguish OOD actions from in-distribution
actions. Note that when datasets pose high multi-modal properties, complex generative models, such
as diffusion models, can also be applied.

5.2 Policy Evaluation Step

It is difficult to perform the exact Q-update defined in equation 6 as we only have the approximate
OOD action sets. Therefore, instead we solve the following optimization problem to update the
Q-values at iteration k parameterized by θk:

θk+1 ← argmin
θ

αEs∼D,a∼π̂ood

[
Qθ(s, a)

]
+

1

2
E(s,a,r,s′)∼D

[(
Qθ(s, a)− B̂πϕkQθ̄k(s, a)

)2]
, (10)

where π̂ood constraints πϕk
to only be in the set of approximate OOD actions Âood(s) for state s.

Here, the approximated Bellman update term B̂πϕkQθ̄k(s, a) is expressed as:

B̂πϕkQθ̄k(s, a) = r + γQθ̄k(s
′, a′) ,where a′ ∼ πϕk

(· | s′) ,

and θ̄k are again target parameters that are updated more slowly than the parameters being optimized.

5.3 Policy Improvement Step

Finally, we update the policy πϕk
(·|s). Our policy improvement step is similar to that of Soft

Actor-Critic (SAC), which performs:

ϕk+1 ← argmax
ϕ

E(s,ab)∼D,a∼πϕ(·|s)
[
Qθk+1

(s, a)− λ log πϕ(a|s)− β(a− ab)
]

(11)

where λ ≥ 0 is a hyperparameter to tune the entropy temperature and β ≥ 0 is a hyperparameter
to ensure the learning policy follows the behavior policy πb. When updating the policy parameter,
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we incorporate the behavior cloning term β(a− aπb
), inspired by ReBRAC [46] and TD3-BC [8].

Although this term is disabled in simpler environments such as Mujoco, we found it enhances SCQ’s
performance in more complex environments. Therefore, we only apply it during SCQ experiments
with AntMaze.

Algorithm 1 Strategically Conservative Q-learning (SCQ)
Require: Dataset D = {(s, a, r, s′)}, Maximum number of iterations T

1: Initialize parameters θ, θ̄, ϕ
2: for k=0 to T do
3: Sample a mini-batch B from the dataset D
4: Update CVAE to reconstrate a from (s, a) ∼ B
5: For state s ∼ B, sample OOD actions aood ∼ π̂ood(·|s) via rejection sampling on πϕ using the

CVAE and Equation 8
6: Update Q-value parameters θ using Equation 10
7: Update policy parameters ϕ using Equation 11
8: Update target parameters θ̄ ← (1− υ)θ̄ + υθ where 0 ≤ υ ≤ 1
9: end for

6 Experiments

In this section, we evaluate the efficacy of SCQ by conducting experiments on the D4RL dataset [7].
The primary objective of our experimental framework is to benchmark our method against previous
offline RL algorithms, with a specific emphasis on comparing it to other distance-sensitive offline
reinforcement learning approaches.

6.1 Evaluation on Mujoco and Antmaze

We compare SCQ with a range of recent model-free baseline algorithms such as CQL[25], IQL[22],
TD3-BC[8], DOGE[33], MCQ[35] and SAC-RND[39] using Gym-Mujoco and Antmaze tasks.
Mujoco environment has dense rewards, and it is easier for these model-free approaches to extract
optimal policies from the static dataset. In contrast, Antmaze tasks present a considerable challenge
due to their sparse rewards. Moreover, they contain less optimal or near-optimal trajectories in
the dataset than Mujoco and therefore necessitate the "stitching" together of suboptimal trajectory
segments to navigate from start to goal within the maze[22, 7]. We train SCQ 1 million steps for each
task. Moreover, unlike [8], SCQ does not require state normalization. Note that, we do not compare
MCQ with SCQ as MCQ does not provide its official scores for Antmaze tasks1. Comprehensive
details on the experimental setup and methodologies are provided in the Appendix.B.

Tables 1 and 2 summarize the average scores and associated standard deviations for the Mujoco
and Antmaze tasks, respectively. We derived the CQL scores from [12], the TD3-BC, IQL, and
SAC-RND scores from [46], and the DOGE scores from the original paper[33]. It is pertinent to
note that DOGE does not provide scores for the ‘-expert‘ dataset; therefore, we run their official
code using 10 random seeds. Since we were unable to reproduce official MCQ scores, we rerun their
official code with 10 random seeds.

These findings demonstrate that SCQ achieves superior, state-of-the-art performance. Particularly
in Antmaze tasks, SCQ consistently outperforms baseline methods by a significant margin. By
comparing MCQ and SCQ, we can tell the explicit separation of out-of-distribution data and the mini-
mization of out-of-distribution Q-values are critical, indeed indispensable, for achieving exceptional
performance.

1We ran official MCQ code for Antmaze tasks by tuning parameters, but the final score is 0 for most of the
tasks
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Table 1: Comparison of normalized average scores for SCQ against baseline methods on Gym-
MuJoCo tasks, based on the final 10 evaluations. These experiments were conducted using MuJoCo
"-v2" datasets across 10 random seeds. The labels are defined as follows: r = random, m = medium,
m-r = medium-replay, m-e = medium-expert, e = expert. The highest mean score is highlighted in
bold, and the number following the symbol ± indicates the standard deviation across different seeds.

Task Name TD3+BC IQL CQL DOGE MCQ SAC-RND SCQ

halfcheetah-r 30.9 ± 0.4 19.5 ± 0.8 31.1 ± 3.5 17.8 ± 1.2 25.6 ± 1.4 29.5 ± 1.5 26.9 ± 0.9
hopper-r 8.5 ± 0.7 10.1 ± 5.9 5.3 ± 0.6 21.1 ± 12.6 12.7 ± 0.9 8.1 ± 2.4 31.9 ± 0.7
walker2d-r 2.7 ± 3.6 11.3 ± 7.0 7.5 ± 1.7 0.9 ± 2.4 5.9 ± 5.1 18.4 ± 4.5 4.75 ± 6.2
halfcheetah-m 54.7 ± 0.9 50.0 ± 0.8 45.3 ± 0.7 45.3 ± 0.6 54.4 ± 1.8 65.6 ± 1.0 68.3 ± 1.6
hopper-m 60.9 ± 7.6 65.2 ± 4.2 64.0 ± 0.8 98.6 ± 2.1 78.4 ± 4.3 102.0 ± 1.0 89.5 ± 5.2
walker2d-m 77.0 ± 2.9 80.7 ± 3.4 79.5 ± 1.2 86.8 ± 0.8 78.6 ± 1.7 82.5 ± 3.6 86.9 ± 0.6
halfcheetah-m-r 45.0 ± 1.1 47.2 ± 3.6 45.3 ± 0.9 42.8 ± 0.6 42.2 ± 0.7 51.0 ± 0.8 57.2 ± 1.8
hopper-m-r 55.1 ± 31.7 89.6 ± 13.2 86.3 ± 7.3 76.2 ± 17.7 88.6 ± 10.2 98.1 ± 5.3 101.4 ± 1.9
walker2d-m-r 68.0 ± 16.2 75.4 ± 9.5 76.8 ± 0.0 87.3 ± 2.3 83.7 ± 9.0 77.3 ± 7.9 87.9 ± 4.7
halfcheetah-m-e 89.1 ± 5.6 92.7 ± 2.8 95.0 ± 1.4 78.7 ± 8.4 91.8 ± 0.9 101.1 ± 5.2 98.8 ± 0.6
hopper-m-e 87.8 ± 10.5 85.5 ± 29.7 96.9 ± 15.1 102.7 ± 5.2 86.9 ± 21.3 107.0 ± 6.4 110.6 ± 1.9
walker2d-m-e 110.0± 0.6 96.9 ± 32.3 109.3± 0.3 110.4 ± 1.5 105.2 ± 1.6 111.6 ± 0.3 112.2 ± 0.5
halfcheetah-e 93.4 ± 0.4 95.5 ± 2.1 97.3 ± 1.1 88.2 ± 2.1 93.8 ± 0.3 105.9 ± 1.7 103.0 ± 2.4
hopper-e 109.6± 3.7 108.8± 3.1 106.5± 9.1 104.6 ± 5.6 95.0 ± 1.0 100.1 ± 8.3 111.3 ± 2.6
walker2d-e 110.0± 0.6 96.9 ± 32.3 109.3± 0.3 109.3 ± 0.7 107.0 ± 0.6 112.3 ± 0.2 114.4 ± 1.3

average 66.8 68.4 70.4 71.4 70.0 78.0 80.3

Table 2: Comparison of normalized average scores for SCQ against baseline methods on Antmaze
tasks, based on the final 100 evaluations. We use Antmaze "-v2" datasets across 10 random seeds to
evaluate each algorithm. The labels are defined as follows: u = umaze, u-d = umaze-diverse, m-p =
medium-play, m-d = medium-diverse, l-p = large-play, l-d = large-diverse. The highest mean score is
highlighted in bold, and the number following the symbol ± indicates the standard deviation across
different seeds.

Task Name TD3+BC IQL CQL DOGE SAC-RND SCQ

antmaze-u 66.3 ± 6.2 83.3 ± 4.5 74.0 97.0 ± 1.8 97.0 ± 1.5 97.8 ± 1.1
antmaze-u-d 53.8 ± 8.5 70.6 ± 3.7 84.0 63.5 ± 9.3 66.0 ± 25.0 89.5 ± 9.3
antmaze-m-p 26.5 ± 18.4 64.6 ± 4.9 61.2 80.6 ± 6.5 38.5 ± 29.4 81.1 ± 16.2
antmaze-m-d 25.9 ± 15.3 61.7 ± 6.1 53.7 77.6 ± 6.1 74.7 ± 10.7 79.4 ± 10.1
antmaze-l-p 0.0 ± 0.0 42.5 ± 6.5 15.8 48.2 ± 8.1 43.9 ± 29.2 67.2 ± 10.5
antmaze-l-d 0.0 ± 0.0 27.6 ± 7.8 14.9 36.4 ± 9.1 45.7 ± 28.5 60.0 ± 17.6
average 28.7 58.3 50.6 67.2 60.9 79.2

6.2 Ablation study

Exploring parameter sensitivity is a critical component of algorithm evaluation. In this study, we
perform ablation experiments to assess the impact of varying the hyperparameter α on HalfCheetah
and Antmaze tasks. We compare the baseline parameter set against two modifications: the first
involves setting α = 0 to evaluate the effect of eliminating Q constraints, while the second replaces
Q constraints with Layer Normalization (LN). Previous studies suggest that Layer Normalization
effectively prevents the overestimation of Q-values [46, 27, 53]. Throughout the experiments, we
only change the parameter α, maintaining default values for all others.

We report the normalized score of each method in Table 3. First, we can see that setting alpha = 0
significantly impacts performance, and the performance deteriorates drastically in most tasks. This
indicates that Q minimization is critical for our method. Moreover, we can find that SCQ has higher
scores than Layer Normalization in most cases. One possible reason is that Layer Normalization
imposes excessive constraints on Q-values, resulting in inaccurate estimations. In the Appendix.C,
we provide additional ablation results that explore variations in the parameter α.
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Table 3: Ablation results of SCQ on Gym-Mujoco and Antmaze tasks. We evaluated each method
using the "-v2" datasets across 10 random seeds. The highest mean score is highlighted in bold, and
the number following the symbol ± indicates the standard deviation across different seeds.

Task Name SAC(α = 0) LN SCQ

halfcheetah-medium 49.6 ± 10.3 62.4 ± 1.4 68.3 ± 1.6
halfcheetah-medium-replay 39.3 ± 12.6 45.9 ± 4.2 57.2 ± 1.8
halfcheetah-medium-expert 13.4 ± 9.0 48.6 ± 1.4 98.8 ± 0.6
antmaze-medium-play 64.0 ± 31.7 74.1 ± 8.8 81.1 ± 16.2
antmaze-medium-diverse 70.9 ± 28.3 50.6 ± 21.7 79.4 ± 10.1
antmaze-large-play 61.6 ± 33.1 72.4 ± 21.3 67.2 ± 10.5
antmaze-large-diverse 62.6 ± 14.8 45.6 ± 31.3 60.0 ± 17.6

6.3 X% Offline Dataset

It is one of the most challenging situations for offline reinforcement learning to obtain an optimal
policy from a small dataset. Insufficient data can harm the accuracy of estimated Q-values, potentially
leading to divergence in the worst case. Layer Normalization has been shown to exhibit robustness
to dataset size variations [53]. In this experiment, we compare SCQ with Layer Normalization in
terms of the robustness of the data size. We systematically reduce the size of the D4RL dataset by
randomly selecting samples from the original dataset, scaling it down to 50%, 30%, and 10% of its
original size. Note that we use the same parameters as described in Section6.1 throughout these tests.

The results are shown in Fig.2. We can find that SCQ typically outperforms Layer Normalization
even when the dataset size decreases. This is attributed to the tendency of Layer Normalization to
be overly conservative, often leading to an underestimation of Q-values, which is also discussed in
Section 6.2.

Figure 2: Comparison of normalized average scores for SCQ against Layer Normalization (LN) on
D4RL X% dataset. We evaluated each method using the "-v2" datasets across 10 random seeds.

7 Conclusion

In this work, we design a new offline reinforcement algorithm, called Strategically Conservative
Q-learning (SCQ), which is designed to exploit the interpolation capabilities of deep neural networks.
This new approach leverages the neural network interpolation ability by explicitly minimizing the
Q-function in regions that are far from the data distribution. We prove that the estimated Q function
obtained by the proposed method is the point-wise lower bound of the true Q function. Experimental
evaluations using the D4RL dataset illustrate that our algorithm outperforms baseline methods by a
considerable margin and exhibits robustness in the face of reduced dataset sizes.
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Limitations. Despite the theoretical foundations and experimental results supporting SCQ, it has
two notable drawbacks. First, the CVAE may make errors in distinguishing out-of-distribution (ODD)
actions from in-distribution (ID) actions, potentially misclassifying ID actions as OOD actions.
Second, SCQ necessitates extensive parameter tuning across different environments. Future research
will thus aim to develop a method for automatic parameter adjustment.
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A Proofs

A.1 Proof of Theorem 4.5

We begin by proving Theorem 4.5, demonstrating that the Q values obtained by SCQ serve as
ε-point-wise lower bounds of the true Q values. The methodology of this proof follows similar
steps as outlined in [25]. It is important to note that this proof is conducted without accounting for
sampling errors introduced by the Bellman update. However, the proof can be readily extended to
accommodate an approximate Bellman update by incorporating sampling error terms.

Proof. By the assumption, the estimated Q function is represented as a linear function, and it can be
written as

Q̂k(s, a) = ⟨ϕ(s, a), ŵk⟩ (12)

The optimal weight ŵk can be obtained by solving the following optimization problem.

min
Q

αk Es∼D,a∼Aood
[Q(s, a)] +

1

2
Es,a,s′∼D

[(
Q(s, a)−BπQ̂k(s, a)

)2
]

(13)

By substituting Q(s, a) = w⊤ϕ(s, a), and setting the derivative with respect to w to be 0, we get

αk

∑
s,a

dπβ (s)πood(a|s)ϕ(s, a) +
∑
s,a

dπβ (s)πβ(a|s)
(
Q(s, a)−BπQ̂k(s, a)

)
ϕ(s, a) = 0 (14)

where πood(a|s) = π(a|s)1a∈Aood . Let’s define the following two new matrices:

D = diag(dπβ (s)πβ(a|s) ∈ R|S||A|×|S||A|

Φ = [ϕ(s1, a1), ϕ(s2, a2), · · · , ϕ(sn, an)]⊤ ∈ R|S||A|×d
(15)

Here |S| and |A| are number of states and actions that are in the dataset. By rearranging terms with
vectorization, wk+1 can be written as:

(Φ⊤DΦ)ŵk+1 = Φ⊤D
(
BπQ̂k(s, a)

)
− αkΦ

⊤diag [dπβ (s)πood(a|s)]

= Φ⊤D
(
BπQ̂k(s, a)

)
− αkΦ

⊤D
πood(a|s)
πβ(a|s)

1
(16)

where 1 ∈ R|S||A|×1 is a vector that all entries are 1. Thus the estimated Q values at time step k+1 is

Q̂k+1 = Φŵk+1

= Φ
(
Φ⊤DΦ

)−1
Φ⊤D

(
BπQ̂k

)
− αkΦ

(
Φ⊤DΦ

)−1
Φ⊤D

πood(a|s)
πβ(a|s)

1

= Q̂k+1
LSTD-Q − αkΦ(Φ

⊤DΦ)−1Φ⊤D
πood(a|s)
πβ(a|s)

1

(17)

where Q̂k+1
LSTD-Q = Φ(Φ⊤DΦ)−1Φ⊤D(BπQ̂k) is estimated Q values obtained from the least-squares

temporal difference Q-learning as LSTD-Q[28]. Next we consider the two cases where πood ̸= 0 and
πood = 0.

Case 1. πood(a|s) ̸= 0 In this case, action is sampled from the OOD action sets Aood. Since αk ≥ 0

and Φ(Φ⊤DΦ)−1Φ⊤D πood(a|s)
πβ(a|s) ≥ 0, the following inequality is satisfied for all states s and actions

a.
Q̂k+1(s, a) ≤ Q̂k+1

LSTD-Q(s, a) (18)

Our goal is to show that the estimated Q values Q̂k(s, a) become point-wise lower bound of the true
Q values Q(s, a). So far we only show equation 18, which states the estimated Q values from SCQ
are point-wise lower bounds of the Q values obtained by the LSTD-Q algorithm. However, due to the
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interpolation error, Q̂k+1
LSTD-Q(s, a) can be larger than the true Q values. Therefore, we need to choose

αk such that the pessimism term can offset the overestimation caused by Q̂k+1
LSTD-Q(s, a).

Q̂k+1(s, a) ≤ Q̂k+1
LSTD-Q(s, a)− αkΦ(Φ

⊤DΦ)−1Φ⊤D
πood(a|s)
πβ(a|s)

1

≤ Q(s, a)−
(
Q(s, a)− Q̂k+1

LSTD-Q

)
− αkΦ(Φ

⊤DΦ)−1Φ⊤D
πood(a|s)
πβ(a|s)

1

≤ Q(s, a)

(19)

where αk is

αk ≥ max

 Q̂k+1
LSTD-Q −Q(s, a)

Φ(Φ⊤DΦ)−1Φ⊤D πood(a|s)
πβ(a|s) 1

, 0

 (20)

Therefore, when πood ̸= 0, the estimated Q values become point-wise lower bound with α satisfies
equation 20.

Case 2. πood(a|s) = 0 In this case, the sampled action a comes from the dataset or around the
dataset. From the equation 17, we can get Q̂k+1(s, a) = Q̂k+1

LSTD-Q(s, a). With Assumption4.4, we
can get

Q̂k+1(s, a) = Q̂k+1
LSTD-Q(s, a)

= Q(s, a) +
(
Q̂k+1

LSTD-Q(s, a)−Q(s, a)
)

= Q(s, a) +
(
Q̂k+1(s, a)−Q(s, a)

)
≤ Q(s, a) + ε (a /∈ Aood)

(21)

Thus, the estimated Q values become ε-point-wise lower-bound of the Q value.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 4.6

Here we use the same characters as the same meaning in AppendixA.1. In this proof, we assume that
πood(a|s) ̸= 0 for all states s and actions a. We first prove the following proposition.
Proposition A.1. Define the function f(π) and food(π) in the following way.

f(π) = π(a|s)TPΦ

[
π(a|s)− πβ(a|s)

πβ(a|s)

]
food(π) = π(a|s)TPΦ

[
πood(a|s)
πβ(a|s)

] (22)

where πood(a|s) = π(a|s)1a∈Aood and PΦ := Φ
(
ΦTDΦ

)−1
ΦTD. Therefore, there exists τ that

satisfies the following inequality under the condition 0 < τ ≤ 1.
f(π) > τfood(π) (23)

Proof. We first decompose the learned policy π(a|s) in the following way.
π(a|s) = πidd(a|s) + πood(a|s) (24)

where πidd(a|s) = π(a|s)1a/∈Aood and πood(a|s) = π(a|s)1a∈Aood . From the proof of CQL[25], we
already know f(π) ≥ 0 and it achieves the minimum value f(π) = 0 when π(a|s) = π∗(a|s).
Moreover, we can tell PΦ > 0 from its definition, which leads to food(π) > 0. Subtracting τfood(π)
from f(π), we get:

f(π)− τfood(π) = π(a|s)TPΦ

[
π(a|s)− πβ(a|s)− τπood(a|s)

πβ(a|s)

]
= π(a|s)TPΦ

[
πidd(a|s)− πβ(a|s) + (1− τ)πood(a|s)

πβ(a|s)

]
= π(a|s)TPΦ

[
πidd(a|s)− πβ(a|s)

πβ(a|s)

]
+ π(a|s)TPΦ

[
(1− τ)πood(a|s)

πβ(a|s)

]
= fidd(π) + (1− τ)food(π)

(25)
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where fidd(π) = π(a|s)TPΦ

[
πidd(a|s)−πβ(a|s)

πβ(a|s)

]
. Since food(π) is always positive, we consider the

following two cases, where fidd(π) becomes either positive or negative.

Case 1. fidd(π) ≥ 0 In this case, both fidd(π) and food(π) are positive, thus f(π)− τfood(π) ≥ 0
under the condition 0 < τ ≤ 1.

Case 2. fidd(π) < 0 In this case, it needs to satisfy −fidd(π) ≤ (1− τ)food(π), which becomes

− fidd(π) ≤ (1− τ)food(π)

⇐⇒ −(fidd(π) + food(π)) ≤ −τfood(π)

⇐⇒ f(π) ≥ τfood(π)

⇐⇒ τ ≤ f(π)

food(π)

(26)

Since f(π)
food(π)

≥ 0, we can find a parameter τ in 0 < τ ≤ 1 to make f(π)− τfood(π) ≥ 0.

Therefore, the inequality f(π)− τfood(π) ≥ 0 is always true when 0 < τ ≤ 1.

With PrepositionA.1, we can proof Theorem4.6.

Proof. We define the tuning parameter for CQL in equation 4 as αk, cql. We also define the parameter
for SCQ in equation 6 as αk,scq = ταk,cql where 0 < τ ≤ 1. The estimated state value V k+1

SCQ from
SCQ can be calculated from equation 17 as:

V k+1
SCQ (s) = π(a|s)⊤Q̂k+1

SCQ (s, a)

= π(a|s)⊤Q̂k+1
LSTD-Q(s, a)− αk,scqfood(π)

= V̂ k+1
LSTD-Q − αk,scqfood(π)

(27)

In addition, we can show V k+1
SCQ is lower bound of the true state value V k+1(s) at every state.

V k+1
SCQ (s) = V̂ k+1

LSTD-Q(s)− αk,scqfood(π)

= V k+1(s)− (V k+1(s)− V̂ k+1
LSTD-Q(s))− αk,scqfood(π)

≤ V k+1(s)

(28)

where αk,scq = max (
V̂ k+1

LSTD-Q(s)−V k+1(s)

food(π)
, 0).

Using the Theorem.D.1 in CQL[25], equation 27 and equation 28, we get the following inequality.

V̂ k+1
CQL (s) ≤ V̂ k+1

LSTD-Q(s)− αk,cqlf(π)

≤ V̂ k+1
LSTD-Q(s)− αk,cqlτfood(π)

= V̂ k+1
LSTD-Q(s)− αk,scqfood(π)

= V k+1
SCQ (s)

(29)

Therefore, V̂ k+1
CQL (s) ≤ V k+1

SCQ (s) ≤ V k+1(s) for all states s. Note that from the first row to the
second row, we use the PrepositionA.1.

This proof suggests that if αk,cql satisfies the Theorem.D.1 in CQL paper, we can always find τ that
makes the state value V k+1

SCQ (s) larger than V k+1
CQL (s).

B Experimental details

In our experiment, we use Soft-Actor-Critic (SAC) [13, 14, 15] as our baseline for the implementation.
However, SCQ can be incorporated into other model-free RL algorithms, e.g. TD3[11]. Our network
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follows a similar structure described in [35]. We use Pytorch and Python=3.8 to implement the
algorithm and train it with Nvidia GeForce RTX 4090.

We summarize the hyperparameters in Table.4. In the experiment, CVAE is employed to distinguish
between out-of-distribution (OOD) and in-distribution (IDD) actions, maintaining a minimalistic
architecture for the CVAE to ensure clarity of the underlying processes. In addition, We find using a
cosine annealing scheduler [34] for the actor’s learning rate helps SCQ to increase its stability and
performance. Note that further fine-tuning of the learning rates and modifications to the architecture
of the network may lead to enhanced model robustness and performance optimization.

Table.5 also describes the value of α used in Eq.6. This value decides the conservatives of the learned
Q-values, and it highly affects the performance of the algorithm. One disadvantage of SCQ is that it
needs to change α depending on the environment. However, we believe that this hyperparameter α
can be automatically tuned via Lagrangian dual gradient descent used in [25]. More implementation
details can be found in our official code.

Table 4: Hyperparameters setup for SCQ.

Hyperparameter Value
SAC

Dimension of actor hidden layer 400
Dimension of critic hidden layer 400
Number of actor hidden layers 2
Number of critic hidden layers 2
Nonlinearity ReLU
Batch size 256
Critic learning rate 3× 10−4 (1× 10−4 for Antmaze)
Actor learning rate 3× 10−4

Optimizer Adam [20]
Discount factor 0.99
Maximum log std 2
Minimum log std −3
Use automatic entropy tuning Yes
Use actor learning rate scheduler Yes (scheduler [34])
Target update rate 5× 10−3

CVAE
Encoder & Decoder hidden dimension 750
Number of Hidden layers 1
Nonlinearity ReLU
CVAE learning rate 1× 10−3

Batch size 256
Latent dimension 2× action dimension

C Additional Ablation studies (Parameter changes)

In addition to the ablation studies in Section.6.2, we change the parameter α in En.equation 6 to see
the performance difference. Table.6 shows the parameter change experiment results. The highest
score with optimal parameter α is highlighted in bold. From this result, we can tell if α is too low
(e.g α = 0), the performance of the algorithm deteriorates. Moreover, when we make α larger, the
score also gets lower. This is because CVAE separation of OOD and IDD actions is not completely
accurate, and thus SCQ lowers Q-values even at IDD points. We also show the learned average Q
values in Fig.3. From this figure, we can tell that Q values go up when we set small α. On the other
hand, when we set large values for α, the learned Q values get small due to the over-penalization of
Q values. Therefore, choosing the optimal hyper-parameter α plays an important role in SCQ to get
high performance.
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Table 5: SCQ hyperparameter α used experiments on D4RL MuJoCo-Gym and Antmaze "-v2"
datasets.

Task Name critic hyperparameter α actor hyperparameter β

halfcheetah-random 0.1 -
hopper-random 1.0 -
walker2d-random 15.0 -
halfcheetah-medium 0.05 -
hopper-medium 2.5 -
walker2d-medium 2.0 -
halfcheetah-medium-replay 0.2 -
hopper-medium-replay 1.0 -
walker2d-medium-replay 2.0 -
halfcheetah-medium-expert 4.0 -
hopper-medium-expert 15.0 -
walker2d-medium-expert 1.5 -
halfcheetah-expert 5.0 -
hopper-expert 10.0 -
walker2d-expert 1.0 -
antmaze-umaze 2.0 -
antmaze-umaze-diverse 0.3 1.0
antmaze-medium-play 0.1 1.0
antmaze-medium-diverse 1.0 1.0
antmaze-large-play 0.1 0.5
antmaze-large-diverse 0.05 0.5

Table 6: Parameter change results of SCQ on halfCheetah tasks. We evaluated each method using the
"-v2" datasets across 5 random seeds for the non-optimal parameters. The label abbreviation follows
the same order as Table.1.

Tasks
α 0.0 1.0 10.0 optimal

halfcheetah-m 48.3 ± 19.2 60.3 ± 0.4 51.1 ± 0.4 46.5 ± 0.3 68.3 ± 1.64
halfcheetah-m-r 37.5 ± 12.3 50.7 ± 0.4 46.0 ± 0.7 43.7 ± 0.2 57.2 ± 1.78
halfcheetah-m-e 16.6 ± 6.7 92.2 ± 8.5 98.8 ± 0.6 96.8 ± 0.3 98.8 ± 0.6

D Learning Curve

In this section, we show the learning curve (normalized score over the whole learning time). We
illustrate the learning curve in Fig.4.
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Figure 3: Comparison of Q values with different α.
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Figure 4: Learning curve over during the training. The black line shows the average normalized score
over 10 seeds and the red range area shows the maximum and minimum values at each time step.
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