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Abstract. In humans, responsibility for performing a task gradually
shifts from the right hemisphere to the left. The Novelty-Routine Hy-
pothesis (NRH) states that the right and left hemispheres are used to per-
form novel and routine tasks respectively, enabling us to learn a diverse
range of novel tasks while performing the task capably. Drawing on the
NRH, we develop a reinforcement learning agent with specialised hemi-
spheres that can exploit generalist knowledge from the right-hemisphere
to avoid poor initial performance on novel tasks. In addition, we find
that this design has minimal impact on its ability to learn novel tasks.
We conclude by identifying improvements to our agent and exploring
potential expansion to the continual learning setting.

1 Introduction

Despite many high-profile successes of Deep Reinforcement Learning (RL), RL-
agents still struggle with sample efficiency and generalisation [2]. Human beings
do not experience such problems and are capable continuous learners, able to
acquire diverse skills over their lifetimes [12].

Research in neuroscience highlights the importance of hemispheric specialisa-
tion in the human brain for learning [7,8,6,15]. The right-hemisphere is identified
as focusing on ‘global’ phenomena, being competent in novel scenarios and for
exploration, while the left-hemisphere focuses on ‘local’ phenomena and learns
to specialise [7,8,6,19]. When a novel task is learnt, a uni-directional shift occurs
whereby responsibility for the task moves from right to left hemisphere during
learning [8]; the key to the Novelty Routine Hypothesis (NRH) proposed in [8].

Consequently, we draw on the NRH and related neuroscientific theories to
develop an RL-agent with specialised hemispheres. In doing so, we follow the
approach of other significant discoveries in AI that use human neuroscience as
inspiration for AI algorithm development [18,10]. We hypothesise that our bi-
hemispheric architecture will help RL-agents learn novel tasks, while avoiding
the poor initial performance typically observed for agents trained from scratch.
Essentially, bi-hemispheric agents should perform well in the initial stages of
learning by drawing on the generalist right-hemisphere, while training the left-
hemisphere to specialise in the task. This may have benefits for continual learn-
ing, where agents encounter streams of novel tasks.
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Little research in RL explores the application of bi-hemispheric brain struc-
ture. Mixture of Experts (MoE) [11] and other multiple network architectures
are neuroscience inspired, but do not focus on hemispheric specialisation [20,25].
Furthermore, while Actor-Critic based approaches can use dual networks to out-
put actions and values, the aim is to stabilise estimates of the policy gradient,
rather than mimic brain structure [14]. In supervised learning, Rajagopalan et al.
[21] explored a bi-hemispheric ensemble model with specialist left and general-
ist right hemispheres to classify images. Neuroscientists also use bi-hemispheric
deep neural networks to test hypotheses about the human brain [23,27,19,3].
This project is a novel application of a bi-hemispheric architecture to RL.

2 Agent design

We constructed a bi-hemispheric agent inspired by the NRH; a right-hemisphere
has generalist capabilities and a left-hemisphere learns to specialise in tasks.
When encountering a novel task, a gating network assigns responsibility to either
the right or left hemisphere to manage performance. The agent should draw on
generalist skills in the right-hemisphere to achieve improved initial performance
over an agent trained from scratch. This should not interfere with using the
left-hemisphere to learn and eventually perform the novel task independently.
Hence, the agent is assessed on the objectives:

1. initial performance better than an agent trained from scratch
2. final left-hemisphere performance as good as an agent trained from scratch

2.1 Network architecture

The bi-hemispheric agent consists of two hemispheres and a gating network,
each comprising a Recurrent Neural Network (RNN), with Gated Recurrent
Units (GRU). Each hemisphere outputs an action and a value estimate. For
simplicity, we give right and left hemispheres identical architectures and omit
inter-hemispheric connections (i.e. Corpus Callosum), despite being neurologi-
cally inaccurate [9,3,19,6]. The network architecture is shown in Figure S.??.

2.2 Gating network

The gating network assigns ‘responsibility’ to each hemisphere using ‘gating
values’, defined as the proportional contribution of that hemisphere to the agent’s
action and value. The responsibility of the right-hemisphere is thus:

P right = 1− P left where P right, P left ∈ [0, 1] (1)

The value estimate is a linear combination of the right and left hemisphere
value outputs, weighted by the responsibility of each hemisphere:

V bihem = P rightV right + P leftV left (2)
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Similarly, our bi-hemipheric agent’s policy samples actions from a Gaussian
distribution whose mean is also a linear combination of right and left hemisphere
means. The variance is σ2 learnt by the bi-hemispheric agent.

πbihem ∼ N (P rightµright + P leftµleft, σ2) (3)

The gating network takes as input the gating values from the last timestep
and the ‘value-estimate error’ ε for each hemisphere h, defined as εh = V h

t − rt.
This gives the gating network information on how well the hemisphere’s can
predict task rewards. Combining this with previous gating values lets the gating
network learn relationships between hemisphere performance and responsibility.

Finally, to encourage hemispheric shift we incorporate an additive penalty
into the bi-hemispheric agent’s loss function. This term penalises losses when
the right gating value is large:

β(
P right

P left
)α (4)

Where α and β are tuneable parameters. For details see Section S.??.

2.3 Generalisation and specialisation

We trained right and left hemispheres separately using different training pro-
cesses to induce generalisation and specialisation respectively. First, we trained
the right-hemisphere using the RL2 meta-learning algorithm [4,26]. Second, we
constructed the bi-hemispheric network by freezing the weights of the right-
hemisphere and then combined it with a randomly initialised left-hemisphere and
gating network. Finally, the left-hemisphere and gating networks were trained
together using the standard RL objective, which maximises expected discounted
rewards [24]. The left-hemisphere ‘specialises’ in a task simply by being trained
to perform that specific task.

We used meta-learning for the right, as it offers both the ability to gener-
alise to a task-distribution and adapt quickly to novel tasks [5]; both important
for strong initial performance. RL2 is exceptional at the latter – sometimes
achieving zero-shot adaptation [4,26,13]. In addition RL2 is a memory-based
meta-RL algorithm, which have been identified as Bayesian-optimal learners as
they can optimally trade off exploration and exploitation in uncertain environ-
ments [30,17]. This fits with the NRH’s view of the right-hemisphere as guiding
exploratory behaviour when learning novel tasks [8].

3 Experiments

Our implementation is available at https://github.com/gdubbs100/right_
left_brain_rl The experiments were carried out in two stages, shown in Fig-
ure 1. We first meta-trained the right-hemisphere and a baseline agent on 3
tasks. We then created the bi-hemispheric agent and trained and evaluated all
agents on an expanded set of tasks over 5 seeds.
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Fig. 1: Experiment overview

3.1 Dataset

We used Meta-world [29], a meta-learning/multi-task benchmark comprised of
50 tasks that involve manipulation of objects using a Sawyer robot arm. We chose
Meta-world because of its diverse tasks with shared action and state spaces.

Meta-world tasks are designed to vary in a non-trivial manner, to allow the
evaluation of generalisation capabilities in RL-agents. Meta-world defines dif-
ferences between tasks as parametric or non-parametric. Parametric variation
involves variation in real-valued parameters such as object or goal locations, e.g.
the location of a ball where the task objective is for an arm to reach said ball.
In contrast, non-parametric variation involves qualitative differences between
tasks, e.g. the difference between opening a door and lifting a ball [29]. Each
of Meta-world’s 50 tasks exhibit non-parametric variation between each other.
Further, each task is comprised of 50 sub-tasks which exhibit parametric varia-
tion between each other. We use Meta-world’s definitions of variation to divide
the experiment tasks into three tiers (Section S.??) and classify the novelty of a
task relative to the meta-training tasks:

1. Tier-1 tasks have only parametric variation i.e. sub-tasks with different goal
and object locations.

2. Tier-2 tasks include similar tasks to Tier-1, but with minor non-parametric
variation e.g. the addition of a wall obstacle to a task from meta-training.

3. Tier-3 tasks exhibit complete non-parametric variation from Tier-1. These
tasks help us understand the limits of our approach.

3.2 Baselines

We evaluated three baselines. First, the ‘left-only’ baseline is a randomly ini-
tialised agent with the same architecture as the left-hemisphere of the bi-hemispheric
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agent, but double the size of the GRU (i.e. increased neurons to 256 from 128).
We double GRU size to ensure the same size network as the bi-hemispheric
agents, giving them equal representational capacity and enabling a fair compar-
ison between agents. We also evaluated a ‘right-only’ baseline – a meta-trained
agent with identical architecture and doubled GRU size. This baseline let us
determine whether it is better to simply meta-train an agent rather than use
the bi-hemispheric architecture. Finally, we used a randomly acting agent as a
lower-bound on performance; details in Section S.??.

3.3 Training approach

Meta-training We meta-trained the right-hemisphere and right-only baseline
using the RL2 algorithm and PPO in the ‘outer-loop’. We used three tasks from
Tier-1 and trained each agent for 50 million environment steps using identical hy-
perparameters except for GRU size. Our meta-training approach was simplified
compared to Meta-world, see Section S.??.

Bi-hemispheric training For the main experiment, we selected nine Meta-
world tasks from Tier-1, 2 and 3, disjoint from Meta-training sub-tasks, to train
and evaluate bi-hemispheric agents and the left-only baseline. These tasks ex-
hibit varying degrees of novelty from the tasks used in meta-training. For each
task, we trained for 5 million environment steps using the PPO algorithm [22], as
this timeframe allowed agents to learn each task. During training, we extracted
mean rewards and median gating values from each batch. For bi-hemispheric
agents, we also tested the left-hemisphere network as an independent agent. We
made simplifications to training compared to Meta-world, following the Contin-
ual World approach [28]; randomly sampling from 20 tasks (instead of 50) and
making goal and object positions observable, see Section S.??.

Hyperparameter selection For each task, we used identical hyperparame-
ters for the left-only baseline and all bi-hemispheric agents. We selected hyper-
parameters that enabled best performance for the left-only baseline. This is a
conservative approach that enabled us to evaluate bi-hemispheric agents against
the left-only baselines at their best. Hyperparameter selection was informed by
values used in Meta-world and previous studies into PPO settings [29,1,16]. Gat-
ing network parameters were chosen for good final left-hemisphere performance.
We also used Meta-world hyperparameter values to inform settings for meta-
training. Hyperparameters are in given in Section S.??.

3.4 Main experiments

We compared bi-hemispheric agents against baselines using ‘relative rewards’;
the ratio between rewards of two agents. A relative reward of ≥ 1 indicates
superior performance over the agent in the denominator. To assess bi-hemispheric
performance against Objectives 1 and 2, we placed bi-hemispheric agent reward
in the numerator and the left-only baseline reward in the denominator.
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Initial Relative Reward We created a metric called Initial Relative Re-
ward (IRR) to evaluate Objective 1. IRR measures whether a bi-hemispheric
agent improves on initial performance of the left-only baseline. We calculated
IRR using the ratio of median rewards of the first k = 1 million environment
steps for the bi-hemispheric agent over the left-only baseline:

IRR =
Median(Rbihem

t≤k )

Median(Rleft only
t≤k )

(5)

Final Relative Reward We created a metric called Final Relative Reward (FRR)
to evaluate Objective 2. Calculating FRR is similar to IRR, except we put re-
wards achieved by the left-hemisphere (on its own) in the numerator, and for
the last k = 1 million environment steps. T is the total number of environment
steps.

FRR =
Median(Rleft hemisphere

t≥T−k )

Median(Rleft only
t≥T−k )

(6)

4 Results

This section focuses on the Main experiment, for meta-training, see Section S.??.
For reference, per-step rewards for Meta-world tasks are between 0 and 10 where
10 occurs when the agent successfully achieves the specified goal of the task [29].
Given our objectives, we focus on rewards. However, Meta-world tasks are often
evaluated on how often an agent achieves task success, which we include in a
range of additional results plots in Section S.??.

Figure 2 shows the mean rewards achieved for bi-hemispheric agents and
baselines. For the bi-hemispheric agent and left-only baseline, mean rewards are
smoothed using a rolling median over one million environment steps. Right-
only and Random baseline median rewards are calculated by sampling sub-tasks
with replacement. We used this approach as these baselines do not learn during
evaluation, hence sampled tasks can be treated as independent.

We identify three groups of results. The first group consists of the tasks
reach-v2, push-v2, reach-wall-v2 and push-wall-v2. Here, the bi-hemispheric
agent outperforms the left-only baseline initially and achieves comparable or bet-
ter performance over the whole period. Tasks in this group are tasks where the
right-hemisphere performs strongly.

The second group consists of pick-place-v2 and bin-picking-v2. For these
tasks, the left-only baseline generally outperforms the bi-hemispheric agent. In
this group, overall rewards achieved for all agents are not very high, especially for
bin-picking-v2, and vary across seeds. Notably, right-hemisphere performance
is also poor on these tasks. This is consistent with Meta-world benchmark results,
which show PPO agents fail to learn bin-picking, and that meta-learning agents
take longer to learn pick-place-v2 compared to reach-v2 and push-v2 [29].
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Fig. 2: Training curves. The thick line indicates the median of all seed runs, while the
shaded ribbon covers the range of min and max values.

The third group contains the Tier-3 tasks. Here too, the left-only baseline
outperforms the bi-hemispheric agent. Bi-hemispheric agent performance can
vary significantly across seeds, and in some cases fail to learn the task at all.
Faucet-open-v2 is particularly affected by this, with many runs performing
similarly to the left-only baseline while others failed to learn at all. Essentially,
bi-hemispheric agents struggle with this degree of novelty.

Objective 1: Initial performance Figure 3 plots IRR over tasks and seeds.
Consistent with Figure 2 we see that the bi-hemispheric agent achieves IRR
scores larger than 1 for the reach and push families of tasks across different
seeds. For other tasks, bi-hemispheric performance does not exceed the left-
only baseline. For pick-place-v2 on some seeds the bi-hemispheric agent out-
performs the left-only baseline. However, given the initial rewards achieved for
pick-place-v2 are small, this may drive the differences in IRR scores, rather
than genuinely improved performance.
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Fig. 3: Initial bi-hemispheric agent performance relative to left-only baseline: IRR dis-
tribution over seeds. IRR scores of greater than 1 indicate that initial bi-hemispheric
performance exceeds the left-only baseline. Median IRR scores which exceed 1 are
shown in blue, while those below 1 are in red. The black line at IRR = 1 indicates
parity with left-only baseline performance.

When the right-hemisphere is competent, bi-hemispheric agents could avoid
the poor initial outcomes associated with training an agent from scratch. This in-
dicates that our agent design could exploit generalist skills in the right-hemisphere,
when they exist, to avoid poor initial performance.

Objective 2: Hemispheric shift Figure 4 plots FRR across tasks and seeds.
Scores greater than 1 indicate that the final performance of the left hemisphere
exceeded the final performance of the left-only baseline. The bi-hemispheric
agent only achieved FRR of greater than 1 on push-v2 and push-wall-v2.
The bi-hemispheric agent achieved FRR close to 1 for reach tasks and for
faucet-open-v2. We observed FRR scores well below 1 for other tasks.

Fig. 4: Final left-hemisphere performance relative to left-only baseline: FRR distribu-
tion over seeds.
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Overall, when the right-hemisphere performs well, we observed consistently
higher FRR scores. This suggests that the right-hemisphere may have con-
tributed to learning by teaching the left-hemisphere. Consequently, FRR scores
may not need to exceed 1 for a bi-hemispheric approach to be worthwhile. If im-
provements to initial performance achieved by a bi-hemispheric agent are large
enough, small declines in final left-hemisphere performance may be acceptable.

Combining Objectives 1 and 2 Figure 5 plots median IRR and FRR scores.
Only push-v2 and push-wall-v2 fell within the upper right quadrant. Reach-v2
and reach-wall-v2 achieve IRR scored greater than 1, but have FRR scores
just below 1. However, all other tasks were located in the lower left quadrant.
What differentiated the tasks in the bottom-left quadrant from those near to
the upper-right is strong right-hemisphere performance. Essentially, when right-
hemisphere performed tasks, bi-hemispheric agents achieved stronger IRR and
FRR scores.

Fig. 5: Comparison of IRR vs FRR. Black lines at IRR = 1 and FRR = 1 divide
the plot into quadrants. The upper right quadrant is the ideal outcome where IRR
and FRR exceed left-only baseline performance and the bi-hemispheric agent achieves
Objectives 1 and 2. The lower-left quadrant indicates failure to achieve either objective.

5 Discussion

The key finding is that when the right-hemisphere contains generalist skills rel-
evant to a task, the agent can exploit them to improve initial performance on
that task. Furthermore, doing so does not significantly impact ability to learn
the task. This was achieved for tasks which exhibit non-parametric variation
from the meta-training tasks. However, this was not so for most tasks. With-
out a competent right-hemisphere, bi-hemispheric agents generally exhibit worse
initial performance and struggle to learn tasks to the same degree as an agent
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trained from scratch. This may be partially explained by poor right-hemisphere
performance rather than the bi-hemispheric agent design. We discuss potential
solutions below.

Improved meta-training Our approach to meta-training the right-hemisphere
involved several simplifications (Section S.??), including training on fewer tasks
and for fewer environment steps. Increasing either of these may result in more ro-
bust right-hemispheres with greater generalisation capacity. Additionally, we saw
doubling the GRU size in our right-only baseline resulted in large improvements
in performance. Consequently, improving the right-hemisphere meta-training
process may have significant benefits for bi-hemispheric agent performance.

Training the left-hemisphere and gating network separately Partic-
ularly for the Tier-3 tasks, we observed training trajectories that were quite
variable (see Figure 2). Some trajectories demonstrated reasonable growth while
others exhibited long flat periods without any improvement. We hypothesise that
this is due to interference between gating values and left-hemisphere gradients.
Essentially, left-hemisphere gradients are scaled down by the gating values, which
act as a dynamic learning rate. This may make learning a novel task difficult for
the left-hemisphere if the right-hemisphere performs poorly.

On solution could be to separate the training of the gating network and
left-hemisphere. This could be achieved by training each network with an off-
policy algorithm. Off-policy algorithms use different policies for exploration and
exploitation [24]. Consequently, the bi-hemispheric agent’s joint policy would
be used to explore while the left-hemisphere and gating network could each be
trained separately, using importance sampling to treat the bi-hemispheric agent’s
decisions as their own.

Extension to continual learning Applying bi-hemispheric agents in continual
learning may be where their capabilities become more beneficial. If agents avoid
poor initial performance on novel tasks, yet still learn, it would result in better
overall performance. For our agent to operate in this setting, it should store learnt
policies in the left-hemisphere, infer whether a task has an existing policy or is
novel, and retrieve existing policies for previously encountered tasks from the
left-hemisphere. We leave this to future work, but note that the adaptive MoE
proposed by Tsuda et al. [25] may help address the issue of task retrieval. They
used gating networks to select which expert to use for novel tasks. This design
could be applied as a left-hemisphere alongside a meta-trained right-hemisphere.

6 Conclusion

We developed a novel RL-agent design with specialised brain hemispheres as per
the NRH. Our agent can exploit generalist skills, when present, from the right-
hemisphere to improve initial performance over an agent trained from scratch,
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with minimal impact on its ability to learn novel tasks. Despite this, when the
right-hemisphere lacks these skills, our agent struggles to perform novel tasks.
We also identified potential improvements and extensions to enable the agent to
operate in continual settings.
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Supplementary information for “Graceful task
adaptation with a bi-hemispheric RL agent”

1 Agent design

1.1 Network architecture

A diagram of the network architecture is shown in Figure 1.

Fig. 1: Bi-hemispheric agent architecture. There is a network for left hemisphere,
right hemisphere and the gating network. The gating function combines action
and value estimates with ‘gating values’ to assign ‘responsibility’ to a hemisphere.

1.2 Loss function

We add an additive penalty to the bi-hemispheric agent’s loss function to encour-
age hemispheric shift. In this case, we use the standard PPO loss [1]:

Lbihem = LPPO + β(
P right

P left
)α (1)

The penalty is large when P right is significantly larger than P left and approaches
zero as P left grows. β controls the strength of the penalty, while α influences
the slope of the penalty with respect to P right. We show examples in Figure 2.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

11
45

6v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 1

6 
Ju

l 2
02

4



2

Fig. 2: Example penalty curves (β = 5)

2 Experiments

2.1 Tasks

The experiment environments are shown in Table 1. While there does exist a
pick-place-wall-v2 task in Meta-world, we found that regardless of action,
rewards would always be zero, leading us to suspect an error. Consequently, we
chose bin-picking-v2 for our Tier-2 equivalent to pick-place-v2.

Tier Environment name Objective

Tier-1 reach-v2 Reach location
push-v2 Push puck to location

pick-place-v2 Pick up puck and place in location

Tier-2
reach-wall-v2 Reach location and bypass wall
push-wall-v2 Push puck to location and bypass wall

bin-picking-v2 Pick up puck from bin and place in another bin

Tier-3
faucet-open-v2 Rotate faucet counter-clockwise
door-open-v2 Open door with revolving joint

button-press-v2 Press button

Table 1: Experiment environments

2.2 Baselines

A list of all agents and baselines is in Table 2 and GRU sizes are in Table 3.
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Algorithm Description Objective

Random Randomly selects actions Determine lower bound of perfor-
mance

Right-only Meta-trained agent with double
weights of right-hemisphere Evaluate meta-training only

Left-only Agent trained from scratch with
double weights of left-hemisphere Evaluate training from scratch

Bi-
hemispheric

Agent with meta-trained right-
hemisphere and randomly ini-
tialised left-hemisphere and gating
network

Evaluate impact of bi-hemispheric
design

Table 2: Agents

Network GRU size Policy
head size

Right-only 256 512
Left-only 256 512

Left hemisphere 128 512
Right hemisphere 128 512

Table 3: Network sizes

2.3 Experiment simplifications

We simplified the meta-training process from the approach used in Meta-world
benchmarks by shortening the training time and the number of training tasks.
Published Meta-world results are trained for over 300 million environment steps
[3]. This was impractical within our timeframes, although it may improve meta-
trained agent performance. Additionally, Meta-world benchmarks use 1, 10 or
45 tasks [3]. We chose 3 tasks to enable generalisation across tasks, but avoid
difficulties with training on a larger group of tasks.

The main experiment was also simplified compared to Meta-world, to reduce
training time, based on the approach used in Continual World [2] and using a
wrapper provided by the authors. Firstly, we reduced the number of sub-tasks
used during the bi-hemispheric training process; randomly sampling one of 20
available sub-tasks upon reset (instead of 50 in Meta-world). We also made goal
and object positions observable, which made training easier and meant that each
task was slightly different (i.e. more novel) from meta-training tasks, as the agent
could draw on information about the objective.

2.4 Hyperparameters

Table 4 shows hyperparameters used to train bi-hemispheric agents and left-only
baseline agents. Table 5 shows the selected values of α and β for the additive
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loss term for the bi-hemispheric agent. Table 6 shows hyper-parameters used for
meta-training the right-hemisphere and right-only baseline.

reach-v2 push-v2 pick-place-v2 reach-wall-v2 push-wall-v2 bin-picking-v2 faucet-open-v2 door-open-v2 button-press-v2
Learning rate 1.00E-05 1.00E-04 1.00E-04 1.00E-05 1.00E-04 1.00E-04 1.00E-05 1.00E-05 1.00E-05
Entropy coefficient 1.00E-05 1.00E-05 1.00E-05 1.00E-05 1.00E-05 1.00E-05 1.00E-05 1.00E-05 1.00E-05
Discount rate 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99
GAE lambda 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.9 0.97
Optimiser Adam Adam Adam Adam Adam Adam Adam Adam Adam
Normalise rewards TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE
PPO clip param 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
PPO epochs 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Batch size 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

Table 4: Left-only baseline and bi-hemispheric hyperparameters

reach-v2 push-v2 pick-place-v2 reach-wall-v2 push-wall-v2 bin-picking-v2 faucet-open-v2 door-open-v2 button-press-v2
Alpha 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 1 0.75
Beta 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Table 5: Gating hyperparameters

Right-hemisphere Right-only baseline
Episodes per trial 10 10
Learning rate 5.00E-04 5.00E-04

Entropy coefficient 5.00E-06 5.00E-06
Discount rate 0.99 0.99
Optimiser Adam Adam

Normalise rewards TRUE TRUE
PPO clip param 0.2 0.2

PPO epochs 10 10
Table 6: Meta-training hyperparameters

3 Results

3.1 Meta-training

Figure 3 shows the effectiveness of meta-training by showing the performance
of the right-hemisphere and right-only baseline on the Main experiment tasks.
Performance on the training set, the meta-training tasks, is shown in Figure 4. We
generated these results by sampling sub-tasks from the evaluation tasks without
replacement. Each agent was evaluated on 2,000 sampled sub-tasks to generate
an estimate of average reward and success rate.
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The RL2 agents could generalise to unseen tasks to some extent. For all tasks
except bin-picking-v2, both RL2 agents exceeded a random agent. Performance
was particularly strong for the reach-v2 and push-v2 tasks, and their Tier-2
counterparts; reach-wall-v2 and push-wall-v2.

Both RL2 agents performed poorly on pick-place-v2 and bin-picking-v2.
This is despite pick-place-v2’s inclusion in the meta-training set. Pick-place-v2
appears to be more difficult than reach-v2 and push-v2. Left-only baselines
achieved lower rewards on pick-place-v2 than these tasks. Furthermore, learn-
ing curves in [3] indicate that pick-place-v2 takes longer to learn than reach-v2
and, to a lesser extent, push-v2 ([3]). As the meta-training set combined these
tasks, we anticipate that this might have resulted in agents learning the easier
tasks faster and at the expense of pick-place-v2. This may also explain poor
rewards on bin-picking-v2.

For Tier-3 tasks, we see that performance is better than random for both
agents, but not to the same degree as reach-v2 and push-v2. Faucet-open-v2
achieved rewards of a similar order of magnitude as push-v2, while door-open-v2
and button-press-v2 achieved smaller rewards of less than one. Notably, the
right-only baseline could achieve success on around 20% and 30% of the sampled
tasks for faucet-open-v2 and button-press-v2 respectively, despite not having
seen these tasks during training. This may indicate that greater generalisation
could be achieved by increasing the number of weights in RL2 agents.

Overall, we found that both right-hemisphere and right-only baseline agents
could generalise to novel tasks to some degree. Consequently, we could use the
right-hemisphere agent to instil general skills into our bi-hemispheric agent. We
note, however, that despite being Tier-1 and Tier-2 tasks – our agents had sub-
stantial difficulty with the pick-place-v2 and bin-picking-v2 environments,
which will affect bi-hemispheric results for these tasks.

3.2 Main experiments

Figure 5 shows the success rate for the bi-hemispheric and left-only baseline
agents and gating values during training. Figure 6 shows the rewards and success
rate for the left-hemisphere (evaluated alone) and baseline agents.
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(a) Average rewards

(b) Success rate

Fig. 3: RL2 meta-test results
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(a) Average rewards

(b) Success rate

Fig. 4: RL2 meta-training results
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(a) Success rate

(b) Left hemisphere gating values

Fig. 5: Bi-hemispheric training plots
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(a) Average rewards

(b) Success rate

Fig. 6: Left hemisphere vs baselines
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