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Abstract
Offline Reinforcement Learning (RL) faces a
critical challenge of extrapolation errors caused
by out-of-distribution (OOD) actions. Implicit
Q-Learning (IQL) algorithm employs expectile
regression to achieve in-sample learning, effec-
tively mitigating the risks associated with OOD
actions. However, the fixed hyperparameter in pol-
icy evaluation and density-based policy improve-
ment method limit its overall efficiency. In this
paper, we propose Proj-IQL, a projective IQL al-
gorithm enhanced with the support constraint. In
the policy evaluation phase, Proj-IQL generalizes
the one-step approach to a multi-step approach
through vector projection, while maintaining in-
sample learning and expectile regression frame-
work. In the policy improvement phase, Proj-IQL
introduces support constraint that is more aligned
with the policy evaluation approach. Furthermore,
we theoretically demonstrate that Proj-IQL guar-
antees monotonic policy improvement and enjoys
a progressively more rigorous criterion for supe-
rior actions. Empirical results demonstrate the
Proj-IQL achieves state-of-the-art performance
on D4RL benchmarks, especially in challenging
navigation domains.

1. Introduction
Offline RL is dedicated to learning policies from static
datasets generated by unknown behavior policies, thereby
eliminating the need for extensive interactions with the envi-
ronment (Prudencio et al., 2023; Levine et al., 2020). This
data-driven approach has immense potential for real-world
applications in high-risk or high-cost domains (Han et al.,
2024), bridging the gap between simulated environments
and practical deployment. However, while the ability to
learn without continuous interactions is a key advantage, it
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also introduces significant challenges. One of the most cru-
cial issues is the extrapolation error (Fujimoto et al., 2019),
which arises from OOD actions and can lead to severely er-
roneous value evaluation. These errors propagated through
the bootstrapping Bellman operator, can distort value es-
timates for other state-action pairs. To address this issue,
numerous offline RL algorithms have been developed specif-
ically to mitigate this issue in the policy improvement and
policy evaluation phases, respectively.

In the policy improvement phase, policy constraint meth-
ods restrict the learned policy to remain close to the be-
havior policy. Behavior Cloning (BC) (Pomerleau, 1991)
directly trains the policy to imitate actions within the dataset
via supervised learning, while weighted Behavior Cloning
(wBC) (Peters & Schaal, 2007; Peng et al., 2019; Nair et al.,
2020; Wang et al., 2020) improves upon BC by weight-
ing samples based on different methods. Essentially, wBC
methods keep the policy to be close to the behavior policy
by Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence constraint, which is
categorized into density constraint methods. However, the
constraints in both BC and wBC methods are overly restric-
tive, thus limiting the performance of policy improvement.
In contrast, support constraint methods (Kumar et al., 2019;
Wu et al., 2022; Mao et al., 2023; 2024) apply more re-
laxed constraints to achieve similar policy alignment while
allowing for greater policy improvement within the dataset.

In the policy evaluation phase, conservative value learning
methods mitigate overestimation issues caused by OOD ac-
tions (Kumar et al., 2020; Peng et al., 2023; Kostrikov et al.,
2021). Especially, IQL (Kostrikov et al., 2021) employs ex-
pectile regression to approximate an upper expectile of the
value distribution instead of relying on the traditional maxi-
mum operator in Q-Learning. Specifically, IQL alternates
between fitting the value function via expectile regression
and using it to compute Bellman backups for training the
Q-function. However, IQL has two notable limitations: (1)
IQL relies on a fixed conservatism parameter τ , requiring
extensive tuning across datasets to achieve optimal perfor-
mance; (2) as a fundamentally one-step (Brandfonbrener
et al., 2021) algorithm, IQL restricts the extension for more
effective policy improvement.

To overcome these challenges, we propose Projection IQL
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Proj-IQL for Offline Reinforcement Learning

with Support Constraint (Proj-IQL). Proj-IQL introduces
two key innovations: (1) Proj-IQL replaces the fixed con-
servatism parameter τ with a projection-based adaptive pa-
rameter τproj(a|s). This approach eliminates the need for
dataset-specific fine-tuning and extends IQL to a multi-step
algorithm while preserving in-sample learning and the ex-
pectile regression framework. (2) Proj-IQL incorporates
the support constraint that aligns with its policy evaluation,
enabling effective policy improvement while mitigating ex-
trapolation error.

Theoretically, we demonstrate that Proj-IQL is a multi-step
offline RL method while preserving the expectile regres-
sion framework. Moreover, under the assumption that τproj
is non-decreasing, Proj-IQL provides policy improvement
guarantees and enjoys a progressively more rigorous crite-
rion for superior actions.

Experimentally, Proj-IQL achieves state-of-the-art perfor-
mance on the D4RL benchmarks (Fu et al., 2020), includ-
ing Gym-MuJoCo-v2 locomotion tasks, AntMaze-v0, and
Kitchen-v0 navigation tasks, particularly excelling in chal-
lenging “stitching” navigation tasks.

Our key contributions are summarized as follows:

• 1. Proj-IQL Algorithm. We introduce a projection-
based IQL algorithm that integrates multi-step evalu-
ation and support constraint mechanisms, enhancing
both policy evaluation and policy improvement.

• 2. Theoretical Guarantee. We provide theoretical
insights demonstrating that Proj-IQL preserves the ex-
pectile regression framework, guarantees monotonic
policy improvement, and achieves more rigorous crite-
rion for superior actions.

• 3. Empirical Performance. We evaluate Proj-IQL
against other competitive offline RL algorithms on
the D4RL benchmark, demonstrating that Proj-IQL
achieves state-of-the-art performance.

2. Related Work
To more effectively compare and demonstrate the advan-
tages of Proj-IQL, we classify existing offline RL ap-
proaches into two main categories: conservative value meth-
ods and policy constraint methods.

Conservative Value Methods aim to mitigate the overes-
timation of OOD actions by penalizing overly optimistic
value estimates. CQL (Kumar et al., 2020) introduces penal-
ties on the Q-function for OOD actions, ensuring policy
performance while staying close to the behavior policy. Ex-
tensions like ACL-QL (Wu et al., 2024) dynamically adjusts
penalty term to reduce over-conservatism, and CSVE (Chen
et al., 2024) penalizes state value function estimates across

the dataset to enhance generalization. Despite their efficacy
in avoiding overestimation, these approaches still face OOD
action risk. In-sample learning approaches such as Onestep
(Brandfonbrener et al., 2021), IQL (Kostrikov et al., 2021),
and IVR (Xu et al., 2023) eliminate the need to estimate
Q-values for OOD actions entirely. Onestep demonstrates
strong results with one-step policy improvement but relies
on well-covered datasets. IVR introduces an implicit value
regularization framework, but Sparse Q-Learning within
IVR relies on a restrictive assumption to simplify its opti-
mization objective. IQL leverages the expectile regression
framework for value learning, but its hyperparameter τ re-
quires careful tuning, which is time-consuming.

Policy Constraint Methods enforce closeness between
the learned policy and the behavior policy using various
metrics such as KL divergence (Nair et al., 2020; Zhang
et al., 2021), regularization terms (Fujimoto & Gu, 2021),
or CVAE model (Fujimoto et al., 2019; Zhou et al., 2021;
Chen et al., 2022), etc. While these density-based methods
perform well under moderate suboptimality, they struggle
when the dataset predominantly consists of poor-quality
data. Support-based approaches relax density constraints
to allow greater optimization flexibility. BEAR (Kumar
et al., 2019) keep the policy within the support of behavior
policy by Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD). By con-
trast, SPOT (Wu et al., 2022) adopts a VAE-based density
estimator to explicitly model the support set of behavior
policy. Similarly, DASCO (Vuong et al., 2022) employs
discriminator scores in Generative Adversarial Networks
(GANs). Although these methods achieve strong empiri-
cal performance, they lack rigorous policy improvement
guarantees, as highlighted by STR (Mao et al., 2023).

Proj-IQL addresses these limitations by providing rigorous
policy improvement guarantees. Compared to STR, Proj-
IQL progressively tightens the policy evaluation function
and raises standards of superior actions in datasets. More-
over, as an in-sample learning algorithm, Proj-IQL avoids
the challenges of OOD action estimation, ensuring more
reliable and efficient learning.

3. Preliminaries
3.1. Offline RL

Conventionally, the RL problem is defined as a Markov
Decision Process (MDP) (Sutton & Barto, 2018), specified
by a tupleM = ⟨S,A, T , r, γ⟩, where S denotes the state
space, A is the action space, T represents the transition
function, r is the reward function, and γ ∈ (0, 1) denotes
the discount factor.

For policy π(a|s), the Q-function Qπ(s, a) is defined as the
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Proj-IQL for Offline Reinforcement Learning

expectation of cumulative discounted future rewards,

Qπ(s, a) = E
at∼π(·|st)

st+1∼T (·|st,at)

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtr(st, at)
∣∣∣s0 = s, a0 = a

]
.

(1)

the value function V π(s) = Ea∼π [Qπ(s, a)], and the ad-
vantage function Aπ(s, a) = Qπ(s, a) − V π(s). The Q-
function is updated by minimizing the Temporal Difference
(TD) error, shown in the following Eq. (2).

LTD(θ) = EB

[
[r(s, a) + γmax

a′
Qθ̂(s

′, a′)−Qθ(s, a)]2
]
.

(2)

where B is the replay buffer (s, a, s′) ∼ B. When the state-
action space is large, the Q-function is approximated by
neural networks Qθ(s, a) and parameterized by θ, and the
Qθ̂(s, a) represents the target-Q network whose parameters
θ̂ are updated via Polyak averaging.

In the offline RL setting, the replay buffer B is re-
placed by the static dataset D. If an OOD action a′ =
argmaxa′ Q(s′, a′) is chosen but is absent from the dataset
D, the estimated value Q(s′, a′) becomes arbitrary and un-
reliable. Such pathological estimates can destabilize the
bootstrapping process.

3.2. Support Constraint Policy Improvement

The policy optimization objective of wBC methods are sum-
marized in (Mao et al., 2023), shown as follows,

JwBC
π (ϕ) = max

ϕ
E
s∼D
a∼πbase

[f(s, a;πpe) log πϕ(a|s)] . (3)

where f(s, a;πpe) = 1
Z(s) exp

(
Aπpe (s,a)

λ

)
, Z(s) =∫

a
πbase(a|s) exp

(
Aπpe (s,a)

λ

)
da but Z(s) is usually omit-

ted during training, because errors in the estimation of
Z(s) caused more harm than the benefit the method de-
rived from estimating this value, thereby f(s, a;πpe) =

exp
(
Aπpe (s,a)

λ

)
, and λ is a temperature parameter.

Since f(s, a;πpe) > 0, the policy update of wPC is an equal-
support update. Based on the key observation above, STR
proposed a support constraint policy improvement method
and adopted the Importance Sampling (IS) technique. The
objective of policy improvement in STR is designed as
follows,

JSTR
π (ϕ) = max

ϕ
E

(s,a)∼D

[
π̄ϕ(a|s)
πβ(a|s)

f(s, a; π̄ϕ) log πϕ(a|s)
]
.

(4)

where πβ(a|s) is behavior policy, and π̄ϕ(a|s) is learned
policy but detach of gradient.

3.3. IQL

IQL utilizes expectile regression to modify the policy evalua-
tion objective in Eq. (2). The maximum operator is replaced
by an upper expetile. In addition, to mitigate the stochastic-
ity introduced by environment dynamics s′ ∼ p(·|s, a), IQL
employs a separate value function that estimates an expec-
tile solely with respect to the action distribution. Hence, the
update of value function and the Q-function in IQL during
policy evaluation are illustrated below:

LIQL
V (ψ) = E

(s,a)∼D

[
Lτ2(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

]
. (5)

LIQL
Q (θ) = E

(s,a,s′)∼D

[
(r(s, a) + γVψ(s

′)−Qθ(s, a))2
]
.

(6)

where Lτ2(u) = |τ − I(u < 0)|u2, the τ expectile of some
random variable is defined as a solution to the asymmetric
least squares problem, and τ ∈ (0, 1).

IQL extract the policy using the wBC method. Therefore,
the objective of policy improvement in IQL is defined as
follows,

J IQL
π (ϕ) = max

ϕ
E

(s,a)∼D
[f(s, a;πβ) log πϕ(a|s)] . (7)

4. Projection IQL with Support Constraint
4.1. Policy Evaluation in Proj-IQL

For the sake of simplicity, we define Eτx∼X [x] be a τ th

expectile of X , e.g. E0.5 is the standard expectation. Then
the recursive relationship between Vτ (s) and Qτ (s, a) are
shown as follows,

Vτ (s) = Eτa [Qτ (s, a)] . (8)

Qτ (s, a) = r(s, a) + γEs′∼p(·|s,a) [Vτ (s)] . (9)

Lemma 4.1. For all s, τ1 and τ2 such that τ1 < τ2 we get

Vτ1(s) ≤ Vτ2(s).

Based on the Lemma. 4.1, a larger τ results in a more op-
timistic policy evaluation, with the Q-function update ap-
proaching the maximum operator in Q-Learning as τ → 1.
Conversely, a smaller τ produces a more conservative policy
evaluation.

To demonstrate the importance of parameter τ , we evaluate
the performance of IQL in τ = 0.3, 0.6, 0.9 on totally 10
D4RL tasks, including 6 Gym-MuJoCo-v2 datasets and 4
AntMaze-v0 datasets. The results, shown in Fig. 1, reveal

3



Proj-IQL for Offline Reinforcement Learning

Figure 1. The performance of IQL in τ = 0.3, 0.6, 0.9 on 10 D4RL datasets, including Walker2d- Halfcheetah- Hopper- medium-v2 and
medium-expert-v2 and AntMaze-umaze-v0, AntMaze-umaze-diverse-v0, AntMaze-medium-play-v0, AntMaze-medium-diverse-v0.

that the performance of IQL varies significantly with differ-
ent values of τ on the same dataset, especially in AntMaze-
v0 tasks. Therefore, arbitrarily selecting τ may not yield
optimal results.

Nevertheless, what factors should be considered to deter-
mine τ? To address this question, we recap the wBC pol-
icy improvement method used in IQL, shown in Eq. (7).
Mathematically, this objective function Eq. (7) solves the
following two-stage optimization problem,

First stage:

πk+1 = argmax
π

Ea∼π(·|s) [Aπβ (s, a)] ,

s.t. DKL [π(·|s)||πβ(·|s)] ≤ ϵ,∫
a

π(a|s)da = 1.

(10)

Second stage:

π(ϕ) = argmin
ϕ

Eρπβ
(s) [DKL [πk+1(·|s)||πϕ(·|s)]] .

(11)

where πk+1 denotes the analytical non-parametric solution,
πϕ is the parametric policy to approximate πk+1 by min-
imizing the KL divergence, and ρπβ

(s) signifies the state
distribution in the dataset.

According to the optimization problem (10) and (11), the
parameter τ should first be chosen to reflect the distance
D(πϕ||πβ) between the learned policy πϕ and the behavior
policy πβ . As πϕ approaches πβ , τ should increase opti-
mistically; conversely, τ should decrease conservatively as
they diverge.

Vector projection provides a way to identify the component
of a vector along the direction of another vector. Specifically,
the vector projection of vector u⃗ onto v⃗ is defined as follows,

Projv⃗u⃗ =
u⃗ · v⃗
∥v⃗∥

v⃗

∥v⃗∥
=
u⃗ · v⃗
∥v⃗∥2

v⃗.

where the ∥x⃗∥ =
√∑m

i=1 x
2
i denotes the l2-norm of the

vector x⃗ ∈ Rm.

In practice, the learned policy πϕ is approximated by neu-
ral networks and represented by a K-dimensional diagonal
Gaussian distribution, where K represents the dimension
of the action space. Typically, the policy networks are
trained and updated using batch samples. Given n input
samples [(s1, a1), (s2, a2), ..., (sn, an)], the policy network
outputs π⃗ϕ(a|s) = [πϕ(a1|s1), πϕ(a2|s2), ..., πϕ(an|sn)].
Similarly, the behavior policy πβ can also be approx-
imated by a neural network, and output π⃗β(a|s) =
[πβ(a1|s1), πβ(a2|s2), ..., πβ(an|sn)].

Therefore, we propose parameter τ⃗proj(a|s) based on the vec-
tor projection Projπ⃗ϕ

π⃗β of behavior policy vector π⃗β(a|s)
onto the learned policy vector π⃗ϕ(a|s). For one state-action
pair, i.e. each component of the vector τ⃗proj(a|s), τproj(a|s)
is defined as follows,

τproj(a|s) =
π⃗β(a|s) · π⃗ϕ(a|s)
∥π⃗ϕ(a|s)∥2

πϕ(a|s). (12)

Based on the τproj(a|s), the value function and Q-function
for policy evaluation in Proj-IQL are optimized according
to the following loss functions,

LV (ψ) = E
(s,a)∼D

[
L
τproj
2 (Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

]
. (13)
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LQ(θ) = E
(s,a,s′)∼D

[
(r(s, a) + γVψ(s

′)−Qθ(s, a))2
]
.

(14)

The advantages of τproj(a|s) for policy evaluation can be
summarized as follows:

Advantage 1. Reflect Distance and Adaptively Adjust.

τproj(a|s) represents the length of the shadow of π⃗β(a|s)
over π⃗ϕ(a|s) at state-action pair (s, a) point. As π⃗ϕ(a|s)
gets closer to π⃗β(a|s), the larger the projection, the larger
τproj(a|s), thus allowing for an optimistic evaluation toward
the policy πϕ(a|s); conversely, the small τproj(a|s) allows
for a conservative evaluation. The trend of τproj(a|s) is
consistent with the optimization problem (10) and (11).

Moreover, τproj(a|s) is calculated based on the batch sam-
ple under the current policy, not a pre-set hyperparameter.
Hence, τproj(a|s) can also adaptively adjust without the re-
quirement for time-consuming fine-tuning.

Advantage 2. Multi-step yet In-sample Learning.

Following the definitions of one-step and multi-step offline
RL learning in (Brandfonbrener et al., 2021) and (Mao et al.,
2023), when f(s, a;πpe) = f(s, a;πβ), the algorithms are
categorized as one-step methods. Based on the objective
function in Eq. (7), IQL is classified as a one-step method,
which guarantees strict policy improvement only for one
step, but without a final performance guarantee.

In contrast, the policy evaluation f(s, a;πpe) = f(s, a;πϕ)
in Proj-IQL can be characterized as a multi-step method
while preserving the in-sample learning paradigm. Further-
more, under reasonable assumptions, we demonstrate that
the policy evaluation adheres to the expectile regression
framework, shown in Theorem. 4.2.
Theorem 4.2. If the ϵ in the constraint Eq. (10) is suf-
ficiently small 1 for all a ∈ {πβ(a|s) > 0, πϕ(a|s) >
0, and Qθ̂(s, a)−Vψ(s) < 0, for all s.}, then Eq. (13) will
be transformed as follows,

LV (ψ) = E
s∼D,

a∼πϕ(·|s)

[
L
τ̄proj
2 (Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

]
.

where τ̄proj(a|s) = π⃗β(a|s)·π⃗ϕ(a|s)
∥π⃗ϕ(a|s)∥2 πβ(a|s).

Theorem. 4.2 states that in Proj-IQL, the policy improve-
ment weight is transformed to f(s, a;πϕ), thereby Proj-IQL
is a multi-step offline RL algorithm. Meanwhile, Eq. (13)
demonstrates that all samples are drawn directly from the
dataset, meaning that Proj-IQL belongs to the in-sample
learning paradigm. Furthermore, the multi-step Proj-IQL
continues to satisfy the expectile regression framework, only
change τproj(a|s) to τ̄proj(a|s).

1Typically, ϵ is set small to mitigate the distribution shift result-
ing from a large discrepancy between πϕ and πβ .

4.2. Policy Improvement in Proj-IQL

The policy improvement in IQL is the wBC method, shown
in Eq. (7). Nevertheless, directly applying the wBC ap-
proach to Proj-IQL does not yield satisfactory results. This
is because the policy struggles to converge to the optimal
solution when ϵ is sufficiently small. Further details and
theoretical justification are illuminated in the Lemma. 4.3.

Lemma 4.3. If DKL [πϕ(·|s)||πβ(·|s)] ≤ ϵ, ∀s is guaran-
teed, then the performance η(π) = Eτ∼π [

∑∞
t=0 γ

trt] has
the following bound

η(πϕ) ≤ η(πβ) +
Vmax√
2(1− γ)

√
ϵ.

where 0 ≤ Qπ, V π ≤ Rmax

1−γ =: Vmax.

Based on the Lemma. 4.3, to achieve the optimal policy with
high probability, ϵ must be set to a large value. However,
this requirement contradicts the assumptions of the policy
evaluation method, rendering the wBC policy improvement
approach unsuitable for Proj-IQL. By contrast, the support
constraint-based policy improvement method, as presented
in Eq. (4), relaxes the density constraint. Consequently,
we adopt the support constraint-based method for policy
improvement, shown as follows,

Jπ(ϕ) = max
ϕ

E
(s,a)∼D

[
π̄ϕ(a|s)
πβ(a|s)

f(s, a; π̄ϕ, τproj) log πϕ(a|s)
]
.

(15)

where f(s, a; π̄ϕ, τproj) = exp

(
A

π̄ϕ
τproj (s,a)

λ

)
, A

π̄ϕ
τproj(s, a) =

Q
π̄ϕ
τproj(s, a)− V

π̄ϕ
τproj(s).

With an exact tabular Q-function, we demonstrate that Proj-
IQL guarantees strict policy improvement.

Theorem 4.4. If we have exactQ-function and τk+1(a|s) ≥
τk(a|s) 2, then πk in Proj-IQL enjoys monotonic improve-
ment:

Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a) ≥ Qπk
τk
(s, a), ∀s, a.

Theorem. 4.4 establishes that Proj-IQL ensures monotonic
policy improvement when policy optimization is performed
under support constraint. Compared to the STR algorithm,
Proj-IQL shows a significant advantage through its rigorous
policy evaluation criterion, which enforces the policy to
“concentrate” more effectively on superior actions, where
superior actions are defined as {a|Q(s, a)− V (s) ≥ 0}.

To illustrate this advantage, we utilize the Monte Carlo esti-
mates approach. Specifically, we sample a large number of

2To simplify notation and without ambiguity, we denote the
τproj(a|s) at the k-th iteration as τk(a|s).
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actions a ∼ π(·|s) and compare the probabilities associated
with superior actions. If

P
{
Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)− V πk+1
τk+1

(s) ≥ 0
}
≤

P
{
Qπk
τk
(s, a)− V πk

τk
(s) ≥ 0

}
.

(16)

Eq. (16) holds, then we define the evaluation criterion for
superior actions as being more rigorous at k+1-th iteration,
where P {A} denotes the probability of event A.

We demonstrate that the expectation form of more rigorous
evaluation criterion holds when a ∼ πk+1(·|s) in Theo-
rem. 4.5.

Theorem 4.5. (Expectation Rigorous Criterion for Su-
perior Actions). For ∀s ∈ D and a ∼ πk+1(·|s), if
0.5 ≤ τk(a|s), τk+1(a|s) ≤ 1, we have

Ea∼πk+1(·|s)

[
Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)− V πk+1
τk+1

(s)
]
≤

Ea∼πk+1(·|s)
[
Qπk
τk
(s, a)− V πk

τk
(s)

]
.

Theorem. 4.5 illustrates that the expectation of advantage
function Aπk+1

τk+1 (s, a) under the k + 1-th iteration policy is
lower than the expectation ofAπk

τk
(s, a). This result explains

the fact that the new policy evaluation criterion for superior
actions Aπk+1

τk+1 (s, a) is more rigorous than the old one to
some extent, as shown in Eq. (16).

Furthermore, Theorem. 4.7 extends result in Theorem. 4.5
to the maximum case of more rigorous evaluation criterion
for two arbitrary policies.

Lemma 4.6. For any random variable X , if 0.5 ≤ τ1 ≤
τ2 ≤ 1, we get

V arτ1(X) ≤ V arτ2(X).

where V arτ (X) = E[(X − Eτ (X))2].

Theorem 4.7. (Maximum Rigorous Criterion for Superior
Actions). For ∀s ∈ D, if 0.5 ≤ τk(a|s) ≤ τk+1(a|s) ≤ 1,
we have

max
a∼π1(·|s)

P
{
Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)− V πk+1
τk+1

(s) ≥ 0
}
≤

max
a∼π2(·|s)

P
{
Qπk
τk
(s, a)− V πk

τk
(s) ≥ 0

}
.

where π1(·|s) and π2(·|s) are arbitrary policies.

4.3. Practical Implementation of Proj-IQL

Behavior Policy The behavior policy πβ(a|s) is approxi-
mated using a neural network trained via BC method, as
defined in Eq. (17),

πβ(a|s) = argmax
π

E(s,a)∼D [log π(a|s)] (17)

Parameter Processing In both Theorem. 4.5 and Theo-
rem. 4.7, we assume that the projection parameter satisfies
0.5 ≤ τproj(a|s) ≤ 1. In practice, we enforce this constraint
using the clip function, defined as follows:

τproj(a|s) = clip(τproj(a|s), 0.5, 1).

where clip(x, l, u) = min(max(x, l), u).

In practical implementation, we observed that computing
τproj(a|s) for each state-action pair resulted in an overly
fine-grained result, which adversely impacted the stability
of policy evaluation. To address this issue, we calculate the
mean value of τproj(a|s) across the batch samples, thereby
promoting greater stability in the learning process.

Importance Sampling To mitigate high variance as well as
training instability, we employ the Self-Normalized Impor-
tance Sampling (SNIS) method (Mao et al., 2023), which
normalizes the IS ratios across the batch.

Overall Architecture Integrating the policy evaluation, pol-
icy improvement, and practical implementation details, the
complete Proj-IQL algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Proj-IQL
Input: Dataset D = {(s, a, s′, r)}.
Initialize Parameters: Q-network θ, target Q-network
θ̂, value network ψ, policy network ϕ, behavior policy
network ω.
for Behavior Cloning do

Optimize behavior policy network ω by Eq. (17).
end for
for Policy Evaluation and Improvement do

Random Batch Sample (s, a, s′, r) ∼ D.
Compute τproj(a|s) by Eq. (12) and mean [τproj(a|s)].
Optimize value network ψ by Eq. (13).
Optimize Q-network θ by Eq. (14).
Optimize policy network ϕ by Eq. (15).
Soft-update target Q-network θ′ ← (1− τ)θ′ + τθ.

end for

5. Experiments
In this section, we first evaluate the performance of Proj-
IQL on D4RL benchmarks. Additionally, we show the trend
of τproj(a|s) to experimentally confirm the reasonableness
of assumption τk(a|s) ≤ τk+1(a|s) in Theorem. 4.4 and
Theorem. 4.7. Finally, we conduct ablation experiments for
different numbers of batch samples.

5.1. Comparisons on D4RL Benchmarks

Gym-MuJoCo Locomotion Tasks include hopper,
halfcheetah, and walker2d environments, which are popular
benchmarks used in prior offline RL works. Hence, we
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Table 1. Averaged normalized scores on Gym-MuJoCo-v2 datasets. We indicate in bold that the scores are the top-2.
Dataset DT RvS POR CQL LAPO TD3+BC Reinformer CRR IQL Proj-IQL
halfcheetah-med 42.6 41.6 48.8 44.4 46.0 42.8 42.9 47.1 47.4 48.7±0.45
hopper-med 67.6 60.2 78.6 86.6 51.6 99.5 81.6 38.1 66.3 68.2±13.90
walker2d-med 74.0 71.7 81.1 74.5 80.8 79.7 80.5 59.7 78.3 83.4±0.63
halfcheetah-med-rep 36.6 38.0 43.5 46.2 43.9 43.3 39.0 44.4 44.2 45.5±0.84
hopper-med-rep 82.7 73.5 98.9 48.6 37.6 31.4 83.3 25.5 94.7 95.7±10.63
walker2d-med-rep 66.6 60.6 76.6 32.6 52.3 25.2 72.8 27.0 73.9 89.5±2.68
halfcheetah-med-exp 86.8 92.2 94.7 62.4 86.1 97.9 92.0 85.2 86.7 94.2±1.04
hopper-med-exp 107.6 101.7 90.0 111.0 100.7 112.2 107.8 53.0 91.5 101.5±19.82
walker2d-med-exp 108.1 106.0 109.1 98.7 109.4 101.1 109.3 91.3 109.6 112.2±0.93
Gym-MuJoCo-v2 total 672.6 645.5 721.3 605.0 608.4 633.1 709.2 471.3 692.4 738.9±50.92

compare Proj-IQL against other competitive and widely
used baselines such as Decision Transformer (DT) (Chen
et al., 2021), RvS (Emmons et al., 2021), POR (Xu et al.,
2022), CQL (Kumar et al., 2020), LAPO (Chen et al., 2022),
TD3+BC (Fujimoto & Gu, 2021), Reinformer (Zhuang
et al., 2024), CRR (Wang et al., 2020) and IQL (Kostrikov
et al., 2021). The results are shown in Tab. 1, where we
average the mean return over 10 evaluation trajectories and
5 random seeds and calculate the standard deviation.

Despite the performance of different offline RL algorithms
on Gym-MuJoCo-v2 datasets being saturated, Proj-IQL still
demonstrates strong performance, achieving top-2 rankings
on 6 out of 9 tasks and securing the highest overall score
across all 9 datasets.

AntMaze and Kitchen Navigation Tasks present signifi-
cantly greater challenges, compared to the Gym-MuJoCo
locomotion tasks. The main challenge is to learn policies
for long-horizon planning from datasets that do not contain
optimal trajectories. Consequently, algorithms must demon-
strate strong “stitching” capabilities, combining suboptimal
trajectory segments into coherent, high-performing trajec-
tories. We evaluate Proj-IQL against several competitive
methods, including Behavior Cloning (BC), BCQ (Fujimoto
et al., 2019), BEAR (Kumar et al., 2019), CQL (Kumar et al.,
2020), Onestep (Brandfonbrener et al., 2021), TD3+BC (Fu-
jimoto & Gu, 2021), Diffusion-QL (Wang et al., 2022),
X -QL (Garg et al., 2023), and IQL (Kostrikov et al., 2021),
utilizing the same dataset versions as employed in IQL for
a fair comparison. The results are presented in Tab. 2.

The Tab. 2 reveal that imitation learning methods such as
BC and BCQ struggle to achieve satisfactory results. This
limitation arises due to sparse rewards and a large amount
of suboptimal trajectories, which place higher demands
on algorithms for stable and robust Q-function and value
function estimation. Proj-IQL addresses these challenges
by dynamically and adaptively tuning the τproj parameter
to estimate the Q-function and value function according
to the current policy. As a result, Proj-IQL demonstrates
exceptional performance on the AntMaze-v0 and Kitchen-

v0 datasets, particularly excelling in AntMaze, where it
achieves the highest scores on 5 out of the 6 datasets.

5.2. The Training Curves of τproj

In contrast to the fixed hyperparameter τ in IQL, τproj(a|s)
can be flexibly and adaptively tuned to the current policy
and batch samples. Therefore, we plot the τproj(a|s) curve
and normalized score curve on AntMaze-v0 and Kitchen-v0
datasets. The results are shown in Fig. 2.

Figure 2. The training curves of normalized score and τproj(a|s) on
AntMaze-v0 and Kitchen-v0 datasets. The solid line and shaded
regions represent the mean and standard deviation, respectively.

Based on Fig. 2, we observed that the curve τproj(a|s) ex-
hibits an upward trend, reflecting an increase in the pro-
jected component of πϕ(a|s) within πβ(a|s). This phe-
nomenon arises because, in Proj-IQL, the updated method
of policy can be seen as a weighted behavior cloning as
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Table 2. Averaged normalized scores on AntMaze-v0 and Kitchen-v0 datasets. We indicate in bold that the scores are the top-2.
Dataset BC BCQ BEAR CQL Onestep TD3+BC Diffusion-QL X -QL IQL Proj-IQL
antmaze-umaze 54.6 78.9 73.0 74.0 62.4 78.6 93.4 93.8 87.5 98.0±6.0
antmaze-umaze-diverse 45.6 55.0 61.0 84.0 44.7 71.4 66.2 82.0 62.2 98.0±6.0
antmaze-med-play 0.0 0.0 0.0 61.2 5.4 10.6 76.6 76.0 71.2 94.0±14.0
antmaze-med-diverse 0.0 0.0 8.0 53.7 1.8 3.0 78.6 73.6 70.0 88.0±8.0
antmaze-large-play 0.0 6.7 0.0 15.8 0.1 0.2 46.4 46.5 39.6 72.0±9.8
antmaze-large-diverse 0.0 2.2 0.0 14.9 0.9 0.0 56.6 49.0 47.5 50.0±10.0
AntMaze-v0 total 100.2 142.8 142.0 303.6 115.2 163.8 417.8 420.9 378.0 500.0±53.8
kitchen-complete 65.0 8.1 0.0 43.8 66.0 61.5 84.0 82.4 62.5 87.0±4.6
kitchen-partial 38.0 18.9 13.1 49.8 59.3 52.8 60.5 73.7 46.3 67.0±6.0
kitchen-mixed 51.5 8.1 47.2 51.0 56.5 60.8 62.6 62.5 51.0 55.5±3.2
Kitchen-v0 total 154.5 35.1 60.3 144.6 181.7 175.1 207.1 218.6 159.8 209.5±13.8

described in Eq.(15), where the weight factor is given by
π̄ϕ(a|s)
πβ(a|s) exp

(
A

π̄ϕ
τproj (s,a)

λ

)
> 0. However, this weight is es-

sentially different with the weight in the aforementioned
wBC method. Furthermore, this upward trend supports our
assumption 0.5 ≤ τk(a|s) ≤ τk+1(a|s) ≤ 1 as stated in
Theorem. 4.4 and Theorem. 4.7.

Another noteworthy observation is that the rise in normal-
ized scores lags behind the τproj(a|s) parameter, indicating
that updates to τproj(a|s) contribute to more accurate esti-
mates of the Q-function and value function. Then, the more
accurate estimates facilitate continuous policy improvement,
resulting in higher normalized scores. However, this phe-
nomenon is less apparent in the kitchen-complete-v0 dataset,
since this dataset is relatively small with only 3, 680 sam-
ples. In contrast, datasets such as AntMaze-v0 typically
contain approximately 106 samples, and other Kitchen-v0
datasets include 136, 950 samples.

Figure 3. The training curves of normalized score and τproj(a|s) on
Kitchen-v0 datasets under batch size = 16, 64, 128, 256. The
solid line and shaded regions represent the mean and standard
deviation, respectively.

5.3. Empirical Study on the Projection Parameter

In the proposed Proj-IQL method, each sample in the batch
is treated as a component of the vector used to compute
τproj(a|s), making the batch size to be one of the critical pa-
rameters. To investigate this, we evaluated the performance
of τproj(a|s) as well as normalized scores corresponding
batch size = 16, 64, 128, 256 on three Kitchen-v0 datasets.
The results are presented in Fig. 3.

As shown in Fig. 3, the normalized score gradually increases
with larger batch sizes, which aligns with expectations. This
improvement occurs because larger batch sizes allow both
the policy and value networks to be trained more effectively.
However, this trend does not fully capture the specific im-
pact of batch size on the parameter τproj(a|s). To address
this issue, we also plotted the relationship between batch
size and τproj(a|s). The results clearly indicate that the sta-
bility of τproj(a|s) improves as the batch size increases, with
reduced fluctuations. A more stable τproj(a|s) is particularly
beneficial for enhancing performance because of the policy
evaluation is more stable.

6. Conclusion
We propose Proj-IQL, an in-sample, multi-step, support-
constrained offline RL algorithm based on IQL. During the
policy evaluation phase, Proj-IQL transitions from a one-
step approach to a multi-step in-sample offline RL algorithm
while preserving the expectile regression framework. In the
policy improvement phase, Proj-IQL incorporates a support
constraint to facilitate effective policy updates. Furthermore,
we provide a theoretical foundation, demonstrating the in-
variance of the expectile regression framework, monotonic
policy improvement guarantees, and a more rigorous policy
evaluation criterion. Empirical results validate the theoret-
ical insights of Proj-IQL and highlight its state-of-the-art
performance on D4RL benchmarks, particularly excelling
in challenging AntMaze-v0 and Kitchen-0 navigation tasks.
In the future, Proj-IQL will be improved to more efficient
learning policies on less amount of data.
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A. Proofs
Proof of Lemma. 4.1.

Lemma 4.1. For all s, τ1 and τ2 such that τ1 < τ2 we get

Vτ1(s) ≤ Vτ2(s).

Proof. The proof follows the Lemma.2 proof in (Kostrikov et al., 2021).

Proof of Theorem. 4.2.

Theorem 4.2. If the ϵ in the constraint Eq. (10) is sufficiently small for all a ∈ {πβ(a|s) > 0, πϕ(a|s) > 0, and Qθ̂(s, a)−
Vψ(s) < 0, for all s.}, then Eq. (13) will be transformed as follows,

LV (ψ) = E
s∼D,

a∼πϕ(·|s)

[
L
τ̄proj
2 (Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

]
.

where τ̄proj(a|s) = π⃗β(a|s)·π⃗ϕ(a|s)
∥π⃗ϕ(a|s)∥2 πβ(a|s).

Proof. For one state-action pair (s, a), the τproj(a|s) is defined as Eq. (12). We bring the τproj(a|s) into Eq. (13) and expand,

LV (ψ) = E
(s,a)∼D

[
L
τproj
2 (Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

]
=

{
E(s,a)∼D

[
τproj(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2
]
, if Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s) ≥ 0;

E(s,a)∼D
[
(1− τproj)(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2
]
, if Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s) < 0.

(18)

1⃝. For Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s) ≥ 0,

LQ≥V
V (ψ) = E

(s,a)∼D

[
τproj(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2
]

= E
s∼D,

a∼πβ(·|s)

[
π⃗β(a|s) · π⃗ϕ(a|s)
∥π⃗ϕ(a|s)∥2

πϕ(a|s)(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))
2

]

= E
s∼D,

a∼πϕ(·|s)

[
π⃗β(a|s) · π⃗ϕ(a|s)
∥π⃗ϕ(a|s)∥2

πβ(a|s)(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))
2

]
.

(19)

2⃝. For Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s) < 0,

LQ<VV (ψ) = E
(s,a)∼D

[
(1− τproj)(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2
]

= E
s∼D,

a∼πβ(·|s)

[(
1− π⃗β(a|s) · π⃗ϕ(a|s)

∥π⃗ϕ(a|s)∥2
πϕ(a|s)

)
(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2

]
= E

s∼D,
a∼πβ(·|s)

[
(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2
]
− LQ≥V

V (ψ).

(20)
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In addition, we calculate∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ E
s∼D,

a∼πϕ(·|s)

[
(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2
]
− E

s∼D,
a∼πβ(·|s)

[
(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2
]∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣ E
s∼D

[∫
(πϕ(a|s)− πβ(a|s))(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2da

]∣∣∣∣
≤ E
s∼D

[∫
|πϕ(a|s)− πβ(a|s)| (Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2da

]
≤ E
s∼D

[∫
DTV (πϕ(·|s)∥πβ(·|s))(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2da

]
≤ 1√

2
E
s∼D

[∫ √
DKL(πϕ(·|s)∥πβ(·|s))(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2da

]
(Pinsker’s Inequality)

≤
√
ϵ

2
E
s∼D

[∫
(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2da

]
.

(21)

Under the assumption that the ϵ in the constraint of Eq. (10) is sufficiently small, we have the difference between
Es∼D,a∼πϕ(·|s)

[
(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2
]

and Es∼D,a∼πβ(·|s)
[
(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2
]

is enough small based on the Eq. (21).

Therefore, for Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s) < 0, we can rewrite the Eq. (20) as follow,

LQ<VV (ψ) = E
s∼D,

a∼πβ(·|s)

[
(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2
]
− LQ≥V

V (ψ)

≈ E
s∼D,

a∼πϕ(·|s)

[
(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2
]
− LQ≥V

V (ψ)

= E
s∼D,

a∼πϕ(·|s)

[(
1− π⃗β(a|s) · π⃗ϕ(a|s)

∥π⃗ϕ(a|s)∥2
πβ(a|s)

)
(Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

2

]
.

(22)

Combining Eq. (19) and (22), we obtain

LV (ψ) = E
s∼D,

a∼πϕ(·|s)

[
L
τ̄proj
2 (Qθ̂(s, a)− Vψ(s))

]
. (23)

where τ̄proj(a|s) = π⃗β(a|s)·π⃗ϕ(a|s)
∥π⃗ϕ(a|s)∥2 πβ(a|s).

Proof of Lemma. 4.3.

Lemma 4.3. If DKL [πϕ(·|s)||πβ(·|s)] ≤ ϵ, ∀s is guaranteed, then the performance η(π) = Eτ∼π [
∑∞
t=0 γ

trt] has the
following bound

η(πϕ) ≤ η(πβ) +
Vmax√
2(1− γ)

√
ϵ.

where 0 ≤ Qπ, V π ≤ Rmax

1−γ =: Vmax.

Proof. The proof follows the Lemma 3.1 proof in (Mao et al., 2023).

Proof of Theorem. 4.4.

Theorem 4.4. If we have exact Q-function and τk+1(a|s) ≥ τk(a|s), then πk in Proj-IQL enjoys monotonic improvement:

Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a) ≥ Qπk
τk
(s, a), ∀s, a.
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Proof. The πϕ(a|s) under the policy improvement objective Eq. (15) is a parametric approximation of

πk+1(a|s) =
1

Zk(s)
πk(a|s) exp

(
Aπk
τk
(s, a)

λ

)
. (24)

where Zk(s) =
∫
a
πk(a|s) exp

(
A

πk
τk

(s,a)

λ

)
da, and Aπk

τk
(s, a) = Qπk

τk
(s, a)− V πk

τk
(s).

Based on the wBC policy extraction methods, the Eq. (24) is the optimal solution for the following optimization problem,

πk+1 = argmax
π∈Π

Ea∼π(·|s)
[
Qπk
τk
(s, a)

]
,

s.t. DKL [π(·|s)||πk(·|s)] ≤ ϵ,∫
a

π(a|s)da = 1.

(25)

Because DKL[πk(·|s)∥πk(·|s)] = 0 < ϵ, ∀s is a strictly feasible solution. Therefore, Ea∼πk+1
[Qπk

τk
(s, a)] ≥

Ea∼πk
[Qπk

τk
(s, a)], ∀s. It implies

Qπk
τk
(s, a)

= r(s, a) + γEst+1∼p(·|st,at)E
τk
a∼πk

[
Qπk
τk
(st+1, at+1)|st = s, at = a

]
≤ r(s, a) + γEst+1∼p(·|st,at)E

τk
a∼πk+1

[
Qπk
τk
(st+1, at+1)|st = s, at = a

]
. . .

≤ Eτka∼πk+1

[ ∞∑
n=0

γnr(st+n, at+n)|st = s, at = a

]
= Qπk+1

τk
(s, a).

Therefore, Qπk+1
τk (s, a) ≥ Qπk

τk
(s, a), ∀s, a.

Then, we rewrite Qπk+1
τk (s, a) as

Qπk+1
τk

(s, a)

= r(s, a) + γEst+1∼p(·|st,at)
[
V πk+1
τk

(st+1)|st = s, at = a
]

≤ r(s, a) + γEst+1∼p(·|st,at)

[
V πk+1
τk+1

(st+1)|st = s, at = a
]

(Lemma. 4.1)

= Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a).

Therefore, Qπk+1
τk+1 (s, a) ≥ Q

πk+1
τk (s, a) ≥ Qπk

τk
(s, a), ∀s, a

Proof of Theorem. 4.5.

Theorem 4.5. (Expectation Rigorous Criterion for Superior Actions). For ∀s ∈ D and a ∼ πk+1(·|s), if 0.5 ≤
τk(a|s), τk+1(a|s) ≤ 1, we have

Ea∼πk+1(·|s)

[
Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)− V πk+1
τk+1

(s)
]
≤ Ea∼πk+1(·|s)

[
Qπk
τk
(s, a)− V πk

τk
(s)

]
.

Proof. For the left-hand side of the above inequality,

Ea∼πk+1(·|s)

[
Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)− V πk+1
τk+1

(s)
]

= Ea∼πk+1(·|s)

[
Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)
]
− V πk+1

τk+1
(s)

= V πk+1(s)− V πk+1
τk+1

(s)

≤ 0. (Lemma. 4.1)

(26)

13
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For the right-hand side of the inequality,

Ea∼πk+1(·|s)
[
Qπk
τk
(s, a)− V πk

τk
(s)

]
= Ea∼πk+1(·|s)

[
Qπk
τk
(s, a)

]
− V πk

τk
(s)

= Eτ→1
a∼πk(·|s)

[
Qπk
τk
(s, a)

]
− V πk

τk
(s) (Eq. (25) & Theorem. 4.4)

= V πk
τ→1(s)− V πk

τk
(s)

≥ 0. (Lemma. 4.1)

(27)

Therefore, Theorem. 4.5 holds.

Proof of Lemma. 4.6.

Lemma 4.6. For any random variable X , if 0.5 ≤ τ1 ≤ τ2 ≤ 1, we get

V arτ1(X) ≤ V arτ2(X).

where V arτ (X) = E[(X − Eτ (X))2].

Proof. We calculate

V arτ1(X)− V arτ2(X)

= E(X2)− 2E(X)Eτ1(X) + Eτ1(X)2 − E(X2) + 2E(X)Eτ2(X)− Eτ2(X)2

= [Eτ1(X) + Eτ2(X)− 2E(X)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
≥0

[Eτ1(X)− Eτ2(X)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤0

(Lemma.4.1 and 0.5 ≤ τ1 ≤ τ2 ≤ 1)

≤ 0.

Therefore, V arτ1(X)− V arτ2(X) ≤ 0.

Proof of Theorem. 4.7.

Theorem 4.7. (Maximum Rigorous Criterion for Superior Actions). For ∀s ∈ D, if 0.5 ≤ τk(a|s) ≤ τk+1(a|s) ≤ 1, we have

max
a∼π1(·|s)

P
{
Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)− V πk+1
τk+1

(s) ≥ 0
}
≤ max
a∼π2(·|s)

P
{
Qπk
τk
(s, a)− V πk

τk
(s) ≥ 0

}
.

where π1(·|s) and π2(·|s) are arbitrary policies.

Proof. Firstly, we define

Eτk+1
a∼πk+1

[
Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)
]
− Ea∼πk+1

[
Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)
]
= ϵ1. (28)

Eτka∼πk

[
Qπk
τk
(s, a)

]
− Ea∼πk

[
Qπk
τk
(s, a)

]
= ϵ2. (29)

Because 0.5 ≤ τk(a|s) ≤ τk+1(a|s) ≤ 1 and Lemma. 4.1, ϵ1, ϵ2 ≥ 0.

Next, we found that for any random variable X ,

V arτ (X)− V ar(X)

= E(X)2 − 2E(X)Eτ (X) + Eτ (X)2

= [E(X)− Eτ (X)]
2

≥ 0.

(30)

14
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Based on Eq. (30) and the definition in Eq. (28) and (29), we get

V arτk+1

[
Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)
]
− V ar

[
Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)
]
= ϵ21. (31)

V arτk
[
Qπk
τk
(s, a)

]
− V ar

[
Qπk
τk
(s, a)

]
= ϵ22. (32)

Then, based on the Cantelli’s inequality (one-sided Chebyshev’s inequality),

P{Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)− V πk+1
τk+1

(s) ≥ 0}

= P
{
Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)− Eτk+1
a∼πk+1

[
Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)
]
≥ 0

}
= P

{
Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)− Ea∼πk+1

[
Qπk+1
τk+1

(s, a)
]
≥ ϵ1

}
(Eq. (28))

≤
V ar

[
Q
πk+1
τk+1 (s, a)

]
V ar

[
Q
πk+1
τk+1 (s, a)

]
+ ϵ21

(Cantelli′s Inequality)

=
V ar

[
Q
πk+1
τk+1 (s, a)

]
V arτk+1

[
Q
πk+1
τk+1 (s, a)

] .
(33)

Similarly,

P{Qπk
τk
(s, a)− V πk

τk
(s) ≥ 0} ≤

V ar
[
Qπk
τk
(s, a)

]
V arτk [Qπk

τk (s, a)]
. (34)

When 0.5 ≤ τk(a|s) ≤ τk+1(a|s) ≤ 1, we have V arτk+1(X) ≥ V arτk(X) ≥ V ar(X) ≥ 0. Therefore, combining
Eq. (33) with (34), Theorem. 4.7 holds.

B. Experimental Details
The vast majority of the hyperparameters in our experiments are consistent with those used in IQL, as summarized in Tab. 3.

The hyperparameters specified for each experiment are described below. Any hyperparameters not explicitly mentioned will
default to those shown in Tab. 3.

For the experiments corresponding to Fig. 1. We adjusted only the τ = 0.3, 0.6, 0.9. All other hyperparameters remained
consistent with those listed in Tab. 3.

For the experiments corresponding to Fig. 2. We referenced the parameters listed in Tab. 3. In addition, following the
suggestions of the authors of the dataset, we subtract 1 from rewards for the AntMaze-v0 datasets.

For the experiments corresponding to Fig. 3. We referenced the parameters listed in Tab. 3, but the batch size is modified
as 16, 64, 128, 256.

For the experiments corresponding to Tab. 1 and 2. We referenced the parameters listed in Tab. 3.
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Table 3. Hyperparameters

Hyperparameter Value Environment / Network
Hidden Layers 2 All
Layer Width 256 All
Activations RuLU All

Learning Rate 3e-4 All
Soft Update 5e-3 All

Training Gradient Steps
1e6 Gym-MuJoCo-v2 & AntMaze-v0 tasks
2e5 Kitchen-complete-v0 task
5e5 Kitchen-partial-v0 & Kitchen-mixed-v0 tasks

Evaluation Epochs 10 All
Evaluation Frequency 5e3 All

Random Seed [0, 2, 4, 6, 8] All
Batch Size 256 All

Inverse Temperature 1
λ

10.0 AntMaze-v0
3.0 Gym-MuJoCo-v2
0.5 Kitchen-v0

Behavior Policy Training Step 1e5 All

τ
0.9 AntMaze-v0
0.7 Gym-MuJoCo-v2
0.7 Kitchen-v0

Exponentiated Advantage (−∞, 100] All

Dropout

0 All Q networks and target-Q networks
0 All value networks
0 Policy networks for AntMaze-v0 and Gym-MoJoCo-v2 tasks

0.1 Policy networks for Kitchen-v0 tasks
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