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Abstract

We introduce Diffusion World Model (DWM), a conditional diffusion model ca-
pable of predicting multistep future states and rewards concurrently. As opposed to
traditional one-step dynamics models, DWM offers long-horizon predictions in a
single forward pass, eliminating the need for recursive queries. We integrate DWM
into model-based value estimation [14], where the short-term return is simulated by
future trajectories sampled from DWM. In the context of offline reinforcement learn-
ing, DWM can be viewed as a conservative value regularization through generative
modeling. Alternatively, it can be seen as a data source that enables offline Q-
learning with synthetic data. Our experiments on the D4RL [15] dataset confirm the
robustness of DWM to long-horizon simulation. In terms of absolute performance,
DWM significantly surpasses one-step dynamics models with a 44% performance
gain, and is comparable to or slightly surpassing their model-free counterparts.

1 Introduction

World models are foundational blocks of AI systems to perform planning and reasoning [21]. They
serve as simulators of real environments that predict the future outcome of certain actions will produce,
and policies can be derived from them. Representative example usages of them in model-based
reinforcement learning (MBRL) include action searching [61, 82], policy optimization within such
simulators [9, 14, 22, 68], or a combination of both [8, 27, 28].
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Figure 1.1: The return of TD3+BC trained using diffu-
sion world model and one-step dynamics model.

The prediction accuracy of a world model is
critical to the final performance of model-based
RL approaches. Traditional MB methods builds
a one-step dynamics model ponepst`1, rt|st, atq
that predicts reward rt and next state st`1 based
on the current state st and the current action
at [22, 24, 25, 26, 34, 39, 40, 83]. When plan-
ning for multiple steps into the future, pone is
recursively invoked, leading to a rapid accu-
mulation of errors and unreliable predictions
for long-horizon rollouts. Figure 1.1 plots the
performance of an MB approach with a one-
step dynamics model. The return quickly col-
lapses as the rollout length increases, highlight-
ing the issue of compounding errors for such
models [4, 45, 78].

Recently, there has been growing interest in utilizing sequence modeling techniques to solve decision
making problems, as seen in various studies [1, 6, 33, 35, 50, 59, 86, 87]. Under this theme, a number
of works have proposed Transformer based [5, 50, 59] or diffusion model based [2, 33, 48, 58, 81, 84]
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Method RL Setup Diffusion Model Model Usages Action Prediction

SynthER [48] Offline/Online ppst, at, st`1, rtq transition-level data augmentation MF methods
DWMs [2] Online ppst`1|st, at, . . . , st´T`1, at´T`1q step-by-step planning REINFORCE [75]

PolyGrad [58] Online pprt, st`1, . . . , st`T´1, rt`T´1|st, at, . . . , at`T´1q generate on-policy trajectories for
policy optimization

stochastic
Langevine
dynamics

PGD [32] Offline ppst, at, rt, . . . , st`T´1, at`T´1, rt`T´1, st`T q generate on-policy trajectories with
policy gradient guidance for data

augmentation

MF offline
methods

UniSim˚ [81] Offline ppst`1|st, atq step-by-step planning REINFORCE [75]
Diffuser [33] Offline ppat, . . . , st`T´1, at`T´1|stq extract at from the sample extract from the

sample
DD [1] Offline ppst`1, . . . , st`T´1|st, gtq extract st`1 from the sample inverse dynamics

model
DWM (ours) Offline pprt, st`1, rt`1, . . . , st`T´1, rt`T´1|st, at, gtq multistep planning MF offline

methods
*The observation of UniSim might contain multiple frames, yet the nature of their diffusion model is still a one-step model.

Table 1.1: A comparison of representative diffusion-model based MBRL methods.

dynamics models, or closely related approaches. As we will review at the end of this section, as
well as in Section 2, while most existing approaches leverage these sequence models as dynamics
models for planning, they model one-step future outcome st`1 and rt using information of current
and previous steps. At planning time, they still plan step by step. This raises an intriguing question
that our paper seeks to answer:

Can sequence modeling tools effectively reduce the compounding error in long-
horizon prediction via jointly predicting multiple steps into the future?

In this paper, we introduce Diffusion World Model (DWM). Conditioning on current state st, action
at, and expected return gt, DWM simultaneously predicts multistep future states and rewards. Namely,
it models pθprt, st`1, rt`1, . . . , st`T´1, rt`T´1|st, at, gtq where T is the sequence length of the
diffusion model. For planning H pH ă T q steps into the future, DWM only needs to be called
once, whereas the traditional one-step model pone needs to be invoked H times. This greatly reduces
the source of compounding error. As illustrated in Figure 1.1, diffusion world model is robust to
long-horizon simulation, where the performance does not deteriorate even with simulation horizon 31.

To verify the proposed DWM, we consider the offline RL setup, where the objective is to learn
a policy from a static dataset without online interactions. The detachment from online training
circumvents the side effects of exploration and allows us to investigate the quality of world models
thoroughly. We propose a generic Dyna-type [68] model-based framework. In brief, we first train
a diffusion world model using the offline dataset, then train a policy using imagined data generated
by the diffusion world model, in an actor-critic manner. Particularly, to generate the target value
for training the critic, we introduce Diffusion Model Based Value Expansion (Diffusion-MVE) that
uses diffusion world model generated future trajectories to simulate the return up to a chosen horizon.
As we will elaborate later, Diffusion-MVE can be interpreted as a value regularization for offline
RL through generative modeling, or alternatively, a way to conduct offline Q-learning with synthetic
data. Our framework is flexible to carry any MF actor-critic RL method of choice, and the output
policy is efficient at inference time, as the world model does not intervene with action generation.

Empirically, we benchmark diffusion-based and traditional one-step world models on 9 locomotion
tasks from the D4RL datasets [15], where all the tasks are in continuous action and observation
spaces. The predominant results are:

1. Our results confirm that DWM outperform one-step models, where DWM-based algorithms
achieves a 44% performance gain.

2. We further consider a variant of our approach where the diffusion model is substituted with a Trans-
former architecture [70]. Although Transformer is a sequence model, its inherent autoregressive
structure is more prone to compounding error. We confirm that DWM-based algorithms surpass
Transformer-based algorithms with a 37.5% performance gain.

3. We also compare our algorithm with Decision Diffuser [1], a closely related model-based offline RL
method that simulates the state-only trajectory, while predicting actions using an inverse dynamics
model. The performance of the two methods are comparable.

4. Meanwhile, due to inevitable modeling error, MB methods typically exhibit worse final per-
formance compared with their model-free (MF) counterparts that directly learn policies from
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interacting with the true environment. Our results show that DWM-based MB algorithms is
comparable to or even slightly outperforming its MF counterparts. We believe this stimulates us to
conduct research in the space of model-based RL approaches, which come with an advantage of
sample efficiency [9, 10] and thus are potentially more suitable for practical real-world problems.

Key Differences with Other Diffusion-Based Offline RL Methods More recently, various forms
of diffusion models like [1, 2, 32, 33, 48, 58, 81, 84] have been introduced for world modeling and
related works. These works have targeted different data setups (offline or online RL), and utilize
diffusion models to model different types of data distributions. When applying to downstream RL
tasks, they also have distinct ways to derive a policy. While Section 2 will review them in details, we
summarize our key distinctions from these works in Table 1.1.

2 Related Work

Model-Based RL One popular MB technique is action searching. Using the world model, one
simulates the outcomes of candidate actions, which are sampled from proposal distributions or policy
priors [53, 74], and search for the optimal one. This type of approaches has been successfully applied
to games like Atari and Go [61, 82] and continuous control problems with pixel observations [23].
Alternatively, we can optimize the policy through interactions with the world model. This idea
originally comes from the Dyna algorithm [68]. The primary differences between works in this
regime lie in their usages of the model-generated data. For example, Dyna-Q [67] and MBPO [34]
augment the true environment data by world model generated transitions, and then conduct MF
algorithms on either augmented or generated dataset. Feinberg et al. [14] proposes to improve the
value estimation by unrolling the policy within the world model up to a certain horizon. The Dreamer
series of work [22, 24, 25] use the rollout data for both value estimation and policy learning. More
recently, Hansen et al. [27, 28], Chitnis et al. [8] combine both techniques to solve continuous control
problems. As we cannot go over all the MB approaches, we refer readers to Wang et al. [71], Amos
et al. [3] for more comprehensive review and benchmarks of them.

Most of the aforementioned approaches rely on simple one-step world models ponepst`1, rt|st, atq.
The Dreamer series of work [22, 24, 25] use recurrent neural networks (RNN) to engage in past
information for predicting the next state. Lately, Robine et al. [59], Micheli et al. [50], Chen et al.
[5] have independently proposed Transformer-based world models as a replacement of RNN. Janner
et al. [36] uses a generative model to learn the occupancy measure over future states, which can
perform long-horizon rollout with a single forward pass.

Offline RL Directly applying online RL methods to offline RL usually leads to poor performance.
The failures are typically attributed to the extrapolation error [18]. To address this issue, a number
of conservatism notions have been introduced to encourage the policy to stay close to the offline
data. For model-free methods, these notions are applied to the value functions [44, 42, 19] or to
the policies [77, 37, 43, 16]. Conservatism has also been incorporated into MB techniques through
modified MDPs. For instance, MOPO [83] builds upon MBPO and relabels the predicted reward
when generating transitions. It subtracts the uncertainty of the world model’s prediction from the
predicted reward, thereby softly promoting state-action pairs with low-uncertainty outcome. In a
similar vein, MOReL [40] trains policies using a constructed pessimistic MDP with terminal state.
The agent will be moved to the terminal state if the prediction uncertainty of the world model is high,
and will receive a negative reward as a penalty.

Sequence Modeling for RL There is a surge of recent research interest in applying sequence
modeling tools to RL problems. [6, 35] first consider the offline trajectories as autoregressive
sequences and model them using Transformer architectures [70]. This has inspired a line of follow-up
research, including [49, 46]. Normalizing flows like diffusion model [30, 64, 66], flow matching [47]
and consistency model [65] have also been incorporated into various RL algorithms, see e.g., [7,
11, 12, 29, 38, 52, 72, 79]. Several recent works have utilized the diffusion model (DM) for world
modeling in a variety of ways. Here we discuss them and highlight the key differences between
our approach and theirs, see also Table 1.1. Alonso et al. [2] trains a DM-based one-step dynamics
model, which predicts the next single state st`1, conditioning on past states st´T , . . . , st and actions
at´T , . . . , at. This concept is similarly applied in UniSim [81]. In essence, these models still plan
step by step while incorporating information from preivous steps, whereas our model plans multiple
future steps at once. Similarly, Zhang et al. [84] trains a discretized DM with masked and noisy input.
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Despite still predicting step by step at inference time, this work mainly focuses on prediction tasks and
does not conduct RL experiments. SynthER [48] is in the same spirit as MBPO [34], which models
the collected transition-level data distribution via an unconditioned diffusion model, and augments
the training dataset by its samples. We focus on simulating the future trajectory for enhancing the
model-based value estimation, and our diffusion model is conditioning on st and at. PolyGRAD [58]
learns a DM to predict a sequence of future states st`1, . . . , st`T´1 and rewards rt, . . . , rt`T´1,
conditioning on the initial state st and corresponding actions at, . . . , at`T´1. Given that the actions
are also unknown, PolyGRAD alternates between predicting the actions (via stochastic Langevin
dynamics using policy score) and denoising the states and rewards during the DM’s sampling process.
This approach results in generating on-policy trajectories. In contrast, our approach is off-policy, since
it does not interact with the policy during the sampling process. Policy-guided diffusion (PGD) [32]
shares the same intention as PolyGrad, which is to generate on-policy trajectories. To achieve this,
it trains an unconditioned DM using the offline dataset but samples from it under the (classifier)
guidance of policy-gradient. Diffuser [33] and Decision Diffuser (DD) [1] are most close to our work,
as they also predict future trajectories. However, the modeling details and the usage of generated
trajectories significantly differs. Diffuser trains an unconditioned model that predicts both states and
actions, resulting in a policy that uses the generated next action directly. DD models state-only future
trajectories conditioning on st, while we model future states and rewards conditioning on st and at.
DD predicts the action by an inverse dynamics model given current state and predicted next state,
hence the diffusion model needs to be invoked at inference time. Our approach, instead, can connect
with any MF offline RL methods that is fast to execute for inference.

3 Preliminaries

Offline RL. We consider an infinite-horizon Markov decision process (MDP) defined by
pS,A, R, P, p0, γq, where S is the state space, A is the action space. Let ∆pSq be the probability
simplex of the state space. R : S ˆ A ÞÑ R is a deterministic reward function, P : S ˆ A ÞÑ ∆pSq

defines the probability distribution of transition, p0 : S ÞÑ ∆pSq defines the distribution of initial
state s0, and γ P p0, 1q is the discount function. The task of RL is to learn a policy π : S ÞÑ A
that maximizes its return Jpπq “ Es0„p0psq,at„πp¨|stq,st`1„P p¨|st,atq

“
ř8

t“0 γ
tRpst, atq

‰

. Given
a trajectory τ “

␣

s0, a0, r0, . . . , s|τ |, a|τ |, r|τ |

(

, where |τ | is the total number of timesteps, the

return-to-go (RTG) at timestep t is gt “
ř|τ |

t1“t γ
t1

´trt1 . In offline RL, we are constrained to learn
a policy solely from a static dataset generated by certain unknown policies. Throughout this paper,
we use Doffline to denote the offline data distribution and use Doffline to denote the offline dataset.

Diffusion Model. Diffusion probabilistic models [30, 64, 66] are generative models that create
samples from noises by an iterative denoising process. It defines a fixed Markov chain, called the for-
ward or diffusion process, that iteratively adds Gaussian noise to xpkq starting from a data point xp0q:
xpk`1q|xpkq „ N

`?
1 ´ βkx

pkq, βkI
˘

, 0 ď k ď K ´ 1. As the number of diffusion steps K Ñ 8,
xpKq essentially becomes a random noise. We learn the corresponding reverse process that transforms
random noise to data point: xpk´1q|xpkq „ N

`

µθpxpkqq,Σθpxpkqq
˘

, 1 ď k ď K. Sampling from
a diffusion model amounts to first sampling a random noise xpKq „ N p0, Iq then running the reverse
process. Let φpz;µ,Σq denote the density function of a random variable z „ N pµ,Σq. To learn the
reverse process, we parameterize pθpxpk´1q|xpkqq “ φ

`

xpk´1q;µθpxpkqq,Σθpxpkqq
˘

, 1 ď k ď K,

and optimize the variational lower bound of the marginal likelihood pθpxp0q:pKqq. There are multiple
equivalent ways to optimize the lower bound [41], and we take the noise prediction route as follows.
One can rewrite xpkq “

?
sαkx

p0q `
?
1 ´ sαkε, where sαk “

śK
k1“1p1 ´ βk1 q, and ε „ N p0, Iq is

the noise injected for xpkq (before scaling). We then parameterize a neural network εθpxpkq, kq to
predict ε injected for xpkq. Moreover, a conditional variable y can be easily added into both processes
via formulating the corresponding density functions qpxpk`1q|xpkq, yq and pθpxpk´1q|xpkq, yq,
respectively. We further deploy classifier-free guidance [31] to promote the conditional information,
which essentially learns both conditioned and unconditioned noise predictors. More precisely, we
optimize the following loss function:

Epxp0q,yq,k,ε,b

›

›

›
εθ
`

xpkqpxp0q, εq, k, p1 ´ bq ¨ y ` b ¨ ∅
˘

´ ε
›

›

›

2

2
, (1)
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Algorithm 4.1: Diffusion World Model
Training

1 Hyperparameters: number of diffusion
steps K, null conditioning probability
puncond, noise parameters sαk, k P rKs

2 while not converged do
3 Sample a length-T subtrajectory from

Doffline:
xp0q

Ð pst, at, rt, st`1, rt`1,
4 . . . , st`T´1, rt`T´1q

5 Compute RTG gt Ð
řT´1
h“0 γ

hrt`h
// optimize DWM via Eq. (1)

6 Sample ε „ N p0, Iq and k P rKs

uniformly
7 Compute

xpkq
Ð

?
sαkx

p0q
`

?
1 ´ sαk

8 y Ð ∅ with probability puncond,
otherwise y Ð gt

9 Take gradient step on
∇θ

›

›εθpxpkq, k, yq ´ ε
›

›

2

2

10 Return: diffusion world model pθ

Algorithm 4.2: General Actor-Critic Framework
for Offline Model-Based RL with DWM

1 Input: pretrained diffusion world model pθ
2 Hyperparameters: rollout length H , conditioning RTG

geval, guidance parameter ω, target network update
frequency n

3 Initialize the actor and critic networks πψ , Qϕ
4 Initialize the weights of target networks sψ Ð ψ, sϕ Ð ϕ
5 for i “ 1, 2, . . . until convergence do
6 Sample state-action pair pst, atq from Doffline

// diffusion model value expansion
7 Sample prt, pst`1, prt`1, . . . , pst`T´1, prt`T´1 „

pθp¨|st, at, gevalq with guidance parameter ω
8 Compute the target Q value

y Ð
řH´1
h“0 γ

h
prt`h ` γHQ

sϕppst`H , π sψppst`Hqq

9 Update the critic:
ϕ Ð ϕ´ η∇ϕ }Qϕpst, atq ´ y}

2
2

10 Update the actor: ψ Ð ψ ` η∇ψQϕpst, πψpstqq

11 if i mod n then
12 sϕ Ð sϕ` wpϕ´ sϕq

13 sψ Ð sψ ` wpψ ´ sψq

where xp0q and y are the true data point and conditional information sampled from data distribution,
ε „ N p0, Iq is the injected noise, k is the diffusion step sampled uniformly between 1 and
K, b „ Bernoullippuncondq is used to indicate whether we will use null condition, and finally,
xpkq “

?
sαkx0 `

?
1 ´ sαkε. Algorithm A.1 details how to sample from a guided diffusion model.

In section 4, we shall introduce the form of xp0q and y in the context of offline RL, and discuss how
we utilize diffusion models to ease planning.

4 Diffusion World Model

In this section, we introduce a general recipe for model-based offline RL with diffusion world model.
Our framework consists of two training stages, which we will detail in Section 4.1 and 4.2, respectively.
In the first stage, we train a diffusion model to predict a sequence of future states and rewards,
conditioning on the current state, action and target return. Next, we train an offline policy using an
actor-critic method, where we utilize the pretrained diffusion model for model-based value estimation.
Algorithm 4.1-4.2 presents this framework with a simple actor-critic algorithm with delayed updates,
where we assume a deterministic offline policy. Our framework can be easily extended in a variety
of ways. First, we can generalize it to account for stochastic policies. Moreover, the actor-critic
algorithm we present is of the simplest form. It can be extended to combine with various existing
offline learning algorithms. In Section 5, we discuss three instantiations of Algorithm 4.2, which
embeds TD3+BC [16], IQL [42] and Q-learning with pessimistic reward [83] respectively.

4.1 Conditional Diffusion Model

We train a return-conditioned diffusion model pθpxp0q|st, at, yq on length-T subtrajecto-
ries, where the conditioning variable is the RTG of a subtrajectory. That is, y “ gt and
xp0q “ prt, st`1, rt`1, . . . , st`T´1, rt`T´1q. As introduced in Section 3, we employ classifier-free
guidance to promote the role of RTG. Stage 1 of Algorithm 4.2 describes the training procedure in de-
tail. For the actual usage of the trained diffusion model in the second stage of our pipeline, we predict
future T ´ 1 states and rewards based on a target RTG geval and also current state st and action at.
These predicted states and rewards are used to facilitate the value estimation in policy training, see Sec-
tion 4.2. As the future actions are not needed, we do not model them in our world model. To enable the
conditioning of st and at, we slightly adjust the standard sampling procedure (Algorithm A.1), where
we fix st and at as conditioning for every denoising step in the reverse process, see Algorithm A.2.
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4.2 Model-Based RL with Diffusion World Model

As summarized in Algorithm 4.2, we propose an actor-critic algorithm where the critic is trained on
synthetic data generated by the diffusion model, and the actor is then trained with policy evaluation
based on the critic. In a nutshell, we estimate the Q-value by the sum of a short-term return, simulated
by the DWM, and a long-return value, estimated by a proxy state-action value function pQ learned
through temporal difference (TD) learning. It is worth noting that in our framework, DWM only
intervenes the critic training, and Algorithm 4.2 is general to connect with any MF value-based
algorithms. We shall present 3 different instantiations of it in Section 5.

Definition 4.1 (H-step Diffusion Model Value Expansion). Let pst, atq be a state-action pair.
Sample prt, pst`1, prt`1, . . . ,pst`T´1, prt`T´1 from the diffusion model pθp¨|st, at, gevalq. Let H be the
simulation horizon, where H ă T . The H-step diffusion model value expansion estimate of the value
of pst, atq is given by

pQHdiffpst, atq “ Epθp¨|st,at,gevalq

”

řH´1
h“0 γ

h
prt`h ` γH pQppst`H ,pat`Hq

ı

, (2)

where pat`H “ πppst`Hq and pQppst`H ,pat`Hq is the proxy value for the final state-action pair.

We employ this expansion to compute the target value in TD learning, see Algorithm 4.2. This
mechanism is key to the success of our algorithm and has several appealing properties.

1. In deploying the standard model-based value expansion (MVE, Feinberg et al. [14]), the imagined
trajectory is derived by recursively querying the one-step dynamics model ponepst`1, rt|st, atq,
which is the root cause of error accumulation. As an advantage over MVE, our DWM generates
the imagined trajectory (without actions) as a whole.

2. More interestingly, MVE uses the policy predicted action pat “ πppstq when querying pone. This
can be viewed as an on-policy value estimation of π in a simulated environment. In contrast,
Diffusion-MVE operates in an off-policy manner, as π does not influence the sampling process.
As we will explore in Section 5, the off-policy diffusion-MVE excels in offline RL, significantly
surpassing the performance of one-step-MVE. We will now delve into two interpretations of this,
each from a unique perspective.

(a) Our approach can be viewed as a policy iteration algorithm, alternating between policy evaluation
(Algorithm 4.2 line 7-9) and policy improvement (line 10) steps. Here, pQHdiff is the estimator of
the policy value function Qπ, with adjustable lookahead horizon H and pessimistic or optimistic
estimation through changing geval. Parameterized Qϕ is optimized towards the target pQHdiff through
a mean squared error. In the context of offline RL, TD learning often lead to overestimation of
Qπ [69, 44]. This is because π might produce out-of-distribution actions, leading to erroneous
values for pQ, and the policy is defined to maximize pQ. Such overestimation negatively impacts the
generalization capability of the resulting policy when it is deployed online. To mitigate this, a broad
spectrum of offline RL methods apply various forms of regularization to the value function [19, 42, 44],
to ensure the resulting policy remains close to the data. As the DWM is trained exclusively on offline
data, it can be seen as a synthesis of the behavior policy that generates the offline dataset. In other
words, diffusion-MVE introduces a type of value regularization for offline RL through generative
modeling.

Moreover, our approach significantly differs from existing value pessimism notions. One challenge
of offline RL is that the behavior policy that generates the offline dataset is often of low-to-moderate
quality, so that the resulting dataset might only contain trajectories with low-to-moderate returns. As
a result, many regularization techniques introduced for offline RL are often overly pessimistic [20, 54].
To address this issue, we typically condition on large out-of-distribution (OOD) values of geval when
sampling from the DWM. Putting differently, we ask the DWM to output an imagined trajectory
under an optimistic goal.

(b) Alternatively, we can also view the approach as an offline Q-learning algorithm [73], where
pQ is estimating the optimal value function Q˚ using off-policy data. Again, the off-policy data is
generated by the diffusion model, conditioning on OOD RTG values. In essence, our approach can
be characterized as offline Q-learning on synthetic data.
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Comparison with Transformer-based World Models. Curious readers may wonder about the
key distinctions between DMW and existing Transformer-based world models [5, 50, 59]. These
models, given the current state st and action at, leverage the autoregressive structure of Transformer
to incorporate past information to predict st`1. To forecast multiple steps into the future, they must
make iterated predictions. In contrast, DWM makes long-horizon predictions in a single query.
It is worth noting that it is entirely possible to substitute the diffusion model in our work with a
Transformer, and we justify our design choice in Section 5.4.

5 Experiments

Our experiments are designed to answer the following questions. (1) Compared with the one-
step dynamics model, does DWM effectively reduces the compounding error and lead to better
performance in MBRL? (2) How does the proposed Algorithm 4.2 compare with other diffusion
model model-based methods, and (3) their model-free counterparts?

To answer these questions, we consider three instantiations of Algorithm 4.2, where we integrate
TD3+BC [16], IQL [42] and Q-learning with pessimistic reward (which we refer to as PQL) as
the offline RL algorithm in the second stage. These algorithms come with different conservatism
notions defined on the action (TD3+BC), the value function (IQL), and the reward (PQL), respectively.
Specifically, the PQL algorithm is inspired by the MOPO algorithm [83], where we penalize the
world model predicted reward by the uncertainty of its prediction. Nonetheless, it is distinct from
MOPO in the critic learning. MOPO uses standard TD learning on model-generated transitions,
whereas we use MVE or Diff-MVE for value estimation. In the sequel, we refer to our algorithms
as DWM-TD3BC, DWM-IQL and DWM-PQL respectively. For DWM-IQL, we have observed
performance enhancement using a variant of Diff-MVE based on the λ-return technique [62], therefore
we incorporate it as a default feature. Detailed descriptions of these algorithms are deferred to
Appendix C. We present the comparisons in Section 5.1-5.3, and ablate the design choices we made
for DWM in Section 5.4. In Appendix E.4, we conduct experimental comparison with additional
baselines including data augmentation [48] and autoregressive diffusion [58] methods.

Benchmark and Hyperparameters. We conduct experiments on 9 datasets of locomotion tasks
from the D4RL [15] benchmark, and report the obtained normalized return (0-1 with 1 as expert
performance). Throughout the paper, we train each algorithm for 5 instances with different random
seeds, and evaluate them for 10 episodes. All reported values are means and standard deviations
aggregated over 5 random seeds. We set the sequence length of DWM to be T “ 8 (discussed
in Section 5.1). The number of diffusion steps is K “ 5 for training. For DWM inference, an
accelerated inference technique is applied with a reduced number of diffusion steps N “ 3, as
detailed in Section 5.4. The training and sampling details of DWM refer to Appendix A, and
the training details of each offline algorithm refer to Appendix D. We further conduct extensive
experiments on sparse-reward tasks, and results are detailed in Appendix Sec. E.5.

5.1 DWM v.s. One-Step Dynamics Model

We first investigate the effectiveness of DWM in reducing the compounding error for MBRL, and
compare it with the counterparts using one-step dynamics model. Next, we evaluate the performance
of our proposed Algorithm 4.2 and the one-step dynamics model counterparts, where we substitute
DWM by one-step dynamics models and use standard MVE. We call these baselines OneStep-TD3BC,
OneStep-IQL and OneStep-PQL, correspondingly.

Long Horizon Planning and Compounding Error Comparison. To explore the response of differ-
ent world models to long simulation horizons, we compare the performance DWM methods (DWM-
TD3BC and DWM-IQL) with their one-step counterparts (OneStep-TD3BC and OneStep-IQL) when
the simulation horizon H used in policy training changes. To explore the limit of DWM models, we
train another set of DWMs with longer sequence length T “ 32 and investigate the performance of
downstream RL algorithms for H P t1, 3, 7, 15, 31u. The algorithms with one-step dynamics models
have simulation horizon from 1 to 5. Figure 5.1 plots the results across 9 tasks. OneStep-IQL and
OneStep-TD3BC exhibit a clearly performance drop as the simulation horizon increases. For most
tasks, their performances peak with relatively short simulation horizons, like one or two. This suggests
that longer model-based rollout with one-step dynamics models suffer from severe compounding
errors. On the contrary, DWM-TD3BC and DWM-IQL maintain relatively high returns without signif-
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Figure 5.1: Performances of Algorithm 4.2 with DWM and one-step models, using different simula-
tion horizons. The x-axis has range r1, 31s in a logarithm scale.

Env. OneStep-TD3BC OneStep-IQL OneStep-PQL DWM-TD3BC DWM-IQL DWM-PQL

hopper-m 0.39 ˘ 0.04 0.45 ˘ 0.05 0.63 ˘ 0.12 0.65 ˘ 0.10 0.54 ˘ 0.11 0.50 ˘ 0.09
walker2d-m 0.39 ˘ 0.15 0.52 ˘ 0.24 0.74 ˘ 0.14 0.70 ˘ 0.15 0.76 ˘ 0.05 0.79 ˘ 0.08

halfcheetah-m 0.44 ˘ 0.05 0.44 ˘ 0.03 0.45 ˘ 0.01 0.46 ˘ 0.01 0.44 ˘ 0.01 0.44 ˘ 0.01
hopper-mr 0.26 ˘ 0.05 0.25 ˘ 0.03 0.32 ˘ 0.03 0.53 ˘ 0.09 0.61 ˘ 0.13 0.39 ˘ 0.03

walker2d-mr 0.23 ˘ 0.13 0.24 ˘ 0.07 0.62 ˘ 0.22 0.46 ˘ 0.19 0.35 ˘ 0.14 0.35 ˘ 0.13
halfcheetah-mr 0.43 ˘ 0.01 0.42 ˘ 0.02 0.42 ˘ 0.01 0.43 ˘ 0.01 0.41 ˘ 0.01 0.43 ˘ 0.01

hopper-me 0.31 ˘ 0.18 0.39 ˘ 0.19 0.43 ˘ 0.18 1.03 ˘ 0.14 0.90 ˘ 0.25 0.80 ˘ 0.18
walker2d-me 0.60 ˘ 0.25 0.57 ˘ 0.18 0.61 ˘ 0.22 1.10 ˘ 0.00 1.04 ˘ 0.10 1.10 ˘ 0.01

halfcheetah-me 0.27 ˘ 0.12 0.61 ˘ 0.22 0.61 ˘ 0.22 0.75 ˘ 0.16 0.71 ˘ 0.14 0.69 ˘ 0.13

Average 0.368 ˘ 0.105 0.432 ˘ 0.115 0.537 ˘ 0.128 0.679 ˘ 0.098 0.641 ˘ 0.117 0.610 ˘ 0.080
0.446˘0.116 0.643˘0.07

Table 5.1: Comparison of MB methods with one-step model versus DWM on the D4RL dataset.

icant performance degradation, even using horizon length 31. Note that in the final result Table 5.1, we
report results using DWM with sequence length T “ 8, because the performance gain of using T “ 32
is marginal. See Appendix E.7 for details. We additionally conduct experiments on analyzing the
compounding error for DWM and one-step model predictions. The results in Appendix E.2 indicate
the superior performance of DWM in reducing the compounding errors, which verifies our hypothesis.

Offline RL Performance. Table 5.1 reports the performance of Algorithm 4.2 using DWM and one-
step dynamics models on the D4RL datasets. We sweep over the simulation horizon H P t1, 3, 5, 7u

and a set of evaluation RTG values. The RTG values we search vary across environments, see
Table D.2. The predominant trends we found are: the proposed DWM significantly outperforms
the one-step counterparts, with a notable 44% performance gain. This is attributed to the strong
expressivity of diffusion models and the prediction of entire sequences all at once, which circumvents
the compounding error issue in multistep rollout. This point will be further discussed in the studies
of simulation horizon as next paragraph.

5.2 DWM v.s. Decision Diffuser

We further compare DWM-TD3BC (the best-performing DWM-based algorithms) with Decision
Diffuser (DD) [1], another closely related approach that also use diffusion models to model the
trajectory in the offline dataset. As noted in Section 1, our approach is significantly different from
theirs, though. DWM conditions on both state st and action at, where DD only conditions on st.
More importantly, we train a downstream model-free policy using imagined rollout, whereas DD
predicts the action via an inverse dynamics model, using current state st and predicted next state pst`1.
This means, at inference time, DD needs to generate the whole trajectory, which is computationally
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Env. DD DWM-TD3BC
Normalized Return Inference Time (sec) Normalized Return Inference Time (sec)

hopper-m 0.49 ˘ 0.07 4.11 ˘ 4.64 0.65 ˘ 0.10 1.18 ˘ 0.51
walker2d-m 0.67 ˘ 0.16 8.09 ˘ 1.24 0.70 ˘ 0.15 2.00 ˘ 0.63

halfcheetah-m 0.49 ˘ 0.01 8.18 ˘ 3.77 0.46 ˘ 0.01 1.81 ˘ 0.54
hopper-mr 0.66 ˘ 0.15 6.21 ˘ 4.21 0.53 ˘ 0.09 0.64 ˘ 0.52

walker2d-mr 0.44 ˘ 0.26 5.94 ˘ 4.32 0.46 ˘ 0.19 0.83 ˘ 0.45
halfcheetah-mr 0.38 ˘ 0.06 7.46 ˘ 9.72 0.43 ˘ 0.01 0.60 ˘ 0.17

hopper-me 1.06 ˘ 0.11 8.82 ˘ 2.96 1.03˘ 0.14 2.62 ˘ 1.22
walker2d-me 0.99 ˘ 0.15 9.26 ˘ 1.30 1.10 ˘ 0.00 3.60 ˘ 3.90

halfcheetah-me 0.91 ˘ 0.01 9.53 ˘ 2.50 0.75 ˘ 0.16 3.77 ˘ 2.43
Average 0.677˘0.109 7.531 ˘ 3.651 0.679˘0.098 1.620 ˘ 1.379

Table 5.2: The performance of DWM-TD3BC and Decision Diffuser (DD) are comparable, while DWM-
TD3BC is 4.6x faster than DD.

inefficient. On the contrary, DWM based approaches are efficient as we do not need to sample from
the trained DWM anymore. Table 5.2 reports the performance and the inference time of DWM-
TD3BC and DD. The inference time is averaged over 600 evaluation episodes. The performance of
DWM-TD3BC is comparable to Decision Diffuser, and it enjoys 4.6x faster inference speed. We
anticipate the difference in speed amplifies for higher dimensional problems.

5.3 DWM v.s. Model-Free Counterparts

Finally, we compare DWM-based algorithms with their MF counterparts, namely, TD3+BC vs
DWM-TD3BC, and IQL vs DWM-IQL. Table 5.3 reports the results. For each group of comparison,
we highlight the winning performance.

Env. TD3+BC DWM-TD3BC IQL DWM-IQL

hopper-m 0.58 ˘ 0.11 0.65 ˘ 0.10 0.48 ˘ 0.08 0.54 ˘ 0.11
walker2d-m 0.77 ˘ 0.09 0.70 ˘ 0.15 0.75 ˘ 0.15 0.76 ˘ 0.05

halfcheetah-m 0.47 ˘ 0.01 0.46 ˘ 0.01 0.46 ˘ 0.07 0.44 ˘ 0.01
hopper-mr 0.53 ˘ 0.19 0.53 ˘ 0.09 0.25 ˘ 0.02 0.61 ˘ 0.13

walker2d-mr 0.75 ˘ 0.19 0.46 ˘ 0.19 0.48 ˘ 0.23 0.35 ˘ 0.14
halfcheetah-mr 0.43 ˘ 0.01 0.43 ˘ 0.01 0.44 ˘ 0.01 0.41 ˘ 0.01

hopper-me 0.90 ˘ 0.28 1.03 ˘ 0.14 0.86 ˘ 0.22 0.90 ˘ 0.25
walker2d-me 1.08 ˘ 0.01 1.10 ˘ 0.00 1.09 ˘ 0.00 1.04 ˘ 0.10

halfcheetah-me 0.73 ˘ 0.16 0.75 ˘ 0.16 0.60 ˘ 0.23 0.71 ˘ 0.14
Average 0.693 ˘ 0.116 0.679 ˘ 0.098 0.601 ˘ 0.112 0.641 ˘ 0.117

Table 5.3: Performance of DWM methods and its MF coun-
terparts.

We can see DWM-IQL outperforms
IQL, DWM-TD3BC is comparable
to TD3+BC. Different from MF algo-
rithms with ground-truth samples, MB
algorithms inevitably suffers additional
modeling errors from approximating the
dynamics. It is worth noting that MB
algorithms using traditional one-step dy-
namics model significantly underperforms
the MF counterparts (results reported in
Table 5.1), while DWM alleviates the
downside of dynamics modeling through
reducing compounding errors.

5.4 Ablation Studies

Diffusion Model v.s. Transformer. Algorithm 4.2 is capable of accommodating various
types of sequence models, including Transformer [70], one of the most successful se-
quence models. However, analogous to the compounding error issue for one-step dynamics
model, Transformer is subject to inherent error accumulation due to its autoregressive struc-
ture. Therefore, we hypothesize Transformer will underperform and choose diffusion model.

Env. T-TD3BC T-IQL DWM-TD3BC DWM-IQL
hopper-m 0.58 ˘ 0.08 0.55 ˘ 0.08 0.65 ˘ 0.10 0.54 ˘ 0.11

walker2d-m 0.60 ˘ 0.16 0.72 ˘ 0.12 0.70 ˘ 0.15 0.76 ˘ 0.05
halfcheetah-m 0.42 ˘ 0.03 0.43 ˘ 0.01 0.46 ˘ 0.01 0.44 ˘ 0.01

hopper-mr 0.25 ˘ 0.06 0.26 ˘ 0.09 0.53 ˘ 0.09 0.61 ˘ 0.13
walker2d-mr 0.13 ˘ 0.06 0.23 ˘ 0.12 0.46 ˘ 0.19 0.35 ˘ 0.14

halfcheetah-mr 0.40 ˘ 0.01 0.39 ˘ 0.01 0.43 ˘ 0.01 0.41 ˘ 0.01
hopper-me 0.66 ˘ 0.25 0.62 ˘ 0.16 1.03˘ 0.14 0.90 ˘ 0.25

walker2d-me 0.58 ˘ 0.15 1.03 ˘ 0.09 1.10 ˘ 0.00 1.04 ˘ 0.10
halfcheetah-me 0.36 ˘ 0.17 0.44 ˘ 0.08 0.75 ˘ 0.16 0.71 ˘ 0.14

Avg. 0.442˘0.101 0.519˘0.084 0.679 ˘ 0.098 0.641 ˘ 0.117

Table 5.4: Performance of Algorithm 4.2 using DWM
and Transformer-based world models.

To verify this hypothesis, we replace the
diffusion model with Transformer in our
proposed algorithms, and compare the resulting
performance with DWM methods. We partic-
ularly consider the combination with TD3+BC
and IQL, where we call the obtained algorithms
T-TD3BC and T-IQL. We test T-TD3BC and
T-IQL with parameter sweeping over simulation
horizon H P t1, 3, 5, 7u, as the same as DWM
methods. For the evaluation RTG, we take the
value used in Decision Transformer [6] and
apply the same normalization as used for DWM.

9



As shown in Table 5.4, DWM consistently outperforms Transformer-based world models across
offline RL algorithm instantiations and environments. The experiment details refer to Appendix E.3.

Additional Ablation Experiments. Due to the space limit, we refer the readers to Appendix for
other ablation experiments regarding other design choices of our approach. Appendix E.6 discusses
the number of diffusion steps we use in training DWM and trajectory sampling. Appendix E.8
discusses the evaluation RTG values we use when sampling from the DWM. Appendix E.9 ablates the
λ-return technique we incorporate for DWM-IQL. Last, we also investigate the effects of fine-tuning
DWM with relabelled RTGs [80]. We have found this technique is of limited utility, so we did not
include it in the final design for the simplicity of our algorithm. See the results in Appendix E.10.

6 Conclusion and Future Work

We present a general framework of leveraging diffusion models as world models, in the context of
offline RL. This framework can be easily extended to accommodate online training. Specifically, we
utilize DWM generated trajectories for model-based value estimation. Our experiments show that
this approach effectively reduces the compounding error in MBRL. We benchmarked DWM against
the traditional one-step dynamics model, by training 3 different types of offline RL algorithms using
imagined trajectories generated by each of them. DWM demonstrates a notable performance gain.
DWM-based approaches are also caparable with or marginally outperforming their MF counterparts.
However, there are also limitations of our work. Currently, DWM is trained for each individual
environment and is task-specific. An intriguing avenue for future research would be extending
DWM to multi-environment and multi-task settings. Additionally, to circumvent the side effects of
exploration, we only investigate DWM in the offline RL setting. This raises an interesting question
regarding the performance of DWM in online settings. Lastly but most importantly, although we
adopt the stride sampling technique to accelerate the inference, the computational demand of DWM
remains high. Further enhancements to speed up the sampling process could be crucial for future
usages of DWM to tackle larger scale problems.
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A Implementation Details of Diffusion World Model

We summarize the architecture and hyperparameters used for our experiments. For all the experiments,
we use our own PyTorch implementation that is heavily influenced by the following codebases:

Decision Diffuser [1] https://github.com/anuragajay/decision-diffuser
Diffuser [33] https://github.com/jannerm/diffuser/
SSORL [85] https://github.com/facebookresearch/ssorl/

Architecture. As introduced in Section 4.1, the diffusion world model pθ used in this paper is chosen
to model a length-T subtrajecotires pst, at, rt, st`1, rt`1, . . . , st`T´1, rt`T´1q. At inference time,
it predicts the subsequent subtrajecotry of T ´1 steps, conditioning on initial state-action pair pst, atq
and target RTG y “ gt:

prt, pst`1, prt`1, . . . , pst`T´1, prt`T´1 „ pθp¨|st, at, y “ gtq. (3)

There are two reasons we choose not to model future actions in the sequence. First, our proposed
diffusion model value expansion (Definition 4.1) does not require the action information for future
steps. Second, previous work have found that modeling continuous action through diffusion is less
accurate [1].

Throughout the paper, we train guided diffusion models for state-reward sequences of length T “ 8.
The number of diffusion steps is K “ 5. The probability of null conditioning puncond is set to 0.25,
and the batch size is 64. We use the cosine noise schedule proposed by Nichol and Dhariwal [56].
The discount factor is γ “ 0.99, and we normalize the discounted RTG by a task-specific reward
scale, which is 400 for Hopper, 550 for Walker, and 1200 for Halfcheetah tasks.

Following Ajay et al. [1], our noise predictor εθ is a temporal U-net [33, 60] that consists of 6
repeated residual blocks, where each block consists of 2 temporal convolutions followed by the group
norm [76] and a final Mish nonlinearity activation [51]. The diffusion step k is first transformed to its
sinusoidal position encoding and projected to a latent space via a 2-layer MLP, and the RTG value is
transformed into its latent embedding via a 3-layer MLP. In our diffusion world model, the initial
action at as additional condition is also transformed into latent embedding via a 3-layer MLP, and
further concatenated with the embeddings of the diffusion step and RTG.

Optimization. We optimize our model by the Adam optimizer with a learning rate 1 ˆ 10´4 for all
the datasets. The final model parameter sθ we consider is an exponential moving average (EMA) of the
obtained parameters over the course of training. For every 10 iteration, we update sθ “ βsθ` p1´βqθ,
where the exponential decay parameter β “ 0.995. We train the diffusion model for 2ˆ106 iterations.

Sampling with Guidance. To sample from the diffusion model, we need to first sample a random
noise xpKq „ N p0, Iq and then run the reverse process. Algorithm A.1 presents the general process
of sampling from a diffusion model trained under classifier-free guidance.

In the context of offline RL, the diffusion world model generates future states and rewards based
on the current state st, the current action at and the target return geval, see Section 4. Therefore, the
sampling process is slightly different from Algorithm A.1, as we need to constrain the initial state and
initial action to be st and at, respectively. The adapted algorithm is summarized in Algorithm A.2.

Following Ajay et al. [1], we apply the low temperature sampling technique for diffusion models.
The temperature is set to be α “ 0.5 for sampling at each diffusion step from Gaussian N ppµθ, α

2
pΣθq,

with pµθ and pΣθ being the predicted mean and covariance.

Accelerated Inference. Algorithm A.1 and A.2 run the full reverse process, Building on top of them,
we further apply the stride sampling technique as in Nichol and Dhariwal [56] to speed up sampling
process. Formally, in the full reverse process, we generates xpk´1q by xpkq one by one, from k “ K
till k “ 1:

xpk´1q “

?
sαk´1βk
1 ´ sαk

pxp0q `

?
αkp1 ´ sαk´1q

1 ´ sαk
xpkq ` σkε, ε „ N p0, Iq, (4)

where pxp0q is the prediction of the true data point (line 5 of Algorithm A.1), σk “

c

βkp1 ´ sαk´1q

1 ´ sαk
is the standard deviation of noise at step k (line 8 of in Algorithm A.1). We note that sαk “
śK
k1“1p1 ´ βk1 q where the noise schedule tβku

K
k“1 is predefined, see Section 3 and Appendix A.
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Running a full reverse process amounts to evaluating Equation (4) for K times, which is time
consuming. To speed up sampling, we choose N diffusion steps equally spaced between 1 and K,
namely, τ1, . . . , τN , where τN “ K. We then evaluate Equation (4) for the chosen steps τ1, . . . , τN .
This effectively reduces the inference time to approximately N{K of the original. In our experiments,
we train the diffusion model with K “ 5 diffusion steps and sample with N “ 3 inference steps, see
Section 5.4 for a justification of this number.

Algorithm A.1: Sampling from Guided Diffusion Models
1 Input: trained noise prediction model εθ, conditioning parameter y, guidance parameter ω,

number of diffusion steps K
2 xpKq „ N p0, Iq
3 for k “ K, . . . , 1 do
4 pε Ð ω ¨ εθpxpkq, k, yq ` p1 ´ ωq ¨ εθpxpkq, k,∅q

// estimate true data point xp0q

5 pxp0q Ð
1

?
sαk

`

xpkq ´
?
1 ´ sαtpε

˘

// Sample from the posterior distribution qpxpk´1q
|xpkq, xp0q

q

// See Equation (6) and (7) of Ho et al. [30]

6 pµ Ð

?
sαk´1βk
1 ´ sαk

pxp0q `

?
αkp1 ´ sαk´1q

1 ´ sαk
xpkq

7 pΣ Ð
βkp1 ´ sαk´1q

1 ´ sαk
I

8 xpk´1q „ N ppµ, pΣq

9 Output: xp0q

Algorithm A.2: Diffusion World Model Sampling
1 Input: trained noise prediction model εθ, initial state st, initial action at, target return geval,

guidance parameter ω, number of diffusion steps K
2 xpKq „ N p0, Iq
// apply conditioning of st and at

3 xpKqr0 : dimpstq ` dimpatqs Ð concatenatepst, atq
4 for k “ K, . . . , 1 do
5 pε Ð ω ¨ εθpxpkq, k, gevalq ` p1 ´ ωq ¨ εθpxpkq, k,∅q

// estimate true data point xp0q

6 pxp0q Ð
1

?
sαk

`

xpkq ´
?
1 ´ sαtpε

˘

// Sample from the posterior distribution qpxpk´1q
|xpkq, xp0q

q

// See Equation (6) and (7) of Ho et al. [30]

7 pµ Ð

?
sαk´1βk
1 ´ sαk

pxp0q `

?
αkp1 ´ sαk´1q

1 ´ sαk
xpkq

8 pΣ Ð
βkp1 ´ sαk´1q

1 ´ sαk
I

9 xpk´1q „ N ppµ, pΣq

// apply conditioning of st and at

10 xpk´1qr0 : dimpstq ` dimpatqs Ð concatenatepst, atq

11 Output: xp0q

B Implementation Details of One-step Dynamics Model

The traditional one-step dynamics model fθpst`1, rt|st, atq is typically represented by a parameter-
ized probability distribution over the state and reward spaces, and optimized through log-likelihood
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maximization of the single-step transitions:

max
θ

Epst,at,rt,st`1q„Doffline rlog fθpst`1, rt|st, atqs , (5)

where pst, at, rt, st`1q is sampled from the offline data distribution Doffline. As in Kidambi et al. [40],
we model fθ as a Gaussian distribution N pµθ,Σθq, where the mean µθ and the diagonal covariance
matrix Σθ are parameterized by two 4-layer MLP neural networks with 256 hidden units per layer.
We use the ReLU activation function for hidden layers. The final layer of Σθ is activated by a SoftPlus
function to ensure validity. We train the dynamics models for 1 ˆ 106 iterations, using the Adam
optimizer with learning rate 1 ˆ 10´4.

C Diffusion World Model Based Offline RL Methods

In Section 5, we consider 3 instantiations of Algorithm 4.2 where we integrate TD3+BC, IQL,
Q-learning with pessimistic reward (PQL) into our framework. These algorithms are specifically
designed for offline RL, with conservatism notions defined on actions (TD3+BC), value function
(IQL), and rewards (PQL) respectively. In the sequel, we refer to our instantiations as DWM-TD3BC,
DWM-IQL and DWM-PQL. The detailed implementation of them will be introduced below.

C.1 DWM-TD3BC: TD3+BC with Diffusion World Model

Building on top of the TD3 algorithm [17], TD3+BC [16] employs explicit behavior cloning regular-
ization to learn a deterministic policy. The algorithm works as follows.

The critic training follows the TD3 algorithm exactly. We learn two critic networks Qϕ1 and Qϕ2

as double Q-learning [17] through TD learning. The target value in TD learning for a transition
ps, a, r, s1q is given by:

y “ r ` γ min
iPt1,2u

Qϕi

`

s1, a1 “ Clippπ
sψps1q ` ε,´C,Cq

˘

, (6)

where ε „ N p0, σ2Iq is a random noise, π
sψ is the target policy and Clip(¨) is an operator that bounds

the value of the action vector to be within r´C,Cs for each dimension. Both Qϕ1
and Qϕ2

will
regress into the target value y by minimizing the mean squared error (MSE), which amounts to
solving the following problem:

min
ϕi

Eps,a,r,s1q„Doffline

”

`

ypr, s1q ´Qϕi
ps, aq

˘2
ı

, i P t1, 2u. (7)

For training the policy, TD3+BC optimizes the following regularized problem:

max
ψ

Eps,aq„Doffline

”

λQϕ1
ps, πψpsqq ´ }a´ πψpsq}

2
ı

, (8)

which Doffline is the offline data distribution. Without the behavior cloning regularization term
}a´ πψpsq}

2, the above problem reduces to the objective corresponding to the deterministic policy
gradient theorem [63]. Note that π is always trying to maximize one fixed proxy value function.

Both the updates of target policy π
sψ and the target critic networks Q

sϕi
are delayed in TD3+BC. The

whole algorithm is summarized in Algorithm C.1.
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Algorithm C.1: DWM-TD3BC
1 Inputs: offline dataset Doffline, pretrained diffusion world model pθ, simulation horizon H ,

conditioning RTG geval, policy and target networks update frequency n, coefficient λ,
parameters for action perturbation and clipping: σ, C

2 Initialize the actor and critic networks πψ , Qϕ1
, Qϕ2

3 Initialize the weights of target networks sψ Ð ψ, sϕ1 Ð ϕ1, sϕ2 Ð ϕ2
4 for i “ 1, 2, . . . until convergence do
5 Sample state-action pair pst, atq from Doffline

// diffuion model value expansion

6 Sample prt, pst`1, prt`1, . . . , pst`T´1, prt`T´1 „ pθp¨|st, at, gevalq

7 Sample ε „ N p0, σ2Iq

8 paεt`H Ð Clippπ
sψppst`Hq ` ε,´C,Cq

9 Compute the target Q value y “
řH´1
h“0 γ

h
prt`h ` γH miniPt1,2u Qsϕi

ppst`H ,pa
ε
t`Hq

// update the critic

10 ϕ1 Ð ϕ1 ´ η∇ϕ1
}Qϕ1

pst, atq ´ y}
2
2

11 ϕ2 Ð ϕ2 ´ η∇ϕ2
}Qϕ2pst, atq ´ y}

2
2

// update the actor (delayed) and the target networks

12 if i mod n then
13 ψ Ð ψ ` η∇ψ

´

λQϕ1

´

st, πψpstq
¯

´ }at ´ πψpstq}
2
¯

// Update the actor

network

14 sϕ1 Ð sϕ1 ` wpϕ´ sϕ1q

15 sϕ2 Ð sϕ2 ` wpϕ´ sϕ2q // Update the target networks

16 sψ Ð sψ ` wpψ ´ sψq

17 Output: πψ

C.2 DWM-IQL: IQL with Diffusion World Model

IQL [42] applies pessimistic value estimation on offline dataset. In addition to the double Q functions
used in TD3+BC, IQL leverages an additional state-value function Vξpsq, which is estimated through
expectile regression:

min
ξ

Eps,aq„Doffline

„

Lτ
ˆ

min
iPt1,2u

Q
sϕi

ps, aq ´ Vξpsq

˙ȷ

, (9)

where Lτ puq “ |τ ´ 1uă0|u2 with hyperparameter τ P p0.5, 1q, As τ Ñ 1, Vξpsq is essentially
estimating the maximum value of Qps, aq. This can be viewed as implicitly performing the policy
improvement step, without an explicit policy. Using a hyperparameter τ ă 1 regularizes the value
estimation (of an implicit policy) and thus mitigates the overestimation issue of Q function. The Q
function is updated also using Eq. (7) but with target y “ r ` γVξps

1q. Finally, given the Q and the
V functions, the policy is extracted by Advantage Weighted Regression [57], i.e., solving

max
ψ

Eps,aq„Doffline rexp pβpQϕps, aq ´ Vξpsqqq log πψpa|sqs . (10)

The update of the target critic networks Q
sϕi

are delayed in IQL. The whole algorithm is summarzied
in Algorithm C.2.

C.3 DWM-PQL: Pessimistic Q-learning with Diffusion World Model

Previous offline RL algorithms like MOPO [83] have applied the conservatism notion directly to the
reward function, which we referred to as pessimistic Q-learning (PQL) in this paper. Specifically, the
original algorithm proposed by Yu et al. [83] learns an ensemble of m one-step dynamics models
tpθiuiPrms, and use a modified reward

r̃ps, aq “ prps, aq ´ κups, a|pθ1 , . . . , pθmq (11)

for learning the Q functions, where pr is the mean prediction from the ensemble, ups, a|pθ1 , . . . , pθmq

is a measurement of prediction uncertainty using the ensemble.
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Algorithm C.2: DWM-IQL
1 Inputs: offline dataset Doffline, pretrained diffusion world model pθ, simulation horizon H ,

conditioning RTG geval, target network update frequency n, expectile loss parameter τ
2 Initialize the actor, critic and value networks πψ , Qϕ1

, Qϕ2
, Vξ

3 Initialize the weights of target networks sϕ1 Ð ϕ1, sϕ2 Ð ϕ2
4 for i “ 1, 2, . . . until convergence do
5 Sample state-action pair pst, atq from Doffline

// diffuion model value expansion

6 Sample prt, pst`1, prt`1, . . . , pst`T´1, prt`T´1 „ pθp¨|st, at, gevalq

7 Compute the target Q value y “
řH´1
h“0 γ

h
prt`h ` γHVξppst`Hq

// update the V -value network

8 ξ Ð ξ ´ η∇ξL
τ pminiPt1,2u Qsϕi

ps, aq ´ Vξpsqq

// update the critic (Q-value networks)

9 ϕ1 Ð ϕ1 ´ η∇ϕ1
}Qϕ1

pst, atq ´ y}
2
2

10 ϕ2 Ð ϕ2 ´ η∇ϕ2
}Qϕ2

pst, atq ´ y}
2
2

// update the actor

11 Update the actor network:
ψ Ð ψ ` η∇ψ exp

`

βpminiPt1,2u Qϕi
ps, aq ´ Vξpsqq

˘

log πψpa|sq
// update the target networks

12 if i mod n then
13 sϕ1 Ð sϕ1 ` wpϕ´ sϕ1q

14 sϕ2 Ð sϕ2 ` wpϕ´ sϕ2q

15 Output: πψ

Yu et al. [83] parameterize each dynamics model by a Gaussian distribution, and measure the
prediction uncertainty using the maximum of the Frobenious norm of each covariance matrix. Since
the diffusion model does not have such parameterization, and it is computationally daunting to train
an ensemble of diffusion models, we propose an alternative uncertainty measurement similar to the
one used in MoRel [40].

Given pst, atq and geval, we randomly sample m sequences from the DWM, namely,

prit, ps
i
t`1, pr

i
t`1, . . . , ps

i
t`T´1, pr

i
t`T´1, i P rms. (12)

Then, we take the 1st sample as the DWM output with modified reward:

r̃t1 “

m
ÿ

i“1

1

m
prit1 ´ κ max

iPrms,jPrms

ˆ

›

›

›
prit1 ´ prjt1

›

›

›

2

`

›

›

›
psit1`1 ´ psjt1`1

›

›

›

2

2

˙

, t1 “ t, . . . , t` T ´ 2. (13)

This provides an efficient way to construct uncertainty-penalized rewards for each timestep along
the diffusion predicted trajectories. Note that this does not apply to the reward predicted for the last
timestep. The rest of the algorithm follows IQL but using MSE loss instead of expectile loss for
updating the value network.

The DWM-PQL algorithm is summarized in Algorithm C.3

For baseline methods with one-step dynamics model, the imagined trajectories starting from sample
pst, atq „ Doffline are derived by recursively sample from the one-step dynamics model fθp¨|s, aq and
policy πψp¨|sq: pτpst, atq „ pfθ ˝ πψqH´1pst, atq. By keeping the rest same as above, it produces
MBRL methods with one-step dynamics, namely O-IQL, O-TD3BC and O-PQL.

D Training and Evaluation Details of Offline RL Algorithms

D.1 Common Settings

We conduct primary tests on TD3+BC and IQL for selecting the best practices for data normalization.
Based on the results, TD3+BC, O-TD3BC and DWM-TD3BC applies observation normalization,
while other algorithms (O-PQL, DWM-PQL, IQL, O-IQL and DWM-IQL) applies both observation
and reward normalization.
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Algorithm C.3: DWM-PQL
1 Inputs: offline dataset Doffline, pretrained diffusion world model pθ, simulation horizon H ,

conditioning RTG geval, target network update frequency n, pessimism coefficient λ, number of
samples for uncertainty estimation m

2 Initialize the actor, critic and value networks πψ , Qϕ1 , Qϕ2 , Vξ
3 Initialize the weights of target networks sϕ1 Ð ϕ1, sϕ2 Ð ϕ2
4 for i “ 1, 2, . . . until convergence do
5 Sample state-action pair pst, atq from Doffline

// diffuion model value expansion

6 Sample m subtrajectories tprjt , ps
j
t`1, pr

j
t`1, . . . , ps

j
t`T´1, pr

j
t`T´1umj“1 „ pθp¨|st, at, gevalq

7 Modify the rewards of the first subtrajectory as in Eq. (13):
r̃t, pst`1, r̃t`1, . . . , pst`T´1, prt`T´1

8 Compute the target Q value y “
řH´1
h“0 γ

hr̃t`h ` γHVξpps
1
t`Hq

// update the V -value network

9 ξ Ð ξ ´ η∇ξ||miniPt1,2u Qsϕi
ps, aq ´ Vξpsqq||22

// update the critic (Q-value networks)

10 ϕ1 Ð ϕ1 ´ η∇ϕ1
}Qϕ1

pst, atq ´ y}
2
2

11 ϕ2 Ð ϕ2 ´ η∇ϕ2
}Qϕ2pst, atq ´ y}

2
2

// update the actor

12 Update the actor network:
ψ Ð ψ ` η∇ψ exp

`

βpminiPt1,2u Qϕi
ps, aq ´ Vξpsqq

˘

log πψpa|sq
// update the target networks

13 if i mod n then
14 sϕ1 Ð sϕ1 ` wpϕ´ sϕ1q

15 sϕ2 Ð sϕ2 ` wpϕ´ sϕ2q

16 Output: πψ

All models are trained on NVIDIA Tesla V100 PCle GPU devices. For training 200 epochs (1000
iterations per epoch), model-free algorithms like TD3+BC and IQL typically takes around 2000
seconds, DWM model-based algorithms like DWM-TD3BC and DWM-IQL typically takes around
18000 seconds, transformer model-based algorithms like T-TD3BC and T-IQL typically takes around
8000 seconds, one-step model-based algorithms like O-TD3BC and O-IQL typically takes around
2300 seconds. The specific computational time varies from task to task.

All algorithms are trained with a batch size of 128 using a fixed set of pretrained dynamics models
(one-step and diffusion). The discount factor is set as γ “ 0.99 for all data.

D.2 MF Algorithms

TD3+BC and IQL are trained for 1 ˆ 106 iterations, with learning rate 3 ˆ 10´4 for actor, critic and
value networks. The actor, critic, and value networks are all parameterized by 3-layer MLPs with
256 hidden units per layer. We use the ReLU activation function for each hidden layer. IQL learns a
stochastic policy which outputs a Tanh-Normal distribution, while TD3+BC has a deterministic policy
with Tanh output activation. The hyperparameters for TD3+BC and IQL are provided in Table D.1.

TD3+BC IQL
policy noise 0.2 expectile 0.7
noise clip 0.5 β 3.0

policy update frequency 2 max weight 100.0
target update frequence 2 policy update frequence 1

α 2.5 advantage normalization False
EMA w 0.005 EMA w 0.005

Table D.1: Hyperparameters for training TD3+BC and IQL.
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The baseline DD [1] algorithm uses diffusion models trained with sequence length T “ 32 and
number of diffusion steps K “ 5. It requires additionally training an inverse dynamics model (IDM)
for action prediction, which is parameterized by a 3-layer MLP with 1024 hidden units for each
hidden layer and ReLU activation function. The dropout rate for the MLP is 0.1. The IDMs are
trained for 2 ˆ 106 iterations for each environment. For a fair comparison with the other DWM
methods, DD uses N “ 3 internal sampling steps as DWM. We search over the same range of
evaluation RTG geval for DD and the other DWM methods.

D.3 MB algorithms

DWM-TD3BC, DWM-IQL and DWM-PQL are trained for 5 ˆ 105 iterations. Table D.2 summarizes
the hyperparameters we search for each experiment. The other hyperparameters and network archi-
tectures are the same as original TD3+BC and IQL in above sections. DWM-IQL with λ-return takes
λ “ 0.95, following Hafner et al. [25].

The counterparts with one-step dynamics models are trained for 2 ˆ 105 iterations due to a relatively
fast convergence from our empirical observation. Most of the hyperparameters also follow TD3+BC
and IQL. The PQL-type algorithms (O-PQL and DWM-PQL) further search the pessimism coefficient
κ (defined in Eq. (13)) among t0.01, 0.1, 1.0u.

Env Evaluation RTG H
hopper-medium-v2 [0.6, 0.7, 0.8] [1,3,5,7]

walker2d-medium-v2 [0.6, 0.7, 0.8] [1,3,5,7]
halfcheetah-medium-v2 [0.4, 0.5, 0.6] [1,3,5,7]

hopper-medium-replay-v2 [0.6, 0.7, 0.8] [1,3,5,7]
walker2d-medium-replay-v2 [0.6, 0.7, 0.8] [1,3,5,7]

halfcheetah-medium-replay-v2 [0.4, 0.5, 0.6] [1,3,5,7]
hopper-medium-expert-v2 [0.7, 0.8, 0.9] [1,3,5,7]

walker2d-medium-expert-v2 [0.8, 0.9, 1.0] [1,3,5,7]
halfcheetah-medium-expert-v2 [0.6, 0.7, 0.8] [1,3,5,7]

Table D.2: List of the hyperparameters we search for DWM methods.

E Additional Experiments

E.1 Detailed Results of Long Horizon Planning with DWM

The section provides the detailed results of the experiments for long horizon planning with DWM in
Section 5.1. Table E.1 summarizes the normalized returns (with means and standard deviations) of
DWM-IQL and DWM-TD3BC for different simulation horizons t1, 3, 7, 15, 31u.
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Return (mean˘std)
Env. Simulation Horizon DWM-IQL DWM-TD3BC

hopper-medium-v2

1 0.54 ± 0.11 0.68 ± 0.12
3 0.55 ± 0.10 0.63 ± 0.11
7 0.56 ± 0.09 0.66 ± 0.13
15 0.58 ± 0.12 0.77 ± 0.15
31 0.61 ± 0.11 0.79 ± 0.15

walker2d-medium-v2

1 0.65 ± 0.23 0.56 ± 0.13
3 0.74 ± 0.11 0.74 ± 0.13
7 0.71 ± 0.13 0.74 ± 0.11
15 0.66 ± 0.15 0.73 ± 0.13
31 0.67 ± 0.20 0.75 ± 0.12

halfcheetah-medium-v2

1 0.44 ± 0.01 0.35 ± 0.03
3 0.44 ± 0.01 0.39 ± 0.01
7 0.44 ± 0.01 0.40 ± 0.01
15 0.44 ± 0.02 0.40 ± 0.01
31 0.44 ± 0.01 0.40 ± 0.01

hopper-medium-replay-v2

1 0.18 ± 0.06 0.52 ± 0.21
3 0.37 ± 0.18 0.44 ± 0.23
7 0.39 ± 0.14 0.52 ± 0.28
15 0.37 ± 0.18 0.67 ± 0.25
31 0.37 ± 0.15 0.59 ± 0.22

walker2d-medium-replay-v2

1 0.32 ± 0.15 0.13 ± 0.02
3 0.27 ± 0.24 0.19 ± 0.10
7 0.25 ± 0.20 0.22 ± 0.14
15 0.26 ± 0.19 0.22 ± 0.10
31 0.27 ± 0.19 0.17 ± 0.12

halfcheetah-medium-replay-v2

1 0.38 ± 0.05 0.02 ± 0.00
3 0.39 ± 0.02 0.17 ± 0.05
7 0.39 ± 0.02 0.22 ± 0.03
15 0.38 ± 0.03 0.26 ± 0.03
31 0.37 ± 0.03 0.26 ± 0.05

hopper-medium-expert-v2

1 0.86 ± 0.25 0.88 ± 0.17
3 0.90 ± 0.19 0.94 ± 0.22
7 0.88 ± 0.28 0.93 ± 0.24
15 0.85 ± 0.20 0.91 ± 0.19
31 0.84 ± 0.23 0.93 ± 0.23

walker2d-medium-expert-v2

1 0.80 ± 0.22 0.74 ± 0.21
3 1.02 ± 0.09 0.89 ± 0.13
7 0.98 ± 0.2 0.82 ± 0.19
15 1.06 ± 0.05 0.84 ± 0.14
31 1.05 ± 0.06 0.87 ± 0.03

halfcheetah-medium-expert-v2

1 0.60 ± 0.18 0.39 ± 0.01
3 0.52 ± 0.14 0.43 ± 0.07
7 0.63 ± 0.13 0.44 ± 0.03
15 0.66 ± 0.14 0.50 ± 0.08
31 0.65 ± 0.17 0.49 ± 0.09

Table E.1: Comparison of the normalized returns with different simulation horizons for DWM-
TD3BC and DWM-IQL. The reported values are the best performances across different RTG values
(listed in Table D.2).

E.2 World Modeling: Prediction Error Analysis

An additional experiment is conducted to evaluate the prediction errors of the observations and rewards
with DWM under simulation horizon H “ 8, for an example task walker2d-medium-expert-v2.

We randomly sample a subsequence pst, . . . , st`7q from the offline dataset, and let DWM predict the
subsequent states and rewards, conditioned on the first state st and true action at. For the one-step
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model, the model iteratively predicts the reward rt and next state st`1, conditioned on the current
state st (which is predicted in the previous step) and true action at.

We report the mean squared error (MSE) between the predicted samples and the ground truth for
each rollout timestep in Table E.2. Each method is evaluated with five models and 100 sequences per
model, and the mean and standard deviations are reported. The average prediction errors over the
entire sequence are also calculated in the last row. It shows the significant reduction of prediction
errors in sequence modeling by using DWM over traditional one-step models, especially when the
prediction timestep is large.

Step One-step Model DWM
Observation Reward Observation Reward

1 0.0000 ˘ 0.0000 8.05e´ 05 ˘ 0.00011 0.0000 ˘ 0.0000 8.89e´ 05 ˘ 0.00018
2 0.0363 ˘ 0.0455 2.03e´ 04 ˘ 0.00031 0.1050 ˘ 0.1668 1.50e´ 04 ˘ 0.00020
3 0.1576 ˘ 0.2308 4.73e´ 04 ˘ 0.00084 0.4173 ˘ 0.3902 2.34e´ 04 ˘ 0.00021
4 0.3503 ˘ 0.3547 7.68e´ 04 ˘ 0.00148 0.4525 ˘ 0.5021 2.33e´ 04 ˘ 0.00018
5 0.6173 ˘ 0.4945 1.13e´ 03 ˘ 0.00222 0.4796 ˘ 0.5035 2.71e´ 04 ˘ 0.00039
6 0.9185 ˘ 0.8678 2.00e´ 03 ˘ 0.00417 0.4854 ˘ 0.4759 4.01e´ 04 ˘ 0.00102
7 1.2394 ˘ 0.9788 3.40e´ 03 ˘ 0.00757 0.5353 ˘ 0.5076 3.89e´ 04 ˘ 0.00094
8 1.4890 ˘ 0.9612 4.47e´ 03 ˘ 0.00844 0.5146 ˘ 0.5814 3.77e´ 04 ˘ 0.00064

Average 0.6010 ˘ 0.4916 0.0015 ˘ 0.0031 0.3737 ˘ 0.3984 0.0003 ˘ 0.0004
Table E.2: Comparison of observation and prediction error (MSE) over rollout timesteps (H “ 8) for
one-step model and DWM for walker2d-medium-expert-v2.

E.3 Algorithm 4.2 with Transformer-based World Model

Following the same protocol as DWM, the Transformer model is trained to predict future state-reward
sequences, conditioning on the initial state-action pair. We use a 4-layer transformer architecture
with 4 attention heads, similar to the one in Zheng et al. [87]. Specifically, all the actions except
for the first one are masked out as zeros in the state-action-reward sequences. Distinct from the
original DT [6] where the loss function only contains the action prediction error, here the Trans-
former is trained with state and reward prediction loss. The Transformers are trained with optimizers
and hyperparameters following ODT [87]. The evaluation RTG for Transformers takes values
3600{400 “ 9.0, 5000{550 « 9.1, 6000{1200 “ 5.0 for hopper, walker2d and halfcheetah environ-
ments, respectively. The complete results of T-TD3BC and T-IQL are provided in Table E.3 and
Table E.4 respectively.

Simulation Horizon
Env 1 3 5 7

hopper-m 0.50˘0.05 0.57˘0.08 0.58˘0.08 0.57˘0.08
walker2d-m 0.36˘0.15 0.40˘0.20 0.60˘0.16 0.53˘0.17

halfcheetah-m 0.18˘0.07 0.41 ˘0.03 0.38˘0.08 0.42˘0.03
hopper-mr 0.24˘0.01 0.23˘0.05 0.25˘0.06 0.22˘0.08

walker2d-mr 0.12 ˘0.04 0.09˘0.05 0.13˘0.06 0.12˘0.05
halfcheetah-mr 0.40˘0.01 0.39˘0.02 0.39˘0.03 0.39˘0.02

hopper-me 0.41˘0.13 0.57˘0.19 0.66˘0.25 0.52˘0.15
walker2d-me 0.34˘0.22 0.58˘0.15 0.58˘0.26 0.46˘0.37

halfcheetah-me 0.14˘0.06 0.31˘0.09 0.36˘0.17 0.29˘0.12
Table E.3: The normalized returns of T-TD3BC.
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Simulation Horizon
Env 1 3 5 7

hopper-m 0.48˘0.08 0.54˘0.10 0.55˘0.08 0.51˘0.09
walker2d-m 0.54˘0.18 0.62˘0.19 0.72˘0.12 0.72˘0.14

halfcheetah-m 0.42˘0.03 0.42˘0.02 0.43˘0.01 0.43˘0.01
hopper-mr 0.17˘0.05 0.24˘0.09 0.26˘0.09 0.20˘0.07

walker2d-mr 0.17˘0.12 0.17˘0.14 0.23˘0.12 0.16˘0.11
halfcheetah-mr 0.38˘0.04 0.39˘0.01 0.38˘0.04 0.39˘ 0.03

hopper-me 0.62˘0.16 0.59˘0.21 0.47˘0.21 0.47˘0.21
walker2d-me 0.67˘0.23 0.87˘0.21 1.03˘0.09 0.71˘0.22

halfcheetah-me 0.39˘0.19 0.43˘0.13 0.44˘0.08 0.43˘0.09
Table E.4: The normalized returns of T-IQL.

E.4 Additional Baselines

E.4.1 Data Augmentation

As a data augmentation (DA) method, SynTHER [48] learns an unconditional diffusion model at
the transition level, where the generated data are used for augmenting the training distribution. We
conduct additional experiments for DWM and SynTHER-type data augmentation for this section.

The two data augmentation methods based on TD3+BC and IQL are referred to as DA-TD3BC and
DA-IQL. For the sake of fair comparison, for DA-TD3BC and DA-IQL, the models are trained in the
same manner as DWM with the same parameter sweeping for RTG values and horizons. The results
show that the DWM consistently performs better than the DA algorithms across all tasks, for both
TD3+BC and IQL.

For the sake of fair comparison with DWM, we use the same data preprocessing as DWM for this
experiment, which is different from state reward normalizations as the original SynTHER paper. In
our experiments, we use CDF normalizers to transform each dimension of the state vector to r´1, 1s

independently, i.e., making the data uniform over each dimension by transforming with marginal
CDFs. Specifically, we transform the raw reward rraw to r “ 2prraw ´ rminq{prmax ´ rminq ´ 1, where
rmin and rmax are max and min raw reward of the offline dataset. SynTHER applies “whitening”
that makes each (non-terminal) continuous dimension mean 0 and std 1, and the terminal states
are rounded without normalization. To enable fast sampling, we use a very low diffusion steps:
5 at training and 3 at testing. The original SynthER paper uses 128 steps, which requires more
computational time for sample generation. We use a set of consistent parameters like model sizes and
batch sizes cross all the environments, the same as our previous experiments.

Env. DA-TD3BC DWM-TD3BC DA-IQL DWM-IQL

hopper-m 0.65 ˘ 0.10 0.65 ˘ 0.10 0.51 ˘ 0.10 0.54 ˘ 0.11
walker2d-m 0.63 ˘ 0.18 0.70 ˘ 0.15 0.74 ˘ 0.09 0.76 ˘ 0.05

halfcheetah-m 0.44 ˘ 0.01 0.46 ˘ 0.01 0.44 ˘ 0.01 0.44 ˘ 0.01
hopper-mr 0.53 ˘ 0.09 0.53 ˘ 0.09 0.25 ˘ 0.04 0.61 ˘ 0.13

walker2d-mr 0.37 ˘ 0.22 0.46 ˘ 0.19 0.42 ˘ 0.24 0.35 ˘ 0.14
halfcheetah-mr 0.43 ˘ 0.01 0.43 ˘ 0.01 0.42 ˘ 0.04 0.41 ˘ 0.01

hopper-me 1.03 ˘ 0.14 1.03 ˘ 0.14 0.55 ˘ 0.19 0.90 ˘ 0.25
walker2d-me 1.09 ˘ 0.04 1.10 ˘ 0.00 0.76 ˘ 0.13 1.04 ˘ 0.10

halfcheetah-me 0.72 ˘ 0.14 0.75 ˘ 0.16 0.62 ˘ 0.14 0.71 ˘ 0.14

Average 0.654 ˘ 0.103 0.679 ˘ 0.098 0.523 ˘ 0.109 0.641 ˘ 0.117
Table E.5: Comparison of our DWM method and data-augmentation (DA) methods on the D4RL dataset.
Results are aggregated over 5 random seeds.

E.4.2 Autoregressive Diffusion

We conduct experiments on Autoregressive Diffusion (AD) mentioned in previous work [58] as an
additional Baseline. AD is essentially a one-step model using diffusion instead of MLP, which can be
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autoregressively rolled out and used for Model Based Value Expansion (MVE). We find that AD is
computationally inefficient to be practically integrated into the MVE framework. We have checked
the wallclock time (in seconds) for sampling a batch of 128 future trajectories with different values
of horizon, for the walker2d-medium-v2 environment.

We set the number of trajectories to be 128 because this is the batch size we use for training RL
agents. Results are averaged over 100 trials. For both approaches we use diffusion models of the
same model size, where the number of sampling diffusion steps is 3 (to enable fast inference). This
experiment is conducted on a A6000 GPU and time unit is second.

The results are displayed in Table E.6. The sampling time of DWM is a constant because it’s a
sequence model, and in practice we diffuse the whole sequence and take a part of it according to
H; while the sampling time of AD scale linearly as H increases. When H “ 7, the sampling time
is roughly 6.67ˆ compared with DWM. The MB methods we reported in the paper are trained for
5 ˆ 105 iterations (see Section D.3). That means, even only generating trajectories will take 27.5
hours if we use AD (as opposed to „ 4 hours for DWM).This suggests that AD is too computationally
expensive to be incorporated into the MBRL framework.

Method H=1 H=3 H=5 H=7
DWM (trained with T “ 8) 0.031 0.031 0.031 0.031
Autoregressive Diffusion 0.030 0.087 0.145 0.198

Table E.6: Comparison AD and DWM for sampling time (seconds) under different horizon H values

E.5 Additional Environments: Sparse-reward Tasks

To further verify the method on various tasks, we conduct experiments on the maze-type tasks with
sparse rewards. The methods include TD3+BC, IQL, the DWM counterparts and DD. The training
and evaluation protocol follow exactly the same as the main experiments in Appendix D. The results
are summarized in Table E.7, which shows the superior performance of DWM-based algorithms in
sparse-reward settings.

Env. DWM-TD3BC DWM-IQL TD3+BC IQL DD

maze2d-umaze 0.36 ˘ 0.23 0.39 ˘ 0.29 0.05 ˘ 0.15 0.08 ˘ 0.16 0.40 ˘ 0.52
maze2d-medium 0.57 ˘ 0.50 0.41 ˘ 0.09 0.00 ˘ 0.006 0.10 ˘ 0.10 0.20 ˘ 0.19

maze2d-large 0.28 ˘ 0.13 0.11 ˘ 0.13 ´0.01 ˘ 0.03 0.01 ˘ 0.07 0.02 ˘ 0.07
antmaze-umaze 0.86 ˘ 0.29 0.66 ˘ 0.47 0.58 ˘ 0.49 0.64 ˘ 0.48 0.31 ˘ 0.45

Table E.7: Comparison of different methods on sparse-reward tasks: three maze2d tasks and one antmaze task.

E.6 Ablation: Number of Diffusion Steps for Training and Inference.

The number of training diffusion steps K can heavily influence the modeling quality, where a larger
value of K generally leads to better performance. At the same time, sampling from the diffusion
models is recognized as a slow procedure, as it involves K internal denoising steps. We apply the
stride sampling technique [56] to accelerate the sampling process with reduced internal steps N , see
Appendix A for more details. However, the sampling speed comes at the cost of quality. It is important
to strike a balance between inference speed and prediction accuracy. We investigate how to choose
the number of K and N to significantly accelerate sampling without sacrificing model performance.

We train DWM with different numbers of diffusion steps K P t5, 10, 20, 30, 50, 100u, where the
sequence length is T “ 8. We set four inference step ratios rinfer P t0.2, 0.3, 0.5, 1.0u and use
N “ rrinfer ¨Ks internal steps in stride sampling. Figure E.1 reports the prediction errors of DMW
for both observation and reward sequences, defined in Equation (14). We note that the prediction
error depends on the evaluation RTG, and we report the best results across multiple values of it
(listed in Table D.2). An important observation is that rinfer “ 0.5 is a critical ridge for distinguishing
the performances with different inference steps, where N ă K{2 hurts the prediction accuracy
significantly. Moreover, within the regime rinfer ě 0.5, a small diffusion steps K “ 5 performs
roughly the same as larger values. Therefore, we choose K “ 5 and rinfer “ 0.5 for our main
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Figure E.1: Average observation and reward prediction errors (across 9 tasks and simulation horizon
H P r7s) for DWM DWM trained with T “ 8 and different diffusion steps K, as the inference step
ratio rratio changes.

Figure E.2: Average observation and reward prediction errors (across 9 tasks and simulation horizon
H P r31s) for DWM trained with T “ 32 and different diffusion steps K, as the inference step ratio
rratio changes.

experiments, which leads to the number of sampling steps N “ 3. We have also repeated the above
experiments for DWM with longer sequence length T “ 32. The results also support the choice
rinfer “ 0.5 but favors K “ 10, see Figure E.2.

E.6.1 Details Results

Let τ denote a length-T subtrajectory pst, at, rt, st`1, . . . , st`T´1, rt`T´1q. The average prediction
errors of a DWM pθ for states and rewards along sequences are defined as:

sϵs “ Eτ„Doffline,pst„pθp¨|s1,a1,gevalq

«

1

T

t`T´1
ÿ

t1“t

}pst1 ´ st1 }
2

ff

, and

sϵr “ Eτ„Doffline,pst„pθp¨|s1,a1,gevalq

«

1

T

t`T´1
ÿ

t1“t

}prt1 ´ rt1 }
2

ff

.

(14)

We first note that all the prediction errors depend on the evaluation RTG geval. For the ease of clean
presentation, we search over multiple values of geval, listed in Table D.2, and report the best results.

In addition to Figure E.1, the average prediction errors for diffusion models with T “ 32 (longer
sequence) and diffusion steps K P t5, 10, 20u are shown in Figure E.2. Based on the results, K “ 10
and rinfer “ 0.5 are selected to strike a good balance between prediction accuracy and inference
speed. The corresponding numerical results are listed in Table E.8 and E.9.
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Diffusion Step K Infer Step Ratio rratio Infer Step N Obs. Error Reward Error

5

0.2 1 2.815 0.009
0.3 2 1.028 0.001
0.5 3 0.873 0.001
1.0 5 0.851 0.001

10

0.2 1 3.114 0.011
0.3 2 1.601 0.002
0.5 3 1.028 0.001
1.0 5 0.943 0.001

20

0.2 1 3.052 0.014
0.3 2 1.595 0.002
0.5 3 0.963 0.001
1.0 5 0.890 0.001

30

0.2 1 3.112 0.018
0.3 2 1.623 0.003
0.5 3 0.993 0.001
1.0 5 0.896 0.001

50

0.2 1 3.275 0.022
0.3 2 1.726 0.003
0.5 3 1.031 0.001
1.0 5 0.944 0.001

100

0.2 1 3.239 0.023
0.3 2 1.732 0.003
0.5 3 1.021 0.001
1.0 5 0.923 0.001

Table E.8: The average (across tasks and simulation horizon H P r7s) observation and reward
prediction errors for DWM with T “ 8 and different inference steps N “ rrinfer ¨Ks.

Diffusion Step K Infer Step Ratio rinfer Infer Step N Obs. Error Reward Error

5

0.2 1 7.390 0.030
0.3 2 6.003 0.015
0.5 3 5.065 0.010
1.0 5 4.853 0.010

10

0.2 1 6.650 0.029
0.3 2 5.799 0.016
0.5 3 4.811 0.010
1.0 5 5.157 0.011

20

0.2 1 6.273 0.031
0.3 2 5.254 0.015
0.5 3 4.794 0.011
1.0 5 5.088 0.012

Table E.9: The average (across tasks and simulation horizon H P r31s) observation and reward
prediction errors for DWM with T “ 32 and different inference steps N “ rrinfer ¨Ks.

E.7 Ablation: Sequence Length of Diffusion World Model

We further compare the average performances of algorithms with DWM trained with sequence length
T “ 8 and T “ 32. Table E.10 presents average best return across 9 tasks (searched over RTG
values and simulation horizon H). Even though DWM is robust to long-horizon simulation and in
certain cases we have found the optimal H is larger than 8, we found using T “ 32 improves the
performance of DWM-IQL, but slightly hurts the performance of DWM-TD3BC.
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DWM-TD3BC DWM-IQL (w/o λ)
T=8 T=32 T=8 T=32

0.68 ˘ 0.10 0.60 ˘ 0.12 0.57 ˘ 0.09 0.61˘ 0.10
Table E.10: The average performance of DWM algorithms across 9 tasks, using DWM with different
sequence lengths.

Therefore, we choose T “ 8 for our main experiments.

E.8 Ablation: OOD Evaluation RTG Values

We found that the evaluation RTG values play a critical role in determining the performance of our
algorithm. Our preliminary experiments on trajectory preidction have suggested that in distribution
evaluation RTGs underperforms OOD RTGs, see Appendix E.8.2. Figure E.3 reports the return of
DWM-IQL and DWM-TD3BC across 3 tasks, with different values of geval

1. We report the results
averaged over different simulation horizons 1, 3, 5 and 7. The compared RTG values are different
for each task, but are all OOD. Appendix E.8.1 shows the distributions of training RTGs for each
task. The results show that the actual return does not always match with the specified geval. This is
a well-known issue of return-conditioned RL methods [13, 87, 55]. Nonetheless, OOD evaluation
RTGs generally performs well. Figure E.3 shows both DWM-TD3BC and DWM-IQL are robust
to OOD evaluation RTGs. We emphasize the reported return is averaged over training instances
with different simulation horizons, where the peak performance, reported in Table 5.1 is higher.
Our intuition is to encourage the diffusion model to take an optimistic view of the future return for
the current state. On the other hand, the evaluation RTG cannot be overly high. As shown in task
halfcheetah-mr, increasing RTG geval ą 0.4 will further decrease the actual performances for both
methods. The optimal RTG values vary from task to task, and the complete experiment results are
provided below.

Figure E.3: Comparison of DWM methods using different evaluation RTG values (displayed in
parenthesis).

E.8.1 Offline Data Distribution

The normalized discounted return (as RTG labels in training) for the entire D4RL dataset over the
nine tasks are analyzed in Fig. E.4. Compared with RTG values in our experiments as Table D.2, the
data maximum is usually smaller than the evaluation RTG values that leads to higher performances,
as observed in our empirical experiments.

1We note that the return and RTG are normalized in different ways: the return computed by the D4RL
benchmark is undiscounted and normalized by the performance of one SAC policy, whereas the RTG we use in
training is discounted and normalized by hand-selected constants.
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Figure E.4: Normalized discounted returns for each environment.
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E.8.2 In-Distribution v.s. Out-of-Distribution RTG

Analogous to Equation (14), we can define the breakdown prediction errors for each timestep t1,
t ď t1 ď t ` T ´ 1. Figure E.5 and Figure E.6 plot the results, using different values of geval. The
OOD RTGs generally perform better.

It is worth noting that the prediction error naturally grows as the horizon increases. Intuitively, given
a fixed environment, the initial state of the D4RL datasets are very similar, whereas the subsequent
states after multiple timesteps become quite different.

Figure E.5: The breakdown prediction errors of DWM at each prediction timestep with different
RTGs. The DWM is trained with T “ 8 and K “ 5.

30



Figure E.6: The breakdown prediction errors of DWM at each prediction timestep with different
RTG. The DWM is trained with T “ 32 and K “ 10.

E.9 Ablation: λ-Return Value Estimation

The Dreamer series of work [22, 24, 25] applies the λ-return technique [62] for value estimation,
used the imagined trajectory. This technique can be seamlessly embedded into our framework as a
modification of the standard Diff-MVE. More precisely, given a state-action pair pst, atq sampled
from the offline dataset, we recursively compute the λ-target value for h “ H, . . . , 0:

pQλt`h “ prt`h ` γ

#

p1 ´ λqQ
sϕppst`h`1, π sψppst`h`1qq ` λ pQλt`h`1 if h ă H

Q
sϕppst`H , π sψppst`Hqq if h “ H

(15)

using DWM predicted states tpst`hu
H
h“0 and rewards tprtu

H
h“0. We can use pQλt as the target Q value

for TD learning, as a modification of line 8 of Algorithm 4.2. For algorithms that also learn the
state-only value function, like IQL, the Q

sϕ function can be replaced by the V
sψ function. Worth

noting, Equation (15) reduces to the vanilla Diff-MVE when λ “ 1.

We conduct experiments to compare the vanilla diff-MVE and the λ-return variant for DWM-
TD3BC and DWM-IQL, using λ “ 0.95. We search over RTG values (specified in Appendix
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Table D.2) and simulation horizons 1, 3, 5, 7. The results are summarized in Table E.11. The λ-return
technique is beneficial for DWM-IQL, but harmful for DWM-TD3BC. We speculate that since
Equation (15) iteratively invokes the Q

sϕ or the V
sψ function, it favors approaches with more accurate

value estimations. While IQL regularizes the value functions, TD3+BC only has policy regularization
and is shown to be more prone to the value over-estimation issue in our experiments. Based on these
results, we incorporated the λ-return technique into DWM-IQL, but let DWM-TD3BC use the vanilla
Diff-MVE. We let DWM-PQL uses the vanilla Diff-MVE for the sake of algorithmic simplicity.

DWM-TD3BC DWM-IQL
Env. w/o λ w/ λ w/o λ w/ λ

hopper-m 0.65 ˘ 0.10 0.68 ˘ 0.13 0.50 ˘ 0.08 0.54 ˘ 0.11
walker2d-m 0.70 ˘ 0.15 0.74 ˘ 0.08 0.62 ˘ 0.19 0.76 ˘ 0.05

halfcheetah-m 0.46 ˘ 0.01 0.40 ˘ 0.01 0.46 ˘ 0.01 0.44 ˘ 0.01
hopper-mr 0.53 ˘ 0.09 0.50 ˘ 0.23 0.29 ˘ 0.04 0.61 ˘ 0.13

walker2d-mr 0.46 ˘ 0.19 0.23 ˘ 0.10 0.27 ˘ 0.09 0.35 ˘ 0.14
halfcheetah-mr 0.43 ˘ 0.01 0.39 ˘ 0.02 0.43 ˘ 0.01 0.41 ˘ 0.01

hopper-me 1.03 ˘ 0.14 1.05 ˘ 0.16 0.78 ˘ 0.24 0.90 ˘ 0.25
walker2d-me 1.10 ˘ 0.00 0.89 ˘ 0.13 1.08 ˘ 0.03 1.04 ˘ 0.10

halfcheetah-me 0.75 ˘ 0.16 0.71 ˘ 0.22 0.73 ˘ 0.14 0.74 ˘ 0.16
Avg. 0.68 0.62 0.57 0.64

Table E.11: Comparison of the performance of DWM methods using vanilla Diff-MVE and the
λ-return variant.

E.10 Ablation: RTG Relabeling and Model Fine-tuning

Unlike dynamic programming in traditional RL, sequential modeling methods like diffusion models
and DT are suspected to fail to stitch suboptimal trajectories. RTG relabeling is proposed to alleviate
this problem for DT [80], through iteratively relabeling RTG g from training dataset to be:

g̃t “ rt ` γmaxpgt`1, pV pst`1qq “ maxpgt, rt ` pV pst`1q, (16)

where the pV function is separately learned from the offline dataset using CQL [44], and the max
operator is used to prevent underestimation due to the pessimism of pV . The original formulation by
Yamagata et al. [80] does not include the γ term as DT uses undiscounted RTG, i.e., γ “ 1.

We apply the RTG relabeling for DWM fine-tuning in the policy learning phase of vanilla DWM-IQL
algorithm, without the λ-return technique. The value function pV comes from the IQL algorithm. We
take the first 10% steps of the entire policy learning as warm up steps, where we do not apply RTG
relabeling. This is because pV can be inaccurate at the beginning of training. The modified algorithm
DWM-IQL(R) achieves an average score of 0.61, improved over score 0.57 for DWM-IQL(w/o λ),
under exactly the same training and test settings. Results are provided in Table E.12 with details in
Table E.13. Nonetheless, the improvement is of limited unity compared with the λ-return, thus we do
not include it in the final design.

Env DWM-IQL(w/o λ) DWM-IQL(w/ RTG Relabel)
hopper-m 0.50 ˘ 0.08 0.59 ± 0.13

walker2d-m 0.62 ˘ 0.19 0.65 ± 0.17
halfcheetah-m 0.46 ˘ 0.01 0.47 ± 0.01

hopper-mr 0.29 ˘ 0.04 0.27 ± 0.02
walker2d-mr 0.27 ˘ 0.09 0.32 ± 0.15

halfcheetah-mr 0.43 ˘ 0.01 0.43 ± 0.02
hopper-me 0.78 ˘ 0.24 0.88 ± 0.26

walker2d-me 1.08 ˘ 0.03 1.1 ± 0.0
halfcheetah-me 0.73 ˘ 0.14 0.79 ± 0.10

Avg. 0.57 0.61
Table E.12: The results of finetuning DMW via RTG relabeling in the policy training phase: normal-
ized return (mean ˘ std)
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hopper-medium-v2 hopper-medium-replay-v2 hopper-medium-expert-v2
Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std)

1 0.6 0.54 ˘ 0.06 1 0.6 0.21 ˘ 0.02 1 0.7 0.71 ˘ 0.30
3 0.6 0.51 ˘ 0.09 3 0.6 0.22 ˘ 0.02 3 0.7 0.79 ˘ 0.24
5 0.6 0.51 ˘ 0.12 5 0.6 0.23 ˘ 0.01 5 0.7 0.71 ˘ 0.18
7 0.6 0.59 ˘ 0.13 7 0.6 0.23 ˘ 0.01 7 0.7 0.79 ˘ 0.24
1 0.7 0.51 ˘ 0.04 1 0.7 0.21 ˘ 0.01 1 0.8 0.59 ˘ 0.25
3 0.7 0.49 ˘ 0.07 3 0.7 0.23 ˘ 0.01 3 0.7 0.79 ˘ 0.24
5 0.7 0.49 ˘ 0.08 5 0.7 0.25 ˘ 0.02 5 0.7 0.71 ˘ 0.18
7 0.7 0.48 ˘ 0.07 7 0.7 0.25 ˘ 0.03 7 0.7 0.79 ˘ 0.24
1 0.8 0.52 ˘ 0.04 1 0.8 0.2 ˘ 0.03 1 0.9 0.60 ˘ 0.28
3 0.8 0.48 ˘ 0.06 3 0.8 0.23 ˘ 0.03 3 0.9 0.88 ˘ 0.26
5 0.8 0.48 ˘ 0.08 5 0.8 0.26 ˘ 0.05 5 0.9 0.83 ˘ 0.23
7 0.8 0.47 ˘ 0.07 7 0.8 0.27 ˘ 0.02 7 0.9 0.75 ˘ 0.28

walker2d-medium-v2 walker2d-medium-replay-v2 walker2d-medium-expert-v2
Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std)

1 0.6 0.59 ˘ 0.19 1 0.6 0.25 ˘ 0.12 1 0.8 1.08 ˘ 0.00
3 0.6 0.57 ˘ 0.18 3 0.6 0.21 ˘ 0.11 3 0.8 1.07 ˘ 0.06
5 0.6 0.58 ˘ 0.21 5 0.6 0.18 ˘ 0.05 5 0.8 1.09 ˘ 0.00
7 0.6 0.50 ˘ 0.2 7 0.6 0.15 ˘ 0.09 7 0.8 1.09 ˘ 0.02
1 0.7 0.65 ˘ 0.17 1 0.7 0.32 ˘ 0.15 1 0.9 1.08 ˘ 0.01
3 0.7 0.55 ˘ 0.19 3 0.7 0.16 ˘ 0.08 3 0.9 1.07 ˘ 0.05
5 0.7 0.54 ˘ 0.23 5 0.7 0.20 ˘ 0.03 5 0.9 1.10 ˘ 0.00
7 0.7 0.52 ˘ 0.18 7 0.7 0.15 ˘ 0.10 7 0.9 1.10 ˘ 0.01
1 0.8 0.60 ˘ 0.22 1 0.8 0.25 ˘ 0.11 1 1.0 1.08 ˘ 0.0
3 0.8 0.57 ˘ 0.21 3 0.8 0.18 ˘ 0.08 3 1.0 1.08 ˘ 0.03
5 0.8 0.56 ˘ 0.21 5 0.8 0.21 ˘ 0.02 5 1.0 1.08 ˘ 0.04
7 0.8 0.54 ˘ 0.23 7 0.8 0.18 ˘ 0.12 7 1.0 1.08 ˘ 0.04

halfcheetah-medium-v2 halfcheetah-medium-replay-v2 halfcheetah-medium-expert-v2
Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std)

1 0.4 0.46 ˘ 0.01 1 0.4 0.43 ˘ 0.02 1 0.6 0.69 ˘ 0.12
3 0.4 0.47 ˘ 0.01 3 0.4 0.43 ˘ 0.03 3 0.6 0.76 ˘ 0.11
5 0.4 0.47 ˘ 0.01 5 0.4 0.42 ˘ 0.01 5 0.6 0.76 ˘ 0.16
7 0.4 0.47 ˘ 0.01 7 0.4 0.42 ˘ 0.02 7 0.6 0.79 ˘ 0.10
1 0.5 0.45 ˘ 0.01 1 0.5 0.41 ˘ 0.03 1 0.7 0.70 ˘ 0.16
3 0.5 0.45 ˘ 0.01 3 0.5 0.41 ˘ 0.01 3 0.7 0.74 ˘ 0.14
5 0.5 0.44 ˘ 0.02 5 0.5 0.4 ˘ 0.01 5 0.7 0.75 ˘ 0.12
7 0.5 0.45 ˘ 0.01 7 0.5 0.4 ˘ 0.03 7 0.7 0.75 ˘ 0.11
1 0.6 0.43 ˘ 0.02 1 0.6 0.38 ˘ 0.03 1 0.8 0.68 ˘ 0.20
3 0.6 0.43 ˘ 0.01 3 0.6 0.38 ˘ 0.03 3 0.8 0.73 ˘ 0.19
5 0.6 0.43 ˘ 0.01 5 0.6 0.39 ˘ 0.03 5 0.8 0.72 ˘ 0.13
7 0.6 0.43 ˘ 0.02 7 0.6 0.38 ˘ 0.03 7 0.8 0.75 ˘ 0.13

Table E.13: The normalized returns of DWM-IQL (w/ RTG relabel) with diffusion step K “ 5,
sampling steps N “ 3, and simulation horizon H P t1, 3, 5, 7u.
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E.11 Example Raw Results

While we cannot enumerate all the experiment results, we provide some raw results of DWM methods.
Table E.14 and E.15 report the performance of DWM-IQL (without λ-return) and DQM-TD3BC with
parameters swept over both simulation horizon and RTG values. Table E.16 report the performance of
DWM-PQL with parameters swept over pessimism coefficient λ and RTG values, for a fixed horizon
H “ 5.

hopper-medium-v2 hopper-medium-replay-v2 hopper-medium-expert-v2
Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std)

1 0.6 0.47 ˘ 0.05 1 0.6 0.26 ˘ 0.06 1 0.7 0.57 ˘ 0.26
3 0.6 0.47 ˘ 0.09 3 0.6 0.23 ˘ 0.01 3 0.7 0.66 ˘ 0.21
5 0.6 0.46 ˘ 0.06 5 0.6 0.25 ˘ 0.04 5 0.7 0.78 ˘ 0.24
7 0.6 0.49 ˘ 0.09 7 0.6 0.23 ˘ 0.02 7 0.7 0.73 ˘ 0.27
1 0.7 0.5 ˘ 0.08 1 0.7 0.29 ˘ 0.04 1 0.8 0.43 ˘ 0.19
3 0.7 0.46 ˘ 0.07 3 0.7 0.25 ˘ 0.02 3 0.8 0.7 ˘ 0.19
5 0.7 0.48 ˘ 0.06 5 0.7 0.23 ˘ 0.01 5 0.8 0.72 ˘ 0.21
7 0.7 0.48 ˘ 0.07 7 0.7 0.26 ˘ 0.01 7 0.8 0.75 ˘ 0.25
1 0.8 0.49 ˘ 0.1 1 0.8 0.2 ˘ 0.05 1 0.9 0.47 ˘ 0.14
3 0.8 0.47 ˘ 0.06 3 0.8 0.19 ˘ 0.03 3 0.9 0.52 ˘ 0.26
5 0.8 0.47 ˘ 0.07 5 0.8 0.3 ˘ 0.06 5 0.9 0.59 ˘ 0.16
7 0.8 0.49 ˘ 0.08 7 0.8 0.25 ˘ 0.05 7 0.9 0.61 ˘ 0.22

walker2d-medium-v2 walker2d-medium-replay-v2 walker2d-medium-expert-v2
Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std)

1 0.6 0.46 ˘ 0.22 1 0.6 0.27 ˘ 0.09 1 0.8 0.97 ˘ 0.22
3 0.6 0.55 ˘ 0.23 3 0.6 0.15 ˘ 0.02 3 0.8 1.03 ˘ 0.12
5 0.6 0.54 ˘ 0.25 5 0.6 0.13 ˘ 0.01 5 0.8 1.05 ˘ 0.09
7 0.6 0.5 ˘ 0.2 7 0.6 0.11 ˘ 0.0 7 0.8 1.08 ˘ 0.03
1 0.7 0.62 ˘ 0.19 1 0.7 0.26 ˘ 0.14 1 0.9 1.01 ˘ 0.13
3 0.7 0.59 ˘ 0.2 3 0.7 0.13 ˘ 0.12 3 0.9 1.05 ˘ 0.1
5 0.7 0.56 ˘ 0.2 5 0.7 0.11 ˘ 0.01 5 0.9 1.05 ˘ 0.11
7 0.7 0.47 ˘ 0.23 7 0.7 0.11 ˘ 0.0 7 0.9 0.96 ˘ 0.25
1 0.8 0.59 ˘ 0.21 1 0.8 0.26 ˘ 0.17 1 1.0 0.97 ˘ 0.14
3 0.8 0.6 ˘ 0.2 3 0.8 0.16 ˘ 0.12 3 1.0 1.0 ˘ 0.11
5 0.8 0.56 ˘ 0.21 5 0.8 0.13 ˘ 0.11 5 1.0 1.03 ˘ 0.16
7 0.8 0.59 ˘ 0.19 7 0.8 0.14 ˘ 0.1 7 1.0 0.97 ˘ 0.21

halfcheetah-medium-v2 halfcheetah-medium-replay-v2 halfcheetah-medium-expert-v2
Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std)

1 0.4 0.45 ˘ 0.01 1 0.4 0.42 ˘ 0.01 1 0.6 0.61 ˘ 0.16
3 0.4 0.46 ˘ 0.01 3 0.4 0.43 ˘ 0.01 3 0.6 0.7 ˘ 0.13
5 0.4 0.46 ˘ 0.01 5 0.4 0.42 ˘ 0.02 5 0.6 0.73 ˘ 0.15
7 0.4 0.46 ˘ 0.01 7 0.4 0.43 ˘ 0.01 7 0.6 0.73 ˘ 0.14
1 0.5 0.43 ˘ 0.02 1 0.5 0.39 ˘ 0.01 1 0.7 0.43 ˘ 0.08
3 0.5 0.44 ˘ 0.01 3 0.5 0.41 ˘ 0.01 3 0.7 0.66 ˘ 0.11
5 0.5 0.44 ˘ 0.02 5 0.5 0.39 ˘ 0.03 5 0.7 0.67 ˘ 0.13
7 0.5 0.44 ˘ 0.02 7 0.5 0.39 ˘ 0.03 7 0.7 0.68 ˘ 0.17
1 0.6 0.42 ˘ 0.02 1 0.6 0.38 ˘ 0.03 1 0.8 0.59 ˘ 0.17
3 0.6 0.43 ˘ 0.01 3 0.6 0.39 ˘ 0.02 3 0.8 0.71 ˘ 0.13
5 0.6 0.43 ˘ 0.01 5 0.6 0.39 ˘ 0.03 5 0.8 0.69 ˘ 0.14
7 0.6 0.43 ˘ 0.01 7 0.6 0.39 ˘ 0.03 7 0.8 0.67 ˘ 0.14

Table E.14: The normalized return of DWM-IQL (without λ-return) with diffusion step K “ 5,
N “ 3, and simulation horizon H P t1, 3, 5, 7u.
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hopper-medium-v2 hopper-medium-replay-v2 hopper-medium-expert-v2
Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std)

1 0.6 0.62 ˘ 0.1 1 0.6 0.4 ˘ 0.12 1 0.7 1.02 ˘ 0.18
3 0.6 0.65 ˘ 0.11 3 0.6 0.3 ˘ 0.06 3 0.7 1.0 ˘ 0.21
5 0.6 0.63 ˘ 0.12 5 0.6 0.29 ˘ 0.05 5 0.7 0.98 ˘ 0.17
7 0.6 0.63 ˘ 0.11 7 0.6 0.29 ˘ 0.05 7 0.7 1.03 ˘ 0.14
1 0.7 0.6 ˘ 0.11 1 0.7 0.27 ˘ 0.11 1 0.8 0.94 ˘ 0.24
3 0.7 0.65 ˘ 0.1 3 0.7 0.38 ˘ 0.06 3 0.8 0.94 ˘ 0.24
5 0.7 0.62 ˘ 0.14 5 0.7 0.36 ˘ 0.14 5 0.8 0.92 ˘ 0.15
7 0.7 0.65 ˘ 0.11 7 0.7 0.35 ˘ 0.08 7 0.8 0.9 ˘ 0.28
1 0.8 0.58 ˘ 0.07 1 0.8 0.25 ˘ 0.06 1 0.9 0.95 ˘ 0.21
3 0.8 0.63 ˘ 0.13 3 0.8 0.53 ˘ 0.09 3 0.9 0.99 ˘ 0.17
5 0.8 0.63 ˘ 0.11 5 0.8 0.43 ˘ 0.18 5 0.9 0.97 ˘ 0.2
7 0.8 0.62 ˘ 0.09 7 0.8 0.4 ˘ 0.11 7 0.9 0.97 ˘ 0.17

walker2d-medium-v2 walker2d-medium-replay-v2 walker2d-medium-expert-v2
Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Simulation Horizon RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std)

1 0.6 0.7 ˘ 0.15 1 0.6 0.46 ˘ 0.19 1 0.8 1.08 ˘ 0.01
3 0.6 0.67 ˘ 0.15 3 0.6 0.29 ˘ 0.16 3 0.8 1.09 ˘ 0.0
5 0.6 0.61 ˘ 0.2 5 0.6 0.3 ˘ 0.18 5 0.8 1.09 ˘ 0.0
7 0.6 0.6 ˘ 0.17 7 0.6 0.23 ˘ 0.17 7 0.8 1.1 ˘ 0.0
1 0.7 0.65 ˘ 0.17 1 0.7 0.37 ˘ 0.14 1 0.9 1.08 ˘ 0.03
3 0.7 0.68 ˘ 0.17 3 0.7 0.31 ˘ 0.19 3 0.9 1.09 ˘ 0.0
5 0.7 0.63 ˘ 0.12 5 0.7 0.27 ˘ 0.18 5 0.9 1.09 ˘ 0.02
7 0.7 0.63 ˘ 0.2 7 0.7 0.28 ˘ 0.28 7 0.9 1.09 ˘ 0.04
1 0.8 0.64 ˘ 0.13 1 0.8 0.43 ˘ 0.2 1 1.0 1.08 ˘ 0.0
3 0.8 0.7 ˘ 0.16 3 0.8 0.31 ˘ 0.14 3 1.0 1.09 ˘ 0.01
5 0.8 0.68 ˘ 0.15 5 0.8 0.37 ˘ 0.22 5 1.0 1.09 ˘ 0.0
7 0.8 0.61 ˘ 0.19 7 0.8 0.29 ˘ 0.23 7 1.0 1.1 ˘ 0.0

halfcheetah-medium-v2 halfcheetah-medium-replay-v2 halfcheetah-medium-expert-v2
1 0.4 0.44 ˘ 0.01 1 0.4 0.43 ˘ 0.02 1 0.6 0.44 ˘ 0.14
3 0.4 0.46 ˘ 0.01 3 0.4 0.43 ˘ 0.01 3 0.6 0.58 ˘ 0.17
5 0.4 0.45 ˘ 0.01 5 0.4 0.43 ˘ 0.02 5 0.6 0.71 ˘ 0.16
7 0.4 0.45 ˘ 0.01 7 0.4 0.43 ˘ 0.02 7 0.6 0.75 ˘ 0.16
1 0.5 0.43 ˘ 0.02 1 0.5 0.41 ˘ 0.03 1 0.7 0.43 ˘ 0.08
3 0.5 0.44 ˘ 0.01 3 0.5 0.41 ˘ 0.02 3 0.7 0.66 ˘ 0.11
5 0.5 0.44 ˘ 0.01 5 0.5 0.41 ˘ 0.01 5 0.7 0.69 ˘ 0.13
7 0.5 0.44 ˘ 0.02 7 0.5 0.41 ˘ 0.02 7 0.7 0.49 ˘ 0.13
1 0.6 0.42 ˘ 0.02 1 0.6 0.39 ˘ 0.03 1 0.8 0.66 ˘ 0.17
3 0.6 0.43 ˘ 0.01 3 0.6 0.39 ˘ 0.02 3 0.8 0.67 ˘ 0.17
5 0.6 0.43 ˘ 0.01 5 0.6 0.39 ˘ 0.03 5 0.8 0.67 ˘ 0.2
7 0.6 0.43 ˘ 0.01 7 0.6 0.39 ˘ 0.03 7 0.8 0.65 ˘ 0.14

Table E.15: The normalized return of DWM-TD3BC with diffusion step K “ 5, N “ 0.5, and
simulation horizon H P t1, 3, 5, 7u.

hopper-medium-v2 hopper-medium-replay-v2 hopper-medium-expert-v2
Pessimism κ RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Pessimism κ RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Pessimism κ RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std)

0.01 0.6 0.49 ˘ 0.11 0.01 0.6 0.39 ˘ 0.03 0.01 0.7 0.78 ˘ 0.18
0.01 0.7 0.48 ˘ 0.08 0.01 0.7 0.26 ˘ 0.02 0.01 0.8 0.80 ˘ 0.18
0.01 0.8 0.48 ˘ 0.10 0.01 0.8 0.32 ˘ 0.07 0.01 0.9 0.65 ˘ 0.16
0.1 0.6 0.47 ˘ 0.04 0.1 0.6 0.28 ˘ 0.06 0.1 0.7 0.74 ˘ 0.27
0.1 0.7 0.49 ˘ 0.07 0.1 0.7 0.33 ˘ 0.02 0.1 0.8 0.75 ˘ 0.21
0.1 0.8 0.48 ˘ 0.08 0.1 0.8 0.28 ˘ 0.04 0.1 0.9 0.71 ˘ 0.19
1.0 0.6 0.48 ˘ 0.07 1.0 0.6 0.24 ˘ 0.02 1.0 0.7 0.63 ˘ 0.13
1.0 0.7 0.50 ˘ 0.09 1.0 0.7 0.25 ˘ 0.03 1.0 0.8 0.52 ˘ 0.13
1.0 0.8 0.47 ˘ 0.07 1.0 0.8 0.27 ˘ 0.05 1.0 0.9 0.48 ˘ 0.21

walker2d-medium-v2 walker2d-medium-replay-v2 walker2d-medium-expert-v2
Pessimism κ RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Pessimism κ RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Pessimism κ RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std)

0.01 0.6 0.61 ˘ 0.19 0.01 0.6 0.12 ˘ 0.10 0.01 0.8 1.09 ˘ 0.04
0.01 0.7 0.62 ˘ 0.21 0.01 0.7 0.18 ˘ 0.11 0.01 0.9 1.07 ˘ 0.05
0.01 0.8 0.61 ˘ 0.18 0.01 0.8 0.19 ˘ 0.12 0.01 1.0 1.06 ˘ 0.07
0.1 0.6 0.62 ˘ 0.19 0.1 0.6 0.14 ˘ 0.09 0.1 0.8 1.08 ˘ 0.06
0.1 0.7 0.62 ˘ 0.21 0.1 0.7 0.16 ˘ 0.09 0.1 0.9 1.06 ˘ 0.09
0.1 0.8 0.65 ˘ 0.18 0.1 0.8 0.19 ˘ 0.11 0.1 1.0 1.04 ˘ 0.12
1.0 0.6 0.76 ˘ 0.13 1.0 0.6 0.24 ˘ 0.11 1.0 0.8 1.09 ˘ 0.01
1.0 0.7 0.76 ˘ 0.14 1.0 0.7 0.35 ˘ 0.13 1.0 0.9 1.09 ˘ 0.01
1.0 0.8 0.79 ˘ 0.08 1.0 0.8 0.34 ˘ 0.18 1.0 1.0 1.10 ˘ 0.01

halfcheetah-medium-v2 halfcheetah-medium-replay-v2 halfcheetah-medium-expert-v2
Pessimism κ RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Pessimism κ RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std) Pessimism κ RTG Return (Mean ˘ Std)

0.01 0.4 0.43 ˘ 0.01 0.01 0.4 0.42 ˘ 0.01 0.01 0.6 0.55 ˘ 0.09
0.01 0.5 0.44 ˘ 0.01 0.01 0.5 0.39 ˘ 0.04 0.01 0.7 0.66 ˘ 0.17
0.01 0.6 0.42 ˘ 0.02 0.01 0.6 0.39 ˘ 0.03 0.01 0.8 0.64 ˘ 0.11
0.1 0.4 0.43 ˘ 0.01 0.1 0.4 0.42 ˘ 0.01 0.1 0.6 0.54 ˘ 0.13
0.1 0.5 0.44 ˘ 0.01 0.1 0.5 0.4 ˘ 0.03 0.1 0.7 0.62 ˘ 0.09
0.1 0.6 0.42 ˘ 0.02 0.1 0.6 0.38 ˘ 0.04 0.1 0.8 0.67 ˘ 0.13
1.0 0.4 0.43 ˘ 0.01 1.0 0.4 0.43 ˘ 0.01 1.0 0.6 0.61 ˘ 0.18
1.0 0.5 0.44 ˘ 0.01 1.0 0.5 0.4 ˘ 0.04 1.0 0.7 0.69 ˘ 0.13
1.0 0.6 0.44 ˘ 0.02 1.0 0.6 0.38 ˘ 0.04 1.0 0.8 0.64 ˘ 0.16

Table E.16: The normalized return of DWM-PQL with diffusion step K “ 5, N “ 3, and simulation
horizon H “ 5.
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