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State Diversity Matters in
Offline Behavior Distillation
Shiye Lei, Zhihao Cheng, and Dacheng Tao, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract—Offline Behavior Distillation (OBD), which condenses massive offline RL data into a compact synthetic behavioral dataset,
offers a promising approach for efficient policy training and can be applied across various downstream RL tasks. In this paper, we uncover
a misalignment between original and distilled datasets, observing that a high-quality original dataset does not necessarily yield a superior
synthetic dataset. Through an empirical analysis of policy performance under varying levels of training loss, we show that datasets with
greater state diversity outperforms those with higher state quality when training loss is substantial, as is often the case in OBD, whereas
the relationship reverses under minimal loss, which contributes to the misalignment. By associating state quality and diversity in reducing
pivotal and surrounding error, respectively, our theoretical analysis establishes that surrounding error plays a more crucial role in policy
performance when pivotal error is large, thereby highlighting the importance of state diversity in OBD scenario. Furthermore, we propose
a novel yet simple algorithm, state density weighted (SDW) OBD, which emphasizes state diversity by weighting the distillation objective
using the reciprocal of state density, thereby distilling a more diverse state information into synthetic data. Extensive experiments across
multiple D4RL datasets confirm that SDW significantly enhances OBD performance when the original dataset exhibits limited state
diversity.

Index Terms—Data-centric AI, Data Compression, Efficient Machine Learning, Dataset Distillation

✦

1 INTRODUCTION

O FFLINE reinforcement learning (RL), which learns a
policy from a pre-collected dataset and avoids inter-

acting with environments, has received many attention in
vision control and language processing due to the safety
and convenience (Levine et al., 2020; Weerakoon et al.,
2024; Snell et al., 2023). On the other hand, the static
datasets associated with offline RL are typically massive and
collected by sub-optimal policies (Fu et al., 2020), impairing
the training efficiency. To alleviate this issue, Lei et al. (2024)
propose offline behavior distillation (OBD) that condenses
the massive offline RL dataset into a tiny behavioral dataset,
and a satisfactory policy can be trained in one second on this
high-informative distilled dataset. Therefore, OBD offers
many benefits in (1) training cost reduce and green AI;
(2) downstream RL tasks by using distilled data as prior
knowledge (e.g. continual RL (Gai et al., 2023), multi-task RL
(Yu et al., 2021a), efficient policy pretraining (Goecks et al.,
2019), offline-to-online RL finetuning (Zhao et al., 2022));
and (3) data privacy (Qiao and Wang, 2023).

In this paper, we explore how dataset characteristics
impact OBD performance, beginning with an investigation
into the alignment between original datasets and distilled
datasets. With two types of offline RL datasets M-E and M-R,
where M-E contains more high-quality states, while M-R
exhibits greater state diversity, i.e., have more diverse states.
Although M-E can train better policies than M-R, distilled
datasets derived from M-R outperform those derived from
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M-E. This performance misalignment demonstrates that a
high-quality original dataset does not necessarily yield a superior
distilled dataset. Because policy training on the distilled
dataset can be regarded as training on the original dataset
with a substantial training loss, we analyze policy perfor-
mance under varying levels of training loss. Our empirical
results remarkably demonstrate that (1) when the training
loss is minimal, policies trained on M-E datasets outperform
those trained on M-R datasets; (2) however, as training loss
increases, policies trained on M-R datasets exhibit better
performance than those trained on M-E datasets. These
observations suggest that the relative quality between M-E
and M-R datasets may vary depending on the magnitude of the
training loss, and state diversity plays a more crucial role when
training loss cannot be effectively minimized, as is often the case
in OBD.

Beyond empirical analysis, we further investigate the
effect of state diversity from a theoretical perspective. We
partition the state space into high-quality pivotal states
and diverse surrounding states, depending on whether
they are visited by an expert policy, and define the pivotal
and surrounding error accordingly. Generally, datasets with
higher-quality states are more effective in reducing pivotal
error, whereas those with greater state diversity primarily
decrease surrounding error. Previous theorem suggests
that policy performance depends exclusively on pivotal
error, overlooking the contribution of surrounding error
(Theorem 1). In contrast, we prove that policy performance
is influenced by both pivotal and surrounding errors (Theo-
rem 2), with surrounding error having a greater impact when
pivotal error is large, as often in OBD. This underscores the
importance of state diversity in original dataset for reducing
surrounding error of policies trained on the corresponding
distilled dataset.
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Motivated by the significance of state diversity, we
propose a novel yet simple algorithm, state density weighted
(SDW) OBD, which emphasizes state diversity of origi-
nal data during the distillation process. Concretely, SDW
weights the OBD loss for each state s by the reciprocal of
the state’s density, 1

d(s) . This approach ensures that rare
states in the original dataset are assigned larger weights, i.e.,
received greater attention. As a result, more diverse state
information can be distilled into the synthetic behavioral
dataset, thereby reducing surrounding error of policies
trained on it. Extensive experiments on multiple D4RL
datasets confirm that SDW significantly enhances OBD
performance, particularly when original datasets exhibit
limited state diversity.

Our contributions can be summarized as:
• We reveal a misalignment between original and dis-

tilled datasets in OBD, as datasets with greater state
diversity show better resilience to large training loss.

• We theoretically establish the policy performance guar-
antee w.r.t. surrounding error, which underscores the
significance of state diversity for OBD.

• We propose the novel SDW, which prioritizes state
diversity and achieves a superior OBD performance.

2 RELATED WORKS

Offline RL For many real-world applications such as
autonomous driving or healthcare, collecting data through
online interaction can be dangerous or prohibitively ex-
pensive. Offline reinforcement learning (offline RL) ad-
dresses this limitation by learning policies entirely from
pre-collected datasets generated by suboptimal behavior
policies (Lange et al., 2012; Fu et al., 2020). Compared to
conventional online RL, offline RL must explicitly address
the distributional shift between the learned policy and
the behavior policy. A large family of methods tackles
this challenge by constraining policy updates to remain
close to the behavior distribution, including behavior-
regularized and policy-constrained approaches (Fujimoto
and Gu, 2021; Tarasov et al., 2024; Kumar et al., 2019; Wu
et al., 2019; Fujimoto et al., 2019; Kostrikov et al., 2022).
Another major line of work reduces out-of-distribution
errors through conservative or uncertainty-aware value
estimation, which penalizes unreliable value predictions
for actions not well supported by the dataset (Kumar et al.,
2020; Yu et al., 2021b; Bai et al., 2022; Rigter et al., 2022;
Nakamoto et al., 2023; Uehara and Sun, 2022). Model-based
offline RL further incorporates uncertainty-aware dynamics
modeling to ensure reliable extrapolation while maintaining
pessimism over model predictions (Kidambi et al., 2020; Yu
et al., 2020). However, while offline RL achieves significant
progress, the offline dataset is extremely large and contains
sensitive information (e.g. medical history) (Qiao and Wang,
2023), which require researchers to consider the training
efficiency, data storage, and data privacy in offline RL.

Dataset Distillation (DD) aims to distill a large real dataset
into a much smaller synthetic one such that models trained
on the distilled data generalize comparably to those trained
on the original dataset (Sachdeva and McAuley, 2023; Yu
et al., 2024; Lei and Tao, 2024). By constructing tiny but

informative synthetic datasets, DD alleviates issues related
to computational inefficiency, storage cost, and data privacy.
Two major frameworks dominate the literature. One line of
work formulates dataset distillation as a bi-level optimiza-
tion problem within a meta-learning paradigm, where the
synthetic dataset is optimized so that a model trained on it
performs well on the real data (Wang et al., 2018; Deng and
Russakovsky, 2022). The second line, often referred to as
matching-based distillation, aligns synthetic and real data
in terms of gradient similarity (Zhao et al., 2021; Zhao and
Bilen, 2021), feature statistics (Zhao and Bilen, 2023; Wang
et al., 2022), or training trajectories (Cazenavette et al., 2022;
Cui et al., 2023). Beyond image data, dataset distillation
has been extended to a wide range of modalities, including
text (Maekawa et al., 2023; Tao et al., 2024), video (Wang
et al., 2024; Ding et al., 2025), graph (Jin et al., 2022a,b; Xu
et al., 2023; Zheng et al., 2023), time series (Liu et al., 2024;
Ding et al., 2024; Miao et al., 2024), speech (Ritter-Gutierrez
et al., 2024), and vision–language data (Wu et al., 2024).
Building on the efficiency benefits of distilled data, Lei et al.
(2024) propose offline behavior distillation for offline RL,
where a compact behavioral dataset is synthesized from
large quantities of suboptimal trajectories to enable more
efficient policy learning. Unlike supervised learning tasks
that rely on standardized benchmark datasets, offline RL
datasets vary widely in sources, coverage, and behavior
characteristics. The impact of such dataset characteristics on
distillation remains insufficiently understood, and our work
takes an initial step toward addressing this gap.

3 PRELIMINARIES

Reinforcement Learning is typically formulated as an
episode Markov decision process (MDP) ⟨S,A, T , r, T, d1⟩,
where state s ∈ S , action a ∈ A, T (s′|s, a) is the transi-
tion function, r(s, a) is the reward function bounded by
|r(s, a)| ≤ Rmax, T is the horizon length, and d1(s) is
the initial state distribution (Sutton and Barto, 2018). The
goal of RL is to learn a policy π that maximizes long-term
expected return J(π) = Eπ

[∑T
t=1 rt

]
, where rt = r(st, at).

For clarity, we primarily use the deterministic policies
π(s) : S → A, while also considering stochastic policies
π(a|s) : S × A → [0, 1] in theoretical analysis. We define
dtπ(s) = Pr(st = s;π) and ρtπ(s, a) = Pr(st = s, at = a;π)
as t-th step state distribution and state-action distribution,
respectively. Then, the state distribution and state-action
distribution of π are denoted as dπ(s) = 1

T

∑T
t=1 d

t
π(s)

and ρπ(s, a) =
1
T

∑T
t=1 ρ

t
π(s, a). The action-value function

of π is qπ(s, a) = Eπ

[∑T
t=1 rt | s1 = s, a1 = a

]
, which is

the expected return starting from s, taking the action a.
Without accessing environments, offline RL learns policies
from a large offline dataset Doff = {(si, ai, s′i, ri)}

Noff
i=1

with specially designed Bellman backup. Although Doff

is typically collected by the suboptimal behavior policy,
offline RL algorithms can recapitulate a near-optimal policy
π∗ and value function qπ∗ from Doff.

Behavioral Cloning (Pomerleau, 1991) can be viewed
as a special case of offline RL that focuses exclusively
on high-quality data. Given a set of expert demonstra-
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(a) HalfCheetah (b) Hopper

M-R
M-E

(c) Walker2d

Fig. 1: t-SNE visualization of M-R (blue) and M-E (red) states.

tions DBC = {(si, ai)}NBC

i=1, the policy network πθ pa-
rameterized by θ is trained in a supervised manner to
mimic the behavior observed in DBC. Specifically, BC
minimizes the following objective: minθ ℓBC(θ,DBC) :=

E(s,a)∼DBC

[
(πθ (a|s)− π̂∗(a|s))2

]
, where π̂∗(a|s) is an em-

pirical estimation of the expert policy, computed as

π̂∗(a|s) =
∑NBC

i=1 I(si=s,ai=a)∑NBC
i=1 I(si=s)

.

3.1 Offline Behavior Distillation

OBD synthesizes a tiny behavioral dataset Dsyn =

{(si, ai)}Nsyn

i=1 from Doff, where Nsyn ≪ Noff, and policies
trained on Dsyn via BC have a high return when inter-
acting with the environment. Because Doff is collected
by suboptimal policies, an effective policy π∗ is learned
from Doff via offline RL algorithms in advance and then
relabel actions for s ∈ Doff, resulting the corrected original
dataset Doff|π∗ = {si, π∗(si)}Noff

i=1 to guide OBD process,
i.e., measure the performance of policy trained on Dsyn.
Let Dreal = Doff|π∗ denote the original/real dataset prior
to distillation, then OBD can be formulated as a bi-level
optimization problem:

D∗
syn = argmin

D
H

(
πθ(D),Dreal

)
s.t. θ(D) = argmin

θ
ℓBC(θ,D),

where H(·) denotes the OBD objective. A naive OBD loss is
policy-based cloning (PBC), which measures the difference
between π and π∗:

HPBC = E(s,a)∼Dreal

[
(π(s)− a)

2
]

Lei et al. (2024) improve this by proposing action-value
weighted PBC (Av-PBC):

HAv-PBC = E(s,a)∼Dreal

[
qπ∗(s, a) (π(s)− a)

2
]

The distillation objective H can be considered as the
(weighted) loss of policy π on the original dataset Dreal.
Then each si and ai in Dsyn are continually updated by
decreasing H via b ackpropagation through time (BPTT)
(Werbos, 1990).

4 DATASET QUALITY ALIGNMENT?
In the case of real datasets distilled by conventional DD in
supervised learning domain, data are typically i.i.d. drawn
and labeled without noise. Consequently, researchers focus
on distilling the standard dataset for each task, hardly
exploring how dataset characteristics influence distillation

TABLE 1: Performance of policies trained on Dreal and
Dsyn. The better dataset of M-R and M-E is marked with
bold scores for each environment.

Datasets Halfcheetah Hopper Walker2D
M-R M-E M-R M-E M-R M-E

Dreal 45.1 53.1 93.0 99.0 84.6 107.2
Dsyn 35.9 22.0 40.9 38.7 55.0 42.1

performance. However, in offline RL, there is no standard
dataset for each task (environment); instead, datasets are
collected using different strategies involving various policies
or humans interacting with the environment, leading to
variations in dataset quality. This raises a critical question:
is there alignment between the quality1 of original and
distilled data in OBD? Specifically, can a higher-quality
synthetic dataset, Dsyn, be distilled from a superior original
dataset Dreal? To address this, we begin by presenting the
nature of offline RL datasets to provide a clearer context.

Datasets We utilize offline RL data provided by D4RL (Fu
et al., 2020), a widely recognized benchmark for offline RL.
Three environments of Halfcheetah, Hooper, Walker2D
are utilized for data collection. For each environment,
three offline datasets with different qualities are offered
by D4RL, i.e., medium-replay (M-R), medium (M), and
medium-expert (M-E) datasets. Concretely, M-R datasets
are generated by a range of policies, from random to
medium-level; M datasets are produced by medium-level
policies; and M-E datasets are collected by policies ranging
from medium to expert level. Suboptimal policies explore
a border range of states, while expert policies exhibit more
consistent behavior. As a result, the M-R datasets offer better
state diversity, whereas the M-E datasets are characterized by
higher state quality, as they allow for higher cumulative
rewards (Monier et al., 2020; Schweighofer et al., 2021). As
illustrated in Figure 1, we visualize state distribution of M-R
and M-E data via t-SNE (Van der Maaten and Hinton, 2008).
The M-R states evenly cover the central area, while the M-E
states from concentrated clusters.

Experiments We train policies on the real M-R and M-E
datasets Dreal and their corresponding distilled datasets
Dsyn

2, respectively. The policy performance results, shown
in Table 1, reveal several observations: (1) in the Hopper en-
vironment, policies trained on (distilled) M-R and (distilled)
M-E datasets exhibit comparable performance; and (2) in
the Halfcheetah and Walker2D environments, polices
trained on M-E data outperform those trained on M-R
data. However, distilled datasets derived from M-R datasets
outperform those derived from M-E datasets. These findings
suggest that a high-quality original dataset does not necessarily
yield a superior synthetic dataset. We next investigate this
misalignment between the quality of original and distilled
datasets in greater detail.

1. Unless otherwise specified, the quality of dataset refers to the
performance of policies trained on it.

2. The distilled behavioral data are synthesized using Av-PBC.
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Fig. 2: Plots of policy performance (normalized return) as functions of the loss w.r.t. real data. Each point is calculated and
then averaged over five trials.

4.1 Empirical Analysis

When training policies directly onDreal with the supervised
BC, the objective loss H is readily decreased to near zero,
leading to policies that perfectly fit Dreal. In contrast, Dsyn

is obtained by minimizing H in a bi-level optimization
process, where H is difficult to minimize to a significant
degree. To this end, policies trained on Dsyn can be viewed as
training on Dreal with a larger loss H.

Building on the distinction between training policies
on real versus synthetic data, we investigate policy per-
formance under varying training losses H. Specifically, we
train policies directly on the real dataset Dreal and monitor
both the training loss and the corresponding policy return
throughout the training process. The results are presented
in Figure 2. In Figure 2b for Hopper, the trend of policy
performance relative to the loss on M-E and M-R data is
quite similar, which explains their comparable performance
in Table 1. From Figures 2a and 2c on Halfcheetah
and Walker2D, respectively, we observe two key trends:
(1) under low training loss, policies trained on M-E data
outperform those trained on M-R data; (2) as training
loss increases, policies trained on M-R data achieve better
performance. These observations suggest that while state
quality (M-E) is essential for policy performance under marginal
loss, state diversity (M-R) plays a critical role in mitigating
performance degradation as the loss increases.

In most learning tasks, objectives can be directly min-
imized in a single-level manner, and dataset quality is
evaluated under the interpolation phase, where training
loss approaches zero. However, the above empirical study
reveals that dataset quality in underfitting phase is not always
correlated with that in interpolation phase in offline RL,
and state diversity becomes more crucial to dataset quality
in the underfitting phase. In offline behavior distillation,
which employs bi-level optimization, policies trained on
synthetic data inevitably incur significant loss w.r.t. original
data, situating the assessment of dataset quality in the
underfitting phase. The discrepancy between dataset quality
in interpolation and underfitting phases helps explain
why M-R datasets, despite inferior to M-E datasets in
interpolation phase, can yield superior synthetic datasets in
OBD.

5 THEORETICAL ANALYSIS

In this section, we theoretically analyze why M-E and M-R
datasets show inverse relative qualities under interpolation
and underfitting phases. Considering that M-E datasets
have better state quality, while M-R datasets exhibit greater
state diversity as illustrated in Section 4, we partition
the state space into high-quality pivotal states and di-
verse surrounding states, depending on whether they are
visited by an expert policy, and define the pivotal and
surrounding error accordingly. Generally, datasets with
higher-quality states are more effective in reducing the
pivotal error, whereas datasets with better state diversity
primarily decrease surrounding error. Previous theorem
suggests that policy performance depends solely on pivotal
error, overlooking the contribution of surrounding error. In
contrast, we prove that policy performance is influenced
by both pivotal and surrounding errors, with surrounding
error exerting a greater impact in the underfitting phase,
as often in OBD. This underscores the importance of state
diversity in original data for reducing surrounding error of
policies trained on the corresponding distilled dataset.

Definition 1 (Pivotal and surrounding state). Given the
expert policy π∗, the pivotal state set Se(π∗) = {s|dπ∗(s) >
0}, and the corresponding surrounding state set Sµ(π∗) =
{s|dπ∗(s) = 0}.

The state space S is partitioned into pivotal states Se
and surrounding states Sµ, according to whether they are
visited by π∗, thus pivotal states typically exhibit higher
quality compared to surrounding states. Given a policy π̂,
we define the errors of π̂ on Se and Sµ as follows.

Definition 2. The pivotal error of π̂ is defined as Ee|π∗(π̂) =
Es∼dπ∗

[∑
a∈A |π̂(a|s)− π∗(a|s)|

]
.

Pivotal error quantifies the action difference between π̂
and π∗ on pivotal states. Since π∗ only visits pivotal states,
the action difference cannot be used to measure the error of
π̂ on surrounding states. When π̂ visits a surrounding state
at step t, we consider the action on this surrounding state is
correct if the action helps transition to a pivotal state at the
next step. Then surrounding error can be correspondingly
defined as follows.
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Definition 3. The surrounding error of π̂, denoted as Eµ|π∗(π̂),
is the average probability of transitioning to a surrounding state
at the next step, given that π̂ is currently in a surrounding state.

The previous theorems exclusively shows the signifi-
cance of pivotal error in policy performance, as outlined
below.

Theorem 1 (Theorem 2.1 in (Ross and Bagnell, 2010)). For
two policies π∗ and π̂, if Ee|π∗(π̂) ≤ ϵ, we have |J(π∗) −
J(π̂)| ≤ ϵT 2Rmax.

We provide a novel proof for this theorem. In contrast
to the original, our proof (1) is entirely based on formal
operations rather than abstract notions and narratives, and
(2) applies to stochastic π∗, whereas the original proof
assumes a deterministic expert policy. A proof sketch is
presented below, with the full proof detailed in Appendix
A.1.

Proof Sketch The left hand side can be expanded into

|J(π∗)− J(π̂)|

≤
T∑

t=1

∣∣∣Es∼dt
π∗ ,a∼π∗ [r(s, a)]− Es∼dt

π̂,a∼π̂[r(s, a)]
∣∣∣ (1)

Then for a specific step t,∣∣∣Es∼dt
π∗ ,a∼π∗ [r(s, a)]− Es∼dt

π̂,a∼π̂[r(s, a)]
∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣Es∼dt

π∗ ,a∼π∗ [r(s, a)]−Es∼dt
π∗ ,a∼π̂[r(s, a)]

∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
A(t)

+
∣∣∣Es∼dt

π∗ ,a∼π̂[r(s, a)]− Es∼dt
π̂,a∼π̂[r(s, a)]

∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
B(t)

.

As shown in the above equations, |J(π∗)− J(π̂)| can be di-
vided into A(t): the action difference between π∗ and π̂ and
B(t): the state distribution difference between dtπ∗ and dtπ̂
at each step. we use ϵt = Es∼dt

π∗

[∑
a∈A |π̂(a|s)− π∗(a|s)|

]
to denote the pivotal error at step t, and ϵ = 1

T

∑T
t=1 ϵt.

A(t) can be easily bounded by A(t) ≤ ϵtRmax. For
B(t), we derive the iterative formula B(t) ≤ B(t − 1) +
ϵt−1Rmax, which yields B(t) ≤

∑t−1
i=1 ϵiRmax. Therefore

A(t) + B(t) ≤
∑t

i=1 ϵiRmax. Finally, |J(π∗)− J(π̂)| ≤∑T
t=1

∑t
i=1 ϵiRmax ≤ T

∑T
t=1 ϵtRmax = ϵT 2Rmax.

Theorem 1 ensures that the policy π̂, trained on Dsyn,
performs well if it makes fewer errors on pivotal states s ∈
Se, i.e., small pivotal error Ee|π∗(π̂). However, this does not
account for the benefit of diverse surrounding states in M-R
datasets, which helps decrease surrounding error, on the
policy performance J(π̂). Next, we theoretically investigate
the contributions of state diversity by demonstrating how
surrounding error influences J(π̂).

Assumption 1. For all t ∈ [1, T ], the inequality holds:∑
s∈Se(π∗)

(
dtπ∗(s)− dtπ̂(s)

)
(Rmax − Ea∼π̂ [r(s, a)]) ≥ 0

Remark 1. Assumption 1 suggests that when the term dtπ∗(s)−
dtπ̂(s) is negative, the corresponding reward Ea∼π̂ [r(s, a)]
should be close to Rmax, ensuring that the product is large.
This can be derived by a more strict assumption: dtπ̂(s) ≤ dtπ∗(s)

holds for all s ∈ Ste and t ∈ [1, T ], which implies that the learned
policy π̂ visits expert states no more frequently than the expert
policy π∗.

Then with Assumption 1, we prove the following
theorems w.r.t. the surrounding error.

Theorem 2 (Main Theorem). For policies π∗ and π̂, if
Ee|π∗(π̂) ≤ ϵ and Eµ|π∗(π̂) ≤ ϵµ, and Assumption 1 holds,
then we have |J(π∗)− J(π̂)| ≤ (ϵµT + 3)ϵTRmax.

Proof. We follow the proof of Theorem 1 with |J(π∗) −
J(π̂)| ≤

∑T
t=1 A(t) + B(t) and A(t) ≤ ϵtRmax. We then

proceed from B(t) ≤ Rmax

∑
s∈S |dtπ∗(s) − dtπ̂(s)|. With

Assumption 1, we have∑
s∈S
|dtπ∗(s)− dtπ̂(s)|

=
∑
s∈Se

|dtπ∗(s)− dtπ̂(s)|+
∑
s∈Sµ

|dtπ∗(s)− dtπ̂(s)|

=
∑
s∈Se

dtπ∗(s)−
∑
s∈Se

dtπ̂(s) +
∑
s∈Sµ

dtπ̂(s)

= 1−
∑
s∈Se

dtπ̂(s) +
∑
s∈Sµ

dtπ̂(s)

= 2
∑
s∈Sµ

dtπ̂(s) (2)

The second equation follows from Assumption 1 of dtπ∗(s) ≥
dtπ̂(s), ∀s ∈ Ste, and from the fact that dtπ∗(s) = 0,∀s ∈ Stµ.
The third equation is derived from

∑
s∈Se

dtπ∗(s) = 1.
The term

∑
s∈Sµ

dtπ̂(s) represents the probability of π̂
visiting surrounding states at step t, denoted as Pπ̂(st ∈
Sµ). Here, we slightly abuse the notation by using st to
represent the state s in step t. Since the previous state st−1

can be either a pivotal state or a surrounding state, the
event st ∈ Sµ can be further decomposed into two cases: (1)
st−1 ∈ Sµ ∩ st ∈ Sµ, and (2) st−1 ∈ Se ∩ st ∈ Sµ.∑

s∈Sµ

dtπ̂(s)

= Pπ̂(st ∈ Sµ)
= Pπ̂(st−1 ∈ Sµ, st ∈ Sµ) +Pπ̂(st−1 ∈ Se, st ∈ Sµ)
= Pπ̂(st−1 ∈ Sµ)Pπ̂(st ∈ Sµ|st−1 ∈ Sµ)
+Pπ̂(st−1 ∈ Se)Pπ̂(st ∈ Sµ|st−1 ∈ Se) (3)

Therefore, with C(t) =
∑

s∈S |dtπ∗(s)− dtπ̂(s)| = 2Pπ̂(st ∈
Sµ), we have

C(t) = C(t− 1)Pπ̂(st ∈ Sµ|st−1 ∈ Sµ)
+ 2Pπ̂(st−1 ∈ Se)Pπ̂(st ∈ Sµ|st−1 ∈ Se) (4)

The term Pπ̂(st ∈ Sµ|st−1 ∈ Sµ) represents the probability
of transitioning from a surrounding state to a surrounding
state at step t − 1, with the bound Pπ̂(st ∈ Sµ|st−1 ∈
Sµ) ≤ ϵt−1

µ . Similarity, Pπ̂(st ∈ Sµ|st−1 ∈ Se) denotes
the probability of transitioning from an expert state to
a surrounding state at step t − 1, and only the policy π̂
behavior different. Thus, Pπ̂(st ∈ Sµ|st−1 ∈ Se) ≤ ϵt−1.
By plugging the above equation into Eq. 4 with Pπ̂(st ∈
Sµ|st−1 ∈ Sµ) ≤ ϵt−1

µ and Pπ̂(st ∈ Sµ|st−1 ∈ Se) ≤ ϵt−1,
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Fig. 3: Policy gap bound as a function of (a) pivotal error ϵ
under different surrounding error ϵµ; (b) distillation loss. R
denotes Rmax for simplicity.

and C(t− 1) ≤
∑t−2

i=1 ϵi (Eq. 6), for T ≥ 3, we have

C(t) ≤ ϵt−1
µ

t−2∑
i=1

ϵi + 2ϵt−1

Therefore,

|J(π∗)− J(π̂)|

=
T∑

t=1

A(t) +B(t)

≤ Rmax(2ϵ1 + ϵ2) +Rmax

T∑
t=3

(ϵt + ϵt−1
µ

t−2∑
i=1

ϵi + 2ϵt−1)

≤ 3ϵTRmax +Rmax

T∑
t=3

(ϵt−1
µ

t−2∑
i=1

ϵi)

≤ 3ϵTRmax + ϵµϵT
2Rmax

The proof is completed.

As ϵ approaches zero, the bound in Theorem 2 similarly
converges to zero, making it non-vacuous w.r.t. the pivotal
error ϵ. Furthermore, Theorem 2 provides a tighter bound
than Theorem 1 when ϵµ ≤ T−3

T , a condition commonly
met when T is large.

Effect of ϵµ Theorem 2 establishes that the performance
gap between π̂ and π∗ is bounded by (ϵµT + 3)ϵTRmax,
where π̂ has a pivotal error of ϵ and surrounding error ϵµ.
To illustrate the impact of surrounding error ϵµ, we plot
the relationship between the bound and pivotal error ϵ
under varying levels of ϵµ, as shown in Figure 3a. When
ϵ approaches zero, the bound also approaches zero, and
the influence of ϵµ is marginal. However, as the pivotal
error increases, the effect of ϵµ on the policy gap becomes
significant, with large ϵµ substantially increasing the bound
(e.g. 3TR → (T + 3)TR when ϵ = 1). In OBD, the
pivotal error cannot be minimized to such a small value
due to the complex bi-level optimization. Consequently,
surrounding error play a more crucial role in determining
the performance of policies trained on distilled data.

Effect of Real Dataset Given the original dataset Dreal,
if a policy can perfectly interpolate Dreal, it will exhibit the
pivotal error ϵ = ϵ0 and surrounding error ϵµ = ϵ0µ. Here
we slightly abuse the notation ϵ0 and ϵ0µ. When applying
OBD on Dreal, there is an additional distillation loss µ. We
assume that policies trained on the corresponding distilled

Algorithm 1: State density weighted OBD
Input : Offline RL dataset Doff, synthetic data size

Nsyn, loop step Tin, Tout, learning rate α0,
α1, momentum rate β0, β1, SDW intensity τ

Output : Synthetic dataset Dsyn

π∗, qπ∗ ← OfflineRL(Doff)
Initialize Dsyn = {(si, ai)}Nsyn

i=1 by randomly
sampling (si, ai) ∼ Doff

Construct Dreal = {(si, π∗(si))}Noff
i=1 for si ∈ Doff

d(s)← DensityEstimation(Dreal)
for tout = 1 to Tout do

Randomly initialize policy network parameters
θ0
▷ Behavioral cloning with synthetic data.
for t = 1 to Tin do

Compute the BC loss w.r.t. synthetic data
Lt−1 = ℓBC(θt−1,Dsyn)

Update
θt ← GradDescent(∇θt−1

Lt−1, α0, β0)
end
Sample a minibatch B = {(si, ai)}|B|

i=1 from
Dreal

Compute
H(πθ,B) = 1

|B|
∑|B|

i=1
qπ∗ (si,ai)
dτ (si)

(πθ (si)− ai)
2

Update
Dsyn ← GradDescent(∇Dsyn

H(πθ,B), α1, β1)
end

dataset have ϵ = ϵ0 + µ and ϵµ = ϵ0µ + µ. To illustrate the
effect of dataset characteristics on OBD, we compare two
different original datasets: Dpiv

real that excels in reducing
pivotal error (ϵ0 = 0.01, ϵ0µ = 0.5) and Dsurr

real that performs
well in minimizing surrounding error (ϵ0 = 0.1, ϵ0µ = 0.2),
simulating the M-E and M-R datasets, respectively. With a
horizon length of T = 1000, we analyze the policy gap
bound under different values of µ, as shown in Figure 3b.
The results show that when µ is small, Dpiv

real yields higher-
quality synthetic data with a lower bound. However, when
distillation loss cannot be effectively minimized (common in
OBD), Dsurr

real can produce better distilled data, i.e., policies
trained on the distilled data has a lower performance gap
bound. To this end, the original dataset with diverse states,
which benefits small surrounding error, is critical for OBD.

To remove the dependency on Es∼d∗
π(s)

when computing
pivotal error, we further derive the high probability bound
by following the proof in (Mohri et al., 2018) that mainly
utilizes Hoeffding’s inequality and the union bound.

Corollary 1. The expert dataset {(si, π∗(si))}mi=1 are i.i.d
drawn from dπ∗(s). Suppose π∗ and π̂ are determinis-
tic and the provided function class Π has finite |Π|. If
1
m

∑m
i=1 I (π̂(si) ̸= π∗(si)) ≤ ϵ, then, with the probability of at

least 1− δ over a sample of size m, the following equality holds
for all π ∈ Π :

|J(π∗)− J(π)|
TRmax

≤ (ϵµT + 3)

ϵ+

√
log |Π|+ log 2

δ

2m


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TABLE 2: Offline behavior distillation performance on D4RL offline datasets. The result for Random Selection (Random) is
obtained by repeating 10 times. For DBC, PBC, and Av-PBC, the results are averaged across five seeds and the last five
evaluation steps. The best OBD result for each dataset is marked with bold scores.

Method Halfcheetach Hopper Walker2D AverageM M-E M M-E M M-E

Rand (Doff) 1.8 2.0 19.2 11.6 4.9 6.7 7.7
Rand (Dreal) 5.9 7.8 29.1 27.1 17.1 17.8 17.5

DBC 28.2 29.0 37.8 31.1 29.3 11.7 27.9
PBC 30.9 20.5 25.1 33.4 33.2 34.0 29.5

Av-PBC 36.9 22.0 32.5 38.7 39.5 42.1 35.3
SDW (ours) 39.5 25.0 38.4 42.6 42.5 44.6 38.8

BC (Whole) 42.3 59.8 50.2 51.7 65.9 89.6 59.9
OffRL (Whole) 47.6 50.8 56.4 107.3 84.0 109.0 75.6

40 30 20 10 0 10

log d(s)
0.00

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

0.05

0.06

De
ns

ity

Halfcheetah
M-R
M
M-E

20 10 0 10

log d(s)
0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

De
ns

ity

Hopper

40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30

log d(s)
0.000

0.005

0.010

0.015

0.020

0.025

0.030

0.035

De
ns

ity

Walker2D

Fig. 4: The distribution of state density d(s). The y-axis
represents the density of the value log d(s), analogous to a
probability density function.

6 STATE DENSITY WEIGHTED OBD

The preceding analysis highlights the benefits of state
diversity in OBD. To ensure that diverse state information is
more evenly captured by distilled synthetic dataset, thereby
decreasing surrounding error of policies trained on it, we
revise the Av-PBC method by explicitly integrating state
density probability into the OBD objective. Specifically,
the state density for original dataset Dreal is denoted as
d(s). Then, we leverage 1

d(s) to weight OBD objective, so
that rare states in Dreal receive greater attention during
the distillation process. The resulting state density weighted
(SDW) OBD objective is presented below:

H(π,Dreal) = E(s,a)∼Dreal

[
qπ∗(s, a)

dτ (s)
(π (s)− a)

2
]
,

where the hyperparameter τ ≥ 0 controls the intensity of
density weighting: a larger τ places greater emphasis on
rare states, while τ = 0 indicates that the absence of density
weighting. The pseudo-code for SDW is in Algorithm 1.

We utilize Masked Autoregressive Flow (Papamakarios
et al., 2017) to estimate d(s) for s ∈ Dreal, with the
distribution of log d(s) depicted in Figure 4. The plots
reveal that states in M and M-E exhibits significantly higher
d(s) values compared to those in M-R, considering the
logarithmic scale on the x-axis. Consequently, we primarily
evaluate SDW on M and M-E data, as their limited state
diversity leads to unsatisfactory OBD performance.

Setup The advanced offline RL algorithm of Cal-QL
(Nakamoto et al., 2023) is employed to extract π∗ and qπ∗

from Doff. τ is set to 0.1 in SDW. We use a four-layer MLP

as the default architecture of policy networks. The size of
synthetic data Nsyn is 256. Standard SGD is employed in
both inner and outer optimization, and learning rates α0 =
0.1 and α1 = 0.1 for the inner and outer loop, respectively,
and corresponding momentum rates β0 = 0 and β1 = 0.9.
More details can be found in Appendix B.
Evaluation To evaluate Dsyn, we train policies on Dsyn

with BC, and obtain the averaged return by interacting
with the environment for 10 episodes. We use normalized
return for better visualization: normalized return =
100× return - random return

expert return - random return , where random return
and expert return denote expected returns of random
policies and the expert policy (online SAC (Haarnoja et al.,
2018)), respectively.
Baselines (1) Rand (Doff): randomly selects Nsyn state-
action pairs from Doff; (2) Rand (Dreal): randomly selects
Nsyn state-action pairs from Dreal; (3) Data-based BC (DBC):
minimizes HDBC = E(s,a)∼Doff

[
(π(s)− a)

2
]
; (4) PBC; (5)

Av-PBC. We also report results of behavioral cloning and
Cal-QL in terms of training on the whole offline dataset
Doff for a comprehensive comparison.

6.1 Main Results
We compare our approach of SDW with other OBD al-
gorithms (DBC, PBC, Av-PBC) across offline datasets of
varying quality and environments, as shown in Table
2. From the results, we have several observations: (1)
SDW achieves the best performance among these OBD
approaches; and (2) SDW consistently outperforms Av-PBC
on all M and M-E dataset (38.8 vs. 35.3), which illustrate the
effectiveness of SDW in mitigating poor state diversity in
original data.
Cross Architecture/Optimizer Although results in Table
2 are obtained by default configuration, we further assess
synthetic data distilled by SDW across (1) multiple policy
network architectures (2/3/5/6-layer and residual MLPs)
and (2) different optimizers (Adam, AdamW, and SGDm
with momentum=0.9). The results are shown in Table 3,
and we observe the following: (1) despite a slight de-
crease, synthetic datasets distilled by SDW remain effective
for training various policy networks (SDW Average); (2)
synthetic behavioral datasets exhibit greater robustness
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TABLE 3: Offline behavior distillation performance across various policy network architectures and optimizers (Optim).
Red-colored scores and green-colored scores in brackets denote the performance degradation and improvement, respectively,
compared to the default training setting. Better OBD result between SDW and Av-PBC for each cross scenario is marked
with bold scores. The results are averaged over five random seeds and the last five evaluation steps.

Arch/Opt Halfcheetach Hopper Walker2D SDW
Average

Av-PBC
AverageM M-E M M-E M M-E

A
rc

hi
te

ct
ur

e 2-layer 37.4 7.5 25.9 49.9 33.3 50.8 34.1 (4.7) 33.4
3-layer 40.7 21.9 30.5 43.9 48.2 55.3 40.1 (1.3) 37.9
5-layer 39.3 24.5 33.6 38.9 41.2 38.9 36.1 (2.7) 34.6
6-layer 37.0 21.6 32.8 34.1 35.7 34.3 32.7 (6.1) 27.5

Residual 38.6 20.5 35.4 43.4 39.0 41.2 36.4 (2.4) 33.0

O
pt

im Adam 39.3 24.5 39.7 41.6 43.9 43.1 38.7 (0.1) 36.8
AdamW 39.1 24.6 37.4 42.1 44.8 44.6 38.8 (0.0) 36.6
SGDm 39.7 24.0 37.1 39.2 44.1 43.2 37.9 (0.9) 35.1
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Fig. 5: Plots of SDW performance (normalized return) as
functions of τ . Each point is averaged on five trials.

to variations in optimizers compared to differences in
architectures; and (3) SDW consistently outperform Av-
PBC across different training transfer scenarios (SDW Avg
vs. Av-PBC Avg). Therefore, SDW-distilled datasets show
satisfactory cross-architecture/optimizer performance.

Hyperparamter Analysis The hyperparamter τ , which
determines the weight 1

dτ (s) , is crucial to the performance of
SDW. A larger τ assigns greater weights to rare states and
is particularly beneficial when the original dataset exhibits
limited state diversity. To investigate the impact of τ , we
conduct OBD using various τ (0.05, 0.1, 0.15). The results
are presented in Figure 5. Our observations indicate that: (1)
SDW with different τ values consistently outperform the
baseline of τ = 0; and (2) difference datasets have distinct
optimal τ values (τ = 0.15 for Halfcheetah, τ = 0.1 for
Hopper, and τ = 0.05 for Walker2D).

7 DISCUSSION AND LIMITATION

Discussion While data diversity is widely recognized
as a cornerstone of modern model training, few studies
have investigated how to balance improvements in diversity
and data quality under constrained resource budgets. In
this paper, we demonstrate that data diversity plays a
more prominent role in the distillation setting compared
to standard model training. This is largely due to the non-
linear relationship between model performance and training
loss: policies trained on more diverse datasets exhibit
less performance degradation as training loss increases

(Figure 2). Consequently, a diverse dataset may be more
beneficial for OBD, even if it appears inferior to high-quality
datasets in direct policy learning.

Limitations Our proposed method of state density
weighted OBD requires the estimation of state density,
making the performance of SDW dependent on the accuracy
of density estimation. Moreover, offline RL datasets display
varying levels of state diversity, necessitating different
optimal values of τ . For instance, datasets with lower
state diversity intuitively require a larger τ to enhance the
weighting effect. Therefore, how to automatically select a
proper τ for specific original datasets is a promising area
for future research.

8 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we underscore the essential role of state
diversity in OBD. We begin by uncovering misalignment
between original and distilled datasets: although policies
trained on M-E (higher state quality) generally outperform
those trained on M-R (greater state diversity), synthetic
datasets distilled from M-R enable better policy training than
those distilled from M-E. Through empirical analysis, we
demonstrate that datasets with greater state diversity have
improved resilience to significant training loss, contributing
to this misalignment in OBD, where the training loss
is challenging to minimize. By associating state quality
and diversity in reducing pivotal and surrounding error,
respectively, our theoretical investigation further elucidates
that policy performance is influenced by both pivotal and
surrounding errors, with the latter becoming increasingly
important when pivotal error is pronounced, as is the
case in OBD. We then propose a novel algorithm, SDW,
which prioritizes state diversity by weighting the OBD
loss according to state density. Extensive experiments on
multiple D4RL datasets demonstrate that SDW substantially
improves OBD performance, particularly in scenarios where
original datasets exhibit limited state diversity.



9

APPENDIX A
PROOFS

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. According to the expected return

J(π) =
T∑

t=1

Es∼dt
π,a∼π[r(s, a)],

we have

|J(π∗)− J(π̂)|

≤
T∑

t=1

∣∣∣Es∼dt
π∗ ,a∼π∗ [r(s, a)]− Es∼dt

π̂,a∼π̂[r(s, a)]
∣∣∣

For specific step t,∣∣∣Es∼dt
π∗ ,a∼π∗ [r(s, a)]− Es∼dt

π̂,a∼π̂[r(s, a)]
∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣Es∼dt

π∗ ,a∼π∗ [r(s, a)]− Es∼dt
π∗ ,a∼π̂[r(s, a)]

∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
A(t)

+
∣∣∣Es∼dt

π∗ ,a∼π̂[r(s, a)]− Es∼dt
π̂,a∼π̂[r(s, a)]

∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
B(t)

For A(t), we have

A(t) =

∣∣∣∣∣Es∼dt
π∗ [

∑
a∈A

(π∗(a|s)− π̂(a|s))r(s, a)]
∣∣∣∣∣

≤ Es∼dt
π∗ [

∑
a∈A
|π∗(a|s)− π̂(a|s)| r(s, a)]

≤ Es∼dt
π∗ [

∑
a∈A
|π∗(a|s)− π̂(a|s)|]Rmax

= ϵtRmax

For B(t), with dtπ(s) =∑
s′,a′∈S×A dt−1

π (s′)π(a′|s′)T (s|s′, a′) and T (s|s′, a′) ∈
[0, 1], we have

B(t) =

∣∣∣∣∣∑
s∈S

(
dtπ∗(s)− dtπ̂(s)

)
Ea∼π̂[r(s, a)]

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ Rmax

∑
s∈S

∣∣dtπ∗(s)− dtπ̂(s)
∣∣ (5)

For the term C(t) =
∑

s∈S |dtπ∗(s)− dtπ̂(s)|, we have

C(t) =
∑
s∈S

∣∣dtπ∗(s)− dtπ̂(s)
∣∣

≤
∑

s′,a′∈S×A

∑
s∈S

∣∣dt−1
π∗ (s′)π∗(a′|s′)− dt−1

π̂ (s′)π̂(a′|s′)
∣∣T (s|s′, a′)

=
∑

s,a∈S×A

∣∣dt−1
π∗ (s)π∗(a|s)− dt−1

π̂ (s)π̂(a|s)
∣∣

=
∑

s,a∈S×A

∣∣dt−1
π∗ (s)π∗(a|s)− dt−1

π∗ (s)π̂(a|s) + dt−1
π∗ (s)π̂(a|s)

−dt−1
π̂ (s)π̂(a|s)

∣∣
≤ (Es∼dt−1

π∗
[
∑
a∈A
|π∗(a|s)− π̂(a|s)|] +

∑
s∈S

∣∣dt−1
π∗ (s)− dt−1

π̂ (s)
∣∣

≤ ϵt−1 +
∑
s∈S

∣∣dt−1
π∗ (s)− dt−1

π̂ (s)
∣∣

≤ ϵt−1 + C(t− 1) (6)

Plugging the iterative formula of Eq. 6 into Eq. 5 yields
B(t) ≤

∑t−1
i=1 ϵiRmax. Therefore,

|J(π∗)− J(π̂)| ≤
T∑

t=1

A(t) +B(t)

=
T∑

t=1

t∑
i=1

ϵiRmax

≤ T
T∑

t=1

ϵtRmax

= ϵT 2Rmax (7)

The proof is completed.

A.2 Proof of Corollary 1

We first derive the lemma that bounds the expected risk
via empirical risk by following the proof of Theorem 2.2 in
(Mohri et al., 2018).

Lemma 1. The expert dataset {(si, π∗(si))}mi=1 are i.i.d.
drawn from dπ∗(s). Suppose π∗ and π̂ are determinis-
tic and the provided function class Π has finite |Π|.
Let R(π) = Es∼dπ∗ [I (π̂(s) ̸= π∗(s))]. If R̂(π) =
1
m

∑m
i=1 I (π̂(si) ̸= π∗(si)) ≤ ϵ, then, with the probability of at

least 1− δ, the following inequality holds:

∀π ∈ Π, R(π) ≤ R̂(π) +

√
log |Π|+ log 2

δ

2m
.

Proof. The expected risk and empirical risk are defined as

R(π) = E(s)∼dπ∗ [I (π̂(s) ̸= π∗(s))] ,

R̂(π) =
1

m

m∑
i=1

I (π̂(si) ̸= π∗(si)) .

For all s ∈ S , I (π̂(s) ̸= π∗(s)) ∈ [0, 1] holds. By applying
Hoeffding’s inequality, we have

Pr[|R(π)− R̂(π)| ≥ ζ] ≤ 2 exp(−2mζ2). (8)

Let π1, π2, · · · , π|Π| be the element of |Π|. Using the union
bound and applying Eq. 8 yield:

Pr[∃π|R(π)− R̂(π)| > ζ]

= Pr[(|R(π1)− R̂(π1)| > ζ) ∨ ... ∨ (|R(π|Π|)− R̂(π|Π|)| > ζ)]

≤
∑
π∈Π

Pr[|R(π)− R̂(π)| > ζ]

≤ 2|Π| exp(−2mζ2).

Setting the right-hand side to be equal to δ complete the
proof.

Combining Theorem 2 and Lemma 1 completes the
proof.

APPENDIX B
IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

This section provides all the additional implementation
details of our experiments.
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TABLE 4: Offline behavior distillation performance on D4RL offline datasets.

Method Halfcheetach Hopper Walker2D AverageM M-E M M-E M M-E

Top Reward 1.6 0.2 6.1 3.8 1.4 1.5 2.4
Top q-value 1.8 3.8 7.0 8.3 6.6 4.9 5.4

TABLE 5: The size and required training steps for convergence for each offline dataset. M denotes the million for simplicity.
The size and step for synthetic data (Synset) are listed in the last column.

Halfcheetach Hopper Walker2D SynsetM-R M M-E M-R M M-E M-R M M-E

Size 0.2M 1M 2M 0.4M 1M 2M 0.3M 1M 2M 256

Step (k) 40 25 100 80 50 100 60 50 125 0.1

B.0.0.1 Normalized Loss vs. Normalized Return
(Figure 2).: For policies trained on the original datasets,
the total training epoch is 50, 000. The policy return and
loss are evaluated during the training process. For policies
trained on distilled datasets, the training epoch is 100, and
policies are only evaluated when the training is finished.
The distilled datasets are generated using Av-PBC (Lei et al.,
2024) every 1, 000 distillation steps. For specific M-R or M-E
cases, after obtaining the training loss of policies trained on
both the original and corresponding distilled datasets, the
normalized loss is calculated by subtracting the minimum
value among these losses. This normalization ensures that
the M-R and M-E cases have the same convergence loss,
enabling a fair comparison between M-R and M-E.

B.0.0.2 OBD Settings: The policy network is a 4-
layer multilayer perceptron (MLP) with a width of 256. The
synthetic data are initialized by randomly selecting Nsyn

state-action pairs from the offline data. For DBC and PBC,
the distillation step Tout is set to 200k for Halfcheetah
and Walker2D and 50k for Hopper, respectively. For Av-
PBC and SDW, the distillation step Tout is set to 50k
for Halfcheetah and Walker2D and 20k for Hopper,
respectively. The inner loop step Tin is set to 100.

B.0.0.3 Offline RL Policy Training: We use the
advanced offline RL algorithm of Cal-QL (Nakamoto et al.,
2023) to extract the expert policy π∗ and corresponding q
value function qπ∗ from suboptimal offline data, and the
implementation in (Tarasov et al., 2022) is employed in our
experiments with default hyper-parameter setting.

B.0.0.4 Cross-architecture Experiments.: The width
of MLPs are both 256. The residual MLP is a 4-layer MLP,
and the intermediate layers are packaged into the residual
block.

APPENDIX C
MORE PERFORMANCE COMPARISON

We selected a small subset of data with the same budget
of 256 based on reward (Top Reward) and q-value (Top
q-value). The results, presented in the Table 4, show that
both Top Reward and Top q-value perform significantly
worse than random selection, indicating that simply filtering
behavioral data based on reward or q-value may not be
effective. A possible explanation is that selecting data

based on a single criterion, such as reward or q-value,
overlooks important factors like state diversity and long-
horizon returns. In contrast, our OBD algorithm, SDW,
effectively addresses these issues and synthesizes a compact
yet informative behavioral dataset.

APPENDIX D
TRAINING TIME COMPARISON

For the whole original data, offline RL algorithms require
dozens of hours. Therefore, we solely compare the training
time of BC on synthetic data and BC on original data.
Because the training time varies with GPU models (NVIDIA
V100 used in our experiments), we report the optimization
step, which has a linear relationship to training time,
required for training convergence for each original dataset,
as shown in Table 5.
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