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Abstract

We introduce hybrid execution in multi-agent reinforcement learning (MARL),
a new paradigm in which agents aim to successfully complete cooperative tasks
with arbitrary communication levels at execution time by taking advantage of
information-sharing among the agents. Under hybrid execution, the communica-
tion level can range from a setting in which no communication is allowed between
agents (fully decentralized), to a setting featuring full communication (fully cen-
tralized), but the agents do not know beforehand which communication level they
will encounter at execution time. To formalize our setting, we define a new class
of multi-agent partially observable Markov decision processes (POMDPs) that we
name hybrid-POMDPs, which explicitly model a communication process between
the agents. We contribute MARO, an approach that makes use of an auto-regressive
predictive model, trained in a centralized manner, to estimate missing agents’ obser-
vations at execution time. We evaluate MARO on standard scenarios and extensions
of previous benchmarks tailored to emphasize the negative impact of partial ob-
servability in MARL. Experimental results show that our method consistently
outperforms relevant baselines, allowing agents to act with faulty communication
while successfully exploiting shared information.

1 Introduction

Multi-agent reinforcement learning (MARL) aims to learn utility-maximizing behavior in scenarios
involving multiple agents. In recent years, deep MARL methods have been successfully applied to
multi-agent tasks such as game-playing [22], traffic light control [34], or energy management [4].
Despite recent successes, the multi-agent setting happens to be substantially harder than its single-
agent counterpart [3]] because multiple concurrent learners can create non-stationarity conditions that
hinder learning; the curse of dimensionality obstructs centralized approaches to MARL due to the
exponential growth in state and action spaces with the number of agents; and agents seldom observe
the true state of the environment.

As a way to deal with the exponential growth in the state/action space and with environmental
constraints, both in perception and actuation, existing methods aim to learn decentralized policies
that allow the agents to act based on local perceptions and partial information about other agents’
intentions. The paradigm of centralized training with decentralized execution is undoubtedly at
the core of recent research in the field [19} 26| 5]]; such paradigm takes advantage of the fact that
additional information, available only at training time, can be used to learn decentralized policies in a
way that the need for communication is alleviated.

While in some settings partial observability and/or communication constraints require learning fully
decentralized policies, the assumption that agents cannot communicate at execution time is often
too strict for a great number of real-world application domains such as robotics, game-playing or
autonomous driving [9}[39]]. In such domains, learning fully decentralized policies should be deemed



too restrictive since such policies do not take into account the possibility of communication between
the agents. Other MARL strategies, which do take advantage of additional information shared among
the agents, can surely be developed [42].

In this work, we propose RL agents that are able to exploit the benefits of centralized training
while, simultaneously, taking advantage of information-sharing at execution time. We introduce
the paradigm of hybrid execution, in which agents act in scenarios with arbitrary (but unknown)
communication levels that can range from no communication (fully decentralized) to full commu-
nication between the agents (fully centralized). In particular, we consider scenarios with faulty
communication during execution, in which agents passively share their local observations to perform
partially observable cooperative tasks. To formalize our setting, we start by defining hybrid partially
observable Markov decision process (H-POMDP), a new class of multi-agent POMDPs that explicitly
considers a communication process between the agents. We then propose a novel method that allows
agents to solve H-POMDPs regardless of the communication process encountered at execution time.
Specifically, we propose multi-agent observation sharing under communication dropout (MARO).
MARO can be easily integrated with current deep MARL methods and comprises an auto-regressive
model, trained in a centralized manner, that explicitly predicts non-shared information from past
observations of the agents.

We evaluate the performance of MARO across different communication levels, in different MARL
benchmark environments and using multiple RL algorithms. Furthermore, we introduce novel
MARL environments that explicitly require communication during execution to successfully perform
cooperative tasks, currently missing in the literature. Experimental results show that our method
consistently outperforms the baselines, allowing agents to exploit shared information during execution
and perform tasks under various communication levels.

In summary, our contributions are three-fold: (i) we propose and formalize the setting of hybrid
execution in MARL, in which agents must perform partially-observable cooperative tasks across
all possible communication levels; (ii) we propose MARO, an approach that makes use of an
autoregressive predictive model of agents’ observations; and (iii) we evaluate MARO in multiple
environments using different RL algorithms, showing that our approach consistently allows agents to
act with different communication levels.

2 Hybrid Execution in Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning

A fully cooperative multi-agent system with Markovian dynamics can be modeled as a decentral-
ized partially observable Markov decision process (Dec-POMDP) [18]]. A Dec-POMDP is a tuple
([n], X, A, P,r,7v, Z,0), where [n] = {1,...,n} is the set of indexes of n agents, X is the set of
states of the environment, A = x;.A; is the set of joint actions, where A; is the set of individual
actions of agent ¢, P is the set of probability distributions over next states in X', one for each state
and action in X x A, r : X x A — R maps states and actions to expected rewards, v € [0, 1[is a
discount factor, Z = x;Z; is the set of joint observations, where Z; is the set of local observations
of agent ¢, and O is the set of probability distributions over joint observations in Z, one for each state
and action in X x A. A decentralized policy for agent i is 7; : Z; — A; and the joint decentralized
policy is 7 : Z — Asuch that 7(z1, ..., 2,) = (m1(21), ..., T (2n))-

Fully decentralized approaches to MARL directly apply standard single-agent RL algorithms for
learning each agent’s policy 7; in a decentralized manner. In independent )-learning (IQL) [30],
each agent treats other agents as being part of the environment, ignoring the influence of other
agents’ observations and actions. Similarly, independent proximal policy optimization (IPPO), an
adaptation of the PPO algorithm [27], learns fully decentralized critic and actor networks, neglecting
the influence of other agents. More recently, under the paradigm of centralized training with
decentralized execution, QMIX [26] aims at learning decentralized policies with centralization at
training time while fostering cooperation among the agents. Multi-agent PPO (MAPPO) [38]] learns
decentralized actors using a centralized critic during training. Finally, if we know that all agents can
share their local observations among themselves at execution time, we can use any of the approaches
above to learn fully centralized policies.

None of the aforementioned classes of methods assumes, however, that agents may sometimes have
access to other agents’ observations and sometimes not. Therefore, decentralized agents are unable to
take advantage of the additional information that they may receive from other agents at execution
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Figure 1: MARO approach for hybrid execution: (a) at training time, an autoregressive predictive
model M learns to estimate observation deltas p(A}™ | 0f™, h;) from previous observations opn
and a history variable h;; and (b) at execution time, an agent-specific predictive model, M", predicts

missing agents’ observations. More details in the main text.

time, and centralized agents are unable to act when the sharing of information fails. In this work, we
introduce hybrid execution in MARL, a setting in which agents act regardless of the communication
process while taking advantage of additional information they may receive during execution. To
formalize this setting, we define a new class of multi-agent POMDPs that we name hybrid-POMDPs
(H-POMDPs), which explicitly considers a specific communication process among the agents.

2.1 Hybrid Partially Observable Markov Decision Processes

We define a hybrid-POMDP (H-POMDP) as a tuple ([n], X', A, P,r,~, Z, O, C) where, in addition
to the tuple that describes the Dec-POMDP, we consider a n X n communication matrix C' such that
[C];,; = pi,; is the probability that, at a certain time step, agent ¢ has access to the local observation
of agent j in Z;. H-POMDPs generalize both the notion of decentralized execution and centralized
execution in MARL. Specifically, for a given Dec-POMDP, we can consider C' as the identity matrix
to capture fully decentralized execution or as a matrix of ones to capture fully centralized execution.

In our setting, we assume that at execution time agents will face an H-POMDP with an unknown
communication matrix C, sampled from a set C according to an unknown probability distribution
. The performance of the agent is measured as J,(7) = Ec~,, [J(7; C)], where J(7; C') denotes
the expected discounted cumulative reward under an H-POMDP with communication matrix C'. At
training time, agents may have access to the fully centralized H-POMDP. Therefore, the setting we
consider is one of centralized training with hybrid execution and an unknown communication process.

We note here that every H-POMDP has a corresponding Dec-POMDP, which can be obtained by
adequately changing the observation space Z and the set of emission probability distributions O.
Consequently, any reinforcement learning method can be trained to solve a specific H-POMDP, with
a specific communication matrix C', by solving the corresponding Dec-POMDP. However, we seek to
find a method that takes explicit advantage of the characteristics of hybrid execution to be able to act
on H-POMDPs regardless of the matrix C' that models the communication process at execution time.
To the best of our knowledge, there exists no method that addresses our problem.

3 Multi-Agent Observation Sharing under Communication Dropout

While acting on an H-POMDP, agents may not have access to the perceptual information of all
agents due to a faulty communication process. We propose MARO, a novel approach to exploit
shared information and overcome communication issues during task execution. MARO comprises an
autoregressive predictive model that estimates missing information from previous observations.

We set up the RL controller of each agent, i.e., the @-network associated with each agent for the IQL
and QMIX algorithms, and the actor network associated with each agent for the [PPO and MAPPO

algorithms, to receive as input the joint observation o} ™ = {0}, ..., o'}, where o} is the observation



of the ¢-th agent at timestep ¢. In order to overcome communication failures during execution, we
train a predictive model M to impute the non-shared observations 0}, i € [n].

Training time We learn a transition model, p(A}™ | of™, h;), depicted in Fig. that given
the current observations o%:” and some history variable h; is able to predict the next-step observa-
tions as o}y = 0;™ + A;™, where A}'"™ corresponds to the predicted deltas of the observations.
We learn a single predictive model in a fully centralized and supervised fashion. We instantiate

po(AF™ | oF™ hy) as an LSTM, parameterized by 6, with:
po(AL™ [of™ he) = [ [ po(A} | of™ ), ()
i=1

where pg(Al | of™, h;) is the Gaussian distribution of the predicted deltas for the i-th agent. We
train the predictive model and RL controllers simultaneously: we consider single-step transitions
(0p™, AF™), with AF™ = o}y —o;™, and evaluate the negative log-likelihood of the target next-step
deltas A}, given the estimated next-step deltas distribution py (- | 0™, hy):

Lalof™, AF™) = = "logpo(A; | 0™, ). 2)
i=1

Execution time We provide each agent with an independent instance of the predictive model M,
which updates the estimated joint-observations in the perspective of the agent 6, ™" = {6, ..., o/}
and maintains an agent-specific history state hi. As depicted in Fig. [Ibl we use the predictive model
M to impute missing observations.

4 Evaluation

In this section, we evaluate our approach for hybrid execution against relevant baselines under
multiple MARL algorithms. We show that the core component of MARO, i.e., the predictive model,
allows the execution of tasks across multiple communication levels, outperforming baselines. We
start by describing our experimental scenarios and baselines in Sec.[4.T]and Sec.[d.2] respectively. In
Sec.[4.3] we present our main experimental results.

4.1 Experimental Scenarios

We focus our evaluation on multi-agent cooperative environments. As discussed by Papoudakis
et al. [24], the main challenges in current MARL benchmark scenarios majorly involve coordination,
large action space, sparse reward and non-stationarity. Thus, in order to emphasize the impact of
information sharing among the agents, we contribute the following environments (adapted from [15]]):

* HearSee (HS): Two heterogeneous agents cover a single landmark in a 2D map. The “Hear”
agent observes the absolute position of the landmark, but it does not have access to its own
position in the environment. The “See” agent observes the position and velocities of both
agents, yet does not have access to the position of the landmark.

* SpreadXY-2 (SXY-2): Two heterogeneous agents cover two designated landmarks in a 2D
map while avoiding collisions. In this scenario, one of the agents has access to the X-axis
position and velocity of both agents, while the other agent has access to the Y-axis position
and velocity of both agents. Both agents observe the landmarks’ absolute position;

* SpreadXY-4 (SXY-4): Similar to the scenario above but with two teams of two agents;

* SpreadBlindfold (SBF): Three agents cover three designated landmarks in a 2D map while
avoiding collisions. Each agent’s observation only includes its own position and velocity
and the absolute position of all landmarks;

In addition to the proposed environments, we evaluate our approach in the standard SpeakerListener
(SL) environment from [[15]], as well as the Level-Based Foraging (Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-
v2) (LBF) environment [24]], which we modified to comprise the absolute positions of the agents.
For some scenarios in standard benchmarks, such as the Multi-Agent Particle Environment [15], or



Level-Based Foraging [24]], we observed no advantage in allowing observation sharing between the
agents even without considering communication failures (more details in Appendix [B.T). Thus, we
did not consider such environments in this work. For a complete description of the scenarios, as well
as additional details regarding the choice of the environments used, we refer to Appendix [B.1]

Finally, we consider H-POMDPs with communication matrices such that each agent ¢ can always
access its own local observation, i.e., p; ; = 1, and the communication matrix is symmetric between
agents ¢ and j, i.e., p; ; = p;;. To simplify the exposition and the evaluation, we use the same
p;,; = p for all pairs of different agents 4, j. Therefore, we use p to unambiguously denote the
communication level of a given H-POMDP. Nevertheless, we perform a comparative study between
different sampling schemes for the communication matrix in Sec.[4.3.2] highlighting the robustness
of MARO under different communication settings.

4.2 Baselines and Experimental Methodology

We compare MARO against the following baselines, which do not make use of a predictive model
and perform constant imputation of missing observations:

* Observation (Obs.): Agents only have access to their own observations and are unable
to communicate with other agents during execution. Corresponds to standard MARL
algorithms designed for decentralized execution.

* Masked Joint-Observation (Masked j. obs.): During the centralized training phase, the
RL controllers receive as input the concatenation of the observations of all agents. At
execution-time, missing observations are replaced with a vector of zeros.

* Message-Dropout (MD): During the centralized training phase, the RL controllers receive
as input the concatenation of the observations of all agents, but a dropout-based mechanism
randomly drops some of the observations (i.e., replaces them with a vector of zeros) accord-
ing to p ~ U(0,1). At execution-time, missing observations are replaced with a vector of
zeros. This baseline is adapted from [[13]].

¢ Message-Dropout w/ masks (MD w/ masks): This baseline is similar to the MD baseline,
but additionally appends to the input of the RL controllers a set of binary flags encoding
whether the observations of the agents are missing or not. The masks give additional context
to the RL agent regarding the validity of the entries in the vector of observations.

All baselines above can be used in the context of hybrid execution. Additionally, we consider an
Oracle baseline under which all agents have access to the observations of all agents both during
training and execution. Such oracle baseline corresponds to standard MARL algorithms designed for
centralized execution, however, it is unable to perform when communication fails. We use the Oracle
baseline to better contextualize the performance of the methods developed for hybrid execution
against an optimal setting featuring no communication failures.

We employ the same RL controller networks across all evaluations. The RL networks include
recurrent layers to mitigate the effects of partial observability. We consider four different MARL
algorithms: IQL, QMIX, IPPO, and MAPPO. We perform 3 training runs for each experimental
setting and 100 evaluation rollouts for each training run. We report, both in tables and plots, the
95% bootstrapped confidence interval alongside the corresponding scalar mean value. We assume
that p = 1 at ¢t = 0 for all algorithms. The algorithms are evaluated for p ~ U/(0, 1) whenever the
communication level is not explicitly referred, or for a given fixed communication level p when
explicitly specified. The Oracle baseline is always evaluated with p = 1. We refer to Appendix|B.2]for
a complete description of the experimental methodology, including hyperparameters of the predictive
model and the RL controllers, as well as the code used for this work.

4.3 Results

We present the main evaluation results in Tables[1|and [2|for the value-based and actor critic-based
algorithms respectively. For each environment, RL algorithm and method, we present the values of
the accumulated rewards obtained, for p ~ ¢/(0, 1). The values that are not significantly different than
the highest are presented in bold. The results show that MARO is the best-performing method overall.
In particular, out of the 24 algorithm-environment combinations considered, MARO performed equal



Table 1: Mean episodic returns for the value-based algorithms in all scenarios. Higher is better.

IQL QMIX
Env. obs, Masked o MDWE oy po obs.  Masked oy MDWE R0
j- obs. masks j- obs. masks
SL -40.0 -45.3 -25.4 -25.5 -25.3 -24.9 -40.5 -25.2 -25.2 -25.1
(-0.4,40.4) (-1.2,+#1.9) (-0.6,+1.1) (-0.6,+1.1) (-0.6,+1.0) (-0.1,+0.0) (-0.8,40.8) (-0.6,+1.1) (-0.6,+1.1) (-0.6,+#1.2)
HS -114.5 -64.0 -34.8 -34.1 -29.6 -62.2 -67.4 -29.2 -29.1 -28.8
(-2.0,41.6) (-2.1,42.5) (-1.6,41.7) (-1.3,42.5) (-1.0,40.7) (-1.9.+41.4) (-4.6,43.0) (-1.3,40.9) (-0.9,40.8) (-1.2,41.9)
SXY-2 -199.6 -202.9 -165.2 -160.7 -148.0 -177.8 -201.2 -157.2 -154.5 -145.7
(-0.9.40.9) (-2.343.7) (-0.5,40.7) (-1.7.41.6) (-0.4,40.5) (-7.6,+44.1) (-2.3,42.3) (-1.4,40.7) (-0.5,+1.0) (-0.9,40.5)
SXY-4 -1225.5 -1161.2 -1157.0 -1164.5 -988.3 -1132.6 -1146.4 -1024.6 -1014.0 -850.0
(-4.2,44.9) (-7.6,+9.4) (-1.2,+1.0) (-10.8,+13.3) (-21.7,437.4) (-6.6,+5.9) (-12.7,422.1) (-39.5,+54.9) (-40.4,+40.6) (-22.5+17.0)
SBF -425.1 -415.5 -401.2 -400.5 -399.3 -416.1 -407.3 -401.4 -398.3 -382.3
(-1.1+1.4) (-7.5.44.1) (-6.5.48.5) (-55.48.2) (-5.2.46.4) (-10.047.7) (-1.9.41.5) (-4.9.43.5) (-3.042.3) (-52.45.7)
LBF 0.38 0.19 0.53 0.52 0.35 0.55 0.25 0.58 0.59 0.44
(-0.03,40.01) (-0.02,+0.01) (-0.03,40.02) (-0.02,40.02) (-0.01,40.02) (-0.01,40.0) (-0.05,40.03) (-0.01,40.02) (-0.02,+0.02) (-0.02,40.02)

Table 2: Mean episodic returns for the actor critic-based algorithms in all scenarios. Higher is better.

IPPO MAPPO
Env. obs, Masked oy MDWohpo obs.  Masked oy MDWE R0
j- obs. masks j- obs. masks
SL -33.3 -39.5 -45.2 -47.0 -25.2 -59.6 -39.3 -28.2 -27.5 -25.2
(-11.6,45.9) (-0.8,+0.7) (-5.0,45.0) (-3.2,+4.0) (-0.1,+0.1) (-0.5,+0.6) (-1.2,41.0) (-0.3,40.3) (-0.4,40.5) (-0.1,40.1)
HS -114.1 -81.8 -102.9 -101.9 -314 -70.5 -82.2 -324 -30.9 -314
(-37.7421.7) (-5.8,47.0) (-20.9,422.5) (-19.4,420.1) (-1.4,41.2) (-18.3,410.1) (-6.4,43.3) (-0.0,4+0.0) (-3.5,42.6) (-1.4,41.2)
SXY-2 -235.6 -214.8 -184.9 -175.9 -160.7 -212.6 -221.5 -181.1 -163.5 -161.2
(-0.6.+0.6) (-5.4,+4.6) (-5.8,43.6) (-3.042.7) (-1.3,+1.0) (-13.7,424.5) (-2343.2) (-3.942.2) (-2342.7) (-0.9,40.8)
SXY-4 -1133.2 -1162.1 -1124.7 -1177.9 -920.6 -1116.9 -1196.5 -1112.1 -1149.7 -827.4
(-7.1,48.4) (-33.8,+33.8) (-27.6,+16.9) (-29.4,+38.5) (-50.1,+92.7) (-43.2,479.0) (-29.8,+20.3) (-28.9,+26.4) (-12.5,+16.3) (-7.8,+5.8)
SBF -436.3 -403.1 -446.6 -472.7 -401.7 -420.3 -403.3 -407.3 -412.5 -399.9
(-74.5,+38.4) (-2.1,42.7) (-5.6,4+6.4) (-9.7,+12.5) (-0.5,+0.6) (-0.4,40.4) (-0.8,+#1.2) (-1.8,42.8) (-1.9,43.3) (-1.2,40.9)
LBF 0.31 0.3 0.03 0.01 0.37 0.36 0.31 0.02 0.02 .
(-0.0,4+0.0) (-0.01,+0.01) (-0.02,40.05) (-0.01,40.02) (-0.01,40.02) (-0.0,+0.0) (-0.02,40.03) (-0.01,40.02) (-0.02,+0.03) (-0.03,40.04)

to or better than all baselines for 22 of them (we further dissect the two settings for which MARO did
not perform the best in Sec. .3.1)). Overall, MARO is able to exploit the information provided by the
other agents, in contrast with the fully decentralized approaches (Obs.). The obtained results show
that the use of a predictive model of other agents’ observations, as in MARO, allows for improved
performance over the MD baselines.

Additionally, we recall that the RL controllers of MARO are trained in a fully centralized manner,
i.e., without considering communication failures at training time. Thus, an interesting observation
is that MARO can be seen as a method that provides robustness to centralized execution methods
when performing tasks in settings with potential faulty communication, despite never being trained to
execute in such conditions. This is clear when comparing the performance of the two methods that
consider a centralized training of the RL controllers (without considering communication failures
during training), i.e., Masked j. obs. and MARO. As can be seen in Tabs. [[|and 2} MARO’s predictive
model allows for zero-shot multi-agent execution with respect to communication failures, significantly
outperforming the Masked j. obs baseline.

In Fig. 2 we highlight the training curves of MARO and the MD baselines, for p ~ 2/(0, 1) under
some experimental configurations. We display the training curves for all methods, RL algorithms
and environments in Appendix As can be seen, MARO achieves higher returns throughout
training as compared to the other baselines. Additionally, MARO attains a performance similar
to that of the Oracle baseline. In Fig. [3] we display the episodic returns of MARO and the MD
baselines for different communication levels at execution time for some experimental configurations
(more in Appendix [B.3). As can be seen, MARO outperforms the MD baselines across the different
communication levels. For the displayed environment-algorithm configurations, MARO always
performs better or equal to the decentralized (Obs.) baseline, even when p = 0. Contrarily, this is
not always the case for the MD baselines, as can be seen, for example, for the SXY4 + MAPPO
configuration. Moreover, the performance of MARO improves as the level of communication in the
environment increases, showing that our approach is able to efficiently make use of all provided
information, contrary to the standard fully-decentralized approaches (Obs.).
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Figure 3: Mean episodic returns at execution time for different communication levels p.

As the previous results point out, the use of a predictive model to estimate missing agents’ observa-
tions, the core component of MARO and the main distinguishing feature over the remainder baselines,
is key for the improved performance of MARO. MARO outperforms the recurrent dropout-based base-
lines, irrespective of whether dropout is incorporated during training (MD baseline) and/or additional
context is given to the RL controllers regarding the validity of the entries in the joint-observation
vector (MD w/ masks baseline). While previous results attest that the predictions of the predictive
model are useful for control, we now take a look at the quality of the predictions themselves. In Fig.[4]
we show the predicted trajectories of all agents from the perspective of each of the agents. As seen,
the predicted trajectories are close to the real trajectories of the agents (more in Appendix [B.3.3).
The predictive model is thus able to perform accurate agent modeling with faulty communication,
providing an interpretable insight into the decision-making process of the agents.

In the next sections, we: (i) assess the impact of considering communication failures at training time,
investigating the experimental settings for which MARO was not the best method, in Sec.[d.3.1} and
(ii) evaluate the performance of MARO under different communication protocols, in Sec.[4.3.2]

4.3.1 On the impact of communication dropout at training time

We now focus our attention on the two settings from Tables[I]and 2] under which the MD baselines
outperformed MARO. In Fig.[5] we display the performance of MARO for different communication
levels under the LBF + QMIX setting, as well as the HS + MAPPO experimental configuration. As
can be seen, the performance of MARO deteriorates for low levels of communication, likely because
the RL controllers never had to rely almost entirely on estimations from the predictive model during
training. Therefore, we now investigate the impact of considering communication failures also during
the training of MARO. To do so, we consider MARO w/ drop., a new version of MARO under which
a dropout-based mechanism randomly drops some of the observations of the agents during training
according to p ~ U(0, 1). The dropped observations are replaced with predictions from the predictive
model. We emphasize that it is fair to compare the performance of MARO w/ drop. against the other
baselines, as the MD and MD w/ masks baselines already consider a dropout-based training scheme.

As displayed in Fig.[3] it is clear that the inclusion of a dropout-based training mechanism to MARO
greatly contributed to improve the performance of the method, especially for the settings featuring a
low degree of communication (low values of p in the plot). In Table[3] we display the mean episodic
returns for MARO under four experimental configurations. As can be seen, when comparing with
the values obtained by MARO in Tables [I]and 2] the performance of MARO further improved for
the aforementioned experimental settings by considering dropout at training time. In particular, we
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highlight that, for the two experimental settings under which the MD baselines outperformed MARO,
MARO w/ drop. is now able to equal the performance of the best-performing method.

The results above show that the inclusion of a dropout-based mechanism can impact the performance
of the algorithm for hybrid execution. We display the experimental results obtained for MARO w/
drop. for all environments and RL algorithms in Appendix We note that, according to our
results, the improvement of MARO over MARO w/ drop. was not consistent over all tested algorithm-
environment configurations. In fact, for some experimental settings, MARO outperformed MARO w/
drop. Therefore, we decided to treat the use of the dropout-based mechanism in the training of MARO
as an hyperparemeter that should be tuned according to each experimental scenario. Nevertheless, we
highlight that MARO and MARO w/ drop. were, overall, among the best-performing methods.

4.3.2 On the impact of the sampling scheme of the communication matrix at execution time

Finally, in order to better understand MARO’s performance under different communication protocols,
we evaluate different sampling schemes of the communication matrix: (i) our default setting, pgafault-
under which p; ; = p;; = p with p ~ 1/(0, 1), sampled at the beginning of each episode; (ii)
Pasymmetric featuring communication matrices C' such that p; ; # p;; ~ U(0, 1), sampled at the
beginning of each episode; and (iii) Pdynamic similar to (ii) but with C’s sampled every 5 time steps.
We present the results in Table ] for a subset of all RL algorithm-environment combinations. As can
be seen, MARO continues to perform equal to or better than the remainder baselines, independently
of the sampling scheme. We display the complete results in Appendix [B.3} across all results, either
MARO or MARO w/ drop. performed equal to or better than all other baselines.

5 Related Work

In this section, we connect our work with other lines of research, discussing the similarities and
differences between our approach and previous works in the field. Due to space limitations, we discuss
only the most relevant works and provide an extended discussion of related work in Appendix [Al

Closely related to our work are papers that address the problem of partial observability in MARL.
As an example, Omidshafiei et al. [20] propose a decentralized MARL algorithm that uses RNNs
to improve the agents’ observability. Mao et al. [[16] use an RNN to compress the agents’ histories,



Table 4: Mean episodic returns for different communication protocols. Higher is better.

Pasymmetric Pdynamic
Env. Algo. “J/Ia(fl;:d MD ﬁ;’slv(”s /" MARO “:as:::d MD l\n’{:‘)sl:vs /" MARO
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(-23.2,+28.7) (-26.2,+20.1) (-12.0,+13.1) (-1.9+1.8) (-2.7.+4.4) (-32.2,423.5) (-13.5,+16.8) (-3.4,42.9)

helping to improve agents’ observability. The commonly used paradigm of centralized training
with decentralized execution also contributes to alleviating partial observability at training time
[19,126}5,16]. Other lines of research investigate communication techniques for MARL [42], focusing
on how [17, [12], when [28} [10]], and what [3] to communicate to foster cooperation. Previous
works focused on the sharing of (encoded) local observations and actions among agents [J5] in a
proxy-like manner [31]. Others consider learning robust communication protocols under missing
information. Some approaches learn mechanisms that improve communication efficiency by either
limiting the variance of exchanged messages [40] or temporally smoothing information shared
between agents [41]. Kim et al. [13]] propose message-dropout, which aims at making learning
robust against communication errors. Message-dropout drops the messages received from other
agents independently at random during training before inputting them into the RL algorithm. In a
similar fashion to message dropout, Wang et al. [32] propose a recurrent actor-critic algorithm for
handling multi-agent coordination under partial observability with limited communication, showing
that recurrency successfully contributes to robust performance under communication failures.

In contrast, we assume that agents have no control over when and with whom to communicate. Hence,
they should robustly perform under any type of communication policy/level at execution time. Also,
we do not learn the content of the messages and consider a rather passive communication setting in
which agents share local observations and actions. For this reason, we did not include the works of
Zhang et al. [40] and Zhang et al. [41] as baselines since the comparison between methods would not
be meaningful. Instead, following both Kim et al. [13]] and Wang et al. [32], we use message-dropout
with recurrent learners as a baseline. Finally, none of the aforementioned works proposed the use of
predictive models to account for missing information at execution time as we do in our work, nor
mathematically formalized hybrid execution as we present in Sec.

Other lines of research are also relevant to our work. As opposed to agent/opponent modelling
[23L136] 18], we aim at learning policies for multiple agents concurrently. In contrast to multi-agent
trajectory prediction [1}137,[7,121]], we consider a rather broader setting in which agents’ observations
can correspond to any type of information collected by the agents and use the predictive model with
the objective of being robust to missing information. Finally, while our method can be categorized as
a model-based MARL method [2, 14, 33]], as opposed to previous works which are mainly focused
on increasing sample efficiency, we use the predictive model to estimate missing observations.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we introduce hybrid execution, a new paradigm in which agents act under any com-
munication level at execution time, while exploiting information-sharing among the agents. To
formalize our setting, we define hybrid-POMDPs, a new class of POMDPs that explicitly considers a
communication process between the agents. To allow for hybrid execution we propose MARO, a
novel approach that consists of an autoregressive predictive model to estimate missing observations.
We show that MARO’s predictive model allows for successful agent trajectory modeling across
different communication levels, successfully exploiting available shared information and contributing
to improved performance over the remainder baselines. Future work could comprise: (i) studying
other neural network architectures, such as graph neural networks, for better multi-agent trajectory
prediction; (ii) studying MARO under learned communication protocols such as in [5]; and (iii)
studying MARO under scenarios comprising a higher number of agents.
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A Extended Related Work

In this section, we connect our work with other lines of research, discussing the similarities and
differences between our study and previous works in the field. The discussion herein presented
corresponds to an extended version of Sec. [5]

A.1 Partial Observability in MARL

Closely related to our work are studies that address the problem of partial observability in MARL.
As an example, Omidshafiei et al. [20] propose a decentralized MARL algorithm that uses RNNs
to improve the agents’ observability. Mao et al. [16] use an RNN to first compress the agents’
histories into embeddings that are posteriorly fed into deep Q-networks, helping to improve agents’
observability. The commonly used paradigm of centralized training with decentralized execution also
contributes to alleviating partial observability at train time [[19} 26} 5} 16]]. Under such paradigm, the
calculation of value functions or policy gradients can exploit the centralization of information, thus
alleviating partial observability.

Another way to alleviate the problem of partial observability in MARL, especially at test time, is to
consider communication between the agents. We review such setting in the following section.

A.1.1 Communication in MARL

Different lines of research focus their attention on the development of communication techniques for
MARL [42]], focusing on how the sharing of information between the agents can be used to improve
the RL agents’ learning. Early works addressed communication under partially observable cooperative
MARL tasks: Sukhbaatar et al. [29] share the outputs of the hidden layers of a shared neural network
among the agents; Foerster et al. [5] explicitly learn the content of the messages transmitted between
agents by following an end-to-end approach in which gradients are back-propagated through the
communication variables. Recent works in the field study how [17}[12], when [28|[10]], and what [5]
should be communicated among the agents in order to foster cooperation.

Similarly to our work, previous studies focused on the sharing of (encoded) local observations and
actions among agents [5] in a proxy-like manner [31]]. However, as opposed to previous works, we
assume that agents have no control over when and with whom to communicate and, instead, should
robustly perform under any type of communication policy. We also emphasize that we are not focused
on learning the content of the messages being communicated (as in [5]), focusing our attention on a
rather “passive” communication setting by considering the sharing of local observations and actions
among the agents. Other works focus on learning how to combine received information with local
information before feeding it into the RL model [[11} 31]. In our work, we concatenate received
information alongside local information. However, the methods developed by previous studies, which
can be seen as orthogonal contributions in comparison to our work, can be readily incorporated into
our method.

Finally, some works consider learning robust communication protocols under failing/missing infor-
mation. Previous studies learn mechanisms that improve communication efficiency by either limiting
the variance of exchanged messages [40], or temporally smoothing information shared between
agents [41]. Due to the decreased variability of the messages exchanged throughout timesteps, such
methods achieve improved robustness against transmission loss. However, since in this work we are
not focusing our attention on methods that learn the contents of the messages being exchanged, we
did not use the aforementioned methods as baselines in our work as the comparison between methods
would be deemed inappropriate. Kim et al. [13] propose a learning technique for MARL called
message-dropout, which aims at: (i) effectively handling the increased input dimension in MARL
with communication; and (ii) making learning robust against communication errors in the execution
phase. Message-dropout drops the messages received from other agents independently at random
during training before inputting them into the RL algorithm. In a similar fashion to message dropout,
Wang et al. [32]] propose a recurrent actor-critic algorithm for handling multi-agent coordination under
partial observability with limited communication, showing that recurrency successfully contributes to
robust performance when communication fails. Following both Kim et al. [13]] and Wang et al. [32],
we use message-dropout with recurrent learners as a baseline in our work.
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We refer to Zhu et al. [42] for an extensive discussion of the different works that propose communica-
tion protocols for MARL.

A.2 Modelling Other Agents

In contexts where a single agent learns in an environment where other agents are also present, some
works have explored ways to model information about the other agents, such as their actions and
observations, based on local information available to the learning agent. The work of [23] uses a
recurrent neural network to predict the other agents’ actions and observations in order to make better
action selections in a centralized training with decentralized execution setting. At execution time,
the agent then uses its learned model to make explicit predictions about other agents’ observations
and actions. [36] does similarly in a latent space. The work of [8]] uses, instead, the other agents’
observations to predict their actions, which assumes centralization will be available at execution time.

Contrarily to the mentioned settings, in ours, we aim at learning policies for multiple agents. To that
end, we use a model of the agents’ observations and actions to make predictions about other agents
and improve their performance in cooperative tasks.

A.3 Model-based MARL

Recently, different works addressed model-based MARL, being mostly focused on improving the
sample efficiency of MARL methods by leveraging the knowledge of the learned environment
dynamics in policy optimization [35} 2]]. Closely related to our work are studies that propose model-
based approaches to MARL while considering communication among the agents. As an example,
Kim et al. [[14] propose a communication protocol that encodes into the message an agent’s imagined
trajectory computed by performing rollouts using an opponent model and a dynamics function.

As opposed to previous works, in our work we focus our attention on the study of methods that allow
for robust execution under different communication degrees. While our method can be categorized as
a model-based MARL method that implicitly models both the dynamics function as well as the other
agents’ policies, we use it with a rather different objective than the aforementioned articles.

We refer to Wang et al. [33]] for an extensive discussion of model-based approaches to MARL.

A.4 Multi-agent Trajectory Prediction

There exists a number of works that address trajectory prediction under multi-agent settings using
sequence models [[1,137,[7,21]. As an example, Alahi et al. [1]] use an RNN to learn and predict the
trajectory of pedestrians. Hauri et al. [7]] propose an uncertainty-aware multi-modal deep learning
model to predict multiple future trajectories of basketball players. Omidshafiei et al. [21] propose
a method based on graph neural networks and bi-directional RNNs to predict unobserved parts of
football players’ trajectories.

Our work resembles some similarities with the aforementioned studies since our predictive method
MARO solves a similar problem to that of the aforementioned works if we consider that the observa-
tions correspond to agents’ coordinates. However, in our study, we consider a rather broader setting
in which agents’ observations can correspond to any type of information collected by the agents.
Importantly, we focus our attention on control settings whereas the previous works only deal with
predictive settings. Also, we use the predictive model with the objective of being robust to missing
information during agency. Nevertheless, we note that our method MARO can possibly benefit from
techniques proposed by the aforementioned works.

B Experimental Evaluation

In this section, we present supplementary materials for Sec. [ In Sec.[B.I] we provide additional
results to support the choice of environments used in this work and describe the proposed MARL
scenarios in detail. In Sec.[B.2] we describe our experimental methodology. Finally, we present our
complete set of experimental results in Sec.
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B.1 MARL Scenarios

B.1.1 On the selection of the MARL scenarios

As described in the main text, in this work we are focused on developing methods for hybrid execution,
i.e., methods that aim to successfully perform tasks under any degree of centralization. Implicit to
our study is the idea that observation-sharing between the agents provides additional information that
allows each agent to make better informed choices, thus leading to a better overall performance in
comparison to fully decentralized approaches. As observed, however, this is not always the case for
environments from standard benchmarks.

To illustrate the aforementioned, we compare the performance of the Obs. baseline (fully decen-
tralized) and the Oracle baseline (fully centralized, without considering communication failures)
under three different environments. In Table [5|and Fig. [6] we display the performance values for
the standard SimpleSpread-v0 environment from the Multi-Agent Particle Environment [15]. As
can be seen, the performance of the fully centralized approach (Oracle baseline) is similar to that
of the fully decentralized approach (Obs. baseline). This happens because, for this environment,
each agent gets to observe the relative positions of all other agents, as well as the positions of the
landmarks, making the environment fully observable. Therefore, there are no gains in allowing
information sharing between the agents. In Table[6]and Fig.[7, we display the experimental results
for the Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2 from the Level-Based Foraging environment [15]. As can
be seen, once again, the performances of the Obs. and Oracle baselines are very similar. This is the
case because, in the Level-Based Foraging environment, the observation of each agent contains the
relative positions of the agents and foods that are inside the field-of-view of the agent (as common
to previous works, we consider the flag grid_observation=False). Since the relative positions of
the agents/foods are considered, observation-sharing between the agents is of little help to improve
agents’ observability. Finally, in Table[7]and Fig.[8] we display the results obtained for the modified
LBF environment, under which the agents’ observations are modified to include the absolute position
of the agents (more details in the next section). This environment is similar to the one considered in
the main text but comprises a smaller grid size. As can be seen, the performance of both the Obs. and
Oracle baselines are similar, across algorithms. We hypothesize that this is the case because, even
though information sharing can help to improve agents’ observability, the small grid size already
contributes to alleviating the partial observability of the agents, thus making the task easier for the
fully decentralized agents.

Given the results just presented, it is clear that we do not expect the cooperative team of agents to
always benefit from information-sharing among the agents. Some environments are simply already
fully observable from the perspective of each agent, while for others, observation-sharing may not
contribute to improved performance. With that in mind, we decided to propose new multi-agent
environments, described in the next section, which extend standard benchmarks in order to emphasize
the negative impact of partial observability in MARL and, under which, the problem of hybrid
execution is relevant. We believe the proposed environments are representative of a diverse number
of multi-agent tasks.

Table 5: Mean episodic returns for the SimpleSpread-v0 environment (p ~ (0, 1)). Higher is better.

SimpleSpread-v(

Algorithm Obs. Oracle

IQL -393.9 (45478 -384.8 (74438
QMIX -380.2 (70468)  -373.8 (45445
IPPO -400.9 (29419)  -404.8 (42436

MAPPO -401.8 12414  -404.8 (42436
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Figure 6: (SimpleSpread-v0) Mean episodic returns for p ~ 2(0, 1) during training.
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Table 6: Mean episodic returns for the Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2 (Original) environment
(p ~ U(0,1)). Higher is better.

Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2 (Original)

Algorithm Obs. Oracle
IQL 0.156 (0.012.40012) 0.173 -0.019.4+0.021)
QMIX 0.308 (-0.039,40.058) 0.335 (-0.033,+0.026)
IPPO 0.227 (-0.014,40.019) 0.197 (-0.045,+0.046)
MAPPO 0.211 0.016+0.014) 0.197 (0.046.+0.046)
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Figure 7: (Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2, Original) Mean episodic returns for p ~ ¢(0, 1) during
training.

Table 7: Mean episodic returns for the Foraging-2s-8x8-2p-2f-coop-v2 (Modified) environment
(p ~ U(0,1)). Higher is better.

Foraging-2s-8x8-2p-2f-coop-v2 (Modified)

Algorithm Obs. Oracle
IQL 0.986 (-0.002,+0.001) 0.982 (-0.002,+0.002)
QMIX 0.978 (-0.007,40.007) 0.971 (-0.012,+0.008)
IPPO 0.477 (-0.009,+0.004) 0.488 (-0.003,+0.004)
MAPPO 0.486 (:0.003.+0.004) 0.489 (0.006.+0.008)
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Figure 8: (Foraging-2s-8x8-2p-2f-coop-v2, Modified) Mean episodic returns for p ~ U/ (0, 1) during
training.
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B.1.2 Environments description

SimpleSpeakerListener (SL) Taken from the Multi-Agent Particle Environment [15]].

HearSee (HS) The environment consists of two heterogeneous agents and a single landmark in a
2D map. At the start of each episode both the position of the agents and of the landmark is randomly
generated. The goal of the agents is to cooperate in order for both of them to cover the landmark:
agents are (globally) rewarded considering how far the closest agent is to each landmark (sum of the
minimum distances). In this scenario, one of the agents (“Hear” agent) is provided with the absolute
position of the landmark in its observation. However, it does not have access to its own position. The
other agent (“See” agent) is able to access the position and velocities of both agents in its observation,
yet does not have access to the position of the landmark. Only through communicating with the
central proxy, can the agents have access to both their positions and the position of the landmark in
order to complete the task.

SpreadXY-2 (SXY-2) The environment consists of two heterogeneous agents and two designated
landmarks in a 2D map. At the start of each episode both the position of the agents and of the
landmarks is randomly generated. The goal of the agents is to cover all the landmarks while
avoiding collisions: agents are (globally) rewarded considering how far the closest agent is to each
landmark (sum of the minimum distances) and are (locally) penalized if they collide with other agents.
Differently from SSB, one of the agents has access to the X position and velocity of both agents,
while the other agent has access to the Y position and velocity of both agents. Both agents observe
as well the absolute position of all landmarks. Through communication with the central proxy, the
agents can access the complete position and velocities of the other agents and cover the landmarks.

SpreadXY-4 (SXY-4) This environment is similar to SpreadXY-2 but comprises two teams of two
agents each. Within each team, one of the two agents has access to the X position and velocity of
both agents, and the other has access to the Y position and velocity of both agents. Agents must cover
the four landmarks while avoiding collisions between each other.

Spreadblindfold (SBF) The environment consists of three agents and three designated landmarks
in a 2D map. At the start of each episode both the position of the agents and of the landmarks is
randomly generated. The goal of the agents is to cover all the landmarks while avoiding collisions:
agents are (globally) rewarded considering how far the closest agent is to each landmark (sum of the
minimum distances) and are (locally) penalized if they collide with other agents. Differently from the
original Simple Spread environment, the agent’s observation only includes the position and velocity
of the agent itself and the relative position of all landmarks. Through communication with the central
proxy, the agents can access the position and velocities of the other agents.

Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2 (LBF) Taken from the Level-Based Foraging environment [24]],
but with the agents’ observations modified to include the absolute position of the agents (if inside the
field-of-view) instead of their relative positions. The positions of the food inside the field-of-view of
each agent appear as relative positions in the observation vector as in the original environment. We
consider parameter grid_observation="False.

We refer to Lowe et al. [15]] and [24] for a visual depiction of the environments.

B.2 Experimental Methodology, Implementation and Hyperparameters

We employ the same RL controller networks across all evaluations. The RL networks include
recurrent layers to mitigate the effects of partial observability. We consider four different MARL
algorithms: IQL, QMIX, IPPO, and MAPPO. We perform 3 training runs for each experimental
setting and 100 evaluation rollouts for each training run. We report, both in tables and plots, the 95%
bootstrapped confidence interval alongside the corresponding scalar mean value. We assume that
p = 1 att = 0 for all algorithms. We display our training hyperparameters for the RL controllers
and the predictive model in Tables 8] [0]and [I0}] We developed our code in a Python environment
using the EPyMARL framework [24] and PyTorch [25]. The computational code is available at
https://github.com/PPSantos/hybrid-marl
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Table 8: Hyperparameters for the RL controllers (MPE environments).

(a) IQL
hidden dimension 256
learning rate 0.0005
reward standardisation True
network type GRU
evaluation epsilon 0.0
epsilon anneal 500, 000
target update 200

(c) IPPO
hidden dimension 256
learning rate 0.0003
reward standardisation ~ True
network type GRU
entropy coefficient 0.01
target update 200
n-step 5

Table 9: Hyperparameters for the RL controllers (LBF environments).

(a) IQL
hidden dimension 256
learning rate 0.0003
reward standardisation True
network type GRU
evaluation epsilon 0.0
epsilon anneal 100, 000
target update 200
(c) IPPO
hidden dimension 256
learning rate 0.0001
reward standardisation ~ False
network type GRU
entropy coefficient 0.001
target update 200
n-step 5

(b) QMIX
hidden dimension 256
learning rate 0.0005
reward standardisation True
network type GRU
evaluation epsilon 0.0
epsilon anneal 50,000
target update 200
(d) MAPPO
hidden dimension 256
learning rate 0.0003
reward standardisation True
network type GRU
entropy coefficient 0.01
target update 200
n-step 5
(b) QMIX
hidden dimension 256
learning rate 0.0001
reward standardisation True
network type GRU
evaluation epsilon 0.0
epsilon anneal 100, 000
target update 200
(d) MAPPO
hidden dimension 256
learning rate 0.0001
reward standardisation  False
network type GRU
entropy coefficient 0.001
target update 200
n-step 5

Table 10: Hyperparameters for the predictive model across all environments and algorithms.

hidden dimension

learning rate
grad clip
buffer size
batch size

128
0.001
1.0
5000
32
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B.3 Experimental Results

In this section, we display the complete experimental results. We present our main results in Sec.
In Sec.[B.3.2] we display the results of MARO under different communication protocols. In Sec.
we display a set of figures that illustrates the predictions made by the predictive model.

B.3.1 Main Experimental Results

In this section, we present the complete experimental results of all approaches across all environments
and algorithms. The results herein presented correspond to the full results for Sec. of the main
text. In this section, we display the mean episodic returns: (i) for a specific communication level p,
when the communication level is explicitly referred; or (ii) for our default communication setting
Pdefault> Wnder which p; ; = p;; = p with p ~ (0, 1), with communication matrices sampled at
the beginning of each episode. The Oracle baseline is always evaluated with p = 1.
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Table 11: (SpeakerListener) Mean episodic returns for pgefay1¢ @t €xecution time.

SpeakerListener (pgefault)

Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
IQL -40.0 04404) -24.2 (0.1.402) -45.3 (-12.41.9) -25.4 (06411 -25.5 (06411 -25.3 (06410 -25.3 (05.41.0)
QMIX -24.9 01400 -23.9 02402) -40.5 0.8+0.8) 2252 o641y 252 cosatny  -25.1 co6412) -24.8 (08+0.8)
IPPO -33.3 (116459 -25.1 (03406 -39.5 (08407 -45.2 (50450 -47.0 (32440 -25.2 (01401 -28.9 (16411
MAPPO -59.6 054060 -25.0 02403 -39.3 c12+41.0 -28.2 (03403 -27.5 04405 -25.2 o140 -28.1 (07409
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Figure 9: (SpeakerListener) Mean episodic returns for pgafay]¢ at €xecution time.
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Figure 10: (SpeakerListener) Mean episodic returns for pgefay¢ during training.
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Table 12: (HearSee) Mean episodic returns for pgegq ¢ at €xecution time.

HearSee (pgefault)
Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
IQL -114.5 20416 -24.5 06409 -64.0 (2.1425) -34.8 (16417 -34.1 (13425) -29.6 (1.0+0.7) -29.9 (-1.1.40.6)
QMIX -62.2 (19414 -23.6 (07407 -67.4 (46430 -29.2 (13409) -29.1 (0.9.405) -28.8 (12419 -26.0 (-1.0.405)
IPPO -114.1 37742770 -25.7 (02.402) -81.8 (5847.0) -102.9 (2094225  -101.9 (1944201  -31.4 14412 -29.8 (1.1416)
MAPPO -70.5 1834100 -25.7 02402 -82.2 (64433 -32.4 00400 -30.9 (35426 -31.4 14412 -28.7 (14412
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Figure 13: (HearSee) Mean episodic returns for pgefqy]¢ at €xecution time.
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Figure 15: (HearSee) Mean episodic returns for different p values at execution time.
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Table 13: (SpreadXY-2) Mean episodic returns for pgefay1¢ @t €xecution time.

SpreadXY-2 (pgefault)
Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
IQL -199.6 09409  -139.4 (05.+06) -202.9 (23437 -165.2 cos+07  -160.7 (17416 -148.0 04405 -158.8 (12+412)
QMIX -177.8 (1644 -138.6 04404y -201.2 (23423 -157.2 14007 -154.5 cossro)  -145.7 09405 -152.7 cos407)
IPPO -235.6 064060  -160.8 (2.8.41.4) -214.8 (5.4.446) -184.9 (584360 -175.9 30427 -160.7 13410 -166.6 (10.+1.0)

MAPPO -212.6 (1374245 -160.8 1843 -221.5 23432 -181.1 (394220 -163.5 23427 -161.2 09408 -159.6 03403
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Figure 17: (SpreadXY-2) Mean episodic returns for pgefay¢ @t €xecution time.
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Figure 18: (SpreadXY-2) Mean episodic returns for pqefqa1¢ during training.
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Figure 19: (SpreadXY-2) Mean episodic returns for different p values at execution time.
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Figure 20: Legend.
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Table 14: (SpreadXY-4) Mean episodic returns for pgafy, ¢ at €Xecution time.

SpreadXY-4 (pgefault)

Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
1IQL -1225.5 (42.449) -902.3 (-583.+58.3) -1161.2 (7.649.4) -1157.0 c124100  -1164.5 1084133 -988.3 2174374y -1050.1 (:35.7.454.1)
QMIX -1132.6 (66459 -796.9 904127y -1146.4 1274221y -1024.6 (3954519 -1014.0 (40444060 -850.0 (-225+17.0) -945.6 (4734659
IPPO -1133.2 (71484 -781.6 c1so+105)  -1162.1 (3384338)  -1124.7 2764169  -1177.9 (2944385 -920.6 (50.1492.7) -874.6 (17465

MAPPO -1116.9 (43247900 -832.8 12334659)  -1196.5 (2984203  -1112.1 2894264y  -1149.7 1254163 -827.4 (78458 -820.6 (:3.643.6)
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Figure 21: (SpreadXY-4) Mean episodic returns for pgefay¢ @t €xecution time.
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Figure 22: (SpreadX'Y-4) Mean episodic returns for pqefa1¢ during training.
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Figure 23: (SpreadXY-4) Mean episodic returns for different p values at execution time.
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Figure 24: Legend.
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Table 15: (SpreadBlindFold) Mean episodic returns for pgefqa1¢ at €xecution time.
SpreadBlindFold (pgegault)

Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
IQL -425.1 (114 -395.4 (28425 -415.5 (75441) -401.2 65485  -400.5 (55482 -399.3 (52464 -389.5 (13+16)
QMIX -416.1 100477 -376.4 (47.445) -407.3 (19415 -401.4 (49435  -398.3 (30423  -382.3 (52457) -373.7 (34418
IPPO -436.3 (154384 -407.5 28416 -403.1 21427 -446.6 (sea64)  -472.7 074125 -401.7 05406 -417.1 744110)
MAPPO -420.3 (04+04)  -404.5 (25420 -403.3 (08.+12) -407.3 18428 -412.5 (19433 -399.9 (12.409) -401.4 23421y
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Figure 25: (SpreadBlindFold) Mean episodic returns for pafay]¢ &t €xecution time.
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Figure 26: (SpreadBlindFold) Mean episodic returns for pgafay )¢ during training.
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Figure 27: (SpreadBlindFold) Mean episodic returns for different p values at execution time.
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Table 16: (Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2) Mean episodic returns for pgefq ¢ at €xecution time.
Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2 (pgefault)

Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
1QL 0.38 003+001)  0.48 (0034002 0.19 o.02.+001) 0.53 00340020 0.52 0024002  0.35 0014002 0.52 (-0.01,+0.01)
QMIX 0.55 001400)  0.68 (0.02.+0.03) 0.25 (-0.05+0.03) 0.58 00140020  0.59 (00240020  0.44 (0.02.40.02) 0.60 (-0.01,+0.02)
IPPO 0.31 00+0.0) 0.44 0.0+00) 0.30 0014001 0.03 0024005)  0.01 0014002  0.37 0.01.40.02) 0.01 0.0.+0.0)

MAPPO 0.36 004000 0.45 0014001 0.31 0024003 0.02 co014002  0.02 0024003  0.38 (:0.03,40.04) 0.09 (-0.08.+0.06)
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Figure 29: (Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2) Mean episodic returns for pgafa, ¢ at €xecution time.
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Figure 30: (Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2) Mean episodic returns for pgefay ] during training.
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Figure 31: (Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2) Mean episodic returns for different p values at
execution time.
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B.3.2 Sampling Schemes of the Communication Matrix

In this section, we present the complete experimental results for the different sampling schemes of
the communication matrix. The results herein presented correspond to the full results for Sec.[#.3.2]
of the main text. More precisely, we display the mean episodic returns for: (i) the communication
setting Pasymmetric’ which features communication matrices C' such that p; ; # p;; ~ U(0,1),

sampled at the beginning of each episode; and (ii) the communication setting Pdynamic> similar to (i)
but with C’s sampled every 5 time steps. The Oracle baseline is always evaluated with p = 1.
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Table 17: (SpeakerListener) Mean episodic returns for Pasymmetric at execution time.

SpeakerListener (pasymmetric)

Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
IQL -40.0 04404y  -24.2 (0.1.402) -45.6 (-1441.9) -25.5 14+ -25.6 (14410 -25.4 (13410 -25.4 (134009)
QMIX -24.9 014000 -23.9 (02402 -40.4 (04402 253 cano 253 cseny 2252 csan -24.5 (04404
IPPO -33.3 (116459 -25.1 (03.406) -36.9 (0.1.40.1) -43.1 (31430 -44.8 (20426 -25.5 (02.403) -29.0 (-1.0+08)
MAPPO -59.6 05206 -25.0 (02403 -36.7 co1402) -28.8 o0y -27.8 08408 -25.5 (02403 -28.2 (03.40.6)

Table 18: (SpeakerListener) Mean episodic returns for Pdynamic &t execution time.

SpeakerListener (pdynamic)

Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
IQL -40.0 04404y 242 (01402 -44.8 (1.6+09) 247 c0ax03)  -24.8 04403)  -24.6 (04404 -24.6 03404
QMIX -24.9 014000 -23.9 (02402 -39.7 (11412 -24.5 (04.+03) -24.5 (03402 -24.4 (04402 -24.5 (02402
IPPO -33.3 116459 -25.1 0340.6) -35.7 o140 -40.1 (16416 -40.5 22436 -25.1 (02402 -28.7 ¢1.0+1.0)
MAPPO -59.6 05406  -25.0 (02.+03) -35.6 (06.+03) -27.8 (02.+04) -27.1 (07.408) -25.1 (02402 -27.8 (05407
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Figure 33: (SpeakerListener) Mean episodic returns for Pasymmetric during training.
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Table 19: (HearSee) Mean episodic returns for Pasymmetric at execution time.

HearSee (Pagymmetric)

Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
IQL -114.5 204160 -24.5 06.+09) -65.6 (:3.1.44.5) -35.7 (1.1.408) -34.9 0.1.40.1) -30.9 (-1.8.+1.4) -30.8 (-1.5.+0.9)
QMIX -62.2 (19414 -23.6 07:407) -69.2 (1641.0) -30.5 0.1.402) -30.8 01403 -29.9 (11412 -27.2 (01402
IPPO -114.1 3774277y -25.7 02402 -77.5 (19420 98.2 (2514342 -100.6 (794115  -33.4 (20416 -30.2 (-1.1.41.5)
MAPPO -70.5 1s3+10)  -25.7 02.402) -79.1 14411y -32.2 (11412) -30.4 (-1.0.+1.0) -33.4 (20.+1.6) -29.0 (-1.4.+1.3)
Table 20: (HearSee) Mean episodic returns for Pdynamic at execution time.
HearSee (pdynamic)
Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
IQL -114.5 204160 -24.5 06409 -52.1 (17430) -33.0 05407 -32.1 06409 -28.5 (0.5409) -28.8 (0.5405)
QMIX -62.2 (19.+1.4) -23.6 (07.407) -55.1 (26423 -29.1 (03.+02) -29.0 (-02.+03) -27.5 (-12.41.0) -26.7 (04403)
IPPO -114.1 37742770 -25.7 (02,402 -52.5 (2243.4) -84.8 (27.8423.7) -82.1 (-135.49.8) -27.5 (12.41.6) -27.7 (04.4+0.7)
MAPPO -70.5 1834100 -25.7 (02402 -53.3 12413 -28.2 (06409 -26.8 (044060 -27.5 (12416 -26.6 (10416
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Figure 35: (HearSee) Mean episodic returns for Pasymmetric during training.
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Figure 36: (HearSee) Mean episodic returns for Pdynamic during training.
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Table 21: (SpreadXY-2) Mean episodic returns for Pasymmetric at execution time.

SpreadXY-2 (peymmetric)

Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
IQL -199.6 (09409  -139.4 (05406 -200.2 05+0.4) -164.1 cri+07  -160.5 08406  -149.4 (02403 -158.3 (-08.40.6)
QMIX -177.8 (16441  -138.6 (0.4.404) -197.9 (10409 -157.8 054020 -154.3 1341y -147.3 03403 -152.7 08.+08)
IPPO -235.6 c06406)  -160.8 28414y  -205.4 (35424 -186.2 (87455  -175.0 criwrn  -161.1 20411 -166.8 02403
MAPPO -212.6 (1374245 -160.8 (1843.1) -209.4 19411y -184.0 (324190  -165.7 (37424  -161.2 (04403 -160.6 (-1.0.+08)
Table 22: (SpreadXY-2) Mean episodic returns for Pdynamic at execution time.
SpreadXY-2 @dynamic)
Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
IQL -199.6 09409 -139.4 coss06)  -196.7 (234220 -161.2 04403 -157.6 c0s+08)  -145.3 10415 -155.7 04406
QMIX -177.8 (16441  -138.6 (0.4.404) -193.7 14421y -155.8 08404y  -152.6 074120 -143.5 (11419 -150.2 (08.+0.8)
IPPO -235.6 c06406)  -160.8 28414y  -200.8 (22425 -183.5 (79447  -171.3 cras0n  -157.3 (05403 -166.7 (12409
MAPPO -212.6 (1374245 -160.8 (1843.1) -203.3 (24417 -179.6 (33423  -162.9 (25421 -157.7 (03403 -158.8 (-0.6,+0.4)
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Figure 37: (SpreadXY-2) Mean episodic returns for Pasymmetric during training.
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Figure 38: (SpreadXY-2) Mean episodic returns for Pdynamic during training.
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Table 23: (SpreadXY-4) Mean episodic returns for Pasymmetric &t execution time.

SpreadXY-4 (Pasymmetric)

Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
IQL -1225.5 (42449 -902.3 (5834583  -1126.1 (1644148 -1166.3 (6849.1) -1168.8 (954+7.3) -983.9 (3454443  -1054.5 (:315:4557)
QMIX -1132.6 (66459 -796.9 (9.0+12.7) -1080.0 (120488)  -1030.4 (4294582 -1020.5 (3694442)  -852.9 (2404200 -945.6 (-46.5+64.7)
IPPO -1133.2 (aas4) -781.6 1804105 -1062.8 1004100 -1110.5 1634147 -1162.0 (27844480  -915.8 (52441048)  -869.2 (1094103
MAPPO -1116.9 (4324790  -832.8 (12334659  -1066.9 (2324287  -1128.1 (2624201  -1160.7 12041310 -823.9 (19418 -827.8 (70475
Table 24: (SpreadXY-4) Mean episodic returns for Pdynamic at execution time.
SpreadXY-4 (pdynamic)
Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
1IQL -1225.5 a24a9) -902.3 (ssaas83)  -1114.9 ci2asen -1161.7 (49438 -1165.9 (944 -971.8 (2704403  -1041.3 (3234544
QMIX -1132.6 (66459 -796.9 90127y -1069.5 (27450 -1016.4 (3864584 -1006.9 (4034433  -833.4 (2594199 -932.2 (4664709)
IPPO -1133.2 (71484 -781.6 c1s0+105  -1077.0 82482 -1097.3 (18241600 -1155.6 (265.4389)  -904.6 (-56.0.+101.7) -863.6 (69.+10.1)
MAPPO -1116.9 43247900 -832.8 12334659)  -1068.3 27444y -1101.7 3224235 -1136.7 1354168 -813.0 (34429 -813.8 (26437
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Figure 39: (SpreadXY-4) Mean episodic returns for Pasymmetric during training.
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Figure 40: (SpreadXY-4) Mean episodic returns for Pdynamic during training.
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Table 25: (SpreadBlindFold) Mean episodic returns for Pasymmetric at execution time.

SpreadBlindFold (pasymmetric)

Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
IQL -425.1 11414 -395.4 (28425) -414.6 (6.4453) -402.7 65434 -398.5 164220 -400.5 (3.4.43.0) -390.0 (-0.7.+0.6)
QMIX -416.1 100477 -376.4 47445 -407.3 68466  -403.7 84444)  -401.0 66450  -380.8 21433 -373.5 6043.6)
IPPO -436.3 (7454384)  -407.5 (258+416) -402.1 (12424 -447.7 58455 -473.0 (117477 -403.4 07413 -420.5 99.+123)
MAPPO -420.3 04404y -404.5 23+200  -403.3 (17415 -409.6 29435  -412.3 212 -401.4 21418 -402.6 (23422

Table 26: (SpreadBlindFold) Mean episodic returns for Pdynamic at execution time.

SpreadBlindFold (pdynamic)

Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
IQL -425.1 11414 -395.4 (25425 -411.9 (64445 -403.0 (79475 -397.8 (46477 -401.4 (2.4444) -389.3 (15409
QMIX -416.1 100477 -376.4 (47.445) -404.6 (27420 -402.7 67435  -398.6 (42445  -381.9 (50456 -372.0 39427
IPPO -436.3 (1as4384)  -407.5 (284160 -403.6 15413 -447.3 (s86487)  -470.4 50493  -404.4 (r1a10) -418.7 71.6+10.6)
MAPPO -420.3 (0404  -404.5 (25420 -405.4 (20414 -408.1 (24437 -411.1 (19418 -404.1 (2.1.429) -403.0 (2.0.+1.5)
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Figure 41: (SpreadBlindFold) Mean episodic returns for Pasymmetric during training.
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Figure 42: (SpreadBlindFold) Mean episodic returns for Pdynamic during training.
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Table 27: (Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2) Mean episodic returns for Pasymmetric at execution

time.

Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2 (pasymmetric)

Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
IQL 0.38 003+001)  0.48 (0034002 0.14 0024002 0.52 0.0.+0.0) 0.52 00240020 0.34 0.01.+0.02) 0.51 (0.01,4+0.02)
QMIX 0.55 0014000 0.68 (0024003 0.19 0.06.+005) 0.58 0024002 0.59 oor400n  0.41 0014001 0.59 0014001
IPPO 0.31 004000 0.44 00400 0.3 0.01.40.0) 0.03 003+005)  0.01 coor+00n  0.36 0014001 0.01 0.040.0)

MAPPO 0.36 00400  0.45 0012001 0.29 (0.02,+0.03) 0.02 00140020 0.02 0024002  0.36 (-0.03,+0.05) 0.09 (-0.08,+0.06)

Table 28: (Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2) Mean episodic returns for Pdynamic execution time.

Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2 (pdynamic)

Algorithm Obs. Oracle Masked j. obs. MD MD w/ masks MARO MARO w/ drop.
QL 0.38 (0034001  0.48 (-003.40.02) 0.14 0034002 0.55 0024002 0.53 0014002 0.37 o.01,4001) 0.54 (00400
QMIX 0.55 (001400)  0.68 (-0.02.+0.03) 0.19 (-0.06.+0.04) 0.6 (-0.02.4+0.02) 0.6 (-0.02.+0.01) 0.47 (-0.04.40.02) 0.6 (-001.+0.02)
IPPO 0.31 0.0.40.0) 0.44 (0.0.+0.0) 0.31 002+00n  0.03 0034006  0.02 0.01.40.02) 0.4 (0.03.+0.03) 0.01 (0.0.+0.0)

MAPPO 0.36 004000  0.45 0014001 0.3 (-001.4+0.03) 0.02 (0024003  0.02 (:0.02.+0.03) 0.4 0.01.+0.01) 0.1 (0.09.+0.07)
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Figure 43: (Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2) Mean episodic returns for Pasymmetric during train-

ing.
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Figure 44: (Foraging-2s-15x15-2p-2f-coop-v2) Mean episodic returns for Pdynamic during training.
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B.3.3 Multi-agent Trajectory Prediction

We display, in Figs. [43] 46| and {7} an illustration of the trajectory predictions made by the predictive
model from the perspective of each of the agents. The plots are computed, at each timestep and
from the perspective of each agent, by computing the estimated trajectories of all agents for the
next 4 timesteps. The 4-step ahead predictions are entirely computed using estimated quantities, i.e.,
real observations are not incorporated into the predictions and the predictive model works in a fully
auto-regressive manner.
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—— Predicted trajectories
Figure 46: Trajectory prediction plots for the Spreadblindfold environment under the QMIX algorithm
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