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ABSTRACT

QMIX, a popular MARL algorithm based on the monotonicity constraint, has been
used as a baseline for the benchmark environments, such as Starcraft Multi-Agent
Challenge (SMAC), Predator-Prey (PP). Recent variants of QMIX target relaxing
the monotonicity constraint of QMIX to improve the expressive power of QMIX,
allowing for performance improvement in SMAC. However, we find that such
performance improvements of the variants are significantly affected by various
implementation tricks. In this paper, we revisit the monotonicity constraint of
QMIX, (1) we design a novel model RMC to further investigate the monotonicity
constraint; the results show that monotonicity constraint can improve sample
efficiency in some purely cooperative tasks; (2) we then re-evaluate the performance
of QMIX and these variants by a grid hyperparameter search for the tricks; the
results show QMIX achieves the best performance among them, achieving SOTA
performance on SMAC and PP; (3) we analyze the monotonic mixing network
from a theoretical perspective and show that it can represent any tasks which can
be interpreted as purely cooperative. These analyses demonstrate that relaxing
the monotonicity constraint of the mixing network will not always improve the
performance of QMIX, which breaks our previous impressions of the monotonicity
constraints.

1 INTRODUCTION

Multi-agent cooperative games have many complex real-world applications such as, robot swarm
control [7; 34; 14], autonomous vehicle coordination [3; 38], and sensor networks [36], a complex
task always requires multi-agents to accomplish together. Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning
(MARL), is used to solve the multi-agent systems tasks [34].

In multi-agent systems, a typical challenge is a limited scalability and inherent constraints on agent
observability and communication. Therefore, decentralized policies that act only on their local
observations are necessitated and widely used [37]. Learning decentralized policies is an intuitive
approach for training agents independently. However, simultaneous exploration by multiple agents
often results in non-stationary environments, which leads to unstable learning. Therefore, Centralized
Training and Decentralized Execution (CTDE) [10] allows for independent agents to access additional
state information that is unavailable during policy inference.

Many CTDE learning algorithms have been proposed for the better sample efficiency in cooperative
tasks[33]. Among them, several value-based approaches achieve state-of-the-art (SOTA) perfor-
mance [19; 30; 35; 20] on such benchmark environments, e.g., Starcraft Multi-Agent Challenge
(SMAC) [21], Predator-Prey (PP) [2; 16]. To enable effective CTDE for multi-agent Q-learning, the
Individual-Global-Max (IGM) principle [23] of equivalence of joint greedy action and individual
greedy actions is critical. The primary advantage of the IGM principle is that it ensures consistency
of policy with centralized training and decentralized execution. To ensure IGM principle, QMIX [19]
was proposed for factorizing the joint action-value function with the Monotonicity Constraint [30],
however, limiting the expressive power of the mixing network.
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To improve the performance of QMIX, some variants of QMIX 1, including value-based ap-
proaches [35; 20; 30; 24] and a policy-based approach [37], have been proposed with the aim
to relax the monotonicity constraint of QMIX. However, while investigating the codes of these vari-
ants, we find that their performance is significantly affected by their implementation tricks. Therefore,
it is left unclear whether monotonicity constraint indeed impairs the QMIX’s performance.

In this paper, we investigate the monotonicity constraint and implementation tricks (Appendix B)
in cooperative MARL. (1) Firstly, we propose a novel method, RMC, for studying the impact of
monotonicity constraints in the some purely cooperative tasks, i.e, SMAC and Predator-Prey. The
experimental results show that monotonicity constraint significantly improves the performance of
RMC in SMAC and PP, and RMC outperforms the previous policy-based algorithms. (2) Next, we
re-test the performance of QMIX and its variants by a grid hyperparameter search for the tricks; and
the results show that the Fine-tuned QMIX can solve almost all hard scenarios of SMAC, achieving
SOTA performance. (3) Then, we discuss the properties of monotonicity constraints from a theoretical
perspective; and we prove that QMIX can represent any purely cooperative tasks.

All these results show that relaxing the monotonicity constraint of the mixing network will not always
improve the performance of QMIX; and the monotonicity constraint works well in multi-agent
tasks which can be interpreted as purely cooperative, even if the task can also be interpreted as
competitive.

2 BACKGROUND

Dec-POMDP. We model a multi-agent cooperative task as decentralized partially observable Markov
decision process (Dec-POMDP) [15], which composed of a tuple G = 〈S,U , P, r,Z, O,N, γ〉.
s ∈ S describes the true state of the environment. At each time step, each agent i ∈ N := {1, . . . , N}
chooses an action ui ∈ U , forming a joint action u ∈ UN . All state transition dynamics are defined
by function P (s′ | s,u) : S × UN × S 7→ [0, 1]. Each agent has independent observation z ∈ Z ,
determined by observation function O(s, i) : S ×N 7→ Z . All agents share the same reward function
r(s,u) : S × UN → R and γ ∈ [0, 1) is the discount factor. The objective function, shown in Eq. 1,
is to maximize the joint value function to find a joint policy π = 〈π1, ..., πn〉.

J (π) = Eu1∼π1,...,uN∼πN ,s∼T

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtrt
(
st, u

1
t , . . . , u

N
t

)]
(1)

Centralized Training and Decentralized Execution (CTDE). To resolve the non-stationary prob-
lem for MARL, CTDE is a popular paradigm [30] which allows for the learning process to utilize
additional state information [10]. Agents are trained in a centralized way, i.e., learning algorithms, to
access all local action observation histograms, global states, and sharing gradients and parameters. In
the execution stage, each individual agent can only access its local action observation history τ i.

QMIX and Monotonicity Constraint. As a popular CTDE algorithm in cooperative MARL, QMIX
[19] learns a joint action-value function Qtot which can be represented in Eq. 2,

Qtot(s,u;θ, φ) =gφ
(
s,Q1

(
τ1, u1; θ1

)
, . . . , QN

(
τN , uN ; θN

))
∂Qtot(s,u;θ, φ)

∂Qi (τ i, ui; θi)
≥ 0, ∀i ∈ N

(2)

where φ is the trainable parameter of the monotonic mixing network, which is a mixing network
with monotonicity constraint, and θi is the parameter of the agent network i. Benefiting from the
monotonicity constraint in Eq. 2, maximizing joint Qtot is precisely the equivalent of maximizing
individual Qi, resulting in and allowing for optimal individual action to maintain consistency with
optimal joint action. QMIX learns by sampling a multitude of transitions from the replay buffer and
minimizing the mean squared temporal-difference (TD) error loss:

1These algorithms are based on the mixing network from QMIX, so we call the variants of QMIX.
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L(θ) = 1

2

b∑
i=1

[
(yi −Qtot(s, u; θ, φ))

2
]

(3)

where the TD target value y = r + γmaxu′ Qtot (s
′, u′; θ−, φ−) and θ−, φ− are the target network

parameters copied periodically from the current network and kept constant for a number of iterations.
However, the monotonicity constraint limits the mixing network’s expressiveness, which may fail to

12 -12 -12
-12 0 0
-12 0 0

(a) Payoff matrix

-12 -12 -12
-12 0 0
-12 0 0

(b) QMIX: Qtot

Table 1: A non-monotonic matrix game. Bold text indicates the reward of the argmax action.

learn in non-monotonic cases [12] [20]. Table 1a shows a non-monotonic matrix game that violates
the monotonicity constraint. This game requires both robots to select the first action 0 (actions are
indexed from top to bottom, left to right) in order to catch the reward 12; if only one robot selects
action 0, the reward is -12. QMIX may learn an incorrect Qtot which has an incorrect argmax action
as shown in Table 1b.

3 RELATED WORKS

In this section, we introduce these variants of QMIX; and we provide the details of these algorithms
in Appendix E.

Value-based Methods To enhance the expressive power of QMIX, Qatten [35] introduces an attention
mechanism to enhance the expression of QMIX; QPLEX [30] transfers the monotonicity constraint
from Q values to Advantage values [13]; QTRAN++ [24] and WQMIX [20] further relax the
monotonicity constraint through a true value network and some theoretical constraints; however,
Value-Decomposition Networks (VDNs) [28] only requires a linear decomposition where Qtot =∑N

i Qi, which can be seen as strengthening the monotonicity constraint.

Policy-based Methods LICA [37] completely removes the monotonicity constraint through a policy
mixing critic. For other MARL policy-based methods, DOP [31] learns the policy networks using the
Counterfactual Multi-Agent Policy Gradients (COMA) [6] with the Qi decomposed by QMIX.

To improve the efficiency of QMIX under parallel training 2, VMIX [26] combines the Advantage
Actor-Critic (A2C) [25] with QMIX to extend the monotonicity constraint to value networks, i.e.,
replacing the value network with the monotonic mixing network, as shown in Figure 1 and Eq. 4.

W

+

MLP MLP

b

Agent n

Agent 1

Figure 1: Architecture for VMIX: | · | denotes absolute value operation, decomposing Vtot into Vi.

Vtot(s;θ, φ) = gφ
(
s, V 1

(
τ1; θ1

)
, . . . , V N

(
τN ; θN

))
∂Vtot
∂V i

≥ 0, ∀i ∈ N
(4)

2We find that this problem can be solved by training QMIX with Adam [8]
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where φ is the parameter of value mixing network, and θi is the parameter of agent network. With the
centralized value function Vtot, the policy networks can be trained by policy gradient (Eq. 5),

ĝi =
1

|D|
∑
τ∈D

T∑
t=0

∇θ log πθi
(
uit | τ it

)∣∣∣∣∣
θi

Ât (5)

where Ât = r + Vtot(st+1)− Vtot(st) is the advantage value function [13], and D denotes sampled
trajectories. At last, we briefly describe the properties of these algorithms in Table 2.

Algorithms Type Attention Monotonic Constraint Strength Off-policy
VDNs Value-based No Very Strong Yes
QMIX Value-based No Strong Yes
Qatten Value-based Yes Strong Yes

QPLEX Value-based Yes Medium Yes
WQMIX Value-based No Weak Yes
VMIX Policy-based No Strong No
LICA Policy-based No No No
RMC Policy-based No Strong Yes

Table 2: Properties of coopertive MARL algorithms. The analysis of the monotonicity constraint
strength is in the Appendix E.3.

All these algorithms show that their performance exceeds QMIX in SMAC, yet we find that they do
not consider the impact of various code-level optimizations (Appendix B) in the implementations.
Moreover, the performance of these algorithms is not even consistent in these papers. For
example, in papers [30] and [31], QPLEX and DOP outperform QMIX, while in paper [16], both
QPLEX and DOP underperform QMIX.

4 RMC

W

+

Critic 1

Critic n

MLP MLP

b

Agent 1

Agent n

Gradient

Figure 2: Architecture for RMC: | · | denotes absolute value operation, implementing the mono-
tonicity constraint of QMIX. W denotes the non-negative mixing weights. Agent i denotes the policy
network which can be trained end-to-end by maximizing the Qtot

To study the impact of monotonicity constraint in pratical multi-agent tasks, we propose an novel
end-to-end Actor-Critic method, called RMC. Specifically, we use the monotonic mixing network as a
critic network, shown in Figure 2. Then, in Eq. 6, with a trained critic Qπθc estimate, the decentralized
policy networks πiθi can then be optimized end-to-end simultaneously by maximizing Qπθc with the
policies πiθi as inputs; and the Ei

[
H
(
πiθi
(
· | zit

))]
] is the Adaptive Entropy [37]. We use a novel

two-stage approach to train the actor-critic network of RMC, as shown in Algo. 1.
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[Qπθc

(
st, π

1
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(
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)
, . . . , πnθn (· | τnt )

)
+ Ei

[
H
(
πiθi
(
· | τ it

))]
] (6)

As the monotonicity constraint on the critic (Figure 2) is theoretically no longer required as the critic
is not used for greedy action selection. RMC can swith to non-monotonic mode by removing the
absolute value operation in the monotonic mixing network. In this way, RMC can also be easily
extended to non-monotonic tasks. Beside, since RMC is trained end-to-end, it can also be used for
continuous control tasks.
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5 EXPERIMENTS SETUP

In this section we first introduce the environments and the evaluation criteria for our experiments.

5.1 BENCHMARK ENVIRONMENT

These environments include the purely cooperative tasks, i.e, SMAC and DEPP; and the non-
monotonic matrix games.

StarCraft Multi-Agent Challenge (SMAC) is used as our main benchmark testing environment,
which is a ubiquitously-used multi-agent cooperative control environment for MARL algorithms [30;
19; 24; 20]. SMAC consists of a set of StarCraft II micro battle scenarios, whose goals are for
allied agents to defeat enemy agents, and it classifies micro scenarios into Easy, Hard, and Super
Hard levels. QMIX and VDNs achieves a 0% win rate in Super Hard scenarios such as, corridor,
3s5z vs 3s5z, and 6h vs 8z [21]. SMAC mainly uses a shaped reward signal calculated from the
hit-point damage dealt, some positive reward after having enemy units killed and a positive bonus for
winning the battle; Intuitively, these positive rewards can be interpreted as purely cooperative.

Difficulty-Enhanced Predator-Prey (DEPP) In vanilla Predator-Prey (PP) [11], three cooperating
agents control three predators to chase a faster robot prey (the prey acts randomly). The goal is to
capture the prey with the fewest steps possible. We leverage two difficulty-enhanced Predator-Prey
variants to test the algorithms: (1) the first Discrete Predator-Prey (Discrete PP) [2] requires two
predators to catch the prey at the same time to get a reward; (2) In the Continuous Predator-Prey
(Continuous PP), the prey’s policy is replaced by a hard-coded heuristic, that, at any time step, moves
the prey to the sampled position with the largest distance to the closest predator. DEPPs only reward
the predators when they catche preys, so the DEPPs can also be considered as purely cooperative
tasks.

We explain in detail in Sec. 7.2 why SMAC and DEPP can be interpreted as purely cooperative tasks.

Non-monotonic Matrix Game We evaluate performance of the algorithm in competitive cases in
two non-monotonic matrix games from [23] and (b) [12], shown in Sec. 6.4.

5.2 PARALLEL SAMPLING

To quickly sample from the complex environments, 8 rollout processes for parallel sampling are
used for SMAC and Discrete PP; and 4 rollout processes are used for Continuous PP. Specifically,
our experiments collect 10 million samples within 9 hours with a Core i7-7820X CPU and a GTX
1080 Ti GPU in SMAC. This also ensures that we have enough samples to evaluate the convergence
performance of the algorithms.

5.3 EVALUATION METRIC

Our primary evaluation metric is the function that maps the steps for the environment observed
throughout the training to the median winning percentage (episode return for Predator-Prey) of the
evaluation. Just as in QMIX [19], we repeat each experiment with several independent training runs
(five independent random experiments).

6 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we first study the effects of the monotonicity constraint in purely cooperative tasks
with RMC and VMIX. Next, as the past studies evaluate the performance of QMIX’s variants with
inconsistent implementation tricks, we retested their performance based on the normalized tricks.
Then, we also study the monotonicity constraint in two non-monotonic matrix games.

6.1 ABLATION STUDY OF MONOTONICITY CONSTRAINT

Since our proposed algorithm RMC can easily switch between monotonic and non-monotonic modes,
we can evaluate the effects of monotonicity constraints in practical tasks effectively. The ablation
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experiments in Figure 3 demonstrates that the monotonicity constraint significantly improves the
performance of RMC in SMAC and Continuous PP. To explore the generality of monotonicity
constraints, we extend the ablation experiments to VMIX [27]. We already know that VMIX adds
the monotonicity constraint to the value network of A2C; and it learns the decentralized policies by
advantage-based policy gradient (Sec. 2). Therefore, the monotonicity constraint is not necessary for
greedy action selection for VMIX either. We can evaluate the effects of the monotonicity constraint
by removing the absolute value operation in Figure 1. The ablation experiment in Figure 4 shows that
the monotonicity constraint also improves the sample efficiency in value networks.
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Figure 3: Comparing RMC w./ and w./o. monotonicity constraint (remove absolute value operation)
on SMAC and Continuous Predator-Prey.
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Figure 4: Comparing VMIX with and without monotonicity constraint on SMAC.

The above experimental results indicate that the monotonicity constraint can improve the sample
efficiency in some purely cooperative tasks, such as SMAC and DEPP.

6.2 RE-EVALUATION

We then normalize the mainly tricks for all these algorithms for the re-evaluation, i.e, we perform grid
search schemes on a typical hard environment (5m vs 6m) and super hard environment (3s5z vs 3s6z)
to find a general set of hyperparameters for each algorithm (details in Appendix C). As shown in
Table 3 3, the test results on the hardest scenarios in SMAC and DEPP demonstrate that, (1) The
performance of values-based methods and VMIX with normalized tricks exceeds the test results in the
past literatures [21; 30; 16; 20; 27] (details in Appendix D.2). (2) QMIX outpeforms all its variants.
(3) The linear VDNs is also relatively effective. (4) The performance of the algorithm becomes
progressively worse as the monotonicity constraint decreases (QMIX > QPLEX > WQMIX and
RMC,VMIX > LICA, details in Appendix E.3) in the benchmark environment.

The experimental results, specifically (2), (3) and (4), show that these variants of QMIX that relax the
monotonicity constraint do not obtain better performance than QMIX in some purely cooperative
tasks, either SMAC or DEPP.

3Note that our experimental results (we use StarCraft 2, SC2.4.10) are not always comparable with the
previous works , which use SC2.4.6.
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Scenarios Difficulty Value-based Policy-based

QMIX VDNs Qatten QPLEX WQMIX LICA VMIX DOP RMC

2c vs 64zg Hard 100% 100% 100% 100% 93% 100% 98% 84% 100%
8m vs 9m Hard 100% 100% 100% 95% 90% 48% 75% 96% 95%
3s vs 5z Hard 100% 100% 100 % 100% 100% 3% 96% 100% 96%
5m vs 6m Hard 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 53% 9% 63% 67%
3s5z vs 3s6z S-Hard 75% 43% 62% 68% 6% 0% 56% 0% 75%
corridor S-Hard 100% 98% 100% 96% 96% 0% 0% 0% 100%
6h vs 8z S-Hard 84% 87% 82% 78% 78% 4% 80% 0% 19%
MMM2 S-Hard 100% 96% 100% 100% 23% 0% 70% 3% 100%
27m vs 30m S-Hard 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 9% 93% 0% 93%
Discrete PP - 40 39 - 39 39 30 39 38 38
Avg. Score (Hard+) 94.9% 91.2% 92.7% 92.5% 67.4% 29.2% 67.4% 44.1% 84.0%

Table 3: Median test winning rate (episode return) of MARL algorithms with normalized tricks.
S-Hard denotes Super Hard. We compare their performance in the most difficult scenarios of SMAC
and the Discrete PP.

6.3 FINETUNED-QMIX

Next, we perform a hyperparameter search for QMIX for each scenario of SMAC (Appendix. C).
As shown in Table 4, the Finetuned-QMIX attains extraordinary high win rates in all hard and super
hard SMAC scenarios, far exceeding vanilla QMIX.

Senarios Difficulty QMIX (batch size=128) Finetuned-QMIX
2s vs 1sc Easy 100% 100%
2s3z Easy 100% 100%
1c3s5z Easy 100% 100%
3s5z Easy 100% 100%
10m vs 11m Easy 98% 100%
8m vs 9m Hard 84% 100%
5m vs 6m Hard 84% 90%
3s vs 5z Hard 96% 100%
bane vs bane Hard 100% 100%
2c vs 64zg Hard 100% 100%
corridor Super Hard 0% 100%
MMM2 Super Hard 98% 100%
3s5z vs 3s6z Super Hard 3% 85% (envs = 4)
27m vs 30m Super Hard 56% 100%
6h vs 8z Super Hard 0% 93% (λ = 0.3)

Table 4: Best median test win rate of Finetuned-QMIX and QMIX in all scenarios.

6.4 NON-MONOTONIC MATRIX GAMES

In this section we first show the Qtot learned by QMIX in two non-monotonic matrix games; then we
propose a simple trick that may improve the performance of QMIX in such environments.

Table 5c and 5d show the Qtot learned by QMIX for the two non-monotonic matrix games (Table 5a
and 5b). Specifically, Table 5b shows that the finetuned QMIX can learn the correct optimal action
for payoff matrix 5d, while the Qtot is not consistent to that of payoff matrix 5d. However, Table 5c
shows that QMIX learns incorrect argmax action for payoff matrix 5a.

Reward Shaping To resolve the incorrect argmax action in above non-monotonic matrix game
(Table 5a), we investigate whether QMIX can learn a correct argmax action by reshaping the task’s
reward function without changing its goal. We find that the reward -12 in Table 5a does not assist the
agents in finding the optimal solution. Then, as shown in Table 6, this non-monotonic matrix can be
solved by simply replacing the insignificant reward -12 with -0.5. Because the reward function for
reinforcement learning is usually set by the users. In practice, this tip hints that we can improve the
performance of QMIX in some tasks by increasing the scale of the important rewards of the tasks;
and reduce the scale of rewards that may cause disruption.
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8 -12 -12
-12 0 0
-12 0 0

(a) Payoff matrix 1

12 0 10
0 10 10
10 10 10

(b) Payoff matrix 2
-12 -12 -12

-12 0 0
-12 0 0

(c) QMIX: Qtot for Payoff matrix 1

12.0 0.3 9.9
0.2 -4.4 -1.1
10.0 -0.9 7.9

(d) QMIX: Qtot for Payoff matrix 2

Table 5: Non-monotonic matrix games from (a) [23] and (b) [12]; and the learned Qtot (c) and (d)
for Table (a) and (b); Bold text indicates the reward of the argmax action.

The results of this experiment further demonstrate that some non-monotonic games may not be truly
non-monotonic, but rather have poorly designed reward functions.

8.0 -0.5 -0.5
-0.5 0 0
-0.5 0 0

(a) Reshaped Payoff matrix 1

8.0 -0.3 -0.3
-0.3 -0.3 -0.3
-0.3 -0.3 -0.3

(b) QMIX: Qtot

Table 6: We replace the insignificant reward -12 with reward -0.5 for Matrix Game 5a. QMIX learns
a Qtot which has a correct argmax. Bold text indicates argmax action’s reward.

7 DISCUSSION

7.1 THEORY

To better understand the monotonicity constraint, we first make a theoretical analysis for it. Our core
assumption is that the joint action-value function Qtot can be represented by a non-linear mapping
fφ(s;Q1, Q2, ...QN ), but without the monotonicity constraint.
Definition 1. Cooperative tasks. For a task with N agents (N > 1), all agents have a common goal.

Definition 2. Semi-cooperative Tasks. Given a cooperative task with a set of agents N. For all
states s of the task, if there is a subset K ⊆ N, K 6= ∅, where the Qi, i ∈ K increases while the other
Qj , j /∈ K are fixed, this will lead to an increase in Qtot.

As a counterexample, the collective action problem (social dilemma) is not Semi-cooperative task.
i.e., since the Q value may not include future rewards when γ ¡ 1, the collective interest in the present
may be detrimental to the future interest.
Definition 3. Competitive Cases. Given two agents i and j, we say that agents i and j are competitive
if either an increase in Qi leads to a decrease in Qj or an increase in Qj leads to a decrease in Qi.

As an examples, the matrix game as in Table 1a is a cooperative task with competitive cases. As the
random samples in reinforcement learning may lead to different behavioral preferences of agents.
If one agent prefers action 0 (Like hunting) and the other agent prefers action 1 or 2 (Like sleeping
or entertaining), they will have a conflict of interest (Those who like to entertaining will cause the
hunter to fail to catch the prey).
Definition 4. Purely Cooperative Tasks. Semi-cooperative tasks without competitive cases.

Proposition 1. Purely Cooperative Tasks can be represented by monotonic mixing networks.

Proof. Since the monotonic mixing network is a universal function approximator of monotonic
functions, for a Semi cooperative task, if there is a case (state s) that cannot be represented by a
monotonic mixing network, i.e., ∂Qtot(s)

∂Qi
< 0, then an increase in Qi must lead to a decrease in

Qj , j 6= i (since there is no Qj decrease, by Def. 2, the constraint ∂Qtot(s)
∂Qi

< 0 does not hold).

8



Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2022

Therefore, by Def. 3 this cooperative task has a competitive case which means it is not a purely
cooperative task.

7.2 WHY MONOTONICITY CONSTRAINTS WORK WELL IN SMAC AND DEPP?

In this section, we future discuss why the monotonicity constraint works well in these purely
cooperative tasks. First we explain in detail why SMAC and DEPP can be interpreted as purely
cooperative tasks. In practice, (1) For the SMAC, we can decompose the hit-point damage dealt
linearly, and divide the units killed rewards to the agents near the enemy evenly, the victory rewards
to all agents. This approximate linear decomposition 4 also explains why the VDNs also work well in
SMAC (Table. 3). (2) For the DEPP, we can divide the reward for catching prey evenly to the nearest
predators. These simple positive rewards of SMAC and DEPP make these agents have only a shared
goal, i.e, to kill all enemies or capture preys. Intuitively, these linear and fairly assigned rewards
allow the agents to work in a purely cooperative mode. Therefore, QMIX can represent a optimal
solution of SMAC, i.e., a purely cooperative decomposition of Q values.

Then, just as in RMC’s implementation (Figure 2), the monotonicity constraint reduces the range of
values of each mixing weight by half, the hypothesis space is assumed to decrease exponentially by
( 12 )

N (N denotes the number of weights). By Proposition 1, the Q value decomposition mappings of
the SMAC and DEPP are subsets of the hypothesis space of monotonic mixing network. Therefore,
using the monotonicity constraint can allow for avoiding searching invalid parameters, leading to a
significant improvement in sampling efficiency.

Our analysis shows that QMIX works well if a multi-agent task can be interpreted as purely coop-
erative, even if it can also be interpreted as competitive. That is, QMIX will try to find a purely
cooperative interpretation for a complex multi-agent task.

8 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we investigate the influence monotonicity constraint and implementation tricks in
cooperative MARL tasks. Our analyses show that relaxing the monotonicity constraint of the mixing
network will not always improve the performance of QMIX. What’s more critical is that monotonicity
constraint can improve sample efficiency in some purely cooperative tasks, such as SMAC and DEPP.
Benefiting from the monotonicity constraint, the fine-tuned QMIX achieves SOTA performance in
SMAC. These facts imply that we can design reward functions in the real multi-agent task that can be
interpreted as purely cooperative, improving the learning sample efficiency of the MARL.

9 BROADER IMPACT

Many complex real-world multi-agent cooperative problems can be simulated as CTDE multi-agent
tasks. Specifically, decentralized agents can be applied to robot swarm control, vehicle coordination,
and network routing. Applying MARL to these scenarios often requires a large number of samples
to train the model, which implies high implementation costs, such as thousands of CPUs, power
resources, and expensive robotic equipment (damaged drones or autonomous cars). Therefore, there is
an urgent need to avoid any and all waste of such resources. In this work, we shows the monotonicity
constraint and implementation tricks can help to improve the sample efficiency in some purely
cooperative tasks, thereby reducing the wasting of resources. In addition, we are hopeful that this
paper will call on the community to be more fair in comparing the performance of algorithms.

4As Qπ(s, u) = Eπ[
∑∞
k=0 γ

krt+k+1 | s, u], the reward is linearly assignable meaning that Q value is
linearly assignable.
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