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ABSTRACT

Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) has achieved empirical successes in the field
of single-agent reinforcement learning thanks to guaranteed monotonic improve-
ment. The theoretical support makes its extension in multi-agent systems very
attractive. However, existing PPO-based algorithms in cooperative multi-agent re-
inforcement learning (MARL) either lack the theoretical monotonic improvement
guarantee or have inevitably restrictive settings, which greatly limit their appli-
cable scenarios. In this paper, we propose a theoretically-justified and general-
purpose multi-agent PPO algorithm for cooperative MARL called Full-Pipeline
PPO (FP30). The core idea of FP30 is to dynamically allocate agents to different
optimization pipelines and perform the proposed one-separation trust region op-
timization for each pipeline. We prove in theory the monotonicity of joint policy
improvement when executing the policy iteration procedure of FP30. In addition,
FP30 enjoys high generality since it avoids the restrictive factors that could arise
in other existing PPO-based algorithms. In our experiments, FP30 outperforms
other strong baselines on Multi-Agent MuJoCo and StarCraftIl Multi-Agent Chal-
lenge benchmarks and also demonstrates its generality to the common network
types (i.e., full parameter sharing, partial parameter sharing, and non-parameter
sharing) and various multi-agent tasks.

1 INTRODUCTION

Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) (Schulman et al., 2017) has been deemed as one of the most
effective algorithms in single-agent reinforcement learning (RL) with empirical successes in a wide
range of challenging domains, such as game playing (Bellemare et al., 2013, robotic control (Duan
et al., 2016) and human-level task (Berner et al., 2019). It was originally developed from Trust
Region Policy Optimization (TRPO) (Schulman et al., |2015), which enjoys the theoretical mono-
tonic improvement guarantee during the training process by restricting the Kullback-Leibler (KL)
divergence between the updated policy and the old one to a trust region. PPO significantly reduces
computational complexity by replacing the KL divergence constraint in TRPO with the clipping
mechanism. This improvement enables PPO to adopt the first-order optimizer to optimize the ob-
jective which greatly simplifies its implementation on deep neural networks.

Unfortunately, in multi-agent reinforcement learning (MARL), independently applying single-agent
RL algorithms to each individual agent is poorly suitable. This is because, for each agent, the state
transition and reward function will become non-stationary with the changing of other agents’ poli-
cies. The non-stationary environment makes each agent suffer from the problem of learning stability
(Hernandez-Leal et al.,|2017; [Papoudakis et al.,|2019). Recently, the paradigm of centralized train-
ing with decentralized execution (CTDE) has been widely adopted to combat this challenge. Each
agent in CTDE has access to extra information (e.g., global information and policies of other agents)
to alleviate the non-stationary issue during the training phase, and only uses the local information
during the execution phase. Based on the CTDE framework, varieties of multi-agent algorithms
have sprung up (Lowe et al.,|2017; |Rashid et al.;, 2018; Mahajan et al.||2019; |Wang et al.} 2021azc).

However, existing PPO-based algorithms in cooperative MARL either lack theoretical support or
have inevitably restrictive settings, which greatly limit their applicable scenarios. Both Independent
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PPO (IPPO) (de Witt et al.,[2020a)) and Multi-Agent PPO (MAPPO) (Yu et al.,|2021) simply applied
PPO to the multi-agent domains by optimizing every agent with trust region learning under the
full decentralization framework or the CTDE framework. Despite their empirical successes, the
direct extension could make the monotonic improvement guarantee no longer hold since an agent’s
payoff is also affected by other agents’ actions. This fact disturbs their performance even in some
simple cooperative multi-agent tasks (Kuba et al., 2022). For this, Kuba et al.|(2022) proposed the
theoretically-justified Heterogeneous-Agent PPO (HAPPO) algorithm with guaranteed monotonic
improvement. HAPPO adopts a sequential update scheme: all agents are updated one by one, so
that the expected joint advantage can be improved sequentially. Unfortunately, HAPPO is limited to
a specific setting (i.e., non-parameter sharing). In other popular types of multi-agent tasks such as
training homogeneous agents with full parameter sharing (Yu et al., 2021) or training heterogeneous
agents with partial parameter sharing (Chenghao et al., 2021} |Christianos et al., 2021), HAPPO will
suffer from the problems of uncontrolled KL divergence and poor data efficiency, which greatly
limit its generality. Specifically, if the policy networks of agents in HAPPO are associated with each
other, the former agents’ update will cause the latter agents’ policy networks to be changed. These
changes can be accumulated as the sequential update scheme progresses. As a result, even though
the latter agents have not initiated their update rounds, their policies are very likely to have reached
or even exceeded the boundary of the KL divergence trust region. This causes the sampling data of
the latter agents to have little positive impact on network optimization (see Appendix [A]for details).

In this paper, we propose a theoretically-justified multi-agent PPO algorithm called Full-Pipeline
PPO (FP30) for cooperative MARL, which holds both theoretical monotonic improvement guaran-
tee and high generality. FP30 describes a joint policy iteration procedure where agents are dynam-
ically allocated to different optimization pipelines to be updated. Each basic optimization pipeline
follows the proposed one-separation trust region optimization, the key of which is separating an
arbitrary agent’s contribution from the joint advantage function. We prove in theory that this update
scheme guarantees the monotonic joint policy improvement at every iteration. Besides, it enables
FP30 to make full use of all sampling data to execute a trust region optimization step without the
restrictive factors that could arise in other existing PPO-based algorithms (e.g., the specific network
setting in HAPPO). In our experiments, Multi-Agent MuJoCo (MAMuJoCo) (de Witt et al.,|2020b)
and StarCraftll Multi-Agent Challenge (SMAC) (Samvelyan et al., 2019) benchmarks are used to
evaluate our algorithm against several strong baselines. The results demonstrate the superior perfor-
mances of FP30 and its generality to the common network types (i.e., full parameter sharing, partial
parameter sharing and non-parameter sharing) and various multi-agent tasks.

2 RELATED WORK

In this section, we will systematically introduce our related works: trust region learning in MARL.
IPPO (de Witt et al.| [2020a) directly applied PPO algorithm to each agent in the multi-agent systems
and achieved high performances on some SMAC tasks. However, the property of full decentraliza-
tion makes IPPO suffer from the non-stationary issue. By extending IPPO to the CTDE framework
and designing the global agent-specific features for the centralized critic function, |Yu et al.| (2021
proposed MAPPO algorithm with more stable and stronger performances in SMAC. However, both
IPPO and MAPPO ignore the interaction between agents and lack the theoretical monotonic im-
provement guarantee. |Li & He| (2020) theoretically extended TRPO to the multi-agent domain and
proposed MATRPO, but the KL divergence constraint is associated with the number of agents, which
greatly limits its application in scenarios with a large number of agents. This limitation also occurs in
the game-theoretical MATRL (Wen et al.,|2021)), which computes independent trust region learning
for each agent and tries to adopt meta-game Nash equilibrium to find the restricted optimization step
but can only deal with two-agent cases. |Wu et al.| (2021) proposed theoretically-justified CoPPO,
which directly updates the joint policy during optimization. However, the optimization objective
of each agent will constantly change after every mini-batch update leading to the non-stationary
problem. Recently, Kuba et al.| (2022) proposed theoretically-justified HAPPO/HATRPO algorithm
with the sequential update scheme and achieved state-of-the-art performances with non-parameter
sharing on heterogeneous-agent tasks. However, the sequential update scheme suffers from the prob-
lems of uncontrolled KL divergence and poor data efficiency in some common cases such as training
homogeneous agents with full parameter sharing or training heterogeneous agents with partial pa-
rameter sharing. In summary, the aforementioned existing trust region learning methods in MARL
either lack the theoretical monotonic improvement guarantee or have inevitable restrictions.
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3 PRELIMINARIES

Problem formulation. In this paper, we use a multi-agent version of discounted Markov de-
cision process (MDP) (Littman, {1994)) to model a fully cooperative multi-agent task, which can
be described as a tuple M =< S,N, A, P,r,v,p0 >. s € S is the state of the environment.
i € N = {1,...,n} denotes the index of agent. A represents the joint action space, which is defined
by [T;, A", the product of all agents’ action spaces. 7y € [0, 1) is the discount factor. py : S — Ris
the distribution of the initial state sy of environment. At each timestep ¢ € N, agent ¢ will choose an
action aj € A" according to its policy 7 (+|s;). The joint action a; = {aj, ..., a' } and the joint pol-
icy m(a¢|st) = [[;—, 7 (a}|s) can be formed by combining all agents’ actions and policies. Then,
the state of the environment is transferred to a new state according to the transition probability func-
tion P(s¢11]st,a¢) : S x A xS — [0,1], and all agents will receive a shared reward (s, a;) :
SxA—R. Welet pr(s) = >.,° 7" P(s; = s) denote the (unnormalized) state visitation frequen-
cies. The optimization objective for all agents in the fully cooperative multi-agent task is maximizing

the discounted cumulative reward: J(m) £ Es).__~p. agomm [Doreo V7 (e, at)]. Then, we define

the joint state value function as Vi (s) £ Eq, __~p. a0~ [Doreo VT (5t,ar)|s0 = s], the joint
state-action function as Qx (s,a) £ By, _~p. ar.ccmm [Doreo V' 7(5t,at)|s0 = s,a0 = a] and the
joint advantage function as A, (s,a) = Qx(s,a) — Vx(s).

Credit assignment. Quantifying agents’ contribution from the whole team’s joint reward is a cru-
cial challenge known as the credit assignment problem (Chang et al., 2003). Currently, there are
many efforts to address this issue from both value-based (Sunehag et al., 2018}, [Son et al., [2019)
and policy-based perspectives (Foerster et al.,[2018). In this paper, we follow Kuba et al.| (2022) to
deduce the contribution of different subsets of agents. We let iy.,,, be a subset {iy, ..., i, } of A,
and let —11.,, be the complement set of i1.,,. In particular, 7;.,, represents the complete set N of all
agents. Then, the multi-agent state-action value function can be defined as

Qi‘}:vn (87 ail:vn) é Ea*il:m ~7'r*7"1:m [Qﬂ'(sﬂ a’)] i (1)

which quantifies the contribution of agents 1., to the joint reward by calculating the average return
if agents 41.,, execute joint action @'~ It will degenerate into the joint state value function Vi (s)
in case of m = 0, and the joint state-action function Q (s, @) in case of m = n. Then, for arbitrary
disjoint sets j1.; and ¢1.,,,, the multi-agent advantage function can be defined as

A;};m (S, ajl;k’ah:m) 4 erlzkail:vn<57 a.jl:k:ilnn) _ Q?’rlk (S, aj1:1c)7 )

which quantifies the additional contribution of agents 4., to execute joint action a*= if agents
j1.1 have executed joint action a/*:. It is a general setup without extra assumptions for the credit
assignment problem in cooperative MARL and helps to establish an interaction between different
agents by describing how agents j;.; affect the payoff of agents 41.,.

Single-agent trust region learning. Single-agent trust region learning, such as TRPO and PPO,
can guarantee the discounted cumulative reward J(7) is non-decreasing by improving its lower
bound at each policy iteration process. The lower bound is given by the following theorem.

Theorem 1. (Schulman et all 2015) Let m denote the old policy, T denote the new pol-
icy that is obtained by optimizing 7, L. (%) = J(7) + Esnp, ani[An(s,a)], DRF*(m,7) =
maxs Dxr,(7(+]s), 7(:|s)), C = ma’a‘j—w. The following policy improvement bound holds:
J(7) = Ly (7) — CDE*(m, 7).

Theorem|I]describes an approximate optimization scheme: we can just improve the right-hand lower
bound by performing maximizes [L.(7) — C DR (m, 7)] at each policy iteration process, so that
the true objective J can also be improved (see Equation (10) in|Schulman et al.| (2015)). Thus, the
lower bound is also regarded as the surrogate objective for the true objective J.

To derive a practical algorithm, TRPO was proposed with parameterized policies 7y and the average
KL divergence constraint. However, it has expensive computing overhead and cannot adopt first-
order optimization for policy networks. To solve this problem, [Schulman et al.|(2017) replaced the
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average KL divergence constraint with the clipping mechanism and proposed PPO algorithm, which
aims to maximize the PPO-clip objective as

- . mo(als o (als
maximize IESNMSOH Janmo |:m1n (L)) ooy (s,a),clip <L))7 1+ 6) A"Qold (s, a)>] ,

014 (a“ 0614 (a|s 3)

where ,,, is the old policy that we want to improve, A, is the estimator of the advantage
function, and e is a hyperparameter used to restrict the optimization step size to a trust region by
clipping the ratio 7y (a|s)/mg,,, (a|s). This clipping mechanism, together with the solid theoretical
support of Theorem 1] enables PPO to achieve stable performance faster than TRPO.

4 THE FP30 ALGORITHM

In this section, we will introduce our theoretically-justified Full-Pipeline PPO (FP30) algorithm.
Subsection .| introduces the basic optimization pipeline of FP30: one-separation trust region opti-
mization. The key is to separate an arbitrary agent’s contribution and then perform the independence-
dependence optimization. In Subsection we introduce the full-pipeline optimization and then
develop it into a practical form. In Subsection we adopt the clipping mechanism and parame-
terized policies, which together yield the F3PO algorithm. In Subsection[d.4] we further analyze the
monotonic joint policy improvement of FP30.

4.1 ONE-SEPARATION TRUST REGION OPTIMIZATION

At the beginning of each policy iteration process, each agent has no chance to know the actions
and the optimization directions of other agents. If the optimization objective of one agent is bound
by other agents at the beginning of the policy iteration, it will be very thorny. To address this
issue, we give the following lemma based on Equations (I)) and (@) to separate one expected agent’s
contribution independent of other agents from the joint advantage function.

Lemma 1. (One-Separation Advantage Decomposition) Let & denote the empty set. In cooperative
multi-agent tasks, for Vi, € i1., = N, the joint advantage function A (s,a) can be decoupled as

Ar(s,a) = A (s,a?,a"") + Az (s,a’,a~).

The proof is in Appendix [B.T} In Lemmal (I} the joint advantage function is decoupled into two
parts: the contribution A7 (s,a?,a’») of agent i, which is independent of other agents —i,, and

the contribution A" (s, a’r,a~') of agents —1ip, which depends on the action taken by agent 7,,.
It allows us to separate an arbitrary agent ¢, to start a basic policy iteration without considering the
influence of other agents, which is critical for full-pipeline optimization in Subsection

Theorem [I] in single-agent trust region learning achieves the monotonic improvement of the true
objective by optimizing its surrogate objective. Similarly, before extending Theorem [I]to the multi-
agent domains, we give the following definition as our surrogate objective.

Definition 1. (Surrogate Objective) Let T denote the old joint policy, 7 denote the new joint policy,

C = ma’zlj—w For any subset i1.y, of i1.n, we take Vi, € i1., or iy, = &, and then define

Plom —tp (~bp i1m—1
]\{ﬂ 1:m p(ﬂ-p),ﬂ-lﬂn p)

Tlim —1 i i1 —1 2 : ~3
:ESNPw,ailrmwﬁ'il:m Aﬂ}m p(87a2p7a21'm lp):| - CDmaX( 771-%)'

g €Ll1im —Ip

Then, we can derive the following theorem in MARL with Definition [T} Lemma|[I] and Theorem I]
Theorem 2. Let 7 denote the old joint policy, T denote the new joint policy that is obtained by

optimizing . For Yi, € i1.y, the following lower bound holds.
J(#) 2 T (m) + Mgt (7°,7) + M (77, 7).

The proof is in Appendix [B.2] This theorem describes the joint policy improvement bound of true
objective J in multi-agent domains based on one-separation advantage decomposmon We can im-

prove the lower bound by maximizing the surrogate objectives M,? (72, 7% ) and My 7 (7', 7t ')
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at each policy iteration to guarantee the monotonically improving true objective J. To this
end, we propose one-separation trust region optimization and describe the policy iteration pro-
cess in Algorithm[I] At each policy iteration k, we perform independence-dependence optimiza-
tion to make the lower bound raised and get the updated joint policy ;1. Specifically, we do
maximize, i, [M, (wf 10 ZP)] for agent 4, independently of agents —i,, at independence step, and

do maximize, i, [Mz," (wk "1, 7 '7)] for agents —i,, dependently of agent i, at dependence step.
Then we can get non-decreasing true objective J (my,41) > J (). See Appendix [B.3|for the proof
of independence-dependence optimization enabling improved lower bound and non-decreasing 7.

Algorithm 1 Policy iteration of one-separation trust region optimization

1: Initialize the joint policy 7rg.
2: for k = 1,2, ... until convergence do
3:  Separate one arbitrary agent 7,, from ¢1.p,.

4:  Compute advantage values A;”k (s,a?,a’») and A;z” (s,a»,a=").
5 Solve the independence-dependence optimization:

6: Independence step: W;il = arg max, i, [M, (7rk+1, mir)]

7 Dependence step: 7r,:frpl = argmax,_ i, [Mnr," (7Tk+1, )]

8: end for

4.2 PRACTICAL FULL-PIPELINE OPTIMIZATION

In the previous subsection, we have discussed that one-separation advantage decomposition provides
a critical insight that an arbitrary agent 4, can be separated to start a policy iteration described by
Algor1thmlw1thout considering the influence of other agents. With this property, we can take one-
separation trust region optimization as the basic optimization pipeline, and then let i, = i1, ...,y
sequentially so that every agent can be the separated agent to start a one-separation trust region
optimization. As a result, we get n equivalent policy improvement lower bounds on n parallel
pipelines with p denoting the index of the pipeline:

. . n
() + M2 32, 70) + Mz (7, 7)) @
p=

We notice that agents 1., are assigned to n different optimization pipelines, which means that these
pipelines can exactly cover all agents’ updates when they execute the basic one-separation trust
region optimization in parallel, so we call this process full-pipeline optimization. Different from
the sequential update scheme in HAPPO, full-pipeline optimization enables all agents to be updated
simultaneously with all collected data in one episode. However, the implementation of full-pipeline
optimization in Equation (#) is not practical. We next develop a practical full-pipeline optimization
through non-overlapping selection, importance sampling, and pipeline interaction.

Non-overlapping selection. For the one-separation trust region optimization of pipeline p, we
aim to optimize the joint policy 7w —*» at the dependence step, which involves the policy update of
agents —i,. Unfortunately, for each agent in —i,, the change of other agents’ policies will cause

its optimization objectlve My "" (7%, 7~%) to be unstable. In our solution, we select one specific
agent’s policy from 7~ to 0pt1mlze and take the remaining part as a constant instead of directly
optimizing the joint policy. The selection rule satisfies the below non-overlapping selection:

f : Z'lzn — jl:n7 where jp € _Z.p7 jl:n = N (5)

Specifically, it describes an optimization rule for one- separatlon trust region optimization of pipeline

p: policy 7*» is optimized at 1ndependence step and only 777 is selected from 7t ~*» to be optimized
at dependence step. Although the remaining agents’ policies 7 ~‘»~Jr are fixed to enhance the
optimization stability of pipeline p, it does not mean that they will not be updated. Thanks to full-
pipeline optimization and non-overlapping selection, they can be optimized by other pipelines. This
is because j1., = N ensures that n agents can be exactly selected by n different pipelines to be
optimized without overlapping at dependence step, which also retains the property of simultaneous
update of all agents in full-pipeline optimization.
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Importance sampling. For the one-separation trust region optlmlzatlon of plpehne pin Algonthm
1} each agent has to maintain advantage estimators for A7 (s,a?,a’) and A" (s, a”’ a~") with
the dynamic action inputs due to E i, i, [-] and Eqz[] in surrogate objectives M7 (72, 7'r) and

Mzg™® » (7?p 7t ). After considering all pipelines, it will be more complicated and computationally
expensive. To combat this challenge we apply the importance sampling method for the advantage

functions in M (72, 7%) and My 7 (7%, 7 ~'r) with 7* denoting the candidate update policy and
get:
7t (a'?|s)

[3 I%] i
EaiPNfrip |:A7|? (s,a aalp)i| =Eanr {W

Ax(s, a)} , (6)

# (@r]s) B 0@ ]s) A a]s)

Eans [A;ip(s,ai”,a_ip)} =Eann {( - — ) A,‘-(s,a)] , (D

mir (adr|s) w=ir(a™Ir|s)  wir(a'r|s)

where the sampling of actions {a’, ..., a"} is changed from {7!, ..., 7"} to {r!, ..., 7" }. The proof
is in Appendix[B.4] The above two equations enable all agents at all pipelines to maintain a joint ad-
vantage estimator for A (s, a) like GAE (Schulman et al.|, 2016)), which can be easily implemented
under the CTDE framework with a shared centralized critic network and non-dynamic action input.

Pipeline interaction. For pipeline p, we cannot obtain 7 ~7» (a =77 |s) and 7’ (a’#|s) in Equations
(@), (7) since they will be updated by other pipelines at dependence step and can only be determined
after all pipelines finish the independence-dependence optimization. Fortunately, the middle up-
date policies {7, ..., 7"} can be generated from different pipelines at the end of independence step.
Thus, by replacing & ~7»(a~’»|s) and 7'» (a'r|s) with #~9»(a~I7|s) and 7' (a'’»|s), we can get
the approximations (i.e., E i, i, [A% (5,02, a')] and E_jp iy v i —ip [AZ"" (s,a', a")])
of Equations (6), (7). This approximation establishes the interaction between different pipelines
through mutual utilization of the middle policies, which is an effective solution to the above prob-
lem. More importantly, it does not break the monotonic improvement, which will be discussed in
Subsection4.4] Algorithm 2] describes the policy iteration of practical full-pipeline optimization.

Algorithm 2 Policy iteration of practical full-pipeline optimization

1: Initialize the joint policy 7rg.

2: for k = 1,2, ... until convergence do

3:  Compute the joint advantage estimator A (s, a).

4:  Solve the independence-dependence optimization for all plpehnes in parallel:

5 Independence step: {Wk+1 = arg max_i, []V[,Tk (72, ir)]
p=1

6: Select the policies to be optimized according to non-overlapping selection.

7

8

9

~lp,

Replace the remaining policies with the middle policies 7!, |, ..., ;" ;-
. . . n
Dependence step: {chil = arg max_j, [Mxr,” (fr;c’;l )] }p:1

: end for

Independence step enables every agent to start an optimization pipeline simultaneously without con-
sidering the influence of other agents. It is the basis to achieve a general-purpose parallel update
scheme, which will be discussed in Subsection @ However, independence step could cause de-
viation from the joint optimization objective (i.e., A (s, a)) since the objective is just the first part
of it. Dependence step helps to correct the deviation from the joint optimization objective and also
establish an important interaction between different agents so that their updates can be coordinated.

4.3 THE ULTIMATE ALGORITHM

Finally, we parameterize the policies, and let W;?p be the policy network of agent ¢, with parameter

vector 0%, g be the joint policy with parameter vector @ = {01!, ...,6™}. Then, we overload the
previous notation {7, ..., 7™} with parameterized policy {m}, ..., 7} }. fo1a denotes the old policy
parameter set that we want to improve, 6,;q4 denotes the middle policy parameter set generated
by independence step, and 0y, denotes the new policy parameter set generated by dependence

step. For Mz,” (ﬁ;‘jp_d, ﬂ;f‘,jp) of pipeline p, the terms —m% (a'?|s )/n;’;fd( a’»|s) in Equation ,
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max 7‘16
>ine—i,—i, CDKL. (weikd, 9%) can be omitted since they, as constant terms, have no contribution
lp —Zp . .
to the gradients of 67» (see Appendix D Thus, ma;;imze M,,e o (ﬂ'ei?d, ™ e—ip) can be simplified
to _
. . —Jp —Jp
J T . oa S
. . E Wesp (ah) |8) emijg( ‘ )A ( ) CDmAX( ]p ) (8)
maximize |[Es, : - - — - s,a)| — KL w
o7p 2 e (air|s) 7 7% (a=i»|s) Oo1a 2 9“10(1’ 67
6P 9 7P
old old

where s ~ pr, ,a~ mg,,,. We replace KL divergence term with the clipping mechanism follow-
ing|Schulman et al.|(2017), and propose our Full-Pipeline PPO (FP30), an efficient implementation
of A1gor1thm|2|, as follows: for pipelines p = 1, ..., n, we obtain the middle policy parameters (i.e.,

0L 1y -, 0" 1) at independence step by
i (a75) i (a'7]5)
Hrr’:ld = argmax E; o | min <107 - (5,a),clip(i67‘,1:te>/1ﬂ9 (s,a)) , 9
o' w5, (arls) iy (a'7]s) o
Gozl)d eo?d

and we obtains the final new policy parameters (i.e., 6L, ..., 6= ) at dependence step by
~ wr (av]s) oo (@ "1S)
efxgw = argmax E; o | min ( b - : ,n?ld - Aﬂ'e (57 a)7
w0 (ainls) w I (ainls) oM
Jp I’} JIp
old old ] (10)

: . Ip —Jp

P (gIr|s ™ % (a777]s)
clip(w(iw, 1+ e) . %%Aﬂe (s, a)) .

7’? ) 7 20 (a7irls) oM

old eold

FP30 enables all policy network parameters (i.e., 81, ..., 0™) to be optimized in parallel with all sam-
pling data in one epsilon, which is a highly general update scheme. To elaborate, let’s consider that
there are associated parameters 0* between 0!, ..., 0™. In the sequential update scheme of HAPPO,

0* will be cumulatively changed as agents are updated one by one. The changed 6* can easily cause
the ratio ﬂajp (ale|s)/m’" (¥ ' (a’»|s) of the latter agents to reach or even exceed the clipping boundary

(G.e,1l—corl+e), thus resulting in the problems of uncontrolled KL divergence and poor data
efficiency. In FP30, any iterative optimization of 6* can utilize all sampling data to update all agents
simultaneously thus avoiding the accumulated policy change and improving the data efficiency.

4.4 ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS ON THE MONOTONIC IMPROVEMENT OF FP30

In the previous subsection, we carried out a series of operations (non-overlapping selection, impor-
tance sampling, pipeline interaction) to develop full-pipeline optimization from the theoretical level
to the practical level, then derived our FP30O algorithm. To prove that these practical operations and
the mutual influence between different pipelines in FP30 will not break the monotonic improvement
guarantee, we first convert FP30 to the KL penalty version similar to TRPO (Schulman et al., 2017):

{frip = arg max [ESNp wip onip [Af,f-’ (s, a?, a'® )] - ﬂD?EX(WiP,fTiP)] } , (11)
7P K p=1
{Wﬂp = arg rfrlapx [ESNp"Yuij%jp,aﬂpN*ﬂp [A.,T.Z"(s7 a'®, aﬂp)] — BDgL* (77", frﬂp)] }pZI, (12)

where [ is the penalty coefficient corresponding to € of the clipping mechanism. Note that for the
theoretical analysis, we do not consider parameterized policies, and use the more rigorous max KL
divergence instead of the mean KL divergence used in TRPO. Then we give the following theorem:
Theorem 3. We let 7!, ..., 7" denote the old policies. #',..., 7" and 7', ..., 7" are the middle
policies and new policies, which are obtained from all pipelines (i.e., p = 1, ...,n) by Equation (71)
and Equation respectively. Lp (7, 77%) = J(m) + Mg (72,7%) + Mz Z‘J( o i) s
the theoretical lower bound of pipeline p defined in Theorem 2] Given the assumption descrzbed in
Appendix|B.6] the following inequalities hold for all pipeline p = 1, ....,n
{La(@r,&70) 2 Lo, &) 2 La(r', 7))
The proof is in Appendix [B.6] When jointly updating all pipelines, Theorem [3| guarantees that the
lower bounds can be monotonically improved in FP30O after considering non-overlapping selection,
pipeline interaction and the mutual influence between different pipelines on the joint policy change.
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5 EXPERIMENTS

Environments and baselines. We aim to evaluate our algorithm on various types of cooperative
multi-agent challenges, thus choosing 1) Multi-Agent MuJoCo (MAMuJoCo) (de Witt et al.,2020b)
which involves heterogeneous agents with continuous actions; 2) StarCraftll Multi-Agent Challenge
(SMAC) (Samvelyan et al.,[2019) which involves both homogeneous and heterogeneous agents with
discrete actions. More details of MAMuJoCo and SMAC are in Appendix [C| We compare FP30
to existing state-of-the-art PPO-based algorithms in cooperative MARL including HAPPO (Kuba
et al.,2022), MAPPO (Yu et al., [2021) and IPPO (de Witt et al.,|2020a). For a fair comparison, the
settings of all algorithms are identical including all hyperparameters and network inputs.

Network types. We will adopt the common network types including full parameter sharing
(FuPS), partial parameter sharing (PaPS) and non-parameter sharing (NoPS) to evaluate the gen-
erality of our algorithm. FuPS means that different agents’ policy networks share the same set of
parameters, which is widely used to improve learning efficiency and reduce parameters, especially in
the case of large numbers of agents. For NoPS, each agent has an individual policy network, which
enables agents to make personalized decisions, especially for heterogeneous agents. PaPS combines
the properties of full parameter sharing and non-parameter sharing, and its implementation is di-
verse (Chenghao et al} 2021} |Christianos et al.| 2021)). In our experiments, we let the last layers of
different agents’ policy networks have individual parameters enabling agents to make personalized
actions, while other layers share the same set of parameters to improve learning efficiency.

Performances on MAMuJoCo We select six representative tasks (i.e., 2-Agent Reacher [2x 1],
2-Agent Ant [2x4], 2-Agent Walker [2x 3], 3-Agent Hopper [3x 1], 6-Agent HalfCheetah [6x 1],
Manyagent Swimmer [8x2]), which efficiently cover most types of robotic control in MAMuJoCo.
Then, we evaluate our algorithm on these tasks with FuPS, PaPS and NoPS network types. More de-
tails and hyperparameter settings are in Appendix [D.I] The results are shown in Table[I] It is worth
noting that the best performances of each algorithm mostly occur in the PaPS and NoPS network
types, which demonstrates the heterogeneity of MAMuJoCo agents and the necessity of PaPS and
the NoPS for such tasks. IPPO fails to learn effective policies in several tasks (e.g., 2-agent Walker
and Manyagent Swimmer) while MAPPO can achieve more stable performances benefitting from
the CTDE framework. However, both of them cannot perform well on these complex robotic control
tasks due to the lack of theoretical support. HAPPO with NoPS establishes the strongest baseline
on these heterogeneous-agent tasks in MAMuJoCo as indicated by the underlined values of NoPS
case in Table|l| Unfortunately, it is not general enough and cannot maintain its advantages under

Table 1: The average evaluation rewards and standard deviations on MAMuJoCo. We bold the best
performances and underline the second best performances. HE denotes heterogeneous agents.

Network \ Task \ FP30 HAPPO MAPPO IPPO \ Agent
2-Agent Reacher [2x1] -29.3+42 -33.2422 -45.44113 -51.5+45 HE
2-Agent Ant [2x4] 2536.3+978  2296.2+1813  1939.3+52.1 1584.8+1923 | HE
FuPS 2-Agent Walker [2x 3] 2410.5+4509  907.0+2808 1684.3+8587  523.4+2084 HE

3-Agent Hopper [3x 1] 3545.9+1482  3554.7+1183  3373.3+2383 2203.7+8550 | HE
6-Agent HalfCheetah [6x 1] | 4142.0+3629 4058.8+1207  3170.5+1166 2683.5+4313 | HE
Manyagent Swimmer [8x2]| 414.8+39.7 404.9+389 409.2+483 63.6+21.8 HE

2-Agent Reacher [2x1] -35.6+338 -36.7+4.1 -33.4+438 -36.1+19 HE
2-Agent Ant [2x4] 3129441864  2809.5+619  2306.7+2554  2026.6+2072 | HE
2-Agent Walker [2x 3] 3161.1+£7909 2717.4+5817  2748.7+734.1 651.7+266.0 HE

PaPs 3-Agent Hopper [3x1] 2981.1+817.7  1547.0+3217  2678.14+9978  2486.8+7123 | HE
6-Agent HalfCheetah [6x 1] | 4593.8+750.5 4413.7+s8400 4432.6+196.1 4336.1+7687 | HE
Manyagent Swimmer [8x2]| 391.7+30.5 353.9+154 366.0+27.0 76.1+28 HE

2-Agent Reacher [2x 1] -28.2420 -34.9+43 -31.4+64 -31.7+54 HE
2-Agent Ant [2x4] 2824.84353.6 2043.0+187.7  1825.441570  1469.9436.1 HE

NoPS 2-Agent Walker [2x3] 3678.0+2386 2461.8+3683 2303.2+8159  405.6+1079 HE

3-Agent Hopper [3x1] 3565.1+100.1  3422.8+2079 3390.142259 1851.44683.1 | HE
6-Agent HalfCheetah [6x1] | 4795.6+3223  4408.7+1702  4103.8+2339 3831.3+1315 | HE
Manyagent Swimmer [8x2]| 428.2+140 317.0+122 303.3+440 97.2+420 HE
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FuPS and PaPS settings. We will demonstrate in SMAC that this problem will be more prominent on
homogeneous-agent tasks. Our FP30 significantly outperforms the baselines across all scenarios,
which demonstrates the advantages in theoretically-supported performance and generality.

Performances on SMAC We evaluate our algorithm on various types of maps in SMAC with
FuPS, PaPS and NoPS. We select six different maps (i.e., bane vs. bane, 2¢ vs. 64zg, Sm vs. 6m,
3s5z, corridor, 6h vs. 8z), which involve three difficulties, seven types of units, as well as both
homogeneous and heterogeneous tasks. More details and hyperparameter settings are in Appendix
The results are shown in Table[2} We can notice that MAPPO with FuPS achieves the strongest
baseline on SMAC, even for heterogeneous-agent maps. This shows the homogeneity of SMAC
agents and the high learning efficiency of FuPS while dealing with such tasks. However, MAPPO
cannot maintain its superiority in other scenarios, which further verifies its lack of theoretical per-
formance guarantee. Moreover, due to the problems of uncontrolled KL divergence and poor data
efficiency brought by the sequential update scheme, we can see that HAPPO with FuPS and PaPS
will suffer from serious performance degradation in most maps, especially in a large number of
agents cases (e.g., HAAPO with PaPS has only 65.6% win rate in easy map bane vs. bane, and 0.0%
win rate in map 3s5z). This further demonstrates the limitation of HAPPO’s application. Our FP30
again gets the superior performances on all task types and network types, clearly demonstrating its
advantages in theoretically-supported performance and generality.

Table 2: The median evaluation win rates and standard deviations on SMAC. We bold the best
performances and underline the second best performances. HO and HE denote homogeneous and
heterogeneous agents respectively.

Network |  Scenario | Difficulty | FP30 HAPPO  MAPPO IPPO | Agent

bane vs. bane Easy 100.0+:13  100.0+:15 100.0+35 100.0+23 | HE

2c vs. 64zg Hard 100.0+34  96.9+24  100.0+25  96.9+23 HO

FuPS 3s5z Hard 100.0+12  87.5+247  90.6+185 87.5+416 | HE
Sm vs. 6m Hard 93.8+73 18.8+128  81.3+190  62.5+19.1 HO

corridor Super Hard | 100.0+15  96.94353  100.0+29  96.9+43 | HO

6h vs. 8z Super Hard | 93.8+42 53.1+202  87.5+129  87.5+104 | HO

bane vs. bane Easy 100.0t00  65.6+264 100.0+00 100.0+00 | HE

2c vs. 64zg Hard 100.0+3.1  96.9+33  100.0+3:1  100.0+43 | HO

PaPS 3s5z Hard 96.9+438 0.0+31.0 93.8+46 90.6+6.5 HE
Sm vs. 6m Hard 93.8+32  31.3+154 87.5+77  90.6+11.1 HO

corridor Super Hard | 90.64+92  78.1+227  93.8+109  90.6436 HO

6h vs. 8z Super Hard | 75.0+139 9.4+188 15.6+211  46.9+230 | HO

bane vs. bane Easy 100.0t00  100.0+00 100.0+00 100.0+00 | HE

2c vs. 64zg Hard 100.0+27  100.0+19  100.0+19 100.0+13 | HO

NoPS 3s5z Hard 100.0+3.1  90.6+43 93.8453 96.9+38.1 HE
Sm vs. 6m Hard 90.6+52  68.8+168  62.5+100 62.5+113 | HO

corridor Super Hard | 96.9+6.1 96.9-+3.0 93.8+72  93.8+272 | HO

6h vs. 8z Super Hard | 84.4+147 43.8+102 43.8+158 46.9+205 | HO

6 CONCLUSION

Although PPO algorithm has got remarkable successes in single-agent RL, its existing extensions
in cooperative MARL fail to achieve the compatibility between the theoretical monotonic improve-
ment and generality. In this paper, we propose the theoretically-justified and general-purpose FP30
algorithm, the key of which is to dynamically allocate agents to different one-separation trust region
optimization pipelines to be updated. FP30 enjoys the proved monotonic policy improvement guar-
antee and is general enough since it avoids the restrictive factors that could arise in other existing
multi-agent PPO algorithms. Experiments on MAMuJoCo and SMAC demonstrate the superior per-
formances of FP30 on continuous and discrete, homogeneous and heterogeneous-agent tasks with
three different network types. This ability of FP30 provides us with great opportunities to explore its
potential in more multi-agent fields such as offline settings (Levine et al., [2020) and its application
on elaborately designed networks (Vaswani et al.,[2017; |Fu et al.| 2022; Wen et al., 2022).
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7 REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

By non-overlapping selection, importance sampling, pipeline interaction in Subsection and
the parameterized policy networks and the clipping mechanism in Subsection [4.3] we develop a
programming-friendly FP30 algorithm. We provide the source code in the supplementary material.
After the review process, the code will also be released online. We specify all training details (e.g.
hyperparameter settings), repetitive experiments (e.g., the number of random seeds), and the type of
computing infrastructure (e.g. the type of GPUs) in Appendix
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A THE LIMITATION OF SEQUENTIAL UPDATE SCHEME

If the policy networks of agents in HAPPO are associated with each other (e.g., full parameter shar-
ing, partial parameter sharing or other associative design), a problem will arise: the former agents’
update will cause the latter agents’ policy networks to be changed. These changes will be accumu-
lated as the sequential update scheme progresses. As a result, even though the latter agents have
not initiated their update rounds, their policies are very likely to have reached or even exceeded the
boundary of the KL divergence trust region causing the sampling data of the latter agents to have lit-
tle positive impact on the network optimization. To verify this, we train HAPPO with full parameter
sharing network type on 3s5z map of StarCraftll Multi-Agent Challenge (Samvelyan et al, [2019).
When each agent starts the update round at one policy iteration, we record the distribution of ratio
mor (alls)/ W;Tm (a'|s) (see Equation (11) in|Kuba et al.[(2022)), which is demonstrated in Figure
k

PPO-clip operator Clip(?‘(‘éTm (a?|s)/m™ (a’|s),1 + €) is used to restrict the optimization step

im
gk

Agent 0 Agent 1 Agent 2

Figure 1: The distribution of ratio w;Tm (a'|s)/ w;?m (a'|s) of each agent. The places where the ratio
k

equals 0.8, 1.0 and 1.2 are indicated by the black circles. * denotes the clipping boundary 1 =+ e,
where € = 0.2.

size to a trust region by clipping the ratio 7,7, (a’[s)/ F;Tm (a'|s), and we set € = 0.2. Since the
former agents’ update will cause the latter agents’ policieks to be changed, we can see in Figure []
that there will be a gap (ratio not equal to 1) between the updated policies and the old policies before
the optimization for all agents except agent 0. Clearly, this policy change will be accumulated as
agents are updated one by one. For agents 4, 5, 6 and 7, a great proportion of ratios have reached
or even exceeded the clipping boundary 0.8 and 1.2 before their optimization, which will make the

sampling data have little positive impact on the network optimization.

In addition, when each agent finishes its update round at one policy iteration, we record the dis-
tribution of KL divergence between its updated policy and the old one, which is demonstrated in
Figure[2} We can notice that due to the accumulated policy changes, the later the agent is updated,
the greater the KL divergence between its updated policy and the old policy. Especially, for agents
6 and 7, the KL divergence between the new policy and the old policy has been too large, and this
uncontrolled KL divergence is very harmful to the trust region optimization.

13
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Agent 0 Agent 1 Agent 2 Agent 3

0.12
0.08

Agent 4

Figure 2: The distribution of KL divergence between the updated policy and the old policy of each
agent in HAPPO. The darker the color is, the more data is distributed. The center represents that KL
divergence is equal to 0, and the outward direction represents that KL divergence gets greater. The
places where KL divergence equals 0.04, 0.08, and 0.12 are indicated by the black circles.

B PROOFS

B.1 PROOF OF ONE-SEPARATION ADVANTAGE DECOMPOSITION

We separate one expected agent’s contribution independently of other agents from the team through
Lemmal[I] Now we give its derivation.

Lemma 1. (One-Separation Advantage Decomposition) Let & denotes empty set. In the cooperative
multi-agent tasks, for Vi, € i1., = N, the joint advantage funtion A (s,a) can be decomposed as

Ap(s,a) = A (s,a%,a') + Az "* (s, a’, a”'»).
Proof. Based on Equations (I, (2), we have
A:\I: (87 aQ? azp) + A;Zp (87 aiP’ aiip)?
= (Q#(s.a™) = Vals)) = (@ 7" (s,a~") — Qk (s,a™))
_ Qi:u*ip(S, aip,—ip) _ Vﬂ-(S)

= Qr(s,a) — Vr(s)
= Ar(s,a).

B.2 PROOF OF THEOREM [2]

Theorem 1. (Schulman et all [2015) Let m denote the old policy, & denote the new pol-
icy that is obtained by optimizing 7, Lr(7) = J(7) + Esup, ani[Ar(s,a)], DEF¥(m,7) =
maxs Dxr,(m(+]s), 7(:|s)), C = anzei,i—’lyx)‘l;(swm. The following policy improvement bound holds:

j(ﬁ-) > LT((ﬁ.) - CDIH(IEX(Wvﬁ-)'

Proof. See Appendix A in[Schulman et al.| (2015). O
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Theorem[2]describes the lower bound of the true objective in cooperative multi-agent domains based
on one-separation advantage decomposition. Before proving this theorem, we first give the following
lemma to describe the relationship between the maximum KL divergence of joint policy and the
maximum KL divergence of an individual policy.

Lemma 2. (Kuba et al 2022) For the old joint policy ® = [[;_, 7% and the new joint policy
7=l 7k, the following inequality holds:

n
Dmax 71' 7T § max k7 ~k
k=1

Proof. See Lemma 8 in |Kuba et al.| (2022). O

Then, we give the derivation of Theorem 2] as follows.

Theorem 2. Let 7 denote the old joint policy, 7 denote the new joint policy that is obtained by
optimizing . For Yiy, € i1.y, the following lower bound holds.

T(®) 2 J(m) + Mzt (77, 770) + Mz (70, 7 'r).

Proof. we give the equivalent form of Theorem [I]in multi-agent domains:

T () > Ln(%) - CDR{*(m, 7)
= J(7) + Esmprani[An (s, a)] — CDREX (7, ),

which, by decomposing the joint advantage function A (s, a) according to Lemma equals
= j(ﬂ') + ESN#«,GN* [A;I') (S’ aip) =+ A:\'ZP (57 aip’ aiip)] CDmax( ) ﬁ)’

then, introducing Lemma 2] the above equation satisfies

> J(m) + ESNPW,GN,}[A? (s,a™) + Az (s,a'’,a"")] Z:CDmdx ERLY

= j(ﬂ') + ]ESNP" aNﬁ-[Aip(S aip)] CDmax( ip 7~T'ip)
+ ]ESNPn— awﬂ[A_lp (S, aip, ail? Z CDmax ik ¥ )

i €E—ip

and by Definition [I] this is

= J(m) + Mzt (7, 7) + My (7, 7).

B.3 PROOF OF INDEPENDENCE-DEPENDENCE OPTIMIZATION ENABLING MONOTONIC
IMPROVEMENT

Property 1. For any 7'», the surrogate objective defined in Definition satisﬁes

Tlim —tp /~i i1 —i
Mﬂl.m p(ﬂ_zp’ﬂ,zl_m 1p) =0.

Proof. According to Definition[I} we have
Mil:m,_ip ~ip 7;1;7n—ip
(@, )
11:m—1 i i1im —1,
= ESNpmaipNﬁ_ip,aq‘,l:m—ipNﬂ.z‘l:m_ip [A-,‘- J p(S, a”,a 1:m p)}
o E CDmax( i i )

ik €l1:m —ip
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which, by Equations (I)) and (2), equals

= ]Eswpma’iPNﬁ—’ip’ailsz'iPNﬂ-il;m*ip |:an}m (Sa ailzm) - }11?(53 aip)} - Oa

= ]Eswp.,r,a"’i) ~7”1'77P7ai1:m_ip ~7ri1:m_iﬁ [Ea_ilrm ~TT T im [Qﬂ' (87 a)] - ]Ea_"P ~7r TP [Qﬂ'(sﬂ a)]]

= Eswpmaipwﬁ—ip [Ea*il:m~i1:m*ip,\,ﬂ-*’i1:m~i1:m*ip [Q‘rr(sa a)]

- Ea_iPVil:m_iPNﬂ'_il’?’ilt‘ln_ip [Q‘rr(sy a)} ]
= Eswp,,,a’ip ~Tip [Ea”p ~e T [Q‘l\' (57 a)] - Ea*ip ~ T [Q‘K(Sa a’)} ]
= 0.
[

Property 1| describes that if the policy 7r%*» %> has not been updated, the corresponding surrogate
objective will be 0, which means that it will have no affect on the lower bound.

Then, we let 7 be the old joint policy, 7 be the updated joint policy, Lr (7, 77%) = J(7) +

M (72, 7%) + My l”( i ft~iv) represents the right-hand lower bound in Theoreml 0l Then, we
first prove that 1ndependence dependence optimization can improve L

At the beginning of the independence-dependence optimization (7! = 71'1, ..., ™" =7"), we have
L (', 7\'*1'1“)
= J () + M (7%, 7'%) + My * (e, ™)
then with Property [T} this can be written as
= J(m)+0+0
= J ().
Therefore, we obtain _ _
Ln(m? w™) = J(m). (13)

%)

At independence step, we do maximizes.i, M,ir” (72, 7)) and obtain updated policy 7'». Thus, we

have M.» (72, 7%) > M (72, 7). Then, the lower bound of independence step satisfies
L (7%, ')
= J(m) + M2 (7%, 7%) + My "* (7%, 7~ )
then with Property [T} we get
M (72,77%) 4+ 0 (14)

Therefore, we obtain ) ) ) .
LT, w™") > Lo(n', 7w '), (15)

At dependence step, we do maximizeulp Mz ”( v 7t~%) and obtain updated policies 7.

Thus, My 7 (7%, ~%) > My ® (7%, 7w %), and then the lower bound of dependence step sat-
isfies

L (7, 77)
= J(m) + M? (72,7 + My " (70, 7 ')
> J(7) + M (7%, 7%) + My " (7%, w i),
then according to Property I} we have

= J(m) + M2 (72, 7%) +0,
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and with Equation (T4), this is
=Lx (frip, 71'71‘?).

Thus, we get

Lo(T, 77%) > Lo(7, ). (16)

Summarily, according to Equations (15), (16), we prove that L (7%, &) > L (7%, 7 ) >
L (7', w~"), which means independence-dependence optimization can incrementally improve
the lower bound.

Then, we prove that independence-dependence optimization can improve the true object 7. At each
policy iteration & in Algorithm [I] we have

T (1) 2 Loy (171, 70 15) // Theorem 2
> L, (W,if , W;i”) /1 Equation (T3)), (T6)
= J(my) // Equation (T3)

Therefore, we prove that maximizing the surrogate objectives M.? (79, 7%) and My v (7, i)
through independence-dependence optimization method can improve the lower bound and the true
objective J .

B.4 PROOF OF EQUATION (6) AND EQUATION (7))

Dynamic action input of AZ (s,a?,a’*) and A5 (s,a’,a =) leads to high cost for agents to
maintain the advantage functions. Thus, we introduce Equations @, (]Z[) to address this issue. The
proof is as follows.

For the advantage function term [E

M (72, 7»), we have:

» [A;’-’(s,a@,aip)} in surrogate objective

S~ pg,a'P ~T"

Eyip oriv [A;f’ (s,a?,a" )}
which, by Equations (T), (Z), equals
= Eyipnrin | QR (5,07) = V()|
= Ea"PN%‘r"P,a—iPrvw‘iP [Eg-ivm—in [Qn (8, @)] = Vi (s)]
= Ea"PNfr"P,a*iPNW*iP (Qr(s,a) — Vx(s)]
= Ea"’PNfri’P,a*i’PNW*iP [Aﬂ'(’s? a)] ’
then with importance sampling, this is
— Bgn V @) s, a)} .

e (a'r|s)
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For the advantage function term Eg.,.  ao~# [ Az""(s,a’»,a”')| in surrogate objective

My * (7', 7 ~"), we have

Eyos [A;ip (s, aip, a*ip)]
which, by Equations (), (2), equals

Eqms [ ?’7ip(s,aip’_ip) — Qi?(s,aip)]
= Eanr [Qn(5,0) = Va(5)] — Bawr [Q (5,0%) — Var(s)]
= Eans [Ar(s;0)] — Eans [Eq-ip on—i0 [@n (s, @)] — Vi (s)]
= IEa,~1"‘r [Aﬂ'(sa a)] - Eaipmﬁ—ip’a*ipwﬂ-*ip [Qﬂ'<57 a’) - Vﬂ'(s)]
=Eq¢n [Aﬂ' (Sa a)] - Eaip ~FiP a TP i [A'n' (S’ a)]
_ ®als) ol —m [T, g
= Eaer [ Tagaets )| = B [EE D s, an

End of the proof. We achieve the change of the sampling of actions {a!,...,a"} from {7!,..., 7"}
to {r!,...,7"} and avoid the dynamic action input problem. Moreover, all agents only need to
maintain a joint advantage estimator for A, (s, a).

B.5 PROOF OF EQUATION@

M=t ( p i )

0,14 7T9ip 9 0 ip
mid
. X 7]‘1) —J : .
J J ™ iola JP|s 2 2
=k, [ 0@ mp @), | -5, ., COR ), k)
s, ; ) s , ; , ) . . ip ) i )
o (@rls) w2 (@l (arls) ) sue—s, CORE (Tl il
old old old
; . —Jp —j
Jp J T (a/ p‘S)
T (a p‘S) o P . .
_ 07p . d o max (,_Jp Jp
_ES’“LJ‘e (adr|s) s <a—jps>A’“’°“(S’a)} CDRE (T ot
Ot Oora”
E W;?;p(aiP‘S)A (s,a)| — CDmaX(ﬂ'ikf ik )
U (aiv]s) o Zme—z‘p—jp A
Dot

eip I o—ip

mid

o —i i —ip
where s ~ pr, @~ mg,,,. Toexecute maximize Mxr," (m% ,m % )inPytorch or Tensorflow
old 0]p old

framework, we take the derivative of 67 and then adopt the gradient boosting method to make
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My (x'7 @'

mog4 (Tyin + ;) improved. Therefore, we have
mi

OMzy? (n ™)

k2 ) —1
05 07"
90»
P —ip
J ™ a s
OF el;p (a“’\s) S;ﬁ’( | )A (S a) —CDmaX(ﬂ'jP ﬂ.jp )
S| P (gin|s) T (a=9p|s)  TOola "’ KL olr "oIr
9 Ip o 7P ©
— old old
067»
i )
8E W;"(MMS)A (8 a) +Z ) . C max(ﬂi"7 7Ti’*?)
S Pmg 14 T O01a ,rf'gp (air|s)” TOo1a N7 1k€E—ip—Jp KL ok o
_ Oold
00Ir ’
. —Jp —ip|g
: T P (a s
OE 71".]’IJ?p (a’P]s) . 9;55( | )A (S a) _CDmax( Jp ﬂ.jp )
SR, @irls) w2 (ar]s) O A
_ old old —0 (18)
007»

Note that we aim to optimize the policy network of agent j,, i.e., 677 with the policies of other

agents as constants (see non-overlapping selection) Therefore as indicated in Equation (T8,
—T, (aip\s)/w;‘jp (a'|s)and 3=, c ;. _; CDRf*(m e‘k ,mys, ) can be omitted since they, as con-

old

stant terms, have no contribution to the gradients of @ir.

B.6 PROOF OF THEOREM [3]

Theorem describes a process of monotonically improved lower bound in FP30: L, (7, i) >
L (7 w7) > Lo (x%, w~%). To prove this, we first expand the lower bound into the form of
importance sampling:

L (7, 77)
= J(m) + My (7%, 77) + Mg "* (7', 7 7'r)
and by Definition[T] this is
=J(m) + E8~pma~ﬁ[f4i5(8,ai”)] CDR2x (v 7'v)
+ Esnprani [A;ip (s,a'7, @) Z CDmax (v 7)),

i E— zp

which, by Equations (6), (7), equals

=J(7) + Espramn r.p(aﬂS)Aﬂ(s, a)} /1 Equation (6))

i (atr|s)

wir(alr|s) &7Ir(a”Ir|s)  wr(a’r|s) ,
+ Esnpranm [( o air]s) — - — ——— Ax(s,a)| //Equation (7)

7TJP( ) mi(aTirs)  wie(atr]s)

_ ZCDmax ik |7 )
= \7(77) +E SN P, AT |;IT[ (ﬂ':: a::: ) ‘| ZCDH]&X i T ) (19)

Note that we will analyze the monotonic improvement property of FP30O at the theoretical level.
Thus, we do not consider the parameterized policy 7y but theoretical policy 7.
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We first discuss the optimization direction for Equation (9), (I0) in FP30 without parameterized
policy. At the beginning of one iteration, the initial optimization objective is

.o o (2 1t (7219 14 )]

e (atr|s) e (a'r]s)’

=Esa [Aﬂ(‘S’a)] = Zpﬂ'(sia a’i)Aﬂ'(Sia ai)
= ZP i) - (al]si) - .. - T (al|s) - Ar(sis ag) (20)

where (s;,a;) is the state-action pair and Py (s;,a;) is the probability of pair (s;,a;). How can
we make Equation @ improved in these state-action pairs (s;, a;)? We know that every state-
action pair (s;, a;) corresponds to one A (s;,a;). Therefore, if we increase the probability (i.e.,
m = [[; 7% of those state-action pairs with positive A, and decrease the probability of those state-
action pairs with negative A, then the initial optimization objective, i.e., Equation (20) can be
effectively improved. However, the increase/decrease of _]01nt policy probability 7w = [], 7* does
not mean the increase/decrease of single policy probability 7*. Now, we analyze the relationship
between single policy and joint policy in FP30. At the end of independence step, the optimization
objective is

Sy (ip 2p (e
Es.q [min <ﬂ-,(a.|s)Aﬂ(s,a), clip (Wi(a,s)7 14 6) Aﬂ(s,a))}
Ttlp

|
m'»(a»|s) |
WAﬂ(sz', a;), clip (Wp(al'&), 1+ 6) Ar(si, ai))

. [ @t
—ZP 1\57) 7" (al|s;) min 7 -
e (a;"]s;) e (a;"]s;)

> P‘ﬂ'(si)nkefip “(af|si) - 7' (a 1p|5 )Ax(si, a;),
52 Pr0) Ty, 7 (al]si) - clip (7 (a [s:), 7w (0} [s:) + en's (a}”|5:) ) An(sis @2)
2D
Comparmg Equatlon (2T) with the initial objective, i.e., Equation (20), we can see that probablhty
Pr(s )erﬂp ¥(ak[s;) is exactly the same. This is because that we have taken [, . _ i k(ak|s)

as a constant at independence step of pipeline p. In this case, the increase/decrease of JOlIlt policy
probability 7 is completely equivalent to the increase/decrease of single policy probability v,
Thus, at 1ndependence step in Equation (21), we can increase probability (i.e., wir /1) of those state-
action pairs with positive A, and decrease the probability (i.e., w'»/m) of those state-action pairs
with negative A, to make Equation (20) effectively improved. We have discussed an optimization
direction at the independence step, and dependence step is similar to independence step. The initial
objective:

ZP Hallsi) - - 7 (af]si) - An(siai) (22)

At the end of dependence step (note that we take policies w77 as constants according to non-
overlapping selection), the optimization objective is

~Jp (qJp ~—Jp —Jp ~Jp (qJr & Jp —Jp
Es o |min i (a_ |5)7r7' (ai' |S)Aﬂ.(s,a),clip w,lie MAW(S,G)
’ 7T]P(CLJP|S)7T 2p(a ]p|s) ﬂjp(ajpls) T 7‘}7(0, Jp|3)
i Pr(si) [Tjey, 7" (af]si) - @7 (a7"|5:) A (si, @i),
— or
S Pr(si) Tyey, 7 (akls) - clip (777 (0" |ss), 7o (0 |si) = emir (al”|51) ) An(si, 1)
(23)

In this case, due to the equal item ) _, Pr(s;) er_jp 7¥(a¥|s;), the increase/decrease of joint pol-

icy probability 7r is completely equivalent to the increase/decrease of single policy probability 77».
Thus, based on the above discussion, we give the following assumption as a reasonable optimization
direction for theoretical policy 7.

20



Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2023

Assumption 1. For pipeline p in FP30, in case of Ax(s,a) > 0, 7' (a’»|s) and w» (a’» |s) tends
to increase at independence step and dependence step respectively to make optimization objective
improved; In case of Ax(s,a) < 0, 7w (a'r|s) and 7/ (a’?|s) tends to decrease at independence
step and dependence step respectively to make optimization objective improved,

I;emgla 3. Forn € N positive ngmbers {lf}zznl = {li,lo, ...}, if ly > 1, we have [[_; i >
=3 e e Il <1, we have T I < D701 Ik

Proof. If l}, > 1, we take the maximum value I . = max{ly,ls, ..., 1, }, then we have

max

n i —1 n
It =t - ( II w11 lk) 2t
k=1

k=1 k=Kmax+1

n Kkmax—1
%Zl % <lkmdx + Z Z lk> % (Z lkmdx> = U

k=1 k=kmax+1
n 1 n
so we have | I lp, > — E lg.
n
k=1 k=1

If I, < 1, we take the minimum value lj,_, = min{ly,ls,...,1,, }, then we have

min

n min—1 n
szzk,m~< H ke |1 zk> < Dk
k=1

k=Fkmin+1

1 n 1 kmin—1 1 n
- Iy =— Emin T - l min | — l min
B (et £ E )2 (B e
n 1 n
so we have H I, < *Zlh
k=1 "=

O

Theorem 3. We let 7!, ..., 7" denote the old policies. #',..., 7" and 7', ...,7?" are the middle
policies and new policies, which are obtained from all pipelines (i.e., p = 1, ...,n) by Equation (1)
and Equation respectively. Lp (7, 77%) = J(m) + Mg (72,7%) + My Zp( o i) s
the theoretical lower bound of pipeline p defined in Theorem szen the assumption descrzbed in
Appendix[B.6] the following inequalities hold for all pipeline p = 1, ....,n

(L@, 770) > L(f, 777) > Lo('s, w7}

p=1"

Proof. We have converted FP30 to KL penalty version by Equations (T1)) and (12).
At independence step of FP30, we do
alr = argmax [ESNI)maipN%ip [Aif (S,az’ )} ﬁDmaX( 77%1'17)}

7t (atr|s i
= arg max |:]Es~p.,r,a~7'r [MAW(S a)] BDE (v 4 p)} .

Thus, we can get

7t (atr|s
Esnpr,anm [(l)

Aﬂ-(s,a>:| ﬁDmaX( ip ,ﬁ_ip)

wir (atr|s)

’/Tip (aip |8) max(, % 7
2 Eswp.,,,aw‘lr |:7TiP(CLiZD|S)A7T(S’ CL):| - ﬂDKL (7'(' P, p)'
w'r (a'r|s) ,
& Fap amm | =219 4 (s, DX (v 7iv) >
pm LTZP (a1p|8) (8 a):| IB ( )
. 1 ~ 1, %
o Dmdx( ip 77?(119) < BESNPW,GNW [WAﬂ(s’a)} .

i (atrs)
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When jointly updating all pipelines p = 1, .., n, we have

Eop, arm MAW(S, a) . (24)
| .

|~

{ D i) <

This means that, by executing independence step of FP30, we can get the above inequality relations.
Then we prove that executing independence step of FP30 can improve the theoretical lower bound
L. For any pipeline p, we compare the lower bound at the end of independence step of FP30 with

the lower bound at the beginning:

L (77, fr—iv) — Lo (n%, w7
= Lo (7%, 77%) = T () // Equation (13)
and, by Equatlon (19), this is

n

= j(ﬂ') =+ ESNpmaNﬂ [H (Z:EZ:S) Aﬂ-(S, (1)‘| — ZCDIHaX( 77}%) _ j(ﬂ') (25)

k=1 k=1
(]
s~p.,\.,a~7'r H (71-% k )Aﬂ(s7a)
k=1
“.C 7k (a'|s) )
kz::l BESNPW a~T LT“C(CLMS)Aﬂ(S, a) // Equation @

"’Lk ’L)C|
Esnpr anm [H <7T1k (a5 )A,,(s,a)]

k=1
C & 7 (ah
—Ese a~m | 5 %Aﬂ P
S~ P, [ﬂ Zﬂ'““(a”“LS) (S a)‘|

k=1
B moak( ”“| C . 7t (a'*|s)
= swp.,‘. a~T l(];[ 7T alk| E;m A.,‘-(S,a)
if we take % = l, then this is
n
>0 /1 Assumption [I]and Lemma 3] (26)

Note that we have considered that all policies are changed when jointly updating all pipelines (see
the superscript). So far, we have proved that independence step of FP30 can improve the theoretical

lower bound: {L (7%, #~") > E,T(wip,ﬂ'_ip)}::l. Then, we prove that dependence step of
FP30 can further improve the theoretical lower bound.

At dependence step, we do

~Jp — ) ) . ) —ip % —1 max (. _jp, ~J
7lr = arg max []Eswpmaypwﬁjpﬂﬂpwﬁﬂp [A,r (s,a'”,a p)] — BDR (w7, 7 p)}
K

~Jp (qJp ~—Jp (g Jpr ~ip (e . .
= arg max [ESNP"’QNW |:<7r (a, |5) 7 : (a . [5) _T (a, 8)> Aﬂ.(s,a):| BDRE (wv, 7l7)

#ip v (a]p |5) T (a—Jp |5) e (alp ‘5)
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Thus, we have

An(s, aﬂ DR (v, )

Eepear | (Tiar e

" (ar |8)> Ans, a)] BDmx (riv 7iv)

>Fap amom : : =
= e Kw( S ww(ai]s) o (a]s)
(27)

& DR{X(nlr, @) — DR (nln, #r)

<5 (e [T e o]

-8
) ﬁjp(«mipls)) A,(s,a>] )

rﬁ-jp (ajp
s) wir(a"Ir|s)

—Esp. an —
8NP, AT ﬂ'jp(a]l’

|
|
RN Dmax (ﬂ-jp , ﬁ-]p) _ Dgﬁx (ﬂ-jp , /ﬁ-JP)

1 o (a’7|s) ' (a'*]s) 7% (a™s)
< - IESN ~ -, = 1 N =, . 1 ~ A Pl
- B Pro@™T 1\ i (adr|s) H ik (at*s) H ik (air]s) w(5,a)

ik€E—Jp k=1
When jointly updating all pipelines p = 1, .., n, we have
{Dmaxwp, #r) = DRE(whr #97)
1 ~Jp (qJp ~ik (o lk s ik n
P P | . Uk K 2 1k
miv(alrls) o=, mrlatls) o ik (atk]s -
(28)

After executing dependence step of FP30, we get the above inequality. Then, for any pipeline
p, we compare the lower bound at the end of dependence step with the lower bound at the end of
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independence step:

(CDR(m™ @) — CDRE™(x", 7))  // Equation (T9) (29)

which, by Equation

2 ESNp,,,aNﬂ' [(ﬁ 7717
" C
£

p:
»ﬁ-jp (ajpls) Zk zk| 7T. lk‘
e (alrs) 30
e (a‘jp |S) . . alk | H Tk a’Lk ‘ 7"(57 Cl) ( )

@

ikE€E—] k=1
c 1
if we take B = —, thisis
n
At (at]s) 1w [ 7 (al?]s) 'k (a's)
T (a'|s v (alr|s T (a'|s
= Eorpran [ ey~ n 2\ ww L1 g | | A=
= = kE—Jp
1 n
p:
Fnfairls) [ pp e i (a't]s)
W]p(ajp|5) ; ]é_[j Tk (CLZ’“‘S) il_lj 7T“f(0,““|5) 7"<S’a)
k<S—Ip ECS—Ip

>0 /1 Assumption T]

Note that we have considered that all policies are changed when jointly updating all pipelines, and
also considered the non-overlapping selection and the policy approximation defined by pipeline
interaction (see the superscript). Therefore, we have proved that dependence step of FP30 can fur-

ther improve the theoretical lower bound: {Lx (7', 7~ "") > L (7' ’P)}::l. Thus, we have
proved that the lower bounds of all pipelines can be monotonically 1mpr0ved at both independence
step and dependence step in FP30: {Ln (77, T~ ) > Ln(7'r, &%) > Lo(n' ’“’)}p:l. It
can be derived from Equation (T9) that the lower bounds of all plpehnes are equlvalent.

L7 77 = . = Lo (7P, 7). (31)

This means that the improved lower bounds of all pipelines are also equivalent. With non-decreasing
lower bounds, the true objectives of all pipelines can be also improved.

O

We worry that % = % (i.e., penalty coefficient 5 = nC) will impose too strict restrictions on KL
divergence with the increase of the number of agents. Fortunately 5 = nC is just a soft condition.
If a more lenient penalty coefficient is adopted (e.g., 8 = C), the new policy will tend to be far

away from the old policy when we optimize Equations (11| . To be specific, if 7(a|s) tends
to decrease, ”E‘II g will tend to be smaller after the update. If 7(a|s) tends to increase, E } g will
tend to be larger after the update. Therefore, we only need to take a more lenient coefficient to make
Equation (26) hold with the following Lemma 4]

Lemma4. Forn € Npositive numbers {l;;}7_, = {l1,12, ..., 1}, there is a coefficient £ that makes

the equation [[}}_, I, = z LS, g holds. Ifl;, > 1 and another larger n numbers {1}, }1_, satisfies
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lj, > ly, there will be a smaller coefficient & < £ that makes the equation [[;_, 1}, = é S U
holds. Similarly, if l;, < 1 and another smaller n numbers {1} }}_, satisfies I}, < ly, there will be a
smaller coefficient ' < € that makes the equation [[_, I}, = % >or_y Uy, holds.

Similarly, a more lenient coefficient can be also applied to Equation (30). Specifi-
cally, we can simplify ]?quation Fo Z(ﬁ‘ﬂp) — Y1 %Z(ﬁ"ﬂp), where Z(777») =
Eupran | (TTio Frarty) — Ilio Srany ) Ax(s.a)]. We always have Z(777) >

A (ﬁ*jp), and their difference will increase if a small S is adopted. This is because, under this
setting, 7 tend to get much smaller or much larger. Thus, a more lenient coefficient penalty can
guarantee L. (7', 7 "") — L (7%, #7'7) > 0 to hold.

In our experiments, we also demonstrate in Table [2] that FP30 can achieve 100% performances on
bane vs. bane involving 24 agents without more strict coefficient on PPO-clipping (e = 0.2).

C ENVIRONMENTS

C.1 MAMuJoCo

MAMuJoCo benchmark (de Witt et al., 2020b) is a continuous and partially observable task. MA-
MuJoCo groups different joints of a robot in the MuJoCo simulator (Todorov et al. [2012) and
models them as different agents. For instance, as shown in Figure [3] (a), MAMuJoCo regards six
joints of HalfCheetah as six different agents, and then lets each agent control its joints based on its
local observation. Because of the diversification of body part control, the agents are regarded as
heterogeneous.

(©

Figure 3: Examples of MAMuJoCo. Different agents are depicted in different colors. (a) 6-Agent
HalfCheetah [6x1]. (b) 3-Agent Hopper [3x1]. (c) 2-Agent Reacher [2x 1]

C.2 SMAC

SMAC benchmark (Samvelyan et al., [2019) is a discrete and partially observable task. There are
a variety of maps involving three difficulties: Easy, Hard, and Super-Hard. The goal is to train
a team of ally units to defeat an opponent team of enemy units. Table 3] lists the types of units in
different scenarios. According to whether the types of ally units are the same or not, the scenarios be
classified into homogeneous-agent or heterogeneous-agent tasks. For example, agents are regarded
to be heterogeneous in scenarios bane vs bane and 3s5z since the ally contains two different types
of units. While agents are regarded to be homogeneous in the remaining scenarios (i.e., 2c vs 64zg,
Sm vs 6m, corridor, 6h vs 8z) because of the single type of units.
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Table 3: Unit types in SMAC benchmark.

Scenarios Ally Units Enemy Units Type
bane vs bane 20 Zerglings & 4 Banelings 20 Zerglings & 4 Banelings HE
2c vs 64zg 2 Colossi 64 Zerglings HO
3s5z 3 Stalkers & 5 Zealots 3 Stalkers & 5 Zealots HE

Sm vs 6m 5 Marines 6 Marines HO
corridor 6 Zealots 24 Zerglings HO
6h vs 8z 6 Hydralisks 8 Zealots HO

D TRAINING DETAILS

Computing infrastructure. We implement our FP30 algorithm in the PyTorch framework ver-
sion 1.9.0 with GPU acceleration. All of our models are trained on TITAN X GPU, running 64-bit
Linux 4.4.0.

Repetitive experiments. In our experiments on MAMuJoCo, the score is averaged over 32 test
episodes after each training iteration. The final evaluation score is further averaged over 5 different
seeds. In SMAC, We follow the median win rate evaluation metric adpoted in|Wang et al.| (2021b);
Yu et al.|(2021). The win rate is computed over 32 test episodes after each training iteration and the
final evaluation result is averaged over 5 different seeds.

D.1 HYPERPARAMETER SETTINGS IN MAMUJoCo DOMAIN

The hyperparameter settings in MAMuJoCo are shown in Table ] and Table 5]

Table 4: Common hyperparameters in MAMuJoCo.

hyperparameter value | hyperparameter value
actor Ir le-5 gain 0.01
critic Ir 3e-4 episode length 1000
gamma 0.99 rollout threads 4
gae lamda 0.95 batch size 4000
optimizer Adam num mini-batch 32
optimizer epsilon le-5 gradient clip norm 10
weight decay 0 hidden layer dim 64
activation ReLU num hidden layer 2
network initialization ~ Orthogonal num layer after 1
training threads 8 value loss huber loss
ppo epochs 5 huber delta 10.0
stacked frames 1 entropy coef 0.001
std x coef 1 std y coef 0.5
obsk 5
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Table 5: Adopted hyperparameters for different tasks in MAMuJoCo. FuPS, PaPS, and NoPS denote
full parameter sharing, partial parameter sharing, and non-parameter sharing respectively.

task ppo clip actor network steps
FuPS PaPS NoPS
2-Agent Reacher [2x1] 0.2 mlp 10e6  10e6  10e6
2-Agent Ant [2x4] 0.2 mlp 10e6  10e6  10e6
2-Agent Walker [2x 3] 0.05 mlp 10e6  10e6  10e6
3-Agent Hopper [3x 1] 0.05 mlp 10e6  10e6  10e6
6-Agent HalfCheetah [6x 1] 0.2 mlp 10e6  10e6  10e6
Manyagent Swimmer [§x2] 0.2 mlp 10e6  10e6  10e6
D.2 HYPERPARAMETER SETTINGS IN SMAC DOMAIN
The hyperparameter settings in SMAC are shown in Table[6]and Table
Table 6: Common hyperparameters in SMAC.
hyperparameters value | hyperparameters value
actor Ir Se-4 gain 0.01
critic Ir Se-4 episode length 400
gamma 0.99 rollout threads 8
gae lamda 0.95 batch size 3200
optimizer Adam num mini-batch 1
optimizer epsilon le-5 gradient clip norm 10
weight decay 0 hidden layer dim 64
activation ReLU num hidden layer 2
network initialization =~ Orthogonal num layer after 1
training threads 32 value loss huber loss
ppo epochs 5 huber delta 10.0
stacked frames 1 entropy coef 0.01

Table 7: Adopted hyperparameters for different maps in SMAC. FuPS, PaPS, and NoPS denote full
parameter sharing, partial parameter sharing, and non-parameter sharing respectively.

map ppo clip actor network Steps
FuPS PaPS NoPS
bane vs. bane 0.2 rnn 2e6 2e6 2e6
2c vs. 64zg 0.2 rnn 5e6 5e6 5e6
3s5z 0.2 rnn 5e6 5e6 5e6
S5m vs. 6m 0.05 rnn 8eb6 10e6  10e6
corridor 0.2 mlp 8e6  10e6  10e6
6h vs. 8z 0.2 mlp 10e6  15¢6  20e6
10m vs. 11m 0.2 rnn 8eb6 - -
3585z vs. 3s6z 0.05 rmn 12e6 - -
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E ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

E.1 KL DIVERGENCE DISTRIBUTION IN FP30

To verify that FP30 will not suffer from the limitation in HAPPO that has been discussed in Ap-
pendix [A] we execute the same experiment to train FP30 with full parameter sharing network type
on 3s5z map in SMAC. we demonstrate in Figure [] the distribution KL divergence between the
updated policy and the old policy of each agent after finishing their optimization at one policy in-
teration. Different from the KL divergence in HAPPO that gradually becomes larger during the
update process, FP30 can effectively control KL divergences of all agents within the trust region,
which is essential for the monotonic improvement guarantee to be valid in a variety of tasks and
settings. Moreover, we want to emphasize that every agent has to start a one-separation trust region
optimization pipeline in FP30 so that all agents can be updated in parallel (see Equation (). Thus,

the update policies of all agents start from their old policies at one policy iteration (i.e, the ratio
w;‘;p (at» |s)7r;€-p (a’»|s) of all agents is equal to 1). Compared with Figure , each agent in FP30
can make fullollfse of the collected data to update in the expected optimization direction, which is a
data-efficient update scheme.

Agent 0 Agent 1 Agent 2 Agent 3
0.12
0.08
:; ﬂ.
Agent 4 Agent 5 Agent 6 Agent 7

UN BN

Figure 4: The distribution of the KL divergence between the updated policy and the old policy at
one policy interation of FP30. The darker the color is, the more data is distributed. The center
represents that KL divergence is equal to 0, and the outward direction represents that KL divergence
gets greater. The places where KL divergence equals 0.04, 0.08, and 0.12 are indicated by the black
circles.

E.2 ADDITIONAL RESULTS ON SMAC

We perform additional experiments with CoPPO baseline on more SMAC scenar-
ios. As we can see in Figure[5] due to the constantly changing of each agent’s optimization objective
after every mini-batch update, the training process of CoPPO is non-stationary, even in the easy
scenarios (i.e., bane vs. bane and 2c vs. 64zg). Our FP30 gets superior performances on all tasks.
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Figure 5: Additional results on SMAC.

E.3 THE TRAINING RESULTS OF TABLES[IJAND[2]
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Figure 6: Average evaluation reward in the MAMuJoCo domain.
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Figure 7: Median evaluation win rate in the SMAC domain.
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