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Abstract

In many situations, communication between agents is a criti-
cal component of cooperative multi-agent systems, however,
it can be difficult to learn or evolve. In this paper, we in-
vestigate a simple way in which the emergence of communi-
cation may be facilitated. Namely, we explore the effects of
when agents can mimic preexisting, externally generated use-
ful signals. The key idea here is that these signals incentivise
listeners to develop positive responses, that can then also be
invoked by speakers mimicking those signals. This investiga-
tion starts with formalising this problem, and demonstrating
that this form of mimicry changes optimisation dynamics and
may provide the opportunity to escape non-communicative
local optima. We then explore the problem empirically with
a simulation in which spatially situated agents must commu-
nicate to collect resources. Our results show that both evolu-
tionary optimisation and reinforcement learning may benefit
from this intervention.

Introduction
The emergence of communication between cooperative co-
evolving agents has a chicken-and-egg problem. For produc-
ing a signal to be advantageous, the speaker needs to invoke
a desirable behaviour in the listener. Likewise, from the lis-
tener’s perspective, attending to signals is only advantageous
if they carry pertinent information. Therefore, communica-
tion only emerges when, by chance, the speaker happens to
signal relevant information and the listener happens to re-
spond positively to those signals. In this paper, we are inter-
ested in how the emergence of communication may be facil-
itated by the capacity for speakers to mimic externally gen-
erated signals that already carry valuable information. The
key hypothesis here is that the external signals provide an
incentive for the listener to develop a positive response to a
stimulus. Then, the speaker can mimic that signal to also
invoke the same beneficial behaviour in the listener.

To investigate this idea, we start with a theoretical analy-
sis of some of the difficulties that emergent communication
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faces. We first focus on independent optimisers and show
how the potential for mimicry alters the optimisation criteria
to help communication develop. Then we shift to analysing
centralised optimisers. We look at how, despite ameliorating
some issues, communication may still fail to develop due to
local optima. However, here again, the capacity for agents
to mimic useful external signals improves the potential for
communicative strategies to develop. Finally, we conduct an
empirical investigation using a simulation with spatially sit-
uated agents collecting resources. We train agents to solve
this task using deep neuroevolution and multi-agent rein-
forcement learning, to compare different optimisation meth-
ods. These results demonstrate that mimicable signals can
have a positive effect, and mimicry does indeed emerge.

Unlike most studies of mimicry, this investigation con-
cerns cooperative communication, i.e. signalling between
agents acting to achieve shared goals. This is in contrast
to deceptive communication, where a preexisting signalling
system is exploited by an adversary that mimics signals to
its advantage. However, communication as a tool for co-
operation is indispensable for complex collective decision-
making. Furthermore, Grice (1975) suggests that a coopera-
tive principle is fundamental to human language. Therefore,
exploring the evolution of cooperative communication may
shed light on the emergence of language, or provide insight
into developing sophisticated cooperative artificial agents.

Background and Related Work
Mimicry
Mimicry is a widely studied phenomenon in evolutionary
theory (Maran, 2017; Kleisner and Maran, 2019; Wickler,
1965; Quicke, 2017), tracing back to the work of Bates
(1862). This form of mimicry, called Batesian mimicry,
involves a system with three parts: a model that a mimic
takes on the perceived characteristics of, to fool a perceiver
(Kleisner and Maran, 2019). Deceptive communication can
take the form of aggressive mimicry where a predator ex-
ploits a prey, for instance, some spiders lure male moths
by mimicking female moth sex pheromones (Yeargan and
Quate, 1996). Alternatively, defensive mimicry involves
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prey exploiting predators, such as non-toxic moths imitating
the sounds produced by toxic moths to deter bats (O’Reilly
et al., 2019). In both cases, the mimic generates a signal
to trick or deceive another agent. Researchers in Artificial
Life on mimicry have expanded on this work, with deceptive
communication studied in ecosystem simulations (Hraber
et al., 1997; Lehman et al., 2018; Islam and Grogono, 2016;
Marriott et al., 2018; Reynolds, 2011; Floreano et al., 2007).

Genetic Algorithms and Neuroevolution

Genetic Algorithms (GAs) are a class of optimisation algo-
rithms that evolve a population of ‘genomes’ that encode
(attempted) solutions to a given task (Mitchell, 1996; Hol-
land, 1992; Floreano and Claudio, 2008). Performance on
the task, called fitness, is measured for each member of the
population, and then selection and repopulation processes
are applied to construct the next generation of the simula-
tion. The most basic selection method is truncation, where
a subset of the best individuals are used for repopulation.
The population is restored to its original size by produc-
ing off-spring. This may be done by applying random per-
turbations to parents (i.e. mutations), and/or by sexual re-
combination (also called crossover) where segments of two
or more genomes are combined. For almost as long as
there have been GAs and artificial neural networks, there
have been approaches for optimising network parameters
with GAs (Ronald and Schoenauer, 1994; Angeline et al.,
1994; Stanley and Miikkulainen, 2002; Galván, 2021). In
deep reinforcement learning, simple GAs can be effective
(Such et al., 2017), and population-based methods have been
demonstrated to soften the exploitation-exploration problem
(Conti et al., 2018; Jaderberg et al., 2019).

Decentralised POMDPs

A Decentralised Partially-Observable Markov Decision
Process (Dec-POMDP) is a formal model of a coopera-
tive, multi-agent, sequential decision-making problem de-
fined as a tuple M = (S,A, T, r,Ω, O) (Oliehoek and Am-
ato, 2016), where S is a set of states, and A =

∏
i Ai is a

product of individual agent action sets. A joint action a ∈ A
is a tuple of actions from each agent that is used to compute
the environment’s transition dynamics, defined by a prob-
ability distribution over states T : S × A × S → [0, 1].
Team performance is defined by a cooperative reward func-
tion r : S × A × S over state transitions and joint actions.
Ω = {Ωi} is a set of observation sets, and O : S →∏

i Ω
i is

an observation function. For the purposes of this paper, each
agent i follows a policy πi

θ that maps observation sequences
to action distribution, where θ is some parameterisation that
may optimised (using methods that we will discuss in the
following subsections).

Emergent Communication
Emergent communication is the study of agents that learn
or evolve to communicate. Each agent’s action set in the
Dec-POMDP can be expressed as Ai = Ae

i × Ac
i or Ai =

Ae
i ∪ Ac

i , where Ac
i is a set of communicative actions, and

Ae
i is a set of environment actions. This variant of a Dec-

POMDP is known as a Dec-POMDP-Com (Goldman and
Zilberstein, 2004, 2008; Oliehoek and Amato, 2016). The
messages have no prior semantics as the transition function
of the Dec-POMDP only depends on the environment ac-
tions Ae

i , and agents are not a priori programmed to send
messages with predetermined meanings. Therefore, seman-
tics emerge through maximising reward.

Many works in Artificial Life research have studied the
evolution of communication (Ackley and Littman, 1994;
Oliphant, 1996; Bullock, 1997; Parisi, 1997; Noble et al.,
2002; Floreano et al., 2007; Mirolli and Nolfi, 2010; Fox
and Bullock, 2023), with a variety of approaches and set-
tings considered. However, to the best of our knowledge this
is the first study of the effects of mimicry on the emergence
of communication in a cooperative setting.

Deep Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning
Reinforcement learning (RL) is a paradigm of machine
learning algorithms generally formulated in terms of solv-
ing Markov decision processes (Sutton and Barto, 1998).
Advances in deep learning over the last decade have been
applied to RL in the form of value estimation (Mnih et al.,
2015; Hessel et al., 2018) and policy gradient optimisation
(Schulman et al., 2017; Lillicrap et al., 2016; Wang et al.,
2017; Schulman et al., 2015). For this work, we will use the
Multi-Agent Proximal Policy Optimisation (MAPPO) algo-
rithm (Yu et al., 2022), a centralised multi-agent policy gra-
dient method for training cooperative agents.

When applied to multi-agent communication problems,
deep multi-agent RL (DMARL) enables the study of more
complex behaviours. However, a fundamental issue with
multi-agent learning problems is that when each agent learns
independently, the learning dynamics may be chaotic (Hus-
sain et al., 2023; Hussain and Belardinelli, 2024). This is
especially tricky for communication, where the only thing
that grounds a message’s consequences are the effects on
the receiver’s actions. Foerster et al. (2016) and Sukhbaatar
et al. (2016) were the first to approach this issue by develop-
ing differentiable communication channels between agents
that can be discretised after training.

Independently Optimised Communication
In this section, we outline the difficulty for two independent
optimising agents to develop communication with one an-
other. We will look at each agent as an optimiser that max-
imises a utility function where the other agent is treated as
static. Hence, in this case, the ‘chicken-and-egg’ issue is



a matter of each agent optimising non-stationary criteria in
which the other agent appears to be random.

Consider a listener πl
θl (a policy parameterised by θl) that

observes signals m ∈ Σ and takes actions a ∼ πl
θl(m).

These actions result in some utility U(a|z), where z ∈ Z is
some latent variable. The agent will optimise θl to maximise
the expected utility. Assuming that U is known, we define
the expected utility for taking action a when observing m:

E[U(a|m)] =
∑
z∈Z

P (z|m)U(a|z) (1)

In settings where a speaker and listener are co-evolving or
co-learning, the initial signals generated by the speaker are
random. Therefore, messages are independent of the latent
variable and P (z|m) = P (z). As a result, when optimising
the listener for this task the signals provide no information.
In the worst case, the quantity∑

z∈Z
P (z)U(a|z) (2)

is the same for all actions, meaning the listener cannot do
better than taking random actions.

Next, we can construct a similar dilemma from the
speaker’s perspective. The speaker πs

θs , a policy parame-
terised by θs, observes the private variable z ∈ Z and pro-
duces some signal m ∼ πs

θs(z). The expected utility for
producing a given message is dependent on the listener, so:

E[U(m|z)] =
∑
a∈A

πl
θl(a|m)U(a|z) (3)

But again, at first, the listener produces random actions. So
when optimising the expected utility for the speaker, we are
effectively optimising the following expression,

1

|A|
∑
a∈A

U(a|z), as ∀a, πl
θl(a|m) =

1

|A| (4)

which is independent of the speaker’s message. In other
words, the speaker cannot affect the expected utility.

Externally Generated Useful Signals
To introduce the possibility of mimicry we will introduce
externally generated signals that already carry useful infor-
mation. In this setting, sometimes the listener observes a
signal generated by the speaker, otherwise, it comes from
an external source. Importantly, the listener does not know
which source each signal has come from.

Let the proposition S denote that a signal is generated by
the external source. We can decompose P (z|m) from Equa-
tion 1 by into a weighted sum of these two cases:

P (z|m) = P (z|m,S)P (S) + P (z|m,¬S)P (¬S) (5)

The speaker being untrained means P (z|m,¬S) = P (z).
Making the substitution into Equation 1:

E[U(a|m)] =
∑
z∈Z

[(
P (z|m,S) · P (S)

+ P (z)P (¬S)
)
· U(a|z)

] (6)

Thus, supposing that P (S) is non-zero and P (z|m,S) ̸=
P (z), the listener is incentivised to modify its actions de-
pending on the signal it observes. As a result, the expected
utility for the speaker, defined by Equation 3, does not re-
duce to Equation 4 as the listener no longer produces random
actions. Further, this means that is that the speaker is incen-
tivised to mimic the externally generated signals, as those
are what invoke the useful behaviours in the listener.

It is worth noting that a balance needs to be struck be-
tween giving both the listener and the speaker opportunities
to improve. When P (E) is high, the speaker will emit many
signals that are never received. This is an issue for opti-
misation methods such as genetic algorithms or reinforce-
ment learning that rely on estimating the expected utility
from samples. As P (E) increases, there will be greater vari-
ance in the expected utility estimates and progress will be
slow (or impossible). This implies that this form of mimicry
may provide the most advantage when the external source
of information is removed at some point or fades over time.
However, we will leave that situation for future work.

Getting Stuck in Local Optima
Many forms of optimisation are centralised, meaning that
the problem of non-stationarity can be resolved. Yet, com-
munication may fail to emerge if the optimisation process
gets stuck in a local optimum. In the following analysis, we
will consider a simple set-up in which both communicative
and non-communicative strategies are possible. The aim is
to show that even when communicative strategies are glob-
ally optimal, escaping local non-communicative optima may
require a significant jump in communicative capabilities.
Thereby making the transition from non-communicative to
communicative behaviour unlikely.

To Speak, or Not to Speak
To make our analysis more concrete, we will construct a
simple problem where communication is optional by defin-
ing a utility function U . In the previous section, we con-
sidered a setting where the only choice for the speaker was
which signal to send. Here, the speaker chooses from a set
of actions As, where only a subset of these actions are sig-
nals: Σ ⊂ As. The rest of the actions represent the speaker
choosing to not communicate and acting independently of
the listener. When the speaker does not send a signal, the
listener observes a ‘silent’ symbol.

However, this setting is still cooperative, so these actions
will still contribute some expected utility to the group. We



will introduce a simple utility function U composed of Us,
a function of the speaker’s actions, and U l, a function of the
listener’s actions.

U(as, al|z) = Us(as) + U l(al|z), where:

Us(as) =

{
0 if as ∈ Σ

u otherwise
U l(al|z) =

{
1 if al = z

0 otherwise
(7)

In these equations, as ∈ As is the speaker’s action, al ∈ Al

is the listener’s action, and z ∈ Z is a variable hidden from
the listener and known to the speaker. This variable is drawn
from a uniform random distribution z ∼ U(Z). We will
assume that |Al| = |Z|, so each of the listener’s actions
corresponds to a guess about which z the speaker observed.
In our notation, al = z indicates that a correct guess was
made, which awards the team 1 utility.

The speaker’s direct contribution to the team, Us, is de-
fined by whether it communicates. If a communicative ac-
tion is chosen, i.e. the action is a signal as ∈ Σ, and no util-
ity is awarded. In this case, the team’s utility solely derives
from the listener’s ability to guess the correct answer. When
the speaker chooses not to communicate, i.e. as /∈ Σ, the
team is given a fixed reward u. This implicitly adds a cost
to communication, as the speaker must give up u reward to
send a signal.

When is Communication Selected?
We will denote the parameters for the speaker and listener
policies together as θ, as we assume that both agents are
jointly optimised. Given some θ, we can express the ex-
pected utility as:

E[U | θ] = uP (as /∈ Σ | θ) + P (al = z | θ) (8)

We will refer to P (al = z | θ) as the guess accuracy. Given
|Σ| = |Al|, it is always possible to successfully commu-
nicate. So when searching for parameterisations that max-
imise the expected utility we can consider two cases:

max
θ

E[U | θ] = max
{
u+

1

|Z| , 1
}

(9)

The first case represents the strategy where the speaker never
communicates, therefore the team always gets u reward, and
the listener makes the correct guess one in |Z| times. We
will denote this quantity as α and refer to this strategy as
the optimal non-communicative strategy. Similarly, the sec-
ond case is the optimal communicative strategy, in which
the speaker always signals the correct answer to the listener.
Therefore, whether communication is the optimal overall
strategy is given by:

α < 1, where α = u+
1

|Z| (10)

The condition in Equation 10 only tells us that communica-
tion is globally optimal. To explore local optima, we will
consider a simple greedy population-based optimiser, for in-
stance, a genetic algorithm. At each optimisation step, the
optimiser selects the member of the θi that has the highest
E[U |θi]. Suppose we have two possible parameterisations,
θ1 and θ2 (i.e. a population of size two). We are interested in
the case where one of the parameterisations corresponds to
the speaker being more likely to communicate successfully:

P (as ∈ Σ | θ2) > P (as ∈ Σ | θ1)
P (al = z | as ∈ Σ, θ2) > P (al = z | as ∈ Σ, θ1)

(11)

The first condition states that the speaker under θ2 is more
likely to send signals. The second condition states that when
this happens, the listener is more likely to guess correctly,
i.e. communication is more often successful. The optimiser
will select the more communicative parameterisation θ2, and
thus we will say that communication is locally optimal if:

E[U | θ2] > E[U | θ1] (12)

Now we may ask the following question: given that a
communicative strategy competes against an optimal non-
communicative strategy, how high does the guess accuracy
need to be for communication to be selected?

This is important because if any increase in accuracy
results in the communicative strategy being selected, then
any small amount of communication that emerges will be
selected by the optimiser. This would allow communica-
tion to emerge gradually as a shift away from optimal non-
communicative strategies. However, we will now show that
in this competition there is a significant gap that needs to
be overcome for communication to emerge, and therefore it
cannot happen incrementally.

Theorem 1. Given a θ1 that implements an optimal non-
communicative strategy, and a communicative strategy θ2.
Under θ2, when the speaker sends a signal, the guess accu-
racy must be greater than α for θ2 to be selected. Formally,
the following must hold for θ2 to be selected:

P (al = z|as ∈ Σ, θ2) > α (13)

Proof. We will first rewrite the expected utility as:

E[U | θ] = uP (as /∈ Σ | θ) + P (al = z | θ) (14)

= uP (as /∈ Σ | θ)
+ P (al = z|as /∈ Σ, θ)P (as /∈ Σ | θ)
+ P (al = z|as ∈ Σ, θ)P (as ∈ Σ | θ)

(15)

In words, the expected utility is broken down into three
terms by applying the law of total probability to the second
term of the first line. This breaks the probability that the
listener gets the correct answer into the following cases:



1. The speaker did not send a signal, but the listener got the
correct answer anyway. Regardless of how the listener
acts, there is always a one in |Z| probability that they get
the correct answer. Therefore,

P (al = z|as /∈ Σ, θ) =
1

|Z| , ∀θ (16)

2. The speaker did send a signal, and the quantity P (al =
z|as ∈ Σ, θ2) denotes the (improved) accuracy of the lis-
tener.

Substituting Equation 16 into the equation for E[U | θ], we
can group the terms that correspond to the speaker not sig-
nalling:

E[U | θ] =
(
u+

1

|Z|
)
P (as /∈ Σ | θ)

+ P (al = z|as ∈ Σ, θ)P (as ∈ Σ | θ)
(17)

= αP (as /∈ Σ | θ)
+ P (al = z|as ∈ Σ, θ)P (as ∈ Σ | θ)

(18)

Therefore, we can substitute this expression for E[U | θ2]
into the selection criteria in Equation 12 to find:

P (al = z|as ∈ Σ, θ2) > α+
E[U |θ1]− α

P (as ∈ Σ | θ2)
(19)

The LHS of this inequality is the probability that the lis-
tener gets the correct answer, given that the speaker sent a
signal. So this measures how successfully the pair can com-
municate under θ2. If we hold α constant, the RHS is a
function of the probability that the speaker chooses to send
a signal under θ2, and the expected utility of the other pa-
rameterisation E[U |θ1]. For Theorem 1 we have assumed
that θ1 corresponds to some speaker/listener pair that does
not communicate, thus:

1

|Z| ≤ E[U |θ1] ≤ α (20)

The lower bound of this inequality corresponds to a
speaker that always tries to communicate with a listener
that randomly guesses, this is the poorest performing non-
communicative strategy. The upper bound corresponds to
a speaker that never sends a signal, so this is the optimal
non-communicative strategy. Applying the upper bound to
Equation 19, the second term disappears and we are left with
Equation 13, thereby demonstrating Theorem 1.

Theorem 2. Given that θ1 implements the poorest perform-
ing non-communicative strategy, any communicative strat-
egy θ2 can be selected.

Proof. Applying the lower bound from Equation 20 to
Equation 19, for the poorest performing non-communicative

strategy we find:

P (al = z|as ∈ Σ, θ2) >
1

|Z| + u

(
1− 1

P (as ∈ Σ | θ2)

)
(21)

We known that even by guessing randomly the accuracy is
at least one in |Z|, therefore we can set P (as ∈ Σ | θ2) = 1.
As θ1 is the poorest performing, P (al = z|as ∈ Σ, θ1) =
1
|Z| , and thereby the second assumption given Equation 11,
the condition in Equation 21 must hold. Intuitively, as the
poorest performing is ignoring the benefit of u for no im-
provement in listener accuracy, and improvement in accu-
racy with θ2 gives it the advantage. Thus, the communica-
tive strategy must be locally optimal in this situation.

To summarise, in this subsection, we have shown that
given a θ1 and θ2 where θ1 is an optimal non-communicative
strategy, and θ2 is a communicative strategy, θ2 will only be
selected by a greedy optimisation algorithm if the increase in
the listener’s accuracy is greater than the non-zero constant
α. Put simply, to escape the non-communicative local opti-
mum at θ1 in a single optimisation step the communicative
policy needs to make a large improvement to the listener’s
accuracy. This jump may be unlikely, as the agents have
to go from no communication to a high-performing level of
communication in a single step.

The Consequences of Listener Competency
So far, we have explored different conditions in which com-
municative strategies will be selected. We have treated both
the speaker and listener as jointly parameterised by some θ,
but let us now separately consider the speaker parameters θs

and listener parameters θl. In this section, we look at how
the listener’s sensitivity to different messages impacts the
potential for the speaker to evolve communication.

Ultimately, we are interested in this investigation to see
how being stuck in local optima with different listeners
changes the possibility for evolution to escape the local op-
tima. This in turn is relevant as we will argue that the pres-
ence of mimicable external signals will produce more ben-
eficial listeners. To progress, this analysis will focus on
the case of evolution, rather than reinforcement learning, to
make the arguments more concrete. However, an analogous
line of reasoning could be drawn for reinforcement learning.

We will start by comparing two cases involving different
listener strategies. First, a listener parameterised by θlU that
selects actions uniformly at random, independently of the
message it receives:

∀m ∈ Σ, P (al|as = m, θlU ) = P (al|θlU ) =
1

|Z| (22)

Secondly, we will consider a deterministic, ‘competent’ lis-
tener θlI that selects some unique action for each message it
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(a) Illustration of the environment with two agents
(blue circles) and one resource (gold star).

One agent mimics the resource.

Illustration of regions around agent
that each sensor detects signals from

A

B
Example Situation:

below
sensor [1,0,0]

above
sensor [0,0,0]

left
sensor [1,0,0]

right
sensor [0,1,0]

(b) Diagram explaining the agents’ signal detection mechanisms. Four detectors
indicate which spatial region relative to the agent a signal was emitted from. Therefore,

the agent can tell the direction a signal came from, but not the identity of the sender.

Figure 1: The environment for experimentally testing the effects of mimicry on the emergence of communication. Two agents
must be on the same square as a resource to collect it and receive a reward. Agents observe whether or not they are on the same
square as a resource, and resources sometimes emit signals that can be detected by an agent within a limited number of tiles
from the resource. In (a) the gold region indicates where the signal can be detected by an agent.

receives. We can denote this with a deterministic bijective
function f : Σ → Al, using the indicator function 1:

P (al|as = m, θlU ) = 1[f(m) = al] (23)

Next, suppose we have a population of speakers θsi that
are subject to selection. For our two cases, the important
difference between speakers is the effects on the listener’s
guess accuracy. Put differently, for communication to evolve
there needs to be variation in the expected U l between θsi :

Varθs
i
[E[U l|θsi , θl]] > 0 (24)

Lemma 1. For θlU , Varθs
i
[E[U l|θsi , θlU ]] = 0

Proof sketch.

P (al = z|θlU ) =
1

|Z| , ∴ E[U l|θsi , θlU ] =
1

|Z| (25)

As the expected utility is constant with respect to θsi , the
variance must equal zero.

With this in mind, we can return to the problem of being
stuck in local optima. Theorem 1 tells us that the guess accu-
racy (conditioned on signalling) for a communicative strat-
egy needs to be greater than α for the strategy to be selected
over a non-communicative optimal strategy θ1.

For the case of a realistic evolving population at this lo-
cal optima θ1, most of the variation in the population will
be small changes to the conditional action distributions of
the agents. Given that we are assuming that this popula-
tion has converged on the local optima, the genetic diversity
may be relatively low as many genes have reached fixation
in the population. For simplicity, suppose that the listener’s

strategy is fixed throughout the population, and we can con-
sider selection against the uniform random listener θlU or
the competent listener θlI . Equation 13 only applies when
the speaker sends a signal (the probability is conditioned on
as ∈ Σ), so we can focus on those cases.

Now suppose that mutation or recombination events have
probability p of transferring at least α probability mass onto
some action a for any of the agents’ conditional action distri-
butions. So for instance, before a mutation, a speaker under
θ1 will always choose some non-communicative action a′

when they observe z, so P (a′|z) = 1. But after the muta-
tion, some other, arbitrary action a could have probability
α < P (a|z), and P (a′|z) < α. For the competent listener,
we replace the probability that al = z with f(as) = z, as f
is deterministic and bijective. This means that whether the
condition in Equation 13 holds is dependent on if the speaker
selects the correct signal. Given that a mutation as described
above may shift α probability mass onto any of the signals,
the chance of getting a mutation that produces the correct
behaviour is p/|As|.

We can perform the same analysis for the uniformly ran-
dom listener θsU . The key difference is that in order to get
the same behaviour, two of these kinds of mutations need
to occur simultaneously. One that shifts probability for the
listener, and one for the speaker. For the speaker, the proba-
bility needs to shift to any of the signals, and for the listener,
the specific response to that signal needs to shift to the cor-
rect output. This probability must be less than the following:(

p
|Σ|
|As|

)
·
(
p

1

|Σ| ·
1

|Al|

)
=

p2

|As||Al| (26)

Finally, we can tie this back to mimicry by reintroduc-
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Figure 2: Reward curves for Evolution (a) and DMARL (b). All curves are means from multiple seeds with standard error bars.

ing the externally generated useful signals from the previous
section on independent optimisers. Recall that S denotes the
event that a signal received by the listener originates from
an external source. The key argument here is that for any
P (S), if optimisation is stuck in a non-communicative lo-
cal optima, the listener will be optimised towards some θlI ,
provided P (z|m, S) is deterministic. As this happens, the
chance for communicative behaviour from the speaker to
emerge increases, for the reasons we have just seen.

Experiments
Gridworld Environment
To investigate the possible effects of mimicry on the emer-
gence of communication, we introduce a simple coopera-
tive gridworld environment. In this environment, two agents
must collect resources by simultaneously being on the same
tile as the resource. After which, a new resource is spawned
at a random location. The agents can be viewed as predators
and the resources as prey, but we will not use this terminol-
ogy as the resources are static (i.e. non-agentic). The game
is a sequential decision-making problem in which the goal is
to collect as many resources as possible within 50 timesteps.
A reward of +10 is given when a resource is collected, and a
penalty of -0.1 is given otherwise.

At each time step, each agent chooses between five spatial
actions — remain still, go up, go down, go left, or go right
— and |ΣA| communicative actions. If a spatial action is
chosen, the agent moves accordingly. If a communicative
action is chosen, a signal is emitted from the agent’s location
that can be observed by the other agent in the next time step.
ΣA ⊆ Σ denotes the set of possible signals that an agent can
emit. Although there is no explicit cost to communication,
a time step in which an agent emits a signal is a time step in
which they are not moving towards a resource.

Spatial Signals. As mentioned in the previous section,
for mimicry to be possible the receiver cannot a priori know
the source of a given signal. Therefore, systems such as
dedicated communication channels are not applicable. In-
stead, signals are emitted from a source at a given volume.

The volume dictates the number of tiles between a source
and a receiver within which the signal is detectable. In this
environment, the model that the mimic will imitate is the
resources. Resources emit signals on each time step with
probability Pres and volume vres from a set Σres ⊆ Σ. The
agent signals and the resource signals may or may not over-
lap, and this parameter controls whether or not agents have
the opportunity to evolve mimicry.

On that note, agents are equipped with four sensors that
indicate which direction a signal comes from. Each sen-
sor is sensitive to signals emitted from a particular region
of the world, relative to the position of the agent. The
agent can detect signals from the set Σ, so each sensor is
a |Σ|-dimensional binary vector, where each entry indicates
whether the corresponding signal has been emitted within
the sensor’s detection region. Figure 1b illustrates how each
of the sensors works. Formally, suppose that the agent is in
position ax, ay and the source emits the signal with index m,
volume v, and from position sx, sy . We denote each of the
sensors as v↑,v↓,v→,v←, and let d = |ax−sx|+ |ay−sy|.
• Above sensor: v↑[m] = 1 if sy > ay and d < v.
• Below sensor: v↓[m] = 1 if sy < ay and d < v.
• Right sensor: v→[m] = 1 if sx > ax and d < v.
• Left sensor: v←[m] = 1 if sx < ax and d < v.

When the information from the sensors is combined, the
agent can distinguish signals coming from eight regions. As
the agent is not provided with information regarding the
volume of the signal, it cannot distinguish between nearby
sources with low volume and far-away sources with high
volume. When multiple detectable signals are made in the
same region, they are also indistinguishable. If they are
made in different regions, then a unique pattern of sensor in-
puts will encode this information. The ‘Example Situation’
in Figure 1b shows a case in which the agent in the middle
(illustrated by the blue circle) is detecting two signals. The
first signal is emitted from the resource (illustrated by the
golden star), indicated with the ‘A’ is the 0th possible signal.
The second signal comes from the other agent to the right,



Overlap Mode Mean Reward Std. Reward
Full 8.51 0.91

Partial 11.90 1.26
None 9.84 7.92

Table 1: MAPPO performance statistics by overlap mode,
measured after learning from 5× 106 environment steps.

which is emitting ‘B’, i.e. the 1st signal. We see that as the
resource is located southwest of the agent, the 0th index of
the below and left sensors.

Experimental Results
We conducted two sets of experiments in this gridworld en-
vironment. Firstly, we evolved agents using the ‘SimpleGA’
method (Such et al., 2017), using the implementation in the
evosax library (Lange, 2023) and a population size of 256.
Secondly, we trained deep reinforcement learning agents
with the MAPPO algorithm, using an adapted implemen-
tation from the JaxMARL library (Rutherford et al., 2023),
with a linearly annealed learning rate starting at 2 × 10−3

and 128 parallel data collection environments. Across all
experiments, agents were parameterised by recurrent neural
networks with four hidden layers of dimension 128, ReLU
activations, and gated recurrent units (Cho et al., 2014).

For our evolution experiments, we used a 5x5 grid for the
world, with |ΣA| = 5 and |Σres| = 1. To investigate the
effects of mimicable signals, we looked at the case where
Σres ⊂ ΣA, which we refer to as ‘signal overlap’ in Fig-
ure 2a. We ran 10 simulations with different seeds, with and
without overlap, and found that for both cases 7 of the runs
failed to converge. Figure 2a only shows the 6 successful
runs. We see that the capacity for mimicry has a significant
effect on the emergence of communication.

For the MAPPO experiments, we found that the same pa-
rameters as the evolution runs were much too easy. So we
increased the grid size to 10x10, and |Σres| = 5. As there
were now more resource signals, we could test partial and
full overlap settings. For full overlap, ΣA = Σres, and
for partial |ΣA ∩ Σres| = 1. Again, 10 seeds were run
for each setting, with all runs being successful. Figure 2b
shows these reward curves, and Table 1 shows the overall
final statistics for these runs.

Firstly, in this figure, we see that the ‘full overlap’ set-
ting leads to the earliest initial increases in performance.
Next, we see that although the partial setting starts increas-
ing in performance at the same time as the ‘no overlap’ set-
ting, it increases much faster than the other two. An im-
portant difference between the runs with and without mim-
icable signals is the variance in performance. We see that
mimicry significantly reduces the standard deviation – with
almost an order of magnitude difference between the ‘full’
and ‘no’ overlap cases. Lastly, we see that the ‘full’ over-
lap case performs worse than without overlap, on average
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Figure 3: Partial overlap MAPPO reward curves aligned to
the iteration in which the mean total reward exceeded 0,
plotted alongside the frequency in which agents mimicked
the ‘externally generated signals’, i.e. used resource signals.

by the end of the training, especially when comparing the
highest-performing seeds. This shows that in this environ-
ment, while anonymous signals may help initially, optimal
performance involves being able to infer the source of the
signals. This points to a potential pitfall in this kind of set-
up and helps explain the results in Figure 3.

In Figure 3, we are looking at data from MAPPO train-
ing runs with partial overlap. Training curves from different
seeds have been aligned by adjusting the iteration so they
all pass through the origin at the same point. This helps
us see the similarities in the curve’s shapes, without aver-
aging out the patterns due to differences in when perfor-
mance started to increase. Alongside reward, on the right
y-axis we have the mimicry frequency. This is the frequency
in which a communication symbol sent by an agent is one
of the mimicable symbols. We see a sharp increase in this
frequency at around the same point in which performance
increases. However, after performance begins to plateau,
we see the mimicry frequency begin to drop. This further
demonstrates that while mimicry can help get communica-
tion off the ground, it may be detrimental when trying to
refine the communicative strategies.

Conclusions
In this paper, we have investigated the relationship between
the emergence of cooperative communication, and the ca-
pacity for speakers to mimic preexisting useful signals. We
have demonstrated, analytically and empirically, that this
may benefit the optimisation dynamics of populations of
agents learning or evolving. However, there are still many
questions left unanswered by this analysis. While we looked
at how mimicry affects non-communicative local optima,
we did not yet analytically analyse the effects when agents
are randomly initialised. On the other hand, we have not
yet fully explored some of the negative side effects of this
mimicry. Although our results from Figures 2b and 3 sug-
gest that strategies that require disambiguation between the
sources of signals may be a good place to start.
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