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Abstract— Min-max problems are important in multi-agent
sequential decision-making because they improve the perfor-
mance of the worst-performing agent in the network. However,
solving the multi-agent min-max problem is challenging. We
propose a modular, distributed, online planning-based algo-
rithm that is able to approximate the solution of the min-max
objective in networked Markov games, assuming that the agents
communicate within a network topology and the transition and
reward functions are neighborhood-dependent. This set-up is
encountered in the multi-robot setting. Our method consists
of two phases at every planning step. In the first phase, each
agent obtains sample returns based on its local reward function,
by performing online planning. Using the samples from online
planning, each agent constructs a concave approximation of its
underlying local return as a function of only the action of its
neighborhood at the next planning step. In the second phase,
the agents deploy a distributed optimization framework that
converges to the optimal immediate next action for each agent,
based on the function approximations of the first phase. We
demonstrate our algorithm’s performance through formation
control simulations.

Index Terms— distributed robot systems, networked robots,
planning under uncertainty, Markov games, min-max optimiza-
tion

I. INTRODUCTION

MULTI-agent reinforcement learning (MARL) involves
multiple independent agents that operate in a common

environment, each aiming to optimize a long-term reward
by interacting with the environment and the other agents
[1]. It has recently witnessed widespread success in many
problems, such as the game of Go [2], autonomous driving
[3], and simulated soccer [4].

MARL techniques can be applied to a large class of multi-
agent decision problems. In this work, we will focus on the
class of Markov games. The goal of each agent in the Markov
game is to determine an optimal policy that optimizes its
expected cumulative reward.
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The Markov game can be extended to the distributed
paradigm. In this setting, we assume that the agents commu-
nicate within a network topology. The agents can exchange
information only with their neighbors, as defined by a com-
munication graph. This paradigm is critical in applications
where there is no central controller communicating with all
agents. The absence of a central controller offers various
benefits: i) the system does not have a single point of failure,
ii) the distributed computation allows for deployment when
the agents have limited communication capabilities or the
number of agents is large. Usually, the goal of the agents
in this setting is to maximize the expected cumulative team-
average reward, by determining their optimal policies under
the imposed communication restrictions [1].

Although other learning objectives have been explored in
the literature for Markov games in the distributed setting
[1], to the best of the authors’ knowledge, limited prior
work [5] has investigated the problem where the network
of agents aims to jointly maximize the worst-performing
agent’s expected cumulative reward (termed the max-min or
min-max problem from here onward) [1, pg. 19 & 24]. This
is an important problem when fairness is required in the
system. Most prior works consider a shared objective among
the agents [6], a team-average reward [7], and a zero-sum
set-up of agent objectives [8].

Various notions of fairness have been proposed in the
literature, but in this work we focus on the notion of
improving the performance of the worst-performing agent,
which is known as the egalitarian objective [9], and has
applicability in multi-robot systems [10]. Our contributions
are as follows.

• We propose a distributed algorithm for the sequential
decision-making problem of a multi-agent system with
the egalitarian objective. Our algorithm consists of an
online planning and a distributed optimization module,
and solves the max-min Markov game problem under
assumptions. We are able to combine online planning
and distributed optimization by creating convex function
approximations of the expected cumulative costs of the
agents at each timestep. We assume the reward of each
agent is dependent on the actions of its neighborhood
and the portion of the state relevant to its neighborhood.
We also assume that the transition probability for the
portion of the state relevant to its neighborhood is only
dependent on its neighborhood quantities.

• We demonstrate the performance of our algorithm on
the formation control application. We pose the prob-
lem in min-max form and solve it through disciplined
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convex programming [11]. Our algorithm outperforms
other baselines in this problem and its performance is
comparable to the optimal action sequence.

This paper is organized as follows. In section II, we
describe the prior related work. In section III, we include the
problem statement, while in section IV we provide a qual-
itative description of our method. In section V we describe
our algorithm and in section VI we test its performance in
simulation. We conclude the paper in section VII.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Solving the Multi-Agent Min-Max Problem

Prior work has attempted to address the min-max multi-
agent sequential decision-making problem, but there are
limitations to the existing methods. A decentralized deep
learning-based model to extract policies in this setting has
been proposed [9]. The learned policy of every agent is only
a function of the agent’s current observation, which means
that inter-agent communication is not utilized in the decision-
making step to allow for more informed decisions. The
algorithm presented in this prior work also uses a minibatch
of data at every timestep, which requires the simulation
of the whole system. This is not always possible in a
networked multi-agent system, because the agents can only
communicate with their neighbors. In addition, the authors
studied the problem with the assumption that the reward of
each agent is not dependent on the actions of other agents: at
each agent an advantage function, which is only a function
of the agent’s quantities, is used. A variant of the problem
has also been studied in the centralized setting, where the
objective is to minimize a weighted sum of the worst agent
cumulative cost and the cumulative cost of all agents [5].
This approach is limited: it requires a centralized controller
and only solves a problem related to the min-max problem.

In the case of static distributed optimization, there exist
algorithms that solve the static multi-agent max-min problem
[12]. It has also been shown that the one-step min-max
problem is equivalent, under specific conditions, to a min-
sum optimization problem [12]. Such problems are solvable
using many distributed optimization algorithms [13]–[15].

B. Online Planning Methods

In single-agent Markov decision problems, online meth-
ods are often used [16] when the optimal policy of the
underlying problem is computationally expensive (or even
intractable) to determine offline. Online methods choose the
agent’s next action based on reasoning about states reachable
from the current state and the future cumulative rewards
that can potentially be received. Many variants of online
planning exist in the literature. An algorithm called partially
observable Monte Carlo planning with observation widening
(POMCPOW) can handle continuous action and observation
spaces by using weighted particle filtering in the Monte Carlo
tree search (MCTS) [17].

Solving the Markov game analytically is difficult, even as a
centralized problem. A major challenge is the computational
complexity. Online planning has been explored in the context

of centralized MARL with a cooperative objective. The
idea of factored-value MCTS has been combined with the
max-plus algorithm to obtain an anytime online planning
algorithm that is computationally efficient because it takes
advantage of the factored structure of the value function [18].

When we want to solve the Markov game in a distributed
manner, the problem difficulty increases. An iterative, dis-
tributed solution method is then required that learns the
optimal policies as the agents continue to interact with
the environment. By integrating MCTS into our multi-agent
algorithm for the max-min problem, we obtain an anytime
method that can provide action suggestions at the current
timestep, without the need to solve the entire problem.

Decentralized online planning algorithms have been pro-
posed in the context of the Markov game [19], [20].
Czechowski and Oliehoek [20] introduce a decentralized
online planning approach for the Markov game in the co-
operative case, where each agent shares a common reward.
Their approach is based on MCTS and allows only one agent
to improve its policy at a time, using learned models for
the other agents’ policies. The problem we are considering
differs from this application in three significant ways: our
problem objective is not equivalent to the collaborative
objective explored in this prior work, we do not require cyclic
communication among the agents for the action (policy)
selection, and we do not require simulations with the current
joint policy in order to model the agents’ behavior. In
addition, a decentralized planning method based on MCTS
has been proposed for scenarios where each agent makes
sequential decisions in order to optimize a global objective
that depends on the action sequences of all agents [19]. This
algorithm cannot solve our problem of interest because it
assumes that the global objective is known to all agents. In
the max-min problem we are considering, each agent only
knows its local reward function.

III. PROBLEM STATEMENT

In our formulation, we consider the framework of the
Markov game, which is defined below.

Definition 1: A Markov game is defined by the tuple(
N ,S, {Ai}i∈N , P, {Ri}i∈N , γ

)
, (1)

where N = {1, . . . , N} is the set agents, S is the state space
observed by all agents, Ai is the action space of agent i. Let
A = ×i∈NAi be the set of joint agent actions, where ×
denotes the Cartesian product. Then P : S × A → ∆(S)
defines the transition probabilities by mapping each state-
joint action pair to a distribution on the state space, which
belongs to the set ∆(S). The reward function Ri : S ×
A × S → R determines the immediate reward received by
agent i for a transition from (s,a) to s′. The discount factor
is γ ∈ [0, 1).

Our objective is to maximize the worst-performing agent’s
expected cumulative reward, under constrained communica-
tion at every timestep. The constrained communication is
imposed by an undirected graph G = (N , E), where E is
the set of communication links, i.e., (i, j) ∈ E if and only



if node i can communicate directly with node j. We assume
that at every timestep agent i can send information to agent
j if and only if agent j can send information to agent i, i.e.
(i, j) ∈ E ⇐⇒ (j, i) ∈ E . The neighborhood of agent i is
denotedNi = {j | (i, j) ∈ E}∪{i}. The environment and the
interaction of the agents with the environment are expressed
through the tuple

(
N ,S, {Ai}i∈N , P, {Ri}i∈N , γ

)
. Out of

the entities in the tuple, we assume that A, P, and γ are
known to all agents, but Ri is only known to agent i. We
further impose the restriction:

Ri(s,a, s′) = Ri(sNi ,aNi , s′
Ni), ∀i ∈ N . (2)

Eq. (2) states that the reward of agent i is only a function
of the actions of the agents in the neighborhood of agent i,
aNi ∈ ANi = ×i∈Ni

Ai, and of the portion of the state which
is relevant to the neighborhood of agent i, sNi and s′

Ni . aNi

and sNi are subvectors of the vectors a and s, respectively.
Eq. (2) is an extension to the common assumption that the
reward of agent i is dependent only on the actions of its
neighbors [21]. We note that nevertheless, every agent has
access to the complete current state s, because we do not
deal with partial observability in this work.

We also assume that

P (s′
Ni | s,a) = P (s′

Ni | sNi ,aNi). (3)

The portion of the state relevant to the neighborhood of agent
i is conditionally dependent only on the current timestep’s
quantities of the neighborhood. This can be encountered in
multi-robot systems where the state is the concatenation of
the state of each robot and the robots have independent
dynamics.

We finally introduce a new entity for every agent i,
INi
t ∈ INi

t , where INi
t is the set of possible pieces of

information available to agent i from its neighborhood at
timestep t. It could for example include the action sequence
of agent i’s neighbors up to the previous timestep or incor-
porate knowledge about the neighbors’ neighborhoods from
previous timesteps, which are propagated to agent i through
the network. Note that INi

t ∈ INi
t can only depend on

information available at or before timestep t. Assuming an
initial state s0, the expected cumulative reward of agent i is:

R̃i(s0) = E

[∑
t≥0

γtRi(st,at, st+1) |

ait ∼ πi(· | st, INi
t ), s0

]
, (4)

where the subscript t refers to the timestep and πi(· | ·)
denotes the policy of agent i. The optimization problem that
we aim to solve in a distributed manner is formulated as
follows:

min
πi(·|·), ∀i∈N

max
i∈N

−R̃i(s0)

s.t. πi : S × INi
t → ∆(Ai), ∀i ∈ N .

(5)

We will call problem (5) the main problem (min-max or
max-min interchangeably) from now on. We can impose

additional restrictions on the policies, such as requiring that
they be deterministic.

IV. MOTIVATING THE PROPOSED APPROACH

We highlight the challenges in solving the multi-agent
min-max problem using online planning by showing how
it differs from the single-agent case. With this analysis, our
approach to solving the problem is motivated.

A. Online Planning Module

This section highlights the differences between performing
online planning in the single-agent min-max problem and
the multi-agent min-max case. In the single-agent setting,
the min-max criterion simply becomes the min criterion.
The subsection on the single-agent case describes already
known facts from the literature. The subsection on the multi-
agent case motivates our novel algorithm by following a
parallel structure to the previous subsection. It is an informal
description of the reasoning behind our proposed algorithm.

1) The Single-Agent Case: Much of the success of online
planning methods in single-agent reinforcement learning can
be attributed to the Bellman equation [16], which pertains to
the underlying framework, i.e., the Markov decision process
(MDP). An MDP is the degenerate case of problem (5)
for N = {1}. According to the Bellman equation, the
optimal solution to an MDP satisfies the principle of dynamic
programming. Also, if an optimal policy exists for an MDP,
a deterministic optimal policy exists. Namely, an optimal
action as, when in state s, in order to maximize the expected
cumulative reward, is

as = argmaxa∈A1 Q∗(s, a) =

argmaxa∈A1 R(s, a) + γ
∑
s′∈S

P (s′ | s, a)V ∗(s′), (6)

where V ∗(s′) denotes the optimal cumulative reward when
starting at state s′ and following an optimal policy for the
MDP, Q∗(s, a) denotes the return when taking action a at
s and then following an optimal policy, and R(s, a) is the
expected reward when transitioning from s with action a.
The solution to an instance of the MDP is a sequence of
actions (obtained via an optimal policy) that maximizes the
expected cumulative reward.

The online planning methods attempt to obtain an action
sequence with a return realization close to the optimal one.
They work as follows. At the first timestep, we assume
that the state is s0. Then, as a surrogate to eq. (6), the
online planning method creates a search tree with root node
s0 and first-level branches pertaining to L sampled actions
{ā(1), . . . , ā(L)} that are to be taken at s0. We assume that for
these, the online planning method is able to obtain a good
approximation of the value Q∗(s0, ā

(l)), which we denote
Q̃s0,ā(l) , by simulating future action trajectories. Then, the
algorithm chooses as as0 (the action that will actually be
taken at s0) the action ā

(argmax1≤l≤L Q̃
s0,ā(l) ). The agent

performs as0 , transitioning to state s1 at the next timestep,
and receiving reward r1. At this time, the goal remains



to optimize the cumulative reward since the first timestep.
Hence, the agent should find as1 according to

as1 = argmaxa∈A1 r1+γQ∗(s1, a) = argmaxa∈A1 Q∗(s1, a),
(7)

and we see that we arrive at the same optimization problem
we would get if we directly applied Bellman’s equation at s1,
i.e., the past sequence of actions and rewards is irrelevant to
the current action selection. Hence, the same online planning
procedure as above is followed for every timestep.

The main question is how can the online planning method
obtain good estimates of Q∗(s, a), which are denoted Q̃s,a,
when Q∗(s, a) internally assumes the agent follows the
optimal policy. Online methods, such as MCTS, update the
value or candidacy for optimality of an action a at a given
state s in the search tree using sampled trajectory paths and
their cumulative rewards starting at that state-action pair. The
value of a at s is determined by the empirical average return
of paths starting at this state-action pair, when at later states
in the path, s′, the action to be followed is chosen using the
upper confidence bound (UCB1) exploration heuristic [16].
UCB1 uses the approximate Q values, Q̃s′,·, computed so
far in the search tree for node s′, and selects as next action
the one that maximizes partly the Q̃s′,· value and partly
an exploration bonus. Based on the received returns, MCTS
updates the estimate Q̃s,a. This indicates that the value of
an action at state node s is determined with respect to a
proxy to the best policy (since maximizing actions are taken
in the path). Therefore, the online planning method can be
seen as an approximate policy iteration algorithm [16], where
approximate Q values are computed based on simulated
trajectories (proxy of policy evaluation), and then actions are
chosen in internal levels based on the UCB1 metric (which
is a proxy for policy improvement), to finally find a good
estimate of Q∗. Hence, single-agent online planning meth-
ods produce trajectory samples using action sequences that
follow the basic rule of optimality for MDPs, eq. (6), which
in turn follows the principle of dynamic programming. This
explains why Q̃s,ā(l) is a good approximation of Q∗(s, a(l))
with the UCB1 metric.

2) The Multi-Agent Case: In order to solve the main
problem (5) online, we follow the reasoning in the previ-
ous subsection. The goal is to maximize the worst agent’s
expected cumulative reward since the beginning of time. At
the first timestep, the state is s0 and we use online planning
to create the functions Q̂i

0(s0,a
Ni
0 ) at every agent i. These

functions are to be good approximations of the local return
functions at the optimal solution of problem (5). They should
express the local cumulative return, assuming that the agents
follow the optimal policies of problem (5) after timestep 0
and at timestep 0 take a0. Similarly, functions Q̂i

t(st,a
Ni
t )

should express the local cumulative return starting at t,
assuming that the agents follow the optimal policies of
problem (5) before and after timestep t, and at timestep t
take at. Then, the problem

max
a0∈×i∈NAi

min
i∈N

Q̂i
0(s0,a

Ni
0 ) (8)

serves as an approximation of problem (5) at the initial
timestep. The agents solve problem (8) in a distributed
manner and take the action computed as the maximizer.
Then each agent i receives a local reward ri1 and the state
becomes s1 at timestep 1. At this timestep, the agents will
again apply online planning to continue solving the original
problem (5). They now create new function approximations
γQ̂i

1(s1,a
Ni
1 )+ri1, which should express the local cumulative

rewards assuming that the agents follow the optimal policies
of problem (5) before and after timestep 1 and at timestep 1
take a1. The problem

max
a1∈×i∈NAi

min
i∈N

ri1 + γQ̂i
1(s1,a

Ni
1 ) (9)

serves as the new proxy of problem (5) in timestep 1 and is
again solved using a distributed algorithm. The same process
continues at every timestep.

For this method to work, the online planning approach
needs to obtain function approximations Q̂i

t(·, ·), which are
good approximations of the returns of the agents when fol-
lowing the optimal policies of problem (5). In our algorithm,
we assume that, at every timestep t, each agent i creates a
search tree for its own local reward, with root node st, which
is used to compute Q̂i

t(st,a
Ni
t ). The function Q̂i

t(st,a
Ni
t ) is

a concave function approximation of the values Q̃i
t,st,āNi,(l)

for the sampled neighborhood action tuples āNi,(l) at the
first level of the tree search of agent i at timestep t, which
has root node st. In this case, using the UCB1 criterion
for the expansion of the search tree of each agent need
not be the approach that provides the best approximation of
performance, Q̂i

t(st,a
Ni
t ), for the optimal policy of problem

(5). The reasons for this are twofold: the principle of dynamic
programming does not necessarily hold for the solution of
problem (5), as shown in the following theorem, and the
UCB1 in the search tree is performed only with respect to
the local reward. Nevertheless, UCB1 is still used and future
work will investigate other criteria.

Theorem 1: For a problem of the form (5), the principle
of dynamic programming does not necessarily hold.

Proof: The proof is based on a simple counter-example,
where a sequence of actions that are non-optimal for their re-
spective min-max subproblems, constitute an optimal action
sequence for the min-max problem involving all timesteps.
The details of the proof are included in the appendix.

Overall, there are two significant challenges in applying
online planning to solve the multi-agent min-max problem
that do not appear in the single-agent case. In the multi-
agent min-max scenario it is important to keep in memory
the cumulative reward received up to the current timestep
for every agent. This is because the dynamic programming
principle does not hold. In addition, while decisions can
be made with Q̃·,· values for sampled actions in the single
agent setting, we require a function approximation Q̂i

t(·, ·) in
the multi-agent scenario, because of the different trajectories
sampled by each agent performing online planning.



B. Distributed Optimization Module

As mentioned in the previous section, when solving the
general version of problem (5), each agent performs online
planning to compute an approximation of its local cumu-
lative reward and then the agents determine their current
actions by solving the approximate max-min problem at the
current timestep. This is done by deploying a distributed
optimization framework. In our algorithm, we choose to use
the method presented by Srivastava et al. [12]. This is a
distributed stochastic subgradient method. We decide to use
a subgradient method, because it is generally applicable: any
convex function has a nonempty and bounded subdifferential
in the interior of its domain. The distributed optimization
framework by Srivastava et al. [12] solves the problem

min
a∈×i∈NAi

max
i∈N

f i(a), (10)

where each f i is convex and known only to agent i. The
closed and convex set ×i∈NAi (a ∈ ×i∈NAi) is known to
all agents. We now look at the method from the perspective
of agent i. The estimate of the optimal point and optimal
value of problem (10) of agent i, at iteration k, are denoted
αi

k and ηik, respectively. The method proceeds with two steps
at every iteration k ≥ 0. At first, it forms an intermittent
adjustment, and then agent i takes a step towards minimizing
its own function f i. This is written:[

α̃i
k

η̃ik

]
=

∑
j∈Ni

wij
k

[
αi

k

ηik

]
, vi

k =

[
α̃i

k

η̃ik

]
− βk

N

[
0n

1

]
, (11)

[
αi

k+1

ηik+1

]
= ΠA×R

[
vi
k − βkr

i

(
gi +

[
ϵik
0

])]
. (12)

In the equations above, wij
k denotes the weight that agent i

assigns to its neighbor j at timestep k, βk is the step size,
ϵik the random subgradient error, ri > 1, gi a subgradient of
g̃i(α, η) = g̃i(z) = max{0, f i(α)−η} at vi

k, and n denotes
the dimensionality of a ∈ ×i∈NAi. Here, ΠA×R denotes the
Euclidean projection on the set A× R.

Under noise, subgradient, communication topology, and
assigned weights assumptions, it is guaranteed that the iter-
ates zik = (αi

k, ηik) converge to a common z∗ = (α∗, η∗)
such that α∗, η∗ are an optimal point and the optimal value
of problem (10), respectively [12].

V. PROPOSED ALGORITHM

Our proposed algorithm is Algorithm 1. At every planning
step, it passes through two phases. In the first phase, each
agent i creates, through online planning, a convex function
approximation of its local expected cumulative cost, which
is a function of only the immediate next action of the
agents in its neighborhood. In the current instance of the
algorithm, the online planning module uses the POMCPOW
algorithm [17] (with the observation equaling the state). The
convex function approximator used is the adaptive max-
affine partitioning algorithm (AMAP) [22], which offers a
balance between the regression speed and model quality. The
steps mentioned above correspond to lines 5–8 in Algorithm

1. In the second phase, the subgradient-based distributed
optimization algorithm [12] is deployed to solve the min-
max problem involving the convex function approximations
from the first phase and determine the agents’ next action
(lines 9–12). In Algorithm 1, we give our proposed algorithm
from the perspective of agent i. Because of properties (2-
3), agent i only needs to create a search tree with actions
of its neighbors and the portion of the state relative to its
neighborhood.

Algorithm 1 Proposed algorithm from the perspective of
agent i at timestep t

1: Inputs:
2: planning timestep t
3: current environment state st
4: cumulative reward up to timestep t− 1: R̄i

t−1

5: obtain L samples of future expected cumulative re-
ward from state sNi

t : using online planning (e.g.,
MCTS), sample an action tuple aNi,(l) and compute
Q̃i

t,s
Ni
t ,aNi,(l)

, l ∈ 1, . . . , L

6: negate the sampled cumulative rewards to get future
cumulative cost samples −Q̃i

t,s
Ni
t ,aNi,(l)

7: create a convex function approximation −Q̂i
t(s

Ni
t ,aNi)

based on the samples −Q̃i

t,s
Ni
t ,aNi,(l)

8: add −R̄i
t−1 to −γtQ̂i

t(s
Ni
t ,aNi) and get f i

t (s
Ni
t ,aNi)

9: initialize the estimates αi
0 ∈ A, ηi0 ∈ R

10: for k = 0, . . . ,K do
11: αi

k+1, η
i
k+1 ← one step of algorithm (12)

12: perform the action pertaining to agent i in αi
K+1

13: collect immediate reward rit and R̄i
t ← R̄i

t−1 + γtrit

The number of samples L controls the accuracy of the
cost function approximation. The number of iterations K
determines the consensus among the agent iterates and their
distance to the minimum of the optimization problem. The
agent iterates determine the next action for the agents.

A. Computational Complexity

The per-agent computational complexity of the proposed
algorithm is completely determined by the three submod-
ules included in Algorithm 1: the online planning module
(POMCPOW) in line 5, the convex function approximator
[22] in line 7, and the distributed optimization framework
in lines 10–11. In Algorithm 1, POMCPOW uses L plan-
ning calls. With a max tree depth Υ, it has complexity
O(LΥ logL) [17]. The AMAP model improvement step has
complexityO(max{ϕLSPA, Di}max{H,Di}DiL), when H
hyperplanes are used, Di is the argument dimensionality of
−Q̂i

t(s
Ni
t , ·), and ϕLSPA denotes the number of iterations of

a sub-algorithm [22]. Assuming an ensemble of M models
and multiple model improvements, the AMAP total complex-
ity is O(LDi/Di+4M max{ϕLSPA, Di}max{H,Di}DiL +
MLD2

i ). The second term comes from the initial least-
squares problems. Finally K iterations of the distributed
optimization algorithm are performed, with the complexity



of each dominated by the complexity of eq. (12). The
complexity of eq. (12) can greatly vary depending on the
structure of A, but certain cases allow for analytic solutions
[23]. Therefore we suppose a generic complexity for eq.
(12), O(Π). In total, our algorithm’s complexity is the
sum of the above complexities. We however note that the
method used for each of the submodules of Algorithm 1
can be independently replaced, e.g., online planning can be
performed with an algorithm other than POMCPOW.

VI. EXPERIMENTS

In order to evaluate the performance of our algorithm, we
pose the formation control problem as a min-max problem.
In this setting, the agents aim to converge to states such that
desired relative states are satisfied between them [24].1

A. Experiment Setup

We consider a Markov game where the state consists of
the x, y positions of the agents, i.e., s = (s1, . . . , sN ) ∈ S =
×i∈NR2, where si = (xi, yi) the position of agent i. The
dynamics of each agent i, from timestep t to t + 1, with
action ait, evolve according to

sit+1 = sit +

[
1 0
−1 2

]
ait, ait = (a, b), a, b ∈ [0, 1] . (13)

We assume deterministic dynamics, in order to allow com-
parisons with various techniques. The instantaneous reward
for agent i is

Ri(sNi ,aNi , s′
Ni) =

∑
j ̸=l∈Ni

∥(sj − sl)− (dj − dl)∥, (14)

where dj denotes the desired position of agent j in a specific
formation that satisfies the relative states. Our goal is to
solve problem (5), which also leads the agents to satisfy
their desired relative states. A reward close to 0 signifies
satisfaction of the desired relative states. We assume γ = 1
and a finite horizon of T = 150.

We consider three graph topologies G1,G2, and G3. In
G1, five agent communicate over an almost fully connected
graph (only agent 1 is not a neighbor of agent 5). In G2,
five agent have the topology 1-2-3-4-5-1. In G3, eight agents
communicate over the topology 1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8.

B. Implementation Details for the Proposed Algorithm

Our proposed approach has the following parameters in
Algorithm 1: L = 100, and K = 1000. For the online frame-
work we deploy POMCPOW [17], since both our action and
state spaces are continuous. Every agent i has access to the
positions of its neighbors, sNi . Internally in POMCPOW of
agent i, the observation equals the next simulated state for
the agents in Ni. For the POMCPOW implementation at
each agent, we use the action and observation progressive
widening values of ka = 2.0, αa = 0.5, ko = 0.0, and
αo = 0.5 in Listing (1) of [17]. It also holds that the n of

1The source code for the experiments can be found at:
https://github.com/alextzik/distr_online_maxmin_
markov_game.

Listing (1) in [17] equals L in our case. The search depth is
5. The rollout planner chosen for our algorithm is based on
the affine formation control system

dsi(t)

dt
= −

∑
j∈Ni

(
si(t)− sj(t)

)
−
(
di − dj

)
, ∀i, (15)

for which it is guaranteed that si(t) → di + ξ as t → ∞,
where ξ is a constant displacement vector [24]. Therefore, if
the rollout policy is called at a given depth in the search
tree of an agent, it first solves the system of differential
equations (15) with the state of the current node in the
search tree as the initial condition and then chooses for the
agents the action that takes them closer to the converged
states of eq. (15), in the sense of a one-step look-ahead,
which is an easily solvable convex problem. Note that the
rollout policy is used within the POMCPOW of each agent
r. Hence, in POMCPOW of agent r, eq. (15) only involves
the agents i such that i ∈ Nr, and agent r can assume a fully
connected topology in the rollout planner. After simulating
the actions for the agents, the search moves to a new node,
if the maximum depth has not been reached. Note that
different initializations of eq. (15) lead to different converged
positions, which means that simply using the rollout planner
should not solve our problem. In addition, the converged
state for agent i can be different in the individual systems
solved by the agents j ∈ Ni.

C. Baseline Algorithm Description

Using the rollout planner at every timestep with depth
1 constitutes a simple baseline. The agents solve eq. (15),
for the true graph topology and involving every i ∈ N , in
a distributed manner and then each agent takes the action
that in the one step look-ahead notion brings it closer to its
converged state for eq. (15). This is the ‘rollout baseline’
below. Assuming Euler discretization with step ∆t and total
time Tf , each timestep of the rollout baseline at agent
i is O(Tf

∆t |Ni|). The second baseline is the ‘POMCPOW
baseline’, where each agent uses Algorithm 1 up to line
5, with complexity O(LΥ logL). It then follows the action
pertaining to itself from the sample, Q̃i

t,s
Ni
t ,aNi,(l)

with the
maximum value. Obviously, the proposed algorithm is the
most computationally intensive among the compared meth-
ods, but with significantly better min-max behavior, as shown
below.

In the scenario that we are considering, we can obtain an
upper bound on performance, by finding the optimal point
and value of problem (5). Since the proposed problem is
deterministic, the following centralized convex problem is
solved by the optimal open-loop sequence of actions for the
agents

min
ai
0,...,a

i
T−1, si0,...,s

i
T ∀ i∈N

max
i∈N

−
T−1∑
t=0

Ri(sNi
t ,aNi

t , sNi
t+1).

(16)
Problem (16) serves as the main comparison to our work. It
is referred to ‘optimal’ below. We have chosen this simplified

https://github.com/alextzik/distr_online_maxmin_markov_game
https://github.com/alextzik/distr_online_maxmin_markov_game


Fig. 1: Instantaneous reward of the worst-performing agent
for G1. Five agents communicate over an almost fully
connected communication network (only agent 1 is not a
neighbor of agent 5). We observe that our proposed method
performs better than the baselines on the max-min criterion.

application in order to make the upper bound of performance
tractable.

D. Performance Evaluation

We present results for the instantaneous reward of the
worst-performing agent (in terms of return, which is the
max-min objective) as a function of planning step in Figures
1–3. In Figure 1, five agents communicate over G1 for
all timesteps. In Figure 2, five agents communicate over a
switching network topology: every 10 timesteps, the topol-
ogy switches between G1 and G2. In Figure 3, eight agents
communicate over the fixed topology G3.

Our proposed algorithm performs better than the base-
lines by a wide margin. The POMCPOW baseline cannot
achieve optimal performance, because it does not lead to
coordination as explained above. The rollout baseline is
also not able to converge to the desired configuration, be-
cause the converged states keep changing at the solution
of eq. (15) at every timestep. The oscillatory behavior of
reward for the two baselines in Figure 2 is attributed to the
changing topology, which alters the number of terms in the
reward sum. Nevertheless, the reward within the timesteps
of constant topology is not increasing, which indicates a
lack of coordination for the reasons explained above. Our
algorithm is able to reach an ϵ-suboptimal configuration,
but cannot exactly reach the optimal formation, because
the agents’ function approximations, used in the min-max
optimization problem to obtain the next actions, are not
minimized by the zero action at later steps. This explains
the observed oscillatory performance. We expect smaller
oscillations as L and tree density in POMCPOW and H in
AMAP increase. Our proposed algorithm is able to obtain
convergence rates similar to the open-loop optimal action
sequence, constrained however by the connectedness of the
underlying communication topology.

VII. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE WORK

Our approach is superior to the baselines presented, but
has limitations. We observe that the online planning and

Fig. 2: Instantaneous reward of the worst-performing agent
for a switching topology of five agents. Every 10 timesteps
the topology changes between G1, an almost fully connected
topology, and G2, which is a cyclic graph. We observe that
our proposed method performs better than the baselines on
the max-min criterion.

Fig. 3: Instantaneous reward of the worst-performing agent
for G3. Eight agents communicate over the topology 1-2-3-4-
5-6-7-8. The worst agent cumulative reward in our method
is -1188, while the worst agent return in the POMCPOW
baseline is -2338. We observe that our proposed method
performs better than the baselines with respect to the max-
min criterion.

function approximator modules of our algorithm lead to
oscillatory behavior. Tuning the parameters and exploring
ways to mitigate this would be important before deployment
in actual robots. Because computation is limited in robotic
applications, an efficient implementation of the submodules
of Algorithm 1 is also needed. In the current implemen-
tation, the online planning framework is the bottleneck in
performance.

From a theoretical perspective, as discussed in Section
IV-A.2, the UCB1 metric need not be the best exploration
metric for the min-max problem. Theoretical analysis of the
reasons behind its sub-optimality, and determination of a
better metric are potential avenues of research. Our algorithm
is also only approximate. Future work will aim towards
a distributed algorithm that can provably converge to the
optimal policies for the agents in the context of problem
(5). Finally, we assume that every agent knows the complete
feasible set A for the actions of all agents beforehand.



APPENDIX: PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Assume the case of 2 neighboring agents interacting over
the course of 2 timesteps (final state at t = 3). Also assume
INi
t is the empty set and the dynamics are deterministic:

st+1 = st + a1t + a2t . The initial state is s1 = 0, ait ∈ {1, 2},
and γ = 1. The allowed policies are deterministic.

At timestep 2 we can only have s2 ∈ {2, 3, 4}. If:

min
i∈{1,2}

Ri(2, (1, 1)) = min{90, 100} > (17)

min
i∈{1,2}

Ri(2,a), ∀a ̸= (1, 1), (18)

R1(2,a) = 200, R2(2,a) = 50,∀a ̸= (1, 1), (19)

then the optimal (with respect to the max-min criterion)
policy for each agent in the subproblem starting at state 2 is
action 1. Similarly, assume:

min
i∈{1,2}

Ri(3, (1, 2)) = min{90, 100} > (20)

min
i∈{1,2}

Ri(3,a), ∀a ̸= (1, 2), (21)

R1(3,a) = 200, R2(3,a) = 50,∀a ̸= (1, 2) (22)

and

min
i∈{1,2}

Ri(4, (2, 1)) = min{90, 100} > (23)

min
i∈{1,2}

Ri(4,a), ∀a ̸= (2, 1), (24)

R1(4,a) = 200, R2(4,a) = 50,∀a ̸= (2, 1). (25)

Now, assume R1(0,a) = 5, R2(0,a) = 200 for all a. Then,
to solve the min-max problem (5), the agents should choose
any action when in state s1 = 0 and for the state s2 the
system arrives at, they should choose any action other than
the one optimal for the min-max subproblem starting at that
state. In other words, suboptimal policies for the subproblems
that could arise in timestep 2 have better (greater) overall
max-min objective value in the complete problem than the
optimal policies for these subproblems. This completes the
proof.
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