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Abstract

Cooperative multi-agent reinforcement learning (MARL) aims
to develop agents that can collaborate effectively. However,
most cooperative MARL methods overfit training agents, mak-
ing learned policies not generalize well to unseen collabora-
tors, which is a critical issue for real-world deployment. Some
methods attempt to address the generalization problem but
require prior knowledge or predefined policies of new team-
mates, limiting real-world applications. To this end, we pro-
pose a hierarchical MARL approach to enable generalizable
cooperation via role diversity, namely CORD. CORD’s high-
level controller assigns roles to low-level agents by maximiz-
ing the role entropy with constraints. We show this constrained
objective can be decomposed into causal influence in role that
enables reasonable role assignment, and role heterogeneity
that yields coherent, non-redundant role clusters. Evaluated
on a variety of cooperative multi-agent tasks, CORD achieves
better performance than baselines, especially in generalization
tests. Ablation studies further demonstrate the efficacy of the
constrained objective in generalizable cooperation.

1 Introduction
Cooperative multi-agent reinforcement learning (MARL),
where agents cooperate to maximize the shared reward, has
a broad range of applications, from autonomous warehouse
(Zhou et al. 2021), power dispatch (Wang et al. 2021a) to
logistics (Li et al. 2019b), inventory management (Ding et al.
2022). Recent years have witnessed substantial progress in
different kinds of cooperative MARL algorithms, including
value decomposition (Sunehag et al. 2018; Rashid et al. 2020;
Son et al. 2019; Wang et al. 2020a; Iqbal et al. 2021), multi-
agent actor-critic (Yu et al. 2022; Zhang et al. 2021; Kuba
et al. 2022; Wang et al. 2023), and fully decentralized learn-
ing (Su et al. 2022; Jiang & Lu 2022; Su & Lu 2022).

However, existing algorithms often result in policies that
overfit the co-trained teammates and scenarios encountered
during training, thus lacking the generalization ability to
cooperate effectively with new teammates in new scenar-
ios. As agents may fail to adapt to unforeseen partners, the
performance of the multi-agent system can degrade dramati-
cally or even collapse entirely. To address the generalization
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challenge, a few methods (Barrett & Stone 2015; Gu et al.
2021; Liu et al. 2021) have been proposed. However, most
approaches require prior knowledge or predefined policies
about new teammates, limiting their applicability in complex
real-world environments. In addition, cooperative MARL
tasks usually require role divisions. Thus, agents may need
to play different roles to collaborate with unseen teammates.
However, existing work lacks the essential ability to learn
the role assignment. Either not considering role division, or
only learning role heterogeneity while neglecting complex
inter-agent interactions, making it difficult to generalize in
environments that require various roles.

In this paper, we propose a hierarchical MARL approach to
enable generalizable COoperation via Role Diversity, namely
CORD. CORD does not depend on pre-defined agent poli-
cies or behaviors and can be trained end-to-end. In CORD, a
high-level controller is responsible for analyzing the environ-
ment and assigning roles to low-level agents. The low-level
agents then condition their policies on the assigned roles.
To enable generalizable role assignment when collaborat-
ing with unseen teammates, we maximize the entropy of the
role distribution with a certain constraint. This constraint
is formulated as a causal relationship between the role of
one agent and information of other agents, represented in a
causal graph. Theoretically, we show this constrained objec-
tive can be decomposed into two terms: 1) maximizing the
mutual information between the role of one agent and the
information about other agents to capture the causal effect in
role assignment, enabling reasonable role assignment over
the corresponding causal graph, and 2) maximizing the het-
erogeneity of roles in the determinant form to yield more
coherent role clusters without redundancy. These two terms
can further be converted into intrinsic rewards. Interpreted as
the intrinsic reward, CORD can be implemented by extend-
ing QMIX (Rashid et al. 2020) or REFIL (Iqbal et al. 2021)
and trained end-to-end by optimizing the shaped rewards to
enable generalizable cooperation across different teams with
unseen agents.

Empirically, we evaluate CORD in a variety of environ-
ments including resource collection (Liu et al. 2021) in
multi-agent particle environments (MPE) (Lowe et al. 2017)
and multi-task StarCraft Multi-Agent Challenge (SMAC)
(Samvelyan et al. 2019; Iqbal et al. 2021). Results show
that CORD outperforms baselines and achieves better perfor-
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mance in generalization tests. By ablation studies, we verify
the effectiveness of our proposed optimization objective.

2 Related Work
Hierarchical Reinforcement Learning
Hierarchical RL (Al-Emran 2015) solves a complex task
by hierarchically decomposing it into simpler sub-tasks. In
single-agent settings, the high-level controller selects options
(Bacon et al. 2017; Sutton et al. 1999; Precup 2000), reusable
skills (Daniel et al. 2012; Gregor et al. 2017; Sharma et al.
2020; Shankar & Gupta 2020) or subgoals (Levy et al. 2019;
Sukhbaatar et al. 2018; Nachum et al. 2019; Dwiel et al.
2019; Nasiriany et al. 2019) for the low-level policy to solve
long-horizon tasks. Recent MARL studies have employed hi-
erarchical frameworks to address team composition problems.
For example, COPA (Liu et al. 2021) proposes a coach-player
framework, where the controller learns a strategy distribution
for the low-level agents based on global information, without
considering team dynamics. ALMA (Iqbal et al. 2022) uti-
lizes human domain knowledge to pre-define many subtasks
and corresponding rewards for learning a high-level subtask
allocation policy that assigns subtasks to agents. HSL (Liu
et al. 2022) employs an auto-encoder model to develop rep-
resentations under a fixed number of diverse skills, enabling
agents to select different skills as needed. Unlike existing
work, CORD exploits an informative posterior role distribu-
tion to learn the role assignment for the worker agents.

Role-Based Reinforcement Learning
Roles are associated with the division of labor and the key to
multi-agent systems (King & Peterson 2019; Campbell & Wu
2011). Based on this intuition, many methods have been pro-
posed to leverage predefined role assignments to solve speci-
fied tasks (Lhaksmana et al. 2018; Sun et al. 2020). However,
predefined roles need prior knowledge which hurts general-
ization. To solve this problem, Wilson et al. (2010) learns
roles by Bayesian inference. ROMA (Wang et al. 2020b) dis-
tinguishes role distributions based on observation trajectories
by mutual information. ROMA does not character more com-
plex inter-agent interactions in environments. RODE (Wang
et al. 2021b) maintains the original framework of HSL while
replacing skills with roles. These methods only utilize the
learned role distributions to promote cooperation in a fixed
team. Unlike these methods, CORD optimizes the role assign-
ment based on the maximum entropy principle to promote
generalization across different teams with unseen agents.

Multi-Agent Generalization
Zero-shot coordination has been a widely studied problem in
multi-agent systems. It refers to the ability of effectively co-
operating with unseen agents. However, previous studies (Hu
et al. 2020; Yu et al. 2023; Lupu et al. 2021) often assume a
fixed number of agents and cannot handle scenarios with vari-
able numbers of agents. To achieve robust behaviors among
varying numbers of unknown teammates in multi-agent co-
operation, generalization problems (Stone et al. 2010; Zhang
et al. 2020; Mahajan et al. 2022) have received much atten-
tion. Existing type-inference approaches assume a finite set

of predefined teammate types and choose policies adaptively
to solve generalization. For example, PLASTIC (Barrett &
Stone 2015) computes the Bayesian posterior of predefined
types. AATEAM (Chen et al. 2020) proposes an attention-
based architecture to infer the type. As these methods assume
predefined teammate types, they cannot generally generalize
to unknown types. Some recent works avoid predefining the
type of teammates via complex training processes, such as
population-based training (Long et al. 2020), pre-training
(Xing et al. 2021; Gu et al. 2021), and adversarial training (Li
et al. 2019a). Other studies leverage communication. SOG
(Shao et al. 2022) designs different mechanisms for agent self-
organization into teams based on the prior that agents with
similar observations should communicate. SOG links agent
observation trajectories with communication by optimizing
a variational lower bound on mutual information. However,
these methods require manual design, pre-training, or com-
munication, which brings additional complexity to real-world
scenarios. Unlike these methods, CORD addresses the gen-
eralization problem without reliance on predefined agent
policies/behaviors or communication, and can be trained in
an end-to-end manner.

3 Background
Dec-POMDP. A decentralized partially observable Markov
decision process (Dec-POMDP) (Oliehoek & Amato 2016)
can be defined as a tuple: ⟨S,A,P, r,U,Φ, O,N, γ⟩, where
N is the number of agents, U = {1, 2..., N} is the set of
agents. S is the set of the states, and A is the set of joint ac-
tions, a = {ai|i ∈ U} ∈ A. At each state s ∈ S, each agent
i receives a partial observation oi ∈ Φ according to the ob-
servation function O(s, i) : S×U → Φ. Agents choose their
actions forming a joint action a ∈ A. The joint action causes
a transition to the next state s′ according to the state transition
function P(s′|s,a)) : S × A × S → [0, 1], and the global
reward of the team is determined by r(s,a)) : S×A → R.
To settle partial observability, the trajectory of each agent
τ i ∈ T : (Φ×A)∗ is used to replace observation oi. Each
agent learns a local policy πi(ai|τ i), and all together form
a joint policy π(a|τ ), where τ is the joint trajectory of all
agents. The objective is to learn a joint policy to maximize
the expected cumulative discounted return, E[

∑∞
t=0 γ

trt],
where γ ∈ [0, 1) is the discount factor. For a joint policy
π(a|τ ), we can define the joint state-action value function
Qtot(τ t,at) = Eτ t+1:∞,at+1:∞ [

∑∞
k=0 γ

trt+k|τ t,at]. Fur-
ther we denote all other agents except agent i as −i.

QMIX. Value decomposition methods (Sunehag et al.
2018; Rashid et al. 2020; Son et al. 2019; Wang et al. 2020a)
factorize the joint state-action value function Qtot into indi-
vidual state-action functions to solve Dec-POMDPs. QMIX
(Rashid et al. 2020) is one of the commonly used meth-
ods, and it factorizes Qtot into {Qi(τ i,ai)|i ∈ U} via
a mixing network which satisfies the IGM condition by
∂Qtot

∂Qi ≥ 0, ∀I ∈ U. The mixing network can be removed
during execution such that agents can make decisions by their
own Qi in a fully decentralized manner. To handle a variable
number of agents, Attention QMIX (AQMIX) (Iqbal et al.
2021) improves QMIX by the multi-head attention mech-



anism (Vaswani et al. 2017). REFIL (Iqbal et al. 2021) is
further introduced to enhance AQMIX for multi-task MARL
by random subgroup partition.

4 CORD
Inspired by information theory (Jaynes 1957), we believe that
increasing the entropy of the role distribution is an effective
approach to resolve the problem of generalizable cooperation
with unseen agents. The objective function can be considered
as,

maxH(P(c)), (1)

where P(c) is a prior role distribution. Without any task
information, the best prior distribution would be a max en-
tropy distribution. When the task information is given, we
can further adapt this prior based on the task information and
get a more informative posterior. Therefore, we conjecture
that merely maximizing the entropy of the role distribution
is insufficient for learning high-quality role division. Our
empirical results (see Section 5) also support that.

To derive an informative posterior role distribution by max-
imizing the entropy, some evidence or information should
be provided to the posterior. We believe that a good role as-
signment for cooperation should consider the information or
influence from other agents. In a role-based approach, effec-
tive role assignment is crucial for fostering cooperation. As
highlighted by Chalkiadakis et al. (2022); Elkind & Rothe
(2016); Branzei et al. (2008), considering the impact of indi-
vidual agents, such as their Shapley value, is key to enhancing
team cooperation. An illustrative example: A robot team of
excavators, material transporters, and assemblers collaborate
to build, where delayed excavation due to hard rocks prompts
some transporters to switch roles to clear debris, accelerating
the process. Thus, effective role assignment is responsive to
the excavators’ performance.

Thus, we assume the presence of a causal relationship
between the role of one agent and the information of other
agents. Moreover, we construct a causal graph to reflect such
relationships. With these conditions and the corresponding
causal graph, we can find that the entropy of role distribution
(1) can be split into two terms: the first term is causal infer-
ence in role and the second term is role heterogeneity. We
discuss this result in detail later in this section.

Before our discussion of the decomposition of the entropy
of role distribution, we must first establish a reasonable causal
graph. We assume that a causal relationship exists between
the role of one agent and the influence of other agents. As
such, to ascertain the precise impact of these relationships
on the role distribution, we must quantify them in terms
of mutual information based on the corresponding causal
graph. For this purpose, we put forth the assumptions below
to facilitate the construction of the causal graph.

Assumption 4.1 (Causal Graph Assumption). At timestep
t, the actions a−i

t and other agents’ roles c−i
t cannot influence

agent i’s role cit. Thus, we consider a−i
t−1 and c−i

t−1, which
we posit having a causal relationship with cit. Given that
we assume environments satisfy Markov Properties, we need

𝐨𝐨𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑖
𝒂𝒂𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑖

𝐜𝐜𝑡𝑡𝑖𝑖

𝒂𝒂𝑡𝑡−1−𝑖𝑖

𝐨𝐨𝑡𝑡−𝑖𝑖

𝐡𝐡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡

𝒂𝒂𝑡𝑡+1𝑖𝑖

𝐨𝐨𝑡𝑡+1𝑖𝑖

𝐡𝐡𝑡𝑡+1𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡

𝐜𝐜𝑡𝑡+1𝑖𝑖

𝐜𝐜𝑡𝑡−1−𝑖𝑖 𝐜𝐜𝑡𝑡−𝑖𝑖

𝒂𝒂𝑡𝑡−𝑖𝑖
𝐨𝐨𝑡𝑡+1−𝑖𝑖

𝐒𝐒𝑡𝑡 𝐒𝐒𝑡𝑡+1

Figure 1: Illustration of the causal graph. Black circles are
inherent states in the environment. Blue circles represent
related information of other agents except for agent i. Red
circles are related information of agent i. Black dashed lines
represent the direction of information transmission. Blue
solid lines represent the causal effect on the role of agent i
and red solid lines are the individual information.

only consider the observation at timestep t, denoted oi
t, which

encapsulates all prior information.
Under Assumption 4.1, we propose a causal graph as il-

lustrated in Figure 1. In this causal graph, for any agent i,
the observation of agent i at timestep t: oi

t and team state
hteam
t = {ok

t |k ∈ U} can represent the sufficient informa-
tion of agent i. The observation of other agents at timestep
t: o−i

t , the action and role distribution of other agents at
timestep t− 1: a−i

t−1 and c−i
t−1 can represent the causal influ-

ence on agent i.
Now, given this causal graph, we can define some critical

quantities for our analysis. First, we can get the following
definition about the other agents’ influence.
Definition 4.2. Suppose that the causal relationships between
agents can be defined as the causal graph, for each agent i,
the definition of other agents’ influence vector Īi

t is below:

qi
t = f(oi

t,h
team
t ),

ki
t = g(ai

t−1,o
i
t, c

i
t−1),

vi
t = h(ai

t−1,o
i
t, c

i
t−1),

αj
t = softmax(

qi
t · k

j
t√

d
),∀j ̸= i

Ī
i
t =

∑
j ̸=i

αj
tv

j
t ,

(2)

where qi
t is encoded by f function, ki

t and vi
t are the key and

value vector encoded by g and h function respectively, f , g,
and h are trainable network layers with different parameters.

Here we follow the attention mechanism (Bahdanau et al.
2014) to process the information about the influence of other
agents −i on agent i. Thus, Definition 4.2 represents the
specific computation process of defining the influence vector
of an agent by the attention mechanism.

Next, we can define c-related matrix A(c) which repre-
sents the similarities between different roles.



Definition 4.3. There are a multivariate role distribution P(c)
and c-related Matrix A(c). Their definitions are as follows:

A(c)ij = e−dij , A(c)ij ∈ (0, 1], ∀i, j ∈ {1, 2, ..., N},

dij = DKL(P(ci|Ī
i
t,q

i
t)||P(cj |Ī

j
t ,q

j
t ))

+DKL(P(cj |Ī
j
t ,q

j
t ))||P(ci|Ī

i
t,q

i
t), (3)

where Ī
i
t, q

i
t, Ī

j
t , and qj

t satisfy Definition 4.2, and N is the
number of agents.

With all the preparation above, we can discuss the decom-
position of the role entropy. Actually, we have the following
theorem.

Theorem 4.4. Suppose that both the prior role distribution
P(c|q) and the posterior role distribution P(c|Ī,q) obey
Gaussian distribution and the c-related matrix A(c) satisfies
Definition 4.3, then the entropy of the role distribution can
be decomposed as:

H(P(c|q)) = I(c; Ī|q) +H(P(c|Ī,q)), (4)

I(c; Ī|q) = Eτ [

N∑
i=1

DKL[P(ci|Īi,qi)∥P(ci|do(Īi),qi)]],

(5)

H(P(c|Ī,q)) = β log |A(c)|+ C, (6)

where I is mutual information, Īi = Ī
i
t, qi = qi

t, do(Īi) =

do(Ī
i

t), |A(c)| denotes the determinant of A(c), and β and
C are constants.

Proof. See Appendix A.

do(Īi) is a mathematical operator which repre-
sents the average influence from other agents, so
DKL[P(ci|Īi,qi)∥P(ci|do(Īi),qi)] can quantify counter-
factual causal effects from other agents. The difference be-
tween “do-calculus” and do(Īi) is that “do-calculus” is the
operation of intervention, while do(Īi) refers to the expec-
tation of all possible interventions. Practically, do(Īi) can
be substituted with a constant vector. More discussion about
do(Īi) can be found in Pearl (2009). However, instead of
using the method in Pearl (2009) to calculate the causal effect,
we borrow the idea of social influence (Jaques et al. 2019)
and leverage the deep learning model to estimate the causal
effect.

From Theorem 4.4, we can find that the entropy of role
distribution is split into two terms: causal inference in role
I(c; Ī|q) and role heterogeneity H(P(c|Ī,q)). The causal
inference of roles I(c; Ī|q) enables prudent role assignments
through causal reasoning based on the previously defined
causal graph. The role heterogeneity H(P(c|Ī,q)) incen-
tivizes the controller to derive dissimilar role partitions with-
out undesirable redundancy. Thus, the model can maintain its
performance while enhancing generalization by concurrently
optimizing both components.

We need to argue that the objective (4) is different from (1).
The decomposition in Theorem 4.4 is under Definition 4.2
and the causal graph. These assumptions or conditions can

be seen as constraints on optimizing the entropy of the role
distribution in (1). So optimizing the objective (4) is actually
optimizing (1) with some constraints from the causal graph.

Though I(c; Ī|q) and H(P(c|Ī,q)) are components of
the decomposition of H(P(c)) from Theorem 4.4, these two
terms still have richer meanings from different views. Actu-
ally, these different views are the reason that we name them
as causal inference in role and role heterogeneity. So, we
discuss these two terms in further depth next.

Causal Inference in Role
To enable prudent role assignments, the precise causal im-
pact based on the previously defined causal graph must be
ascertained. Actually, the RHS of (5) represents the expected
causal effects from other agents (Pearl 2009). The proof
demonstrating how causal inference relates to mutual infor-
mation is provided in Appendix A. So for the purpose of
prudent role assignments, assuming the role distribution sat-
isfies Definition 4.2, the objective function can be defined
as,

max
c∼P(·|Ī,q)

Eτ [

N∑
i=1

DKL[P(ci|Īi,qi)||P(ci|do(Īi),qi)]].

(7)

Moreover, from Theorem 4.4, maximizing (7) is also equiva-
lent to maximizing the mutual information between the role
and the influence vector of other agents. Note that mutual
information can be used in causal inference, including coun-
terfactual inference and intervention operations. Tigas et al.
(2022) explains that mutual information discovers causal re-
lationships by observation data and evaluates the impact of a
variable change on another variable.

Although (7) optimizes the expected value of causal effects,
practically we can sample M trajectories and approximate
the mutual information between ci and Ī

i
t by the average

causal effects. Moreover, we substitute I0, a constant vector,
for do(Īi

t) to represent the intervention in causal inference
theory (Pearl 2009). Therefore, the causal inference in role
can be rewritten as follows, and we maximize it by taking it
as an intrinsic reward,

rc =
1

M

∑
M

N∑
i=1

DKL[P(ci|Īi,qi)||P(ci|I0,qi)], (8)

where I0 is a constant vector, M is the number of sampled
trajectories.

Role Heterogeneity
Given Definition 4.3 and the assumption of Gaussian distri-
bution, we can find the determinant |A(c)| in the formulation
of H(P(c|Ī,q)) in (6). On the other hand, the matrix A(c)
depicts the distance between any pair of roles. This means
that the determinant |A(c)| represents the enclosed volume of
c in the corresponding metric space, and maximizing |A(c)|
improves the diversity of roles (Parker-Holder et al. 2020). So
the following objective function is equivalent to maximizing
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Figure 2: Overview of CORD framework. The purple module is the high-level controller network. The blue modules represent
agent individual Q-networks and the orange module is the mixing network. To additionally settle entities-based settings, for the
network input, (ot,at−1)/x

E represents different types of observation for different entities, and Mteam
t and Mi
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Figure 3: Episode rewards on training and generalization to unseen teams of CORD compared with all baselines in resource
collection: a learning curves on training tasks, b generalization to 5-agent team, and c generalization to 6-agent team.

the entropy of posterior role distributions given other agents’
influence vectors, as well as improving the diversity of roles,

max
c∼P(·|Ī,q)

β log |A(c)|+ C. (9)

However, it should be noted that log |A(c)| ∈ (−∞, 0] is
unbounded at one end, while |A(c)| ∈ [0, 1] is bounded.
Since the log function is concave, we optimize log |A(c)|
in the same manner as we optimize |A(c)|. Thus, the role
heterogeneity is expressed as follows and maximized as an
intrinsic reward,

rd = |A(c)|. (10)

Framework
We are now ready to introduce our learning framework. First,
by aggregating the two intrinsic rewards rc and rd with the
environmental reward re, we can have a new reward function
r as follows:

r = re + λcrc + λdrd, (11)

where λc and λd are hyperparameters. Our objective is to op-
timize this shaped reward. The learning framework of CORD
is illustrated in Figure 2. The high-level controller takes as
input the observations from all agents and then assigns roles
to the low-level agents accordingly. The agent utility network
computes individual Q-function given local observation and
assigned role. The mixing network takes as input the Q-values
from all agents and outputs Qtot. All the modules, parame-
terized by θ, are updated end-to-end via backpropagation to
minimize the TD loss,

L(θ) = E(τ ,a),r,τ ′)∼D

[(
ytot −Qtot(τ ,a); θ)

)2]
,

ytot = r + γQtot
(
τ ′, argmaxQtot(τ ′, · ; θ); θ̄

)
,

(12)

where D is the replay buffer and θ̄ is the parameter of the
target network. The pseudocode of the learning algorithm is
available in Appendix B.
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Figure 4: Win rates on training and generalization to unseen agents of CORD compared with all baselines in SMAC: a learning
curves in 3-7sz, b learning curves in 3-7MMM, c generalization to 5sz, and d generalization to 5MMM, where c and d are the
box plot.

5 Experiments
In this section, we evaluate our proposed CORD in a va-
riety of cooperative multi-agent tasks including resource
collection (Liu et al. 2021) in MPE(Lowe et al. 2017) and
SMAC(Samvelyan et al. 2019; Iqbal et al. 2021) to empir-
ically investigate whether CORD can enable better gener-
alizable cooperation. To ensure reproducibility, we include
our code in the supplementary material and will make it
open-source upon acceptance.

Experimental Setting
Environment. In resource collection, agents collect dis-
persed resources, facing invaders & defending a home.

Multi-task SMAC utilizes variable types of agents with
entity-defined states & mask-based observations. Our exper-
iments include two scenarios: sz and MMM. Additional two
(m and csz) are available in Appendix D.

Baselines and Ablation. We compare our method
with hierarchical RL methods, COPA (Liu et al.
2021) and ALMA (Iqbal et al. 2022), CTDE with full
observation methods, Attention QMIX (AQMIX)
and REFIL (Iqbal et al. 2021), communication-based
method, SOG (Shao et al. 2022), and role-based
method, ROMA (Wang et al. 2020b). Moreover, we in-
troduce two ablation baselines. We fix the role distribution
P(c) to be uniform at random, and we denote this baseline as
MaxEnt. For the second one, we remove the intrinsic rewards
from CORD, denoted as CORD w/o I.

Training and Generalization Test. All methods are
trained in multi-task settings with varying agent numbers:
2-4 in resource collection and 3-7 in SMAC during training.

To evaluate generalizable cooperation, we set up two types
of generalization tests.

• Generalization to unseen teams. The learned policy is
applied to tasks with the number of agents different from
training.

• Generalization to unseen agents. The learned policy is
applied to control part of the team to cooperate with the
remaining built-in, unseen agents in each environment.

All results are presented using the mean and standard devi-
ation of five runs with different random seeds unless stated

Table 1: Average episode rewards of generalization tests for
unseen agents in resource collection, where we bold the
highest episode rewards.

Methods
Tasks

5-agent task 6-agent task

AQMIX 115.69± 3.54 139.58± 3.58

REFIL 59.88± 3.04 70.99± 2.79

COPA 130.02± 2.24 149.86± 1.37

SOG 58.62± 28.99 72.72± 32.56

ALMA 54.86± 31.42 65.85± 35.12

ROMA 52.49± 25.58 79.64± 34.50

CORD 139.16± 2.45 166.334± 2.65

otherwise. More details about experimental settings and hy-
perparameters are available in Appendix C.

Resource Collection
Figure 3a shows CORD significantly outperforms all base-
lines on training tasks, indicating well-coordinated policies
from effective role assignment and a reasonable controller
policy. Figures 3b and 3c demonstrate CORD’s superior per-
formance in generalization tests with unseen 5-agent and
6-agent teams, suggesting its role assignment’s high general-
izability.

To evaluate generalization to unseen collaborators, we test
5-agent and 6-agent tasks with the setting of 1 to 4 control-
lable agents and 1 to 5 controllable agents, respectively, and
report their average episode rewards for 5-agent and 6-agent
tasks respectively in Table 1. While all methods show de-
creased performance, CORD consistently outperforms base-
lines, demonstrating its superior generalization to unseen
agents.

SMAC
Training results for 3-7sz and 3-7MMM scenarios are shown
in Figures 4a and 4b, with CORD, COPA, and REFIL outper-
forming others. In the generalization test for unseen teams,
2sz, 8sz, 2MMM, and 8MMM, as shown in Table 2, CORD
consistently surpasses baselines across all tasks.



Table 2: Win rates of generalization tests for unseen teams in SMAC, where we bold the highest win rate.

Methods
Tasks

2sz 8sz 2MMM 8MMM

AQMIX 0.161± 0.055 0.171± 0.026 0.187± 0.027 0.192± 0.014

REFIL 0.594± 0.076 0.434± 0.011 0.254± 0.034 0.596± 0.032

COPA 0.660± 0.046 0.370± 0.214 0.252± 0.051 0.612± 0.068

SOG 0.469± 0.059 0.425± 0.049 0.147± 0.135 0.414± 0.135

ALMA 0.371± 0.093 0.375± 0.072 0.164± 0.058 0.617± 0.062

ROMA 0.063± 0.024 0.052± 0.032 0.043± 0.016 0.057± 0.023

CORD 0.696± 0.027 0.491± 0.055 0.288± 0.085 0.713± 0.003

Table 3: Ablation study of CORD in resource collection: training tasks, generalization tests for unseen teams, and generalization
tests for unseen agents.

Methods
Tasks training tasks unseen teams unseen agents

5-agent task 6-agent task 5-agent task 6-agent task

MaxEnt 68.89± 26.03 118.38± 28.98 140.10± 32.80 110.01± 6.36 132.78± 5.76

CORD w/o I 115.48± 9.71 176.12± 12.04 202.08± 13.35 92.99± 15.72 113.02± 14.81

CORD 138.52± 15.57 183.37± 6.70 210.53± 7.71 139.16± 7.35 166.334± 7.96

For generalization tests with unseen agents in 5sz and
5MMM tasks, involving 1 to 4 controllable agents, Figure 4c
and 4d show CORD is again superior to all baselines despite
observed performance degradation for all methods. Together
with two more scenarios in SMAC: m and csz, available
in Appendix D, there are 12 generalization tasks in SMAC.
CORD obtains the best win rate in 8 out of 12 tasks, while
ALMA, COPA, and SOG are respectively 2/12, 1/12, and
1/12.

In summary, despite strong training results, CTDE meth-
ods show decline in generalization tests due to inability to
leverage global info for unseen teamwork. ROMA neglects
agent interactions, struggling with collaboration in diverse
teams. SOG’s miscommunication risks faulty policies in gen-
eralization. COPA crudely manages global info, performing
badly in hetergeneous environments. ALMA relies heavily
on preset sub-task counts, working only in homogeneous set-
tings (e.g., m). Next, we perform an ablation study to better
understand CORD.

Ablation Study
We conduct an ablation study in resource collection to inves-
tigate (1) whether a prior role distribution with the maximum
entropy, denoted as MaxEnt, is enough for generalizable
cooperation; (2) whether it is enough to learn only from envi-
ronmental rewards, denoted as CORD w/o I, indicating the
benefit of our objective function (4). For the ablation study in
resource collection, the setting of training and generalization
test is the same as in Section 5.

As shown in Table 3, CORD substantially outperforms
both CORD w/o I and MaxEnt on the training tasks, general-
ization to unseen teams, and generalization to unseen agents.
With our objective function converted as intrinsic rewards,
CORD obtains a large performance gain over CORD w/o I.
CORD is better than MaxEnt in all the settings, indicating a

prior role distribution with the maximum entropy offers little
guidance to role assignment and even degrades the perfor-
mance. On the other hand, MaxEnt outperforms CORD w/o I
in generalization to unseen agents, highlighting the potential
benefit of the maximum entropy principle may help there.

To this end, we can conclude that directly optimizing the
prior role distribution may not be beneficial for generalizable
cooperation. However, our objective function, i.e., optimizing
the entropy with constraints, effectively improves both train-
ing and generalization across different teams with unseen
agents.

6 Conclusion and Limitation

In this paper, we propose CORD, a hierarchical MARL ap-
proach leveraging role diversity for generalizable coopera-
tion. A high-level controller assigns roles to low-level agents,
whose policies depend on these roles. We formulate the prob-
lem of generalizable role assignment as the constrained op-
timization of entropy and mathematically decompose the
objective into two terms: causal inference in role and role het-
erogeneity. The two terms are further converted to intrinsic
rewards and optimized end-to-end. Empirically, we evaluate
CORD in a variety of cooperative multi-agent tasks. Results
show CORD substantially outperforms baselines in general-
ization tests for unseen teams and unseen agents. Ablation
studies verify the efficacy of our constrained optimization
objective.

A limitation of CORD is it periodically requires global
information and assigns roles to agents during execution,
which may limit the flexibility and adaptability of decen-
tralized multi-agent systems. Yet, this represents a tradeoff
between generalizability and decentralization.
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A Proof of Theorem 4.4
Proof. First, given the definitions of mutual information and entropy, the equation (4) is valid. We then prove that the equation
(5) is valid. As shown in Lemma A.1, the mutual information between roles and influence from other agents can be estimated
using the do operator (Pearl 2009).

Lemma A.1. Suppose that N agents satisfy the causality for any agent i which is shown in the causal graph (Figure 1), and
there is a multivariate role distribution P(c) which satisfies Definition 4.3, then

DKL[P(c|Ī,q)||P(c|q)] =
N∑
i=1

DKL[P(ci|Īi,qi)||P(ci|do(Īi),qi)].

Proof.

DKL[P(c|Ī,q)||P(c|q)] =
∫

P(c|Ī,q) log P(c|Ī,q)
P(c|q)

dc

=

∫
P(c|Ī,q) log

∏N
i=1 P(ci|Īi,qi)∏N
i=1 P(ci|qi)

dc

=

∫
P(c|Ī,q)

N∑
i=1

log
P(ci|Īi,qi)

P(ci|qi)
dc

=

N∑
i=1

∫
P(c|Ī,q) log P(ci|Īi,qi)

P(ci|qi)
dc

=

N∑
i=1

∫ N∏
i=1

P(ci|Īi,qi) log
P(ci|Īi,qi)

P(ci|qi)
dc

=

N∑
i=1

∫
P(ci|Īi,qi) log

P(ci|Īi,qi)

P(ci|qi)
dci

=

N∑
i=1

DKL[P(ci|Īi,qi)||P(ci|qi)]

=

N∑
i=1

DKL[P(ci|Īi,qi)||
∑
Ĩi

P(ci|Ĩi,qi)P(Ĩi|qi)],

where Ĩi is any potential counterfactual influence vector from other agents. Based on Pearl (2009) and Jaques et al. (2019), we
can use do(Ī) to represent the average influence from other agents. Therefore,

Eτ [DKL[P(c|Ī,q)||P(c|q)]] = Eτ [

N∑
i=1

DKL[P(ci|Īi,qi)||P(ci|do(Īi),qi)]].

Lastly, we demonstrate that the equation (6) is valid by Lemma A.2, where we show that the entropy of the posterior role
distribution P(c|Ī,q) corresponds to the determinant of the role-related matrix.

Lemma A.2. Suppose that both prior role distribution P(c) and the posterior role distribution P(c|Ī,q) obey Gaussian
distribution, c ∼ N (µ′,Σ) given Ī and q, then the role heterogeneity can be transformed to the entropy of the posterior role
distribution.

It can be formalized as:

H(P(c|Ī,q)) = β log |A(c)|+ C,

where β and C are constants.



Proof. Suppose that the c-related matrix A(c) satisfies Definition 4.3, then A(c) = Σ according to the definition of a valid
covariance matrix for a Gaussian process (Smola & Schölkopf 1998; Abrahamsen & regnesentral 1997), where Σ is the
covariance matrix of the posterior role distribution P(c|Ī,q), then:

H(P(c|Ī,q)) = N

2
log(2πe) +

1

2
log |A(c)|.

Therefore H(P(c|Ī,q)) can be represented as:

H(P(c|Ī,q)) = β log |A(c)|+ C,

where β and C are constants.

Combining Lemma A.1 and A.2, we can have the following equation to decompose the entropy of the prior role distribution:

H(P(c)) = I(c; Ī|q) +H(P(c|Ī,q))
= I(c; Ī|q) + β log |A(c)|+ C

= Eτ [

N∑
i=1

DKL[P(ci|Īi,qi)||P(ci|do(Īi),qi)]] + β log |A(c)|+ C,

which concludes the proof of Theorem 4.4.

B Pseudocode of CORD
In this section, we present the pseudocode of CORD in Algorithm 1, which corresponds to the framework in Section 4.

Algorithm 1: CORD
Initialize replay memory D
Initialize the posterior role policy network G with random parameters δ
Initialize [Qi], Qtot with random parameters θ
Initialize target parameter θ̄ = θ

Input: [Īi
t], [q

i
t] for the posterior role policy network G satisfying the definition 4.2

Output: [P(ci|Ī
i
t,q

i
t)], A(c) satisfying the definition 4.3, [Qi], Qtot

for episode = 1 to M do
Observe initial state s0 and observation o0 = [O(s0, i)]

N
i=1 for each agent i

for t = 1 to T do
With probability ϵ select a random action ai

t
Otherwise ai

t = argmaxai
t
Qi(τ i

t,a
i
t) for each agent i

Take action at and retrieve next observation and reward (ot+1, rt)
Store transition (τ t,at, rt, τ t+1) in D
Sample a random minibatch of transitions (τ ,a, r, τ ′) from D

Compute rc and rd by the equation (8) and (10) with outputs [P(ci|Ī
i
t,q

i
t)] and A(c)

Set λc and λd, compute the shaped reward r by the equation (11)
Update θ by minimizing the loss (12)
Update target network parameters θ̄ = θ with period J

end for
end for

C Experiment Settings and Implementation Details
Navigation Control in MPE
This task involves 4 agents and 4 landmarks. Each agent can take one of five actions. The objective for agents is to minimize
the total distance to all targets while avoiding collisions in 200 timesteps. For generalization to unseen agents, we also use
built-in agents as unseen agents and test the performance in a 4-agent task. For CORD, we use a learning rate of 3× 10−4. The
hyperparameters of causal inference in role λc and role heterogeneity λd are fixed as 0.001 throughout the 6M training timesteps.
The batch size used in the experiment is 256. The controller network of CORD contains 8 layers. Three fully connected layers
are used to encode observation, action, and entity information into three 128-dimensional vectors respectively. One multi-head
attention layer with 4 heads takes observation embedding vectors as input and outputs the 128-dimensional hidden vector of the
global information. One fully connected layer encodes the hidden vector of the global information and observation embedding



Table 4: Average episode rewards of training and generalization tests for unseen agents (4-agent task) in navigation control,
where we bold the highest episode rewards.

Methods Training performance Generalization

AQMIX −346.80± 33.50 −327.99± 18.74

REFIL −128.58± 23.76 −350.15± 3.18

COPA −334.67± 60.31 −285.21± 22.11

SOG −293.77± 82.98 −366.49± 115.98

ALMA −9491.02± 36.91 −6743.03± 2040.30

ROMA −1722.81± 1123.53 −881.29± 529.23

CORD −108.67± 12.46 −114.21± 7.12

vectors and outputs the 128-dimensional vector of individual information for each agent. Another multi-head attention layer with
4 heads takes the vectors of the other agents’ information as input for generating the 128-dimensional influence vectors about
other agents. The MLP head layer contains 2 fully connected layers taking the individual information and influence vectors as
input, generating the mean and variance of the distribution respectively. The target networks are updated after every 200 training
episodes. For the environment, we use MPE (Lowe et al. 2017) with MIT license. We implement the default configurations of
AQMIX (Liu et al. 2021) and REFIL (Shao et al. 2022) with the MIT license. We use the original code of COPA (Liu et al. 2021).
For ALMA (Iqbal et al. 2022), we integrated the code of the resource collection environment and set the number of subtasks to
one. ROMA (Wang et al. 2020b) is adapted by migrating entity-based environment code into the algorithm, enabling ROMA to
accommodate tasks with varying numbers of agents. Lastly, for SOG (Shao et al. 2022), we also utilize the original code directly.
The environment and model are configured in Python. All models are constructed utilizing PyTorch and trained on a machine
with 1 Nvidia GPU (GTX 1080 TI) and 12 Intel CPU cores.

Resource Collection
In resource collection (Liu et al. 2021), agents cooperate to gather 3 different types of resources (red, green, blue) scattered in the
environment. The scenario includes 3 entities: invaders, agents, and home. The goal of this task is to collect resources and bring
them home while intercepting invaders to defend the home. Agents have 5 actions and observe entities within 0.2 units. Agents
can only hold one resource at a time, so they must bring the holding resource home before collecting another one. Invaders
periodically appear and move to the home. Episodes last 145 timesteps. In resource collection, we implement the default settings
of COPA and AQMIX in Liu et al. (2021) and we use the configuration of REFIL in Shao et al. (2022) with the MIT license.
For the implementation of CORD, the details are the same in MPE (C) except we train all methods for 10M timesteps. The
environment and model are implemented in Python. All models are built on PyTorch and are trained on a machine with 1 Nvidia
GPU (GTX 1080 TI) and 12 Intel CPU Cores.

SMAC
In StarCraft II, for CORD, we use a learning rate of 5 × 10−4. The hyperparameters of causal inference in role λc and role
heterogeneity λd are fixed as 0.0025 throughout the 6M training timesteps for all maps. Except the above three parameters,
the implementation of CORD is the same as it in MPE. For AQMIX and REFIL, we implement the default configurations for
each scenario. Our implementation of CORD and COPA derives from REFIL (Iqbal et al. 2021) with the MIT license. The
environment and model are configured in Python. All models are constructed utilizing PyTorch and trained on a system with 4
Nvidia GPUs (A100) and 224 Intel CPU cores.

D More Experiments on MPE and SMAC
Navigation Control in MPE
We further evaluate CORD on Navigation Control in MPE tasks. As shown in Table 4, CORD achieves markedly superior
performance than all baselines in terms of training performance. The enhanced performance indicates that CORD has formulated
a sound controller policy for role assignment. In terms of the generalization for unseen agents, CORD substantially outperforms
all baselines. This result demonstrates the role assignment of CORD also generalizes more comprehensively to unseen agents.

More Maps in SMAC
We further evaluate CORD on two more SMAC maps, 3-7m and 3-7csz. As we can see in Figure 5a and 5b, CORD, COPA, and
REFIL achieve comparable performance in training. In terms of generalization to unseen teams, as shown in Table 5, CORD
outperforms baselines on the 8csz task. Furthermore, in terms of the generalization to unseen agents, we assess 5m and 5csz
tasks with the setting of 1 to 4 controllable agents. As illustrated in Figure 5c and 5d, performance decay is still observed for all
methods. However, CORD’s performance is comparable to that of the best baseline in the 5m scenario, achieving the desired win
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Figure 5: Win rates on training and generalization to unseen agents of CORD compared with all baselines on more maps in
SMAC: a learning curves in 3-7m, b learning curves in 3-7csz, c generalization to 5m, d generalization to 5csz, where c and d are
the box plot.

Table 5: Win rates of generalization tests for unseen teams on more maps in SMAC, where we bold the highest win rate.

Methods
Tasks

2m 8m 2csz 8csz

AQMIX 0.481± 0.107 0.485± 0.070 0.224± 0.060 0.226± 0.051

REFIL 0.564± 0.064 0.656± 0.090 0.520± 0.039 0.572± 0.061

COPA 0.570± 0.014 0.488± 0.316 0.583± 0.045 0.530± 0.036

SOG 0.694± 0.123 0.674± 0.063 0.425± 0.091 0.423± 0.065

ALMA 0.809± 0.021 0.791± 0.038 0.256± 0.050 0.272± 0.061

ROMA 0.056± 0.023 0.048± 0.031 0.060± 0.027 0.057± 0.031

CORD 0.593± 0.031 0.655± 0.013 0.543± 0.038 0.590± 0.060

rate of 0.29. In the 5csz scenario, CORD slightly outperforms all baselines, reaching the win rate of 0.55. Together with two
maps in Section 5, there are a total of 12 generalization tasks in SMAC. CORD obtains the best win rate in 8 out of 12 tasks,
while ALMA, COPA, and SOG are respectively 2/12, 1/12, and 1/12.

As for the communication-based method, it is beneficial for processing information from other agents but is effective primarily
in homogeneous environments like m maps. The misinterpretation of information in communication probably leads to agents
misunderstanding each other’s data and consequently producing incorrect collaborative policies. Therefore, under complex role
distributions, the efficacy of communication diminishes. According to the experimental results, although SOG demonstrates
more prominent training performance on the csz map, the generalization results indicate that SOG experiences the most
significant performance degradation, exhibiting overfitting phenomena. Consequently, its generalization ability is relatively
weaker compared to other models. In hierarchical RL approaches, COPA processes global information in a rudimentary manner,
resulting in better performance in homogeneous environments. However, in tasks with complex role combinations, COPA is
inferior to CORD, particularly in considering the impact of other agents for role assignment. For the 2csz map, the team consists
of only two agents, thus having at most two unit types, with half the scenarios featuring just one type. This essentially makes
the 2csz map a homogeneous environment, which is advantageous for COPA. ALMA relies significantly on the predefined
number of subtasks, set to one in our experiments, making it effective only in homogeneous environments. For the m maps,
where 100% of scenarios involve single unit types, creating a completely homogeneous environment. ALMA, with its subtask
number set to one, is highly advantageous. Given the characteristics of subtasks, ALMA requires a predefined subtask number to
potentially guide diversity in role distribution. Finally, the reason for CORD’s inferior performance on the m and 2csz maps
may be attributed to its potential issue of excessive role diversity in homogeneous environments. CORD’s overemphasis on role
diversity leads to performance degradation in scenarios where diverse role distribution is unnecessary.
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