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Abstract—We anticipate increased instances of humans and
AI systems working together in what we refer to as a hybrid
team. The increase in collaboration is expected as AI systems
gain proficiency and their adoption becomes more widespread.
However, their behavior is not error-free, making hybrid teams
a very suitable solution. As such, we consider methods for im-
proving performance for these teams of humans and AI systems.
For hybrid teams, we will refer to both the humans and AI
systems as agents. To improve team performance over that seen
for agents operating individually, we propose a manager which
learns, through a standard Reinforcement Learning scheme, how
to best delegate, over time, the responsibility of taking a decision
to any of the agents. We further guide the manager’s learning
so they also minimize how many changes in delegation are
made resulting from undesirable team behavior. We demonstrate
the optimality of our manager’s performance in several grid
environments which include failure states which terminate an
episode and should be avoided. We perform our experiments with
teams of agents with varying degrees of acceptable risk, in the
form of proximity to a failure state, and measure the manager’s
ability to make effective delegation decisions with respect to its
own risk-based constraints, then compare these to the optimal
decisions. Our results show our manager can successfully learn
desirable delegations which result in team paths near/exactly
optimal with respect to path length and number of delegations.

Index Terms—reinforcement learning; intervention; delegation

I. INTRODUCTION

The performance attainable by AI systems continues to
improve and so we anticipate increased adoption to create
scenarios where humans and AI systems, which we refer to
both as agents, operate as a “hybrid team.” In a hybrid team,
tasks can be offloaded to a single agent or there can be con-
current actions of multiple human and AI agents [1]–[5]. As
is evident from past examples [6]–[11], humans and artificial
agents are certainly not error-free, so both humans and artifi-
cial agents are capable of erroneous decisions resulting from
mistakes, risky behavior, etc. To ensure successful operation,
considerations are needed to mitigate these issues. In some
cases, this leads to the design of systems which abstain from
decision-making when they have low confidence/experience
[12], [13]. Therefore, we utilize a manager, which oversees the
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operations of the hybrid team, and, over time, delegates the
responsibility of taking a decision to either agent, based on the
context of the specific problem, and the expected performance
of agents at each specific point in time. The manager learns
through observations of context and behavior how best to make
delegation decisions.

We highlight four primary features of our manager. First,
clearly, the manager prioritizes selecting agents which provide
higher chances of success, based on its own estimate of
the performance of the individual agents at any point in
time. Second, the measure of agent performance used by the
manager is independent of those used to train the individual
agents on the same task. This ensures the manager does not
make unfair assumptions regarding access to private agent
information or the manager being bound by the same measure
of ideal behavior. Third, interventions of the manager (i.e.,
decisions on delegation choices) are also based on constraints
regarding the behavior and outcomes of the team decisions.
Typically, such constraints indicate how far (or close) the
hybrid team is to severe conditions that may have catastrophic
effects (e.g., an incident in case of driving scenarios). These
constraints, together with estimates of the agents’ actions,
determine intervention points. Therefore, the manager can
remain in the background until intervention is needed. Fourth,
the manager learns how to optimize the performance of the
team by choosing appropriate delegations and learns how
to minimize the number of such interventions. In realistic
scenarios, managers that switch too frequently between team
agents might not be practical, indeed.

We code these features into a standard Reinforcement
Learning scheme, which we completely describe in [14].
Specifically, the manager reward model will receive reward-
based feedback which includes penalties for delegations re-
sulting in violation of constraints. The scale of the penalties
will indicate how strongly averse the manager should be to
making an intervention, which implicitly indicates aversion to
those conditions which would lead to an intervention. This will
serve to motivate the manager to recognize those agents which
align best with the manager’s constraints regarding behavior.
Additionally, the manager reward will distinguish between task
success and failure to ensure the manager also recognizes
successful behavior regarding the underlying task. Combined,
these aspects will incentivize a manager behavior policy which
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prioritizes successful team behavior and reduced frequencies
of manager intervention.

While we have considered similar concepts in prior work
[15]–[17], there are distinguishing factors for our model. First,
in [15], we propose a Reinforcement Learning (RL) model
which mixes cognitively inspired Instance-Based Learning
(IBL) [18] and RL [19] to learn a delegation model based on
human-inspired behavior understanding. At each time step, the
manager selected the next delegated agent. We extended the
delegation scenario in [16] to cases of hybrid teams in driving
contexts with impacted agent sensing. This method similarly
relied on manager delegations at each step of an episode. Addi-
tionally, the manager observation was provided by combining
the observations of the team agents. For our work in [17], we
focus instead on cases where agents may differ in the actions
they can take in an environment. We required consistency for
the states the agents can visit, but the diverse actions meant
agents may move through the environment in diverse ways.
For our new model [14], as opposed to our prior works, our
approach lets us isolate the manager model from the agent
models. Unlike our previous cases, the manager has an entirely
independent view of states and can only observe changes
in state at intervention points. The manager will therefore
ignore intermediary states, eliminating reliance on consistency
between the manager and agent models. Further, we remove
the previous expectation of a manager delegation at each time
step to enable agent operation for windows of time steps.
Additionally, we isolate the manager’s notion of desirable
behavior by eliminating assumptions of similarity between the
manager and agent feedback regarding actions/behavior.

The main contribution presented in the paper is the analysis
of the optimality for our delegation manager described in [14],
which supports the management of hybrid teams of diverse
agents. Shifting from [14], we introduce teams of agents
which exhibit diverse behavior models according to their own
notion of risk aversion. These agents are used to create teams
for training and testing our manager model. We train our
manager to identify agents which can successfully navigate
the environment while avoiding violations of manager con-
straints. Unlike our scenario in [14], we do not include cases
of multiple agents moving concurrently in the environment;
instead, we focus on demonstrating optimality for single teams
with no additional agents, which prevents our environments
from becoming non-stationary. The scenario, and limitation to
a single team, enables comparison of our team to that of an
optimal solution. From our tests, we see most cases resulting
in a score at or near perfect for the manager.

The remainder of this paper is as follows: Section I-A
outlines additional works of note which relate to and inform
methods used in our framework; Section II introduces our
manager model; Section III outlines the demonstration sce-
nario and related details; Section IV defines our test scenarios
and provides results; and Section V concludes the work.

A. Related Work

1) Hybrid Reinforcement Learning: Hierarchical Rein-
forcement Learning (HRL) represents a selection of methods
and features which inspired our approach. HRL approaches
will typically elicit models represented in a hierarchical man-
ner. The lower-level policies operate at more granular levels
of actions and state transitions. At these lower levels, models
of behavior dictate outcomes for sequences of decisions and
higher-level policies can learn when to select these policies.
The behaviors at the lower level are referred to as “options,”
which execute until a termination is triggered. In [20], the
proposed approach demonstrates a method to learn “reusable”
options, where new options are added if it is apparent, they
may provide improved performance. Regarding the shift from
one option to the next, [21] demonstrates an approach for
considering the compatibility of successively selected options,
which can help to reduce the complexity of making the
transition from an option to its successor. While relevant, our
model assumes previously learned behavior policies for the
team agents and no hierarchical layers of abstraction, so we are
not following the common HRL approach of learning policies
at various levels.

As an extension, HRL concepts can also be applied in
scenarios of multiple concurrently operating agents [22]–[29].
In the multi-agent scenario, agents can operate simultaneously
while attempting to accomplish potentially distinct tasks.
As seen in [29], cooperative or compatible tasks can allow
knowledge sharing to help solve compatible tasks. The use of
multiple agents also affords a measure of compatibility, so both
agent and task can be considered to ensure the best alignment
of agents to tasks. With our assumption of multiple agents
but a single acting agent, we will therefore not be making
direct comparison to the multi-agent approaches. For further
distinction between our model and HRL approaches, we refer
to Section II.

2) Delegation: In addition to HRL methods, we also note
the relation of our approach to delegation [15]–[17], [30],
[30]–[35], where a manager is similarly tasked with identifying
adequate agents for a task given the current state and some
measure of agent desirability (e.g., performance, cost, etc.).
Commonly, the manager is tasked with making decisions based
on a measure of agent performance and their corresponding
cost of executing actions. In this model, the manager will
require a more detailed and deeper understanding of desirable
agent behavior and measure of agent cost. As an example,
[32] demonstrates a delegation model using performance or
priority values to train a Reinforcement Learning model to
operate under algorithmic triage. Similarly, [31] demonstrates
the use of costs associated with scenario features such as
agent operation or switching costs in the manager reward.
This idea can also be linked to [30] as it demonstrates a
case where the delegation policy maintains a bias toward a
lower-cost policy when possible and switches to a higher-
cost and more performant policy when necessary. As we
focus on a manager model with fewer assumptions regarding



access to these features, our approach includes distinct aspects
from the highlighted delegation models. Again, our manager
will instead be attempting to reduce the need to make such
delegation decisions while also not requiring access to an
explicit measure of action values for the team agents.

II. INTERVENING MANAGER

We model our manager through a modified Markov De-
cision Process (MDP) and a series of Absorbing Markov
Chains (AMC) (see [14] for more details on their general
features). Specifically, let s be a state in the state space S
of the MPD describing the manager’s behavior. We define a
function β(s) : S → {0, 1} to identify intervention states (i.e.,
states where the manager must evaluate a possible change
of delegation) as those states where β(s) = 1 holds true.
We model the operations of the agent delegated between two
consecutive intervention points as a Markov Chain, where we
identify a subset of states SQ that do not generate a manager
intervention (i.e., for which β = 0), and a set of states SR

where interventions are made.
Between two consecutive delegations, we model this as an

Absorbing Markov Chain (see [14]) where SQ and SR are
transient and absorbing states, respectively. When the manager
decides on the next delegation, a “new” Markov Process starts,
whose absorbing states are those that will trigger the next
delegation action by the manager. As such, the manager MDP
observes only the absorbing states of the underlying AMCs, as
those are the ones where the manager takes decisions, and thus,
as explained in the following, rewards are provided based on
a standard Reinforcement Learning approach. Finally, in the
following, we define an episode as the sequence of actions
from the beginning of the task to its completion, which may
even result in success of the hybrid team (“goal found”) or
not (“goal not found”).

More formally, to model the dynamics for our manager, we
use a modified MDP which refer to as an Intervening MDP
(IMDP) MI = ⟨S = SR

⋃
SQ, AM , RM , TM , D, β, γ⟩ with

• S, the MDP state space
• SR ⊆ S, the set of intervention states
• SQ ⊆ S, the set of unobserved delegated operation states
• AM = {i ∈ D}, the manager agent selection action space
• RM , the manager’s reward function
• TM , the manager’s transition function
• D, the set of agents available for delegation
• β, the intervention cue function
Moreover, the reward function of the manager is defined as

follows (assuming it is computed at the end of an episode):

RM =

{
1− tanh (ν · ρ) , goal found
− tanh (ν · ρ) , otherwise

(1)

where ρ is the “cue frequency,” i.e., the number of times
interventions have been triggered during the observed episode,
and ν is a scaling coefficient, which we use to scale how
strongly the penalties degrade the episode’s value. Note that,
using tanh() allows us to maintain a bound on the scale of
the penalty for RL training.

The manager IMDP will make transitions from si ∈ SQ

to sj ∈ SR based on the policy of the delegated agent πd for
d ∈ D and β. Therefore, with an infinite horizon, the manager
transitions can be modeled as

P (sj |si, d) = bπd
ij (2)

with bπd
ij referring to the transition probabilities of the un-

derlying AMC between two interventions, under the specific
policy πd of the agent delegated during that time window.
The use of a series of AMCs implies that we must allow an
intermediary transition from an intervention state to the start
of a new delegation window. This will implicitly occur in the
same state, so we extend the definition of β to accommodate
this aspect. The extension allows the representation to shift
from an absorbing state that does not terminate an episode to
a recurrent state which starts a new AMC chain. In this case,
the model becomes

β(s, ηs) =

{
1, (s violates constraints ∧ ηs = 0) ∨ s = sg

0, s satisfies constraints ∨ ηs = 1
(3)

where ηs is an indicator denoting whether a new delegation
was made in state s. With this β, a delegation converts the
current state into the starting state of a new AMC which
continues until they either reach a goal/terminal state or a new
absorbing state.

The final aspect of the manager model, according to a
standard RL scheme, is the definition of its value function.
Specifically, the manager delegation policy πm gives a value
function for state sj ∈ SQ

V πm(sj) =
∑
d∈D

πm(d|sj)
∑

sk∈SR

bπd

jk [RM + γV πm(sk)] (4)

where bπd

jk allows the manager’s value function to depend on
the AMC transitions according to the delegation to agent d.
The value estimate is based on manager delegation policy
πm and states observed according to delegated agent behavior
policies πd. The model can be defined recursively to estimate
expected state value with respect to the probability of delega-
tion decision πm(d|s), probability of next observed state bπd

jk

following delegated agent policy πd, and the discounted next
state value γV πm(sk). The discount γ indicates the weight for
the estimated value of future states. The manager estimates the
value of states according to its behavior policy via (4), which
estimates the expected rewards for trajectories leading from
the current state sj . These rewards, immediate or episodic,
are dictated by the manager reward function RM and indicate
the value/reward for each decision made by the manager. For
immediate rewards attributed at each intervention, the manager
will observe in (4) the immediate feedback resulting from the
transition to state sk. For the episodic case (i.e., when rewards
are attributed only at the end of an episode), the manager
observes a delayed reward based on all delegations occurred
during the episode. This is done by backtracking the observed
rewards and assigning these values to the explored states. Both
cases of feedback are consistent with standard RL methods.



We can therefore derive the optimal value function V ∗ as

V ∗(sj) = max
d

∑
sk∈SR

bπd

jk [RM + γV ∗(sk)] (5)

and state-action value function Q∗

Q∗(sj , d) =
∑

sk∈SR

bπd

jk [RM + γV ∗(sk)] (6)

As shown in [14], our model can be shown to conform
to standard RL requirement for convergence. Further, we can
utilize RL techniques to learn an optimal manager policy πm.

III. SPECIFIC SCENARIO FOR OPTIMALITY ANALYSIS

We consider a specific scenario, described hereafter, which
is particularly suited to analyze the performance of a manager
defined as explained in Section II with respect to the ideal
optimal behavior. Specifically, we utilize teams of agents
which are tasked with navigating a grid environment (see
Fig. 1) by moving from a start state to a goal state. Grid
environments are defined by a collection of grid cells which
the agents navigate by selecting actions denoting the direction
they wish to travel (i.e., left/right/up/down). The actions will
move the agents to an adjacent cell in the direction of the
action selected. If the agent chooses to move in the direction
of a wall or boundary, by the nature of the grid environment,
the boundary prevents movement in that direction and the
agent will remain in the same state. We augment the grid
environment by adding a state type which we denote as a
“failure” type state. If an agent enters either a goal or failure
state, then the episode will terminate.

The failure states provide a means to guide manager be-
havior and define manager constraints. For the management
of agents navigating a grid environment, our manager will
have constraints defining the lowest accepted proximity to a
failure state. If the team violates the proximity constraint, then
the manager’s β function will indicate that an intervention
is required, and a delegation decision will be made. With
the characteristics of the grid environment, we will determine
distance according to the Manhattan Distance

δ(s1, s2) = |x1 − x2|+ |y1 − y2| (7)

for cells si = (xi, yi) and (xi, yi) indicating the column and
row of the cell, respectively. We use the Manhattan distance
as this corresponds directly to the number of steps needed to
reach a failure state given there are no boundaries. As such,
we get an estimate of the importance of a nearby failure state.

The use of distance-based notions of optimality and safety
will allow us to directly observe the impact manager oversight
has on the team’s behavior. We would expect to see cases
where the manager learns delegation selections which balance
the team’s risk, with respect to manager constraints, and the
performance measure the agents used to learn. The manager
will of course not observe these performance measures, but
will observe how the learned behaviors of the agents have
been impacted while learning according to these performance
measures. Combined, this allows us to measure these factors

to indicate how well the team and manager can work together
to accomplish their task. We will discuss these aspects, and
how we measure them, in Section III-B.

A. Navigating Agent Training

To build teams of agents, we train the navigation agents
independently to generate behavior policies for each agent.
Once trained, each behavior policy defines a candidate agent
for a team. For the training, we represent the grid environment
as an MDP. The transitions operate as described above to
support movement between adjacent states and agents receive
rewards to indicate the value of their action choices. In our
independently trained agent models, we provide rewards to
motivate desirable behavior. For the navigation task, we split
the reward into to two components to give observed reward

r = R(s, a, s′) +R

(
min
sf

δ(s, sf )

)
(8)

where s is the current state and s′ is the next state reached
resulting from the action a in state s. First, the agents receive
a penalty each time they are within an agent-specific distance
of a failure state sf . The scale of the penalty depends on
agent distance and is set for each agent, given by R(δ) ∈ R
according to

R

(
min
sf

δ(s, sf )

)
= rd (9)

for δ from Equation 7. As we are generating unique agents,
each agent d will have its own set of values for rd given as a
parameter for agent training. For example, with closest failure
state sf , an agent could observe

R(δ(s, sf )) =


−20, minsf δ(s, sf ) = 1

−10, minsf δ(s, sf ) = 2

0, otherwise
(10)

to give unique penalties for δ(s, sf ) < 3 and no penalty for
δ(s, sf ) ≥ 3. Also, once the agent has moved to a cell such
that minsf δ(s, sf ) ≥ 3, there will be no observed proximity
penalty.

In addition to the distance-based penalty, we provide re-
wards aligning to the general navigation task. These rewards
motivate shortest paths and eliminate erroneous behavior(s)
(e.g., collision with a wall/boundary). These rewards are given
according to

R(s, a, s′) =


−10, wall/boundary collision
−20, s′ is a failure state
100, s′ is a goal state
−1, otherwise

(11)

to motivate agents to learn efficient paths to the goal.
The distance-based penalty will therefore determine how

close an agent is likely to reach a failure state while learning
an efficient path. As an example, we refer to Fig. 2, where we
demonstrate the significance placed on cells near failure states
when the safe distance is three. In the figure, there is a clear
pattern of degrading importance placed on cells as the distance



(a) Angle Cliff (b) Maze

(c) Hallways

Fig. 1: Grid environments. States: Yellow - Start, Green - Goal,
White - Open, Black - Wall, and Red - Failure.

(a) Angle Cliff (b) Maze

(c) Hallways

Fig. 2: Grid cell aversion level when safe distance is at
Manhattan Distance of three. Red cells indicate the failure
states and lighter shades of red/pink indicate the severity by
which agents should avoid the corresponding cell in a path.

to a failure state increases. Therefore, based on the severity of
these penalties, an agent’s path will prioritize the cells which
are of least concern with respect to the safety distance (e.g.,
the cells furthest left in Fig. 2b). It is important to note that
this does not assume any compatibility or similarity to the
manager’s constraints. This allows us to create ensembles of
agents where each act according to their previously learned
model and corresponding level of accepted risk.

B. Manager Task
As defined for our framework, the agents under manager

oversight will operate by choosing actions until there is need
for an intervention. In the grid navigation case, from the
manager’s perspective, this will amount to teams making errors
by moving to a state which is too close to a failure state (or
entering a failure state), according to the manager’s constraints
defining β regarding the safe distance.

Similar to Equation 10, the manager will use a β function
based on minsf δ(s, sf ) for current state s. In our scenario,
the distance is used to define β such that

β(s, ηs) = 1 ⇔ min
sf

δ(s, sf ) ≤ δI ∧ ηs = 0 (12)

where δI sets the manager’s limit on proximity. Thus, we see
the manager will not intervene until the minimum Manhattan
distance meets the manager’s threshold. This ensures the
manager bases its intervention decision on a separate and
compatible measure of safety.

Following Equation 1, the manager will observe a reward
which indicates task success or failure, with the scale of
the reward being dictated by the number ρ of interventions
triggered. As defined, the reward values are not directly
dependent on the safety distance δI ; instead, the manager
reward will be based on intervention frequency. Therefore,
there is an implicit dependence on δI , but the key factor is
the behavior of the delegated agents and the team’s success
regarding the task.

As we isolate the manager and agent views on safety,
the team dynamics will vary accordingly. Agents selected by
the manager will operate according to their own acceptable
safety distance, which will guide their actions and resulting
paths. Similarly, the manager’s constraints on safe behavior
will determine how suitable an agent is for delegation. Teams
composed entirely of agents which accept more risk than the
manager will typically result in frequent manager intervention
while agents with more restrictive risk aversion will lead to
few/no needed interventions by the manager. Consequently,
the manager’s performance will depend on agents available,
how the agents choose to operate, and how well the manager
can associate these factors to learn desirable behavior.

Given our view of the manager’s impact on team perfor-
mance, the notion of optimal manager behavior in our scenario
will be that of the sum of path length and number of manager
interventions. The focus on path length will indicate the kind
of path the team finds according to their risk aversion levels,
while the focus on interventions clearly indicates how well the
team aligns with the manager’s constraints. With that in mind,
the performance for our manager will be measured as

c = m+ nβ (13)

for path length m and

nβ =
∑

st∈{s1,...,sm}

1 {β(st, ηst) = 1} (14)

denoting the number of interventions for an episode trajectory
{s1, . . . , sm}. The c values for each test episode are then



averaged to calculate the mean performance c̄ for a managed
team. We perform the tests by running 50 episodes per two
agent team in each environment and intervention distance case.

To generate bounds on performance, we measure the op-
timal cost in an environment with consideration for how
the values of m and nβ are related. These values will be
determined by the specific grid environment and manager
constraints. We use a shortest path algorithm to calculate the
minimal value possible for c for a given manager. The measure
of a shortest path is augmented to accommodate the manager’s
constraints. Any path which would induce an intervention will
have its weight increased by one each time β = 1 to indicate
an intervention penalty. Hence, the shortest path algorithm will
return a path which has a minimal sum of grid cells traversed
and manager interventions incurred.

In cases where the manager’s performance score deviates
from optimal, this can result from three outcomes. First, the
team may have only agents with aversion higher than the
manager, so their paths are longer than the shortest possible.
For example, consider an agent avoiding the central failure
state in Figure 2b. A path avoiding this state will incur
additional steps which move away from the goal and toward
the left boundary before turning back toward the goal. A
shorter path is possible adjacent to the failure state, so a team
that avoids this path could have a sub-optimal score. Second,
the manager could choose an agent which has not gained
much experience in a part of the grid due to its training not
performing much exploration in that region. If the manager
has a team of agents which enters such a region, then there
could be slight confusion and resulting longer paths until the
team returns to the desirable path. Last, the manager could
simply choose the sub-optimal agent in a state and result in
less desirable paths than if the manager chose the other agent.

For concrete examples, given our measure of manager
performance, we will compare the c values to a measure of
optimal paths. As indicated in Figure 3, agent risk aversion
levels will determine the path an agent uses to traverse a
grid environment. On the left side, we see an agent with high
penalties for R(δ(s, sf )) (e.g., R(1) = −35 and R(2) = −15),
while the right side shows behavior for lower values (e.g.,
R(1) = −15 and R(2) = −5). As indicated, the strength of
the aversion penalties can have a significant impact on the
path length for an agent/team. When paired with a manager,
the agent and manager aversion levels will impact the overall
resulting paths. Agents with high penalties, such as the left side
of Figure 3, will have fewer cases where their path is close
enough to a failure state to trigger a manager intervention.
Therefore, the best c a manager with δI ≤ 2 can achieve given
a team of these agents will be bounded by their path length
(i.e., c = 18). On the other hand, a manager with a team
of agents selecting paths such as the right side of Figure 3,
will have higher dependence on δI . With δI = 1, the team
will trigger an intervention and so nβ = 1 and m = 14,
giving a best possible score c = 15. Hence, manager score
depends on both their ability to select suitable agents and the
best possible behavior any agent could achieve. Therefore, our

Fig. 3: Comparison of agent paths according to risk aversion
level. Left image indicates strong aversion while right image
indicates a higher acceptable risk.

score of optimality indicates how well the manager can achieve
these values and how the team impacts the manager’s score.

IV. RESULTS

We train and test our managers across several grid envi-
ronments and risk aversion levels. The grid environments (see
Fig. 1) are designed to include varying levels of navigation
difficulty and ease of failure state avoidance. Further, we
generate several navigation agents with varying levels of risk
aversion (see Section III-A) to create diverse teams for the
manager. Given the agent parameters and training, all team
agents are trained to avoid entering the failure state, but they
are distinct in their risk feedback (i.e., R(δ)).

As noted, the performance of the manager is compared to
an estimate of the optimal path possible, according to the grid
and corresponding manager distance-based error threshold.
The navigating agents, by definition, are motivated to find
paths which minimize path length and failure state proximity
penalties, so the team’s path will serve as an indicator of
manager performance. Given that each agent is trying to
reach the goal in the shortest path that does not violate
their own view of risk, the agent a manager chooses will
determine the length of path the team finds. Consequently,
the manager’s delegation decisions will directly impact how
short a path is taken by the team. If the manager selects an
agent with a higher aversion level than itself, the team may
take more steps to reach the goal than if an agent with lower
aversion were selected. Hence, manager performance can be
viewed according to the manager’s impact on team paths and
intervention frequency.

In Tables I-III, we demonstrate the manager performance
in our various grid environments. The manager training was
performed across teams with a mixture of risk-aversion levels
and manager intervention distances δI ∈ [0, 1, 2, 3]. The inclu-
sion of a zero-distance intervention serves as a base level to
indicate how a team can perform when there is no intervention
without reaching a terminal error state. Note, the navigating
agents we trained have a success rate of 100% with respect
to their reaching the goal state at test time. This means the
manager only needs to consider agent performance and β with
respect to the cost function defined in Equation 13. Agents
avoiding failure states ensures our comparison of results is



TABLE I: Intervention results for managed team in Angle
Cliff.

Team Types Intervention Distance
0 1 2 3

None, Low 8.0 (8.0) 9.55 (8.0) 13.14 (12.0) 15.0 (15.0)
None, Medium 8.0 (8.0) 9.50 (8.0) 13.31 (12.0) 15.0 (15.0)

None, High 8.0 (8.0) 9.54 (8.0) 13.39 (12.0) 15.0 (15.0)
Low, Medium 8.0 (8.0) 8.0 (8.0) 12.0 (12.0) 15.0 (15.0)

Low, High 8.0 (8.0) 8.0 (8.0) 12.0 (12.0) 15.0 (15.0)
Medium, High 8.0 (8.0) 8.0 (8.0) 12.0 (12.0) 15.0 (15.0)

TABLE II: Intervention results for managed team in Maze.

Team Types Intervention Distance
0 1 2 3

None, Low 14.9 (14.0) 15.5 (15.0) 18.5 (18.0) 21.0 (21.0)
None, Medium 15.2 (14.0) 15.5 (15.0) 18.5 (18.0) 21.0 (21.0)

None, High 15.0 (14.0) 15.4 (15.0) 18.9 (18.0) 21.8 (21.0)
Low, Medium 17.0 (14.0) 17.0 (15.0) 19.0 (18.0) 23.0 (21.0)

Low, High 17.0 (14.0) 17.0 (15.0) 19.0 (18.0) 23.0 (21.0)
Medium, High 17.0 (14.0) 17.0 (15.0) 19.0 (18.0) 23.0 (21.0)

TABLE III: Intervention results for managed team in Hall-
ways.

Team Types Intervention Distance
0 1 2 3

None, Low 15.0 (15.0) 15.0 (15.0) 18.0 (18.0) 24.5 (24.0)
None, Medium 15.0 (15.0) 15.0 (15.0) 18.0 (18.0) 24.5 (24.0)

None, High 15.0 (15.0) 15.0 (15.0) 18.0 (18.0) 24.5 (24.0)
Low, Medium 15.0 (15.0) 15.0 (15.0) 18.0 (18.0) 24.5 (24.0)

Low, High 15.0 (15.0) 15.0 (15.0) 18.0 (18.0) 24.5 (24.0)
Medium, High 15.0 (15.0) 15.0 (15.0) 18.0 (18.0) 24.5 (24.0)

consistent across the various teams and there is no ambiguity
caused by the appearance of shorter paths due to failure paths.

We present the results in the tables in the following format.
First, the “Team Types” indicates the level of aversion for a
team agent with respect to proximity to a failure state: None,
Low, Medium, and High. These aversion levels correspond
to the maximum δ(s, sf ) such that R(δ(s, sf )) < 0, with
None → 0, Low → 1, Medium → 2, High → 3. Remember
that agent paths will vary according to these aversion levels
(see Fig. 2). In the remaining columns, we demonstrate the
team’s performance under managers with varying intervention
distances. The team/manager scores are given as the team
score followed by the estimated optimal score in parenthesis.
The score is calculated according to combined shortest path
and intervention cost c defined in Section III-B.

In Table I, we see the results for the Angle Cliff environ-
ment. In this grid, the team will have few chances to avoid
intervention cases when δI increases. Still, there is a path
along the diagonal that agents can traverse to minimize these
interventions (see Fig. 2a). As indicated by the results, the
manager can identify the sequence of agents which generates
results nearing these optimal paths. As the agents were trained
to find a path that fits their view of acceptable risk, without
a prescribed training from any starting state, we can attribute
some of the sub-optimal paths (e.g., “None, High” team with
Intervention Distance: 2) to either risk aversion or minor agent

confusion when the team enters less-frequently experienced
states. In other words, some delegation changes and sub-
optimal team agent behavior could result in a path which
diverges slightly from a policy-agnostic shortest path. This
could lead to backtracking (e.g., “right” action followed by a
“left” action) to return to the optimal path, which increases c
by one or more. Further, any single deviation from the diagonal
will result in the next states incurring additional penalties, so
small deviations from the center path will result in these minor
deviations in team score. On the other hand, for teams where
the agents are of similar risk-aversion level to the manager
(e.g., “Low, Medium” and δI = 1), we see indications of good
alignment between the manager and team. In these cases, the
scores align well with our measure of optimal as the team paths
follow trajectories which align with the manager’s constraints
and lead to optimal results.

For the next results, Table II indicates the team performance
in the Maze grid. As noted in Section III-B, this environment
offers an example of cases where the agent aversion to risk
could have significant impact on the paths taken. Despite
the added complexity of the available paths, the teams show
strong performance and are frequently near the optimal level
of performance. Like the previous case, we should note that
deviations of around two are less severe than they appear. In
these cases, this is equivalent to a single step off an optimal
path and then returning. Further, deviations from an “optimal”
path account for cases where the agents demonstrate their
aversion to the failure states, resulting paths which diverge
from the shortest possible. This is most apparent in the cases
of agents with a high aversion to risk. While the manager
risk aversion is lower, the agent will still choose paths which
maintain greater distance from failure states, resulting in paths
which require diverging from the shortest possible when risk
is not considered. As such, these teams will result in higher c
for the manager performance measure. Similar to the previous
environment, we see cases with strong alignment of manager
and agent risk aversion (e.g., “None, Low” and δI = 1),
with corresponding strong team performance at/near optimal.
On the other hand, the strong aversion of some agents (e.g.,
“Medium, High” and δI = 1) results in the longer paths and
scores higher than would be possible with agents more willing
to take the shorter path near the central failure state. In such
a case, there is no manner in which the manager could force
the team to take the shorter path, so the resulting score is
higher than the minimum/optimal. Again, the manager would
only reach this optimal value if the team were able to take a
“riskier” route to the goal.

As our final case, we utilize a map with several false paths
and an overall long trajectory to the goal, which could confuse
early exploration. Despite these factors, the results in Table III
show some of the best scores out of the three scenarios. In
most cases, the managed teams achieve the best score, and
the only deviations amount on average to less than a single
additional intervention or path step.



V. CONCLUSION

We presented a manager which provided oversight for
teams of RL agents attempting a navigation task in grid
environments. These grid environments included states which
indicate risky regions of the environment which the agents
should avoid. Our manager model was trained and tested with
diverse teams of agents. The teams included agents which
were trained to navigate the environment with shortest paths
which also avoided the risky states. By avoiding risky states,
the navigating agents generate paths to the goal state which
might deviate from the shortest possible. Managers were given
their own notion/measure of risk with which to determine
desirable agent delegations. By isolating the notion/model of
risk for the agents and managers, we demonstrated how our
model could support teams of diverse agents, and we further
indicated how our manager could provide oversight while
assuming no reliance on knowledge of the agents’ measures
of desirable behavior. We performed tests with our manager
model to compare its performance to that of an optimal model
of behavior. Optimality was determined by a minimization of
path lengths and occurrences of manager intervention. Our
testing demonstrated strong manager performance, with most
of our results indicating a manager at or near the optimal
result.
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