
Highlights

RMIO: A Model-Based MARL Framework for Scenarios with Observation Loss in Some Agents

Shi Zifeng, Liu Meiqin, Zhang Senlin, Zheng Ronghao, Dong Shanling

• We propose a novel model-based MARL method capable of ensuring stable decision-making even when some
agents are completely unable to obtain any observational information.

• Our approach are the first work to utilize the world model to reconstruct missing observations in multi-agent
environment and effectively reduces prediction errors of the world mode by integrating information across
agents.

• Our approach follows the CTDE paradigm in standard (without observation loss) settings and incorporates
limited communication through world model to assist decision-making when certain agents cannot access any
observations.

• By adopting reward smoothing and a more reasonable training structure, our method achieves superior experi-
mental results in both standard and scenarios involving observation loss.
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Abstract

In recent years, model-based reinforcement learning (MBRL) has emerged as a solution to address sample complexity
in multi-agent reinforcement learning (MARL) by modeling agent-environment dynamics to improve sample effi-
ciency. However, most MBRL methods assume complete and continuous observations from each agent during the
inference stage, which can be overly idealistic in practical applications. A novel model-based MARL approach called
RMIO is introduced to address this limitation, specifically designed for scenarios where observation is lost in some
agent. RMIO leverages the world model to reconstruct missing observations, and further reduces reconstruction er-
rors through inter-agent information integration to ensure stable multi-agent decision-making. Secondly, unlike CTCE
methods such as MAMBA, RMIO adopts the CTDE paradigm in standard environment, and enabling limited commu-
nication only when agents lack observation data, thereby reducing reliance on communication. Additionally, RMIO
improves asymptotic performance through strategies such as reward smoothing, a dual-layer experience replay buffer,
and an RNN-augmented policy model, surpassing previous work. Our experiments conducted in both the SMAC and
MaMuJoCo environments demonstrate that RMIO outperforms current state-of-the-art approaches in terms of asymp-
totic convergence performance and policy robustness, both in standard mission settings and in scenarios involving
observation loss.

Keywords: World Model; MARL; MBRL; Observation Loss; State Estimation;

1. Introduction

Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning (MARL) provides a powerful and general decision-making framework for
multi-agent tasks. By effectively coordinating the interactions between agents, MARL has been extensively applied
in tasks that involve both cooperation and competition among agents, such as multi-agent cluster control [1, 2],
autonomous driving [3, 4], and multi-agent games [5, 6, 7]. In these applications, the partial observability of inputs,
the dynamic nature of the environment and policies often necessitate a large number of interaction trajectories to train
MARL systems [8], which can result in high sampling costs.

Model-based reinforcement learning methods typically simulate real interaction data by constructing an envi-
ronment interaction dynamics model. This model generates pseudo interaction trajectories, thereby increasing the
quantity of sample data and enhancing sample efficiency. This has been confirmed in single-agent reinforcement
learning environments [9, 10, 11]. Recently, world model techniques based on latent variables have gradually been
applied to MARL [12, 13, 14]. However, the accuracy constraints of the world model in capturing the dynamics of
environmental interactions significantly impact the reliability of sample trajectory generation. This hinders the diver-
sified exploration of the real trajectory sample space, making the effective prediction space of the world model narrow
and inaccurate [14].

In the realm of MARL, the predominant methodologies currently define the interaction with the environment as a
Decentralized partially observable Markov process (Dec-POMDP) [15], under the assumption that each agent receives
reliable, albeit limited, observable information at each interaction step. However, in the dynamic and complex real-
world scenarios, the observational information obtained by each agent at any moment can be subject to noise [16],
time delays [17], communication limits [18] or even complete loss [19], often due to communication issues, sensor
limitations, or environmental interference. In fact, since the world model is essentially a temporal prediction model,
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MBRL can utilize it to predict missing or noisy information, making it more suitable for multi-agent tasks under
incomplete observation in terms of mechanism. However, much of the current work has primarily focused on us-
ing world models to generate data rather than leveraging them to further assist decision-making under incomplete
observation conditions.

In this work, we propose a resilient multi-agent optimization framework designed for environments with incom-
plete observations, called RMIO, stands for Robust decision-making system, Model-based prediction of missing
information, and handling of Incomplete Observation challenges. RMIO offers three key contributions:

1. World Model for Completing Missing Observations. RMIO is the first model-based method to utilize the world
model to reconstruct missing observations, ensuring stable decision-making even in environments with observation
loss. Furthermore, by integrating information across agents, RMIO effectively reduces prediction errors of the world
model, further enhancing its ability to handle incomplete observations.

2. CTDE Paradigm. Unlike previous model-based CTCE approaches such as MAMBA [13], RMIO adopts the CTDE
paradigm in the normal environment, while in the case of some agents are unable to obtain any observations, decision-
making is assisted through limited communication.

3. Asymptotic Performance Enhancement. By incorporating strategies such as reward smoothing, a dual-layer expe-
rience replay buffer, and adding an RNN network to the policy model, RMIO achieves superior experimental perfor-
mance in the CTDE paradigm compared to the previous CTCE approach.

Experimental results on various tasks in the StarCraftII [20] and MaMuJoCo [21] benchmark show that RMIO
consistently outperforms existing methods in both standard (without observation loss) and observation-loss environ-
ment.

2. Related Workes

In this section, we discuss the background and related work of RMIO, including the definition of the environ-
ment in MARL with probabilistic missing observation information, as well as the technical approaches and recent
developments in model-based reinforcement learning (MBRL).

2.1. MARL
In most MARL, the problem is typically defined as a Dec-POMDP [15]. The process is defined by the tuple

⟨N, S , A, P,R, γ,Ω,O⟩, where N represents the number of agents, S denotes the global state space of agents, and
A =
∏

Ai describes the joint action space of agents. P(st+1|st, at) represents the state transition probability function,
while R(st, at) is the reward function that reflects the team reward following the joint action at = {a1, ..., an|ai ∈ Ai, i ∈
{1, ..., n}} in the state ∈ S . γ ∈ (0, 1] is the discount factor which determines the degree of importance given to future
rewards. Ω(s) is the observation space of agents, and O(si) is the mapping function from state space S to observation
space Ω, which means agent i gets the partial observation oi

t of si
t. In the process of Dec-POMDP, the agent i chooses

an action ai
t at time t according to the policy πi(ai

t |τ
i
t) , which is conditioned by the action-observation history τi

t.
Subsequently, the environment will return the team reward rt = R(st, at) of the joint action at of agents at time t.
Then the environment will undergoes a transition, with the global state st transitioning according to the transition
probability function P(st+1|st, at). MARL steps through this process with the goal of maximizing the return of joint
policy π = J(π1, ..., πn) := Eπ[

∑∞
t′=0 γt′rt+t′ |st, at]. In model-free MARL, P and R are generally not modeled. So the

agents need to train their joint policy through frequently interacting with the environment to reach the target.

2.2. MBRL
In order to cope with the high sampling cost problem, MBRL employs self-supervised learning to construct an

interactive dynamics model, called world model, to estimate the state transition probability distribution P and the
reward function R. It is proved that expanding sample with the world model can improve sample efficiency [10, 22, 23].
Recently, considering the intricate nature of dynamic interactions in high-dimensional environments, latent variable
world models have been proposed to represent the state transition process in complex scenarios. For instance, the
Dreamer series [9, 24, 25] and related studies leverage the Recurrent State Space Model (RSSM) to represent the state
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transition process. Conversely, IRIS [26], Storm [27], TWM [28] and other related works employ the Transformer [29]
to update their latent state. These methods map the current state information to a latent space, and then perform
temporal recursion to estimate the latent state for the next time step. Finally, the state information at the next time step
is reconstructed from the latent space back to the original low-dimensional space. This temporal process enables the
simulation of agent-environment interactions and the generation of pseudo trajectories, effectively improving sample
efficiency.

While the world model has found extensive application in single-agent tasks, such as Atari games [30], its uti-
lization in multi-agent environments remains limited. MAMBA [13], drawing inspiration from DreamerV2 [24],
stands out as a pioneering effort in crafting a world model specifically tailored for multi-agent environments. Based
on MAMBA, MAG [14] addresses the issue of local model prediction errors propagating through multi-step rollouts
by treating local models as decision-making agents, significantly improving the accuracy of predictions in complex
multi-agent environments. Although MAMBA and MAG demonstrate notable improvements in sample efficiency
over model-free methods, as CTCE paradigm, their applicability is constrained, and there remains considerable po-
tential for further enhancement in their asymptotic convergence performance. Moreover, these methods primarily use
world models for data generation, failing to fully exploit their temporal prediction capabilities.

2.3. Incomplete Observations

Currently, most model-based MARL approaches assume that each agent can accurately obtain local observation
information at each time step. However, this assumption overlooks practical limitations in communication and obser-
vation systems, such as noisy or missing observations, communication network packet loss, and delays. In real-world
interactive environments, agents often cannot acquire complete local observation information in time and may even be
entirely deprived of any observation information due to interference. While many studies have addressed these chal-
lenges to some extent in model-free MARL methods [16, 17, 19, 31], there is a notable lack of targeted research in
the model-based MARL domain. Therefore, this study focuses on the issue of incomplete observation information to
ensure that optimal asymptotic performance is maintained under such conditions. Specifically, we consider scenarios
where agents have a probability of receiving no observation information at all, thereby creating extreme observation
environments.

3. Problem Reformulation

To formalize the environmental challenges under harsh and incomplete information conditions, a detailed defini-
tion of this specialized POMDP is provided, as shown in Definition 1.

Completion Correction

…

…

…

…

…

…

Figure 1: At each step a random subset of agents has a probability of experiencing observation loss. The process of completing and correcting
observations by RMIO (only m agents get observations).
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Definition 1. Observation loss. At each time step t, agents receive observations oi
t according to O(st , pi

t), where

O(st , pi
t) =

oi
t, pi

t,

∅, 1 − pi
t.

(1)

In order to maintain the stability of the policy under the condition of observations loss, the goal of this work
is to ensure the stable performance of both world models and policies in that special environment. As illustrated
in Figure 1, our method firstly utilizes the world model to fill in missing observation data. Subsequently, it adjusts
the {ôi

t}
N
i=m+1 based on the reliable observations {ôi

t}
m
i=1, aligning it more closely with the actual values, getting the

correction value ôt. Thereby, we have generalized this special case into a standard POMDP problem.

4. Methodology

In this section, we will introduce the composition of the algorithm and the underlying principles. Next, the
improvement in asymptotic performance achieved by RMIO will be discussed. Additionally, the implementation
process of RMIO will be deliberated in detail.

4.1. Architecture

The architecture of world model, as shown in Formulas (2) and (3), which is improved on the basis of MAMBA,
includes RSSM models and predictors.

RSSM



Recurrent model: hi
t = frec(hi

t−1, e
i
t−1)

Posterior model: zi
t ∼ ppost(zi

t | h
i
t, o

i
t)

Prior model: ẑi
t ∼ ppiror(ẑi

t | h
i
t)

Correction block: ôi
t = fcor(ôi

t, o
j
t )

Communicate block: et = fcom(zt, at)

(2)

Predictors


Observation: ôi

t ∼ pobs(ôi
t | h

i
t, z

i
t)

Reward: r̂i
t ∼ prew(r̂i

t | h
i
t, z

i
t)

Discount: γ̂i
t ∼ pdis(γ̂i

t | h
i
t, z

i
t)

(3)

4.1.1. RSSM Structure and Reconstruct Predictors
Recurrent Model. The recurrent model adopts a GRU [32] structure to accurately learn environmental dynamics in
partially observable multi-agent environments. It captures historical and current state information through determin-
istic embeddings ht and stochastic embeddings zt, respectively. During the communication process, the stochastic
embeddings zt and actions at interact across agents, resulting in et, which serves as the input for the recurrent model
to update the historical state embeddings.

Posterior Model. The posterior model (representation model) aims to predict zt when the observation ot is known.
This task is potentially easier to learn by minimizing the evidence lower bound [33]. In RMIO, the posterior model is
additionally designed to update zt when there is no observation loss.

Prior Model. In model-based methods, the goal of the prior model (transition model) is to predict zi
t as accurately

as possible without prior information oi
t. It is trained by minimizing the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between

ẑi
t and zi

t to approximate the posterior model. Thus, the world model can forecast future trajectories without the true
observation information and generate samples for training the policy model. Unlike traditional methods, RMIO not
only utilizes the prior model to create pseudo trajectories, but also to predict zi

t of agents whose observation is lost. And
it then employs the observation predictor to reconstruct the missing observation ôi

t from zi
t. The process of completing

and predicting missing observations in incomplete environments will be discussed in detail in Section 4.3.1.
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Communication Block. Composed of Transformers [29], the communication block facilitates promoting cross agent
learning of global information in world models by integrating the states and actions of different agents, obtaining the
encoded embeddings et.

Reconstruct predictors. Observation, reward and discount predictors are employed to reconstruct ot, rt+1, and γt from
ht and zt. These predictors are trained via supervised loss.

The world model joint loss includes temporal prediction KL divergence loss and predictor reconstruction loss.
Minimize the joint loss function through gradient descent to update the world model.

L(θM) =
T∑

t=1

− ln p
(̂
ot | ht, zt

)
− ln p (r̂t | ht, zt)

− ln p
(̂
γt | ht, zt

)
+ βKL

[
zt ||̂zt
] (4)

4.1.2. Correction Block

…

…

… …

Figure 2: Network composition and inference process of correction block. The scenario in the figure assumes that there are m agents obtaining
accurate observations, and n − m agents cannot obtain any observation values.

When observation loss occurs to several agents (assuming the number is m), RMIO leverages the prior model and
observation predictor to reconstruct the missing observation and obtain the imputed observation {ôi

t}
n
i=m+1. However,

errors are inevitable in this process. To minimize the impact of prior prediction errors, RMIO proposes a correction
block to refine the observation estimates obtained from the prior model, as shown in Figure 2. This correction block
takes accurate observations {oi

t}
m
i=1 and imputed observations {ôi

t}
n
i=m+1 as inputs. It extracts accurate information from

{oi
t}

m
i=1 to aid in correcting {ôi

t}
n
i=m+1, ultimately generating the corrected values { ˆ̂oi

t}
n
i=m+1. The corrected estimates are

then concatenated with the true values to form ôt, as illustrated in Formula 5.

ôt = { fcor({ôi
t}

n
i=m+1, {o

i
t}

m
i=1), {oi

t}
m
i=1}

= {{ ˆ̂oi
t}

n
i=m+1, {o

i
t}

m
i=1} (5)
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The correction block first uses encoders to encode the original real observation {oi
t}

m
i=1 (real values) and recon-

structed observation {ôi
t}

n
i=m+1 (estimated values) from different agents, and then extracts feature information through

the MLP layer and self attention layer [29]. Finally, the corrected observation { ˆ̂oi
t}

n
i=m+1 is decoded and merged with

the original real observation data to obtain the ôt. During the training process, RMIO mask the complete real obser-
vation ot on the agent dimension, getting {oi

t}
m
i=1, and use the world model to reconstruct missing observations, getting

{ôi
t}

n
i=m+1. The correction block takes these two items as inputs and calculates ôt. To accurately fit ôt to the true obser-

vations ot, we use the MSE loss function as shown in Formula (6). RMIO trains the correction block by minimizing
the objective loss function Lcor.

Lcor(θC) =
1

n − m

n∑
i=m+1

(
oi

t −
ˆ̂oi

t

)2
(6)

4.1.3. Policy
RMIO adopts the MAPPO method [34] as the policy model π, leveraging an Actor-Critic architecture. The Actor

(policy) model π is trained by optimizing the following objective function:

Lpolicy(θπ) = Et

[
min
(
ρt(π)Ât, clip(ρt(π), 1 − ϵ, 1 + ϵ)Ât

)]
,

where ρt(π) is the importance sampling ratio of the current and old policies, defined as:

ρt(θπ) =
π(at |ot)
πold(at |ot)

, (7)

and Ât is the advantage function, computed using Generalized Advantage Estimation (GAE):

Ât = δt + (γλ)δt+1 + (γλ)2δt+2 + . . .

δt = rt + γV(st+1) − V(st),
(8)

where γ is the discount factor, and λ is the GAE parameter.
The Critic (value) model V is trained by minimizing the following value loss function:

Lvalue(ϕV ) =
1
N

N∑
t=1

(
V(st) − R̂t

)2
, (9)

where R̂t is the target return for timestep t, computed as:

R̂t = rt + γrt+1 + γ
2rt+2 + · · · + γ

T−trT

= rt + γV(st+1),
(10)

where bootstrapping is used to incorporate the value estimate if the trajectory has not terminated at t + 1.
Previous model-based methods, such as MAMBA and MAG, rely on centralized feature representations ht, zt of

the world model as the input of policy model during both training and execution. Instead, the policy model π in our
approach directly utilizes distributed, local environment observations oi

t (where i ∈ {1, . . . ,N}) for each agent i as input
in both training and execution process. In addition, RMIO adds GRU units to the policy model to make better use
of historical information. This structure of decoupling the world model from the policy model makes our method a
CTDE (Centralized Training with Decentralized Execution) approach in the standard settings. The policy is then used
to compute the agent’s action distribution ai

t ∼ π
i(ai

t |o
i
t). Notably, these local observations are reconstructed during

training using the centralized world model, while during execution they are directly obtained by the agents interacting
with the environment.

4.2. Asymptotic Performance Improvement

In order to improve the asymptotic performance, RMIO adopts various strategies as follows.
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4.2.1. Reward Smooth
MBRL trains policies by generating hypothetical trajectories with predicted rewards. However, precise reward

modeling is difficult to achieve due to the dynamic complexity of the environment interaction. Incorrect rewards will
seriously affect the iterative convergence process of the policy π. Inspired by the human intuition, DreamSmooth [35]
replaces precise reward prediction with rough estimates of rewards in high complexity and sparse reward environ-
ments, including Crafter [36], RoboDesk [37] and Shadow Hand [38]. Since MARL environments have similar char-
acteristics, RMIO also adopts temporal smooth to the team reward in each episode and ensure that the total rewards
remain consistent:

r̂t ← f (rt−H:t+H) =
H∑

i=−H

fi · rclip(t+i,0,T ) (11)

where T and H denote the horizons of episode and smoothing, and the smoothing function fi satisfies
∑H

i=−H fi = 1.
This method aims to smooth the reward data in each episode, and then use the processed reward data to train the
reward model, so that the reward model fits onto the smoothed reward distribution. In our experiments, Gaussian
smoothing is chosen to process the reward function in the time series, as shown in Formula 12. The use of smoothed
rewards in MARL also does not change the optimality of the strategy, and the proof process can be referred to the
Appendix.

fi =
exp
(
− i2

2σ2

)
∑H

i=−H exp
(
− i2

2σ2

) (12)

4.2.2. Double Experience Replay Buffer
Due to factors such as overfitting and deviations between the distributions of samples from different batches,

the world model may exhibit abnormal iteration periods where the predicted distribution significantly deviates from
the true trajectory distribution. These abnormal pseudo trajectories generated during this period, especially the re-
ward samples [31], can cause the policy network to optimize in conflicting directions, thereby disrupting the normal
convergence optimization process.

Sample

Sample
Interaction

Interaction

Train

Train

Figure 3: Double Experience Replay Buffer structure.

In such unstable scenarios, a dual experience replay buffer structure is designed in RMIO to mitigate this issue. As
shown in Figure 3, an additional pseudo trajectory experience replay buffer is introduced alongside the original real
experience replay buffer for true trajectories. This design reduces the correlation between samples and smooths out
changes in the target distribution during training. In addition, compared to training directly on samples generated from
a single trajectory fragment, the additional replay buffer contains samples generated from fragments across several
different trajectories. This diversity helps prevent the policy from overfitting to the data generated by the single
trajectory and enhances its generalization ability. The proof of the effectiveness of the double replay buffer structure
can be found in the Appendix.

4.3. Overall Algorithm Process
In this section, we provide a detailed explanation of how RMIO manages environments with observed information

losses.
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4.3.1. Training Process of RMIO

Algorithm 1 The training process of RMIO

1: Initialize joint policy π, world modelM, correction block C, real trajectory replay buffer Br and pseudo trajectory
replay buffer Bp.

2: for N episodes do
3: Collect an episode of real-environment trajectory and add it to Br;
4: for Ewm epoches do
5: Initialize zt and ht.
6: Sample τr =< ot, at, rt,γt, ot+1 > from Br.
7: UseM for one-step temporal prediction and reconstruction on τr;
8: Calculate the joint one-step loss :LM(θM) = Lrec + βLKL;
9: Minimize LM(θM) by gradient descent and updateM;

10: end for
11: for Eπ epoches do
12: Initialize zt and ht.
13: Sample ot from Br as the initial data.
14: for k rollout steps do
15: Agents take action at according to π(at |ot) and communicate to get et = fcom(zt, at).
16: M predicts {ot+1, rt+1,γt+1}, and store them to Bp;
17: Let ot+1 = ot, t = t + 1;
18: end for
19: for Esample epoches do
20: Sample τp =< ot, at, rt,γt > from Bp;
21: Compute At and returns on τp and compute Lπ(θπ),Lvalue(ϕV );
22: Minimize Lπ by gradient descent and soft update π;
23: end for
24: end for
25: for Ec epoches do
26: Sample continuous τc =< ot , at > from Br. Initialize zt and ht.
27: for l rollout steps do
28: Mask partial agents’ observation and estimate prior states ẑt = pprior(ht);
29: Reconstruct {ôi

t}
n
i=m+1 = pobs({hi

t, ẑ
i
t}

n
i=m+1);

30: Use C to correct ôt = fcor({oi
t}

m
i=1, {ô

i
t}

n
i=m+1);

31: Calculate correction loss Lcor(θC) = MSE(ôt , ot);
32: Predict posterior state zt = ppost(ht, ot) and update ht+1 = frec( fcom(zt, at), ht);
33: end for
34: Minimize Lcor(θC) by gradient descent and update C.
35: end for
36: end for

As shown in Algorithm 1, the training process can be divided into three parts: training world modelM (as shown
in lines 3-10 in Algorithm 1), training policy π (as shown in lines 11-23 in Algorithm 1) and training correction
block C (as shown in lines 25-35 in Algorithm 1). In the training process ofM, RMIO samples from the real sample
experience replay bufferBr and updatesM by minimizing the joint loss function of single step temporal prediction and
state reconstruction through gradient descent, as shown in Formula 4; During the training process of the policy model
π, RMIO first usesM to generate pseudo sample trajectories and puts them into the experience replay buffer Bp. Then
RMIO samples trajectories in Bp, calculate the policy advantage function and cumulative return on the trajectories
according to Formula 8 and 10, and soft update π. Since the exploration space of the world modelM is determined
by the action decisions generated by the policy model π, and the quality of the training samples for π depends on the
prediction accuracy ofM, the training processes of theM and π process complement each other. To ensure the stable
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Communication
block

Recurrent Model

Prior Model

Observation
predictor

Correction block

Posterior 
Model

States synchronization Reconstruction & Execution

…

Decentralized execution

Observation lossNo loss

Figure 4: The whole reasoning process of RMIO facing observation loss(only m agents get accurate {oi
t}

m
i=1) at time step t. RMIO first communicate

to synchronize the historical {ot−i, at−i}
1
i=t among agents, getting historical status information ht . Based on ht , the prior model and observation

predictor can reconstruct the missing {oi
t}

n
i=n−m+1, getting ôi

t . At last, the correction block use the partial accurate {oi
t}

m
i=1 to correct the estimated

observation{ôi
t}

n
i=m+1}, getting ôt = {{oi

t}
m
i=1, {

ˆ̂oi
t}

n
i=m+1}. Thus, the agents can take action based on the estimated ôt .

convergence of both models, model-based methods usually employ an alternating training approach to jointly train
the world model and the policy model. The training process of C only needs to mask the real observations of some
agents to simulate the situation of observation loss, as shown in the line 28 in Algorithm 1. Then the MSE loss of
the correction process is calculated according to Formula 6 and the weights of C are updated, as shown in line 34 in
Algorithm 1.

4.3.2. Reasoning Process of RMIO
After finishing the centralized training process, RMIO can adapt to the scenarios involving observation loss, which

is shown in Algorithm 2 and Figure 4. At each time step, all agents are expected to receive feedback from the en-
vironment and utilize the discriminator D to ascertain if any agents encounter observation loss (as shown in line
3 of Algorithm 2). It is presumed that at time step t, n − m agents encounter observation loss, implying that only
m(m < n)observations{oi

t}
n
i=m+1. However, in the normal step-by-step process, the joint policy model requires com-

plete observation ot as inputs to make action decisions. So it is necessary to estimate the missing observations{oi
t}

n
i=m+1.

As shown in lines 5-9 of Algorithm 2, RMIO first uses single-step communication among agents to synchronize oi, ai

from the l steps prior to time t and applies temporal recursion through the posterior model to obtain deterministic
historical state ht. Based on this, the prior model is used to estimate the stochastic latent state variable ẑt, and the
observation predictor reconstructs the missing observations {ôi

t}
n
i=m+1. Finally, the correction module utilizes the obser-

vations of other agents to refine the estimated values of the missing observations, thus generating a joint observation
ôt that includes all agents’ observation information. For time steps without observation loss, RMIO directly uses the
posterior model to obtain the stochastic latent state variable zt. Unlike traditional model-based MARL, RMIO can
maintain a stable action policy regardless of whether agents receive complete observation information.

As outlined in Section 4.1.3, following the CTDE paradigm, RMIO eliminates the need for inter-agent communi-
cation in standard environments. Communication is only required in cases of observation loss, where agents perform
a single communication step to synchronize historical states, unlike MAMBA and MAG, which rely on continuous
communication at every step. Consequently, the communication overhead in RMIO is solely determined by the fre-
quency of observation loss. However, when two instances of observation loss occur in "close" succession, the second
instance does not require re-synchronization of historical state information. This is because our agents are designed
to share the same set of network parameters, allowing local policy models to estimate the policies of other agents.
For agent i, given the observation information of other agents at time T − 1, and knowing that the action probability
distribution of all agents depends solely on their observed states, it is possible to directly estimate the action proba-
bility distribution of other agents as ai

T−1 ∼ π(a
i
T−1|o

i
T−1). With the observation oT−1 and action aT−1 at time T − 1,

9



Algorithm 2 The reasoning process of RMIO

1: Load the weights θw ofM, weights θπ of π;
2: for t = t0; t < Tdone; t = t + 1 do
3: Agents get partial observation: {oi

t}
m
i=1 = D(ot);

4: if m < n then
5: Agents communicate to synchronize {oh, ah}

t
h=t−l;

6: Initialize ht−l and zt−l;
7: for h = t − l; h < t; h = h + 1 do
8: hh+1 = frec( fcom(zh, ah), hh);
9: end for

10: Predict stochastic state ẑt : ẑt = pprior(ht);
11: Reconstruct {ôi

t}
n
i=m+1 = pobs({hi

t, ẑ
i
t}

n
i=m+1);

12: Correct ôt = fcor({oi
t}

m
i=1, {ô

i
t}

n
i=m+1);

13: Update stochastic state zt = ppost(ôt, ht);
14: Agents take actions: ai

t ∼ π
i(ai

t |ô
i
t);

15: else
16: Agents take actions: ai

t ∼ π
i(ai

t |o
i
t);

17: end if
18: end for

the world model can be used to perform a prior estimation of oT at time T , and ultimately refine oi
T . In that case,

as shown in Figure 5, the missing local observations can be completed locally without additional communication by
combining the prior predictions from the world model with policy estimates from the policy model. This approach
further reduces communication overhead, ensuring that communication frequency is smaller than the frequency of
observation loss. In experiment, the standards of "close" are dynamically adjusted according to the complexity of the
experimental environment.

… …

① observation loss

② communication

③ reconstruct & correct

Local observation Agent action
Recnstructed & corrected

observation
Reconstructed 

observation
Estimated

agent action

① observation
loss again

② estimate other 
agents action

③ reconstruct other 
agents observation

④ reconstruct & correct 
own lost observation

⑤ take action

④ take actions

Lost observation

Figure 5: Taking agent 3 as an example, the light colored parts in the figure represent the status information of other agents that agent 3 cannot
access. At time T − 2, each agent executes in a distributed manner, and agent 3 can only access local state information. At time T − 1, agent 3
experiences observation loss. At this time, the missing observation information is supplemented and corrected through communication with the
world model to support agent 3’s decision-making. Through communication, agent 3 can access some state information of other agents. At time
T , agent 3 experiences observation loss again, and it can be considered that the two observation losses are in a "close" proximity state. Agent 3
does not need to communicate at this time, but directly uses the state information of other agents obtained after T − 1 communication to make prior
estimates of the observed state at time T and the actions of other agents, thereby completing and correcting the missing observed state at time T .
This process does not require further communication and is completed locally by agent 3.
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5. Experiments

In this section, we will introduce RMIO’s empirical research on the challenging StarCratII benchmark (SMAC).
In the first part, several baselines (without observation loss) will be compared with RMIO in a normal environment.
Subsequently, a quantitative comparative experiments will be conducted to compare the performance retention levels
of RMIO and other baselines under different observation loss conditions.

5.1. Environments
The Starcraft Multi Agent Challenge (SMAC) [20] is a multi-agent discrete and collaborative control benchmark

based on StarcraftII. Each task contains a scenario where there are two opposing teams, one controlled by the game
robot and the other controlled by our algorithm. The goal is to defeat all the enemy agents. Our method and other
baselines are tested on 8 maps of SMAC from easy to super hard, including 2s_vs_1sc, 3s_vs_3z, 2s3z, 3s_vs_4z,
3s_vs_5z, 1c3s5z, 8m, corridor.

The Multi-Agent MuJoCo (MaMuJoCo) [21] is a multi-agent continuous and collaborative control benchmark
based on the MuJoCo physics simulator. Each task involves a collaborative scenario where multiple agents, rep-
resented as different parts of a robot, must work together to complete a specific objective, such as locomotion or
manipulation. The goal is to maximize the collective reward by achieving efficient and coordinated control among the
agents. Our method and other baselines are evaluated on several tasks from the MAMuJoCo benchmark at different
levels of difficulty, including HalfCheetah (2 agent), HalfCheetah (6 agent), Swimmer (2 agent), Swimmer (10 agent).

5.2. Reward Modeling Experiment
Ablation experiments on reward smoothing were conducted to demonstrate the superiority of RMIO in reward

modeling. The experimental results showed that the loss function of RMIO in reward modeling was significantly
smaller than that of its ablation baseline without reward smoothing. For instance, Figure 6a shows the reward function
values of RMIO (with reward smoothing) and RMIO* (without reward smoothing) on the 3s_vs_3z map, while Fig-
ure 6b presents the corresponding loss curves. The results indicate that the loss curve with EMA reward smoothing
is approximately one-tenth of that in the ablation baseline, and its distribution is also more stable. This demonstrates
that reward smoothing can effectively enhance the performance of reward modeling. A detailed discussion of the
asymptotic performance of RMIO with reward smoothing will be provided in Section 5.3.

Reward
 RMIO  RMIO*

Real environment Step
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

(a) The values of the raw rewards (RMIO*) and smoothed rewards (RMIO)
at each time step within a single complete trajectory on the 3s_vs_3z map.

Reward loss

 RMIO  RMIO*

100k 200k 300k 400k Step0

0.005

0.01

0.015

0.02

0.025

0.03

(b) Comparison of reward modeling loss curves between RMIO and RMIO*
on the 3s_vs_3z map. The curve is smoothed with EMA and the parameter
is set to 0.5.

5.3. Experiments of Convergence Performance in Standard Environment

5.3.1. Baselines
We compare RMIO with model-based and model-free baseline methods to assess the convergence performance of

our approach under fully observed conditions. The model-based methods include 1) MAMBA, a multi-agent adapta-
tion of DreamerV2 [24], which improves the sample efficiency of MARL by an order of magnitude for the first time; 2)
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Figure 7: Comparisons with other baselines. The solid line represents the running average of 3 different random seeds, and the shaded area
corresponds to the standard deviation between these runs. The X-axis represents the number of steps taken in the real environment, and the Y-axis
represents the win rate (SMAC) or episode reward (MAMuJoCo).

SMAC
Maps MES REIS RMIO MAG MAMBA MAPPO QMIX

2s_vs_1sc

300

50k 94(5) 90(8) 91(15) 9(12) 0(0)
8m 75k 94(3) 87(9) 77(10) 32(15) 63(9)

3s_vs_3z 75k 96(3) 93(6) 90(10) 12(16) 0(0)
2s3z 150k 98(1) 81(11) 78(13) 46(23) 23(17)

3s_vs_4z 200k 96(1) 71(13) 63(37) 0(0) 0(0)
1c3s5z 200k 95(3) 78(8) 70(9) 52(17) 46(19)

3s_vs_5z 500k 95(2) 65(15) 65(8) 58(21) 0(0)
corridor 500k 66(19) 55(25) 46(16) 0(0) 0(0)

MaMuJoCo
Scenarios MES REIS RMIO MAG MAMBA MAPPO FACMAC

4 agent Swimmer

300

200k 98(3) 94(4) 91(6) 52(7) 32(6)
10 agent Swimmer 200k 102(2) 96(3) 67(29) -20(7) -38(6)

2 agent HalfCheetah 1m 2042(48) 1814(58) 1759(64) 823(98) 531(102)
6 agent HalfCheetah 1m 2098(42) 1957(47) 1836(58) 946(104) 620(94)

Table 1: During the training process, the maximum episode steps (MES) is fixed for each map and scene. After completing training for a specified
number of real environment interaction steps (REIS) in different environments, the model weights are saved, and the average win rate (in SMAC) or
episode reward (in MaMuJoCo), along with their standard deviations, are independently evaluated over 1000 test episodes. Bold numbers highlight
the highest average performance among all CTDE methods. RMIO consistently achieves the best performance across all tests. Due to the fact that
QMIX is only applicable to discrete environments such as SMAC, the FACMAC method was selected as the model-free method for comparison in
the MaMuJoCo environment.
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MAG [14], which is based on MAMBA and takes into account the long-term joint effects of local predictions at each
step to generate trajectories with lower cumulative errors, thereby improving the stability of asymptotic convergence
performance. The advanced model-free methods include 1) MAPPO [34], 2) QMIX [5] and 3)FACMAC [21].

5.3.2. Results and Analysis
The comprehensive experimental results illustrate the superiority of our approach over both model-based and

model-free methods in all test maps or scenarios within a constrained number of iterations, as shown in Table 1 and
Figure 7. Compared to other CTCE baselines, RMIO, as a CTDE method, achieves a significantly higher win rate
on various maps in SMAC environments and achieves higher episode rewards in MaMuJoCo, all while maintaining
stable performance across different random seeds and exhibiting markedly better stability in policy convergence.

This advantage primarily stems from the following mechanisms: during the training of the world model, dynamic
fluctuations in the distribution of real data samples (e.g., due to sampling bias or exploration during training) may
lead to non-stationarity in the world model’s performance. During such periods, the output of the world model may
deviate significantly from the training data distribution, entering an unacceptable performance regime. CTCE methods
(such as MAMBA and MAG) rely on feature vectors generated by the world model as inputs to the policy model.
Consequently, when the world model’s performance becomes non-stationary, the performance of policy model which
is strongly coupled with the world model is more susceptible to degradation, such as the training result of MAMBA in
10 agent swimmer in Figure 7. In contrast, RMIO introduces mechanisms such as reward smoothing and a dual-layer
experience replay buffer to effectively mitigate the impact of the world model’s non-stationary fluctuations on policy
training. Furthermore, RMIO reconstructs observation data to serve as inputs to the policy model, a design that reduces
the entropy of the input features and thus minimizes the adverse effects of the world model’s performance fluctuations
on the policy model. Experimental results indicate that, owing to these designs, RMIO significantly outperforms other
methods in terms of stability in the MaMuJoCo environment.

5.4. Experiments of Performance Preservation in Observation-loss Environment

5.4.1. Baselines
The lack of world models to fill in missing observation renders model-free methods ineffective in scenarios where

observations are incomplete. Although there are some attempts to use traditional prediction methods like Kalman
filters and Gaussian predictions in multi-agent environments [39, 40], they struggle to handle the highly non-linear,
decentralized, and partially observable complexities, along with the high interaction dynamics, typical of scenarios
like SMAC. Hence, only model-based MARL methods are considered for comparison. In the context of ablation
experiments, we denote the RMIO method that excludes correction blocks as RMIO∗ for comparative analysis. To en-
sure fairness in the comparison with MAMBA and MAG, their prior models and observation predictors are employed
for predicting and filling in missing observations, aligning with RMIO∗.

5.4.2. Observation-loss Environment Setting
To assess the performance stability of RMIO in environments affected by observation loss, we introduce an ob-

servation loss mechanism based on SMAC and MaMuJoCo. At each time step, there exists a probability ploss that
results in a random subset of agents losing observation information. Notably, to enhance the experimental complexity,
we extend the duration of observation loss, that means after the initial occurrence of observation loss, subsequent
losses will persist for the following several steps. In the experiment, this duration was set to 10 steps. This setting
is also closer to the realistic environmental conditions where the observation environment is harsh (there are strong
interference and other factors lasting for a certain period of time). What’s more, to intensify the challenge posed by
observation loss in easy maps, the number of agents experiencing observation loss in the four maps of 2s_vs_1sc,
2s3z,3s_vs_3z,3s_vs_4z is set to a fixed number n − 1 instead of a random number.

5.4.3. Results and Analysis
Within this environment, the correction block can extract pertinent information from inter-agent communication

during training, thereby significantly decreasing observation loss post-calibration. For instance, the training loss curve
in the 3s_vs_3z of SMAC is provided in Figure 8. Upon completion of training with 400k real-time steps (equivalent
to 2.5M generated time steps), the MSE loss value before correction is 0.007212 and reduced to 0.0009924 after
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Figure 8: Comparison of loss function values before and after correcting the world model predictions. Before/after correction (MAX) is the
maximum value of the correction loss.
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reward and standard deviation of 3 random seeds.
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correction. This result shows that the correction block can effectively reduce the prediction error and achieve nearly
an order of magnitude reduction.

After completing the training process, RMIO is tested in the observation-loss SMAC and MaMuJoCo environment.
All experimental outcomes are presented in Figure 9, Table ?? and Table ?? as illustrative examples. The experiment
results indicate that the RMIO approach consistently achieves both notably higher win rates across all maps in SMAC
and notably higher episode rewards in all scenarios in MaMuJoCo compared to other methods, including the RMIO*
ablation comparison method, under varying observation loss probabilities ploss. Moreover, RMIO demonstrates robust
performance as the observation loss probability ploss increases, showing minimal susceptibility to observation loss
effects across diverse maps. Remarkably, even when ploss = 1, RMIO maintains a relatively high win rate in SMAC,
particularly in moderately challenging maps. These results suggest that the completion and correction block can
effectively estimate missing observations by utilizing temporal recursive relationships and integrating agent-specific
information, even in scenarios where observation loss occurs at each time step.

However, it is also observed that while RMIO demonstrates high efficiency in low-difficulty tasks, its efficacy
diminishes in high-difficulty tasks (e.g., corridor). This decline in performance can be attributed to various factors.
Firstly, as the number of agents increases, each agent faces difficulties in observing the states of all other agents,
thus weakening the effectiveness of the correction block’s fusion of agent-related information. Secondly, in high-
difficulty tasks, the accuracy of the prior model’s predictions also decreases. This decline in accuracy may stem from
the increased complexity of predictions due to higher feature dimensions and the heightened complexity of the joint
policy space resulting from a larger number of opponent agents.

6. Conclusion

In this work, RMIO first effectively addresses the challenge of lost observation in dynamic environments by lever-
aging prior prediction models and observation reconstruction predictors to manage missing observation data. Based
on this, a correction block further refines the observation estimates by incorporating correlation information among
agents. Moreover, By decoupling the world model and the policy model, RMIO achieves the CTDE paradigm in
standard environment settings. In the case of observation loss, it also only requires limited one-step communication to
assist decision-making, while ensuring that the communication frequency is lower than the frequency of observation
loss. Additionally, RMIO enhances asymptotic convergence performance through reward smoothing, double replay
buffer structure design, and the integration of an additional RNN network in the policy model. Empirically, we show
that RMIO outperforms both model-based and model-free baselines on several challenging tasks in the SMAC and
MaMuJoCo benchmarks, especially when faced with incomplete observations. Future research will focus on enhanc-
ing its robustness by tackling non-stationary performance challenges caused by observation loss in more complex and
dynamic scenarios. Additionally, plans are underway to extend its applicability to collaborative competition tasks,
with the ultimate goal of developing a comprehensive and adaptive MARL framework that can address a wide range
of real-world applications with varying levels of observation completeness and environmental complexity.
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