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ABSTRACT
Balancing individual specialisation and shared behaviours is a criti-

cal challenge in multi-agent reinforcement learning (MARL). Exist-

ing methods typically focus on encouraging diversity or leveraging

shared representations. Full parameter sharing (FuPS) improves

sample efficiency but struggles to learn diverse behaviours when

required, while no parameter sharing (NoPS) enables diversity but

is computationally expensive and sample inefficient. To address

these challenges, we introduce HyperMARL, a novel approach us-

ing hypernetworks to balance efficiency and specialisation. Hy-

perMARL generates agent-specific actor and critic parameters, en-

abling agents to adaptively exhibit diverse or homogeneous be-

haviours as needed, without modifying the learning objective or re-

quiring prior knowledge of the optimal diversity. Furthermore, Hy-

perMARL decouples agent-specific and state-based gradients, which

empirically correlates with reduced policy gradient variance, poten-

tially offering insights into its ability to capture diverse behaviours.

Across MARL benchmarks requiring homogeneous, heterogeneous,

or mixed behaviours, HyperMARL consistently matches or out-

performs FuPS, NoPS, and diversity-focused methods, achieving

NoPS-level diversity with a shared architecture. These results high-

light the potential of hypernetworks as a versatile approach to the

trade-off between specialisation and shared behaviours in MARL.
1
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1 INTRODUCTION
Balancing individual and shared behaviours is critical to collective

intelligence. Individual-level specialisation in a population helps

improve the performance of these systems, whether in biological

fitness or decision-making processes [35, 36, 45]. However, shared

behaviours, i.e. behaviours consistent among agents, play a crucial

role in ensuring adaptability and efficiency [23, 43]. This trade-off

between specialised and shared behaviours is also pertinent in the

context of Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning (MARL), where a

balance between these behaviours is essential.

Although the importance of balancing individual and shared be-

haviours in MARL is well-recognised [5, 25], achieving this balance

is challenging. On the one end of the spectrum, when we want

individual agents to specialise and behave differently, a straightfor-

ward approach is for each agent to have their own policy and critic

networks, which is referred to as no parameter sharing (NoPS) [28].

This allows each agent to develop specialised policies tailored to

specific tasks or roles. While NoPS enables diverse behaviours, it

is computationally expensive and scales poorly as the number of

1
All code will be made available soon.
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Figure 1: Common Agent-ID conditioned MARL policy (left)
vs HyperMARL (right).

agents increases, as it requires 𝑁 sets of parameters for 𝑁 agents.

Furthermore, NoPS is sample inefficient [10], as agents learn inde-

pendently without sharing information with one another.

On the other end of the spectrum, full parameter sharing (FuPS) [16,

18, 37]
2
is a widely used approach when similar behaviour across

agents is desired. In FuPS, all agents share the same policy and

critic parameters, which improves sample efficiency by allowing

agents to learn from each other’s experiences [10, 38]. Addition-

ally, FuPS enhances memory efficiency, requiring fewer parameters,

and is computationally efficient due to the parallelisation of the

agents’ learning process. Although parameter-shared networks con-

ditioned on unique agent IDs are theoretically capable of represent-

ing diverse behaviours [20], they often exhibit limited expressive

capacity in practice. This limitation leads to underperformance

compared to NoPS in scenarios that require diverse behaviours

[10, 17, 24, 25]. Christianos et al. [10] attributed this underperfor-

mance to the inherent challenges of using a single neural network

to represent multiple diverse agent behaviours effectively.

Balancing the efficiency of parameter sharing with the ability

to learn diverse behaviours is a fundamental challenge in MARL.

Intrinsic reward methods based on mutual information (MI) pro-

mote diversity by modifying the learning objective to encourage

diverse policies [22, 25]. However, this can result in suboptimal

behaviour, as agents may prioritize distinguishing themselves in

states rather than optimising task performance. Furthermore, it has

been shown that these methods can be outperformed by simpler ap-

proaches like FuPS and NoPS [17]. Role-based methods, like ROMA

and RODE, [41, 42] assign agents to subtasks but rely on MI objec-

tives for diversity, with limited practical success [11]. Architectural

methods [24] require careful tuning of hyperparameters, such as

pruning rates per layer and have not shown statistically significant

2
The terms FuPS and NoPS were first introduced by [10].
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improvements over FuPS. Recent diversity-based methods, such

as Diversity Control (DiCo) [5], enable the adjustment of desired

diversity levels, measured by the average Wasserstein distance be-

tween agent policy pairs. However, they rely on prior knowledge

of the optimal diversity level, making performance highly sensitive

to these predefined choices.

In this work, we proposeHyperMARL, a novel method leveraging

hypernetworks [19] to balance the efficiency benefits of parameter

sharing with the ability to enable specialisation in MARL. Hyper-
MARL generates agent-specific actor and critic weights based on

agent IDs or embeddings. This enables HyperMARL to learn di-

verse or homogeneous behaviours as required without altering

the learning objective or requiring prior knowledge of the optimal

diversity level for the task. We validate HyperMARL across a va-

riety of MARL benchmarks, including Dispersion and Navigation

from the Vectorized Multi-Agent Simulator (VMAS)[4] and maps

in SMAX[32]. Experiments span two to twenty agents and encom-

pass environments that require homogeneous, heterogeneous, or

mixed behaviours. In all settings, HyperMARL consistently matches

or surpasses NoPS, FuPS, and diversity-encouraging methods like

DiCo.

Moreover, HyperMARL demonstrates empirically lower policy

gradient variance compared to standard FuPS approaches. This may

result from HyperMARL’s decoupling of agent-based and state-

based gradients via hypernetworks (Section 4.4), which aligns with

prior findings in Meta-RL [34]. Additionally, we show that Hyper-

MARL achieves NoPS-level behavioural diversity while using a

shared architecture – a challenge for FuPS methods.

Overall, HyperMARL offers a versatile architecture that enables

diverse behaviours while maintaining a shared architecture. Its

adaptability across a wide range of settings establishes it as an

effective approach for MARL tasks.

Our contributions are as follows:

• We introduce HyperMARL, a method utilising hypernet-

works conditioned on agent IDs or embeddings to balance

parameter sharing and specialisation in MARL, without al-

tering the learning objective or requiring prior knowledge

of necessary diversity.

• We empirically validate HyperMARL across various envi-

ronments, including tasks that require homogeneous, het-

erogeneous, or mixed behaviours, outperforming NoPS,

FuPS, and diversity-promoting methods like DiCo.

• We show that HyperMARL learns diverse policies com-

parable to NoPS, while also exhibiting lower policy gra-

dient variance than FuPS. Ablation studies also confirm

HyperMARL’s robustness against variations in architecture

size, initialisation, and conditioning. Furthermore, we show

that HyperMARL scales efficiently by maintaining a near-

constant number of parameters, as the number of agents

increases.

2 BACKGROUND
We formulate the fully cooperative multiagent systems addressed

in our work as a Dec-POMDP [30]. A Dec-POMDP is a tuple,

⟨𝐼 , 𝑆, {𝐴𝑖 }𝑖∈𝐼 , 𝑅, {𝑂𝑖 }𝑖∈𝐼 , {Ω𝑖 }𝑖∈𝐼 , 𝑃, 𝜌0, 𝛾⟩, where 𝐼 denotes the set
of agents, 𝑆 is the global state space,𝐴𝑖 is the action space for agent

𝑖 , 𝑅 : 𝑆 × A × 𝑆 → R is the shared reward function, 𝑂𝑖 is the obser-

vation space for agent 𝑖 , Ω𝑖 : 𝐴× 𝑆 ×𝑂𝑖 → [0, 1] is the observation
function for agent 𝑖 , 𝑃 : 𝑆 × 𝐴 × 𝑆 → [0, 1] is the state transition
function, 𝜌0 is the initial state distribution, and 𝛾 is the discount

factor.

In this setting, agents receive partial observations and select

actions based on their decentralized policies 𝜋𝑖 (𝑎𝑖 |𝜏𝑖 ), where 𝜏𝑖
is the action-observation history of agent 𝑖 . The goal is to learn a

joint policy 𝝅 = (𝜋1, ..., 𝜋𝑛) that maximizes the expected return

E𝜏∼𝝅 [𝐺 (𝜏)], where the trajectory 𝜏 = (𝑠0, o0, a0, 𝑠1, ...) is generated
by the joint policy, with 𝑠0 ∼ 𝜌0, and 𝐺 (𝜏) = ∑∞

𝑡=0 𝛾
𝑡𝑅(𝑠𝑡 , a𝑡 , 𝑠𝑡+1).

2.1 Specialised Policies and Environments
Specialisation plays a key role in MARL, yet remains under-defined,

hindering consistent evaluation. To address this, we define spe-
cialised environments and specialised policies.

Definition 2.1. An environment is specialised if:

(1) The optimal joint policy 𝝅∗
consists of at least two distinct

agent policies, i.e., ∃𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ 𝐼 such that 𝜋𝑖 ≠ 𝜋 𝑗 , where 𝐼 is

the set of agents.

(2) Any permutation 𝜎 of the policies in 𝝅∗
produces an ex-

pected return that is weakly lower or equivalent to that of

the original joint policy:

E𝜏∼𝝅𝜎 [𝐺 (𝜏)] ≤ E𝜏∼𝝅∗ [𝐺 (𝜏)],
with strict inequality when agents’ policies are not sym-

metric.
3

For example, in a specialised environment like a football game,

agents adopt distinct roles—e.g., "attackers" and "defenders"—to op-

timise team performance. Permuting their roles (policies) results in

suboptimal outcomes, demonstrating the need for complementary

behaviours.

In such environments, agents develop specialised policies when
they learn distinct, complementary behaviours necessary for the op-

timal joint policy. By definition, heterogeneous agents—those with

different action or observation spaces—are naturally specialised, as

their distinct capabilities require unique policies. However, homo-

geneous agents, which share identical capabilities, can also develop

specialised policies by adopting distinct roles that are necessary

for the team’s success. We work with specialised environments in

Sections 3.1 and 5.2.

2.2 Quantifying Team Diversity
Wequantify policy diversity using SystemNeural Diversity (SND) [6],

which measures behavioural diversity based on differences in policy

outputs:

SND

({
𝜋𝑖
}
𝑖∈I

)
=

2

𝑛(𝑛 − 1) |𝑂 |

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑛∑︁
𝑗=𝑖+1

∑︁
𝑜∈𝑂

𝐷

(
𝜋𝑖 (𝑜), 𝜋 𝑗 (𝑜)

)
,

(1)

where 𝑛 is the number of agents,𝑂 is a set of observations typically

collected via policy rollouts, 𝜋𝑖 (𝑜𝑡 ) and 𝜋 𝑗 (𝑜𝑡 ) are the outputs of
policies 𝑖 and 𝑗 for observation 𝑜𝑡 , and 𝐷 is our distance function.

3
Policies are deemed symmetric if exchanging them does not alter the expected return

of the joint policy.



In contrast to [6], we use Jensen-Shannon Distance (JSD) [14, 26]

as𝐷 , rather than theWassersteinmetric [39]. As shown inAppendix

A, JSD is a robust metric for both continuous and discrete cases,

and provides a more reliable measure of policy distance.

3 CHALLENGES IN BALANCING SPECIALISED
AND SHARED BEHAVIOURS

Balancing specialised agent behaviours and shared policy repre-

sentations is challenging in MARL. In this section, we introduce

two simple matrix games that illustrate the challenges of achieving

this balance, even in basic settings. Through analysis and empirical

validation, we demonstrate the limitations of both fully shared and

fully independent policies, highlighting the need for more nuanced

approaches in MARL.

3.1 Specialisation and Synchronisation Game
Specialisation Game

Player 2

A B

P
l
a
y
e
r
1

A (0.5, 0.5) (1, 1)

B (1, 1) (0.5, 0.5)

Table 1: 2-player specialisation
game. Nash Equilibria in blue.

The Specialisation Game, inspired by

the XOR game [17] and VMAS’s Dis-

persion [4], is a stateless, two-player

matrix game where each agent se-

lects one of two food items. Payoffs

are 0.5 for matching choices and 1

for different choices, as shown in the

payoff matrix in Table 1.

This game has two symmetric Nash equilibria, both along the

anti-diagonal of the payoff matrix. It differs from the XOR game by

assigning non-zero payoffs for matching actions. The game can be

extended to 𝑛 agents, with payoffs of 1 for unique actions and 1/𝑛
for matching actions. This satisfies the conditions of a Specialised

Environment as defined in Definition 2.1.

Synchronisation Game This is the inverse of the Specialisation
Game, where players aim to choose the same food item. Payoffs

are 1 for matching choices and 0.5 for different choices, resulting in

Nash equilibria along the diagonal. In the𝑛-agent version, matching

actions receive a payoff of 1, while different choices receive 1/𝑛.

3.2 Limits of Shared Policies
Next, we provide a formal proof showing that a shared policy cannot

learn the optimal behaviour in the 2-player Specialisation game,

following from the proof that a shared policy cannot learn the

optimal policy in the XOR game.

Theorem 3.1. A shared policy cannot learn the optimal behaviour
for the two-player Specialisation Game.

Proof. Let 𝜋 be a shared policy for both agents, and let 𝛼 =

P(𝑎𝑖 = 0) represent the probability of any agent choosing action 0.

The expected return of 𝜋 for each agent is:

𝐸 [𝑅(𝜋)] = P(𝑎0 = 0, 𝑎1 = 0) · 0.5 + P(𝑎0 = 0, 𝑎1 = 1) · 1 (2)

+ P(𝑎0 = 1, 𝑎1 = 0) · 1 + P(𝑎0 = 1, 𝑎1 = 1) · 0.5 (3)

= 0.5𝛼2 + 2𝛼 (1 − 𝛼) + 0.5(1 − 𝛼)2 (4)

= −𝛼2 + 𝛼 + 0.5 (5)

= −(𝛼 − 0.5)2 + 0.75 (6)

Table 2: Average Reward (mean ± std) for REINFORCE vari-
ants in the Specialisation Game (top) and Synchronisation
Game (bottom), across 2, 4, and 8 Agents.

Specialisation Game
Method 2 4 8

NoPS .9996 ± .0004 .9988 ± .0007 .9989 ± .0008
FuPS .7493 ± .0062 .6826 ± .0039 .6545 ± .0025

FuPS+ID .9999 ± .0002 .9995 ± .0003 .7275 ± .0293

Synchronisation Game
Method 2 4 8

NoPS .9993 ± .0004 .9976 ± .0022 .1250 ± 0

FuPS .9999 ± .0002 1.0 ± 0 .3000 ± .3500
FuPS+ID .9999 ± 0 .9999 ± .0003 .1250 ± 0

Thus, 𝐸 [𝑅(𝜋)] ≤ 0.75 < 1 for all 𝛼 ∈ [0, 1], with the maximum at

𝛼 = 0.5. Therefore, a shared policy cannot achieve the optimal re-

turn of 1, confirming the need for specialised behaviour to optimise

rewards. □

3.3 Empirical Validation using Function
Approximation

To empirically validate the challenges in balancing specialisation

and shared behaviours when using function approximation, we

conduct empirical experiments on the Specialisation and Synchro-

nisation Games, extending the analysis to 𝑛 = 2, 4, and 8 agents.

We compare three approaches: independent policies (NoPS), fully

shared policies (FuPS), and shared policies conditioned on one-hot

encoded agent IDs (FuPS+ID One-Hot), using REINFORCE [44]. All

variants used single-layer neural networks for the policy, and we

controlled for the number of parameters across NoPS and FuPS

approaches. Hyperparameters were kept constant across experi-

ments, with results averaged over five seeds. We provide the full

hyperparameters in Table 4 in Appendix B.

The results in Table 2 show that while NoPS consistently learns

the optimal policy in the Specialisation Game, FuPS struggles, espe-

cially with 𝑛 = 8 agents. Conversely, in the Synchronisation Game,

FuPS performs better
4
, while NoPS struggles with sample efficiency

as the number of agents increases (detailed sample efficiency plots

in 13 in Appendix C). FuPS+ID shows promising results in balanc-

ing specialised and shared representations, but its performance

deteriorates at larger scales, suggesting that ID conditioning alone

is insufficient for fully distinct behaviours.

The results demonstrate that while shared policies face signif-

icant challenges in environments requiring agent specialisation,

independent policies struggle with efficiency in environments de-

manding synchronisation. In Section 5.2, we extend this analysis to

temporal MARL environments, where modern MARL algorithms

like IPPO and MAPPO encounter similar issues.

These findings underscore the need for more nuanced methods

that can effectively leverage shared knowledge while still enabling

4
The drop in performance of FuPS at𝑛 = 8 agents is simply because we sample actions

for each agent independently, if we took the actions with the highest probability we

achieve an average reward of 1.



agent-specific adaptations. In the following section, we introduce

HyperMARL, a novel approach designed to address these challenges

by combining the strengths of both shared and independent policies

in a fully learnable, end-to-end manner.

4 HYPERMARL: HYPERNETWORKS FOR
ENABLING SPECIALISATION IN MARL

As shown in the previous section, balancing specialised and shared

behaviours is a challenging task. To address this challenge, we intro-

duce HyperMARL, a simple yet effective approach to enable agent

specialisation in MARL through agent-conditioned hypernetworks,

trained in a fully end-to-end manner.

4.1 Hypernetworks for MARL
Hypernetworks [19] are neural networks that generate the weights

of another neural network (the target network) based on an input

context vector. They have proven effective in meta-learning and

multi-task learning within single-agent RL settings [2, 3].

In HyperMARL, hypernetworks are used to enable specialisation

among agents. Specifically, a hypernetwork ℎ takes a context vector

𝑒 and outputs the weights for both the policy and critic networks:

𝜃 = ℎ𝜋
𝜓
(𝑒) and 𝜙 = ℎ𝑉

𝜓
(𝑒) (7)

where ℎ𝜋
𝜓
and ℎ𝑉

𝜓
are the hypernetworks for the policy and critic,

respectively, and 𝑒 is either the agent’s one-hot encoded ID or a

learned embedding.

This design allows the hypernetwork to produce agent-specific

policies and critics as:

𝜃𝑖 = ℎ𝜋
𝜓
(𝑒𝑖 ) and 𝜙𝑖 = ℎ𝑉

𝜓
(𝑒𝑖 ) (8)

where 𝑒𝑖 represents the context vector for agent 𝑖 , and 𝜃𝑖 , 𝜙𝑖 denote

the agent-specific policy and critic parameters, as illustrated in

Figure 1. This mechanism allows a single hypernetwork to generate

unique policy and critic parameters for each agent, enabling indi-

vidual specialisation when needed. In tasks that require uniform

behaviour across agents, the hypernetwork can adapt by learning

similar agent embeddings or producing similar policies for different

agent IDs. This flexibility ensures that both specialised and uniform

behaviours are captured within the same framework.

4.2 Linear Hypernetworks
Linear hypernetworks with one-hot agent IDs effectively create

separate parameters for each agent. Given a one-hot agent ID,

1𝑖 ∈ R1×𝑛 , a linear hypernetwork ℎ𝜓 generates agent-specific

parameters 𝜃𝑖 as:

𝜃𝑖 = ℎ𝜋
𝜓
(1𝑖 ) = 1𝑖 ·𝑊 + 𝑏 (9)

where𝑊 ∈ R𝑛×𝑚 is the weight matrix (𝑚 being the number of

parameters for each agent’s policy and 𝑛 is the number of agents),

and 𝑏 ∈ R1×𝑚 is a bias vector. Since 1𝑖 is one-hot encoded, each 𝜃𝑖

corresponds to a specific row of𝑊 plus the shared bias 𝑏. If there is

no shared bias term, this effectively replicates training of separate

policies for each task (in our case for each agent) [2] since there

are no shared parameters and gradient updates are independent.

While linear hypernetworks are conceptually straightforward,

their effectiveness has been demonstrated in single-agent RL sce-

narios [2, 7].

4.3 Non-linear Hypernetworks for
Expressiveness

Multilayer perceptron (MLP) hypernetworks extend linear hyper-

networks, by including one or more non-linear layers, as follows:

𝜃 = ℎ𝜋
𝜓
(𝑒) = 𝑓 𝜋

𝜓1

(𝑔𝜋
𝜓2

(𝑒)) and 𝜙 = ℎ𝑉
𝜓
(𝑒) = 𝑓 𝑉

𝜓1

(𝑔𝑉
𝜓2

(𝑒)) (10)

where 𝑒 is the context vector, 𝑓𝜓1
represents the linear transforma-

tion of the output layer, and 𝑔𝜓2
represents the preceding layers,

which contain non-linear activation functions such as ReLU.

These non-linear transforms provide additional flexibility, allow-

ing the hypernetworks to generalise beyond linear mappings of the

context to the policy and critic weights. This could be beneficial

when agents need to learn intricate specialisation patterns.

However, unlike linear hypernetworks with one-hot agent IDs,

non-linear hypernetworks do not guarantee distinct weights for

each agent. Additionally, they increase the total number of trainable

parameters, necessitating a careful balance between expressiveness

and computational efficiency.

4.4 Decoupling Agent and State-based Gradients
in HyperMARL

HyperMARL decouples gradients arising from state-action dynam-

ics and agent-specific features by leveraging hypernetworks. This

decoupling allows agents to learn unique behaviours while mitigat-

ing interference during training.

In HyperMARL, the policy for agent 𝑖 is defined as:

𝜋𝑖 (𝑎𝑖 |𝑜𝑖 ) = 𝜋𝜃𝑖 (𝑎𝑖 |𝑜𝑖 ), where 𝜃𝑖 = ℎ𝜋
𝜓
(𝑒𝑖 ), (11)

where ℎ𝜋
𝜓
is the policy hypernetwork parameterized by weights𝜓 ,

and 𝑒𝑖 is the embedding for agent 𝑖 .

For a shared policy, the policy gradient can be expressed as

follows:

∇𝜃 𝐽 (𝜃 ) = E𝜏∼𝜋

[
𝑇∑︁
𝑡=0

𝐼∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐴(𝑜𝑖𝑡 , 𝑎𝑖𝑡 )∇𝜃 log𝜋𝜃 (𝑎𝑖𝑡 |𝑜𝑖𝑡 )
]
, (12)

where 𝜏 is the trajectory sampled from the joint policy 𝜋 , 𝐴(𝑜𝑖𝑡 , 𝑎𝑖𝑡 )
is the advantage for agent 𝑖 and 𝐼 is our set of agents.

In HyperMARL, policy parameters 𝜃𝑖 are defined by the hyper-

network ℎ𝜋
𝜓
. The policy gradient with respect to𝜓 becomes:

∇𝜓 𝐽 (𝜓 ) = E𝜏∼𝜋𝜃𝑖

[
𝑇∑︁
𝑡=0

𝐼∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐴(𝑜𝑖𝑡 , 𝑎𝑖𝑡 )∇𝜓 log𝜋𝜃𝑖 (𝑎𝑖𝑡 |𝑜𝑖𝑡 )
]

(13)

Applying the chain rule:

∇𝜓 log𝜋𝜃𝑖

(
𝑎𝑖𝑡 | 𝑜𝑖𝑡

)
= ∇𝜃𝑖 log𝜋𝜃𝑖

(
𝑎𝑖𝑡 | 𝑜𝑖𝑡

)
· ∇𝜓ℎ𝜋𝜓

(
𝑒𝑖
)

(14)

where ∇𝜓ℎ𝜋𝜓
(
𝑒𝑖
)
= ∇𝜓𝜃𝑖 , since 𝜃𝑖 = ℎ𝜋

𝜓
(𝑒𝑖 ).



Substituting this into the policy gradient:

∇𝜓 𝐽 (𝜓 ) = E𝜏∼𝜋𝜃𝑖

[
𝑇∑︁
𝑡=0

𝐼∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐴(𝑜𝑖𝑡 , 𝑎𝑖𝑡 )∇𝜃𝑖 log𝜋𝜃𝑖
(
𝑎𝑖𝑡 | 𝑜𝑖𝑡

)
· ∇𝜓ℎ𝜋𝜓

(
𝑒𝑖
)]

(15)

This formulation separates the gradient into two components:

• ∇𝜃𝑖 log𝜋𝜃𝑖
(
𝑎𝑖𝑡 | 𝑜𝑖𝑡

)
: State-dependent gradients - captures

how state-action dynamics affect the policy. This term is

independent across agents because 𝜃𝑖 is unique for each

agent.

• ∇𝜓ℎ𝜋𝜓
(
𝑒𝑖
)
: Agent-specific gradient — captures how the

hypernetwork parameters𝜓 influence the policy parame-

ters 𝜃𝑖 via the agent embedding 𝑒𝑖 .

Decoupling these gradients reduces interference during training,

as the state-based gradients remain independent, enabling agents to

adapt unique parameters for their policies. This approach has shown

benefits in Meta-RL [34], where hypernetworks reduced policy

gradient variance, leading to more stable training. Similarly, in

Section 5.2.3, we observe lower gradient variance with HyperMARL.

This could provide insight into the benefits of using hypernetworks

in MARL, especially for learning diverse behaviour using a shared

policy.

4.5 Initialisation
HyperMARL’s hypernetwork initialisation ensures the generated

weights for each agent match the distribution of those in a standard

network without hypernetworks. For example, PPO commonly uses

orthogonal initialisation [15], so HyperMARL generates orthogonal

initial weights for each agent with the same scaling/gain. This

approach is adaptable to any initialisation strategy.

4.6 Agent Embedding
For our linear hypernetworks, we use one-hot encoded agent IDs as

they result a mix of agent independent weights and shared weights

as discussed in Section 4.2. For our MLP hypernetworks, we used

learned agent embeddings 𝑒𝑖 , initialised orthogonally. These embed-

dings are learned parameters, optimized during training indepen-

dently of observations. This setup allows agents to learn distinct

or similar embeddings as needed, enabling specialisation while

training in an end-to-end fashion.

5 EXPERIMENTS
We evaluate the effectiveness of HyperMARL in various MARL envi-

ronments, testing its ability to handle homogeneous, heterogeneous,

and mixed behaviours.

5.1 Experimental Setup
5.1.1 MARL Algorithms. We compare HyperMARL with strong

baselines IPPO [12] and MAPPO [46]. IPPO conditions each agent’s

actor and critic on individual observations, while MAPPO uses a

centralized critic conditioned on the global state or concatenated

agent observations. We use NoPS and FuPS variants of these meth-

ods, with all FuPS variants being conditioned on one-hot encoded

agent IDs.

For the experiments in Sections 5.2 and 5.3, we use feedforward

architectures, while for Section 5.4, we use recurrent GRU networks

[9]. In all cases, HyperMARL generates the actor and critic weights

based on the agent’s embedding. For recurrent PPO variants, Hyper-

MARL maintains the same architecture as for feedforward methods,

generating only the actor and critic feedforward weights, not the

GRU weights.

As described in Section 4.6, we use one-hot encoded IDs for linear

hypernetworks and learned embeddings for MLP hypernetworks.

All hyperparameters match the baselines unless otherwise stated,

with all the hyperparameters in Appendix B.

5.1.2 Environments. We test our methods in the following envi-

ronments:

• Dispersion (VMAS) [4]: 𝑛 agents and 𝑛 food particles are

randomly placed in a 2D space. Agents observe their relative

distance to all food particles and and receive a reward for

collecting food and incur a step penalty. The optimal policy

requires each agent to go to different food particles, i.e. learn

heterogeneous behaviour, and hence this environment is a

strong failure case for parameter-sharing methods. We use

the discrete version of this environment, with 𝑛 = 4 agents.

This can be seen as a temporal and stateful version of the

Specialisation Game from Section 3.1.

• Navigation (VMAS) [4]: Agents are spawned at random

locations and must navigate to their assigned goals and re-

ceive dense rewards based on the relative distance to their

goals. We test three settings: all agents sharing the same

goal (homogeneous behaviour), different goals (heteroge-

neous behaviour), and a mix of shared and individual goals.

We experiment with 2, 4, and 8 agents. We use the same

setting of this environment from the DiCo paper [5], i.e.

continuous control.

• SMAX (JaxMARL) [32]: We test on four maps from Jax-

MARL’s SMAX, a Jax-accelerated version of SMAC [33]

and SMACv2 [13]. Although SMAX has simplified dynam-

ics compared to SMAC, it presents a significant challenge

due to its high-dimensional observation space, intricate

unit interactions, and sophisticated heuristic agents. We

test on both SMACv1-style maps (2s3z, 3s5z) and SMACv2-

style maps, which include randomized ally/enemy units

and initial positions (smacv2_10, smacv2_20).

5.1.3 Training and Evaluation.

• Training: For Section 5.2, we run 5 seeds and train for

20 million steps. For Sections 5.3 and 5.4, we train for 10

million timesteps as per the baselines.

• Evaluation: In Section 5.2, we evaluate every 100k steps

across 32 episodes. In Section 5.3, following [5], we evaluate

every 120k steps for 200 episodes. In Section 5.4, evaluation

occurs every 500k steps across 32 episodes.

5.1.4 Measuring Policy Diversity. Wemeasure team diversity using

the System Neural Diversity (SND) metric [Equation 1, [6]] with

Jensen-Shannon distance. SND ranges from 0 (identical policies

across all agents) to 1 (maximum diversity). We collect a dataset

of observations from IPPO-NoPS and IPPO-FuPS policies check-

pointed at 5 and 20 million training steps. Each policy is rolled out
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Figure 2: Comparison of IPPO and MAPPO performance
on the Dispersion environment. We show the Interquartile
Mean (IQM) of Mean Episode Return and the 95% Stratified
Bootstrap Confidence Intervals using [1]. Our shared Hy-
pernetworks learn policies comparable to NoPS, while FuPS
struggle to learn diverse policies.

for 10,000 episodes, generating 16 million observations. We then

sample 1 million observations from this dataset to calculate the

SND for each method tested.

5.2 Learning Diverse Behaviour (Dispersion)
5.2.1 Performance on Dispersion. From the results, in Figures 2a

and 2b we see that both parameter sharing variants (IPPO-FuPS,

MAPPO-FuPS – (•)) fail to learn the diverse policies required to

solve the Dispersion task, while their non-parameter sharing coun-

terparts (IPPO-NoPS, MAPPO-NoPS – (•)) are able to converge to

the optimal policy. Although MAPPO-FuPS does appear to be trend-

ing towards the optimal mean episode return, its slower rate of

convergence suggests that it would require substantially more sam-

ples to achieve competitive performance. These results confirm that

parameter-sharing methods struggle to learn the diverse policies

in environments requiring a high degree of agent specialisation.

In comparison, both our linear and MLP hypernetworks (•, •)
match the performance of NoPS across mean return and sample

efficiency. In some cases, such as IPPO-MLP hypernetworks, we

observe higher confidence intervals during training than NoPS,

indicating more variability. This could be attributed to the learning

of useful agent embeddings. However, at convergence (Figures 2c
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(b) MAPPO Variants

Figure 3: PolicyDiversity using SND [6]with Jenson-Shannon
distance. Hypernetworks achieve NoPS-level diverse policies
with a shared architecture.

and 2d), the performance stabilizes, and the confidence intervals

shrink to levels comparable with NoPS.

5.2.2 Diversity of Policies Learned. We measure policy diversity

as discussed in Section 5.1.4. Figure 3 illustrates that IPPO-FuPS

and MAPPO-FuPS exhibit lower diversity compared to their NoPS

counterparts, aligning with performance results. Notably, both our

linear and MLP hypernetworks achieve diversity levels comparable

to NoPS methods, despite utilizing a shared architecture. Linear

hypernetworks enforce weight and gradient separation via one-hot

encoded agent IDs, but retain some parameter sharing through

shared biases. In contrast, MLP hypernetworks dynamically learn

agent ID embeddings and apply non-linear functions to generate

weights, facilitating end-to-end learning of diverse policies, without

enforcing any separation of weights and gradients.

5.2.3 Gradient Variance. To investigate HyperMARL’s effect on

training stability, we compute the average policy gradient variance

by calculating the variance across all actor parameters at each

update and averaging it over the training period. As shown in

Figure 4, hypernetworks in both IPPO and MAPPO exhibit lower

mean policy gradient variance than FuPS. This reduction, which

aligns with the hypernetworks’ ability to learn diverse behaviors,

may stem from decoupling agent-specific and state-based gradients
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Figure 4: policy gradient Variance across shared IPPO (left)
and MAPPO (right) variants. Bars show mean values; error
bars indicate standard error. Our hypernetworks have lower
average policy gradient variance than FuPS.
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Figure 5: IQM and 95% CI of mean reward comparing of IPPO Baselines, HyperMARL and DiCo in the Navigation environment
under different goal configurations.

(see Section 4.4)—a phenomenon similarly observed in Meta-RL

[34].

5.3 Balancing Diverse and Shared Behaviours
(Navigation)

We evaluate HyperMARL against DiCo [5] in the Navigation envi-

ronment [4], using DiCo’s best diversity targets for 𝑛 = 2 agents

(𝑆𝑁𝐷
des

= 1.2 for different goals, 𝑆𝑁𝐷
des

= 0 for the same goals)

and matching its hyperparameters. Since DiCo only tested with

𝑛 = 2 agents, we sweep diversity levels for more agents, and for all

methods we sweep the same learning hyperparameters (details in

Tables 10 and 11 in Appendix B). While better diversity levels may

exist for more agents, finding the right level becomes challenging,

even when known for the same task with fewer agents.

Figure 5 presents IQM of the mean reward across different goal

setups. HyperMARL consistently demonstrates strong performance

across all configurations, outperforming DiCo and achieving com-

parable or better performance than the NoPS and FuPS baselines

in most scenarios. In scenarios that require diverse behaviours,

such as mixed or different goal configurations (Figures 5c and 5b),

IPPO-FuPS shows competitive results with two and four agents,

closely matching the performance of NoPS and HyperMARL. We

hypothesize that this is due to the dense reward structure in the

Navigation environment, which contrasts with the sparse reward

signals found in environments like Dispersion, where agents are

rewarded only when collecting food.

As we scale to 𝑛 = 8 agents, where more complex specialisation

patterns are necessary, we observe that HyperMARL outperforms

all other methods. This highlights its ability to effectively handle

increased agent diversity and coordination challenges, adapting

well to larger, more complex environments.

5.4 SMAX
From the results in Figure 6, we see across simple maps (2s3z), hard

maps (3s5z) and SMACv2-style maps (smacv2_10 and smacv2_20),

that HyperMARL matches the performance of the baseline FuPS

implementation from JaxMARL. These results are consistent with

prior findings in SMAC [17, 46], which identified FuPS as the op-

timal architecture for such environments. Our findings suggest

that HyperMARL is similarly effective in settings requiring homo-

geneous behaviours, large observation spaces, and coordination

among many agents, further demonstrating its applicability across

diverse multi-agent scenarios.

6 ABLATIONS
We perform ablation studies to evaluate the impact of some de-

sign choices in our MLP hypernetworks. Specifically, we compare

our HyperMARL approach with the MAPPO-MLP hypernetwork

and MAPPO FuPS feedforward baselines (with one-hot agent IDs)

from Section 5.2. The ablations focus on three key variations: (1)

HyperMARL (Small), which reduces the hidden layer size of the hy-

pernetworks from 64 to 32; (2) HyperMARL w/ One-Hot IDs, which
replaces learned ID embeddings with one-hot encoded IDs; and (3)

HyperMARL w/ Hyperfan Init, where the simple initialisation from

Section 4.5 is substituted with Hyperfan initialisation [7].

The results in Figure 7 show that network capacity affects hyper-

network performance. HyperMARL (Small) converges more slowly

but ultimately reaches similar performance to the baseline Hyper-

MARL. A similar pattern is seen with HyperMARL w/ Hyperfan Init,
which also converges slower but matches the final performance.

In contrast, HyperMARL w/ One-Hot IDs converges faster than the

baseline, suggesting that learned ID embeddings require more train-

ing time, whereas one-hot embeddings can be effective immediately.

However, learned embeddings might offer more robustness across

different kinds of tasks.

This demonstrates that while design choices influence sample

efficiency, they do not degrade final performance, with all variants

consistently outperforming the FuPS method with one-hot agent

IDs.

7 RELATEDWORK
Hypernetworks in RL and MARL. Hypernetworks have proven
effective in meta-learning, multi-task learning, and continual learn-

ing in single-agent settings [2, 3, 21, 34]. In MARL, QMIX [31]

used hypernetworks conditioned on a global state to generate the
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Figure 6: Performance of Recurrent IPPO and MAPPO from on SMAX. HyperMARL performs comparably to these baselines.

weights of a mixing network, combining per-agent Q-values into

a joint Q-value. However, the agent networks that generated Q-

values in QMIX were standard MLPs combined with GRUs, not

hypernetworks.

Variants of Parameter Sharing.While Full Parameter Shar-

ing (FuPS) is the most common approach, several other variants

exist. Selective Parameter Sharing (SePS) [10] shares weights only

between similar groups of agents, identified by clustering agent

trajectories during pre-training. Structured Network Pruning for

Parameter Sharing (SNP-PS) [24] shares a single network among

agents but restricts each agent to a subnetwork, defined by prun-

ing the shared network with a random mask. Though not strictly

parameter sharing, methods like Shared Experience Actor-Critic

(SEAC) [11] explore sharing experiences across agents, updating

each agent’s policy using weighted gradients from others’ experi-

ences.

Learning Diverse Policies. In MARL, parameter sharing often

leads to a lack of policy diversity [10, 17, 24, 25]. To address this,

three main approaches have emerged: (1) information-theoretic

methods that encourage diversity by maximizing mutual informa-

tion between agent identities and trajectories [25], (2) role-based

methods that assign distinct roles to agents, indirectly promoting
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Figure 7: Ablation results comparing the performance of
HyperMARL and its variants.

diverse behaviours [41, 42], and (3) architectural methods that use

structural modifications or constraints to induce diversity in agent

policies [5, 24]. While there exists another category of algorithms

designed for heterogeneous agents with different state and action

spaces, such as HAPPO and HASAC [27, 47], these fall outside the

FuPS/NoPS framework that forms the basis of our analysis.

8 SCALABILITY AND PARAMETER
EFFICIENCY

Hypernetworks generate weights for the target network, which

can lead to high-dimensional outputs and many parameters for

deep target networks. This challenge is amplified in MLP-based

hypernetworks, which include additional hidden layers. Figure 8

shows scaling trends:

• NoPS and linear hypernetworks: Parameter count grows

linearly with the number of agents.

• FuPS: More efficient, as growth depends on one-hot vector

size.

• MLPhypernetworks: Scale better with larger populations,
since they only require embeddings of fixed size for each

new agent.

To reduce parameter count, techniques like shared hypernet-

works, chunked hypernetworks [8, 40], or producing low-rank

weight approximations, can be used. While naive implementations

are parameter-intensive, this might be less critical in RL and MARL

which commonly have smaller actor-critic networks. Moreover,

HyperMARL’s near-constant scaling with agents suggests strong

potential for large-scale MARL applications.

To isolate the effects of parameter count, we scaled the FuPS net-

works (Figure 9) to match the number of trainable parameters in Hy-

perMARL. Despite generating 10x smaller networks, HyperMARL

consistently outperforms FuPS variants, showing its advantages

extend beyond parameter count.

9 CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
We present HyperMARL, an approach using agent-conditioned hy-

pernetworks to generate unique actor and critic parameters per

agent in MARL. Our results demonstrate that HyperMARL effec-

tively learns diverse policies in environments requiring varied be-

haviors, while also performing well in scenarios needing homoge-

neous or mixed strategies. This adaptability is achieved without
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altering the learning objective or requiring prior knowledge of

optimal diversity levels. We observe a correlation between Hyper-

MARL’s performance and reduced policy gradient variance, poten-

tially due to state and agent gradient decoupling. Ablation studies

show that while certain design decisions can improve the sample

efficiency, HyperMARL’s final performance is robust to various

design choices. These findings establish HyperMARL as a versa-

tile and promising architecture for robust MARL across diverse

environments, opening avenues for future research in MARL.

However, challenges remain, particularly in scaling the parame-

ter count of hypernetworks in naive implementations. Future work

could explore more efficient hypernetwork architectures (e.g. chun-

ked hypernetworks [8, 40]).
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A FINDING A SUITABLE DISTANCE FUNCTION FOR POLICY DIVERSITY
The choice of distance function 𝐷 in Equation 1 is crucial for accurately measuring policy diversity. In MARL, policies are often represented

as probability distributions over actions, making the choice of distance function non-trivial.

[5] use the Wasserstein metric for continuous policies [39] as distance function 𝐷 , while [29] use the total variation distance for discrete

policies. For discrete policies, Wasserstein distance would require a cost function representing the cost of changing from one action to

another, which might not be trivial to come up with. On the other hand, although well-suited for discrete policies, TVD might miss changes

in action probabilities because it measures the largest difference assigned to an event (i.e. action) between two probability distributions.

We consider a simple example to illustrate this point. Suppose we have two policies 𝜋1 and 𝜋2 with action probabilities as shown in Figure

10. 𝜋1 stays constant, while 𝜋2 changes gradually over timesteps. We see that even as 𝜋2 changes over time, the 𝑇𝑉𝐷 (𝜋1, 𝜋2) between 𝜋1

and 𝜋2 remains constant. This is because TVD only measures the largest difference between the two distributions, and does not consider the

overall difference between them. On the other hand, the Jensen-Shannon distance (JSD) [14], which is the square root of the Jensen-Shannon

divergence, does not have this problem as it is a smooth distance function. Furthermore, it satisfies the conditions for being a metric – it is

non-negative, symmetry, and it satisfies the triangle inequality.

For continuous policies, as shown in Figure 11, JSD exhibits similar trends to the Wasserstein distance. Since JSD is a reasonable metric for

both continuous and discrete probability distributions, we will use it as the distance metric for all experiments and propose it as a suitable

distance function for measuring policy diversity in MARL.

We also summarise the properties of the various distance metrics in Table 3.
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Figure 10: Gradual changes in 𝜋2, result in gradual changes in the Jensen-Shannon distance (JSD), while the Total Variation
Distance (TVD) can miss changes in action probabilities.
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Method Kinds of Actions Metric Smooth Formula

Wasserstein Distance [39] Continuous* Metric Yes 𝑊 (𝑝, 𝑞) =
(
inf𝛾 ∈Γ (𝑝,𝑞)

∫
R×R |𝑥 − 𝑦 | 𝑑𝛾 (𝑥,𝑦)

)
1/𝑝

Total Variation Distance Discrete Metric No 𝑇𝑉 (𝑝, 𝑞) = 1

2

∑
𝑥 |𝑝 (𝑥) − 𝑞(𝑥) |

Jensen-Shannon Divergence [26] Both Divergence Yes 𝐽𝑆𝐷 (𝑝 ∥ 𝑞) = 1

2
𝐷𝐾𝐿 (𝑝 ∥ 𝑚) + 1

2
𝐷𝐾𝐿 (𝑞 ∥ 𝑚), 𝑚 = 1

2
(𝑝 + 𝑞)

Jensen-Shannon Distance [14] Both Metric Yes

√︁
𝐽𝑆𝐷 (𝑝 ∥ 𝑞)

Table 3: Measure Policy Diversity



B HYPERPARAMETERS

Table 4: Hyperparameters for Specialisation and Synchronisation Game

Hyperparameter Value

Number of agents and foods 2, 4, 8

Number of foods 3

Number of seeds 5

Number of trials 10,000

Evaluation trials 1,000

Batch size 10

Learning rate 0.01

Activation function ReLU

Output activation Softmax

Optimizer SGD

Total Number of Parameters

2 Agents NoPS: 36

FuPS: 34

FuPS+ID: 42

4 Agents NoPS: 112

FuPS: 100

FuPS+ID: 148

8 Agents NoPS: 384

FuPS: 328

FuPS+ID: 552

Table 5: IPPO and MAPPO Hyperparameters in Dispersion

Hyperparameter Value
LR 0.0005

GAMMA 0.99

VF_COEF 0.5

CLIP_EPS 0.2

ENT_COEF 0.01

NUM_ENVS 16

NUM_STEPS 128

GAE_LAMBDA 0.95

NUM_UPDATES 9765

EVAL_EPISODES 32

EVAL_INTERVAL 100000

MAX_GRAD_NORM 0.5

UPDATE_EPOCHS 4

NUM_MINIBATCHES 2

TOTAL_TIMESTEPS 20000000

ANNEAL_LR false

ACTOR_LAYERS [64, 64]

CRITIC_LAYERS [64, 64]

ACTIVATION relu

SEEDS 30,1,42,72858,2300658

ACTION_SPACE_TYPE discrete



Table 6: MLP Hypernet Hyperparameters in Dispersion

Parameter IPPO MAPPO
HYPERNET_EMBEDDING_DIM 4 8

EMBEDDING_DIM Sweep [4, 16, 64] [4, 8, 16, 64]

HYPERNET_HIDDEN_DIMS 64 64

Table 7: Dispersion Settings

Setting Value
n_food 4

n_agents 4

max_steps 100

food_radius 0.08

share_reward false

penalise_by_time true

continuous_actions false

Table 8: IPPO Hyperparameters for Navigation

Hyperparameters Value
LR 0.00005

NUM_ENVS 600

NUM_STEPS 100

TOTAL_TIMESTEPS 10
6

UPDATE_EPOCHS 45

NUM_MINIBATCHES 30

GAMMA 0.9

GAE_LAMBDA 0.9

CLIP_EPS 0.2

ENT_COEF 0.0

VF_COEF 1.0

MAX_GRAD_NORM 5

ACTIVATION tanh

ANNEAL_LR False

ACTOR_LAYERS [256, 256]

CRITIC_LAYERS [256, 256]

ACTION_SPACE_TYPE continuous

Table 9: MLP Hypernet Hyperparameters in Navigation

Parameter IPPO MAPPO
HYPERNET_EMBEDDING_DIM 4 8

EMBEDDING_DIM Sweep [4, 16, 64] [4, 8, 16, 64]

HYPERNET_HIDDEN_DIMS 64 64

Table 10: DiCo Algorithm 𝑆𝑁𝐷_𝑑𝑒𝑠 Hyperparameter

Goal Configuration Number of Agents SND_des

All agents same goal

2 0

4 0

8 0

All agents different goals

2 1.2 (From DiCo paper)

4 [-1,1.2,2.4] -> -1 (Best)

8 [-1,1.2,4.8] -> -1 (Best)

Some agents share goals

4 [-1,1.2] -> -1 (Best)

8 [-1,2.4,1.2] -> -1 (Best)



Table 11: Parameter Sweeps for IPPO Variants in Navigation Tasks with Four and Eight Agents

Parameter Sweeps

CLIP_EPS 0.2, 0.1

LR 5e-5, 5e-4, 2.5e-4

Algorithm Setting Selected Values

IPPO-FuPS 8 Agents (Same Goals) 0.2, 5e-5

8 Agents (Different Goals) 0.1, 5e-5

8 Agents (Four Goals) 0.1, 5e-5

4 Agents (Same Goals) 0.2, 5e-5

4 Agents (Different Goals) 0.2, 5e-5

4 Agents (Two Goals) 0.2, 5e-5

IPPO-Linear Hypernetwork 8 Agents (Same Goals) 0.2, 5e-5

8 Agents (Different Goals) 0.1, 5e-5

8 Agents (Four Goals) 0.1, 5e-5

4 Agents (Same Goals) 0.2, 5e-5

4 Agents (Different Goals) 0.1, 5e-5

4 Agents (Two Goals) 0.1, 5e-5

IPPO-MLP Hypernetwork 8 Agents (Same Goals) 0.2, 5e-5

8 Agents (Different Goals) 0.1, 5e-5

8 Agents (Four Goals) 0.1, 5e-5

4 Agents (Same Goals) 0.1, 5e-5

4 Agents (Different Goals) 0.1, 5e-5

4 Agents (Two Goals) 0.1, 5e-5

IPPO-NoPS 8 Agents (Same Goals) 0.1, 5e-5

8 Agents (Different Goals) 0.2, 5e-5

8 Agents (Four Goals) 0.1, 5e-5

4 Agents (Same Goals) 0.1, 5e-5

4 Agents (Different Goals) 0.2, 5e-5

4 Agents (Two Goals) 0.1, 5e-5

IPPO-Dico 8 Agents (Same Goals) 0.2, 5e-5

8 Agents (Different Goals) 0.1, 2.5e-4

8 Agents (Four Goals) 0.1, 2.5e-4

4 Agents (Same Goals) 0.2, 5e-5

4 Agents (Different Goals) 0.1, 2.5e-4

4 Agents (Two Goals) 0.1, 5e-4

Table 12: Environment Settings for Navigation Task

Parameter Value
n_agents 2,4,8

agents_with_same_goal 1, n_agents/2, n_agents

max_steps 100

collisions False

split_goals False

observe_all_goals True

shared_rew False

lidar_range 0.35

agent_radius 0.1

continuous_actions True



Table 13: Recurrent IPPO and MAPPO Hyperparameters in SMAX (from JaxMARL paper)

Hyperparameter IPPO Value MAPPO Value
LR 0.004 0.002

NUM_ENVS 128 128

NUM_STEPS 128 128

GRU_HIDDEN_DIM 128 128

FC_DIM_SIZE 128 128

TOTAL_TIMESTEPS 1e7 1e7

UPDATE_EPOCHS 4 4

NUM_MINIBATCHES 4 4

GAMMA 0.99 0.99

GAE_LAMBDA 0.95 0.95

CLIP_EPS 0.05 0.2

SCALE_CLIP_EPS False False

ENT_COEF 0.01 0.0

VF_COEF 0.5 0.5

MAX_GRAD_NORM 0.25 0.25

ACTIVATION relu relu

SEED 30,1,42,72858,2300658 30,1,42,72858,2300658

ANNEAL_LR True True

OBS_WITH_AGENT_ID - True



Table 14: Hyperparameter Sweeps and Final Values for Different Maps in SMAX. H- refers to HyperMARLMLP Hypernetworks.

Map Algorithm LR Range Chosen LR HNET Embedding Dim HNET Hidden Dims

2s3z

IPPO 0.004 0.004 -

MAPPO 0.002 0.002 - -

H-IPPO 0.004 0.004 4 32

H-MAPPO 0.002 0.002 64 16

3s5z

IPPO 0.004 0.004 - -

MAPPO 0.002,0.005,0.0003 0.002 - -

H-IPPO 0.004 0.004 64 16

H-MAPPO 0.002,0.005,0.0003 0.0003 64 16

smacv2_10_units

IPPO 0.005,0.001,0.0003,0.004 0.001 - -

MAPPO 0.002,0.005,0.0003 0.0003 - -

H-IPPO 0.005,0.001,0.0003,0.004 0.005 4 64

H-MAPPO 0.002,0.005,0.0003 0.0003 64 16

smacv2_20_units

IPPO 0.002,0.005,0.0003 0.005 - -

MAPPO 0.002,0.005,0.0003 0.0003 - -

H-IPPO 0.002,0.005,0.0003 0.005 64 64

H-MAPPO 0.002,0.005,0.0003 0.0003 4 64

Note: HNET Embedding

Dim refers to the hypernetwork embedding dimension, chosen from the range {4, 16, 64}. HNET Hidden Dims refers to the hidden layer dimensions of the hypernetwork, chosen

from the range {16, 32, 64}.



C DETAILED RESULTS
C.1 Specialisation and Synchronisation Game
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Figure 12: Specialisation Game Results for 2, 4, and 8 Agents
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Figure 13: Synchronisation Game Results for 2, 4, and 8 Agents



C.2 Navigation
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Figure 14: Sample Efficiency of IPPO variants in the VMAS Navigation environment under different goal configurations and
agent numbers.
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