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Distributed Cooperative Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning with
Directed Coordination Graph

Gangshan Jing, He Bai, Jemin George, Aranya Chakrabortty and Piyush. K. Sharma

Abstract— Existing distributed cooperative multi-agent re-
inforcement learning (MARL) frameworks usually assume
undirected coordination graphs and communication graphs
while estimating a global reward via consensus algorithms
for policy evaluation. Such a framework may induce expen-
sive communication costs and exhibit poor scalability due
to requirement of global consensus. In this work, we study
MARLSs with directed coordination graphs, and propose a
distributed RL algorithm where the local policy evaluations
are based on local value functions. The local value function
of each agent is obtained by local communication with its
neighbors through a directed learning-induced communication
graph, without using any consensus algorithm. A zeroth-order
optimization (ZOO) approach based on parameter perturbation
is employed to achieve gradient estimation. By comparing
with existing ZOO-based RL algorithms, we show that our
proposed distributed RL algorithm guarantees high scalability.
A distributed resource allocation example is shown to illustrate
the effectiveness of our algorithm.

Index Terms— Reinforcement learning, multi-agent systems,
decomposition, distributed control

I. INTRODUCTION

Traditional Reinforcement Learning (RL) aims to find an
optimal policy for a single agent to accomplish a specific
task by making the agent interact with the environment. The
problem, however, is much more complex for multi-agent
reinforcement learning (MARL) due to the non-stationary
environment for each agent and the curse of dimensionality.
MARL, therefore, has been attracting increasing attention
recently, and has been studied extensively in e.g., [1]-
[7]. Markov game [8] has been commonly employed as a
mathematical formulation for MARL, where each agent has
its own reward and different agents may have conflicts of
interest. In distributed cooperative MARL, e.g., [1]-[3], the
global reward is usually formulated as the average of the
sum of all agents’ local rewards. Accordingly, policy gradient
algorithms always require each agent to track the global
reward by interacting with its neighbors via a connected
undirected communication graph. Moreover, due to the non-
stationarity of the environment, the global state information
is assumed to be known for all agents in several references,
e.g., [2], [4]. In [7], the authors considered a more distributed
setting, where each agent has its local state space and
local action space, and different agents are coupled through
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network-based interactions. This is similar to the setting in
the present work.

In this paper, we study distributed cooperative MARL with
partial observations and a directed coordination graph. We
consider a general case where the coordination graph and
the communication graph are different but related to each
other. The coordination graph is considered to be weakly
connected, which specifies the coordination relationship be-
tween agents and determines the partial observation of each
agent. The communication graph is designed for each agent
to obtain the value of its local value-function, which is a
directed graph dictated by the coordination graph. We show
that under an appropriate design for local value-functions,
the local gradient of the global value-function with respect
to the policy of each agent is equivalent to the local gradient
of a local value-function (see Lemma E]) As a result, gradient
estimation can be achieved without knowing the global value.

The main contributions of our work in contrast to the
existing literature are summarized as follows:

1) We employ a weakly connected graph to characterize
the coordination relationships among agents, which also
determines the partial observation of each agent. The
notion “coordination graph” has been used in [9], [10] to
describe limited communication and observability in the
network and enable distributed Q-learning. However,
this graph was always considered bidirectional in those
works, while we use a general directed graph.

2) We establish a connection between the coordination
graph and the communication graph required for learn-
ing, based on which each agent can estimate its local
gradient via communications with its designated set of
agents. The agents are not required to reach consensus
on any global index. Such a setting is more scalable to
large-scale networks compared with the distributed RL
based on average consensus, e.g., [1]-[3].

3) Distributed MARL via value-functions involving only
partial agents has also been studied in [7], where the
local value-function of each agent is designed to approx-
imate the global value-function, by ignoring some other
agents. In our work, there is no error induced by the
use of local value-functions in the sense that the partial
gradient of each local value-function is equivalent to
that of the global value-function; see Lemma [T}

4) Our distributed RL algorithm is a policy gradient algo-
rithm based on zeroth-order optimization (ZOO) with
exploration in the parameter space. It is known that the
dimension of the parameter space is typically higher
than that of the action space [11], [12], which is the



main shortage of parameter-based ZOO compared with
action-based ZOO for RL. In this paper, the sample
space dimension for each agent is significantly reduced
due to the use of local value-functions. Moreover,
under different zeroth-order oracles, we show that our
learning framework always exhibits a reduced variance
of the estimated gradient compared with global value-
based policy evaluation. Note that most of the existing
distributed MARL works (e.g., [2], [3], [S]) require
estimating the value of the global value-function.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section
describes the MARL formulation and the main goal of
this paper. Section proposes the local value-function
design and specifies the communication graph required for
learning. Section [IV|shows the distributed RL algorithm, and
provides convergence and variance analysis. Section|[V]shows
the simulation result of an application example. Section
concludes the paper.

Notation: Throughout the paper, G = (V,€) is an un-
weighted directed graph, where V = {1,..., N} is the set of
vertices, £ C V x V is the set of edges, (i,j) € £ means
that there is a directional edge in G from 7 to j. A path from
1 to j is a sequence of distinct edges of the form (i1, 12),
(i2,13), ., (ip—1,%,) where i; = 4 and i, = j. We use
i — j to denote that there is a path from i to j in edge
set £. A subgraph G’ = (V',&’) with V' C V and &' C &
is said to be a strongly connected component (SCC) if there
is a path between any two vertices in G’. One vertex is a
special SCC. The d x d identity matrix is denoted by I, the
a %X b zero matrix is denoted by 0, x . R? is the d-dimensional
Euclidean space. N is the set of non-negative integers.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION
A. Cooperative MARL with Partial Observation

We model the MARL as a tuple M =
V. o ey M, ey Oy, ey Ry y) - with M; - =
(Si, A;, P;) denoting the process for agent i, where

o V=/{I1,...,, N} is the set of agent indices;

e && C V x V is the edge set of the coordination
graph Go = (V,Ec), which specifies the coordination
relationship between agents;

o S; and A; are the state space and the action space of
agent i, respectively;

o P; HjEL-Sj X HjEL-Aj xS — P(SZ) is the
transition probability function specifying the probability
of transition to state s; € S; under states {s;};cz, and
actions {a;};ez,, here P(S;) is the set of probability
measures on S;, Z; = {j € V: (j, i) € Ec} U {i};

e R;:S; x A; — R is the immediate reward returned to
agent ¢ when agent ¢ takes action a; € A; at the current
state s; € S;;

e O; = Iljez,S; is the observation space[j of agent ¢,
which includes the states of all the agents in Z;;

'The proposed results in this work are also applicable to cases when the
observation space of agent ¢ is only a subset of Il;c7,S;, e.g., S;.

e v € (0,1] is the discount factor that trades off the

instantaneous and future rewards.

Let S = IlevS;, A =1l epAj, and P = I1;c,P; denote
the state space, action space and state transition matrix of
the whole multi-agent system. Let 7 : S x A — P(A) and
O x A; — P(A;) be the global policy function of the
MAS and the local policy function of agent ¢, respectively.
Here P(A) and P(A;) are the sets of probability measures
on A and A;, respectively. The global policy is the policy
of the whole MAS from the centralized perspective, thus is
based on the global state s. The local policy of agent ¢ is
the policy from agent 7’s point of view, which is based on o;
composed of partial states. Note that a global policy always
corresponds to a collection of local policies uniquely.

At each time step t of the MDP, each agent ¢ € ) executes
an action a;; € A; according to its policy and the local
observation o0;; € O;, resulting in transition to a new state
Si,1+1, then obtains a reward 7; ;+1(8; ¢, a;,¢). Note that such
a formulation is different from that in [2], [4], where the
transition and reward of each agent are associated with the
global state sy.

The long-term accumulated discounted global reward is
defined as

T-1 N
R(Saa) = Z’Ytrt(suat) = ZRi(Siaai); (1)
t=0 =1

where R;(s;,a;) = Zth_ol Y74 (8ies i), ¢ is the global
reward for the MAS at time ¢, R;(s,a) is the long-term
individual reward for agent ¢, r;; is the individual reward
for agent ¢ at time ¢, and 7T is the number of iterations
we consider. Note that maximizing R(s, a) is equivalent to
maximizing its average %R(s7 a), which has been commonly
adopted as the learning objective in many MARL references,
e.g. [11-[31, [7].

Based on the long term global reward, with a given policy
m, we are able to define the global state value-function
V7(s") = E[R(s,7(s))|so = '] and state-action value-
function Q™ (s’,a’) = E[R(s,a)|so = s',a9 = d'], which
describe the expected long term global reward when agents
have initial state s’ and initial state-action pair (s’,a’), re-
spectively. Similarly, a local state value-function with initial
state s’ for each agent i can be defined as V"(s') =
]E[Rj,(si, Cl,‘)|$o = S/].

The goal of the MARL problem in this paper is to find a
solution to

max J(m) := Eson V" (80), )

T

where D denotes the distribution that the initial state follows.
Our approach is also applicable to other formulations for
J (), for example, J(7) = Es D, a0~D, @™ (S0, o), Where
D, and D, are the two distributions that sg and ag follow,
respectively. For convenience of analysis, we also define the
expected value to be maximized corresponding to individual
reward for each agent 7 as

Ji(ﬂ-) = ESON'DV;W(SOLZ' eV. (3)

To solve for an optimal policy such that J(7) can be maxi-
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Fig. 1: A coordination graph with 9 agents and 4 independent
maximum SCCs.

mized, without loss of generality, we parameterize the global
policy 7(s,a) using parameters § = (0] ,...,0%)" € R?
with 6; € R% . The global policy and agent i’s local policy
are then rewritten as 7%(s,a) and 7% (0;,a;), respectively.
As a result, it suffices to solve the following optimization
problem:

max J(0) := ESONDV”(Q)(SO). 4)

A typical method for solving is implementing the
policy gradient algorithm for each agent 4:

oKt = 0F 4+ vy, J(0%),i eV, S

where 77 > 0 is the step-size.

Existing distributed policy gradient methods such as actor-
critic [2] and zeroth-order optimization [3] can always be
employed to estimate Vg, .J(9%) when there is a connected
undirected communication graph among the agents. How-
ever, these approaches are based on estimating the value
of the global value-function, which requires a large amount
of communications during each learning episode. Moreover,
policy evaluation based on the global value-function has a
significant scalability issue due to the high dimension of the
state and action spaces for large-scale networks.

In the next section, by utilizing the structure of the directed
coordination graph G, we will design a local value-function
for each agent, based on which the local gradient can be
derived with only partial agents involved.

III. LocAL VALUE-FUNCTION AND COMMUNICATION
GRAPH DESIGN

In this section, we introduce a local value-function for
each agent and propose a graph condition for inter-agent
communications required for distributed learning.

A. Graph Clustering and Local Value-Function Design

We consider the coordination graph Go as a weakly
connected directed grap Note that SCCs can always be
found in G¢o. Suppose that we already have a clustering
V = U7_,V;, where V; is the vertex set of the j-th maximum
independent SCC in G¢, and V; N Vi, = @ for any distinct
J.k € {1,...,n}. An example for the coordination graph is
shown in Fig. |1} where there are 4 clusters corresponding to 4
maximum independent SCC, i.e., V1 = {1,2}, Vo = {3,4},
Vs ={5,6}, and V4 = {7,8,9}.

Let

NE={jev:iitj)

2When Gc is not weakly connected, the problem can be naturally
decomposed to independent smaller-sized MARL problems.

be the set of vertices in graph G that are reachable from agent
i. Denote 7} = N;* U {i}. It is observed that Z} = T\ if i
and j belong to the same cluster.

Define the following composite reward for agent i:

Pip =Y (850 a0)- (6)
JETF
Accordingly, we define a local state value-function for agent
1

V(') = E [Ruls,a)lso = 5], ™

5 T—1 ¢4
where R;(s,a) =Y, o Vi

Now we are able to obtain a local value-function for each
agent ¢ to maximize:

Ji0) = Bopn V7V (s0) = D0 J(0). @)
JETE
Given a function f(#) : R — R and a positive §, we
define

f20) = E[f(0 + 6u)], u~N(0,I4). 9)

The following lemma builds a connection between the local
value-function J?(6) and the global value-function J°(8).

Lemma 1. The following statements are true:

(i) Vo, J%(0) = Vg, J2(0) for any r > 0, i € V.

(ii) If Ji(0), i € V are differentiable, then Vo, J(0) =
Vo, Ji(0), i € V.
Proof. Define

Ti(0)=J(0) — i) = > EqenV[P(s0).  (10)

JEV\T]

Next we show that .J;(6) is independent of 0;.

Let /\/f ~ be the set of vertices in graph G that can reach
i. Note that for each agent j, its action at time {, i.e., a; ¢,
is only affected by the partial observation o, the current

state s;;, and policy 6;. Therefore, there exists a function
fi: O x R% — P(A;) such that

aji ~ f5(051,05) = fi({sk}rez;, 05). (11)
Similarly, according to the definition of P;, there exists
another function h; : ez, Sy X Hiez, A — P(S;) such
that

50~ hi({ske—1}kez;, {ar,i—1}rez;)- (12)

According to @) and , we conclude that s;; and
aj. are essentially only affected by {sko}lycpnz-ug)y
{0} e NE-UG) and the transition probability function of
each agent k € ./\/jL -

Note also that if j ¢ ZF, then i ¢ A"~ U {j}, which
implies that 6; never influences E[R;(s,a)|so = s| for j ¢
N Therefore, J;(6) is independent of 6;.

Proof for (i): it has been shown in [13] that

vmw):% / IO+ su)e P g, (13)
R4

K= e zllull gy,
Rd

where
(14)



Define
(I)i = (Odixdlv"'7Idia"'a0d7;><(iN) ERdiXd? (15)
then u; = ®*u. It follows that
Vo, J2(0) = ®'V4.J°(0)
1
=5 o J(0+ (5u)e_%““”2uidu
= i/ Ji(0 +5u)e_%H“”2uidu (16)
(SFL Rd
1
+ o Ja i(@ + §u)67%”““2uidu.
K
Let 0; = (.. ﬂ;r,...);;i € R4, q; = (,u%);;I €

Uy
R?~4:, Since we have proved that .J; (6
of u;, the following holds:

/ Ji(0 + 5u)e_%“““2uidu
R

:/d d L(§i+5ﬁi)e*%”ﬂi\l2dm/d o il du.
Re—a; R%i

du) is independent

=0.
Therefore,
Vo, J(0) = = / Ji(0 + oue= 31 s du = 4, 2 (6).
(SKZ Rd

a7

Proof for (ii): differentiability of J;(¢) for all i € V

implies that J;(¢) for all i € V and J(¢) are differentiable
as well. Since J;(0) is independent of 6;, we have

Vo, J(0) = Vo, (Ji(0) + Ji(6)) = Vg, Ji(6).  (18)
This completes the proof. O

It is important to note that statement (i) in Lemma E]
does not require J;(6), i € V to be differentiable because
JO(0) = E[J(0 + du)] is always differentiable. When J(6)
is not differentiable, we choose to find the stationary point of
J%(6). The gap between .J(#) and .J°(#) can be bounded if
J(0) is Lipschitz continuous and ¢ > 0 is sufficiently small.

We make the following assumption for functions J;(6):

Assumption 1. J;(0), i € V are L;-Lipschitz continuous in
RY. That is, |J;(0) — J;(0")| < L;||0—0'|| for any 6,6" € R%.

Assumption [I|implies that .J(6) is L-Lipschitz continuous
in R, where L = > icy Li, due to the following fact:

[ T(0)—=J(0")] <Y 1T:(0)—=Ji(0))] <> Lil|0—0']|. (19)

eV eV

B. Learning Graph Design

Lemma [I] has shown that having the local gradient of a
local value-function is sufficient for each agent to update its
policy according to gradient ascent. In this paper, we will
estimate the local gradient based on the function value. To
ensure that each agent ¢ has access to the value of ji(ﬁ), we
derive a learning graph (the communication graph required
for learning) G;, = (V, &), where

Er={0,i)) eVxV:iZs ). (20)

Based on this definition, we have the following observations:

1O<—

XN,

Fig. 2: The learnlng graph corresponding to the coordination graph
in Fig. [T}

Cluster 1 O

Cluster 4

O

Cluster 3

Cluster 2 O O

Fig. 3: The cluster-wise learning graph.

« The subgraph corresponding to each cluster V; in G, is
a clique.

e Once there is one communication link from one cluster
to another cluster, then any pair of agents in these two
clusters have a communication link.

o The agents in the same cluster share the same local
value-function.

To demonstrate the edge set definition (20), the learning
graph corresponding to the coordination graph in Fig. [I] is
shown in Fig. 2] According to the above-mentioned obser-
vations, the graph in Fig. [2| can be interpreted from a cluster
perspective, as shown in Fig. In real applications, one
coordinator can be chosen in each cluster, based on which
different clusters are able to exchange information with each
other, so that a large amount of communication links in Fig.
[ can be avoided.

The following assumption ensures that agent ¢ is able
to communicate with those agents whose rewards influence
Ji(0).

Assumption 2. During the learning process, agents are able
to communicate with each other via the communication
graph Gyp,.

We assume that given the global policy () and initial
state so, each agent is able to compute R;(s,a) and R;(s, a)
based on the received rewards r;;, j € IiL at each time
step ¢ =0, ...,T — 1. By further considering random effects
in the transition, we rewrite the obtained values of agent
i by 1mplement1ng policy 7(0) as W;(0,€) = Ji(0) + &
and W;(0,¢) = ( )+ & with & = > jezr &» where
¢ cRY and ¢ ~ H, E[¢] =0, E[¢2] =02, i€V, H
is determined by randomness of both sy and the transition
probability. Therefore,

Ji(0) = B[W;(0,6)], Ji(0) = E[Wi(6,€)], VieV. @D
Note that different from [1]-[3], where the agents need to
communicate with each other frequently during each learning

episode, in our work, only one-time communication for
transmitting W; (6%, £¥) among neighbors in Gy, is required



in each learning episode k.

IV. DISTRIBUTED RL viA ZOO

In this section, we propose a distributed RL algorithm
based on ZOO with policy search in the parameter space.
Since the parameter space usually has a higher dimension
than the action space, ZOO with policy search in the action
space was proposed in [12]. However, their approach requires
the action space to be continuous and leverages the Jacobian
of the policy = w.rt. 6. Our distributed RL algorithm is
applicable to both continuous and discrete action spaces and
even does not require w to be differentiable. In addition,
our distributed learning framework based on local value-
functions is actually also compatible with the method in [12].

A. Distributed RL Based on Local Value Evaluation
Let 0% = (0F7,...,05™)T € R? be the global policy of
the MAS at episode k. For agent i, its policy is updated at
the k-th episode according to gradient ascent:
Ot = 6 +ngi(6%,u*,€Y), (22)
where we adopt the following one-point zeroth-order oracle
Wi (0% + du®, ¢*
gi(okaukvgk) = ( 5 )’Z,Lf7
¢ ¢ RP is the random variable induced by random
initial state s and possible noises in agents’ transitions
at episode k, & > 0 is the smoothing radius, ukf o~
N(0,1,) is the randomly sampled perturbation direction,
uf = (ub T, ukT)T, and uf € R,
The following lemma shows that g;(0%,u*, &%) is an
unbiased estimation of V,.J%(6%).

Lemma 2. Given policy 0%, it holds that Ve, J°(0F) =
E[g (0", u", ¥)].

Proof. According to ZI),

(23)

J}(@’“ + 5’U,k) k

E[g: (6%, u", ")) = E] 5 u;]
¢ ok k
_ i 00w ;5“ )
= PH
= Vebjzg(ek)a

where ®' is defined in (15) and the third equality has been
proved in [13]. Recall Lemmal [T} the proof is completed. [

Remark 1. Besides the one-point feedback gradient esti-
mation ([?2]) there are other efficient unbiased estimation
approaches in the literature such as the two-point feedback
oracle [13] and residual feedback oracle [3], via which
the second moment of the estimated gradient has an upper
bound independent of the value of W;. The distributed RL
framework in this work is also compatible with those different
gradient estimates, and the variance may be reduced by
utilizing different zeroth-order orcacles. However, in real
applications, it may be costly to implement one more policy
to compute the long term accumulated reward W;, or to

store information at each time step. Therefore, we adopt the
simplest conventional one-point zeroth-order oracle (23)).

Based on the zeroth-order oracle (23), the distributed RL
algorithm is proposed in Algorithm

Algorithm 1 Distributed RL Algorithm

Input: Step-size 7, initial state distribution D, number of learning
epochs K, number of iterations 7" (for policy evaluation), initial
policy parameter 6y, smoothing radius § > 0.

Output: 0%,

1. for k=0,1,...

2. Sample s& ~ D.

3. for all i € V do (Simultaneous Implementation)

4. Agent i samples uf ~ N (0,14;), implements policy
mi(0F +6uk) fort = 0,..., T —1, observes W; (0" +du”, £¥),
computes g; (8%, u*, £*) in li and then obtains Hf“ ac-
cording to (22).

5. end

6. end

,K—1do

Remark 2. Note that when the coordination graph Gc
is strongly connected, we have IF =V for all i € V,
then Algorithm |I| becomes a centralized RL algorithm. In
practice, when the multi-agent network is of a large scale,
it is reasonable to consider that the whole coordination
graph is weakly connected due to limited energy, selfishness,
or physical constraints of partial agents. In such cases
Algorithm |I| is more efficient than centralized approaches
in terms of gradient variance and convergence rate.

B. Convergence Result

We further make the following assumption to ensure
solvability of ().

Assumption 3. There exists J; > 0 such that |J;(0)] < J*
forany @ € R%, € €RP, i € V.

Assumption [3| implicitly implies that there exists an op-
timal policy for the RL problem (@), which is the premise
of solving problem (). Based on Assumption [3| we can
bound |J;| and |J| = |3,y Ji| as ezt J} £ J* and
Diev i £ J*, respectively. Note that boundedness of .J;
does not lead to boundedness of W;. Therefore, the observed
W; may be unbounded due to unbounded noises such as
Gaussian noise during transition.

The following lemma bounds the variance of the zeroth-
order oracle (23).

Lemma 3. Under Assumption for any 0% € R4
N (J2+67)di 9
Elllg; (6%, u®, £7)[I?] < sz, 1 € V, here 67 =
jezk 05+

Proof. According to (23), we have
E[W? (6" + ou*, €¥)uf||’]

E[l|g: (6", u", €¥))1%] = 5 (25)
_ i 7.(pk k FkN\2 kn2 7%Huk”2 k
82k /]Rd E [(‘IL(Q +0u”) + &)%) [lui | %e du

(26)



1 z ~
: 6?/ (72 + B fub|Ze 1 a7
T%2 |
< J;/ Hum%*%uuwdu?/ 2 gy
92k Rili o,
(28)
J*2+

Tid /d e—%”“?l\?duf/d d e 311 gy (29)
R Re™

(J;* +67)d;

= 5
where x is in (I4), the first inequality used the inde-
pendence between different u;, the second inequality used
Jas e_%”“i‘c”%lui-C < d; [, e_%““f”zduf, which has
been proved in [13, Lemma 1]. L]

) (30)

Lemma [3] shows that the variance of each local zeroth-
order oracle is only associated with the bound of the local
value-function .J*, and the variances of observations noises
for agents in Z. Note that if the policy evaluation is based on
the global reward, the bound of E[|g;(6%,u*, £¥)[|?] would
be M When the network is of a large scale,
J* may be much larger than j;‘ , which means that our
algorithm has a significantly improved scalability to large-
scale networks.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions II let § =

7y s\ﬁ Then
(i) |J°(0) — J(0)] < € for any 6 € R".
(ii). By implementing Algorithm if K> d

KZ

JO(0°)+ LY (JE +02)/2, Jo = max;cy JF,

Lf’

(Vo2 (6")[I] < 31)
where B = J* —
g0 = maX;cy ('3'1

Proof. Statement (i) is obtained by using the Lipschitz
continuity of J(#), which has been proved in [13].

Now we prove statement (ii). According to
Assumption E] and [13, Lemma 2], the gradient
of J%®) is +/dL/-Lipschitz  continuous. Let
gk = (gr(ek ukvgk)a""gl-l\—f(ekvuk?ngT € Rd’ the
following holds:

[ T2 1) =2 (6%) (Vs I (8°),ng(6"))| < \/i 7 llg" 1%,

which implies that

(F075(05)ng(6) < T9(04) = J5(0%) + Yool gt 2.
(33)
Lemma [3] implies that
N
E(llg(6*,u*, €")IIP] = Y Elllgi(6*,u*,€")11%)
i=1 (34)

N
Z 2J2 +202)d; /5* =

(2J3 + 203)d /5.

(32)inbiased estimation of V4.J(6%) and E[||g(0%,u

Taking expectation on both sides of (33), we obtain
nE[[[Ve7° (%))

dL
< B = 75(05)] + LR lg(0", o )]
2( 72 2\,71.5
< EL(0Y) - (o)) 4 DT LT
It follows that
=
- 5(0%)|2
= S E(96 (6% (35)
k=0
1 5K (90 L (J§ + ag)d"?
< 1% EPE] - 2 + P
(36)
< [(J* = J°(6") + L*(J§ + 03) /2] (37)
= el5VEK 0 0 )
The proof is completed. O

Advantage Analysis. If the policy evaluation is based
on global value-function J 85 then J¢ and o3 in will
be replaced by J*? and Y ;_, o7, which may domlnate the
complexity and be significantly larger than JZ and o2 when
there are a large number of agents. This implies that our
algorithm has a higher scalability to large-scale network
problems than the algorithms with policy evaluation based
on the global value-function.

Accordmg to (13'_7[) the convergence result can also be writ-
ten as 4 > E[|VoT?(6%)|2] < O(Bd' e 12 K=09),
which is 51m11ar to the result in [3, Theorem 3.2]. However,
they require a consensus algorithm to be run for a sufficiently
long time during each learning episode, which is unnecessary
in our algorithm. Therefore, our algorithm has a lower
sample complexity. However, the residual feedback used in
[3] may exhibit a lower gradient variance than the one-point
feedback when JAZ»* is very large for each agent 7. In the
next subsection, we show that if the two-point feedback or
the residual feedback is utilized in our work, our local value-
function design can further reduce the gradient estimation
variance for large-scale networks.

C. Discussions on Distributed RL with Two-Point Feedback

We have proposed a distributed RL algorithm based on
the one-point zeroth-order oracle (23). We observe that
Algorithm [1] is always efficient as long as g(6%, u*, £¥) is an
k,eh))12] s
bounded. Therefore, the two-point feedback oracles proposed
in [13] and the residual feedback oracle in [14] can also be
employed in Algorithm [T} Based on the local value-function
design in our work, the two-point feedback oracle and the
residual feedback oracle can be obtained by

W;(6F 4 du*, %) —

i7.(pk ck
and
§1(9k7uk7£k) _ W (ek +6u 7£ ) 6(9k ! 5 k_lvé-k_l)u;€7

(39)



respectively, where only local value-function is needed, in
contrast toA[13], [14].
Define L; = 3 .7

r L;, which is actually a Lipschitz
constant of Wi. Then we are able to show

E[||gi (6%, u*, &)%) < B[(LF + 67) |u"|*[ufl’]  40)

<L +67) [ EBlllwal T+ EL Y g PTE[us|?)
jEV\{i}

(41)

< (L2 +67) ((di +4)* + (d — di)d;) (42)

= (L2 4 62)(d;d + 8d; + 16). (43)

As a result,
E[||g(0"%,u*, ¥)|1°] < (L§ + o5)(d +4)*,  (44)

where Ly = max;cy L;.

Advantage Analysis. If the two-point feedback oracle
is based on the global observation W(6,&) = J(0) +
Zi:l &;, which is the case in [13], the bound in l) will
be increased by replacing L2 and o2 with L? and Y, | o2,
Similarly, for the residual feedback, we can show that the
bound of E[||§; (6%, u*, £¥)||?] can be reduced by using local
value-functions due to the reduction of the Lipschitz constant
from L to Lg. In conclusion, a local value-function always
exhibits a lower variance of the zeroth-order oracle than
the global value-function, thereby inducing a lower sample
complexity.

V. A DISTRIBUTED RESOURCE ALLOCATION EXAMPLE

We adopt a generalized version of the example in [3],
where the coordination graph is directed and the partial
observation of each agent includes states of its collaborative
neighbors and itself instead of only itself. Nonetheless,
our algorithm is applicable to the case when the partial
observation of each agent is itself only.

Consider a distributed resource allocation problem with
a coordination graph Go = (V,&¢). There are N agents
representing N warehouses. At time step ¢, each agent ¢
stores resources with the amount m;(t) € R, receives a
local demand d;(t) € R, sends partial of its resources to and
receives resources from its neighbors j € N;. Then agent 4
has the following dynamics

mi(t+1) =m(t)— > ay(t)mi(t)

JENPUE

+ Y azi(tymy(t) — dit),
JEN;

di(t) = Al(l — sin(wi’tt)) + wi ¢,
where a;;(t) € [0, 1] denotes the fraction of resources agent
i sends to its neighbor j at time ¢, 0 < A; < m;(0) is
a constant, w; is a bounded noise with zero mean, N; =
{jeV:(i)€ltand NPUt = {j € V: (i,j) € Ec}
are the in-neighbor set and the out-neighbor set of agent i,
respectively.

Under Assumption [2| and a learning graph G;, = (V, &)
with &, defined in (20), agent i receives the following

(45)

information at time step ¢ during the learning process:
Partial observation: o;, = [m] (t),d] (t)]" € RI%:/*1,
Individual reward: r;; = 0 if m;(¢) > 0, and r;;, =
—m2(t) otherwise.
Individual rewards of neighbors in Gr: r;,, j € /\/f.
Define a;; = (...,a;5(t), "');‘l—eN;’“t c RV as the
action agent i takes. The local policy m; : RIZi+1 — RVl
maps the observation o;; of agent ¢ to its action a; ;. The
global policy 7 : R'8 — R2Ziev Wil maps all the agents’
states to all the local policies.
The cooperative control objective is to find an optimal pol-
icy m* such that the following global reward is maximized:
N T-1
J = Z Z 'ytm,t.
i=1 t=0
To seek the optimal policy 7;(0;) for agent i to determine
its action {a;;}jen;, we parameterize the policy function by
defining

(46)

exp(—2ij)
G5 = ; (47)
! ZjeL; exp(—zij)
where z;; is approximated by radial basis functions:
2 =y _ lloi = cal*6i;(0), (48)
=1

cip = (é;;,éil) € RIZi+1 is the center of the I-th feature
for agent ¢, here ¢;; € RIZil and &;; are set according to the
ranges of mz, and d;, respectively, such that ¢;;, [ =1, ..., n,
are approximately evenly distributed in the range of o;.

Example 1. Consider 9 warehouses with the coordination
graph shown in Fig. [I| Fig. [2| shows the corresponding
learning graph. Set m;(0) = 1 4+ w; for all i = 1,...,9,
w; is a random variable with zero mean and is bounded by
0.01, iteration number T = 8, number of learning epochs
K =600, d; = 0.2(1 —sin(wt)) + wt, w ~ N(0,0.01). Fig.
(left) depicts the evolution of the observed values of the
global value-function by implementing 4 different algorithms
repeatedly for 10 times. Here £* corresponds to a fixed initial
state m;(0) = 1, i = 1,...,9. In each time of implementation,
one perturbation vector u* is sampled and used for all the 4
algorithms during each learning episode k. The centralized
algorithm is the zeroth-order optimization algorithm based
on global value evaluation, while the distributed algorithm
is based on local value evaluation (Algorithm [I). The dis-
tributed two-point feedback algorithm is Algorithm (I| with
gi (0%, u¥, €F) replaced by g;(0%,u*, ) in (@) We observe
that the distributed algorithms are always faster than the
centralized algorithms. Fig. [| (middle) and Fig. [ (right)
show the comparison of centralized and distributed one-point
feedback algorithms, and the comparison of centralized and
distributed two-point feedback algorithms, respectively. From
these two figures, it is clear that the distributed algorithms
always exhibit lower variances in contrast to the centralized
algorithms. This implies that the policy evaluation based on
local value-functions is more robust than policy evaluation
based on the global value-function.
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Fig. 4: Comparison of (Left) different algorithms for 9 warehouses; (Middle) centralized and distributed algorithms under zeroth-order
oracles with one-point feedback; (Right) centralized and distributed algorithms under zeroth-order oracles with two-point feedback.
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Example 2. We further consider a larger-size case where
there are N = 100 warehouses. The coordination graph
Ge = (V,E¢) has the following edge set:

Eo ={(i,7) € V?: |i—j| = 1,i = 2k—1,k € NJU{(1, N)}.
Accordingly, graph G, = (V,£L) has the edge set

& = {(i,f) € V2 li— jl = 1,i = 2k, k € N} U{(N, 1)}.
The parameter settings are the same as those in Example
[] Fig. B] shows the evolutions of the observed values of the
global value-function by implementing 4 different algorithms
repeatedly for 10 times. Observe that when the network is of
a large scale, policy evaluation based on the global value-
function becomes very unstable due to the high variance
of the gradient estimates. On the contrary, our distributed
algorithms based on observing local value-functions are

more robust and exhibit significantly lower variances. This
is consistent with our analysis in Subsections and

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We studied the MARL problem with a directed coordi-
nation graph via a MDP formulation. Based on the weakly
connected coordination graph, we showed that a local value-
function can be designed for each agent, which is sufficient
for estimating the local gradient of the global value-function.
To ensure that each agent has access to the value of the local
value-function, we further specified how the learning graph
can be designed. By employing zeroth-order oracles, we
proposed a distributed RL algorithm that has guaranteed con-

vergence, and exhibits reduced variance of the gradient. The
algorithm was applied to a distributed resource allocation
problem. For our future work we would like to investigate
how to reduce the number of required communication links
using graph-theoretic reduction techniques.
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