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Abstract

Communication is supposed to improve multi-agent collabo-
ration and overall performance in cooperative Multi-agent re-
inforcement learning (MARL). However, such improvements
are prevalently limited in practice since most existing com-
munication schemes ignore communication overheads (e.g.,
communication delays). In this paper, we demonstrate that
ignoring communication delays has detrimental effects on
collaborations, especially in delay-sensitive tasks such as au-
tonomous driving. To mitigate this impact, we design a delay-
aware multi-agent communication model (DACOM) to adapt
communication to delays. Specifically, DACOM introduces
a component, TimeNet, that is responsible for adjusting the
waiting time of an agent to receive messages from other
agents such that the uncertainty associated with delay can be
addressed. Our experiments reveal that DACOM has a non-
negligible performance improvement over other mechanisms
by making a better trade-off between the benefits of commu-
nication and the costs of waiting for messages.

Introduction
Reinforcement learning (RL) (Arulkumaran et al. 2017) en-
ables an agent to interact with an environment, and the agent
improves its policy iteratively by learning from observations
to achieve a given goal. RL, with a single agent to decide
the behavior of all entities, faces various challenges, such
as scalability (Yan et al. 2021) and privacy issues (Yuan,
Chung, and Fu 2022). To this end, the extension from single-
agent RL to multi-agent RL (MARL) (Hernandez-Leal, Kar-
tal, and Taylor 2019) is favorable. MARL (Hernandez-Leal,
Kartal, and Taylor 2019) has been widely used in vari-
ous tasks, such as real-time resource allocation (Yuan et al.
2020), smart grid control (Chung et al. 2020), and au-
tonomous driving (Kiran et al. 2021).

A major challenge in deploying MARL to solve cooper-
ative tasks is that the partial observation of agents hinders
collaboration due to the uncertainty and incompleteness in
observing and the non-stationary behavior (Sukhbaatar, Fer-
gus et al. 2016; Zhang, Yang, and Başar 2021). For exam-
ple, blind spots in autonomous driving can be deadly and
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lead to collisions between a vehicle and another vehicle, bi-
cyclist, or pedestrian. Agent communication for informa-
tion exchange is expected to be a desirable alternative to
overcome this challenge by improving cooperation between
agents. However, the improvement is prevalently limited in
practice due to the limitations and overheads of communi-
cation channels (e.g., limited bandwidth and communication
delay) (Zhu, Dastani, and Wang 2022).

Most of the literature has been devoted to designing an
effective communication model for multi-agent cooperation
to improve the gains of communication, but the impacts of
dynamic communication channels and communication over-
heads (e.g., delays) have been largely ignored. Firstly, band-
width constraints are considered in existing works (Mao
et al. 2020; Kim et al. 2019) by scheduling communication,
which learns to select agents to share information under lim-
ited and constant bandwidth. However, in practical scenar-
ios, the communication abilities (e.g., bitrate) of agents are
heterogeneous and dynamic due to the variability of commu-
nication channels. For instance, in wireless networks (Agi-
wal, Roy, and Saxena 2016), agents’ bitrates are related to
the allocated bandwidth and the signal-to-interference-plus-
noise ratio (SINR), which vary according to the distance
from agents to the access points. Secondly, the communica-
tion delay can interfere with the cooperation between agents
by introducing delays in action-making (Chen et al. 2021)
and uncertainty on the arrival time of information. Previous
work (Kim et al. 2019) prevents endless waiting by setting
a predefined and constant bound for the waiting time, but it
may restrain potential cooperation if it is set too short and
conversely may cause meaningless waiting. Therefore, such
a constant timer is inflexible and cannot be adapted to the
dynamics in the communication networks.

To improve agent cooperation, each agent should deter-
mine not only whether it is worth waiting but also how long
it can wait, taking into account the state of the commu-
nication channel. Motivated by this, this paper proposes a
delay-aware multi-agent communication model (DACOM)
to realize efficient communication by scheduling the waiting
time of communication that is adaptive to dynamic network
states. DACOM aims to achieve a good trade-off between
the benefits of communication and the costs of delayed re-
sponse due to waiting for messages. To this end, we intro-
duce TimeNet, a novel component in DACOM, to determine
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whether it is worth waiting and how long it will wait based
on the network states and local observation.

To verify DACOM’s effectiveness, we conduct extensive
experiments in different environments: particle games, traf-
fic control in autonomous driving, and StarCraftII. We mod-
ify the original environments to support delay-aware actions.
Furthermore, we apply DACOM and baselines in different
communication channels with delays ranging from 10% to
90% of step intervals. Our experiments show that DACOM
outperforms other baseline mechanisms. Moreover, we con-
firm that ignoring communication delays in communication
scheduling results in fewer rewards, which is more evident in
delay-sensitive tasks whose performance is worse than non-
communication MARL.
Contributions. To the best of our knowledge, this paper is
the first work that studies the effect of communication de-
lay on MARL for agent cooperation. We provide theoretical
analysis and experimental verification about it. Additionally,
we demonstrate that ignoring communication delay results
in performance degradation in delay-sensitive tasks, and
the performance is even worse than in non-communication
mechanisms in high-latency networks. Next, we propose a
novel model for delay-aware communication that can im-
prove agent cooperation by scheduling waiting time to adapt
to network states.

Background
Reinforcement Learning (RL). RL can be formulated
based on Markov Decision Process (MDP) as a tuple <
s, a, r, P > with state s, action a, reward r, and transition
probability function P . The transition probability function
P : s × a 7→ s maps states and actions to a probabil-
ity distribution over the next states. The goal of RL is to
learn a policy by maximizing the expected discounted re-
turn Rt = E[

∑∞
k=0 γ

krt+k], where γ is a discount factor
for future rewards to dampen their effect.
Deep Q-Networks (DQN). DQN (Mnih et al. 2015) is a
combination of RL and a deep neural network that learns
the action-value function Q(s, a) = E[R|st = s, at = a].
During the training phase, DQN is trained by minimizing
the loss L(θ) = E[(y′ − Q(s, a))2], where y′ = r +
γmaxa′ Q

′(s′, a′) for the following state and action. Here,
Q′ is the target network, which is designed to stabilize the
training, and its parameters are copied from Q periodically.
During execution, the agent selects the action maximum
action-value arg maxaQ(s, a).
Policy Gradient (PG). PG (Sutton et al. 1999) is dif-
ferent from DQN, whose parameters θ of the policy π
are directly adjusted by maximizing the objective J(θ) =
E[R] along the direction of policy gradient ∇θJ(θ) =
E[∇θ log πθ(a|s)Q(s, a)]. It can be further extended to De-
terministic Policy Gradient (DPG) (Silver et al. 2014) with
deterministic policies µθ. The policy network is updated
with∇θJ(θ) = E[∇θµθ(a|s)∇aQ(s, a)|a=µθ(s)].
Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient (DDPG). DDPG (Lil-
licrap et al. 2016) is an actor-critic algorithm with two deep
neural networks to approximate the deterministic policy and
the action-value function, respectively. The policy network,
also called the actor, infers actions according to states a =

µ(s; θµ). The Q-network, called the critic, approximates the
action-value function Q(s, a; θQ). The actor is updated with
the gradient∇θJ(θµ) as DPG, and the critic is updated with
loss function L(θQ) = E[(r + γQ′(s′, a′)−Q(s, a))2].
Partially Observable Markov. An environment is partially
observable if it cannot be fully and continuously observed.
MARL in a partially observable environment can be formu-
lated as a decentralized partially observable Markov deci-
sion process (Dec-POMDPs) (Oliehoek and Amato 2016),
which is an extension of MDP for multiple agents who may
have partial observations. A Dec-POMDP can be defined
as a tuple < N,S,A,R, P,O,Ω, γ >, which includes the
number of agents N , the space of global states S, the set
of actions A = {a1, ..., aN}, the set of individual rewards
R = {r1, ..., rN} with ri : oi × ai → R, transition func-
tion P : S × A → S, a set of local agents’ observations
O = {o1, ..., oN} following observation function Ω : S →
O, and the discount factor γ ∈ [0, 1]. Each agent aims to
maximize its own total expected return E[

∑∞
k=0 γ

kri,t+k].
In fully cooperative games, agents share common rewards,
for example, team-average rewards R = 1

N

∑N
i=1 ri.

Delay-aware Modeling. Delay-aware MDP and Delay-
aware Markov Game have been proposed in (Chen et al.
2021) and (Chen et al. 2020), respectively. In (Chen et al.
2021) and (Chen et al. 2020), delays are considered in states
and action delays are measured in terms of the number of
steps. However, inter-agent communication or scheduling
communication when modeling is not considered. More-
over, the case of delayed actions executed within the current
step is not included. This kind of case is not rare, as with the
support of high-speed communications (e.g., 5G and 6G),
it is increasingly possible to complete communications and
then execute an action within one step.
Multi-Agent Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient (MAD-
DPG). Applying DDPG to the multi-agent environment
is challenging because the input dimension of the actor-
network increases when more agents are presented. To this
end, the authors in (Lowe et al. 2017) proposed a frame-
work containing a centralized critic and distributed ac-
tors. In MADDPG, each agent can make actions with lo-
cal observations, and the actors’ update needs the global
states to reach the maximum reward. The critic is then de-
ployed in a centralized manner to acquire the states from
all agents. The critic creates the action-value function with
the states from all agents to guide actors’ updates. The up-
date procedure of MADDPG is extended from DDPG as
∇θiJ(θi) = E[∇θiµθ(ai|oi)∇aQ(O,A)|ai=µθ(oi)], where
the subscript i indicates agent i. The critic is trained by
minimizing the loss L(θ) = E[(y′ − Q(S,A))2], where
y′ = r + γQ′(S′, A′).

Methods
In this section, we will explain the design of DACOM in de-
tail. The aim of DACOM is to improve the efficiency and
robustness of inter-agent communication based on practical
communication channels, where communication costs can-
not be ignored. The main idea of DACOM is to adaptively
set the waiting time of messages from other agents, given



the states of the communication channels.

Communication Channels
In a partially observable environment, agents may not com-
pletely perceive the environment that obstructs overall learn-
ing and action-making. To this end, the agents utilize com-
munication to share local observations to improve overall
performance. In practical scenarios, agents are connected by
an underlying communication network, such as a wireless
or wired network. The agents’ communication abilities (e.g.,
bitrate) are heterogeneous and dynamic due to the variabil-
ity in communication networks. In the following, we ana-
lyze the communication capabilities of agents using wireless
communication as an example.

In wireless networks, the communication ability is related
to many factors, such as signal strength and distance from
the source (Agiwal, Roy, and Saxena 2016). As defined by
(Goldsmith 2005), the bitrates (in bps) from device i to de-
vice j is denoted as xi,j = Bi,j log2(1 + ηi,j), where B
is the allocated bandwidth (Hz) and η is SINR. The SINR
can be defined as ηi,j =

ρi,j

10ϕi,j/10(σ2+I2)
, where ρ is the

transmission power (w); σ2 is the additive white Gaussian
noise power at the receiver; I2 is the interference; and ϕ
is an approximation of distance-dependent path loss. The
delay between two devices can be defined as li,j = m

xi,j
,

where m is the size of messages in bits. Note that devices
here can be either agents or communication infrastructures,
such as base stations (in wireless networks) and roadside
units (in vehicular networks). According to this definition,
the communication delay and bitrate are relative to distance,
transmission power, and allocated bandwidth, which are dy-
namic and vary between agents. Therefore, the communica-
tion scheduling of existing works, such as (Mao et al. 2020;
Kim et al. 2019), is done under a static communication state
(e.g., a constant bandwidth) so that the methods in these
works are not universally applicable.

Delay-Aware Modeling
Previous works model MARL with communication as Dec-
POMDP. Specifically, at each time step, agents make ac-
tions based on partial observations and messages from other
agents, and the actions are assumed to be executed imme-
diately without any delay. However, introducing agent com-
munication for cooperation raises the communication delay,
which leads to action delay (i.e., the time between observ-
ing and taking action). The action delay changes the inter-
action between the agents and the environment, especially
for delay-sensitive tasks. This is because action delays lead
to more reaction time of agents, which then reduce rewards
(e.g., longer arrival times due to slow acceleration) and even
bring penalties (e.g., collisions in an emergency).
DACOM-MDP. Given the above analysis, delays are crit-
ical for agent cooperation and cannot be ignored. Thus, we
define the delay-aware partially observable MDP (DACOM-
MDP) extended from Dec-POMDP. DACOM-MDP is de-
scribed as a tuple < N,S,A,D,R, P,O,Ω, γ >. We add
action delayD = {d̃i}i=1,...,N as a new element and modify
reward function as R : O×A×D → R. Then, we augment

state space and observation space to include network states
as S = {s, snet} and O = {oi, oneti }i=1,...,N . Specifically,
network states can be an end-to-end communication delay
oneti = {li,j}j=1,...,N or bitrate oneti = {xi,j}j=1,...,N be-
tween agents. Given the challenge in observing current net-
work states before the action making and timer setting, it can
be estimated by using the recent observations of networks.
For example, the weighted moving average has been widely
used for networking state estimation (Kumar et al. 2020)),
which can be used to estimate current communication delay.
Theoretical analysis. We use value-based MARL as an ex-
ample to illustrate the advantages of DACOM-MDP. In pre-
vious work, which ignored communication states and action
delays, the agents’ objective is modeled as Q̂(O,A). In con-
trast, our objective for optimizing communication between
agents is to maximize Q(O,Onet, A,D), which is a delay-
aware action-value. The effect of ignoring communication
states and action delays in the modeling is analyzed below.
Proposition 1 Consider an action-value function Q̂(O,A)
that is modeled without considering network states and ac-
tion delay. We can derive a lower bound for the loss between
the delay-aware action-value function Q∗(O,Onet, A,D)

and Q̂(O,A) as

L(Q̂,Q∗) ≥
∑
i,j∈N

E[Vh(mi,j)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Gains

]p(li,j ≥ di)+E[Vd(D)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Costs

, (1)

where Vh is the gain of messages mi,j; p is the probability
of the arrival of message mi,j after action-making; and Vd
is the cost of delays D (Proof. See Appendix).
In particular, we extend Proposition 1 to two specific cases:
Proposition 2 Consider a network delay follows normal
distribution li,j ∼ N (λ, σ2), we analyze two cases: dis-
tributed communication mode (i.e., exchange of information
between agents, denoted as Q̂a) and the centralized commu-
nication mode (i.e., a message aggregator located centrally
to gather all messages from agents, denoted as Q̂b). We have
the lower bound of loss on action-value follows:
L∗(Q̂a, Q∗) ∝ λ+ ξnσ, L∗(Q̂b, Q∗) ∝ 2λ+ ξnσ, (2)

where ξn is the inverse of the standard normal cumulative
distribution function (CDF), with n ≤ N agents’ communi-
cation (Proof. See Appendix).

According to Propositions 1 and 2, we can conclude that
ignoring communication delays deteriorates the learning
performance in multi-agent scenarios, leading to arbitrarily
suboptimal policies and further causing non-stationary re-
sults. In Equation (1), the lower bound of the loss increases
with the importance of communication Vh, the rate of miss-
ing messages p, the delay-sensitivity Vd, and the action de-
lay D. Given Equation (2), the centralized communication
mode has more delays than the decentralized communica-
tion mode. Therefore, a decentralized communication mode
is preferred when designing DACOM.

Architecture Design
The proposed DACOM is an adaptively delay-aware agent
communication model, where agents learn to schedule wait-
ing time (i.e., how long to wait for communication con-
sidering dynamic network states) by introducing a novel



component–TimeNet. DACOM is extended from the actor-
critic, which adopts centralized learning and decentralized
execution. As shown in Fig. 1, each agent consists of three
components: 1) an actor with two parts (Encoder and Actor-
Net); 2) a TimeNet for waiting-time scheduling (i.e., setting
timers d for message waiting); and 3) an attention-based ag-
gregator for message aggregation. They are parameterized
by θµ, θτ , and θg , respectively. The CriticNet, denoted by
θQ, is a centralized critic network that estimates delay-aware
action-valueQ for training agents. Deep neural networks are
applied to implement all these components.

Encoder

Aggregator

TimeNet

ActorNet
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Figure 1: DACOM: The Encoder encodes observation o into
messages m, the TimeNet schedules the waiting time d, the
buffer caches the latest messages, the aggregator aggregates
messages M into mg , and the ActorNet makes actions a
based on messages.

In DACOM, at each time step, the Encoder in agent i takes
the local observation,Oi = {oi, oneti }, as input, and then en-
codes messages for agent communication, denoted by mi =
µenc(oi, o

net
i ; θenci ). At the same time, the TimeNet has the

same input as the Encoder, and it sets the waiting thresh-
olds di = τ(oi, o

net
i ; θτi ) to timer. Agent i receives messages

from other agents that arrive within time di. The new arrival
messages in t are denoted by m̃i,t = {mj,t|li,j,t ≤ di,t},
where li,j is the end-to-end communication delay from agent
j to agent i. A buffer is designed to store the latest mes-
sages (called buffered messages m̃b

i ) given that messages
may have high continuity and similarity in some environ-
ment (Zhang, Zhang, and Lin 2020). In this case, agents can
use the buffered messages without waiting for current mes-
sages mj,t by setting di,t = 0. Therefore, the available mes-
sages is Mi = {m̃i, m̃

b
i}. There is an attention-based ag-

gregator that aggregates messages {mi,Mi}, whose output
is denoted by mg

i = g(mi,Mi; θ
g
i ). Besides, the ActorNet

is introduced for action selection, which takes local mes-
sage mi and aggregated message mg

i as input and actions
ai = µact(mi,m

g
i ; θ

µ
i ) as output. In DACOM, the waiting

time di can be viewed as a part of actions, and the joint ac-
tion is {A,D} = {ai, di}i=1,...,N . As the rest part (e.g.,
the time cost by shallow neural networks) can be ignored,
the action delay d̃i is assumed to approximate communi-
cation delay di. The action-value estimated by CriticNet is
Q(O,Onet, A,D), which is related to the action delay and

network states.
The contribution of DACOM is the incorporation of onet

into learning communications and the active scheduling of
waiting times via TimeNet. The waiting time scheduling is a
trade-off between gains of communication and costs of ac-
tion delays. On one hand, setting a greater delay tolerance
(i.e., higher d) can bring more messages, however, it will re-
sult in more action delays and eventually reduce the overall
gains of communication. On the other hand, setting a lower
d may result in important messages being missing and good
cooperation not being achieved. Intuitively, it is worth wait-
ing a long time when communication can greatly increase
the rewards. In the case of autonomous driving, for example,
if there is a car with blind views and the inter-agent commu-
nication is able to share the missing information about them
to avoid a collision, the gains brought by communication
will be obviously high. On the contrary, if communication
cannot bring benefit to agents, a shorter waiting time is pre-
ferred. For example, if the vehicle already has enough views
to ensure safe driving, the communication gain will be lim-
ited (e.g., a few minutes earlier arrival) or even negative (e.g.,
collisions due to more response time).

Training
For training DACOM, an experience reply buffer is re-
quired. The experience replay buffer H contains tuples
< O,Onet, A,D,R,O′, O′net > that are recorded from
agents’ experiences, including joint actions are {A,D}, re-
wards R, and next observations O′ and O′net.
Critic. The joint delay-aware action-value function is
formulated as Q(O,Onet, A,D; θQ) = E[

∑∞
t=0 γ

trt].
The weights θQ are updated by minimizing the loss
L(θQ) = E[(Q(O,Onet, A,D) − y)2] and y = R +
γQ(O′, O′net, A′, D′), where A′ and D′ are given by target
actors and target TimeNets with the subsequent observations
O′ and O′net.
Actor. Actors need to learn to maximize the objective
J(θµ, θg, θτ ). An actor, which contains an Encoder and an
ActorNet, is denoted by µi = {µenci , µacti } with the param-
eters θµi = {θenci , θacti }. The training of actors uses the de-
terministic policy gradient, and the gradient for updating the
parameters of agent i can be written as:

∇θµi J(θµi , ·, ·) = EO,Onet,D,A−i ∼H[∇θµi µi(oi, o
net
i ,mg

i )

∇aiQ(O,Onet, A,D)|ai=µi(oi,oneti ,mgi )], (3)

where A−i is the joint action except for agent i.
Aggregator. By applying the chain rule, the aggregator gra-
dient can be further derived based on∇θµi J(·, ·, θµi ) as:

∇θgi J(·, θgi , ·) = EO,Onet,D,A−i ∼H[∇θgi gi(mi,Mi)

∇θµi µi(oi, o
net
i ,mg

i )|mgi=g(mi,Mi)

∇aiQ(O,Onet, A,D)|ai=µi(oi,oneti ,mgi )]. (4)

The aggregator g, Encoder, and ActorNet can be optimized
jointly using back-propagation (see Equations (3) and (4)).
TimeNet. TimeNet aims to select an appropriate waiting
time, di, for each agent to maximize delay-aware action



value Q. The TimeNet can be viewed as a part of the entire
actor in DACOM, whose gradient can be represented as:

∇θτi J(·, ·, θτi ) = EO,Onet,D−i ,A−∼H[∇θτi τi(oi, o
net
i )

∇diQ(O,Onet, A,D)|di=τ(oi,oneti ),ai=µi ], (5)

where D−i is the joint timer of the agents except for agent
i. When training TimeNet, di is given by τ(oi, o

net
i ), and di

results in new Mi, m
g
i , and finally ai.

Target Networks. Finally, the weights of target networks
are periodically updated softly with θ′i ← ξθi + (1 − ξ)θ′i,
where ξ is a coefficient between 0 and 1. This function works
with θ, including θµi , θgi , θτi , and θQi .

Experiments
In this section, we evaluate the performance of DACOM in
three well-known environments.

Environments
The evaluation environments are multi-agent particle
games1, autonomous driving2, and StarCraft Multi-Agent
Challenge (SMAC)3. We modify the original environment
to include communication delays, reflect the effects of action
delays, and give agents different capabilities in observing.
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Figure 2: Multi-agent environments.

Particle Game. It is a two-dimensional world with continu-
ous space and discrete time. We perform experiments in two
scenarios, as illustrated in Fig. 2(a) and Fig. 2(b). The darker
the color, the wider the observation range.

1https://github.com/openai/multiagent-particle-envs.
2https://github.com/eleurent/highway-env.
3https://github.com/oxwhirl/smac.

(1) Cooperative Navigation (CN). In this game, six agents
cooperatively reach six unmovable landmarks and avoid
collisions. Agents have limited observation that contains
only the relative positions of k nearest landmarks and other
agents. Agents are assumed to have heterogeneous ability in
observation, with Kn = [0, 0, 1, 2, 4, 5]. For example, the
first two agents can only observe themselves, and the last
agent can observe five landmarks and all the agents. Besides,
agents can observe the communication delay of the other
agents. Ideally, agents make actions based on local partial
observation and messages received by other agents to cover
landmarks as quickly and numerous as possible. As we in-
troduce communication delay into this scenario, agents need
to make trade-off between the gains of receiving a message
and the delay in action-making.
(2) Predator-Prey (PP). In this game, we set four slower
predators chasing four faster preys, and two landmarks block
the way. Preys are assumed to do random actions, and preda-
tors are trained using DACOM or the benchmark algorithms.
Agents are rewarded based on the distance to the nearest
prey among all agents, obtain a bonus by capturing prey,
and punish when colliding with other agents. Each predator
can observe the relative positions and velocities of k nearest
predators and preys, the positions of all the landmarks, and
the communication delay to the other predators. The preda-
tors are also assumed to have different observation abilities,
which is Kn = [0, 1, 2, 3]. In this game, predators collabo-
rate to catch as many preys as possible.
Traffic Control. Fig. 2(c) shows an autonomous driving en-
vironment with multiple vehicles driving through an inter-
section while avoiding collisions. We set the number of au-
tonomous vehicles to four, with a random initial position
on the road. Similar to the previous scenario, the agents
obtain different observation abilities, i.e., rectangles with
Krec = [5× 3, 5× 3, 5× 3, 20× 20] (in meters). The agent
receives a punishment if a collision occurs and a bonus if it
successfully reaches the destination in time. In such condi-
tions, to obtain high rewards, agents need to move at high
speed in the right direction while avoiding collisions.
StarCraftII. For SMAC, we consider four combat scenarios
(i.e., 3m, 8m, 2s3z, and 3s5z), as shown in Fig. 2(d)-(g). The
goal of the games is to control the allies (agents) to destroy
all the enemies while minimizing the total damage taken by
the allies. The observation range of the agents is set to be
a circle with radius Kr = [0.1, 5, 12, 0.2, 9, 9, 9, 20] respec-
tively, which means only the enemies and the allies in the
circle can be observed. The observation radius is taken se-
quentially in order from K. For example, the first 5 values
(i.e., Kr = [0.1, 5, 12, 0.2, 9]) are selected as observation
range for the five agents in 2s3z.
Communication Environment Settings. We generate var-
ious delays by setting different sizes of maps because it
changes the mean distance of the agents and eventually af-
fects communication delays. To illustrate different delay en-
vironments, we define the mean delay ratio $ = d̄

∆t , where
d̄ is the mean delays of maps given randomly generated
agent locations and ∆t is the time between two adjacent
steps. For example, if agents observe the environment and



select actions every ∆t = 100ms with mean delay ratio
$ = 10%, the mean communication delay between two ran-
domly located agents is 10ms. It is worth noting that the
distribution of delays varies with games even with the same
$. For example, the particle game follows a normal distri-
bution (see analysis in appendix) and SMAC follows other
distributions (see Fig. 6).

Benchmark Algorithms and Hyperparameters
We compare DACOM with MADDPG (Lowe et al. 2017),
ACML (Mao et al. 2020), ATOC (Jiang and Lu 2018),
GACML (Mao et al. 2020), and SchedNet (Kim et al. 2019).
The main characteristic of these algorithms is shown in the
table in the appendix. MADDPG trains the policy network
for each agent independently without any communication.
ACML uses a full communication model in which the agents
can obtain messages from all the other agents. To diversify
the algorithm comparison, the communication of ACML is
set to be distributed. ACML can be designed as a central-
ized aggregator, but it is less effective because more latency
is usually introduced by forwarding messages through a cen-
tral node. GACML and SchedNet can select agents to trans-
mit messages as participants and have centralized aggrega-
tors. SchedNet is set with limited bandwidth, allowing only
two agents to share information. ATOC has a gate in each
agent to decide whether the agent should wait for aggre-
gated messages from a central aggregator. Besides, bench-
mark algorithms with a fixed timer (i.e., 15% and 35%)
are used as baselines. Here, we define Dc as the round-
trip delay between agents and centralized aggregators. If de-
lays follow a normal distribution, Dc should have the mean
value 2λ + ξnσ. However, some baselines, such as Sched-
Net, aim to reduce communication with limited bandwidth,
reducing delays. Therefore, we give a discount on central-
ized delay ratios, which are assumed to be constant values,
Dc = [15%, 40%, 60%, 80%, 95%] for the communication
environment with a mean delay of [10%, 30%, 50%, 70%,
90%], respectively.

In the experiments, we use an Adam optimizer with a
learning rate of 0.005. The discount factor for reward, γ, is
0.95. For the soft update of target networks, we set ξ = 0.01.
We use a three-layer multilayer perceptron (MLP) with 64
units for the Encoder and four-layer MLP with 64 units to
implement the TimeNet, the ActorNet, the CriticNet, and
other networks in baselines, such as weight generators of
SchedNet and gates in GACML. The neural networks use
ReLU as activation functions. We initialize the parameters
with random initialization. We train our models on Intel
Core i7-8700K CPUs. The capacity of the replay buffer is
105, and we take a minibatch of 1024 to update the network
parameters. The aggregator is implemented by an attention-
based unit with two attention heads. Dimensions of mes-
sages, the output of the Encoder and the aggregator, are six.

Results
Particle Game. Fig. 3 illustrates the normalized rewards
against the baselines under mean delays of 30% in CN and
PP. DACOM can achieve higher rewards than baselines. Be-
cause agents of DACOM are delay-aware and can adaptively

set waiting time to make a good trade-off between the costs
of delays in action-making and gains of obtaining messages.
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Figure 3: DACOM vs. baselines in particle games under
mean delays of 30%. It shows normalized rewards with a
95% confidence interval.

0.05 0.10 0.15
0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

Collision Rate

A
rr

iv
e 

R
at

e

better

ATOC SchedNet

GACML
ACML

MADDPGDACOM

Figure 4: DACOM vs. baselines in the intersection scenario
under mean delays of 10%. It shows the mean arrival rate
and collision rate with a 95% confidence interval. DACOM
can achieve fewer collisions without compromising much
arrival rate (even increasing some) than the baselines.

Traffic Control. We illustrate the performance in intersec-
tion scenarios. According to the reward definition, this game
aims to trade-off between low collision and a high arrival
rate. Fig. 4 shows the collision rate and arrival rate of DA-
COM against baselines. DACOM achieves a lower collision
rate and a higher arrival rate compared to baselines. Espe-
cially, ATOC achieves lower collisions than DACOM by ob-
viously sacrificing arrival rates, which results in lower re-
wards (see Appendix). On the contrary, MADDPG achieves
a higher arrival rate than DACOM by greatly increasing col-
lision, resulting in lower rewards as well.
StarCraft II. We apply our method and baselines to SMAC.
We select four scenarios (i.e., 2s3z, 3s5z, 3m, and 8m) for
performance validation under 30% mean delay settings. The
results show that DACOM generally has a good win rate (see
Fig. 6(a)). Unlike the previous two games, SMAC is more
challenging due to different types of agents (e.g., stalkers
and zealots) and the need for group cooperation. For exam-
ple, in the 3m and 8m, agents are subject to aggregated at-
tacks and tend to gather to resist, which brings lower com-
munication delay due to the proximity than the other games
even with the same set of communication channels. (see Fig.
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Figure 5: DACOM vs. baselines in resilience to delays in the predator-prey game. DACOM has better resilience to delays than
the baselines (including MARL with fixed timers).

6(b)4). Therefore, DACOM has limited advantages in 3m
and 8m because most delays are less than a game step whose
effects can be ignored.
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Figure 6: DACOM vs. baselines in SMAC under mean de-
lays of 30%. DACOM has better performance for 2s3z and
3s5z, and less improvement on 3m and 8m due to different
delay distributions.

Why is DACOM robust against delays? We evaluate DA-
COM and the baselines in five different delay settings us-
ing PP as an example (see Fig. 5) and similar results can be
obtained from the other games. The results reveal that DA-
COM has the highest rewards than the baselines and fewer
action delays than most of the baselines. When the mean de-
lay ratio is greater than 70%, DACOM has similar rewards to
MADDPG, which means the communication is nearly use-

4In SMAC, one timestep of MARL is ten game steps, so the
successive delays are discretized into the number of game steps.

less without any gains. The other MARL approaches work
relatively well in scenarios with low delays, but the perfor-
mance is significantly dropped as delays grow because they
are designed for a delay-free environment and cannot keep
good performance in high delays. Furthermore, the ACML
and ATOC with a fixed timer (15% and 35% for ACML,
15%, and 35% for ATOC) are used as baselines (see Fig.
5(b)). We can see that the predefined timer can prevent re-
ward reducing significantly with communication delay in-
creases by preventing agents from waiting too long, compar-
ing Fig. 5(b) and Fig. 5(b). However, ACML’s rewards with
the fixed timer are lower than those without a fixed timer
when the delay is approximately 10%. That is, the fixed-
timer also limits communication gains and cannot adapt to
changing environments.

Conclusion
In this paper, we demonstrate that ignoring communica-
tion delay results in performance degradation, which is ev-
ident in delay-sensitive tasks and high-delay environments.
To improve agent cooperation against the influence of com-
munication delay, we have proposed DACOM, a delay-
aware communication model for MARL. DACOM is an
adaptive delay-aware agent communication model in which
agents learn to schedule how long to wait for messages
from other agents. Unlike the existing methods, DACOM
can reduce the uncertainty of cooperation outcomes in dy-
namic communication networks and improve agent coop-
eration by adapting communication to network states. Em-
pirically, DACOM outperforms existing methods in various
cooperative multi-agent environments, especially obvious in
delay-sensitive tasks.
Limitations. DACOM does not perform better than existing
schemes in all scenarios, such as delay-insensitive tasks, sce-
narios with low delay (< 10%) or very high delay (> 70%),
and low gains of communication (e.g., all agents are well-
informed). Besides, our target is to improve agent cooper-
ation through communication, and therefore the delays, ex-
cept for communication delays, are not discussed in this pa-
per. Finally, personal information leakage may happen when
utilizing the communication between agents. We do not of-
fer additional protection for this case because we assumed
agents are fully cooperative with no privacy concerns.
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