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Abstract

Privacy-aware multiagent systems must protect
agents’ sensitive data while simultaneously ensur-
ing that agents accomplish their shared objectives.
Towards this goal, we propose a framework to pri-
vatize inter-agent communications in cooperative
multiagent decision-making problems. We study
sequential decision-making problems formulated
as cooperative Markov games with reach-avoid ob-
jectives. We apply a differential privacy mecha-
nism to privatize agents’ communicated symbolic
state trajectories, and then we analyze tradeoffs be-
tween the strength of privacy and the team’s perfor-
mance. For a given level of privacy, this tradeoff
is shown to depend critically upon the total correla-
tion among agents’ state-action processes. We syn-
thesize policies that are robust to privacy by reduc-
ing the value of the total correlation. Numerical ex-
periments demonstrate that the team’s performance
under these policies decreases by only 3 percent
when comparing private versus non-private imple-
mentations of communication. By contrast, the
team’s performance decreases by roughly 86 per-
cent when using baseline policies that ignore total
correlation and only optimize team performance.

1 Introduction

In cooperative multiagent systems, a team of decision-making
agents interact with a shared environment to accomplish a
common objective [Cao et al., 2013; Parker et al., 2016]. In
these systems, inter-agent communication is often necessary
for the successful coordination of the team; each agent typi-
cally relies on information pertaining to its teammates while
making its own decisions. However, this communicated in-
formation may be sensitive. For example, it might be ben-
eficial for autonomous vehicles to share location data while
solving multi-vehicle routing problems. However, this data
would reveal the passengers’ sensitive location data. Privacy-
aware multiagent systems should thus protect the agents’ sen-
sitive data, while simultaneously ensuring that the agents are
able to accomplish their common objective.

* Indicates equal contribution.

In this work, we develop such privacy-aware multiagent
systems. In particular, we study sequential multiagent deci-
sion problems formulated as cooperative Markov games with
reach-avoid objectives. We assume that a trusted central ag-
gregator is used to synthesize a collection of local policies
for the team of agents a priori. A local policy of an agent
is a mapping from the joint state space of the agents to the
agent’s local action space. However, during policy execution,
the agents want to keep their individual state trajectories pri-
vate from their teammates and from potential eavesdroppers
(the aggregator is not involved at run time). When the local
policies do not take privacy into consideration, their perfor-
mance under private communications can decrease dramati-
cally, as shown by our numerical results. Thus, we develop
a framework to privatize the inter-agent communications re-
quired to execute the policies, and to synthesize policies that
are performant under private communications.

We use differential privacy [Dwork et al., 2014] to develop
a framework providing formal privacy guarantees in multia-
gent systems. In the Markov game, each agent is modeled
by a Markov decision process (MDP) and we are concerned
with privatizing the state trajectories of these MDPs. We im-
plement differential privacy using the Online Mechanism for
Markov chains presented in [Chen et al., 2022]. This mech-
anism guarantees differential privacy for the symbolic state
trajectories produced by MDPs, provides an efficient method
for agents to generate private states in real time, and ensures
that the private trajectory is feasible with respect to the un-
derlying dynamics of the MDP. The strength of these privacy
guarantees can be tuned by each agent.

Our specific contributions in this work are as follows:

1. A framework for differential privacy in multiagent sys-
tems. We propose a framework for differential privacy
in multiagent planning problems. The framework allows
for the decentralized execution of local policies under
private inter-agent communications.

2. Theoretical results: Analyzing the tradeoff between pri-
vacy and performance. We bound the team’s success
probability under private communications in terms of the
strength of privacy and total correlation of agents’ state-
action processes.

3. Synthesis of policies to balance privacy and perfor-
mance. By minimizing this total correlation value,
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we use the tradeoffs between privacy and performance
to synthesize policies for the multiagent system that
achieve high performance under strong levels of privacy.

Numerical experiments demonstrate the strong perfor-
mance of the synthesized policies, even with private commu-
nications. We observe that under privatized communication:
1) the proposed minimum-dependency policies are 80 percent
more performant than baseline policies that only optimize the
team’s performance under truthful communications and that
ignore total correlation, 2) as the total correlation decreases,
the team’s performance increases, and 3) the performance of
the minimum-dependency policies is robust to the level of
privacy enforced by the privacy mechanism.

Despite the importance of privacy in multiagent sys-
tems [Such et al., 2014], existing algorithms for multiagent
planning and learning typically do not examine the trade-
off between privacy and team performance, and many do
not consider privacy at all. [Nissim and Brafman, 2014;
Brafman, 2015] introduce the notion of strong privacy in
mutliagent planning for deterministic problems. These works
develop algorithms that ensure agents do not share sensitive
states or actions when executing a distributed planning al-
gorithm. [Ye et al., 2022] replaces the notion of strong pri-
vacy with differential privacy to privatize the information
needed for decentralized planning in a deterministic case.
[Hefner et al., 2022] extends the notion of strong privacy to
stochastic systems and develops a distributed value iteration
algorithm. These works are concerned with hiding a private
portion of each agent’s states, and they do not consider mech-
anisms in which the agents achieve privacy by altering their
shared information. By contrast, our work studies a differen-
tial privacy mechanism that alters the state trajectories of the
agents during multiagent communication in stochastic envi-
ronments.

Meanwhile, differential privacy has been studied in
the context of planning and reinforcement learning
for MDPs [Garcelon et al., 2020; Qiao and Wang, 2022;
Gohari et al., 2021]. However, these works study single-
agent problems and they are mainly concerned with
privatizing value functions, reward values, or transition
probabilities. Our work instead considers the multiagent
setting and we define differential privacy over symbolic state
trajectories. In particular, we extend the differential privacy
mechanism presented in [Chen et al., 2022] to multiagent
planning problems, and we study the impact of privacy on
the team’s performance.

Decentralized policy execution has gained attention
for planning and reinforcement learning in multia-
gent MDPs [Becker et al., 2003; Rashid et al., 2018;
Son et al., 2019; Oliehoek and Amato, 2016;
Karabag et al., 2022]. As a byproduct of decentralized
policy execution, these algorithms may achieve privacy in
the sense that agents do not communicate locally available
information. However, these works do not explicitly consider
privacy or give privacy guarantees. We instead allow for
communication and use total correlation as a soft decentral-
ization metric, which enables the synthesis of policies that
are performant under private communications.

2 Preliminaries

The entropy of a discrete random variable Y with a support
Y is H(Y ) = −

∑

y∈Y Pr(Y = y) log(Pr(Y = y)).

2.1 Cooperative Markov Games

Given a finite collection of N agents indexed by i ∈
{1, 2, . . . , N}, we model the dynamics of agent i with an
MDP Mi. An MDP is a tuple Mi = (Si, siI ,A

i, T i),
where Si is agent i’s finite set of local states, siI ∈ Si is

an initial state, Ai is agent i’s finite set of local actions, and
T i : Si × Ai → ∆(Si) is a transition probability function,
where ∆(Si) denotes the set of probability distributions over
the state space Si. For brevity, we use T i(si, ai, yi) to denote
the probability of yi given by the distribution T i(si, ai). A
state sij ∈ Si is called a feasible state of another state sik ∈ Si

if there exists an action ai ∈ Ai such that T i(sik, a
i, sij) > 0.

Given such a collection of agents, we formulate the team’s
decision problem as a cooperative Markov game M. A co-
operative Markov game involving N agents, each of which
is modeled by an MDP Mi = (Si, siI ,A

i, T i), is given by

the tuple M = (S, sI ,A,T ). Here, S = S1 × · · · × SN

is the joint state space, sI = (s1I , . . . , s
N
I ) is the joint ini-

tial state, A = A1 × · · · × AN is the joint action space,
and T is the joint transition probability function. For brevity,
we use T (s,a,y) to denote the probability of y given the
distribution T (s,a). Let s ∈ S and a ∈ A denote a joint
state and action, respectively. T is defined as T (s,a,y) =
∏N

i=1 T
i(si, ai, yi) for all s = (s1, . . . , sN ) ∈ S, y =

(y1, . . . , yN) ∈ S and a = (a1, . . . , aN ) ∈ A.
For notational convenience, we use s−i ∈ S1 × . . . ×

Si−1×Si+1× . . .×SN to denote the states of agent i ’s team-

mates, excluding agent i itself. By S
−i = S1 × . . .×Si−1×

Si+1 × . . .SN , we denote the values s−i can take. Similarly

a−i and A
−i denote the actions of agent i ’s teammates and

the set of all possible actions of teammates, respectively.

A (stationary) local policy πi : S → ∆(Ai) of Agent
i is a mapping from a particular joint state to a probability
distribution over actions of Agent i. Given the team is in
joint state s, πi(s, ai) denotes the probability that action ai

is selected by πi for agent i . We define a (stationary) joint
policy π to be a collection of local policies, {πi}Ni=1.

In a truthful communication setting, at each timestep each
agent i observes its local state sit, and communicates this in-
formation with all of its teammates. Each agent then uses the
information communicated by its teammates to construct the
team’s joint state s ∈ S, and subsequently, it uses its local
policy πi(s) to sample an action ai ∈ Ai to execute.

In this work we consider team reach-avoid problems. That
is, the team’s objective is to collectively reach a target set
ST ⊆ S of states, while avoiding a set SA ⊆ S of states.
The centralized planning problem then is to solve for a col-
lection of local policies {πi}Ni=1 maximizing the probability
of reaching ST from the team’s initial joint state sI , while
avoiding SA. We call this probability value the success prob-
ability. More formally, we say that a state-action trajectory
ξ = s0a0s1a1 . . . successfully reaches the target set ST if
there exists some time M such that sM ∈ ST and for all



t < M , st 6∈ SA. While we focus on reach-avoid prob-
lems, our framework can be applied to settings with generic
rewards.

We use xs,a to denote the occupancy measure of the state-
action pair (s,a), i.e., the expected number of times that ac-
tion a is taken at state s. Similarly, xsi,ai denotes the the oc-

cupancy measure of the state-action pair
(

si, ai
)

for agent i
where xsi,ai =

∑

s−i∈S−i

∑

a−i∈A−i x(si,s−i),(ai,a−i). Let
SD be the states from which the probability of reaching ST

is 0 under any collection of local policies. The following as-
sumption ensures that every trajectory satisfies or violates the
reachability specification in finite time.

Assumption 1. The total occupancy measure is finite at
states S \ (ST ∪ SD), i.e.,

∑

s∈S\(ST ∪SD),a∈A
xs,a < ∞.

A state-action trajectory ξi of the MDP Mi is a se-
quence ξi = si0a

i
0s

i
1a

i
1 . . . such that for all t = 0, 1, . . . ,

T (sit, a
i
t, s

i
t+1) > 0. We use ξ = s0a0s1 . . . to denote

the joint state-action trajectory of all agents and ξ−i =
s−i
0 a−i

0 s−i
1 a−i

1 . . . to denote joint state-action trajectory with
agent i excluded. Note that ξ and ξ−i are both strings of
vectors. We define the effective length of strings len(ξ =
s0a0 . . .) = min{t+ 1|st ∈ ST ∪ SD}. Let agent i’s state
trajectory up to time t be hi

t = si0s
i
1 . . . s

i
t. We are concerned

with the privacy of hi
t so that agents can execute their policy

without revealing sensitive information.

2.2 Differential Privacy

Differential privacy is enforced by a mechanism, which is
a randomized map. We enforce differential privacy on a
per-agent basis, an approach sometimes called “local dif-
ferential privacy”. For nearby local state trajectories, a
mechanism must produce private trajectories that are ap-
proximately indistinguishable. The definition of “nearby”
is given by an adjacency relation using the Hamming dis-
tance [Schulz and Mihov, 2003] denoted by d(w, v), which is
a metric that measures the minimum number of substitutions
that can be applied to a trajectory v to convert it to w.

Definition 1 (Adjacency). Fix a length T ∈ N
+ and an ad-

jacency parameter k ∈ N
+. For an MDP with state space

Si, the adjacency relation on (Si)T is AdjT,k = {(v, w) ∈

(Si)T × (Si)T | d(v, w) ≤ k}.

This adjacency relation specifies which trajectories are
“nearby” and thus specifies pairs of trajectories that differ-
ential privacy must make approximately indistinguishable.
Two T−length local trajectories in (Si)T are adjacent if the
Hamming distance between them is less than or equal to k.
We next introduce the definition of word differential privacy,
which guarantees that given a private trajectory, recipients are
unlikely to distinguish between the underlying sensitive tra-
jectory and other adjacent trajectories with high confidence.

Definition 2 (Word Differential Privacy [Chen et al., 2022]).
Fix a probability space (Ω,F ,P), an adjacency parame-
ter k ∈ N

+, a length T ∈ N
+ and a privacy parameter

ǫ > 0. For an MDP with state space Si, a mechanism
M : (Si)T × Ω → ∆((Si)T ) is ǫ-word differentially private
if, for all trajectories (v, w) ∈ AdjT,k and all L ⊆ (Si)T , it

satisfies P[M(v) ∈ L] ≤ eǫP[M(w) ∈ L].

The privacy parameter ǫ controls the strength of privacy
and a smaller ǫ implies stronger privacy. In the literature, ǫ
typically ranges from 0.01 to 10 [Hsu et al., 2014].

3 Problem Formulation and Assumptions

In this section, we state and analyze the problem of priva-
tizing inter-agent communications in a cooperative Markov
game. We begin with the problem statements. Consider N
agents playing a cooperative Markov game with a reach-avoid
objective as introduced in §2.1.

Problem 1. Design an online privacy mechanism that pro-
vides ǫ-word differential privacy (Definition 2) for the state
trajectory hi

t = si1s
i
2 . . . s

i
t of agent i in real time, i.e., with-

out knowledge of sit+1, s
i
t+2, . . . at time t. The mechanism

should ensure that the private trajectory is still feasible with
respect to the dynamics of the underlying MDP Mi.

Problem 2. Define an algorithm for the decentralized execu-
tion of local policies {πi}Ni=1 under private communications.

Problem 3. Given a collection of local policies {πi}Ni=1, pro-
vide a bound on the probability of success under private com-
munications vpr. Use this bound to analyze the tradeoffs be-
tween privacy and performance in the multiagent system.

Problem 4. Synthesize policies for the multiagent system that
achieve high performance under strong levels of privacy, by
taking into account the tradeoffs analyzed in Problem 3.

Privacy Assumptions: We formalize what information
agents provide to the central planner and what information
they hide. We then illustrate this setting with an example.

We assume that each agent trusts a central planner to de-
sign local policies. Each agent allows the planner to access its
individual MDP denoted as Mi for each i ∈ [N ]. The plan-
ner also has knowledge of the game’s objective, which can
be specified as reach and avoid sets ST and SA or a reward
function. The central planner provides each agent with a lo-
cal policy πi, where “local” refers to a mapping from the joint
state space S to the local action space Ai. These local poli-
cies are assumed to be stationary and the action distribution
of an agent is independent of the actions of the other agents
given the joint state. This means that the central planner will
not synthesize policies that compromise privacy in the sense
that agent i does not gain knowledge of any other agent’s ac-
tions by sampling its own local policy πi. In addition, we
assume that the initial joint state, sI , is public information.

We also assume that the agents do not fully trust each other.
Knowing another agent’s transition probabilities T i, actions
ai, or rewards can harm that agent’s privacy. However, each
agent only needs the state information of the other agents to
execute its local policy. Therefore, we assume that the agents
do not have access to each other’s transition probabilities or
actions. The agents also do not observe whether the reach-
avoid specification is satisfied or violated. Each agent only
receives the private state information from the rest of the net-
work and a policy from the central planner. This prevents
agents from being able to control the other agents’ sensitive
state trajectories. We also note that agents can know the state
space and feasible state transitions of other agents, i.e., the



support of T i(si, ai), without compromising privacy. For ex-
ample, two rideshare drivers know the possible locations of
each other and how one another can transition through those
locations, but this knowledge does not prevent the drivers
from protecting their location information from each other.

Lastly, the methods presented in this paper can be applied
when each agent has a different privacy level, i.e., different
values of ǫ. However, for convenience we assume that each
agent has the same privacy parameter ǫ.

Example 1. In this example, the sensitive information is the
location of two rideshare drivers, Alice and Bob. A central
planner generates local policies for Alice and Bob to optimize
its own objective. To protect their privacy, Alice and Bob use
differential privacy to communicate their locations to each
other. For example, they can randomize their location data
before sharing it so that their true locations are not revealed.
Alice and Bob do not need to know each other’s preferences
or constraints, only the private state information that they
communicate.

With this private information, Alice and Bob can then ex-
ecute the local policies synthesized by the central planner.
However, because they are sharing perturbed location data,
the local policies may not be executed as efficiently as they
could be if they had access to each other’s true locations.

To mitigate this loss in performance, the central planner
can use the methods developed in our paper to synthesize a
collection of local policies that takes into account the effects
of privacy on performance. This will allow them to balance
the need for privacy with the need for efficient policy execu-
tion, and ensure that the passengers are picked up as quickly
as possible while preserving the drivers’ privacy.

4 Implementing Local Policies with Private

Communications

In this section, we solve Problems 1 and 2. Specifically,
in §4.1, we modify the online mechanism for Markov chains
from [Chen et al., 2022] to privatize state trajectories of an
MDP. Then, in §4.2 we detail how each agent can use other
agents’ private state information to execute its local policy.

4.1 Implementing Differential Privacy

We enforce privacy on a per-agent basis. That is, we de-
velop a mechanism for agent i to share its local state tra-
jectory hi

t = si1s
i
2 . . . s

i
t ∈ (Si)t in real time while satisfy-

ing ǫ-word differential privacy from Definition 3. Here, “real
time” means that the private string will be generated symbol
by symbol. To achieve this, agent i will only share a private

state trajectory h̃i
t = s̃i1s̃

i
2 . . . s̃

i
t ∈ (Si)t. To generate h̃i

t in
real time, agent i uses an online mechanism Mhi

t
to generate

an individual private state s̃it at each time step t.
Each agent needs to communicate its private state with ev-

ery other agent at every time step t to allow agents to execute
their policies. However, the differential privacy guarantee of
Definition 2 holds over the entire T−length state trajectory.
This means that even though agents are communicating at
each time step, we provide privacy to their entire T−length
trajectories. We now define the online privacy mechanism
that ensures the differential privacy over state trajectories.

Definition 3 (Online Mechanism [Chen et al., 2022]). Fix
a probability space (Ω,F ,P) and an MDP Mi =
(Si, siI ,A

i, T i). Given a state trajectory hi
t = si1s

i
2 . . . s

i
t ∈

(Si)t, with an initial state siI , define the online mechanism

Mhi

t
that generates a private trajectory h̃i

t = s̃i1s̃
i
2 . . . s̃

i
t ∈

(Si)t such that s̃it is sampled from the distribution P[s̃it] =
µi
ǫ(s̃

i
t|s

i
t, s̃

i
t−1) where µi

ǫ is computed by Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Online Mechanism Construction

Input: Probability of true transition τǫ
Output: µi

ǫ
for (sit, s̃

i
t−1, s̃

i
t) ∈ Si × Si × Si do

if sit = s̃it and β(s̃it, s̃
i
t−1) = 1 then

µi
ǫ(s̃

i
t | s

i
t, s̃

i
t−1) = τǫ(s̃

i
t−1).

else if sit 6= s̃it and β(s̃it, s̃
i
t−1) = 1 then

µi
ǫ(s̃

i
t | s

i
t, s̃

i
t−1) =

1−τǫ(s̃
i

t−1
)β(si

t
,s̃i

t−1
)

ρ(s̃i
t−1

)−β(si
t
,s̃i

t−1
)
.

else

µi
ǫ(s̃

i
t | s

i
t, s̃

i
t−1) = 0.

In Algorithm 1, the feasibility indicator function β is de-
fined for all si, yi ∈ Si as

β(si, yi) =

{

1, if ∃ai ∈ Ai s.t. T i(yi, ai, si) > 0,

0, otherwise,

and the out-degree ρ is defined for each state si ∈ S as
ρ(si) = |{yi ∈ Si | ∃ai ∈ Ai s.t. T i(si, ai, yi) > 0}|.

Definition 3 and Algorithm 1 define a privacy mechanism
in the form of a conditional probability distribution µi

ǫ. To
implement the mechanism agent i samples a private output s̃it
from the probability distribution µi

ǫ(·| s
i
t, s̃

i
t−1) at each time

step t. The mechanism is constructed such that the probability
µi
ǫ(s̃

i
t | sit, s̃

i
t−1) is positive if s̃it is feasible from the most

recent private state s̃it−1, and 0 otherwise. This prevents the
mechanism from outputting private trajectories that are not
feasible with respect to the dynamics of Mi.

When the true, sensitive state sit is feasible from the previ-
ous private output s̃it−1, the mechanism outputs sit with prob-

ability τǫ(s̃
i
t−1) and outputs any other feasible state with a

uniform probability whose sum is equal to 1 − τǫ(s̃
i
t−1). We

refer to the event of outputting the sensitive state sit at time t
as a “true transition” and τǫ(s̃

i
t−1) as the “probability of true

transition”. In §5, we establish a requirement for this mecha-
nism to achieve ǫ-word differential privacy.

4.2 Private Policy Execution

In this section, we solve Problem 2 and define an algorithm
for the decentralized execution of local policies {πi}Ni=1 un-
der private communications (Algorithm 2).

Since the agents are communicating potentially false in-
formation, no agent truly knows the true joint state of the net-
work. Thus, the network of agents cannot execute the local
policies exactly when communications are private. To over-
come this, each agent maintains an estimate of the joint state
and makes its own action decisions based on this estimate. In



Algorithm 2: Policy Execution with Private Commu-
nications

Input for every agent i: Local policy πi

Set s̃i0 = siI for all i ∈ [N ].
for t = 0, 1, . . . do

Every agent i does in parallel

Set ŝt,i = (s̃1t , . . . , s̃
i−1
t , sit, s̃

i+1
t , . . . , s̃Nt ).

Sample an action ait ∼ πi(ŝt,i).
Execute ait and transition to sit+1 ∼ T i(sit, a

i
t).

Share s̃it+1 ∼ µi
ǫ(·|s

i
t+1, s̃

i
t) with other agents.

this work, we assume that each agent takes the private infor-
mation as the truth, i.e., each agent estimates the joint state as
the private information it receives. In detail, agent i knows its

own local state sit and the private state s̃jt of every other agent
j at time t. Agent i’s estimate of the joint state is denoted

by ŝt,i = (s̃1t , . . . , s̃
i−1
t , sit, s̃

i+1
t , . . . , s̃Nt ). Since agent i does

not know the true joint state (s1t , . . . , s
N
t ), agent i samples an

action ait for itself from πi using its state estimate ŝt,i. We
note that the agents do not communicate during the action se-
lection phase since the local policies are independent given
the joint state. After choosing an action ait, agent i executes
this action and transitions to a next state sit+1. In the next

time step t + 1, agent i samples a private state s̃it using µi
ǫ

and shares this private state with the other agents. Then, the
agents again sample and execute their local actions.

5 Privacy and Performance Tradeoffs

We address Problem 3 in this section and analyze the tradeoff
between performance and privacy when executing a collec-
tion of local policies with private communications.

We provide the following lemma from [Chen et al., 2022]

which establishes ǫ-word differential privacy of the agents’
state trajectories generated by the Online mechanism.

Lemma 1 ([Chen et al., 2022]). Fix a length T ∈ N
+, an ad-

jacency parameter k ∈ N
+, and a privacy parameter ǫ ≥ 0.

The online mechanism appearing in Definition 3 is ǫ-word
differentially private (Definition 2) with respect to the Adja-
cency relation AdjT,k in Definition 1 if τǫ(s̃

i
t−1) satisfies

τǫ(s̃
i
t−1) = 1/((ρ(s̃it−1)− 1)e−

ǫ/k+1).

Having established the differential privacy guarantees of
Algorithm 2, we now focus on performance guarantees. In
order to succeed under private communications, the agents’
local policies should be as indifferent as possible to the other
agents’ states. In other words, agents’ behaviors should be
made nearly independent from each other.

The collection of local policies induce a joint policy π =
{πi}Ni=1. To measure the dependencies between the agents,
we use a quantity called the “total correlation” of the joint
policy [Karabag et al., 2022]. Let St be a random variable
denoting the joint state of the agents at time t under the joint
policy π with no privatization, At be a random variable de-
noting the joint action of the agents at time t, Si

t be a random
variable denoting the state of Agent i at time t, and let Ai

t be

a random variable denoting the action of Agent i at time t.
The total correlation Cπ of a joint policy π = {πi}Ni=1 is

Cπ = ΣN
i=1H(Si

0A
i
0 . . . S

i
η)−H(S0A0 . . .Sη) (1)

where η denotes the random hitting time to ST ∪ SD, i.e.,
the effective end of the trajectory in terms of the reach-avoid
specification [Karabag et al., 2022].

We have the following result that relates the success prob-
ability under private communications to the success proba-
bility under truthful communications (i.e., no privacy). The
proof of the theorem is included in the supplementary mate-
rial.

Theorem 1. Fix a privacy parameter ǫ > 0 and adjacency
parameter k. Given N agents implementing a collection of
local policies π = {πi}Ni=1 with private communications ac-
cording to Algorithm 2, let vpr be the success probability un-
der private communications and let vtr be the success prob-
ability under truthful communications, i.e., no privacy. Then,

vpr ≥ vtr −

√

1− e−Cπ

(

(ρm − 1)e−ǫ/k + 1
)Nltr

, (2)

where Cπ is defined in (1), ρm = maxi∈[N ],si∈Si ρ(si) is the

max out-degree, ltr = Eξ∼Γtr [len(ξ)] is the expected joint
trajectory length when π is executed with no privacy, and Γtr

is the probability distribution over joint trajectories induced
by the joint policy executed with no privacy.

The term
(

(ρm − 1)e−ǫ/k + 1
)Nltr

in Theorem 1 repre-
sents the probability of events where the private state trajecto-
ries are the same as the true state trajectories. The term e−Cπ

in Theorem 1 is a proxy to account for the events where the
private state trajectories are different from the true state tra-
jectories. In these events, the agents can still succeed if the
local policies are independent of the other agents’ states. A
lower total correlation implies lower dependencies between
the agents, and that the agents are more likely to succeed. We
note that the equality holds in (2) when agents communicate
truthfully, i.e., ǫ = ∞, and each agent acts totally indepen-
dently from other agents, i.e., Cπ = 0.

6 Policy Synthesis

In preceding sections, we discussed the execution of a fixed
collection of local policies and analyzed the performance of
these policies under private communications. We now present
the synthesis of a collection of local policies π = {πi}Ni=1
that remains performant under private communications.

We aim to maximize the reach-avoid probability under pri-
vate communications by minimizing the lower bound on vpr

given in Theorem 1. Since the bound is complex in nature and
it is a monotone function of its variables, we instead solve the
following optimization problem:

supπv
tr − δltr − βCπ (3)

where δ > 0 and β > 0 are constants.
Using the stationarity of π, the optimization problem given

in (3) can be represented with occupancy measure variables
xs,a of the joint state-action space [Karabag et al., 2022].
We refer interested readers to [Karabag et al., 2022] for the



details of this optimization problem. The objective function
of (3) contains convex and concave functions of the occu-
pancy measure variables that can be solved using the concave-
convex procedure [Lanckriet and Sriperumbudur, 2009;
Yuille and Rangarajan, 2001] for a local optimum.

After solving for the optimal x∗
s,a of the occupancy mea-

sure variables, we compute the local policies. Recall that we
assumed in §3, the agents are given local policies πi that have
independent action distributions given the joint state. In order
to compute local policies πi(s, ai), we marginalize the joint
occupancy measure. Formally, we have

πi(s, ai) =
(

Σa−1∈A−1 x∗
s,(ai,a−i)

)

/
(

Σa∈A x∗
s,a

)

.

We note that we can alternatively enforce the independence
of local policies (given the joint state) during synthesis pro-
cedure instead of postprocessing joint occupancy variables.
The details of this procedure are given in the supplementary
material.

7 Numerical Experiments

Numerical experiments demonstrate the robustness to pri-
vate communication enjoyed by the policies synthesized us-
ing the procedure described in §6. In each experiment, we
solve (3) to synthesize minimum-dependency local policies
{πi

MD}Ni=1 for the agents in the team. We use πMD to denote
the joint policy that results from the concurrent execution of
these local policies, described in §4.2.

We compare the performance of πMD to that of a collec-
tion of baseline local policies {πi

base}
N
i=1, which are synthe-

sized by optimizing the team’s performance without taking
the total correlation value into account. That is, by solving
(3) with δ and β set to zero. We use πbase to refer to the joint
policy resulting from the concurrent execution of {πi

base}
N
i=1.

Code to reproduce all experiments and analysis is available
at https://github.com/cyrusneary/differential privacy in mas.

7.1 Two-Agent Navigation Example

We begin by considering the multiagent navigation example
introduced in [Karabag et al., 2022]. Two agents operate in a
common environment, and each must navigate to a target lo-
cation while avoiding collisions with its teammate. To reach
their target locations, the agents must navigate past each other
by passing through one of two narrow corridors. The act of
jointly navigating the corridors without colliding necessitates
coordination between the agents.

The environment is implemented as a grid of cells, each of
which corresponds to an individual local state. At any given
timestep, each agent takes one of five separate actions: move
left, move right, move up, move down, or remain in place.
Each agent slips with probability 0.05 every time it takes an
action, resulting in the agent moving to one of its neighboring
states instead of its intended target state.

While synthesizing πMD, we set the values of the coef-
ficients δ and β in (3) to 0.01 and 0.4 respectively. These
values were selected to strike a balance between the optimiza-
tion objective’s three competing terms. We fix an adjacency
parameter of k = 3 while constructing the differential privacy
mechanisms used in all experiments.
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Figure 1: Probability of task success as a function of the number of
iterations of the policy synthesis procedure for the two-agent navi-
gation experiment. In contrast to the baseline policy, πMD achieves
a high probability of success, even under private communications.
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Figure 2: Probability of team success under private communications
as a function of the total correlation of the synthesized policies.
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Figure 3: Probability of team success under a variety of levels of
privacy. Smaller values of the privacy parameter ǫ correspond to a
stronger level of privacy.

Minimum-dependency policies are 80% more performant
than the baseline under private communications. Figure
1 illustrates the probability of success of πMD throughout
policy synthesis. We plot the success probability resulting
from both private (ǫ = 1.0) and non-private (the agents do
not apply the privacy mechanism to their state trajectories)
implementations of communication. For comparison, we also
plot the results of πbase. We estimate the plotted probability
values by simulating 1, 000 rollouts of the policies at each it-
eration, and computing the empirical rate at which the team
reaches its target set. While the baseline policy achieves a
success probability of 0.99 under non-private communica-
tion, its success probability drops to 0.13 when communi-
cations are private. By contrast, even under private commu-
nication, πMD enjoys a probability of success of 0.92.

Lower total correlation values result in higher success
probabilities under private communications. Figure 2 il-
lustrates the team’s success probability and the total correla-
tion of each of the joint policies obtained throughout policy

https://github.com/cyrusneary/differential_privacy_in_mas
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Figure 4: Local transition dynamics of the SysAdmin example. A
label (a, p) refers to a transition happening w.p. p under action a.

synthesis. We observe that as the total correlation of πMD

decreases during policy synthesis, the policy’s performance
under private communications significantly increases. This
result provides a strong empirical justification for the use of
total correlation as a regularizer during policy synthesis.

The performance of πMD is robust to level of privacy en-
forced by the differential privacy mechanism. Recall that
the parameter ǫ controls the strength of privacy enforced by
the differential privacy mechanism. Lower values of ǫ corre-
spond to stronger levels of privacy—the mechanism is more
likely to perturb the state trajectories of the agents. In Figure
3 we observe that the performanceπMD remains consistently
high, regardless of the value of ǫ. By contrast, the perfor-
mance of πbase is highly sensitive to ǫ; it decreases signifi-
cantly for moderate to strong levels of privacy.

7.2 Four-Agent SysAdmin Example

We now consider a variant of the multiagent sys-
tem administration example from [Guestrin et al., 2003;
Choudhury et al., 2021]. A collection of servers must coor-
dinate to provide a consistent level of service, while simul-
taneously performing necessary maintenance. Each server is
modeled as an individual agent with four local states: nomi-
nal si = 1, in need of repairs si = 2, in repair si = 0, and
offline si = 3. At any timestep, each agent may choose to
continue operation, or to initiate a repair. We assume the lo-
cal transition dynamics of the agents, illustrated in Figure 4,
to be independent.

The team’s task is to reach a target joint state in which all of
the servers are operating nominally. However, we impose the
additional constraints that, at any given time during operation,
the team is allowed at most two offline servers and at most
two servers in the repair state. If either of these constraints
are violated, the team fails the task.

In this example, we set pr = 0.9, ponb = 0.1, and poff =
0.1, we set the values of the policy synthesis coefficients δ
and β to 0.001 and 0.1 respectively, and we use an adjacency
parameter of k = 1 in the differential privacy mechanism.

πMD consistently outperforms πbase under a variety of
initial system configurations and privacy levels. Figure 5
compares the probability of success achieved by the proposed
minimum-dependency policy πMD, to that achieved by the
baseline πbase. We test the team’s performance under a num-
ber of different levels of privacy, and from a variety of initial
system configurations. We observe that both πMD and πbase

achieve near-perfect performance under truthful communica-
tion (solid bars). However, when communication is private,
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Figure 5: Probability of success in the SysAdmin example under a
variety of initial system configurations and privacy levels.

πMD consistently outperforms πbase. In the considered ini-
tial configurations, even under the strongest level of privacy,
πMD achieves a probability of success of above 87 percent.

7.3 Additional Discussion

In addition to the differences between the values of the team’s
probability of success underπMD andπbase, we also observe
a significant change in the expected length of the trajectories
that result from these policies. For example, under truthful
communication in the SysAdmin experiments, the expected
length of the trajectories induced by πbase range from 30 to
40 timesteps, depending on the initial configuration of the
system. For πMD these values range from 3 to 6 timesteps.

This observation gives insight into differences in the qual-
itative behaviors of the policies. πbase induces conservative
behavior that maximizes the team’s probability of success by
requiring the agents to wait for specific joint states before
taking certain actions; the actions of each agent are highly
dependent on the exact states of its teammates. On the other
hand, πMD achieves nearly the same probability of success
as πbase, but the agents act quickly and accept a small level
of risk in order to reduce the dependencies of their actions on
the states of their teammates.

The inclusion of the total correlation as a regularization
term prevents the policy synthesis procedure from making the
agents highly interdependent in order to achieve a marginally
higher probability of success. This tradeoff becomes highly
relevant when the inter-agent communications are imperfect,
which is necessary in privatized multiagent systems.

Finally, we remark that in some settings there may not exist
a collection of highly independent policies that achieve a high
performance. In such cases, we may not observe a large of a
gap in performance between πMD and πbase under private
communication. However, even in these settings, the value of
the total correlation may act as an indicator that it is infeasible
to achieve strong performance and privacy simultaneously.

8 Conclusions

This paper presents a framework to privatize inter-agent com-
munications in cooperative multiagent decision-making prob-
lems. Specifically, we adopt a differential privacy mechanism
to protect the symbolic state trajectories of agents. We pro-
vide theoretical results to analyze the tradeoff between the



strength of privacy and the team’s performance. We synthe-
size robust policies for agents by reducing the total corre-
lation among them. Numerical results demonstrate that the
minimum-dependency policies achieve high performance un-
der strong levels of privacy, whereas the team performance of
baseline policies that ignore total correlation decreases dra-
matically under private communications.
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Differential Privacy in Cooperative Multiagent Planning: Supplementary Material

A Proofs for Theoretical Results

The Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence [Cover and Thomas, 1991] between discrete probability distributions Q1 and Q2 with
supports Q1 and Q2, respectively, is

KL
(

Q1‖Q2
)

=
∑

q∈Q1

Q1(q) log

(

Q1(q)

Q2(q)

)

.

Notations We first define some notations that will be used for the proofs. Let St be a random variable denoting the joint state
of the agents at time t under the joint policy with no privatization, At be a random variable denoting the joint action of the
agents at time t, Si

t be a random variable denoting the state of agent i at time t, Ai
t be a random variable denoting the action of

Agent i at time t. S−i
t be a random variable denoting the state of agent i’s teammate exclude agent i itself at time t, and A−i

t
be a random variable denoting the action of agent i’s teammate exclude agent i itself at time t. The total correlation Cπ of a
joint policy π is

Cπ =

N
∑

i=1

H(Si
0A

i
0 . . . S

i
η)−H(S0A0 . . .Sη)

where η denotes the random hitting time to ST ∪ SD , i.e., the effective end of the trajectory in terms of the reach-avoid
specification [Karabag et al., 2022].

Let W denote all trajectory fragments that end at a state in ST ∪SD , i.e., W = {w = s0a0 . . .sT |sT ∈ ST ∪SD and ∀t <
T, st 6∈ ST ∪ SD}, and W ′ denote all trajectories that never reach ST ∪ SD , i.e., W ′ = {w = w = s0a0 . . . |∀t ≥ 0, st 6∈
ST ∪ SD}. Note that every trajectory either starts with a trajectory fragment from W or is in W ′. Also, let R ⊆ W ∪ W ′

denote all trajectory fragments that end at a state in ST , i.e., R = {w = s0a0 . . . sT |sT ∈ ST and ∀t < T, st 6∈ ST ∪ SA}.
Let Γtr be the distribution of joint trajectories induced by the joint policy executed with truthful communications (i.e., no

privacy). Also, let Γpr be the distribution of joint trajectories with privacy enforced. Let vtr be the probability of success under
truthful communications and vpr be the probability of success under private communications.

We use µtr to denote the probability measure over the actual (finite or infinite) state-action process under the joint policy
with truthful communications. µpr denotes the probability measure over the actual (finite or infinite) state-action process under
joint policy with private communications. With abuse of notation, we also use µǫ to denote the conditional probability measure
over private state trajectories given the actual state trajectory.

Let w = s0a0s1a1 . . . sT ∈ (S ×A)T be a joint trajectory fragment and w̃ = s̃0s̃1 . . . s̃T ∈ S
T be a private joint state

trajectory fragment. We use ŝ
j
t = {s̃0t , . . . , s̃

j−1
t , sjt , s̃

j+1
t , . . . , s̃Nt } to denote agent j’s copy of private joint state.

The Kleene star applied to a set V of symbols is the set V ∗ = ∪i≥0V
i of all finite-length words where V 0 = {Λ} and Λ is

the empty string. The set of all infinite-length words is denoted by V ω.
We introduce the following lemma, to be used in the proof of other theoretical results.

Lemma 2.

Ew∼µtr [logµǫ(w̃ = w|w)] ≥ −N log
(

(ρmax − 1) exp(−
ǫ

k
) + 1

)

ltr

where ρ(sit−1) is the out degree of sit−1 and ρmax = maxs∈∪N

i=1
Si ρ(s).

Proof of Lemma 2. Due to the Markovianity of the online privacy mechanism (Algorithm 1) and independence between the
agents, we have

µǫ(w̃ = w|w = s0 . . . sT ) =

T−1
∏

t=0

N
∏

i=1

µǫ(s̃
i
t = sit|s

i
t, s̃

i
t−1)

We note that if w̃ = w, then for all t ≥ 0 and j ∈ [N ], we have ŝ
j
t = st, i.e., the copy of the private state for every agent

always matches the actual joint state. Hence,

µǫ(w̃ = w|w = s0 . . . sT ) =

T−1
∏

t=0

N
∏

i=1

µǫ(s̃
i
t = sit|s

i
t, s̃

i
t−1 = sit−1)

From [Chen et al., 2022, Theorem 7], we have

µǫ(s̃
i
t = sit|s

i
t, s̃

i
t−1 = sit−1) =

1
(

ρ(sit−1)− 1
)

exp(− ǫ
k ) + 1

,



where ρ(sit−1) is the out degree of sit−1. Let ρmax = maxs∈∪N

i=1
Si ρ(s) which gives

µǫ(s̃
i
t = sit|s

i
t, s̃

i
t−1 = sit−1) ≥

1

(ρmax − 1) exp(− ǫ
k ) + 1

.

Using this, we get

logµǫ(w̃ = w|w = s0 . . . sT ) = log

(

T−1
∏

t=0

N
∏

i=1

µǫ(s
i
t|s

i
t, s̃

i
t−1 = sit−1)

)

=

T−1
∑

t=0

N
∑

i=1

logµǫ(s
i
t|s

i
t, s̃

i
t−1 = sit−1)

≥

T−1
∑

t=0

N
∑

i=1

log
1

(ρmax − 1) exp(− ǫ
k ) + 1

=
T−1
∑

t=0

−N log
(

(ρmax − 1) exp(−
ǫ

k
) + 1

)

.

Consequently,

Ew∼µtr [logµǫ(w̃ = w|w)] =
∑

w∈W

µtr(w) log

(

T−1
∏

t=0

N
∏

i=1

µǫ(s
i
t|s

i
t, s

i
t−1)

)

≥
∑

w∈W

−µtr(w)

T−1
∑

t=0

N log
(

(ρmax − 1) exp(−
ǫ

k
) + 1

)

= E

[

τ−1
∑

t=0

−N log
(

(ρmax − 1) exp(−
ǫ

k
) + 1

)

|µtr

]

= −N log
(

(ρmax − 1) exp(−
ǫ

k
) + 1

)

E

[

τ−1
∑

t=0

1|µtr

]

= −N log
(

(ρmax − 1) exp(−
ǫ

k
) + 1

)

ltr.

Proof of Theorem 1. Due to the causality property of the only mechanism (Algorithm 1) and the joint policy execution (Algo-
rithm 2), we have

µpr(w) =
∑

w̃∈ST

µpr(w, w̃)

=
∑

w̃∈ST

T−1
∏

t=0

Pr(atst+1, s̃t|at−1st . . .a0s1, s̃t−1 . . . s̃0),



where,

Pr(atst+1, s̃t|at−1st . . .a0s1, s̃t−1 . . . s̃0) = Pr(atst+1, s̃t|st, s̃t−1) (4)

=
N
∏

i=1

Pr(aits
i
t+1, s̃t|st, s̃t−1) (5)

=

N
∏

i=1

Pr(aits
i
t+1|st, s̃t, s̃t−1) Pr(s̃t|st, s̃t−1)

=

N
∏

i=1

Pr(aits
i
t+1|st, s̃t, s̃t−1)

(

N
∏

k=1

µǫ(s̃
k
t |s

k
t , s̃

k
t−1)

)

(6)

=

N
∏

i=1

Pr(aits
i
t+1|ŝ

i
t)

(

N
∏

k=1

µǫ(s̃
k
t |s

k
t , s̃

k
t−1)

)

(7)

=

N
∏

i=1

T (sit, a
i
t, s

i
t+1)π

i(ŝit, a
i
t)

(

N
∏

k=1

µǫ(s̃
k
t |s

k
t , s̃

k
t−1)

)

.

Equation (4) is because of the Markovian property. Equation (5) is because the each agent are choosing its next action and
state independently. Equation (6) is due to each state is generating its private state independently. Equation (7) is because for
each agent i, its true next state s̃it+1 is independent of other states’ true states and the private state itself.

Therefore,

µpr(w) =
∑

w̃∈ST

T−1
∏

t=0

N
∏

i=1

T (sit, a
i
t, s

i
t+1)π

i(ŝit, a
i
t)

(

N
∏

i=1

µǫ(s̃
i
t|s

i
t, s̃

i
t−1)

)

≥
T−1
∏

t=0

N
∏

i=1

T (sit, a
i
t, s

i
t+1)π

i(ŝit, a
i
t)

(

N
∏

i=1

µǫ(s̃
i
t|s

i
t, s̃

i
t−1)

)

, ∀w̃ ∈ S
T , (8)

where Equation (8) is because the probability of all possible private state trajectories has to be greater than any single private
state trajectory. We only consider the case when s̃t = st, which means the private online mechanism will make the correct
decision at every time t. Therefore,

µpr(w) ≥
T−1
∏

t=0

N
∏

i=1

T (sit, a
i
t, s

i
t+1)π

i(st, a
i
t)

(

N
∏

i=1

µǫ(s
i
t|s

i
t, s

i
t−1)

)

= µtr(w)

(

N
∏

i=1

µǫ(s
i
t|s

i
t, s

i
t−1)

)



Now we look at the following KL divergence:

KL(Γtr||Γpr) =
∑

w∈W∪W ′

µtr(w) log

(

µtr(w)

µpr(w)

)

=
∑

w∈W

µtr(w) log

(

µtr(w)

µpr(w)

)

(9)

≤
∑

w∈W

µtr(w) log





µtr(w)

µtr(w)
(

∏∞
t=0

∏N
i=1 µǫ(sit|s

i
t, s

i
t−1)

)





=
∑

w∈W

µtr(w) log(µtr(w)) −
∑

w∈W

µtr(w) log(µtr(w))

−
∑

w∈W

µtr(w) log

(

∞
∏

t=0

N
∏

i=1

µǫ(s
i
t|s

i
t, s

i
t−1)

)

= H(S0A0 . . .Sη)−H(S0A0 . . .Sη)−
∑

w∈W

µtr(w) log

(

T−1
∏

t=0

N
∏

i=1

µǫ(s
i
t|s

i
t, s

i
t−1)

)

≤

N
∑

i=1

H(Si
0A

i
0 . . . S

i
η)−H(S0A0 . . .Sη)−

∑

w∈W

µtr(w) log

(

T−1
∏

t=0

N
∏

i=1

µǫ(s
i
t|s

i
t, s

i
t−1)

)

(10)

= Cπ −
∑

w∈W

µtr(w) log

(

T−1
∏

t=0

N
∏

i=1

µǫ(s
i
t|s

i
t, s

i
t−1)

)

(11)

= Cπ − Ew∼µtr [µǫ(w̃ = w|w)]

where (9) is due to
∑

w∈W ′ µtr(w) = 0, (10) is due to the subadditivity of entropy, and (11) is due to the definition of Cπ .

Using Lemma 2 in (11) gives

KL(Γtr||Γpr) ≤ Cπ +N log
(

(ρmax − 1) exp(−
ǫ

ℓ
) + 1

)

ltr. (12)

Finally, we show that vpr ≥ vtr−1+exp(−Cπ)
(

(ρmax − 1) exp
(

− ǫ
ℓ

)

+ 1
)Nltr

/2. Let R′ ⊆ W ∪W ′ be an arbitrary set.

vtr − vpr =
∑

w∈R

µtr(w)− µpr(w)

≤

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

w∈R

µtr(w) − µpr(w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ sup
R′

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

w∈R′

µtr(w)− µpr(w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
√

1− exp(−KL(Γtr||Γpr)) (13a)

where (13a) is due to Bretagnolle-Huber inequality [Bretagnolle and Huber, 1979]. Rearranging the terms of (13a) and using
(12) yields to the desired result.

We note that apart from Theorem 1, we can derive a tighter lower bound on vpr.

Theorem 2. Given ǫ > 0, for N agents, we have

vpr ≥ vtr − 1 +
(

(ρmax − 1) exp(−
ǫ

k
) + 1

)Nltr

. (14)



Proof of Theorem 2. As shown in the proof of Theorem 1, we have

vpr =
∑

w=s0a0s1a1...sT∈W

µpr(w)1(w ∈ R)

≥
∑

w=s0a0s1a1...sT∈W

µtr(w)1(w ∈ R)

(

T−1
∏

t=0

N
∏

k=1

µǫ(s
k
t |s

k
t , s

k
t−1)

)

= Pr(w ∈ R ∧ w̃ = w|w ∼ µtr, w̃ ∼ µǫ(·|w)).

By the union bound, we have

vpr ≥ Pr(w ∈ R|w ∼ µtr) + Ew∼µtr [µǫ(w̃ = w|w)]− 1

= vtr + Ew∼µtr [µǫ(w̃ = w|w)]− 1

Then with
Ew∼µtr [µǫ(w̃ = w|w)] =

∑

w∈W

µtr(w)µǫ(w̃ = w|w)

and Jensen’s inequality, we have

Ew∼µtr [µǫ(w̃ = w|w)] = exp

(

log
∑

w∈W

µtr(w)µǫ(w̃ = w|w)

)

≥ exp

(

∑

w∈W

µtr(w) log µǫ(w̃ = w|w)

)

= exp (Ew∼µtr [logµǫ(w̃ = w|w)]) .

Using Lemma 2, we get

vpr ≥ vtr − 1 + exp (Ew∼µtr [logµǫ(w̃ = w|w)])

≥ vtr − 1 +
(

(ρmax − 1) exp(−
ǫ

k
) + 1

)Nltr

,

which completes the proof.

Compared to (2), (14) does not take the total correlation Cπ into account and only focuses on the success probability when
the private state trajectories are the same with the original state trajectories. As a result, a joint policy π = {πi}Ni=1 synthesized
by minimizing the lower bound in (14) does not enjoy the robustness brought by minimizing (2). The inclusion of total
correlation in the objective function increases the team performance under private communications since the agents’ policies
are less sensitive to each other’s state trajectories.

B Details on the Independence Assumption for Local Policies

In this work, we assume that the local policies of the agents are independent from each other given the joint state. This
assumption can be enforced during the synthesis procedure with the following constraint,

N
∑

i=1

H(Ai
t|St) = H(Ai

t|St) for all t = 0, 1, . . . , η. (15)

The constraint implies that the action distributions of the agents are independent given the joint state. Due to the stationarity of
the policies, we can rewrite (15) as

N
∑

i=1

∑

ai∈Ai

xs,ai log





∑

bi∈Ai

xs,bi

xs,ai



 =
∑

a∈A

xs,a log





∑

b∈A

xs,b

xs,a





for all s ∈ S. We note that both sides of the equality are concave functions of the occupancy measure variables. Similar to the
objective function of that we consider, we can employ the convex-concave procedure to handle this constraint.
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