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ABSTRACT

Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning (MARL) is commonly de-
ployed in settings where agents are trained via self-play with ho-
mogeneous teammates, often using parameter sharing and a single
policy architecture. This opens the question: to what extent do self-
play PPO agents learn general coordination strategies grounded
in the underlying game, compared to overfitting to their training
partners’ behaviors? This paper investigates the question using
the Heterogeneous Multi-Agent Challenge (HeMAC) environment,
which features distinct Observer and Drone agents with comple-
mentary capabilities. We introduce Rotating Policy Training (RPT),
an approach that rotates heterogeneous teammate policies of dif-
ferent learning algorithms during training, to expose the agent
to a broader range of partner strategies. When playing alongside
a withheld teammate policy (DDQN), we find that RPT achieves
similar performance to a standard self-play baseline, IPPO, where
all agents were trained sharing a single PPO policy. This result
indicates that in this heterogeneous multi-agent setting, the IPPO
baseline generalizes to novel teammate algorithms despite not ex-
periencing teammate diversity during training. This shows that a
simple IPPO baseline may possess the level of generalization to
novel teammates that a diverse training regimen was designed to
achieve.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning (MARL) has achieved strong
results in complex cooperative and competitive environments, such
as Quake III [3], Dota 2 [8], and StarCraft I [15]. A common recipe
in these successes is self-play in largely homogeneous teams, often
using parameter sharing so that all agents execute the same policy
network. This setup stabilizes learning and encourages the discov-
ery of a coherent joint strategy. However, it raises a key question:
do such policies truly capture the underlying game structure, or are
they over-specialized to the exact teammates seen during training?

In realistic multi-agent systems, agents are rarely guaranteed to
coordinate with copies of themselves. Instead, they must cooperate
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with teammates of unknown architecture, training procedure, and
competence level. This heterogeneity is especially pronounced in
domains like human-robot teaming, mixed autonomy, and modular
robot teams, where agents may be added, upgraded, or trained by
different parties over time. An agent that only performs well with
clones of itself is of limited practical use.

To probe this issue, we study a heterogeneous cooperative task
from the Heterogeneous Multi-Agent Challenge (HeMAC) [2]. HeMAC
features two types of agents: Observers (planes) that scout for a tar-
get with a wide field of view, and Drones that physically intercept
the target but have limited vision and a constrained energy budget.
Coordination between these roles is crucial for success, making
HeMAC a natural testbed for studying generalization across het-
erogeneous teammates.

We introduce Rotating Policy Training (RPT), a paradigm in
which each agent role is associated with a small pool of policies
trained with different RL algorithms (e.g., PPO, A2C, DQN). During
training, the policy associated with each agent is repeatedly rotated
on a per-episode basis. The original goal of RPT was to improve
robustness by forcing each policy to coordinate with a diverse set
of teammate behaviors. Surprisingly, our experiments reveal that
RPT performs comparably to a much simpler baseline: all agents
trained via self-play with independent PPO.

This key finding leads to a central claim of the paper: in the
HeMAC environment, IPPO [10] appears to learn the underlying
game dynamics and a general coordination protocol, achieving a
level of robustness and generalization similar to that induced by
the more complex RPT scheme. When paired with unseen Double
Deep Q-Network (DDQN) [14] teammates at test time, the IPPO
baseline matches RPT’s performance.

2 RELATED WORK

Our work lies at the intersection of cooperative MARL, ad-hoc
teamwork, and population-based or league-style training.

2.1 Cooperative MARL and CTDE

Centralized Training with Decentralized Execution (CTDE) is a
dominant paradigm in cooperative MARL [5, 9]. Under CTDE,
training leverages global state information and joint action-value
functions to address credit assignment, while execution relies only
on local observations. CTDE methods often assume homogeneous
agents and can exploit shared structure across agents’ observations
and actions.

In contrast, this work uses fully decentralized training with in-
dependent PPO for simplicity. Each agent uses a independent PPO
policy, which conditions on role-specific observations and rewards.
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This choice intentionally removes centralized training signals, em-
phasizing what can be learned purely from local information and
self-play.

2.2 Ad-hoc Teamwork and Teammate Modeling

Ad-hoc teamwork studies how agents can coordinate with previ-
ously unseen partners [13]. A common approach is explicit team-
mate or opponent modeling, in which an agent maintains and up-
dates a belief over partner types, policies, or goals [1]. These meth-
ods can, in principle, adapt rapidly at test time, but they are often
computationally expensive and can struggle with non-stationary
teammates who are themselves learning.

RPT offers a different angle. Rather than modeling teammates
explicitly at test time, it aims to induce robustness implicitly by
training with a rotating cast of heterogeneous partners. Our re-
sults show that RPT achieves generalization performance similar to
IPPO in HeMAC. This suggests that, at least in this domain, IPPO
may already suffice to produce policies that generalize across new
teammates, matching the robustness of a complex RPT training
scheme without explicit modeling.

2.3 Population and League-Based Training

Population-based and league-based training have powered several
landmark results in games [4, 8, 15]. These approaches maintain a
population of agents with diverse strategies and training objectives,
using them to generate a rich, non-stationary curriculum. Their
primary aim is often to produce a single, strong final policy that
can defeat or match all prior versions in the league.

RPT is inspired by these ideas but repurposes the population as
a diagnostic tool rather than a path to superhuman play. Instead of
a large league, RPT maintains a small set of heterogeneous policies
per agent type (e.g., PPO, A2C, DON). These policies are rotated
batch-by-batch during training, forcing any given policy to coor-
dinate with teammates that have different learning dynamics and
representational biases. In our experiments, this added heterogene-
ity does not significantly outperform IPPO. The result indicates
that, for HeMAC, extra population complexity is not necessary to
achieve robust coordination with novel teammates.

3 METHOD

Our approach, Rotating Policy Training (RPT), introduces temporal
heterogeneity during the training process by cycling through a
diverse set of reinforcement learning algorithms for each agent.
Unlike standard self-play where a single algorithm (e.g., PPO) is
used throughout, RPT maintains three distinct policy instances per
agent: Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) [11], Advantage Actor
Critic (A2C) [6], and Deep Q-Network (DQN) [7].

At the start of training, we initialize these three distinct policies
with separate neural networks and replay buffers. During training,
we dynamically rotate which algorithm controls the agent. A key
design choice in our implementation is to perform this rotation
at the episode level. When an episode terminates, each agent in-
dependently samples a new active algorithm uniformly from its
available pool {PPO, A2C, DQN}. This forces the agents to adapt to
the varying exploration strategies of their teammates.

Algorithm 1 Rotating Policy Training (RPT)

1: Input: Agents N, Timesteps T

2: Initialize: For each agent i, create policy set II! =
{7Bpos Taaes Moot ‘

3: Initialize: Active policy n} . .

4:

5: for timestept =1,...,T do

Get actions a = {n;cﬁve(oi)}f.il

Step environment: o', r, d, trunc, _ < Env(a)

Store transitions in algorithm-specific memories

// Update active algorithms

10: for agent i =1to N do

i .
— Tppo for all i

11: Update n;mve (e.g., if batch full or train freq met)

12: if d' is True or trunc’ is True then

13: // Rotation step

14: Sample new algo k ~ Uniform({PPO, A2C, DQN})
15: ”zictive « ﬂli

16: end if

17: end for

18: end for

3.1 Policy Architectures

We utilize consistent network architectures across algorithms where
possible, implemented using the SKRL library.

e Policy/Actor (PPO, A2C): A Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP)
with two hidden layers of 256 units each. We use Tanh activa-
tions for the hidden layers. The output layer is a categorical
distribution over discrete actions.

e Value/Critic (PPO, A2C): A separate MLP with two hidden
layers of 256 units using Tanh activations, outputting a single
scalar value estimate.

e DON: A deterministic MLP with two hidden layers of 256
units and Tanh activations, outputting Q-values for all pos-
sible actions.

All networks process the standard observation space augmented
by a running standard scaler to normalize inputs. PPO and A2C
utilize RandomMemory buffers (size 512) for on-policy rollouts, while
DON utilizes a larger RandomMemory (size 10,000) acting as a replay
buffer. This DQN buffer is relatively small compared to the number
of training timesteps. This buffer size was chosen because of the
non-stationarity that comes with rotating through multiple policies.

3.2 Training Procedure

Training for RPT is conducted for 3 million agent timesteps (9 mil-
lion total for RPT) using a sequential trainer. For our training we
used SKRL [12] as its flexibility enabled us to rotate through agents

when doing RPT. Switching logic is triggered via the record_transition

hook; if an agent flags termination, a switch_pending flag is set,
and the algorithm is swapped in the pre_interaction hook before
the next episode begins. Note that since 3 million agent timesteps
occur, and each agent is only playing for 1/3 of the total timesteps,
the sample efficiency is 3 times worse than it appears. This is further
discussed in our results section.



Figure 1: The HeMAC environment with one Observer (plane)
and one Drone. Observers have a wide vision cone, while
Drones have limited vision but can physically intercept the
target.

4 EXPERIMENTS
4.1 Environment: HeMAC

We conduct experiments in the Heterogeneous Multi-Agent Chal-
lenge (HeMAC) [2]. HeMAC is a cooperative environment featuring
two distinct agent roles:

e Observers (Planes): High-altitude agents with a wide vision
cone responsible for locating targets.

o Drones: Interceptor agents with limited vision but the ability
to capture targets.

The observation space consists of local sensor data, and the action
space is discrete. The team must coordinate to locate and intercept
targets moving with stochastic dynamics.

4.2 Baselines

To validate the effectiveness of our rotating policy schedule, we
compare against a standard homogeneous baseline:

e Independent PPO (Baseline): A individual multi-agent
PPO implementation where every agent uses a PPO policy
throughout the entire training run (3M steps). No algorithm
rotation occurs.

e RPT (Ours): The method described in Section 3, where ev-
ery agent rotates between PPO, A2C, and DQN throughout
training to encourage robustness.

4.3 Training Protocol

Both methods are trained for 3 million agent timesteps on the
same hardware setup. To ensure fairness, the PPO baseline utilizes
the exact same network architecture (256x256 MLP) and hyper-
parameters as the PPO component of the RPT agent. We use a
curriculum of spawn configurations that cycles throughout train-
ing to ensure agents experience a balanced distribution of initial
positions.

4.4 Generalization Evaluation

To assess generalization to novel teammates, we evaluate all agents
in a mixed-team setting with unseen policies:

e We independently train role-specific DDQN policies for Ob-
servers and Drones using self-play. These serve as "held-out"
partners that were not encountered by either the Baseline
or RPT agents during training.

o At evaluation time, we form teams where exactly one agent
(either an Observer or a Drone) is controlled by the target
policy (PPO or RPT), while all other agents use the held-out
DDON policy for their role.

e We cycle systematically through which agent is controlled
by the target policy and through all spawn configurations,
yielding evaluation over all combinations of roles, positions,
and teammate assignments.

5 RESULTS

This section reports our training results for our baseline and RPT
training. We also discuss conclusions that can be made and future
work to be done.

6 DISCUSSION

The experimental results support a somewhat counterintuitive
conclusion: a simple IPPO baseline can learn coordination strate-
gies that generalize effectively to novel, heterogeneous teammates,
while a more elaborate Rotating Policy Training scheme performs
similarly.
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Figure 2: The plot showing training reward curves for the
RPT and PPO policies. These rewards are then plotted based
on number of agent timesteps trained. To do this the RPT
rewards were down-sampled by a factor of 3 to account for
the random switching,.

6.1 Why Does RPT Match Performance?

RPT aims to increase robustness by exposing agents to heteroge-
neous teammates. However, rotating policies at the batch level
introduces substantial non-stationarity into the learning problem:
e From the perspective of any single policy, the joint policy of

its teammates changes frequently and discontinuously.



Evaluation Rewards with DDQN Policies Mixed In
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Figure 3: The plot showing reward when evaluated with
mixed in novel teammate policies. These rewards are then
plotted based on number of agent timesteps trained. To do
this the RPT rewards were down-sampled by a factor of 3 to
account for the random switching.

o DON uses large replay buffers for its off-policy training. With
other agents training alongside it this leads to increased non-
stationarity from DQN’s perspective.

These factors likely slow the convergence and prevent the target
RPT-PPO policies from fully exploiting the structure of the HeMAC
game. This means that even with the added teammate diversity, the
agent still learns slower. In contrast, IPPO enjoys a relatively stable
training signal: teammates follow the same learning rule and share
parameters, making the overall training process more stationary.

From the training curve graphs above, both PPO and RPT con-
verged to a value around 150 reward per episode. IPPO converged
sooner, likely due to the lower non-stationarity in its enviorment.
Remember that since RPT has to train for 3 times longer for the
same number of agent timesteps, RPT has drastically worse sample
efficiency whhen compared to a simpler PPO baseline.

6.2 PPO as a Game-Learner

The strong performance of IPPO when paired with unseen DDQN
teammates suggests that PPO is not merely memorizing co-training
partners. Instead, several factors point to IPPO learning the game
not its teammates:

o IPPO retains most of its training return when interacting
with DDON policies, despite never seeing them during train-
ing.

e Qualitative behavior remains consistent across teammate

types: PPO Observers and Drones perform similar role-specialized

strategies regardless of whether their partners are PPO or
DDOQN.

e IPPO shows consistant performance across spawn configu-
rations, indicating that it has learned to play the game and
not to rely on certain enviorment conditions.

These observations align with the view that, at least in HeMAC,
the qualities of IPPO encourage learning of broadly effective coor-
dination protocols that transcend the specifics of training partners.
This is seen in our data: Both PPO and RPT achieved 140 reward
per episode when evaluated with novel DDQN agents mixed in.

This supports the conclusion that PPO is learning the game and
not the teammates just as well as RPT.

6.3 Negative Result, Positive Insight

While RPT was originally introduced with the aim of improving
performance, its matching-performance is informative. It highlights
that:

o Additional complexity and heterogeneity in training do not
automatically yield better generalization.

o Simple baselines such as PPO self-play may already possess
stronger generalization capabilities than anticipated.

e Population-based or league-style methods must be carefully
designed to avoid destabilizing learning, especially in fully
decentralized settings.

Thus, RPT is valuable not as a new state-of-the-art algorithm,
but as a diagnostic lens through which to study the robustness and
limitations of standard MARL methods.

7 CONCLUSION

This paper investigated whether common MARL training practices,
specifically Independent PPO, lead to policies that overfit to their
training teammates or learn more general game-level strategies.
Using the HeMAC environment with heterogeneous Observer and
Drone agents, we introduced Rotating Policy Training (RPT) as a
stress-test that rotates heterogeneous policies during training.

Empirically, RPT matched the performance a standard IPPO base-
line, both in training and when evaluated with unseen DDQN team-
mates. IPPO achieved similar returns in both training and when
interacting with novel policies. These findings support the view
that PPO in this setting learns the underlying game and robust
role-consistent behaviors, rather than brittle, teammate-specific
conventions. However RPT had significantly lower sample effi-
ciency due to having multiple policies to train.

8 FUTURE WORK

Several directions emerge from this study:

o Stabilizing rotational training: Future work could explore
variants of RPT that reduce non-stationarity, such as slower
rotation schedules, using all on or off policy algorithms, or
freezing subsets of the population at different stages.

¢ Explicit role conditioning: While IPPO implicitly learns
roles from observations, adding explicit role encodings may
further improve generalization to new teammates and new
role combinations.

e Broader environments: Applying the PPO vs. RPT com-
parison to other heterogeneous MARL benchmarks would
help assess how widely the observed pattern holds.

Ultimately, understanding when simple methods like PPO self-
play suffice and when more complex training schemes are necessary
remains a key open question in MARL. RPT, even as a negative
result, offers a useful tool for understanding that boundary.
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A DETAILED HYPERPARAMETER SETTINGS

This appendix details the specific hyperparameters used for training the three different policies (PPO, A2C, and DQN) within the Rotating
Policy Training (RPT) framework, as well as the independent PPO baseline. Note that the PPO and A2C policies use on-policy memory

buffers, while DQN uses a larger replay memory.

Table 1: Hyperparameters for Trained Reinforcement Learning Policies

Parameter PPO A2C DON
General and Network Parameters

Learning Rate () 1x107% 1x1074 5x107°
Discount Factor (y) 0.99 0.99 0.99

Network Architecture (Policy/Q)

MLP [256, 256]

MLP [256, 256]

MLP [256, 256]

State Preprocessor

RunningStandardScaler

RunningStandardScaler

RunningStandardScaler

On-Policy (PPO & A2C) Specific Parameters

Rollout/Memory Size 512 512 -
GAE Lambda (1) 0.95 0.95 -
Gradient Norm Clip 0.4 0.4 -
Entropy Coefficient (Initial) 0.015 0.015 -
Number of Learning Epochs 3 - -
Mini Batch Size 64 64 -
PPO Clip Parameter (€) 0.2 - -
Off-Policy (DQN) Specific Parameters

Replay Buffer Size - - 10,000
Initial € - - 0.7

€ Timesteps - - 600,000
Learning Starts At - - 16,000 steps
Random Timesteps - - 1,024
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