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Abstract

Two-team zero-sum games are one of the most
important paradigms in game theory. In this pa-
per, we focus on finding an unexploitable equilib-
rium in large team games. An unexploitable equi-
librium is a worst-case policy, where members
in the opponent team cannot increase their team
reward by taking any policy, e.g., cooperatively
changing to other joint policies. As an optimal
unexploitable equilibrium in two-team zero-sum
games, correlated-team maxmin equilibrium re-
mains unexploitable even in the worst case where
players in the opponent team can achieve arbitrary
cooperation through a joint team policy. However,
finding such an equilibrium in large games is chal-
lenging due to the impracticality of evaluating the
exponentially large number of joint policies. To
solve this problem, we first introduce a general
solution concept called restricted correlated-team
maxmin equilibrium, which solves the problem of
being impossible to evaluate all joint policy by a
sample factor while avoiding an exploitation prob-
lem under the incomplete joint policy evaluation.
We then develop an efficient sequential correla-
tion mechanism, and based on which we propose
an algorithm for approximating the unexploitable
equilibrium in large games. We show that our
approach achieves lower exploitability than the
state-of-the-art baseline when encountering op-
ponent teams with different exploitation ability
in large team games including Google Research
Football.
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1. Introduction
The computational study of game theoretical solution con-
cepts has been a central problem in Artificial Intelligence.
For example, the study of Nash equilibrium (Nash, 1951)
has achieved many progress in 2-player games including
security games (Sinha et al., 2018) and poker games (Brown
& Sandholm, 2018). However, there are few results on two-
team zero-sum (2t0s) games, even though the escalating
prominence of real-world applications, such as Dota (Xia
et al., 2018), StarCraft (Samvelyan et al., 2019; Vinyals
et al., 2017), and Google Research Football (Kurach et al.,
2020), accentuates the imperative for advancing research on
them.

In the context of two-team zero-sum games, team members
cooperatively compete against an adversary team, aiming to
maximize their shared reward. This paper focuses on find-
ing an unexploitable equilibrium in large scale two-team
zero-sum games. An unexploitable equilibrium is a worst-
case policy, where members in the opponent team cannot
increase their team reward by deviation, e.g., cooperatively
changing to other joint policies. Due to different correlations
among teammates, the opponent team may have different
exploitation abilities. For instance, when correlated by a
joint team policy, members can cooperatively change to any
joint policy after reaching an equilibrium, achieving optimal
exploitation ability. In contrast, members without corre-
lation cannot cooperatively change to other joint policies
(Xu et al., 2023), resulting in the worst exploitation ability.
Furthermore, members, who are correlated by specific co-
operative methods (e.g., Multi-Agent PPO (MAPPO) (Yu
et al., 2022)), can only change their policies in accordance
with the cooperative mechanisms.

With the correlation of joint team policy, Correlated-Team
Maxmin Equilibrium (CTME) (Basilico et al., 2017) be-
comes the optimal unexploitable equilibria in two-team zero-
sum games. Once a CTME is reached, members in neither
team have an incentive to cooperatively change their poli-
cies to any other joint policy. As a result, even in the worst-
case where the opponent team has the optimal exploitability
ability, CTME remain unexploitable. However, finding a
CTME is impractical in large team games. This is because,
in large games, it is impossible to evaluate all the expo-
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nential large number of team joint policies. Existing algo-
rithms for large two-team zero-sum games also cannot find
an unexploitable equilibrium in large team games. To ex-
tend to large two-team zero-sum games, Team-Policy Space
Response Oracles (Team-PSRO) (McAleer et al., 2023) is
proposed to approximate TMECor (Celli & Gatti, 2018),
a CTME in imperfect information extensive form games.
However, under the synchronized mechanism of MAPPO,
the team policy search space is restricted to a synchronized
subset of joint policy space, making the equilibrium found
by Team-PSRO exploitable by the opponent team who can
cooperatively change to a non-synchronized joint policy. As
a result, Team-PSRO fails to converge to an unexploitable
equilibrium in large two-team zero-sum games.

While there exist other equilibria (Von Stengel & Koller,
1997; Basilico et al., 2017; Zhang & An, 2020) in two-
team zero-sum games, these equilibria are either hard to
find or prone to be exploited by a cooperating team. Nash
equilibrium, which is an unexploitable policy in numerous
scenarios including 2-player games, may get exploited by
a cooperating team in two-team zero-sum games. This is
because, although no player can increase the team reward
by unilaterally changing her individual policy, the players
within the same team, who can get correlated by information
sharing, may be motivated to cooperatively change their
policies for a higher team reward (Xu et al., 2023). Although
team maxmin equilibrium (Von Stengel & Koller, 1997;
Zhang & An, 2020) assumes the opponent team is correlated
by a joint adversary policy, thus overcoming the exploitation
problem in NE, it is hard to scale to large games due to the
high computational complexity (Basilico et al., 2017; Celli
& Gatti, 2018). As a result, how to find an unexploitable
equilibrium in large team games remains an open challenge.

To tackle these challenges, we first introduce a general so-
lution concept, called restricted Correlated-team maxmin
equilibrium (rCTME), which encompasses existing equilib-
ria in team games by flexibly scaling the deviation policy
space. By restricting the growth rate of joint policies to
be evaluated with a sample factor, rCTME solves the prob-
lem of being impossible to evaluate all joint policies in
large games, while avoiding an exploitation problem under
the incomplete joint policy evaluation. We then develop a
new sequential correlation mechanism and propose an effi-
cient algorithm S-PSRO to find the unexploitable rCTME
with sequential correlation in large games. By scaling the
sample factor in different game scales, S-PSRO strikes a
balance between exploitation and efficiency. We show that
our technique can achieve lower exploitability than the state-
of-the-art baseline when confronting opponent teams with
different exploitation ability in large team games including
Google Research Football (Kurach et al., 2020).

2. Preliminaries
2.1. Two-Team Zero-Sum Game

Consider a two-team stochastic game (Littman, 1994)1 G
= (T ,O,A, R, P, γ). We denote the set of two teams as
T = {T1, T2}, where Tj = {1, 2, ..., nj} is the finite set
of teammates; and O = ×2

j=1Oj is the product of local
observation space of two teams, namely the joint observa-
tion space, where Oj = ×nj

i=1O
i
j is the product of local

observation space of the teammates in team j, namely team
j’s joint observation space. Let A = ×2

j=1Aj be the prod-
uct of action space of two teams, namely the joint action
space, where Aj = ×nj

i=1A
i
j is the product of action space

of teammates in team j, namely team j’s joint action space.
In addition, Rj : O ×A → [−Rmax, Rmax] is the joint
reward function of team j. Let P : O × A × O → R
is the transition probability function, and γ ∈ [0, 1). At
time step t ∈ R, a team j ∈ {1, 2} observes an observa-
tion oj,t ∈ Oj (oj,t = (o1j,t, ..., o

nj

j,t) is a "joint" observa-
tion) and takes a team joint action aj,t ∈ Aj according
to its policy πj , where πj = (πj,1, ..., πj,nj ). At each
time step, two teams take actions simultaneously based on
their observations with no sequential dependency. At the
end of each time step, the team j receives a joint reward
Rj(o0,t, a0,t, o1,t, a1,t) and observes oj,t+1. Following this
process infinitely long, the team j earns a discounted cumu-
lative return of Rγ

j ≜ Σ∞
t=0γ

tRj(o0,t, a0,t, o1,t, a1,t).

In this paper, we consider two-team zero-sum games, where
players within the same team are fully cooperative and share
the same utility. Let Rj,n, j ∈ {1, 2}, n ∈ Tj denote the
reward function of player n in team j, we have

Rj,1 = ... = Rj,nj
= Rj .

On the other hand, the two teams are fully competitive and
their rewards sum to zero, i.e.,

R1 +R2 = 0.

2.2. Nash Equilibrium

Nash equilibrium (Nash, 1951) is a stable policy in many
scenarios including 2-player games. Upon reaching a Nash
equilibrium, no player has an incentive to change her policy
given other players’ policies (e.g., other teammates and
all opponents). However, as shown in Example 1, in two-
team zero-sum games Nash equilibrium policies may get
exploited by a cooperating opponent team.

Example 1. Consider a normal form game where each team
has two players T1 = T2 = {1, 2}, and each player has two

1Our methods mostly apply to stochastic games including
Google Research Football mentioned in Section 5.3. Normal-form
games can be considered as a special case of stochastic games with
|O| = 1.
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actions, A1
1 = A2

1 = A1
2 = A2

2 = {0, 1}. π
(a)
j,n represents

the probability of action a for the player n in team j. The
reward functions are defined as follows:

R1 =

{
2 π

(1)
1,1 = π

(1)
1,2 = 1, π

(0)
2,1 = π

(0)
2,2 = 1

1 + ν2 − ν1 otherwise

R2 = −R1, where :

ν1 = π
(1)
1,1 ∗ 2 + π

(1)
1,2, ν2 = π

(1)
2,1 ∗ 2 + π

(1)
2,2.

The above game has a Nash equilibrium policy
((1, 0), (1, 0), (1, 0), (1, 0)), where all players choose ac-
tion 0 with probability 1. Rewards of this policy are
R1 = 1, R2 = −1. However, this Nash equilibrium policy
might be exploited by a cooperating team. Concretely, if the
players in T1 are able to cooperatively change their policies,
they can be motivated to deviate from (0, 0) to (1, 1) and
obtain a higher reward R1 = 2.

In this paper, we focus on finding an unexploitable equilib-
rium, which is a worst-case policy, where members in the
opponent team cannot increase their team reward by taking
another policy, e.g., cooperatively changing to other joint
policies, in large two-team zero-sum games.

When confronting an opponent team, an equilibrium is ex-
ploited when the opponent players cooperatively change
to other joint policies and get a higher reward, as a result
lowering the reward of the other team. Different correla-
tions among members lead to different exploitation ability
of the opponent team. For instance, when correlated by
a joint team policy, members can cooperatively change to
any joint policy after reaching an equilibrium, achieving
optimal exploitation ability. In contrast, members without
correlation cannot cooperatively change to any joint policy
(Xu et al., 2023). Whether an equilibrium is exploitable is
closely related to the exploitation ability of the opponent
team.

On the other hand, an unexploitable equilibrium is a policy,
where changing the opponents’ policy to the joint policies
that they can change to cannot make their reward higher. To
find an equilibrium that is unexploitable when confronting
any opponent team, the optimal method is to assume that
the opponent team has optimal exploitation ability.

2.3. Correlated-Team Maxmin Equilibrium (CTME)

By correlating members with a joint team policy, Correlated-
team maxmin equilibrium (Basilico et al., 2017) becomes
an optimal unexploitable equilibrium in two-team zero-sum
games. Upon reaching such an equilibrium, members in
neither team can increase their team reward by cooperatively
change their policies to any other joint policy. Formally, a
policy (π1

∗,π2
∗) is a CTME if, for each team Tj , j ∈

{1, 2}, the team joint policy πj
∗ is a best response to the

opponent team’s policy π−j
∗, formally,

Rj(πj
∗,π−j

∗) ≥ Rj(πj ,π−j
∗) ∀πj ∈ Πj , (1)

where Πj is the joint policy set of Tj .

As a result, even in the worst case where the opponent team
has the optimal exploitability ability and is able to change
to any other joint policy, CTME remain unexploitable.

However, finding a CTME in large-scale team games is im-
practical. This is because, as shown in equation 1, obtaining
a CTME requires to compare the reward of the equilibrium
candidate with all other joint policies in both teams. When
it comes to large scale team games where both teams’ joint
policy space is exponentially large, it is impossible to eval-
uate all the exponentially large number of joint policies.
For example, when two teams both have t players, each
with na actions and no possible private observations, then
the number of pure joint policies of both teams is (nt

a)
(nt

o),
which grows exponentially with increase of t and no. In this
context, a CTME is a distribution, over the exponentially
large space (nt

a)
(nt

o)×2, that satisfies equation (1), which
requires to compare with 2× (nt

a)
(nt

o) policies. Searching
a distribution over an exponential large space, which has
higher reward than 2× (nt

a)
(nt

o) policies, is impractical.

As a result, how to find an unexploitable equilibrium in large-
scale two-team zero-sum games remains an open challenge.

3. Restricting Equilibrium via Team
Correlation

An unexploitable equilibrium in two-team zero-sum games
requires the team correlation assumed by the equilibrium
has higher exploitation ability than the opponent team’s
exact correlation.

As shown above, finding the optimal unexploitable equilib-
rium CTME in large games is impractical. This is because,
finding a CTME, where members are correlated by joint
policies, requires to compare the reward of each equilibrium
candidate with two teams’ joint policies. When it comes
to large games, it is impossible to evaluate all the exponen-
tially large number of joint policies. At the same time, it is
also hard for members in the opponent team to achieve the
optimal exploitation ability due to the same reason.

To address the above challenges and find an unexploitable
equilibrium in large scale two-team zero-sum games, we
propose a general solution concept named restricted CTME,
which encompasses existing equilibria in team games by
flexibly scaling the deviation policy space. rCTME solves
the problem of being impossible to evaluate all joint poli-
cies by restricting joint policies to be evaluated through a
sample factor while avoiding exploitation problem under
the incomplete joint policy evaluation.

3
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3.1. Deviation Policy Space

Before providing the formal definition of rCTME, we first
introduce the concept of deviation policy space.

Definition 1 (Deviation Policy Space) A deviation pol-
icy space is the set of policies that players or teams can
transition to after reaching an equilibrium. If the rewards
of policies in the deviation policy space are all less than
or equal to the reward of π∗, we conclude that π∗ is an
equilibrium corresponding to this deviation policy space.
Different equilibria have different deviation policy space.
For example, the deviation policy space for team Tj in NE
is

∪n∈Tj
{(πj,n, π

∗
j,−n)|∀πj,n ∈ Πj,n},

where πj,n represents the policy of player n, π∗
j,−n repre-

sents the equilibrium policy candidate to be evaluated for
players other than player n, Πj,n is player n’s policy space,
and the deviation policy space of team Tj in CTME is,

{πj |∀πj ∈ Πj},

where πj represents the team joint policy, Πj is the joint
policy space of team Tj .

We further divide the deviation policy space into two parts:
The deviation policy space of player n in team Tj is a tuple
(Ij,n, Cj,n), where Ij,n ⊆ {(πj,n, π

∗
j,−n)|∀πj,n ∈ Πj,n}

is the individual deviation policy space, and Cj,n ⊆ Πj

is the correlated deviation policy space, which is enabled
by the correlation among teammates. Note that Cj,n is
a subset of Πj and the size of Cj,n is associated to the
specific correlation mechanism. We use the pure policy
subset of correlated deviation policy space | ∪i∈Tj

P (Cj,n)|
to measure the cooperative ability.

3.2. Restricted CTME

Based on the deviation policy space defined above, we pro-
pose a new solution concept, restricted Correlated-team
maxmin equilibrium.

Definition 2 (Restricted Correlated-Team Maxmin Equi-
librium) Under a specific correlation mechanism, a re-
stricted Correlated-team maxmin equilibrium is reached
if no player can increase the team reward by changing her
policy to policies in its deviation policy space (Ij,n, Cj,n).
Formally, for each player n ∈ Tj ,∀j ∈ {1, 2},

Rj(π
∗
j,n, π

∗
j,−n,π−j

∗) ≥ Rj(πj,n,π
∗
j,−n,π−j

∗)

∀πj,n ∈ Ij,n,
(2)

Rj(π
∗
j,n, π

∗
j,−n,π−j

∗) ≥ Rj(πj,n, πj,−n,π−j
∗)

∀(πj,n, πj,−n) ∈ Cj,n.
(3)

Upon reaching an rCTME, the opponent team cannot get
higher reward by cooperatively changing to policies within
the corresponding deviation policy space. As a result,
rCTME avoids being exploited under the incomplete joint
policy evaluation.

By flexibly scaling deviation policy space, rCTME encom-
passes existing equilibria in 2t0s games. Table 1 displays
the deviation policy space for these equilibria.

3.3. Sample Factor

As the game scales up, it becomes impractical to compare
the reward of a candidate equilibrium policy with all joint
policies. rCTME addresses this problem by applying a
dynamic sample factor to the deviation policy space to limit
the exponential growth of evaluated deviation policies.

Definition 3 (Sample Factor) Because the evaluated de-
viation policies grows at different rates when increasing
the number of teammates in T and the individual policy
π, the sample factor is defined a pair (fT , fπ), where
fT ∈ [0, C × Ninit] represents the growth rate of evalu-
ated deviation policies when increasing δT teammates in
T , and fπ ∈ [0, Ninit] represents the growth rate of eval-
uated deviation policies when increasing δπ policies in π.
Suppose there are Ninit deviation policies to be evaluated
before increasing T or π, and after an increase in T or π,
there are N deviation policies to be evaluated,

N = Ninit + δT × fT ,

N = Ninit + δπ × fπ.

With the restriction of sample factor, the deviation policies
to be evaluated no long experience the exponential growth
in large games. For example, with sample factor fT =
100, when increasing the teammates in T from 10 to 100,
where each player has 10 actions, deviation policies to be
evaluated grows from 1010 to 1010+9×103, while without
sample factor, the number of deviation policies becomes
1020. Then if we continue to increase the number of actions
of players from 10 to 1000, with sample factor fπ = 100,
the number of deviation policies grows from 1010+9×103

to 1010 + 93 + 9.9× 104. While without sample factor, the
number of deviation policies becomes 102000.

4. Sequentially Correlated Equilibrium
Under the framework of rCTME, we propose an efficient
correlation mechanism with the flexible sample factor. We
then compare the sequential rCTMEs with specific sample
factors as well as their complexity. Last, based on sequen-
tial correlation, we propose an algorithm to approximate
rCTME in large scale two-team zero-sum games.

4



Leveraging Team Correlation for Approximating Equilibrium in Two-Team Zero-Sum Games

Table 1. Equilibrium Comparisons of NE, CTME and rCTMEs under different correlation mechanisms. rCTME1 and rCTME2 represent
rCTME under sequential correlation with flexible sample factor and rCTME under pivot-followers correlation, a specific sequential
correlation respectively. Both correlation mechanisms can be found in Section 4. Note that NE is a special rCTME under No Correlation
Consensus. P (Πj) represents a pure policy subset of Πj . Ij represents the individual deviation policy space. The deviation policy space
of rCTME2 is related to the sample factor. Equilibria with higher cooperative ability will be more resilient to the exploitations of the
opponent team. In large scale games, rCTME2 can be found more efficiently than CTME because with restrictions of the sample factor,
its deviation policy space (or equivalent constraints) grows linearly, while that in CTME grows exponentially.

EQUILIBRIUM CORRELATION METHOD EQUILIBRIUM SEARCH SPACE DEVIATION POLICY SPACE COOPERATIVE ABILITY

CTME CENTRALIZED CORRELATION DEVICE ×j∈1,2Πj {πj |∀πj ∈ Πj} |P (Πj)| − |Ij |
NE NO CORRELATION ×j∈{1,2},n∈Tj

Πj,n ∪n∈Tj{(πj,n, π
∗
j,−n)|∀πj,n ∈ Πj,n} 0

RCTME1 PIVOT-FOLLOWER CORRELATION ×j∈{1,2}Πj,pj {(πp, ..., πp)|∀πp ∈ Πj,pj} |P (Πj,p)|

RCTME2 SEQUENTIAL CORRELATION ×j∈{1,2}Πj A FLEXIBLE SUBSET OF Πj
Ninit + δT × fT − |I|
Ninit + δπ × fπ − |I|

Figure 1. Mechanism of Sequential Correlation, under which the
team policy search process is organized as a sequential search
tree. The sequential information sharing is implemented through a
communication channel.

4.1. Sequential Search Tree

The mechanism of sequential correlation is decomposed
into a sequential search tree. As shown in figure 1, to con-
struct a sequential search tree, a sequential decompositor
first decomposes players within the same team, who make
synchronous decisions, into an agent-by-agent communi-
cation channel. Then the policy search process for these
players is organized as a sequential search tree, where each
non-terminal node represents an updated individual policy
outcome of the corresponding player, each terminal node
represents an updated team policy outcome consisting of
correlated individual policies, each edge represents a trans-
mission process of individual policies from the preceding
node.

For the example depicted in figure 1, during the policy
search phase, Mem 1 initiates the policy update process and
transmits the updated policy to Mem 2. Based on Mem
1’s policy, Mem 2 updates its policy and transmits both its
own and Mem 1’s policy to Mem 3. Subsequently, Mem 3
updates its policy based on the policies of Mem 1 and Mem
2. Eventually, the different combinations of players’ policy
updates lead to different terminal nodes. In this way, the
sequential search tree enables subsequent players to update
their policies based on the decision preferences of preceding

players, thus fostering internal collaboration within the team.
During the decision-making phase, players make decisions
based on policies that incorporate the preferences of their
teammates, and achieve spontaneous collaboration without
additional in-game communication.

While the sequential correlation does not directly restrict the
exponential search space, it effectively addresses the issue of
random search in Nash equilibrium through sequential cor-
relation, thereby enhancing search efficiency. Additionally,
this correlation mechanism imposes a flexible restriction on
the growth of constraints through the sample factor.

4.2. Sequential rCTMEs with Specific Sample Factor

In this section, we introduce two sequential correlation
mechanisms with specific sample factor: No Correlation
and Pivot-followers Correlation, and compare the rCTMEs
under these mechanisms. The comparison of rCTME under
these correlation mechanisms is shown in figure 2.

No Correlation As a special rCTME, the correlation in
NE assumes that players within the same team cannot com-
municate or collaborate. Consequently, players neglect the
received policies and update their policies independently.
The lack of correlation leads to an exponentially growing
search space and linearly growing constraints. The exponen-
tial growing search space is attributed to the fact that each
player can freely choose policies within their policy space,
resulting in the possibility of attaining any team policy. The
linearly growing constraints is attributed to the empty cor-
related deviation policy space. As shown in figure 2, the
number of constraints in No Correlation grows linearly both
when increasing teammates and their action space.

From the example in figure 2, it is evident that for each
player in the team, the individual deviation policy space is
equal to the individual policy space due to their indepen-
dence, formally,

I1,1 = {(π1,1, π
∗
1,2)|∀π1,1 ∈ Π1,1},

5
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Figure 2. Deviation Policy Space Comparison of rCTME under Different Sequential Correlation Mechanisms, where No Correlation and
Pivot-followers Correlation are two examples of Sequential Correlation. In the scenario depicted above, both teams have two players,
referred as member 1 and member 2. The horizontal and vertical axes represent actions (policies) of the two players, the squares in the
two-dimensional space indicating the team joint actions (policies), and the direction of the arrows indicates an increase in the joint action
(policy) reward. Due to the symmetrical setup of the two teams, we only illustrate the deviation policy space of one team.

I1,2 = {(π∗
1,1, π1,2)|∀π1,2 ∈ Π1,2},

and the correlated deviation policy space is empty due to
the lack of correlation, formally,

C1,1 = ∅, C1,2 = ∅.

The cardinality of deviation policy space in NE is |I1,1| +
...+ |I1,n1

|, which is further equal to |Π1,1|+ ...+ |Π1,n1
|.

As a result, with an increase of the number of teammates and
policy space, the number of constraints only grows linearly.
In this way, though No Correlation mechanisms imposes no
restriction on the search space, it restricts the explosion of
the constraints.

Pivot-Followers Under the pivot-followers correlation, all
members within the team make decisions based on the pivot
p’s individual policy πp, resulting a synchronized correla-
tion. The synchronized-level correlation ensures that both
the number of the search space and constraints remain con-
stant with an increase in teammates and grow linearly with
an increase of the pivot’s policy space. The growth of search
space is attributed to the pivot-followers consensus, where a
pivot is elected to represent the entire team, transforming the
two-team zero-sum game into a two-pivot zero-sum game
(two-player zero-sum game). As a result, the search space is
restricted to the pivot’s individual policy space, whose size
remains constant, regardless of the number of teammates
in the team. Upon reaching the rCTME under the pivot-
followers consensus, any change in player i’s policy must
incur identical changes in the policies of all i’s teammates.
Consequently, the individual deviation policy space for each
player in this case is empty, and the correlated deviation
policy space for each player consists of homogeneous poli-
cies of teammates. The number of policies in the correlated
deviation policy space is equal to the size of the pivot’s
individual policy space, making the growth of constraints
being the same as the growth of the search space.

4.3. Complexity of Sequential rCTME

rCTME can be obtained by solving the linear programs
in equations (2) and (3). The complexity of finding an
rCTME under sequential correlation is closely related to
the selection of sample factor. Without the constraint of
sample factor, the complexity of finding an rCTME under
sequential correlation is equal to the complexity of find-
ing an CTME. The complexity of rCTME under specific
sequential correlations is as follows.

No Correlation rCTME under no correlation consensus is
an NE. In this setting, players perceive both opponents and
teammates indiscriminately, making the 2t0s game indis-
tinguishable from a multiplayer game. As a result, finding
an NE in two-team zero-sum games is equal to find an NE
in multiplayer games. Approaches (Zhang et al., 2023) in
multiplayer games can thus be incorporated. It is important
to note that the time complexity of finding an NE in the
adversarial team game (Celli & Gatti, 2018; Basilico et al.,
2017), a special 2t0s games, is CLS-hard (Anagnostides
et al., 2023).

Pivot-Followers pivot-followers correlation elects a pivot to
represent the entire team, transforming a two-team zero-sum
game into a two-pivot zero-sum game (two-player zero-sum
game). As a result, the complexity of finding an rCTME un-
der pivot-followers consensus in two-team zero-sum games
is equal to the complexity of finding an NE in the corre-
sponding two-pivot zero-sum games (two-player zero-sum
game).

In large scale two-team zero-sum games, McAleer et al.
(2023) introduce Team-PSRO to approximate TMECor
(Celli & Gatti, 2018), a CTME in the imperfect information
extensive form games. Team-PSRO correlates teammates
by a parameter sharing based technique MAPPO (Yu et al.,
2022), achieving a synchronized-level correlation. Due to
the restrictions imposed on team joint policy space and con-
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straints, Team-PSRO fails to converge to TMECor. Rather,
Team-PSRO converges to the rCTME under pivot-followers
consensus.

4.4. Practical Algorithm: Sequential PSRO

In this section, we introduce an approximate algorithm
named Sequential Policy-Space Response Oracle (S-PSRO)
to approximate the sequential rCTME in large scale games.

S-PSRO implements the sequential correlation mechanism
through the multi-agent advantage decomposition lemma
(Kuba et al., 2022). Based on this lemma, teammates sequen-
tially update their individual policies and are guaranteed to
achieve a monotonic improvement on the team reward. As
the max training iteration increases, the sample factor in
the sequential correlation consensus also increases. This
configuration enables adjusting the sample factor to strike a
balance between training efficiency and equilibrium payoffs
across different game scales.

S-PSRO iteratively trains a population of team policies
composed of sequentially correlated individual policies. S-
PSRO starts with a randomly initialized population Pop.
At each iteration, it employs SeBR to determine the best
response to the meta-policy of population Pop and then
adds the derived best response into Pop. SeBR is a con-
crete implementation of sequential correlation cooperative
consensus. More details on SeBR can be found in the Ap-
pendix. A.

The pesudocode of S-PSRO is shown in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 S-PSRO

1: Initialize the population as P
2: C ← CommChannel() ▷ Communication Channel
3: for i = 1, . . . ,MaxIter do
4: MetaPolicy← MetaSolver(P) ▷ Meta Solver
5: br ← SeBR(MetaPolicy, Q) ▷ Sequential Best

Response Oracle (SeBR)
6: P.append(br)
7: end for
8: return MetaSolver(P)

5. Experiments
In this section, we first valid the performance of S-PSRO
with Team-PSRO (McAleer et al., 2023) and Online Double
Oracle (Dinh et al., 2021) in a normal form game, where
S-PSRO achieves lower exploitability. Then we compare
rCTME under sequential correlation, with rCTME under
pivot-followers correlation, CTME, NE in larger 2t0s games
by approximate algorithms. Concretely, we use S-PSRO
to find rCTME under sequential correlation, Team-PSRO
(McAleer et al., 2023) to find rCTME under synchronized

correlation, PSRO with joint team policy to find CTME,
and Indep-PSRO (using IPPO to compute best response) to
find NE (Sun et al., 2023). In large games, we first study a
gridworld environment MAgent Battle (Zheng et al., 2018),
where S-PSRO achieves the lowest exploitability over oppo-
nent team with different exploitation ability as game scaling.
Then in the challenging two-team full game in Google Re-
search Football (Kurach et al., 2020), S-PSRO achieves
higher relative performance over Team-PSRO, Indep-PSRO
and hard Built-in AI opponent. S-PSRO achieves higher
goal difference, Elo rating. Besides, S-PSRO achieves full
capability in individual performance metrics as well as co-
operative performance metrics, outperforming Team-PSRO
significantly.

5.1. Normal Form Game

We validate the performance of S-PSRO in a matrix game
with large action space, Seek-attack-defend (SAD) game
(Xu et al., 2023). A seek-attack-defend (SAD) game con-
sists of two teams of N agents, each with the action space
containing A + 1 seeking action {0, 1, 2, ..., A} and two spe-
cial actions {attack, defend}. We show the learning curve of
exploitability of three learning based algorithms, including
S-PSRO, Team-PSRO and Online Double Oracle in figure 4,
where S-PSRO eventually achieves lower exploitability than
other algorithms.

5.2. MAgent Battle

MAgent Battle is a gridworld game where a red team of N
agents fight against a blue team. At each step, agents can
move to one of the 12 nearest grids or attack one of the 8
surrounding grids of themselves. To compare the scalability
of S-PSRO, Team-PSRO and PSRO, we run algorithms
in the 3-vs-3, 6-vs-6, 12-vs-12, 16-vs-16 MAgent Battle
game. Since the exploitability cannot be exactly calculated
in this games, we estimate the approximate exploitability
of the final equilibrium policies by utilizing random policy
and differently correlated Best Response as opponent team
policies. The averaged results over 3 seeds are shown in
Table 2. We show that though in small scale 3-vs-3 and
6-vs-6 game, PSRO achieves lowest exploitability over S-
PSRO and Team-PSRO, in larger scale 12-vs-12 and 16-vs-
16 with significantly larger action (policy) space, S-PSRO
achieves the lowest exploitability when confronting different
correlated opponent policies over PSRO as well as Team-
PSRO. It also shows that (1) joint policy fails to learn a
more complex cooperative relationships among teammates,
(2) the impact of restrictions on policy space and constraints
of the cooperative method in Team-PSRO becomes more
severe in large games.
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(a) Elo Ratings (b) Goal Diff. vs. Built-in AI (c) Performance Radar (d) Relative Population Performance

Figure 3. Performance of S-PSRO, Team-PSRO and Indep-PSRO in Google Research Football, where S-PSRO surpasses the baselines.

Table 2. Performance of S-PSRO, Team-PSRO and PSRO in MAgent. MAgent is a gridworld battle scenario where each player has
21 actions. When increasing the number of teammates, the team joint action space explodes exponentially. We show in larger games
(e.g., 12v12, 16v16), S-PSRO is capable of finding equilibrium policies with lower exploitability when confronting opponent teams with
different exploitation ability.

GAME SETTING TEAM JOINT ACTION SPACE ALGORITHM
EXPLOITABILITY OVER DIFFERENT OPPONENTS

SEQUENTIAL CORRELATION JOINT CORRELATION SYNCHRONIZED CORRELATION NO CORRELATION RANDOM

S-PSRO 9.520 (0.67) 3.089 (0.23) 6.575 (0.09) 3.405 (0.33) -0.627(0)
3V3 9.26E+3 TEAM-PSRO 7.251 (0.43) 2.848 (0.28) 5.743 (0.37) 3.117 (0.28) -0.627 (0)

PSRO 2.428 (0.16) 2.122 (0.1) 0.625 (0.09) 1.888 (0.14) -0.732 (0)

S-PSRO 20.223 (0.66) 11.074 (0.48) 11.153 (0.56) 7.01 (0.43) -4.640 (0)
6V6 8.58E+7 TEAM-PSRO 23.877 (0.73) 18.390 (0.62) 13.581(0.56) 14.842 (0.61) -2.980 (0)

PSRO 13.439 (0.56) 6.691 (0.33) 3.263 (0.11) 6.302 (0.26) -5.377 (0)

S-PSRO 12.964 (0.55) -1.172 (0) -2.062 (0.01) 0.403 (0.14) -7.749 (0)
12V12 7.36E+15 TEAM-PSRO 28.182 (0.69) 4.931 (0.24) 6.676 (0.32) 16.060 (0.55) -4.650 (0.01)

PSRO 16.222 (0.55) 2.488 (0.08) 2.138 (0.24) 7.418 (0.33) -4.992 (0)

S-PSRO 13.449 (0.43) -1.711 (0.03) -10.198 (0.09) -0.563 (0.24) -6.854 (0.01)
16V16 1.43E+21 TEAM-PSRO 25.412 (0.60) -1.454 (0.01) -7.941 (0.13) 16.767 (0.48) -3.394 (0.01)

PSRO 26.929 (0.80) 0.597 (0.04) 6.396 (0.37) 22.239 (0.69) -2.656 (0)

Figure 4. Exploitability in SAD games is calculated.

5.3. Google Research Football

To further demonstrate the effectiveness of S-PSRO and
its scalability to complex team games, we utilized Google
Research Football (GRF) (Kurach et al., 2020) as our bench-
mark. Google Research Football environment is a simu-
lation environment for real-world football games, where
each game consists of 3000 steps. We conducted training
and evaluation of our algorithm on the full 5 vs 5 game in
GRF based on the benchmark (Song et al., 2023), where the
goalkeeper is controlled by built-in AI, while the rest of the

four players are controlled by our model.

We valid the performance of S-PSRO by comparing the
Elo Ratings (Elo & Sloan, 1978), Goal Difference, Rel-
ative Population Performance metrics with Indep-PSRO
and Team-PSRO. As the results in figure 3 show, S-PSRO
achieves better performance than the baselines. Further-
more, we compare S-PSRO and Team-PSRO in terms of
individual performance metrics (Goal Possession, Reward)
and cooperative performance metrics (Pass, Move, Tackle)
in Figure 3(c), with S-PSRO showcasing superior perfor-
mance over Team-PSRO in both individual and cooperative
aspects, particularly in passing.

6. Conclusion
In this work, we focus on two-team zero-sum games. Our
main contributions include the definition of a uniform equi-
librium framework encompassing existing equilibria for two-
team zero-sum games. Under the framework, we further
define an efficient sequential correlation mechanism, and
an approximate algorithm to approximate the unexploitable
equilibrium in large games. Last, we validate the proposed
algorithm in large games.
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7. Impact Statements
Our research significantly advances game theory by de-
veloping unexploitable equilibria in large team zero-sum
games, offering a new framework for strategic interactions.
We introduce the correlated-team maxmin equilibrium to
overcome the challenges in large game settings and pro-
pose a novel restricted version for practical applicability.
Our efficient sequential correlation mechanism and an al-
gorithm for approximating these equilibria further enhance
this approach. Empirically validated in large team games
like Google Research Football, our technique outperforms
existing methods and demonstrates lower exploitability in
competitive scenarios.
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A. Algorithm
A.1. SeBR

We implement the sequential correlation cooperative consensus by a Sequential Best Response Oracle (SeBR). However,
decomposing the team optimization process into a sequential extensive-form learning process leads to temporal decoupling,
which poses a specific challenge: how to make every agent’s policy optimization contribute to the overall improvement of
the team reward.

To tackle the above challenge, we introduce the following team advantage decomposition theorem (Kuba et al., 2022; Wen
et al., 2022), which ensures a consistent and monotonic enhancement while optimizing agents sequentially.

Ai1:n
π (o, ai1:n) =

n∑
m=1

Aim
π (o, ai1:m−1 , aim) (4)

Building upon the aforementioned theorem, SeBR computes a Best Response of distributed team policy given the fixed
opposing team policy. Specifically, at each iteration players make decisions based on the current team policy (π1, π2, . . . , πn)
and transmit their decision preferences and rewards through communication channel Q. Then individual policies will
be optimized sequentially with the decomposed advantage loss, which is computed according to equation (4) with the
information from Q.

The pesudocode for SeBR is shown in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 SeBR

Require: Meta Policy of Opponent Team ΠO, Communication Channel Q
1: Initialize distributed team policy (π1, π2, . . . , πn)
2: for i = 1, . . . ,MaxIter do
3: empty Q
4: TeamAction = Action(π1, π2, . . . , πn, Q)
5: OppoAction = Action(ΠO)
6: RT = RewardT (TeamAction, OppoAction, Q)
7: for m = 1, . . . , n do
8: Extract A1, ..., Am and RT from Q
9: Lossm = DecomposedAdvantage(RT ,

10: {A1, ..., Am})
11: πm = Optimize(πm, Lossm)
12: end for
13: if Converge then break
14: end if
15: end for
16: return π1, π2, . . . , πn
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B. Cooperative Performance of Team-PSRO and S-PSRO in Google Research Football

Figure 5. Cooperative Behaviours of S-PSRO for Passing in Google Research Football

Figure 6. Lack of Cooperation of Team-PSRO for Passing in Google Research Football

We observe that, in comparison to pivot-followers consensus, sequential correlation consensus achieves a higher level of
cooperation among teammates in complex tasks, such as passing in Google Research Football.

As depicted in figure 5, S-PSRO, an implementation of sequential correlation consensus in large-scale games, enables
the player to successfully pass the football to their teammate. In contrast, in figure 6, Team-PSRO, an implementation
of pivot-followers consensus in large-scale games, results in players’ unsuccessful attempts to pass the football to their
teammates.
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