2010.11243v1 [cs.GT] 21 Oct 2020

arxXiv

Solving Zero-Sum One-Sided Partially Observable
Stochastic Games

Karel Hordk!, Branislav Bosansky', Vojtéch Kovaiik!, Christopher Kiekintveld?

L Artificial Intelligence Center,
Department of Computer Science,
Faculty of Electrical Engineering,
Czech Technical University in Prague
{karel.horak, branislav. bosasnsky, kovarvol}@fel. cvut.cz

2 Computer Science Department,
University of Texas at El Paso,
cdkiekintveldQutep. edu

Abstract

Many security and other real-world situations are dynamic in nature and can be
modelled as strictly competitive (or zero-sum) dynamic games. In these domains,
agents perform actions to affect the environment and receive observations —
possibly imperfect — about the situation and the effects of the opponent’s actions.
Moreover, there is no limitation on the total number of actions an agent can
perform — that is, there is no fixed horizon. These settings can be modelled as
partially observable stochastic games (POSGs). However, solving general POSGs
is computationally intractable, so we focus on a broad subclass of POSGs called
one-sided POSGs. In these games, only one agent has imperfect information
while their opponent has full knowledge of the current situation. We provide
a full picture for solving one-sided POSGs: we (1) give a theoretical analysis
of one-sided POSGs and their value functions, (2) show that a variant of a
value-iteration algorithm converges in this setting, (3) adapt the heuristic search
value-iteration algorithm for solving one-sided POSGs, (4) describe how to use
approximate value functions to derive strategies in the game, and (5) demonstrate
that our algorithm can solve one-sided POSGs of non-trivial sizes and analyze
the scalability of our algorithm in three different domains: pursuit-evasion,
patrolling, and search games.

Keywords: zero-sum partially observable stochastic games, one-sided
information, value iteration, heuristic search value iteration

1. Introduction

Non-cooperative game theory models the interaction of multiple agents in a
joint environment. Rational agents perform actions in the environment to achieve
their own, often conflicting goals. The interaction of agents is typically very



complex in real-world dynamic scenarios — the agents can perform sequences
of multiple actions while only having partial information about the actions of
others and the events in the environment.

Finding out (approximate) optimal strategies for agents in dynamic environ-
ment with imperfect information is a long-standing problem in Artificial Intelli-
gence. Its applications range from recreational games, such as poker [32] [IT], to
uses in security such as patrolling [4], 50, 5] and pursuit-evasion games [25] 24, [I].

For tackling this problem, game theory can provide appropriate mathematical
models and algorithms for computing (approximate) optimal strategies according
to some game-theoretic solution concept. Among all existing game-theoretic
models suitable for modelling dynamic interaction with imperfect information,
partially observable stochastic games (POSGs) are one of the most general ones.
POSGs model situations where all players have only partial information about
the state of the environment, agents perform actions and receive observations,
and the length of the interaction among agents is not a priori bounded. As such,
the expressive possibilities of POSGs are broad. In particular, they can model
all considered security scenarios as well as recreational games.

Despite having high expressive power, POSGs have limited applications due
to the complexity of computing (approximate) optimal strategies. There are two
main reasons for this. First, the imperfect information provides challenges for
sequential decision-making even in the single-agent case — partially observable
Markov decision processes (POMDPs). Theoretical results show that various
exact and approximate problems in POMDPs are undecidable [31]. Focused
research effort has yielded several approximate algorithms with convergence
guarantees [39, 27] scalable even to large POMDPs [37]. The main step when
solving a POMDP is to reason about belief states — probability distributions
over possible states. Note that an agent can easily deduce a belief state in a
POMDP since the environment changes only as a result of the agent’s actions
or because of the environment’s stochasticity (which is known). In POSGs,
however, the presence of another agent(s) changing the environment generates
another level of complexity. Suppose all players have partial information about
the environment. In that case, each player needs to reason not only about their
belief over environment states, but also about opponents’ beliefs, their beliefs
over beliefs, and so on. This issue is called the problem with nested beliefs [30]
and cannot be avoided in general unless we pose additional assumptions on the
game model. This is primarily because, in general POSGs, the choice of the
optimal action (strategy) of a player depends on these nested beliefs. To avoid
this issue, we will focus on a subclass of POSGs that does not suffer from the
problem of nested beliefs while still being expressive enough to contain many
existing real-world games and scenarios.

One such sub-class of POSGs are two-player concurrent-move games where
one player is assumed to have full knowledge about the environment and only one
player has partial information. In this case, the player with partial information
(player 1 from now on) does not have to reconstruct the belief of the opponent
(player 2) since player 2 always has full information about the true state of the
environment. Similarly, player 2 can always reconstruct the belief of player 1 by



using the full information about the environment, which includes information
about the action-history of player 1. The game is played over stages where
both players independently choose their next action (i.e., albeit player 2 has
full knowledge about the current history and state, he does not know the action
player 1 is about to play in the current stage). The state of the game with the
joint action of the players determines the next state and the next observation
generated for player 1. We term this class of games as one-sided POSG. While
this class of games has appeared before in the literature (e.g., in [44] as Level-1
stochastic games, or in [13] as semiperfect-information stochastic gamcsED we are
the first to focus on designing a practical algorithm for computing (approximately)
optimal strategies.

Despite the seemingly-strong assumption on the perfect information for
player 2, the studied class of one-sided POSG has broad application possibilities,
especially in security. In particular, this model subsumes patrolling games [4}, 50}
5] or pursuit-evasion games [25] 24, [T]. In many security-related problems, the
defender is protecting an area (or a computer network) against the attacker that
wants to attack it (e.g., by intruding into the area or infiltrating the network).
The defender does not have full information about the environment since he
does not know which actions the attacker performed (e.g., which hosts in the
computer network have been compromised by the attacker). At the same time,
it is difficult for the defender to exactly know what information the attacker has
since the attacker can infiltrate the system or use insider information, and can
thus have substantial knowledge about the environment. Hence, as the worst-
case assumption, the defender can assume that the attacker has full knowledge
about the environment. From this perspective, one-sided POSG can be used to
compute robust defense strategies. We restrict to the strictly competitive (or
zero-sum) setting. In this case, the defender has guaranteed expected outcome
when using such robust strategies even against attackers with less information.
Finally, we use the standard assumption that payoffs are computed as discounted
sums of immediate rewards. However, our approach could be generalized to the
non-discounted version to some extent (by proceeding similarly to [21]).

Our main contribution is the description of the first practical algorithm
for computing (approximate) optimal solution for two-player zero-sum one-
sided POSG with discounted rewardsﬂ The contribution is threefold: (1) the
theoretical contribution proving that our proposed algorithm has guarantees for

n this work, however, the authors assumed that the game is turn-taking. In contrast, we
consider a more general case where at each timestep, both players choose simultaneously next
action to be played.

2Parts of this work appeared in conference publications [20]. This submission is significantly
extended from the published works by (1) containing all the proofs and all the technical details
regarding the algorithm, (2) full description of the procedure for extracting strategies computed
by the algorithm, and (3) new experiments with improved implementation of the algorithm.
Finally, we acknowledge that a modification of presented algorithm has been provided in
[22] 23] where a compact representation of belief space was proposed for a specific cybersecurity
domain and demonstrate that proposed algorithm can scale even beyond experiments however
at the cost of losing theoretical guarantees.



approximating the value of any one-sided POSG, (2) showing how to extract
strategies from our algorithm and use them to play the game, (3) implementation
of the algorithm and experimental evaluation on a set of games. The theoretical
work is a direct extension of the theory behind the single-player case (i.e.,
POMDPs). In POMDPs, an optimal strategy in every step depends on the
player’s belief over environment states and on the outcomes achievable in each
state. In other words, we have a value function which takes a belief b and returns
the optimal expected value that can be achieved under b (by following an optimal
strategy in both the current decision point and those encountered afterwards).

Figure [I] visualizes the outline and key results provided in each section of
the paper. After reviewing related work (Section [2)) we state relevant technical
background for POMDPs (Section . We then formally define one-sided POSG
(Section []) and restate some known results [44] regarding the characteristics
of the value function (convexity) and show that the value function can be
computed using a recursive formula (Section . We then observe that each
strategy can be decomposed into the distribution that determines the very next
action and the strategy for the remainder of the game and that this structure is
mirrored on the level of value functions (Section [6). With these tools, we derive
a Bellman equation for one-sided POSG a prove that the iterative application of
the corresponding operator H is guaranteed to converge to the optimal value
function V* (Section @ To get a baseline method of computing V*, we show
that the operator H can be computed using a linear program (Section . To get
a method with better scaling properties, we design novel approximate algorithms
that aim at approximating V* (Section@. Namely, we follow the heuristic search
value iteration algorithm (HSVI) [39, [40] that uses two functions to approximate
the value function, an upper bound function and a lower bound function. By
decreasing the gap between these approximations, the algorithm approximates
the optimal expected value for relevant belief points. We show that a similar
approach can also work in one-sided POSG and that, while the overall idea
remains, most of the technical parts of the algorithm have to be adapted for
one-sided POSG. We identify and address these technical challenges in order
to formally prove that our HSVI algorithm for one-sided POSG converges to
optimal strategies. As defined, the HSVI algorithm primarily approximates
optimal value for a given game. To extract strategies that reach computed values
in expectation, we provide an additional online algorithm (based on ideas from
online game-playing algorithms with imperfect information but finite horizon [32])
that generates actions from (approximate) optimal strategies according to the
computed approximated value functions (Section . Finally, we experimentally
evaluate the proposed algorithm on a set of different games, show scalability for
these games, and provide deep insights into the performance for each specific
part of the algorithm (Section . We demonstrate that our implementation
of the algorithm is capable of solving non-trivial games with as much as 4 500
states and 120000 transitions.
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Figure 1: Outline of the theoretical results presented in the paper.




2. Related Work

General, domain-independent algorithms for solvin@ (subclasses of) partially
observable stochastic games with infinite horizon are not commonly studied. As
argued in the introduction, the problem of nested beliefs is one of the reasons. One
way of tackling this issue is by using history-dependent strategies. One of the few
such approaches is the bottom-up dynamic programming for constructing relevant
finite-horizon policy trees for individual players while pruning-out dominated
strategies [I8| [26]. However, while the history-dependent policies can cope with
the necessity of considering the nested beliefs, the number of the strategies is
doubly exponential in the horizon of the game (i.e., the number of turns in the
game), which greatly limits the scalability and applicability of the algorithm.

We take another approach and restrict to subclasses of POSGs, where the
problem of nested beliefs does not appear. Besides the works focused directly
on one-sided POSGs, there are other works that consider specific subclasses of
POSGs. For example, Ghosh et al. |2004] study zero-sum POSGs with public
actions and observations. The authors show that the game has a well-defined
value and present an algorithm that exploits the transformation of such a model
into a game with complete information. In one-sided POSG, however, the
actions are not publicly observable since the imperfectly-informed player lacks
the information about their opponent’s action. Compared to existing works
studying one-sided POSG [44] [13], our work is the first to provide a practical
algorithm that can be directly used to solve games of non-trivial sizes.

Our algorithm focuses on the offline problem of (approximately) solving a
given one-sided POSG. However, a part of our contribution is the extraction of the
strategy that reaches the computed value. On the other hand, online algorithms
focus on computing strategies that will be used while playing the game. For a long
time, no online algorithms for dynamic imperfect-information games provided
guarantees on the (near-)optimality of the resulting strategies. While several
new algorithms with theoretical guarantees emerged [28], [32] [46] in recent years,
they only considered limited-horizon games and produced history-dependent
strategies. Using such online algorithms for POSGs is thus only possible with
very limited lookahead or when using a heuristic evaluation function. Our
approach is fully domain-independent and avoids considering complete histories
and the use of evaluation functions while nevertheless being able to consider
strategies with horizon of 100 turns or more. Finally, note that the recent work
[47] has shown that online algorithms which seem to be consistent with some
Nash equilibrium strategy might fail to be “sound” (i.e., there will be a way to
exploit them). Fortunately, our algorithm is provably e-sound in this sense, since
(the proof of) Theorem 4] shows that it is always guaranteed to get at least the
equilibrium value minus e.

30r even approximating an optimal solution to a given error.



3. Partially Observable MDPs

Partially observable Markov decision processes (POMDPs) [2] [43], [35] [39]
40), [45), [7, [41] are a standard tool for single-agent decision making in stochastic
environment under uncertainty about the states. From the perspective of partially
observable stochastic games, POMDPs can be seen as a variant of POSG that is
only played by a single player.

Definition 3.1 (Partially observable Markov decision process). A partially
observable Markov decision process is a tuple (S, A, 0, T, R) where
e S is a finite set of states,
e A is a finite set of actions the agent can use,
e O is a finite set of observations the agent can observe,
e T(o,s" | s,a)is a probability to transition to s’ while generating observation
o when the current state is s and agent uses action a,
e R(s,a) is the immediate reward of the agent when using action a in state
s.

In POMDPs, the agent starts with a known belief 4™ € A(S) that char-
acterizes the probability b(s) that s is the initial state. The play proceeds
similarly as in POSGs, except that there is only one decision-maker involved:
The initial state s is sampled from the distribution 4™ Then, in every
stage t, the agent decides about the current action a(¥) and receives reward
R(s®,a®) based on the current state of the environment s*). With probability
T(0®W, st | 5 q®) the system transitions to s¢+1) and the agent receives
observation o*). The decision process is then repeated. Although many object-
ives have been studied in POMDPs, in this section we discuss only discounted
POMDPs with infinite-horizon, i.e., the objective is to optimize Y, , v*~'r, for
a discount factor v € (0, 1).

A strategy o : (410)* — A; in POMDPs is traditionally called a policy
and assigns a deterministic action to each observed history w € (4;0)* of the
agentﬁ Since the agent is the only decision-maker within the environment, and
the probabilistic characterization of the environment is known, the player is
able to infer his belief Pymic[sHD) | (aDo®)t_] (i.e., how likely it is to be in
a particular state after a sequence of actions and observations (a(Yo(")!_, has
been used and observed). This belief can be defined recursively

7(b,a,0)(s') =n Y _b(s)-T(o0,s'| s,a) (1)
seS

where 7 is a normalizing term, and 7(b, a,0) € A(S) is the updated belief of the
agent when his current belief was b and he played and observed (a,0). [42] has

4As usual, we take X* to denote the set of all finite sequences over X. For a set Y of
sequences, Y Z denotes the set of sequences obtained by concatenating a single element of Z to
some sequence from Y. (Combining this notation yields, e.g., azbyc € (AX)* A for a,b,c € A
and z,y € X.)



shown that the belief of the agent is a sufficient statistic, and POMDPs can
therefore be translated into belief-space MDP. In theory, standard methods for
solving MDPs can be applied, and POMDPs can be solved, e.g., by iterating

VHL(b) = [HVY](b) = max > b(s)- R(s,a) +7 > _ PByfo | a] - V(r(b,a,0))
seS o€0
(2)

Since H is a contraction, the repeated application of Equation (2) converges
to a unique convex value function V* : A(S) — R of the POMDP. However,
since the number of beliefs is infinite, it is impossible to apply this formula to
approximate V* directly.

Ezact value iteration. The value iteration can be, however, rewritten in terms
of operations with so-called a-vectors [43]. An a-vector can be seen as a linear
function a : A(S) — R characterized by its values a(s) in the vertices s € S of
the belief simplex A(S). We thus have a(b) = > 5 b(s) - a(s).

Assume that V! is a piecewise-linear and convex function where V() =
max,er: a(b) for a finite set of a-vectors I''. We can then form a new (finite)
set T+ of a-vectors to represent V!*! from Equation by considering all
possible combinations of a-vectors from the set I'':

it = { a:A(S) =R | als) = R(s,a) +~ Z T(o0,s" |s,a)a’(s")
(0,8")EOXS

for some a € A and o € T, OGO}. (3)

As [Tt = |A| - |Tt|I91] this exact approach suffers from poor scalability. Several
techniques have been proposed to reduce the size of sets I'* [29, [51], however,
this still does not translate to an efficient algorithm.

In the remainder of this section, we present two scalable algorithms for solving
POMDPs that are relevant to this thesis. First, we present RTDP-Bel that uses
discretized value function and applies Equation directly. Second, we present
heuristic search value iteration (HSVI) [39, [40] that inspires our methods for
solving POSGs.

RTDP-Bel. The RTDP-Bel algorithm [6] is based on RTDP [3] and has been
originally framed in the context of Goal-POMDPs. Goal-POMDPs do not
discount rewards (i.e., they set v = 1 in Equation ) However, the agent is
incentivized to reach the goal state g as his reward for every transition before
reaching the goal is negative (i.e., it represents the cost). The RTDP-Bel also
applies to discounted POMDPs as discounting can be modelled within the Goal-
POMDP framework as a fixed probability 1 — v of reaching the goal state during
every transition [7].

RTDP-Bel adapts RTDP to partially observable domains by using a grid-
based approximation of V* and using a hash-table to store the values, where
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Figure 2: Comparison of value function approximation schemes

V*(b) ~ V(|K -b]) for some fixed parameter K € N. This approximation,
however, loses the theoretical properties of RTDP. The algorithm need not
converge as the values of the discretized value function may oscillate. Moreover,
there is no guarantee that the values stored in the hash-table will provide a
bound on the values of V* [7), p. 3, last paragraph of Section 3]. Despite the lack
of theoretical properties, RTDP-Bel has been shown to perform well in practice.
The RTDP-Bel algorithm performs a sequence of trials (see Algorithm [1)) that
updates the discretized value function V.

Algorithm 1: A single trial of the RTDP-Bel algorithm.
1 b« bt s~ b

2 while b(g) < 1 do

Qbya) < 3 s b(s)R(s,a) + 3 o Polo | a] - V(LK - 7(b, a, 0)])
a” < argmax,c 4 Q(b,a)

V(LK -b]) < Q(b,a")

(0,8") ~T(0,8" | s,a*); b+ 7(b,a*,0); s+ s

w

!

[N BN

Heuristic search value iteration (HSVI). Heuristic search value iteration [39 40]
is a representative of a class of point-based methods for solving POMDPs. Unlike
RTDP-Bel, it approximates V* using piecewise-linear functions. We illustrate
the difference between a grid-based approximation used in RTDP-Bel and a
piecewise-linear approximation in Figures [2a] and 2B Observe that unlike the
grid-based approximation, a piecewise-linear approximation can yield a close
approximation of V* even in regions with a rapid change of value.

In the original version of the heuristic-search wvalue iteration algorithm
(HSVI) [39], the algorithm keeps two piecewise-linear and convex (PWLC)
functions VLFB and V[}rB to approximate V* (see Figure and refines them over
time. The lower bound on the value is represented in the vector-set representa-
tion using a finite set of a-vectors I', while the upper bound is formed as a lower
convex hull of a set of points T = {(b;,y;) i =1,...,m} where b; € A(S) and



y; € R. We then have

VIFB (b) = max b(s) - a(s) (4a)
ach seS
Vip(b) =min{3 7" Aiyi | A € Ry 327 Aib; = b} (4b)

Computing V[}fB(b) according to Equation requires solving a linear
program. In the second version of the algorithm (HSVI2, [40]), the PWLC
representation of upper bound has been replaced by a sawtooth-shaped approx-
imation [19] (see Figure [2d). While the sawtooth approximation is less tight
with the same set of points, the computation of V{J;(b) does not rely on the use
of linear programming and can be done in linear time in the size of T.

HSVI2 initializes the value function Vil by considering policies ‘always play
the action a’ and construct one a-vector for each action a € A corresponding
to the expected cost for playing such policy. For the initialization of the upper
bound, the fast-informed bound is used [19].

The refinement of V5 and VgB is done by adding new elements to the sets I
and Y. Since the goal of each update is to improve the approximation quality in

the selected belief b as much as possible, we refer to them as point-based updates
(see Algorithm [2)).

Algorithm 2: Point-based update(b) procedure of (Vi Vilg)-

1 a® < argmax,cr s T(0,a,0)(s") - a(s’) foralla € A,0 € O

2 a®(s) «+ R(s,a) + 72075, T(o,s" | s,a)-a®°(s") for all s € S,a € A

3 I'« DU {argmax,. ) s b(s) - a’(s)}

4 T+ YU{(bmaxeeca [ZSES b(s)R(s,a) + 'Vzoeo Pylo | a] - Vi (7 (b, a, 0))] )}

Algorithm 3: HSVI2 for discounted POMDPs. The pseudocode
follows the ZMDP implementation and includes update on line [6}

1 Initialize Vg and V(s

2 while Vi (6™") — V5 (b™*) > ¢ do explore(b™" ¢,0)

3 procedure explore(b,e,t)

if V(b)) — Vii5(b) < ey~! then return

a” < argmax, 4 [ZS b(s) - R(s,a) +7> .o Polo] alVig(7(b, a, o))}
update(b)

0" < argmax .o, Pylo | a] - excessy1(7(b,a™,0))
explore(r(b,a”,0"),e,t + 1)

update(b)

[N

© 0 N o o

Similarly to RTDP-Bel, HSVI2 selects beliefs where the update should be
performed based on the simulated play (selecting actions according to V{i3).
Unlike RTDP-Bel, however, observations are not selected randomly. Instead,
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HSVI2 selects an observation with the highest weighted excess gap, i.e. the excess
approximation error

excessi 1 (r(b,a”,0) = Vily(r(ba”,0) = Wip(r(ba”,0)) — ey~ (5)

in 7(b, a*, 0) weighted by the probability Py[o | a*]. This heuristic choice attempts
to target beliefs where the update will have the most significant impact on
V[’JI'B (binit) _ VIFB (binit).

The HSVI2 algorithm for discounted-sum POMDPs (y € (0,1)) is shown
in Algorithm |3} This algorithm provably converges to an e-approximation of
V*(bmit) using values Vilg (b'1) and Vilg (b)), see [39].

4. Game Model: One-Sided Partially Observable Stochastic Games
(OS-POSGs)

We now define the model of one-sided POSGs and describe strategies for this
class of games.

Definition 4.1 (one-sided POSGs). A one-sided POSG (or OS-POSG) is a
tuple G = (S, A1, 43,0,T, R,v) where

e S is a finite set of of game states,

e A; and A, are finite sets of actions of player 1 and player 2, respectively,

e O is a finite set of observations

o for every (s,aj,az) € S x Ay x As, T(-|s,a1,a2) € A(O x S) represents

probabilistic transition function,
e R:S5x A; x Ay — R is a reward function of player 1,
e v€(0,1) is a discount factor.

The game starts by sampling the initial state s(1) ~ b from the initial belief
bt Then the game proceeds for an infinite number of stages where the players
choose their actions simultaneously and receive feedback from the environment.
At the beginning of i-th stage, the current state s(*) is revealed to player 2, but
not to player 1. Then player 1 selects action agi) € A; and player 2 selects action
aéi) € Ay. Based on the current state of the game s() and the actions (a:(Li)7 aéi))
taken by the players, an unobservable reward R(s(®, agi), agi)) is assigne to
player 1, and the game transitions to a state s(t1) while generating observation
o) with probability T'(o¥, s(+1) |s(i),a¥),ag)). After committing to action
aéi), player 2 observes the entire outcome of the current stage, including the

action agi) taken by player 1 and the observation o(?. player 1, on the other

hand, knows only his own action agi) and the observation o(*), while the action

5Note that we consider a zero-sum setting, hence the reward of player 2 is —R(s(?, agi), agi)).
We do however consider that player 2 focuses on minimizing the reward of player 1 instead of

reasoning about the rewards of player 2 directly.
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agl) of player 2 and both the past and new states of the system s* and s(*+1)
remain unknown to him.

The information asymmetry in the game means that while player 2 can
observe entire course of the game (s(i)a(z)a( )oli D)t_, st € (SA;A,0)*S up to
the current decision point at time t + 1, player 1 only knows his own actions and
observations (ag ) E )1) (AlO)* The players make decisions solely based on
this information - formally, this is captured by the following definition:

Definition 4.2 (Behavioral strategy). Let G be a one-sided POSG. Mappings
o1:(A10)* = A(A;) and 02 : (SA1A20)*S — A(Ay) are behavioral strategies
of imperfectly informed player 1 and perfectly informed player 2, respectively.
The sets of all behavioral strategies of player 1 and player 2 are denoted ¥; and
Yo, respectively.

Plays in OS-POSGs. Players use their behavioral strategies (o1, 02) to play the

game. A play is an infinite word (s(l)a( aé ) ol ))Z 1, while finite prefixes of plays

w= (s(l)a a( ) ol NI 5T+ are called histories of length T, and plays having
w as a prefix are denoted Cone(w). Formally, a cone of w is a set of all plays
extending w,

Cone(w) :=
{(s(i)agi)ag)o(i));’il € (SA;A;0)* | (s a(z)a(z)o( )Y | extends w} (6)

At a decision point at time ¢, players extend a history (s@al”al?o®)t_ s(t+D)

of length ¢ by sampling actions from their strategies agt“) ~ 01(((1(11')0(1‘))5:1)
and al ™) ~ oy((sDal?al?0®)_ s(t+D). We consider a discounted-sum ob-
jective with discount factor v € (0,1). The payoff associated with a play
(s(i)agl)agz)o(i))fil is thus Disc” := Y o0, vi_lR(s(”,ay),aé’)). Player 1 is aim-
ing to maximize this quantity while player 2 is minimizing it.

Apart from reasoning about decision rules of the players for the entire game
(i.e., their behavioural strategies o1 and o02), we also consider the strategies they
use for a single decision point—or stage—of the game only (i.e., assuming that
the course of the previous stages (s’ )a( )a( ol NE_, is fixed and considered a
parameter of the given stage).

Definition 4.3 (Stage strategy). Let G be a one-sided POSG. A stage strategy
of player 1 is a distribution m; € A(A;) over the actions player 1 can use at
the current stage. A stage strategy of player 2 is a mapping 72 : S — A(As)
from the possible current states of the game (player 2 observes the true state
at the beginning of the current stage) to a distribution over actions of player 2.

SRecall that we use the standard notation where X* := all finite sequences over X (and,
if Y is a set of sequences, YZ denotes the set of sequences obtained by appending a single
element of Z at the end of some y € Y).
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The sets of all stage strategies of player 1 and player 2 are denoted IT; and Ils,
respectively.

Note that a stage strategy of player 2 is essentially a conditional probability
distribution given the current state of the game. For the reasons of notational
convenience, we use notation my(as | s) instead of mo(s)(ag) wherever applicable.

4.1. Subgames

Recall that both players know past actions of player 1 and all observations
player 1 has received. The action-observation history is thus public knowledge.
This allows us to define a notion of subgames. A subgame induced by an action-
observation history w (or w-subgame) is formed by histories h such that the
action-observation history w(h) of player 1 in h is a suffix of w, i.e., w(h) J w.

Later in the text, we will specifically reason about subgames that follow
directly after the first stage of the game—these correspond to (a1, 0)-subgames
for some action a; and observation o. Observe that, once (aj,0) is played and
observed, both players know exactly which (a1, 0)-subgame they are currently in.
Consequently, reasoning about (a1, 0)-subgame can be done without considering
any other (af,o')-subgame.

4.2. Probability measures

We now proceed by defining a probability measure on the space of infinite plays
in one-sided POSGs. Assuming that b € A(S) is the initial belief characterizing
the distribution over possible initial states, and players use strategies (o1, 02)
to play the game from the current situation, we can define the probability
distribution over histories (i.e., prefixes of plays) recursively as follows.

Pb70'170'2 [3(1)] = b( (1)) (73)

Poor.0n[(sPal?a) o) s =Py 5, o [(sDalPalo)izls®] . (7b)
o1 (@02t al) - oy ((sValVal) o)t s ),a% :
T(O(t)’s t+1) ‘ S ,aﬁt),ag))

This probability distribution also coincide with a measure p defined over the
cones, i.e. plays having w as a prefix.

U(Cone(w)) = Pb,01702 [’LU} (8)

The measure £ uniquely extends to the probability measure Py, 5, o, [-] over infinite
plays of the game, which allows us to define the expected utility Ey, o, o, [Disc”]
of the game when the initial belief of the game is b and strategies o1 € 31 and
09 € Yo are played by player 1 and player 2, respectively.

In a similar manner, we can define a probability measure Py r, 1, [$, a1, a2, 0, §']
that predicts events only one step into the future (for stage strategies m € Iy,
7o € Ily). For belief b and stage strategies 1, m2, we consider the probability
that a stage starts in state s € S (sampled from b), players select actions a; ~ my
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and as ~ o, and that this results into a transition to a new state s’ € S while
generating an observation o € O:

Pb,ﬂ'l,’ﬂ'z [Sa a1, a2, 0, 3/} = b(s)ﬂ-l (al)ﬂ—2 (a2 | S)T(07 SI | S,arp, a’2) . (9)

The probability distribution in Equation @D can be marginalized to obtain, e.g.,
the probability that player 1 plays action a; € A; and observes o € O,

Pb,ﬂ'l,ﬂ"Q [ala O] = Z Pb,wl,ﬂ'g [37 ai,az, o, 8/]
(s,a2,8")ESX A xS
= > b(s)my (ar)ma(ag | 8)T (0, 8" | s,a1,as) . (10)

(s,a2,8")ESXAax S

At the beginning of each stage, the imperfectly informed player 1 selects
their action based on their belief about the current state of the game. For a
fixed current stage-strategy mo of player 2, player 1 can derive the distribution
over possible states at the beginning of the next stage. If player 1 starts with
a belief b, takes an action a; € A, and observes o € O, his updated belief
b = 7(b,a1,ma,0) over states s’ € S is going to be 7(b, a1, 7, 0)(s") =

:Pb,mmz[sllabo} = Z Pb,m,772[87a2’8/|a170] (11a)
(s,a2)ESXAs
1
= 5 1. 3 P T, ) ) y» Yy ! 11b
]P)b7r1 71'2[@170] Z b1, 2[8 ai,az, 0 5] ( )
b (s,a2)ESXAs
1
= b T ! . 11
Porrilorol > b(s)mi(ar)ma(az|$)T (0, ' | 5,1, a2) (11c)

(s,a2)ESX Az

In Section[7] this expression will prove useful for describing the Bellman equation
in one-sided POSGs.

5. Value of One-Sided POSGs

We now proceed by establishing the value function of one-sided POSGs. The
value function represents the utility player 1 can achieve in each possible initial
belief of the game. First, we define the value of a strategy o, € X1 of player 1,
which assigns a payoff player 1 is guaranteed to get by playing o7 in the game
(parameterized by the initial belief of the game). Based on the value of strategies,
we define the optimal value function of the game where player 1 chooses the best
strategy for the given initial belief.

Definition 5.1 (Value of strategy). Let G be a one-sided POSG and o1 € ¥4
be a behavioral strategy of the imperfectly informed player 1. The value of
strategy o1, denoted val’', is a function mapping each belief b € A(S) to the
expected utility that o7 guarantees against a best-responding player 2 given that
the initial belief is b:

val?'(b) = inf E 4, .0,[Disc?] . (12)

02€X2
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When given an instance of a one-sided POSG with initial belief b, player 1
aims for a strategy that yields the best possible expected utility val?! (b). The
value player 1 can guarantee in belief b is characterized by the optimal value
function V* of the game.

Definition 5.2 (Optimal value function). Let G be a one-sided POSG. The
optimal value function V* : A(S) — R of G represents the supinf value of player 1
for each of the beliefs, i.e.

V*(b) = sup val?(b) . (13)
01€X,

Note that according to von Neumann’s minimax theorem [49] (resp. its
generalization [38]), every zero-sum POSG with discounted-sum objective Disc”
is determined in the sense that the lower values (in the supinf sense) and the
upper values (in the inf sup sense) of the game coincide and represent the value
of the game. Therefore, V*(b) also represents the value of the game when the
initial belief of the game is b € A(S).

Since the Disc” objective is considered (for 0 < v < 1), the infinite discounted
sum of rewards of player 1 converge. As a result, the values of strategies val?* (b)
and the value of the game V*(b) can be bounded.

Proposition 5.3. Let G be a one-sided POSG. Then the payoff Disc” of an
arbitrary play in G is bounded by values
L= min R(s,a1,a2)/(1—7) U= max R(s,a1,a2)/(1—7). (14)
(s,a1,a2) (s,a1,a2)

It also follows that L < V*(b) < U and L <val?*(b) < U holds for every belief
b e A(S) and strategy o1 € X1 of the imperfectly informed player 1.

Since the values L and U are uniquely determined by the given one-sided
POSG, we will use these symbols in the remainder of the text. We now focus
on the discussion of structural properties of solutions of OS-POSGs. First, we
show that the value of an arbitrary strategy o; € X1 of player 1 is linear in
b € A(S) — that is, it can be represented as a convex combination of its values
in the vertices of the simplex A(SS).

In accordance with the notation used in the POMDP literature, we refer
to linear functions defined over the A(S) simplex as a-vectors. For s € S, we
overload the notation as «(s) := the value of « in the vertex corresponding to s.
This allows us to write the following for every b € A(S)

1 s=5¢

a(b) = Za(s)ob(s) where a(s) = a(ly), 14(s') = { (15)

0 otherwise -
seS
The following lemma shows the result we promised earlier:

Lemma 5.4. Let G be a one-sided POSG and o1 € X1 be an arbitrary behavioral

strategy of player 1. Then the value val®* of strategy o1 is a linear function in
the belief space A(S).
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Proof. According to the Definition the value val?® of strategy oy is defined
as the expected utility of o; against the best-response strategy oo of player 2.
However, before having to act, player 2 observes the true initial state s ~ b.
Therefore, he will play a best-response strategy o2 against o1 (with expected
utility val? (s)) given that the initial state is s. Since the probability that the
initial state is s is b(s), we have

val?' (b) = Zb(s)val”l(s) . (16)

s€S
This shows that val is a linear function in the belief b € A(.S). O

Since a point-wise supremum of a set of linear functions is convex, Lemma/5.4]
implies that the optimal value function V* is convex:

Lemma 5.5. Optimal value function V* of a one-sided POSG is convex.

Unless otherwise specified, we endow any space A(X) over a finite set X
with the || - ||; metric. To prepare the ground for the later proof of correctness of
our main algorithm (presented in Section E[), we now show that both the value of
strategies and the optimal value function V* are Lipschitz continuous. (Recall
that for k > 0 a function f : A(X) — R is k-Lipschitz continuous if for every

p,q € A(X) it holds |f(p) — f(q)| < k- |p—ql1.)

Lemma 5.6. Let X be a finite set and let f : A(X) = [Ymin, Ymax] be a linear
function. Then f is k-Lipschitz continuous for k = (Ymax — Ymin)/2-

Lemma [5.6] directly implies that both values val”® of strategies oy of the
imperfectly informed player 1, as well as the optimal value function V* are
Lipschitz continuous.

Lemma 5.7. Let o1 € 1 be an arbitrary strategy of the imperfectly informed
player 1. Then val®" is (U — L)/2-Lipschitz continuous|

Proof. Value val?* of strategy o7 is linear (Lemmal5.4) and its values are bounded
by L and U (Proposition . Therefore, according to Lemma the function
val” is (U — L)/2-Lipschitz. O

For notational convenience, we denote this constant as § := (U — L)/2 in the
remainder of the text.

Proposition 5.8. Value function V* of one-sided POSGs is 6-Lipschitz con-
tinuous.

Remark. In the remainder of the text, we will use term value function to refer
to an arbitrary function V' : A(S) — R that assigns numbers V' (b) (estimates of
the value achieved under optimal play) to beliefs b € A(S) of player 1.

"Recall that L and U, introduced in Proposition are the minimum and maximum
possible utilities in the game.
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5.1. Elementary Properties of Convex Functions

In 16 we have shown that the optimal value function V* of one-sided
POSGs is convex. In this section, we will explicitly state some of the import-
ant properties of convex functions that motivate our approach and are used
throughout the rest of the text.

Proposition 5.9. Let f : A(S) — R be a point-wise supremum of linear
functions, i.e.,

f(b) = sgza(b) , I C{a:A(S) = R |« is linear} . (17)

Then f is convex and continuous. Furthermore, if every a € T is k-Lipschitz
continuous, f is k-Lipschitz continuous as well.

Proof. Let b,/ € A(S) and A € [0, 1] be arbitrary. We have

Af(B) + (1 =N f(') = Asup a(b) + (1 — \) sup a(¥)

ael ael’
= sup Aa(b) + sup(1 — N ()
aecll ael’
> sup [a(b) + (1 - Aa(¥)
a€el
=supa(Ab+ (1 - )
ael

= FOb+ (1= A,

which shows that f is convex.

We now prove the continuity of f. Since every convex function is continuous
on the interior of its domain, it remains to show that f is continuous on the
boundary of A(S). Assume to the contradiction that it is not continuous,
i.e., there exists by on the boundary such that for all b from its neighborhood
f(bo) > f(b) + C for some C > 0. Since f is a pointwise supremum of linear
functions, there exists o € I" such that a(by) > f(bg) — C/2. However, at the
same time, we have a(b) < f(by) — C. This is in contradiction with the fact that
all a € T" are linear, and hence continuous.

Furthermore, suppose that every a € I' is k-Lipschitz continuous and let
b,b' € A(S). We have

f(b) = supa(b)
acl
< sup [a(b") + k[|b —V'||1] (since every a € I" is k-Lipschitz)
acl

— [supa(¥)] + Ko~ 1,
ael

= f(') + kb= V|1
Since the identical argument proves the inequality f(b') < f(b) + k||b —'||1, this

shows that f is k-Lipschitz continuous. O
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Recall that we aim to emulate the HSVI algorithm from POMDPs, where
the optimal value function V* is approximated by a series of piecewise linear
and convex functions. One of the common ways to represent these functions
is as a point-wise maximum of a finite set of linear functions (typically called
a-vectors in the POMDP context):

Definition 5.10 (Piecewise linear and convex function on A(S)). A function
f+ A(S) — R is said to be piecewise linear and convex (PWLC) if it is of
the form f(b) = maxyer a(b) (for each b € A(S)) for some finite set I' C {« :
A(S) = R | « is linear}.

We immediately see that the preceding Proposition [5.9]applies to any function
of this type. The next result shows that PWLC functions remain unchanged if
we replace the set ' by its convex hull:

Proposition 5.11. Let ' C {a : A(S) — R | « is linear} be a set of linear
functions. Then for every b € A(S) we have

supa(b) = sup «ab) . (18)
ael’ aeConv(T)

In the opposite direction, every convex function can be represented as a
supremum over some set of linear functions. The following proposition shows
this using the largest possible set, i.e. {a < f | « linear}:

Proposition 5.12. Let f : A(S) = R be a convex continuous function. Then
there exists a set I' of linear functions such that o < f for every a € I' and

f(b) = supyer () for every b e A(S).

6. Composing Strategies

Every behavioural strategy of the imperfectly informed player 1 can be split
into the stage strategy m player 1 uses in the first stage of the game, and
behavioural strategies he uses in the rest of the game after he reaches an (a1, 0)-
subgame. We can also use the inverse principle, called strategy composition, to
form new strategies by choosing the stage strategy m; for the first stage and then
selecting a separate behavioral strategy ¢ = (Ca1,0)(ar,0)e A, xo for each subgame
(see Figure 3] for illustration).

Definition 6.1 (Strategy composition). Let G be a one-sided POSG and m; € II;
a stage strategy of player 1. Furthermore, let { € (£;)41*9 be a vector
representing behavioral strategies of player 1 for each (aj,0)-subgame where
a; € Ay and o € O. The strategy composition comp(7y, ¢) is a behavioral strategy
of player 1 such that

_ =g
comp(7y, () (w) = {Zl () : — a0 for each w € (4:0)* . (19)
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Player 1 decides action based on 7y

Environment generates observation

Player 1 follows (g, , in the rest of
Car,0 Car o’ Ca; 0 Ca; o the game (if he played a1 and observed o)

Figure 3: Composition of strategies ¢ using a stage strategy .

By composing strategies ¢ using 1, we obtain a new strategy where the
probability of playing a; in the first stage of the game is 71 (a;), and strategy
Cay,0 is used after playing action a; and receiving observation o in the first
stage of the game. Importantly, the newly formed strategy comp(m, () € ¥ is
also a behavioral strategy (of imperfectly informed player 1), and therefore the
properties of strategies presented in Section |5 apply also to comp(my, (). As the
next result shows, the opposite property also holds — for each strategy o1 € ¥

of player 1, we can find the appropriate 71 and ¢ such that o1 = comp(7y, ():

Proposition 6.2. Every behavioral strategy o1 € X1 of player 1 can be repres-
ented as a strategy composition of some stage strategy w1 € I3 and player 1
behavioral strategies Cq, 0.

Importantly, we can obtain values val®™P(™:¢) of composite strategies without
considering the entire strategy comp(mi,(). As the following lemma shows, it
suffices to consider only the first stage of the game and the values of the strategies
Z c (El)Al xO

Lemma 6.3. Let G be a one-sided POSG and comp(m1,() a composite strategy.
Then the following holds:

Valcomp(m ) (s) = min Eale’ (0,8")~T(- | 8,a1,a2) [R(s, aq, a2) + 7va1<“1’° (s/)

az€A2
_ . / Ca,l,o !
= min m(a1) | R(s,a1,a2) + 7 Z T(o,s"|s,a1,a)val>re(s")
a1 €A (0,5)€O%S
(20)

The proof relies on the fact that when player 1 takes the action a;, observes o,
and ends up in ¢, the strategy (,, , guarantees the player gets at least valSa1-o (s")
utility (in expectation), no matter what player 2 does. Since the values in the
rest of the game are known, it suffices to focus on the best-response strategy of
player 2 in the first stage of the game.

6.1. Generalized Composition
Lemma [6.3] suggests that we can use composition of wvalues of strategies
val®®1e to form values of composite strategies val®™(™¢)  In this section,
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still consider linear functions val®®1-, but we relax the assumption that these
functions represent values of some specific behavioural strategy. This allows us to
derive a generalized principle of composition and approximate the value function
V* by a supremum of arbitrary linear functions (as opposed to functions val?*).
Throughout the text, we will use lina(s) to denote the set of linear functions on
A(S) (i-e., a-vectors). We will also use the term ‘linear’ to refer to functions
that satisfy f(Ab+ (1 — \)b') = Af(b) + (1 — X)) f(V) on A(S).

Definition 6.4 (Value composition). Let m € II; and @ € (lina(g))***©. Value
composition valcomp(my, @) : A(S) — R is a linear function defined by the values
in vertices of the A(S) simplex as follows:

valcomp(my,@)(s) = min m1(ay) [R(s,al,az) + (21)
0264z a1 €A
v Z T(o,s"|s,a1, ag)aaho(s')} :
(0,8")€EOXS

Observe that according to Lemma valcomp(my, @) = val®™P(™:9) for
Qap0 = valSe1e. The value composition valcomp(ry, @), however, admits ar-
bitrary linear function a,,,, and not only the value valSeie of some strategy
Cay,0 € 21. Moreover, as long as linear functions oy, , serve as lower bounds for
values of some strategies, so will the corresponding value composition serve as a
lower bound for the corresponding composite strategy:

Lemma 6.5. Let m; € II; be a stage strategy of player 1 and & € (IinA(S))Alxo

a vector of linear functions s.t. for each oy, , there exists a strategy Co,,0 € X1
with valSeie > O, ,0- Then there exists a strategy o1 € X1 such that 01(2) = m
and val®* > valcomp(my, @).

In case of value of composite strategies, we know that val®©mP(m1:0) §g o §-
Lipschitz continuous linear function (since comp(my,{) € ¥; is a behavioral
strategy of player 1 and Lemma applies). Additionally, we prove that as
long as linear functions g, , are bounded by L < a, o(b) < U for every belief
b € A(S), and are therefore J-Lipschitz continuous, the value composition
valcomp(my, @) is also d-Lipschitz.

Lemma 6.6. Let m € II; and @ € (lina(s))™*? such that L < a®°(b) < U
for every b € A(S). Then L < valcomp(my,@)(b) < U for every b € A(S) and
valcomp(my, @) is a §-Lipschitz continuous function.

7. Bellman Equation for One-Sided POSGs

In Section [5] we have defined the value function V* as the supremum over
the strategies player 1 can achieve in each of the beliefs (see Definition .
However, while this correctly defines the value function, it does not provide a
straightforward recipe to obtaining value V*(b) for the given belief b € A(S).
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Obtaining the value for the given belief according to Definition [5.2]is as hard as
solving the game itself.

In this section, we provide an alternative characterization of the optimal value
function V* inspired by the value iteration methods, e.g., for Markov decision
processes (MDPs) and their partially observable variant (POMDPs). The high-
level idea behind these approaches is to start with a coarse approximation
Vo : A(S) — R of the value function V*, and then iteratively improve the
approximation by applying the Bellman’s operator H, i.e., generate a sequence
such that V11 = HV,. In our case, the improvement is based on finding a
new, previously unknown, strategy that achieves higher values for each of the
beliefs by means of value composition principle (Definition . Throughout
this section, we will consider value functions that are represented as a point-wise
supremum over a (possibly infinite) set I' of linear functions (called a-vectors),
ie.,

V(b) = sup a(b) for T' C {a: A(S) - R | o is linear} . (22)
acl
By Proposition we can always assume that the set I' is convex (since this
doesn’t come at the loss of generality). For more details on this representation
of value functions see Section (1l

Definition 7.1 (Max-composition). Let V' : A(S) — R be a convex continu-
ous function and let I' be a convex set of linear functions such that V(b) =
sup,cr a(b). The maaz-composition operator H is defined as

[HV](b) = max sup valcomp(m,@)(b) . (23)

m1€lll gepaixo

We will now prove several fundamental properties of the max-composition
operator H from Definition [7.I] First, we will show that this operator preserves
continuity and convexity, allowing us to apply the operator iteratively. Second,
we introduce equivalent formulations of the operator H, which represent the
solution of [HV](b) in a more traditional form of finding a Nash equilibrium of
a stage-game. These formulations also allow us to show that the behaviour of H
is not sensitive to the choice of the set I' used to represent the value function
V. Finally, we conclude by showing that the operator H can indeed be used
to approximate the optimal value function V*. Namely, we show that H is
a contraction mapping (and thus iterated application converges to a unique
fixpoint) and that its fixpoint is the optimal value function V*.

Proposition 7.2. Proposition Let V : A(S) — R be a convex continuous func-
tion and let T' be a convex set of linear functions such that V(b) = supyer a(b).
Then HV is also convex and continuous. Furthermore, if V is §-Lipschitz
continuous, the function HV is §-Lipschitz continuous as well.

The proof of this result goes by rewriting HV as a supremum over all value-
compositions and using our earlier observations about convexity and Lipschitz
continuity of such suprema.
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We will now prove that the max-composition operator H can be altern-
atively characterized using max-min and min-max optimization. Recall that
7(b, a1, m2,0) denotes the Bayesian update of belief b given that player 1 played
a1 and observed o, and player 2 is assumed to follow stage strategy ms in the
current round (see Equation (TI])).

Theorem 1. Let V : A(S) — R be a convex continuous function and let T' be a
convex set of linear functions on A(S) such that V(b) = sup,cr a(b) for every
belief b € A(S). Then the following definitions of operator H are equivalent:

[HV](b) =

= max sup valcomp(my,@)(b 24a,
G p(m1, @) (b) (24a)

= max min |Ep ~, -, [R(s,a1,a2)] + WZPb,mmz [a1,0] - V(7(b,a1,m2,0))
w1 €llymo €112 o

(24b)

= min max |Ey r, ,[R(s,a1,a2)] + ’YZPb,m,m [a1,0] - V(7(b,a1,72,0))

o €llor €11

ai,o

(24c)

The proof consists of verifying the assumptions of von Neumann’s minimax
theorem, which shows the equivalence of and . The equivalence
of and can be then shown by reformulating each stage game as a
separate zero-sum game and verifying that it satisfies the assumptions of a Sion’s
generalization of the minimax theorem [38].

Corollary 7.3. Bellman’s operator H does not depend on the convex set I' of
linear functions used to represent the convex value function V.

Since the maximin and minimax values of the game (from equations (24b))
and (24c)) coincide, the value [HV](b) corresponds to the Nash equilibrium in
the stage game. We define the stage game formally.

Definition 7.4 (Stage game). A stage game with respect to a convex continuous
value function V' : A(S) — R and belief b € A(S) is a two-player zero sum game
with strategy spaces II; for the maximizing player 1 and Il5 for the minimizing
player 2, and payoff function

u(m1,m2) = By ry mp [R(5, a1, a2)] + ’YZPb,m,m [a1,0] - V(7(b,a1,72,0)) .
al,o
(25)
With a slight abuse of notation, we use [HV](b) to refer both to the max-
composition operator (Definition as well as to this stage game.

We will now show that the Bellman’s operator H is a contraction mapping.
Recall that the mapping H is a contraction, if there exists 0 < k < 1 such
that ||HVy, — HVs|| < k||Vi — Val|. We consider the metric ||[V] — Valloo =
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maxpen(s) |Vi(b) — Va(b)| corresponding to the lo. First, we focus on a single
belief point and identify a criterion which ensures that |HV;(b) — HV,(b)| <
kE|V1(b) — Va(b)]. While somewhat technical, this criterion will enable us to
demonstrate the contractivity of H. Moreover, it will also be useful in Section [9-3]
to prove the correctness of the HSVI algorithm proposed therein.

Lemma 7.5. Let V,W : A(S) — R be two convex continuous value functions
and b € A(S) a belief such that [HV](b) < [HW](b). Let (7} ,7y) and (x1V,7d")
be Nash equilibrium strategy profiles in stage games [HV]|(b) and [HW](b), re-
spectively, and C > 0. If W(7(b,a1,0,7)) — V(7(b,a1,0,7¥)) < C for every
action a; € Supp(m}V) of player 1 and every observation o € O such that
Py zw aylo|ai] >0, then [HW](b) — [HV](b) < 7C.

Lemma 7.6. Operator H is a contraction on the space of convex continuous
functions V : A(S) = R (under the supremum norm), with contraction-factor ~.

Proof. Let V,W : A(S) — R be convex functions such that |V — W, =
maxpea(s) |V(b) = W(b)| < C. To prove the contractivity of H, it suffices to
show that |[HV — HW ||oo < vC, i.e., [[HV](b) — [HW](b)| < vC for every belief
b e A(S). Since |V (b) — W(b)| < C holds for every belief b, Lemma yields
both HV (b) — HW (b) < 4C and HW (b) — HV (b) < ~C. O

Next, we show that the optimal value function from Definition is the
fixpoint of the Bellman’s operator H. Intuitively, this holds because V* can be
represented as a supremum over all possible value functions val’', which remains

unchanged as we apply the operator H (resp. the value-compositions it consists
of).

Lemma 7.7. Lemma The optimal value function V* satisfies V* = HV*.
Together, the two results ensure that H can be applied iteratively to obtain V*:

Theorem 2. V* is a unique fixpoint of H. Moreover, for any convex function
Vo, the sequence {V;}5°, such that V; = HV;_1 converges to V*.

Proof. By Lemmal7.7] V* is a fixpoint of H. By Lemma[7.6] H is a contraction
mapping on the space of convex value functions. Banach’s fixed point theorem [16]
then implies the uniqueness and the “moreover” part. O

8. Exact Value Iteration

In Section [7] we have shown that the optimal value function can be ap-
proximated by means of composing strategies in the sense of max-composition
introduced in Definition In this section, we provide a linear programming
formulation to perform such optimal composition for value functions that are
piecewise linear and convex, i.e., can be represented as a point-wise maximum
of a finite set I' of linear functions. Furthermore, we show that as long as the
value function V is piecewise linear and convex, HV is also piecewise linear
and convex. This allows for using the same linear program (LP) iteratively to
approximate the optimal value function V* by means of constructing a sequence
of piecewise linear and convex value functions {V;}92; such that V; = HV;_;.
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8.1. Computing Maz-Compositions

In order to compute HV given a piecewise linear and convex (PWLC) value
function V, it is essential to solve Equation . Every PWLC value function
can be represented as a point-wise maximum over a finite set of linear functions
{oq, ..., ai} (see Definition [5.10). Without loss of generality, we consider that
the set I' used to represent the value function V is the convex hull of the
aforementioned set:

I = Conv ({on, ..., ai }—{ZAQ1|A6RO,||A||1_1}. (26)

=1

Recall that forming a convex hull of the set of linear functions used to represent
V' does not affect the values V attains (by Proposition . We will now show
that when the set T' is represented as in Equation , linear programming can
be used to compute HV (b):

Lemma 8.1. Let T' = Conv ({ay,...,ar)} be a conver hull of a finite set of
a-vectors. Then [HV](b) coincides with the solution of the following linear
program:

max Z b(s) - V(s) (27a)

‘n-l,)\,E,V
ses

st V(s) < Z mi(a1)R(s,a1,a2) +~ Z T(o0,s | s,a1,a2)a°(s")

a1 €A (a1,0,s")EA1 xOXS
V(s,a2) € S x Ay
(27D)
k
a0 Z)\fl’o (s V(a1,0,8") € A1 x O x S (27c)
Z 5\?170 = 7T1(CL1) V(al, 0) €A xO (27d)

Z mi(ar) =1 (27¢)

a1 €A

m1(a1) >0 Vai € Ay
(271)

A0 > Y(ai,0) € Ay x 0,1 <i<k (27g)

In the latter text, we also use the following dual formulation of the linear
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program (with some minor modifications to improve readability):

min V (28a)
V,7T2,7A'
s.t. V> Z ma(s N az)R(s,a1,a2) +’yZV(a1,o) Ya,
(s,a2)ES X Az o€O
(28Db)
V(a,0) > Y #(b,a1,0,m)(s') - ai(s) Y(a1,0),1 <i <k
s'eS
(28¢)
%(bv ai, 2, O)(Sl) = Z T(07 s’ | s, ay, a2)7T2(S A a2) v(ah 0, 5/)
(s,a2)ESXAg
(28d)
Z ma(s A az) = b(s) Vs
az€A2
(28e)
ma(s Aag) >0 V(s,az)
(28f)

Here, the stage strategy of player 2 is represented as a joint probability 7o (s A asg)
of playing action as € Ay while being in state s € S (i.e., ma(ag|s) = ma(s A
az)/b(s) where applicable). Player 1 then seeks the best response a; € A;
(constraint ) that maximizes the sum of the expected immediate reward
and the y-discounted utility in the (a;, 0)-subgames. The beliefs 7(b, a1, w2, 0) in
the subgames are multiplied by the probability of reaching the (a1, 0)-subgame
(i.e., there is no division by Py 4, r,[a1,0] in Equation (28d))), hence also the
values of subgames V (a1, 0) need not be multiplied by Py 4, r,[a1,0]. The value of
an (a1, 0)-subgame V(a,0) is expressed as a maximum maxqer a(7(b, a1, s, 0))
expressed by constraints .

8.2. Value Iteration

To run a value iteration algorithm that would apply the linear program
repeatedly, we require that every V; in the sequence {V;}52,, starting from an
arbitrary PWLC value function V), is also piecewise linear and convex. By
Lemma this is always the case.

Lemma 8.2. Let QQ be the set of vertices of the polytope defined by constraints
[27b)-([27g)), and let (7], a1) be the assignment of the variables w1 and & corres-
ponding to the vertex q € Q. Therﬁ

[HV](b) = max valcomp(n{, a?) for a%(ay,0) = &% (a1, 0)/mi(a1) . (29)

8Note that @?(a1, 0) for a; with 7{(a1) = 0 do not contribute to valcomp(n{,@?). In parts
of the game that are not reached by player 1, we can thus define @? arbitrarily.
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Proof. Consider the LP ([27)) which computes the optimal value composition
valcomp(my, @) in [HV](b) (see Lemma [8.1). The polytope of feasible solutions
of the LP defined by the constraints 1' is independent of the belief b
(which only appears in the objective (27a))). Therefore, the set @ of vertices of
this polytope is also independent of belief b € A(S). The optimal solution of
a linear programming problem representing [HV](b) can be found within
the vertices @ of the polytope of feasible solutions [48]. There is a finite number
of vertices g € @, and each vertex ¢ € ( corresponds to some assignment of
variables defining the value composition valcomp(w{,@?). Since the set @Q of
the vertices of the polytope is independent of the belief b, we get the desired
result. O

Lemma 8.3. IfV is a piecewise linear and convex function, then so is HV .

Proof. This lemma is a direct consequence of 25[.2] Since the number of vertices
of the polytope of LP is finite, the pointwise maximization in defines a
PWLC function. O

We can use the above-stated results to iteratively construct a sequence
of value functions {V;}5°, such that V; is an arbitrary PWLC function and
Vi = HV;_1. Namely, we construct V; by enumerating the vertices of the
polytope defined by the linear program and constructing appropriate linear
functions valcomp(7{,@?). By 25 these linear functions form the set of
a-vectors needed to represent a PWLC (Lemma function V;. According to
Theorem [2] this sequence converges to V*:

Corollary 8.4. Starting from an arbitrary PWLC value function Vj, a repeated
application of the LP , as described in 25 converges to V*.

A more efficient algorithm can be devised based on, e.g., the linear support
algorithm for POMDPs [I4]. Here, the set I of linear functions defining HV
is constructed incrementally, terminating once it is provably large enough to
represent the value function HV. Exact value iteration algorithms to solve
POMDPs are, however, generally considered to only be capable of solving very
small problems. We cannot, therefore, expect a decent performance of such
approaches when solving one-sided POSGs that are more general than POMDPs.
The next section remedies this issue by providing a point-based approach for
solving one-sided POSGs

9. Heuristic Search Value Iteration for OS-POSGs

In this section, we provide a scalable algorithm for solving one-sided POSGs,
inspired by the heuristic search value iteration (HSVI) algorithm [39] [40] for
approximating value function of POMDPs (summarized in Section . Our
algorithm approximates the convex optimal value function V* using a pair
of piecewise linear and convex value functions V{'z (lower bound on V*) and
V&5 (upper bound on V*). These bounds are refined over time and, given the
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initial belief 6™ and the desired precision £ > 0, the algorithm is guaranteed
to approximate the value V* (') within . In Section we show that this
process also generates value functions that allow us to extract e-Nash equilibrium
strategies of the game.

We first show the approximation schemes used to represent Vi and V[}er
and the methods to initialize these bounds (Section . We then discuss the
so-called “point-based updates” which are used to refine the bounds induced by
Vs and V¥ (Section . Finally, in Section we describe the algorithm
and prove its correctness.

9.1. Value Function Representations

Following the results on POMDPs and the original HSVI algorithm [19] [39],
we use two distinct methods to represent upper and lower PWLC bounds on V*.

Lower bound Vi. Similarly as in the previous sections, the lower bound Vi :
A(S) — R is represented as a point-wise maximum over a finite set I" of linear
functions called a-vectors, i.e., Vig(h) = max,er a(b). Each a € T is a linear
function a : A(S) — R represented by its values a(s) in the vertices of the A(S)

simplex, i.e., a(b) = > .4 b(s) - a(s).

Upper bound VgB. Upper bound VgB : A(S) — R is represented as a lower
convex hull of a set of points T = {(b;,y;) | 1 <4 < k}. Each point (b;,y;) € T
provides an upper bound y; on the value V*(b;) in belief b;, i.e., y; > V*(b;).
Since the value function V* is convex, it holds that

k k k k
(w ERE st Y A= 1> LV <Z Aibi> <Y X VIB) <Y Ny
i=1 i 3

=1

This fact is used in the first variant of the HSVI algorithm (HSVIL1 [39]) to
obtain the value of the upper bound V;Irsvu (b) for belief b: A linear program

can be used to find coefficients \ € Rgo such that b = Zle i - y; holds and

k o
Y i1 Ai - y; is minimal:

k k

k
Vitsyry (b) = min {Z)\y INERE Y N=1A> Abi= b} . (31)
1=1

i=1 i=1

In the latter proof of the Theorem [3| showing the correctness of the algorithm, we
require the bounds Vil and V{J to be d-Lipschitz continuous. Since this needs
not hold for Vgsvn» we define VJB as a lower J-Lipschitz envelope of V};rsvm

Vig(b) = min [Vifgyp (0) +6][b—¥|1] . 32
us(b) b’IenAH(lS)[ sy (b)) + 6| 1] (32)

27



This computation can be expressed as a linear programming problem

k
Vis(b) = min 3 hiy; +6) A, (33a)
T =1 sesS
k
st > Aibi(s) =b/(s) Vse S (33b)
1=1
Ag >V (s) — b(s) Vs e S (33c)
Ay > b(s) =V (s) Vse S (33d)
k
Ni=1 (33¢)
=1
Xi >0 Vi<i<k (33f)

Here, we have A; = [b'(s) — b(s)| (and hence > g Ay = ||b —V'||1). Using
the definitions of V{5 and Vjigyy, together with the fact that V* is 6-Lipschitz
continuous and convex, we can prove that the function VgB represents an upper
bound on V*:

Lemma 9.1. Let ¥ = {(b;,y;)|1 < i < k} such that y; > V*(b;) for every
1 <i < k. Then the value function V{3g is §-Lipschitz continuous and satisfies

T T
V' < Vug < Vasvnr-

The dichotomy in representation of value functions Vil and V(%5 allows for
easy refinement of the bounds. By adding new elements to the set I', the value
V5 (b) = maxaer a(b) can only increase—and hence the lower bound Vi gets
tighter. Similarly, by adding new elements to the set of points Y, the solution of
linear program can only decrease and hence the upper bound VJB tightens.

9.1.1. Initial Bounds
We now describe our approach to obtaining the initial bounds V{5 and V{J5
on the optimal value function V* of the game:

Lower bound Vil. We initially set the lower bound to the value val”i"" of the
unif

uniform strategy o™ € ¥y of player 1 (i.e., the strategy that plays every action

with probability 1/|A;1]| in all stages of the game). Recall that the value valoi™"
of the strategy o™ is a linear function (see Lemma [5.4)), and hence the initial
lower bound V{'y is a piecewise linear and convex function represented as a

unif

pointwise maximum of the set I' = {val* }.

Upper bound VJB, We use the solution of a perfect information variant of the
game (i.e., where player 1 is assumed to know the entire history of the game,
unlike in the original game). We form a modified game G’ which is identical
to the OS-POSG G (i.e., has the same states S, actions A; and As, dynamics
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T and rewards R), except that all information is revealed to player 1 in each
step. G’ is a perfect information stochastic game, and we can apply the value
iteration algorithm to solve G’ [9]. The additional information player 1 in G’
(compared to G) can only increase the utility he can achieve. Hence V* of the
state s of game G’ forms an upper bound on the utility player 1 can achieve in
G if he knew that the initial state of the game is s (i.e., his belief is b; where
bs(s) = 1). We initially define T as the set that contains one point for each state

s € S of the game (i.e., for each vertex of the A(S) simplex),

1 s=¢

T = {(b,V7) ] s € S} bo(s') = { (34)

0 otherwise .

9.2. Point-based Updates

Unlike the exact value iteration algorithm (Section [§) which constructs all
a-vectors needed to represent HV in each iteration, the HSVI algorithm focuses
on a single belief at a time. Performing a point-based update in belief b € A(S)
corresponds to solving the stage-games [HV{](b) and [HV{](b) where the
values of subsequent stages are represented using value functions Vg and Vl}rB,
respectively.

Update of lower bound V{'y. First, the LP is used to compute the optimal

value composition valcomp(7B, @B) in [HV{5](b), i.e.,
(7FB.a"B) =  argmax valcomp(ry,@)(b) . (35)
m €Il

aeConv(I)A41%©

The valcomp(7}B, @) function is a linear function corresponding to a new

a-vector that forms a lower bound on V*. This new a-vector is used to refine the
bound by setting T' := I' U {valcomp(7{B, a“B)}. As the following lemma shows,
refining the lower bound VLFB via a point-based update preserves its desirable

properties:

Lemma 9.2. The lower bound Vi initially satisfies the following conditions,
which are subsequently preserved during point-based updates:

(1) Vi is 6-Lipschitz continuous.

(2) Vi is lower bound on V*.

Update of upper bound VJB, Similarly to the case of the point-based update
of the lower bound V{5, the update of upper bound is performed by solving
the stage game [HV{J5](b). Since V{J is represented by a set of points T, it
is not necessary to compute the optimal value composition. Instead, we form
a refined upper bound Vl}ré (which corresponds to VJB after the point-based
update is made) by adding a new point (b, [HV{J5](b)) to the set Y’ representing
Vs, ie., Y =T U{(b, [HV5](b))}. We now show that the upper bound Vi
has the desired properties, and these properties are retained when applying the
point-based update—and hence we can perform point-based updates of Vl}fB
repeatedly.
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Lemma 9.3. The upper bound VJB initially satisfies the following conditions,
which are subsequently preserved during point-based updates:

(1) Vg is 6-Lipschitz continuous.

(2) Vi is an upper bound on V*.

The LPs and solve the stage game [HV](b) when the value function
V is represented as a maximum over a set of linear functions (i.e., the way lower
bound Vi is). It is, however, possible to adapt constraints in to solve the
[HV5](b) problem. We replace constraint by constraints inspired by the
LP used to solve Vg (b).

ks
V(a,0) = > A"y +6 > A3 V(a1,0) € A1 x O (36a)
i=1 s'es

7|

D AL obil(s') =, (") Y(ay,0,8') € A1 x O xS (36b)
=1

AY >0 o(s)) = 7 (b, a1, w2, 0)(5) V(ai,0,8') € Ay x O xS  (36¢)
AZ;O > 7(b,a1,m2,0)(s") — by, ,(s") V(a1,0,8') € A1 x O x S (36d)
7|

Z)\?l’o = Z 7(b,a1,m2,0)(s") V(ai,0) € Ay x O (36e)
i=1 s'eS

Noo=>0 Y(a1,0) € Ay x 0,1 <i <|Y| (36f)

9.8. The Algorithm

We are now ready to present the heuristic search value iteration (HSVI)
algorithm for one-sided POSGs (Algorithm [4) and prove its correctness. The
algorithm is similar to the HSVI algorithm for POMDPs [39] [40]. First, the
bounds Vi and V5 on the optimal value function V* are initialized (as described
in Section on line Then, until the desired precision Vi (b™1*) V5 (b1it) <
€ is reached, the algorithm performs a sequence of trials using the Explore
procedure, starting from the initial belief 6™ (lines .

The recursive procedure Explore generates a sequence of beliefs {b;}*_, (for
some k > 0) where by = bt and each belief b, reached at the recursion depth ¢
satisfied excess;(b;) > 0 on lineor The algorithm tries to ensure that values
of beliefs b; reached at t-th level of recursion (i.e., ¢-th stage of the game) are
approximated with sufficient accuracy and the gap between VX5 (b) and Vii5(b)
is at most p(t), where p(t) is defined by

p(0) =« p(t+1) = [p(t) = 26D]/~ . (37)

To ensure that the sequence p is monotonically increasing and unbounded, we
need to select the parameter D from the interval (0, (1 — v)e/2d). When the
approximation quality V{ig(b:) — V{5 (b:) of the value of a belief b; reached at the
t-th recursion level of Explore (i.e., at the (¢ + 1)-th stage of the game) exceeds
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Algorithm 4: HSVI algorithm for one-sided POSGs

Data: Game G, initial belief b™™i*, discount factor v € (0, 1), desired
precision € > 0, neighborhood parameter D
Result: Approximate value functions Vg and VgB satisfying
Vil (b) — V5 (b) < e, sets T and T constructed by point-based
updates that represent Vi and V{ig
Initialize V{; and V{J (see Section
2 while excessy(b™"*) > 0 do
3 L Explore (™ 0)

4 return V] and V{Jg, sets I and Y that represent Vi'; and Viig

=

5 procedure Explore(b;,t)

6 (1B, 78B) « equilibrium strategy profile in [HV{5](b;)

7 | (778, 7YB) « equilibrium strategy profile in [H V5] (b;)

8 Perform point-based updates of Vil and V{35 at belief b; (see

Section

9 (at,0") < select according to forward exploration heuristic
10 | if Py us qanlaf, 0] - excessy1 (7(by, af, 75", 0%)) > 0 then

11 Explore (7 (bs, af, n¥B 0%),t + 1)

12 Perform point-based updates of VEB and V[}rB at belief b; (see

Section

the desired approximation quality p(t), it is said to have a positive excess gap
excess(by),
excess (by) = Viig (b)) — Vi (be) — p(t) (38)

Note that our definition of excess gap is more strict compared to the original
HSVI algorithm for POMDPs, where the —2§D term from Equation (37) is
absent (see Equation (f])). Unlike in POMDPs, which are single-agent, the belief
transitions 7(b, a1, 72, 0) in one-sided POSGs depend on player 2 as well (resp.,
on her strategy m2). The tighter bounds on the approximation quality allow us
to prove the correctness of the proposed algorithm in Theorem [3}

Forward exploration heuristic. The algorithm uses a heuristic approach to
select which belief 7(b,a;, 7B, 0) will be considered in the next recursion
level of the Explore procedure, i.e., what action-observation pair (a;,0) €
A; x O will be chosen by player 1, on line 9] This selection is motivated
by Lemma [7.5(—in order to ensure that excess;(b;) < 0 (or more precisely
excess;(by) < —20D) at the currently considered belief b; in t-th recursion level,
all beliefs 7(bs, a1, 752, 0) reached with positive probability when playing 7{’®
have to satisfy excess;y1(7(bs, a1, 755, 0)) < 0. Specifically, we focus on a be-
lief that has the highest weighted excess gap. Inspired by the original HSVI
algorithm for POMDPs [39] [40]), we define the weighted excess gap as the excess
gap excess;y1(7(bs, a1, 758, 0)) multiplied by the probability that the action-

31



observation pair (aj,0) that leads to the belief 7(b;, a1, 752, 0) occurs. As a
result, the next action-observation pair (a7, 0*) for further exploration is selected
according to the formula

(a},0%) = ( arg); HjanO]P’meBJ;B [a1, 0] - excessy 41 (T (b, a1, 755, 0)) . (39)
ai1,0)€A1 X

We now show formally that if the weighted excess gap of the optimal (af,0*)
satisfies P, rus r1s[af, 0"]-excess;11(7(be, af, 758 0%)) < 0, performing the point
based update at b, ensures that excess;(b;) < —20D.

Lemma 9.4. Let b, be a belief encountered at t-th recursion level of Explore
procedure and assume that the corresponding action-observation pair (af,o*)

(from line @ of Algorithm|4|) satisfies
Py pus e al, 0%] - excess1(7(be, at, B, 0%) <0 . (40)

Then excess:(by) < —20D after performing a point-based update at by. Further-
more, all beliefs b, € A(S) such that ||b; — bi||1 < D satisfy excess:(b};) < 0.

The proof goes by verifying the assumptions of Lemma (“a criterion for
contractivity”), which allows us to bound the difference between VJg and Vi'g
by p(t 4+ 1). The “furthermore” part then follows from §-Lipschitz continuity of
the bounds.

We now use Lemma (especially its second part) to prove that Algorithm
terminates with Vi (b™1Y) — Vii5 (b1) < e. As we mentioned earlier, we can also
use value functions Vil and V{J5 to play the game and obtain e-Nash equilibrium
of the game (see Section [10]).

Theorem 3. For any e >0 and 0 < D < (1 —v)e/25, Algorithm[{] terminates
with Vg (b™*) — VI (6™) <.

Proof. By the choice of parameter D, the sequence p(t) (for p(0) = ¢) is mono-
tonically increasing and unbounded, and the difference between value functions
Vi and Vg is bounded by U — L (since L < V{5 (b) < V{I3(b) < U for every
belief b € A(S)). Therefore, there exists Tinax such that p(Tiax) > U — L >
Vs (b) — Vi (b) for every b € A(S), so the recursive procedure Explore always
terminates.

To prove that the whole algorithm terminates, we reason about sets ¥; C A(S)
of belief points where the trials performed by the Explore terminated. Initially,
U, = @ for every 0 <t < Tax- Whenever the Explore recursion terminates
at recursion level ¢ (i.e., the condition on line does not hold), the belief
b: (which was the last belief considered during the trial) is added into set ¥y
(Uy :== Uy U{b}). Recall that since A(S) is compact, it is, in particular, totally
bounded (that is, if any two distinct elements b, b’ of a set ¥, C A(S) satisfy
|b—b"|l1 > D, the set ¥; must be finite). Since the number of possible termination
depths is finite (0 < ¢ < Tihax), the algorithm has to terminate unless some ¥,
is infinite. To show that the algorithm terminates, it thus remains that every
two distinct points b, b’ € WU, are at least D apart.
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Assume to the contradiction that two trials terminated at recursion level ¢
with the last beliefs considered b,gl) (for the earlier trial) and b7§2) (for the trial

that occurred at a later time), and that these beliefs satisfy ||b§1) - b§2) L < D.
When the former trial has been terminated in belief bgl), all reachable beliefs

from bgl) had a negative excess gap (otherwise the trial would have continued as
the condition on line |10 would have been satisfied). According to Lemma

after the point-based update is performed in bgl), the excess gap of all beliefs b,

with Hbgl) —b}||1 < D have negative excess gap excess;(b}) < 0. When b§2) has
been selected for exploration in (¢t — 1)-th level of recursion, the condition on
line (10) was met and bf) must have had positive excess gap excesst(bf)) > 0.
This, however, contradicts the assumption that all beliefs b, with ||b§1) —bi|lL <D
(i.e., including b§2)) already have negative excess gap.

Now that we know that Algorithm [4]always terminates, note that at least one
trial must have terminated in the first level of recursion (unless the Algorithm
has terminated on line [2[ with excessy(b™') < 0 beforehand). By Lemma
the update in 6™ then renders excesso(h™*) < —25D < 0. We then have that
Vs (bm1) — Vi (bmit) < p(0) = & which completes the proof. O

10. Using Value Function to Play

In the previous section, we have presented an algorithm that can approximate
the value V*(b'"i) of the game within an arbitrary given precision & > 0 starting
from an arbitrary initial belief 4*. However, in many games, knowing only the
game’s value is not enough. Indeed, to solve the game, we also need access to
strategies that achieve the desired near-optimal performance. In this section,
we show that using the value functions V{'g and VI}(B computed by the HSVI
algorithm (Algorithm [4]) enables us to obtain e-Nash equilibrium strategies for
both players.

The Bellman’s equation from Theorem [I] may suggest that the near-optimal
strategies can be extracted by employing the lookahead decision rule (similarly
to POMDPs) and obtaining strategies to play in the current stage by computing
the Nash equilibrium of stage games [HV{5](b) and [HV{}5](b), respectively.
However, unlike in POMDPs and Markov games of imperfect information, this
approach does not work in one-sided POSGs because the belief of player 1 does
not constitute a sufficient statistic for playing the game. The reasons for this are
similar to the usage of unsafe resolving [12] [36] in the realm of extensive-form
games. We use the following example to demonstrate the insufficiency of the
belief to play the game.

Example 10.1. Consider a matching pennies game shown in Figure This
game can be formalized as a one-sided POSG that is shown in Figure [db] The
game starts in the state sq (i.e., the initial belief is b(so) = 1) and player 2
chooses her action H or T. Next, after transitioning to sy or s (based on the
decision of player 2), player 1 is unaware of the true state of the game (i.e.,
the past decision of player 1) and chooses his action H or T. Based on the
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Figure 4: A game where belief is not a sufficient statistic for the imperfectly informed player.

combination of decisions taken by the players, player 1 gets either 1/v or —1/v
and the game transitions to the state so, where it stays forever with zero future
rewards.

To understand the caveats of using belief b € A(S) to derive the stage
strategy to play, let us consider the optimal value function V* of the OS-POSG
representation (Figure [4b)) of the matching pennies game. Figure [4c| shows the
values of V* over simplex A({sg, sr}). If it is more likely that the player 2
played H in the first stage of the game (i.e., the current state is sg ), it is optimal
for player 1 to play strategy prescribing him to play H in the current stage (with
value ap). Conversely, if it is more likely that the current state is sp, player 1
is better off with playing T (with value ar). The value function V* is then a
point-wise maximum over these two linear functions.

Now, since the uniform mixture between H and 7T is the Nash equilibrium
strategy for both players in the matching pennies game, player 1 will find himself
in a situation when he assumes that the current belief is {sg : 0.5, sp : 0.5}.
In this belief, any decision of player 1 yields expected reward 0—hence based
purely on the belief, player 1 may opt to play, e.g., “always T”. However, such
strategy is not in equilibrium and player 2 is able to exploit it by playing “always
H?”. This example illustrates that the belief alone does not provide sufficient
information to choose the right strategy m; for the current stage based on the

Equation (24b)).

10.1. Justified Value Functions

First of all, we define conditions under which it makes sense to use value
function to play a one-sided POSG. The conditions are similar to uniform
improvability in, e.g., POMDPs. Our definitions, however, reflect the fact that
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we deal with a two-player problem (and we thus introduce the condition for each
player separately). Moreover, we use a stricter condition for player 1 who does
not have perfect information about the belief—and thus defining the condition
based solely on the beliefs is not sufficient.

Definition 10.2 (Min-justified value function). Convex continuous value func-
tion V is said to be min-justified (or, justified from the perspective of the
minimizing player 2) if for every belief b € A(S) it holds that [HV](b) < V (b).

Definition 10.3 (Max-justified value function). Let I" be a compact set of linear
functions, and V' be a value function such that V(b) = sup,cr o(b) for every
b. V is said to be maz-justified by T' (or, justified from the perspective of the
maximizing player 1) if for every o € T' there exists 7; € II; and @ € ['41%©
such that valcomp(71, @) > a.

While the reason for the terminology is not apparent just yet, we will show in
Sections [T0.2] that the “max-justifying” set I' can be used to construct a strategy
o1 of player 1 such that val”'(b) > V(b) for every b. Similarly, we will show in
Section that if the value function V' is min-justified, we can construct a
strategy oo of player 2 that justifies the value V(b) for every belief b € A(S),
i.e., we have Ey 5, »,[Disc”] < V(b) against every strategy o1 of player 1.

As preparation for more substantial proofs that follow, the remainder of this
subsection presents several basic properties of min- and max-justified functions.

Recall that no matter how well things go for the maximizing player, the
corresponding utility will never get above U. Similarly, the minimizing player
cannot push the utility below L. Lemma [10.5] and Lemma [10.4] prove that max-
and min-justified functions obey the same restrictions. This is in agreement with
our intuition that max-justification should guarantee utility of at least some
value (which therefore cannot be higher than U) and min-justification should
guarantee utility of no more than some value (which therefore cannot be lower
than L).

Lemma 10.4. Let V' be a value function that is min-justified. Then V (b) > L.
Lemma 10.5. Let V' be a value function that is maz-justified by a set of a-vectors
I'. Then for every a € I' we have o < U.

To prepare for showing that the value function Vi resulting produced by
Algorithm 4| is max-justified by Conv(T'), we state the following technical lemma:

Lemma 10.6. Let I" be a set of linear functions, and V' a value function that is
maz-justified by T'. Then V is also maz-justified by Conv(T").

10.2. Strategy of Player 1

In this section, we will show that when the value function V' is max-justified
by a set of a-vectors I', we can implicitly form a strategy o; of player 1 that
achieves utility of at least V (b*) for any given initial belief b™*. We provide
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an online game-playing algorithm (Algorithm [5)) which implicitly constructs the
desired strategy. This algorithm is inspired by the ideas of continual resolving
for extensive-form games [32].

While playing the game, Algorithm [5] maintains a lower bound p on the
values the reconstructed strategy has to achieve. Inspired by the terminology of
continual resolving for extensive-form games, we call this lower-bounding linear
function a gadget. The goal of the Act(b, p) method is to reconstruct a strategy
o1 of player such that its value satisfies val’* > p. We will now show that the
Act method achieves precisely this. The reasoning about the current gadget
allows us to obtain guarantees on the quality of the reconstructed strategy, even
when player 1 does not have an accurate belief because he does not have access
to the stage strategies used by the adversary.

Algorithm 5: Continual resolving algorithm for one-sided POSGs

input : one-sided POSG G
a finite set I' of linear functions representing convex value

function V

b« binit

p™* ¢+ arg max,er @(binit)

Act (binit7 pinit)

procedure Act (b, p)

(77, @") < argmax, z{valcomp(ry,@)(b) | 7 € I}, @ €
Conv(I")41X9 s t. valcomp(my, @) > p}

6 7 < solve [HV](b) to obtain assumed stage strategy of the
adversary

sample and play a; ~ 7}

8 0 <— observed observation

b« 7(b,ay,m2,0)

10 Act (b, o )

ai,o

[ B I N

Proposition 10.7. Let V be a value function that is maz-justified by a set of -
vectors I'. Let b™i* € A(S) and p™* € T. By playing according to Act(b™it, pinit),
player 1 implicitly forms a strategy o1 for which val® > pitit,

This proposition is proven by constructing a sequence of strategies under
which player 1 follows Algorithm 5| for K steps (for K =0,1,...). We provide a
lower bound on the value each of these strategies, and show that the limit of
these lower bounds coincides with p™it, as well as with the lower bound on the
value guaranteed by following Algorithm [5| for infinite period of time.

Corollary 10.8. Let V be a value function that is maz-justified by a compact
set T and let b™* be the initial belief of the game. The Algorithm@ implicitly
constructs a strategy o1 which guarantees that the utility to player 1 will be at
least V (bMit).
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Proof. p™* from line [2| of Algorithm [5| has value p™i*(p"it) = V(p™it) in the
initial belief b*. By Proposition we can construct a strategy o with value
Va101 2 pinit. Hence Va101 (binit) 2 pinit (binit) — V(binit). O

10.3. Strategy of Player 2

We will now present an analogous algorithm to obtain a strategy for player 2
when the value function V' is min-justified. Recall that the stage strategies mo of
player 2 influence the belief of player 1 (Equation . Unlike player 1, player 2
knows which stage strategies w3 have been used in the past, and he is thus able
to infer the current belief of player 1. As a result, the Act method of Algorithm [f]
depends on the current belief of player 1, but not on the gadget p as it did in
Algorithm [f]

Algorithm 6: Strategy of player 2

input : one-sided POSG G
convex value function V'
1 Act (b™Mit)
2 procedure Act (b)

3 75 < optimal strategy of player 2 in the stage game [HV](b)

4 s < currently observed state

5 sample and play as ~ 75 (- | s)

6 (a1, 0) < action of the adversary and the corresponding observation
7 Act(7(b,a1,735,0))

We will now show that if the value function V is min-justified, playing
according to Algorithm |§| guarantees that the utility will be at rnostﬂ V (piit).

Proposition 10.9. Let V be a min-justified value function and let b™¢ be the
initial belief of the game. The Algorithm [f implicitly constructs a strategy oo
which guarantees that the utility to player 1 will be at most V (bt).

The proof of Proposition [[0.9]is similar to the proof of Proposition We
derive an upper bound on the utility player 1 can achieve against player 2 who
follows Algorithm |§| for K steps (for K =0,1,...). We show that the limit of
these upper bounds coincides with V (b™i*) and with the upper bound on the
utility player 1 can achieve when player 2 follows [0] for an infinite number of
iterations.

10.4. Using Value Functions Vig and Vil to Play the Game

In Sections and we have shown that we can obtain strategies
to play the game when the value functions are max-justified or min-justified,
respectively. In this section, we will show that the heuristic search value iteration

9n other words, this is a performance guarantee for the (minimizing) player 2.
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algorithm for solving one-sided POSGs (Section E[) generates value functions
with these properties. Namely, at any time, the lower bound Vi is max-justified
value function by the set of a-vectors Conv(T'), and the upper bound V[}rB is
min-justified.

This allows us to derive two important properties of the algorithm. First,
since Theorem [3| guarantees that the algorithm terminates with Vi (bi) —
V5 (b)) < e, we can use the resulting value functions Vg (represented by T')
and Vg to obtain e-Nash equilibrium strategies for both players. Next, we can
also run the algorithm in anytime fashion and, since the bounds V5 and V{35
satisfy the properties at any point of time, use these bounds to extract strategies
with performance guarantees.

We will first prove that at any point of time in the execution of Algorithm
the lower bound VEB is max-justified by the set Conv(T"), and the upper bound
V&5 is a min-justified value function. To prove this, it suffices to show initial
lower-bound value function Vil is max-justified by Conv(T') and the initial upper-
bound value function VJB is min-justified, and that this property is preserved
after any sequence of point-based updates performed on V{5 and VgB. With the
help of Lemma we can prove that this is true for VLFB:

Lemma 10.10. Let T be the set of a-vectors that have been generated at any time
during the execution of the HSVI algorithm for one-sided POSGs (Algorithm .
Then the lower bound Vg is maz-justified by the set Conv(T).

Even though the proof is more complicated, the analogous result holds for
VJB as well:

Lemma 10.11. Let Vl}rB be the upper bound considered at any time of the
execution of the HSVI algorithm for one-sided POSGs (Algorithm , Then VJB
18 min-justified.

Proof. Upper bound VgB is only modified by means of point-based update
on lines [8] and [12] of Algorithm 4] Therefore, it suffices to show that (1) the
initial upper bound is min-justified and that (2) the upper bound V{}% resulting
from applying a point-based update on a min-justified upper bound VgB is
min-justified as well.

First, let us prove that the initial value function VJB is min-justified. Initially,
VgB(b) is set to the value of a perfect information version of the game, where
the imperfectly informed player 1 gets to know the initial state of the game. By
removing this information from player 1, the utility player 1 can achieve can
only decrease. It follows that [HV{}](b) < V{55(b), so the initial value function
Vs (b) is min-justified.

Now, let us consider an upper bound V{J; represented by a set T = {(b;,y;) |
1 <i <k} that is considered by the Algorithm [4| and let us assume that Vg is
min-justified. Consider that a point-based update in by is to be performed. We
show that the function Vl}r}; resulting from the point-based update in by is min-
justified as well. Recall that Y =Y U {(bx+1,yk+1)} and yr+1 = [HVg] (br+1).
Clearly, since T C Y, it holds V{5 (b) < Vi (b) and [HVIR](0) < [HVL](D)
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for every b € A(S). Due to this and since V{Jg is assumed to be min-justified,
we have y; > [HVG%](b) for every 1 < i < k+ 1. We will now prove that
VY5 is min-justified by showing that [HV](b) < V{i5(b) holds for arbitrary
belief b € A. Let \; and b’ correspond to the optimal solution of the linear
program for solving Vgé(b). We have

k+1
VUB Z)‘zyz'f'(wb_b/”l
i=1
X\i and b’ represent an optimal solution of VI}% (b)
7|
2 ZA [HV5](b:) + 6]lb — /[|x

> [HVUB](b') +6]lb— 'l
H VUT]é is convez, see Proposition
> [HVU];](Z)) V[}r]é is §-Lipschitz continuous, and hence,
by Proposz'tion HVI}% is as well .

This shows that any point-based update results in a min-justified value function
V5. As a result, Algorithm [4| only considers upper bounds V{J that are
min-justified. O

We are now in a position to show that Algorithm [] produces e-Nash equilib-
rium strategies.

Theorem 4. In any OS-POSG, applying Algorithms[5 and[f to the output of
Algorithm [4] yields an e-Nash equilibrium.

Proof. According to Theorem [3] Algorithm [4] terminates and the value functions
Vi and V(%5 that result from the execution of the algorithm satisfy VI (bi) —
Vi (6Mit) < e. Furthermore, we know that lower bound Vil is max-justified by
the set T’ resultlng from the execution of Algorithm |4 I 38 m, and the upper
bound VUB is min-justified (Lemma m We can therefore use Algorithm
to obtain a strategy for player 1 that achieves utility of at least Vil (b) for
player 1 (Corollary . Similarly, we can use Algorithm |§| to obtain a strategy
for player 2 that ensures that the utility of player 1 will be at most V{ig (b™it)
(Proposition . It follows that if either player were to deviate from the
strategy prescribed by the algorithm, they would not be able to improve their
utility by more than Vil (b™it) — VI, (61). Since VL (0™M1) — Vil (bMit) < e,
these strategies must form a e-Nash equilibrium of the game. O

11. Experimental evaluation

In this section, we focus on the experimental evaluation of the heuristic search
value iteration algorithm for solving one-sided partially observable stochastic
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games from Section [)] We demonstrate the scalability of the algorithm in three
security domains. Rewards in all of the domains have been scaled to the interval
[0,100] or [—100, 0], respectively, and we report the runtime required to reach
Vil (b1i6) — V5 (5™1) < 1. We first outline the details of our experimental setup.

11.1. Algorithm Settings

Compared to the version of the HSVI algorithm presented in Section [9 we
adopt several modifications to improve the scalability of the algorithm. In this
section, we describe these modifications and show that the theoretical guarantees
of the algorithm still hold.

Pruning the Sets I' and Y. Each time a point-based update is performed, the
size of the sets I' and T used to represent value functions Vi and V{J increases.
As new elements are generated, some of the elements in these sets may become
unnecessary to accurately represent the bounds Vi’ and V{J. Since the sizes
of sets VLFB and VJB have a direct impact on the sizes of linear programs used
throughout the algorithm, removing unnecessary elements from Vj'g and VJB
improves the performance. Whenever a new a-vector valcomp(7tB, al®) is
generated according to Equation , all dominated elements in the set I' get
removed and only those elements of o € T’ that dominate valcomp(7{®, @B) in
at least one state remain, i.e.,

I' = {d€el'|3seS:d(s)> valcomp(n®,a"P)(s)}

U {valcomp(ap2,@"®)} . (41)

For the set T used to represent the upper bound VJB, we use a batch approach
instead of removing dominated elements immediately. We remove dominated
elements every time the size of the set Y increases by 10% compared to the
size after the last pruning was performed (this is analogous to the pruning
technique proposed in [39]). Algorithm [7|inspects each point (b;,y;) € T and
checks whether it is needed to represent value function Viiz—and if it is not
needed, the point gets removed.

Algorithm 7: Pruning set T representing the upper bound VgB

input : Set T used to represent Viig
1 for (b;,y;) € T do
2 | if g > V{p(bi) then Y :== 7T\ {(b;,5:)}

Removing elements from sets I' and T does not violate the theoretical
properties of the algorithm. First of all, only elements that are not necessary
to represent currently considered bounds are removed—hence the values of
value functions Vi and VgB considered at each step of the algorithm remain
unchanged, and the convergence property is hence retained. Furthermore,
we can still use pruned value functions to extract strategies with guaranteed
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performance. Since the resulting upper bound value function Vl}rB is identical to
the one obtained without pruning, it is still min-justified. It can thus be used
to obtain a strategy of the minimizing player 2 with guaranteed utility at most
Vil (bmit) (Sectio. Similarly, V{3 can be used to obtain a strategy of
player 1 (Section [10.2)). Despite the fact that the resulting set I' of a-vectors is
different from the set constructed by Algorithm 4] when no pruning is used, we
can see that for every missing element o’ there has to exist an element « such that
a > o (see Equation ) Therefore, we can always replace missing a-vectors
in value compositions (i.e., linear functions a®*°) without decreasing the values
of the resulting value composition—and hence Vj{; remains max-justified by the
set of a-vectors Conv(I").

Partitioning States and Value Functions. In many games, even the imperfectly
informed player 1 has access to some information about the game. For example, in
the pursuit-evasion games we discuss below, the pursuer knows his position—and
representing his uncertainty about his position within the belief is unnecessary.
To reduce the dimension of the beliefs, we allow for partitioning states into
disjoint sets such that the imperfectly informed player 1 always knows in which
set he is currently. Formally, let S = Ufil S; such that S; N S; = @ for every
i # j. Player 1 has to know the initial partition, i.e., Supp(b™t) C S; for
some 1 < 4 < K. Furthermore, he has to be able to infer which partition he
is in at any time, i.e., for every belief b over a partition S; (i.e., Supp(b) C S;),
every achievable action-observation pair (a1, 0) and every stage strategy mo € Iy
of player 2, we have Supp(7(b,a1,m2,0)) C S; for some 1 < j < K. We use
T(S;,a1,0) to denote such S;.

This partitioning allows for reducing the size of LP used to compute
stage game solutions. Namely, the quantification over s € S can be replaced by
s € S;, where S; is the current partition. Furthermore, since also the partition
of the next stage has to be known, we can also replace (ay,0,58") € A; x O x S
by (a1,0,s8") € A1 x O x T(S;,a1,0).

Parameters and Hardware. We use value iteration for stochastic games, or
MDPs, respectively, to initialize the upper and lower bounds. The upper bound
is initialized by solving a perfect-information variant of the game (see Section.
The lower bound is computed by fixing the uniform strategy o™ for player 1 and
solving the resulting Markov decision process from the perspective of player 2.
We terminate the algorithms when either change in valuations between iterations
of value iteration is lower than 0.025, or 20 minutes time limit has expired. The
initialization time is included in the computation times of the HSVI algorithm.

We use ¢ = 1. However, similarly to [39], we adjust € in each iteration,
and we get ;nm that is about to be used in the current iteration using formula
Eimm = 0.25+n (V{5 (61 — V5 (b1) —0.25) with n = 0.9. We set the parameter
D to the largest value such that p(t) > 0.25~¢ holds for every t > 0.

Each experiment has been run on a single core of Intel Xeon Platinum 8160.
We have used CPLEX 12.9 to solve the linear programs.
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Figure 5: Pursuit evasion games: (a) Pursuit evasion game 5 x N. The Ps denote the initial
positions of the pursuers, the E denotes the initial position of the evader. (b) Time to reach
gap 1 for different grid-widths (V).

11.2. Ezperimental Results

We now turn our attention to the discussion of experimental results. We
introduce the domains used in our experiments and comment on the scalability
of the proposed algorithm.

Pursuit-Fvasion Games (inspired by [15, [24]). In pursuit-evasion games, a team
of K centrally controlled pursuers (we consider a team of K = 2) is trying to
locate and capture the evader—who is trying to avoid getting captured. The
game is played on a grid (dimensions 3 x N), with the pursuers starting in the
top-left corner and the evader in the bottom-right corner — see Figure In
each step, the units move to one of their adjacent locations (i.e., the actions
of the evader are Ay = {left, right, up, down}, while the actions available to the
team of pursuers are joint actions for all units in the team, A4; = (A42)%). The
game ends when one of the units from the team of pursuers enters the same
cell as the evader—and the team of pursuers (player 1) then receives a reward
of +100. The reward for all other transitions in the game is zero. The pursuer
knows the location of their units, but the current location of the evader is not
known.

The game with N = 3 was solved in 4.5s on average, while the game with
N =7 took 10267 s to be solved to the gap ¢ = 1 — full results can be found in
Figure The game 8 x N has not been solved successfully within 10 hours
time limit, and the gap of Viig (binit) — Vi (binit) = 1.245 has been reached after
10 hours. Sizes of the games range from 143 states and 2671 transitions (for
3 x N game) to 3171 states and 92531 transitions (for 8 x N game).

Search Games (inspired by [8]). In search games that model intrusion, the
defender patrols checkpoint zones (see Figure the zones are marked with
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Figure 6: Intrusion search games: (a) Intrusion-search game with width W = 3 in configuration
1-1: A denotes the initial position of the attacker and D the positions of the defender’s units.
T is the attacker’s target. (b) Time to reach VgB(binit) — VIFB (binit) < 1.

box). The attacker aims to cross the graph while not being captured by the
defender. She can either wait for one move to conceal her presence (and clean
up the trace), or move further. Each unit of the defender can move to adjacent
nodes within its assigned zone. The goal of the attacker is to cross the graph to
reach node marked by T without encountering any unit of the defender. If she
manages to do so, the defender receives a reward of —100.

We consider games with two checkpoint zones with a varying number of
nodes in a zone W (i.e. the width of the graph). We use two configurations of
the defending forces: (1) one defender in each checkpoint and (2) two defenders
in the first checkpoint and one defender in the second checkpoint. We denote
these settings as 1-1 and 2-1.

The results are shown in Figure [6b| (with five runs for each parameterization,
the confidence intervals mark the standard error in our graphs). The largest
game (W =5 and two defenders in the first zone) has 4656 states and 121 239
transitions and can be solved within 560s. This case highlights that our algorithm
can solve even large games. However, a much smaller game with W = 5 and
configuration 1-1 (964 states and 9 633 transitions) is more challenging, since
the coordination problem with just one defender in the first zone is harder, and
despite its smaller size it is solved within 640s.

Patrolling Games (inspired by [4,[50]). In a patrolling game, a patroller (player 1)
alms to protect a set of targets V. The targets are represented by vertices of a
graph, and the possible movements of the patroller are represented by the edges
of the graph. The attacker observes the movement of the patroller and decides
which target v € V he will attack, or whether he will postpone the decision.
Once the attacker decides to attack a target v, the defender has ¢ty steps to reach
the attacked vertex. If he fails to do so, he receives a negative reward —C'(v)
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Figure 7: Time to reach VgB(binit) - VEB (binit) < 1 for patrolling games with attack times
tx = 3 and tx = 4. Bars indicate percentage of unsolved instances for tx = 4.

associated to the target v—otherwise, he successfully protects the target, and
the reward is zero. The patroller does not know whether and where the attack
has already started. The costs C(v) are scaled so the max,cy C(v) = 100/,
i.e., the minimum possible payoff for the defender is —100.

Following the setting in [50], we focus on graphs generated from Erdos-Renyi
model [33] with parameter p = 0.25 (denoted ER(0.25)) with attack times
tx € {3,4} and number of vertices |V| ranging from 7 to 15. The time to
solve even the largest instances (V = 17) with tyx = 3 was 305.5s. For attack
time ¢, = 4, however, some number of instances failed to reach the precision
Vil (b118) — Vi (6t) < 1 within the time limit of 10 hours. For the most difficult
setting, |V| = 17 and tx = 4, the algorithm reached desired precision in 70% of
instances. For unsolved instances in this setting, mean V{5 (b™it) — VI, (pnit)
after the cutoff after 10 hours is however reasonably small at 3.77+£0.54. The
results include games with up to 856 states and 6409 transitions. See Figure 7]
for more details.

11.3. Impact of Initialization on Solution Time

Recall that we use value iteration algorithms for solving perfect information
stochastic games and Markov decision processes, respectively, to initialize upper
and lower bounds on V*. In our experiments, we terminate the algorithms
whenever the change in valuation between iterations of value iteration is smaller
than 8 = 0.025. In Figure 8] we analyze the impact of the choice of 3 on the
running time of the algorithm when applied to pursuit evasion games. Observe
that the tighter initial bounds are used, the faster the convergence of the
algorithm. In fact, the difference between § =1 and 8 = 0.025 is approximately
an order of magnitude in run time. Recall that the bounds V{J and V{5 not
only serve as bounds on V*, but they are also used to obtain strategies that are
considered during the forward exploration phase of the algorithm (see lines |§|
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Figure 8: Effect of initialization on runtime. The target error is measured as Bellman residual
[TV — V||oo of the value iteration algorithms used to obtain initial bounds.

and 7| of Algorithm . We believe that these results indicate that the use of,
e.g., domain-dependent initialization of the bounds can greatly improve the run
time of the algorithm in complex domains.

11.4. Performance Analysis

Based on the the algorithm’s runtime data, we observed that most of the
computation time is split between solving the linear programs used to compute
H VI}fB and HV{'; and pruning the representations of these bounds. Together,
these three tasks typically took around 85% of the total runtime (and always
at least 70%), with the remaining time being spent on computation of initial
bounds, construction of the linear programs, and other smaller tasks. More
specifically, solving H V[}rB took 30-50% of the runtime in typical games while
reaching as far as 60% in large pursuit evasion games (e.g., 60.5% in the 3 x 7
pursuit evasion game). Solving HV{y was faster — in most games, it took
between 10 and 20% of the total runtime. Finally, time required to perform
pruning of the bounds V[}rB and VEB also took 10-20% of the runtime, with the
exception of the patrolling games with attack time tyx = 4, where it required
over 40% of the total runtime.

12. Conclusions

We cover two-player zero-sum partially observable stochastic games (POSGs)
with discounted rewards and one-sided observability — that is, those where the
second player has perfect information about the game. We describe the theoretical
properties of the value function in these games and show that algorithms based on
value-iteration converge to an optimal value of the game. We also propose the first
approximate algorithm that generalizes the ideas behind point-based algorithms
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designed for partially observable Markov decision processes (POMDPs) and
transfers these techniques to POSGs.

The presented work shows that it is possible to translate selected results from
the single-agent setting to zero-sum games. Moreover, in future work, this work
could be further extended in several ways: First, as already demonstrated by
existing follow-up works [23], the scalability of the algorithm can be substantially
improved for specific security games. Second, many heuristics and methods
proven useful in the POMDP setting can be translated and evaluated in the game-
theoretic setting, further improving the scalability. Third, generalization beyond
the strictly adversarial setting (e.g., by computing a Stackelberg equilibrium)
is another key direction supporting the applicability of these game-theoretic
models to security.
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Appendix A. Proofs
Proposition 5.3. Let G be a one-sided POSG. Then the payoff Disc” of an

arbitrary play in G is bounded by values
L= ( min )R(s,al,ag)/(l -9) U= ( max )R(s,al,ag)/(l —-v) . (14)
s,a1,a2 $,a1,a2

It also follows that L < V*(b) < U and L <val?(b) < U holds for every belief
b e A(S) and strategy o1 € X1 of the imperfectly informed player 1.

Proof. The smallest payoff player 1 can hypothetically achieve in any play consists
of getting r = min(, 4, 4,) R(s,a1,az) in every timestep. The infinite discounted
sum Y., 7" 'r converges to r/(1 — ) = L. Conversely, the maximum payoff
can be achieved if player 1 obtains 7 = max(s 4, 4,) (5, a1, az) in every timestep.
Expected values of strategies (and therefore also the value of the game) are
expectation over the payoffs of individual plays—hence are bounded by L and U
as well. O

Lemma 5.5. Optimal value function V* of a one-sided POSG is convex.

Proof. Definition [5.2]defines V* as the point-wise supremum over linear functions
val” (over all strategies o1 € X1 of player 1). This implies the convexity of
V* [10, p.81]. O
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Lemma 5.6. Let X be a finite set and let f: A(X) = [Ymin, Ymax] be a linear
function. Then f is k-Lipschitz continuous for k = (Ymax — Ymin)/2-

Proof. Let p,q € A(X) be arbitrary two points in the probability simplex over
the finite set X. Since f is a linear function, it can be represented as a convex
combination of values a(x) in the vertices of the simplex corresponding to the
elements u € X,

1 v=u
0 otherwise

(A.la)
Without loss of generality, let us assume f(p) > f(q). Now, the difference

|f(p) — f(q)] satisfies

1f(p) = (@] = f(p) = flg) = > a(u) - [p(u) — q(w)] . (A.1b)

ueX

F) =Y a(u)-plu)  where  a(u) = f(L,), Mv):{

ueX

Denote X* ={u € X | p(u) — q(u) >0} and X~ = {ue X | p(u) — q(u) < 0}.

We can now bound the difference from Equation by |f(p) — f(¢)| =
= > a)-[pw) —qw]+ Y aw)-[pu) - qu)] (A.lc)
ueX+ ueX—
< D Ymax - [p(W) = @]+ Y Yanin - [p(w) — g(w)] (A.1d)
ueX+ uceX—
= Ymax P, [P(u) = ¢(W)] + Ymin »_, [p(u) — q(u)] . (A.le)
ueX+t ueX —

Since both p and ¢ belong to A(X), we have ||p|l1 = ||¢|js = 1. Since p(u), g(u) >
0 are non-negative, we have

Ipll = llalls + D [p(w) = q(w)] = D [a(w) = p(w)].

ueXt ueX —

It follows that

> ) —g(w] =~ Y [p(w) —q(u)]. (A.1f)

ue X+ ueX—

From equation (A.1f)), we further see that both terms in (A.1f) are equal to
llp — q||1/2. This implies that

() = (@] < Ymaxllp — all1/2 + Ymin (= lp — all1/2)
= (Ymax — Ymin)/2 " |lp — allx
and completes the proof. O

Proposition 5.8. Value function V* of one-sided POSGSs is §-Lipschitz con-
tinuous.

o1



Proof. V* is defined as a supremum over §-Lipschitz continuous values val?® of
strategies o7 € X; of the imperfectly informed player 1. Therefore for arbitrary
b,b" € A(S), we have the following

VE(b) = sup val®'(b) < sup [val®*(¥) + 8[|b— ¥|,] = V(&) + 6][b— |1 .
01€X5, o1EX
(A.2)

O

Proposition 5.11. Let I' C {a : A(S) — R | « is linear} be a set of linear
functions. Then for every b € A(S) we have
supa(b) = sup «b) . (18)
ael’ aeConv(T)
Proof. Clearly, it suffices to prove the inequality >. Let b € A(S) and let
Zle A;c; be an arbitrary'’| convex combination of linear functions from I' (i.e.,
we have o; € T'). We need to show that a(b) > Zle Aic;(b) holds for some
«a € I'. This is straightforward, as can be witnessed by the function a;~ € T,
i* 1= argmax; «;(b):

k
> ey
i=1

; = i(b) = = (b) .
N 00, 0) = g a0) = e 0)

HM»

O

Proposition 5.12. Let f : A(S) = R be a convex continuous function. Then
there exists a set I' of linear functions such that o < f for every a € I' and

f(b) = supyer () for every b e A(S).

Proof. Let T' := {a : A(S) — Rlinear | a < f}. Clearly, the pointwise
supremum of I is no greater than f. It remains to show that sup, < a(bg) > f(bo)
for each by. Let by be an interior point of A(S). By the standard convex-analysis
result, there exists a subdifferential of f at by, that is, a vector v such that f(b) >
f(bo)+v-(b—bg) holds for each b € A(S). The function a(b) := f(bg)+v-(b—bg)
therefore belongs to I' and witnesses that sup,er a(bg) > f(bo)-

Suppose that by lies at the boundary of A(S) and let n, ||n|1 = 1, be a
direction in which every nearby point bs := by — dn, & € (0,A], lies in the
interior of A(S) (for some A > 0). Since f is convex, the directional derivatives
f (bs) = limg_,o, M are non-decreasing as the points bs get closer to
bo In partlcular the hnear functions a5 found for bs in the previous step satisfy

as(bo) > f(bs) + f;,(bs)d > f(bs) + f,(ba)d.

The right-hand side converges to f(bo) + f;,(ba)-0 = f(bo), which shows that the
supremum of «;(bo) is at least f(by). Since as € T', this proves the remaining
part of the proposition. O

10Recall that according to the Carathéodory’s theorem, it suffices to consider finite convex
combinations.
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Proposition 6.2. Fvery behavioral strategy o1 € %1 of player 1 can be repres-
ented as a strategy composition of some stage strategy w1 € I3 and player 1
behavioral strategies (g, o-

Proof. Let 01 € ¥; be an arbitrary behavioral strategy of player 1, and let
m = 01() and (g, »(w') = 01(w’) for every (a1,0) € Ay x O and W’ € (4,0)*.
It can be easily verified that comp(my,() defined in Definition satisfies
comp(mf):al. O

Lemma 6.3. Let G be a one-sided POSG and comp(71,() a composite strategy.
Then the following holds:

Valcomp(mf) (5) = min EalNﬂh (0,5 )~T(- | s,a1,a2) [R(s, ai, az) + 'yva]Caro (S/)}

az€A
= min mi(a1) | R(s,a1,az2) + 7 Z T(0,8' | s,a1,az)val"1°(s")
a2€42 a1 €A1 (0,5)€OxS

(20)

Proof. Let us evaluate the payoff if player 2 uses as in the first stage of the game
given that the initial state of the game is s. The expected reward of playing
action ay against comp(my, () in the first stage is Y, 4, m1(a1)R(s,a1,a2), ie.,
the expectation over the actions player 1 can take. Now, at the beginning
of the next stage, player 2 knows everything about the past stage—including
action a; taken by player 1, observation o he received, and the new state of
the game s’. Therefore, player 2 knows the strategy (4, » player 1 is about to
use in the rest of the game. By definition of valSe1 (Definition , the best
payoff player 2 can achieve in (a;,0)-subgame is val®*1°(s'). After reaching
the subgame, however, one stage has already passed and the rewards originally
received at time ¢ are now received at time ¢ 4+ 1. As a result, the reward
valSa1-o (s') gets discounted by . The probability that the (aj,0)-subgame is
reached is 3, , oyca,xoxsT1(a1)T(0,8" | s,a1,a2), and the expectation over

yval®e1e(s') is thus computed. Player 2 chooses an action which achieves the
minimum payoff which completes the proof. O

Lemma 6.5. Let my € I1; be a stage strategy of player 1 and @ € (“nA(S))Ale

a vector of linear functions s.t. for each oy, o there exists a strategy Cq,,0 € X1
with valSei-e > Qg, 0. Then there exists a strategy o1 € X1 such that 01(2) = m
and val®* > valcomp(my, @).

Proof. Let ¢ € (£1)41%9 be as in the lemma, and let @ be such that agljo =
valSer e, According to the assumption we have aého > g, ,0- Replacing ag, o by

agho in Equation (21)) can only increase the objective value, hence

valcomp(ry,@)(s) < valcomp(my, @) (s) = valwm"(”l’z)(s) . (A.3)

Composite strategies are behavioral strategies of player 1, hence o1 = comp(7y, ().
O
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Lemma 6.6. Let m € II; and @ € (lina(s))™*? such that L < a®°(b) < U
for every b € A(S). Then L < valcomp(my,@)(b) < U for every b € A(S) and
valcomp(my, @) is a §-Lipschitz continuous function.

Proof. Since valcomp(my,@)(b) is calculated as a convex combination of the
values valcomp(my,@)(s) in the vertices of the A(S) simplex, it suffices to show
that

(Vs € 5): L <valcomp(m,@)(s) <U.

Let a5 € Ay be the minimizing action of player 2 in Equation . It
holds r < R(s,a1,a3) < 7, where r and 7 are minimum and maximum re-
wards in the game. Hence r < >° . mi(a1)R(s,a1,a3) < 7. Similarly,
from the assumption of the lemma, we have L < aq, o(s’) < U and hence
L <3 (a1 05eaxoxs T1(a1)T(0, 8" s,a1,a3)qq, 0(s") < U. We will now prove
that valcomp(my,@)(s) < U (the proof of valcomp(my,@)(s) > L is analogous):

valcomp(my, @)(s) =

= Z m1(a1)R(s,a1,a3) + Z m(a1)T (0,8 | s,a1,a3)qa, 0(s")
a1 €A (a1,0,s")EAI1XOXS

< THWU = ?—i—VL =U
1—v

The §-Lipschitz continuity of valcomp(mry, @) then follows directly from Lemma
O

Proposition 7.2. Proposition Let V : A(S) — R be a convex continuous func-
tion and let T' be a convex set of linear functions such that V(b) = supgycr a(b).
Then HV is also convex and continuous. Furthermore, if V is §-Lipschitz
continuous, the function HV is §-Lipschitz continuous as well.

Proof. According to Definition operator H can be rewritten as a supremum
over all possible value compositions:

[HV](b) = max sup valcomp(mi,@)(b) = sup valcomp(wi,@)(b) , and

m €Il @ErA1xo (W1,5)6H1><FA1 xO
(Ada)
[HV](b) = sup a(b) I’ = {valcomp(r1,@) | m € I, @ € T4 <O} .
ael”
(A.4b)

In Equation , HYV is represented as a point-wise supremum from a set I"/
of linear functions valcomp(my, @), which is a convex continuous function (see
Proposition .

Moreover, in case V is d-Lipschitz continuous, the set I' representing V' can
be assumed to contain only §-Lipschitz continuous linear functions. According
to Lemma valcomp(m, @) is §-Lipschitz continuous for every m; € II; and
a®>° € I'. Hence, IV contains d-Lipschitz continuous linear functions only and
the point-wise maximum HV over I is §-Lipschitz continuous. O
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Theorem 1. Let V : A(S) = R be a convex continuous function and let T be a
convez set of linear functions on A(S) such that V(b) = sup,er () for every
belief b € A(S). Then the following definitions of operator H are equivalent:

[HV](b) =

= max sup valcomp(my, @)(b 24a
L, Sup p(m1, @)(b) (24a)

= max min |[Ep r, -, [R(s,a1,a2)] + VZPb,mmz [a1,0] - V(7(b,a1,ma,0))
1 €llymo €112 o

(24b)

= min max |Ey r, ,[R(s,a1,a2)] + fyZIP’bmm [a1,0] - V(7(b,a1,72,0))

o €llory €112

ai,o

(-240)

Proof. We first prove the equality of (24b)) and (24c)). Let us define a payoff
function u : IT; x IIs — R to be the objective of the maximin and minimax

optimization in (24b|) and (24c)).

w(my,m2) = By oy oy [R(S, a1, a2)] + 7y Zpb,m,m [a1,0]-V(7(b,a1,m2,0)) (A.ba)

ay,o

After expanding the expectation Ey r, ,[R(s, a1, a2)] and expressing V as a
supremum over linear functions a € I'; we get

u(my, me) = Z b(s)mi(a1)ma(az|s)R(s, a1,a2) +

S,a1,a2
+ Z Py ry 7o la1, 0] - sup Z 7(b,a1,m2,0)(s") - a(s’)  (A.5b)
a1,0 aEe s
= Z b(s)m(a1)ma(az|s)R(s, a1, as) + (A.5¢)
$,a1,a2
+ 72771(@1) - sup Z b(s)ma(as|s)T (o0, | s,a1,az)a(s’) .
ai,o ac s,az,s’

Note that the term Py », r,[a1, 0] cancels out after expanding 7(b, a1, m2,0) in
Equation .

We now show that the von Neumann’s minimax theorem [49] [34] applies to
the game with utility function u and strategy spaces II; and Iy for player 1
and player 2, respectively. The von Neumann’s minimax theorem requires that
the strategy spaces II; and Iy are convex compact sets (which is clearly the
case), and that the utility function u (as characterized by Equation ) is
continuous, convex in Iy and concave in II;. We will now prove the latter and
show that u is a convex-concave utility function. Clearly, for every my € Ilo,
the function u(-,m3) : II; — R (where 72 is considered constant) is linear in
71, and hence also concave. The convexity of u(my,-) : IIs — R (after fixing
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arbitrary m; € II;) is more involved. As weighted sum of convex functions
with positive coefficients 71 (aq1) > 0 is also convex, it is sufficient to show that
f(m2) = SuPqer g 0,0 b(8)T2(a2]s)T (0, 8" | s,a1,a2)a(s’) is convex. Observe
that for every a € I, the expression >, . b(s)m2(az|s)T(o,s"|s,a1,a2)a(s")
is linear in 7y and, as a result, the supremum over such linear expressions
in 7w is convex in 7wy (see Proposition . According to von Neumann’s
minimax theorem max,, err, Min,, e, w(m1, T2) = Min,, e, MaX., e, (71, T2)
which concludes the proof of equality of and (24c]).

We now proceed by showing the equality of (24a)) and (24b). By further
rearranging Equation , we get

w(mi, ™) = sup [ 3" b(s)mi(ar)ma(az|s)R(s, a1, as) + (A.6)
aerAixo b .
+'yZ7r1(a1) Z b(s)ma(az|s)T (o, s'|s,a1,a2)aaho(s')} )

Let us define a game with strategy spaces I' and Il and payoff function u/,
I' x II; — R where u] is the objective of the supremum in Equation (A.6)

(Equation (A.7b)) is an algebraic simplification of Equation (A.7a)).

ul (@,m2) = > b(s)mi(ar)ma(az|s)R(s, a1, a2) + (A.7a)

5,a1,a2

+'VZ7T1(Q1) Z b(s)m2(a2|$)Ts 01,05 (0, 8") ay 0(5")

ai,o s,a2,s’

Z b(s) Z ma(az|s) Z m1(ay) [R(s7 a1, a2) + (A.7b)

+9 Y T(0,8' 5,01, 02)000,,0(5)]

o,s’

Plugging (A.7b) into (A.6), we can write

max min u(my,mp) = max min  sup up (72, @) . (A.8)
w1 €I w2 €, w1 €Ty ma €Il @EerALx0

To prove the equivalence of and , we need to show that the minimum
and supremum can be swapped. Since v/ is linear in both 7, and @, I, is a
compact convex set and I' (and therefore also the set of mappings @ € T'41*©)
is convex, it is possible to apply Sion’s minimax theorem [38] to get

max min sup uy (7, @) = max sup min uy (m,@).  (A.9)
mi€lly map€lla gepag xo m1 €l gepayxo me€lly

As u] is linear in mo (for fixed 71 and @), the minimum over 73 is attained
in pure strategies. Denote 75 : S — Ay a pure strategy of player 2 assigning
action 72(s) to be played in state s, and II, the set of all pure strategies of
player 2. We now rewrite u/. to use pure strategies I1, instead of randomized
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stage strategies Il,. First, in Equation , we replace the maximization
over I, by maximization over the pure strategies ﬁg and replace expectation
over actions of player 2 by using the deterministic action #2(s) where appropriate.
Then, in Equation , we leverage the fact that, unlike player 1, player 2
knows the state before having to act, and hence he can optimize his actions 72 (s)
independently. And, finally, in Equation , we use Definition

max min wu(ry,mp) = max sup min uy (mo, @) =
w1 €Ml ma€ll m1€lly geparxo me€lls

= max sup min b(s Zm a1 [ s,a1,72(8)) + (A.10a)

w1 €Il acrA1xo 71—2e1‘[2 B

+ Z T(o,s" | s,a1, ﬁg(s))aal’o(s’)}

0,s’

= max sup Zb min Zm ay [ s,a1,72(s)) + (A.10Db)

m €Il aelA1x0 fa(s)EAs

+ Z T(o,5" | s,a1, frg(s))aaho(s’)}

0,s’

= max su b(s) - valcomp(my,@)(s
m €l aeFAE)xOZ ( ) p( ! )( )

= max sup valcomp(m,@)(b) . (A.10c)

m1€lly geraixo

This concludes the proof of the equality of Equations (24a]) and (24b)). O

Lemma 7.5. Let V,W : A(S) — R be two convezr continuous value functions
and b € A(S) a belief such that [HV](b) < [HW](b). Let (7} ,7y) and (x1V, 7¥")
be Nash equilibrium strategy profiles in stage games [HV](b) and [HW](b), re-
spectively, and C > 0. If W(7(b,a1,0,7y)) — V(7(b,a1,0,7y)) < C for every
action a; € Supp(m}V) of player 1 and every observation o € O such that
Pb,ﬂfvyﬂ'«y [0 | al] > 0, then [HW](b) — [HV](b) < ’)/O.

Proof. By deviating from the equilibrium strategy profiles in stage games [HV](b)
and [HW](b), the players can only worsen their payoffs. Therefore, we have

u(m) my) <uP(y wy) = [HV](b) < (A.11)
< [HW]() = o (x1", 7") <P (m 1y
We can thus bound the difference [HW](b) — [HV](b) by u"(zlV 7¥) —
uVb(mlV, 7)) where, according to Definition
u (VY ) = V(Y my) = (A.12)

= ’YZwa viay, o] - [W(r(b, alaﬂ—;/vo)) - V(T(bvalvﬂgao))] .

ai,o

Since every W (7(b,ay, 0,7y )) — V(7(b,ay,0, 7y ) considered in Equation (A.12)
with non-zero probability P, ~w v[a1, 0] is assumed to be bounded by C, the
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expectation over such W (7 (b, a1, 0,7y )) — V(7(b,a1,0, 7y ) is likewise bounded
by C. Tt follows that uV*(7]V, 7)) — V(7}V, 7¥) < 4C, and hence we also
have [HW](b) — [HV](b) < ~C. O

Lemma 7.7. Lemma The optimal value function V* satisfies V* = HV*.

Proof. According to Corollary [7.3] the Bellman’s operator does not depend on
the set I' used to represent the value function V*. To this end, we will assume
that the set I' used to represent V* is

I' = Conv{val™ | 01 € £1} . (A.13a)

To prove the equivalence of value functions V* and HV™* we consider that
these functions are represented as follows:

V*(b) = sup a(b) Ty-={val” |o; €3} (A.13b)
a€ly«
[HV*](b) = sup Lyy- = {valcomp(my, @) | m € I, @ € FAlXO} .
a€l gy )
(A.13c)

To prove the equivalence of V* and HV™, it suffices to show that for every
a € 'y« there exists o/ € I'gy~ such that o/ > «, and vice versa.

First, from Proposition [6.2] Lemma [6.3] and Definition [6.4] it follows that
every strategy o1 € 31 can be represented as a value composition valcomp(y, ¢),
and we have

val?l = yal©mP(m1.0) _ valcomp(m,az) (A.13d)

where of , = val®e1.o € T'. Hence val” = valcomp(m1,C) € Ty

The opposite direction of the proof, i.e., that for every o € I'yy« there exists
o/ € Ty~ such that o/ > «, is more involved. Let o = valcomp(my, @) € Ty~
be arbitrary. From , each oy, , can be written as a convex combination
of finitely many elements of {val”™ | o1 € ¥1}.

K .
Qayo = D A val (A.13¢)
i=1
Let us form a vector of strategies ¢ € (31)41*? such that each (,, , is a convex

combination of strategies 0" using coefficients from Equation (A.136),

K
Caro = D Aot (A.13f)
i=1

We can interpret strategy (,,,, as player 1 first randomly choosing among

strategies 07", and then following the chosen strategy in the rest of the game.

ai,

If the player 2 knew which strategy oy ' has been chosen, he is able to achieve
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utility vali However, he has no access to this information, and hence
valt™" > 3K Amova it = g1 Now, we have

o = val®m(m0O > valcomp(my,a) = a (A.13g)
which concludes the proof. O

Lemma 8.1. Let T' = Conv ({ay,...,ar)} be a conver hull of a finite set of
a-vectors. Then [HV](b) coincides with the solution of the following linear
program:

max Z b(s) -V (s) (27a)
seS

wl,)\,E,V
st V(s) < Z m1(a1)R(s,a1,a2) +7 Z T(o,s"|s,a1,a2)a"°(s")
a1 €A (a1,0,8")€EA1 xOXS
V(S,az) €85 x A2
(27b)
k
&al’o(sl) = ZA?I’O . Oéi(S/) V(al,o7 Sl) (S Al x 0O xS (27C)
=1
k
Z A?l’o =m (al) V(al, 0) (S A1 x O (27d)
=1
Z mi(a1) =1 (27e)
a1 €A
mi(a1) >0 Va, € Ay
(271)
A0 > V(ai,0) € Ay x 0,1 <i<k (27g)

Proof. Since the set I is convex and compact, the dynamic programming operator
H can be used:

[HV](b) = max sup valcomp(my,@)(b) (A.14a)

mi€lli gepaixo

= | @) (b A.14b
Jnax _ max valcomp(m, @)(b) ( )

= b(s) - valc ,a A.14
J?é‘ﬁiae??f‘xoses (s) - valcomp(my, @)(s) (A.14c)

= b(s) - mi R A.l4d
g, 0| S+ (140

+ Z T(o,s"| s, a1, az)m (a1)a"°(s")
(a1,0,8")EA1 xOXS
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Equation follows from the fact that valcomp(m, @) is continuous in
@, and T is a compact set (and hence also ['"1*© is). The Equation
represents value of the linear function valcomp(7y, @) as the convex combination
of its values in the vertices of the A(S) simplex, and, finally, Equation
rewrites valcomp(m1, @)(s) using Definition

Equation can be directly formalized as a mathematical program
(A.15]) whose solution is [HV](b). Indeed, the minimization over ag € A2 can be
rewritten as a set of constraints for each value of state V(s) (one for each action
as € As of player 2) in Equation . The convex hull of set {ay,...,ax} is
represented by where variables A;"*? represent coefficients of the convex
combination. The stage strategy m; is characterized by and .

L nax Zb(s) -V (s) (A.15a)

ses
st. V(s) < Y mla)R(s,a1,02) + Y(s,a3) € S x Ay

a1€A;
(A.15b)
+v Y T(o,s'|s,a1,a2)mi(a1)a™°(s")
(a1,0,s")EAL XOXS
k
amo(s') =Y A au(s) ¥(a1,0,5") € Ay x O x S
i=1

(A.15¢)

k
Z/\g“’ozl Y(ay,0) € Ay x O

i=1
(A.15d)
Z 771(&1) =1 (A.15e)

a1 €A1

7r1(a1) >0 Va; € A
(A.15%)
)\?1’020 V(CLl,O)GAlxo,lSZ.Sk
(A.15g)

This mathematical program is not linear since it contains a product of vari-
ables 71 (a) - @®°(s’). Tt can, however, be linearized by introducing substitution
am0(s') = mi(a)a®°(s") and A\{% = m1(a1)A7° to obtain (27). O

Lemma 9.1. Let ¥ = {(b;,y;)|1 < i < k} such that y; > V*(b;) for every
1 <i < k. Then the value function V{}g is §-Lipschitz continuous and satisfies

V" < Vi < Vitsvne
Proof. The inequality V{Jg < Vigyy; follows trivially from eq. (with &' :=b).

Proving V*(b) < Vifz(b) is more involved. Suppose that b’ is the minimizer from
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the definition of ViJs, i.e., that VI3 (b) = Viiqyr (V') + 6]|b — ¥'||1. By definition
of Viieyry, this b’ can be represented as a convex combination Y, A\;b; = ' for
which Y, \iyi = Vidgyr (0'). We thus have

k
Vig(d) => Xy + 8oV, . (A.16)

i=1
Our assumptions imply that every pair (b;,y;) satisfies V*(b;) < y;. Combining

this observations with the fact that V* is convex and d-Lipschitz continuous
(Lemma and Proposition [5.8]), we have

Vi) < Vi) +afb-b, = VT <Z)\ibi> +olb—-v, <

k k
<D AV + b=Vl < 3 iy + 6 b=Vl = Vi (0)
i=1

=1

Finally, let us prove that V{Jg is d-Lipschitz continuous. Let us consider
beliefs by, by € A(S). Without loss of generality, assume that Vi (b1) > Vg (b2).
Let bargmin be the minimizer of VJB (ba), i.e.,

Darg min = argbrlnin[VgSVH(b') + 6]]bz — b'|4]. (A17)

By triangle inequality, we have

Vt}fB(bl) =

= i VT b/ oo _bl < VT bar min d]|b _bar min <
b,glAl?S)[ asvi (07) +0]|b1 [11] < Vasvii (barg min) + 6([b1 gmin([1 <

< [Vitsvri (Darg min) + 8[1b2 = barg minl[1] + 811 = ba|ls = Vg (b2) + 8][b1 — b2 |1
which completes the proof. O

Lemma 9.2. The lower bound Vi'y initially satisfies the following conditions,
which are subsequently preserved during point-based updates:

(1) Vi is 6-Lipschitz continuous.

(2) Vi is lower bound on V*.

Proof. Initially, value function V{5 satisfies both conditions. Indeed, the set
I' contains only the value vali™" of the uniform strategy o ie., Vig(b) =

valoi™" (b) for every belief b € A(S). Value val®i™" is the value for a valid strategy
o™it of player 1—hence it is d-Lipschitz continuous (Lemma and lower
bounds V*.

Assume that every a-vector in the set I' is §-Lipschitz continuous, and that
for each a € T' there exists strategy o1 € ¥; with val” > « (which holds
also for the initial Vi'3). Let valcomp(7t®,@"®) be the value composition from
Equation obtained when performing the point-based update of Vii; by
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solving [HV{5](b). We will now show that the refined function VL]; represented

by the set I'" = T' U {valcomp(7iB,a"“B)} satisfies both properties, and hence

any sequence of application of the point-based updates of VLB preserves the

aforementioned properties.

(1) By Lemma. valcomp( LB abB) is §-Lipschitz continuous (and thus so is
the value function V{ represented by the set I'' = I" U {valcomp(m1,@)}).

(2) Each a-vector in I' forms lower bound on the value of some strategy of
player 1. Since @B € T'41%9 we have that every 0,0 lower bounds the
value of some strategy of player 1. The fact that valcomp(7{B, aB) is also
a lower bound follows from Lemma [6.5}—and hence every a-vector from
the set T = I U {valcomp (718, @"B)} is a lower bound on V*. Hence also
VEA(b) = supyers alb) < V().

O

Lemma 9.3. The upper bound VJB initially satisfies the following conditions,
which are subsequently preserved during point-based updates:

(1) Vg is 6-Lipschitz continuous.

(2) Vi is an upper bound on V*.

Proof. Viig has been defined as a lower §-Lipschitz envelope of Viigyy;, hence
it is J-Lipschitz continuous (Lemma . We will therefore focus only on the
property (2). Since the upper bound is initialized by a solution of a perfect
information variant of the game, we have that y; > V*(b;) for every (b;, ;) from
the initial set T (Equation ) Hence, applying Lemma V[}rB is an upper
bound on V*.

We will now show that if y; > V*(b;) holds for (b;,y;) € T (and V{Jg is thus an
upper bound on V*), the application of a point-based update in any belief yields
set T’ such that y; > V*(b;) also holds for every (b;,y;) € T'—and the resulting
value function V[}r]; is therefore upper bound on V* as well. Since VgB > V™, the
utility function of any stage game satisfies UVJB’b(’ITh Ta) > uV*’b(m, o) for every
b€ A(S), m € II; and 72 € II. This implies that [HV{{5](b) > [HV*](b) =
V*(b). We already know that y; > V*(b;) holds for (b;,y;) € YT, and now we
have [HVJ5](b) > V*(b). Therefore, for every (b;,y;) € Y U{(b, [HVR](b))}, we
have y; > V*(b;), and applying the Lemma we have that the value function
VUB is an upper bound on V*. O

Lemma 9.4. Let b, be a belief encountered at t-th recursion level of Explore
procedure and assume that the corresponding action-observation pair (aj,o*)
(from line @ of Algorithm|4)) satisfies

Py pus qielaf, 0%] - excessyy1(7(by, ai,mEB,0%) <0 . (40)

Then excess;(by) < —20D after performing a point-based update at by. Further-
more, all beliefs by, € A(S) such that ||b; — bi||1 < D satisfy excess;(b};) < 0.

Proof. Since Vil < V* < V{%, it holds that [HV{5](b:) < [HV{}5](b:). Applying
Lemma|7.5with C' = p(t+1) implies that when the beliefs 7(b;, a1, 752, 0) satisfy

VUB(T(btvalvﬂ-%B’O)) - VLB(T(bt’alaﬂ-%Bv )) < p(t + 1)’
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we have [HV{J](b:) — [HV{5](b;) < vp(t + 1). Luckily, this assumption is
satisfied in the considered situation — indeed, otherwise there would be some
(a1,0) € Ay x O with

VgB(T(bt,al,W%B, 0)) — VLFB(T(bt, ai, W%B,O)) > p(t+1),

i.e., one satisfying excess;; 1 (7 (b, a1, 755, 0)) > 0, for which Py wue rislar, o] > 0.
This would contradict the assumption

Py pue qrslaf, o] - excess; 1 (7(by, al, 752, 0%)) < 0.

Now, according to Equation (37)), we have [HV{J5](b:) — [HV{'5](be) < vp(t +
1) = p(t) — 26 D. Tt follows that the excess gap after performing the point-based
update in b; satisfies

excessy (b) = Vil (1) — Vil (be) — p(t) < yp(t + 1) = p(t)
— [plt) — p(t)] — 26D = —26D, (A.18)

which completes the proof of the first part of the lemma.

Now since the value functions Vi and V{J are d-Lipschitz continuous
(Lemma and Lemma , the difference V[}rB — VLFB is 24-Lipschitz con-
tinuous. Thus for every belief b, € A(S) satisfying ||b; — b}||1 < D, we have

Vs (0) — Vi (6)) < Vg (be) — Vig (be) +28]1b: —byll1 < Vi (be) — Vi (be) +26D .

(A.19)
Now since excess;(b;) < —20D, we have excess;(b}) < 0 which proves the second
part of the lemma. O

Lemma 10.4. Let V be a value function that is min-justified. Then V(b) > L.

Proof. Assume for the contradiction that V(b) < L for some belief b € A(S).
We pick b = arg minb,eA(S‘(b’) and denote ¢ = L — V(b). Now, using the

utility »"** from Definition [7.4] and using our choice of b, we have

uV? (w1, m2) = By o [R(5,01,02)] + 7> Pomy myla1, 0]V (7(b, a1, 72, 0))

ai,o

>+ Pommlar,o]V(0) =1 +V(b) =r+~(L —¢)

ai,o

where r is the minimum reward in the game. Since L = > 72 ' 'r = r +
Yooy = r + 4L, we also have that u""*(my,m2) > L — ve. Therefore
it would have to also hold that [HV](b) = maxy, cm, ming,em, u" (7, m) >
L —~ve > L —¢=V(b) which contradicts that V' is min-justified. O

Lemma 10.5. Let V' be a value function that is maz-justified by a set of a-vectors
I'. Then for every a € I we have a < U.
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Proof. Let V be max-justified by I'" and let us assume for contradiction that
there exists a € T and s € S such that a(s) > U. We pick a and s such that
(@, 5) = argmax,cr 45 @(s) and denote € = a(s) — U. Using Definition 6.4 and
our choice of (a, s), we get the following for every 7, € II; and @ € T'41%0;

valcomp(7y, @)(s) =

= min m1(a1) [R(s,al,ag) +y Z T(o,s" | s,al,ag)aaho(s’)]
az€A2
a1€A1 0,8'€OxS
< min m1(ay) {?—l—'y Z T(o,5" | 5,a1,a2)a(s)
ax€A>
a1 €A 0,s'€eOxS

= min [T als
Jnin [7+ ya(s)]
where 7 = max(, 4, a,) (S, a1, a2) is the maximum reward in the game. Since
U=y 2 V" T =7+ > 2,7 T =7+ U, we have the following inequality
for every m € II; and @ € 41 %0

valcomp(my,@)(s) < min F+~va(s)|=T+vU+e)=U+ve <U+e=afs) .

az€Az
(A.20)
By Equation (A.20)), no value composition can satisfy valcomp(my,@)(bs) > a(bs)
where bs(s) =1 and bs(s’) = 0 otherwise. Consequently, no value composition
can satisfy valcomp(my,@)(b) > «a(b) for every belief b € A(S) as required by
Definition [I0.3] This contradicts our assumption and concludes the proof. O

Lemma 10.6. Let T" be a set of linear functions, and V' a value function that is
maz-justified by T'. Then V is also max-justified by Conv(T).

Proof. Recall that V' is max-justified by Q if 1) V(b) = sup,cq a(b) and 2) for
every a € Q there exists m; € II; and @ € Q41X9 such that valcomp(r, @) > a.
Let V be a value function and suppose that I" satisfies 1) and 2). We will now
verify that these properties hold for Conv(T") as well. By Proposition we
have that sup,ecconv(ry @(b) = sup,er a(b). Since the property 1) holds for I
and the value of V remains unchanged, 1) holds for Conv(I") as well. We will
now prove 2) by showing that for every a € Conv(T'), there exists m; € II; and
@ € Conv(T")A1*9 such that valcomp(my, @) > a.

First of all, let us write a € Conv(T") as a finite convex combination Zle i
of a-vectors o' € T'. Using the assumption that V' is max-justified by I', we have
that for every o there exists ng) € IT; and @¥ € T, such that valcomp(r?, @) >
a'. Denote 7 (a1) := Zle Nimi(ar) and ag, == Zle Nimi(ar)al, ,/m (al)
We claim that 7 and @ witness that V' is max-justified by Conv(I'). Since 7}
and @' were chosen s.t. valcomp(i, @) > o', we have 31, A\;valcomp(wi,a’) >

k

1 Observe that aq;,0 € Conv(I') since mi(a1) = Zi:l

Ai7i(a1)/m1(a1) thus sum to 1.

Aimi(a1) and the coefficients
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Zle Aia' = a € Conv(T'). To finish the proof, we show that valcomp(r, @) >
Ele A;valcomp(7t,@'). By Definition we have
valcomp(my, @) =

= min [ Z m(a1)R(s,a1,a2)

az€Az
a1€A;

+ Z mi(a1)T (o, 8" | s, a1, ag)aal,o(s’)]
(a1,0,8")EA1 xOxS

k
= min [Z Z Nimi(a1)R(s, a1, a2)+

ax€A2 Lo
k
+ Z T(o,5"|s,a1,az) Z )\iﬂ(al)afh’o(s')}
(a1,0,8")EA1XOXS i=1
k
= ameig )\i[ Z 71 (a1)R(s, a1, a2)
=l TareAr
+9 Y m(@)T(o,s' | 5,a1,a2)a, ()]
(a1,0,8")EALXOXS
k
> i ameigl [ Z mi(a1)R(s, a1, az)
i=1 277 Taea
+9 Y @) T(os' | 5,a1,a2)a, ()]
(a1,0,8")EA1XOXS
k
= Z Aivalcomp(wy, @) .
i=1

O

Proposition 10.7. Let V be a value function that is maz-justified by a set of -
vectors T'. Let b™ € A(S) and p™* € T. By playing according to Act(b™*, pinit),
player 1 implicitly forms a strateqy oy for which val’* > pmit,

Proof. Let b™* and p™*® be as in the proposition and assume that player 1
follows Act(b, p) for the first K stages and then follows the uniformly-random
strategy oi™f. We denote this strategy as alf’p’K To get to our result, we

will first consider an arbitrary belief b € A(S) and gadget p € T'. We will use
induction to prove that the value of Jlf’p’K satisfies valor” " >p—K-(U-1L).

First, assume that K = 0, i.e., player 1 plays the uniform strategy oy"if
immediately. Value of the uniform strategy o™ is at least vl > L (Pro-

position while p < U (Lemma . Hence val”t”" >L>L—(U-p)=
0
p—7"(U—L).
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—1

b/, /,K
Let K > 1 and assume that val’t > p —K=1(U — L) for every belief
b € A(S) and gadget p’ € T'. Observe that due to the recursive nature of the Act
b,p, K : b,p, K
method, we can represent the strategy o as a composite strategy o

7(b,a1,m2,0), aal o K—1

comp(r}, (), where (4,0 = 0y and 7 comes from line |5| of
Algorithm I (To ensure that a* and 7} are correctly defined, the algorithm
requires the existence of a value composition satisfying valcomp(7r1, @) > p. This
requirement holds since V' is max-justified by the set T" and p € T'.) Applying
Lemma the induction hypothesis, and Definition (in this order), we have
valomP(m1:0) () =

= miﬂ Wr(al)[R(SaalaGQ) + Z T(o,s" | Saal,GQ)Valcal’“(sl)}
“2€ e (0,8")€EOXS
> min Y wilan) |[R(s,an,a2) +
az€A2
a1€A;
+9 > Tlo,s | s,a1,a2)l, o(s') = 771U = L]
(0,8")EOXS
= min wf(al)[R(s,al,ag) +
az€A2
a1€A1
+ z T(o,s" | s,al,ag)azho(s')} KU -1)
(0,8")€EOXS

= valcomp(n},@*) —v5(U - L) .

We thus have val”t " = val®™(1:0) > valcomp(r}, @) — 7% (U — L). Moreover,
according to constraint on lineof Algorithm we also have valcomp(r},a*) > p.
As a result, we also have valo”" " > p—~%(U—L). This completes the induction
step.

Denote by o; the strategy where player 1 follows Act (bt pinit) for infinite
period of time (i.e., as K — 00). We then have

blnlt plnlt K

o1 __ 1 > i init _ 1n1t
val KlgnOO val? > Klgnoo [p YU -1)] =
which completes the proof. O

Proposition 10.9. Let V be a min-justified value function and let b™? be the
initial belief of the game. The Algorithm [@ implicitly constructs a strategy oo
which guarantees that the utility to player 1 will be at most V (b™t).

Proof. For the purposes of this proof, we will use

valy(05,0) = sup Ey o, o1 [Disc”]
01€X

to denote the value a strategy o of player 2 guarantees when the belief of
player 1 is b. Similarly to the proof of Proposition [10.7] we will first consider
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strategies US’K where player 2 plays according to Act(b) for K steps, and then
follows an arbitrary (e.g., uniform) strategy in the rest of the game, and we show
that valy (o3, b) < V(b) + K (U — L).

First, let K =0 and b € A(S) be the belief of player 1. By Proposition
player 1 cannot achieve higher utility than U. Moreover, V' is min-justified, so
we have V(b) > L by Lemma m Therefore, player 1 cannot achieve higher
utility than valy(03°,6) < U < U+V(b) — L = V(b) +~°(U — L) when his belief
is b.

Now let K > 1 be arbitrary. By the induction hypothesis, we have that
strategy org/’K71 guarantees that the utility is at most valy (O’S/’Kia )y < V() +
vE=1(U — L) when the belief of player 1 is b'. Let us evaluate the utility that
US’K guarantees against arbitrary strategy o; of player 1 in belief b. In the
first stage of the game, player 2 plays according to 75 obtained on line [3] of
Algorithm@, and the expected reward from the first stage is Ep o, [R(s, a1, az2)].
If player 1 plays a; and observes o, he reaches an (a1, 0)-subgame where the
belief of player 1 is 7(b, a1, 75, 0) and player 2 plays a;(bmmg’o)’Kil. Using the
induction hypothesis, we know that player 1 is able to achieve utility of at most
Valg(ag(b’al’ﬂg’o)’K_l,T(b, ar,m5,0)) < V(r(b,ar,m},0)) +v5~1(U — L). This
implies that an upper bound on the utility that ; achieves against US’K (i.e.,
the strategy corresponding to player 2 following Act(b) for K stages) is

Eb,ol,ﬂ'; [R(S, ai, ag)] + ’YEb,gl’ﬂ—; [Vv(T(b7 ai, 7T§, 0)) + 'YK_l(U _ L)]
= Eb70-1777§ [R(Sa ai, (12)}+
+79 Y Pogymylar, o] - [V(7(b,a1,75,0) + 571 (U - L)] .
(a170)€A1 xO

By allowing player 1 to maximize over o1, we get an upper bound on the value
valg(ag’K, b) strategy O'S’K guarantees when the belief of player 1 is b.

valy (a5 b) <

< sup [Eb,al,ﬂ;[R(SaalaGQ)] +
1€,

+9 3" Pooymzlar, o] - [V (r(ba1,73,0) + 51U — L)]
(a1,0)€A1 XO

= ,Tlflgﬁ(l [Eb,mm;‘ [R(s,a1,az)]+
+ Y Z ]P)b,wl,ﬂ'; [ala 0} : V(T(bv ai, ﬂ-;v O)) + ’yK(U - L)
(a1,0)€A1 XO
V,b

= max u"*(my,m3) + 45U - L)
m €Il

Using the fact that 75 is the optimal strategy in the stage game [HV](b), the
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definition of the stage game’s value, and the fact that V' is min-justified, we get

V.,b * K : V,b K
TS U-1L) = Py, mo) + U-L
721212[(1 “ ( b 2) i ( ) 71'12116111112 glealgl(zu ( b 2) 7 ( )

=[HV](0) +7" (U~ L) <V(b) ++"(U - L) .

Hence, the utility player 1 with belief b can achieve against player 2 who
follows strategy oy is at most V/(b) +v5 (U — L), and we have valy(a5™,b) <
V(b) + % (U — L) which completes the induction step.

Now, similarly to the proof of Proposition when player 2 follows Act (b™it)
for infinitely many stages (i.e., plays strategy oo from the theorem), player 1 is
able to achieve utility at most

Valg(O'Q, binit) _ Khm Valg(dgmit7K, binit) < lim [V(binit)—l—’}/K(U—L)] _ V(binit)
— 00

~ K—oo
which completes the proof. O

Lemma 10.10. Let T be the set of a-vectors that have been generated at any time
during the execution of the HSVI algorithm for one-sided POSGs (Algorithm .
Then the lower bound Viy is maz-justified by the set Conv(T).

Proof. Observe that during the execution of Algorithm [ the set I" is modified
only by the point-based updates on lines [§ and [I2] of Algorithm [4] To prove

the result, it thus suffices to show that (1) the initial lower bound V{5 is max-
justified by the set Conv(I') =T = {Valaim‘f} and that (2) if Vilg is max-justified
by Conv(I") then any point-based update results in a value function VLF]é that is
max-justified by the set Conv(I").

First, let us show that the initial lower bound V{5 is max-justified by the
initial set of a-vectors T’ = {val”ilmf} (and therefore also by Conv(T") =T). Clearly,
ot = comp(7ri™if, ¢Wif) ie., the uniform strategy o™ can be composed from
a uniform stage strategy 7™ for the first stage of the game, and playing uniform
strategy };I“Of = oM in every (a;, 0)-subgame after playing and observing (ay, o).
Hence, val®l" = valcomp(miif, @i for aunif = val”i"" and the initial Vg is
therefore max-justified by the set Conv(l') =T = {val"‘lmlt .

Next, consider a lower bound V{5 from Algorithm [4] and assume that it
is max-justified by a set Conv(I'). The point-based update constructs a set
IV = I U {valcomp(7,@)} for some 7; € II; and @ € Conv(I')41*9 see Equa-
tion . Since V{5 was max-justified by Conv(T'), we know that for every a €
Conv(T") there exists 7/ € II;, @ € Conv(I")41*? such that valcomp(r}, @) > a.
The same holds for the newly constructed « vector valcomp(m, @), and VLF}é is
therefore max-justified by Conv(I') U {valcomp(m,@)}. By Lemma we also
have that Vi, is max-justified by Conv(Conv(I") U {valcomp(my,@)}) = Conv(I").
Every point-based update thus results in a value function VLF]; which is max-
justified by Conv(I"”) which completes the proof. O
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