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Abstract

One of the reasons why stochastic dynamic games with an underlying dynamic
system are challenging is because strategic players have access to enormous
amount of information which leads to the use of extremely complex strategies at
equilibrium. One approach to resolve this challenge is to simplify players’ strate-
gies by identifying appropriate compression of information maps so that the
players can make decisions solely based on the compressed version of information,
called the information state. Such maps allow players to implement their strate-
gies efficiently. For finite dynamic games with asymmetric information, inspired
by the notion of information state for single-agent control problems, we propose
two notions of information states, namely mutually sufficient information (MSI)
and unilaterally sufficient information (USI). Both these information states are
obtained by applying information compression maps that are independent of
the strategy profile. We show that Bayes-Nash Equilibria (BNE) and Sequential
Equilibria (SE) exist when all players use MSI-based strategies. We prove that
when all players employ USI-based strategies the resulting sets of BNE and SE
payoff profiles are the same as the sets of BNE and SE payoff profiles result-
ing when all players use full information-based strategies. We prove that when
all players use USI-based strategies the resulting set of weak Perfect Bayesian
Equilibrium (wPBE) payoff profiles can be a proper subset of all wPBE pay-
off profiles. We identify MSI and USI in specific models of dynamic games in
the literature. We end by presenting an open problem: Do there exist strategy-
dependent information compression maps that guarantee the existence of at least
one equilibrium or maintain all equilibria that exist under perfect recall? We
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show, by a counterexample, that a well-known strategy-dependent information
compression map used in the literature does not possess any of the properties of
the strategy-independent compression maps that result in MSI or USI.
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1 Introduction

The model of stochastic dynamic games has found application in many engineering
and socioeconomic settings, such as transportation networks, power grid, spectrum
markets, and online shopping platforms. In these settings, multiple agents/players
make decisions over time on top of an ever-changing environment with players having
different goals and asymmetric information. For example, in transportation networks,
individual drivers make routing decisions based on information from online map ser-
vices in order to reach their respective destinations as fast as possible. Their actions
then collectively affect traffic conditions in the future. Another example involves online
shopping platforms, where buyers leave reviews to inform potential future buyers,
while sellers update prices and make listing decisions based on the feedback from buy-
ers. In these systems, players’ decisions are generally not only interdependent, but
also affect the underlying environment as well as future decisions and payoffs of all
players in complex ways.

Determining the set of equilibria, or even solving for one equilibrium, in a given
stochastic dynamic game can be a challenging task. The main challenges include: (a)
the presence of an underlying environment/system that can change over time based on
the actions of all players; (b) incomplete and asymmetric information; (c) large number
of players, states, and actions; and (d) growing amount of information over time
which results in a massive strategy space. As a result of the advances in technology,
stochastic dynamic games today are often played by players (e.g. big corporations)
that have access to substantial computational resources along with a large amount
of data for decision making. Nevertheless, even these players are computationally
constrained, and they must make decisions in real-time, hence complicated strategies
may not be feasible for them. Therefore, it is important to determine computationally
efficient strategies for players to play at equilibria. Compression of players’ information
and then use of the strategies based on the compressed information is a well-heeled
methodology that results in computationally efficient strategies. In this paper we
address some of the above-mentioned challenges. We concentrate on the challenges
associated with information compression, namely the existence of equilibria under
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information compression, and the preservation of all equilibrium payoff profiles under
information compression. We leave as a topic of future investigation the discovery
of efficient algorithms for the computation of equilibria based on strategies that use
compressed information.

Specifically, our goal is to identify appropriate strategy-independent 1 information
compression maps in dynamic games so that the resulting compressed information has
properties/features sufficient to satisfy the following requirements: (R1) existence of
equilibria when all players use strategies based on the compressed information; (R2)
equality of the set of all equilibrium payoff profiles that are achieved when all players
use full information based-strategies with the set of all equilibrium payoff profiles that
are achieved when all players use strategies based on the compressed information.

Inspired by the literature on single-agent decision/control problems, particularly
the notion of information state, we develop notions of information state (compressed
information) that satisfy requirements (R1) and (R2). Specifically, we introduce the
notions of Mutually Sufficient Information (MSI) and Unilaterally Sufficient Infor-
mation (USI). We show that MSI has properties/features sufficient to satisfy (R1),
whereas USI has properties sufficient to satisfy (R2) under several different equilibrium
concepts.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: In Section 1.1 we briefly review
related literature in stochastic control and game theory. In Section 1.2 we list our
contributions. In Section 1.3 we introduce our notation. In Section 2 we formulate
our game model. In Section 3.1 and Section 3.2 we introduce the notion of mutually
sufficient information and unilaterally sufficient information respectively. We present
our main results in Section 4. We discuss these results in Section 5. We discuss an
open problem, primarily associated with strategy-dependent information compression,
in Section 6. We provide supporting results in Appendix A. We present alternative
characterizations of sequential equilibria in Appendix B. We provide proofs of the
results of Sections 3 and 4 in Appendix C. We present the details of the discussions
in Section 5 and Section 6 in Appendix D.

1.1 Related Literature

We first present a brief literature survey on information compression in single-agent
decision problems because it has inspired several of the key ideas presented in this
paper.

Single-agent decision/control problems are problems where one agent chooses
actions over time on top of an ever-changing system to maximize their total reward.
These problems have been extensively studied in the control theory (Kumar and
Varaiya, 2015), operations research (Powell, 2007), computer science (Russell and
Norvig, 2002), and mathematics (Bellman, 1966) literature. Models like Markov Deci-
sion Process (MDP) and Partially Observable Markov Decision Process (POMDP)
have been analyzed and applied widely in real-world systems. It is well known that in

1Strategy independent information compression maps are maps that are not parameterized by a strategy
profile. Examples of strategy-independent information compression maps include those that use a fixed-
subset of the game’s history (e.g. the most recent observation) or some statistics based on the game’s history
(e.g. the number of times player i takes a certain action). Strategy-dependent maps are parameterized by
a strategy profile (see Section 6).
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an MDP, the agent can use a Markov strategy—making decisions based on the cur-
rent state—without loss of optimality. A Markov strategy can be seen as a strategy
based on compressed information: the full information—state and action history—is
compressed into only the current state. Furthermore, in finite horizon problems, such
optimal Markov strategies can be found through a sequential decomposition proce-
dure. It is also well known that any POMDP can be transformed into an MDP with an
appropriate belief acting as the underlying state (Kumar and Varaiya, 2015, Chapter
6). As a result, the agent can use a belief-based strategy without loss of optimal-
ity. A belief-based strategy compresses the full information into the conditional belief
of the current state. Critically, this information compression is strategy-independent
(Åström, 1965; Smallwood and Sondik, 1973; Sondik, 1978; Kumar and Varaiya,
2015). For general single-agent control problems, sufficient conditions that guarantee
optimality of compression-based strategies have been proposed under the names of suf-
ficient statistic (Shiryaev, 1964; Striebel, 1965; Whittle, 1969; Hinderer, 1970; Striebel,
1975) and information state (Kumar and Varaiya, 2015; Mahajan and Mannan,
2016; Subramanian et al, 2022). In these works, the authors transform single-agent
control problems with partial observations into equivalent problems with complete
observations with the sufficient statistic/information state acting as the underlying
state.

Multi-agent dynamic decision problems are either teams where all agents have
the same objective, or games where agents have different objectives and are strate-
gic. Information compression in dynamic teams has been investigated in Varaiya and
Walrand (1978); Nayyar et al (2011, 2013b); Mahajan and Mannan (2016); Tavafoghi
et al (2022); Subramanian et al (2022); Kao and Subramanian (2022), and many other
works (see Tavafoghi et al (2022) and Subramanian et al (2022) for a list of references).
Dynamic games can be divided into two categories: those with a static underlying
environment (e.g. repeated games), and those with an underlying dynamic system.
Over the years, economics researchers have studied repeated games extensively (e.g.
see (Myerson, 2013, Chapter 7)). As our focus is on dynamic games with an under-
lying dynamic system, we will not discuss the literature on repeated games. Among
models for dynamic games with an underlying dynamic system, the model of zero-
sum games, as a particular class which possesses special properties, has been analyzed
in Shapley (1953); Mertens and Neyman (1981); Rosenberg (1998) and many others
(see Ouyang et al (2024) for a list of references). Non-zero-sum games with an under-
lying dynamic system and symmetric information have also been studied extensively
(Başar and Olsder, 1999; Filar and Vrieze, 2012). For such dynamic games with per-
fect information, the authors of Maskin and Tirole (2001) introduce the concept of
Markov Perfect Equilibrium (MPE), where each player compresses their information
into a Markov state. Dynamic games with asymmetric information have been ana-
lyzed in Mertens and Parthasarathy (2003); Maskin and Tirole (2013); Nayyar and
Başar (2012); Nayyar et al (2013a); Gupta et al (2014, 2016); Ouyang et al (2015,
2016); Tavafoghi et al (2016); Tavafoghi (2017); Vasal et al (2019); Tang et al (2023);
Ouyang et al (2024). In Nayyar et al (2013a), the authors introduce the concept of
Common Information Based Markov Perfect Equilibrium (CIB-MPE), which is an
extension of MPE in partially observable systems. In a CIB-MPE, all players choose
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their actions at each time based on the Common-Information-Based (CIB) belief (a
compression of the common information) and private information instead of full infor-
mation. The authors establish the existence of CIB-MPE under the assumption that
the CIB belief is strategy-independent. Furthermore, the authors develop a sequen-
tial decomposition procedure to solve for such equilibria. In Ouyang et al (2016), the
authors extend the result of Nayyar et al (2013a) to a particular model where the
CIB beliefs are strategy-dependent. They introduce the concept of Common Infor-
mation Based Perfect Bayesian Equilibrium (CIB-PBE). In a CIB-PBE all players
choose their actions based on the CIB belief and their private information. They show
that such equilibria can be found through a sequential decomposition whenever the
decomposition has a solution. The authors conjecture the existence of such equilibria.
The authors of Tang et al (2023) extend the model of Ouyang et al (2016) to games
among teams. They consider two compression maps and their associated equilibrium
concepts. For the first compression map, which is strategy-independent, they estab-
lish preservation of equilibrium payoffs. For the second information compression map,
which is strategy-dependent, they propose a sequential decomposition of the game. If
the decomposition admits a solution, then there exists a CIB-BNE based on the com-
pressed information. Furthermore, they provide an example where CIB-BNE based on
this specific compressed information do not exist. The example also proves that the
conjecture about the existence of CIB-PBEs, made in Ouyang et al (2016), is false.

In addition to the methods on information compression that appear in Maskin
and Tirole (2001); Nayyar et al (2013a); Ouyang et al (2016); Tang et al (2023),
there are two lines of work on games where the players’ decisions are based on limited
information. In the first line of work, players face exogenous hard constraints on
the information that can be used to choose actions (Piccione and Rubinstein, 1997;
Battigalli, 1997; Grove and Halpern, 1997; Halpern, 1997; Aumann et al, 1997). In the
second line of work, players can utilize any finite automaton with any number of states
to choose actions, however more complex automata are assumed to be more costly
(Abreu and Rubinstein, 1988; Banks and Sundaram, 1990). In our work, we also deal
with finite automaton based strategies. However, there is a critical difference between
our work and both lines of literatureboth of the above-mentioned lines of work: Our
primary interest is to study conditions under which a compression based strategy
profile can form an equilibrium under standard equilibrium concepts when unbounded

rationality and perfect recall are allowed. Under these equilibrium concepts, we do
not restrict the strategy of any player, nor do we impose any penalty on complicated
strategies. In other words, a compression based strategy needs to be a best response
compared to all possible strategies with full recall in terms of the payoff alone. The
methodology for information compression presented in this paper is similar in spirit
to that of Maskin and Tirole (2001); Nayyar et al (2013a); Ouyang et al (2016); Vasal
et al (2019); Ouyang et al (2024). However, this paper is significantly different from
those works as it deals with the discovery of information compression maps that lead
not only to the existence (in general) of various types of compressed information based
equilibria but also to the preservation of all equilibrium payoff profiles (a topic not
investigated in Maskin and Tirole (2001); Nayyar et al (2013a); Ouyang et al (2016);
Vasal et al (2019); Ouyang et al (2024)). This paper builds on Tang et al (2023); it
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identifies embodiments of the two information compression maps studied in Tang et al
(2023) for a much more general class of games than that of Tang et al (2023), and a
broader set of equilibrium concepts.

1.2 Contributions

Our main contributions are the following:
1. We propose two notions of information states/compressed information for

dynamic games with asymmetric information that result in from strategy-
independent compression maps: Mutually Sufficient Information (MSI) and
Universally Sufficient Information (USI) — Definitions 4 and 5, respectively. We
present an example that highlights the differences between MSI and USI.

2. We show that in finite dynamic games with asymmetric information, Bayes–
Nash Equilibria (BNE) and Sequential Equilibria (SE) exist when all players use
MSI-based strategies — Theorems 1 and 3, respectively.

3. We prove that when all players employ USI-based strategies the resulting sets of
BNE and SE payoff profiles are same as the sets of BNE and SE payoff profiles
resulting when all players use full information based strategies — Theorems 2
and 4, respectively.

4. We prove that when all players use USI-based strategies the resulting set of weak
Perfect Bayesian Equilibrium (wPBE) payoff profiles can be a proper subset of
the set of all wPBE payoff profiles — Proposition 1. A result similar to that of
Proposition 1 is also true under Watson’s PBE (Watson, 2017).

Figure 1 depicts the results stated in Contributions 3 and 4 above.

USI-based BNE = All BNE

All wPBE

USI-based wPBE

USI-based SE = All SE

Fig. 1 A Venn diagram showing the relationship of the sets of payoff profiles for different equilibrium
concepts using either unilateral sufficient information (USI) based strategy profiles or general strategies.

5. We present several examples — Examples 3 through 6 — of finite dynamic
games with asymmetric information where we identify MSI and USI.

Additional contributions of this work are:
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1. A set of alternative definitions of SE — Appendix B. These definitions are equiv-
alent to the original definition of SE given in Kreps and Wilson (1982) and help
simplify some of the proofs of the main results in this paper.

2. A new methodology for establishing existence of equilibria. The methodology
is based on a best response function defined through a dynamic program for a
single-agent control problem.

3. A counterexample showing that a well-known strategy-dependent compression
map, resulting in sufficient private information along with common information-
based beliefs, does not guarantee existence of equilibria based on the above-stated
compressed information.

1.3 Notation

We follow the notational convention of stochastic control literature (i.e. using random
variables to define the system, representing information as random variables, etc.)
instead of the convention of game theory literature (i.e. game trees, nodes, information
sets, etc.) unless otherwise specified. This allows us to apply techniques from stochastic
control, which we rely heavily upon, in a more natural way. We use capital letters
to represent random variables, bold capital letters to denote random vectors, and
lower case letters to represent realizations. We use superscripts to indicate players,
and subscripts to indicate time. We use i to represent a typical player and −i to
represent all players other than i. We use t1 : t2 to indicate the collection of timestamps
(t1, t1 + 1, · · · , t2). For example, Xi

1:4 stands for the random vector (X1
1 , X

i
2, X

i
3, X

i
4).

For random variables or random vectors represented by Latin letters, we use the
corresponding script capital letters to denote the space of values these random vectors
can take. For example, Hi

t denotes the space of values the random vector Hi
t can

take. The products of sets refers to Cartesian products. We use P(·) and E[·] to
denote probabilities and expectations, respectively. We use ∆(Ω) to denote the set
of probability distributions on a finite set Ω. For a distribution ν ∈ ∆(Ω), we use
supp(ν) to denote the support of ν. When writing probabilities, we will omit the
random variables when the lower case letters that represent the realizations clearly
indicate the random variable it represents. For example, we will use P(yit|xt, ut) as a
shorthand for P(Y i

t = yit|Xt = xt, Ut = ut). When λ is a function from Ω1 to ∆(Ω2),
with some abuse of notation we write λ(ω2|ω1) := (λ(ω1))(ω2) as if λ is a conditional
distribution. We use 1A to denote the indicator random variable of an event A.

In general, probability distributions of random variables in a dynamic system are
only well defined after a complete strategy profile is specified. We specify the strategy
profile that defines the distribution in superscripts, e.g. Pg(xi

t|h
0
t ). When the condi-

tional probability is independent of a certain part of the strategy (git)(i,t)∈Ω, we may

omit this part of the strategy in the notation, e.g. Pg1:t−1(xt|y1:t−1, u1:t−1), P
gi

(ui
t|h

i
t)

or P(xt+1|xt, ut). We say that a realization of some random vector (for example hi
t) is

admissible under a partially specified strategy profile (for example g−i) if the realiza-
tion has strictly positive probability under some completion of the partially specified
strategy profile (In this example, that means Pgi,g−i

(hi
t) > 0 for some gi). Whenever

we write a conditional probability or conditional expectation, we implicitly assume
that the condition has non-zero probability under the specified strategy profile. When
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only part of the strategy profile is specified in the superscript, we implicitly assume
that the condition is admissible under the specified partial strategy profile. In this
paper, we make heavy use of value functions and reward-to-go functions. Such func-
tions will be clearly defined within their context with the following convention: Q
stands for state-action value functions; V stands for state value functions; and J

stands for reward-to-go functions for a given strategy profile (as opposed to Q or V ,
both of which are typically defined via a maximum over all strategies).

2 Game Model and Objectives

2.1 Game Model

In this section we formulate a general model for a finite horizon dynamic game with
finitely many players.

Denote the set of players by I. Denote the set of timestamps by T = {1, 2, · · · , T}.
At time t, player i ∈ I takes action U i

t , obtains instantaneous reward Ri
t, and then

learns new information Zi
t . Player i may not necessarily observe the instantaneous

rewards Ri
t directly. The reward is observable only if it is part of Zi

t . Define Zt =
(Zi

t)i∈I , Ut = (U i
t )i∈I , and Rt = (Ri

t)i∈I . We assume that there is an underlying state
variable Xt and

(Xt+1, Zt, Rt) = ft(Xt, Ut,Wt), t ∈ T , (1)

where (ft)t∈T are fixed functions. The primitive random variable X1 represents the
initial move of nature. The primitive random vector H1 = (Hi

1)i∈I represents the ini-
tial information of the players. The initial state and information X1 and H1 are, in
general, correlated. The random variables (Wt)

T
t=1 are mutually independent prim-

itive random variables representing nature’s move. The vector (X1, H1) is assumed
to be mutually independent with W1,W2, · · · ,WT . The distributions of the primitive
random variables are common knowledge to all players.

Define Xt,Ut,Zt,Wt,H1 to be the sets of possible values of Xt, Ut, Zt,Wt, H1

respectively. The sets Xt,Ut,Zt,Wt,H1 are assumed to be common knowledge among
all players. In this work, in order to focus on conceptual difficulties instead of technical
issues, we make the following assumption.

Assumption 1 Xt,Ut,Zt,Wt,H1 are finite sets, and Ri
t is supported on [−1, 1].

We assume perfect recall, i.e. the information player i has at time t is Hi
t =

(Hi
1, Z

i
1:t−1), and player i’s action U i

t is contained in the new information Zi
t . A behav-

ioral strategy gi = (git)t∈T of player i is a collection of functions git : H
i
t 7→ ∆(U i

t ),
where Hi

t is the space where Hi
t takes values. Under a behavioral strategy profile

g = (gi)i∈I , the total reward/payoff of player i in this game is given by

J i(g) := E
g

[

T
∑

t=1

Ri
t

]

. (2)
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Remark 1 This is not a restrictive model: By choosing appropriate state representation Xt

and instantaneous reward vector Rt, it can be used to model any finite-node extensive form
sequential game with perfect recall.

We initially consider two solution concepts for dynamic games with asymmetric
information: Bayes–Nash Equilibrium (BNE) and Sequential Equilibrium (SE). We
define BNE and SE below.

Definition 1 (Bayes-Nash Equilibrium) A behavioral strategy profile g is said to form a
Bayes-Nash equilibrium (BNE) if for any player i and any behavioral strategy g̃i of player i,
we have Ji(g) ≥ Ji(g̃i, g−i).

Definition 2 (Sequential Equilibrium) Let g = (gi)i∈I be a behavioral strategy profile. Let
Q = (Qi

t)i∈I,t∈T be a collection of history-action value functions, i.e. Qi
t : H

i
t×Ui

t 7→ R. The
strategy profile g is said to be sequentially rational under Q if for each i ∈ I, t ∈ T and each
hit ∈ Hi

t,
supp(git(h

i
t)) ⊆ argmax

ui
t

Qi
t(h

i
t, u

i
t). (3)

Q is said to be fully consistent with g if there exist a sequence of pairs of strategies and
history-action value functions (g(n), Q(n))∞n=1 such that

(1) g(n) is fully mixed, i.e. every action is chosen with positive probability at every
information set.

(2) Q(n) is consistent with g(n), i.e.,

Q
(n),i
τ (hiτ , u

i
τ ) = E

g(n)

[

T
∑

t=τ

Ri
t

∣

∣

∣
hiτ , u

i
τ

]

, (4)

for each i ∈ I, τ ∈ T , hiτ ∈ Hi
τ , u

i
τ ∈ Ui

τ .

(3) (g(n), Q(n)) → (g,Q) as n → ∞.

A tuple (g,Q) is said to be a sequential equilibrium if g is sequentially rational under Q and
Q is fully consistent with g.

Whereas Definition 2 of SE is different from that of Kreps and Wilson (1982), we
show in Appendix B that it is equivalent to the concept in Kreps and Wilson (1982).
We use Definition 2 as it is more suitable for the development of our results.

In this paper, we are interested in analyzing the performance of strategy profiles
that are based on some form of compressed information. Let Ki

t be a function of Hi
t

that can be sequentially updated, i.e. there exist functions (ιit)t∈T such that

Ki
1 = ιi1(H

i
1), (5)

Ki
t = ιit(K

i
t−1, Z

i
t−1), t ∈ T \{1}. (6)

Write Ki = (Ki
t)t∈T and K = (Ki)i∈I . We will refer to Ki as the compres-

sion of player i’s information under ιi = (ιit)t∈T . A Ki-based (behavioral) strategy
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ρi = (ρit)t∈T is a collection of functions ρit : K
i
t 7→ ∆(U i

t ). A strategy profile where
each player i uses a Ki-based strategy is called a K-based strategy profile. If a K-
based strategy profile forms an Bayes-Nash (resp. sequential) equilibrium, then it is
called a K-based Bayes-Nash (resp. sequential) equilibrium. Note that unlike Piccione
and Rubinstein (1997); Battigalli (1997); Grove and Halpern (1997); Halpern (1997);
Aumann et al (1997), we require the K-based BNE and K-based SE to contain no
profitable deviation among all full-history-based strategies.

2.2 Objectives

Our goal is to discover properties/features of the compressed information K sufficient
to guarantee that (i) there exists K-based BNE and SE; (ii) the set of K-based BNE
(resp. SE) payoff profiles is equal to the set of (general strategy based) BNE (resp.
SE) profiles under perfect recall.

To achieve the above-stated objectives we proceed as follows: First, we intro-
duce two notions of information state, namely MSI and USI (Section 3). Then, we
investigate the existence of MSI-based and USI-based BNE and SE, as well as the
preservation of the set of all BNE and SE payoff profiles when USI-based strategies
are employed by all players (Section 4).

Remark 2 A key challenge in achieving the above-stated goal is the following: Unlike the
case of perfect recall, one may not be able to recover Ki

t−1 from Ki
t . Therefore, K

i-based

(behavioral) strategies are not equivalent to mixed strategies supported on the set of Ki-
based pure strategies. This fact creates difficulty for analyzing Ki-based strategies since the
standard technique of using Kuhn’s Theorem (Kuhn, 1953) to transform mixed strategies
to behavioral strategies does not apply. To resolve this challenge, we developed stochastic
control theory-based techniques that allow us to work with Ki-based behavioral strategies
directly rather than transforming from a mixed strategy.

Remark 3 In the following sections, when referring to the compressed information Ki
t , we

will consider the compression mappings ιi to be fixed and given, so that Ki
t is fixed given

Hi
t . The space of compressed information Ki

t is a fixed, finite set given ιi. When we use kit to
represent a realization of Ki

t , we assume that it corresponds to the compression of Hi
t = hit

under the fixed ιi.

3 Two Definitions of Information State

Before we define notions of information state in dynamic games we introduce the
notion of information state for one player when other players’ strategies are fixed.
The following definition is an extension of the definition of information state in
Subramanian et al (2022).

Definition 3 Let g−i be a behavioral strategy profile of players other than i. We say that

Ki is an information state under g−i if there exist functions (P i,g−i

t )t∈T , (ri,g
−i

t )t∈T , where

P i,g−i

t : Ki
t × Ui

t 7→ ∆(Ki
t+1) and ri,g

−i

t : Ki
t × Ui

t 7→ [−1, 1], such that
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(1) P
gi,g−i

(kit+1|h
i
t, u

i
t) = P i,g−i

t (kit+1|k
i
t, u

i
t) for all t ∈ T \{T};

(2) E
gi,g−i

[Ri
t|h

i
t, u

i
t] = ri,g

−i

t (kit, u
i
t) for all t ∈ T ,

for all gi, and all (hit, u
i
t) admissible under (gi, g−i). (Both P i,g−i

t and ri,g
−i

t may depend on

g−i, but they do not depend on gi.)

In the absence of other players, the above definition is exactly the same as the
definition of information state for player i’s control problem. When other players
are present, the parameters of player i’s control problem, in general, depend on the
strategy of other players. As a consequence, an information state under one strategy
profile g−i may not be an information state under a different strategy profile g̃−i.

3.1 Mutually Sufficient Information

Definition 4 (Mutually Sufficient Information) We say that K = (Ki)i∈I is mutually
sufficient information (MSI) if for all players i ∈ I and all K−i-based strategy profiles ρ−i,
Ki is an information state under ρ−i.

In words, MSI represents mutually consistent compression of information in a
dynamic game: Player i could compress their information to Ki without loss of perfor-
mance when other players are compressing their information to K−i. Note that MSI
imposes interdependent conditions on the compression maps of all players: It requires
the compression maps of all players to be consistent with each other.

The following lemma provides a sufficient condition for a compression maps to
yield mutually sufficient information.

Lemma 1 If for all i ∈ I and all K−i-based strategy profiles ρ−i, there exist functions

(Φi,ρ−i

t )t∈T where Φi,ρ−i

t : Ki
t 7→ ∆(Xt ×K−i

t ) such that

P
gi,ρ−i

(xt, k
−i
t |hit) = Φi,ρ−i

t (xt, k
−i
t |kit), (7)

for all behavioral strategies gi, all t ∈ T , and all hit admissible under (gi, ρ−i), then K =
(Ki)i∈I is mutually sufficient information.

Proof See Appendix C.1. �

In words, the condition of Lemma 1 means that Ki
t has the same predictive power

as Hi
t in terms of forming a belief on the current state and other players’ compressed

information whenever other players are using compression-based strategies. This belief
is sufficient for player i to predict other player’s actions and future state evolution.
Since other players are using compression-based strategies, player i does not have
to form a belief on other player’s full information in order to predict other players’
actions.
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3.2 Unilaterally Sufficient Information

Definition 5 (Unilaterally Sufficient Information) We say that Ki is unilaterally sufficient

information (USI) for player i ∈ I if there exist functions (F i,gi

t )t∈T and (Φi,g−i

t )t∈T where

F i,gi

t : Ki
t 7→ ∆(Hi

t),Φ
i,g−i

t : Ki
t 7→ ∆(Xt ×H−i

t ) such that

P
g(xt, ht|k

i
t) = F i,gi

t (hit|k
i
t)Φ

i,g−i

t (xt, h
−i
t |kit), (8)

for all behavioral strategy profiles g, all t ∈ T , and all kit admissible under g.2

The definition of USI can be separated into two parts: The first part states that the
conditional distribution of Hi

t , player i’s full information, given Ki
t , the compressed

information, does not depend on other players’ strategies. This is similar to the idea of
sufficient statistics in the statistics literature (Kay, 1993): If player i would like to use
their “data” Hi

t to estimate the “parameter” g−i, then Ki
t is a sufficient statistic for

this parameter estimation problem. The second part states that Ki
t has the same pre-

dictive power as Hi
t in terms of forming a belief on the current state and other players’

full information. In contrast to the definition of mutually sufficient information, if Ki

is unilaterally sufficient information, thenKi is sufficient for player i’s decision making
regardless of whether other players are using any information compression map.

3.3 Comparison

Using Lemma 1 it can be shown that if Ki is USI for each i ∈ I, then K = (Ki)i∈I

is MSI. The converse is not true. The following example illustrates the difference
between MSI and USI.

Example 1 Consider a two stage stateless (i.e.Xt = ∅) game of two players: Alice (A) moves
first and Bob (B) moves afterwards. There is no initial information (i.e. HA

1 = HB
1 = ∅).

At time t = 1, Alice chooses UA
1 ∈ {0, 1}. The instantaneous rewards of both players are

given by
RA
1 = UA

1 , RB
1 = −UA

1 . (9)

The new information of both Alice and Bob at time 1 is ZA
1 = ZB

1 = UA
1 , i.e. Alice’s

action is observed.
At time t = 2, Bob chooses UB

2 ∈ {−1, 1}. The instantaneous rewards of both players
are given by

RA
2 = UB

2 , RB
2 = 0. (10)

Set KA
t = HA

t and KB
t = ∅ for both t ∈ {1, 2}. It can be shown that K is mutu-

ally sufficient information. However, KB is not unilaterally sufficient information: We have
P
g(hB2 |kB2 ) = P

g(uA1 ) = gA1 (uA1 |∅), while the definition of USI requires that P
g(hB2 |kB2 ) =

FB,gB

t (hB2 |kB2 ) for some function FB,gB

t that does not depend on gA.

2In the case where random vectors Xt, Hi
t and H−i

t share some common components, (8) should be

interpreted in the following way: xt, hi
t and h−i

t are three separate realizations that are not necessarily
congruent with each other (i.e. they can disagree on their common parts). In the case of incongruency,

the left-hand side equals 0. The equation needs to be true for all combinations of xt ∈ Xt, hi
t ∈ Hi

t and

h−i
t ∈ H−i

t .
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4 Information-State Based Equilibrium

In this section, we formulate our result on MSI and USI based equilibria for two
equilibrium concepts: Bayes–Nash equilibria and sequential equilibria.

4.1 Information-State Based Bayes–Nash Equilibrium

Theorem 1 If K is mutually sufficient information, then there exists at least one K-based
BNE.

Proof See Appendix C.2. �

The main idea for the proof of Theorem 1 is the definition of a best-response
correspondence through the dynamic program for an underlying single-agent control
problem.

Theorem 2 If K = (Ki)i∈I where Ki is unilaterally sufficient information for player i,
then the set of K-based BNE payoffs is the same as that of all BNE.

Proof See Appendix C.3. �

The intuition behind Theorem 2 is that one can think of player i’s information that
is not included in the unilaterally sufficient information Ki

t as a private randomization
device for player i: When player i is using a strategy that depends on their information
outside of Ki

t , it is as if they are using a randomized Ki-based strategy. The main idea
for the proof of Theorem 2 is to show that for every BNE strategy profile g, player
i can switch to an “equivalent” randomized Ki-based strategy ρi while maintaining
the equilibrium and payoffs.3 The theorem then follows from iteratively switching the
strategy of each player.

Example 1 can also be used to illustrate that when K is an MSI but not an USI,
K-based BNE exist but K-based strategies do not attain all equilibrium payoffs.

Example 1 (Continued) In this example, KA
t = HA

t ,KB
t = ∅ for t = 1, 2 is MSI. Further-

more, it can be shown that the following strategy profiles are BNE of the game: (E1) Alice
plays UA

1 = 1 at time 1 and Bob plays UB
2 = 1 irrespective of Alice’s action at time 1; and

(E2) Alice plays UA
1 = 0 at time 1; Bob plays UB

2 = 1 if UA
1 = 0 and UB

2 = −1 if UA
1 = 1.

Equilibrium (E1) is a K-based equilibrium. However, (E2) cannot be attained by K-based
strategy profile for the following reason: In any K-based equilibrium, Bob plays the same
mixed strategy irrespective of Alice’s action and his expected payoff at the end of the game
is −1. At (E2), Bob’s expected payoff at the end of the game is 0. Therefore, the payoff at
(E2) cannot be attained by any K-based strategy profile.

3Besides the connection of USI to sufficient statistics, the idea behind the construction of the equivalent
Ki-based strategy is also closely related to the idea of the Rao–Blackwell estimator (Kay, 1993), where a
new estimator is obtained by taking the conditional expectation of the old estimator given the sufficient
statistics.
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4.2 Information-State Based Sequential Equilibrium

Theorem 3 If K is mutually sufficient information, then there exists at least one K-based
sequential equilibrium.

Proof See Appendix C.4. �

The proof of Theorem 3 follows steps similar to that of Theorem 1. The difference
is that we explicitly construct a sequence of conjectured history-action value functions
Q(n) (as defined in Definition 2) using the dynamic program of player i’s decision
problem. Then we argue that the strategies and the conjectures satisfies Definition 2.

Theorem 4 If K = (Ki)i∈I where Ki is unilaterally sufficient information for player i,
then the set of K-based sequential equilibrium payoffs is the same as that of all sequential
equilibria.

Proof See Appendix C.5. �

The proof of Theorem 4 mostly follows the same ideas for Theorem 2: for each
sequential equilibrium strategy profile g, we construct an “equivalent” Ki-based strat-
egy ρi for player i with similar construction as in Theorem 2. The critical part is to
show that ρi is still sequentially rational under the concept of sequential equilibrium.

5 Discussion

In this section we first investigate if USI can preserve the set of equilibrium payoffs
achievable under perfect recall when refinements of BNE other than SE, namely,
various versons of Perfect Bayesian Equilibrium (PBE), are considered. Then, we
identify MSI and USI in specific models that appeared in the literature.

5.1 Other Equilibrium Concepts

We first present Example 2 to show that the result of Theorem 4 is not true when
we replace SE with the concept of weak Perfect Bayesian Equilibrium (wPBE) (Mas-
Colell et al, 1995) which is a refinement of BNE that is weaker than SE. Then, we
discuss how the result of Proposition 1, that is, part of Example 2 and appears below,
applies or does not apply to other versions of PBE, namely, those defined in Watson
(2017) and Battigalli (1996).

The concept of wPBE is defined as follows: Let (g, µ) be an assessment, where g

is a behavioral strategy profile as specified in Section 2 and µ is a system of func-
tions representing player’s beliefs in the extensive-form game representation. Then,
(g, µ) is said to be a weak perfect Bayesian equilibrium (Mas-Colell et al, 1995) if g
is sequentially rational to µ and µ satisfies Bayes rule with respect to g on the equi-
librium path. The concept of wPBE does not impose any restriction on beliefs off the
equilibrium path.
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Example 2 Consider a two-stage game with two players: Bob (B) moves at stage 1; Alice (A)
and Bob move simultaneously at stage 2. Let XA

1 , XB
1 be independent uniform random vari-

ables on {−1,+1} representing the types of the players. The state satisfies X1 = (XA
1 , XB

1 )
and X2 = XB

1 . The set of actions are UB
1 = {−1,+1}, UA

2 = UB
2 = {−1, 0,+1}. The

information structure is given by

HA
1 = XA

1 , HB
1 = XB

1 ; (11)

HA
2 = (XA

1 , UB
1 ), HB

2 = (XB
1 , UB

1 ), (12)

i.e. types are private and actions are observable.
The instantaneous payoffs of Alice are given by

RA
1 =

{

−1, if UB
1 = −1;

0, otherwise,
RA
2 =

{

1, if UA
2 = X2 or UA

2 = 0;

0, otherwise.
.

The instantaneous payoffs of Bob are given by

RB
1 =

{

0.2, if UB
1 = −1;

0, otherwise,
RB
2 =

{

−1, if UA
2 = UB

2 ;

0, otherwise.
.

Define KA
1 = XA

1 and KA
2 = UB

1 . It can be shown that KA is unilaterally sufficient
information for Alice.4 Set KB

t = HB
t , i.e. no compression for Bob’s information. Then, KB

is trivially unilaterally sufficient information for Bob.

Proposition 1 In the game defined in Example 2, the set of K-based wPBE payoffs is a
proper subset of that of all wPBE payoffs.

Proof See Appendix D.1. �

Note that since any wPBE is first and foremost a BNE, by Theorem 2, any general
strategy based wPBE payoff profile can be attained by aK-based BNE. However, Proposition
1 implies that there exists a wPBE payoff profile such that none of the K-based BNEs
attaining this payoff profile are wPBEs.

Intuitively, the reason for some wPBE payoff profiles to be unachievable under
K-based wPBE payoffs in this example can be explained as follows. The state XA

1

in this game can be thought of as a private randomization device of Alice that is
payoff irrelevant (i.e. a private coin flip) that should not play a role in the outcome of
the game. However, under the concept of wPBE, the presence of XA

1 facilitates Alice
to implement off-equilibrium strategies that are otherwise not sequentially rational.
This holds due to the following: For a fixed realization of UB

1 , the two realizations
of XA

1 give rise to two different information sets. Under the concept of wPBE, if the
two information sets are both off equilibrium path, Alice is allowed to form different
beliefs and hence justify the use of different mixed actions under different realizations
of XA

1 . Therefore, the presence of XA
1 can expand Alice’s set of “justifiable” mixed

actions off-equilibrium. By restricting Alice to use KA-based strategies, i.e. choosing

4In fact, this example can be seen as an instance of the model described in Example 6 which we introduce
later.
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her mixed action not depending on XA
1 , Alice loses the ability to use some mixed

actions off-equilibrium in a “justifiable” manner, and hence losing her power to sustain
certain equilibrium outcomes. This phenomenon, however, does not happen under the
concept of sequential equilibrium, since SE (quite reasonably) would require Alice to
use the same belief on two information sets if they only differ in the realization of XA

1 .
With similar approaches, one can establish the analogue of Proposition 1 for the

perfect Bayesian equilibrium concept defined in Watson (2017) (which we refer to as
“Watson’s PBE”). Simply put, this is since Watson’s PBE imposes conditions on the
belief update for each pair of successive information states in a separated manner.
There exist no restrictions across different pairs of successive information states. As
a result, for a fixed realization of UB

1 , Alice is allowed to form different beliefs under
two realizations of XA

1 just like under wPBE as long as both beliefs are reasonable on
their own. In fact, in the proof of Proposition 1, the two off-equilibrium belief updates
both satisfy Watson’s condition of plain consistency (Watson, 2017).

Approaches similar to those in the proof of Proposition 1, however, do not apply
to the PBE concept defined with the independence property of conditional probability
systems specified in Battigalli (1996) (which we refer to as “Battigalli’s PBE”). In fact,
Battigalli’s PBE is equivalent to sequential equilibrium if the dynamic game consists
of only two strategic players (Battigalli, 1996). We conjecture that in general games
with three or more players, if K is USI, then the set of all K-based Battigalli’s PBE
payoffs is the same as that of all Battigalli’s PBE payoffs. However, establishing this
result can be difficult due to the complexity of Battigalli’s conditions.

5.2 Information States in Specific Models

In this section, we identify MSI and USI in specific game models studied in the
literature. Whereas we recover some existing results using our framework, we also
develop some new results.

Example 3 Consider stateless dynamic games with observable actions, i.e. Xt = ∅, Hi
1 =

∅, Zi
t = Ut for all i ∈ I. One instance of such games is the class of repeated games (Fudenberg

and Tirole, 1991a). In this game, Hi
t = U1:t−1 for all i ∈ I. Let (ι0t )t∈T be an arbitrary,

common update function and let Ki = K0 be generated from (ι0t )t∈T . Then K is mutually
sufficient information since Lemma 1 is trivially satisfied. As a result, Theorem 1 holds for
K, i.e. there exist at least one K-based BNE.

However, in general, K is not unilaterally sufficient information. To see that, one can
consider the case when player j 6= i is using a strategy that chooses different mixed actions

for different realizations of U1:t−1. In this case P
gi,g−i

(k̃it+1|h
i
t, u

i
t) would potentially depend

on U1:t−1 as a whole. This means that Ki is not an information state for player i under g−i,
which violates Lemma 5.

Furthermore for K, the result of Theorem 2 does not necessarily hold, i.e. the set of K-
based BNE payoffs may not be the same as that of all BNE. Example 1 can be used to show
this.
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Example 4 The model of (Maskin and Tirole, 2001) is a special case of our dynamic game
model where Zi

t = (Xt+1, Ut), i.e. the (past and current) states and past actions are observ-
able. In this case, K = (Ki

t)t∈T ,i∈I with Ki
t = Xt is mutually sufficient information; note

that Hi
t = (X1:t, U1:t−1). Consider a K−i-based strategy profile ρ−i, i.e. ρjt : Xt 7→ ∆(Uj

t )
for t ∈ T , j ∈ I\{i}. We have

P
gi,ρ−i

(x̃t, k̃
−i
t |hit) = P

gi,ρ−i

(x̃t, k̃
−i
t |x1:t, u1:t−1) (13)

= 1{x̃t=xt}

∏

j 6=i

1
{k̃j

t=xt}
(14)

=: Φi,ρ−i

t (x̃t, k̃
−i
t |xt). (15)

Hence K is mutually sufficient information by Lemma 1. As a result, there exists at least
one K-based BNE.

Similar to Example 3, in general, K is not unilaterally sufficient information, and the set
of K-based BNE payoffs may not be the same as that of all BNE. The argument for both
claims can be carried out in an analogous way to Example 3.

Example 5 The model of Nayyar et al (2013a) is a special case of our dynamic model
satisfying the following conditions.

(1) The information of each player i can be separated into the common information H0
t and

private information Li
t, i.e. there exists a strategy-independent bijection between Hi

t and
(H0

t , L
i
t) for all i ∈ I.

(2) The common information H0
t can be sequentially updated, i.e.

H0
t+1 = (H0

t , Z
0
t ), (16)

where Z0
t =

⋂

i∈I Zi
t is the common part of the new information of all players at time t.

(3) The private information Li
t can be sequentially updated, i.e. there exist functions (ζit)

T−1
t=0

such that

Li
t+1 = ζit(L

i
t, Z

i
t). (17)

In Nayyar et al (2013a), the authors impose the following assumption.

Assumption 2 (Strategy independence of beliefs) There exist a function P 0
t such that

P
g(xt, lt|h

0
t ) = P 0

t (xt, lt|h
0
t ), (18)

for all behavioral strategy profiles g whenever Pg(h0t ) > 0, where lt = (lit)i∈I .

In this model, if we set Ki
t = (Πt, L

i
t) where Πt ∈ ∆(Xt ×St) is a function of H0

t defined
through

Πt(xt, lt) := P 0
t (xt, lt|H

0
t ), (19)

then K = (Ki)i∈I is mutually sufficient information. First note that Ki
t can be sequentially

updated as Πt can be sequentially updated using Bayes rule. Then

P
gi,ρ−i

(x̃t, l̃
−i
t |hit) = P

gi,ρ−i

(x̃t, l̃
−i
t |h0t , l

i
t) (20)

=
P
gi,ρ−i

(x̃t, l
i
t, l̃

−i
t |h0t )

Pgi,ρ−i
(lit|h

0
t )

(21)
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=
P 0
t (x̃t, (l

i
t, l̃

−i
t )|h0t )

∑

x̂t,l̂
−i
t

P 0
t (x̂t, (l

i
t, l̂

−i
t )|h0t )

(22)

=
πt(x̃t, (l

i
t, l̃

−i
t ))

∑

x̂t,l̂
−i
t

πt(x̂t, (lit, l̂
−i
t ))

(23)

=: Φ̃i,ρ−i

t (x̃t, l̃
−i
t |kit), (24)

for some function Φ̃i,ρ−i

t , where πt is the realization of Πt corresponding to H0
t = h0t . In

steps (21) and (22) we apply Bayes rule on the conditional probabilities given h0t , and we
use Assumption 2 to express the belief with the strategy-independent function P 0

t .
Note that K−i

t is contained in the vector (Ki
t , L

−i
t ), hence we conclude that

P
gi,ρ−i

(x̃t, k̃
−i
t |hit) =: Φi,ρ−i

t (x̃t, k̃
−i
t |kit), (25)

for some function Φi,ρ−i

t . By Lemma 1 we conclude that K is mutually sufficient information.
Therefore there exists at least one K-based BNE.

Similar to Examples 3 and 4, in general, K is not unilaterally sufficient information, and
the set of K-based BNE payoffs may not be the same as that of all BNE. The argument for
both claims can be carried out in an analogous way to Examples 3 and 4.

Example 6 The following model is a variant of Ouyang et al (2016) and Vasal et al (2019).

• Each player i is associated with a local state Xi
t , and Xt = (Xi

t)i∈I .
• Each player i is associated with a local noise process W i

t , and Wt = (W i
t )i∈I .

• There is no initial information, i.e. Hi
1 = ∅ for all i ∈ I.

• There is a public noisy observation Y i
t of the local state. The state transitions,

observation processes, and reward generation processes satisfy the following:

(Xi
t+1, Y

i
t ) = f i

t (X
i
t , Ut,W

i
t ), ∀i ∈ I, (26)

Ri
t = rit(Xt, Ut), ∀i ∈ I. (27)

• The information player i has at time t is Hi
t = (Y1:t−1, U1:t−1, X

i
1:t) for i ∈ I, where

Yt = (Y i
t )i∈I .

• All the primitive random variables, i.e. the random variables in the collection
(Xi

1)i∈I ∪ (W i
t )i∈I,t∈T , are mutually independent.

Proposition 2 In the model of Example 6, Ki
t = (Y1:t−1, U1:t−1, X

i
t) is unilaterally

sufficient information.5

Proof See Appendix D.2. �

5Ki-based strategies in this setting are closely related to the “strategies of type s” defined in Vasal et al
(2019). In Vasal et al (2019), the authors showed that strategy profiles of type s can attain all equilibrium
payoffs attainable by general strategy profiles. However, the authors did not show that strategy profiles of
type s can do so while being an equilibrium.
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Finally, we note that the concept of USI is useful in the context of games among
teams as well. We omit the details of the following example due to its complicated
nature.

Example 7 In the model of games among teams with delayed intra-team information sharing
analyzed in Tang et al (2023), the authors defined the notion of sufficient private informa-
tion (SPI). It can be shown (through the arguments in (Tang et al, 2023, Section 4.3) and
(Tang, 2021, Chapters 4.6.1 and 4.6.2)) that Ki

t = (H0
t , S

i
t), which consists of the common

information H0
t and the SPI Si

t , is unilaterally sufficient information.

6 An Open Problem

Identifying strategy-dependent compression maps that guarantee existence of at least
one equilibrium (BNE or SE) or maintain all equilibria that exist under perfect recall
is an open problem.

A known strategy-dependent compression map is one that compress separately first
each agent’s private information, (resulting in “sufficient private information”), and
then the agents’ common information (resulting in “common information based (CIB)
beliefs” on the system state and the agents’ sufficient private information (Ouyang
et al, 2015, 2016; Vasal et al, 2019; Tang et al, 2023; Ouyang et al, 2024)). Such
a compression does not possess any of the properties of the strategy-independent
compression maps that result in MSI or USI. The following example presents a game
where belief-based equilibria, i.e. equilibrium strategy profiles based on the above-
described compression, do not exist.

Example 8 Consider the following two-stage zero-sum game. The players are Alice (A)
and Bob (B). Alice acts at stage t = 1 and Bob at stage t = 2. The game’s initial state
X1 is distributed uniformly at random on {−1,+1}. Let HA

t ,HB
t denote Alice’s and Bob’s

information at stage t, and UA
t , UB

t denote Alice’s and Bob’s actions at stage t, t = 1, 2. We
assume that HA

1 = X1, H
B
1 = ∅, i.e. Alice knows X1 and Bob does not. At stage t = 1, Alice

chooses UA
1 ∈ {−1, 1}, and the state transition is given by X2 = X1 ·U

A
1 . At stage t = 2, we

assume that HA
2 = (X1:2, U

A
1 ) and HB

2 = UA
1 , i.e. Bob observes Alice’s action but not the

state before or after Alice’s action. At time t = 2, Bob picks an action UB
2 ∈ {U,D}. Alice’s

instantaneous rewards are given by

RA
1 =

{

c if UA
1 = +1;

0 if UA
1 = −1,

and RA
2 =











2 if X2 = +1, UB
2 = U;

1 if X2 = −1, UB
2 = D;

0 otherwise,

(28)

where c ∈ (0, 1/3). The stage reward for Bob is RB
t = −RA

t for t = 1, 2.
The above game is a signaling game which can be represented in extensive form as in

Figure 2.
In order to define the concept of belief based equilibrium for this game, we specify

the common information H0
t , along with Alice’s and Bob’s private information, denoted by

LA
t , LB

t , respectively, for t = 1, 2 as follows:

H0
1 = ∅, LA

1 = X1, LB
1 = ∅, (29)
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Fig. 2 Extensive form of the game in Example 8.

H0
2 = UA

1 , LA
2 = X2, LB

2 = ∅. (30)

We prove the following result.

Proposition 3 In the game of Example 8 belief-based equilibria do not exist.

Proof See Appendix D.3. �

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we investigated sufficient conditions for strategy-independent compres-
sion maps to be viable in dynamic games. Motivated by the literature on information
states for control problems (Kumar and Varaiya, 2015; Mahajan and Mannan, 2016;
Subramanian et al, 2022), we provided two notions of information state, both result-
ing in from strategy-independent information compression maps for dynamic games,
namely mutually sufficient information (MSI) and unilaterally sufficient information
(USI). While MSI guarantees the existence of compression-based equilibria, USI guar-
antees that compression-based equilibria can attain all equilibrium payoff profiles that
are achieved when all agents have perfect recall. We established the results under both
the concepts of Bayes-Nash equilibrium and sequential equilibrium. We discussed how
USI does not guarantee the preservation of payoff profiles under certain other equilib-
rium refinements. We considered a strategy-depedent compression map that results
in sufficient private information, for each agent, along with a CIB belief. We showed,
by an example, that this information compression map does not possess any of the
properties of the strategy-independent compression maps that result in MSI or USI.

The discovery of strategy-dependent information compression maps that lead to
results similar to those of Theorem 1 and 3 or to those of Theorems 2 and 4 is a chal-
lenging open problem of paramount importance. Another important open problem is
the discovery of information compression maps under which certain subsets of equi-
librium payoff profiles are attained when strategies based on the resulting compressed
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information are used. The results of this paper have been derived for finite-horizon
finite games. The extension of the results to infinite-horizon games and to games with
continuous action and state spaces are other interesting technical problems.
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Appendix A Information State of Single-Agent

Control Problems

In this section we consider single-agent Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) and
develop auxiliary results. This section is a recap of Mahajan and Mannan (2016) with
more detailed results and proofs.

Let Xt be a controlled Markov Chain controlled by action Ut with initial distri-
bution ν1 ∈ ∆(X1) and transition kernels P = (Pt)t∈T , Pt : Xt × Ut 7→ ∆(Xt+1). Let
r = (rt)t∈T , rt : Xt × Ut 7→ R be a collection of instantaneous reward functions. An
MDP is denoted by a tuple (ν1, P, r).

For a Markov strategy g = (gt)t∈T , gt : Xt 7→ ∆(Ut), we use P
g,ν1,P and E

g,ν1,P

to denote the probabilities of events and expectations of random variables under the
distribution specified by controlled Markov Chain (ν1, P ) and strategy g. When (ν1, P )
is fixed and clear from the context, we use P

g and E
g respectively.
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Define the total expected reward in the MDP (ν1, P, r) under strategy g by

J(g; ν1, P, r) := E
g,ν1,P

[

T
∑

t=1

rt(Xt, Ut)

]

. (A1)

Define the value function and state-action quality function by

Vτ (xτ ;P, r) := max
gτ:T

E
gτ:T ,P

[

T
∑

t=τ

rt(Xt, Ut)|xτ

]

, ∀τ ∈ [T + 1], (A2)

Qτ (xτ , uτ ;P, r) := rτ (xτ , uτ ) +
∑

x̃τ+1

Vτ+1(x̃τ+1)Pτ (x̃τ+1|xτ , uτ ), ∀τ ∈ [T ]. (A3)

Note that VT+1(·;P, r) ≡ 0.

Definition 6 (Mahajan and Mannan, 2016) Let Kt = Ψt(Xt) for some function Ψt.
Then, Kt is called an information state for (P, r) if there exist functions PK

t : Kt × Ut 7→
∆(Kt+1), r

K
t : Kt × Ut 7→ R such that

(1) Pt(kt+1|xt, ut) = PK
t (kt+1|Ψt(xt), ut); and

(2) rt(xt, ut) = rKt (Ψt(xt), ut).

If Kt is an information state, then Kt is also a controlled Markov Chain with
initial distribution νK1 ∈ ∆(K1) and transition kernel PK = (PK

t )t∈T , where

νK1 (k1) =
∑

x1

1{k1=Ψ1(x1)}ν1(x1).

The tuple (νK1 , PK , rK) defines a new MDP. For a K-based strategy ρ =
(ρt)t∈T , ρt : Kt 7→ ∆(Ut), the J, V,Q functions can be defined as above for the new
MDP.

We state the following standard result (see, for example, Section 2 of Subramanian
et al (2022)).

Lemma 2 Let Kt = Ψt(Xt) be an information state for (P, r). Then

(1) Vt(xt;P, r) = Vt(Ψt(xt);P
K , rK) for all xt;

(2) Qt(xt, ut;P, r) = Qt(Ψt(xt), ut;P
K , rK) for all xt, ut.

Definition 7 Let g be a Markov strategy, an K-based strategy ρ is said to be associated
with g if

ρt(kt) = E
g,ν1,P [gt(Xt)|kt], (A4)

whenever Pg,ν1,P (kt) > 0.
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The following lemma will be used in the proofs in Appendix C.

Lemma 3 (Policy Equivalence Lemma) Let (ν1, P, r) be an MDP. Let Kt be an information
state for (P, r). Let an K-based strategy ρ be associated with a Markov strategy g, then

(1) P
g,ν1,P (kt) = P

ρ,ν1,P (kt) for all kt ∈ Kt and t ∈ T ;

(2) J(g; ν1, P, r) = J(ρ; ν1, P, r).

Proof In this proof all probabilities and expectations are assumed to be defined with (ν1, P ).
Given a Markov strategy g, let ρ be an information state-based strategy that satisfies (A4).

First, we have

P
g(ut|kt) = E

g [gt(ut|Xt)|kt] = ρt(ut|kt), (A5)

for all kt such that Pg(kt) > 0.

(1) Proof by induction:

Induction Base: We have P
g(k1) = P

ρ(k1) since the distribution of K1 = Ψ1(X1) is
strategy-independent.

Induction Step: Suppose that

P
g(kt) = P

ρ(kt), (A6)

for all kt ∈ Kt. We prove the result for time t + 1. Combining (A5) and (A6), and
incorporating the information state transition kernel PK

t defined in Definition 6, we have

P
g(kt+1) =

∑

k̃t,ũt

P
g(kt+1|k̃t, ũt)P

g(ũt|k̃t)P
g(k̃t) (A7)

=
∑

k̃t,ũt

PK
t (kt+1|k̃t, ũt)ρt(ut|k̃t)P

ρ(k̃t) (A8)

= P
ρ(kt+1). (A9)

Therefore we have established the induction step.

(2) Using (A5)(A6) along with the result of part (1), we obtain

E
g[rt(Xt, Ut)] = E

g [rKt (Kt, Ut)] (A10)

=
∑

k̃t,ũt

rKt (k̃t, ũt)P
g(ũt|k̃t)P

g(k̃t) (A11)

=
∑

k̃t,ũt

rKt (k̃t, ũt)ρt(ũt|k̃t)P
ρ(k̃t) (A12)

= E
ρ[rt(Xt, Ut)], (A13)

for each t ∈ T . The result then follows from linearity of expectation.

This concludes the proof. �
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Appendix B Alternative Characterizations of

Sequential Equilibria

This section deals with the game model introduced in Section 2. We provide three
alternative definitions of sequential equilibria that are equivalent to the original one
given by Kreps and Wilson (1982). These definitions help simplify some of the proofs
in Appendix C.

We would like to note that several alternative definitions of sequential equilibria are
also given in Kreps and Wilson (1982); Halpern (2009). The definition of weak perfect
equilibrium in Proposition 6 of Kreps and Wilson (1982) is close to our definitions in
spirit in terms of using sequences of payoff functions instead of beliefs as a vehicle to
define sequential rationality.

Notice that fixing the behavioral strategies g−i of players other than player i,
player i’s best response problem (at every information set) can be considered as a
Markov Decision Process with state Hi

t and action U i
t , where the transition kernels

and instantaneous reward functions depend on g−i. Inspired by this observation, we
introduce an alternative definition of sequential equilibrium for our model, where we
form conjectures of transition kernels and reward functions instead of forming beliefs
on nodes. This allows us for a more compact representation of the appraisals and
beliefs of players. We will later show that this alternative definition is equivalent to
the classical definition of sequential equilibrium in Kreps and Wilson (1982).

For player i ∈ I, let P i = (P i
t )t∈T \{T}, P

i
t : H

i
t × U i

t 7→ ∆(Zi
t ) and ri =

(rit)t∈T , r
i
t : H

i
t × U i

t 7→ [−1, 1] be collections of functions that represent conjectures
of transition kernels and instantaneous reward functions. For a behavioral strategy
profile gi, define the reward-to-go function J i

t recursively through

J i
T (g

i
T ;h

i
T , P

i, ri) :=
∑

ũi
T

riT (h
i
T , ũ

i
T )g

i
T (ũ

i
T |h

i
T ); (B14a)

J i
t (g

i
t:T ;h

i
t, P

i, ri) (B14b)

:=
∑

ũi
t



rit(h
i
t, ũ

i
t) +

∑

z̃i
t

J i
t+1(g

i
t+1:T ; (h

i
t, z̃

i
t), P

i, ri)P i
t (z̃

i
t|h

i
t, ũ

i
t)



 git(ũ
i
t|h

i
t). (B14c)

Definition 8 (“Model-based” Sequential Equilibrium) Let g = (gi)i∈I be a behavioral
strategy profile. Let (P, r) = (P i, ri)i∈I be a conjectured profile. Then, g is said to be
sequentially rational under (P, r) if for each i ∈ I, t ∈ T and each hit ∈ Hi

t,

Ji
t (g

i
t:T ;h

i
t, P

i, ri) ≥ Ji
t (g̃

i
t:T ; h

i
t, P

i, ri), (B15)

for all behavioral strategies g̃it:T . Conjectured profile (P, r) is said to be fully consistent with

g if there exist a sequence of behavioral strategy and conjecture profiles (g(n), P (n), r(n))∞n=1

such that

(1) g(n) is fully mixed, i.e. every action is chosen with positive probability at every
information set.
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(2) For each i ∈ I, (P (n),i, r(n),i) is consistent with g(n),−i, i.e. for each i ∈ I, t ∈ T , hit ∈
Hi

t, u
i
t ∈ Ui

t ,

P
(n),i
t (zit|h

i
t, u

i
t) = P

g(n),−i

(zit|h
i
t, u

i
t), (B16)

r
(n),i
t (hit, u

i
t) = E

g(n),−i

[Ri
t|h

i
t, u

i
t]. (B17)

(3) (g(n), P (n), r(n)) → (g, P, r) as n → ∞.

A triple (g, P, r) is said to be a “model-based” sequential equilibrium6 if g is sequentially
rational under (P, r) and (P, r) is fully consistent with g.

One can also form conjectures directly on the optimal reward-to-go given a state-
action pair (hi

t, u
i
t).

Definition 9 (“Model-free” Sequential Equilibrium, Definition 2 revisited) Let g = (gi)i∈I

be a behavioral strategy profile. Let Q = (Qi
t)i∈I,t∈T be a collection of functions where

Qi
t : H

i
t × Ui

t 7→ [−T, T ]. The strategy profile g is said to be sequentially rational under Q if
for each i ∈ I, t ∈ T and each hit ∈ Hi

t,

supp(git(h
i
t)) ⊆ argmax

ui
t

Qi
t(h

i
t, u

i
t). (B18)

The collection of functions Q is said to be fully consistent with g if there exist a sequence
of behavioral strategy and conjectured profiles (g(n), Q(n))∞n=1 such that

(1) g(n) is fully mixed, i.e. every action is chosen with positive probability at every
information set.

(2) Q(n) is consistent with g(n), i.e.,

Q
(n),i
τ (hiτ , u

i
τ ) = E

g(n)

[

T
∑

t=τ

Ri
t

∣

∣

∣h
i
τ , u

i
τ

]

, (B19)

for each i ∈ I, τ ∈ T , hiτ ∈ Hi
τ , u

i
τ ∈ Ui

τ .

(3) (g(n), Q(n)) → (g,Q) as n → ∞.

A tuple (g,Q) is said to be a “model-free” sequential equilibrium if g is sequentially rational
under Q and Q is fully consistent with g.

A slightly different definition is also equivalent:

Definition 10 (“Model-free” Sequential Equilibrium, Version 2) A tuple (g,Q) is said to
be a “model-free” sequential equilibrium (version 2) if it satisfies Definition 9 with condition
(2) for full consistency replaced by the following condition:

(2’) For each i, Q(n),i is consistent with g(n),−i, i.e.

Q(n),i
τ (hi

τ , u
i
τ ) = E

g(n),−i

[Ri
τ |h

i
τ , u

i
τ ] + max

g̃i
τ+1:T

E
g̃i
τ+1:T ,g(n),−i

[

T
∑

t=τ+1

Ri
t

∣

∣

∣
hi
τ , u

i
τ

]

,

6Here we borrow the terms “model-based” (resp. “model-free”) from the reinforcement learning literature:
“Model-based” means that an algorithm constructs the underlying model (P, r), while “model-free” usually
means that the algorithm directly constructs state-action value functions Q.
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for each τ ∈ T , hi
τ ∈ Hi

τ , u
i
τ ∈ U i

τ .

To introduce the last definition of SE, which corresponds to the original definition
proposed in Kreps and Wilson (1982), we first describe the game in Section 2 as an
extensive-form game tree as follows: To convert the game from a simultaneous move
game to a sequential game, we set I = {1, 2, · · · , I}, where the index indicates the
order of movement. For convenience, for i ∈ I, we use the superscript < i (resp.
> i) to represent the set of players {1, · · · , i − 1} (resp. {i + 1, · · · , I}) that moves
before (resp. after) player i in any given round. At time t = 0, nature takes action
w0 = (x1, h1) and the game enters t = 1. For each time t ∈ T , player 1 takes
action u1

t first, then followed by player 2 taking action u2
t , and so on, while nature

takes action wt after player I takes action uI
t . In this extensive form game, there

are three types of nodes: (1) a node where some player i ∈ I takes action (at some
time t ∈ T ), (2) a node where nature takes action (at some time t ∈ {0} ∪ T ),
and (3) a terminal node, where the game has terminated. We denote the set of the
first type of nodes corresponding to player i and time t as Oi

t. A node oit ∈ Oi
t

can also be represented as a vector oit = (x1, h1, w1:t−1, u1:t−1, u
<i
t ) which contains

all the moves (by all players and nature) before it. As a result, oit also uniquely
determines the states x1:t and information increment vectors z1:t−1. We denote the
set of the terminal nodes as OT+1. A terminal node oT+1 ∈ OT+1 also has a vector
representation oT+1 = (x1, h1, w1:T , u1:T ).

Given a terminal node oT+1, all the actions of players and nature throughout the
game are uniquely determined, hence the realizations of (Rt)t∈T defined in Section 2
are also uniquely determined. Let Λ = (Λi)i∈I ,Λ

i : OT+1 7→ R be the mappings from

terminal nodes to total payoffs, i.e. Λi(oT+1) =
∑T

t=1 r
i
t, where r

i
t is the realization of

Ri
t corresponding to oT+1. Also define Λi

τ (oT+1) =
∑T

t=τ r
i
t for each τ ∈ T .

Now, as we have constructed the extensive-form game, it is helpful to view the
nodes in the game tree as a stochastic process. Define Oi

t to be a random variable
with support on Oi

t that represents the node player i is at before taking action at
time t. Let OT+1 be a random variable with support on OT+1 that represents the
terminal node the game ends at. If we view (T × I)∪{T +1} as a set of time indices
with lexicographic ordering, the random process (Oi

t)(t,i)∈T ×I∪(OT+1) is a controlled
Markov Chain controlled by action U i

t at time (t, i).

Definition 11 (Classical Sequential Equilibrium (Kreps and Wilson, 1982)) An assessment
is a pair (g, µ), where g is a behavioral strategy profile of players (excluding nature) as
described in Section 2, and µ = (µi

t)t∈I,i∈I, µ
i
t : H

i
t 7→ ∆(Oi

t) is a belief system. Then, g is
said to be sequentially rational given µ if
∑

oit

E
gi
t:T ,g>i

t ,g−i

t:T [Λi(OT+1)|o
i
t]µ

i
t(o

i
t|h

i
t) ≥

∑

oit

E
g̃i
t:T ,g>i

t ,g−i

t:T [Λi(OT+1)|o
i
t]µ

i
t(o

i
t|h

i
t), (B20)

for all i ∈ I, t ∈ T , hit ∈ Hi
t, and all behavioral strategies g̃it:T . The belief system µ is said to

be fully consistent with g if there exist a sequence of assessments (g(n), µ(n))∞n=1 → (g, µ)

such that g(n) is a fully mixed strategy profile and

(1) g(n) is fully mixed.
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(2) µ(n) is consistent with g(n), i.e. µ
(n),i
t (oit|h

i
t) = P

g(n)

(oit|h
i
t) for all t ∈ T , i ∈ I, hit ∈ Hi

t,

and oit ∈ Oi
t.

(3) (g(n), µ(n)) → (g, µ) as n → ∞.

An assessment (g, µ) is said to be a (classical) sequential equilibrium if g is sequentially
rational given µ and µ is fully consistent with g.

Remark 4 Since the instantaneous rewards Ri
1:t−1 have already been realized at time t,

replacing the total reward Λ with reward-to-go Λt in (B20) would result in an equivalent
definition.

Theorem 5 Definitions 8, 9, 10, and 11 are equivalent for strategy profiles.

Proof We complete the proof via four steps: In each step, we show that if g is a strategy
profile satisfying one definition of SE, then it satisfy one of the other definitions of SE
as well. We follow the following diagram: Definition 11 ⇒ Definition 8 ⇒ Definition 9 ⇒
Definition 10 ⇒ Definition 11.

Step 1: Classical SE (Definition 11) ⇒ “Model-based” SE (Definition 8)

Let (g, µ) satisfy Definition 11. Let (g(n), µ(n)) be a sequence of assessments that satisfies
conditions (1)-(3) of fully consistency in Definition 11.

Set P
(n),i
t (zit|h

i
t, u

i
t) = P

g(n)

(zit|h
i
t, u

i
t) and r

(n),i
t (hit, u

i
t) = E

g(n)

[Ri
t|h

i
t, u

i
t] for all hit ∈

Hi
t, u

i
t ∈ Ui

t .
Recall that we can write Oi

t = (X1, H1,W1:t−1, U1:t−1, U
<i
t ), and (X1:t, Z1:t−1) can

be expressed as a function of Oi
t. Therefore there exist fixed functions f i,Zt , f i,Rt such that

Zi
t = f i,Zt (Oi

t, U
i
t , U

>i
t ,Wt), R

i
t = f i,Rt (Oi

t, U
i
t , U

>i
t ,Wt). Furthermore, for all j > i, there

also exists functions fj,i,Ht such that Hj
t = fj,i,Ht (Oi

t) (since Hj
t = (Hi

1, Z
i
1:t−1)). Since

µ
(n),i
t (oit|h

i
t) = P

g(n)

(oit|h
i
t) we have

P
(n),i
t (zit|h

i
t, u

i
t)

=
∑

oit,ũ
>i
t ,w̃t

1
{zi

t=f
i,Z
t (oit,u

i
t,ũ

>i
t ,w̃t)}

P(w̃t)





I
∏

j=i+1

g
(n),j
t (ũjt |f

j,i,H
t (oit))



µ
(n)
t (oit|h

i
t),

(B21)

r
(n),i
t (hit, u

i
t)

=
∑

oit,ũ
>i
t ,w̃t

f
i,R
t (oit, u

i
t, ũ

>i
t , w̃t)P(w̃t)





I
∏

j=i+1

g
(n),j
t (ũ

j
t |f

j,i,H
t (oit))



µ
(n)
t (oit|h

i
t).

(B22)

Therefore, as µ(n) → µ, g(n) → g, we have (P (n), r(n)) → (P, r) for some (P, r).
Let τ ∈ T and g̃iτ :T be an arbitrary strategy. First, observe that one can represent the

conditional reward-to-go E
g(n)

[
∑T

t=τ Ri
t|h

i
τ ] using µ(n) or (P (n), r(n)). Hence we have

∑

oiτ

E
g̃i
τ:T ,g(n),>i

τ ,g
(n),−i

τ+1:T [Λi
τ (OT+1)|o

i
τ ]µ

(n),i
τ (oiτ |τ

i
t ) = Ji

t (g̃
i
τ :T ; h

i
τ , P

(n),i, r(n),i), (B23)
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where Ji
t is as defined in (B14).

Observe that the left-hand side of (B23) is continuous in (g
(n),>i
τ , g

(n),−i
τ+1:T , µ

(n),i
τ ) since it

is a sum of products of components of (g
(n),>i
τ , g

(n),−i
τ+1:T , µ

(n),i
τ ). Also observe that the right-

hand side of (B23) is continuous in (P (n),i, r(n),i) since it is a sum of products of components

of (P (n),i, r(n),i) by the definition in (B14). Therefore by taking limit as n → ∞, we conclude
that

∑

oiτ

E
g̃i
τ:T ,g−i

[Λi
τ (OT+1)|o

i
τ ]µ

i
τ (o

i
τ |h

i
τ ) = Ji

τ (g̃
i
τ :T ; h

i
τ , P

i, ri), (B24)

for all strategies g̃iτ :T . Using sequential rationality of g with respect to µ and (B24) we
conclude that

Ji
t (g

i
τ :T ; h

i
τ , P

i, ri) ≥ Ji
t (g̃

i
τ :T ;h

i
τ , P

i, ri), (B25)

for all τ ∈ T , i ∈ I, hiτ ∈ Hi
τ , i.e. g is also sequentially rational given (P, r).

Step 2: “Model-based” SE (Definition 8) ⇒ “Model-free” SE version 1 (Definition 9)

Let (g, P, r) be a sequential equilibrium under Definition 8, and let (g(n), P (n), r(n))
satisfy conditions (1)-(3) of full consistency in Definition 8. Set

Q
(n),i
τ (hiτ , u

i
τ ) = E

g(n)

[

T
∑

t=τ

Ri
t

∣

∣

∣
hiτ , u

i
τ

]

, (B26)

for all τ ∈ T , i ∈ I, hiτ ∈ Hi
τ , u

i
τ ∈ Ui

τ . Then Q(n),i satisfies the recurrence relation

Q
(n),i
T (hiT , u

i
T ) = r

(n),i
T (hiT , u

i
T ), (B27a)

V
(n),i
t (hit) :=

∑

ũi
t

Q
(n),i
t (hit, ũ

i
t)g

(n),i
t (ũit|h

i
t), ∀t ∈ T , (B27b)

Q
(n),i
t (hit, u

i
t) = r

(n),i
t (hit, u

i
t) (B27c)

+
∑

z̃i
t

V
(n),i
t+1 ((hit, z̃

i
t))P

(n),i
t (z̃it|h

i
t, u

i
t), ∀t ∈ T \{T}. (B27d)

Since (g(n), P (n), r(n)) → (g, P, r) as n → ∞, we have Q(n) → Q where Q = (Qi
t)t∈T ,i∈I

satisfies

Qi
T (h

i
T , u

i
T ) = riT (h

i
T , u

i
T ), (B28a)

V i
t (h

i
t) :=

∑

ũi
t

Qi
t(h

i
t, ũ

i
t)g

i
t(ũ

i
t|h

i
t), ∀t ∈ T , (B28b)

Qi
t(h

i
t, u

i
t) = rit(h

i
t, u

i
t)

+
∑

z̃i
t

V i
t+1((h

i
t, z̃

i
t))P

i
t (z̃

i
t|h

i
t, u

i
t), ∀t ∈ T \{T}. (B28c)

Comparing (B28) with the reward-to-go function Ji
t defined in (B14), we observe that

V i
t (h

i
t) = Ji

t (g
i
t:T ;h

i
t, P

i, ri), (B29)

for all t ∈ T , i ∈ I, hiτ ∈ Hi
τ .

Let g̃it be a strategy such that ĝit(h
i
t) = η ∈ ∆(Ui

t ), then

Ji
t ((g̃

i
t, g

i
t+1:T ); h

i
t, P

i, ri) (B30)
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=
∑

ũt



rit(h
i
t, ũ

i
t) +

∑

z̃i
t

Ji
t+1(g

i
t+1:T ; (h

i
t, z̃

i
t), P

i, ri)P i
t (z̃

i
t|h

i
t, ũ

i
t)



 η(ũit) (B31)

=
∑

ũt



rit(h
i
t, ũ

i
t) +

∑

z̃i
t

V i
t+1((h

i
t, z̃

i
t))P

i
t (z̃

i
t|h

i
t, ũ

i
t)



 η(ũit) (B32)

=
∑

ũt

Qi
t(h

i
t, û

i
t)η(ũ

i
t), (B33)

where we substitute (B14) in (B31), (B29) in (B32), and (B28c) in (B33).
By sequential rationality of g with respect to (P, r), we have

Ji
t (g

i
t:T ;h

i
t, P

i, ri) ≥ Ji
t ((g̃

i
t, g

i
t+1:T );h

i
t, P

i, ri),

which means that
∑

ũt

Qi
t(h

i
t, ũ

i
t)g

i
t(ũ

i
t|h

i
t) ≥

∑

ũt

Qi
t(h

i
t, ũ

i
t)η(ũ

i
t), (B34)

for all η ∈ ∆(Ui
t ) for all t ∈ T , i ∈ I, hiτ ∈ Hi

τ . Hence g is sequentially rational given Q.
Therefore (g,Q) is a sequential equilibrium under Definition 9.

Step 3: “Model-free” SE version 1 (Definition 9) ⇒ “Model-free” SE version 2 (Defini-
tion 10)

Let (g,Q) be a sequential equilibrium under Definition 9 and let (g(n), Q(n)) satisfies

conditions (1)-(3) of full consistency in Definition 9. Then Q(n),i satisfies

Q
(n),i
T (hiT , u

i
T ) = E

g(n),−i

[Ri
T |h

i
T , u

i
T ], (B35a)

V
(n),i
t (hit) :=

∑

ũi
t

Q
(n),i
t (hit, ũ

i
t)g

(n),i
t (ũit|h

i
t), ∀t ∈ T , (B35b)

Q
(n),i
t (hit, u

i
t) = E

g(n),−i

[Ri
t|h

i
t, u

i
t]

+
∑

z̃i
t

V
(n),i
t+1 ((hit, z̃

i
t))P

g(n),−i

(z̃it|h
i
t, u

i
t), ∀t ∈ T \{T}, (B35c)

and Q(n) → Q as n → ∞. Set

Q̂
(n),i
τ (hiτ , u

i
τ ) = E

g(n),−i

[Ri
τ |h

i
τ , u

i
τ ] + max

g̃i
τ+1:T

E
g̃i
τ+1:T ,g(n),−i





T
∑

t=τ+1

Ri
t

∣

∣

∣
hiτ , u

i
τ



 , (B36)

for each τ ∈ T , hiτ ∈ Hi
τ , u

i
τ ∈ Ui

τ . Then Q̂(n),i satisfies the recurrence relation

Q̂
(n),i
T (hiT , u

i
T ) = E

g(n),−i

[Ri
T |h

i
T , u

i
T ], (B37a)

V̂
(n),i
t (hit) := max

ũi
t

Q̂
(n),i
t (hit, ũ

i
t), ∀t ∈ T , (B37b)

Q̂
(n),i
t (hit, u

i
t) = E

g(n),−i

[Ri
t|h

i
t, u

i
t]

+
∑

z̃i
t

V̂
(n),i
t+1 ((hit, z̃

i
t))P

g(n),−i

(z̃it|h
i
t, u

i
t), ∀t ∈ T \{T}. (B37c)

Claim: Q̂
(n)
t → Qi

t as n → ∞.
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Given the claim, we have (g(n), Q̂(n)) satisfying conditions (1)(2’)(3) of full consistency
in Definition 10. Therefore (g,Q) is also a sequential equilibrium under Definition 10, and
we complete this part of the proof.

Proof of Claim: By induction on time t ∈ T .

Induction Base: Observe that Q̂
(n)
T = Q

(n)
T by construction. Since Q

(n)
T → QT we also

have Q̂
(n)
T → QT .

Induction Step: Suppose that the result is true for time t. We prove it for time t− 1.
By induction hypothesis and g(n) → g, we have

V̂
(n),i
t (hit) =max

ũi
t

Q̂
(n),i
t (hit, ũ

i
t)

n→∞
−−−−→ max

ũi
t

Qi
t(h

i
t, ũ

i
t). (B38)

Since Q(n) → Q and g(n) → g, we have

V
(n),i
t (hit) =

∑

ũi
t

Q
(n),i
t (hit, ũ

i
t)g

(n),i
t (ũit|h

i
t) (B39)

n→∞
−−−−→

∑

ũi
t

Qi
t(h

i
t, ũ

i
t)g

i
t(ũ

i
t|h

i
t) =: V i

t (h
i
t). (B40)

Since g is sequentially rational given Q, we have
∑

ũi
t

Qi
t(h

i
t, ũ

i
t)g

i
t(ũ

i
t|h

i
t) = max

ũi
t

Qi
t(h

i
t, ũ

i
t). (B41)

Combining (B38)(B40)(B41) we have V̂
(n),i
t (hit) → V i

t (h
i
t) for all h

i
t ∈ Hi

t. Since Hi
t is a

finite set, we have

max
h̃i
t

|V̂
(n),i
t (h̃it)− V

(n),i
t (h̃it)|

n→∞
−−−−→ 0. (B42)

We then have

|Q̂
(n),i
t−1 (hit, u

i
t)−Q

(n),i
t−1 (hit, u

i
t)| (B43)

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

z̃i
t−1

[

V̂
(n),i
t ((hit−1, z̃

i
t−1))− V

(n),i
t ((hit−1, z̃

i
t−1))

]

P
g
(n),−i

t−1 (z̃it−1|h
i
t−1, u

i
t−1)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(B44)

≤ max
z̃i
t−1

|V̂
(n),i
t ((hit−1, z̃

i
t−1))− V

(n),i
t ((hit−1, z̃

i
t−1))|

n→∞
−−−−→ 0, (B45)

where we substitute (B35c)(B37c) in (B44). Since Q
(n),i
t−1 (hit, u

i
t) → Qi

t−1(h
i
t, u

i
t), we con-

clude that Q̂
(n),i
t−1 (hit, u

i
t) → Qi

t−1(h
i
t, u

i
t), establishing the induction step.

Step 4: “Model-free” SE version 2 (Definition 10) ⇒ Classical SE (Definition 11)

Let (g,Q) be a sequential equilibrium under Definition 10 and let (g(n), Q̂(n)) satisfies
conditions (1)(2’)(3) of full consistency in Definition 10.

Define the beliefs µ(n) on the nodes of the extensive-form game through µ(n)(oit|h
i
t) =

P
g(n)

(oit|h
i
t). By taking subsequences, without lost of generality, assume that µ(n) → µ.

Let ĝit be an arbitrary strategy, then by condition (2’) of Definition 10, we can write
∑

ũi
t

Q̂
(n),i
t (hit, ũ

i
t)ĝ

i
t(ũ

i
t|h

i
t)

= max
g̃i
t+1:T

∑

oit

E
ĝi
t,g̃

i
t+1:T ,g

(n),>i

t ,g
(n),−i

t+1:T [Λi
t(OT+1)|o

i
t] µ

(n),i
t (oit|h

i
t).

(B46)
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For each oit, E
g̃
≥i
t ,g̃t+1:T [Λi

t(Ot+1)|o
i
t] is continuous in (g̃≥i

t , g̃t+1:T ) since it is the sum of

product of components of (g̃≥i
t , g̃t+1:T ). Therefore,

∑

oit

E
ĝi
t,g̃

i
t+1:T ,g

(n),>i

t ,g
(n),−i

t+1:T [Λi
t(Ot+1)|o

i
t] µ

(n),i
t (oit|h

i
t)

n→∞
−−−−→

∑

oit

E
ĝi
t,g̃

i
t+1:T ,g>i

t ,g
−i

t+1:T [Λi
t(Ot+1)|o

i
t] µ

i
t(o

i
t|h

i
t), (B47)

for each behavioral straetegy g̃it+1:T . Applying Berge’s Maximum Theorem (Sundaram,
1996), and taking the limit on both sides of (B46), we obtain

∑

ũi
t

Qi
t(h

i
t, ũ

i
t) ĝ

i
t(ũ

i
t|h

i
t) = max

g̃i
t+1:T

∑

oit

E
ĝi
t,g̃

i
t+1:T ,g>i

t ,g−i
t+1:T [Λi

t(OT+1)|o
i
t] µ

i
t(o

i
t|h

i
t), (B48)

for all t ∈ T , i ∈ I, hit ∈ Hi
t, and all behavioral strategy ĝit.

Sequential rationality of g to Q means that

git ∈ argmax
ĝi
t

∑

ũi
t

Qi
t(h

i
t, ũ

i
t) ĝ

i
t(ũ

i
t|h

i
t)

= argmax
ĝi
t

max
g̃i
t+1:T

∑

oit

E
ĝi
t,g̃

i
t+1:T ,g>i

t ,g−i

t+1:T [Λi
t(OT+1)|o

i
t] µ

i
t(o

i
t|h

i
t),

(B49)

for all t ∈ T , i ∈ I, and all hit ∈ Hi
t.

Recall that the node Oi
t uniquely determines (X1,W1:t−1, U1:t−1). Therefore, the instan-

taneous rewards Ri
τ for τ ≤ t − 1 are uniquely determined by Oi

t as well. For τ ≤ t − 1,
let riτ be realizations of Ri

τ under Oi
t = oit. Recall that Λi is the total reward func-

tion and Λi
t is the reward-to-go function starting with (and including) time t. We have

E
ĝi
t,g̃

i
t+1:T ,g>i

t ,g−i

t+1:T [Λi(OT+1)−Λi
t(OT+1)|o

i
t] =

∑t−1
τ=1 r

i
τ to be independent of the strategy

profile. Therefore we have

git ∈ argmax
ĝi
t

max
g̃i
t+1:T

∑

oit

E
ĝi
t,g̃

i
t+1:T ,g>i

t ,g−i
t+1:T [Λi(OT+1)|o

i
t] µ

i
t(o

i
t|h

i
t). (B50)

Fixing hiτ , the problem of optimizing

Ji
τ (g̃

i
τ :T ;h

i
τ , µ

i
τ ) :=

∑

oiτ

E
g̃i
τ:T ,g>i

τ ,g−i
τ+1:T [Λi(OT+1)|o

i
τ ] µ

i
τ (o

i
τ |h

i
τ ), (B51)

over all g̃iτ :T is a POMDP problem with

• Timestamps T̃ = {τ, τ + 1, · · · , T, T + 1};
• State process (Oi

t)
T
t=τ ∪ (OT+1);

• Control actions (U i
t )

T
t=τ ;

• Initial state distribution µi
τ (h

i
τ ) ∈ ∆(Oi

τ );

• State transition kernel Pg>i
t ,g<i

t+1(oit+1|o
i
t, u

i
t) for t < T and P

g>i
T (oT+1|o

i
T , u

i
T ) for t = T ;

• Observation history: (Hi
t)

T
t=τ ;

• Instantaneous rewards are 0. Terminal reward is Λi(OT+1).

The belief µ is fully consistent with g by construction. From standard results in game
theory, we know that µi

t+1(h
i
t+1) can be updated with Bayes rule from µi

t(h
i
t) and g whenever

applicable. Therefore, (µt)
T
t=τ represent the true beliefs of the state given observations in the
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above POMDP problem. Therefore, through standard control theory (Kumar and Varaiya,
2015, Section 6.7), (B50) is a sufficient condition for git:T to be optimal for the above POMDP
problem, which means that g is sequentially rational given µ.

Therefore we conclude that (g, µ) is a sequential equilibrium under Definition 11.
�

Appendix C Proofs for Sections 3 and 4

C.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Lemma 4 (Lemma 1, restated) If for all i ∈ I and all K−i-based strategy profiles ρ−i, there

exist functions (Φi,ρ−i

t )t∈T where Φi,ρ−i

t : Ki
t 7→ ∆(Xt ×K−i

t ) such that

P
gi,ρ−i

(xt, k
−i
t |hit) = Φi,ρ−i

t (xt, k
−i
t |kit), (C52)

for all behavioral strategies gi, all t ∈ T , and all hit admissible under (gi, ρ−i), then K =
(Ki)i∈I is mutually sufficient information.

Proof Let gi be an arbitrary behavioral strategy for player i and ρ−i be any K−i-based
strategy profile. Let hit be admissible under (gi, ρ−i). We have

P
gi,ρ−i

(x̃t, ũ
−i
t |hit) =

∑

h̃−i
t

P
gi,ρ−i

(ũ−i
t |x̃t, h̃

−i
t , hit, u

i
t)P

gi,ρ−i

(x̃t, h̃
−i
t |hit, u

i
t) (C53)

=
∑

h̃−i
t





∏

j 6=i

ρjt (ũ
j
t |k̃

j
t )



P
gi,ρ−i

(x̃t, h̃
−i
t |hit) (C54)

=
∑

k̃−i
t





∏

j 6=i

ρjt (ũ
j
t |k̃

j
t )



P
gi,ρ−i

(x̃t, k̃
−i
t |hit) (C55)

=
∑

k̃−i
t





∏

j 6=i

ρ
j
t (ũ

j
t |k̃

j
t )



Φ
i,ρ−i

t (x̃t, k̃
−i
t |kit), (C56)

where in (C53) we applied the Law of Total Probability. In (C55) we combined the realizations
of h̃−i

t corresponding to the same compressed information k̃−i
t . In the final equation, we used

the condition of Lemma 1.
By the definition of the model, Zi

t = f i,Zt (Xt, Ut,Wt) for some fixed function f i,Zt inde-
pendent of the strategy profile. Since the compressed information can be sequentially updated
as Ki

t+1 = ιit+1(K
i
t , Z

i
t), this means that we can write Ki

t+1 = ξit(K
i
t , Xt, Ut,Wt) for some

fixed function ξit. Since Wt is a primitive random variable, we conclude that P(kit+1|k
i
t, xt, ut)

is independent of any strategy profile. Therefore,

P
gi,ρ−i

(kit+1|h
i
t, u

i
t) (C57)

=
∑

x̃t,ũ
−i
t

P(kit+1|k
i
t, x̃t, (ũ

−i
t , uit))P

gi,ρ−i

(x̃t, ũ
−i
t |hit) (C58)

=
∑

x̃t,ũ
−i
t






P(kit+1|k

i
t, x̃t, (ũ

−i
t , uit))

∑

k̃−i
t





∏

j 6=i

ρ
j
t(ũ

j
t |k̃

j
t )



Φ
i,ρ−i

t (x̃t, k̃
−i
t |kit)






(C59)
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=: P i,ρ−i

t (kit+1|k
i
t, u

i
t), (C60)

for some function P i,g−i

t , where in (C58) we used the Law of Total Probability, and we
substituted (C56) in (C59).

Since Ri
t = f i,Rt (Xt, Ut,Wt) for some fixed function f i,Rt and Wt is a primitive random

variable, we have E[Ri
t|Xt, Ut] to be independent of the strategy profile g. By an argument

similar to the one that leads from (C57) to (C60) we obtain

E
gi,ρ−i

[Ri
t|h

i
t, u

i
t] (C61)

=
∑

x̃t,ũ
−i
t






E[Ri

t|x̃t, (u
i
t, ũ

−i
t )]

∑

k̃−i
t





∏

j 6=i

ρjt(ũ
j
t |k̃

j
t )



Φi,ρ−i

t (x̃t, k̃
−i
t |kit)






(C62)

=: r
i,ρ−i

t (kit, u
i
t), (C63)

for some function ri,ρ
−i

i . With (C60) and (C63), we have shown that K satisfies Definition
4 and hence K is MSI.

�

C.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Theorem 6 (Theorem 1, restated) If K is mutually sufficient information, then there exists
at least one K-based BNE.

Proof The proof will proceed as follows: We first construct a best-response correspondence
using stochastic control theory, and then we establish the existence of equilibria by apply-
ing Kakutani’s fixed-point theorem to this correspondence. For technical reasons, we first
consider only behavioral strategies where each action has probability at least ǫ > 0 of being
played at each information set. We then take ǫ to zero.

Fixing a K−i-based strategy profile ρ−i, we first argue that Ki
t is a controlled Markov

process controlled by player i’s action U i
t .

From the definition of an information state (Definition 3) we know that

P
g̃i,ρ−i

(kit+1|h
i
t, u

i
t) = P i,ρ−i

t (kit+1|k
i
t, u

i
t). (C64)

Since (Ki
1:t, U

i
1:t) is a function of (Hi

t , U
i
t ), by the smoothing property of conditional

probability we have

P
g̃i,ρ−i

(kit+1|k
i
1:t, u

i
1:t) = P i,ρ−i

t (kit+1|k
i
t, u

i
t). (C65)

Therefore we have shown that Ki
t is a controlled Markov process controlled by player i’s

action U i
t .

From the definition of information state (Definition 3) we know that

E
g̃i,ρ−i

[

Ri
t|k

i
t, u

i
t

]

= ri,ρ
−i

t (kit, u
i
t), (C66)

for all (kit, u
i
t) admissible under (g̃i, ρ−i).

Therefore, using the Law of Total Expectation we have

Ji(g̃i, ρ−i) = E
g̃i,ρ−i

[

T
∑

t=1

Ri
t

]

= E
g̃i,ρ−i

[

T
∑

t=1

E
g̃i,ρ−i

[

Ri
t|K

i
t , U

i
t

]

]

(C67)
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= E
g̃i,ρ−i

[

T
∑

t=1

ri,ρ
−i

t (Ki
t , U

i
t )

]

. (C68)

By standard MDP theory, there exist Ki-based strategies ρi that maximize Ji(g̃i, ρ−i)
over all behavioral strategies g̃i. Furthermore, optimal Ki-based strategies can be found
through dynamic programming.

Assume ǫ > 0, let Pǫ,i denote the set of Ki-based strategies for player i where each
action uit ∈ Ui

t is chosen with probability at least ǫ at any information set. To endow Pǫ,i

with a topology, we consider it as a product of sets of distributions, i.e.

Pǫ,i =
∏

t∈T

∏

ki
t∈Ki

t

∆ǫ(Ui
t ), (C69)

where

∆ǫ(Ui
t ) = {η ∈ ∆(Ui

t ) : η(u
i
t) ≥ ǫ ∀uit ∈ Ui

t}. (C70)

Define Pǫ =
∏

i∈I Pǫ,i. Denote the set of all Ki-based strategy profiles by P0.

For the rest of the proof, assume that ǫ is small enough such that ∆ǫ(Ui
t ) is non-empty

for all t ∈ T and i ∈ I.
For each t ∈ T , i ∈ I and kit ∈ Ki

t, define the correspondence BRǫ,i
t [kit] : P

ǫ,−i 7→ ∆ǫ(Ui
t )

sequentially through

Qǫ,i
T (kiT , u

i
T ; ρ

−i) := ri,ρ
−i

T (kiT , u
i
T ), (C71a)

BRǫ,i
t [kit](ρ

−i) := argmax
η∈∆ǫ(Ui

t )

∑

ũi
t

Qǫ,i
t (kit, ũ

i
t; ρ

−i)η(ũit), (C71b)

V ǫ,i
t (kit; ρ

−i) := max
η∈∆ǫ(Ui

t )

∑

ũi
t

Qǫ,i
t (kit, ũ

i
t; ρ

−i)η(ũit), (C71c)

Qǫ,i
t−1(k

i
t−1, u

i
t−1; ρ

−i) := ri,ρ
−i

t−1 (kit−1, u
i
t−1)+ (C71d)

+
∑

ki
t∈Ki

t

V ǫ,i
t (kit; ρ

−i)P i,ρ−i

t−1 (kit|k
i
t−1, u

i
t). (C71e)

Define BRǫ : Pǫ 7→ Pǫ by

BRǫ(ρ) =
∏

i∈I

∏

t∈T

∏

ki
t∈Ki

t

BRǫ,i
t [kit](ρ

−i). (C72)

Claim:

(a) P i,ρ−i

t (kit+1|k
i
t, u

i
t) is continuous in ρ−i on Pǫ,−i for all t ∈ T and all kit+1 ∈ Ki

t+1, k
i
t ∈

Ki
t, u

i
t ∈ Ui

t .

(b) ri,ρ
−i

t (kit, u
i
t) is continuous in ρ−i on Pǫ,−i for all t ∈ T and all kit ∈ Ki

t, u
i
t ∈ Ui

t .

Given the claims we prove by induction that Qǫ,i
t (kit, u

i
t; ρ

−i) is continuous in ρ−i on

Pǫ,−i for each kit ∈ Ki
t, u

i
t ∈ Ui

t .

Induction Base: Qǫ,i
T (kiT , u

i
T ; ρ

−i) = ri,ρ
−i

T (kiT , u
i
T ) is continuous in ρ−i on Pǫ,−i due

to part (a) of the claims.

Induction Step: Suppose that the induction hypothesis is true for t. Then V ǫ,i
t (kit; ρ

−i)

is continuous in ρ−i on Pǫ,−i due to Berge’s Maximum Theorem (Sundaram, 1996). Then,

Qǫ,i
t−1(k

i
t−1, u

i
t−1; ρ

−i) is continuous in ρ−i on Pǫ,−i due to the claims.
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Applying Berge’s Maximum Theorem (Sundaram, 1996) once again, we conclude that

BRǫ,i
t [kit] is upper hemicontinuous on Pǫ,−i. For each ρ−i ∈ Pǫ,−i, BRǫ,i

t [kit](ρ
−i) is non-

empty and convex since it is the solution set of a linear program.
As a product of compact-valued upper hemicontinuous correspondences, BRǫ is upper

hemicontinuous. For each ρ ∈ Pǫ, BRǫ(ρ) is non-empty and convex. By Kakutani’s fixed
point theorem, BRǫ has a fixed point.

The above construction provides an approximate K-based BNE for small ǫ. Next, we
show that we can take ǫ to zero to obtain an exact BNE: Let (ǫn)

∞
n=1 be a sequence such

that ǫn > 0, ǫn → 0. Let ρ(n) be a fixed point of BRǫn . Then for each i ∈ I we have

ρ(n),i ∈ argmax
ρ̃i∈Pǫn,i

Ji(ρ̃i, ρ(n),−i). (C73)

Let ρ(∞) ∈ P0 be the limit of a sub-sequence of (ρ(n))∞n=1. Since Ji(ρ) is continuous
in ρ on P0, and ǫ 7→ Pǫ,i is a continuous correspondence with compact, non-empty value,
through applying Berge’s Maximum Theorem (Sundaram, 1996) one last time, we conclude
that for each i ∈ I

ρ(∞),i ∈ argmax
ρ̃i∈P0,i

Ji(ρ̃i, ρ(∞),−i), (C74)

i.e. ρ(∞),i is optimal among Ki-based strategies in response to ρ(∞),−i. Recall that we have
shown that there exist Ki-based strategies ρi that maximizes Ji(g̃i, ρ−i) over all behavioral

strategies g̃i. Therefore, we conclude that ρ(∞) forms a BNE, proving the existence of
K-based BNE.

Proof of Claim: We establish the continuity of the two functions by showing that they
can be expressed with basic functions (i.e. summation, multiplication, division).

Let ĝi be a behavioral strategy where player i chooses actions uniformly at random at

every information set. For ρ−i ∈ Pǫ,−i, we have Pĝi,ρ−i

(kit) > 0 for all kit ∈ Ki
t since (ĝ

i, ρ−i)
is a strategy profile that always plays strictly mixed actions. Therefore we have

P
i,ρ−i

t (kit+1|k
i
t, u

i
t) = P

ĝi,ρ−i

(kit+1|k
i
t, u

i
t) =

P
ĝi,ρ−i

(kit+1, k
i
t, u

i
t)

Pĝi,ρ−i
(kit, u

i
t)

, (C75)

ri,ρ
−i

t (kit, u
i
t) = E

ĝi,ρ−i

[Ri
t|k

i
t, u

i
t] (C76)

=
∑

xt∈Xt,u
−i
t ∈Ut

E[Ri
t|xt, ut]P

ĝi,ρ−i

(xt, u
−i
t |kit, u

i
t), (C77)

where E[Ri
t|xt, ut] is independent of the strategy profile.

We know that both P
ĝi,ρ−i

(kit+1, k
i
t, u

i
t) and P

ĝi,ρ−i

(kit, u
i
t) are sums of products of com-

ponents of ρ−i and ĝi, hence both are continuous in ρ−i. Therefore P i,ρ−i

t (zit|k
i
t, u

i
t) is

continuous in ρ−i on Pǫ,−i. The continuity of ri,ρ
−i

t (kit, u
i
t) in ρ−i on Pǫ,−i can be shown

with an analogous argument.
�

C.3 Proof of Theorem 2

Theorem 7 (Theorem 2, restated) If K = (Ki)i∈I where Ki is unilaterally sufficient
information for player i, then the set of K-based BNE payoffs is the same as that of all BNE.
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To establish Theorem 2, we first introduce Definition 12, an extension of Definition
3, for the convenience of the proof. Then, we establish Lemmas 5, 6, 7. Finally, we
conclude the proof of Theorem 2 from the three lemmas.

In the following definition, we provide an extension of the definition of the infor-
mation state where not only player i’s payoff are considered. This definition allows
us to characterize compression maps that preserve payoff profiles, as required in the
statement of Theorem 2.

Definition 12 Let g−i be a behavioral strategy profile of players other than i and J ⊆ I
be a subset of players. We say that Ki is an information state under g−i for the payoffs of

J if there exist functions (P i,g−i

t )t∈T , (rj,g
−i

t )j∈J ,t∈T , where P i,g−i

t : Ki
t × Ui

t 7→ ∆(Ki
t+1)

and rj,g
−i

t : Ki
t × Ui

t 7→ [−1, 1], such that

(1) P
gi,g−i

(kit+1|h
i
t, u

i
t) = P i,g−i

t (kit+1|k
i
t, u

i
t) for all t ∈ T \{T}; and

(2) E
gi,g−i

[Rj
t |h

i
t, u

i
t] = rj,g

−i

t (kit, u
i
t) for all j ∈ J and all t ∈ T ,

for all gi, and all (hit, u
i
t) admissible under (gi, g−i).

Notice that condition (2) of Definition 12 means that the information state Ki

is sufficient for evaluating other agents’ payoffs as well. This property is essential in
establishing the preservation of payoff profiles of other agents when player i switches
to a compression-based strategy.

Lemma 5 If Ki is unilaterally sufficient information, then Ki is an information state under
g−i for the payoffs of I under all behavioral strategy profiles g−i.

Proof of Lemma 5 Let Φi,g−i

t be as in the definition of USI (Definition 5), we have

P
g(xt, h

−i
t |hit) = Φi,g−i

t (xt, h
−i
t |kit). (C78)

Applying the Law of Total Probability,

P
g(x̃t, ũ

−i
t |hit) =

∑

h̃−i
t

P
g(ũ−i

t |x̃t, h̃
−i
t , hit)P

g(x̃t, h̃
−i
t |hit) (C79)

=
∑

h̃−i
t





∏

j 6=i

gjt (ũ
j
t |h̃

j
t )



Φi,g−i

t (x̃t, h̃
−i
t |kit) (C80)

=: P̃ i,g−i

t (x̃t, ũ
−i
t |kit). (C81)

We know that Ki
t+1 = ιit+1(K

i
t , Z

i
t) = ξit(K

i
t , Xt, Ut,Wt) for some fixed function ξit inde-

pendent of the strategy profile g. Since Wt is a primitive random variable, P(kit+1|k
i
t, xt, ut)

is independent of the strategy profile g. Therefore,

P
g(kit+1|h

i
t, u

i
t) =

∑

x̃t,ũ
−i
t

P(kit+1|k
i
t, x̃t, (ũ

−i
t , uit))P̃

i,g−i

t (x̃t, ũ
−i
t |kit) (C82)
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=: P i,g−i

t (kit+1|k
i
t, u

i
t), (C83)

establishing part (1) of Definition 12.

Consider any j ∈ I. Since Rj
t is a strategy-independent function of (Xt, Ut,Wt),

E[Rj
t |xt, ut] is independent of g. Therefore

E
g[Rj

t |h
i
t, u

i
t] =

∑

x̃t,ũ
−i
t

E[Rj
t |x̃t, (u

i
t, ũ

−i
t )]P̃ i,g−i

t (x̃t, ũ
−i
t |kit) (C84)

=: rj,g
−i

t (kit, u
i
t), (C85)

establishing part (2) of Definition 12. �

In Lemma 6, we show that any behavioral strategy of player i can be replaced by
an equivalent randomized USI-based strategy while preserving payoffs of all players.

Lemma 6 Let Ki be unilaterally sufficient information. Then for every behavioral strategy
profile gi, if the Ki based strategy ρi is given by

ρit(u
i
t|k

i
t) =

∑

h̃i
t∈Hi

t

git(u
i
t|h̃

i
t)F

i,gi

t (h̃it|k
i
t), (C86)

where F i,gi

t (h̃it|k
i
t) is defined in Definition 5, then

Jj(gi, g−i) = Jj(ρi, g−i),

for all j ∈ I and all behavioral strategy profiles g−i of players other than i.

Proof of Lemma 6 Let j ∈ I. Consider an MDP with state Hi
t , action U i

t and instanta-

neous reward r̃i,jt (hit, u
i
t) := E

g−i

[Rj
t |h

i
t, u

i
t]. By Lemma 5, Ki is an information state (as

defined in Definition 6) for this MDP. Hence Jj(gi, g−i) = Jj(ρi, g−i) follows from the Policy
Equivalence Lemma (Lemma 3). �

In Lemma 7, we proceed to show that a behavioral strategy can be replaced with
an USI-based strategy while preserving not only the payoffs of all players, but also
the equilibrium.

Lemma 7 If Ki is unilaterally sufficient information for player i, then for any BNE strategy
profile g = (gi)i∈I there exists a Ki-based strategy ρi such that (ρi, g−i) forms a BNE with
the same expected payoff profile as g.

Proof of Lemma 7 Let ρi be associated with gi as specified in Lemma 6. Set ḡ = (ρi, g−i).
Since Ji(ρi, g−i) = Ji(gi, g−i) and gi is a best response to g−i, ρi is also a best response to
g−i.

Consider j 6= i. Let g̃j be an arbitrary behavioral strategy of player j. By using Lemma
6 twice we have

Jj(ḡj , ḡ−j) = Jj(ρi, g−i) = Jj(g) ≥ Jj(g̃j , g−j) (C87)
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= Jj(g̃j , (ρi, g−{i,j})) = Jj(g̃j , ḡ−j). (C88)

Therefore ḡj is a best response to (ρi, g−{i,j}). We conclude that ḡ = (ρi, g−i) is also a
BNE. �

Proof of Theorem 2 Given any BNE strategy profile g, applying Lemma 7 iteratively for each
i ∈ I, we obtain a K-based BNE strategy profile ρ with the same expected payoff profile as
g. Therefore the set of K-based BNE payoffs is the same as that of all BNE. �

C.4 Proof of Theorem 3

Theorem 8 (Theorem 3, restated) If K is mutually sufficient information, then there exists
at least one K-based sequential equilibrium.

Proof The proof of Theorem 3 follows similar steps to that of Theorem 1, where we construct
a sequence of strictly mixed strategy profiles via the fixed points of dynamic program based
best response mappings. In addition, we show the sequential rationality of the strategy profile
constructed.

Let (ρ(n))∞n=1 be a sequence of K-based strategy profiles that always assigns strictly
mixed actions as constructed in the proof of Theorem 1. By taking a sub-sequence, without
loss of generality, assume that ρ(n) → ρ(∞) for some K-based strategy profile ρ(∞).

Let Q(n) be conjectures of reward-to-go functions consistent (in the sense of Definition

9) with ρ(n), i.e.

Q
(n),i
τ (hit, u

i
t) := E

ρ(n)

[

T
∑

t=τ

Ri
t

∣

∣

∣
hiτ , u

i
τ

]

. (C89)

Let Q(∞) be the limit of a sub-sequence of (Q(n))∞n=1 (such a limit exists since the range

of each Q
(n),i
τ is a compact set). We proceed to show that (ρ(∞), Q(∞)) forms a sequential

equilibrium (as defined in Definition 9). Note that by construction, Q(∞) is fully consistent

with ρ(∞). We only need to show sequential rationality.
Claim: Let Qǫ,i

t be as defined in (C71) in the proof of Theorem 1, then

Q
(n),i
t (hit, u

i
t) = Qǫn,i

t (kit, u
i
t; ρ

(n),−i), (C90)

for all i ∈ I, t ∈ T , hit ∈ Hi
t, and uit ∈ Ui

t .

By construction in the proof of Theorem 1, ρ
(n),i
t (kit) ∈ BRǫn,i

t [kit](ρ
(n),−i). Given the

claim, this means that

ρ
(n),i
t (kit) ∈ argmax

η∈∆ǫn(Ui
t )

∑

ũi
t

Q
(n),i
t (hit, ũ

i
t)η(ũ

i
t), (C91)

for all i ∈ I, t ∈ T and hit ∈ Hi
t.

Applying Berge’s Maximum Theorem (Sundaram, 1996) in a similar manner to the proof
of Theorem 1 we obtain

ρ
(∞),i
t (kit) ∈ argmax

η∈∆(Ui
t )

∑

ũi
t

Q
(∞),i
t (hit, ũ

i
t)η(ũ

i
t), (C92)

for all i ∈ I, t ∈ T and hit ∈ Hi
t.
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Therefore, we have shown that ρ(∞) is sequentially rational under Q(∞) and we have
completed the proof.

Proof of Claim: For clarity of exposition we drop the superscript (n) of ρ(n). We know

that Q
(n),i
t satisfies the following equations:

Q
(n),i
T (hiT , u

i
T ) = E

ρ[Ri
T |h

i
T , u

i
T ], (C93a)

V
(n),i
t (hit) :=

∑

ũi
t

Q
(n),i
t (hit, ũ

i
t)ρ

i
t(ũ

i
t|k

i
t), (C93b)

Q
(n),i
t−1 (hit−1, u

i
t−1) := E

ρ[Ri
t−1|h

i
t−1, u

i
t−1] +

∑

h̃i
t∈Hi

t

V
(n),i
t (h̃it)P

ρ(h̃it|h
i
t−1, u

i
t). (C93c)

Since K is mutually sufficient information, we have

P
ρ(kit+1|h

i
t, u

i
t) := P i,ρ−i

t (kit+1|k
i
t, u

i
t), (C94)

E
ρ[Ri

t|h
i
t, u

i
t] := ri,ρ

−i

t (kit, u
i
t), (C95)

where P
i,ρ−i

t and r
i,ρ−i

t are as specified in Definition 3.

Therefore, through an inductive argument, one can show then Q
(n),i
t (hit, u

i
t) depends on

hit only through kit, and

Q
(n),i
T (kiT , u

i
T ) = ri,ρ

−i

T (kiT , u
i
T ), (C96a)

V
(n),i
t (kit) :=

∑

ũi
t

Qi
t(k

i
t, ũ

i
t; ρ

−i)ρit(ũ
i
t|k

i
t), (C96b)

Q
(n),i
t−1 (kit−1, u

i
t−1) := ri,ρ

−i

t−1 (kit−1, u
i
t−1) +

∑

k̃i
t∈Ki

t

V
(n),i
t (k̃it)P

i,ρ−i

t−1 (k̃it|k
i
t−1, u

i
t). (C96c)

The claim is then established by comparing (C96) with (C71) and combining with the

fact that ρit(k
i
t) ∈ BRǫ,i

t [kit](ρ
−i). �

C.5 Proof of Theorem 4

Theorem 9 (Theorem 4, restated) If K = (Ki)i∈I where Ki is unilaterally sufficient infor-
mation for player i, then the set of K-based sequential equilibrium payoffs is the same as that
of all sequential equilibria.

To prove the assertion of Theorem 4 we establish a series of technical results that
appear in Lemmas 8 - 12 below. The two key results needed for the proof of the theorem
are provided by Lemmas 10 and 12. Lemma 10 asserts that a player can switch to
a USI-based strategy without changing the dynamic decision problems faced by the
other players. The result of Lemma 10 allows to establish the analogue of the payoff
equivalence result of Lemma 3 under the concept of sequential equilibrium. Lemma 12
asserts that any one player can switch to a USI-based strategy without affecting the
sequential equilibrium (under perfect recall) and its payoffs. The proof of Lemma 10
is based on two technical results provided by Lemmas 8 and 9. The proof of Lemma
12 is based on Lemmas 10 and 11 which states that the history-action value function
of a player i ∈ I can be expressed with their USI.
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Lemma 8 Suppose that Ki is unilaterally sufficient information. Then

P
g(hit|h

j
t ) = P

g(hit|k
i
t)P

g(kit|h
j
t ), (C97)

whenever P
g(kit) > 0,Pg(hjt ) > 0.

Proof From the definition of unilaterally sufficient information (Definition 5) we have

P
g(h̃it, h̃

j
t |k

i
t) = F i,gi

t (h̃it|k
i
t)F

i,j,g−i

t (h̃jt |k
i
t), (C98)

where

F i,j,g−i

t (hjt |k
i
t) :=

∑

x̃t,h̃
−{i,j}
t

Φi,g−i

t (x̃t, (h
j
t , h̃

−{i,j}
t )|kit). (C99)

Therefore, we conclude that Hi
t and Hj

t are conditionally independent given Ki
t . Since

Ki
t is a function of Hi

t , we have

P
g(hit|h

j
t ) = P

g(hit, k
i
t|h

j
t ) = P

g(hit|k
i
t)P

g(kit|h
j
t ). (C100)

�

Lemma 9 Suppose that Ki is unilaterally sufficient information for player i ∈ I. Then

there exist functions (Πj,i,g−{i,j}

t )j∈I\{i},t∈T , (ri,j,g
−{i,j}

t )j∈I\{i},t∈T , where Πi,j,g−{i,j}

t :

Ki
t ×Hj

t × Ui
t × Uj

t 7→ ∆(Hj
t+1), r

i,j,g−{i,j}

t : Ki
t ×Hj

t × Ui
t × Uj

t 7→ [−1, 1] such that

(1) P
g(h̃jt+1|h

i
t, h

j
t , u

i
t, u

j
t ) = Πj,i,g−{i,j}

t (h̃jt+1|k
i
t, h

j
t , u

i
t, u

j
t ) for all t ∈ T \{T}; and

(2) E
g[Rj

t |h
i
t, h

j
t , u

i
t, u

j
t ] = ri,j,g

−{i,j}

t (kit, h
j
t , u

i
t, u

j
t ) for all t ∈ T ,

for all j ∈ I\{i} and all behavioral strategy profiles g whenever the left-hand side expressions
are well-defined.

Proof of Lemma 9 Let ĝl be some fixed, fully mixed behavioral strategy for player l ∈ I.
Fix j 6= i. First,

P
g(xt, h

−{i,j}
t |hit, h

j
t ) = P

ĝ{i,j},g−{i,j}

(xt, h
−{i,j}
t |hit, h

j
t ) (C101)

=
Φ
i,(ĝj,g−{i,j})
t (xt, h

−i
t |kit)

∑

x̃t,h̃
−{i,j}
t

Φ
i,(ĝj,g−{i,j})
t (x̃t, (h̃

−{i,j}
t , hjt )|k

i
t)

(C102)

=: Φi,j,g−{i,j}

t (xt, h
−{i,j}
t |kit, h

j
t ), (C103)

for any behavioral strategy profile g, where in (C101) we used the fact that since (hit, h
j
t ) are

included in the conditioning, the conditional probability is independent of the strategies of
player i and j (Kumar and Varaiya, 2015, Section 6.5). In (C102) we used Bayes rule and
the definition of USI (Definition 5).

Therefore, using the Law of Total Probability,

P
g(x̃t, ũ

−{i,j}
t |hit, h

j
t ) =

∑

h̃
−{i,j}
t

P
g(ũ

−{i,j}
t |x̃t, h̃

−{i,j}
t , hit, h

j
t )P

g(x̃t, h̃
−{i,j}
t |hit, h

j
t ) (C104)
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=
∑

h̃
−{i,j}
t





∏

l∈I\{i,j}

glt(ũ
l
t|h̃

l
t)



Φi,j,g−{i,j}

t (x̃t, h̃
−{i,j}
t |kit, h

j
t ) (C105)

=: P̃ i,j,g−{i,j}

t (x̃t, ũ
−{i,j}
t |kit, h

j
t ), (C106)

for any behavioral strategy profile g.
We know that Hj

t+1 = ξjt (Xt, Ut,H
j
t ) for some function ξjt independent of the strategy

profile g, hence using the Law of Total Probability we have

P
g(h̃jt+1|h

i
t, h

j
t , u

i
t, u

j
t ) (C107)

=
∑

x̃t,ũ
−{i,j}
t

1
{h̃j

t+1=ξit(x̃t,(u
{i,j}
t ,ũ

−{i,j}
t ),hj

t)}
P̃ i,j,g−{i,j}

t (x̃t, ũ
−{i,j}
t |kit, h

j
t ) (C108)

=: Πj,i,g−{i,j}

t (h̃jt+1|k
i
t, h

j
t , u

i
t, u

j
t ), (C109)

establishing part (1) of Lemma 9.

Since E[Rj
t |xt, ut] is strategy-independent, for j ∈ I\{i}, using the Law of Total

Expectation we have

E
g [Rj

t |h
i
t, h

j
t , u

i
t, u

j
t ] =

∑

x̃t,ũ
−i
t

E[Rj
t |x̃t, (u

{i,j}
t , ũ

−{i,j}
t )]P̃ i,j,g−{i,j}

t (x̃t, ũ
−{i,j}
t |kit, h

j
t )

(C110)

=: ri,j,g
−{i,j}

t (kit, h
j
t , u

i
t, u

j
t ), (C111)

establishing part (2) of Lemma 9. �

Lemma 10 Suppose that Ki is unilaterally sufficient information. Let g = (gj)j∈I be a fully

mixed behavioral strategy profile. Let a Ki-based strategy ρi be such that

ρit(u
i
t|k

i
t) =

∑

h̃i
t

git(u
i
t|h̃

i
t)F

i,gi

t (h̃it|k
i
t). (C112)

Then

(1) P
g(h̃jt+1|h

j
t , u

j
t ) = P

ρi,g−i

(h̃jt+1|h
j
t , u

j
t ) for all t ∈ T \{T}; and

(2) E
g[Rj

t |h
j
t , u

j
t ] = E

ρi,g−i

[Rj
t |h

j
t , u

j
t ] for all t ∈ T ,

for all j ∈ I\{i} and all hjt ∈ Hj
t , u

j
t ∈ Uj

t .

Proof Fixing g−i, Hi
t is a controlled Markov Chain controlled by U i

t and player i faces a
Markov Decision Problem. By Lemma 5, Ki

t is an information state (as defined in 6) of this
MDP. Therefore, by the Policy Equivalence Lemma (Lemma 3) we have

P
gi,g−i

(kit) = P
ρi,g−i

(kit). (C113)

Furthermore, from the definition of USI we have

P
gi,g−i

(hjt |k
i
t) =

∑

x̃t,h̃
−{i,j}
t

Φi,g−i

t (x̃t, (h
j
t , h

−{i,j}
t )|kit) (C114)

=: F i,j,g−i

t (hjt |k
i
t). (C115)
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Using Bayes Rule, we then have

P
gi,g−i

(kit|h
j
t ) =

P
gi,g−i

(hjt |k
i
t)P

gi,g−i

(kit)
∑

k̃i
t
Pgi,g−i

(hjt |k̃
i
t)P

gi,g−i
(k̃it)

(C116)

=
F i,j,g−i

t (hjt |k
i
t)P

gi,g−i

(kit)
∑

k̃i
t
F i,j,g−i

t (hjt |k̃
i
t)P

gi,g−i
(k̃it)

. (C117)

Note that (C117) applies for all strategies gi. Replacing gi with ρi we have

P
ρi,g−i

(kit|h
j
t ) =

F i,j,g−i

t (hjt |k
i
t)P

ρi,g−i

(kit)
∑

k̃i
t
F i,j,g−i

t (hjt |k̃
i
t)P

ρi,g−i
(k̃it)

. (C118)

Combining (C113), (C117), and (C118) we conclude that

P
gi,g−i

(kit|h
j
t ) = P

ρi,g−i

(kit|h
j
t ). (C119)

Using (C112), Lemma 8, and Lemma 9 we have

P
g(h̃jt+1|h

j
t , u

j
t ) (C120)

=
∑

h̃i
t:P

g(h̃i
t,h

j
t)>0

∑

ũi
t

P
g(h̃jt+1|h̃

i
t, h

j
t , ũ

i
t, u

j
t )P

g(ũit|h̃
i
t, h

j
t , u

j
t )P

g(h̃it|h
j
t , u

j
t ) (C121)

=
∑

h̃i
t,ũ

i
t

Πj,i,g−{i,j}

t (h̃jt+1|k̃
i
t, h

j
t , ũ

i
t, u

j
t )g

i
t(ũ

i
t|h̃

i
t)P

g(h̃it|h
j
t ) (C122)

=
∑

h̃i
t,ũ

i
t

Πj,i,g−{i,j}

t (h̃jt+1|k̃
i
t, h

j
t , ũ

i
t, u

j
t )g

i
t(ũ

i
t|h̃

i
t)P

g(h̃it|k̃
i
t)P

g(k̃it|h
j
t ) (C123)

=
∑

k̃i
t,ũ

i
t

Πj,i,g−{i,j}

t (h̃jt+1|k̃
i
t, h

j
t , ũ

i
t, u

j
t )







∑

ĥi
t

git(ũ
i
t|ĥ

i
t)P

g(ĥit|k̃
i
t)






P
g(k̃it|h

j
t ) (C124)

=
∑

k̃i
t,ũ

i
t

Πj,i,g−{i,j}

t (h̃jt+1|k̃
i
t, h

j
t , ũ

i
t, u

j
t )ρ

i
t(ũ

i
t|k̃

i
t)P

g(k̃it|h
j
t ), (C125)

where in (C122) we utilized Lemma 9 and the function Πj,i,g−{i,j}

t defined in it. In (C123)
we applied Lemma 8. In the last equation we used (C112) and the definition of USI.

Following a similar argument, we can show that

P
ρi,g−i

(h̃jt+1|h
j
t , u

j
t ) (C126)

=
∑

k̃i
t,ũ

i
t

Πj,i,g−{i,j}

t (h̃jt+1|k̃
i
t, h

j
t , ũ

i
t, u

j
t )ρ

i
t(ũ

i
t|k̃

i
t)P

ρi,g−i

(k̃it|h
j
t ). (C127)

Using (C119) and comparing (C125) with (C127), we conclude that

P
g(h̃jt+1|h

j
t , u

j
t ) = P

ρi,g−i

(h̃jt+1|h
j
t , u

j
t ), (C128)

proving statement (1) of the Lemma.
Following an analogous argument, we can show that

E
g[Rj

t |h
j
t , u

j
t ] =

∑

k̃i
t,ũ

i
t

ri,j,g
−{i,j}

t (k̃it, h
j
t , ũ

i
t, u

j
t )ρ

i
t(ũ

i
t|k̃

i
t)P

g(k̃it|h
j
t ) (C129)
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E
ρi,g−i

[Rj
t |h

j
t , u

j
t ] =

∑

k̃i
t,ũ

i
t

ri,j,g
−{i,j}

t (k̃it, h
j
t , ũ

i
t, u

j
t )ρ

i
t(ũ

i
t|k̃

i
t)P

ρi,g−i

(k̃it|h
j
t ), (C130)

where ri,j,g
−{i,j}

t is defined in Lemma 9. We similarly conclude that

E
g[Rj

t |h
j
t , u

j
t ] = E

ρi,g−i

[Rj
t |h

j
t , u

j
t ], (C131)

proving statement (2) of the Lemma. �

Lemma 11 Suppose that Ki is unilaterally sufficient information for player i. Let g−i be a
fully mixed behavioral strategy profile for players other than i. Define Qi

τ through

Qi
τ (h

i
τ , u

i
τ ) = E

g−i

[Ri
τ |h

i
τ , u

i
τ ] + max

g̃i
τ+1:T

E
g̃i
τ+1:T ,g−i





T
∑

t=τ+1

Ri
t

∣

∣

∣
hiτ , u

i
τ



 . (C132)

Then there exist a function Q̂i
τ : Ki

τ × Ui
τ 7→ [−T, T ] such that

Qi
τ (h

i
τ , u

i
τ ) = Q̂i

τ (k
i
τ , u

i
τ ). (C133)

Proof By Lemma 5, Ki is an information state for the payoff of player i under g−i. Fixing
g−i, Hi

t is a controlled Markov Chain controlled by U i
t . Through Definition 6, Ki

t is an
information state of this controlled Markov Chain. The Lemma then follows from a direct
application of Lemma 2. �

Lemma 12 Suppose that Ki is unilaterally sufficient information for player i. Let g be (the
strategy part of) a sequential equilibrium. Then there exist a Ki-based strategy ρi such that
(ρi, g−i) is (the strategy part of) a sequential equilibrium with the same expected payoff profile
as g.

Proof of Lemma 12 Recall that in Theorem 5 we established the equivalence of a variety of
definitions of Sequential Equilibrium for strategy profiles. Let (g,Q) be a sequential equilib-

rium under Definition 10. Let (g(n), Q(n)) be a sequence of strategy and conjecture profiles
that satisfies conditions (1)(2’)(3) of Definition 10.

Set ρ(n),i through

ρ
(n),i
t (uit|k

i
t) =

∑

h̃i
t

g
(n),i
t (uit|h̃

i
t)F

i,g(n),i

t (h̃it|k
i
t), (C134)

where F i,g(n),i

t is defined in Definition 5. By replacing the sequence with one of its sub-

sequences, without loss of generality, assume that ρ(n),i → ρi for some ρi.
For the ease of notation, denote ḡ(n) = (ρ(n),i, g(n),−i) and ḡ = (ρi, g−i). We have

ḡ(n) → ḡ. In the rest of the proof, we will show that (ḡ, Q) is a sequential equilibrium.

We only need to show that ḡ is sequentially rational to Q and (ḡ(n), Q(n)) satisfies
conditions (2’) of Definition 10, as conditions (1)(3) of Definition 10 are true by construction.
Since ḡ−i = g−i, we automatically have ḡj to be sequentially rational given Qj for all
j ∈ I\{i}, and Q(n),i to be consistent with ḡ(n),−i for each n. It suffices to establish

(i) ρi is sequentially rational with respect to Qi; and
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(ii) Q(n),j is consistent with ḡ(n),−j for each j ∈ I\{i}.

To establish (i), we will use the Lemma 11 to show that Qi
t(h

i
t, u

i
t) is a function of (kit, u

i
t),

and hence one can use an kit based strategy to optimize Qi
t.

Proof of (i): By construction,

ρ
(n),i
t (kit) =

∑

h̃i
t:k̃

i
t=ki

t

g
(n),i
t (h̃it) · η

(n)
t (h̃it|k

i
t), (C135)

for some distribution η
(n)
t (kit) ∈ ∆(Hi

t). Let ηt(k
i
t) be an accumulation point of the sequence

[η
(n)
t (kit)]

∞
n=1. We have

ρit(k
i
t) =

∑

h̃i
t:k̃

i
t=ki

t

git(h̃
i
t) · ηt(h̃

i
t|k

i
t). (C136)

As a result, we have

supp(ρit(k
i
t)) ⊆

⋃

h̃i
t:k̃

i
t=ki

t

supp(git(h̃
i
t)). (C137)

By Lemma 11 we have Q
(n),i
t (hit, u

i
t) = Q̂

(n),i
t (kit, u

i
t) for some function Q̂

(n),i
t . Since

Q(n),i → Qi, we have Qi
t(h

i
t, u

i
t) = Q̂i

t(k
i
t, u

i
t) for some function Q̂i. By sequential rationality

we have
supp(git(h̃

i
t)) ⊆ argmax

ui
t

Q̂i
t(k

i
t, u

i
t), (C138)

for all h̃it whose corresponding compression k̃it satisfies k̃it = kit. Therefore, by (C137) and
(C138) we conclude that

supp(ρit(k
i
t)) ⊆ argmax

ui
t

Q̂i
t(k

i
t, u

i
t), (C139)

establishing sequential rationality of ρi with respect to Qi.

To establish (ii), we will use the Lemmas 6 and 10 to show that when player i switches

their strategy from g(n),i to ρ(n),i, other players face the same control problem at every
information set. As a result, their Q(n),j functions stays the same.

Proof of (ii): Consider player j 6= i. Through standard control theory, we know that a
collection of functions Q̃j is consistent (in the sense of condition (2’) of Definition 10) with
a fully mixed strategy profile g̃−j if and only if it satisfies the following equations:

Q̃j
T (h

j
T , u

j
T ) = E

g̃−j

[Rj
T |h

j
T , u

j
T ], (C140a)

Ṽ j
t (h

j
t ) = max

ũ
j
t

Q̃j
t(h

j
t , ũ

j
t ), ∀t ∈ T , (C140b)

Q̃j
t(h

j
t , u

j
t ) = E

g̃−j

[Rj
t |h

j
t , u

j
t ] +

∑

h̃
j

t+1

Ṽ j
t+1(h̃

j
t+1)P

g̃−j

(h̃jt+1|h
j
t , u

j
t ), ∀t ∈ T \{T}.

(C140c)

By Lemma 10, we have

P
g(n),−j

(h̃jt+1|h
j
t , u

j
t ) = P

ρ(n),i,g(n),−{i,j}

(h̃jt+1|h
j
t , u

j
t ), (C141)

E
g(n),−j

[Rj
t |h

j
t , u

j
t ] = E

ρ(n),i,g(n),−{i,j}

[Rj
t |h

j
t , u

j
t ], (C142)

and hence we conclude that Q(n),j is also consistent with ḡ(n),−j = (ρ(n),i, g(n),−{i,j}).
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Now we have shown that (ḡ, Q) forms a sequential equilibrium. The second half of the
Lemma, which states that ḡ yields the same expected payoff as g, can be shown with the
following argument: By Lemma 6, ḡ(n) yields the same expected payoff profile as g(n). Since
the expected payoff of each player is a continuous function of the behavioral strategy profile,
we conclude that ḡ yields the same expected payoff as g. �

Finally, we conclude Theorem 4 from Lemma 12.

Proof of Theorem 4 Given any SE strategy profile g, applying Lemma 12 iteratively for each
i ∈ I, we obtain a K-based SE strategy profile ρ with the same expected payoff profile as g.
Therefore the set of K-based SE payoffs is the same as that of all SE. �

Appendix D Proofs for Section 5 and Section 6

D.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Proposition 4 (Proposition 1, restated) In the game defined in Example 2, the set of K-
based wPBE payoffs is a proper subset of that of all wPBE payoffs.

Proof Set gB1 to be the strategy of Bob where he always chooses UB
1 = +1, and gA2 :

XA
1 × UB

1 7→ ∆(UA
2 ) is given by

gA2 (xA1 , uB1 ) =

{

0 w.p. 1, if uB1 = +1;

xA1 w.p. 2
3 , 0 w.p. 1

3 , otherwise,

and gB2 : XB
1 × UB

1 7→ ∆(UB
2 ) is the strategy of Bob where he always chooses UB

2 = −1
irrespective of UB

1 .
The beliefs µB

1 : XB
1 7→ ∆(XA

1 ), µA
2 : XA

1 ×UB
1 7→ ∆(XB

1 ), and µB
2 : XB

1 ×UB
1 7→ ∆(XA

1 )
are given by

µB
1 (xB1 ) = the prior of XA

1 ,

µA
2 (xA1 , uB1 ) =

{

−1 w.p. 1
2 , +1 w.p. 1

2 , if uB1 = +1;

xA1 w.p. 1, otherwise,

µB
2 (xB1 , uB1 ) = the prior of XA

1 .

One can verify that g is sequentially rational given µ, and µ is “preconsistent” (Hendon
et al, 1996) with g, i.e. the beliefs can be updated with Bayes rule for consecutive information
sets on and off-equilibrium paths. In particular, (g, µ) is a wPBE. (It can also be shown
that (g, µ) satisfies Watson’s PBE definition (Watson, 2017). However, (g, µ) is not a PBE
in the sense of Fudenberg and Tirole (Fudenberg and Tirole, 1991b), since µ violates their
“no-signaling-what-you-don’t-know” condition.)

We proceed to show that no K-based wPBE can attain the payoff profile of g.
Suppose that ρ = (ρA, ρB) is a K-based weak PBE strategy profile. First, observe that

at t = 2, Alice can only choose her actions based on UB
1 according to the definition of

KA-based strategies. Let α, β ∈ ∆({−1, 0, 1}) be Alice’s mixed action at time t = 2 under
UA
2 = −1 and UA

2 = +1 respectively under strategy ρA. With some abuse of notation,
denote ρA = (α, β). There exists no belief system under which Alice is indifferent between
all of her three actions at time t = 2. Therefore, no strictly mixed action at t = 2 would
be sequentially rational. Therefore, sequential rationally of ρA (with respect to some belief)
implies that min{α(−1), α(0), α(+1)} = min{β(−1), β(0), β(+1)} = 0.
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To respond to ρA = (α, β), Bob can always maximizes his stage 2 instantaneous reward
to 0 by using a suitable response strategy. If Bob plays −1 at t = 1, his best total payoff
is given by 0.2; if Bob plays +1 at t = 1, his best total payoff is given by 0. Hence Bob
strictly prefers −1 to +1. Therefore, in any best response (in terms of total expected payoff)
to Alice’s strategy ρA, Bob plays UB

1 = −1 irrespective of his private type. Therefore, Alice
has an instantaneous payoff of −1 at t = 1 and a total payoff ≤ 0 under ρ, proving that the
payoff profile of ρ is different from that of g. �

D.2 Proof of Proposition 2

Proposition 5 (Proposition 2, restated) In the model of Example 6, Ki
t =

(Y1:t−1, U1:t−1, X
i
t) is unilaterally sufficient information.

We first prove Lemma 13, which establish the conditional independence of the
state processes given the common information.

Lemma 13 In the model of Example 6, there exists functions (ξg
i

t )gi∈Gi,i∈I , ξ
gi

t : Y1:t−1 ×

U1:t−1 7→ ∆(X i
1:t) such that

P
g(x1:t|y1:t−1, u1:t−1) =

∏

i∈I

ξg
i

t (xi1:t|y1:t−1, u1:t−1), (D143)

for all strategy profiles g and all (y1:t−1, u1:t−1) admissible under g.

Proof of Lemma 13 Denote H0
t = (Y1:t−1,U1:t−1). We prove the result by induction on

time t.
Induction Base: The result is true for t = 1 since H0

1 = ∅ and the random variables
(Xi

1)i∈I are assumed to be mutually independent.
Induction Step: Suppose that we have proved Lemma 13 for time t. We then prove the

result for time t+ 1.
We have

P
g(x1:t+1, yt, ut|h

0
t ) = P

g(xt+1, yt|x1:t, ut, h
0
t )P

g(ut|x1:t, h
0
t )P

g(x1:t|h
0
t ) (D144)

=
∏

i∈I

(

P(xit+1, y
i
t|x

i
t, ut)g

i
t(u

i
t|x

i
1:t, h

0
t )ξ

gi

t (xi1:t|h
0
t )
)

(D145)

=:
∏

i∈I

νg
i

t (xi1:t+1, yt, ut, h
0
t ) =

∏

i∈I

νg
i

t (xi1:t+1, h
0
t+1), (D146)

where the induction hypothesis is utilized in (D145).
Therefore, using Bayes rule,

P
g(x1:t+1|h

0
t+1) =

P
g(x1:t+1, yt, ut|h

0
t )

∑

ỹt,ũt
Pg(x̃1:t+1, yt, ut|h

0
t+1)

(D147)

=

∏

i∈I νg
i

t (xi1:t+1, h
0
t+1)

∑

x̃1:t+1

∏

i∈I νg
i

t (x̃i1:t+1, h
0
t+1)

(D148)

=

∏

i∈I νg
i

t (xi1:t+1, h
0
t+1)

∏

i∈I

∑

x̃i
1:t+1

νg
i

t (x̃i1:t+1, h
0
t+1)

(D149)
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=:
∏

i∈I

ξg
i

t+1(x
i
1:t+1|h

0
t+1), (D150)

where

ξg
i

t+1(x
i
1:t+1|h

0
t+1) :=

νg
i

t (xi1:t+1, h
0
t+1)

∑

x̃i
1:t+1

ν
gi

t (x̃i1:t+1, h
0
t+1)

, (D151)

establishing the induction step. �

Proof of Proposition 2 Denote H0
t = (Y1:t−1,U1:t−1). Then Ki

t = (H0
t , X

i
t ). Given Lemma

13, we have

P
g(xi1:t−1|k

i
t) =

P
g(xi1:t|h

0
t )

Pg(xit|h
0
t )

=
ξg

i

t (xi1:t|h
0
t )

∑

x̃i
1:t−1

ξ
gi

t ((x̃i1:t−1, x
i
t)|h

0
t )

(D152)

=: F̃ i,gi

t (xi1:t−1|k
i
t). (D153)

Since Hi
t = (Ki

t , X
i
1:t−1), we conclude that

P
g(h̃it|k

i
t) = F i,gi

t (h̃it|k
i
t), (D154)

for some function F i,gi

t .
Given Lemma 13, we have

P
g(x̃−i

1:t|h
i
t) =

P
g(x̃−i

1:t, x
i
1:t|h

0
t )

Pg(xi1:t|h
0
t )

=
∏

j 6=i

ξg
j

t (x̃j1:t|h
0
t ). (D155)

As a result, we have

P
g(x̃−i

1:t, k̃
i
t|h

i
t) = 1{k̃i

t=ki
t}

∏

j 6=i

ξg
j

t (xj1:t|h
0
t ) (D156)

=: Φ̃i,g−i

t (x̃−i
1:t|k

i
t). (D157)

Since (Xt, H
−i
t ) is a fixed function of (X−i

1:t,K
i
t), we conclude that

P
g(x̃t, h̃

−i
t |hit) = Φi,g−i

t (x̃t, h̃
−i
t |kit), (D158)

for some function Φi,g−i

t .

Combining (D154) and (D158) while using the fact that Ki
t is a function of Hi

t , we obtain

P
g(x̃t, h̃t|k

i
t) = F i,gi

t (h̃it|k
i
t)Φ

i,g−i

t (x̃t, h̃
−i
t |kit). (D159)

We conclude that Ki is unilaterally sufficient information. �

D.3 Proof of Proposition 3

Proposition 6 (Proposition 3, restated) In the game of Example 8 belief-based equilibria do
not exist.
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Proof We first characterize all the Bayes-Nash equilibria of Example 8 in behavioral strategy
profiles. Then we will show that none of the BNE corresponds to a belief-based equilibrium.

Let α = (α1, α2) ∈ [0, 1]2 describe Alice’s behavioral strategy: α1 is the probability that
Alice plays UA

1 = −1 given XA
1 = −1; α2 is the probability that Alice plays UA

1 = +1 given
XA

1 = +1. Let β = (β1, β2) ∈ [0, 1]2 denote Bob’s behavioral strategy: β1 is the probability
that Bob plays UB

2 = U when observing UA
1 = −1, β2 is the probability that Bob plays

UB
2 = U when observing UA

1 = +1.
Claim:

α∗ =

(

1

3
,
1

3

)

, β∗ =

(

1

3
+ c,

1

3
− c

)

, (D160)

is the unique BNE of Example 8.
Given the claim, one can conclude that a belief based equilibrium does not exist in this

game: Bob’s true belief b2 on X2 at the beginning of stage 2, given his informationHB
2 = UA

1 ,
would satisfy

b−2 (+1) =
α1

α1 + 1− α2
, if α 6= (0, 1); (D161)

b+2 (+1) =
α2

α2 + 1− α1
, if α 6= (1, 0), (D162)

where b−2 represents the belief under UA
1 = −1 and b+2 represents the belief under UA

1 = +1.

If Alice plays α∗ =
(1
3 ,

1
3

)

, then b−2 = b+2 . Under a belief-based equilibrium concept (e.g.
Ouyang et al (2016); Vasal et al (2019)), Bob’s stage behavioral strategy β should yield the
same action distribution under the same belief, which means that β1 = β2. However we have
β∗ =

(1
3 + c, 13 − c

)

. Therefore, (α∗, β∗), the unique BNE of the game, is not a belief-based
equilibrium. We conclude that a belief-based equilibrium does not exist in Example 8.

Proof of Claim: Denote Alice’s total expected payoff to be J(α, β). Then

J(α, β)

=
1

2
c(1− α1 + α2) +

1

2
α1 · 2β1 +

1

2
(1− α1)(1− β2) +

1

2
(1− α2)(1− β1) +

1

2
α2 · 2β2

=
1

2
c(1− α1 + α2) +

1

2
(2− α1 − α2) +

1

2
(2α1 + α2 − 1)β1 +

1

2
(2α2 + α1 − 1)β2.

Define J∗(α) = minβ J(α, β). Since the game is zero-sum, Alice plays α at some
equilibrium if and only if α maximizes J∗(α). We compute

J∗(α) =
1

2
c(1− α1 + α2) +

1

2
(2− α1 − α2)+

+
1

2
min{2α1 + α2 − 1, 0}+

1

2
min{α1 + 2α2 − 1, 0}.

Since J∗(α) is a continuous piecewise linear function, the set of maximizers can be found
by comparing the values at the extreme points of the pieces. We have

J∗(0, 0) =
1

2
c+ 1−

1

2
−

1

2
=

1

2
c;

J∗
(

1

2
, 0

)

=
1

2
c ·

1

2
+

1

2
·
3

2
+

1

2
· 0−

1

2
·
1

2
=

1

4
c+

1

2
;

J∗
(

0,
1

2

)

=
1

2
c ·

3

2
+

1

2
·
3

2
−

1

2
·
1

2
−

1

2
· 0 =

3

4
c+

1

2
;

J∗(1, 0) =
1

2
c · 0 +

1

2
· 1 +

1

2
· 0 +

1

2
· 0 =

1

2
;
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J∗(0, 1) =
1

2
c · 2 +

1

2
· 1 +

1

2
· 0 +

1

2
· 0 = c+

1

2
;

J∗
(

1

3
,
1

3

)

=
1

2
c+

1

2
·
4

3
+

1

2
· 0 +

1

2
· 0 =

1

2
c+

2

3
;

J∗(1, 1) =
1

2
c+

1

2
· 0 +

1

2
· 0 +

1

2
· 0 =

1

2
c.

α1

α2

(1, 1)(0, 1)

(0, 0)
(1, 0)(12 , 0)

(0, 1
2 )

(13 ,
1
3 )

Fig. D1 The pieces (polygons) for which J∗(α) is linear on. The extreme points of the pieces are labeled.

Since c < 1
3 , we have (

1
3 ,

1
3 ) to be the unique maximum among the extreme points. Hence

we have argmaxα J∗(α) = {( 13 ,
1
3 )}, i.e. Alice always plays α∗ = ( 13 ,

1
3 ) in any BNE of the

game.
Now, consider Bob’s equilibrium strategy. β∗ is an equilibrium strategy of Bob only if

α∗ ∈ argmaxα J(α, β∗).
For each β, J(α, β) is a linear function of α and

∇αJ(α, β) =

(

−
1

2
c−

1

2
+ β1 +

1

2
β2,

1

2
c−

1

2
+

1

2
β1 + β2

)

, ∀α ∈ (0, 1)2.

We need ∇αJ(α, β
∗)
∣

∣

∣

α=α∗
= (0, 0). Hence

−
1

2
c−

1

2
+ β∗

1 +
1

2
β∗
2 = 0;

1

2
c−

1

2
+

1

2
β∗
1 + β∗

2 = 0,

which implies that β∗ = ( 13 + c, 13 − c), proving the claim. �
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