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Abstract

Stochastic games are an important class of problems tharalere Markov decision processes to
game theoretic scenarios. We consider finite state twoeplagro-sum stochastic games over an infinite
time horizon with discounted rewards. The players are asdutn have infinite strategy spaces and
the payoffs are assumed to be polynomials. In this paper steigeour attention to a special class of
games for which theingle-controller assumptioholds. It is shown that minimax equilibria and optimal

strategies for such games may be obtained via semidefiragrganming.

. INTRODUCTION

Markov decision processes (MDPs) are very widely used systedeling tools where a
single agent attempts to make optimal decisions at eacle stag multi-stage process so as to
optimize some reward or payoff [1]. Game theory is a systendetiog paradigm that allows
one to model problems where several (possibly adversatetjsion makers make individual
decisions to optimize their own payoff [2]. In this paper weidy stochastic game$3], a
framework that combines the modeling power of MDPs and gai@exhastic games may be
viewed ascompetitive MDPsw~vhere several decision makers make decisions at each stage t
maximize their own reward. Each state of a stochastic garaesimple game, but the decisions

made by the players affect not only their current payoff, &lab the transition to the next state.
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Notions of solutions in games have been extensively styudied are very well understood.
The most popular notion of a solution in game theory is tha Nash equilibriumWhile these
equilibria are hard to compute in general, in certain cabey tay be computed efficiently.
For games involving two players and finite action spaces.ethigtrategy minimax equilibria
always exist (see, e.g., [2]). These minimax saddle poioteespond to the well-known notion
of a Nash equilibrium. From a computational standpoint sgames are considered tractable
because Nash equilibria may be computed efficiently viaalirrogramming. Stochastic games
were introduced by Shapley [4] in 1953. In his paper, he sliotlat the notion of a minimax
equilibrium may be extended to stochastic games with finagesspaces and strategy sets. He
also proposed a value iteration-like algorithm to comptt equilibria. In 1981 Parthasarathy
and Raghavan [5], [3] studied single controller games. I8ingntroller games are games where
the probabilities of transitions are controlled by the @ctof only one player. They showed
that stochastic games satisfying this property could beesbéfficiently via linear programming
(thus proving that such problems with rational data couldcbmputed in a finite number of
steps).

While computational techniques for finite games are reddgnaell understood, there has
been some recent interest in the classndihite gamessee [6], [7] and the references therein.
In this important class, players have access to an infiniteb&n of pure strategies, and the
players are allowed to randomize over these choices. Inentgmaper [6], Parrilo describes a
technique to solve two-player, zero-sum infinite games ywalynomial payoffs via semidefinite
programming. It is natural to wonder whether the technidues finite stochastic games can
be extended to infinite stochastic games (i.e. finite statehsistic games where players have
access to infinitely many pure strategies). In particulmges finite, single-controller, zero-sum
games can be solved via linear programming, can similariiafstochastic games be solved
via semidefinite programming? The answer is affirmative, thrglpaper focuses on establishing
this result.

The main contribution of this paper is to provide a compotaily efficient, finite dimensional
characterization of the solution of single-controller ywmial stochastic games. For this, we
extend the linear programming formulation that solves thiggfiaction single-controller stochastic
game (i.e., under assumption (SC) below), to an infinite dsr@nal optimization problem when

the actions are uncountably infinite. We furthermore eshlthe following properties of this

October 26, 2018 DRAFT



infinite dimensional optimization problem:

1) Its optimal solutions correspond to minimax equilibria.

2) The problem can be solved efficiently by semidefinite paogning.
Section Il of this paper provides a formal description of reblem and introduces the basic
notation used in the paper. We show that for two-player zero-polynomial stochastic games,
equilibria exist and that the corresponding equilibriuntueavector is unique. (This proof is
essentially an adaptation of the original proof by Shaptej4i for finite stochastic games). In
Section Il we also briefly review some elegant results abolgrwmial nonnegativity, moment
sequences of nonnegative measures, and their connectgantiaefinite programming. In Sec-
tion Ill, we briefly review the linear programming approactfinite stochastic games. Section IV
states and proves the main result of this paper. In Sectiore\prgsent an example of a two-
player, two-state stochastic game, and compute the eqailiba semidefinite programming.
Finally, in Section VI we state some natural extensions a$ tproblem, conclusions, and

directions of future research.

[I. PROBLEM DESCRIPTION
A. Stochastic games

We consider the problem of solving two-player zero-sum fsdstic games via mathematical
programming. The game consists of finitely many states with ddversarial players that make
simultaneous decisions. Each player receives a payoftigfands on the actions of both players
and the state (i.e. each state can be thought of as a partmriasum game). The transitions
between the states are random (as in a finite state Markosgidegrocess), and the transition
probabilities in general depend on the actions of the ptaged the current state. The process
runs over an infinite horizon. Playérattempts to maximize his reward over the horizon (via
a discounted accumulation of the rewards at each stageg \whalyer2 tries to minimize his
payoff to playerl. If (ai,a?,...) and(al,a3,...) are sequences of actions chosen by players
and 2 resulting in a sequence of states, s, ...) respectively, then the reward of playeris

given by:
Z 5kr($k’7 alfv ag)
k=1

The game is completely defined via the specification of thieviehg data:
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Fig. 1. A two state stochastic game. The payoff function®eiated to the states are denotedshyandr.. The edges are

marked by the corresponding state transition probatlslitie

1) The (finite) state spacg = {1,...,S}.
2) The sets of actions for playetsand2 given by A; and As,.
3) The payoff function, denoted by(s, a;, as), for a given set of state and actions:; and
ay (of players1 and?2).
4) The probability transition matrix(s’; s, a1, az) which provides the conditional probability
of transition from states to s’ given players’ actions.
5) The discount factop, where0 < 5 < 1.
To fix ideas, consider the following example of a two-statekastic game (i.eS = {1, 2}).
The action spaces of the two players ate = A, = [0, 1]. The payoff function in staté is
r(1,a1,as) = (a1, az) and the payoff function in state is given byr (2, ay, as) = ra(aq, as).

Both are assumed to be polynomialsadpnanda,. The probability transition matrix is:

p— pui(ay, az) pia(a, as)
p21(a1, a2) p22(a1, a2)
Every entry in this matrix is assumed to be a polynomiatiranda,. This stochastic game can
be depicted graphically as shown in Fig. 1. We will return tepacific instance of this example
in Section V, where we explicitly solve for the equilibriurtrategies of the two players.
Through most of this paper (except Section 1I-C) we make ¢llewing important assumption

about the probability transition matrix:

Assumption SC
The probability transition to staté conditioned upon the current state beindepends only on

s, §', and the actiom; of playerl1 for everys ands’. This probability isindependent of the action
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of player2. Thus,p(s’; s, a1, az) = p(s’; s,a;). This is known as theingle-controller assumption

In this paper we will mostly (except briefly, in Section Il wete finite strategy spaces are
considered) be concerned with the case where the actiomsgacand A, of the two players
are uncountably infinite sets. For the sake of simplicity wit @ften consider the case where
Ay = A, = [0,1] € R. The results easily generalize to the case where the sjratg are
finite unions of arbitrary intervals of the real line. For thake of simplicity, we also assume
that the action sets are the same for each state, thoughstusation may be relaxed. We will
denote bya; anda,, the actual actions chosen by playérand?2 from their respective action
spaces. The payoff function is assumed to be a polynomidiarvariables:; anda, with real

coefficients:
di  do

r(s,ay,as) = Z Z rij(s)atal,.

i=1 j=1
Finally, we assume that the transition probability’; s, a;) is a polynomial in the actionm;.

The decision process runs over an infinite horizon, thusritisiral to restrict one’s attention
to stationary strategies for each player, i.e. stratetnasdepend only on the state of the process
and not on time. Moreover, since the process involves tweisdvial decision makers, it is also
natural to look for randomized strategies (or mixed stria&grather than pure strategies so as
to recover the notion of a minimax equilibrium. mixed strategy for playerl is a finite set
of probability measureg = [u(1), ..., u(S)] supported on the action set;. Each probability
measure corresponds to a randomized strategy for playesome particular state, for example
wu(k) corresponds to the randomized strategy that playwould use when in state. Similarly,
player2’s strategy will be represented by= [v(1),...,v(S)]. (A word on notation: Throughout
the paper, indices in parentheses will be used to denoteates Bold letters will be used indicate
vectorization with respect to the state, i.e., collectibmlgects corresponding to different states
into a vector with the;'® entry corresponding to state The Greek letters, ., v will be
used to denote measures. Subscripts on these Greek leiteisevsed to denote moments
of the measures. A bar over a greek letter indicates a (fimi@nent sequence (the length of
the sequence being clear from the context). For examygl¢ denotes the/’” moment of the

measuret corresponding to statg and&(i) = [€o(4), .. ., £.(7)]).
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A strategyy leads to a probability transition matriX(x.) such thatP;; (1) = fA1 p(j;1, a1)du().
Thus, once playei fixes a strategyu, the probability transition matrix is fixed, and can be
obtained by integrating each entry in the matrix with respe¢he measurg. (Since the entries
are polynomials, upon integration, these entries depefigdebf on the momentg(:)). Given

strategiesu and v, the expected reward collected by playein some stage is given by:

(o)) = [ | / s, adu)v(s),

The reward collected over the infinite horizon (for fixed steges(s) and v(s)) starting at

states, vg(s, 1(s), v(s)), is given by the system of equations:

0a(s, 1u(s), () = (s, (), 1)+
8% ves ([, (55 5,00)dia(s) ) vals', (), v(s')) Vs,

Vectorizingvs (s, u(s), v(s)), we obtain

vg(p,v) = (I = BP(p) 'r(p, v),

wherer(u,v) = [r(1, p(1),v(1)),...,7(S, u(S),v(S))] € R®.

B. Solution Concept

We now briefly discuss the question: “What is a reasonabletisol concept for stochastic
games?” Recall that for zero-sum normal form games, a Nasflilgum is a widely used
notion of equilibrium in competitive scenarios. A Nash éiduium in a two-player game is a
pair of independent randomized strategies (sagnd v, one for each player) such that, given
player2 plays thev, player1’s best response would be to playand vice-versa. It is an easy
exercise that computation of Nash equilibria is equivaterfinding saddle points of the payoff-
function. It is also well-known that Nash equilibria (or @gplently saddle points) correspond

to the minimax notion of an equilibrium, i.e. points thatisfst the following equality:

min max v(u, v) = maxmino(u, v).
poow v

While there may exist no pure strategies that satisfy thimkiy, it may be achieved by allowing
randomization over the allowable strategies.
In his seminal paper [4], Shapley generalized the notionagNequilibria to stochastic games.

He defined the notion of a “stationary equilibrium” to be arpai randomized strategies (over
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the action space) that depended only on the state of the d&heourse, to be an equilibrium,
these mixed strategies must also satisfy the no-deviatimrciple). For stochastic games, once
one restricts attention to stationary equilibria, instefdhaving unique “values” (as in normal
form games), one has a unique “value vector”. This vectondeked by the state and thié
component is interpreted as the equilibrium value Pldyean expect to receive (over the infinite
discounted process) conditioned on the fact that the gaares sh statei. Note that different
states of the game may be favorable to different playersceSihe actions affect both payoffs
and state transitions, players must balance their stedegp that they receive good payoffs in
a particular state along with favorable state transitiditee “no unilateral deviation” principle,
saddle point inequality (interpreted row-wise, i.e., dtinded upon a particular state) and the
equivalence of the minmax and maxmin over randomized gliegeall extend to the stochastic
game case, and when we restrict attention to games with nesstate, we recover the classical
notions of equilibrium.

Definition 1: A pair of vector of mixed strategies (indexed by the stat&)yand »° which
satisfy the saddle point property:

va(u, %) < va(u’, 1) < va(u’,v) (1)

for all (vectors of) mixed strategies, v are calledequilibrium strategiesThe corresponding
vectorvg (Y, 10) is called thevalue vectorof the game.

One should note thats (i, v) is a vector inR® indexed by the initial state of the Markov
process. Hence the above inequality is a vector inequalityiato be interpreted componentwise.
More precisely, ifA is the action space, leA(A) denote the space of probability measures

supported onA. Then the functions is a function of the form:
vg T2 A(A) x T2, A(A) — RS,

and equilibrium strategies correspond to the saddle-paifhthis function. The mixed strategies
of the players are indexed by the state (i.e. there is oneapility measure per state per player).
These probability measures (conditioned upon the stage)nalependent across states, and are

also independent across the players.
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C. Existence of Equilibria

In his original paper, Shapley [4] showed that stationaryildgyia always exist (and that
the corresponding value-vectors are unique) for two-plagero-sum, finite state, finite action
stochastic games. (Shapley considered games where attaselhere was some probability of
termination, where as in this paper we consider games overfiite horizon with discounted
rewards, as already mentioned. These two formulations gui#vaent in the sense that starting
from a discounted game one can construct a game with terminarobabilities and vice-
versa such that both have the same equilibrium value vertiorghis subsection we address
the existence and uniqueness issue, and prove that for layefp zero-sum stochastic games
over finite state spaces, infinite strategy spaces, and @il payoffs, stationary equilibria
always exist, and that the value vectors are unique. Throuigtihe paper, we assume that the
transition probabilities are polynomial functions of thetians of the players. It is important to
note that the results of this subsectidm not depend upon the single-controller assumptis
a by-product of this proof, we obtain a simple algorithm fomputing equilibria for all such
games. This algorithm is analogousgolicy-iterationin dynamic programming, and consists of
solving a sequence of simple (hon-stochastic) games whalse-vectors converge to the true
value vector.

Let p(z,y) be a polynomial, andd = [0, 1] be the strategy space of playersand 2. Let
val(p(z,y)) be the value of the zero-sum polynomial game with the payaitfion asp(zx,y)
and the strategy spacé It can be shown that a mixed-strategy Nash equilibrium péaexists
for two-player zero-sum polynomial games [8], and they cancbmputed using semidefinite
programming [6].

Lemma 1:Let p;(z,y) andpy(x,y) be given polynomials. Then

val(pi(z,y)) = val(pa(z, y))| < max [pi(z,y) = pa(,y)]

Proof: Let 1,1, be the optimal strategies for the polynomial zero-sum gartle payoff
m(z,y) (so thatE,, ., [pi(z,y)] = val(pi(z,y))) and us, 1, be the optimal strategies for the
game with payoffps(z.y). If val(p;) = val(py) the result is trivial, so without loss of generality,

assume thatal(p;) > val(ps). By the saddle point property,

/pl(l'ay)dluldVQ > /pl(%y)dﬂldm > /pQ(x,y)dMQde > /pz(x,y)duldl/z
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Here the first inequality follows by considering to be a deviation of playe from his optimal
strategy (i.e.;) for the game with payofp,, the second inequality follows by the preceding
assumption, and the third inequality follows from a dewatargument for playet from his

optimal strategy. Hence,

| [ (e, y)dpdvy — [ pa(x,y)dpedin| < | [(pi(x,y) — pa(2,y))dpndy, |

< maxy ye(o,1] |(P1(93,y) - P2(93>y))| fduldlfz.
[ |

Note that the quantity on the right is bounded because we @sidering the maximum of a
bounded continuous function on a compact set. &et R°. Given a polynomial game with
payoff functionsr(s, a;,as) and transition probabilitieg(t; s, a1, a2) (Sometimes we will hide

the state indices and write the entire matrix/as,, a»)), fix a states and define the polynomial
G*(a) = r(s,a1,a2) + B ,csp(t; s,a1,a2)a,. We will need to perform iterations using this
vector o € R®. We call the iterates of these vectar € R® (k is the iteration index), and
denotes™ component of this vector by*. Pick the vectorn® € R® arbitrarily and define the

recursion for thes’” component at iteratiok by:
o = val(G*(aF 1)), k=1,2,...
Rephrasing the above in terms of operators, defineo be the operator such that
Tsa = val(G®(v)).

Let Ta = [Tha, . . .Tsa]T.Then the recursion simply consists of computing the tefifigy).
Lemma 2:The quantity
lim T%(a) = ¢
k—o0

exists and is independent af Moreover,¢ is the unique fixed point solution to the equation:

¢=To.

Proof: For o € R® define the normjja|| = max, |a,|. Then,

1Ty = Tal = max, [val(G*(7)) = val(G*(a))]
< max, MaXq, gocfo] |8 Y, P(t; s, a1,a2) (7 — )| (using Lemma 1)
< maxg maXe; az€[0,1] |6 Zt p(t; S, ay, a2)| maxy |(7t - at)|

= Bllv = al.
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Since the discount factgt < 1, we have a contraction, and by the contraction mapping ipligc
the iterationT*« is convergent to the unique fixed point of the equatian= ¢. [ |
Lemma 2 establishes that a fixed point solution to the itemaéxists. We now show that the
fixed point is in fact the value vector of the game. To show,thie show that if we compute
the optimal strategieg(s), v(s) to the game=*(¢),s = 1,2,..., S then play according to these
these strategies achieves the value vegtoSince ¢ by definition satisfies the saddle point
inequality (1), an equilibrium solution exists. To showttlize value vector is unique, we show
that any value vector satisfies the fixed point equafien = vz. Since there is a unique fixed
point by Lemma 2, the value vector must be unique.

Theorem 1:Let ¢ be the fixed point defined in Lemma 2. Then,

a. Letu(s),v(s) denote the optimal measures to the polynomial game withfp&yge), s =
{1,...,S}. Thenp = [p(1),..., u(9))T,v = [v(1),...,v(9)]T are the optimal strategies
for the stochastic game.

b. If vg(i,v) is a value vector for the game thep satisfiesI'vs = vg. Hencevs = ¢ exists
and is unique.

Proof: Let 1(s) andv(s) be the optimal strategies for the ga@ié(¢). Then by definition,
the expected value of play under these strategies wilbbe T,¢ = ... = T*¢. Vectorizing

this equation, we note that
¢ =T"¢ =E,,[r(ar,a)+BP(ar,a2)r(ar, ag)+- - -+B" P (ay, as)r(ay, az)+ B P*(ar, az) ).

Taking the limit ask — oo, we obtain thatp = E,,[> ;- 8*P* (a1, az)r(a1, az)] = vs(p,v).

Hence playing according to the stationary strategies, v(s),s = 1,...,.S achieves the value
vector¢. Suppose player plays according to the strategy and suppose play@rdeviates from
the prescribed stationary strategyto stationary strategy’. Then, sinceu, v are defined to be

an equilibrium strategies for the gani#(¢), we have the (vector) inequality for all:

¢ =E,.[r(a1,a2) + BP(ar, az)d)]
< E,v[r(ai, az) + BP(ay, az)]
< E,.[r(ai,as) + BP(a1,a2)r(a1,az) + *P*(ay, as)e)]

< E,.[r(a,a2) + BP(ay, a2)r(ar,as) + - - - + BEP*(ay, ax)r(ar, az) + B¥P*(ay, az) ).
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In the first inequality ap occurs on the right side. We substitute that inequality endlon the

right side to obtain the second inequality and so on. Finally obtain the inequality:

(e}

¢ =E,, | Y B"P*(ar, az)r(as, az)

k=0

i.e. thatg = vg(p,v) < vg(p, ') for all /. A similar argument for deviationg’ of player 1

e}

Zﬁkpk(@h@)r(al,@) )

k=0

S Eu,u’

shows thawvs (1, v) < vg(u, v) = ¢. Henceu(s), v(s) constructed as the strategies for the games
G*(¢) satisfy the saddle point inequality (1) component-wiseis@stablishes the existence of
equilibria. For uniqueness, note that any strategies such thatvs(p, v) satisfies the saddle
point inequality (1), by definition we hav&vs(u,v) = vs(p, v). SinceT has a unique fixed
point, the vectomg(u, ) must be unique. [ |

It is interesting to note that the above proof also providealgorithm to compute approximate
equilibria. To compute each iterafé(«) one needs to solve a polynomial game in normal form
(which can be done by solving a single semidefinite programd, by solving a sequence of such
problems, one can compui&(«) which is provably close to the actual value-vector. Howgver
the rate of convergence of this iteration is not very ativactin the rest of this paper, we focus
attention onsingle-controller gamesfor which equilibria can be computed by solving a single

semidefinite program.

D. SDP Characterization of Nonnegativity and Moments

Let A be a closed interval on the real line. The set of univariatyrmonials which are
nonnegative ol have an exact semidefinite description. The set of (finitejors inR™ which
correspond to moment sequences of measures supportddatso have an exact semidefinite
description. We briefly review these notions here and intoedsome related notation [6].

Let R[z] denote the set of univariate polynomials with real coeffitdeLetp(z) = >, _, prz* €
R[z]. We say thatp(x) is nonnegative oA if p(z) > 0 for everyz € A. We denote the
set of nonnegative polynomials of degreewhich are nonnegative oA by P(A). (To avoid
cumbersome notation, we exclude the degree informatiohembtation. Moreover the degree
will usually be clear from the context.) The polynomjal:) is said to be asum of square#
there exist polynomialg; (), ..., gx(z) such thatp(z) = 325 | ¢(x)%. It is well known that a

univariate polynomial is a sum of squares if and only(f) € P(R).
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Let . denote a measure supported on the4eThei** moment of the measure is denoted

by
A

Let i = [uo,- - ., i,] be a vector inR™TL. We say thafi is amoment sequenasf lengthn + 1
if it corresponds to the first + 1 moments of some nonnegative measurgupported on the set
A. The moment spagedenoted byM (A) is the subset oR"™! which corresponds to moments
of nonnegative measures supported on the set A. We say thahrzegative measurg is a
probability measuref its zeroth order moment satisfigg = 1. The set of moment sequences
of lengthn + 1 corresponding to probability measures is denoted\sy(A).

Let S™ denote the set af x n symmetric matrices and define the linear operatarR?*—* —

S™ as:

aq aq a9 . (07%
a9 a9 as N (|
H: —
| G2n—1 | | Gn Qpy1 -.. (2p—1 |

Thus# is simply the linear operator that takes a vector and cocistrihe associated Hankel
matrix which is constant along the antidiagonals. We w#loafrequently use the adjoint of this

operator, the linear map* : S* — R?" 1

r . mi
mir Mi2 Min
2m12
N Mg Moy ... Moy
H* - ) . ) . — Moo + 277’l13
L Min M2n ... Mpp |
b mnn -

This map flattens a matrix into a vector by adding all the estalong antidiagonals.
Lemma 3:Let p(z) = Eiiopkxk be a polynomial. Letp = [po, ..., p2n]T be the vector of
its coefficients. Them(z) is nonnegative (or SOS) if and only if there existse S"™!, S = 0
such that:
p=H"(S).
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Proof: For univariate polynomials, nonnegativity is equivalemSOS (see [9]). Lefz], =

[1,z,...,2"]T. We have for evens € S"*1,
p([L’) =D [x]Qn = /H*(S)T[x]?n = [x]gs[l’]n

FactoringS > 0, we obtain a sum of squares decomposition. The conversenediate. H
One can give a similar semidefinite characterization of pogials that are nonnegative on an
interval. Since in this paper we are typically considerihg interval to bel0, 1] we give an

explicit semidefinite characterization (|0, 1]). We define the following matrices:

]n n 0 n
L1 _ X : L2 _ 1x 7
01><n In><n
where,,,, stands for the: x n identity matrix.
Lemma 4:The polynomialp(x) = Zi’;opkxk is nonnegative o0, 1] if and only if there

exist matricesZ € S"*t andW ¢ S*, Z = 0,W = 0 such that

Po
1
=H"(Z + 5(L1WL§ + LoWLY) — Lyw LY.
D2on
Proof: The proof follows from the characterization of nonnegapeé/nomials on intervals.

It is well known that
p(x) >0 Vel l] < plx)=z22)+z(1 —2)w(x),

wherez(x) andw(z) are sums of squares. A simple application of Lemma 3 yieldgekquired
condition. [ |

In this paper, we will also be using a very important cladsiegult about the semidefinite
representation of moment spaces [10], [11]. We give an eixgiharacterization ofM([0, 1))
and M p([0,1]).

Lemma 5:The vectorji = [ug, 1, - - -, ji2,)” is a valid set of moments for a nonnegative
measure supported df, 1] if and only if

H() = 0

@)
%(L{H(M)Lg + Ly H(7) L) — Ly H(f2) L = 0.

October 26, 2018 DRAFT



14

Moreover, it is a moment sequence corresponding to a prityabieasure if and only if in
addition to (2) it satisfieg,, = 1.
Proof: The proof follows by dualizing Lemma 4. Alternatively, aelit proof may be found
in [10]. u
For example, foRn = 2 the sequencéuy, 1, p2] IS @ moment sequence corresponding to a

measure supported df, 1] if and only if the following inequalities are true:

Mo M1 ~ 0
M1 2
p1 — p2 = 0.

[Il. FINITE STRATEGY CASE

For the reader’s convenience and comparison purposes,i@fey lseview here the case where
each player has only finitely many strategies at each sthté\{&in, for simplicity we assume
that the set of pure strategies available to each playercdt site is identical so that, =
Ay, ={1,...,m}. Under the finite strategy case, when assumpfiéhholds, a minimax solution
may be computed via linear programming. We state the lineagram in this section. In the
next section, drawing motivation from this linear prograwe write an infinite dimensional
optimization problem for the case where each player has &&Hoom infinitely many pure
strategies. The finite action game is completely defined Madpecification of the following
data:

1) The state spac8 = {1,...,S5}.

2) The (finite) sets of actions for playetsand2 given by A; = A, = {1,...,m}.

3) The payoff function for a given state(representable by a matrix indexed by the actions

of each players) denoted bys, a;, as).

4) The probability transition matrix(s’; s, a;) which provides the conditional probability of

transition from states to s’ given playerl’s actiona;.

5) The discount factop.

A mixed strategy for playerl is a functionf : S x A; — [0, 1] subject to the normalization
constrainty , f(s,a;) = 1 for eachs € S (so thatf(s) = [f(s,1),..., f(s,m)] becomes a
probability distribution over the strategy spade). Similarly the mixed strategy for playérin
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a particular state is given byg(s) = [g(s,1),...,g(s,m)]. The collection of mixed strategies
(indexed by the states) will be denoted by= [f(1),...,f(S)] (andg = [g(1),...,9(5)]
respectively). A strategy leads to a probability matrix>(f) = >, _, p(s’55,a1)f(s,a1).
Again we consider g-discounted process over an infinite horizon. Given stratefjand g,

the reward collected by playérin some stage is given by:

r(s, f(s),9(s)) = Z r(s, a1, a2) f(s,a1)g(s, az).

a1€A1,(l2€A2
The reward collected over the infinite horizon starting atess, vs(s, f(s), g(s)), is given by

the system of equations:

vs(s, f(s),9(s)) = r(s, f(s),9(s))+
B ves Daen, P(s58,a1) f(s,a1)) va(s’, f(s), g(5)).
Thus,

vs(f,g) = (I - BP(f))'r(f, g),

wherer(f,g) = [r(1, f(1),9(1)),...,7(S, £(S),g(S))] € RS. The problem is to find equilibrium
strategies® andg® that satisfy the Nash equilibrium property:

Vﬁ(fv g0> < Vﬁ(fov gO) < Vﬁ(f()? g) (3)

for all mixed strategies, g.

Theorem 2 ([3]): Consider the primal-dual pair of linear programs:
minimize 32 v(s)

9(57 a2>7 U(S)

U(S) Z ZCLQGAQ T<S7 ay, 0@)9(87 a2)+
BYS_ p(s'ss,a)o(s’) Vs €S,a1 € A (P)

Z(IQEAQ g(S, a2) =1 Vse S

g(s,a2) >0 Vse S, as € As.
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and
maximize 37, 2(s)

x(s,a1), 2(s)

Zf:l Za16A1 [5(87 S/) - 5]7(5/, S, al)]x(57 al) =1 VS/ c S (D)

2(8) < g ea, T(s,a1)r(s,a1,a2) Vs € S,az € Ay,

x(s,a1) >0, Vse S, a1 € A;.
Let p* be the optimal value ofP), andd* be the optimal value ofD). Let z*(s,a;) be the
optimal values of ther(s,a,) variables obtained ifD). Let

x*(s,ay)
Zal [L’*(S, al)

and g*(s, as) be the distribution obtained by the optimal solution(&f). Then the following

f*(sval) =

statements hold:
1) p* =d*.
2) Letv* =[v*(1),...,v*(S)] be the optimal solution of P). Thenv* = vz(f*, g*).
3) vs(f*, g*) satisfies the saddle-point inequality (3).

Remark Note that statemert claims that the solution of the LBP) corresponds to the infinite
horizon discounted reward obtained when playleesxd2 play according to the distributiorfs
andg*. Statemen8 claims that these distributions are in fact optimal for tive players in the

Nash equilibrium sense.
Proof: See [3, pp. 93]. [ |

Remark Note that the primal probleniP) has a natural interpretation in terms sécurity
strategies Feasible vectors, andg satisfy the first set of inequalities i?). The inequalities

can be interpreted to mean that using stratgghe payoff of player2 will be at mostv.
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IV. INFINITE STRATEGY CASE
A. Problem Setup

In this section we consider the case where each player capsehfoom uncountably many
different actions. In particular, each player can choos®mias from the sef0, 1]. The number
of states|S| = S is still finite. The payoff function-(s, a;, ay) is a polynomial ina; anda, for
eachs € S. The single controller case (Assumption SC) is studiedhis tase, we assume that
the probability of transition(s’; s, a;) is a polynomial ina;. Again we consider the two-player
zero sum case where playérattempts to maximize his reward over the infinite horizon. We
generalize the probleriP) to this case. The variabldsand g representing distributions over
the finite sets4; and A, are replaced by measurgs$s) and v(s). These measures represent
mixed strategies over the uncountable action spaces. (iVMmdethe reader that for each player
there areS measures, each measure corresponding to a mixed strategparticular state. For

exampley(s) corresponds to the mixed strategy playerould adopt when the game is in state

s.)

B. Preliminary Results

We point out that the generalization @P) to this case is an optimization problem involving
non-negativity of a system of univariate polynomials witbefficients that depend on the mo-
ments of these measures. The interpretation in terms ofrisestrategies for playe holds.

The following is the generalization of the linear prografm) mentioned above:

minimize 327 v(s)

v(s), v(s)

(@) v(s) > [ o4, 7(s,a1,a2)dv(s)+
BZizlp(s’; s,ap)v(s’) forall s € S;a; € Ay

(b) v(s) is a measure supported ohy for all s € S

Since [ r(s,a1,a2)dv(s) = g¢,(s,a1), a univariate polynomial im; for eachs € S, for a
fixed vectorv(s), the constraints (a) are a system of polynomial inequalitdote that the

coefficients ofg will depend on the measure only via finitely many moments. More con-

Ns,Mg

cretely, letr(s, ai, az2) = >} ri;(s)aial be the payoff polynomial. Thefi (s, ay, as)dv(s) =
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i Tij(s)ajv;(s). Using this observation, this problem may be rewritten asféfiowing prob-

lem.
minimize 327 v(s)

v(s),v(s)

(€)  wls) =22 ;mi(s)arv;(s)— (P

525,:1 p(sss,a1)v(s’) € P(Ay) forall s € S

(d)  v(s) e M(Ay), andyy(s) =1 for all s € S.
The constraints (c) give a system of polynomial inequdaitiea;, one inequality per state. Fix
some state. Let the degree of the inequality for that stateday Let [a1]4, = [1,a1,4d3, ... a%].
The first term in constraint (c) can be rewritten in vectomiaas:

> rij(s)aiv;(s)

2

7(s)"R(s)" [a1a,,

where R(s) is a matrix that contains the coefficients of the polynomial, a;, as). Similar to
the finite strategy case we define a vectornby= [v*(1),...,v*(S)]? which will turn out to be
the value vector of the stochastic game (which is indexedhbystate). The second term in the
constraint (c) which depends on the probability transifost; s, a;) is also a polynomial iru,

whose coefficients depend on the coefficient»@f; s, a;) andv. Specifically

> p(ss,a)o(s) = vIQ(s) [ala.,

for some matrixQ(s) which contains the coefficients ofs’; s, a;).
Lemma 6:Let A; = A, = [0, 1]. Let E, € R%*5 be the matrix which has & in the (1, s)
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position. Then the semidefinite progreifiP) given by:

minimize 327 v(s)

v(s), v(s)

(e) H*(Zs+ 5(LiW, L3 + LyW,LT) — LyW,L3)
= FE,v —BQ(s)v—R(s)v(s) VseS

(f) H(p(s) =0 VseS
(SP)
(9) (L "H@)(s)Ly + LYH () (s)L)
—LyTH(D)(s)Le =0 Vs€S

(h) efv(s)=1 VseS
(1) Z,Ws=0 VseS
exactly solves the polynomial optimization problé®’).
Proof: The polynomial in inequality (c) has the coefficient veckan — SQ(s)v — R(s)v(s).
The proof follows as a direct consequence of Lemma 4 comgthie semidefinite representation

of polynomials nonnegative ovéw, 1|, and Lemma 5 concerning the semidefinite representation

of moment sequences of nonnegative measures supportgx ion |
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The dual of(SP) is given by the following semidefinite program:
maximize Zle a(s)

a(s),£(s)

(7))  H*(As+ §(L1BLY + LyB,LT) — LyB,LY) =
RTE(s) —a(s)ey, VseS

(k) H(E(s) =0 VseS

(SD)
() L (LiTH(E(s)) Lo+ LTH(E(s))Ly) —

LQT%(E(S))LQ =0 Vse S
> (B — BQ(s))"E(s) =

(m) Ag,Bs =0 VseS.

Lemma 7:The dual SDRSD) is equivalent to the following polynomial optimization fro

lem:
maximize 37| a(s)
a(s), &(s)
(n) 3., ri(s)6i(s)ab —a(s) >0 Vas € Ay,s €S
(D)
(0) £&(s) € M(Ay) VseS
(p) >[4, (0 — Bp(s',s,a1))d§(s) =1 Vs' €S,
Proof: This again follows as a consequence of Lemmas 4 and 5. [ |

Remark Note that in the dual problem, the moment sequences do nessagly correspond to
probability measures. Hence, to convert them to probghitieasures, one needs to normalize

the measure. Upon normalization, one obtains the optimalesty for playerl.
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Lemma 8:The polynomial optimization problem&P’) and (D’) are strong duals of each
other.

Proof: We prove this by showing that the semidefinite prografiP) satisfies Slater’s
constraint qualification and that it is bounded from beloweTresult then follows from the
strong duality of the equivalent semidefinite prografi$) and (SD).

First pick u(s) andv(s) to be the uniform distribution ofp, 1] for each states € S. One can
show [10] that the moment sequenceofs in the interior of the moment space ©f 1]. As a
consequence, constraints (f) and (g) are strictly posdignite. Using the strategies and v,

evaluate the discounted value of this pair of strategies as:

va(p,v) = [I = BP(p)] " r(p,v).

Choosev > vz. The polynomial inequalities given by (c) are all strictlpgitive and thus
constraints (i) are strictly positive definite. The equatibnstraints are trivially satisfied.
To prove that the problem is bounded below, we note tfiata,, a;) is a polynomial and that

the strategy spaces for both players are bounded. Hence,

inf r(s, ai, as
a1€A1,a2€A2 ( T )

is finite and provides a trivial lower bound fe(s). u
Lemma 9:Let 7*(s) and&£*(s) be optimal moment sequences fa') and (D’) respectively.
Let v*(s) and £*(s) be the corresponding measures supportediprand A, respectively. The

following complementary slackness results hold for theématof (P') and (D'):

fAl g™ (s fA2 fAl 8, a1, az)d§* (s)dv*(s)+

(4)
BZS/U )[4, p(ss5,a1)dE¥(s) Vs €S

a’(s) [4,d = Ja, Ja, 75, a1, a2)d€*(s)dv*(s) (5)
Vs e S.

Proof: The result follows from the strong duality of the equivaleamidefinite representa-
tions of the primal-dual paitP’) — (D’). The Lagrangian function fofP’) is given by:
L(E a) = infv,u{zf:1 v(s) — f fA s, a1, az)dv(s)
=B v(s)p(s" s,al)]dé“( )+ 2 a(s)(1—wo(s))}-
L(¢, a) must satisfy weak duality, i.el* < p*. At optimality p* = > v*(s) for some vector
v*. However, strong duality holds, i.@* = d*. This forces the first complementary slackness
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relation. The second relation is obtained similarly by ¢desng the Lagrangian of the dual

problem. [ |
We have shown that problerf?’) can be reduced to the semidefinite progra#P), and

is thus computationally tractable via convex optimizatadgorithms. We next show that the

solution to problem(P’) is in fact the desired equilibrium solution.

C. Main Theorem

Let p* be the optimal value ofP’), andd* be the optimal value ofD’). Let v*(s) and&*(s)
be the optimal measures recovered i) and (D’). Let

£ ()
fAl d*(s)

so thaty* is a normalized version of* (i.e. u* is a probability measure). Let* be the vector

w(s) =

obtained as the optimal solution @P’).
Theorem 3:The optimal solutions to the primal-dual pdiP’), (D’) satisfy the following:
1) p* =d*.
2) v =uvg(p*,vr).

3) vs(p*,v*) satisfies the saddle-point inequality:

vg(p, V") S va(p',v") < vg(p',v) (6)
for all mixed strategieg, v.

Proof:

1) Follows from the strong duality of the primal-dual péir’) — (D).
2) Using Lemma 9 equation (4) in normalized form (i.e. dimglthroughout by (s), which

is the zeroth order moment of the measg(e)) we obtain

fA S, 7(5, a1, a)dp*(s)dv* (s)+
BZSIU fA (s'5s,a1)du*(s) VseS.
Upon simplification and vectorization of (s) one obtains
v = (' v") + BP(u)v?

Using a Bellman equation argument or by simply iterating #hguation (i.e. substituting

repeatedly forv*) it is easy to see that* = vz(u*, v*).
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3) Consider inequality (c) it at its optimal value. We have évery states:

v*(s) > fa2€A2 (s, a1, az)dv*(s)+
B30 pls's s, a)v(s).
Integrating with respect to some arbitrary probability swee .(s) (with support onA,),
we get:
) > ng fA s, ay, ag)dp(s)dv*(s)+
523 lfA s’y 8, a1)v*(s")dp(s).
Thus,
v*(s) > (s, pu(s),v*(s))+
B30y [a, p(s 5, a1)0 (s dpa(s).
Iterating this equation, we obtaw(u*, v*) = v* > vg(u, v*) for every strategy:. This
completes one side of the saddle point inequality.

Using the normalized version of equation (5), we get:

ng fA S, a1, ag)dp*(s)dv*(s)
= r(s, 1*(s),v*(s)).
If we integrate inequality (n) in problemD’) with respect to any arbitrary probability

measure/(s) with support onA, we obtain

() oo
gy ST (9). 1))

Thus r(s, u*(s),v*(s)) < r(s,u*(s),v(s)) for every s. Multiplying throughout by(/ —
BP(u*))~t, we getvg(u®,v*) < vg(u*,v). This completes the other side of the saddle

point inequality.

D. Obtaining the measures

Solutions to the semidefinite prografi$P) and (SD) provide the moment sequences corre-
sponding to optimal strategies. Additional computatioreguired to recover the actual measures.
We briefly describe a classical procedure to recover the unessising linear algebra. For more

details, the reader may refer to [11], [12].
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Let i € R?" be a given moment sequence. We wish to find a nonnegative negasupported
on the real line with these moments. The resulting measuiebeiicomposed of finitely many

atoms (i.e. a discrete measure) of the foyfw;0(z — a;) where
Prob(z = a;) = w; Vi.

Construct the following linear system:

Ho M1 oo Hp—1 Co Hn
M1 M2 .. Hn C1 _ Mnt1
| Mn—1 Hn .. H2n—2 | | Cn—1 | L M2n—1 |

Note that the Hankel matrix that appears on the left hand isidgesub-matrix oft{ (). We
assume without loss of generality that the above matrixristist positive definite. (Suppose the
above matrix is not full rank, construct a smallex £ linear system of equations by eliminating
the lastn — k rows and columns of the matrix so that thex k£ submatrix is full rank, and
therefore strictly positive definite.) By inverting this tria we solve for|cy,...,c,1]7. Let x;

be the roots of the polynomial equation
2"+ 12" a4 = 0.

It can be shown that the; are all real and distinct, and that they are the support pahthe
discrete measure. Once the supports are obtained, the taeigimay be obtained by solving

the nonsingular Vandermonde system given by:
Yowil =p; (0<j<n—1).
i=1

V. EXAMPLE

Consider the two player discounted stochastic game with 0.5, S = {1,2} with payoff
function (1, ay, az) = (a; — az)? andr(2,a1,as) = —(a; — ay)?. Let the probability transition
matrix be given by:

ay 1-— ay
P(al) - 2 2

1—ay ay
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13

Fig. 2. A two state stochastic game with transition probaé# dependent only on the action of Player 1. The payoffsaated

to the states are indicated in the corresponding nodes. dipeseare marked by the corresponding state transition Ipitiiles.

Figure 2 graphically illustrates this stochastic game,stgiimg of two states (the nodes) with
polynomial transition probabilities dependent@n(as marked on the edges of the graph). Within
the nodes, the payoffs associated to the correspondingssdag indicated.

To understand this game, consider first the zero-sum (ncmastic game) with payoff function
play,as) = (a; — ay)? over the strategy spade, 1]. This game (called the “guessing game”)
was studied by Parrilo in [6]. If PlayeX is able to guess the action of Playerhe can simply
imitate his action (i.e. set, = a; and his payoff to playet would be zero (this is the minimum
possible sincéa; — ay)? > 0). Player1 would try to confuse playe? as much as possible and
thus randomize between the extreme actions- 0 anda; = 1 with a probability of%. Player
2’s best response would be to play = % with probability 1.

In the game described in Fig. 2, in State 1 Playgslays the role of confuser and Play2r
plays the role of guesser. In statgthe roles of the players are reversed, Playes the guesser
and Player2 the confuser. However, the problem is complicated a bit ey fttt that State 1
is advantageous to Playérso that at every stage he has incentive to play a strategygived
him a good payoff as well as maximize the chances of tramsitgpto Statel.

The polynomial optimization problem that computes the mex strategies and the equilib-
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rium values is the following:

minimize v(1) + v(2)

o(1) 2 [ (o — ax)d(1)+
Blaiv(l) 4+ (1 —ay)v(2)) Vaq € [0,1]

o(2) 2 — [ — 0P du(2)+
B((1—at)v(1) +a3v(2)) Va; € [0,1]

v(1),v(2) probability measures supported @h1].

This problem can be reformulated as follows:

minimize v(1) + v(2)

v(1) > a? — 2a101 (1) + o (1)+
Blav(l) + (1 —ay)v(2)) Vay € [0,1]

v(2) > —a? + 2a1v1(2) — 1a(2)+
B((1—a?)v(l) +av(2)) Va, €[0,1]

(1,01 (1), v (D], [1,41(2), 12(2)]" € M([0,1]).
Solving the SDP and its dual we obtain the following optimasteto-go and optimal moment
sequences:
v* = [.298, —.158]"

(1) = [1,.614, .614]7 7*(2) = [1,.5,.25]7
7*(1) = [1,.614, 3777 7*(2) = [1,.614, .614].

The corresponding measures obtained as explained in gidvsdé¢-D are supported at only
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finitely many points, and are given by the following:

Consider, for example, play in State If Player 1 were playing obliviously with respect to
the state transitions, he would play actians= 0 anda; = 1 with one half probability each.
However, to increase the probability of staying in Statde plays actionl with a higher
probability. Player2 cannot affect the state transition probabilities diredttyys he must play a
myopic best response. (A myopic best response is one thdigastaesponse for the game in the
current state). Note that in stateonce Playef’s strategy is fixed, the (only) best response for
Player2 is to play the actioru; = 0.614 with probability 1. In state2, player1’s best strategy
is to playa; = 0.5. Player2 picks an action from his myopic best response set (in this,cab

probability distributions that are supported on the pointnd1).

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we have presented a technique for solvingpiager, zero-sum finite state
stochastic games with infinite strategies and polynomigbfis. We established the existence of
equilibria for such games. As a by-product we got an algorithat converged to unique value
vector of the game (however this algorithm does not seem ve kiary attractive convergence
rates). We focused mainly on the case where the singleatertassumption holds. We showed
that the problem can be reduced to solving a system of uateagolynomial inequalities and
moment constraints. We used techniques from the clasdieary of moments and sum-of-
squares to reduce the problem to a semidefinite programmaigdgm. By solving a primal-dual
pair of semidefinite programs, we obtained minimax equditand optimal strategies for the
players.

It is known that finite-state, finite action, two-player zesam games which satisfy ther-
derfield property [13], [5] may be solved via linear programming. T$iegle-controller case,

games with perfect information, switching controller stastic games, separable reward-state
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independent transition (SER-SIT) games and additive gatestisfy this property. We intend

to extend these cases to the infinite strategy case with polial payoffs. General finite action

stochastic games which do not satisfy the orderfield prgpstitl have an interesting math-

ematical structure, but efficient computational procedusee not available. Developing such

procedures present an interesting direction of futurearese
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