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Abstract

The goal of agents in multi-agent environments is to maximize total reward against the opposing
agents that are encountered. Following a game-theoretic solution concept, such as Nash equilibrium,
may obtain a strong performance in some settings; however, such approaches fail to capitalize on histor-
ical and observed data from repeated interactions against our opponents. Opponent modeling algorithms
integrate machine learning techniques to exploit suboptimal opponents utilizing available data; how-
ever, the effectiveness of such approaches in imperfect-information games to date is quite limited. We
show that existing opponent modeling approaches fail to satisfy a simple desirable property even against
static opponents drawn from a known prior distribution; namely, they do not guarantee that the model
approaches the opponent’s true strategy even in the limit as the number of game iterations approaches
infinity. We develop a new algorithm that is able to achieve this property and runs efficiently by solving
a convex minimization problem based on the sequence-form game representation using projected gra-
dient descent. The algorithm is guaranteed to efficiently converge to the opponent’s true strategy given
observations from gameplay and possibly additional historical data if it is available.

1 Introduction

There has been a surge of progress in development of efficient algorithms for computation (and approxi-
mation) of game-theoretic solution concepts in imperfect-information games. However, such approaches do
not account for the availability of data based on observations of our opponents’ play. Against suboptimal
opponents we can obtain significantly higher payoffs in practice by integrating techniques that utilize current
and historical data. Opponent modeling contains many additional challenges not present in computation of
traditional game-theoretic solution concepts, and research in this area is significantly more nascent. As we
will see, existing opponent modeling approaches fail to accurately model static opponents (whose strategy
does not change over time) even in small two-player games. This is perhaps the simplest possible setting,
and is only the tip of the iceberg for research in this field. It is important to solve this setting if we want
to have any hope to address further complexities, such as dynamic opponents and multiple opposing agents
(whose strategies may or may not be correlated).

In perfect-information games, opponent modeling is relatively straightforward. First consider the case of
simultaneous-move games, often represented using the strategic form. Let .S; denote the set of pure strategies
for player ¢, S denote the set of strategy profiles (vectors of strategies for each player), and u; : S — R the
utility function for player . For now suppose the game has two players and that we play the role of player
1. In the absence of any historical data on our opponent, we can use a prior distribution that is Dirichlet
with mean on the mixed strategy that plays each pure strategy with equal probability. This can be done by
initializing mglj = « for all 5o ; € So, where « is a positive constant and .55 is the pure strategy space of

the opponent. At each iteration ¢, we assume that the opponent will play pure strategy so ; with probability
t

27:%, and we can simply play any best response to this strategy. If the opponent plays so ; at time ¢,
s2.k
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then we set m!, . mt> ]1 + 1, and otherwise we set m = m . Then our new opponent model will
again be the mean of the new Dirichlet posterior dlstrlbutlon given our prior and observations. By the law of
large numbers, the opponent model will approach the opponent’s true static mixed strategy as the number of
game iterations ¢ approaches infinity. If historical data is available, then we could use a Dirichlet prior with
a different mean strategy by modifying the initial values mo 2 accordingly. Thus, in two-player strategic-
form games, we can straightforwardly perform efficient opponent modeling and exploitation against static
mixed strategies. This approach can also be straightforwardly extended to apply to more than two players
whose strategies are played independently. In perfect-information sequential games, opponent modeling is
also straightforward. Such games are typically represented as trees. We can simply apply the same procedure
as above independently at each decision node of the tree. This also applies whether or not chance moves are
allowed in the game tree.

Opponent modeling in imperfect-information games is significantly more challenging because we do not
observe the private information of the opponent and may not be sure which nodes of the tree are reached: so
we cannot simply maintain counters at each of the opponent’s decision nodes. Imperfect-information games
are modeled using extensive-form game trees, where play proceeds from the root node to a terminal leaf
node at which point all players receive payoffs. Each non-terminal node has an associated player (possibly
chance) that makes the decision at that node. These nodes are partitioned into information sets, where the
player whose turn it is to move cannot distinguish among the states in the same information set. Therefore,
in any given information set, a player must choose actions with the same distribution at each state contained
in the information set. If no player forgets information that they previously knew, we say that the game has
perfect recall. A (mixed) strategy for player i, o; € %;, is a function that assigns a probability distribution
over all actions at each information set belonging to .

To perform opponent modeling we assume that we are in the repeated game setting where the game
is repeated for some number of iterations. This number may be finite, infinite, or unknown (and potentially
infinite). Defining repeated games in the strategic-form setting is relatively straightforward. At each iteration
t, we know our own mixed strategy o, as well as the pure strategy selected by the opponent s’ ; (though
we do not know the opponent’s mlxed strategy). We remember all of these strategies for all subsequent
iterations. Therefore, at iteration ¢, our strategy can be dependent on 01 . ,O'fil as well as 51 ey 5’:1.
In perfect-information sequential games, we know our own mixed strategy o?, as well as the pure actions
taken by the opponent at nodes along the path of play (we do not know what the opponent would have done
at a node that was not reached). Again, at time ¢ our strategy can be dependent on these values for times
from1tot — 1.

In imperfect-information games the situation is more complex. For some game iterations we may ob-
serve the full trajectory of nodes along the path of play, similarly to the perfect-information case; however,
in other iterations we may only know a set of paths of play that are consistent with the true trajectory. For
example, in poker if player 1 bets and player 2 folds, then player 1 wins the hand and player 2’s card is not
revealed; however, if player 1 bets and player 2 calls, then a showdown occurs and both cards are revealed,
with the pot going to the player with the superior hand. In general, imperfect-information games exhibit
partial observability of opponents’ private information, which may lead to uncertainty about the path of play
taken. In order to define the concept of a repeated imperfect-information game, we must introduce an ob-
servability function. Recall that if L is the set of leaf nodes, for each player ¢ there is a function u; : L — R,
that gives the utility to player ¢ if £ € L is reached. Note that we can represent a leaf node by the sequence
of actions along the trajectory from the root node. Let P(L) be the power set of L. For each player, the
observability function o; : L — P(L) is the set of all trajectories that are possible from player i’s perspec-
tive when leaf node ¢ € L is reached (note that player i does not necessarily know £, only 0;(¢)). Player i’s
strategy at time ¢ can now be dependent on their mixed strategies o7 for j = 1,...,¢ — 1 as well as 0;(¢;)
forj=1,...,t—1.

Now that we have defined the repeated game setting for imperfect-information games, we can consider



opponent modeling algorithms for this setting. It turns out that the general goal is still the same; given a
prior distribution (possibly an uninformative Dirichlet distribution whose mean selects each available ac-
tion with equal probability) and our observations made during game play, we would like our model for the
opponent’s strategy to be the mean of the posterior distribution. This is justified by the following theorem
and corollary [3]. Theorem 1 shows that the expected payoff of a mixed strategy o; against a probability
distribution with pdf f_; over mixed strategies equals the expected payoff of playing o; against the mean
f—; of f_;. This applies to both strategic-form and extensive-form games (with perfect and imperfect in-
formation) as well as to any number of players (o_; can be a joint strategy profile for all opposing agents).
From this result Corollary 1 immediately follows if we let f_; be the posterior probability distribution for
the opponent’s strategy o_; given observations x, denoted as p(o_;|x).

Theorem 1. L

ui(04, f-i) = ui(oi, f-i).
That is, the payoff against the mean of a strategy distribution equals the payoff against the full distribu-
tion [3].

Corollary 1. u;(04, p(0—i|x)) = ui(oi, plo—ilz)) [3].

These results imply the meta-procedure for optimizing performance against an opponent in a two-player
imperfect-information game that is depicted in Algorithm 1 [3]. In the algorithm, py denotes the prior dis-
tribution, 7 is a response function (typically a best response), and M; denotes our model for the opponent’s
strategy at time t. As described earlier, this procedure is straightforward using a Dirichlet prior distribu-
tion for perfect-information games. However, for imperfect-information games computation of the mean
of the posterior distribution is much more challenging. The most effective approach is to approximate the
posterior distribution by sampling a relatively small number of (mixed) strategies k independently from the
prior distribution in advance of game play and calculating the posterior probabilities only for these £ strate-
gies [11]. They consider three different approaches for constructing the opponent model from these samples
called Bayesian Best Response (BBR), Max A Posteriori Response, and Thompson’s Response. Subsequent
research has shown that BBR outperforms the other two approaches when compared against an exact (un-
sampled) posterior best response in a simplified setting [3]. BBR constructs the opponent model by assuming
that the opponent plays each of the k& sampled strategies in proportion to their posterior probabilities.

Algorithm 1 Meta-algorithm for Bayesian opponent exploitation in two-player imperfect-information
games [3]
Inputs: Prior distribution pg, response functions r for 0 < ¢ < 7T
My < po(o—;)
Ro < ro(Mp)
Play according to Ry
fort =1toT do
x¢ < observations of opponent’s play at time step ¢
pt < posterior distribution of opponent’s strategy given prior pg and observations 1, ..., T;.
M; < mean of p;
Rt —7r t(Mt)
Play according to R;




2 Consistent opponent modeling

Sampled BBR [11] and its extension to multiplayer games [4] have proven to be effective in experiments,
significantly outperforming Nash equilibrium strategies against suboptimal opposing agents. However, we
will show that this approach fails to satisfy a natural property even when playing against a static opponent
drawn from the prior distribution.

Definition 1. Suppose M, Ms, ... are the opponent models created by an algorithm when playing against
an opponent using static strategy o* ;. Then the algorithm is consistent if limy_, o, M; = o* .

Proposition 1. BBR is not consistent.

Proof. If we can show that BBR is not consistent in a strategic-form game, this directly implies that it is
also not consistent in extensive-form games of perfect and imperfect information. Consider the game of
Rock-Paper-Scissors and suppose that o*, = (0.8,0.1,0.1) for (R,P,S). Suppose that we are using BBR
with k = 3 sampled strategies: (0.5,0.3,0.2), (0.3,0.5,0.2), (0.2,0.3,0.5). BBR chooses the opponent model
to play each of the sampled strategies in proportion to their posterior value; therefore, the opponent model
is always a convex combination of the sampled strategies. Since ¢*, is clearly not close to any convex
combination of the sampled strategies, clearly M; cannot approach o* . O

As the proof of Proposition 1 shows, clearly BBR is constrained to only selecting opponent models that
are convex combinations of the sampled strategies. So if the true strategy o* , is outside the convex hull of the
sampled strategies, BBR has no hope of the opponent model approaching the true strategy even if the game
is repeated infinitely many times. Of course, in a strategic-form game such as Rock-Paper-Scissors we could
include all pure strategies of the game in our set of “samples,” which would ensure that every mixed strategy
is within the convex hull of the samples. However, in extensive-form games there are exponentially many
pure strategies in the size of the game tree and it is not feasible to include all of them. In fact, Proposition 2
shows that BBR may not be consistent even if ¢*; is in the convex hull of the sampled strategies.

Proposition 2. BBR is not consistent even if c* ; is in the convex hull of the sampled strategies.

Proof. Again consider Rock-Paper-Scissors. Suppose that 0*, = (%, %, %) , and that there are 3 sampled

strategies: s1 = (0.2,0.4,0.4), s, = (0.6,0.3,0.1), s3 = (0.2,0.3,0.5). Then 0*; = 151 + 352 + 353, and
is in the convex hull of the samples. By the law of large numbers, the posterior distribution will approach a
Dirichlet distribution with parameters a; = a9 = a3 = % Denote this distribution by gq.

t ot ot
3 3 3
q(x1, 22, 73) X 2} T3 T3

(0.2,0.4,0.4) x 0.230.250.25 = 0.0323

¢(0.6,0.3,0.1) x 0.630.350.15 = 0.0183

q(0.2,0.3,0.5) o 0.230.330.53 = 0.033
So BBR will select s; with probability

0.0325 B 1
i i r 0.018\ % 0.03 \ %
0.0323 + 0.0185 + 0.033 1+ (m) 34 (m) 3
) 1 1
tliglo 0.018) 5 003\% 14+0+0
1+ (0:032)5 + (0.'032)5
So as t goes to infinity, BBR will select s; with probability 1 and so, s3 with probability 0. Since s;
differs from o* ;, the algorithm is not consistent. O



To summarize, we have shown that BBR is not consistent even if the opponent is playing a static strategy
drawn from the known prior distribution that is in the convex hull of the sampled strategies. This is true even
if the game has two players and is small. As the proof of Proposition 2 shows, unless the limiting posterior
values are precisely equal for multiple sampled strategies, BBR will ultimately choose the opponent model
to be one of the sampled strategies with probability 1. When the number of samples is small compared to
the size of the game, which is the case in practice, we would need to get very lucky with our sampling for
one of the samples to be very close to o* ;. As the number of samples goes to infinity we would be able
to guarantee that a sampled strategy is arbitrarily close to o™ ;, assuming that the prior distribution has full
support (which is the case for the Dirichlet distribution assuming all initial parameters are strictly positive).
However, BBR is only practical when the the number of samples is relatively small.

3 Algorithm

We have shown that the BBR approach, despite its observed experimental success, has significant theoretical
limitations. In order to present our new approach we review the sequence-form representation for two-player
extensive-form games of imperfect information [7]. Rather than operate on the full pure strategy space,
which has size exponential in the size of the game tree, the sequence-form works with sequences of actions
along trajectories from the root node to leaf nodes. For player 1, the matrix E is defined where each row
corresponds to an information set (including an initial row for the “empty” information set), and each column
corresponds to an action sequence (including an initial row for the “empty” action sequence). In the first row
of E the first element is 1 and all other elements are 0; subsequent rows have -1 for the entries corresponding
to the action sequence leading to the root of the information set, and 1 for all actions that can be taken at
the information set (and O otherwise). Thus E has dimension ¢; X dy, where ¢; is the number of information
sets for player ¢ and d; is the number of action sequences for player . Matrix F is defined analogously for
player 2. The vector e is defined to be a column vector of length ¢; with 1 in the first position and 0 in
other entries, and vector f is defined with length c2 analogously. The matrix A is defined with dimension
dy x dp where entry A;; gives the payoff for player 1 when player 1 plays action sequence ¢ and player 2
plays action sequence j multiplied by the probabilities of chance moves along the path of play. The matrix
B of player 2’s payoffs is defined analogously. In zero-sum games B = —A..

Given these matrices we can solve one of two linear programming problems to compute a Nash equi-
librium in zero-sum extensive-form games [7]. In the first formulation the primal variables x correspond to
player 1’s mixed strategy while the dual variables correspond to player 2’s strategy. In the second formula-
tion, which is the dual problem of the first formulation, the primal decision variables y correspond to player
2’s strategy while the dual variables correspond to player 1’s strategy.

maXy,q —q’f
st. x'(-A)—q'F<0
<TET — T
x>0

miny , e’p
st. —Ay+E"p>0
—Fy=-f
y=0

Let y; denote the ith action sequence for the opponent. Then the prior is proportional to

[T
i



Suppose that at time ¢ we arrive at leaf node #¢. The set of possible trajectories is then oy (¢*). The likelihood

function is
>y con(et) PiYi

Zyjeol (et) Pj

where p; is the product of the chance probabilities along sequence y;. To simplify presentation we define g;
as the normalized value:
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q; = Pi
;= )
Zykem(ft)pk

> gy

yj€01(£t)

Then the likelihood function is

So the posterior distribution is proportional to:

(m) nl s o

t \yj€o1(¢")

The log of the posterior is equal to the following (plus a constant):

> (i —1)log(y) + > log | > ¢y

i ¢ yj€o1(¢)
The problem of finding the sequences y; that maximize the posterior is the following:
maxy  Y,(0s — 1) log(ys) + 4108 (2, con(e) 03 )

st. Fy=f (1)
y=0

Proposition 3. If o; > 1 for all i, then the optimization problem 1 is a concave maximization problem.

Proof. The general form for a concave maximization problem is the following:

maXx fO(‘/L‘)
fi

s.t. fi(x)<Ofori=1,...,m 2)
a;frac =b;foralli=1...,m
where f is concave, f1, ..., f, are convex, and the equality constraints are affine. First note that the equality

constraints in our formulation are Fy = f, which are affine. The inequality constraints can be rewritten as
—1v; < 0. Since —y; is an affine function of y;, it is convex. So all inequality constraints are convex.

Since the logarithm function is concave, log(y;) is concave for each i. Since a; — 1 > 0, (a; — 1) log(y;)
is a nonnegative multiple of a concave function and is therefore concave. Therefore, > ,(a; — 1) log(y;) is
concave, since it is the sum of concave functions.

For the second objective term, Zyje o1 (et) 4jYj is affine. Since log is concave, by the composition rule

log (Zyjem(et) qjyj) is concave for each t. So ), log (Zyjemw) qjyj> is concave. Therefore, the objec-
tive is the sum of two concave functions and is concave. O



Note that we can equivalently characterize the problem as a convex minimization problem by negating
the objective. Such problems have the property that any local optimum is also a global optimum, and gradient
descent is guaranteed to find the optimal solution. Since our formulation has constraints, we must apply
projected gradient descent to ensure that the solutions maintain feasibility.

Let f(y) denote the minimization formulation objective. The gradient of f has ith component:

L—a; g
S .

Yi ty;€o1 (£F) yj€o01 (L") 45Y;

The gradient step of our algorithm to obtain the value y**1) is
2 = y® — v f(y™W)

The projection step is then:

D) = argmin [ly — 2|3

y:Fy=fy>0

y

Computing the projection therefore involves solving a convex quadratic program, which can be done in
polynomial time.

Proposition 4. The algorithm is consistent.

Proof. At each iteration ¢ the algorithm computes the modeled strategy for the opponent M, that maximizes
the posterior distribution. In the limit as the number of iterations goes to inﬁnity the posterior distribution
approaches a point mass around the true value o™ ;. So lim;_,o M; = o ]

Note that this algorithm is consistent, but is not optimal in the sense that it does not maximize our payoff
against the opponent’s full posterior distribution at each iteration; by Corollary 1 this is obtained by playing
a best response to the mean of the posterior distribution for the opponent’s strategy, not the mode. However,
computing the mean of the posterior for this setting even with Dirichlet prior distributions is not tractable.
Note that if we were able to compute the mean of the posterior distribution, this would be preferable to our
approach and would also obtain consistency. As we showed in Proposition 1, attempts to approximate the
posterior using sampling result in an inconsistent approach. Note that the zero-sum property (as well as the
payoff matrices A, B) are not used in the opponent modeling algorithm (though the payoff matrices are used
in the computation of the best response), and the algorithm also applies to games that are not zero sum.

4 Experiments

We evaluate our approach on the game of Kuhn poker [8], with game tree shown in Figure 1. In Kuhn poker,
there is a three-card deck consisting of a King (K), Queen (Q), and Jack (J). Initially each of two players
places an ante of $1 (so there is an initial pot of $2). Each player is dealt one of the cards privately (while the
third card is not dealt to any player). Player 1 is allowed to bet $1 or to check. If P1 bets, then P2 is allowed
to call and match the bet, or to fold and forfeit the hand. If player 2 matches the bet, then the player with the
winning hand wins the full pot of $4. If player 2 folds, then player 1 wins the pot (of $2). If player 1 chose
to check in the first round, then player 2 is allowed to bet $1 or to check. If player 2 also checks, then the
player with the highest card wins the pot of $2. If player 2 bets when facing a check, then player 1 can call or
fold. We define the observability function o; using the standard rules of poker: if a player folds, then neither
player observes the other player’s card. If the hand finishes without any player folding (i.e., the hand goes



to showdown), then both players observe the opponent’s card.! Both players have 12 action sequences (plus
the empty sequence) and 6 information sets. The sequence-form matrices E and F' therefore have dimension
13 x 7, and are defined in Tables 1 and 2 (with zero entries omitted). The vectors e and f are both equal to
(1,0,0,0,0,0,0)”. Matrix A has dimension 13 x 13 and is defined in Table 3 (with zeroes omitted). Since

the game is zero sum, the payoff matrix for player 2 is B = — A. The observability functions o; and o, are
given in Table 4.

) Bk Chg ChgCag ChgFix Bg Chg ChgCag ChgoFg By Chy ChjCay ChyFy

1

-101 1

-1 1 1
-1 1 1
-1 1 1
-1 1 1
-1 1 1

Table 1: Matrix E for Kuhn poker.

0 cag fg bg chg cay f; by chy cax fr bk chi

Table 2: Matrix F for Kuhn poker.

In our experiments we will assume a Dirichlet prior distribution with «; initially equal to 2 for each ac-
tion at each information set. Thus, the mean (as well as the mode) of the prior distribution selects each action
with equal probability. Using initial parameter values of 2 is a common choice in prior work, e.g., [11]. Note
that these values satisfy the conditions from Proposition 3 that a; > 1. For each set of experiments we will
sample the opponent’s strategy o ; from the prior distribution. We will compare our new algorithm against
several benchmark approaches. We denote our algorithm as FMAP for “full max a posteriori.” We will
compare against three previously considered sampling approaches: Bayesian Best Response (BBR), Max a
Posteriori Response (MAP), and Thompson’s Response [11]. Note that none of these sampling approaches
are consistent. In the experiments we will play the role of player 1. We will also compare performance
against the Nash equilibrium that performs best against c*; (player 1 has infinitely many Nash equilibrium
strategies). Note that the best Nash equilibrium has an “unfair advantage” in that we would not actually
know which Nash equilibrium performs best against c*, when we are playing. As a final benchmark we
will compare against the actual best response to ¢* ;, which again has an “unfair advantage” since it would
not be known during gameplay. We will compare performance of all approaches against several different
strategies for the opponent sampled from the prior distribution. For each of the opponent modeling algo-

'Note that in live poker if a hand goes to showdown the player “out of position” is often supposed to show their hand first, at
which point the other player has the opportunity to “muck” their losing hand without having to show it. Also the first player may
choose to muck their hand rather than showing it. In online poker typically both hands are always observed when neither player
folds. We will follow the online convention, since the live poker rules are not always consistent on this issue.
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Figure 1: Game tree for Kuhn poker.

rithms, we can compute a best response to the modeled strategy at each iteration either using expectimax or
by solving the following linear program, where y denotes player 2’s modeled strategy in sequence form [7]:

maxy X! (Ay)
st. xTET =eT
x>0
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Table 3: Matrix A for Kuhn poker.

In our experiments we generate 100 opponents randomly from the prior distribution. We run each of
the approaches against each opponent for 7' = 3, 000 iterations. Each of the sampling algorithms (BBR,
MAP, and Thompson) samples k = 10 strategies at the start of the match against each opponent. We use
several different techniques to reduce variance in our experiments. First, the sampled strategies are the same
for all three of the algorithms (though a separate set of k sampled strategies is used against each opponent).
We assume the cards dealt to the players are the same for all of the opponent modeling algorithms at each
iteration. At each iteration, we assume that the strategies played by all opponent modeling algorithms, as
well as the true strategy played by player 2, use the same randomization thresholds for their strategies at all
information sets. For example, at iteration 100 of the experiments, suppose we deal player 1 King and player
2 Jack for all of the algorithms, and we “deal” player 1 a value of 0.68 for the randomization threshold for his
initial information set with a King. Then the algorithms for which player 1 bets with a King with probability
above 0.68 will bet while the other algorithms will check. Additionally, at each iteration we calculate the
expected payoff between each pair of strategies as opposed to the actual payoff. Since we know the full
strategy for player 1 at time ¢, call it x, as well as the true strategy for player 2, call it y, we can compute
the true expected payoff by x” Ay, rather than using just a single sampled value. However, we still play out
the hand so that the opponent modeling algorithms are able to update their model based on observations of
the opponent’s play. For the fixed strategies BestResponse and BestNash, we simply calculate their expected
payoff against the target strategy at the outset and do not need to simulate gameplay.

The results are given in Table 2. The z-axis is the game iteration ¢, and the y-axis is the expected profit
achieved at time ¢ averaged over all of the opponent strategies. The BestResponse strategy has a constant
value of 0.576, and BestNash has a constant value of 0.173. Recall that the game value to player 1 is
—% = —0.056, so BestNash is still beating the opponents for significantly more than the game value. All
of the opponent modeling algorithms perform significantly better than BestNash starting at the first game
iteration. All three of the sampling algorithms perform very similarly: the average expected payoff of BBR
at the final iteration is 0.557, of Thompson is 0.547, and of MAP is 0.537. (It has been observed previously
that these algorithms perform similarly when playing against opponents drawn from the prior [11]). We
can see that after the first few hundred hands there is little change in their average per-period performance.
Our new algorithm FMAP quickly surpasses the performance of the sampling algorithms within the first
hundred hands, ultimately achieving average expected payoff of 0.573 at the final iteration. FMAP clearly
outperforms the sampling approaches, and nearly converges to the BestResponse value.
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Leaf node ¢ ‘ o1(¢) ‘ 02(0)

Bgcag {Bkcag} {Bkcag}

Br fq {Bxk fq, Bk f1} {Bk fq,Bsfq}
ChuboCarx {ChiboCar} {ChibgCar}
ChiboFx |{ChrboFr, ChicbyFr} | {ChiboFr, ChybqFy}

Chichg {Chichg} {Chgichqg}

Bgcay {Bkcay} {Bkcay}

Bk fr {Bx f5, Bk fQ} {Bk f1, Bofs}
CthJCaK {CthJCaK} {CthJCaK}
ChgbjFi {CthJFK,CthQFK} {CthJFK,CthJFQ}

Chrchy {Chrcchy} {Chrcchy}

Bgcag {Bgcak} {Bgcak}

Bofk {Bqfr,Bqfi} {Bofr,BsfK}
ChgbrCag {ChgbrCaq} {ChgbxCaq}
Chobx Fo | {Chobx Fo, ChobsFo} | {Chobx Fq, ChbiFy}

ChQChK {ChQChK} {ChQChK}

Bgcay {Bgcays} {Bgcas}

Bofs {Bqfs,Bofi} {Bqgfs, B f1}
CthJCaQ {C’thJCaQ} {CthJC’aQ}
ChobsFgy | {ChabyFo, Chobi Fo} | {ChobsFo, ChicbFic}

Chochy {Chochy) {Chachy}

Bjcag {Bjcag} {Bjcak}

Bjfx {Bsfx,Bsfq} {B;fx,Bq/fr}
ChjbrgCay {CthKCaJ} {CthKCaJ}
ChybxFy | {ChybiFy, ChybgFy} |{ChybxFy,ChobiFo}

ChJChK {ChJChK} {ChJChK}

Bjcag {Bjcaq} {Bjcag}

Bjfo {Bsfq,Bsfx} {Bsfq, B [q}
ChyboCay {ChsboCay} {ChsboCay}
ChyboFy | {ChybgFy, ChybiFy} |{ChsboFy, ChicboFr}

Ch.ycha {Chycho} {Chycho}

Table 4: Observability functions o; and 09.

We used relatively standard values for several hyperparameters in the implementation of gradient descent
for the FMAP algorithm. We ran gradient descent until the norm of the difference in iterate solutions was
less than 1 x 10~7 or for a maximum of 1000 iterations (typically far fewer than 1000 iterations were
used). We initialized the learning rate n to be 1, which was modified according to the Armijo condition in
backtracking line search using hyperparameters ¢ = 1 x 1074, 3 = 0.5 [1] (we repeatedly multiplied 7 by /3
until the required condition was satisfied). We halted the algorithm if 7 ever went below a “safeguard” value
of 1 x 10716, We solved the projection subproblem as a convex quadratic program using Gurobi version
12.0.3 [5] on a laptop using Windows 11. In order to ensure that the subproblem did not return any vectors
with component equal to 0, we used constraints y; > 1 X 109 instead of y; > 0.
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Figure 2: Profit as a function of game iteration for several opponent modeling algorithms and benchmark
strategies. The results are averaged over 100 opponents generated randomly from the prior distribution. The
sampling algorithms all use 10 samples.

5 Related research

While we have used a full best response strategy for all our algorithms, note that the meta-algorithm pre-
sented as Algorithm 1 allows for arbitrary response function r;. A best response may not be robust if the
opponent’s true strategy differs significantly from the opponent model, and other approaches may be prefer-
able. Potentially more robust alternatives include a restricted Nash response [6] and related concept of an
e-safe best response [10]. These approaches balance between exploitation and ability, maximizing perfor-
mance against the opponent’s strategy subject to a constraint on our strategy’s exploitability. Note that these
approaches are specific to two-player zero-sum games, while our new algorithm also applies to non-zero-
sum games. An alternative approach for achieving robustness may be to apply counterfactual regret mini-
mization (CFR) [12] or one of its sampling variants [9]. CFR maintains counterfactual regret values for each
action at each information set, and a popular variant uses regret matching to select the actions in proportion
to their positive counterfactual regret at each iteration; this may be more robust than playing a pure best
response. Note that CFR is not an alternative to our opponent modeling algorithm; it would just provide
an alternative procedure to responding to the opponent model. The application of CFR in real time would
require the aid of an opponent modeling algorithm to produce baseline counterfactual values for unobserved
paths of play. For example, if we are player 1 in Kuhn poker and bet with a King and player 2 folds, we
would not have any information about what our payoff would have been had we chosen to check instead
unless we had an opponent model to use to estimate the counterfactual value. All of the alternative response
approaches described in this paragraph require an accurate opponent model to be successful.
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6 Conclusion

In this paper we studied perhaps the simplest possible setting for opponent modeling in imperfect-information
games: two-player games where the opponent is playing a static fixed strategy that is drawn from a known
prior distribution. We showed that even in this simple setting, prior approaches fail to satisfy the very natu-
ral property that the opponent model converges to the opponent’s true strategy in the limit as the number of
game iterations approaches infinity. We refer to this property as consistency, which is closely related to the
concept of consistency from the field of statistics. We showed that the previously most successful algorithm,
Bayesian Best Response, is not consistent, even if the target strategy is in the convex hull of the sampled
strategies. We also introduced the concept of an observability function which is needed to define and reason
about repeated imperfect-information games. Several prior opponent modeling approaches assume that op-
ponents’ private information or strategies off the path of play are always observed between game iterations,
ignoring important nuances that occur in many real-world situations where information is partially observed.

We introduced a new algorithm that computes the strategy for the opponent that maximizes the posterior
distribution assuming independent Dirichlet prior distributions at each information set. The Dirichlet prior
is very common for modeling vectors in a multidimensional simplex. With no further information available,
we could choose a Dirichlet distribution with equal parameters for each action (whose mean selects each
action with equal probability). If historical information is available, we could alternatively use a Dirichlet
prior distribution whose mean strategy is calculated from the data. An additional option that has proven
successful in certain applications is to use a Dirichlet prior whose mean strategy is a Nash equilibrium (or
approximation of one) [2, 4]. Our algorithm runs efficiently by solving a convex minimization problem using
projected gradient descent. We show that our algorithm achieves consistency, unlike several prior algorithms
that utilize sampling.

We compared our algorithm against several other previously successful algorithms on Kuhn poker, a
well-studied imperfect-information game. We demonstrated that our algorithm outperformed three success-
ful sampling-based algorithms and nearly converged to the full best response. All of the opponent modeling
algorithms significantly outperformed using the Best Nash equilibrium against the target strategy, illustrat-
ing the potential improvements that can be obtained by a successful opponent modeling algorithm over
following classic game-theoretic solution concepts.

While we experimented on a two-player zero-sum game, our algorithm applies to non-zero-sum games
as well. Since our algorithm is based on solving a convex minimization problem using a standard version
of projected gradient descent, we expect the approach to be scalable to large problems of size comparable
to other convex minimization problems solved by gradient descent. While the sampling algorithms run
very quickly when a small number of samples is used, the number of samples required to obtain strong
performance may grow exponentially. Adaptively adding in new sampled strategies is unlikely to improve
performance, since the computational cost of computing posterior values for newly-added sampled strategies
would be the same as if we had maintained them throughout all game iterations. Our algorithm could be
extended to more than two players, though the optimization would no longer be a convex minimization
problem due to products of variables. Now that we have a better understanding and successful approach for
the setting of static opponents from a known prior distribution, we would like to investigate settings where
the opponent plays a strategy that is not drawn from the prior distribution or is dynamic.
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