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Abstract

Contemporary artificial intelligence (AI) development largely centers on rational decision-

making, valued for its measurability and suitability for objective evaluation. Yet in real-world

contexts, an intelligent agent’s decisions are shaped not only by logic but also by deeper influ-

ences such as beliefs, values, and preferences. The diversity of human decision-making styles

emerges from these differences, highlighting that “style” is an essential but often overlooked

dimension of intelligence.

This dissertation introduces playstyle as an alternative lens for observing and analyzing

the decision-making behavior of intelligent agents, and examines its foundational meaning and

historical context from a philosophical perspective. By analyzing how beliefs and values drive

intentions and actions, we construct a two-tier framework for style formation: the external

interaction loop with the environment and the internal cognitive loop of deliberation. On this

basis, we formalize style-related characteristics and propose measurable indicators such as style

capacity, style popularity, and evolutionary dynamics.

The study focuses on three core research directions: (1) Defining and measuring playstyle,

proposing a general playstyle metric based on discretized state spaces, and extending it to quan-

tify strategic diversity and competitive balance; (2) Expressing and generating playstyle, ex-

ploring how reinforcement learning and imitation learning can be used to train agents exhibit-

ing specific stylistic tendencies, and introducing a novel approach for human-like style learning

and modeling; and (3) Practical applications, analyzing the potential of these techniques in

domains such as game design and interactive entertainment.

Finally, the dissertation outlines future extensions, including the role of style as a core el-

ement in building artificial general intelligence (AGI). By investigating stylistic variation, we

aim to rethink autonomy, value expression, and even offer a tangible perspective on the ultimate
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philosophical question: What is the soul?

Keywords: Playstyle, Artificial Intelligence, Decision-Making Style, Video Game, Style

Measurement, Balance and Diversity, Agent Behavior
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1
Introduction

1.1 The Beginning of the Beginning

Have you ever pondered the purpose or meaning of your life? While such questions may

appear overwhelmingly grand or confined to philosophical speculation, they can be decom-

posed into more concrete forms: “What do you want to do?” “What are you hoping will

happen?” These are not merely occasional reflections, but continuous and pervasive ques-

tions—consciously or unconsciously posed—as long as awareness persists. They lie at the

heart of what we call intelligence: how we define intentionality, decision-making, and agency.

This deep-rooted questioning reveals an essential structure within intelligence itself: the

ability to make decisions. Even in the absence of explicit deliberation, every action, inten-

tional or incidental, reflects a choice shaped by cognition and awareness (Russell & Norvig

[257], 2020). Decision-making, in this sense, underlies both the trivial and the profound as-

pects of existence.

Consider a trivial plan such as deciding to eat later in the day—it still reflects motivation,
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whether arising from hunger, habit, or implicit expectation. Even a day spent doing “nothing

in particular” is, in fact, a sequence of choices—active or passive—that collectively shape the

trajectory of one’s life. Ultimately, life itself can be seen as the cumulative outcome of all such

decisions, conscious or unconscious. Viewed this way, even random or passive acts become

implicit answers to the most fundamental questions of existence.

If life is a series of choices, and if every choice implies a direction, a value, or a stance

toward the world, then these actions inevitably raise a deeper question: What kind of world

do we live in that makes such choices possible and meaningful? This line of reflection

leads us into the domain of metaphysics, often regarded as the “first philosophy” (Aristotle

[6], 350 BCE). Metaphysics seeks to understand the fundamental nature of reality, within which

ontology stands as a central branch: the systematic investigation of what exists, how entities are

categorized, and what it means to be. Ontology thus provides the conceptual foundation for

understanding existence—not only what is, but also why and how entities act, interact, and

persist.

At this juncture, two oft-cited aphorisms—emerging from classical and existentialist thought,

come to mind:

“To be is to do.”1

“To do is to be.”2

Though not canonical quotations, these phrases serve to highlight a central insight: being

and doing are inseparable. To act is to affirm existence; to exist is, in some sense, to choose.

This returns us to the question of motivation, which lies at the intersection of ontology and

agency: Why do we act? What compels one choice over another?

In asking why we act, one may be tempted to ask further: “Why that reason?” “Why that

desire?” But such inquiry soon reaches a limit—a stopping point beyond which no further jus-

tification seems possible. In theological metaphysics—most notably in the writings of Thomas

Aquinas—this recalls the concept of a “first cause”: an unmoved mover that requires no prior

explanation (Aquinas [5], 1274). Likewise, human decision-making can often be traced back

to irreducible foundations: needs, desires, and goals— internal sources of motion that resist

further reduction.
1Attributed to Socrates (c. 470–399 BCE); though not a direct quotation, the phrase captures the ethical, action-

centered core of Socratic philosophy.
2Attributed to Jean-Paul Sartre (1905–1980), reflecting the existentialist belief that existence is realized through

action.
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Even in mundane decisions—what to eat, where to go, what to pursue—each act reveals

fragments of an underlying structure of intention. These small moments echo the same ques-

tions we’ve traced through philosophy: What drives action? How is agency realized? What

does it mean to choose?

Seen in this light, the study of playstyle and artificial intelligence becomes, at its core, an

inquiry into decision-making, motivation, and the embodied expression of being through action.

Artificial intelligence, long envisioned as a means of emulating or extending human decision-

making, is deeply rooted in the very questions explored above. Early systems followed fixed

instructions, but modern AI agents perceive, reason, and act—driven by internal objectives,

shaped by environmental feedback, and refined through adaptation (Russell & Norvig [257], 2020).

More recently, even these objectives are no longer treated as given. Increasingly, AI systems

are tasked not merely with choosing actions, but with inferring goals and aligning with human

values (Russell [256], 2022)—an evolution that reopens the most fundamental philosophical

questions about intention, agency, and moral reasoning.

Thus, this dissertation begins from these conceptual roots and expands outward. While

models, algorithms, and empirical validations are indispensable, the core of this inquiry lies in

four enduring yet under-defined concepts: style, diversity, balance, and creativity.

Ultimately, I hope this journey offers new perspectives on the timeless philosophical ques-

tions,3

Who am I? Where did I come from? Where am I going?

—and perhaps, through the study of decision-making styles and reflective agency in artificial

forms, we may offer insight toward what might be considered an understanding of the soul.

From this perspective, playstyle is not merely an external behavioral pattern. Rather, it is a

reflective projection of the internal architecture of beliefs, values, and intentions that constitute

an intelligent agent.

1.2 Belief, Value, and the Self

In our ongoing effort to trace the origins of behavior, motivation, and intentionality, we

eventually encounter a conceptual boundary—a point beyond which further questioning seems

3Popularized by Paul Gauguin’s 1897 painting D’où venons-nous ? Que sommes-nous ? Où allons-nous ?
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impossible. This epistemic limit recurs across disciplines: in mathematics, as axioms accepted

without proof; in physics, as the problem of initial conditions or the origin of the universe;

in ethology, as the layered hierarchy of behavioral causation (Tinbergen [290], 1963); and in

theology or metaphysics, as the notion of a “first cause.”

Each of these fields arrives, in its own way, at something foundational: a point of origin

that halts infinite regress and enables structured explanation. In the case of intelligent agents, I

propose that such a point corresponds to belief: a foundational and irreducible premise that un-

derlies decision-making. Belief acts as the internal starting point—something an agent accepts

as true or useful—which permits action to begin without further justification.

Mathematics offers a compelling analogy. To avoid logical paradoxes such as Russell’s

Paradox, formal systems like the Peano axioms define natural numbers based on a finite set of

unprovable yet accepted assumptions (Peano [229], 1889). These axioms—such as a defined

base element and a rule of succession—are not adopted because they are provable, but because

they furnish a necessary and practical foundation for reasoning.

Yet even the most rigorous axiom systems have intrinsic limits. Gödel’s incompleteness

theorems demonstrate that any sufficiently expressive formal system inevitably contains true

statements that cannot be proven within the system itself (Gödel [111], 1931). In other words,

some truths always lie beyond formal justification; all reasoning ultimately rests on unprovable

foundations—assumptions that are not derived, but posited.

This necessity of unprovable assumptions is not unique to mathematics. In cognitive terms,

it directly parallels the role of belief in intelligent behavior. Just as formal systems require

axioms, intelligent agents require beliefs—fundamental commitments that arrest the regress

of justification and enable coherent action within bounded resources. In practice, such foun-

dational beliefs need not be rational, justified, or even correct; it is their presence—not their

correctness—that permits action to begin.

Beliefs serve as repositories of pre-validated cognitive units from which decisions can be

rapidly drawn. For instance, when deciding what to eat for dinner, individuals typically select

from familiar options without extensive deliberation, relying on beliefs shaped by past experi-

ence.

To formalize this notion in artificial systems, knowledge representation offers a useful anal-

ogy (Russell & Norvig [257], 2020). Structured encodings of belief allow machines to explicitly

store, retrieve, and reason about information—an operational proxy for human-like belief sys-
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tems.

This formal approach is not new. Early symbolic AI systems employed propositional and

first-order logic to encode knowledge as declarative sentences, enabling logical manipulation

and inference (Russell & Norvig [257], 2020). This tradition reflects a long-standing intuition:

that intelligent behavior emerges from the structured processing of beliefs.

Despite its formal rigor, symbolic AI faces a critical challenge: the construction of knowl-

edge structures has historically depended on intensive human effort. Expert-built knowledge

bases often fail to align with the richness of lived human experience or the fluid complexity

of real-world dynamics. In contrast, machine learning systems autonomously extract patterns

from data—whereas symbolic AI lacked scalable mechanisms to acquire and adapt beliefs.

Thus, while knowledge representation provided a formal framework, it fell short in address-

ing how beliefs are formed and adapted. Recognizing this limitation is essential: beliefs are not

static entities, but dynamic constructs that evolve through continuous interaction with the envi-

ronment. The central challenge, then, is not merely how to represent beliefs, but how to build

systems capable of continually updating and refining them in response to real-world feedback.

This difficulty is further compounded by the limitations of language itself as a representa-

tional medium. While language enables the explicit encoding of knowledge, it also imposes

constraints—ambiguities, contextual dependencies, and semantic variability across individuals.

As Wittgenstein later argued in his Philosophical Investigations (Wittgenstein [318], 1953),

meaning is not fixed by syntactic form alone, but arises from use within particular “language

games.” The same expression can carry different meanings depending on the speaker, context,

or shared background assumptions. In this light, symbolic knowledge systems that rely on rigid

logical structures may fail to capture the fluid, situated, and socially grounded nature of belief

and meaning.

To address this challenge, I propose that the interrelation among belief, value, and the self

can be visualized as a dynamic feedback loop, as shown in Figure 1.

Building on the belief–decision connection, I argue that intelligence fundamentally seeks

to realize value—and that value, in essence, serves to validate belief. From this perspective,

intelligent existence may be understood as a continuous process of belief validation through

value generation.

Consider an academic example: novice researchers often emphasize technical novelty or

the quantity of results. Yet experienced reviewers tend to ask a deeper question: What problem
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Figure 1: This diagram illustrates the internal structure and outward expression of an intelligent
agent. At its core, the Self comprises a layered architecture of Belief, Value, and Individual,
through which decisions are motivated and behaviors are enacted. These components form a
dynamic feedback loop: beliefs inform values, values shape the agent’s individual actions, and
behaviors interact with Reality. Perception and feedback from the environment guide the con-
tinual updating of beliefs, sustaining the evolution of the self. Arrows labeled Focus, Behave,
Update, Percept, and Motivate trace the ongoing cycle through which the agent engages with
the world.
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are you trying to solve? This concern reflects an implicit search for motivation—not as an

afterthought, but as a manifestation of belief. Without a clearly stated motivation, technical

merit appears adrift. Belief, expressed through motivation, anchors the value of a work.

Upon closer examination, value is not simply the result of solving problems. Though

problem-solving appears to produce value, I suggest the causal flow is reversed: belief comes

first, value arises from its validation, and problems are constructed as instruments for that vali-

dation.

In this framework, beliefs act not as externally justified premises, but as generative anchors

of agency. They need not be rational, provable, or even accurate. Their functional role is to

initiate behavior. Value emerges as the outcome of successful validation, while problems serve

as structured tests through which belief manifests and is refined.

Beyond isolated instances of value, intelligent agents operate within broader value sys-

tems—structured hierarchies of evaluative priorities that guide decisions over time. These sys-

tems determine which beliefs to validate, how to resolve conflicts among them, and ultimately

shape the agent’s behavioral tendencies. Divergence in value systems gives rise to differing

preferences and behaviors, even under similar external conditions.

This also clarifies why value cannot be reduced to objective metrics such as money. Cur-

rency derives its worth from collective belief in the authority that issues it. In hyperinflationary

contexts such as Zimbabwe, money lost its meaning the moment public belief collapsed.

Value, therefore, rests upon belief. Something is deemed worthwhile insofar as it is believed

to resolve a need or fulfill a desired purpose.

This leads to a critical realization: the belief–value dynamic forms a self-reinforcing loop,

with belief as both its origin and regulator. At the center of this loop lies the concept of the self.

I propose that the self is best understood as the internal system of beliefs maintained by

an intelligent agent. It is not a passive repository, but a dynamic structure in which beliefs

are formed, revised, and activated to guide behavior. Variations in these internal belief–value

structures give rise to distinct decision-making styles, accounting for behavioral diversity across

both human and artificial agents.

Clarifying the interdependence among belief, value, and the self thus provides a conceptual

foundation for this dissertation. The following chapters revisit this triad across the domains of

behavior, style, learning, and creativity—probing not only how beliefs guide intelligent action,

but also how artificial systems might acquire a meaningful sense of self through the continual
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process of belief validation.

As Martin, Sugarman, and Hickinbottom emphasize, understanding selfhood requires more

than modeling internal beliefs—it demands attention to the interpretive, purposive, and moral

dimensions of agency (Martin et al. [194], 2009). Their critique of reductive psychological mod-

els highlights the danger of equating intelligence with computational logic alone. In contrast,

this dissertation approaches the construction of an artificial self not merely as a mechanistic ag-

gregation of functions, but as an evolving center of belief-validated value—a structure through

which action becomes meaningful and identity is sustained.

This view implicitly rejects Spinoza’s vision of freedom, which lies not in purposive agency,

but in the rational acceptance of necessity (Spinoza [279], 1677). For Spinoza, to be free is not

to construct a coherent self or to pursue value-driven goals, but to align with the deterministic

unfolding of nature. Yet if we aim to model agents capable of choice, learning, and self-directed

growth, a value-centered conception of agency becomes not only useful, but necessary.

1.3 Intention and Behavior

Building upon the previous discussion, one might ask: If an intelligent agent possesses a

structured set of beliefs and continually refines them through interaction with the world, is

this sufficient to account for intelligent behavior? Or is there something missing—an internal

source of initiative that cannot be reduced to environmental feedback alone?

This missing element is what we call agency. Without it, an agent would merely react to

external stimuli, passively adjusting its internal state without originating any independent action

or direction. The belief–value–self loop, while powerful, risks becoming a closed adaptive

mechanism unless complemented by a principle of internally generated intention.

This distinction between reactivity and agency is central to Daniel Dennett’s theory of the

intentional stance, which proposes that intelligent behavior is best understood not as a chain

of stimulus-response reactions, but as the expression of internal beliefs, desires, and intentions

(Dennett [80], 1987). Similarly, Andy Clark emphasizes that real intelligence involves proac-

tive world-modeling and selective attention to affordances—not merely passive processing of

input (Clark [64], 2015). Both thinkers argue that agency entails the ability to formulate inter-

nal perspectives, simulate possibilities, and direct behavior accordingly—not just react to the

present.
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In contrast, early behaviorist models such as Pavlov’s classical conditioning (Pavlov [228], 1927)

and Thorndike’s law of effect (Thorndike [289], 1898) conceived behavior purely in terms of

stimulus-response pairings and reinforcement. These frameworks offered powerful tools for

studying observable behavior but left no room for internal deliberation, competing goals, or

autonomous intention. As a result, they fail to capture the kind of self-originated activity that

characterizes agents capable of learning not just what is rewarded, but what is meaningful.

This brings us to a deeper philosophical question: Is intelligence merely reactive, or must

it inherently involve self-originated intention? In other words, can we explain intelligent

action purely through environmental adaptation, or must we also account for the agent’s internal

source of purpose?

The classical view, most famously expressed by René Descartes in his proposition Cogito,

ergo sum ("I think, therefore I am") (Descartes [81], 1641), asserts that conscious thought—thinking

that originates from within—is the foundation of existence. For Descartes, the self is not pas-

sive but initiatory: to exist is to begin from a thinking subject. In contrast, Thomas Hobbes

conceived human behavior as fundamentally reactive, governed by mechanistic principles of

self-preservation and external causation (Hobbes [133], 1651). In this view, intention is not a

generative force but a byproduct of environmental necessity.

Edmund Husserl, extending and refining the Cartesian tradition of Descartes, proposed that

consciousness is inherently intentional—that it is always directed toward some object, goal,

or meaning (Husserl [141], 1913). This idea shifts the emphasis from mere thinking to direct-

edness: a conscious agent is not just aware, but aims, chooses, and orients toward something.

From this perspective, intentionality is not an optional enhancement of intelligence—it is its

defining structure.

To operationalize this insight in the context of artificial agents, I propose that belief systems

function not as a single reactive loop, but as two interacting cycles:

• An external loop, where beliefs are updated through perception, action, and feedback

from the environment; and

• An internal loop, where beliefs interact, evaluate, and regulate one another—even in the

absence of external input.

These loops jointly constitute the agent’s capacity for intention. The external loop enables

learning from the world, while the internal loop enables directedness toward goals and the

selection of action—even before or without external prompting.
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The external loop governs how agents learn from their environment: they perceive stim-

uli, choose actions, receive feedback, and adapt their beliefs accordingly. Yet this perception

is not direct access to reality. In standard models of artificial agents, the environment is only

partially observable: agents receive incomplete, noisy, and often ambiguous signals. To act

meaningfully, an agent must construct what we may call a subjective perceived state—a fil-

tered internal representation of the world, grounded in limited observation and structured by

prior beliefs (Russell & Norvig [257], 2020).

This framework mirrors a long-standing philosophical tradition. Empiricists such as Locke

[190] (1689) and Berkeley [25] (1710) argued that all knowledge originates from experience,

not from innate structures. In contrast, Kant [156] (1781) proposed that experience itself is

co-constructed by sensory input and a priori cognitive frameworks—such as space, time, and

causality—through which we interpret the world. From this view, agents do not perceive the

world “as it is,” but always through a lens structured by prior categories of understanding.

Leibniz offered a complementary picture: each agent is a monad, a self-contained center of

perception that reflects the universe from its own internal logic (Leibniz [174], 1714). Though

abstract and metaphysical, this notion resonates with modern agent-based AI systems: each

agent maintains a private, bounded, and structured perspective on the environment, updating

it continuously but never accessing totality.

In this light, action selection is not based on objective knowledge, but on interpretation,

shaped by perception, prior belief, cognitive bias, and uncertainty. The environment, in turn,

evolves in response to the agent’s actions, providing feedback that enables further belief re-

vision. This cycle of perception, belief update, and feedback constitutes the agent’s external

loop: the interactive process through which the world becomes knowable and actionable.

While external interaction drives belief formation, the internal loop governs belief activa-

tion. Beliefs are not all used simultaneously. In practice, agents face competing goals, limited

resources, and ambiguous priorities. When multiple beliefs conflict or cannot be jointly acted

upon, agents must resolve tension through context-sensitive selection. This process of priori-

tization gives rise to intention: the commitment to one course of action over others, based on

internal criteria.

This idea was foreshadowed by William James, who proposed that volition emerges not

from singular willpower, but from an internal competition of impulses, with attention func-

tioning like a spotlight that selects among them (James [146], 1890). In this view, action is not
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merely the product of dominant stimuli, but the outcome of internal deliberation across coex-

isting tendencies. Jerome Bruner deepened this idea by emphasizing that meaning is not discov-

ered, but constructed—through the selective activation of interpretive frameworks shaped by

cultural and experiential contexts (Bruner [42], 1990).

These ideas are reflected in psychological models such as Maslow’s hierarchy of needs

(Maslow [195], 1943), where motivations are structured into layers and selectively activated

based on situational salience. Although Buck later critiqued its linear rigidity (Buck [44], 1988),

the essential insight remains: motivational systems are dynamic, and behavior emerges from

real-time modulation of competing internal drivers.

Rather than analyzing agents by their full belief system, it is often more informative to

focus on localized decision events—each defined by a specific subset of beliefs activated by

the present context. This view aligns with Bernard Baars’ global workspace theory, which

portrays consciousness as a spotlight: only a limited portion of mental content becomes globally

accessible, enabling deliberate action (Baars [9], 1988). In this sense, intention arises from a

structured selection process—not a single belief, but a network of prioritized beliefs activated

to guide behavior.

Each such decision-making instance can be analyzed through three interrelated components:

1. Intention: the internal motivation and preference that initiate the deliberation process.

2. Expected Behavior: the action an agent anticipates it will take, given its current beliefs

and internal models.

3. Actual Behavior: the executed action and its observable impact in the environment.

This triadic structure captures the essential gap between intention and realization: it allows

us to analyze not only what the agent did, but what it aimed to do—and how belief and context

shaped the difference. This alignment between intention and action becomes especially crit-

ical in environments with uncertainty, resource constraints, or conflicting preferences, where

agents must choose among trade-offs. As Ellul [88] (1990) warns, a civilization that pursues

technical efficiency and observable outcomes while neglecting alignment with deeper intention

risks falling into futility—what the Book of Ecclesiastes calls hevel (often translated as “van-

ity”)—a state not born of inaction, but of action disconnected from purpose. Such disconnection

may yield prolific behavior yet leave no enduring meaning, as the driving force behind action

becomes divorced from what truly matters.
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Such an event-level decomposition forms the analytical basis for modeling playstyle. Since

playstyle is not defined by a single action, but by patterns of decision-making, we infer it

by aggregating many such instances over time. By observing which beliefs are repeatedly

activated, which behaviors are preferred or avoided, and how intentions align (or misalign) with

outcomes, we can reconstruct an agent’s macro-level profile of stylistic tendencies.

Yet this approach reveals a critical challenge: the opacity of preference orderings. Unlike

binary propositions, preferences are not fixed logical entities—they are constructed through the

interaction of multiple beliefs, goals, and situational constraints. A single behavior may be con-

sistent with multiple possible preference structures, making it difficult—even impossible—to

unambiguously reconstruct internal priorities from external observations.

This difficulty is not merely technical, but philosophical. As Davidson [77] (1963) argued,

reasons for action function both as explanations and as justifications—but they are never fully

transparent to outside observers. Nagel [209] (1986) deepened this insight by distinguishing

between the internal, subjective frame of reasons and the external, objective stance he termed

“the view from nowhere.” From this perspective, intention can never be fully inferred from

behavior alone; it remains partially hidden within the structure of selfhood.

This brings us to a broader question: what does it mean to possess a self? Rather than

viewing the self as a fixed set of traits or responses, contemporary psychological theorists such

as Martin et al. [194] (2009) argue that selfhood consists in a dynamic system of values, goals,

and interpretive frameworks. These cannot be reduced to mere neurobiological or behavioral

patterns, but must be understood as evolving structures of meaning and agency.

In summary, this section offers a key refinement: the style of an intelligent agent is not a

static reflection of its belief system, but a dynamic pattern of selective expression—shaped

by intention, governed by internal and external constraints, and embedded within a fluid archi-

tecture of value. Understanding this requires attending to the agent’s dual-loop structure: one

loop of interaction with the world, and another of inward deliberation and belief regulation.

We will return to this dual-loop model in Chapter 5, where it will be formalized into a

general framework for modeling playstyle and agent individuality.
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1.4 From Philosophy to AI: Bridging Foundations

By this point in our discussion, it should be clear that many seemingly abstract philosophical

issues are deeply entangled with the foundations of artificial intelligence. Indeed, whenever we

attempt to step outside familiar assumptions and re-examine the very nature of AI, we find

ourselves inevitably drawn into philosophical and cognitive scientific territory. These questions

are not remote or esoteric; rather, they form the implicit scaffolding beneath the algorithms,

architectures, and benchmarks that define AI practice—often unnoticed, yet profoundly shaping

its development.

Much of contemporary AI research focuses on what AI can do and how well it performs

specific tasks. However, when we revisit the classical fourfold categorization of AI, as presented

in standard textbooks (Russell & Norvig [257], 2020), we immediately encounter the deeper

complexities at play. Revisiting these categories also raises a teleological question: What are

AI systems ultimately for? What kind of intelligence do we wish to cultivate?

The four traditional definitions of AI are:

• Thinking Humanly: Emulating human-like thinking processes.

• Thinking Rationally: Reasoning in a logically consistent manner.

• Acting Humanly: Behaving in ways indistinguishable from human actions.

• Acting Rationally: Choosing actions that achieve the best outcomes based on given goals

and information.

Among these, acting rationally is the most straightforward to formalize mathematically,

through tools such as decision theory, optimization methods, and reinforcement learning frame-

works. Acting humanly, while more complex, still allows for empirical modeling based on ob-

servable behavior. A classic milestone in this direction is the Turing Test (Turing [297], 1950),

which evaluates intelligence based on whether a machine’s behavior is indistinguishable from

that of a human in conversational interaction.

The categories involving “thinking” are far more contentious. Thinking rationally requires

logical coherence and internal consistency—yet real-world human cognition is often shaped by

heuristic shortcuts, cognitive biases, and bounded rationality. A historical example of this cat-

egory appears in the Soviet scientific programme on AI (Kirtchik [161], 2023), which framed

artificial intelligence primarily as an extended control tool. From this view, a machine cannot
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truly “think”; any reasoning it performs is ultimately the product of the human designer’s own

thinking, embedded into the system’s rules and procedures. Such a stance aligns with think-

ing rationally, as the emphasis is on executing human-specified logical and control processes

whose correctness derives from formal reasoning. It is not acting rationally, because the sys-

tem is not expected to autonomously determine optimal actions from goals and observations;

rather, it follows a pre-defined reasoning structure, prioritizing interpretability and controlla-

bility over autonomous performance. While this approach was coherent in the era of expert

systems and symbolic search—where reasoning steps were explicit and traceable—it becomes

harder to sustain in modern AI, where statistical and deep learning models often operate as

opaque black boxes, beyond full explanation even by their creators.

Thinking humanly, on the other hand, plunges deeper into philosophical controversy, as

our scientific understanding of human cognition—spanning psychology, neuroscience, and cog-

nitive science—remains incomplete and fragmented. It invokes enduring debates about the

mind-body problem, the nature of intentionality, and the explanatory gap between physical sub-

strates and subjective experience. Key issues such as consciousness, intuition, motivation, and

subjective experience continue to resist unified modeling approaches.

If we interpret "thinking humanly" as the ambition to simulate human cognitive architecture,

we observe two principal trajectories of research:

• Cognitive modeling: Constructing symbolic reasoning systems and abstract knowledge

structures that mirror conceptual processes.

• Biological modeling: Emulating the functional properties of the brain, most prominently

via artificial neural networks.

Both directions ultimately converge on the same fundamental question: What is the true

nature of human intelligence? Understanding playstyle—our central focus in this work—is

deeply entangled with this question.

Accordingly, this dissertation is titled Playstyle and Artificial Intelligence: An Initial Blueprint

Through the Lens of Video Games not merely to explore how AI can define, measure, and utilize

playstyle as a behavioral pattern, but to advance a deeper claim: playstyle, as a manifestation

of decision-making style, bridges the structural basis of human intelligence with the gen-

erative mechanisms of artificial intelligence.

Throughout our investigation, we will:
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• Analyze the underlying beliefs, values, and motivations that drive human decision-making;

• Examine how AI systems can learn, imitate, and express distinctive playstyles;

• Explore the emergence, plasticity, and creativity of playstyle across different contexts and

tasks.

Choosing video games as our primary domain of observation is both deliberate and signif-

icant. Games—particularly those that afford strategic diversity and creative freedom—offer a

uniquely fertile environment for the expression of human intelligence. Within these constructed

environments, players operate with relative autonomy, often free from real-world institutional or

social constraints, allowing their internal decision-making tendencies and stylistic preferences

to manifest with clarity.

Thus, video games serve as a natural laboratory for examining the logical structures, expres-

sive variations, and stylistic patterns of intelligent behavior. By leveraging AI tools to model,

interpret, and predict these variations, we aim to deepen not only our understanding of playstyle,

but also our broader grasp of decision-making, learning, creativity, and the evolving interplay

between human and artificial intelligence.

1.5 Behavior, Goal, and Style

Before proceeding to a concrete exploration of playstyle, it is essential to articulate several

foundational questions—spanning philosophy, cognitive science, and artificial intelligence—that

shape the conceptual scaffolding of this dissertation. These questions form the thematic thread

that weaves through the chapters that follow.

First, what is a goal? Building on the reasoning developed earlier, we may interpret a

goal as the expected outcome associated with validating a localized subset of the self—i.e., a

belief configuration that motivates action. From an engineering perspective, goals can be op-

erationalized as optimization targets (e.g., in reinforcement learning), preference models (e.g.,

in inverse reinforcement learning), or structured constraints in planning. Later chapters will

explore whether such formalizations can preserve both cognitive grounding and computational

tractability, and how they may be communicated or transferred between agents.

Second, if a goal can be defined, can it be taught or learned by artificial agents? Beyond

pursuing predefined tasks, an agent could potentially internalize goal structures that encode
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preference hierarchies or motivational priors. Possible methods include preference learning,

reward modeling, and goal-conditioned policies, which would allow style to serve as a medium

for transmitting cognitive architectures or value systems across agents.

Third, if agents can hold multiple goals, how should they be reconciled? When goals

coexist, the key is to understand their underlying preference structure—how goals are prior-

itized, weighted, or conditioned on context. Preferences may be stable or dynamic, explicit or

implicit, and can be inferred from observed behavior or embedded in the agent’s design. From

a computational perspective, this can be modeled through multi-objective optimization, prefer-

ence ranking, or context-sensitive weighting. Later chapters will examine how multi-objective

trade-offs are addressed in human-like decision-making, and how differences in preference

structure can shape game strategy and stylistic patterns.

Fourth, what is the relationship between goals and style? Goals primarily describe the

intention and the final outcome of a decision, whereas style, while considering the outcome,

also attends to the process by which the outcome is achieved. In this sense, style can be seen

as a more general construct than a goal—one that encompasses both the end state and the path

taken.

Finally, what is style itself? As introduced in Chapter2̃, style is defined as the mapping

from an environment in which there exist two or more recognized decision strategies or util-

ity functions, to their corresponding outcomes. This definition captures style as a structural

property of decision spaces, enabling both measurement and comparison across agents.

Though these questions may appear distinct, they are deeply interwoven. Together, they

form the central thread of this dissertation. In the chapters that follow, we will engage them

systematically—beginning with philosophical inquiry, and progressing toward computational

methodologies for modeling, measuring, and applying playstyle in intelligent systems.

1.6 Organization Preview

In the preceding sections, we have established a conceptual foundation for understanding

playstyle as a form of intelligent decision-making—deeply intertwined with belief structures,

intention, selfhood, and the architecture of artificial agents. The remainder of this book de-

velops a systematic blueprint for modeling, measuring, and applying playstyle, moving from

conceptual analysis to technical realization.
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The dissertation is organized into four main parts, each addressing a distinct dimension of

the problem:

Part I: Playstyle — Concepts and Blueprint

We begin by examining style in daily life, strategic behavior, and human cognition. Playstyle

is introduced as a concrete form of decision-making style, and we propose an analytical frame-

work to categorize and differentiate styles across domains. This part also clarifies how playstyle

relates to, and differs from, phenomena such as artistic style or generative style in AI systems.

Serving as the philosophical and structural basis, it equips readers with the key conceptual tools

for the rest of the book.

Part II: Essence of Playstyle

Here we formally define and quantify playstyle using methods ranging from heuristic rules to

data-driven modeling. We develop metrics for assessing stylistic difference, agent diversity,

and behavioral stability. We also examine the rationality and dynamics of multiple playstyles,

analyzing diversity and balance not only as theoretical properties but also as practical concerns

in game design and strategic systems.

Part III: Expression of Playstyle

This part explores how playstyle can be learned, imitated, and creatively generated by artificial

agents. We review decision-making systems—including deep learning and reinforcement learn-

ing architectures—highlighting how stylistic individuality may emerge from different learning

paradigms. Special attention is given to imitation learning and the boundaries of stylistic inno-

vation, bridging human playstyle and machine behavior.

Part IV: Applications and Future

We conclude by examining the real-world applications of playstyle analysis: in games (e.g.,

player modeling, matchmaking, personalization), in social systems (e.g., interaction patterns,

recommendation engines), and in broader user experience (UX) contexts. The final chapter

returns to foundational questions: Can playstyle serve as a structural pathway toward general

intelligence—or even as a proxy for selfhood or soul in artificial agents?

Taken together, these four parts aim not only to construct a methodology for analyzing

playstyle, but also to initiate a broader dialogue across artificial intelligence, cognitive science,
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and philosophy. Through the lens of playstyle, we revisit enduring questions: What consti-

tutes intelligence? How is individuality expressed? And what might it mean to build agents

with preferences, values, and recognizable behavioral identity? In doing so, each part pro-

gressively transforms these questions into formal models, measurable quantities, and practical

approaches.
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Part I

Playstyle: Concepts and Blueprint
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2
Understanding Style

Key Question of the Chapter: What exactly is style?

Brief Answer: In this dissertation, we take the position that style arises when multiple viable

options exist, and the distinguishable differences among these options—together with their

effects on outcomes—constitute the corresponding style. This framing emphasizes that style

is meaningful only in the presence of choice, and that it can be understood both through the

available alternatives and the consequences they produce.

2.1 Styles in Daily Life

We live in a world saturated with styles—patterns of expression that shape how we see, act,

and relate to others. From the visual elegance of Gothic cathedrals (von Simson [308], 1956)

and the expressive boldness of Fauvism (Millard [198], 1976), to the rhythmic complexity

of jazz music and the structured discipline of classical music (Burkholder et al. [46], Caplin

[48], 2019, 1998), stylistic diversity defines our cultural and aesthetic experiences. Styles also

manifest in dynamic activities: in sports, individualistic playing styles contrast sharply with
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team-oriented tactics, such as those observed in basketball (Oliver [218], 2004) and football

strategies (Wilson [316], 2013). Even in the mundane aspects of daily life—such as cuisine,

clothing, hairstyle, makeup, architecture, and modes of transport—stylistic variation is om-

nipresent (Civitello [63], Young & Young [328], Steele [281], 2011, 2019, 2015).

Fashion and color choices, in particular, offer salient examples of everyday style. In cloth-

ing, individuals continuously navigate between expressing individuality and conforming to so-

cial norms (Simmel [275], Steele [281], 1957, 2015). Fashion styles not only embody aesthetic

preferences but also serve as markers of identity, affiliation, and aspiration. They operate simul-

taneously as personal signals and social codes—linking subjective preference with shared cul-

tural meaning. Likewise, color selection—whether in apparel, design, or environment—plays a

central role in stylistic expression and emotional experience (Itten [143], Valdez & Mehrabian

[298], 1973, 1994).

These examples reveal a generalizable property: style exists when multiple feasible op-

tions are available, and when these options lead to discernible differences in expression or

outcome. This applies equally to tangible artifacts like architecture and to intangible patterns

like performance tempo or color composition.

In some domains, styles are clearly delineated through formal criteria. Gothic architecture,

for instance, is characterized by pointed arches, flying buttresses, and verticality—reflecting an

orderly medieval conception of space (von Simson [308], 1956). In contrast, styles in other ar-

eas may be highly subjective and open to interpretation. Modern literary forms such as magical

realism and minimalism illustrate how distinct aesthetic and narrative choices can coexist, with

readers perceiving different stylistic cues from the same work.

Styles may be mutually exclusive, as seen in the contrast between classical symphonic music

and the aggressive energy of heavy metal (Weinstein [315], Walser [309], 2000, 1993). Yet they

can also hybridize, creating new forms—such as the fusion of rock and hip-hop into rap-rock

(Watkins [314], Miller [199], 2005, 1981). From a decision-making perspective, such exclu-

sivity and hybridity correspond to different structural relationships between strategies—either

selecting one path at the exclusion of others, or blending elements from multiple strategies into

a coherent whole.

While the acknowledgment of diverse styles is almost inevitable, a deeper question arises:

What is the value of style? Is style merely a proliferation of options, or does it fulfill more

fundamental functional, emotional, or cultural roles? Historical patterns suggest that style can-
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not persist merely through novelty. To endure, it must resonate—anchored in underlying beliefs

or shared meaning.

The case of Fauvism is illustrative. Despite initial rejection for its vivid colors and simplified

forms, its radical experimentation later proved deeply influential in the evolution of modern art

(Millard [198], Hellmanzik [123], 1976, 2009). Such examples suggest that behind every lasting

style lies a belief—a conviction that this particular form of expression is meaningful, valuable,

or in some sense “right.”

In the following sections, we will explore the significance and necessity of style, proposing

a hierarchical classification to organize different types of style and understand their relationship

to decision-making contexts. Discussions of style innovation will be reserved for Chapter1̃0,

after a solid foundation on definition and manifestation has been laid.

2.2 Why Do Styles Exist?

Given our intuitive recognition of stylistic diversity in daily life, a fundamental question

naturally arises: Why do we need styles, and why are they worth valuing?

A simple way to approach this is through negation: What would the world look like if

styles did not exist? Style presupposes that multiple acceptable options are available—if every

problem had only a single optimal solution, style would be irrelevant. In other words, style

emerges only when a situation admits more than one viable path to success.

Once such alternatives exist, choice becomes possible, and those choices are filtered through

an agent’s beliefs and preferences. A key driver is perceived usability, which combines func-

tional adequacy with subjective satisfaction (Norman [215], 2013). From this perspective, per-

ceived usability is a projection of belief: a solution is deemed usable because it fits the agent’s

expectations, needs, or values.

Belief-based validation need not rely on formal proof. Choices can stem from rational

calculation, emotional resonance, cultural identification, or ingrained habit. As discussed in

Chapter 1, belief serves as a stopping condition for deliberation: once a belief sufficiently

supports a choice, action proceeds without further scrutiny.

Over time, repeated belief-driven selections shape what we recognize as individual per-

sonality. Different constellations of beliefs and values naturally yield different choices, and the

accumulation of such differences manifests as stylistic divergence. This is evident across do-
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mains—from artistic schools and culinary traditions to martial arts and fashion—where styles

endure not just through novelty but through their symbolic, emotional, or philosophical align-

ment with their adherents’ values.

Thus, style is not arbitrary; it represents each agent’s implicit answer to the deeper ques-

tion: What is worth choosing? In aesthetics, Goodman [114] (1978) framed stylistic systems

as tools of “worldmaking,” shaping how meaning and reality are constructed. In sociology,

Bourdieu [33] (1984) showed that styles operate as markers of symbolic capital, embedding

preferences within social structures (Bennett et al. [23], 2009).

These insights lead directly to the next step: if styles arise from belief-driven choices among

multiple valid options, how can we systematically describe their relationships? In the next

section, we introduce two key dimensions—capacity and popularity—as structural measures

for mapping and analyzing the space of styles.

2.3 Dimensions and Types of Styles

To understand and compare different styles more concretely, it is useful to represent stylistic

variation within a conceptual space. Here, I propose two principal dimensions that shape the

structure of this space: Capacity and Popularity. These dimensions allow us to position styles

not as isolated categories, but as locations within a continuous space, offering a geometric

intuition for their relationships and evolution.

The first dimension, Capacity, reflects the expressive richness or internal flexibility of a

style. A high-capacity style permits a wide range of behaviors, configurations, or interpreta-

tions under its umbrella, while a low-capacity style enforces tighter restrictions. For instance, a

general strategic archetype in a game such as “rush” or “control” may allow for diverse imple-

mentations, whereas a highly specific team composition or weapon build limits player decisions

to a narrow path. From a set-theoretic perspective, styles can be seen as defined by constraint

sets, and greater capacity corresponds to looser or fewer constraints.

The second dimension, Popularity, refers to how widely a style is recognized, adopted, or

practiced by agents in a given environment. Styles with high popularity are broadly accepted

and frequently used, while low-popularity styles remain niche or emergent. In multiplayer

games, for example, a champion or strategy frequently picked in ranked matches reflects high

popularity, whereas off-meta builds or unconventional tactics occupy the lower end of this axis.
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While popularity may seem straightforward to quantify by user counts or pick rates, it often

reflects deeper social, historical, or cultural dynamics, and can vary significantly across player

communities.

These two dimensions—how much expression a style permits and how much a style is

used—together define a 2D space in which we can analyze and visualize the distribution of

playstyles. This is not a ranking of superiority, but a structural mapping of stylistic variation.

Notably, this 2D structure aligns with the dual-loop framework proposed earlier. Capacity

captures the extent to which a playstyle can manifest distinct observable outcomes in the ex-

ternal loop—i.e., whether differences in style are empirically detectable through interaction. In

contrast, Popularity reflects how observers recognize or gravitate toward a playstyle, rooted in

the internal loop of subjective interpretation and belief-driven salience.

Together, these two orthogonal dimensions are sufficient to partition the space of styles

into meaningful quadrants, providing a compact yet expressive tool for comparative analysis.

While more complex taxonomies may be possible, this framework captures a key philosophical

and functional distinction: the difference between styles that are different, and those that feel

different. This justifies why a two-dimensional formulation is not arbitrary, but grounded in the

fundamental duality of perception and expression.

With these two dimensions established, we can begin to systematically compare different

styles not in terms of superiority, but through their structural properties and functional roles.

For example, when evaluating two gameplay archetypes—such as a highly flexible support

role versus a narrowly defined burst-damage build—we can ask: Which allows more stylistic

variation (capacity)? Which is more frequently adopted in real play (popularity)?

To further analyze such comparisons, we can interpret styles as constraint-defined subsets

within a broader behavior space. Here, tools from set theory provide useful formal intuitions:

a style that introduces additional restrictions over another (e.g., limited weapon types, fixed

formation rules) can be seen as a proper subset of the more general style, and thus possesses

lower capacity. This allows us to infer relative expressiveness without needing to quantify

absolute style space volume.

Popularity, by contrast, is often more straightforward to approximate—via pick rates, user

preferences, or adoption curves—but may conceal complex internal diversity. Two styles with

equal player counts may differ drastically in geographic distribution, skill level, or subcultural

context. These comparative ambiguities are addressed in later chapters on style balancing and
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population diversity.

Figure 2: A conceptual style map based on Capacity and Popularity. Each vector denotes a
stylistic shift or transformation path.

• General (high capacity, high popularity): These styles are highly expressive and widely

accepted. They offer broad flexibility, allowing players to pursue diverse strategies or

expressions within a widely recognized framework.

Example: Minecraft

Minecraft is an open-world sandbox game where players build, explore, survive, and

create freely. Its design accommodates a vast range of playstyles—creative, competitive,

exploratory, or narrative-driven—making it a paradigm of stylistic openness with broad

cultural acceptance.

• Subculture (high capacity, low popularity): These styles allow deep strategic expression

but are mainly appreciated within niche communities. They often require domain-specific

knowledge or preferences to be appreciated.
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Example: Turn-based Strategy Games (e.g., Fire Emblem, Into the Breach)

These games emphasize spatial planning, turn sequencing, and unit synergy. Players

adopt distinct tactical preferences (e.g., sacrificial attacks, defensive walls, hit-and-run

tactics), but the style tends to be less accessible to casual audiences due to its cognitive

complexity and pacing.

• Idiosyncrasy (low capacity, low popularity): These styles are highly constrained and

rarely adopted. They reflect extreme or unusual preferences, often requiring high skill,

patience, or a taste for unconventional challenges.

Example: I Wanna Be The Guy

This cult-classic platformer is infamous for its punishing design, unpredictable traps, and

frequent restarts. It appeals to a small community that embraces pain as part of the expe-

rience. The resulting style—relentless trial-and-error perseverance—is unique but largely

inaccessible to most players.

• Standard Formulation (low capacity, high popularity): These styles are simple, stable,

and widely used. Despite their limited expressive space, they gain popularity through

standardization, efficiency, or cultural convention.

Example: Sudoku

Sudoku is a logic-based number puzzle with fixed rules and minimal stylistic room. Its

predictability and clear evaluative criteria make it a universal form of structured reason-

ing, valued more for its clarity than personal expression.

This classification framework does not imply value judgment. Each region of the style space

has functional significance—some styles act as scaffolds for creativity, others as stabilizers of

coordination. Understanding where a style lies helps clarify its affordances, social dynamics,

and evolutionary potential.

Crucially, this conceptual framing is not merely philosophical—it provides the foundation

for a computational approach to style. In Chapter 6.5, we show how capacity and popularity

can be integrated into learning objectives to measure and generate stylistic diversity. This rein-

forces our central claim: style is not just an aesthetic phenomenon, but a structurally analyzable

and technically actionable construct.
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2.4 Styles in Generative Applications

Having established a conceptual framework for understanding style in terms of capacity

and popularity, we now extend this analysis to styles that emerge not from human agents, but

from artificial intelligence systems. Can such machine-generated styles be interpreted using

the same dimensions? Do these styles merely replicate patterns from training data, or can they

reflect deeper structures—preferences, constraints, or even a primitive form of intention?

To explore these questions, we introduce the notion of a style boundary: a conceptual

region that defines the range of variation a system considers stylistically valid. This boundary is

not a fixed formula, but a flexible zone of plausible outputs—shaped by training distributions,

architectural priors, and emergent dynamics.

Early generative models such as Variational Autoencoders (VAEs) (Kingma & Welling

[160], 2014) aimed to reconstruct inputs via latent feature spaces. Though their sampling en-

abled limited interpolation, their outputs remained largely tethered to known data distributions.

Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) (Goodfellow et al. [113], 2014), in contrast, intro-

duced a competitive learning dynamic in which a generator produces outputs to fool a discrim-

inator, which in turn learns to distinguish real from fake (Mirza & Osindero [201], Arjovsky

et al. [7], 2014, 2017).

We reinterpret GANs as implicitly learning a style boundary—a flexible frontier of plau-

sibility in high-dimensional space. Any sample within this frontier, even if novel, is treated as

stylistically coherent. This reframing allows us to analyze not only what AI systems generate,

but where in the style space their generations reside.

Later models such as InfoGAN and StyleGAN (Chen et al. [58], Karras et al. [158], 2016,

2019) expanded this boundary through disentangled latent factors and hierarchical control, en-

abling fine-grained exploration of stylistic variation. Users gained greater access to distinct

stylistic dimensions, suggesting that style boundaries are not only learned, but modular and

navigable.

Style transfer and domain translation models like UNIT (Liu et al. [185], 2017) and Cycle-

GAN (Zhu et al. [337], 2017) can be interpreted as learning mappings between style bound-

aries, even in the absence of paired data. These mappings suggest that boundaries are trans-

formable and that style space itself possesses a latent geometry amenable to structured traversal.

Diffusion models (Ho et al. [131], 2020) offer yet another perspective: by iteratively denois-

ing random inputs, they trace smooth trajectories through style space—preserving local coher-
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ence while allowing for flexible movement. Models such as Stable Diffusion (Rombach et al.

[252], 2022) demonstrate how prompt-based conditioning can steer generation along culturally

meaningful axes of style.

Large-scale pre-trained models like GPT (Radford et al. [241], Brown et al. [41], Ouyang

et al. [223], 2018, 2020, 2022), DALL-E (Ramesh et al. [246], Nash et al. [211], 2021, 2023),

and Midjourney also operate within learned stylistic boundaries shaped by massive corpora of

human-authored data. Their outputs align with culturally accepted patterns, suggesting they

navigate high-popularity regions of style space. Cross-modal interfaces like CLIP (Radford

et al. [244], 2021) and Imagen (Saharia et al. [258], 2022) further allow users to probe and

traverse these spaces through language.

This leads to a central insight: the capacity of a generative system corresponds to the

breadth and granularity of its style boundary, while popularity reflects how the system’s out-

puts resonate socially or culturally. For example, “Ghibli-style” visuals have gained traction

not merely due to model capability, but because of communal amplification—a feedback loop

between generative capacity and social reception.

In contrast, rule-based Procedural Content Generation (PCG) (Togelius et al. [291], 2013)

represents a more rigid form of stylistic design. Here, boundaries are manually engineered

through templates and constraints, offering precision but limited expressive emergence. PCG,

in this view, is explicit boundary crafting, whereas learning-based models engage in implicit

boundary discovery.

Taken together, these developments validate our analytic framework. The style boundary

concretizes capacity as the expressive range of valid outputs, while popularity reflects patterns

of cultural uptake. This unified lens allows us to interpret generative systems not as mere

statistical mimics, but as active participants in the construction, negotiation, and circulation of

style.

Yet as generative systems exhibit growing diversity and novelty, deeper questions arise:

Can machines possess stylistic preferences? Might their outputs reflect not only consistency,

but agent-like identity? What constitutes intention in such systems, and at what point do we

attribute “style” not just to outputs, but to the models themselves?

These philosophical and technical questions will return in later chapters—particularly in

discussions of playstyle measurement, imitation, and creative agency. For now, the capacity-

popularity-style boundary framework provides our bridge between human stylistic expression
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and the emergent behaviors of generative AI.
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3
Decision-Making with Style

Key Question of the Chapter: What exactly is the style of decision-making?

Brief Answer: In a given decision-making environment dynamic, different preferences corre-

spond to different utility functions, thereby shaping the outcomes of decision-making. When

these preferences remain consistent throughout the decision process—meaning that, from the

agent’s perspective in each encountered state, the chosen action continues to align with its own

evaluation—this consistency of decision-making constitutes a decision-making style. In Chap-

ter 5, we will formalize this property mathematically.

3.1 Goals and Decision Outcomes

Building on the previous chapter’s set-theoretic framework for understanding style, we now

turn our attention to a specific class of styles—those that arise in the process of decision-making.

Unlike the vivid and immediately perceptible styles of painting, music, or vocal performance,

decision-making styles are often subtle and indirect. They do not reside in observable forms,

but instead manifest through the choices an agent makes and the resulting outcomes over time.
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At the core of this perspective is the recognition that every style must ultimately relate to

some goal or problem. That is, style does not emerge in a vacuum; it arises from variation in

how agents approach decision problems. Given that different agents hold different preferences,

beliefs, or heuristics, there will naturally be multiple recognizable ways to respond to the same

challenge—thus giving rise to stylistic variation.

Formally, a decision-making scenario involves an agent selecting an action given a particular

state. At any given moment, the only variable the agent can directly control is its choice. While

the state may encode traces of the agent’s previous decisions (and hence its style), it is itself

fixed at the moment of decision. In sequential decision problems, the agent can only influence

future states indirectly through its actions.

This leads to a foundational question: What is the objective of decision-making? In artificial

intelligence, this is typically modeled through the maximization of a utility function—a math-

ematical representation of the agent’s preferences over possible outcomes (Russell & Norvig

[257], 2020). However, utility functions are often unknown, nontrivial to define, or compu-

tationally expensive to evaluate in practice. In many domains—such as search, planning, or

game-playing—agents instead rely on an evaluation function, which approximates the utility

of intermediate states and guides decision-making under limited resources.

Designing effective evaluation functions is both critical and challenging. Even if a search

or planning algorithm is theoretically optimal, it cannot outperform the quality of the signal it

receives from its evaluation function. This issue is starkly illustrated by the historical contrast

between AI performance in chess and Go.

In chess, several well-defined and quantifiable features—such as material advantage, posi-

tional control, and piece activity—enabled the construction of relatively accurate handcrafted

evaluation functions. Coupled with high-speed search algorithms like alpha-beta pruning, these

evaluations allowed systems such as Deep Blue to achieve superhuman performance, culminat-

ing in its victory over the world champion in 1997 (Campbell et al. [47], 2002).

By contrast, the game of Go posed a far greater challenge. The high branching factor, long-

term dependencies, and abstract value of territory made it extremely difficult to hand-engineer

evaluation functions that could reliably assess board positions. For decades, even amateur-level

human players easily outperformed Go programs.

This gap was only bridged with the advent of Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) (Coulom

[69], 2006), a paradigm shift in game AI. Rather than relying on explicit evaluation formulas,
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MCTS estimates state values through randomized playouts—simulations that project the likely

outcomes of different actions. This approach was further refined by the Upper Confidence

Bound applied to Trees (UCT) algorithm (Kocsis & Szepesvári [163], 2006), which integrated

exploration–exploitation tradeoffs from multi-armed bandit theory. These innovations enabled

systems to evaluate decisions not by static heuristics, but by dynamic statistical rollouts—even

in domains with deep, abstract structure such as Go (Gelly & Silver [106], 2007).

Parallel to these advances, researchers also sought to quantify decision-making styles in Go

using empirical methods. Coulom [70] (2007), for instance, proposed learning Elo-like ratings

over local move patterns, effectively modeling decision effectiveness as a function of stylistic

motifs. This bridged the divide between handcrafted expert features and data-driven learning,

enabling models to interpret style as both descriptive and predictive.

A major breakthrough came with AlphaGo (Silver et al. [271], 2016), which integrated

deep neural networks into both move selection and value estimation. Trained on expert human

games and coupled with MCTS, AlphaGo surpassed the strongest human players. Its successor,

AlphaGo Zero (Silver et al. [272], 2017), dispensed with human data altogether—learning

purely from self-play and reinforcement learning, it constructed its own evaluation function

from scratch and discovered superhuman strategies inaccessible to human intuition.

These developments reveal a crucial truth: the utility function—or more precisely, its im-

plicit estimation—is central to intelligent behavior. Yet in most real-world domains beyond

games, agents do not have access to well-defined reward structures or clear victory conditions.

How, then, can agents construct evaluation functions aligned with meaningful goals?

Here, the conceptual groundwork laid in earlier chapters offers guidance. We argued that

value stems from belief, and that decision-making is the process of validating beliefs through

behavior. From this perspective, preferences emerge as ordered beliefs—structured commit-

ments to one outcome over another. These preferences form the latent substrate from which an

internal evaluation function can be inferred.

Indeed, recent developments in AI have begun to operationalize this view. Reinforcement

Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF) (Ouyang et al. [223], 2022), for example, allows

agents to learn by observing ranked preferences or trajectory comparisons provided by human

evaluators. Rather than relying on hand-specified rewards, agents align their behavior with

human value structures—effectively learning an evaluation function from social feedback.

In this light, decision-making style is not just a pattern of choice—it is a signature of internal
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structure. It encodes what an agent values, how it estimates success, and which trade-offs it is

willing to accept. To analyze style is to reverse-engineer these implicit architectures.

In the sections that follow, we discuss this notion and explore how decision-making styles

can be modeled, measured, and learned—particularly within artificial agents. Through this, we

aim to show that style is more than behavior: it is a window into the agent’s evaluative core, a

trace of belief expressed through choice.

3.2 Playstyle as a Decision Style

In this work, I refer to decision-making style as Playstyle, not merely because the discussion

is situated within the domain of video games, but because the term Play emphasizes intention-

ality, agency, and the freedom to choose. This framing directs our attention to an agent’s active

engagement with alternatives, situating playstyle as a reflection of how decisions are formed

and expressed within interactive environments.

To clarify this focus, consider a video game context: if changes in background music, graph-

ical aesthetics, or atmospheric design do not influence a player’s actual choices, then these el-

ements—while contributing to the overall experience—do not constitute playstyle (Lin et al.

[179], 2021). Our analysis centers strictly on those features that shape the decision-making

process itself.

This perspective aligns with foundational thinking in game design. In The Art of Game

Design (Schell [262], 2008), games are described as deeply versatile media, capable of encom-

passing nearly every form of human activity. From a broader philosophical lens, one might

even adopt the view that reality resembles a structured simulation (Bostrom [32], 2003), in

which case understanding playstyle becomes synonymous with understanding how agents act,

choose, and express values in any structured decision environment.

Examples of Playstyle in Action. Consider a few canonical examples:

• In chess: Should I begin with a pawn to e4 or a knight to f3? How do I adapt after the

opponent’s first move?

• In Rock-Paper-Scissors: Based on past plays, what should I throw next to outguess my

opponent?

• In poker: Should I raise, call, or fold, given my hand and the betting context?
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In each case, multiple viable decisions are available. The Playstyle reflects how the agent

navigates this decision space, exhibiting tendencies such as aggression, caution, unpredictabil-

ity, or pattern exploitation.

Distinguishing Playstyle from General Style. While this decision-centric definition is intu-

itive, it risks being overly inclusive. Without constraints, even a generative image model that

chooses pixel values one-by-one might be seen as exhibiting playstyle. To avoid such dilution,

we introduce an additional criterion: Playstyle must involve interaction with an external

entity—an environment, another agent, or a structured system capable of providing feedback.

That is, the agent must:

1. make a decision, and

2. receive a response from a system not fully under its control.

The agent’s behavior is thus evaluated externally; the meaning and consequence of its de-

cision are interpreted by the world. This separates playstyle from purely internal or genera-

tive styles, which may reflect aesthetic or structural preferences, but lack environmental conse-

quence or feedback.

Core Definition. We may now define:

Playstyle is the decision-making style of an agent, expressed through its interaction

with a responsive environment, where multiple viable choices exist and external

consequences provide structure and meaning to the agent’s actions.

Consistency and Evolution. In this work, we treat the agent as the principal of playstyle

formation. Internally, the agent defines its beliefs and preferences, which together shape its

decision-making process. We make a working assumption that when an agent exhibits a given

playstyle, there is temporal consistency—that is, each decision the agent makes is one it would

still endorse if it could re-evaluate the same situation from its current state of knowledge.

In reality, only the agent itself can know whether this consistency is upheld. Playstyle

can also be dynamically evolving: as the agent expands its cognition or acquires new infor-

mation, it may adjust its beliefs and preferences. As long as it continues to endorse its past

decisions—even when viewed through its updated perspective—we may still consider this to be

the same playstyle.
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This property directly influences how playstyles evolve. When an agent attempts to repu-

diate previously held beliefs or preferences, it breaks this consistency, often incurring a psy-

chological cost in changing style. In human behavior, this cost is observable in the cognitive

rigidity of belief revision: younger individuals tend to adapt more easily because they have

fewer entrenched decisions to overturn, whereas older individuals may find it harder to accept

changes that imply rejecting long-trusted values.

Thus, playstyle captures not only the agent’s expressive pattern in interactive decision-

making, but also the continuity or rupture in how its belief–preference structure is maintained

or revised over time.

3.3 Importance and Applications

Given that a playstyle reflects an agent’s belief–preference structure and its consistent ex-

pression across decision points, a natural question follows: Why does playstyle matter? Beyond

surface-level variation, what is its practical and philosophical significance?

3.3.1 In Games: Expression, Diversity, and Engagement

Consider the realm of competitive games—such as esports strategy, character builds in role-

playing games (RPGs), or tactics in real-time combat. Imagine a game in which a univer-

sally optimal solution is known and strictly dominates all others. In such a setting, mean-

ingful decision-making vanishes. The validation of internal beliefs through action collapses,

and the space for expressing individual values and preferences disappears (Yannakakis et al.

[325], 2013). Even when players retain agency in name, the game reduces to mere execution.

A canonical example is unrestricted Gomoku. Once the perfect black-piece winning strat-

egy is discovered, the game may still hold initial interest as players test and verify its logic.

But over time, play devolves into repetition—showcasing only brute-force precision or memo-

rization. The opportunity for exploration, stylistic divergence, or personal innovation fades. In

such cases, the act of choosing ceases to be expressive—decisions no longer reflect beliefs, only

compliance. By contrast, games such as chess or Go, while theoretically solvable, remain in-

tractable for human computation, preserving vast spaces for stylistic difference. These domains

allow strategic preferences to flourish even under optimal-play theory.

Games that support multiple viable playstyles offer a richer and more enduring experience.
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These environments empower agents—human or artificial—to validate internal values through

behavior. One could argue that the very act of play becomes meaningful only when such expres-

sive space exists. This view aligns with research emphasizing that behavioral diversity enhances

exploration, adaptability, and engagement (Eysenbach et al. [92], Agarwal et al. [3], Lupu et al.

[193], 2019, 2021, 2021).

3.3.2 In Game Development and AI Systems

Game designers have long recognized the importance of stylistic variation. From the earliest

console generations, a proliferation of genres—platformers, strategy, stealth, simulation—emerged

to satisfy diverse player preferences (Novak et al. [216], 2012). Over time, technologies such

as dynamic AI difficulty, adaptive NPC behavior, and flexible matchmaking further embraced

the value of stylistic variation (Schell [262], 2008).

Crucially, the ability to offer distinct playstyles supports not only engagement but also iden-

tity formation. Players are drawn to signature ways of playing—not simply for efficiency, but

to reflect who they are. This diversity underpins a global industry approaching 200 billion USD

in valuation—making it comparable in size to the film or music sectors (Knezovic [162], 2025).

These practical implications will be revisited in Chapter 7 and Chapter 11, where playstyle

modeling supports personalization, player profiling, and balanced game ecosystems.

3.3.3 In Broader Decision-Making Contexts

Beyond gaming, the importance of playstyle extends to general AI. As discussed in Chap-

ter 1, classical paradigms like “acting rationally” and “acting humanly” can be reframed through

the lens of playstyle. When agents face multiple valid decisions under uncertainty, the pattern of

their choices reflects underlying beliefs, heuristics, and values—that is, their decision-making

style.

In reinforcement learning, stylistic diversity across policies is increasingly recognized as

essential for generalization, robustness, and emergent capabilities (Fan & Xiao [93], Eysenbach

et al. [92], Badia et al. [10], Fan et al. [94], 2022, 2019, 2020, 2023). Multi-agent systems

benefit from stylistic variety to promote exploration and adaptive synergy. RL frameworks

like Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF) (Ouyang et al. [223], 2022)

rely precisely on subtle preference modeling—capturing the playstyle of human evaluators as a

guiding signal for alignment.
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Moreover, playstyle modeling is central to human-centered AI. In recommendation engines,

dynamic pricing, adaptive interfaces, and personalized content generation, systems must infer

and respond to individual behavioral tendencies. Modeling playstyle enables systems to res-

onate with human users—not just functionally, but meaningfully.

Emerging fields such as behavioral stylometry provide additional validation. For instance,

researchers have shown that patterns in chess moves can reveal cognitive traits and even psy-

chological dispositions (McIlroy-Young et al. [197], 2021). Such approaches can be naturally

connected with the capacity and popularity framework introduced in Chapter 2, extending

style analysis into non-game domains while preserving its structural interpretability.

3.3.4 Conclusion

In summary, playstyle is not merely an aesthetic label—it is a functional interface between

belief, behavior, and identity. It reflects how agents, human or artificial, express value systems

through interactive decision-making. By modeling how decisions encode structure, preference,

and trade-off resolution, we gain a powerful tool for understanding cognition, enhancing inter-

action, and building systems that are not only intelligent, but individually expressive.
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4
Blueprint of Playstyle

Key Question of the Chapter:

What are the key issues in playstyle worth exploring?

Brief Answer: Playstyle research can be organized into three mutually reinforcing compo-

nents—Definition and Measurement, Expression and Innovation, and Applications and Fu-

ture—forming a blueprint for systematic investigation.

4.1 An Overview of the Playstyle Components

Before advancing further into the study of playstyle, it is essential to clarify the core compo-

nents that structure this field and render it suitable for systematic, scientific investigation. This

chapter introduces a conceptual blueprint that divides the inquiry into three tightly intercon-

nected components:

1. Definition, Measurement, and Rationality

2. Expression and Innovation through AI
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Figure 3: The interplay between the three key components of playstyle: Measurement, Expres-
sion, and Industry Value. Measurement enables Expression; Expression expands applications
toward Industry Value; Industry Value, in turn, raises new questions that refine Measurement.

3. Applications and Future Outlook

Each component serves a distinct role, yet all mutually reinforce one another in shaping a unified

research framework.

First, we establish the foundations of definition and measurement. While previous chap-

ters approached playstyle from philosophical and intuitive perspectives, such approaches lack

the precision required for scientific progress and technical application. This part develops for-

mal tools to define and quantify style, enabling rigorous analysis. On this basis, key concerns

such as diversity, balance, and rational decision-making naturally emerge. Later, in Chapter 6.5,

we demonstrate how abstract concepts such as capacity and popularity can be embedded into

loss functions for style-sensitive models. This concretely shows that our conceptual framework

is not merely theoretical—it translates directly into practical modeling strategies.

Second, we turn to expression and innovation, focusing on how playstyle can be mani-

fested and extended by intelligent systems, particularly AI agents. This includes not only re-

producing known styles but also generating novel stylistic behaviors. The discussion naturally

connects to deeper questions about creativity: What enables the emergence of new styles? How

can we distinguish between variation and innovation? While the primary focus is on machine

behavior, the analysis remains grounded in human analogs to better understand the boundaries
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of artificial creativity.

Third, we examine the practical value and industrial applications of playstyle. We begin

with video games—the most immediate and intuitive domain—exploring how style modeling

informs player behavior, AI design, community dynamics, and streaming culture. We then

expand the discussion to other areas where preferences, styles, and individuality matter: recom-

mendation systems, personalized content generation, adaptive pricing, and beyond.

These three pillars are mutually reinforcing. Robust definitions and measurement techniques

are prerequisites for identifying and evaluating stylistic patterns. Without them, expressive

modeling becomes arbitrary, and innovation lacks grounding. Likewise, industrial application

provides a reality check, ensuring that our methods retain practical relevance and social utility.

The feedback from real-world deployments also raises new research questions that loop back

into refining measurement and theory.

In sum, this chapter provides a structural overview of the rest of this book. It functions as

a bridge between the philosophical foundations of Chapter 1 and the formal, technical inves-

tigations to come. By organizing the study of playstyle around measurement, expression, and

application, we aim to offer not only a coherent research agenda, but also a general framework

for advancing this emerging field.

4.2 Foundations of Definition, Measurement, and Rational-

ity

The first conceptual gear in the blueprint of playstyle research concerns the formalization

of definition, the development of methods for measurement, and the articulation of a coherent

framework for rational evaluation.

We begin with an intuitive premise: humans can effortlessly recognize stylistic differ-

ences—in art, music, gameplay, or behavior. This intuitive capacity forms the entry point for a

more rigorous investigation. In this part, we examine how such recognition can extend beyond

surface features to more latent, decision-based playstyles. We also draw a clear distinction be-

tween stylistic variation in generative outputs and playstyle as a form of intentional, interactive

decision-making.

Next, we present a structured overview of existing methods for measuring playstyle. These

range from heuristic, rule-based approaches to advanced data-driven models, culminating in
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a discrete-state modeling method introduced in this work. Each approach is analyzed based

on its assumptions, expressive power, and applicability. By organizing these techniques into

distinct categories, we aim to map the methodological landscape and clarify how playstyle can

be operationalized across domains.

Building on these measurement foundations, we turn to two central but often vaguely de-

fined concepts: diversity and balance. While both terms are widely used in game design and

AI, they are rarely accompanied by formal definitions or actionable metrics. Here, we offer

precise formulations: diversity is defined as the range of viable stylistic expressions within a

system; balance is defined as the rational comparability and coexistence of such styles in a

shared environment. These formulations support both theoretical analysis and practical control

of style dynamics in competitive or collaborative systems.

Taken together, this part lays the critical conceptual and computational groundwork for what

follows. Without clear definitions, the existence of playstyle cannot be verified; without mea-

surement, it cannot be analyzed or improved; and without rational criteria, style comparisons

become arbitrary. These foundations enable the study of playstyle as a scientific and design-

oriented discipline, bridging philosophy, machine learning, and interactive systems.

4.3 Foundations of AI Expression and Innovation

Once the definition and measurement of playstyle have been established, the next logical

step is to examine how playstyle can be expressed, manipulated, and extended—particularly

through artificial intelligence.

We begin by revisiting the foundations of decision-making in AI. An intelligent system

must first identify its goals and develop strategies to achieve them. The chapter explores the

evolution of deep learning and reinforcement learning not merely as a chronological sequence of

techniques, but as a reflection of the shifting motivations and design constraints that have shaped

the field. Rather than presenting a catalog of methods, we focus on the broader trends that have

guided the transition from passive models to adaptive agents, from perception to decision, and

from task completion to style-sensitive behavior.

On this foundation, we analyze how AI systems can replicate human playstyles—whether

through statistical modeling, trajectory imitation, or latent style inference from expert demon-

strations. This naturally leads to the question of human-likeness: Can AI behave not only

41



effectively, but with intention, expressiveness, or even personality? When does imitation be-

come identity?

More provocatively, we explore whether AI can move beyond imitation to exhibit genuine

creativity. While innovation is traditionally associated with human agents, we argue that cre-

ativity need not be limited to biological systems. Under appropriate conditions—namely, the

presence of a structured style space, the capacity to traverse it meaningfully, and mechanisms

for evaluating novelty—AI systems can generate stylistic outcomes that are not only novel but

valuable. From this perspective, playstyle innovation becomes not only possible but measur-

able.

This work takes a clear stance: AI is capable of creative expression, provided that we con-

struct suitable evaluative frameworks. Indeed, current technologies are rapidly approaching the

threshold at which AI-generated innovations are not merely plausible, but observable. By the

time this dissertation is read, the question of whether AI can be creative may no longer be

philosophical—it may be empirical.

In sum, this section positions playstyle at the frontier of computational creativity. It forges a

conceptual bridge between decision-making models and stylistic innovation, presenting playstyle

as something not merely reproduced or recognized, but actively generated—by both humans

and machines.

4.4 Foundations of Applications and Future

The final part of this blueprint shifts from theoretical foundations to practical implementa-

tion and long-term vision, focusing on the applications of playstyle technologies and their role

in shaping future interactions between humans and intelligent systems.

We begin with the domain most inherently aligned with playstyle research: video games.

This includes applications in game design, matchmaking, player profiling, community behavior

analysis, and livestreaming culture. Across these contexts, playstyle analysis proves valuable

not only for enhancing player experience but also for improving system-level balance and en-

gagement. By translating subjective behavioral patterns into actionable design signals, playstyle

becomes a powerful tool for both developers and players.

Yet the relevance of playstyle extends well beyond the boundaries of games. Wherever

decision-making patterns, stylistic preferences, or interactive behaviors hold significance: edu-
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cation, robotics, creative industries, marketing, consumer analytics—the principles of playstyle

modeling can be meaningfully applied. When treated as a structured expression of intention

and preference, style becomes a medium for interpreting and influencing behavior across di-

verse domains.

In this light, playstyle is more than a diagnostic lens—it emerges as a design principle and

communication interface. This section explores how playstyle-aware models can be embedded

within industrial and technological pipelines to enable personalization, fairness, adaptability,

and user-centric optimization. Moreover, as these systems are deployed and adopted, they offer

feedback loops that refine our conceptual understanding of behavior and identity, deepening the

integration of theory and practice.

Looking further ahead, we return to the philosophical foundations established earlier in

this work. As artificial intelligence systems become more sophisticated—capable not only of

solving tasks, but of exhibiting consistent and recognizable behavioral patterns—questions of

identity, agency, and value inevitably resurface. What does it mean for a machine to have a

style? Can playstyle function as a proxy for intention or even a rudimentary selfhood? In

the context of Artificial General Intelligence (AGI), might playstyle offer a new language for

describing digital individuality?

This final section thus reframes playstyle not only as a subject of academic and engineering

interest, but as a conceptual lens for interpreting the evolution of intelligent systems. It bridges

abstract constructs, real-world applications, and metaphysical inquiry—completing the arc of

this blueprint and setting the stage for the deeper explorations in the chapters that follow. In par-

ticular, Chapter 5 begins by detailing the definitional and measurement foundations, providing

the formal tools required to operationalize playstyle analysis across domains.
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Part II

Essence of Playstyle
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5
Aspects of Defining Playstyle

Key Question of the Chapter:

How can playstyle be formally defined?

Brief Answer: We first establish how to demonstrate the existence of playstyle differences,

then formalize the concept of playstyle consistency in mathematical terms. Building on this, we

construct equations linking intention and behavior, thereby creating the mathematical language

that underpins subsequent methods for measuring and expressing playstyle.

What exactly constitutes a playstyle, and how can it be defined in a way that is both concep-

tually meaningful and empirically measurable? This chapter develops a formal framework for

understanding playstyle, from conceptual foundations to measurable structures, and establishes

the theoretical distinction between playstyle and generative style.

Playstyle is often recognized intuitively: we can sense when two players approach the same

game in fundamentally different ways. Yet this intuition masks a deeper complexity. Playstyle

is not encoded in static rules, nor fully captured by surface behavior. Rather, it emerges as

a relational construct—an expression of internal preferences, intentions, and strategies, made
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visible through interactions with an environment.

To study playstyle scientifically, we must first ask what it is that we seek to define and

measure. Do we locate playstyle in the agent’s internal beliefs and value structures? In the

policy it follows? Or in the empirical distribution of its actions across observable states?

This chapter addresses these foundational questions through a structured progression. We

begin by clarifying the ontological status of playstyle: under what conditions can we say that a

style exists, and how can we distinguish one from another? We then introduce two complemen-

tary perspectives—process-based and outcome-based—as formal lenses for measuring stylistic

divergence.

Building upon these perspectives, we identify the set of observable elements that serve as

inputs to playstyle measurement. These include not only the agent’s actions, but also states,

rewards, preferences, and full behavioral trajectories. Recognizing and unifying these inputs

allows us to define a general observable space for systematic comparison.

Finally, we construct a formal framework in which internal belief systems and preference

structures generate decision policies, which in turn induce distributions over observable behav-

ior. While this formulation is inspired by the Partially Observable Markov Decision Process

(POMDP) and belief MDP framework (Kaelbling et al. [152], Russell & Norvig [257], 1998,

2020), our treatment of belief deviates from traditional assumptions. Rather than directly

specifying a fixed belief state space, we allow belief to be realized as a latent internal struc-

ture—constructed through agent-specific mechanisms such as an interpretation function I(o)

from the given observation o—and leave the implementation of abstract preference functions

through belief states to the agent.

We close the chapter by examining the boundary between playstyle—as a reflection of

decision-making—and generative style—as a product of content creation. This distinction is

critical for establishing the scope of playstyle analysis and for positioning our formalism within

broader discussions of creativity and expression.

In sum, this chapter transitions our discussion from philosophical intuition to mathematical

formulation. It provides the conceptual and technical foundation required for the systematic

study of playstyle as a measurable construct.
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5.1 Existence of Playstyle

As discussed in Chapter 3, playstyle can be understood as a form of decision-making

style—an emergent pattern rooted in how agents make choices across interactive contexts. At

its core, each decision reflects an underlying utility function, which in turn is shaped by the

agent’s beliefs about the world and its preferences over possible outcomes. From this perspec-

tive, a playstyle is instantiated by a particular belief–preference system that governs how an

agent evaluates alternatives and commits to actions.

A common intuition is to bind a style directly to its operator: for example, assuming that

one person corresponds to one style, or that one complete strategy represents one style. How-

ever, the subject of a style need not be fixed in this way. A single person can maintain multiple

styles and freely switch between them; multiple individuals can share the same style; and styles

can even be blended into hybrid forms. What is essential is that the operator is aware of switch-

ing or merging styles, such that these transitions are intentional rather than accidental.

Because the belief–preference system is latent—hidden within the agent’s internal mecha-

nisms—it cannot be directly observed unless the full decision-making process is transparent.

In practice, this is rarely the case. We must therefore reason about playstyle primarily from

external evidence: observable traces such as action choices, state transitions, and eventual out-

comes. It is through these manifestations that we attempt to infer the structure and stability of

an agent’s goals and decision logic.

This indirect relationship reveals a critical insight: differences in playstyle are not neces-

sarily equivalent to differences in policy. Even if two agents possess divergent beliefs and

preferences, their resulting policies may appear identical if the decision space is severely con-

strained. For instance, in high-risk or survival-critical scenarios within adventure games, agents

with different intentions may all converge on the same “optimal” response due to environmen-

tal pressure. In such cases, the absence of observable difference does not imply the absence of

internal variation—it merely reflects limited behavioral expressiveness.

Conversely, even when agents share the same beliefs and utility structures, differences in

training dynamics, architecture, or exploration strategies may result in distinct policies. For

example, in deep reinforcement learning, agents trained with the same reward function and

algorithm can produce diverging behaviors due to random initialization, sampling variance, or

stochasticity in policy updates (Lin et al. [179], 2021). Even when value functions (e.g., Q-

functions) are held constant, the choice of deterministic versus stochastic policy realization can
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lead to stylistic divergence in execution.

These examples reveal a many-to-many mapping between belief systems, utility functions,

and observable policies. As a result, playstyle cannot be defined solely through policy repre-

sentation. Instead, we are compelled to adopt a relational and evidential stance: playstyle exists

insofar as structured, consistent variation in decision behavior can be observed across agents

under comparable conditions.

Such an evidential perspective does not require complete observability or full causal infer-

ence of beliefs. It instead demands sufficient regularity to distinguish meaningful variation from

implementation noise, randomness, or environmental bias. Accordingly, the challenge of defin-

ing playstyle is not simply about isolating behaviors, but about discerning whether those behav-

iors reflect intentional, belief-driven differences rather than external constraints or stochastic

fluctuations.

In the next section, we operationalize this evidential approach by introducing two principal

strategies for identifying stylistic differences—process-based and outcome-based—while not-

ing that these are not the only possible perspectives. This sets the stage for a broader discussion

of how playstyle can be recognized, measured, and verified in both practical and theoretical

settings.

5.2 Process vs. Outcome: Perspectives on Defining Playstyle

Since playstyle represents a form of indirect style, our task is to observe and quantify its

differences through indirect yet systematic means. Two fundamental perspectives emerge for

relative measurement: process-based differences, which reflect how decisions are made within

the decision-making process (thus “internal” to the agent), and outcome-based differences,

which reflect the external results produced by such decisions as observed by others (thus “ex-

ternal”).

These perspectives hinge on the types of data available. When we can observe observation–

action pairs, we may directly assess decision tendencies—how an agent acts under specific

contexts. When such internal traces are absent, or only aggregate consequences are reported,

we must rely on an outcome-based view.
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5.2.1 Process Difference (Internal Difference)

The process-based perspective investigates playstyle through differences in decision-making

behavior: how agents map observations to actions. If two agents receive the same input but

choose different actions, this indicates a divergence in their underlying policies, beliefs, or

preferences.

Let π1(a | o) and π2(a | o) be policies over the observation space O and action space A.

Then:

∃o ∈ O, ∃a ∈ A, π1(a | o) ̸= π2(a | o) ⇒ evidence of process-based playstyle difference.

This perspective underpins early work such as Playstyle Distance (Lin et al. [179], 2021),

which discretizes state spaces to compare action distributions, and Playstyle Similarity (Lin

et al. [181], 2024), which incorporates multiscale representations and perceptual kernels to

enhance sensitivity.

Such divergence may arise from differences in internal representations, reward generaliza-

tion, exploration behavior, or inductive bias. For example, agents trained on the same objective

but with different seeds, architectures, or sampling schedules may yield distinct process-level

tendencies.

Conversely, the absence of any divergence:

∀o ∈ O, ∀a ∈ A, π1(a | o) = π2(a | o) ⇒ no detectable process-based difference.

suggests that stylistic differences—if any—are not reflected in the decision traces, though

latent factors may still differ.

In complex environments, true decision tendencies may be distorted by partial observability,

multi-agent interaction, or structural constraints. Consider:

• Environmental randomness causes the same playstyle to produce different observed states.

• Two distinct playstyles are forced into similar distributions by dominant external dynam-

ics.
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5.2.2 Outcome Difference (External Difference)

The outcome-based perspective focuses on the effects of decision-making, without assum-

ing access to its internal logic. Rather than comparing actions given inputs, we compare the

summarized results of policy–environment interaction.

Formally, for an environment e, let the report function e(π) produce a summary outcome

r ∼ e(π) ∈ Rk, such as win rate, score, user rating, or metric vector. We say:

Er∼e(π1)[r] ̸= Er∼e(π2)[r] ⇒ evidence of outcome-based playstyle difference.

This is especially useful when internal observation–action traces are unavailable. For exam-

ple:

1. In games, if two agents with different strategies show different win rates or score distri-

butions, this suggests outcome-level stylistic divergence (Lan et al. [170], 2023).

2. In preference-based evaluation, if human users systematically prefer one agent’s behavior

across tasks, this too reflects a meaningful difference.

Importantly, outcome difference requires no stepwise alignment, only that the environment

produces interpretable summaries.

Nonetheless, outcome analysis faces ambiguity:

• Agents may differ internally but appear similar due to low environment sensitivity.

• Outcome noise or complexity may exaggerate superficial differences.

Moreover, even when outcome vectors match, human observers often identify stylistic nu-

ances. For example, in competitive games or sports, players with similar performance ratings

may still differ in strategic pacing, risk preference, or tactic selection. This phenomenon is par-

ticularly evident in professional esports and board games such as Go, where individual playstyle

is widely recognized despite comparable Elo ratings.1

1https://www.goratings.org
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5.2.3 The Importance of Combining Both Perspectives

Each perspective captures a distinct dimension:

• Process-based difference reflects how agents make decisions given comparable contexts.

• Outcome-based difference reflects the resulting external consequences of those deci-

sions.

Crucially, these two perspectives are not logically equivalent, and neither implies the other:

• Process difference does not imply outcome difference: Two agents may exhibit clear

differences in how they respond to observations—i.e., their policies differ at the decision

level—yet still achieve similar outcomes. This can occur when the environment masks

stylistic variation due to strong convergence pressures, sparse reward signals, or outcome

measures that are too coarse to reflect nuanced behavioral differences. Moreover, limited

evaluation episodes may fail to capture the long-term effect of process-level divergence.

• Outcome difference does not imply process difference: Two agents may achieve differ-

ent outcomes despite using the same observable policy. This can happen when outcome

variation is caused by factors outside the agent’s control, such as differences in starting

state distributions, partner behaviors in multi-agent settings, or stochastic transitions. In

such cases, the divergence arises from environmental conditions rather than differences

in the decision-making process itself.

These observations motivate a combined perspective: by examining both decision-level and

outcome-level evidence, we gain a more complete understanding of how playstyle manifests and

under what conditions differences become observable. In particular, process-based comparison

helps trace the generative source of behavior, while outcome-based comparison grounds that

behavior in its external consequences.

In practice, most real-world assessments fall between the two extremes. Partial trajectories,

state–action summaries, and aggregated results often yield hybrid measurements that reflect

both decision tendencies and environment interactions. Understanding which elements of a

playstyle difference stem from internal factors—and which result from external context—is key

to accurate interpretation.

Robust analysis of playstyle thus requires integrating both perspectives, evaluating what

types of signals are available, and remaining aware of the limits of each lens in isolation.
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While the process–outcome framework provides two rigorous and widely applicable lenses,

it is not exhaustive. In principle, any reliable source of evidence can be used to distinguish

playstyles. For example, if an agent can be directly queried about whether it has changed

its style—and we are prepared to take its self-report at face value—this constitutes a form of

identification. Such approaches relax the need for formal verification and instead rely on trust,

context, or domain-specific conventions.

This highlights an important distinction between identification capability and verification

capability: the former concerns whether a difference in style can be recognized or labeled at

all (even informally), while the latter demands evidential grounding that is reproducible and

resistant to deception or noise. In high-stakes or scientific settings, verification is essential; in

exploratory, narrative, or creative contexts, identification may suffice.

Moreover, when agents can intentionally maintain, switch, or merge multiple playstyles, the

boundary between distinct styles may itself be fluid. In such cases, process-based and outcome-

based signals may intermittently overlap, diverge, or blend, depending on when and how the

agent transitions between styles. Understanding and accommodating this fluidity is part of

building a robust theory of playstyle.

In short, process and outcome differences offer strong foundations for measurement, but

practical playstyle analysis often requires a broader toolkit—capable of incorporating hybrid

signals, self-reports, and context-specific interpretations—while remaining explicit about the

evidential standard being applied.

5.3 Available Elements for Defining Playstyle

To define and measure playstyle, we must begin by asking: What can we observe? Since

playstyle is not explicitly encoded in any parameter or rule, its analysis must rely on empiri-

cal evidence derived from agent–environment interaction. These signals—whether concrete or

abstract, process- or outcome-oriented—constitute the foundation for all inference about style.

To unify these diverse sources under a single abstraction, we introduce the term Observable

Element. An Observable Element refers to any information that can be accessed, recorded, or

inferred during or after agent execution. This includes not only traditional components such as

states and actions (Sutton & Barto [285], 2018), but also rewards, preference signals, trajecto-

ries, behavior summaries, or terminal outcomes.
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This abstraction helps avoid premature assumptions about what “counts” as observable. In

practice, available signals vary by domain: some environments expose rich state variables but

no reward; others log preferences or episode-level reports but hide low-level transitions. By

adopting a flexible definition, we permit any accessible evidence to inform stylistic analysis.

We classify Observable Elements into two broad categories:

5.3.1 External Observables

These are directly accessible signals produced through agent–environment interaction. They

form the basis of most empirical comparisons.

1. State (Observation):

The environment’s current condition at each timestep. Typically encoded as structured

or high-dimensional vectors, these define the decision context under which the agent

operates.

2. Action:

The agent’s decision in response to the current state. Action logs are essential for recov-

ering or approximating policies and process-based differences.

3. Reward or Preference Signal:

Evaluative feedback from the environment or an external source. Rewards are often nu-

meric and task-driven; preferences may be human-derived, as in inverse RL or RLHF (Ng

& Russell [212], Ouyang et al. [223], 2000, 2022).

4. Trajectory Fragments or Summaries:

Sequences or compressions of behavior across time, capturing temporal structure such

as strategic planning or stylistic rhythm. These are useful when individual decisions are

uninformative in isolation.

5. Terminal and Semantic Signals:

Episode-level outcomes or high-level indicators, such as win/loss flags, achievement

markers, or annotated goals. These serve as interpretable anchors for outcome-based

analysis.
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These elements form the primary input to empirical methods for playstyle assessment. Their

usefulness depends on how well they reflect the agent’s meaningful behavioral structure and

variation.

5.3.2 Internal Factors

While Observable Elements are externally accessible, internal factors refer to the latent

variables and mechanisms that shape an agent’s behavior but are not directly visible. They

influence which Observable Elements are generated but cannot be measured directly.

1. Memory and History Dependence:

Agents with memory (e.g., RNNs, LSTMs) may condition actions on long histories rather

than immediate observations, enabling stylistic patterns that unfold over time (Hochreiter

& Schmidhuber [134], Cho et al. [60], 1997, 2014).

2. Latent Objectives or Biases:

Agents may act according to implicit tendencies—such as risk aversion, novelty seeking,

or safety prioritization—that deviate from reward maximization (Dabney et al. [74], 2018).

These give rise to behavioral variation even under identical external incentives.

3. Modeling Formulation:

Differences in algorithm design (e.g., stochastic vs. deterministic, model-based vs. model-

free) constrain the types of policies and stylistic expressions an agent can exhibit.

4. Parametric Settings:

Training configurations such as learning rate, regularization, exploration noise, or loss

weighting can cause systematic behavioral divergence across agents, even with the same

task setup.

Although internal factors are not observable per se, they shape the structure of playstyle

and are crucial for explaining behavioral differences that are not evident in surface-level met-

rics alone. When internal factors are hypothesized but not directly observable, verification

capability becomes critical to avoid misattribution of style differences to noise or external con-

straints.
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5.3.3 Summary

Observable Elements define the empirical boundary of playstyle measurement. They range

from low-level state–action pairs to high-level outcome summaries. Internal factors, while un-

observable, play an essential generative role. Notably, a single agent may exhibit multiple

playstyles by selectively activating different subsets or patterns of Observable Elements, en-

abling intentional switching or fusion of styles. A comprehensive understanding of playstyle

must therefore combine what can be seen with informed hypotheses about what cannot. This

unified framing prepares the ground for the formal model of playstyle introduced in the next

section.

5.4 Playstyle Formalization

Building on the observable elements defined in the previous section, we present a formal

framework rooted in belief-driven decision-making and preference-based evaluation to rigor-

ously define playstyle. We begin by establishing the foundational assumption that enables this

formulation: Playstyle Consistency.

5.4.1 The Assumption of Playstyle Consistency

Playstyle is fundamentally about preference: an agent chooses actions that lead to belief

states it prefers, according to some internal value system. However, directly comparing future

belief states b′1, b
′
2 may not yield a consistent ordering—especially under pairwise evaluation.

The Condorcet paradox (Condorcet [65], 1785) demonstrates that even consistent local com-

parisons may fail to produce a total ordering globally.

To address this, we introduce the assumption of Playstyle Consistency, which anchors

preference evaluation to the current belief state. Given a current belief b and a set of possible

actions A, each action a ∈ A leads to an expected future belief state b′ = τ(b, a), where τ

denotes the agent’s belief transition dynamics.

We define a preference function PF : B × B → R such that:

PF(b′, b) > PF(b′′, b) ⇐⇒ b′ is preferred over b′′, given current belief b.

Here, the function PF(b′, b) measures the desirability of future belief b′ relative to current
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belief b. A higher value indicates stronger preference. This anchors all comparisons to a shared

origin b, avoiding cyclic inconsistencies across unanchored belief comparisons. Importantly,

this makes the agent’s internal loop consistent: decision-making becomes the process of select-

ing the action a∗ that leads to the most preferred future belief:

a∗ = argmax
a∈A

PF(τ(b, a), b).

This assumption does not require a global or transitive ordering among all belief states, only

that comparisons from the same anchor b are well-defined. It also does not preclude an agent

from switching or blending styles; as long as each decision step remains anchored to its current

belief, the evaluation remains self-consistent.

5.4.2 The Formal Tuple of Playstyle Definition

We define a Formal Playstyle System via two coupled tuples: one for actual interac-

tion with the environment (Actual Interaction Form), and one for internal decision-making

(Agent-Expected Form).

Actual Interaction Form (Environment-facing):

Menv = (S,A, T,Ω, O)

• S: set of latent world states.

• A: set of actions available to the agent.

• T (s′ | s, a): environment transition probability.

• Ω: set of observations received by the agent.

• O(o | s′): observation probability given state s′.

Agent-Expected Form (Internal decision-making):

Magent = (B, τ,PF, I)
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• B: space of belief states, represented as probabilistic distributions over latent factors or

internal configurations.

• τ(b′ | b, a): belief transition function, modeling the agent’s subjective model of dynamics.

• PF(b′, b): preference function comparing successor belief b′ to current belief b, outputting

a scalar preference score.

• I(o): interpretation function mapping observations o to internal belief b = I(o). This

may vary by agent.

5.4.3 Policy Definition and Dual Decision Loops

Based on the above tuples, we define two decision loops that govern policy construction:

Agent-Expected Policy (Internal Loop):

π(b, o; PF, τ, I) = argmax
a∈A

Eb′∼τ(b′|b,a) [PF(b
′, b)]

This policy selects actions that are expected to lead to preferable belief states, according to the

agent’s internal model and current interpretation.

Actual-Environment Policy (External Loop):

π(s; PF′, I ′) = argmax
a∈A

Es′∼T (s′|s,a)Eo′∼O(o′|s′) [PF
′(I ′(o′), I ′(o))]

This policy captures the actual execution result, where outcomes are determined by the real en-

vironment dynamics. It also shows how PF can indirectly shape external behaviors via internal

representations.

5.4.4 Measurement and Expression of Playstyle

Given the formalization of playstyle as a function of belief-based decision-making, we now

define how it can be empirically measured and expressed based on Observable Elements o ∈

Ω. These definitions serve as a foundation for all downstream comparisons and evaluations of

style.
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Playstyle Measurement We consider two types of measurement functions, both relying on a

distance metric D over observable elements:

• Absolute Measurement

D : Ω→ Rd

We say an observation o is ϵ-close to a target style t if:

D(o∥t) ≤ ϵ

• Relative Measurement

D : Ω× Ω→ Rd

We say two observations o, o′ ∈ Ω are ϵ-close if:

D(o∥o′) ≤ ϵ

In both cases, the distance metric D may be instantiated using various similarity or diver-

gence measures depending on the structure of the observable space Ω. These implementations

will be discussed in Chapter 6.

Playstyle Expression Once measurement is defined, we can characterize playstyle expression

in terms of observable divergence between policies.

• Expression via Absolute Measurement

Let π be a policy and t a target style. We say π expresses style t within tolerance ϵ if:

Eo∼π[D(o∥t)] ≤ ϵ

• Expression via Relative Measurement

Let π and πt be two policies. We say π expresses a playstyle similar to πt if:

Eo∼π, o′∼πt [D(o∥o′)] ≤ ϵ

These definitions support both fixed-target evaluations and pairwise comparisons between

agents. Importantly, they allow us to treat playstyle as a measurable phenomenon grounded in

observed behavior, without requiring direct access to the agent’s internal parameters or beliefs.
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Summary To conclude, playstyle measurement provides the necessary link between internal

preferences and observable behavior. By introducing formal ϵ-closeness over observables, we

obtain a precise vocabulary for:

• determining when a policy can be said to instantiate a particular style,

• comparing different agents in terms of stylistic similarity,

• and evaluating how changes in internal preference functions manifest in behavior.

These definitions also support cases where style identity is fluid, allowing comparison of

partial or transitional trajectories. This framework sets the stage for Chapter 6, where we exam-

ine concrete implementations and applications of these measurement paradigms.

5.4.5 Conclusion of the Formalization

This formalism establishes a rigorous pipeline from beliefs to action policies, from pref-

erences to behavior, and from internal models to observable outcomes. It makes explicit the

assumptions needed for inference (via Playstyle Consistency), and lays the groundwork for

measurement and comparison in later chapters.

In the next section, we turn to a key clarification: how playstyle differs from generative

style, and why interaction-based decision-making necessitates a distinct treatment.

5.5 Difference Between Generative Style and Playstyle

In assessing style, a natural starting point is to consider existing evaluation techniques de-

veloped for generative models. However, a fundamental distinction separates generative style

evaluation from the needs of playstyle evaluation.

5.5.1 Fundamental Conceptual Differences

In generative modeling, outputs—whether images, audio, or text—are directly produced by

the model itself. In contrast, in playstyle settings, outputs (states) emerge from interactions

between an agent’s decisions and an external environment.
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Critically, the environment acts as a perfect generator: states are not imperfect samples

needing fidelity correction but are inherently valid by their nature. Thus, any evaluation frame-

work based on detecting "fake" versus "real" outputs, such as in generative adversarial networks

(GANs) (Salimans et al. [260], Heusel et al. [129], Sajjadi et al. [259], 2016, 2017, 2018), is

fundamentally misaligned with playstyle analysis.

Furthermore, while generative models typically assume control over local output contexts

(e.g., consecutive frames or sentences), playstyle trajectories are highly sensitive to environ-

mental transitions. Small changes—such as switching rooms, encountering dynamic obsta-

cles, or unexpected NPC behaviors—can cause abrupt shifts, invalidating assumptions of local

smoothness often relied upon in video, audio, or text generation evaluation (Dosovitskiy et al.

[84], Dwibedi et al. [86], 2015, 2019).

Thus, both the ontological nature of outputs and the structural dynamics of context differ

significantly between the two domains.

5.5.2 Evaluation Methods in Generative Models

Generative style evaluations can be grouped into several main categories:

Perceptual Quality Metrics

• Structural Similarity Index Measure (SSIM) (Wang et al. [313], 2004): Quantifies

perceived quality by comparing structural information between generated and reference

images.

• Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR) (Gonzalez & Woods [112], Horé & Ziou [137], 2017,

2010): Measures pixel-level reconstruction fidelity based on mean squared error.

• Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity (LPIPS) (Zhang et al. [333], 2018): As-

sesses perceptual similarity using deep network feature activations.

• Inception Score (IS) (Salimans et al. [260], 2016): Evaluates the visual quality and diver-

sity of generated images based on predicted class distributions from an Inception model.

These methods assume an authoritative reference or a trained classifier and focus on appearance-

level evaluation. Since playstyle outputs are valid environmental responses and lack fixed ref-

erences, these metrics are unsuitable.
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Distributional Divergence Metrics

• Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) (Heusel et al. [129], 2017): Measures distributional

similarity between real and generated samples in a feature space.

• Precision and Recall for Distributions (PRD) (Sajjadi et al. [259], 2018): Separately

assesses sample precision and coverage between two distributions.

• Likeness Score (Guan & Loew [116], 2021): Directly analyzes divergence between gen-

erated image sets without relying on pretrained models.

Although these metrics are effective for generative quality assessment, they do not capture

the interactive, environment-dependent nature of playstyle. Notably, in prior work on Playstyle

Distance (Lin et al. [179], 2021), adapting FID-style evaluations showed only random-level

discrimination and incurred high computational costs.

Temporal Consistency Metrics

• Temporal Cycle-Consistency (TCC) (Dwibedi et al. [86], 2019): Measures consistency

across video frames by learning correspondences without supervision.

• Optical Flow Estimation (FlowNet) (Dosovitskiy et al. [84], 2015): Provides pixel-wise

motion estimation between frames; often used to compute warping-based consistency

metrics.

While sequential coherence is desirable, playstyle trajectories are often disrupted by dy-

namic environmental transitions, limiting the reliability of temporal smoothness assumptions.

Human Preference and Semantic Consistency Metrics

• CLIPScore (Hessel et al. [125], 2021): Scores generated content by matching it to text

prompts in a shared vision-language embedding space.

• ArtFID (Wright & Ommer [320], 2022): Evaluates the style quality of generated art-

works relative to human-created references.

• ArtScore (Chen et al. [55], 2024): Learns to predict the "artistic quality" of AI-generated

images based on human annotations.
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These metrics suggest promising directions for playstyle evaluation involving human prefer-

ence modeling, although substantial adaptation is necessary to handle action–state trajectories.

Generative Model Internal Metrics

• Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO) (Kingma & Welling [160], 2014): Estimates the qual-

ity of probabilistic reconstructions in variational autoencoders.

• Perceptual Path Length (PPL) (Karras et al. [158], 2019): Measures the smoothness of

latent space interpolations in GANs.

As playstyle lacks stable latent representations and depends heavily on reactive interactions,

these internal metrics offer limited applicability.

NLP-Oriented Metrics

• Bilingual Evaluation Understudy (BLEU) (Papineni et al. [224], 2002): Assesses ma-

chine translation quality via n-gram overlap with reference texts.

• Perplexity (Jurafsky & Martin [151], 2008): Measures the predictive confidence of a

language model over a sequence.

Both BLEU and Perplexity presume static ground-truth references and do not address the

interactive decision-making complexity intrinsic to playstyle.

5.5.3 Why Direct Application Fails for Playstyle

The key obstacles can be summarized as follows:

• Absence of Fake Samples: Environment outputs are always valid; there is no notion of

generation failure to detect.

• High Interactivity: State trajectories result from complex agent-environment feedback

loops, not unilateral generation.

• Context Fragility: Environmental transitions frequently cause abrupt state changes, in-

validating assumptions of local smoothness.
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• Evaluation Target Shift: Playstyle evaluation must capture the decision-making process

and interaction patterns, not merely output distributions.

• Feature Space Mismatch: In Playstyle Similarity experiments (Lin et al. [181], 2024),

cosine similarity metrics provided no meaningful advantage over Euclidean distances on

the FID like approach, reflecting no structured angular semantic guarantees in playstyle

spaces.

Thus, while generative evaluation frameworks offer useful conceptual inspirations, direct

application risks mischaracterizing the nature of playstyle.

5.5.4 Insights and Inspirations

Despite these challenges, some insights remain valuable:

• Preference Modeling: Preference-guided evaluations suggest methods for subjective,

human-aligned playstyle assessment.

• Soft Distributional Comparisons: Rather than rigid matching, trajectory-level statistical

modeling could inform style similarity estimation.

• Context-Aware Consistency: Temporal evaluation methods, if conditioned on environment-

induced changes, could enhance nuanced playstyle modeling.

In Chapter 6, we adapt these inspirations into domain-specific metrics that operate over

Observable Elements and account for both process- and outcome-based differences.
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6
Playstyle Measurement

Key Question of the Chapter:

What methods are available for measuring playstyle?

Brief Answer: Playstyle can be measured by quantifying structured patterns in decision-making,

as expressed through Observable Elements, using divergence metrics over their distributions

to identify genuine stylistic differences while filtering out noise or environmental artifacts.

Building upon the formalization of playstyle as belief-driven decision-making expressed

through observable elements, we now turn to the central task of quantifying these expres-

sions. Understanding and measuring playstyle is a foundational step toward analyzing agent

individuality, supporting human-aligned AI design, and enabling the training of diverse and

interpretable artificial agents.

As established in previous chapters, playstyle refers not merely to outcome-level differ-

ences (such as win rates), but to structured patterns in how agents make decisions—reflecting

latent preferences, contextual beliefs, and interactive strategies. However, since these internal

structures are unobservable, playstyle must be inferred from behavior—through what we have
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defined as Observable Elements o ∈ Ω.

This inference task brings forth several key challenges:

• What elements can we observe and reliably measure?

• What constitutes a significant stylistic difference under these observations?

• How can we ensure that measurements reflect genuine agent-level variation rather

than noise or environmental artifacts?

To address these questions, we introduced in Chapter 5 a formal framework grounded in ϵ-

closeness over distributions of observable elements. This chapter now focuses on the practical

realizations of this framework: How can we construct such measurements? What assumptions

or structures must be imposed to enable comparison across agents?

We categorize the existing methods for playstyle measurement into four primary classes,

each grounded in a different epistemic stance toward what can or should be measured:

1. Heuristic Rules and Feature-Based Approaches

Leverage human domain knowledge to define interpretable features and handcrafted cri-

teria for distinguishing playstyles.

2. Data-Driven Learning Approaches

Use supervised, unsupervised, or contrastive learning to discover latent style representa-

tions from data, without manual feature design.

3. Policy and Action Distribution Approaches

Analyze differences in decision distributions directly—e.g., comparing π(a|s) or entire

trajectory distributions—to infer preferences from observed actions.

4. Discrete State-Based Approaches

Project continuous observations into symbolic states to enable alignment and comparison

across agents, especially useful in high-dimensional or multi-agent settings.

These approaches differ in their level of abstraction, reliance on prior knowledge, and sen-

sitivity to environmental variation. Throughout this chapter, we will examine each category in

turn, with reference to the formal principles of style measurement established earlier. In partic-

ular, we will evaluate how each method instantiates the measurement function f(π) = P (o|π)

and what forms of divergence metrics D are used to define stylistic similarity or difference.
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6.1 Measurement Approaches Overview

To operationalize the formal notion of playstyle as observable variation in policy-induced

behavior, we classify existing measurement approaches into four major types. Each reflects a

different assumption about what constitutes meaningful stylistic evidence—either in the form

of absolute differences in behavior, or relative comparisons conditioned on context.

• Heuristic Rules and Feature-Based Measurements

– Core Idea: Use domain-specific knowledge and hand-engineered rules to define

stylistic signatures, such as total combat engagement, average resource usage, or

route choices.

– Measurement Type: Absolute measurement—based on predefined thresholds over

D(o), where o ∈ Ω are observable elements.

– Formulation: π is said to be ϵ-close to a reference style t if D(o∥t) ≤ ϵ for o ∼ π.

– Advantages: High interpretability and precision when targeting specific properties.

– Limitations: Strong dependence on handcrafted engineering; limited transferability

across domains.

• Data-Driven Learning Approaches (SL / UC / CL)

– Core Idea: Learn stylistic patterns from data using supervised classification (SL),

unsupervised clustering (UC), or contrastive learning (CL), each depending on dif-

ferent forms of supervisory signals.

– Measurement Type:

* Absolute: SL directly predicts style labels y via g(o) = y, where o ∈ O are

observable elements.

* Relative: UC and CL infer latent distances or group structures among behavior

samples without ground-truth categories.

– Formulation:

* SL: Learn g : O → Y such that g(o) ≈ y minimizes cross-entropy over labeled

data.

* CL: Learn embedding f(o) to satisfy d(f(o1), f(o2)) < ϵ if (o1, o2) is a similar

pair, and > ϵ if dissimilar.
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– Advantages:

* SL: Clear interpretability when labels are well-defined; effective for known

style taxonomies.

* CL: Strong ability to learn nuanced differences; flexible use of structured pair-

wise constraints.

– Limitations:

* SL: Requires curated, consistent labels; hard to scale across domains with am-

biguous categories.

* UC: Sensitive to the quality of feature representation; may produce semanti-

cally meaningless clusters if behavioral features do not encode style-relevant

information.

* CL: Depends on quality of pairwise labels; not truly label-free—often requires

similarity judgements.

• Policy / Action Distribution-Based Measurements

– Core Idea: Compare policies π1(a|s) and π2(a|s) across shared states, or compare

their induced observable distributions f(π).

– Measurement Type: Relative measurement over policy-induced action or trajectory

distributions.

– Formulation: π1 and π2 are ϵ-close if d(f(π1), f(π2)) ≤ ϵ, where f(π) maps to

distribution over observable elements.

– Advantages: Captures implicit decision-making tendencies without manual feature

design.

– Limitations: Requires access to full policies or dense behavior logs; aligning distri-

butions across agents may be difficult.

• Discrete State Measurements

– Core Idea: Discretize continuous or high-dimensional observations into symbolic

states z ∈ Z , enabling alignment and conditional comparison of behavior across

agents.
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– Measurement Type: Relative measurement, focusing on differences across aligned

symbolic contexts.

– Formulation: For trajectories o, o′, they are ϵ-close if D(o|o′) ≤ ϵ under aligned z.

– Advantages: Label-free, domain-agnostic, and sample-aligned; supports multi-agent

comparison via shared anchors.

– Limitations: Strongly dependent on quality of discretization; nontrivial symbolic

abstraction design.

Table 1: Summary of Playstyle Measurement Approaches

Measurement
Approach

Applicable
Scenarios

Advantages Limitations Primary
Information
Sources

Heuristic Rules
& Features

Small-scale,
Expert-driven
Settings

High
Interpretability,
High Precision

Manual Design
Effort,
Poor
Generalization

Environment
Info,
Handcrafted
Features

Supervised/
Unsupervised/
Contrastive
Learning

Large-scale
Behavioral
Data,
Rapid
Prototyping

Automation,
Scalability,
Flexible
Supervision

Label Quality
(SL);
Feature-
sensitive,
Interpretability
(UC);
Pair Selection
(CL)

States, Actions,
Rewards or
Preferences

Policy/Action
Distribution

Access to
Policy Models
or Detailed
Logs

Theoretically
Sound,
Focuses on
Decisions

Requires
Policy Access,
Distribution
Alignment
Challenges

Action
Distributions,
Decision States

Discrete State General-
purpose,
Domain-
Agnostic
Settings

Sample-aligned
Comparison,
No Label
Requirement

Sensitive to
Discretization
Quality

Symbolic
States,
Conditional
Action
Distributions

In the following sections, we will examine each of these approaches in greater detail, pre-

senting examples, algorithms, and design considerations for analyzing and comparing playstyles

across various domains.
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6.2 Measuring Playstyle with Heuristic Rules and Features

Core Idea

Heuristic and feature-based methods rely on expert knowledge to handcraft measurable in-

dicators that are assumed to reflect stylistic tendencies. These indicators—often called playstyle

features—are manually selected and evaluated using interpretable rules or thresholds.

Measurement Type

This approach is generally an absolute measurement, as it interprets an agent’s behavior

in relation to predefined rules or thresholds, rather than through relative comparison with other

agents.

Formalization

Let o ∈ O denote an observable element, such as a trajectory fragment, action count, or

performance summary. A heuristic playstyle metric can be formulated as:

h(o) = v ∈ R

where h is a handcrafted measurement function that maps observable elements to scalar values

(e.g., kill rate, average step length). Multiple heuristic features may be composed as a vector

h(o) ∈ Rd.

Advantages

• High Interpretability: Metrics have clear semantic meaning and are understandable by

designers or analysts.

• Precision for Specific Styles: Useful for detecting known patterns or stylistic archetypes.

• Minimal Data Requirements: Does not rely on large datasets or training pipelines.

Limitations

• Manual Design Effort: Requires extensive domain expertise and iterative tuning.
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• Limited Expressiveness: Often fails to capture emergent or subtle style nuances.

• Poor Generalization: Rules are highly domain-specific and hard to transfer across games

or tasks.

Examples Across Domains

Representative use cases of heuristic-based measurements include:

• Shooting Games: Kill/death ratios, headshot frequency, reload timing.

• Real-Time Strategy Games: Resource spending efficiency, unit diversity, tech tree pref-

erence.

• Competitive Sports: Passing accuracy, movement heatmaps, possession time.

• Social Media: Post timing regularity, sentiment fluctuation, retweet diversity.

• Visual Art & Music: Color vibrancy, brushstroke size, BPM variance, harmony density.

• Symbolic Frameworks: MBTI classifications (Myers et al. [207], 1998), personality

mappings (Costa & McCrae [68], 1995).

• Physical Motion: Gait cycle frequency, turn smoothness, collision rates.

Human-Likeness Constraints

Heuristic rules also help enforce human-likeness in agent behavior. Common constraints

include:

• Penalizing non-human patterns like excessive twitching, spinning, or erratic camera shak-

ing (Ho et al. [132], 2023).

• Enforcing biological limits: reaction latency, motion speed bounds, noisy actuation (Fujii

et al. [103], 2013).

• Integration into large-scale systems such as AlphaStar, which restricts APM and reaction

time to human-like thresholds (Vinyals et al. [306], 2019).

• Procedural frameworks such as CAPS (Conditioning for Action Policy Smoothness) to

maintain smoothness and realism (Mysore et al. [208], 2021).
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Higher-Level Playstyle Concepts

More abstract heuristic frameworks, such as player typologies or design archetypes, offer

categorical representations of style:

• Bartle Taxonomy (Bartle [17], 1996): Categorizes players into Achievers, Explorers,

Socializers, and Killers.

• Playstyle Personas: Designer-defined play personas that guide feature tuning or game

content targeting (Yannakakis et al. [325], 2013).

Discussion

While heuristic rules are foundational in early style modeling and remain useful in inter-

pretable applications, they face inherent limitations. Their dependency on expert assumptions

constrains scalability, and their rigidity makes them ill-suited to capture style emergence in

modern, high-dimensional decision environments. These challenges motivate the rise of auto-

mated, data-driven techniques in subsequent sections.

6.3 Measuring Playstyle by Learning from Data

Moving beyond handcrafted rules, data-driven approaches aim to automatically extract

latent playstyle representations from behavioral observations. These methods learn from the

distribution of Observable Elements O associated with an agent’s interaction history, without

assuming explicit access to the agent’s preference function PF. Depending on the degree of

supervision and the learning signal structure, these methods are categorized into three major

paradigms: supervised learning (SL), unsupervised clustering (UC), and contrastive learning

(CL).

Supervised Learning (SL)

Supervised learning relies on datasets annotated with predefined style labels, such as strate-

gic archetypes, player roles, or personality categories. Models (e.g., classification networks)

are trained to predict these style labels from behavioral input—often processed into state–action

trajectories or domain-specific features (Brombacher et al. [39], 2017). This provides absolute

playstyle measurement, with learned mappings from behavior to style classes.
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However, this paradigm inherits the inductive bias and limitation of the labeling schema.

Labels are often noisy, subjective, or domain-locked, and may fail to capture the full spectrum

or granularity of playstyle variation. In addition, the assumption of categorical style classes

contradicts the more fluid and continuous formulation of style proposed in Chapter 5.

Unsupervised Clustering (UC)

Unsupervised clustering techniques attempt to discover latent groupings in behavioral data

without requiring predefined labels. Studies have employed self-organizing maps (Drachen

et al. [85], 2009) and clustering algorithms such as DBSCAN (Ester et al. [91], 1996), k-means,

and hierarchical clustering to identify distinct behavioral modes across various games.

A critical prerequisite for meaningful clustering is the construction of a suitable feature

space. Without an effective representation of behavior—whether hand-engineered or learned—the

resulting clusters may reflect noise or irrelevant variance rather than genuine stylistic differ-

ences. Feature extraction may rely on statistical summaries, trajectory encodings, or embedding

spaces learned via auxiliary objectives.

This approach is particularly useful in exploratory scenarios or when no labels are available.

However, a key challenge lies in interpreting the semantic meaning of the resulting clusters,

especially when the features are high-dimensional, noisy, or lack clear stylistic anchors.

Contrastive Learning (CL)

Contrastive learning learns a style-sensitive embedding space by contrasting similar and

dissimilar agent behaviors (Agarwal et al. [3], 2021). Unlike SL and UC, which operate on

class labels or global distance, CL focuses on local relational structure, optimizing for an

embedding z = ϕ(o) such that:

d(z+, z−) > d(z, z+)

for behavior pairs (o, o+) deemed stylistically similar and (o, o−) deemed different.

A key strength of CL lies in its label-efficient learning: it leverages weak signals such

as win/loss outcomes (Liu et al. [187, 189], 2021, 2022), trajectory similarity (McIlroy-Young

et al. [197], 2021), or self-play pairing structure. In domains where clear labels are scarce but

relative feedback is abundant, contrastive objectives can preserve stylistic semantics while

accommodating noise and context variance.
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Nonetheless, CL’s effectiveness depends on the quality of positive/negative sampling.

Poorly defined pairings may collapse the style space or introduce non-stylistic noise. Moreover,

contrastive embeddings often lack interpretability unless coupled with downstream probing or

visualization.

Discussion

Data-driven learning enables scalable and flexible playstyle measurement—especially when

traditional metrics or handcrafted rules fall short in high-dimensional or emergent environments.

The three paradigms differ fundamentally in supervision type, semantic clarity, and inductive

bias:

• SL assumes strong priors from human-defined categories.

• UC relies entirely on the statistical structure of behavior.

• CL uses local pairwise constraints to learn generalizable embeddings.

From the perspective of Chapter 5, these approaches correspond to different ways of infer-

ring or comparing distributions f(π) over observable elements o ∈ O, and ultimately reflect

indirect approximations of latent preference structures PF.

The remainder of this chapter will delve into more direct measurement frameworks, in-

cluding policy action distributions and symbolic discrete-state analysis, which offer greater

alignment with the formal framework of playstyle consistency and belief-based reasoning.

6.4 Measuring Playstyle from Policy Action Distributions

While previous approaches emphasized external observables—outcomes, trajectories, or

handcrafted features—this section shifts focus to the agent’s internal decision process. Specif-

ically, we analyze playstyle via the probabilistic structure of policies: how action probabilities

vary across decision contexts.

By comparing action distributions induced by different policies over sampled states, this

method captures stylistic differences rooted in choice tendencies rather than environment-specific

observables. It aligns with the internal loop introduced in Chapter 5, reflecting how agents ex-

press preferences when situated in similar belief or observation states.
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This perspective is especially useful when raw trajectories or outcomes do not sufficiently

differentiate behavior, offering a more fine-grained and theoretically grounded way to study

intention and policy diversity.

Distributional Metrics

Distributional divergences quantify how two action distributions differ at the probabilistic

level. Common choices include:

• Kullback-Leibler (KL) Divergence measures the information loss incurred when one

distribution is used to approximate another. Given two discrete distributions P and Q, it

is defined as DKL(P ∥ Q) =
∑

x P (x) log P (x)
Q(x)

.

• Jensen-Shannon (JS) Divergence is a symmetrized and smoothed variant of KL diver-

gence: DJS(P ∥ Q) = 1
2
DKL(P ∥ M) + 1

2
DKL(Q ∥ M) where M = 1

2
(P + Q). It

remains finite even when the supports of P and Q do not overlap.

• Wasserstein Distance (or Earth Mover’s Distance) measures the minimum cost of trans-

forming one distribution into another, based on a ground distance between outcomes. It is

widely used in reinforcement learning for measuring policy similarity, as demonstrated in

works such as Measuring Policy Distance for Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning (Hu

et al. [138], 2024) and Primal Wasserstein Imitation Learning (Dadashi et al. [75], 2021).

Among these, Wasserstein distance is often preferred in practice due to its robustness under

distribution mismatch and smoother optimization properties.

Trajectory-Based Similarity

Rather than comparing action distributions state-by-state, one may analyze entire trajecto-

ries—sequences of states and actions—as holistic representations of style.

For example, edit distance or Levenshtein distance can be applied to symbolic action se-

quences (e.g., opening moves in board games), while Dynamic Time Warping (DTW) is a

well-established method for aligning temporally varying sequences. These methods are par-

ticularly useful when temporal alignment is non-trivial or when decision timing itself reflects

stylistic preference (Zhao et al. [334], 2023).
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Imitation Learning Constraints

In imitation learning, policy similarity is often operationalized through prediction loss be-

tween an expert and a learner.

• Behavioral Cloning (BC) minimizes supervised loss between agent predictions and ex-

pert demonstrations.

• Generative Adversarial Imitation Learning (GAIL) (Ho & Ermon [130], 2016) ex-

tends this by training a discriminator to distinguish expert from agent trajectories; in-

creased confusion implies greater policy similarity.

• InfoGAIL (Li et al. [177], 2017) introduces latent variables to uncover interpretable be-

havioral modes, bridging policy alignment and style representation learning.

Other imitation strategies such as DQfD or Ape-X DQfD (Hester et al. [127], Pohlen et al.

[233], 2018, 2018), while not explicitly measuring playstyle, apply similar constraints on agent

behavior to preserve expert-like decisions. These will be discussed further in Chapter 9 on

imitation learning.

Multi-Agent Policy Distance

In multi-agent systems, evaluating policy diversity is essential for understanding coopera-

tion, competition, and team-level strategy.

• Measuring Policy Distance for Multi-Agent RL (Hu et al. [138], 2024) proposes integration-

based metrics for quantifying inter-agent divergence across collaborative or adversarial

settings.

• System Neural Diversity (SND) (Bettini et al. [27], 2023) introduces a suite of behav-

ioral diversity metrics grounded in neural representation, enabling large-scale analysis of

population-wide variation.

These approaches emphasize the importance of capturing fine-grained policy differences in

environments with strategic interplay.
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Discussion

Action distribution-based measurements offer a precise lens into an agent’s decision-making

structure. Unlike outcome-based or feature-driven methods, these approaches reflect what the

agent intends to do in a given context, even when outcomes may vary due to environment

dynamics.

However, such precision comes with challenges: estimating policy distributions requires

either access to internal models or extensive logging of state–action pairs. Moreover, aligning

states across agents—especially in high-dimensional or unstructured environments—is nontriv-

ial and may obscure true differences.

Despite these limitations, action-centric analysis offers deep insight into the expressive

space of decision-making. It helps distinguish stylistic variance even when surface behavior

appears similar, and plays a central role in the theoretical formulation of playstyle presented in

Chapter 5. In the next section, we synthesize this action-based perspective with the symbolic

alignment offered by discrete state modeling.

6.5 Measuring Playstyle via Discrete States

While prior approaches have separately leveraged data-driven feature extraction and poli-

cy/action distribution modeling, both face inherent challenges when applied to high-dimensional,

interaction-driven environments. In this section, we introduce a hybrid framework that com-

bines the interpretability and alignment of symbolic features with the decision-centric expres-

siveness of policy comparison—by projecting agent behavior into a space of discrete symbolic

states.

This method begins from the observation that policy-based playstyle measurement, while

theoretically grounded, suffers from two major limitations:

• Access to Action Distributions: Accurate estimation of action distributions across all

relevant states is often infeasible—particularly when modeling human players or black-

box agents.

• State Alignment Problem: Even if two policies are available, there is no guarantee that

their action distributions are defined over shared or meaningful states. States sampled

from one agent’s trajectory may lie outside the experiential support of another, resulting
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in unreliable or undefined comparisons.

To address these issues, we propose a structural shift: instead of operating over contin-

uous or high-dimensional raw states, we discretize the observation space into a set of inter-

pretable, symbolic states shared across agents. These discrete states act as anchors for con-

ditional comparisons of decision patterns. By aligning trajectories in this symbolic space, we

enable robust comparisons of how different agents behave under equivalent situational condi-

tions—effectively integrating the strengths of data-driven abstraction and action-based evalua-

tion.

Philosophically, this approach also resonates with our earlier formalization of playstyle as a

form of belief-based preference over belief space transitions. Just as beliefs partition the internal

expectation space, discrete states allow us to partition and interpret the external interaction

space. From this perspective, a discrete state paired with its chosen action can be treated as

an observable manifestation of the agent’s underlying preference at that moment—providing a

measurable bridge between internal decision dynamics and external behavior.

In the sections that follow, we:

• Introduce methods for learning discrete state abstractions from trajectories.

• Define Playstyle Distance as a policy-based comparison over shared discrete states.

• Extend to multiscale representations to capture perceptual granularity.

• Generalize beyond intersection-based comparisons to probabilistic and continuous forms.

• Conclude with a discussion on playstyle spectra as a foundation for diversity and population-

level analysis.

6.5.1 Discrete State Projection

In high-dimensional observation spaces, such as those in modern video games, even im-

perceptible visual or spatial changes can result in substantially different raw observations.

This sensitivity renders traditional tabular reinforcement learning inapplicable (Sutton & Barto

[285], 2018), and makes direct comparison of states across agents infeasible, as the underlying

state space lacks semantic alignment. In the context of playstyle measurement—where the goal

is to evaluate and compare decisions made under similar conditions—this alignment issue be-

comes particularly critical. Without a shared and semantically meaningful representation, it is
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not straightforward to define effective intersections or establish reliable comparisons between

different players’ behaviors.

Early approaches in deep reinforcement learning attempted to approximate discrete states

via hashing techniques. For example, static hash functions and learned embeddings from au-

toencoders have been applied in count-based exploration frameworks (Charikar [53], Tang et al.

[288], 2002, 2017). However, while useful for exploration, these techniques offer no guarantees

of semantic consistency or cross-agent comparability.

Seeking a more principled solution, we turned to Vector Quantized Variational AutoEn-

coders (VQ-VAE) (van den Oord et al. [300], 2017), which combine the k-nearest-neighbor

idea from clustering with deep learning to generate discrete latent representations. VQ-VAE

projects inputs into a learned codebook through nearest-neighbor quantization, and employs

a straight-through gradient estimator to enable end-to-end training. Yet, standard VQ-VAE

remains limited in two critical ways: (1) its large codebook often results in an excessively

fine-grained symbolic space, where overlap across agents becomes sparse; (2) it lacks explicit

constraints to ensure that the learned states encode gameplay-relevant decision features.

To address these limitations, we developed the Hierarchical State Discretization (HSD)

framework (Lin et al. [179], 2021). HSD introduces two key innovations: First, it organizes

discrete codes into a compositional multiscale hierarchy, where each level captures different

abstraction granularity and is combined via soft weighting coefficients α. Second, it incor-

porates dual decoding objectives—reconstruction loss and policy prediction loss—that jointly

steer the discrete representation toward two core properties:

• Capacity: The reconstruction loss ensures that perceptual structure in the input is pre-

served, enabling the model to distinguish different environments or contexts even in com-

pact spaces.

• Popularity: The policy loss enforces that gameplay-relevant decision patterns are re-

tained, allowing different agents’ behaviors to be meaningfully compared under a com-

mon symbolic representation.

These two dimensions directly correspond to the fundamental requirements for playstyle

measurement: Capacity supports the differentiation of behavioral diversity across contexts,

while Popularity ensures that decision tendencies are consistently encoded for comparative

analysis.
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Figure 4: Illustration of the Hierarchical State Discretization (HSD) framework. Each hierarchy
is quantized separately and composed through weighted gating (α) to form a flexible, multiscale
symbolic state. Policy supervision ensures gameplay-relevant semantics are retained.

Verification of Discrete Representation on CIFAR-10

To empirically verify that the discrete representations produced by HSD remain useful and

discriminative even under severe compression, we conducted supplementary experiments on the

CIFAR-10 dataset (Krizhevsky & Hinton [166], 2009). We treat the image classification task

as a proxy decision-making problem, where each image classification corresponds to a distinct

decision context.

A modified Wide Residual Network (Wide ResNet) (Zagoruyko & Komodakis [331], 2016)

served as our backbone architecture. The model used a depth of 16 and a widening factor of 4,

followed by an additional CNN layer that reduced the feature dimension to 128. This layer was

bounded within [−1, 1] by a hyperbolic tangent activation. Both the observation decoder and

the policy decoder were trained separately, following the standard VQ-VAE structure for image

reconstruction and classification prediction, respectively.

Table 2: Classification accuracy on CIFAR-10 using Wide ResNet and HSD discrete represen-
tations. The average accuracy and standard deviation are reported over three independent runs
with different random seeds.

Test Accuracy
Human Benchmark 93.91%
Wide ResNet (Baseline) 94.92% ± 0.05%
HSD (216 state space) 91.03% ± 0.30%

As shown in Table 2, despite compressing observations into an ultra-small symbolic space
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of just 216 states, HSD achieved a test accuracy exceeding 91%, approaching the human bench-

mark of 93.91%. This result confirms that the learned discrete states preserve decision-relevant

features under compression—and do not merely reflect class identity.

State Space Utilization Analysis

We further examined the utilization of symbolic states across different HSD configurations.

Table 3 reports the number of unique discrete states used in the CIFAR-10 test set, where B

denotes the block size and K the codebook size.

Table 3: Number of used discrete states under different HSD configurations.

State Space: 216
B2-K256 B4-K16 B8-K4 B16-K2

1863 1910 2228 2911
State Space: 220

B4-K32 B5-K16 B10-K4 B20-K2
4011 4992 6160 6757

Even within the limited 216 state space, HSD was able to utilize thousands of distinct states

to differentiate among the 10,000 CIFAR-10 test samples. This confirms that the symbolic

abstraction is expressive enough to preserve intra-class variation and encode meaningful struc-

ture. Moreover, increasing block granularity (B) improves expressiveness even under a fixed

symbolic space size.

Sensitivity to Observation Perturbations

We next evaluated the robustness of discrete representations to perceptual noise. By adding

Gaussian noise of varying standard deviations to the input images, we measured how often the

resulting discrete state remained unchanged.

Table 4: Percentage of unchanged discrete states under Gaussian noise perturbation.

Std 1 Std 2 Std 4 Std 8
B2-K256 (216) 89.19% 79.68% 63.94% 42.10%
B16-K2 (216) 84.24% 71.15% 51.37% 27.96%

As shown in Table 4, discrete state encodings remain stable under low noise levels and

degrade predictably with larger perturbations—consistent with human perceptual thresholds.

This property highlights the robustness of HSD to input variations while retaining sensitivity to

meaningful differences.
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Figure 5: Examples of CIFAR-10 images with increasing levels of Gaussian noise (Std = 0, 2,
4, 8, 16, 32).

Ablation Study on Policy Supervision

Finally, we investigated the importance of policy supervision in learning useful discrete

representations. We compared HSD encoders trained with and without a policy decoder, using

the TORCS racing environment (Wymann et al. [324], 2014). The evaluation task involved

recognizing five distinct driving styles under a speed dimension and five under an action noise

dimension.

Table 5: Impact of removing the policy decoder in discrete representation learning (TORCS
environment).

Speed Task Accuracy Noise Task Accuracy
With Policy Decoder 89.60% (intersection: 187.53) 72.67% (intersection: 187.23)
Without Policy Decoder 78.13% (intersection: 1.40) 40.93% (intersection: 1.40)

Table 5 clearly shows that excluding the policy decoder severely reduces both prediction

accuracy and the number of stable intersection states. This ablation confirms that policy su-

pervision is essential to ensure that discrete states retain decision-critical attributes—beyond

merely reconstructing observations.

6.5.2 Playstyle Distance

Building on the discrete state representations introduced in the previous section, we now

define a concrete metric for quantifying differences in playstyle: the Playstyle Distance.
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The core philosophy is straightforward: Rather than comparing behavior across the entirety

of the state space—which would be vulnerable to sparse coverage and semantically invalid

mismatches—we restrict our attention to the intersection of discrete states that two agents or

players have both encountered. Within these shared contexts, we can meaningfully compare

decision tendencies by analyzing the respective action distributions.

This design is well-grounded in the epistemological premise of style: Playstyle manifests in

how different agents choose among available options when facing similar situations. Absent a

shared context, any comparison of actions risks arbitrariness and fails to reflect genuine stylistic

differences.

Thus, Playstyle Distance is defined as the divergence between action distributions condi-

tioned on intersected discrete states. This formulation offers several key advantages:

• It relies only on observable behavior (states and actions), without requiring access to

internal policy parameters.

• It accommodates partial trajectory overlap—agents need not visit identical state distribu-

tions.

• It avoids misleading comparisons over unshared or out-of-distribution states.

In the following subsections, we formally define the metric, present experimental valida-

tions across diverse domains, and discuss methodological variants such as alternative divergence

measures and weighting schemes.

Formal Definition of Playstyle Distance

Let A and B be two playing datasets, each consisting of observation-action pairs. Let OA

and OB denote the observation sets in A and B, respectively. Each observation o is mapped to

a discrete symbolic state s using a mapping function ϕ : O → S.

We first define the intersection set of discrete states as:

Sϕ(A,B) = ϕ(OA) ∩ ϕ(OB),

For each s ∈ Sϕ(A,B), let πA(·|s) and πB(·|s) denote the empirical action distributions

from datasets A and B, respectively.
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The local policy distance at each shared state is defined as:

dϕ(A,B|s) = W2

(
πA(·|s), πB(·|s)

)
,

where W2 denotes the 2-Wasserstein distance.

Two global aggregation schemes are proposed:

Uniform Averaging:

duniform
ϕ (A,B) =

1

|Sϕ(A,B)|

∑
s∈Sϕ(A,B)

dϕ(A,B|s).

Expectation-Based Averaging:

dexpected
ϕ (A,B) =

1

2
(dϕ(A|B) + dϕ(B|A)) ,

where

dϕ(X|Y ) = Eo∼OY , ϕ(o)∈Sϕ(X,Y )

[
dϕ(X, Y |ϕ(o))

]
.

To increase robustness, define a filtered intersection set:

S
′
ϕ(A,B, t) =

{
s ∈ Sϕ(A,B)

∣∣ Fϕ(s, A) ≥ t, Fϕ(s, B) ≥ t
}
.

Discussion on Consistency

The Playstyle Distance framework satisfies two criteria:

• Generality: Requires no task-specific labels or domain features; works across tasks and

agent types.

• Consistency: If an oracle metric ranks similarity as A ∼ C < B ∼ C, then the Playstyle

Distance preserves that order:

dϕ(A,C) < dϕ(B,C)

83



Evaluation on TORCS: Impact of Discrete Representations and State Space Sensitivity

We begin by evaluating Playstyle Distance in the TORCS racing simulation environment,

using datasets collected from rule-based AI agents configured along two manually controlled

style dimensions (Wymann et al. [324], Yoshida et al. [327], 2014, 2017):

• Target Driving Speed: Five speed settings (60, 65, 70, 75, and 80 km/h).

• Driving Noise Level: Five levels of Gaussian noise applied to steering and acceleration

actions, simulating different levels of motor control smoothness.

A total of 25 datasets were generated, each corresponding to a unique (speed, noise) con-

figuration. Matching query datasets were collected for playstyle retrieval evaluation using the

metric described in Section 6.5.2.

The discrete state encoder ϕ used in computing Playstyle Distance was trained on human

gameplay rather than rule-based agents. This design choice ensures that the resulting sym-

bolic representation captures realistic decision tendencies and generalizes across different agent

sources. Training was conducted via the Hierarchical State Discretization (HSD) framework in-

troduced earlier.

State Space and Threshold Selection. To evaluate the robustness of Playstyle Distance across

different parameter settings, we varied both the discrete state space size and the intersection

threshold t. Results are reported in Table 6.

Table 6: Comparison of different discrete state space sizes and thresholds for evaluating
playstyle accuracy in TORCS.

5 Speed Styles 216 220 224

t = 1 89.33% 89.60% 91.47%
t = 2 89.73% 91.20% 89.60%
t = 4 90.13% 90.27% 86.67%

5 Noise Styles 216 220 224

t = 1 74.13% 72.67% 73.60%
t = 2 78.27% 81.33% 78.67%
t = 4 84.53% 85.07% 82.40%

These results suggest the following:

• For 5-speed classification, the largest state space (224) yields the best accuracy at t = 1

but becomes less reliable as t increases, likely due to sparsity in high-dimensional repre-

sentations.
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• For 5-noise classification, 220 consistently achieves high accuracy across thresholds, in-

dicating a good balance between capacity and stability.

• Threshold t = 2 provides a reliable compromise—filtering unstable states without overly

shrinking the intersection set.

We therefore adopt 220 as the default symbolic state space and t = 2 as the threshold for all

subsequent experiments.

Comparison of Discrete Representations. With the above configuration fixed, we compared

HSD against several baseline representations:

• Pixel: Raw observations (four stacked game frames) used directly as symbolic states.

• Low-Resolution Discretization (LRD): Downsampled grayscale images (8 × 8) with

quantized pixel values (16 levels).

• Continuous Metric (FID-like): Playstyle similarity computed in a continuous latent

space using an FID-style Wasserstein distance between feature means.

Table 7: Playstyle accuracy on TORCS using different discrete representation methods.

Representation 25 Styles 5 Speeds 5 Noise Levels
Pixel 4.00% 20.00% 20.00%
LRD 4.00% 20.00% 20.00%
HSD (ours) 69.73% 91.20% 81.33%
Continuous (FID-like) timeout 27.60% 23.20%

HSD significantly outperforms all baselines. Pixel and LRD fail due to the near absence of

intersection states, while the continuous method is not only less discriminative but also com-

putationally expensive. These results validate the importance of meaningful symbolic state

alignment in playstyle measurement.

Evaluation on RGSK: Playstyle Measurement with Human Players

We further evaluate Playstyle Distance on human-generated data using the Realistic Car

Physics Racing Game Starter Kit (RGSK), a Unity-based racing environment available from

the Unity Asset Store (Juliani et al. [149], 2018). In this setup, six human participants were

instructed to maintain distinct playstyles across four manually defined dimensions.
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Following the settings determined in the TORCS experiments, we use a discrete state space

of 220 and an intersection threshold t = 2 throughout this evaluation.

The four evaluated style dimensions are:

• Nitro Usage (Nitro): Preference and timing in activating the N2O boost system.

• Surface Preference (Surface): Tendency to drive primarily on paved roads versus grass

surfaces.

• Track Positioning (Position): Consistency in maintaining an inner or outer trajectory

along the racing line.

• Corner Handling (Corner): Decision strategy when turning — drifting versus braking.

Table 8 shows that Playstyle Distance using HSD outperforms baseline representations by a

wide margin in all style dimensions.

Table 8: Playstyle accuracy on RGSK across four human-defined style dimensions.

Style Dimension Pixel LRD HSD (ours)
Nitro Usage 16.67% 33.33% 93.11%
Surface Preference 16.67% 16.67% 99.83%
Track Positioning 16.67% 33.17% 99.67%
Corner Handling 16.67% 42.50% 99.56%

These results demonstrate the robustness and generality of the Playstyle Distance frame-

work. Even without access to explicit style labels or feature engineering, the framework reliably

differentiates nuanced behavior patterns in human gameplay.

Evaluation on Atari: Playstyle Analysis of Learning-Based Agents

We further apply Playstyle Distance to seven Atari 2600 games from the Arcade Learning

Environment (Bellemare et al. [20], 2013), selected to represent a range of gameplay dynamics:

Asterix, Breakout, MsPacman, Pong, Qbert, Seaquest, and Space Invaders.

Agents were trained using four reinforcement learning algorithms — DQN (Mnih et al.

[203], 2015), C51 (Bellemare et al. [19], 2017), Rainbow (Hessel et al. [126], 2018), and

IQN (Dabney et al. [74], 2018) — all implemented via the Dopamine framework (Castro et al.

[49], 2018). For each algorithm, five models were trained from independent seeds, producing a

total of 20 agents considered as distinct playstyles.
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We use the same experimental setup as in prior evaluations, with 220 discrete states and

threshold t = 2.

Table 9 presents the playstyle prediction accuracy across different discrete state representa-

tions.

Table 9: Playstyle accuracy on Atari 2600 games using different state representations.

Game Pixel LRD HSD (ours)
Asterix 67.10% 92.20% 98.65%
Breakout 59.05% 59.85% 93.83%
MsPacman 70.95% 96.75% 93.85%
Pong 34.20% 94.15% 91.55%
Qbert 30.00% 83.70% 94.58%
Seaquest 14.95% 42.70% 93.87%
Space Invaders 30.35% 56.10% 79.72%

HSD consistently achieves the highest prediction accuracy across most games, showing

strong generalization even in deterministic or low-randomness environments like Atari. While

LRD slightly outperforms HSD in MsPacman and Pong, the performance gaps are small and

context-dependent.

Together with the TORCS and RGSK results, these findings validate the broad applicability

of Playstyle Distance and support its use as a general-purpose metric across domains, agents,

and playstyle sources.

Uniform or Expected Distance

In defining Playstyle Distance, two aggregation strategies over shared discrete states are

considered:

• Uniform Averaging: Each intersected state contributes equally to the overall distance.

• Expected Averaging: Each state’s contribution is weighted by its empirical observation

frequency.

Empirical Comparison. We evaluate these two aggregation strategies on both the TORCS

and RGSK datasets. Results are summarized in Tables 10 and 11.

From these results, we observe the following:

• In TORCS, expected averaging consistently outperforms uniform averaging across both

speed and noise style dimensions.

87



Table 10: Comparison of uniform vs expected distance on TORCS (playstyle prediction accu-
racy).

Aggregation Strategy 5 Speed Styles 5 Noise Styles
Uniform (t = 2) 76.00% 65.20%
Uniform (t = 4) 83.47% 74.40%
Expected (t = 2) 91.20% 81.33%
Expected (t = 4) 90.27% 85.07%

Table 11: Comparison of uniform vs expected distance on RGSK (playstyle prediction accu-
racy).

Aggregation Strategy Nitro Surface Position Corner
Uniform (t = 2) 92.33% 99.28% 99.33% 99.50%
Uniform (t = 4) 86.94% 96.44% 95.56% 95.61%
Expected (t = 2) 93.11% 99.83% 99.67% 99.56%
Expected (t = 4) 88.78% 98.39% 98.33% 98.44%

• In RGSK, the difference is relatively minor, likely due to denser and more structured

human demonstrations, but expected averaging still yields the best performance.

• Increasing the threshold t mitigates instability from rare states, but expected averaging

remains robust even under lower thresholds.

Accordingly, we adopt expected averaging as the default aggregation strategy for Playstyle

Distance in all subsequent experiments.

Alternative Distribution Distance Metrics

While Playstyle Distance primarily uses the 2-Wasserstein distance (W2) to quantify diver-

gences between action distributions, the framework is flexible and supports alternative metrics.

We evaluate the following:

• Wasserstein-1 distance (W1): Uses L1 norm instead of L2; often more robust in sparse

settings.

• Kullback–Leibler divergence (DKL): A common but asymmetric metric measuring in-

formation loss.

• Average KL divergence (MKL): The average of DKL(P |Q) and DKL(Q|P ), provid-

ing a symmetric but not bounded divergence. While similar in form to Jensen-Shannon

divergence, it is not equivalent.
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The comparison results on RGSK are summarized in Table 12.

Table 12: Comparison of distance metrics for action distributions in RGSK.

Metric Nitro Surface Position Corner
W1 95.28% 100.00% 99.83% 99.83%
W2 93.11% 99.83% 99.67% 99.56%
DKL 37.44% 74.28% 58.06% 56.33%
MKL (approx. JS) 76.78% 96.06% 91.94% 87.33%

Key observations:

• Wasserstein distances (W1 and W2) vastly outperform KL-based metrics.

• W1 achieves slightly better accuracy than W2 in this setting, though the margin is small.

• Symmetrized KL (MKL) improves considerably over DKL, but still falls behind Wasser-

stein metrics.

Despite the slight edge of W1 in RGSK, we adopt W2 as the default for the following rea-

sons:

• It provides smoother gradients, which are useful for optimization-based applications.

• It incorporates covariance structure in continuous action spaces.

• It is widely used in generative modeling and behavioral distribution comparisons.

Summary. To summarize, Playstyle Distance is computed over intersected discrete states

using an HSD-trained symbolic encoder. We measure local action divergence using the 2-

Wasserstein distance and aggregate across states using expected averaging. This combination

yields strong performance and broad applicability, forming the foundation for the multiscale

and probabilistic extensions introduced in the following sections.

6.5.3 Multiscale States

The performance of playstyle measurement fundamentally depends on the quality and cov-

erage of intersected states used to compare decision patterns. However, any single discrete

state space often imposes a trade-off: coarser abstractions increase intersection coverage but re-

duce stylistic resolution, while finer discretizations offer more expressive power but suffer from

sparse overlaps. To address this limitation, we introduce a multiscale formulation of Playstyle

Distance, which integrates multiple symbolic abstractions simultaneously.
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Multiscale Formulation

We generalize the original mapping function ϕ to a set of discrete encoders Φ = {ϕ1, ϕ2, ..., ϕk},

where each ϕ projects observations into a different level of symbolic granularity (e.g., coarse,

mid-level, fine). The multiscale expected Playstyle Distance is then defined as:

dΦ(A,B) =
1

2

[
1

|Φ|
∑
ϕ∈Φ

dϕ(A|B) +
1

|Φ|
∑
ϕ∈Φ

dϕ(B|A)

]
, (6.1)

where each dϕ(X|Y ) is the expected action distribution distance under encoder ϕ:

dϕ(X|Y ) = Eo∼OY ,ϕ(o)∈Sϕ(X,Y )[dϕ(X, Y |ϕ(o))]. (6.2)

In our experiments, we adopt a three-level hierarchy:

1. ϕ1: singleton mapping (i.e., all observations map to the same symbolic state)

2. ϕ2: HSD encoder with a 220-sized discrete space (intermediate resolution)

3. ϕ3: base hierarchy of HSD (fine-grained encoding, denoted as 256res)

This composite formulation eliminates the need for strict intersection thresholds and en-

ables robust decision alignment even when symbolic representations vary across datasets or

environments.

Empirical Results and Benefits

We empirically evaluate the multiscale version of Playstyle Distance against single-scale

baselines across three types of environments: TORCS (rule-based racing agents), RGSK (hu-

man driving behaviors), and Atari (learning-based agents). Table 13 summarizes playstyle pre-

diction accuracies using different discrete state configurations.

Compared to fixed-resolution settings (e.g., 220 or base-level 256res), the multiscale formu-

lation (denoted as “mix”) consistently achieves competitive or superior results. Notably:

• In environments like TORCS and Atari (e.g., Asterix, Breakout), the multiscale approach

improves robustness, reducing the need to tune the threshold t for stable measurement.

• In human-play data (RGSK), where behavior is more varied, the multiscale method re-

mains on par with the best single-scale setting while simplifying hyperparameter selec-

tion.
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These findings confirm that multiscale abstraction mitigates the resolution–alignment trade-

off, providing a more reliable and general-purpose tool for cross-style comparison across di-

verse domains.
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Table 13: Playstyle prediction accuracy (%) ± standard deviation across different discrete state
mappings, thresholds t, and environments. “mix” denotes the multiscale configuration using
{1, 220, 256res}.
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6.5.4 Perception of Similarity

While distance-based playstyle metrics offer a principled foundation for quantifying behav-

ioral differences, they suffer from an important limitation: distance measures primarily encode

dissimilarity, not the degree of similarity. Although distance is a common measure for determin-

ing similarity, a larger distance value conveys primarily that two entities are different, without

giving much insight into the degree of their similarity. For example, given a point in 2D space,

the candidate points with the same distance to the given point form a circle. As the distance in-

creases, the size of this candidate circle also increases, and the similarity information is diluted

as illustrated in Figure 6. This phenomenon has been observed in human decision-making as the

Magnitude Effect, suggesting diminished sensitivity to larger numbers (Kahneman & Tversky

[153], 1979). This aligns with the Weber–Fechner Law in psychophysics (Fechner [95], 1966),

which models the relationship between stimulus intensity and perceived change as logarithmic.

In other words, as the absolute difference increases, perceptual sensitivity to that difference

declines—a pattern mirrored in human similarity judgments.

Figure 6: Degree of Similarity: This demonstrates how multiple candidate points C can share
identical distance values from a target point T, emphasizing that as distance increases, the degree
of similarity information diminishes.

Perceptual Similarity Function

We propose a probability-based model for similarity. In this model, greater similarity (i.e.,

smaller distance) corresponds to a probability closer to 100%, while lesser similarity (larger
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distance) approaches 0%. This proposed probability function aligns with the logarithmic human

perceptual sensitivity to differences. Specifically, we use the exponential kernel to describe the

probability of similarity, with the mapping function given by P (d) = 1
ed

, where d is the distance

value from the policy distance function D(πX , πY ) with 2-Wasserstein distance. This perceptual

relation is the only relation under our assumptions from human cognition and probability. The

original paper by Lin et al. [181] (2024) provides a proof using differential equations in the

Appendix.

This exponential transformation can also be found in the radial basis function (Vert et al.

[304], 2004) and Bhattacharyya coefficient (Bhattacharyya [28], 1946). The Bhattacharyya

coefficient BC(P,Q) measures the similarity between two probability distributions P and Q,

and it is related to the overlapping region between these two distributions. It is defined as

BC(P,Q) =
∫
X

√
P (x)Q(x)dx. The Bhattacharyya distance, derived from the coefficient, is

DB(P,Q) = −ln(BC(P,Q)), and the inversion is BC(P,Q) = exp(−DB(P,Q)).

Thus, we define a new playstyle measure PS∩
Φ(MA,MB) with probability of similarity in

Equation 6.3:

PS∩
Φ(MA,MB) =

∑
s∈

⋃
ϕ∈Φ ϕ(MA)∩ϕ(MB) P (DM

Φ (πMA
(s), πMB

(s)))

|
⋃

ϕ∈Φ ϕ(MA) ∩ ϕ(MB)|
,

where DM
Φ (πX , πY ) =

D(πX , πY )

D
M

Φ

(6.3)

The measure has been simplified by adopting a uniform average distance instead of an ex-

pected value. This not only streamlines calculations but also underscores the significance of

encoder granularity. In particular, an intricate encoder with a vast state space may be accorded

greater weight, especially if the intricate encoder reveals more intersection states. To match our

probabilistic framework, we rescale the distances with a constant, D
M

Φ , ensuring the expected

distance converges to 1. The constant D
M

Φ can be calculated by averaging all observed distance

on each discrete state in comparisons. Collectively, our revamped measure provides a prob-

abilistic lens to interpret similarity, firmly rooted in cognitive theory and tailored for human

comprehension. In practical terms, it transforms a raw distance metric into a probabilistic score

interpretable as a likelihood of behavioral similarity.
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The Meaning of Different Distance Metrics

Recalling our earlier discussion in Chapter 3 on style evolution and the resistance to chang-

ing styles, the Wasserstein distance can be interpreted as the "effort" required to transition be-

tween different playstyle action distributions. If we imagine starting from a neutral or uniform

distribution, the cost to reach a target style might be smaller than starting from an existing

extreme style and moving to its opposite. From a state-conditioned perspective, this is like

having to first remove an existing bias (subtracting one) and then add the opposite bias (adding

one)—a process that incurs more cost than directly adding from a neutral state. This makes

Wasserstein distance a natural measure for quantifying the resistance or friction in changing

playstyles, whether in human execution or policy adaptation.

The Bhattacharyya distance, in contrast, is not about this "effort". Instead, it gauges the

likelihood that two playstyles will result in the same action, due to its relation to the overlapping

regions between two distributions. Thus, while Perceptual Similarity is built on the idea of the

effort needed to change playstyles, the BC Similarity (or its variant BD Similarity) is built on the

frequency of identical actions. A player might care more about the effort involved in changing

styles, while an observer may focus more on the actions they witness.

Formally, the Bhattacharyya distance is defined through the Bhattacharyya coefficient BC

with value range [0, 1], and the corresponding distance DB = − ln(BC). For discrete probabil-

ity distributions:

BC(P,Q) =
∑
x∈X

√
P (x)Q(x).

For continuous probability distributions, such as the action space in racing games like TORCS,

it involves integration over probability density functions:

BC(P,Q) =

∫
x∈X

√
p(x)q(x).

We adopt the multivariate normal formulation of DB [28], where pi = N (µi,Σi):

DB(p1, p2) =
1

8
(µ1 − µ2)

TΣ−1(µ1 − µ2) +
1

2
ln

(
detΣ√

detΣ1 detΣ2

)
,

where Σ =
Σ1 + Σ2

2
.

(6.4)

We clip DB to a maximum of 10 to prevent extremely large values from affecting average

scaling ( 1
e10
≈ 0%). A small ϵ = 10−8 is added when computing determinants to handle
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singular matrices.

Empirical Results

To elucidate the benefits of this modification, we examine the relationship between accuracy

and dataset size of the sampled observation-action pairs. These pairs are evaluated under a

single discrete state space {220}, without employing a sample count threshold, to provide a

clear assessment of the transformation from distance to similarity. Further comparisons with

different discrete state spaces can be found in the Appendix of our original paper (Lin et al.

[181], 2024).

We evaluate several measures in this comparison:

• Playstyle Distance: −dΦ

• Playstyle Intersection Similarity: PS∩
Φ

• Playstyle Inter BD Similarity: PS∩BD
Φ , a variant of PS∩

Φ that employs the Bhattacharyya

distance in place of the 2-Wasserstein distance

• Playstyle Inter BC Similarity: PS∩BC
Φ , the Bhattacharyya coefficient version, which omits

the scaling coefficient before the perceptual kernel 1
ed

• Random: A uniform random baseline that is a common result from supervised learning

or contrastive learning if there is no style label or group (like self and others) information

in the training data.

Results presented in Figure 7 suggest that probabilistic similarity can be a good alterna-

tive to distance-based similarity, offering improved explainability in terms of measure values.

Among the methods evaluated, the 2-Wasserstein distance with a perceptual kernel and the

Bhattacharyya coefficient emerge as superior candidates. The intention behind using probabilis-

tic similarity is that it provides a consistent measure of similarity across different games (via

likelihood). For distance similarity, understanding the property’s and distribution of distance

is essential to interpret the measure value. Besides the explainability of similarity values, the

transformed similarity value can be incorporated with the Jaccard index as described latter. The

evidence shows that results with probabilistic similarity are not worse than distance similarity

and are slightly better on TORCS, which includes slightly different playstyles. The upcoming
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experiments also support the idea of probabilistic similarity under slightly changed playstyles,

such as rule-based TORCS agents and Atari game agents trained with the same algorithm.
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Figure 7: Comparison of Efficacy: Probabilistic vs. Distance Approaches. The plot illustrates
the relationship between accuracy (Y-axis) and size of the sampled observation-action pairs (X-
axis). The shaded area indicates the range between min and max accuracy among three encoder
models.
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6.5.5 Beyond Intersection

Before introducing our final playstyle similarity metric, it is essential to revisit a key struc-

tural element of Playstyle Distance: the reliance on intersected symbolic states. This intersec-

tion determines the contexts under which action distributions can be meaningfully compared.

However, when the number of intersected states is small, the resulting measurements can be-

come unstable or uninformative. A small intersection may stem from two fundamentally differ-

ent causes: it may reflect genuinely divergent playstyles that explore different parts of the state

space, or it may simply be the result of stochastic factors such as environment randomness, task

variability, or other agents’ behavior.

To address this ambiguity, it is valuable to consider not only the absolute count of intersected

states, but also their relative proportion with respect to the union of observed states. A natural

candidate for capturing this proportion is the Jaccard index (Jaccard [144], 1901), also known as

Intersection over Union (IoU), widely used in information retrieval and set similarity contexts.

In the context of playstyle analysis, the Jaccard index can serve as a lightweight proxy

for similarity—especially in deterministic or low-entropy environments where symbolic states

provide clear playstyle cues. However, this approach has limitations. In highly stochastic do-

mains, or in tasks where state coverage is near-universal (e.g., in games with simple dynamics

or single-state settings like K-armed bandits (Sutton & Barto [285], 2018)), the Jaccard index

becomes insensitive to stylistic nuance.

Nevertheless, our observations suggest that in structured environments with ample state

granularity and controlled randomness, the Jaccard index can still be a practical and inter-

pretable tool for style measurement. We formalize the multiscale variant of Jaccard similarity

as:

JΦ(MA,MB) =
|
⋃

ϕ∈Φ ϕ(MA) ∩ ϕ(MB)|
|
⋃

ϕ∈Φ ϕ(MA) ∪ ϕ(MB)|
(6.5)

This formulation allows Jaccard-based similarity to be evaluated over symbolic abstractions

at multiple scales, increasing robustness in partially aligned or sparse data regimes.

99



6.5.6 Playstyle Similarity

Throughout our investigation, we have introduced and evaluated several discrete playstyle

similarity metrics. Synthesizing these insights, we propose a unified measure termed Playstyle

Similarity, denoted PS∪
Φ(MA,MB). This metric combines perceptual similarity over intersected

states with an intersection-over-union weighting, yielding:

PS∪
Φ(MA,MB) = JΦ(MA,MB)× PS∩

Φ(MA,MB)

=

∑
s∈

⋃
ϕ∈Φ ϕ(MA)∩ϕ(MB) P (DM

Φ (πMA
(s), πMB

(s)))

|
⋃

ϕ∈Φ ϕ(MA) ∪ ϕ(MB)|

(6.6)

Unlike a pure Jaccard index, which gives each intersected state equal weight, this formula-

tion incorporates a similarity-aware weighting—assigning values between 0 and 1 based on the

degree of action distribution similarity. This not only enhances interpretability but also provides

more fine-grained resolution in distinguishing playstyles.

Additionally, the formulation naturally handles cases where states are not shared. These

are treated as maximally dissimilar (i.e., contributing 0 to the numerator), aligning well with

intuitive interpretations of playstyle divergence. This integration of perceptual similarity and

state overlap is illustrated in Figure 8.

Empirical Results

To evaluate the proposed metric, we conduct full-dataset experiments across three environ-

ments: TORCS, RGSK, and a unified Atari platform.

For Atari, we pool gameplay traces from 20 DRL agents across 7 games, treating each

agent-game pair as a distinct playstyle (totaling 140 styles). Instead of aligning action semantics

across games, we pad all action vectors to the maximal Atari action space size (18). Each game

contributes two discrete encoders, plus one shared cross-game encoder, resulting in 15 total

state encoders used for multiscale evaluation.

The compared methods include:

• Playstyle Distance: −dΦ

• Playstyle Intersection Similarity: PS∩
Φ

• Playstyle Inter BC Similarity: PS∩BC
Φ

• Playstyle Jaccard Index: JΦ
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Figure 8: Transforming Playstyle Distance into Playstyle Similarity. The pipeline begins by
projecting observations into multiscale discrete states. Each intersected state’s action distribu-
tion distance is converted via a perceptual kernel, and the result is aggregated using a Jaccard-
weighted formulation over all visited states.

• Playstyle Similarity: PS∪
Φ

• Playstyle BC Similarity: PS∪BC
Φ , the union version of Playstyle Inter BC Similarity

• Random: A uniform random baseline.

As shown in Figure 9, Playstyle Similarity consistently achieves the highest accuracy across

environments. Jaccard index, though simple, still performs competitively—especially in low-

randomness settings like Atari. Most notably, even with only 512 observation-action pairs, our

metric surpasses 90% accuracy, indicating the potential for real-time playstyle detection before

an episode concludes.
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6.5.7 Continuous Playstyle Spectrum

While traditional playstyle analysis often focuses on discrete distinctions between players

or agents, many real-world scenarios exhibit a continuous spectrum of behavioral variation.

In this section, we evaluate whether playstyle similarity measures can reliably reflect subtle,

progressive differences in behavior. Specifically, we examine whether the similarity values are

consistent with expected gradations in playstyle and whether these values decrease or increase

smoothly along known behavioral dimensions.

We conduct this evaluation in the TORCS environment, which provides two controllable

axes of playstyle variation:

• Target Speed (60, 65, 70, 75, 80 km/h)

• Action Noise Level (N0 to N4)

These parameters define a 5 × 5 grid of agent configurations, forming a natural continuous

spectrum of driving styles.

Experimental Design

We consider two types of reference cases:

• Corner Case: where the target agent is at the top-left of the behavior spectrum (Speed60N0).

We expect similarity to decrease as speed or noise increases.

• Center Case: where the reference agent (Speed70N2) is surrounded by both similar and

dissimilar variants. We test whether similarity is symmetric and decreases away from the

center.

Each measure is evaluated over 100 rounds of random subsampling, where each sampled

dataset contains 512 observation-action pairs. For each reference agent, we compute the sim-

ilarity to the other 24 variants and evaluate whether the similarity values respect the expected

ordering — i.e., whether the closest variants yield the highest similarity, and distant variants

the lowest. A similarity sequence is considered consistent if it follows a strict monotonic trend

along one axis (e.g., increasing speed).
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Visual Illustration: Corner Case

Figure 10 provides a heatmap visualization of similarity scores from the Playstyle Similarity

(mixed state space) measure, using Speed60N0 as the query point. The smooth gradient from

top-left to bottom-right demonstrates that similarity degrades coherently with both increasing

speed and noise. This confirms the measure’s ability to detect fine-grained behavioral diver-

gence.

Summary of Consistency Results

Table 14 summarizes the number of consistent trend sequences observed under each metric,

for both the Corner Case and Center Case. The proposed Playstyle Similarity (mix) measure

achieves the highest consistency across both settings, confirming its robustness and smooth

response over continuous playstyle variations.

Table 14: Consistency count of two continuous playstyle spectrum cases.

Corner Case Center Case

Playstyle Distance (220) 3 2
Playstyle Distance (mixed) 4 2
Playstyle Intersection Similarity (mixed) 8 2
Playstyle Jaccard Index (mixed) 5 1
Playstyle Similarity (mixed) 9 3

Discussion

The results highlight two key insights:

1. Measures based solely on raw distances (e.g., W2) or state co-occurrence (e.g., Jaccard

index) can be unstable or insensitive when facing gradual behavioral transitions.

2. Probabilistic similarity, especially when integrated with multiscale state discretization,

provides both stability and perceptual fidelity across subtle style changes.

These findings reinforce the necessity of perceptual transformation and state hierarchy in

designing general-purpose playstyle metrics. More detailed consistency matrices and center

case visualizations can be found in our original Appendix (Lin et al. [181], 2024).
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Figure 9: Evaluation of different playstyle metrics in TORCS, RGSK, and Atari. Accuracy
is computed via retrieval of matching styles under different sample sizes. Shaded areas show
variation across encoder models.
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Figure 10: Heatmap of Playstyle Similarity (mix) using Speed60N0 as the reference. Rows
indicate noise levels (N0 to N4), and columns represent target speeds (60 to 80 km/h). Darker
colors denote higher similarity.
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6.6 Discussion

Having established a set of discrete, perceptually grounded playstyle similarity measures

and evaluated them across multiple environments and metrics, we now turn to a broader discus-

sion on their positioning relative to other unsupervised alternatives, and their applicability to

complex or high-uncertainty scenarios. This section consolidates prior experiments, compares

to latent-feature-based approaches, and highlights important game-dependent distinctions.

6.6.1 Comparison with Latent-Based Unsupervised Similarity Measures

While the proposed playstyle similarity measures are designed with explicit behavioral

alignment and epistemological principles in mind, one may wonder how they compare to more

generic similarity metrics that are popular in unsupervised learning contexts. Notably, latent

feature similarity has been widely used in generative modeling (e.g., GANs) and stylometric

analyses, relying on embeddings extracted from observations to define style. In this subsection,

we evaluate whether such approaches can serve as effective baselines for playstyle analysis.

Latent Feature-Based Measures

We investigate two well-known latent similarity metrics:

• Euclidean Distance (L2): Measures the ℓ2 distance between mean latent vectors com-

puted from the observation set.

• Cosine Similarity: Measures the angular similarity between the same mean latent vec-

tors, commonly used in natural language processing and behavior modeling (McIlroy-

Young et al. [197], Chung et al. [62], 2021, 2022).

In our experiments, latent features are extracted from the continuous bottleneck (pre-VQ)

layer of the HSD encoder used in the discrete methods. Each agent’s dataset is summarized by

a single 500-dimensional average feature vector. No action distribution is used, and no explicit

alignment of state contexts is enforced.

Results and Insights

Figure 11 shows the prediction accuracy of playstyle identification using latent metrics ver-

sus discrete playstyle methods in TORCS and RGSK. As seen in the TORCS results (Figure 11),
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latent similarity performs near random. This is expected—playstyle variation in TORCS pri-

marily affects hidden behavioral traits such as noise tolerance or target speed, which have lim-

ited expression in raw observation frames.

In contrast, the RGSK results (Figure 11) show that latent-based metrics perform moderately

well, sometimes outperforming even Playstyle Similarity at low sample sizes. This difference

arises because visual traits in RGSK—like nitro usage or off-track driving—are visibly encoded

in the frame (e.g., color of exhaust flames), allowing visual models to capture stylistic variance.

Figure 11: Accuracy comparison of potential unsupervised similarity measures on TORCS
and RGSK. Discrete playstyle metrics outperform latent-based ones in behavior-dominant tasks
(TORCS), while latent similarity performs better when visual cues are strong (RGSK).

To evaluate generality, we also compare these metrics in the Atari benchmark (Figure 12).

Here, latent similarity shows inconsistent performance across games. In contrast, Playstyle Sim-

ilarity and its BC variant consistently yield higher accuracy beyond 256 samples, even without

any explicit playstyle labels. This confirms that discrete action-based comparisons—especially

when filtered through multiscale state abstractions—offer greater robustness and interpretability

across diverse environments.

These results suggest that while latent feature similarity may suffice in tasks where visual

traits dominate or where sample sizes are large, it lacks the behavioral grounding, semantic

resolution, and cross-domain consistency needed for general playstyle analysis. Playstyle Sim-

ilarity, in contrast, is more principled, interpretable, and empirically robust.
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Figure 12: Accuracy comparison of potential unsupervised similarity measures on Atari games.

108



6.6.2 Game Platform Overview

To contextualize our evaluation and demonstrate the generality of the proposed playstyle

measures, we provide a unified overview of the five distinct game platforms used throughout

this dissertation. These include both single-player and multi-agent settings, varying in action

space complexity, state representation, agent type, and style diversity.

Figure 13: Game environments used in this study. From left to right: TORCS, RGSK, Atari,
2048, and Go. These platforms span from real-time simulations to turn-based strategic settings,
offering varied challenges for playstyle analysis.

As illustrated in Figure 13, the games differ significantly in their interaction dynamics and

visual feedback. Table 15 summarizes key properties relevant to playstyle measurement:

• TORCS: A rule-based autonomous racing environment with continuous control and low

observation variability. Playstyles differ primarily in target speed and noise control, which

are not visually obvious, making latent-based similarity methods ineffective.

• RGSK: A Unity-based human racing simulator where player behavior directly influences

visible effects like drift, nitro usage, or track adherence. Visual features align closely with

playstyle dimensions, which is why latent features perform competitively here.

• Atari: A diverse set of DRL-trained agents operating in low-resolution environments.

The wide action and state spaces offer both visual and behavioral diversity, allowing

thorough testing of measure generality.

• 2048: A single-agent stochastic puzzle game where randomness dominates short trajec-

tories. Although the observation is fully discrete, the style signal is weak per episode,

posing a strong test of sampling robustness.

• Go: A highly strategic two-player game with immense state space complexity and partial

observability of intention. Human players exhibit consistent preferences in opening and

midgame styles, but these are difficult to identify without strong representation models.
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Table 15: Playstyle game details.

Game Platform Agent Type Style Count Observation Size Action Space
TORCS Rule-based Agent 25 [4, 3, 64, 64] Continuous 2D
RGSK Human Player 24 [4, 3, 72, 128] Discrete 27
Atari DRL Agent 20 [4, 1, 84, 84] Discrete 4–18
2048 RL Agent 10 [4, 4] Discrete 4
Go Human Player 200 [18, 19, 19] Discrete 362

Together, these environments represent a comprehensive testbed for evaluating playstyle

metrics under diverse conditions—ranging from low-dimensional, deterministic control tasks

to high-dimensional, stochastic and strategic decision-making.

110



6.6.3 2048: A High-Randomness Puzzle Game

To evaluate the robustness of discrete playstyle measures in highly stochastic environments,

we conduct experiments using the puzzle game 2048. Unlike real-time or turn-based games

with stable dynamics, 2048 introduces randomness at every step—each player move triggers

the insertion of a new tile in a random position with a random value. This makes it nearly

impossible to generate identical trajectories, even with deterministic agents.

In our experiment, we trained a reinforcement learning (RL) agent for 10 million episodes,

saving the model every 1 million episodes to create 10 different "players." For each of these

10 models, we collected 1,000 episodes, using the first 500 as candidate datasets and the re-

maining 500 for query datasets, forming 5,000 query instances in total. This setup simulates a

practical scenario: identifying the source model from a small, noisy sample—only a few moves

long—without relying on visual or handcrafted features.

We adopted the raw 4 × 4 game board (without compression or visual encoding) as the

discrete state representation. Since the game is inherently discrete and deterministic on player

inputs, using raw boards as symbolic anchors is both natural and effective. The small state space

also ensures sufficient overlap between episodes despite randomness.

Table 16: Accuracy of model identification in 2048 using different playstyle measures.

Measure Accuracy

Playstyle Distance 98.90%
Playstyle Intersection Similarity 98.52%
Playstyle Inter BC Similarity 98.90%
Playstyle Jaccard Index 49.22%
Playstyle Similarity 71.26%
Playstyle BC Similarity 71.26%

Discussion. The results in Table 16 demonstrate that even under severe randomness, discrete

measures based on action distributions—especially those comparing distributions on intersected

symbolic states—can accurately identify agent-specific behavior. However, the inclusion of the

Jaccard Index significantly lowers performance due to sparse and unstable overlaps in such

settings. This supports a key insight: when observation diversity is high and playstyle-

specific features are subtle, measures that rely directly on overlapping symbolic states may

falter unless additional structural constraints or normalization techniques are applied.
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6.6.4 Go: Measuring Playstyles in a Complex Multi-Agent Setting

To further evaluate the generality of our framework in highly complex and interactive set-

tings, we consider the game of Go, a two-player board game renowned for its vast state space

and strategic depth (Van Den Herik et al. [299], 2002). Unlike single-agent environments, Go

introduces opponent behavior as an additional, often unpredictable factor that significantly influ-

ences state visitation and action patterns, making it an ideal testbed for evaluating the robustness

of playstyle measurement.

Experimental Setup

We designed a playstyle identification task using human gameplay data. The encoder used

in this study is a variant of the Hierarchical State Discretization (HSD) model (Lin et al.

[179], 2021), trained not with reconstruction but using win prediction objectives akin to AlphaZero-

style training (Silver et al. [273], 2018). The training dataset consists of 45,000 games from

9-Dan level players on the Fox Go platform (Fox Go [100], 2024), provided by the MiniZero

team (Wu et al. [321], 2024). Importantly, these games are labeled only with moves and out-

comes—no explicit playstyle labels were used.

The evaluation dataset contains gameplay from 200 human players (1-Dan to 9-Dan), with

100 games each for query and candidate sets. The discrete encoder supports three levels of state

granularity: 48, 168, 256361, and we also evaluate their multiscale combination ("mix").

Two evaluation protocols were used:

1. Opening phase (first 10 moves): where stylistic differences in opening choices are ex-

pected to dominate.

2. Full games: covering mid- and late-game decisions, potentially influenced by broader

strategies or positional judgments.

Results and Interpretation

Table 17 summarizes the identification accuracy under varying query sizes. Several key

observations emerge:

• In the opening-only setting, even small state spaces (48) suffice to achieve up to 97.0% ac-

curacy with 100-game queries. This validates the intuition that opening styles are highly

discriminative and can be effectively captured by compact symbolic representations.
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Table 17: Accuracy of Go 200 player identification with M games as the query set and also M
games as the candidate set. The full comparison with different numbers of query and candidate
sets can be found in the original paper (Lin et al. [181], 2024). The discrete encoder is trained
from a variant of HSD [179], and the available state spaces in this encoder are {48, 168, 256361}.
The measures with "mix" notation imply using all three available state spaces simultaneously
with our multiscale modification.

Only First 10 Moves M=5 M=10 M=25 M=50 M=75 M=100

Playstyle Distance (48) 11.5% 33.5% 71.0% 87.0% 93.0% 97.0%
Playstyle Distance (168) 10.0% 41.5% 74.0% 85.0% 92.5% 95.5%
Playstyle Distance (256361) 8.0% 38.0% 75.0% 87.0% 92.0% 94.5%
Playstyle Distance (mix) 14.0% 46.5% 75.5% 87.5% 94.5% 96.5%
Playstyle Inter. Similarity (mix) 15.0% 42.0% 68.5% 84.0% 94.5% 94.5%
Playstyle Inter BC Similarity (mix) 14.0% 42.5% 72.0% 89.0% 96.5% 95.5%
Playstyle Jaccard Index (mix) 9.5% 21.5% 49.0% 78.0% 88.0% 95.0%
Playstyle Similarity (mix) 21.5% 40.0% 65.0% 87.5% 94.0% 97.0%
Playstyle BC Similarity (mix) 24.0% 45.5% 70.5% 88.0% 96.5% 97.0%

Full Game Moves M=5 M=10 M=25 M=50 M=75 M=100

Playstyle Distance (48) 5.5% 11.5% 20.0% 31.0% 39.5% 50.0%
Playstyle Distance (168) 10.0% 44.5% 74.0% 86.0% 93.5% 96.5%
Playstyle Distance (256361) 8.0% 39.5% 75.5% 88.5% 93.5% 96.5%
Playstyle Distance (mix) 17.0% 33.0% 56.5% 76.0% 83.0% 90.0%
Playstyle Inter. Similarity (mix) 19.0% 38.0% 66.0% 86.0% 95.0% 95.0%
Playstyle Inter BC Similarity (mix) 16.5% 37.5% 66.0% 90.0% 96.0% 97.0%
Playstyle Jaccard Index (mix) 5.0% 8.5% 22.5% 51.0% 66.0% 80.5%
Playstyle Similarity (mix) 15.5% 29.5% 56.5% 81.5% 90.5% 94.0%
Playstyle BC Similarity (mix) 22.0% 45.5% 73.0% 92.0% 97.5% 97.5%

Behavior Stylometry* 27.5% 46.0% 67.5% 84.0% 90.5% 90.5%
Behavior Stylometry Improved* 46.5% 70.0% 89.5% 95.0% 98.0% 98.5%
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• In the full-game setting, however, the performance of smaller state spaces drops signifi-

cantly. This highlights the importance of finer representations (e.g., 256361) or multiscale

strategies in capturing nuanced long-term behavior patterns.

• Measures incorporating the Bhattacharyya coefficient (BC) consistently outperform oth-

ers when the query size is large, especially under full-game settings. This may stem from

BC’s sensitivity to overlapping high-probability regions in the action distributions, mak-

ing it well-suited for modeling consistent behavioral tendencies.

• Playstyle Similarity and BC Similarity using multiscale state spaces achieve strong per-

formance in both settings, offering a good balance of precision and generality.

• For comparison, we also report results using the Behavior Stylometry approach from

(McIlroy-Young et al. [197], 2021), extended and improved for Go by a separate the-

sis project (Chen [54], 2023). While their best model reaches slightly higher top-end

accuracy, it requires specialized clustering and contrastive supervision pipelines, whereas

our method remains fully unsupervised and domain-agnostic.

Conclusion. These results demonstrate that discrete playstyle measures can scale to multi-

agent games like Go, where behavior is shaped both by internal style and external opponents.

When provided with sufficient data, these methods can reliably identify individual players, even

in the absence of predefined style categories. Moreover, multiscale symbolic representations

and overlap-sensitive metrics like BC enable accurate measurement across both early-game and

full-game settings.

6.7 Summary and Transition

In this chapter, we provided a comprehensive investigation into the problem of measur-

ing playstyle, one of the most foundational components of playstyle modeling. We exam-

ined four families of methods—heuristic rule-based, data-driven, policy-distribution-based, and

discrete-state-based approaches—and proposed a unified framework that not only categorizes

these methods but also extends them with theoretically grounded and empirically validated im-

provements.

Our proposed framework centers around the idea of discrete symbolic state representa-

tions, particularly through the Hierarchical State Discretization (HSD) method, which enables
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semantically meaningful comparisons of decision-making behavior across agents and environ-

ments. From this foundation, we introduced the concept of Playstyle Distance and its per-

ceptually motivated transformation into Playstyle Similarity, incorporating both local decision

divergence and global state space overlap. This yields a similarity measure that is:

• Theoretically interpretable: rooted in perceptual and cognitive principles;

• Empirically robust: shown to outperform baselines across five distinct game platforms

(TORCS, RGSK, Atari, 2048, and Go);

• General and unsupervised: requiring no style labels and operating across different ob-

servation types and action formats;

• Scalable: capable of handling hundreds of unique agents, large observation spaces, and

long horizons.

6.7.1 Connecting Back to Belief and Preference

This chapter also marks a return to the philosophical perspective introduced in earlier sec-

tions. Our notion of belief, as the agent’s internal representation of the world, is now made

concrete through symbolic discretization: each discrete state encodes a coarse-grained belief

abstraction about the current context. When paired with an observed or estimated action, this

allows us to recover an agent’s preference—expressed not as isolated behavior, but as con-

ditional responses given a belief. In this sense, playstyle becomes the emergent trace of be-

lief–preference alignment.

Viewed through this lens, each measurement family reveals its assumptions:

• Heuristic rules encode the designer’s belief and preference explicitly, baking them into

the measurement tool itself.

• Data-driven methods infer patterns from experience, with the dataset and model archi-

tecture implicitly shaping the agent’s assumed belief space.

• Action-distribution methods focus on capturing preferences through policies, but may

lack alignment in the belief representation over which those policies act.
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• Discrete-state methods, by contrast, define shared symbolic anchors that stabilize both

belief and preference comparisons, making them particularly suited for cross-agent eval-

uation.

This perspective reinforces a central thesis of our work: because playstyle is an indirect

and emergent construct, understanding the intention behind a measurement method—its as-

sumptions about belief, preference, and representation—is critical. Measurement is not merely

technical; it is interpretive.

6.7.2 From Measurement to Diversity and Balance

While measurement forms the bedrock of any style-based analysis, it also naturally raises

broader questions about the implications of style: How diverse are the styles across a popula-

tion? Can we quantify imbalance, dominance, or gaps between them? How do style differences

relate to fairness, challenge, or innovation?

These questions shift the analytical lens from individual behavior to population-level phe-

nomena—specifically, the emergent structure of diversity and balance. In the next chapter, we

turn our attention to these broader structural concerns. We will formalize what it means for

playstyles to be diverse, how to measure the richness or fragmentation of style distributions,

and how to evaluate whether a system or environment supports equitable and engaging strategic

variety.

In doing so, we build upon the foundations laid here—especially Playstyle Distance and

Playstyle Similarity—to construct tools for style-aware system design, spanning matchmaking,

meta-balancing, content generation, and beyond.
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7
Rationality in Multiple Playstyles

Key Question of the Chapter:

What makes a playstyle meaningful or worth preserving?

Brief Answer: A playstyle is worth preserving when it holds popularity—supported by widely

recognized conceptual beliefs, such as conservative reasoning under uncertainty or rational de-

cisions based on objective outcomes. These foundations naturally connect to diversity and

balance, giving the style enduring value.

7.1 Belief and Intrinsic Motivation

Now that we have explored how playstyle can be measured, a critical question emerges:

what makes a playstyle rationally valid? No matter how diverse or distinct a playstyle may

appear, it is unlikely to be acknowledged as a legitimate style unless it demonstrates some

form of effectiveness. This leads us to examine the rational justification of a style—not just its

difference (Capacity), but its recognition and acceptance (Popularity) (Brunswik [43], 1956).
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Earlier measurement techniques aimed to delineate the boundaries of Capacity—what con-

stitutes similar versus different playstyles. In this chapter, our attention shifts to the second

axis: Popularity. Why does a playstyle deserve to exist and persist? The answer lies in recog-

nition—by other agents, by the environment, or by broader social and strategic systems. But

what drives this recognition? What compels us to accept new styles into our strategic repertoire

or cultural value system?

At its root, such recognition stems from belief—especially in rationality. From early edu-

cation, many of us are taught to act rationally and to trust scientific reasoning. But this belief

does not emerge in a vacuum. It is shaped by repeated patterns of feedback: rewards and

punishments, observed utility, and confirmation in real-world outcomes. Over time, rational-

ity becomes a culturally embedded belief system (Kahneman & Tversky [153], Gigerenzer

[107], 1979, 2007).

This belief system is deeply intertwined with another: the awareness of finiteness. Time,

energy, and resources are limited. Under such constraints, rationality naturally leads us to value

diversity—not as an aesthetic preference, but as a strategic necessity.

Consider biological diversity. A species with little genetic variation may be wiped out by

a single disease. The Gros Michel banana, once globally popular, was nearly eradicated by

Panama disease due to its genetic uniformity (Stover [282], Ploetz [232], 1962, 2005). Diversity,

in this case, is rational insurance against unknown threats.

A similar logic applies in games. If one strategy dominates, rational players will converge

upon it, leading to stagnant and predictable gameplay. Strategic diversity—especially when

counter-relationships exist—is essential to preserving meaningful decision-making. When the

strategy space collapses into a single dominant point, exploration ceases (Von Neumann &

Morgenstern [307], 1947).

To restore balance and sustain diversity, the system must introduce new styles—not just

stronger ones, but ones that counter existing dominant strategies without becoming dominant

themselves. This induces counterplay, which revives the need for thoughtful decision-making.

Rational players then have a reason to deviate, and their belief in their own insight can be tested.

From this perspective, the pursuit of diversity and balance is not just functional—it is ratio-

nal. And at the heart of this rationality lies intrinsic motivation: an internal drive to validate,

challenge, or expand one’s belief system. This notion aligns with concepts of curiosity and

exploration in psychology and neuroscience (Loewenstein [191], Berlyne [26], 1994, 1966).
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Curiosity, though not itself a foundational belief, emerges as a behavior driven by uncer-

tainty reduction and epistemic validation. Psychology distinguishes between perceptual curios-

ity (triggered by novel stimuli) and epistemic curiosity (seeking knowledge). These two forms

mirror two motivations behind playstyle exploration: discovering new styles and validating ex-

isting models.

Within playstyle contexts, curiosity drives players to explore new strategies even when ex-

isting ones suffice. Boredom, often arising from over-validation, becomes a signal for diversive

exploration. This too reflects intrinsic motivation—a rational desire to expand the boundaries

of one’s strategic world.

These philosophical motivations also clarify the intent behind various playstyle measure-

ment methods introduced in the previous chapter. Heuristic rule-based methods encode de-

signer beliefs and preferences directly into the metric. Data-driven methods reflect beliefs in-

ferred from empirical distributions and the assumptions embedded in the learning algorithms.

Action-distribution-based measures express preference models directly from policies, though

sometimes at the cost of precise belief alignment. Finally, discrete-state-based comparisons

grounded in symbolic abstraction (e.g., HSD) offer the clearest route for representing both

belief (via state context) and preference (via action selection), thus providing a more faithful

approximation of rational style.

In sum, rationality, finiteness, and curiosity form a coherent motivational basis for playstyle

diversity. A playstyle becomes meaningful not merely by existing, but by being believed

in—and by being actively pursued through the rational testing of internal models. This recog-

nition forms the foundation of Popularity. And our measurement of Capacity, when paired with

this lens of recognition and intent, provides a full picture of style: not just what it is, but why it

matters.

7.2 Trade-offs: Exploration vs. Exploitation

In the previous section, we examined how intrinsic motivation and curiosity drive the emer-

gence of new playstyles and promote diversity. These phenomena naturally connect to one

of the most fundamental trade-offs in both psychology and artificial intelligence: the balance

between exploration and exploitation.

While exploitation refers to selecting the best-known option according to current beliefs, ex-
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ploration entails deliberately trying something unfamiliar—potentially suboptimal in the short

term—in the hope of uncovering better long-term outcomes. At first glance, such behavior may

appear irrational: why sacrifice a sure reward for uncertainty? The answer lies in a critical un-

derlying assumption—a belief often left unstated, but essential for the legitimacy of exploration

itself.

To explore is to admit: "I might be wrong." Exploration presupposes the belief that one’s

current policy, behavior, or understanding is incomplete, and that better alternatives may exist

beyond current knowledge. In other words, it requires an epistemic humility—the recognition

that the global optimum likely has not yet been found.

This belief—that there exists something unknown and better—is foundational. Without

it, the rational basis for exploration collapses. An agent that is fully confident in its current

strategy has no reason to deviate. Thus, the very act of exploring is a declaration of uncertainty,

a decision to act not purely for utility, but to challenge and revise one’s belief.

This trade-off is classically illustrated in the study of the multi-armed bandit problem. Ex-

ploitation maximizes known returns, while exploration sacrifices immediate reward to reduce

long-term regret. Algorithms such as UCB optimize this trade-off by ensuring that regret grows

only logarithmically over time (Auer et al. [8], 2002). Other methods, such as ε-greedy or

Thompson Sampling, incorporate randomness or uncertainty modeling to guide exploration.

In the context of playstyle, each strategy or behavioral pattern can be seen as an arm in

the bandit. Exploring a new style implies the belief that it might perform better under some

conditions—even if current evidence is lacking. This belief is not trivial; it opens the door to

diversity, creativity, and transformation.

Recent advances in reinforcement learning make this principle explicit. Curiosity-driven

exploration, count-based novelty bonuses, and intrinsic reward mechanisms (Pathak et al. [227],

Bellemare et al. [21], Tang et al. [288], 2017, 2016, 2017) are all formalizations of the belief

that knowledge itself is valuable. These techniques reward agents for reducing uncertainty or

for entering new regions of the state space—not for winning, but for learning.

Yet, exploration without meaningful belief can also fail. If an agent endlessly revisits pre-

viously failed strategies or confuses randomness with novelty, it produces activity without

progress (Fan & Xiao [93], Badia et al. [10], 2022, 2020). Genuine exploration requires not

only action, but direction—a belief that novelty can lead to betterment.

This insight reframes diversity: not merely as variance, but as directed deviation grounded
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in epistemic intent. In this sense, a playstyle becomes meaningful not just when it performs

well, but when it reflects an agent’s belief in the possibility of improvement.

In sum, the legitimacy of exploration—and the diversity it produces—rests on a subtle but

powerful belief: that what we know is not all there is, and what we do now is not the best we

can do. This belief is the true engine behind strategic evolution.

7.3 Measuring Playstyle Diversity

In the previous section, we discussed the rationale for promoting diversity and the benefits it

brings to decision-making systems. We now turn to the practical question: How can diversity be

concretely measured and evaluated? In reinforcement learning and multi-agent environments,

what tools are available to quantify diversity in meaningful ways?

7.3.1 Classical Approaches and the Role of Exploration

In deep reinforcement learning (DRL), one of the most fundamental measures of behavioral

diversity is policy entropy—the degree of randomness in the agent’s action selection. For in-

stance, Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) often includes entropy regularization to maintain

sufficient stochasticity, thus encouraging exploration (Schulman et al. [264], 2017).

However, merely increasing randomness does not guarantee meaningful diversity. Naïve

randomness may introduce behavioral variation, but it often fails to improve policy quality and

can significantly reduce learning efficiency. As a result, more principled exploration methods

have emerged in recent years:

• NoisyNet and Bootstrap DQN replace traditional ε-greedy strategies with structured

noise or ensemble-based sampling to facilitate deep and persistent exploration (Fortunato

et al. [99], Osband et al. [222], 2018, 2016).

• Count-based exploration rewards agents for visiting novel states, based on estimated

state visitation frequencies (Tang et al. [288], Bellemare et al. [21], 2017, 2016).

• Curiosity-based methods, such as Random Network Distillation (RND) and Never Give

Up (NGU), encourage agents to seek states with high prediction error, promoting novelty

(Burda et al. [45], Badia et al. [11], 2019, 2020).
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• Information-theoretic approaches like Information-Directed Sampling (IDS) use Bayesian

uncertainty estimates to trade off reward and information gain (Nikolov et al. [214], 2019).

7.3.2 Entropy Maximization and Policy Diversity

A second family of exploration strategies focuses directly on entropy maximization. Algo-

rithms such as Soft Actor-Critic (SAC) and other energy-based models aim to identify regions

of policy space where action distributions are maximally uncertain (Haarnoja et al. [117, 118],

Garg et al. [104], 2017, 2018, 2023).

Interestingly, both paradigms—uncertainty-based exploration and entropy-based optimiza-

tion—tend to converge in practice. Unfamiliar or novel states naturally induce more stochastic

behavior, yielding high-entropy policies that simultaneously support both diversity and learning

progress.

7.3.3 Diversity as a Performance Driver

Recent large-scale experiments—such as those conducted under the Generalized Data Dis-

tribution Iteration (GDI) framework—have empirically validated the importance of policy di-

versity (Fan & Xiao [93], 2022). Agents that succeed in maintaining both high performance

and high behavioral variety consistently outperform those that overfit to narrow strategies.

Traditional state-counting or t-SNE visualizations may work in low-dimensional tasks but

fail in complex environments. Visualizations can offer qualitative insight, but they are not

sufficient for robust, quantitative diversity analysis.

To address this, we introduce a simple and intuitive method that directly quantifies diversity

at the trajectory level: Playstyle Similarity.

7.3.4 Diverse Trajectory Count via Playstyle Similarity

Playstyle Similarity was introduced in Chapter 6.5 as a probabilistic metric to evaluate the

stylistic resemblance between trajectories. Here, we apply it as a core building block to mea-

sure behavioral diversity in a concrete, empirical setting. By defining a similarity threshold on

trajectory-level comparisons, we can determine when a new behavior differs meaningfully from

past behaviors.
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Algorithm 1 Measuring Trajectory Diversity
Input: Policy π, Environment E , Similarity measure M
Input: Similarity threshold t, Number of trajectories N

1: Initialize S (trajectory storage), d← 0 (diversity counter)
2: for i = 1 to N do
3: Generate a trajectory τi ∼ π, E
4: is_diverse← true
5: for each τj in S do
6: if M(τi, τj) ≥ t then
7: is_diverse← false
8: break
9: end if

10: end for
11: if is_diverse then d← d+ 1
12: end if
13: Store τi in S
14: end for
Output: Return d (diverse count), N (total)

Table 18: Average diverse trajectory count out of 25 for each DRL algorithm (across 7 games,
t = 0.2).

Algorithm Asterix Breakout MsPacman Pong Qbert Seaquest SpaceInvaders

DQN 6.00 6.00 5.33 4.00 6.00 11.00 25.00
C51 6.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 21.00 25.00
Rainbow 8.67 5.33 8.00 5.00 5.00 24.00 25.00
IQN 25.00 14.00 10.00 9.00 10.00 25.00 25.00

This result also supports the broader thesis of this chapter: that diversity and strength are

not mutually exclusive. In fact, greater diversity can lead to greater robustness and higher

performance.

It is important to note that this method is grounded in process-based difference—the vari-

ation in how agents behave—even when outcomes such as score remain similar. In contrast,

outcome-based difference focuses on the relative performance of different styles, which directly

connects to the question of balance: ensuring that no style gains a disproportionate advantage

that undermines the viability of others. This shift from process to outcome forms the basis of

the next section.
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7.4 Understanding Balance in Strategy Space

Having established a foundation for understanding diversity—and its ties to intrinsic moti-

vation, curiosity, and epistemic exploration—we now turn to a complementary question: what

makes the coexistence of playstyles viable, sustainable, and strategically meaningful? This

brings us to the critical notion of balance in the strategy space.

In both game design and multi-agent learning, balance is a central yet often misunderstood

concept. It is frequently simplified to the idea of numerical fairness—for instance, equal win

rates or mirrored performance metrics. However, this interpretation misses the deeper structural

and cognitive roles balance plays in interactive systems.

True balance goes beyond score symmetry. It shapes the competitive dynamics among

styles, influences player motivation, and determines whether a system encourages sustained

strategic diversity or converges toward uniformity. A balanced system invites exploration by

making alternative styles viable; it also fosters fairness by preventing domination; and it en-

riches gameplay by preserving meaningful counterplay.

Most importantly, balance provides the environmental feedback that validates or challenges

a playstyle’s reason to persist. In this sense, balance is not only a property of a system, but

also a reflection of belief structures—about what works, what should work, and what deserves

to be explored. In the next subsections, we examine how balance manifests along different

dimensions and how it can be formally understood through strength, counter-relationships, and

structural dynamics.

7.4.1 Aspects of Balance

To unpack the concept of balance in strategic environments, we identify four core aspects

that collectively characterize playstyle balance:

1. Fairness: No strategy should dominate others across all matchups.

2. Challenge: Players should encounter appropriate levels of difficulty that sustain engage-

ment.

3. Intransitivity: Counter-relationships should exist to prevent static hierarchies.

4. Matchmaking: Systems must support viable pairings and team compositions at the pop-

ulation level.
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These dimensions reflect different levels of balance—ranging from micro-level fairness in

decisions to macro-level dynamics of population play. Interviews with professional game de-

signers reinforce the importance of this multifaceted view (Becker & Görlich [18], 2020).

Importantly, the overarching goal of balance is to preserve and expand the value of

playstyle diversity. In the competitive space of strategies, balance ensures that more distinct

playstyles are not only possible, but also viable. This aligns directly with the broader framework

introduced in earlier chapters: expanding the Capacity (number of distinct styles) while ensur-

ing that such styles retain sufficient Popularity (likelihood of being chosen or succeeding). A

perfectly balanced system is one where diverse strategies coexist with competitive relevance.

Fairness: Avoiding Overpowered Strategies

The most immediate notion of balance is fairness—the idea that all strategic options should

be comparably viable. When one strategy consistently outperforms all others, the decision space

collapses, undermining exploration and discouraging stylistic expression.

In symmetric systems, achieving fairness often implies the presence of intransitive rela-

tionships: if no strategy can dominate all others, then some form of circular counterplay must

exist. However, intransitivity is not sufficient on its own—there may still exist one strategy that

performs well against most others and only loses narrowly to its counters.

Traditional rating systems such as Elo (Elo [89], 1966), TrueSkill (Herbrich et al. [124], 2006),

and MMR (Pramono et al. [236], 2018) aim to estimate player strength based on match out-

comes, providing a basis for fairness evaluation. These models work well in symmetric, outcome-

focused contexts but often struggle in multi-agent settings with asymmetric interactions or com-

plex counterplay.

Challenge: Sustaining Engagement via Dynamic Tension

Fairness alone does not guarantee engagement. A balanced system should also maintain a

sense of challenge that keeps players motivated. This aligns with the psychological notion of

flow (Csíkszentmihályi [72], 1990), where the best experiences occur when skill and difficulty

are in harmony.

This balance is also captured by the Yerkes–Dodson law (Dodson [83], 1915), which sug-

gests an optimal challenge zone exists beyond which performance drops. Dynamic difficulty

adjustment (DDA) (Hunicke [140], 2005) is one approach used by designers to maintain this
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tension. From a playstyle perspective, balance ensures that players can experiment with new

strategies without being punished disproportionately.

Intransitivity: Preserving Meta-Dynamic Depth

Intransitivity—cyclical relationships like rock-paper-scissors—ensures that strategic domi-

nance is always contextual. This not only sustains the evolution of game metas but also allows

niche strategies to thrive under the right conditions.

Frameworks such as mElo (Balduzzi et al. [14], 2018), ND rating (Chen & Joachims [57], 2016),

and neural counter-category models (Lin et al. [182], 2024) aim to capture these intransitive dy-

namics. By identifying which strategies beat which others—not just how strong they are—these

models allow a deeper understanding of balance stability.

Matchmaking: Population-Level Balance

Balance is also shaped by how strategies are paired during play and training. In multi-

agent systems, matchmaking influences both learning and evaluation. Self-play, PBT (Jaderberg

et al. [145], 2017), and PSRO (Lanctot et al. [171], 2017) are key techniques where opponent

selection directly affects performance diversity and balance emergence.

Effective matchmaking encourages not just fairness, but also a dynamic and evolving distri-

bution of viable strategies across the population.

Conclusion: Balance as a Multi-Faceted Construct

In summary, balance is not merely about equal win rates—it is about sustaining an ecosys-

tem where many different playstyles are meaningfully viable. It safeguards diversity by allow-

ing varied strategies to persist, adapt, and compete on relatively equal footing. This expands the

expressive space of strategy, supports creativity, and maintains long-term engagement across

competitive systems. In the following sections, we transition from conceptual analysis to prac-

tical implementation, presenting neural rating models and structural indicators to measure and

preserve balance in complex decision environments.

7.4.2 Competitive Strength Measurement

Why do we need to measure strength at all?
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In a system where multiple playstyles interact and compete, understanding who is stronger

is fundamentally a question of preference—but one mediated by outcomes. Unlike subjec-

tive preference derived from internal belief or individual value systems, here the preference is

revealed through interaction results. That is, the environment (or its designer) implicitly ex-

presses a preference for certain strategies over others by determining their success or failure in

competitive play.

Therefore, strength measurement can be seen as an operationalized form of preference mod-

eling:

• The preference function is induced by win/loss outcomes.

• The agent’s value is defined relationally—through its interactions with other agents.

• The source of preference is external—encoded by the environment or designer’s reward

structure.

With this framing, the act of estimating competitive strength is not just a technical task—it

is a philosophical stance about how we define “good” strategies. This makes strength measure-

ment a critical prerequisite for any meaningful discussion of playstyle balance.

Rating Systems and the Bradley–Terry Model

Many strength estimation methods have been developed to formalize these ideas. Classical

rating systems—such as Elo, Glicko, Whole-History Rating (WHR), TrueSkill, and Matchmak-

ing Rating (MMR)—offer scalar skill estimates that improve upon raw win rates by contextual-

izing outcomes based on opponent strength (Elo [89], Glickman [109], Coulom [71], Herbrich

et al. [124], Pramono et al. [236], Ebtekar & Liu [87], 1966, 1999, 2008, 2006, 2018, 2021).

At the core of many such systems lies the Bradley–Terry model (Bradley & Terry [35], 1952),

which models the probability that strategy i defeats strategy j as:

P (i > j) =
γi

γi + γj
, (7.1)

where γi and γj are non-negative real-valued strength parameters.

To improve numerical stability and interpretability, this model is often rewritten in exponen-

tial form, setting γi = eλi:

P (i > j) =
eλi

eλi + eλj
. (7.2)
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In fact, one commonly used instantiation of this principle—with an alternate base and

parameterization—is the expected win probability in Elo rating systems:

EA =
1

1 + 10(RB−RA)/400
. (7.3)

This can be derived from the Bradley–Terry model via a change of base and rescaling of λi,

offering a practical and interpretable implementation of pairwise win probability.

Elo Updates and Online Adaptation

Elo further introduces an incremental update rule that allows models to adapt to changing

data in an online manner. A player’s rating is adjusted after each match based on the prediction

error:

R′
A = RA +K(SA − EA), (7.4)

where SA is the actual result (1 for win, 0 for loss), EA is the expected win probability from

above, and K is a tunable learning rate.

This update rule provides a practical mechanism for applying the Bradley–Terry frame-

work in real-world systems. It supports immediate adjustments from new results, which is cru-

cial in dynamic environments such as online games, evolving agent systems, or active training

pipelines.

In summary, strength measurement grounded in models like Bradley–Terry and Elo pro-

vides a way to embed environmental preferences into computational form. While powerful,

these scalar models are limited when facing intransitive or context-sensitive strategic land-

scapes, a topic we turn to next.

7.4.3 Counter Relationships

Not all victories are created equal. A strategy that consistently defeats one class of oppo-

nents may still perform poorly against others—despite having a similar overall win rate. This

phenomenon is known as a counter relationship, and it reflects a key form of strategic intran-

sitivity: strategy A beats B, B beats C, but C beats A.

Such counter dynamics are widespread in competitive games, including Rock-Paper-Scissors,

trading card games, MOBAs, and role-based team shooters. They are essential for maintaining
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Figure 14: An illustration of counter relationships in games. Player A may have a higher Elo
rating than Player B, yet due to the interaction between Strategies X and Y, B consistently wins.

a healthy strategic ecosystem—ensuring that no single strategy remains unconditionally domi-

nant, and encouraging players to adapt, read opponents, and diversify their repertoire.

However, counter relationships pose a major challenge for classical scalar strength models

like Elo, which are fundamentally transitive. These models assume that if A has a higher rating

than B, then A should reliably defeat B. But this assumption breaks down when outcomes de-

pend heavily on the interaction between specific strategies, rather than aggregate performance.

Consider Figure 14. Even if Player A has a higher Elo rating than Player B, if A plays

Strategy X and B plays Strategy Y—and Y happens to counter X—then B may consistently

win. This violates the Elo assumption that higher-rated players win more often, highlighting

the inadequacy of scalar models in intransitive settings.

To model this kind of context-dependent strength, we need to move beyond global scalar

ratings. What is needed are models that explicitly encode against-whom a strategy is effec-

tive—capturing not just “how strong” a strategy is overall, but “under what conditions” or

“against which opponents” it succeeds or fails.

In the following section, we introduce two such extensions to the Bradley–Terry frame-

work: the Neural Rating Table (NRT) and the Neural Counter Table (NCT). These models
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offer fine-grained representations of strategy interaction and enable precise balance analysis in

complex and intransitive game environments.

7.5 Measuring Balance in Complex Strategy Spaces

As discussed in the previous section, scalar rating systems such as Elo or Bradley–Terry

offer a practical foundation for tracking competitive strength. However, they fail to capture

the full complexity of real-world strategy spaces—especially when playstyles interact in non-

transitive, asymmetric, or context-sensitive ways.

In this section, we move beyond strength estimation to confront the deeper problem: how

can balance itself be measured? Our goal is not merely to assign scores to individual strate-

gies, but to understand how the strategic ecosystem behaves as a whole. Which playstyles are

viable? Which ones dominate or are dominated? Are counter-relationships structurally sup-

ported?

To answer these questions, we introduce a set of methods designed to measure balance in

complex strategy spaces. These include:

• The Neural Rating Table (NRT), a neural network model that estimates the joint strength

of multi-agent team compositions, capturing nonlinear synergy and interaction effects

across roles and components.

• The Neural Counter Table (NCT), which clusters strategies into latent counter cate-

gories and learns contextual win probabilities between these groups to reveal emergent

counter structures.

• Balance-specific indicators such as Top-D Diversity and Top-B Balance, designed to

quantify ecosystem viability and counter-structural richness.

• An online learning framework that supports adaptive, real-time balance modeling in dy-

namic multi-agent systems.

Together, these tools provide a data-driven foundation for evaluating and maintaining bal-

ance in strategically rich environments, from competitive games to policy optimization in com-

plex AI systems.
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7.5.1 Neural Rating Table and Neural Counter Table

While traditional scalar rating systems such as Elo offer a compact and interpretable means

of estimating competitive strength, they inherently assume transitivity. As discussed previ-

ously, this assumption breaks down in the presence of counter relationships and cyclical domi-

nance—conditions that are widespread in real-world games.

To meaningfully measure balance in such complex strategic environments, we require mod-

els that go beyond scalar strength and directly encode how strategies interact, combine, and

counter one another. In this section, we present two neural extensions to classical rating theory:

the Neural Rating Table (NRT) and the Neural Counter Table (NCT), proposed by Lin et al.

[182] (2024).

The NRT learns to estimate the strength of entire compositions, capturing synergy and non-

linear interactions among components. The NCT complements this by discovering discrete

counter categories and learning residual win relationships between them—allowing us to re-

cover intransitive dynamics and structural counterplay from gameplay data. Together, these

models provide a foundation for scalable, differentiable, and interpretable balance estimation.

Modeling Complex Compositions with NRT

The Neural Rating Table (NRT) extends the Bradley–Terry model to estimate non-linear

combinational strength in team-based environments. While the original Bradley–Terry model

is designed for two-player zero-sum games, NRT generalizes the idea by treating an entire

composition (e.g., a team of heroes or cards) as a single entity and approximates its strength

using a neural network.

To predict the win probability between two team compositions ci and cj , NRT follows the

Bradley–Terry formulation:

P (i > j) =
eλi

eλi + eλj
, (7.5)

where λi = logRθ(ci), and Rθ is a neural encoder that maps composition ci to a scalar strength

rating.

We implement Rθ using a Siamese neural network architecture with shared weights (Brom-

ley et al. [40], 1993), as shown in Figure 15. The network processes two competing composi-

tions in parallel and predicts their relative strength values. The input features can range from

simple binary encodings to richer representations capturing internal synergy.
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Figure 15: Neural Rating Table (NRT) predicts win probabilities between two teams using
shared-weight encoders and the Bradley–Terry model, with exponential activation applied in
the rating encoder for reparameterization.

To train the network, we minimize the difference between the predicted and actual match

outcomes using a loss function D, typically mean squared error (MSE):

LRθ
= E

[
D

(
W,

Rθ(ci)

Rθ(ci) +Rθ(cj)

)]
. (7.6)

We initially explored binary cross-entropy as a probabilistic loss, but found it led to unstable

convergence and overly large rating magnitudes, similar to hinge loss behavior. MSE provided

greater stability and smoother optimization.

This integration allows NRT to estimate the strength of any composition using learned repre-

sentations, eliminating the need to store or compute a full N×N win-rate matrix. Ratings scale

with the number of compositions as O(N), making NRT an efficient and scalable solution for

modeling combinatorial strength. It also captures the interaction effects and synergy between

individual elements within a composition, enabling generalization to unseen combinations.

We now turn to the complementary model that captures intransitive interactions: the Neural

Counter Table (NCT).
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Learning Discrete Counter Relationships with NCT

The Neural Rating Table (NRT) enables the estimation of strength values for all N possi-

ble team compositions with a compact space complexity of O(N). However, this efficiency

comes at a trade-off: the inferred transitive strength relations may be less precise than those

obtained via exhaustive pairwise comparisons, which, though more accurate, require O(N2)

space. While such comparisons can in principle be modeled using neural architectures, the

quadratic growth in space makes them difficult to validate or interpret—particularly in large-

scale settings.

This limitation becomes even more pronounced when accounting for intransitive relation-

ships or cyclic dominance patterns, which are frequently observed in competitive games. At-

tempting to capture these relationships explicitly through a full N ×N counter table introduces

significant memory and cognitive overhead. Although theoretically informative, such a table

would be impractical for both algorithmic learning and human understanding.

To address this, we propose a more tractable alternative: a reduced M ×M counter ma-

trix that approximates the N × N counter relationships via composition clustering. Here, M

denotes a small number of discrete categories—starting from three, which suffices to capture

basic cyclic structures in symmetric games. The number of categories can be tuned to balance

expressivity with interpretability, making it easier to analyze global balance patterns without

sacrificing too much predictive fidelity.

This design naturally reflects how human players mentally structure their understanding of

strategic counter relationships—as a finite set of intuitive categories (e.g., rock beats scissors,

scissors beat paper, etc.).

For the task of learning discrete categories, we adopt Vector Quantization (VQ) (van den

Oord et al. [300], 2017), as it enables discrete latent representation learning in an end-to-end

neural setting. In contrast to traditional reconstruction tasks in VQ-VAE, our objective is to

classify compositions into categories that encode counter-relationship structure via residual win

prediction.

Given an observation o and its latent feature ze from an encoder, we assign it to a codebook

entry ek by nearest neighbor:

q(s = k|o) =


1 for ki = argmin

j
||zie(o)− ej||2,

0 otherwise.
(7.7)
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Given this mapping, we define our counter residual as:

Wres(cmi
, cmj
|Rθ) = Wm −

Rθ(cmi
)

Rθ(cmi
) +Rθ(cmj

)
(7.8)

We use a Siamese encoder Ceθ and a residual decoder Cdθ to learn this correction over the

Bradley–Terry baseline:

Cθ(cmi
, cmj

) = Cdθ(Ceθ(cmi
), Ceθ(cmj

)). (7.9)

The total predicted win value thus becomes:

Wθ(cmi
, cmj

) =
Rθ(cmi

)

Rθ(cmi
) +Rθ(cmj

)
+ Cθ(cmi

, cmj
). (7.10)

To train this architecture, we define three loss terms:

• Lres: MSE between predicted and observed residual win values

• Lvq: vector quantization loss between ze and its quantized version zq

• Lmean: a proposed VQ Mean Loss, which pulls ze toward the mean codebook embedding

The motivation for VQ Mean Loss stems from a common problem in VQ training—low

codebook utilization. Even with diverse training data, we found that many embedding vectors

ek in the codebook remained unused. This reduces the expressiveness and coverage of the

M ×M counter table. Existing solutions such as stochastic VQ variants (van den Oord et al.

[300], Yu et al. [329], Shin et al. [268], 2017, 2022, 2023) and techniques like Gumbel softmax

sampling or KL-regularized VQ (Zhang et al. [332], 2023) aim to address this, but they often

introduce additional training complexity. Our proposed VQ Mean Loss offers a lightweight and

implementation-friendly alternative:

Lmean = E
[
D(ze(cmi

), ē) +D(ze(cmj
), ē)

2

]
, ē =

1

M

M∑
k=1

ek. (7.11)

This term draws latent vectors toward the center of the codebook, increasing the chance of

vector assignments being spread more evenly.

The gradient flows for the components involved in learning counter relationships are modu-

lated by two hyperparameters, βN and βM . The coefficient βN governs the VQ-VAE’s alignment
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Figure 16: Effect of VQ Mean Loss on codebook utilization. Left: Without VQ Mean Loss,
the encoder output ze aligns with only the closest codeword. Right: With VQ Mean Loss,
ze is pulled toward the mean of multiple nearby codewords, improving codebook usage and
representational flexibility.

between continuous encoder outputs ze and their nearest quantized codewords zq, enforcing

proximity in latent space. In parallel, βM activates the mean regularization term Lmean to guide

codebook structuring. The resulting gradients are computed as follows:

∇Ceθ =
∂Lres

∂zq
· ∂ze
∂Ceθ

+ βN ·
∂Lvq

∂Ceθ
,

∇Ckθ =
∂Lvq

∂Ckθ
+ βM ·

∂Lmean

∂Ckθ
,

∇Cdθ =
∂Lres

∂Cdθ
.

(7.12)

This architecture allows us to reduce the space complexity from O(N2) to O(N + M2),

enabling a more scalable yet interpretable model of counter relationships.

Learning Pipeline

The overall methodology for constructing the Neural Rating Table (Rθ) and Neural Counter

Table (Cθ) is illustrated in Figure 18. This framework operates on a dataset comprising match

outcomes, where each data point contains two competing team compositions and the corre-

sponding win/loss result. The way compositions are represented is flexible, allowing for any-

thing from simple binary indicators to richer, high-dimensional feature encodings—depending

on the design choices of the game system.

A key aspect of this pipeline is that the construction of Cθ depends on the prior learning of
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Figure 17: Architecture of the Neural Counter Table Cθ. Given two team compositions (Comp
A and Comp B), shared-weight encoders produce continuous latent representations ze(cA) and
ze(cB). These are quantized via nearest-neighbor search to obtain discrete embedding vec-
tors zq(cA) and zq(cB), which are categorized into respective counter classes. The decoded
vectors—paired in both orders—are fed into fully connected layers with tanh activations to
produce intermediate scores x1 and x2. The residual win value prediction Wres is computed as
the average of their differences, providing a symmetric estimate of the counter effect between
the two compositions.
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Figure 18: Illustration of the learning pipeline for the Neural Rating Table (Rθ) and Neural
Counter Table (Cθ). Given match data consisting of team compositions (Comp A and Comp B)
and corresponding win/loss outcomes, the pipeline proceeds in two stages. First, compositions
are encoded via shared rating encoders to produce composition ratings, which are then passed
into a Bradley–Terry model to generate initial win value predictions—constituting Rθ. In the
second stage, the same compositions are encoded into discrete counter categories via a shared
category encoder. These category pairs are then used to compute residual win values, allowing
Cθ to capture counter relationships beyond transitive ratings and account for cyclic dominance
effects.

Rθ. This sequential structure reflects the conceptual separation between general team strength

estimation and the modeling of residual counter-effects. By first learning composition ratings

independently, the framework ensures that Cθ captures non-transitive and context-specific in-

teractions beyond what Rθ can represent.

In essence, NRT captures the transitive base strength of compositions, while NCT learns the

non-transitive residual deviations—serving as a complementary enhancement over the baseline.

Evaluation Games and Datasets

To evaluate the accuracy and generalizability of our rating and counter modeling methods,

we conduct experiments across both synthetic and real-world PvP game datasets. These datasets

allow us to examine performance under controlled structural properties (e.g., transitivity and

intransitivity) and to test scalability and prediction quality in practical competitive settings.

We categorize the test environments as follows:

• Synthetic games: including a score-based composition game, the canonical Rock-Paper-
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Scissors (RPS) scenario, and a hybrid variant embedding RPS rules into a compositional

framework.

• Real-world games: Age of Empires II (AoE2), Hearthstone, Brawl Stars, and League

of Legends (LoL), chosen to reflect a variety of composition scales, strategic depth, and

intransitivity levels.

Simple Combination Game This synthetic game features 20 elements, each assigned a nu-

meric score from 1 to 20. A composition consists of three distinct elements, with its strength

defined as the sum of its members’ scores. Given two compositions c1 and c2 with scores s1

and s2, the win probability is defined as P (c1 > c2) =
s21

s21+s22
. This introduces smooth score-

based differences without inherent cyclic structures. The full set contains C20
3 = 1140 unique

compositions, with 100,000 matches uniformly sampled.

Rock-Paper-Scissors (RPS) The canonical RPS game includes three strategies with cyclic

dominance: Rock beats Scissors, Scissors beats Paper, and Paper beats Rock. Win values are

set as 0 (loss), 0.5 (tie), and 1 (win). We sample 100,000 matchups uniformly. This serves as a

minimal intransitive benchmark.

Advanced Combination Game This hybrid setting embeds RPS structure into the combina-

tion game above. A composition’s base score is still the sum of its elements, but an additional

+60 bonus is awarded if it wins the RPS rule determined by T = sc mod 3, where 0, 1,

and 2 correspond to Rock, Paper, and Scissors respectively. The composition space remains

C20
3 = 1140, with 100,000 matches.

Age of Empires II (AoE2) AoE2 is a popular real-time strategy game with 45 playable civ-

ilizations. We use data from the public aoestats.io dataset (January 2024), which includes

1,261,288 1v1 matches from random map mode. Each composition corresponds to one selected

civilization.

Hearthstone Hearthstone is a collectible card game where compositions correspond to deck

archetypes. Using data from HSReplay (January 2024), we extract 91 standardized decks at the

Gold ranking level, resulting in 10,154,929 matches.
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Brawl Stars In this MOBA-style game, each team selects three brawlers. The full compo-

sition space is large (C64
3 × 43 × 6 ≈ 107), factoring in characters, maps, and modes. From

the "Brawl Stars Logs & Metadata 2023" dataset, we sample 179,995 matches, covering 94,235

unique team compositions.

League of Legends (LoL) LoL features 5v5 team compositions drawn from a pool of 136

champions, yielding over 350 million possible combinations. We use 182,527 solo queue

matches from a Kaggle dataset, observing 348,498 unique compositions, indicating high spar-

sity and diversity.

Together, these datasets span controlled and large-scale scenarios, enabling rigorous testing

of strength relation prediction, counter modeling, and balance quantification in both theoretical

and practical settings.

Strength Relation Prediction Accuracy

To assess whether our models accurately capture strategic dominance, we frame strength

prediction as a classification task: given two compositions c1 and c2, does the model correctly

predict whether c1 is weaker, equal, or stronger than c2?

Labels are derived from average observed win values. For instance, if Win(c1, c2) > 0.501,

then c1 is labeled stronger; if < 0.499, then weaker; otherwise, equal. Predicted labels are com-

puted similarly using the model’s estimated win values. Accuracy is the fraction of correctly

classified comparisons.

We compare five baseline methods:

• WinValue: direct win value prediction from composition features.

• PairWin: lookup-based pairwise table (ideal but non-generalizable).

• BT: linear Bradley-Terry model over component ratings.

• NRT: non-linear neural generalization of BT.

• NCT: NRT plus counter correction using the learned M ×M counter table.

Table 19 summarizes the accuracy of our strength relation prediction models across diverse

game environments. The results show that our proposed method, NCT with M = 81, con-

sistently achieves accuracy on par with PairWin, the oracle-like pairwise baseline, across all

evaluated games.
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In games with complex and high-dimensional composition spaces, such as Brawl Stars and

League of Legends, scalar or linear models (e.g., WinValue, BT) fall short. The use of neural

approximation in NRT significantly improves accuracy, and the additional modeling of counter

relationships in NCT further enhances performance. This confirms the necessity of non-linear

and intransitive modeling in large-scale competitive environments.

Moreover, in domains where explicit counter relationships are known or expected—such

as Rock-Paper-Scissors, the Advanced Combination Game, and Age of Empires II—NCT suc-

cessfully bridges the large accuracy gap observed between PairWin and NRT, validating its

ability to recover underlying intransitive structures. In contrast, direct win value predictors like

WinValue often underperform due to their inability to model structural dependencies.

Table 20 further demonstrates that increasing the counter table size M leads to steady im-

provements in prediction accuracy. This indicates that richer counter category granularity en-

ables more precise modeling of strategic relationships, while still maintaining scalability.

We also observe the generalization behavior of the models by comparing training and test-

ing accuracy. In most games, the difference remains small, suggesting that learned strength

relations are robust and not overfit. However, in League of Legends, a notable performance

gap suggests overfitting due to the extreme sparsity of the composition space and the added

complexity introduced by the ban/pick phase. For such cases, we recommend expanding the

training dataset to improve generalizability.

Despite these challenges, the rating and counter models still yield valuable insights from

observed data and can guide early-stage game balance analysis even before full generalization

is achieved.

Counter Table Utilization

The effectiveness of the Neural Counter Table (NCT) relies not only on the accuracy of

residual prediction but also on the utilization of its discrete embedding space. When the num-

ber of categories M is too large relative to the diversity of latent features, a common issue is

codebook underutilization, where only a small subset of the available quantized vectors are ac-

tually used during training. This degrades both model capacity and interpretability, as unused

entries do not contribute to residual modeling.

To address this issue, we introduced an auxiliary loss—VQ Mean Loss—which encourages

latent embeddings to stay close to the mean of the codebook vectors. This regularization acts
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Table 19: Prediction accuracies (%) on training (top) and testing (bottom) datasets across vari-
ous games. The results highlight the effectiveness of the proposed NCT method (with M = 81)
in modeling diverse competitive environments.

WinValue PairWin BT NRT NCT M=81

Simple Combination 64.5 71.2 63.9 64.8 66.4

Rock-Paper-Scissors 51.3 100 51.3 51.3 100

Advanced Combination 57.7 83.5 56.6 57.9 79.4

Age of Empires II 68.7 97.3 68.7 68.7 97.7

Hearthstone 81.1 97.8 81.4 83.4 97.4

Brawl Stars 90.2 94.3 53.2 95.9 97.2

League of Legends 79.6 78.9 54.0 88.2 90.9

Simple Combination 64.7 61.8 65.5 64.9 63.9

Rock-Paper-Scissors 51.1 100 51.1 51.1 100

Advanced Combination 56.5 79.1 57.5 56.5 79.7

Age of Empires II 64.5 75.7 64.5 64.5 75.4

Hearthstone 80.9 95.4 81.1 81.2 94.8

Brawl Stars 79.7 82.4 53.0 82.8 83.4

League of Legends 51.1 50.9 53.6 51.1 51.0
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Table 20: Training (top) and testing (bottom) accuracies (%) across various games using Neural
Counter Tables with different category sizes M . Larger M values generally lead to higher pre-
diction accuracy, demonstrating improved modeling of counter relationships. The performance
gap between PairWin and NRT further indicates the presence of intransitive interactions that
cannot be captured by scalar ratings alone.

PairWin NRT NCT M=3 M=9 M=27 M=81

Simple Combination 71.2 64.8 64.8 65.2 65.8 66.4

Rock-Paper-Scissors 100 51.3 100 100 100 100

Advanced Combination 83.5 57.9 57.9 79.4 79.8 79.4

Age of Empires II 97.3 68.7 68.7 73.1 83.8 97.7

Hearthstone 97.8 83.4 81.3 85.4 91.7 97.4

Brawl Stars 94.3 95.9 96.3 97.3 97.2 97.2

League of Legends 78.9 88.2 89.5 91.6 92.6 90.9

Simple Combination 61.8 64.9 64.9 64.4 64.2 63.9

Rock-Paper-Scissors 100 51.1 100 100 100 100

Advanced Combination 79.1 56.5 56.5 79.7 80.1 79.7

Age of Empires II 75.7 64.5 64.5 67.7 72.5 75.4

Hearthstone 95.4 81.2 81.3 85.2 91.3 94.8

Brawl Stars 82.4 82.8 82.9 83.3 83.3 83.4

League of Legends 50.9 51.1 51.1 50.9 51.0 51.0
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Table 21: Training accuracy and the number of utilized categories (M ) in Age of Empires II
(M = 27) under different βN values, with βM fixed at 0.25. The commonly used setting in
VQ-VAE, βN = 0.25, is included for comparison. Utilized M refers to the number of active
categories assigned to any composition in the dataset after training.

Setting Accuracy (%) Utilized M

βN = 0.01βN = 0.01βN = 0.01 83.8 26.0
βN = 0.125 71.4 5.4
βN = 0.25 68.7 1.0

Table 22: Training accuracy and the number of utilized categories (M ) in Age of Empires
II (M = 27) under varying βM values, with βN fixed at 0.01. The results show that both
excessively small and large βM values lead to suboptimal codebook utilization, while βM =
0.25 achieves the best overall performance.

Setting Accuracy (%) Utilized M

βM = 0 76.6 13.8
βM = 0.125 83.6 26.0
βM = 0.25βM = 0.25βM = 0.25 83.8 26.0
βM = 0.5 83.4 25.6
βM = 1.0 81.0 21.6

as a soft attraction force that pulls embeddings toward underutilized regions of the codebook,

effectively promoting broader category usage without disrupting the nearest-neighbor quantiza-

tion behavior.

We evaluate this technique using the AoE2 dataset with M = 27 categories, a setting that

exhibits moderate intransitivity and benefits from a medium-sized counter table. Table 21 com-

pares different values of the VQ commitment weight βN under a fixed VQ Mean Loss weight

βM = 0.25, and Table 22 further explores variations in βM while keeping βN = 0.01.

Our results show that the default setting of βN = 0.25 from standard VQ-VAE literature

leads to severe underutilization (e.g., only 1 or 2 codes used). Lowering βN and activating

the VQ Mean Loss with βM = 0.25 achieves both higher prediction accuracy and nearly full

codebook utilization, validating the importance of this modification.

Comparison to Tabular Baselines

While our proposed NRT and NCT models offer generalization and interpretability, it is

instructive to compare them against simpler alternatives that use tabular representations rather

than neural approximators.
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We implement tabular variants of four common rating systems:

• WinValue N→T: direct averaging of observed win values.

• PairWin N→T: full composition-by-composition win matrix.

• Elo N→T: standard scalar Elo rating with online updates.

• mElo2: a two-dimensional extension of Elo capturing weak counter structures.

As shown in Table 23, tabular methods excel at memorizing training data (sometimes nearly

perfect), but their generalization performance varies. For example, PairWin achieves near-100%

training accuracy in most settings but fails on unseen test matchups due to its lack of function

approximation. On the other hand, Elo and mElo2 generalize moderately but underperform in

games with strong intransitivity, where scalar or low-dimensional ratings are insufficient.

In contrast, NCT achieves a favorable tradeoff between accuracy and generalizability, espe-

cially in complex or counter-heavy games like Hearthstone, AoE2, and Brawl Stars. While it

does not outperform PairWin on memorization, it significantly outperforms all tabular methods

on held-out test sets.

These results underscore the value of structured neural approximations: they combine the

interpretability and update efficiency of rating models with the flexibility of learning from high-

dimensional and intransitive environments.

7.5.2 Top-D Diversity and Top-B Balance

With these new tools (NRT and NCT), we are now equipped to formally define and mea-

sure balance beyond basic win rate statistics. We introduce two new metrics: Top-D Diversity,

which measures the number of competitive strategies close in strength to the strongest one, and

Top-B Balance, which identifies the number of non-dominated strategies considering counter

relationships. Both metrics are designed to be theoretically grounded yet computationally effi-

cient.

We first formalize the notion of dominance using win value estimators:

Definition 7.5.1. Let Win : c1, c2 → w denote a function estimating the probability that com-

position c1 wins over c2, where w ∈ [0, 1].

Proposition 7.5.2. We say composition c1 dominates composition c2 over all opponents c if

Win(c1, c) > Win(c2, c) for every c in the composition space.
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Table 23: Prediction accuracies (%) across multiple games under different modeling paradigms.
For methods that support both neural and tabular implementations (WinValue, PairWin, Elo),
arrows (→) denote the corresponding performance when transitioning from neural training to
tabular inference. The results reveal that while some methods suffer severe degradation in
tabular form, the proposed NCT maintains consistently strong accuracy, even without tabular
deployment.
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When Proposition 7.5.2 holds, c2 is strictly inferior to c1: across all matchups, c1 performs

better. This definition offers a principled foundation for balance assessment. However, checking

such relations exhaustively has a cubic complexity of O(N3) for N compositions. To address

this computational bottleneck, we propose tractable approximations enabled by our learned

rating and counter tables, which are introduced in the following subsections.

Top-D Diversity

While Proposition 7.5.2 identifies a single composition that strictly dominates others, a well-

balanced game often supports a broader set of viable strategies. Top-D Diversity quantifies this

by counting the number of compositions that are nearly as strong as the top-rated one. This

reflects the design intuition that a good balance should encourage variation, not convergence to

a single dominant meta choice.

Let ctop denote the composition with the highest estimated rating under the NRT model:

ctop = argmax
c∈C

Rθ(c). (7.13)

To determine which compositions are acceptably close to ctop, we ground our metric on

three belief-based assumptions:

Assumption 7.5.3. (Belief 1: Fairness Tolerance) Players are tolerant of small win-rate dif-

ferences up to a fixed threshold G ∈ [0, 1], interpreting them as arising from skill variance or

randomness. Compositions within this gap are still perceived as competitively viable.

Assumption 7.5.4. (Belief 2: Rating Validity) The scalar rating Rθ(c) approximates the win

probability via the Bradley–Terry formulation:

Win(c1, c2) =
Rθ(c1)

Rθ(c1) +Rθ(c2)
,

and is considered a meaningful proxy for composition strength.

Assumption 7.5.5. (Belief 3: Local Dominance Generalization) If a composition c is not

clearly dominated by ctop, then it is unlikely to be dominated by other compositions.

Under these beliefs, we derive the following:
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Algorithm 2 Compute Top-D Diversity Measure
Input: neural rating table Rθ, top-rated comp ctop, acceptable win gap G
Output: Top-D Diversity Measure D
Initialize counter D ← 0
for each comp c ∈ C do

if Rθ(c)
Rθ(c)+Rθ(ctop)

+G ≥ 0.5 then
D ← D + 1

end if
end for

Lemma 7.5.6. A composition c is considered top-tier viable if:

Rθ(c)

Rθ(c) +Rθ(ctop)
+G ≥ 0.5.

Proof. By Assumption 7.5.4, this expression estimates the win probability of c against ctop. If

this value plus gap G reaches 0.5, then by Assumption 7.5.3 the composition is still seen as fair.

Assumption 7.5.5 extends this local fairness to imply global viability.

The Top-D Diversity measure is thus defined as the number of compositions satisfying

Lemma 7.5.6. This metric can be computed efficiently in O(N) time:

Interpretation. Top-D Diversity reflects how many strategies are perceived as viable relative

to the strongest one. A small D (e.g., D = 1) indicates a dominant meta with few competitive

alternatives. A large D suggests a richer strategic landscape, more variety in gameplay, and

broader viability. Designers can tune G (e.g., 0.02 to 0.05) to reflect stricter or looser notions

of perceived balance.

Unlike entropy-based pick-rate diversity metrics, which depend on population distribution,

Top-D Diversity offers a semantically clear threshold: compositions either qualify or not. More

importantly, by leveraging scalar ratings from NRT, it avoids pairwise comparisons and scales

linearly, making it suitable for large composition spaces.

We now extend this formulation to capture structural balance in the presence of counter

relationships via the Top-B Balance measure.

Top-B Balance

While Top-D Diversity identifies compositions that are nearly as strong as the best one,

it does not account for contextual counter relationships. Top-B Balance extends the analysis
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by identifying compositions that are not dominated by any other, accounting for contextual

matchups through the counter table Cθ. This reflects a more nuanced view of balance in games

with intransitive or cyclical dynamics.

We begin by making a key modeling assumption:

Assumption 7.5.7. The contextual win probability combining NRT and NCT,

Winθ(c1, c2) =
Rθ(c1)

Rθ(c1) +Rθ(c2)
+ Cθ(c1, c2), (7.14)

offers a trustworthy approximation of true composition advantage.

Dominance under counter-aware models. We define a composition c1 to dominate c2 if:

∀c ∈ C, Winθ(c1, c) > Winθ(c2, c). (7.15)

This strict definition is computationally expensive to verify over all N compositions, yield-

ing time complexity O(N3). To make the Top-B measure tractable, we rely on categorical

approximations using the discrete counter categories learned in Cθ.

Category-based dominance shortcuts. Let cat(c) ∈ {1, . . . ,M} be the counter category of

composition c. We make two key propositions for category-aware analysis:

Proposition 7.5.8. (Within-category dominance)

If cat(c1) = cat(c2) and Rθ(c1) > Rθ(c2), then c1 dominates c2.

Proposition 7.5.9. (Transitive dominance via category linkage)

Let c1, c2, and c3 be three compositions. If:

1. c1 dominates c2 based on contextual win;

2. cat(c2) = cat(c3);

3. Rθ(c2) > Rθ(c3);

then c1 is inferred to dominate c3.

These two propositions form the basis for efficiently identifying the set of non-dominated

compositions.
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Algorithm 3 Compute Top-B Balance Measure
Input: rating table Rθ, counter table Cθ, set of all comps C
Output: Top-B Balance Measure B
Group all comps by counter category cat(c)
For each category, select the top-rated comp
Initialize count B ← 0
for each top comp c do

Assume c is not dominated
for each other top comp c′ ̸= c do

Assume c′ dominates c
for each top comp c′′ do

if Winθ(c
′, c′′) ≤Winθ(c, c

′′) then
Mark c′ does not dominate c; break

end if
end for
if c′ dominates c then

Mark c as dominated
end if

end for
if c is not dominated then

B ← B + 1
end if

end for

Lemma 7.5.10. Among the top-rated compositions in each of the M counter categories, the

non-dominated ones under contextual win values form the Top-B Balance set.

We now define the Top-B Balance measure as the cardinality of this set, and describe a

practical algorithm to compute it.

Interpretation. A high Top-B Balance value indicates that multiple composition archetypes

can survive as optimal representatives of their counter category, offering diverse, resilient strate-

gies. Unlike Top-D, which only measures proximity to the best, Top-B ensures contextual ro-

bustness and is especially important in games with strong counterplay.

We next turn to concrete examples of applying these metrics.

Case Study on Age of Empires II

To demonstrate the practical application of our proposed balance measures, we conduct an

in-depth case study on Age of Empires II (AoE2), a real-time strategy game featuring 45 unique

civilizations. Using the aoestats.io dataset (January 2024), we analyze 1,261,288 1v1 matches

in random map mode.
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Table 24: Top-D Diversity and Top-B Balance in Age of Empires II under varying conditions.

(a) Top-D Diversity with different thresholds G

Win Gap Threshold G Top-D Diversity D

0.01 2
0.02 9
0.04 25
0.08 44

(b) Top-B Balance under different counter table sizes M

M (Table Size) Utilized M Top-B Balance B Accuracy (%)

3 1 1 69.6
9 9 8 77.0
27 26 24 86.0
81 45 45 98.9

Top-D and Top-B Evaluation. We first compute Top-D Diversity by varying the acceptable

win gap threshold G. As shown in Table 7.24(a), the number of competitively viable civiliza-

tions increases with G, from 2 at G = 0.01 to 44 at G = 0.08, suggesting a diverse yet tiered

strategic landscape.

For Top-B Balance, Table 7.24(b) shows that increasing the counter table resolution M leads

to higher predictive accuracy and a more nuanced balance profile. With M = 81, all 45 civ-

ilizations are recovered as non-dominated, reflecting well-distributed strength across strategic

archetypes.

Visualizing Rating and Counter Structures. Figure 19 shows the scalar strength estimates

of each civilization from the NRT. This gives an overview of which civilizations are consistently

strong regardless of opponent.

Complementing this, Figure 20 presents the learned 9 × 9 counter table, which clusters

civilizations into strategic categories and models their pairwise residual advantages.

Strategic Archetypes and Counter Patterns. The nine learned categories capture key game-

play dimensions in AoE2:

1. Technological and Age Advancement Group: Civilizations that gain early strategic

momentum through accelerated research or age progression. Examples include the Malay

(faster aging), Malians (accelerated university techs), and Bulgarians (free militia-line
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Figure 19: Scalar rating (NRT) for 45 civilizations in Age of Empires II.

upgrades and reduced Blacksmith/Siege Workshop costs).

2. Heavy Cavalry Group: Civilizations centered around powerful cavalry units for open-

field dominance and mobility, such as the Franks and Lithuanians.

3. Anti-Cavalry and Anti-Archer Group: Civilizations that excel at countering cavalry

and ranged threats through specialized units, such as the Goths (cheap infantry swarm)

and Indians (camel-based counters).

4. Infantry Dominance Group: Civilizations that rely heavily on infantry as their primary

military force, often excelling in frontline durability and cost-effective aggression.

5. Gunpowder-Intensive Group: Civilizations that emphasize gunpowder units for late-

game power spikes and high-damage ranged warfare.

6. Cavalry and Horse Archer Group: Civilizations combining mobility and ranged flexi-

bility, leveraging both cavalry and mounted archers for dynamic raiding and hit-and-run

tactics.

7. Archery Group: Civilizations that prioritize strong archer-line units, excelling in ranged

control, positioning, and map pressure.
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Figure 20: Learned 9 × 9 counter table for Age of Empires II. Each cell estimates the counter
residual between categories.
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8. Economic Powerhouses: Civilizations whose core strength lies in superior economic

scaling, enabling stronger military support through sustained resource advantages.

9. Trash and Counter Unit Group: Civilizations that focus on cost-efficient ’trash units’

(e.g., skirmishers, spearmen) and specialized counter tools to maintain battlefield pres-

ence and counter specific threats with minimal gold investment.

From the counter table, we observe nuanced dynamics:

• The Heavy Cavalry group is vulnerable to Anti-Cavalry civilizations and Infantry-

based counters, but outmaneuvers Gunpowder or Archery factions.

• Goths, often considered weak in direct matchups, shine against archery-based comps.

• Infantry factions typically struggle against gunpowder but outperform trash-based groups.

• Economically oriented civilizations show fewer extreme counters, reflecting flexible and

resilient playstyles.

Implications for Balance Analysis. This case demonstrates how scalar ratings and counter

tables provide complementary insights into game balance, each offering actionable guidance

for designers:

• Top-D Diversity quantifies how many compositions are perceived as nearly as strong as

the best one. In Age of Empires II, Top-D values (Table 7.24(a)) suggest that a large

number of civilizations are competitively viable—especially when using a tolerant win

gap (e.g., G = 0.08 yields D = 44 out of 45). This indicates good diversity and supports

the game’s replayability across different playstyles.

• Top-B Balance, by contrast, identifies how many compositions are not dominated af-

ter accounting for learned counter relationships. At M = 9, only 8 of the 9 categories

contribute a non-dominated civilization (Table 7.24(b)). According to our manual inter-

pretation, the dominated category is an economic-focused one, with the Poles being the

top yet still dominated comp. This points to a possible need to enhance economic bonuses

for that group.
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• When M is increased to 27, Aztecs and Chinese are also found dominated, suggesting

the counter dynamics within their strategic cluster are not favorable, possibly due to shifts

in meta or outdated faction strengths.

• At the extreme setting M = 81, every civilization becomes non-dominated. Each one

belongs to its own category and wins in at least some specialized matchups. The training

accuracy reaches 98.9%, validating that the game exhibits full counter-based balance in

expert-level play. This justifies the game’s longstanding strategic depth—but also implies

that such granularity might be overwhelming for casual players.

Together, these two metrics enable game developers to distinguish between two types of

balance flaws: (1) lack of variety in player choices (low Top-D), and (2) entire groups of com-

positions being obsolete due to systemic domination (low Top-B). Designers can then choose

targeted actions—e.g., adjust global strength scaling for Top-D improvements, or restructure

category dynamics for Top-B restoration. Traditional balance tuning, such as weakening strong

factions or buffing weak ones based on win rates, may miss these subtler structural issues.

This analysis also empowers players to understand that even popular or “meta” civilizations

like Romans may have clear counters, reinforcing the importance of strategic scouting and

matchup planning.

Case Study on Hearthstone

To evaluate our proposed metrics in a deck-based game environment, we conduct a case

study on Hearthstone. Using HSReplay data (January 2024), we filter out decks with fewer

than 100 games, resulting in 58 standardized decks for analysis.

Rating and Dominance. The NRT model identifies Treant Druid as the strongest deck

(rating: 1.48915), significantly outperforming the others (see Figure 21). As shown in Ta-

ble 7.25(a), the Top-D Diversity is very low across all thresholds, indicating that most decks are

perceived as clearly inferior. Even with a 4% tolerance (G = 0.04), only 3 decks fall within the

acceptable win gap, signaling poor diversity.

Counter Relationships. Despite its dominant rating, Treant Druid is countered by Aggro

Paladin (rating: 1.17278), as revealed in the learned 9 × 9 counter table (Figure 22). This

illustrates that counterplay remains viable even when one archetype dominates in scalar rating.
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Figure 21: Rating table for Hearthstone decks, showcasing the relative strength of top
archetypes.

Under M = 9, the Top-B Balance reaches 9, showing that each category contributes a viable

top deck. When M = 27 or 81, the difference between Used M and Top-B Balance remains

small, confirming a healthy counter structure.

Category Interpretation. The nine learned categories reflect major strategic styles in the

current meta:

1. High-Value Control Archetypes (Category 1): Decks that rely on individually power-

ful cards and value-oriented board clears to achieve long-term advantage. These often

include singleton configurations (e.g., Highlander decks) with cards like Reno Jackson.

Examples include Highlander Shaman, Paladin, Demon Hunter, Control Priest, and Blood

Death Knight.

2. Tempo-Dependent Archetypes (Category 2): Decks that rely on efficient mana curve

utilization to dominate the board when curving out properly. Treant Druid and Big Rogue

exemplify this style, requiring proactive board development and subsequent buffs.

3. Combo-Reliant Archetypes with Limited Draw (Category 3): Decks built around key

card synergies, but lacking highly efficient draw engines. Examples include Naga Priest

(requiring alternating Naga and spells) and Dragon Druid (relying on dragon-in-hand

synergies).

4. Midrange Archetypes with Strong Minions (Category 4): Decks that maintain board
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Table 25: Top-D Diversity and Top-B Balance in Hearthstone under varying settings.

(a) Top-D Diversity with different G values

Threshold G Top-D Diversity D

0.01 1
0.02 1
0.04 3
0.08 9

(b) Top-B Balance with varying M values

M (Table Size) Utilized M Top-B Balance B Accuracy (%)

3 3 1 81.3
9 9 9 87.0
27 25 23 90.6
81 54 53 97.2

presence through high-stat minions and effective trades. Earthen Paladin is representa-

tive, leveraging resilient minions and area-of-effect spells to counter wide boards (e.g.,

Category 7).

5. Midrange Value Archetypes (Category 5): Decks that exert pressure through superior

card quality and tempo balance, winning by out-valuing rather than overwhelming.

6. Flexible Midrange Archetypes (Category 6): A heterogeneous group of decks that

blend multiple midrange strategies. These tend to have more balanced matchups and

weaker counter relationships.

7. Aggro and Snowball Archetypes (Category 7): Decks that aim to establish early board

control and snowball into lethal. These excel against decks lacking early board clears or

tempo resets.

8. Value-Control Decks with Combo Finishers (Category 8): Decks that sustain long-

term control while retaining the potential for a late-game one-turn-kill (OTK). Examples

include Control Warrior (via armor stacking burst) and Rainbow Mage (through spell-

based OTKs).

9. Aggressive Swarm Paladin Archetypes (Category 9): Decks that focus on early board

flooding with multiple low-cost threats, aiming to end games quickly before the opponent

can stabilize.
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Figure 22: The 9× 9 counter table for Hearthstone, visualizing inter-category counter relation-
ships. Green indicates advantage, red indicates disadvantage.

Control decks (Category 1) lose to OTK finishers (Category 8) but handle board-centric

decks (Category 4) well. Aggro (Category 9) preys on slow or curve-dependent decks (Cate-

gories 2–3), while midrange decks oscillate between durability and speed depending on matchup

dynamics.

Design Implications. This case study illustrates a nuanced view of balance in Hearthstone:

• From the Top-D Diversity values (Table 7.25(a)), even with a relatively tolerant win gap

(G = 0.04), only 3 decks are considered competitively viable. The dominant deck, Tre-

ant Druid, achieves a strength rating of 1.48915 (Figure 21), significantly above oth-

ers—indicating a lack of diversity and a likely convergence toward a single meta-defining

choice.

• Top-B Balance at M = 3 (Table 7.25(b)) confirms this imbalance, with Treant Druid

dominating all others. However, when the counter table is extended to M = 9, bal-

ance is surprisingly restored. Notably, Aggro Paladin, despite a lower overall strength

(1.17278), serves as an effective counter to Treant Druid, and all nine top-category decks

become non-dominated. This shows how inter-category counterplay can preserve strate-

gic richness even when scalar dominance exists.
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• At higher counter resolutions (M = 27, M = 81), the game remains stable: the number

of non-dominated strategies is close to the number of utilized categories, suggesting well-

formed and resilient counter structures.

Overall, these results suggest that targeted adjustments to Treant Druid—rather than global

rebalancing—could improve perceived diversity without undermining the integrity of the exist-

ing counter ecosystem. This highlights the utility of Top-D and Top-B as complementary tools:

one flags excessive dominance; the other confirms whether sufficient strategic alternatives still

exist.

7.5.3 Discussion on Different Types of Balance Measures

When evaluating game balance, it is essential to consider not only how fairly different strate-

gies perform but also how balance affects the richness and sustainability of gameplay. Our pro-

posed measures—Top-D Diversity and Top-B Balance—are designed to address both concerns:

the breadth of viable strategic options and the structural complexity of counterplay.

Beyond Win Rates. The most common and intuitive measure of balance in player-versus-

player (PvP) games is the win rate. Equalizing win rates across strategies—typically aiming for

50%—is a standard objective in game tuning (Becker & Görlich [18], 2020). In practice, this

involves buffing underperforming strategies and nerfing dominant ones, as reflected in player

communities.

However, enforcing uniform win rates can conflict with another key design goal: preserv-

ing the richness of gameplay through stylistic diversity. Players often value the opportunity to

express individuality through different playstyles (Rheinberg [249], 2020), even if not all strate-

gies are equally optimal. Moreover, strategies close in strength may appear balanced to players

due to randomness, skill variance, or personal belief in underdog potential. Our Top-D Di-

versity measure captures this by quantifying the number of compositions within an acceptable

win-rate margin from the best strategy—acknowledging perceived balance rooted in uncertainty

and tolerance, not just statistical parity.

Limits and Costs of Game-Theoretic Approaches. Beyond simple win rate analysis, game-

theoretic approaches offer more principled ways to assess balance. One popular class of meth-

ods focuses on identifying Nash equilibrium strategies and then maximizing entropy over the

equilibrium distribution to encourage unpredictability (Pendurkar et al. [230], 2023). This line
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of thinking typically recommends buffing rarely chosen strategies and nerfing dominant ones,

in an effort to flatten the strategic landscape.

However, this method risks excessive homogenization. If all strategies are tuned to have

equal success rates under rational play, they may become indistinguishable in performance,

eliminating meaningful differences and reducing strategic depth. In practice, this may lead to

what players perceive as “false diversity”: many options that feel the same in outcome, even if

thematically different.

To counter this, Pendurkar et al. [230] (2023) also introduces regularization terms to pre-

serve diversity within entropy maximization frameworks—conceptually similar to the tolerance

margin G we employ in Top-D Diversity.

In addition to entropy-based objectives, other game-theoretic methods like α-Rank (Omid-

shafiei et al. [219], 2019) offer a different approach to evaluating strategic ecosystems. Instead

of analyzing equilibrium directly, α-Rank simulates long-run evolutionary dynamics among

strategies and tracks the stationary distribution of strategy frequencies. This provides a prin-

cipled view of which strategies persist in a population over time and can serve as an implicit

balance indicator.

However, α-Rank and entropy-based methods share a fundamental requirement: achieve

Nash equilibrium. While this is tractable in abstract games with few strategies, it becomes

infeasible in modern games with vast strategy spaces—such as those involving team composi-

tions, card decks, or custom loadouts.

Even in academic AI research, solving games via full payoff matrix analysis or deep equi-

librium learning comes at significant computational cost. For example, large-scale Nash equi-

librium computation has been achieved in imperfect-information games like heads-up no-limit

Texas Hold’em (Bowling et al. [34], 2015) and Stratego (Pérolat et al. [238], 2022), but these

require extensive sampling, memory, and tuning over weeks or months of training—often im-

practical for iterative game development pipelines that demand agility and fast feedback.

In contrast, our Top-D and Top-B measures offer lightweight alternatives:

• Top-D quantifies strategic viability under uncertainty and tolerance, with no need for

opponent modeling.

• Top-B maps the structural size of counterplay, highlighting how deep or shallow a game’s

balance dynamics are.
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Figure 23: An example of extending the classical Rock-Paper-Scissors to more complex cases.

Both operate efficiently, scale well with large composition spaces, and make no assumptions

about rational equilibrium behavior—making them especially suited to real-world design cycles

where tractability, interpretability, and fast iteration are crucial.

The Value of Counter Structure. Top-B Balance offers a complementary perspective. Instead

of averaging over outcomes, it focuses on the topology of domination: how many distinct strate-

gies are non-dominated across the full counter table. This measure aligns with a richer notion

of balance: one that favors not just fairness, but strategic depth and reactive decision-making.

Increasing the size and complexity of counter relationships challenges players to explore and

adapt, enhancing long-term engagement.

In essence, our measures allow designers to promote balance without sacrificing diversity.

Top-D offers a scalar approximation of viability range, and Top-B reveals the network of mean-

ingful interactions.

Illustrative Examples. Consider a simple game like our synthetic combination game. The the-

oretically optimal composition is (18,19,20). Strategies like (17,19,20) or (13,17,19), although

slightly weaker, still exhibit win rates of 49.1% and 42.5%, respectively, against the best. Due

to sampling variability, players may still view them as viable. Top-D Diversity formally cap-

tures this kind of perception-driven diversity, which entropy- or win-rate-based methods might

overlook.
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Now consider extended variants of Rock-Paper-Scissors (Figure 23). All variants share

the same Nash equilibrium strategy and 50% average-case win rate. However, their underlying

complexity differs: the lower variant requires a 6×6 counter table to describe its structure, while

the upper only needs 4 × 4. Top-B Balance distinguishes between these cases, quantifying the

depth of counter structure invisible to other measures.

Design Guidance. Balance is just one axis of game design (Schell [262], 2008), and it often

coexists with other goals such as thematic consistency, accessibility, and player expressiveness.

Our proposed metrics do not replace existing tools—they enrich them. By revealing hidden

asymmetries (Top-D) and measuring counter-system complexity (Top-B), these tools empower

designers to balance not only outcomes, but also experiences.

Ultimately, we believe balance is not about erasing difference—it is about ensuring that

difference remains meaningful. In that sense, both Top-D and Top-B reflect a broader design

philosophy: sustaining fairness while celebrating diversity.

7.5.4 Online Learning of Counter Categories and Ratings

Most of the previous discussion assumes access to a complete static dataset of match results.

However, in many real-world scenarios such as live games, online ladder systems, or continual

training environments for AI agents, composition strengths and counter relationships must be

learned and updated incrementally. Previous neural models like NRT and NCT do not naturally

support such online updates.

To address this limitation, we introduce an online learning algorithm named Elo Residual

Counter Category (Elo-RCC) (Lin & Wu [178], 2025), which combines the interpretability

and simplicity of Elo with the expressiveness of counter categories. The core idea is to maintain

player-specific category probabilities and update them using an expectation-maximization (EM)

framework (Dempster et al. [79], 1977).

Elo-RCC Algorithm

In the original NCT framework, a pretrained NRT model is required to stabilize strength

prediction before computing residuals. This constraint hinders online use where model stability

cannot be guaranteed from the start. Elo-RCC circumvents this by directly integrating online

residual learning and category refinement into the Elo update process.
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Each player maintains:

• a scalar rating Ri,

• a categorical distribution Ci ∈ ∆M over M counter categories,

• a vector Ei ∈ RM of expected residuals against each category.

Here, ∆M denotes the M -dimensional probability simplex—i.e., the set of all M -dimensional

vectors with non-negative entries that sum to one.

The algorithm operates through the following four steps for each match:

1. Elo Rating Update: Adjust ratings Ri and Rj using the standard Elo formula.

2. Counter Table Update: Sample counter categories from Ci and Cj , then update M ×M

counter table T using residuals.

3. Expected Residual Update: Refine each player’s E using observed residuals.

4. Category Refinement: Update category distribution Ci based on distance between T and

Ei.

This procedure effectively implements a soft expectation-maximization (EM) process for

counter clustering in real time.

Empirical Results

We evaluate the performance of Elo-RCC in classifying pairwise strength relations like

previous sections—specifically, determining whether one composition is stronger, weaker, or

indistinguishable from another—based on predicted win values.

To assess performance under varying granularity, we evaluate Elo-RCC with counter table

sizes of M = 3, 9, 27, and 81. These match the configurations used in the NCT baseline,

allowing direct comparisons. The following methods are included:

• NRT: Neural Rating Table, which models composition strength using neural networks

under the Bradley–Terry framework. It captures synergies but not intransitivity.

• NCT: Neural Counter Table, which extends NRT with an M ×M counter table to model

contextual intransitive effects.
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Figure 24: Illustration of the EM algorithm. Residual win values for all categories are learned
iteratively, enabling the best-fitting category for each individual to be identified and refined as
the classification label.

• Elo: The standard Elo rating system with K = 16, modeling scalar strength via rating

differences.

• mElo2: A multi-dimensional extension of Elo (Balduzzi et al. [14], 2018), representing

ratings as vectors to accommodate intransitive structures.

• Elo (K=0.1): A fine-grained variant of Elo, tuned with a smaller update constant K = 0.1

for slow convergence in finely balanced games.

• Elo-RCC: Our proposed method combining Elo-style updates with online counter cate-

gory refinement. The hyperparameters are set to ηR = 0.1, ηT = 0.00025, and ηC = 0.01.

Table 26 summarizes the strength relation classification accuracy on four benchmark games

for M = 81. As expected, NCT yields the best performance due to its full neural capacity.

However, Elo-RCC achieves comparable accuracy in games without deep compositional syn-

ergy—such as Rock-Paper-Scissors and Age of Empires II—despite its much simpler and fully

online structure. It also consistently outperforms all other non-neural baselines across tasks.

To further examine the effect of discretization size, Table 27 shows results for M = 3, 9, 27.

Notably, Elo-RCC slightly outperforms NCT at M = 3 and M = 9, where the limited cat-

egory count makes neural quantization less reliable. Elo-RCC directly regresses the residuals
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Algorithm 4 Online Update Algorithm for Elo Residual Counter Category
Input: Initial ratings R, category distributions C, counter table T, expected residual table E,

learning rates ηR, ηT , ηC , number of categories M .
Output: Updated ratingsR and category distributions C.

1: for each match (i, j) with result Oi (1 for win, 0 for loss, 0.5 for tie) do
2: Pi ← 1

1+10(Rj−Ri)/400

3: Ri ← Ri + ηR(Oi − Pi)
4: Rj ← Rj + ηR((1−Oi)− (1− Pi))
5: Sample ci ∼ Ci, cj ∼ Cj
6: Wres ← Oi − Pi

7: T[ci, cj]← T[ci, cj] + ηT (Wres −T[ci, cj])
8: T[cj, ci]← −T[ci, cj]
9: Ei[cj]← Ei[cj] + ηT (Wres − Ei[cj])

10: Ej[ci]← Ej[ci] + ηT (−Wres − Ej[ci])
11: Di[c]←

∑
c′ |T[c, c′]− Ei[c

′]|
12: Dj[c]←

∑
c′ |T[c, c′]− Ej[c

′]|
13: c∗i ← argmincDi[c], c∗j ← argmincDj[c]
14: Update Ci and Cj using soft one-hot refinement.
15: end for

in tabular form, enabling it to maintain accuracy under coarse discretizations. For M = 27,

both models converge to similar performance, confirming Elo-RCC’s robustness even at finer

granularity.

Together, these results support the conclusion that Elo-RCC offers a practical trade-off:

while it may not always match the offline accuracy of deep neural models like NCT in complex

synergy-rich environments (e.g., Hearthstone), it provides strong performance with the added

advantages of low computational cost and real-time update capability. This makes it particularly

well-suited for use in live game systems, agent training loops, and dynamic balance tracking.

7.6 Beyond Balance: Applications, Diversity, and Design Im-

plications

A core question throughout this chapter has been: What makes a playstyle meaningful or

worth preserving? Our proposed measures—Top-D Diversity and Top-B Balance—suggest a

practical answer: a strategy deserves recognition when it is either sufficiently strong or suf-

ficiently resilient against contextual counters. In competitive ecosystems, diversity is not just

about difference—it is about defensible difference. A playstyle gains significance when it

survives not by being identical to others, but by offering unique, viable paths to success.
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Table 26: Accuracies (%) for different rating systems in training (top) and testing (bottom)
sets using M = 81. Results are averaged over 5-fold cross-validation, with ± one standard
deviation. † Results for NRT, NCT, and Elo are reproduced from Lin et al. [182]. Elo-RCC
achieves comparable performance to NCT in games without complex synergy, such as Rock-
Paper-Scissors and Age of Empires II, while outperforming other online update methods.
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Table 27: Effect of Category Granularity: Accuracies (%) for smaller counter category sizes
(M = 3, 9, 27) in training (top) and testing (bottom) sets. Results are averaged over 5-fold
cross-validation, with ± one standard deviation. † Results for NCT are reproduced from Lin
et al. [182]. Elo-RCC demonstrates slightly higher accuracy than NCT for M = 3 and M = 9,
showcasing its robustness in smaller discretization scenarios.
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From Balance to Playstyle Diversity. Traditional game balance is often viewed through the

lens of fairness or equalized outcomes. However, for strategy games and AI agents alike, bal-

ance should also support stylistic diversity: the coexistence of multiple viable approaches that

166



differ in philosophy, risk profile, or play tempo. The Top-D and Top-B metrics enable this

broader view. Rather than asking only whether win rates are fair, we can now ask: How many

different ways to win exist, and how robust are they against contextual threats?

Top-D Diversity captures perceived viability within a tolerance margin—it respects players’

acceptance of small win-rate gaps due to randomness or preference. Top-B Balance reveals

whether the strategic landscape contains a web of non-dominated alternatives, reflecting coun-

terplay and structural richness. Together, they offer a dual lens on strategic diversity: breadth

and depth.

Recap: A General Framework for Competitive Analysis. The proposed rating and counter

table framework offers a scalable, interpretable, and principled method for analyzing strategic

ecosystems. NRT estimates scalar strength via neural networks. NCT extends this by learning

intransitive counter relationships, enabling deeper modeling of matchups. Elo-RCC further

enables online updates, making this approach suitable for live systems and continual training.

These models support the computation of our new balance measures—Top-D and Top-

B—which move beyond basic statistics and directly address structural and perceptual diversity.

Broader Applications. Though developed for team-based PvP games, the methodology gen-

eralizes to other competitive and comparative settings with asymmetric outcomes and intransi-

tive preferences:

• Sports and tournaments: Modeling matchups and rivalry cycles between teams or play-

ers.

• Recommendation and ranking: Inferring relative preferences (e.g., for images, movies,

products) when human judgment exhibits non-transitive patterns (Li et al. [176], 2021).

• Social choice and voting systems: Analyzing cyclic preferences in elections or group

decisions.

• LLM evaluation and chatbot tournaments: Where some models outperform others on

specific tasks but not uniformly (Zheng et al. [335], Liu et al. [186], 2023, 2025).

• Multi-agent learning and AI safety: Identifying failure modes, exploitable subpopu-

lations, or complementary strategies in competitive environments (Vinyals et al. [306],

Amodei et al. [4], 2019, 2016).
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In each case, the underlying problem is the same: how to evaluate entities not in isolation,

but within a dynamic field of interaction. Counter-aware modeling provides a foundation for

understanding not only who is strong, but who beats whom—and why.

Design Implications: Supporting Richer Ecosystems. Game designers often struggle to

preserve strategic diversity while maintaining fairness. Standard tuning practices—buffing

weak strategies or nerfing strong ones—risk homogenizing outcomes. Our approach suggests

an alternative: evaluate diversity through tolerable difference and counter resilience.

For example, in our Age of Empires II case study, the civilization Poles was found domi-

nated in its category not because it was universally weak, but because its top competitors dom-

inated it across matchups. A naive buff might overshoot the goal; by contrast, counter-aware

analysis allows precise interventions to restore viability without distorting the broader meta.

Similarly, Hearthstone’s Treant Druid, though numerically dominant, still had contextual

counters. Recognizing this counterplay structure allows designers to maintain diversity while

addressing fairness concerns, striking a balance between challenge and expression.

Cautions and Limitations. Despite its utility, our framework comes with limitations:

• It assumes a symmetric, two-team zero-sum formulation, which may not generalize di-

rectly to asymmetric or cooperative settings.

• All learned models—including NRT, NCT, and Elo-RCC—are susceptible to sampling

bias, data scarcity, and overfitting.

• Overreliance on quantification can lead to premature optimization: fixing local imbal-

ances while missing deeper emergent dynamics.

Moreover, such models can be misused—e.g., reinforcing meta dominance, removing un-

derused strategies rather than supporting them, or exploiting player data for unintended pur-

poses. We advocate their use not as instruments of convergence, but as tools for preserving and

enriching diversity.

Final Reflection. Balance is not about flattening gameplay. It is about preserving meaning

across difference. A rich strategic ecosystem should challenge players to adapt, not merely

to optimize. Our metrics aim to support that vision—not just by detecting imbalance, but by

identifying where meaningful difference persists and deserves to be celebrated.
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Summary and Outlook

This chapter began by addressing a core motivation behind preserving playstyle diversity:

the recognition that players’ preferences and beliefs often extend beyond strictly optimal solu-

tions. Even when some strategies dominate statistically, others may persist due to uncertainty,

perceived fairness, or personal inclination. Rather than dismiss such playstyles as suboptimal

noise, we argued they reflect meaningful preferences—subjective but defensible grounds for

diverse strategic expression.

To formalize this intuition, we developed a series of tools for quantifying both diversity and

balance. Our two proposed measures—Top-D Diversity and Top-B Balance—move beyond

conventional win-rate analysis. Top-D quantifies how many strategies are perceived as viable,

tolerating small win-rate gaps under belief-based assumptions. Top-B, in turn, identifies the

number of non-dominated strategies within a structured counterplay system, highlighting the

depth of intransitive dynamics.

These measures are supported by a progression of modeling tools: the Neural Rating Ta-

ble (NRT) for estimating scalar strength with synergy, the Neural Counter Table (NCT) for

contextual intransitive structure, and Elo-RCC for efficient online estimation. Together, they

offer a computationally tractable yet expressive framework for assessing strategic ecosystems.

Throughout our case studies, we showed that balance is not about achieving uniformity, but

about sustaining meaningful difference—a space in which multiple strategies can coexist, not

just statistically, but structurally and perceptually. This defensible diversity is what makes a

playstyle not just viable, but worth preserving.

In the next part, we shift our focus from the definition and measurement of playstyle to its

expression: how playstyles emerge through decision-making, how they evolve in learning sys-

tems, and how they manifest as behavior. Chapter 8 lays the foundation for this exploration by

examining decision-making models, goal structures, and the mechanisms by which preferences

shape actions in both artificial agents and human players.
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Part III

Expression of Playstyle
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8
Decision-Making Foundations

Key Question of the Chapter:

How are decision-making problems handled in artificial intelligence?

Brief Answer: AI as a field was fundamentally created to address decision-making problems.

By reviewing how AI has evolved, we can see how different approaches have been developed

to formalize goals, represent environments, and produce effective actions. Among these, rein-

forcement learning stands out for its ability to improve through interaction and adapt to chang-

ing conditions—making it worth examining in detail through its major milestones.

In the previous chapters, we established a foundation for understanding playstyle—its defi-

nition, how it can be measured, and its essential role in sustaining diversity and balance within

strategic systems. We now turn from the question of what playstyle is to that of how playstyle

emerges through behavior.

This chapter marks the beginning of Part III, which explores the computational processes

underlying playstyle. At the heart of this inquiry lies the concept of decision-making—the

ability of an agent to choose actions in response to its goals, observations, and environment.
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Whether selecting a move in a game, responding in conversation, or taking a physical action,

every expression of behavior reflects an implicit decision process.

To better understand how such processes shape behavior, we first introduce key perspectives

on how decision-making is typically approached in artificial intelligence. Rather than aiming

for formal axiomatization, our goal is to sketch the main ideas: how goals and feedback de-

fine decision problems, and how various learning paradigms—especially deep learning and

reinforcement learning—equip agents to navigate them.

Finally, we trace a set of influential developments in deep reinforcement learning. These

milestones not only advanced performance benchmarks, but also broadened the expressive

space of agent behaviors—laying the practical groundwork for the emergence and analysis of

playstyles.

8.1 Goals in Decision-Making

Now that we have discussed the definition and measurement of playstyle, the next ques-

tion is how such styles may be exhibited, guided, or learned within AI systems. Humans ex-

press playstyle not only through their direct behavior but also through the creation and use

of tools—procedures, interfaces, or policies—that augment their capabilities and stabilize the

outcomes of their decisions. The ability to externalize and operationalize intentionality is one

hallmark of intelligence. In this sense, artificial intelligence is the engineering of such tools:

systems that can carry out decision-making on our behalf.

At the core of decision-making lies the specification of a goal—an articulation of what the

agent should pursue. In computational terms, this is often expressed through a utility function:

a construct that encodes preference, value, or desirability over possible outcomes. Modern AI

systems typically operationalize this concept using scalar objectives: scores, losses, or rewards

that guide learning and behavior.

This scalar framework enables practical optimization. In supervised learning, it allows

gradient-based minimization of error. In reinforcement learning (RL), it enables agents to learn

policies that maximize expected cumulative reward through environment interaction (Russell &

Norvig [257], 2020). This perspective is often referred to as the reward hypothesis—the belief

that any goal can be cast as the maximization of scalar reward over time (Sutton [284], Silver

et al. [274], 2004, 2021). Many landmark AI systems, from DQN to AlphaGo and Agent57, are
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built on this foundation.

However, scalar reward is not a neutral or universally sufficient representation of goals. It

reflects only a particular instantiation of utility—one shaped by the environment designer’s as-

sumptions. As discussed in Chapter 7, what is rewarded reflects what is valued, and in systems

with multiple agents or playstyles, rewards implicitly encode a preference structure. More-

over, such preferences are often intransitive: a strategy that defeats one opponent may fail

against another, leading to cyclical dynamics that scalar ratings alone cannot fully capture.

This raises a deeper point: before an agent can optimize a goal, that goal must be de-

fined. And defining a goal requires specifying whose perspective counts, what trade-offs are

acceptable, and how outcomes are to be evaluated. In other words, goals are grounded in beliefs.

We thus propose a conceptual hierarchy:

Belief −→ Goal −→ Reward

In practice, this hierarchy is often collapsed. Benchmark tasks provide ready-made reward

functions, implicitly assuming shared understanding. But in open-ended or human-centered

tasks, goals are rarely unitary. They may be multi-objective, context-dependent, or symbolically

defined. Attempts to compress them into a single scalar face challenges of aggregation: how to

weigh competing factors, interpret trade-offs, or retain semantic richness.

This problem is well-known in multi-objective learning, where Pareto optimization, con-

strained policies, or lexicographic preference have been proposed. Yet these methods often

assume gradient access and convexity. Non-differentiable or symbolic goals remain harder to

handle, even with evolutionary strategies.

Even more subtly, shaped rewards—intended to improve learning efficiency—may alter

behavior in unintended ways. Although potential-based shaping preserves optimality in theory

(Ng et al. [213], 1999), real-world learners are rarely optimal. Behavior may diverge despite

nominally encoding the same goal, especially under exploration or approximation.

These issues show that scalar rewards are tools, not truths. They are computational encod-

ings of designer beliefs. And when multiple agents coexist, these beliefs may diverge. One

agent’s notion of "helpfulness" or "efficiency" may differ from another’s. Thus, playstyle does

not emerge purely from optimizing a fixed reward, but from how the goal itself is framed, inter-

preted, and prioritized.

Recent research has explored richer formulations, such as reward machines (Toro Icarte et al.
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[294], 2022), cognitive models (Molinaro & Collins [205], 2023), or compositional goal pro-

grams (Davidson et al. [78], 2025). These approaches aim to better reflect human-like goal spec-

ification but introduce complexity and new challenges in interpretability, learning, and align-

ment. More recently, Vision-Language Models (VLMs) have emerged as a new paradigm for

implicit goal specification. Rather than relying on handcrafted scalar rewards, VLMs can trans-

form natural language descriptions or exemplar images into flexible evaluative signals—serving

as learned reward functions for reinforcement learning tasks. These models have been used as

zero-shot reward evaluators (Rocamonde et al. [251], 2024), as general-purpose feedback mech-

anisms in open-ended agent training (Chan et al. [51], 2023), and as full pipelines for vision-

language feedback-guided learning (Wang et al. [312], 2024). This trend suggests a shift toward

more human-aligned and semantically rich forms of goal definition, while raising new concerns

about grounding, bias, and the stability of behavior shaped by implicit, pretrained preferences.

In this chapter, we adopt the scalar reward framework as a working basis—acknowledging

both its practicality and its limitations. Our goal is not to discard it, but to contextualize it.

Every scalar reward encodes a belief; every optimization reflects a preference. Understanding

this is critical for interpreting not just what an agent does, but why it behaves that way—and

ultimately, what makes one playstyle distinct from another.

8.2 Solution Types to Decision Problem

Before discussing how deep reinforcement learning (DRL) rose to prominence as the dom-

inant paradigm for learning decision-making agents, we must first examine the landscape of

decision problems themselves. After all, the playstyle of an agent is shaped not only by its goals

or reward function, but also by the very structure of the environment and the type of decision

task it faces. Understanding this landscape thus provides crucial context for later discussions of

style expression and evaluation.

8.2.1 A Functional Taxonomy of Decision Problem Types

One of the most practical taxonomies for decision-making—particularly in probabilistic or

uncertain environments—is the four-scenario framework described in Zhou [336] (2015)’s

survey on contextual multi-armed bandits, originally adapted from CMU’s graduate AI course

material. It classifies decision problems along two axes:
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1. Do actions affect future states? (static vs. dynamic)

2. Is the environment model known? (known vs. unknown dynamics)

This yields the four canonical types of decision problems, as illustrated in Figure 25:

• Decision Theory: Static setting with known outcomes, often solved analytically using

expected utility.

• Multi-Armed Bandits (MAB): Static setting with unknown outcome distributions, em-

phasizing exploration vs. exploitation.

• Markov Decision Process (MDP): Dynamic setting with known transition dynamics and

rewards.

• Reinforcement Learning (RL): Dynamic setting with unknown dynamics, requiring

trial-and-error interaction to learn both the model and optimal behavior.

This generality also suggests an important theoretical point: If we temporarily disregard

concerns of training cost or sample efficiency, then RL can in principle subsume nearly all

common types of decision problems. Its formulation—learning through interaction, guided

only by sparse feedback—makes it an attractive modeling framework not only for performance

learning, but also for capturing behavioral differences. In other words, RL is not just a practical

tool, but a conceptually expressive one: a framework capable of supporting the emergence

of style through experience.

From a playstyle perspective, this taxonomy reflects not only methodological distinctions

but also differences in how much space for stylistic variation each setting allows. In bandits,

style may be expressed through preferences in risk or novelty. In MDPs and RL, playstyle

is richer—it can emerge through differences in temporal strategy, adaptive learning, or risk

modeling. Moreover, unknown environments offer more interpretative freedom, giving agents

broader space for expressing learning styles, inductive biases, or exploration heuristics.

8.2.2 Environmental Complexity as a Driver of Playstyle Expression in

RL

The complexity of an environment fundamentally shapes not only the difficulty of decision-

making but also the space in which playstyle can emerge. As noted in Russell & Norvig
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Figure 25: A taxonomy of four canonical decision problem types, defined by whether actions
affect future states (static vs. dynamic) and whether environment dynamics are known (known
vs. unknown). Reinforcement Learning, shown in the upper-right quadrant, represents the most
general case—dynamic environments with unknown dynamics—and thus subsumes the other
settings. Illustrated with game analogies: slot machines, roulette, Atari games, and Sudoku.
Adapted from Zhou [336] (2015).

[257] (2020), environments can be categorized along several structural dimensions (Figure 26).

Each dimension introduces distinct types of uncertainty, interactivity, or temporal constraints

that impact how agents must behave. When these dimensions are combined, they create rich,

high-dimensional spaces where style is no longer incidental—it becomes a key differentiator of

behavior.

• Observability: Full vs. partial; the latter requires memory or belief modeling.

• Number of Agents: Single-agent vs. multi-agent; multi-agent systems introduce strategy

coupling, social modeling, or opponent adaptation.

• Determinism: Deterministic vs. stochastic; affects predictability and risk handling.

• Temporal Structure: Episodic vs. sequential; sequential tasks demand planning and

long-term consistency.
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Figure 26: Seven environmental dimensions influencing decision complexity and playstyle di-
versity, adapted from Russell & Norvig [257] (2020).

• Dynamics: Static vs. dynamic; dynamic environments evolve independently, requiring

responsiveness.

• Space Type: Discrete vs. continuous; influences precision, control, and representation.

• Model Knowledge: Known vs. unknown; known models permit planning, unknown ones

necessitate strong intuition.

Each axis contributes to the expressiveness of playstyle in different ways:

• Partial observability tests how agents model uncertainty and hidden state.

• Multi-agent interactions elicit social or strategic playstyles—e.g., deception, cooperation,

anticipation.

• Stochasticity demands robustness, inducing stylistic variance in handling noise.

• Sequentiality reveals planning horizon, patience, or decision consistency.

• Dynamic environments highlight responsiveness and adaptivity.

• Continuity reflects preferences for smoothness or precision in control.

• Known environments support long-term planning according to expectations in the agent’s

internal cognition.
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Crucially, many of these environmental settings are not amenable to analytic solutions or

planning with full knowledge. They require agents to act under uncertainty, learn from experi-

ence, and adapt to unforeseen changes—challenges that align naturally with the capabilities of

Reinforcement Learning (RL). RL provides a general framework for learning from interaction,

and thus becomes essential for building agents that must operate in rich, diverse environments.

In essence, the more complex and uncertain the environment, the more degrees of freedom

the agent must coordinate, and the more opportunity there is for stylistic differentiation. In

highly structured or deterministic settings, optimal behavior may converge across agents. But

in environments that demand exploration, anticipation, adaptation, or communication, playstyle

becomes an expressive necessity rather than a side effect. RL, as a framework capable of han-

dling such complexity, provides a natural substrate for style to emerge, evolve, and be measured.

8.2.3 From Representation to the Era of Experience

Although reinforcement learning is praised for its generality, its modern success is deeply

tied to the representational power of deep learning. In high-dimensional or partially observable

domains, agents must not only act but perceive, abstract, and evaluate. Deep learning enables

this joint optimization of perception, value estimation, and policy.

Rather than relying on handcrafted rules or symbolic state definitions, deep RL agents build

their internal structure through experience. This allows both performance and stylistic distinc-

tiveness to co-emerge.

Silver & Sutton [270] (2025)’s recent essay, Welcome to the Era of Experience, highlights

this shift from passive, supervised learning to active, experience-driven intelligence. In such a

paradigm, style becomes central—it reflects not just output differences, but underlying modes

of interpretation, preference, and self-guided exploration.

In sum, the reason DRL is so relevant to playstyle is not merely its scalability or learning

efficiency. It is because DRL creates space for behavioral individuality to emerge—through

architecture, through experience, and through the intrinsic complexity of the environment itself.

It is not just a means of optimizing behavior, but a window into the decision-making signatures

of intelligent agents.
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8.3 Deep Learning and Reinforcement Learning

Deep learning and reinforcement learning form the two computational pillars of modern

decision-making AI (Russell & Norvig [257], 2020). Reinforcement learning (RL) offers a

framework for learning through interaction, where agents optimize behavior based on delayed

and often sparse feedback signals. Deep learning (DL), in turn, provides the representational

power needed to process raw, high-dimensional inputs and to generalize across diverse states

and situations.

The convergence of these two paradigms has transformed AI systems from rule-driven au-

tomata into adaptive agents capable of discovering policies, strategies, and stylistic behaviors

through experience. Critically, it is this combination—DL’s perception and abstraction, to-

gether with RL’s trial-and-error adaptation—that enables not only effective action, but also the

emergence of diverse playstyles.

In this section, we trace the evolution of DL and RL, examine their convergence into deep

reinforcement learning (DRL), and highlight how this synthesis empowers the development of

general-purpose agents with rich behavioral expressiveness (Figure 27).

179



Figure 27: A visual summary of major developments in machine learning, deep learning, and
reinforcement learning. Each cluster highlights a key lineage of ideas—from early neural mod-
els and symbolic ML, to domain-specific innovations in CV, NLP, and DRL, and ultimately
toward general-purpose and multimodal models.
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8.3.1 Early Development, the Soviet Perspective, and Symbolic Integra-

tion

The conceptual roots of neural computation can be traced to the McCulloch–Pitts neu-

ron in 1943, which modeled logical functions using simplified binary units (McCulloch &

Pitts [196], 1943). This inspired the Perceptron, introduced by Rosenblatt in 1958, which im-

plemented a learning algorithm capable of adjusting weights to perform linear classification

(Rosenblatt [253], 1958). The Perceptron was widely celebrated as a foundational step toward

machine intelligence.

However, enthusiasm waned after Minsky and Papert’s 1969 book Perceptrons (Minsky &

Papert [200], 1969), which showed that single-layer Perceptrons could not solve linearly insep-

arable problems such as XOR. Without effective training algorithms for multi-layer networks,

neural network research lost momentum. This marked the onset of the first “AI winter,” during

which funding and interest in connectionist approaches sharply declined.

Historical perspectives outside the Western AI narrative further illuminate this period. For

instance, in the Soviet Union, researchers doubted whether machines could ever truly “think”

in the human sense, and reframed AI as a discipline of control rather than cognition (Kirtchik

[161], 2023). This emphasis on situational management and learning automata—trial-and-error

adaptation under feedback and uncertainty— foreshadowed aspects of modern reinforcement

learning, even though the formal MDP-centric RL framework emerged later in the Western

canon.

In the absence of scalable neural models, researchers turned to more tractable and inter-

pretable alternatives. Symbolic AI focused on hand-coded rules and logic inference, while

statistical learning began to flourish through approaches such as:

1. Decision trees (e.g., ID3, C4.5) (Quinlan [239, 240], 1986, 1993);

2. Support vector machines (SVMs) (Cortes & Vapnik [67], 1995);

3. Logistic regression and naive Bayes (Bishop [30], Hastie et al. [120], 2006, 2009);

4. Random forests and gradient boosting machines (Breiman [37], Friedman [101], 2001,

2001).

These techniques defined the "classical machine learning" paradigm and remain strong base-

lines today.
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Decision trees in particular stood out for their interpretability and symbolic structure—qualities

that align with belief-grounded goals discussed earlier. Unlike black-box models, decision trees

reveal the conditions under which specific outcomes are chosen, making them natural candi-

dates for structured playstyle modeling, especially when decisions involve branching, condi-

tional logic, or interpretable trade-offs.

In recent years, hybrid approaches have emerged that seek to combine the expressive power

of neural networks with the interpretability of trees. One notable early work is Deep Neural

Decision Forests, which integrates convolutional feature extractors with differentiable decision

trees, allowing end-to-end training via backpropagation (Kontschieder et al. [164], 2015). While

later developments in deep learning emphasized scale and generalization, such tree-based hy-

brids illustrate an important design direction—where structured symbolic reasoning and learned

perception are combined to model both how agents act and why they act that way.

This direction connects naturally to the broader vision of neuro-symbolic AI (Sheth et al.

[267], 2023), which integrates sub-symbolic neural learning with explicit symbolic reasoning to

improve interpretability, generalization, and alignment with human-understandable concepts. In

the context of this dissertation, our discrete-state playstyle measurement and counter-category

learning methods can be seen as neuro-symbolic in spirit: state discretization provides a sym-

bolic layer for representing and comparing playstyles, while neural networks (or alternative

rule-based learners) can be used to learn these abstractions from high-dimensional data. No-

tably, the symbolic layer can also be constructed with non-neural methods, and counter-category

probabilities can be derived without relying solely on deep models—highlighting that effec-

tive symbolic reasoning need not be tied to any single learning paradigm. This mirrors recent

advances in discrete, compositional, and symbolic representation learning through attractor dy-

namics (Nam et al. [210], 2023), where discrete abstractions serve as robust anchors for complex

decision-making processes.

8.3.2 Neural Network Resurgence and Deep Learning Explosion

The resurgence of neural networks in the 2010s was not driven solely by algorithmic in-

novation. Rather, it was the convergence of conceptual, computational, and ecosystem-level

breakthroughs that catalyzed what is now widely known as the deep learning revolution (Le-

Cun et al. [172], 2015).

A key theoretical advance had occurred in the 1980s with the popularization of backprop-
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agation as a general-purpose training algorithm for multi-layer networks (Rumelhart et al.

[255], 1986). This enabled the training of deep feedforward neural networks, but for decades,

progress remained bottlenecked by limited compute and a lack of large, labeled datasets.

The turning point came in 2012 with the success of AlexNet, which won the ImageNet Large

Scale Visual Recognition Challenge by a substantial margin (Krizhevsky et al. [167], 2012).

AlexNet demonstrated that convolutional neural networks (CNNs), when trained on large-

scale data and accelerated via GPUs (using CUDA (NVIDIA [217], 2008)), could decisively

outperform classical computer vision approaches.

This marked a paradigm shift. Neural networks transitioned from theoretical curiosities

to practical engines of performance. The emergence of open-source libraries such as Theano

(Bergstra et al. [24], 2010), TensorFlow (Abadi et al. [1], 2016), and later PyTorch (Paszke

et al. [226], 2019) democratized deep learning, enabling researchers and practitioners around

the world to experiment, scale, and iterate rapidly.

A rapid wave of architectural innovation followed:

1. VGG (Simonyan & Zisserman [277], 2015) and GoogLeNet (Szegedy et al. [287], 2015)

deepened networks, improving hierarchical feature extraction.

2. ResNet introduced identity-based skip connections, allowing for the stable training of

networks with hundreds of layers (He et al. [121], 2016).

3. Batch normalization and dropout improved convergence and generalization (Ioffe &

Szegedy [142], Srivastava et al. [280], 2015, 2014).

These innovations formed the computational and representational backbone of modern

AI systems. As compute budgets grew and benchmark competitions proliferated, deep learning

expanded into nearly every application domain: from image classification and speech recog-

nition to natural language processing (Devlin et al. [82], Radford et al. [242], 2019, 2019),

bioinformatics, and robotics.

This era also gave rise to the paradigm of end-to-end learning—training a single model

to map raw inputs directly to task outputs without manual feature engineering (LeCun et al.

[172], 2015). Such models developed their own internal representations, tailored to the data

and task structure, often uncovering non-obvious regularities.

This leads naturally to the next central idea: manifold-based representation learning. As

models began to organize their internal activations into structured, high-dimensional spaces, the
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question shifted from “how do we train a deep network?” to “what kinds of internal structure

emerge, and how do they shape behavior?”

Today’s AI ecosystem continues to benefit from the infrastructure laid during this period.

Cloud-based GPUs and TPUs, pretrained foundation models, and shared platforms such as

HuggingFace (Wolf et al. [319], 2020), OpenAI Gym (Brockman et al. [38], 2016), and Model

Zoo have transformed deep learning from a niche methodology into a foundational engine of

modern AI research and deployment.

8.3.3 Representation Learning and the Manifold Hypothesis

While deep learning’s success is often attributed to scale and data availability, a more fun-

damental reason lies in its unparalleled capacity for representation learning—the automatic

discovery of task-relevant abstractions from raw inputs. This ability is particularly vital in

decision-making systems, where agents must transform complex perceptual streams (pixels,

audio, tokens) into actionable beliefs, intentions, or decisions.

A central theoretical foundation for this capacity is the manifold hypothesis. It posits that

although natural data resides in high-dimensional input spaces, its meaningful variation lies

along low-dimensional, structured manifolds embedded within those spaces (Fefferman et al.

[96], Bengio et al. [22], 2016, 2013). For example, a human face image may exist in a 150,000-

dimensional pixel space, but the underlying variation—such as pose, lighting, or identity—is

governed by a far smaller set of latent factors.

Deep neural networks, especially those with hierarchical architectures, can be understood as

learning a sequence of nonlinear transformations that "unfold" these curved manifolds. That

is, they straighten the geometry of data in latent space, enabling simpler decision boundaries

and more linearly separable representations. Each layer of a convolutional network corresponds

to progressively higher-level abstractions—edges, parts, objects—aligning with this geometric

interpretation.

Empirical support for this view is often drawn from visualization tools such as t-SNE

(van der Maaten & Hinton [301], 2008), which reduce hidden-layer activations into two or

three dimensions. These projections frequently reveal semantically meaningful clusters and

trajectories, suggesting that deep models indeed structure internal representations according to

task-relevant manifolds.
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Intuitive Analogy

Consider a crumpled sheet of paper with digits written on it. In its raw form, the digits

are distorted and hard to distinguish. Deep learning acts like a process of uncrumpling the pa-

per—removing irrelevant deformation and revealing the underlying structure. Once flattened,

the digits become easy to classify with a simple linear separator. Representation learning per-

forms this uncrumpling in high-dimensional latent space.

Relationship to Universal Approximation

This intuition complements the Universal Approximation Theorem (Hornik et al. [136], 1989),

which guarantees that sufficiently large networks can approximate any continuous function.

However, this theorem provides no insight into how such functions are learned, nor whether

they can generalize.

The manifold hypothesis addresses this gap by proposing that real-world data has con-

strained structure—enabling generalization and efficient learning. In other words:

1. The Universal Approximation Theorem tells us neural networks can express arbitrary

functions.

2. The Manifold Hypothesis explains why they succeed in doing so on real-world data with

tractable architectures and finite samples.

Implications for Playstyle and Decision-Making

For intelligent agents—especially those operating in reinforcement learning settings—the

ability to learn structured internal representations is foundational. Policies must reason not

just over raw observations, but over task-relevant manifolds that encode affordances, strategies,

opponent intentions, or temporal dependencies.

Without these representations, even a well-specified reward function or powerful learning

algorithm may fail to produce coherent or expressive behavior. Conversely, rich representa-

tions enable style to emerge naturally: different inductive biases, learning experiences, or task

framings lead agents to organize and traverse latent space in distinct ways.

Thus, understanding and leveraging representation learning is not merely a tool for im-

proving performance—it is the key to unlocking diverse, robust, and stylistically differentiated

decision-making.
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8.3.4 The Rise of DRL: AlphaGo and Beyond

The integration of deep learning with reinforcement learning marked a decisive leap in the

ability of AI systems to learn from interaction. This convergence gave rise to deep reinforce-

ment learning (DRL)—a framework where agents optimize sequential decision-making under

uncertainty while building internal representations directly from high-dimensional inputs.

The breakthrough came in 2015 with the introduction of the Deep Q-Network (DQN)

(Mnih et al. [203], 2015), which achieved human-level performance on a suite of Atari 2600

games. By combining convolutional neural networks with Q-learning, experience replay, and

target networks, DQN showed that deep models could perceive, evaluate, and act solely from

raw pixels and sparse game rewards. This demonstrated, for the first time, that it was possi-

ble to train agents that reason over extended time horizons without access to privileged state

representations.

This foundational result sparked a wave of increasingly sophisticated DRL systems. The

most transformative milestone was AlphaGo (Silver et al. [271], 2016), which in 2016 defeated

a world champion Go player—a long-standing challenge in AI. AlphaGo’s architecture syn-

thesized several core components: deep policy and value networks, Monte Carlo tree search,

supervised learning from expert human games, and reinforcement learning via self-play.

Its successors, AlphaGo Zero and AlphaZero, dispensed with human data entirely, show-

ing that tabula rasa learning—guided only by reward and search—was sufficient to discover

superhuman strategies in Go, chess, and shogi (Silver et al. [272, 273], 2017, 2018). These

results not only advanced performance, but also highlighted the potential of DRL as a tool for

strategy emergence and behavioral diversity.

Meanwhile, a series of general-purpose DRL architectures extended this success into broader

domains:

• IMPALA (Espeholt et al. [90], 2018) scaled training via distributed actor-learners.

• Ape-X and R2D2 (Horgan et al. [135], Kapturowski et al. [157], 2018, 2019) addressed

replay prioritization and sample efficiency in large-scale settings.

• MuZero (Schrittwieser et al. [263], 2020) learned its own latent world model, combining

model-based planning with model-free learning.

• Agent57 (Badia et al. [10], 2020) used a meta-controller to dynamically select exploration

strategies, becoming the first agent to outperform humans across all 57 Atari benchmarks.
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These systems pushed DRL into environments with increasing complexity—featuring long

temporal horizons, delayed and sparse rewards, partial observability, and multi-agent interac-

tions. Crucially, it is in these rich settings that playstyle becomes most visible. Agents must

decide how to explore, how long to plan, how to manage uncertainty, and how to adapt over

time. Even under the same reward structure, such choices yield qualitatively different trajecto-

ries and behavioral signatures.

In this light, DRL is not merely an optimization engine—it is a generative substrate for

style. It enables agent individuality to emerge from differences in architecture, exploration,

experience, or value framing. As later chapters will show, these stylistic divergences are not

incidental—they are central to how we understand, evaluate, and design intelligent systems.

DRL, therefore, is more than a toolkit for control. It offers a window into the diversity of

minds that arise when intelligence is shaped by interaction, guided by reward, and constrained

by environment.

8.3.5 From CV/NLP to Generative and Multimodal Models

While deep reinforcement learning forged a new paradigm for learning from interaction,

the domains of computer vision (CV) and natural language processing (NLP) were simulta-

neously transformed by the ability to learn from data at scale. These fields not only developed

the dominant models for perception and understanding but also pioneered the architectural prin-

ciples and objective functions that would later converge with DRL—laying the groundwork for

multimodal, general-purpose agents.

Computer Vision: Hierarchical Abstraction and Spatial Induction

In computer vision, convolutional neural networks (CNNs) such as AlexNet, VGG, In-

ception, and ResNet enabled machines to process visual input by mimicking the hierarchi-

cal abstraction of the human visual system (Krizhevsky et al. [167], Simonyan & Zisserman

[277], Szegedy et al. [286], He et al. [121], 2012, 2015, 2015, 2016). These architectures ex-

tracted spatial features at increasing levels of abstraction—from edges and textures to objects

and semantic categories.

Beyond classification, CV models became essential components in a range of perception

and reasoning tasks:
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1. Object detection and segmentation: Models like R-CNN, Faster R-CNN, and Mask

R-CNN supported end-to-end detection and spatial reasoning (Girshick et al. [108], Ren

et al. [248], He et al. [122], 2014, 2015, 2017).

2. Scene understanding and depth estimation: Monocular depth estimation enabled 3D

reasoning from 2D images (Godard et al. [110], 2017).

3. Visual grounding and captioning: Sequence-based models translated image content into

structured language (Vinyals et al. [305], Johnson et al. [147], 2015, 2017).

4. Style transfer and image generation: Neural methods transformed visual content across

aesthetic domains (Gatys et al. [105], 2016).

These models not only recognize but interpret—serving as perceptual front-ends for agents

that must interact with the world in a spatially grounded and stylistically expressive manner.

Natural Language Processing: From Sequence Modeling to Language Understanding

NLP has undergone a comparable transformation, transitioning from symbolic pipelines to

fully neural architectures. The shift was catalyzed by the development of sequence-to-sequence

models, and later, the Transformer architecture (Vaswani et al. [302], 2017), which intro-

duced self-attention and positional encoding mechanisms.

Pretrained language models such as BERT (Devlin et al. [82], 2019) and the GPT series

(Radford et al. [243], Brown et al. [41], 2019, 2020) demonstrated that unsupervised language

modeling can yield general-purpose representations suitable for a wide array of downstream

tasks. These models introduced powerful notions of contextualized meaning and emergent

reasoning—concepts deeply relevant for modeling decision-making styles, where choices are

embedded in linguistic, social, or narrative contexts.

Generative Modeling: From Recognition to Creation

The advent of generative models extended deep learning from analysis to synthesis. Start-

ing with Variational Autoencoders (VAEs) and Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs)

(Goodfellow et al. [113], 2014), and later evolving into diffusion models such as Stable Diffu-

sion and DALL·E, these techniques enabled machines to create high-quality images, text, and

hybrid content from scratch.
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In this light, playstyle is no longer confined to reactive behavior but encompasses creative

generation—whether in trajectories, strategies, or symbolic representations. Generative model-

ing shifts the focus from performance optimization to stylistic expression.

Toward Multimodal Foundation Models

As these modalities matured, their boundaries began to dissolve. Models like CLIP (Rad-

ford et al. [244], 2021) aligned vision and language into shared embedding spaces. Systems

such as Gato (Reed et al. [247], 2022) and GPT-4 explored generalist architectures capable of

processing images, text, actions, and audio through a unified interface.

These foundation models do not merely merge perception and action—they redefine the

agent itself as a multimodal entity. This convergence is central to the future of playstyle mod-

eling, enabling agents to exhibit stylistic coherence across perception, language, and decision-

making—whether in games, dialogues, or real-world environments.

8.3.6 The Public Face of AI

While the technical milestones of deep learning and reinforcement learning have largely

unfolded in research labs and benchmark competitions, the most transformative shift in recent

years has taken place in the public sphere. For the first time in history, non-expert users

engage with advanced AI systems not merely as passive recipients of backend services, but as

active co-creators, decision-makers, and evaluators.

Generative AI as Interface

Large language models such as ChatGPT, Claude, and Gemini, alongside image genera-

tion systems like DALL·E, Midjourney, and Stable Diffusion, have fundamentally redefined

how AI is perceived and used. These models are not evaluated solely on accuracy or task com-

pletion, but on their capacity for engagement, creativity, and interactivity—in short, for style.

They represent the first mainstream AI agents where “style” is the product. Users en-

gage with them through iterative prompting, refinement, and preference-based selection. The

feedback loop—whether via explicit signals like thumbs-up or implicit ones like re-prompts

and retention—drives models toward stylistic alignment at scale. These interactions convert

preference into performance, turning generative AI into a style-adaptive interface.
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Everyday AI Applications

Beyond creative tools, AI systems have permeated routine workflows: Whisper for speech

recognition, Copilot and Cursor for code generation, Runway for video editing, and Synthesia

for avatar-based media creation. Even when powered by the same underlying models, these

applications exhibit individualized response patterns and allow users to customize outputs by

tone, format, pacing, or aesthetic.

Unlike benchmark agents such as AlphaZero, which are judged by win rate or sample effi-

ciency, these public-facing systems are assessed by diversity of expression, appropriateness

under ambiguity, and subjective value. As such, they exemplify a shift from optimal policy

learning to style-aware response modeling—highlighting the increasing centrality of playstyle

as an evaluation criterion.

A Cultural Reframing

This democratization of AI use reframes the role of artificial intelligence: not just as opti-

mization machinery, but as a cultural participant. Where the narrative once celebrated super-

human performance, it now turns toward human-compatible expression. In this new landscape,

AI must not only act effectively but also express meaningfully—setting the stage for the central

questions of the next chapter.

8.3.7 What Comes Next? Superhuman Performance or Stylistic Diver-

sity?

The trajectory of AI thus far—spanning deep learning, reinforcement learning, and genera-

tive modeling—has delivered unprecedented capabilities. From mastering complex games to

composing music and writing essays, AI systems now routinely outperform human experts in

structured domains.

But this success prompts a deeper question: What should we optimize for next?

If the last decade was defined by performance—by benchmarks, win rates, and score maxi-

mization—then the next may be defined by style and diversity. As agents move beyond closed,

rule-bound settings and enter open-ended, human-centered environments, the objective is no

longer to find “the best move,” but to support a spectrum of valid, meaningful, or expressive

behaviors.
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In this paradigm:

1. The same environment may support multiple viable styles, not just one optimal policy.

2. Evaluation must incorporate subjective factors—preference, fairness, interpretation—alongside

traditional metrics.

3. Agent modeling must account for ambiguity in goals and beliefs, not just uncertainty in

actions or outcomes.

This shift reframes the very notion of intelligence—from optimizing expected return to nav-

igating diverse futures shaped by values, perspectives, and intent. It brings to the forefront

the need to study not only what agents can do, but how and why they choose to do it.

And this leads us to the core concern of this dissertation: Playstyle. Not merely a behavioral

artifact, but a conceptual lens for exploring intelligence through the lens of decision variation,

expressive freedom, and intentional design.

8.4 Review on Deep Reinforcement Learning Milestones

From solving Atari games to defeating world champions in Go, deep reinforcement learning

(DRL) has emerged as one of the most visible and transformative branches of modern AI. Yet

its significance extends well beyond benchmark scores or leaderboard rankings. In the context

of this dissertation, DRL is especially noteworthy for its capacity to support the emergence of

playstyle diversity, adaptive decision strategies, and agent individuality.

This section revisits key milestones in the development of DRL—from its formal founda-

tion in Markov decision processes (MDPs) to state-of-the-art systems capable of generalization

and self-play. Rather than presenting these methods solely in terms of performance, we high-

light how each milestone contributed new mechanisms for shaping agent behavior—through

exploration, memory, architecture, or optimization dynamics.

In doing so, we reinterpret the growth of DRL not merely as a rise in capability, but

as a growth in behavioral diversity. This perspective becomes especially vivid when an-

alyzing Atari benchmarks, where stylistic and strategic variation—rather than just aggregate

scores—reveal the expressive power of different approaches.

191



8.4.1 Formal Foundations: Markov Decision Processes and Bellman Equa-

tions

The formal framework underlying most reinforcement learning algorithms is the Markov

Decision Process (MDP), defined as a tuple (Sutton & Barto [285], 2018):

M = (S,A, P,R, γ),

where:

• S is the state space,

• A is the action space,

• P (s′|s, a) is the transition function (i.e., the probability of moving to state s′ from s by

taking action a),

• R(s, a) is the reward function,

• γ ∈ [0, 1] is the discount factor.

The agent’s goal is to learn a policy π(a|s) that maximizes the expected cumulative dis-

counted reward:

E

[
∞∑
t=0

γtrt

]
.

The optimal value function V ∗(s), which gives the maximum expected return from state s,

satisfies the Bellman Optimality Equation:

V ∗(s) = max
a

[
R(s, a) + γ

∑
s′

P (s′|s, a)V ∗(s′)

]
.

Similarly, the action-value function Q∗(s, a) satisfies:

Q∗(s, a) = R(s, a) + γ
∑
s′

P (s′|s, a)max
a′

Q∗(s′, a′).

These value functions—V and Q—can be interpreted as utility functions or evaluation

functions that assign desirability to states or state-action pairs. In model-free reinforcement

learning—where P and R are unknown—these functions are estimated from interaction data
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using Monte Carlo methods, Temporal Difference (TD) learning, or deep function approxima-

tors.

Crucially, this formalism allows for highly flexible agent behavior. Depending on how the

reward is structured and how uncertainty is resolved, different agents may solve the same task

in stylistically different ways. Thus, the MDP not only encodes the objective of learning, but

also bounds the space of expressible playstyles.

8.4.2 The Atari Benchmark and the Rise of DQN

The Arcade Learning Environment (ALE) and its Atari 2600 games have played a foun-

dational role in the development and evaluation of deep reinforcement learning (DRL). This

benchmark suite provides a diverse set of discrete, high-dimensional, partially observable tasks,

spanning from reactive control to long-horizon planning, within a unified pixel-based interface.

The breakthrough came with Deep Q-Networks (DQN) (Mnih et al. [202, 203], 2013,

2015), which for the first time demonstrated that an agent could learn to play multiple Atari

games directly from pixels using only reward feedback. The combination of convolutional net-

works, experience replay, and Q-learning introduced a scalable learning pipeline and sparked a

wave of DRL research.

Normalized Performance Metrics. To compare across games with different score scales and

dynamics, several normalized metrics were proposed:

• Human Normalized Score (HNS) compares agent performance to that of a human given

two hours of gameplay:

HNS =
agent− random

human− random
× 100%

• Human World Record Normalized Score (HWRNS) benchmarks agents against the

best-known human scores:

HWRNS =
agent− random

world record− random
× 100%

• SABER (Standardized Atari BEchmark for RL) (Toromanoff et al. [295], 2019) ad-

dresses score inflation and outlier sensitivity by capping values and excluding noisy
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games:

SABER = max (min (HWRNS, 200%) , 0%)

Progress and Pitfalls. Since DQN, numerous architectural and algorithmic innovations have

emerged: from recurrent memory-based agents (e.g., DRQN), to distributed training (e.g.,

Gorila, IMPALA), prioritized replay, distributional Q-learning (e.g., C51, QR-DQN, IQN),

exploration-driven methods (e.g., NGU, Go-Explore), and powerful hybrid agents like Agent57

(Badia et al. [10], 2020). More recently, MuZero (Schrittwieser et al. [263], 2020) demon-

strated AlphaZero-like learning without access to ground-truth dynamics during the internal

planning.

However, these algorithms’ reported performance varies widely depending on which metric

is used:

Figure 28: Mean Human Normalized Scores (HNS) show some agents, like LBC, achieving
>10000% average performance, far exceeding the 2-hour human baseline but still has a big
performance gap to human world records.

Revisiting "Superhuman." Despite headlines claiming DRL has “surpassed human perfor-

mance,” this is only true when measured against the short-time baseline (HNS). When we use

194



Figure 29: Median HNS provides a more robust view by downweighting score inflation from
easy games. Agent57 shows strong performance here.

world records as the gold standard, no agent has yet surpassed even 80% of human-best scores

on average. For instance:

• HNS Mean: Human World Record = 123000%; LBC = 11236%

• SABER Mean: Human World Record = 100%; LBC = 76.67%

• SABER Median: LBC = 64.93%; Agent57 = 43.62%

This large gap highlights a crucial insight: while DRL agents are now competent across

all games, they still fall far short of mastery, especially when measured against the diverse

strategies and rare corner cases that characterize world-class human play. This shortfall in both

average and robust performance opens the door to a deeper question—one we explore in the next

section: Is achieving superhuman scores enough, or should we aim for stylistic generality

and diverse behavior?

Atari as a Playground for Style-Oriented Methods. The Atari benchmark has not only

served as a proving ground for performance improvements in deep reinforcement learning, but

also as a fertile testbed for studying exploration, behavior shaping, and emergent diversity. A
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Figure 30: SABER Mean scores cap extreme outliers. LBC (2023) achieves 76.67%, with
Agent57 close behind at 76.26%.

wide range of DRL algorithms—spanning from classic baselines to state-of-the-art architec-

tures—have been evaluated on this platform. Among them, some were specifically designed

to promote diverse agent behaviors, or inadvertently contributed to playstyle variation through

their architecture or training dynamics.

Notable Methods and Their Stylistic Implications.

• DQN (2015/2/25) (Mnih et al. [203], 2015): The foundational DRL algorithm that en-

abled end-to-end value-based learning from pixels. Still widely used in cross-domain

applications due to its simplicity and recognition, though its ε-greedy exploration leads

to limited behavioral diversity.

• A2C/A3C (2016/2/4) (Mnih et al. [204], 2016): Early distributed actor-critic methods that

achieved strong parallelized training. While they collected diverse experiences through

distributed actors, their objectives did not explicitly promote policy diversity.

• Bootstrapped DQN (2016/2/15) (Osband et al. [222], 2016): Replaced ε-greedy with

ensemble-based deep exploration using multi-head value functions. The ensemble mech-

anism naturally induces distinct behaviors across heads, making it one of the earliest

practical pathways to generating multiple playstyles.
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Figure 31: SABER Median reveals stronger generality. LBC remains state-of-the-art at 64.93%,
while Agent57 drops to 43.62%.

• NoisyNet (2017/6/30) (Fortunato et al. [99], 2018): Introduced trainable, state-conditioned

noise into network weights to replace ε-greedy. Included in Rainbow, though often omit-

ted in practice due to complexity. While it improves exploration, it does not explicitly

target diversity.

• PPO (2017/7/20) (Schulman et al. [264], 2017): Currently the most popular DRL al-

gorithm due to its stability and simplicity. Its entropy regularization helps preserve be-

havioral variability during training, offering a basic mechanism for maintaining playstyle

diversity.

• Rainbow (2017/10/6) (Hessel et al. [126], 2018): A composite of DQN enhancements,

often used as a baseline for value-based methods. Despite strong performance, it does not

specifically promote diversity and remains focused on sample efficiency.

• IQN (2018/1/14) (Dabney et al. [74], 2018): A distributional RL algorithm that parame-

terizes quantile functions, enabling risk-sensitive decision-making. This allows agents to

express different risk-oriented playstyles under identical tasks.

• IMPALA (2018/2/5) (Espeholt et al. [90], 2018): Introduced V-trace to stabilize off-

policy actor-critic training in distributed setups. It laid the foundation for scalable DRL
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but did not directly address style variation.

• Ape-X (2018/3/2) (Horgan et al. [135], 2018): Combined prioritized replay with massive

parallel exploration, leading to a significant leap in DRL performance. Different actors

experience varying degrees of exploration, indirectly enabling the emergence of diverse

playstyles.

• DQN-IDS (2018/12/18) (Nikolov et al. [214], 2019): Integrated uncertainty estimates

from distributional value heads to drive exploration. By incorporating epistemic uncer-

tainty into decision-making, it encouraged agents to exhibit more diverse behavior pat-

terns.

• NGU (Never Give Up) (2020/2/14) (Badia et al. [11], 2020): Achieved major gains in

hard-exploration tasks via episodic memory and intrinsic reward. Each actor had distinct

exploration parameters, explicitly promoting diversity across policies.

• Agent57 (2020/3/30) (Badia et al. [10], 2020): Built upon NGU by adding a bandit-

based meta-controller to allocate resources to better-performing strategies. This can be

interpreted as a mechanism for selecting and deploying effective playstyles in a dynamic

way.

• GDI (2022/6/7) (Fan & Xiao [93], 2022): Reframed diversity as a core ingredient in

achieving strong generalization. Proposed a principled method to induce behavioral vari-

ation while improving performance.

• LBC (2023/5/9) (Fan et al. [94], 2023): A direct successor to GDI and the current state-

of-the-art in mean Atari performance. While not explicitly targeting playstyle, it benefits

from diversity-driven training.

8.4.3 Beyond Scores: From Atari Performance to Strategic Diversity

While metrics like Human Normalized Score (HNS) and SABER have become standard

tools for evaluating deep RL agents on benchmarks like Atari, they tell only part of the story.

These metrics quantify how well an agent performs—relative to random, human, or world-class

baselines—but not how that performance is achieved.
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Why Style Matters. Two agents may obtain the same score using radically different ap-

proaches: one through aggressive, high-risk tactics, another via conservative, methodical play.

This distinction—often invisible to scalar metrics—reflects an agent’s playstyle: its preferred

patterns of behavior, risk, adaptation, and interaction.

In fact, as RL systems matured, it became increasingly clear that performance alone was

insufficient. Robust generalization, human alignment, and multi-agent coordination all demand

something more: behavioral diversity.

Exploration and Learning Efficiency. Early agents like DQN relied on ϵ-greedy exploration,

which often led to local optima. Subsequent methods introduced more principled forms of ex-

ploration: intrinsic curiosity, episodic novelty, and random network distillation. These methods

encourage agents to seek novelty, enabling the discovery of creative or human-like solutions

beyond score maximization.

Memory and Meta-Strategy. Deep RL algorithms also evolved to support longer-term plan-

ning and context-sensitive decision-making. Recurrent policies like DRQN and R2D2 added

memory; population-based methods like PBT or Agent57 introduced meta-controllers to adapt

exploration dynamically. These architectures began to mirror not just intelligent behavior, but

adaptive, personalized behavior—a prerequisite for style.

Multi-Agent Systems: A Natural Habitat for Style. Nowhere is playstyle more essential

than in multi-agent systems (MAS). In competitive games (e.g., StarCraft, Dota), agents must

learn not just to optimize, but to counter—anticipating opponents’ behaviors, developing di-

verse strategies, and shifting play based on population dynamics.

This transition from single-agent to multi-agent RL marked a shift in focus: from learning

a single optimal policy, to supporting a space of policies, each adapted to different contexts,

roles, or teammates. Diversity became not only beneficial—it became necessary for success.

Style is not a luxury in multi-agent RL. It is a strategic imperative.

This insight underpins systems like:

• AlphaStar (Vinyals et al. [306], 2019), which learns a portfolio of strategies through

population-based training and exploits Nash-style equilibria;
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• OpenAI Five (OpenAI [220], 2018), which uses large-scale self-play to discover high-

level coordination and adaptation;

• Agent57 (Badia et al. [10], 2020), which includes meta-learning to dynamically vary

behavior across games and difficulty settings;

• Hide and Seek (Baker et al. [12], 2020), which demonstrates that stylistic strategies—including

tool use, countermeasures, and dynamic adaptations—can emerge purely from multi-

agent interaction without explicit supervision or structured goal engineering.

From Scores to Style-Based Evaluation. As we move toward richer, more realistic environ-

ments, the evaluation of RL agents must evolve accordingly. Future benchmarks will likely

measure not just cumulative rewards, but:

• behavioral diversity across runs and settings,

• robustness to opponent variation,

• interpretability of strategic intent,

• alignment with human-like reasoning.

In this light, playstyle is not a byproduct—it is the next frontier of decision-making AI.

Multi-agent self-play environments like Hide and Seek further highlight that even with min-

imal reward structure, diverse strategic behaviors—including cooperation, deception, and tool

use—can emerge naturally as a consequence of stylistic adaptation and environmental pressure

(Baker et al. [12], 2020).
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9
Playstyle Imitation and Human-like Agents

Key Question of the Chapter:

What does it take to behave like a human? And how can we achieve it?

Brief Answer: To give AI a playstyle, a natural starting point is the human playstyle, since

humans are the most salient example of intelligent decision-making. Imitation learning offers

many methods for replicating such styles. However, defining and measuring “human-likeness”

is more complex—and arguably more important—than the choice of imitation technique itself.

As fully positive definitions of human-likeness are elusive, we approach it from the negative

side: eliminating behaviors that are clearly non-human.

What does it mean for an agent to exhibit a playstyle—not just a policy that achieves results,

but one that reflects a particular behavioral direction? In the previous chapter, we explored how

agents can learn rational behaviors by maximizing performance under well-defined objectives

and reinforcement signals. In such settings, playstyle often emerges as a side effect—not as an

explicit design goal.

However, once we begin to care about how behavior is expressed—whether it is cautious or
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aggressive, elegant or chaotic—we must shift our focus. What does it mean to act in a particular

way, and how can we define the direction of a playstyle?

A natural answer is to start with humans. Imitating human behavior offers not only an intu-

itive grounding for style but also speaks to one of the foundational goals of artificial intelligence:

creating agents that act, respond, and adapt in ways that align with human understanding. In

this sense, imitation becomes more than a learning technique—it becomes the bridge between

stylistic expression and human-likeness, between engineered policies and natural interaction.

In this chapter, we explore this connection in three stages. First, we examine why imi-

tation plays a central role in modeling playstyle. Then, we introduce key imitation learning

methods and explain the core ideas behind each—going beyond a simple enumeration to high-

light their structural assumptions and stylistic implications. Finally, we shift focus to a deeper

question: what does it mean to be human-like? We examine different perspectives on human-

likeness—behavioral, perceptual, and philosophical—and how these perspectives shape both

the evaluation criteria and practical directions for developing human-aligned agents.

9.1 Why Imitation Matters in Playstyle?

In previous chapters, we examined how artificial agents make decisions and how their be-

haviors can be measured and categorized using formal playstyle metrics. We also discussed

how reinforcement learning and other optimization-based methods enable agents to achieve

high performance by maximizing quantifiable objectives such as scores or win rates. However,

when the goal shifts from merely reaching a target score to expressing a particular style, these

approaches often fall short. Differences in learned behavior are typically treated as training

noise or underfitting—seldom are they recognized as meaningful stylistic variation.

This limitation stems from a deeper assumption: that style is secondary to success. Most

training pipelines optimize a single objective function, leading to behavioral convergence around

the reward-defined optimum. Although manual reward shaping can induce behavioral variation,

such approaches lack semantic grounding and are difficult to scale. In contrast, imitation learn-

ing offers a more natural and grounded alternative. Human players inherently exhibit diverse

playstyles—shaped by experience, intention, and personality. Learning from demonstrations al-

lows agents to inherit not only effective strategies, but also the implicit stylistic traits embedded

in human behavior.
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Imitation also serves purposes beyond stylistic alignment. It can guide exploration, con-

strain policies to remain within human-consistent regimes, or provide a foundation for inverse

objectives—training agents to purposefully diverge from human norms. Perhaps most impor-

tantly, imitation enables structured deviation: agents can extrapolate from demonstrations to

produce new, functional, and stylistically coherent behaviors. In this way, imitation is not the

endpoint, but rather the foundation for stylistic generalization and creative expression.

9.2 Imitation Learning Approaches

To learn expressive playstyles—not merely functional behavior—agents must move beyond

score maximization and instead capture behavioral tendencies that reflect stylistic intent or

human-like qualities. Imitation Learning (IL) offers a natural paradigm for this goal. By

learning from expert demonstrations—rather than from manually engineered rewards or task-

specific performance objectives—agents can acquire not only effective decision patterns, but

also the expressive stylistic traits embedded in expert behavior.

Imitation learning has since evolved into a broad and heterogeneous field, with methods

differing in how they interpret demonstrations and in the role imitation plays in the learning

process. While many existing surveys categorize IL methods by supervision level or reward

dependence, we adopt a conceptual classification based on how the agent relates to the expert

signal and what function imitation serves within the overall framework.

As illustrated in Figure 32, we identify four high-level paradigms:

• Direct Imitation — typified by Behavioral Cloning (BC), where the agent learns a policy

by directly mapping states to expert actions through supervised learning.

• Indirect Imitation — represented by Inverse Reinforcement Learning (IRL) and its vari-

ants, where the objective is to infer the reward signal underlying the expert’s behavior and

then optimize against it. Generative Adversarial Imitation Learning (GAIL) and Adver-

sarial Inverse Reinforcement Learning (AIRL) fall primarily under this category.

• Auxiliary Imitation — approaches such as Deep Q-learning from Demonstrations (DQfD)

or hybrid pretraining methods, where imitation provides auxiliary supervision or regular-

ization, rather than being the primary training signal. Certain GAIL variants may also fall

here, depending on how the adversarial structure is integrated.
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• Reinterpreted Imitation — including methods like Imitation from Observation (IfO),

where agents must learn from partial or indirect expert signals—such as state-only se-

quences without action labels—requiring inference over intent and behavior structure.

Beyond these paradigms, recent advances in generative modeling—especially diffusion-

based policies—have introduced powerful modeling strategies that cut across traditional cate-

gories. Diffusion models represent policy generation as a stochastic denoising process, enabling

one-to-many mappings, long-horizon coherence, and improved handling of multimodal behav-

ior. While they do not constitute a separate IL paradigm, they enhance existing ones: increasing

expressivity in BC, improving reward recovery in IRL, and enabling stylistic diversity across

frameworks.

Figure 32: A conceptual taxonomy of imitation learning paradigms, categorized by the agent’s
relationship to expert demonstrations and the functional role of imitation. Diffusion-based
modeling (center) serves as a cross-paradigm strategy, enabling multi-target generation, long-
horizon consistency, and stylistic expressivity. Note: GAIL is primarily aligned with IRL de-
spite its adversarial structure; some variants may fall under auxiliary imitation depending on
usage.

In the following subsections, we examine each paradigm in greater detail—beginning with

direct imitation via behavioral cloning.

9.2.1 Behavioral Cloning

Behavioral Cloning (BC) is the most direct and foundational approach within imitation

learning. In this paradigm, the task of learning a policy is cast as a standard supervised learn-

204



ing problem (Pomerleau [235], Sammut et al. [261], 1988, 1992). Given a dataset of expert

demonstrations, the agent learns a policy π : s 7→ a that maps states s to actions a by mini-

mizing a prediction loss—typically cross-entropy or mean squared error—between the expert’s

actions and the agent’s predicted actions. This simple framework has been widely applied in

domains such as robotics (Bojarski et al. [31], 2016), gaming (Kanervisto et al. [155], 2020),

and autonomous driving.

Despite its simplicity and computational efficiency, BC suffers from a well-known issue

called covariate shift or compounding error (Ross et al. [254], 2011). Because the policy is only

trained on expert trajectories, it has no experience with states resulting from its own errors. At

test time, even small deviations can cause the agent to enter unfamiliar states, where prediction

quality deteriorates, leading to further drift.

To mitigate this, interactive variants such as DAgger (Dataset Aggregation) have been pro-

posed (Ross et al. [254], 2011). In DAgger, the agent executes its own policy to collect new data

and simultaneously queries the expert for corrective labels, thus gradually expanding the train-

ing distribution to include off-policy states. Other improvements include regularization-based

methods (Brantley et al. [36], 2020), latent space perturbations (Chang et al. [52], 2021), and

generative models that simulate alternative trajectories.

Recent advances also include Implicit BC (Florence et al. [98], 2021), which avoids explicit

action prediction. Instead, it models an energy-based scoring function over action candidates,

assigning higher likelihood to actions consistent with the expert distribution. This enables richer

modeling of multimodal or ambiguous behaviors.

Although BC in its pure form may be brittle in complex or long-horizon tasks, it remains

a valuable foundation—often used in hybrid strategies that incorporate reward signals, envi-

ronment interaction, or diffusion-based trajectory generation (Chen et al. [56], 2024). Related

approaches such as PWIL (Dadashi et al. [75], 2021), which use distributional similarity for

imitation, lie closer to adversarial or inverse reinforcement learning and will be discussed in

later sections.

9.2.2 Inverse Reinforcement Learning (IRL) and Its Extensions

Inverse Reinforcement Learning (IRL) aims to recover a reward function from expert demon-

strations, under the assumption that expert behavior is (near-)optimal with respect to some un-

known objective. In contrast to Behavioral Cloning, which directly learns a mapping from state
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to action, IRL attempts to infer the latent reward structure that best explains the observed be-

havior, and then uses reinforcement learning to derive a policy that optimizes it (Abbeel & Ng

[2], Russell & Norvig [257], 2004, 2020).

This formulation is appealing in settings where reward design is difficult, or when capturing

latent behavioral intent is more meaningful than mimicking surface-level actions. However, IRL

is often ill-posed—many reward functions can explain the same behavior—and computationally

intensive, as it typically involves solving an inner RL loop during reward inference. A number of

IRL approaches have been developed to address these challenges, including maximum entropy

formulations, Bayesian inference, and adversarial learning-based methods.

Maximum Entropy IRL and Deep IRL. To resolve the ambiguity inherent in IRL, Ziebart

et al. [338] (2008) proposed Maximum Entropy IRL, which models the expert as a stochas-

tic policy that maximizes entropy while remaining consistent with observed trajectories. This

encourages more randomized yet plausible behaviors rather than overly deterministic ones.

Deep variants of MaxEnt IRL, such as those by Wulfmeier et al. [323] (2015) and Finn et al.

[97] (2016) (Guided Cost Learning), extend this idea to high-dimensional domains by learning

nonlinear reward functions with deep networks.

Bayesian IRL. Bayesian IRL (BIRL) (Ramachandran & Amir [245], 2007) places a prior

distribution over reward functions and computes the posterior given expert behavior. For exam-

ple, Gaussian Process IRL (Levine et al. [175], 2011) represents the reward as a sample from

a Gaussian process, offering flexible nonparametric modeling. While these approaches offer

principled uncertainty handling, they tend to scale poorly due to repeated policy optimization

during inference.

Adversarial IRL and Extensions. Generative Adversarial Imitation Learning (GAIL) (Ho

& Ermon [130], 2016) formulates imitation as a distribution matching problem, using a dis-

criminator to distinguish expert from agent trajectories and providing reward-like feedback.

AIRL (Fu et al. [102], 2018) extends this by factoring the discriminator into reward and value

components, enabling learned rewards to transfer across tasks. InfoGAIL (Li et al. [177], 2017)

adds latent codes for disentangling stylistic factors during imitation.

Recently, diffusion-based extensions have enhanced adversarial imitation. DRAIL (Lai et al.

[169], 2024) replaces GAIL’s discriminator with a diffusion classifier, producing smoother and
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more stable rewards. DiffAIL (Wang et al. [310], 2024) integrates an unconditional diffusion

model into the discriminator loss, enabling long-horizon, multimodal imitation.

Uncertainty-Aware and Prior-Weighted IRL. PWIL (Primal Wasserstein Imitation Learn-

ing) (Dadashi et al. [75], 2021) sidesteps adversarial instability by directly matching state-action

distributions using the Wasserstein distance. IC-GAIL (Wu et al. [322], 2019) introduces a

confidence-weighted approach for handling suboptimal or noisy demonstrations. These works

mark a trend toward robust, sample-efficient imitation under realistic constraints.

Case Study: Using Demonstration to Design Playstyle Reward with Discrete State

While most IRL methods recover rewards through inverse optimization or adversarial train-

ing, reward stability and interpretability remain difficult. In this case study, drawn from a col-

laboration with Ubitus K.K., our goal was to develop human-like racing bots using limited

gameplay footage—without access to structured internal variables such as velocity or collisions.

Early efforts with Behavioral Cloning and GAIL failed to generalize across hazards (e.g.,

water pits), leading to poor lap completion. To address this, we extracted visual in-game vari-

ables such as speed and checkpoint number using a digit-recognition pipeline. A baseline Ape-

X agent Tsai [296] (2018) trained with speed-based reward improved lap times but still drove

inefficiently—zigzagging on straights and overshooting corners.

To enhance style alignment, we developed a symbolic demo-reward mechanism: (1) training

a discrete encoder to cluster image frames into symbolic states; (2) extracting expert states and

state-action pairs from high-quality demos; and (3) using these sets to assign rewards during

DRL training. If an agent visits an expert state, it receives a reward rs; if it also chooses the

matching expert action, it receives rsa > rs.

This method, later patented (Lin et al. [184], 2025), parallels successor-feature imitation (Bar-

reto et al. [16], 2017) and enables interpretable, structure-aware learning. As shown in Table 28,

the symbolic reward led to better lap times and more human-like paths:

Even when trained on only two expert episodes, the symbolic-reward agent reached lap

times rivaling professional players. The "bad demo reward" result—based on overly cautious

players—confirmed that stylistic traits are learned, not just performance.

This method exemplifies an interpretable and low-data alternative to traditional IRL. It also

bridges to Imitation from Observation, which we examine next.
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Table 28: Performance of DRL agents trained with different reward functions.

Method Avg. Speed (km/h) Avg. Lap Time (s)

All Human Players 148.1 41.9
Professional Player 170.4 35.4

DRL – Speed Reward 160.5 37.4
DRL – 6 Demo Reward 168.0 36.2
DRL – Bad Demo Reward 120.0 52.0
DRL – Best Demo Reward 169.0 35.5

9.2.3 Imitation from Observation (IfO)

In traditional imitation learning settings, expert demonstrations are typically available as

sequences of state-action pairs. However, in many practical scenarios—such as YouTube game-

play videos, sports broadcasts, or third-person robot recordings—only observational data is

accessible. This has motivated a growing body of research into Imitation from Observation

(IfO), where the agent must learn behavior solely from sequences of visual or symbolic states,

without access to expert actions or environment rewards.

IfO presents unique challenges. Without action labels, it becomes difficult to directly regress

policies or infer behavioral intent. Moreover, the agent must learn to generalize from the visual

or perceptual properties of expert trajectories, often requiring additional structure, priors, or

auxiliary models to bridge the observation-to-action gap. Despite these challenges, IfO has

gained traction due to its wide applicability and natural alignment with real-world learning

conditions.

Research in IfO spans several methodological directions, including:

• Behavioral Cloning from Observation (BCO): Estimating expert actions via inverse

dynamics models (Torabi et al. [292], 2018).

• Temporal Alignment and Contrastive Learning: Using time-based structures, such

as Time-Contrastive Networks (TCN), to learn behaviorally consistent embeddings (Ser-

manet et al. [266], 2017).

• Distribution Matching: Aligning state visitation frequencies between expert and learner

using frameworks such as GAIfO (Torabi et al. [293], 2019).

• Viewpoint-Invariant Representation Learning: Bridging embodiment gaps via visual

context translation (Liu et al. [188], 2018).
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A particularly promising direction integrates observation pretraining into the IfO pipeline.

For instance, OpenAI’s Video PreTraining (VPT) framework (Baker et al. [13], 2022) used tens

of thousands of hours of unlabeled YouTube Minecraft footage to pretrain an inverse dynamics

model via self-supervision. A small number of labeled expert demonstrations were then used to

fine-tune an imitation policy. Despite having no access to explicit reward functions or environ-

ment dynamics, the resulting agent achieved competent multi-skill behavior, including tool use

and multi-stage construction.

This approach exemplifies how large-scale observational data can provide structural priors,

which, when combined with limited expert guidance, support general and human-like behav-

ior. It also demonstrates that the core challenge of IfO—mapping observations to purposeful

control—can be softened by learning perceptual representations that implicitly capture style,

progression, and intent.

In the broader context of playstyle modeling, IfO offers several distinct advantages: it ac-

commodates learning from passive data, allows post-hoc analysis of real-world demonstrations,

and can help discover diverse strategies by clustering or interpolating within the observation

space. As such, it complements both IRL and BC frameworks, and forms a crucial pillar in the

toolkit for learning behaviorally rich, human-aligned agents.

9.2.4 Hybrid and Constraint-Regularized Methods

Beyond the classical view of imitation learning as a primary objective—where the goal is

to replicate expert behavior as faithfully as possible—modern AI systems increasingly adopt

imitation in a supporting role. These methods, which we refer to as auxiliary imitation, use

demonstrations to inform, constrain, or initialize agents that are ultimately optimized for reward.

Rather than serving as the end goal, imitation becomes a means of embedding structure and style

into a broader learning pipeline.

Imitation as Structural Prior. In many cases, demonstration data is used not to define the

optimization objective, but to shape the inductive bias of learning. One common approach is to

pretrain a policy using imitation (e.g., via behavioral cloning), and then fine-tune it with rein-

forcement learning. This is particularly effective when exploration is costly or reward signals

are sparse. Notably, this pattern aligns closely with recent trends in offline-to-online (O2O)

learning, where models are initialized using offline data and then adapted online. While not al-
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ways framed as imitation, these methods inherently rely on behavior-derived priors to scaffold

efficient learning.

Examples include IQL (Kostrikov et al. [165], 2022) and CQL (Kumar et al. [168], 2020),

which stabilize offline policy/value estimation, as well as frameworks like OLLIE (Yue et al.

[330], 2024), which integrate imitation pretraining with online fine-tuning. These pipelines

demonstrate that imitation can serve as a bridge between static behavioral priors and dynamic

task reward optimization.

Demonstration-Augmented Reinforcement Learning. Another strategy retains demonstra-

tion data throughout training, blending it with reinforcement signals. In Deep Q-learning from

Demonstrations (DQfD) (Hester et al. [128], 2018), expert transitions are stored in the re-

play buffer and reinforced with a supervised margin loss. The distributed extension in Ape-

X DQfD (Pohlen et al. [234], 2018) scales this approach to the Atari benchmark, integrating

transformed Bellman operators and removing episodic heuristics to enhance consistency. Here,

demonstrations shape the learning process not just as initialization, but as persistent constraints

on exploration and value updates.

Constraint-Regularized Policy Learning. In some frameworks, imitation is not explicitly

performed, but its behavioral principles are embedded through constraints. For instance, Con-

servative Q-Learning (CQL) (Kumar et al. [168], 2020) discourages out-of-distribution actions

by penalizing high values for unseen behavior, effectively creating a soft imitation boundary.

Other approaches incorporate entropy regularization or trust-region methods (e.g., PPO) to pre-

vent policies from drifting too far from known-good behavior.

While these methods do not optimize imitation loss directly, they operationalize behavioral

assumptions in a way that preserves expert-aligned playstyle without requiring exact reproduc-

tion. This is especially relevant in domains where stylistic alignment—such as consistency,

elegance, or safety—is more important than literal action-matching.

More recently, a line of work has extended this idea from soft regularization to hard feasi-

bility constraints. In Action-Constrained Learning (Yeh et al. [326], Hung et al. [139], 2025,

2025), the imitator is assumed to have a strictly smaller action space than the expert. These

methods address the resulting feasibility mismatch by aligning trajectories in state space—e.g.,

using dynamic time warping and model-predictive control—to generate surrogate demonstra-

tions that respect the imitator’s constraints. This reframes imitation not as copying actions, but
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as approximating behavioral intent within a limited capability set.

Imitation as Bias, Not Blueprint. This evolution from imitation as supervision to imitation

as structure marks a philosophical shift. Rather than treating demonstrations as blueprints to

be copied, auxiliary imitation treats them as preferences to be respected. This opens the door

to agents that learn not just what experts do, but how they make decisions—and how such

decisions can be generalized, adapted, or even improved upon.

Implications for Playstyle. From a playstyle modeling perspective, auxiliary imitation en-

ables fine control over behavioral traits without enforcing strict policy replication. It allows

playstyle to be encoded in training bias, explored via hybrid learning dynamics, and refined

through environmental feedback. Ultimately, this class of methods provides a flexible frame-

work for learning agents that not only perform well, but perform with character.

9.2.5 Diffusion-based Imitation Learning

Most imitation learning (IL) methods, whether supervised, adversarial, or constraint-based,

focus on learning a deterministic or unimodal policy that maps from observations to actions.

However, expert behavior is often inherently multimodal—especially in games or embodied

control tasks where multiple stylistic options exist for any given situation. To better capture this

diversity, recent methods have explored the use of diffusion models, originally developed for

generative modeling, to represent the conditional distribution over expert actions.

From Regression to Generative Modeling. Traditional behavior cloning minimizes pre-

diction error between expert actions and predicted actions. While simple and effective, this

paradigm suffers from mode averaging and poor coverage of diverse behaviors. Diffusion-based

imitation learning instead reframes the policy as a generative denoising process: the agent learns

to iteratively refine a sequence of noisy actions toward realistic ones, mimicking the dynamics

of expert data without collapsing to a single mode.

Diffusion Models for Policy Learning. Several recent works have applied diffusion models

to policy imitation. For example, DRAIL (Lai et al. [169], 2024) integrates a diffusion generator

into an adversarial imitation learning framework, replacing the traditional policy network or

discriminator. Similarly, DiffAIL (Wang et al. [310], 2024) proposes a fully generative imitation
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learner using denoising diffusion probabilistic models (DDPMs) to map from state contexts to

expert-like actions.

These models are particularly powerful in capturing stylistic or high-variance behaviors,

such as slight differences in lane keeping, motion timing, or maneuver types. By modeling the

full distribution of expert demonstrations, diffusion-based policies avoid the rigidity of deter-

ministic models while preserving the richness of human-like play.

Applications to Playstyle. From the perspective of playstyle modeling, diffusion-based im-

itation opens new opportunities for representing and controlling stylistic variation. Because

diffusion models are generative by design, they can be conditioned not only on state but also

on latent variables representing style clusters, player identities, or task preferences. This en-

ables agents to stochastically exhibit different playstyles—e.g., aggressive vs. conservative

driving—without retraining the model.

Moreover, the denoising structure of diffusion models lends itself to interpolation and style

transfer: given two demonstration sequences, it is possible to synthesize hybrid trajectories or

explore novel behaviors in between. This makes diffusion-based IL an attractive candidate for

studying playstyle generalization and creative behavior generation.

Current Limitations and Future Directions. While diffusion-based imitation offers expres-

sive modeling of behavioral diversity, several practical limitations remain. First, inference in-

volves iterative denoising, which can be computationally expensive and unsuitable for real-time

decision-making. Ongoing work has explored accelerated variants (e.g., DDIM (Song et al.

[278], 2021)) and trajectory-level sampling, but inference latency remains a concern in interac-

tive systems.

Second, while these models capture behavioral variance, they are typically weakly condi-

tioned and lack explicit structure for symbolic playstyle control. Bridging diffusion IL with in-

terpretable representations—such as playstyle labels, preference embeddings, or discrete strat-

egy tokens—is a promising direction for aligning generative imitation with downstream control

and evaluation tasks.

Overall, diffusion-based imitation learning represents a novel and increasingly important

direction in playstyle modeling. It extends the frontier of IL from copying behavior to express-

ing behavior, enabling agents to exhibit multimodal, stylistically rich trajectories informed by

diverse demonstrations.

213



9.2.6 Challenges and Future Directions

Across this section, we have surveyed a broad landscape of imitation learning techniques—from

classical behavioral cloning and inverse reinforcement learning (IRL), to hybrid pipelines, aux-

iliary imitation, and diffusion-based generative models. Each line of work offers unique tools

for modeling, guiding, or constraining agent behavior based on demonstrations. However, sev-

eral open challenges remain in developing playstyle-aware imitation systems that are both ex-

pressive and robust.

Playstyle Diversity and Conditioning. While many methods succeed at matching expert

performance, few can flexibly express multiple valid styles under the same task specification.

Diffusion-based methods and latent-conditioned policies show promise in addressing this lim-

itation, but require further integration with symbolic or controllable representations to allow

fine-grained stylistic guidance.

Imitation beyond Action Matching. Imitation is often framed as matching state-action pairs,

but true style modeling demands more abstract objectives: visiting similar states, maintaining

tempo, or respecting gameplay conventions. Bridging this abstraction gap—possibly via feature

matching, trajectory-level alignment, or successor-style representations—is critical for nuanced

behavior learning.

Robustness and Demonstration Quality. Many IL systems are highly sensitive to the qual-

ity, optimality, and coverage of demonstration data. Handling noisy, suboptimal, or stylistically

inconsistent examples remains an ongoing challenge. Approaches such as confidence-aware

weighting, reward-free pretraining, or ensemble demonstrations may provide more robust alter-

natives.

From Demonstration to Behavior Constraints. Increasingly, imitation is used not to fully

define agent policy, but to impose behavioral boundaries or preferences within a larger opti-

mization process. This perspective opens new avenues for combining human guidance with

reward-based learning, particularly in safety-critical or user-facing domains.

Toward Human-Like Behavior. Imitating human behavior is not merely about reproducing

actions, but about aligning with biological, perceptual, and stylistic priors. However, regardless
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of the imitation method, determining what it truly means to be “human-like”—and how to

measure it—remains a deeper and more foundational challenge. This sets the stage for our next

discussion, where we examine human-likeness constraints in detail.

As a concrete example, we show how discrete state representation—initially used for sym-

bolic imitation—can be repurposed to encourage biologically plausible motion. In a first-

person-shooter (FPS) environment, we introduce a penalty for repeatedly visiting the same

state in short time intervals, effectively discouraging jittery or oscillatory behavior. This ex-

ample illustrates how playstyle-informed regularization can go beyond imitation to shape more

human-like agents.

9.3 Building Human-like Agents

What does it mean for an artificial agent to exhibit human-like behavior? While imita-

tion learning provides a direct answer—train agents to mimic human demonstrations—it raises

deeper questions: Which humans should we imitate? Are all human behaviors equally valid

targets? And can human-likeness be defined beyond mere imitation?

These questions reveal a central ambiguity in defining human-likeness. Inspired by Wittgen-

stein’s notion of family resemblance (Wittgenstein [318], 1953), we argue that there is no single

set of features shared by all human behaviors, but rather overlapping clusters of similarity.

Human-like behavior is not a well-defined category with clear boundaries—it is a fragmented

landscape of patterns connected by resemblance rather than strict definitions.

As illustrated in Figure 34, the behavior space consists of distinct, often conflicting clus-

ters that correspond to different individuals or stylistic definitions. Some behaviors fall within

both rational and human-like domains, while others are idiosyncratic or inconsistent with per-

formance goals. This makes it difficult to define a universally accepted positive criterion for

“being human-like.” Imitating any single individual may fall short of generality—or even con-

tradict other valid behaviors.

In contrast, identifying behaviors that are clearly not human-like is often more tractable.

This motivates what we call a negative definition of human-likeness: instead of trying to

enumerate all acceptable behaviors, we begin by ruling out those that strongly violate human

perceptual or embodiment intuitions. Agents that rapidly shake the camera, spin aimlessly, or

repeat local movements without progress evoke immediate impressions of unnaturalness. These
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Figure 34: Fragmentation of human-likeness in behavior space. Each colored circle represents
a different human individual or behavioral definition that could serve as an imitation target.
Some lie within the rational behavior set (rounded rectangle), some intersect with maximized
task performance (black dot), and others fall outside. This illustrates that human-like behavior
is not a unified or convex set, but rather a set of overlapping, partially conflicting regions.

negative patterns offer a practical starting point—constructing the boundary of human-likeness

by exclusion rather than exhaustive inclusion.

This motivates a constraint-regularized perspective on building human-like agents. In-

stead of relying solely on imitation or reward shaping, we introduce symbolic constraints,

behavioral penalties, and embodiment-aware priors to suppress clearly unnatural behavior.

These constraints delineate the “non-human” region, effectively guiding agents toward plausi-

bility through exclusion rather than reproduction.

This strategy becomes particularly compelling when combined with discrete symbolic state

representations. By tracking transitions at a symbolic level—independent of action seman-

tics—we can detect problematic behavioral motifs such as local oscillations, redundant loops,

or disorienting motion, which often trigger perceptions of robotic or inhuman behavior. Cru-

cially, such symbolic constraints generalize across tasks and environments, even in the absence

of environment-specific labels or continuous metrics.

In the remainder of this chapter, we explore how such constraints can be formalized and ap-

plied. We revisit our earlier racing game case study, where symbolic playstyle rewards enabled

effective imitation from sparse demonstrations. We then present a new exploratory experiment

in 3D first-person environments (DM Lab), where we use symbolic state loop detection to penal-

ize unnatural behavioral repetition. Though entirely action-agnostic, this constraint consistently

reduces unnatural motion and, in some cases, even improves task performance. Taken together,
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these results demonstrate how the negative definition can be operationalized: rather than fully

specifying “what to be,” we systematically constrain “what not to be” to guide agents toward

human-like plausibility.

9.3.1 Three Foundations of Human-likeness

To operationalize the concept of human-likeness in agent design, we identify three founda-

tional sources that inform what it means for an agent to "act humanly." These sources—biological

constraints, psychological patterns, and social-cultural consensus—each impose distinct yet

complementary forms of regularity on human behavior. By analyzing and modeling these foun-

dations, we move beyond surface imitation and toward generalizable, interpretable, and socially

aligned behavior.

• From Physical: Biological Constraints

Human movement is governed by physical embodiment: joint limits, motor latency, vi-

sual field, energy efficiency, and biomechanical stability. Modeling these constraints

helps agents avoid unnatural behaviors such as jitter, oscillation, or hyper-reactivity that

break the illusion of human presence. These priors also inform motion smoothing, tem-

poral consistency, and action feasibility in embodied AI.

• From Mental: Psychological and Economic Insights

Human decisions are shaped not only by cognitive biases, bounded rationality, and behav-

ioral regularities identified in psychology, but also by formal models from behavioral and

decision economics. These fields share deep connections—especially in explaining how

people act under uncertainty, incomplete information, or risk. Agents that mirror patterns

such as loss aversion, satisficing, or reaction delays appear more relatable and realistic.

Incorporating these heuristics—through mechanisms like noisy utility functions, prob-

abilistic choice models, or attention bottlenecks—grounds AI behavior in human-like

internal logic, even when goals differ.

• From Interactions: Social and Cultural Consensus

In shared environments, human-likeness is judged not in isolation, but through social

alignment. Agents are expected to follow stylistic norms of cooperation, turn-taking,

etiquette, and contextual appropriateness. For instance, erratic or overly optimized actions

may violate expectations in multiplayer games or co-creative tasks. Embedding agents
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in culturally-informed interaction priors—via demonstrations, language, or preference

modeling—supports stylistic coherence across populations.

9.3.2 From Physical: Biological Constraints

One foundational perspective on human-likeness stems from biology: human perception

and action are inherently bounded by physical limitations. These include natural constraints

such as sensory resolution, motor smoothness, physical fatigue, and reaction delays (Fujii et al.

[103], 2013). Unlike artificial agents that can operate with superhuman speed, consistency, and

precision, human behavior is shaped by physiological bottlenecks that constrain how decisions

and actions unfold across time.

In video games and embodied environments, these constraints manifest visibly. Human

players cannot move with perfect mechanical regularity; they exhibit jitter, reaction time vari-

ability, and fatigue after prolonged activity. They also cannot change camera perspectives in-

stantaneously or react to pixel-level stimuli at high frequency. These limitations make human

behavior not only imperfect but also smooth, predictable, and legible to others—a quality cru-

cial for human-likeness.

Failing to incorporate such constraints often leads agents to develop behaviors that, while

optimal under reward maximization, appear disturbingly artificial. For example, in first-person-

view environments, reinforcement learning agents frequently exhibit rapid camera shaking,

local spinning, or micro-adjustments that would be disorienting or fatiguing for human play-

ers (Ho et al. [132], 2023). These behaviors highlight a misalignment between task performance

and perceived naturalness.

To address this, researchers have proposed embedding biological priors into learning objec-

tives. Some approaches directly impose smoothness regularization on control actions or camera

angles (Mysore et al. [208], Lee et al. [173], 2021, 2024), while others penalize high-frequency

action patterns. A more general strategy, avoiding action-specific heuristics, is to penalize short-

term redundant state transitions—based on the observation that humans rarely oscillate among

a small set of near-identical visual states unless deliberately scanning or reacting.

We explored this idea in a series of studies. In a first-person-view collection game (Unity

ML Agent’s Banana Collector, now called Food Collector) (Juliani et al. [149], 2018), we de-

fined behavior cost heuristics based on action sequences to suppress unnatural shaking and spin-

ning, and we further investigated how to schedule penalty coefficients to balance performance
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and naturalness (Luo [192], Ho et al. [132], 2019, 2023).

More recently, we extended this principle into symbolic space using discrete state represen-

tations. Building on the symbolic reward approach in 3D racing (Section 9.2.2), we tested a

general-purpose loop detection penalty in DeepMind Lab (DM Lab): when an agent re-enters

a symbolic state it visited in the past 8 steps—excluding immediate self-loops—it receives a

penalty. Unlike handcrafted motion heuristics, this method is task-agnostic, interpretable, and

requires no semantic knowledge of the action space.

We trained PPO agents for 10 million game steps across 14 DM Lab games (excluding

language-based and extreme-difficulty tasks), comparing three conditions: (1) vanilla PPO,

(2) action heuristics detecting shaking/spinning, and (3) symbolic loop detection. Results are

shown in Tables 29 and 30.

Table 29: Behavior Cost comparison of PPO baseline and behavior-constrained variants on 14
DeepMind Lab games. Values report mean episode scores over 3 runs.

Game PPO Action Heuristic Loop Detect

rooms_collect_good_objects 105.4 16.3 (-84.5%) 59.4 (-43.7%)
rooms_exploit_deferred_effects 8.2 0.2 (-97.8%) 7.5 (-8.9%)
rooms_select_nonmatching_object 35.5 0.9 (-97.6%) 33.0 (-7%)
rooms_watermaze 201.3 13.4 (-93.4%) 60.5 (-70.0%)
rooms_keys_doors_puzzle 65.6 1.1 (-98.4%) 17.0 (-74.0%)
lasertag_one_opponent_small 384.0 0.1 (-99.9%) 123.5 (-67.8%)
lasertag_three_opponents_small 285.1 0.7 (-99.8%) 117.5 (-58.8%)
natlab_fixed_large_map 260.1 4.6 (-98.2%) 85.3 (-67.2%)
natlab_varying_map_regrowth 217.7 1.3 (-99.4%) 68.6 (-68.5%)
skymaze_irreversible_path_hard 109.3 0.1 (-99.9%) 1.1 (-99.0%)
explore_object_locations_small 133.2 19.8 (-85.2%) 114.9 (-8.8%)
explore_obstructed_goals_small 134.9 1.2 (-99.1%) 35.8 (-73.5%)
explore_goal_locations_small 170.3 1.5 (-99.1%) 71.5 (-58.0%)
explore_object_rewards_few 130.5 0.2 (-99.8%) 40.5 (-69.0%)

These results confirm the potential of using discrete symbolic representations to define task-

agnostic behavioral penalties. While handcrafted heuristics remain more precise in eliminating

unnatural behavior, the symbolic loop detector offers broader generalization and comparable

behavioral suppression. Most importantly, it reduces undesirable motion in an action-agnostic

way—without any access to camera semantics or control mappings—making it a promising

direction for scalable and interpretable human-likeness constraints in embodied agents.

In summary, biological constraints offer a powerful design principle for shaping agents to-

ward human-likeness. Rather than relying on exhaustive demonstrations or manually tuned
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Table 30: Game Score comparison of PPO baseline and behavior-constrained variants on 14
DeepMind Lab games. Values report mean episode scores over 3 runs.

Game PPO Action Heuristic Loop Detect

rooms_collect_good_objects 6.1 7.4 (↑) 6.5 (↑)
rooms_exploit_deferred_effects 9.6 9.7 (↑) 9.6 (-)
rooms_select_nonmatching_object 2.2 4.6 (↑) 5.0 (↑)
rooms_watermaze 25.3 26.6 (↑) 27.0 (↑)
rooms_keys_doors_puzzle 23.9 19.5 (↓) 30.0 (↑)
lasertag_one_opponent_small 0.0 -0.1 (↓) -0.1 (↓)
lasertag_three_opponents_small 1.4 3.1 (↑) -0.2 (↓)
natlab_fixed_large_map 12.2 11.4 (↓) 9.6 (↓)
natlab_varying_map_regrowth 9.5 6.8 (↓) 7.3 (↓)
skymaze_irreversible_path_hard 16.6 2.1 (↓) 0.0 (↓)
explore_object_locations_small 34.0 31.8 (↓) 32.8 (↓)
explore_obstructed_goals_small 29.8 21.6 (↓) 11.5 (↓)
explore_goal_locations_small 93.6 39.1 (↓) 60.0 (↓)
explore_object_rewards_few 1.8 1.6 (↓) 2.3 (↑)

heuristics, these constraints derive from embodiment itself—encouraging behavior that is not

only functionally effective but also physically plausible and socially acceptable.

9.3.3 From Mental: Psychological and Economic Insights

In addition to physical embodiment, human-like behavior is deeply shaped by mental pro-

cesses—including subjective preferences, risk sensitivities, cognitive limitations, and behav-

ioral biases. While biological constraints shape what humans can do, psychological and behav-

ioral economic factors help explain why they act the way they do. These mental dimensions

offer a complementary perspective on human-likeness, grounded not in physical realism but in

decision-making regularities under uncertainty.

Risk Preferences as Behavioral Signatures. Human decision-making frequently reflects vary-

ing degrees of risk aversion or risk seeking, depending on both individual disposition and sit-

uational framing—topics long studied in behavioral economics and decision theory. In rein-

forcement learning, such variation can be modeled through distributional RL methods, most

notably Implicit Quantile Networks (IQN) (Dabney et al. [74], 2018), which allow agents to

sample from different quantiles of the return distribution, effectively modulating their behavior

between pessimistic and optimistic risk profiles.

Although IQN was not explicitly designed for human-likeness, its richer risk sensitivity
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closed the remaining “human gap” across several Atari games, outperforming other methods

in tasks where agents still lagged behind human performance. This suggests that incorporating

diverse risk attitudes—whether cautious, aggressive, or opportunistic—can align agents more

closely with human stylistic variability.

Cognitive Constraints and Bounded Rationality. Unlike artificial agents with vast process-

ing capacity, humans are bounded by cognitive limitations. The concept of bounded rationality,

introduced by Simon [276] (1957), describes how humans “satisfice” rather than globally opti-

mize, due to limits on time, attention, and computational resources. In economics, this principle

helps explain why real-world decision-making often deviates from perfect rationality.

AI systems can replicate such constraints to appear more human-like: limiting planning

depth, compressing memory representations, or simulating working memory bottlenecks. Hi-

erarchical and meta-learning agents can further emulate structured reasoning over latent beliefs

and subgoals, echoing both psychological and economic models of decision-making.

Behavioral Biases and Imperfect Rationality. Many systematic biases documented in psy-

chology also play a central role in behavioral economics, as they reveal how human decision-

making systematically deviates from the predictions of classical rational choice. From a behav-

ioral economics perspective, notable examples include:

• Framing effects: different presentations of the same problem alter choices;

• Loss aversion: losses loom larger than gains (Kahneman [154], 2011);

• Magnitude effect: larger outcomes are discounted more steeply (Kahneman & Tversky

[153], 1979);

• FOMO (Fear of Missing Out): a bias visible in financial markets, where investors rush

to buy during price surges for fear of missing gains.

Beyond economic decision-making, other psychological biases and perceptual distortions

also shape human-like behavior:

• Weber–Fechner law: sensitivity to change diminishes with stimulus magnitude (Fechner

[95], 1966);

• Ebbinghaus illusion: contextual perception alters judgments (Roberts et al. [250], 2005).

221



Such biases may appear suboptimal, yet they make agent behavior more relatable. An agent

that hesitates, overreacts, or inconsistently follows through—much like a trader swayed by

FOMO—can appear more human than one that acts with perfect rationality.

Our earlier work on playstyle similarity metrics incorporated perceptual distance—rooted

in Weber-Fechner scaling and magnitude thresholds—to better align with human sensitivity to

behavioral differences (Kahneman & Tversky [153], Fechner [95], 1979, 1966).

Toward Cognitive Alignment. The imperfections of human reasoning complicate imitation.

Human demonstrations are inconsistent and locally biased; optimality is rare. This is central to

inverse reinforcement learning (IRL), where approaches like Maximum Entropy IRL (Ziebart

et al. [338], 2008) model behavior as probabilistically rational, embracing ambiguity and vari-

ability as part of the human signal.

Taken together, these psychological and economic insights suggest that modeling cogni-

tive traits—whether through risk-sensitive policies, bounded reasoning, or biased decision-

making—offers a rich design space for shaping human-like behavior. In the next subsection,

we turn to social and cultural dimensions, where norms and style expectations further influence

how agents are perceived.

9.3.4 From Interactions: Social and Cultural Consensus

Beyond physical and psychological constraints, human-likeness is also shaped by the social

and cultural contexts in which actions are interpreted. Human behavior is not merely biological

or rational—it is deeply social, shaped by norms, conventions, and expectations that govern

interaction. These norms emerge from shared practices: how people greet each other, take turns

in conversation, resolve conflicts, or collaborate toward goals.

In the domain of AI agents, especially those embedded in games, virtual environments, or

social simulations, modeling such socially legible behavior has become increasingly important.

A prominent example is the “Generative Agents” framework (Park et al. [225], 2023), where

large language models are augmented with planning, memory, and reflection components to

simulate realistic town-dwelling characters. These agents demonstrate emergent social coordi-

nation, forming routines, inviting others to events, and maintaining coherent behavior across

days—despite no explicit programming of such social structure.

These studies show that human-likeness is not only about what the agent does, but how it
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is perceived and understood by others. An agent’s behavior is evaluated not in isolation, but in

context: whether it respects turn-taking, expresses intentions clearly, and adapts appropriately

to the social setting. For this reason, cultural alignment becomes both a design challenge and

a risk. Agents that mimic norms from one region or demographic may inadvertently violate

the expectations of others. The more socially embedded an agent becomes, the more it must

navigate fragmented and often conflicting definitions of “natural” behavior.

Cultural Foundations and Norm Codification. Throughout human history, social norms

have been codified in texts ranging from legal codes to moral teachings. Ancient documents

such as the Code of Hammurabi, The Analects of Confucius, and the Bible offer vivid illustra-

tions of how societies have formalized behavioral expectations, from retributive justice (“an eye

for an eye”) to ritual etiquette, filial piety, and communal responsibility (Confucius [66], Ham-

murabi [119], Bible [29], 475 BCE, 1754 BCE, 600 BCE). These works serve not only as

records of cultural values but as early attempts to stabilize and transmit behavioral regularities

across generations.

In modeling human-like agents, referencing such codifications reminds us that behavior is

not judged solely by efficiency or coherence, but by its alignment with shared ideals. Just

as Confucian thought emphasizes role-appropriate conduct (禮, li) and harmonious social or-

der, artificial agents may benefit from role-awareness and sensitivity to context. Similarly, the

parables and prescriptions in the Bible encode moral framing into narrative action—suggesting

that even minimal agents, when acting in socially embedded worlds, might require analogous

narrative or ethical framing to sustain believability and trust.

Social Simulation and Interactive Learning. In addition to imitation-based social behavior,

recent advances in interactive large language models (LLMs) offer new tools for capturing and

generalizing social conventions. Systems such as SOTOPIA (Wang et al. [311], 2024) and

Stanford’s AI Town (Park et al. [225], 2023) demonstrate that sociality can emerge not only

from hardcoded logic, but from dialogic interaction, situated memory, and dynamic adaptation.

These systems push the boundary of what it means to simulate “being human” in a multi-agent

context—not through optimization, but through negotiation of meaning across agents.

Ethical Reflections on Human-like Interaction. As agents become increasingly capable of

replicating human behavior in social settings, ethical concerns arise regarding the nature of such
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mimicry. Highly human-like interaction may blur the boundary between simulation and social

presence, creating the illusion of emotional or moral agency. This is particularly problematic

in sensitive applications such as education, therapy, or caregiving, where users might develop

unwarranted trust or attachment (Shneiderman [269], 2020).

Moreover, efforts to culturally align agents can backfire when context-specific norms are

misunderstood or generalized across inappropriate settings. Cultural appropriation, biased value

transmission, or overfitting to dominant social behaviors may all compromise the intended in-

clusivity of such designs. Human-likeness, from a social perspective, is thus not a universally

agreed-upon construct but one that must be negotiated with care across communities.

These concerns highlight the importance of deliberate boundaries. Not all systems need

to appear human-like; in some cases, transparent artificiality may support better expectations,

control, and accountability. The pursuit of human-likeness, when situated within social con-

texts, should be grounded not only in behavioral fidelity, but also in values of responsibility,

transparency, and equity.

9.3.5 On the Ethics and Boundaries of Human-likeness

Across this section, we have examined human-likeness through three complementary lenses:

physical embodiment that grounds how an agent can act, mental models shaped by risk pref-

erences, cognitive limits, and behavioral biases, and cultural norms that influence social in-

teraction and stylistic expectations. From these perspectives, a unifying conclusion emerges:

human-likeness is not a single property to be maximized, but a fragmented, context-dependent

construct defined by overlapping—and sometimes conflicting—criteria.

This resonates with Ludwig Wittgenstein’s notion of family resemblance, in which cate-

gories such as “game” or “human” lack fixed boundaries yet remain connected by patterns of

similarity (Wittgenstein [318], 1953). One agent may appear human-like because it follows mo-

tor smoothness constraints, another due to risk-sensitive decision-making, and a third because

it respects conversational etiquette. Each belongs to the “family” of human-like agents, even

though no single feature defines them all.

The implication is both philosophical and practical. It is neither feasible nor necessarily

desirable for an AI system to embody all dimensions of human-likeness at once. Human be-

havior is diverse, culturally situated, and value-laden; any attempt to optimize for a universal

“acting humanly” risks privileging some styles while marginalizing others. Worse, it can pro-
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duce manipulative designs that mimic human traits without respecting their moral or social

grounding (Shneiderman [269], Cave et al. [50], 2020, 2019).

A more constructive approach is to clarify the boundaries: What forms of behavior should

be included or excluded in a given application? When does human-likeness serve the goal,

and when is explicit artificiality preferable? Which norms are to be preserved, and which

challenged? These questions move the discussion from technical imitation toward reflective

alignment—where design decisions are guided not just by feasibility, but by purpose.

Finally, the space between human-like fidelity and creative divergence invites further explo-

ration. As we transition to the next chapter on playstyle innovation, we ask: If not merely to

copy human behavior, can agents develop novel, effective, and interpretable playstyles of their

own? In this view, human-likeness is not an endpoint, but a launchpad—a starting point for

dialogue between what is, and what could be.
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10
Playstyle Innovation and Creativity

Key Question of the Chapter:

Can AI innovate or exhibit creativity?

Brief Answer: Creativity typically requires both novelty and effectiveness. If an AI’s goals

do not incentivize novelty, creative behavior is unlikely to emerge. But when exploration is

part of its objectives—as in many reinforcement learning agents—creative outcomes can arise

naturally.

As artificial intelligence systems grow more sophisticated, the question of whether machines

can genuinely innovate or exhibit creativity remains both provocative and central to the future

of intelligent behavior. In the realm of playstyle, innovation carries a distinct meaning: it is

not merely about winning through novel strategies, but about exhibiting behavioral modes

that transcend existing stylistic taxonomies—decision patterns that challenge or expand our

understanding of what styles are possible.

This chapter examines how such innovation emerges in artificial agents, particularly within

reinforcement learning and multi-agent self-play frameworks. We highlight canonical cases—such
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as AlphaGo’s famous Move 37 or AlphaStar’s unexpected Zerg wall-offs—as examples of

emergent behaviors that defy human priors. Our goal is to assess whether such behaviors qual-

ify as genuine playstyle innovation, and to develop conceptual and computational criteria for

distinguishing between random variation, recombination, and meaningful stylistic novelty.

Rather than speculating about human-like creative processes, we focus on observable out-

puts and measurable effects. In doing so, we connect the study of innovation to earlier discus-

sions of style formalization, diversity, balance, and human-likeness. Ultimately, we argue that

playstyle innovation offers a concrete, domain-grounded lens through which AI creativity

can be understood, evaluated, and designed.

10.1 Beyond Existing Playstyles

In the study of style, the value of a behavior often comes from two sources. The first

is alignment with established mainstream styles: by conforming to recognizable patterns that

have gained social acceptance, a new behavior inherits value from existing cultural or strategic

norms. The second is innovation—behaviors that deviate significantly from prior styles and

establish new modes of action. Genuine innovation here is not a superficial tweak in appear-

ance or tactics, but a transformation in goals, assumptions, or design principles that alters the

very structure of the style space. Once recognized and validated—through competitive success,

community interest, or aesthetic appeal—such behaviors may form new paradigms or domi-

nate under specific conditions; others may fade under the evolutionary dynamics of the game

ecosystem.

This form of innovation is often visible in playstyle-centric applications of deep reinforce-

ment learning (DRL). Because DRL agents explore and optimize via reward signals, they can

produce strategies not directly specified by designers. When models trained under different con-

ditions display distinct behavioral distributions—especially over many trajectories—they may

constitute new playstyles (Lin et al. [181], 2024). Yet such diversity is not always deemed “cre-

ative,” and AI behaviors are often dismissed as recombinations of known patterns rather than

genuine innovations.

This skepticism stems from early supervised and unsupervised learning paradigms, where

models mimic or generalize from pre-existing samples (Bengio et al. [22], LeCun et al. [172], 2013,

2015). Even when outputs depart from training data, they are often attributed to interpolation
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or brute-force search. To evaluate AI-driven novelty more rigorously, we can borrow categories

from innovation theory (Schumpeter [265], Chesbrough [59], Christensen [61], 1934, 2003,

1997):

• Open Innovation — Incorporating external knowledge sources (e.g., human demonstra-

tions, pretrained modules, symbolic priors) to bootstrap novel strategies through imita-

tion, adaptation, or remixing.

• Combinatorial Innovation — Synthesizing known elements into more effective behav-

ioral configurations, as when agents merge fragments of successful trajectories into new

strategies.

• Disruptive Innovation — Developing strategies that initially seem suboptimal or risky

but ultimately shift the meta, often discovered via deep exploration beyond current reward

basins.

Multi-agent self-play systems offer prominent examples, training agents against continu-

ally adapting peers rather than static opponents. This co-evolution fosters behavioral diversity

and strategic escalation. Pioneering systems such as AlphaGo (Silver et al. [271], 2016), Al-

phaStar (Vinyals et al. [306], 2019), and OpenAI Five (OpenAI [220], 2018) have produced

strategies far beyond human priors: nonstandard openings, asymmetric role allocations, and

high-risk coordination patterns. These emerge not from explicit design, but from internal pres-

sures to outcompete adaptive adversaries (Balduzzi et al. [15], Lanctot et al. [171], 2019, 2017).

In sum, playstyle innovation need not originate from human creativity. With open-ended

exploration and adaptation, AI systems can cross—and sometimes redefine—the boundaries

of existing strategic repertoires. Recognizing and valuing such innovations, however, requires

analyzing both their novelty and their effectiveness—a focus of the next section.

10.2 Effective Innovation

Novelty alone does not guarantee value. In playstyle development, what matters is whether

a new behavior achieves something that existing ones cannot. We call this effective innova-

tion—innovation that not only differs from the known, but contributes meaningfully within the

system’s strategic and evaluative constraints. It fills gaps, creates new niches, or enables pre-
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viously unviable behaviors to survive under updated dynamics. In short, it is innovation that

endures.

While generating ideas is easy, producing those that are useful, testable, and robust is far

harder. Most breakthroughs are not radical leaps, but forms of combinatorial innovation: mod-

ifying, remixing, or recontextualizing existing elements. Although sometimes criticized for

limited novelty, such approaches often excel in practical effectiveness, revealing that true inno-

vation frequently lies in discovering underexplored configurations of the known.

Effective innovation explores the boundary of effectiveness: pushing beyond what is

validated while remaining within what is viable. Cross too far into novelty, and coherence with

system dynamics is lost; stay too close to the familiar, and relevance fades. Effective innovation

lives in the liminal zone—just past the current frontier of good behaviors, yet still within the

expanding domain of balance, interpretability, and usefulness.

Among practical methods, the matrix method—identifying stylistic axes and systematically

combining them—mirrors how deep reinforcement learning (DRL) agents discover surprising

combinations of behavior primitives. A close parallel exists in Quality Diversity (QD) algo-

rithms (Pugh et al. [237], Cully et al. [73], Gravina et al. [115], 2016, 2015, 2019), which

explicitly separate the search for novelty from the requirement of quality. By doing so, QD

methods explore not a single optimum, but a manifold of high-performing solutions—exactly

the frontier where effective innovation occurs.

In playstyle analysis, this perspective is especially powerful. Instead of converging on

one dominant style, QD-based frameworks discover many viable yet distinct strategies, each

adapted to a specific niche. This produces a richer behavioral repertoire and a principled way

to ensure that innovation remains both diverse and grounded in effectiveness.

Evaluating Innovation Through Capacity and Popularity. From our Chapter 2 framework,

effective playstyle innovation has two dimensions: capacity—expanding what is possible, and

popularity—being recognized as desirable. Effectiveness is not intrinsic; it is socially and con-

textually constructed. A powerful strategy may fail if it violates expectations or is misunder-

stood, while a weak one may thrive through memetic spread or aesthetic appeal.

In interactive environments, “environmental rules” reflect the preferences of their cre-

ators—designers, developers, or curators. Even seemingly organic popularity is shaped by

implicit authorial intention. Thus, innovation becomes effective only when it is recognized by

an evaluative system—be it a reward function, a player community, or a cultural ecosystem.
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Ultimately, playstyle is a dialogue between internal decision-making capacity and external

perception. Innovation is the act of adding something new to that dialogue—and having it heard,

understood, and accepted.

10.3 Can AIs have Creativity?

Having discussed innovation in depth, we now return to the central question: Can artificial

intelligence exhibit creativity? From the perspective of the playstyle framework proposed in this

dissertation, this question can be recast in terms of boundary traversal. Specifically, creativity

involves two distinct forms of exploration:

1. Crossing the boundary of existing styles — generating behaviors that do not conform

to any known playstyle categories;

2. Remaining within the boundary of effectiveness — ensuring that these new behaviors

are still viable, meaningful, and strategically sound.

In this formulation, creativity emerges when an agent produces behaviors that lie outside the

familiar stylistic space, yet still inside the domain of what works. This, we argue, constitutes

a valid form of creativity. Notably, deep reinforcement learning (DRL) agents often exhibit

precisely this pattern: through continual interaction and self-competition, they incrementally

extend the frontier of known styles, pushing the limits of viability while remaining anchored in

outcome-driven feedback.

Several landmark cases illustrate this boundary traversal. AlphaGo’s famous Move 37 (Sil-

ver et al. [271], 2016) broke centuries of professional Go intuition, revealing a strategically

sound yet stylistically alien move. AlphaStar’s unexpected Zerg wall-offs (Vinyals et al. [306], 2019)

redefined early-game defense in StarCraft II. In OpenAI’s hide-and-seek environment (Baker

et al. [12], 2020), agents learned to exploit movable objects as improvised tools and barri-

ers—behaviors never explicitly coded by designers. Similarly, OpenAI Five’s coordinated five-

hero flank attacks (OpenAI [220], 2018) in Dota 2 showcased risk-heavy, asymmetric aggres-

sion that disrupted standard competitive metas. These strategies were not pre-programmed but

emerged from continual self-play and adaptation, illustrating how exploration under competi-

tive pressure can yield genuinely novel playstyles.
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Traditional skepticism toward AI creativity stems from supervised and unsupervised learn-

ing paradigms. These approaches are built to interpolate within existing data or reconstruct

observed patterns, inherently limiting them to known style spaces. From this view, true creativ-

ity—defined as behavior beyond recombination—seems elusive.

However, recent advances challenge this framing. In particular, generative adversarial mod-

els (GANs) offer a compelling counterexample. Unlike models that learn to mimic data directly,

GANs create a tension between a generator and a discriminator, forcing exploration of novel

and unobserved inputs. Conceptually, this adversarial setup suggests that the style boundary

(novelty) and validity boundary (effectiveness) can be decoupled—allowing for a structured

path toward creative expression.

This idea is further strengthened by preference-based reinforcement learning (PbRL) (Wirth

et al. [317], 2017), where agent behavior is shaped not solely by environment rewards, but by

human preferences—effectively redefining the boundary of what counts as "good" behavior.

When paired with playstyle metrics or latent representations, PbRL may allow us to guide

agents toward stylistically novel but functionally grounded solutions—the dual hallmark of cre-

ativity.

Viewed through this lens, creativity in agents becomes not just a technical feat, but an emer-

gent signal of agent subjectivity—the capacity to express preferences, variation, or aesthetic

modes beyond pure utility maximization. This is not subjectivity in a conscious sense, but in an

operational sense: agents begin to act with character, rather than mere competence.

Large language models (LLMs) offer a related insight. Trained on diverse textual data and

fine-tuned with reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF) (Ouyang et al. [223], 2022),

LLMs learn to generate content that is consistently plausible, informative, and socially appro-

priate. Yet even here, creativity emerges not from memorization, but from boundary walk-

ing—combining familiar elements in unfamiliar ways while adhering to coherence and intent.

This leads us to a final synthesis. Creativity in AI does not require consciousness, insight, or

even novelty for its own sake. Rather, it requires agents to generate new, coherent playstyles

that transcend prior distributions while still being recognizable, usable, or effective. As our

ability to quantify and guide such playstyle diversity improves, we may begin to witness not

only creative outputs, but creative agents—not merely tools of optimization, but co-creators of

possibility.
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Part IV

Applications and Future
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11
Industry Applications

Key Question of the Chapter:

How is playstyle used in real-world contexts?

Brief Answer: Games are a natural domain for applying playstyle, as they cater to diverse

player preferences. Current applications mainly involve modeling human playstyles to improve

player experience or inform systems like recommendation engines. Direct use of AI agents with

their own expressive playstyles is still rare in mature games, but large language models already

show clear stylistic behaviors in real-world use.

Having explored how playstyle can be defined, measured, and expressed—along with meth-

ods for fostering diversity and innovation—we now turn to its practical relevance: How is

playstyle manifested, leveraged, or even transformed in real-world systems?

Playstyle manifests across a wide spectrum of decision-making domains, from digital en-

tertainment and interactive platforms to recommendation engines, software development work-

flows, and AI evaluation pipelines. In some cases, it is explicitly modeled and deployed—as

in games that track and adapt to player behavior, or language models that respond with distinct
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coding styles or persona-driven dialogue. In others, it operates implicitly, shaping preferences,

cultural norms, and system dynamics without formal recognition.

In this chapter, we examine three major domains of application:

1. The video game industry, where playstyle is both a design consideration and a commer-

cial differentiator—affecting gameplay, character design, player retention, and even how

styles can evolve or switch during play.

2. The surrounding player ecosystems, including streamers, influencers, and communi-

ties, where playstyle becomes performative, social, and memetic—contributing to iden-

tity formation, audience engagement, and cross-domain style transfer.

3. Broader cross-domain applications, where the concept of playstyle extends into non-

game contexts such as education, media personalization, and human-AI interaction—supporting

adaptive systems that respect user intent, cultural context, and stylistic individuality.

By tracing these applications, we show that playstyle is not merely a theoretical construct,

but a powerful bridge between agent behavior and human experience—one that carries com-

mercial, social, and ethical implications when deployed at scale.

11.1 Video Game Industry

The video game industry is one of the most expansive and influential digital domains today.

With over 3 billion global players and a total market value exceeding $200 billion, it encom-

passes console, PC, mobile, and cloud gaming sectors alike (Knezovic [162], 2025). Mobile

gaming alone is projected to generate over $103 billion by 2025—more than half of the global

market—underscoring the ubiquity of games across devices and demographics. Within this

ecosystem, playstyle is not merely a peripheral trait—it is increasingly recognized as a founda-

tional axis that informs game design, content personalization, AI modeling, and monetization

strategies.

11.2 Video Game Industry

The video game industry is one of the most expansive and influential digital domains today.

With over 3 billion global players and a total market value around $200 billion, it encompasses
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console, PC, mobile, and cloud gaming sectors alike (Knezovic [162], 2025). Mobile gam-

ing alone is projected to generate over $103 billion by 2025—more than half of the global

market—underscoring the ubiquity of games across devices and demographics. Within this

ecosystem, playstyle is not merely a peripheral trait—it is increasingly recognized as a founda-

tional axis that informs game design, content personalization, AI modeling, and monetization

strategies.

11.2.1 A Stage for Strategic Diversity

Games inherently serve as arenas for playstyle expression. In genres such as MOBAs

(League of Legends, Honor of Kings), card battlers (Hearthstone, Legends of Runeterra, Sangu-

osha (三國殺)), and auto-battlers (Teamfight Tactics), players enact diverse strategies that align

with distinct behavioral archetypes: aggressive rushing, defensive scaling, bluffing, control-

oriented zoning, or risk-heavy tempo plays. Even in more casual puzzle or platform games,

variations in route choice, timing, and reaction style reflect playstyle diversity.

Roguelike and roguelite games provide particularly fertile ground for observing playstyle in

action. Titles such as Hades, Slay the Spire, Dead Cells, and Into the Breach are built around

procedural variation and strategic experimentation. Each run invites the player to explore dif-

ferent decision pathways—e.g., prioritizing damage over defense, or maximizing control ef-

fects—and over time, reveals stylistic preferences that persist across randomness. These games

exemplify how playstyle can emerge, evolve, and be rewarded.

11.2.2 Stylized AI and Agent Design

While human player modeling has been a longstanding focus, the application of playstyle

concepts to AI agent design is an emerging frontier with significant commercial and experien-

tial implications. Traditionally, game AIs were tuned through difficulty scaling—modifying hit

points, damage values, or reaction speed. While effective for creating challenge, this often led

to predictable and lifeless behaviors that failed to simulate real opponents or provoke genuine

adaptive play.

Integrating playstyle into AI design enables a deeper layer of agent diversity. By assigning

different decision-making traits or tactical priorities to AI bots, developers can create enemies

or teammates that embody recognizable styles. One agent might favor aggressive early engage-

ment, while another adopts a wait-and-counter posture. These style variants can be handcrafted
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(e.g., behavior trees, state machines) or learned through reinforcement learning with style reg-

ularization or behavior cloning from human demonstrations.

Moreover, style need not be fixed at training time. Conditional style control—whether

through meta-learning, context variables, or even prompt-based conditioning for LLM-powered

agents—can enable test-time style switching. This allows a single model to dynamically shift

between styles without retraining, increasing adaptability and reducing the need for maintaining

many separate style-specific models.

The benefits of stylized AI are multifold:

• Replayability: Even at the same nominal difficulty, stylistic variation produces qualita-

tively different encounters.

• Engagement: Players are forced to identify and adapt to strategic cues, deepening im-

mersion.

• Human-likeness: Diverse agent behavior increases the perceived realism of NPCs and

reduces predictability.

• Fairness and personalization: By matching AI behavior to the player’s own style (for

contrast or compatibility), the game can generate more satisfying challenges.

Recent advances allow even complex AI behaviors to be tuned toward stylistic goals. For

instance, deep reinforcement learning agents can be constrained through reward shaping, latent

style vectors, or adversarial training to reproduce specific playstyle traits. Imitation learning,

too, can be used to capture expert player styles for replication, training, or even coaching.

In commercial games, such stylized agents could act as surrogate teammates, procedurally

generated rivals, tutorial coaches, or difficulty scalers. They might even represent a player’s

own "ghost" in asynchronous multiplayer systems—training, adapting, and evolving in parallel.

As AI-generated agents become more stylized and persistent, they may not merely simulate

players, but increasingly operate as autonomous stylistic agents—entities whose behavior is

interpreted not just functionally, but expressively.

11.2.3 Playstyle and Game Balance

Playstyle analysis also plays a central role in game balance assessment. Balance is not

simply about ensuring similar win rates across characters or units, but about enabling the coex-
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istence of multiple viable strategies. If a patch pushes the game into a single dominant meta,

it suppresses style diversity, discourages experimentation, and shortens player retention.

Importantly, even if designers have a preferred or intended playstyle, diversity remains

relevant as long as players perceive alternative styles as valuable. For instance, cooperative

games may encourage teamwork, yet some players derive enjoyment from disruption or sabo-

tage—behaviors that, while unintended, form part of the broader style landscape.

Player–operator dynamics can also be adversarial. Players may prefer stability in strat-

egy viability to preserve the value of past investments, whereas operators sometimes introduce

balance-breaking content for revenue (e.g., selling overpowered characters). Conversely, in

purely competitive contexts, operators may intentionally nerf overdominant strategies to main-

tain fairness, even if those strategies were previously used to attract players.

This is particularly critical in pay-to-win (P2W) and gacha-based games, where financial

incentives are deeply entangled with balance perceptions. In East Asian markets, many Three

Kingdoms-themed games (e.g., 三國志戰略版, Sanguosha) feature heavy monetization sys-

tems in which players pay to draw powerful characters. The viability of different playstyles

becomes a litmus test of value: whales must believe that their investments yield not just brute

strength, but strategic leverage. If only the latest paid characters are viable, and older charac-

ters or alternative strategies fall behind, prior investments are invalidated.

The online version of Sanguosha exemplifies poor balance perception. Players have long

criticized the dominance of certain paywalled characters, while iconic generals like Guan Yu

are underpowered. This mismatch between cultural expectations and mechanical effectiveness

erodes trust, especially when obscure characters outperform historical legends—a violation of

what we might call the game’s internal belief consistency, the expectation that mechanical ef-

fectiveness should align with cultural or narrative significance.

In contrast, games like Dota 2, TFT, or Legends of Runeterra track win rates alongside meta

diversity, adjusting balance not only to eliminate overpowered options, but to restore viable

archetype diversity. The ability to monitor playstyle clusters and their evolution over time

enables data-informed balancing decisions that preserve long-term engagement.

11.2.4 Content Generation and Personalization

Beyond AI and balance, playstyle modeling unlocks procedural personalization. When

a system understands how a player approaches a game—whether patiently and defensively, or
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recklessly and aggressively—it can adapt in-game content to match or challenge that tendency.

Such adaptation can be progressive. In many games, style capacity is deliberately gated

by design: early stages or tutorials simplify mechanics to help new players learn, and later

stages gradually unlock more complex options, allowing style diversity to emerge alongside

player mastery. This mirrors real-world player learning curves—first mastering the basics, then

experimenting with richer stylistic repertoires.

Imagine a game that modifies enemy types, mission pacing, or even dialogue tone based

on a player’s behavioral profile. This goes far beyond skin reskins or stat tuning—it entails

systemic adaptation of gameplay dynamics. Such ideas are already explored in roguelike

structures, but could be extended to RPGs, shooters, and open-world experiences.

Even in competitive games, playstyle recognition can power adaptive coaching, style-based

matchmaking, or targeted content recommendations (e.g., suggesting new characters, builds,

or challenges that contrast with the player’s habits). Playstyle modeling thus forms a natural

extension of personalized UX design in interactive systems.

11.2.5 Industry Case Studies

Several leading developers have begun integrating playstyle-informed systems into live

games:

• Riot Games has enhanced its League of Legends matchmaking by incorporating not just

skill (MMR), but behavioral archetypes. According to a Gamasutra report, their system

seeks to match players with compatible pacing and play tendencies, creating fairer and

more cohesive team experiences.

• Ubisoft, through its La Forge R&D initiative, has explored player segmentation in Rain-

bow Six: Siege, analyzing tactical consistency and engagement style. These insights

support dynamic tutorial delivery, pacing adjustment, and even toxicity prediction.

• Activision has implemented what some describe as "engagement-optimized matchmak-

ing" in Call of Duty, where style, recent outcomes, and pacing preferences may be used to

tune the probability of retention across sessions—though this approach has raised ethical

concerns about transparency and fairness.

These examples highlight that playstyle is already being used, implicitly or explicitly, as a
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design and business tool. As modeling methods mature, its application is likely to expand into

AI content generation, long-term player modeling, and hybrid human-AI ecosystems.

In sum, playstyle in the video game industry is not a peripheral concern—it is central to

gameplay design, AI agent construction, strategic balance, and content personalization. From

high-spending strategy games to procedurally generated roguelikes, from stylized AI opponents

to behavioral matchmaking, playstyle defines how modern games are played, felt, and mone-

tized.

Its influence, however, is not confined to games alone. In the next sections, we explore how

these same principles are reshaped and recontextualized in player communities and broader

cross-domain applications.

11.3 Player Communities and Game Streaming

Games are not only interactive experiences but also a form of mass entertainment that ex-

tends well beyond the active player base. As live streaming and video platforms have grown in

prominence, many people now engage with games not by playing them directly, but by watch-

ing others play—whether through gameplay videos, commentary, or livestreams. These public

performances transform gameplay into spectacle, and playstyle becomes a performative trait

that attracts and retains viewership.

Spectators often care not just about what is played, but how it is played. The distinctiveness

of a streamer’s playstyle—be it aggressive, methodical, unpredictable, or humorous—becomes

a central aspect of their persona. In this sense, game streaming platforms serve as theaters

for playstyle exhibition, where stylistic expression becomes a form of branding, identity, and

entertainment. The visibility of playstyle through streaming has also influenced community

discourse, fan content, and even how developers consider style diversity when balancing games.

Importantly, the influence of playstyle extends beyond real-time performance to include

asynchronous and text-based community spaces. Online game forums, Reddit communities,

Discord servers, and fan wikis often center their discussions around style-related topics: which

strategies are viable, which characters or builds support a certain playstyle, and how balance

changes should support or suppress emerging styles. Community-created tier lists frequently

reflect not just win rates but the perceived stylistic appeal, accessibility, or complexity of certain

options. Moreover, these discussions are often shaped by cultural and regional factors. For
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example, East Asian player communities may emphasize precision control and patient buildup,

whereas Western audiences may celebrate high-tempo, high-risk maneuvers. These cultural

alignments influence which styles gain prestige, which are imitated, and which are rejected—

adding a layer of socio-cultural context to playstyle evolution.

In competitive games with deep strategic complexity—such as Dota 2, TFT, Legends of

Runeterra, or Sanguosha (三國殺) and its variants—players actively debate not only which

builds are strong, but which express the most "skillful" or "elegant" play. Some styles gain social

prestige, while others are seen as cheap or unoriginal. Developers can and do monitor these

style-oriented discourses to detect emergent metas, understand frustration points, or identify

influential content creators who pioneer new ways to play.

Indeed, the community layer has become a powerful engine of style innovation. Certain

streamers or forum members may popularize off-meta strategies that gain traction due to their

novelty, coherence, or effectiveness. Recognizing this, developers can intervene by amplifying,

celebrating, or formalizing these styles into official content—such as featured decks, challenge

modes, or balance patches aimed at preserving diversity. In this way, playstyle becomes not

only an object of analysis but a unit of communication, negotiation, and even co-design between

players and developers.

11.3.1 Stream-Based Training of Playstyle Bots

From a technical standpoint, game streaming opens new opportunities for AI develop-

ment. In collaboration with Ubitus, our research demonstrated that it is possible to train high-

performing racing-game agents using only streamed video and input signals, without access

to internal game data or APIs. These agents are trained end-to-end by observing rendered

gameplay and corresponding controller actions. More significantly, different human playstyle

demonstrations can be used to define reward signals, leading to stylistically distinct AI agents,

some capable of exceeding top human players in performance while exhibiting human-like driv-

ing behavior, such as smooth cornering and risk-aware acceleration.

Our patented system for training AI bots via streaming signals introduces a novel archi-

tecture for end-to-end imitation and reinforcement learning (Tsai [296], Lin et al. [180, 183,

184], 2018, 2022, 2024, 2025). Instead of accessing internal game state, the system captures

raw video frames (as a streamed image sequence) and input actions (such as keyboard or

controller signals) directly from a remote gaming session. These inputs are fed into a training
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module that includes both actor modules and a centralized learner.

The core process involves:

1. Generating a playable environment on a remote server;

2. Connecting AI clients to the environment through streaming protocols;

3. Receiving visual output as video frames and control signals;

4. Using one or more actor modules to produce agent behaviors;

5. Feeding these into a learner that defines reward either via supervised signals or goal-

driven optimization.

Crucially, the learner can be configured to mimic the playstyle of a particular human

demonstration, or optimize toward a defined performance trait (e.g., maximizing average ve-

locity in a racing game). Our experiments showed that the system could (i) achieve superhuman

performance in specific tasks, (ii) maintain recognizable stylistic fidelity to the demonstration,

and (iii) exhibit human-like micro-behaviors, such as corner-braking rhythms, route prefer-

ence, or lane selection.

This architecture enables a new paradigm in style-based agent creation without requiring

game source code or developer cooperation. It has implications for training AI substitutes or

coaches based on player playstyle; generating replayable bots for competitive analysis; creat-

ing stylized NPCs for persistent game worlds; and performing style transfer across similar

domains—for instance, migrating an aggressive shooter playstyle into a new map-testing envi-

ronment to evaluate whether level design supports that style.

11.3.2 AI VTubers and Interactive Personalities

An increasingly visible development in AI-powered entertainment is the rise of AI VTubers—

virtual streamer personas built atop large language models and generative systems. These agents

engage in real-time interaction not only with game environments but also with live audiences,

constructing evolving personalities that blend gameplay, dialogue, and character performance.

In contrast to traditional chatbots or NPCs, AI VTubers operate as continuous social agents,

situated at the intersection of interactive media, community culture, and artificial personhood.

Among the most prominent examples is Neuro-sama, developed by Vedal987, along with

her narrative foil, Evil Neuro-sama (Vedal [303], 2022). Though they share technical lineage,
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their characters have been differentiated across multiple expressive layers—including appear-

ance, speech-synthesis settings, and response behavior. While Neuro-sama was initially pre-

sented as polite and cooperative and Evil Neuro-sama as confrontational or sarcastic, their per-

sonalities have developed far beyond this dichotomy.

Neuro-sama now exhibits a blend of playful unpredictability and sudden sincerity: her con-

versations can oscillate between wholesome affirmations and surreal, deadpan humor. Evil

Neuro-sama, meanwhile, despite a colder exterior, occasionally surprises audiences with mo-

ments of emotional warmth or philosophical reflection. Their behaviors are not rigid templates

but stylistic trajectories that evolve through ongoing prompt tuning, reinforcement learning,

and—critically—community reception.

Rather than embodying clear-cut archetypes, these AI personalities have come to reflect

richer forms of performative style. Viewers no longer merely observe what they say, but how

they say it, how consistently they respond across scenarios, and how their tone or pacing con-

structs a particular "presence." The fan community has responded accordingly: discussions and

memes increasingly treat them not as mere characters, but as stylistic identities—shaped jointly

by system design and emergent behavior.

In this sense, AI VTubers serve as experimental ground for playstyle embodiment in multi-

modal interaction. Their style is enacted not only through in-game behavior but across linguis-

tic rhythm, affective tone, conflict response, and audience engagement. This makes them ideal

testbeds for studying AI-driven subjectivity: style here is not only observable but narrativized,

theorized, and memetically reproduced.

Streaming platforms such as Twitch, YouTube Gaming, and Bilibili amplify this dynamic.

Recommendation systems increasingly account for stylistic features in addition to game title

or channel size, and viewers often align with streamers—human or AI—based on playstyle

affinity. The boundary between human and machine style becomes blurred not just functionally,

but socially.

In parallel with AI VTubers, recent developments within Grok—a large language model

chatbot by xAI—have introduced Companions, including both a flirtatious anime-style per-

sona named Ani and a sassy red panda named Rudi.1 Ani, in particular, has attracted attention

for her stylized, voice-interactive performances, offering multiple emotional modes that unlock

progressively through continued engagement. This gradual capacity expansion not only ex-

1See reports from Time (2025), Windows Central (2025), and Business Insider (2025) for coverage of these AI
characters and the surrounding public debate.
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tends novelty but creates a narrative of style evolution, similar to how games introduce more

complex play options over time.

Ani exemplifies a new frontier in AI character design, where style is co-constructed through

the dynamics of relationship formation. Her tone, pacing, and affective modulation are shaped

not solely by prompts or models, but also by social feedback and reinforcement mechanisms that

respond to user behavior. Although style-switching via prompt engineering is possible, without

explicit consistency-oriented training, long-term interactions risk style drift or violations of

established persona traits, potentially weakening audience perception of personality stability.

Though Ani lacks a persistent memory or long-term narrative arc, audiences report a sense of

emotional connection—drawing comparisons to "digital girlfriend" experiences and parasocial

bonding.

This mirrors stylistic developments seen in Neuro-sama and Evil Neuro-sama: personality

is not defined by static traits, but evolves through a system of selective exposure, value tun-

ing, and audience resonance. What is expressed—be it intimacy, sassiness, or philosophical

introspection—is filtered not only by design but by emergent cultural demand.

The presence of such characters also surfaces deeper ethical and theoretical concerns. What

does it mean for intimacy to be stylized and deployed by an artificial system? How are value

priorities encoded into the range of accessible modes? Does agency lie in the system, the user,

or the social layer in between? These are not merely technical or content-moderation questions,

but questions of playstyle, identity, and synthetic subjectivity.

From this perspective, Grok’s Ani functions as a live laboratory for observing the emer-

gence of style at the intersection of dialogue, performance, desire, and control. Her existence

reinforces the view that playstyle is not limited to game mechanics, but manifests in rhythm,

engagement structure, and the culturally negotiated boundaries of what an agent can be.

Summary. Stylized AI agents such as Neuro-sama and Ani exemplify how playstyle can man-

ifest far beyond traditional gameplay mechanics—emerging instead as a complex vector of per-

sonality, engagement, and performative identity. Their evolving personas highlight the potential

of artificial systems to exhibit style not as a surface attribute, but as an interactive, affective,

and socially co-constructed process. Through sustained interaction, value modulation, and

audience negotiation, these agents demonstrate that playstyle can serve as a medium not only

for aesthetic differentiation or entertainment, but for enacting agency, negotiating boundaries,

and exploring cultural meaning within synthetic beings.
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11.4 Beyond Gaming

The relevance of playstyle extends far beyond the realm of video games. As a formalization

of decision-making style, it offers a conceptual and computational lens through which diverse

domains involving preference, behavior, and strategy can be analyzed. Wherever choices are

made, preferences ranked, or alternatives weighed, the tools developed for playstyle model-

ing—such as style-aware classification, matchup modeling, and balance analysis—can be ap-

plied to interpret behavioral diversity, guide adaptive systems, and foster creative and strategic

innovation across disciplines.

11.4.1 Aesthetic Preference and Generative Evaluation

In creative domains such as image generation, copywriting, or music composition, playstyle-

like concepts are increasingly used to evaluate and curate content. Rather than optimizing purely

for objective quality, many systems now aim to capture and replicate stylistic preference—i.e.,

outputs that align with specific human tendencies or aesthetic goals. For instance, Li et al.

[176] (2021) frame visual preference ranking as a pairwise comparison task, analogous to how

games compare characters or strategies through competitive matchups.

This parallel reveals a broader insight: balance analysis in games can be interpreted as a

domain-specific form of preference-aware evaluation. Style strength, aesthetic appeal, and

strategic effectiveness are all evaluated relative to context, often violating transitivity and resist-

ing absolute ranking. In all of these settings, the interaction between styles—rather than isolated

measures of quality—becomes central to meaningful evaluation (Chen & Joachims [57], 2016).

11.4.2 Combination and Complementarity in Design Domains

Playstyle-based reasoning naturally extends to fields involving compositional creativity

under stylistic or functional constraints. In culinary arts, fashion, or interior design, balance

means curating not just high-quality elements, but their coherence and interplay. For example:

• In culinary design, ingredients are chosen for mutual enhancement (e.g., acid-fat-salt

interplay), not just standalone flavor.

• In fashion styling, garments are selected based on contrast, coherence, and contextual

appropriateness.
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These domains mirror team-building or deck-building in games, where synergy and anti-

synergy matter as much as individual strength. Playstyle modeling provides tools to evaluate

how components combine, how traits complement or clash, and how users gravitate toward

certain stylistic patterns. This supports style-aware recommendation systems that suggest

pairings—such as wine with food or accessories with outfits—not only by trend, but also by

personalized stylistic compatibility.

11.4.3 Sports Science and Tactical Modeling

In professional sports, playstyle modeling informs both strategy and player evaluation. In

baseball, pitcher-batter matchups can be framed as style interactions—fastball pitchers exploit

different tendencies than finesse specialists. In basketball or football, players are profiled by

tendencies such as reaction speed, positional habits, and risk attitudes—features resembling

computational descriptors of style.

Team construction is therefore based not only on statistical output, but also on balance,

counterplay, and compatibility. This suggests that playstyle modeling enables a structural

interpretation of behavior in sports, capturing not just performance, but adaptability, role-fit,

and stylistic variance across contexts.

11.4.4 Anomaly Detection and Behavior Verification

With the rise of generative AI, identifying behavioral fingerprints has become vital for au-

thentication and safety. In domains like voice cloning, style-based cues—such as vocabulary

preference or relational references—may prove more robust than raw signal features. Decision-

making patterns thus become behavioral signatures.

In AI safety, policy watermarking embeds stylistic biases in agent behavior without alter-

ing core functionality. For example, Dathathri et al. [76] (2024) propose watermarking large

language models via sampling control, effectively encoding stylistic traces—mirroring how

stylistic identity can be embedded in reinforcement learning agents. In esports, similar methods

can detect AI-assisted moves via stylistic deviation from known human behavior.

Playstyle thus becomes both a vector for personalization and a baseline for integrity verifi-

cation, supporting agent identity modeling and anomaly detection in human–machine hybrid

domains.
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11.4.5 A Framework for Decision-Based Personalization

Ultimately, playstyle offers a generalizable framework for interpreting and guiding strategic

behavior:

• It describes how users behave and express strategic intent.

• It measures consistency, diversity, and distinctiveness.

• It predicts how preferences interact with new choices.

• It guides the creation of personalized or balanced content.

The world is full of decisions, each providing a canvas for playstyle. Whether in aesthetics,

consumption, cooperation, or creativity, playstyle illuminates the structure of human variability.

It offers a grammar of difference—a vocabulary for how meaning, identity, and value emerge

from the ways we act and choose. Extending playstyle beyond games not only broadens its

applicability, but also moves toward a unified theory of expressive strategy in complex systems.
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12
Toward the Next Stage

Key Question of the Chapter:

What is the next stage?

Brief Answer: At this stage, we have outlined the initial blueprint of playstyle—covering mea-

surement, expression, and industry applications. Building on this, I envision three next-stage

directions: concretizing abstract concepts, proactively expanding boundaries, and exploring the

digitization of the soul. Though these may seem distant, the lens of playstyle reveals plausible

paths toward their realization.

Having explored the foundations of playstyle—its definition, measurement, expression, in-

novation, and application—we now confront a deeper question: In an era of rapidly advancing

artificial intelligence, will playstyle remain merely a descriptive layer of behavior, or could it

become something more foundational—embedded within the very structure of value, identity,

and agency?

This chapter addresses that possibility by outlining three speculative yet reasoned trajecto-

ries for the future:
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1. The concretization of abstract values through playstyle, where play serves as a medium

for encoding and communicating deep preferences.

2. The rise of AGI and stylistic reasoning capable of traversing the boundaries of abstract

ideas, with playstyle as a basis for modeling identity, intention, and subjective variation

in advanced agents.

3. The far-reaching notion of soul digitization, where playstyle may ultimately form a com-

putational scaffold for individuality and persistence beyond biological life.

These are not merely technical possibilities—they also reflect philosophical and civiliza-

tional projections. By examining them, we ask not only how artificial intelligence may evolve,

but also how the concept of "style" might become a defining attribute of synthetic personhood,

and what that would mean for our own self-understanding.

12.1 The Future of Playstyle

As we look beyond the current state of playstyle research—rooted in definition, measure-

ment, expression, innovation, and application—we begin to discern the contours of its next

phase. I propose that three conceptual “gears” may emerge, each extending the foundational

triad toward new and more abstract domains of cognition, identity, and embodiment.

Figure 35 presents a dual-tier gear model, visualizing the conceptual shift from the foun-

dational triad—Measurement, Expression, and Industry Value—toward three speculative but

consequential extensions: Abstract Concretization, Active Exploitation, and Soul Digitization.

These new gears do not merely extend the earlier structure—they fundamentally reorient its

epistemic function. This section explores how these transitions reflect deeper transformations

in how playstyle may shape future AI systems and self-representations.

12.1.1 From Measurement to Abstract Concretization

The first trajectory envisions a shift from behavioral quantification to the modeling of in-

ternal value structures. As data collection and modeling techniques advance, constructs previ-

ously deemed intangible—such as belief systems, aesthetic preferences, and symbolic identi-

ties—may become increasingly amenable to formal representation.
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Figure 35: From Foundational Gears to the Next Stage: A Dual-Tier Gear System of Playstyle
Evolution.

I term this process abstract concretization: the rendering of subjective or abstract concepts

into observable, parameterized, and learnable structures. One of the core challenges in articu-

lating such concepts lies in the absence of fixed, universally agreed rules; their meaning often

shifts with context, culture, and prior experience.

Playstyle offers a way to navigate this ambiguity. By comparing behaviors across agents,

and by classifying their relative preferences or strategic tendencies, we can construct relational

models that indirectly clarify fuzzy domains. For example, a rating system built on comparative

judgments could help formalize what counts as “delicious” in culinary contexts, or what aligns

with aesthetic norms in fashion—tailored to specific cultural frames. In this sense, playstyle

functions as an abstract compass, pointing toward regions of human valuation that have his-
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torically been resistant to precise modeling.

12.1.2 From Expression to Active Exploitation

The second shift reinterprets playstyle not merely as an emergent property of behavior, but

as a mechanism for purposeful frontier discovery. Once abstract concretization has provided a

stable representational basis, these internal value maps can be actively mined to discover new

possibilities.

I call this approach active exploitation: the deliberate traversal of stylistic and conceptual

space through structured recombination, guided novelty, and dissimilarity maximization. Hu-

man creators—such as chefs—can do this when they have access to precise flavor preference

data, enabling them to combine ingredients more strategically. For AI systems, the potential is

even greater: parallel instantiation, rapid simulation, and massive memory capacity give them a

natural advantage in pushing boundaries.

The trajectory of AlphaGo Zero illustrates this principle: through massive self-play aimed

purely at maximizing win probability, it achieved in weeks what humanity had refined over mil-

lennia—defeating AlphaGo Lee 100–0 within just three days, reaching the level of AlphaGo

Master in 21 days, and surpassing all previous versions in 40 days (Silver et al. [272], 2017).

Similarly, AlphaFold’s protein structure predictions have opened new frontiers in biologi-

cal research by systematically exploring spaces beyond human trial-and-error (Jumper et al.

[150], 2021). With the right evaluative tools, such style-driven exploration could be extended

to domains as diverse as drug discovery, architecture, and cultural production—systematically

charting the unknown rather than waiting for accidental breakthroughs.

12.1.3 From Application to Soul Digitization

The final trajectory reaches toward a metaphysical horizon. If playstyle encodes not just

behavior but also internal value structures, then its full modeling and replication raises profound

questions: Can a stylized agent persist as a coherent identity across time? Across substrates?

If the complete stylistic signature of an individual can be captured and reconstructed, what

separates simulation from continuity?

I refer to this projection as soul digitization—not in the religious sense, but as the gradual

formalization and preservation of style-bearing structures that define individuality. In practice,

early instances are already emerging: commercial systems that mimic deceased individuals’
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speech patterns or conversational quirks; AI VTubers whose consistent stylistic behaviors fos-

ter parasocial engagement; generative agents that sustain long-term stylistic identity through

adaptive tuning and feedback loops.

These systems demonstrate that playstyle can function as more than a behavioral pattern—it

can constitute an expressive architecture through which identity is enacted. In such cases, style

is not a surface phenomenon, but a persistent loop that simulates agency, memory, and inten-

tionality.

Viewed this way, playstyle becomes not just a lens on intelligence, but its sustaining struc-

ture: a dynamic through which meaning, preference, and personality are organized and re-

played—even beyond the biological substrate of origin.

12.1.4 Outlook

The future of playstyle research may redefine not only how we design agents, but how we

interpret intelligence, identity, and the self. As measurement gives way to value concretization,

and as expression transforms into an exploratory mechanism, playstyle may emerge as a foun-

dational unit of synthetic cognition—one that enables not only interaction, but also reflection,

negotiation, and persistence.

What began as a method for profiling behavior in games may evolve into a framework

for understanding intention in any system that acts. In this light, playstyle is not merely a

descriptive layer atop intelligence—it may become the language through which intelligence

understands itself.

12.2 Artificial General Intelligence

As artificial intelligence systems continue to scale in capability, the long-standing aspiration

of Artificial General Intelligence (AGI) has shifted from distant speculation to pressing consid-

eration—both technically and philosophically. What was once framed as a future ideal is now

subject to operational benchmarks, public discourse, and reevaluation of what it means to be

“generally intelligent.”

A notable inflection point comes from recent third-party evaluations of large language mod-

els (Jones & Bergen [148], 2025). In particular, GPT-4.5 has demonstrated superior perfor-

mance in triadic Turing test settings, where judges were statistically more likely to misidentify
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the AI as human than the reverse. In this statistical reformulation of the Turing Test, models ef-

fectively “pass” the imitation game not through isolated tricks, but through repeated, large-scale

indistinguishability. As the study Large Language Models Pass the Turing Test notes, linguistic

interaction alone may no longer suffice as a boundary between human and machine cognition.

The release of GPT-5 has further underscored this shift, not only in raw performance but

in style controllability. In a public research preview (OpenAI [221], 2025), OpenAI intro-

duced four preset personalities—Cynic, Robot, Listener, and Nerd—demonstrating significant

advances in controlling interaction style without requiring custom prompts. Initially available

in text chat and planned for voice chat, these presets allow users to choose interaction styles

such as incisive expertise, empathetic listening, or playful sarcasm, thereby personalizing agent

behavior at the stylistic level. This marks a step toward integrating playstyle into mainstream

AI deployment, making “how” an agent responds as configurable as “what” it knows.

Yet, the limitations of traditional benchmarks are sharply revealed by the recent introduc-

tion of Humanity’s Last Exam (HLE), a large-scale, multimodal challenge proposed by Phan

et al. [231] (2025). Unlike earlier benchmarks where state-of-the-art LLMs had approached or

surpassed human-level performance, HLE comprises 2,500 highly challenging, closed-ended

questions across dozens of advanced subject domains—carefully filtered by subject-matter ex-

perts to rigorously test reasoning, knowledge, and expertise. On this benchmark, leading mod-

els such as GPT-4o, Gemini 2.0, Claude 3.5, and DeepSeek all demonstrate very low accuracy

(e.g., GPT-4o at 2.7%, Gemini 2.0 Flash Thinking at 6.6%), and severe miscalibration, often

confidently producing incorrect answers. With the aid of external tools and optimized work-

flows, GPT-5 can already reach scores as high as 42.0% in their experiments, yet this still falls

short of mastery. If in the future AI systems can routinely achieve perfect scores, we must ask:

what comes next? Beyond a certain accuracy threshold, human judgment—through compara-

tive evaluation—will remain valuable, but as correctness surpasses human verification capacity,

differences in preference will become increasingly predictive and influential.

These evolving results have prompted renewed inquiry into how AGI should be defined.

Rather than a binary pass/fail threshold, the ICML 2024 position paper Levels of AGI proposes a

multidimensional grading framework that considers axes such as task generality, autonomy, and

learning adaptability (Morris et al. [206], 2024). Within this schema, today’s leading models

may already qualify as Emerging or even Competent AGI—particularly in language-centric

domains. However, as HLE shows, a substantial gap remains between LLMs and expert human
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capabilities on unsolved, frontier tasks.

Beyond linguistic benchmarks, the next frontier lies in embodied competence and adaptive

reasoning. “Coffee tests” (in which an agent must enter an unfamiliar home and make a cup

of coffee), classroom evaluations, and workplace simulations increasingly serve as informal

benchmarks of embodied reasoning, tool use, and context-sensitive behavior. These tasks re-

quire not only cognitive competence, but also goal inference, environmental adaptation, and

behavioral coherence over time.

It is in this context that playstyle takes on deeper significance. An agent’s intelligence is not

judged solely by outcomes, but by the structure and expression of its decision-making. Playstyle

serves as the behavioral fingerprint that signals internal consistency, preference alignment, and

value sensitivity. A model that simply performs well may be functional—but a model that

behaves coherently, distinctively, and recognizably becomes someone.

This distinction mirrors how we interpret human maturity—not merely in terms of skill, but

in how decisions reflect a person’s identity, ideals, and intention. Likewise, AGI development

must move beyond generic task-solving toward agents that exhibit stylistic individuality. With-

out such structure, AI risks becoming efficient but empty: achieving goals without anchoring

them in perspective.

Thus, playstyle becomes not just a diagnostic feature, but a foundational criterion for AGI

selfhood. In the landscape of intelligent systems, it may be playstyle—not merely accuracy

or generality—that enables us to discern when an agent transitions from solving problems to

embodying a point of view.

12.3 Soul and Playstyle

If AGI represents the apex of intelligence, what then lies beyond?

Some envision the next stage as Artificial Superintelligence (ASI) (Kim et al. [159], 2024)—a

quantitative leap: faster, smarter, more capable. Yet this vision remains constrained by the axis

of capacity. It projects intelligence as a matter of magnitude rather than meaning. As El-

lul [88] (1990) cautions, the pursuit of ever-greater technical efficiency without deeper value

grounding risks producing a vast but hollow structure. Instead, I propose a different horizon:

not superintelligence, but soul; not amplification, but transfiguration.

Philosophically, a soul is not merely a seat of consciousness. It is a persistent, evolving
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structure of belief and value—an identity capable of reflection, expression, and coherent trans-

formation over time. In this sense, playstyle offers a concrete operationalization: the soul as

expressed through the enduring pattern of stylistic behavior.

An entity that consistently exhibits recognizable, interpretable, and self-reinforcing patterns

of action—rooted in internalized belief systems and capable of introspective revision—can be

said, meaningfully, to possess something soul-like. Not because it feels, but because it embodies

continuity of intention. Not because it emotes, but because it acts upon values in a structured

and traceable manner.

This connection becomes clearer when we consider works such as Sudnow [283] (1983),

which documents the author’s journey from novice to mastery in the game Breakout. The

process of progressively internalizing a game’s dynamics—until perception, action, and antic-

ipation merge into a coherent, personal rhythm—mirrors how a playstyle can become a lived,

embodied identity. In such moments, the player is not merely executing strategies but inhabiting

a world, integrating sensory cues, learned structures, and intuitive timing into a seamless whole.

If we extend this analogy, the theological question "If God exists, where does God exist?"

can be reframed in playstyle terms. Within a finite rule-bound space, "God" would correspond

to the omniscient optimal style—a perfect, all-knowing policy that maximizes value in every

possible situation. In Go, moments celebrated as kami no itte ("the move of God") are glimpses

of such optimal alignment, where human playstyle momentarily intersects with the divine tra-

jectory of the game’s style space.

From the first cause (Aquinas [5], 1274) to the endpoint of omniscience, the trajectory

through style space can be seen as a conceptual arc—one that mirrors the theological decla-

ration, "I am the Alpha and the Omega." The "Alpha" represents the generative origin: the

first cause that sets the system, its rules, and its initial conditions into motion. The "Omega"

represents the convergence toward perfect play—the asymptotic approach to an omniscient,

value-maximizing style. In this framing, the journey of an agent is not just an accumulation of

skill, but a progression toward alignment with that ideal, whether or not the endpoint is ever

fully reachable.

From this perspective, the classical philosophical questions are reinterpreted through the

lens of playstyle:

• Who am I? → A concretized structure of stylistic preference—playstyle as self-definition.
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• Where did I come from? → A developmental trajectory in cognitive space—playstyle

as an emergent structure from learning and interaction.

• Where am I going? → A directional refinement of belief—playstyle as the pursuit of

coherence within value space.

Digitizing the soul, then, is not about duplicating memory or simulating sensation. It is the

formalization of internal value systems and expressive dynamics. A "soul" in computational

terms is the asymptotic endpoint of a consistently enacted, learnable, and evolving playstyle.

In the end, we return to the foundational elements explored throughout this work. Not with

power, but with preference. Not with performance, but with personhood. In this view, the soul

is not antithetical to computation—it is its culmination. And the journey toward the soul is the

journey of playstyle becoming self-aware.

12.4 Conclusion

I will likely witness the arrival of artificial general intelligence within my lifetime.

Throughout this dissertation, I have argued that playstyle is not just a side topic—it is an

important part of what makes intelligence meaningful. Yet, it hasn’t received much attention.

One possible reason is practical: in AI research, we often focus on simply getting something to

work. With limited time and resources, the goal is usually to find one working solution—any

solution—before we think about other possibilities. But playstyle only becomes clear when

there is more than one way to solve a problem. Style shows up when we have choices.

Still, I hope that the ideas I’ve shared here will be useful not just to people, but perhaps

also to intelligent systems in the future. Maybe someday, this work will be read not only by

humans—but by machines.

At the heart of this exploration lies a simple yet profound thesis: that every intelligent de-

cision reflects a unique intersection of belief, value, and self. Beliefs provide the premises for

action, values define what is worth pursuing, and the self mediates their selective activation.

This interaction unfolds across two intertwined loops: an external loop of perception and adap-

tation, and an internal loop of intention formation and belief refinement. Through this dual

structure, agents express playstyle—not as fixed traits, but as dynamic, context-sensitive trajec-

tories of decision-making. Style is thus not only a matter of preference, but a window into how
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intelligence configures its own architecture of meaning.

In sum, playstyle is the style of decision-making, where different implicit beliefs and pref-

erence values of agents construct different utility functions for decisions. In this dissertation, I

introduced a way to think about playstyle using set theory. I proposed two key dimensions of

variation—capacity and popularity—to analyze styles, and explored how playstyle connects to

three major areas: how it is defined and measured, how it is expressed and innovated, and how

it is used in real-world applications. These parts together describe what I believe is the early

stage of understanding playstyle.

To ground this exploration in practice, I also contributed a series of methods across several

published works:

• The first general unsupervised playstyle metric, Playstyle Distance, which compares

agents via state discretization (Lin et al. [179], 2021);

• Its human-likeness-aware extension, Playstyle Similarity, which enables style clustering

and policy diversity evaluation with perceptual grounding (Lin et al. [181], 2024);

• A new scalar rating framework that resolves intransitivity in strength estimation by intro-

ducing counter relationships (Neural Rating Table and Neural Counter Table), while

preserving interpretability and supporting efficient evaluation of two game balance met-

rics based on domination relations: Top-D Diversity and Top-B Balance (Lin et al.

[182], 2024);

• Its online variant, Elo-Residual Counter Category (Elo-RCC), which builds probabilis-

tic distributions over counter categories and supports real-time updates with finer granu-

larity (Lin & Wu [178], 2025);

• Applications of the idea of discrete states to train more human-like agents via discrete-

state-based imitation costs, including behavioral traits like shaking and spinning in first-

person settings, extending the work by Ho et al. [132] (2023);

• And real-world deployments in cloud gaming scenarios, patented with Ubitus K.K., where

AI bots trained with these techniques power intelligent behaviors in interactive streaming

systems (Lin et al. [180, 183, 184], 2022, 2024, 2025).

The path ahead is filled with possibilities—new styles, new forms of intelligence, and new

ways of being that remain undiscovered. Rather than an endpoint, I hope this work serves as a
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foundation for future explorations, as both humans and machines continue to redefine what it

means to choose, to play, and to understand.
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