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Abstract: In the domain of machine learning and game theory, the quest for Nash Equilibrium (NE) in extensive-form games with
incomplete information is challenging yet crucial for enhancing AI’s decision-making support under varied scenarios. Traditional
Counterfactual Regret Minimization (CFR) techniques excel in navigating towards NE, focusing on scenarios where opponents
deploy optimal strategies. However, the essence of machine learning in strategic game play extends beyond reacting to optimal
moves; it encompasses aiding human decision-making in all circumstances. This includes not only crafting responses to optimal
strategies but also recovering from suboptimal decisions and capitalizing on opponents’ errors. Herein lies the significance
of transitioning from NE to Bayesian Perfect Equilibrium (BPE), which accounts for every possible condition, including the
irrationality of opponents.

To bridge this gap, we propose Belief Update Fictitious Play (BUFP), which innovatively blends fictitious play with belief
to target BPE, a more comprehensive equilibrium concept than NE. Specifically, through adjusting iteration stepsizes, BUFP
allows for strategic convergence to both NE and BPE. For instance, in our experiments, BUFP(EF) leverages the stepsize of
Extensive Form Fictitious Play (EFFP) to achieve BPE, outperforming traditional CFR by securing a 48.53% increase in benefits
in scenarios characterized by dominated strategies.
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1 Introduction

Using artificial intelligence to solve game theory problems
is an important branch in the field of machine learning. In
the incomplete information extensive-form game, the current
mainstream method is the counterfactual regret minimiza-
tion (CFR) algorithm[1–4] based on the improvement of re-
gret matching (RM) algorithm[5]. However, the potential of
Fictitious Play (FP)[6, 7], a classical game solving algorithm
in normal-form games, has not been fully explored.

CFR, while adept at finding Nash Equilibrium (NE), does
not extend to other types of equilibrium with the same ease.
In contrast, FP offers a more versatile approach by enabling
convergence to various equilibrium points through the ad-
justment of stepsizes. However, the difficulty of determin-
ing the best response strategy during iterative updates has
limited FP’s application in complex, large-scale games. Mo-
tivated by the Bayesian Action Decoder (BAD)[8] and Full-
Width Extensive Form Fictitious Play (XFP)[9] algorithms,
we propose an innovative adaptation of FP — Belief Update
Fictitious Play (BUFP).

BUFP distinguishes itself by meticulously tracking both
the likelihood of reaching each information set and the
player’s beliefs within those sets — aspects not fully ac-
counted for by CFR. Drawing inspiration from BAD, BUFP
simplifies solving the best response strategy across the game
tree by focusing on individual subgame trees, thereby sig-
nificantly reducing computational complexity. Furthermore,
our analysis confirms that BUFP operates as a General-
ized Weakened Fictitious Play (GWFP) process, showcas-
ing equivalent convergence properties to traditional FP algo-
rithms.

A notable innovation of BUFP is its capacity to align
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with Bayesian Perfect Equilibrium (BPE) when employing
a stepsize analogous to that of Extensive-Form Fictitious
Play (EFFP) [10]. This attribute ensures that BUFP(EF) op-
timizes returns, surpassing those of NE, particularly when
opponents deviate from optimal strategies. This feature is
empirically validated in our experiments within the 5-Leduc
poker framework, where BUFP(EF) outperforms CFR by ap-
proximately 48.53% in scenarios where opponents err.

In the subsequent section, we delve into a comprehen-
sive review of pertinent literature in Section 2. Section 3
is dedicated to outlining the foundational concepts critical to
this study. Section 4 provides a detailed examination of the
BUFP methodology. Section 5 presents a thorough analysis
of experiments conducted. Finally, the concluding section
underscores the significant contributions of BUFP and pro-
poses directions for further research. Our code is available
in github .
2 Related Work

Algorithms designed for tackling extensive-form games
fall into two principal categories: conventional tabular meth-
ods and those that harness the power of deep learning. Deep
learning-based strategies have demonstrated remarkable suc-
cess in complex gaming environments, such as Go [11],
and StarCraft II [12]. These cutting-edge techniques are
grounded in the core principles of tabular algorithms but ex-
tend their capabilities through deep learning to navigate and
manage the extensive strategic landscapes inherent in these
games.

Within the field of tabular equilibrium algorithms CFR [1]
has emerged as a pivotal technique. Evolving from RM [5],
CFR disaggregates total regret across individual informa-
tion sets, optimizing each to minimize collective regret. En-
hancements to CFR have traditionally centered on enhancing
its convergence rate. The development of CFR+ [4], for in-
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stance, marked a significant milestone by facilitating victo-
ries over professional human players in Texas Hold’em [13–
15]. Further advancements include Predictive CFR [16],
which accelerates convergence by anticipating the payoffs
of future actions, and Dynamic Weighting-Pure CFR [17],
which further optimizes convergence speed through the dy-
namic adjustment of iteration weights.

In addition to the CFR algorithm, Fictitious Play (FP)[6] is
another foundational tabular method to solved equilibrium.
However, FP’s dependency on a game’s normal-formulation
and the precise calculation of the BR strategy has histori-
cally limited its application. Fudenberg[7] comprehensive
review of FP research delineates the algorithm’s structure
and evaluates its efficacy across various game types. Hen-
don [10] adapted FP for extensive-form games. David S.
Leslie [19] introduced the Generalized Weakened Fictitious
Play (GWFP) process, rigorously demonstrating its conver-
gence to Nash equilibrium under certain conditions of per-
turbations and errors, akin to traditional FP. Building upon
EFFP and GWFP, Heinrich et al. developed the XFP algo-
rithm [9], enhancing FP’s convergence rate to a game’s weak
solution in extended formats.

The cooperative board game Hanabi has emerged as
a compelling subject of study [20], with the BAD algo-
rithm [8] and its refinements achieving noteworthy success.
BAD’s innovation lies in its dual recording of strategies and
opponent beliefs at each information set, utilizing this com-
bined insight to refine the average strategy’s update mecha-
nism. Given Hanabi’s alignment with game theory’s concept
of strict dominant strategies, it’s conceivable that FP is well-
equipped to tackle such challenges [18]. The integration of
Bayesian beliefs in Hanabi has demonstrated enhanced con-
vergence to equilibrium, suggesting a potentially broad ap-
plicability of belief recording in FP solvers. If belief updates
in Hanabi facilitate closer approximations to epsilon equi-
librium, it’s plausible that incorporating belief updates in FP
could similarly enhance outcome fidelity.

3 Preliminaries

3.1 Normal-Form and Extensive-Form Games
Extensive-form games model sequential interactions in

multi-agent environments, consists of the following ele-
ments: N = {1, . . . , n} represents the set of players. All
nodes in a finite game tree represent possible states s ∈ S in
a game. The leaf node z ∈ Z of the game tree is also called
the terminal state. For each state s ∈ S, its successor edge
defines a set of actions A(s) that the player or dealer can
take in the state s. The player function P : S → N ∪ {c}
determines who acts in a given state, where c represents the
chance.

In a game with imperfect information, agent i could only
be aware of the several s it is in and unable to point out
which specific state it is in. For each player i there is a cor-
responding set of information states U i and an information
function Ii : S → U i that determines which states are in-
distinguishable for the player by mapping them on the same
information stateu ∈ U i, I(u) = {s|s ∈ u} represents the
set of all possible nodes on the information set u. Finally,
define the payoff function, R : Z → Rn maps the terminal
state to a vector, its components correspond to each player’s

payoff.
A player’s behavioral strategy πi(u) is a probability distri-

bution on the action set A(u), ∆i
b is the set of all behavioral

strategies of player i. The strategy profile π = (π1, . . . , πn)
is the strategy profile of all players. π−i refers to all poli-
cies in π except πi. If all players follow the strategy profile
π, the game-based payoff function R can get the expected
payoff Ri(π) for player i. The BR strategy of player i to his
opponent is:

BRi
(
π−i

)
∈ arg max

πi∈∆i
b

Ri
(
πi, π−i

)
(1)

Note that there can be more than one optimal response,
and BR(π) = ×n

i=1BRi(π−i) represents the strategy pro-
file of all the BR strategies. If an error ϵ > 0 is allowed for
the BR strategy, then:

BRi
ϵ

(
π−i

)
={

πi ∈ ∆i
b : R

i
(
πi, π−i

)
≥ Ri

(
BRi

(
π−i

)
, π−i

)
− ϵ

}
(2)

Every extensive-form game produces an equivalent
normal-form game. If only one of ∀u ∈ U , πi(u) is 1 and
the rest is 0, it is called a pure strategy marked as Πi.

The cartesian product of all pure strategies constitutes
the action set of player i in a normal-form game: ∆i

p =
×u∈U{as : as ∈ A(u), P (u) = i}. Define the mixed strat-
egy Φi to represent the probability distribution of player i in
the action set ∆i

p of the normal-form game. Strategic game
mixed strategy profile Φ = {Φ1,Φ2, · · · ,Φn} is the mixed
strategy profile of all players. Finally, Ri(Φ) determines the
expected payoff of player i for a given mixed strategy profile
Φ.

Throughout the paper, we assume that the game has per-
fect recall, and we use small Greek letters for extensive-form
behavioral strategies and large Greek letters for pure and
mixed strategies of normal-form game.

3.2 Dominated Strategy
In game theory, strategic dominance occurs when one ac-

tion (or strategy) is better than another action (or strategy) for
one player, regardless of the opponents’ actions. Formally,
For player i, if there is a pure strategy ai∗ and a strategy
π−i ∈ ∆−i satisfies:

ui(ai∗, π−i) ≤ ui(πi∗, π−i),∀π−i ∈ ∆−i, (3)

then the pure strategy ai∗ is a dominated strategy of player i.
Although ideally no one would adopt a dominated strategy,
dominated strategies may still occur in practical problems.

3.3 Nash Equilibrium and Bayesian Perfect Equilib-
rium

Bayesian Perfect Equilibrium (BPE) is a sophisticated
concept in game theory for analyzing dynamic games with
incomplete information, refining the Nash Equilibrium (NE)
by incorporating strategies and beliefs.

• Strategy: A plan dictating a player’s actions at a given
information set, based on the game’s history.

• Belief: A probability distribution over nodes within an
information set.



In real world problems, Allis [23] gave three different def-
initions for solving a game.

• A game is said to be ultra-weakly solved if, for the ini-
tial position(s), the game-theoretic value has been de-
termined;

• weakly solved if, for the initial position(s), a strat-
egy has been determined to obtain at least the game-
theoretic value, for both players, under reasonable re-
sources;

• and strongly solved if, for all legal positions, a strategy
has been determined to obtain the game-theoretic value
of the position, for both players, under reasonable re-
sources.

In the context of Allis’ definitions: Weakly Solved equates
to discovering a Nash Equilibrium strategy. Strongly Solved
corresponds to finding a Bayesian Perfect Equilibrium.

In incomplete information games, the interdependence of
strategy and belief underlines that a strategy forms an equi-
librium only if the belief is mutually acknowledged. How-
ever, in two-player zero-sum games, any Nash Equilibrium
strategy forms an equilibrium irrespective of beliefs, often
leading to the ignore of beliefs in many algorithmic solu-
tions.

On the information set u of BPE, the player not only has
the strategy π(u), but also the belief B(u) at this node. B(u)
is a probability distribution defined on I(u). In a two-player
zero-sum game, the BPE can be strongly solved.

3.4 Generalised Weakened Fictitious Play
GWFP has similar convergence guarantees as common

FP, but allows for approximate BR strategy and perturbed
average strategy updates [19].

Define the ϵ-BR strategy set of Player i to opponent is,

BRi
ϵ

(
Φ−i

)
={

Φi ∈ ∆i : Ri
(
Φi,Φ−i

)
≥ Ri

(
BRi

(
Φ−i

)
,Φ−i

)
− ϵ

}
(4)

A GWFP process is any process {Φt}n≥0 that

Φt+1 ∈ (1− αt+1) Φt + αt+1 (BRϵt (Φt) +Mt+1) (5)

Where αt ∈ [0, 1] is the stepsize of each round of the FP,
{Mt}t≥1 is a sequence of perturbations. When the following
conditions are met, GWFP has the same convergence prop-
erty as FP .

1) αt → 0 and ϵt → 0 as t → ∞
2)

∑
t≥1 αt = ∞

3) {Mt}t≥1 satisfies for any Q > 0:

lim
t→∞

sup
k

{∥∥∥∥∥
k−1∑
i=t

αi+1Mi+1

∥∥∥∥∥ :

k−1∑
i=t

αi+1 ≤ Q

}
= 0 (6)

Clearly, a classical FP process is a GWFP process with
ϵt = Mt = 0 and αt = 1/t for all t. GWFP is a special case
of online convex optimization. showing that the convergence
rate of FP is O

(
t−

1
2

)
[25]. In addition, GWFP can use a

variety of stepsizes. This article mainly uses the stepsizes
of XFP [9] and EFFP [10]. The details of these stepsize
are more complicated, please refer to the original paper for
details.

3.5 Bayesian Action Decoder
Starting from the dynamics of human interaction, Foerster

et al. [8] highlight the cooperative nature of human players
who, by observing others’ strategies, deduce the reasons be-
hind their actions and their implications for the environment.
This observation extends to understanding that one’s actions
will be interpreted by others, enabling individuals to embed
both the intended action and additional communicative sig-
nals in their behavior to enhance coordination and mutual
understanding.

Building on this insight, the BAD framework introduces
a novel Markov decision process known as the public belief
MDP. This model expands upon the concept of public belief
articulated by Nayyar et al. [24], adapting it to accommodate
larger state spaces. It categorizes the observable features into
public components, spub, such as the communal cards and
historical actions in Texas Hold’em, and private components,
spri , like the initial hand dealt to a player. The belief Bt(u)

is then refined to Bt

(
u, spri

)
= P

(
spri
t | Upub (σu)

)
,

where Upub (σu) encapsulates all publicly available infor-
mation along a given trajectory. Throughout this iterative
process, an agent i estimates its expected reward as:

Rui
(π) =

∑
sprii

Bt

(
ui, s

pri
i

)
R
(
sprii , π

)
(7)

4 Belief Update Fictitious Play

4.1 Belief Update in Extensive From Game
The core of BUFP is to embed belief update into the

iterations of extensive-form game. We define σu =
((u1, a1), (u2, a2), . . . , (u−1, a−1)) , u ∈ U as the informa-
tion set-action pair sequence, in which σu[j] represents the
j-th information set-action pair (uj , aj) of this sequence,
σu[: j] represents the j information set-action pairs before
this sequence ((u1, a1), . . . , (uj−1, aj−1)). Let σu + a de-
note the sequence of extending σu with information set-
action (u, a), U(σu) = {u1, u2, . . . } represents the set of
information sets of all experiences of the sequence of σu.

Definition a realization plan of player i ∈ N is a func-
tion, x : σi → [0, 1], such that x(∅) = 1 and ∀σu∈Ui :
x(σu) =

∑
a∈A(u) x(σu + a). Behavioral strategy π

can be transformed into implementation plan xπ (σu) =∏
(u′,a)∈σu

π (u′, a), where the symbol π(u′, a) represents
the probability of taking action a on the information set u′.
Similarly, the realization plan x can also be converted into a
behavioral strategy, π(u, a) = x(σu+a)

x(σu)
, if x(σu) = 0 then π

is randomly defined.
For an information set-action sequence σu, the subsequent

counterfactual subgame is L(σu). The form of the counter-
factual subgame tree has not changed, only the players’ be-
liefs have changed in this counterfactual subgame tree. De-
fine the fictitious behavior strategy πL(σu):

πL(σu)(u
′, a) =


π(u′, a) (u′, a) /∈ σu

π(u′, a) (u′, a) ∈ σu and P (u′) ̸= P (u)

1 otherwise
(8)



Like CFR, only player P (u) arrives at this information set
intentionally, and the rest of the players follow the normal
strategy. Define the BR strategy on the counterfactual sub-
game L(σu) as:

b∗i(π−i
L(σu)

) = argmax
γ∈A(u)

Ri
u(π

i
L(σu)

|u→γ , π
−i
L(σu)

) (9)

Where P (u) = i, π|u→γ represents that the information
set strategy remains unchanged except that the action γ is
taken on the information set u. Rπ−i,u represents that in the
information set u and subsequent sequences, when all play-
ers except player i take actions according to the behavioral
strategy π, player i the optimal response.

Similar to BAD, our payoff is also calculated based on
belief:

Ri
u(π

i
L(σu)

|u→γ , π
−i
L(σu)

) =∑
sprii ∈I(u)

Bt(ui, s
pri
i )Ri

spri(π
i
L(σu)

|u→γ , π
−i
L(σu)

) (10)

Update strategy:

πt+1(u) = (1− αt)πt(u) + αb∗i(π−i
L(σu)

) (11)

Then update the belief:

Bt+1(ui, s
pri
i ) =

xπt+1
(σsprii

)∑
s′prii

xπt+1(σs′prii
)

(12)

When we adopt the iteration stepsize of EFFP, as the itera-
tions continue, the average strategy π̄t+1 and belief B will
together form a BPE.

4.2 BUFP is Equivalent to GWFP
In this section, we utilize the stepsize of EFFP as an exam-

ple to demonstrate that BUFP qualifies as a variant of GWFP.
For the GWFP process to hold, i t must satisfy αt → 0 and
ϵt → 0 as n → ∞, ensure

∑
t≥1 αt = ∞, and for any

Q > 0, adhere to formula 5. We will sequentially verify that
BUFP(EF) meets these prerequisites. Given that GWFP is
applicable solely to normal-form games, an initial step in-
volves examining the shifts in mixed equilibrium of normal-
form games attributable to the BUFP process.

πt+1(u) =
t

t+ 1
πt(u) +

1

t+ 1
b∗i(π−i

L(σu)
) (13)

Here, b∗i(π−i
L(σu)

, u) is succinctly denoted as b∗t (u). As-
suming the terminal state z is reached within a maximum of
l steps, i.e., maxz∈Z |σz| = l, we have:

xπt+1(σz) =
∏

(u,a)∈σu

πt+1(u, a) (14)

Incorporating πt+1(z) yields:

xπt+1
(σz) =

∏
(u,a)∈{σu}

(
t

t+ 1
πt(u, a) +

1

t+ 1
b∗t (u, a)

)
(15)

where xθt encapsulates the subsidiary terms of both πt(u, a)
and bt(u, a).

xπt+1
(σz) =

(
t

t+ 1

)l

xπt
(σz)+(

1

t+ 1

)l

xb∗t
(σz)+

(t+ 1)l − tl − 1

(t+ 1)l
xθt(σz)

(16)

which implies:

Πt+1 =

(
t

t+ 1

)l

Πt+

(
1

t+ 1

)l

B∗
t+

(t+ 1)l − tl − 1

(t+ 1)l
Θt

(17)
From which we deduce:

αt =
tl − (t− 1)l

tl
= 1−

(
t− 1

t

)l

(18)

Mt =
(Θt −B∗

t )((t+ 1)l − tl − 1)

(t+ 1)l − tl
(19)

Πt+1 =

(
t

t+ 1

)l

Πt +

(
1

t+ 1

)l

B∗
t +

(t+ 1)l − tl − 1

(t+ 1)l
Θt

= (1− αt+1)Πt + αt+1 (B
∗
t +Mt)

(20)
Thus, we establish that BUFP(EF) aligns with the GWFP
framework, fulfilling the same convergence criteria as FP.

4.2.1 Proof of Condition 1

Regarding the condition for αt → 0, given that the game
unfolds across l levels, analysis of the preceding equation
reveals that the update step αt is formulated as:

αt =
tl − (t− 1)l

tl
= 1−

(
t− 1

t

)l

(21)

which naturally fulfills the condition limt→∞ αt = 0,
thereby demonstrating convergence as t approaches infinity.

4.2.2 Proof of Condition 2

For the proof of Condition 2, we evaluate the sum of αt as
follows:∑

t≥1

αt = T −
T∑

t=1

(
t− 1

t

)l

≥ T −
T∑

t=1

(
t− 1

t

)(
t

t+ 1

)
· · ·

(
t+ l − 2

t+ l − 1

)

= T −
T∑

t=1

(
t− 1

t+ l − 1

)

= l

T∑
t=1

(
1

t+ l − 1

)
(22)

Given the harmonic series
∑∞

t 1/t = ∞, it naturally fol-

lows that for any finite k, k
∑T

t=1

(
1

t+l−1

)
diverges to infin-

ity, thereby satisfying Condition 2.



4.2.3 Proof of Condition 3

Given the equation:

Mt+1 =
(Θt −B∗

t )((t+ 1)l − tl − 1)

(t+ 1)l − tl
(23)

we can then express equation 5 as follows:∥∥∥∥∥
k−1∑
i=t

αi+1Mi+1

∥∥∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥∥
k−1∑
i=t

(i+ 1)l − il

(i+ 1)l
(Θi −B∗

i )((i+ 1)l − il − 1)

(i+ 1)l − il

∥∥∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥∥
k−1∑
i=t

(Θi −B∗
i )

(
1− il + 1

(i+ 1)l

)∥∥∥∥∥
(24)

As t → ∞, the term
(
1− il+1

(i+1)l

)
approaches 0. Given∑

i = tk−1αi+1 ≤ Q implies k is finite, the expres-
sion approaches 0, implying that αi+1Mi+1 converges to
0. Therefore, condition 3 is naturally satisfied, indicating
that BUFP(EF) aligns with the characteristics of GWFP and
shares the same convergence properties as FP.

5 Experiments and Analysis

5.1 Algorithm Convergence Rate
In our study, we concentrate on Kuhn poker [21] and

Leduc poker [22], both widely recognized benchmarks in
game theory research. Our simulations adhere to the
rlcard framework, leveraging exploitability and total ex-
ploitability metrics to assess algorithmic convergence. Here,
exploitability quantifies the deviation of a strategy from
NE, while total exploitability measures its divergence from
PBE, following the methodology described in previous re-
search [26].

Figure 1 illustrates that BUFP(X) achieves a notably
faster convergence rate than both CFR and BUFP(EF), likely
due to BUFP’s comprehensive assessment of opponent hand
beliefs during the iterative process, unlike CFR’s incremen-
tal approach to hand distribution approximation.

Interestingly, despite BUFP(EF)’s consistent progress to-
wards PBE, it experiences considerable variability when
evaluated against the NE standard, indicating that BUFP(EF)
may not excel in scenarios where NE serves as the primary
benchmark for convergence.

5.2 Bayesian Perfect Equilibrium
Any AI(human) is remains the likelihood of deviating into

non-equilibrium (dominated) paths due to errors in judg-
ment. In such situations, the aim is for AI to offer strate-
gic guidance. While neither CFR nor BUFP(X) ensure op-
timal decisions on these dominated paths, the importance of
BUFP(EP) becomes evident. Figure 2 shows that although
BUFP(EP) may converge more slowly initially, it attains the
fastest rate in minimizing exploitability across the full infor-
mation set.

Using 5-Leduc poker as an example, we highlight the
advantages of BUFP(EP) in dealing with non-equilibrium
paths. After training CFR, BUFP(EF), and BUFP(X) for
100,000 iterations, their exploitabilities were measured at

5.15, 5.33, and 3.16 (mb/h) respectively, indicating similar
performances against optimal strategies but differing signifi-
cantly in handling dominated strategy paths. By pitting these
three AIs against one another, we calculate the interplay of
payoffs. Tables 1 and 2 display the payoffs for player 1
under varying initial conditions: Table 1 for the initial node
and Table 2 for scenarios where player 1 is forced to play
Call on the first decision state. It’s no doubt that being forced
into a strategy in poker is always a dominated strategy.

From the Table 1 and Table 2, we can see that in the
original game, if Player 1 adopts the CFR strategy, the av-
erage profit obtained is 19.10. When the game moves into
an dominated strategy path, and Player 1 continues to adopt
the CFR strategy, Player 1’s profit decreases by 53.57, reach-
ing -33.47. At the same time, in the original game, if Player
1 adopts the BUFP(EF) strategy, the average profit obtained
is 18.36. When the game moves into an dominated strategy
path, and Player 1 continues to adopt the BUFP(EF) strategy,
Player 1’s profit decreases by 25.25, reaching -6.89. This
indicates that if a previous player (agent) misjudges and en-
ters an dominated strategy path, the decline in profit from
BUFP(EP) is the least, and it can recover the most losses
when a previous action is mistaken, with the recovered loss
exceeding that of CFR by (53.57−25.25)/53.57 = 52.87%.

Additionally, in the original game, if Player 2 adopts the
CFR strategy, the average profit obtained is 19.31. When
the game moves into an dominated strategy path, and Player
2 continues to adopt the CFR strategy, Player 2’s profit in-
creases by 33.94, reaching -14.63 (since it is a zero-sum
game, the lesser the profit for Player 2, the better). At
the same time, in the original game, if Player 2 adopts the
BUFP(EF) strategy, the average profit obtained is 19.96.
When the game moves into an dominated strategy path, and
Player 2 continues to adopt the BUFP(EF) strategy, Player
2’s profit increases by 48.94, reaching -28.98. This indi-
cates that if the opponent player (agent) misjudges and en-
ters an dominated strategy path, the increase in profit from
BUFP(EP) is the least, and it can secure the most excess
profit, thereby maximizing the punishment of the opponent’s
mistake, with the secured profit exceeding that of CFR by
(48.94 − 33.94)/33.94 = 44.20%. In summary, when
the opponent (oneself) enters an dominated strategy path,
BUFP(FP) can on average secure 48.53% more excess profit
(recover 48.53% more losses).
6 Conclusion

In our research, we introduce an innovative version of FP
designed specifically for extensive-form games, which we
call Belief Update Fictitious Play (BUFP). BUFP uniquely
integrates the belief update mechanism from the BAD frame-
work, significantly enhancing FP’s versatility for various
game types. Through meticulous adjustment of the training
stepsize, BUFP(EF) methodically advances towards BPE,
ensuring consistent convergence to equilibrium and achiev-
ing optimal outcomes across diverse states in two-player
zero-sum games. Concurrently, BUFP(X) achieves a con-
vergence rate on par with CFR, highlighting its efficiency.

Our future endeavors will focus on enhancing the BUFP
methodology by incorporating a wider spectrum of FP vari-
ants, including Monte Carlo (MC) and Follow the Regular-
ized Leader (FTRL) approaches. This expansion aims to sig-



Fig. 1: In the depicted figure, the horizontal axis denotes the number of iterations, while the vertical axis quantifies the
strategy’s exploitability, i.e., its deviation from Nash Equilibrium. For each algorithm under consideration, 30 experiments
were conducted. The shaded area represents the 90% confidence interval for each algorithm’s performance.

Fig. 2: In the depicted figure, the horizontal axis denotes the number of iterations, while the vertical axis quantifies the
strategy’s total exploitability, i.e., its deviation from Bayesian Perfect Equilibrium. For each algorithm under consideration,
30 experiments were conducted. The shaded area represents the 90% confidence interval for each algorithm’s performance.

nificantly broaden the algorithm’s versatility and scope of
application. Moreover, we acknowledge the efficiency chal-
lenges faced by BUFP(EF) in converging to PBE. Address-

ing this, we will also dedicate efforts towards optimizing the
efficiency of BUFP(EF), seeking innovative solutions to im-
prove its performance in solving PBE more effectively and



Table 1: Winnings in mb/h for initial node
CFR P2 BUFP(EF) P2 BUFP(X) P2 P1 Average

CFR P1 19.21 20.17 17.93 19.10
BUFP(EF) P1 18.34 19.02 17.71 18.36
BUFP(X) P1 20.38 20.68 19.10 20.06

P2 Average 19.31 19.96 18.25

Table 2: Winnings in mb/h for non-equilibrium(dominated) path
CFR P2 BUFP(EF) P2 BUFP(X) P2 P1 Average

CFR P1 -33.86 -44.54 -22.02 -33.47
BUFP(EF) P1 -5.15 -20.03 4.49 -6.89
BUFP(X) P1 -4.89 -22.37 3.94 -7.75

P2 Average -14.63 -28.98 -4.52

swiftly. Through these initiatives, we aim to refine BUFP’s
operational efficiency while extending its utility across a
more diverse set of game-theoretic challenges.
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