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Abstract

The design of autonomous agents that can interact ef-
fectively with other agents without prior coordination
is a core problem in multi-agent systems. Type-based
reasoning methods achieve this by maintaining a belief
over a set of potential behaviours for the other agents.
However, current methods are limited in that they as-
sume full observability of the state and actions of the
other agent or do not scale efficiently to larger prob-
lems with longer planning horizons. Addressing these
limitations, we propose Partially Observable Type-
based Meta Monte-Carlo Planning (POTMMCP) —
an online Monte-Carlo Tree Search based planning
method for type-based reasoning in large partially ob-
servable environments. POTMMCP incorporates a
novel meta-policy for guiding search and evaluating
beliefs, allowing it to search more effectively to longer
horizons using less planning time. We show that our
method converges to the optimal solution in the limit
and empirically demonstrate that it effectively adapts
online to diverse sets of other agents across a range
of environments. Comparisons with the state-of-the
art method on problems with up to 10 states and
10® observations indicate that POTMMCP is able to
compute better solutions significantly fasterﬂ
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1 Introduction

A core research area in multi-agent systems is the de-
velopment of autonomous agents that can interact ef-
fectively with other agents without prior coordination
[Bowling and McCracken [2005] [Stone et al.l [2010] |Al-
brecht et all 2017]. Type-based reasoning methods
give agents this ability by maintaining a belief over
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a set types for the other agents [Barrett et al., [2011}
Albrecht and Ramamoorthyl |2014, |Barrett and Stonel,
2015, |Albrecht et all 2016]. Each type is a mapping
from the agent’s interaction history to a probability
distribution over actions, and specifies the agent’s be-
haviour. If the set of types is sufficiently representa-
tive, type-based reasoning methods can lead to fast
adaptation and effective interaction without prior co-
ordination |Albrecht and Ramamoorthy, [2013], Barrett
and Stone, 2015].

Unfortunately, type-based reasoning significantly in-
creases the size and complexity of the planning prob-
lem and finding scalable and efficient solution meth-
ods remains a key challenge. This is especially true
in partially observable settings where the planning
agent is unable to observe the type of the other agent,
their interaction history, or the state of the environ-
ment. In this setting the agent must maintain a
joint belief over these three features leading to a be-
lief space that grows exponentially with the planning
horizon and number of agents. Several online planning
methods based on Monte-Carlo Tree Search (MCTS)
have shown promising performance in non-trivial par-
tially observable problems [Kakarlapudi et al.| [2022]
Schwartz et al. |2022]. However, so far these meth-
ods have only been demonstrated in settings where
the other agent’s type is known and scale poorly to
domains with longer planning horizons.

Inspired by the success of techniques combining
MCTS with a search policy in single-agent [Schrit-
twieser et all 2020] and zero-sum |[Silver et al., [2018|
settings, in this paper we propose a method for inte-
grating a search policy into planning in the type-based,
partially-observable setting. The use of a search policy
offers a number of advantages. Firstly, it guides explo-
ration, biasing it away from low value actions and al-
lowing the agent to plan effectively for longer horizons.
Secondly, if the search policy has a value function this
can be used for evaluation during search. Doing this
avoids expensive Monte-Carlo (MC) rollouts and can
significantly improve search efficiency.

To alleviate the disadvantages that come with us-
ing a search policy, we propose a novel meta-policy
using the set of types available to the planning agent.



The meta-policy is generated using an empirical game
[Wellman| 2006] which computes the expected pay-
offs between each pairing of types using a number of
simulated episodes. This makes the meta-policy rela-
tively inexpensive to compute and side-steps the usual
method for finding a search policy which is to train one
from scratch [Silver et al. 2018| [Brown et al.l 2020,
Timbers et al} 2022] [Li et al.| [2023].

Combining the meta-policy with MCTS, we cre-
ate a new online planning algorithm for type-based
reasoning in partially observable environments, which
we refer to as Partially Observable Type-based Meta
Monte-Carlo Planning (POTMMCP). Through exten-
sive evaluations and ablations on large competitive,
cooperative, and mixed partially observable environ-
ments - the largest of which has four agents and on the
order of 10'* states and 108 observations - we demon-
strate empirically that POTMMCP is able to substan-
tially outperform the existing state-of-the-art method
|[Kakarlapudi et al.l 2022] in terms of final performance
and planning time. Additionally, we prove the cor-
rectness of our approach, showing that POTMMCP
converges to the Bayes-optimal policy in the limit.

2 Related Work

Monte-Carlo Planning. We are interested in MC
planning methods for environments where the agent
must adapt to a set of possible types of other agents.
When coordination between agents is involved, this
is the ad-hoc teamwork problem |[Bowling and Mc-
Cracken, [2005, [Stone et al., 2010|. Various approaches
to ad-hoc teamwork have been proposed, including
those based on stage games [Wu et al.| [2011], Bayesian
beliefs [Barrett et al., [2011], the Partially Observable
Markov Decision Process (POMDP) [Barrett et al.l
2014], types with parameters [Albrecht and Stone,
2017], and for the many agent setting [Yourdshahi
et all [2018|. All these methods use MCTS but are
limited to environments where the state and actions
of the other agents are fully observed. In the agent
modelling setting [Albrecht and Stone, 2018|, several
MCTS-based methods have been proposed for the In-
teractive POMDP (I-POMDP) |Gmytrasiewicz and
Doshi, [2005] framework. Including methods based
on finite state-automata [Panella and Gmytrasiewicz,
2017] and nested MCTS [Schwartz et al., [2022], as well
as methods for open multi-agent systems |[Eck et al.,
2020|, and systems with communication [Kakarlapudi
et al.,[2022]. Other works have focused on planning in
strictly cooperative |Czechowski and Oliehoekl [2021}
Choudhury et al.||2022| or competitive |[Cowling et al.,
2012 settings. Also related to our work are a num-
ber of Bayes-adaptive planning methods using MCTS
|Guez et al. 2013, |Amato and Oliehoek] 2015, Katt

et al.,2017]. However, these methods focus on learning
parameters of the environment’s transition dynamics,
while we focus instead on learning the policy type and
history of the other agent.

Combining Reinforcement Learning and
Search. A number of methods have been proposed
that combine Reinforcement Learning (RL) with
MCTS. Self-play RL and MCTS have been combined
in two-player fully observable zero-sum games with
a known environment model |[Silver et all [2016
2018| and using a learned model [Schrittwieser et al.,
2020|. Similar methods have been applied to zero-sum
imperfect-information games |[Brown and Sandholml
2019, Brown et al.,[2020], as well as cooperative games
where there is prior coordination for decentralized
execution [Lerer et all 2020]. Our method builds on
this line of research, specifically relating to using an
existing policy as a prior for search. However, we
apply these advances outside of self-play zero-sum
games or where there is prior coordination, instead
focusing on online adaption to previously unknown
other agents. There have also been works looking at
combining MCTS with PUCT and RL for training
a best-response policy to a single known policy
[Timbers et al) [2022] or a distribution over policies
ILi et al| 2023]. Compared with these methods, our
method does not rely on any training to generate the
search policy used by PUCT from scratch for a given
policy set. Instead we propose an efficient method
for utilizing the information available to the planning
agent in the type-based reasoning setting to improve
the planning without any training needed, even if the
set of policies changes.

3 Problem Description

We consider the problem of type-based reasoning in
partially observable environments. We model the
problem as a Partially Observable Stochastic Game
(POSG) [Hansen et al., 2004] which consists of N
agents indexed Z = {1, ..., N}, a discrete set of states
S, an initial state distribution by € A(S), the joint
action space A=A x - x Ap, the finite set of ob-
servations O; for each agent ¢ € Z, a state transition
function 7: S x A x S — [0, 1] specifying the prob-
ability of transitioning to state s’ given joint action d
was performed in state s, an observation function for
each agent Z; : S x A x O; — [0, 1] specifying the
probability that performing joint action @ in state s
results in observation o; for agent i, and a bounded
reward function for each agent R; : S x A = R. For
convenience, we also define the generative model G,
which combines T, Z, R, and returns the next state,
joint observation, and joint reward, given the current
state and joint action (s',d,7) ~ G(s, @).
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Figure 1: The greedy meta-policy o generation pro-
cess for a symmetric environment with two agents.

At each step, each agent ¢ € Z simultaneously per-
forms an action a; € A; from the current state s and
receives an observation o; € O; and reward r; € R.
Each agent has no direct access to the environment
state or knowledge of the other agent’s actions and
observations. Instead they must rely only on informa-
tion in their interaction-history up to the current time
step t: h;t = (0,004,001 1 - - - aiyt_lom)ﬂ The set of
all time ¢ histories for agent ¢ is denoted #, ;. Agents
select their next action using their policy m; which is
a mapping from their history h;; to a probability dis-
tribution over their actions, where m;(a;|h;.) denotes
the probability of agent ¢ performing action a; given
history h; ;.

We assume the other agents are using policies from
a known fixed set of policies where each policy cor-
responds to an agent type. We denote the planning
agent by 4, and all other agents collectively using
—i. The set of fixed policies for the other agents is
II_; = {n_im|m =1,..., M}, where M is the num-
ber of policies in the set and 7_; = {m;[j € T\ {i}}
is a joint policy that assigns a policy for each non-
planning agent. We denote the set of policies available
for a specific agent as II; for j € Z. Furthermore, we
assume the joint-policy used by the other agents is se-
lected based on a known prior distribution p, where

p(im) = Pr(m_im) [}

The goal of the planning agent is to maximize its
expected return G;; with respect to p within a sin-
gle epiSOdea Gi,t = Ew_i,m"‘f’ [Ziozf ’ykitri,khrfi,m]a
where v € [0,1) is the discount. The Bayes-optimal
policy is the policy that achieves the maximum possi-
ble expected return.

2For clarity the time subscript t is omitted where it is clear
from context.

3p assigns prior probability to each joint-policy in IT_; which
are not permutation-invariant in general. If N > 2 and agents
are symmetric then there may be multiple equivalent joint-
policies, each with a prior probability in p.

4 Method

Here we present POTMMCP, an online MCTS-based
planning algorithm for type-based reasoning in par-
tially observable environments. Like existing planners
[Eck et all 2020, Kakarlapudi et al., 2022, [Schwartz
et al., 2022], POTMMCP uses MCTS to calculate the
planning agent’s best action from its current belief
b;. However, it offers several important improvements
over existing algorithms. Firstly, it incorporates the
PUCT algorithm [Silver et all |2018| for selecting ac-
tions during search. PUCT can significantly improve
planning efficiency by biasing search towards the most
relevant actions according a search policy. This makes
it possible to plan for longer horizons, as well as of-
fers improved integration of value functions for leaf
node evaluation. To address the limitation of PUCT,
namely that it relies on access to a good search-policy,
the second improvement offered by POTMMCP is the
use of a novel meta-policy as the search-policy. The
meta-policy has the advantage that it can be efficiently
generated from the policy set II, and offers a robust
prior since it considers performance across the entire
set of other agent policies.

4.1 Meta-Policy

In this work, a meta-policy o; is a function mapping a
joint policy to a mixture over individual policies. For
our purposes it is a mapping from the set of other agent
joint policies to a distribution over the set of valid poli-
cies for the planning agent o; : II_; — A(IL;), so that
0 (T3 k| T—im) = Pr(m g|m_im) for mj € I, m_; m €
II_;. In symmetric environments, the set of valid poli-
cies for the planning agent ¢ is the set of all individual
policies for any of the other agents II_; = Uj# I1;.
In asymmetric environments, it may be necessary to
have access to a distinct set of policies for agent ¢. In
practice, these could be any policies used to train the
other agent policies in II_; or could be a separate set
of policies generated from data or heuristics.

Ideally the meta-policy would map from the plan-
ning agent’s belief to a mixture over policies. How-
ever, if we think of each policy as an action we can see
that finding a mapping from beliefs to a mixture over
policies has the same challenges as finding a mapping
from beliefs to the primitive actions of the underly-
ing POSG. Instead we propose a meta-policy o; as
described - mapping from the set of other agent joint
policies to a distribution over the set of valid policies
for the planning agent - that is efficient to compute
and which can then be used to improve planning over
primitive actions. Furthermore, this meta-policy has
the added advantage that it is relatively inexpensive
to adapt if IT changes, for example if a new type is
added between episodes.



The main idea is to generate the meta-policy us-
ing an empirical game constructed from the policies
in II_; UTIl;. An empirical game, much smaller
in size than the full game, is a normal-form game
where the actions are policies and the expected re-
turns for each joint policy are estimated from sam-
ple games [Walsh et al., 2002} |Wellman/| {2006, Lanc-
tot et al., [2017]. Formally, an empirical game is a
tuple (I, UM, N) where N is the number of players,
IT = (II,...,y) =I_; UIL is the set of policies for
all players and U : IT — RY is a payoff table of ex-
pected returns (averaged over multiple games) for each
joint policy played by all players, with U (m;, 7_;) € R
denoting the payoff for player ¢ when using policy m;
against the other agents using joint policy 7_; (an ex-
ample is shown in Figure [1). Where a joint policy
is an assignment of a policy m; € II; for each agent
g€ l,...,N. If agent’s are symmetric then we take
the average over permutations of the same joint pol-
icy (joint policies with same individual policies but
assigned to different agents).

Empirical games have the advantage that they can
be very efficient to compute, since they require only
a finite number of simulations and each simulation
can be very fast to run depending on the represen-
tation of the policies and the environment. For exam-
ple, each simulation takes less than a second for our
environments with policies represented as neural net-
works. For slow-to-query policies, such as those that
use search, the process will be slower but the process
of computing the payoffs is trivially parallelizable and
accuracy can be traded-off with time by changing the
number of simulations used. It may also be possible to
approximate slow-to-query policies with a fast policy
by training a function approximator using imitation
learning as suggested by Timbers et al.| [2022]. Fur-
thermore, when a new policy is added to the set II,
only the payoffs for that policy need to be computed,
which requires only |II| pay-offs to be computed, mak-
ing it relatively inexpensive to add a new policy.

The next question is, given the empirical-game pay-
offs U™ how should we define the meta-policy. Since
the meta-policy will ultimately be used to guide search
for the planning agent, we would like it to select the
policy from the set II; that maximizes performance
of the planning agent. One possible method is to se-
lect the policy m; € II; that has the highest payoff
against a given other agent policy w_;. However, it
is possible that the best response policy from the set
II; may change during an episode depending on the
planning agent’s current belief, while U is defined
based on the expected performance from the start of
an episode. This means that a meta-policy that only
selects the maximizing policy from the set II; with re-
spect to the payoff table U™ has the potential to se-

lect a sub-optimal policy with respect to the planning
agent’s current belief.

To protect against the potential pitfall’s of a my-
opic meta-policy, we propose a flexible meta-policy
based on the softmax function. Specifically, we de-
fine the softmax meta-policy o] where, of (m;|m_;) =
%exp[%UH(m,ﬂ_i)] with normalizing constant =
>, exp[2U™(m;, 7_;)] and temperature hyperparam-
eter 7 which controls how uniform or greedy the policy
is. As 7 — 0 the meta-policy becomes greedier, with
09 being the greedy policy that selects m; € II; that
maximizes the empirical payoff U™. Conversely, as
T — oo becomes more uniform, with o°(m|7r_;) =
1/|I1;| being the uniform meta-policy.

The process of computing a meta-policy is relatively
straightforward and needs only be done once for a
given set of policies II. Figure [1| shows a high-level
overview of the process for computing a greedy meta-
policy of. Firstly, each joint policy in the set II is
simulated, for some number of episodes (we use 1000
in our experiments). Next, the average payoff for each
pair of policies is used to construct the empirical game
payoff table U'l. Finally, the meta-policy is computed
according to its equation using the payoff table UL
If a policy is added or removed from the set IT (be-
tween episodes) only the entries for this policy need
to be added/removed, before the meta-policy can be
computed again. This makes it fairly easy to use with
different variations of policy sets, which can be useful
for rapid experimentation or for making quick adjust-
ments depending on the settings where it is being used.

4.2 POTMMCP

We now present POTMMCP, which consists of agent
beliefs over history-policy-states, and MCTS using
PUCT and the meta-policy for selecting actions from
each belief. Importantly, POTMMCP does not utilize
knowledge of the actual policy the other agent is us-
ing during planning. Rather POTMMCP maintains
a joint belief over the environment state, the possible
policies of the other agent, as well as the other agent’s
history. The meta-policy then computes the search-
policy from each belief, conditioned on that belief’s
distribution over the other agent’s policy.

4.2.1 Beliefs over history-policy-states

To correctly model the environment and other agents,
POTMMCP maintains a belief over the other agents’
histories h_; € H_;, their policies 7_; € II_;, and
the environment state s € S. FEach belief is thus
a distribution over history-policy-state tuples, which
we refer to as history-policy-states and denote using
w and its components using dot notation: w.s, w.f_i,
w.m_;. The space of history-policy-states is denoted



W. Using this notation, the planning agent’s be-
lief is a distribution over history-policy-states, where

Defining the belief using history-policy-states trans-
forms the original POSG problem into a POMDP
for the planning agent where the other agents’ his-
tories and policies, and the environment state are
learned online. This conversion is analogous to the one
employed by the more general I-POMDP framework
[Gmytrasiewicz and Doshil, [2005]. However, unlike the
I-POMDP, we only consider the possible policies of the
other agents, and use their history to represent their
internal state, rather than an explicit belief.

4.2.2 Meta-policy MCTS with history-policy-
states

POTMMCP extends the POMCP [Silver and Veness|,
2010| algorithm to planning with beliefs over history-
policy-states. Being an online planner, each step POT-
MMCP executes a search to find the next action, fol-
lowed by particle filtering to update the agent’s be-
lief given the most recent observation. To do this
POTMMCP builds a search tree T' of agent histo-
ries using the PUCT algorithm [Rosinl 2011} |Silver
et al) [2018] and a meta-policy as the search pol-
icy. Each node of the tree corresponds to a history,
where T'(h;) denotes the node for history h;, and main-
tains an approximate belief over history-policy-states
Z;Z(hl) represented using a set of unweighted particles
where each particle corresponds to a sample history-
policy-state w. For each action a; € A; from h;
there is an edge h;a; that stores a set of statistics
<N(hla7), P(a7|hl), W(hzal), Q(h,al», where N(hlal)
is the visit count, P(a;|h;) is the prior probability of
selecting a; given h;, W (h;a;) is the total action-value,
and Q(h;a;) is the mean action-value.

For each real step at time ¢ in the environment,
POTMMCP constructs the tree T rooted at the
agent’s current history h;: via a series of simulated
episodes. Each simulation starts from a history-policy-
state sampled from the root belief b}(hi)t) and proceeds
in three stages. Pseudo-code for the search procedure
is shown in Algorithm [T}

In the first stage, until a leaf node is reached, ac-
tions for the planning agent i are selected using the
PUCT algorithm (Algorithm [2), while actions for the
other agent —i are sampled using their policy and
history contained within the sampled history-policy-
state: a_; ~ w.m_;(w.h_;) Our version of PUCT ac-
tion selection adds uniform exploration noise 1/|.A4;]
with a mix-in proportion A\, while the constant ¢ con-
trols the influence of the exploration value U(h;a;) rel-
ative to the action-value Q(h;a;). This differs from
Silver et al.| [2018] where they sample the noise from a
Dirichlet distribution for the current root node only

Algorithm 1 POTMMCP Search

procedure SEARCH(h;)
while search time limit not reached do
i ~ oy (w.r_;)
SIMULATE(w, h;, 7;, 0)
end while
return argmax, . 4, N(hia;)
end procedure
procedure SIMULATE(w, h;, m;, depth)
if yderth < ¢ then
return 0
end if
if h; ¢ T then
return EXPAND(h;, ;)
end if
a; + PUCT(h;)
aQ_; ~ ’lU7T_Z(|’th_l)
(s',0,7) ~ G(w.s,{a;,a_;))
w (s, wh_ja_jo_;, wm_;)
G; + r; + v SIMULATE(w', h;a;0;, 7;, depth + 1)
Bz(hlalol) — Bl(hlaloz) @] {w’}
N(hiai) — N(hiai) +1
W(h;a;) < W (h;a;) + G;
Qhia:) « Wiaies
for d; € A; do

P(di|h;) < P(ailh;) + —m(dilhﬁf)(;i(dilhi)

end for
return G;
end procedure

and where the noise is used for exploration during
training over multiple episodes. In this work we are in-
stead interested in balancing exploration within a sin-
gle episode and so utilize uniform noise as motivated
by Theorem [I] Depending on the values of the con-
stants A and ¢, each action will eventually be explored
even if the search-policy assigns it zero probability, and
ensures the search can always find the optimal action
given enough planning time.

In the second stage, upon reaching a leaf node
(h; ¢ T), the leaf node is evaluated and expanded
by adding it to the tree and adding an edge for each
action (Algorithm . Evaluation of the leaf node in-
volves estimating two properties of the node; the value
v; and the policy p;. Both of these are computed using
a policy from the set II; which is sampled according to
the meta-policy and the other agent’s policy contained
in the history-policy-state particle m; ~ o;(-|w.7_;) El
Estimating v; assumes that the policy 7; has a value

4Importantly, note that the other agent policy w.m_; is sam-
pled according to the planning agents belief b; and so may be
different to the true policy of the other agent.



Algorithm 2 POTMMCP PUCT Action selection

procedure PUCT (h;)
for a; € .AZ‘ do

VN (hi)
U(hlaz) — C(P(az|h1)(1 - )\) + [A:] )m
end for
return argmax {Q(h;a;) + U(h;a;)}
a;€A;

end procedure

Algorithm 3 POTMMCP Value Function Node Ex-
pansion

procedure EXPAND((h;, m;)
for a; € -'47,' do
N(h;a;) <0
P(aglh;) < 772(“l|h )
W(hia;) <
Q(hia;) + 0
end for
return V™ (h;)
end procedure

function, which is the case for policies generated us-
ing most learning and planning methods. However, if
a value function is not available v; can be estimated
using a MC-rollout instead. Each edge h;a; from the
leaf node is initialized to (N(h;a;) = 0,P(a;|lh;) =
pi(a;), W(h;a;) = 0,Q(h;a;) = 0). The value estimate
of the leaf node v; is not used to initialize the edges
but instead used in the last stage of the simulation.

In the third and final stage, the statistics for each
edge along the simulated trajectory are updated by
propagating the value v; from the leaf node back-up
to the root node of the tree. The policy prior for
each edge h;a; along this path are also updated by
averaging over the existing prior and the latest pol-
icy P(ai|h;) < P(ailh;)+ [mi(ailh;) — P(ai|hi)] /N (h;).
This is a crucial difference between ours and previ-
ous methods. Previous methods apply PUCT to trees
where each node is treated as a fully-observed state
and so only compute the prior once when the node is
first expanded |[Silver et al.| [2018| [Schrittwieser et al.,
2020|. In our setting each node in the tree is an esti-
mate of the planning agent’s belief. When a node is
first expanded it contains only a single particle and so
is likely inaccurate, and thus the policy prior will also
be inaccurate. As the node is visited during subse-
quent simulations the belief accuracy improves and so
in our method we iteratively update the policy prior
to reflect this. Thus as the number of visits to a belief
increases, i.e. N(h;) — 0o, we have:

Plailhi) = Y

€Il

bi(m—i|hi) Z oi(mi|m—i)mi(ai|h;)

i €11,

Where b;(7_;|h;) is the true posterior belief over the
other agent’s policy m_; given the planning agent’s his-
tory. In this way P(a;|h;) is a function of the belief
over the other agent’s policy.

Once search is complete, the planning agent selects
the action at the root node with the greatest visit
count a;; = argmax, N(h;:a;) and receives an ob-
servation o;¢+1 from the real environment. At this
point T'(h; ta;+0;41) is set as the new root node of
the search tree and b/\i(hi’tai’toz"t+1) the new root be-
lief.

5 Theoretical Properties

In this section we show that POTMMCP converges
to the Bayes-optimal policy with respect to the policy
set II_; and prior p. The proof is based on the con-
version of the problem to a POMDP, which allows us
to apply the analysis in |Silver and Veness| [2010]. We
point out however, that the original analysis was based
on using the UCB algorithm |Auer et all [2002]. We
extend their proof to apply to the PUCB algorithm
|Rosin|, [2011], which requires an additional assump-
tion on the prior probabilities assigned to each action
in order to ensure sufficient exploration during search
for convergence in the limit to be guaranteed. Note,
in our implementation we use the A parameter which
can be chosen so that the assumption is met even if
the the search-policy prior assigns zero probability to
some actions.

Define V' (h;) = meaij(hiai) Vh; € H;.

Theorem 1 For all € > 0 (the numerical precision,
see Algorz'thml) given a suitably chosen ¢ (e.g. ¢ >
R"““”) and prior probabilities P(a;|h;) > 0,Yh; €
Hz,aq, € A; (e.g. A >0), from history h; POTMMCP
constructs a value function at the root node that con-
verges in probability to an € -optimal value function,
V(hi) & Vi(h;), where € = - As the number of
visits N(h;) approaches infinity, the bias of V(h;) is
O(log N (h;)/N(hi)).

Proof. (sketch, full proof is provided in the Ap-
pendix A POSG with a set of stationary poli-
cies for the other agent, and a prior over this set is
a POMDP, so the analysis from [Silver and Veness
[2010] applies to POTMMCP, noting that for N(h;)
sufficiently large PUCB has the same regret bounds
as UCB given each action is given prior probability
P(hzal) > 0,Yh; € Hi,a; € A; (ROSiH l2011|, Thm.
2 and Cor. 2) and so the same analysis of POMCP
using UCT applies to POMCP using PUCT.
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6 Experiments

We ran experiments on three benchmark environ-
ments designed to evaluate POTMMCP against ex-
isting state-of-the-art methods across a diverse set of
scenarios. In addition, we conducted a number of ab-
lations to investigate the different meta-policies and
the learning dynamics of our method. E|

6.1 Multi-Agent Environments

For our experiments we used one cooperative, one com-
petitive, and one mixed environment (Figure [2)). The
largest of which has four agents and on the order of
10'* states and 10% observations. Each environment
models a practical real-world scenario; namely, navi-
gation, pursuit-evasion, and ad-hoc teamwork. These
environments add additional complexities to existing
benchmarks|Eck et al.|[2020], [Kakarlapudi et al.| [2022]
and were chosen in order to assess POTMMCP’s abil-
ity across a range of domains that required both plan-
ning over many steps and reasoning about the other
agent’s behaviour. See Appendix [Bffor further details
on each environment.

Driving: A general-sum grid world naviga-
tion problem requiring coordination [Lerer and
Peysakhovich|, |2019]. Each agent is tasked with driv-
ing a vehicle from start to destination while avoiding
crashing into other vehicles.

Pursuit-Evasion (PE): A two-agent asymmetric
zero-sum grid world problem where the evader has to
reach a safe location without being observed by the
pursuer |[Seaman et al., 2018, [Schwartz et al.| [2022].

Predator-Prey (PP): A co-operative grid world
problem where multiple predator agents must work to-
gether to catch prey |Lowe et al,[2017]. The two-agent
version has two predators with each prey requiring two
predators to capture. The four-agent version has four
predators with each prey requiring three predators to
capture.

5All code used for the experiments is available at https:
//github.com/Jjschwartz/potmmcp

6.2 Policies

For each environment, a diverse set of four to five
policies was created and used for the set II. These
policies were used for the other agent during evalua-
tions and also for the meta-policy o; and policy prior
p. In our experiments each policy was a deep neural
network trained using the PPO RL algorithm [Schul-
man et al) [2017] and different multi-agent training
schemes. See Appendix [C] for details including multi-
agent training scheme, training hyper-parameters, and
empirical-game payoff matrices.

6.3 Baselines

We compared POTMMCP against a number of base-
lines in each environment. For the planning base-
line, we adapted the current state-of-the-art method
for planning in partially observable, typed multi-
agent systems [Kakarlapudi et al| [2022] designed for
[-POMDPs with communication. The full algorithm
incorporates an explicit model of communication and
while it can in principle support beliefs over multi-
ple types, it was only tested in the setting where the
other agent’s type is fixed and known. We adapted
their method by removing the explicit communication
model and extending it to handle beliefs over multiple-
agent types, we refer to this baseline as I-POMCP-PF.
We also use the same belief update and reinvigoration
strategies for both [-[POMCP-PF and POTMMCP to
keep the comparison fair and since both would benefit
equally from changes to the belief updates.

Meta-policy: Selects a policy from the set IT at the
start of the episode based on the meta-policy with re-
spect to the distribution p. This acts as a lower bound
on the performance of POTMMCP, and represents an
agent with access to the meta-policy but without using
beliefs or search.

Best-Response: This is the best performing policy
from the set of fixed policies II against each policy, as-
suming full-knowledge of the policy of the other agent.
This acts as an approximate upper-bound given there
is a policy in the set II that is a best-response policy
to at least one policy in the set, which is the case in
our experiments.

I-POMCP-PF 4+ Random: The I-POMCP-PF
algorithm using the uniform-random policy and MC-
rollouts for leaf node evaluations.

I-POMCP-PF + Meta: The -.POMCP-PF algo-
rithm using the value function of the meta-policy for
leaf node evaluations in place of MC-rollouts.

6.4 Experimental Setup

For each experiment we ran a minimum of 400
episodes, or 48 hours of total computation time,
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whichever came first. We tested each planning method
using a search time per step of Ny;me € [0.1,1, 5,10, 20]
seconds and Npgrticles = 100Ngim. particles. As per
prior work [Silver and Veness| [2010], after each real
step in the environment rejection sampling was used
to add additional particles to the root belief until it
contained at least (1 4+ 1/16)Npgrticies- For all experi-
ments we used € = 0.01 and a discount of v = 0.99. For
POTMMCP we chose PUCT constants based on prior
work [Schrittwieser et all, [2020]. We used exploration
constant ¢ = 1.25 along with normalized @-values to
handle the returns being outside of [0, 1] bounds in the
tested environments. We used A = 0.5 for the mix-in
proportion, although additional experiments we found
that POTMMCP was very robust to the value of A
in the environments and settings used for our experi-
ments (see Appendix @ For the I-POMCP-PF base-
lines we used a UCB exploration constant of ¢ = V2
|Auer et al.,|2002] along with normalized @Q-values.

6.5 Evaluation of Returns

Figure [3] shows the mean episode return of POT-
MMCP and the baseline methods in each environment.
Given the same planning time, POTMMCP outper-
formed both versions of -POMCP-PF across all en-
vironments. Furthermore, POTMMCP even matched
the performance of the Best-Response baseline in two
environments given enough planning time. We at-
tribute the gains in performance of POTMMCP to its
ability to effectively utilize the meta-policy for biasing
search and for leaf-node evaluation.

Biasing the action-selection meant less planning
time was spent exploring lower value actions (accord-
ing to the meta-policy) and lead to significantly deeper
searches (~ 13 for POTMMCP vs ~ 5 for L POMCP-
PF for 20 s planning time, see Appendix . This
translated to a longer effective planning horizon for
POTMMCP and improved performance. This was es-
pecially evident in the PE (Evader) problem which re-
quires long horizon planning as the evader agent must
choose between many possible paths to its goal, and
the choice it makes early in the episode affects its
chances of reaching its goal without being spotted by
the pursuer.

Effectively utilizing the meta-policy’s value function
for leaf node evaluation meant that POTMMCP was
able to avoid expensive MC-rollouts and ultimately
led to faster simulations and more efficient planning.
This helps explain the gains in performance over I-
POMCP-PF + Random, however we also observe sim-
ilar or greater gains over L POMCP-PF + Meta which,
like POTMMCP, uses the meta-policy’s value function
and avoids MC-rollouts. Indeed I-POMCP-PF’s per-
formance actually suffers from using the meta-policy
when compared to using the random policy with MC-
rollouts. This result highlights a limitation of UCB
when combined with value-functions. In our experi-
ments where the rewards are not especially dense, we
found the difference in value estimates produced by
the search-policy between two actions from the same
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belief can be very small (i.e. a factor of 7). When us-
ing UCB this small difference can be dominated by the
variance in returns generated during MC simulations,
and translates into UCB being unable to effectively
distinguish the best action during search when using
the meta-policy’s value estimates. PUCT reduces the
influence of the variance by biasing the actions accord-
ing to the search-policy - which by definition selects
actions that maximize the value estimates (even if the
difference is small between actions). This bias acts to
amplify the value of the best actions relative to the
other actions and allows POTMMCP to more effec-
tively use the meta-policy’s value estimates for plan-
ning, leading to the gains in planning efficiency and
performance. Of course this has the drawback that
if the search-policy is bad, then it takes more plan-
ning time to overcome the bias introduced and find
the optimal actions. The fact that we see improved
performance when using the meta-policy across all en-
vironments provides empirical evidence that it makes
for a good search-policy.

6.6 Evaluation of Meta-Policies

To assess the effect of meta-policy choice on perfor-
mance we compared POTMMCP using greedy o?,
softmax 0925, and uniform o meta-policies in each
environment. Figure [4| (left) shows the standardized
mean episode returns of POTMMCP using the dif-
ferent meta-policies averaged across all environments.
Results for each individual environment are available
in the Appendix Overall we found 0925 was the
most robust, performing best or close to best across all

environments, and had the highest mean performance

when averaged across all environments (although not
significantly so). We expect this is likely due to the
reasons covered in Section It’s worth noting that
we didn’t tune the 7 parameter for our experiments
and expect marginal performance gains may be seen
with tuned values. A question for future work is
whether an optimal value for 7 can be inferred from
the empirical payoff-matrix.

To study the benefit of using a meta-policy and
robustness to search policy choice, we tested POT-
MMCP using different search policies in each environ-
ment. We did this by replacing the meta-policy with
each of the policies in the set II;, as well as the uniform
random policy. Figure |4 (right) shows the standard-
ized results averaged across all environments, while the
results for each individual environment are available in
Appendix [G| We found that the meta-policy lead to
the most consistent results, having similar or better
performance than the best single-policy in each en-
vironment. While the best single-policy was able to
perform comparable to the meta-policy, we typically
observed a significant gap between the best and worst
performing policies and no obvious way to tell before-
hand which of the policies out the set would perform
best/worse. Overall we found the meta-policy lead to
the most robust performance without having to test
each individual search policy.

6.7 Evaluation of Beliefs

To better understand the adaptive capabilities of
POTMMCP we analysed the evolution of beliefs dur-
ing an episode. Figure [5|shows the accuracy of POT-
MMCP’s belief for the PP (two-agent) problem while
the results for all environments are available in Ap-
pendix [Hl We observed that in all environments POT-
MMCP’s belief in the correct other agent type in-
creased as the episode progressed. A similar trend
occurred for the action distribution accuracy, with the
distance between the estimated and true distributions
decreasing over time. We also found roughly mono-
tonic improvement in belief accuracy with increased
planning time. It’s worth noting we also observed a
drop in accuracy for steps that occurred beyond the
typical episode length (e.g. ~ 37 for the PP (two-
agent) problem), this is likely due to increased un-
certainty from the environment moving into less com-
mon states which can impact the planning agent’s be-
liefs and the behaviour of the other agents. However,
even taking this into account, these results empirically
demonstrate POTMMCP’s ability to learn the other
agent’s type from online interactions and helps explain
POTMMCP robust performance against a diverse set
of policies.
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6.8 Scalability with Policy Set Size

So far our we have shown results for experiments
where the size of the set of possible other agent poli-
cies has been relatively small, [II_;| € [4,5]. To test
how well POTMMCP performs compared to the base-
lines with larger policy sets, we ran additional ex-
periments for the Driving and Pursuit-Evasion envi-
ronments with |II_;| € 15, the results are shown in
Figure [f} POTMMCP’s performance scaled well with
the larger performance, performing significantly better
than the meta-baseline across all experiments and also
improving with planning time. Furthermore, due to
POTMMCP using Monte-Carlo simulation, the com-
putation time per simulation does not increase with
policy set size. The key potential limitation in prac-
tice is the belief accuracy, since the number of parti-
cles needed to represent the space of policies accurately
will grow with the policy set size. However, depending
on the diversity of the behaviours represented by the
different policies, there can be considerable overlap be-
tween policy behaviours. In this case the number of
particles needed to represent the belief so that it can
still be used to find a good policy for the planning
agent may not grow that much as the policy set of the
other agent grows.

7 Conclusion

We presented a scalable planning method for type-
based reasoning in large partially observable environ-
ments. Our algorithm, POTMMCP, offers two key
contributions over existing planners. The first is the
use of PUCT for action selection during search. The
second is a new meta-policy which is used to guide
the search. Through extensive evaluations we demon-
strate that POTMMCP significantly improves on the
performance and planning efficiency of existing state-
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of-the-art methods. Furthermore, we prove that POT-
MMCP will converge in the limit to the Bayes-optimal
solution.

Multiple avenues for future research exist. Extend-
ing POTMMCP to handle continuous state, action,
and observation spaces would make it more widely ap-
plicable. We proposed a general and flexible meta-
policy and validated it empirically, however based on
prior work [Lanctot et al.,[2017], a more principled ap-
proach likely exists. Lastly, exploring methods for im-
proving generalization to policies outside of the known
set set would be a valuable addition.

Acknowledgements. We would like to thank Kevin
Li for his feedback on an earlier draft. This work is
supported by an AGRTP Scholarship and the ANU
Futures Scheme.
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A Proofs

In this section, we show that POTMMCP converges to the Bayes-optimal policy. Our proof first shows how
a POSG can be converted into an equivalent POMDP, given the other agent is using a policy from a known
distribution. This first step follows a similar construction to I-POMDPs |Gmytrasiewicz and Doshil 2005| for
converting a POSG to a POMDP, except we model the other agent’s only by their policy and history as opposed
to the more general -LPOMDP formulation which also includes agent frames and beliefs. Next we show that
our algorithm converges to the optimal solution in the derived POMDP (and thus the original POSG with the
known other agent policy set) following similar steps to those in |Silver and Veness| [2010]. Noting that we extend
their proof to the multi-agent setting, and also to MCTS using PUCT.

A.1 POSG-POMDP Value Equivalence

Given the set of policies II_; = {m_; u|m = 1,--- , M} for the other agent —i and a prior distribution over them
p, where p(m_; ) = Pr(m_;m), a POSG can be framed as a POMDP for the planning agent ¢. This frames the
original POSG as a Bayesian Reinforcement Learning problem where the joint policy for the other agent w_; and
their history h_; become hidden variables within the state space that must be inferred by the planning agent.

Let wy = (s, m_;, h_; ) denote a history-policy-state at time ¢. W, denotes the space of time ¢ history-policy-
states, and W = {W,|0 <t < T} denotes the space of all possible history-policy-states for time horizon T. W is
finite given the action and observation spaces of all agents are finite. For problems with an infinite horizon (i.e.
no step limit), discounting is required and the horizon can be set such that the value functions are e-optimal,
as suggested by [Kocsis and Szepesvari, [2006]. We use dot notation to denote the components of a wy - w;.s,
wy.m_;, we.h_; . For convenience we use wy.a_; and w¢.o_; to denote the last action and observation of agent
—1 contained in the history wy.h_; ¢, i.e. a_;;—1 and o_; ;.

Lemma 2 Given a set of stationary history-based policies 11_; for the other agents —i, a prior distribu-
tion over this set p, and a POSG M = (Z,8,bo, A,{O:},T,{Z2:},{Ri}), consider the derived POMDP
M= W, by, Ai, 0;, T, Z,R) for planning agent i with history-policy-states wy = (s,m—;, h_; ) as states, where,

W:=8xIl_; xH_;
bo(wy) := bo(wy.s)p(ws.m_;)5(ws.h_;, D)
T (we, az,wyr) = we.m_i(wyr.a_i|we.h_;) T (wy.s, (a;, wy.a_;), wy.s)
X Z_i(wy.s, (i, wy.a_;), wy.0_;)S({t' we.m_s), (t+ 1, we.m_;))
Z(wy, a;,0;) = Zi(ws.s, {a;, w.a_;),0;)

R(we,a;) == Z wy.m—i(a—ilwph_;)Ri(we.s, (a;, a—;))
a_;€A_;

and & is the Kronecker Delta function which is 1 if the function arguments are equal, otherwise 0, then
the value function V™ (h;4) of the derived POMDP is equivalent to the value function V™ (h;+) of the POSG,

Vm—V“i (hi,t) = Vﬂ-i (hi,t) .

Proof. By backward induction on the Bellman equation, starting from the horizon,
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v (h Z Z Z bi((s, m—is h—i )l hit) Zﬂi(ailhi,t) Z m_i(a_ilh_;t)

seSm_;ell_; h,, 167‘[1 t a; €EA; a_;€A_;

Ri(s, (ai,a_i)) +v Y T(s,(aia_s),s') Y Zi(s' (ai,a_s),00) V™ (hiai0:)

s'eS 0,€0;
ZZ Z Z bi((s, m—iy h—i )l hit) Z mi(ailhit) Z m_i(a—ilh—i)Ri(s, (ai,a—;))
s€Sm_,€ll_; h_; €M a; €A; a_;€EA_;

+ Z —ilh—iz) ZT (aj,a_;) Z Zi(s', (ai,a_i), 0,)V™ (h; 1a;0;)

a_;€EA_; s’eS 0,€0;
=3 D > bllsmahoidlhig) Y milailhig)
sEST_€Ml_;h_; 1EHie a;€EA;

x| > woiasilhoi ) Ri(s, (i) +y > moilasilhoig) > T(s, (ai,a-),8)

a_;€EA_; a_;€EA_; s'eS

X Z Z_i(s' (as, a—),0-;) Z Zi(s', (a5, a_;),0,) V™ (hira;0;)

o_;€0_; 0,€0;
=D > > billsmiheidlhie) Y milailhie)
seSnw_;ell_; h,i,tEHi,t a; €EA;

X 7?’(<877Tfi7h7i,t>7ai) +’Y Z Z Z 7—(<sv7rfi7hfi,t>7aia <sl77rfi7h7i,ta7i07i>)

a_;€EA_; s’€So0_;e0_;

Z Z_ 8 7T—z7h—z ta—i0— > azyol)vﬂ- (hztazoz)

Z wt|hzt Z 7Tz‘(@i|hi7t)

wy a;€A;

X ﬁ(wtaai) + Z T(wt,ahwt—i-l) Z Z(wt+17aiawt+1-oi)‘7m(hi,tai0i)

W41 0,€0;

= V7™ (hi,)

A.2 Convergence

Here we show show that the proposed algorithm POTMMCP converges to the e-optimal solution of the POSG
under the type-based reasoning assumptions. The main steps of our proof are adapted from [Silver and Veness|
2010|, however we extend the original proof to the type-based, multi-agent setting. Note, our proof does not
hold for POSGs in general, but only for POSGs under the type-based reasoning assumptions. When mentioning
the POSG, we are referring to the POSG problem along with a set of stationary history-based policies II_; for
the other agent —i, and a prior distribution over this set p.

Our proof is based on showing that, for an arbitrary rollout policy m; for the planning agent i, the POSG
rollout distribution (the distribution over full histories of agent ¢ when performing root sampling of the state s,
and other agent policy m_; and history h_;) is equal to the derived POMDP rollout distribution (the distribution
over full histories when sampling in the history-policy-state POMDP). Given that these two distributions are
identical, the statistics maintained in the search tree will converge to the same number in expectation. This
allows us to apply the analysis for MCTS in POMDPs from [Silver and Veness| [2010] to POTMMCP in typed
POSGs.
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Definition 3 The POSG rollout distribution, Dy (h; 4), is the distribution over histories for planning agent
i in a POSG, where the other agent —i’s policy is from the set 11_; with a prior distribution over this set
p, when performing Monte-Carlo simulations according to a policy m; in combination with root sampling an
initial state, other agent policy, and other agent history. This distribution, for a particular time d, is given by

D3 (hig) == I%l Zszl Hhi,d(hgcd)); where K is the number of simulations that comprise the empirical distribution,
K, is the number of simulations that reach depth d (not all simulations might be equally long), and hgcd) is the
history specified by the k-th particle at time d.

Definition 4 The derived POMDP rollout distribution, D™ (h;4), is the distribution over
histories for planning agent i in the derived POMDP, when performing Monte-Carlo simu-
lations according to policy m; and sampling state transitions, observations, and rewards from
M. This distribution, for a particular time d + 1 history, 1is given by f)’”(hi,daioi) =

D™ (h,a)mi(@ilhia) D yenwy bi(Walhia) Xy, ewnys T (Was @iy was1) Z(wasrai, 0;).

Now, our main theoretical result is that these distributions are the same in the limit of the number of simula-
tions.

Lemma 5 Given a POSG M, a set of stationary history-based policies I1_; for the other agent —i, and a prior
distribution over this set p, for any rollout policy for planning agent i, w;, the POSG rollout distribution converges
in probability to to the derived POMDP rollout distribution, Ym;, hi g Dy (hi q) LN Dri(hiq).

Proof. By forward induction from h;+, where ¢ is the timestep at the root.

Base case: At the root when (d =t, h; g = h; ), it is clear that D} (h; q) = ’ZA)”'i(hi,d) = 1 since all simulations
go through the root node.

Step case: Assume Dy’ (h;q) = ZA?’”(hi,d) for all time d histories where t < d < T. Consider any time d + 1
history h; 4+1 = h; 4a;0;, the following relation holds:

D (hiaai0;) = D¢ (hia)miailhia) Y > S bil(smihoialhia) D wilailhoia)

seSm_€l_;h_; a€H;.a a_;€EA_;
X Z T(Sv <ai7 a7i>7 s/)Zi(S/’ <ai7 a7i>a Oi)
s’eS
= Dy (hi,a)mi(ailhi,a) Z Z Z bi((s, 77—, h—i,a)|hi,a) Z mi(a—ilh—ia)
seSnw_;ell_; h_iydE’Hiyd a_;€EA_;
X Z T (s, (aiya—i), 8")Zi(s', (ai, a_i), 0;) Z Z_i(s' (i, a_i),0-4)
s'eS 0_;,€0_;

:ﬁ“i(hi,d)m(ai\hi,d)z Z Z bil(s,m—i, hi.a)lhi.a)

seSn_;ell_; h,ide’Hi,d

XZ Z Z Tsymishia),ai, (8", i, higa_i0_3)) Z((s', i, h_j 4a_i0_3), ai, 0;)

s’eSa_;€A_;0_,€0_;
= D™ (hia)mi(ailhia) D bi(walhia) Y T(wa,ai,wasr)Z(wayrai,0)
wqagEWq wg4+1EW
= 'bﬂ—i (hwaioi)
(1)
Where the third line is obtained using the induction hypothesis, and the rest from the definitions.

Now that we have shown that the rollout distributions are equivalent between the POSG and derived POMDP,
we can present the main convergence result.

Theorem 6 For all e > 0 (the numerical precision, see Algorithm , given a suitably chosen ¢ (e.g. ¢ > Rl%‘jf)
and prior probabilities P(a;|h;) > 0,Vh; € H;,a; € A; (e.g. A > 0), from history hy POTMMCP constructs a
value function at the root node that converges in probability to an € -optimal value function, V (h;) 2, Vi(hi),

where € = 5. As the number of visits N (h;) approaches infinity, the bias of V(h;) is O(log N(h;)/N (hi)).
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Proof. By [5]the POTMMCP simulations can be mapped to the PUCT simulations in the derived POMDP. By
[2] a POSG with a set of stationary policies for the other agent, and a prior over this set is a POMDP, so the
analysis from [Silver and Veness| [2010] applies to POTMMCP, noting that for N(h;) sufficiently large PUCB
has the same regret bounds as UCB given each action is given prior probability P(h;a;) > 0,Vh; € H;,a; € A;
(Rosin| [2011], Thm. 2 and Cor. 2) and so the same analysis of POMCP using UCT applies to POMCP using
PUCT.

A.3 Belief Update

In this section we provide the equations for the initial belief and belief updates using history-policy-states. This
is not part of the proof of convergence, but is provided for reference. Conventions differ between Al communities
and problem domain regarding whether each episode begins with the agent performing an action a; ¢ or receiving
an initial observation o0; 9. So here we show the initial belief for both conventions. Note that in the observation-
first setting the initial belief requires an initial observation function Z;o(0;,s) defining the probability agent i
received initial observation o; given initial state s. It is always possible to convert between the two conventions.
An observation-first model can be converted into an action-first model by including a unique initial state (or
state feature) such that all actions in that state have the effect of transitioning to a true initial state and the
agent receiving an initial observation. Similarly, an action-first model can be converted to an observation-first
model by all agents receiving some unique initial observation (or random initial observation independent of the
initial state) at the initial timestep.

Proposition 7 (Initial Belief) Given a POSG M = (I,8, by, A, {0}, T,{Z:},{R:}), where the other agent
—i is using a policy from a known set of policies II_; = {mn_; m|m = 1,--- , M}, and a prior distribution over
them p, where p(m_; ) = Pr(m_;m).

(Action-first) If the POSG begins each episode with each agent performing an action, the initial belief for
agent i over history-policy-states with initial history h; o = 0 is,

4 ) bo(ws)p(w.r—y) ifwho; =10
bio(wlhio) = {0 otherwise. )

(Observation-first) If the POSG begins each episode with each agent receiving an observation, the initial
belief for agent i over history-policy-states with initial history h; o = 050 s,

nbo(w.s)p(w.m_;) Z_; o(w.o_;,w.s) if wh_; =o0_;

(3)

0 otherwise

bi o(wlhio) = {

Where Z_; 0(0—i,s) = Pr(o_;|s) is the initial observation function for agent —i, and n = 1/Pr(0;0lbo) is a
normalizing constant with Pr(o;olbo) = > csbo(5)Zi0(0i0,5).

Proposition 8 (Belief Update) Given a POSG M = (I, S, bo, A, {0:}, T, {Z:},{R:}), where the other agent
—i is using a policy from a known set of policies II_; = {m_; m|m = 1,--- , M}, and a prior distribution over
them p, where p(m_; m) = Pr(m_; m). The belief for agent i with history h;; = h;1—10;1-10; after t time-steps
18,

bi,t(wt|h1’,t) = [3wt~7f—i(wt-a—i,t—1 |wt-h—vz,t—1)

X Zi(0,45 (@i t—1, W0 p—1), We.8) Z_5(W.0_j ¢, (A p—1, We. 0 t—1), W.S)

X Z T (we.s, (@ip—1, W05 t—1), 8)bit—1((S, we.T—s, we.h—j y—1))|hit—1)
seS

Where 8 is a normalizing constant.
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B Environments

In this section we describe the environment used for experiments in more detail.

(a) Driving (b) Pursuit-Evasion (PE) (c¢) Predator-Prey (PP)

Figure 7: Experiment Environments

Driving: A general-sum 2D grid world navigation problem requiring coordination [Lerer and Peysakhovichl
2019|. Each agent controls a vehicle and is tasked with driving the vehicle from start to destination locations
while avoiding crashing into other vehicles. Each agent observes their local area, speed, and destination, and
whether they’ve reached their destination or crashed. Agents receive a reward of 1 if they reach their destination,
—1 if they crash into another vehicle, and —0.05 if they attempt to move into a wall. To reduce exploration
difficulty agents receive a reward of 0.05 each time they make progress towards their destination. The exploration
bonus is analogous to GPS in that it provides guidance for navigation but not for how to coordinate with other
vehicles. Episodes ended when all agents had either crashed into another vehicle or reached their destination, or
50 steps had passed.

Pursuit-Evasion (PE): An asymmetric zero-sum grid world problem involving two agents, an evader and
a pursuer [Seaman et all 2018 [Schwartz et al., [2022]. The evader’s goal is to reach a safe location, while the
pursuer’s aim is to spot the evader before it reaches its goal. The evader is considered caught if it is observed
by the pursuer. Both agents have knowledge of each others starting locations, however, only the evader has
knowledge of its goal location. The pursuer only knows the set of possible safe locations. Thus, this environment
requires each agent to reason about the which path the other agent will take through the dense grid environment.
Each agent receives six bits of observation per step. Four bits indicate whether there is a wall or not in each of
the cardinal directions, one bit indicates whether the opponent can be seen in the agent’s field of vision (which
is a cone in front of the agent), and the final bit indicates whether the opponent can be heard within Manhattan
distance two of the agent. Due to the lack of precision of these observations, the pursuer never knows the exact
position of the evader and vice versa. Similar to the Driving environment the evader agent receives a small bonus
whenever it makes progress towards the safe location, while the pursuer receives the opposite reward. Episodes
ended when the evader was captured or reached the safe location, or 100 steps had passed.

Predator-Prey (PP): A co-operative grid world problem involving multiple predator agents working together
to catch prey |Lowe et al 2017]. Prey are controlled autonomously and preference movement away from any
observable predators or other prey. Predators can catch prey by being in an adjacent cell, with the number of
predators required to catch a prey based on the prey strength. Both predators and prey can observe a 5-by-5
area around themselves, namely whether each cell contains a wall, predator, prey, or is empty. Each prey capture
gives all predators a reward of 1/N,,.,. Predators start each episode from random separate locations along the
edge of the grid, while prey start together in the center of the grid. We ran experiments on two different versions
of the environment, where both versions had three prey. The two-agent version had two predators with each
prey requiring two predators to capture. The four-agent version had four predators with prey requiring three
predators to capture. Both versions required coordination between agents to capture the prey. Episodes ended
when all prey were captured, or 50 steps had passed.
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Table 1: Environment State, Action, Observation Space Sizes. State and Observation Sizes for the Driving and
PP Environments are Approximate, but Correct to Within an Order of Magnitude.

Environment |S] | A |O;]
Driving 27x10% | 5 | 3x10°

PE 2.3x107 | 4 64
PP (two-agents) | 7 x 100 5 7 x 10°
PP (four-agents) | 6 x 10'* | 5 | 6 x 10!

C Policies

For each environment, we created four to five policies to be used for the set II. This set was used for the other
agent policies during evaluations and also for the meta-policy ¢; and policy prior p. Each policy was represented
using a deep neural network with an actor-critic architecture (with policy and value function outputs). In the
following sections we supply additional details for each set of policies including multi-agent training schemes,
training hyperparameters, and empirical-game payoff matrices.

C.1 Training

Each policy was trained using multi-agent reinforcement learning. We used different multi-agent training schemes
for each environment, while the same RL algorithm was used for training each individual policy. Specifically, for
each individual policy we used the Rllib |Liang et al.,[2018| implementation of the Proximal Policy Optimization
(PPO) model-free, policy-gradient method [Schulman et al.,|2017]. We used the same neural network architecture
for all policies, namely two fully-connected layers with 64 and 32 units, respectively, followed by a 256 unit LSTM,
whose output was fed into two separate fully connected output heads, one for the policy and one for the value
function. The neural network architecture and training hyperparameters are shown in Table[2] All policies were
trained until convergence, as indicated by their learning curves.

Table 2: Policy Training Hyperparameters.

Hyper parameter Driving \ PE \ PP
Training steps 10,240,000
Fully Connected Network Layers [64, 32]
LSTM Cell Size 256
Learning Rate 0.0003
KL Coefficient 0.2
KL target 0.01
Batch size 2048
LSTM training sequence length 20
Entropy Bonus Cofficient 0.001
Clip param 0.3
5 0.99 0.99 | [0.99,0.999]
GAE A 0.9 0.9 | [0.90,0.95]
SGD Minibatch size 256 256 [256, 512]
Num. SGD Iterations 10 10 [10, 2]
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Figure 8: Multi-agent training schemas used for generating the fixed policies for the different environments
(adapted from 2021]). For the Pursuit-Evasion environment separate policies were trained for the
Evader (agent 0) and the Pursuer (agent 1) agents.
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Figure 9: Empirical-game payoff matrices for the set of policies for each environment. The top row shows
the mean payoff after 1000 evaluation episodes, while the bottom row shows the corresponding 95% confidence
intervals. Each cell shows the result for the row policy when paired with the column policy or team of policies.

C.2 Driving Policies

For the Driving experiments we trained a set of five K-level reasoning (KLR) policies. In the KLR training
scheme, policies are trained in a hierarchy, the level K = 0 policy is trained against a uniform random policy,
level K = 1 is trained against the level K = 0, and so on with the level K policy trained as a best response
to the level K — 1 policy for K > 0. We trained policies synchronously using the Synchronous KLR training
method . Figure [§| provides a visualization of the training schema used. Figure El (a) shows the
pairwise performance for the Driving environment policies, with each policy evaluated against each other policy
for 1000 episodes.

For the policy prior p, we used a uniform distribution over the policies with reasoning levels k = 0,1, 2, 3.
The meta-policy was defined using all five policies, which included the level k& = 4 policy. This meant the
planning agent had access to a best-response for all the policies in p and allowed a fair comparison against the
Best-Response baseline.
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C.3 Pursuit Evasion Policies

For the PE experiments we trained a set of five KLR policies, similar to the Driving experiments. The only
difference being that we trained separate policies for the Evader and Pursuer at each reasoning level. Figure [§]
provides a visualization of the training schema used. Separate policies were used because the PE problem is
asymmetric, with the pursuer and evader having different objectives. Figure[]shows the pairwise performance for
the PE environment policies. The meta-policy and prior p were defined the same as for the Driving environment.

C.4 Predator Prey Policies

For this fully cooperative problem we trained five independent teams of agents using self-play |Tesauro|, [1994]
where each team consisted of identical copies of the same policy. The policy architecture and hyperparameters
were the same across each of the five teams, except for the initial random seed which was different. Using a
different seed meant each team converged to a different solution and lead to a diverse set of policies (as shown
by the empirical-game payofls). We trained separate policies for the two-agent and four-agent versions. Figure
provides a visualization of the training schema used. Figure [0] shows the pairwise performance for the set of
policies in each version of the environment. For the four-agent version we show the results from matching the
row policy with a team of three versions of the same policy (e.g. TO is three copies of policy S0).

We used a uniform distribution over the five teams for the prior p, with each team made up of copies of the
same policy from set of five trained self-play policies - one copy in the two-agent version, and three copies in the
four-agent version. This setup tested the planning agent’s ad-hoc teamwork ability. The meta-policy was defined
using all five policies in both versions.

D Evaluation of exploration noise levels

Figure [10] and Figure [11| show the performance of POTMMCP using different values for the A hyperparameter.

Driving PE (Evader) PE (Pursuer) PP (two-agents) PP (four-agents)
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Figure 10: Comparison of POTMMCP using different values for A in environment. Each figure shows performance
of POTMMCP using the ¢%2?° meta-policy. Shaded areas show the 95% confidence interval.
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Figure 11: Standardized mean episode returns of POTMMCP using different values for A\. Shaded areas show
95% CI.

E Search depth

Figure [I2 shows the maximum search depth by planning time for POTMMCP and baseline planning methods.
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Figure 12: Maximum search depth vs planning time of POTMMCP and I-POMCP-PF, averaged across all
environments. Shaded areas show the 95% confidence interval.

F Evaluation of different meta-policies

Figure [13| shows the performance of POTMMCP using the different meta-policies in each environment.
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Figure 13: Performance of POTMMCP with greedy ¢, softmax ¢%2%, and uniform o> meta-policies in each
environment. Shaded areas show the 95% CI.
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G Evaluation of different search policies

Figure [[4] and Figure [I5] compares the performance of POTMMCP using different search policies.

Mean Return

PP (four-agents)

Driving PE (Evader) PE (Pursuer) PP (two-agents)
0.6 -
2 f J,-" 0.5 08 1
£ £ 044 IS £
/ 2 2 2 061 27
[7] Q Q ]
o x® 024 o4 @
|" [l = = 044 = 06 |
[1+] [+ [+ [1+]
| ] v 00 i ]
| = = = 1/ = 05 4
| -0254 032 <7
T T T |I T T T T T T T 04 L T T
0 10 20 0 10 20 0 10 20 10 20 10 20
Search time (s) Search time (s) Search time (s) Search time (s) Search time (s)
_ 0',-0'25 Random — m — m — M — M3 my

Figure 14: Comparison of POTMMCP using different search policies in each environment. Each figure shows
performance of POTMMCP using the best performing meta-policy, the uniform random policy, and each of the
available fixed policies. Shaded areas show the 95% confidence interval.
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Figure 15: Comparison of POTMMCP using different search policies in each environment. Each figure shows
performance of POTMMCP using the best performing meta-policy, the uniform random policy, and the best and
worst of the available fixed policies (based on their performance given the maximum planning time). Shaded

areas show the 95% confidence interval.

H Belief Accuracy

Figure [16] shows POTMMCP’s belief accuracy for each environment.
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Figure 16: POTMMCP’s belief accuracy during an episode in each environment. (Top row) Mean probability
assigned by POTMMCP’s belief to the true policy of the other agent. (Bottom row) Mean Wasserstein distance
between the belief’s estimated action distribution and the other agent’s true action distribution. Each line in
each figure is POTMMCP using a different amount of search time. Shaded areas show 95% confidence intervals.
The vertical dashed line shows the mean number of steps taken per episode by POTMMCP using 20 s of planning
time. In all environments episode lengths were often shorter than the max episode lengths, leading to larger
confidence intervals for steps later in the episode.

I Sensitivity to Novel Policies

These results were not included in the main paper since they were outside the assumptions of our method.
However, we include them here for reference and to motivate future research.

Figure [I7] show the performance of POTMMCP and baselines when paired with other agents using policies
from I1_; that are not included in the set of known policies IT_;. The policies in II_; were generated in the same
way as those within the set II_;, but with a different seed leading to differences in behaviours. From the results
we can see that POTMMCP is more robust to the out-of-distribution policies than the I-POMCP-PF baselines,
and shown by the higher mean return. However, POTMMCP’s performance against the new policies I, is
significantly lower when compared to its performance against the known II_; policies (Figure , suggesting
that POTMMCP is sensitive to out-of-distribution policies at least for the policy prior used in our experiments.
This presents an interesting follow-up question. Specifically, what types of policy priors can lead to more robust
performance?
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Figure 17: Mean episode return of POTMMCP and baseline methods in the Driving and Pursuit-Evasion
environments when paired with other agent policies outside of the known set II_;. Results are for POTMMCP
and baselines using the softmax 0?25 meta-policy. Shaded areas show the 95% CI.
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