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Defending a Static Target Point with a Slow Defender

Goutam Das', Michael Dorothy?, Zachary 1. Bell?, and Daigo Shishika*

Abstract— This paper studies a target-defense game played
between a slow defender and a fast attacker. The attacker wins
the game if it reaches the target while avoiding the defender’s
capture disk. The defender wins the game by preventing the
attacker from reaching the target, which includes reaching
the target and containing it in the capture disk. Depending
on the initial condition, the attacker must circumnavigate the
defender’s capture disk, resulting in a constrained trajectory.
This condition produces three phases of the game, which we
analyze to solve for the game of kind. We provide the barrier
surface that divides the state space into attacker-win and
defender-win regions, and present the corresponding strategies
that guarantee win for each region. Numerical experiments
demonstrate the theoretical results as well as the efficacy of
the proposed strategies.

I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuit-evasion games (PEGs) have emerged as a sig-
nificant area of research within the domains of control
theory, artificial intelligence, and robotics, among others.
This interest is driven by their wide-ranging applications in
both civilian and military contexts. These problems can be
further categorized into subfields such as reach-avoid games,
target-defense games, and perimeter-defense games, to name
a few [1], [2].

In reach-avoid games (RAGs), the players are divided into
pursuers and evaders, each with the objective of reaching a
target before the opposing player while avoiding or main-
taining specific constraints [3].

Target-defense games (TDGs) are a type of PEGs that
were first introduced by Isaacs in his seminal work [4]. In
TDGs, attacker(s) seek to reach a high-value asset (HVA)
or target, and defender(s) seek to protect the target from the
incoming attacker [5], [6]. Targets can be a simple static
point in 2D space, a circle [7], or a moving line [8]. A
static target with arbitrary convex shape has been explored
in [9]. A generalized version of TDGs where the target
is in n-dimensional space is solved in [10]. Depending on
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the number of players, the games are classified into single
defender many attackers, two defenders single attacker, or
many defender many attacker games [11], [12].

One key assumption in most of these problems is that the
defenders are, in general, at least as fast as the attackers. A
common approach to handle slower-defender target-defense
games (SD-TDGs) is the encirclement of the faster attacker
[13]-[16], which requires a significant number of defenders
depending on the speed ratio parameter. SD-TDG with only
one defender is a much less explored area in the literature of
TDGs. Cooperative TDG with a single defender is explored
in [17] where the target cooperates with the defender. A
special case of the SD-TDG was studied in [18], where the
defender employs an open-loop strategy to go straight to
the target, and the attacker is on the capture radius which
circumnavigates around the defender

The work most closely related to this paper is found
in [19], where the defender aims to perpetually prevent
the attacker from reaching the target region. The strategies
used in the paper are derived from [20] which considers a
target-defense game with multiple defenders with a similar
approach.

We formulate the problem of defending a point target
as a reach-avoid game, where the target is defended if the
defender reaches it first, instead of having to perpetually
circle around and block. This modification led to some key
differences in the derived strategies as well as the resultant
winning regions (i.e., barrier surface). The first key difference
of our work compared to [19], [20] is that our defender
strategy never moves away from the target in an effort
to capture the attacker, whereas the ones derived in [19],
[20] led to such behavior even for a point target scenario.
Secondly, our analysis accommodates the entire state space
compared to [19] that worked only for defender that is
close enough to the target. Thirdly, the barrier surface is
always closed and it always provides a compact defender-
winning region, compared to a barrier segment which re-
quires multiple defender to close the barrier around the target
in [19]. A comparative study is provided to demonstrate these
differences at the end.

The paper is organized into the following sections: Sec-
tion II formulates the SD-TDG; Section III introduces domi-
nance regions to identify trivial winning regions; Section IV
derives optimal strategies for when the defender is able
to “block” the attacker, i.e., when the attacker must take
a constrained trajectory avoiding defender’s capture circle;
Section V discusses the construction of the closed barrier
surface and provides security strategies inside the winning
regions; and Section VI compares our results with other
existing literature.



Fig. 1. Tllustration of the target-defense game with a slower-defender.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

This section formulates the slower-defender target-defense
game (SD-TDG) on a plane. The positions of the agents are
denoted as x; = [z;,y;], where i € {T, D, A} represents the
target, the defender (D), and the attacker (A), respectively.
Without loss of generality, we consider the static target (7")
to be at the origin, i.e., xp = [0,0] . The agents have first-
order dynamics as follows:

Ip v cosYp

. YD vsinyp
z=f(z)=|" = 1
sy = |1 | = | 1)

YA sin 4
where z = [zp,yp,za,ya]’ represents the stacked state

of the game. ¥p,14 € [—m,m) are the heading angles
(control action) of the defender and the attacker, respectively.
The corresponding unit vectors of the defender and attacker
headings are denoted by vp = [cos ¥ p, sin ¢D]T, and vy =
[costha,sin e A]T, respectively. The speed ratio parameter,
v € (0,1), indicates that the defender is slower than the
attacker. Additionally, the defender has a capture radius
r > 0. We define the distance between the players at time ¢
as R(t) £ ||xp(t) — x(t)||, but the time argument will be
omitted for conciseness. The instantaneous capture condition
is R < r, which the attacker must avoid. The scenario is
modeled as a full-state information game, i.e., all players
are aware of each other’s instantaneous states at any given
time. However, a player’s instantaneous control action (the
heading angle) is not known to the other player.

We consider a game of kind where the attacker wins
the game if it reaches the target while avoiding defender’s
capture disk. Alternatively, the defender wins if it can prevent
the attacker from reaching the target by containing the target
within its capture disk. For simplicity, we refer to this case
as ‘defender reaches the target’ before the attacker.

Following the notation used in [20], we use pp and p4 to
denote the distances of the defender and the attacker from
the target, at any given time t: i.e., pp(t) £ ||xp(t)| and
pa(t) = ||xa(t)||. The game ends when either pp(t;) = r
(defender win), or pa(ty) = O (attacker win), whichever
occurs first, where ¢y is the terminal time. The terminal
surfaces Sp and S4 corresponding to defender win and
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Fig. 2. Defender’s dominance region, Dp is shown as a Cartesian Oval
(CO) and the attacker’s dominance region, D 4 is shown as a shaded region
outside the CO.

attacker win respectively are then given as follows:

pa >0}, )
pp > 1} 3)

We use Rp and R4 to denote the winning regions of the
defender and the attacker, respectively. From R p (resp. R a),
the defender (resp. attacker) has a strategy to guarantee its
win. The surface that divides these two regions is called the
barrier surface, denoted as B. It is characterized by the set of
initial conditions from which the game terminates at ¢ty with
pp = r and pp = 0 simultaneously. The main objective
of this paper is to identify the barrier surface B and the
corresponding winning strategies for the players.

SD:{Z|pD:T7
Sa={z|pa=0,

III. DOMINANCE REGIONS

We first look into the dominance regions of the players.
A dominance region for a player contains all the points it
can reach first in a straight-line regardless of the opponent’s
strategy. This analysis yields a region in the state space that
results in a trivial answer to the game of kind.

A. Defender’s Dominance Region

Since the defender has an extended ‘“reach” of r, its
dominance region in free space is defined as follows:

Dp 2 {x eR?|||x —xp| —r < v|x — x4} “)

The boundary of (@) is referred to as the Cartesian Oval
(CO) shown in Figure [2| for which the following result is
known [13].

Lemma 1 (Lemma 2 in [13]). The CO for the slower
defender and the faster attacker is described by the following
equations:
r=x4+1cos(p+N), 5)
y=ya+lsin(d+N), 6)



where [ is the distance of a point on CO from the attacker:
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and \ is the line-of-sight (LOS) angle,
A\ = arctan (yDyA), and 9)
ID —TA
n = vr 4+ Rcos . (10)

Remark 1. The defender has a strategy to reach any point
inside the CO before the attacker does, thus if the target is
inside this region, the defender can win the game.

Remark 2. The CO is merely a geometric construction
which outlines all points x that satisfy the condition:
% = v. It does not consider the capture of attacker
if the trajectories goes through the defenders capture disk.
Consequently, the CO offers no guarantee for the attacker
to reach a target within or beyond the CO (e.g., the white
region in Figure [2)).

B. Attacker’s Dominance Region

Due to Remark |2} identifying the exact dominance region
for the attacker is more subtle. We find a subset of the
dominance region as follows:

Da={x|pxa+ (1—pux¢&Dp,Vuel01]}. (11)

In words, D4 contains a set of points that the attacker
can reach without passing through the CO. This region is
indicated as the red shaded area in Figure

Lemma 2. If the target is in D 4, then the attacker can win
the game.

Proof. According to definition (@), the attacker can reach
any point outside CO before the defender does, provided
that there is no interception within the defender’s capture
disk. The possibility of capture only arises if the attacker’s
trajectory passes through Dp, and therefore, any point in D 4
is safely reachable by the attacker. O

In terms of the relative location of the target, we have now
carved out two regions Dp and D4 from our analysis since
they provide immediate solution to the game of kind. When
the target is outside of Dp U D4 (i.e., the white region in
Figure [2), we know from Remark 2] that the defender has a
strategy to position itself so that the attacker must adopt a
non-straight path in order to reach the target.

We call such a situation as “blocking” where the defender
places itself between the target and the attacker, compelling
the attacker to take a detour and consequently, a longer time
to reach the target. This poses a tactical dilemma: How

Fig. 3. The defender and the attacker in (pp, @) space in Phase-II.

should the defender optimally allocate its velocity compo-
nents between blocking the attacker and moving towards the
target?

IV. THE BLOCKING GAME

In this section we will discuss the case when the defender
can block the attacker from reaching the target: xp ¢
DpUD 4. To derive the optimal strategy and subsequently the
reachable region of the players, we first break the trajectories
into three possible phases.

e Phase-I: R > r and xp ¢ Dp U Dy, ie., the attacker
is outside the capture disk of the defender. There is no
trivial straight-line trajectory for either player to win.

e Phase-II: R = r and xp ¢ Dp U Dy, ie., the
attacker is on the capture disk of the defender. The
attackers objective is twofold: (i) avoid capture, and (ii)
circumnavigate the defender until xp € D 4.

o Phase-III: R > r and x7 € Dp U Dy: final stage of
the game where either the defender or the attacker has
a straight-line path to win.

We will build our strategies in reverse chronological order
from the terminal surface. However, since the analysis of
Phase-1III is trivial, our primary focus will be on Phase-II. For
this reason, we start by introducing the dynamics in Phase-II
first.

A. Dynamics of Phase-1l

Due to the rotational symmetry around the target and
the distance constraint R(t) = r, we can reduce the four-
dimensional state space to just two dimension. We choose
pp and 6 to be the states, where § = m — /T D A represents
the angular position of the attacker with respect to the T'D-
axis. For convenience, the control variables are denoted as
¢p and ¢4, as shown in Figure

The kinematics of the players in this stage can be de-
scribed by the following equations:

pp = vcos (0 + ¢p), (12)

b= —Lsin(0+6p)+ = (singa—vsingp). (13)
PD r

To maintain constant distance between the players (i.e.,

R = 0), we impose the following constraint on the control
of the attacker:

VCcosSdp = cospa. (14)



Fig. 4. Defender-win terminal conditions: defender reaches the target (left),
and attacker is blocked while the defender has angular advantage (right).

Note that the same assumption is made in other related
works [20], [21]. Although the attacker needs access to the
defender’s instantaneous heading and speed to achieve this
constraint, it is reasonable in the context of Nash equilibrium;
i.e., the attacker can compute the equilibrium heading of the
defender. Furthermore, since the attacker is faster than the
defender, any attempt to capture the attacker can be safely
avoided if the attacker uses some buffer; re . = r+ €, where
0 < e << r. For simplicity, we proceed with rggp = r.

B. Phase-IIl / Termination of Phase-II

We describe conditions on (pp, ) that immediately lead
to the winning of one player. This effectively extends the
terminal surfaces Sp and Sy of the overall game to the
termination of Phase-II.

1) Defender Winning Terminal Condition: The first obvi-
ous condition equivalent to Sp is pp = r. This is depicted
as the solid blue line in Figure [

The other condition for the defender to win is when
it has advantage in angular speed. Define pTD(O) as the
critical distance of the defender from the target such that
the defender can reach the target while blocking the attacker
due to angular speed advantage.

Theorem 1 (Defender Win Condition). The defender has a
strategy to win the game if pp < pTD (0), where

LT (ucos@—i— V1 —12sin? 9)

(9) - 1— VQ .
Proof. If the target is not inside the attackers dominance
region, i.e., Xy ¢ Dy, the attacker must go around the
defender to reach it. In Phase-III, if pp > r for the
defender win case, the attacker will be on the capture disk
of the defender and seek to go around, it must increase
|6|. However, the defender can prevent |f| from increasing,
while reducing pp, if it has angular speed advantage around
the target. This is true if the distances satisfy the following
condition:

ph (15)

(16)

Since the attacker is on the disk, the geometry in Figure f}
(right) provides

pa = \/(PD +rcos0)2 4 r2sin? 0 > 0. amn

From the critical value in (I6) and (T7), we get (I3), which
gives the critical defender distance, pp = pTD(G), for a given
attacker position on the capture disk. O
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Fig. 5. Terminal surfaces of the Phase-II indicating the end of game trivially
by either defender or attacker win.

Fig. 6.  Attacker-win terminal condition: § = 6T(pp) and the target
position x7 € D 4.

2) Attacker Winning Terminal Condition: The attacker
can win the game if it can safely ‘break free’ from the
defender’s capture disk and move towards the target in
straight line which is shown in Fig. [6]

Lemma 3. For any defender strategy, the attacker can leave
the capture disk and terminate Phase-II by employing ¢ o €

(—(/)L, ¢:r4) where

+

!, £ arccos (v). (18)

Proof. This result is easy to verify by considering the radial
velocity of the attacker with respect to the defender: R =
cos¢pa —vcos¢p > cospa — v. The equality is achieved
when the defender uses pure pursuit strategy (¢p = 0). With
|pal < gbg, the radial velocity of the attacker is cos ¢4 > v,
which provides R > 0. O

Remark 3. When R = r, the attacker’s heading tangent
to CO is ¢pp = gbL The cone defined by |pa| < <;S:r4 (see
Figure [6)) provides the attacker’s dominance region D 4.

This result directly follows as a special case of Lemma
and (§). The critical attacker position, ot (pp), that allows
it to terminate Phase-II and reach the target is given in the
following theorem.

Theorem 2 (Attacker Win Condition). The attacker can
terminate Phase-II and win the game if |0] > 6%, where



0 is given as follows:

07 (pp) £ 7 — arccos (1) + arcsin (
PD

V1= 12 ) (19)

Proof. Recall that x € D, is a sufficient condition for the
attacker to win. Now, based on Remark [3] it is clear that the
attacker can win the game if the line of sight to the target is
within the cone |4 < qZ)TA. The critical case is described in
Figure |§I where ¢4 = qSL. The angle A" can be described as
0t = Z/(TAD) + Z(DTA), where /(TAD) = 7 — ¢, and
Z(DTA) can be found by the law of sine:

sin /(DT'A) _ sin (;SL _V1=2 (20)

r PD pp
From Remark 3, one can see that the attacker will immedi-
ately leave the capture disk, and Phase-II terminates. O

The attacker’s winning surface # = 0 is depicted by the
red solid line in Figure [5]

C. Phase-II: Optimal Constrained Trajectories

This section considers how the agents can steer the states
(pp, 0) towards the terminal surfaces corresponding to their
respective win.

The strategy we consider for the attacker is to allocate suf-
ficient radial velocity to stay on the capture disk, according
to (T4), and use the remaining velocity component to circum-
navigate (go around) the capture disk. For circumnavigation,
the attacker intends to increase ||, so that the target comes
in its line of sight as discussed in Theorem [2] Although (14)
gives the attacker two options to circumnavigate in clockwise
or counter-clockwise, only one results in increasing |6|. This
optimal attacker heading ¢% will have the same sign as ¢p,
which means both the attacker and the defender moves either
clockwise or counter-clockwise around the target. Formally,
we can write

¢ = sign(¢p) - arccos(v cos ¢p). (21

With this attacker strategy, 6 becomes a function of the
defender’s control input ¢p:

0(6p) = == sin (60 +0)
+%(¢m_m%).

Recalling that pp is solely controlled by the defender as
in , both § and pp are now functions of ¢p. For the
defender to decide how to steer the states in (pp,6) space,
one can make the following observations:

(22)

o The state (pp, 61) is more advantageous than (pp, 62)
for the defender if |61] > |62].
o The state (pp,1,0) is more advantageous than (pp 2, 0)
for the defender if pp 1 < pp 2.
Based on these observations, we conclude that the defender
wants to steer the state towards pp = r (approach the target)
while maximizing 6 (blocking the attacker). To this end,
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Fig. 7. Phase-II trajectories in defender and attacker winning region,
separated by the barrier surface indicated by the black line.

the following objective function captures the slope of the
trajectory in (pp,#) space:

§ —Lsin(ep+0)+ 1 (V1—v2cosop —vsingp)

oD vcos (¢pp + 0)
(23)

and the optimal defender heading is given by the following

equation:
o1 in (2
=argmin | — |,
D g o \ pp

subject to pp < 0. Since cannot be solved for a
closed-form expression of ¢7},, we solve ¢}, numerically. It
is important to choose the appropriate sign for ¢7, depending
on whether the interaction between the defender and the
attacker is clockwise or counter-clockwise.

Given ¢7, and ¢%, Figure [/| shows the trajectories in the
(pp, ) space for Phase-II. The black line is the trajectory
that will terminate at the intersection of defender-win and
attacker-win surface: (pp,#) = (1, 7). This trajectory serves
as the barrier surface for phase-II. This complete character-
ization of Phase-II serves as part of the terminal surface for
Phase-1.

Although we are interested in solving the game of kind,
for convenience, we label these different trajectories with
some performance index as follows:

V(pp,0) ={ if (pp,0) € Rp

otherwise.
where pp r and 0 are the states at the final time of Phase-II.
With this definition, V' (pp,6) = 0 on the barrier, and V' > 0
(resp. V' < 0) corresponds to Rp (resp. Ra). The choice of
V' is motivated by the goal of ensuring that the defender (or
attacker) not only aims to reach the target but also seeks to
increase the distance between the target and the attacker (or
defender). Note that we do not intend to use this as a payoff.

(24)

7T—9f

25
pp.s (25)

D. Phase-1: Optimally Entering Phase-I1

In this section, we derive the optimal trajectories of the
players during Phase-I. The derivation will rely on the
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Fig. 8. Computing attacker position on the barrier from retrograde Phase-II
trajectories for v = 0.4m (left) and v = O (right).

smooth transition between Phase-I and Phase-II. Although
this “property” was initially utilized in [21] and also in [19],
we treat it as a conjecture in the absence of a formal proof:

Conjecture 1. The optimal trajectory in Phase-I1 smoothly
connects to the optimal trajectory in Phase-II, ensuring
that there is no discontinuity in the heading as the phase
transition occurs.

The trajectories in Phase-II can be represented in the xy-
plane to visualize the physical paths of the players. Due to
the rotational symmetry in Phase-II analysis, we have a set
of trajectories each corresponding to a particular terminal
heading angle in xy-plane. We use +y to denote this rotational
degree of freedom: which can be defined as the angle
between x7/p = xr — xp and xp(t1), where t; is the
initial time of Phase-1. See Figure [8| for two trajectories both
corresponding to V' = 0: one with v = 0 and the other with
some v > 0.

The Phase-II trajectories in xy-plane can be parameterized
using V' and ~y. For each Phase-II trajectory, we can identify
the tangent line from the current defender position. Based
on Conjecture 1, this gives us the location, x'(V,~), that
the defender enters Phase-IL. It also gives us the duration of
Phase-II, denoted as 7y, as well as the duration of Phase-I:
which can be computed as 71 = || x5 (V, ) — xp||/v.

Using 71, we can identify the corresponding location
at which the attacker transitions into Phase-II, denoted by
x4 (V,~), along with the velocity vector v'}(V,~v) at that
point. The position of the attacker for this particular Phase-
II trajectory to be valid is given by:

XL;(V;’}/;XD) :xg—ﬁ-vg, (26)

where the dependency of each variables on (V) and xp is
omitted on the right-hand side for clarity.

For an initial condition given by (xp, x4 (V,v;xp)), we
know by construction that each agent’s optimal strategy is to
move in a straight line towards the tangent point of Phase-II
trajectory with the value of V' and the rotation of . Based
on this result, one can numerically search over (V) space
to identify the one that matches the actual attacker position.

V. BARRIER AND SECURITY STRATEGIES

We combine the results of Sec.[[Illand Sec.[V]to construct
the full barrier surface in z, and provide a security strategy
for each agent within their corresponding winning regions.

A. Barrier Surface

We first define the natural barrier, derived from the results
in Sec. [Tl When blocking does not happen, the game does
not enter Phase-II. This is true if ZAT'D > arccos (v) [19].
In this case, the attacker is able to win if the following
condition is satisfied: ||xa| < ||xpl|/v. The critical case
provides the natural barrier as follows:

By = {xa | |xall = |xpl|l/v N LATD > arccos(v)}.
27

Remark 4. The condition ||x4|| = ||xp||/v is sufficient for
the defender to win if ZATD < arccos(v). This is because
the attacker must now circumnavigate the defender, even if
the defender is moving straight to the target. The attacker
will spend more time than ||xpl|/v to reach the target. We
denote this part of the circle as By, later used in Theorem

From (26), we can identify the set of attacker positions on
the barrier by fixing V' = 0 and varying «. One can verify
that v = 0 corresponds to the critical point where the natural
barrier ends. As v is increased, the attacker position moves,
and it either hits the capture disk as in Figure [§] (left), or
hits the line of symmetry: co-linear with target and defender
as in Figure [§] (right). Denoting this angle as Ymax, We can
define the counter-clockwise part of the envelope barrier as:

Be = {xa | x4(0,7,%xp),7 € [0, ymax]}.  (28)

The clockwise part can be obtained similarly.

The overall barrier is attained by the combination of
By and Bg as shown in Figure E} Since the two surfaces
smoothly connect with each other, they always provide a
closed region, which is the attacker winning region R 4, and
the exterior is the defender winning region R p.

B. Security Strategies

We summarize the main result by providing a security
strategy for each player to win the game in its corresponding
winning region.

Theorem 3 (Defender win scenario). If x4 € Rp, the
defender wins the game against any admissible attacker
strategy by using the following strategy:

o Move straight towards the target if ||xa| > ||xpl|/v,

o Use the heading given by ¢, defined in 24) if R =,

e Move straight towards x'%,(V,~) for some V > 0 and ~
that achieves x4 (V,v;xp) = x4, if ||xal < ||xpll/v
and R > r.

Proof. From the construction of the natural barrier and
Remark 4] the case with [|[x4]| > [|xp||/v is trivial. Based on
the Phase-II analysis, and the corresponding optimal strategy,
the case with R = r is also straightforward. The remaining
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Fig. 9.  Winning regions of the attacker and defender, separated by the

natural barrier, B and the envelope barrier, B for v = 0.5,r = 1,
xp = [4,0]" (left), and xp = [3,0] T (right).

question is what happens in the area outside of the envelope
barrier, but inside the circle defined by ||xal| = ||xp||/v.

Suppose that the attacker position corresponds to V' =
Vo > 0 and some ~ at the initial time. The defender can
move straight towards x,(Vo, ) to ensure that the attacker
does not penetrate the level set defined by

BL(VO) = {XA | qu(‘/O77aXD)a,y € [07’Ymax]}- (29)

In this case, one of the following two will happen: (i)
the game reaches Phase-II with states (pp,6) in defender-
winning region corresponding to V' > V,, > 0; or (ii) the
attacker touches By, which ensures defender’s win from
Remark @l O

The attacker’s winning strategy can be constructed simi-
larly.

Theorem 4 (Attacker win scenario). If x4 € Ra, the
attacker wins the game against any admissible defender
strategy by following the following strategy:

e Move straight towards the target if xp € D4,

e Use the distance maintaining strategy according to ¢’
ifxp ¢ Dy and R=,

e Move straight towards x}(V,~v;xp) for some V < 0
and ~y that achieves x4 (V,v;xp) = xa, if X7 ¢ Da
and R > r.

Proof. We have already proved the case with xr € Dy
in Lemma [2| Based on the Phase-II analysis and the cor-
responding optimal strategy, the case with R = r is also
straightforward. In the third case, we can proceed with a
similar argument as in Theorem [3| The attacker can ensure
that it does not cross the level set B (Vp) for the initial V5 <
0. This implies that the attacker either: (i) reaches Phase-II
with states (pp, 0) corresponding to attacker winning region;
or (ii) attains the condition xp € D 4. O

C. Singular Surface

For SD-TDG there exists one singular surface on which
the optimal strategy discussed in the paper is nonunique.
This occurs when the target, defender, and the attacker are
in a co-linear formation i.e., # = 0. In this case the defender
can either choose to move clockwise or counterclockwise to

Fig. 10. Visualization of equilibrium headings and barrier surface in Phase-
I for xp(0) = [3.5,0]T,x4(0) = [4.3021,1.5550] .

—— Proposed
—— Straight-line
2.5 —— Perpetual-Blocking |{

Fig. 11. Comparison between the Phase-II barrier surface for open-loop
straight-line strategy [18], perpetual blocking [20], and the proposed strategy
in (pp,0) space.

potentially block the attacker. Likewise, the attacker can also
choose from two control actions that are solutions derived
from the game. In both cases if the attacker chooses the
opposite of what defender chooses, the defender incurs a
small loss.

Noting that the co-linear configuration (i.e., 8 = 0) is
unfavorable for the attacker (since it must perform full
circumnavigation to reach the target), the attacker will not
attempt to steer the system back to this singular surface.
On the other hand, the defender does not have the control
authority to steer 6, unless the condition is satisfied.
Therefore, the game will not encounter perpetuated dilemma.
The formal proof of this claim is out of the scope of this
conference paper.

VI. SIMULATION

In this section we first verify the optimaility of the
proposed strategies in Phase-I. We choose following initial
conditions and parameters: xp(0) = [3.5,0]T,v = 0.75.
We choose an arbitrary attacker position on the barrier at
x4(0) = [4.30,1.56]T. We obtain the optimal controls
for the players as follows: vp = [—0.95,0.30]",v4 =
[—1.0,0]". Figure shows the barrier after At = 0.4
as well as all possible attacker positions after this duration
(indicated as a black disk). It shows that the attacker can,
at best, stay on the barrier following the optimal strategy,
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Fig. 12. Comparison between the trajectories of the A and D for different
defender strategies.

but it cannot penetrate the barrier; verifying the optimality
of defender’s Phase-I strategy.

Now we discuss three different defender strategies in
Phase-II of the game. We consider an open-loop “straight-
line” strategy suggested in [18], “perpetual-blocking” strat-
egy suggested in [19], [20] and the proposed strategy in
this paper. Figure [TT] shows the barrier of the Phase-II game
following these strategies. Notice that the region below each
curve corresponds to the defender winning condition. The
figure shows that this defender-win region is the largest with
our proposed strategy, and it contains the ones from other
strategies. The red dot in Figure [TT] gives an example of the
initial condition that will lead to defender’s win with our
strategy, but not with the other two. In xy-plane this initial
condition corresponds to xp = [6,0]", x4 = [6.97,0.25] T,
v =0.75, and r = 1.

The trajectories of the players from the above initial
condition are shown in Figure[T2] For the open-loop straight-
line strategy [18], the attacker circumnavigates around the
defender and finally have a line-of-sight to the target that
leads the attacker win. Using the strategy described in [19],
[20] the defender initially pushed the attacker farther from
the target, however the attacker loops-around the defender
and finally have the line-of sight to the target, thus wins.
Finally, following our proposed strategy, the defender blocks
the attacker until it reaches the target and wins the game.

These results demonstrate that our proposed defender
strategy is superior to the other two. The improvement is
achieved because our strategy is tailored for a point-target
scenario, whereas the one in [19], [20] is more appropriate
for target regions that can only be guarded by perpetually
circling around it.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper we studied target defense game using a
slower defender. We first use dominance regions to carve
out the portion of the state space resulting in trivial winning

conditions. A more interesting scenario where the defender
can “block” the attacker is studied by decomposing the
problem into three phases. The optimal strategies on a
constrained surface is solved first, and then the optimal way
to approach that surface is derived. We provide the solution
to the game of kind by constructing the barrier surface and
providing a security strategy for each player to win in its
corresponding winning region. In future we would like to
explore the game of degree which provides optimal strategies
within the winning regions.
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