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ABSTRACT

Counterfactual Regret Minimization (CFR) and its variants are the
best algorithms so far for solving large-scale incomplete informa-
tion games. However, we believe that there are two problems with
CFR: First, matrix multiplication is required in CFR iteration, and
the time complexity of one iteration is too high; Secondly, the game
characteristics in the real world are different. Just using one CFR
algorithm will not be perfectly suitable for all game problems.

For these two problems, this paper proposes a new algorithm
called Pure CFR (PCFR) based on CFR. PCFR can be seen as a com-
bination of CFR and Fictitious Play (FP), inheriting the concept
of counterfactual regret (value) from CFR, and using the best re-
sponse strategy instead of the regret matching strategy for the next
iteration. This algorithm has three advantages. First, PCFR can be
combined with any CFR variant. The resulting Pure MCCFR (PMC-
CFR) can significantly reduce the time and space complexity of one
iteration. Secondly, our experiments show that the convergence
speed of the PMCCEFR is 2~3 times that of the MCCFR. Finally, there
is a type of game that is very suitable for PCFR, we call this type
of game clear-game, which is characterized by a high proportion
of dominated strategies. Experiments show that in clear-game, the
convergence rate of PMCCEFR is two orders of magnitude higher
than that of MCCFR.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Game theory is the study of mathematical models of strategic in-
teractions among rational players, and its core is to find a Nash
equilibrium (NE) in which no player can improve by deviating from
the equilibrium. While the complete information games have been
well addressed by the new artificial intelligence algorithms [29],
the extensive-form games with incomplete information, commonly
appearing in the areas of video game design, electricity market, and
advertising auction, still face significant challenges. In a complete
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information game, we can decompose the game into sub-games,
and use the backward induction algorithm to solve the equilibrium.
However, in incomplete information game, the hidden information
for each player prevents the direct use of sub-game payoff in back-
ward induction algorithm, which largely increases the time and
space complexity of solving the equilibrium.

The Counterfactual Regret Minimization (CFR) algorithm [35] im-
proved from Regret Matching (RM) [15] is the basic method for
solving incomplete information extensive-form games. However,
CFR has to traverse the entire game tree in one iteration. Under
the current hardware limitations, CFR can only be used to solve
heads-up limit Texas hold’em poker with 10'* information sets.
Many popular games are much larger than heads-up limit Texas
hold’em poker, such as no-limit Texas hold’em has 10162 informa-
tion sets [20, 25], DouDizhu has 1083 information sets [31, 32], and
Mahjong has 10'?! information sets [24], so it is unrealistic to tra-
verse all information sets in one iteration. In order to overcome the
problem that the vanilla CFR rely on game tree traversal, Monte
Calo CFR (MCCFR) [22] partially updates the game tree through
the sampling method to avoid traversing the entire game tree, and
existing experiments show that the convergence rate of MCCFR
is similar to that of CFR. So MCCEFR is the preferred algorithm
for solving large-scale practical problems. In addition to MCCFR,
pruning is also a simple and efficient method to reduce the space
complexity of the algorithm. The simplest pruning method is to
directly skip the sub-game tree with probability of 0. This pruning
alone may avoid 96% of invalid game tree traversal [22].

Fictitious Play (FP) is another type of methods for solving NE,
which can be traced back to Brown’s article in 1951 [4, 5]. In The The-
ory of Learning in Game [14] summarized the previous research and
defined the form of FP canonically. Generalized weakened fictitious
play (GWFP) process [23] strictly proved that in the presence of
certain disturbances and errors, GWFP will eventually converge to
NE like FP. Hendon et al. [17] extended FP to extensive-form games.
Full-width extensive-form fictitious play (XFP) algorithm [16], basis
on GWFP, enables FP to converge faster in extensive-form games.
However, compared with RM, the FP algorithm lags behind in the
number of papers and engineering implementation.

In the field of deep reinforcement learning, it is a common re-
search insight to select/combine different algorithms for different
problems [18]. However, few studies have explored this issue in
game learning. In fact, in addition to the two basic algorithms of



RM and FP, there are many other algorithms and variants such
as Double Oracle [2], Online Mirror Descent [3, 27], Hedge [10],
CFR+ [30], etc. These algorithms have achieved very impressive
results in some specific games. But how these algorithms are com-
bined and why they have such different convergence properties
and lead to different game results remains a mystery.

Our work can be seen as a combination of CFR and FP, We call
this algorithm Pure CFR. From the perspective of CFR, our work
adopts the Best Response (BR) strategy instead of the RM strategy
as the strategy for the next iteration. From the perspective of FP, we
introduce the concept of counterfactual regret (value) into calcula-
tion of BR strategy, which greatly facilitates the use of FP algorithm
in extensive-form games. Finally, Pure MCCFR (PMCCFR), which
combines MCCFR and Pure CFR, converges 2~3 times faster than
MCCEFR in our experiments under the same training time, and in
clear-games (class of game that more than 90% of the strategies
in the game are dominated strategies), the convergence rate can
be increased by two orders of magnitude compared with MCCFR
under the same training time. Our experimental code can be found
at https://github.com/Zealoter/PCFR.

2 NOTATION AND PRELIMINARIES
2.1 Game Theory

2.1.1  Normal-Form Games. Normal-form game is the most ba-
sic Game Theory model. N = {1,2,...,i,...} denotes the set of
players. Player i has a finite action set A’. The strategy o' of
player i is defined as the |A’|-dimensions probability distributions
over A’ (| - |represents the number of elements in the set), where
o'(a’) represents the probability of player i choosing action a’, i.e.
0<0c'(a’) <1and ¥ ¢ gi0'(a’) = 1. Define 3 as the strategy set
of player i, where ¢! € X!, If strategy o* only chooses a specific ac-
tion @’ (e.g. ¢’ (a’) = 1), then strategy o is called a pure strategy, we
use a{; to represent the pure strategy U"(ai’). =1 Sfcrate.gies other
than pure strategies are mixed strategies. X}, = (ap, a{bz,-. ..) de-
notes the set of pure strategy. A strategy profile o = ieXN o' isacol-

lection of strategies for all players, 07" = (cl,..., 07 g )

refers to all strategies in o except player i. ¥ = XNZi denotes the
l

i

set of strategy profile, o € X. Define u’ : ¥ — R as the bounded
payoff function. We write u'(ap,, 0™*) (respectively u*(a*, ")) for
the expected payoff to Player i if they select pure strategy aj, (re-
spectively strategy ¢') and all other players play the strategy profile
ot

2.1.2  Extensive-Form Games. Extensive form game is generally
represented as game trees and consist of the following elements:

e N={1,2,...i...} represents a collection of players.

o The nodes s in the game tree represent possible states in the
game, and these nodes constitute a set of states s € S. The
leaf nodes of the game tree z € Z are also called terminal
states.

o For each state s € S, its subsequent edges define the set of
actions A(s) that the player or chance can take. P : S —
N U {c} is the player function determines who takes an
action in a given state. If P(s) = ¢ then chance determines
the action taken in state s.

e In a game, players may only know that they are in a certain
type of states, but they cannot determine which specific state
s they are in. Define the information set I € I'? to represent
the set of states that the player i cannot distinguish.

e Define a payoff function that R : Z — RV maps the end
point state to a vector whose components correspond to the
payoff for each player.

e The behavioral strategy o’ (I) € RIAD forall I € I of ex-
tensive games is defined independently on each information
set.

2.1.3  Nash Equilibrium. The best response (BR) strategy of player
i to their oppenents’ strategies o~/ is

bi(c7h) = max ui(a]’;-,, o7 h, (1)

ap€p

although a mixed strategy may also become a BR strategy, it is
much easier to find a pure BR strategy than a mixed BR strategy in
engineering implementation, so the BR strategies discussed in this
article are all pure BR strategies. If there are multiple BR strategies
at the same time, one of them will be returned randomly. Define
the exploitability €’ of player i in strategy profile o as:

ei — ui(bi(o_i), U—i) _ ui(o_)’ (2)

and total exploitability as € = 3 ;e €. A Nash equilibrium is a
strategy profile ¢ such that € = 0.

2.1.4 Dominated Strategy. In game theory, strategic dominance
occurs when one action (or strategy) is better than another action
(or strategy) for one player, no matter how that player’s opponents
may play. For example, in the famous "Prisoner’s Dilemma", no
matter how the opponent decides, the payoff of testifies is always
higher than staying silent. In Prisoner’s Dilemma, staying silent
is a dominated strategy. Formally, For player i, if there is a pure
strategy a{f € 2{3 and a strategy o%* € 3! satisfies:

u'(al, o7 <ul (o™, 07, Vo e 37, 3)

pure strategy a{,* is a dominated strategy of player i. Any rational
player will definitely not choose strategy o(a’*) > 0, so we can
eliminate action a’* from action set A’ without changing the NE
of the game [26].

We believe that the proportion of dominated strategies is an
important feature of the game, which directly determines the con-
vergence rate of different algorithms. Based on experience, if the
proportion of dominated strategies in the game exceeds 90%, we
call it a clear-game; if the proportion of dominated strategies in
the game is less than 10%, we call it a tangled-game.

2.2 Normal-Form Game Solving Algorithm

2.2.1 Regret Matching(RM). Let oi be the strategy used by player
i on round t. The average overall regret of player i’s action a’ at
time T is:

T
R;(ai) = % Z ut (ai, U;i) —ul (ay). (4)
=1

The new strategy is produced by:



R (a) : 5t
. . —L— if ) iR (a) >0
ory (@) = Laeni Ry (a) ae AT ()
ﬁ otherwise.

Where Ri’+(a) = max (Ri (a), 0) Since the probability of tak-

ing action o’ ++1(a) is proportional to the regret value RE +(a) of

this action, so this algorithm is called the regret matchlng algo-
Lv|A|

T NT

rithm. The convergence rate of RM is R; <

, where L =

maXgey je N ul(o) —MiNgey je N ul(0). Let 6'% be the average strat-
egy of player i:

Z ITUt(a) . )

In a two-player zero-sum game, if RL. < €’ for both players i € N,
(ate) 1 €2)

&h(a) =

then 67 is a ~—5—**-equilibrium.

2.2.2 Fictitious Play(FP). FP assuming all players start with ran-
dom strategy profile o;=1v(t donates the number of iterations), the
strategy profile is updated following the iterative function:

or+1 = (1 —ap) or + arb(oy), (7)

where a; = 77. The convergence rate of FP in a two-player zero-
sum game may be O(VT) [12]. As far as we know;, in the case of
multi-player, the convergence rate of FP has not been well studied.
To speed up iteration, define the average overall Q-value of player

i’s action a’ at time T as:

M=

N | S

Oh(a) = = > u (a o). ®)
t=1

If u' is an affine function (e.g. payoff function in two-player

zero-sum game), we have:

0f (o) =3 3} u{d0 f)) -

_ i _—i
—u(a,crt )

at this time, the action corresponding to the maximum value in
Q! (a') is the pure BR for average strategy o} .

2.3 Extensive-Form Game Solving Algorithm

2.3.1 Counterfactual Regret Minimization(CFR). Define counter-
factual value u(1, o) to be the expected value given that information
set I is reached and all players play using strategy o except that
player i plays to reach I. Finally, for all a € A!(I), define o|;_,, to be
a strategy profile identical to o except that player i always chooses
action a when in information set I. The immediate counterfactual
regret is:

R (10) = = Zn(DC@mmm—wamy (10)

where n;t’ (I) is the probability of information set I occurring if all
players (including chance, except i) choose actions according to o;.

Let Rthmm(I, a) = max ( (I a), 0) the strategy at time T + 1
is:
RE: (I
) B T (D) #0
o’lT_'_1 (Ia) = YacA(D) RT,imm(La) imim (11)
1 otherwise.

[A(D]
The average strategy 6'5. for an information set I on iteration T
is: )
Yot 7, (Dof (D)
2o 7, (D)
Eventually, 67 will converge to NE with T — co.

ar(I) = (12)

2.3.2 Monte Carlo Counterfactual Regret Minimization(MCCFR)
and Naive Pruning. There are many forms of sampling MCCFR, but
the most common is external sampling MCCFR (ES-MCCFR) [6]
because of its simplicity and powerful performance. In ES-MCCFR,
some players are designated as traversers and others are samplers
during an iteration. Traversers follow the CFR algorithm to update
the regret and the average strategy of the experienced information
set. On the rest of the sampler’s nodes and the chance node, only
one action is explored (sampled according to the player’s strategy
for that iteration on the information set), and the regret and the
average strategy are not updated.

Pruning is a common optimization method in all tree search
algorithms. The Alpha-Beta algorithm in the complete information
extensive game is a pruned version for Min-Max algorithm. This
method is also the key algorithm for Deep Blue’s success [19]. Naive
pruning algorithm is the simplest pruning algorithm in CFR. In
naive pruning, if all the players have no probability of reaching
the current state s (Vi, n;j (s) = 0), the entire subtree at that state s
can be pruned for the current iteration without affecting the regret
calculation. Existing research experiments have shown that only
using the naive pruning algorithm can save more than 96% of the
calculation time in some games [22].

2.3.3  Extensive-Form Fictitious Play(XFP). Theoretically, any extensive-

form game can be transformed into a normal-form game. Therefore,
FP can also be migrated to extensive-form games. Let o1 be an
initial strategy profile. The extensive-form fictitious play process

arny, (D) (b'(a;,) (D) = o}(D)

(l —0{;+1)7Zo-t(l)+0{t+1ﬂ' (I)

ot () = of(I) + (13)
bi(o;)
for all players i € N and all their information states I € 7%. How-
ever, XFP did not consider how to find BR strategies efficiently in

extensive-form games.

3 MOTIVATION OF PCFR

We believe that previous game solving algorithms have ignored
two important issues:

e Many game convergence analyzes are based on the number
of iterations T, but this obviously ignores the time/space
complexity required in an iteration of the algorithm. For
example, Hedge converges faster than CFR when the number
of iterations is the same, but the time required for Hedge to
calculate an iteration is much longer than that of CFR, so
training generally uses the CFR algorithm instead of Hedge.



e To the best of our knowledge, no research has discussed
the adaptability between game solving algorithms and game
characteristics. A general algorithm (such as CFR+, OMD)
obviously cannot perfectly solve all game problems, so we
hope to find the most suitable solution algorithm for games
with different characteristics.

3.1 Complexity of RM and FP in One Iteration

Previous experiments have shown that the convergence rate of FP
is similar to that of RM under the same training time. The iterative
calculation of RM is complex but the convergence rate is faster,
while the iterative calculation of FP is simple but the convergence
rate is slow. In the case of N player, the RM algorithm obtains the
regret value R’ (ay, c~*) through the strategy and payoff function
(matrix multiplication). Therefore, RM requires searching the entire

game, and the time/space complexity is O (|.?l||N | ) However, in

the FP process, since the player will only play a pure strategy, FP
does not need to calculate the matrix multiplication of the strategy
and the payoff function. Regardless of the number of players in the
game, the time/space complexity of calculating an FP iteration is
o(|A).

In large-scale game problems (especially multi-player games), it
is unrealistic to use RM/CFR to search the entire game space. The
current solution is to introduce sampling and pruning into RM/CFR,
but this will cause complexity in engineering implementation and
bring huge variance. The previous XFP algorithm did not inherit
the characteristics of simple calculation of FP in strategic games
(XFP still needs to traverse all information sets), so we believe it is
necessary to design a new FP algorithm in extensive-form games.

3.2 The Relationship between Convergence
Speed and Algorithm in Different Games

A common phenomenon in real-world games is that only a very
small number of strategies in the action space of the game are non-
dominated strategies. For example, in the openings of chess and
Go, both top Al and human experts will only choose from several
common openings. DeepMind believes that game strategy is like
a spinning tops [11], only a small subset of strategies in the strat-
egy space can be regarded as non-dominated strategies. MCCFR
mentions that the pruning ratio reaches 96% in some games, and
Pluribus supplementary materials [9] also mention that about 50%
of the information sets will not pass through at all during train-
ing (strategies that are not played are almost certainly dominated
strategies, and there are still many dominated strategies among the
traversed information set). These facts all prove that the proportion
of dominated strategies in real-world games is high, and according
to the definition in 2.1.4, most real-world games can be called clear
games.

In training, RM and its variants do not perform well in the clear
game, which we believe is due to RM wasting too much time explor-
ing dominated strategies. For example, in the rock-paper-scissors
(RPS) game, a Leaky Rock (LR) action is added for player 1. Set the
payoff of action LR to be 0.1 less than that of action R (action LR is a

dominated strategy and no rational person will choose this action):

-1 1
1 0 1 add action LR _11 (1) —01 (14)

-0.1 -1.1 0.9

Assuming that player 1 starts with an average strategy and
player2 takes scissors in the first round, player 1’s profit is u! =
0.225. The regret value is R1(R) = 1 — 0.225 = 0.775, R'(S) =
0 —0.225 = —0.225, R1(P) = -1 — 0.225 = —1.225, R1(LR) = 0.9 —
0.225 = 0.675, According to the RM algorithm, the probability of
selecting Rock in the next round of iterative game is: o' (R) ~ 0.534,
The probability of choosing action LR is: ¢! (LR) % 0.466. In this
case, although action LR is a dominated strategy, RM will still have
nearly half the probability of choosing this action (it can be consid-
ered that nearly half of the computing resources are wasted at this
time). But in FP, the action LR can never be selected.

It is easy to prove through toy experiments that the convergence
speed of FP in the normal-form clear-game is much faster than that
of RM. Therefore, we believe that if the BR strategy is also used
in extensive-form clear-game, its convergence speed will be faster
than CFR.

4 PURE CFR ALGORITHM THEORETICAL
ANALYSIS

4.1 PCFR Implementation

We propose a new algorithm called Pure CFR (PCFR), and the the-
oretical convergence of the PCFR is proved in A.1. First, it is no
longer necessary to calculate the immediate counterfactual regret,
just define the immediate counterfactual Q-value:

O} imm (@) = Q1 i (L) + 75 (D' (Lot wa) . (15)

The difference between Qiimm and Rf’imm is that Qiimm does
not need to subtract average payoff ul (I, 0t), because it has no
effect on finding the maximum value of Q;',imm, and it will save a
lot of computing time.

Second, the strategy in the next iteration is a BR strategy rather
than RM strategy:

ol..= max Q. (La). (16)
t+1 aEZI’;,(I) t,imm

Since max will only take the action with the largest counter-
factual Q-value, the strategy obtained in each iteration is a pure
strategy. This is why we named this algorithm Pure CFR. In addi-
tion, the time complexity of calculating the BR strategy is obviously
lower than that of calculating the RM strategy.

Finally, since the update af +1 1s a pure strategy, 71'0_.[i (I) is either
0 or 1. This means that the probability of triggering naive pruning
is greatly increased. It can be seen from the equation 10 that if
ngti(I ) = 0, it is unnecessary to enter the sub-game tree to calculate

;,imm
ﬂét (I) = 0 it is unnecessary to update the average strategy 6£ (D).
These pruning greatly improve the efficiency of the algorithm. The
pseudocode of the PCFR algorithm can be found in Appendix B.1.

(1, @). Similarly, it can be seen from the equation 12 that if



4.2 Pure CFR Algorithm Theoretical Analysis

4.2.1  Time Complexity of CFR and PCFR in an Information Set. The
advantages of solving the BR strategy on an information set are
reflected in three points:

(1) There is no need to subtract u’ (I, o) when calculating the
counterfactual Q-value Q.. (I);

(2) QiT’imm(I) does not need to be compared with 0, nor does
it need to calculate the proportion of the regret value of
each action to the total regret value. It just needs to find the
maximum of QiT,imm (I, a);

(3) Since the next strategy is a pure strategy, updating the aver-
age strategy only requires O(1).

Suppose there are x actions A(I) = {ay, ay,...,ax} in the infor-
mation set I, and the counterfactual payoff u(I, a) of each action is
known, then:

The calculations required for PCFR in one information
set are:

(1) Add the counterfactual payoff u? (I, o¢|7_q) to the coun-
terfactual Q-value Q;.’imm(l, a), this step requires x ad-
ditions;

(2) Find the maximum value of QiT,imm(I) (get BR strategy),
this step requires x comparisons;

(3) Update the BR strategy to the average strategy, this step
requires 1 addition;

A total of 2x + 1 additions.

The calculations required for CFR in one information set
are:
(1) Get average counterfactual payoff u'(I) from
u' (I, 0t|[—q) and strategy o;(I), this step needs x
multiplications and x — 1 additions;
(2) Get regret value Rimy, (I, a), this step needs x additions;
(3) Multiply the regret value Riym (I, a) by n;ti (I) and add
it to the average regret value Ry (I, a), this step needs x
additions and x multiplications;
(4) Compared Regret value with 0, this step needs x compar-
isons;
(5) Add up the positive regret values, this step needs x — 1
additions;
(6) Get regret matching strategy, this step x multiplications;
(7) Update the RM strategy to the average strategy, this step
needs x additions;

A total of 6x — 2 additions and 3x multiplications.

It can be seen that in one information set, PCFR only takes 2/9
of the time of CFR.

4.2.2  Number of nodes touched in one iteration. Let the game tree
have no chance nodes, each node has g actions, the game tree has
hlevels. When g = 3, h = 4, the game tree is shown in the Figure 1.
The node s, = (st, Sg, b, Sy)) of the entire game tree is divided into
four types.

o The probability of all players reaching this node is 1 (red
node s;);

o The probability of all players reaching this node is 0 (green
node sg), and these nodes can be pruned;

o The probability of the current player reaching this node is 1,

and the probability of other players is 0 (blue node sp);
e The probability that the current player reaches this node is
0, and the probability of other players is 1 (yellow node sy);
Green nodes and subsequent sub-game trees do not need to be
touched. Let Spass=(s;.5p,5,) 3 the node that needs to be touched, It
can be seen from the Figure 1 that there is only one red node at
each level, the yellow and green nodes will only be after the blue
node, and the blue node will be generated by the red node and the
yellow node. Define F,(sx) as the number of s, type nodes in layer
1 ~ h. The iteration equations of various nodes in each lever h can

be written as:

Fp(s) =1
Fp, (sg) = gFn—1 (sg) + (9 = 1 Fp_1 (sp)
Fpy (sp) = (9 = DFp—1 (st) + gFp-1 (sy)
Fpy (sy) = Fp—1 (sp)
the general term formula for blue node s}, in the h layer is:
Fp (s) = (9 = DFp—1 (s¢) + gFh—1 (sy)
= (9= D1+ gFp— (sp)

(G-D+9((g-DtgFas(s) D

after simplification:

L(h=2)/2]
Fysz(p) = (g=1) ), 4" (19)
i=0
The number of nodes that need to be touched sp,ss in the h level
game tree is:

Fp (Spass) = Fp, (sx) + Fp (sp) + Fp (SY)

(20)
=1+ Fp (sp) + Fp1 (sp)

L(h=2)/2] L(h=3)/2]

Fhzs(opass) = 1+(g=1) > g'+@-1 > 4. @
i=0 i=0
The number of node s,); of the entire h level game tree is:
h h
. 1- g
— I _

Fi(san) = Z;g T, (22)

In a two-player game, it can be approximately considered that

Fp(sa11) o \/Fp(Spass), so PCFR only needs to touch O (\/ |S|) nodes

in one iteration. Extending the results to multi-player games, PCFR
only needs to touch O ( 'N\‘/|S|) nodes.

4.3 PCFR Combined with CFR Variants

Because our algorithm meets Blackwell approachability, the CFR
variants, such as MCCFR, CFR+, and different average weighting
schemes [8] etc. are all applicable to the proposed PCFR (called
PCFR-variants). However, the theoretical convergence rate of the
PCFR-variants can only be calculated in the worse cases. Thus,
we use a series of experiments to explore the convergence rate of
different PCFR-variants. According to the experiment results in
Appendix C, the vanilla-weighted PMCCEFR (i.e. MCCFR + PCFR)
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Figure 1: Game tree when each node has g = 3 actions and h = 4 levels. The number (7! (s), 72(s)) in each node represents the
probability of player1 and player2 reaching this node respectively.

converges the fastest. The pseudocode of the PMCCEFR algorithm
can be found in Appendix B.2.

5 EXPERIMENTS EVALUATION
5.1 Description of the Game

We have adopted random game tree, Kuhn-extension poker, Leduc-
extension poker, princess and monster [22] to compare the abilities
of different algorithms. These games are widely used to compare
the convergence rate of different algorithms. In the random game
tree, we carefully designed the clear-game and the tangled-game
to show the impact of game characteristics on the convergence
rate of different algorithms. The Kuhn-extension poker is based
on the vanilla Kuhn poker [21], increasing the number of cards
to x (vanilla Kuhn poker has 3 cards); increasing the bet action
types to y (only 1 in vanilla Kuhn poker); increasing the number of
raising times to z times (vanilla Kuhn poker has only 1 time); The
improvement of Leduc-extension is similar to the improvement of
Kuhn-extension based on Leduc poker [28]. These improvements
allow us to change the scale of the game very easily. Princess and
monster is a classic pursuit problem. For a detailed description of
these games, and more experimental results, see Appendix D.

5.2 Experimental Settings

The CPU used in our experiment is AMD 3990WX, and the memory
is 128GB. We run a set of experiments to compare PMCCFR with
CFR, ES-MCCFR, and CFR+.

In order to reflect the fluctuation range of different algorithms,
all algorithms use random distribution as the initial strategy. The
strategies of all players are updated simultaneously during the
iteration. The weight settings of the comparative experiments are
consistent with previous classic papers [6, 22]. ES-MCCFR and CFR
both adopt square weights, the time weights of CFR+ are set to liner,
while PCFR and PMCCFR adopt vanilla weights. In the engineering
implementation, if the probability of reaching a certain node during
iteration is less than 1072, it will be directly pruned. In MCCFR,
if Ri’max = 0, we directly set the strategy of the next stage to a
randomly pure strategy.

In Appendix E, we compare time, number of iterations, and nodes
touched as an indicator. Finally, we use nodes touched and time as
an indicator.

5.3 Experimental Results

5.3.1 Convergence. As shown in the Figure 2, when the number of
nodes touched is used as an indicator, the convergence rate of the
PMCCEFR is slightly better than that of ES-MCCFR. However, when
touch the same number of nodes, the computation time of PMCCFR
is only 2/9 of MCCEFR (the reason is mentioned in Section 4.2.1).
Therefore, considering the time of game simulation, PMCCEFR saves
1/2~2/3 time compared to ES-MCCFR when achieving the same
exploitability in these games.

The Convergence rate in 14-Card 1-Action 1-Len Leduc shows
that although MCCFR will surpass CFR+ when the passing nodes
is used as an indicator, CFR+ will surpass MCCFR when time is
used as an indicator. This is because MCCFR calculates the RM
strategy every time it passes through a node, while CFR+ only
calculates the RM strategy once after passing through all nodes
in an information set. Therefore, when passing through the same
number of nodes, the time of MCCFR calculate RM strategy will
definitely exceed CFR+, which also reflects the necessity of taking
time as an indicator.

5.3.2  Comparison of Time Required in One lteration. CFR+ needs
to traverse the entire game tree for each iteration, which makes it
extremely difficult to use the CFR+ algorithm in large-scale games.
Correspondingly, if a small number of nodes are touched in one
iteration, it can not only allow the algorithm to run on lower hard-
ware configurations, but also does not need to consider issues such
as memory allocation and recycling, which will bring great conve-
nience to engineering implementation.

As shown in the Table 1, in the early iterations of training,
CFR+/CFR needs to traverse about half of the nodes of the en-
tire game tree, while the PMCCEFR traverses very few nodes. In the
3-Card 20-Action 7-Len Kuhn with 4.97 million nodes, PMCCFR will
only pass 855 nodes at one iteration. In this game, the ES-MCCFR
will pass through 5528.12 nodes, but the full traversal algorithm
PCFR will only pass through 5413.04 nodes. This means that as long
as the training time is sufficient, PMCCFR can be directly applied
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Figure 2: Convergence rate in Leduc-extension, princess and monster, Kuhn-extension. The graph in the first row takes the
number of passing nodes as an indicator, and the graph in the second row takes the running time of the algorithm as an
indicator. The training timing of all experiments is fixed at 1000s. Each experiment has an average of 30 rounds, and the light

range is the 90% confidence interval.

Game Travesal Average number | The proportion of
Game name | tree's MC Algorithm | of nodes touched | nodes touched per
node | per itration iteration (%)
CFR+ 131615.8 53.647
5 Card 5 Bet Traversal CFR 110428.3 45.011
Action 1 | 245336 PCFR 11027.4 4.494
Len Leduc MC | PMCCER 110.4 0.045
MCCFR 221.3 0.09
CFR+ 2774844.0 55.862
3 Card 20 Traversal CFR 2198996.4 44.269
Bet Action |4967263 PCFR 5413.0 0.108
7 Len Kuhn MC PMCCFR 855.8 0.017
MCCFR 5528.1 0.111

Table 1: The number of nodes that different algorithms
touched through in first five iterations of different games
(averaged over 30 random samples)

to the solution to large-scale game problems without any memory
recycling. In addition, previous experience has shown that algo-
rithms that pass fewer nodes in one iteration often converge faster
in training large-scale games, which also explains why PMCCEFR is
slightly faster than MCCFR when measuring convergence rate by
the number of nodes passed.

5.3.3 Convergence Rate of PCFR in Clear-Game. In the random
game tree, each player will first randomly get a private feature card
(the private feature cards of other players are not known). Each
player has two kinds of private feature cards. After that, Player 1
and Player 2 alternately make d = 6 rounds of decisions. These
decisions were all public (called public feature). All information
sets have g = 4 actions. The entire game tree has 21845 nodes.
The payoff of the tangled-game will be randomly generated using
Gaussian distribution based on the public decision-making and pri-
vate feature. The clear game randomly sets 5% of the public feature
to non-dominated based on the tangled-game. The corresponding
payoft of this public information is increased by 3 (no matter what
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Figure 3: Convergence rate in Random Game Tree. The graph
in the first row takes the number of passing nodes as an
indicator, and the graph in the second row takes the running
time of the algorithm as an indicator. The training timing
of all experiments is fixed at 10s. Each experiment has an
average of 30 rounds, and the light range is the 90% confidence
interval.

type of private attribute card the opponent has). In this experiment,
both PCFR and MCCFR use constant weights w; = 1. The results
of the experiment are shown in Figure 3. In the tangled-game, the
convergence speed of MCCFR is slightly better than that of PMC-
CFR. In the clear-game, both PMCCFR and MCCEFR achieved faster
convergence speeds, but PMCCEFR is obviously more suitable for
this kind of game. The convergence speed is two orders of magni-
tude ahead of MCCEFR. It was also mentioned in Section 3.2 that
real-world games are often clear-game, so we believe that PMCCFR
can be used as a "prior" method. For an unstudied game, you can
first use PMCCER for early training to explore the characteristics



of the game in order to find the most suitable training algorithm
for the game.

In the clear game, the number of nodes that PMCCEFR passes
through at the same time does not reach twice that of MCCFR. This
is because the probability of MCCFR triggering pruning will also
greatly increase under this setting, offsetting part of the disadvan-
tage of calculation speed.

6 CONCLUSION

This paper proposes a novel method for solving incomplete informa-
tion zero-sum games——Pure CFR. We first demonstrate that PCFR
still has the same convergence properties and a similar convergence
rate as the vanilla CFR, and can be freely combined with previous
CFR variants. Due to adopting the BR strategy instead of the RM
strategy, PMCCEFR achieved a rate increase of 2 ~ 3 times compared
to vanilla MCCFR in the experiment. At the same time, we found
that PCFR is very suitable for clear-games with a high proportion
dominated strategies. This method can achieve an improvement of
two orders of magnitude in clear-games.

In the future research, we will verify the feasibility of the method
on a larger scale and combine it with other CFR variants, such as
Alternate Update, Discount CFR [8], Lazy CFR [34], Greedy RM [33],
predictive version [13], deep networks [7], etc. In addition, finding
the most suitable algorithm for games with different characteristics
is also a very interesting direction.
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A CONVERGENCE OF PCFR

A.1 Blackwell Approachability Game

Definition A.1. A Blackwell approachability game in normal-form
two-player games can be described as a tuple (3, u, S, %), where
Y is a strategy profile, u is the payoff function, and S' = Rl“ﬂ !
is a closed convex target cone. The Player i’s regret vector of the
strategyproﬁle ois Ri(0) € RII , for each component R (o) (ax) =
ul (ax,07%) —ul (0) , ax € A’ the average regret vector for players i
to take actions at T time a is R’T

R(oy) (23)

M=

Ro=21
T =1

At each time t, the two players interact in this order:

o Player 1 chooses a strategy O'tl exl;

o Player 2 chooses an action atz € 32, which can depend adver-

sarially on all the o* output so far;

e Player 1 gets the vector value payoffR' (o}) € R,
The goal of Player 1 is to select actions 011, 21 ... € 2! such that no
12, ,... € %2 played by Player 2, the average
payoff vector converges to the target set S'.

matter what actions o

min H§ —R1TH2 —0 as T—o o (24)
seS

Before explaining how to choose the action o; to ensure this
goal achieve, we first need to define the forceable half-space:

Definition A.2. Let H C R? as half-space, that is, for some a €
REbeR,H = {x eR?:a"x < b}. In Blackwell approachability
games, the halfspace H is said to be forceable if there exists a strategy
o'* € X of Player i that guarantees that the regret vector R* (o) is in
H no matter the strategy played by Player —i, such that

Ri(o*67) et voles (25)

And o™ is forcing action for H.

Blackwell’s approachability theorem states the following.

THEOREM A.3. Goal 24 can be attained if and only if every halfs-
pace H; 2 S is forceable.

The relationship between Blackwell approachability and no-
regret learning is:

THEOREM A.4. Any strategy (algorithm) that achieves Blackwell
approachability can be converted into an algorithm that achieves
no-regret, and vice versa [1]

Let 6; be the average strategy of player i:

ZtT=1 o,(a)
T

In a two- player zero-sum game, the exp101tab1hty of the average

strategy G at time T of player i is €/, = maxy¢ i R %(a’) [6].

Obviously, the regret value is always greater than the explmtablhty

lim er = lim el < lim R, =0 (27
T—o0 T T—o0 Z T = 150 Z sesi T”z (27)
ieN ieN

So, if the algorithm achieves Blackwell approachability, the aver-
age strategy 6. will converge to equilibrium with T — oco. The rate

or(a) = (26)

=1

"

52

Figure 4: The difference between RM and FP (PCFR in normal-
form game) in a two-dimensional plane

ofconvergence is e < R’ < L\|A|/VT, where L = maxges, ic N ul(o)-

mingey je v U i) represents the payoff interval of the game.

A.2 Fictitious Play achieves Blackwell
Approachability

We first prove that FP achieves Blackwell approachability in a two-

player zero-sum game. Define R;™* be the maximum portion of

vector R JIf Rl M 2 0, we find the point ¢, = R’ Rl M in

RIA! and let I Rt ¢’| be the normal vector, then we can determine
t t

half-space by | | and g

H ={ze®" Ri-gp)Tz< ®-w) 9] @9
Because Ri — g, = R"™ (Rl —y,) T, = 0, therefore:
H = {z eRrR™: <R§’ma",z> < 0} (29)

For any point s’ € S’ there is <R;’max, s’> < 0. Then we need to
prove that a forcing action for WL‘P indeed exists. According to Defi-

s ix i . i ix oA—i
nition 2, we need to find a 0,}; € X' that achieves R (O’t+1, O't+1) €
HEP

f+1
RIAY

for any ot+’l eyt .For simplicity, let £= [ui (al,a_i),...]T €

, we rewrite the regret vector as R* (cr;frl, 6;’1) £— <t’ 0t+l> 1,



we are looking for a o’* 4 € >! such that:

t+1

i A—i P
R (O't+1’ Gt+1) € H,

<:><R’m"‘" e— (e, ot+1)1> <0
<:>< Lmax > lat+1><R§’maX,1>50
‘=’< i > ‘ Uiil)“ﬂ’max L S0 (30)
Rl ,max .
— <t’, ”R’ — —(to}s) <0
WW” o
f, —_— <0
:’< R, =

’1 max

We obtain the strategy o’ I that guarantees “H , tobe

11 R
forceable half space. And the ac”tlon with the highest regret value is
actually the BR strategy [6], so FP achieves Blackwell approachabil-
ity. Figure 4 shows the difference in forceable half spaces for BR and
RM strategies in the two-dimensional plane. According to A.4, BR
strategy is also a regret minimizer in normal-form game. Therefore,
replacing the RM strategy with the BR strategy in CFR does not
affect the convergence of the algorithm.

B PSEUDOCODE
B.1 PCFR

The pseudocode 1 here does not join the rest of the variants, nor
does it consider cases other than two-player zero-sum.

B.2 PMCCFR

Since PMCCEFR will directly sample actions on opportunity nodes,
the efficiency of the PMCCEFR algorithm will be higher than PCFR.
The pseudocode of PMCCEFR is shown in pseudocode 2.

C COMPARISON BETWEEN VARIANTS OF
PCFR

C.1 PCEFR variants

We combined PCFR with RM+ and MC variants to obtain: PCFR,
PCFR+, PMCCFR, and PMCCFR+ four combinations.

As shown in Figure 5, it can be seen that the results of PMCCFR
and PMCCFR+ are always better than those of PCFR and PCFR+,
but the performance of PMCCFR and PMCCFR+ is different in
diverse problems. Finally, we adopted a more conservative PMCCFR
method.

C.2 Weighted Averaging Schemes for PCFR

Different weights of PCFR will also have a significant impact on
the results. The weight w; is introduced into Q!  imm (I):

Q;mmu>:{ (el R D7

Qtf 1,imm (I)

Common w; values are wy = 1, wy =logt, wy = t, wy = 2. The
Figures 6 show the experimental results with different weights.

otherwise.

Algorithm 1 PCFR(s, 7, 7€)

1: if 7! = 72 = 0 or € = 0 then

2 return [0, 0]

3: end if

4: if s € Z then

5 return [ul (s) 27, u? (s)ﬂlnc]

6: end if

7: Define I as the information set to which s belongs
8: r=10,0]

9: if P(s) = c then

10: for a € A(s) do

11: r’ =PCFR(s + a, 7, n°5°(s)(a))

12: r=r+r(ps)

13: end for

14: returnr

15: else

16: if P(s) = p; then

17: s, o = ', 2

18: Ps:Po = P1, P2

19: else

20: T, o = 7%, 7t

21 PssPo = P2, P1

22 end if

23: if 7, = 0 then

24: r’ = PCFR(s + o4 (I), m, )

25: r(po) =1’ (po)

26: 5" (D) = ((t=1)af* (D +0f* (D) /1t
27: else if 75 = 0 then

28: for a € A(I) do

29: r’ = PCFR(s + a, 7, 7€)

30: Qt 1mm( .a) = Qt 1, Imm(I a) +r(ps)
31: if a = oPs(I) then

32: r(po) = 1" (po)

33: end if

34 end for

35: o-fH(I) = MaXgeyi (1) Qﬁmm(I, a)
36: else

37: for a € A(I) do

38: mPs = o-fs (I,a)

39: r’ = PCFR(s + a, , 7€)

40: tlmm(I a) = Qt llmm(I’ a) + r,(ps)
41: r(po) = r(po) + 1" (po)

42: r(ps) = r(ps) + r/(Ps)Ufs (I a)
43: end for

s oy (D = ((t=1af* (D) +f* (D) /1t
45: o-fH(I) = MaXexi (1)(1) ijmm(l, a)
46: end if

47: end if

48: returnr

In the comparison of four common w;, convergence is faster
when wy = 1.
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Figure 5: Convergence rate of PCFR variants in different games
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Figure 6: Convergence rate of different weighted average schemes for PCFR

D EXPERIMENT SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES
D.1 Description of the game

D.1.1  Kuhn-extension/Leduc-extension poker. We have made im-
provements to Kuhn and Leduc Poker:

(1) The original Leduc and Kuhn poker types are 3 cards, and in
the improved game the types are x > 3 cards;

(2) The original Leduc and Kuhn can only raise one fixed chip,
but in the improved game it is allowed to raise y > 1 chips of
various sizes. The Bet Action raise size here adopts an equal
proportional sequence in multiples of 2. For example, when
the blind bet is 1 and y = 4, the allowed raise action is [1, 2,
4, 8];

(3) The original Leduc and Kuhn can only raise once in a round.
After one player raises, the rest of the players can only choose
to call or fold, and cannot raise a larger bet. In the improved
game, it can be raised up to z times.

D.1.2  Princess and Monster. Princess and monster (PAM) is a game
in which two players chase and escape in a dungeon with obstacles
(a 4-connected grid diagram of m X n). The game rule is:

e The two players are monster and princess, and each player
knows the structure of the dungeon and which rooms can
be accessed.

o They can only exist in one particular dungeon at a time, and
they all know the number of their current dungeon (grid).



Algorithm 2 PMCCFR(s, )

1: if 7! = 72 = 0 then

2 return [0, 0]

3: end if

4: if s € Z then

5 return [ul(s)ﬂz,u2 (3)77,'1]

6: end if

7: Define I as the information set to which s belongs
8 r= [0, 0]

9: if P(s) = ¢ then

10: a~ o¢(s)

11 r =PMCCFR(s + a, )

12: returnr

13: else

14: if P(s) = p; then

15: s, o = !, 2

16: Pss Po = D1, P2

17: else

18: Ts, o = 7%, 7T}

19: Pss Po = D2, P1

20: end if

21: if 7, = 0 then

22: r’ = PMCCFR(S + O't(I), 71')

23: r(po) = 1" (po)

24 6" () = ((t = Doy (D) + o> (D) /t
25: else if 75 = 0 then

26: fora € A(I) do

27: r’ = PMCCFR(s + a, )

28: ijmm (La) = inl,imm (La)+r (pS)
29: if a = oPs(I) then

30: r(po) = 1" (po)

31 end if

32: end for

33 o-f-il (I) = MaXgpep(I) ijmm (I’ a)
34: else

35: for a € A(I) do

36: aPs = (rfs (I, a)

37: r’ = PMCCFR(s + a, )

3 Ot (1:0) = Q7% | o (1) +77 (ps)
39: r(po) = r(po) + 1" (po)

40: r(ps) =r(ps) +r’ (Ps)o'fs (I, a)
41: end for

4z 6" (D) = ((t = Doy (D) +0p* (D) /t
4 o2, (I) = argmaxg, ez, (1) Of s (1 @)
44: end if

45: end if

46: returnr

e The monster’s goal is to find and capture the princess as
soon as possible.
e The princess’s goal is to escape the monster as much as

possible.

The actions they can choose are:

o In the initial stage, monster and princess can choose any
birth room to start the game;

e In the following process, monster and princess can choose
to move one space per step in four directions, up, down, left
and right, or stay in place. When moving, they cannot exceed
the dungeon boundary or enter impassable rooms.

Result of the game:

o At the same time, if the monster and princess appear in the
same dungeon, the game ends. The princess survives the n
round and gets n utilities, and the corresponding monster
gets —n utilities.

o If the monster does not capture the princess within a certain
number of steps (such as N move), the game ends directly.
The princess earns N utilities and the monster earns —N
utilities.

X

Princess

X

Monster

Figure 7: The structure of the dungeon.

As shown in Figure 7, we set the dungeon to a 3x3 grid, with
inaccessible rooms in the upper left and right corners.

D.2 The Rest of the Experimental Results

We measured the number of information sets and the number of
nodes in different games in Table 2, and there are rest of the experi-
mental results in Figure 8.

E THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TIME, NODES
TOUCHED AND ITERATIONS AS
INDICATOR

In previous papers, many convergence analyses were performed
based on the number of iterations T, which is obviously unfair to
the sampling CFR/PCEFR algorithm. For sampling algorithms, many
studies have used the number of nodes to analyze the convergence
of the algorithm, but these studies have ignored the inconsistent
calculation time of different nodes and the inconsistent number of
information sets that have passed through the same node. The cost
of an iteration in CFR/PCFR is divided into two parts: the game
tree traversal cost and the RM/BR strategy cost calculated on the
information set:

e On each information set: It is necessary to calculate the
RM/BR strategy and update the average strategy for the
passed information set. These costs have been detailed in
Section 4.2.1.
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Figure 8: Convergence rate in Leduc-extension, Kuhn-extension, Here Action and Len are both 1.

Game name Information set Number of nodes

RPS 2 13
3C1P1LKuhn 12 55
15C 1P 1 L Kuhn 60 1891
50 C1P 1L Kuhn 200 22051
3 C3P3LKuhn 48 271
7 C 3P 3L Kuhn 112 1891
7 C5P 3L Kuhn 364 6427
15 C 5P 3 L Kuhn 780 32131
15 C 7 P 3 L Kuhn 1920 80011
3 C Leduc 288 1945
7 C Leduc 1512 25985
15 C Leduc 6480 255601
25 C Leduc 18900 1180001
3 C 3P Leduc 1680 12529
7 C 3P Leduc 9016 172313
15 C 3 P Leduc 41160 1712521
3 C5P Leduc 6399 49384
7 C 5P Leduc 34587 685280
15 C 5 P Leduc 158355 6831856
4 round PAM 224 68815
5 round PAM 794 715655
6 round PAM 2804 7447021

Table 2: Information sets and node number record for differ-
ent games

o There are three types of nodes on each game tree node, all of
which need to get the counterfactual utility of each player.
The difference is:

— On the player node, the counterfactual utility needs to be
obtained on this type of node u* (s, o¢|7_4) and multiplied
by the strategy return.

- On opportunity nodes, in this type of node need to get
virtual utility «’ (I, o1 |7_.) and multiplied by opportunity
node probability.

— On the end point node, it is necessary to solve the final
income according to the node on this type of node.

When passing through the same number of nodes, different
algorithms do not pass through the same number of information
sets. For example, when using the CFR algorithm to train vanilla
Kuhn poker (assuming no pruning), one iteration passes through 55
nodes (24 player nodes, 1 random node, 30 leaf nodes), and calculate
regret matching strategies on 12 information sets, at this time, the
ratio of information set calculation and node calculation is 12:55.
While using MCCFR the calculation passes through 10 nodes (4
player nodes, 1 random node, 5 leaf nodes), and calculate regret
matching strategies on 4 information sets, the ratio of information
set calculation and node calculation is 4:10. And the computing
time is different at different decision, opportunity, and end point
nodes. Therefore, measuring the performance of the algorithm by
the number of nodes passed does not objectively reflect the ability
of the algorithm.
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