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Abstract

This paper describes a computationally feasible apprai@mao the AIXI
agent, a universal reinforcement learning agent for amyitenvironments. AlXI is
scaled down in two key ways: First, the class of environmeatels is restricted
to all prediction stfix trees of a fixed maximum depth. This allows a Bayesian
mixture of environment models to be computed in time prapodi to the logarithm
of the size of the model class. Secondly, the finite-horizepeetimax search is
approximated by an asymptotically convergent Monte CareeTSearch technique.
This scaled down AIXI agent is empirically shown to biéeetive on a wide class
of toy problem domains, ranging from simple fully obsenealgames to small
POMDPs. We explore the limits of this approximate agent ammp@se a general
heuristic framework for scaling this technique to muchéargroblems.
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1 Introduction

A main difficulty of doing research in artificial general intelligenceshalways been in
defining exactly whaartificial general intelligenceneans. There are many possible def-
initions [LHO7], but the AIXI formulation[HutO5] seems t@pture in concrete quantita-
tive terms many of the qualitative attributes usually agged with intelligence.

The general reinforcement learning problem. Consider an agent that exists within
some (unknown to the agent) environment. The agent intewith the environment in
cycles. At each cycle, the agent executes an action andsescii turn an observation
and a reward. There is no explicit notion of state, neithéin wespect to the environment
nor internally to the agent. Thgeneral reinforcement learning problesito construct an
agent that, over time, collects as much reward as possilbtesiisetting.

The AIXI agent. The AIXI agent is a mathematical solution to the generalfoete-
ment learning problem. The AIXI setup mirrors that of the g@h reinforcement prob-
lem, however the environment is assumed to be an unknowndoapuwtable function;
i.e. the observations and rewards received by the agent gs/actions can be computed
by a Turing machine. Furthermore, the AIXI agent is assunoeekist for a finite, but
arbitrarily large amount of time. The AIXI agent resultsrfr@a synthesis of two ideas:

1. the use of a finite-horizon expectimax operation from satjal decision theory for
action selection; and

2. an extension of Solomofits universal induction scheme [Sol64] for future predic-
tion in the agent context.

More formally, letU(qg, a;a,...4a,) denote the output of a universal Turing machine
U supplied with prograng and inputa;a,...a,, m € N a finite lookahead horizon,
and ¢(q) the length in bits of prograngq. The action picked by AIXI at time, hav-

ing executed actionga, . ..a,_; and received the sequence of observation-reward pairs
01r10,r5>... 0 11_1 from the environment, is given by:

a = arg n;taxz - ma Z [Fe+ -+ e Z 7@ (1)

Otl't Ot+mft+m g:U(g.a1..-2+m)=01r1...Ot+ml t+m

Intuitively, the agent considers the sum of the total rewarer all possible futures (up
to m steps ahead), weighs each of them by the complexity of pnagaonsistent with
the agent’s past) that can generate that future, and thé&s thie action that maximises
expected future rewards. Equatith (1) embodies in onelimetajor ideas of Bayes, Ock-
ham, Epicurus, Turing, von Neumann, Bellman, Kolmogorad Solomond. The AIXI
agent is rigorously shown in [HutD5] to be optimal irfférent senses of the word. (Tech-
nically, AIXI is Pareto optimal and ‘self-optimising’ in fferent classes of environment.)
In particular, the AIXI agent will rapidly learn an accuratedel of the environment and
proceed to act optimally to achieve its goal.
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The AIXI formulation also takes into account stochasticiemvments because Equa-
tion (I) can be shown to be formally equivalent to the follogvexpression:

8 =argmaxy ...max > [r+-+fun] ) 2 Pp(0rrs .. Ounfiom| @ . Bum).
Otr't Ot+ml't+m PEM
(2)

wherep(01r; ...Oumltym| @1 . . . @4m) IS the probability ofoir; . ..oy ml.m given actions
a,...a,m. Class M consists of all enumerable chronological semimeasuresOfu
which includes all computable, and K(p) denotes the Kolmogorov complexity of
[LVO8].

An accessible overview of the AIXI agent can be found[in [L&gOA complete
description of the agent is given in [Hut05].

AIXI as a principle. The AIXI formulation is best understood as a rigoralgginition

of optimal decision making in generahknownenvironments, and not as an algorithmic
solution to the general Al problem. (AIXI after all, is onlgymptotically computable.)
As such, its role in general Al research should be viewedaigXample, the same way
the minimax and empirical risk minimisation principles a&rewed in decision theory and
statistical machine learning research. These princigéaelwhat is optimal behaviour if
computational complexity is not an issue, and can provigeontant theoretical guidance
in the design of practical algorithms. It is in this light tivee see AIXI. This paper is an
attempt to scale AlXI down to produce a practical agent thatgerform well in a wide
range of diferent, unknown and potentially noisy environments.

Approximating AIXI.  As can be seen in Equatidd (1), there are two parts to AIXI. The
first is the expectimax search into the future which we will gdanning The second

is the use of a Bayesian mixture over Turing machines to prddture observations
and rewards based on past experience; we will callldaning Both parts need to be
approximated for computational tractability. There arenyndifferent approaches one can
try. In this paper, we opted to use a generalised versioneoffBT algorithm|[KSO0B] for
planning and a generalised version of the Context Tree Weaighlgorithm [WST95] for
learning. This harmonious combination of ideas, togethén the attendant theoretical
and experimental results, form the main contribution of fraper.

Paper organisation. The paper is organised as follows. Secfibn 2 describes thie ba
agent setting and discusses some design issues. Selctien Bréssents a Monte Carlo
Tree Search procedure that we will use to approximate theatixpax operation in AIXI.
This is followed by a description of the context tree weiggtalgorithm and how it can
be generalised for use in the agent setting in Seéfion 4. Wehpuwo ideas together
in Sectionb to form our agent algorithm. Theoretical andegxpental results are then
presented in Section$ 6 and 7. We end with a discussion aédeleork and other topics
in Sectior8.



2 The Agent Setting and Some Design Issues

Notation. A string X;X.... X, of lengthn is denoted byx;,,. The prefixx;.; of Xi,

] < n, is denoted by.; or X.j;1. The notation generalises for blocks of symbols: e.g.
ax;n denotesy X, a%; . . . a,%, andax.j denotesy x;@,X; . .. aj_1Xj-1. The empty string is
denoted by. The concatenation of two stringandr is denoted bysr.

Agent setting. The (finite) action, observation, and reward spaces areteémy. A, O,
andR respectively. AlsoX denotes the joint perception spagex R.

Definition 1. A history is a string he (A x X)", for some n> 0. A partial history is the
prefix of some history.

The set of all history strings of maximum lengtlwill be denoted by # x X)=".

The following definition states that the agent’s model of &m@ironment takes the
form of a probability distribution over possible obsereatireward sequences conditioned
on actions taken by the agent.

Definition 2. An environment model is a sequence of functiofig, p1, ...}, pn: A" —
Density(X"), that satisfies:

1. Vay VX © pn(Xanlacn) = ane)( Pn(X1n | A1)
2. Ya X o pn(Xanlacn) > 0.

The first condition (called the chronological conditionlifLt05]) captures the natural
constraint that actiom,, has no &ect on observations made before it. The second con-
dition enforces the requirement that the probability ofrgymossible observation-reward
sequence is hon-zero. This ensures that conditional pildkesbare always defined. It is
not a serious restriction in practice, as probabilities ganarbitrarily small. For conve-
nience, we drop the indexn p; from here onwards.

Given an environment modg| we have the following identities:

_ p(Xin | @1n)
P(XnlaXandn) = O 2 3)
P(Xtnlan) = p(X1|ag)p(X2 [arX1@2) - - - p(Xn | @Xn@n) (4)

Reward, policy and value functions. We represent the notion eéward as a numeric
value that represents the magnitude of instantaneousupéeasperienced by the agent at
any given time step. Our agent is a hedonist; its goal is toractate as much reward
as it can during its lifetime. More precisely, in our settihg agent is only interested in
maximising its future reward up to a fixed, finite, but arbilselarge horizonm € N.

In order to act rationally, our agent seekpdalicy that will allow it to maximise its
future reward. Formally, a policy is a function that mapssdry to an action. If we define
Re(aory) :=r¢for 1 < k < t, then we have the following definition for the expected fatur
value of an agent acting under a particular policy:
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Definition 3. Given history ax, the m-horizon expected future reward of an agent acting
under policyr: (A x X)=*'™ — A with respect to an environment mogek:

t+m

V;)n(ﬂ" aX) 1= Exiomp [Z Ri(@Xtem) | » (5)

where fort< k < t+m, & = n(axw). The quantity §(r, ax.a,) is defined similarly,
except that ais now no longer defined by,

The optimal policyr* is the policy that maximises Equatidd (5). The maximal achie
able expected future reward of an agent with history (A x X)"! in environmento
looking m steps ahead ¥;"(h) := v'(", h). It is easy to see that

. (6)

t+m
ViT(h) = ma{ax; P |h@) - max ) p(%em|NaXeim-12m) [Z r

Xt+m i=t

All of our subsequentféorts can be viewed as attempting to define an algorithm that
determines a policy as close to the optimal policy as posghen reasonable resource
constraints. Our agent model basedwe learn a model of the environment and use it to
estimate the future value of our various actions at each si@e. These estimates allow
the agent to make an approximate best action given limitetbcational resources.

We now discuss some high-level design issues before pregentr algorithm in the
next section.

Perceptual aliasing. A major problem in general reinforcement learningpérceptual
aliasing [Chr92], which refers to the situation where the instantarseperceptual infor-
mation (a single observation in our setting) does not p@edough information for the
agent to act optimally. This problem is closely related ®dluestion of what constitutes
a state, an issue we discuss next.

State vs history based agents. A Markovstate [SB9B] provides a ficient statistic for
all future observations, and therefore provideiisient information to represent optimal
behaviour. No perceptual aliasing can occur with a Markatest In Markov Decision
Processes (MDPs) and Partially Observable Markov DeciBratcesses (POMDPs) all
underlyingenvironmental statesre Markov.

A compactstate representation is often assumed to generalise wkthanefore en-
able dficient learning and planning. A common approach in reinforeet learning (RL)
[SB9E] is to approximate the environmental state by usingallsnumber of handcrafted
features. However, this approach requires both that theemaental state is known, and
that suficient domain knowledge is available to select the features.

In the general RL problem, neither the states nor the donraipgpties are known in
advance. One approach to general RL is to find a compact esgeg®n of state that

is approximately Markov [McC96, Shal07, SJR04, ST04], oragact representation of
state that maximises some performance critefion [HU{OBKKO®H]. In practice, a Markov
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representation is rarely achieved in complex domains, la@skt methods must introduce
some approximation, and therefore some level of perceptizaing.

In contrast, we focus on learning and planning methods tbattlie agent’s history
as its representation of state. A history representationbeagenerally applied without
any domain knowledge. Importantly, a history represeotatequires no approximation
and introduces no aliasing: each history is a perfect Maskate (ok-Markov for length
k histories). In return for these advantages, we give up ornpea@tness. The number of
states in a history representation is exponential in thezborlength (ork for lengthk
histories), and many of these histories may be equivaleetveNheless, a history rep-
resentation can sometimes be more compact than the enwrdgahstate, as it ignores
extraneous factors that do ndtect the agent’s direct observations.

Predictive environment models. In order to form non-trivial plans that span multiple
time steps, our agent needs to be able to predict fieete of its interaction with the
environment. If a model of the environment is known, sedrabed methodsfier one
way of generating such plans. However, a general RL agestmatestart with a model of
the environment; it must learn one over time. Our agent buald approximate model of
the true environment from the experience it gathers wheraeting with the real world,
and uses it for online planning.

Approximation via online planning. If the problem is small, model-based RL methods
such as Value lIteration for MDPs can easily derive an optpoéty. However this is not
appropriate for the larger problems more typical of the weaild. Local search is one
way to address this problem. Instead of solving the probieits ientirety, an approximate
solution is computed before each decision is made. Thisoagprhas met with much
success on dicult decision problems within the game playing researchrmanity and

on large-sized POMDP5 [RPPCDO08].

Scalability. The general RL problem is extremelyfiitult. On any real world prob-
lem, an agent is necessarily restricted to making appraeiyaorrect decisions. One of
the distinguishing features of sophisticated heuristazgien making frameworks, such as
those used in computer chess or computer go, is the abilihest frameworks to provide
acceptable performance on hardware ranging from mobileghthrough to supercom-
puters. To take advantage of the fast-paced advances inutentpchnology, we claim
thata good autonomous agent framework should naturally andraatally scales with
increasing computational resourceBoth the learning and planning components of our
approximate AlXI agent have been designed with scalabilityind.

Anytime decision making. One of the key resources in real world decision making is
time. As we are interested in a practical general agent fnarie it is imperative that
our agent be able to make good approximate decissordemand Different application
domains have dierent real-world time constraints. We seek an agent frametat
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can make good, approximate decisions given anything frormilseconds to 10 days
thinking time per action.

3 Monte Carlo Tree Search with Model Updates

In this section we describe Predictive UCT, a Monte Carl@Bearch (MCTS) technique
for stochastic, partially observable domains that usesiarementally updated environ-
ment modep to predict and evaluate the possible outcomes of futurermstquences.
The Predictive UCT algorithm is a straightforward genetion of the UCT algo-
rithm [KS06], a Monte Carlo planning algorithm that has owfective in solving large
state space discounted, or finite horizon MDPs. The gesataln requires two parts:

e The use of an environment model that is conditioned on thatageistory, rather
than a Markov state.

e The updating of the environment model during search. Tressential for the algo-
rithm to utilise the extra information an agent will have dygotheticalparticular
future time point.

The generalisation involves a change in perspective whashdignificant practical
ramifications in the context of general RL agents. Our exterssto UCT allow Predic-
tive UCT, in combination with a diiciently powerful predictive environment model
to implicitly take into account the value of information ieach and be applicable to
partially observable domains.

Overview. Predictive UCT is a best-first Monte Carlo Tree Search teplaihat itera-
tively constructs a search tree in memory. The tree is coegpobtwo interleaved types
of nodes: decision nodes and chance nodes. These correspibiecalternating max and
>, operations in expectimax. Each node in the tree correspora¢partial) historyh. If
h ends with an action, it is a chance nodeh ¥nds with an observation, it is a decision
node. Each node contains a statistical estimate of theefuéuwvard.

Initially, the tree starts with a single decision node caonitay [A| children. Much like
in existing MCTS method$ [CWtD8], there are four conceptual phases to a single itera-
tion of Predictive UCT. The first is theelectionphase, where the search tree is traversed
from the root node to an existing leaf chance nad&he second is thexpansiomphase,
where a new decision node is added as a child.tdhe third is thesimulationphase,
where a playout policy in conjunction with the environmerddal p is used to sample
a possible future path fromuntil a fixed distance from the root is reached. Finally, the
backpropagatiorphase updates the value estimates for each node on theerénasges-
tory leading back to the root. Whilst time remains, these fmnceptual operations are
repeated. Once the time limit is reached, an approximatedotion can be selected by
looking at the value estimates of the children of the rootenod

During the selection phase, action selection at decisialesitss done using a policy
that balances exploration and exploitation. This policy tveo main &ects:
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Figure 1: A Predictive UCT search tree

e to move the estimates of the future reward towards the maximtainable future
reward if the agent acted optimally.

e to cause asymmetric growth of the search tree towards dratsave high predicted
reward, implicitly pruning large parts of the search space.

The future reward at leaf nodes is estimated by choosingrasticcording to a heuris-
tic policy until a total ofm actions have been made by the agent, winere the search
horizon. This heuristic estimate helps the agent to focusxploration on useful parts
of the search tree, and in practice allows for a much largeiztwo than a brute-force
expectimax search.

Predictive UCT builds a sparse search tree in the sense bisar\ations are only
added to chance nodes once they have been generated aloagample path. A full
expectimax search tree would not be sparse; each possilleastic outcome will be
represented by a distinct node in the search tree. For erpectthe branching factor
at chance nodes is thy®|, which means that searching to even moderate suesl
intractable.

Figurell shows an example Predictive UCT tree. Chance nodeeaoted with stars.
Decision nodes are denoted by circles. The dashed linesdstar node indicate that not
all of the children have been expanded. The squiggly lindathtase of the leftmost
leaf denotes the execution of a playout policy. The arrowsgeding up from this node
indicate the flow of information back up the tree; this is dedirn more detail in Section
3.

Action selection at decision nodes. A decision node will always contailA| distinct
children, all of whom are chance nodes. Associated with dacision node representing
a particular historyr will be a value function estimat&/(h). During the selection phase,
a child will need to be picked for further exploration. Agtiselection in MCTS poses a
classic exploratiofexploitation dilemma. On one hand we need to allocate enuisifis

to all children to ensure that we have accurate estimatethéon, but on the other hand
we need to allocate enough visits to the maximal action tarensonvergence of the node
to the value of the maximal child node.



Like UCT, Predictive UCT recursively uses the UCB policy Q2] from then-armed
bandit setting at each decision node to determine whicbmacieeds further exploration.
Although the uniform logarithmic regret bound no longerrie across from the bandit
setting, the UCB policy has been shown to work well in praciic complex domains
such as Computer Go [GWO06] and General Game Playing [FBOBis folicy has the
advantage of ensuring that at each decision node, evegnaetentually gets explored
an infinite number of times, with the best action being selgexponentially more often
than actions of lesser utility.

Definition 4. The visit count Th) of a decision node h is the number of times h has been
sampled by the Predictive UCT algorithm. The visit counthef ¢hance node found by
taking action a at h is defined similarly, and is denoted Iflga).

Definition 5. Suppose m is the search horizon and each single time-stegrdes
bounded in the intervdly, 8]. Given a node representing a history h in the search tree,
the action picked by the UCB action selection policy is:

V(ha) + C /0O if T (ha) > 0;

1
aUCB(h) .= arg ge]g_x{ m(g—a) T(ha) (7)

00 otherwise

where Ce R is a positive parameter that controls the ratio of explooatio exploitation.
If there are multiple maximal actions, one is chosen unifgrat random.

Note that we need a linear scaling\stha) in Definition[3 because the UCB policy is
only applicable for rewards confined to the IQinterval.

Chance nodes. Chance nodes follow immediately after an action is selet@tsoh a
decision node. Each chance nddefollowing a decision nodé contains an estimate of
the future utility denoted by/(ha). Also associated with the chance ndueis a density
o(-1 ha) over observation-reward pairs.

After an actiona is performed at nodb, p(- | ha) is sampled once to generate the next
observation-reward paar. If 0 has not been seen before, the nbdeis added as a child
of ha. We will use the notatio®,, to denote the subset 6f representing the children of
partial historyha created so far.

Estimating future reward at leaf nodes. If a leaf decision node is encountered at depth
k < min the tree, a means of estimating the future reward for theaneingm — k time
steps is required. The agent applies its heuristic playouttfonII to estimate the sum
of future rewardsy,”, ri. A particularly simple, pessimistic baseline playout ftio is
IT;andom Which chooses an action uniformly at random at each tinJe ste

A more sophisticated playout function that uses action abdhies estimated from
previously taken real-world actions could potentially\ade a better estimate. The qual-
ity of the actions suggested by such a predictor can be exgh@ctimprove over time,
since it is trying to predict actions that are chosen by thenagfter a Predictive UCT
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search. This powerful and intuitive method of constructingeneric heuristic will be
explored further in a subsequent section.

Asymptotically, the heuristic playout policy makes no adnition to the value func-
tion estimates of Predictive UCT. When the remaining deptrero, the playout policy
always returns zero reward. As the number of simulationdgén infinity, the struc-
ture of the Predictive UCT search tree is equivalent to tlaedepthm expectimax tree
with high probability. This implies that the asymptotic walfunction estimates of Pre-
dictive UCT are invariant to the choice of playout functidgtiowever, when search time
is limited, the choice of playout policy will be a major detening factor of the overall
performance of the agent.

Reward backup. After the selection phase is completed, a path of nadas. . . ny,
k < m, will have been traversed from the root of the search tret® some leah,. For
each 1< j <k, the statistics maintained for (partial) histdry associated with node,
will be updated as follows:

. T(h) ..
V(hy) < mv(h T(hnj) 1 Z (8)
T(hy) « T(hy) +1 (9)

Note that the same backup equations are applied to bothaleeisd chance nodes.

Incremental model updating. Recall from Definitiod 2 that an environment mogel
is a sequence of functiorgg, p1, P2, . . .}, Wherep, : A' — Density(X'). When invoking

the SwmpLE routine to decide on an action, many hypothetical futureceepces will be
generated, witly, being used to simulate the environment at timEor the algorithm to
work well in practice, we need to be able to perform the folluydwo operations in time
sublinear with respect to the length of the agent’s entipeernce string.

e Update - givem(Xi1 | @14), 81, aNdXes1, Producepiq(Xai1 | a+1)
e Revert - givernpy1(Xit1 | @11441), recoverpy(Xy | aiy)

The revert operation is needed to restore the environmedéhtap, after each simu-
lation to timet + mis performed. In Sectidd 4, we will show how these requiretsiean
be met diciently by a certain kind of Bayesian mixture over a rich madass.

Pseudocode. We now give the pseudocode of the entire Predictive UCT dlyar

Algorithm 1 is responsible for determining an approximaéstbaction. Given the
current historyh, it first constructs a search tree containing estimé@é@a) for each
a € A, and then selects a maximising action. An important prgpefrtAlgorithm[1 is
that it isanytime an approximate best action is always available, whosetguaproves
with extra computation time.
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Algorithm 1 Predictive UCTg, h, m)
Require: An environment modeb
Require: A historyh

Require: A search horizom e N

- INrTIALISE(W)
repeat
SampLe(P, h, m)
o < ReVErT(p, M)
until out of time
return BestAcTion(P, h)

ok wbdhR

For simplicity of exposition, diriaLise can be understood to simply clear the entire
search tre&’. In practice, it is possible to carry across informatiomrone time step to
another. If¥, is the search tree obtained at the end of tip@ndaor is the agent’s actual
action and experience at tintethen we can keep the subtree rooted at nédbao) in
¥, and make that the search ti#g, for use at the beginning of the next time step. The
remainder of the nodes I#; can then be deleted.

As a Monte Carlo Tree Search routine, Algorithin 1 is embairagy parallel. The
main idea is to concurrently invoke thextLe routine whilst providing appropriate lock-
ing mechanisms for the nodes in the search tree. fRoient parallel implementation is
beyond the scope of the paper, but it is worth noting thatsd€&VHO08] applicable to
high performance Monte Carlo Go programs are easily traresfe¢o our setting.

Algorithm [2 implements a single run through some trajeciaryhe search tree. It
uses the & ectAction routine to choose moves at interior nodes, and invokes thept
policy at unexplored leaf nodes. After a complete path oftem is completed, the
recursion takes care that every visited node along the paitet leaf is updated as per
Sectior{B.

The action chosen byeSctAcTion is specified by the UCB policy described in Def-
inition 8. If the selected child has not been explored befdren a new node is added
to the search tree. The const&hts a parameter that is used to control the shape of the
search tree; lower values Gfcreate deep, selective search trees, whilst higher vadaes |
to shorter, bushier trees.

4 Extensions of Context Tree Weighting

Context Tree Weighting (CTW) [WST95, WST97] is a theordticavell-motivated on-
line binary sequence prediction algorithm that works welpractice [BEYYO04]. It is
an online Bayesian model averaging algorithm that compatescture of all prediction
sufix trees[RST96] of a given bounded depth, with higher prioigivegiven to simpler
models. We examine in this section several extensions of @&&ded for its use in the
context of agents. Along the way, we will describe the CTWballlpm in detail.
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Algorithm 2 SampLe(p, P, h, m)

Require
Require
Require
Require

if m

=

©eNOOdR N

R =
N B o

- end
- V(h)
- T(h)

e~
g~ W

else

: An environment modeb

: A search tregV

. A (partial) historyh

. A remaining search horizom e N

= Othen
return O

. else if¥(h) is a chance nodthen

Generated, r) from p(or | h)
Create nod&(hor) if T(hor) =0
reward« r + SampLE(o, ¥, hor,m— 1)

else if T(h) = Othen

reward<« PLavout(p, h, m)

a <« SeLectActioN(W, h)
reward«— SampLE(p, ¥, ha, m)
if

— szlreward+ T(hV(h)]

<—T(?'I+)+l

: return reward

Algorithm 3 SeLectAction(P, h)

Require
Require
Require

1. U=

. A search tregV
: A historyh
. An exploratioriexploitation constant

{ae A: T(ha) = 0}

2. if U # {} then

3:

4
5
6: else
7
8

: end

Picka € U uniformly at random

Create nod&’'(ha)
return a

1y log(T (h))
return arg ng{mV(ha) +C e

if

}

Action-conditional CTW. We first look at how CTW can be generalised for use as envi-
ronment models (Definitiol 2), which are functions of thenfar, : A" — Density(X").
This means we need an extension of CTW that, incrementakgstas input a sequence
of actions and produces as output successive conditionbbpilities over observations
and rewards. The high-level view of the algorithm is as feBowe process observations
and rewards one bit at a time using standard CTW, but bitesepiting actions are simply
appended to the input sequence without updating the coiméext The algorithm is now
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Algorithm 4 Pravour(p, h, m)

Require: An environment modeb
Require: A historyh

Require: A remaining search horizom e N
Require: A playout functionll

1: reward — O
2: fori =1tomdo

3 Generate from I1(h)

4: Generated, r) from p(or | ha)
5: reward « reward+ r

6: h « haor

7: end for

8: return reward

described in detail. If we drop the action sequence througti@ following description,
the algorithm reduces to the standard CTW algorithm.

Krichevsky-Trofimov estimator. We start with a brief review of the KT estimator
[KT81] for Bernoulli distributions. Given a binary string, with a zeroes anth ones, the
KT estimate of the probability of the next symbol is as follow

b+1/2
Phic(Yeer = 1l y1) = rb-{-l (10)

Phic(Yie1 = Oly1t) 1= 1= Phie(Veer = 1 Y1) (11)
The KT estimator is obtained via a Bayesian analysis byrpgnﬂi(%, %)-Beta prior on the

parameter of the Bernoulli distribution. From {10)4(11k wbtain the following expres-
sion for the block probability of a string:

Pric(Y11) = Phic(Y1 | €)Plic(Y2 Y1) - - - Plice(Vt | Y11-1)-

Given a binary strings, one can establish that gs) depends only on the number of

zeroesas and oneds in s. If we let (*1° denote a string witla zeroes andb ones then:

1/2(1+1/2)---(as— 1/2)1/2(1+ 1/2)-- - (bs — 1/2)
(as + bg)! '

We write Pg(a, b) to denote Rg(0?1°) in the following. The quantity Ri(a, b) can be
updated incrementally as follows:

Pria(S) = Pri(0%1%) = (12)

_a+1/2

Prc«(a+1,b) = Wpﬁa(a’ b) (13)
_ b+1/2

Prc(a,b+1) = mprkt(a, b), (14)

with the base case being,{0, 0) = 1.
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010=0.3 000 = 0.5

Figure 2: An example prediction §ix tree

Prediction Suffix Trees. We next describe prediction 8ix trees, which are a form of
variable-order Markov models.

Definition 6. A prediction syix tree (PST) is a pai(M, ®) satisfying the following:

1. M is a binary tree where the left and right edges are laliklleand O respectively;
and

2. associated with each leaf node | in M is a probability diaition over{0, 1} pa-
rameterised by, € ® (the probability of 1).

We call M the model of the PST afdthe parameter of the PST, in accordance with the
terminology of [WST95], .

A prediction stfix tree (M, ®) maps each binary string ., wheren > the depth of
M, to a probability distribution ovefO, 1} in the natural way: we traverse the mod|
by moving left or right at deptkl depending on whether the hyit_4 is one or zero until
we reach a leaf nodein M, at which time we retur®,. For example, the PST shown
in Figure[2 maps the string 110 &, = 0.3. At the root node (depth 0), we move right
becauseiz; = 0. We then move left becausg ; = 1. We sayfy is the distribution
associated with the string 110. Sometimes we need to retbetteaf node holding the
distribution associated with a stririg we denote that by(h), whereM is the model of
the PST used to process the string.

To use a prediction glix tree of depthd for binary sequence prediction, we start with
the distributiong, := Pr(1]|€) = 1/2 at each leaf nodkof the tree. The firstl bits y; 4
of the input sequence are set aside for use as an initialxtarid the variablé denoting
the bit sequence seen so far is seytg. We then repeat the following steps as long as
needed:

1. predict the next bit using the distributiépassociated witin;

2. observe the next bt updates,, using Formula[{I0) by incrementing eitheeor b
according to the value of and then set := hy.

Action-conditional PST. The above describes how a PST is used for binary sequence
prediction. In the agent setting, we reduce the problem edlipting history sequences
with general non-binary alphabets to that of predicting liiterepresentations of those
sequences. Further, we only ever condition on actions aadsthchieved by appending
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bit representations of actions to the input sequence witheorresponding update of the
KT estimators. These ideas are now formalised.

For convenience, we will assume without loss of generaliigt tA] = 2% and
|IX| = 2« for somelg |y > 0. Givena € A, we denote byfa] = a[l,l4] =
a[1]a[2] ...a[l4] € {0, 1}'~ the bit representation @& Observation and reward symbols
are treated similarly. Further, the bit representation symbol sequence, is denoted
by [ X141 = [X %21 ... [%]. Theith bitin [x;+] is denoted by{x;-][i] and the first bits
of [x1] is denoted byf x; ][, 1].

To do action-conditional prediction using a PST, we agaant stith 6, := Priw(1|€) =
1/2 at each leaf nodeof the tree. We also set aside distiently long initial portion of
the binary history sequence corresponding to the first fesdesyto initialise the variable
h as usual. The following steps are then repeated as long dedhee

1. seth := h[[a]], wherea s the current selected action;
2. fori:=1tolydo

(a) predict the next bit using the distributinassociated witln;

(b) observe the next bii], updated, using Formulal(1l0) according to the value
of x[i], and then sel := hX{i].

Now, let M be the model of a prediction fix tree,L(M) the leaf nodes oM, a;; € A
an action sequence, amg; € X' an observation-reward sequence. We have the following
expression for the probability ofi+ givenM anday:

t Iy
Prixc [ M,ai) = [ [ | Pristil M, Taxqalx[L, j - 1])
i=1 j=1

= [ Pra(lxadn). (15)

neL(M)

where[ x;1]jn is the (non-contiguous) subsequencd xf;] that ended up in leaf node
in M. More precisely,

[Xtllin == [Xae I DX l[12] - - - [Xa [,

where 1< 1, <, < --- <, < tand, for each, i € {ly,... 1} iff M([Xe¢][1,i - 1]) = n.

The above deals with action-conditional prediction usirsgngle PST. We now show
how we can perform action-conditional prediction using &aan mixture of PSTs in
an dficient way. First, we need a prior distribution on models of S

A prior on models of PSTs. Our prior, containing an Ockham-like bias favouring sim-
ple models, is derived from a natural prefix coding of the s&acture of a PST. The
coding scheme works as follows: given a model of a PST of mawindepthD, a pre-
order traversal of the tree is performed. Each time an iaterade is encountered, we
write down 1. Each time a leaf node is encountered, we writéf &h@ depth of the leaf
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node is less thaD®; otherwise we write nothing. For exampleDf= 3, the code for the
model shown in Figurgl2 is 10100;0f = 2, the code for the same model is 101. The cost
I'n(M) of a modelM is the length of its code, which is given by the number of nddes
M minus the number of leaf nodesh of depthD. One can show that

Z 2-To(M) _ 1,

MECD

whereCp is the set of all models of prediction ix trees with depth at mo®; i.e. the
prefix code is complete. We remark that the above is anothgoh@describing the coding
scheme in[[WST95]. We use2V), which penalises large trees, to determine the prior
weight of each PST model.

Context trees. The following is a key ingredient of the (action-conditiGn@TW algo-
rithm.

Definition 7. A context tree of depth D is a perfect binary tree of depth Dreviiee left
and right edges are labelled 1 and 0 respectively and attdtheach node (both internal
and leaf) is a probability orf0, 1}*.

The node probabilities in a context tree are estimated frata dsing KT estimators
as follows. We update a context tree with the history seqeismuilarly to the way we
use a PST, except that

1. the probabilities at each node in the path from the root lea&traversed by an
observed bit is updated; and

2. we maintain block probabilities using Equatiohs] (I2)(instead of conditional
probabilities (Equatiori(10)) like in a PST. (This is donedomputational reasons
to ease the calculation of the posterior probabilities ofleis in the algorithm.)

The process can be best understood with an example. Higuedt)3shows a context
tree of depth two. For expositional reasons, we show binaguences at the nodes;
the node probabilities are computed from these. Initidhg binary sequence at each
node is empty. Suppose 1001 is the history sequence. Seslidg the first two bits
10 as an initial context, the tree in the middle of Figlle 3vehevhat we have after
processing the third bit 0. The tree on the right is the treehaee after processing
the fourth bit 1. In practice, we of course only have to stére ¢ounts of zeros and
ones instead of complete subsequences at each node bexausesaw earlier i (12),
Pr(s) = Pr(as, bs). Since the node probabilities are completely determinetthé input
sequence, we shall henceforth speak unambiguously #t@cbntext tree after seeing a
sequence.

The context tree of deptD after seeing a sequenbéehas the following important
properties:

1. the model of every PST of depth at m@stan be obtained from the context tree
by pruning df appropriate subtrees and treating them as leaf nodes;
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Figure 3: A depth-2 context tree (left); trees after prooestwvo bits (middle and rlght)

2. the block probability oh as computed by each PST of depth at mbstan be
obtained from the node probabilities of the context treeRdaation[(IF).

These properties, together with an application of theiBistive law, form the basis of the
highly eficient (action-conditional) CTW algorithm. We now formaighese insights.

Weighted probabilities. We first need to define the weighted probabilities at each node
of the context tree. Supposg; is the action sequence ang is the observation-reward
sequence. Lditx;+]l» be the (non-contiguous) subsequencixat] that ended up in node

n of the context tree. The weighted probabilRf of each node in the context tree is
defined inductively as follows:

P\r,]v([[xl:t]]m | [[al:t]])
| Plie([X0:1n) if nis aleaf node
:‘2L Prkt([[xl:t]]m) + %P\T\ll([[xllt]]lm | [[al:t]])P\r/]\; ([[Xl:t]]lnr | [[alzt]]) OtherWise,
wheren, andn, are the left and right children af respectively. Note that the set of
sequences$ ([ xi1]jn :nis anode in the context tr¢das a dependence on the action se-
quencqlal:t]]-

If nis a node at deptt in a tree, we denote bg(n) € {0, 1}9 the path description to
noden in the tree.

Lemma 1 ([WST95]). Let D be the depth of the context tree. For each node n in the
context tree at depth d, we have for ajl.& A", for all X34 € X",

Po Dol Tacd) = > 2770 [T Pra(Dalipmp)- (16)

MeCp_g leL(M)

where[[ X1 ]l pimpq) IS the (non-contiguous) subsequencéxaf ] that ended up in the node
with path description ) p(l) in the context tree.

Proof. The proof proceeds by induction ah The statement is clearly true for the leaf
nodes at deptld. Assume now the statement is true for all nodes at déptti, where
0 <d < D. Consider a node at depthd. Lettingd = D — d, we have

P\r/]v([[xl:t]]ln | [[alzt]])
1
= _Prkt([[xlt]]m) + P ([Xw T | Tae1) Py ([Xat T, | [2a:1)
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Z 27 Taz(M) l_l Pria(I[X1:4 1 penypaty)

MeCy 7 leL(M) }

[ Z 2 Taz(M) l_[ Prkt([[xl:t]]lp(ﬂr)P(D)]

MeCy 7 leL(M)

1 e __
= Eprkt([[xl:t]]ln) + Z Z 2 Fam(Ma gz (M) D).

M]_ECM MzECm

1 1
= Eprkt([[xl:t]]m) + >

[ l—[ Prkt([[xlzt]hp(m)p(l))][ l—[ Prkt([[xl:t]hp(n,)p(l))}
leL(My) leL(M2)

1 I
= 5Pl + D, 27 | PrDaddinnw)

M1M2eCy leL(M1 M)
= Z 2 To-a(M) l—[ Prkt([[xl:t]]lp(n)p(l)),
MeCp_q leL(M)

whereM; M, denotes the tree i@3 whose left and right subtrees ay and M, respec-
tively. ]

CTW as an optimal Bayesian mixture predictor. A corollary of Lemmdl is that at
the root nodel of the context tree we have

Pi(Ixadd [ Tadd) = > 2770 [ Pro(Dxalip) (17)
MeCp leL(M)
— Z 2 To(M) 1_[ Pricc([X2:111) (18)
MeCp leL(M)
= Z 2_FD(M) Pr(xlitl M’ allt)’ (19)
MeCp

where the last step follows from Equatidon{(15). Note catefiliat [x1.]lpq) in line (I7)
denotes the subsequence]&f,] that ended in the node pointed to pff) in the context
tree but[x;+]; in line (18) denotes the subsequenc§xf;] that ended in the leaf nodién
M if M is used as the only model to procdss;]. Equation[(ID) shows that the quantity
computed by the (action-conditional) CTW algorithm is dkaa Bayesian mixture of
(action-conditional) PSTs.

The weighted probability?}, is a block probability. To recover the conditional proba-
bility of x, givenax.;a;, we simply evaluate

P\/}v([[xl:t]] | |[a1:t]])
Pl (IX<t] | [ax) ’

which follows directly from Equatior (3). To sample from shtonditional probability,
we simply sample the individual bits &f one by one. For brevity, we will sometimes use

PUIXT | [axiad) =
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the following notation foiP:;:

T(Xet | Ag1) := Ph([Xeal | [ags]l)
T(% | axaay) = Py([x] | [ax«a).

In summary, to do action-conditional prediction using ateghtree, we set aside a
suficiently long initial portion of the binary history sequencerresponding to the first
few cycles toinitialise the variableand then repeat the following steps as long as needed:

1. seth := h[[a]], wherea s the current selected action;
2. fori:=1tolydo

(a) predict the next bit using the weighted probabiRty,

(b) observe the next bii], update the context tree usih@ndx]i], calculate the
new weighted probabilit}, and then sel := hxi].

Note that in practice, the context tree need only be con®duacrementally as needed.
The depth of the context tree can thus take on non-trivialagl This memory require-
ment of maintaining a context tree is discussed further otiSelq.

Reversing an update. As explained in Sectiohl 3, theeRert operation is performed
many times during search and it needs to fieient. Saving and restoring a copy of the
context tree is unsatisfactory. Luckily, the block probi#piestimated by CTW using a
context depth oD at timet can be recovered from the block probability estimated a¢ tim
t + min O(mD) operations in a rather straightforward way. Alternatyyal copy on write
implementation can be used to modify the context tree duhegimulation phase.

Predicate CTW. As foreshadowed in [Bun92, HS97], the CTW algorithm can be ge
eralised to work with rich logical tree models [BO98, KW01o03,/Ng05, LNO7] in
place of prediction diix trees. A full description of this extension, especiallg thart on
predicate definitiofenumeration and search, is beyond the scope of the paperikbé w
reported elsewhere. Here we outline the main ideas and poiritow the extension can
be used to incorporate useful background knowledge int@agent.

Definition 8. Let®? = {po, p1,- - -, Pm} be a set of predicates (boolean functions) on histo-
rieshe (Ax X)",n> 0. AP-model is a binary tree where each internal node is labelled
with a predicate inP and the left and right outgoing edges at the node are labélted
and False respectively. R-tree is a pair(My, ®) where M is a P-model and associ-
ated with each leaf node | in Mis a probability distribution ovef0, 1} parameterised by

6 € 0.

A P-tree Mp, ®) represents a functiagpfrom histories to probability distributions on
{0, 1} in the usual way. For each histohyg(h) = 6,,, wherel,, is the leaf node reached
by pushingh down the modeM, according to whether it satisfies the predicates at the
internal nodes and, € O is the distribution at;.
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The use of general predicates on historie®itrees is a powerful way of extending
the notion of a “context” in applications. To begin with, & easy to see that, with a
suitable choice of predicate claBsboth prediction sfiix trees (Definitiom6) and looping
sufix trees [HJOB] can be representedfadrees. Much more background contextual
information can be provided in this way to the agent to aidrg® and action selection.

The following is a generalisation of Definitidh 7.

Definition 9. Let® = {po, p1,- - ., Pm} be a set of predicates on histories. fAcontext
tree is a perfect binary tree of depth-1 where

1. each internal node at depth i is labelled bygx® and the left and right outgoing
edges at the node are labelled True and False respectivaly; a

2. attached to each node (both internal and leaf) is a proligion {0, 1}*.

We remark here that the (action-conditional) CTW algoritbam be generalised to
work with -context trees in a natural way, and that a result analogpusmma_l but
with respect to a much richer class of models can be establisA proof of a similar
result is in [HS9V]. Sectiohl 7 describes some experimertwisiy how predicate CTW
can help in more diicult problems.

5 Putting it All Together

We now describe how the entire agent is constructed. At a lleiggi, the combination
is simple. The agent uses the action-conditional (predjc@lW predictor presented
in Section’4 as a modé&t of the (unknown) environment. At each time step, the agent
first invokes the Predictive UCT routine to estimate the galfieach action. The agent
then picks an action according to some standard exployatiploitation strategy, such
as e-Greedy or Softmax [SB98]. It then receives an observat@vard pair from the
environment which is then used to update Communication between the agent and
the environment is done via binary codings of action, oka#a, and reward symbols.
Figurel4 gives an overview of the agfamvironment interaction loop.

It is worth noting that, in principle, the AIXI agent does mated to explore according
to any heuristic policy. This is since the value of infornoatiin terms of expected future
reward, is implicitly captured in the expectimax operatdaefined in Equationg [1) and
(). Theoretically, ignoring all computational conceritss suficient just to choose a
large horizon and pick the action with the highest expectddevat each timestep.

Unfortunately, this result does not carry over to our apprate AlXI agent. In prac-
tice, the true environment will not be contained in our riesdéd model class, nor will
we perform enough Predictive UCT simulations to convergthéoptimal expectimax
action, nor will the search horizon be as large as the agergiemal lifespan. Thus, the
exploratioriexploitation dilemma is a non-trivial problem for our ageWe found that the
standard heuristic solutions to this problem, sucla-&eedy and Softmax exploration,
were stfficient for obtaining good empirical results. We will reviits issue in Sectidn 7.
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Figure 4: The AIXI-MC agent loop

6 Theoretical Results

Some theoretical properties of our algorithm are now exgulor

Model class approximation. We first study the relationship betwe&rand the univer-
sal predictor in AlXI. UsingY in place ofp in Equation [(6), the optimal action for an
agent at time, having experiencedx_1, is given by

t+m
T(X11 | Ay Y (Xq- as.
a: = arg maxZ ( 1.t| 1.t) ... max ( 1.t+m| 1.t+m) Z I
a S T(Xet | acr) um £~ T (Xetem | Bctem)
[t+m ] t+m
T(Xyi | @)
=arg max ---Mmax I
& ; Brm Z:; I_ l_[ T(X< | as)
t+m ]
T(Xl:t+m | a1:t+m)
=arg max ---Mmax [
& ; Bm 4= IZ:; I T(Xet | acr)
t+m
=arg maxZ ---Mmax Z Fi T(Xl:t+m | a1:t+m)
at ” atrm oom L=t
t+m ]
=arg maxZ ---max Z r Z 27" M Pr(Xyum | M, @14m)- (20)
& Xt Bem Xem L i=t 1 MeCp
Contrast[(2D) now with Equatiofl(2) which we reproduce here:
t+m
& = arg n;taxZ e I’Q&X [Z ri} Z 2_K(p)p(xlzt+m | @1:t4m), (21)
Xt m Xeem L i=t pPeEM
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where M is the class of all enumerable chronological semimeasare$sK (o) denotes
the Kolmogorov complexity gb [HutO5]. The two expressions share a prior that enforces
a bias towards simpler models. The maiffetience is in the subexpression describing
the mixture over the model class. AIXI uses a mixture oveeallmerable chronological
semimeasures. This is scaled down to a mixture of predistiffiix trees in our setting.
Although the model class used in AlXI is completely geneatas,also incomputable. Our
approximation has restricted the model class to gain thieadids computational proper-
ties of CTW. As indicated in Sectidn 4, the model cl@scan be significantly enlarged
by using predicates without sacrificing th@@ent computability of mixtures.

Convergence to true environment. We show in this section that if there is a good
model of the (unknown) environment in the cla3s, then CTW will ‘find’ it. We need
the following entropy inequality.

Lemma 2 ([HutOg]). Let{y;} and{z} be two probability distributions, i.e;y 0,z > 0,
and;yi = >,z = 1. Then we have

Z(yi—astyiln%.

Theorem 1. Letu be the true environment model. Thexpected squared fiierence of
uandY is bounded as follows. For all a N, for all a;,,

Zn: PICE MCAERERERTCY a&kak))2

k=1 X1k

|5|n {FD(M)"‘Z"' Dk (u(-1azn) Il Pr(| M, aln))}

where Ox. (- || -) is the KL divergence of two distributions.

Proof. We adapt a proof froni [Hut05, §5.1.3].

Zn: 0k 2%l @Xa) = T a&kak))2

klxlk

= Z D uxaclaq) Z(N(Xk | axaay) — T(x| a&kak))

k 1 Xk
u(X | aXody)
kzll ; (X< | Ack) Z M(X | aXekay) In T axay) [by Lemma2]
_ H(X | axaan)
= ; ; /l(xl 'k | g k) | T(Xk | a)(<kak) [by Eq [3)]
AN H(X | axaa)
B k=1 ;(xgnﬂ(xm o n)) T(Xk | aXay) [by Defn.[2]
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n
Z Z p(X | 8Xk@y)
- £ /’L( 1:n 1 n) T(Xk | a)(<kak)

n

H(X | aXoay)
= X1 |a : In——-—"""7
;:u( 1n| Al n) ; T(Xk | ax<kak)

= 3l ) B 20 by Eq. )

ll(xl:n | al:n) I:)r(xl:n | M, al:n)
= Xin|an) In
ZM( Lo | l.n) [Pr(xl:n | M, a1:n) T(Xl:n | a1:n)

[arbitraryM € Cp]

Xin

/l(xl:n | al:n) I:)r(xl:n | M, al:n)
= Xin|arn) In + Xin|agn) In
Z/J( 10| 81:n) Pr(xl:n M. al:n) ;N( 1n | @1n) T(Xlzn | al:n)

I::'r(xl:n | M, al:n)

Xin

< Do (u(- lagn) | Pr¢I M, azn)) + ;ﬂ(xl:n |a1:n) I 2o Pr(x,| M., 817) [by Eq. (19)]
= Dxr(u(-lagn) || Pr¢| M, agp)) + I'p(M) In2.
Since the inequality holds for arbitral € Cp, it holds for the minimisingvl. |

If the KL divergence between and the best model i€, is finite, then Theorerl 1
impliesT (X | ax.ax) will converge rapidly tqu(x | ax.ax) for k — co with u-probability
1. The contrapositive of the statement tells us that fhils to predict the environment
well, then there is no good model @,. This result provides the motivation for looking
at ways of enriching the model class in Secfibon 8.

Consistency of Predictive UCT. Let u be the true underlying environment. We now
establish the link between the expectimax vaj¥h) and its estimatélg‘(h) computed
by the Predictive UCT algorithm usirig as the environment model.

In [KS06], the authors show that the UCT algorithm is comsisin finite horizon
MDPs and derive finite sample bounds on the estimation etreita sampling. By inter-
preting histories as Markov states, our general agent enoloéduces to a finite horizon
MDP and the results of [KS06] are now directly applicable sfagéng the main consis-
tency result in our notation, we have

Vevh ghi)rgm Pr(IVi'(h) - Vilh) < ) = 1. (22)

Further, the probability that a suboptimal action (withpest toV(-)) is picked by Pre-
dictive UCT goes to zero in the limit. Details of this anafysan be found i [KS06].

Theoreni] above in conjunction with [Hut05, Thm.5.36] inegN/'(h) — V/['(h), as
long as there exists a model in the model class that approegihe unknown environ-
mentu well. This, and the consistendy (22) of the Predictive UGJoathm, imply that
Vm(h) will converge tovV(h).
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Domain Aliasing | NoisyO | Noisy A | UninformativeO
1d-maze yes no no yes
Cheese Maze yes no no no
Tiger yes yes no no
Extended Tiger yes yes no no
4 x 4 Grid yes no no yes
TicTacToe no no no no
Biased Rock-Paper-Scissof  no yes yes no
Partially Observable Pacman yes no no no

Table 1: Domain characteristics

7 Experimental Results

In this section we evaluate our algorithm on a number of pistieg domains. We have
chosen domains that, from the agent’s perspective, hawy perceptions, partial infor-
mation, and inherent stochastic elements. In particularwil focus on learning and
approximately solving some benchmark POMDPs. The planpioglem (i.e. computa-
tion of the optimal policy given the full POMDP model) assateid with these POMDPs
were considered challenging in the mid-nineties but can lbewolved easily. We stress
here that our requirement of having to learn the environmesdel, as well as solve the
planning problemsignificantlyincreases the liculty of these problems.

As we shall see, our agent achieves state-of-the-art peafoce in both generality
(eight separate problems withfidirent characteristics are attempted) and optimality (the
agent converges to the optimal policy in seven cases, anbiexgood scaling properties
in the remaining case).

Our test domains are now described in detail. Their charatitss are summarised in
Tablell.

1d-maze. The 1d-maze is a simple problem from [CKL.94]. The agent begira ran-
dom, non-goal location within ax44 maze. There is a choice of two actions: left or right.
Each action transfers the agent to the adjacent cell if gtexotherwise it has ndtect.

If the agent reaches the third cell from the left, it receigeeward of 1. Otherwise it
receives a reward of 0. The distinguishing feature of thidbfam is that the observations
areuninformative every observation is the same regardless of the agentialdotation.

Cheese maze. This well known problem is due to [McC96]. The agent is a mansile

a two dimensional maze seeking a piece of cheese. The agetd hhoose one of four
actions: move up, down, left or right. If the agent bumps enteall, it receives a penalty
of —10. If the agent finds the cheese, it receives a reward of 18h BEevement into

a free cell gives a penalty 6fl. The problem is depicted graphically in Figlite 5. The
number in each cell represents the decimal equivalent dfiotlvebit binary observation

24



the mouse receives in each cell. The problem exhibits parakgliasing in that a single
observation is potentially ambiguous.

Figure 5: The cheese maze

Tiger. This is another familiar domain from [KLC95]. The environmelynamics are
as follows: a tiger and a pot of gold are hidden behind one of daors. Initially the
agent starts facing both doors. The agent has a choice offéheee actions: listen, open
the left door, or open the right door. If the agent opens tha taling the tiger, it sfiers
a -100 penalty. If it opens the door with the pot of gold, itewes a reward of 10. If
the agent performs the listen action, it receives a pendltyloand an observation that
correctly describes where the tiger is witl89 probability.

Extended Tiger. The problem setting is similar to Tiger, except that now tigerd
begins sitting down on a chair. The actions available to gentare: stand, listen, open
the left door, and open the right door. Before an agent cacesstully open one of the
two doors, it must stand up. However, the listen action ombvjales information about
the tiger's whereabouts when the agent is sitting down. Ttasiecessary for the agent
to plan a more intricate series of actions before it sees ptienal solution. The reward
structure is slightly modified from the simple Tiger probleas now the agent gets a
reward of 30 when finding the pot of gold.

4 x 4 Grid. The agent is restricted to a44 grid world. It can move either up, down,
right or left. If the agent moves into the bottom right cognereceives a reward of 1, and
it is randomly teleported to one of the remaining 15 cellst hoves into any cell other

than the bottom right corner cell, it receives a reward off ®hé agent attempts to move
into a non-existent cell, it remains in the same locatiorkelthe 1d-maze, this problem
is also uninformative but on a much larger scale. Althoughdiomain is simple, it does

require some subtlety on the part of the agent. The corréctradepends on what the
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agent has tried before at previous time steps. For exanfplee iagent has repeatedly
moved right and not received a positive reward, then theed®af it receiving a positive
reward by moving down are increased.

TicTacToe. In this domain, the agent plays repeated games of TicTacGamst an
opponent who moves randomly. If the agent wins the gamecdives a reward of 2. If
there is a draw, the agent receives a reward of 1. A loss pesale agent by2. If the
agent makes an illegal move, by moving on top of an alreaddfslquare, then it receives
areward of-3. A legal move that does not end the game earns no reward.

Biased Rock-Paper-Scissor. This domain is taken from [FMRW09]. The agent repeat-
edly plays Rock-Paper-Scissor against an opponent thed Bight, predictable bias in
its strategy. If the opponent has won a round by playing ratkhe previous cycle, it
will always play rock at the next timestep; otherwise it vaitk an action uniformly at
random. The agent’s observation is the most recently chasgon of the opponent. It
receives a reward of 1 for a win, O for a draw antifor a loss.

Partially Observable PacMan. This domain is a partially observable version of the
classic PacMan game. The agent must navigatea 17 maze and eat the food pellets
that are distributed across the maze. Four ghosts roam the.nlhey move initially
at random, until there is a Manhattan distance of 5 betweem tand PacMan, where-
upon they will aggressively pursue PacMan for a short domatihe maze structure and
game are the same as the original arcade game, however thl@afagent is hampered
by partial observability. PacMan is unaware of the mazectire and only receives a
4-bit observation describing the wall configuration at itsrent location. It also does
not know the exact location of the ghosts, receiving onlitdebservations indicating
whether a ghost is visible (via direct line of sight) in ea¢hhe four cardinal directions.
In addition, the location of the food pellets is unknown etc®r a 3-bit observation
that indicates whether food can be smelt within a Manhattstace of 2, 3 or 4 from
PacMan’s location, and another 4-bit observation indigptvhether there is food in its
direct line of sight. A final single bit indicates whether Rl is under the féects of a
power pill. At the start of each episode, a food pellet is pthdown with probability (b

at every empty location on the grid. The agent receives alfyenfdl for each movement
action, a penalty of 10 for running into a wall, a reward of d®dach food pellet eaten,
a penalty of 50 if it is caught by a ghost, and a reward of 10@&dlecting all the food.
If multiple such events occur, then the total reward is cuativ, i.e. running into a wall
and being caught would give a penalty of 60. The episodegdsthie agent is caught or
if it collects all the food.

Figurel® shows a graphical representation of the partidgeovable PacMan domain.
This problem is the largest domain we consider, with an unknoptimal policy. The
main purpose of this domain is to show the scaling propedtiesir agent with respect to
a challenging problem.
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Figure 6: A screenshot (converted to b&w) of the partiallgetvable PacMan domain

Experimental setup. Table[2 outlines the parameters used in each experiment. The
sizes of the action and observation spaces are givenAlies, O bits andR bits param-
eters specify the number of bits used to encode the actiaerastion and reward spaces.
The context depth parametBrspecifies the maximum number of most recent bits used
by the action-conditional CTW prediction scheme. The deharizon is specified by the
parametem.

The experimental results are presented in terms of aveeag@d per time step. The
key factors of interest are the performance of the agentaximulates more real world
experience, and the performance of the agent as it is givea thimking time per deci-
sion.

All experiments were performed on a dual quad-core InteB@Hz Xeon. If com-
putational concerns could be ignored, it would be naturahédeD as large as possible
since CTW is robust against overfitting due to its strong asrds simple PSTs. There
are similar issues with the choice of horizon; ideally theizum would be as large as
possible if we could ignore computational concerns. In ficachowever, these param-
eters must be made much smaller for our agent to be tractabdeiomodest hardware.
Sectiorl Y discusses the asymptotic properties of our ahgosi. Although the asymptotic
behaviour is excellent (essentially linearbrandm in terms of both time and space), our
prototype implementation is still pushing the boundariestwat can be done on a present
day workstation. There are obvious problems if these paermare set too small. For
example, if the problem is-Markov but we only use ® < n, or if the optimal policy
requires planning ahead more tharsteps, then we cannot expect the agent to perform
optimally.
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Domain Al O] | Abits| Obits| Rbits| D | m
1d-maze 2 1 1 1 1 32|10
Cheese Maze 4 16 2 4 5 9| 8
Tiger 3 3 2 2 7 96| 5
Extended Tiger 4 3 2 3 8 9% | 4
4 x 4 Grid 4 1 2 1 1 96| 12
TicTacToe 9 |19683| 4 18 3 64| 9
Biased Rock-Paper-Scisspr3 3 2 2 2 32| 4
Partial Observable Pacman 4 216 2 16 8 64| 8

Table 2: Parameter Configuration

Scaling properties. Our agent has both limited thinking time and a limited amaaft
time to gather experience in the real world. Potentiallythbaf these dimensions will
affect the agent’s performance. This section explores whaagieat's performance on
different problem domains as we vary the two parameters.

FigurelT shows the performance of the agent as it accumutaies experience. Two
seconds of search time per decision was used for each exgwriithe label Age for the
horizontal axis refers to the number of cycles that has piaed.

Figure[8 shows the performance of the agent on each problenaiddby running
it with varying amounts of search. The environment modeduse each experiment
was learned by the agent from randomly interacting with thh@renment for 50000
timesteps, with the exception of TicTacToe which used a rhbdét from 500000
timesteps. Random action selection was used for compuotdtieasons; it allowed large
amounts of experience to be gathered quickly. For each datd, phe agent is run for
2000 timesteps, using the best action chosen greedily kjid®kee UCT. The average
reward is then calculated from the performance across @@3@ timesteps.

General discussion. In all cases, given dhicient thinking time and experience, the
performance of our agent approaches optimality. Genesglgaking, the agent’s per-
formance gets better as it acquires more experience anddsa giore search time per
decision. The agent’s performance on the tiger domainsantgisome discussion.

The behaviour of the agent in the Tiger domain varies as theuatrof interaction
with the environment increases. Initially, the agent as@dlecting a door, as it is too
uncertain about the environment dynamics. However, aghiega more experience, more
sophisticated behaviour emerges; the agent correctlyir@sguultiple pieces of informa-
tion before picking a door. If some of the information is qauwlictory, the agent gathers
more information before making its decision.

The performance of the agent in the Extended Tiger domagmrisitive to the number
of simulations used by Predictive UCT. As can be seen in E[gutwo seconds of think-
ing time were insflicient to act optimally. As indicated by figuré 8, optimal bebar is
only achieved when using a minimum of approximately0DD simulations per decision.

28



1d Maze - Reward versus Age

05f— — — — = = = ———— i — g

I

~

[l
T

Average Reward per Timestep
o
S
T

o

w

a
T

Age

Tiger - Reward versus Age
151

Average Reward per Timestep

4x4 Grid - Reward versus Age
0.251

=]
[ o
o )

Average Reward per Timestep
o
s

0.05

1.

o
2

I
o
o

[N

|
=
o

Average Reward per Timestep
N

-2.

-3.

N

Average Reward per Timestep
N

!
A w

!
a

o o =3 o
N > =) ©

o

-0.2

Average Reward per Timestep

Cheese Maze - Reward versus Age

5

5
10

Age

Extended Tiger - Reward versus Age

o
T

IS
T

w
T

N

-

o

i
S
=
S)

10

Age

TicTacToe — Reward versus Age

-1 —— Empirical
— - — - Upper Bound on Optimal
1.2 . n n
10° 10° 10* 10°

Age
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Scaling Properties - Partially Observable Pacman

Average Reward per Timestep

_10F N~ . — * — 500 simulations
X . ;
/ —x— 1000 simulations
—— 2000 simulations
_12 L L L T
10 10* 10° 10°
Number of Timesteps

Figure 9: Scaling properties on Partially Observable Pacma

Only then does agent to understand that it is worth listemitgally, then standing up,
and then finally choosing the correct door according to tha&rimation it gathered whilst
sitting down. With less simulations, the agent avoids pigka door. Interestingly, the
performance of the agent drops after it has interacted Wwetwiorld 5000 times, yet then
sharply increases. At 5000 steps, the agent has overcomeeitsion towards picking a
door, without fully understanding the environment dynasmidhis causes the agent to
sometimes pick the wrong door. Further interaction refihesenvironment model and
subsequently allows the agent to improve its performance.

Performance on a challenging domain. Above we introduced the partially observable
Pacman domain. In contrast to our other domains, this is ameyus problem. Even if
the underlying state space were known, the learning anchipigmproblems would still be
hard because there are more thé&hs?ates.

Figure[® shows the scaling properties of our agent. Agaimjoe exploration was
used to build the model for computational reasons. The geei@vard at each data point
was gathered by running the agent for 4000 timesteps, with aetion being determined
by Predictive UCT.

Visually, the performance of the agent was non-optimal. elev, after 2.5 million
cycles of interaction, the agent had managed to learn a nuaofli@portant concepts. It
knows not to run into walls. It knows how to seek out food frdra timited information
provided by its sensors. It knows how to run away and avoigicigeghosts. The main
subtlety that it hasn't learnt (after 2.5 million timestgpsto aggressively chase down
ghosts when it has eaten a red power pill. Also, its behawanr sometimes become
temporarily erratic when stuck in a long corridor with no risafood or visible ghosts.
Still, the ability to perform reasonably in a large domaing &xhibit consistent increases
in performance with additional resources (experience arctetime) makes us optimistic
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about the long-term potential of our work.

Heuristic playout function.  An important parameter in Predictive UCT is the choice of
the playout function. In MCTS-based methods for playing @ater Go, it is well known
that adding knowledge to the playout function can dramHByicgenprove performance
[GWMTO06]. One of the benefits of MCTS methods is that if the éamis known, the
playout function presents a natural way to incorporate dom@owledge. In the general
agent setting, it would be desirable to automatically gaime of the benefits of expert
design through online learning.

If the domain is unknown, a natural baseline playout pokogne that selects between
each action uniformly at random. Although this playout pplis obviously quite poor,
it does make some heuristic sense: the playouts end up guitensearch toward areas
that give dtf larger rewards without requiring a carefully planned actsgquence. In
Section B, we described an intuitive method to incrementakirn a playout policy by
attempting to model the real-world actions chosen by PtedidJCT. The aim of this
section is to show that our heuristic approach, using a CBéét action predictor as a
playout function, can give significant improvements to Rk UCT over the naive,
uniformly random policy.

Figure[10 shows the impact of using the learned playout fanatn the cheese maze.
(The other domains we tested exhibit similar behaviour.p Versions of the same agent
were run for 12000 cycles. Actions were selected usingeagreedy policy: i.e. with
probabilitye the agent moved randomly, otherwise the best action actptdiPredictive
UCT was chosen. The initialof 0.9 was decayed by multiplying by @99 at each time-
step. Asmall (100 or 500) Predictive UCT simulations weredt® decide on each action,
to maximise the impact of the playout policy on the overaéisigperformance. The agent
that used the self-improving playout policy learned faatet obtained a higher maximum
average reward than the agent using uniform random playaiiteough the diference in
average reward is small numerically, there is a qualitatifference in the performance of
the agent. For example, the uniform playout policy when@4i@0 simulations averages
approximately -1 per timestep. This is equivalent to a gotf@at simply runs around
the maze, never finding the cheese, without ever bumpingaintall. When using 100
learned playouts however, the average reward ends up gtieatezero. To achieve this,
the agent must be finding the cheese, on average, in less1tsiads every instance.

Our results demonstrate that it is both reasonable andigpahébr a MCTS-based
general reinforcement learning agent to attempt to learlayopt function online. Our
results are by no means exhaustive. The ideal action poedicdy not resemble the
observatiofreward predictor, or it may be designed withtdrent spee@dccuracy trade-
offs in mind. Online learning of playout functions for MCTS-bdsagents is a promising
direction for future research. Building on this idea, oneldalso look at ways to modify
the UCB policy used in Predictive UCT to automatically taklwantage of learnt playout
knowledge, similar to the heuristic techniques used in QaempGo [GS07].
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Impact of Bootstrapped Playouts on Cheese Maze
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Figure 10: Impact of learned playout function on perfornenc

Computational considerations. If an agent has interacted with the world tocycles,
using a context tree with depi, there is at mosD(tD log(|O||R])) nodes in the context
tree. In practice, unless the environment is very noisyy @ansubset of the 2 possi-
ble contexts will be created. In our experiments, no morae thaigabyte of memory
was required to store the entire environment model. The tormeplexity of CTW is
also impressiveO(D) to generate a single bit, af@Dmlog(|O||R|)) to generate then
observatiofreward pairs needed to perform a single Predictive UCT sitran.

Predicate CTW. This section gives an example of how Predicate CTW can betosed
incorporate domain knowledge that drastically simplifies agent’s learning task. We
saw earlier in Figurkl7 that the dynamics of TicTacToe regflia large amount of training
examples for CTW to correctly predict the environment dymamEssentially, the main
difficulty for the first hundred thousand steps was avoiding ngpiiegal moves. In this
experiment, the set of predicates that define CTW was augaenth a predicate that
indicated whether the last move by the agent was legal. Asvandd expect, the agent
using this augmented predicate set quickly learnt to playming to the game rules.
Figure[I1l shows how a small but carefully chosen piece of dokreowledge can have a
significant impact on the agent’s performance.
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Predicate CTW versus CTW on TicTacToe
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Figure 11: Impact of domain knowledge, using 1000 Pred@dtiC T simulations.

8 Discussion

We discuss some related and future work in this section. Eaeings reflect the general
area of the literature in which those work can be found.

Algorithmic Information Theory. There have been several attempts at studying the
computational properties of AIXI. IN_[Hut02], an asymptatily optimal algorithm is
proposed that, in parallel, picks and runs the fastest progrom an enumeration of
provably correct programs for any given well-defined prableA similar construction
that runs all programs of length less tHand time less thanper cycle and picks the best
output (in the sense of maximizing a provable lower boundHtertrue value) results in
the optimal time bounded AlXll agent [Hut05, Chp.7]. Like Levin search [Lev73], such
algorithms are not practical in general but can in some dasepplied successfully; see
e.g. [Schor, SZW97, Sch(3, Scho4].

In tiny domains, universal learning is computationally Sisée with brute-force
search. In[[PHO6] the behaviour of AIXI is compared with avemsal predicting-with-
expert-advice algorithm [PHO5] in repeateck2 matrix games and shows they exhibit
different behaviour.

A Monte Carlo algorithm is proposed in_[Pan08] that samplesgymams according
to their algorithmic probability as a way of approximatingl@mondt’s universal prior.

A closely related algorithm is that of speed prior sampli8gH02]. It remains an open
guestion whether algorithms that sample from the spacerwrgé Turing machines can
be made to work in practical problems.

General Reinforcement Learning. We move on next to a discussion of related work
in the general RL literature. An early and influential workthe Utile Sufix Memory
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(USM) algorithm by McCallum[[McC96]. USM uses afiX tree to partition the agent’s
history space into distinct states, one for each leaf in tiffixdree. Associated with each
stateleaf is a Q-value, which is updated incrementally from eigyege like in Q-learning
[WD92]. The history-partitioning dfix tree is grown in an incremental fashion, starting
from a single leaf node in the beginning. A leaf in théfisutree is split when the history
sequences that fall into the leaf are shown to exhibit $tediéy different Q-values. The
USM algorithm works well for a number of tasks but could noaldefectively with
noisy environments. Several extensions of USM to deal wiisyhenvironments are
investigated in([SB04, Sha07]. USM and their extensionsiatelly well-motivated but
lack formal performance guarantees.

The work closest to ours in the general RL literature is thélBlalgorithm described
in [SHL97,[SH99]. As in the present work, Suematsu et al. uséiption sufix trees
as the model class but theirfiiy trees are defined at the symbol level (like in USM)
as opposed to the bit level at which we operate. Anoth@erdince is that BLHT uses
the maximum a posteriori (MAP) model to predict the futureaay one time whereas
we use a mixture of models. Having said that, the actual datatare and algorithm
used in [SHL97| SH99] toféciently compute the MAP model bears close resemblance
to CTW, and their algorithm may indeed be a general form ottirgext tree maximising
algorithm [VW95]. In their experiments, Suematsu et al.sghto use a uniform prior
over the tree models even though their algorithm would woitk wn Ockham prior like
that given in Equatior (20). It is also worth noting that ogewf a Bayesian mixture
admits a much stronger convergence result compared to whabe proved for BLHT.
For control, BLHT uses an (unspecified) dynamic programnbiaged algorithm.

The active LZ algorithm [FMRWAQ9] is also similar in spirit tmr work. It combines
a Lempel-Ziv [ZL77] based prediction scheme with dynamiogsamming for control
to produce an agent that is provably optimal if the environime n-Markov, for some
arbitraryn. They introduced and evaluated the performance of theintage the (-
Markov) biased Rock-Paper-Scissor domain. We ran our aiyetiite same domain, using
action-conditional CTW, 10000 Predictive UCT simulati@ms! a uniform playout policy.
Figure[12 shows our results overlayed with their reportestiite. Though it is dficult
to compare implementations, it is clear that our agent hashed optimal performance
using vastly less (at least two orders of magnitude) expeee

Predictive state representations (PSRs) [L$S02, SIR(Ataimapredictions of future
experience. Formally, a PSR is a probability distributimerothe agents future experi-
ence, given its past experience. A subset of these predstibe core tests, provide a
suficient statistic for all future experience. PSRs provide akda state representation,
can represent and track the agents state in partially ahisierenvironments, and provide
a complete model of the worlds dynamics. Unfortunatelycexepresentations of state
are impractical in large domains, and some form of approtionas typically required.
There is considerable interest in PSRs but there are atr&tdéno satisfactory learning
and discovery algorithms for PSRs.

Temporal-diference networks [STD4] are a form of predictive state regmtagion in
which the agent’s state is approximated by abstract pied&t These can be predic-
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Comparison of Active LZ with AIXI-MC on biased Rock-Paper—Scissor
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Figure 12: Comparison between AIXI-MC (using action-cdimial CTW, 10k Predic-
tive UCT simulations and uniform playouts) and the Activé-algorithm.

tions about future observations, but also predictions tthdure predictions. This set of
interconnected predictions is known as tjieestion network Temporal-diference net-
works learn an approximate model of the worlds dynamicsemihe current predictions,
the agents action, and an observation vector, they prowedepredictions for the next
time-step. The parameters of the model, known astissver networkare updated after
each time-step by temporalffirence learning. Some promising recent results applying
TD-Networks for prediction (but not control) to small POMBRave been reported in
MakQ9].

Model Learning and CTW. Bayesian model averaging is a well-studied technique in
statistics and machine learning [HMRV99, Buh92, OH95, C@MJhere is a nice con-
nection between CTW, Buntine’s tree-smoothing algorit®Buri92], Winnow-style on-
line learning [Lit88/ LW94], and boosting [FS97]. The keyalbehind Lemma 1 appears
in [Bun92, Lemma 6.5.1]. The same technique is used in [HE®Thplement an -
cient version of thé?(8) online learning algorithmi [CBFEB3] as a way of avoiding the
problematic post-pruning step in decision-tree inducf®ROS84]. [PS99] then builds
on that work to implement anflécient version of the Hedge algorithim [FS97] for con-
structing mixtures of the larger class of edge-based (assgEpto node-based) prunings
of a tree. The algorithm i [PSHB9] can be used in conjunctiith the predicate CTW
idea to enlarge our agent’s model class.

There are several noteworthy ways the basic CTW algorithmbesextended. The fi-
nite depth limit on the context tree can be removed [Wil94heut increasing the asymp-
totic space overhead of the algorithm. We chose to avoidetktisnsion however due to
the asymptotic time complexity increase of generating atsyrfrom linear in the con-
text depth to linear in the number of observed symbols. CTW/diso been extended to
general non-binary alphabets, and the state-of-the-amséo be the DE-CTW algorithm
[BEYYO04, BEYO0E]. We opted not to use DE-CTW for several raasdFirstly, DE-CTW
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is not a strictly online algorithm: a preprocessing phasee@alired to compute a way
of decomposing the alphabets. Secondly, what is computddE>ZTW isn't really a
Bayesian mixture and this is an unnecessary deviation frartteory of AlXI. Lastly,
most of the &ects of decomposing alphabets can in fact be realised usegredicate
CTW extension.

Future work.  Our experimental results have been restricted to problémedest size.
Future work will attempt to apply the algorithms presentedehto more challenging
domains.

The biggest limitation of our current agent is the restdateodel class. Prediction
sufix trees are simplistic models, inadequate to compactlyesgmt something as simple
as the rules of TicTacToe. Furthermore, the strong empipéested by CTW on tempo-
rally recent symbols is appropriate for only a subset ofregng real-world problems.
The aim of the Predicate CTW extension is to relax this retsbn somewhat, yet keep
the desirable computational properties of CTW. As thesdipages are arbitrary boolean
functions on the agent’s history, they have the power tcasgamt more complicated pieces
of information that are useful to an agent in terms of makegsgble predictions. Domain
knowledge can be encoded in the form of user-supplied pateBcwhich seems essential
for our agent to have any realistic chance of scaling to emoisl with real-world visual
or audio data. Given a large model cl&#&she main learning problem in predicate CTW
is in the identification of a small subsgt of # that is relevant to the current environ-
ment. This is a major unsolved problem in our setup and wethisuitable application
of the Minimum Message Length principle [Wal05] along theek of [Hut09b] would
shed much light on the key issues.

Furthermore, the performance of our agent is dependenteartiount of thinking
time allowed at each time step. A crucial property of PredgdtUCT is that it is naturally
parallel. A prototype parallel implementation of PredietiUCT has been completed,
with promising scaling results using between 4 and 8 pracgsores. We are confident
that further improvements to our prototype implementatiolhallow us to solve prob-
lems where the amount of search, rather than the agent'scpvedpower, is the main
performance bottleneck. Continuing advances in compwaivare will no doubt help
address this issue as well.

9 Conclusion

The main contribution of the paper is the extension and ggisiof two key results from
online MDP planning (UCT) and information thegnyachine learning (CTW) in the de-
sign of an agent that directly and scalably approximatesiiie ideal. This is an im-
portant result. Although well established theoreticailyhas previously been unclear
whether AlIXI could motivate the design of practical, yetdhatically well-founded algo-
rithms. Our work answers this question strongly in tRemative: empirically, our AIXI
approximation achieves state-of-the-art performancethadretically, we can provide
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some characterisation of the type of environments we expecigent to handle.
To develop this approximation, we introduced two key altonis:

e Predictive UCT- a histories-as-states expectimax appration algorithm;

e action-conditional CTW - an agent-specific generalisatibthe CTW algorithm.
Furthermore, we demonstrated that our approach opens aemafflature research areas:

e incorporating background knowledge through the predi€Cate/ extension;

¢ the possibility of constructing self-improving heurispilayout policies.

Although we are a long way away from being able to construotly powerful gen-
eral agent, the future looks promising. We hope this worlegates further interest from
the broader artificial intelligence community in both AlXhé general reinforcement
learning agents.
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