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Abstract

This paper deals with the question of how to most effectively conduct experiments in Partially Ob-
served Markov Decision Processes so as to provide data that is most informative about a parameter of
interest. Methods from Markov decision processes, especially dynamic programming, are introduced and
then used in an algorithm to maximize a relevant Fisher Information. The algorithm is then applied to
two POMDP examples. The methods developed can also be applied to stochastic dynamical systems,
by suitable discretization, and we consequently show what control policies look like in the Morris-Lecar
Neuron model, and simulation results are presented. We discuss how parameter dependence within these
methods can be dealt with by the use of priors, and develop tools to update control policies online. This is
demonstrated in another stochastic dynamical system describing growth dynamics of DNA template in a
PCR model.

1 Introduction

Hidden Markov Models have proven their usefulness across a wide variety of applications. In many of these
applications, the user or the experimenter will have some way of influencing the transitions of the underlying
Markov Chain, as in Markov Decision Processes, and such a process is called a Partially Observed Markov
Decision Process (POMDP), see Monahan (1982). In this paper we assume that the transition probability
matrix is governed by an unknown parameter 6 and we wish to understand how the process can be influenced
to obtain that will be most informative about . We think of this as experimental design for Partially Observed
Markov Decision Processes.

Formally, we consider a POMDP (x4, Y4, Ut )¢=o,..., 7. In this setting z; is an unobserved Markov Chain,
where the transition probabilities depend parametrically on the control u, that is chosen at time ¢ and an
unknown parameter 6. z; is not directly observable. Instead, the process y; is observed. We assume that y;
depends on which state z; is in but that given x, the y;’s are independent over time.

Our goal is to find ways to use the controls u; to improve parameter estimates of . Our general strategy
will be to use the controls to try to minimize the sample variance of the maximum likelihood estimates of
6. This will be achieved by maximizing an approximation to the Fisher Information for 6. The controls are
calculated using dynamic programming, a popular maximization algorithm from Markov Decision Processes
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which outputs an adaptive control policy, i.e. the control chosen at time ¢ is based on observations up to time
t.

The first attempt at using dynamic controls to maximize a Fisher Information is given in Hooker et al.
(2015). This paper considered a Markov decision process in which z; is directly observed and obtained con-
trols to maximize the Fisher Information for this case. When x; is not directly observed, an estimate &; was
obtained from the observations y; by applying a particle filter and then employing the control policy that was
calculated as though z; was directly observed. This objective was referred to as the “Full Observation Fisher
Information” (FOFI) in recognition that it did not correspond to the Fisher Information for the POMDP,
although it was argued that maximizing FOFI would still be a useful strategy when y; was informative about
Tt.

This paper extends this work in directly using the POMDP structure where the Fisher Information can be
calculated recursively. However, the policy for choosing u; depends on the entire history of the observations
y¢ and cannot be tractably calculated or stored. Instead, we base the policy on the past m values of (y;, u—1)
and show that this approximates the Fisher Information. We label the resulting approximation the ‘“Partial
Observation Fisher Information” (POFI) to both distinguish it from FOFI and to note that each control is
obtained using only a small number of recent observations. The control policies based on POFI and FOFI
are compared and we illustrate a setting in which the control policies are quite different.

The methods developed here have application value beyond Partially Observed Markov Decision Pro-
cesses. The methods in Hooker et al. (2015) were explicitly developed for a diffusion process of the form

dx = £(x, 0, u(t))dt + ©/2dW

where 6 is the parameter of interest, to be estimated, u(t) is a control that can be chosen by the user, X is
the vector of state variables, f is a vector valued function, W a Wiener process, and additionally x(t) is
only observed partially or noisily with a continuous-valued observation ¥;. By discretizing time, state, and
observation spaces, the process can be approximated by a POMDP, allowing us to use the methods developed
in this paper to devise a control policy that maximizes information about the parameter 6.

The methods we use to calculate controls for maximizing Fisher Information will depend on the unknown
parameter 6. We illustrate how this problem can partially be overcome by assuming a prior for 6 to calculate
a control policy before running the experiment. Additionally we describe how, using data acquired as the
experiment progresses, a posterior for € can be used to calculate a more precise control policy. That is,
parameter information from observations acquired at a time ¢ can be used to improve the policy used in what
is left of the experiment. These methods will be based on the Value Iteration Algorithm (VIA), which is
closely related to dynamic programming.

This paper contains three separate developments: (i) the development of a recursive formulation of the
Fisher Information for POMDPs and resulting POFI approximation (Sections 2 and 3), (ii) discretization
methods to approximate continuous-valued processes by POMDPs (Section 4) and (iii) the use of a prior
to average the POFI or FOFI over possible parameter values when calculating optimal designs and the
development of the Value Iteration Algorithm to allow the prior to be updated as the experiment progresses
(Section 5). Note that in developments (i) and (ii) we have assumed a single value of the unknown parameter
0 to clarify the exposition.

In order to illustrate our methods we present four examples to illustrate each of these developments.
Section 3 presents two POMDP’s. In the first, we hypothesize about the kind of systems in which we
will observe large improvement in parameter estimation by using the POFI control policy over the FOFI
policy. Following a discussion, we construct a mock Partially Observed Markov Decision Process, in which
this improvement is shown using a simulation study. To illustrate the real-world applicability of design in
discrete POMDP’s we consider a realistic POMDP from experimental economics. The model will consist of



a simple adversarial game similar to the “rock - paper - scissor” game where one player tries to play in such
a way that maximizes information about the other players’ strategy.

In Section 4.1 we illustrate the discretization of a continuous-valued system using a stochastic version
of the Morris-Lecar Neuron model, a dynamical system which models voltage in a single neural cell. This
model is two dimensional, but only one dimension is observed. The model has multiple parameters and we
sequentially investigate how the POFI and FOFI control policies perform in estimating each of them in turn.

In Section 5 we observe that the policies we develop can depend on the unknown parameter 6 and avoid
this by averaging over a prior. To illustrate these methods, in Section 5.3 we consider an example from
biology, a Polymerase chain reaction (PCR) experiment where DNA template is grown in liquid substrate.
The population dynamics are modeled in a dynamical system with stochastic errors, and the aim is to estimate
the half-saturation constant, a parameter which controls the saturation of the template. Here we compare
using a prior for § and using VIA to calculate a control policy.

Throughout this paper we examine estimating only one parameter of interest. In many real-world sce-
narios, there will be multiple parameters that are the focus of attention. The techniques below can be readily
extended to linear combinations of Fisher Informations for different parameters, including the trace of the
Fisher Information matrix: T-Optimal designs. Other functions of the Fisher Information Matrix such as the
determinant could also be targeted, although this would require a more substantial extension of the methods
presented here (see Chaloner and Verdinelli (1995) for an overview, and Section 2.5). The methods we
describe focus solely on one parameter at a time in order to maintain the connection between the design
criterion and the asymptotic variance of the MLE. In more complex cases, design criteria potentially trade-
off precision in one parameter in favor of another and must be carefully constructed for a specific problem.
More complex design tasks for nonlinear dynamical systems is an important open problem, but beyond the
scope of this paper.

Practical implementation of the methods in this paper will depend on the context. In some cases, inputs
can be manually manipulated, but in systems which evolve in shorter time-scales recent advances in automat-
ing experiments may be needed. However, we draw a distinction between our problem of a single, evolving
system with automatic protocols that perform multiple, parallel experiments (see King et al. (2009); Hayden
(2014)). We note that the numerical implementation of our methods restricts us to systems low-dimensional
state spaces and systems that are known up to the parameters we wish to estimate (see Bongard and Lip-
son (2007) in contrast in ordinary differential equation models). Over-coming these obstacles represents an
important focus of future research.

2 Framework and Assumptions

We consider a Markov decision process (z, ut)i—o...., 7. In this setting x; is a Markov chain, but the transi-
tion probabilities at time ¢ depend on a control u; chosen at that time. We assume a finite state space X for
the state process x; and that the controls available belong to some finite set /. We let K denote the size of X’
and [ the size of U. The transition probabilities are assumed to be parametric and we write p(z¢41|+, ut, )
short for p(z441 = 2¢|x; = 27, uy = u”,0) where 2%, 29 € X and u” € U.

In addition to this, we assume that the process x; is latent and we only observe the related observations
y: € YV whose relation to the x; can also depend on 6. We write p(y; |, 0) short for p(y; = y'|zy = 27, 0),
where 2/ € X and yj € Y, and let L denote the size of ). This makes the system a Partially Observed
Markov Decision Process. It has a finite horizon 7" in which we observe yg . ..y7r. We will use the short
hand notation ¥.,,.;+ to denote y,,, . . ., Y, i.e. the observations between time m and ¢, and analogous notation
for u; and x;.



The objective is to use the controls to maximize the information we get about the parameter 6 through
the observed process yo.7. The parameter estimation is done using maximum likelihood and it is therefore
natural to try to maximize the Fisher Information of our observed process which we can express as

T-1

9 2
Z ((‘39 logp(ytﬂ |y0:t7 UO:t 5 9)) ]

t=0

FI=F

Details on this construction and regularity conditions required for its existence are given in Appendix C.1.
We have suppressed the dependence of this system on the initial state xy. In our examples we treat x
as known, but it may also be marginalized with a simple modification of the filter below. When we con-
sider continuous time dynamical systems the observation spaces will be continuous, but we will use this
discretized Fisher Information as an approximation to the actual Fisher Information of the observations.

2.1 A Dynamic Program

In order to maximize the Fisher Information we employ the techniques of stochastic dynamic program-
ming. In the context of a (completely observed) Markov Decision Process, we consider obtaining a reward
at each time point ¢ that is equal to Cy(x¢, u¢). Our objective is to maximize the total expected reward
E [ZtT:_Ol C(z+,ut)] by use of the controls. The essence of dynamic programming is that by starting at
time 7' — 1 we can determine the best action ur_1(z7—1) to be taken for each value of the state. Working
backwards, we can compute an optimal policy u.(z;) that maps a state x; to a control u, that will maximize
the expected reward, accounting for the already-calculated policies us(z) for s > t.
In a generic dynamic program we set V = 0 and then going backwards from¢ =7 —1,...,0 solve

Vi) = max{Cy (s, us) + By [Vir (o) |2, w]}
where V; is called the value function, and we get the associated control

ui (z¢) = argmax{Ci(ze,us) + Bz, Vg1 (Teg)[we, e}
Ut

for every state x;. This will give us a policy of what control to use at a certain state x, at a certain time ¢. The
use of this control policy will maximize the total expected reward E[) ", Cy(x¢, us)]. We refer to Puterman
(2005) for a detailed description of dynamic programming.

With this in mind, we return to the POMPD setting. To choose controls to maximize the Fisher Informa-
tion, we set

P 2
Ci(Yo:t, uo:t, 0) = (80 log p(Ye+1Y0:t, wo:t, 9))

and we try to maximize FI(0) = E[>, C¢(yox, uo:,0)]. Note that in this instance the reward function
depends on the entire history of observations and controls up to time ¢ which will motivate our approximation
below.

The Value function in the corresponding dynamic program is

FIi(yo:t, wo:(t—1)) = max {Ey,.. [Ce(yo:t, uot, 0) + F L1 (Yo (e41)s Yosts 0)|Yose, wose, 6]}

and we denote it the Fisher Information to Go .



2.2 Partial Observation Fisher Information

A problem with the formulation above is that just in the first step of the dynamic program (¢t = T — 1)
we would have to calculate the Fisher Information to Go for L”[7~! many combinations of Yo:(t—1) and
Ug:(¢—2)- This is formidable for even modest dimensions. We therefore approximate the process by condi-
tioning only on the last m + 1 observations. We label the resulting approximation the “Partial Observation
Fisher Information” to distinguish it from the ideal target and from the FOFI objective used in Hooker et al.
(2015):

T—1

a 2
POFI, =F Z (ae Ing(yt+1|y(t—m):ta U(t—m):ts Vt—m 0))
t=0

where v;_,, is some prior that we assume for z;_,,, although we generally suppress it in notation since we

assume it is fixed. If ¢t — m < 0 we set (t —m) : ¢ to mean O : ¢ to ease notation. We will use “POFI” in

place of POF'I,,, when discussing the general strategy and note that even m = 1 produces useful designs.
The reward becomes

a 2
C(y(tfm):tv U(t—m):t> 9) = <89 logp(yt-i-l |y(t7m):ta U(t—m):t> 0))
and
POFIt,m(y(t—m):ta u(t—m):(t—l)) = HluE:X {Eyt+1 [C(y(t—m):ta U(t—m):ts 0) + FIt+1,m|y(t—m):t7 U(t—m):ts 0)]}

the Partial Observation Fisher Information To Go. The pseudocode for the corresponding dynamic program
is given in Appendix A.l. For this approximate dynamic program to be sensible we want the approximated
Fisher Information to approach the true Fisher Information as m increases. This holds given that the POMDP
process satisfies certain technical mixing conditions:

Assumption 1. Modified Strong Mixing Conditions. For each control u there exist a transition kernel
K*:Y — o(X) and measurable functions s~ and < from Y to (0, 00) such that forany A € o(X), y € Y
andz € X,

TWK (W, A) <> pers =yl = 2 )p(wr = 2|z = x,u = u) < 5T (Y) KM (y, A)
' €A

where o(X) signifies the o-algebra of X.

These conditions bound the probability of, starting at x, observing ;11 = y via a transition through the
set A. These are a generalization of conditions given in Cappe et al. (2005) to POMDPs and the discussion
of the systems that satisfy Assumption 1 given there generalizes readily.

Employing this assumption, we can show the following result:

Theorem 1. Assume the conditions in Assumption 1 hold at . Then, for m < T and any control policy, we
have
|FI — POFI,,| < (T —1—m)p™?

where the constant c¢1 and p < 1 do not depend on m orT..



Explicit expressions for ¢; and p are given in Appendices C.4 and C.3 respectively. The proof requires
extensions of work in Cappe et al. (2005) and is given in Appendix C.4 with further technical results reserved
to the Appendix D. Theorem 1 states that the difference between POF'I,,, and the ideal Fisher Information
decreases exponentially quickly as m increases. Thus POF'I,, represents a viable approximation for the
Fisher Information in the dynamic program when m is small. Below, we demonstrate good performance
even form = 1.

The runtime of the dynamic program however also grows exponentially in m and we found that while
setting m = 0, i.e. conditioning on one observation, gave poor results in some of our simulations, condition-
ing on two observations, i.e. m = 1, generally gave good results when compared to other control policies.
In experiments with discrete systems, m = 2 and m = 3 generated further improvements but with clearly
diminishing returns. For systems with large numbers of states or when discretizing continuous systems, set-
ting m = 2 increased runtime greatly and was in most of our applications infeasible without making more
approximations to how the dynamic program is run. We leave a problem-specific analysis of a means to
choose m to future work, but note that this can, at a minimum, be approached by simulation.

2.3 FOFI Dynamic Program

An alternative method to choose controls was proposed by Hooker et al. (2015). They considered construct-
ing an optimal control policy for the Fisher Information that would apply if (z;) were observed directly;

T-1

P 2
FI=F Z (aelogp(fl?t+1|$t,uta‘9)>
t=0

This is labeled the Full Observation Fisher Information (FOFI). As noted before, when considering con-
tinuous time stochastic systems, the state space is continuous, but we use this Fisher Information as an
approximation to the continuous state Fisher Information. An advantage of using FOFI over POFI is that
when running the dynamic program the Markov property of the Markov Decision Process (z, u:) allows
us to only consider a maximization over the state space x; € X but not past values x.;_1). The dynamic
program for FOFI is given in Appendix A.2.

However, maximizing FOFI can lead to suboptimal controls since it is not the correct Fisher Information
for the data. Additionally, when the actual experiment is run we do not observe x,. Instead we have to use
the observed values to get a probability distribution (a filter) on the state x;, p(x¢|yo., U0:(t—1)> 6) and use
the control associated with the state that has the highest probability.

The computation cost of running a dynamic program with FOFI is O(T K1), generally lower than that
of POFL; O(T'L™* 1™ *1). The cost of estimating the state z; at runtime is O(K?) at each time point ¢. For
details see Appendix A.4. The exponential increase in cost as m increases forces us to choose a small value
of m in our experiments below, which may make the POFI approximation to the Fisher Information suspect,
but we found that even at these values, our controls yielded improved parameter estimates.

2.4 Parameter Estimation

After running an experiment, using one of the control policies, the parameter 6 is estimated either via an EM
algorithm or by directly maximizing the loglikelihood. These two estimation methods had similar accuracy
in our simulations, although the EM algorithm was generally slower. Convergence of the EM algorithm is
discussed in Cappe et al. (2005) for Hidden Markov Models and extends naturally to POMDP’s.

For the asymptotic properties of the MLE we refer to Cappe et al. (2005), where conditions for consis-
tency and asymptotic normality in Hidden Markov Models are given. The central elements of their proof



are the stationarity of the process (x;,y;) along with certain forgetting properties of the filter, meaning that
ignoring all but the past m observations (as we do) yields an error in the filter distribution that decreases
exponentially in m. We note that if we employ a time-independent control policy (as we do in Section 5),
we obtain a Hidden Markov Model and can rely on Cappe et al. (2005) if we assume stationarity. In the Ap-
pendix D we establish extensions of forgetting properties for POMDP models more generally, which points
to a more general asymptotic theory for the MLE in this case, but do not pursue this here.

Theorem 1 shows that using POFI,, is a good approximation to the Fisher Information for running a
dynamic program. This provides a control policy that is an approximation to the optimal control policy.
Now consider using this approximate policy to run an experiment and then estimating 6 by evaluating the
MLE. The asymptotic variance of this MLE will be the inverse of the Fisher Information, with controls from
the approximate policy. It is therefore of interest to compare the Fisher Information with an optimal policy
and that with the approximate policy derived from the POFI objective. In Appendix C.5 we show

Theorem 2. Given that the mixing conditions in Assumption 1 (C.3) hold we have
0< FI(u, ..., wyp_y) — FI(uS ooy ) < T(T +1)p™/?

where g, ..., wp_y is the optimal control policy, ug ,,,, ..., up_y , the approximated optimal policy and
FI(ug,...,uk), is the Fisher Information written as a function of the policy. The constant c and p do not
depend on m or T, see Appendix C.5 for details.

That the asymptotic variance of the MLE converges to the best possible asymptotic variance exponen-
tially quickly in m further supports our approximations.

2.5 Extensions to Other Design Criteria

Here we briefly comment on potential extensions to other experimental design criteria, although a full explo-
ration of these is left to future papers. The general dynamic programming framework can readily be applied
to a criteria of the form ED(y,u1, ..., yr,ur) by describing the policy at time ¢ as

«
up (Y1, U1, Y1, Up—1) = argmaXEyt;T,u*(t+1):TD(y1a Ui,y YT, UT)-

However, this will be infeasible unless a lower dimensional approximation to u; can be found.

A further set of criteria involve functions of the Fisher Information matrix. We have already noted that
the extension to weighted sums of the diagonals is straightforward. Alternatively, the asymptotic variance
of an individual parameter is given by the corresponding entry of the inverse of the Fisher Information. We
can target this — effectively treating the remaining parameters as nuisance variables — by setting

* .
Uy (yla Uy --- ayt—lvut—l) = argmin

02 -
<Eyt;T,u*(t+1):TW log p(y1,u1,- .., yr, uT)> ]
11

We expect that our results in Theorem 1 on truncation approaches to targeting individual entries of the Fisher
Information can be extended to functions of the whole matrix. Similarly, we can apply the same ideas within
the Value Iteration Algorithm given in Section 5.2 to account for parameter dependence, but leave these
problems for future work.



3 Discrete Examples

3.1 3 state example

While the FOFI strategy has been shown to be effective in Hooker et al. (2015) it is possible to define systems
in which the strategy is not optimal and may in fact be worse than just using fixed or random controls.
Usually certain parts of state space will give more information about a parameter than others, given that the
state space is perfectly observed. In these cases optimal controls would try to move the process to these
states. However, if the state space is only partially observed, most information might be obtained in different
parts of state space and the FOFI controls become suboptimal. In cases like this, POFI often does better than
FOFI even truncating to m = 1. In this example, we demonstrate a system where FOFI and POFI choose
very different controls, and using a simulation study, we show that the controls chosen by POFI produce less
variable parameter estimates.
Consider a discrete time Markov chain x; with state space X = {1,2,3} and a transition probability

matrix

1/2—p/d+wu/4 1/3 04—u/4

P= p/2 1/3 0.15
1/2—p/d—u/4 1/3 0.45+u/4

where the parameter of interest is p € [0, .5] (this range is chosen to maintain positive entries in P) and the
control is u € {—1,1}. For z; = 1 or 2y = 3, choosing the control v = 1 will increase the probability
of the Markov chain staying in its current state while choosing © = —1 will increase the probability of it
leaving its state.

Also, assume there is a related process z; with state space Z = {1,2} whose transition probabilities
depend on which state z; is in, and out of the two processes only z; is observed, that is we have observations
Yyt = ;. We denote the transition probability matrices for z; with (Py); ;3 = (2641 = jlze = 4, 2441 = k)

given by
|55 |5 5 [ 1-p/2  p/2
Pl_{ﬁ .5]’P2_[.5 .5}’]33_{ p/2  1-p/2

If z, were observed we would get information about the parameter p when z, leaves state 1 and from z;
when z; = 3. The idea here is that since the FOFI controls assume the whole state space is observed they
might encourage z; to be in state 1, while the POFI controls that take into account what is actually observed
might choose the controls more intelligently. Indeed when calculating the controls according to FOFI, the
long run control is to “leave one’s state” if x; = 3 and “stay in one’s state” if z; = 1. The POFI policy
when only z; is available (m = 0) is to always have u; = —1. The policy for POFI with m = 1 is given
in Table 1 and can be summarized as “u; = 1 if 2; = z;_1, and otherwise u; = —1”. The policy for POFI
with m = 2 is given in Table 7 in the Supplementary Materials, but can be summarized as “ if z; = z;_1
and (z4_1 = z¢_gorus_1 = —1) thenu; = 1, else uy = —1".

To illustrate this difference, a simulation study was carried out to test which method performed better:
the process z; was run for 1000 steps with p = .37, using controls chosen by POFI and again using those
chosen by FOFI. Additionally we ran a simulation of the same length, but where the control was chosen
randomly, with v = —1 and v = 1 having equal probability. Then the parameter p was estimated using an
EM algorithm. This was done 500 times to get an empirical distribution for the estimates of p. The results
are given on the right in Table 2. Estimates of p improved with the number of lags included in the POFI
policy, but greatest improvement was observed from m = 0 to m = 1. Even at m = 0, POFI provided an
improvement on the Random policy while FOFI under-performed even selecting controls at random.



[w 1 -1 -1 1 1 -1 -1 1
z [[1 2 1 2

w1 1 1 1 -1 -1 -1 -
Ze 1012 2 1

Table 1: Long run control policy that results from using POFI, with m = 1 in the 6 state example. The first
row describes which control to use for a given history (z;, us_1,2¢—1) of observations and control. We see
that uy = 1if z; = 2;_1, and otherwise u; = —1

m bias st. dev. RMSE
FOFI - 0.0025 0.0798 0.08
POFI 0 0.0037 0.0591 0.059
POFI 1 0.0018 0.0469 0.047
POFI 2 0.0054 0.0467 0.047
Random | - 0.0013 0.0621  0.062

Table 2: Simulation results for the 6 state example. We see that the controls chosen by POFI make for more
accurate estimates of p. The FOFI policy does worse than a random policy.

Left | Right
Left | 2,0 0,1
Right | 1,2 1,1

Table 3: Rewards in the Gamble Safe game. The first number is the reward for the Row player and the
second number the reward for the Column player, given a certain outcome.

3.2 Adversarial game - A POMDP example

The following example describes an application of the above methods in the context of experimental eco-
nomics. The problem is derived from Shachat et al. (2011), in which we wish to model how humans change
their game-playing strategies over time.

We set up a game with two players: a Row player and a Column player. They repeatedly play a game
where both simultaneously choose either left or right, and they get rewards depending on the outcome,
according to Table 3; the Row player would for example get 2 and the Column player O if both chose
left. We follow Shachat et al. (2011) and assume that at any given play the Column player follows one
of two strategies: the Nash-equilibrium strategy of choosing either left or right with 50% probability or
the Gamble-safe strategy, where they only choose right. The player will pick either strategy based on a
multinomial logistic model, where the probabilities depend on the last two plays of the Row player, and the
last strategy chosen by the Column player. This results in a Partially Observed Markov Decision Process
with the strategy employed being a hidden state giving rise to observed plays.

Let s; denote the strategy chosen by the Column player at time ¢ and u; denote the action played by the
Row player at time ¢. Let s; = 1 if the Nash-equlibrium is chosen, s; = —1 if the Gamble-safe strategy is
chosen. Also let u; = 1 if the Row player plays right, u; = —1 if he plays left. Similarly y; will denote the



plays of the Column player. The strategy s, chosen at time ¢ + 1 will then be chosen according to

et 1
dpP =-1)=
1+ et and P(st1 ) 14 et

P(StJrl = 1) =

where we let
Ty = 12Ut + Up—1 + 95t

The experiment is set up with two natural strategies for the Column player and we can think of 6 as the
persistence of strategies. The purpose of this experiment is to elicit information about how humans persist
in strategy choice, and we therefore investigate how the plays of the Row player can be used to obtain an
estimate of € that is as precise as possible.

To cast this into a POMDP setting we think of s; being the unobserved underlying Markov Chain,
as the control and y, as the observed process. Since the transition probabilities from s, depend on u;—1 (a
part of the history at time ¢ — 1) we augment the state space to include u;_1, i.e. 7y = (s¢, us—1) will be
our underlying Markov Chain. At this point we could run the dynamic programs for both FOFI and POFI,
but controls calculated that way will depend deterministically on the plays of the Column player. Seeing
that realistically deterministic plays can often easily be countered in adversarial games, it is better to follow
a strategy that includes some randomness in the plays. So we let w; € {—1, 1} be the strategy of the Row
player in such a way that

ur =1 w.p. .8 . o ur =1 w.p. .2 . _
ug=—1 w.p..2 } ifwy =1, and u=-1 wp..8 ifwy = =1

These kind of changes are easily incorporated in the dynamic program for both POFI and FOFI, by adding
an expectation over w; at every step t.

We set § = .7 and calculated the FOFI and POFI policies with lags up to m = 7. The long run FOFI
policy was to set wy = —1 if uy—1 = 1 and wy = 1 if u;—; = —1 (no matter the state s;) which indicates a
preference for alternating the control at every step. Thus if w; = 1 is chosen at time ¢ and u; = 1 is sampled,
then at time ¢ 4+ 1 we set w1 = —1. The long run POFI policy with m = 1 was to choose w; = 1ify; =1
and u;_1 = us_s = —1 and w; = —1 otherwise; policies with more lags were too complicated to list.

We ran simulation studies with 7" = 500, and 1000 simulations to compare the POFI and the FOFI poli-
cies. Another 1000 simulations were run where the plays (control) where chosen randomly. The parameter
0 was estimated using an EM algorithm. The results of this estimation under each policy are given in Table 4
where the POFI controls with m > 1 produced the most stable results, but little additional improvement is
seen for m > 3. Table 8 in the Supplementary Materials provides results for up tom = 7.

4 Discretization methods

In order to apply the methods described above to more general dynamical systems, we need to approximate
them by a suitable Partially Observed Markov Decision Process. We achieve this by discretizing time, state
and observation spaces. In this paper, the continuous stochastic dynamical systems considered are of the
form

dx = £(x, 0, u(t))dt + X1/2dW

where 6 is the parameter of interest, to be estimated, u(t) is a control that can be chosen by the user, x is the
vector of state variables, f is a vector valued function and W a Wiener process. The dynamical system is
approximated on a fine grid of times (¢0):—o,...  and we obtain a discrete-time model

.....

Xt+1 = Xt =+ 5f(Xt, 9, ut) =+ \/Selt
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m bias st. dev. RMSE

FOFI - 0.0051 0.2675 0.2676

POFI 0 0.0115 0.2717 0.2718

POFI 1 0.0022 0.2712 0.2711

POFI 2 0.0096 0.2565 0.2567
POFI 3 0.0100 0.2489 0.25

Random | - 0.0075 0.2667 0.2668

Table 4: Simulation results for the adversarial game. The POFI control policy, with m > 1, offers the best
controls for optimizing the estimation of § with MSE at or under .6

where €1; ~ N (0, %) are independent normal random variables. We assume the underlying state variables
x; are only observed partially or noisily:

Y: = 8(X¢) + €

where €2; ~ N (0, X2).

In order to approximate this as a Markov Chain, the state space is discretized in each dimension and the
model is then thought of as moving between the different boxes. The probability of moving from box to
box is approximated using the normal p.d.f. at the midpoints of the boxes. In the examples in this paper,
only equidistant discretization is considered, but this restriction can be readily removed. If we label the two
midpoints as 71 and 75 and the area of the second box as A, this probability is given as

P(Teq1 = to|Te =91, uq,0)
exp (=4l — (5 + 0000, 0,))) 7 i — (i + 800 0.10))) - Ao
()72 det(%1)1/2

where k is the dimension of x. The probabilities are then normalized to make sure they sum to 1. If the
controls u, can be chosen on a continuous scale then this scale has to be discretized as well. (2, u;) is then
a Markov Decision Process, and one can run the FOFI dynamic program.

For the POFI dynamic program the observation space needs to be discretized as well. The probability of
what observation box is observed depends on in which box the underlying Markov Chain is in. If we label
the midpoint of the underlying Markov chain midpoint as ¢ and the midpoint of the observed process box
midpoint as j, and the area of the latter box as A, this probability is given as

plon = sl =) ~ G o (~50 - 90755 G - ) - A,

These probabilities are also normalized to sum to 1. The process (x¢, ¥, u) is now a Partially Observed
Markov Decision Process and one can run the POFI dynamic program.

4.1 Morris-Lecar Model

The Morris-Lecar Model Terman and Ermentrout (2010) describes oscillatory electric behavior in a single
neural cell, as regulated by flow of Potassium and Calcium ions across the cell membrane. The model is
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defined in terms of a voltage v, across the axon membrane and a gating variable n, that describes the fraction
of Potassium channels that are open. A differential equation for these models is expressed as

Cmts = It — g1 - (vs — Ey) — g - nt - (v — Ex) — gca - Moo (V) - (v — Eca) (1

ng=—¢- (nt - noo(Ut))/Tn(Ut) (@)

given in terms of auxiliary functions me (v) = 3(1 + tanh((v — v1)/v2)), 70 (v) = sech((v — v3)/(2v4))
and noo (v) = 3 (1+tanh((v—v3)/v4)). We will write Cp, 0y = Fy (vy, ny) and 7o, = F (v, ) as shorteuts
equations (1) and (2).

In (1-(2)), the first equation describes Kirchoff’s current conservation law in which a current I is injected
into the neuron and the remaining terms represent the “reversal potentials” of each of a leakage current,
Potassium and Calcium ions towards their equilibrium values respectively given by Ej, Ex and E¢,. The
conductance, g¢,, of the Calcium channel is modified by a function of the current voltage m«, (v), becoming
more conductive (hence exerting a stronger influence on v;) as v increases. In contrast, the conductance of
the Potassium channel changes dynamically as n,; — representing the number of open channels — converges
to its voltage-dependent equilibrium value of n,(v) more slowly than the rate of change of of v. For our
purposes, we will be interested in the conductance, g¢,, the relative speed, Cy,, of the v; and n; variables,
and ¢ — the absolute speed of the n; dynamics. The remaining conductances g; and gx as well as the
equilibria Ej, 'y, and E¢, could also be estimated, but were found in Hooker et al. (2015) to yield less
interesting control policies.

In this model, when I is large enough the neuron will “spike”: producing rapid peaks in voltage that
stimulate connected neurons. A typical experiment involves applying a constant voltage and observing the
neuron behavior. Here, we examine using I; as a control variable dynamically in order to maximize informa-
tion about the parameters C,,, go, and ¢. We will examine experiments designed to target each parameter
in turn because this is revealing about the sources of information for them, but a combined criterion such as
the sum of their approximated Fisher Informations could readily be employed.

We consider a stochastic version of this neural firing model, derived from Smith (2002), by adding
odwi and gdws to equations (1) and (2) respectively, where w; and ws are independent Wiener processes.
Stochastic models are important in this context in order to accommodate observable variation in the inter-
spike interval where a deterministic model will require a fixed period; see Hooker (2009), for example.

The first step is to discretize these equations with respect to time. For a discrete time-step of size dt we
approximate vy yq; = v + dt - Fy(vg,n4)/Chp + oVdt - ey and ngyg = ny +dt - Fy(vg,my) + GVdt - e9
where €1,e9 ~ N(0,1).

We discretized v; onto the range [—75,45] and n; onto [0, 1], after running a few trial versions of the
model. Both ranges where discretized into 25 intervals. Only v; is measured and it is measured noisily,
Yyt = vy + &, where e, ~ N(0, 1). The observation space was discretized to the same range as v; but into
20 intervals. These approximations give rise to a Partially Observed Markov Decision Process to which
our methods can be applied. FOFI and POFI (with m = 1) controls were calculated for this experiment,
targeting each of C,,, gc, and ¢ in turn. The values for the parameters were set to be C,,, = 20, go, =
44, g = 2.0, By, = —84.0, B, = —60, Ec, = 120.0, ¢ = .04, v1 = —1.2, v9 = 18.0, v3 = 2.0,
vg = 30.0, 0 = & = 1 and dt = 1. The controls range was set to be [—1.5,6.0] and discretized to the
set I € {—1.5,0.0,1.5,3.0,4.5,6.0}. An example of the control policy for g¢, is given in Figure 1 where
we note that while the FOFI policy is described by the state variables (v, n;), the POFI policy is given in
terms of observations (y;,y:—1). A simulation study was run for each of the three parameters; the system
was simulated within the discretized Markov Chain framework with 100 time steps and all schemes had
100 simulations. The parameter in question was estimated for each simulation using an EM algorithm.
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parameter bias st. dev. RMSE
FOFI 4234 24722 2.5086
Cm POFI 4129 24068 2.442
Fixed .9098 3.4240 3.5427
FOFI  .0613  .3671 3722
9Ca POFI  .0158  .3706  .3709
Fixed .0249  .6193 .62
FOFI .00485 .01085 .01183
10) POFI .00257 .01037  .0105
Fixed .01357 .02643 .03

Table 5: Simulation results for the Morris-Lecar model, consider the parameters C,,, gcq, ¢ separately. We
see that the POFI and FOFI policies outperform the fixed policy I; = 1.5 in all cases, and the POFI policy
seems to perform slightly better than the FOFI policy for the three parameters considered.

As a baseline comparison we also ran a simulation study using a fixed control [; = 1.5 corresponding to
experimental protocols typically used in practice. The results are given in Table 5. The difference between
POFI and FOFI turns out to be not very dramatic, likely due to the observations providing a great deal of
information about the underlying state variables; the scenario in which FOFI performs well; see Hooker et al.
(2015). Extending this simulation to more than m = 1 incurred significant computational costs; Hooker et al.
(2015) reported little difference between estimation results for fully observed systems (for which FOFI is
the Fisher Information) and where v; is observed noisily, suggesting that there is little additional information
to be gained from further lags.

S5 Parameter dependence of dynamic program

In the discussion above we calculated the dynamic program assuming knowledge of the parameter 6, the
very thing we wish to estimate with maximal precision. Since the dynamic programs we have considered
are run before the experiment is started, we generally won’t have data to estimate ¢. Additionally, for the
FOFI simulations we have used 6 directly to estimate z; within the filter to get the appropriate control, but
this will not be possible in practice. There are a few ways of dealing with this.

Assuming some prior information one can use a prior for § to run the dynamic program. To do this, we
add one more expectation for § at every time step ¢, and then maximize the expected Fisher Information to
get the best control. This strategy was employed in Hooker et al. (2015). Experiments with controls derived
from this policy for both POFI and FOFI are reported in Table 6 along with those for the methods we propose
below.

The rather obvious deficiency with averaging over a prior, for either POFI or FOFI, is that as the exper-
iment runs, we get observations that can be used to improve our prior for 6, and could be used to get better
controls, if we could brake the experiment and rerun the dynamic program.

5.1 Online updating

In some systems the time spent in each state is very short, too short to perform many calculations, making
it valuable to have a “look-up table” of controls. Here the POFI controls have an advantage over the FOFI
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gating variable n
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voltage v y_t

(a) FOFI control (b) POFI control

Figure 1: Long term controls of FOFI and POFI for the parameter go,. The FOFI plot gives the control to
use, given a certain position in state space. The POFI control will depend on the last two observations and
the last control, but fixing the last control as, for example, I;_; = 6 one can plot which control to use given
combinations of the last two observations.

controls, in the sense that they are of the “look-up” kind, as FOFI requires estimation of the underlying x;
process, before the control can be looked up.

In other systems, there is time to do some calculations between transitions. Note, for example,
that at time ¢ we have observed ¥, ...,y; and this will allow us to calculate a posterior distribution
7(0]yo:t, ug:(+—1)) for our parameter of interest. This posterior could then be used to run the dynamic pro-
gram again, as described above, from time 7" — 1 to time ¢. This can be quite time consuming if done at each
time step t, so we propose a method that relies on the Value Iteration Algorithm.

5.2 Value Iteration Algorithm

A popular algorithm from the theory of Markov Decision processes is the Value Iteration Algorithm (VIA),
see Puterman (2005). The theoretical motivation of VIA is similar to dynamic programming, but here the
objective is to maximize an expected total reward 1/ that has a discounting factor A\, where 0 < A < 1, and
the time horizon is assumed to be infinite;

Wy =FE

Z )\t_lc’(xt, ut)]
t=0

and W7 is labeled as the expected total discounted reward. W7 exists if C' is bounded, which is the case in
the problems we consider. In Puterman (2005) it is shown that an optimal control policy exists and it can be
chosen to be time independent, i.e. to depend only on the state x;, and not the time ¢. Moreover this optimal
control can be approximated using the Value Iteration Algorithm described below. Our experimental setting
is neither discounted nor has it an infinite time horizon, but Blackwell optimality guarantees that controls
that maximize W also maximize the expected average reward W5 (or its lim sup if the limit doesn’t exist);

Z C(ZIJt, ut)]
t=0

1
W2 = lim —F

n—o00 N
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given that )\ is chosen close enough to one. A Blackwell optimal control policy exists if the state and action
spaces are finite, which is the case in our setting. Maximizing W5 effectively amounts to maximizing the
average input of each observation in our Fisher Information; a reasonable strategy. How small 1 — X\ needs
to be is generally hard to determine, and choosing A too high will cause the algorithm to converge slowly.
See Puterman (2005) Chapter 10 for more on Blackwell optimality. In VIA we calculate

V" (24, 0) = max {C’(xt, g, 0) + X Epy [V (@041, 0)| 24, ug, 0]}

in a while-loop until v™ converges to some fixed point, within some tolerance. Convergence is guaranteed
since each iteration of v is a contraction mapping.
Our aim with VIA is to maximize the average Partial Observation Fisher Information

1 n 2
nh~>H;o ﬁEQEy\G tz_; (aae Ing(yt-‘rl |y(t—m):ta U(t—m):t> 0))
in order to obtain a time-invariant policy. In the FOFI case, this can be replaced by the Full Observation
Fisher Information.

We propose running VIA at every time step ¢, but to use the posterior for 0, (60|yo.¢, o:(t—1)), Which
is conditioned on all the data observed so far, instead of using the prior for §. This will give a control that
maximizes the average Fisher Information, using all the parameter information that is available at time .
Instead of starting VIA at each time ¢ with v! = 0, considerable time can be saved by using the last value
vector v™ from the previous run of VIA at time ¢ — 1. This is because the posterior for 6 often doesn’t change
much between time steps, and the last v™ from time ¢ — 1 thus being relatively close to the fixed point at
time ¢.

The pseudocode for this modified VIA using POFI is provided in Appendix A.3. Updating FOFI policies
online using VIA can be done in a similar way. In the next example we compare FOFI and POFI both
employing an expectation over the prior and using the VIA updates.

5.3 PCR Model

Polymerase chain reaction is a well established method to copy and multiply DNA. We are interested in
modeling the growth dynamics of DNA template (z;), for a fixed amount of substrate. The model we use is

a(l — ’Z,Lt)l't
—(1- dt Vit -
T A

where e1 ~ N(0,0%). Here z; is the amount of DNA template, a and b the parameters of the model and
u; the control, the percentage of template removed at each time point. We are interested in estimating the
parameter b, labeled the half-saturation constant. A good reference for PCR models is Haccou et al. (2005).

We measure the amount of DNA template at each time point, but with an error. Our observations are
Yt = Tt + €2 where g2 ~ N(0, ag) and thus we have a dynamical system which when discretized becomes
a Partially Observed Markov Decision Process.

The range for x; was set to be [0, 15] and then discretized into 200 intervals, and y; was discretized to the
same range, but only into 50 intervals. The parameter values were settobe a = 2.0, b = 4.2, 01 = 09 = 1,
dt = 1 and the possible values of the control u; € {0, .2, .4, .6,.8,1}.

Still with the objective of maximizing Fisher Information, we more realistically assumed priors for the
parameters of the system, as discussed above. We conducted a simulation study using controls based on
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uniform prior, with VIA

bias st. dev. RMSE
FOFI | 0.0388 0.6180 0.6192
POFI | 0.0766 0.5999 0.6048

inaccurate prior, with VIA

bias st. dev. RMSE
FOFI | 0.0713 0.6787 0.6824
POFI | 0.0954 0.6750 0.6818

True parameter, without VIA

bias st. dev. RMSE
FOFI | 0.0659 0.6235 0.6271
POFI | 0.0323 0.6249 0.6258

uniform prior, without VIA
fixed control (u; = .2 for all £)
bias st. dev. RMSE
fixed | .1264 7466 0.7572

bias st. dev. RMSE
FOFI | 0.1059 0.6598 0.6682
POFI | 0.0053 0.6189 0.617

inaccurate prior, without VIA

bias st. dev. RMSE
FOFI | 0.0755 0.6374 0.6419
POFI | 0.0516 0.7051 0.7063

Table 6: Simulation results for the PCR Model using two kinds of priors, POFI and FOFI and with and
without VIA.

these priors for both FOFI and POFI with m = 1, and then compared their performance to controls that are
updated online using VIA, also both for POFI and FOFI. As a baseline comparison we also ran simulations
using fixed controls and simulations where the true parameter is used (unrealistically) to calculate the control
policy via dynamic programming as in the previous examples. For fixed controls we report the simulation
with the lowest MSE, which was when u; = .2.

The range for b was set to be b € [1.7,8.0] and then we discretized that interval into 10 points
{1.7,2.4,3.1,3.8,4.5,5.2,5.9,6.6,7.3,8.0}. We then considered a uniform prior on these points with a
prior that puts the weight .9 on the point 7.3 and gives the others equal weight. This second “inaccurate”
prior is intended to demonstrate the benefits of updating our knowledge of b as the experiment progresses.
The discounting factor for VIA was set to be A = .9.

Table 6 reports the result of a simulation study that compares

e A fixed control of u; = 0.2 for all times ¢,

e Control policies calculated for the POFI and FOFI objectives averaged over uniform prior for b ob-
tained prior to the experiment,

e Control policies calculated for the POFI and FOFI objectives averaged over the “inaccurate” prior,

e POFI and FOFI strategies averaged over a posterior that is updated using VIA as the experiment
progresses, starting from a uniform prior,

e POFI and FOFI strategies updated using the VIA starting from the inaccurate prior and
e control policies obtained using the true parameter values for b.

Our simulation study had the time length 7" = 200 and there were 600 simulations for each case. The
parameter b was estimated using an EM algorithm.

We note that when we calculate the controls prior to the experiment (No online updating), both the POFI
and FOFI controls are significantly better than using a fixed control, and POFI seems to do better than FOFI
when we use an uniform prior. Interestingly in the FOFI case, calculating the controls using the inaccurate
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prior does better then using the uniform prior, likely due to a reduction in prior variance, in spite of additional
bias.

Accuracy increases in most cases when we allow for online updating using the VIA algorithm. Starting
the VIA with an uniform prior does better than starting with the inaccurate one, which is probably due to the
VIA having to spend more time “repairing” the prior. Also, we note that VIA controls with uniform prior
have a similar performance to a control policy using the true (unknown) parameter.

Additionally, in Figure 2 in Appendix B.2, we see that using the previous final value vector as the starting
value vector of VIA when going from time point ¢ to ¢ + 1, does save considerable time, and more so as ¢
grows and the posterior for the parameter starts to change less.

6 Discussion

In this paper we compared two possible ways to conduct experimental design in parametric POMDP’s, based
on using dynamic programming to maximize either the Partial Observation Fisher Information or the Full
Observation Fisher Information. Settings can arise where controls chosen by FOFI are not optimal, due to
focusing on the underlying process rather than the observed process, and in these cases controls chosen with
POFI often perform better, as in the six state example and the adversarial game; in other examples analyzed
they performed similarly.

In recent years, there has been growing interest in statistical procedures within dynamical systems, such
as parameter estimation and hypothesis testing, and many of these procedures could be performed more effi-
ciently given good experimental design. In this paper we fully discretized the state and observational spaces
to transform dynamical systems with stochastic errors into partially observed Markov decision processes,
allowing us to use the methods developed for POMDP’s to our advantage.

We also noted how the problem of parameter dependence can be overcome by averaging over a prior.
Additionally given that there is enough time between consecutive time steps, we showed how the controls
can be efficiently updated online using observations gathered so far, by using a variant of the Value Iteration
Algorithm. This was demonstrated in the PCR example.

There remain many open challenges in experimental design for nonlinear processes. The methods we
present are based on discretizing continuous state and observation quantites, which limits the dimension of
the state variables. Extending our methods to higher-dimensional systems, or to incorporate more than lags
for larger numbers of states could be approached using the techniques of approximate dynamic program-
ming, see Powell (2007). We have focussed on designing control variables, but other design quantities such
as the timing or type of observations can be important. Finally, we have focussed only one particular design
objective within the framework of Fisher Information. Criteria such as the trace of the Fisher Information
can be targeted in our framework when incorporating multiple parameters. Mutual Information was explored
in Jolov et al. (2017) for a particular system (also with one parameter of interest). Other targets such as the
power of a test or in model selection (for example, those in Hooker et al. (2015)) have yet to be investigated.
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A Computing and Pseudocode

A.1 Dynamic program for approximated POFI
We maximize
T-1 8 2
P FIm:E =1 —m):ty —m):ty ,—maa
OFI,, ; (89 0g P(Yt4-11Y(t—m):t> U(t—m):ts Ve )>

with reward function C'(y(¢—m):t, U(t—m):) = (% 108 P(Yet1|Y(t—m):ts U(t—m):ts 9))2 and Partial Observa-
tion Fisher Information To Go

POFIt,m(y(t—m):ta u(t—m):(t—l)) = HL%X {C<y(t—m):t, u(t—m):t) + EyH_l [POFItJrl,m(y(t—m):ta U(t—m):t> 0)]}
The pseudocode for this dynamic program is:

POFIp,, =0
fort =(T"—1) = 0do
Y Y(t—m):t» U(t—m):(t—1) and calculate and store
POFIt,m(y(t—m):ta U(t—m):(t—1)> f) = max,, {Eyt+1 [C =+ POFIt+1,m|y(t—m):ta U(t—m):t> 9]}
’U,? (y(t—m):ta U(t—m):(t—1)>» 0) = argmax,,, {Eyf,-u [C + POFIt+1,m|y(t—m):ta U(t—m):t> 9]}
end for

A.2 Dynamic program for FOFI

We maximize
T-1

FOFI:Ei
t=0

5 2
<89 logp(mt+1fvt7ut79))

by setting the reward function as C(xy, u;) = (% log p(z¢41|e, e, 9)) ® The pseudocode for this dynamic

program is:

FOFIr =0
fort=(T—-1)—0do
V x; and calculate and store
FOFIt(.’L't) = MaXy, {C(l’t, U, 0) + E1t+1 [FOFIt+1(£L't+1, 9)|$t, Ut , 9]}
uj (z) = argmax,,, {C(zy, ug,0) + By, [FOF L1 (2441, 0)|2¢, uy, 0]}
end for

A.3 Value Iteration Algorithm Pseudocode

The code below provides a formal algorithm for the modified VIA employed in Section 5.2.

Let vf* denote the value vector at time ¢ at the n’th iteration of the #’th VIA and let 7(6|yo.¢, to:(+—1))
denote the posterior for 6 given observations up till time ¢. Also, to ease notation, let zy =
Y(t—m):t) U(t—m):(t—1)- Then

Setv? =0andn =0
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fort =0— T do
while |[v" —v"7|| > £ do

V z¢ and calculate and store

v (2e) =

P 2
%%XZ > [(69 log p(yi+1]2e, ue, 9)) + Avi (2e+1))P(Ye+1(2e, we, 0)7(0]yo.e, uO:(t—l))‘|

0 Yi41
n=n+1
end while
Set v, = v
Now let
’lLt(Zt) =

2
argmaxz Z l(ao log p(ys+1z¢, ue, 9)) + A0y (Ze+1))(Ye+112e, we, O)7(0]yo:e, UO:(t—l))‘|

Use control u;, and observe y;41 and then update the posterior for 6,

P(Yes11Yo:t, vo:¢, 0)7(0]yo:¢, Uo:(t—l))
Ze P(Yer1]Yo:t, vo:e, 0)T(0]yo:e, uo:(ta))

77(9|?Jo:(t+1), Ug:t) =

end for

A.4 Computational Performance

We analyze the computational complexities of FOFI and POFI. The computations required can be split into
computations done prior to the experiment, and computations that are required while running the experiment.
A direct comparison is not completely fair since FOFI requires computations at runtime while POFI does
not as discussed below.

A4.1 FOFI

Prior to the experiment we use a dynamic program that provides us with a control-policy that maximizes

2
EZ ( lng It+1|l't,’ll,f,0)> )

i.e. the Full Observation Fisher Information.
We assume that the transition probability matrix p(zyyq|ze,us,0) is given. Calculating

(% log p(x¢41]|2e, ue, 9))2 is negligible compared to the calculations required for the dynamic program.
If we set

6 2
9t(xt, Tri1,up,0) = (89 log p(@st1]we, ut, 9))
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then for a given time ¢ in the dynamic program we need to maximize
Egi(z, o1, ut,0) + Vigr (Ti41, 0)[24]

over u; € U foreach z; € X, where V1, is the value function from the previous step ¢t + 1. This calculation
requires adding g; and V;; which are two K*?2 x [ tensors with cost K2[. Next we need a dot product
between g; + V; 1 and p(w;, 1|y, us) over the 4,1 dimension which has cost O(K?[). Finally maximizing
over u; for each z; has cost O(K1). Thus each step ¢ has cost O(K21) and the dynamic program in total has
cost O(TK?1).

When running the experiment, a filter is required to estimate the state x;. The filter for time ¢ + 1 can be
calculated via the following recursive formula:

p(Teq1 |y0:(t+1), uo:t) X Z P(Yi1 \$t+1)p(9€t+1 |¢, Ut)p($t|yo:t7 Uo:(tq))
Tt

and then normalizing. This requires 2K dot products of vectors of length K, with cost O(K?) and the
normalization has cost O(K ). Thus we have O(K?) computations at each time step ¢ during runtime.
A4.2 POFI

Here the dynamic program maximizes the approximated Partial observation Fisher Information,

T-1

5 2
Z (89 logp(yt+1 |y(t7m):t7 U(t—m):t> 9)) ]

t=0

E

First we note that p(y;41|Y(¢—m):t> Ut—m)wt, 0) is a LXm+2 x [Xm+] tensor, and it can be calculated using
Bayes rule at the cost O(K2L™+2]™+1). Calculating -2 108 p(Yt-1|Y(t—m):t> U(t—m):¢) can also be done at
the cost O(K2L™+2[™+1), but can also be effectively approximated using the finite difference approxima-
tion to the derivative.

The cost analysis of the POFI dynamic program is just like the analysis of FOFI. At a given time ¢ adding
g¢ and V4 has cost O(L™+2]™F1) the dot product between g; + Vi1 and p(ye41|Y(t—m):t, Ugt—m):) has
cost O(L™*+2|™*+1) and the maximization has cost O (L™ 1™ +1),

The dynamic program thus has cost O(T'L™+2{™*1), which we kept from growing to large by choosing
L significantly lower than K and m = 1 or m = 2.

B Further Experimental Results

B.1 Further Results on Discrete Systems

Table 7 presents a tabulation of the POFI (m = 2) control policy for the 6-state example. Table 8 presents
extended results for the Gamble-Safe game example including POFI with m up to 7.

B.2 Practical Computational Performance for VIA

Figure 2 plots the running time of each step of the VIA algorithm in the PCR model; as the algorithm
progresses, update-time steadily reduces as parameter estimates stabilize.
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[w 1 -1 1 -1 -1 -1 -1 1 1 -1 1 -1 -1 -1 -1 1
z |12 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1
w1 1 -1 -1 1 1 -1 -1 1 1 -1 -1 1 1 -1 -1
Zr |1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 2
w1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -l
Zp |1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 11
w -1 -1 1 -1 -1 1 -1 1 -1 -1 1 -1 -1 1 -1 1
z 12 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
w1 1 -1 -1 1 1 -1 -1 1 1 -1 -1 1 1 -1 -
|11 1 1 2 2 2 2 111 2 2
w1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -l
@ |2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Table 7: Long run control policy that results from using POFI with m = 2 in the 6 state example. The
first row describes which control to use for a given history (z¢, uz—1, 2¢—1, Ut—2, 2¢—2) of observations and

control. We see thatif z; = 2;_; and (z;_1 = zs_o oru;_1 = —1) then u; = 1, else u; = —1.
m bias st. dev. RMSE
FOFI - 0.0051 0.2675 0.2676
POFI 0 0.0115 0.2717 0.2718
POFI 1 0.0022 0.2712 0.2711
POFI 2 0.0096 0.2565 0.2567
POFI 3 0.0100 0.2489 0.25
POFI 4 0.0223 0.2428 0.2439
POFI 5 0.0094 0.2448 0.2449
POFI 6 0.0051 0.2418 0.2419
POFI 7 0.0027 0.2419 0.2419
Random | - 0.0075 0.2667 0.2668

Table 8: Simulation results for the adversarial game. The POFI control policy, with m > 1, offers the best
controls for optimizing the estimation of § with MSE at or under .6
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Figure 2: Running time of VIA at each time step ¢, for POFI using a uniform prior for the PCR model.

C Theoretical Identities and Proofs

C.1 Expressing Fisher Information

In this section we find useful expressions for the Fisher Information of an experiment, that are needed to
derive convergence arguments and set up dynamical programs. We use the short hand notation

hi () = log p(yk |Yo:(k—1) Yo: (k—1)> To = T)

where the dependence on zy = x is suppressed.
For data yy, . . ., yr the Fisher Information for 6 can be expressed in one or two derivatives

T-1 T-1 2
Z —hyp1 | =F <Z ht+1>
t=0 t=0

In order for these expressions to be well defined, we require some regularity conditions of the model. Within
the POMPD framework we employ here, the expectation is taken over a finite state and observation space.
Applying chain rule to log hy(6) these hold provided the following conditions hold:

FI=F

L p(ye = y'|2e-1 = 2/, us—1 = u";0) > 0forally* € Y, 27 € X andu” € U at f.

2. p(ys = y'|lzy = 27;0) and p(xsy 1 = 2¥|x; = 2!, us = u”, ) are both twice continuously differen-
tiable at 6 for each y*, 7, 2*, ! and u".

The first of these is somewhat stronger than Assumption 1 in which the support of p(y:|xs—1,us, 8) can
depend on w; (for this to happen, the support of y; must depend on x;).
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These conditions hold for the discrete implementation of all of our examples. For continuous state and
observation spaces, we would need further regularity, not only to interchange integration and differentiation,
but to also assume that x; cannot diverge too quickly. Rigorously pursuing such conditions is beyond the
scope of this paper.

We can similarly define the Fisher Information to Go as

T-1 T-1 2
FIi(yo:k, vo:(k—1)) = E Z —her1|Yok, Uo:(k—1) | = F (Z ht+1> Y0:k U0: (k—1)
=k =k

where the latter equality is conditional on the Fisher Information being well defined as described above. We
set I'ly = FI.
The Fisher Information to Go can be calculated recursively (in both one or two derivatives):

Lemma 1.

. . 2
FILi(Yo:k, vo:(k—1)) = E [*hkﬂ + FIk—i—l‘yO:kaUO:(k—l)} =F {(hkﬂ) + Fljqq

Yok Uo:(k—1)}

Proof. In the case of using two derivatives this follows from iterated expectation. In one derivative we have

T-1 2
Fle (Yo, vo:(k—1)) = B (Z ht+1> Yo:ke> U0: (k—1)
t=k

_ . 2 =1 ? . =1
(hk-+1) + ( Z ht+1> +2 (hk-+1) ( Z ht+1> Yo:k > U0: (k—1)

t=k+1 t=k+1

I
=

The cross term is

E

2 (h,m) ( TZ_I hm)

t=k+1

Yok uO:(kl)]

T-1
=F|F |2 (hk+1) < Z ht+1> yO:(k+1)aU0:k‘| yo;k7uo:(k1)]
t=k+1
. T71 .
=F |2 (hk+1) E < Z ht+1> yO:(k+1)aU0:k‘| yo:k7U0:(k1)]
t=k+1

E [2 (hk+1) 'O‘yo:muo:(kq)} =0
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Thus

. 2 =1 ?
FIx(yo:k, vo:(k—1)) = E (hk+1> + ( Z ht+1> Yo:k, Uo: (k—1)

t=k+1

I . ) T-1 2
=F (hk+1> +F Z hev1 | |Yo:(k+1)> Yoik | |Yo:k» Uo:(k—1)

t=k+1

. 2
=B |(hs1)” + Flia

yo:k,UO:(k—n} .

O
Corollary 1.
-1 2
FI=E (hm) 1
t=0
and similarly
T—1
FILi(Yo:ks wo:(k—1) (ht+1) yO:k,UO:(}cl)]
t=k
Proof. This follows from using induction and Lemma 1. O

C.2 Approximating the Fisher Information to Go

Running an exact dynamic program, with F'Ix(yo.x, to:(k—1)) as the value function, is not computationally
feasible, leading us to approximate it by, at each time ¢, examining only the previous m observations. We
set

hy (9) _ { logp(ykkgm:(k—l)»um:(k—l)a Vm) lfm >0
obm log p(yx |Yo: (k—1)> Yo: (k15 Vo) ifm <0

where v, is the assumed distribution of z,,, and we will consider it to be fixed and known. Allowing m to
be negative will ease notation when ¢ — m < 0. We now set

. 2
E (ht+1,t—m,u,,,m)

t=k
T-1

POF It i (Y(k—m):ks U(k—m):(k—1))

Y(k—m):k> u(k—m):(k—l)]

=F

_ht+1,t7m,ut,m
t=k

Y(k—m):k> u(k—m):(k—l)‘|

and denote it the Partial Observation Fisher Information to Go. That the formulation in one derivative is
equal to the one in two derivatives follows from the individual parts of each sum having a Fisher Information
interpretation.
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C.3 Mixing conditions

Cappe et al. (2005) establish forgetting properties of the filter by assuming mixing conditions for Hidden
Markov Models. These conditions are given in Assumption 1, slightly modified to allow for controls. The
discussion in Cappe et al. (2005) on which models satisfy these conditions applies analogously to POMDP’s.
Given these conditions we can prove the following, which is a modification of Lemma 12.5.3 in Cappe et al.
(2005);

Theorem 3. Assume the strong mixing conditions in Assumption 1. Then

p(k—m)/2—1

(B|Puk0,00 (0) = e, (0))1/% < 8 sup o (x,x’,y, u)|| T
z,x' €X , ueU,yey P

where ¢(x, 2’ u,y) = %log(p(th = 2|z = x,ur = u,0)p(yey1 = Y'|zep1 = 2/,0)) and p =

maxyey 1 — 21253

A proof is provided in Appendix D.

C.4 Bounds on Fisher Information

In this section we show that the approximated Fisher Information approaches the true Fisher Information
exponentially as one conditions on more and more observations, while using the same controls.
By Corollary 1 the Fisher Information for the POMDP is

T—

2
FI(upr-1)) = E (hk:JrlOuo )
k=0

;-.

but since that is computationally intractable, we consider

T-1

. 2
POF I, = Flo(to:ir—1)) = B (hs1h-moun.n(0))
k=0

see definitions for h above. Here we use Fisher Information in one derivative, but as noted above it is
equivalent to using the formulation in two derivatives. Also note that where k¥ — m < 0 we just set it to 0
and use the initial distribution of xg.

Lemma 2. Assume the mixing conditions in Assumption 1 hold. Then

. . 9 1/2
<E(hk+1,0,l/0 + hk—&-l,k—m,uk,m) )
1/2

. 1/2
<16 sup \gbe(x,x’,y,uﬂ P + 2sup (E(hl,o,l/o)2)
z,x' €X ueU,yey 1- P uo

Proof. Set
/ 1 2 1/2
A(m'y= sup (E(hm’,O,uo) )

Uty U/ 1
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which sets an upper bound on the length of h,,. Note that A(m’) also bounds (E(Ai1.x—mu_.. )?) "2
since Vg _., = Vo. Now

. . 9 1/2 . . 9 1/2
(E(hk+170,y0 + hk+1,k—m,l/k,m) ) S (E(hk+1,0,1/g - hk+1,k—nl’,uk7,,,L/) )
. . 2\ /2
+ (E(hk+1,k—m,uk,m - hk+1,k—m’,uk7m1) )
. 0\ /2
+ 2 (E(hk+1,k7m’,uk77n/) )
(14+min(m,m’))/2
< 16sup |¢9|1— +2A4(m' 4+ 1)
using Theorem 3. Setting m’ = 0 gives the result, although that might not be the best bound. O

Theorem 4 (Restated from Theorem 1 in main text). Assume the conditions in Assumption 1 hold. Then,
for m < T and any control policy, we have

|FI — POFIyn| < (T —1—m)p™/?
where ¢; = 8M(0)Sup, ,re x weuyey |96, ', y, u)|m and M (0) is the bound from Lemma 2;

o1/ . 9 1/2
M(0) = 16 sup |¢9|fp + 2sup,, (E(hl,O,ug) ) .

Proof.
T—1 ) 9 T—1 ) 2
IFI = POFIom| =|EY (hisrom(®) = B (At thomun(©)) |
k=0 k=0
T—-1 . )
= | Z E(hiJrl,O,Vo - hi+1,k7m,uk_m)|
k=m+1
T71 . . . .
< |E(hk+1,0,00 = Pt 1, k—movi ) * (Pk,0,00 + Pl kmm,ig )
k=m+1

and by Cauchy Schwarz the final expression is bounded by

T-1

: . 2\ 1/2 . .
E= (E ‘hkﬂ,o,uo - hk+1,kfm,uk,_m‘ ) : (E ’hk,o,uo + Mk —m v
k=m-+1

2) 1/2

m+1)/2-1

For the first parenthesis in &£ we use Theorem 3 to get

1/2 (
2 , p
<8 sup |po(x, 2", y, u)

(E ‘thrLO,Vo — M1, k—m e
z,x' €X ucl,ycy 1- p

and the second one is bounded by the Lemma 2. We get
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T-1 p(m+1)/271
|FI - POFIO,m| < 8M(0) sup |¢g($,x’,y,u)| 1
z,x’ €X ,uel,yey k=m-+1 I—p
p(m+1)/2-1
=8M(O)(T —1—-m) sup |pg(x, 2y, u)|
z,x’ €EX ueU,yeY 1- P

O
Exactly the same arguments can be used to show that the Partial Observation Fisher Information to Go
POF I 1 (Y(1e—m):k» U(k—m):(k—1)) approaches the true Fisher Information to Go as m increases.
C.5 Best Possible Fisher Information

A related problem we are interested in is how well a control policy that looks at the last say m observations
does in comparison with a control policy that considers all past observations. That is, we want a bound on
the best possible Fisher Information given a control policy that consider all past observations, compared with
the best possible Fisher Information with a control policy that only considers the last m observations.

We first establish a baseline difference between two parts of the Fisher Information.

Lemma 3. Assume the conditions in Assumption 1 hold. Then, for any control policy and any k, we have
p(m—i-l)/Q—l

|E(his1,0,00 = Mt 1 mmon_ )| < 8M(0) sup [bo (2", y, u)| = —
r,x' €X uel,yey p

. 1/2
where M (0) = 16 sup \gi)g\% + 2sup,,, (E(hl,o,yo)z) is the bound from Lemma 2.

Proof. Follows from Lemma 2 and Theorem 3 as in the proof of Theorem 1. O

As above, we assume that the Fisher Information to Go;

, 2
FIi(yo:k, vo:(k—1)) = E |:<hk:+1,0,u0) + Fljpy1

Yo:k» Uo:(k1)}

is approximated by

. 2
POF I i (Y(ke—m) k> U(k—m):(k—1)) = E |:(hk+1,km,ukm) + POFIkH,m‘y(k—m);k,u(k—m):(k—l)

Given that the control policy is obtained with dynamic programming, we have that the optimal control at
time ¢ is dependent on the optimal control obtained at time ¢ 4 1. Let uj, ..., u7._; denote the set of optimal
controls obtained in this manner, i.e. uy, ..., w}_; maximize F'[y.

As argued these controls computationally infeasible to calculate and thus we resort to approximate opti-
mal controls, here denoted ug ., . .., up_q ,,,, Where uy ..., up_q ,, maximize POF Iy .

We now restate Theorem 2 from Section 2.3 on the loss of using an approximate control policy instead
of an exact one in Fisher Information, in an experiment of length 7'.
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Theorem 5 (Restated from Theorem 2 in the main text). Given that the mixing conditions in Assumption I
hold we have
0< FI(ufs. ) = FI(G sty ) < eT(T + 1)

where co = 8M (0) sup |pg(z, ', v, u)|m and M (0) is the bound from Lemma 2.
Proof. We analyze the difference by bounding errors in each step of the dynamic program inductively,

starting at time ¢ = T — 1 and going backwards. Set ¢ = 8 M (6) sup |dp (z, 2, y, u)|%

We find that
0< Flp_y(up_y) = Flr—1(up_q,m)
< Flr—i(up_y) = Flr—1(up_y ) + (Flr—1,m(ur_1,m) = Flr—1,m(ur_1))
so far only using that u7._, maximizes FIr_; and uy_, ,, maximizes F'Ip_1, . Now
|FIr—1(urp_y) = POFIr—1m(up_y)| + |[Flr—1(up_y ) = POFIr—1m(ur_1m)| < 2

by Lemma 3.
We now inductively assume

|FIr—s(uip_g).r—1)) = Flr—s(Wip_g.r—1y)m)| < s(s + 1)e

* % *
where Ul ). (T—1),m = UT—s;m> YT 1 ,m> and then get

|FIT—S(UZ<T—S):(T—1)) - POF[T—s,m(U?T—s);(T—l),m)| (3)
< |FIr—s(uir_gy.cr—1y) = Flr—s(uip_g.cr_1),m)l
+ | FIr—s(uir_g).(r—1),m) = POFIr—sm(Wr_g).c0-1),m)|
<s(s+1)e+se
5(s +2)e 4

Now moving from s to s + 1 we have

POFIT*(S+1)7m(u>(kT7(s+1)):(Tfl),m) 2 POFIT*(SJrl),m(u;“f(erlyu’(kas):(Tfl),m)

since uZ‘Tf (s4+1)):(T—1),m AT€ the controls that maximize POF I7_(411),,- By adding and subtracting the
same quantity we get the following equivalent inequality

(POFIr—(s11),m(U(— (s 1)):(7—1),m) — FIT—(s11) (Wr— (s41)):(7—1),m) )
= (POFIr—(s+1),m(Wp_(s41)> Uir—s):(r—1),m) = FIT—(s+1) (Wr_ (o1 1))sr—1)))  (6)
2 Flr—(s41)(Wr—(s41)):x-1) = FIr—(s+) (@ (s11)):0-1),m) 20 @
(5) is bounded by (s + 1)e by Lemma 3 and (6) by € + s(s + 2)e using (4) and Lemma 3. Therefore
|FTr— (s41) (Wir— (s 1)):(7—1)) = FIT—(s41) (U{r— (5 1)):(7—1),m) ]
<(s+Det+e+s(s+2e=(s+1)(s+2)e
and for the whole experiment we find

[FL(ug.(r—1)) = FI(ug,r—1),m)| < T(T +1)e
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D Modified HMM theory

This section is devoted to expanding Hidden Markov Model Theory to Partially Observed Markov Decision
Processes. We base it completely on Cappe et al. (2005) and use their notation, only changing what is
necessary. The purpose is to prove Theorem 3 in Appendix C.3, which is a modified version of Lemma
12.5.3 in Cappe et al. (2005). In most cases the changes will amount to adding controls and seeing that the
theory follows through, although the proof of Theorem 3 has more substantial changes.

D.1 Setup

Let (X, X) and (Y, ) be the state space and the observations space respectively. Let
Q" (x, A) = / ¢“(z,x')ds', Ae X,uel
A
be a transition kernel for our state space, where u is a control, and I/ is finite. Also let

Gz, A) = / g(z,y)dy, Acy
A

be the transition kernel for moving from the state space to the observation space.

We generally assume that the Markov Chain is initialized with distribution v, and then runs for n steps
To.n = X, - - -, Ly and that n—1 decisions are made on what controls u to use. This results in n observations
Yo:n = Yo, - - -, Yn and n — 1 control ug,(n—1y = Ug; - - -, Un—1-

D.2 Hidden Markov Model theory

Definition 1 (Definition 3.1.6 in Cappe et al. (2005)). Conditional on yo.;. and ug.(,—1y we define the forward
variable

k
auk(yOkvuO (k—1)» f / /f Ik dl‘o zo,yo HQ“’ 1 l‘l 1,dl‘l) (l‘l,yl)

and conditional on y (1), and uy., we define the backward variable

n

Brin (Y(t1)im> Ukin, T) = /"'/Q"’“(af,dwk+1)9(3«”k+1,yk+1) IT @“ (@i, da)g(i, w).

I=k+2

As in the classical case, these satisfy recursion formulas

w k (Yo:ks Uos (-1, f) = /f(wk)/Oéu,kfl(yo:(kq),uo;(kfz),dwkq)@"’“’l(xkq,dwk)y(xk,yk)

with initial condition
valf) = [ fao)gao. p)(dao)

and similarly

Bren(Y(k-+1)ems Ukin, T) :/Quk(xvd$k+1)g(xk+lvyk+1)/8k+1\n(y(k+2):mu(k+1):n7$k+1)'
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A standard result in HMM theory is that, conditional on the observations yo.,,, the Process { X }r>0
still is a Markov Chain, although non-homogeneous, with a transition kernel called the Forward Smoothing
Kernel. We state the transition kernel here for our case, also conditional on the controls.

Definition 2 (Definition 3.3.1 in Cappe et al. (2005)). Forward Smoothing Kernels. Given n > 0 define the
transition kernels for indices k € {0,...,n — 1}:

Q" (x, drrs1)g(Try1, Yrs1) Brgin(Trs1)
Fk|n(‘T,Aay(k+1):'muk:n) = fA Bk‘ (Z‘) i

Note that the Forward Smoothing Kernels are defined in terms of the backward variables.
We are generally interested in calculating smoothers and filters for our POMDP.

Definition 3 (Definition 3.1.3 in Cappe et al. (2005)). We let ¢, 1.,, denote the conditional distribution of
X given Yo, and in our case ug,(,,—1) as well.

The Forward Smoothing Kernel allows us a convenient way of calculating the smoothing distributions.
We first compute all the backward variables 3y, using the backward recursion given. We then note that
®v,0/n can be calculated as

_ fA v(dzo)g(xo, yo)Bojn (z0)
Pooim(4) = J v(dxo)g(zo,yo)Bojn(20)

and then we have the following recursion

¢u,k+1|n(x) = /¢uk|n(d‘rk)Fk\n(xk7I) = (bl/,k\nFHn

where Fy,, are the forward kernels, and the last equation is a short hand way of writing the integral.
Using this recursion repeatedly allows to express the smoother in the following way

k
¢u,k|n[yo:n, Uo:(n—l)] = ¢u,o|n H Fi—lln[yi:na u(i—l):(n—l)}'
i=1

D.3 Total Variation and the Dobrushin Coefficient

To continue towards forgetting properties we need to introduce Total Variation (see Definition 4.3.1 in Cappe
et al. (2005)). Let € be a signed measure (it can be negative) and let £ = £, —&_ where £, _ are (positive)
measures. So if X is the state space
[[€llry = &4+(X) +€-(X)
To define the Dobrushin Coefficient (see Definition 4.3.7 in Cappe et al. (2005)). Let K be a transition
Kernel from X to Y, the Dobrushin coefficient is given by
1
0(K) =5 sup ||K(z,) = K@, )llrv
(z,2")EX XX

The Dobrushin coefficient is sub-multiplicative (see Prop. 4.3.10 in Cappe et al. (2005)). f K : X - Y, R :
Y — Z are 2 transition kernels we have

S(KR) = § (/ K(-,dz) R(z, .)> < 5(K)3(R)
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It can be shown that 0 < §(K) < 1, however to get forgetting properties we often need 6(K) < 1 — ¢,
where € > 0.
The latter inequality holds if we assume the Doeblin Condition is satisfied:

Assumption 2 (Assumption 4.3.12 in Cappe et al. (2005)). There exist an integer m > 1,¢ € (0,1), and a
probability measure v on (X, X) such that for any x € X and A € X,

Q" (x,A) > ev(A)

Under these assumptions Lemma 4.3.13 in Cappe et al. (2005) gives §(Q™) < 1 —e.

When considering forgetting properties it is reasonable to expect that the filter ¢, 1|, depends less and
less on the initial distribution of Xy ~ v, as k increases. Specifically we have that when comparing initial
distributions v and v':

¢u,k\n(y0:na UQ:(n—1)> xk) - ¢V’,k\n(y0:n7 UQ:(n—1)» CCk;)
k
= / c / (¢u,0|n(y0:na UO:(n—1)> ka) - ¢u’,0|n(y0:na Up:(n—1), Z‘k)) H Fi71|n("1f‘k—17 J?k;)
i=1
Now using Corollary 4.3.9 in Cappe et al. (2005) we have
IEK = & K||lrv < 6(K)|[€ = €llrv

where &, £’ are probability measures, K a transition kernel.
Using this on our representation of the filters gives

k

||¢V,k\n - (bl/’,k\nHTV <4 <H Fi—1|n(y7,':n7 )> ||¢u,0\n - ¢u/,0\n||TV

i=1

and since the Dobrushin coefficient is sub-multiplicative

k
< ]‘—[(S (Fi—l\n(yi:nv )) H¢V,O|TL - ¢V’,O\n||TV
=1

and since the Dobrushin coefficient ¢ satisfies 0 < § < 1 we at least have that the difference between the
two filters is non-expanding.

Establishing forgetting properties thus amounts to showing §(F;_q,(¥in)) < 1 — € for the forward
smoothing kernels Fj),,. Note that so far no assumptions have been made on how quickly the Hidden Markov
Model mixes. Those assumptions are made to get 0(F;,,) <1 —e.

Cappe et al. (2005) establish contracting bounds on the Dobrushin coefficient by imposing Strong Mixing
conditions on the transition probabilities of the Hidden Markov Model.

Assumption 3 (Assumption 4.3.21 in Cappe et al. (2005)). Strong Mixing Conditions. There exist a transi-
tion kernel K : Y — X and measurable functions s~ and < from 'Y to (0,00) such that for any A € X
andy €Y,

S (y)K(y,A) S/AQ(JC,dw')g(ﬂf’»y) < (y)K(y, A)

32



In our case we have different transition kernels for each control. The weakest assumptions we can
get away with is, if each transition kernel Q* has a corresponding transition kernel K* and measurable
functions ¢~ (y, u) and ¢* (y, u) satisfying the strong mixing condition. By letting ¢~ (y) = min, ¢~ (y, u)
and ¢ (y) = max, s (y, u) we see that we can consider the same ¢ functions for each transition kernel Q.
We restate the Strong mixing conditions:

Assumption 4. Modified Strong Mixing Conditions. For each control u there exist a transition kernel
K*:Y — X and measurable functions s~ and <t fromY to (0, 00) such that forany A € X andy € Y,

Ky, A) < /A Q" (x, dz')g(z’,y) < ™ (1) K™ (4, A)

Lemma 4.3.22 in Cappe et al. (2005) uses the mixing conditions stated above to establish contracting
bounds on the Dobrushin coefficient. We restate the Lemma for the POMDP case, where we also condition
on the controls, and use the modified mixing conditions.

Theorem 6 (Lemma 4.3.22 in Cappe et al. (2005)). Under the strong mixing conditions the following holds

1. For any non-negative integers k and n such that k < nand x € X,

H §_<yj) Sﬁk|n[y(k+l):nauk:n]<x) S H §+(yj)'
j=k+1 j=k+1

2. For any non-negative integers k and n such that k < n and any probability measures v and V' on
(X, &),

S (Yr+1) < J v (dx) Brn Ykt 1):ns Ukin] () < St (Yrg1)
CJr(yk—O—l) - fy/(dx)ﬁk|n[y(k+1):nauk:n](x) o gi(yk+1).

3. For any non-negative integers k and n such that k < n, there exists a transition kernel Ay, from
(Yn=k Y=k 10 (X, X) such that for any = € X, A € X, and Y(h+1)in € yn—k,

s W
dgy:ii;)\k,n(y(k+l):na Uk:n s A) < Fk:\n[y(k’+1):n7uk:n](maA)
+
<" (Yk+1)
< —— kn imy Ukzny A).
= gi(yk+1) k, (y(k+1). k )

4. For any non-negative integers k and n, the Dobrushin coefficient of the forward smoothing kernel
FnlYka1)ms Uk:n] satisfies

S(Fonles o ) < polysn) = 1= S22
if k <n, and
S(Figulyes s enl) < 1= [ <~ )y
ifk >n.
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Proof. The proof is the same as for the corresponding Lemma in Cappe et al. (2005), but with slight modi-
fications to allow for conditioning on controlsl

1. Letting A = X in the strong mixing conditions we find that for all

) < / Q" (x, dz')g(a’,y) < 5™ (v).

We also have 3y, (z) expressed as

n

:/ / Q" (z, dx41)9(Tht1, Yot1) H QU (wi—1, dzy)g(@i, y1)
Tk+1 Tn

I=k+2

= Q" (x, dxy41)9(Tha1, Yrt1)
Tk+41
n

x/ / QU (Tpt1, dTry2)g(Thr2, Yht2) H QU (wi—1, dz)g(x1, y1)
Tria o 1=k +3
n

§<+(yk+1)sup/ / Q" (whr1, dry2)g(Ths Yky2) [ Q@ (wio1, dxr)g(r, yi)
Th+1 J T2 Tn I=k+3
n

= <" (Yrt1) sup Bryajn(@) < H < (y))-
* j=k+1

The other inequality is similar.

2. Using the recursion for the backward variables we find

/ V(dx)6k|n(y(k+l):n, uk:n)

x

:// v(dz)Q" (2, 2ry1)9(Tht 1, Yt 1) Bt 1n (Yk+2)ims Uk 1)ins dTh41)
xJrE 1

=/ [/ v(dx)Q"* ($,$k+1)g($k+1,yk+1)} Bret1in (Y(k+2):ns Ukt 1)in> ATk 1)
Tr41

x

S/ {/ V(dx)§+(yk+1)Kuk(yk+1»xk+1):| ﬁk+1\n(y(k+2):mU(k+1):md$k+1)
Tk41

x

=< (Yrs1) K" (k15 ot 1) Bt 1)n (Y(k+2):m> U(kt1):m> ATh11)-
Thk+4+1

We get a similar inequality for ¢~. Also note that the last integral doesn’t depend on v, so it cancels
when we take the ratio. The result follows.

3. We have that

fA Q" (2, drk11)9(Tht1, Yr+1) Brg1jn (Tht1)
Fyy, s Uk | (x, A) =
el (h1):m, then (7, 4) J Qur(x, dzri1)g(Thr1, Yor1) Brgin (Trt1)
SFypr)  Ja K" Wrr1, doprn) Brgajn(Tre1)
T (Whe1) K (Yt dzern) Brga o (Tt
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and we can set

S K (Yrt1, dxgi1) Bryajn (Th41)
A n iy U ‘:n’A = .
Kl (Yt 1)ins Uhins A) J K (Yrt1s dzin) Begajn (1)

4. Using (i47) we find that

S (Yr+1)

F n 'n?u n x7A Z A n :TL?u :n7A
kln[Y(k+1)im> Ukn) (T, A) Floeen) (Y(k41)ms Ukin, A)

and thus Assumption 4.3.12 holds and Lemma 4.3.13 gives

S (Yrt1)

5(Fuin) < po(yess) = 1 — .
(Frin) < po(Yr+1) (yeen)

O

Theorem 7 (Proposition 4.3.23 in Cappe et al. (2005)). Under the strong mixing conditions the following
holds

1. We let v and V' be two different initial distributions for Xo. Now for k < n

H(bu,k\n[yO:nv uO:(nfl)} - (bu’,k\n[yO:na uO:(nfl)] | ‘TV

k
< H pO(yj) H¢u,0|n[y0:n; uO:(n—l)] - Qby’,O\n[yO:ny uO:(n—l)]”TV
j=1

k
<2 H po(y;)
j=1

2. For any non-negative integers j, k,n such that j < k <n

k
HPV(Xk S ‘yO:nvuo:(n—l)) - PV(Xk S ‘Y}:nauj:(rb—l))||TV < 21_[/70(91)
i=j
where v is the initial distribution of X.
Proof. 1. Earlier we had
k
H(bu,k\n - ¢V’,k\n||TV < H d (Fifl\n(yi:ru )) ||¢V,0\n - ¢V’,0\n”TV
i=1

and the first inequality now follows from the Lemma 4.3.22 part (iv). The factor “2” follows from
using the triangle inequality on the difference of two probability measures.

2. This is just like part (¢) except we consider different initial distributions for X ;.
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D.4 Bounds on score function, Chapter 12 in Cappe et al. (2005)

Set hy o (0) = log [ [ g(zk, Vi) P(Xk € dai|Yo.(k—1), Yo:(k—1), Xo = x)]. Then our usual loglikelihood is
lw,n(e) = 22:0 hk,w(e)

We now wish to use the expression for %1(9) derived in the last section. We have that %l%n(ﬁ) =
S r_o hi.x(6) but also

0 0 n 0 0
glen(0) = 55le0(0) + X:j {aelx,k(e) - %lx,k_me)}

k=1

This gives an alternative expression of i, ... We get hg ,(8) = % log g(xo, Yo) and for k > 1

hi,.(0) = %lm(e) — %117,%1(9)
k
=E Z ¢(Xi—1, Xi, Yi) Y1k, vo:(k—1), Xo = x]
=1

- F
i=1

k—1

Z A(Xi—1, X, Yi) Y1 (=15 Uo:(k—2), Xo = 1‘]

This expression can be generalized to starting the process at other values than zero;
Py, (0) = log l:/g(xbyk)P(Xk € drg|Ym:(k—1)> Um:(k—1), Xm = CU)]

=F

k
Z ¢(Xi—1,Xia E)D/(m-l—l):kaum:(k—l),Xm = l"|

1=m-+1

- F

k-1
Z A( X1, X, YO Yima1): (k—1)s Um: (k—2)> Xm = 93]

i=m-+1

This is done in Cappe et al. (2005) to extend the process to minus infinity (m — —oo). We don’t extend the
process to infinity, but rather think of m as indicating lack of information, that is assuming that the process
starts at X,,,.

We now prove a modified Lemma 12.5.3 where we use the expression developed above.

Theorem 8 (Lemma 12.5.3 in Cappe et al. (2005) modified). Assuming strong mixing conditions. Then for
k > 1 Cappe et al. (2005) prove the following inquality in the HMM case:

; o 2y1/2 / 2 1z plhtm)/2-1
(Elhg,—m,z(0) — hipoo(0)?) /2 <12 E supX |pg(x,x’, Y1) T,
z,x' € -

We don’t extend the process to —oo, but rather starting at Xo and we prove the following inequality, also for

kE>1

B . . plk=m)/2-1

(E 10,0 (8) = Pk, (0)*)1/ < 8 sup 160 (2", y, W)l =—F——
z,x' e X,ucl,ycY - P

where p = maxycy po(y) (See Theorem 6).
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Proof. From the representation derived above for h we have

k
0,20 (0) = E Z O(Xi—1, Xis Yi, 1) Y1k wo: (k- 1) Xo = xo] ®)
=1
k—1
—FE Z A( X1, Xo, Yis i 1) [Yiir—1) vo: (k—2)> Xo = xo] )
=1
and
. k
hema(0) = E | > ¢(Xim1, Xi, Vi, 1) |[Yims )ik ms (k1) Xom = x] (10)
i=m-+1
k—1
Z ¢(Xi713 X’iv }/ia ui*l)nf(m—&-l):(k—l)a Upm,:(k—2)> Xm = x] (1 l)
i=m-+1

Just like in the proof of Lemma 12.5.3 in Cappe et al. (2005) we match together different pairs of terms
within the sums, depending on their index i. More specifically for ¢ = k we match together the terms where
1 = k in (8) and (10). For ’“"’T’" < i < k we match the terms in (8) with (10) and the terms in (9) with those
in(11). Form+1<i< k"‘Tm we match terms in (8) with terms in (9) and terms in (10) with those in (11).
That leaves ¢ € 1,...,min hk,O,zo where we match (8) and (9).

If we look at the case where (8) is matched with (10) we have

[[El¢o(Xi—1, Xi, Yi, wi1)|Y (1) Ui (h—1)> Xm = 2] — Eloo(Xi—1, Xi, Vi, ui—1)| Y1k, Uo:(k—1)) ||
/ / / Go(wi—1, w4, Y, ug) Fi 1 (w51, dxi) Po(Xi—1 € dxi1|Y(ma1)iks Um:(h—1)> Xm = )
i —1 Tq

[5m(dxm) - PH(Xm S dl’m|Y1:k,U0;(k—1))]|

<2 sup ||gp(z, 2, Y, u)|[pt
z,x’ € X uelU

where F;_1 = Fi_1.0[yi:k, U(i—1); &) is the Forward Smoothing Kernel, and the inequality stems from Propo-
sition 4.3.23 (i) where the second line can be thought of as two different initial distributions for X,,, and
the kernel F' is bounded by 1.

Matching (9) with (11) is similar. For matching (8) with (9) and (10) with (11) we need a “Backwards
bound”;

[[Po(Xi €  [Yima1)iks Um:(k—1), Xm = T) — Po(Xi € * [Yimg1):(k—1)> Ume(h—2)s Xm = T)||7v
< 9ph—1-i
that is established below, see Theorem 9. For matching (10) with (11) we get
[[Eoldo(Xi—1, i, Yis i 1)|Yimt1):k Um:(k—1), Xm = @] — Eg[po(Xi—1, 24, Y, wi1)[Yimg1):(k=1)» U (k—2)s Xm = Z]||
= |/ / do(xi—1,x;, Y, ui—1)Bi(z;, dei—q)

[PG(XZ € dxi|Yv(m+1):kvum:(k—l)7Xm = £E) - PO(X1 € dxiD/(m-l-l):(k'—l)aum:(k—Q)aXm = fB)”

<2 sup |gg(x, 2, Vi, u)|[p* D
z,x' € X uelU
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where B; is the Backwards Smoothing Kernel described below. Matching (8) with (9) is a special case of
the above.
Going back to our original objective, we have

(Eolli e ®) — by @1F) " = (B S ail?)

where > a; is a sum over the pairs we considered above. Now by Minkowski’s inequality we have

(B al?) < 3 (Blla®)

Now we have that ||a;|| < 2sup, ,/cx e ||¢o(x, 2, i, u)|[p" where b; is the power of p associated with
a; and therefore

. . 1/2 2
(Bollinns )~ hnons@1F) “ <2 (B swp  lontea Vwl?) o

z,x’'€X,ue

At this point Cappe et al. (2005) argue that since in their case the process was started at inifinity and the pro-
cess is homogeneous the expected value over Y; is always the same by stationarity, and Y; can be exchanged
by Y;. Since arguing for stationarity is difficult in a POMPDP setting, we also take the supremum over Y
and remember that this set is also finite so that

. . N\ 1/2 ) 21/2 )
(Bollhim () = o @IF) " <2(  sup lgo(a o’y wlP) D00

z,x' e X,ucl,ye

=2 sup |lge(z.a’ )] P
z,2’'€X,uel,yey

We now deal with the sum of p to different powers.

From i = k we have p*~'~™ where we matched (8) with (10). For ’“"’Tm < i < k we have 2pi—1—m
where we matched (8) with (10) and (9) with (11). Form +1 <i < k'gm we have 2p*~1~% from matching
(8) with (9) and (10) with (11). Finally for 1 < i < m we have p*~!= from matching (8) with (9). This

gives

k—1 (k+m)/2—1 m
Zpbi _ pkflfm + Z 2p1717m + Z 2pk7171 +Zpk7172
i=(k+m)/2 i=m+1 i=1
[e'e) (k+m)/2—1
<2 Z pz—l—m +2 Z pk—l—z
i=(k+m)/2 i=—00
(k—m)/2—1 (k—m)/2 (k—m)/2—1
— 2P +2f <4”
1—p 1—-p 1—-p
Thus, finally we have
. ) N\ 1/2 / plk—m)/2=1
(Eollhrm o (6) = brom @) 7 <8 sup lggaa’,y,w)l|
z,x' e X, uclU,ycY - P
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Theorem 9 (Proposition 12.5.4 modified).

||P0(X1 SIS |Yv(m+1):kaum:(k—1)>Xm = x)—Pe(Xl € |Yv(m+1):(k—1)a Um:(k—Z)aXm = :L')HTV < QPkilii

Proof. The idea behind this proof is to replicate all the results derived so far for the Backward Smoothing
Kernel. That is, conditional on Y(;,11):k> Um:(k—1) and X, = x,, the time-reversed process X is a non-
homogeneous Markov Chain, where the conditional probability of moving from X, to X; given all the
observations Y, 1):(k—1), €ONtrols u,,.(;_2) and initial condition ends up only depending on Y, 1).;,
Um:; and the initial condition, and is governed by the Backwards Smoothing Kernel given by

B, [U 1):55 U ](Z‘ f) = f T f Hi:m-ﬁ—l Qur_l(xT—lv da:?")g(xmyr)f(xj)Quj (JSj,ZC)
T L T , f ”fo”:m+1 Qur*l(xrflvdmr)g(xrvyr)Quj (il'j,:L')

Just as we did in Lemma 4.3.22 we can show

s (y5)
i J me,j[ym+17um:j] < B-’Em,j[y(m+1)1j7um:j}(‘rjv')
< (y;)
+
s (ys)
<_(yj_)yxm7j[ym+1aunuj]

where [of j
| | _ /- Hr:m+1 QU= (xp_1,dzy)g(zr, yr) f(25)
s [Ymt15 U] (f) [ TPy QU (e, dy)g (@, yr)

As we showed there this gives

s (%)
(B, ;) <1—
o sH(y;)
We now get that the 2 smoothers we are interested in can be thought of as smoothers of the reversed Markov
Chain from k£ — 1 to m with 2 different initial distributions for Xj,_1, the starting position. We get

[[Po(Xi € - |[Yimg1)ks Um:(k—1)> Xm = T) — Po(Xi € - |[Yimg1):(h=1)s Umi(k—2)> Xm = Z)||Tv
<[Po(Xk—1 € - |Yimg1)k> Um:(h—1), X = ) — Po(Xp—1 € - [Yimt1):(k—1) Um:(k—2), Xm = T)||7v

k—1
X H 6(Bw7n7j)
Jj=i+1
k—1

<2 ] roly) <2057
j=it+1

(where p = maxycy po(y)). O
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