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Deception in Differential Games: Information
Limiting Strategy to Induce Dilemma

Daigo Shishika®, Alexander Von Moll?, Dipankar Maity?, Michael Dorothy*

Abstract—Can deception exist in differential games? We pro-
vide a case study for a Turret-Attacker differential game, where
two Attackers seek to score points by reaching a target region
while a Turret tries to minimize the score by aligning itself with
the Attackers before they reach the target. In contrast to the
original problem solved with complete information, we assume
that the Turret only has partial information about the maximum
speed of the Attackers. We investigate whether there is any
incentive for the Attackers to move slower than their maximum
speed in order to ‘“‘deceive” the Turret into taking suboptimal
actions. We first describe the existence of a dilemma that the
Turret may face. Then we derive a set of initial conditions from
which the Attackers can force the Turret into a situation where
it must take a guess.

Index Terms—Differential games, Deception, Incomplete infor-
mation.

I. INTRODUCTION

IFFERENTIAL games formulated for agents with first-

order dynamics leads to “simple” deterministic control
as the optimal strategies [1]-[4]. In many cases, the agent
heads straight towards the optimal point at its maximum speed,
which stems from the Mayer-type payoff functional used to
model the agent incentive [5]. Any deviation from this strategy
generates suboptimality in terms of the time or the distance
metric used to define the payoff function.

Aside from the payoff structure, one of the main reasons
behind this common result is the assumption of the perfect and
complete information: i.e., knowledge about the opponent’s
state (position), its intention (payoff), and capability (speed).
Due to such strong assumptions on the informational structure,
the optimal or equilibrium strategies are often clearly defined
based on the instantaneous snapshot of the scenario, which has
no dependencies on the history of the states. In other words,
a player cannot use its action to influence the decision of its
opponent who is employing an equilibrium strategy.

Concerning uncertainty in capability, reference [6] analyzed
a scenario in which an Evader wishes to delay capture by
a faster Pursuer for as long as possible but does not know
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the Pursuer’s (finite) turn radius. A heuristic evasion policy is
presented therein which makes no assumption about the Pur-
suer’s turning capability and only uses available information
(relative position, maximum speeds). Since the Evader is not
actively trying to estimate the Pursuer’s turning radius there is
no opportunity for the Pursuer to influence (i.e., deceive) the
Evader.

Regarding uncertainty in the state of the system, this could
be classified under the umbrella of stochastic differential
games wherein one is concerned with expected payoff. Ref-
erences [7], [8] contain a particularly relevant example in
which a Camera is tasked with tracking a mobile agent, the
Evader. The Evader has some control over its motion but
there is also a stochastic process added to its dynamics (which
could represent, for example, wind). Generally, in stochastic
differential games, the information structure is still symmetric,
meaning both agents have the same uncertainty over the
dynamics of the system.

Whenever agents within a system do not all possess the
same information (i.e., there is some information asymmetry)
signaling becomes a critical consideration. Deception may be
classified as a type of signaling in which the information trans-
mitted to other agents is not entirely truthful or the intended
perception is not an accurate representation of reality. The idea
of deception is important in both civilian and military security
applications. It has been studied extensively in cyber-physical
systems (CPS) involving Attacker and Defender [9], [10]. For
scenarios involving mobile agents, the agents’ control, and its
effects on the state of the system, adds to the complexity of
the type and nature of information that is made available to
an adversary [8], [11]. In [8], the authors consider a pursuit-
evasion problem wherein the Evader, in addition to having
control over its dynamics is able to affect to the Pursuer’s
perception of the system state in various ways by introducing
noise or false signals. This may be seen as a deception by
means of a sensor attack.

We are interested in investigating the idea of deception
by motion, where the information leaked from one player
is tightly coupled to its behavior in the physical world.
More specifically, for motion control problems, the agent’s
intention as well as its motion capability are tightly coupled
with its trajectory. This coupling leads us to study the trade-
off between the positional advantage and the informational
advantage.

To explore the types and nature of deception in differential
games, or even its existence, we consider a variant of the
Turret-Attacker differential game [12], in which there is an
informational asymmetry. Specifically, we consider a scenario
where the Turret does not have precise information about the



Attackers’” maximum speed. As is the case with many other
pursuit-evasion games, relative maximum speed information
is critical in selecting the optimal strategy. Therefore, there
may be an incentive for the Attacker to move slowly and hide
its true capability to maintain informational advantage. On the
other hand, the literature in pursuit-evasion games have shown
that it is almost always the case that the players should move
at the maximum speed to retain positional advantage. This
paper investigates the interaction between these potentially
conflicting goals, and demonstrate that it is indeed possible
to have a case where the Attacker benefits from moving at the
speed slower than its maximum.

The contributions of this paper are: (i) demonstration of a
scenario where the Attacker benefits from playing a deceptive /
information-limiting strategy; (ii) characterization of the initial
conditions that can lead to deception (i.e., the Defender facing
dilemma); and (iii) derivation of the strategies for the Defender
(resp. Attacker) to avoid (resp. induce) dilemma. We believe
that the notion of “information-limiting” strategy extends to a
broader class of asymmetric information games beyond those
related to unknown speeds (to be formalized in Sec. II-C). Our
work serves as a starting point to identify conditions that lead
to the existence of deception by motion.

A. Related Work

Signaling through Action: A number of existing works
have considered situations where one’s actions become a signal
for his opponent, within traditional discrete game settings. In
the setting of Colonel Blotto games, [13] described a game
where Player B was equipped with a sensor network, so that
Player A must consider how its strategy is going to signal
B about its strategy. A similar setup was described in [14]
wherein, prior to the playout of a matrix game, a Defender
could “show” the location of any of its defensive assets to the
Attacker equipped with an imperfect detector. Depending on
the reliability of the Attacker’s detector, the Defender could
nullify the benefit of the Attacker’s pregame observations via
a deceptive signalling strategy. In context of repeated matrix
games, [15] showed that Player A can sometimes increase
its minimum payoff by occasionally playing suboptimally in
an effort to convince Player B that Player A’s objective is
something different.

Deception by Motion: A number of existing works have
also considered deception in the context of motion control. A
typical formulation optimizes the path of a moving agent to
reach its goal while minimizing the quality of the inference
an observer is trying to make about the location of the agent’s
goal [16]-[19]. The moving agent must consider the trade-off
between positional and informational advantage in terms of
reaching its true goal quickly versus making it less obvious.
Specifically, [17] and [18] formalized the notion of ambiguity
(hiding information about true goal), and exaggeration (mov-
ing towards a decoy goal to send a false signal) as two ways
to measure deceptiveness.

A common assumption made in these works is that the
observing agent uses a prescribed estimator/inference policy,
and the deceiving agent leverages the knowledge of its struc-
ture. The deceived agent is also often so naive that it is not

aware of the possibility of being deceived. Furthermore, since
no decision is made by the observing agent on its action or
inference policy, such formulation normally boils down to a
one-sided optimization. The works on goal recognition by a
passive observer also fall into this category [20]-[26]. While
[27] did not specify an estimator/inference policy for each
agent, it similarly prescribed a desensitized, multi-objective
payoff for each agent, not allowing either to reason directly
about how its opponent may be acting deceptively.

We are interested in studying the possibility of deception
without making the assumptions discussed above. We do not
prescribe an estimator for the observing player, but instead
allow it to select its own policy, which makes the problem
a two-player game. Since the observing agent must choose
its action based on the observed motion of the deceiver, the
success of deception can be directly measured through the
influence on decisions of the observer, and ultimately by the
outcome of the game. While existing works use observer’s be-
lief in the objective function (making deception itself to be the
goal [16], [17], [19], [21]), our formulation views deception
as a tool to accomplish underlying mission objectives (i.e.,
improve the game outcome).

II. PRELIMINARIES

This section formulates the two-Attacker one-Turret dif-
ferential game with uncertainty in the Attackers’ capability.
We then present an illustrative example where the Turret may
face a dilemma. Finally, we define the notion of information-
limiting strategy, which we use to discuss deception in this
work.

A. Problem Formulation

The game is played between a Turret (generally notated with
subscript 7T') and two Attackers (A; and As). The Attackers
seek to reach the target region defined by a unit circle centered
at the origin.

The Turret is placed at the origin and its pointing angle is
denoted by 01 € [—, w]. The Turret has first-order dynamics:

éT = Wwr, (])

where wr € [—1,1] is the control input. The Attackers also
have first-order dynamics but in R?:

XA; = Va,;, )

where the maximum speed is given by the speed-ratio param-
eter v € (0,1], ice., va, = ||va,|| < v < 1. ! Note that the
two Attackers have the same maximum speed v. We also use
polar coordinates [r4,,04,]" to describe the position of A;.
The heading ¢4, defined for an Attacker with respect to its
radial vector (see Fig. 3).

An Attacker is removed from the game when either of the
following happens:

o Capture: 04,(tr,) — Or(tr,) =0, or

o Breach: ry,(tr,) =1,

'If v > 1, then an Attacker will have an angular rate advantage within
r < v. Therefore, it must only reach this radius in order to guarantee a
successful breach. If we then treat this radius as the terminal surface and
rescale the problem, all of the same analysis will apply.
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Fig. 1. Slow Attackers: one breach (J = 1) vs zero breach (J = 0). (a) If
the Turret turns CW to capture As first, then it has sufficient time to capture
A1 too. (b) If the Turret turns CCW to capture A; first, then Ao will be able
to breach.

where tp, for i € {1,2} denotes the terminal time for the i-th
Attacker. The game terminates at ¢z £ max;c(1,2} tr; when
both Attackers are removed. We consider a zero-sum Game of
Kind? in which the terminal payoff is the number of breaches:

0 if both Attackers are captured
J(x0;74,7T) = 1 if only one Attacker breaches 3)
2 if both Attackers breach,

where xo = [x4,(0)",%4,(0)",607(0)] is the initial condi-
tion, ~yr is the Turret strategy, and v 4 is the Attackers’ strategy.
The Turret is the minimizer while the Attacker pair is the
maximizer.

We consider v and 4 to be state-feedback control poli-
cies, assuming that the players have access to the instantaneous
state vector, x(¢). The Attackers have access to the true
speed ratio parameter, v, however the Turret only has partial
information about v. We make the following assumptions on
the information that the Turret has about v.

Assumption 1. There are only two possible speed ratios: Vg
Or Vsiow, where Vstow < Vfast-

Assumption 2. The Turret has access to the history of the
Attackers’ speeds.

Based on the two assumptions and the restriction that the
two Attackers have the same capability, if the Turret observes
any speed v 4, (t) > Vgow at any point in time, then it knows
that the true speed ratio is v = vpy.

B. Motivating Example: Open-loop Strategy

Consider open-loop strategies where the Turret commits to
pursuing the attackers in a particular order, i.e., the Turret
commits to going clockwise (CW) or counterclockwise (CCW)
until the corresponding attacker is removed from the game. We
first introduce how the Turret’s decision and the speed ratio
may affect the outcome J even if the game starts from the
same initial condition.

For the state depicted in Fig. 1 with a certain speed ratio,
Vslow» the Turret will achieve two captures if it goes CW first
to capture A; and then turns back to capture As. If it instead

2Game with a finite number of possible outcomes; see [1].
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Fig. 2. Fast Attackers: two breaches (J = 2) vs one breach (J = 1).
(a) Attacker Ao cannot be captured even if the Turret turns CW. If the Turret
wastes too much time going CW (in hope of capturing As), then A; will
also breach. (b) If the Turret turns CCW, at least A; can be captured.

goes CCW first, A, will successfully breach. This example
highlights how the decision made by the Turret determines
whether the payoffis J = 0 or J = 1. The conditions that lead
to such a scenario and the associated equilibrium strategies
will be presented in Sec. III, but for now, the existence of such
a configuration is enough to proceed with our discussion.

Now, from the same initial condition, suppose the speed
ratio was some higher value, vg. Figure 2 illustrates how
the payoff is now either J = 1 or J = 2, depending on the
decision made by the Turret. What is important to note here
is that the optimal direction (i.e., optimal sequence of capture)
for the Turret to secure one capture is CCW (i.e., to capture
A first), but this is the opposite of what the Turret should do
in the earlier example with v = gy .

Finally, consider the case where the Turret is unaware of
the true speed of the Attackers: it is either oy OF Vg If the
game was played in an open-loop fashion (i.e., the decision
is made only once at the beginning of the game), the Turret
faces a dilemma between the following two options:

o Play “aggressively” by assuming vy, and attempt two
captures to achieve J = 0 (at the risk of allowing J = 2
if the true speed was vg,g); or

o Play “conservatively” by assuming vf,s and ensuring one
capture to achieve J < 1 (at the risk of missing out on
two captures if the true speed was gow)-

These cases are summarized in Table I.
TABLE 1

A STATIC ANALYSIS OF THE GAME WHEN THE TURRET MAKES A
DECISION IN OPEN-LOOP MANNER.

Vslow Vtast
CW (aggressive) J=0| J=2
CCW (conservative) | J =1 J=1

One may be tempted to analyze the game as a static matrix
game’® on Table I, but that is valid only when the game is
played in an open-loop fashion: i.e., the Turret decides on
the sequence of captures based only on the initial condition.

3A player’s preference over the above two options is application specific,
and therefore, it is not the main interest of our work.



Our main focus is to investigate the space of possible closed-
loop strategies, i.e., the possible existence of a Turret strategy
that could eliminate this dilemma situation and, conversely,
a possible Attacker strategy that could force the Turret to
face the dilemma, take a guess, and possibly make a “wrong”
decision.

C. Information Limiting Strategy

As a form of deception, we consider how the Attackers
may conceal their true capability to induce suboptimal action
from the Turret, which leaves a room for the Attacker team
to improve its performance compared to the full-information
version of the game (i.e. Sec. III and [12]).

In a more general setting, suppose there are m different
possibilities for the Attacker’s capabilities. These capabilities
can be described by the action set or admissible controls: Ay
for k =1,...,m. We use A = {A;}}", to denote the set of
action sets. Furthermore, the intersection of all the action sets

is denoted by
N A

ke{l,....m}

A* = “4)

Let a policy v(x;. A, A) be a mapping from the state x to
the action set Aj. The second argument explicitly denotes the
action set of the agent actually employing this policy, and the
third argument signifies that the policy takes into account other
possibilities for the action set. The following two conditions
guarantee that the strategy ~* is information limiting:

Cl) v*(x; Ag, A) € A* for all x and k; and

C2) v*(x; A, A) = v*(x;.A;, A) for all x and k, 1.

The first condition ensures that the action itself does not
eliminate the possibility of all m cases. The second condition
ensures that the observation of the action does not help the
opponent distinguish between the m cases.* Although these
conditions may not be necessary, they are clearly sufficient
for a strategy to be information limiting.

One could make further generalizations. For example, one
could consider heterogeneous agents, where each one has its
own set of possible action sets. Possible intersections and
opportunities for/constraints on information limiting strategies
would be more complicated than those in this paper. Addition-
ally, different agents could have different frue action sets. In
this paper, in accordance with Assumption 1, both Attackers
have the same set of possible action sets (i.e., the same A)
and the same ftrue action set (i.e., either both Attackers are
fast or both attackers are slow).

Moreover, for the problem in this paper, the control action
of the Attacker is its instantaneous velocity vector denoted by
va, (t) = v(x(t); Ak, A). We define a class of strategies to
be max speed information limiting as follows.

Definition 1. Ler the action sets Aqow and Ay denote the
disks with radius vgow and vgg centered at the origin of
the velocity space, and let A = {Aqgow, Anst}- The Attacker
strategy Y (+) is information limiting (i.e., it does not reveal
its true speed) if the following two conditions are satisfied.

C1) It only requires the slow speed:
4)

||VAk (t)” < Vslow-

4Note that (C2) is a stronger condition, implying (C1).

C2) It is independent of v:
VA, (t) =Yk (X(t)7 Aslowv A) = Yk (X<t); Afasta A) (6)

Since Apg,y contains Agow, we have A* = Agow. If each
Attacker moves at or below the slow speed 0w, the Turret
must play the game with two possibilities in mind: (i) Ve 18
the actual maximum speed, or (ii) the Attackers can actually
move faster, but are moving slowly to conceal their true
capability. Furthermore, if the action / velocity is independent
of v, then the Turret cannot infer the Attacker’s maximum
speed by observing the history of the positions nor the velocity
vectors.

III. COMPLETE-INFORMATION GAME

We build our work on the Turret Attacker differential game
played with complete information on the speed ratio. This
section reviews the equilibrium strategies and the Value of the
game for one Attacker [5] and two Attacker [12] scenarios.
Additionally, we construct winning regions in the typical
manner by computing the barrier surfaces [1]. Finally, we note
some properties about how these regions can change over time
while the game is played.

Definition 2 (Complete Information Barrier Surface). For a
given (complete information) Game of Kind, the barrier sur-
faces divide the state space into Turret-winning and Attacker-
winning regions. If the state is in the Turret-winning (resp.
Attacker-winning) region, then the Turret (resp. Attacker) has
a strategy to win the game.

A graphical depiction of the barrier surface for a given
Turret location is shown in Figure 6 of [12]. However, for
this paper, it is more intuitively useful to consider a given set
of Attacker positions and visualize the winning regions in S*
(a circle) where the Turret state lives.

A. One Attacker

When the game is played between a Turret and one Attacker,
the Attacker’s radial position r and the relative angle 04,7 =
0 o — O completely characterize the system state. The barrier
surface that divides the state space into Turret-winning and
Attacker-winning regions is given by the zero-level set of the
following function [2]:

Viv(r, 0ay7;v) = [0ayr| + F(L;v) = F(r;v), (1)
where
F(ryv) = (g)z —1—cos ! (%) . (8)

Vivi(r,04,7;v) is in fact the Value of the game when the
payoff is selected to be the angular distance between the agents
at the time the Attacker breaches the perimeter (the Attacker
is the maximizer and the Turret is the minimizer) [5].

The optimal strategies are given as follows:

€))

wyp = sgn(fa,7)

vi=v, and ¢} =sgn(0a,r) sin~? (K) ) (10)
r



Fig. 3. One vs. one Turret-winning region; in the Turret position shown, it
cannot guarantee capture of the Attacker.

It was shown in [2], [5] that the Attacker’s heading under this
equilibrium strategy points to the tangent point on the circle
with radius v.

Given an Attacker position (r4,604), the Turret-winning
region (depicted in Figure 3) is given by

Oa(v) ={07 | |0a/r] < wivi(ra;v)}, (11)

where wyy; is a solution to Viyi(r,04/7;v) = 0 w.rt. 04,7,
ie.,

wivi (ra;v) éF(TA;I/)—F(I;V). (12)

We next consider how the Turret-winning region moves
over time. Since we are ultimately interested in cases where
the Attackers may take trajectories which are not optimal
for the complete information game (because they would like
to be deceptive instead), the following analysis describes
how the Turret-winning region can change in response to
Attacker movement at any given speed. Suppose without loss
of generality that the Turret is on the CW side of the Attacker:
0a/7 € [0,7]. Then the relevant boundary of the Turret-
winning region is given by

Or5(ra,04;v) 2 04 — wivi (14;). (13)

Lemma 1. For any given Attacker speed va(t), the rate
9LB(TA, O4;v) is maximized if the Attacker’s heading is
tangent to the circle with radius v, as given by (10). Moreover,
the maximum rate is

: t
max iy = A0 (14)
$a
Proof: By using the following expressions
. vasSings . oF 1 1
0a=———, Ta=—-vacosda, 2— =4/—5— =,
A ora v 4
5)

the time derivative of 0, is given as

05 =04 — wiv =04 — F(ra;v)

i 1 1
_ vasinga +vacosday— — .  (16)
TA 1% ’I"A

2
cosS A =singy (T—A) — 1.
v

a7)

Note that this condition is independent of the actual speed v 4.
Substituting this into sin? a4 4+ cos? pa =1 yields

2

) v

sinfg = —| .
TA

The sign of ¢ 4 is obvious from the engagement geometry, and
we obtain

(18)

singa = +—, (19)
T
which matches (10) (the sign is selected so that the Attacker
has a component of velocity away from the Turret).
Now, by directly substituting the expressions for the optimal
sin 4 and cos ¢4, we get

. 2 1 1
Orp = Léy + LAy (E) - 1F Ui' 20)
TA rA v v rA v

Importantly, this maximum rate is independent of the states.
Therefore, the heading in (10) provides a “global” optimal (not
just instantaneous). [ ]

B. Two Attackers

When there are two Attackers, the case where one or both
Attackers can individually guarantee breach against the Turret
is trivial. The situation of interest is when V},; < 0 for both
Attackers. The Turret can capture at least one Attacker, but
we want to know whether both Attackers will be captured or
one Attacker can breach.

As a form of cooperation, it was shown in [12] that one
Attacker must behave as a Runner, who sacrifices itself for
the benefit of the other Attacker, who plays the role of a
Penetrator. We assume in this paper that the initial condition
is such that, under optimal strategies, the Turret must go in
one direction to capture the Runner and the opposite direction
to capture the Penetrator. It was shown in [12] that the
optimal strategy for the Turret is to move towards the Runner
at maximum speed. Let us assume for now that the Turret
captures A; first and then A;. The Value function for the 2v1
game is given by

Vo (x3v) = Vivi (x4, 013 v) + 20(x4,, 075 v) (21)
where the function 0 gives the angle that the Turret must travel
before capturing the Runner, A; (see Fig. 4). This angle is the
solution to the following transcendental equation [12]:

74, 8i0(0 — 04,/7) = V0. (22)

Similar to the one-Attacker case, V5, is the Value function
of the game for which the terminal payoff is the angular
separation between the Penetrator and the Turret at the time
that the former breaches the target.

There is a singularity present in the solution of the two-
Attacker game which is not reflected in (21) (c.f. [12]). When
the angle Or (tF,) + 7 is contained in the reachable set of
the Penetrator the singularity must be accounted for and (21)
does not apply. However, for the remainder of this paper, (21)
and (22) will be used since the regions for which deception is
possible roughly correspond to the region of the two-Attacker
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Fig. 4. The illustration of the equilibrium strategies for the Runner and
Penetrator.

game for which the singularity is not present. The optimal
Attacker strategies in this region are

¢, =sgn (0a,/7) (g —0+ 9A1/T) ;

qﬁfé‘j = sgn (QA_j/T) sin~! <V> .

’I’Aj

(23)

This Attacker strategy corresponds to the Runner’s trajectory
being perpendicular to the Turret’s line-of-sight at the time of
its capture and the Penetrator using its 1v1 strategy.

We use Oy, 4,(v) to denote the Turret-winning region
corresponding to the capture order A; — A; when it is
assumed that the two Attackers move at the speed v in the
remainder of the game. Note that the computation of this
region can only be done numerically since it relies on the
solution of (22).

Lemma 2. If the Attackers play the complete information
2vl game optimally by deploying (23), then the boundary of
©4,,4, (V) moves at unit speed.

Proof: Consider a hypothetical Turret located exactly on
the boundary of © 4, 4, (). By construction, this point is the
boundary of the 2vl game of kind. Moreover, assuming both
sides play the optimal 2vl game from [12], the game state
remains on the boundary of the game of kind until termination,
and thus the boundary of ©4, 4,(v) is always coincident
with the hypothetical Turret’s location. Finally, from [12], the
hypothetical Turret moves at unit (angular) speed. [ |

IV. No DILEMMA CASES

We return now to the problem defined in Section II-A. This
section identifies the scenario of our interest by cutting out
obvious cases where the Turret has a clear choice for its
strategy. As described in the motivating example, for vgow,
the important winning regions are the 2v1 regions (the barrier
surface describing the 2v1 winning regions determines whether
J = 0or J = 1), while for g, the important winning
regions are the 1v1 regions (the barrier surface describing the
1vl winning regions determines whether J = 1 or J = 2).
Thus, there are four important winning regions to consider:
@Al (l/fast)s @A2 (Vfast)’ eAl,Ag (Vslow)s and @Ag,Al (Vslow)~ The
following definitions are useful.

Uncapturable slow attacker (J=2)

~

Uncapturable fast
N attackers (J=1 or J=2)

/ Urua(low)
'd

Uiy (fast)
Inconsequential speed (J=1)

Usy1 (slow)
Region of interest
Uy (fast)

Guaranteed two
captures (J=0)

Uncapturable fast
attackers (J=0 or J=2)

——

K\ J

Fig. 5. Venn diagram of trivial cases.

Definition 3 (1v1 Intersection and Union). We define the Ivi
intersection and union region as follows:

I = O4, NO4,, Uni £ O4, UB4,. 24

Definition 4 (2v1 Intersection and Union). We define the 2vi
intersection and union region as follows:

I2V] é ®A1,A2 ﬂ @AQ,A17 uZV] é ®A1,A2 U @Az,Al' (25)

A. Trivial Cases

Guaranteed Two Captures: If the Turret can capture two
Attackers even with v, i.€.,

07 € Uyt (Vrast), (26)

then the Turret will employ the equilibrium 2v1 strategy
corresponding to vy, and the outcome will be J = 0.
Uncapturable Slow Attackers: If the states are such that

Or ¢ Uivi (Vsiow)

the Turret cannot capture any Attacker. In this case the Turret’s
strategy is inconsequential in terms of the outcome: i.e., as
long as the Attackers are rational, the outcome J = 2 is
guaranteed.

Uncapturable Fast Attackers: If the states are such that

07 & Ui (Vast),

then the Turret cannot capture any Attacker if the Attackers
are fast and rational. Therefore, the Turret risks nothing by
disregarding the possibility of vgy and will play the game
assuming Vgey: i.€., play the 2v1 slow if 67 € Uayi (Vsiow)s
otherwise, play the 1vl slow game. If the Attackers are
actually slow, these selections are optimal. If the Attackers
are actually fast, the Turret’s strategy is inconsequential.

Inconsequential Speed: 1f the speeds Vgow and v both
lead to one capture, i.e.,

O € Uiyt (Vrast) \ Uavi (Vstow)

then the Turret can only capture one Attacker regardless of the
speed ratio. In this case, the Turret will play the 1v1 fast game
to ensure J < 1. If the Attackers also play their corresponding
equilibrium strategy, the outcome will be J = 1.

27
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B. Matching Directions

Based on the observations above, we can restrict our attention
to the states where

Or € Ui (Vfasl) N Uayi (Vslow) \ Urvi (Vfast)a

i.e., one capture is possible if v = vgg, and two captures
are possible if v = 1qow. All other cases are covered in
the previous subsection. Figure 5 illustrates the relationship
between the region of interest (red) and other trivial cases.
A key feature of the motivating example was that the
optimal strategies corresponding to the vgoy and vgg games
were at odds (CW for 1414y and CCW for vg,). The following
lemma describes a case where this tension does not exist.

(30)

Lemma 3. Consider the case with (30). If the states also
satisfy

9T € ®A,;,Aj (Vslow) N ®Ai (Vfast)a (31)

then the Turret has a deterministic strategy which ensures two
captures if v = Uy, and one capture if v = Vg

Proof: In this configuration the slow game and the
fast game share the same equilibrium Turret strategy: move
towards A; at max speed. The Turret can continue to play
optimally without making a decision of whether it is playing
the slow game or the fast game. ]

C. Attacker Strategy

For each of these no-dilemma cases, the Turret can guarantee
the associated outcomes based on the solution of the associated
differential game. These no-dilemma differential game solu-
tions satisfy a saddle-point equilibrium property which means
the Turret’s guarantees apply to the “worst-case” Attacker
inputs. Therefore there is no incentive for the Attackers to
attempt to conceal their true capability.

V. GUARANTEED DILEMMA CASE

Section IV-B considered the case when (30) and (31) hold.
Here we visit the case when the Turret’s strategies correspond-
ing to 2vl-slow game and 1vl-fast game do not match, i.e.,
when (31) does not hold.

Definition 5 (The SS-FH strategy). We define the Slow-Speed
Fast-Heading (SS-FH strategy) as follows:

o Both Attackers move at vg,,.
o The direction of motion corresponds to the Ivl fast game,
i.e., move straight towards the tangent point of vy circle.

Note that this strategy can be implemented regardless of the
Attacker’s true maximum speed, and is therefore information-
limiting according to (5). Through the remainder of the paper,
every time the SS-FH strategy is used, it is done regardless of
the true maximum speed and is thus also information-limiting
according to (6).

Theorem 1. Consider an initial state that satisfies (30).
If the intersection between the two regions, U i(Vis) and
Uy (Vsiow), correspond to conflicting directions: i.e.,

eT S 9Ai,Aj (Vslow) N ®Aj (Vfast)a (32)

Fig. 6. Configuration leading to dilemma. rgoy = 0.2, v = 0.7.

and also if
IZV](VSI()W) == I]v](l/faxr) = Q’ (33)

then the Attackers have an information-limiting strategy to
generate a dilemma.

Proof: Without loss of generality let A; = As be in the
CW direction and A; = A; be in the CCW direction. The
posited configuration is depicted in Figure 6. Also suppose
that the Attackers employ the SS-FH strategy.

First, observe that the condition (33) remains true if the
Attackers employ the SS-FH strategy. Noting that © 4, (Vfas)
extends from 64,, it is obvious that 64, ¢ Ou, (Vpy) SO
long as Zyy1 (Vrast) = &. Hence, the Turret cannot capture Ao
while staying in © 4, (Vas) if (33) is true. Similarly, noting
that © 4, 4, (Vsow) extends from 64,, it can be seen that
04, ¢ ©4,.4, Wsow) s0 long as o, = &.°> Hence, the Turret
cannot capture A; while staying in © 4, a, (Vsiow), if (33) is
true.

The above two observations show that, if (33) is true, the
Turret cannot capture either of the Attackers while maintaining
the condition (32), i.e., staying in the “mismatched” overlap
region. Next, we will see that this overlap region shrinks and
disappears in finite time.

If the Attackers use the SS-FH strategy, the boundary of
©4,,4, moves CW. Also, from Lemma 1, the boundaries
of ©4, and ©4, move at the velocity +vgow/Vis and
—Vslow/ Vhast T€Spectively. From these observations, we can see
that the intersection in (32) monotonically decreases and dis-
appears eventually. This implies that, to achieve any capture,
the Turret must leave either © 4, (Vgast) OF © 4, 4, (Vsiow ), Which
is the dilemma that the Turret faces.

As one alternative, the Turret may choose to leave
O.4,.4, (Vow) and stay in O 4, (V) to ensure one capture.
This choice is optimal if the speed is indeed v = vpy.
However, if v = vg0y, the Turret’s choice is suboptimal since
the Attackers can switch their strategy to optimal 2v1 slow
game and avoid two captures, which might have been possible
if the Turret stayed in © 4, 4, (Vsiow)-

As the other option, the Turret may choose to leave
© 4, (Vrst) and stay in © 4, 4, (Vsow) to achieve two captures.

SIf ©4,,4, (Vsiow) contained 641, then a Turret could start CCW of A
and just turn CW to capture both. This means that © 4, a2 (Vslow) eXists
around 647 and intersects © 4, A, (Vsiow), Which contradicts the condition
that 7,y (Vslow) =J.



This choice is optimal if the speed is indeed v = vgow.
However, if v = vy, the Turret’s choice is suboptimal since
now that 0 ¢ Uy (Vs ), the Attackers can speed up and play
the 1vl fast game to ensure that both Attackers score.

We have shown that if Attackers employ the SS-FH strategy,
the Turret must make a guess between vgoy and vp. In either
case, there is a possibility of guessing wrong and missing one
capture that could have been achieved if the true speed was
known. ]

Remark 1 (No Risk for Attackers). If the Attackers are
actually slow, and (32), (33) are satisfied, then the Attackers
cannot guarantee any breaches; however if, by employing the
SS-FH strategy, the Turret decides to stay in © o, (Vjy), then
Ay may be able to breach. Similarly, if the Attackers are
actually fast, they can only guarantee one breach; but if the
Turret hedges against vy, then both Attackers may be able
to breach by speeding up once 01 ¢ O o, (V). The Attackers
risk nothing by employing the SS-FH strategy.

VI. INTERMEDIATE CONFIGURATION

In Theorem 1, the condition (33) ensured that the Turret cannot
enter a matching condition (31) without risking a subopti-
mal outcome by leaving either © 4, 4, (Vsiow) OF ©a; (Vrast)-
Whether such dilemma arises or not becomes more subtle
when the overlap regions are nonempty, i.e., when (33) does
not hold. The problem is that while (31) may not hold at the
initial time, there may exist a Turret strategy to accomplish
(31) at some later time while maintaining (32) constantly
during this period. That is, it may be possible for the Turret to
enter a “matched” overlap region in a way that resolves any
dilemma before the critical moment when it would have had
to guess.
There are three possible ways for (33) to not hold:

D) Zovi (Vsiow) = D, Zivi (Vast) # 9

2) IZVI(VSIOW) 7& gyzlvl(yfast) =9

3) I2V1(Vslow) 7é Qazlvl (Vfast) 7& 1%}
We will first focus on case 1 and show Turret sufficiency.
That is, we will show a condition under which there exists a
Turret strategy to guarantee its ability to enter Zy; (Vg ) and
resolve the dilemma before making a guess. Then, we will turn
to cases 2-3 and prove necessity. That is, we will show that
even if both overlap regions exist, if the condition does not
hold for Turret sufficiency, there exists an Attacker strategy
to force the dilemma. Case 1 will focus on the usefulness of
the SS-FH strategy, Case 2 will motivate the usefulness of the
slow 2v1 game strategy corresponding to (23), and Case 3 will
show how a combination of the two strategies can be used in
general.

A. Turret Avoiding Dilemma
Begin with Case 1, when Z;y; (V) # 9.

Definition 6 (1v1 Intersection Reachability Set). Let 6z, be
the center of Lp,;(Viast), and 2wz, be its width. We define the

1vl overlap reachability set as
Rt =1{0: «|f —07,| <wg,}, 34)

6 Animations available at YouTube https://youtu.be/n0COUZgImMU

where o = Vslow/l/fasr

Lemma 4. The Turret has a strategy to enter ZLp,;(Vius)
against all information-limiting Attacker strategies iff 0p €
Ruvi-

Proof: For the strategy to be information-limiting, it is
necessary for the Attackers to move at a speed less than or
equal to vy according to (5). From Lemma 1, the maximum
speed at which the boundaries of Z;y;(vg) can move is a.
The Turret can enter Zyy (vps) iff it can reach 67, before
T1vi (Vpast) disappears in wz, /o units of time. [ ]

Lemma 5. If the Attackers are restricted to use information-
limiting strategies, then the boundary of R;,; moves at most
at unit speed. Moreover, the SS-FH strategy (resp. velocity
antiparallel to SS-FH) is the only strategy that achieves
this maximum speed in the direction that shrinks (resp. ex-
pands) Rjy;.

Proof: Let 01 and 65 denote the boundaries of O 4, (Vfast)
and © 4, (Vps) that comprise the boundaries of Zyy; (Vi) as
shown in Fig. 7. If the Attackers use information limiting
strategies, then their speeds are limited by 14, and conse-
quently, the result of Lemma 1 gives us the following bounds:
|61] < a and 62| < a.

The center and the width of Z,y; is given as 67, = 0.5(0; +
02) and wz, = 0.5(62 — 61). Now, the boundary of R, that
is relevant to our problem is

1
Oup = 0z, + W, (35)
whose time derivative can be described in terms of 91 and 92
as follows:

. . 1
Ouvp =01, + awzl (36)
1Y\ . 1Y\ .
« «

Noting that (1 —1/a) < 0, the maximum clockwise velocity
of Oy p is achieved when 6, = —f; = «, which gives Oyp =
—1 (Riy1 shrinks). Similarly, the maximum counter-clockwise
velocity of 0y p is achieved when —f; = 0 = a, which gives
O = +1 (Ryy1 expands).

Finally, one can verify from Lemma 1 that the SS-FH

strategy is the only one that achieves 0, = —6, = o, and
the velocities anti-parallel to the SS-FH strategy is the only
one that achieves —0; = 6 = «. [ |

Theorem 2. Suppose the initial states satisfy (32). If the Turret
is also in the Ivl intersection reachability set, i.e.,

01 € R, (38)

then it can avoid the dilemma situation and ensure optimal
number of captures (i.e., two if v = Vgq,, and one if v = Vgyg).
Consequently, the Attackers’ knowledge of the true maximum-
speed information has no value.

Proof: First, consider the case where the Attackers are
fast and they reveal their true speed while condition (32) is
still satisfied. Since © 4, (Vfast) still holds, the Turret is able to
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Fig. 7. Tllustration of the 1v1 overlap reachability set, R}y, for parameters
Vglow = 0.3 and v = 0.7.

ensure one capture (optimal number) by moving towards A;
after observing that the Attackers are fast.

Now, consider the case where the Attackers use Vgiow
regardless of their true capability as long as (32) holds. By
construction, the Turret can enter Z;,; before it disappears
(Lemma 4). Along the way, the Turret moves at max speed
towards A;, which is also the optimal behavior for 2v1 slow
game with the capture order A; — A;. Therefore, we know
that the condition O € © 4, Aj still holds. This result implies
that the Turret is now in the matching condition in (31).
Together with Lemma 3, the proof is complete. ]

B. Attackers Forcing Dilemma

This section shows that the condition (38) is not only sufficient
but also necessary for the Turret to avoid dilemma.

Begin with Case 2, where Zpy1 (Vsiow) # . As a counterpart
of Lemma 4, we provide the following definition for Ryy;.

Definition 7 (2v1 Intersection Reachability Set). We define
the 2v1 intersection reachability set as

Rovi = Lo (Vslow)a

This definition is motivated by the following remark.

(39)

Remark 2. Suppose 01 ¢ Tr,;(Vgow). If the Attackers play
the slow 2vl game corresponding to (23), the boundary of
T2v1 (Vsiow) moves in the direction away from the Turret at unit
speed in the inertial frame.

It can be shown that an Attacker strategy of playing the slow
2vl game corresponding to (23) is sufficient for the attackers
to force the dilemma in Case 2. We omit the formal proof,
because it will become clear that Case 2 can be subsumed by
the subsequent discussion on Case 3. However, it is critical
to observe that while Definition 7 is motivated by this case
and the Attacker strategy of playing the slow 2v1 game cor-
responding to (23), both Ry, Roy; are defined independently
of any particular state history or strategy instantiation.

Now, consider Case 3, where Zpy (Vsiow) # 9, Zivi (Veast) 7
. Given that Sec. VI-A still ensures that the Turret can avoid
dilemma if it is in Ry, now we assume that the Turret is not
in Ryy1. We can define distances d;(t) > 0 and da(t) > 0 that

g 032

01

Fig. 8. Illustration of Case 3 with parameters 4oy = 0.25, vpg = 0.7.
0p1 and Opo are the angular positions of the boundaries of Ry; and Royg
respectively.

describe the angular separation between the Turret’s position
and the boundaries of R,; and R,y respectively (see Fig. 8).

Letting p; and Ops denote the boundaries of Rjy; and
Royi as in Fig. 8, it is easy to see the following relationship:

dy =
dy =

(40)
(41)

wr — éBl
—wr + 0ps.

The signs are based on the configuration in Fig. 8, which will
change if Ry, (resp. Ryy1) is on the CCW (resp. CW) side
of the Turret.

Before we present the main theorem, we show three Lem-
mas that describe how the distances d;(t) and da(t) evolve
under the two types of Attacker strategies we’ve considered
and that arbitrary combinations of these two strategies result
in the overlap regions disappearing in finite time.

Lemma 6. Suppose the Attackers play the 2vl slow game.
Then we have do > 0 for any admissible Turret strategy.
Moreover, we have

di +ds > 0.

Proof: From Lemma 2, the boundary of R,,; moves away
from the Turret at unit speed in the inertial frame: 0 Ba = 1.
This leads to do = —wy + 1. Noting that |wr| < 1, the above
equality proves the first part: dy > 0.

For the second part, it suffices to show that dl + dg >0<
di —wr +1>0® wr—d; <1 60p; < 1, where the
quantity fp; £ wy — d; is the velocity at which the boundary
of Ry moves. The condition 051 < 1 is equivalent to saying
that this boundary (in the inertial frame) either moves towards
the Turret at a speed less than or equal to unity or moves away
from the Turret. From Lemma 5, this boundary only moves
toward the Turret at unity speed if the Attackers move in the
direction anti-parallel that of the SS-FH strategy. [ ]

The following Lemma shows a similar result for the SS-FH
strategy.

Lemma 7. Suppose the Attackers play the SS-FH strategy.
Then we have dy > 0 for any admissible Turret strategy.



Moreover, we have ) )
dy +do > 0.

Proof: From Lemma 35, the boundary of Ry; moves away
from the Turret at unit speed when the Attackers use the SS-
FH strategy, which proves d; > 0. Similar to the proof of
Lemma 6, we are left to prove that the boundary of Ry
does not move towards the Turret any faster than unit speed
(g2 > —1). In the following, we will show that the SS-FH
strategy ensures that the boundary of Ry in fact moves away
from the Turret (fp2 > 0), which is more than sufficient to
prove dy +dy > 0.

Let 0 be a fictitious Turret position that coincides with the
boundary of R,y; on the CW side, satisfying

Vot = Vivi(rp, 0p,05) + 20(rg, 05, 05) =0,  (42)

where p and r denote the Penetrator and Runner respectively.
Without loss of generality, suppose that the Penetrator is on
the CW side and the Runner is on the CCW side of the Turret.

Then we have %‘g‘” =1 and % < —1,7 which results in
B B
8‘/2\/1
< 0. 43
905 43)

The above inequality implies that a fictitious Turret benefits
from starting closer to the Runner.

For the constraint (42) to be satisfied through time (i.e.,
0p(t) = 0p2(t)), Op must also satisfy Vay1 = 0:

y _ a‘/lvl . 8‘/1\,1 8Vlvl )
Voui = Orp Tp 90, Op + 90, 0p
ae o0 . o0 .
—_— —_— =0. (44
FI. R R+ 89R9R+ 89303 0. 44

Since moving farther out is worse for the Attacker, we have
the following: ‘W‘” < 0, % < 0. Due to the assumed
arrangement of the Penetrator and the Runner, the partials
satisfy the following: avm < 0, 57— > 0. Finally, the SS-
FH strategy gives the followmg 51gns on the time derivative
of the states: 71p <0, 0p <0, 7r <0, 0 > 0.

The condition (44) with the above inequalities provide the

following result:

[positive terms] + 0 <3V1V1 +2. 89) =0

205 05
&0 - Vo <0 (45)
0B

From (43), aVZV' < 0, it must be that §5 > 0. Furthermore,
since both (42) and (43) are satisfied at all times, 0p(t) =
0p2(t), and therefore the boundary of R,y moves away from
the Turret under the SS-FH strategy, i.e., 52 > 0. [ |

One final lemma shows that we can combine the two
Attacker strategies from Lemmas 6 and 7, and still ensure that
the overlap regions disappear in finite time, i.e., that the game
necessarily reaches the guaranteed dilemma case of Section V.

Lemma 8. Under arbitrary switching between the 2vI1 slow
strategy and SS-FH strategy, both regions Rj,; and Ry
vanish in finite time.

"This can be shown by differentiating (22) as shown in the Appendix .

Proof: There are three relevant behaviors to consider:
the SS-FH behavior, the 2vl slow Runner behavior, and the
2v1 slow Penetrator behavior. Each corresponds to a constant,
negative 7. If we take the maximum (least negative) of these
rates, both Attackers are always approaching the perimeter
at least as fast as this finite rate, regardless of which team
strategy is active. Therefore, in finite time, at least one attacker
will reach the perimeter. Suppose without loss of generality,
it is Attacker ¢ that reaches the perimeter. At that time, the
regions © 4, and ©4, 4, must vanish, and consequently, the
intersection regions cannot exit. [ ]

Theorem 3. Consider the initial configuration that satisfies
(30) and (32). If the Turret is not in the 1vI overlap reacha-
bility set:

Or & Rivi(Viast), (46)
then the Attackers have an information-limiting strategy to
drive the system into the dilemma scenario in Theorem 1.

Proof: First, note that (30) and (32) imply that

01 ¢ Ravi (Vsiow)- 47)
It suffices to show the following two: (i) the overlap regions
become empty in finite time; and (ii) d; > 0 and d2 > 0 for
all time. We will prove that the above holds with the following
Attacker strategy:

al) Play 2vl slow game if dy < d1, and
a2) Play the SS-FH strategy if d; < ds.

Note that this is not the only strategy, but there is a class of
strategies that leads to the same guarantee. We can immedi-
ately note that (i) is a trivial consequence of Lemma 8 and
proceed to showing (ii).

daa w daa

Smin Smin

Ain| Ain|
0 dmin Smin dy 0 dmin Smin dy
(@ (b)
Fig. 9. Ilustration of the evolution of di(t) and d2(t), and the forward

invariant set €. (a) A vectogram resulting from Lemma 6 and 7. (b) The time
t1 indicates when either Zy or Zpy; disappears.

Given an initial condition d;(0) and d2(0), consider the
following set in the d;ds-space (also see Fig. 9):

0= {[dl, dz] | min{dl, dg} > dmina d1 + d2 > smin}a (48)

where dpi, = min{d;(0),d2(0)} and syin = d1(0) + d2(0).
Based on Lemmas 6 and 7, the set € is forward invariant.
Therefore, neither d; or d; becomes less than dp,, implying
that the Turret can never enter the overlap regions. [ ]



0.4 0.4

0.3 0.3
=5 02 ~5' 02
0.1 0.1
0 ) S
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2

time time

Fig. 10. The evolution of d1 (¢) and d2(t) when the Attackers use the strategy
described in Theorem 3, and the Turret uses three different strategies: seek
the R,y; boundary (red), seek the Riy; boundary (blue), and random walk
(yellow).
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Fig. 11. The effect of initial condition on the game cases. The position of
Ag is varied for a fixed x4, and 7.

VII. NUMERICAL RESULTS

This section demonstrates the theoretical results of the paper
through simulations. The animated version of the figures are
provided in a video available at YouTube https://youtu.be/
n0COUZgImMU.

A. Attackers Forcing Dilemma

Here we demonstrate the scenario studied in Sec. VI-B, where
the overlap regions are nonempty but the Attackers have
a strategy to ensure that the Turret does not reach there.
Figure 10 shows how d;(t) and dz(t) evolve over time when
the Attackers use the strategy introduced in Theorem 3. Three
candidate Turret strategies are shown: (i) Ry seeking, (ii)
Royvi seeking, and (iii) random walk. As was proved in the
theorem, it can be seen that no Turret strategy results in d; ()
or dy(t) reaching a value below dpyin = min{d;(0),d2(0)}.

B. Initial Conditions

Figure 11 shows how the initial position of Ay changes the
existence of dilemma for a given 67 and x4,. Note that the
region above the Turret’s pointing angle is omitted since it

leads to a degenerate case where CCW motion is optimal
against both Attackers.

Trivial cases: The gray region corresponds to the set
of As positions for which the Turret has a guarantee to
achieve two captures even if the Attackers are fast: i.e.,
Or € Ui (Vpas). In the situation shown in the figure, the
optimal Turret strategy is to capture Ao first. The boundary
of this region consists of the critical positions for (i) A to
win the 1v1 fast game, and (ii) A, to waste enough time as a
Runner (the boundary ‘Runner (fast)’ in Fig. 11b).

The light-green region is another trivial case where 1 and
only 1 capture is possible: i.e., 07 € Uiyi (Vrast) \ Uavi (Vsiow)-
Noting that the given A; position is such that 07 € O 4, (Vpu),
the Turret can guarantee at least 1 capture by pursuing A;. For
the Turret to be able to achieve only 1 capture, at least one
Attacker must be able to survive even when it is slow. For
this situation to arise, the union of the following conditions is
necessary and sufficient: (i) A can breach alone even when
it is slow (the boundary ‘1vl Slow’ in Fig. 11b); and (ii) the
Attackers can guarantee 1 breach in 2v1 slow game. The latter
is equivalent to the intersection of the following two: (ii-a) Ao
as a Runner can produce sufficient advantage for A; to breach
if the Turret captures As first (the boundary ‘Runner (slow)’
in Fig. 11b); and (ii-b) A as a Penetrator can breach if the
Turret captures A; first (the boundary ‘Penetrator (slow)’ in
Fig. 11b).

Matching direction: The light blue region in Fig. 11 de-
picts the set of As positions for which the matching direction
condition in Lemma 3 applies. This region is the union of
the following two cases. (Note that in either case, the Turret
achieves 1 capture against fast Attackers and 2 captures against
slow Attackers.) When A, is outside of the ‘Penetrator (slow)’
boundary or the ‘1v1 Fast’ boundary, then the turret can move
in the appropriate “matched direction”.

Dilemma Situations: The interesting dilemma cases arise
when A is in either of the three regions: ‘Dilemma’, ‘Force
Dilemma’, and ‘Avoid Dilemma’ in Fig. 1la. The situation
described in Sec. V occurs when As is in the red region.
This guaranteed dilemma situation changes to a more subtle
intermediate configuration discussed in Sec. VI when the
intersection regions (Zj,; or Z,;) are nonempty. Both in
yellow and blue regions in Fig. 11a, we have either Z;,; # @
or Ipy # .

The condition for the existence of Z;y; (and Ry;) can be
expressed analytically (see Appendix ), and is depicted as
‘R1vl exist’ in Fig. 11b. However, the existence of R,y (lower
boundary of ’Dilemma’ and ’Force Dilemma’ in Fig. 11la)
involves the solution to a transcendental equation and cannot
be expressed in closed form. Finally, the ‘Force Dilemma’
region (yellow) transitions to the ‘Avoid Dilemma’ region
(dark blue) when the reachability set contains #p. For the
combination of x4, and fr in this example, we only have
07 € Rivi, and this is shown in the blue region. The boundary
between ‘Force Dilemma’ and ‘Avoid Dilemma’ is given by
the Ao positions for which the boundary of Ry, coincides
with 67. See the Appendix for a more detailed explanation
for this boundary.

While the existence of the above regions as well as their
relative sizes vary with x4,, 07, Vsow, and vpg, the example



shown here demonstrates that the dilemma situation studied in
this paper is not a rare corner case.

VIII. CONCLUSION

We formulated a Turret Attacker differential game with
uncertainties in the agent speed. We then proposed a sufficient
condition for a strategy to be information limiting, and used
that to construct an Attacker strategy that forces the Turret
to face a dilemma in selecting its strategy. For a given set of
game parameters, we derived the partition of the state space
into various cases concerning both the game outcome and also
the existence of deception. Our work serves as an important
case study to show how deception can be implemented in a
two-sided differential game against an opponent who is not
naive to the possibility that he may be being deceived from a
position of information disadvantage.

APPENDIX
a6
A. Proof of d0r < -1
Noting that
904,/7
i — 71 4
90, ; (49)
we have
o0 o0
=-__ 7 50
b1 004, /1 °0)
85 TA; ~
ot —1) " co (9_9147:/'1") .51

Since we have r 4, cos (é — 9Ai/T) > 1 due to the assumption

that the Runner can be captured outside of the perimeter, we
have

aé@cos (é—@Ai/T) > 1. (52)
1%
Now the original expression reduces to
06 —a
— = -1 53
8(97“ a—1 < ’ ( )

which completes the proof.

B. Expressions for the boundaries

1) Existence of R,;: Recall that Ry exists iff Zjy; exists.
For Z,y; to exist, the CW boundary of © 4, must be on the
CW side of the CCW boundary of ©4,. The critical case is
when those two boundaries coincide, which can be expressed
as

04, — Wivi(Tay; Viast) = 04, + Wivi (7 Ay Viast) (54)

where wiy1(r4,;v) is the width of © 4, defined in (12). The
set of critical Ay positions can then be expressed in polar
coordinates as follows:

0142 =CEg — F(TAQ; Vfast)a (55)

where cg = 04, — F(ra,;Viast) — 2F(1; vpay) is a constant.
This gives ‘R1vl exist’ in Fig. 11b.

2) Avoid Dilemma: A sufficient condition for the Turret
to avoid dilemma is 6 € Ry, according to Theorem 2.
The critical case is when 6 = 6p;, where 0p; is the
CCW boundary of Riy; as shown in Fig. 8. The equation
for this critical condition switches according to the two cases
described in the following, and it causes the ‘Force Dilemma’
region in Fig. 1la (yellow) to have a non-smooth boundary
with the ‘Avoid Dilemma’ (blue) region.

Nominal case: The nominal case is when 7, is bounded
by 0, £ 9A1 —Wivi (rAl ; Vslow) and 0, £ eAg —Wivi (TA2§ Z/slow)
as shown in Fig. 7. The boundary of Ry, is given by

g1 = 0z, + Pwz,, (56)
where 5 é l/a = Vfast/VSIOW1 911 = 05(91 + 02), wz, =
0.5(62—61). By substitution, the condition 67 = 051 becomes

9142 = Cp — F(rAﬁVfast)v (57)
where ¢, = ﬁ 207 — (1 — B) (04, — wivi (T4, Viast))] —
F(1; vguq) is a constant.

Degenerate case: The degenerate case is when © 4, is so

small that it is entirely contained in © 4,, which occurs when

0A1 — Wiyl (TAl ) Vfast) S 0A2 — Wiyl (TAQ; Vfast)- (58)

In this case, we have Z;,; = ©4,, and the center and the
width of Zy1 is 07, = 04,, wz, = w1y (74, ; Vrast)- The critical
condition #7 = 01 then becomes

Or = 04, + Bwivi(ray; Viast)- (59)

This is the dotted line ‘R1v1 degenerate’ in Fig. 11b.
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