arXiv:2401.17999v1 [eess.SY] 31 Jan 2024

Remote Estimation of Markov Processes over Costly Channels: On the Benefits of Implicit Information

Edoardo D. Santi, Touraj Soleymani and Deniz Gündüz Department of Electrical and Electronic Engineering, Imperial College London, United Kingdom

{edoardo.santi17, d.gunduz, touraj} @imperial.ac.uk

Abstract—In this paper, we study the remote estimation problem of a Markov process over a channel with a cost. We formulate this problem as an infinite horizon optimization problem with two players, i.e., a sensor and a monitor, that have distinct information, and with a reward function that takes into account both the communication cost and the estimation quality. We show that the main challenge in solving this problem is associated with the consideration of implicit information, i.e., information that the monitor can obtain about the source when the sensor is silent. Our main objective is to develop a framework for finding solutions to this problem without neglecting implicit information a priori. To that end, we propose three different algorithms. The first one is an alternating policy algorithm that converges to a Nash equilibrium. The second one is an occupancy-state algorithm that is guaranteed to find a globally optimal solution. The last one is a heuristic algorithm that is able to find a nearoptimal solution.

I. INTRODUCTION

Cyber-physical systems integrate physical and digital components into unified intelligent systems [1]. These systems, which capitalize on computation, communication, and control to enhance the overall performance, have various applications in smart cities, smart factories, smart healthcare, and smart transportation. However, it is essential to acknowledge the dynamic nature of cyber-physical systems, which necessitates persistent monitoring to capture real-time information about the physical environment. This constant stream of real-time data empowers cyber-physical systems to swiftly adapt to changing conditions, ensuring that decisions are made based on the most pertinent and up-to-date information [2]–[6].

In this paper, we study the remote estimation problem of Markov processes over costly channels. In particular, we consider a setting where there is a networked system composed of a sensor observing a Markov source and a remote monitor that needs to be informed about the state of the source. The sensor should transmit observed information to the monitor over a costly channel, and the monitor should estimate the state of the source in real time. As we will see, this problem can be quite challenging when both the communication cost and the estimation quality are taken into account. Nevertheless, we aim at developing a framework that enables us to solve it either exactly or approximately.

A. Related Work

The problem of remote estimation of Markov processes with continuous states over costly channels has been addressed in [2], [3], [7]–[10]. These works characterize the optimal solutions rigorously and shed light on the role of implicit information for Gauss-Markov processes. The remote estimation of Markov processes with discrete states over costly channels, the problem of interest in the present paper, has been addressed in [11]–[19]. Notably, closed-form threshold polices were found in [11] when the source has a symmetric Toeplitz transition matrix. Then, it was shown in [12] that a piece-wise linear convex decreasing function can represent the trade-off curve between the estimation error and the transmission rate. Under similar conditions, general properties of the optimal solution were discussed in [13]. Channel noise in the context of remote actuation is studied in [14], where different types of heuristic policies are compared. Channel noise is also considered in [15], where policies for a two-state Markov chain are proposed, taking into account the importance of each of the two states in terms of the actions to be taken by the monitor. This work is extended in [16] to N-state Markov chains, where an optimization-based method is proposed to find the optimal parameter for a randomized stationary policy. Other works such as [17]–[19] propose solutions for solving variations of Markov decision processes (MDPs) in which the monitor needs to pay a fixed price to either observe the current or the next state. This framework can be used when it is the monitor that requests updates. When it is the transmitting sensor that schedules transmissions, we can expect the performance to be better, as the sensor has knowledge of the states of the source. These sets of problems fall within the category of effective/pragmatic communications as defined in [6], [20], [21], where the state/context of the receiver becomes relevant when deciding the communication policy

B. Contributions and Paper Structure

In this paper, we tackle the remote estimation problem of sources that are discrete-state Markovian over channels that are noiseless but costly. We formulate this problem as an infinite horizon optimization problem with two players, i.e., a sensor and a monitor, that have distinct information and with a reward function that takes into account both the communication cost and the estimation quality. We show that the main challenge in solving this problem is associated with the consideration of implicit information. Our main objective is to develop a framework for finding solutions to this problem without neglecting implicit information apriori. To that end, we propose three different algorithms. The first one is an alternating policies algorithm that converges to a Nash equilibrium. The second one is an occupancy-state algorithm that is guaranteed to find a globally optimal solution. The last one is a heuristic algorithm that finds a near-optimal solution that we prove to be optimal in the special case of requiring perfect reconstruction.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. We formulate the problem of interest mathematically in Section II. We provide the alternating policies algorithm in Section III, the occupancy-state algorithm in Section IV, and the heuristic algorithm in Section V. We then present our numerical results in Section VI. Finally, we conclude the paper in Section VII.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION Consider a networked system composed of a sensor observing states of a source and a remote monitor that needs to be informed about the states of the source. The source is modeled by a discrete-time finite-state Markov chain. At each time step, the sensor observes the current state of the source, and decides whether to transmit the state value to the monitor, which incurs a fixed transmission cost c_t = 1 at time t and guarantees the correct instantaneous estimation of the state at the monitor; or not to transmit, which incurs a zero cost c_t = 0 but leaves the monitor to guess the state of the source. Consequently, a unit common reward r_t = 1 is gained at time t if the monitor’s guess matches the actual state of the source, otherwise zero reward r_t = 0 is gained. The combined reward at time t is therefore given by R_t = r_t − λ · c_t, where λ is chosen depending on which point of the trade-off curve we would like to operate on.

This remote estimation problem can be formulated formally as a two-player team game denoted by M̂ = (I, S, A, P, Z, O, R), where I = {i_1, i_2} is the set of players, i.e., the sensor and the monitor, where the latter receives observations and acts after the former has already acted; S is the state space of the Markov chain; A = A^1 × A^2 is the joint action space, where the action of the sensor is a^1 ∈ A^1 = {0, 1} such that a^1 = 1 means to transmit and a^1 = 0 means not to transmit, and the action of the monitor is a^2 ∈ A^2 = S, which represents the state estimated by the monitor; P is the transition probability matrix such that the element P (s, s^′) represents the probability of transitioning from state s to state s^′; Z = Z^1 × Z^2 is the joint observation space, where z^1 ∈ S = Z^1 and z^2 ∈ S ∪ {ϵ} = Z^2 and ϵ is the empty observation that occurs when no message is sent; O = {O^1, O^2} represents the set of the observation functions, where O^1(z^1_t , s_t) = P r(z^1_t |s_t) = 1[z^1_t = s_t] and O^2(z^2_t , s_t, a^1_t ) = P r(z^2_t |s_t, a^1_t ) = a^1_t 1[z^2_t = s_t] + (1 − a^1_t )1[z^2_t = ϵ]; and finally R is the combined reward, which is equal to 1 − λ when the state is estimated correctly due to a transmission, 1 when the state is estimated correctly without a transmission, 0 for an incorrect estimation of the state without transmission, and −λ for an incorrect estimation despite a transmission. Note that the latter is not possible for any reasonable policy. Given a variable, we use the notation x_{t1 :t2} to denote the sequence of values that the variable takes between and including the time-steps t_1 and t_2.

We are interested in finding the transmission and estimation policies that jointly maximize the infinite horizon average reward function, i.e., we would like to solve the following optimization problem:

Problem 1:

maximize π∈Π E_{∼b0 ,P,π} [ lim_{T →∞} 1 T T −1∑

t=0 R_t ] , (1)

where b_0 is the initial distribution of the source’s states, and Π is the set of joint history-dependent stochastic policies for players 1 and 2. Note that Π represents the most comprehensive set of achievable policies. The optimal value of Problem 1 is denoted by J^∗.

III. ROLE OF IMPLICIT INFORMATION We refer to the information that the monitor can obtain about the state of the source when the sensor is silent as implicit information. This information is relevant as the two players are jointly optimized and they are aware of each others’ policies. However, jointly optimizing the players in this context is not trivial, as the optimal policy of the sensor depends on that of the monitor, and vice versa. Note that Problem 1 can be simplified if we neglect implicit information. This accordingly leads to a decoupling in the design of the sensor and the monitor. However, this approach, which neglects implicit information a priori leads to a suboptimal solution in general as it does not take full advantage of the available information.

In this study, we aim to devise methodologies that can find exact or approximate solutions to this problem without neglecting implicit information. More specifically, we propose three different algorithms to solve Problem 1. The first one deals with the interdependency of the transmission and estimation policies by optimizing the policy of one player while fixing the other, and then repeats this process until convergence. The second algorithm aims to achieve global optimality by recasting the original two-player problem into a single-player occupancy MDP. Finally, the third algorithm, although heuristic, is able to find an optimal solution whenever perfect reconstruction at the monitor is required.

IV. ALTERNATING POLICY OPTIMIZATION In this section, we propose an algorithm that finds a Nash equilibrium to Problem 1. It is clear that for the sensor, the state x = (s, s_m, n) ∈ X = S^2 × Z^+ is a sufficient statistic for the purpose of finding an optimal policy, where s is the current state of the source, s_m is the last transmitted state and n = t − τ where t is the current time-step and τ is the time of the last transmission. Similarly, we set the monitor states as y = (s_m, n) ∈ Y = S × Z^+, which is equivalent to the state representation of the sensor without including the current state, as it is not known by the monitor.

Algorithm 1 summarizes the alternating policies algorithm. Note that step k of the algorithm indicates a combined optimization of both players. We fix the estimation policy π^2 : Y → A^2 and initialize it as (P^n)^T e_{sm} , which is the basic monitor policy that disregards implicit information. The Markov chain and the monitor form an MDP denoted by M^k_1 = (X , A^1, R^k_1 , P_1). The state space X is formed by states x = (s, s_m, n) ∈ S^2 × {1, 2, . . . , n_{max}}. The action space A^1 is still {0, 1}. The reward function depends on the policy of the monitor and is defined as R^k_1 (x, 0) = 1(π^{k−1}_2 (s_m, n) = s) and R^k_1 (x, 1) = 1 − λ, corresponding to the two possible actions. The transition operator is P_1 ∈ {P^0_1 , P^1_1 }, where P^0_1 (x, x^′) = P (s, s^′)1(s^′_m = s_m)1(n^′ = n + 1) and P^1_1 (x, x^′) = P (s, s^′)1(s^′_m = s)1(n^′ = 0), corresponding to the two possible actions. We constrain n to never exceed a maximum value n_{max}. To do so, we modify the reward and transition functions when n = n_{max}, so that they give the results corresponding to a state transmission regardless of the sensor’s action. We can solve the average reward infinite horizon problem for this MDP using the relative value iteration algorithm, as we satisfy a sufficient condition for convergence, i.e. there exists a state x ∈ X that is reachable for every other state in X under all policies [22]. As we enforce a transmission at least every n_{max} steps, we can reach a state (s, s_m, 1) from every other state, as long as the Markov chain at the source is communicating. If it is not the case, we can simplify the problem by only considering the communicating states. We initialize the value function v^k_1 (x) = 0, ∀x ∈ X. At each step k, the algorithm repeatedly applies the following operator to v^k_1 until a stopping condition is satisfied:

(Γ^kV )(x) = max_{a∈A1} R^k_1 (x, a) + E_x′_{∼P} a_1 [V (x^′)] − V (0). (2)

From the resulting function v^k_1 , we extract the optimal transmission policy π^k_1 given the current estimation policy π^{k−1}_2 , which maximizes the value function of player 1 in every state.

Afterwards, the transmission policy is fixed and the optimal estimation policy is found. From the point of view of the monitor, we have an MDP denoted by M^k_2 = (Y, A^2, R^k_2 , P^k_1 ). The state space Y is formed by the set of states y = (s_m, n) ∈ S ×{0, 1, ..., n_{max}−1}. The action space A^2 = S. The reward function outputs an expectation given the belief over states

R^k_2 ((s_m, n), a) = { b^k(s_m, n)_a − λ n = 0 b^k(s_m, n)_a n > 0 (3)

where the belief of the monitor, using implicit information is b^k(s_m, 0) = e_{sm} and b^k(s_m, n) ∝ (P^T b^k(s_m, n − 1) ∘ (1 − π^k_1 (·, s_m, n)), where ”∘” represents element-wise multiplication. The transition function is P^k_2 and is independent of the action taken, but depends on the transmission policy and is

Algorithm 1 Alternating Policies Algorithm

1: π^2_0 (s_m, n) ← (P^n)^T e_{sm} ▷ initialize monitor policy 2: k ← 0 3: while J_k ≠ J_{k−1} do ▷ loop until convergence 4: k ← k + 1 5: π^1_k ← RV I(Γ, π^2_{k−1}) ▷ improve sensor policy 6: π^2_k (s_m, n) = arg max_{a∈A}2 (b^k(s_m, n))_a ▷ improve monitor policy 7: end while

defined as P^k_2 ({s_m, n}, {s_m, n + 1}) = = ⟨ P^T b^k(s_m, n), 1 − π^1_k(·, s_m, n + 1) ⟩ (4) P^k_2 ({s_m, n}, {s_m, 0}) = ⟨ P^T b^k(s_m, n), π^1_k(·, s_m, n + 1) ⟩ . (5)

The independence of the transition probabilities from the action taken confirms that, to maximize this MDP’s value function, it is sufficient to maximize the immediate reward at each time step. The relation in (3) suggests that we can do this by setting π^k_2 (s_m, n) = arg max_{a∈A}2 (b^k(s_m, n))_a.

The next theorem provides a convergence result for the alternating policies algorithm.

Theorem 1: The infinite horizon average reward of the system J^k = J(π^k_1 , π^k_2 ) convergences as k → ∞ and the policies obtained upon convergence form a Nash equilibrium.

Proof: See Appendix A of supplementary material. Remark 1: Note that Problem 1 might possess multiple Nash equilibria, and Theorem 1 guarantees the convergence to one of these equilibria. A question that arises in relation to such a Nash equilibrium is whether it is globally optimal. Answering this question requires development of further techniques such as the one proposed in the next section.

V. OCCUPANCY-STATE ALGORITHM

In this section, we propose an algorithm based on the notion of occupancy state that finds a globally optimal solution to Problem 1 [23]. Let an occupancy-state MDP be denoted by M̃ = (S̃, Ã, P̃, R̃), where S̃ ∈ Δ(S) is the state space such that each state is a belief over states of the Markov chain; Ã : S → {0, 1} is the action space, where each action represents a decision rule of the sensor, mapping from the observed state of the sensor to the action taken; such a decision rule is represented by a vector of dimensions |S| × 1, where the nth element of this vector is the action taken by the sensor when the Markov state is n; P̃ ∈ S̃ × Ã × S̃ → [0, 1] is the state transition probability function given by P̃ (s̃, ã, s̃^′) = ∑ s∈S s̃_s1(P^T b^′(s̃, ã, s) = s̃^′) and b^′(s̃, ã, s) = ã_se_s + (1 − ã_s)^{(1−ã)∘s̃}_{|(1−ã)∘s̃|1} is the post-transmission belief given a known decision rule; and finally R̃ ∈ S̃×Ã → R is the reward function, mapping beliefs and sensor decision rules to rewards, i.e., R̃(s̃, ã) = ∑ s∈S s̃_s[ã_s(1 − λ) + (1 −

Algorithm 2 Occupancy-State Algorithm π̃ ← RV I Q − learning(P roblem2) ▷ solve Problem 2 to obtain the policy b ← b_0; ▷ initialize belief using initial state distribution loop

s ← sample(P^T e_s) ▷ sensor observes the Markov state

π ← π̃(b) ▷ obtain the decision rule from the policy if π(s) = 1 then ▷ if the sensor transmits y = s ▷ the monitor observes the state b ← e_y ▷ the monitor updates its belief else

y = ϵ ▷ the monitor does not receive a message b ← normalize(b ∘ (1 − π(s))) ▷ bayesian update of the monitor belief

end if a^2 = arg max b ▷ monitor estimates state b ← P^T b ▷ account for new time-step transition end loop

ã_s)1(arg max_i(b^′(s̃, ã, s)_i = s)], where the arg max is the optimal monitor action as proved in Section IV.

We can use this formulation to define the following problem, the solution of which provides us with a solution to the original Problem 1. We define

Problem 2:

maximize π̃∈Π̃ E_{∼b0 ,P̃,π̃} [ lim_{T →∞} 1 T ∞∑ t=0 R̃(s̃_t, π̃(s̃_t)) ] , (6)

where Π̃ is the set of Markovian belief-dependent policies for M̃. During each time-step at execution, the sensor obtains the current decision rule by taking π_t = π̃(b_t), and then acts according to a^1_t = (π_t)_s. Algorithm 2 summarizes the occupancy-state algorithm.

The next theorem shows that a global optimal solution can be found by the occupancy-state algorithm.

Theorem 2: The transformation of the original twoplayer problem to the occupancy-state single-player problem is without loss of optimality, and the generated policies are also optimal for Problem 1.

Proof: See Appendix B of supplementary material. Remark 2: As globally optimal solutions express a stronger solution concept than Nash equilibria, the performance of the solution obtained by Algorithm 2 is better than or equal to that of of the solution obtained by Algorithm 1. Nevertheless, Algorithm 2 can be computationally expensive. The next section focuses on development of a simple algorithm that exploits implicit information and can find a near-optimal solution.

VI. HEURISTIC ALGORITHM In this section, we propose a heuristic algorithm that can find a near-optimal solution to Problem 1 with low complexity. In this algorithm, at each time-step, the sensor sends a message to the monitor if and only if the state of the source is

Algorithm 3 Heuristic Algorithm 1: b ← b_0 ▷ initialize belief using initial state distribution 2: loop 3: s ← sample(P^T e_s) ▷ sensor observes the Markov state 4: if s ≠ arg max b then ▷ transmission only occurs if the monitor would guess incorrectly otherwise 5: y = s ▷ the monitor observes the state 6: b ← e_y ▷ the monitor updates its belief 7: else 8: y = ϵ ▷ the monitor does not receive a message 9: b ← e_{arg maxi bi} ▷ the monitor updates its belief to the natural vector corresponding to the only state that would not result in transmission 10: end if 11: a^2 = arg max b ▷ monitor estimates state 12: b ← P^T b ▷ account for new time-step transition 13: end loop

not the one with the highest pre-transmission probability in the monitor’s belief. Since the sensor has access to all the information that the monitor has access to, this is feasible as it can reason about the monitor’s belief. The monitor then guesses correctly because it has received a message containing the current state of the source. If no message is received, the monitor can exploit the implicit information. This eliminates any ambiguity and allows the monitor to always estimate the correct state. Algorithm 3 summarizes this heuristic method. In this algorithm, b_0 ∈ Δ(S) represents the initial distribution over states of the Markov chain, s is the state of the Markov chain, b is the pre-transmission belief, y is the message sent, and a^2 is the monitor’s action.

The next theorem shows that our heuristic algorithm is optimal if perfect reconstruction at the monitor is required.

Theorem 3: The proposed heuristic algorithm obtains an optimal solution that minimizes the average communication frequency subject to the perfect reconstruction constraint.

Proof: See Appendix C of supplementary material. Remark 3: Note that in many safety critical applications it is desired to have a perfect reconstruction at the monitor. The proposed heuristic algorithm achieves this optimally by directly exploiting implicit information. Furthermore, it is worth mentioning that our numerical results presented in the next section confirm that the performance of the proposed heuristic algorithm is in fact very close to the performance of the globally optimal solution.

VII. NUMERICAL RESULTS In this section, we present our numerical results. We compare our policies (called alternate,occupancy and heuristic) with two other policies adopted in [16], i.e., a uniform policy in which the sensor transmits a message every u ∈ Z^+ time steps (called uniform) and a randomized stationary policy (called randomized), where at each time-step, a transmission occurs with probability p_{tx}, independently from the evolution of the system. Note that [16] deals with Markov chains with transition matrices in form P = qI − p(J − I), where I is the identity matrix, J is an allones matrix and p, q ∈ [0, 1]. In their setting, the monitor keeps guessing the last state it received until it receives a new one. We consider general Markov chains without any restrictions, so we modify their policies so that the monitor takes actions a^2(s_m, n) = arg max_i((P^n)^T e_{sm} )_i. These policies do not exploit implicit information, as the transmission are not based on the state of the source. We also compare our policies with a modified heuristic algorithm (called heuristic no implicit) that neglects the implicit information, and forces the monitor to take the same actions as above: a^2(s_m, n) = arg max_i((P^n)^T e_{sm} )_i).

Fig. 1 shows the trade-off between the average correct reconstruction probability and the average rate of communication. Each line represents a different algorithm and each point a specific solution, obtained with a different value of λ. randomized performs the worst, having the worst average correct reconstruction probability for all average channel utilization values. uniform is slightly better at medium average channel utilization values. The only way to obtain a point with perfect reconstruction with average channel utilization < 1 is for the sensor to always transmit when the monitor would have otherwise been wrong, as heuristic and heuristic no implicit do, while uniform and randomized do not reason about the monitor’s state to decide whether to transmit. Then, the average channel utilization at perfect reconstruction depends on the quality of the monitor’s beliefs, where a more accurate belief reduces the average channel utilization needed to achieve perfect reconstruction. heuristic no implicit achieves a point that is not the most leftwards in the plot as its monitor calculates the beliefs sub-optimally, neglecting the implicit information. heuristic adopts the optimal belief, leading to the most leftwards point. These two algorithms only have one point (policy) each in the graph as they do not have adjustable parameters (in the figure we connect those points to the leftmost zero-transmission point as point connecting on the line can be achieved through time-sharing). alternating matches heuristic no implicit in performance for perfect reconstruction. We can show that such point is a Nash equilibrium of the player’s policies, but it is not the globally optimal solution. At lower average channel utilization, this algorithm performs better than heuristic no implicit as the dynamic programming-based policy of the sensor schedules samples optimally, given the estimation policy and the transmission cost parameter λ. occupancy achieves the best trade-off boundary. occupancy and heuristic’s performance at perfect reconstruction is the same, which is compatible with our theoretical result. occupancy provides slightly better performance at lower channel utilization, which is attributed to a more intelligent scheduling.

The algorithms can be grouped into 3 classes in terms of performance. The first one includes randomized and uniform. These algorithms transmit information less intel-

00.10.20.30.40.50.60.70.80.91 0.40.5 0.60.7 0.80.9 1 Average Channel Utilization

Average Correct Reconstruction occupancy heuristic alternating uniform heur. no impl. randomized

Fig. 1: Reconstruction performance vs communication cost trade-off for the various schemes considered in the paper.

ligently, i.e., the sensor does not reason about the behavior of the monitor. Then, heuristic no implicit and alternating transmit information more intelligently, being more likely to transmit when this adds more information to the monitor, though the implicit information is not used or used sub-optimally as alternating is not guaranteed to converge to a global optimum. Lastly, heuristic and occupancy use the implicit information optimally and achieve the best performance. Note that some algorithms are only able to find policies corresponding to very few points on the trade-off curve. This is because the objective function is the average reward minus transmission cost. We are not directly targeting the trade-off between reward and communication in a way that would allow us to find a continuous Pareto optimal boundary. In our formulation, different values of transmission cost can lead to the same policy and so the same point in Fig. 1. However, we can achieve any point on the line joining any two points on the graph via randomized time sharing.

VIII. CONCLUSION In this paper, we developed a framework for finding solutions to the problem of remote estimation of Markov processes over costly channels without neglecting implicit information apriori. First, we proposed an algorithm that alternates between optimizing the transmission and estimation policies, and guarantees a Nash equilibrium. We showed that this algorithm performs vastly better than other policies previously explored in the literature. Then, we proposed the occupancy state formulation, which transforms the original two-player problem into a single-player MDP, and guarantees a globally optimal solution. Lastly, we proposed a simple heuristic transmission policy, in which the messages are sent when the monitor would have otherwise guessed incorrectly, which is optimal in terms of minimizing communication costs subject to the perfect reconstruction constraint.

REFERENCES

[1] K.-D. Kim and P. R. Kumar, “Cyber–Physical Systems: A Perspective at the Centennial,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 100, no. Special Centennial Issue, pp. 1287–1308, May 2012.

[2] T. Soleymani, J. S. Baras, and S. Hirche, “Value of Information in Feedback Control: Quantification,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 67, no. 7, pp. 3730–3737, 2022.

[3] T. Soleymani, J. S. Baras, S. Hirche, and K. H. Johansson, “Value of Information in Feedback Control: Global Optimality,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 68, no. 6, pp. 3641–3647, 2023.

[4] T. Soleymani, “Value of information analysis in feedback control,” Ph.D.

dissertation, Technical University of Munich, 2019.

[5] E. Uysal, O. Kaya, A. Ephremides, J. Gross, M. Codreanu, P. Popovski, M. Assaad, G. Liva, A. Munari, B. Soret, T. Soleymani, and K. H. Johansson, “Semantic communications in networked systems: A data significance perspective,” IEEE Network, vol. 36, no. 4, pp. 233–240, 2022.

[6] D. Gündüz, Z. Qin, I. E. Aguerri, H. S. Dhillon, Z. Yang, A. Yener, K. K.

Wong, and C.-B. Chae, “Beyond transmitting bits: Context, semantics, and task-oriented communications,” IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 41, no. 1, pp. 5–41, 2023.

[7] T. Soleymani, J. S. Baras, S. Hirche, and K. H. Johansson, “Feedback control over noisy channels: Characterization of a general equilibrium,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 67, no. 7, pp. 3396–3409, 2021.

[8] T. Soleymani, J. S. Baras, and K. H. Johansson, “State estimation over delayed and lossy channels: An encoder-decoder synthesis,” IEEE Trans. on Automatic Control, 2023.

[9] A. Molin and S. Hirche, “Event-triggered state estimation: An iterative algorithm and optimality properties,” IEEE Trans. on Automatic Control, vol. 62, no. 11, pp. 5939–5946, 2017.

[10] G. M. Lipsa and N. C. Martins, “Remote State Estimation With Communication Costs for First-Order LTI Systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 56, no. 9, pp. 2013–2025, Sep. 2011.

[11] J. Chakravorty and A. Mahajan, “On the optimal thresholds in remote state estimation with communication costs,” in 53rd IEEE Conference on Decision and Control, Dec. 2014, pp. 1041–1046.

[12] ——, “Distortion-transmission trade-off in real-time transmission of Markov sources,” in IEEE Information Theory Workshop (ITW), Apr. 2015, pp. 1–5.

[13] ——, “Fundamental Limits of Remote Estimation of Autoregressive Markov Processes Under Communication Constraints,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 62, no. 3, pp. 1109–1124, Jun. 2016.

[14] N. Pappas and M. Kountouris, “Goal-Oriented Communication For Real- Time Tracking In Autonomous Systems,” in 2021 IEEE International Conference on Autonomous Systems (ICAS), Aug. 2021, pp. 1–5.

[15] M. Salimnejad, M. Kountouris, and N. Pappas, “State-aware Real-time Tracking and Remote Reconstruction of a Markov Source,” Sep. 2023.

[16] ——, “Real-time Remote Reconstruction of a Markov Source and Actuation over Wireless,” in 2023 IEEE International Conference on Communications Workshops (ICC Workshops), May 2023, pp. 1386– 1391.

[17] M. Krale, T. D. Simão, and N. Jansen, “Act-Then-Measure: Reinforcement Learning for Partially Observable Environments with Active Measuring,” Mar. 2023.

[18] C. Bellinger, R. Coles, M. Crowley, and I. Tamblyn, “Active measure reinforcement learning for observation cost minimization.” in Canadian Conference on AI, 2021.

[19] H. A. Nam, S. Fleming, and E. Brunskill, “Reinforcement Learning with State Observation Costs in Action-Contingent Noiselessly Observable Markov Decision Processes,” in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 34. Curran Associates, Inc., 2021, pp. 15 650– 15 666.

[20] T.-Y. Tung, S. Kobus, J. P. Roig, and D. Gündüz, “Effective communications: A joint learning and communication framework for multi-agent reinforcement learning over noisy channels,” IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 39, no. 8, pp. 2590–2603, 2021.

[21] D. Gündüz, F. Chiariotti, K. Huang, A. E. Kalør, S. Kobus, and P. Popovski, “Timely and massive communication in 6G: Pragmatics, learning, and inference,” to appear in IEEE BITS the Information Theory Magazine, 2024.

[22] S. Mahadevan, “Average reward reinforcement learning: Foundations, algorithms, and empirical results,” Machine learning, vol. 22, pp. 159– 195, 1996.

[23] J. S. Dibangoye, C. Amato, O. Buffet, and F. Charpillet, “Optimally solving dec-pomdps as continuous-state mdps,” Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research, vol. 55, pp. 443–497, 2016.

[24] M. L. Puterman, Markov decision processes: discrete stochastic dynamic programming. John Wiley & Sons, 2014.

[25] J. Abounadi, D. Bertsekas, and V. S. Borkar, “Learning Algorithms for Markov Decision Processes with Average Cost,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 40, no. 3, pp. 681–698, Jan. 2001.

[26] V. Mnih, K. Kavukcuoglu, D. Silver, A. A. Rusu, J. Veness, M. G.

Bellemare, A. Graves, M. Riedmiller, A. K. Fidjeland, G. Ostrovski, S. Petersen, C. Beattie, A. Sadik, I. Antonoglou, H. King, D. Kumaran, D. Wierstra, S. Legg, and D. Hassabis, “Human-level control through deep reinforcement learning,” Nature, vol. 518, no. 7540, pp. 529–533, Feb. 2015.

APPENDIX A:

PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Proof: Step-5 of Algorithm 1 is a maximization over transmission policies of the value function of M^k_1 which is given by v^k_1 (x, π_1) = R^k_1 (x, π^1(x)) + ∑ x^′∈X P k 1 (x, x^′)V (x^′), and we can write the objective function of Problem 1 as a function of the transmission policy, given the estimation policy in Step-5 as J^k_1 (π_1) = lim_{T →∞}^1_T E_{x0} [v^1_k(x_0, π^1)], where x_0 is the initial distribution over sensor states. Step-6 maximizes the value function of M^k_2 , v^k_2 (y, π_2) = R^k_2 (y, π^2(y)) + ∑ y^′∈Y P k 2 (y, y^′)V (y^′). We can also write the objective function in Step-6 as a function of the estimation policy as: J^k_2 (π_2) = lim_{T →∞}^1_T E_{y0} [v^2_k(y_0, π^2)], where y_0 is the initial distribution over monitor states.

Both of steps 5 and 6 are guaranteed to return the best transmission and estimation policies, respectively given the other player’s policy. This is equivalent to maximizing their respective value functions in all states. As we are operating in the infinite horizon undiscounted setting, a policy resulting in an increase in the value of one state must also increase the value of every other state that communicates with it. As a result, when we improve the policies in step 5 and 6 the value function for all reachable states must be greater or equal than before. More formally J(π^1_k, π^2_{k−1}) = max_{π1∈Π1} J^k_1 (π^1) ≥ J(π^1_{k−1}, π^2_{k−1}) and J(π^1_k, π^2_k) = max_{π2∈Π2} J^k_2 (π^2) ≥ J(π^1_k, π^2_{k−1}), where J is the objective function as a function of the two policies. The algorithm at every iteration of two policy improvements returns a value of the objective function greater or equal to the previous one, that is it forms a monotonically non-decreasing sequence of J^k = J(π^1_k, π^2_k ). Given that the rewards are bounded, this sequence is bounded above; and hence, our algorithm will converge asymptotically to a finite value. Combined with the finite set of actions in our problem, the convergence will take place after a finite number of steps. Given that there is a K for which π^1_K = π^1_{K−1}, then π^1_h = π^1_K and π^2_{h−1} = π^2_{K−1}, ∀h > K and given that there is a K for which π^2_K = π^2_{K−1}, then π^1_h = π^1_K and π^2_h = π^2_K , ∀h > K. This is because once one of the two policy improvement steps returns the same policy in two successive iterations, the following sub-step that follows will solve the same sub-problem that it solved in the previous iteration and so the future sub-policies are constant. Lastly, if we do reach this situation, the policies will form a Nash equilibrium, i.e. by fixing one of the policies we cannot achieve a better objective function value by changing the other policy for either of the policies, as otherwise the policies would be changing during steps 5 and 6.

APPENDIX B:

PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Proof: Note that a finite-horizon dec-POMDP can be optimally solved by recasting the problem into a single-player continuous-state MDP [23]. The occupancy state at each time step represents the distribution over the possible underlying states and joint histories given the policy followed so far. The actions are decision rules mapping from the local histories to the local actions of the original game. Our system forms the information state MDP M̂ = (Ŝ, Â, T̂, R̂), where information states are more compact representations of the occupancy state that represent the common information available to both agents at each time-step.

The occupancy states at time t are vectors in the form (|S| × |Z^1|^t × |A^1|^{t−1} × |Z^2|^{t−1} × |A^2|^t) × 1, where each element represents the probability of one realization P r(s, z^1_{0:t}, a^1_{0:t−1}, z^2_{0:t−1}, a^2_{0:t−1}|π̂). Having both s_t and z^1_t in the same vector is redundant so we just keep the latter. Note that we do not include the effect of z^2_t in the occupancy state at time t, as this is the observation of player 2, which occurs at a later stage in the time-step and is a deterministic function of z^1_t and a^1_t . We also notice that the actions of player 1 and the observations of player 2 are observed by both players, so their history can be written in deterministic form. The (information) state becomes ŝ_t = (a^1_{0:t−1}, z^2_{0:t−1}, i_t), where i_t(z^1_{0:t}, a^2_{0:t−1}) = P r(z^1_{0:t}, a^2_{0:t−1}|a^1_{0:t−1}, z^2_{0:t−1}, π̂_{0:t−1}).

The actions are defined as joint decision rules, where each action is a pair of mappings (π^1_t , π^2_t ) from local histories and actions of the original two-player game to the actions’ probabilities, with π^1_t ∈ ((Z^1)^t × (A^1)^{t−1} × A^1 → [0, 1]) and π^2_t ∈ (Z^2)^t × (A^2)^{t−1} × A^2 → [0, 1]).

The policy π̂ maps information states to decision rules. For now we consider time dependent stochastic policies to be as general as possible.

The transition function T̂ (ŝ_t, ŝ_{t+1}, π_t) ∈ [0, 1] is defined as the probability of transitioning from the current occupancy state to another given the current joint decision rule, where the formulas are given in Appendix B.A. Lastly, the reward function is

R̂(ŝ_t, π_t) = ∑ s_t ∈S ∑ z^1_{0:t−1}∈(Z^1 )^t,a^2_{0:t−1} ∈(A^2)^t

P r(z^1_{0:t}, a^2_{0:t−1}|s̃_t)

[π^1_t ((z^1_{0:t}, a^1_{0:t−1}), 0)π^2_t (({z^2_{0:t−1}, ϵ}, a^2_{0:t−1}), s_t) + π^1_t ((z^1_{0:t}, a^1_{0:t−1}), 1) ( π^2_t (({z^2_{0:t−1}, s_t}, a^2_{0:t−1}), s_t) − λ ) ] (7)

Problem 1 can be rewritten using this MDP as

maximize π̂∈Π̂ E_{∼b0 ,T̂,π̂} [ lim_{T →∞} 1 T ∞∑ t=0 R̂(ŝ_t, π̂_t(ŝ_t)) ] (8) where Π̂ is the set of information state dependent time dependent policies. We observe that the reward function is only dependent on the components of the information state (other than the current Markov state) through the decision rule, which is a decision variable. The transition of the distribution over underlying states is given by P r(z^1_{t+1}|i_{t+1}, π_t, a^1_{0:t}, z^2_{0:t}) ∝ ∑ z^1_t P (z 1 t , z^1_{t+1})P r(z^1_t |i_t)P r(z^2_t |z^1_t , a^1_t ) ∑ z^1_{t−1} π 1 t ((z^1_{0:t}, a^1_{0:t−1}), a^1_t ), as shown in Appendix B.B. Thus it is only dependent on the distribution over underlying states in the previous step (P r(z^1_t |i_t)), the common information (z^2_{0:t}, a^1_{0:t}) and the last decision rule (π^t). This means that we can obtain the same value of J* by utilizing just the distribution over underlying Markov states as an information state, which we refer to as the belief. We can then form a MDP where the state at time t is the belief s̃_t = P r(s_t|ŝ_t), the action is defined as a decision rule mapping from states to sensor actions for player 1 and as simple action for player 2. The following Lemma is used to simplify this further,

Lemma 1: Given a transmission policy π^1, the optimal action of the monitor is the state corresponding to the highest belief, i.e. a^{2∗}_t = arg max_{a∈A}2 P r(a = s_t|z^2_{0:t}, π^1, P ), where z^2_{0:t} is the observation history of the monitor.

Proof: The proof is given in Appendix B.C.

We note that the actions of the monitor do not affect the transitions of the belief state and as of Lemma 1, the optimal monitor action corresponds to the highest post-transmission belief b^′_t ∝ b_t ∘ (1 − ã^1_t ) where ã^1_t is the sensor’s decision rule at time t. As the actions of the monitor are fully defined by the state and actions of this MDP, we can model the monitor as part of the environment, simplifying the MDP further and forming M̃.

Lastly, we need to show that we can limit ourselves to deterministic Markovian policies without loss of optimality. The feasibility of finding an optimal solution requires that there exists an optimal solution that is Markovian (stationary and dependent on the MDP’s state). This is the case, as in an infinite horizon average reward MDP problem, there always exists a randomized Markovian policy (a stationary policy that’s a function of the Markov state) that matches the value of the best history dependent policy [24]. We can then limit ourselves to stationary Markov policies without loss of optimality. Furthermore, M̃ is unichain, i.e. the Markov chain that forms with any deterministic stationary policy contains a single recurrent class and some transient states, assuming the Markov chain at the source is communicating. If this is not the case, once the system enters a recurrent class we can view this as a system with a smaller communicating Markov chain at the source, thus we still have a deterministic policy. As a result we can solve the problem approximately using RVI Q-learning [25], which we adapted to deal with the continuous state space by using a neural network as in Deep Q-learning [26]. The original tabular representation of RVI Q-learning converges to the global optimum asymptotically in finite-state settings. In reality, for communication rates > 0, at execution the MDP M̃ visits a finite set of beliefs, however during the learning process this set is not known and we have to rely on generalization to unseen states.

A. Derivation of information state update

The probability of the sensor’s action history in step t + 1 being a^1_{0:t}, given that the current information state ŝ_t and the current history dependent joint decision rule π_t is

P r(a^1_{0:t}|ŝ_t, π_t) = ∑ z^1_{0:t} ,a^1_{0:t−1}

P r(z^1_{0:t}, a^1_{0:t−1}|ŝ_t)π^1_t ((z^1_{0:t}, a^1_{0:t−1}), a^1_t ).

The probability of the monitor’s observation history in step t + 1 being z^2_{0:t}, given that the current information state ŝ_t and the current history dependent joint decision rule π_t is

P r(z^2_{0:t}|ŝ_t, π_t) = ∑ z^1_{0:t},z^2_{0:t−1} ,a^1_{0:t−1}

P r(z^1_{0:t}, z^2_{0:t−1}, a^1_{0:t−1}|ŝ_t)π^1_t ((z^1_{0:t}, a^1_{0:t−1}), 1(z^2_t ≠ ϵ)).

i_{t+1} can be defined recursively as a deterministic function of i_t, a^1_{0:t}, z^2_{0:t} and the current joint decision rule π_t

i_{t+1}(z^1_{0:t+1}, a^2_{0:t}) ∝ P r(z^1_{0:t+1}, a^2_{0:t}|z^1_{0:t}, a^1_{0:t}, z^2_{0:t}, a^2_{0:t−1}, π_t)i_t(z^1_{0:t}, a^2_{0:t−1})P r(a^1_t , z^2_t |z^1_{0:t}, z^2_{0:t−1}, a^1_{0:t−1}, a^2_{0:t−1}) = P r(z^1_{t+1}|z^1_{0:t}, a^1_{0:t}, z^2_{0:t}, a^2_{0:t−1}, π_t)P r(a^2_t |z^1_{0:t+1}, a^1_{0:t}, z^2_{0:t}, a^2_{0:t−1}, π_t)i_t(z^1_{0:t}, a^2_{0:t−1})P r(a^1_t , z^2_t |z^1_{0:t}, z^2_{0:t−1}, a^1_{0:t−1}, a^2_{0:t−1}) = P (z^1_t |z^1_{t+1})π^2_t ((z^2_{0:t}, a^2_{0:t−1}), a^2_t )i_t(z^1_{0:t}, a^2_{0:t−1})π^1_t ((z^1_{0:t}, a^1_{0:t−1}), a^1_t )[a^1_t 1(z^1_t = z^2_t ) + (1 − a^1_t )1(z^2_t = ϵ)],

where the first line is a simplified application of Bayes rule. The combination of these formulas fully specifies the state transitions of M̂.

B. Derivation of belief transition

The following equations show that at time step t + 1 the belief P r(z^1_{t+1}|i_{t+1}, π_t, a^1_{0:t}, z^2_{0:t}) can be written as a function of the previous belief P r(z^1_t |i_t) and it’s only dependent on z^2_{0:t−1}, a^1_{0:t−1} through the decision rule

P r(z^1_{t+1}|i_{t+1}, π_t, a^1_{0:t}, z^2_{0:t}) ∝ ∑ z^1_{0:t},a^2_{0:t−1}

P r(z^1_{t+1}|z^1_{0:t}, a^1_{0:t}, z^2_{0:t}, a^2_{0:t−1}, π_t)i_t(z^1_{0:t}, a^2_{0:t−1})P r(a^1_t , z^2_t |z^1_{0:t}, z^2_{0:t−1}, a^1_{0:t−1}, a^2_{0:t−1}, π_t) = ∑ z^1_{0:t}

P (z^1_t , z^1_{t+1})P r(a^1_t , z^2_t |z^1_{0:t}, z^2_{0:t−1}, a^1_{0:t−1}, π_t) ∑ a^2_{0:t−1}

i_t(z^1_{0:t}, a^2_{0:t−1}) = ∑ z^1_{0:t}

P (z^1_t , z^1_{t+1})P r(a^1_t , z^2_t |z^1_{0:t}, z^2_{0:t−1}, a^1_{0:t−1}, π_t)P r(z^1_{0:t}|i_t) = ∑ z^1_{0:t}

P (z^1_t , z^1_{t+1})P r(z^1_t |i_t)π^1_t ((z^1_{0:t}, a^1_{0:t−1}), a^1_t )P r(z^2_t |z^1_t , a^1_t ) = ∑ z^1_t

P (z^1_t , z^1_{t+1})P r(z^1_t |i_t)P r(z^2_t |z^1_t , a^1_t ) ∑ z^1_{t−1} π^1_t ((z^1_{0:t}, a^1_{0:t−1}), a^1_t ).

C. Derivation of monitor’s best actions

By construction, the Markov source’s transitions are unaffected by the behavior of the two players, P r(s_{t+1} = s^′|s_t = s, a^1_t = a^1, a^2_t = a^2) = P r(s_{t+1} = s^′|s_t = s). The sensor does not observe the actions of the monitor, so these can’t affect its future behavior. As the monitor receives no feedback on its actions, these can’t affect its future behavior either. The monitor actions thus only affect the immediate rewards of the system. Thus the objective of Problem 1 can be maximized by maximizing immediate rewards at each time step. The monitor action does not affect c_t thus it must maximize r_t = 1(s_t = a^2_t ), giving that the optimal action is the state with maximum monitor belief at time t following the transmission slot.

APPENDIX C:

PROOF OF THEOREM 3 Proof: We want to find the joint policy with perfect reconstruction, that minimizes the average number of communication packages sent over the long term. This can be formulated as

Problem 3: minimize π∈Π E_{∼b0 ,P,π}[c_t|π] subject to E_{∼b0,P,π}[r_t|π] = 1 (9)

where Π is the set of joint history-dependent stochastic policies for players 1 and 2, for optimality. In section 5, we showed that the estimation policy does not affect the communication costs as the monitor actions occur after the transmission slot at each time-step and they do not affect the evolution of the system. Problem 3 can be thus be simplified as finding the transmission policy that minimizes communication costs among those policies allowing perfect reconstruction when combined with some estimation policy. We also showed that the estimation policy that estimates the state with the highest belief maximizes the rewards given a fixed transmission policy. If it is possible to achieve average perfect reconstruction with a given transmission policy, it must be possible to do so with the maximum belief based estimation policy, as it maximizes the rewards, which proves that the maximum belief estimation policy is optimal for Problem 3.

We now need to find the transmission policy that minimizes costs while achieving perfect reconstruction when combined with the arg max b estimation policy. The perfect reconstruction constraint requires that the immediate reward in every sensor and monitor state with visitation probability > 1 be equal to 1. A sufficient condition is then to set the policy so that the reward is deterministically 1 in every state of the system, as the policy in states that are never visited does not have any effect on the performance. To achieve this, the sensor must send a message whenever the absence of a message would mean that the monitor would estimate the wrong state. As the policy of the monitor is π^2(b^′) = arg max_i b^′_i, where b^′ is the post-transmission belief, the sensor must transmit for all s s.t. s ≠ arg max_i b_i, where x is the sensor state, which includes the current state s. This means that we can only not transmit in one source state, given a fixed belief, as if we did otherwise, the monitor would not know with certainty in which one of the passive states we are. Let the passive set of a belief be the set of states for which no transmission occurs in that belief. Knowing that we have a passive set X_p of size 0 or 1, we can then write the optimal Bellman equation where we use the results from section 5 and we let the state be the belief:

We now need to find the transmission policy that minimizes costs while achieving perfect reconstruction when combined with the arg max b estimation policy. The perfect reconstruction constraint requires that the immediate reward in every sensor and monitor state with visitation probability > 1 be equal to 1. A sufficient condition is then to set the policy so that the reward is deterministically 1 in every state of the system, as the policy in states that are never visited does not have any effect on the performance. To achieve this, the sensor must send a message whenever the absence of a message would mean that the monitor would estimate the wrong state. As the monitor must always guess correctly even if it receives no message, there must be at most one state for each belief, for which no message is sent, to avoid ambiguity. If this were not the case, the receiver would not have certainty of the current state when no message is received. Additionally, there is no advantage in transmitting for all Markov states, given a fixed belief, as it conveys no extra information but incurs extra cost.

We proved that the monitor policy must be the arg max policy and that for a certain belief, we must have one source state in which the sensor does not transmit, while it transmits for all the others. Thus the sensor transmission policy is based on beliefs, agreeing with our findings from Section 5 and we can find the optimal state in which not to send messages for a given belief using the optimal Bellman equation:

V (b) = max_{sa ∈S} b_{sa} (1 + V (P^T e_{sa} )) + ∑ s∈S≠s_a b_s(1 − λ + V (P^T e_s)) = max_{sa ∈S} b_{sa} + ∑ s∈S≠s_a b_s(1 − λ) + ∑ s∈S b_sV (P^T e_s) (10)

where s_a is the state where no transmission occurs. This choice does not affect the future time-steps and it is sufficient to minimize immediate costs. It is clear that s_a should be the state corresponding to the highest belief value, which proves that our heuristic algorithm gives the optimal transmission and estimation policies for perfect reconstruction.