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Abstract

The Weapon-Target Assignment(WTA) problem can be formulated as an optimization problem that minimize the

threat of targets. Existing methods consider the trade-off between optimality and execution time to meet the

various mission objectives. We propose a multi-agent reinforcement learning algorithm for WTA based on mean

field game to solve the problem in real-time with nearly optimal accuracy. Mean field game is a recent method

introduced to relieve the curse of dimensionality in multi-agent learning algorithm. In addition, previous

reinforcement learning models for WTA generally do not consider weapon interference, which may be critical in

real world operations. Therefore, we modify the reward function to discourage the crossing of weapon trajectories.

The feasibility of the proposed method was verified through simulation of a WTA problem with multiple targets in

realtime and the proposed algorithm can assign the weapons to all targets without crossing trajectories of weapons.

Key Words : Weapon-Target Assignment Problem(¥-7]-%% v &-#)]), Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning("HE] o] ¢]
)]

o

w)

AE 7}3}8H45), Mean Field Game(Hd 2= 7

FEE 987140 WEE Wl F £8 MR & dlok @ Alek 240] 37k u)
w9 47h A% FAelm glow, vl fuden  rlad meld vew Aok
FE 99e AFFANE A $8o) st P B 97 Slel we Ak 2aEn Ao
F71-%4 shd A (Weapon-Target Assignment, WTA)
* Corresponding author, E-mail: mkshin@lics kaist.ac kr = 2% A3t FAY 2R/ F R Wolg ]
Copyright (©) The Korea Institute of Military Science and Technology DL ol Al F&AAQl EA st ol AF

S TALE 7|4 8k8] 2] 4237 Al435(20209 8Y) /337



7 A4

=
-

& oz

o
=

s,

245

O
=

Ae] s

W o oo
20 T
v A o
M e RO
To W
CUNGS
o T
or W |z
o o aoﬂ.vm
TP =0 7
% a3l 7o
N T
il o ™
X o o
2 o
=
n 7
Of ﬂ@l
AJm mr
wor M
T E T
o &
I
o) BH
T o
o n-
X W )
£ K
ST
o nh T
T %
IS
GO =R
i
G
LT
gl
RN
o il
o X =
R o
oo
ol N
1 ﬁi _ni
= .
B
) o
o mo "o

AR

s
o
i)
70
ol
=)

=

X
AR

o

o

X
i

N
e

o e} A%

F7h F7HE

o] 7

o
=

o

o

T
j_n#

~
mH

Fo}. Mouton!'”&-

A
6 ©

A=z g8t 7t

A7} S

O
5

3

at7] <l

a2

3
r
a
=

]
g

aYER o] ojitkst
o

xR

pe
2)
77
H(Mixed Interger Linear Programming, MILP)$} T2

F3hs}
=2 =
1= 0o

A

p
L

Aol A

Wur

glzy 7 Fes

kel
T

jud

gk et

o7 4]

T o)
<R
Ho mo
Rl
TR ol
™R
M %
o |
cwlroy
N M
ey
X
]
0L ‘woﬂ
s
< "
w8
.o
=R
o| of
=
el
Wy "
™ P
E]
o
of-
ﬁo
e
oy
<
1%0
1
—
=
~
53
ak
ﬂro
o
agl~on
© _uﬂ
° N
T oo
~

Sk

]

3T
-3t

71
H]A]
8

g A7
|

=

1
3}
=

L2, o

o) N

g o
—_

K N2

mo w7

W T

Joo°

™o

—

O

TR

il

~N T

e

o))
NS
A
K
il
o
R
o

AR

3] NP <£Alo]7] )

d

7

o]
o mt A

A=
7}

=
R

A 9 MILP

S

AT

o] 5ol o] H E(Multi-Agent) %3}

e e W

Z]
S|

3}
=]

=
o

o #A|S] AHglo]

171 olgiet. wEt

S

48

e

= Agle] A%E 284717 9

o]
PR

]
S|
S

& Al
A

B
=

7]

—_

&

on

il
al7}
™
ﬂ

o]

A7k Qe S, et

= o
LA

do 9

|
M @u

P
o}

)
o

1

I} FAl

3}
=

i A

A7} o] Ao

S
=

o ZE 7HA

o)
~

_Ev

XA

ofefjel gol ul

W uh glep,

=
T

i3

H1 9

el Aol &g5=

o
o

;OE
el

Njm

ol

Ar

a1,

M

1

E 0,.,(m)

(1=p(t.w))”

w=1

R
Uo(t)* H

—

5 I
Il

minJ

o
= Al

o

m_#.a oo

o pe
e
< —
LHE, M
Ca
5
oF
T
B+
E_——
N
NS A
iy
< ¥
=~
N ay
oo
ISt
="
~
T N
oF
7o
= o
— N
0
O oF
TR
= Mo
al SR
o)) 3
My o
L —
20
~
T %
¥ o
O, _,&e
B o)
X e
o
U .
T2
BT T
o ® o
< E W

W 8

(2020

Z
il

1 A4

SH3)#] A|23

=A<

338/



sto] AdAs) ok

u,n,t(m) = 17 YweE WmEMU (2-3)

[
}ﬂ%

Y

we Wm

Y 6,,(m) <1, vteT
eM,

(2-b)

ifew,f,(m) = 1
then Tw(m) eTw,

(20
VteET,VweE W,meM,

Jw?

Tw(mZ) _Tu,'(ml) = Td
YweE Wymym,E M, m; < m,

2 2b)E EF
Aok Ak =4
Egke] kAL
TW) W= A
=8 At =
AL A7 24
F18g ZA A
IS 7] SElA e A4SE p
o &} Fig. 12 Danielo]
Atdle] Aol A 7S fleke] ofxto] WAL
= ARREIE o AkEER) 2 IYeE
2 s g geloth Q8% gl o]
7 fegt A4 e wakEs xgske A
1§ A 4= dom o= AHA W
Ast a4x2 Zg3 5 drh
o] [A T Azl F
s 183 pltw)
gug B AqloM= HE uxb
slsl5s B3le] s Astauxt

A
YeRH, 2] (2¢)
12 7,(m)& A FZH(Time Window,

o vhAEe R 4 ()i AR
72 At s Aa

‘

fu

L

)

J

O

r\l
e

o N Er o N
)

Ll

olr

fo

N
2

=3
J

£ N o

H

2

© 0 = 1oy ok
O

A

=
=

s,

[0
—_

N
M

=

ol ot El

to £ b

ol

2
i)

oft

ST
ar

100
x(m)

yim) 200,

Fig. 1. Safe(left) and unsafe(right) assignment

2

o

7N

3. O|EX uliZ

b b

7t | gk ol g HHst EAle
7 I} (Markov Decision Process, MDP). 2.2
HA AAS 37 SJallM BE Ao FE
o] =

=
§}_ s}

pi
L

2 om

fe e

I~

©)

=
or—

wel Qakg Eol Agshe Aol WA wAs
2o o2 SdsuA QUSE AF AAHoR
& A% Aokl AAHYT. o]

u) %) o}

o]t
R

79

e

S TALE 7|4 8h8] 7] 4237 Al435(20209 8Y) /339



—_
el
ﬁmﬂi&.iﬂm o
zlw%@%ﬁgeﬁ W
N T W T E X AT EWTE T T T
E;odr.:,gurm%@ﬁowo EEWF E\hm@m#ﬁ { &lbloﬁ L
u?%%FAOE}%ATQEQEAoﬂmwiawr o
Hoiq_ol\rnmeﬂ._ _A__\ma _n.moﬂﬁ.lat‘lfﬁl_w,_lomno#éu o T o N o
~ B P WW R Lﬁ%_uﬁ_ 4_1mﬁo_| op = o B X
% o] Koo o™ x o oy W B R g TR T T = X e
Naw %mﬂ__oleﬁEo_Ed@_yel o . Moo N < p T g R
EW aaa;ﬂ%moﬁov%ﬂvﬁ_o Amﬂ%drﬂauﬁmﬂ o M ﬂm %%ﬂ?.ﬂa?]ﬂ%
a ~ B x ) I~ S X, <O I =Y S
oémaVﬂmns.soﬂ'%ime \,x4As %o = = T
irEzs FEogtEiEiioiie; €= 2 TralsEET
Er.m_;oéuuawﬂﬁw_@mﬁwo#ﬂii%a{%&n@imﬁsa ﬂ,m N QWWL,U%MXMEL
R S : G 7 D CRLCS
%mm%g%¢%qmwmg%xwwwmgﬂ 5T L Pkl
%%@wmggzmagﬂqgwmg@%@%q 5e B FEs e, E
Loy S ETE CRCRE qEE L BETE =T = ) L
ﬂ%d:@wm%oﬂmudga%ﬁ#xaz_o%oayo oo T 1Pﬂmagﬂw
Y e By AR M ] wm -5 N S i mm XN 4 s B ook o <
,maxlé oy H;]ﬂdmﬂﬂﬁlﬂoﬂ&li = S 22! %Lliﬂp} ®
B 0 N i or oy o g o S oy T o oy o o 2N o — = o A
%Aﬂizﬂa%@%ﬁﬂﬁ wyggg%yw LB oL o w;am%aww
o~ ﬂ <! rCE R~ alioN o hg ! o Oﬁ H - <O Ex_ —~ ! ~ K o
CLNON @Ji_mﬂﬂﬂu%ﬂ JEH._OL Moy R ;lﬂpu7vn‘_fi1|_ﬂ
SRS A - ,%Nrmﬁwxéﬂ% o ofF W oF B TR o - 0 o 7 =
ol N -~ ~ . .. — 0
o XE¢MEM4ATWLnM‘X|LDT7E .ﬂz .. MgMﬁ”ATWEEL .
TR R P o Ew &5 g R = g A il
L ES T — 58 5 LWl
%H%@ﬂmamoﬁﬂ&1 ) LR I
;ﬂooogagq/o Jlnﬂdﬁzoﬁﬂ N T ogrE A E
q_m.oﬂE WH,A,%]LN”_MO Aﬂ;o‘AoULHm; O#aﬂwﬂ‘.ﬁl
mﬂdomAL;oﬂmuM. d.QuLuE.E muaiﬂolwro my ok AR
o ) ® e = 5 T AL Mo o T w TR _
EUT = " Foulm TS s i A o Ta® g T o N> o
==9 1@1@1}%% 2 N = i o " Ed;.@uNE
o|/ = oy NNy Gl 5 9 o & oor . o — o o na e T X
4 o _ 3 o B o o N S e e X
Aoﬂoﬂmﬂw_%aﬁmﬂ%x7 LT 8 N T =% 3 s o X —~ ﬂwr@;lﬂ
o Am o & = %ﬂ?dré 7 ok T ouE%ﬂ 2 ﬂ_/%ﬁﬂ
T o Ot _ o a Z.o Et AR R EE ”D\ X ny mdﬂ g nal Eo ~ EE [~
WEwQM@%@G MM}%&WM%;@ @W@WQﬂ. : gL o *E
T T o i — K o = ~— o~ «
%M%ﬂ%s%d%@ﬁ&wa%541Wﬂ mx%qﬂ@w S s EE
_,d.ﬂp = eEOdﬂEJﬁ]iuﬁ.i e —= L AATICS T o T ol F
q@.@m)l@vo% %ﬂr%Wq} m@oﬂﬁgé Y s &
{2y o Em o T ooy, B e 2T P 5 X o ) S AR & ok
wLWMﬁam”wqa%aw%%w%g% mmﬁgqnw s HECES
[ thoe TS ey — . ; o " _ ] —
D R RN P TYE CHMNE IR CRE
t on z% g h — lli A.:L Ee[ =0 (Nl] = k) -~ T A #a
e T g 8% e ;ol:f}ilﬂrqsﬁ.gyz S = oy
| T ook = nﬂumuﬂ_olALx W] o 53 =T oy A " o, W
CINN i ﬂi@MOW%%%mgﬂ%@%Mg 2 B o ©
SRR 2P E pEELE y LU ek PR q4- > i = gdx
_— W o "R = ! ol T o~ 03 N T oo 2 = o il
CRER-NE T T Ty ¥ ol Ay e IR T D)
xﬂzfﬂﬁao%&wﬂGiﬂMN mﬂﬂ%ﬂm % 1 MiWWMCF
jrase] 0| — T ~7 7 = = A
P AN TTiEy
") ol o J N = < )
I &
° Y
or Al

W 8

A43(2020

al

Z
il

o814 A23

s

=}

rel

i

BTt AL :ﬂ}_

340/



pi

&

B

o

aLy g

- 03 ° ‘/v;m'ss
—0.04 ¢ \/dy, =02« Ny, if case2
0.05+0.04 » 4/dy; —0.2 ¢ Ny, if case3

if casel

2t
[*]

8

2]
o

)
P
X
Ac)

o

=

o HE & drs
gHog AATR R,

H 11—

ol BE o o]HEd

i

Ot df

ofl |o

f

—Q‘ oM.r

L,
O )

oft fo

=

=
o,
ad
do = ox
o

By

o

o

o

Q

2

o
Jh ot ~ lo,

v}

i

Sy o (M oad ot Mo nd dlo fO ox oft &

F—?ﬂ o
+

32

T Q7] el A
Fei ZHgell SHAI7}
g F A=E FFsh] 4
7 w2 27 AZHEFDT)I BHALEH] A
Bl WA B vy wA Hdl 7k )
Halo] Ho e/|% Easdvr. Eael 33
sh5S SR 2o H83k] dE 3 o 3

How wajre] Aa

=

ST (e}
x4s

=

=

o

E7]—

4

NN R o mo 1o X

17+ Sejele] WAL AR

=

Tk AAS daeFL Algorithm 13 ZTh
Algorithm 19|14 A8 T list9} candidate' = &%

]
&

@ mAel Ads 1AS A osselw,
sep_Tel AA F4& | &G 722 G
= wasiel AgAn 4402 A ofe ¥4
o7 FAHE sep T Havit s HlS 3 &
TS APt 1 ARE res A, A A}
Assignment_pairoll #73E ).

Ao Asleks Holl Ho 6719

Ae vF7] wEell o7 vivke] 4 Ans wE

£
>~

pi

L

o =
rde 3t

pul

oX M

w5 % vU-i4 g9

Folw Shgre] bssEs ML Aasth ol 3
Astr] skl 67 miwkel Al tiaiA mleigl=
£ Ant Agsis 449 4 12 W93
dek mR, EAY A5 mek BAY dolwst @
A7) Wl #AsA S FrhE EAH A5
she} Sk 4wl dpolrk v 2 4 vk webd &
Mol M7l Wers FH dolHE sEHow @
of BT & AES Fo] wiwA S Lo ol
£ gslsilnk. Shas A w= 54 sk 2t
o A5E #EHoR A% T 14 0 ANE
23 oY A=E 10008 Sl ofoh &2 W
2102 1000719 Al o5 Akl 100719 d)
oJElE wHEO] Sk skt

Algorithm 1 Divide and Assign

I: procedure DIVIDEANDASSICN(T, W, TW, %)

2 sep T« [

z: T copy« T,

4: while not empty (T _copy) do

5 min_time + MAX INT;

fi: for i € range(T_copy) do

e if min_time > TW/[t][1].EFDT then

8: min_time + TW(t|[1].EFDT;

o: T _list «+ [

10: for i € range(T_copy) do

11: if TW(t,1).EFDT — min_time| < 7% then

12: T _list.append|(i);

13:

14:

for ic T list do
candidate «+ [T_copyli]|;
sep_T.append(candidate);
for i € reversed(T list) do
delete T _copyli];

15:
16

18:
19:
20:
21:
22:

Assignment_pair + [|;

for i< range(|sep T') do
size «+ min(len(sep_Ti],6):
res « Model Load and Assign(sep TI[i][1: size|], W);
Assignment__pair.append(res);

return Assignment__pair
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