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ABSTRACT

We study 2-player concurrent stochastic Biichi games on countable
graphs. Two players, Max and Min, seek respectively to maximize
and minimize the probability of visiting a set of target states infin-
itely often. We show that there always exist ¢-optimal Max strate-
gies that use just a step counter plus 1 bit of public memory. This
upper bound holds for all countable graphs, but it is a new result
even for the special case of finite graphs. The upper bound is tight
in the sense that Max strategies that use just a step counter, or just
finite memory, are not sufficient even on finite game graphs.

The upper bound is a consequence of a slightly stronger new
result: e-optimal Max strategies for the combined Biichi and Tran-
sience objective require just 1 bit of public memory (but cannot
be memoryless). Our proof techniques also yield a closely related
result, that ¢-optimal Max strategies for the Transience objective
alone (which is only meaningful in infinite graphs) can be memo-
ryless.

CCS CONCEPTS

« Theory of computation — Random walks and Markov chains;
» Mathematics of computing — Probability and statistics.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Background. We study 2-player zero-sum concurrent stochastic
games on countable (finite or countably infinite) graphs. ! Intro-
duced by Shapley in his seminal 1953 work [28], and generalized
in [12] and [18] to allow infinite state and action sets and non-
termination, such games play a central role in the solution of many
problems in economics, see [3, 13, 24, 29, 30], evolutionary biology,
e.g., [26], and computer science, see [1, 2, 5-7, 9, 23, 29, 31] among
others.

Here we consider event-based objectives (rather than general
measurable reward functions). The Biichi objective is to visit some

10ur proofs do not carry over to uncountable state spaces. Apart from the usual
issues with measurability in uncountable systems, we also, e.g., partition events into
as many parts as there are states (in our case only countably many) and then rely on
sigma-additivity.
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given subset of the states infinitely often. The Transience objec-
tive is to visit no state infinitely often, i.e., every single state is
visited at most finitely often (if at all). The players, Max and Min,
seek respectively to maximize and minimize the probability of the
objective.

A central result in zero-sum 2-player stochastic games with
finite action sets is the existence of a value for the large class of
Borel measurable objectives [19, 21]. That is, for Borel measurable
functions f on plays,

sup inf f = value = inf sup f

Max Min in Max
over Max and Min strategies. This holds even under the weaker
assumption that one player has countable action sets and the other
plays has finite action sets [21][11, Theorem 11]. Throughout this
paper we assume that Max has countable action sets and Min has
finite action sets. (While the reverse case also has value, our results
do not hold for it; see below.)

The amount/type of memory and randomization required for
a good (e-optimal, resp. optimal) strategy for a given player and
objective is also called the strategy complexity.

Optimal Max strategies for Biichi objectives do not exist in gen-
eral, not even for the simpler reachability objective in finite-state
concurrent games [10]. However, in finite-state concurrent Biichi
games, if every state admits an optimal Max strategy then Max
also has a memoryless strategy that is optimal from all states [5,
Proposition 17]. Optimal Max strategies for Transience do not ex-
ist even in countable Markov decision processes (MDPs) [16], and
Transience trivially never holds in finite-state MDPs/games. Thus
we consider the strategy complexity of e-optimal strategies.

Our contribution. We show (Theorem 3.1) that e-optimal Max strate-
gies for the Biichi objective in countable concurrent stochastic
games require just a step counter plus 1 bit of public memory.
This is a new result even for the subclass of finite-state concurrent
stochastic games with finitely many actions, where the strategy
complexity of Biichi objectives had also been open. (About the
strategy complexity for the opposing Min player see Section 7.)
The step counter plus 1 bit upper bound on the strategy com-
plexity of e-optimal Max strategies is tight, even for finite-state
concurrent Buchi games. In the “Bad Match” game [20, Example
13.7], neither finite-memory strategies nor Markov strategies (i.e.,
strategies that use just a step counter) can be ¢-optimal for Max
for any ¢ < 1; see Section 4. (The fact that finite-memory Max
strategies are insufficient in finite-state concurrent Biichi games
was mentioned (without proof) in [8], who considered a different
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counterexample, namely a repeated version of the classic “Snow-
ball game” (aka Hide-or-Run game) of Kumar and Shiau [18].) In
the special case of finite-state turn-based Biichi games, the strategy
complexity is lower, because both players have optimal memoryless
deterministic strategies. For countable MDPs, different counterex-
amples show that neither finite-memory strategies nor Markov
strategies can be e-optimal for Max for the Biichi objective [14].

Our upper bound (Theorem 3.1) is a consequence of a stronger
new result (Theorem 3.2) on the strategy complexity of the com-
bined Biichi and Transience objective in countable concurrent sto-
chastic games with finite Min action sets: e-optimal Max strategies
require just 1 bit of (public) memory. This upper bound is tight,
even for acyclic countable MDPs, in the sense that memoryless
Max strategies do not suffice [14]. (Note that plays can only satisfy
this combined objective if the target set of the Biichi objective is
infinite). The stronger result on the combined Biichi and Transience
objective implies the result on the Biichi objective above as follows.
We can apply the stronger result to a new derived acyclic game
where the step counter is encoded into the states (and thus Tran-
sience always holds), and carry the obtained 1-bit Max strategy
back to the original game as a step counter plus 1 bit strategy; see
Appendix B.

Our upper bound on the strategy complexity of the combined
Biichi and Transience objective in countable concurrent stochastic
games generalizes a corresponding result for countable MDPs [16,
Lemma 4]. Similarly to [16], 1 bit of public memory is used to
switch between two modes. Roughly speaking, one mode aims to
visit the target set in the short term while the other mode records
that this short-term goal has been attained. However, the proof
techniques for stochastic games are very different from those used
for MDPs. Unlike in MDPs, Max cannot statically plan ahead which
states in the Biichi target set will be visited within a given time
horizon with high probability, because of the influence of Min’s
decisions. Similarly, for transience, Max cannot statically plan that
certain states are very unlikely to be visited again after a given time
horizon. Again it may depend on Min’s decisions whether certain
states are (re-)visited arbitrarily late in the game. Therefore, our
construction of the Max strategy is based on a different principle.
It proceeds state by state (based on an enumeration of the states),
rather than phase by phase as was done for MDPs in [16].

Our third result (Theorem 3.3) concerns the strategy complexity
of the Transience objective alone (which is only meaningful in
infinite-state games). There always exist memoryless e-optimal
Max strategies for Transience in countable concurrent stochastic
games. This generalizes a corresponding result for countable MDPs
[16, Theorem 8]. However, unlike for MDPs, these strategies cannot
be deterministic in concurrent games, i.e., they need to randomize.

Finally, our upper bounds do not carry over to countable sto-
chastic games with countable Min action sets. Even for the simpler
reachability objective, there is a counterexample where Max strate-
gies that just use a step counter plus finite (private) memory are
not e-optimal for any ¢ < 1. In fact, the counterexample is a count-
ably infinite-state turn-based stochastic reachability game with
countably infinite Min branching and finite Max branching [17].
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2 PRELIMINARIES

A probability distribution over a countable set S is a function « :
S — [0, 1] with Y ;g a(s) = 1. The support of « is the set {s € S |
a(s) > 0}. We write D(S) for the set of all probability distributions
over S.

Stochastic Games. We study stochastic games between two players,
Max and Min. A (concurrent) game G is played on a countable set of
states S. For each state s € S there are non-empty countable action
sets A(s) and B(s) for Max and Min, respectively. A mixed action
for Max (resp. Min) in state s is a distribution over A(s) (resp. B(s)).

Let A S Uses A(s) and BE (g B(s).

LetZ & {(s,a,b) | s €S, a € A(s), b € B(s)}. For every triple
(s,a,b) € Z there is a distribution p(s, a,b) € D(S) over successor
states. We call a state s € S a sink state if p(s,a,b)(s) = 1 for all
a € A(s) and b € B(s). We extend the transition function p to mixed

actions a € D(A(s)) and f € D(B(s)) by letting

plsaf) £ 3 > a(@pb)p(s.ab),

acA(s) beB(s)

which is a distribution over S. Let sop € S be an initial state; a play
from sy is an infinite sequence in Z“ where the first triple contains
so. Starting from sp, the game is played in steps {0, 1,2, ... }, where
at every step n € N, the play is in some state s,. At step n, Max
and Min independently and simultaneously choose mixed actions
an € D(A(sp)) and B, € D(B(sp)). Then two actions a, € A and
by € B are sampled according to a, and i, respectively, a state
sn+1 € S is chosen according to p(sp, an, by), before both players
are informed of the outcomes ap, by, sp+1 and the next step starts
from sp41. The game is called turn-based if every p(s, a, b) either
solely depends on (s, a) or solely on (s, b) and thus, for every state
s, only the action of one player matters.

Strategies. We write H, for the set of histories at step n € N,
which is defined as H & S and H, Y znyStoralln > 0.
The set of all histories is H & Unen Hn. For each history h =
(s0, a0, bo) -+ - (Sn—1, an—1,bn—1)sn € Hp, letsy, ] sp denote its final
state. Define the length of h by |h| £ n. For any history h’ start-
ing in state sy, we write hh’ for the concatenation of the histories
(s0, a0, bo) - -+ (Sp-1, @n-1,bp-1)h".

A strategy for Max is a function ¢ that to each history h € H
assigns a mixed action o(h) € D(A(sy)). It is called deterministic if
o(h) is a Dirac distribution for every history h. Mixed actions and
strategies for Min are defined analogously. We write ¥ and II for
the sets of strategies for Max and Min, respectively.

Probability Measures and Optimality. An initial state sy and a pair
of strategies o, 7 for Max and Min induce a probability measure
where the events, also called objectives here, are measurable sets of
plays (see e.g. [11]). We write Pg g, o, (E) for the probability of the
event E starting from sg. It is initially defined for the cylinder sets
generated by the histories and then extended to the sigma-algebra
by Carathéodory’s unique extension theorem [4]. Given some Borel
measurable reward function v on plays, we will write Eg 5, 5, for
the expectation w.rt. Pg g 5» and v. We may drop G from the
subscript when it is understood. For a game G and objective E fixed,
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the lower value and upper value of a state sy are defined as

vallg,E(so) “ sup ;161% PG soon(E) and
o€X
vang,E(so) o 71[r€1% il;}z): PG 50,07 (E)-

The inequality valy, ;(so) < vall, ;(s) holds by definition. If

vallg’E(so) = vang,E(so), then this quantity is called the value of
s0, denoted by valg g(so). For all Borel objectives, the value exists
if all action sets are finite, and even if, for all states s, we have
that A(s) is finite or B(s) is finite [21][11, Theorem 11]. We always
assume the latter, so that val g g(so) exists.

For ¢ > 0, a Max strategy o is called ¢-optimal from sq if for
all Min strategies 7 we have Pg s »(E) > valgp(so) —e. It
is called multiplicatively e-optimal if it satisfies Pg g 5., (E) =
valg g(s0)(1 = ¢). Clearly, o is e-optimal if it is multiplicatively
e-optimal. A 0-optimal strategy is also called optimal.

Objectives. Given a set T C S of target states, the reachability
objective Reach(T) is the set of plays that visit T at least once,
ie., s € T holds for some history h that is a prefix of the play.
The objective Reachr (T) additionally requires that all states in h
before the visit to T are in L. The dual safety objective Avoid(T) =
Z® \ Reach(T) consists of the plays that never visit T. We are
mainly interested in Biichi objectives Bu(T) that consist of all those
plays that visit the set of target states T C S infinitely often. (If the
set T is infinite then some plays that satisfy Bu(T) might not visit
any particular state in T infinitely often.) Whenever possible, we
will assume a fixed target set T and simply write Reach, Avoid and
Bu for these objectives. The transience objective Tr contains those
plays in which every state of the game is eventually avoided. That
is, a play (so, a0, bo) (s1,a1,b1) -+ € Z¥ is in Tr if for every s € S
there exist ng so that s # s; for i > ng. The transient Biichi objective
is TB < Tr N Bu. Clearly, TB can only be met if T is infinite.

Strategy Classes. We formalize the amount of memory needed to
implement strategies. A Max (analogously Min) strategy is based on
a set M of memory modes if it can be described by an initial mode
mo € M and a pair of functions

Cact : M xS — D(A) and
Oup :SXMXAXBXS— D(M),

selecting mixed actions and updating the memory mode, respec-
tively. For any history h = (s, ao, bo) - - - (Sn—1, dn—1,bn—1)sn € Hp,
o(h) = ogct (mp, sp) and mp4q is drawn randomly according to the
distribution oy,p (sn, Mn, an, bu, sp+1). For M-based strategy o and
m € M we will write o[m] to denote the strategy with o,4c; and
oup as in o but with initial mode mo = m.

A memory-based strategy is public if at each step of the game,
its current memory mode is known to the opponent, and private
otherwise. Note that if all memory updates oy (.) are Dirac then o
is public, since the opponent can keep track of its memory.

A strategy o is memoryless if it is based on a singleton set M, i.e.,
o(h) = o(K") for any two histories h, i’ with s, = sp. A strategy is
1-bit if it is based on M = {0, 1}. A step counter is a special case of
infinite memory in the form of a discrete clock (by default starting
as 0) that gets incremented by 1 at every step, independently of

the actions of the players. Strategies that use just a step counter
are also called Markov strategies. A strategy o is 1-bit Markov if it
is based on a step counter and two extra memory modes. That is,
M = Nx{0, 1} and at any step n the update function o, guarantees
that the mode my, is in {n} x {0, 1}.

3 THE MAIN RESULTS

Our results concern the memory requirement of Max strategies for
the Biichi (Bu), Transience (Tr) and Transient Biichi (TB) objectives
in concurrent games.

Throughout the paper, G refers to a concurrent 2-player game
with a countable state space S, where Max has countable action
sets and Min has finite action sets.

THEOREM 3.1. Let G be a game with Biichi objective and ¢ > 0.
Max has a 1-bit Markov strategy o such that
(1) o[0] is multiplicatively e-optimal from every state, * and
(2) all memory updates oyp(-) are Dirac (hence the memory is
public)
Moreover, if G is turn-based then there exists such a strategy that is
deterministic.

The 1-bit Markov upper bound for the Biichi objective of The-
orem 3.1 is a new result even for the special case of finite-state
concurrent Biichi games. Moreover, this upper bound is tight in the
sense that Markov strategies or finite-memory strategies are not
sufficient, neither for finite-state concurrent games [20, Example
13.7], [8] nor for countable MDPs [14]. We re-visit some of these
lower bounds in Section 4 where we discuss in detail the example of
the “Bad Match”, in a slightly adapted formulation as a finite-state
concurrent Biichi game.

Our strongest result is that for transient Biichi objectives: Max
has public 1-bit strategies that are uniformly e-optimal (i.e., e-
optimal from every state).

THEOREM 3.2. Let G be a game with TB objective and € > 0. Max
has a 1-bit strategy o so that
(1) o[0] is multiplicatively e-optimal from every state, and
(2) all memory updates oyp(-) are Dirac (hence the memory is
public).
Moreover, if G is turn-based then there exists such a strategy that is
deterministic.

This implies Theorem 3.1. Indeed, following [16], for any game
G on S we can consider the game on the product S X N in which
the second component acts as the step counter. The resulting game
G’ is acyclic and therefore all plays are transient. By applying
Theorem 3.2 to G’, we obtain an &-optimal 1-bit Max strategy,
which can be carried back to G as a 1-bit Markov strategy. See
Lemma B.1 in Appendix B for more details.

Our third main contribution is that in games with Transience
objectives, Max has memoryless strategies that are uniformly -
optimal.

Recall that o[0] means that the 1-bit memory is initially set to 0. In contrast, the
initial value of the step counter does not matter. The strategy is multiplicatively e-
optimal from every state, regardless of the initial value of the step counter, and thus in
particular in the default case where the step counter is initially 0.
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Figure 1: The Bad Match. Max and Min actions, where they in-
fluence the motion, are depicted in blue and red, respectively.
The objective is Bu({w, s}). No Markov or finite-memory strat-
egy for Max is ¢-optimal from d, for any ¢ < 1.

THEOREM 3.3. Let G be a game with Tr objective and e > 0. Max
has a memoryless strategy that is multiplicatively e-optimal from
every state.

Moreover, if G is turn-based then there exists such a strategy that
is deterministic.

The technique we use to prove this result is similar to, but simpler
than the one used for Theorem 3.2. We therefore first focus on
transience games in Section 5.

4 LOWER BOUNDS

The game depicted in Figure 1 is called the “Bad Match”. It was
originally discussed with an expected lim sup objective with state-
based rewards in {—1,0,1} [20, 32]. Here we slightly adapt its
presentation as a concurrent Biichi game. There are action sets
A = B ={0,1} and the objective is Bu with target states {s, w}. The
initial state is d. The transition distributions are Dirac and satisfy
p(d L 1)(w) = p(d, 1,0)(1) = p(d,0,1)(¢) = p(d 0,0)(s) = 1; the
motion from states w, [, s, t follows the unique depicted edge under
all actions. Intuitively, w and / are winning and losing sinks respec-
tively, whereas s and t represent a temporary win and loss for Max,
respectively.

In this game, all states except [ have value 1 by [20, Lemma 13.8];
see also Proposition 4.4 below. In the following we consider the
strategy complexity of the Bad Match from Max’s point of view.
First, Max does not have any optimal strategy from d, but only
e-optimal strategies.

PROPOSITION 4.1. In the Bad Match, Max does not have any opti-
mal strategy from state d.

Proor. Either Max always plays action 0, in which case Min can
win by always playing action 1. Or, otherwise, there exists some
finite history h in which Max always plays action 0, after which
Max plays action 1 with positive probability § > 0 for the first time.
Then Min can make Max’s attainment < 1 — § < 1 by first playing
according to h, and then playing action 0. O
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The following two propositions state lower bounds for the com-
plexity of Max strategies: neither finite-memory strategies nor
Markov strategies for Max are e-optimal.

PROPOSITION 4.2. Every finite-memory Max strategy o in the Bad
Match is worthless: inf e PG 4, 6,7 (Bu) = 0.

PRrROOF. Let o be a Max strategy based on some finite memory
set M, and fix an ¢ > 0. We show that Min can win with probability
1 - ¢, ie, that there is a Min strategy 7 so that Pg 4 5 »(Bu) < &.

Choose ¢€1,e2 > 0 with ¢ = £1 + &5 and first consider the Min
strategy, 71, which in each step plays action 1 with probability &
and action 0 with probability 1—¢;. Then ¢ and 7; induce a Markov
chain with finite state space S X M. Since 71 plays both actions
with constant nonzero probabilities, all states (x, m) in a bottom
strongly-connected component (BSCC) of this Markov chain must
satisfy one of the following properties. Either x € {w, [} or m is
a Max memory mode from which Max can never play action 1 in
the future. By standard properties of finite-state Markov chains,
there is a number K such that, independently of the start state,
the probability of having entered a bottom strongly-connected
component (BSCC) in the first K steps is at least 1 — ¢3. In particular,
K depends only on the induced Markov chain, and thus only on G
and the strategies o and 1. Now we define Min’s counter-strategy
7, that depends on K and thus on ¢. The Min strategy = plays like
1 in the first K steps and action 1 always thereafter.

Consider the strategies o and 7. The probability that within K
steps the permanently winning state w is reached is at most ¢1; this
follows from the definition of 7. The probability that within K
steps the finite-state Markov chain has not yet reached a BSCC is
at most ¢;. It follows that the probability that within K steps Max
has permanently lost or reaches a memory mode from where he
will never play action 1 is at least 1 — &y — &2 = 1 — &. Thus, Min
wins with probability at least 1 — ¢. O

Notice that Proposition 4.2 even holds for all private finite-
memory Max strategies.

We repeat an argument of [20, Lemma 13.9], that similarly, all
Markov strategies are worthless for Max.

PROPOSITION 4.3. Every Markov strategy o for Max in the Bad
Match is worthless: inf e P g 4 6,7 (Bu) = 0.

ProOF. Let o be a Markov strategy for Max and for any step
n > 0, let r, be the probability with which o chooses action 1 at
step 2n (in state d). There are two cases, whether or not the sum of
rn converges or diverges as n goes to co.

Case 3. rn = oo. Then almost surely, there are infinitely
many steps in which Max chooses action 1. If Min’s strategy 7 al-
ways chooses action 0, she guarantees that the game almost surely
reaches the losing sink [. Thus, Pg 4 5 . (Bu) = 0.

Case Z;’:’:O rn < . Let ¢ > 0. Then we can choose K so that
Yook Tn < & In particular, e bounds the probability with which
Max ever plays action 1 after step K. Let & be the Min strategy that
chooses 0 until step K and 1 thereafter. This guarantees that until
step K, the game will surely avoid the winning sink w. If in the
first K steps, Max plays action 1 then the game moves to the losing
sink [ and is won by Min. Otherwise, if the game does not reach [
within the first K steps, then the probability that Max always plays
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0, and the play therefore alternates between non-target states d and
t indefinitely, is at least 1 — . Hence, Pg 4 5., (Bu) < ¢. a

We now show that there exists an e-optimal Max strategy in the
Bad Match that uses just a step counter plus one extra bit of public
memory.

ProPOSITION 4.4. The value of state d in the Bad Match is 1 and
Max has e-optimal 1-bit Markov strategies.

ProoOF. Maitra and Sudderth [20, Lemma 13.8] prove that state
d has value 1 by showing that no Min strategy can enforce a value
strictly below 1 (i.e., the upper value of d is 1) and then appealing
to the determinacy of the game.

We now give an alternative proof by explicitly constructing a
Max strategy o that is e-optimal from d. Afterwards we argue how
o can be modified to give a 1-bit Markov strategy.

First, recall that finite-state concurrent games with reachability
objectives always have memoryless randomized e-optimal strate-
gies [20, Section 7.7]. In particular, in the Bad Match as depicted in
Figure 1, Max has such a strategy to reach the target set {s, w} from
d with probability > 1 — ¢. He can do so by playing action 1 with
probability € and action 0 with probability 1 — ¢. Indeed, consider
this Max strategy and an arbitrary Min strategy. Let E be the event
that Min eventually plays action 0. Conditioned under E, there is
a first time that Min plays action 0. Then either Max has already
played action 1 before, in which case he has already won via state
w, or not, in which case Max plays action 0 with probability 1 — ¢,
so he wins via state s with probability 1 — ¢. Therefore, conditioned
under E, Max wins with probability > 1 — ¢. On the other hand,
conditioned under not-E, Min always plays action 1 and thus Max
wins almost surely by reaching state w. It follows that Max wins
(reaches a state in {s, w}) with probability at least 1 — ¢.

Now consider the following Max strategy o from d for the Biichi
objective. It proceeds in phases 1,2,3,..., separated by visits to
state s (unless state w has been reached). In every phase i, Max
plays an ¢;-optimal strategy towards reaching the set {s, w}. If w
is reached then the play is winning for Max anyway, otherwise
the play returns from s to d and the next phase i + 1 begins. By

choosing &; < 27/, we obtain that the Biichi objective is satisfied
with probability > 1 —e. This strategy o uses infinite memory, since
it needs to keep track of the current phase i (and this cannot be
done with just a step counter by Proposition 4.3).

We construct a Max strategy o’ that is similar to o. It also works
in phases, but each phase i has a pre-determined length I;. In each
phase i, Max plays a memoryless ¢;-optimal strategy towards reach-
ing the target set {s, w}, and the length [; is chosen sufficiently
large such that the probability of reaching the target before the end
of the phase is > 1 — ¢ — ¢] for some sufficiently small ¢] > 0. If w
is reached then the play is winning for Max anyway. Otherwise, for
the rest of the current phase, Max plays conservatively by always
choosing action 0. Then the next phase i+1 begins, etc. By choosing
6= & £ ¢27(#1) e obtain that the Biichi objective is satisfied
with probability > 1 — ¢. The strategy o’ is a 1-bit Markov strategy.
It uses the step counter to determine the current phase, since the
lengths [; are pre-determined, and it uses 1 bit of public memory
to remember whether it has already visited state s in the current
phase and thus needs to play conservatively until the end of this

phase. The 1 bit ensures that o’ loses < ¢; + ¢ = €274 only once in
each phase i, and not multiple times per phase. O

We show, as Theorem 3.1, that such an ¢-optimal 1-bit Markov
strategy for Max always exists, even in countably infinite-state
stochastic Biichi games; see Section 6.

5 TRANSIENCE GAMES

In this section we prove that Max has memoryless strategies that
are uniformly e-optimal for Transience.

THEOREM 3.3. Let G be a game with Tr objective and € > 0. Max
has a memoryless strategy that is multiplicatively e-optimal from
every state.

Moreover, if G is turn-based then there exists such a strategy that
is deterministic.

We now fix a game G with the set S of states and with the
transience objective Tr. From G, we construct a leaky game G|,
described below, where L ¢ S is a fresh losing sink state. Denote by
Avoid(Ll) the event of not visiting L. The goal of the construction
is that, for every memoryless strategy of Max together with any
(general) strategy of Min, the events Tr and Avoid(L) are equal up
to measure zero. The intuition is that it then suffices to construct
strategies in G, that focus on avoiding L, which is conceptually
easier.

Towards this goal, for every state s € S and every Max action a €
A(s), we replace this Max action a by a countably infinite collection
of Max actions a;, for every rational number 7 € (0,1). The Max
action ay leads with probability # (regardless of Min’s action) to L,
and with probability 1-5 behaves like the original Max action g;
see Figure 2 for an illustration of the construction. Hence the set of
Max actions in G, is countably infinite. Below, we show that for
all events E C S“ (note that L ¢ S) and states s, the values of s for
Ein games G and G, are equal. In particular, the equality holds for
the transience objective Tr.

LEMMA 5.1. For all events E C S and all statess € S:

valg g(s) =valg, g(s).

The lemma follows by showing that, for every ¢ > 0, every Max
strategy in G can be converted to a strategy in G, with only an
additional ¢ error. Indeed, consider any Max strategy o in G. We
define o, to play at the history h exactly the same mixed action as
o plays, but with the leakage n = ¢ - 2= (R4 gee Appendix C for
a detailed proof.

As mentioned above, the leaky game G, has the following im-
portant property.

LEMMA 5.2. In G, for all memoryless Max strategies o, all Min
strategies it and states s, the events Tr and Avoid(L) differ only by
a nullset. Formally,

PG, 5.0 ((Tr\ Avoid(L)) U (Avoid(L) \Tr)) =0.

The lemma follows by the strong fairness of probabilistic choices.
Informally speaking, if not Tr then some state is visited infinitely
often, but for every visit to such a state there will be a fixed positive
probability leaking to L (depending only on the state), and thus a
transition to L is eventually taken. See Appendix C for a detailed
proof.
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Figure 2: In the game G, the distribution p(s, a, b) is such that }};cx p(s, a,b)(s;) = 1. In the leaky game G, , for every rational
number ;1 € (0, 1), the probability distribution p, (s, a;, b) is defined such that the support (s, a,b) also includes L. More precisely,

we have p, (s, ay, b)(s;) = (1-n)p(s,a,b)(s;) and py (s, ay, b)(L) = 1.

5.1 Key Technical Lemmas

The following three lemmas, Lemma 5.3-Lemma 5.5, are the main
technical tools, that in Section 5.2 combined with an argument
on a martingale defined on the transience values in G, , prove
Theorem 3.3.

By Lemma 5.1, all states have the same value in transience games
G and G, . By Lemma C.1 in Appendix C, we can carry back -
optimal memoryless strategies in G, to G. Subsequently, it suffices
to prove that Max has memoryless e-optimal strategies in the game
G 1. Below, since we mostly focus on the game G, we may drop
it from the subscripts in values, probabilities and expectations, if
understood from the context.

Fix some start state s) # L in G, . Without restriction, we assume
that L is the only state with value 0 in G, and thus valr.(sp) > 0.
Fix u such that

0 < u < valyr(sp). (1)

For all n > 1, let ¥, be the sigma-algebra generated by the
cylinder sets corresponding to the histories hs € Z* S where h
starts in sy and visits sy at most n — 1 times; note that hs visits sg

an nth time if s = 5o and h visits sp exactly n — 1 times.
Let

1:Z° - {1,2,...} U {0} (2)
denote the random variable that counts the number of visits to sg.

Define a sequence (Xp,),; of random variables by

u ifr>n
Xn = 41 ifr<nandTr 3)

0 ifr <nandnotTr.

Intuitively, the X, encode increasingly strict conditions about the
number of visits to sg. Since 7 > n and (r < n) N Tr are F5-
measurable, the X, are ¥;,-measurable.

Denote by Ret the event to return to the state s, that is, the set
of all plays that start in sp and revisit it at some later step.

LEMMA 5.3. Max has a strategy o such that, for all & € I,
Pso.on(Tr \Ret) + Ps oz (Ret)u > u.

Moreover, if G, is turn-based then there exists such a strategy that is
deterministic.

Proor. Towards a contradiction suppose that for all Max strate-
gies ¢ there is a Min strategy 7 with

Pso.5.7(Tr \Ret) + Py 5 - (Ret)u < u. (4)

Let o be an arbitrary Max strategy. For any history h € H that
ends with a visit to sg, there is a unique strategy, denoted by oy,
whose behavior is exactly like the behavior of ¢ after h; formally,
op(h) = o(hh) for all histories h € H.

By (4), for any history h with s, = so and the unique oy, just
defined, there is s, with

Pso.onm (Tr \ Ret) + Psy o m (Ret) u < u. (5)

Let 7 be the Min strategy that upon every visit to state sp via a
history h plays 7, (until, if it exists, the next visit of sg). Formally,
we define 7 (h h) = 7y, (h) if the history h ends with a visit to sp and
h contains s only at the start.

Consider the probability measure induced by G, under ¢ and r;
and recall that X}, is ,-measurable. We show the following:

Cram 5.3.1. The sequence (Xn),., is a supermartingale with
respect to the filtration (),

sso,a,n(XnH | Fn) < Xn.

The proof of the claim rest on (5). The details are technical and
can be found in Appendix C.

Foralln > 1,theevents 7+ 1 = nand 7+ 1 < n are -
measurable. This implies that 7 + 1 is a stopping time with respect
to the filtration (¥5),,_,, given the convention that co+1 is equal co.
Since |Xy| < 1 for all n, using the optional stopping theorem (OST)
3, we obtain the following

u= Sso,a,n(Xl)
> Esy.0,0 (Xr+1)
2 G0, (Xe+1 | Tr) P07 (Tr)
Since on Tr the random variable 7+ 1 < oo and X;4+1 = 1, we obtain

Esy,0,n(Xr41 | Tr) = 1. By the latter and the argument above, we
get

by OST and Claim 5.3.1

u > Psyox(Tr).
Since the strategy o was chosen arbitrarily, it follows that

u > valrr(so),

3Throughout this paper we use a general version of the optional stopping theorem
(OST) from [22, Proposition IV-5-24, Corollary IV-2-25].
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a contradiction with (1). The following claim concludes the proof
of Lemma 5.3. A proof can be found in Appendix C.

CrLamm 5.3.2. If G, is turn-based, there is a strategy o, as described
in Lemma 5.3, that is deterministic in the first step.

]

Let o be as described in Lemma 5.3. Denote by ¢* the strategy
obtained from ¢ by restarting every time sy is revisited. Formally,
we define

" (hihz) = o(hz) (6)
if the history h; ends with a visit to sy and hy has no visits to sg
(except at the start).

The purpose of the next lemma is to establish the existence of a
good strategy that always takes the same mixed action whenever
the play returns to so. Note that a strategy that is merely e-optimal
in every subgame is not sufficient here, and hence we need the
stronger property of Lemma 5.3 to get the strategy o™ above.

LEMMA 5.4. Ps) 5+ 2 (Tr) > u for all v € I1.

PRrROOF. Let 7 be an arbitrary Min strategy. Consider the proba-
bility measure induced by G, under ¢* and 7.

Cram5.4.1. The sequence (Xn),., is a submartingale with respect
to the filtration (%), ;"
850,0*,7r(Xn+1 | 7';1) > Xn .
Similarly to the proof of Lemma 5.3, in order to use the optional
stopping theorem, observe that 7+ 1 is a stopping time with respect

to the filtration (¥7), ;. This together with the optional stopping
theorem imply that

u = 830,0‘*,71’(X1)
< 8y ot (Xer1)
< Pso,o*,n (Xr+1 * 0)

By definition of the Xj,, see (3), if 7 < co and not Tr then X741 =0
holds. By the above, we note that

by OST and Claim 5.4.1

since 0 < X741 < 1.

u < Pso,a*,n(xr+l * 0)
< Pspotx(T=000rTr)
< Py ot (1= 00) + Py o 7 (Tr) .

By definition of the leaky game G, and the strategy ¢*, there
is § > 0 such that upon every visit of sy the probability of falling
into L in the very next step is at least 8. As a result,

Pso,c‘)'*,n'(T =) =0
holds, implying that u < Pg 5 (Tr), as required. O

Let o be a Max mixed action at sp. Define G, to be a game
similar to G, where Max is only able to play a at sp. We formalize
the definition of G, by introducing the notion of fixing a mixed
action o in G, that is, to obtain a new game identical to G, except
that

(1) the set of Max actions at s is a singleton set {aq }; and

(2) for all Min actions b € B(sp), the transition function of G,
for (sg, ag, b) is exactly the probability distribution defined
byaandbin G, .

The following lemma shows that one can fix a mixed action at
so so that the value of no state drops significantly.

LEMMA 5.5. Let sy € S be a state in G, (hence sy # L) and let
r € (0,1). There is a Max mixed action a at sy such that

valg, 1r(s) = rvalg, 1r(s)

holds for all states s € S. If G, is turn-based, there is such an o that
is Dirac.

Proor. Lets € S be chosen arbitrary. Let

uZ rvalg, 1r(s0) )

ensuring that u < valg, 1r(so) as required in (1). Let o be a strat-
egy satisfying the condition in Lemma 5.3 for this u. From o, we
obtain ¢* as described in (6). Let the mixed action «, a probability
distribution over A(sp), be the action of ¢* at history so. If G, is
turn-based, « is Dirac.

Let x € (0, 1) be chosen arbitrary. We finally define & from ¢*:
Starting in s, this strategy & first plays a strategy o with

il’]%f PQL,S,O'SJT(Tr) 2 X ValQJ_,Tr (s), 8)

and whenever (if at all) the play visits so, it switches to o*.

Let 7 be an arbitrary Min strategy. We redefine the random
variable 7 as given in (2), allowing for the possibility that 7 = 0 to
accommodate plays that never visit sg. For the u in (7), define the
sequence (Xp),~; of random variables as in (3). Define

Xo = rxvalg, 1r(s), )

and let 7 be the sigma-algebra generated by the cylinder set cor-
responding to the history that consists only of the initial state s.
Similar to the X}, being #,-measurable, the random variable X is
also Fy-measurable.

Cram5.5.1. The sequence (Xy,), is a submartingale with respect
to the filtration (Fn),
SQL,So,&,ﬁ(Xn+1 | 7:n) =Xy .
The proof of the this Claim is a combination of reasoning for
Eg,.557X1 | Fo) = Xo and Claim 5.4.1; we provide a detailed
proof in Appendix C.

Proceeding similarly as in the proof of Lemma 5.4, we can get
that

rxvalg, 1r(s)
=&g, 56,7 (Xo0)
< 8g, 56,7 Xr+1)
<Pg,s57(Tr)

By its construction, ¢ chooses a each time the play visits so.
Recall that G, is the game obtained from G, by fixing a at so,
ensuring that Max is only able to play « at so. Hence, the strategy
6 is uniquely translated to a corresponding strategy 64 in Gy in a
natural way. Following 6, in G4, we obtain

by definition in (9)
by OST and Claim 5.5.1

similarly to Lemma 5.4.

rxvalg 1r(s) < Pg, 55,7 (Tr).
Since x and 7 were arbitrary, it follows that
rvalg 1r(s) <valg, 1r(s),

as required. O



5.2 Proof of Theorem 3.3

We are now in a position to prove Theorem 3.3 which states that
Max has memoryless strategies that are e-optimal from every state
in a transience game.

In the sequel, for clarity, we assume that the set of statesin G , ex-
cluding 1,is {1,2,...}. Let r € (0, 1) be arbitrary. Define Gy E G..
We inductively define a sequence (G;);>1 of games and a sequence
(@i)i>1 of Max mixed actions. For all i > 1, invoking Lemma 5.5,
there exists a probability distribution «; on A(i) such that for all
SES )

valg, 1r(s) 2 P2 valg, | 1r(s) (10)
where the game G; is obtained from G;_; by fixing the mixed
actions «; at i.

The collection of the mixed actions «; at states i defines a memo-
ryless strategy, denoted by o, for Max in G, . By Lemma 5.5, if G, is
turn-based, o can be made deterministic. Below, we will prove that,
for all states s € S and for all Min strategies r,

PG..s0x(Tr) 2rvalg 1r(s), (11)

proving Theorem 3.3.

Foralli > 0, define r; = [] j>i r2”’ | that is intuitively the pro-
portion of the value in the game G; that will be maintained by
all future fixings j > i . For brevity, write v;(s) for valg, 1(s). It
follows from the definition of the games G; in (10) that for all i > 1
and all states s,

rivi(s) = ri—1vi-1(s). (12)

Recall that Hy is the set of histories at step n. These histories
visit n + 1 states (though not necessarily n + 1 different states). For
all n > 1, let ¥, be the sigma-algebra generated by the cylinder
sets corresponding to Hy—1.

Let & be an arbitrary Min strategy. Given a play visiting the
sequence sy, Sy, . . . of states, for all n > 1, we define the random
variable

m(n) « max{s1,52,...,Sn}-

We further define the random variable Y,,, taking values in [0, 1],
by

Yo = 'm(n) Um(n) (sn) - (13)
Intuitively, the variable Y, is the value of s, after having fixed an
action in the states {1,--- ,m(n)}, scaled down by rp,(y,), that is the
proportion of the value in the game G; that will be maintained by
all future fixings i > m(n). Both random variables m(n) and Y}, are
Fn-measurable.

Let s; be an arbitrary state, excluding L. We aim to prove the
inequality in (11). Consider a random play visiting the sequence
$1, 82, ... of states. For all n > 1, we have

Ssl,o,n(YnH | 7:n)
= Ssl,a,ﬂ(rm(n+l)0m(n+1)(sn+1) | Fn)
2 Ssl,a,ﬂ(rm(n)vm(n) (sn+1) | Fn)

by (13)
by (12)
But then recall that in state s,, strategy o plays the mixed action

fixed in Gp,(n), and, therefore, the expected value of the values
in Gp,(n) does not drop in one step. Hence, we get

v

8S1,tf,7T(rm(n)Um(n) (sn) | Fn)
=Y.
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Consequently, the sequence (Yy),~, is a submartingale with respect

to the filtration (7)., . This implies that, in game G, , foralln > 1,

asl,a,ﬂ'(Yn) b 881,0’,7T(Y1)' (14)

We can now conclude the proof as follows. In game G, , by Lemma 5.2
and ¢ being memoryless, we get that

Ps1,ox(Tr) = Pso,x(Avoid(L))

Since L is a sink state and has value 0 for transience, we have

> Pson ( limsup Y, > 0)

n—oo

Furthermore, since Y,, < 1, it follows that

> &g, o1 ( lim sup Yn)
n—oo
> limsup &, 6,7 (Yn) reverse Fatou lemma
n—oo
> Ssl,a,n(yl) bY (14)
= ryo1(s1) by (13)
> rooo(s1) by (12)

By (10) and definition of ry, we finally can conclude that

?sl,(r,ﬂ(Tr) P rvalgL,Tr(sl)’

as required in (11).

6 BUCHI GAMES

In a game G with state space S and T C S denote by Bu the Biichi
objective, i.e., the objective to visit the set T infinitely often. (If
the set T is infinite then some plays that satisfy Bu might not visit
any particular state in T infinitely often.) Define also the transient
Biichi objective, TB £ TrNBu. Clearly, TB can only be met if T is
infinite.

We show the following main result, which, as argued in Section 3,
implies Theorem 3.1.

THEOREM 3.2. Let G be a game with TB objective and € > 0. Max
has a 1-bit strategy o so that

(1) ol[0] is multiplicatively e-optimal from every state, and
(2) all memory updates oyp(-) are Dirac (hence the memory is
public).
Moreover, if G is turn-based then there exists such a strategy that is
deterministic.

Fix a game G, and consider the derived leaky game G, as defined
in Section 5. By Lemma 5.1, all states have the same value in G and
G wrt. the TB objective. By Lemma C.1 in Appendix C, we can
carry back e-optimal 1-bit strategies in G, to G. Thus, it suffices to
prove that Max has e-optimal 1-bit strategies in the game G, .

We will assume without loss of generality that L ¢ S is the only
state with valtg(L) = 0, as we can redirect all transitions that
lead to a value-0 state to L, without changing the value of any
state. Moreover, by Lemma C.2 in Appendix C, in G, , under every
finite-memory Max strategy and arbitrary Min strategy, the events
Tr and Avoid(L) are equal up to measure zero.
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Definition 6.1. A bridge in G, is a triple A = (I, L, 0p) where
L L € S (thus L ¢ I) are disjoint finite sets of states and oy is a
mapping that maps every s € I U L to a mixed Max action oy (s) €
D(A(s)). We write (A) for the event that after each visit of a state
in I, eventually I U L will be left, at which point immediately a state
in T is visited.

A Max strategy o is said to be consistent with A if, in any play
against any Min strategy 7, after every visit of a state in I, strat-
egy o plays as specified by oy until I U L is left. A bridge is called
deterministic if, for every s € I U L, 0y(s) is Dirac, i.e., it chooses a
pure action.

To prove Theorem 3.2, we need the following key lemma, which
is shown in Appendix D.1.Its role is similar to the role of Lemma 5.5
in Section 5.

LEmMMA 6.2. LetI C S be a finite set of states in G, (thus L ¢ I).
Letr € (0,1). There are a bridge A = (I, L, 09) and a Max strategy o
consistent with A so that

inf Ps 5.2 ((A) N TB) > rvalrg(s)
T

holds for all statess € S. If G, is turn-based then there is a determin-
istic such bridge.

Now we prove the main theorem.

ProOF oF THEOREM 3.2. Let r € (0,1) be arbitrary. It is conve-
nient to assume that § = {2,4,6,...}. We define a sequence (Gi)i>1
of games inductively. Each game G; will have a state space

def

Si=SULjuU---UL],

where S, Li, Lé, ... are pairwise disjoint and Llf C {3,5,7,...}. We
will later associate the even and odd state numbers in these derived
games with different memory modes 0 and 1 of a 1-bit strategy in
the original game G, , respectively.
Define G « G, and
HELZL=0.
For all i > 1, define
I; «f ;-1 UL;j—1 U LLLl U {2i}.
By Lemma 6.2, in G;—1 there are a bridge A; = (I}, L;, ;) and a Max
strategy o consistent with A; so that for every s € S;_; we have

inf Pg, 502 (A1) N TB) 2 r* valg, , 1a(s).

If the game is turn-based then the bridge A; can be made determin-
istic. Since I; N L; = @ and

’ ’
L 2L{U...UL]_,,

all states in L; are in S, i.e., are “even”. See the top of Figure 3.
We construct G; from G;—; by adding fresh, “odd”, copies of the
states in L;, namely

L) = {2j+1]|2j€L}.
In G; we “plaster” the bridge A;, but using L] instead of ;. (In
MDPs/games, “plastering” means fixing the choices of a player in
a subset of the states in a certain defined way; here according to

the bridge. See [25] for an early use of this technique.) This is to
enforce that upon every entry into I;, a version of o; is played by

Max until I; U L] is left, at which point either a state in T is visited
or the play falls into _L. More precisely, we replace the Max actions
of states s € I; by the single action 0;(s), and states 2j + 1 € L]
get the single action ¢;(2j). The successor state distributions of
those actions are modified so that transitions to states 2j € L; are
redirected to the “odd sibling” 2j+1 € L], transitions to I; U (T \ L;)
are kept, and all other transitions are redirected to L. The states
in L; remain untouched for now (but will be plastered in Gj41). See
the bottom of Figure 3.
From the properties of the bridge A;, for all s € S;_1, we have

valgi’TB(s) > ir71[f Pgiil,s’gy,,«/\i) N TB)

2

>r _ivalgi_l,TB(s) . (15)

There is a natural limit of the games G, say G, with state space

wEsul L,

i>1

where all choices of Max have been fixed. (One does not need to fix
actions in L, since its value is zero anyway.)

The game Go can be seen as an MDP where only Min is still
active. From the point of view of Max, the fixed choices of Max in
G define a two-mode (public memory with deterministic updates)
Max strategy, say o, for G|, where

(1) each (even) state s € S in G corresponds to state s in G|
and o being in memory mode 0,

(2) and each (odd) state s € J;»; L] in Go corresponds to
state s — 1in G, and o being in memory mode 1.

(3) The start mode is 0.

(4) The mode update corresponding to transitions that were
redirected to L in the construction of G can be defined
arbitrarily, say to mode 0.

Note that, while the actions of ¢ can be mixed in general, its
memory updates are always deterministic, switching the memory
mode after visiting I; and T, respectively. However, if the game is
turn-based then all the bridges can be made deterministic, and thus
o is completely deterministic.

Recall that o[ 0] refers to o starting in memory mode 0. It remains
to show that o[0] is nearly optimal from every state, that is,

igl[ngL,S,G[OJ,”(TB) > rvalg, (s)
holds for all s € S.
For all s € S, the following holds:

irilrf PQL,S’(,[O],”(TB) > i%f?gm,s,n(TB) .

We note in passing that the inequality above might be strict due to
the transitions redirected to L in Go. The game Go, has been ob-
tained from G, by fixing a finite-memory (actually 1-bit) Max strat-
egy. Thus, by our construction of G, , the events Tr and Avoid(Ll)
are equal up to measure zero in G, under any Min strategy (by
Lemma C.2). In Gwo, for any state i € Seo, the only way out of the
finite set I; U Llf is via a state in T or falling into L. Thus, in G the
events Bu and Tr are also equal up to measure zero under any Min
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odd states

even states

0

—
O = already fixed in G;—1 ---> =0
odd states
even states
—

- and —> =newly fixed in G;

Figure 3: Illustration of the construction in Theorem 3.2. The top picture indicates a bridge A; = (I;, L;, 0;) in game G;_;. The
bottom picture indicates how in game G; the bridge A; is “plastered” using L] instead of L;.

strategy. Hence, for all s € S we have

i%f PQL,S,U[O],H (TB) > ir71rf Pgw’s’ﬂ (TB)

= h}tf Pgm,s,n(Tr) (16)
inf Pg_ s (Avoid(l)).
3

The rest of the proof proceeds similarly to Section 5. Let us write
0;i(s) S valg, 18(s) in the following to avoid clutter. For i > 0
define r; & [Tj>: r2” Tt follows from (15) that for all i > 1 and all

s € Sj_1 we have
rivi(s) 2 ri—10i-1(s). (17)

Recall that H,,_1 is the set of histories with the first n states. For
all n > 1, let 7, be the sigma-algebra generated by the cylinder
sets corresponding to Hy_j. For a play visiting states s1, s2, ... and
n > 1 define

m(n) « max{s1,...,Sn}

and the random variable Y, taking values in [0, 1], by

Yo = "m(n)Y%m(n) (sn) -
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Both m(n) and Y,, are #,-measurable. Intuitively, Y, is obtained by
scaling down vy, () = valg,, . (sn), which is the value in Gy, ()
where (at least) the states sy, . .., s, have been plastered, by a lower
bound, rp, (5,), on the proportion of the value that will be maintained
by “future” plasterings.

Let s; € S be an arbitrary state. It suffices to show that

i%fpgl,sl,a[o],n(TB) >rvalg (s1) .

The following claim follows from the fact that (), is a sub-

martingale with respect to the filtration (%5),”; see Appendix D.
Cram 6.2.1. For any Min strategy m,
EGusintn 2 Eg s, xV1 foralln > 1.
Hence,
iI]lrf PG, 5007 (TB)

> infPg_, (Avoid(1)) by (16)
m

Since L is a sink state and has value 0, we have
> inf Pg_ s » ( limsup Y, > O)
i v n—oo

Furthermore, since Y, < 1, it follows that

> inf ng,sl,ﬂ( lim sup Yn)
4 n—oo
> inflimsup Eg_ g »Yn reverse Fatou lemma
T np—ooo
> infEg_ 5 N1 by Claim 6.2.1
m
= rs,05,(51) definitions of Y1, m(1)
> rovo(s1) by (17)
= rvalg, (s1) definitions of rg, Gy ,
as required. O

7 STRATEGY COMPLEXITY FOR MINIMIZER

We have shown that e-optimal Max strategies in countable con-
current Biichi games with finite Min action sets require just a step
counter plus 1 bit of public memory (but cannot use less memory in
general, even if the game is finite). This upper bound does not hold
for the strategy complexity of the opposing Min player. From player
Min’s point of view, the objective is to maximize the probability of
satisfying the dual co-Biichi objective of visiting the set of target
states only finitely often. Le., Min in a Biichi game is the same as
Max in a co-Biichi game. However, a step counter plus arbitrary
finite (private) memory are not sufficient for e-optimal Max strate-
gies for the co-Biichi objective in countable concurrent games. In
fact, this lower bounds holds even in countable finitely-branching
turn-based co-Biichi games [17]. On the other hand, in finite-state
concurrent games, e-optimal Max strategies for the co-Biichi ob-
jective can be memoryless randomized [8], and this holds even for
the more general lim inf objective [27]. Optimal Max strategies for
the co-Biichi objective need not exist, but might require memory
if they do. Bordais et al.[5, Section 6] give an example of a finite-
state co-Biichi game where optimal Max strategies exist but require
infinite memory.

In countably infinite co-Biichi games with an infinite set of target
states T there can exist plays that visit T infinitely often, but visit
each state in T only finitely often. By the standard definition, such
plays do not satisfy the co-Biichi objective. One could define a
weaker objective, weak-co-Biichi, that only requires that each state
in T is visited only finitely often. Weak-co-Biichi coincides with
co-Buchi if T is finite, and thus in particular in all finite-state games.
However, in infinite-state games, weak-co-Biichi could be very
different. In fact, it can be seen as a generalized transience objective,
where one demands transience only wrt. the states in the set T
instead of all states. We conjecture that ¢-optimal Max strategies
for this generalized transience objective could be memoryless, along
similar lines as our proofs in Section 5.
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Strategy Complexity of Biichi Objectives in Concurrent Stochastic Games

A MATHEMATICAL BACKGROUND

LEmMMA A.1. Given an infinite sequence (ay)ren of real numbers with 0 < a < 1. Then
n n
1— ) ap <[ |(1—ag).
k=1 k=1
Proor. The proof is by an induction on n. The base case vacuously holds. Assume that 1 — ZZ;II ax < HZ;11 (1 — ag) holds, then

n

n—1
[Ja-aw=(-a) [ [1-a0)
k=1

k=1
n—-1
> (1-a,) (1- ) )
k=1
n—1 n-1
> l—an+anZak—Zak
k=1 k=1
n
>1- Z ay
k=1

B REDUCTION TO ACYCLIC GAMES IN SECTION 3

Following [15, Lemma 4], to show the existence of 1-bit Markov strategies in Biichi games, it suffices to show that 1-bit strategies suffice in a
Biichi game that is made acyclic by encoding a step counter in the state space.

LEMMA B.1. Suppose that for every acyclic Biichi game G’ and ¢ > 0 Max has a 1-bit strategy ¢’ such that
(1) o’[0] is multiplicatively e-optimal from every state,
(2) all memory updates 0',’4,(-) are Dirac, and
(3) o’ is deterministic if G is turn-based.
Then for every Biichi game G and ¢ > 0 Max has a 1-bit Markov strategy o such that
(1) o[0] is multiplicatively e-optimal from every state,
(2) all memory updates oy, (-) are Dirac, and
(3) o is deterministic if G is turn-based.

ProOF. Let G be a Biichi game with set S of states, where at each state s € S Max and Min have action sets A(s) and B(s), respectively.
Let p be the transition function of G. Let ¢ > 0.

We transform G into an acyclic Biichi game G’ by encoding a step counter into the states. That is, the set of states in G’ is S X N. For each
state (s, k), with k € N, Max and Min have action A(s) and B(s), respectively. The transition function p’ of G’ is defined by

p(s,ab)(s’) ifj=k+1
0

otherwise.

P’ ((s.k),a.b)(s", j) {

Note that for each state s € S and each k € N the value of s in G equals the value of (s, k) in G’.

By the assumption of the lemma statement, in G’ Max has a 1-bit strategy ¢’ with the properties (1)-(3) from the assumption. Obtain
from ¢’ the 1-bit Markov strategy o, which, at state s with memory mode b € {0, 1} and step counter n, plays like ¢’ at state (s, n) with
mode b. Then o satisfies the properties (1)—(3) from the conclusion of the lemma statement. In particular, since ¢’ [0] is e-optimal from every
state in G’, it follows that ¢[0] is e-optimal from every state in G. Indeed, o[0] is e-optimal from every state in G and for every value of the
step counter, thus specifically also for the initial step counter value of 0. O

C MISSING PROOFS IN SECTION 5
LEMMA 5.1. For all events E C S® and all statess € S:
valg g(s) =valg, g(s).

Proor. By the construction of G, due to the fact that there is leakage in every step of the game, the value of every state s in G, is not
more than the value of s in G. Indeed, in every step there is some positive leakage to L and that is an error for the objective E. Below, we
argue that despite the leakage the value of states remains equal in G and G, .
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Given ¢ > 0 and any Max strategy o in G we derive a Max strategy o, in G, with only an additional ¢ error for E. Let o, be such
that o, (hy) = ay wherep =¢- 2~ (Ihil+1) apnd o(h) = a, where h is the history in G corresponding to h, in G, ; in particular, every Max
action agq, with g € (0,1), in h, is replaced with the action a in h. Since E C Avoid(L), for all Min strategies 7, we have

PQL,S,ULJI(E) = pgbs,ol,n (E | AVOid(J-)) PQL,S,JL,H(AVOid(J-))

= Pg,s,o,n (E) PQL,S,O'L,H (Avoid(1)) by definition of o
2Pgson(E) (1- Z %) by Lemma A.1

i=1
2 PQ,S,D‘,H(E)(I - g) .

Forall i > 3, every (multiplicatively) 2~ -optimal strategy o in G transferred to G, in the described way above yields a (multiplicatively)
271 optimal strategy o, in G, concluding the proof. O

The next lemma shows how to carry Max strategies in G, back to G.

LEMMA C.1. Let E C S be an event. Let o, be an M-based Max strategy in G, , that is e-optimal from every state (with a fixed initial mode).
There exists an M-based Max strategy o in G , that is e-optimal from every state (with a fixed initial mode).

Proor. Define the Max strategy o in G as follows. For each history h in G, there exists a corresponding history h,; in G, that does not
visit L, and every Max action ag, with g € (0,1), in h; is replaced with the action a in h. Define o(h) = a if there exists 7 € (0, 1) such that

01 (h J_) = an.
Clearly, o simulates exactly o, except the leakage to L, which is an error for E. This implies that o is e-optimal from every state (with the
given initial mode). Moreover, by definition, o can be implemented with the exact set M of memory modes as o, does. O

In order to prove Lemma 5.2, we prove a stronger result that implies this Lemma and is also used in Section 6.

LEmMA C.2. In G, , for all finite-memory Max strategies o, all Min strategies 7 and states s, the events Tr and Avoid(L) differ only by a
nullset. Formally,
PG, 5,07 ((Tr\ Avoid(L)) U (Avoid(L) \ Tr)) =0.

Proor. Consider the set {1,2,-- -} of states in G, excluding L. Write E" (i) for the event that the state i is visited at least n times. The
event E® (i), defined by

[e9)
EX () £ () E"(),

nxi

is the event that state i is visited infinitely often. Let & denote the disjoint union. Since L is absorbing, we have
Avoid(L) = Tr @ U E®(i).
ieN
It suffices to show that, for all i € N,
PQJ_,S,G’,TL’(EOO(i)) =0.

Let M be the finite set of memory modes of the Max strategy . By definition, E**1(s;) € E™(s;) holds for all n € N. Then it follows that

Pg, sox(EC () = nlgqgo Pg, 5,0 (E" (i) by continuity of measures
< lim (1- qi)"_l =0 since no transition to L is taken so far
n—oo

where n; “ MiNmeM LacA(i) Zpe(0,1)nQ N9act (M, i)(ap) is a lower bound for the probability of going to L in that step. By the construction
of G, , at every state i and memory mode m, Max chooses among actions ay with a € A(i) and 7 € (0,1) N Q, and thus n; > 0. O

Cram 5.3.1. The sequence (Xn),, is a supermartingale with respect to the filtration (F);_ ;"
Esp.on(Xns1 | Fn) < Xn .

Proor. Foralln > 1, write C,, € Z* X {so} for the set of histories that end in sy and visit sy exactly n times. For histories h € Cy,, write
Cyl(h) € Z* for the cylinder set corresponding to h.
Letn > 1 and h € Cp,. We first show that
Pspox(Trand r=n | Cyl(h)) + Psox(r>n| Cyl(h))-u<u (18)

holds. Indeed, by the definition of 7, the plays in (Tr and 7 = n) are transient plays that visit sy exactly n times, so when starting with b, they
have already visited s for n times and will never return to so. Recall the relation between strategies ¢ and oy, and , and 7:
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conditioned to h
o Oh

l chosen to satisfy (5)

reset after each visit to sy
T Th

Similarly, the plays in 7 > n visit s at least n + 1 times, so when starting with h, they must return to so. Combining these two observations
together with (5), we have

Psoox(Trand r =n | Cyl(h)) + Psyo,2(r > n | Cyl(h)) - u
= pSo,O'thh (Tr \ Ret) + PSQ,O’h,]Th (REt) U by def. of
<u by (5)

which completes the proof of (18).

Given an event E denote by 1 the indicator function of E. The next step in the proof is to show that, foralln > 1,

Espor(LeznXn | F) = D cyihy Espon (X | Cyl(h)). (19)
heC,

For all n > 1, the event {r > n} is naturally portioned as {r > n} = Wy, Cyl(h). Since 1>, is measurable, and then using the
above-mentioned partition of {r > n}, we have

SSO,U,H(II-TZI‘LXH | ?;1) =172n Sso,o,n(Xn | ﬁz)

= Z ]ICyl(h) 850,0',7t(-Xn | 7__n)
heC,

Let h € Cp, implying that h visits sy for n times. Recall that 77, is the sigma-algebra generated by the cylinder sets corresponding to the
histories hs € Z* X S such that h visit sy less than n times. Hence, each generating cylinder set of 7, either is included in Cyl(h) or has
empty intersection with Cyl(h). Due to this fact, the equality

Leyicn) Espor Xn | Fn) = Leyin) Ssp,om(Xn | Cyl(h))
holds, which concludes the proof of (19).

Finally to prove the statement of the claim, we will show that Eg) 5.7 (Xn+1 | Fn) < Xp as follows. We can rewrite Eg 5.7 (Xn+1 | Fn) as
Espon(Le<n Xnt1 + Lzn Xns1 | Fn) -
But since X, +1 = X when 7 < n the above sum in turn can be written as
Espon(Le<n Xn) + Espon(Lezn Xns1 | Fn) -
Recall that 1,5, is ¥,-measurable, then

Sso,a,n(XnH | 7:?1) = ILT<n Xn + 850,0',7r(ILT2n Xn+1 | '7'-n)

by (19)
V2 Lr<nXn+ Z :H-Cyl(h)SSO,O',ﬂ'(Xn+l | Cyl(h))
heCp
= Lrcn Xn + Z Leyicn) (Pspox(Trand 7 = n | Cyl(h)) + Psy,0.x (7 > n | Cyl(h)) - u)
heCy
by (18)
LrcnXn + Z Leyinyu
heCp

= lr<cnXn+1i3nu
= ]1‘[<an+]1‘[2an
= X,.

That is, the sequence (X,,);”, is a supermartingale with respect to the filtration (77),;. O

Cramv 5.3.2. If G, is turn-based, there is a strategy o, as described in Lemma 5.3, that is deterministic in the first step.
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Proor. Let |A(sp)| > 1. Towards a contradiction, suppose that for all & that are deterministic in the first step there is 7 such that
Pso.5.7(Tr \ Ret) + Py 5 (Ret)u < u. Let o be an arbitrary Max strategy. It can be decomposed, in a natural way, into a distribution
a € D(A(so)) and strategies (0a)gea(s,)> Where og deterministically plays a in the first step. By the assumption above, for each a € A(so)
there is 7, with Py 5, 7, (Tr \ Ret) + Ps; 5,7, (Ret)u < u. Since G, is turn-based, we have |B(sp)| = 1, and so there is a Min strategy r that
plays n, for the a € A(sp) that Max is observed to choose in the first step. Then we have

Psy.0m(Tr \Ret) + Ps, o (Ret)u = Z a(a) (Psy.oqm, (Tr \ Ret) + Py, 5, 2, (Ret)u)

acA(sy)
< Z ala)u = u.
acA(sy)
Since o was arbitrary, we have derived (4). From there the proof by contradiction proceeds identically to the concurrent case. O

Cram 5.4.1. The sequence (Xn),_, is a submartingale with respect to the filtration (), :
Esporm(Xne1 | Fn) = Xn .

Proor. This proof is analogous to the proof of Claim 5.3.1.
As in Claim 5.3.1, we write C,, € Z* X {so}, with n > 1, for the set of histories that end in sy and visit sy exactly n times. For histories h € Cy,
write Cyl(h) C Z® for the cylinder set corresponding to h.
Given a history h € H we define 7y, for the strategy whose behavior is exactly like the behavior of 7 after h. Formally, for all histories h € H
define my, (h) = w(h h).
Let n > 1 and h € Cy. Similar to (18) in Claim 5.3.1, the following can be shown:
Pso.o*,x(Trand 7 = n | Cyl(h)) + P00,z (t > n | Cyl(h)) - u
= Pso.om, (Tr \ Ret) + Psy 6.1, (Ret) - u by definition of ¢* and (20)
> u by Lemma 5.3.
Next, identical to (19) in the proof of Claim 5.3.1 we show that, for alln > 1,
Esporn(Lezn Xn | Fa) = Y Loy Esporn(Xn | CyL(H)), (21)
heC,

where 1 is the indicator function of E.
Finally, analogously, we conclude that

sso,o'*,n(XnH | Tn) = ILT<n Xn + 880,0’*,7{(1‘!'271 Xn+1 | 7’71)

by (21)
V2 LrcnXn+ Z ]lel(h)880,O'*,ﬂ(Xn+1 | Cyl(h))
heC,
= Npcn Xn + Z Leyin (P00 x(Trand T = n | Cyl(h)) + Psy o,z (z > n | Cyl(h)) - u)
heC,
by (20)
2 lr<pXn+ Z Leyimyu
heC,

= le<cnXn+1r3nu
= Le<cnXn+1ion Xn
= X,.

That is, the sequence (Xy,),_; is a submartingale with respect to the filtration (7).

00

Cram 5.5.1. The sequence (Xn),, is a submartingale with respect to the filtration (), :

SQL,SO,&,ﬁ(XnH | Frn) = X, .

ProoF. In this proof all probabilities and expectations refer to the game G, . Denote by Vis the event that sy is visited. Following the
definition of X7 in (3):

Ess.7(X1 | Fo)
= Pso.7(Vis) -u+Ps s 7#(Tr and not Vis) - 1

+ Ps o,,7(not Tr and not Vis) - 0
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Substituting u from (1) we obtain

r Ps.o.7(Vis)valre(so) + Ps o, #(Tr and not Vis)

7 (Ps.op5 (Vis)valrr(so) + Pso, 7 (Tr and not Vis))

rinf (Ps,g, x (Vis)valrr(so) + Ps.o,,(Tr and not Vis))
T

v v

I\

rinf Ps o »(Tr)
T
By (8), we further have that

> rxvalrr(s)

= X,.
Now the proof given for the Claim 5.4.1 showing that (X,,),”, is a submartingale with respect to the filtration (77),_,, combined with
the calculation above concludes the statement of the Claim. O

D MISSING PROOFS FROM SECTION 6

CLaM 6.2.1. For any Min strategy m,
EGusin¥n 2 Eg s xV1 foralln > 1.

ProorF. Forall n > 1 and any Min strategy = we have

ng,sl,n(YnH | Fn)
= sgm,51,ﬁ(rm(n+1)vm(n+1)(sn+1) | Fn)

2 8g. 5.7 Tm(n)¥m(n) (Sne1) | Fn) by (17)
2 Eg.s1.0(Fm(n)¥m(n) (5n) | Fn) see below
=Yy,

where the inequality marked with “see below” follows from the observation that the successor state distribution in state s, of Goo has been
fixed already in G, (p,), and, therefore, the expected value, in terms of G, cannot drop in one step (though it might increase if 7 plays
poorly). Thus, Y1, Y2, ... is a submartingale w.rt. Eg_ g, » for any Min strategy 7 and thus the claim follows. O

D.1 Proof of Lemma 6.2

It remains to show Lemma 6.2. In the rest of this section, all measures and expectations are wrt. the leaky game G, . First we will need the
following general technical lemma.

Lemma D.1. Let f : (0,1]™ — (0,1]™ be a continuous function. For any x € (0,1)™ there isy € (0,1)" such that foralli € {1,...,n}
f@i>yi = yi>xi and f(y)i<yi = yi=x.
Proo¥. Define y(!) & x. For any m > 1 for which y(’") has been defined, let
EM ¥ fie (1 n) | £ > g™ = xi)

If E(™) = @, define y “ y(m). Otherwise, since f is continuous, we can define a vector y(m“) with y(m+l) > y(m) (in all components) such
that 1 > f(y(™); > yl.(mﬂ) > yi(m) holds for all i € {1,...,n} with f(y™); > yi(m)A Since the E(™) are pairwise disjoint, this defines
the required vector y. O

Fix a finite set of states I C S with L ¢ I for the rest of the section. For s € I, define Ret; as the following event: visit a state in T \ I; then
(necessarily at least one step later) visit a state in I and the first such visited state in I is s. Events (Retg)se are pairwise disjoint. Define
Ret £ (Jses Rets. Towards a proof of Lemma 6.2 we first prove the following lemma. (Here and in similar cases, we often write u for u(s),
where u € (0,1]f and s € 1)

Lemma D.2. Letq € (0,1). There are u € (0,1)T withus > qvaltg(s) for all s € I and for all so € I there is a Max strategy o such that
inf (a0 (TB\Ret) + 3 Py, o (Reto)us) > u,
sel

Proor. Recall that we assume without loss of generality that L is the only state with valrg(L) = 0 and L ¢ I. Consider the function
f: RI — R! defined by, for all s € I,

fx)s, < sup inf (Povor (TB\Ret) + 3" Py, o (Ret)xs )

sel
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From the assumptions on I and the disjointedness of the events (Rets)se;, it follows that f is also f : (0,1]7 — (0, 1]!. Since f is continuous,
we can use Lemma D.1, instantiated with n = |I| and x5, = gvaltg(so) € (0, 1), and obtain that there is u € (0, 1)! such that for all sy € I we
have ug, > qvaltg(so), and we have f(u)s, > us, if and only if us, > qvaltg(so). Let J S {so € I'| us, = qvalig(so)}. It suffices to show that
J=0.

Choose ¢’ € (g, 1) such that us > ¢’valyg(s) foralls € I'\ J. For sy € J and a strategy o write

9(50,0) £ inf (Psy0,n(TB\Ret) + ) Py n(Retsus)

sel

For all sp € J and all o we have g(so, 0) < ug,. It follows from the construction of G, that there is always a strictly “better” strategy o, i.e.,
g(s0,0”) > g(so, o). Thus, for all so € J and all o we have g(so, o) < us,. Hence,

Vso € JYoIm: Py on(TB\Ret)+ Z Py om(Rets)us < ug, . (22)
sel

(We could even have < ug, above, but that is not needed.) For a play starting from a state in I, we define in the following a sequence of
states, namely s 52 eI This sequence may be finite, in which case s(") is no longer defined from some n on. Each defined s(m)
naturally corresponds to a visit of I. Specifically, denote by s() € I the initial state, and, for n > 1, denote by s("*1) ¢ I the state for
which the play suffix started from s(" satisfies Ret s(n+1) . In other words, after the visit of s(M astatein T \ I is visited and then a state
in I is visited and the first such visited state is s("*!). Denote by 7 the random variable, taking values in {1,2,...} U {oo}, such that for all
n € {1,2,...} we have that s(™ is defined if and only if 7 > n. Intuitively, 7 is the number of visits of I with visits of T \ I in between. For all
n e {1,2,...}, let ¥, be the sigma-algebra generated by the cylinder sets corresponding to the histories ws € Z* x S such that w includes at
most the visits s(l), el s(n=1) (i.e., the state s at the end of history ws may be the visit s(")). Note that the event r > n and the random
states s(1), .., s(min{zn}) are Fn-measurable.

Let 7’ be the random variable, taking values in {1, 2,...} U {oo}, such that if there is n € {1,2,...} with s s=D ¢ Jand NN, \J
then 7 & n, and 7’ £ 7 + 1 if such n does not exist. Note that either o > 7’ < rand s(*) € I \ J is defined or 7’ = r+ 1 and s("") is not
defined. Random variable 7’ is a stopping time with respect to the filtration 7, 73, . . .. Define random variables X3, X3, ... by

Ug(n) if’ >n
af | Ug(zh ift" <nand7' <7
1 ift'"=r+1<nand TB
0 ift'=r+1<nandnotTB.

Xn

Each X, is ¥,-measurable.

Let o be an arbitrary strategy. The behavior of ¢ after any visit of I is determined by the history leading up to the visit. Thus, for every
history h that ends with a visit of I there is a strategy, say oy, whose behavior is exactly like the behavior of o after h. By (22) and the choice
of ¢, for every sg € I and every h that ends with a visit of sy there exists a (sufficiently good) Min strategy 7, such that
if sy € J then

Peyonm (TBA\REE) + 3" P, (Reto)us < ug, (23)
sel

and if so € I'\ J then (since us, > q’valrg(so))
usy = q'Psy.on,m, (TB). (24)

Let 7 be the Min strategy that upon every visit s®) with n < min{z, 7’} plays 7, (until the visit s"*!) with n + 1 < min{r, 7’} if this visit
exists, and forever otherwise).

Foralln > 1 and sg € J, write Cp 5, € Z* X {so} for the set of histories that include the visits s s ¢ Jand end with s(®) = 5. For
any h € Cp,s,, write Cyl(h) C Z for the cylinder set corresponding to h. For all n > 1 we have {7’ > n} = Us,¢s Uhecn,sg Cyl(h), where
the union is disjoint. From the definitions of 7 and s, (Equations (23) and (24)) it follows that forall§ € Jandn > 1 and sp € Jand h € Cpg,

8§,U,H(XTI+1 | Cyl(h))
= Pson(t’ —1=r=nand TB | Cyl(h))

+) Pioa(r>n+1lands™D =5 | Cyl(h))u
SZEI S0, S (25)

Pso,ah,:rh (TB \ Ret) + Z Pso,crh,m, (Rets)us

sel

IA

Us, .
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Towards a contradiction, suppose that J # 0, i.e., there is § € J. To avoid clutter, let us drop the subscripts from P; ; , and E;  , in the
following. For alln > 1

EXnt1 | F) = TocnXn+ D0 > Ty EXnsa | CYI(R))
So€J heCps,

(25)
< ILT’San"'Z Z Leyinyus,
soe]heCmSO

= ILT’SHX'I + Z l,[/>n’ S(n):s(]uso
soe]

= 1p<nXn+ ]lr’>nus(n)
= Ly <nXn+ 1ysnXn
= Xn,

where 1 is the indicator function of E. That is, X, Xy, . .. is a supermartingale with respect to the filtration 77, 2, . . .. Using the optional
stopping theorem (noting that |X,| < max{1, maxsecyus} < 1 for all n), we obtain

qvaltg(s) =u; = EX1 > EXp
>P(r' =7t+1ATB)
+P(o>17 < )& (ug(rry | 00 > T <7). (26)
Considering the second summand of the sum above, we have
P(oo > 17" < 1)E(uyery | 00> 1" <7)

Z P(oo >7 < rAas(®) =s)us

sel\J
> q' Z 7)(00>T/ ST/\S(T/) :S)P(TB|00>T’ ST/\S(T/) _s)
sel\J
=dq Z P (00> 7' <tAs) =s A TB)
sel\J

qP(c0>17 <TATB),

where the inequality follows from the definition of 7. By combining this with (26) we obtain

gvalrg(8)
> ¢ (P(r' =r+1and TB) + P(c0 > ¢’ < r and TB))
= q,Pio,n(TB) .

Since the strategy o was chosen arbitrarily, it follows that gvaltg(§) > q’valrg(§). Since valtg(5) > 0, we obtain g > ¢/, a contradiction. O

For s € I, define Vis; as the event that a state in I is visited and the first such visited state is s. Events (Viss)ses are pairwise disjoint.
Define Vis & User Viss.
Let u € (0,1)! be as in Lemma D.2. Extend u so that u € (0, 1]V by defining, for all f € T,

up < sup inf (sof,g,,,(na \Vis)+ SDf,G’,,(Viss)us). 27)
g sel
We may have ug = 1for f € T \ I. Since I N T may be non-empty, the definition of uy above for uy € I N T might conflict with the
construction of u from Lemma D.2. However, for u € I N T the definition above reduces to u F=uf, since f is the first state in I that is
visited (immediately), i.e., Pr 5 (Viss) = 1 holds for all f € INT and all o, 7. Thus the extended u is well-defined.
Let U denote the random variable such that U = uy where f is the first visited state in T \ I, and U = 0if T \ I is not visited. Next we
prove the following lemma.

LemMA D.3. Let o be the strategy from Lemma D.2. We have

inf &gy 52U > us, forallsy€l.
T
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PRrROOF. Let sy € I. For a play starting from sy denote by f (1) € T the first visited state in T \ I. State f (1) is undefined if T \ I is not visited.
We have

inf &gy 6,2U
T
=inf Y Poonlf = s
feT\I
lrilrf Z (PSU,O',H (f(l) = f and TB \ Ret)
feT\I
+ 3 Poon(FV = f and Retus)

sel

inf Py, (TB \Ret) + ) P, (Rets)us

sel

v

> U, -

The equality on the second line follows from the definitions of U and f () The inequality on the third line follows from a case split whether
the play ever returns to I and the definitions of uy, Vis, Viss, Ret and Rety; cf. (27). The equality on the fourth line follows from the fact that
TB and all Retg require a visit of T \ I, and the inequality on the last line follows from Lemma D.2. O

We will need the following lemma on the existence of e-optimal memoryless Max strategies for reachability objectives. It is a slight
extension of previous results; see [20, Section 7.7], and [11, Theorem 12.1]. Recall that the objective Reachy (T) is satisfied by plays that stay
inside the set of states L until they reach the target state T.

LEmMA D.4 ([17, LEMMA 5]). Consider a concurrent game with state space S, where Max may have infinite action sets but Min has only finite
action sets. Let So C S be a finite set of states, and T € S a target state. For all ¢ > 0 there are a memoryless Max strategy oo and a finite set
L C S such that inf; Ps 5, x(Reachp(T)) > valpeacht(s) — € holds for all s € Sy. If the game is turn-based, there is a deterministic such oy.

Lemma D.4 is used in the proof of the following lemma, to “replace” the general Max strategy o from Lemmas D.2 and D.3 by a memoryless
one. For a bridge A = (I, L, g9) (where I is as before) and plays starting from I, let Up denote the random variable such that Uy =up if f € T
is the state that is first visited upon leaving I U L, and Up = 0if I U L is not left or the state first visited upon leaving I U L is not in T.

LemMA D.5. There is a bridge A = (I, L, 0g) (where I is as before) such that L N T = 0 and for every Max strategy o consistent with A and for
all sp € I we haveinf; Eg 5 7Up > us,. If G1 is turn-based then oy is deterministic.

PrOOF. We transform the “weighted reachability” objective defined by the random variable U to a reachability objective by constructing a
new game, G. from G, as follows. Add a fresh state, say T, and for each f € T\ I redirect each incoming transition so that with probability us
it goes to T and with probability 1 — uf to the losing sink L. (This is possible, since uy € (0,1].)

Let o be the strategy from Lemma D.3; i.e., we have thatinf,; Eg ¢4 U > usforalls € I.Lete > Obesuchthatinf; Eg g5 ~U—e > us
holds for all s € I. By Lemma D.4 there are a memoryless (if G, is turn-based: memoryless deterministic) strategy oy and a finite set
L C (S\T) UIsuch that inf, SDQA’S’UO’”(ReaChL(T)) > ValQ,ReachT (s) —eholds for all s € I. Let s € I be arbitrary, and let o be an arbitrary
strategy consistent with (I, L \ 1, 09). It suffices to show that inf; Eg, 55 .Ur > us. We have

igl[f &g, sonUN = igl[f PQA’S’G’H(ReachL(T))
inf P 4 (Reachr(T))

T G.8,00.

vV

ValQ,ReachT(s) —€
inf P 4 (ReachT) —¢
T

G.s,01,7T

\%

ir71rf &g, soaU — ¢

\

Us,

as required. O
Let A = (I, L, 0p) be the bridge from Lemma D.5. For plays starting from I, define (A); as the following event: leave I U L; upon leaving

I'U L immediately visit a state in T. Plays from I that are in (A) are also in (A); (but not vice-versa, since (A) requires this to happen after

each visit to I, and not just once as for (A)1).
The following lemma strengthens Lemma D.2.

LeEmMMA D.6. There is a Max strategy o consistent with A such that, for all sy € I,

inf (Paor ((A) N TB\RE) + 3" Popn (A1 NRets)us) > ug,

sel



Strategy Complexity of Biichi Objectives in Concurrent Stochastic Games

Proor. By Lemma D.5 there is x € (0, 1) such that for all o consistent with A and all s9 € I we have xinf; &Es,6,2Up > us,. By the
definition of us for f € T (Equation (27)), there is a Max strategy o3 such that, forall f € T\ I,

inf (Pf’%ﬂ(TB \ Vis) + prﬂm(wss)us) > xuy

sel

We can choose o3 to be consistent with A. Let so € I be arbitrary. For a play starting from sy denote by fp € T the state that is first visited
upon leaving I U L. State fj is undefined if I U L is not left or the state first visited upon leaving I U L is not in T. Let o be a strategy consistent
with A which switches to o as soon as fj is visited. We have

inf (Payor ((A) N TB\Ret) + " Py n ((A)1 N Rets)us)

sel

il}rf (Pso,v,n(<A>l NTB\Ret) + Z PS(],O',JT(<A>1 N Rets)us)

sel
=inf ) (Paca(fa=fandTB\Ret)
feT\I
+ 3 Ponlfi = f and Ret)us )
sel
=inf Y (PuoaUh=f): (Proya(T8\Vis)
feT\I
+ Z Pf’gz,ﬂ(Viss)us))
sel
> Xi?,f Z Pspon(fa = Fug
feT\I
=xinf &g 6,2Un
T
> ug, ,
as required. i

Now we can prove Lemma 6.2.

LEMMA 6.2. Let I C S be a finite set of states in G, (thus L ¢ I). Letr € (0,1). There are a bridge A = (I, L, 0¢) and a Max strategy o
consistent with A so that

inf Ps 52 ((A) N TB) > rvalg(s)
T

holds for all states s € S. If G, is turn-based then there is a deterministic such bridge.

PROOF OF LEMMA 6.2. Choose ¢,x € (0,1) such that gx > r. Let u € (0,1]'YT and the bridge A = (I, L, 6y) be as defined before. Let
o be the strategy from Lemma D.6. Define a strategy ¢* as follows. For any initial state 3, strategy o* first plays a strategy o; with
inf; Ps o, (TB) 2 xvalyp($); if I is entered (which is at once if § € I), strategy o™ switches to o; from then on, whenever (A); occurs and
then the play returns to I, strategy o™ restarts o upon that return. Since o is consistent with A, so is 6. Let § € S be an arbitrary initial state,
and let 7 be an arbitrary Min strategy. It suffices to show that P; 5« . ((A) N TB) > rvalyg(s).

For a play starting from §, we define in the following a sequence of states, namely s 5@ eI This sequence may be finite, in which
case s is no longer defined from some n on. Each defined s(m) naturally corresponds to a visit of I. Specifically, denote by s(D € I the
first visited state in I, and, for n > 1, denote by s(m*1) ¢ T the state for which the play suffix started from s(n) satisfies (A1 NRetmey. In
other words, after the visit of s the event (A)1 occurs and then a state in I is visited and the first such visited state is s(m*1) Note that o*
restarts o exactly upon each visit s(" Denote by 7 the random variable, taking values in {0, 1,2,...} U {oo}, such that for alln € {0,1,2,...}
we have that (™) is defined if and only if 7 > n. Let % be the sigma-algebra generated by the cylinder set corresponding to the history that
consists only of the initial state 5. For all n € {1,2,...}, let 7, be the sigma-algebra generated by the cylinder sets corresponding to the
histories ws € Z* x S such that w includes at most the visits 5(1), .. .,s(”_l) (i.e., the state s at the end of history ws may be the visit s(”)).
For all n > 0, the event 7 > n and the random states s(1), ..., s(min{z.n}) 5pe Fn-measurable.

Define random variables X o rvalyg(s) and X3, Xy, ... by

U ifrzn
Xn = 41 if r < nand (A) N TB
0 if £ < nand not ((A) N TB).
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Each X, is F,,-measurable. We have
Esor (X1 | F0) = D P g m(Viss) - ts + Ps g o ((A) N TB\ Vis) - 1

sel

= Z P§,U§,7I(Viss)us + P§,0’§,71’(TB \ ViS)

sel

2 g Pioyn(Viss)valis(s) + Ps, - (TB\ Vis)

sel

> g Py n(Viss)valrs(s) + Pig, £(T8\ Vis))

sel

> gqinf ( Z Ps.00 (Viss)valra(s) + Ps oo n (TB\ Vis))
& sel
2q in,f 7)5',05,71" (TB)
T
> gxvalrg($)
> rvalrg($)
=Xp.
Foralln > 1and sy € I, write Cp 5y € Z* X {so} for the set of histories that include the visits s, . s ¢ [ and end with s(®) = s,. For
any h € Cps,, write Cyl(h) C Z® for the cylinder set corresponding to h. For all n > 1 we have {r > n} = g, es UhECn,so Cyl(h), where the

union is disjoint. For any history h write 7, for the Min strategy whose behavior is exactly like the behavior of 7 after h. By the definition
of ¢ and by Lemma D.6 we have foralln > 1and sp € I and h € Cp g,

Es.ot 1 (Xn+1 | CYI(h) = P 5+ z(r =nand (A) N TB | Cyl(h))
+ Z Ps oo p(r > n+1and s = 5 | Cyl(h))us

sel

Psyom () NTB\Ret) + 3" Py 5, ((A)r N Rets)us
sel

(28)

> U, .
To avoid clutter, let us drop the subscripts from P; 5+ , and &z 5+  in the following. For all n > 1
EXnt1 | F) = TecnXn+ D > LeymEXnsr | CyI(h))
soel heCn‘SO

(28)
> 1T<an+Z Z ﬂcyl(h)us()

so€l heCp,s,

TrcnXn + Z 1[1—2,1’ s(m) =g Uso

soel

= Lo<nXn + Lsnugm

= Lr<nXn + LrznXn

= Xn,
where 1F is the indicator function of E. That is, Xy, X7, X2, . . . is a submartingale with respect to the filtration %o, 71, 2, . . .. Random variable
7+ 1 is a stopping time with respect to the same filtration. Using the optional stopping theorem (noting that |X,,| < max{1, maxseyus} < 1
for all n), we obtain

rvaltg(5) = EXo < EXp41 < P(Xe41 #20),
as 0 < X471 < 1. It follows from the definition of the random variables X, that, if 7 < co and not ({(A) N TB), then X;4+; = 0. Thus,
rvaltg(s) < P(Xer1 #0) < P(r=000r ((A) NTB))
< P(r=00)+P((A)NTB).

By the construction of G, and the strategy o, there is § > 0 such that upon every visit of I corresponding to s 5() e Ithe probability

of falling into L in the very next step is at least d. (This is because o* plays a fixed memoryless strategy upon entering I.) Thus, (7 = c0) = 0.
Hence, rvaltg(5) < P({(A) N TB), as required. O
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