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ABSTRACT
We study 2-player concurrent stochastic Büchi 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 𝜀-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: 𝜀-optimal Max strategies for the combined Büchi 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 𝜀-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.

KEYWORDS
Stochastic Games, Strategy Complexity, Büchi and Transience Ob-

jectives, 𝜀-Optimal Strategies

1 INTRODUCTION
Background. We study 2-player zero-sum concurrent stochastic

games on countable (finite or countably infinite) graphs.
1
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 Büchi objective is to visit some

1
Our 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.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.

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

Max
inf

Min
𝑓 = value = inf

Min
sup

Max
𝑓

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 (𝜀-optimal, resp. optimal) strategy for a given player and

objective is also called the strategy complexity.
Optimal Max strategies for Büchi 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 Büchi

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 𝜀-optimal strategies.

Our contribution. We show (Theorem 3.1) that 𝜀-optimal Max strate-

gies for the Büchi 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 Büchi 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 𝜀-optimal Max strategies is tight, even for finite-state

concurrent Büchi 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 𝜀-optimal for Max

for any 𝜀 < 1; see Section 4. (The fact that finite-memory Max

strategies are insufficient in finite-state concurrent Büchi 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 Büchi 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 𝜀-optimal for Max for the Büchi 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 Büchi and Transience objective in countable concurrent sto-

chastic games with finite Min action sets: 𝜀-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 Büchi objective is

infinite). The stronger result on the combined Büchi and Transience

objective implies the result on the Büchi 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

Büchi 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 Büchi 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 𝜀-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 𝜀-optimal for any 𝜀 < 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].

2 PRELIMINARIES
A probability distribution over a countable set 𝑆 is a function 𝛼 :

𝑆 → [0, 1] with ∑
𝑠∈𝑆 𝛼 (𝑠) = 1. The support of 𝛼 is the set {𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 |

𝛼 (𝑠) > 0}. We writeD(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

def

=
⋃
𝑠∈𝑆 𝐴(𝑠) and 𝐵

def

=
⋃
𝑠∈𝑆 𝐵(𝑠).

Let 𝑍
def

= {(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 𝛼 ∈ D(𝐴(𝑠)) and 𝛽 ∈ D(𝐵(𝑠)) by letting

𝑝 (𝑠, 𝛼, 𝛽) def

=
∑︁

𝑎∈𝐴(𝑠 )

∑︁
𝑏∈𝐵 (𝑠 )

𝛼 (𝑎)𝛽 (𝑏)𝑝 (𝑠, 𝑎, 𝑏),

which is a distribution over 𝑆 . Let 𝑠0 ∈ 𝑆 be an initial state; a play
from 𝑠0 is an infinite sequence in 𝑍𝜔 where the first triple contains

𝑠0. Starting from 𝑠0, the game is played in steps {0, 1, 2, . . . }, where
at every step 𝑛 ∈ N, the play is in some state 𝑠𝑛 . At step 𝑛, Max

and Min independently and simultaneously choose mixed actions

𝛼𝑛 ∈ D(𝐴(𝑠𝑛)) and 𝛽𝑛 ∈ D(𝐵(𝑠𝑛)). Then two actions 𝑎𝑛 ∈ 𝐴 and

𝑏𝑛 ∈ 𝐵 are sampled according to 𝛼𝑛 and 𝛽𝑛 , respectively, a state

𝑠𝑛+1 ∈ 𝑆 is chosen according to 𝑝 (𝑠𝑛, 𝑎𝑛, 𝑏𝑛), before both players

are informed of the outcomes 𝑎𝑛, 𝑏𝑛, 𝑠𝑛+1 and the next step starts

from 𝑠𝑛+1. 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 𝐻𝑛 for the set of histories at step 𝑛 ∈ N,
which is defined as 𝐻0

def

= 𝑆 and 𝐻𝑛
def

= 𝑍𝑛 × 𝑆 for all 𝑛 > 0.

The set of all histories is 𝐻
def

=
⋃
𝑛∈N 𝐻𝑛 . For each history ℎ =

(𝑠0, 𝑎0, 𝑏0) · · · (𝑠𝑛−1, 𝑎𝑛−1, 𝑏𝑛−1)𝑠𝑛 ∈ 𝐻𝑛 , let 𝑠ℎ
def

= 𝑠𝑛 denote its final

state. Define the length of ℎ by |ℎ | def

= 𝑛. For any history ℎ′ start-
ing in state 𝑠ℎ , we write ℎℎ

′
for the concatenation of the histories

(𝑠0, 𝑎0, 𝑏0) · · · (𝑠𝑛−1, 𝑎𝑛−1, 𝑏𝑛−1)ℎ′.
A strategy for Max is a function 𝜎 that to each history ℎ ∈ 𝐻

assigns a mixed action 𝜎 (ℎ) ∈ D(𝐴(𝑠ℎ)). It is called deterministic if
𝜎 (ℎ) is a Dirac distribution for every history ℎ. Mixed actions and

strategies for Min are defined analogously. We write Σ and Π for

the sets of strategies for Max and Min, respectively.

Probability Measures and Optimality. An initial state 𝑠0 and a pair

of strategies 𝜎, 𝜋 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,𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝐸) for the probability of the
event 𝐸 starting from 𝑠0. 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,𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 for

the expectation w.r.t. PG,𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 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 𝑠0 are defined as

val
↓
G,𝐸 (𝑠0)

def

= sup

𝜎∈Σ
inf

𝜋∈Π
PG,𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝐸) and

val
↑
G,𝐸 (𝑠0)

def

= inf

𝜋∈Π
sup

𝜎∈Σ
PG,𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝐸) .

The inequality val
↓
G,𝐸 (𝑠0) ≤ val

↑
G,𝐸 (𝑠0) holds by definition. If

val
↓
G,𝐸 (𝑠0) = val

↑
G,𝐸 (𝑠0), then this quantity is called the value of

𝑠0, denoted by valG,𝐸 (𝑠0). 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 valG,𝐸 (𝑠0) exists.
For 𝜀 ≥ 0, a Max strategy 𝜎 is called 𝜀-optimal from 𝑠0 if for

all Min strategies 𝜋 we have PG,𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝐸) ≥ valG,𝐸 (𝑠0) − 𝜀. It
is called multiplicatively 𝜀-optimal if it satisfies PG,𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝐸) ≥
valG,𝐸 (𝑠0) (1 − 𝜀). Clearly, 𝜎 is 𝜀-optimal if it is multiplicatively

𝜀-optimal. A 0-optimal strategy is also called optimal.

Objectives. Given a set 𝑇 ⊆ 𝑆 of target states, the reachability
objective Reach(𝑇 ) is the set of plays that visit 𝑇 at least once,

i.e., 𝑠ℎ ∈ 𝑇 holds for some history ℎ that is a prefix of the play.

The objective Reach𝐿 (𝑇 ) additionally requires that all states in ℎ

before the visit to 𝑇 are in 𝐿. The dual safety objective Avoid(𝑇 ) def

=

𝑍𝜔 \ Reach(𝑇 ) consists of the plays that never visit 𝑇 . We are

mainly interested in Büchi objectives Bu(𝑇 ) that consist of all those
plays that visit the set of target states 𝑇 ⊆ 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 (𝑠0, 𝑎0, 𝑏0) (𝑠1, 𝑎1, 𝑏1) · · · ∈ 𝑍𝜔 is in Tr if for every 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆
there exist 𝑛𝑠 so that 𝑠 ≠ 𝑠𝑖 for 𝑖 ≥ 𝑛𝑠 . The transient Büchi objective
is TB

def

= Tr ∩ 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 set𝑀 of memory modes if it can be described by an initial mode

𝑚0 ∈ 𝑀 and a pair of functions

𝜎𝑎𝑐𝑡 : 𝑀 × 𝑆 → D(𝐴) and
𝜎𝑢𝑝 : 𝑆 ×𝑀 ×𝐴 × 𝐵 × 𝑆 → D(𝑀) ,

selecting mixed actions and updating the memory mode, respec-

tively. For any history ℎ = (𝑠0, 𝑎0, 𝑏0) · · · (𝑠𝑛−1, 𝑎𝑛−1, 𝑏𝑛−1)𝑠𝑛 ∈ 𝐻𝑛 ,
𝜎 (ℎ) = 𝜎𝑎𝑐𝑡 (𝑚𝑛, 𝑠𝑛) and𝑚𝑛+1 is drawn randomly according to the

distribution 𝜎𝑢𝑝 (𝑠𝑛,𝑚𝑛, 𝑎𝑛, 𝑏𝑛, 𝑠𝑛+1). For 𝑀-based strategy 𝜎 and

𝑚 ∈ 𝑀 we will write 𝜎 [𝑚] to denote the strategy with 𝜎𝑎𝑐𝑡 and

𝜎𝑢𝑝 as in 𝜎 but with initial mode𝑚0 =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 𝜎𝑢𝑝 (.) are Dirac then 𝜎
is public, since the opponent can keep track of its memory.

A strategy 𝜎 is memoryless if it is based on a singleton set𝑀 , i.e.,

𝜎 (ℎ) = 𝜎 (ℎ′) for any two histories ℎ,ℎ′ with 𝑠ℎ = 𝑠ℎ′ . A strategy is

1-bit if it is based on𝑀 = {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 𝜎 is 1-bit Markov if it

is based on a step counter and two extra memory modes. That is,

𝑀 = N×{0, 1} and at any step𝑛 the update function 𝜎𝑢𝑝 guarantees
that the mode𝑚𝑛 is in {𝑛} × {0, 1}.

3 THE MAIN RESULTS
Our results concern the memory requirement of Max strategies for

the Büchi (Bu), Transience (Tr) and Transient Büchi (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 Büchi objective and 𝜀 > 0.
Max has a 1-bit Markov strategy 𝜎 such that

(1) 𝜎 [0] is multiplicatively 𝜀-optimal from every state, 2 and
(2) all memory updates 𝜎𝑢𝑝 (·) 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 Büchi objective of The-

orem 3.1 is a new result even for the special case of finite-state
concurrent Büchi 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 Büchi game.

Our strongest result is that for transient Büchi objectives: Max

has public 1-bit strategies that are uniformly 𝜀-optimal (i.e., 𝜀-

optimal from every state).

Theorem 3.2. Let G be a game with TB objective and 𝜀 > 0. Max
has a 1-bit strategy 𝜎 so that

(1) 𝜎 [0] is multiplicatively 𝜀-optimal from every state, and
(2) all memory updates 𝜎𝑢𝑝 (·) 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 × 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 𝜀-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 𝜀-

optimal.

2
Recall that 𝜎 [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 𝜀-

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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𝑑

𝑤

𝑙

𝑠 𝑡

1 1

1 0

00 0 1

Figure 1: The BadMatch. Max andMin actions, where they in-
fluence the motion, are depicted in blue and red, respectively.
The objective is Bu({𝑤, 𝑠}). NoMarkov or finite-memory strat-
egy for Max is 𝜀-optimal from 𝑑 , for any 𝜀 < 1.

Theorem 3.3. Let G be a game with Tr objective and 𝜀 > 0. Max
has a memoryless strategy that is multiplicatively 𝜀-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 Büchi 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, 1, 1) (𝑤) = 𝑝 (𝑑, 1, 0) (𝑙) = 𝑝 (𝑑, 0, 1) (𝑡) = 𝑝 (𝑑, 0, 0) (𝑠) = 1; the

motion from states𝑤, 𝑙, 𝑠, 𝑡 follows the unique depicted edge under

all actions. Intuitively,𝑤 and 𝑙 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 𝑙 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

𝜀-optimal strategies.

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

Proof. 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 𝛿 > 0 for the first time.

Then Min can make Max’s attainment ≤ 1 − 𝛿 < 1 by first playing

according to ℎ, and then playing action 0. □

The following two propositions state lower bounds for the com-

plexity of Max strategies: neither finite-memory strategies nor

Markov strategies for Max are 𝜀-optimal.

Proposition 4.2. Every finite-memory Max strategy 𝜎 in the Bad
Match is worthless: inf𝜋∈Π PG,𝑑,𝜎,𝜋 (Bu) = 0.

Proof. Let 𝜎 be a Max strategy based on some finite memory

set𝑀 , and fix an 𝜀 > 0. We show that Min can win with probability

1 − 𝜀, i.e., that there is a Min strategy 𝜋 so that PG,𝑑,𝜎,𝜋 (Bu) ≤ 𝜀.
Choose 𝜀1, 𝜀2 > 0 with 𝜀 = 𝜀1 + 𝜀2 and first consider the Min

strategy, 𝜋1, which in each step plays action 1 with probability 𝜀1
and action 0with probability 1−𝜀1. Then 𝜎 and 𝜋1 induce a Markov

chain with finite state space 𝑆 × 𝑀 . Since 𝜋1 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, 𝑙} or𝑚 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−𝜀2. In particular,

𝐾 depends only on the induced Markov chain, and thus only on G
and the strategies 𝜎 and 𝜋1. Now we define Min’s counter-strategy

𝜋 , that depends on 𝐾 and thus on 𝜎 . The Min strategy 𝜋 plays like

𝜋1 in the first 𝐾 steps and action 1 always thereafter.

Consider the strategies 𝜎 and 𝜋 . The probability that within 𝐾

steps the permanently winning state𝑤 is reached is at most 𝜀1; this

follows from the definition of 𝜋1. The probability that within 𝐾

steps the finite-state Markov chain has not yet reached a BSCC is

at most 𝜀2. 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 − 𝜀1 − 𝜀2 = 1 − 𝜀. Thus, Min

wins with probability at least 1 − 𝜀. □

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 𝜎 for Max in the Bad
Match is worthless: inf𝜋∈Π PG,𝑑,𝜎,𝜋 (Bu) = 0.

Proof. Let 𝜎 be a Markov strategy for Max and for any step

𝑛 ≥ 0, let 𝑟𝑛 be the probability with which 𝜎 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∞.
Case

∑∞
𝑛=0 𝑟𝑛 = ∞. Then almost surely, there are infinitely

many steps in which Max chooses action 1. If Min’s strategy 𝜋 al-

ways chooses action 0, she guarantees that the game almost surely

reaches the losing sink 𝑙 . Thus, PG,𝑑,𝜎,𝜋 (Bu) = 0.

Case

∑∞
𝑛=0 𝑟𝑛 < ∞. Let 𝜀 > 0. Then we can choose 𝐾 so that∑∞

𝑛=𝐾
𝑟𝑛 ≤ 𝜀. In particular, 𝜀 bounds the probability with which

Max ever plays action 1 after step 𝐾 . Let 𝜋 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 𝑙 and is won by Min. Otherwise, if the game does not reach 𝑙

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 − 𝜀. Hence, PG,𝑑,𝜎,𝜋 (Bu) ≤ 𝜀. □

We now show that there exists an 𝜀-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 𝜀-optimal 1-bit Markov strategies.

Proof. 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 𝜎 that is 𝜀-optimal from 𝑑 . Afterwards we argue how

𝜎 can be modified to give a 1-bit Markov strategy.

First, recall that finite-state concurrent games with reachability
objectives always have memoryless randomized 𝜀-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 − 𝜀. He can do so by playing action 1 with

probability 𝜀 and action 0 with probability 1 − 𝜀. 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 − 𝜀,
so he wins via state 𝑠 with probability 1− 𝜀. Therefore, conditioned
under 𝐸, Max wins with probability ≥ 1 − 𝜀. 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 − 𝜀.
Now consider the following Max strategy 𝜎 from 𝑑 for the Büchi

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 𝜀𝑖 -optimal strategy towards reaching the set {𝑠,𝑤}. If𝑤
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 𝜀𝑖
def

= 𝜀2−𝑖 , we obtain that the Büchi objective is satisfied

with probability ≥ 1−𝜀. This strategy 𝜎 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 𝜎′ that is similar to 𝜎 . It also works

in phases, but each phase 𝑖 has a pre-determined length 𝑙𝑖 . In each

phase 𝑖 , Max plays a memoryless 𝜀𝑖 -optimal strategy towards reach-

ing the target set {𝑠,𝑤}, and the length 𝑙𝑖 is chosen sufficiently

large such that the probability of reaching the target before the end

of the phase is ≥ 1 − 𝜀𝑖 − 𝜀′𝑖 for some sufficiently small 𝜀′
𝑖
> 0. If𝑤

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
𝜀𝑖

def

= 𝜀′
𝑖

def

= 𝜀2−(𝑖+1) , we obtain that the Büchi objective is satisfied

with probability ≥ 1 − 𝜀. The strategy 𝜎′ is a 1-bit Markov strategy.

It uses the step counter to determine the current phase, since the

lengths 𝑙𝑖 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 𝜎′ loses ≤ 𝜀𝑖 + 𝜀′𝑖 = 𝜀2
−𝑖

only once in
each phase 𝑖 , and not multiple times per phase. □

We show, as Theorem 3.1, that such an 𝜀-optimal 1-bit Markov

strategy for Max always exists, even in countably infinite-state

stochastic Büchi games; see Section 6.

5 TRANSIENCE GAMES
In this section we prove that Max has memoryless strategies that

are uniformly 𝜀-optimal for Transience.

Theorem 3.3. Let G be a game with Tr objective and 𝜀 > 0. Max
has a memoryless strategy that is multiplicatively 𝜀-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 ⊥ ∉ 𝑆 is a fresh losing sink state. Denote by

Avoid(⊥) the event of not visiting ⊥. 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(⊥) are equal up
to measure zero. The intuition is that it then suffices to construct

strategies in G⊥ that focus on avoiding ⊥, 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 𝑎𝜂 for every rational number 𝜂 ∈ (0, 1). The Max

action 𝑎𝜂 leads with probability 𝜂 (regardless of Min’s action) to ⊥,
and with probability 1−𝜂 behaves like the original Max action 𝑎;

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 ⊆ 𝑆𝜔 (note that ⊥ ∉ 𝑆) and states 𝑠 , the values of 𝑠 for

𝐸 in games G and G⊥ are equal. In particular, the equality holds for

the transience objective Tr.

Lemma 5.1. For all events 𝐸 ⊆ 𝑆𝜔 and all states 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 :
valG,𝐸 (𝑠) = valG⊥,𝐸 (𝑠) .

The lemma follows by showing that, for every 𝜀 > 0, every Max

strategy in G can be converted to a strategy in G⊥ with only an

additional 𝜀 error. Indeed, consider any Max strategy 𝜎 in G. We

define 𝜎⊥ to play at the history ℎ exactly the same mixed action as

𝜎 plays, but with the leakage 𝜂 = 𝜀 · 2−( |ℎ |+1) . See 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 𝜎 , all Min
strategies 𝜋 and states 𝑠 , the events Tr and Avoid(⊥) differ only by
a nullset. Formally,

PG⊥,𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 ((Tr \ Avoid(⊥)) ∪ (Avoid(⊥) \ 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 ⊥ (depending only on the state), and thus a

transition to ⊥ 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
∑
𝑖∈N 𝑝 (𝑠, 𝑎, 𝑏) (𝑠𝑖 ) = 1. In the leaky game G⊥, for every rational

number 𝜂 ∈ (0, 1), the probability distribution 𝑝⊥ (𝑠, 𝑎𝜂 , 𝑏) is defined such that the support (𝑠, 𝑎, 𝑏) also includes ⊥. More precisely,
we have 𝑝⊥ (𝑠, 𝑎𝜂 , 𝑏) (𝑠𝑖 ) = (1 − 𝜂)𝑝 (𝑠, 𝑎, 𝑏) (𝑠𝑖 ) and 𝑝⊥ (𝑠, 𝑎𝜂 , 𝑏) (⊥) = 𝜂.

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 𝜀-

optimal memoryless strategies in G⊥ to G. Subsequently, it suffices

to prove that Max has memoryless 𝜀-optimal strategies in the game

G⊥. 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 𝑠0 ≠ ⊥ inG⊥. Without restriction, we assume

that ⊥ is the only state with value 0 in G⊥ and thus valTr (𝑠0) > 0.

Fix 𝑢 such that

0 ≤ 𝑢 < valTr (𝑠0) . (1)

For all 𝑛 ≥ 1, let F𝑛 be the sigma-algebra generated by the

cylinder sets corresponding to the histories ℎ𝑠 ∈ 𝑍 ∗ 𝑆 where ℎ

starts in 𝑠0 and visits 𝑠0 at most 𝑛 − 1 times; note that ℎ𝑠 visits 𝑠0
an 𝑛th time if 𝑠 = 𝑠0 and ℎ visits 𝑠0 exactly 𝑛 − 1 times.

Let

𝜏 : 𝑍𝜔 → {1, 2, . . .} ∪ {∞} (2)

denote the random variable that counts the number of visits to 𝑠0.

Define a sequence (𝑋𝑛)∞𝑛=1 of random variables by

𝑋𝑛
def

=


𝑢 if 𝜏 ≥ 𝑛
1 if 𝜏 < 𝑛 and Tr

0 if 𝜏 < 𝑛 and not Tr .

(3)

Intuitively, the 𝑋𝑛 encode increasingly strict conditions about the

number of visits to 𝑠0. Since 𝜏 ≥ 𝑛 and (𝜏 < 𝑛) ∩ Tr are F𝑛-
measurable, the 𝑋𝑛 are F𝑛-measurable.

Denote by Ret the event to return to the state 𝑠0, that is, the set

of all plays that start in 𝑠0 and revisit it at some later step.

Lemma 5.3. Max has a strategy 𝜎 such that, for all 𝜋 ∈ Π,

P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (Tr \ Ret) + P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (Ret)𝑢 > 𝑢 .

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

Proof. Towards a contradiction suppose that for all Max strate-

gies �̃� there is a Min strategy 𝜋 with

P𝑠0,�̃�,𝜋 (Tr \ Ret) + P𝑠0,�̃�,𝜋 (Ret)𝑢 ≤ 𝑢. (4)

Let 𝜎 be an arbitrary Max strategy. For any history h ∈ 𝐻 that

ends with a visit to 𝑠0, there is a unique strategy, denoted by 𝜎h,
whose behavior is exactly like the behavior of 𝜎 after h; formally,

𝜎h (ℎ) = 𝜎 (hℎ) for all histories ℎ ∈ 𝐻 .
By (4), for any history h with 𝑠h = 𝑠0 and the unique 𝜎h just

defined, there is 𝜋h with

P𝑠0,𝜎h,𝜋h (Tr \ Ret) + P𝑠0,𝜎h,𝜋h (Ret) 𝑢 ≤ 𝑢 . (5)

Let 𝜋 be the Min strategy that upon every visit to state 𝑠0 via a

history h plays 𝜋h (until, if it exists, the next visit of 𝑠0). Formally,

we define 𝜋 (hℎ) = 𝜋h (ℎ) if the history h ends with a visit to 𝑠0 and

ℎ contains 𝑠0 only at the start.

Consider the probability measure induced by G⊥ under 𝜎 and 𝜋 ;

and recall that 𝑋𝑛 is F𝑛-measurable. We show the following:

Claim 5.3.1. The sequence (𝑋𝑛)∞𝑛=1 is a supermartingale with
respect to the filtration (F𝑛)∞𝑛=1:

E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛) ≤ 𝑋𝑛 .

The proof of the claim rest on (5). The details are technical and

can be found in Appendix C.

For all 𝑛 ≥ 1, the events 𝜏 + 1 = 𝑛 and 𝜏 + 1 ≤ 𝑛 are F𝑛-
measurable. This implies that 𝜏 + 1 is a stopping time with respect

to the filtration (F𝑛)∞𝑛=1, given the convention that∞+1 is equal∞.
Since |𝑋𝑛 | ≤ 1 for all 𝑛, using the optional stopping theorem (OST)

3
, we obtain the following

𝑢 = E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋1)
≥ E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋𝜏+1) by OST and 𝐶𝑙𝑎𝑖𝑚 5.3.1

≥ E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋𝜏+1 | Tr) P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (Tr)
Since on Tr the random variable 𝜏 + 1 < ∞ and 𝑋𝜏+1 = 1, we obtain

E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋𝜏+1 | Tr) = 1. By the latter and the argument above, we

get

𝑢 ≥ P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (Tr).
Since the strategy 𝜎 was chosen arbitrarily, it follows that

𝑢 ≥ valTr (𝑠0) ,
3
Throughout 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.

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

□

Let 𝜎 be as described in Lemma 5.3. Denote by 𝜎∗ the strategy
obtained from 𝜎 by restarting every time 𝑠0 is revisited. Formally,

we define

𝜎∗ (ℎ1ℎ2) = 𝜎 (ℎ2) (6)

if the history ℎ1 ends with a visit to 𝑠0 and ℎ2 has no visits to 𝑠0
(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 𝑠0. Note that a strategy that is merely 𝜀-optimal

in every subgame is not sufficient here, and hence we need the

stronger property of Lemma 5.3 to get the strategy 𝜎∗ above.

Lemma 5.4. P𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (Tr) ≥ 𝑢 for all 𝜋 ∈ Π.

Proof. Let 𝜋 be an arbitrary Min strategy. Consider the proba-

bility measure induced by G⊥ under 𝜎∗ and 𝜋 .

Claim 5.4.1. The sequence (𝑋𝑛)∞𝑛=1 is a submartingale with respect
to the filtration (F𝑛)∞𝑛=1:

E𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛) ≥ 𝑋𝑛 .

Similarly to the proof of Lemma 5.3, in order to use the optional

stopping theorem, observe that 𝜏 + 1 is a stopping time with respect

to the filtration (F𝑛)∞𝑛=1. This together with the optional stopping

theorem imply that

𝑢 = E𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝑋1)
≤ E𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝑋𝜏+1) by OST and 𝐶𝑙𝑎𝑖𝑚 5.4.1

≤ P𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝑋𝜏+1 ≠ 0) since 0 ≤ 𝑋𝜏+1 ≤ 1 .

By definition of the 𝑋𝑛 , see (3), if 𝜏 < ∞ and not Tr then 𝑋𝜏+1 = 0

holds. By the above, we note that

𝑢 ≤ P𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝑋𝜏+1 ≠ 0)
≤ P𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝜏 = ∞ or Tr)
≤ P𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝜏 = ∞) + P𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (Tr) .

By definition of the leaky game G⊥ and the strategy 𝜎∗, there
is 𝛿 > 0 such that upon every visit of 𝑠0 the probability of falling

into ⊥ in the very next step is at least 𝛿 . As a result,

P𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝜏 = ∞) = 0

holds, implying that 𝑢 ≤ P𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (Tr), as required. □

Let 𝛼 be a Max mixed action at 𝑠0. Define G𝛼 to be a game

similar to G⊥ where Max is only able to play 𝛼 at 𝑠0. We formalize

the definition of G𝛼 by introducing the notion of fixing a mixed
action 𝛼 in G, that is, to obtain a new game identical to G⊥ except

that

(1) the set of Max actions at 𝑠0 is a singleton set {𝑎𝛼 }; and
(2) for all Min actions 𝑏 ∈ 𝐵(𝑠0), the transition function of G𝛼

for (𝑠0, 𝑎𝛼 , 𝑏) is exactly the probability distribution defined

by 𝛼 and 𝑏 in G⊥.

The following lemma shows that one can fix a mixed action at

𝑠0 so that the value of no state drops significantly.

Lemma 5.5. Let 𝑠0 ∈ 𝑆 be a state in G⊥ (hence 𝑠0 ≠ ⊥) and let
𝑟 ∈ (0, 1). There is a Max mixed action 𝛼 at 𝑠0 such that

valG𝛼 ,Tr (𝑠) ≥ 𝑟 valG⊥,Tr (𝑠)
holds for all states 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 . If G⊥ is turn-based, there is such an 𝛼 that
is Dirac.

Proof. Let 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 be chosen arbitrary. Let

𝑢
def

= 𝑟 valG⊥,Tr (𝑠0) (7)

ensuring that 𝑢 < valG⊥,Tr (𝑠0) as required in (1). Let 𝜎 be a strat-

egy satisfying the condition in Lemma 5.3 for this 𝑢. From 𝜎 , we

obtain 𝜎∗ as described in (6). Let the mixed action 𝛼 , a probability

distribution over 𝐴(𝑠0), be the action of 𝜎∗ at history 𝑠0. If G⊥ is

turn-based, 𝛼 is Dirac.

Let 𝑥 ∈ (0, 1) be chosen arbitrary. We finally define �̃� from 𝜎∗:
Starting in 𝑠 , this strategy �̃� first plays a strategy 𝜎𝑠 with

inf

𝜋
PG⊥,𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 (Tr) ≥ 𝑥 valG⊥,Tr (𝑠) , (8)

and whenever (if at all) the play visits 𝑠0, it switches to 𝜎
∗
.

Let �̃� be an arbitrary Min strategy. We redefine the random

variable 𝜏 as given in (2), allowing for the possibility that 𝜏 = 0 to

accommodate plays that never visit 𝑠0. For the 𝑢 in (7), define the

sequence (𝑋𝑛)∞𝑛=1 of random variables as in (3). Define

𝑋0
def

= 𝑟 𝑥 valG⊥,Tr (𝑠) , (9)

and let F0 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 𝑋𝑛 being F𝑛-measurable, the random variable 𝑋0 is

also F0-measurable.

Claim 5.5.1. The sequence (𝑋𝑛)∞𝑛=0 is a submartingale with respect
to the filtration (F𝑛)∞𝑛=0:

EG⊥,𝑠0,�̃�,�̃� (𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛) ≥ 𝑋𝑛 .

The proof of the this Claim is a combination of reasoning for

EG⊥,𝑠,�̃�,�̃� (𝑋1 | F0) ≥ 𝑋0 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

𝑟 𝑥 valG⊥,Tr (𝑠)
= EG⊥,𝑠,�̃�,�̃� (𝑋0) by definition in (9)

≤ EG⊥,𝑠,�̃�,�̃� (𝑋𝜏+1) by OST and 𝐶𝑙𝑎𝑖𝑚 5.5.1

≤ PG⊥,𝑠,�̃�,�̃� (Tr) similarly to Lemma 5.4.

By its construction, �̃� chooses 𝛼 each time the play visits 𝑠0.

Recall that G𝛼 is the game obtained from G⊥ by fixing 𝛼 at 𝑠0,

ensuring that Max is only able to play 𝛼 at 𝑠0. Hence, the strategy

�̃� is uniquely translated to a corresponding strategy �̃�𝛼 in G𝛼 in a

natural way. Following �̃�𝛼 in G𝛼 , we obtain
𝑟 𝑥 valG⊥,Tr (𝑠) ≤ PG𝛼 ,𝑠,�̃�𝛼 ,�̃� (Tr) .

Since 𝑥 and �̃� were arbitrary, it follows that

𝑟 valG⊥,Tr (𝑠) ≤ valG𝛼 ,Tr (𝑠) ,
as required. □
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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 𝜀-optimal from every state

in a transience game.

In the sequel, for clarity, we assume that the set of states inG⊥, ex-
cluding ⊥, is {1, 2, . . .}. Let 𝑟 ∈ (0, 1) be arbitrary. Define G0

def

= G⊥.
We inductively define a sequence (G𝑖 )𝑖≥1 of games and a sequence

(𝛼𝑖 )𝑖≥1 of Max mixed actions. For all 𝑖 ≥ 1, invoking Lemma 5.5,

there exists a probability distribution 𝛼𝑖 on 𝐴(𝑖) such that for all

𝑠 ∈ 𝑆
valG𝑖 ,Tr (𝑠) ≥ 𝑟

2
−𝑖
valG𝑖−1,Tr (𝑠) (10)

where the game G𝑖 is obtained from G𝑖−1 by fixing the mixed

actions 𝛼𝑖 at 𝑖 .

The collection of the mixed actions 𝛼𝑖 at states 𝑖 defines a memo-

ryless strategy, denoted by 𝜎 , for Max in G⊥. By Lemma 5.5, if G⊥ is

turn-based, 𝜎 can be made deterministic. Below, we will prove that,

for all states 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 and for all Min strategies 𝜋 ,

PG⊥,𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (Tr) ≥ 𝑟 valG⊥,Tr (𝑠) , (11)

proving Theorem 3.3.

For all 𝑖 ≥ 0, define 𝑟𝑖
def

=
∏
𝑗>𝑖 𝑟

2
− 𝑗
, that is intuitively the pro-

portion of the value in the game G𝑖 that will be maintained by

all future fixings 𝑗 > 𝑖 . For brevity, write 𝑣𝑖 (𝑠) for valG𝑖 ,Tr (𝑠). It
follows from the definition of the games G𝑖 in (10) that for all 𝑖 ≥ 1

and all states 𝑠 ,

𝑟𝑖 𝑣𝑖 (𝑠) ≥ 𝑟𝑖−1 𝑣𝑖−1 (𝑠) . (12)

Recall that 𝐻𝑛 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 F𝑛 be the sigma-algebra generated by the cylinder

sets corresponding to 𝐻𝑛−1.
Let 𝜋 be an arbitrary Min strategy. Given a play visiting the

sequence 𝑠1, 𝑠2, . . . of states, for all 𝑛 ≥ 1, we define the random

variable

𝑚(𝑛) def

= max{𝑠1, 𝑠2, . . . , 𝑠𝑛}.
We further define the random variable 𝑌𝑛 , taking values in [0, 1],
by

𝑌𝑛
def

= 𝑟𝑚 (𝑛) 𝑣𝑚 (𝑛) (𝑠𝑛) . (13)

Intuitively, the variable 𝑌𝑛 is the value of 𝑠𝑛 after having fixed an

action in the states {1, · · · ,𝑚(𝑛)}, scaled down by 𝑟𝑚 (𝑛) , that is the
proportion of the value in the game G𝑖 that will be maintained by

all future fixings 𝑖 > 𝑚(𝑛). Both random variables𝑚(𝑛) and 𝑌𝑛 are

F𝑛-measurable.

Let 𝑠1 be an arbitrary state, excluding ⊥. We aim to prove the

inequality in (11). Consider a random play visiting the sequence

𝑠1, 𝑠2, . . . of states. For all 𝑛 ≥ 1, we have

E𝑠1,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑌𝑛+1 | F𝑛)
= E𝑠1,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑟𝑚 (𝑛+1)𝑣𝑚 (𝑛+1) (𝑠𝑛+1) | F𝑛) by (13)

≥ E𝑠1,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑟𝑚 (𝑛)𝑣𝑚 (𝑛) (𝑠𝑛+1) | F𝑛) by (12)

But then recall that in state 𝑠𝑛 , strategy 𝜎 plays the mixed action

fixed in G𝑚 (𝑛) , and, therefore, the expected value of the values

in G𝑚 (𝑛) does not drop in one step. Hence, we get

≥ E𝑠1,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑟𝑚 (𝑛)𝑣𝑚 (𝑛) (𝑠𝑛) | F𝑛)
= 𝑌𝑛 .

Consequently, the sequence (𝑌𝑛)∞𝑛=1 is a submartingale with respect

to the filtration (F𝑛)∞𝑛=1. This implies that, in game G⊥, for all𝑛 ≥ 1,

E𝑠1,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑌𝑛) ≥ E𝑠1,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑌1). (14)

We can now conclude the proof as follows. In gameG⊥, by Lemma 5.2

and 𝜎 being memoryless, we get that

P𝑠1,𝜎,𝜋 (Tr) = P𝑠1,𝜎,𝜋 (Avoid(⊥))

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

≥ P𝑠1,𝜎,𝜋
(
lim sup

𝑛→∞
𝑌𝑛 > 0

)
Furthermore, since 𝑌𝑛 ≤ 1, it follows that

≥ E𝑠1,𝜎,𝜋
(
lim sup

𝑛→∞
𝑌𝑛

)
≥ lim sup

𝑛→∞
E𝑠1,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑌𝑛) reverse Fatou lemma

≥ E𝑠1,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑌1) by (14)

= 𝑟1 𝑣1 (𝑠1) by (13)

≥ 𝑟0 𝑣0 (𝑠1) by (12)

By (10) and definition of 𝑟0, we finally can conclude that

P𝑠1,𝜎,𝜋 (Tr) ≥ 𝑟 valG⊥,Tr (𝑠1) ,

as required in (11).

6 BÜCHI GAMES
In a game G with state space 𝑆 and 𝑇 ⊆ 𝑆 denote by Bu the Büchi
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

Büchi objective, TB
def

= Tr ∩ Bu. 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 𝜀 > 0. Max
has a 1-bit strategy 𝜎 so that

(1) 𝜎 [0] is multiplicatively 𝜀-optimal from every state, and
(2) all memory updates 𝜎𝑢𝑝 (·) 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 𝜀-optimal 1-bit strategies in G⊥ to G. Thus, it suffices to

prove that Max has 𝜀-optimal 1-bit strategies in the game G⊥.
We will assume without loss of generality that ⊥ ∉ 𝑆 is the only

state with valTB (⊥) = 0, as we can redirect all transitions that

lead to a value-0 state to ⊥, 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(⊥) are equal up to measure zero.
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Definition 6.1. A bridge in G⊥ is a triple Λ = (𝐼 , 𝐿, 𝜎0) where
𝐼 , 𝐿 ⊆ 𝑆 (thus ⊥ ∉ 𝐼 ) are disjoint finite sets of states and 𝜎0 is a

mapping that maps every 𝑠 ∈ 𝐼 ∪ 𝐿 to a mixed Max action 𝜎0 (𝑠) ∈
D(𝐴(𝑠)). We write ⟨Λ⟩ for the event that after each visit of a state

in 𝐼 , eventually 𝐼 ∪𝐿 will be left, at which point immediately a state

in 𝑇 is visited.

A Max strategy 𝜎 is said to be consistent with Λ if, in any play

against any Min strategy 𝜋 , after every visit of a state in 𝐼 , strat-

egy 𝜎 plays as specified by 𝜎0 until 𝐼 ∪ 𝐿 is left. A bridge is called

deterministic if, for every 𝑠 ∈ 𝐼 ∪ 𝐿, 𝜎0 (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.

Lemma 6.2. Let 𝐼 ⊆ 𝑆 be a finite set of states in G⊥ (thus ⊥ ∉ 𝐼 ).
Let 𝑟 ∈ (0, 1). There are a bridge Λ = (𝐼 , 𝐿, 𝜎0) and a Max strategy 𝜎
consistent with Λ so that

inf

𝜋
P𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (⟨Λ⟩ ∩ TB) ≥ 𝑟 valTB (𝑠)

holds for all states 𝑠 ∈ 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 𝑆 = {2, 4, 6, . . .}. We define a sequence (G𝑖 )𝑖≥1
of games inductively. Each game G𝑖 will have a state space

𝑆𝑖
def

= 𝑆 ∪ 𝐿′
1
∪ · · · ∪ 𝐿′𝑖 ,

where 𝑆, 𝐿′
1
, 𝐿′

2
, . . . are pairwise disjoint and 𝐿′

𝑖
⊆ {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 G0

def

= G⊥ and

𝐼0
def

= 𝐿0
def

= 𝐿′
0

def

= ∅ .
For all 𝑖 ≥ 1, define

𝐼𝑖
def

= 𝐼𝑖−1 ∪ 𝐿𝑖−1 ∪ 𝐿′𝑖−1 ∪ {2𝑖} .
By Lemma 6.2, in G𝑖−1 there are a bridge Λ𝑖 = (𝐼𝑖 , 𝐿𝑖 , 𝜎𝑖 ) and a Max

strategy 𝜎 consistent with Λ𝑖 so that for every 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆𝑖−1 we have

inf

𝜋
PG𝑖−1,𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (⟨Λ𝑖 ⟩ ∩ TB) ≥ 𝑟

2
−𝑖
valG𝑖−1,TB (𝑠) .

If the game is turn-based then the bridge Λ𝑖 can be made determin-

istic. Since 𝐼𝑖 ∩ 𝐿𝑖 = ∅ and
𝐼𝑖 ⊇ 𝐿′1 ∪ . . . ∪ 𝐿

′
𝑖−1 ,

all states in 𝐿𝑖 are in 𝑆 , i.e., are “even”. See the top of Figure 3.

We construct G𝑖 from G𝑖−1 by adding fresh, “odd”, copies of the

states in 𝐿𝑖 , namely

𝐿′𝑖
def

= {2 𝑗 + 1 | 2 𝑗 ∈ 𝐿𝑖 } .
In G𝑖 we “plaster” the bridge Λ𝑖 , but using 𝐿

′
𝑖
instead of 𝐿𝑖 . (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 𝐼𝑖 , a version of 𝜎𝑖 is played by

Max until 𝐼𝑖 ∪ 𝐿′𝑖 is left, at which point either a state in 𝑇 is visited

or the play falls into ⊥. More precisely, we replace the Max actions

of states 𝑠 ∈ 𝐼𝑖 by the single action 𝜎𝑖 (𝑠), and states 2 𝑗 + 1 ∈ 𝐿′
𝑖

get the single action 𝜎𝑖 (2 𝑗). The successor state distributions of
those actions are modified so that transitions to states 2 𝑗 ∈ 𝐿𝑖 are
redirected to the “odd sibling” 2 𝑗 + 1 ∈ 𝐿′

𝑖
, transitions to 𝐼𝑖 ∪ (𝑇 \𝐿𝑖 )

are kept, and all other transitions are redirected to ⊥. The states
in 𝐿𝑖 remain untouched for now (but will be plastered in G𝑖+1). See
the bottom of Figure 3.

From the properties of the bridge Λ𝑖 , for all 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆𝑖−1, we have

valG𝑖 ,TB (𝑠) ≥ inf

𝜋
PG𝑖−1,𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (⟨Λ𝑖 ⟩ ∩ TB)

≥ 𝑟2
−𝑖
valG𝑖−1,TB (𝑠) . (15)

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

𝑆∞
def

= 𝑆 ∪
⋃
𝑖≥1

𝐿′𝑖 ,

where all choices of Max have been fixed. (One does not need to fix

actions in ⊥, since its value is zero anyway.)

The game G∞ 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 𝜎 , for G⊥, where
(1) each (even) state 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 in G∞ corresponds to state 𝑠 in G⊥

and 𝜎 being in memory mode 0,

(2) and each (odd) state 𝑠 ∈ ⋃
𝑖≥1 𝐿

′
𝑖
in G∞ corresponds to

state 𝑠 − 1 in G⊥ and 𝜎 being in memory mode 1.

(3) The start mode is 0.

(4) The mode update corresponding to transitions that were

redirected to ⊥ in the construction of G∞ can be defined

arbitrarily, say to mode 0.

Note that, while the actions of 𝜎 can be mixed in general, its

memory updates are always deterministic, switching the memory

mode after visiting 𝐼𝑖 and 𝑇 , respectively. However, if the game is

turn-based then all the bridges can be made deterministic, and thus

𝜎 is completely deterministic.

Recall that 𝜎 [0] refers to 𝜎 starting in memorymode 0. It remains

to show that 𝜎 [0] is nearly optimal from every state, that is,

inf

𝜋
PG⊥,𝑠,𝜎 [0],𝜋 (TB) ≥ 𝑟valG⊥ (𝑠)

holds for all 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 .

For all 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 , the following holds:

inf

𝜋
PG⊥,𝑠,𝜎 [0],𝜋 (TB) ≥ inf

𝜋
PG∞,𝑠,𝜋 (TB) .

We note in passing that the inequality above might be strict due to

the transitions redirected to ⊥ in G∞. The game G∞ 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(⊥)
are equal up to measure zero in G∞, under any Min strategy (by

Lemma C.2). In G∞, for any state 𝑖 ∈ 𝑆∞, the only way out of the

finite set 𝐼𝑖 ∪ 𝐿′𝑖 is via a state in𝑇 or falling into ⊥. Thus, in G∞ the

events Bu and Tr are also equal up to measure zero under any Min
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G𝑖−1
𝐼𝑖

odd states · · ·

even states · · ·
2(𝑖−1) 2𝑖 𝑇

𝐼𝑖 𝐿𝑖

= already fixed in G𝑖−1 = 𝜎𝑖

G𝑖
𝐼𝑖 𝐿′

𝑖

odd states · · ·

⊥

even states · · ·
2(𝑖−1) 2𝑖 𝑇

𝐼𝑖 𝐿𝑖

and = newly fixed in G𝑖

Figure 3: Illustration of the construction in Theorem 3.2. The top picture indicates a bridge Λ𝑖 = (𝐼𝑖 , 𝐿𝑖 , 𝜎𝑖 ) in game G𝑖−1. The
bottom picture indicates how in game G𝑖 the bridge Λ𝑖 is “plastered” using 𝐿′𝑖 instead of 𝐿𝑖 .

strategy. Hence, for all 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 we have

inf

𝜋
PG⊥,𝑠,𝜎 [0],𝜋 (TB) ≥ inf

𝜋
PG∞,𝑠,𝜋 (TB)

= inf

𝜋
PG∞,𝑠,𝜋 (Tr)

= inf

𝜋
PG∞,𝑠,𝜋 (Avoid(⊥)) .

(16)

The rest of the proof proceeds similarly to Section 5. Let us write

𝑣𝑖 (𝑠)
def

= valG𝑖 ,TB (𝑠) in the following to avoid clutter. For 𝑖 ≥ 0

define 𝑟𝑖
def

=
∏
𝑗>𝑖 𝑟

2
− 𝑗
. It follows from (15) that for all 𝑖 ≥ 1 and all

𝑠 ∈ 𝑆𝑖−1 we have

𝑟𝑖𝑣𝑖 (𝑠) ≥ 𝑟𝑖−1𝑣𝑖−1 (𝑠) . (17)

Recall that 𝐻𝑛−1 is the set of histories with the first 𝑛 states. For

all 𝑛 ≥ 1, let F𝑛 be the sigma-algebra generated by the cylinder

sets corresponding to 𝐻𝑛−1. For a play visiting states 𝑠1, 𝑠2, . . . and

𝑛 ≥ 1 define

𝑚(𝑛) def

= max{𝑠1, . . . , 𝑠𝑛}
and the random variable 𝑌𝑛 , taking values in [0, 1], by

𝑌𝑛
def

= 𝑟𝑚 (𝑛)𝑣𝑚 (𝑛) (𝑠𝑛) .
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Both𝑚(𝑛) and 𝑌𝑛 are F𝑛-measurable. Intuitively, 𝑌𝑛 is obtained by

scaling down 𝑣𝑚 (𝑛) = valG𝑚 (𝑛) (𝑠𝑛), which is the value in G𝑚 (𝑛)
where (at least) the states 𝑠1, . . . , 𝑠𝑛 have been plastered, by a lower

bound, 𝑟𝑚 (𝑛) , on the proportion of the value that will be maintained

by “future” plasterings.

Let 𝑠1 ∈ 𝑆 be an arbitrary state. It suffices to show that

inf

𝜋
PG⊥,𝑠1,𝜎 [0],𝜋 (TB) ≥ 𝑟valG⊥ (𝑠1) .

The following claim follows from the fact that (𝑌𝑛)∞𝑛=1 is a sub-
martingale with respect to the filtration (F𝑛)∞𝑛=1; see Appendix D.

Claim 6.2.1. For any Min strategy 𝜋 ,

EG∞,𝑠1,𝜋𝑌𝑛 ≥ EG∞,𝑠1,𝜋𝑌1 for all 𝑛 ≥ 1.

Hence,

inf

𝜋
PG⊥,𝑠1,𝜎 [0],𝜋 (TB)

≥ inf

𝜋
PG∞,𝑠1,𝜋 (Avoid(⊥)) by (16)

Since ⊥ is a sink state and has value 0, we have

≥ inf

𝜋
PG∞,𝑠1,𝜋

(
lim sup

𝑛→∞
𝑌𝑛 > 0

)
Furthermore, since 𝑌𝑛 ≤ 1, it follows that

≥ inf

𝜋
EG∞,𝑠1,𝜋

(
lim sup

𝑛→∞
𝑌𝑛

)
≥ inf

𝜋
lim sup

𝑛→∞
EG∞,𝑠1,𝜋𝑌𝑛 reverse Fatou lemma

≥ inf

𝜋
EG∞,𝑠1,𝜋𝑌1 by Claim 6.2.1

= 𝑟𝑠1𝑣𝑠1 (𝑠1) definitions of 𝑌1,𝑚(1)
≥ 𝑟0𝑣0 (𝑠1) by (17)

= 𝑟valG⊥ (𝑠1) definitions of 𝑟0,G0 ,

as required. □

7 STRATEGY COMPLEXITY FOR MINIMIZER
We have shown that 𝜀-optimal Max strategies in countable con-

current Büchi 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-Büchi objective of visiting the set of target

states only finitely often. I.e., Min in a Büchi game is the same as

Max in a co-Büchi game. However, a step counter plus arbitrary

finite (private) memory are not sufficient for 𝜀-optimal Max strate-

gies for the co-Büchi objective in countable concurrent games. In

fact, this lower bounds holds even in countable finitely-branching

turn-based co-Büchi games [17]. On the other hand, in finite-state
concurrent games, 𝜀-optimal Max strategies for the co-Büchi 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-Büchi 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-Büchi game where optimal Max strategies exist but require

infinite memory.

In countably infinite co-Büchi 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-Büchi objective. One could define a

weaker objective, weak-co-Büchi, that only requires that each state

in 𝑇 is visited only finitely often. Weak-co-Büchi coincides with

co-Büchi if𝑇 is finite, and thus in particular in all finite-state games.

However, in infinite-state games, weak-co-Büchi 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 𝜀-optimal Max strategies

for this generalized transience objective could bememoryless, along

similar lines as our proofs in Section 5.

REFERENCES
[1] E. Altman, K. Avrachenkov, N. Bonneau, Merouane M. Debbah, R. El-Azouzi,

and D. Menasche. 2007. Constrained stochastic games in wireless networks. In

IEEE global communications conference (GLOBECOM), IEEE (Ed.). Washington.

[2] E. Altman, K. Avrachenkov, R. Marquez, and G. B. Miller. 2005. Zero-sum con-

strained stochastic games with independent state processes. Math. Methods Oper.
Res. 62, 3 (2005), 375–386. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00186-005-0034-4

[3] Michael Bacharach. 2019. Economics and the Theory of Games. CRC Press.

[4] Patrick Billingsley. 1995. Probability and Measure. Wiley, New York, NY. Third

edition.

[5] Benjamin Bordais, Patricia Bouyer, and Stéphane Le Roux. 2022. Playing (Almost-

)Optimally in Concurrent Büchi and Co-Büchi Games. In 42nd IARCS Annual
Conference on Foundations of Software Technology and Theoretical Computer
Science (FSTTCS 2022) (Leibniz International Proceedings in Informatics (LIPIcs),
Vol. 250), Anuj Dawar and Venkatesan Guruswami (Eds.). Schloss Dagstuhl –

Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, Dagstuhl, Germany, 33:1–33:18. https://doi.

org/10.4230/LIPIcs.FSTTCS.2022.33

[6] Benjamin Bordais, Patricia Bouyer, and Stéphane Le Roux. 2022. Optimal

Strategies in Concurrent Reachability Games. In 30th EACSL Annual Confer-
ence on Computer Science Logic, CSL 2022, February 14-19, 2022, Göttingen, Ger-
many (Virtual Conference) (LIPIcs, Vol. 216), Florin Manea and Alex Simpson

(Eds.). Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 7:1–7:17. https:

//doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.CSL.2022.7

[7] P. Bouyer, N. Markey, M. Randour, A. Sangnier, and D. Stan. 2016. Reachability in

Networks of Register Protocols under Stochastic Schedulers. In International Col-
loquium on Automata, Languages and Programming (ICALP) (Leibniz International
Proceedings in Informatics (LIPIcs), Vol. 55). Schloss Dagstuhl–Leibniz-Zentrum
fuer Informatik, Dagstuhl, Germany, 106:1–106:14.

[8] Luca de Alfaro and Thomas Henzinger. 2000. Concurrent Omega-Regular Games.

In Proceedings of the 15th Annual IEEE Symposium on Logic in Computer Science
(LICS 2000). IEEE.

[9] L. de Alfaro and T. A. Henzinger. 2001. Interface automata. In International
Symposium on Foundations of Software Engineering. ACM, 109–120. https://doi.

org/10.1145/503209

[10] L. de Alfaro, T. A. Henzinger, and O. Kupferman. 1998. Concurrent Reachability

Games. In 39th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS ’98,
November 8-11, 1998, Palo Alto, California, USA. IEEE Computer Society, 564–575.

https://doi.org/10.1109/SFCS.1998.743507

[11] J Flesch, A. Predtetchinski, and W. Sudderth. 2020. Positive zero-sum stochas-

tic games with countable state and action spaces. Applied Mathematics and
Optimization 82 (2020), 499–516. Issue 2.

[12] D. Gillette. 1958. Stochastic Games with Zero Stop Probabilities. In Contributions
to the Theory of Games (AM-39), Volume III. Princeton University Press, 179–188.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400882151-011

[13] A. Jaskiewicz and A. S. Nowak. 2011. Stochastic Games with Unbounded Payoffs:

Applications to Robust Control in Economics. Dynamic Games and Applications
1, 2 (2011), 253–279. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13235-011-0013-8

[14] Stefan Kiefer, Richard Mayr, Mahsa Shirmohammadi, and Patrick Totzke. 2019.

Büchi Objectives in Countable MDPs. In International Colloquium on Automata,
Languages and Programming (ICALP) (LIPIcs, Vol. 132). 119:1–119:14. https:

//doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.ICALP.2019.119 Full version at https://arxiv.org/abs/

1904.11573.

[15] Stefan Kiefer, Richard Mayr, Mahsa Shirmohammadi, and Patrick Totzke. 2020.

Strategy Complexity of Parity Objectives in Countable MDPs. In International
Conference on Concurrency Theory (CONCUR). 7:1–:17. https://doi.org/10.4230/

LIPIcs.CONCUR.2020.39

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00186-005-0034-4
https://doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.FSTTCS.2022.33
https://doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.FSTTCS.2022.33
https://doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.CSL.2022.7
https://doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.CSL.2022.7
https://doi.org/10.1145/503209
https://doi.org/10.1145/503209
https://doi.org/10.1109/SFCS.1998.743507
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400882151-011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13235-011-0013-8
https://doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.ICALP.2019.119
https://doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.ICALP.2019.119
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.11573
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.11573
https://doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.CONCUR.2020.39
https://doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.CONCUR.2020.39


Stefan Kiefer, Richard Mayr, Mahsa Shirmohammadi, and Patrick Totzke

[16] Stefan Kiefer, Richard Mayr, Mahsa Shirmohammadi, and Patrick Totzke. 2021.

Transience in Countable MDPs. In International Conference on Concurrency The-
ory (CONCUR) (LIPIcs, Vol. 203). Full version at https://arxiv.org/abs/2012.13739.

[17] Stefan Kiefer, Richard Mayr, Mahsa Shirmohammadi, and Patrick Totzke. 2024.

Strategy Complexity of Reachability in Countable Stochastic 2-Player Games.

Dynamic Games and Applications (2024). To appear, https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.

12024.

[18] P. R. Kumar and T. H. Shiau. 1981. Existence of Value and Randomized Strategies

in Zero-Sum Discrete-Time Stochastic Dynamic Games. SIAM Journal on Control
and Optimization 19, 5 (1981), 617–634. https://doi.org/10.1137/0319039

[19] A. Maitra and W. Sudderth. 1998. Finitely Additive Stochastic Games with Borel

Measurable Payoffs. International Journal of Game Theory 27, 2 (July 1998),

257–267. https://doi.org/10.1007/s001820050071

[20] Ashok P. Maitra and William D. Sudderth. 1996. Discrete Gambling and Stochastic
Games. Springer-Verlag.

[21] Donald A.Martin. 1998. The determinacy of Blackwell games. Journal of Symbolic
Logic 63, 4 (1998), 1565–1581. https://doi.org/10.2307/2586667

[22] J. Neveu. 1975. Discrete-Parameter Martingales. North-Holland Publishing Com-

pany.

[23] Abraham Neyman and Sylvain Sorin. 2003. Stochastic Games and Applications.
Springer, Dordrecht. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-010-0189-2

[24] A. Nowak and Krzysztof Szajowski. 2005. Advances in Dynamic Games: Applica-
tions to Economics, Finance, Optimization, and Stochastic Control. Birkhaeuser,
Boston. https://doi.org/10.1007/b138903

[25] Donald Ornstein. 1969. On the Existence of Stationary Optimal Strategies. Proc.
Amer. Math. Soc. 20, 2 (1969), 563–569. https://doi.org/10.2307/2035700

[26] T. E. S. Raghavan, T.S. Ferguson, T. Parthasarathy, and O. Vrieze. 2012. Stochastic
Games and Related Topics: in honor of Professor LS Shapley. Vol. 7. Springer

Science & Business Media. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-011-3760-7

[27] Piercesare Secchi. 1998. On the existence of good stationary strategies for

nonleavable stochastic games. International Journal of Game Theory 27 (1998),

61–81. Issue 1. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01243195

[28] Lloyd S Shapley. 1953. Stochastic games. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences 39, 10 (1953), 1095–1100. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.39.10.1095

[29] Eilon Solan and Nicolas Vieille. 2015. Stochastic games. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences 112, 45 (2015), 13743–13746. https://doi.org/10.

1073/pnas.1513508112 arXiv:https://www.pnas.org/content/112/45/13743.full.pdf

[30] Sylvain Sorin. 1992. Repeated games with complete information. In Handbook of
Game Theory with Economic Applications, R.J. Aumann and S. Hart (Eds.). Hand-

book of Game Theory with Economic Applications, Vol. 1. Elsevier, Chapter 4,

71–107. https://ideas.repec.org/h/eee/gamchp/1-04.html

[31] Mária Svoreňová and Marta Kwiatkowska. 2016. Quantitative verification and

strategy synthesis for stochastic games. European Journal of Control 30 (2016),
15–30.

[32] F. Thuijsman. 1992. Optimality and Equilibria in Stochastic Games. Number no. 82

in CWI Tract - Centrum voorWiskunde en Informatica. Centrum voorWiskunde

en Informatica. https://books.google.co.uk/books?id=sfzuAAAAMAAJ

https://arxiv.org/abs/2012.13739
https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.12024
https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.12024
https://doi.org/10.1137/0319039
https://doi.org/10.1007/s001820050071
https://doi.org/10.2307/2586667
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-010-0189-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/b138903
https://doi.org/10.2307/2035700
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-011-3760-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01243195
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.39.10.1095
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1513508112
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1513508112
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://www.pnas.org/content/112/45/13743.full.pdf
https://ideas.repec.org/h/eee/gamchp/1-04.html
https://books.google.co.uk/books?id=sfzuAAAAMAAJ


Strategy Complexity of Büchi Objectives in Concurrent Stochastic Games

A MATHEMATICAL BACKGROUND
Lemma A.1. Given an infinite sequence (𝑎𝑘 )𝑘∈N of real numbers with 0 ≤ 𝑎𝑘 ≤ 1. Then

1 −
𝑛∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑎𝑘 ≤
𝑛∏
𝑘=1

(1 − 𝑎𝑘 ) .

Proof. The proof is by an induction on 𝑛. The base case vacuously holds. Assume that 1 −∑𝑛−1
𝑘=1

𝑎𝑘 ≤
∏𝑛−1
𝑘=1
(1 − 𝑎𝑘 ) holds, then

𝑛∏
𝑘=1

(1 − 𝑎𝑘 ) = (1 − 𝑎𝑛)
𝑛−1∏
𝑘=1

(1 − 𝑎𝑘 )

≥ (1 − 𝑎𝑛) (1 −
𝑛−1∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑎𝑘 )

≥ 1 − 𝑎𝑛 + 𝑎𝑛
𝑛−1∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑎𝑘 −
𝑛−1∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑎𝑘

≥ 1 −
𝑛∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑎𝑘

□

B REDUCTION TO ACYCLIC GAMES IN SECTION 3
Following [15, Lemma 4], to show the existence of 1-bit Markov strategies in Büchi games, it suffices to show that 1-bit strategies suffice in a

Büchi game that is made acyclic by encoding a step counter in the state space.

Lemma B.1. Suppose that for every acyclic Büchi game G′ and 𝜀 > 0 Max has a 1-bit strategy 𝜎′ such that

(1) 𝜎′ [0] is multiplicatively 𝜀-optimal from every state,
(2) all memory updates 𝜎′𝑢𝑝 (·) are Dirac, and
(3) 𝜎′ is deterministic if G is turn-based.

Then for every Büchi game G and 𝜀 > 0 Max has a 1-bit Markov strategy 𝜎 such that

(1) 𝜎 [0] is multiplicatively 𝜀-optimal from every state,
(2) all memory updates 𝜎𝑢𝑝 (·) are Dirac, and
(3) 𝜎 is deterministic if G is turn-based.

Proof. Let G be a Büchi 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 𝜀 > 0.

We transform G into an acyclic Büchi game G′ by encoding a step counter into the states. That is, the set of states in G′ is 𝑆 ×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, 𝑘), 𝑎, 𝑏) (𝑠′, 𝑗)
{
𝑝 (𝑠, 𝑎, 𝑏) (𝑠′) if 𝑗 = 𝑘 + 1
0 otherwise.

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 𝜎′ with the properties (1)–(3) from the assumption. Obtain

from 𝜎′ the 1-bit Markov strategy 𝜎 , which, at state 𝑠 with memory mode 𝑏 ∈ {0, 1} and step counter 𝑛, plays like 𝜎′ at state (𝑠, 𝑛) with
mode 𝑏. Then 𝜎 satisfies the properties (1)–(3) from the conclusion of the lemma statement. In particular, since 𝜎′ [0] is 𝜀-optimal from every

state in G′, it follows that 𝜎 [0] is 𝜀-optimal from every state in G. Indeed, 𝜎 [0] is 𝜀-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. □

C MISSING PROOFS IN SECTION 5
Lemma 5.1. For all events 𝐸 ⊆ 𝑆𝜔 and all states 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 :

valG,𝐸 (𝑠) = valG⊥,𝐸 (𝑠) .

Proof. 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 ⊥ 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 𝜀 > 0 and any Max strategy 𝜎 in G we derive a Max strategy 𝜎⊥ in G⊥, with only an additional 𝜀 error for 𝐸. Let 𝜎⊥ be such

that 𝜎⊥ (ℎ⊥) = 𝑎𝜂 where 𝜂 = 𝜀 · 2−( |ℎ⊥ |+1) and 𝜎 (ℎ) = 𝑎, where ℎ is the history in G corresponding to ℎ⊥ in 𝐺⊥; in particular, every Max

action 𝑎𝑞 , with 𝑞 ∈ (0, 1), in ℎ⊥ is replaced with the action 𝑎 in ℎ. Since 𝐸 ⊆ Avoid(⊥), for all Min strategies 𝜋 , we have

PG⊥,𝑠,𝜎⊥,𝜋 (𝐸) =PG⊥,𝑠,𝜎⊥,𝜋 (𝐸 | Avoid(⊥)) PG⊥,𝑠,𝜎⊥,𝜋 (Avoid(⊥))
=PG,𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (𝐸) PG⊥,𝑠,𝜎⊥,𝜋 (Avoid(⊥)) by definition of 𝜎⊥

≥ PG,𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (𝐸) (1 −
∞∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜀

2
𝑖
) by Lemma A.1

≥ PG,𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (𝐸) (1 − 𝜀) .

For all 𝑖 ≥ 3, every (multiplicatively) 2
−𝑖
-optimal strategy 𝜎 in G transferred to G⊥ in the described way above yields a (multiplicatively)

2
−𝑖+1

-optimal strategy 𝜎⊥ in G⊥, concluding the proof. □

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

Lemma C.1. Let 𝐸 ⊆ 𝑆𝜔 be an event. Let 𝜎⊥ be an𝑀-based Max strategy in G⊥, that is 𝜀-optimal from every state (with a fixed initial mode).
There exists an𝑀-based Max strategy 𝜎 in G , that is 𝜀-optimal from every state (with a fixed initial mode).

Proof. Define the Max strategy 𝜎 in G as follows. For each history ℎ in G, there exists a corresponding history ℎ⊥ in G⊥ that does not

visit ⊥, and every Max action 𝑎𝑞 , with 𝑞 ∈ (0, 1), in ℎ⊥ is replaced with the action 𝑎 in ℎ. Define 𝜎 (ℎ) = 𝑎 if there exists 𝜂 ∈ (0, 1) such that

𝜎⊥ (ℎ⊥) = 𝑎𝜂 .
Clearly, 𝜎 simulates exactly 𝜎⊥ except the leakage to ⊥, which is an error for 𝐸. This implies that 𝜎 is 𝜀-optimal from every state (with the

given initial mode). Moreover, by definition, 𝜎 can be implemented with the exact set𝑀 of memory modes as 𝜎⊥ does. □

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 𝜎 , all Min strategies 𝜋 and states 𝑠 , the events Tr and Avoid(⊥) differ only by a
nullset. Formally,

PG⊥,𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 ((Tr \ Avoid(⊥)) ∪ (Avoid(⊥) \ Tr)) = 0 .

Proof. Consider the set {1, 2, · · · } of states in G⊥, excluding ⊥. Write 𝐸𝑛 (𝑖) for the event that the state 𝑖 is visited at least 𝑛 times. The

event 𝐸∞ (𝑖), defined by

𝐸∞ (𝑖) def

=

∞⋂
𝑛≥𝑖

𝐸𝑛 (𝑖) ,

is the event that state 𝑖 is visited infinitely often. Let ⊎ denote the disjoint union. Since ⊥ is absorbing, we have

Avoid(⊥) = Tr ⊎
⋃
𝑖∈N

𝐸∞ (𝑖) .

It suffices to show that, for all 𝑖 ∈ N,
PG⊥,𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (𝐸

∞ (𝑖)) = 0.

Let𝑀 be the finite set of memory modes of the Max strategy 𝜎 . By definition, 𝐸𝑛+1 (𝑠𝑖 ) ⊆ 𝐸𝑛 (𝑠𝑖 ) holds for all 𝑛 ∈ N. Then it follows that

PG⊥,𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (𝐸
∞ (𝑖)) = lim

𝑛→∞
PG⊥,𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (𝐸

𝑛 (𝑖)) by continuity of measures

≤ lim

𝑛→∞
(1 − 𝜂𝑖 )𝑛−1 = 0 since no transition to ⊥ is taken so far

where 𝜂𝑖
def

= min𝑚∈𝑀
∑
𝑎∈𝐴(𝑖 )

∑
𝜂∈ (0,1)∩Q 𝜂𝜎𝑎𝑐𝑡 (𝑚, 𝑖) (𝑎𝜂 ) is a lower bound for the probability of going to ⊥ in that step. By the construction

of G⊥, at every state 𝑖 and memory mode𝑚, Max chooses among actions 𝑎𝜂 with 𝑎 ∈ 𝐴(𝑖) and 𝜂 ∈ (0, 1) ∩ Q, and thus 𝜂𝑖 > 0. □

Claim 5.3.1. The sequence (𝑋𝑛)∞𝑛=1 is a supermartingale with respect to the filtration (F𝑛)∞𝑛=1:
E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛) ≤ 𝑋𝑛 .

Proof. For all 𝑛 ≥ 1, write 𝐶𝑛 ⊆ 𝑍 ∗ × {𝑠0} for the set of histories that end in 𝑠0 and visit 𝑠0 exactly 𝑛 times. For histories ℎ ∈ 𝐶𝑛 , write
Cyl(ℎ) ⊆ 𝑍𝜔 for the cylinder set corresponding to ℎ.

Let 𝑛 ≥ 1 and ℎ ∈ 𝐶𝑛 . We first show that

P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (Tr and 𝜏 = 𝑛 | Cyl(ℎ)) + P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝜏 > 𝑛 | Cyl(ℎ)) · 𝑢 ≤ 𝑢 (18)

holds. Indeed, by the definition of 𝜏 , the plays in (Tr and 𝜏 = 𝑛) are transient plays that visit 𝑠0 exactly 𝑛 times, so when starting with ℎ, they

have already visited 𝑠0 for 𝑛 times and will never return to 𝑠0. Recall the relation between strategies 𝜎 and 𝜎h and 𝜋h and 𝜋 :
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𝜎
conditioned to ℎ−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ 𝜎hy chosen to satisfy (5)

𝜋
reset after each visit to 𝑠0←−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−− 𝜋h

Similarly, the plays in 𝜏 > 𝑛 visit 𝑠0 at least 𝑛 + 1 times, so when starting with ℎ, they must return to 𝑠0. Combining these two observations

together with (5), we have

P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (Tr and 𝜏 = 𝑛 | Cyl(ℎ)) + P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝜏 > 𝑛 | Cyl(ℎ)) · 𝑢
= P𝑠0,𝜎ℎ,𝜋ℎ (Tr \ Ret) + P𝑠0,𝜎ℎ,𝜋ℎ (Ret) · 𝑢 by def. of 𝜋

≤ 𝑢 by (5)

which completes the proof of (18).

Given an event 𝐸 denote by 1𝐸 the indicator function of 𝐸. The next step in the proof is to show that, for all 𝑛 ≥ 1,

E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (1𝜏≥𝑛 𝑋𝑛 | F𝑛) =
∑︁
ℎ∈𝐶𝑛

1Cyl (ℎ) E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛 | Cyl(ℎ)) . (19)

For all 𝑛 ≥ 1, the event {𝜏 ≥ 𝑛} is naturally portioned as {𝜏 ≥ 𝑛} = ⊎ℎ∈𝐶𝑛
Cyl(ℎ). Since 1𝜏≥𝑛 is measurable, and then using the

above-mentioned partition of {𝜏 ≥ 𝑛}, we have

E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (1𝜏≥𝑛 𝑋𝑛 | F𝑛) =1𝜏≥𝑛 E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛 | F𝑛)

=
∑︁
ℎ∈𝐶𝑛

1Cyl (ℎ) E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛 | F𝑛)

Let ℎ ∈ 𝐶𝑛 , implying that ℎ visits 𝑠0 for 𝑛 times. Recall that F𝑛 is the sigma-algebra generated by the cylinder sets corresponding to the

histories ℎ𝑠 ∈ 𝑍 ∗ × 𝑆 such that ℎ visit 𝑠0 less than 𝑛 times. Hence, each generating cylinder set of F𝑛 either is included in Cyl(ℎ) or has
empty intersection with Cyl(ℎ). Due to this fact, the equality

1Cyl (ℎ) E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛 | F𝑛) = 1Cyl (ℎ) E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛 | Cyl(ℎ))

holds, which concludes the proof of (19).

Finally to prove the statement of the claim, we will show that E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛) ≤ 𝑋𝑛 as follows. We can rewrite E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛) as

E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (1𝜏<𝑛 𝑋𝑛+1 + 1𝜏≥𝑛 𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛) .

But since 𝑋𝑛+1 = 𝑋𝑛 when 𝜏 < 𝑛 the above sum in turn can be written as

E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (1𝜏<𝑛 𝑋𝑛) + E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (1𝜏≥𝑛 𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛) .

Recall that 1𝜏≥𝑛 is F𝑛-measurable, then

E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛) = 1𝜏<𝑛 𝑋𝑛 + E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (1𝜏≥𝑛 𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛)
by (19)

= 1𝜏<𝑛𝑋𝑛 +
∑︁
ℎ∈𝐶𝑛

1Cyl (ℎ)E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛+1 | Cyl(ℎ))

= 1𝜏<𝑛 𝑋𝑛 +
∑︁
ℎ∈𝐶𝑛

1Cyl (ℎ)
(
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (Tr and 𝜏 = 𝑛 | Cyl(ℎ)) + P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝜏 > 𝑛 | Cyl(ℎ)) · 𝑢

)
by (18)

≤ 1𝜏<𝑛𝑋𝑛 +
∑︁
ℎ∈𝐶𝑛

1Cyl (ℎ)𝑢

= 1𝜏<𝑛 𝑋𝑛 + 1𝜏≥𝑛 𝑢
= 1𝜏<𝑛 𝑋𝑛 + 1𝜏≥𝑛 𝑋𝑛
= 𝑋𝑛 .

That is, the sequence (𝑋𝑛)∞𝑛=1 is a supermartingale with respect to the filtration (F𝑛)∞𝑛=1. □

Claim 5.3.2. If G⊥ is turn-based, there is a strategy 𝜎 , as described in Lemma 5.3, that is deterministic in the first step.
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Proof. Let |𝐴(𝑠0) | > 1. Towards a contradiction, suppose that for all �̃� that are deterministic in the first step there is 𝜋 such that

P𝑠0,�̃�,𝜋 (Tr \ Ret) + P𝑠0,�̃�,𝜋 (Ret)𝑢 ≤ 𝑢. Let 𝜎 be an arbitrary Max strategy. It can be decomposed, in a natural way, into a distribution

𝛼 ∈ D(𝐴(𝑠0)) and strategies (𝜎𝑎)𝑎∈𝐴(𝑠0 ) , where 𝜎𝑎 deterministically plays 𝑎 in the first step. By the assumption above, for each 𝑎 ∈ 𝐴(𝑠0)
there is 𝜋𝑎 with P𝑠0,𝜎𝑎,𝜋𝑎 (Tr \ Ret) + P𝑠0,𝜎𝑎,𝜋𝑎 (Ret)𝑢 ≤ 𝑢. Since G⊥ is turn-based, we have |𝐵(𝑠0) | = 1, and so there is a Min strategy 𝜋 that

plays 𝜋𝑎 for the 𝑎 ∈ 𝐴(𝑠0) that Max is observed to choose in the first step. Then we have

P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (Tr \ Ret) + P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (Ret)𝑢 =
∑︁

𝑎∈𝐴(𝑠0 )
𝛼 (𝑎)

(
P𝑠0,𝜎𝑎,𝜋𝑎 (Tr \ Ret) + P𝑠0,𝜎𝑎,𝜋𝑎 (Ret)𝑢

)
≤

∑︁
𝑎∈𝐴(𝑠0 )

𝛼 (𝑎)𝑢 = 𝑢 .

Since 𝜎 was arbitrary, we have derived (4). From there the proof by contradiction proceeds identically to the concurrent case. □

Claim 5.4.1. The sequence (𝑋𝑛)∞𝑛=1 is a submartingale with respect to the filtration (F𝑛)∞𝑛=1:
E𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛) ≥ 𝑋𝑛 .

Proof. This proof is analogous to the proof of Claim 5.3.1.

As in Claim 5.3.1, we write𝐶𝑛 ⊆ 𝑍 ∗×{𝑠0}, with 𝑛 ≥ 1, for the set of histories that end in 𝑠0 and visit 𝑠0 exactly 𝑛 times. For histories ℎ ∈ 𝐶𝑛 ,
write Cyl(ℎ) ⊆ 𝑍𝜔 for the cylinder set corresponding to ℎ.

Given a history h ∈ 𝐻 we define 𝜋h for the strategy whose behavior is exactly like the behavior of 𝜋 after h. Formally, for all histories ℎ ∈ 𝐻
define 𝜋h (ℎ) = 𝜋 (hℎ).

Let 𝑛 ≥ 1 and ℎ ∈ 𝐶𝑛 . Similar to (18) in Claim 5.3.1, the following can be shown:

P𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (Tr and 𝜏 = 𝑛 | Cyl(ℎ)) + P𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝜏 > 𝑛 | Cyl(ℎ)) · 𝑢
= P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋h (Tr \ Ret) + P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋ℎ (Ret) · 𝑢 by definition of 𝜎∗ and 𝜋h
> 𝑢 by Lemma 5.3.

(20)

Next, identical to (19) in the proof of Claim 5.3.1 we show that, for all 𝑛 ≥ 1,

E𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (1𝜏≥𝑛 𝑋𝑛 | F𝑛) =
∑︁
ℎ∈𝐶𝑛

1Cyl (ℎ) E𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛 | Cyl(ℎ)) , (21)

where 1𝐸 is the indicator function of 𝐸.

Finally, analogously, we conclude that

E𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛) = 1𝜏<𝑛 𝑋𝑛 + E𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (1𝜏≥𝑛 𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛)
by (21)

= 1𝜏<𝑛𝑋𝑛 +
∑︁
ℎ∈𝐶𝑛

1Cyl (ℎ)E𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛+1 | Cyl(ℎ))

= 1𝜏<𝑛 𝑋𝑛 +
∑︁
ℎ∈𝐶𝑛

1Cyl (ℎ)
(
P𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (Tr and 𝜏 = 𝑛 | Cyl(ℎ)) + P𝑠0,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝜏 > 𝑛 | Cyl(ℎ)) · 𝑢

)
by (20)

≥ 1𝜏<𝑛𝑋𝑛 +
∑︁
ℎ∈𝐶𝑛

1Cyl (ℎ)𝑢

= 1𝜏<𝑛 𝑋𝑛 + 1𝜏≥𝑛 𝑢
= 1𝜏<𝑛 𝑋𝑛 + 1𝜏≥𝑛 𝑋𝑛
= 𝑋𝑛 .

That is, the sequence (𝑋𝑛)∞𝑛=1 is a submartingale with respect to the filtration (F𝑛)∞𝑛=1.
□

Claim 5.5.1. The sequence (𝑋𝑛)∞𝑛=0 is a submartingale with respect to the filtration (F𝑛)∞𝑛=0:
EG⊥,𝑠0,�̃�,�̃� (𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛) ≥ 𝑋𝑛 .

Proof. In this proof all probabilities and expectations refer to the game G⊥. Denote by Vis the event that 𝑠0 is visited. Following the
definition of 𝑋1 in (3):

E𝑠,�̃�,�̃� (𝑋1 | F0)
= P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,�̃� (Vis) · 𝑢 + P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,�̃� (Tr and not Vis) · 1
+ P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,�̃� (not Tr and not Vis) · 0
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Substituting 𝑢 from (1) we obtain

= 𝑟 P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,�̃� (Vis)valTr (𝑠0) + P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,�̃� (Tr and not Vis)
≥ 𝑟

(
P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,�̃� (Vis)valTr (𝑠0) + P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,�̃� (Tr and not Vis)

)
≥ 𝑟 inf

𝜋

(
P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 (Vis)valTr (𝑠0) + P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 (Tr and not Vis)

)
≥ 𝑟 inf

𝜋
P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 (Tr)

By (8), we further have that

≥ 𝑟 𝑥 valTr (𝑠)
= 𝑋0 .

Now the proof given for the Claim 5.4.1 showing that (𝑋𝑛)∞𝑛=1 is a submartingale with respect to the filtration (F𝑛)∞𝑛=1, combined with

the calculation above concludes the statement of the Claim. □

D MISSING PROOFS FROM SECTION 6
Claim 6.2.1. For any Min strategy 𝜋 ,

EG∞,𝑠1,𝜋𝑌𝑛 ≥ EG∞,𝑠1,𝜋𝑌1 for all 𝑛 ≥ 1.

Proof. For all 𝑛 ≥ 1 and any Min strategy 𝜋 we have

EG∞,𝑠1,𝜋 (𝑌𝑛+1 | F𝑛)
= EG∞,𝑠1,𝜋 (𝑟𝑚 (𝑛+1)𝑣𝑚 (𝑛+1) (𝑠𝑛+1) | F𝑛)
≥ EG∞,𝑠1,𝜋 (𝑟𝑚 (𝑛)𝑣𝑚 (𝑛) (𝑠𝑛+1) | F𝑛) by (17)

≥ EG∞,𝑠1,𝜋 (𝑟𝑚 (𝑛)𝑣𝑚 (𝑛) (𝑠𝑛) | F𝑛) see below

= 𝑌𝑛 ,

where the inequality marked with “see below” follows from the observation that the successor state distribution in state 𝑠𝑛 of G∞ has been

fixed already in G𝑚 (𝑛) , and, therefore, the expected value, in terms of G∞, cannot drop in one step (though it might increase if 𝜋 plays

poorly). Thus, 𝑌1, 𝑌2, . . . is a submartingale w.r.t. EG∞,𝑠1,𝜋 for any Min strategy 𝜋 and thus the claim follows. □

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]𝑛 → (0, 1]𝑛 be a continuous function. For any 𝑥 ∈ (0, 1)𝑛 there is 𝑦 ∈ (0, 1)𝑛 such that for all 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑛}
𝑓 (𝑦)𝑖 > 𝑦𝑖 =⇒ 𝑦𝑖 > 𝑥𝑖 and 𝑓 (𝑦)𝑖 ≤ 𝑦𝑖 =⇒ 𝑦𝑖 = 𝑥𝑖 .

Proof. Define 𝑦 (1)
def

= 𝑥 . For any𝑚 ≥ 1 for which 𝑦 (𝑚) has been defined, let

𝐸 (𝑚)
def

= {𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑛} | 𝑓 (𝑦 (𝑚) )𝑖 > 𝑦 (𝑚)𝑖
= 𝑥𝑖 } .

If 𝐸 (𝑚) = ∅, define 𝑦 def

= 𝑦 (𝑚) . Otherwise, since 𝑓 is continuous, we can define a vector 𝑦 (𝑚+1) with 𝑦 (𝑚+1) ≥ 𝑦 (𝑚) (in all components) such

that 1 ≥ 𝑓 (𝑦 (𝑚+1) )𝑖 > 𝑦 (𝑚+1)𝑖
> 𝑦
(𝑚)
𝑖

holds for all 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑛} with 𝑓 (𝑦 (𝑚) )𝑖 > 𝑦 (𝑚)𝑖
. Since the 𝐸 (𝑚) are pairwise disjoint, this defines

the required vector 𝑦. □

Fix a finite set of states 𝐼 ⊆ 𝑆 with ⊥ ∉ 𝐼 for the rest of the section. For 𝑠 ∈ 𝐼 , define Ret𝑠 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 (Ret𝑠 )𝑠∈𝐼 are pairwise disjoint. Define
Ret

def

=
⋃
𝑠∈𝐼 Ret𝑠 . Towards a proof of Lemma 6.2 we first prove the following lemma. (Here and in similar cases, we often write 𝑢𝑠 for 𝑢 (𝑠),

where 𝑢 ∈ (0, 1]𝐼 and 𝑠 ∈ 𝐼 .)

Lemma D.2. Let 𝑞 ∈ (0, 1). There are 𝑢 ∈ (0, 1)𝐼 with 𝑢𝑠 ≥ 𝑞valTB (𝑠) for all 𝑠 ∈ 𝐼 and for all 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐼 there is a Max strategy 𝜎 such that

inf

𝜋

(
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (TB \ Ret) +

∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (Ret𝑠 )𝑢𝑠

)
> 𝑢𝑠0

Proof. Recall that we assume without loss of generality that ⊥ is the only state with valTB (⊥) = 0 and ⊥ ∉ 𝐼 . Consider the function

𝑓 : R𝐼 → R𝐼 defined by, for all 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐼 ,

𝑓 (𝑥)𝑠0
def

= sup

𝜎
inf

𝜋

(
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (TB \ Ret) +

∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (Ret𝑠 )𝑥𝑠

)
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From the assumptions on 𝐼 and the disjointedness of the events (Ret𝑠 )𝑠∈𝐼 , it follows that 𝑓 is also 𝑓 : (0, 1]𝐼 → (0, 1]𝐼 . Since 𝑓 is continuous,
we can use Lemma D.1, instantiated with 𝑛 = |𝐼 | and 𝑥𝑠0 = 𝑞valTB (𝑠0) ∈ (0, 1), and obtain that there is 𝑢 ∈ (0, 1)𝐼 such that for all 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐼 we
have 𝑢𝑠0 ≥ 𝑞valTB (𝑠0), and we have 𝑓 (𝑢)𝑠0 > 𝑢𝑠0 if and only if 𝑢𝑠0 > 𝑞valTB (𝑠0). Let 𝐽

def

= {𝑠0 ∈ 𝐼 | 𝑢𝑠0 = 𝑞valTB (𝑠0)}. It suffices to show that

𝐽 = ∅.
Choose 𝑞′ ∈ (𝑞, 1) such that 𝑢𝑠 > 𝑞

′valTB (𝑠) for all 𝑠 ∈ 𝐼 \ 𝐽 . For 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐽 and a strategy 𝜎 write

𝑔(𝑠0, 𝜎)
def

= inf

𝜋

(
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (TB \ Ret) +

∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (Ret𝑠 )𝑢𝑠

)
.

For all 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐽 and all 𝜎 we have 𝑔(𝑠0, 𝜎) ≤ 𝑢𝑠0 . It follows from the construction of G⊥ that there is always a strictly “better” strategy 𝜎′, i.e.,
𝑔(𝑠0, 𝜎′) > 𝑔(𝑠0, 𝜎). Thus, for all 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐽 and all 𝜎 we have 𝑔(𝑠0, 𝜎) < 𝑢𝑠0 . Hence,

∀ 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐽 ∀𝜎 ∃ 𝜋 : P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (TB \ Ret) +
∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (Ret𝑠 )𝑢𝑠 ≤ 𝑢𝑠0 . (22)

(We could even have < 𝑢𝑠0 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 (1) , 𝑠 (2) , . . . ∈ 𝐼 . This sequence may be finite, in which case 𝑠 (𝑛) is no longer defined from some 𝑛 on. Each defined 𝑠 (𝑛)

naturally corresponds to a visit of 𝐼 . Specifically, denote by 𝑠 (1) ∈ 𝐼 the initial state, and, for 𝑛 ≥ 1, denote by 𝑠 (𝑛+1) ∈ 𝐼 the state for
which the play suffix started from 𝑠 (𝑛) satisfies Ret𝑠 (𝑛+1) . In other words, after the visit of 𝑠 (𝑛) a state in 𝑇 \ 𝐼 is visited and then a state

in 𝐼 is visited and the first such visited state is 𝑠 (𝑛+1) . Denote by 𝜏 the random variable, taking values in {1, 2, . . .} ∪ {∞}, such that for all

𝑛 ∈ {1, 2, . . .} we have that 𝑠 (𝑛) is defined if and only if 𝜏 ≥ 𝑛. Intuitively, 𝜏 is the number of visits of 𝐼 with visits of 𝑇 \ 𝐼 in between. For all

𝑛 ∈ {1, 2, . . .}, let F𝑛 be the sigma-algebra generated by the cylinder sets corresponding to the histories𝑤𝑠 ∈ 𝑍 ∗ × 𝑆 such that𝑤 includes at

most the visits 𝑠 (1) , . . . , 𝑠 (𝑛−1) (i.e., the state 𝑠 at the end of history 𝑤𝑠 may be the visit 𝑠 (𝑛) ). Note that the event 𝜏 ≥ 𝑛 and the random

states 𝑠 (1) , . . . , 𝑠 (min{𝜏,𝑛})
are F𝑛-measurable.

Let 𝜏 ′ be the random variable, taking values in {1, 2, . . .} ∪ {∞}, such that if there is 𝑛 ∈ {1, 2, . . .} with 𝑠 (1) , . . . , 𝑠 (𝑛−1) ∈ 𝐽 and 𝑠 (𝑛) ∈ 𝐼 \ 𝐽
then 𝜏 ′

def

= 𝑛, and 𝜏 ′
def

= 𝜏 + 1 if such 𝑛 does not exist. Note that either ∞ > 𝜏 ′ ≤ 𝜏 and 𝑠 (𝜏 ′ ) ∈ 𝐼 \ 𝐽 is defined or 𝜏 ′ = 𝜏 + 1 and 𝑠 (𝜏 ′ ) is not
defined. Random variable 𝜏 ′ is a stopping time with respect to the filtration F1, F2, . . .. Define random variables 𝑋1, 𝑋2, . . . by

𝑋𝑛
def

=


𝑢𝑠 (𝑛) if 𝜏 ′ > 𝑛

𝑢𝑠 (𝜏 ′ ) if 𝜏 ′ ≤ 𝑛 and 𝜏 ′ ≤ 𝜏
1 if 𝜏 ′ = 𝜏 + 1 ≤ 𝑛 and TB

0 if 𝜏 ′ = 𝜏 + 1 ≤ 𝑛 and not TB .

Each 𝑋𝑛 is F𝑛-measurable.

Let 𝜎 be an arbitrary strategy. The behavior of 𝜎 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 𝜎ℎ , whose behavior is exactly like the behavior of 𝜎 after ℎ. By (22) and the choice

of 𝑞′, for every 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐼 and every ℎ that ends with a visit of 𝑠0 there exists a (sufficiently good) Min strategy 𝜋ℎ such that

if 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐽 then
P𝑠0,𝜎ℎ,𝜋ℎ (TB \ Ret) +

∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠0,𝜎ℎ,𝜋ℎ (Ret𝑠 )𝑢𝑠 ≤ 𝑢𝑠0 (23)

and if 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐼 \ 𝐽 then (since 𝑢𝑠0 > 𝑞
′valTB (𝑠0))

𝑢𝑠0 ≥ 𝑞′P𝑠0,𝜎ℎ,𝜋ℎ (TB). (24)

Let 𝜋 be the Min strategy that upon every visit 𝑠 (𝑛) with 𝑛 ≤ min{𝜏, 𝜏 ′} plays 𝜋ℎ (until the visit 𝑠 (𝑛+1) with 𝑛 + 1 ≤ min{𝜏, 𝜏 ′} if this visit
exists, and forever otherwise).

For all 𝑛 ≥ 1 and 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐽 , write𝐶𝑛,𝑠0 ⊆ 𝑍 ∗ × {𝑠0} for the set of histories that include the visits 𝑠 (1) , . . . , 𝑠 (𝑛) ∈ 𝐽 and end with 𝑠 (𝑛) = 𝑠0. For
any ℎ ∈ 𝐶𝑛,𝑠0 , write Cyl(ℎ) ⊆ 𝑍𝜔 for the cylinder set corresponding to ℎ. For all 𝑛 ≥ 1 we have {𝜏 ′ > 𝑛} = ⋃

𝑠0∈ 𝐽
⋃
ℎ∈𝐶𝑛,𝑠

0

Cyl(ℎ), where
the union is disjoint. From the definitions of 𝜋 and 𝜋ℎ (Equations (23) and (24)) it follows that for all 𝑠 ∈ 𝐽 and 𝑛 ≥ 1 and 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐽 and ℎ ∈ 𝐶𝑛,𝑠0

E𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛+1 | Cyl(ℎ))
= P𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (𝜏 ′ − 1 = 𝜏 = 𝑛 and TB | Cyl(ℎ))

+
∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (𝜏 ≥ 𝑛 + 1 and 𝑠 (𝑛+1) = 𝑠 | Cyl(ℎ))𝑢𝑠

= P𝑠0,𝜎ℎ,𝜋ℎ (TB \ Ret) +
∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠0,𝜎ℎ,𝜋ℎ (Ret𝑠 )𝑢𝑠

≤ 𝑢𝑠0 .

(25)
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Towards a contradiction, suppose that 𝐽 ≠ ∅, i.e., there is 𝑠 ∈ 𝐽 . To avoid clutter, let us drop the subscripts from P𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 and E𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 in the

following. For all 𝑛 ≥ 1

E(𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛) = 1𝜏 ′≤𝑛𝑋𝑛 +
∑︁
𝑠0∈ 𝐽

∑︁
ℎ∈𝐶𝑛,𝑠

0

1Cyl (ℎ)E(𝑋𝑛+1 | Cyl(ℎ))

(25)

≤ 1𝜏 ′≤𝑛𝑋𝑛 +
∑︁
𝑠0∈ 𝐽

∑︁
ℎ∈𝐶𝑛,𝑠

0

1Cyl (ℎ)𝑢𝑠0

= 1𝜏 ′≤𝑛𝑋𝑛 +
∑︁
𝑠0∈ 𝐽

1𝜏 ′>𝑛, 𝑠 (𝑛)=𝑠0𝑢𝑠0

= 1𝜏 ′≤𝑛𝑋𝑛 + 1𝜏 ′>𝑛𝑢𝑠 (𝑛)
= 1𝜏 ′≤𝑛𝑋𝑛 + 1𝜏 ′>𝑛𝑋𝑛
= 𝑋𝑛 ,

where 1𝐸 is the indicator function of 𝐸. That is, 𝑋1, 𝑋2, . . . is a supermartingale with respect to the filtration F1, F2, . . .. Using the optional
stopping theorem (noting that |𝑋𝑛 | ≤ max{1,max𝑠∈𝐼 𝑢𝑠 } ≤ 1 for all 𝑛), we obtain

𝑞valTB (𝑠) = 𝑢𝑠 = E𝑋1 ≥ E𝑋𝜏 ′
≥ P(𝜏 ′ = 𝜏 + 1 ∧ TB)
+ P(∞ > 𝜏 ′ ≤ 𝜏)E (𝑢𝑠 (𝜏 ′ ) | ∞ > 𝜏 ′ ≤ 𝜏) . (26)

Considering the second summand of the sum above, we have

P(∞ > 𝜏 ′ ≤ 𝜏)E (𝑢𝑠 (𝜏 ′ ) | ∞ > 𝜏 ′ ≤ 𝜏)

=
∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼\𝐽

P
(
∞ > 𝜏 ′ ≤ 𝜏 ∧ 𝑠 (𝜏

′ ) = 𝑠
)
𝑢𝑠

≥ 𝑞′
∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼\𝐽

P
(
∞ > 𝜏 ′ ≤ 𝜏 ∧ 𝑠 (𝜏

′ ) = 𝑠
)
P(TB | ∞ > 𝜏 ′ ≤ 𝜏 ∧ 𝑠 (𝜏

′ ) = 𝑠)

= 𝑞′
∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼\𝐽

P
(
∞ > 𝜏 ′ ≤ 𝜏 ∧ 𝑠 (𝜏

′ ) = 𝑠 ∧ TB
)

= 𝑞′P(∞ > 𝜏 ′ ≤ 𝜏 ∧ TB) ,

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

𝑞valTB (𝑠)
≥ 𝑞′

(
P(𝜏 ′ = 𝜏 + 1 and TB) + P(∞ > 𝜏 ′ ≤ 𝜏 and TB)

)
= 𝑞′P𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (TB) .

Since the strategy 𝜎 was chosen arbitrarily, it follows that 𝑞valTB (𝑠) ≥ 𝑞′valTB (𝑠). Since valTB (𝑠) > 0, we obtain 𝑞 ≥ 𝑞′, a contradiction. □

For 𝑠 ∈ 𝐼 , define Vis𝑠 as the event that a state in 𝐼 is visited and the first such visited state is 𝑠 . Events (Vis𝑠 )𝑠∈𝐼 are pairwise disjoint.
Define Vis

def

=
⋃
𝑠∈𝐼 Vis𝑠 .

Let 𝑢 ∈ (0, 1)𝐼 be as in Lemma D.2. Extend 𝑢 so that 𝑢 ∈ (0, 1]𝐼∪𝑇 by defining, for all 𝑓 ∈ 𝑇 ,

𝑢𝑓
def

= sup

𝜎
inf

𝜋

(
P𝑓 ,𝜎,𝜋 (TB \ Vis) +

∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑓 ,𝜎,𝜋 (Vis𝑠 )𝑢𝑠

)
. (27)

We may have 𝑢𝑓 = 1 for 𝑓 ∈ 𝑇 \ 𝐼 . Since 𝐼 ∩ 𝑇 may be non-empty, the definition of 𝑢𝑓 above for 𝑢𝑓 ∈ 𝐼 ∩ 𝑇 might conflict with the

construction of 𝑢 from Lemma D.2. However, for 𝑢𝑓 ∈ 𝐼 ∩𝑇 the definition above reduces to 𝑢𝑓 = 𝑢𝑓 , since 𝑓 is the first state in 𝐼 that is

visited (immediately), i.e., P𝑓 ,𝜎,𝜋 (Vis𝑓 ) = 1 holds for all 𝑓 ∈ 𝐼 ∩𝑇 and all 𝜎, 𝜋 . Thus the extended 𝑢 is well-defined.

Let 𝑈 denote the random variable such that 𝑈 = 𝑢𝑓 where 𝑓 is the first visited state in 𝑇 \ 𝐼 , and 𝑈 = 0 if 𝑇 \ 𝐼 is not visited. Next we
prove the following lemma.

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

inf

𝜋
E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋𝑈 > 𝑢𝑠0 for all 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐼 .
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Proof. Let 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐼 . For a play starting from 𝑠0 denote by 𝑓
(1) ∈ 𝑇 the first visited state in𝑇 \ 𝐼 . State 𝑓 (1) is undefined if𝑇 \ 𝐼 is not visited.

We have

inf

𝜋
E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋𝑈

= inf

𝜋

∑︁
𝑓 ∈𝑇 \𝐼

P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑓 (1) = 𝑓 )𝑢𝑓

≥ inf

𝜋

∑︁
𝑓 ∈𝑇 \𝐼

(
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑓 (1) = 𝑓 and TB \ Ret)

+
∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑓 (1) = 𝑓 and Ret𝑠 )𝑢𝑠

)
= inf

𝜋
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (TB \ Ret) +

∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (Ret𝑠 )𝑢𝑠

> 𝑢𝑠0 .

The equality on the second line follows from the definitions of𝑈 and 𝑓 (1) . The inequality on the third line follows from a case split whether

the play ever returns to 𝐼 and the definitions of 𝑢𝑓 , Vis, Vis𝑠 , Ret and Ret𝑠 ; cf. (27). The equality on the fourth line follows from the fact that

TB and all Ret𝑠 require a visit of 𝑇 \ 𝐼 , and the inequality on the last line follows from Lemma D.2. □

We will need the following lemma on the existence of 𝜀-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 Reach𝐿 (⊤) is satisfied by plays that stay

inside the set of states 𝐿 until they reach the target state ⊤.

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 𝑆0 ⊆ 𝑆 be a finite set of states, and ⊤ ∈ 𝑆 a target state. For all 𝜀 > 0 there are a memoryless Max strategy 𝜎0 and a finite set
𝐿 ⊆ 𝑆 such that inf𝜋 P𝑠,𝜎0,𝜋 (Reach𝐿 (⊤)) ≥ valReach⊤ (𝑠) − 𝜀 holds for all 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆0. If the game is turn-based, there is a deterministic such 𝜎0.

Lemma D.4 is used in the proof of the following lemma, to “replace” the general Max strategy 𝜎 from Lemmas D.2 and D.3 by a memoryless

one. For a bridge Λ = (𝐼 , 𝐿, 𝜎0) (where 𝐼 is as before) and plays starting from 𝐼 , let𝑈Λ denote the random variable such that𝑈Λ = 𝑢𝑓 if 𝑓 ∈ 𝑇
is the state that is first visited upon leaving 𝐼 ∪ 𝐿, and𝑈Λ = 0 if 𝐼 ∪ 𝐿 is not left or the state first visited upon leaving 𝐼 ∪ 𝐿 is not in 𝑇 .

Lemma D.5. There is a bridge Λ = (𝐼 , 𝐿, 𝜎0) (where 𝐼 is as before) such that 𝐿 ∩𝑇 = ∅ and for every Max strategy 𝜎 consistent with Λ and for
all 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐼 we have inf𝜋 E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋𝑈Λ > 𝑢𝑠0 . If G⊥ is turn-based then 𝜎0 is deterministic.

Proof. We transform the “weighted reachability” objective defined by the random variable𝑈 to a reachability objective by constructing a

new game,
ˆG, from G⊥ as follows. Add a fresh state, say ⊤, and for each 𝑓 ∈ 𝑇 \ 𝐼 redirect each incoming transition so that with probability𝑢𝑓

it goes to ⊤ and with probability 1 − 𝑢𝑓 to the losing sink ⊥. (This is possible, since 𝑢𝑓 ∈ (0, 1].)
Let 𝜎1 be the strategy from LemmaD.3; i.e., we have that inf𝜋 EG⊥,𝑠,𝜎1,𝜋𝑈 > 𝑢𝑠 for all 𝑠 ∈ 𝐼 . Let 𝜀 > 0 be such that inf𝜋 EG⊥,𝑠,𝜎1,𝜋𝑈 −𝜀 > 𝑢𝑠

holds for all 𝑠 ∈ 𝐼 . By Lemma D.4 there are a memoryless (if G⊥ is turn-based: memoryless deterministic) strategy 𝜎0 and a finite set

𝐿 ⊆ (𝑆 \𝑇 ) ∪ 𝐼 such that inf𝜋 P ˆG,𝑠,𝜎0,𝜋 (Reach𝐿 (⊤)) ≥ val
ˆG,Reach⊤ (𝑠) − 𝜀 holds for all 𝑠 ∈ 𝐼 . Let 𝑠 ∈ 𝐼 be arbitrary, and let 𝜎 be an arbitrary

strategy consistent with (𝐼 , 𝐿 \ 𝐼 , 𝜎0). It suffices to show that inf𝜋 EG⊥,𝑠,𝜎,𝜋𝑈Λ > 𝑢𝑠 . We have

inf

𝜋
EG⊥,𝑠,𝜎,𝜋𝑈Λ = inf

𝜋
P

ˆG,𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (Reach𝐿 (⊤))

= inf

𝜋
P

ˆG,𝑠,𝜎0,𝜋 (Reach𝐿 (⊤))

≥ val
ˆG,Reach⊤ (𝑠) − 𝜀

≥ inf

𝜋
P

ˆG,𝑠,𝜎1,𝜋 (Reach⊤) − 𝜀

= inf

𝜋
EG⊥,𝑠,𝜎1,𝜋𝑈 − 𝜀

> 𝑢𝑠 ,

as required. □

Let Λ = (𝐼 , 𝐿, 𝜎0) be the bridge from Lemma D.5. For plays starting from 𝐼 , define ⟨Λ⟩1 as the following event: leave 𝐼 ∪ 𝐿; upon leaving

𝐼 ∪ 𝐿 immediately visit a state in 𝑇 . Plays from 𝐼 that are in ⟨Λ⟩ are also in ⟨Λ⟩1 (but not vice-versa, since ⟨Λ⟩ requires this to happen after

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

Lemma D.6. There is a Max strategy 𝜎 consistent with Λ such that, for all 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐼 ,

inf

𝜋

(
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (⟨Λ⟩ ∩ TB \ Ret) +

∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (⟨Λ⟩1 ∩ Ret𝑠 )𝑢𝑠

)
> 𝑢𝑠0
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Proof. By Lemma D.5 there is 𝑥 ∈ (0, 1) such that for all 𝜎 consistent with Λ and all 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐼 we have 𝑥 inf𝜋 E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋𝑈Λ > 𝑢𝑠0 . By the

definition of 𝑢𝑓 for 𝑓 ∈ 𝑇 (Equation (27)), there is a Max strategy 𝜎2 such that, for all 𝑓 ∈ 𝑇 \ 𝐼 ,

inf

𝜋

(
P𝑓 ,𝜎2,𝜋 (TB \ Vis) +

∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑓 ,𝜎2,𝜋 (Vis𝑠 )𝑢𝑠

)
≥ 𝑥 𝑢𝑓

We can choose 𝜎2 to be consistent with Λ. Let 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐼 be arbitrary. For a play starting from 𝑠0 denote by 𝑓Λ ∈ 𝑇 the state that is first visited

upon leaving 𝐼 ∪𝐿. State 𝑓Λ is undefined if 𝐼 ∪𝐿 is not left or the state first visited upon leaving 𝐼 ∪𝐿 is not in𝑇 . Let 𝜎 be a strategy consistent

with Λ which switches to 𝜎2 as soon as 𝑓Λ is visited. We have

inf

𝜋

(
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (⟨Λ⟩ ∩ TB \ Ret) +

∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (⟨Λ⟩1 ∩ Ret𝑠 )𝑢𝑠

)
= inf

𝜋

(
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (⟨Λ⟩1 ∩ TB \ Ret) +

∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (⟨Λ⟩1 ∩ Ret𝑠 )𝑢𝑠

)
= inf

𝜋

∑︁
𝑓 ∈𝑇 \𝐼

(
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑓Λ = 𝑓 and TB \ Ret)

+
∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑓Λ = 𝑓 and Ret𝑠 )𝑢𝑠

)
= inf

𝜋

∑︁
𝑓 ∈𝑇 \𝐼

(
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑓Λ = 𝑓 ) ·

(
P𝑓 ,𝜎2,𝜋 (TB \ Vis)

+
∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑓 ,𝜎2,𝜋 (Vis𝑠 )𝑢𝑠

))
≥ 𝑥 inf

𝜋

∑︁
𝑓 ∈𝑇 \𝐼

P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋 (𝑓Λ = 𝑓 )𝑢𝑓

= 𝑥 inf
𝜋
E𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋𝑈Λ

> 𝑢𝑠0 ,

as required. □

Now we can prove Lemma 6.2.

Lemma 6.2. Let 𝐼 ⊆ 𝑆 be a finite set of states in G⊥ (thus ⊥ ∉ 𝐼 ). Let 𝑟 ∈ (0, 1). There are a bridge Λ = (𝐼 , 𝐿, 𝜎0) and a Max strategy 𝜎
consistent with Λ so that

inf

𝜋
P𝑠,𝜎,𝜋 (⟨Λ⟩ ∩ TB) ≥ 𝑟 valTB (𝑠)

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

Proof of Lemma 6.2. Choose 𝑞, 𝑥 ∈ (0, 1) such that 𝑞𝑥 ≥ 𝑟 . Let 𝑢 ∈ (0, 1]𝐼∪𝑇 and the bridge Λ = (𝐼 , 𝐿, 𝜎0) be as defined before. Let

𝜎 be the strategy from Lemma D.6. Define a strategy 𝜎∗ as follows. For any initial state 𝑠 , strategy 𝜎∗ first plays a strategy 𝜎𝑠 with

inf𝜋 P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 (TB) ≥ 𝑥valTB (𝑠); if 𝐼 is entered (which is at once if 𝑠 ∈ 𝐼 ), strategy 𝜎∗ switches to 𝜎 ; from then on, whenever ⟨Λ⟩1 occurs and
then the play returns to 𝐼 , strategy 𝜎∗ restarts 𝜎 upon that return. Since 𝜎 is consistent with Λ, so is 𝜎∗. Let 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 be an arbitrary initial state,

and let 𝜋 be an arbitrary Min strategy. It suffices to show that P𝑠,𝜎∗,𝜋 (⟨Λ⟩ ∩ TB) ≥ 𝑟valTB (𝑠).
For a play starting from 𝑠 , we define in the following a sequence of states, namely 𝑠 (1) , 𝑠 (2) , . . . ∈ 𝐼 . This sequence may be finite, in which

case 𝑠 (𝑛) is no longer defined from some 𝑛 on. Each defined 𝑠 (𝑛) naturally corresponds to a visit of 𝐼 . Specifically, denote by 𝑠 (1) ∈ 𝐼 the
first visited state in 𝐼 , and, for 𝑛 ≥ 1, denote by 𝑠 (𝑛+1) ∈ 𝐼 the state for which the play suffix started from 𝑠 (𝑛) satisfies ⟨Λ⟩1 ∩ Ret𝑠 (𝑛+1) . In
other words, after the visit of 𝑠 (𝑛) the event ⟨Λ⟩1 occurs and then a state in 𝐼 is visited and the first such visited state is 𝑠 (𝑛+1) . Note that 𝜎∗

restarts 𝜎 exactly upon each visit 𝑠 (𝑛) . Denote by 𝜏 the random variable, taking values in {0, 1, 2, . . .} ∪ {∞}, such that for all 𝑛 ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . .}
we have that 𝑠 (𝑛) is defined if and only if 𝜏 ≥ 𝑛. Let F0 be the sigma-algebra generated by the cylinder set corresponding to the history that

consists only of the initial state 𝑠 . For all 𝑛 ∈ {1, 2, . . .}, let F𝑛 be the sigma-algebra generated by the cylinder sets corresponding to the

histories𝑤𝑠 ∈ 𝑍 ∗ × 𝑆 such that𝑤 includes at most the visits 𝑠 (1) , . . . , 𝑠 (𝑛−1) (i.e., the state 𝑠 at the end of history𝑤𝑠 may be the visit 𝑠 (𝑛) ).
For all 𝑛 ≥ 0, the event 𝜏 ≥ 𝑛 and the random states 𝑠 (1) , . . . , 𝑠 (min{𝜏,𝑛})

are F𝑛-measurable.

Define random variables 𝑋0
def

= 𝑟valTB (𝑠) and 𝑋1, 𝑋2, . . . by

𝑋𝑛
def

=


𝑢𝑠 (𝑛) if 𝜏 ≥ 𝑛
1 if 𝜏 < 𝑛 and ⟨Λ⟩ ∩ TB
0 if 𝜏 < 𝑛 and not (⟨Λ⟩ ∩ TB) .
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Each 𝑋𝑛 is F𝑛-measurable. We have

E𝑠,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝑋1 | F0) =
∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 (Vis𝑠 ) · 𝑢𝑠 + P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 (⟨Λ⟩ ∩ TB \ Vis) · 1

=
∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 (Vis𝑠 )𝑢𝑠 + P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 (TB \ Vis)

≥ 𝑞
∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 (Vis𝑠 )valTB (𝑠) + P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 (TB \ Vis)

≥ 𝑞
(∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 (Vis𝑠 )valTB (𝑠) + P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 (TB \ Vis)

)
≥ 𝑞 inf

𝜋 ′

(∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 ′ (Vis𝑠 )valTB (𝑠) + P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 ′ (TB \ Vis)

)
≥ 𝑞 inf

𝜋 ′
P𝑠,𝜎𝑠 ,𝜋 ′ (TB)

≥ 𝑞𝑥valTB (𝑠)
≥ 𝑟valTB (𝑠)
= 𝑋0 .

For all 𝑛 ≥ 1 and 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐼 , write 𝐶𝑛,𝑠0 ⊆ 𝑍 ∗ × {𝑠0} for the set of histories that include the visits 𝑠 (1) , . . . , 𝑠 (𝑛) ∈ 𝐼 and end with 𝑠 (𝑛) = 𝑠0. For
any ℎ ∈ 𝐶𝑛,𝑠0 , write Cyl(ℎ) ⊆ 𝑍𝜔 for the cylinder set corresponding to ℎ. For all 𝑛 ≥ 1 we have {𝜏 ≥ 𝑛} = ⋃

𝑠0∈𝐼
⋃
ℎ∈𝐶𝑛,𝑠

0

Cyl(ℎ), where the
union is disjoint. For any history ℎ write 𝜋ℎ for the Min strategy whose behavior is exactly like the behavior of 𝜋 after ℎ. By the definition

of 𝜎∗ and by Lemma D.6 we have for all 𝑛 ≥ 1 and 𝑠0 ∈ 𝐼 and ℎ ∈ 𝐶𝑛,𝑠0
E𝑠,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝑋𝑛+1 | Cyl(ℎ)) = P𝑠,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝜏 = 𝑛 and ⟨Λ⟩ ∩ TB | Cyl(ℎ))

+
∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠,𝜎∗,𝜋 (𝜏 ≥ 𝑛 + 1 and 𝑠 (𝑛+1) = 𝑠 | Cyl(ℎ))𝑢𝑠

= P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋ℎ (⟨Λ⟩ ∩ TB \ Ret) +
∑︁
𝑠∈𝐼
P𝑠0,𝜎,𝜋ℎ (⟨Λ⟩1 ∩ Ret𝑠 )𝑢𝑠

> 𝑢𝑠0 .

(28)

To avoid clutter, let us drop the subscripts from P𝑠,𝜎∗,𝜋 and E𝑠,𝜎∗,𝜋 in the following. For all 𝑛 ≥ 1

E(𝑋𝑛+1 | F𝑛) = 1𝜏<𝑛𝑋𝑛 +
∑︁
𝑠0∈𝐼

∑︁
ℎ∈𝐶𝑛,𝑠

0

1Cyl (ℎ)E(𝑋𝑛+1 | Cyl(ℎ))

(28)

≥ 1𝜏<𝑛𝑋𝑛 +
∑︁
𝑠0∈𝐼

∑︁
ℎ∈𝐶𝑛,𝑠

0

1Cyl (ℎ)𝑢𝑠0

= 1𝜏<𝑛𝑋𝑛 +
∑︁
𝑠0∈𝐼

1𝜏≥𝑛, 𝑠 (𝑛)=𝑠0𝑢𝑠0

= 1𝜏<𝑛𝑋𝑛 + 1𝜏≥𝑛𝑢𝑠 (𝑛)
= 1𝜏<𝑛𝑋𝑛 + 1𝜏≥𝑛𝑋𝑛
= 𝑋𝑛 ,

where 1𝐸 is the indicator function of 𝐸. That is, 𝑋0, 𝑋1, 𝑋2, . . . is a submartingale with respect to the filtration F0, F1, F2, . . .. Random variable

𝜏 + 1 is a stopping time with respect to the same filtration. Using the optional stopping theorem (noting that |𝑋𝑛 | ≤ max{1,max𝑠∈𝐼 𝑢𝑠 } ≤ 1

for all 𝑛), we obtain

𝑟valTB (𝑠) = E𝑋0 ≤ E𝑋𝜏+1 ≤ P(𝑋𝜏+1 ≠ 0) ,
as 0 ≤ 𝑋𝜏+1 ≤ 1. It follows from the definition of the random variables 𝑋𝑛 that, if 𝜏 < ∞ and not (⟨Λ⟩ ∩ TB), then 𝑋𝜏+1 = 0. Thus,

𝑟valTB (𝑠) ≤ P(𝑋𝜏+1 ≠ 0) ≤ P(𝜏 = ∞ or (⟨Λ⟩ ∩ TB))
≤ P(𝜏 = ∞) + P(⟨Λ⟩ ∩ TB) .

By the construction of G⊥ and the strategy 𝜎∗, there is 𝛿 > 0 such that upon every visit of 𝐼 corresponding to 𝑠 (1) , 𝑠 (2) , . . . ∈ 𝐼 the probability
of falling into ⊥ in the very next step is at least 𝛿 . (This is because 𝜎∗ plays a fixed memoryless strategy upon entering 𝐼 .) Thus, P(𝜏 = ∞) = 0.

Hence, 𝑟valTB (𝑠) ≤ P(⟨Λ⟩ ∩ TB), as required. □


	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Preliminaries
	3 The Main Results
	4 Lower Bounds
	5 Transience Games
	5.1 Key Technical Lemmas
	5.2 Proof of thm:Tr

	6 Büchi Games
	7 Strategy Complexity for Minimizer
	References
	A Mathematical Background
	B Reduction to Acyclic Games in Section 3
	C Missing Proofs in Section 5
	D Missing Proofs from Section 6
	D.1 Proof of lem:Bu-key


