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Abstract. In this paper, we present some recent results of infinite games played
on a finite graph. We mainly work with generalized reachability games and
Biichi games. These games are two-player concurrent games in which each player
chooses simultaneously their moves at each step. We concern here with a descrip-
tion of winning strategies and payoff functions over infinite plays. Each play and
the outcome of a game are completely determined by strategies of the players.
We classify strategies regarding their use of history. Our goal is to give simple
expressions of values for each game. Moreover, we are interested in the question
of what type of optimal (e-optimal) strategy exists for both players depending on
the type of games.
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1 Introduction

We consider two-player simultaneous games played on finite graphs. For each round
of the game, Player I and Player II choose their actions simultaneously and then the
next state is determined. A finite or infinite sequence of state obtained are the result
of the play. We investigate on generalized reachability games whose payoff functions
can be described as a label function on the set of states over the non-negative real
numbers. We mainly focus on Biichi games where the Player I want to visit target states
infinitely many times and the Player II want to prevent from reaching the target states
infinitely often. These are zero-sum games, and the reachability objective is one of the
most basic objectives among the Borel hierarchy. Since there are two players on whose
decisions the probability depends, we talk about the highest probability that the Player
I can achieve against any opponent’s strategy. Similarly, we also discuss the lowest
probability that the Player II can achieve against any strategy of Player I. If these two
quantities are equal, we call them the value of the game and say the game is determined.
An optimal strategy for Player I is a strategy that guarantees the value of the game from
each position. The way to determine the winner is called a winning objective. It is a
set of infinite plays that we define as a winning for the Player 1. In this study, we give
answers to the following questions. Are the games determined or can we derive the
value of game? Is it possible to show optimal and e-optimal strategies in some way?
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Although Martin’s theorem showed that every Borel game is determined, our results
provide a specific proof for these types of games and may give more insight into this
area, especially games on graphs.

1.1 Related Works and Motivation

In 1953, Gale and Stewart [10] introduced the general theory of infinite games, called
Gale-Stewart games, which are two-player infinite games with perfect information. The
theory of Gale-Stewart games has been investigated by many mathematicians and logi-
cians, and until now it is one of the interesting topics in game theory and mathematical
logic. This game is an infinite zero-sum game with perfect information because one of
the players always wins and the other losses and the game is played in turn. The de-
terminacy results for turn-based games with Borel objective was established by a deep
result of Martin [14]. He proved that under some fairly general assumptions, one player
has a winning strategy. On the other hand, the determinacy for one-round simultaneous
games was proven by von Neumann [15] using his famous minmax theorem. Infinite
versions of von Neumann’s games were introduced by David Blackwell [1]. The deter-
minacy for such games with Borel objective was established by Martin [13]. The proof
of Martin’s theorem is the culmination of a long series of results proving the determi-
nacy of games of increasing Borel hierarchy.

Recently, Jan Krcal in [11] studied a determinacy of stochastic turn-based games
focused on some winning objectives. Turn-based stochastic games are infinitely long
sequential games with perfect information played by two players and a random player.
He mainly discussed the reachability games and showed that the games are determined
whether the games are finite or infinite. He also proved the existence of an optimal
memoryless and deterministic strategy in the finite Biichi games. There are still many
challenging open problems in the area of turn-based stochastic games. The existing
results about infinite-state games usually concern on Markov Decision Process (MDPs)
[12]. Moreover, many of the fundamental results are still waiting to be discovered in
the infinite games with imperfect information, especially their use of payoff functions.
Over the games on graph, the typical and most studied payoff functions are the limit-
average (also called mean-payoff) and the discounted sum of the rewards along the
path. To know the definition of mean payoff functions for example see [9], [8], and
[16]; discounted payoff for details see also [9] and [6]. Besides their simple definitions,
these two payoff functions enjoy the property that memoryless optimal strategies always
exist, especially in turn-based stochastic games. In [2], they introduced a multi-mean
payoff on turn-based stochastic parity games. This work can be seen as an extension
of [3] where mean-payoff parity games have been studied. While Chatterjee et al. [4]
defined another simple payoff functions which contain both the limit-average and the
discounted sum functions in two-player turn-based games on a graph. In our study, a
labelling function defined in generalized reachability games can be seen as a weighted
reachability payoff function assigns to every infinite play either O if the game does not
visit a target state, or the reward (positive real number) of the first target state visited by
the player.

This paper is organized as follows. We first introduce the terminology of games,
strategies and values. We then study a generalized reachability game and described its
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values as limits of finite-step games. Our main contribution is showing the existence
of memoryless and randomized e-optimal strategy for Player I, that is, the strategy in
which depend only on the current state, satisfies the objective with probability within
an ¢ difference of the value of the game. We then turn to games with Biichi objectives
and use the results of generalized rachability games to show the value of Biichi games
can be approximated in some way.

2 Games

This section gives preliminaries that is necessary for understanding the argument pre-
sented in subsequent sections.

Definition 1. A (two-player simultaneous infinite) game is a quadruple G =
(S, A1, A1, 6), where S, Ay and Ayr are nonempty finite sets and ¢ is a function from
S x Ar x Ay into S. Elements of S are called states. Elements of Ay are called actions
or moves of Player 1. Similarly, elements of Ay are called actions or moves of Player
II. § is called a transition function.

Definition 2. A path or a play of a game G = (S, A1, A1, 6) is a finite or infinite
sequence sS1Ss... of states in S such that for all n € N, there exist a,, € A; and
by, € A where 0(Sp, an,by) = Sp+1. Infinite paths of G are sometimes called runs.
We write 2(G) for the set of all infinite plays; and 2%°(G) for the set of all finite plays
of non-zero length. Sometimes we write 2 or Q2% instead of 2(G) or 2%*(G) when G
is clear from the context.

Intuitively, given a game G = (.5, Ar, A, 0), a function F' : 2(G) — [0,1] and a
state s € S, we imagine the following infinite game G, (F): at stage n € N\ {0}, we
have the finite play w | n with w(0) = s, and each player selects their actions a; € A;
and ay; € Ay, simultaneously, and, then, the next state w(n) = §(w(n — 1), a1, arr) is
determined. In this case the value of the play w is F'(w). We assume that Player I wants
to maximize the value, whereas Player II wants to minimize. For a subset X of £2(G),
the infinite game G(X) is defined in the same way considering X as its characteristic
function. Thus, in the case of a set X instead of a function F', Player I wants to put w
into X, whereas Player II wants to avoid it.

The notion of strategies for infinite games plays an important role. Informally, a
strategy for a player in the game is a rule that specifies the next move of the player for
a given finite play.

For a set A, a probability distribution on A is a function pn : A — [0,1] with
> aca i(a) = 1. We use D(A) for the set of all probability distributions on A.

Definition 3. Let G = (5, A1, A1, 0) be a game. A (randomized) strategy of Player
Lin G is any function o : 2%%(G) — D(A1). We write $F or X for the set of all
strategies of Player I. Similary, a (randomized) strategy of Player Il in G is any function
7 QM(G) — D(An), and we write X% or X1 for the set of all strategies of Player
1L
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Definition 4. Let G = (5, A1, A1, ) be a game. A strategy o of Player I is called
memoryless if 7(p) = o(q) holds whenever p, q € 25%(G) satisfy p(|p| — 1) = q(|q| —
1). A memoryless strategy of Player II is defined similarly. We write EIM and 211\1/[ for
the set of all memoryless strategies of Player I and Player II, respectively.

Intuitively, for a given finite play, memoryless strategies give the next action depend-
ing on the current state rather than depending on the finite play.

Clearly, given a memoryless strategy o € XM, there exists the function o’ : S —
D(A;) such that o(ps) = o’ (s) holds for any ps € 2f"(G) with s € S. We sometimes
identify o with ¢’. Similar identification will be used for Player II.

A pair (0,7) € X1 x X1 and a state s € S determine a probability measure P7" on
2, ={w € 2 :w(0) = s} as follows.

Definition 5. Let G = (S, A1, A1, 8) be a game. For a pair (0,7) € XF x X% of
strategies and a state s € S, P27 denotes the probability measure on {2, determined
by

Prr(ph = I Do In)@rp I n)®): (p(n—1),a,b) € 6 (p(n))}

nE{l,---,‘p‘fl}
foranyp € 2" = {q € Q" ¢(0) = s}, where [p] = {w € 2:p C w}.

Intuitively, for a function F' : 2 — [0,1] with PZ7(F) = fQ FdP?7™ exists,
P27 (F) means the expectated value of an infinite game G,(F) when Player I and
Player II use the strategy ¢ and T, respectively. In the case of a subset X of {2 instead
of F, P?7(X) means the probability that the infinite play in {25 belongs to X when
Player I and Player II use the corresponding strategies.

Let G = (5, A1, Amr, 0) be a game, and let F' : 2(G) — [0, 1] satisfy that P27 (F")
exists forany 0 € X, 7 € X5 and s € S. We call such a function F a payoff function
of G. (In the game G(X), the set X with such a property is called a winning set of
G.) The value of Player I in a game G(F’) for a state s is the supremum of expected
value which Player I can ensure. Formally, it is sup, ¢ se inf . se Py T(F). Let =F
be a function defined by =F(w) = 1 — F(w). The value of Player II is defined as
SUpP, ¢ pe inf e pe P77 (=F). This value is equal to 1 — inf_ ¢ pe sup,e pe PY7 (F).
We say that the game G(F) is determinate if

sup inf PJ7(F)+ sup inf P]7(=F)=1
cexE TEXR rext oS}

holds for any s € S. Or equivalently, the game G(F’) is determinate if and only if

sup inf PJ7(F) = inf sup PJ7(F)
cex¢ TEX TEXT oe S

holds for any s € S. In this case, we write val®(F) or val,(F) instead of
SUp, ¢ xe inf ¢ pe P77 (F), and call it the value at s in the game G(F).
The following is well-known theorem obtained by Martin.
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Theorem 1 (Martin [13]). Let G be a game and let F : 2(G) — [0,1] a Borel
measurable function. Then the game G(F) is determinate. O

Actually, the function F is Borel measurable function for any game G(F') studied in
this paper later. Thus any game studied in this paper is determinate.

Definition 6. Let G = (S, A1, A, d), F : 2 — [0,1] and € € [0,1]. Suppose that
G(F) is determinate. A strategy o € X1 of Player I is e-optimal ifinfrezﬁ Po7(F) >
vals(F) —e€ holds for any s € S. Similarly, a strategy 7 € X1 of Player Il is e-optimal if
SUP e 56 P&T(F) < vals(F)+e€ holds for any s € S. Optimal strategies are 0-optimal
strategies.

By the definitions a strategy o € X7 of Player I is optimal if and only if
infrex, P77 (F) = valy(F) holds for all s € S, and 7 € Xpp is optimal if and only if
SUp, ey, PO (F) = valg(F) holds forall s € S.

When G(F) is determinate and ¢ is a positive real number, then e-optimal strategies
of Player I and Player II always exist by the definition. However, there are some cases
that Player I or Player II has no optimal strategy.

Let G = (X, A1, Arp,6) beagame and let V : S — [0, 1]. We define Fy : 2(G) —
[0,1] by Fy (w) = V(w(1)). Games of the form G(FYy/) are called one-step games. We
write G(V') meaning G(Fy ), and we write val, (V') for s € S instead of val,(Fy ). In
one-step games optimal strategies always exist for each player. This theorem is well-
known as von Neumann’s minmax theorem.

Theorem 2 (von Neumann [15]). In any one-step game, both players have their opti-
mal strategies. g

3 Generalized Reachability Games

Reachability games are in some respect the simplest infinite games. We will prove some
basic facts on a generalized version of reachability games, called generalized reachabil-
ity games. We will describe the value of reachability games as a limit value of finite-step
games. We will see that Player II has a memoryless optimal strategy, and Player I has
a memoryless e-optimal strategy in any generalized reachability games for any positive
real number . Nevertheless, in general it is known that, even in a reachability game,
Player I may not have an optimal strategy.

Definition 7. Let G = (S, Ay, A1, d) be a game. A function { is called a label on S if
dom(¢) C S and ((s) € [0,1] for any s € dom(¥). We define R®* : 2(G) — [0,1] by

RE4(w) = {é(w(Nw» FEN € Nfu() € doue),

where N, is the least natural number N such that w(N) € dom({). A game of the
form G(R®Y) is called a generalized reachability game.

For a subset T of S, let R&T = RE4T  where b : T — {1}. Games of the form
G(R®T) are called reachability games.
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Definition 8. Let G = (S, A, An, 6) be a game and let £ a label on S. For every state
s € Sandn €N, we define VE* . S — [0, 1] inductively by

VEL(s) = {5(3) if s € dom((), VEL (5) = {5(8) if s € dom(f),

0 otherwise, ot vals (V.84 otherwise.

We let V&4 (s) = lim,, 00 V.S (5) for any state s, and we call it the limit value at s.

For alabel £ on S and n € N, we define RS : 2(G) — [0, 1] by RE4(w) = s, if
there exists m < n with w(m) € dom(¢) and R%"*(w) = 0 otherwise.

Theorem 3. For any n € N, both players have their optimal strategy in the game
G(RE*), and the equality V.S (s) = val,(RE:*) holds for all s € S.

Proof. We define ¢, and 7, inductively. Let o and 7; be any strategies. Now suppose
that we have constructed ¢, and 7,;. Choose ¢ and 7 as optimal strategies of Player I
and I1 respectively in the one-step game G(V,&+*). Define o7, | by o7, (s) = o(s) and
ok 1(sp) = oi(p) for any s € S and any p # 0 with sp € 2. Similarly, define
Tha by 75 1(s) = 7(s) and 7,5 1 (sp) = 7;;(p) for any s € S and any p # () with
sp € 0 Tt is easy to see by induction on n that ¢ and 7" satisfy the equalities
VEL(s) = infrexy, Pf:"T(RE”Z) = SUP,c 5, po (RE*). This equalities imply that
the o and 7;° are optimal strategies in the game G(RE*) and V,%(s) = val,(RE*)
holds. =

Now we verify the value val,(R®"*) is equivalent to the limit value V¢(s).
Theorem 4. For any state s € S, the equation VE*(s) = val,(R®"*) holds.
Proof. 1t is enough to show that the following inequalities:

inf sup P77 (R®Y) < V®¥(s) < sup inf P77 (REY).
TEX ge 5y cex TEXT

To show the first inequality, choose an optimal strategy 7* of Player II in the one-
step game G(V©). We may see 7* as a memoryless strategy of Player II in the
generalized reachability game G(R®). We show that 7* satisfies the inequality
Sup,ex, PO (RE*) < VE£(s) for any s € S. (Thus, if we prove the second in-
equality, then we can say this 7* is, in fact, an optimal strategy of Player II in the
game G(R®*).) It is enough to show that sup, P77 (RE*) < V&4(s) forany s € S
and n € N. We show this by induction on n. The case n = 0 is clear. Suppose that
sup, P77 (R%*) < V&(s) holds for any s € S as an induction hypothesis. Fix
s € S.If s € dom(¥), then it is obvious that the inequality holds for s. Otherwise, we

have the equality P77 (Ryf 1) = 3 cs POT (Iss'))P3™ (RS forany o € Xy By
the induction hypothesis, we know that P7™ (RE,) < 30, co PO ([s8/))VEL(s").

Hence the equalities

sup P77 (Ryyy) Ssup y POT ([ss )V (s') = VE(s)

7 ses
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hold by the optimality of 7* in the one-step game. Let us now show the second in-
equality. We have P27 (RE¢) < P77 (RE) since RE¢(w) < RE*(w) for any
w € §2. Hence sup,, inf, P77 (R%*) < sup, inf, P77 (R®*) holds. By Theorem
3, VE4(s) = valy(R$!) = sup, inf, P77 (R%*) holds. Thus the second inequality
holds. a

Corollary 1. Player II has a memoryless and randomized optimal strategy in any gen-
eralized reachability game. g

Contrary to the case of Player II, Player I has no even optimal strategy in some reacha-
bility games. We give such an example below.

Example 1. Consider the following simultaneous reachability game as shown in Figure
1.Let S = {s0, 1,82}, A1 = {z1, 22} and A;; = {y1, y2}. Define a transition function
d by 8(s0,21,y1) = 50, 6(50,T2,%2) = 52, 0(S0,21,Y2) = 6(s0,22,%1) = s1 and
0(si,x,y) = s; forany i € {1,2} and (z,y) € A1 x An. Let G = (5, A1, A1, 0). Now
consider the reachability game G(R,,}).

X1Y2

X2V

OO

Fig. 1. An illustration of reachability game

X232

One can prove that valy, (Rys,}) = 1. We show that Player I has no optimal strategy in
the reachability game G(R s, ).

Proof. Fix a strategy o € Xy. We construct 7 € Xy such that Pg'7(Ry,,y) < 1. For
p € 2(G), define 7(p)(y1) = 1if o(p)(x1) = 1, and define 7(p)(y2) = 1 otherwise.
Itis clear that PJ)"(Rys,1) < 1 by the definitions of G and 7. O

The next theorem says that, given a generalized reachability game, Player I always has a
memoryless e-optimal strategy in this game for any positive real number €. In fact, this
result for reachability games was shown by Chatterjee et al. [5] in a slightly different
setting. We essentially use their method to prove our theorem.

Theorem 5. In every generalized reachability game G(R®*), there exist an -optimal
memoryless strategy of Player I for any € > 0.

Proof. Let G = (S, Ax, Air, 0) be a game and let £ a label on S. Without loss of gener-
ality, we may assume that if s € dom(¢) or valy(R®*) = 0, then 6(s, x,y) = s holds
for any (z,y) € Ar x Ajr.
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Fix a positive real ¢ > 0. Choose n € N such that for any s € S, the inequality
VEL(s) > valy(RE) — & holds, and val,(R%*) > 0 implies V> (s) > 0. For
m < n, choose o,, € XM such that o, is an optimal strategy of Player I in the one-
step game G(Vgﬂ). We define a strategy o € XM by 0%(s) = 0y, (s) forany s € S,
where m is the least number m < n such that V,%¢(s) = V,%:¢(s). By the definition,
Viit(s) = inf com PT(Vr' 1) holds for any s € S\ dom(f). Now choose a
strategy 7* € XM such that P77 (R®¢) = inf, P77 (R®!) forall s € S.

Fix as € S\ dom(¢) with V,$:(s) > 0. Suppose that V;,(s) > Vj,(s’) holds for
any s/ € S with P77 ([ss']) > 0. We have V.S(s) = BL () = VEL(s") for

ms ms—1
any s' € S with P77 ([ss']) > 0 since VS (s) = VEL(s), Vo' 1 (s) < VEI(S)
and V,$(s) < P;’*’T(Vr(s:{l) hold. Therefore, if s’ € S satisfies P7 +" ([ss']), then

ms > ms_1. As a result, we know that for any s € S\ dom(¢) there exists s’ with
P77 ([ss']) > 0 such that

VEL(s) < VEE() ormy > mi_1.

Note that {V,%*(s) : s € S\ dom(¢)} is finite, and ms = 0 implies s € dom(¥) or
V,8t(s) = 0. Here V,%*(s) = 0 implies vals(R®¢) = 0. Hence for any s € S there
exists p € 2 such that P77 ([p]) > 0 and

p(|p| - 1) S dom(ﬁ) or Valp(|p|,1)(RG’K) =0.

As a conclusion, we have P?»" (A) = 0 forany s € S, where A = {w € 2 : (Vn €
N)[w(n) € dom(€) & val,,(,)(R®*) > 0]}. Thus, the sum

>V ol = )P ([p]) : p € 2 & || = K}
tends to P77 (R®*) as k to co. It is easy to see by induction on k € N that
> {WE}’E(P(\P\ — )P ([pl) 1 p € 28 & |p| = If} > V2 ()

holds for any k € N. Hence we have P77 (R®¢) > Vf’_’zl (5) > valy(R®%) —e. O

4 Biichi Games

Our plan in this section is as follows. After giving the definition of Biichi games, we
describe values of Biichi games as values of some generalized reachability games. The
proof includes the information how we can construct e-optimal strategies in a Biichi
game for a given positive real number . But we see that, in general, Player I may not
have a memoryless e-optimal strategy in a Biichi game for some positive real .

Definition 9. Let G = (S, A;, A1, ) be a game. For a run w € $2(G), we de-
fine Inf(w) as the set {s € S : (Vn € N)(3m > n)[w(m) = s]}. For T C S, we set
BT = {w € 2(G) : Inf(w) NT # 0}. Any game of the form G(B®T) is called a
Biichi game. T is called the set of target states of the Biichi game G(B%T).
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In [7], they introduced quantitative game p-calculus, and showed that the maximal
probability of winning for Biichi game can be expressed as a fixpoint formulas. In par-
ticular, they characterized the optimality and the memory requirements of the winning
strategies, that is, memoryless strategies suffice for winning games with reachability
condition, and Biichi conditions require the use of strategies with infinite memory.

For a label £ on .S, define RE’Z : 2(G) — [0,1] by

RE(w) = {é(w(Nw)) if (3N > 0)[w(N) € dom(0),
otherwise,

where N, is the least natural number N > 0 such that w(N) € dom(¥). Clearly, the
results for generalized reachability games in the previous section hold even for games
of the form G(RE’Z). We also call this kind of games generalized reachability games.

To study Biichi games, these results for games of the form G(RE’Z) are useful.
Definition 10. Ler G = (S, A;, A1, ) be a game and let T C S. For anyn € N, we
define a label (ST on S with the domain T inductively by

G, T

Gt
" (s) =1 Cafi(s) = val(RY™)
We set 157 () = lim,, 00 €57 (5).

For T C S and n € N, we define BT = {w € 2(G) : (32"k > 0)[w(k) € T]}.
Here, read “327k > 0” as “there exist at least n-many natural numbers k > 0”.

Theorem 6. The equality valG(BS JZ;) = val® (RE’Z?T) holds for any n € N and any

seS.

Proof. Let £, = (T for any n € N. We show the equality holds by induc-
tion on n. Fix n. It is clear that the equation holds for any s € S when n = 0.
Now, suppose that val, (B +1) = val (RG 7 holds for any s € S. Then we have

lp1(s) = valg (’RE ) = val, (BS’H) for any s € T = dom(4,,4+1). Therefore,
valS(BSf;) = vauls(RGr E"“) holds for any s € S. o
Theorem 7. The equality val® (B%T) = valf’(RE’ZG’T) holds for any s € S.

Proof. Let £ = (®T and ¢, = (%7 for any n € N. It is enough to show that the
following inequalities:

inf sup P27 (B®T) < val, (RG Y < sup inf PZT(BST).
TEXH o3y o€y TEXI s

Note that B$:T o BT holds for any n € N. Thus
1nf sup P27 (BST) < val, (Bn+1) = val, (RE’Z")

holds for any n € N. Since the righthand tends to vals (RE’Z) as n to oo, we know that
the first inequality holds. Let us now show the second inequality also holds.
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Fix a positive real €. We construct a strategy o* € X7 such that Vals(RE’Z) —e<
inf, P77 (B%T) holds for any s € S. Choose sequences { v, }nen, {Bn }nen Of posi-
tive reals such that

valy(RT) — & < val,(R®)) [T (1 = aw),  vals(R®)(1 = an) < valo(R®) - B
neN

holds for any s € S and n € N. Choose a sequence {0, },en Of strategies of Player I
in the game G(R®*) such that o,, is 3,-optimal for any n € N. For k € N, we define
or € Xy as follows: for p € 210, let 07 (p) = Onir(psut), Where psue € 267(G)
satisfies p = (p | m)psut With m = max{0,i —1: p(i) € T},andn = #{i < m:
p(i) € T'}. We show by induction on n that the inequality

valS(RE’Z) H(l — Qi) < iITlf Pg;’T(BS’T) QY
i<n

holds forany s € S and k,n € N.Fix n € N. Clearly (1) holds forany s € Sandk € N
when n = 0. Now, suppose that n satisfies (1) forany s € S and k € N. For s,s" € S,
define A o astheset {p € Q2" : p(|p|—1) = ' & (Vi € {1,---, |p|—2})[p(3) € T)}.
The inequalities

1nf pPoET (BSE;)

>1an{ PIHT( an"H” (BET):peAyy & s eT}

>1nfz J’“’ p])valy (RE’Z) H(l — Qigpt1) i pEAs s &' ET

i<n

>val (RTY) [[ (1 - cisn)
i<n+1

holds for any s € S and k& € N. Thus (1) holds for any s € S and k,n € N. Hence
vals(RE’E) — ¢ < inf, P{°7(B%T) holds for any s € S and n € N. Since B®T =
Myex BT holds, we have valy(RS*) — ¢ < inf, PY*"(BT) forany s € S. O

The following example shows that there exist a positive real € and a Biichi game in
which Player I has no e-optimal memoryless strategy.

Example 2. Let G(B®T) be the simultaneous Biichi game given as Figure 2.

@xﬂ’l
/ %1 Y2 X2¥2
X2V1

Fig. 2. An illustration of Biichi game
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That is, let G = (S, A1, A1, 0) be a game, where S = {sg, s1, 52}, 41 = {x1, 22}
and A;;r = {y1,y2}, and the transition function ¢ is given by d(so,z1,%1) = So,
0(s0,x2,y2) = S2, 0(s0,21,92) = d(S0,22,41) = s1, 0(s1,2,y) = so and
d(s2,x,y) = so forall (x,y) € Ar x Apn. Define T = {s1}. One can prove that
val,, (B®T) = 1. We show that Player I has no e-optimal memoryless strategy in the
Biichi game G(B%T) for any positive real € < 1.

Proof. Fix a positive real ¢ < 1 and a strategy o € EIM. We define a strategy 7 € X1
by 7(p)(y1) = 1if o(p)(z1) = 1, and 7(p)(y2) = 1 otherwise. In the case that
o(so)(z1) = 1, we have P27 ({s)}) = 1. Otherwise, we have P27 (R®{s2}) = 1
since o(p) = a(p') if p(|p| — 1) = p'(|p'| = 1). Therefore, inf PS”O’T/(BG’{“”}) =0<
1 — ¢ = val,, (B®T) — ¢ holds. O
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