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Abstract—We study the complexity of central controller syn- that every action is assigned some ratiomalvard which
thesis problems for finite-state Markov decision processesvhere  corresponds to some costs (or gains) caused by the action.
the objective is to optimize both the expected mean-payib The mean-pay® of a given run is then defined as the long-

performance of the system and its stability. We argue that te d ted acti . the limit of
basic theoretical notion of expressing the stability in tems of the run average reward per executed action, 1.e., the imit 0

variance of the mean-paydf (called global variance in our paper) Ppartial averages computed for longer and longer prefixes of
is not always sificient, since it ignores possible instabilities on a given run. For every strategy, the overall performance (or

respective runs. For this reason we propose alernative defitions  throughput) of the system controlled ly then corresponds
of stability, which we call local and hybrid variance, and which . 4 expected value of mean-péiya.e., theexpected mean-

express how rewards on each run deviate from the run’s own . : .
mean-paydf and from the expected mean-payfi, respectively. paygf. It is well known (see, e.g.[|18]) that optimal strate-

We show that a strategy ensuring both the expected mean- gies for minimizingmaximizing the expected mean-pdlyare
payoff and the variance below given bounds requires randomiza- positional (i.e., deterministic and independent of exiecut

tion and memory, under all the above semantics of variance. & hjstory), and can be computed in polynomial time. However,
then look at the problem of determining whether there is a suh the quality of services provided by a given system often

a strategy. For the global variance, we show that the problem . .
is in PSPACE, and that the answer can be approximated in depends not only on its overall performance, but also on its

pseudo-polynomial time. For the hybrid variance, the analgous Stability. For example, an optimal controller for a live video
decision problem is in NP, and a polynomial-time approximaing streaming system may achieve the expected throughput of
algorithm also exists. For local variance, we show that the gpproximately 2 MBitgsec. That is, if a user connects to the
decision problem is in NR. Since the overall performance.cabe server many times, he gets 2 Miitsc connectioon average
traded for stability (and vice versa), we also present algathms ; . . .
for approximating the associated Pareto curve in all the thee |f @n acceptable video quality requires at least Wbits/sec,
cases. the user is also interested in the likelihood that he getsagit|
Finally, we study a special case of the decision problems, 1.8 Mbitg/sec. That is, he requires a certain levelovkerall
where we require a given expected mean-paftogether with  stapjlity in service quality, which can be measured by the
izr?rgo\l’%'g%?:{ t'i_'rre];e we show that the problems can be all solved | 4 s ceof mean-pay#, calledglobal variancein this paper.
’ The basic computational question“given rationals u and v,
|. INTRODUCTION is there a strategy that achieves the expected meanfghayor
Markov decision processes (MDPs) are a standard model fmtter) and variance v (or better)?'Since the expected mean-
stochastic dynamic optimization. Roughly speaking, an MDpaydf can be “traded” for smaller global variance, we are
consists of a finite set of states, where in each state, oreof &lso interested in approximating the associdtageto curve
finitely many actions can be chosen by a controller. For eveegnsisting of all pointsy, v) such that (1) there is a strategy
action, there is a fixed probability distribution over thates. achieving the expected mean-p#iyo and global variancs;
The execution begins in some initial state where the cdetroland (2) no strategy can improweor v without worsening the
selects an outgoing action, and the system evolves intdhanotother parameter.
state according to the distribution associated with theseho The global variance says how much the actual mean{payo
action. Then, another action is chosen by the controlled, anf a run tends to deviate from the expected mean-fiayo
so0 on. Astrategyis a recipe for choosing actions. In general, Blowever, it does not saynything about the stability of
strategy may depend on the execution history (i.e., activmg individual runs. To see this, consider again the video stieg
be chosen dierently when revisiting the same state) and thgystem example, where we now assume that although the
choice of actions can be randomized (i.e., the strategyifsgec connection is guaranteed to be fast on average, the amount
a probability distribution over the available actions)xiRg a of data delivered per second may change substantially along
strategy for the controller makes the behaviour of a giverPMDthe executed run for example due to a faulty network in-
fully probabilistic and determines the usual probabilipase frastructure. For simplicity, let us suppose that perforgni
over itsruns, i.e., infinite sequences of states and actions. one action in the underlying MDP model takes one second,
A fundamental concept of performance and dependabiliyd the reward assigned to a given action corresponds to the
analysis based on MDP modelsngan-payf. Let us assume amount of transferred data. The above scenario can be nibdele
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by saying that 6 Mbits are downloaded every third action, unichain MDPs, deterministic memoryless strategies are
and 0 Mbits are downloaded in other time frames. Then the  suficient for global variance, whereas we show (Exam-
user gets 2 Mbifsec connection almost surely, but since the ple[2) that even for unichain MDPs both randomization

individual runs are apparently “unstable”, he may still adet and memory is required for local variance. We estab-
of stuttering in the video stream. As an appropriate measure lish that 3-memory strategies arefidtient for Pareto
for the stability of individual runs, we proposecal variance optimality for local variance. We show that the basic
which is defined as the long-run average B{«) — mpw))?, algorithmic problem (and hence also the approximate
wherer(w) is the reward of the-th action executed in a run version) is in NP.

w andmp(w) is the mean-pay® of w. Hence, local variance 3) (Hybrid variance).After defining hybrid variance, we
says how much the rewards of the actions executed along a establish that for Pareto optimality 2-memory strategies

given run deviate from the mean-pdyof the run on average. are stficient, and in general randomized memoryless
For example, if the mean-paffoof a run is 2 Mbitgsec and strategies are not. We show the basic algorithmic prob-
all of the executed actions deliver 2 Mbits, then the run is  lem for hybrid variance is in NP, and the approximate
“absolutely smooth” and its local variance is zero. The lefe version can be solved in polynomial time.
“local stability” of the whole system (under a given strateg 4) (Zero variance)Finally, we consider the problem where
then corresponds to thexpected local varianceThe basic the variance is optimized to zero (as opposed to a
algorithmic problem for local variance is similar to the one given non-negative number in the general case). In this
for global variance, i.e.;given rationals u and v, is there a case, we present polynomial-time algorithms to compute
strategy that achieves the expected mean-ffay¢or better) the optimal mean-paybthat can be ensured with zero
and the expected local variance v (or better)¥e are also variance (if zero variance can be ensured) for all the
interested in the underlying Pareto curve. three cases. The polynomial-time algorithms for zero
Observe that the global variance and the expected local Vvariance for mean-paybobjectives is in sharp contrast
variance capture fierent and to a large exteiidependent to the NP-hardness for cumulative reward MDPs [16].

forms of systems’ (in)stability. Even if the global varianc To prove the above results, one has to overcome various
is small, the expected local variance may be large, and vigbstacles. For example, although at multiple places wedbuil
versa. In certain situations, we might wish to minimizeth on the techniques of [13] and][4] which allow us to deal with
of them at the same. Therefore, we propose another notimaximal end components of an MDP separately, we often
of hybrid varianceas a measure for “combined” stability ofneed to extend these techniques, since unlike the aboveswork
a given system. Technically, the hybrid variance of a givemhich study multiple “independent” objectives, in the cage
run w is defined as the long-run average o) - E[mp])?>, global and hybrid variance any change of value in the exgecte
where E[mp| is the expected mean-payoThat is, hybrid mean payff implies a change of value of the variance. Also,
variance says how much the rewards of individual actiorsnce we do not impose any restrictions on the structureeof th
executed along a given run deviate from the expected meatrategies, we cannot even assume that the limits defineg th
paydf on average. The combined stability of the systemmean-pay@ and the respective variances exist; this becomes
then corresponds to thexpected hybrid varianceOne of most apparent in the case of local and hybrid variance, where
the most crucial properties that motivate the definition ofie need to rely on delicate techniques of selecting runs from
hybrid variance is that the expected hybrid variance is kmathich the limits can be extracted. Another complication is
iff both the global variance and the expected local variantet while most of the work on multi-objective verification
are small (in particular, for a prominent class of strategieleals with objective functions which are linear, our object
the expected hybrid variance is a sum of expected lodahctions are inherently quadratic due to the definition of
and global variances). The studied algorithmic problems fwariance.
hybrid variance are analogous to the ones for global and locaThe summary of our results is presented in Table I. A simple
variance. consequence of our results is that the Pareto curves can be
) approximated in pseudo-polynomial time in the case of dloba
The Results.Our results are as follows: and hybrid variance, and in exponential time for local vacia
1) (Global variance).The global variance problem was
considered before but only under the restriction dRelated Work. Studying the trade{b between multiple ob-
memoryless strategies [21]. We first show that in genefjaktives in an MDP has attracted significant attention in the
randomized memoryless strategies are néiicgant for recent years (seél[1] for overview). In the verification area
Pareto optimal points for global variance (Examiple 1MDPs with multiple mean-payb objectives [[4], discounted
We then establish that 2-memory strategies afecsent.  objectives|[[9], cumulative reward objectivés[15], and tiplé
We show that the basic algorithmic problem for globab-regular objectives [13] have been studied. As for the Etabi
variance is in PSPACE, and the approximate version cah a system, the variance penalized mean-ffayooblem
be solved in pseudo-polynomial time. (where the mean-paffois penalized by a constant times
2) (Local variance).The local variance problem comeshe variance) under memoryless (stationary) strategies wa
with new conceptual challenges. For example, fatudied in [14]. The mean-paffovariance trade4d problem



Memory size | Complexity | Approx. complexity | Zero-var. complexity |

Global | 2-memory PSPACE (Theorem1] Pseudo-polynomial (Theoreld 1) PTIME (TheoreniH#)
LB: Example[1, UB: Theorerfal 1

Local LB: 2-memory (Exampl&l2) NP (TheoreniPR) NP PTIME (TheorenlH)
UB: 3-memory (Theoreril2)

Hybrid | 2-memory NP (TheoreniB) PTIME (TheorenlB) Quadratic (Theorer]4
LB: Example[4, UB: Theorerhl3

TABLE |
SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS, WHERE LB AND UB DENOTES LOWER- AND UPPER-BOUND, RESPECTIVELY.

for unichain MDPs was considered in_[10], where a solutiofMDP) is a tupleG = (S, A, Act 6) whereS is a finite set
using quadratic programming was designed; under memaryle$ states,A is a finite set of actionsAct : S — 22\ {0} is
(stationary) strategies the problem was considered in [Rll] an action enabledness function that assigns to eachsthee
the above works for mean-patjovariance trade4® consider setAct(s) of actions enabled &, andé : S x A — dist(S) is
the global variance, and are restricted to memorylesegfiest. a probabilistic transition function that given a staand an
The problem for general strategies and global variance wastiona € Act(s) enabled afs gives a probability distribution
not solved before. Although restrictions to unichains omme over the successor states. For simplicity, we assume teay ev
oryless strategies are feasible in some areas, many systaetn is enabled in exactly one state, and we denote this sta
modelled as MDPs might require more general approach. Fénqa). Thus, henceforth we will assume that A — dist(S).
example, a decision of a strategy to shut the system downrA runin G is an infinite alternating sequence of states and
might make it impossible to return the running state agaiactionsw = sa;5a5. .. such that for all > 1, Srqa) = s and
yielding in a non-unichain MDP. Similarly, it is natural tos(a)(s.1) > 0. We denote byRung the set of all runs irfG. A
synthesise strategies that change their decisions over tim finite pathof lengthk in G is a finite prefixw = s;a; ... ax_15

As regards other types of objectives, no work considers tbéa run, and we uskst(w) = s, for the last state ofv. Given
local and hybrid variance problems. The variance problem fa runw € Rung, we denote byA(w) thei-th actiona of w.
discountedeward MDPs was studied in [20]. The tradf-of A pair (T,B) with @ # T € S and B C 7 Act(t) is an
expected value and variance ofimulativereward in MDPs end componentf G if (1) for all a e B, if 6(a)(s) > O
was studied in[[16], showing the zero variance problem to lieen s € T; and (2) for alls,t € T there is a finite path
NP-hard. This contrasts with our results, since in our Bgttiw = s;a; ... a._1S such thats; = s, sc = t, and all states and
we present polynomial-time algorithms for zero variance. actions that appear iw belong toT and B, respectively. An
end componentT(, B) is amaximal end component (ME®)
it is maximal wrt. pointwise subset ordering. The set of all

We usel, Z, Q, andR to denote the sets of positive integersMECs of G is denoted byMEC(G). Given an end component
integers, rational numbers, and real numbers, respegctiéd C = (T, B), we sometimes abuse notation by considenas
assume familiarity with basic notions of probability thgor the disjoint union ofT and B (for example, we writeS N C
e.g., probability space random variable or expected value to denote the sef). For a givenC € MEC(G), we useRc to
As usual, aprobability distributionover a finite or countable denote the set of all runs = s;a;1Sa; . .. that eventuallystay
setX is a functionf : X — [0, 1] such thaty,.x f(x) = 1. We in C, i.e., there ik € N such that for alk’ > k we have that
call f positiveif f(x) > 0 for everyx € X, rational if f(x) e Q S¢,aw € C.

for everyx € X, andDirac if f(x) = 1 for somex € X. The gyrategies and playsintuitively, a strategy in an MDRS is

set of all distributions oveK is denoted bydist(X). a “recipe” to choose actions. Usually, a strategy is forynall
For our purposes, Blarkov chainis a tripleM = (L, —,4)  defined as a functionr : (SA*S — dist(A) that given a finite

where L is a finite or countably infinite set ofocations pathw, representing the execution history, gives a probability

— C Lx(0,1]x L is atransition relationsuch that for each gjstripution over the actions enabled last(w). In this paper

fixedf e L, 3,x, x=1, andu is theinitial probability distri- e adopt a definition which is equivalent to the standard one,

butiononL. A runin M is an infinite sequence = {1f>... of Kyt more convenient for our purpose. Lkt be a finite or

locations such tha = (.1 for everyi € N. A finite pathin M countably infinite set ofmemory elementsA strategyis a
is a finite prefix of a run. Each finite pathin M determines yiple ¢ = (o, 0, @), Whereoy : Ax Sx M — dist(M)

the setCongw) consisting of all runs that start witv. To 5ng on :_S x M — dist(A) are memory updateand next

M we associate the probability spad@ufisi, 7, P), where moyefunctions, respectively, and is an initial distribution on
Rung, is the set of all runs iM, ¥ is theo-field generated by memory elements. We require that for & if)) € S x M, the
all Congw) for finite pathsw, andP is the unique probability gjstripution o(s, m) assigns a positive value only to actions
measure such tha&(Cong(s, ..., £)) = u(61) - [1i5 X, where  enapled ats. The set of all strategies is denoted By(the

6= i,y for all 1<i <k (the empty product is equal to 1). underlying MDPG will be always clear from the context).
Markov decision processes.A Markov decision process A play of G determined by an initial state € S and a

Il. PRELIMINARIES



strategyo is a Markov chairGZ (or G” if sis clear from the Eg[(mp— E‘g[mp])z] = Eg[mpz] — (EZ[mp)?). Intuitively,
context) where the set of locations $x M x A, the initial EZ|mp] corresponds to the “overall performance”®f, and
distributiony is positive only on (some) elements{gfxMxA VZ[mp| is a measure of “global stability” o6&Z indicating
whereu(s,m a) = a(m) - on(s, M)(a), and ¢, m,a) > (t',n7,a’) how much the mean paffs of runs inGZ tend to deviate
iff x=6@)F) - ou(at,m(m) - on(t’,n)@) > 0. Hence,GI from EZ[mp| (see Sectioll). In the rest of this paper, we
starts in a location chosen randomly according tando,. In  refer to VZ[mp] asglobal variance
a current locationt(m, a), the next action to be performedas The stability of a given runv € Rung (see Sectiofil ) is
hence the probability of enteringis §(a)(t’). The probability measured by itéocal variancedefined as follows:
of updating the memory tawt is oy(a t’, m)(nY), and the -
probability of selecting’ as the next action is(t’, n7)(&). . 1 2
Since these choices are independent (in the probabilityryhe V(w) = “T_iUpﬁ Z (A (@) - mp(w))
sense), we obtain the product above. =0

Note that every run irGZ determines a unique run 6. Note thatlv(w) is not really a “variance” in the usual sense of
Hence, every notion originally defined for the runsGncan probability theorll. We call the functionv(w) “local variance”
also be used for the runs ¢, and we use this fact implicitly because we find this name suggestibgw) is the long-run
at many places in this paper. For example, we use the symBgérage square of the distance from(w). The expected value
Rc to denote the set of all runs @& that eventually stay i€, of Iv in G is denoted byEZ[Iv].
certain functions originally defined ov&ung are interpreted  Finally, given a rurw in GZ, we define thenybrid variance

as random variables over the runsGf, etc. of w in G as follows:
Strategy types.In general, a strategy may use infinite memory, ne1

; . . 1 2
and bothoy and o, may randomize. A strategy igure (or hv(w) = lim sup= Z(r(A‘(“’)) — EZ[mp))
deterministi¢ if « is Dirac and both the memory update noeo N 4=y

and the next move functions give a Dirac distribution fo
every argument, andtochastic-updatéf «, oy, ando,, are

unrestricted. Note that every pure strategy is stochagtitate. L ; . S
A randomizedstrategy is a strategy which is not necessari% and an initial states. Sometimes we also writav"*(«w)

pure. We also classify the strategies according to the si g;eaqrﬁﬂw(a)) totp(;evelnt cgfr\llfgsgr;s_ at()jout tth?j L:)ndgr:]ymg
of memory they use. Important subclasses aremoryless ands. 1ne expected value in Gg is denoted byEg[hv.

strategies, in whiciM is a singletonn-memorystrategies, in Intumvely,. Eslhv] measures the “combined” stability @
which M has exactlyn elements, aninite-memonstrategies, (see Sectio@ll).
in which M is finite. Pareto optimality. We say that a strategy- is Pareto
For a finite-memory strategy-, a bottom strongly con- optimal in s wrt. global variance if for every strategy
nected componentBSCC) of G is a subset of locations we have that EZ[mp], VZ[mp]) > (E[mp], V§[mp]) implies
W C S xMxA such that for allt; e W and &, e SxMx A (EZ[mp], VI[mp]) = (ES[mp], V[mp]), where> is the stan-
we have that (i) if£, is reachable fronyy, then ¢, € W, dard component-wise ordering. Similarly, we define Pareto
and (ii) for all ¢1,¢6, € W we have thatf, is reachable optimality of o wrt. local and hybrid variance by replacing
from ¢,. Every BSCCW determines a unique end componenis[mp| with EZ[Iv] and EZ[hv], respectively. We choose the
({s| (sma) € W},{a| (s m a) € W}), and we sometimes doorder> for technical convenience, if one wishes to maximize
not distinguish betweeW and its associated end componenthe expected value while minimizing the variance, iffiges to
An MDP is strongly connecteif all its states form a single multiply all rewards by-1. ThePareto curvefor swrt. global,
(maximal) end component. A strongly connected MDP is lacal, and hybrid variance consists of all points of the form
unichainif for all end componentsT, B) we haveT = S. (EZ[mp], VZ[mp]), (EZ[mp],EZ[IV]), and EZ[mp],EZ[hV]),
Throughout this paper we will use the following standar@hereo is a Pareto optimal strategy wrt. global, local, and
result about MECs. hybrid variance, respectively.

Lemma 1 ([L1, Proposition 3.1]) Almost all runs eventually Frequency functions.Let C be a MEC. We say that : Cn
end in a MEC, i.eP¢[Ucemeqq) Re| = 1 for all o and s. A —[0,1] is afrequency function on @

o Yacna f(@ =1

+ Yaccoa F(@) - 6(a)(9) = Yacacy f(a) for everyse Cn'S
Definemp f] := Yaec f(@)-r(a) andlv[f] := Y e f(@)-(r(@)—

I(lote that the definition diviw) depends on the expected mean
paydf, and hence it makes sense only after fixing a strategy

Global, local, and hybrid variance. Let G = (S, A, Act, 6) be
an MDP, andr : A —» Q a reward function We define the
mean-payff of a runw € Rung by

2
me f])<.
1 n-1
mp(w) = lim SUpﬁ Z r(A(w)) . 1By investing some fort, one could perhaps find a random variaklsuch
n—eo i=0 that Iv(w) is the variance ofX, but this question is not really relevant—we

Th d | d . in G d d only uselv as arandom variable which measures the level of local stability
e expected value and variance mp in G are denoted 4 fns one could perhaps study the variancehofbut this is beyond the

by EZ[mp] and V[mp]|, respectively (recall tha¥J[mp] = scope of this paper. The same applies to the fundtion



The studied problems.In this paper, we study the following 05(—>b’4
basic problems connected to the three stability measutes in E} 2.0 i c. &0,
duced above (below{ is eithervZ[mp], EZ[IV], or EZ[hV]): °~5L 5% d.0 g

. Pareto optimal strategies and their memoiyo Pareto
optimal strategies exist for all points on the Pareto curv&®. 1. An MDP witnessing the need for memory and randontrain
Do Pareto optimal strategies require memory and randoRfet° optmal strategies for global variance.
ization in general? Do strategies achieving non-Pareto

. 4 o o
points require memory and randomization in general Example 1. Consider the MDP of Figl]1l. Observe that the

NN
Qg

Note that everyC € MEC(G) can be seen as a strongly
connected MDP. By using standard linear programming meth-
(és (see, e.qg.l [18]), for evey € MEC(G) we can compute
g\e minimaland themaximalexpected mean pagfcachievable
n C, denoted byac andgfc, in polynomial time (sinceC is
strongly connected, the choice of initial state is irrefeya
Thus, we can also compute the systerof Fig.[2 in polyno-

mial time. We show the following:

» Deciding strategy existenceor a given MDFG, an initial point (4, 2) is achievable by a strategy which selects ¢ with
5 ;
%(; we a\s/(li vihether there exists a strategysuch that s3; in every other visit to g the strategyo selects ¢ with
(ESImp] . V9) < (u.v). probability 1. Hence,o is a 2-memory randomized strategy
" . . 5 E= &
an initial stgtes, a ratlogal reward function, a num_ber Clearly, EZ [mp] = % A+ 1.4.5, % _ ?1) .0 2 4 and
£ and a point ¢,v) € Q¢, we want to get an algorithm _, % 4 \Q?— 42 = 2 Eurther. note
which (a) outputs "yes" if there is a strategysuch that thszj\t every strategy- which stays in C With_ro'babilit >’<satis-

(BEZ[mp], V) < (u—e,v—g); (b) outputs “no” if there is Y 9y A P y
2 T 2
. Strategy synthesidf there exists a strategy such that Fo(;r X > 5 Wwe getEsl[m_p] '>d4, dand for x < 5 We get
(EZ[mp], V) < (u,v), we wish tocomputesuch strategy Vsl[mp]_ > 2, S0 (4,2) is indeed a Pareto pomt._Every_
N P sr T A " deterministic (resp. memoryless) strategy can stay in @ wit
representable, and hence we also need to answer %ﬁe
pres X o : 0, both memory and randomization are needed to achieve the
guestion whattype of strategies is needed to achlevep
. Optimal performance with zero-variancélere we are  Interestingly, if the MDP is strongly connected, memorgles
interested in deciding if there exists a Pareto point afeterministic strategies alwaysfBoe, because in this case a
optimal expected mean pa@chievable with “absolute immediately gets zero variance. This is in contrast withaloc
stability” (note that the variance is always non-negativ@nd hybrid variance, where we will show that memory and
Remark 1. If the approximation of strategy existence problerrl\{lDPS' For the general case of global variance, tfBcency
the Pareto curve up to an arbitrarily small given> 0. We Theorem 1. If there is a strategy ¢ satisfying
compute a finite set of points ®Q? such that (1) for every (E5[mp|,Vi[mp]) < (u,v), then there is a 2-memory
(s,€), and (2) for every(u,Vv) € P there is a Pareto point strategies always exist, the problem whether there is desisa
(u,v) such that(u—u'|,[v—V|) < (g, ). Let R= maxealr(a)l. achieving a pointu,Vv) is in PSPACE, and approximation of
o. Hence, the set P is computable by a naive algorithm which
decides the approximation of strategy existenced(R>/?)
into P. The question whether the three Pareto curves can
approximated morefgciently by sophisticated methods base

states, a rational reward function, and a point ¢,v) € probability%1 and d with probability% upon thefirst visit to
« Approximation of strategy existendeor a given MDRG, which stays in MEC G ({Ss)}, {c}) with probability 1 - 4 = 2
VI[mp=3-4*+1.-2.52+ 3.
no strategy such thaBg[mp]. V7) < (u.v). fiesEZ [mp] = 3-4+x-5and Vg [mp] = §-42+x-5?—(2+X-5)%.
5
Note that it is nota priori clear thato is finitely obability either% or 0, giving E‘;[mp] _ 5_2, or V‘;Z[mp] _a
Pareto optimal points. areto point(4,2) or a non-Pareto poin{4.1, 2.1).
the form {1,0) and computing the value af, i.e., the memoryless strategy that minimizes the expected meanfipayo
and its value 0 corresponds to stable behaviours). randomization is required in general already for unichain
is decidable, we design the following algorithm to appraaden of 2-memory strategies is captured by the following thearem
Pareto point(u, V) there is(u’,Vv') € P with (ju—u|,|v-V|) < strategy with the same properties. Moreover, Pareto ogtima
Note thatlEZ[mp|| < R and \{ < R? for an arbitrary strategy the answer can be done in pseudo-polynomial time.
points in the corresponding-grid and putsO(|R?/&) points
on deeper analysis of their properties is left for future twor

I1l. GLOBAL VARIANCE

In the rest of this paper, unless specified otherwise,
suppose we work with a fixed MDB = (S, A Act ) and , o p p
a reward functiorr : A — Q. We start by proving that both 1) If there is a strategy’ satisfying (Es[mp], Vs[mp]) <

memory and randomization is needed even for achieving non- (U V) then the system L of Figl 2 has a solution. _
Pareto points; this implies that memory and randomization2) 'f the system L of Fig.I2 has a solution, then there exist
is needed even to approximate the value of Pareto points. & 2-Mmemory stochastic-update strategyand z € R

Then we show that 2-memory stochastic update strategies are SUch that (Eg[mpl, Vg[mp])) < (u.v) and for every
sufficient, which gives a tight bound. C € MEC(G) we have the following: Ifec > z, then

Xc = ac; if Bc < z, then ¥ = B¢c; otherwise (i.e., if

Vl\geroposition 1. Let se S and yveR.



almost all runsw € Rc satisfy mpw) = Xc. This means
LO+ D Ya 6@O = ), Yty foralltes (1) o ES[mp| = ES[mp], and we show that’§[mp| > V5 [mp]

A et (see AppendiXAB). HenceE{ [mp], V4 [mp)) < (u,v), and
n=1 () therefore [()-£E(6) also hold if we usg instead of to
Ci’;"sEr%G) determine the values of all variables. Further, the rigirteh
Ve >0 forallk e SUA (3) side of [I) is equal tovs [mp|, and hence[{7) holds. This
completes the proof of Item 1.
ac = Xo for all C € MEC(G) (4) Iltem 2 is proved as follows. Ley,, wherex € S U A,
Xc < Bec for all C € MEC(G) (5)  and xc, whereC € MEC(G), be a solution ofL. For every
u> Z X - Z Vi (6) C € MEC(G), we putyc = Yisnc Yi- By using the results
CeMEC(G) t€SnC of Sections 3 and 5 of [13] and the madifications presented
2 in [4], we first construct a finite-memory stochastic update
v> 2. w)- o Y ow) (@ N Bl & Y stoc
(Cd\%‘é@;(c IE;ZC ) (CeMEC(G) W ) strategyo such that the probability oR: in G is equal to

yc. Then, we construct a strategy Which plays according
Fig. 2. The systent. (Herels(s) = 1 if s= s, and1g,(S) = O otherwise.) t0 o until a bottom strongly connected componé&nof G¢ is
reached. Observe that the set of all states and actions which
appear inB is a subset of som€& € MEC(G). From that point
ac <2< Bc) Xc =z on, the strategy “switches” to the memoryless randomized
) _ strategyoy. of Lemmd2. Hencegg[mp] andV¢[mp| are equal
Observe that the existence _(_)f Pa_reto opt|mal_ strateglt%sthe right-hand sides of1(6) andl (7), respectively, ands thu
follows from the above proposition, since we define pointge get E[mp], VE[mp]) < (u,v). Note thato" may use more

(u,v) that some strategy can achieve by a contzinous functigyyn 2-memory elements. A 2-memory strategy is obtained by
from valuesxc and3iicsc i for C € MEC(G) to R®. Because mqifying the initial part o (i.e., the part before the switch)

the domain is bounded (att and X icsnc Yt have minimal and ini5 a memoryless strategy in the same way asin [4]. Then,
maximal values they can achieve) and closed (the pointseof th o1y needs to remember whether a switch has already been
domain are expressible as a projection of feasible solsitin performed or not, and hence 2 memory elements afeciant.
a linear program), it is also compact, and a continuous maga|ly, we transforme”into another 2-memory stochastic
of a compact set is compagt [19], and hence closed. update strategy which satisfies the extra conditions of Item 2
Let us briefly sketch the proof of Propositidh 1, whichor a suitablez. This is achieved by modifying the behaviour
combines new techniques with results of [4].][13]. We stagf 5 in some MECs so that the probability of staying in
with Item 1. Let{ be a strategy satisfying{[mp|, Vi[mp]) < every MEC is preserved, the expected mean fiaialso
(u,v). First, note that almost every run 6f eventually stays preserved, and the global variance can only decrease. @tis p
in some MEC ofG by Lemma[l. The way how determines s somewnhat tricky and the details are given in Appeiidix A.
the values of all,, wherex € SUA, is exactly the same as in e can solve the strategy existence problem by encoding
[4] and it is based on the ideas 0f [13]. The details are givgRe existence of a solution to as a closed formuld of the
in Appendix[Al. The important property preserved is that fQgxistential fragment ofK, +, =, <). Since® is computable in
everyC € MEC(G) and every staté e SNC, the value ofy:  polynomial time and the existential fragment &, ¢, =, <) is
corresponds to the probability that a run stay€iand enters decidable in polynomial spacgl[5], we obtain Theofém 1.
C via the statd. Hence,¥sqc Yt is the probability that a run - The pseudo-polynomial-time approximation algorithm is
of G§ eventually stays irC. The way how; determines the ghtained as follows. First note that if we had the number
value ofy,, wherea € A, is explained in Appendik A1. The gpove, we could simplify the systenof Fig.[2 by substituting
value of xc is the conditional expected mean péiyonder the g Xc variables with constants. Therl] (4) ard (5) can be
condition that a run stays i, i.e., xc = E{[mp| Rc]. Hence, eliminated, [(5) becomes a linear constraint, dnd (7) thg onl
ac < Xc < fc, which means tha({4) andl(5) are satisfiegyadratic constraint. Thus, the systéncan be transformed
Further, E{Imp| = Ycevecie) X - Siesnc Yo and hencell6) into a quadratic prograrh, in which the quadratic constraint
holds. Note that7$[mp] is not necessarily equal to the right-is negative semi-definite with rank 1 (see Apperidi® A5), and
hand side of[{[7), and hence it is not immediately clear ilhy (Rence approximated in polynomial timg [23]. Since we do
should hold. Here we need the following lemma (a proof isot know the precise numberwe try different candidates, —
given in AppendiX_A2): namely we approximate the value (to the precisijnof Lz

Lemma 2. Let C € MEC(G), and let 2 € [ac,Bc]. Then for all numbersz between miga r(a) and maxcar(a) that are

. T . .
there exists a memoryless randomized strategysuch that a multiple of r —. 8maxN.} whereN is the maX|maI. absolute
for every state £ CN'S we have than’C [mp=zc] = L. value of an assigned reward. If ahy has a solution lower

thanu - 5, we output “yes”, otherwise we output “no”. The
Using LemmdR, we can define another stratégyfrom correctness of the algorithm is proved in AppendixX A6.

¢ such that for evenC € MEC(G) we have the following:  Note that if we knewthe constanz we would even get

(1) the probability ofRc in G5 and in G is the same; (2) that the approximation problem can be solved in polynomial



a0 c2 Theorem 2. If there is a strategy ¢ satisfying

é (B [mpl,E&[V]) < (uv) then there is a 3-memory
b,2 strategy with the same properties. The problem whether such
a strategy exists belongs tdP. Moreover, Pareto optimal

Fig. 3. An MDP showing that Pareto optimal strategies neetiomiza- Strategies always exist.

fi for local and hybrid variance. . .
‘orymemory for local and hybrid vanance We start by proving that 3-memory stochastic update strate-
gies achieve all achievable points wrt. local variance.

time (assuming that the number of digits Zris polynomial Proposition 2. For every strategy’ there is a 3-memory
in the size of the problem instance). Unfortunately, ouropro stochastic-update strategy satisfying

of Item 2 does not give a procedure for computim@gnd we - - ¢ ¢

cannot even conclude thatis rational. We conjecture that (Eg[mplL Eg[V) < (Eg[mpl. E5 V)

the constantz canactually be chosen as a rational numbeavioreover, the three memory elementsogfsay m, mp, m,,
with small number of digits (which would immediately lowersatisfy the following:

the complexity of strategy existence NP using the results | The memory elementinis initial, ¢ may randomize in

of [22] for solving negative semi-definite quadratic prags. my and may stochastically update its memory either to
Also note that Remaild 1 and Theoréin 1 immediately yield the |, or to .
following result. « Inmp and mj the strategy behavesleterministicallyand
Corollary 1. The approximate Pareto curve for global vari- ~ Never changes its memory.
ance can be computed in pseudo-polynomial time. Proof: By Lemmall Y covec P(Rc) =1, and
IV. L OCAL VARIANCE (Ego[mp] , Ego[h/])

In this section we analyse the problem for local variance. :( Z P(RC)-Eéo[mpl Re], Z P(Rc)-Eéo[Iv | Rc] )

As before, we start by showing the lower bounds for memory CeMEC(G) CeMEC(G)

ngeded by str_ategies, and_then provide an upper bound Evge_m what follows we sometimes treat each MEC as a
with an algorithm computing a Pareto optimal strategy. AS i&andalone MDP obtained by restrictiig to C. Then, for

the case of global variance, Pareto optimal strategiesirequexamme,cx denotes the Markov chain obtained by applying
both randomization and memory, however, in contrast tod@loly,o strategy to the component.

variance where for unichain MDPs deterministic memoryless the next proposition formalizes the main idea of our proof:
strategies are shicient we show (in the following example)

that for local variance both memory and randomization Rroposition 3. Let C be a MEC. There are two frequency
required even for unichain MDPs. functions § : C - R and §£ : C — R on C, and a number

) . . pc € [0, 1] such that the following holds
Example 2. Consider the MDP from Figurg]l 3 and consider a

strategyo that in the first step in ;smakes a random choice pc - (mg fc], V[ fc]) + (1 = pc) - (mA f41, V[ f4])

unl_fo_rmly_between a and b,_ and then, Wheneve_r the st%aixe S < (E;[mch] ,Eg)[lv|RC]) .
revisited, it chooses the action that was chosen in the fiegt s
The expected mean-pgyonder such strategy 85-2+0.5-1 = The proposition is proved in Appendix B2, where we first

1.5and the variance i€0.5-(0.5-(O—1)2+O.5-(2—1)2))+(0.5-(2— show that it follows from a relaxed version of the propositio

2)2) = 0.5. We show that the poiii1.5, 0.5) cannot be achieved which gives us, for any > 0, frequency functiond, and f;

by any memoryless randomized strategyGiven xe {a, b, ¢}, and numbem, such that

denote by €x) the frequency of the action x undet. Clearly, ) oy, / /

£(0) = 0.5 and f(b) = 0.5— f(a). If f(a) < 0.2, then the mean- P~ (MATlMED + (1 ‘2“3) (mm]’{'v[ D

payof EZ [mpl = 2- (f(c) + f(b)) = 2 2f(a) is greater than < (B [mpRc], Eg [IVIRC]) + (& €) .-

1.6. Assume thad.2 < f(a) < 0.5. ThenEg [mp| < 1.6 butthe Then we show that the weaker version holds by showing that

variance is at leas0.64 (see Appendik B1 for computation)here are runss from which we can extract the frequency

Insyficiency of deterministic history-dependent strategies f§nctions f, and f.. The selection of runs is rather involved,

proved using the same equations and the fact that theregigce it is not clear a priori which runs to pick or even how to

only one run under such a strategy. extract the frequencies from them (note that the naive ampro
Thus have shown that memory and randomization is needgi¢onsidering the average ratio of taking a given actiaoes

to achieve a non-Pareto poilit.55, 0.6). The need of memory ot work, since the averages might not be defined).

and randomization to achieve Pareto points will follow late Proposition B implies that any expected mean pagnd

from the fact that there always exist Pareto optimal stré#8g |gcal variance achievable on a MEC can be achieved

by a composition of two memoryless randomized strategies

In the remainder of this section we prove the following. Y ) ' ‘ -
giving precisely the frequencies of actions specified foy



and f. (note thatlv[fc] and IV[f.] may not be equal to (Intuitively, the actions 4] and [z’] simulate the update
the expected local variance of such strategies, but we show of the memory elementy, and tonv, respectively, ino.

that the “real” expected local variance cannot be larger). As o is supposed to behave in a fixed waynm andmn,,

By further selecting BSCCs of these strategies and using we do not need to simulate its behavior in these states in

some de-randomization tricks we obtain, for every MEC G[r, n']. Hence, theG[r, n’] just loops under the action
two memoryless deterministic strategies and n and a defaultin the statesg ny) and & ). The actiondefault
constanthc such that for everys € C n S the value of is also used in the initial state to denote that the initial
he(BZ°[mp] , EZ[IV]) + (1 - he) (B [mp], E<C[IvV]) is equal to a memory element isn.)
fixed U, V) (since bothC™ and C™ have only one BSCC) « the probabilistic transition functios defined as follows:
satisfying (1,v) < (E&[mpRc], ES[IVIRC]). We define two — &(sn)(defaul)((so, M) = (Sm. [7])((S0,Mp)) =
memoryless deterministic strategiesand »’ that in everyC 8(sn, [7])((so.m,)) =1 forae Aandte S
behave asic andng, respectively. Details of the steps above — &((s, ), a)((t,my)) = 6(s, a)(t) forae Aandte S
are postponed to Appendix B3. - &((s m), [7])((s, mp)) =

Using similar arguments as irl[4] (that in turn depend &' (s my), [7(smy)) =1
on results of [[13]) one may show that there is a 2-memory — &((s, my), defauly((s, myp)) =
stochastic update strategy’, with two memory locations &' ((s m,), defauld((s m)) = 1
my, M, satisfying the following properties: Imy, the strategy \we define a vector of rewards :@ S — R2 as
o’ may randomize and may stochastically update its memagyfjows: F(smy)) = (EXmp.EZV]) and F(sm)) :=

to mp. In my, the strategy~’ never changes its memory. MOSI(EH’[mp],En’[lv]) and F(sn) = F((SM)) = (Maear(a) +

important_ly, the_ probability _thadr’ updat{es its memory from 1, zma)ﬁeA rs(a) — Minaear(a))? + 1). (Here the rewards are

my to my In a given MECC/'S equal tOP_So[RC]' chosen in such a way that no (Pareto) optimal scheduler can
We modify the strategy’ to the desired 3-memory by 4oy i the states of the forns, () with positive probability.)

sprl]lttlng the/ me;nory elemenr']ng into two e]lemhentsnplg, M- Note that” can be computed in polynomial time using standard
Whenevero” updates tony, the strategyo further chooses algorithms for computing mean-pafan Markov chains|[[17].

rando.mly whether to updatg eitherr® (with prob.hc), or to In Appendix[B5 we show that if there is a stratedy
m, (with prob. 1-hc). Once inmp or m,, the strategyr never ¢, & guch that Es [mpl, Eg[IV]) < (u,v), then there is a
c_hanges its memory and plays accordingrtor n’,_respec- (memoryless randomized) strategy in G[r,n’] such that
tively. For every MECC we h_avePg’o(update tomp in C) = (B [mlﬁ] B [mp’z]) < (U, v). Also, we show that such can
B(Rec) -he andPg (update tom, in C) = P(Re)- (1-hc). Thus o computed in polynomial time using results[df [4]. Finaitly

we get ¢ ¢ - - is straightforward to move the second component of the state
(Es[mpl. Eg[V]) = (Eg[mpl. Eg[IV]) (8) of G[x, n'] to the memory of a stochastic update strategy which
as shown in Appendix B4. m Jgives a 3-memory stochastic update strategyor G with
Proposition[2 combined with results dfl [4] allows us tdhe desired properties. Thus a non-deterministic polyabmi
finish the proof of Theorern] 2. time algorithm works as follows: (1) guessn’ (2) construct

Proof (of Theoreni]2): Intuitively, the non-deterministic G[r, z’] and F (3) computep (if it exists). As noted abovey
polynomial time algorithm works as follows: First, gues®twcan be transformed to the 3-memory stochastic updategyrate
memoryless deterministic strategiesand=’. Verify whether o in polynomial time.
there is a 3-memory stochastic update strategyith memory Finally, we can show that Pareto optimal strategies exist by
elementsmy, mp, Y, which in mp behaves asr, and inm, a reasoning similar to the one used in global variance.m
behaves as’ such that € [mp], EZ[IV]) < (u,v). Note that it Theoren{ P and RemafR 1 give the following corollary.
sufices to compute the probability distributions chosencby . .
in the memory elementy, and the probabilities of updating toCorollary 2. The approxmate I_Dargto curve for local variance
mp andny,. This can be done by a reduction to the controlléf?” be computed in exponential time.
synthesis problem for two dimensional mean-pégbjectives

studied in [4]. V. HYBRID VARIANCE

More concretely, we construct a new MO, 7'] with We start by showing that memory or randomization is

« the set of state§’ := {s,} U (S X {my, mp, mS}) needed for Pareto optimal strategies in unichain MDPs for
(Intuitively, the my, m,m, correspond to the memory hybrid variance; and then show that both memory and ran-
elements ofr.) domization is required for hybrid variance for general MDPs

« the set of aCt'OI%A.U {[n]. [x']. defauly ) Example 3. Consider again the MDP from Fidl 3, and any

+ the mappingict defined byACf(?”) = {[n]. [7'], default, memoryless deterministic strategy. There are in fact two of
Act((sm)) = Act(s) U {[z].[7']} and Act((SM)) = ihase. One, which choses a in gields the variancd, and
Act((s m,)) = {default the other, which chooses b in,g/ields the expectatiof.

2To keep the presentation simple, here we do not require theay ection quever’_a memoryless randomaeq Strategwh'Ch ran-
is enabled in at most one step. domizes uniformly between a and b yields the expectdtion



and variance

1e,(S) + Z Ya - 6(2)(9) Z Va+Vs forallseS (9)
(0.5-(0.5- (0~ 157 +0.5- (2~ 15)%)) + (0.5- (2 0.15)) ach achets)

ys=1 (10)
=0.25-2.25+0.75-0.25=0.75 CeMEG(©) SE;C
which makes it incomparable to either of the memoryless D¥s= D % forall CeMEC(G) (11)
deterministic strategies. Similarly, the deterministicategy sC aeAnC
which alternates between a and b on subsequent visitg of s Z Xa-6(a)(s) = Z Xa forallseS (12)
yields the same values as tle above. This gives us that acA acAct(s)
memory or randomization is needed even to achieve a non- us> Zxa.r(a) (13)
Pareto point(1.6, 0.8). <A

2
. Before p_rgceeding with generql MDPs, we giV(_e the follow- V> Z Xa - 12(a) — (Z Xa - r(a)) (14)
ing proposition, which states an interesting and important %A %A
lation between the three notions of varidhcehe proposition
is proved in Appendi@l. Fig. 4. The systenhy. (Herelg (s) = 1 if s= s, andlg,(s) = 0 otherwise.)

Proposition 4. Supposer is a strategy under which for almost
all w the limits exists for hiw), mpw), and Mw) (i.e. the

limsupin their definitions can be swapped ftm). Then We briefly sketch the main ingredients for the proof of

ES[hV] = VI[mp] + EZ[IV] . Proposition[b. We first estgblish the fﬁuiency_of finite-
memory strategies by showing that for an arbitrary strategy
Now we can show that both memory and randomization {s there is a 3-memory stochastic update strategguch that
needed, by extending Examgile 1. (EZ[mpl . EZ[hV)) < (BS[mpl,ES[nM). The key idea of the
] . ] proof of the construction of a 3-memory stochastic update
Example 4. Consider again the MDP from Fid.l 1. Undergirateqyr from an arbitrary strategis similar to the proof of
every strategy, every rua satisfies W“{’) =0, and the limits  propositio 2. The details are in AppenfxIC2. We then focus
for mp(w), IV(w) and hyw) exist. Thugig[Iv] = Oforall fand - op finite-memory strategies. For a finite-memory stratégy
by Propositior# we geEs[h\] = Vi[mp|. Hence we can use e frequencies are well-defined, and for an actiom A,

Example[lL to reason that both memory and randomization is fa) = lim o YLPL[A = a] denote the frequency
needed to achieve the Pareto po{#t2) in Fig. [I. of actiona. We show that setting, = f(a) for all a € A
Now we prove the main theorem of this section. satisfies Eqns.[(12), Eqnd. {13) and Eqiisl (14)Lat To

obtainy, andys, we define them in the same way as done
Theorem 3. If there is a strategy ¢ satisfying in [4, Proposition 2] using the results of [13]. The details
(B4[mpl.EE[M) < (uv), then there is a 2-memoryare postponed to Appendix 3. This completes the proof of
strategy with the same properties. The problem whether sugfg first item. The proof of the second item is as follows:
a strategy exists belongs tdP, and approximation of the the construction of a 2-memory stochastic update strategy
answer can be done in polynomial time. Moreover, Pareteom the constraints of the systely (other than constraint
optimal strategies always exist. of Eqns[I#) was presented inl [4, Proposition 1]. The key

We start by proving that 2-memory stochastic update straffuUment to show that strategy also satisfies Eqris 114 is

gies are sfiicient for Pareto optimality wrt. hybrid variance, 0Ptained by establishing that for the strategywe have:
EZ[hV] = EZ[mp-] — EZ[mp|” (here mp. is the value of

Proposition 5. Let € S and yveR. mp w.r.t. reward function defined by?(@) = r(a)% the
1) If there is a strategy’ satisfying (ES [mp],E5[hV) < equality is shown in Appendix C4). It follows immediatelath

(u,v), then the system L (Fig. @) has a non-negative Eqn<1# is satisfied. This completes the proof of ProposHion
solution. Finally we show that for the quadratic program defined by

2) If there is a non-negative solution for the system Lthe systenly, the quadratic constraint satisfies the conditions
(Fig. @), then there is a 2-memory stochastic-upda®f negative semi-definite programming with matrix of rank 1
strategyo- satisfying(EZ[mp], EZ[hv]) < (u, V). (see Appeno_li@S). Since neg_ative semi-qlgfinite programs ca
) ) ] be decided in NPL[22] and with the additional restriction of

Not{ce that we get the existence of .P_areto. optlmal strasegigink 1 can be approximated in polynomial timel[23], we get

as a side product of the above proposition, similarly to #&ec {he complexity bounds of Theoreih 3. Finally, Theofém 3 and
of global variance. Remarkl give the following result.

3Note that Propositiofi]4 doemt simplify the decision problem for hybrid ; ; i
variance, since it does not imply that the algorithms forbgloand local Corollary 3. The approximate Pareto curve for hyb“d vari

variance could be combined. ance can be computed in pseudo-polynomial time.



VI. ZERO VARIANCE WITH OPTIMAL PERFORMANCE order asfy < €, < ... < €y (4) Find the leasi such that

Now we present polynomial-time algorithms to computé?) Ci = (Cj | ac; < i < S} is the MEC's whose interval
the optimal expectation that can be ensured along with z&#@ntainst;; (b) almost-sure (probability 1) reachability to the
variance. The results are captured in the following theoremSetUcec, C; (the union of the MECs irCi) can be ensured;

. ) and outputt;. (5) If no suchi exists, then the answer to zero
Theorem 4. The minimal expectation that can be ensured global variance is “NO” (i.e., zero global variance cannet b
1) with zero hybrid variance can be computed iff(|S| - ensured). All the above steps can be computed in polynomial
IAl)?) time using discrete graph theoretic algorithms; time. The correctness is proved in ApperidiX D3, and we obtain
2) with zero local variance can be computed in PTIME; the last item of Theorefml 4.

3) with zero global variance can be computed in PTIME.
VIl. CoNcLUSION

Hybrid variance. The algorithm for_ Z€ero _hybr|d variance IS - \ve studied three notions of variance for MDPs with mean-
as follows: (1) Order the rewards in an increasing sequence

BL<fo< ... <pu (2)find the least such thatd, is the set of paydt objectives: global (the standard one), local and hybrid

actions with rewarg; and it can be ensured with probability 1var|ance. We established a strategy complexity (i.e., taenm

. . ory and randomization required) for Pareto optimal striateg
(almost-surely) that eventually only actions Ap are visited, . .
i . 7 o, For the zero variance problem, all the three cases are in
and outpug;; and (3) if no such exists output “NO” (i.e., zero : . .
) ; . .~ PTIME. There are several interesting open questions. The
hybrid variance cannot be ensured). Since almost-surenm\z]nnmost interesting onen questions are whether the approximat
for MDPs with eventually always property (i.e., eventuahjyo gopenq P

. . - ) : o . rc1)roblem for local variance can be solved in polynomial time,
actions inA; are visited) can be decided in quadratic time WItand what are the exact complexities of the strategy existenc
discrete graph theoretic algorithin [7],) [6], we obtain thstfi P oy

item of Theoreni#. The correctness is proved in Appendix D&roblem.
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APPENDIX
A. Proofs for Global Variance

1) Obtaining values yfor x € SU A in Iltem 1 of Propositiof]l:Let G be an MDP, and le6G’ be obtained fronG by
adding a statels for every statese S, and an actioras that leads tads from s.

Lemma 3. Let o be a strategy for G. Then there is a strategyn G’ such thatP [Rc] = IP";[USE(; Reaclids)].

Proof: We give a proof by contradiction. LeE,,...C, be all MECs ofG, and letX < R" be the set of all points
(X1, ..., %) for which there is a strategy’ in G’ such thaﬁP’g;[Useci Reac!ﬁds)] >x forall 1<i<n. Let (ys,...,Yn) be the
numbers such tha{ [Rc ] =y for all 1 <i < n. For contradiction, supposei(...,Yn) ¢ X. By [13, Theorem 3.2] the set
can be described as a set of solutions of a linear programhance it is convex. By separating hyperplane theorem (gge e.
[3]) there are non-negative weights, ..., w, such thatyl o yi - wi > YL, % - w; for every (i, ..., X,) € X.

We define a reward function by r(a) = w; for an actiona from C;, where 1< i < n, andr(a) = 0 for actions not in any
MEC. Observe that the mean pdlyof any run that eventually stays in a MEG is w;, and so the expected mean pfiyo
w.r.t. r undero is YL,y - wi. Because memoryless deterministic strategi¢Bcgufor maximizing the expected mean p#yo
there is also a memoryless deterministic strategfor’G that yields expected mean pdayov.r.t. r equal toz > Y[ yi - wi.
We now define a strategy for G’ to mimic ¢ until a BSCC is reached, and when a BSCC is reached, say alpathav,
the strategyo- takes the actiomyasyw). Let X = P‘;[USGQ Reacmds)]. Due to the construction of we havex; = P‘;fn[Rci]i
this follows because once a BSCC is reached on a wativery runw extendingw has an infinite sfiix containing only the
states of the MEC containing the std&st(w). Hence}', x - w; = z. However, by the choice of the weight we get that
(X1,...,%1) € X, and hence a contradiction, becaussvitnesses thatx, ..., X,) € X. [ |

Let ¢ be the strategy from Item 1. of Propositioh 1. By the abovententhere is a strategy for G’ such thaﬂPg.n[Rc] =
Pgn[Usec Reaclfds)]. SinceG’ satisfies the conditions of [13, Theorem 3.2], we get a smhufito the linear program of [13,
Figure 3] where for allC we have) s cns Vo, = IP-‘;n[RC]. This solution gives us a solution to the Inequalifiés I]1-f3he
linear systemL of Figure[2 byy; := yq, for all t € S, andya, = y(sa) for all a (note that the stats is given uniquely as the
state in whicha is enabled). Becausg, = y:, we get the required property th@kccns Vi = Ditecns Yo = P4 [Rc].

2) Proof of Lemm&]2:Given a memoryless strategyand an actiora, we usef,(a) = Eg[limiam i—lla(Ai) (wherely(a) =1
andl,(b) = 0 for a # b) the frequency of actiom.

Let o1 and o, be memoryless deterministic strategies that minimize aagimmize the expectation, respectively, and only
yield one BSCC for any initial state. Let’ be arbitrary memoryless randomized strategy that visitgsyeaction inC with
nonzero frequency (such strategy clearly exists). We defigestrategyo,. as follows. If zc = Y ccqa T (8) - 1(a), then
0z =0 If & > Yaccnn T (8) - 1 (@), then, because als® < Y ,cha T,(8) - 1(8), there must be a numbere (0, 1] such that

z=p( ), @ r@)+1-p)( ) @ r@)
acCnA acCnA
We define numberg, = p- f-(a) + (1 - p) - f,,(a) for all ae Cn A. Observe that we have, for ase C
> za-5(a)(9 D (p- (@ 5(a)(9 + (1 - P) - T, (8) - 5(2)(9)

acCnA acCnA

p-( D f@-6@©)+@-p-( Y fm@ 5@)9)

acCnA acCnA

p-( Y fr@)+@-p-( D @)

aeAct(s) aeAct(s)

> (prfr@+ (1= p)- fry(a)

acAct(s)

Hence, there is a memoryless randomized strategywhich visitsa with frequencyz,, hence giving the expectation
(> pfr@r@)+( > A-p @ r@)=p-( D fr@ 1@)+1-p)-( Y frl@ @)=z
acCnA acCnA acCnA acCnA

For zc < Yaccna fo (@) - 1(2) we proceed similarly, this time combining: with o instead ofo.
3) Showing thatVé[mp] > V5 [mp]: Since by law of total varianc®(Z) = E(V(Z]Y)) + V(E(Z]Y)) for all random variables
Y, Z we have foro € {Z,’}):
vemp =( > PIIR]- VI[mpRc] )+ V(X)
CeMECG
where X is the random variable which to every MEC C assi@{$mpRc]. Note that these random variables are equal for
both/ and¢’, and so also the second summands in the equation above akfeqy and’. In the first summand, all the
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valuesVi[mpRc] are nonnegative, Whilé’g[mpRc] are zero. Hence the variance can only decrease when we go/ftom
I
4) From & to o In the construction ofr we employ the following technical lemma.
Lemma 4. Let A be a finite set, X : A— R be random variables, @a; € A and d> 0 a number satisfying the following:
. Forall a ¢ {a,a}: X(a)=Y(a).
+ Y(a1) < Y(a2)
. X(al) +d= Y(al)
. X(a) - 533 - d = Y(a)
ThenE(X) = E(Y) and V(X) > V(Y).
Proof: Let us fix the following notation:

u=E(X) e = X(a) & = X(az) e =E(X| A\ {a1, a3})
p1 = P(a1) p2 = P(ap) Pe = P(A\ {a1, a})

For expectation, we have

E(X) = E(X|A\{ay,a})-pc+E(X|ay)- p1+E(X]|a)- p2
= E(Y[|A\{an. a)})  pc+ (E(Y |a)—d)- p1+(E(Y|az)+— d) - p

= E(Y|A\{an, a@)) pc +E(Y &) pr+E(Y | @) p2
- E(Y).

For variance, we need to show that
E((X-p)® | A\{ag, a}) - pe+E((X—p)® | a1) - pr+E((X—p)® | @2) - p2 = E((Y —)? | A\ {2z, @2}) - pe+ E((Y = 0)? | @) - pr+ E((Y - p1)° | @) - e

which boils down to showing that

E((X - 1)® | a1) - pr+ E(X - 1)? | @) - p2 > B((Y — )? | a1) - pr + E((Y — )* | @2) - p2
We have

B ) [@) Py + BY 7 180) P2 = pae (@A) po (@ A=

= p(@rd? -2 (@t d) i)
(-2 2o - 2 d) )
P2 P2
= p(G+2-e-d+d® -2 (e +d)-u+1)

p@-2e 2adr B2 oo B

P2 p5 P2
= po(@-p?+d+2-6-d-2-d-p)

P1 [ P1

- (@-p-2-6 —-d+ 5 -d?+2- =

P2 (€2 — ) - 02 2 02

= p-B(X-p)? &) + p2 - B(X— ) | &)
P1

+p1-(d2+2-e1-d—2-d-p)+pz-(—2~e2-—-d+—2-d2+2~&-d-,u)
P2 ps P2

d- )

and so we need to show that the term on the last line is notiymsit is equal to

P; p;
pr-d®+p-2-e-d-p-2-dopu—2--p-d+ = o P42 pdop=p-d®Hp2- (@ -e)-d+ pl ¢
and hence we need to show thkt 2(e; — &) + gl d is not positive, which is the case, because by the assumptiohave
(&2—e1) = Y(a) + oed-(Y()-d)y=d+ 1 -d ]
Let & be the strategy from padeé 6, i.e. for every MBChere is a numbexc such thatmp(w) = xc for almost every run
from Rc. Let us fix arbitraryz, and letC(z o) be the set of all the MECs which satisfy:

13



o If ac >z, thenxc # ac.

o If Bc <z thenxc # Bc.

« Otherwise (ifac < z< Bc) we havexc # z

We create a sequence of strategieso; ... and numbersy, z;, ... by starting withog = ¢, zp = z and creatingrx,; and
Z+1 from o andz as follows, finishing the sequence with a desired strateglirst, until possible, we repeat the following
step.

If there are MECSC; and C; in C(z, o) such thatxg, < zand xc; > z denotep = i?;‘%:] and pick the maximatl such
thatd < X, — maxz ac;} andp-d < min{z Bc;} - xc;. We construct a 2-memory strategyfl that preserves the probabilities
of o to reach each of the MECs, satisfis[mp| Rc] = E¢*[mp| Rc] and Vg*[mp| Rc] = 0 for every MECC different
from C; andC;, and also satisfieBs*'[mp|Rc ] = v¢, + d and E¢**[mp| R, ] = V¢, — p- d. We also definez,; = z. By
Lemmal4 the resulting strategy1 satisfiesE<**[mp| = E¥[mp] and V¥ [mp] < VZ*[mp]. Also, C(Z+1, 0k+1) & C(Z, k),
because one of the MEG3 andC; does not satisfy the defining condition 6fand no new MEC satisfies it.

Once it is not possible to perform the above, we either@@t.1, ok1) = 0 (in which case we putr = o1 and we are
done) or exactly one of the following takes place: there isBOMC in C(Z.1, ok+1) such thatxc > z or there is a MECC in
C(z1, 0k+1) such thatxc < z. Depending on which of these two happen, we continue byjlthie sequence of strategies and
numbers using one of the following items, until possible.

« Suppose there is a MEC in C(z, o) §uch thatxc > z Let D(z, ok) be the set of all MECE’ such thaEZ*[mp| Rc] =z
andz # B¢, and letp = %&f{w, Let us pick a maximald such thatp-d < Xc — maXz+ p- d,ac} and
d < minfac | C’' € D} — z We construct a strategyy.1 So that it satisfiesve“![mp| Re] = 0 for every MECC/,
EZ¥mp| Re] = EZ¥[mp| Re] for every MECC’ ¢ D(%, o) U {C} and also satisfie&Z“'[mp| Rc] = vc — p-d and
EZ'[mp| Re'] = Voo +d for all C" € D(%,ok). By Lemmal# the resulting strategy satisfig&*[mp] = EZ*[mp] and
V¢ [mp < Vg [mp].
One of the following also takes place:
— C(Z+1,0ks1) © CZkr1, 0k41), becauseC ¢ C(zci1, oks1)-
- C(Zk+l, 0’k+1) = C(Zk+l’ 0'k+1) and Z)(Zk+1’ 0'k+1) - z)(Zk+l, 0’k+1)
We setz,1 = z and continue, if possible.
« If there is a MECC such thatxc < z we proceed similarly as in the above item.

Note that the above procedure eventually terminates, lsedaievery step eith&?(z .1, oi+1) € C(z, o), and form = [IMEC(G)|
we haveC(z.m, oism) & C(Z+1, 0ir1), because iC(z41, oiv1) = C(z, o), thenD(z,1, oiv1) € D(z, o) and|D(., )| < m.
5) Solving L in polynomial time.:

Lemma 5. Letne Nand me N for everyl <i<n. Forall1<i<nandl<j<m,we use,j) to denote the index
j + X/} m,. Consider a function f RK — R, where k= Y., m, of the form

@ - (Glefo) - (S-Sl

vxhereée R". Then {V) can be written as ) = V'QV + d'V where Q is a negative semi-definite matrix of ran&nd
d € R¥. Consequently, (f) is concave and Q has exactly one eigenvalue.

Proof: Observe that every vectare R¥ can be written asi’ = (Uays - - Uamys - 5 Uinays - - -5 Uiamyy)- Let Q be kx k
matrix whereQ j..j» = —(Cv - Gi). Then
nom nom
@Wap = 2,0, Quiinin Yy = =Y. > (€ GV
=1 =1 =1 =1

and consequently

nom n om n n m m, n m 2
QU = - ) iy {Z P! 'Ci)\7<i’,i’>] = =@ ) D Vi ) Ve = —[Z (G : Zvll)]
i=1 j=1 i=17j=1 i=1 i'=1 =1 j=1 i=1 =1
Hence,f(¥) = V'QV + d'v, WhereoTa,,-) = c?. Let U € R¥ be a (fixed) vector such thal j, = —c;. Then the(i’, j’)-th column
of Q is equal toc;, - d, which means that the rank @ is 1. The matrixQ is negative semi-definite becaugeQv < 0 for
everyv e RX, []
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6) Correctness of the approximation algorithnAssume there is a strategy such that EZ[mp|, VI[mp]) < (u—¢&,v—¢),
and letz be the number from Item 2, and let us fix a valuatigrfor the variables/, wherex € S U A from equations of the
systemL (see Figuré]2). Lez be a number between the minimal and the maximal assigneddewat is a multiple ofr,
and which satisfieg — 7] < 7. Such a number must exist. We show that the sydternas a solution. The valuation can be

applied to the systerhz, and we get
o Yo o= (D) X 2w D) Cermxed) D W)

CeMEC(G) t€SnC CeMEC(G) teSnC CeMEC(G) teSnC

< (U—8)+( Z T-Zyt)
CeMEC(G) teSNC

< (U—8)+( Z T-Zyt)
CeMEC(G) teSNC

< (U-g+71<=<uU

For variance, we have that

{ Rz ), YI] = | D (ea+ez-xc)’r Y yt]
CeMEC(G) teSNC CeMEC(G) teSNC
= | D s D n|H| DL @ (ez-xed) + (kez- %)) ) Yt]
CeMEC(G) tesnc CeMEC(G) tesnc
< B 2w+ DL @oxerHr) ) yt]
CeMEC(G) teSnc CeMEC(G) teSnc
< xéz-Zyt + Z (2-N-T+72)-Zyt]
CeMEC(G) teSnc CeMEC(G) teSnc
< xéz-Zyt +2-N-7+72
CeMEC(G) teSNC
and
2 2
[ Xcz Yt] = (Xcz+ (xcz=%c2)) - Y. Yt]
CeMEC(G) teSnc CeMEC(G) teSnc
2
= (D xea Diy)+( D ez-xe)- ) yt)]
CeMEC(G) téSnc CeMEC(G) teSnC
2
2 (5 e (3 %)
CeMEC(G) teSNC CeMEC(G) teSNC
2
- (% e 3 0]
CeMEC(G) teSNC
2
=1 2 XC,Z'ZYt]_Z'( D X D w)TH T
CeMEC(G) teSNC CeMEC(G) teSNC
2
> xc,z-Zyt] -2-N-7+7°
CeMEC(G) teSNC

and so we get

2
[ Z Rz Z yt]—{ Z Xcz: Z Yt]
CeMEC(G) teSNC CeMEC(G) teSNC

IA

2
[ Z )?(22,2' Z YI] _[ Z Xcz® Z yt]
CeMEC(G) teSNC CeMEC(G) teSNC

+2-N-7+72+2-N-7+7°

IA

V—g+e<lV
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Hence we have shown that there is a solutionlfgrand so the algorithm returns “yes”.
On the other hand, if there is no strategy such tEg{ip], VZ[mp]) < (u, V), then the algorithm clearly returns “no”.

B. Proofs for Local Variance
1) Computation for Examplg 2We have
EZ [IV] f(2)(0 - EZ [mp])? + (f(b) + f(c))(2 - B [mp])?
= f(@)(-2+2f(@))*+ (1 - f())(2f ()
= 4f(a) - 8f(a)? + 4f(a)® + 4f(a)® - 4f(a)®
= 4f(a) - 4f(a)® > 0.64

Throughout this section we use the following three simpianteas. The first one allows us to reduce convex combinations
of two-dimensional vectors (typically vectors consistofgthe mean-payd and variance) to combinations of just two vectors.

Lemma 6. Let (a, by), (a2, by), ..., (am bm) be a sequence of points &’ and g, Cy,...,Cm € (0,1] satisfy >, ¢; = 1. Then
there are two vectorsay, by) and (a,, b;) and a number & [0, 1] such that

Zci(a,bi) > p(ax, bk) + (1 - p)(ar, by)
i=1

Proof: Denote by & y) the point},, ci(ai, b)) and byH the set{(a,b) | 1 <i < m}. If all the points ofH lie in the
same line, then clearly there must be somglf) < (x,y). Assume that this is not true. Then the convex IlifiH) of H is a
convex polygon whose vertices are some of the pointsl.o€onsider a pointx,y) wherex' = min{z| z< x,(z y) € C(H)}.
The point ', y) lies on the boundary af(H) and thus, ag(H) is a convex polygon,X,y) lies on the line segment between
two vertices, sayd, by), (az, be), of C(H). Thus there i € [0, 1] such that

(X,y) = p(ak, be) + (1 - p)(az, by) < (x.y) = > ci(a,by).

m
i=1

This finishes the proof. ]

The following lemma shows how to minimize the mean squargadien (to which our notion of variance is a special case).

Lemma 7. Let &,...,an € R such thaty"qa =1, let ry,...,rm € R and let us consider the following function of one real
variable:

V(9 = a(r -7
i=1

Then the function V has a unique minimumifl, ajr;.

Proof: By taking the first derivative o/ we obtain

(5V m m
— = —Z-Za(ri -X) = —2-[2am]+2x
0X i=1 i=1

Thu_s %(x) =0 iff x = X", ari. Moreover, by taking the second derivative we obt§§<¥1 = 2> 0, and thus}y", ar; is a
minimum. [ |
The following lemma shows that frequencies of actions deitee (in some cases) the mean-pfiyas well as the variance.

Lemma 8. Let u be a memoryless strategy and let D be a BSCC*f@nsider frequencies of individual actiongd® N A
when starting in a state s DN S: E’;[mﬁa where |, assignsl to a andO to all other actions (note that the values do not

depend on which s we choose). TI‘R%iimda] determine uniquely all of5[mp], Es[hv], and E5[Iv] as follows:

Bimpl = > r() - B&[mge]  and  BA[h = B4V] = ) (r(a) - B4[mp])? - B4[mp]

acA acA

Proof: We have

—II—‘

Zr(a) E4| li lim I—l Zla(A,

acA

Z r(a) - Ea[mp]

acA

% Zr(A,

=1

Es[mp] =

Z D r@la(A)

j=1 acA
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and

I|m— ZZ(r(a) EA[mp))? - 1a(A))

i—o0 :l A
I|m = Z la(A))

Finally, it is easy to see that the local and hybrid variang@ade in BSCCs since almost all runs have the same fredgggnc
of actions. This gives us the result for the local variance. ]

Ell

4t = 24 im T+ (0 (A) - EL{mp)?
=1

= > (r(a) - B&[mp])? - B4

acA

= 3 (r(a) - EA[mpl)? - B4 mpe

acA

2) Proof of Propositiori 3.:We obtain the proof from the following slightly weaker vensi

Proposition 6. Let us fix a MEC C and let > 0. There are two frequency functions:flCNA — [0,1] and f : CnA — [0, 1],
and a number pe [0, 1] such that:

Pe - MALELIVIED + (1= po) - MARL VIR < (B [mpl BSIV]) + (s, 2)

Before we prove Propositidd 6, let us show that it indeed iespPropositiofil3. There is a sequenrges,, . . ., two functions
fc and f%, and pc € [0, 1] such that as1 — ~

e &n—0
. f, converges pointwise tdc
. f; converges pointwise td.
« ps, CONverges tmc
It is easy to show thafc as well asf. are frequency functions. Moreover, as

lim (BS[mp], ES V) + (en, en) = (Bs[mpl, Ex[V])

and
lim p., - (Mpfe, ] VI e, ]) + (1= pe,) - (AT L VT, D) = pe - (mALfe], V[ fe]) + (1 - pe) - (ML fe], V[ fel)

we obtain
Pe - (MA fe], W fe]) + (L - pe) - (MRl fEL VI E]) < (BS[mpl, B [IV])
This finishes a proof of Propositidd 3. It remains to provepesition[6.
Proof of PropositioriB.: Given ¢,k € Z we denote byA“¥ the set of all runsv € R such that
(t-e,k-g) < (Mpw),Vw) < (£ -&k-&)+(s¢)

Note that
DUPL(AMR) - (¢ k-e) < (BG[mARC],EL[VIRC])

L,keZ

By Lemmal®, there aré k, &,k € Z and p € [0, 1] such thatP (A’KRc) > 0 andPg (A“¥|Rc) > 0 and
p-(t-ek-e)+(L-p) (¢ &k < Z P& (AYMRe) - (£ - £,k - &) < (BS [MARc] . B& [IVIRc]) (15)
CKeZ

Let us concentrate orf { &,k - €) and construct a frequency functidnon C such that
(mA fLIvV[fD) < (£-&k-€)+(s¢)

Intuitively, we obtainf as a vector of frequencies of individual actions on an apjeitgly chosen run oRc. Such frequencies
determine the average and variance closé te andk - £, respectively. We have to deal with some technical issuesnlyn
with the fact that the frequencies might not be well definedaimnost all runs (i.e. the corresponding limits might noisgx
This is solved by a careful choice of subsequences as fallows

Claim 1. For every runw € R¢ there is a sequence of numbergd], To[«], ... such that all the following limits are defined:
Ti[w] 1 Ti[w]

1 .
.%T[ ]Zr(A,(w)) = mpw) and lm mjz;(r(A,»(w))—mp(w))2 < Iv(w)
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and for every action & A there is a number{a) such that

Ti[w]

fim - ]Z la(A@) = fu()

(Here lL(Aj(w)) =1 if Aj(w) = a, and k(Aj(w)) = 0 otherwise.)
Moreover, for almost all rung of Re we have that f is a frequency function on C and tha fletermine{mp(w), Iv(w)),
i.e., mgw) = mp(f,) and Mw) > Iv(f,).

Proof: We start by taking a sequendg[w], Tj[w], ... such that

Ti[w]

m = [1 ] Z (AW) = mAw)

Existence of such a sequence follows from the fact that esequence of real numbers has a subsequence which converges
to the lim sup of the original sequence.

Now we extract a subsequenté[w], T [w], ... of Tj[w], T[w],... such that

Ti” [w]

. 1
im ; ((A@) - MH)? < Iv(w) (16)

using the same argument.

Now assuming an order on actiore,,. .., amn, We deflneTk[w] T"[w] .forO<k<mso thatTO[w] To[w] . is the
sequencd[w], Ty [w], ..., and everyT¥[w], T [w],... is a subsequence dt[w], TX[w]. . .. such that the followmg limit
exists (and is equal to a numbﬁr(ak+1))

Tik+ 1 [ w]

iIi_TOW ; la. (A ()

We takeT["[w], TJ'[w], ... to be the desired sequente{w], T2[w]. .. ..

Now we have to prove that, is a frequency function o€ for almost all runs oRc. Clearly, 0< f,(a) < 1 forallae CnA.
Also,

Tifw] Ti[w] Ti[w]

1 1
PRACE Z lim N o ]Z la(Aj(w)) = im ]Z > |a(Aj(w))=i|Lrgom;1=1

aeCnA acCnA j=1 acCnA

To prove the third condition from the definition of frequerfapctions, we invoke the law of large numbers (SLLN) [2]. &iv
a runw, an actiona, a states andk > 1, define

NES(w) 1 ais executed at leasttimes, ands is visited just after theé-th execution ofg;
w) =
k 0 otherwise.

By SLLN and by the fact that in every step the distribution be hext states depends just on the chosen action, for almost
all runsw the following limit is defined and the equality holds whene¥g(a) > 0:

lim

o0

j as(
i T ) '?k 9 _ s
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We obtain

PIRACEICIE

acCnA

Tilw] i
a; lim m Z la(Aj(@)) - lim = ZNSS(w)
1 T 1 T 1A @)
lim —— > la(Aj(w)) - IM —rr—— Ng-%(w)
2, o 2 A fm ST (A @) 2 v
. ,T'&“ll (A(@)
lim —— NE-S
LT g N
I (A (@)
Ill—>oo T [CU] a;A ; Na’S(w)
o1 i
lim = Z 1(Sj(w))
T[m]
a(Aj
|—>00T[a)] Jz; ae;(s) ( ](w))
1 Ti“:]
lim —— > la(Aj(w))
aeAct(s)I OOT'[ ] ]
> fu@
acAct(s)

Here Sj(w) is the j-th state ofw, andl(t) = 1 for s=t andl(t) = 0 otherwise.

V(w)

1 Ti[w]
mpw) = mezr(Aj(w))
Ti[w]
- I~>00 T|[0J] JZJ; a;A a(Aj(a))) . r(a)
Ti[w]
= Z r@)- Im;m Z la(Aj(w))
acCnA
= Z r@@- f,(a)
acCnA
= mgf,]
1 Ti[w]
> fim s Z(r(A,(w» - mp(w))®
T[w]
= HmT[ ]Z Z la(Aj(@)) - (r(@) - mp())®
j=1 aeCnA
Tifw]
- Y ()~ ) im 2, )
acCnA
- Z (r(@ - mp(w))? - f.,(a)
acCnA
= Iv[f,]

Now pick an arbitrary runw of A% such thatf,, is a frequency function. Then

(m

(o), W(f,)) < (Mplw), V(w)) < (€- &, k- €) + (&, &)
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Similarly, for ¢, k’ we obtainf/ such that
(mp(f)), v(f))) < (Mpw), IV(w)) < (€' - &,K - &) + (&, €)
This together with the equatioh_(15) from pdge 17 proves &5iipn[6:
p- (mp(fo), v(f,)) + (1= p) - (MR(F7), V() < p-((€- &, k- &) + (&.€)) + (1= p) - ((¢' - &, K - &) + (&, ¢))
< (Bs[mARC]. B [MRC]) + (. )

This finishes the proof of Propositi¢nh 6. ]
3) Details for proof of Propositioil2\We have

BGmp = > PRe)-E{[mpIR]  and  ELIM = Y P(Ro)-ESIVIR]

CeMEC(G) CeMEC(G)

HereEiO[mp| Rc] andEéo[mpl Rc] are conditional expectations afp andlv, respectively, on runs dRc. Thus
ELIMpLELIV) = > B(Re)- (BS[mpl Rl ES IV Re]) (17)
CeMEC(G)
We define memoryless strategieand«” in C as follows: Givens e CN S such thatypca) fc(b) > 0 anda € A(s), we put
9@ =fe@ / Y fed) and (9@ =fc@ / ), fe(b)
beA(s) beA(s)

In the remaining states the strategyx (or «’) behaves as a memoryless deterministic strategy readlsirg C N S |
beacts) fc(D) > 0} (or {s€ CN S| Fpeacys fE(b) > 0}, resp.) with probability one.

Given a BSCCD of C* (or D’ of C¥), we write fc(D) = Y scona fc(@) (or fe(D") = Yacona 14(a), resp.)

Denoting byL the tuple E5[mpRc], ES[IVIRC]) we obtain

L = pe-(mrfc], Mfc]) + (1~ po) - (MAfE], M EE])
fe(a) fe(2)
= pC'fc(D)'[Z ff(D)-r(axZ ff(D)-(r(a)—mlc:[fc])z]

DeBSCGCr) acDNA
fe(@)
+ (1- po)- (D) [ (@), ]
DeBszc;:(CK) © ¢ aeDZmAf (D) a;m (D)
f c@ fe(@ fe®) 2]
- DeBSCACK) P Te(D): [aeDZmAf (D) @ Z c(D) (D) b;A fc(D) ")
(a) fé(a) f2(b)
1- fo(D c _ c .r(b 2)
C o (R O (;A wo) @ 2 wo) @ 2 o ™
= Z pc - fe(D) - (En(mp), Ep(Iv)) + Z (1 - pc) - f&(D) - (En(mp), Ep(Iv))
DeBSCQC¥) DeBSCQCY)

HereEp(mp andEp(lv) denote the expected mean-péyand the expected local variance, resp., on almost all rurestioér
C* or C¥ initiated in any state oD (note that almost all such runs have the same meanfpagd the local variance due to
ergodic theorem). Note that the second equality followsnfthe fact thatfc(a) > 0 (or f.(a) > 0) iff ae DN A for a BSCC
D of C* (or of C¥). The third inequality follows from Lemmi 7. The last eqtiafiollows from Lemma 8 and the fact that
fc(a)/ fc(D) is the frequency of firinga on almost all runs initiated im.

By Lemma[®, there are two componemmsD’ e BSCQC¥) u BSCQC¥) and 0< dc < 1 such that

L > dc- (Eo(mp,Eo(V) + (1-dc) - (Bor(MP), Ep (IV))
In what follows we use the following definition: Let be a memoryless randomized strategy on a ME@nd letK be a

BSCC ofC”. We say that a strategyk is inducedby K if

1) uk(9)(a) =v(9)(a) for all se KNS andae KN A
2) in all se S\ (KnS) the strategyux corresponds to a memoryless deterministic strategy whaelshes a state df
with probability one
(Note that the above definition is independent of the stgategnce it generates the same BS®Q
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The strategiegp and up induced byD and D’, resp., generate single-BSCC Markov cha@s and C*>' satisfying for
every statese Cn S the following

L

(Es[mPRc] . Ex,[IVIRC])

> dc - (Eo(mp), Ep(lv)) + (1 - dc) - (Eo (MP), Eo (Iv))

= dc - (B’ [mpl, Es”[IV]) + (1 - dc) - (Es™ [mp] , Es” [IV])

= dc - (BS"[mp], Es"[MV]) + (1 - dc) - (B5” [mp], Es” [V])
Here the last equality follows from the fact that almost alhg inC#° (and also inC#') have the same mean-pd¥drhus for
almost all runs the local variance is equal to the hybrid dries shows that irC, a convex combination of two memoryless

(possibly randomized) strategies idistient to optimize the mean-paffand the local variance.
Now we show that these strategies may be even deterministic.

Claim 2. Let se S. There arememoryless determinististrategiesy1, x2, x7. x5 in C, each generating a single BSCC, and
numbers0 < v,v’ < 1 such that

(B [mp], B2 [hV]) = v - (B [mp], EL[]) + (1 - v) - (BE[mpl, BE[W) = v - BE[mpl, BE[IV]) + (1—v) - (B2[mp], EEZ[V])
and
(B2 [mp], B4 [V]) = v/ - (B2 [mp], EZ[V) + (1 —v') - (B2[mp], E2[]) = v/ - (BE[mp], ER[IV]) + (1 - V) - (B2[mp] , B2 [Iv])

Proof: It suffices to concentrate quy. By [12], ]E‘S‘g[mria] is equal to a convex combination of the vaIlE*§§[m|:ia] for
some memoryless deterministic strategigs. ., tm, i.e. there arey, ..., ym > 0 such thaty", yi = 1 and}"; i -E‘S‘O[mda] =

E*;?[mria]. For all 1<i <mandD € BSCGC") denote;;p a memoryless deterministic strategy such thats) = i(s) on
all se Dn'S, and on other stategp is defined so thaD NS is reached with probability 1, independent of the starting
state. For allae DN A we haveE‘S‘(')D[mria] = P, [ReacliD)] -E’éof’[mda], while fora¢ DN A we haveE‘S‘(')D[mda] = 0. Hence

Yit1 Ypesscaci) Vi - Py [ReackiD)] 'EtsibD[ija] = E‘S‘O[mﬁaJ. Since X Ypesscaci) vi - Py, [ReackiD)] = 1, we apply Lemmalé
and get there are two memoryless deterministic single-BSttaiegiesy1, y» and 0< v < 1 such that

E‘;?[mda] = v]E)gol[mda] +(1- v)E)gj[mda]
which together with Lemm@l8 implies that
E4°[mpl

Z r(a) - E‘;"[mdﬂ]

acA

= 3 r(@)- (vELmd] + (@ - e mee))

acA
= VZ r@) - E)gl[mda] +(1-v) Z r@) - E)gz[mda]
acA acA

= VEg[mp] + (1 - v)Eg[mp)

and

BRI = > (r(a) - B [mpl])? - B5°[mp]

acA

= > (r(a) - B [mp])? - (BY [mpe] + (1 - v)EL[mp])

acA
= v ) (r() - B [mp))? - BY [mpe] + (1-v) > (r(2) - BL[mpl)? - B[ mp:]
acA acA
> v ) (r(2) - B [mpl)? - BY [mpe] + (1-v) D (r(a) - B2[mp])? - B¢ [mp]
acA acA

= VE [ + (1-v)ES[hY
Here the inequality follows from Lemmad 7. So
(B4 [mp)  E&°[hv]) > v(EL [mp] . EX (M) + (1 - v)(ER[mp] . EZ[V)
Finally, we show thaEt'[hv] > Et'[Iv]. Sincey; has a single BSCC, almost all runs have the same meanfp#&ience,

EX[hy] = B[V n
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By Claim[2,

dc - (B4 [mp] , B [\]) + (1 - dc) - (B4 [mp], B4 [hv])

de - v- (B [mp], EL[V) + de - (1—v) - (B [mp], EZ[V])

+(1-dc)-v - (BE[mp], BEIV]) + (1 - dc) - (L - V) - (BR2[mp], E2[IV])

vV v

and so by Lemm@l6, there are, 7. € {x1.x2.x7. x5} and a numbehc such that

L = (B4[mpRe],ES[IVIRC])
> he - (BX[mp],EZ[IV]) + (1 - he) - (B<[mp], EC[Iv])

Define memoryless deterministic strategieand s’ in G so that for everys € S anda € A we haver(s)(a) := nc(s)(a) and
7'(9)(@) ;= (s)(a) for se CNnS.
4) Proof of Equation[(8):We have

(ES, [mp] ES[IV])

= (D] PAIRI-EL[mpIRe], | P[RS -BLIVIRC] )
CeMEC(G) CeMEC(G)

(>} PLIRC] heELgImd + P4 [Re] -(1-he) ESg [,
CEMEC(G)

> PLIR] he-Bg[V] + PEIRC] (1-he) B V)
CeMEC(G)

(ES,[mp], B [IV])

Here §C] is an arbitrary state o€ N S.

5) Proof of Theorerh2First, we show that if there is in G such that Ego[mp] ,E-‘;)[Iv]) < (u,v), then there is a strategy
in G[r, n’] such that E” [md |, B, [mp?]) < (u,v). Consider the 3-memory stochastic update stratedsom Propositior 2
satisfying EZ[mp] , EL [Iv]) < (u, v) Define a memoryless strategyin G[r, n'] that mimicso as follows (we denote the only
memory eIement ob by o)

+ p(sin, o)(defaul) = a(my), p(sn, ®)([7]) = a(My), p(sin, &)([7']) = (),
p((s, M), 8)(a) = on(s M)(a) - ou(a, s, My)(my) for all ae A

p((s, M), ®)(7) = ou(a, s My)(My)

p((s M), &)(') = ou(a, s m)(ms)

p((s.my), )(defaul) = p((s, M), o)(defaul) = 1

It is straightforward to verify that

(Eg[mpl. BGIV) - = (B, [mp*].Bg [mp?]) < (uv)

Second, we show that if there ig in G[r, n’] satisfying (Ef;'n[mpil] ,E‘;/n[mpfz]) < (u,Vv), then there is the desired 3-memory
stochastic update strategyin G. Moreover, we show that existence of suehs decidable in polynomial time and also that
the strategy is computable in polynomial time (if it exists)

By [4], there is a 2-memory stochastic update strategyor G[r, n'] such that

(EZ [mp*]. EZ [mP2]) < (uv)

Moreover, existence of suak’ is decidable in polynomial time and aled is computable in polynomial time (if it exists).
We show how to transform, in polynomial time, the strategyto the desiredr.

In [4], the strategys’ is constructed using a memoryless deterministic strategn G[r, 7'] as follows: The strategy”’
has two memory elements, say,n,. In n; the strategyo’ behaves as a memoryless randomized strategy. After ugdatin
(stochastically) its memory element B, which may happewnly in a BSCC ofG[r, n']¢, the strategy’ behaves ag and
no longer updates its memory. Note thatif changes its memory element while still being in states offtihm (s, m;) then
from this moment on the second component is alwaysHowever, such a strategy may be improved by movingstoy)
(or to (s,n1)) when its memory changes te because the values &fin states of the formg my) are so large that moving to
any state withmy or v, in the second component is better than staying in them. @blyipthere are only polynomially many
improvements of this kind and all of them can be done in pahyiadb time.

So we may safely assume that the strateggtays inn; on states of(s,my) | s€ S}, i.e. behaves as a memoryless randomized
strategy on these states. We define the 3-memory stochastateustrategy on G with memory elementsy, m, nv, which

v
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in the memory elementy mimics the behavior of” on states of the forms(m,). Onces”’ chooses the actiom] (or [7'])
the strategyr- changes its memory elementne (or to nv) and starts playing according to(or to 7/, resp.)
Formally, we define
a(my) = o (Sin, M) (defaul), a(my) = oy(sin, N1)([7]) and a(my) = o (Sin, M)([7'])
on(s M)(@) = op((s M), Mm)(@) / Xpea on((s M), m)(b) for all ae A
ou(@ s M)(M) = Ypea op((S M), N1)(b)
ou(a s m)(mp) = o (a, (s, M), ny)([])
o ou(a s m)(m) = op(a (s my), ny)([7'])
It is straightforward to verify that

EZ[mpl.EZIV) = (EL[mPLEZIV) < (uV)

C. Proofs for Hybrid Variance
1) Proof of Propositio 4:We have

[ n-1
BV = EZ|im }Z(r(Aa)—mp)z
= Eg|lim = Z(r(mz 2-r(A) - mpf + mpf)
L i=0
1 n-1 ] n- 1 n-1
= Bg|lim ~ r(A)?| - BZ| lim Z r(A) - mp| + EZ|lim =) mp?
e s ] i—0 e N =g
n-1 ] n-1 n-1
= EJ iim < r(A)?| - 2-EZ| lim mp = r(A)|-EZ iim < mp?
n—oo N = ] n—oo n e n—oo N =
n-1 ]
= E Am%Zr(A)Z - 2- B|mp| + EZ|mp’|
i—0 ]
1 n-1 ]
= Eg|lim = r(A)?| - EZ[mpf]
i=0 ]
and
[ 1n—1
Eglhy = Eg| lin (r(Ai(w)) - EZ[mp))?
L |:0
[ n-1 ] n-1 n-
ol o o o 2
= Es»gmﬁ;r(Ai)z_—E lim ; -1(A) - Eg[mpl | + Eg| lim ZO: mp]}
o'> : 1 S — o 2 o 2
- B Ama;r(mz ~ 2. BZ[mpl + B¢ [mp)
n-1 ]
= Egfim 23 r(a)2| - B2 [mpp?
e n i=0 ]
and so
n-1
VI[mp] + EZ[V] = E‘T[mpz] EZ[mp| +]E‘T % r(A)? ]E‘T mpz]
i=0

r!im i r(A)?

2) Obtaining 3-memory strategy.: Let us fix a MDPG = (S, A, Act §). We prove the following proposition.

Eg ~ E{[mpl® = B[V

Proposition 7. Let $ € S and yv e R. If there is a strategy satisfying
(BLmpl EEIV) < (U v);
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150(5)+Zya-6(a)(s): Z Va+ys forallseS (18)

acA acAct(s)
D=1 (19)
s€S
Dl¥s= Dl xat ». X% forall Ce MEC(G) (20)
sC acANC acANC
Zxa-é(a)(s): Z X, forallseS (21)
acA acAct(s)
Dix-o@©= > % forallses (22)
acA acAct(s)
u= [Z %o - 1(a) + Z xa-r(a)) (23)
CeMEC(G) \acANC acANC
v= [Z Xa- (r(@ —u?+ x;.(r(a)_u)z) (24)
CeMEC(G) \acANC acANC
Xa >0 forallae A (25)
X, >0 forallaeA (26)

Fig. 5. SysterrLf_I of linear inequalities. Here andv are treated as constants (see Lenfiina 9). We défi(e) = 1 if s= so, and 1,(s) = O otherwise.

then there exists a 3-memory strategysatisfying
(Eg[mpl.Eg[hv) < (uv).

Intuitively the proof will resemble the proof of Propositi, and given an arbitrary stratedywith Ego[mp] =u, we will
mimic the proof for the local variance replacing the quan(it(Aj(w)) - mpw))? by (r(Aj(w) — u)?> appropriately. Formally,
Propositior ¥ is a consequence of Lemnha 9.

Lemma 9. Let us fix € S and uveR.

1) Consider an arbitrary strategy such that(Eéo[mp] ,Eio[hv]) = (u,V). Then the systemgHL(Figure[E) has a non-negative
solution.
2) If there is a non-negative solution for the systeffp (Eigure[d), then there is a 3-memory stochastic-updatetefyao

satisfying(EZ [mp], EZ [hV]) = (u, V).
We start with the proof of the first item of Lemrha 9. We have

Bilmpl= > P(Ro)-E&[mplRc]  and  E&[ = > P(Rc)-EL[hvIRd]

CeMEC(G) CeMEC(G)
and thus
> BRe)ES[MpIR]. Y B(Re)-Eg[hvRe]| = (uv). (27)
CeMEC(G) CeMEC(G)

Let C be a MEC and consider a frequency functibron C. Givenu and f, definemg f] := Y ,c f(8) - r(@ andh\ f,u] :=
Yacc f(@) - (r(@ - u)®,

Proposition 8. Let us fix a MEC C. There are two frequency functiops € — R and { : C — R on C, and a number
pc € [0, 1] such that the following holds

Pc - (MA fe], v fe, ul) + (1 - pe) - (MA e, hV &, ul) = (B [mARc], BS [hvRC])

We first argue that Propositidd 8 gives us a solutiori_i?f Indeed, givera € A (or se S) denote byC(a) (or C(s)) the MEC
containinga (or s). For everya € A put

Xa =P(Re@) - Pe) - fe@(@  and X, = P(Re@) - (11— Poga) - fe (@)
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For every actiora € A which does not belong to any MEC pxf = x;, = 0. (1) We have the following equality fay, i.e.,

u = P(Re) - BS,[mp| Re]

CeMEC(G)

= > PR (pc-mafc] + (1- pe) - mA )
CeMEC(G)

= > PRO)-pe-mfc+ > P(Re)-(1- pe)- mA )
CeMEC(G) CeMEC(G)

= D PR -pe- Y fe@-r@+ Y PR)-(1-pc)- ) fe(a) (@)
CeMEC(G) acC CeMEC(G) acC

= > DBR)-pe-fe@-r@+ Y. > PRS- (1-pe)- f(a)- ()
CeMEC(G) acC CeMEC(G) acC

= D xa 1@+ % 1@
CeMEC(G) \acC acC

and (2) the following equality fow:

v o= P(Re) - BS[hv| Re]

CeMEC(G)

= >, B(RO):(pc-hvfc,u] + (1 pc) - hvfé, ul)
CeMEC(G)

= > PR)-pe-hMfc i+ Y B(Re)-(1- pe) - hvfg, u)
CeMEC(G) CeMEC(G)

= D PR pe- Y fe@-(r@-wP+ Y PRe)-(1-pc)- ) L) (r(@) - v
CeMEC(G) acC CeMEC(G) acC

= > DBR)-pe-fe@-r@-wr+ Y > PRS- (1-pe)- E(a)- (r(@) - v)?
CeMEC(G) acC CeMEC(G) acC

= D [ t@-wt ) % (@) - u
CeMEC(G) \aeC acC

The appropriate values fgg, ys can be found in the same way as in the prooflof [4, Propositjon 2
It remains to prove Propositidd 8. As for the proof for localiance, we obtain the proposition from the following stigh
weaker version

Proposition 9. Let us fix a MEC C and let > 0. There are two frequency functions:fC — [0,1] and f : C — [0, 1], and
a number p € [0, 1] such that:

pe - (MA F] M o ul) + (1 - p.) - (MA T VLU < (BS[mpl, ES[MV) + (e, €)

As before Proposition] 9 implies Propositian 8 as followsefiéhis a sequeneg, &3, . . ., two functionsfc andf., andpc € [0, 1]
such that as1 — «

e &n—0
. f,, converges pointwise té:
. f; converges pointwise td.
« Pg, CONverges tpc
It is easy to show thafc as well asf are frequency functions. Moreover, as

lim (B, [mpl, B[] + (en, en) = (ES [Pl BE V)
and
Iim s, - (MR ]V o W) + (L= Ps,) - (MBS ] ML ) = pe - (M fe]. AV fe. ul) + (1~ pe) - (A f]. hv ¢, ul)
we obtain

Pe - (i fel, v fe, ul) + (1 - pe) - (MALfE], MV fE, ul) = (BS [mpl, ES [hv)
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a) Proof of Propositiod®.:The proof is exactly the same as proof of Proposifibn 6. Gifidne Z we denote byAﬁk
the set of all runsv € Rc such that

(¢-gk-&) < (Mpw),w)) < (€ -&k-&)+(s¢)

Note that
DUBLAIRS) - (s k-8) < (B [MARC], BE[NURC])

tkezZ

By Lemmal®, there aré k, £,k € Z and p € [0, 1] such thatP% (A%¥Rc) > 0 andPg (AL ¥ |R:) > 0 and
p-(t-ak-e)+(1-p)- (&K 2) < > PLAIRS) - (£- & k- &) < (BE [mARC], BE [VRc]) (28)
L KeZ

Let us focus on{- ¢,k &) and construct a frequency functidhon C such that
(mafl.hvf,u) < (€-ek-g)+(s¢)
The construction is identical to the proof of the correspogdgroposition for local variance.

Claim 3. For every runw € Rc there is a sequence of numbergd], To[«], ... such that all the following limits are defined:
Ti[w] Ti[w]

1 1
lim er(A,(w)) = mpw) and nmmZ(r(A,(w))—u)2 < hvw)

and for every action & A there is a number{a) such that

Ti[w]

lim =% 2 A = 1@

(Here L(Aj(w)) = 1if Aj(w) = a, and k(Aj(w)) = 0 otherwise.)
Moreover, for almost all runs of R we have that f is a frequency function on C and that fletermine{mp(w), h(w)),
i.e., mw) = mp(f,) and hfw) > hv(f,, u).
Proof: The proof is identical to the proof of Claild 1, we only suhstt the equatior (16) with

Ti[w]

fim = ]Z(r(A,(w)) W < hvw) (T8a)

and then instead of proving(w) = Iv[f,] we use the equality

_ 1 Ti[w] )
V@) > lim = ;(r(Aj(w»—w
1 Ti[w]
= fim = ]ZZIa(A,(w» (r@) - uy?
' j=1 aeC
. 1 Ti[w]
= é(r(a)—u) fim = ]Z; la(Aj (@)
= D @-u @)
acC
= hf,.u]
The desired result follows. [ |

Now pick an arbitrary runv of Aﬁf such thatf, is a frequency function. Then

(mp(f,), hv(fy, u)) < (Mplw), Mw)) < (£- &,k &) + (&, €)

Similarly, for ¢,k we obtainf/ such that

(mp(f), hv(f), u)) < (Mp(w), Mw)) < (¢ - &,K - &) + (&, €)
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This together with equation (P8) from page 26 gives the ddsiesult:

p- (MP(f,), (o, 1) + (1= p) - (MP(F), V(T W) < p- (€~ &K &) + (8,€)) + (L= P) - (¢ &.K - &) + (&, 8))
< (ES[MARC], ES [VRC]) + (s, €)

This finishes the proof of the first item of Lemrh 9.
We continue with the proof of the second item of Lennha 9. Assthat the systerlﬁH has a solutiory,, X,, X, for every
a € A. We define two memoryless strategieand«’ as follows: Givens € S anda € Act(s), we define

9@=%/ > % and KO@=%/ Y %

beAct(s) beAct(s)

respectively.

Using similar arguments as ihl[4] it can be shown that theme 3sstate stochastic update stratégyith memory elements
my, mp, Y, satisfying the following: A run ofG¢ starts insy with a fixed initial distribution on memory elements. i, the
strategy plays according to a fixed memoryless strategy thtimemory changes either to, or tom,. In m, (or in ), the
strategyé plays according ta (or according tad’, resp.) and never changes its memory element. The key iiegiteid that
for every BSCCD of G* we have that

P (switch tok in D) = Z)?a = %
aeDNA

and for every BSC@’ of G¥ we have that

P (switch tox’ in D) = Z X, = X,
aeD’'NA

HerePio(switch tok in D’) (or Pﬁo(switch tox’ in D’)) is the probaibility that switches its state tan, (or to ) in one of
the states oD (or D’).

Given a BSCCD of G¢, almost all runsw of GS; that stay inD with the memory elementn, have the frequency of
ae DN A equal toXa/Xp. Thusmpw) = Y acpna Xa/Xo - 1(a). Similarly, if the BSCC isD’ and the memory element is,
thenmp(w) = Y acona Xa/ X5, - (@). Thus we have the following desired equalities: (1) Edyéebr u

ES[mp = Z P% (switch tok in D) - Z Xa/ X0 - 1(a) +
D is a BSCC ofG acDNA
+ Z P, (switch tox’ in D’) - Z Xa/Xp, - 1(8)
D’ is a BSCC ofG¥ acD’'NA
= (D) %r@+ D, %-r@)
CeMEC(G) ac<CnA acCnA
= u;
and (2) Equality forv
Ei[h = P, (switch tox in D)- Z Xa/ %0 - (r(a) — ES [mp])?
D is a BSCC ofG~ aeDNA
+ > P (switch tox’ in D) - > %/% - (r(a) - BE [mp])?
D’ is a BSCC ofG¥ acD’'NA
= Z P (switch tok in D) - Z Xa/Xb - (r(a) — u)?
D is a BSCC ofG~ aeDNA
+ > P (switch tox’ in D) - > %/%, - (r(a) - u)?
D’ is a BSCC ofG¥ acD’'NA
= (Z X (r@-uw+ ) x:-(r(a)—uf]
CeMEC(G) \aeCnA acCnA
= V,

The desired result follows.
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3) First item of Propositiod 5 supposing finite-memory stgigs exist:Let £ be a strategy such that the following two
conditions hold:
(1) Eg[mpl =T < y; (2) By [ =v<v.

By Propositior ¥ without loss of generality the strategis a finite-memory strategy. Sincgis a finite-memory strategy, the
frequencies are well-defined, and for an actiaoa A, let

1 -1
f(a) = fim 7 ZP-‘;O[At =4
t=0

denote the frequency of actiam We will first show that setting, := f(a) for all a € A satisfies Eqns[{12), Eqn§. {13) and
Eqgns. [(14) ofLy.
Satisfying EqnE_12To prove that Eqns[{12) are satisfied, itfazes to show that for als € S we have

Y@@ = > f@.

acA acAct(s)

We establish this below:

-1
Sot@ s@e = Y fim 7 FA=al sa)e
t=0

acA acA

-1
= lim %Z PRALELRCIC!

:
e t=0 acA

1{’—1

_ im = ¢ _

= [Iggo{;;mo[sm S
1

{—
= i }Zpgo[st =9
B
=
= lm=>" > PilA=4]
(e b t=0 acAct(s)
1 -1 .
= lim = P [Ar = @
ae;(s) (oo ; SO[ ]
= Z f@a) .
acAct(s)

Here the first and the seventh equality follow from the debnitof f. The second and the sixth equality follow from the
linearity of the limit. The third equality follows by the daftion of 6. The fourth equality is obtained from the following:

-1
1
lim 2 ;(Pg,[sm = § - P& [St = 9)

1[—1 1€—l
. - 4 - T = 4 —
fm 7 2 PalSua =9 - fim 7 ) FLlS =

1
lim = (P [Sri1 = - Py[S1 =) =0

Satisfying Eqng_13We will show that} .5 f(a) - r(a) = G.

- 1 -1 . - 1 -1 . - 1 -1 c B
D@ f@ = Yr@-lim Y BlA=al = lm I3 S r@ - F[A=a = Jim Y ECA)] = T
acA acA t=0 t=0 acA t=0

Here, the first equality is the definition df{a); the second equality follows from the linearity of the Itmihe third equality
follows by linearity of expectation; the fourth equalityisives exchanging limit and expectation and follows fronbésgue
Dominated convergence theorem (see, €.d. [19, ChaptercdpBd]), sincelr(A)| < W, whereW = maxea Ir(a)|. The desired
result follows.

Satisfying Eqng_14Ve will now show the satisfaction of Eqis]14. First we havd tha

i, =74
= Eg,

-1
DA —U)Z}.
t=0

1
= lim =B
KI_TOZ S0

= _2
lim 2 g(r(Ao 1)

_ 18 _
ES [hy] = B [lim sup 7 ;(r(At) - T)?

{—o0
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The first equality is by definition; the second equality abexistence of limit follows from the fact thatis a finite-memory
strategy; and the final equality of exchange of limit and thgeetation follows from Lebesgue Dominated convergeneerém
(see, e.g.[[19, Chapter 4, Section 4]), sinogy) — ) < (2- W)?, whereW = maxa [r(a)|. We have

-1 -1
}Lm% BE(r(A) -] = Jim %Z(E([rz(At)] 2-U-Ey[r(A)] + T)
- . 1::(1) 13
= lim - L [r2(A)] - U-}mzz LIr(A)] + T
t=0 t=0
= > @ f@-2-T- ) r@- f(@+T
acA acA
2
SN CRICE (Zr(a)- f(a))
acA acA

The first equality is by rewriting the term within the expdiia and by linearity of expectation; the second equalitpys
linearity of limit; the third equality follows by the equéafito show satisfaction of Eqris 113 (it follows from the eqtyafior
Eqns[I3B that lim.« % zf;g Ego[rz(At)J = Y.eal?(a) - f(a) by simply considering the reward functiof instead ofr); and the
final equality follows from the equality to prove Egins] 13. Shue have the following equality:

| =

—
Zrz(a).f(a)—(Zr(a).f(a))2 {; (a0 -] = B[ = v < w.

acA acA

Now we have to set the values fgp, y € AU S, and prove that they satisfy the rest lbf when the values(a) are
assigned tox,. By Lemmall almost every run @¢ eventually stays in some MEC @&. For every MECC of G, let yc be
the probability of all runs inG¢ that eventually stay it€. Note that

-1 -

—
PIRICIE Z}m%; Pi[Ac=a] = ZZPQ[AFa] = lim %Z PLIAEC] = yc.

acANC acANC t=0 acANC t=0

Here the last equality follows from the fact that }im, Pi)[Af € C] is equal to the probability of all runs iG¢ that eventually
stay inC (recall that almost every run stays eventually in a MEC&X)fand the fact that the Cesaro sum of a convergent
sequence is equal to the limit of the sequence.

By the previous paragraph there dssuch thatPgo[RC] = Y aeanc f(8), so we can defing, andys in the same way as
done in [4, Proposition 2] (this solution is based on the lissof [13]; the proof is exactly the same as the proof[df [4,
Proposition 2], we only skip the part in which the assignment,s is defined). This completes the proof of the desired result.

4) Proof that Eqn$_14 is satisfied ly. We argue that the strategy from [4, Proposition 1] satisfies Eqas]14. We show
that for the strategyr we have:EZ[hV] = EZ[mp.] - E‘g[mp]z. It follows immediately that Eqns_14 is satisfied. Sineds
a finite-memory strategy, all the limit-superior can be agpd with limits. Then we use the the equality from Apperndix C
where we showed that

,_\

n—

1
BZ[h = B lim

r(A)?

i=0

-EJ[ mp]

which is equal taBZ[mp.] — EZ[mp]*.

5) Properties of the quadratic constraints of;L. We now establish that the quadratic constraintd_gf(i.e., EQnd_I})
satisfies that it is megative semi-definiteonstraint ofrank 1 Let us denote by the vector of variableg,, andr the vector
of rewardsr(a), for a € A. Then the quadratic constraint of Eqns 14 is specified inimattation as:y,.a Xa-r’(@ - X" - Q- X,
whereX" is the transpose of, and the matrixQ is as follows:Q;; = r(i) - r(j). Indeed, we havel - Q- X = Z' - X where
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Z = Yrea X - r(i) - r(k) and so
Q% = Y x> %r(i)-r(K)

ieA keA
= (2 xrO7)+ x> % ri
ieA ieA keA k#i
DY CHOIEDIPI O
i€A ieA k<i
2
= (> %)
ieA

where in the last but one equality we use an arbitrary orde,and where the last equality follows by multinomial theorem
The desired properties @ are established as follows:

« Negative semi-definitdMe argue thatQ is a positive semi-definite matrix. A fiicient condition to prove tha@ is
positive semi-definite is to show that for all real vectgrsve havey’ - Q -y > 0. For any real vecto§y we have
Y -Q-V = (ZacaYa-r(@)? > 0 (as the square of a real-number is always non-negativélltvs that Eqnd_14 is a
negative semi-definite constraint.

« Rank of Q is 1We now argue that rank d is 1. We observe that the matr@ with Q;; = r; - rj is the outer-product
matrix of P and ", wherer and" denote the vector of rewards and its transpose, respagtivel Q = ©- 7. SinceQ
is obtained from a single vector (and its transpose) it fedladhatQ has rank 1.

D. Details for Sectiof VI
Some of our algorithms will be based on the notion of almaseavinning for reachability and coBuchi objectives.

Almost-sure winning, reachability and coBichi objectives.An objective® defines a set of runs. For a #t A of actions,
we (i) recall the reachability objectivReach(B) that specifies the set of runs = 5a;Sa, ... such that for somé > 0 we
havea; € B (i.e., some action fronB is visited at least once); and (ii) define the coBuchi olyectoBuchi(B) that specifies
the set of runsv = s;a1a;. .. such that for some> 0 for all j > i we havea; € B (i.e., actions not irB are visited finitely
often). Given an objective®, a states is analmost-surewinning state for the objective if there exists a strategycalled an
almost-sure winning strategy) to ensure the objective withbability 1, i.e.,PZ[®] = 1. We recall some basic results related
to almost-sure winning for reachability and coBiichi olijezs.

Theorem 5 ([7], [8]). For reachability and coBuchi objectives whether a statelisiost-sure winning can be decided in
polynomial time (in time @S| - |A)?) using discrete graph theoretic algorithms. Moreover,tbfair reachability and coBiichi
objectives, if there is an almost-sure winning strateggntithere is a memoryless pure almost-sure winning strategy.

Basic facts.We will also use the following basic fact abofibhite Markov chains. Given a Markov chain, and a state
(i) (Fact 1). The local variance is zerdfifor every bottom scc reachable frogithere exists a reward valué such that all
rewards of the bottom scc 3. positive. (ii) (Fact 2). The hybrid variance is zerdfithere exists a reward valué such that
for every bottom scc reachable frosmall rewards of the bottom scc i1$. (iii) (Fact 3). The global variance is zerdfithere
exists a numbey such that for every bottom scc reachable frerthe expected mean-pawalue of the bottom scc ig.

1) Zero Hybrid Variance:We establish the correctness of our algorithm with the feihg lemma.

Lemma 10. Given an MDP G= (S, A, Act, 6), a starting state s, and a reward function r, the followingagions hold:
1) If B is the output of the algorithm, then there is a strategy touemshat the expectation is at mgstand the hybrid
variance is zero.
2) If there is a strategy to ensure that the expectation is attmfo@nd the hybrid variance is zero, then the outpudf
the algorithm satisfies that < g*.

Proof: The proofs of the items are as follows:

1) If the output of the algorithm i8, then conside”’ to be the set of actions with rewagd By step (2) of the algorithm
we have that there exists an almost-sure winning strategthéoobjectivecoBuchi(A’), and by Theorern]5 there exists a
memoryless pure almost-sure winning strategfor the coBuichi objective. Since is an almost-sure winning strategy
for the coBuchi objective, it follows that in the Markov ¢ha¢ every bottom sc€ reachable frons consists of reward
B only. Thus the expectation given the strategys 8, and by Fact 2 for Markov chains the hybrid variance is zero.

2) Consider a strategy to ensure that the expectation is stghavith hybrid variance zero. By the results of Proposifién 7
there is a finite-memory strategy to ensure expectatiof* with hybrid variance zero. Given the strategy if there
exists an actiora with reward other thaB* that appear in a bottom scc, then the hybrid variance is greéhan zero
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Algorithm 1: Zero Hybrid Variance

Input : An MDP G = (S, A, Act 6), a starting state, and a reward function.
Output: A reward values or NO.
1. Sort the reward valuega) for a€ A in an increasing orde; < 82 < ... < fn;
2.i:=1;
3. repeat
3.1. LetA be the set of actions with rewagy;
3.2.if there exists an almost-sure winning strategy doBuchi(A;)
return gi;
3.3ifi=n
return NO;
34i:=i+1,

(follows from Fact 2 for Markov chains). Thus every bottont $o GZ that is reachable frons consists of rewarg*
only. Henceo is also an almost-sure winning strategy franfor the objectivecoBuchi(A*), where A* is the set of
actions with rewargs*. Let 8* = Bj, becauses; satisfies the requirement of step (2) of the algorithm, wetlgat the
output of the algorithm is a numbgr< g*.

The desired result follows. [ |
For reader’s convenience, a formal description of the dlgoris given as Algorithni 1.
2) Zero Local Variance:For a states, let a(s) denote the minimal expectation that can be ensured alottg zero local
variance.
Our goal is to show thagg(s) = a(s). We first describe the two-step computation3gs).

1) Compute the set of statés such that there is an almost-sure winning strategy for thectitse Reach(T).

2) Consider the sub-MDP d& induced by the sety which is described as followsU( A, Acty, 6) such that for allse U
we haveActy(s) = {a € Act(s) | for all g, if 6(a)(s) > O, thens e U}. In the sub-MDP compute the minimal expected
paydf for the cumulative reward, and this computation is similarcomputation of optimal values for MDPs with
reachability objectives and can be achieved in polynonmiaé twith linear programming.

Note that by construction every new actiag has negative reward and all other actions have zero rewantheforyless
pure almost-sure winning strategy for a statm U to reachT ensures that the expected cumulative reward is negatiek, an
henceB(s) < 0 for all se U. Also observe that itJ is left, then almost-sure reachability To cannot be ensured. Hence any
strategy that ensures almost-sure reachabilityf tomust ensure that) is not left. We now claim that any memoryless pure
optimal strategy in the sub-MDP for the cumulative rewasbansures almost-sure reachabilitylTtoConsider a memoryless
pure optimal strategy- for the cumulative reward. Since every stateTigis an absorbing state (state with a self-loop) every
bottom sccC in the Markov chain is either contained Ty or does not intersect witlis. If there is a bottom sc€ that does
not intersect withTs, then the expected cumulative reward in the bottom scc is, zerd this is a contradiction that is an
optimal strategy and for alb€ U we haveB(s) < 0. It follows that every bottom scc in the Markov chain is @ined inTs
and hence almost-sure reachabilityTtds ensured. Hence it follows thg(s) can be computed in polynomial time, and thus
B(s) can be computed in polynomial time. In the following two iexas we show that(s) = 5(S).

Lemma 11. For all states s we have(s) > ().

Proof: We only need to consider the case when fremero local variance can be ensured. Consider a strateggitisates
expectationx(s) along with zero local variance, and by the results of Pritjpos2 there is a witness finite-memory strategy
o*. Consider the Markov chais . Consider a bottom sc€ of the Markov chain reachable fromand we establish the
following properties:

1) Every reward in the bottom scc must be the same. Otherwistotal variance is positive (by Fact 1 for Markov chains).

2) Letr* be the reward of the bottom scc. We claim that for all statabat appears in the bottom scc we ha(g) < r*.
Otherwise if3(s) > r*, playing according the strategy in the bottom scc frons we ensure zero hybrid variance with
expectationr* contradicting thap(s') is the minimal expectation along with zero hybrid variance

It follows that in every bottom sc€ of the Markov chain the rewarnd of the bottom scc satisfy that > 5(s), for everys
that appears ilC. Also observe that the strategy ensures almost-sure reachability to the Betof states where zero hybrid
variance can be ensured. We construct a strategyMDP G as follows: the strategy plays as till a bottom scc is reached,
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and as soon as a bottom sCcis reached at statg, the strategy irG chooses the actioay to proceed to the_staﬁé. The
strategy ensures that the cumulative rewar@iis at mosta(s) — M, i.e.,a(s) — M > B(9). It follows thata(s) > B(9). [ ]

Lemma 12. For all states s we have(s) < 5*(9).

Proof: Consider a witness memoryless pure strategyin G that achieves the optimal cumulative reward value. We
construct a witness strategyfor zero local variance iG as follows: play asr* till the setT is reached (note that* ensures
almost-sure reachability t®), and afterT is reached, if a statgis reached, then switch to the memoryless pure strategy from
s to ensure expectation at mga(ts) with zero hybrid variance. The strategyensures that every bottom scc of the resulting
Markov chain consists of only one reward value. Hence thalleariance is zero. The expectation given strategg at most
B*(s). Hence the desired result follows. ]

3) Zero Global VarianceThe following lemma shows that in a MEC, any expectation mititerval is realizable with zero
global variance.

Lemma 13. Given an MDP G= (S, A, Act, 6), a starting state s, and a reward function r, the followingagions hold:
1) If ¢ is the output of the algorithm, then there is a strategy touemghat the expectation is at moétand the global
variance is zero.
2) If there is a strategy to ensure that the expectation is attrfiosind the global variance is zero, then the outpgutf
the algorithm satisfies that < ¢*.

Proof: The proof of the items are as follows:

1) If the output of the algorithm ig, then consideC to be the set of MEC's whose interval contaihd.et A = (¢, C;j.
By step (4)(b) of the algorithm we have that there exists aroat-sure winning strategy for the objectiReach(A’), and
by Theoreni b there exists a memoryless pure almost-surdngistrategyor for the reachability objective. We consider
a strategy as follows: (i) playw until an end-component i@ is reached,; (i) oncé\’ is reached, consider a MEC; that
is reached and switch to the memoryless randomized strategy Lemmal2 to ensure that every bottom scc obtained
in C; by fixing o, has expected mean-pdayexactly¢ (i.e., it ensures expectatighwith zero global variance). Since
is an almost-sure winning strategy for the reachabilityeobye to the MECs irC, and once the MECs are reached the
strategyo, ensures that every bottom scc of the Markov chain has exjmttxactly, it follows that the expectation
is ¢ and the global variance is zero.

2) Consider a strategy to ensure that the expectation is stfhand the global variance zero. By the results of Thedrem 1
there is a finite-memory strategy to ensure expectatiofi with global variance zero. Given the strategy consider
the Markov chainG{. Let C= {6| C is a bottom scc reachable fromin GZ}. Since the global variance is zero and
the expectation ig*, every bottom sc€ € C must have that the expectation is exadatly Let

C = {C| Cis a MEC and there exis6 € C such that the associated end component
of C is contained inC}.

For everyC € C we have(* € [ac,Bc], where pc,Bc] is the interval of C. Moreover, the strategy is also a
witness almost-sure winning strategy for the reachabdiyjective Reach(A’), where A’ = (e C. Let ¢ = minfec |
¢ is the minimal expectation d € C}. Since for everyC € C we havef* € [ac,Bc], it follows that ¢ < ¢*. Observe
that if the algorithm checks the valug in step (4) (sayt’ = ¢;), then the condition in step (4)(3) is true true, as
A € Ug,ec; Cj ando will be a witness almost-sure winning strategy to reafdl.c, Cj. Thus the algorithm must retrun
avaluet < ¢ < (.
The desired result follows. ]
The above lemma ensures the correctness and the complagityss is as follows: (i) the MEC decomposition for MDPs
can be computed in polynomial time][6],][7] (hence step 1 iyypomial); (i) the minimal and maximal expectation can
be computed in polynomial time by linear programming to soMDPs with mean-payb objectives [[18] (thus step 2 is
polynomial); and (iii) sorting (step 3) and deciding existe of almost-sure winning strategies for reachabilityeotiyes can
be achieved in polynomial timé&][7].][8]. It follows that thégarithm runs in polynomial time.
For reader’s convenience, the formal description of theritlgm is given as Algorithni2.
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Algorithm 2: Zero Global Variance

Input : An MDP G = (S, A, Act 6), a starting state, and a reward function.
Output: A reward values or NO.

1.
2.

Compute the MEC decomposition of the MDP and let the MECEhE,, . ..

For every MECC; compute the minimal expectatiert, and the maximal
expectatiorBc, that can be ensured in the MDP induced by the MEC

3. Sort the valuegc, in a non-decreasing ordéj < {, < ... < {y;
4,
5. repeat

i=1;

5.1. LetCi = {Cj | ac; < i < Bc,} be the MEC’s whose interval contaids
5.2. LetA = Uc,ec, Cj be the union of the MEC's iif;;
5.3.if there exists an almost-sure winning strategy Reach(A;)
return ¢;
5.4if i=n
return NO;
55i:=i+1;

,Cn.
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