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THE DETERMINACY OF CONTEXT-FREE GAMES

OLIVIER FINKEL

Abstract. We prove that the determinacy of Gale-Stewart games whasging sets are accepted by real-time
1-counter Biichi automata is equivalent to the determindggféective) analytic Gale-Stewart games which is
known to be a large cardinal assumption. We show also thatléterminacy of Wadge games between two
players in charge ab-languages accepted hiycounter Biichi automata is equivalent to the (effectiveglptic
Wadge determinacy. Using some results of set theory we ghateone can effectively constructlacounter
Biichi automatonA and a Biichi automatoB such that: (1) There exists a model of ZFC in which Player 2
has a winning strategy in the Wadge gam& L(.A), L(B)); (2) There exists a model of ZFC in which the
Wadge gaméV (L(.A), L(B)) is not determined. Moreover these are the only two postdsilii.e. there are
no models of ZFC in which Player 1 has a winning strategy irMlaglge gaméV (L(.A), L(B)).

§1. Introduction. Two-players infinite games have been much studied in Setrfheo
and in Descriptive Set Theory, see [14, 13, 18]. In particufaX is a (countable)
alphabet having at least two letters aAd_ X“, then the Gale-Stewart ganig A) is
an infinite game with perfect information between two playdrlayer 1 first writes a
lettera; € X, then Player 2 writes a lettér € X, then Player 1 writeg, € X, and so
on... After w steps, the two players have composed an infinite wotda1 b1 a2bs . . .
of X“. Player 1 wins the play ift: € A, otherwise Player 2 wins the play. The game
G(A) is said to be determined iff one of the two players has a wipsinategy. A
fundamental result of Descriptive Set Theory is Martin'sebrem which states that
every Gale-Stewart gant&( A), whereA is a Borel set, is determined [14].

On the other hand, in Computer Science, the conditions ofla &awart game may
be seen as a specification of a reactive system, where theldwyerp are respectively
a non terminating reactive program and the “environmentie the problem of the
synthesis of winning strategies is of great practical igefor the problem of program
synthesis in reactive systems. In particuladifZ X, whereX is here a finite alpha-
bet, andA is effectively presented, i.e. accepted by a given finitehimecor defined
by a given logical formula, the following questions natiyarise, see [23, 15]: (1) Is
the game&(A) determined ? (2) If Player 1 has a winning strategy, is itative, i.e.
computable ? (3) What are the amounts of space and time megéssompute such a
winning strategy ? Biuichi and Landweber gave a solutioneddmous Church’s Prob-
lem, posed in 1957, by stating that in a Gale Stewart géifi€), whereA is a regular

Key words and phrasesAutomata and formal languages; logic in computer scienede-Gtewart games;
Wadge games; determinacy; effective analytic determinamytext-free gamegd;-counter automaton; models
of set theory; independence from the axiomatic system ZFC.

(© 0000, Association for Symbolic Logic
0022-4812/00/0000-0000/$00.00


http://arxiv.org/abs/1312.3412v1

2 OLIVIER FINKEL

w-language, one can decide who the winner is and compute angistrategy given

by a finite state transducer, see [24] for more informatiothi® subject. In [23, 15]

Thomas and Lescow asked for an extension of this result wheseno longer regular

but deterministic context-free, i.e. accepted by somerdetéstic pushdown automa-
ton. Walukiewicz extended Buchi and Landweber’s Theorerthis case by showing
first in [26] that that one can effectively construct winnisigategies in parity games
played on pushdown graphs and that these strategies camimuted by pushdown
transducers. Notice that later some extensions to the ddsigleer-order pushdown
automata have been established [1, 2].

In this paper, we first address the question (1) of the detexoyi of Gale-Stewart
gamesG(A), whereA is a context-freeu-language accepted by a (non-deterministic)
pushdown automaton, or even byl &ounter automaton. Notice that there are some
context-freav-languages which are (effective) analytic but non-Borgl #d thus the
determinacy of these games can not be deduced from MartireerEm of Borel de-
terminacy. On the other hand, Martin’'s Theorem is provablZkC, the commonly
accepted axiomatic framework for Set Theory in which allalsnathematics can be
developed. But the determinacy of Gale-Stewart gaf¥e$), whereA is an (effective)
analytic set, is not provable in ZFC; Martin and Harringt@awé proved that it is a large
cardinal assumption equivalent to the existence of a paaticeal, called the real,
see [13, page 637]. We prove here that the determinacy of &eleart gameé&(A),
whose winning setd are accepted by real-timecounter Biichi automata, is equivalent
to the determinacy of (effective) analytic Gale-Stewarnga and thus also equivalent
to the existence of the reéd.

Next we consider Wadge games which were firstly studied byg&ad[25] where he
determined a great refinement of the Borel hierarchy defiigethe notion of reduction
by continuous functions, see Definition}.1 below for a pedefinition. These games
are closely related to the notion of reducibility by contis functions. Fol. C X¢
and L’ C Y%, L is said to be Wadge reducible # iff there exists a continuous
function f : X* — Y, such thatL = f~!(L’); this is then denoted by, <y
L’. On the other hand, the Wadge gaM&L, L) is an infinite game with perfect
information between two players, Player 1 who is in charge afd Player 2 who is in
charge ofL’. And it turned out that Player 2 has a winning strategy in tteelgé game
W(L,L") iff L <y L'. Itis easy to see that the determinacy of Borel Gale-Stewart
games implies the determinacy of Borel Wadge games. On tier band, Louveau
and Saint-Raymond have proved that this latter one is wethkerthe first one, since
it is already provable in second-order arithmetic, while finst one is not. It is also
known that the determinacy of (effective) analytic Galevi&irt games is equivalent to
the determinacy of (effective) analytic Wadge games, sék e prove in this paper
that the determinacy of Wadge games between two playersargelofw-languages
accepted byl-counter Biichi automata is equivalent to the (effectiveglgtic Wadge
determinacy, and thus also equivalent to the existencesafthl0?.

Then, using some recent results from [8] and some resultgiTgeory, we prove
that, (assuming ZFC is consistent), one can effectivelystrant al-counter Biichi au-
tomaton.A and a Buchi automatof8 such that: (1) There exists a model of ZFC in
which Player 2 has a winning strategy in the Wadge g&ft(é.(.A), L(B)); (2) There
exists a model of ZFC in which the Wadge gaf#& L(.A), L(B)) is not determined.
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Moreover these are the only two possibilities, i.e. theeerar models of ZFC in which
Player 1 has a winning strategy in the Wadge g&id.(A), L(B)).

This paper is an extended version of a conference paper \alpigbared in the Pro-
ceedings of the 29 th International Symposium on Theorefispects of Computer
Science, STACS 2012, [10]. It contains the full proofs whictuld not be included in
the conference paper due to lack of space.

Notice that as the results presented in this paper might batefest to both set
theorists and theoretical computer scientists, we sheadllrén detail some notions of
automata theory which are well known to computer scientigtsiot to set theorists. In
a similar way we give a presentation of some results of serthghich are well known
to set theorists but not to computer scientists.

The paper is organized as follows. We recall some known nstio Section 2. We
study context-free Gale-Stewart games in Section 3 andegtiree Wadge games in
Section 4. Some concluding remarks are given in Section 5.

§2. Recall of some known notions. We assume the reader to be familiar with the
theory of formal (-)languages [22, 20]. We recall the usual notations of fddara
guage theory.

If 3 is afinite alphabet, aon-empty finite wordverX. is any sequence = a; . . . ag,
wherea; € X fori =1,... ,k, andk is an integee> 1. Thelengthof z is k, denoted
by |x|. Theempty wordis denoted by); its length is0. X* is theset of finite words
(including the empty word) ovexr. A (finitary) languageV’ over an alphabeX is a
subset ob2*.

The first infinite ordinalis w. An w-word overY is anw -sequence ...a, ...,
where for all integers > 1, a; € ¥. Wheno = a; ...a, ... is anw-word overy, we
write o(n) = an, o[n] = 0(1)o(2)...o(n) foralln > 1 ands[0] = .

The usual concatenation product of two finite wordandv is denotedu.v (and
sometimes justiw). This product is extended to the product of a finite wardnd an
w-wordv: the infinite wordu.v is then thev-word such that:

(uw)(k) = u(k)if k < |u|, and(u.v)(k) = v(k — |u]) if & > |u].

Theset of w-wordsover the alphabef is denoted by=“. An w-languagel” over an
alphabet is a subset oE“, and its complement (iE“) is X — V, denoted/ ~.

The prefix relationis denoted=: a finite wordu is aprefixof a finite wordv (respec-
tively, an infinite wordv), denotedu C v, if and only if there exists a finite word
(respectively, an infinite word), such that = u.w.

If L is afinitary language (respectively, arlanguage) over the alphabetthen the
setPref(L) of prefixes of elements ok is defined byPref(L) = {u € ¥* | Jv €
L uC v},

We now recall the definition df-counter Biichi automata which will be useful in the
sequel.

Letk be an integer 1. A k-counter machine hdscounterseach of which contain-
ing a non-negative integer. The machine can test whetheothient of a given counter
is zero or not. And transitions depend on the letter read &yrtachine, the current state
of the finite control, and the tests about the values of thextsya. Notice that in this
model transitions are allowed where the reading head of #xghime does not move to
the right. In other words)-transitions are allowed here.
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Formally ak-counter machine is a 4-tuplet=(K, X, A, qo), whereK is a finite set
of statesX is a finite input alphabey, € K is the initial state, and\ C K x (¥ U
{A}) x {0,1}* x K x {0,1, —1}* is the transition relation. Thie-counter maching\{
is said to baeal timeiff: A C K x ¥ x {0,1}* x K x {0,1,—1}*, i.e. iff there are
no \-transitions.

If the machineM is in stateq ande; € N is the content of theé'” counterC; then
the configuration (or global state) 8#t is the(k + 1)-tuple(q, c1, ... , ck).

Fora € YU{\}, ¢,¢ € K and(cy,...,c;) € NFsuchthat; = 0forj € E C
{1,...,k}andc; > 0forj ¢ E,if (¢,a,i1,... ik, ¢, j1,-.. ,Jx) € Awherei; =0
for j € E andi; = 1for j ¢ E, then we write:

a: ((Lclv"' 7Ck) =M (qlvcl +.j15"' , Ck +.]k)
Thus the transition relation must obviously satisfy:
if (g,a,i1,...,ik,q,71,-..,Jk) € A andi,, = 0 for somem € {1,...,k} then

Jjm = 0orj, =1 (butj,, may not be equal te-1).

Leto = ajaz...a, ... be anw-word overX. An w-sequence of configurations
r = (qgi,ci,...c})i>1 is called a run ofM ono iff:

1) (q1,ct,...ct) = (40,0,...,0) _ _

(2) for eachi > 1, there existd; € £ U {A} such that; : (¢;,c},...ch) —m
(qurla C§+1, - CZ+1) and such thaﬁlag ceilp ... =b1by.. by ...

For every such runm, In(r) is the set of all states entered infinitely often during

DEFINITION 2.1. A Bichi k-counter automaton is a 5-tupl®=(K, %, A, qo, F),
whereM'=(K, %, A, qo) is a k-counter machine and” C K is the set of accepting
states. The-language accepted by is:

L(M)= {0 € 3¥ | there exists arunr oM ono such thafin(r) N F # 0}

The class ofo-languages accepted by Buéhcounter automata is denotBCL (%), .
The class ofu-languages accepted bgal timeBichi k-counter automata will be de-
notedr-BCL(k),. The classBCL(1), is a strict subclass of the cla&$FL, of
context freev-languages accepted by Bichi pushdown automata.

We assume the reader to be familiar with basic notions ofléggowhich may be
found in [14, 15, 22, 20]. There is a natural metric on theXsebf infinite words over
a finite alphabek containing at least two letters which is called tirefix metricand is
defined as follows. Far, v € ¥ andu # v let§(u,v) = 2~ tereruw) wherel, et (u,v) IS
the firstintegen such that thén + 1) letter ofu is different from the(n + 1) letter
of v. This metric induces oli“ the usual Cantor topology in which tiepen subsetsf
3¢ are of the formiV. %« for W C ¥*. AsetL C 3¢ is aclosed seifff its complement
¥« — Lis an open set.

ForV C ¥* we denoteLim(V) = {z € ¥ | 3°n > 1 z[n] € V} the set
of infinite words overX having infinitely many prefixes i’. Then the topological
closureCl(L) of a setL C ¥¥ is equal toLim(Pref(L)). Thus we have also the
following characterization of closed subset6f: a setl, C 3¢ is a closed subset of
the Cantor spacE iff L = Lim(Pref(L)).

We now recall the definition of thBorel Hierarchyof subsets of{~.

DEFINITION 2.2. For a non-null countable ordinad, the classe&? andII® of the
Borel Hierarchy on the topological spack“ are defined as followsx{ is the class
of open subsets of“, I1{ is the class of closed subsetsX¥f, and for any countable
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ordinal o > 2:
3, is the class of countable unions of subsetXsfin |, ., 9.
119 is the class of countable intersections of subsefs ®fin U, <a »9.
AsetL C X“is Borel iffitis in the uniorJ,, _,, 32 = U, 115, wherew, is the
first uncountable ordinal.

There are also some subsets\df which are not Borel. In particular the class of Borel
subsets of{“ is strictly included into the classi of analytic setavhich are obtained
by projection of Borel sets. Thep-analytic setsare the complements of analytic sets.

DEFINITION 2.3. A subsetd of X is in the clasS:] of analytic sets iff there exist
a finite alphabe®” and a Borel subseB of (X x Y)¥ suchthatr € A «+» Iy € Y¥
such that(z,y) € B, where(z,y) is the infinite word over the alphabgf x Y such
that (x,y)(i) = (z(i),y(i)) for each integei > 1.

We now recall the notion of completeness with regard to rédady continuous
functions. For a countable ordinal> 1, a setF’ C X is said to be &2 (respectively,
Y, 31)-complete seiff for any setE C Y (with Y a finite alphabet):E € %2
(respectivelyE € 119, E € X1) iff there exists a continuous functioh: Y¥ — Xv
such thatt = f~1(F).

We now recall the definition of classes of the arithmetical&ichy ofw-languages,
see [22]. LetX be a finite alphabet. Aw-languagd. C X“ belongs to the class,, if
and only if there exists a recursive relatifip, C (N)"~! x X* such that:
L={ceX¥|3a1...Qnan, (ai,...,an_1,0la, +1]) € Rp},
whereQ); is one of the quantifierg or 3 (not necessarily in an alternating order). An
w-languagel, C X% belongs to the clasg,, if and only if its complemenX* — L
belongs to the class,,. The classi is the class o&ffective analytic setwhich are
obtained by projection of arithmetical sets. Anlanguagel. C X“ belongs to the
classX} if and only if there exists a recursive relatidty C N x {0,1}* x X* such
that:

L={c e X¥|3r(r € {0,1}* AVnam((n,r[m],clm]) € R1))}.

Then anw-languagel. C X is in the class¥i iff it is the projection of anw-
language over the alphahb®tx {0, 1} which is in the clas$l,. The clasgl} of effective
co-analytic sets$s simply the class of complements of effective analytis set

Recall that the (lightface) class] of effective analytic sets is strictly included into
the (boldface) clasg] of analytic sets.

Recall that a Buchi Turing machine is just a Turing machimeking on infinite in-
puts with a Buchi-like acceptance condition, and that thesofw-languages accepted
by Biichi Turing machines is the cladg of effective analytic sets [4, 22]. On the
other hand, one can construct, using a classical consirusiee for instance [12]),
from a Buchi Turing maching, a 2-counter Biichi automatod accepting the same
w-language. Thus one can state the following proposition.

PROPOSITION2.4. Anw-languagel. C X* is in the classt} iff it is accepted by a
non deterministic Bchi Turing machine, hence iff it is in the claBLL(2),,.

§3. Context-freeGale-Stewart games. We first recall the definition of Gale-Stewart
games.
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DEFINITION 3.1 ([13]). Let A C X“, where X is a finite alphabet. The Gale-
Stewart gamé=(A) is a game with perfect information between two players. &lay
1 first writes a lettera; € X, then Player 2 writes a letteb; € X, then Player 1
writesas € X, and so on .. After w steps, the two players have composed a word
x = a1biasby ... Of X¥. Player 1 wins the play iff € A, otherwise Player 2 wins the
play.

Let A C X« andG(A) be the associated Gale-Stewart game. A strategy for Player
1is a functionF; : (X2)* — X and a strategy for Player 2 is a functiof;, :
(X%)*X — X. Player 1 follows the strategy; in a play if for each integen >
1 a, = Fi(a1biazbs - - - a,—1b,—1). If Player 1 wins every play in which she has fol-
lowed the strategy, then we say that the stratedy is a winning strategy (w.s.) for
Player 1. The notion of winning strategy for Player 2 is dafimea similar manner.

The game(A) is said to be determined if one of the two players has a winning
strategy.

We shall denot®et(C), whereC is a class otv-languages, the sentence : “Every
Gale-Stewart gamé/(A), whereA C X is anw-language in the clas§, is deter-
mined”.

Notice that, in the whole paper, we assume that ZFC is camisand all results,
lemmas, propositions, theorems, are stated in ZFC unlessxplecitely give another
axiomatic framework.

We can now state our first result.

PROPOSITION3.2. Det(X}) += Det(r-BCL(8),,).

Proof. The implicationDet(X}) = Det(r-BCL(8),,) is obvious since-BCL(8),,
C i

To prove the reverse implication, we assume thet(r-BCL(8),,) holds and we
show that every Gale-Stewart gafiéA), whereA C X is anw-language in the class
»1, or equivalently in the clasBCL(2),, by Propositiof 214, is determined.

Let thenL C X¥, whereX is a finite alphabet, be an-language in the class
BCL(2),,.

Let E be a new letter not iz, S be an integer 1, andfs : ¥ — (X U {E})“ be
the function defined, for alt € ¥, by:

Sn+1

0s(z) = 2(1).E5.2(2).ES" 2(3).E5 2(4)...2(n).ES" a(n+1).E

We proved in [7] that ifc = cardinal(X) + 2, S > (3k)? is an integer, then one
can effectively construct from a Blichicounter automatos; acceptingl a real time
Biichi8-counter automatosd, such thatl(A;) = 8s(L). In the sequel we assume that
we have fixed an integef > (3k)3 which iseven

Notice that the sets(3¢) is a closed subset of the Cantor spéEeJ { E})“. An w-
wordz € (ZU{E})¥isinfg(X¥) iff it has one prefix which is not ilPref (65 (X)).
Let L' C (X U {E})“ be the set ofv-wordsy € (X U {E})“ for which there is an
integern > 1 such thaty[2n — 1] € Pref(0s(X«)) andy[2n] ¢ Pref(0s(X“)). So
if two players have alternatively written letters from tHptebet: U { E} and have
composed an infinite word i, then it is Player 2 who has left the closed &gt>«).

It is easy to see thdl’ is accepted by a real time Blickicounter automaton.
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The class-BCL(8),, 2 r-BCL(2),, is closed under finite union in an effective way,
sofs(L) U L' is accepted by a real time Biickicounter automatonl; which can be
effectively constructed fromls.

As we have assumed thaet(r-BCL(8),,) holds, the gamé&/(0s(L) U L) is deter-
mined, i.e. one of the two players has a w.s. in the géftts; (L) U L’). We now show
that the gamé&7/(L) is itself determined.

We shall say that, during an infinite play, Player 1 “goes ofitheclosedsetfs(%%)
if the final playy composed by the two players has a prefin| € Pref(6s(3“)) such
thaty[2n + 1] ¢ Pref(6s(3¢)). We define in a similar way the sentence “Player 2 goes
out of theclosedsetf g (X+)".

Assume first that Player 1 has a wis. in the game&(0s(L) U L’). Then Player 1
never “goes out” of the séts(X) when she follows this w.s. because otherwise the
final playy composed by the two players has a prefign] € Pref(fs(X*)) such that
y[2n + 1] ¢ Pref(s(X*)) and thusy ¢ 6s(L) U L’. Consider now a play in which
Player 2 does not go out 6f(X*). If player 1 follows her w.sF; then the two players
remain in the sefig(X*). But we have fixed to be areven integer. So the two players
compose aw-word

Os(x) = x(l)-Es-ff@)-Esz.x(3).E53.x(4) .x(n).EY" x(n+ 1).ES”+] ...

and the letters:(k) are written by player 1 fok an odd integer and by Player 2 for
k an even integer becauskis even. Moreover Player 1 wins the play iff theword
z(1)z(2)z(3)...z(n)... isin L. Thisimplies that Player 1 has also a w.s. in the game
G(L).

Assume now that Player 2 has a wi, in the gameG(6s(L) U L'). Then Player
2 never “goes out” of the sés(3*) when he follows this w.s. because otherwise the
final playy composed by the two players has a prefin — 1] € Pref(65(X*)) such
thaty[2n] ¢ Pref(0s(X*)) and thugy € L’ hence als@ € 05(L) U L’. Consider now
a play in which Player 1 does not go out®f(>«). If player 2 follows his w.s F» then
the two players remain in the s8¢ (%X“). So the two players compose aAvord

0s(x) = 2(1).E%.2(2).ES" 2(3).E5 x(4).. . 2(n).ES" a(n+1).E5" ...

where the letterg (k) are written by player 1 fok an odd integer and by Player 2 for
an even integer. Moreover Player 2 wins the play iffitherordx(1)z(2)z(3) . .. z(n) . ..
is notin L. This implies that Player 2 has also a w.s. in the g&ng). O

THEOREM 3.3. Det(31) <= Det(CFL, ) <= Det(BCL(1),).

Proof. The implicationsDet(¥1) = Det(CFL,) = Det(BCL(1),,) are obvious
sinceBCL(1),, € CFL, C %1.

To prove the reverse implicatiddet(BCL(1),,) = Det(1), we assume that
Det(BCL(1),,) holds and we show that every Gale-Stewart gaié&), whereL C
X* is anw-language in the classBCL(8),, is determined. Then PropositibnB.2 will
imply thatDet(>}) also holds.

LetthenL(A) C I'*, wherel is afinite alphabet and is a real time Blich-counter
automaton.

We now recall the following coding which was used in the pdpgr

Let K be the product of the eight first prime numbers.&wordx € T'“ was coded
by thew-word
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hi(z) = A.CK 2(1).B.CK* A.CK* 2(2).B.CK° A.CK* 2(3).B...
...B.CK" A.CK" x(n).B...

over the alphabdi,; = T" U {A, B, C}, whereA, B, C are new letters not ifr. We
are going to use here a slightly different coding which we ni@fine. Let then

h(z) = CK.C.A2(1).CE" A.CK .Cx(2).B.CE" ACK" .C.Ax(3). ..
LCET A CKT Ca(2n).B.CETT ACKTT CAz(2n +1). ..

We now explain the rules used to obtain thevord h(z) from thew-word h (z).

(1) The first letterA of the wordh i (z) has been suppressed.

(2) The lettersB following a letterxz(2n + 1), for n > 1, have been suppressed.

(3) A letterC has been added before each leitén), forn > 1.

(4) A block of two letters”. A has been added before each lett@n + 1), forn > 1.
The reasons behind this changes are the following ones. esshiat two players al-
ternatively write letters from the alphabBt = T" U {4, B, C} and that they finally
produce anv-word in the formh(z). Due to the above changes we have now the two
following properties which will be useful in the sequel.

(1) The letterse(2n + 1), for n > 0, have been written by Player 1, and the letters
z(2n), forn > 1, have been written by Player 2.

(2) After a sequence of consecutive lettéfsthe first letter which is not a C has
always been written by Player 2.

We proved in [7] that, from a real time Biickicounter automatos acceptingL (A) C
', one can effectively construct a Biichicounter automatom; accepting thev-
languagéei i (L(A))Uhk (I')~. We can easily check that the change# jp(x) lead-
ing to the codingh(x) have no influence with regard to the proof of this result in [7]
and thus one can also effectively construct a Bilebounter automatonl, accepting
thew-languagéy(L(A))Uh(I') ™.

On the other hand we can remark thatw@livords in the formh(z) belong to the
w-language C (T';)* of w-wordsy of the following form:

y=Cm.C.Ax(1).C" . A.C".C.x(2).B.C" .A.C".C.Ax(3)...
.. C"2n A C™on C.ax(2n).B.C™2n4 1 A.C2nt1 CLAz(2n+ 1) ...

where for all integerg > 1 the lettersz(:) belong toI" and then,;, n}, are even
non-null integers. Notice that it is crucial to allow here &bitraryn;, n; and not just
n; = n; = K' because we obtain this wayegularw-languagefi.

An important fact is the following property aff which extends the same property
of the seth(I'). Assume that two players alternatively write letters frdra alphabet
'y =T U{A, B,C} and that they finally produce anwordy in H in the above form.
Then we have the two following facts:
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(1) The lettersc(2n + 1), for n > 0, have been written by Player 1, and the letters
z(2n), forn > 1, have been written by Player 2.

(2) After a sequence of consecutive lettéfsthe first letter which is not a C has
always been written by Player 2.

Let nowV = Pref(H) N (I'1)*.C. So a finite word over the alphabgt is in V/
iff it is a prefix of some word inH and its last letter is &'. It is easy to see that the
topological closure off is

Cl(H)=H U V.C*.

Notice that anv-word in C1(H) is not inh(T'*) iff a sequence of consecutive letters
has not the good length. Thus if two players alternativeliyenetters from the alphabet
I'; and produce aw-wordy € Cl(H) — h(T'“) then it is Player 2 who has gone out of
the seth(I'*) at some step of the play. This will be importantin the sequel.

It is very easy to see that thelanguageH is regular and to construct a Biichi au-
tomaton{ accepting it. Moreover it is known that the claB&€L(1),, is effectively
closed under intersection with regularlanguages (this can be seen using a classical
construction of a product automaton, see [3, 20]). Thus ameatso construct a Bichi
1-counter automatoml; accepting thes-languager(L(A))U[R(T¥)~ N H].

We denote alsd/ the set of finite words:, overT'; such thatu| = 2n for some
integern > 1 andu[2n — 1] € Pref(H) andu = u[2n] ¢ Pref(H).

Now we set:

£ = h(L(A) U [h(I*) " nH] U V.C¥ U U.(T1)*

Notice thatC is obtained as the union of the imageldf4) by i and of three sets which
are at the end only accessible through Player 2.

We have already seen that thdanguage:(L(A))U[h(T'“)~ N H] is accepted by a
Buchil-counter automatosds. On the other hand the-languagéeH is regular and it is
accepted by a Buchi automatdh Thus the finitary languageref(H) is also regular,
the language®” andV are also regular, and the-languaged”.C* andU.(T';)“ are
regular. This implies that one can construct a Blichounter automatosl, accepting
the languag€.

By hypothesis we assume tHaet(BCL(1),,) holds and thus the gant&(£) is de-
termined. We are going to show that this implies that the gaiie( A)) itself is deter-
mined.

Assume firstly that Player 1 has a winning stratégyin the game=(L).

If during an infinite play, the two players compose an infiniterd z, and Player
2 “does not go out of the sét(I')” then we claim that also Player 1, following her
strategyF, “does not go out of the sét(I'“’)”. Indeed if Player 1 goes out of the set
h(T'“) then due to the above remark this would imply that Player & gtses out of
the setCl(H): there is an integer > 0 such that:[2n] € Pref(H) butz[2n + 1] ¢
Pref(H). Soz ¢ h(L(A)) U [h(I'¥)~ N H]U V.C¥. Moreover it follows from the
definition of U thatz ¢ U.(I';)“. Thus If Player 1 goes out of the defl™”) then she
looses the game.

Consider now an infinite play in which Player 2 “does not goafuhe seth(I')".
Then Player 1, following her stratedyi, “does not go out of the séi(I"’)”. Thus the
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two players write an infinite word = h(z) for some infinite worde € I'“. But the
lettersz(2n + 1), for n > 0, have been written by Player 1, and the lettef3n), for

n > 1, have been written by Player 2. Player 1 wins the play iff L(.4) and Player 1
wins always the play when she uses her stratégyThis implies that Player 1 has also
aw.s. in the gamé&/(L(A)).

Assume now that Player 2 has a winning stratégyn the game=(L).

If during an infinite play, the two players compose an infiniterd z, and Player
1 “does not go out of the sét(T'“)” then we claim that also Player 2, following his
strategyF>, “does not go out of the sét(I"“’)”. Indeed if Player 2 goes out of the set
h(T'“) and the final play: remains inCl(H) thenz € [p(T¥)" N H]UV.C¥ C L
and Player 2 looses. If Player 1 does not go out of theC$¢f) and at some step
of the play, Player 2 goes out &fref(H), i.e. there is an integet > 1 such that
z[2n — 1] € Pref(H) andz[2n] ¢ Pref(H), thenz € U.(I'1)* C £ and Player 2
looses.

Assume now that Player 1 “does not go out of the/d&t)". Then Player 2 follows
his w. s. Fy, and then “never goes out of the $¢f")”. Thus the two players write
an infinite wordz = h(x) for some infinite worde € I'“. But the letterse(2n + 1),
for n > 0, have been written by Player 1, and the lette{®n), for n > 1, have been
written by Player 2. Player 2 wins the play iff¢ L(.A) and Player 2 wins always the
play when he uses his stratefy. This implies that Player 2 has also a w.s. in the game
G(L(A)). O

Looking carefully at the above proof, we can obtain the felltg stronger result;
THEOREM3.4. Det(X1) <= Det(CFL,,) < Det(r-BCL(1).).

Proof. We return to the above proof of Theorém]3.3, with the sametioot

We proved in [7] that, from a real time BiicBicounter automatomd accepting
L(A) C T, one can effectively construct a Biichicounter automatom; accept-
ing thew-languageh x (L(A))Uhk (I')~ having the additional property: during any
run of A, there are at mogk” consecutive\-transitions, wherds is the product of the
eight first prime numbers.

Then the Buchi-counter automatoss, accepting thev-language

h(L(A)) U [n(T*)™ N H],

has the same property becausedhlanguagéef is regular and any regular-language
is accepted by a real-time Buchi or Muller automaton, sortilt follows from a
classical construction of a product automaton, see [20halli the Biichil-counter
automatond, accepting the language

L = h(L(A) U [h(I*)" nH] U V.C¥ U U.(T1)*

has also the same property.

Thus we have actually proved thBet(31) is equivalent to the determinacy of all
gamesG(L(B)), whereB is a Bichil-counter automaton having also this property:
during any run at mosk” consecutive\-transitions may occur.

We now prove thabet(r-BCL(1),,) implies the determinacy of such games.
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We now assume thddet(r-BCL(1),,) holds and we consider a Buclicounter
automatorB reading words over an alphaldehaving the property: during any run at
most K consecutive\-transitions may occur.

Consider now the mappingx : I' — (I' U {F'})* which is simply defined by: for
allz e Tv,

b (x) = FE 2(1).FE 2(2)... FK 2(n).FX 2(n+1).FK ...

Then thew-languagepx (L(B) is accepted by a real time Biichicounter automaton
B’ which can be effectively constructed from the Buitkidounter automatoB8, see [5].
Notice that the sepx (') is a regular closed subset @f U {F'})~. Let nowL"” be
the set ofw-wordsy € (I' U {F'})¥ such that there is an integer> 0 with y[2n —
1] € Pref(¢x (T'*)) andy[2n] ¢ Pref(¢x (I'?)). Thew-languagel” is regular since
ox (T¥) is regular and s®ref(¢x (T')) is regular. Thus the-languagepx (L(B)) U
L" is accepted by a real time Biichicounter automato8”. Therefore the game
G(¢x(L(B)) U L") is determined.

It is now easy to prove that the gari¥ L(B)) itself is determined, reasoning as in
the proof of Proposition 3l2. Details are here left to theleza O

REMARK 3.5. The proofs of Proposition 3.2 and Theordmd 3.3 [andl 3.4 peoaitt
tually the following effective result. Lét C X“ be anw-language in the clask!}, or
equivalently in the clasBCL(2),,, which is accepted by aiRhi2-counter automaton
A. Then one can effectively construct frotra real time Bichi 1-counter automato#s
such that the gamé&(L) is determined if and only if the gand& L(53)) is determined.
Moreover Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) has a w.s. in taengG(L) iff Player 1
(respectively, Player 2) has a w.s. in the ga@d.(B)).

84, Context-free Wadge games. We first recall the notion of Wadge games.

DEFINITION 4.1 (Wadge [25]).Let L € X% and L’ C Y“. The Wadge game
W (L, L") is a game with perfect information between two players, &dywho is in
charge ofLL and Player 2 who is in charge df’. Player 1 first writes a letten; € X,
then Player 2 writes a letteb; € Y, then Player 1 writes a lettet, € X, and so
on. The two players alternatively write lettetg of X for Player 1 andb,, of Y for
Player 2. Afterw steps, Player 1 has written anrword ¢ € X“ and Player 2 has
written anw-word b € Y“. Player 2 is allowed to skip, even infinitely often, provided
he really writes anu-word inw steps. Player 2 wins the playifi[c L «» b € L], i.e.
iff: [(a € Landbe L')or(a¢ Landb ¢ L' and b is infinite)].

Recall that a strategy for Player 1 is a function (Y U {s})* — X. And a strategy
for Player 2 is a functiorf : X — Y U {s}. The strategy is a winning strategy for
Player 1 iff she always wins a play when she uses the stratgigy. when thex!” letter
she writes is given by,, = o(b; ... b,—1), whereb; is the letter written by Player 2 at
step: andb; = s if Player 2 skips at stefp A winning strategy for Player 2 is defined
in a similar manner.

The gamdV (L, L’) is said to be determined if one of the two players has a winning
strategy. In the sequel we shall dendteDet(C), whereC is a class ofu-languages, the
sentence: “All Wadge gamé® (L, L'), whereL C X* andL’ C Y* arew-languages
in the clas<, are determined”.
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There is a close relationship between Wadge reducibilitygames.

DEFINITION 4.2 (Wadge [25]).Let X, Y be two finite alphabets. Fat € X“ and
L' CY¥, Lis said to be Wadge reducible Id (L <y, L’) iff there exists a continuous
functionf : X* — Y¥, such thatL = f~*(L/). L and L’ are Wadge equivalent iff
L <w L' andL’ <y L. This will be denoted by, =, L’. And we shall say that
L <w L'iff L <w L' but notL’ <w L.

The relation<yy is reflexive and transitive, arely;, is an equivalence relation.
The equivalence classes=sfy are called Wadge degrees.

THEOREMA4.3 (Wadge).Let L C X“ and L’ C Y* whereX andY are finite
alphabets. Thed. <y L’ if and only if Player 2 has a winning strategy in the Wadge
gameW (L, L).

The Wadge hierarchiy’ H is the class of Borel subsets of a Sét', whereX is a
finite set, equipped withk<yy and with=y,. Using Wadge games, Wadge proved that,
up to the complement andyy, it is a well ordered hierarchy which provides a great
refinement of the Borel hierarchy.

THEOREM4.4 (Wadge).The class of Borel subsets &f, for a finite alphabetX,
equipped with<yy, is a well ordered hierarchy. There is an ordin&V H|, called the
length of the hierarchy, and a mafy,, from W H onto |W H| — {0}, such that for all
L, I/ C X¥:
dyyL <dy,L' ++ L <w L' and
&L =d% L < [L=w L' or L=y L.

We can now state the following result on determinacy of cxrtieee Wadge games.

THEOREM4.5.
Det(21) <= W-Det(CFL,) <= W-Det(BCL(1),,) = W-Det(r-BCL(1),,).

In order to prove this theorem, we first recall the notion ofigtion of sum of sets
of infinite words which has as counterpart the ordinal additver Wadge degrees, and
which will be used later.

DEFINITION 4.6 (Wadge).Assume thafX C Y are two finite alphabetsy” — X
containing at least two elements, and tHa ., X_} is a partition of Y — X in two
non empty sets. Ldt C X¥ andL’ C Y, then

L'+L=g4 LU{uapB | ueX* (ac X, andB e L)or(ae X_andB e L' ")}

Notice that a player in charge of a set+ L in a Wadge game is like a player in
charge of the sef but who can, at any step of the play, erase his previous pldy an
choose to be this time in charge bf or of L'~. Notice that he can do this only one
time during a play. We shall use this property below.

We now prove the following lemmas.

LEMMA 4.7. Let L C 3 be an analytic but non Borel set. Then it holds thaty,
0+ L.

Notice that in the above lemm@,is viewed as the empty set over an alphadbstch
that> C I" and cardinal Il — X) > 2. Recall also that the emptyset and the whole set
I'“ are located at the first level of the Wadge hierarchy and tret Wadge degree is
equal to 1.
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Proof. Firstly, it is easy to see thdt <y, 0+ L: Player 2 has clearly a winning strategy
in the Wadge gam®/ (L, § + L) which consists in copying the play of Player 1.

Secondly, we now assume thatC >.¢ is an analytic but non Borel set and we show
that Player 2 has a winning strategy in the Wadge g&ii{é + L, L). Recall that we
can infer from Hurewicz’'s Theorem, see [14, page 160], thatrealytic subset o is
eitherTI3-hard or a:9-set. Consider now the Wadge gafié)+ L, L). The successive
letters written by Player 1 will be denotedl), z(2),...z(n),... We now describe a
winning strategy for Player 2.

We first assume that Player 1 remains in charge of thé st long agz[n|.X“ N L]
is I13-hard, Player 2 copies the letters written by Player 1. IfSome integer, > 1,
[#[n — 1].X¢ N L] is T19-hard but{z[n].X« N L] is notI1y-hard therz[n].X* N L] is a
¥9-set. If [x[n].X« N L] is ¥9-complete then Player 2 writes the same letter) and
as long agz[k].X“ N L] is ¥9-complete, fork > n, Player 2 continues to copy the
letters written by Player 1. If for some integet> n, [x[k].X* N L] is not:9-complete,
then it is ax9-set which is not complete and it follows from the study of Wadge
hierarchy thafz[k].X« N L] is aAY-set. Letp be the first such integér > n. Player
2 may skip at step of the play. And now the Wadge game is reduced to the Wadge
gameW (0 + [z[p].X* N L], [x[p — 1].X* N L]). Player 2 has a winning strategy in this
game becausg + [z[p].X* N L] is still a AJ-set while[z[p — 1].3* N L] is T19-hard
or $9-hard. Thus Player 2 follows the winning strategy in this gaand he wins the
Wadge gaméV () + L, L).

If at some step of a play as described above there is an integern such that
[z[k].£« N L] is T13-hard or:9-hard andz(k + 1) € T — X, then this means that Player
1is now like a player in charge of the empty set or of the wheté&'s which are located
at the first level of the Wadge hierarchy. But after thérst steps of the play, Player
2 has also writterx[k] and he is like a player in charge of a set whicHIighard or
¥9-hard. Thus Player 2 has a w.s. to win the play from this step. O

LEMMA 4.8. W-Det(2}) +—= W-Det(r-BCL(8).,).

Proof. The implicationwW-Det(31) =-W-Det(r-BCL(8),,) is obvious since-BCL(8),,
C i

To prove the reverse implication, we assume Wabet(r-BCL(8),,) holds and we
are going to show that every Wadge gaWi€¢L, L’), whereL C (3;)* andL’ C (X2)¥
arew-languages in the class}, or equivalently in the clasBCL(2),, by Proposition
[2.4, is determined. Notice that if the twelanguages are Borel we already know that
the gamelV (L, L') is determined; thus we have only to consider the case where at
least one of these languages is non-Borel. Let then= cardinal(3;) + 2, ky =
cardinal(¥3)+2, andS > max[(3k;)3, (3ks)3] be an integer. We now use the mapping
fs : (X1)¥ — (31 U{E})¥, defined in [7] and recalled in the proof of Proposition
[3.2, and the similar onéy : (X2)“ — (X2 U {E})“. Itis proved in [7] that one
can effectively construct, from BicRicounter automatal; and.4; acceptingl and
L', some real time Buch-counter automata accepting thelannguage®s(L) and
0 (L"). Then the Wadge gamé& (0s(L), 0%5(L")) is determined. We consider now the
two following cases:
First case. Player 2 has a w.s. in the garfié(6s (L), 05(L")).
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If L' is Borel thenf(L’) is easily seen to be Borel (see [7]) and thei(L) is
also Borel becausés(L) <y 05(L’) and thusL is also Borel and thus the game
W (L, L) is determined. Assume now that is not Borel. Consider the Wadge game
W(L,0 + L'"). We claim that Player 2 has a w.s. in that game which is easitijuded
from a w.s. of Player 2 in the Wadge gamé&6s(L), 05 (L')). Consider a play in this
latter game where Player 1 remains in the closedsg®:1)*): she writes a beginning
of a word in the form

2(1).E%.2(2).ES" 2(3)...2(n).ES" ...
Then player 2 writes a beginning of a word in the form
2/ (1).E5 2/ (2).ES 2/ (3)...2'(p).ES" ...

wherep < n. Then the strategy for Player 2 iW (L, + L’) consists to write

2’ (1).2'(2)...2'(p). when Player 1 writes(1).x(2) . .. z(n).. If the strategy for Player
2inW(0s(L),0%5(L")) was at some step to go out of the 8gf(X2)“) then this means
that his final word is surely outsid#; ((X2)“), and that the final word of Player 1 is
also surely outsidés (L), because Player 2 wins the play. Then Player 2 in the Wadge
gameW (L, () + L') can make as he is now in charge of the emptyset and play agythin
(without skipping anymore) so that his finalword is also outsid@ + L’. So we have
proved that Player 2 has a w.s. in the Wadge g&if(d., ) + L’) or equivalently that

L <w (0 + L'. But by Lemmd4l]7 we know that’ =y () + L’ and thusL <y L’
which means that Player 2 has a w.s. in the Wadge détg, L’).

Second case. Player 1 has aw.s. in the garfié(0s(L), 05(L")).

Notice that this implies thafty (L") <w 0s(L)~. Thus if L is Borel themdg(L) is
Borel (see [7]).05(L) is also Borel, andy(L’) is Borel as the inverse image of a
Borel set by a continuous function, afdis also Borel, so the Wadge garfié(L, L)
is determined. We assume now tHats not Borel and we consider the Wadge game
W0+ L,L"). Player 1 has a w.s. in this game which is easily constructed & w.s.
of the same player in the gani€ (65 (L), 05(L’)) as follows. For this consider a play
in this latter game where Player 2 does not go out of the clesék ((X2)¥). Then
player 2 writes a beginning of a word in the form

o/ (1).E5 2/ (2).ES 2/ (3)...2'(p).ES” ...
Player 1, following her w.s. composes a beginning of a woltthéform
2(1).E5 2(2).ES" 2(3)...a(n).ES" ...

wherep < n. Then the strategy for Player 1 W (§) + L,L’) consists to write
x(1).2(2) ... z(n) when Player 2 writes’(1).2'(2) ... 2’ (p). If the strategy for Player
1inW(0s(L),05(L")) was at some step to go out of the 8g{(>,)*) then this means
that her final word is surely outsidg;((X1)“), and that the final word of Player 2 is
also surely in the sei, (L') (at least if he produces really an infinite word.irsteps).

In that case Player 1 in the garfié() + L, L’) can decide to be now in charge of the
emptyset and play anything so that her finalvord is outsiddé) + L. So we have proved
that Player 1 has a w.s. in the Wadge gdmé) + L, L’). Using a very similar reason-
ing as in Lemm&4l7 where it is proved that=y, ) + L we can see that Player 1 has
also aw.s. in the Wadge garié(L, L’). O

LEMMA 4.9. W-Det(BCL(1),,) = W-Det(r-BCL(8).,).
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Proof. We assume tha¥V-Det(BCL(1),,) holds. Let thenL C (3;)* andL’ C
(32)“ bew-languages in the classBCL(8),,. We are going to show that the Wadge
gameW (L, L’) is determined. We now use the mappihg : (Z1)* — (X1 U
{4, B, C})“ defined in [7] and recalled in the proof of the above ThedreBh $im-
ilarly we have the mappingy : (32) — (X2 U {4, B,C})“ where we replace the
alphabety; by the alphabek,. It is proved in [7] that, from a real time Buclsk
counter automatorl acceptingl. C (%)%, (respectively,A’ acceptingl’ C (X3)“)
one can effectively construct a Buchicounter automatod; accepting thes-language
hix (L)Uhk ((21)“)~ (respectively, A} acceptingh/, (L)Uh ((22)“)~). Thus the
Wadge gaméV (hx (L)Uhk ((X1)¥) ™, b (L") U W ((22)*) ™) is determined.

Assuming again thakt or L’ is non-Borel, we can now easily show that the Wadge
gameW (L, L') is determined: Player 1 (resp., Player 2) has a w.s. in theg@&/gdme
W (L, L) iff she (resp., he) has a w.s in the Wadge game

W (hi (L) Uhg((31)%) 7, B (L) U R ((82)%) 7).

We can use a very similar reasoning as in the proof of the diegdemma. A key
argument is that if Player 1, who is in charge of the gl L)Uhx ((X1)“)~ in the
Wadge gaméV (hx (L)Uhk ((£1)%)~, b (L)UR ((22)¥) ), goes out of the closed
sethi ((X1)¥), then at the end of the play she has writteniaword which issurelyin
her set. A similar argument holds for Player 2. Details are feft to the reader. [

LEMMA 4.10. W-Det(r-BCL(1),,) = W-Det(r-BCL(8),,).

Proof. We return to the proof of the preceding lemma. Notice that eeded only the
determinacy of Wadge games of the form
W(hg(L)Uhi((£1)°)7, hic (L) U R ((22)°) ),

whereL C (¥;)* andL’ C (¥2)¥ arew-languages in the clagsBCL(8),,, to prove
that W-Det(r-BCL(8),, holds. On the other hand, as noticed in the proof of Theo-
rem[3.4, thew-languaged x (L)Uhg ((X1)¥)~ and bl (L")UR ((X2)¥)~ are actu-
ally accepted by Buchi-counter automatal; and.A] having the following additional
property: during any run ofd; (respectively,A}) there are at mosk' consecutive
AM-transitions. Thus it suffices now to show th&tDet(r-BCL(1),,) implies the de-
terminacy of Wadge gamé¥ (L(A,), L(A})), whereA,; and. A} are Buchil-counter
automata having this additional property.

We now assume th&V-Det(r-BCL(1),,) holds and we consider such a Wadge game
W(L(A1), L(A})). whereL(A;) C (27)% andL(A}) C (32)“. Consider the map-

ping ok : (X1)¥ — (X1 U{F})* which is simply defined by: for alt € (%),
o (x) = FX x(1).FK 2(2)... FK 2(n).FX 2(n +1).FK ...

and the mapping’ : (£2)¥ — (X2 U {F'})¥ which is defined in the same way.

Then thew-language x (L(A1)) and¢’, (L(A})) are accepted by real time Buchi
1-counter automata. Thus the Wadge gaWiép (L(A1)), ¢ (L(A}))) is deter-
mined.

Assuming again that at least(.4; ) or L(.A}) is non-Borel, it is now easy to show
that the Wadge gamé’ (L(A;), L(A})) is determined: Player 1 (respectively, Player
2) has a w.s. in the Wadge gafie(L(A,), L(A})) iff she (respectively, he) has a w.s
in the Wadge gam®/ (¢ (L(A1)), ¢’ (L(A7))). We can use a very similar reasoning
as in the proof of the Lemnia4.8. A key argument is that if Pldyaho is in charge of
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the setpx (L(A;)) in the Wadge gam@/ (¢x (L(A1)), ¢ (L(A}))), goes out of the
closed set ((31)%), then at the end of the play she has writtenwaword which is
surelyout of her set. A similar argument holds for Player 2. Detaits here left to the
reader. O

Finally Theorent 45 follows from Lemmas 4[7, U.8.14.9, % 40d from the known
equivalencdet(X1) = W-Det(31). O

Recall that, assuming that ZFC is consistent, there are soodels of ZFC in which
Det(%1) does not hold. Therefore there are some models of ZFC infwdame Wadge
gamesWW (L(A), L(B)), whereA and 5 are Blichil-counter automata, are not deter-
mined. We are going to prove that this may be also the case Bl®a Biichi automa-
ton (without counter). To prove this, we use a recent redBjoand some results of
set theory, so we now briefly recall some notions of set theoq/refer the reader to
[8] and to a textbook like [13] for more background on set tigeo

The usual axiomatic system ZFC is Zermelo-Fraenkel systErplids the axiom of
choice AC. The axioms of ZFC express some natural facts tbatomsider to hold in
the universe of sets. A model( ) of an arbitrary set of axioma is a collectionV of
sets, equipped with the membership relatigrwhere % € y” means that the set is
an element of the set, which satisfies the axioms @f. We often say “ the modal”
instead of "the model(, €)".

We say that two setd and B have same cardinality iff there is a bijection fran
onto B and we denote this by ~ B. The relatiorr is an equivalence relation. Using
the axiom of choice AC, one can prove that any 4atan be well-ordered so there is
an ordinaly such thatd ~ ~. In set theory the cardinal of the sdtis then formally
defined as the smallest such ordinal The infinite cardinals are usually denoted by
No, N1, No, ..., N,,... The continuum hypothesis CH says that the first uncountable
cardinal®; is equal te2®° which is the cardinal of the continuum.

If V is a model of ZF and. is the class otonstructible setef V, then the class
L is a model of ZFC + CH. Notice that the axiom V=L, which meangety set is
constructible”, is consistent with ZFC becadsés a model of ZFC + V=L.

Consider now a moda&l of ZFC and the class of its constructible skts- V which
is another model of ZFC. It is known that the ordinalsLofire also the ordinals of
V, but the cardinals itV may be different from the cardinals In. In particular, the
first uncountable cardinal ih is denoted}, and it is in fact an ordinal o¥ which
is denotedwl. It is well-known that in general this ordinal satisfies timequality
wl < w;. InamodelV of the axiomatic system ZFC + V=L the equality = w;
holds, but in some other models of ZFC the inequality may betstind thenol < w;.

The following result was proved in [8].

THEOREM4.11. There exists a real-timé-counter Bichi automaton4, which can
be effectively constructed, such that the topological derity of thew-languagel (A)
is not determined by the axiomatic systérC. Indeed it holds that :

(1) (ZFC + V=L). Thew-languageL(.A) is an analytic but non-Borel set.
(2) (ZFC+ wt < wy). Thew-languageL(A) is all3-set.
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We now state the following new result. To prove it we use irtipalar the above The-
oren4.11, the link between Wadge games and Wadge redugithigI19-completeness
of the regulaw-languagg0*.1)~ C {0, 1}*, the Shoenfield’s Absoluteness Theorem,
and the notion of extensions of a model of ZFC.

THEOREM4.12. Let 5 be a Bichi automaton accepting the regularlanguage
(0*.1)¥ C {0,1}*. Then one can effectively construct a real-tilreounter Bichi
automatonA such that:

(1) (ZFC + wt < wy). Player 2 has a winning strategy in the Wadge game
W(L(A), L(B)). But F cannot be recursive and not even hyperarithmetical.
(2) (ZFC+ wt = w). The Wadge gami’ (L(A), L(B)) is not determined.

Proof. Let A be a real-time -counter Buchi automaton, which can be effectively con-
structed by Theoreiin 4111 and satisfying the propertiesngise this theorem. The
automatonA readsw-words over a finite alphabét and we can assume, without loss
of generality, that: = {0,1}. On the other hand the-languagg0*.1)~ C {0,1}*

is regular and there is a (deterministic) Buchi automdgosmccepting it. Moreover it

is well known that this languagg(B) is I13-complete (in every model of ZFC), see
[20, 22].

Consider now a modél; of (ZFC +w! < w;). By Theoreni 411, in this model
thew-languagel(A) is ally-set. ThusL(A) <y L(B) because the-languagel(5)
is TI9-complete. This implies that Player 2 has a winning stratégiy the Wadge
gameW (L(A), L(B)). This strategy is a mapping : {0,1}" — {0,1} U {s} hence
it can be coded in a recursive manner by an infinite w&rd € {0, 1} which may
be identified with a subset of the S¥tof natural numbers. We now claim that this
strategy is not constructible, or equivalently that theXsgtC N does not belong to the
classL"* of constructible sets in the mod#]. Recall that a real-timé-counter Buchi
automatonA has a finite description to which can be associated, in actafeway,
a unique natural number called its index, so we have a Gadwbering of real-time
1-counter Biichi automata, see [12, page 369] for such a gadifiuring machines, and
[13, page 162] about Godel numberings of formulae. We deAotthe real time Biichi
1-counter automaton of indexreading words ovef0, 1}. In a similar way we denote
B the Buichi automaton of indexreading words ovef0, 1}. Then there exist integers
zo andz, such thatd = A,, andB = B.,. If z € {0,1}* is thew-word written
by Player 1 during a play of a Wadge gam&L(A.), L(B./)) and Player 2 follows a
strategyG, thew-word (z x G) € ({0, 1, s})“ is defined by(z x G)(n) = G(z[n]) for
all integersn > 1 and(z x G)(/s) is obtained from(z x G) by deleting the letters,
so that(xz x G)(/s) is the word written by Player 2 at the end of the play. We can now
easily see that the sentencé7 fs a winning strategy for Player 2 in the Wadge game
W(L(A,), L(B./))" can be expressed bya}-formula P(z, 2/, G) (we assume here
that the reader has some familiarity with this notion whiah be found in [19]):

Vo € ¥¥[ (z € L(A,) and (z xG)(/s) € L(B,/)) or
(x & L(A,) A (xxG)(/s) isinfinite A (zx G)(/s) & L(B./))]

Recall thatr € L(A,) can be expressed by -formula (see [9]). Andx « G)(/s) €
L(B./) can be expressed By € ¥*(y = (zxG)(/s) andy € L(B.)), whichis also a
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Y1-formulasincgx+G)(/s) is recursive inc andG. Moreover {zxG)(/s) is infinite
means thafz = G) contains infinitely many letters if0, 1}; this is an arithmetical
statement inc andG. Finally the formulaP(z, 2/, G) is alli-formula.

Towards a contradiction, assume now that the winning gjyatefor Player 2 in the
Wadge gaméV (L(.A), L(B)) belongsto the clags'* of constructible sets in the model
V. The relationPr C N x N defined byPr(z, ) iff P(z, 2/, F) is all}(F)-relation,
i.e. arelation with id13 with parametef. By Shoenfield's Absoluteness Theorem (see
[13, page 490)), the relatioRr C N x N would be absolute for the moddlg™ andV;
of ZFC. This means that the sz, z') € N x N | Pr(z, 2’)} would be the same setin
the two modeld."* andV;. In particular, the paitzo, z,) belongs toPr in the model
V1 sinceF is aw.s. for Player 2 in the Wadge gamg L(.A), L(B)). This would imply
thatF is also a w.s. for Player 2 in the Wadge gaWi€L(.A), L(3)) in the modelL.":.

But L"* is a model of ZFC + V=L so in this model the-languagel.(A) is an analytic
but non-Borel set and(A) <y L(B) does not hold. This contradiction shows that the
w.s. F is not constructible if;. On the other hand every sdt C N which isTI} or

¥} is constructible, see [13, page 491]. ThXig is neither alli-set nor ati-set; in
particular, the strateg¥ is not recursive and not even hyperarithmetical, i.e.&pt

Consider now a modah, of (ZFC + w} = w).

Notice first that Theorem 411 (1) is easily extended to mode{ ZFC +wl = wy)
since [8, Corollary 4.8] is easily seen to be true if we repl@ZFC + V=L) by (ZFC +
wl = wy): inamodel of (ZFC +} = w,) the largest thifl}-set inX“ is uncountable
and has no perfect subset hence it can not be a Borel set leeb@udass of Borel sets
has the perfect set property. And thus [8, Theorem 5.1] tstale if we replace ( ZFC
+V=L) by (ZFC +w} = wy), because this follows from the fact that the largest thin
I11-set in:* is not Borel.

Then in the model’; thew-languagel(.A) is an analytic but non-Borel set. Thus
L(A) <w L(B) does not hold because thelanguagel(B) is I13-complete. This
implies that Player 2 has no winning strategy in the WadgeegdmiZ(A), L(B)). We
now claim that Player 1 too has no winning strategy in this y¢gagame. Towards a
contradiction assume that Player 1 has a \#.sin the Wadge gam&/ (L(A), L(B)).
Using Cohen’s method of forcing developed in 1963, we camvghat there exists an
extensionVz O V, such thafi’; is a model of (ZFC vl < wy). The construction of
such a model is due to Levy and presented in [13, page 202]canestart from the
model V; of ( ZFC +w} = w;) and construct by forcing a generic extensidn O
V4 in which w¥2 is collapsed tav; in this extension the inequality® < w; holds.
We can show, as above, that the sentereéés’'a winning strategy for Player 1 in the
Wadge gaméV (L(A.), L(B./))" can be expressed byld}-formulaQ(z, ', G). We
denoteQ (2, 2) + Q(z, 2, F’). By Shoenfield’s Absoluteness Theorem, the relation
Qr C N x Nwould be absolute for the modéls andV; of ZFC. Thus(zy, z{,) would
belong to@ £/ in V5 and this means that Player 1 would have a w.s. in the Wadge game
W (L(A), L(B)) in the modelVs. But V3 is a model of (ZFC ¥ < w;). Thus in this
model thew-languagé.(A) is all-set, the relatio.(A) <y L(B) holds, and Player
2 hasaw.s. inth&/ (L(A), L(B)). This is a contradiction because it is impossible that
both players have a w.s. in the same Wadge game. Finally we graved that il
none of the players has a winning strategy and thus the Waaige§/ (L(.A), L(B))
is not determined. O
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REMARK 4.13. Every model oZFC is either a model ofZFC + w} < w;) or a
model of ZFC + w! = w;). Thus there are no models BFC in which Player 1 has a
winning strategy in the Wadge garfié(L(A), L(B)).

REMARK 4.14. In order to prove Theorern 4.12 we do not need to use any large
cardinal axiom or even the consistency of such an axiom,tlikeaxiom of analytic
determinacy.

§5. Concluding remarks. We have proved that the determinacy of Gale-Stewart
games whose winning sets are accepted by (real-tir@junter Biichi automata is
equivalent to the determinacy of (effective) analytic G&tewart games which is known
to be a large cardinal assumption.

On the other hand we have proved a similar result about thermdetacy of Wadge
games. We have also obtained an amazing result, provingtigatan effectively con-
struct a real-timel-counter Biichi automatosl and a Bliichi automato8 such that
the sentence “the Wadge gamg L(.A), L(B)) is determined” is actually independent
from ZFC.

Notice that it is still unknown whether the determinacy ofdiya game8&V (L(A), L(B)),
where 4 and B are Muller tree automata (reading infinite labelled treessprovable
within ZFC or needs some large cardinal assumptions to beegdro
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