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1 Universidad Nacional de Ŕıo Cuarto, FCEFQyN, Departamento de Computación,
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Abstract. In this paper we introduce polytopal stochastic games, an
extension of two-player, zero-sum, turn-based stochastic games, in which
we may have uncertainty over the transition probabilities. In these games
the uncertainty over the probability distributions is captured via linear
(in)equalities whose space of solutions forms a polytope. We give a formal
definition of these games and prove their basic properties: determinacy
and existence of optimal memoryless and deterministic strategies. We do
this for reachability and different types of reward objectives and show
that the solution exists in a finite representation of the game. We also
state that the corresponding decision problems are in NP ∩ coNP. We
motivate the use of polytopal stochastic games via a simple example.

1 Introduction

In the last decades, stochastic systems have become ubiquitous in computer
science: communication and security protocols, fault analysis in critical systems,
autonomous devices, to name a few examples, typically use techniques coming
from probability theory. Furthermore, well-known techniques in artificial intelli-
gence, such as reinforcement learning [28], are based on stochastic models. In view
of this, the verification and formal analysis of stochastic systems is one of the most
active areas of research in software verification. Christel Baier and Joost-Pieter
Katoen’s book [4] is considered a standard reference in the area, it introduces
common concepts and techniques for model checking probabilistic systems, this
includes algorithms for verifying temporal assertions over Markov chains (MCs)
and Markov Decision processes (MDPs). The latter can be considered as one
player stochastic games, in which the system has to select strategies to solve
non-determinism in stochastic settings. In general, game theory offers a powerful
mathematical framework for specifying and verifying computing systems. The
idea is appealing, a computing system can be thought of as a player playing
against an environment, or another system, while trying to achieve certain goals.
For instance, a security system can be seen as a player that selects different
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countermeasures to possibly different types of maneuvers executed by an attacker
(a second player) each of which may succeed with certain probabilities. The
objective of the defense system is to minimize the probability that the attack
succeeds while the attacker wants to maximize it. This scenario can be modeled
as a stochastic game, and then analysed using techniques coming from game
theory. Examples of applications of game theory to the analysis of systems can
be found almost everywhere in the last years: self-driving cars [31], robotics [18],
UAVs [14], security [3], etc. Furthermore, in recent years, some model checkers
have been extended to provide support for stochastic games, e.g., this is the
case of PRISM-Games [11], which offers support for several versions of stochastic
games.

In this paper we focus on two-player, zero-sum, turn-based perfect-information
stochastic games. Intuitively, they are non-deterministic probabilistic transition
systems in which the vertices are partitioned into two sets: vertices belonging
to player 2 and vertices belonging to player 3. When the current state belongs
to a given player, say 2, she performs an action by selecting one of the non-
deterministic outgoing transitions which would lead to different states with some
given probabilities. Typically, the players want to fulfill or maximize/minimize
some objectives. Standard quantitative objectives are discounted sum (the players
collect an amount of rewards during the play which are multiplied by a discount
factor in each step), total sum (the players want to maximize/minimize the
cumulative sum of the rewards collected during a play), mean-payoff (the objective
is to maximize or minimize the long-run average reward), or simply a reachability
objective, that is, they aim to maximize/minimize the probability of reaching
certain subset of states. These kinds of objectives can be used and combined to
model different kinds of systems, e.g., the case of a self-driving car intending
to maximize the probability of reaching some zone in a city can be seen as a
multiobjective game [12].

Most of the time, when modeling stochastic systems, one assumes that the
probability distributions are exactly known, which may not always be the case
due to measurement inaccuracies, lack of data, or other issues. In this paper
we propose an extension of stochastic games that adds the possibility of having
uncertainty over the probabilities. Games with some kinds of uncertainty have
been considered for 1 1

2 -player games, i.e., Markov Decision Processes (MDPs).
For instance, Interval-valued Discrete-Time Markov Chains (IDTMCs) [17,20,29],
Interval Markov Decision Process (IMDP) [29], and Convex MDPs [26]. To the
best of our knowledge, these approaches have not been extended to stochastic
games (i.e., 2 1

2 -player games). A key challenge for doing so is that in multiplayer
games one needs to prove determinacy results, this ensures that the games possess
a well-defined value, which does not depend on the players’ knowledge. In the
aforementioned approaches the notion of uncertainty is usually adversarially
resolved, that is, each time a state is visited, the adversary picks a transition
distribution that respects the constraints, and takes a probabilistic step according
to the chosen distribution. However, it is interesting to note that, in two-player
games we may adopt two ways of resolving uncertainty: a controllable one, in
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which the actual player resolves the uncertainty following her goals; and an
adversarial one in which the adversary resolves the uncertainty in her favor. The
former approach is useful in those scenarios in which the uncertainty affects the
adversary as she does not precisely know the possible movements of our player;
while the latter is helpful to reason in worst-case scenarios.

We therefore introduce polytopal stochastic games (PSG). PSGs, as defined in
Section 4, allow one to model uncertainties over probability distributions using
linear (closed) inequalities. Geometrically, these linear inequalities correspond to
polytopes, i.e., bounded polyhedra. As PSGs are two-player games, both ways of
resolving uncertainty are possible: the adversarial approach and the controllable
one. Furthermore, we show that in all the cases these kinds of games preserve some
good properties of standard stochastic games for several objectives: reachability,
total rewards, average sum, and mean payoff. In particular we show that these
games are determined and admit optimal memoryless and deterministic strategies.
We also show that these inherently infinite games can be reduced to equivalent
finite stochastic games that traverse exclusively through the vertices of the
original polytopes. As such, they are amenable to standard algorithmic solutions.
Finally, we prove that the complexity of these games for the aforementioned
objectives remain in NP ∩ coNP, that is, they stay in the standard complexity
class of simple stochastic games, even when polytopal games support for an
uncountable number of actions for the players and the discretization may grow
exponentially.

Related work. Definitions of infinite stochastic games do exist (see, for instance,
[21]) though they are of discrete nature, contrary to the type of games presented
here. In fact, PSGs are related to IDTMCs [17,20,29], IMDPs [29], and Convex
MDPs [26], but they are variants of MDPs and hence they are 1 1

2 -games. In
particular, PSGs adopt a semantics similar to IMDPs and Convex MDPs [26] in
which the uncertainty introduced by the polytope is interpreted as an uncountable
non-deterministic branching. While in [26] interior-point algorithms are used to
solve Convex MDPs, we use a discretization through the vertices of polytopes to
solve PSGs. Though this has an exponential impact, this is very mild in practice
as we will show later. A much simpler variant of PSG was used in [8] to provide
an algorithmic solution for a fault tolerant measure. This incipient idea served as
the starting point for the generalization presented here.

Somewhat related are the stochastic timed games (STGs) [7,1]. However,
the continuous non-determinism introduced by the time in STGs is resolved
by uniform and exponential distributions and the remnant non-determinism
(resolved by the strategies) is still discrete. This does not make these models
simpler since undecidability has been shown for games with at least 3 clocks [7].

Outline of the paper. Section 2 presents a motivating example. Section 3 introduces
the background needed for tackling the rest of the paper. The definition of PSGs,
their semantics and basic properties are given in Section 4. The main results are
presented in Section 5. Full proofs are gathered in the Appendix.
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2 Roborta vs. Rigoborto in the land of uncertainties

Fig. 1: An example of a grid for
the Roborta vs Rigoborto game.

We illustrate our approach by means of a sim-
ple example. Consider a field represented as
a bidimensional grid and two robots –which
we call Roborta and Rigoborto– that navigate
it. Roborta can move sideways and forward,
Rigoborto can move sideways and backward.
The robots start at a certain initial position.
Roborta intends to reach the end of the grid,
i.e., she wants to reach position (i, n+1) for any
i, whereas Rigoborto wants to stop Roborta.
He can achieve this by reaching Roborta’s lo-
cation. The robots play in turns. The objective
of Roborta is to maximize the probability of
reaching the exit, while the objective of Rigob-
orto is to minimize this value. We spice up this
example by considering the terrain quality (which depends on factors like, e.g.,
stones, mud or grass) and slope, which may cause imprecisions and uncertainties
in the robots mobility, probably making them slide towards some undesired
direction. The terrain quality and slope may vary in each grid position. In Fig. 1,
we show an example of such a scenario. Therein, the robots start at the corners,
the arrows indicate the slopes in the terrain, and the colors in the cells indicate
the terrain quality. Darker arrows correspond to sharper slopes. Similarly, cells
with lower quality are colored with stronger red colors.

More precisely, for each (x, y)-cell, the terrain quality qxy ∈ [0, 0.5] gives
the uncertainty factor, where qxy = 0 means that probabilities are completely
determined, and, as qxy grows, the probability values become increasingly fuzzier.
In addition, we consider two factors associated with the terrain slopes: lxy, fxy ∈
[−1, 1], representing the inclination of the lateral and frontal slopes respectively.
Thus, as lxy get closer to 1 (−1), the likelihood of shifting to the right (left)
increases, with lxy = 0 not favouring any particular side. Similarly fxy > 1
(fxy < −1) biases the robot towards the front (back). Let pc be the probability
that the robot command is successful (that is, that it moves in the intended
direction), and let pl, pr, pf , and pb be the probabilities that the command is
unsuccessful and the robot uncontrollably slides respectively to the left, right,
front, and back. Then, the space of all probability values can be defined by the
following set of inequalities:

1 = pc + pl + pr + pf + pb

pc ≥ 0, pl ≥ 0, pr ≥ 0, pf ≥ 0, pb ≥ 0

pc ≤ 1− (qxy +
1
2 · (1− (1− |lxy|) · (1− |fxy|)))

0 ≤ (1−max(0,−lxy)) · pl − (1− qxy) · (1−max(0, lxy)) · pr
0 ≤ (1−max(0, lxy)) · pr − (1− qxy) · (1−max(0,−lxy)) · pl
0 ≤ (1−max(0, fxy)) · pf − (1− qxy) · (1−max(0,−fxy)) · pb
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// action specification for Roborta moving to the left
[robl] (turn = 0) & (roby<L) & !Collision -> (rob_mov’=1) & (turn’=1)

[robl-cont] (turn = 1) & (rob_mov = 1) ->
//The first four probabilistic options correspond to environments setbacks
pl : (robx’=max(0,robx-1)) & (rob_mov’=0) + pr : (robx’=min(W-1,robx+1)) & (rob_mov’=0)
+ pf : (roby’=roby+1) & (rob_mov’=0) + pb : (roby’=max(0,roby+1)) & (rob_mov’=0)
+ pc : (robx’=max(0,robx-1)) & (rob_mov’=0)
{// inequations for uncertainty

1-(Q[robx,roby]+(1-(1-abs(L[robx,roby]))*(1-abs(F[robx,roby])))/2) >= pc,
(1-max(0,-L[robx,roby]))*pl - (1-Q[robx,roby])*(1-max(0,L[robx,roby]))*pr >= 0,
(1-max(0,L[robx,roby]))*pr - (1-Q[robx,roby])*(1-max(0,-L[robx,roby]))*pl >= 0,
(1-max(0,F[robx,roby]))*pf - (1-Q[robx,roby])*(1-max(0,-F[robx,roby]))*pb >= 0,
(1-max(0,-F[robx,roby]))*pb - (1-Q[robx,roby])*(1-max(0,F[robx,roby]))*pf >= 0

};

(a) Roborta moves left

// action specification for Rigoborto moving to the left
[rigl] (turn = 1) & (rob_mov = 0) & (rigy<L) & !Collision ->

//The first four probabilistic options correspond to environments setbacks
pl : (rigx’=max(0,rigx-1)) & (turn’=0) & (Collision’=(robx=rigx && roby=rigy))
+ pr : (rigx’=min(W-1,rigx+1)) & (turn’=0) & (Collision’=(robx=rigx && roby=rigy))
+ pf : (rigy’=rigy+1) & (turn’=0) & (Collision’=(robx=rigx && roby=rigy))
+ pb : (rigy’=max(0,rigy+1)) & (turn’=0) & (Collision’=(robx=rigx && roby=rigy))
+ pc : (rigx’=max(0,rigx-1)) & (turn’=0) & (Collision’=(robx=rigx && roby=rigy))
{// inequations for uncertainty

1-(Q[rigx,rigy]+(1-(1-abs(L[rigx,rigy]))*(1-abs(F[rigx,rigy])))/2) >= pc,
(1-max(0,-L[rigx,rigy]))*pl - (1-Q[rigx,rigy])*(1-max(0,L[rigx,rigy]))*pr >= 0,
(1-max(0,L[rigx,rigy]))*pr - (1-Q[rigx,rigy])*(1-max(0,-L[rigx,rigy]))*pl >= 0,
(1-max(0,F[rigx,rigy]))*pf - (1-Q[rigx,rigy])*(1-max(0,-F[rigx,rigy]))*pb >= 0,
(1-max(0,-F[rigx,rigy]))*pb - (1-Q[rigx,rigy])*(1-max(0,F[rigx,rigy]))*pf >= 0

};

(b) Rigoborto moves left

Fig. 2: Fragment of code for Roborta vs Rigoborto

0 ≤ (1−max(0,−fxy)) · pb − (1− qxy) · (1−max(0, fxy)) · pf

Note that if qxy = 0, the system has a unique solution. If, in addition, lxy > 0,
1/(1− lxy) = pr/pl giving the likelihood ratio of sliding towards the right.

Our aim is to find the best strategy for Roborta to win against all odds. This im-
plies that the terrain uncertainty behaves adversarially to Roborta but favourably
to Rigoborto. Thus, in our model, Rigoborto controls the non-determinism intro-
duced by the terrain uncertainty. Assuming an extension of the PRISM-Games
language, the code could look like in Fig. 2, where subfigures 2a and 2b show the
decisions to move left by Roborta and Rigoborto respectively.

Variable turn indicates who is the next player to move (with 0 for Roborta
and 1 for Rigoborto). If it is Roborta’s turn (see first line in Fig. 2a) and she
decides to move left, she indicates it by setting rob_mov’=1 (1 indicates a left
move while 2, 3, and 4 are used for the other directions, and 0 to indicate that
Roborta is not moving). At the same time, she yields her turn by setting turn’=1.
Notice that the action is not yet complete: the reaction of the terrain to the move
is encoded in the next line (action robl-cont in Fig. 2a). Notice that this action
happens in a state in which turn=1, making the terrain uncertainty –defined by
the polytope– adversarial to Roborta. Here, variables robx and roby correspond
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to Roborta’s coordinates x and y and constant matrices Q, L, and F contain the
respective values for qxy, lxy, and fxy. The rest of the variables are as expected.
Once this step is taken, variable rob_mov is set to 0, thus enabling Rigoborto’s
move. Rigoborto’s decision to move left is given in Fig 2b. Notice that this is
performed in a single action since we assume that the terrain uncertainty plays
in favour of him. Something particular to this transition is the setting of variable
Collision to indicate whether Rigoborto has caught Roborta.

3 Preliminaries

In this section we introduce notation and basic concepts of polytopes and games.
Interested readers are referred to [32,21].

In the following P(S) denotes the powerset of set S, and Pf (S) denotes
the set of finite subsets of set S. A convex polytope in Rn is a bounded set
K = {x ∈ Rn | Ax ≤ b}, with A ∈ Rm×n and b ∈ Rm, for some m ∈ N. By
bounded we mean (in our case) that there existsM ∈ R≥0 such that

∑n
i=1|xi| ≤ M

for all x ∈ K (xi denotes the ith element of x). Let S be a finite set. As
functions in RS can be equivalently seen as vectors in R|S|, we will in general
refer to polytopes in RS . Let Poly(S) be the set of all convex polytopes in RS .
Notice that the set of all probability functions on S form the convex polytope
Dist(S) = {µ ∈ RS |

∑
s∈S µ(s) = 1 and ∀s ∈ S : µ(s) ≥ 0}. Let DPoly(S) =

{K ∩ Dist(S) | K ∈ Poly(S)}. Thus, K ∈ DPoly(S) is a convex polytope whose
elements are also probability functions on S and therefore its defining set of
inequality Ax ≤ b already encodes the inequalities

∑
s∈S xs = 1 and xs ≥ 0 for

s ∈ S.
Any convex polytope K ∈ Poly(S) can alternatively be characterized as

the convex hull of its finite set of vertices. Let V(K) denote the set of all
vertices of polytope K. If V(K) = {v1, . . . ,vk}, then every x ∈ K is a convex

combination of {v1, . . . ,vk}, that is, x =
∑k

i=1 λiv
k with λi ≥ 0, for i ∈ [1..k],

and
∑k

i=1 λi = 1. A simplex is any convex polytope K ∈ Poly(S) whose set of
vertices V(K) is affinely independent, that is, for any family {λv ∈ R}v∈V(K)

such that
∑

v∈V(K) λv = 0,
∑

v∈V(K) λvv = 0 implies that λv = 0 for all

v ∈ V(K). This implies that for every x ∈ K, with K being a simplex, the convex

combination x =
∑k

i=1 λiv
k is unique. We also remark that any convex polytope

K can be expressed as the union of a (finite) set of simplices {Ki}i∈I so that
V(K) =

⋃
i∈I V(Ki) (this is a consequence of Charathéodory’s Theorem [32,24]).

We will call such decomposition a vertex-preserving triangulation. Let Simp(S)
denote the set of all simplices in RS and DSimp(S) = Simp(S) ∩ DPoly(S).

A stochastic game [30,13,15] is a tuple G = (S, (S2,S3),A, θ), where S is
a finite set of states with S2,S3 ⊆ S being a partition of S, A is a (finite)
set of actions, and θ : S × A × S → [0, 1] is a probabilistic transition function
such that for every s ∈ S and a ∈ A, θ(s, a, ·) ∈ Dist(S) or θ(s, a,S) = 0.
Let A(s) = {a ∈ A | θ(s, a,S) = 1} be the set of actions enabled at state s.
If S2 = ∅ or S3 = ∅, then G is a Markov decision process (or MDP). If, in
addition, |A(s)| = 1 for all s ∈ S, G is a Markov chain (or MC). A path in
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the game G is an infinite sequence of states ρ = s0s1 . . . such that, for every
k ∈ N, there is an a ∈ A with θ(sk, a, sk+1) > 0. For i ≥ 0, ρi indicates the
ith state in the path ρ (notice that ρ0 is the first state in ρ). PathsG denotes
the set of all paths, and FPathsG denotes the set of finite prefixes of paths.
Similarly, PathsG,s and FPathsG,s denote the set of paths and the set of finite
paths starting at state s. A strategy for the i-player (for i ∈ {2,3}) in a game G
is a function πi : S∗Si → Dist(A) that assigns a probabilistic distribution to each
finite sequence of states such that πi(ρ̂s)(a) > 0 only if a ∈ A(s). The set of all
strategies for the i-player is named Πi. Whenever convenient, we indicate that the
set of strategies Πi belongs to the game G by writing by ΠG,i A strategy πi is said
to be pure or deterministic if, for every ρ̂s ∈ S∗Si, πi(ρ̂s) is a Dirac distribution
(that is a distribution δa s.t., δa(a) = 1 and δa(b) = 0 for all b ̸= a), and it is
called memoryless if πi(ρ̂s) = πi(s), for every ρ̂ ∈ S∗. Let ΠM

i be the set of all
memoryless strategies for the i-player and ΠMD

i be the set of all its deterministic
and memoryless strategies. Note that the definition of strategy given above works
for set of actions that are finite, in Section 4 we define strategies for uncountable
sets of actions.

Given strategies π2 ∈ Π2 and π3 ∈ Π3, and an initial state s, the result
of the game is a Markov chain [10], denoted Gπ2,π3

s . The Markov chain Gπ2,π3
s

defines a probability measure Pπ2,π3
G,s on the Borel σ-algebra generated by the

cylinders of PathsG,s. If ξ is a measurable set in such a Borel σ-algebra, Pπ2,π3
G,s (ξ)

is the probability that strategies π2 and π3 follow a path in ξ starting from
state s. We use LTL notation to represent specific set of paths, in particular,
DUnC = {ρ ∈ Sω | ρn ∈ C ∧ ∀j < n : ρj ∈ D} = Dn×C×Sω is the set of paths
that reach C ⊆ S in exactly n ≥ 0 steps traversing before only states in D ⊆ S;
3nC = S Un C is the set of all paths reaching states in C in exactly n steps; and
3C =

⋃
n≥0(S \ C) Un C is the set of all paths that reach a state in C.

A stochastic game is said to be almost surely stopping [13,15] if for all
pair of strategies π2, π3 the probability of reaching a terminal state is 1. A
state s is terminal if θ(s, a, s) = 1, for all a ∈ A(s). In other words, a game
is stopping if infπ3∈Π3 infπ2∈Π2 Pπ2,π3

s (3T ) = 1, where T ⊆ S is the set of
terminal states. A stochastic game is irreducible [15] if for all pair of strategies,
the probability of reaching a state from any other state is positive, that is, if
infπ3∈Π3 infπ2∈Π2 Pπ2,π3

s (3s′) > 0 for all pair of states s, s′ ∈ S.
A quantitative objective or payoff function is a measurable function f : Sω →

R. Let Eπ2,π3
G,s [f ] be the expectation of measurable function f under probability

Pπ2,π3
G,s . The goal of the 2-player is to maximize this value whereas the goal of

the 3-player is to minimize it. Sometimes quantitative objective functions can
be defined via rewards. These are assigned by a reward function r : S → R+. We
usually consider stochastic games augmented with a reward function. Moreover,
we assume that for every terminal state s, r(s) = 0. The value of the game for the
2-player at state s under strategy π2 is defined as the infimum over all the values
resulting from the 3-player strategies in that state, i.e., infπ3∈Π3 Eπ2,π3

G,s [f ]. The
value of the game for the 2-player is defined as the supremum of the values of
all the 2-player strategies, i.e., supπ2∈Π2

infπ3∈Π3 Eπ2,π3
G,s [f ]. Similarly, the value
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of the game for the 3-player under strategy π3 and the value of the game for
the 3-player are defined as supπ2∈Π2

Eπ2,π3
G,s [f ] and infπ3∈Π3 supπ2∈Π2

Eπ2,π3
G,s [f ],

respectively. We say that a game is determined if both values are the same, that
is, supπ2∈Π2

infπ3∈Π3 Eπ2,π3
G,s [f ] = infπ3∈Π3 supπ2∈Π2

Eπ2,π3
G,s [f ].

In this paper we focus on total accumulated reward, where the payoff function
is defined by rewt(ρ) = limn→∞

∑n
i=0 r(ρi), total discounted reward, defined by

rewγ(ρ) = limn→∞
∑n

i=0 γ
ir(ρi), where γ ∈ (0, 1) is the discount factor, and aver-

age reward, defined by rewa(ρ) = limn→∞
1

n+1

∑n
i=0 r(ρi). By taking, respectively,

f(i, n) = 1, f(i, n) = γi, or f(i, n) = 1
n+1 , we refer simultaneously to the above

payoff functions with the single function rewf(ρ) = limn→∞
∑n

i=0 f(i, n)r(ρi).
We also focus on reachability objective. In this case, the goal of the 2-player

is to maximize the probability of reaching a state on a goal set G ⊆ S whereas
the goal of the 3-player is to minimize it. Therefore, similar to quantitative
objectives, the value of the reachability game for the 2-player is defined by
supπ2∈Π2

infπ3∈Π3 Pπ2,π3
G,s (3G) and the value of the reachability game for the 3-

player is defined by infπ3∈Π3 supπ2∈Π2
Pπ2,π3
G,s (3G), and the game is determined

if both values are the same.

4 Polytopal Stochastic Games

A polytopal stochastic game is characterized through a structure that contains
a finite set of states divided into two sets, each owned by a different player. In
addition, each state has assigned a finite set of convex polytopes of probability
distributions over states. The formal definition is as follows.

Definition 1. A polytopal stochastic game (PSG, for short) is a structure K =
(S, (S2,S3), Θ) such that S is a finite set of states partitioned into S = S2 ⊎ S3
and Θ : S → Pf(DPoly(S)). If, in particular, Θ : S → Pf(DSimp(S)), we call K
a simplicial stochastic game (SSG for short).

The idea of a PSG is as expected: in a state s ∈ Si (i ∈ {2,3}), player i
chooses to play a polytope K ∈ Θ(s) and a distribution µ ∈ K. The next state s′

is sampled according to distribution µ and the game continues from s′ repeating
the same process.

As a particular example, one can devise a stochastic game variant of Interval
Markov Decision Processes (IMDPs) [17,20]. This type of games can be interpreted
as a PSG where every polytope K ∈ Θ(s), for all s ∈ S, is defined by µ ∈ K
iff
∑

s′∈S µ(s′) = 1 and, for all s′ ∈ S and some fixed 0 ≤ ls′ ≤ us′ ≤ 1,
ls′ ≤ µ(s′) ≤ us′ (note that the intervals need to be closed).

The behaviour of a polytopal stochastic game is formally interpreted in terms
of a stochastic game where the number of transitions outgoing the players’ states
may be uncountably large. We choose a controllable view on the uncertainty
introduced by the polytope since the adversarial alternative can be encoded as
was shown in Sec. 2. Formally, the interpretation of a PSG is as follows.
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Definition 2. The interpretation of the polytopal stochastic game K is defined
by the stochastic game GK = (S, (S2,S3),A, θ), where A =

(⋃
s∈S Θ(s)

)
×Dist(S)

and

θ(s, (K,µ), s′) =

{
µ(s′) if K ∈ Θ(s) and µ ∈ K

0 otherwise

Notice that the set of actions A can be uncountably large, as well as each
set A(s) =

⋃
K∈Θ(s){K}×K. Therefore we need to extend the strategies to

this uncountable domain which should be properly endowed with a σ-algebra.
For this we make use of a standard construction to provide a σ-algebra to
Dist(S) [16]: ΣDist(S) is defined as the smallest σ-algebra containing the sets
{µ ∈ Dist(S) | µ(S) ≥ p} for all S ⊆ S and p ∈ [0, 1]. Now, we endow A with the
product σ-algebra ΣA = P

(⋃
s∈S Θ(s)

)
⊗ΣDist(S) (i.e., the smallest σ-algebra

containing all rectangles K ×M with K ⊆
⋃

s∈S Θ(s) and M ∈ ΣDist(S)) and
let PMeas(A) be the set of all probability measures on ΣA. It is not difficult to
check that each set of enabled actions A(s) is measurable (i.e., A(s) ∈ ΣA) and
that function θ(s, ·, s′) is measurable (i.e., {a ∈ A | θ(s, a, s′) ≤ p} ∈ ΣA for all
p ∈ [0, 1]).

We extend the definition of strategy for the i-player (i ∈ {2,3}) in GK to be a
function πi : S∗Si → PMeas(A) that assigns a probability measure to each finite
sequence of states such that πi(ρ̂s)(A(s)) = 1. All other concepts on strategies
defined in Sec. 3 apply to this new definition as well.

In the following we present the formal definition of Pπ2,π3
GK,s . First, for each

n ≥ 0 and s ∈ S, define Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s : Sn+1 → [0, 1] for all s′ ∈ S and ρ̂ ∈ Sn+1

inductively as follows:

Pπ2,π3,0
GK,s (s′) = δs(s

′)

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′) =


Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂)

∫
A
θ(last(ρ̂), ·, s′) d(π2(ρ̂)(·)) if last(ρ̂) ∈ S2

Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂)

∫
A
θ(last(ρ̂), ·, s′) d(π3(ρ̂)(·)) if last(ρ̂) ∈ S3

and extend Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s : P(Sn+1) → [0, 1] to sets as the sum of the points.

Let ΣS denote the discrete σ-algebra on S and ΣSω the usual product σ-
algebra on Sω. By Carathéodory extension theorem [2], Pπ2,π3

GK,s : ΣSω → [0, 1] is
defined as the unique probability measure such that for all n ≥ 0, and Si ∈ ΣS ,
0 ≤ i ≤ n,

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (S0 × · · · × Sn × Sω) = Pπ2,π3,n

GK,s (S0 × · · · × Sn)

The notions of deterministic and memoryless extends directly to this type
of strategies. In addition, a strategy πi, i ∈ {2,3}, is semi-Markov if for every
ρ̂, ρ̂′ ∈ S∗ and s ∈ Si, |ρ̂| = |ρ̂′| implies πi(ρ̂s) = πi(ρ̂

′s), that is, the decisions of
πi depend only on the length of the run and its last state. Thus, we write πi(n, s)
instead of πi(ρ̂s) whenever |ρ̂| = n. Let ΠS

i denote the set of all semi-Markov
strategies for the i-player. Also, we say that a strategy πi ∈ Πi is extreme if
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for all ρ̂ ∈ S∗, πi(ρ̂s)({(K,µ) ∈ A(s) | µ ∈ V(K)}) = 1. Notice that extreme
strategies only selects transitions on vertices of polytopes. Let ΠXS

i and ΠXMD
i

be, respectively, the set of all extreme semi-Markov strategies and the set of all
extreme deterministic and memoryless srategies for the i-player.

Polytopal stochastic games can be translated into simplicial stochastic games
preserving all the stochastic behaviour. More precisely, for every PSG K there is
a SSG K′ such that for every pair of strategies for K in a particular class (i.e.,
memoryless, semi-Markov, etc.), there is a pair of strategies for K′ in the same class
that yields the same probability measure and vice versa. Let Triang : DPoly →
P(DSimp) be a function that assigns a vertex-preserving triangulation Triang(K)
to each polytope K. Then:

Proposition 1. Let K = (S, (S2,S3), Θ) be a PSG and define the SSG K′ =
(S, (S2,S3), Θ

′) such that Θ′(s) =
⋃

K∈Θ(s) Triang(K). Let GK and GK′ be their
respective interpretations. Then,

1. for all pair of strategies π2 and π3 for GK there is a pair of strategies π′
2

and π′
3 for GK′ such that (a) Pπ2,π3

GK,s = Pπ′
2,π

′
3

GK′ ,s for all s ∈ S, and (b) if πi,

i ∈ {2,3}, is memoryless (resp. deterministic, semi-Markov or extreme)
then so is π′

i; and
2. the same holds with the roles of GK and GK′ exchanged.

Proof (Sketch). Let GK = (S, (S2,S3),A, θ) and GK′ = (S, (S2,S3),A′, θ′). To
prove item 1, the new strategies are defined so that they preserve the same
measure on the probability part of the labels in A′ as the one the old strategies
measure on the probability part of A while properly distributing the probabilities
on the simplices of the triangulation of the original polytopes. For this, first
fix a function fK : Triang(K) → P(K) for each polytope K ∈ DPoly(S) sat-
isfying (i) ∀K ′ ∈ Triang(K) : fK(K ′) ⊆ K ′, (ii)

⋃
K′∈Triang(K) fK(K ′) = K, and

(iii) ∀K ′
1,K

′
2 ∈ Triang(K) : fK(K ′

1) ∩ fK(K ′
2) ̸= ∅ ⇒ K ′

1 = K ′
2. Thus, fK(K ′) is

almost the simplex K ′ but ensuring that distributions on the faces of K ′ are
exactly in one of the fK(K ′′), K ′′ ∈ Triang(K).

Given strategies πi, i ∈ {2,3}, for GK define π′
i for GK′ , for all ρ̂ ∈ S∗, s ∈ Si,

and A′ ∈ ΣA′ by

π′
i(ρ̂s)(A

′) =
∑

K∈Θ(s)

∑
K′∈Triang(K) πi(ρ̂s)({K} × (A′|K′ ∩ fK(K ′))) (1)

where A′|K′ = {µ | (K ′, µ) ∈ A′} is the K ′ section of the measurable set A′.
Notice that fK ensures that the faces of each K ′ ∈ Triang(K) are considered in
exactly one summand of the inner summation of (1).

For item 2, the new strategies preserve the same measure on the probability
part of A as the old strategies while gathering the probability of the simplices in
the original polytope. So, for each state s ∈ S, fix fs : Θ(s) → P(DSimp(S)) such
that (i) ∀K ∈ Θ(s) : fs(K) ⊆ Triang(K), (ii)

⋃
K∈Θ(s) fs(K) =

⋃
K∈Θ(s) Triang(K),

and (iii) ∀K1,K2 ∈ Θ(s) : fs(K1) ∩ fs(K2) ̸= ∅ ⇒ K1 = K2. Given strategies π′
i,

i ∈ {2,3}, for GK′ define πi for GK, for all ρ̂ ∈ S∗, s ∈ Si, and A ∈ ΣA by

πi(ρ̂s)(A) =
∑

K∈Θ(s)

∑
K′∈fs(K) π

′
i(ρ̂s)({K ′} ×A|K) (2)
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Notice that, by definition, K ′ ∈ Θ′(s). Moreover, notice that fs ensures that a
simplex in a triangulation of a polytope outgoing s is considered in exactly one
summand of (2).

In both cases, it requires some straightforward calculations to check that the
properties of memoryless, semi-Markov, deterministic, and extreme are preserved

by the new strategies. Also in both cases, to prove that Pπ2,π3
GK,s = Pπ′

2,π
′
3

GK′ ,s it sufficies

to state that Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s = Pπ′

2,π
′
3,n

GK′ ,s for all n ≥ 0 which is done by induction using
results from measure theory. ⊓⊔

5 Discretizing Polytopal Stochastic Games

In this section we show that a PSG can be solved by translating it into a finite
stochastic game that is just like the original PSG but it only has the transitions
corresponding to the vertices of the polytopes. We focus on reachability games, and
the reward games introduced above: total accumulated reward, total discounted
reward, and average reward.

The first lemma we introduce states that the calculation of the expected
values of the different reward games only depend on the probability of reaching
each state and the reward collected in each state regardless the path that lead to
such states. In particular, Lemma 1.1 refers to the reward collected in a finite
number of steps while Lemma 1.2 refers to the general case stated before.

For k ≥ 0 define 3ks = Sk ×{s}×Sω to be the set of all runs in which s ∈ S
is reached in exactly k steps. Let r̂ew

n
f (ρ̂) =

∑n
i=0 f(i, n)r(ρ̂i) for all ρ̂ ∈ Sn+1.

Then rewf(ρ) = limn→∞ r̂ew
n
f (ρ[..n+ 1]) where ρ[..n+ 1] is the (n+ 1)th prefix

of ρ, i.e., ρ[..n+ 1] = ρ0ρ1ρ2...ρn.

Lemma 1. Let GK be a stochastic game resulting from interpreting a PSG K.
For all strategies π2 ∈ Π2 and π3 ∈ Π3,

1.
∑

ρ̂∈Sn+1 Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂) r̂ew

n
f (ρ̂) =

∑n
i=0

∑
s′∈S Pπ2,π3

GK,s (3is′) f(i, n) r(s′), for
all n ≥ 0, and

2. Eπ2,π3
GK,s [rewf ] = limn→∞

∑n
i=0

∑
s′∈S Pπ2,π3

GK,s (3is′) f(i, n) r(s′).

The proof of Lemma 1.1 follows by induction on n while Lemma 1.2 can be
calculated using the first item.

The next lemma states that if the 3-player plays a semi-Markov strategy, the
2-player can achieve equal results whether she plays an arbitrary strategy or
limits to playing only semi-Markov strategies.

Lemma 2. Let GK be a stochastic game resulting from interpreting a PSG K.
If π3 ∈ ΠS

3 is a semi-Markov strategy, then, for any π2 ∈ Π2, there is a
semi-Markov strategy π∗

2 ∈ ΠS
2 such that:

1. Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′) = Pπ∗

2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′), for all n ≥ 0, D ⊆ S and s′ ∈ S;

2. Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) = Pπ∗

2,π3
GK,s (3C), for all C ⊆ S; and
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3. Eπ2,π3
GK,s [rewf ] = Eπ∗

2,π3
GK,s [rewf ].

Similarly, if π2 ∈ ΠS
2 then, for any π3 ∈ Π3, there exists π∗

3 ∈ ΠS
3 satisfying,

mutatis mutandis, the same equalities.

Proof (Sketch). To prove item 1, we define the new strategy π∗
2 so that the

probability of choosing from A ∈ ΣA after a path of length n ending on a state s
with the original strategy is uniformly distributed among the paths of this type
in the new strategy. Thus, π∗

2 is formally defined as follows. For ρ̂ ∈ S∗, s′ ∈ S,
and A ∈ ΣA, such that Pπ2,π3

GK,s (D Un s′) > 0 and |ρ̂| = n ≥ 0, let

π∗
2(ρ̂s

′)(A) =

∑
ρ̂′∈Dn Pπ2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂′s′) π2(ρ̂
′s′)(A)

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′)

For s′ ∈ S with Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′) = 0 and |ρ̂s′| = n, define π∗

2(ρ̂s
′) to be δf(s′) for

a globally fixed function f such that f(s′) ∈ A(s′). Notice that π∗
2 ∈ ΠS

2.
Then, the proof of item 1 follows by induction with particular care in the

case of Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′) = 0. Item 2 follows straightforwardly from item 1 and

item 3 follows directly from item 2 using Lemma 1.2. The proof can be replicated
mutatis mutandi with 2 and 3 exchanged yielding the last part of the lemma. ⊓⊔

Since Θ(s) is finite, there can be finitely many polytopes K such that (K,µ) ∈
A(s). Besides, the set of vertices V(K) of K is finite. Therefore the set {(K,µ) ∈
A(s) | µ ∈ V(K)} is also finite and, as a consequence, extreme strategies only
resolve with discrete (finite) probability distributions. That is, if πi is extreme,
πi(ρ̂s) has finite support for all ρ̂ ∈ S∗ and s ∈ S.

It turns out that Lemma 2 can be strengthened to obtain extreme semi-
Markov strategies. We first prove this new lemma for simplicial stochastic games
since simplices have the particular property that any vector in a simplex can be
uniquely defined as a convex combination of the simplex vertices which is crucial
for the proof of the lemma.

Lemma 3. Let GK be a stochastic game resulting from interpreting a SSG K. If
π3 ∈ ΠS

3 is a semi-Markov strategy, then, for any π2 ∈ ΠS
2, there is an extreme

semi-Markov strategy π∗
2 ∈ ΠXS

2 such that:

1. Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′) = Pπ∗

2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′), for all n ≥ 0, D ⊆ S and s′ ∈ S;

2. Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) = Pπ∗

2,π3
GK,s (3C), for all C ⊆ S; and

3. Eπ2,π3
GK,s [rewf ] = Eπ∗

2,π3
GK,s [rewf ].

Similarly, if π2 ∈ ΠS
2 then, for any π3 ∈ ΠS

3, there exists π∗
3 ∈ ΠXS

3 satisfying,
mutatis mutandis, the same equalities.

Proof (Sketch). For any K ∈ DSimp(S), µ ∈ K and µ̂ ∈ V(K) define pK(µ, µ̂) ∈
[0, 1] such that

∑
µ̂∈V(K) p

K(µ, µ̂) µ̂ = µ. That is, all pK(µ, µ̂), µ̂ ∈ V(K), are
the unique factors that define the convex combination for µ in the simplex K. In
any other case, let pK(µ, µ̂) = 0.
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Let p((K,µ), (K, µ̂)) = pK(µ, µ̂) for all K ∈ DSimp(S), µ ∈ K and µ̂ ∈ V(K),
and let p(a, b) = 0 for any other a, b ∈ A. For every (K,µ) ∈ A such that µ ∈ K,
let V(K,µ) = {(K, µ̂) | µ̂ ∈ V(K)} and let V(K,µ) = ∅ otherwise. Thus, for
every s ∈ S and a ∈ A, θ(s, a, ·) =

∑
b∈V(a) p(a, b) θ(s, b, ·).

We also extend p to measurable sets B ∈ ΣA and a ∈ A by p(a,B) =∑
b∈B∩V(a) p(a, b).

For every ρ̂ ∈ S∗, s′ ∈ S and B ∈ ΣA, define π∗
2 by

π∗
2(ρ̂s

′)(B) =

∫
A
p(·, B) d(π2(ρ̂s

′)(·)).

π∗
2(ρ̂s

′) is defined so that it assigns to each vertex of a simplex the weighted
contribution (according to π2(ρ̂s

′)) of each distribution (in the said simplex) to
such vertex.

Because π2 is semi-Markov, so is π∗
2. Moreover, notice that if b is not a vertex

label, then p(a, b) = 0 (and hence p(a,B) > 0 only if B contains vertices). This
should hint that π∗

2 is also extreme.
Item 1 proceeds by induction on n. Item 2 follows straightforwardly using 1,

and item 3 follows from item 2 using Lemma 1.2. The proof can be replicated
mutatis mutandi with 2 and 3 exchanged which yields the last part of the
lemma. ⊓⊔

Because of Proposition 1, Lemma 3 extends immediately to PSG. Moreover,
by applying Lemma 3 twice and Proposition 1, we have the next corollary.

Corollary 1. Let GK be a stochastic game resulting from interpreting a PSG
K. For all semi-Markov strategies π3 ∈ ΠS

3 and π2 ∈ ΠS
2, there are extreme

semi-Markov strategies π∗
3 ∈ ΠXS

3 and π∗
2 ∈ ΠXS

2 such that

1. Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) = Pπ∗

2,π
∗
3

GK,s (3C), for all C ⊆ S; and
2. Eπ2,π3

GK,s [rewf ] = Eπ∗
2,π

∗
3

GK,s [rewf ].

Given GK, define the extreme interpretation of K as the stochastic game
HK = (S, (S2,S3),V(A), θHK) where θHK is the restriction of θ to actions in
V(A) = {(K,µ) ∈ A | µ ∈ V(K)}, that is, θHK(s, a, s) = θ(s, a, s′) for all s, s′ ∈ S
and a ∈ V(A). Since V(A) is finite, HK is a finite stochastic game.

Given an extreme semi-Markov strategy πi ∈ ΠXS
GK,i for the i-player in

the stochastic game GK, i ∈ {2,3}, define πv
i (ρ̂s)(A) = πi(ρ̂s)(A) for all

ρ̂ ∈ S∗, s ∈ S, and A ⊆ V(A) (A ∈ ΣA since it is finite). Notice that
πv
i (ρ̂s)(AHK(s)) = πi(ρ̂s)(V(A(s))) = 1. Therefore πv

i ∈ ΠS
HK,i is a semi-

Markov strategy in HK. Conversely, for a semi-Markov strategy πi ∈ ΠS
HK,i

for the i-player in the stochastic game HK, define πx
i (ρ̂s)(A) = πi(ρ̂s)(A ∩ V(A))

for all ρ̂ ∈ S∗, s ∈ S, and A ∈ ΣA. π
x
i ∈ ΠXS

GK,i is a well defined extreme
semi-Markov strategy in GK since πx

i (ρ̂s)(V(A(s))) = πi(ρ̂s)(AHK(s)) = 1 and
πx
i (ρ̂s)(A \ V(A)) = πi(ρ̂s)(∅) = 0. Then, it can be calculated by induction on n

that Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s = Pπv

2,π
v
3,n

HK,s and Pπx
2,π

x
3,n

GK,s = Pπ2,π3,n
HK,s which yield

Pπ2,π3
GK,s = Pπv

2,π
v
3

HK,s and Pπx
2,π

x
3

GK,s = Pπ2,π3
HK,s . (3)
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This suggests that the solution of a PSG under extreme semi-Markov strategies
is equivalent to the solution the game on its extreme interpretation limited to
semi-Markov strategies, which is stated in the following:

Proposition 2. Let GK and HK be respectively the interpretation and the extreme
interpretation of K. Then, the following equalities hold

1. infπ3∈ΠXS
GK,3

supπ2∈ΠXS
GK,2

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) = infπ3∈ΠS

HK,3
supπ2∈ΠS

HK,2
Pπ2,π3
HK,s (3C)

2. supπ2∈ΠXS
GK,2

infπ3∈ΠXS
GK,3

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) = supπ2∈ΠS

HK,2
infπ3∈ΠS

HK,3
Pπ2,π3
HK,s (3C)

3. infπ3∈ΠXS
GK,3

supπ2∈ΠXS
GK,2

Eπ2,π3
GK,s [rewf ] = infπ3∈ΠS

HK,3
supπ2∈ΠS

HK,2
Eπv

2,π
v
3

HK,s [rewf ]

4. supπ2∈ΠXS
GK,2

infπ3∈ΠXS
GK,3

Eπ2,π3
GK,s [rewf ] = supπ2∈ΠS

HK,2
infπ3∈ΠS

HK,3
Eπv

2,π
v
3

HK,s [rewf ]

The next proposition, whose proof also uses (3), provides necessary conditions
for the polytopal stochastic game to be almost surely stopping or irreducible in
terms of the extreme interpretation.

Proposition 3. Let GK and HK be respectively the interpretation and the extreme
interpretation of K. Then, (1) if GK is almost surely stopping, so is HK, and
(2) if GK is irreducible, so is HK.

Notice that by fixing one strategy in HK to be the memoryless, the remaining
structure is a Markov decision process. Then the statements in the following
proposition are consequences of standard results in MDP [27].

Proposition 4. For all π∗
2 ∈ ΠMD

HK,2 and π∗
3 ∈ ΠMD

HK,3,

1. supπ2∈ΠS
HK,2

Pπ2,π
∗
3

HK,s (3C) = supπ2∈ΠMD
HK,2

Pπ2,π
∗
3

HK,s (3C);

2. infπ3∈ΠS
HK,3

Pπ∗
2,π3

HK,s (3C) = infπ3∈ΠMD
HK,3

Pπ∗
2,π3

HK,s (3C);

3. supπ2∈ΠS
HK,2

Eπ2,π
∗
3

HK,s (rewf) = supπ2∈ΠMD
HK,2

Eπ2,π
∗
3

HK,s (rewf), provided Eπ2,π
∗
3

HK,s (rewf)

is defined for all π2 ∈ ΠS
HK,2; and

4. infπ3∈ΠS
HK,3

Eπ∗
2,π3

HK,s (rewf) = infπ3∈ΠMD
HK,3

Eπ∗
2,π3

HK,s (rewf), provided Eπ∗
2,π3

HK,s (rewf)

is defined for all π3 ∈ ΠS
HK,3.

We are now in conditions to present our main result. The following theorem is
two folded. On the one hand, it states that the polytopal stochastic games of all
quantitative objectives of interest in this paper –namely, quantitative reachability,
expected total accumulated reward, expected discounted accumulated rewards,
and expected average rewards– are determined. On the other hand, it states that
these objectives for PSG can be equivalently solved in its extreme interpretation.

Theorem 1. Let GK and HK be respectively the interpretation and the extreme
interpretation of K. Then,
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1. inf
π3∈ΠGK,3

sup
π2∈ΠGK,2

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) = inf

π3∈ΠMD
HK,3

sup
π2∈ΠMD

HK,2

Pπ2,π3
HK,s (3C) =

= sup
π2∈ΠMD

HK,2

inf
π3∈ΠMD

HK,3

Pπ2,π3
HK,s (3C) = sup

π2∈ΠGK,2

inf
π3∈ΠGK,3

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C)

for all C ⊆ S; and
2. inf

π3∈ΠGK,3
sup

π2∈ΠGK,2

Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) = inf

π3∈ΠMD
HK,3

sup
π2∈ΠMD

HK,2

Eπ2,π3
HK,s (rewf) =

= sup
π2∈ΠMD

HK,2

inf
π3∈ΠMD

HK,3

Eπ2,π3
HK,s (rewf) = sup

π2∈ΠGK,2

inf
π3∈ΠGK,3

Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf),

provided: (a) GK is almost surely stopping whenever rewf = rewt, and (b) GK
is irreducble whenever rewf = rewa.

Proof. For item 2 we calculate as follows:

infπ3∈ΠGK,3 supπ2∈ΠGK,2
Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf)

≤ infπ3∈ΠS
GK,3

supπ2∈ΠGK,2
Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) (ΠS

GK,3 ⊆ ΠGK,3)

= infπ3∈ΠS
GK,3

supπ2∈ΠS
GK,2

Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) (by Lemma 2.3)

= infπ3∈ΠXS
GK,3

supπ2∈ΠXS
GK,2

Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) (by Corollary 1.2)

= infπ3∈ΠS
HK,3

supπ2∈ΠS
HK,2

Eπ2,π3
HK,s (rewf) (by Prop. 2.3)

≤ infπ3∈ΠMD
HK,3

supπ2∈ΠS
HK,2

Eπ2,π3
HK,s (rewf) (ΠMD

HK,3 ⊆ ΠS
HK,3)

= infπ3∈ΠMD
HK,3

supπ2∈ΠMD
HK,2

Eπ2,π3
HK,s (rewf) (by Prop. 4.3)

= supπ2∈ΠMD
HK,2

infπ3∈ΠMD
HK,3

Eπ2,π3
HK,s (rewf) (*)

= supπ2∈ΠMD
HK,2

infπ3∈ΠS
HK,3

Eπ2,π3
HK,s (rewf) (by Prop. 4.4)

≤ supπ2∈ΠS
HK,2

infπ3∈ΠS
HK,3

Eπ2,π3
HK,s (rewf) (ΠMD

HK,2 ⊆ ΠS
HK,2)

= supπ2∈ΠXS
GK,2

infπ3∈ΠXS
GK,3

Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) (by Prop. 2.4)

= supπ2∈ΠS
GK,2

infπ3∈ΠS
GK,3

Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) (by Corollary 1.2)

= supπ2∈ΠS
GK,2

infπ3∈ΠGK,3 Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) (by Lemma 2.3)

≤ supπ2∈ΠGK,2
infπ3∈ΠGK,3 Eπ2,π3

GK,s (rewf) (ΠS
GK,2 ⊆ ΠGK,2)

≤ infπ3∈ΠGK,3 supπ2∈ΠGK,2
Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) (by prop. of sup and inf)

Since the last term is equal to the first term in the calculation, item 2 is concluded.
In particular, step (*) is justified as follows, depending on rewf : For rewf = rewt,
(*) follows by [15, Theorem 4.2.6] since, by Proposition 3.(1), the game HK is
also almost surely stopping. For rewf = rewγ (*) follows by [15, Theorem 4.3.2].
For rewf = rewa (*) follows by [15, Theorem 5.1.5] since, by Proposition 3.(2),
the game HK is also irreducible.

Item 1 of the theorem follows similarly. In each step, propositions, lemmas
and corollaries are the same only differing on the item, while step (*) follows
from [13, Lemma 6]. ⊓⊔
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Since extreme interpretations are finite, the values of the different games can
be calculated following known algorithms [13,15]. Thus, Theorem 1 immediately
provides an algorithmic solution for PSGs.

The number of vertices of a polytope grows exponentially in the dimension
of the polytope [19]. More precisely if d is the dimension of a polytope K and
m is the number of inequalities that defines it, V(K) ∼ Ω(m⌊d/2⌋). This implies
that the extreme interpretation HK grows exponentially on the largest size of
the support sets of the distributions involved in the original PSG K which we
expect not to be too large. (In our example of Sec. 2, ⌊d/2⌋ = 2)

Condon [13] showed that deciding reachability in stochastic games is in
NP ∩ coNP. Despite the exponential grow, this is still our case as we show in
the following. Let Vals(K) denote the value of the game at state s, that is, it
is equal to supπ2∈Π2

infπ3∈Π3 Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3G), or supπ2∈Π2

infπ3∈Π3 Eπ2,π3
GK,s [rewf ].

The problem is then to decide whether Vals(K) ≥ q, for a given q ∈ Q and s ∈ S
Since for all the cases (total reward, discounted reward, average reward and
reachability objectives under the respective conditions) the value Vals(K) of the
game can be achieved with an extreme memoryless and deterministic strategies,
we can reason as follows: (i) guess a memoryless and deterministic strategy
for each player, (ii) on the resulting Markov chain compute the corresponding
measure (i.e. total reward, discounted reward, average reward or reachability) on
the respective set of linear equations, which can be done in polynomial time (for
rewa an extra linear summation is needed) [22], (iii) verify if it is a fixpoint of
Bellman equations (for reachability, discounted, or total reward), or a fixpoint
of the Alg. 5.1.1 of [15], in the case of average reward, and (iv) check whether
Vals(K) ≥ q. This puts our problem in NP. With the same process we can check
whether Vals(K) < q which puts the problem also in coNP. Hence we have the
next theorem.

Theorem 2. For any PSG K, q ∈ Q, and s ∈ S, the problem of deciding whether
Vals(K) ≥ q is in NP ∩ coNP. For rewf ∈ {rewt, rewa} the decision problem is
restricted to GK being almost surely stopping and irreducible, respectively.

6 Concluding remarks

We believe that polytopal games may have several applications in practice, partic-
ularly, in scenarios where the probabilities are not exact but can be characterized
with linear equations. We observe that one may expect that the number of vertices
of the polytopes keep small in practical examples, hence the game discretization
may have no impact on the runtime of a tool implementing the approach described
in the paper. However, we leave as further work the implementation of such a
tool and an in-depth evaluation of it.

In addition, it would be also be of interest to explore other types of objectives,
including ω-regular objectives as already study for standard stochastic games
in [9] or even solving stochastic games for conditional probabilities of temporal
properties or conditional expectations of rewards models as widely studied by
Christel Baier and her team in the context of Markov decision processes [5,6,23,25].
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A Full proofs

Proof (of Proposition 1). Let GK = (S, (S2,S3),A, θ) with A =
(⋃

s∈S Θ(s)
)
×

Dist(S) and GK′ = (S, (S2,S3),A′, θ′) with A′ =
(⋃

s∈S Θ′(s)
)
× Dist(S) =(⋃

s∈S,
K∈Θ(s)

Triang(K)

)
× Dist(S), be the respective interpretations of K and K′.

To prove item 1, first fix a function fK : Triang(K) → P(K) for each polytope
K ∈ DPoly(S) satisfying

(i) ∀K ′ ∈ Triang(K) : fK(K ′) ⊆ K ′,

(ii)
⋃

K′∈Triang(K) fK(K ′) = K, and

(iii) ∀K ′
1,K

′
2 ∈ Triang(K) : fK(K ′

1) ∩ fK(K ′
2) ̸= ∅ ⇒ K ′

1 = K ′
2.

Thus, fK(K ′) is almost the simplex K ′ but ensuring that distributions on the
faces of K ′ are exactly in one of the fK(K ′′), K ′′ ∈ Triang(K).

Now, let π2 and π3 be a pair of strategies for GK. Define π′
i, i ∈ {2,3}, for

all ρ̂ ∈ S∗, s ∈ Si, and A′ ∈ ΣA′ by

π′
i(ρ̂s)(A

′) =
∑

K∈Θ(s)

∑
K′∈Triang(K)

πi(ρ̂s)({K} × (A′|K′ ∩ fK(K ′))) (4)

where A′|K′ = {µ | (K ′, µ) ∈ A′} is the K ′ section of the measurable set A′.
Notice that fK ensures that the faces of each K ′ ∈ Triang(K) are considered in
exactly one summand of the inner summation of (4). Thus, π′

i(ρ̂) is a well defined
probability measure and hence π′

2 and π′
3 is a pair of strategies for GK′ .
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It is straightforward to check that if πi is memoryless or semi-Markov, so is
π′
i. Suppose πi is extreme, then we have that

π′
i(ρ̂s)({(K ′, µ) ∈ A′(s) | µ ∈ V(K ′)})

=
∑

K∈Θ(s)

∑
K′∈Triang(K)

πi(ρ̂s)({K} × (V(K ′) ∩ fK(K ′))) (5)

=
∑

K∈Θ(s)

πi(ρ̂s)

(
{K} ×

( ⋃
K′∈Triang(K)

V(K ′) ∩ fK(K ′)

))
(6)

=
∑

K∈Θ(s)

πi(ρ̂s)({K} × V(K)) (7)

= πi(ρ̂s)

( ⋃
K∈Θ(s)

{K} × V(K)

)
(8)

= πi(ρ̂s)({(K,µ) ∈ A(s) | µ ∈ V(K)}) (9)

= 1 (10)

Equality (5) follows by (4) and (6) is a consequence of πi being a measure and the
fact that fK guarantees the disjointness of sets in the union. fK also guarantees
that no vertix of K is lost, hence (7). (8) is a consequence of πi being a measure
and (9) by definition of A(s) and θ(s). Finally, (10) follows from πi being extreme.

Let πi be deterministic and suppose πi(ρ̂s)({(K⋆, µ)}) = 1 for K⋆ ∈ Θ(s) and
µ ∈ K⋆. Besides, suppose that K ′

⋆ ∈ Triang(K⋆) such that µ ∈ fK⋆(K
′
⋆). Then

π′
i(ρ̂s)({(K ′

⋆, µ)})

=
∑

K∈Θ(s)

∑
K′∈Triang(K)

πi(ρ̂s)({K} × ({(K ′
⋆, µ)}|K′ ∩ fK(K ′))) (11)

= πi(ρ̂s)({(K⋆, µ)}) (12)

= 1 (13)

Equality (11) follows by (4). (12) follows from the fact that all summands are 0
except for the one in which K = K⋆ and K ′ = K ′

⋆. Finally (13) follows because
πi is deterministic with πi(ρ̂s)({(K⋆, µ)}) = 1 by assumption.

To prove that Pπ2,π3
GK,s = Pπ′

2,π
′
3

GK′ ,s it sufficies to state that Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s = Pπ′

2,π
′
3,n

GK′ ,s

for all n ≥ 0 which we show by induction in the following.

For n = 0, Pπ2,π3,0
GK,s (s′) = δs(s

′) = Pπ′
2,π

′
3,0

GK′ ,s (s′). For n+ 1 > 0 we calculate as

follows. Suppose ρ̂ ∈ Sn, s′′ ∈ S and s′ ∈ Si. Then,

Pπ′
2,π

′
3,n+1

GK′ ,s (ρ̂s′′s′)

= Pπ′
2,π

′
3,n

GK′ ,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A′

θ′(s′′, ·, s′) d(π′
i(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) (14)

= Pπ′
2,π

′
3,n

GK′ ,s (ρ̂s′′)
∑

K∈Θ(s′′)
K′∈Triang(K)

∫
{K′}×fK(K′)

θ′(s′′, ·, s′) d(π′
i(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) (15)
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= Pπ′
2,π

′
3,n

GK′ ,s (ρ̂s′′)
∑

K∈Θ(s′′)
K′∈Triang(K)

∫
fK(K′)

θ′(s′′, (K ′, ·), s′) d(π′
i(ρ̂s

′′)(K ′, ·)) (16)

= Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∑
K∈Θ(s′′)

K′∈Triang(K)

∫
fK(K′)

θ(s′′, (K, ·), s′) d(πi(ρ̂s
′′)(K, ·)) (17)

= Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∑
K∈Θ(s′′)

∫
(⋃K′∈Triang(K)

fK (K′))

θ(s′′, (K, ·), s′) d(πi(ρ̂s
′′)(K, ·)) (18)

= Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
(
⋃

K∈Θ(s′′){K}×K)
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(πi(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) (19)

= Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) (20)

Equality (14) is the definition of Pπ′
2,π

′
3,n+1

GK′ ,s . (15) follows by calculations and

noting that π′
i(ρ̂s

′′)

(
A′ \

(⋃
K∈Θ(s′′)

K′∈Triang(K)

{K ′}×fK(K ′)

))
= 0. (16) is a conse-

quence of Fubini’s theorem. (17) follows by induction hypothesis and the easy-
to-check equalities θ′(s′′, (K ′, µ), s′) = θ(s′′, (K,µ), s′), for all µ ∈ fK(K ′), and
π′
i(ρ̂s

′′)({K ′}×B∩fK(K ′))) = πi(ρ̂s
′′)({K}×B∩fK(K ′))), for all B ∈ ΣDist(S),

K ∈ Θ(s′′) and K ′ ∈ Triang(K). (18) follows by calculations and (19) follows
by noting that K =

⋃
K′∈Triang(K) fK(K ′) and using Fubini’s Theorem. Finally,

(20) follows by observing that πi(ρ̂s
′′)
(
A \

(⋃
K∈Θ(s′′){K}×K

))
= 0 and by

the definition of Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s .

To prove item 2, first fix a function fs for each state s ∈ S such that
(i) ∀K ∈ Θ(s) : fs(K) ⊆ Triang(K), (ii)

⋃
K∈Θ(s) fs(K) =

⋃
K∈Θ(s) Triang(K),

and (iii) ∀K1,K2 ∈ Θ(s) : fs(K1) ∩ fs(K2) ̸= ∅ ⇒ K1 = K2.
Let π′

2 and π′
3 be a pair of strategies for GK′ . Define πi, i ∈ {2,3}, for all

ρ̂ ∈ S∗, s ∈ Si, and A ∈ ΣA by

πi(ρ̂s)(A) =
∑

K∈Θ(s)

∑
K′∈fs(K)

π′
i(ρ̂s)({K ′} ×A|K) (21)

Notice that, by definition, K ′ ∈ Θ′(s). Moreover, notice that fs ensures that a
simplex in a triangulation of a polytope outgoing s is consdered in exactly one
summand of (21). Thus πi(ρ̂) is a well defined probability measure on S and
hence π2 and π3 is a pair of strategies for GK.

It is straightforward to check that if π′
i is memoryless or semi-Markov, so is

πi. Suppose π′
i is extreme, then we have that

πi(ρ̂s)({(K ′′, µ) ∈ A(s) | µ ∈ V(K ′′)})

=
∑

K∈Θ(s)

∑
K′∈fs(K)

π′
i(ρ̂s)({K ′} × {(K,µ) ∈ A(s) | µ ∈ V(K)}|K) (22)
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=
∑

K∈Θ(s)

∑
K′∈fs(K)

π′
i(ρ̂s)({K ′} × V(K ′)) (23)

= π′
i(ρ̂s)

( ⋃
K∈Θ(s)

⋃
K′∈fs(K)

{K ′} × V(K ′)

)
(24)

= π′
i(ρ̂s)

( ⋃
K′∈

⋃
K∈Θ(s) fs(K)

{K ′} × V(K ′)

)
(25)

= π′
i(ρ̂s)

( ⋃
K′∈Θ′(s)

{K ′} × V(K ′)

)
(26)

= π′
i(ρ̂s)({(K ′, µ) ∈ A′(s) | µ ∈ V(K ′)}) (27)

= 1 (28)

Equality (22) corresponds to the definition of πi in (21) and (23) follows from the
following easy-to-check equalities: {(K,µ) ∈ A(s) | µ ∈ V(K)}|K = V(K) and
π′
i(ρ̂s)({K ′} × (V(K) \ K ′)) = 0. (24) follows because π′

i(ρ̂s) is a probability
measure and fs guarantees the disjointness of sets in the union while (25) follows
by calculations. (26) is a consequence of

⋃
K∈Θ(s) fs(K) =

⋃
K∈Θ(s) Triang(K) =

Θ′(s) where the first equality is guaranteed by fs and the second one is the
definition of Θ′. Finally, (27) follows by the definition of A′(s) and (28) because
π′
i is extreme.

Suppose now that π′
i is deterministic and assume π′

i(ρ̂s)({(K ′
⋆, µ)}) = 1 for

K ′
⋆ ∈ Θ′(s) and µ ∈ K ′

⋆. Besides, suppose that K ′
⋆ ∈ fs(K⋆). Then

πi(ρ̂s)({(K⋆, µ)}) =
∑

K∈Θ(s)

∑
K′∈fs(K)

π′
i(ρ̂s)({K ′} × ({(K⋆, µ)}|K ∩K ′)) (29)

=
∑

K′∈fs(K⋆)

π′
i(ρ̂s)({K ′} × ({(K⋆, µ)}|K⋆

∩K ′)) (30)

=
∑

K′∈fs(K⋆)

π′
i(ρ̂s)({K ′} × ({µ} ∩K ′)) (31)

= π′
i(ρ̂s)({(K ′

⋆, µ)}) = 1 (32)

(29) follows by (21) while (30) is a consequence that {(K⋆, µ)}|K = ∅ whenever
K ̸= K⋆. (31) follows by definition of |K⋆

and (32) follows from the fact that,
for K ′ ̸= K ′

⋆, either µ /∈ K ′ or π′
i(ρ̂s)({(K ′, µ)}) = 0. The last equality on (32)

follows by the assumptions.

Like before, to prove that Pπ2,π3
GK,s = Pπ′

2,π
′
3

GK′ ,s it sufficies to state that Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s =

Pπ′
2,π

′
3,n

GK′ ,s for all n ≥ 0 which we show by induction. For n = 0, Pπ2,π3,0
GK,s (s′) =

δs(s
′) = Pπ′

2,π
′
3,0

GK′ ,s (s′). For n + 1 > 0 we calculate as follows. Suppose ρ̂ ∈ Sn,

s′′ ∈ S and s′ ∈ Si. Then,

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′)
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= Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(πi(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) (33)

= Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∑
K∈Θ(s′′)

∫
K

θ(s′′, (K, ·), s′) d(πi(ρ̂s
′′)(K, ·)) (34)

= Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∑
K∈Θ(s′′)

∫
K

θ(s′′, (K, ·), s′) d
( ∑

K′∈fs(K)

π′
i(ρ̂s

′′)(K ′, ·)
)

(35)

= Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∑
K∈Θ(s′′)

∑
K′∈fs(K)

∫
K′

θ(s′′, (K, ·), s′) d
(
π′
i(ρ̂s

′′)(K ′, ·)
)

(36)

= Pπ′
2,π

′
3,n

GK′ ,s (ρ̂s′′)
∑

K∈Θ(s′′)

∑
K′∈fs(K)

∫
K′

θ′(s′′, (K ′, ·), s′) d
(
π′
i(ρ̂s

′′)(K ′, ·)
)

(37)

= Pπ′
2,π

′
3,n

GK′ ,s (ρ̂s′′)
∑

K′∈Θ′(s′′)

∫
K′

θ′(s′′, (K ′, ·), s′) d
(
π′
i(ρ̂s

′′)(K ′, ·)
)

(38)

= Pπ′
2,π

′
3,n

GK′ ,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
(
⋃

K′∈Θ′(s′′){K′}×K′)
θ′(s′′, ·, s′) d

(
π′
i(ρ̂s

′′)(·)
)

(39)

= Pπ′
2,π

′
3,n

GK′ ,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A′

θ′(s′′, ·, s′) d
(
π′
i(ρ̂s

′′)(·)
)

(40)

= Pπ′
2,π

′
3,n+1

GK′ ,s (ρ̂s′′s′) (41)

Equality (33) applies the definition of Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s . (34) follows from the fact

that πi(ρ̂s
′′)
(
A \

(⋃
K∈Θ(s′′){K}×K

))
= 0 and from Fubini’s theorem. (35)

follows because, by (21), πi(ρ̂s
′′)({K}×B) =

∑
K′∈fs(K) π

′
i(ρ̂s

′′)({K ′}×B) since

({K ′′}×B)|K = ∅ for any K ′′ ̸= K. (36) follows from calculations taking into
account that π′

i(ρ̂s
′′)({K ′}×(K \K ′)) = 0. (37) follows by induction hypothesis

and from the fact that θ′(s′′, (K ′, µ), s′) = θ(s′′, (K,µ), s′) for all µ ∈ K ′ when-
ever, K ′ ∈ Triang(K). (38) follows from the fact that

⋃
K∈Θ(s) fs(K) = Θ′(s)

and every fs(K) is disjoint from any other fs(K
′′). Fubini’s theorem yields (39)

and the fact that π′
i(ρ̂s

′′)
(
A′ \

(⋃
K′∈Θ′(s′′){K ′}×K ′

))
= 0 yields (40). Finally,

by definition of Pπ′
2,π

′
3,n+1

GK′ ,s we conclude in (41). ⊓⊔

Proof (of Lemma 1). First of all, notice that Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3ks′) = Pπ2,π3

GK,s (Sk × {s′} ×
Sω) = Pπ2,π3,k

GK,s (Sk×{s′}). This fact will be used in the following without making
explicit the justification.

For item 1, we start by proving that for all n ≥ 0 and α ∈ R,

∑
ρ̂∈Sn+1

Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂)

n∑
i=0

αi r(ρ̂i) =

n∑
i=0

∑
s′∈S

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3is′) αi r(s′). (42)
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We proceed by induction on n. For n = 0 we calculate:

∑
ρ̂∈S0+1

Pπ2,π3,0
GK,s (ρ̂)

0∑
i=0

αi r(ρ̂i) =
∑
s′∈S

Pπ2,π3,0
GK,s (s′) α0 r(s′)

=
∑
s′∈S

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (30s′) α0 r(s′)

=

0∑
i=0

∑
s′∈S

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3is′) αi r(s′)

All steps follow by there respective definitions.
For n+ 1 (n ≥ 0) we proceed as follows:

∑
ρ̂∈Sn+2

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂)

n+1∑
i=0

αi r(ρ̂i)

=
∑

ρ̂∈Sn+1

∑
s′∈S

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′)

((
n∑

i=0

αi r(ρ̂i)

)
+ αn+1 r(s′)

)
(43)

=
∑

ρ̂∈Sn+1

(∑
s′∈S

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′)

)
n∑

i=0

αi r(ρ̂i)

+
∑
s′∈S

 ∑
ρ̂∈Sn+1

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′)

 αn+1 r(s′)

=
∑

ρ̂∈Sn+1

Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂)

n∑
i=0

αi r(ρ̂i)

+
∑
s′∈S

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (Sn+1 × {s′}) αn+1 r(s′) (44)

=

n∑
i=0

∑
s′∈S

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3is′) αi r(s′)

+
∑
s′∈S

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3n+1s′) αn+1 r(s′) (45)

=

n+1∑
i=0

∑
s′∈S

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3is′) αi r(s′)

Most of the steps follow by simple calculations. In particular, in (43) we sep-
arate the trailing state. In (44), we use the fact that

∑
s′∈S Pπ2,π3,n+1

GK,s (ρ̂s′) =

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂×S) = Pπ2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂) in the first summand. Finally, induction hypoth-
esis on the first summand of (45) is applied.

Item 1 of the lemma follows for r̂ew
n
t and r̂ew

n
γ by taking α = 1 and α = γ

in (42), respectively. The case of r̂ew
n
a follows by observing that r̂ew

n
a (ρ̂) =

r̂ewn
t (ρ̂)

n+1



Polytopal Stochastic Games 25

and calculating as follows
∑

ρ̂∈Sn+1 Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂) r̂ew

n
a (ρ̂) =

∑
ρ̂∈Sn+1 Pπ2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂)
r̂ewn

t (ρ̂)
n+1 =∑n

i=0

∑
s′∈S Pπ2,π3

GK,s (3is′) 1
n+1 r(s′).

Item 2 follows from item 1 as follows:

Eπ2,π3
GK,s [rewf ] = lim

n→∞
Eπ2,π3
GK,s [r̂ew

n
f ] (46)

= lim
n→∞

∑
ρ̂∈Sn+1

Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂) r̂ewf(ρ̂) (47)

= lim
n→∞

n∑
i=0

∑
s′∈S

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3is′) f(i, n) r(s′) (48)

Equality (46) folows by convergence properties of random variables, (47) is the
definition of Eπ2,π3

GK,s [r̂ew
n
f ], and (47) is item 1. ⊓⊔

Proof (of Lemma 2). Define π∗
2 as follows. For ρ̂ ∈ S∗, s′ ∈ S, and A ∈ ΣA, such

that Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′) > 0 and |ρ̂| = n ≥ 0, let

π∗
2(ρ̂s

′)(A) =

∑
ρ̂′∈Dn

Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂′s′) π2(ρ̂

′s′)(A)

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′)

For s′ ∈ S with Pπ2,π3
GK,s (DUn s′) = 0 and |ρ̂s′| = n, define π∗

2(ρ̂s
′) to be δf(s′) for a

globally fixed function f such that f(s′) ∈ A(s′). Notice that π∗
2 ∈ ΠS

2. Therefore,
we write π∗

2(n, s
′) for π∗

2(ρ̂s
′) whenever |ρ̂| = n.

We focus first on item 1 and proceed by induction. For n = 0,

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D U0 s′) = Pπ2,π3,0

GK,s (s′) = δs(s
′) = Pπ∗

2,π3,0
GK,s (s′) = Pπ∗

2,π3
GK,s (D U0 s′).

For n + 1 ≥ 0, note that Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un+1 s′) =

∑
ρ̂∈Dn+1 Pπ2,π3,n+1

GK,s (ρ̂s′) =∑
s′′∈D

∑
ρ̂∈Dn Pπ2,π3,n+1

GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′). Hence, it suffices to show that, for all s′′ ∈ S,∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) =

∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′),

for which we differentiate two cases, depending on the player. So, if s′′ ∈ S3 we
proceed as follows∑

ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′)

=
∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π3(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) (49)

=

∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π3(n, s

′′)(·)) (50)
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=

∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ∗
2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π3(n, s

′′)(·)) (51)

=
∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) (52)

Step (49) follows by definition of Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s . Because π3 is semi-Markov the

integral can be factored out of the summation in (50). Induction hypothesis is

applied in (51), since Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′′) =

(∑
ρ̂∈Dn Pπ2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)
)
and similarly

for Pπ∗
2,π3

GK,s (D Un s′′). Finally, step (52) resolves using the same steps as before in
reverse order.

If s′′ ∈ S2 we have two subcases. First suppose Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′′) > 0. Then∑

ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′)

=
∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π2(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) (53)

= Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′)

∑
ρ̂∈Dn Pπ2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′) d(π2(ρ̂s
′′)(·))

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′′)

(54)

= Pπ∗
2,π3

GK,s (D Un s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π∗

2(n, s
′′)(·)) (55)

=

∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ∗
2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π∗

2(n, s
′′)(·)) (56)

=
∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ∗
2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π∗

2(ρ̂s
′′)(·)) (57)

=
∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) (58)

Step (53) follows by definition of Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s and (54) is obtained by multiplying

and dividing by Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′′). Step (55) follows by induction and using

the definition of π∗
2. By noting that Pπ∗

2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′′) =

∑
ρ̂∈Dn Pπ∗

2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

we obtain (56). Calculations and recalling that π∗
2(n, s

′′) = π∗
2(ρ̂s

′′), whenever

|ρ̂| = n, yields (57) which, by definition of Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s , concludes in (58).

For the case Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′′) = 0, we first prove the following claim.

Claim. Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′) = 0 implies Pπ∗

2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′) = 0, for all n ≥ 0, ρ̂ ∈ Dn, and

s′′ ∈ S.

Proof of claim. We proceed by induction on n. For n = 0 the claim follows after

noting that Pπ2,π3,0
GK,s (s′) = δs(s

′) = Pπ∗
2,π3,0

GK,s (s′) by the definition of P.
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So, let n+ 1 > 0 and suppose Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) = 0. Suppose s′′ ∈ S2. Since,

by definition, Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) = Pπ2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)
∫
A θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π2(ρ̂s

′′)(·)), then
either Pπ2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′) = 0 or
∫
A θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π2(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) = 0.

If Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′) = 0, then Pπ∗

2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′) = 0 by induction hypothesis and

hence Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) = Pπ∗
2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)
∫
A θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π2(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) = 0.

If, instead Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′) > 0, then Pπ2,π3,n

GK,s (D Un s′′) > 0 and hence,

Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′)

= Pπ∗
2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π∗

2(ρ̂s
′′)(·)) (59)

= Pπ∗
2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′)

∑
ρ̂∈Dn Pπ2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′) d(π2(ρ̂s
′′)(·))

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′′)

(60)

= Pπ∗
2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∑
ρ̂∈Dn Pπ2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π2(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) (61)

= 0 (62)

Step (59) follows by definition of Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s , step (60) by definition of π∗
3 and step

(61) by standard calculations. Since necessarily
∫
A θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π3(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) = 0,
the proof concludes with step (62).

For s′′ ∈ S3, it follows as before only differing in the case of Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′) >

0, in which case
∫
A θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π3(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) = 0. Thus, Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) =

Pπ∗
2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)
∫
A θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π3(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) = 0. (End of claim) ⊓⊔

Now, notice that Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′′) = 0 implies that

∑
ρ̂∈Dn Pπ2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′) = 0,

and therefore Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′) = 0 for all ρ̂ ∈ Dn. Recall that s′′ ∈ S2. Then,∑

ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) =

∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π2(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) (63)

= 0 (64)

=
∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ∗
2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π∗

2(ρ̂s
′′)(·)) (65)

=
∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) (66)

In the above calculations, (63) and (66) follow by definition of Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s and

Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s , respectively, step (64) follow from the fact that Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′) = 0 for

all ρ̂ ∈ Dn and because of this, the claim yields (65). This concludes the proof of
item 1.

For 2, we have that

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) =

∑
s′∈C

∑
n≥0

Pπ2,π3
GK,s ((S \ C) Un s′)
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=
∑
s′∈C

∑
n≥0

Pπ∗
2,π3

GK,s ((S \ C) Un s′) = Pπ∗
2,π3

GK,s (3C)

where the middle equality follow from item 1, and the other two because, for all
n ̸= m and s′ ∈ C, ((S \ C) Un s′) ∩ ((S \ C) Um s′) = ∅.

Item 3 can be calculated as follows.

Eπ2,π3
GK,s [rewf ] = lim

n→∞

n∑
i=0

∑
s′∈S

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3is′) f(i, n) r(s′) (67)

= lim
n→∞

n∑
i=0

∑
s′∈S

Pπ∗
2,π3

GK,s (3is′) f(i, n) r(s′) (68)

= Eπ∗
2,π3

GK,s [rewf ] (69)

Steps (67) and (69) follow from Lemma 1.2, while (68) follows by item 2 of this
lemma.

Notice that the proof can be replicated mutatis mutandi with 2 and 3
exchanged. Therefore the last part of the lemma also holds. ⊓⊔

Proof (of Lemma 3). For any K ∈ DSimp(S), µ ∈ K and µ̂ ∈ V(K) define
pK(µ, µ̂) ∈ [0, 1] such that

∑
µ̂∈V(K) p

K(µ, µ̂) µ̂ = µ. That is, all pK(µ, µ̂),

µ̂ ∈ V(K), are the unique factors that define the convex combination for µ in
the simplex K. Therefore, pK(µ, µ̂) is well defined for all K ∈ DSimp(S), µ ∈ K
and µ̂ ∈ V(K). In any other case, let pK(µ, µ̂) = 0.

Let p((K,µ), (K, µ̂)) = pK(µ, µ̂) for all K ∈ DSimp(S), µ ∈ K and µ̂ ∈ V(K),
and let p(a, b) = 0 for any other a, b ∈ A. For every (K,µ) ∈ A such that µ ∈ K,
let V(K,µ) = {(K, µ̂) | µ̂ ∈ V(K)} and let V(K,µ) = ∅ otherwise. Thus, for
every s ∈ S and a ∈ A,

θ(s, a, ·) =
∑

b∈V(a)

p(a, b) θ(s, b, ·). (70)

We also extend p to measurable sets B ∈ ΣA and a ∈ A by p(a,B) =∑
b∈B∩V(a) p(a, b). We observe that p(·, B) is measurable for any B ∈ ΣA, which

is a consequence of the following calculation, where p ∈ [0, 1] and pr2(B) = {µ |
(K,µ) ∈ B},

{a | p(a,B) ≥ p} =
{
(K,µ) |

∑
µ̂∈pr2(B)∩V(K) p

K(µ, µ̂) ≥ p
}

=
⋃

K∈
⋃

s∈S Θ(s){K} ×
{
µ |
∑

µ̂∈pr2(B)∩V(K) p
K(µ, µ̂) ≥ p

}
Notice that, if p = 0 then {a | p(a,B) ≥ p} = A, which is measurable. If

p > 0, notice that
⋃

s∈S Θ(s) is finite and
{
µ |
∑

µ̂∈pr2(B)∩V(K) p
K(µ, µ̂) ≥ p

}
={

µ ∈ K |
∑

µ̂∈pr2(B)∩V(K) p
K(µ, µ̂) ≥ p

}
is a convex polytope, hence measurable.

Therefore, {a | p(a,B) ≥ p} is measurable.
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For every ρ̂ ∈ S∗, s′ ∈ S and B ∈ ΣA, define π∗
2 by

π∗
2(ρ̂s

′)(B) =

∫
A
p(·, B) d(π2(ρ̂s

′)(·)) =
∫
A(s′)

p(·, B) d(π2(ρ̂s
′)(·)).

The first equality is the definition and the second equality follows from the fact
that π2(ρ̂s

′)(A\A(s′)) = 0. π∗
2(ρ̂s

′) is defined so that it assigns to each vertex of
a simplex the weighted contribution (according to π2(ρ̂s

′)) of each distribution
(in the said simplex) to such vertex.

Since p(·, B) is measurable, π∗
2 is well defined. Moreover, because π2 is

semi-Markov, so is π∗
2. The following calculation shows that π∗

2 is also extreme.

π∗
2(ρ̂s

′)(V(A(s′)))

=

∫
A(s′)

p(·,V(A(s′))) d(π2(ρ̂s
′)(·)) (71)

=

∫
A(s′)

p(·, {(K ′, µ̂) | K ′ ∈ Θ(s′), µ̂ ∈ V(K ′)}) d(π2(ρ̂s
′)(·)) (72)

=

∫
A(s′)

λ(K,µ).

 ∑
K′∈Θ(s′),µ̂∈V(K′)

p((K,µ), (K ′, µ̂))

 d(π2(ρ̂s
′)(·)) (73)

=

∫
A(s′)

λ(K,µ).

1Θ(s′)(K)
∑

µ̂∈V(K)

pK(µ, µ̂)

 d(π2(ρ̂s
′)(·)) (74)

=

∫
A(s′)

d(π2(ρ̂s
′)(·)) (75)

= π2(ρ̂s
′)(A(s′)) (76)

= 1 (77)

The definition of π∗
2 yields the first step (71). Step (72) follows by observing that

V(A(s′)) = {(K ′, µ̂) ∈ A(s) | µ̂ ∈ V(K ′)} = {(K ′, µ̂) | K ′ ∈ Θ(s′), µ̂ ∈ V(K ′)}
Using the lambda notation and the definition of p on sets, we obtain (73).
By noting that the sum is 0 if K /∈ Θ(s′), we introduce the characteristic
function 1Θ(s′) in (74), where we also apply the deintinion of p. The fact that∑

µ̂∈V(K) p
K(µ, µ̂) = 1 and that 1Θ(s′)(K) = 1 for all (K,µ) ∈ A(s′) (since

K ∈ Θ(s′)) yields (75). Finally, step (76) follows by the definition of the integral
and step (77) because π2 is a strategy.

We now proceed to prove item 1 by induction on n. For n = 0 we calculate:

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D U0 s′) = Pπ2,π3,0

GK,s (s′) = δs(s
′) = Pπ∗

2,π3,0
GK,s (s′) = Pπ∗

2,π3
GK,s (D U0 s′).

For n+ 1 > 0, we have that

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un+1 s′) =

∑
ρ̂∈Dn,s′′∈D

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′)
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=
∑

ρ̂∈Dn,s′′∈(S2∩D)

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) +

∑
ρ̂∈Dn,s′′∈(S3∩D)

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′)

and similarly for Pπ∗
2,π3

GK,s (D Un+1 s′). Therefore, it sufficies to show that∑
ρ̂∈Dn,s′′∈S2

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) =

∑
ρ̂∈Dn,s′′∈S2

Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) and (78)

∑
ρ̂∈Dn,s′′∈S3

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) =

∑
ρ̂∈Dn,s′′∈S3

Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′). (79)

To prove (78), we calculate as follows:∑
ρ̂∈Dn,s′′∈S2

Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′)

=
∑

ρ̂∈Dn,s′′∈S2

Pπ∗
2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π∗

2(ρ̂s
′′)(·)) (80)

=
∑

s′′∈S2

∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ∗
2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π∗

2(n, s
′′)(·)) (81)

=
∑

s′′∈S2

Pπ∗
2,π3

GK,s (D Un s′′)
∑

a∈V(A(s′′))

θ(s′′, a, s′) π∗
2(n, s

′′)({a}) (82)

=
∑

s′′∈S2

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′′)

∑
a∈V(A(s′′))

θ(s′′, a, s′)

∫
A
p(·, {a}) d(π2(n, s

′′)(·))

(83)

=
∑

s′′∈S2

∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)


∫
A
λx.

 ∑
a∈V(A(s′′))

p(x, a) θ(s′′, a, s′)

d(π2(n, s
′′)(·)) (84)

=
∑

ρ̂∈Dn,s′′∈S2

Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
λx.

 ∑
a∈V(x)

p(x, a) θ(s′′, a, s′)

d(π2(n, s
′′)(·)) (85)

=
∑

ρ̂∈Dn,s′′∈S2

Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π2(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) (86)

=
∑

ρ̂∈Dn,s′′∈S2

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) (87)

(80) follows by the definition of Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s while (81) follows from the fact the π∗
2

is semi-Markov. Step (82) follows from the definition of Pπ∗
2,π3

GK,s (D Un s′′) and the
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fact V(A(s)), the support set of π∗
2(n, s

′′), is finite. In (83), induction hypothesis
is applied as well as the definition of π∗

2(n, s
′′)({a}). (84) follows by the definition

of Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′′), calculations, the introduction of the λ notation and the fact

that p(x, {a}) = p(x, a). In (85), we observe that p(x, a) > 0 only if a ∈ V(x).
(86) follows from (70) and the fact A(s) is the support set of π2(ρ̂s

′′). Finally,
the definition of Pπ2,π3,n+1

GK,s is applied in (87).
To prove (79), we calculate as follows:∑

ρ̂∈Dn,s′′∈S3

Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′)

=
∑

ρ̂∈Dn,s′′∈S3

Pπ∗
2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π3(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) (88)

=
∑

s′′∈S3

∑
ρ̂∈Dn

Pπ∗
2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π3(n, s

′′)(·))

(89)

=
∑

s′′∈S3

Pπ∗
2,π3

GK,s (D Un s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π3(n, s

′′)(·)) (90)

=
∑

s′′∈S3

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (D Un s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π3(n, s

′′)(·)) (91)

=
∑

ρ̂∈Dn,s′′∈S3

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) (92)

Step (88) follows by the definition of Pπ∗
2,π3,n+1

GK,s , (89) follows from the fact the π3

is semi-Markov, and (90) follows from the definition of Pπ∗
2,π3

GK,s (DUn s′′). Induction
hypothesis is applied in (91). Finally (92) follows like the first three steps in the
inverse order.

For 2, we have that

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) =

∑
s′∈C

∑
n≥0

Pπ2,π3
GK,s ((S \ C) Un s′)

=
∑
s′∈C

∑
n≥0

Pπ∗
2,π3

GK,s ((S \ C) Un s′) = Pπ∗
2,π3

GK,s (3C)

where the middle equality follow from item 1, and the other two because, for all
n ̸= m and s′ ∈ C, ((S \ C) Un s′) ∩ ((S \ C) Um s′) = ∅.

Item 3 can be calculated as follows:

Eπ2,π3
GK,s [rewf ] = lim

n→∞

n∑
i=0

∑
s′∈S

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3is′) f(i, n) r(s′) (by Lemma 1.2)

= lim
n→∞

n∑
i=0

∑
s′∈S

Pπ∗
2,π3

GK,s (3is′) f(i, n) r(s′) (by item 2)
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= Eπ∗
2,π3

GK,s [rewf ] (by Lemma 1.2)

Notice that the proof can be replicated mutatis mutandi with 2 and 3
exchanged. Therefore the last part of the lemma also holds. ⊓⊔

Proposition 5. Let GK and HK be respectively the interpretation and the extreme
interpretation of K. Then

1. For every π2 ∈ ΠXS
GK,2 and π3 ∈ ΠXS

GK,3, (a) Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) = Pπv

2,π
v
3

HK,s (3C), for

all C ⊆ S, and (b) Eπ2,π3
GK,s [rewf ] = Eπv

2,π
v
3

HK,s [rewf ]; and

2. For every π2 ∈ ΠS
HK,2 and π3 ∈ ΠS

HK,3, (a) P
πx
2,π

x
3

GK,s (3C) = Pπ2,π3
HK,s (3C), for

all C ⊆ S, and (b) Eπx
2,π

x
3

GK,s [rewf ] = Eπ2,π3
HK,s [rewf ].

Proof (of Proposition 5). To prove item 1, we first prove by induction that for
all n ≥ 0 and ρ̂ ∈ Sn+1,

Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂) = Pπv

2,π
v
3,n

HK,s (ρ̂) (93)

The case n = 0 is direct. For n + 1 > 0, ρ̂ ∈ Sn, s′ ∈ S and s′′ ∈ S2 we
calculate as follows

Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) = Pπ2,π3,n

GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∫
A
θ(s′′, ·, s′) d(π2(ρ̂s

′′)(·)) (94)

= Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′′)

∑
a∈V(A(s′′))

θ(s′′, a, s′) π2(ρ̂s
′′)({a}) (95)

= Pπv
2,π

v
3,n

HK,s (ρ̂s′′)
∑

a∈AHK (s′′)

θHK(s
′′, a, s′) πv

2(ρ̂s
′′)({a}) (96)

= Pπv
2,π

v
3,n+1

HK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) (97)

Step (94) follows from definition of Pπ2,π3,n+1
GK,s (ρ̂s′′s′). To obtain (95) we use the

fact that the support set V(A(s′′)) of π2(ρ̂s
′′) is finite. In (96) induction hypothesis

is applied, together with the definitions of θHK(s
′′, a, s′) and πv

2(ρ̂s
′′)({a}). Finally,

the definition of Pπv
2,π

v
3,n+1

HK,s (ρ̂s′′s′) yields (97).
The calculations follow similarly for the case of s′′ ∈ S3, which proves (93).
Now item 1a follows from the following calculations:

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) =

∑
n≥0

Pπ2,π3
GK,s ((S \ C) Un C) (98)

=
∑
n≥0

∑
s′∈C

∑
ρ̂∈(S\C)n

Pπ2,π3,n
GK,s (ρ̂s′) (99)

=
∑
n≥0

∑
s′∈C

∑
ρ̂∈(S\C)n

Pπv
2,π

v
3,n

HK,s (ρ̂s′) (100)

= Pπv
2,π

v
3

HK,s (3C) (101)
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Equality (98) follows from the fact ((S \C)Un C)∩ ((S \C)Um C) = ∅ whenever
n ̸= m and equality (99), from the definition of Pπ2,π3

GK,s ((S \ C) Un C). The
auxiliary result (93) yields (100) and (101) follows as the previous steps in inverse
direction.

For item 1b, we calculate as follows

Eπ2,π3
GK,s [rewf ]

= lim
n→∞

n∑
i=0

∑
s′∈S

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3is′) f(i, n) r(s′) (by Lemma 1.2)

= lim
n→∞

n∑
i=0

∑
s′∈S

∑
ρ̂∈Si

Pπ2,π3,i
GK,s (ρ̂s′) f(i, n) r(s′) (by def. of Pπ2,π3

GK,s (3is′))

= lim
n→∞

n∑
i=0

∑
s′∈S

∑
ρ̂∈Si

Pπv
2,π

v
3,i

GK,s (ρ̂s′) f(i, n) r(s′) (because of (93))

= lim
n→∞

n∑
i=0

∑
s′∈S

Pπv
2,π

v
3

GK,s (3is′) f(i, n) r(s′) (by def. of Pπv
2,π

v
3

GK,s (3is′))

= Eπv
2,π

v
3

GK,s [rewf ] (by Lemma 1.2)

To prove item 2 we proceed similarly. Thus the proof boils down to show that

for all n ≥ 0 and ρ̂ ∈ Sn+1, Pπx
2,π

x
3,n

GK,s (ρ̂) = Pπ2,π3,n
HK,s (ρ̂) which can be done just

like for (93). ⊓⊔

Proof (of Proposition 2). Let πi ∈ ΠXS
GK,i. Then, for all ρ̂ ∈ S∗, s ∈ S, and

A ∈ ΣA, (π
v
i )

x
(ρ̂s)(A) = πv

i (ρ̂s)(A ∩ V(A)) = πi(ρ̂s)(A ∩ V(A)) = πi(ρ̂s)(A).
All equalities follows from definitions except the last one that follows from the
fact that πi is extreme. Similarly, for πi ∈ ΠS

HK,i, and all ρ̂ ∈ S∗, s ∈ S, and
A ⊆ V(A), (πx

i )
v
(ρ̂s)(A) = πx

i (ρ̂s)(A) = πi(ρ̂s)(A ∩ V(A)) = πi(ρ̂s)(A). Again,
all equalities follows from definitions except the last one that follows from the
fact that A ⊆ V(A). From these observations, it follows that

ΠS
HK,i = {πv

i | πi ∈ ΠXS
GK,i} and ΠXS

GK,i = {πx
i | πi ∈ ΠS

HK,i}. (102)

These equalities and Proposition 5 leads to the result. ⊓⊔

Proof (Proof of Proposition 3). For item (1) we have that

1 = inf
π3∈ΠGK,3

inf
π2∈ΠGK,2

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3T ) (def. of stopping)

≤ inf
π3∈ΠXS

GK,3

inf
π2∈ΠXS

GK,2

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3T ) (ΠXS

GK,i ⊆ ΠGK,3)

= inf
π3∈ΠS

HK,3

inf
π2∈ΠS

HK,2

Pπ2,π3
HK,s (3T ) (by observation (102))

= inf
π3∈ΠHK,3

inf
π2∈ΠHK,2

Pπ2,π3
HK,s (3T )
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Since HK is finite, the last step follows from standard results on MDP [27].
With a similar reasoning we obtain 0 < infπ3∈ΠGK,3 infπ2∈ΠGK,2 Pπ2,π3

GK,s (3s′) ≤
infπ3∈ΠHK,3 infπ2∈ΠHK,2 Pπ2,π3

HK,s (3s′), proving thus also item (2). ⊓⊔

Proof (of Theorem 1). For item 1, we calculate as follows:

inf
π3∈ΠGK,3

sup
π2∈ΠGK,2

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C)

≤ inf
π3∈ΠS

GK,3

sup
π2∈ΠGK,2

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) (ΠS

GK,3 ⊆ ΠGK,3)

= inf
π3∈ΠS

GK,3

sup
π2∈ΠS

GK,2

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) (by Lemma 2.2)

= inf
π3∈ΠXS

GK,3

sup
π2∈ΠXS

GK,2

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) (by Corollary 1.1)

= inf
π3∈ΠS

HK,3

sup
π2∈ΠS

HK,2

Pπ2,π3
HK,s (3C) (by Prop. 2.1)

≤ inf
π3∈ΠMD

HK,3

sup
π2∈ΠS

HK,2

Pπ2,π3
HK,s (3C) (ΠMD

HK,3 ⊆ ΠS
HK,3)

= inf
π3∈ΠMD

HK,3

sup
π2∈ΠMD

HK,2

Pπ2,π3
HK,s (3C) (by Prop. 4.1)

= sup
π2∈ΠMD

HK,2

inf
π3∈ΠMD

HK,3

Pπ2,π3
HK,s (3C) (by [13, Lemma 6])

= sup
π2∈ΠMD

HK,2

inf
π3∈ΠS

HK,3

Pπ2,π3
HK,s (3C) (by Prop. 4.2)

≤ sup
π2∈ΠS

HK,2

inf
π3∈ΠS

HK,3

Pπ2,π3
HK,s (3C) (ΠMD

HK,2 ⊆ ΠS
HK,2)

= sup
π2∈ΠXS

GK,2

inf
π3∈ΠXS

GK,3

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) (by Prop. 2.2)

= sup
π2∈ΠS

GK,2

inf
π3∈ΠS

GK,3

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) (by Corollary 1.1)

= sup
π2∈ΠS

GK,2

inf
π3∈ΠGK,3

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) (by Lemma 2.2)

≤ sup
π2∈ΠGK,2

inf
π3∈ΠGK,3

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) (ΠS

GK,2 ⊆ ΠGK,2)

≤ inf
π3∈ΠGK,3

sup
π2∈ΠGK,2

Pπ2,π3
GK,s (3C) (by prop. of sup and inf)

Since the last term is equal to the first term in the calculation, item 1 is concluded.
For item 2 we calculate as follows:

inf
π3∈ΠGK,3

sup
π2∈ΠGK,2

Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf)

≤ inf
π3∈ΠS

GK,3

sup
π2∈ΠGK,2

Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) (ΠS

GK,3 ⊆ ΠGK,3)
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= inf
π3∈ΠS

GK,3

sup
π2∈ΠS

GK,2

Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) (by Lemma 2.3)

= inf
π3∈ΠXS

GK,3

sup
π2∈ΠXS

GK,2

Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) (by Corollary 1.2)

= inf
π3∈ΠS

HK,3

sup
π2∈ΠS

HK,2

Eπ2,π3
HK,s (rewf) (by Prop. 2.3)

≤ inf
π3∈ΠMD

HK,3

sup
π2∈ΠS

HK,2

Eπ2,π3
HK,s (rewf) (ΠMD

HK,3 ⊆ ΠS
HK,3)

= inf
π3∈ΠMD

HK,3

sup
π2∈ΠMD

HK,2

Eπ2,π3
HK,s (rewf) (by Prop. 4.3)

= sup
π2∈ΠMD

HK,2

inf
π3∈ΠMD

HK,3

Eπ2,π3
HK,s (rewf) (*)

= sup
π2∈ΠMD

HK,2

inf
π3∈ΠS

HK,3

Eπ2,π3
HK,s (rewf) (by Prop. 4.4)

≤ sup
π2∈ΠS

HK,2

inf
π3∈ΠS

HK,3

Eπ2,π3
HK,s (rewf) (ΠMD

HK,2 ⊆ ΠS
HK,2)

= sup
π2∈ΠXS

GK,2

inf
π3∈ΠXS

GK,3

Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) (by Prop. 2.4)

= sup
π2∈ΠS

GK,2

inf
π3∈ΠS

GK,3

Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) (by Corollary 1.2)

= sup
π2∈ΠS

GK,2

inf
π3∈ΠGK,3

Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) (by Lemma 2.3)

≤ sup
π2∈ΠGK,2

inf
π3∈ΠGK,3

Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) (ΠS

GK,2 ⊆ ΠGK,2)

≤ inf
π3∈ΠGK,3

sup
π2∈ΠGK,2

Eπ2,π3
GK,s (rewf) (by prop. of sup and inf)

Since the last term is equal to the first term in the calculation, item 2 is concluded.
In particular, step (*) is justified as follows, depending on rewf :

– For rewf = rewt, (*) follows by [15, Theorem 4.2.6] since, by Proposition 3.(1),
the game HK is also almost surely stopping.

– For rewf = rewγ (*) follows by [15, Theorem 4.3.2].
– For rewf = rewa (*) follows by [15, Theorem 5.1.5] since, by Proposition 3.(2),

the game HK is also irreducible. ⊓⊔
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