arXiv:1309.2802v1 [cs.LO] 11 Sep 2013

What is Decidable about Partially Observable Markov Decisi
Processes witli-Regular Objectives
(Full Version)

Krishnendu Chatterjee Martin Chmelik Mathieu Tracol

(IST Austria)

Abstract

We consider partially observable Markov decision proce¢B©OMDPSs) withw-regular conditions
specified as parity objectives. The classwefegular languages extends regular languages to infinite
strings and provides a robust specification language toesspall properties used in verification, and
parity objectives are canonical forms to expressegular conditions. The qualitative analysis problem
given a POMDP and a parity objective asks whether there raitegly to ensure that the objective is satis-
fied with probability 1 (resp. positive probability). Whilke qualitative analysis problems are known to
be undecidable even for very special cases of parity obgstive establish decidability (with optimal
complexity) of the qualitative analysis problems for POMDWith all parity objectives under finite-
memory strategies. We establish optimal (exponential) arginounds and EXPTIME-completeness of
the qualitative analysis problems under finite-memorytsgias for POMDPs with parity objectives.

Keywords: Markov decision processes; partially obsergalllarkov decision processes (POMDPs)
regular conditions; parity objectives; finite-memory dagies.

1 Introduction

Partially observable Markov decision processes (POMDPs)Markov decision processes (MDPaije
standard models for probabilistic systems that exhibil fpobbabilistic and nondeterministic behaviorl|[20].
MDPs have been used to model and solve control problemsdohastic systems [17]: nondeterminism
represents the freedom of the controller to choose a coattmin, while the probabilistic component of the
behavior describes the system response to control actiongerfect-observation (or perfect-information)
MDPs (PIMDPs}he controller can observe the current state of the systemmaose the next control actions,
whereas impartially observable MDPs (POMDPghe state space is partitioned according to observations
that the controller can observe i.e., given the currenesthe controller can only view the observation of
the state (the partition the state belongs to), but not theige state [29]. POMDPs provide the appropriate
model to study a wide variety of applications such as in caadpmnal biology [16], speech processing|[28],
image processing [14], software verification [6], robotpleng [23], reinforcement learning [21], to name a
few. In verification of probabilistic systems, MDPs havebadopted as models for concurrent probabilis-
tic systems|[13], probabilistic systems operating in opevirenments|[[35], under-specified probabilistic
systemsl]4], and applied in diverse domaind [3, 25]. POMD$&s subsume many other powerful compu-
tational models such as probabilistic automata [32, 3@césiprobabilistic automata (aka blind POMDPS)
are a special case of POMDPs where there is only a singlevatbiger).
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The class ofw-regular objectives. An objective specifies the desired set of behaviors (or pditnshe
controller. In verification and control of stochastic sysgean objective is typically aw-regular set of
paths. The class aof-regular languages extends classical regular language8ribe strings, and provides

a robust specification language to express all commonly spedifications, such as safety, reachability,
liveness, fairness, etc [37]. In a parity objective, eveayesof the MDP is mapped to a non-negative integer
priority (or color) and the goal is to ensure that the minimpinarity visited infinitely often is even. Parity
objectives are a canonical way to define suekegular specifications (e.g., all specifications in vesiiion
expressed as a linear-time temporal logic (LTL) formula bantranslated to a parity objective). Thus
POMDPs with parity objectives provide the theoretical feavork to study problems such as the verification
and control of stochastic systems.

Qualitative and quantitative analysis. The analysis of POMDPs with parity objectives can be classifi
into qualitative and quantitative analysis. Given a POMDiEhwva parity objective and a start state, the
gualitative analysisasks whether the objective can be ensured with probabil{sirhost-sure winningor
positive probability positive winning;, whereas theuantitative analysigsks whether the objective can be
satisfied with probability at least for a given threshold € (0, 1).

Importance of qualitative analysis. The qualitative analysis of MDPs is an important problemernifica-
tion that is of interest independent of the quantitativelysis problem. There are many applications where
we need to know whether the correct behavior arises withgimtity 1. For instance, when analyzing a ran-
domized embedded scheduler, we are interested in whetbgr #wead progresses with probabilityl 1[15].
Even in settings where it suffices to satisfy certain spettifios with probability\ < 1, the correct choice
of X\ is a challenging problem, due to the simplifications intrmetl during modeling. For example, in the
analysis of randomized distributed algorithms it is quitencnon to require correctness with probability 1
(see, e.qg.[[31, 24, 36]). Furthermore, in contrast to qtaive analysis, qualitative analysis is robust to
numerical perturbations and modeling errors in the trasiprobabilities. Thus qualitative analysis of
POMDPs with parity objectives is a fundamental theorefmrablem in verification and analysis of proba-
bilistic systems.

Previous results. On one hand POMDPs with parity objectives provide a rich fraork to model a wide
variety of practical problems, on the other hand, most gzl results established for POMDPs asga-
tive (undecidability) results. There are several deep undbiityaresults established for the special case of
probabilistic automata (that immediately imply undecitligbfor the more general case of POMDPSs). The
basic undecidability results are for probabilistic autteraver finite words (that can be considered as a spe-
cial case of parity objectives). The gquantitative analgszblem is undecidable for probabilistic automata
over finite words[[3R], 30, 12]; and it was shown [in[26] thatrewee following approximation version is
undecidable: for any fixed < € < % given a probabilistic automaton and the guarantee thzgrefa) there

is a word accepted with probability at ledst ¢; or (ii) all words are accepted with probability at mest
decide whether it is case (i) or case (ii). The almost-swesp(r positive) problem for probabilistic automata
over finite words reduces to the non-emptiness questionieérgal (resp. non-deterministic) automata over
finite words and is PSPACE-complete (resp. solvable in potyial time). However, another related deci-
sion question whether for eveey> 0 there is a word that is accepted with probability at ldaste (called

the value 1 problem) is undecidable for probabilistic awtarover finite word< [18]. Also observe that all
undecidability results for probabilistic automata oveitéirwords carry over to POMDPs where the con-
troller is restricted to finite-memory strategies. [Inl[2(Fle authors consider POMDPs with finite-memory
strategies under expected rewards, but the general prafglerains undecidable. For qualitative analysis
of POMDPs with parity objectives, deep undecidability tesswere established even for very special cases
of parity objectives (even in the special case of probdhiligutomata). It was shown inl[L] 2] that the



almost-sure (resp. positive) problem is undecidable fobabilistic automata with coBuchi (resp. Biichi)
objectives which are special cases of parity objectives dba only two priorities. In summary the most
important theoretical results are negative in the senddhbg establish undecidability results.

Our contributions. For POMDPs with parity objectives, all questions relatedjgantitative analysis are
undecidable, and the qualitative analysis problems aie watslecidable in general. However, the unde-
cidability proofs for the qualitative analysis of POMDPgwparity objectives crucially require the use of
infinite-memorystrategies for the controller. In all practical applicagp the controller must be fmite-
statecontroller to be implementable. Thus for all practical ppggs the relevant question is the existence
of finite-memory controllers. The quantitative analysielgem remains undecidable even under finite-
memory controllers as the undecidability results are distal for probabilistic automata over finite words.
In this work we study the most prominent remaining theoattopen question (that is also of practical rel-
evance) for POMDPs with parity objectives that whether thalitative analysis of POMDPs with parity
objectives is decidable or undecidable for finite-memorgtsgies (i.e., finite-memory controllers). Our
main result is thepositiveresult that qualitative analysis of POMDPs with parity ahijges isdecidable
under finite-memory strategies. Moreover, for qualitaavalysis of POMDPs with parity objectives under
finite-memory strategies we establish optimal complexityrds both for strategy complexity as well as
computational complexity. The details of our contribuare as follows:

1. (Strategy complexity)Our first result shows thdielief-basedstrategies are not sufficient (where a
belief-based strategy is based on the subset construttareamembers the possible set of current
states): we show that there exist POMDPs with coBlichi abjs where finite-memory almost-sure
winning strategy exists but there exists no randomizedbbksed almost-sure winning strategy. All
previous results about decidability for almost-sure wiignin sub-classes of POMDPs crucially relied
on the sufficiency of randomized belief-based strategiasdtowed standard techniques like subset
construction to establish decidability. However, our detrexample shows that previous techniques
based on simple subset construction (to construct an erfiahgize PIMDP) are not adequate to
solve the problem. Before the result for parity objectiwes, consider a slightly more general form
of objectives, called Muller objectives. For a Muller olijee a setF of subsets of colors is given
and the set of colors visited infinitely often must belongitoWe show our main result that given a
POMDP with|S| states and a Muller objective withcolors (priorities), if there is a finite-memory
almost-sure (resp. positive) winning strategy, then themn almost-sure (resp. positive) winning
strategy that uses at mostem* = 22I5| . (22")I5| memory. Developing on our result for Muller
objectives, for POMDPs with parity objectives we show tlidhere is a finite-memory almost-sure
(resp. positive) winning strategy, then there is an alnsose (resp. positive) winning strategy that
uses at most* %5l memory. Our exponential memory upper bound for parity dbjes is optimal as
it has been already established|ih [9] that almost-sure innstrategies require at least exponential
memory even for the very special case of reachability olyestin POMDPs.

2. (Computational complexity)We present an exponential time algorithm for the qualieatwalysis
of POMDPs with parity objectives under finite-memory stgiés, and thus obtain an EXPTIME
upper bound. The EXPTIME-hardness follows frar [9] for thedal case of reachability and safety
objectives, and thus we obtain the optimal EXPTIME-congtzimputational complexity resuft.

1 Recently, Nain and Vardi (personal communication, to app$@S 2013) considered the finite-memory strategies prable
for one-sided partial-observation games and establisB&dPZIME upper bound. Our work is independent and estaldisiptimal
(EXPTIME-complete) complexity bounds for POMDPs.



In Table[1 and Tablgel2 we summarize the results for strategyptaxity and computational complexity,
respectively.

Technical contributionsThe key technical contribution for the decidability redslas follows. Since belief-
based strategies are not sufficient, standard subset gcitr techniques do not work. For an arbitrary
finite-memory strategy we construct a projected strateglydbllapses memory states based on a projection
graph construction given the strategy. The projectedegyaat a collapsed memory state plays uniformly
over actions that were played at all the corresponding mgstates of the original strategy. The projected
strategy thus plays more actions with positive probabilithe key challenge is to show the bound on the
size of the projection graph, and to show that the projediedegy, even though plays more actions, does
not destroy the structure of the recurrent classes of thggnatti strategy. For parity objectives, we show a
reduction from general parity objectives to parity objees with two priorities on a polynomially larger
POMDP and from our general result for Muller objectives obthe optimal memory complexity bounds
for parity objectives. For the computational complexitgukt, we show how to construct an exponential
size special class of POMDPs (which we call belief-obsémaPOMDPs where the belief is always the
current observation) and present polynomial time algorglifior the qualitative analysis of the special belief-
observation POMDPs of our construction.

Objectives Almost-sgre Positive_ Quantita_tive
Inf. Mem. | Fin. Mem. Inf. Mem. | Fin. Mem. Inf. Mem. | Fin. Mem.
Bichi UB: Exp. 268
Exp. (belief- Exp. Inf. mem. LB: Exp. Inf. mem. | No bnd.
based) (belief-based) reg. (belief not reg.
sufficient)
coBiichi UB: Exp. 268! UB: Exp. UB: Exp.
Inf. mem. LB: Exp. LB: Exp. LB: Exp. Inf. mem. | No bnd.
reg. (belief not (belief not (belief not reg.
sufficient) sufficient) sufficient)
Parity UB: Exp. 23'418I UB: Exp. 23'418I
Inf. mem. LB: Exp. Inf. mem. LB: Exp. Inf. mem. | No bnd.
reg. (belief not reqg. (belief not req.
sufficient) sufficient)

Table 1: Strategy complexity for POMDPs with parity objeeti, wherdS| is the size of state space, and
d the number of priorities, (UB denotes upper bound and LB teEnlmwer bound). The results in boldface
are new results included in the present papetr.

2 Definitions

In this section we present the basic definitions of POMDRategiies (policies)w-regular objectives, and
the winning modes.

Notations. Given a finite sefX, we denote byP(X) the set of subsets of, i.e., P(X) is the power set of
X. A probability distributionf on X is a functionf : X — [0,1] suchthad___y f(x) = 1, and we denote
by D(X) the set of all probability distributions oi. For f € D(X) we denote bySupp(f) = {z € X |
f(z) > 0} the support off.



Almost-sure Positive Quantitative

Objectives Inf. Mem. Finite Mem. Inf. Mem. Finite Mem. | Inf. Mem. Finite
Mem.

Buchi EXP-complete| EXP-complete Undec. EXP-complete | Undec. Undec.
coBichi Undec. EXP-complete | EXP-complete| EXP-complete| Undec. Undec.
Parity Undec. EXP-complete Undec. EXP-complete | Undec. Undec.

Table 2: Computational complexity for POMDPs with parityjesttives. The results in boldface are new
results included in the present paper.

Definition 1 (POMDP) A Partially Observable Markov Decision Process (POMO®ha tuple G =
(S, A,0,0,7, s9) where:

S is a finite set of states;

A is afinite alphabet ofictions

0:SxA— D(S)isaprobabilistic transition functiothat given a state and an actioru € A gives
the probability distribution over the successor states, d(s, a)(s’) denotes the transition probability
from states to states’ given actiona;

O is afinite set ofobservations

~v: 8 — O is anobservation functiothat maps every state to an observation; and

s is the initial state.

Givens,s’ € S anda € A, we also writed(s'|s, a) for §(s,a)(s’). For an observation, we denote by
7o) = {s € S| v(s) = o} the set of states with observationFor a seU/ C S of states and) C O of
observations we denotgU) = {0 € O | 3s € U. y(s) = o} andy*(0) = U,c0 7 *(0).

Remark 1. For technical convenience we have assumed that there is ignesmitial state and we will
also assume that the initial statg has a unique observation, i.¢y~*(v(so))| = 1. In general there is an
initial distribution « over initial states that all have the same observation, $&pp(a) C v~1(0), for some
o € O. However, this can be modeled easily by adding a new init&#ks,,.., with a unique observation
such that in the first step gives the desired initial prob&pitlistribution «, i.e., 6(spew,a) = « for all

actionsa € A. Hence for simplicity we assume there is a unique initialestg with a unique observation.

Plays, cones and belief-updates. A play (or a path) in a POMDP is an infinite sequence
(s0,ap, s1,a1,s2,az,...) of states and actions such that for al>> 0 we haved(s;,a;)(s;+1) > 0. We
write Q2 for the set of all plays. For a finite prefix € (S - A)* - S of a play, we denote bfone(w) the set

of plays withw as the prefix (i.e., the cone or cylinder of the prefix and denote byast(w) the last state
of w. For afinite prefixw = (sg, ag, $1,a1, - .., s,) We denote byy(w) = (v(so), a0, ¥(s1), a1, .- ,7(sn))
the observation and action sequence associatedwvitRor a finite sequence = (oo, ag, 01, a1,...,0p)

of observations and actions, thelief B(p) after the prefixp is the set of states in which a finite prefix
of a play can be after the sequene®f observations and actions, i.8(p) = {s, = Last(w) | w =



(s0,ap,81,a1,...,5,),w is a prefix of a play, and for all < ¢ < n. v(s;) = 0;}. The belief-updates asso-
ciated with finite-prefixes are as follows: for prefixeandw’ = w - a - s the belief update is defined induc-

tively asB(vy(w')) = (UsleB(’Y(w)) Supp(d(s1, a))) N~y~'(s), i.e., the Se'(UsleB('y(w)) Supp(d(s1, a)))
denotes the possible successors given the b8(iefw)) and actioru, and then the intersection with the set
of states with the current observatiofs) gives the new belief set.

Strategies. A strategy (or a policy)is a recipe to extend prefixes of plays and is a function (S -
A)*- S — D(A) that given a finite history (i.e., a finite prefix of a play) s#tea probability distribution
over the actions. Since we consider POMDPs, strategiestes@rvation-based.e., for all historiesw =
(s0,@0, 51,01, -.,0n_1, Sy) @andw’ = (sg, ao, s, a1,...,an—1,s),) such that for alld < i < n we have
v(s:) = ~(s}) (i.e., y(w) = v(w')), we must haver(w) = o(w’). In other words, if the observation
sequence is the same, then the strategy cannot distingefisiedn the prefixes and must play the same. We
now present an equivalent definition of observation-basedegies such that the memory of the strategy is
explicitly specified, and will be required to present fimi@mory strategies.

Definition 2 (Strategies with memory and finite-memory strategiegs)trategywith memory is a tuple
o = (ou,on, M,mg) where:

e (Memory set).M is a denumerable set (finite or infinite) of memory elememtm@mory states).

e (Action selection function)The functiors,, : M — D(A) is theaction selection functiothat given
the current memory state gives the probability distribataver actions.

e (Memory update function)The functiorno,, : M x O x A — D(M) is thememory update function
that given the current memory state, the current obsermaéind action, updates the memory state
probabilistically.

¢ (Initial memory). The memory stateyy € M is the initial memory state.

A strategy is dinite-memorystrategy if the sef\/ of memory elements is finite. A strategypige (or
deterministic)if the memory update function and the action selection fancire deterministic, i.eq,, :
MxOxA— Mando, : M — A. A strategy ismemoryless (or stationaryf it is independent of the
history but depends only on the current observation, andbearepresented as a function: O — D(A).

Remark 2. It was shown in[[8] that in POMDPSs pure strategies are as pdulesis randomized strategies,
hence in sequel we omit discussions about pure strategies.

Probability measure. Given a strategy, the unique probability measure obtained givers denoted as
P7(-). We first define the measuype’(-) on cones. Fow = so we havep’(Cone(w)) = 1, and for
w = s wheres # sy we haveu?(Cone(w)) = 0; and forw’ = w - a - s we haveu?(Cone(w')) =
u1? (Cone(w)) - o(w)(a) - §(Last(w), a)(s). By Caratheddary’s extension theorem, the funcfié(t) can be
uniquely extended to a probability measii-) over Borel sets of infinite plays[5].

Objectives. An objectivein a POMDPG is a Borel setp C 2 of plays in the Cantor topology dn [22]. All
objectives we consider in this paper lie in the fi¥gb-levels of the Borel hierarchy. We specifically consider
the parity objective, which is a canonical form to expressalegular objectives [37]. Thus parity objectives
provide a robust specification language to express all camhymgsed properties in verification and system
analysis. For a play = (s, ao, 51,a1,s2...), we denote bynf(p) = {s € S |Vi>0-3j >i:s; = s}
the set of states that occur infinitely oftendnWe consider the following objectives.



e Reachability and safety objective§&iven a set/ C S of target states, theeachability objective
Reach(7T) = {(so0, a0, s1,a1,s2...) € Q| Ik > 0: s, € T } requires that a target state’nis visited
at least once. Dually, theafetyobjectiveSafe(7T) = {(so, ao, $1,a1,52...) € Q| Vk>0:s, € T}
requires that only states if are visited.

e Buchi and coBichi objectives.Given a set]l C S of target states, thBuchi objectiveBuchi(7) =
{p € Q| Inf(p) N'T # 0} requires that a state if is visited infinitely often. Dually, theoBichi
objectivecoBuchi(7T) = {p € Q | Inf(p) C T} requires that only states if are visited infinitely
often.

e Parity objectives.Ford € N, letp : S — {0,1,...,d} be apriority function that maps each state
to a non-negative integer priority. Thmarity objective Parity(p) = {p € Q | min{p(s) | s €
Inf(p)} is ever} requires that the smallest priority that appears infinitétgn is even.

e Muller objectives.Let D be a set of colors, anebl : S — D be a color mapping function that maps
every state to a color. A Muller objectivE consists of a set of subsets of colors and requires that the
set of colors visited infinitely often belongs 1, i.e., 7 € P(P(D)) andMuller(F) = {p € Q|
{col(s) | s € Inf(p)} € F}

Note that a reachability objectiVeeach(7") can be viewed as a special case of Biichi as well as coBuchi
objectives, (assuming w.l.0.g. that all target states7 areabsorbing i.e.,i(s,a)(s) = 1 for all a € A)

and analogously safety objectives are also special caseaatii and coBlichi objectives. The objectives
Buchi(7) and coBuchi(7") are special cases of parity objectives defined by respeptieeity functions
p1,p2 such thatp;(s) = 0 andpa(s) = 2if s € T, andpi(s) = pa(s) = 1 otherwise. Given a set
U C S we will denote byp(U) the set of priorities of the sét given by the priority functiorp, i.e.,
p(U) ={p(s) | s € U}, and similarlycol(U) = {col(s) | s € U}. Also observe that parity objectives are
a special case of Muller objectives, however, given a POMMR avMuller objective with color seD, an
equivalent POMDP withS| - | D|! states and a parity objective with|? priorities can be constructed using
the well-known latest appearance record (LAR) constructib[19] for conversion of Muller objectives to
parity objectives. An objective is visible if for all playsp andp’ that have the same observation sequence
we havep € ¢ iff p’ € .

Winning modes. Given a POMDP, an objective, and a clas§ of strategies, we say that:

e astrategy € C is almost-sure winning P?(¢) = 1;
e astrategy € C is positive winningf P?(y) > 0;

o the POMDP idimit-sure winningif for all £ > 0 there exists a strategy € C for player1 such that
P?(¢) > 1 —¢; and

e astrategy € C is quantitative winningfor a threshold\ € (0, 1), if P7(p) > A.

We first precisely summarize related works in the followirtgedrem.

Theorem 1 (Decidability and complexity under general strategles, [32,[12,[18] 11/ 11,12, 33, 34| 9])
The following assertions hold for POMDPs with the cl@ssf all infinite-memory (randomized or pure)
strategies:



1. The quantitative winning problem is undecidable for safieachability, Bichi, coRichi, parity, and
Muller objectives.

2. The limit-sure winning problem is EXPTIME-complete fafety objectives; and undecidable for
reachability, Richi, coRichi, parity, and Muller objectives.

3. The almost-sure winning problem is EXPTIME-completestdety, reachability, and i&hi objec-
tives; and undecidable for ca@hi, parity, and Muller objectives.

4. The positive winning problem is PTIME-complete for reslity objectives, EXPTIME-complete for
safety and coBchi objectives; and undecidable foilghi, parity, and Muller objectives.

Explanation of the previous results and implications unfileite-memory policiesAll the undecidability
results follow from the special case of probabilistic ausden the undecidability of the quantitative problem
for probabilistic automata follows fron [32, B0,112]; thedacidability of the limit-sure winning for finite
words and reachability objectives was established in[[18 (the undecidability of limit-sure reachability
also implies undecidability for Biichi, coBuchi and pgobjectives); the undecidability for positive winning
for Buichi and almost-sure winning for coBuichi objectivess established in[1] 2]. For the decidable results,
the optimal complexity results for safety objectives carob&ined from the results df [33,134] and all the
other results follow from[[9,2]. If the classes of strategae restricted to finite-memory strategies, then
the undecidability results for quantitative winning amit-sure winning still hold, as they are established
for reachability objectives and for reachability objeesviinite-memory suffices. The most prominent and
important open question is whether the almost-sure andiyEsgiinning problems are decidable for parity
and Muller objectives in POMDPs under finite-memory stregggAll the lower bounds (i.e., hardness and
undecidability) results have been established for thescaben the objectives are restricted to be visible.

3 Strategy Complexity for Muller Objectives under Finite-memory Strate-
gies

In this section we will first show that belief-based statignstrategies are not sufficient for finite-memory
almost-sure winning strategies in POMDPs with coBiichieotiyes; and then present the upper bound
on memory size required for finite-memory almost-sure argltipe winning strategies in POMDPs with
Muller objectives. Our proofs will use many basic resultsharkov chains and we start with them in the
following subsection.

3.1 Basic properties of Markov chains

Since our proof relies heavily on Markov chains we start witime basic definitions and properties related
to Markov chains that are essential for our proofs.

Markov chains, recurrent classes, and reachability.A Markov chainG = (S, §) consists of dinite set

S of states and a probabilistic transition functién S — D(S). Given the Markov chain, we consider
the directed grapS, E') whereE = {(3,5") | §(3' | 3) > 0}. A recurrent classC' C S of the Markov
chain is a bottom strongly connected component (scc) in taphy S, E) (a bottom scc is an scc with
no edges out of the scc). We denote Rac(G) the set of recurrent classes of the Markov chain, i.e.,
Rec(G) = {C | Cis arecurrent clags Given a state and a selU of states, we say thaf is reachable
from 3 if there is a path fron® to some state i/ in the graph(S, F). Given a states of the Markov



chain we denote byRec(G)(3) C Rec(G) the subset of the recurrent classes reachable FomG. A
state is recurrent if it belongs to a recurrent class. THewdahg standard properties of reachability and the
recurrent classes will be used in our proof:

1. Property 1.(a) For a sefl’ C S, if for all statess € S there is a path t@ (i.e., for all states there is a
positive probability to reacif’), then from all states the sétis reached with probability 1. (b) For all
statess, if the Markov chain starts & then the sef = Jgcgec(@)s) C'is reached with probability 1,
i.e., the set of recurrent classes are reached with pratyahil

2. Property 2.If 5is recurrent and it belongs to a recurrent classhenRec(G)(3) = {C}.

3. Property 3.For a recurrent class, for all statess € C, if the Markov chain starts &, then all states
t € C are visited infinitely often with probability 1.

4. Property 4.1f ' is reachable frors, thenRec(G)(3') C Rec(G)(3).

5. Property 5.For alls we haveRec(G)(5) = U5 5)ex Rec(G)(5).
The following lemma is an easy consequence of the above giege

Lemma 1. Given a Markov chainG = (S,0) with Muller objective Muller(F) (or a parity objec-
tive Parity(p)), a states is almost-sure winning (resp. positive winning) if for allcurrent classes
C € Rec(G)(3) (resp. for some recurrent clags € Rec(G)(3)) reachable frons we havecol(C) € F
(min(p(C)) is even for the parity objective).

Proof. From3s the set of recurrent classes reachable fmim reached with probability 1 (Property 1 (b)),
and every recurrent class reachable is reached with pegitiebability. In every recurrent clags the
minimum priority visited infinitely often with probability is the minimum priority o”’ (Property 3). Also
in every recurrent class the set of colors visited infinitely often with probabilityid exactly the setol(C)
(Property 3). The desired result follows. O

Markov chains G | o under finite memory strategieso. We now define Markov chains obtained by
fixing a finite-memory strategy in a POMD®. A finite-memory strategy = (o, 0y, M, mg) induces

a finite-state Markov chaiS x M, d,), denotedG | o, with the probabilistic transition functioh, :
Sx M — D(Sx M): givens, s’ € Sandm,m’ € M, the transitiors, ((s,m’) | (s,m)) is the probability
to go from statd s, m) to state(s’, m’) in one step under the strategy The probability of transition can be
decomposed as follows:

e First an actioru € A is sampled according to the distribution (m);
e then the next state is sampled according to the distributiéfs, a); and

e finally the new memoryn’ is sampled according to the distributien (m,y(s'), a) (i.e., the new
memory is sampled according, given the old memory, new observation and the action).

More formally, we have:

0o ((s',m') | (s,m)) = Y ou(m)(a) - 8(s,a)(s") - ou(m, ('), a) (m).

acA

Givens € S andm € M, we write (G | o) (s ., for the finite state Markov chain induced 6hx M by the
transition functiond,,, given the initial state igs, m).
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POMDPG

Q

(on

Rec {X,X".Y,Y',Z,2'} Rec {X,X".Y,Y',Z,2'}

Figure 1: Belief is not sufficient

3.2 Belief-based stationary strategies are not sufficient

For all previous decidability results for almost-sure wimgnin POMDPs, the key was to show tHalief-
based stationarstrategies are sufficient. A strategy is belief-basedtaty if its memory relies only
on the subset construction where the subset denotes thiblpassrent states, i.e., the strategy plays only
depending on the set of possible current states of the POMRIEY is calledbelief In POMDPs with Bichi
objectives, belief-based stationary strategies are sirfti¢or almost-sure winning. We now show with an
example that there exist POMDPs with coBuichi objectivelseng finite-memory randomized almost-sure
winning strategies exist, but there exists no belief-batationary almost-sure winning strategy.

Rec:{Xa, X'b} Rec:{Zb, Z'a}

Figure 2: The Markov chaid | o4.

Example 1. We consider a POMDP with state spat®), X, X', Y,Y’, Z, 7’} and action sefa, b}, and
let U = {X, X", Y,Y' Z Z'}. From the initial states, all the other states are reached with uniform
probability in one-step, i.e., foral € U = {X, X', Y,Y', Z, Z'} we havei(sg, a)(s') = d(so,b)(s") =
%. The transitions from the other states are as follows (shawhigure[1): (i) §(X,a)(X’) = 1 and
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(X, b)(Y) = 1; (ii) 6(X',a)(Y') =1andd(X’,b)(X) = 1; (iii) 6(Z,a)(Y) =1andd(Z,b)(Z') = 1;
(V) (2, a)(Z) = 1andd(Z',b)(Y') = 1; (v) 8(Y, a)(X) = 8(Y,b)(X) = 8(Y,a)(Z) = 6(Y,b)(Z) = L;
and (vi)3(Y’,a)(X') = 6(Y",b)(X') = 6(Y’,a)(Z") = 6(Y',b)(Z") = 3. All states inU have the same
observation. The cdRhi objective is given by the target e, X', Z, 7'}, i.e.,Y and Y’ must be visited
only finitely often.

The belief initially after one-step is the détsince froms all of them are reached with positive proba-
bility. The belief is always the sét since every state has an input edge for every action, i.theiturrent
belief isU (i.e., the set of states that the POMDP is currently in witlsipee probability isU), then ir-
respective of whether or b is chosen all states df are reached with positive probability and hence the
belief set is agairV. There are three belief-based stationary strategieso{ithat plays always:; (i) o2
that plays alway$; or (iii) o3 that plays bothw andb with positive probability. The Markov chairds | o,
(resp.o9 andos) are obtained by retaining the edges labeled by actigresp. actiorb, and both actiong,
andb). For all the three strategies, the Markov chains obtaineddnthe whole sdf as the recurrent class,
and hence both” andY” are visited infinitely often with probability 1 violatingatcoBichi objective. The
Markov chainsG | o7 andG | o9 are also shown in Figurgl1, and the graph@f| o3 is the same as the
POMDP (with edge labels removed). The strategythat plays actioru andb alternately gives rise to the
Markov chainG | o4 (shown in Figuré R) (i.e.g4 has two memory statesandb, in memory state it plays
action ¢ and switches to memory stafieand in memory staté it plays actionb and switches to memory
statea). The recurrent classes do not intersect wiiym) or (Y’,m), for memory staten € {a,b}, and
hence is a finite-memory almost-sure winning strategy. O

In Example_1l the coBiichi objective is not a visible objegtiin the following example we modify Ex-
amplel to show that belief-based stationary strategiesarsufficient even if we consider visible coBuchi
objectives.

Example 2. We consider the POMDP shown in Figuré 3: the transition edgeshe setU =
{X,X")Y,Y' Z 7'} are exactly the same as in Figdre 1, and the transition praligs are always uni-
form over the support set. We add a new stBtend from the stated” and Y’ add positive transition
probabilities (probability%) to the stateB for both actionsa andb. Recall thatY” and Y’ were the bad
states in Examplel 1. From staf all states inU are reached with positive probability for both actions
andb. All states inU have the same observation (denotedha} and the stateB has a new and different
observation (denoted asz). The coBichi objective is to visit only states with observatign infinitely
often (i.e., to avoid to visit stat® infinitely often). Note that the objective is a visible olijge Since
we retain all edges as in Figufd 1 and froBh all states inU are reached with positive probability in one
step, whenever the current observationjs then the belief is the séf. As in Examplé&ll there are three
belief-based stationary strategies;( o, andos) in beliefU, and the Markov chains under; and o5 are
shown in Figuré B, and the Markov chain undey has the same edges as the original POMDP. For all the
belief-based stationary strategies the recurrent clasgaaos the staté3, and henceB is visited infinitely
often with probability 1 violating the cdRhi objective. The strategy, that alternates actiona andb is a
finite-memory almost-sure winning strategy and the Markwirc obtained givemr, is shown in Figuré 4.
Also note that our example shows that belief-based statyostaategies are also not sufficient for positive
winning for coRichi objectives.

Remark 3. In Examplé 2 we have shown that belief-based stationaryesgfies are not sufficient for finite-
memory almost-sure and positive winning strategies in P@SWith coBichi objectives. In contrast, for
almost-sure winning for 8chi objectives in POMDPs, belief-based stationary sgige are sufficient [10]
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Rec {X,X'.Y,Y',Z, 7' B} Rec {X,X'.Y,Y',Z,7',B}

Figure 3: Belief is not sufficient

Rec:{Xa, X'b}

Rec:{Z'a, Zb}

Figure 4: The Markov chaid: | o4.

(both for finite-memory and infinite-memory strategies)e Tdct that belief-based stationary strategies are
not sufficient for finite-memory positive winning strategie POMDPs with Bchi objectives can be ob-
tained from a simple modification of Example 2 as follows: wesier the POMDP in Examplg 2 and
change the staté? to an absorbing state. ThelBhi objective is to visit the observatien; infinitely of-
ten, and for all the three belief-based stationary strategi, o2, and o3 the Markov chain has only one
recurrent class consisting of the absorbing st&e The strategyr, ensures that with positive probability
a recurrent class is contained wy; and is a finite-memory positive winning strategy. Finalby, positive
winning in POMDPs with coBchi objectives, the EXPTIME-complete computational derify result was
obtained with the following straight forward observatic®]{ given a POMDPG with a coBichi objec-
tive coBuchi(7), let Sy be the set of statessuch that ifs is the starting state (i.e., initial belief i5s}),
then almost-sure safety can be ensured for the target setSafe(7") can be ensured almost-surely). Then
positive winning for coBchi coincides with positive reachability to the sgf- because as soon &y

is reached, then the current belief contains a stat&jn, and then with positive probability the strategy
can assume that the current state is a stat&jp and play the almost-sure safety strategy and the strat-
egy ensures that the céBhi objective is satisfied with positive probability. Cersely it was also shown
that a positive winning strategy for the coéhi objective must ensure positive probability reachigbiio
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Sw [9]. Hence positive winning for colghi objectives can be ensured by solving almost-sureysafed
positive reachability, and thus we obtain the EXPTIME-ctatgresult from results of almost-sure safety
and positive reachability. However, from the previous tadion it was not clear whether belief-based
stationary strategies are sufficient or not, and Exaniple @shthat belief-based stationary strategies are
not sufficient.

3.3 Upper bound on memory of finite-memory strategies

For the following of the section, we fixa POMOP= (S, A, §, O, 7, s¢ ), with a Muller objectiveMuller(F)
with the setD of colors and a color mapping functianl. We will denote by® the powerset of the powerset
of the setD of colors, i.e.® = P(P(D)); and note thatd| = 22*, whered = | D|. The goal of the section
is to prove the following fact: given a finite-memory almastre (resp. positive) winning strategyon G
there exists a finite-memory almost-sure (resp. positiviahing strategys’ on GG, of memory size at most
Mem* = 2151 9I5| . |15,

Overview of the proof. We first present an overview of our proof structure.

e Given an arbitrary finite-memory strategywe will consider the Markov chaid: | o arising by
fixing the strategy.

e Given the Markov chain we will define a projection graph thepehds on the recurrent classes of the
Markov chain. The projection graph is of size at migkim™.

e Given the projection graph we will construct a projectecitsigy with memory size at modem*
that preserves the recurrent classes of the Markov ahdimr.

Notations. Given Z € ®!! and givens € S, we write Z(s) (which is in® = P(P(D))) for the s-
component ofZ. For two setd/; andU,; andU C U; x U, we denote byProj, (U) the projection of/

on the first component, formallProj, (U) = {u1 € Uy | Jug € Us.(u1,u2) € U}; and the definition of
Proj,(U) for the projection on the second component is analogous.

Basic definitions for the projection graph. We now introduce notions associated with the finite Markov
chainG | o that will be essential in defining the projection graph.

Definition 3 (Recurrence set functions) et o be a finite-memory strategy with memav§ on G for the
Muller objective with the seb of colors, and letn € M.

e (Function set recurrence)The functionSetRec,(m) : S — © maps every state € S to the
projections of colors of recurrent classes reachable ftemn) in G | o. Formally,SetRec, (m)(s) =
{col(Proj;(U)) | U € Rec(G | 0)((s,m))}, i.e., we consider the sBec(G [ o)((s,m)) of recurrent
classes reachable from the state m) in G | o, obtain the projections on the state spageand
consider the colors of states in the projected set. We wékiguel conside$etRec,(m) € D9,

e (Function boolean recurrencehe functionBoolRec,(m) : S — {0,1} is such that for alls € S,
we haveBoolRec, (m)(s) = 1 if there existdJ € Rec(G | o)((s,m)) such that(s,m) € U, andO0 if
not. Intuitively,BoolRec,(m)(s) = 1if (s,m) belongs to a recurrent class id [ o and0 otherwise.
In sequel we will consideBoolRec, (m) € {0,1}141,

We first define the projection graph and then present a simpfgepty ofSetRec, (m) function related
to the reachability property.
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Definition 4 (Projection graph) Let o be a finite-memory strategy. We define hejection graph
PrGr(c) = (V, E) associated t@ as follows:

o (Vertex set).The set of vertices i8 = {(U, BoolRec,(m), SetRec,(m)) | U C S and m € M}.
e (Edge labels)The edges of the graph are labeled by actionglin

e (Edge set)LetU C S, m € M anda € Supp(o,(m)). LetU = [J,.,; Supp(d(s, a)) denote the set
of possible successors of statedirgiven actiona. We add the following set of edgesin Given
(U’,m’) such that there exisis € O withy~1(0) NU = U’ andm’ € Supp(oy(m, o0,a)), we add
the edggU, BoolRec, (), SetRec, (m)) % (U, BoolRec, (m'), SetRec, (m’)) to E. Intuitively, the
update fromlJ to U’ is the update of the belief, i.e., if the previous belief esgbtl of states, and the
current observation i, then the new belief i§”; the update ofn to m' is according to the support
of the memory update function; and tBeolRec and SetRec functions for the memories are given by
the strategy.

e (Initial vertex). Theinitial vertexof PrGr(c) is the vertex{so}, BoolRec,(my), SetRec, (my)).

Note thatV” € P(S) x {0,1}!51 x ®151, and hencéV'| < Mem*. For the rest of this section we fix an
arbitrary finite-memory strategy that uses memory/.

Lemma 2. Lets,s’ € S andm,m’ € M be such tha{s’,m’) is reachable from(s,m) in G | o. Then
SetRec, (m')(s") C SetRec,(m)(s).

Proof. Since(s’,m’) is reachable fronis, m) in G | o, it follows by simple properties of Markov chains
and recurrent classes that we h&e(G | o)((s’,m’)) € Rec(G | o)((s,m)) (Property 4 of Markov
chains). TheC relation is preserved under the projections on states, terddonsidering the color mapping.
Hence the result follows. O

In the following two lemmas we establish the connection aictionsBoolRec,(m) andSetRec,(m)
with the edges of the projection graph. The intuitive dggmn of the first lemma is as follows: it shows
that if BoolRec is set to 1 for a vertex of the projection graph, then for aticassors according to the edges
of the projection graphBoolRec is also 1 for the successors. The second lemma shows a sieslalt
for the projection graph showing that tBetRec functions are subsets for each component for successor
vertices.

Lemma 3. Let(V, E) = PrGr(o) be the projection graph af. Let(U, B, L) % (U’, B', L) be an edge in
E,whereU,U’ C S, B,B' € {0,1}/%l, andL, L’ € ®!°|. Then for alls € U ands’ € Supp((s,a)) the
following assertion holds: i3(s) = 1, thenB’(s’) = 1.

Proof. We first note that i{U, B, L) % (U’, B’, L') is an edge inE, then there exists memory stateand

m/ such that (i)B = BoolRec,(m) andL = SetRec,(m); (i) B' = BoolRec,(m’) andL’ = SetRec, (m’);

(i) a € Supp(o,(m)) andm’ € Supp(o,(m,vy(s’),a)). Hence it follows that(s’,m’) is reachable
in one step from(s,m) in G | o. Now, if (s,m’) is reached with positive probability frorts, m) in

G | o and if (s,m) is a recurrent state of | o, then(s’,m’) is also recurrent and lies in the same
recurrent class as, m) (since both(s, m) and(s’, m") would lie in the same bottom scc of the graph of the
Markov chain). Thus iBoolRec,(m)(s) = 1, thenBoolRec,(m')(s’) = 1. SinceB = BoolRec,(m) and

B’ = BoolRec,(m’), the desired result follows. O
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Lemma 4. Let(V, E) = PrGr(c) be the projection graph of. Let(U, B, L) % (U’, B', L') be an edge in
E,whereU,U’ C S, B,B' € {0,1}!5], andL, L’ € ®°|. Then for alls € S and all s’ € Supp(é(s, a)),
we havel’(s") C L(s).

Proof. By definition of PrGr(o) (as in the proof of Lemm@] 3), there exist, ' € M such that (i)B =
BoolRec,(m) and L = SetRec,(m); (ii) B’ = BoolRec,(m') andL’ = SetRec,(m’). Moreover,a €
Supp(o,(m)), and(U’, m’) is such that there existse O with U’ = (|, Supp(4(s,a)) N~y *(0) and
m’ € Supp(o,(m,o0,a)). This implies that(s’, m’) is reachable fronfs, m) in G | o. As a consequence
Rec(G | o)((s',m')) C Rec(G | o)((s,m)) (Property 4), and as relation is preserved by the projection
on the states and then on the colors, it follows #hds’) C L(s). O

We now define the notion of projected strategies: intuijiible projected strategy collapses memory
with sameBoolRec andSetRec functions, and at a collapsed memory state plays unifortrdyunion of the
actions played at the corresponding memory states.

Definition 5 (Projected strategyroj (o) of a finite-memory strategy)LetPrGr(c) = (V, E) be the projec-
tion graph ofo. We define the following projected strategy= proj (o) = (0,0}, M', m{):

e (Memory set). The memory set gfroj (o) is M’ = V' = {(U, BoolRec,(m), SetRec,(m)) | U C
Sandm e M}.

e (Initial memory). The initial memory state gfroj (o) ismy = ({so}, BoolRec,(my), SetRec, (my)).

e (Memory update).Letmn = (U,B,L) € M', 0 € O anda € A. Thend!,(m,o,a) is the uniform
distribution over the sefm’ = (U', B, L’) € M’ | m % m' € EandU’ C vy~ '(0)}.

e (Action selection).Givenm € M’, the action selection functios,(m) is the uniform distribution
over{a € A|3Im' € M's.t. m % m' € E}.

Markov chain of the projected strategy. For the following of the section, we fix a finite-memory state
o on G, let (V, E) = PrGr(o) be the projection graph, and let = proj(o) be the projected strategy.
The finite-memory strategy’ = (o7, 0,,, M’, m;) induces a probability transition function i x M’

givens, s’ € Sandm,m’ € M’ letd, ((s',m’) | (s,m)) be the probability to go from state, m) to state
(s’,m’) in one step if we use strategy. Formally,

60 ((s,m") | (s,m)) = 3 o (m)(a) - 8(s,a)(s) - o7, (m, 7(s"), @) ().

a€A
The chainG | ¢’ is a finite state Markov chain, with state spate: M’, which is a subset of x P(S) x
{0,1}151 x ®51, Givenx € S,Y C S, C € {0,1}1%, andZ € D5, let Succ, ((X,Y, C, Z)) denote the
set of states of the Markov chain reachable in one step fremstiite( X, Y, C, 7).

Random variable notations. For alln > 0 we write X,,,Y,,, C,,, Z,,, W, for the random variables which
correspond respectively to the projection of théh state of the Markov chai@ | ¢’ on theS component,
the P(S) component, th¢0, 1}15I component, thé !5l component, and the-th action, respectively.

Run of the Markov chain G | ¢/. ArunonG | ¢’ is a sequence
r = (Xo, Yo, Co, Zo) 8 (X1,Y1,C1, Z1) 5 ...

such that each finite prefix of is generated with positive probability on the chain, i.er, &ll i > 0,
we have ()W; € Supp(o},(Yi, Ci, Z:)); (i) Xit1 € Supp(d(Xi,W;)); and (iii) (Yiy1, Cig, Zis1) €

15



Supp(a,,((Yi, Ci, Z;),v(Xi+1), W;)). In the following three lemmas we establish crucial prapsrof the
Markov chain obtained from the projected strategy.

Lemmabs. LetX € S,Y C S, C € {0,1}/%], andZ € ®19I. Then:

Z(X) = U Z'(X").

(X", Y',C",Z")eSuccy ((X,Y,C,2))

Proof. This follows from the following basic property of finite Mask chains: given a state of a finite
Markov chain, the set of recurrent classes reachable framthe union of the set of recurrent classes
reachable from the set of states reachable fsdmone step (Property 5 of Markov chains). The relation is
preserved by projection on the colors of states. O

Lemma 6. Leto’ = proj(o) be the projected strategy ef Givens,s’ € S andm,m’ € M, if (s',;m’)

is reachable from(s,m) in G | o, then for allY’ C S such that(s, Y, BoolRec,(m), SetRec,(m)) is

a state ofG | o/, there exists’’ C S such that(s’, Y’, BoolRec, (m’), SetRec,(m')) is reachable from
(s,Y,BoolRec,(m), SetRec,(m)) in G | o’

Proof. Suppose first thats’, m’) is reachable fron{s,m) in G | o in one step. Lef” C S be such
that (s, Y, BoolRec, (m), SetRec,(m)) is a state ofG | ¢’. Then there exists an edge in the projec-
tion graph ofo from (Y, BoolRec, (m), SetRec, (m)) to another vertexY”’, BoolRec, (m'), SetRec, (m')).

As a consequence, there exi3ts C S such that(s’, Y’, BoolRec, (m’), SetRec,(m’)) is reachable from
(s,Y, BoolRec,(m), SetRec,(m)) in G | o’

We conclude the proof by induction: (&', m’) is reachable fronts,m) in G | o, then there exists a
sequence of couplgsy,m1), (s2,m2), ..., (8, m;) such that(s;,my) = (s,m), (s;,m;) = (s/,m’), and
forall j € {1,...,i — 1} we have thats;;1,m;1) is reachable fronfs;, m;) in one step. Using the proof
for an elementary step (or one step) inductively on such aeseg, we get the result. O

Lemma 7. Let Xy € S, Yy € P(S), Co € {0,1}!5! and Z, € D15, and letr = (X0, Yo, Co, Zo) 2
(X1, Y7,Ch, Z1) Wi be arun onG I o/ with a starting statg Xy, Yy, Co, Zp). Then for alln > 0 the
following assertions hold:

1. Xy41 € Supp(0(Xy,, Wy)).

2. Z,(X,,) is not empty.

3. Zn1(Xnt1) € Zn(Xn).

4. (Y, Cn, Zy) We (Y11, Cri1, Zn+1) is an edge inE, where(V, E) = PrGr(o).

5. IfC,(X,) =1,thenC,1(X,41) = 1.

6. If Cp(X,) =1, then|Z,(X,)| = 1. f {Z} = Z,(X,,), then for allj > 0 we havecol (X, ;) € Z.
Proof. We prove all the points below.

1. The first point is a direct consequence of the definitiorhefarkov chain.

2. The second point follows also from the definition of theiotes from every state of a Markov chain
at least one recurrent class is reachable and hence thet@njen colors is not empty.
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3. The third point follows from the first point of the lemma apeimma4.

4. For the fourth point: givelX,,,Y,, Cy, Z,), the strategy], samplesi¥,, with uniform probability
among the elements of the set:

{ac A|Ime Ms.t. (Y, Cn Zy) % me E}.

OnceW,, has been chosen, thet)((Y,,, Cp, Z,), 7(Xn+1), W) sampleS Y, 1, Cr41, Zn+1) UNi-
formly among the elements of the set:

{(U,B,L) € P(S) x {0,115 x @IS | (v;,,C,, Zo) 2 (U, B, L) € EandU C v (4(Xns1))}-

This proves thatY,,, C,, Z,) We (Ynt1,Cnt1, Zn41) IS an edge irk.
5. The fifth point follows from the fourth point and Lemina 3.

6. SupposéX,,Y,,Cy, Z,) is such thaC,,(X,,) = 1. Letm € M be an arbitrary memory state such
that C,, = BoolRec,(m) andZ,, = SetRec,(m). By hypothesis, sinc€’,(X,,) = 1, it follows that
(X,,m) is a recurrent state in the Markov chaih| . As a consequence, only one recurrent class
R C S x M of G | o is reachable fron{X,,,m), and(X,,m) belongs to this class (Property 2 of
Markov chains). Hencé&,,(X,,) = {col(Proj;(R))}, and thug Z,,(X,,)| = 1. It also follows that all
states(X’, m’) reachable in one step fro(X,,, m) also belong to the recurrent clags It follows
that X,, 1 € Proj; (R) and henceol(X,,11) € col(Proj;(R)). By induction for all; > 0 we have
col(Xp+j) € col(Proj; (R)).

The desired result follows. O

We now introduce the final notion that is required to comple&eproof. The notion is that of a pseudo-
recurrent state. Intuitively a stat&, Y, C, Z) is pseudo-recurrent i contains exactly one recurrent subset,
X belongs to the subset and it will follow for some memaetyc M (of certain desired property)X, m)
is a recurrent state in the Markov chaih | . The important property that will be useful is that once a
pseudo-recurrent state is reached, thegind Z remain invariant. We now formally define pseudo-recurrent
states.

Definition 6 (Pseudo-recurrent stated)et X € S, Y C S, C € {0,1}/*, andZ € ©!5I. Then the state
(X,Y,C, Z) is called pseudo-recurrerif there existsZ., C D such that:

() Z(X) = {Zoo}, (i) col(X) € Zno, and (iii) C(X) =

The following lemma shows that in the Markov chaih | ¢/, all states reachable from a pseudo-
recurrent state are also pseudo-recurrent.

Lemma 8. Let (X,Y, C, Z) be a pseudo-recurrent state.(IK’, Y, C’, Z') is reachable from{(X,Y, C, Z)
inG | o, then(X')Y',C’", Z') is also a pseudo-recurrent state add(X') = Z(X).

Proof. Let(X,Y, C, Z) be a pseudo-recurrent state, anddgt C D be suchthaZ (X) = {Z}, col(X) €
Zso, andC(X) = 1. By LemmdY (fifth point), ifC'(X) = 1, thenC’(X’) = 1. By Lemmd&Y (third point)

also,Z'(X') = {Z}, sinceZ’(X') is a non empty subset ¢f(X). Finally, the fact thatol(X') € Z

follows from the last (sixth) point of Lemnid 7. O
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In the following lemma we show that with probability 1 a psetrécurrent state is reachedGh| o’.

Lemma9. LetX € S,Y € P(S), C € {0,1}15], andZ € D!5I. Then almost-surely (with probability 1) a
run onG | ¢’ from any starting statéX, Y, C, Z) reaches a pseudo-recurrent state.

Proof. We show that giver(X,Y,C, Z) there exists a pseudo-recurrent sta¥. Y’ C’, Z’) which is
reachable from{(X,Y,C,Z) in G | ¢'. First let us consider the Markov chaf# | o obtained from the
original finite-memory strategy with memory M. Letm € M be such that = BoolRec,(m) and
Z = SetRec,(m). We will now show that the result is a consequence of Lefmarét we know that there
existst € S andm’ € M such that(t, m’) is recurrent and reachable fropX, m) with positive probability
inG | 0. Let R C S x M be the unique recurrent class such tttatn’) € R, andZ,, = {col(Proj,(R))}.
By Lemmd®, this implies that frorlX, Y, C, Z) we can reach a stat&X’, Y’, C’, Z’) such that:

o X' =1t
o Z2/(X') ={Zx};
e col(X') € Z; and
o C'(X') =1.
Hence(X',Y’,C’, Z') is a pseudo-recurrent state. This shows that from all stetbspositive probability

a pseudo-recurrent state is reached, and since it hold4 &iages with positive probability, it follows that
it holds for all states with probability 1 (Property 1 (a)). O

In the following three lemmas we establish the required erigs of pseudo-recurrent states.

Lemma 10. Let(X,Y, C, Z) be astate off | o/, and letZp € Z(X). Then there exists a pseudo-recurrent
state(X’,Y’,C’, Z") which is reachable froniX,Y, C, Z) and such that?’(X') = {Zg}.

Proof. The proof is of similar flavor as Lemnia 9. Consider the Markbgio G | o arising by fixing the
original finite-memory strategy. Letm € M such thatC' = BoolRec,(m) andZ = SetRec,(m). We
haveZp € SetRec,(m)(X), henceZp = col(Proj;(R)) for some recurrent clasB of the chainG | o
reachable from{X,m). Lett € S andm’ € M be such thatt,m’) is reachable fron{X,m)in G | o
andRec(G | o)((t,m")) = {R}, thenSetRec,(m')(t) = {Zp}. By Lemma[®, there exist8”, C’ such
that (¢,Y’, C’, SetRec,(m')) is reachable from{X,Y, C,SetRec,(m)) in G | o’ from the starting state
(X,Y,C, Z). The desired result follows. O

Lemma 11. Let (X,Y,C, Z) be a pseudo-recurrent state, aid, C D such thatZ(X) = {Z}. Then
for all colors ¢ € Z, there exists a stateX’, Y, C’, Z’) which is reachable ir | ¢/ from (X,Y,C, Z)
and such thatol(X') = /.

Proof. We again consider the Markov chain | 0. Letm € M be such thaC = BoolRec,(m) and
Z = SetRec,(m). Let R be the unique recurrent class @ | o such that(X,m) € R, thenZ, =
col(Proj,(R)). For everyl € Z., there exist§ X’,m’) € R such thatcol(X') = ¢. As (X',m/) is
reachable fron{X, m) in G | o, by Lemmd6, there exis’, C’, Z’' such tha{ X', Y’ , C’, Z') is reachable
inG | ¢ from (X,Y,C, Z). O

Lemma 12. Let (X, Y, C, Z) be a pseudo-recurrent state, then we ha\{e&) = SetRec,/(m’)(X), where
m’ = (Y,C, Z). In other words, if we consider a pseudo-recurrent statel #ren consider the projection
on the state space of the POMDPof the recurrent classes reachable and consider the cotbemn they
coincide withZ (X).
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Proof. Let (X,Y,C, Z) be a pseudo-recurrent state, and4gt be such thatZ(X) = {Z.}. First, by
Lemma8, we know that ifX’, Y’ C’, Z’) is reachable from{X,Y,C, Z) in G | ¢/, thencol(X') € Z..
This implies that for allZp € SetRec,, (m')(X), wherem’ = (Y,C, Z), we haveZp C Z.,. Second,
by Lemmd1l, if( X', Y’ ,C’, Z’) is reachable fro{X,Y,C, Z) in G | ¢’ and/ € Z, then there exists
(X", Y".C",Z") reachable from{(X’,Y’,C’, Z") such thatcol(X") = ¢. This implies that for allZp €
SetRec,/(m')(X), wherem’ = (Y,C,Z), we haveZ,, C Zp. Thus,SetRec, (m’)(X) = {Z} =
Z(X). O

We are now ready to prove the main lemma which shows that tloe sets of the projections of the
recurrent classes on the state space of the POMDP coingidediod the projected strategy = proj (o).

Lemma 13. Consider a finite-memory strategy = (o, 0,, M, mg) and the projected strategy’ =
proj (o) = (o), 0l, M',m{). Then we have

SetRec,(my)(s0) = SetRec, (mo)(s0);

i.e., the colors of the projections of the recurrent claseéshe two strategies on the state space of the
POMDPG coincide.

Proof. For the proof, letX = s, Y = {so}, C = BoolRec,(mg), Z = SetRec,(mg). We need to show
thatSetRec, (m()(X) = Z(X), wherem(, = (Y, C, Z). We show inclusion in both directions.

e First inclusion:(Z(X) C SetRec,/(my)(X)). Let Zp € Z(X). By Lemm&_ 10, there exists a state
(X',Y',C’, Z") which is reachable iG | ¢’ from (X,Y,C,Z), which is pseudo-recurrent, and
such thatZ'(X’) = {Zp}. By Lemmall2, we have&Z/(X’) = SetRec, (m')(X’) wherem' =
(Y',C", Z"). By Lemmd2, we havBetRec, (m')(X’) C SetRec, (m()(X). This proves thaZp €
SetRec, (my) (X).

e Second inclusion:SetRec, (m()(X) C Z(X)). Conversely, e € SetRec,s (m()(X). SinceG |
o' is a finite Markov chain, there exists a stéfé’, Y’, C’, Z’) which is reachable froniX,Y, C, 7)
in G | o’ such that:

— {Zp} = SetRec,/ (m')(X"), wherem’ = (Y',C", Z").
— For all (X", Y" C" Z") reachable from(X',Y',C',Z’) in G | ¢ we have{Zp} =
SetRec,/ (m”)(X") wherem” = (Y",C", Z").

The above follows from the following property of a finite Maskchain: given a state of a finite
Markov chain and a recurrent clagsreachable froms, from all statest of R the recurrent class
reachable front is R only (Property 2 of Markov chains). The condition is preserby a projection
on colors of states k.

By Lemmal9, there exists a pseudo-recurrent st&€,Y"” C” Z") which is reachable from
(XY, C',Z") in G | ¢/. By Lemmall2, we know thaZ”(X") = SetRec, (m")(X") where
m” = (Y",C",Z"). SinceSetRec,,(m")(X") = {Zp}, and since by Lemmid 7 (third point) we
haveZ”(X") C Z'(X') C Z(X), we getthatZp € Z(X).

The desired result follows. O

Theorem 2. Given a POMDRG and a Muller objectiveéMuller(F) with the setD of colors, the following
assertions hold:
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1. If there is a finite-memory almost-sure winning strategyhen the projected strategyroj (o), with
memory of size at mobtem* = 2211|915l (where® = P(P(D))), is also an almost-sure winning
strategy.

2. If there is a finite-memory positive winning strategythen the projected strategyroj (o), with
memory of size at moblem™, is also a positive winning strategy.

3. Finite-memory almost-sure (resp. positive) winningtgigies require at least exponential memory
in general, and randomized belief-based stationary striateare not sufficient in general for finite-
memory almost-sure and positive winning strategies.

Proof. Consider a finite-memory strategywith memoryM and initial memorymg and the Markov chain
G | 0. Also recall that the number of memory states usegy (o) is at mostMem*.

1. By Lemmd_1 ifo is almost-sure winning, then for all recurrent clas€eseachable frongsg, mg) in
G | o we havecol(Proj; (C)) € F; and by Lemma13 it follows that in the Markov chah| proj (o)
for all recurrent classe§” reachable fronisg, m;,), wheremy is the initial memory ofproj (), we
havecol(Proj, (C")) € F. It follows from Lemmad_ 1 thaproj (o) is an almost-sure winning strategy.

2. By Lemmadl ifs is positive winning, then there exists some recurrent classachable fronisg, mg)
in G | o with col(Proj, (C)) € F; and by Lemm&13 it follows that in the Markov chaih| proj (o)
there exists some recurrent class reachable from(sy, m(,), wheremy, is the initial memory of
proj (o), with col(Proj; (C")) € F. It follows from Lemmal thaproj(o) is a positive winning
strategy.

3. The exponential memory requirement follows from the ltssaf [9] that shows exponential memaory
requirement for almost-sure winning strategies for rebitifyaobjectives and positive winning strate-
gies for safety objectives. The fact that randomized béleefed stationary strategies are not sufficient
follows from Exampléll.

The desired result follows. O

4 Strategy Complexity for Parity Objectives under Finite-memory Strate-
gies

In this section we will establish the exponential upper lsufor almost-sure (resp. positive) winning strate-
gies in POMDPs with parity objectives under finite-memomatggies. Observe that Biichi and coBiichi
objectives are parity (hence also Muller) objectives Witbriorities (or colors) (i.e.d = 2), and from The-
orem2 we already obtain an upper boun@®f°! on memory size for them. However, applying the general
result of Theoreml2 for Muller objectives to parity objeesvwe obtain a double exponential bound, and
we will establish the exponential memory bound. Formallywik establish Theorerhl3: for item (1), in
Section 4.1l we present a reduction that for positive winigivgn a POMDP with S| states and a parity
objective with2 - d priorities constructs an equivalent POMDP with |S| states with Buchi objectives
(and thus applying Theorefm 2 we obtain "SI upper bound); for item (2), in Sectién %.2 we present
a reduction that for almost-sure winning given a POMDP Withstates and a parity objective with- d
priorities constructs an equivalent POMDP with |.S| states with a coBuchi objective (and thus applying
Theoreni 2 we obtain thz*|5| upper bound); and item (3) follows as in the proof of Theofém 2
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Theorem 3. Given a POMDRG and a parity objectivéarity(p) with the setD of d priorities, the following
assertions hold:

1. If there is a finite-memory positive winning strategy,ntliieere is a positive winning strategy with
memory of size at mogt !5,

2. If there is a finite-memory almost-sure winning stratéggn there is an almost-sure winning strategy
with memory of size at mogt |51,

3. Finite-memory almost-sure (resp. positive) winningtggies require exponential memory in general,
and belief-based stationary strategies are not sufficiegeineral for finite-memory almost-sure (resp.
positive) winning strategies.

4.1 Positive parity to positive Bichi

Given aPOMDRY = (S, A, 6, 0,7, so) and a parity objectiv®arity (p) with priority setD = {0, ...,2-d},
we will construct a POMDRY = (57, A,0", 0,4/, s;,) together with a Biichi objectivBuchi(7) such that
positive winning under finite-memory strategies is presdrvLet/ denote the sef0,...,d}. Intuitively,
in the construction ofy’ we form a copyG; of the POMDPG for eachi € I. There will be a positive
probability of going from the newly added initial staif to every copyG;. The transition probabilities in
the copyG; will mimic the transition probability of~ for states with priority at leat- 7, and for states with
priority strictly smaller thar - 7 it mimics the transitions of7 with probability 1/» and with probability!/
goes to a newly added absorbing stateNote that the construction will ensure that for any finitermory
strategy, in the copy; there are no recurrent classes that contain prioritiestlgtamaller thar® - i as the
absorbing state, is always reached with positive probability from such stigteith priority strictly smaller
than2 - 7). Note that every recurrent class that intersects with aoring state must consists only of the
absorbing state, since there are no transitions from therlibg state to any other state. In the cdagy
states with priority2 - 4 are assigned priority 0, and all other states are assigriedtyrl. Formally the
construction is as follows:

o §'=(SxI)U{s), st}
e We define the probabilistic transition functiéhas follows:

1. &' (sp,a)((s,i)) = w foralla € Aand alli € I, i.e., with positive probability we move
to copyG; forall i € [

5(s,a)(s’) if p(s) >2-14;
2. 0'((s,1),a)((s',1)) =

Aedls)  otherwise;
3. if p(s) < 2-1i, then we also havé&((s,i),a)(sf) = 3;
4. 8 (sf,a)(sy) =1forall a € A(i.e., sy is an absorbing state).

e O'=0U{sy}.

e 7V ((s,7) =v(s), 7' (sp) = v(s0) andy'(ss) = sy.

We define the priority functiop’ for the Biichi objective as follows:
1. p'(sp) = 1;
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0 ifp(s)=2-4
1 otherwise;

2. p/((s,i)) = {

3. p(sf) =1

The Biichi objective fo6:’ is Buchi(p’~1(0)), i.e., the target séf is the set of states with priority 0 according
top'.

Lemma 14. If there exists a finite-memory positive winning strateggzifor the parity objectiveParity(p),
then there exists a finite-memory positive winning strateigly the same memory statesG for the objec-
tive Buchi(p'~1(0)).

Proof. Let 0 = (oy, 0n, M, mp) be a finite-memory positive winning strategy in the POMDHFor the
objectiveParity(p). We define the strategy = (0., 0},, M, mg) in the POMDPG’ as follows: the strategy
plays aso for all states other thans, ando,({s¢},m,a)(m) for all a € A. As the only state in the
observations; is the absorbing state;, no matter what the strategy plays, is not left. The rest of the
components is the same as in the strategy et G denote the Markov Chaity [ o and G’ the Markov
chainG’ | o'.

Reachability. We first show that if(s’, m’) is reachable fron{s, m) in G for s, s’ € S andm,m’ € M,
then for alli € T we have thats’,i,m’) is reachable fronts, i, m) in G'. We prove the fact inductively.
Let (s,m) — (s, m’) be an edge i@, then there exists an actianc A such that (i)s' € Supp(d(s, a)),
(i) a € Supp(o,(m)), and (iii)m’ € Supp(oy(m,~(s’),a)). By definition of the transition functioty this
implies that(s’, i) € Supp(d’((s,4),a). Sinces’ plays the same as, it follows that(s,i,m) — (s',4,m’)
is an edge irG’. As the state spaces of the Markov chains are finite, thisidsté reachability by simple
induction.

Recurrent classSinceo is a positive winning strategy, there must exist a recurckagsC' reachable from
(s0,mo) in G such that the minimal prioritynin(p(Proj, (C'))) is even. Let that minimal priority b2 - .
Consider the cop¥; of G in G it contains all states frorRroj; (C'), and moreover as the minimal priority
of the states iProj; (C) is 2 - i (according tgp), the transition functiod’ matches the transition function
J for states inProj; (C') and all actions: € A. As the strategy’ does not know, due to the observation
definition, in which copy it is and plays as the strateggioes inG, the setC’ = {(s,i,m) | (s,m) € C}
of states forms a recurrent classGh

Finally we need to show that’ is reachable frongsj,, mg) in G'. SinceC is reachable fronfs, mg) in
G, there exists a state, m) that is reachable in one step frd@my, mg) andC is reachable fronfs, m). The
state(s, 7, m) is reachable in one step frofs,, mo) in G’ (from the initial states;, all copies are reached with
positive probability), and reachability t&' from (s, i, m) follows from the argument above for reachability.
As the setProj; (C”) contains a state with p(s) = 2 - i, we have thap/((s,i)) = 0, i.e., a target state
belongs taC"’. It follows thato” is a finite-memory positive winning strategy @f for Buchi(p’~1(0)) and
the desired result follows. O

Lemma 15. If there exists a finite-memory positive winning strateggirior the objectiveBuchi(p'~1(0)),
then there exists a finite-memory positive winning strateitly the same memory stategitfor the objective
Parity(p).

Proof. Given a finite-memory positive winning strategy= (o, oy, M, mg) in the POMDPG’ we show
thato is also positive winning in the POMDE. Similar to the previous lemma we fix the strategyn G
and obtain a Markov Chai@ = G | 0 andG’' = G’ | 0.
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Reachability. We show that if(s’, 7, m’) is reachable fronts,i,m) in G’ for s,s' € S, m,m’ € M, and
i € I, then(s’,m’) is reachable fron{s, m) in G. This follows from the fact that (i) if there is an edge
(s,1) % (s,9)in G (i.e.,8' ((s,),a)((s',7)) > 0), then we have an edge® s’ in G (i.e.,8(s,a)(s") > 0);
and (i) the strategy is the same for both POMDPs.
Recurrent classAs o is a positive winning strategy i6”, there exists a recurrent clas§$ reachable from
(sh,mo) in G’ which satisfieroj, (C')Np/~1(0) is non-empty. Note that there must existian I such that
all the states of the recurrent classare elements from the s6tx {i} x M, i.e., the class is included in some
copy G; (since there are no transitions between copies and thelabgatate has priority). As C’ forms
a recurrent class in copyit follows that all the states iRroj, (C”) have priority at leas? - i according tg
(since states with priority strictly smaller thani according tg have positive transition probability tor).
Consider the set of stat€s= {(s,m) | (s,i,m) € C'} in G. As the strategies we consider are the sathe,
forms a recurrent class i@ with the minimal priority at leas? - i. Moreover, sincéroj, (C") N p'~1(0) is
non-empty, it follows that the minimal priority @' is exactly2 - 4, i.e.,min(p(Proj,(C))) is 2 - i and even.
Finally, it remains to show that' is reachable from the initial state 6f. SinceC’ is reachable from
(sp,™mo), it must be reachable from some stétei, m) of copy G; and (s, 4, m) is reachable in one step
from (s}, mo) in G'. Then it follows that the statgs, m) is reachable fronisy, m) in one step inG, and the
reachability ofC' from (s, m) follows from the fact that’’ is reachable fronfs, i, m) and the argument for
reachability above. Hence, is a positive winning strategy for the objectiParity(p) in G and the desired
result follows. O

Lemmd 14 and Lemniall5 establishes item (1) of Thebdem 3.

4.2 Almost-sure parity to almost-sure coBichi

For almost-sure winning the reduction from parity objeesito coBiichi objectives will be achieved in two
steps: (1) First we show how to reduce POMDPs with parity ahjes to POMDPs with parity objectives
with priorities in{0, 1, 2}; and (2) then show how to reduce POMDPs with prioritie¢(nl, 2} to coBlichi
objectives, for almost-sure winning.

4.2.1 Almost-sure parity to almost-sure parity with three griorities

Given a POMDRG = (S, A, 0,0, 7, sp) and a parity objectiv®arity(p) with priority setD = {0,...,2 -

d + 1}, we will construct a POMDRS = (S, 4,9,0,7,3,) together with a parity objectiv@arity(p)
which assigns priorities from the s@, 1,2} such that almost-sure winning under finite-memory strategi
is preserved. Lef denote the s€f0, . . ., d}. Intuitively to constructy we form a copyG; of the POMDPG
for eachi € I. The game starts in the initial state of the c@py. The transition probabilities in the cogy;
are as follows: for states with priority at lea&st i it mimics the transition of~; and for states with priority
strictly smaller thar? - 4 it mimics the transition ofs with probability 1> and with probabilityl/> moves to
the copy:i — 1 (i.e., toG;_1). In G;, states with priority2 - s and2 - i + 1 are assigned priorities 0 and 1,
respectively, and all other states are assigned prioriy&@now present the formal construction(@f

e S=S5x1I
o We define the transition functianin two steps; for a statés, i) € S x I and an actiom € A:

1. 3((s,1), a)((s',1)) = {M) i ps) > 2

5 otherwise
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2. 8((s,i),a)((s',i — 1)) = 20D i 6) < 2.4

e 7((s,4)) = (s);

e S0 = (s0,d).
The new parity objectiv®arity(p) assigning prioritieq0, 1,2} is defined as follows:

0 ifp(s)=2-14;
p((s,i)) =<1 ifp(s)=2-i+1;
2 otherwise;

Lemma 16. If there exists a finite-memory almost-sure winning straiaghe POMDRPG for the objective
Parity(p), then there exists a finite-memory almost-sure winningegsawith the same memory states in the
POMDPG for the objectiveParity(p) with three priorities.

Proof. Let 0 = (o, 0n, M, mg) be a finite-memory almost-sure winning strategy in the POMDRr
the objectiveParity(p) and G the Markov ChainG I 0. We show that the strategy is also almost-sure
winning in the POMDPG. Consider the Markov Chait’ = G | . We need to show that for every
recurrent clas€’ reachable from the starting state, d, mo) we have thaiin(p(Proj, (C))) is even to
show thatr is an almost-sure winning strategyGh We will show that if there is a reachable recurrent class
in G’ with minimum priority odd, then there is a reachable reaurtass inG with minimum priority odd
contradicting thatr is an almost-sure winning strategy G

Assume towards contradiction that there exists a recuctassC reachable fronfs, d, mg) in G’ such
that the minimal priority is odd, i.emin(p(Proj,(C))) is odd (i.e.,C contains a priority 1 state but no
priority O state). By the construction ¢f, for every copyG;, there are transitions only to the states in the
copy G; or to the lower copyG;_;. Hence there are no transitions from a lower copy to a higbpy.c
Hence every recurrent class@ must be contained in some copy. Let the recurrent cfabs contained in
copyi, i.e.,C C S x {i} x M. Also note that by construction, every state with priorifjcsly smaller than
2 - i (by priority functionp) has positive probability transition to a lower copy anddeesuch states do not
belong to the recurrent class. Sineén(p(Proj, (C))) is odd it follows thatC' does not contain a state with
priority 0 by 7 (i.e., priority 2 - i by p) but contains some state with priorityby 7 (i.e., priority 2 - i + 1 by
p),i-e., ()C C ((Ujs2,p(5)) x {i} x M) (C'is contained in the copg; and the priorities of the states
in C are atlease-4); (i) CN (p~1(2-i) x {i} x M) = 0 (C contains no priority O state accordinggth and
(i) Cn(p~1(2-i+1) x {i} x M) # () (C contains some priority 1 state according)o Observe that due
to the definition of observations whenever a state, m) is reachable irG’ we have that the stat@, m)
is also reachable ify (since memories of the strategies are the same and the abisarfunction cannot
distinguish between copies). It follows that the set ofestét = {(s,m) | (s,i,m) € C} are reachable
from (sg,mg) In G. Moreover as transition probabilities for states;) with j > 2 - i are not modified in
the copyG; it follows thatC is a recurrent class reachablelin Thus we have a recurrent claSgeachable
from (so, mo) in G such thal’ N (p~(2-7) x M) = PandC'N (p1(2-i+1) x M) # 0, i.e., the minimum
priority is 2 - i + 1 and odd. This contradicts thatis an almost-sure winning strategy @for Parity(p).
Hence it followso is an almost-sure winning strategy@hfor Parity(p) and the desired result follows.[]

Lemma 17. If there exists a finite-memory almost-sure winning straieghe POMDPG for the objective
Parity(p) with three priorities, then there exists a finite-memory@dtrsure winning strategy with the same
memory states in the POMD® for the objectiveParity(p).
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Proof. As in the previous lemma let = (o, 0, M, my) be a finite-memory almost-sure winning strategy
in the POMDPG for the objectiveParity(p) andG’ the Markov Chain | o. We show that the strategy
o is also almost-sure winning in the POMIP. We consider the Markov Chaili = G I 0. We need to
show that for all recurrent classésreachable irG from (so, mp) the minimal priority is even.

Assume towards contradiction that there exists a reachablerent clas€” from (sg,mg) in G with
minimal priority odd, and let the minimal priority b&- i + 1. We need to show that this implies that there
exists a reachable recurrent class frosg, d, mg) in G’ with minimal priority odd (as we consider only
priorities 0, 1, 2, the minimal priority is1). Consider the subset of stai€s= {(s,i,m) | (s,m) € C}. The
minimal priority of the set i is 1 sinceC' does not contain any state with priority strictly smalleri + 1
and has some state with prioriyi + 1. The transition functiod matches the transition functignon states
of Proj,(C) for any actiona € A. ThereforeC forms a recurrent class i@’. It remains to show that’
is reachable from the initial state 6f. Let (s,i,m) be a state irC such thafp(s) = 1: the state(s,m) is
reachable irG from (sq, mg) since(s,m) is a state in the recurrent clagsreachable fron{sg, mg) in G.
Then for the starting copgz; we have thats, d, m) is reachable frontsg, d, mg) in G'. We now present
two simple facts:

1. For all stategs’,m’) € C we have thats, m) is reachable fronis’,m’) in G (sinceC is a recurrent
class and botlis’, m’) and(s, m) belong toC'), and it follows that for allj € I we have thats, j,m)
is reachable fronfs’, j, m’) in the copyj.

2. Sincep((s,i,m)) = 1 we have thap(s) = 2-i + 1, and for allj > 4, in G; if the state(s, j, m) is
reached, then with positive probability we reach the cppyl (some statés’, j — 1, m’)). Moreover,
since(s,m) € C, for all j > i, from (s, j, m) we reach a statgs’, j — 1,m’) such that(s’,m’) € C.

From the above two facts it follows that for gll> i we have(s,j — 1,m) is reachable fronts, j, m).
It follows that (s, 7, m) is reachable fronts, d, m) and since(s, d, m) is reachable fronfsg, d, mo) it fol-
lows that(s,i,m) is reachable fron{sg,d, mq). HenceC is reachable fron{s,d, mg) and we have a
contradiction to the fact that is an almost-sure winning strategy @hfor Parity(p). It follows thato is an
almost-sure winning strategy @ for Parity(p) and the desired result follows. O

Lemmd16 and Lemniall7 gives us the following lemma.

Lemma 18. If there exists a finite-memory almost-sure winning strategn the POMDPG with the ob-
jective Parity(p), theno is an almost-sure winning strategy in the POMDPwith the objectiveParity (p)
with three priorities; and vice versa.

Next we show how to reduce the problem of almost-sure winfongparity objectives with priorities
from the set{0, 1,2} to the problem of almost-sure winning for coBuichi objeetivin POMDPs.

4.2.2 Almost-sure parity with three priorities to almost-aure coBichi

Consider a POMDI; = (S, A4,5,0,7,3,) with a parity objectiveParity(p) assigning priorities from the
set{0,1,2}. We construct a POMDE! = (5, 4,4, 0,7, 3) with a coBlichi objectiveoBuchi(T'), where
the set of state® is going to be defined g5 1 (2) for a functionp assigning priorities from the sét., 2}.
Intuitively, for states with priorityl and2, the transition functiom mimics the transitions of; and for states
with priority 0, the transition functiod mimics the transitions of with probability 1/» and with probability
15 goes to a newly added absorbing state that is assignedtpi2orFormally the POMDR is defined as
follows:
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S=5uU{s}

s is defined for all states € S and all actions: € A as follows:

[ FRGs) € {1,2)
o= {5—“";’“” 5(s) = 0

(s,a)(sr) = Y2 if p(s) = 0;
(sr,a)(s,) = 1, i.e.,5, is an absorbing state;

2.6
3.0

O = O U {3}, i.e., the additional state is a new observation;

. 5(s) = {7(3) ifseS

Sp if s=5,

The coBlichi objective is defined by a priority functignthat is defined as:

N {2_9(8) if 5(s) € {1,2}

2 ifp(s)=00rs=3,

The objective inG is coBuchi(p~1(2)).

Lemma 19. If there exists a finite-memory almost-sure winning straiegn the POMDPG with the ob-
jective Parity (p) with three priorities, therw is an almost-sure winning strategy in the POMDRwith the
objectivecoBuchi(p~1(2)) and vice versa.

Proof. We start with the first direction. Let = (0., 0y, M, mg) be a finite-memory almost-sure winning
strategy inG, we claim thato is also almost-sure winning i¥. Assume towards contradiction that there
exists a reachable recurrent clésén the Markov chairG; I o such that the minimal priority in the class is
1. ThenC cannot contain the newly added absorbing stat@sp(s,) = 2 and if a recurrent class contains
the absorbing staté., then it contains only the stafe as there is no edge going frogn to a different state
in the POMDPG. It follows that the seC is reachable i I o, and due to the definition of the transition
functions forms a recurrent class. Sir€eontains a state with priority p(s) = 1, we have thap(s) is also
1, so there is a state with priorityin C. It remains to rule out the possibility that contains states’ with
priority p(s’) = 0, but that follows from the fact that whenever there was astath priority 0, no matter
what action was played, there was a positive probabilityeathings,.. SoC' contains a state with priority
1 and all the other states have priorityr 2. It follows that there exists a reachable recurrent clags o,
where the minimal priority is odd. This contradicts our asption thato is almost-sure winning id7.

In the second direction assume that no finite-memory styateglmost-sure winning ;. Therefore,
for every finite-memory strategy there exists a reachable recurrent cl@sis the Markov ChainG' | o,
such that the minimal priority in the classlisi.e., there exists a state with priorityand there are no states
with priority 0 in C'. In the Markov ChairG | ¢ the transition functionsg allows every transition available
in 4. It follows that the set is reachable with positive probability i [ 0. Since there is no state with
priority 0 in C it follows that the transition functiod matches the transition functiahfor all states inC'
and all actions: € A. It follows thatC is a recurrent class in the POMOP I 0. As all the priorities of
the states i’ are preserved in the priority functign there exists a reachable recurrent class with minimal
priority 1. It follows that there is no finite-memory almost-sure wimnitrategy in the POMDE. O

Lemmd 18 and Lemniall9 establish item (2) of Thedrém 3.
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5 Computational Complexity for Parity Objectives

In this section we will present an exponential time alganitto solve almost-sure winning in POMDPs
with coBuichi objectives under finite-memory strategiesd(the polynomial time reduction of Sectioh 4 for
parity objectives to coBlichi objectives allows our resuti carry over to parity objectives). The results
for positive Bichi is similar and the almost similar prosfamitted. The naive algorithm would be to
enumerate over all finite-memory strategies with memoryned by26'1!, this leads to an algorithm that
runs in double-exponential time. Instead our algorithmsesis of two steps: (1) given a POMDOP we
first construct a special kind of a POMDP such that there is a finite-memory winning strategyGiriff
there is a randomized memoryless winning strateg@;irand (2) then show how to solve the special kind
of POMDPs in time polynomial in the size of the POMDP. We firdtaduce the special kind of POMDPs
which we call belief-observation POMDPs which intuitivedgtisfy that the current belief is always the set
of states with current observation.

Definition 7 (Belief-observation POMDRP)A POMDP G = (5, A4,06,0,7,sp) is a belief-observation
POMDPIff for every finite prefixw = (sg,ag, s1,a1,-..,s,) With the observation sequenge= ~(w),
the beliefB(p) is equal to the set of states with the observatjds, ), i.e.,B(p) = {s € S | v(s) = v(sn)}.

In other words, belief-observation POMDPs are the spediaés of POMDPs where the current belief can
be directly obtained from the current observation.

5.1 Construction of belief-observation POMDPs for finite-nemory strategies

POMDPs to belief-observation POMDPs.The goal of this section is given a POM@IPwith a coBiichi
objectivecoBuchi(p~'(2)), and a priority function with priority sefl, 2}, to construct a belief-observation
POMDPG such that if there exists a finite- memory almost-sure wigrstiategy inGz, then there exists a
randomized memoryless almost-sure winning stratedy for another coBiichi objectiveoBuchi(p~1(2))
and vice-versa. Since we are interested in coBichi obgstifor the sequel of this section we will denote
by M = 2% x {0, 1}15I x ®I51 i.e., all the possible beliefs, BoolRec andSetRec functions (recall thaD is
P(P({1,2})) for coBiichi objectives). If there exists a finite-memorgnabt-sure winning strategy, then
the projected strategy’ = proj(o) is also a finite-memory almost-sure winning strategy (byoram[2)
and will use memonM’ C M. The size of the constructed POMDPwill be exponential in the size of the
original POMDPG and polynomial in the size of the memory $ét(and|M| = 265! is exponential in the
size of the POMDR=). We define the set/..guchi € M as the memory elements, where for all stat@s
the belief component of the memory, the SetRec(s) contains only a set with priority two, i.e., there is no
state with priorityl in the reachable recurrent classes accordir§et®ec. Formally,

Meouchi = {(Y,B,L) € M | forall s € Y we haveL(s) = {{2}}}

Construction of the new POMDP. Given a POMDPG = (S, A,4§,0,~,sp) with a coBuchi objec-
tive coBuchi(p~ (2)), represented by priority functiop : S — {1,2}, we construct a new POMDP
G = (S A3, (’),’y,so) with a coBiichi objectivecoBuchi(p~!(2)), for some priority functionp as-
signing to states irs priorities from the sef{1,2}. We refer to the newly constructed POMOP as
AlmostCoBuchiRed(G).

e The set of states = S U Sp U {S0,5} , will consist of action- selectiorstatesS, C S x M;
memory- selectlostatesS C S x 25 x M x A; 5y is an additional initial state; and the staids a
new absorbing state.
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The observation set is as follow& = (M) U (25 x M x A) U {So} U {5}

The initial state of the POMDP is.

A~

The observation mapping is defined naturallys, m)) = m, ¥((s,Y,m,a)) = (Y, m,a), ¥(50) =
{50}, and¥(5,) = {sp}. In other words, except the statasands, the strategy cannot observe the
first component of the state.

The actions arel = A U M, i.e., the actions from the POMD® or memory elements from the set
M.

We define the transition functiohin the following steps. First we will introduce a notion afowed
actions observe that for the computation of almost-sure winnindeuriinite-memory strategies the
precise transition probabilities do not matter and theeefo the following step we will specify only
the edges of the POMDP graph, and all transition probadsliéire uniform over the support set.

We call an actioru € A allowedin observation(Y, B, L) € O if for all statess € Y, there exists
asetZ,, C {1,2} such thatifB(s) = 1, L(5) = {Z«}, andp(s) € Z, then for all states
s € Supp(4(s,a)) we havep(s') € Z. Intuitively this condition enforces that once a state that
corresponds to a pseudo-recurrent state is reached in tNEDP@> in the next step only states with
priority in the setZ,, can be visited. Similarly we call an actiqit”’, B’, L) € M allowed in
observationY’, (Y, B, L), a) if both of the following conditions are satisfied: (i) for aliatess € Y,

if B(5) = 1, then for all state§’ € Supp(4(5, a)) we have tha3’(s’) = 1, intuitively the condition
says that if theBoolRec function is set to 1, then for all successors BwlRec function remains 1
(recall by Lemmal7 fifth point the property is ensured for potgd strategies); and (ii) € S and

s’ € Supp(d(s,a)), we have that/(s') C L(s). Intuitively the condition says the functiddetRec
must not increase with respect to set inclusion along theessors (recall by Lemnia 7 third point
the property is ensured for projected strategies).

1. 50 B (sg,m) for all m € Meoguehi N {({s0}, B, L) | B € {0,1}*,L € ®%}, i.e., from the
initial state all memory elements froml .g.chi that are consistent with the starting state can
be chosen (in other words, it consists of all the ways a ptejestrategy of a finite-memory
almost-sure winning strategy could start);

2. (s,(Y,B,L)) % (s,Y',(Y, B, L), a) iff all of the following conditions are satisfied:

— s’ € Supp(d(s,a)); and

— Y’ is the belief update in POMDE from beliefY” under observation = ~(s") and action
a,i.e.. Y’ = Jscy Supp(6(5,a)) Ny~ !(0); and

— actiona is allowed in observatioqY, B, L).

3. If an actiona is not allowed in observatiofl, B, L), then we add a transitiofs, (Y, B, L)) =
sp, 1.€., if the conditions are not satisfied the action leadh#ostates;, that will be a loosing
absorbing state in the POMDE.

4. (s, Y'(Y,B,L),a) " B (¢, (Y, B, L)) iff the action(Y’, B, I/) is allowed in the ob-
servation(Y’, (Y, B, L), a). Again if an action is not allowed, then the transition lead$ to
Sb-

5. The stat&, is an absorbing state, i.&,, a s, for all actionsa € A.
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Intuitively, G allows all possible ways that a projected strategy of a fim&mory almost-sure winning
strategy could possibly play ii. We define the coBiichi objectiveBuchi(p~'(2)) with the priority
function for the POMDR?Z asp((s,m)) = p((s,Y,m,a)) = p(s). The priority for the initial statey(s,)
may be set to an arbitrary priority frofi, 2} as the initial state will be visited only once. The priority
for the states;, is set tol, i.e., p(sp) = 1. We will refer to the above construction AsmostCoBuchiRed
construction, i.e.; = AlmostCoBuchiRed(G). We first argue thaf is a belief-observation POMDP.

Lemma 20. The POMDPG is a belief-observation POMDP.

Proof. Note that the observations are defined in a way that the firmpooent cannot be observed. Given
a sequencev of states and actions i@ with the observation sequenge= 7(w) we will show that the
possible first components of the states in the bdligf) are equal the updated belief componéritsn the
observation. Intuitively the proof holds as tiiecomponent is the belief and the belief already represents
exactly the set of states in which the POMDP can be with pasjirobability. We now present the formal
argument. Let us denote Broj,(B(p)) C S the projection on the first component of the states in the
belief. One inclusion is trivial since for every reachaltiges(s, (Y, B, L)) we haves € Y (resp. for states
(s",Y',(Y,B, L),a) we have that’ € Y’). Therefore we haveroj,(B(p)) C Y (resp.Y’).

We prove the second inclusion by induction with respect édéimgth of the play prefix:

e Base caseWe show the base case for prefixes of lengnd2. The first observation is alway$ }
which contains only a single state, so there is nothing tegr&imilarly the second observation in
the game is of the form{sy}, B, L) for someB € {0,1}°, L € ®°, and the argument is the same.

e Induction step: Let us a consider a prefi®’ = @ - a - (s',Y’, (Y, B, L),a) wherea € A and the
last transition ig(s, (Y, B, L)) = (s',Y",(Y, B, L),a) in the POMDPG. By induction hypothesis
we have thaB(7(w)) = {(s, (Y, B, L)) | s € Y}. The new belief is computed (by definition) as

— | Supp(3((5. (V. B, L)), @)) N3~ ((Y", (Y, B, L), a)).
sey

Let sy be a state int”, we want to show thatsy,Y’, (Y, B, L), a) |s in B(y(w’)). Due to the
definition of the belief update there exists a staten Y such thatsy % sy» and(sy, (Y,B,L)) €
B(H(w)). As~y(syr) = ~(s), it follows that (sy, Y, (Y, B, L), a) € Usep(sa)) Supp(4(5, a)) and
as(sy,Y’,(Y,B,L),a) € 37 (Y, (Y, B, L), a)), the result follows.

The case when the prefix is extended with an memory aetiog M is simpler as the first two
components do not change during the transition.

The desired result follows. O

The proof of the following two lemmas will use some desiredparties of the projected strategy of a
finite-memory strategy and tH&oolRec andSetRec functions established in Sectibh 3. The properties are
as follows:

1. (Property A forBoolRec functions). For every run of the Markov chain obtained from the POMDP
and a projected strategyroj (o) of a finite-memory strategy, if BoolRec is set to 1, then for all
successorBoolRec remains 1 (follows from the fifth point of Lemna 7).

2. (Property B forSetRec functions).For every run of the Markov chain obtained from the POMDP and
a projected strategyroj (o) of a finite-memory strategy, SetRec functions are non-increasing along
the steps of the run (follows from the third point of Lemimha 7).
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3. (Property C forBoolRec andSetRec functions).For every run of the Markov chain obtained from the
POMDP and a projected strategyoj (o) of a finite-memory strategy, if BoolRec is set to 1 for a
states, then all reachable states from that point have a priorityetRec,,,,; . (s) (follows from the
sixth point of Lemmal7).

Lemma 21. If there exists a finite-memory almost-sure winning straieghe POMDPG for the coBichi
objectivecoBuchi(p~1(2)), then there exists a randomized memoryless almost-surengistrategy in the
belief-observation POMDP; for the coRichi objectivecoBuchi(p—1(2)).

Proof. Assume there exists a finite-memory almost-sure winniragesgiyo, then by Theorernl2 there exists
a finite-memory almost-sure winning strategy = proj (o), which uses memory/” C M. Leto’ =
(ol 00, M' ({s0, }, Bo, Lo)) be the almost-sure winning strategy in the POMGP We fix the strategy

o' in the POMDPG and obtain a Markov Chait'y = G | o’. We define a randomized memoryless
observation-based strategy: O — D(A) in the POMDPG as follows:

e The deterministic action in the initial observation#g{sy}) = ({so}, Bo, Lo)-
e In the action-selection observatiol, B, L) we defines((Y, B, L)) = o, ((Y, B, L)).

e In the memory-selection observatidh”, (Y, B, L),a) we definea((Y’, (Y, B, L), a)) to play uni-
formly actions from the setupp((o/,((Y, B, L),0',a))), whereo' is the unique observation such that
all states inY”’ have observation’ in G.

¢ In the observation of the absorbing st&fg} no matter what actions are played the s&tis not left.

We fix the memoryless strate@yin the POMDPG and obtain a Markov chait’y, = G | 0. For sim-
plicity we will write (s, (Y, B, L)) — (¢, (Y',B’, L")) whenever(s, (Y, B,L)) — (s, Y',(Y,B,L),a) —
(s, (Y',B', L)) for somea € A in Go. Note that omitting the intermediate state does not affezbbjec-
tive asp((s’,Y', (Y, B, L),a)) = p((¢, (Y, B',L"))).

The strategys will in the first step select thé{so}, By, Lo) action and reach stateo, ({so}, Bo, Lo))
in G2. We will show that the two Markov chains reachable from @lisitate(s, ({so}, Bo, Lo)) in G1 and
(s0, ({so}, Bo, Lo)) in G are isomorphic (when considering the simplified edgeSdh

o Let (s,(Y,B, L)) — (¢,(Y',B',L')) be an edge inG;, then there exists (i) an actiom €
Supp(c’,((Y, B, L))), such thats’ € Supp(d(s,a)), (i) Y is the belief update fromy” under ob-
servationy(s’) and actiona, and (i) (Y’, B’, L") € Supp(o’.((Y, B, L),v(s'),a)). First we show
that there is a transitiofs, (Y, B, L)) % (s/,Y’,(Y, B, L),a) in the POMDPG. We verify three
properties of the transition functions The property that’ € Supp(d(s,a)) and thatY” is the belief
update follows from the facts (i) and (ii) mentioned aboveexiN\we show that action is allowed
in observation(Y, B, L), i.e., we need to verify that for all statése Y such thatB(s) = 1, and
there is a subset of prioritie8,, C {1,2} such thatL(s) = {Z.}, andp(s) € Z,, we have that
all states reachable in one st€pe Supp(d(s, a)) satisfyp(s’) € Z.,. Consider an arbitrary state
5 € Y such thatB(s) = 1, L(s) = {Z} andp(s) € Z. Note that(s, (Y, B, L)) is a reachable
pseudo-recurrent state in the Markov ch@insinceB(s) = 1, L(S) = {Z} andp(s) € Z. Asthe
strategyo’ is almost-sure winning it follows that all recurrent classeachable fronts, (Y, B, L))
contain only states with priorit i.e., Z., = {2}. Moreover by property A and C it follows that
only states with priority inZ., (i.e, with priority 2) are reachable fronfs, (Y, B, L)) in G. It fol-
lows that actiora is allowed in statgs, (Y, B, L)). By the definition of the strategy this action
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is played with positive probability and therefo(e, (Y, B, L)) — (s',Y’,(Y,B,L),a) is an edge

in Gy. Similarly, we show that there is a transiti¢s, Y’, (Y, B, L), a) (" BLE) (s',(Y',B', L")
in G. To show that(Y’, B/, L') is an allowed action in observatiaft”, (Y, B, L), a) we consider
all statess € Y, such thatB(5) = 1, and all reachable staté$ € Supp(d(s,a)), and want to
show thatB’(s’) = 1. As the state(s, (Y, B, L)) is reachable and”’ is a projected strategy of an
almost-sure winning strategy, it follows by property B andfCBoolRec and SetRec functions of
the projected strategy/, i.e., point three and five in Lemnia 7, that all the memoriethénmemory
updateSupp(c’, ((Y, B, L),~(s"),a)) of the projected strategy satisfy th&t(s’) = 1. The second
property of the non-increasirietRec function is proved similarly. It follows that the action ssdies
the requirements of item (4) of the transition functi@nAs before(Y’, B’, L') is played with posi-
tive probability and hencés’,Y’, (Y, B, L),a) — (s',(Y’, B’, L)) is an edge irG». It follows that
(s,(Y,B,L)) — (s',(Y',B’, L)) is an edge in the simplified graph 6%.

e In the other direction let us consider an edge(Y, B, L)) — (s',(Y’,B’, L)) in the simplified
graph ofG», it follows that there exists an action such that there are edgeés (Y, B, L)) —
(s, Y',(Y,B,L),a) — (s',(Y',B,L")) in the full graphGs. By the definition of the POMDP
G we get thats’ € Supp(d(s,a)) and Y’ is the belief update from” under observationy(s’)
and actiona. As actiona was played with positive probability it follows by the defion of the
strategyo thata € Supp(c’,((Y, B, L))) and similarly(Y’, B’, L") being played byr we get that
(Y B, L") € Supp(¢’,((Y,B,L),v(s'),a)). Hence we get thats, (Y, B, L)) — (¢, (Y’, B, L))
is an edge ir7;.

The desired result follows. O

Lemma 22. If there exists a randomized memoryless almost-sure wgrstmtegy in the belief-observation
POMDP G for the coRichi objectivecoBuchi(p~1(2)), then there exists a finite-memory almost-sure win-
ning strategy in the POMDF for the coRichi objectivecoBuchi(p~'(2)).

Proof. Given a memoryless strategyin G, we define the finite-memory strategy= (o, 0y, M, mg) in
G as follows:

e 0,((Y,B,L)) =5((Y,B,L));

e 0,((Y,B,L),0,a) update uniformly to elements from the $etpp(c((Y”, (Y, B, L), a))), whereY”’
is the belief update frorlr under observation and action.

e my = o({50}). Note that this can be in general a probability distributiddince we require the
initial memory to be deterministic, we can model this prépdary adding an additional initial state
and memory state from which the required randomized memupagate is performed.

We fix the finite-memory strategy in the POMDPG to obtain a Markov Chaitz; = G | o and
similarly fixing the memoryless strate@yin the POMDPG to obtain a Markov Chaidrs = G | 7.

As in the previous lemma we will consider a simplified gragh and write (s, (Y,B,L)) —
(s',(Y',B',L")) whenever(s, (Y,B,L)) — (¢,Y',(Y,B,L),a) — (¢, (Y’,B’, L)) for somea € A in
G2. We show that the two graphs reachable from stéies({so}, Bo, Lo)) in G1 and(so, ({s0}, Bo, Lo))
in G5 are isomorphic. Note that the absorbing statés not reachable in the Markov chadi,, otherwise
there would be reachable recurrent clas&/incontaining the stat@, and no other state (follows from the

fact thats;, is an absorbing state). As the priorifys;) is 1 it follows that there would be a reachable
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recurrent class with minimal priority and contradicting the assumption tlzats an almost-sure winning
strategy.

o Let (s,(Y,B,L)) — (s,(Y',B',L")) be an edge inG;, then there exists an action €
A such that ()a € Supp(a((Y,B,L)), (i) s € Supp(d(s,a)), and (i) (Y',B', L") €
Supp(a(Y’,(Y,B,L),a)). Therefore there are edgés, (Y,B,L)) — (¢,Y',(Y,B,L),a) and
(s, Y'(Y,B,L),a) — (s',(Y',B', L)) in Gs.

e In the other direction let there be an edgés,(Y,B,L)) — (¢,(Y,B L))
in the simplified graph of G2, then there exists an actiom € A such that
(s,(Y,B,L))—(s,Y',(Y,B,L),a)— (s, (Y',B',L")) are transitions in the full graph of7s.
By the definition of the POMDRG and the strategyr we get that (i)s’ € Supp(d(s,a)),
(i) a € Supp(on((Y,B,L))) and (i) (Y',B’,L") € Supp(o.((Y,B,L),~(s"),a)). Therefore
(s,(Y,B,L)) — (s',(Y',B’, L)) is an edge in the graph ¢f;.

The desired result follows. O

5.2 Polytime algorithm for belief-observation POMDPs

In this section we will present a polynomial time algorithar fhe computation of the almost-sure winning
set for the belief-observation POMDP for coBiichi objectives under randomized memorylessegias.
The algorithm will use solutions of almost-sure winningssier safety and reachability objectives.

POMDPs with available actions. For simplicity in presentation we will consider POMDPs weh avail-
able action function that maps to every observation the fsatailable actions for the observation, i.e., we
consider POMDPs as tuplés, A, 5, 0,T, 7, sq), where the functiod : © — 24\ ( maps every observa-
tion to a non-empty set of available actions. Note that thir simplicity in presentation, as if an action
is not available for an observation, then a new state can thedatthat is loosing and for every unavailable
action transitions can be added to the newly added loosatg @hus making all actions available).
Almost-sure winning observations. For an objectivep, we denote byAlmost(y) = {o € O |
there exists a randomized memoryless strateguch that for alk € v=1(0). PJ(¢) = 1} the set of ob-
servations such that there is a randomized memorylesegyr&t ensure winning with probability 1 from
all states of the observation. Our goal is to complib@ost(coBuchi(p~*(2))). Also note that since we
consider belief-observation POMDPs we can only considieflsehat correspond to all states of an obser-
vation. First we introduce one necessary notation:

e (Allow). Given a seD C O of observations and an observatiore O we define byAllow(o, O) the
set of actions that when playeddrensures that the next observation i€ini.e., more formally:

Allow(0,0) = {a € T'(0) | U ~v(Supp(d(s,a))) C O}.

s€771(0)

We will consider the POMDRS = AlmostCoBuchiRed(G) obtained by the construction for reduction to
belief-observation POMDPs.

Definition 8. Given the POMDRG, for a setF” C S of states, if{so} € Almost(Safe(F)), we define a
POMDP Gsape(ry = (5, A4, 6, Almost(Safe(F)), T', 7, so) as follows:

e The set of states iS = ! (Almost(Safe(F)));
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¢ the available actions are restricted as foIIovxECa) = Allow(o, Almost(Safe(F))); and

¢ the observation mapping functioiis) = (s).
Lemma 23. The POMDPGs,¢.(r) is a belief-observation POMDP.

Proof. Follows directly from the fact that is a belief-observation POMDP. O

Almost-sure winning for coBlichi objectives. In this part we will show how to decide whether an ob-
servationo € O is an almost-sure winning observation for the coBiichi ciibje coBuchi(p~1(2)) in the
belief-observation POMDF (i.e., whethelo € Almost(coBuchi(p(2)))). We will show that the com-
putation can be achieved by computing almost-sure winréggpns for safety and reachability objectives.
The steps of the computation are as follows:

1. (Step 1).Let F = S\ §, and we first comput€is, . r). This step requires the computation of the
almost-sure winning for safety objectives.

2. (Step 2). Let §W C S denote the subset of states that intuitively corresponditming pseudo-
recurrent (wpr)states, i.e., formally it is defined as follows:

Supr = {(s. (Y. B, L)) | B(s) = 1, L(s) = {{2}} andp(s) = 2}.

In the restricted POMD@Safe( ) We compute the set of observation$, = AImost(Reach(§wpr)).
We will show thati?s = Almost(coBuchi(p~1(2))). This step requires the computation of the almost-
sure winning for reachability objectives.

In the following two lemmas we establish the two required lusmns to show W, =
Almost(coBuchi(p~1(2))).

Lemma 24. W5 C Almost(coBuchi(p~1(2))).

Proof. Let o € W5 be an observation ifl;, and we show how to construct a randomized memoryless
almost-sure winning strategy ensuring that= Almost(coBuchi(p—1(2))). Let o be the strategy pro-
duced by the computation dﬂmost(Reach(gwm)). We will show that the same strategy ensures also
Almost(coBuchi(p~1(2))). As in every observation the strategyr plays only a subset of actions that are
in Allow(o, Almost(Safe(F')) (to ensure safety ifi"), whereF' = S'\ 5, the absorbing staf®, is not reach-
able. Also with probabilityl the seLSA”pr is reached. We show that for all states(Y, B, L)) € §pr

that all the states reachable fram (Y, B, L)) have priority2 according top. Therefore ensuring that all
recurrent classes reachable frcﬁqg}m have minimal priority2. Due to the construction of the POMDP,

the only actions allowed in a state, (Y, B, L)) satisfy that for all states € Y if B(5) = 1, L(5) = {Zx }
andp(s) € Zy for someZ,, C {1,2}, then for all state§’ € Supp(d(s,a)) we have thap(s') € Z.

As all states in(s, (Y,B,L)) € §pr haveL(s) = {{2}}, it follows that any state reachable in the next
step has priority2. Let (s', Y, (Y, B, L), a) be an arbitrary state reachable frgm (Y, B, L)) in one step.

By the previous argument we have that the priofitys’, Y’, (Y, B, L),a)) = 2. Similarly the only al-
lowed memory-update actiori¥”’, B’, L) from state(s’, Y’ (Y, B, L), a) satisfy that wheneves € Y and
B(s) = 1, then for alls’ € Supp(4(s,a)), we have thai3’'(s') = 1 and similarly we have that/(s’) is a
non-empty subset df(s), i.e.,L'(s") = {{2}}. Therefore the next reachable stait (Y’, B’, L')) is again

in §wp,,. In other words, from stategs, (Y, B, L)) in §pr in all future steps only states with priority 2 are
visited, i.e. Safe(p~1(2)) is ensured which ensures the coBiichi objective. As the;sta@wm are reached
with probability 1 and from them all recurrent classes reachable have onlgsstiaat have priority, the
desired result follows. O
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Lemma 25. Almost(coBuchi(p~1(2))) C Wa.

Proof. Assume towards contradiction that there is an observatiom O \ Wy such thato €
Almost(coBuchi(p1(2))). The observatiom belongs toAlmost(Safe(F')) as there is no winning strat-
egy from observations outsid&lmost(Safe(F')), where F' = 5 \ 5. Consider a randomized memory-
less strategys satisfying the coBuichi objective from all observationsAitnost(coBuchi(p~1(2))). By
Lemma22 there exists a finite-memory almost-sure winnirggegyo in the POMDPG. Let us consider
the almost-sure winning projected stratedy= proj (o) in the POMDPG. Recall that by Lemmia 9 the set
of pseudo-recurrent states is reached with probabhility the Markov chainG' | ¢’. By Lemma12, for a
pseudo-recurrent state, (Y, B, L)) there exists reachable recurrent class with the priorityasé(s), and
sinceo’ is an almost-sure winning strategy every recurrent classt imave only priority 2, and hence for
every reachable pseudo-recurrent stateéY, B, L)) we must have.(s) = {{2}}. And by the definition
of pseudo-recurrent states we also have fat) = 1 andp(s) € {2}. Asp(s, (Y, B, L)) = p(s) we have
that (s, (Y, B, L)) € Swpr This implies that every pseudo-recurrent state reachalaestate mSW We
want to show that in the construction described in Lernmat® niemoryless almost-sure winning strategy
o’ constructed from the projected strategfywill ensure reaching the séAt(,Jpr in the Markov chain o’
with probability 1. In the proof of Lemma 21 we have already established thahegdility is preserved,
e., if (¢, (Y’,B’,L’)) is reachable fronis, (Y, B, L)) in G | ¢’ then(s',(Y’', B’, L")) is reachable from
(s,(Y,B,L))in G I o’. As by LemmdD from every state a pseudo- -recurrent statecheel with positive
probablllty, and (as argued above every reachable psexmiorent state is |SW) we have that from  every
state inG | o/ a state mS‘W is reachable. As this is true for every state we have thatethefStatesSwp,,
is reached with probability in G o’ (Property 1 (a)). Therefore we have that the observatibelongs to
AImost(Reach(SW)). But this contradicts that does not belong tdl’; and the desired result follows.]

To complete the computation for almost-sure winning for éold objectives we now present polynomial
time solutions for almost-sure safety and almost-surehBaisjectives (that implies the solution for almost-
sure reachability) in belief-observation POMDPs for ramidmed memoryless strategies. The algorithm is
presented in_[7] and we present them below just for sake ofpteteness. We start with a few notations
below:

e (Pre). The predecessor function given a set of observat@rselects the observationse O such
thatAllow(o, O) is non-empty , i.e.,

Pre(O) = {o € O | Allow(o,O) # 0}.

e (Apre).Given a set C O of observations and a sat C S of states such that C 4~ 1(Y)), the set
Apre(Y, X) denotes the states fromt ! (Y) such that there exists an action that ensures that the next
observation is irt” and the seiX is reached with positive probability, i.e.,:

Apre(Y, X) = {s € v (Y) | 3a € Allow(~(s),Y") such thaBupp((s,a)) N X # 0}.

e (ObsCover)Foraset/ C S of states we define th@bsCover(U) C O to be the set of observations
o such that all states with observatioiis in U, i.e.,ObsCover(U) = {o € O | y~!(0) C U}.

Using the above notations we present the solution of almas-winning for safety and Blichi objectives.
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Almost-sure winning for safety objectives.Given a safety objectivBafe(F'), for a setF’ C S of states, let
Or = ObsCover(F) denote the set of observationsuch thaty~!(0) C F, i.e., for all states € y~1(0)
belong toF'. We denote by X the greatest fixpoint and hyX the least fixpoint. Let

Y* =vY.(Or NPre(Y)) = vY.(ObsCover(F) N Pre(Y))

be the greatest fixpoint of the functigitY’) = Or N Pre(Y’). Then the seY* is obtained by the following
computation:

1. Yy < Op; and
2. repeatt;;; < Pre(Y;) until a fixpoint is reached.
We show that™ = Almost(Safe(F)).
Lemma 26. For every observation € Y* we haveAllow(o, Y*) # 0 (i.e., Allow(o, Y*) is non-empty).

Proof. Assume towards contradiction that there exists an observatc Y* such thatAllow(o, Y™*) is
empty. Thervo ¢ Pre(Y™*) and hence the observation must be removed in the next d@eratithe algorithm.
This impliesPre(Y™*) # Y*, we reach a contradiction th&t* is a fixpoint. O

Lemma 27. The sey* is the set of almost-sure winning observations for the gafbjectiveSafe(F'), i.e.,
Y* = Almost(Safe(F")), and can be computed in linear time.

Proof. We prove the two desired inclusions: () C Almost(Safe(F")); and (2)Almost(Safe(F)) C Y*.

1. (First inclusion). By the definition ofY; we have thaty~'(Y;) C F. AsY;,; C Y; we have that
v~ Y(Y*) C F. By Lemmd26, for all observations € Y* we haveAllow(o, Y*) is non-empty. A
pure memoryless that plays some action frAtlow(o, Y*) in o, for o € Y*, ensures that the next
observation is i *. Thus the strategy ensures that only states fsorh(Y*) C F are visited, and
therefore is an almost-sure winning strategy for the safbjgctive.

2. (Second inclusion)We prove that there is no almost-sure winning strategy f€édR™ by induction:

e (Base case).There is no almost-sure winning strategy from observations Y. Note that
Yy = Op. In every observation € O \ Y; there exists a statec v~ (o) such thats ¢ F. As
G is a belief-observation POMDP there is a positive probghilf being in states, and therefore
not being inF'.

¢ (Inductive step). We show that there is no almost-sure winning strategy frosenkations in
O\ Y. LetY;11 # Y, ando € Y; \ Y;11 (or equivalently(O \ Y;41) \ (O \ Y;)). As the
observatioro is removed fromY; it follows that Allow(o,Y;) = 0. It follows that no matter
what action is played, there is a positive probability ofrigein a states € v~!(o) such that
playing the action would leave the sgt!(Y;) with positive probability, and thus reaching the
observation®\ Y; from which there is no almost-sure winning strategy by induchypothesis.

This shows that™ = Almost(Safe(F")), and the linear time computation follows from the straigirfard
computation of greatest fixpoints. The desired result fadlo O

We now present one simple lemma that was implicitly usedendstriction of the POM DP! to almost-
sure safety that a randomized memoryless strategies miygplag action in theAllow set.
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Lemma 28. Let 0 be a randomized memoryless almost-sure winning strategy lelief-observation
POMDPG for the safety objectivBafe(F'). ThenSupp(c (o)) € Allow(o, Almost(Safe(F))).

Proof. Assume that the strategyplays an actiorm € A \ Allow(o, Almost(Safe(F"))) after an observation
o. Then there is a positive probability of being in a state y~1(0) such that playing the actiomin that
state would leave the observatioAsnost(Safe(F')) with positive probability. As there is no randomized
almost-sure winning strategy i \ Almost(Safe(F")) (by definition), this contradicts the fact thatis
almost-sure winning. O

Almost-sure winning for Biichi objectives. Consider a sef’ C S of target states, and the Biichi objective
Buchi(T"). We will show that:

Almost(Buchi(T)) = vZ.0bsCover(uX.((T Ny~ 1(Z) N~y 1(Pre(Z))) U Apre(Z, X))).

Let Z* = vZ.0ObsCover(uX.((T Ny~Y(2Z) Nn~y~(Pre(Z))) U Apre(Z, X))). In the following two
lemmas we show the two desired inclusions, i¥émost(Buchi(7')) € Z* and then we show that* C
Almost(Buchi(T)).

Lemma 29. Almost(Buchi(7")) C Z*.

Proof. Let W* = Almost(Buchi(T")). We first show that¥* is a fixpoint of the function
f(Z) = ObsCover(uX.(T Ny~ (Z) Ny~ 1 (Pre(Z))) U Apre(Z, X))),

i.e., we will show thatV* = ObsCover(uX.((T N~y~1(W*) Ny~ (Pre(W*))) U Apre(W*, X))) . As
Z* is the greatest fixpoint it will follow thatV* C Z*.
Let
X' = (pX.((T Ny~ (W) Ny~ (Pre(W*))) U Apre(W™, X))),

andX* = ObsCover(X*). Note that by definition we hav&* C ~!(W*) as the inner fixpoint computa-
tion only computes states that belongyto' (W*). Assume towards contradiction tHat* is not a fixpoint,

i.e., X* is a strict subset ofV’*. For all statess € 4~1(W*) \ X*, for all actionsa € Allow(y(s), W*)

we haveSupp(d(s,a)) C (y~1(W*) \ X*). Consider any randomized memoryless almost-sure winning
strategyc™* from W* and we consider two cases:

1. Suppose there is a state v~! (1W*)\ X* such that an action that does not belonglow(~(s), W*)
is played with positive probability by*. Then with positive probability the observations fram*
are left (because from some state with same observatieamsbservation in the complementidt
is reached with positive probability). Since from the coempént ofi/* there is no randomized mem-
oryless almost-sure winning strategy (by definition), ihicadicts that™ is an almost-sure winning
strategy fromiv/*.

2. Otherwise for all statesc ~~!(W*)\ X* the strategy* plays only actions illlow(~(s), W*), and
then the probability to reack * is zero, i.e.Safe(y~1(W*) \ X*) is ensured. Since all target states
in v~1(W*) belong toX* (they get included in iteration 0 of the fixpoint computajidtrfollows that
(y"Y(W*)\ X*)NT = 0, and henc&afe(y~1(W*) \ X*) N Buchi(T) = (), and we again reach a
contradiction that™ is an almost-sure winning strategy.

It follows that W * is a fixpoint, and thus we get th&@t™ C Z*. O
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Lemma 30. Z* C Almost(Buchi(T)).

Proof. We define a randomized memoryless strategjor the objectiveAlmost(Buchi(7")) as follows: for
an observation € Z*, play all actions from the s&tllow(o, Z*) uniformly at random. Since the strategy
o* plays only actions imllow(o, Z*), for o € Z*, it ensures that the set of states!(Z*) is not left,
(i.e., Safe(y~1(Z*)) is ensured). We now analyze the computation of the inner ifitpoe., analyze the
computation ofu X.((T N ~y~1(Z*) Ny~ (Pre(Z*))) U Apre(Z*, X))) as follows:

e Xo = (TNy Y Z*)Ny~(Pre(Z*))) UApre(Z*,0))) = TN~y (Z*)ny~L(Pre(Z*)) C T (since
Apre(Z*,()) is emptyset);

o Xy = (TNy}(2%) Ny} (Pre(27))) U Apre(Z*, X))

Note that we haveX, C T'. For every state; € X the set of played action&llow(v(s;), Z*) contains

an actiona such thatSupp(d(s;,a)) N X;_1 is non-empty. LetC be an arbitrary reachable recurrent class
in the Markov Chain | o reachable from a state i1 !(Z*). SinceSafe(y~1(Z*)) is ensured, it follows
thatC C y~1(Z*). Consider a state i that belongs toX; \ X;_; for j > 1. Since the strategy ensures
that for some action played with positive probability we must haSepp(d(s;,a)) N X;_1 # 0, it follows
thatC N X;_; # (0. Hence by inductiorC' N X, # (. It follows C' NT # ). Hence all reachable recurrent
classes intersect with the target set and thus the strategynsures thai’ is visited infinitely often with
probability 1. Thus we havg™* C Almost(Buchi(7")). O

Lemma 31. The setAlmost(Buchi(7")) and Almost(Reach(7")) can be computed in quadratic time for
belief-observation POMDPs, for target SEtC S.

Proof. For Almost(Buchi(7")) it follows directly from Lemmal 29 and Lemma]30. The result for
Almost(Reach(T")) follows from the fact thaReach(T") is a special case @uchi(T") (by converting states
in the target sef’ to absorbing states). O

The EXPTIME-completeness.In Sectiorf 4 we have established a polynomial time reduafd?OMDPs
with parity objectives to POMDPs with coBlichi objectives filmost-sure winning under finite-memory
strategies. In this section we first showed that given a POMI¥Ath a coBiichi objective we can construct
an exponential size belief-observation POMDRand the computation of the almost-sure winning set for
coBichi objectives reduced to the computation of the atraose winning set for safety and reachability
objectives, for which we established linear and quadratie talgorithms respectively. This gives us an
20(514) time algorithm to decide (and construct if one exists) thisterce of finite-memory almost-sure
winning strategies in POMDPs with parity objectives wittpriorities. The EXPTIME-hardness follows
from the results of [9] that shows deciding the existencerifdimemory almost-sure winning strategies in
POMDPs with reachability objectives is EXPTIME-hard. Thsults for positive winning goes via reduction
to Biichi objectives and is similar. We have the followingui.

Theorem 4. The following assertions hold:

1. Given a POMDR= with | S| states and a parity objective withpriorities, the decision problem of the
existence (and the construction if one exists) of a finitexorg almost-sure (resp. positive) winning
strategy can be solved i (15D time.

2. The decision problem of given a POMDP and a parity objectiWether there exists a finite-memory
almost-sure (resp. positive) winning strategy is EXPTIbtiEAplete.
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Remark 4. Note that our EXPTIME-algorithm for parity objectives, atite LAR reduction of Muller
objectives to parity objectives [19] give @¢(¢4*I5) time algorithm for Muller objectives with colors

for POMDPs with|S| states, i.e., the algorithm is exponential| B| and double exponential i@. Note that
the Muller objective specified by the sE€tmaybe in general itself double exponentiakin

References

[1] C. Baier, N. Bertrand, and M. GrofRer. On decision praidefor probabilistic Biichi automata. In
FoSSaCSLNCS 4962, pages 287-301. Springer, 2008.

[2] C. Baier, M. Grol3er, and N. Bertrand. Probabilistic gaeautomatal. ACM 59(1), 2012.
[3] C. Baier and J-P. KatoerRrinciples of Model CheckingMIT Press, 2008.

[4] A.Bianco and L. de Alfaro. Model checking of probabilisand nondeterministic systems.F8TTCS
95, volume 1026 oL NCS pages 499-513. Springer-Verlag, 1995.

[5] P. Billingsley, editor.Probability and MeasureWiley-Interscience, 1995.

[6] P. Cerny, K. Chatterjee, T. A. Henzinger, A. Radhaknshand R. Singh. Quantitative synthesis for
concurrent programs. IRroc. of CAV LNCS 6806, pages 243—-259. Springer, 2011.

[7] K. Chatterjee and M. Chmelik. Pomdps under probabdisemanticsCoRR abs/1308.4846 (Confer-
ence version: UAI 2013), 2013.

[8] K. Chatterjee, L. Doyen, H. Gimbert, and T. A. Henzing&andomness for free. IMFCS pages
246-257, 2010.

[9] K. Chatterjee, L. Doyen, and T. A. Henzinger. Qualitatianalysis of partially-observable Markov
decision processes. MFCS pages 258-269, 2010.

[10] K. Chatterjee, L. Doyen, T.A. Henzinger, and J.F. Rasllgorithms for omega-regular games with
imperfect information. I"CSL’06 pages 287-302. LNCS 4207, Springer, 2006.

[11] K. Chatterjee and T. A. Henzinger. Probabilistic auédanon infinite words: Decidability and unde-
cidability results. INPATVA pages 1-16, 2010.

[12] A. Condon and R. J. Lipton. On the complexity of spacerumd interactive proofs. IROCS pages
462-467, 1989.

[13] C. Courcoubetis and M. Yannakakis. The complexity atyabilistic verificationJournal of the ACM
42(4):857-907, 1995.

[14] K. Culik and J. Kari. Digital images and formal languagéHandbook of formal languagepages
599-616, 1997.

[15] L. de Alfaro, M. Faella, R. Majumdar, and V. Raman. Cadeare resource managementEIMSOFT
05. ACM, 2005.

[16] R. Durbin, S. Eddy, A. Krogh, and G. Mitchisoiological sequence analysis: probabilistic models
of proteins and nucleic acids<Cambridge Univ. Press, 1998.

38



[17] J. Filar and K. Vrieze Competitive Markov Decision Process&pringer-Verlag, 1997.

[18] H. Gimbert and Y. Oualhadj. Probabilistic automata ontéi words: Decidable and undecidable
problems. InProc. of ICALR LNCS 6199, pages 527-538. Springer, 2010.

[19] Y. Gurevich and L. Harrington. Trees, automata, andganinSTOC’82 pages 60-65, 1982.
[20] H. Howard.Dynamic Programming and Markov Process®8T Press, 1960.

[21] L.P. Kaelbling, M. L. Littman, and A. W. Moore. Reinfament learning: A surveyl. of Artif. Intell.
Research4:237-285, 1996.

[22] A. Kechris. Classical Descriptive Set Theor$pringer, 1995.

[23] H. Kress-Gazit, G. E. Fainekos, and G. J. Pappas. Teaiymgic-based reactive mission and motion
planning. IEEE Transactions on Robotic85(6):1370-1381, 2009.

[24] M. Kwiatkowska, G. Norman, and D. Parker. Verifying damized distributed algorithms with prism.
In Workshop on Advances in Verification (WAVE@)00.

[25] M. Kwiatkowska, G. Norman, and D. Parker. PRISM: Prdbstic symbolic model checker. In
TOOLS'’ 02 pages 200-204. LNCS 2324, Springer, 2002.

[26] O. Madani, S. Hanks, and A. Condon. On the undecidahbilft probabilistic planning and related
stochastic optimization problemAutif. Intell., 147(1-2):5-34, 2003.

[27] N. Meuleau, K-E. Kim, L. P. Kaelbling, and A.R. CassaadBolving pomdps by searching the space
of finite policies. InUAI, pages 417-426, 1999.

[28] M. Mohri. Finite-state transducers in language andespeprocessing.Computational Linguistics
23(2):269-311, 1997.

[29] C. H. Papadimitriou and J. N. Tsitsiklis. The complgxif Markov decision processebathematics
of Operations Researchi2:441-450, 1987.

[30] A. Paz.Introduction to probabilistic automataAcademic Press, 1971.

[31] A.Pogosyants, R. Segala, and N. Lynch. Verificatiorheftandomized consensus algorithm of Aspnes
and Herlihy: a case studistributed Computing13(3):155-186, 2000.

[32] M.O. Rabin. Probabilistic automatinformation and Contrql6:230-245, 1963.
[33] J. H. Reif. Universal games of incomplete informatiom STOC pages 288-308, 1979.
[34] J. H. Reif. The complexity of two-player games of incdetp information.JCS$29:274-301, 1984.

[35] R. SegalaModeling and Verification of Randomized Distributed Raatd SystemsPhD thesis, MIT,
1995. Technical Report MIT/LCS/TR-676.

[36] M.L.A. Stoelinga. Fun with FireWire: Experiments witlerifying the IEEE1394 root contention pro-
tocol. InFormal Aspects of Computing002.

[37] W. Thomas. Languages, automata, and logic. In G. Ramgnénd A. Salomaa, editodandbook of
Formal Languagesvolume 3, Beyond Words, chapter 7, pages 389—455. Sprih§8r.

39



	1 Introduction
	2 Definitions
	3 Strategy Complexity for Muller Objectives under Finite-memory Strategies
	3.1 Basic properties of Markov chains
	3.2 Belief-based stationary strategies are not sufficient
	3.3 Upper bound on memory of finite-memory strategies

	4 Strategy Complexity for Parity Objectives under Finite-memory Strategies
	4.1 Positive parity to positive Büchi
	4.2 Almost-sure parity to almost-sure coBüchi
	4.2.1 Almost-sure parity to almost-sure parity with three priorities
	4.2.2 Almost-sure parity with three priorities to almost-sure coBüchi


	5 Computational Complexity for Parity Objectives
	5.1 Construction of belief-observation POMDPs for finite-memory strategies
	5.2 Polytime algorithm for belief-observation POMDPs


