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Abstract

We prove that the determinacy of Gale-Stewart games whaoseing sets are infinitary ra-
tional relations accepted Rytape Biichi automata is equivalent to the determinacyftéde
tive) analytic Gale-Stewart games which is known to be adaaydinal assumption. Then we
prove that winning strategies, when they exist, can be venyatex, i.e. highly non-effective,
in these games. We prove the same results for Gale-Stewaegaith winning sets accepted
by real-timel-counter Buchi automata, then extending previous resbitsined about these
games.

1. There exists @-tape Biichi automaton (respectively, a real-tilmeounter Biichi au-
tomaton).A such that: (a) there is a model of ZFC in which Player 1 has aiwin
strategyo in the gameG(L(.A)) but o cannot be recursive and not even in the class
(23 UTI); (b) there is a model of ZFC in which the gariéL(.A)) is not determined.

2. There exists @-tape Biichi automaton (respectively, a real-tilmeounter Biichi au-
tomaton)A such that’.(A) is an arithmetical\3-set and Player 2 has a winning strategy
in the game= (L (.A)) but has no hyperarithmetical winning strategies in this gam

3. There exists a recursive sequence-tdpe Biichi automata (respectively, of real-time
1-counter Biichi automatal,,, n > 1, such that all game&(L(.A,,)) are determined,
but for which it isIT3-complete hence highly undecidable to determine whettegrePl
1 has a winning strategy in the gar6¢L(A,,)).

Then we consider the strenghs of determinacy for these gaandswe prove the following
results.

1. There exists a 2-tape Bichi automaton (respectivelgaktime1-counter Buchi au-
tomaton)A; such that the gam@(A4;) is determined iff the effective analytic determi-
nacy holds.

2. There is a transfinite sequence of 2-tape Biichi automaspéctively, of real-time
1-counter Buchi automata)A),«.cx, indexed by recursive ordinals, such that the
games(L(A,)) have strictly increasing strenghs of determinacy.

We show also that the determinacy of Wadge games betweenlayerp in charge of in-
finitary rational relations accepted Bytape Biichi automata is equivalent to the (effective)
analytic Wadge determinacy and thus also equivalent todffiective) analytic determinacy.

Keywords: Automata and formal languages; logic in computer scienede-Gtewart game&:tape Biichi
automatonj-counter automaton; determinacy; effective analytic iheileacy; models of set theory; inde-
pendence from the axiomatic system ZFC; complexity of wigrstrategies; Wadge games.
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1 Introduction

In Computer Science, non terminating systems in relatiadh am environment may be specified
with some particular infinite games of perfect informatioalled Gale Stewart games since they
have been firstly studied by Gale and Stewart in 1953 in [G.SB3¢ two players in such a game
are respectively a non terminating reactive program antigindronment”. A Gale-Stewart game
is defined as follows. I is a (countable) alphabet having at least two lettersAand X“, then
the Gale-Stewart gam@(A) is an infinite game with perfect information between two plsy
Player 1 first writes a letter; € X, then Player 2 writes a lettéy € X, then Player 1 writegs €

X, and so on.. After w steps, the two players have composed an infinite wotda;b1azb, . . .

of X“. Player 1 wins the play ifi € A, otherwise Player 2 wins the play. The ga6ieA) is said

to be determined iff one of the two players has a winning etyat

Then the problem of the synthesis of winning strategies igre&it practical interest for the
problem of program synthesis in reactive systems. In pdaticif A C X“, whereX is here a
finite alphabet, andi is effectively presented, i.e. accepted by a given finitehimecor defined
by a given logical formula, the following questions natiyrarise, see [Tho9%, LT94]: (1) Isthe
gameG(A) determined? (2) If Player 1 has a winning strategy, is itatiffe, i.e. computable?
(3) What are the amounts of space and time necessary to cemsyeh a winning strategy? Biichi
and Landweber gave a solution to the famous Church’s Prolgesed in 1957, by proving that in
a Gale Stewart gan@(A), whereA is a regulatu-language, one can decide who the winner is and
compute a winning strategy given by a finite state transqses[Tho08]. Walukiewicz extended
Bichi and Landweber’s Theorem to the case of a winningdsethich is deterministic context-
free, i.e. accepted by some deterministic pushdown automanswering a question of Thomas
and Lescow in[[Tho95, [ T94]. He first showed in_[Wal00] thateoran effectively construct
winning strategies in parity games played on pushdown grapid that these strategies can be
computed by pushdown transducers. Notice that later sotees®rns to the case of higher-order
pushdown automata have been established [Cac03, M

In [Fin12,Fin13] we have studied Gale-Stewart gar6gs!), where A is a context-freev-
language accepted byhan-deterministipushdown automaton, or even by-aounter automaton.
We have proved that the determinacy of Gale-Stewart gafies, whose winning sets! are
accepted by real-timé-counter Blichi automata, is equivalent to the determirafcieffective)
analytic Gale-Stewart games. On the other hand Gale-Stganares have been much studied in
Set Theory and in Descriptive Set Theory, see [Kéc95, JedOBas been proved by Martin that
every Gale-Stewart gan@(A), where A is a Borel set, is determined [Kec95]. Notice that this
is proved in ZFC, the commonly accepted axiomatic framevioriSet Theory in which all usual
mathematics can be developped. But the determinacy of &alegart game&'(A), whereA is an
(effective) analytic set, is not provable in ZFC; Martin asdrrington have proved that it is a large
cardinal assumption equivalent to the existence of a paaticeal, called the redF, see[Jec02,
page 637]. Thus we proved in [Fin12, Fin13] that the deteatyrof Gale-Stewart games(A),
whose winning setsl are accepted by real-timiecounter Biichi automata, is also equivalent to
the existence of the reaf, and thus not provable in ZFC.

In this paper we consider Gale-Stewart gar6é4,(.A)), whereL(.A) is an infinitary rational
relation, i.e. anw-language over a product alphabét= X x I', which is accepted by 2tape
(non-deterministic) Biichi automatod. In such a game, the two players alternatively write letters
from the product alphabeX = ¥ x I', and afterw steps they have produced an infinite word
over X which may be identified with a pair of infinite words, v) € ¥“ x I'“. Then Player 1
wins the play if(u,v) € L(.A). Notice that if the2-tape Buchi automatos is synchronous then
the winning set is actually a regularlanguage over the product alphabiét= ¥ x I'. Then the



infinitary rational relationZ(.A) is Borel, the gam&(L(.A)) is determined, and it follows from
Biichi and Landweber’s Theorem that one can decide who theewiis and compute a winning
strategy given by a finite state transducer. We show in thpgiptnat the situation is very different
when the2-tape Bichi automaton may be asynchronous.

We firstly prove that the determinacy of Gale-Stewart gamieese winning sets are infinitary
rational relations accepted Rytape Biichi automata is equivalent to the determinacy dé-Ga
Stewart games whose winning sets are acceptdddmunter Biichi automata and thus also equiv-
alent to the existence of the re#l In particular, it is not provable in ZFC.

Next we prove numerous more results on these games alongsimiitar results about -
counter games which extend the previous results obtaingBind2,(Fin13]. In particular, we
prove that winning strategies in these games, when they, &ds be very complex, i.e. highly
non-effective.

1. There exists a-tape Buchi automaton (respectively, a real-titreounter Biichi automaton)
A such that: (a) there is a model of ZFC in which Player 1 has awinstrategy in the
gameG(L(A)) buto cannot be recursive and not even in the clasu I13); (b) there is a
model of ZFC in which the gamé&(L(.A)) is not determined.

2. There exists a-tape Biichi automaton (respectively, a real-titr@unter Biichi automaton)
A such that the infinitary rational relation (respectivehg t-counterw-language).(.A) is
an arithmeticalA}-set and Player 2 has a winning strategy in the géttg(.A)) but has no
hyperarithmetical winning strategies in this game.

3. There exists a recursive sequence-tape Biichi automata (respectively, of real-time
counter Buchi automata)l,,, n > 1, such that all game&/(L(.A,)) are determined, but
for which it isT13-complete, hence highly undecidable, to determine wheterer 1 has a
winning strategy in the gam@(L(A,,)).

Then we consider the possible strenghs of determinacy ésetiyjames, and prove the following
results, using results of Harrington and Stern on effecivalytic games| [Har78, Ste82].

1. There exists a 2-tape Biichi automaton (respectivegalatimel-counter Biichi automaton)
Ay such that the gam@(L(4;)) is determined iff the effective analytic determinacy holds

2. There is a transfinite sequence of 2-tape Biichi autorregpéctively, of real-timé-counter
Blichi automata) ), ..k, indexed by recursive ordinals, such that the gaGies( A, ))
have strictly increasing strenghs of determinacy.

On the other hand, there is another class of infinite gamesréégt information which have
been much studied in Set Theory and in Descriptive Set Thebe\Wadge games firstly studied
by Wadge in[[Wad83] where he determined a great refinemetheoBorel hierarchy defined via
the notion of reduction by continuous functions. The Wadgmes are closely related to the
notion of reducibility by continuous functions. ForC X* andL’ C Y“, L is said to be Wadge
reducible tol’ iff there exists a continuous functiofi : X¥ — Y“, such thatl = f~1(L/);
this is then denoted by, <y, L’. On the other hand, the Wadge gami& L, L) is an infinite
game with perfect information between two players, Playahd is in charge of. and Player 2
who is in charge of.’. And it turned out that Player 2 has a winning strategy in trelg¢ game
W (L, L") iff L <y L'. The Wadge games have also been considered in Computec&esiace
they are important in the study of the topological complegitlanguages of infinite words or trees
accepted by various kinds of automalta, [PP04, $ta97, Fjikeas | Sel03, Sel03, ADNMO08]. We
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proved in[Fin12, Fin13] that the determinacy of Wadge gabstaeen two players in chargewf
languages accepted by real-timeounter Blichi automata is equivalent to the (effectivelytic
Wadge determinacy, which is known to be equivalent to thie¢gfe) analytic determinacy (see
[LSR8E)) and thus also equivalent to the existence of the(feaVe consider here Wadge games
between two players in charge of infinitary rational relai@ccepted bg-tape Biichi automata
and we prove that the determinacy of these Wadge games igaéqti to the determinacy of
Wadge games between two players in chargevdénguages accepted by real-tirhecounter
Bichi automata and thus also equivalent to the (effeciwalytic determinacy. In particular, the
determinacy of these games is not provable in ZFC.

Notice that as the results presented in this paper might pgexest to both set theorists and
theoretical computer scientists, we shall recall in det@aihe notions of automata theory which are
well known to computer scientists but not to set theoristsa similar way, we give a presentation
of some results of set theory which are well known to set fk&eobut not to computer scientists.

The paper is organized as follows. We recall some known nstio Section 2. We study
Gale-Stewart games with winning sets accepted by 2-taphiRiutomata or by-counter Biichi
automata in Section 3. In Section 4 we study Wadge games éettwd players in charge of
infinitary rational relations. Some concluding remarksgiven in Section 5.

2 Recall of some known notions

We assume the reader to be familiar with the theory of formall§nguages [Sta97, PE04].
We recall the usual notations of formal language theory.

If ¥ is a finite or countably infnite alphabet,n@n-empty finite wordver X is any sequence
r = ai...a, Whereq; € X fori = 1,...,k, andk is an integer> 1. Thelengthof x is k,
denoted by|z|. Theempty wordis denoted by); its length is0. X* is the set of finite words
(including the empty word) ovex. A (finitary) languageV over an alphabeX is a subset oE*.

Thefirst infinite ordinalis w. An w-word over ¥ is anw -sequencex ... a, ..., where for
all integersi > 1, a; € ¥. Wheno = a5 ...a,...is anw-word overX, we writeo(n) = a,,
oln] =0(1)o(2)...0(n)foralln > 1 ando[0] = .

The usual concatenation product of two finite wordandv is denotedu.v (and sometimes
justuv). This product is extended to the product of a finite wardnd arw-word v: the infinite
word u.v is then thev-word such that:

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

Theset of w-wordsover the alphabet is denoted by“. An w-languageV over an alphabet
>} is a subset oE“, and its complement (ikL*) is > — V, denotedV ~.

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

If L is a finitary language (respectively, arlanguage) over the alphabgt then the set
Pref(L) of prefixes of elements df is defined byPref(L) = {u € ¥* | Jv € L u C v}.

We now recall the definition of-counter Buchi automata, readingwords over dinite al-
phabet, which will be useful in the sequel.

Let k& be an integer> 1. A k-counter machine hak counters each of which containing a
non-negative integer. The machine can test whether thewbaf a given counter is zero or not.
And transitions depend on the letter read by the machineculhent state of the finite control,
and the tests about the values of the counters. Notice ththiSrmodel some\-transitions are
allowed. During these transitions the reading head of thehina does not move to the right, i.e.



the machine does not read any more letter.

Formally ak-counter machine is a 4-tuplet=(K, 3, A, qo), whereK is a finite set of states,
¥ is a finite input alphabetyy € K is the initial state, and\ C K x (X U {\}) x {0,1}* x
K x {0,1,—1}* is the transition relation. The-counter machine\ is said to beeal timeiff:
AC K x % x{0,1}* x K x {0,1,—1}*, i.e. iff there are no\-transitions.

If the machineM is in stateq and¢; € N is the content of the!” counterC; then the
configuration (or global state) o¥1 is the (k + 1)-tuple (¢, c1, - . ., ck).

Fora € XU{\}, ¢,¢’ € K and(cy,...,c;) € N¥suchthar; =0forj € E C {1,...,k}
andc; > 0forj ¢ E,if (¢,a,i1,...,%%,¢,j1,...,Jr) € Awherei; = 0for j € Eandi; =1
for j ¢ E, then we write:

a: (g, 1y ck)—m (¢ e+ g1, ek + k)

Thus the transition relation must obviously satisfy:
if (¢,a,i1,...,%,¢,j1,---,Jk) € A andi,, = 0for somem € {1,...,k} thenj,, = 0 or
Jjm = 1 (but j,,, may not be equal te-1).

Leto = ajas ... a, ... beanv-word over:. Anw-sequence of configuratioms= (g, cﬁ, . c};)izl
is called a run ofM on ¢ iff:

(1)(Q1>C%""Cllc):(Qanw-"O) . .

(2) for eachi > 1, there exist$; € SU{\} suchthab; : (gi,ci,...ch) ~am (i1, et )
and such thatajas ... an ... =biby...b, ...

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

Definition 2.1 A Bichik-counter automaton is a 5-tuplet=(K, X, A, qo, F'), whereM'= (K, 3,
A, qo) is ak-counter machine andl' C K is the set of accepting states. Thdanguage accepted
by Mis: L(M)= {c € X¥ | there exists a run r oM ono such thatin(r) N F' # 0}

The class ofv-languages accepted by Budhicounter automata is denot®ICL(k),,. The
class ofw-languages accepted Bal timeBuichi k-counter automata will be denotedBCL(k),,.
The classBCL(1),, is a strict subclass of the cla€¥'L,, of context freew-languages accepted
by Bichi pushdown automata.

Infinitary rational relations are subsetsXf x I'Y, whereX andI” are finite alphabets, which
are accepted bg-tape Bichi automata.

Definition 2.2 A 2-tape Bichi automaton is a sextupld = (K,%, T, A, qo, F'), whereK is a
finite set of states; andI" are finite alphabetsA is a finite subset o’ x ¥* x I'* x K called
the set of transitiongy is the initial state, and# C K is the set of accepting states.

A computatiorC of the 2-tape Bchi automatonA is an infinite sequence of transitions

(QO,ulyvl?Q1)a (ql,u23v2a q2)7 DI (qiflauiyvia QZ)a (qi,ui+1avi+1a qurl), ..

The computation is said to be successful iff there existsahdtateq; € F and infinitely many
integersi > 0 such thaty; = gy.

The input word of the computationids= wuy.us.us . ..

The output word of the computationis= v;.v9.v3 . ..

Then the input and the output words may be finite or infinite.

The infinitary rational relationL(.A4) C ¥¢ x I'“ accepted by the 2-tapelBhi automatonA is
the set of pairdu,v) € ¥ x I'Y such thatu and v are the input and the output words of some
successful computatiahof A.

The set of infinitary rational relations will be denoted RAT ...
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We assume the reader to be familiar with basic notions ofltgyowhich may be found in
[Kec95,[LT94] Sta97, PP0D4]. There is a natural metric on &t&s of infinite words over a finite
or countably infinite alphabet containing at least two letters which is called grefix metricand
is defined as follows. Fot,v € X andu # v let §(u,v) = 27 prefu.v) wherelper(u,v) 1S the
first integern such that then + 1) letter of u is different from the(n + 1) letter ofv. This
metric induces orx:* the usual topology in which thepen subsetsf ¥ are of the formi¥.%«,
for W C ¥*. Asetl C X¥ is aclosed sefff its complementX“ — L is an open set. If the
alphabetX is finite then the seE“ equipped with this topology is a Cantor space, and i w
then the setw” equipped with this topology is the classical Baire space.sWal consider only
these two cases in the sequel.

ForV C ¥* we denotedlim(V) = {z € ¥¥ | 3%°n > 1 z[n] € V'} the set of infinite words
overX. having infinitely many prefixes ifY’. Then the topological closu@€l(L) of a setl. C ¥¢
is equal toLim(Pref(L)). Thus we have also the following characterization of closelisets of
¥ asetL C ¥¥ is a closed subset of the space iff L = Lim(Pref(L)).

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

Definition 2.3 For a non-null countable ordinak, the classex? andI1? of the Borel Hierarchy

on the topological spac&“ are defined as followsX! is the class of open subsetsXf, I1! is

the class of closed subsetsXf, and for any countable ordinal > 2:

3, is the class of countable unions of subset&ofin |, _, IT.

ITY is the class of countable intersections of subset&©oin | J
A setL C X“ is Borel iff it is in the unionl

uncountable ordinal.

0
ea 30,
20 = Unew, I, wherew, is the first

a<wi

There are also some subsets\of which are not Borel. In particular, the class of Borel subsét
X is strictly included into the class! of analytic setsvhich are obtained by projection of Borel
sets. Theco-analytic setare the complements of analytic sets.

Definition 2.4 A subsetd of X“ is in the classE1 of analytic sets iff there exist a finite alphabet
Y and a Borel subseB of (X x Y)“ such thatr € A «+ Jy € Y“ such that(z,y) € B, where
(z,y) is the infinite word over the alphabéf x Y such that(z,y)(i) = (x(i),y(:)) for each
integer: > 1.

We now recall the notion of completeness with regard to reédndy continuous functions.
For a countable ordinal > 1, a setF C X is said to be & (respectivelyI1%, 31)-complete
setiff for any setE C Y« (with Y a finite alphabet)E € X0 (respectively,E € TI?, E € 1)
iff there exists a continuous functigh: Y — X“ such thatt = f~1(F).

We now recall the definition of classes of the arithmeticardichy ofw-languages, see
[Sta97]. LetX be a finite alphabet oK = w. An w-language L C X* belongs to the class
¥, if and only if there exists a recursive relatidty, C (N)"~! x X* such that:

L={oeX¥|3a;...Qnan (ai,...,an—1,0[a, +1]) € RL},
where(); is one of the quantifierg or 3 (not necessarily in an alternating order). &danguage
L C X“ belongs to the clasH,, if and only if its complementX“ — L belongs to the class,,.
The class2! is the class oéffective analytic setshich are obtained by projection of arithmetical
sets. Anw-languagel C X belongs to the class! if and only if there exists a recursive relation
R;, € N x {0,1}* x X* such that:

L={oceX¥|3r(r €{0,1}¥ AVYnIm((n,7[m],o[m]) € Rr))}.
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Then anw-language L C XV is in the classo1 iff it is the projection of anv-language over the
alphabetX x {0, 1} which is in the clas$l,. The clasdl! of effective co-analytic sets simply
the class of complements of effective analytic sets.

Recall that the (lightface) class! of effective analytic sets is strictly included into the Igho
face) classS! of analytic sets.

Recall that a Buichi Turing machine is just a Turing machimeking on infinite inputs (over a
finite alphabet) with a Biichi-like acceptance conditiamg éhat the class af-languages accepted
by Biichi Turing machines is the clasg of effective analytic set$ [CG78, Sta97]. On the other
hand, one can construct, using a classical constructienf¢senstance [HMUOQ1]), from a Biichi
Turing machiney, a2-counter Buchi automatod accepting the same-language. Thus one can
state the following proposition.

Proposition 2.5 ([Sta97| Sta00])Let X be a finite alphabet. Aw-language L C X¥ is in the
class¥i iff it is accepted by a non deterministidighi Turing machine, hence iff it is in the class
BCL(2),.

We assume also the reader to be familiar with the arithimedicd analytical hierarchies on
subsets oN, these notions may be found in the textbooks on computabiltory [Rog67][Odi89,
0di99].

3 Gale-Stewart games specified by 2-tape automata
We first recall the definition of Gale-Stewart games.

Definition 3.1 ([Jec02]) Let A C X¥, where X is a finite or countably infinite alphabet. The
Gale-Stewart gamé&r(A) is a game with perfect information between two players. &ldyfirst
writes a lettera; € X, then Player 2 writes a letteli; € X, then Player 1 writesi, € X, and
so on. .. Afterw steps, the two players have composed a wotd a1 b1azbs . .. of X“. Player 1
wins the play iffc € A, otherwise Player 2 wins the play.

Let A C X« and G(A) be the associated Gale-Stewart game. A strategy for Playeral
function 7 : (X?)* — X and a strategy for Player 2 is a functidf, : (X2)*X — X. Player 1
follows the strategy in a play if for each integen > 1 a,, = Fi(a1biagbs - ap_1bp—1). If
Player 1 wins every play in which she has followed the stgafég then we say that the strategy
F1 is awinning strategy (w.s.) for Player 1. The notion of winnstrategy for Player 2 is defined
in a similar manner.

The game&>(A) is said to be determined if one of the two players has a winsirajegy.

We shall denot®et(C), whereC is a class ofv-languages, the sentence : “Every Gale-Stewart
gameG(A), whereA C X“ is anw-language in the class, is determined”.

Notice that, in the whole paper, we assume that ZFC is camjsand all results, lemmas,
propositions, theorems, are stated in ZFC unless we etgllicjive another axiomatic framework.

Notice that it is known that the determinacy of effective lgti@a games forX = w, i.e. for
a countably infinite alphabet, is equivalent to the deteatynof effective analytic games for a
finite alphabetX. This follows easily from Lemm@a_3.14 below. In the sequeldeérminacy of
effective analytic games will be denoted bet(>:1).

The following results were successively proved. in [Fin13].



Proposition 3.2 De{X}) <= Det(r-BCL(8),,).
Theorem 3.3 De(X1) <= Det(CFL,) <= Det(BCL(1),,).

Theorem 3.4 De(¥1i) <= Det(CFL,) <= Det(r-BCL(1),).

We now consider Gale-Stewart games of the fa#fd) whereA C X*, X = X xI'is
the product of two finite alphabets, ald= L(A) C (¥ x I')¥ is an infinitary rational relation
accepted by a 2-tape Buchi automatén

Recall that an infinite word over the alphab€t= X x I may be identified with a pair of
infinite words(u, v) € £ x I' and so we often identify® x I')* andX* x I'“.

We are going to prove the following result.

Theorem 3.5 De(X}) «—= Det(RAT,).

In order to prove this result, we shall use the equivaleDeg>!) <= Det(r-BCL(1),,)
which was proved in [Fin12, Fin13].

We now first define a coding of an-word over a finite alphabet, by anw-word over the
alphabet; = ¥ U {0, A}, where0, A are additional letters not iB.

Forz € ¥“ thew-word h(x) is defined by:
h(z) = 0.Az(1).0%.2(2).03. A.2(3).0*.z(4). ... 0*™.z(2n).0*" T Ax(2n + 1) ...
Notice that thev-word i(x) is obtained from thev-word
0.2(1).0%.2(2).0%.2(3).0*.z(4) . ..

by adding a letterd before each lettet(2n + 1), wheren > 0 is an integer.

Let also

a=0.A4.02.A4.0°. AA.0* A.0° ... AA.0* A.0P"TL AA0PT2
Notice that thisv-word « is easily obtained from the-word
o =0.4.02.4.0°. A.0" A.0°. A. .. A0" A0 AL

by adding a letterd before each segment0%". A, wheren > 1 is an integer.

Then it is easy to see that the mappindgrom ¢ into (X U {0, A})“ is continuous and
injective.
We can now state the following Lemma.

Lemma 3.6 Let 3 be a finite alphabet and, A be two additional letters not ik. Leta be the
w-word overl’ = {0, A} defined as above, antl C ¥* be inr-BCL(1),,. Then there exists an
infinitary rational relationR; C (X U {0, A})“ x I'“’ such that:

Ve e ¥ (x € L)iff (h(x),a) € Ry)



Proof. Let X be afinite alphabet), A be two additional letters not iR. Let « be thew-word over
{0, A} defined as above, ardd= L(A) C ¥¢, whereA=(K, X, A, qo, F') is a real timel-counter
Buchi automaton.

We now define the relatioR; .

Apairy = (y1,y2) € (XU{0,A})* x I'¥isin Ry if and only if it is in the form

y1 = up.v1.A.x(1).ug.v9.2(2).u3.v3.A.2(3) . . . U202, 2(20).U2p 11 . Vop+1. A2 (2n+1). . ..
Yo = wi.21. AAwse.z20. Aws.z3.AA . .. AAway, . 2on . Awani1.29011 - - -

where|v;| = 0 and for all integersg > 1,
u;, v, Wy, z; € 0° andx (i) € X and

luip1] = |z +1

and there is a sequen¢g );>( of states of’ such that for all integers> 1:

x(i) 1 (qie1, |vi]) = (g, lwil)

Moreover some statg; € F occurs infinitely often in the sequen¢g );>o.
Notice that the state, of the sequencéy;);>o is also the initial state ofl.

Notice that the main idea is that we try to simulate, usirggtape automaton, the reading of
the infinite wordz(1).2(2).z(3) ... by the real timel-counter Buchi automatosl. The initial
value of the counter i&;| and the value of the counter after the reading of the lettéy by A
is |wy | which is on the second tape. Now thd¢ape automaton acceptirfgy would need to read
again the valuew; | in order to compare it to the value of the counter after thelirenof x(2)
by the1-counter automatod. This is not directly possible so the simulation does notkaar
every pair ofR;. However, using the very special shape of pair&(R“) x {a}, the simulation
will be possible on a paifh(x),«). Then for such a paith(x),«) € R; written in the above
form (y1, y2), we havelvy| = |wq| and then the simulation can continue from the valyéof the
counter, and so on.

We now give the details of the proof.
Letz € ¥“ be such thath(x),«) € R;. We are going to prove thate L.

By hypothesigh(x), «) € R; thus there are finite words;, v;, w;, z; € 0* such thatv;| = 0
and for all integers > 1, Ju;41| = |2 + 1, and

y1 = up.v1. Az (1) ug.v9.2(2).u3.v3.A.2(3) . . . U022 (20).U2p 11 . Vop+1. A2 (2n+1). . ..
Yo = ’wl.Zl.AA.’(UQ.ZQ.A.w3.Zg.AA e AAan.an.A.w2n+1.an+1 e

Moreover there is a sequengg);>o of states ofK” such that for all integers > 1:

(1) = (gi-1, [vi]) =4 (g, [wi)



and some statgy € I’ occurs infinitely often in the sequenég );>o.

On the other side we have:
h(z) = 0.A4z(1).0%.2(2).03.A.2(3).0 .2(4).... 0®".2(2n).0>" L. Az(2n + 1)...
a=0.AA.02.A.03. AA.0* A.0°... AA.0®" A.02" L AA.027F2

So we havgu;.vi| = 1 and|vy| = 0 andz(1) : (qo, |v1]) —a (g1, |w1]). But|wy.z1| = 1,
‘UQ.'U2’ =2, and]ug\ = ‘2’1’ +1 thUS‘Ug’ = ]wll.

We are going to prove in a similar way that for all integées 1 it holds that|v; 1| = |w;].
We know thaljwzz2| =1, |ui+1.vi+1| =141, and|ui+1| = |Zz| +1 thUS|wi| = |’UZ'+1|.

Then for alli > 1, SC(Z) : (qifl, |’UZ|) —A (qi, |’UZ'+1|).
So if we sete; = |v;|, (¢i—1, ¢i)i>1 IS @an accepting run ofl onz and this implies that € L.
Conversely it is easy to prove thatife L then(h(x), «) may be written in the form ofy;, y2) €
R;.

It remains to prove that the above defined relatidnis an infinitary rational relation. It is
easy to find 2-tape Biichi automatonl accepting the relatioR; . O

Lemma 3.7 The set
Ry = (X U{0,A}* xT¥ — (h(Z¥) x {a})

is an infinitary rational relation.
Proof. By definition of the mapping, we know that a pair ab-words (o1, 02) isin h(X¥) x {a}
iff it is of the form:

o1 = h(z) = 0.A2(1).02.2(2).03. A.2(3).0*.2(4).... 0>".2(2n).0>" "L Az (2n + 1) . ..

o9 =a=0AA4.02.4.03. AA.01. A.05... AA.0>" . A.0?" L AA.0%+2 .

where for all integers > 1, z(i) € X.

Soitis easy to see th@E U {0, A})* x I' — (h(X“) x {a}) is the union of the sets; where:

e C; is formed by pairgo;, o2) where
o1 has not any initial segment i A.X.02.X.03A.%, or
o9 has not any initial segment lAA.0%2.4.03AA.

e C, is formed by pairg§o;, o2) where
oo & (0T AAO0TA)¥, or
o1 ¢ (0T AX.0T.2)».

e Csis formed by pairgo;, o2) where
o1 = wy.u.Az
09 = w9.V.A.29
wheren is an integer> 1, wy € (0. A.X.07.X)", we € (0T AA0T A)",
u,v € 0%, 21 € (XU{0,A})¥, 2o € T, and

|ul # [v]
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e C, is formed by pairgo;, o2) where
g1 = wW1.U.21
09 = w9.V.A.29

wheren is an integee> 1,

wy € (0. A.2.01.2)".0T.A.%,,

wy € (0T AA0TA)".0T AA,

u,v € 07, 21 € 2.(ZU{0,A})¥, 20 € I, and

|ul # [v]

e (s is formed by pairgo;, o2) where
o1 = wi.uw.Abw.c.A.z
09 = w9.V.A.29

wheren is an integee> 1,

wheren is an integer> 1, wy € (0. A.X.07.X)", we € (0T AA0TA)",
w,v,w € 0T, b,ce X, 2 € (BU{0,A})?, 2o € T¥, and

|w] # o] +1

e (s is formed by pairg§o;, o2) where
o1 = wi.u.Abw.cw”. Az
09 = wo.v. AAW . Az

wheren is an integee> 1,

wheren is an integer> 1, wy € (0. A.2.07.2)", we € (0T AA0TA)",
u,v,w,w ,w” €07, b,ce X, 2 € (XU{0,A})¥, 2 € ¥, and

jw”| # |w'| +1

It is easy to see that for each integee [1, 6], the setC; C (X U {0, A})¥ x I'¥ is an infinitary
rational relation. The claslR AT, is closed under finite union thus

Ry=(SU{0,A})* xI¥ — (h(=*) x {a}) = |J ¢

1<5<6

is an infinitary rational relation. O

End of Proof of Theorem[3.5.
The implicationDet(>}) = Det(RAT,,) follows directly from the inclusio®RAT,, C %1.

To prove the reverse implicatiobet(RAT,) = Det(x}), we assume thaDet(RAT,)
holds and we show that every Gale-Stewart garié), whereL C ¢ is anw-language in the
classr-BCL(1),, is determined. Then Theordm B.4 will imply tHaet(31) also holds.

LetthenL = L(A) C ¥“ be anw-language in the classBCL(1),, which is accepted by a
real-timel-counter Biichi automatad=(K, >, A, qo, F).

11



We shall consider a Gale-Stewart gaGieC) where£ C (XU {0, A})¥ x I'“, the letter®), A
are not inX andI” = {0, A}, and we are going to define a suitable winning Setccepted by a
2-tape Bichi automaton.

Notice first that in such a game, the players alternativeiyevietters(a;, b;), ¢ > 1, from the
product alphabeX = (X U {0, A}) x I". After w steps they have produced arvordy € X“
wherey may be identified with a paity;, y2) € (X U {0, A})¥ x I'*.

Consider now the coding defined above with the functionX* — (X U {0, A})“, and the
w-worda € I'“. This coding is inspired from a previous one we have usedittyghe topological
complexity of infinitary rational relations [Fin06b, FinP8We have here modified this previous
coding to get some useful properties for the game we are doidgfine.

Assume that two players alternatively write letters frora #pphabetX = (X U {0, A}) x T’
and that they finally produce atword in the formy = (h(z), «) for somez € ¥¢. We now
have the two following properties which will be useful in thequel.

(1) The letterse(2n + 1), for n > 0, have been written by Player 1, and the lettef3n), for
n > 1, have been written by Player 2.

(2) After a sequence of consecutive lett@rseither on the first componert(x) or on the
second component, the first letter which is not 8 has always been written by Player 2.

This is due in particular to the following fact: the sequenoélettersd on the first component
h(z) or on the second componentare alternatively of odd and even lengths.

On the other hand we can remark thatatvords in the formh(x) belong to thev-language
H C (¥ U{0,A})~ defined by:

H = [(0*)*.0.A.%.(0*)". 0

In a similar way thevu-word o belongs to thes-languageH’ C I' defined by:

H' = [(0%)*.0.AA.(0*)". A

An important fact is the following property off x H’ which extends the same property
of the seth(3¥) x {a}. Assume that two players alternatively write letters frdre tiphabet
X = (3 U{0,A}) x I" and that they finally produce anrword y = (y1,y2) in H x H' in the
following form:

y1 = 0" . Ax(1).0".2(2).0" . A.x(3).0" .x(4). ... 0"k x(2k).0"2k+1 A x(2k + 1) ...
Yo = a = 0" AA.0"2. A.0%  AA.0% . A.0% ... AA.O"ok. A.0"2k+1, AA.Q"2k42

where for all integers > 1, n; > 1 (respectivelyn;) is an odd integer iff is an odd integer
andn; (respectivelyn’) is an even integer iff is an even integer.

Then we have the two following facts:

(1) The letterse(2n + 1), for n > 0, have been written by Player 1, and the lette{®n), for
n > 1, have been written by Player 2.

(2) After a sequence of consecutive lett@rgither on the first componept or on the second
componentys), the first letter which is not & has always been written by Player 2.

Let now
V =Pref(H)N (X U{0,A4})*.0

12



So a finite word over the alphabEtu {0, A} is in V iff it is a prefix of some word inH and its
last letter is &. It is easy to see that the topological closurdbis CI(H) = H U V.0“.

In a similar manner let
V' = Pref(H") N (T')*.0

So a finite word over the alphabktis in V' iff it is a prefix of some word inH’ and its last letter
is a0. Itis easy to see that the topological closurd#fis CI(H') = H' U V'.0%.

Notice that anv-word z in C1(H) is not in h(X*) iff a sequence of consecutive lettérin =
has not the good length. And arwordy in C1(H') is not equal tax iff a sequence of consecutive
letters0 in y has not the good length.

Thus if two players alternatively write letters from the ladpetX = (X U {0, A}) x I" and
that they finally produce a@-word in the formy = (y1,y2) € CI(H) x Cl(H') — h(2¥) x {a}
then it is Player 2 who “has gone out” of tlsbosedseth(3“) x {«a} at some step of the play.
This means that there is an integep 1 such thaty[2n — 1] € Pref(h(X¥) x {a}) andy[2n] ¢
Pref(h(X“) x {a}). In a similar way we shall say that, during an infinite playay®r 1 “goes
out” of the closedseth(X%) x {a} if the final playy composed by the two players has a prefix
y[2n] € Pref(h(X%) x {a}) such thaty[2n + 1] ¢ Pref(h(X%) x {a}). This will be important
in the sequel.

From Lemmak 316 arid 3.7 we know that we can effectively coasé2-tape Biichi automaton
B such that
L(B) = [M(L(A)) x {a}] U [(R(Z*) x {a})"]

On the other hand it is very easy to see thattHanguageH (respectively,H’) is regular and
to construct a Blichi automat@i (respectively’) accepting it. Therefore one can also construct
a2-tape Biichi automatoBf’ such that

L(B') = [h(L(A)) x {a}] U [(h(Z?) x {a})” N H x H']

Notice also thaPref(H) (respectively,Pref(H')) is a regular finitary language sinéé (respec-
tively, H') is a regulaw-language. Thus the-languaged’.0~ andV’.0“ are also regular. More-
over the closure of a regular-language is a regular-language thu€’1(H) andC1(H’) are also
regular, and we can construct, from the Biichi autorfta@nd?’, some other Biichi automatd,
and?{., acccepting the regular-language<Cl(H) andCIl(H'), [PP04]. Thus one can construct a
2-tape Bichi automatofi such that:

L(C) = [V.0* x CL(H")] U [CL(H) x V'.0°]

We denote alsd@/ the set of finite words, over X = (X U {0, A}) x I' such thafu| = 2n
for some integenn > 1 andu[2n — 1] € Pref(H) x Pref(H') andu = u[2n] ¢ Pref(H) x
Pref(H'). Since the regular languag®sef(H) andPref(H') are accepted by finite automata,
one can construct Ztape Biichi automato@’ such that:

L(IC =U[(XuU{0,A})” x T¥]

13



Now we set:
L = L(B’) U L) U L(C’)

L = [MLA) x {a}] U [(h(Z¥)x {a})" NH xH'] U L(C) U L(C)

The class of infinitary rational relations is effectivelyoskd under finite union, thus we can
construct &-tape Biichi automato® such thatC = L(D).

By hypothesis we assume tHaet(R AT,,) holds and thus the gant&(L) is determined. We
are going to show that this implies that the gafd.(.A)) itself is determined.

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

If during an infinite play, the two players compose an infiniterd = € X“, and Player 2
“does not go out of the séf(X) x {«}” then we claim that also Player 1, following her strategy
F1, “does not go out of the sét(X“) x {a}”. Indeed if Player 1 goes out of this set then due
to the above remark this would imply that Player 1 also goesobthe setCl(H) x Cl(H'):
there is an integern > 0 such thatz[2n| € Pref(H x H') butz[2n + 1] ¢ Pref(H x H'). So
z ¢ h(L(A)) x{a} U [(h(Z¥) x{a})" NH x H'] U L(C). Moreover it follows from the
definition of U thatz ¢ L(C') = U.[(X U {0,A})¥ x I'*]. Thus If Player 1 goes out of the set
h(X¥) x {a} then she looses the game.

Consider now an infinite play in which Player 2 “does not go @futhe seth(3“) x {a}”.
Then Player 1, following her stratedy, “does not go out of the sét(>“) x {a}". Thus the
two players write an infinite word = (h(z), ) for some infinite worde € ¥“. But the letters
z(2n 4+ 1), forn > 0, have been written by Player 1, and the lettef2n), for n > 1, have been
written by Player 2. Player 1 wins the play iffe L(.4) and Player 1 wins always the play when
she uses her stratedy . This implies that Player 1 has also a w.s. in the g&ng(.A)).

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

If during an infinite play, the two players compose an infimitad z, and Player 1 “does not go
out of the seh(X“) x {«}” then we claim that also Player 2, following his stratefgy, “does not
go out of the sek(X%) x {a}". Indeed if Player 2 goes out of the 368“’) x {a} and the final play
zremains inCl(H x H') = CI(H) x C1(H’) thenz € [(h(X¥) x {a}) " NHxH'] U L(C) C L
and Player 2 looses. If Player 1 does not go out of theC$e x H’) and at some step of the
play, Player 2 goes out @f1(H) x CI(H'), i.e. there is an integer > 1 such that:[2n — 1] €
Pref(H) x Pref(H') andz[2n] ¢ Pref(H) x Pref(H'), thenz € U[(X U{0,A})¥ xI'¥] C L
and Player 2 looses.

Assume now that Player 1 “does not go out of the/gél“) x {«}”. Then Player 2 follows
his w. s. F, and then “never goes out of the $gt2“) x {«}”. Thus the two players write an
infinite word z = (h(z), ) for some infinite wordr € ¥“. But the letterse(2n + 1), forn > 0,
have been written by Player 1, and the lettef8n), for n > 1, have been written by Player 2.
Player 2 wins the play ift ¢ L(.A) and Player 2 wins always the play when he uses his strategy
F5. This implies that Player 2 has also a w.s. in the g&mg(A)). O

Recall the following effective result cited in [Finl3, rerka&.5] which follows from the proofs
of Propositiori 3.2 and Theorems 3.3 3.4.
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Proposition 3.8 Let L C X“ be anw-language in the clas&!, or equivalently in the class
BCL(2),, which is accepted by aiBhi 2-counter automaton4d. Then one can effectively con-
struct from.A a real time Bichi 1-counter automator8 such that the gamé&'(L) is determined
if and only if the gam&(L(B)) is determined. Moreover Player 1 (respectively, Player&@ h
w.s. in the gamé& (L) iff Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) has a w.s. in the ga#{é (B)).

We can easily see, from the proofs of Proposifiod 3.2 and iEmes 3.B an@ 314 in [Fin13], that
we have also the following additional property which striwegs the above one.

Proposition 3.9 With the same notations as in the above Proposition, i§ a winning strategy
for Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) in the garfi¢L) then one can construct a w.s' for Player

1 (respectively, Player 2) in the gani& L(B3)) such thato’ is recursive ino. And conversely, if
o is a winning strategy for Player 1 (respectively, Player 2)}he game&=(L(B)) then one can
construct a w.so’ for Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) in the gaii¢ L) such thats’ is recursive
no.

Moreover we can easily see, from the proof of the above Tme@&, that we have also the
following property.

Proposition 3.10 Let A be a real time Bchi 1-counter automaton. Then one can effectively
construct fromA a 2-tape Bichi automatorn3 such that the gamé&'(L(.A)) is determined if and
only if the game=(L(B)) is determined. Moreover Player 1 (respectively, Player & h w.s.

in the gameG(L(.A)) iff Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) has a w.s. in the gai(€.(5)) and

if o is a winning strategy for Player 1 (respectively, Player )the gameG(L(.A)) then one
can construct a w.ss’ for Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) in the gam6¢L(13)) such thato’ is
recursive ino. And similarly ifo is a winning strategy for Player 1 (respectively, Player2}he
gameG(L(B)) then one can construct a w.s’ for Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) in the game
G(L(A)) such thato’ is recursive irno.

Recall that, assuming that ZFC is consistent, there are somdels of ZFC in whictDet(31) does
not hold. Therefore there are some models of ZFC in which sBale-Stewart gameaS(L(.A)),
whereA is a one-counter Biichi automaton o2-#ape Biichi automaton, are not determined.

Some very natural questions now arise.

Question 1. If we live in a model of ZFC in whictDet(}) holds, then all Gale-Stewart games
G(L(A)), where A is a one-counter Buichi automaton oRdape Buichi automaton, are deter-
mined. Is it then possible to construct the winning straggn an effective way ?

Question 2. We know from Martin’s Theorem that in any model of ZFC the G&tewart Borel
games are determined. Is it possible to construct effdgtithee winning strategies in games
G(L(A)), whenL(A) is a Borel set, or even a Borel set of low Borel rank ?

We are going to give some answers to these questions. We msily fiecall some basic
notions of set theory which will be useful in the sequel, arniclv are exposed in any textbook on
set theory, like[[Jec02].

The usual axiomatic system ZFC is Zermelo-Fraenkel systemids the axiom of choice AC.
The axioms of ZFC express some natural facts that we consideld in the universe of sets. For
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instance a natural fact is that two setandy are equal iff they have the same elements. This is
expressed by thAxiom of Extensionality

VaVy [z =y < Vz(z €x > 2z €y) |.

Another natural axiom is thBairing Axiomwhich states that for all setsandy there exists a set
z = {z,y} whose elements areandy:

Vavy [ Fz(Vw(w € z < (w =2V w =1y)))]

Similarly thePowerset Axionstates the existence of the set of subsets of a.9dbtice that these
axioms are first-order sentences in the usual logical laggjoéset theory whose only non logical
symbol is the membership binary relation symbolWe refer the reader to any textbook on set
theory for an exposition of the other axioms of ZFC.

A model (v, €) of an arbitrary set of axiom4 is a collectionV of sets, equipped with the
membership relatiore, where % € y” means that the set is an element of the sat, which
satisfies the axioms df. We often say “ the modal” instead of "the model\, €)”.

We say that two setd and B have same cardinality iff there is a bijection frafnonto B and
we denote this byl =~ B. The relation~ is an equivalence relation. Using the axiom of choice
AC, one can prove that any sdt can be well-ordered and thus there is an ordipaluch that

~ ~. In set theory the cardinal of the sétis then formally defined as the smallest such ordinal
Y.

The infinite cardinals are usually denoted Ry, N1, N5, ..., R,,... The cardinal}, is also
denoted byw,, when it is considered as an ordinal. The first uncountabifnat is w;, and
formally X1 = wy. The ordinalw, is the first ordinal of cardinality greater than, and so on.

Let ON be the class of all ordinals. Recall that an ordimds said to be a successor ordinal iff
there exists an ordina such thath = 8 + 1; otherwise the ordinak is said to be a limit ordinal
and in this caser = sup{s € ON | 5 < a}.

The classL of constructible setin a modelV of ZF is defined by L = |J,con L(a),
where the setk(«) are constructed by induction as follows:

(1). L) =0

(2). L(a) = U<, L(B), for a alimit ordinal, and

(3). L(a+1) is the set of subsets &f(«) which are definable from a finite number of elements
of L(«) by a first-order formula relativized («).

If V is a model of ZF and. is the class ofonstructible setsf V, then the clas& is a model
of ZFC. Notice that the axiom ( V=L), which means “every satasistructible”, is consistent with
ZFC becausd. is a model of ZFC + V=L.

Consider now a mod&l of ZFC and the class of its constructible skts V which is another
model of ZFC. It is known that the ordinals bfare also the ordinals &f, but the cardinals iV
may be different from the cardinals in

In particular, the first uncountable cardinalliris denotedkl, and it is in fact an ordinal 0¥
which is denoted. It is well-known that in general this ordinal satisfies thequalityw! < w;.
In a modelV of the axiomatic system ZFC + V=L the equalw)f’ = wj holds, but in some other
models of ZFC the inequality may be strict and theéin < w;: notice that in this casel < w;
holds because there is actually a bijection franonto w}* in V (sow? is countable inV) but
no such bijection exists in the inner model(so w! is uncountable irL). The construction of
such a model is presented In [Jec02, page 202]: one canrstarafmodeV of ZFC + V=L and
construct by forcing a generic extensifG] in whichw, is collapsed tav; in this extension the
inequalityw! < w; holds.
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We can now state the following result, which gives an answ&uestion 1.

Theorem 3.11 There exists a real-time-counter Richi automatond4 and a2-tape Bichi automa-
ton B such that:

1. There is a model; of ZFC in which Player 1 has a winning strategy in the game
G(L(A)) (respectively,G(L(B))). Buto cannot be recursive and not even in the class
(333 UTIY).

2. There is a modeV; of ZFCin which the game&>(L(.A)) (respectivelyG(L(B))) is not
determined.

Moreover these are the only two possibilities: there are malebs of ZFC in which Player 2 has
a winning strategy in the gan@(L(.A)) (respectivelyG(L(B))).

To prove this result, we shall use some set theory, a res@itesh in [Ste82] on coanalytic games,
and the Shoenfield Absolutenesss Theorem.

We first recall Stern’s result.

Theorem 3.12 (Stern[[Ste82])For every recursive ordinaf there exists an effective coanalytic
setL¢ C w* such that the Gale-Stewart gar6&L;) is determined if and only if the ordin&{f’ is
countable. Moreover if the gan@(L;) is determined then Player 2 has a winning strategy (and
thus Player 1 cannot have a w.s. in this game).

We also state the following lemmas.

Lemma 3.13 Let L C w* be an effective coanalytic subset of the Baire space. Thara th an
effective analytic subsét’ C w* such that Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) has aw.s. in treg
G(L) iff Player 2 (respectively, Player 1) has a w.s. in the ga@&{d.). In particular, the game
G(L) is determined iff the gam@(L') is determined.

Proof. As noticed for instance in_[McA79], we can associate to ewffgctive coanalytic set
L C w” the effective analytic set’ C w* which is the complement of the set+ 1 defined by:

L+1={zew”|Tylye LandVn >1z(n+1)=1y(n)|}.

It is then easy to see that Player 1 (respectively, Playea)phw.s. in the gam@(L) iff Player 2
(respectively, Player 1) has a w.s. in the gafi{d). O

Lemma 3.14 Let . C w® be an effective analytic subset of the Baire space. Thee thasts an
effective analytic set” C {0,1}* such that Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) has a w.s. in the
gameG(L) iff Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) has a w.s. in the gaf{é.’). In particular, the
gameG(L) is determined iff the gam&(L’) is determined. IfL is an (effective)>! subset of
w“ then the sef’ can be chosen to be an (arithmeticalf-subset of the Cantor spade, 1}*.
Moreover ifo is a winning strategy for Player 1 (respectively, Player 2)he game&= (L) then
one can construct a w.s” for Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) in the gaifi¢L’) such thato’ is
recursive ino. And conversely, i is a winning strategy for Player 1 (respectively, Player2) i
the game&5(L') then one can construct a w.s' for Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) in the game
G(L) such thatr’ is recursive ino.
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Proof. Let L C w® be an effective analytic subset of the Baire space, and ke the mapping
from the Baire space® into the Cantor spacf, 1}* defined by:

o((ni)i>1) = (11)™0(11)"20.. .. (11)™0(11)"+10.. ..
where for each integer> 1 n; € w andn, = n; + 1.

Notice thaty(w®) = [(11)".0]“ is a regularw-language accepted by a deterministic Buchi
automaton, hence it is an arithmetid¢#)-subset of{0, 1}*.

We now define the sdt’ as the union of the following sef;, for 1 < i < 4:
o Dy =p(L),

e Dy={y|3In k>0 ye[(11)".0]>.(1)%*+1.0.{0,1}*},

e Dy={y|3In>0 yec[11)*r.0>"F1.1+},

e Dy={y|3In>0 ye[11)T.0*.0.{0,1}*},

We now explain the meaning of these sets. The firsixetodes the sef C w*. The other sets
Dy, for 2 < i < 4 are the results of infinite plays where two players altevestiwrite letters) or
1 and the infinite word written by the playersdnsteps is out of the set(w*), due to the letters
written by Player 2

Notice first that if the two players alternatively write kt$0 or 1 and the infinite word written
by the players imw steps is in the form

o((ni)i>1) = (11)™0(11)"20.. .. (11)™0(11)"+10. ..

then the letter$ have been written alternatively by Player 1 and by Playerd®taa writing of
these letter$) determines the integers, and therefore also the integers. Thus the integers
nei+1, @ > 0, have been chosen by Player 1 and the integersi > 1, have been chosen by
Player 2.

We can now see thdDs is the set of plays where Player 2 write tt# + 1) th letter0 while
it was Player 1's turn to do this. The sBg is the set of plays where Player 2 does not write any
letter 0 for the rest of the play when it is his turn to do this. And theé Bg is the set of plays
where Player 2 writes a lett@rimmediately after Player 1 writes a lett@rwhile Player2 should
then writes a lettet to respect the codes of integers given by the funcfion

Moreover it is easy to see that the mappings a recursive isomorphism between the Baire
spacev® and its imagep(w) C {0, 1}* which is an arithmeticall-subset of 0, 1}*. And it is
easy to see thab, and D, arew-regular (arithmetical}:{-subsets of0, 1}*, and thatDs is an
w-regular (arithmetical}:9-subset of{0, 1}*. Therefore this implies the following facts:

(1) If L is aX}-subset (respectively, Al-subset, &{-subset) ofv~ thenp(L) is a ¥1-subset
(respectively, a\1-subset, a\3-subset) of{ 0, 1}*.
(2) If L is aX}l-subset (respectively, Al-subset, ax?-subset) ofw~ then L’ is a ¥:1-subset
(respectively, a\1-subset, a\}-subset) of 0, 1}*~.
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We now prove that Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) has aiwthe gameZ (L) iff Player 1
(respectively, Player 2) has a w.s. in the ga@{d.’).

Assume firstly that Player 1 has a w.B; in the gameG(L). Consider a play in the game
G(L'). If the two players alternatively write lettefsor 1 and the infinite word written by the
players inw steps is in the form

o((ni)i>1) = (11)™0(11)"20. .. (11)™0(11)"+10. ..

then we have already seen that the integxéggq, i > 0, have been chosen by Player 1 and the
integersnl,,, i > 1, have been chosen by Player 2, and this is also the case foottesponding
integersno; 11,4 > 0, andno;, i > 1. Thus the game is like a game where each player writes some
integer at each step of the play, and Player 1 can apply taeegyfF; to ensure thatn;);>1 € L

and this implies thap((n;);>1) € ¢(L) € L', so Player 1 wins the play. On the other hand we
have seen that if the two players alternatively write Istteor 1 and the infinite word: written

by the players inv steps is out of the set(w®), due to the letters written by Player, then the
w-word z is in Do U D3 U D4, and thus Player 1 wins also the play. Finally this shows Rttayer

1 has aw.s. in the gan@(L’).

Assume now that Player 2 has a winning stratégyn the game=(L).
Consider a play in the gant&(L’). If the two players alternatively write lettefsor 1 and the
infinite word written by the players i@ steps is in the form

o((ni)i>1) = (11)™0(11)"20.. .. (11)™0(11)"+10. ..

then we have already seen that the integeys,, i > 0, have been chosen by Player 1 and the
integersnl,,, i > 1, have been chosen by Player 2, and this is also the case foottesponding
integersno;+1, ¢ > 0, andny;, ¢ > 1. Thus the game is like a game where each player writes some
integer at each step of the play, and Player 2 can apply taeegifF; to ensure thatn;);>1 ¢ L

and this implies thap((n;);>1) ¢ ¢(L), and alsap((n;);>1) ¢ L' becausd.’ N p(w*) = ¢(L),

so Player 2 wins the play. On the other hand we can easily a¢# the two players alternatively
write letters0 or 1 and the infinite word, written by the players io steps is out of the set(w”),

due to the letters written by Player, then thew-word y is not in D, U D3 U Dy, and thusy is

not in L’ and Player 2 wins also the play. Finally this shows that Rl@yeas a w. s. in the game
G(L).

Conversely assume now that Player 1 has a .3n the game=(L’). Consider a play in the
gameG(L') in which Player 2 does not make that the finalord = written by the two players
isin Dy U D3 U Dy. Then Player 1, following the stratedy[, must write letters so that the final
w-word z belongs tap(w®). Then the game is reduced to the ga@(d.) in which the two players
alternatively write some integers, i > 1. But Player 1 wins the game and this implies that Player
1 has actually a w.s. in the gar&L).

Assume now that Player 2 has a wig. in the gameZ(L’). By a very similar reasoning as in
the preceding case we can see that Player 2 has also a w.e.gartie(L); details are here left
to the reader.

From the construction of the strategies given in the prevjmaragraphs, it is now easy to see
that if ' is a winning strategy for Player 1 (respectively, Playem2hie game= (L) then one can
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construct a w.sF” for Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) in the gaigl.’) such thatt” is recursive
in . And conversely, ift” is a winning strategy for Player 1 (respectively, Playem2hie game
G(L') then one can construct a wk.for Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) in the gagigl.) such
that I is recursive inF”’. O

We can now give the proof of the above Theoiem 3.11.

Proof of Theorem[3.11.We know from Stern’s Theoremn 3]12 that there exists an éffecbana-
lytic set L; C w* such that the Gale-Stewart gaii¢L ) is determined if and only if the ordinal
wl is countable. Moreover if the gant¥(L; ) is determined then Player 2 has a winning strategy.
Then Lemmabk 3.13 and 3]14 imply that there exists a effeatnadytic setl. C {0, 1}* such that
G(L) is determined if and only if the ordinatl is countable. And moreover if the gami& L)

is determined then Player 1 has a winning strategy. We canimfewfrom Proposition§_3]8 and
[3.10 that there there exists a real-timeounter Biichi automatod, reading words over a finite
alphabetX, and a2-tape Biichi automatofi, reading words over a finite alphaldéf such that the
gameG(L(A)) (respectivelyG(L(B))) is determined if and only ¥ is countable. Moreover if
the game=(L(.A)) (respectivelyG(L(B))) is determined then Player 1 has a winning strategy.

Assume now thal; is a model of ZFC in whichu!* is countable, i.e. is a model of (ZFC +
w¥ < wq). Then Player 1 has a winning strategy in the gaié& (A)). This strategy is a mapping
F : (X?)* — X hence it can be coded in a recursive manner by an infinite igrde {0, 1}+
which may be identified with a subset of the 8&bf natural numbers. We now claim that this
strategy is not constructible, or equivalently that theX$gtC N does not belong to the clags”
of constructible sets in the mod®g]. Recall that a real-timé&-counter Biichi automatod has a
finite description to which can be associated, in an effeatray, a unique natural number called
its index, so we have a Gddel numbering of real-titreounter Biichi automata. We denote
the real time Bichi-counter automaton of indexreading words oveX. Then there exists an
integerzp such thatd = A,,. If x € X“ is thew-word written by Player 2 during a play of
the gameG(L(.A)), and Player 1 follows a stratedy, thew-word (G x x) € X“ is defined by
(G*xx)(2n) = z(n) and(G*z)(2n+1) = G((G*x)[2n]) for all integersn > 1 so that(G xx) is
thew-word composed by the two players during the play. We can rasilyesee that the sentence:
“G is a winning strategy for Player 1 in the ga@éL(.A.))” can be expressed by the following
i-formulaP(z,G) : Vre X¥ [ (Gxz) € L(A,) |

Recall thatr € L(A,) can be expressed by -formula (seel[Fin09b]). AndG + z) € L(A,)

can be expressed By € X“(y = (G« x) andy € L(A.)), which is also a{-formula since
(G % x) is recursive inr andG. Finally the formulaP(z, G) is alli-formula (with parameters

andG).

Towards a contradiction, assume now that the winning gjyate for Player 1 in the game
G(L(A)) belongs to the clask"! of constructible sets in the mode]. The relationPr C N
defined byPr(z) iff P(z, F) is all(F)-relation, i.e. a relation with i$I} with parameterF'.
By Shoenfield’s Absoluteness Theorem (see [Jec02, pag¢, 4B8]relationPr C N would be
absolute for the modelg"* andV; of ZFC. This means that the set € N | Pr(z)} would be
the same set in the two moddi8™ andV;. In particular, the integefzy) belongs toPr in the
modelV; sinceF is aw.s. for Player 1 in the gant&(L(.A)). This would imply thatF' is also a
w.s. for Player 1 in the gam@(L(.A)) in the modelL."*. ButL"* is a model of ZFC + V=L so
in this modeksl = w; holds and the gam@(L(.A)) is not determined. This contradiction shows
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that the w.s.F' is not constructible if/;. On the other hand every sétC N which isTI} or 2} is
constructible, seé [Jec02, page 491]. ThUs s neither alli-set nor asi-set; in particular, the
strategyF is not recursive and not even hyperarithmetical, i.e./bt

The case of the gant@(L(B)), for the 2-tape Buchi automatoB, is proved in a similar way.
U

Remark 3.15 The 1-counter Richi automaton4 and the2-tape Bichi automatons, given by
Theoreni 3,111, can be effectively constructed, althougladiemata might have a great number
of states. Indeed the effective coanalytic BetC w® such that the Gale-Stewart gani& L)

is determined if and only if the ordinall* is countable is explicitly given by a formula Then
the effective analytic sdt C {0, 1} such thatG(L) is determined if and only if the ordinai:

is countable is also given by¥i{-formula from which on can construct aiBhi Turing machine
and thus a 2-counter iBhi automaton accepting it. The constructions given in graofs of
Propositiond 3.8 and_3.10 lead then to the effective constm of A and 5.

Remark 3.16 In the above proof of Theorem 3111 we have not used any lamgénehaxiom or
even the consistency of such an axiom, like the axiom of tamdksterminacy.

We now prove some lemmas which will be useful later to give samswer to Question 2.

Lemma3.17 Let L C ¥* be aAj-subset of a Cantor space, accepted by izt 2-counter
automaton.A and let B be the real time Bchi 1-counter automaton which can be effectively
constructed from4 by Propositior.3.8. Thei(B) is also aA$-subset of a Cantor spacé” for
some finite alphabét” containingX:.

Proof. We refer now to the proofs of Propositibn 3.2 and TheorlemsB8d83.4 in[[Fin13], and we
use here the same notations as in [Fin13].

In the proof of Propositiof 32 it is firstly proved that, fraaBuchi2-counter automatom
acceptingL, one can construct a real time Bué¢htounter automatoms acceptingds(L) U L,
wherefs : ¥ — (X U {E})¥ is a function defined, for alt € ¥¢, by:

95(56) = x(l).Es,:ﬂ(2)‘E5’2'x(3)'E53'x(4) o :C(n)ESnx(’I’L n 1).Esn+l o

It is easy to see thals is a recursive homeomorphism frafit onto the imagés(>“) which is a
closed subset of the Cantor spd&euU {E})“. Itis then easy to se thatif is aAJ-subset of
thends (L) is also aAY-subse(>X U{E})~. Moreover thes-languagel’ is defined as the set of
wordsy € (XU{E})“ for which there is an integer > 1 such that[2n—1] € Pref(6g(X*)) and
y[2n] ¢ Pref(85(X¥)). Then itis easy to see that is an arithmeticak!-subset of ¥ U {E})~,
and thus the uniofis(L) U L’ is aA$-set as the union of twaJ-sets.

Recall also that Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) has a imshe gameG(L) iff Player 1
(respectively, Player 2) has a w.s. in the gafi{@s(L) U L').

In a second step, in the proof of Theorém] 3.3, it is proved, thain a real time Biichi-
counter automaton accepting amw-languageL (A) C I', wherel is a finite alphabet, one can
construct a Biichl-counter automatonl, accepting thev-language

L = h(L(A) U [MI¥) " nH U V.C¥ U U
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Moreover it is proved that Player 1 (respectively, Playeh&3 a w.s. in the gam@(L(.A)) iff
Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) has a w.s. in the gé&fte).

On the other hand the mappirigis a recursive homeomorphism frof¥ onto its image
h(I'“) C (I'1)“ whereI'; is the finite alphabel U { A, B,C} and A, B, C, are additional letters
notinT. Itis then easy to see thatiif A) C T is aAJ-set therh(L(A)) is aA-subset of I'; )~.
On the other hand the-languageH is accepted by a deterministic Biichi automaton and hence
it is an arithmetical19-set, see [PP04, LT94]. This(I'“)~ N H] is also all)-set since it is the
intersection of &.9-set and of d13-set. Moreover it is easy to see tHat~ is ax9-set since it is
accepted by a deterministic automaton with co-Buchi aecege condition, and that.(I';)“ is a
»¥-subset of T';)« sinceU is regular and hence recursive. Finally this shows thagifl) C T~
is aA3-set thenl is aA3-subset of 'y )~.

In a third step, in the proof of Theorem B.4, it is proved tHadm the Bichil-counter au-
tomatonA, accepting thes-language’, one can constructraal timeBuchi 1-counter automaton
B" accepting thev-languagepx (L(A4)) U L”. It is easy to see, as in the above first step, that if
L = L(A4) is aA$-subset ofI'1 )%, then thew-languagep (L(A4)) U L” is also aA$-subset of
(I'; U{F})“. Moreover Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) has a w.s. irgtivaeG (L) iff Player 1
(respectively, Player 2) has a w.s. in the ga@{@x (£) U L"). O

Lemma 3.18 Let A be a real time Bchi 1-counter automaton accepting-set C ¥* and
let B be the2-tape Bichi automaton which can be effectively constructed frbimy Proposition
[3.10. Then.(B) is aAJ-subset of the Cantor spa¢EU{0, A})¥ x I'*, where0, A are additional
letters not in¥ andT" = {0, A}.

Proof. We refer now to the proof of the above Theorem 3.5 and we usethersame notations.
We showed above that, from a a real-tilreounter Biichi automatod accepting aw-language
L = L(A) C x¥, we can effectively constructzatape Buchi automatofr accepting the infinitary
rational relationC C (X U{0, A})¥ x I'“, where the letter8, A are notinX andI’ = {0, A}, and

L = LB) u LIC) U L(C)
where
L(B') = [M(L(A)) x {a}] U[(R(E¥) x {a})” N H x H]
L(C) = [V.0¥ x CI(H")] U [CI(H) x V".0¥]
L(C) =U.[(2U{0,A4})¥ x V]

We now assume thdt = L(A) is aAY-subset of2>.

It is easy to see that the mappings a recursive homeomorphism froBt onto its image
h(X¥) C (X U {0,A})¥. Moreovera is recursive anda} is all{-subset off“. Therefore
h(L(A)) x {a} is aA3-subset of( X U {0, A})“ x I'“. On the other han@h(X¥) x {a}) is a
19-set, and sgh(X¥) x {a})~ is aX{-subset of X U {0, A})“ x T'“. And it is easy to see that
H andH'’ are accepted by deterministic Biichi automata and thusaatbrgietical)l19-sets. Thus
[(h(2¥) x {a})” N H x H'] is also all}-set and finally this shows that(B’) is a AJ-set.

Thew-languaged? andH' beingw-regular, their closures CI(H) and CI(H’) are closed and
regular and thus they are (arithmeticHl)-sets (se€ [PP04, LT94]) . On the other hand the finitary
languaged” andV" are regular thu¥”.0~ andV’.0 are (arithmeticalp-9-sets. This implies that
L(C) = [V.0¥ x CI(H")] U [CI(H) x V'.0v] is also aA?-set.
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Thew-languageL(C’) is an openu-regular set since the finitary languabjeis regular. Thus
L(C') is also an (arithmeticaly-set.

Finally thew-language’ is the union of three\$-sets and thus it is also/$-set. O

We can now state the following result which gives an answeéyuestion 2.

Theorem 3.19 There exist a real-timé-counter Bichi automaton4 and a2-tape Bichi automa-
ton B such that thev-languageL(.A) and the infinitary rational relationZ(5) are arithmetical
AY-sets and such that Player 2 has a winning strategy in the gaiié (A)) and G(L(13)) but
has no hyperarithmetical winning strategies in these games

Proof. It is proved in [Bla72, Theorem 3] that there exists an arittical X{-set L C w* such
that Player 2 has a winning strategy in the ga@i{d.) but has no hyperarithmetical winning
strategies in this game. Using Lemnhas 8[14,13.17] 3.18, e¢hse one can construct a real-time
1-counter Buchi automatad and a2-tape Biichi automatoBf such that thes-languagel.(.A) and
the infinitary rational relatiorL(3) are arithmetical\}-sets and such that Player 2 has a winning
strategy in the game&S(L(.A)) andG(L(B)).

Moreover, by Propositionis_3.9 ahd 3,10 Ffwas an hyperarithmetical winning strategy for
Player 2 in the gamé&/(L(.A)) or G(L(B)) then there would exist a winning strategyfor Player
2 in the game&~ (L) which would be recursive i’ and thus also hyperarithmetical. This implies
that F' can not be hyperarithmetical since Player 2 has no hyplenagitical winning strategies in
the game~/(L). O

The above negative results given by Theoréms|3.11 andl 3dl® tslat one cannot effectively
construct winning strategies in Gale-Stewart games witinimig sets accepted lycounter Biichi
automata oe-tape Blchi automata. We are going to see that, even whemug that the games
are determined, one cannot determine the winner of suchgjame

Theorem 3.20 There exists a recursive sequence of real titreounter Richi automataA,,,
(respectively, oR-tape Bichi automatass,), n > 1, such that all game&:(L(A,,)) (respec-
tively, G(L(B,,))) are determined. But it i§l}-complete (hence highly undecidable) to determine
whether Player 1 has a winning strategy in the ga@(d.(.A,,)) (respectivelyG(L(B,))).

Proof. We first define the following operation anlanguages. Far, 2’ € X% thew-wordz ® 2’

is defined by : for every integet > 1 (z ® 2/)(2n — 1) = z(n) and (z ® 2’)(2n) = 2/(n).

For twow-languaged., L’ C ¥, thew-languageL @ L’ is defined byL @ L' = {z @ 2’ | x €
Landz’ € L'}. LetnowX = {0,1} and letT,, be the Buchi Turing machine of indexreading
w-words over the alphabét. Let also7,, be a Buichi Turing machine constructed frdfp such
that L(7,) = ¥ ® L(T,). Notice that7,, can easily be constructed in a recursive manner from
T,, and that on can also construct some Buichi 2-counter atéafpauch thatl.(7,,) = L(C,,).

Consider now the gamé&(L(C,)). It is easy to see that this game is always determined.
Indeed if L(T},) = X then Player 1 always wins the play so Player 1 has an obvioosing
strategy. And ifL(7},) # X“ then Player 2 can win by playing anword not in L(7,,) so that
the finalw-word written by the two players will be outside(C,,) = £ ® L(7,,). Recall now
that Castro and Cucker proved in [CC89] that itli$-complete (hence highly undecidable) to
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determine whethek (T;,) = ¥“. Thus it isTI3-complete (hence highly undecidable) to determine
whether Player 1 has a winning strategy in the g&&(C,,)).

Using the constructions we made in the proofs of Theofems3d3.5 and Propositions 8.8
and[3.10, we can effectively construct frafp a real time Biichil-counter automatom,, and
a 2-tape Bichi automatoB,, such that Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) has a w.s. in dmeeg
G(L(C,)) iff Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) has a w.s. in the gaiié& (A,)) iff Player 1
(respectively, Player 2) has a w.s. in the ga®@.(3,)). This implies that it islI}-complete
(hence highly undecidable) to determine whether Playerslahainning strategy in the game
G(L(A,)) (respectivelyG(L(B,,))). O

We now consider the strength of determinacy of a ganié(.A)), where A is a Biichil-
counter automaton or a 2-tape Bichi automaton. We firstlréed there exists some effective
analytic setl; C {0, 1}* such that the determinacy of the gaéL;) is equivalent to the effec-
tive analytic determinacy, i.e. to the determinacy of diéefive analytic Gale-Stewart games: a
first example was given by Harrington in [Har78], Stern gavether one in[[Ste§2]. We can now
infer from this result a similar one for games specified by mata.

Theorem 3.21 There exists a real time 1-counteri€hi automatonAy (respectively, a 2-tape
Blichi automatonB;) such that the gamér(A;) (respectively, the gam@'(B;)) is determined
iff the effective analytic determinacy holds iff all 1-ctemgames are determined iff all games
specified by 2-tapeighi automata are determined.

Proof. The effective analytic sek; C {0,1}* is defined by & }-formula from which one can
construct a Bichi Turing machine and a 2-counter BlchormatonC; accepting it. Using the
constructions we made in the proofs of Theoréms 3.4 .add 25an effectively construct from
Cy a real time Buchil-counter automatood; and a 2-tape Buchi automatdsy such that the
gameG(L(Cy)) is determined iff the gamé/(L(.A;)) is determined iff the gamé/(L(By)) is
determined. O

This shows that there exists a real time 1-counter BlicluraatonA (respectively, a 2-tape
Buchi automatonB;) such that the determinacy strength of the gamid (A;)) (respectively,
G(L(By))) is the strongest possible. Then the following questiominadty arises.

Question 3. Are there many different strengths of determinacy for gaspesified by 1-counter
Biichi automata (respectively, by 2-tape Biichi automata)

We now give a positive answer to this question, stating theviing result. Notice that below
Det(G(L)) means “the gamé(L) is determined”. We recall that{¥ is the Church-Kleene
ordinal, which is the first non-recursive ordinal.

Theorem 3.22 There is a transfinite sequence of real-tilmeounter Bichi automata 4,,)

CK,
(respectively, of 2-tapei®hi automata ,,) '

a<w

ck ), indexed by recursive ordinals, s.t.:

Va < B < wi® [ Det(G(L(Ap))) = Det(G(L(Aq))) ]

Va < B <wi® [Det(G(L(Bp))) = Det(G(L(Ba))) ]

but the converse is not true:
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For each recursive ordinad there is a modeV,, of ZFC such that in this model the game
G(L(Ap)) (respectively(=(L(Bg))) is determined if < a.

Proof. It follows from Stern’s Theorerh 3.12 and from Lemnias 8.13 [Add that for each re-
cursive ordinak there exists an effective analytic skt C {0, 1}* such that the gamé&'(L¢) is
determined if and only if the ordinalg is countable. Notice that each skt is accepted by a
Blchi Turing machind; and by a 2-counter Buchi automat6a

Using the constructions we made in the proofs of Theofemsi3A3.5 and Propositions 3.8
and3.10, we can construct frafa a real time Bichil-counter automatonl’, and a 2-tape Biichi
automatonBé such that Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) has a w.s. in #med~(L(C;)) iff
Player 1 (respectively, Player 2) has aw.s. in the géhh@(A{é)) iff Player 1 (respectively, Player
2) has a w.s. in the gan®@(L(B;)). Thus the gamé/(L(A;)) is determined if and only if the
gameG(L(B;)) is determined if and only if the ordinadg is countable. We setl = A;_, and
Be = Bé 41

The first part of the theorem follows easily from the obviooglication [N? is countablg
— [RL is countable, for all ordinals < &].

Let nowa be arecursive ordinal and be a model of ZFC + V=L. The cardingl,; inV isa
successor cardinal hence also a regular cardinal (therreeefind these notions in any textbook
of set theory like[[Kun80] or [Jec02]). One can then condtftamm the modelV, using a forcing
method due to Lévy, a generic extensidp of V which is another model of ZFC in which the
cardinal®,, has been “collapsed” in such a way that in the new modgl; becomesy; .
Notice that the two models have the same ordinals, and theeasmtence means that the ordinal
of V which plays the role ok, 1 in V plays the role of the cardin&}; in V, (we refer the reader
to [Kun80, page 231] for more details about Lévy’s forcing)

Another crucial point here is that the two mod®lsaandV, have the same constructible sets
(this is always true for generic extensions obtained by tleéhod of forcing), i.e. LV = LVe,
Notice also thak’,,; = R, sinceV is a model of ZFC + V=L. For a recursive ording) we
have now the following equivalences:

[RL,, iscountable iV, ] <= [R5, | <w* =RE <= f+1l<a+le=pB<a

And thusG(L(Ag)) (respectively,G(L(Bg)) is determined in the mod&/,, if and only if
B < a. O

Remark 3.23 We can add the real time 1-counteti@i automatonA; and the 2-tape Bchi au-
tomatonB; to the sequences given by Theofem13.22. The determind&yf.¢f4;)) (respectively,
G(L(By))) implies the determinacy of all gamé& L(A,)) (respectivelyG(L(B,)), o < wPK,

but the converse is not true. Then we get a transfinite sequeheeal time 1-counter &chi

automata (respectively, of 2-tapéi€hi automata) of lengt{’¥ + 1.

Remark 3.24 One can actually see from_[McA79] that the situation is evararcomplicated.
Indeed Mc Aloon proved that there exists some analytic ganusevdeterminacy is equivalent to
the fact that the first inaccessible cardinal in the condtihle universeL of a modelV of ZFC

is countable inv. And this property implies thaty, for a recursive ordinaky, is countable inv,

but does not imply the existence0df We refer the interested reader {o [Jec02] for the notion of
inaccessible cardinals and of other large cardinals, andMaA79] for more results of this kind.
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4 Wadge games between 2-tape automata

The now called Wadge games have been firstly considered bgéMadstudy the notion of re-
duction of Borel sets by continuous functions. We firstlyalethe notion of Wadge reducibility;

notice that we give the definition in the caseuwsfanguages ovefinite alphabets since we have
only to consider this case in the sequel.

Definition 4.1 (Wadge [Wad83]) Let X, Y be two finite alphabets. Fat C X“ andL' C Y%, L
is said to be Wadge reducible Id (L <y L') iff there exists a continuous functigh: X* — Y,
such thatZ, = f~!(L’). L and L' are Wadge equivalent iff <y, L’ andL’ <y, L. This will be
denoted by, =y L'. And we shall say that <y, L' iff L <,y L' but notL’ <y L.

The relation<yy is reflexive and transitive, angyy is an equivalence relation.

The equivalence classessfy are called Wadge degrees.

We now recall the definition of Wadge games.

Definition 4.2 (Wadge [Wad83]) Let L C X“ and L’ C Y“. The Wadge gam®#/(L, L) is a
game with perfect information between two players, Playehd is in charge of. and Player 2
who is in charge of./. Player 1 first writes a letten; € X, then Player 2 writes a lettdr, € Y,
then Player 1 writes a lettetis € X, and so on. The two players alternatively write lettefsof

X for Player 1 andb,, of Y for Player 2. Afterw steps, Player 1 has written anrworda € X
and Player 2 has written aw-word b € Y. Player 2 is allowed to skip, even infinitely often,
provided he really writes aw-word inw steps. Player 2 wins the play iffi[e L <+ b € L'], i.e.

ift. [(a€eLandbelL’) or (a¢ Landb¢ L' and b is infinite)].

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

The gaméV (L, L) is said to be determined if one of the two players has a winsiiregegy. In
the sequel we shall dend-Det(C), whereC is a class ofuo-languages, the sentence: “All Wadge
gamesiV (L, L"), whereL C X“ andL’ C Y arew-languages in the clags are determined”.

Recall that the determinacy of Borel Gale-Stewart gamedieém@asily the determinacy of
Wadge game$V (L, L'), whereL. C X“ and ' C Y are Borelw-languages. Thus it follows
from Martin’s Theorem that these Wadge games are determiMedalso recall that the determi-
nacy of effective analytic Gale-Stewart games is equivatethe determinacy of effective analytic
Wadge games, i.et(X1) <= W-Det(X}), see[LSR8B8].

The close relationship between Wadge reducibility and Way#gnes is given by the following
theorem.

Theorem 4.3 (Wadge)Let L C X¥ and L’ C Y“ whereX andY are finite alphabets. Then
L <w L'ifand only if Player 2 has a winning strategy in the Wadge gamg., L').

The Wadge hierarchyi’ H is the class of Borel subsets of a $&t, where X is a finite set,
equipped with<y, and with=y,. Using Wadge games, Wadge proved that, up to the complement
and=yy, it is a well ordered hierarchy which provides a great refiaethof the Borel hierarchy.
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Theorem 4.4 (Wadge) The class of Borel subsets &f, for a finite alphabetX, equipped with
<w, is a well ordered hierarchy. There is an ordindl” H|, called the length of the hierarchy,
and a mapd), from W H onto|W H| — {0}, such that for allL, L' C X“:

d% L < dY, L' +» L <y L' and

L =dYyL < [L=w L' or L=y L'"].

We proved in[[Fin13] the following result on the determinaifyWadge games between two
players in charge ab-languages of one-counter automata.

Theorem 4.5 De(X1) <= W-Det(r-BCL(1),,).

Using this result we are now going to prove the following oneleterminacy of Wadge games
between two players in charge wflanguages accepted by 2-tape Blichi automata.

Theorem 4.6 De(X1) <= W-Det(RAT,).

In order to prove this theorem, we first recall the notion cdmgpion of sum of sets of infinite
words which has as counterpart the ordinal addition overg&ategrees, and which will useful
later.

Definition 4.7 (Wadge) Assume thak C Y are two finite alphabetsy” — X containing at least
two elements, and thatX', , X_} is a partition ofY’ — X in two non empty sets. L& C X and
L' CYY¥, then

L'+L=y4LU{uap | ueX", (acXrandBeL)or(acX_andf e L)}

Notice that a player in charge of a set+ L in a Wadge game is like a player in charge of
the setl but who can, at any step of the play, erase his previous pldglanose to be this time in
charge ofL’ or of L'~. But he can do this only one time during a play. This properity/lve used
below.

We now recall the following lemma, proved in [Fin13].

Lemma 4.8 Let L C X be an analytic but non Borel set. Then it holds thaty, 0 + L.

Notice that in this lemma) is viewed as the empty set over an alphabeuch that: C I" and
cardinal ' — X) > 2. Recall also that the emptyset and the wholel¥¢tare located at the first
level of the Wadge hierarchy and that their Wadge degreeusleq 1.

proof of Theorem[4.8.

The implicationDet(>1) =W-Det(RAT,,) is obvious sincédet(X:}) is known to be equiv-
alent tow-Det(X1) andRAT,, C %1.

To prove the reverse implication, we assume Wabet(RAT,) holds and we are going to
show that every Wadge garfié(L, L), whereL C (3;)* andL’ C (X)“ arew-languages in the
classr-BCL(1),,, is determined. Then this will imply th&et(>:}) holds by Theorei 4l5. Notice
that if the twow-languages are Borel we already know that the géifié.,, L’) is determined; thus
we have only to consider the case where at least one of thegedges is non-Borel.

We now assume that the lettérsand A do not belong to the alphabety andX:,, and recall
that we have used in the proof of Theoréml 3.5 a mapping (3;)¥ — (£; U {0,A})¥ to
codew-words overX; by w-words over:; U {0, A}; and we can define similarly, : (X2)% —
(32 U {0, A})“. Recall also that we have defined@aword « € {0, A}¥ =T*.
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It follows from Lemmag$ 316 arld 3.7 that one can effectivelgstauct, from real-time Buchi-
counter automatal; and.A, acceptingl and’, some2-tape Biichi automat&; andB, accepting
thew-languages

L1 = [h(L) x {a}] U [m(E7) x {a}]”

and
Ly = [ho(L') x {a}] U [ho(X5) x {a}]”

Then the Wadge gamié&’ (L4, £9) is determined. We consider now the two following cases:

First case.Player 2 has a w.s. in the garfié(L, L5).

If L' is Borel thenhy(L’) x {a} is easily seen to be Borel and thén is also Borel since
he(24) x {a} is a closed set and henfle,(X4%') x {«}]~ is an open set. Thef, is also Borel
because’; <y L2 and thusL is also Borel and the gani& (L, L') is determined.

Assume now thaf’ is not Borel, and consider the Wadge gaiéL, ) + L’).

We claim that Player 2 has a w.s. in that game which is easdyckd from a w.s. of Player 2
in the Wadge gam#/ (L1, L2). Consider a play in this latter game where Player 1 remaitisein
closed set; (X{) x {a}: she writes a beginning of a word in the form

(0.Az(1).0%.2(2).0%. A.z(3) ... 0°".2(2n).0*" 1 .. ; 0.AA.02.A.03. AA. ... AA.0*™ A0 )
Then player 2 writes a beginning of a word in the form
(0.A2'(1).0%.2/(2).03. A.2'(3) ... 0%P.2/ (2p).0%PT1 ... 0.AA.0%2.A.03. AA. ... AA.0P . A.0°PTL )

wherep < n. Then the strategy for Player 2Wi (L, )+ L) consists to write:’(1).2'(2) ... 2’ (p).
when Player 1 writeg(1).2(2) ... z(n).. If the strategy for Player 2 ifl’ (£, L2) was at some
step to go out of the séty(X%) x {a} then this means that his final wordssrely insidels,

and that the final word of Player 1 is also surely insitie because Player 2 wins the play. Then
Player 2 in the Wadge gam& (L, () + L") can make as he is now in charge of the wholeset and
play anything (without skipping anymore) so that his finalord is also insidé)+ L’. So we have
proved that Player 2 has a w.s. in the Wadge g&itié,, )+ L) or equivalently thal. <y 0+ L.

But by Lemmd 4.B we know thdt’ =y, () + L’ and thusL <y, L’ which means that Player 2 has
aw.s. in the Wadge gamé& (L, L').

Second casePlayer 1 has a w.s. in the garfié(£4, £2).

Notice that this implies thaf, <y £, . ThusifL is Borel then’, is Borel, £ is also Borel,
and L, is Borel as the inverse image of a Borel set by a continuoustifum and thud.’ is also
Borel, so the Wadge gani& (L, L’) is determined. We assume now thats not Borel and we
consider the Wadge gami® (L, L’). Player 1 has a w.s. in this game which is easily constructed
from a w.s. of the same player in the gaf& L, £,) as follows. For this consider a play in this
latter game where Player 2 does not go out of the closeb:$&t') x {a}. Then player 2 writes
a beginning of a word in the form

(0.A2'(1).0%.2/(2).03. A.2'(3) ... 0%P.2' (2p).0%PT1 ... 0.AA.02. A.03 AA. ... AA0P.A.0%PTL )
Player 1, following her w.s. composes a beginning of a wortthénform

(0.Az(1).0%.2(2).0%. A.z(3) ... 0*".2(2n).0*" 1 ... ; 0.AA0%. A.03. AA. ... AA0*™ A0 )
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wherep < n. Then the strategy for Player 1 i (L, L’) consists to writer(1).xz(2) ... z(n)
when Player 2 writeg’(1).2'(2) ... 2/(p).

If the strategy for Player 1 il (L, L2) was at some step to go out of the closedis¢Ey ) x
{a} then this means that her final word is surely insitie and that the final word of Player 2 is
also surely outside the sét, (at least if he produces really an infinite worduirsteps). This case
is actually not possible because Player 2 can always go dheaflosed seks(34) x {a} and
then his final word is surely in the sét.

We have then proved that Player 1 has a w.s. in the Wadge Yaie L'). O

In order to prove our next result we recall that the follownegult was proved in [Fin09a].

Theorem 4.9 There exists @-tape Bichi automatonA, which can be effectively constructed,
such that the topological complexity of the infinitary ra# relation L(.A) is not determined by
the axiomatic systedFC. Indeed it holds that :

(1) (ZFC +V=L). Thew-languageL(.A) is an analytic but non-Borel set.
(2) @FC+ wl < wy). Thew-languageL(A) is aII-set.
We now state the following new result.

Theorem 4.10 Let 5 be a Bichi automaton accepting the regularlanguage(0*.1)~ C {0, 1}“.
Then one can effectively construck-aape Bichi automaton4 such that:

(1) @ZFC+ w¥ < w1). Player 2 has a winning strategy in the Wadge gamé’ (L(A), L(B)).
But F' can not be recursive and not even in the clég$ U I13).

(2) @ZFC+ wl = w). The Wadge gamé/ (L(A), L(B)) is not determined.

Proof. It is very similar to the proof of [Fin13, Theorem 4.12], raping “1-counter automaton”

by “2-tape Biichi automaton” and using the above Thedrein 4.8adsif the corresponding result
for a real-timel -counter automaton proved in [Fin09a]. In the proof we uggairicular the above
Theoreni 4D, the link between Wadge games and Wadge relitycthie TI9-completeness of the
regularw-language(0*.1)« C {0, 1}*, the Shoenfield’s Absoluteness Theorem, and the notion of
extensions of a model of ZFC. O

Notice that every model of ZFC is either a model of (ZFG¥* < w;) or a model of (ZFC
+wl = wy). Thus there are no models of ZFC in which Player 1 has a winsirategy in the

Wadge gaméV (L(.A), L(B)).

Notice also that, to prove Theoremsl4.9 &nd 4.10, we do nat tteaese any large cardinal
axiom or even the consistency of such an axiom, like the axibamalytic determinacy.

5 Concluding remarks

We have proved that the determinacy of Gale-Stewart gamesewinning sets are accepted by
non-deterministic2-tape Blchi automata is equivalent to the determinacy féédtve) analytic
Gale-Stewart games which is known to be a large cardinahgstion equivalent to the existence
of the real0?. Then we have proved that the winning strategies in theseegawhen they exist,
may be very complex, i.e. highly non-effective. Moreover lese proved that, even if we know
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that some of these games are determined, it may be highlycigzdde to determine whether
Player 1 has a winning strategy.

On the other hand, we know that the infinitary rational reladi accepted bgeterministic
2-tape Bichi automata are always BoeaR-sets. Thus this implies that Gale-Stewart games
whose winning sets are accepteddsterministic2-tape Blchi automata are always determined.
It would be interesting to study these games for which thlfdhg questions naturally arises:
can we decide who the winner is in such a game? can we computenmg strategy given by a
transducer?
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