arXiv:1911.01074v2 [math.OC] 30 Oct 2020

An Exponential Lower Bound for Zadeh’s pivot rule^*

Yann Disser^{1,�}, Oliver Friedmann^{2,�}, and Alexander V. Hopp^{1,�}

1Department of Mathematics, TU Darmstadt, Germany 2Department of Informatics, LMU Munich, Germany

December 14, 2021

Abstract

The question whether the Simplex Algorithm admits an efficient pivot rule remains one of the most important open questions in discrete optimization. While many natural, deterministic pivot rules are known to yield exponential running times, the random-facet rule was shown to have a subexponential running time. For a long time, Zadeh’s rule remained the most prominent candidate for the first deterministic pivot rule with subexponential running time. We present a lower bound construction that shows that Zadeh’s rule is in fact exponential in the worst case. Our construction is based on a close relation to the Strategy Improvement Algorithm for Parity Games and the Policy Iteration Algorithm for Markov Decision Processes, and we also obtain exponential lower bounds for Zadeh’s rule in these contexts.

1 Introduction

The quest for discovering the best pivot rule for the Simplex Algorithm [Dan63] remains one of the most important challenges in discrete optimization. In particular, while several other weakly polynomial algorithms for solving Linear Programs have been proposed in the past [Kha80, Kar84, BV04, KS06, DV07], no fully “combinatorial” algorithm with strongly polynomial running time is known to date – in fact, the question whether such an algorithm exists is contained in Smale’s list of 18 mathematical problems for the century, among other famous unsolved problems like the Riemann hypothesis and the P versus NP problem [Sma98]. The Simplex Algorithm is inherently combinatorial and may yield a strongly polynomial algorithm if a suitable pivot rule exists. The question what theoretical worst-case running time can be achieved with a pivot rule for the Simplex Algorithm is closely related to the question what the largest possible (combinatorial) diameter of a polytope is, and, in particular, to the weak Hirsch conjecture that states that the diameter is polynomially bounded [Dan63, San12, Tod14].

For various natural pivot rules, exponential worst-case examples were found soon after the Simplex Algorithm was proposed [KM72, AC78, GS79]. These examples are highly imbalanced in the sense that they cause some improving directions to be selected by the pivot rule only rarely, while others are selected often. Randomized pivot rules were proposed as a way to average out the behavior of the Simplex Algorithm and to thus avoid imbalanced behavior. The hope that this

*The work of Yann Disser and Alexander V. Hopp is supported by the ‘Excellence Initiative’ of the German Federal and State Governments and the Graduate School CE at TU Darmstadt.

�disser@mathematik.tu-darmstadt.de, oliver.friedmann@googlemail.com, hopp@gsc.tu-darmstadt.de

may lead to a better worst-case performance was met when subexponential upper bounds were eventually established for the random-facet pivot rule [Kal92, MSW96, HZ15]. Other promising candidates for efficient pivot rules were deterministic “pseudo-random” rules that balance out the behavior of the algorithm explicitly by considering all past decisions in each step, instead of obliviously deciding for an improvement independently in each step. The two most prominent examples of such pivot rules are Cunningham’s rule [Cun79] that fixes an order of all possible improvement directions at the start and, in each step, picks the next improving direction in this order in round robin fashion, and Zadeh’s rule [Zad80] that picks an improving direction chosen least often so far in each step. By design, bad examples are much more difficult to construct for these more balanced pivoting rules, and it took more than 30 years until the first lower bounds were established. Eventually, a subexponential lower bound was shown for the random-facet rule [FHZ11b, Han12, FHZ14] and the random-edge rule [MS06, FHZ11b]. Most recently, a subexponential bound was shown for Zadeh’s rule using an artificial tie-breaking rule [Fri11c, DH19], and an exponential bound for Cunningham’s rule [AF17]. An exponential lower bound for Zadeh’s rule using a tie-breaking rule that is implemented as an ordered list is known on Acyclic Unique Sink Orientations [Tho17], but it is unclear whether the corresponding construction can be realized as a Linear Program. This means that Zadeh’s rule remained the only promising candidate for a deterministic pivot rule to match the subexponential running time of the random-facet rule.

Local search algorithms similar to the Simplex Algorithm are important in other domains like Vöge and Jurdziński’s Strategy Improvement Algorithm for Parity Games [VJ00] and Howard’s Policy Iteration Algorithm for Markov Decision Processes [How60]. Much like the Simplex Algorithm, these algorithms rely on a pivot rule that determines which local improvement to perform in each step. And much like for the Simplex Algorithm, many natural deterministic pivot rules for these algorithms have been shown to be exponential [Fri09, Fea10, Fri11a, AF17], while a subexponential bound has been shown for the random-facet rule [Kal92, MSW96, Kal97, FHZ11a, FHZ14]. Again, Zadeh’s rule remained as a promising candidate for a deterministic subexponential pivot rule.

Our results and techniques. In this paper, we give the first exponential lower bound for Zadeh’s pivot rule for the Strategy Improvement Algorithm for Parity Games, for the Policy Iteration Algorithm for Markov Decision Processes, and for the Simplex Algorithm. This closes a long-standing open problem by ruling out Zadeh’s pivot rule as a candidate for a deterministic, subexponential pivot rule in each of these three areas (up to tie-breaking). Our result joins a recent series of lower bound results for different pivot rules.^1 We note that while the lower bound for the Simplex Algorithm is arguably our most important result, the lower bounds for Parity Games and Markov Decision Processes are important in their own right and complement previous results in these areas [Fri09, Fea10, Fri11a, FHZ11a].

Our lower bound construction is based on the technique used in [Fri11c, AF17] (among others). In particular, we construct a Parity Game that forces the Strategy Improvement Algorithm to emulate a binary counter by enumerating strategies corresponding to the natural numbers 0 to 2^{n−1}. The construction is then converted into a Markov Decision Process that behaves similarly (but not identically) regarding the Policy Iteration Algorithm. Finally, using a well-known transformation, the Markov Decision Process can be turned into a Linear Program for which the Simplex Algorithm mimics the behavior of the Policy Iteration Algorithm. We remark that we use an artificial, but systematic and polynomial time computable, tie-breaking rule for the pivot step whenever Zadeh’s

1Several of these results were highly valued by the community, e.g., the best paper award at STOC 2011 was awarded for the subexponential lower bound the random-facet rule [FHZ11b], the Tucker Prize 2012 was awarded for the subexponential lower bound for Zadeh’s rule [Fri11c], and the Kleene Award 2009 was awarded for the exponential lower bound for the Strategy Improvement Algorithm [Fri09].

rule does not yield a unique improvement direction. Importantly, while the tie-breaking rule is carefully crafted to simplify the analysis, conceptually, our construction is not based on exploiting the tie-breaking rule. Note that it cannot be avoided to fix a tie-breaking rule when analyzing Zadeh’s pivot rule, in the sense that, for every Markov Decision Process of size n, a tie-breaking rule tailored to this instance exists, such that the policy iteration algorithm takes at most n steps [Fri11b, Corollary 4.79].

Roughly speaking, much like the subexponential construction in [Fri11c], our construction consists of multiple levels, one for each bit of the counter. The subexponential construction requires each level to connect to the level of the least significant set bit of the currently represented number, which yields a quadratic number m of edges in the construction, which in turn leads to a lower bound of 2^{Ω(n)} = 2^{Ω(√m)}, i.e., a subexponential bound in the size Θ(m) of the construction. In contrast, our construction only needs each level to connect to one of the first two levels, depending on whether the currently represented number is even or odd. Very roughly, this is the key idea of our result, since it allows us to reduce the size of the construction to Θ(n), which leads to an exponential lower bound. However, to make this change possible, many other technical details have to be addressed, and, in particular, we are no longer able to carry the construction for Parity Games over as-is to Markov Decision Processes.

A main challenge when constructing a lower bound for Zadeh’s rule is to keep track not only of the exact sets of improving directions in each step, but also of the exact number of times every improving direction was selected in the past. In contrast, the exponential lower bound construction for Cunningham’s rule [AF17] “only” needs to keep track of the next improving direction in the fixed cyclic order. As a consequence, the full proof of our result is very technical, because it requires us to consider all possible improvements in every step, and there are many transitional steps between configurations representing natural numbers. In this extended abstract we give an exact description of our construction and an outline of our proof. A complete and detailed proof can be found in the full version [DFH19]. Importantly, our construction has been implemented and tested empirically for consistency with our formal treatment using the PGSOLVER library [FL17]. The resulting animations of the execution for n = 3 resp. n = 4, which take 160 resp. 466 steps, are available online [Imp19].

2 Parity Games and Strategy Improvement

A Parity Game (PG) is a two player game that is played on a directed graph where every vertex has at least one outgoing edge. Formally, it is defined as a tuple G = (V_0, V_1, E, Ω), where (V_0 ∪ V_1, E) is a directed graph and Ω: V_0 ∪ V_1 → N is the priority function. The set V_p is the set of vertices of player p ∈ {0, 1} and the set E_p := {(v, w) ∈ E : v ∈ V_p} is the set of edges of player p ∈ {0, 1}. For convenience, we define V := V_0 ∪ V_1. A play in G is an infinite walk through the graph. The winner of a play is determined by the highest priority that occurs infinitely often along the walk. If this priority is even, player 0 wins, otherwise, player 1 wins.

Formally, a play in G can be described by a pair of strategies. A strategy for player p is a function that chooses one outgoing edge for each vertex of player p. To be precise, a (deterministic positional) strategy for player p is a function σ : V_p → V that selects for each vertex v ∈ E_p a target vertex σ(v) such that (v, σ(v)) ∈ E_p for all v ∈ V_p. Throughout this paper we only consider deterministic positional strategies and henceforth simply refer to them as strategies. Two strategies σ, τ for players 0, 1 and a starting vertex v then define a unique play starting at v with the corresponding walk being determined by the strategies of the players. A play can thus fully be described by a tuple (σ, τ, v) and is denoted by π_{σ,τ,v}. A player 0 strategy σ is winning for player 0 at vertex v, if player 0 is the winner of every game π_{σ,τ,v}, regardless of τ. Winning strategies for player 1 are defined analogously. One of the most important theorems in the theory of parity games is that, for every starting vertex, there is always a winning strategy for exactly one of the two players. The computational problem of solving a parity game is to find corresponding partition of V .

Theorem 2.1 (e.g. [Küs02, FS15]). In every parity game, V can be partitioned into winning sets (W_0, W_1), where player p has a positional winning strategy for all v ∈ W_p.

2.1 Vertex Valuations, the Strategy Improvement Algorithm and Sink Games

We now discuss the Strategy Improvement Algorithm of Vöge and Jurdziński [VJ00] and its theoretical background. We discuss the concept of vertex valuations and define a special class of games that our construction belongs to, called sink games and define vertex valuations for this class of games. We refer to [AF17, Fri11b] for a more in-depth and general discussion of these topics.

Fix a pair σ, τ of strategies for players 0, 1, respectively. The idea of vertex valuations is to assign a valuation to every v ∈ V that encodes how “profitable” vertex v is for player 0. By defining a suitable pre-order on these valuations, this enables us to compare the valuations of vertices and “improve” the strategy σ by changing the target σ(v) of a vertex v to a more “profitable” vertex w ≠ σ(v) with (v, w) ∈ E. Since there are only finitely many strategies and vertices, improving the strategy of player 0 terminates at some point, resulting in a so-called optimal strategy for player 0. It is known (e.g. [VJ00, Fri11b]) that an optimal strategy can then be used to determine the winning sets W_0, W_1 of the parity game and thus solve the game.

Formally, vertex valuations are given as a totally ordered set (U, ⪯). For every pair of strategies σ, τ, we are given a function Ξ_{σ,τ} : V → U assigning vertex valuations to vertices. Since U is totally ordered, this induces an ordering of the vertices for fixed strategies σ, τ. To eliminate the dependency on the player 1 strategy, we define the vertex valuation of v with respect to σ by Ξ_σ(v) := min_≺ Ξ_{σ,τ} (v) where the minimum is taken over all player 1 strategies τ. Formally, if Ξ_{σ,τ} (τ(v)) ⪯ Ξ_σ(v) for all (v, u) ∈ E_1, then the player 1 strategy τ is called counterstrategy for σ. It is well-known that counterstrategies exist and can be computed efficiently [VJ00]. For a strategy σ, an arbitrary but fixed counterstrategy is denoted by τ^σ.

We can extend this ordering to a partial ordering of strategies by defining σ ⊴ σ^′ if and only if Ξ_σ(v) ⪯ Ξ_σ′ (v) for all v ∈ V . We write σ ◁ σ^′ if σ ⊴ σ^′ and σ ≠ σ^′. Given a strategy σ, a strategies σ^′ with σ ◁ σ^′ can be obtained by applying improving switches. Intuitively, an improving switch is an edge such that including e in σ improves the strategy with respect to ⊴. Formally, let e = (v, u) ∈ E_0 and σ(v) ≠ u. We define σe via σe(v^′) := σ(v) if v^′ ≠ v and σe(v) := w. The edge e is improving for σ if σ ◁ σe and we denote the set of improving switches for σ by I_σ.

The Strategy Improvement Algorithm now operates as follows. Given a initial strategy ι, apply improving switches until a strategy σ^∗ with I_σ∗ = ∅ is reached. Such a strategy is called optimal and a strategy is optimal if and only if σ ◁ σ^∗ for all player 0 strategies [VJ00]. The running time of this algorithm highly depends on the order in which improving switches are applied - a point which we discuss later in more detail.

This terminology allows us to introduce a special class of Parity Games, called sink games. This class allows for an easy definition of the vertex valuations as discussed after the definition.

Definition 2.2. A Parity Game G = (V_0, V_1, E, Ω) together with an initial player 0 strategy ι is a Sink Game if the following two statements hold.

1. There is a vertex t with (t, t) ∈ E and Ω(t) = 1 reachable from all vertices. In addition, Ω(v) > Ω(t) for all v ∈ V \ {t}. This unique vertex t is called the sink of the sink game.

2. For each player 0 strategy σ with ι ⊴ σ and each vertex v, every play π_{σ,τ} σ_{,v} ends in t.

Let G = (V_0, V_1, E, Ω) and ι define a Sink Game. To simplify the presentation, assume that Ω is injective. Since G is a Sink Game, every play π_{σ,τ,v} in G can be represented as the walk π_{σ,τ,v} = v, v_2, . . . , v_k, (t)^∞. In particular, a play can be identified with its path component v, v_2, . . . , v_k. Now, defining Ξ_σ(v) as the path component of π_{σ,τ,v} is a well-studied choice of vertex valuations. To give a total ordering of the vertex valuations, it thus suffices to give a ordering of all subsets of V .

Let M, N ⊆ V, M ≠ N. Intuitively, M is better than N for player 0 if it contains a vertex with large even priority not contained in N, or if it there is a vertex with large odd priority contained in N but not in M. Formally, v ∈ MΔN is called most significant difference of M and N if Ω(v) > Ω(w) for all w ∈ MΔN, w ≠ v. The most significant difference M and N is denoted by Δ(M, N) and allows us to define an ordering ≺ on the subsets of V . For M, N ⊂ V, M ≠ N we define M ≺ N ⇐⇒ [Δ(M, N) ∈ N ∧ Δ(M, N) is even] ∨ [Δ(M, N) ∈ M ∧ Δ(M, N) is odd]. Note that ≺ is a total ordering as we assume Ω to be injective. We mention here that injectivity is not necessary - it suffices if the most significant difference of any two vertex valuations is unique.

The following theorem summarizes the most important aspects related to parity games, vertex valuations and improving switches. Note that the construction of vertex valuations given here is a simplified version of the general concept of vertex valuations used for parity games. It is, however, in accordance with the general construction and we refer to [Fri11b] for a more detailed discussion.

Theorem 2.3 ([VJ00]). Let G = (V_0, V_1, E, Ω) be a sink game and σ be a player 0 strategy.

1. The vertex valuations of a player 0 strategy are polynomial-time computable.

2. There is an optimal player 0 strategy σ^∗ with respect to the ordering ◁.

3. If I_σ = ∅, then σ is optimal.

4. We have I_σ = {(v, w) ∈ E_0 : Ξ_σ(σ(v)) ◁ Ξ_σ(w)} and σ ◁ σe for all e ∈ I_σ.

5. Given an optimal player 0 strategy, the winning sets W_0 and W_1 of player 0 and player 1 can be computed in polynomial time.

3 Lower Bound Construction

In this section, we describe a PG S_n = (V_0, V_1, E, Ω) such that the Strategy Improvement Algorithm performs at least 2^n iterations when using Zadeh’s pivot rule and a specific tie-breaking rule. Before giving a formal definition, we give a high-level intuition of the main idea of the construction. A simplified visualization of the construction is given in Figure 3.1.

The key idea is that S_n simulates an n-digit binary counter. We thus introduce notation related to binary counting. It will be convenient to consider counter configurations with more than n bits, where unused bits are zero. In particular, we always interpret bit n + 1 as 0. Formally, we denote the set of n-bit configurations by B_n := {b ∈ {0, 1}^∞ : b_i = 0 ∀i > n}. We start with index one, hence a counter configuration b ∈ B_n is a tuple (b_n, . . . , b_1). Here, b_1 is the least and b_n is the most significant bit. The integer value of b ∈ B_n is ∑_n i=1 b_i2^{i−1}. We identify the integer value of b with its counter configuration and use the natural ordering of N to order counter configurations. For b ∈ B_n, b ≠ 0, we define ν(b) := min{i ∈ {1, . . . , n}: b_i = 1} to be the least significant set bit of b.

Level 1

F_{1,0}F_{1,1}

Level 2

F_{2,0}F_{2,1}

Level 3

F_{3,0}F_{3,1}

Level 4

F_{4,0}F_{4,1}

101 1 01 1 Closed & active Open & active Open & inactive

Figure 3.1: Visualization of the general structure of the binary counter for n = 4. Level 1 encodes the least significant bit and level 4 encodes the most significant bit. The left picture shows the cycle centers and their distribution in the levels. The two figures on the right give examples for settings of the cycles representing the numbers 11 and 3, respectively.

The PG S_n consists of n (nearly) identical levels and each level encodes one bit of the counter. Certain strategies and corresponding counterstrategies in S_n are then interpreted as binary numbers. If the Strategy Improvement Algorithm enumerates at least one player 0 strategy per b ∈ B_n before finding the optimal strategy, it enumerates at least 2^n strategies. Since the game has size linear in n, this then establishes the exponential lower bound.

The main challenge is to obey Zadeh’s pivot rule as it forces the algorithm to only use improving switches used least often during the execution. Intuitively, a counter obeying this rule needs to switch bits in a “balanced” way. However, counting from 0 to 2^n − 1 in binary does not switch individual bits equally often. For example, the least significant bit is switched every time and the most significant bit is switched only once. The key idea to overcome this obstacle is to have a substructure in each level that contains two gadgets. These gadgets are called cycle centers. In every iteration of the algorithm, only one of the cycle centers is interpreted as encoding the bit of the current level. This enables us to perform operations within the other cycle center without loosing the interpretation of the bit being equal 0 to 1. This is achieved by an alternating encoding of the bit by the two cycle centers.

We now provide more details. Consider some level i, some b ∈ B_n and denote the cycle centers of level i by F_{i,0} and F_{i,1}. One of them now encodes b_i. Which of them represents b_i depends on b_{i+1}, since we always consider F_{i,bi+1} to encode b_i. This cycle center is called the active cycle center of level i, while F_{i,1−bi+1} is called inactive. A cycle center can additionally be closed or open. These terms are used to formalize when a bit is interpreted as 0 or 1. To be precise, b_i is interpreted as 1 if and only if F_{i,bi+1} is closed. In this way, cycle centers encode binary numbers. Since bit i + 1 switches every second time bit i switches, counting from 0 to 2^n − 1 in binary then results in an alternating and balanced usage of both cycle centers of any level as required by Zadeh’s pivot rule.

We now describe the construction of a parity game that implements this idea in detail. Fix some n ∈ N. The vertex sets V_0, V_1 of the underlying graph are composed as follows: V_0 :={b_i, g_i : i ∈ {1, . . . , n}} ∪ {d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}, s_{i,j} : i ∈ {1, . . . , n − j}, j, k ∈ {0, 1}} V_1 :={F_{i,j} : i ∈ {1, . . . , n − j}, j ∈ {0, 1}} ∪ {h_{i,j} : i ∈ {1, . . . , n − j}, j ∈ {0, 1}} ∪ {t} The priorities of the vertices and their sets of outgoing edges are given by Table 3.1. Note that every vertex v ∈ V_0 has at most two outgoing edges. For convenience of notation, we henceforth identify the node names b_i and g_i for i > n with t. The graph can be separated into n levels, where the levels i < n − 1 are structurally identical and the levels n − 1 and n differ slightly from the other levels. The i-th level is shown in Figure 3.2, the complete graph S_3 is shown in Figure 3.3.

b_2 g_1b_1 b_{i+1}b_{i+2} g_{i+1} g_i 2i + 9 F_{i,0} 6 F_{i,1} 4 d_{i,0,1} 3 e_{i,0,1} 3 d_{i,1,1} 3 e_{i,1,1} 3 d_{i,0,0} 3 e_{i,0,0} 3 d_{i,1,0} 3 e_{i,1,0} 3 h_{i,0} 2i + 10 b_i 3 s_{i,0} 10 s_{i,1} 8 h_{i,1} 2i + 10

Figure 3.2: Level i of S_n for i ∈ {1, . . . , n−2}. Circular vertices are player 0 vertices, rectangular vertices are player 1 vertices. Labels below vertex names denote their priorities. Dashed vertices do not (necessarily) belong to level i.

Vertex Successors Priority b_i g_i, b_{i+1} 3 e_{i,j,k} b_2, g_1 3 g_i F_{i,0}(, F_{i,1}) 2i + 9 h_{i,0} b_{i+2} 2i + 10

Vertex Successors Priority s_{i,j} h_{i,j} , b_1 10 − 2 · j d_{i,j,k} F_{i,j}, e_{i,j,k} 3 F_{i,j} d_{i,j,0}, d_{i,j,1}, s_{i,j} 6 − 2 · j h_{i,1} g_{i+1} 2i + 10

Table 3.1: Edges and vertex priorities of S_n.

The general idea of the construction is the following. Certain pairs of player 0 strategies σ and counterstrategies τ^σ are interpreted as representing a number b ∈ B_n. Such a pair of strategies induces a path starting at b_1 and ending at t, traversing the levels i ∈ {1, . . . , n} with b_i = 1 while ignoring levels with b_i = 0. This path is called the spinal path with respect to b ∈ B_n. Ignoring and including levels in the spinal path is controlled by the entry vertex b_i of each level i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. To be precise, when b is represented, the entry vertex of level i is intended to point towards the selector vertex g_i of level i if and only if b_i = 1. Otherwise, i.e., when b_i = 0, level i is ignored and the entry vertex b_i points towards the entry vertex of the next level.

Consider a level i ∈ {1, . . . , n − 2}. Attached to the selector vertex g_i are the cycle centers F_{i,0} and F_{i,1} of level i. As described at the beginning of this section, these player 1 vertices are the main structures used for interpreting whether the bit i is equal to one. They alternate in encoding bit i. As discussed before, this is achieved by interpreting the active cycle center F_{i,bi+1} as encoding b_i while the inactive cycle center F_{i,1−bi+1} does not interfere with the encoding. This enables us to manipulate the inactive part of a level without loosing the encoded value of b_i. To this end, the selector vertex g_i is used to ensure that the active cycle center is contained in the spinal path.

As discussed previously, a cycle center F_{i,j} can have different configurations. To be precise, it can be closed, halfopen, or open. The configuration of F_{i,j} is defined via the cycle vertices d_{i,j,0} and d_{i,j,1} of the cycle center and the two cycle edges (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) and (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ). More precisely, F_{i,j} is closed with respect to a player 0 strategy σ if both cycle vertices point towards the cycle center, i.e., when σ(d_{i,j,0}) = σ(d_{i,j,1}) = F_{i,j} . If this is the case for exactly one of the two edges, the cycle center F_{i,j} is called halfopen. A cycle that is neither closed nor halfopen is called open. An example of the different configurations is given in Figure 3.4.

In addition, the cycle center is connected to its upper selection vertex s_{i,j}. It connects the cycle center F_{i,j} with the first level via (s_{i,j}, b_1) and with either level i + 1 or i + 2 via (s_{i,j} , h_{i,j} ) via the re-

b_2 g_1b_1

t 1 g_1 11 F_{1,0} 6 F_{1,1} 4 d_{1,0,1} 3 e_{1,0,1} 3 d_{1,1,1} 3 e_{1,1,1} 3 d_{1,0,0} 3 e_{1,0,0} 3 d_{1,1,0} 3 e_{1,1,0} 3 h_{1,0} 12 b_1 3 s_{1,0} 10 s_{1,1} 8 h_{1,1} 12 b_1 b_2 g_1 g_2 13 F_{2,0} 6 F_{2,1} 4 d_{2,0,1} 3 e_{2,0,1} 3 d_{2,1,1} 3 e_{2,1,1} 3 d_{2,0,0} 3 e_{2,0,0} 3 d_{2,1,0} 3 e_{2,1,0} 3 h_{2,0} 14 b_2 3 s_{2,0} 10 s_{2,1} 8 h_{2,1} 14 b_1 b_2 g_1 g_3 15 F_{3,0} 6 d_{3,0,1} 3 e_{3,0,1} 3 d_{3,0,0} 3 e_{3,0,0} 3 h_{3,0} 16 b_3 3 s_{3,0} 10

Figure 3.3: The graph S_3 together with a canonical strategy representing the number 3 in the graph S_3. The dashed copies of the vertices g_1, b_1 and b_2 all refer to the corresponding vertices of levels 1 and 2. Red edges belong to the strategy of player 0, blue edges belong to the counterstrategy of player 1. The dashed edges indicate the spinal path.

spective edge (h_{i,0}, b_{i+2}) or (h_{i,1}, g_{i+1}) (depending on j). This vertex is thus central in allowing F_{i,j} to get access to either the beginning of the spinal path or the next level of the spinal path.

We next discuss the cycle vertices. If their cycle centers are not closed, these vertices still need to be able to access the spinal path. The valuation of vertices along this path is usually very high and it is almost always very profitable for player 0 vertices to get access to this path. Since the cycle vertices cannot obtain access via the cycle center (as this would, by definition, close the cycle center) they need to “escape” the level in another way. This is handled by the escape vertices e_{i,j,0} and e_{i,j,1}. The escape vertices are used to connect the levels with higher indices to the first two levels and thus enable each vertex to access the spinal path. To be precise, they are connected with the entry vertex of level 2 and the selector vertex of level 1. In principle, the escape vertices will point towards g_1 when the least significant set bit of the currently represented number has the index 1 and towards b_2 otherwise.

We now formalize the idea of a strategy encoding a binary number by defining the notion of a canonical strategy. Note that the definition also includes some aspects that are purely technical, i.e., solely required for some proofs, and do not have an immediate intuitive interpretation.

Definition 3.1. Let b ∈ B_n. A player 0 strategy σ for the Parity Game S_n is called canonical strategy for b if it has the following properties.

1. All escape vertices point to g_1 if b_1 = 1 and to b_2 if b_1 = 0. 2. The following hold for all levels i ∈ {1, . . . , n} with b_i = 1:

(a) Level i needs to be accessible, i.e., σ(b_i) = g_i.

F_{i,j} . . .. . .. . . F_{i,j} F_{i,j} d_{i,j,1} d_{i,j,0} d_{i,j,1} d_{i,j,0} d_{i,j,1} d_{i,j,0}

Figure 3.4: A closed, a halfopen and an open cycle center. Edges of the strategy of player 0 are marked in red. Choices of player 1 are not depicted. Dots represent that the cycle vertices point to some unspecified vertex.

(b) The cycle center F_{i,bi+1} needs to be closed while F_{i,1−bi+1} must not be closed. (c) The selector vertex of level i needs to select the active cycle center, i.e., σ(g_i) = F_{i,bi+1} .

3. The following hold for all levels i ∈ {1, . . . , n} with b_i = 0:

(a) Level i must not be accessible and needs to be “avoided”, i.e., σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}. (b) The cycle center F_{i,bi+1} must not be closed.

(c) If the cycle center F_{i,1−bi+1} is closed, then σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−bi+1} . (d) If none of the cycle centers F_{i,0}, F_{i,1} is closed, then σ(g_i) = F_{i,0}.

4. Let b_{i+1} = 0. Then, level i+1 is not accessible from level i, i.e., σ(s_{i,0}) = h_{i,0} and σ(s_{i,1}) = b_1. 5. Let b_{i+1} = 1. Then, level i + 1 is accessible from level i, i.e., σ(s_{i,0}) = b_1 and σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1}. 6. Both cycle centers of level ν(b + 1) are open.

We use σ_b to denote a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n. A canonical strategy representing (0, 1, 1) in S_3 is shown in Figure 3.3.

As mentioned before, the main structure that is used to determine whether a bit is interpreted as being set are the cycle centers. In fact, any configuration of the cycle centers can be interpreted as an encoded number in the following way.

Definition 3.2. Let σ be a player 0 strategy for S_n. Then, the induced bit state β^σ = (β^σ_n , . . . , β^σ_1 ) is defined inductively as follows. We define β^σ_n = 1 if and only if σ(d_{n,0,0}) = σ(d_{n,0,1}) = F_{n,0} and β^σ_i = 1 if and only if σ(d_{i,β}σ_{i+1,0}) = σ(d_{i,β}σ_{i+1,1}) = F_{i,β}σ_{i+1} for i < n

This definition is in accordance with our interpretation of encoding a number as β^{σb} = b if σ_b is a canonical strategy for b.

4 Lower Bound for Policy Iteration on MDPs

In this section we discuss the Markov Decision Process (MDP) that is constructed analogously to the PG S_n. We discuss how this MDP allows the construction of a Linear Program (LP) such that the results obtained for the MDP carry over to the LP formulation. The main idea is to replace player 1 by the “random player” and to choose the probabilities in such a way that applying improving switches in the MDP behaves nearly the same way as in the PG. Note that we continue to use the same language for valuations, strategies and so on in MDP context, although other notions (like policy instead of strategy) are more common.

We give a brief introduction to the theory of MDPs (see also [AF17]). Similarly to a PG, an MDP is formally defined by its underlying graph (V_0, V_R, E, r, p). Here, V_0 is the set of vertices controlled by player 0 and V_R is the set of randomization vertices. We let V := V_0 ∪ V_R. For p ∈ {0, R}, we define E_p := {(v, w): v ∈ E_p}. The set E_0 then corresponds to possible choices that player 0 can make, and each such choice is assigned a reward by the reward function r : E_0 → R. The set

E_R corresponds to probabilistic transitions and transition probabilities are specified by the function p: E_R → [0, 1] with ∑ u : (v,u)∈E_R p(v, u) = 1. As for S_n, a (player 0) strategy is a function σ : V_0 → V that selects for each vertex v ∈ V_0 a target corresponding to an edge, i.e., such that (v, σ(v)) ∈ E_0. There are several computational tasks that can be investigated for MDPs. They are typically described via an objective. We consider the expected total reward objective for MDPs which can be formulated using vertex valuations in the following sense. Given an MDP, we define the vertex valuations Ξ^M_σ (∗) with respect to a strategy σ as the solution (if it exists) of the following set of equations:

Ξ^M_σ (u) := r(u, σ(u)) + Ξ^M_σ (σ(u)), u ∈ V_0, ∑ v : (u,v)∈E_R p(u, v) · Ξ^M_σ (v), u ∈ V_R. We also impose the condition that the values sum up to 0 on each irreducible recurrent class of the Markov chain defined by σ, yielding uniqueness [AF17]. We intentionally use very similar notation as for vertex valuations in the context of Parity Games since this allows for a unified treatment.

We now discuss the Policy Iteration Algorithm and refer to [How60] for further details. Similar to the Strategy Improvement Algorithm for PGs, this algorithm starts with some initial policy ι = σ_0. In each step i, it generates a strategy σ_i by changing the target vertex σ_{i−1}(v) of some vertex v ∈ V_0 to some vertex w with Ξ^M_σ (w) > Ξ^M_σ (σ_{i−1}(v)). For an arbitrary strategy σ, such an edge (v, w) ∈ E_0 with w ≠ σ(v) but Ξ^M_σ (w) > Ξ^M_σ (σ(v)) is called improving switch and the set of improving switches is denoted by I_σ. The term optimal strategy is defined as in PG context. In particular, a strategy σ is optimal if and only if I_σ = ∅. Moreover, applying an improving switch cannot decrease the valuation of any vertex. That is, if e = (v, w) ∈ I_σ and σe denotes the strategy obtained after applying e to σ, then Ξ^M_{σe}(v^′) ≥ Ξ^M_σ (v^′) for all v^′ ∈ V and Ξ^M_{σe}(v) > Ξ^M_σ (v). Since there are only finitely many strategies, the algorithm thus generates a finite sequence σ_0, σ_1, . . . , σ_N with I_{σN} = ∅.

We now discuss how the counter introduced in Section 3 is altered to obtain an MDP M_n. A sketch of level i of M_n can be found in Figure 4.1. First, all player 1 vertices are replaced by randomization vertices. This is a common technique used for obtaining MDPs that behave similar to given PGs and was used before (e.g., [Fea10, AF17]). While the ideas used in the transformations are similar, there is no standard reduction from PGs to MDPs preserving all properties.

b_2 g_1b_1 b_{i+1}b_{i+2} g_{i+1} g_i 2i + 9 F_{i,0} F_{i,1} d_{i,0,1}e_{i,0,1} d_{i,1,1} e_{i,1,1} d_{i,0,0}e_{i,0,0} d_{i,1,0} e_{i,1,0} h_{i,0} 2i + 10 b_i s_{i,0} 10 s_{i,1} 8 h_{i,1} 2i + 10

1−ε 2 1−ε 2ε^{1−ε}_2 1−ε 2ε

Figure 4.1: Level i of the MDP. Circular vertices are vertices of the player, rectangular vertices are randomization vertices. Numbers below vertex names, if present, encode priorities Ω. If a vertex has priority Ω(v), then a reward of ⟨v⟩ := (−N)^{Ω(v)} is associated with every edge leaving this vertex.

In our construction, all cycle centers F_{i,j} and all vertices h_{i,j} are now randomization vertices. As vertices of the type h_{i,j} have only one outgoing edge, the probability of this edge is set to 1. For defining the probabilities of the cycle edges, we introduce a small parameter ε > 0 and defer its exact to later. The idea is to use ε to make the probabilities of edges (F_{i,j} , s_{i,j} ) very small by setting p(F_{i,j}, s_{i,j}) = ε and p(F_{i,j} , d_{i,j,k}) =^{1−ε}_2 for k ∈ {0, 1}. Then, the valuation of s_{i,j} can only contribute significantly to the valuation of F_{i,j} if the cycle center is closed. If the cycle center is not closed, then the contribution of this vertex can often be neglected. However, there are situations in which even this very low contribution has a significant impact on the valuation of the cycle center. For example, if F_{i,0} and F_{i,1} are both open for σ, then Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,0}) > Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,1}) if and only if Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,0}) > Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,1}). This sometimes results in a different behavior of the MDP when compared to the PG. We discuss this later in more detail.

Second, all player 0 vertices remain player 0 vertices. Each player 0 vertex is assigned the same priority as in S_n. This priority is now used to define the rewards of the edges leaving a vertex. More precisely, if we denote the priority of v ∈ V_0 by Ω(v), then we define the reward of any edge leaving v as ⟨v⟩ := (−N)^{Ω(v)}, where N ≥ 7n is a large and fixed parameter. Note that the reward of an edge thus only depends on its starting vertex. The reward function that is defined in that way then has the effect that vertices with an even priority are profitable while vertices with an odd priority are not profitable. In addition, the profitability of a vertex is better (resp. worse) the higher its priority is. By choosing a sufficiently large parameter N, it is also ensured that rewards are sufficiently separated. For example, the profitability of some vertex v with even priority cannot be dominated by traversing many vertices with lower but odd priorities. In principle, this ensures that the MDP behaves very similarly to the PG.

Having introduced the parameter N, we now fix the parameter ε such that ε < (N^{2n+11})^{−1}. Note that both parameters can be encoded by a polynomial number of bits with respect to the parameter n. By defining the reward of the edge (t, t) as 0, this completely describes the MDP.

We now provide more details on the aspects where the PG and the MDP differ. One of the main differences between the PG and the MDP are canonical strategies. Consider a strategy σ representing some b ∈ B_n, some level i and the two cycle centers F_{i,0}, F_{i,1}. In PG context, both vertices have an even priority and the priority of F_{i,0} is larger than the priority of F_{i,1}. Thus, if both cycle centers escape the level, the valuation of F_{i,0} is better than the valuation of F_{i,1}. Consequently, if σ(g_i) ≠ F_{i,0}, then (g_i, F_{i,0}) is improving for σ. In some sense, this can be interpreted as the PG “preferring” F_{i,0} over F_{i,1}. A similar, but not the same phenomenon occurs in MDP context. If both cycle centers F_{i,0} and F_{i,1} are in the same “state”, then the valuation of the two upper selection vertices s_{i,0}, s_{i,1} determines which cycle center has the better valuation. It turns out that the valuation of s_{i,bi+1} is typically better than the valuation of s_{i,1−bi+1} . It is in particular not true that the valuation of s_{i,0} is typically better than the valuation of s_{i,1}. Hence, the MDP “prefers” vertices F_{i,bi+1} over vertices F_{i,1−bi+1} . We thus adjust the definition of a canonical strategy in MDP context in the following way.

Definition 4.1. Let b ∈ B_n. A player 0 strategy σ for the MDP M_n is called canonical strategy for b if it has the properties defined in Definition 3.1 where Property 3.(d) is replaced by the following: If none of the cycle centers F_{i,0}, F_{i,1} is closed, then σ(g_i) = F_{i,bi+1} .

5 Lower Bound for the Simplex Algorithm and Linear Programs

Following the arguments of [Fri11c, AF17], we now discuss how the MDP can be transformed into an LP such that the results obtained for the Policy Iteration Algorithm be transferred to the Simplex Algorithm. This transformation makes use of the unichain condition. This condition (see [Put05]) states that the Markov Chain obtained from each strategy σ has a single irreducible recurrent class. Unfortunately, the MDP constructed previously does not fulfill the unichain condition. As we prove in Lemma 6.3, it however fulfills a weak version of the unichain condition. This weak version states that the optimal policy has a single irreducible recurrent class and does not demand this to be true for every strategy. We later argue why this implies that the same LP which can be obtained by transforming an MDP fulfilling the unichain condition can be used.

We thus return to the discussion for MDPs fulfilling the unichain condition. Optimal policies for MDPs fulfilling this condition can be found by solving the following Linear Program: max ∑ (u,v)∈E_0 r(u, v) · x(u, v) s.t. ∑ (u,v)∈E x(u, v) − ∑ (v,w)∈E_0 (w,u)∈E_R p(w, u) · x(v, w) = 1 ∀u ∈ V_0

x(u, v) ≥ 0 ∀(u, v) ∈ E_0

(P)

The variable x(u, v) for (u, v) ∈ E_0 represents the probability (or frequency) of using the edge (u, v). The constraints of (P) ensure that the probability of entering a vertex u is equal to the probability of exiting u. It is not difficult to see that the basic feasible solutions of (P) correspond directly to strategies of the MDP, see eg. [AF17]. For each strategy σ we can define a feasible setting of the variables x(u, v) with (u, v) ∈ E_0 such that x(u, v) > 0 only if σ(u) = v. Conversely, for every basic feasible solution of (P), we can define a corresponding policy σ. It is well-known that the policy corresponding to an optimal basic feasible solution of (P) is an optimal policy for the MDP (see, e.g., [Put05, AF17]).

As mentioned, our MDP only fulfills the weak unichain condition. If the MDP is provided an initial strategy that has the same single irreducible recurrent class as the optimal policy, then the same Linear Program introduced above can be used [Fri11b]. This follows since all considered basic feasible solutions will have the same irreducible recurrent class by monotonicity. We refer to [Tij04] for more details.

6 Lower Bound Proof

6.1 The approach and basic definitions

In this section we outline the proof for the exponential lower bound on the running time of the Strategy Improvement resp. Policy Iteration Algorithm using Zadeh’s pivot rule and a strategybased tie-breaking rule. We discuss the following key components separately before combining them into our main result.^2 In the following, we use the notation G_n to simultaneously refer to S_n and M_n. If a statement or definition only holds for either S_n or M_n, we explicitly state this.

1. We first define an initial strategy ι such that the pair (G_n, ι) defines a sink game in PG context resp. has the weak unichain condition in MDP context. We also formalize the idea of counting how often an edge has been applied as improving switch.

2. We then state and discuss the tie-breaking rule. Together with the initial strategy, this completely describes the application of the improving switches performed by the Strategy Improvement resp. Policy Iteration Algorithm. Further statements, proofs and explanations

2Formal proofs can be found in the appendices.

b_2 g_1b_1 b_{i+1}b_{i+2} g_{i+1} g_i 9 + 2i F_{i,0} 6 F_{i,1} 4 d_{i,0,1} 3 e_{i,0,1} 3 d_{i,1,1} 3 e_{i,1,1} 3 d_{i,0,0} 3 e_{i,0,0} 3 d_{i,1,0} 3 e_{i,1,0} 3 h_{i,0} 10 + 2i b_i 3 s_{i,0} 10 s_{i,1} 8 h_{i,1} 10 + 2i

Figure 6.1: The initial strategy ι (red edges) in level i for i ∈ {1, . . . , n − 2}.

that are provided in the appendices thus only serve to prove that the algorithms and the tie-breaking rule indeed behave as intended.

3. We then focus on a single transition from a canonical strategy σ_b to the next canonical strategy σ_{b+1}. During such a transition, many improving switches need to be applied and thus many intermediate strategies need to be considered. These strategies are divided into five phases, depending on the configuration of G_n induced by the encountered strategies.

4. To prove that the tie-breaking rule indeed proceeds along the described phases, we need to specify how often player 0 edges are applied as improving switches, which is formalized by an occurrence record. We explicitly describe the occurrence records for canonical strategies.

5. Finally, we combine the previous aspects to prove that applying the respective algorithms with Zadeh’s pivot rule and our tie-breaking rule yields an exponential number of iterations.

We begin by providing the initial strategy ι for G_n. In principle, the initial strategy is a canonical strategy for 0 in the sense of Definition 3.1 resp. 4.1.

Definition 6.1. The initial player 0 strategy ι: V_0 → V is defined as follows: v b_i(i < n) b_n g_i d_{i,j,k} e_{i,j,k} s_{i,0} s_{i,1}(i < n) ι(v) b_{i+1} t F_{i,0} e_{i,j,k} b_2 h_{i,0} b_1 We further introduce the notion of a reachable strategy. A strategy σ^′ is reachable from some strategy σ if it can be produced by the Strategy Improvement Algorithm starting from σ and applying a finite number of improving switches. Note that the notion of reachability does not depend on the pivot rule or the tie-breaking rule and that every strategy calculated by the Strategy Improvement resp. Policy Iteration Algorithm is reachable by definition.

Definition 6.2. Let σ be a player 0 strategy for G_n. The set of all strategies that can be obtained from σ by applying an arbitrary sequence of improving switches is denoted by Λ_σ. A strategy σ^′ is reachable from σ if σ^′ ∈ Λ_σ.

Note that reachability is a transitive property and that we include σ ∈ Λ_σ for convenience. The i-th level of the initial strategy is shown in Figure 6.1. The initial strategy is chosen such that G_n and ι define a sink game in PG context resp. have the weak unichain condition in MDP context.

Lemma 6.3. For all n ∈ N, the game G_n and the initial player 0 strategy ι define a Sink Game with sink t in PG context, resp. have the weak unichain condition in MDP context.

As Zadeh’s pivot rule is a memorizing pivot rule, the algorithms needs to maintain information about how often edges have been applied as improving switches. During the execution of the algorithms, we thus maintain an occurrence record ϕ^σ : E_0 → R that specifies how often an improving switch was applied since the beginning of the algorithms. Formally, we define ϕ^ι(e) := 0 for every edge e ∈ E_0, i.e., the occurrence record with respect to the initial strategy is equal to 0. Then, whenever the algorithms applies an edge e, the occurrence record of e is increased by 1.

6.2 The Tie-Breaking Rule

We now discuss the tie-breaking rule. It specifies which edge to if there are multiple improving switches that minimize the occurrence record for the current strategy. The tie-breaking rule is in principle implemented as an ordering of the set E_0 and depends on the current strategy σ as well as the occurrence records. Whenever the algorithms has to break ties, it then chooses the first edge according to this ordering. There is, however, one exception from this behavior. During the transition from the canonical strategy representing 1 towards the canonical strategy representing 2, one improving switch e (which we do not specify yet) has to be applied earlier than during other transitions. The reason is that the occurrence records of several edges, including e, are equal to zero at this point in time. Thus, the unmodified tie-breaking rule decides which of these switches is applied and would not choose to apply e. Since the algorithms produces an unwanted behavior if e is not applied at this specific point in time, we need to handle this situation explicitly. Fortunately, in later iterations, e turns out to be the unique improving switch minimizing the occurrence record whenever it has to be applied, so this special treatment is not necessary later.

It turns out that it is not necessary to give a complete ordering of E^0. In fact, it is sufficient to describe a pre-order of E^0 as any linear extension of this pre-order can be used.

Let σ be a player 0 strategy for G_n. Henceforth, we use the symbol ∗ as a wildcard. More precisely, when using the symbol ∗, this means any suitable index or vertex (depending on the context) can be inserted for ∗ such that the corresponding edge exists. For example, the set {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, ∗)} would then denote the set of all edges starting in escape vertices. Using this notation, we define the following sets of edges.

• G := {(g_i, F_{i,∗})} is the set of all edges leaving selector vertices.

• E^0 := {(e_{i,j,k}, ∗): σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} } is the set of edges leaving escape vertices whose cycle vertices do not point towards their cycle center. Similarly, E^1 := {(e_{i,j,k}, ∗): σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j}} is the set of edges leaving escape vertices whose cycle vertices point towards their cycle center.

• D^1 := {(d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗})} is the set of cycle edges an D^0 := {(d_{∗,∗,∗}, e_{∗,∗,∗})} is the set of the other edges leaving cycle vertices.

• B^0 := ⋃_{n−1} i=1 {(b_i, b_{i+1})} ∪ {(b_n, t)} is the set of all edges between entry vertices. The set B^1 := {(b_∗, g_∗)} of all edges leaving entry vertices and entering selection vertices is defined analogously and B := B^0 ∪ B^1 is the set of all edges leaving entry vertices.

• S := {(s_{∗,∗}, ∗)} is the set of all edges leaving upper selection vertices.

We next define two pre-orders based on these sets. However, we need to define finer pre-orders for the sets E^0 , E^1 , S and D^1 first.

Informally, the pre-order on E^0 forces the algorithms to favor switches of higher levels and to favor (e_{i,0,k}, ∗) over (e_{i,1,k}, ∗) in PG context and (e_{i,β}σ_{i+1,k}, ∗) over (e_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1,k}, ∗) in MDP context. For a formal description let (e_{i,j,x}, ∗), (e_{k,l,y}, ∗) ∈ E^0 . In PG context, we define (e_{i,j,x}, ∗) ≺_σ (e_{k,l,y}, ∗) if either i > k, or i = k and j < l. In MDP context, we define (e_{i,j,x}, ∗) ≺_σ (e_{k,l,y}, ∗) if either i > k, or i = k and j = β^σ_{i+1}.

Similarly, the pre-order on S also forces the algorithm to favor switches of higher levels. Thus, for (s_{i,j}, ∗), (s_{k,l}, ∗) ∈ S, we define (s_{i,j}, ∗) ≺_σ (s_{k,l}, ∗) if i > k. We now describe the pre-order for E^1 . Let (e_{i,j,x}, ∗), (e_{k,l,y} , ∗) ∈ E^1 .

1. The first criterion encodes that switches contained in higher levels are applied first. Thus, if i > k, then (e_{i,j,x}, ∗) ≺_σ (e_{k,l,y}, ∗). 2. If i = k, then we consider the states of the cycle centers F_{i,j} and F_{k,l} = F_{i,1−j}. If exactly one cycle center of level i is closed, then the improving switches within this cycle center are applied first.

3. Consider the case where i = k but no cycle center of level i is closed. Let t^→ := b_2 if ν > 1 and t^→ := g_1 if ν = 1. If there is exactly one halfopen cycle center escaping to t^→ in level i, then switches within this cycle center have to be applied first.

4. Assume that none of the prior criteria applied. This includes the case where both cycle centers are in the same state, and i = k holds in this case. Then, the order of application depends on whether we consider PG or MDP context. In PG context, improving switches within F_{i,0} are applied first. In MDP context, improving switches within F_{i,β}σ_{i+1} are applied first.

We next give a pre-order for D_1 . Let (d_{i,j,x}, F_{i,j} ), (d_{k,l,y}, F_{k,l}) ∈ D^1 .

1. The first criterion states that improving switches that are part of open cycles are applied first. We thus define (d_{i,j,x}, F_{i,j} ) ≺_σ (d_{k,l,y}, F_{k,l}) if σ(d_{k,l,1−y}) = F_{k,l} but σ(d_{i,j,1−x}) ≠ F_{i,j}. 2. The second criterion states the following. Among all halfopen cycles, improving switches contained in cycle centers such that the bit of the level the cycle center is part of is equal to zero are applied first. If the first criterion does not apply, we thus define (d_{i,j,x}, F_{i,j} ) ≺_σ (d_{k,l,y}, F_{k,l}) if β^σ_k > β^σ_i . 3. The third criterion states that among all partially closed cycles, improving switches inside cycles contained in lower levels are applied first. If none of the first two criteria apply, we thus define (d_{i,j,x}, F_{i,j} ) ≺_σ (d_{k,l,y}, F_{k,l}) if k > i. 4. The fourth criterion states that improving switches within the active cycle center are applied first within one level. If none of the previous criteria apply, we thus define (d_{i,j,x}, F_{i,j} ) ≺_σ (d_{k,l,y}, F_{k,l}) if β^σ_{k+1} ≠ l and β^σ_{i+1} = j.

5. The last criterion states that edges with last index equal to zero are preferred within one cycle center. That is, if none of the previous criteria apply, we define (d_{i,j,x}, F_{i,j} ) ≺_σ (d_{k,l,y}, F_{k,l}) if x < y. If this criterion does not apply either, the edges are incomparable.

We now define the pre-order ≺_σ and the-breaking rule, implemented by an ordering of E_0.

Definition 6.4. Let σ be a player 0 strategy for G_n and ϕ^σ : E^0 → N_0 be an occurrence record. We define the pre-order ≺_σ on E_0 by defining the set-based pre-order

G ≺_σ D^0 ≺_σ E^1 ≺_σ B ≺_σ S ≺_σ E^0 ≺_σ D^1

where the sets E^0 , E^1 , S and D^1 are additionally pre-ordered as described before. We extend the pre-order to an arbitrary but fixed total ordering and denote the corresponding order also by ≺_σ.

We define the following tie-breaking rule: Let I^{min}_σ denote the set of improving switches with respect to σ that minimize the occurrence record. Apply the first improving switch contained in I^{min}_σ with respect to the ordering ≺_σ with the following exception: If ϕ^σ(b_1, b_2) = ϕ^σ(s_{1,1}, h_{1,1}) = 0, then apply (s_{1,1}, h_{1,1}) instead of (b_1, b_2).

We usually just use the notation ≺ to denote the ordering if it is clear from the context which strategy is considered and whether ≺ is defined via the default or special pre-order.

Lemma 6.5. Given a strategy σ ∈ Λ_ι and an occurrence record ϕ^σ : E^0 → N_0 , the tie-breaking rule can be evaluated in polynomial time.

6.3 The Phases of a Transition and the Application of Improving Switches

As explained earlier, the goal is to prove that Zadeh’s pivot rule and tour tie-breaking rule enumerates at least one strategy per number b ∈ B_n. This is proven in an inductive fashion. That, is we prove that given a canonical strategy σ_b for b ∈ B_n, the algorithms eventually calculate a canonical strategy σ_{b+1} for b + 1. This process is called a transition and each transition is partitioned into up to five phases. In each phase, a different “task” is performed in order to obtain the strategy σ_{b+1}. These tasks are, for example, the opening and closing of cycle centers, updating the escape vertices or adjusting some of the selection vertices.

Depending on whether we consider PG or MDP context and ν(b + 1), there can be 3,4 or 5 different phases. Phases 1,3 and 5 always take place while Phase 2 only occurs if ν(b + 1) > 1, as it updates the target vertices of some selection vertices s_{i,j} with i < ν(b + 1). The same holds for Phase 4, although this phase only exists in PG context. In MDP context, we apply the corresponding switches already in Phase 3 and there is no separate Phase 4. A very simplified and schematic sketch of the different phases and their interaction in the Markov decision process M_n is given in Figure 6.2. Consider the canonical strategy σ_b for some b ∈ B_n and let ν := ℓ(b + 1).

σ_b σ_{b+1}

Balance Occurrence Records

Close F_{ν,bν+1}

Update selector vertices

Update b_i for i < ν

Update upper selection vertices Open cycle centers Update b_ν

Update escape vertices

Update upper selection vertices Balance occurrence records

Update escape vertices

Update selector vertices

Figure 6.2: Sketch of some of the tasks performed during the different phases by the strategy improvement algorithm in M_n. Each box marks one task that has to be fulfilled, and each vertical set of boxes corresponds to one of the phases 1, 2, 3 and 5 (from left to right). Gray boxes and edges represent tasks that are not performed during all transitions. Red/blue edges represent that the corresponding boxes are only relevant if b + 1 is odd/even. The yellow box represents the task that is phase 4 in S_n but part of phase 3 in M_n.

We now give a detailed description of the phases.

1. During phase 1, several cycle vertices switch towards their cycle centers. The primary purpose of this phase is that the strategy σ obtained after the application of the final switch represents b+1. A secondary purpose is to balance the occurrence records of the cycle edges by applying additional improving switches. This application might close inactive cycle centers F_{i,1−bi+1} and can thus make edges (g_i, F_{i,1−bi+1} ) improving. As balancing occurrence records might close additional cycle centers, more edges of the type (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}) can become improving and are then applied. The final improving switch applied during phase 1 closes the cycle center F_{ν,(b+1)ν+1} . Depending on the parity of b + 1, either phase 2 (if b + 1 mod 2 = 0) or 3 (if b + 1 mod 2 = 1) begins.

2. In phase 2, the upper selection vertices s_{i,j} for i ∈ [ν − 1] and j = (b + 1)_{i+1} change their targets from b_1 to h_{i,j} . This is necessary as the induced bit state is now representing b + 1, so the ν least significant bits changed. Furthermore, the entry vertices b_i of these levels switch towards b_{i+1} (with the exception of b_1). Since b_i = b_{i+1} for all i ≠ 1 if ν = 1, these operations only need to be performed if ν > 1.

3. Phase 3 is partly responsible for applying improving switches involving escape vertices. Since the parity of b and b + 1 is not the same, all escape vertices have to change their targets. During phase 3, exactly the escape vertices e_{i,j,k} whose cycle vertex d_{i,j,k} points to the cycle center F_{i,j} change their targets. In addition, exactly these cycle vertices then also change their targets to e_{i,j,k} unless the cycle center F_{i,j} is closed and active. This enables the application of (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) which is necessary to balance the occurrence record of the cycle edges. At the end of this phase either (b_1, g_1) (if ν = 1) or (b_1, b_2) (if ν > 1) is applied. In M_n, the improving switches of phase 4 are also applied during phase 3.

4. During phase 4, the remaining upper selection vertices s_{i,j} with i ∈ [ν−1] and j = 1−(b+1)_{i+1} are updated by changing their targets to b_1. These updates are necessary to allow the cycle centers and cycle vertices to access the spinal path. Similarly to phase 2, these switches are only applied if ν > 1.

5. During phase 5, the remaining improving switches involving escape vertices are applied.

Moreover, some of the cycle edges (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) that have a very low occurrence record are also applied in order to increase their occurrence record. In some sense, the switches “catch up” to the other edges that have been applied more often. This application might close some inactive cycle centers F_{i,j} and consequently make the corresponding edge (g_i, F_{i,j} ) improving. This switch is then also applied. Phase 5 ends once the set of improving switches only contains edges of the type (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ).

To give the formal definition of the phases, we require additional notation for describing strategies. In particular, we encode the choices of σ by using integers. For this purpose, we introduce a function σ̄ that will be extended later to describe more complex configurations of G_n. At this point, we only provide the first layer of complexity by defining σ̄(v) for all v ∈ V_0 using Table 6.1. In principle, σ̄ is used to abbreviate boolean expressions. These expressions are either true (i.e., equal to 1) or false (i.e., equal to 0). For example, σ̄(b_i) denotes the boolean expression σ(b_i) = g_i, so σ̄(b_i) = 1 if and only if σ(b_i) = g_i. Symbol σ̄(b_i) σ̄(s_{i,j}) σ̄(g_i) σ̄(d_{i,j,k}) σ̄(e_{i,j,k}) Encoded expression σ(b_i) = g_i σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} σ(g_i) = F_{i,1} σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} σ(e_{i,j,k}) = b_2

Table 6.1: Definition of the function σ̄ for the player vertices and a strategy σ in G_n.

For convenience, we define σ̄(t) := 0. Since every player vertex has outdegree of at most two, the value of σ̄(v) is in bijection to σ(v). We can thus in particular use ¬σ̄(v) to denote σ̄(v) = 0. For convenience of notation, the precedence level of “=” and “≠” is higher than the precedence level of ∧ and ∨. That is, an expression x ∧ y = z is interpreted as x ∧ (y = z).

Using this notation, we now introduce a strategy-based parameter μ^σ ∈ [n + 1]. This parameter is called the next relevant bit of the strategy σ. Before defining this parameter formally, we briefly explain its importance and how it can be interpreted.

One of the central concepts of G_n is that the two cycle centers of a fixed level alternate in representing bit i. Consequently, the selector vertex g_i of level i needs to select the correct cycle center. Moreover, b_i should point to g_i if and only if bit i is equal to 1 (see Definition 3.1 resp. 4.1). This in particular implies that the selector vertex g_{i−1} of level i − 1 needs to be in accordance with the entry vertex of level b_i if bit i − 1 is equal to 1. More precisely, it should not happen that σ(b_i) = g_i, σ(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1} and σ(g_i) = F_{i,0}. However, it cannot be guaranteed that this does not happen for some intermediate strategies encountered during σ_b → σ_{b+1}. Such a configuration is then an indicator that some operations have to be performed in the levels i and i+1. This is captured by the parameter μ^σ as it is defined as the lowest level higher than any level that is set “incorrectly” in that sense. If there are no such levels, then μ^σ is the lowest level i with σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}. The parameter can thus be interpreted as an indicator encoding where “work needs to be done next”. Formally, it is defined as follows.

Definition 6.6 (Next relevant bit). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} . The set of incorrect levels is defined as I^σ := {i ∈ [n] : σ̄(b_i) ∧ σ̄(g_i) ≠ σ̄(b_{i+1})}. The next relevant bit μ^σ of the strategy σ is

μ^σ := { min{i > max{i^′ ∈ I^σ} : σ̄(b_i) ∧ σ̄(g_i) = σ̄(b_{i+1})} ∪ {n}, if I^σ ≠ ∅, min{i ∈ [n + 1] : σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}}, if I^σ = ∅.

The next relevant bit now enables us to give a formal definition of the phases. These phases are described by a set of properties that the strategies of the corresponding phase have to fulfill. Before we list and explain the properties that are used for defining the phases, we extend the function σ̄. The definition given in Table 6.1 enables us to use the function σ̄ to describe the state of individual vertices. It is however convenient to also describe more complex configurations by encoding them as boolean expressions. An example for such a configurations is the setting of the cycle centers. We thus extend the notation of σ̄ and refer to Table 6.2 for an overview over the complete definition of the function.

Symbol Encoded expression σ̄(b_i) σ(b_i) = g_i σ̄(s_{i,j}) σ(s_{i,j} ) = h_{i,j} σ̄(g_i) σ(g_i) = F_{i,1} σ̄(d_{i,j,k}) σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} σ̄(e_{i,j,k}) σ(e_{i,j,k}) = b_2

Symbol Encoded expression σ̄(s_i) σ̄(s_{iσ̄(gi)}) σ̄(d_{i,j} ) σ̄(d_{i,j,0}) ∧ σ̄(d_{i,j,1}) σ̄(d_i) σ̄(d_{i,σ̄(gi)}) σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ⋁ k∈{0,1}[¬σ̄(di,j,k) ∧ ¬σ̄(ei,j,k)] σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ⋁ k∈{0,1}[¬σ̄(di,j,k) ∧ σ̄(ei,j,k)] σ̄(eg_i) σ̄(eg_{i,σ̄(gi)}) σ̄(eb_i) σ̄(eb_{i,σ̄(gi)}) Table 6.2: Extension and full definition of the function σ̄ given in Table 6.1 to describe more complex configurations. Here, ¬σ̄(v) is the logical negation of σ̄(v).

Formally, a strategy belongs to one of the five phases if it has a certain set of properties. These properties can be partitioned into several categories depending on the vertices or terms that are involved. The properties might also depend on one or more parameters like a level or a cycle center.

Consider some fixed strategy σ, b ∈ B_n and let ν := ℓ(b + 1) denote the least significant set bit of b + 1. The first three properties are related to the Entry Vertices. Property (EV1)_i states that the entry vertex of level i should point to g_i if and only if the the active (with respect to the induced bit state) cycle center F_{i,,β}σ_{i+1} is closed, so

σ̄(b_i) = σ̄(d_{i,β}σ_{i+1} ). (EV1)

Similarly, Property (EV2)_i states that σ(b_i) = g_i implies that the selector vertex g_i of level i should point to the corresponding active cycle center, so

σ̄(b_i) =⇒ σ̄(g_i) = β^σ_{i+1}. (EV2)

Property (EV3)_i states that σ(b_i) = g_i implies that the inactive cycle center is not closed, so

σ̄(b_i) =⇒ ¬σ̄(d_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} ). (EV3)

This property is a good example for a property that will be violated during specific phases as several inactive cycle centers will be closed when the induced bit state changes from b to b + 1.

The next five properties are all related to the ESCape vertices e_{∗,∗,∗}. Property (ESC1) states that the escape vertices are set “correctly”, that is, as they should be set for a canonical strategy representing β, so

[β^σ_1 = 0 =⇒ σ(e_{∗,∗,∗}) = b_2] ∧ [β^σ_1 = 1 =⇒ σ(e_{∗,∗,∗}) = g_1]. (ESC1)

Property (ESC2) states that all escape vertices point to g_1, so

σ(e_{∗,∗,∗}) = g_1. (ESC2)

Although this property seems redundant due to Property (ESC1), it is crucial for properly defining the second phase.

The next three properties are used to describe the access of F_{i,j} to the vertices g_1 and b_2 via the escape vertices. More precisely, they state whether F_{i,j} has access to only g_1 (Property (ESC3)_{i,j}), only b_2 (Property (ESC4)_{i,j}) or to both of these vertices (Property (ESC5)_{i,j}). We mention here that Property (ESC3) is technically not used for the definition of the phases, but as it will be used within several proofs and fits the other properties related to the escape vertices, we already provide it here. Formally, these properties are given via σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j}), (ESC3) σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ), (ESC4) σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ). (ESC5) The next properties are concerned with the Upper Selection Vertices s_{∗,∗}. Property (USV1)_i states that both upper selection vertices of level i are set “correctly” with respect to the induced bit state, while Property (USV3)_i states that both of these vertices are set incorrectly. Property (USV2)_{i,j} simply states σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} and will be used to identify strategies for which the upper selection vertices of lower levels need to be updated since the induced bit state changed.

σ(s_{i,β}σ_{i+1} ) = h_{i,β}σ_{i+1} ∧ σ(s_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} ) = b_1 (USV1) σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} (USV2)

σ(s_{i,β}σ_{i+1} ) = b_1 ∧ σ(s_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} ) = h_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} (USV3)

The next two properties are related to the Cycle Centers. Property (CC1)_i states that at least one cycle center of level i has to be open or halfopen if i < μ^σ. Property (CC2) states that the active cycle center of level ν = ℓ(b + 1) is closed and that the selector vertex of level ν chooses the correct cycle center with respect to b + 1, so i < μ^σ =⇒ ¬σ̄(d_{i,0}) ∨ ¬σ̄(d_{i,1}), (CC1) σ̄(d_ν ) ∧ σ̄(g_ν ) = (b + 1)_{ν+1} (CC2)

The following two properties are related to the Selector Vertices and are unique for either the Markov decision process M_n (Property (SVM))or the sink Game S_n (Property (SVG)). They are related to the setting of selector vertices if the represented bit is equal to 0. According to Definition 3.1 resp. 4.1, the cycle center chosen by g_i is fixed in this case, see condition 3.(d). The two properties (SVM) and (SVG) now state that the selector vertex can only choose the other cycle center F_{i,1} resp. F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} if this cycle center is closed, so

σ̄(g_i) = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} =⇒ σ̄(d_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} ), (SVM)

σ̄(g_i) = 1 =⇒ σ̄(d_{i,1}). (SVG)

The final two properties are related to the next RELevant bit μ^σ defined in Definition 6.6. Property (REL1) states that the set of incorrect levels is empty. This in particular implies that μ^σ = min{i ∈ [n + 1] : σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}}. Property (REL2) states that this parameter is equal to the least significant set bit of the bit state induced by σ, so

∄i : σ(b_{i−1}) = g_{i−1} ∧ σ̄(b_i) ≠ σ̄(g_{i−1}), (REL1)

μ^σ = ℓ(β^σ). (REL2)

Together with the induced bit state, these properties are now used to formally define the phases. This is done by providing a table where each row corresponds to one of the properties and each column to one phase. In addition, there are some special conditions that have to be fulfilled during some phases that cannot be phrased as a simple property.

Definition 6.7 (Phase-k-strategy). Let σ be a strategy for G_n and k ∈ [5]. Then, σ is a phase-k-strategy if it has the properties of the corresponding column of Table 6.3 and fulfills the corresponding special conditions.

Property Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4 Phase 5 (EV1)i i ∈ [n] i > μ^σ i > 1 i ∈ [n] i ∈ [n] (EV2)i i ∈ [n] i ≥ μ^σ i > 1 i ∈ [n] i ∈ [n] (EV3)i i ∈ [n] \ {ν} i > μ^σ i > 1, i ≠ μ^σ i ∈ [n] i ∈ [n] (USV1)i i ∈ [n] i ≥ μ^σ i ≥ μ^σ i ≥ ν i ∈ [n] (USV2)i,j - (i, 1 − βi+1) : i < μ^σ (i, ∗) : i < μ^σ (i, βi+1) : i < ν - (ESC1) True - - - False* (ESC2) - True - - - (ESC4)i,j - - - (i, j) ∈ S1 - (ESC5)i,j - - - (i, j) ∈ S2 - (REL1) True - - True True (REL2) - True True False False (CC1)i i ∈ [n] i ∈ [n] i ∈ [n] i ∈ [n] i ∈ [n] (CC2) - True^† True^† True True (SVM)i/(SVG)i i ∈ [n] i ∈ [n] - - -* β = b b + 1 b + 1 b + 1 b + 1 Special Phase 2: ∃i < μ^σ : (USV3)i ∧ ¬(EV2)i ∧ ¬(EV3)i Phase 2,3: †A phase-2- resp. phase-3-strategy without Property (CC2) is called pseudo phase-2- resp. phase-3-strategy.

Phase 4: ∃i < ν(b + 1) : (USV2)_{i,1−βi+1} Phase 5: *If σ has Property (ESC1) and there is an index i such that σ does not have Property (SVM)i \(SVG)i, it is defined as a phase-5-strategy S1 = {(i, 1 − βi+1) : i ∈ [ν − 1]} ∪ {(i, 1 − βi+1) : i ∈ {ν, . . . , m − 1} ∧ βi = 0} ∪ { ∅, ∃k ∈ N : b + 1 = 2^k {(ν, 1 − βν+1)}, ∄k ∈ N : b + 1 = 2^k S2 = {(i, β^σ_{i+1}) : i ∈ [ν − 1]} ∪ {(i, 1 − βi+1) : i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m} ∧ βi = 1} ∪{(i, βi+1) : i ∈ {ν, . . . , m − 1} ∧ βi = 0} ∪ {(i, k) : i > m, k ∈ {0, 1}} ∪ { {(ν, 1)}, ∃k ∈ N : b + 1 = 2^k ∅, ∄k ∈ N : b + 1 = 2^k S3 = {(i, 1 − βi+1) : i ∈ [u]} ∪ {(i, 1 − βi+1) : i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m} ∧ βi = 1}∪ ∪{(i, βi+1) : i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m − 1} ∧ βi = 0} ∪{(i, k) : i > m, k ∈ {0, 1}} ∪ {(u, βu+1)} S4 = {(i, 1 − βi+1) : i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m − 1} ∧ βi = 0} Table 6.3: Definition of the phases for a strategy σ and a number b ∈ B_n. The entries show for which indices the strategy has the corresponding property resp. whether the strategy has the property at all. Expressions of the type “i ∈ [n]” or similar are meant as “∀i ∈ [n]” A ’-’ signifies that it is not specified whether σ has the corresponding property. The last row contains further properties used for the definition of the phases. The lower table contains all sets used for the definition of the phases and two additional sets S_3, S_4 that are necessary for later proofs. We use the abbreviations ν := ℓ(b+1), m := max{i: β_i = 1} and u := min{i: β_i = 0}.

6.4 The Occurrence Records

We next describe the actual occurrence records that occur when applying the Strategy Iteration resp. Policy Iteration Algorithm. To do so, we need to introduce notation related to binary counting.

The number of applications of specific edges in level i as improving switches depends on the last time the corresponding cycle centers were closed or how often they were closed. We thus define fl(b, i,) as the number of numbers smaller than b with least significant set bit equal having index i. To quantify how often a specific cycle center was closed, we introduce the maximal flip number and the maximal unflip number. Let b ∈ B_n, i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and j ∈ {0, 1}. Then, we define the maximal flip number mfn(b, i, {(i+1, j)}) as the largest b̃ ≤ b with ν(b̃) = i and b̃_{i+1} = j. Similarly, we define the maximal unflip number mufn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) as the largest b̃ ≤ b with b̃_1 = · · · = b̃_i = 0 and b̃_{i+1} = j. If there are no such numbers, then mfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) := 0, mufn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) := 0. If we do not impose the condition that bit i + 1 needs to be equal to j then we omit the term in the notation., i.e., mfn(b, i) = max({0} ∪ {b^′ ≤ b: ν(b^′) = i}) and mufn(b, i) is defined analogously.

These notations enable us to properly describe the occurrence records. We however do not describe the occurrence record for every strategy σ produced by the Strategy Improvement resp. Policy Iteration Algorithm. Instead, we only give a description of the occurrence records for canonical strategies. When discussing the application of the improving switches, we later prove the following: Assuming that the occurrence records are described correctly for σ_b, they are also described correctly for σ_{b+1} when improving switches are applied according to Zadeh’s pivot rule and our tie-breaking rule.

Edge e ϕ^{σb} (e) Edge e ϕ^{σb} (e) (e_{i,j,k}, g_1) ⌈_b 2 ⌉ (b_i, g_i) fl(b, i) (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) ⌊_b 2 ⌋ (b_i, b_{i+1}) fl(b, i) − b_i (s_{i,j} , h_{i,j} ) fl(b, i + 1) − (1 − j) · bi+1 (di,j,k , ei,j,k) ≤ { ϕ^{σb} (e_{i,j,k}, g_1), b_1 = 0 ϕ^{σb} (e_{i,j,k}, b_2), b_1 = 1 (s_{i,j} , b_1) fl(b, i + 1) − j · bi+1 (gi, Fi,j ) ≤ min_{k∈{0,1}} ϕ^{σb} (di,j,k, Fi,j ) Condition ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k} , F_{i,j} ) Tolerance

b_i = 1 ∧ b_{i+1} = j ⌈_{mfn(b,i,{(i+1,j)})+1−k} 2 ⌉ 0 b_i = 0 ∨ b_{i+1} ≠ j min (⌊_{b+1−k} 2 ⌋ , ℓ^b(i, j, k) + t_b ) t_b ∈

{0}, i = 1 ∨ b_i = 1 {0, 1}, i ≠ 1 ∧ b_1 = 0 {−1, 0, 1}, i ≠ 1 ∧ b_1 = 1 ℓ^b(i, j, k) := ⌈_{mfn(b,i,{(i+1,j)}+1−k)} 2 ⌉ + b − 1_{j=0}mfn(b, i + 1) − 1_{j=1}mufn(b, i + 1)

Table 6.4: Occurrence records for the canonical strategy σ_b. Depending on the edge, we either give the exact occurrence record, give an upper bound, or we give the occurrence record up to a certain tolerance. A parameter t_b fulfilling the assumptions for the case b_i = 0 ∨ b_{i+1} ≠ j is called feasible for b.

Theorem 6.8. Let σ_b be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n and assume that improving switches are applied as described in Section 6.3. Then Table 6.4 describes the occurrence records of the player 0 edges with respect to σ_b.

We now give some intuition for the occurrence records of parts of Table 6.4. As the occurrence records of most of the edges are much more complicated to explain, we omit an intuitive description of their occurrence records here. Let σ_b ∈ Λ_ι be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n.

Consider some edge (b_i, g_i). This edge is applied as an improving switch whenever bit i switches from 0 to 1. That is, it is applied if and only if we transition towards some b^′ ∈ B_n with ν(b^′) = i and b^′ ≤ b. Therefore, ϕ^{σb} (b_i, g_i) = fl(b, i). Now consider (b_i, b_{i+1}). This edge is only applied as an improving switch when bit i switches from 1 to 0. This can however only happen if bit i switched from 0 to 1 earlier. That is, applying (b_i, b_{i+1}) can only happen when (b_i, g_i) was applied before. Also, we can only apply the switch (b_i, g_i) again after bit i has been switched back to 0 again, i.e., after (b_i, b_{i+1}) was applied. Consequently, ϕ^{σb} (b_i, b_{i+1}) = ϕ^{σb} (b_i, g_i) − b_i = fl(b, i) − b_i.

Next, consider some edge (s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ) and fix j = 1 for now. This edge is applied as an improving switch if and only if bit i + 1 switches from 0 to 1. Hence, as discussed before, ϕ^{σb} (s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ) = fl(b, i + 1). Now let j = 0. The switch (s_{i,0}, h_{i,0}) is applied whenever bit i + 1 switches from 1 to 0. This requires the bit to have switched from 0 to 1 before. Therefore, ϕ^{σb} (s_{i,0}, h_{i,0}) = ϕ^{σb} (s_{i,1}, h_{i,1})− b_{i+1} = fl(b, i + 1) − b_{i+1}. Further note that the switch (s_{i,j}, b_1) is applied in the same transitions in which the switch (s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} ) is applied. Hence, ϕ^{σb} (s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ) = fl(b, i + 1) − (1 − j) · b_{i+1} and ϕ^{σb} (s_{i,j}, b_1) = fl(b, i + 1) − j · b_{i+1}.

Finally consider some edge (e_{i,j,k}, g_1). This edge is applied as improving switch whenever the first bit switches from 0 to 1. Since 0 is even, this happens once for every odd numbers smaller than or equal to b, i.e.,

⌈_b 2 ⌉ times. Since the switch (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) is applied during each transition in which the switch (e_{i,j,k}, g_1) is not applied, we have ϕ(e_{i,j,k}, g_1) = b −

⌈_b 2 ⌉ = ⌊_b 2 ⌋ as b ∈ N.

6.5 Proving the lower bound

We now describe how the exponential lower bound for Zadeh’s pivot rule for the strategy improvement algorithm is proven, implying the same bound for the simplex algorithm applied to linear programs and similar algorithms. This section does however not contain all of the formal details. Instead, it presents the core concepts and aspects of the proofs as well as the most important ideas and arguments that are used to derive the lower bound. Of course, this approach does not suffice to give a formal proof. Incorporating both the intuitive ideas and the “core” of our proof as well as the technical details in the same chapter would make it extremely hard to understand the approach and statements. All of the necessary formalism is thus introduced, proven and discussed in detail in the appendices.

We prove that applying improving switches to G_n using Zadeh’s pivot rule and our tie-breaking rule requires an exponential number of iterations using an inductive argument. Assume we are given a canonical strategy σ_b for b ∈ B_n that has some helpful additional properties as well as an occurrence record as described by Table 6.4. We prove that the application of improving switches eventually yields a canonical strategy σ_{b+1} for b + 1 that has the same additional properties and whose occurrence record is also described by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1. It is then sufficient to prove that the initial strategy σ_0 has these properties already and that ϕ^{σ0} is described by Table 6.4, then the exponential lower bound on the number of iterations follows immediately. Since G_n has a linear number of vertices and edges and the priorities, rewards and probabilities can be encoded using a polynomial number of bits, this implies an exponential lower bound for the respective algorithms. We begin explaining the proof by introducing the mentioned set of properties.

6.5.1 The canonical properties and basic statements

The additional properties of the canonical strategies are called canonical properties. Two of these are straight-forward. They state that Table 6.4 correctly describes the occurrence records for σ_b and that each improving switch was applied at most once per previous transition σ_b′ → σ_b′_{+1} with b^′ < b. The remaining properties are more involved and introduced in more detail. An overview over these properties can be found in Table 6.5.

Let b ∈ B_n. Consider some cycle center F_{i,j} with b_i = 0 ∨ b_{i+1} ≠ j. Then, F_{i,j} should not be closed for σ_b. It can however still happen that σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} for some k ∈ {0, 1}. Property (OR1) states that this can only happen if the occurrence record of (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) is sufficiently low. Formally, for a general strategy σ, the property is defined as σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} ∧ (b_i = 0 ∨ b_{i+1} ≠ j) =⇒ ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ . (OR1)

Property (OR2) characterizes under which circumstances the parameter t_b used for describing the occurrence records of cycle edges (see Table 6.4) is equal to 1. More precisely, it states that the parameter is equal to 1 if and only if the cycle vertex points towards the cycle center. Of course, this statement is only valid if either β^σ_i = 0 or β^σ_{i+1} ≠ j since the parameter is only then relevant for describing the occurrence record. Formally, β^σ_i = 0 ∨ β^σ_{i+1} ≠ j =⇒ (ϕ^σ (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 ⇐⇒ σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j}). (OR2)

Analogously, Property (OR3) gives a characterization regarding the cases in which the parameter is equal to −1. This characterization is more involved as it also depends on the exact value of the occurrence record of a cycle edge. It states that the parameter can only be −1 without being equal to ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ if and only if (i) b is odd, (ii) b + 1 is not a power of 2, (iii) i = ℓ(b + 1), (iv) j ≠ b_{i+1} and (v) k = 0. Formally, ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) − 1 ∧ ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≠ ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋

⇐⇒b mod 2 = 1 ∧ ∄l ∈ N : b + 1 = 2^l ∧ i = ℓ(b + 1) ∧ j ≠ b_{i+1} ∧ k = 0.

(OR3)

The final property states that the occurrence record of any cycle edge with σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} is relatively high. Formally, σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} =⇒ ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ {⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ − 1, ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋} . (OR4)

This now allows to define the canonical properties formally.

Definition 6.9 (Canonical properties). Let σ ∈ Λ_σ be a strategy for G_n. Then, σ has the canonical properties if

1. the occurrence records ϕ^σ are described correctly by Table 6.4,

2. σ has Properties (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗} to (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗} and

3. any improving switch was applied at most once per previous transition between canonical strategies.

(OR1)_{i,j,k} σ(d_{i,j,k} ) = F_{i,j} ∧ (b_i = 0 ∨ b_{i+1} ≠ j) =⇒ ϕ^σ (d_{i,j,k} , F_{i,j} ) < ⌊_{b+1} 2 ⌋ (OR2)_{i,j,k} β^σ_i = 0 ∨ β^σ_{i+1} ≠ j =⇒ (ϕ^σ (d_{i,j,k} , F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 ⇐⇒ σ(d_{i,j,k} ) = F_{i,j} ) (OR3)_{i,j,k} ϕ^σ (d_{i,j,k} , F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) − 1 ∧ ϕ^σ (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≠ ⌊_{b+1−k} 2 ⌋ ⇐⇒ b mod 2 = 1 ∧ ∄l ∈ N : b + 1 = 2^l ∧ i = ℓ(b + 1) ∧ j ≠ b_{i+1} ∧ k = 0 (OR4)_{i,j,k} σ(d_{i,j,k} ) ≠ F_{i,j} =⇒ ϕ^σ (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ {⌊_{b+1} 2 ⌋ − 1, ⌊_{b+1} 2 ⌋} Table 6.5: The additional properties of canonical strategies.

We begin our arguments by explicitly determining the set of improving switches for canonical strategies. We also extend our notation of transitions. Let σ, σ^′ ∈ Λ_{σ0} denote two strategies and let σ^′ be reached after σ. We denote the sequence of strategies calculated by the algorithm while transitioning from σ to σ^′ by σ → σ^′. In addition, the sequence of actually applied improving switches is denoted by A^{σ′}_σ . Throughout this section, let b ∈ B_n be fixed and ν := ℓ(b + 1). As most of the statements presented here, its proof can be found in the appendices.

Lemma 6.10. Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n. Then, σ_b is a phase-1-strategy for b and I_{σb} = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) : σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j}}. As our proof is inductive, we need to give a basis for the induction.

Lemma 6.11. The initial strategy σ_0 is a canonical strategy for b = 0 and has all canonical properties.

Proof. As no improving switch was applied yet and it is easy to verify that σ_0 is a canonical strategy for 0, it suffices to prove that σ_0 has Properties (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗} to (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗}.

Let i ∈ [n] and j, k ∈ {0, 1}. First, σ_0 has Property (OR1)_{i,j,k} as σ_0(d_{i,j,k}) = e_{i,j,k}. In addition, 0 = ϕ^{σ0} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < 1 ≤ ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1, so σ_0 has Property (OR2)_{i,j,k}. Moreover, ϕ^{σ0} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = 0 = ⌊(1 − k)/2⌋ = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ , hence the premise of Property (OR3)_{i,j,k} is incorrect. Thus, σ_0 has Property (OR3)_{i,j,k}. Since it is immediate that σ_0 has Property (OR4)_{i,j,k}, the statement follows.

We now discuss how the main statement is proven in more detail. Consider a canonical strategy σ_b for b. We prove that applying improving switches according to Zadeh’s pivot rule and the tiebreaking rule given in Definition 6.4 produces a specific phase-k-strategy for b for every k ∈ [5]. These strategies are the first phase-k-strategies for b that the algorithm reaches and have several properties that allow us to simplify the proofs. These properties are summarized in Table 6.6. We furthermore explicitly state the improving switches with respect to these “initial phase-k-strategies” in Table 6.7. Both tables distinguish whether the number b + 1 is even or odd and specify whether certain entries are only valid for S_n resp. M_n.

6.5.2 Detailed application of the improving switches

We now discuss the application of the improving switches during the individual phases more formally and link this description to the previously given tables. We illustrate this procedure by providing sketches of the first phase-k-strategies that are calculated by the algorithm in the sink game S_3 when transitioning from σ_3 to σ_4. As 4 is an even number, we have ν > 1 in this example. The canonical strategy σ_3 in the sink game S_3 shown given in Figure 6.3.

By Table 6.7, the set of improving switches is given by all edges (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} at the beginning of phase 1. During phase 1, all improving switches e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σb} with

Phase ν = 1 ν > 1 Sn Mn 1 Canonical strategy for b having the canonical properties

2 - σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ Fi,j ⇒ ϕ^σ (d_{i,j,k}, Fi,j ) = ⌊_{b+1} 2 ⌋ (gi, Fi,j ) ∈ A^σ_b ⇒ [bi = 0 ∧ bi+1 ≠ j] ∨ i = ν and Fi,j is closed A^σ_b ⊆ D^1 ∪ G σ(gν ) = F_{ν,β}σ_{ν+1} and σ(gi) = F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} for all i < ν i < ν ⇒ σ̄(di) and Property (USV3)i

3 σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ Fi,j ⇒ ϕ^σ (d_{i,j,k}, Fi,j ) = ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, Fi,j ) = ⌊_{b+1} 2 ⌋ σ(si,∗) = hi,∗, σ(gi) = F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} and σ̄(di) for all i < ν as well as σ(gν ) = F_{ν,bν+1} A^{σ3}_{σb} ⊆ D^1 ∪ G ∪ S∪ B and (gi, Fi,j ) ∈ A^σ_b ⇒ [bi = 0 ∧ bi+1 ≠ j] ∨ i = ν and Fi,j is closed

4 - μ^σ = min{i : β^σ_i = 0}

- σ(di,j,∗) = Fi,j ⇔ β^σ_i = 1 ∧ (b + 1)i+1 = j (i, j) ∈ S1 ⇒ σ̄(ebi,j ) ∧ ¬σ̄(egi,j ) (i, j) ∈ S2 ⇒ σ̄(ebi,j ) ∧ σ̄(egi,j ) (gi, Fi,j ) ∈ A^σ_b ⇒ [bi = 0 ∧ bi+1 ≠ j] ∨ i = ν (gi, Fi,j ) ∈ A^σ_b ⇒ Fi,j is closed σ(e_{i,j,k}) = b2 ⇒ ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, Fi,j ) = ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, Fi,j ) σ(e_{i,j,k}) = b2 ⇒ ϕ^σ (d_{i,j,k}, Fi,j ) = ⌊_{b+1} 2 ⌋

5 μ^σ = min{i : β^σ_{i+1} = 0} σ(d_{i,j,k}) = Fi,j ⇔ β^σ_i = 1 ∧ β^σ_{i+1} = j (gi, Fi,j ) ∈ A^σ_b ⇒ [bi = 0 ∧ bi+1 ≠ j] ∨ i = ν σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ ⇒ ϕ^σ (d_{i,j,k}, Fi,j ) = ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, Fi,j ) = ⌊_{b+1} 2 ⌋ (i, j) ∈ S3 ⇒ σ̄(egi,j ) ∧ σ̄(ebi,j ) (i, j) ∈ S1 ⇒ σ̄(ebi,j ) ∧ ¬σ̄(egi,j ) (i, j) ∈ S4 ⇒ σ̄(egi,j ) ∧ ¬σ̄(ebi,j ) (i, j) ∈ S2 ⇒ σ̄(ebi,j ) ∧ σ̄(egi,j ) i < ν ⇒ σ̄(gi) = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} 1 Canonical strategy for b + 1 having the canonical properties

Table 6.6: Properties of specific phase-k-strategies. To simplify notation, let t^→ := g_1 if ν = 1 and t^→ := b_2 if ν > 1. A ’-’ signifies that the corresponding combination does not occur during the execution of the algorithm.

Phase ν = 1 ν > 1 Sn Mn 1 D^σ := {(d_{i,j,k}, Fi,j ) : σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ Fi,j } 2 - D^σ ∪ {(bν , gν ), (sν−1,1, hν−1,1)} 3 D^σ ∪ {(b1, g1)} ∪ {(e∗,∗,∗, g1)} D^σ ∪ {(b1, b2)} ∪ {(e∗,∗,∗, b2)} 4 - E^σ ∪ X0 ∪ X1 ∪ {(sν−1,0, b1)} ∪ {(si,1, b1) : i ≤ ν − 2} - 5 E^σ ∪ m−1⋃ i=μσ +1 βσi =0 {(d_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1 ,∗}, F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} )} E^σ ∪ ν−1⋃ i=1 {d_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1,∗}, F_{i,−1−β}σ_{i+1} )} ∪ X0 ∪ X1

1 D^σ

X_k :=

∅, b + 1 is a power of two, {(d_{ν,1−β}σ_{ν ,k}, F_{ν,1−β}σ_ν )} ∪^{m−1} ⋃ i=ν+1 βi=0 {(d_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1,k}, F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} )}, otherwise.

Table 6.7: The improving switches at the beginning of the different phases. We define m := max{i: σ(b_i) = g_i} and E^σ := {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, b_2): σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1} if ν > 1. Analogously, we let E^σ := {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, g_1): σ(e_{i,j,k}) = b_2} if ν = 1. We do not interpret 1 as a power of two.

ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ − 1 are applied first as these minimize the occurrence records, cf. Property (OR4). This might close an inactive cycle center F_{i,1−bi+1} , making the edge (g_i, F_{i,1−bi+1} ) improving if b_i = 0 and σ_b(g_i) ≠ F_{i,1−bi+1} . Since the occurrence record of this edge is then smaller than the occurrence record of the corresponding cycle edges by Table 6.4, such a switch is then applied immediately. After all improving switches e with ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ − 1 are applied, the algorithm switches edges e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ until there are no open cycle centers anymore. This behavior is enforced by the tie-breaking rule which then ensures that the cycle center F_{ν,bν+1} is closed next. As before, this might “unlock” the improving switch (g_ν , b_{ν+1}). By Table 6.4, this switch minimizes the occurrence record among all improving switches and is thus applied which concludes phase 1. In any case, phase 2 then begins if ν > 1, and phase 3 begins if ν = 1.

Lemma 6.12. Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n with ℓ(b + 1) > 1 having the canonical properties. After applying finitely many improving switches, the strategy improvement algorithm produces a phase-2-strategy σ^{(2)} for b as described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

A schematic example of the phase-2-strategy σ^{(2)}reached when transitioning from σ_3 to σ_4 in the sink game S_3 is given in Figure 6.4.

We now consider the case ν > 1. Closing the cycle center F_{ν,bν+1} at the end of phase 1 changes the induced bit state from b to b + 1. This implies that the targets of the entry vertices contained in levels i ≤ ν and of all upper selection vertices contained in levels i < ν need to be changed accordingly. This is reflected by the set of improving switches containing the edges (b_ν , g_ν ) and (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}). Moreover, cycle edges that were improving for σ_b but were not applied during phase 1 remain improving, see Table 6.7. These switches were not applied as they have an occurrence record of ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋, and this large occurrence record guarantees that the algorithm will not apply these switches. The algorithm thus applies the improving switches involving the entry

b_2 g_1b_1

t g_1 F_{1,0} F_{1,1} d_{1,0,1}e_{1,0,1}d_{1,1,1} e_{1,1,1} d_{1,0,0}e_{1,0,0}d_{1,1,0} e_{1,1,0} h_{1,0} b_1

s_{1,0} s_{1,1}h_{1,1}

b_1 b_2 g_1 g_2 13 F_{2,0} F_{2,1} d_{2,0,1}e_{2,0,1}d_{2,1,1} e_{2,1,1} d_{2,0,0}e_{2,0,0}d_{2,1,0} e_{2,1,0} h_{2,0} b_2

s_{2,0} s_{2,1}h_{2,1}

b_1 b_2 g_1 g_3 F_{3,0}d_{3,0,1}e_{3,0,1} d_{3,0,0}e_{3,0,0} h_{3,0} b_3 s_{3,0}

Figure 6.3: The canonical strategy σ_3 in the sink game S_3. Blue edges represent choices of player 0, red choices represent choices of player 1, and green edges represent improving switches. For simplification, we omit the labels here.

vertices b_2 through b_ν as well as the improving switches (s_{i,(b+1)i+1} , h_{i,(b+1)i+1} ) next. These switches are applied until (b_1, b_2) becomes improving. This switch is however not applied yet, and the algorithm reaches phase 3. Since none of these switches needs to be applied if ν = 1, the algorithm directly produces a phase-3-strategy after phase 1 if ν = 1.

Lemma 6.13. Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n having the canonical properties. After applying finitely many improving switches, the strategy improvement algorithm produces a phase-3- strategy σ^{(3)} for b as described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

A schematic example of the phase-3-strategy σ^{(3)} that is reached when transitioning from σ_3 to σ_4 in the sink game S_3 is given in Figure 6.5. Note that this is an example for the case ν > 1 as 4 is an even number.

When phase 3 begins, all edges (e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1) resp. (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) become improving, depending on ν. The reason is that closing F_{ν,bν+1} resp. closing this cycle center and updating the spinal path in the levels 1 to ν significantly increases the valuation of g_1 resp. b_2. Since the improving switches of the form (d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗}) still maximize the occurrence records, the switches involving the escape vertices are applied next. As all of them have the same occurrence record, all improving switches (e_{i,j,k}, ∗) with σ^{(3)}(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} are applied due to the tie-breaking rule. If the corresponding cycle center is not closed and active, then this application unlockss the improving switch (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) as this edge allows the cycle vertex to gain access to the very profitable spinal path.

At this point, there is a major difference between the behavior of S_n and M_n. In S_n, the application of a switch (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) does not change the valuation of its cycle center F_{i,j}. The reason is that player 1 controls the cycle center and can then react by choosing vertex d_{i,j,1−k}, yielding the same valuation as before. This is also true if the cycle center was closed, since player 1 chooses the upper selection vertices in both cases. In M_n, the application of the switch (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) however has an immediate consequence regarding the valuation of F_{i,j}. As the valuation of the

b_2 g_1b_1

t g_1 F_{1,0} F_{1,1} d_{1,0,1}e_{1,0,1}d_{1,1,1} e_{1,1,1} d_{1,0,0}e_{1,0,0}d_{1,1,0} e_{1,1,0} h_{1,0} b_1

s_{1,0} s_{1,1}h_{1,1}

b_1 b_2 g_1 g_2 13 F_{2,0} F_{2,1} d_{2,0,1}e_{2,0,1}d_{2,1,1} e_{2,1,1} d_{2,0,0}e_{2,0,0}d_{2,1,0} e_{2,1,0} h_{2,0} b_2

s_{2,0} s_{2,1}h_{2,1}

b_1 b_2 g_1 g_3 F_{3,0}d_{3,0,1}e_{3,0,1} d_{3,0,0}e_{3,0,0} h_{3,0} b_3 s_{3,0}

Figure 6.4: The phase-2-strategy σ^{(2)} calculated when transitioning from σ_3 to σ_4 in the sink game S_3. Blue edges represent choices of player 0, red choices represent choices of player 1, and green edges represent improving switches. For simplification, we omit the labels here.

cycle center is (roughly) the arithmetic mean of the valuation of its cycle vertices, the increase of the valuations of d_{i,j,k} also increases the valuation of F_{i,j}. This then makes the cycle center F_{i,j} profitable since it grants access to the spinal path. Most importantly, it enables the upper selection vertex s_{i,j} to use this access by switching to b_1 as the path starting in b_1 then leads to F_{i,j} . The reason is that the exact way that improving switches are applied in this phase since the tie-breaking rule dictates that switches of higher levels are applied prior to switches of lower levels.

In summary, all switches (e_{i,j,k}, ∗) with σ^{(3)}(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} are applied during phase 3. If F_{i,j} is not closed and active, this makes (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) improving, and this switch is applied next. In M_n, this might also make switches (s_{i,j} , b_1) improving if i < ν and j = 1 − (b + 1)_{i+1}, and this switch is then also applied immediately. Phase 3 ends with the application of (b_1, g_1) if ν = 1 and (b_1, b_2) if ν > 1. Depending on whether we consider M_n or S_n and depending on ν, we then either obtain a phase-4-strategy or a phase-5-strategy.

Lemma 6.14. Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n having the canonical properties. After applying finitely many improving switches, the strategy improvement algorithm produces a strategy σ with the following properties. If ν > 1, then σ is a phase-4-strategy for b in S_n and a phase-5-strategy for b in M_n. If ν = 1, then σ is a phase-5-strategy for b. In any case, σ is described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

In the sink game S_3 that we consider as an example in this section, the algorithm thus produces a phase-4-strategy when transitioning from σ_3 to σ_4 which is visualized in Figure 6.6.

Consider the case that there is a phase 4. This only happens in S_n and if ν > 1. During this phase, the improving switches (s_{i,j}, b_1) with i < ν and j = 1−(b+1)_{i+1}, which were already applied during phase 3 in M_n, are applied. The reason that these switches only become improving now in S_n is that the application of (b_1, b_2) at the end of phase 3 significantly increases the valuation of b_1 as

b_2 g_1b_1

t g_1 F_{1,0} F_{1,1} d_{1,0,1}e_{1,0,1}d_{1,1,1} e_{1,1,1} d_{1,0,0}e_{1,0,0}d_{1,1,0} e_{1,1,0} h_{1,0} b_1

s_{1,0} s_{1,1}h_{1,1}

b_1 b_2 g_1 g_2 13 F_{2,0} F_{2,1} d_{2,0,1}e_{2,0,1}d_{2,1,1} e_{2,1,1} d_{2,0,0}e_{2,0,0}d_{2,1,0} e_{2,1,0} h_{2,0} b_2

s_{2,0} s_{2,1}h_{2,1}

b_1 b_2 g_1 g_3 F_{3,0}d_{3,0,1}e_{3,0,1} d_{3,0,0}e_{3,0,0} h_{3,0} b_3 s_{3,0}

Figure 6.5: The phase-3-strategy σ^{(3)} calculated when transitioning from σ_3 to σ_4 in the sink game S_3. Blue edges represent choices of player 0, red choices represent choices of player 1, and green edges represent improving switches. For simplification, we omit the labels here.

this vertex then enables accessing the spinal path. The switches are then applied from higher levels to lower levels, so the final improving switch applied in this phase is (s_{1,1−(b+1)2} , b_1), resulting in a phase-5-strategy. Most importantly, the algorithm eventually produces a phase-5-strategy in any case.

Lemma 6.15. Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n having the canonical properties. After applying finitely many improving switches, the strategy improvement algorithm produces a phase-5- strategy σ^{(5)} for b as described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

A schematic example of the phase-3-strategy σ^{(3)} that is reached when transitioning from σ_3 to σ_4 in the sink game S_3 is given in Figure 6.7.

We now discuss phase 5. During this phase, the remaining improving switches of the type (e_{∗,∗,∗}, ∗) are applied. Applying such a switch then forces every cycle center to point towards the spinal path. But this implies that the valuation of F_{i,j} increases significantly, making cycle edges improving again. Several of these cycle edges may now have very low occurrence records as their cycle center was closed for a large number of iterations, and are thus applied immediately after being unlocked. Similarly to phase 1, this can make edges (g_i, F_{i,j} ) improving, and these edges are applied immediately if they become improving. After all switches (e_{∗,∗,∗}, ∗) as well as possible switches (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with low occurrence records and corresponding switches (g_i, F_{i,j} ) are applied, this yields a canonical strategy for b + 1. Then, phase 1 begins again.

All of this is formalized by the following two statements. Note that we use the expression of the “next feasible row” as certain phases may not be present in certain cases. Thus, “the next row” may not always be accurate.

Lemma 6.16. Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n having the canonical properties. Let σ be a strategy obtained by applying a sequence of improving switches to σ_b. Let σ and I_σ have the

b_2 g_1b_1

t g_1 F_{1,0} F_{1,1} d_{1,0,1}e_{1,0,1}d_{1,1,1} e_{1,1,1} d_{1,0,0}e_{1,0,0}d_{1,1,0} e_{1,1,0} h_{1,0} b_1

s_{1,0} s_{1,1}h_{1,1}

b_1 b_2 g_1 g_2 13 F_{2,0} F_{2,1} d_{2,0,1}e_{2,0,1}d_{2,1,1} e_{2,1,1} d_{2,0,0}e_{2,0,0}d_{2,1,0} e_{2,1,0} h_{2,0} b_2

s_{2,0} s_{2,1}h_{2,1}

b_1 b_2 g_1 g_3 F_{3,0}d_{3,0,1}e_{3,0,1} d_{3,0,0}e_{3,0,0} h_{3,0} b_3 s_{3,0}

Figure 6.6: The phase-4-strategy σ^{(4)} calculated when transitioning from σ_3 to σ_4 in the sink game S_3. Blue edges represent choices of player 0, red choices represent choices of player 1, and green edges represent improving switches. For simplification, we omit the labels here.

properties of row k of Table 6.6 and 6.7 for some k ∈ [5]. Then, applying improving switches according to Zadeh’s pivot rule and the tie-breaking rule of Definition 6.4 produces a strategy σ^′ that is described by the next feasible rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

This lemma then enables us to prove the two main theorems.

Theorem 6.17. Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n having the canonical properties. After applying finitely many improving switches according to Zadeh’s pivot rule and the tie-breaking rule of Definition 6.4, the strategy improvement algorithm calculates a strategy σ_{b+1} with the following properties. 1. I_{σb+1} = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) : σ_{b+1}(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} }. 2. The occurrence records are described by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1.

3. σ_{b+1} is a canonical strategy for b + 1 and has Properties (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗} to (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗}.

4. When transitioning from σ_b to σ_{b+1}, every improving switch is applied at most once.

In particular, σ_{b+1} has the canonical properties.

A schematic example of the canonical strategy σ_4 that is reached when transitioning from σ_3 to σ_4 in the sink game S_3 is given in Figure 6.8.

Theorem 6.18. Using Zadeh’s pivot rule and the tie-breaking rule of Definition 6.4 when applying

1. the strategy improvement algorithm of [VJ00] to S_n,

b_2 g_1b_1

t g_1 F_{1,0} F_{1,1} d_{1,0,1}e_{1,0,1}d_{1,1,1} e_{1,1,1} d_{1,0,0}e_{1,0,0}d_{1,1,0} e_{1,1,0} h_{1,0} b_1

s_{1,0} s_{1,1}h_{1,1}

b_1 b_2 g_1 g_2 13 F_{2,0} F_{2,1} d_{2,0,1}e_{2,0,1}d_{2,1,1} e_{2,1,1} d_{2,0,0}e_{2,0,0}d_{2,1,0} e_{2,1,0} h_{2,0} b_2

s_{2,0} s_{2,1}h_{2,1}

b_1 b_2 g_1 g_3 F_{3,0}d_{3,0,1}e_{3,0,1} d_{3,0,0}e_{3,0,0} h_{3,0} b_3 s_{3,0}

Figure 6.7: The phase-5-strategy σ^{(5)} calculated when transitioning from σ_3 to σ_4 in the sink game S_3. Blue edges represent choices of player 0, red choices represent choices of player 1, and green edges represent improving switches. For simplification, we omit the labels here.

2. the policy iteration algorithm of [How60] to M_n,

3. the simplex algorithm of [Dan51] to the linear program induced by M_n

to the game G_n/induced linear program, all of size O(n), requires at least 2^n iterations for finding the optimal strategy/solution when using σ_0 as initial strategy.

This concludes our informal proof of the exponential lower bound. We mention here that some of our findings were implemented by Oliver Friedmann. More precisely, the sink game S_n was implemented using the PGSOLVER library [FL17], and the strategy improvement algorithm using Zadeh’s pivot rule and our tie-breaking rule was applied to examples of small sizes. We manually verified that all of our results are correct for constructions with up to 10 levels. The full execution of the strategy improvement algorithm for games with 3 and 4 levels are available online [Imp19].

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we have shown that Zadeh’s pivot rule has an exponential worst-case running time in PG, MDP, and Simplex context. Together with previous results, we now have a complete picture regarding the worst-case performance of all traditional pivot rules (up to tie-breaking). This means that new pivot rules will have to be introduced and analyzed in order to make further progress towards the question whether an efficient pivot rule exists. In particular, addressing the following questions might be the next step:

1. Can the known lower bound constructions for history-based pivot rules be generalized to eliminate a larger class of pivot rules?

b_2 g_1b_1

t g_1 F_{1,0} F_{1,1} d_{1,0,1}e_{1,0,1}d_{1,1,1} e_{1,1,1} d_{1,0,0}e_{1,0,0}d_{1,1,0} e_{1,1,0} h_{1,0} b_1

s_{1,0} s_{1,1}h_{1,1}

b_1 b_2 g_1 g_2 13 F_{2,0} F_{2,1} d_{2,0,1}e_{2,0,1}d_{2,1,1} e_{2,1,1} d_{2,0,0}e_{2,0,0}d_{2,1,0} e_{2,1,0} h_{2,0} b_2

s_{2,0} s_{2,1}h_{2,1}

b_1 b_2 g_1 g_3 F_{3,0}d_{3,0,1}e_{3,0,1} d_{3,0,0}e_{3,0,0} h_{3,0} b_3 s_{3,0}

Figure 6.8: The canonical strategy σ_4 calculated when transitioning from σ_3 to σ_4 in the sink game S_3. Blue edges represent choices of player 0, red choices represent choices of player 1, and green edges represent improving switches. For simplification, we omit the labels here.

2. Can we devise new natural pivot rules that systematically rule out the general ideas behind the recent lower bound constructions for history-based pivot rules?

Another approach to eliminating pivot rules is the analysis of their inherent complexity. For example, it was shown recently that predicting the behavior of the Simplex Algorithm with Dantzig’s original pivot rule is computationally intractable [DS18, FS15]. It would be interesting to investigate whether these results carry over to Zadeh’s pivot rule, and, in particular, whether a unified approach emerges that encompasses a broader class of pivot rules with a single construction.

References

[AC78] D. Avis and V. Chvátal. Notes on Bland’s pivoting rule. In Polyhedral Combinatorics:

Dedicated to the memory of D.R. Fulkerson, pages 24–34. Springer, Heidelberg, 1978.

[AF17] D. Avis and O. Friedmann. An exponential lower bound for Cunningham’s rule. Mathematical Programming, 161(1):271–305, 2017.

[BV04] D. Bertsimas and S. Vempala. Solving convex programs by random walks. Journal of the ACM, 51(4):540–556, 2004.

[Cun79] W. H. Cunningham. Theoretical properties of the network simplex method. Mathematics of Operations Research, 4(2):196–208, 1979.

[Dan51] G. B. Dantzig. Maximization of a linear function of variables subject to linear inequalities. In Activity Analysis of Production and Allocation, Cowles Commission Monograph

No. 13, pages 339–347. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, N. Y.; Chapman & Hall, Ltd., London, 1951.

[Dan63] G. B. Dantzig. Linear Programming and Extensions. Princeton University Press, 1963.

[DFH19] Y. Disser, O. Friedmann, and A. V. Hopp. An Exponential Lower Bound for Zadeh’s pivot rule, 2019. arXiv version; available soon.

[DH19] Y. Disser and A. V. Hopp. On Friedmann’s subexponential lower bound for Zadeh’s pivot rule. In Proceedings of the 20th Conference on Integer Programming and Combinatorial Optimization (IPCO), pages 168–180, 2019.

[DS18] Y. Disser and M. Skutella. The simplex algorithm is NP-mighty. ACM Transactions on Algorithms, 15(1):5(19), 2018.

[DV07] J. Dunagan and S. Vempala. A simple polynomial-time rescaling algorithm for solving linear programs. Mathematical Programming, 114(1):101–114, 2007.

[Fea10] J. Fearnley. Exponential lower bounds for policy iteration. In Proceedings of the 37th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming (ICALP), pages 551– 562, 2010.

[FHZ11a] O. Friedmann, T. D. Hansen, and U. Zwick. A subexponential lower bound for the random facet algorithm for parity games. In Proceedings of the 22nd Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA), pages 202–216, 2011.

[FHZ11b] O. Friedmann, T. D. Hansen, and U. Zwick. Subexponential lower bounds for randomized pivoting rules for the simplex algorithm. In Proceedings of the 43rd Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC), pages 283–292, 2011.

[FHZ14] O. Friedmann, T. D. Hansen, and U. Zwick. Errata for: A subexponential lower bound for the random facet algorithm for parity games. CoRR, abs/1410.7871, 2014.

[FL17] O. Friedmann and M. Lange. PGSolver, version 4.1, June 2017. Available at https://github.com/tcsprojects/pgsolver.

[Fri09] O. Friedmann. An exponential lower bound for the parity game strategy improvement algorithm as we know it. In Proceedings of the 24th Annual IEEE Symposium on Logic In Computer Science (LICS), pages 145–156, 2009.

[Fri11a] O. Friedmann. An exponential lower bound for the latest deterministic strategy iteration algorithms. Logical Methods in Computer Science, 7(3:19):1–42, 2011.

[Fri11b] O. Friedmann. Exponential Lower Bounds for Solving Infinitary Payoff Games and Linear Programs. PhD thesis, University of Munich, 2011.

[Fri11c] O. Friedmann. A subexponential lower bound for Zadeh’s pivoting rule for solving linear programs and games. In Proceedings of the 15th International Conference on Integer Programming and Combinatoral Optimization (IPCO), pages 192–206, 2011.

[FS15] J. Fearnley and R. Savani. The complexity of the simplex method. In Proceedings of the 47th Annual ACM on Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC), pages 201–208, 2015.

[GS79] D. Goldfarb and W. Y. Sit. Worst case behavior of the steepest edge simplex method.

Discrete Applied Mathematics, 1(4):277–285, 1979.

[Han12] T. D. Hansen. Worst-case Analysis of Strategy Iteration and the Simplex Method. PhD thesis, Department Office Computer Science, Aarhus University, 2012.

[How60] R. A. Howard. Dynamic Programming and Markov Processes. MIT Press, 1960.

[HZ15] T. D. Hansen and U. Zwick. An improved version of the random-facet pivoting rule for the simplex algorithm. In Proceedings of the 47th Annual ACM on Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC), pages 209–218, 2015.

[Imp19] Animation of the counter for 3 and 4 levels, 2019.

https://oliverfriedmann.com/downloads/add/zadeh-exponential-animation-3.pdf https://oliverfriedmann.com/downloads/add/zadeh-exponential-animation-4.pdf.

[Kal92] G. Kalai. A subexponential randomized simplex algorithm. In Proceedings of the 24th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC), pages 475–482, 1992.

[Kal97] G. Kalai. Linear programming, the simplex algorithm and simple polytopes. Math.

Program., 79:217–233, 1997.

[Kar84] N. Karmarkar. A new polynomial-time algorithm for linear programming. In Proceedings of the 16th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC), pages 302–311, 1984.

[Kha80] L. G. Khachiyan. Polynomial algorithms in linear programming. USSR Computational Mathematics and Mathematical Physics, 20(1):53–72, 1980.

[KM72] V. Klee and G. J. Minty. How good is the simplex algorithm? In Inequalities III, pages 159–175. Academic Press, New York, 1972.

[KS06] J. A. Kelner and D. A. Spielman. A randomized polynomial-time simplex algorithm for linear programming. In Proceedings of the 38th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC), pages 51–60, 2006.

[Küs02] R. Küsters. Memoryless determinacy of parity games. In Erich Grädel, Wolfgang Thomas, and Thomas Wilke, editors, Automata Logics, and Infinite Games. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2002.

[MS06] J. Matoušek and T. Szabó. Random edge can be exponential on abstract cubes. Advances in Mathematics, 204(1):262–277, 2006.

[MSW96] J. Matoušek, M. Sharir, and E. Welzl. A subexponential bound for linear programming.

Algorithmica, 16(4-5):498–516, 1996.

[Put05] M. L. Puterman. Markov Decision Processes: Discrete Stochastic Dynamic Programming.

John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, 2005.

[San12] F. Santos. A counterexample to the hirsch conjecture. Annals of Mathematics, 176(1):383–412, 2012.

[Sma98] S. Smale. Mathematical problems for the next century. The Mathematical Intelligencer, 20(2):7–15, 1998.

[Tho17] A. Thomas. Exponential lower bounds for history-based simplex pivot rules on abstract cubes. In Proceedings of the 25th Annual European Symposium on Algorithms (ESA), page 69(14), 2017.

[Tij04] H. C. Tijms. A First Course in Stochastic Models. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, 2004.

[Tod14] M. J. Todd. An improved Kalai–Kleitman bound for the diameter of a polyhedron. SIAM Journal on Discrete Mathematics, 28(4):1944–1947, 2014.

[VJ00] J. Vöge and M. Jurdziński. A discrete strategy improvement algorithm for solving parity games. In Computer Aided Verification, pages 202–215, 2000.

[Zad80] N. Zadeh. What is the worst case behavior of the simplex algorithm? Technical Report 27, Departments of Operations Research, Stanford, 1980.

A Vertex Valuations and Well-Behaved Strategies

We begin by developing characterizations of the vertex valuations. This requires us to analyze the strategies calculated by the strategy improvement algorithm in more detail. As it will turn out, all strategies that the algorithm produces have a certain set of properties. The strategies are thus “well-behaved”, and the properties represent the way the algorithm interacts with the instance. These properties drastically simplify the proofs but it is tedious to prove that every strategy is wellbehaved. We thus prove that (i) the initial strategy is well-behaved and (ii) whenever the algorithm applies an improving switch to a well-behaved strategy, the resulting strategy is well-behaved. In particular, these two statements imply that any strategy calculated by the algorithm is well-behaved. This concept was not mentioned previously since it is solely used for proving our results and most of them have no clear intuitive explanation. We explicitly encoded the properties defining wellbehaved properties in the implementation of the sink game provided by Oliver Friedmann, verifying that the produced strategies are indeed all well-behaved.

The properties are summarized in Table A.1. We briefly discuss the properties next and introduce an additional set of parameters and additional notation. The parameters are abbreviations that denote the first level in which σ̄(x_∗) is either true or false for x_∗ ∈ {b_∗, s_∗, g_∗}. More precisely, we define m^σ_x := min({i ∈ [n] : σ̄(x_i)} ∪ {n + 1}) as well as m^{¬σ}_x := min({i ∈ [n] : ¬σ̄(x_i)} ∪ {n + 1}) where x ∈ {b, s, g}. Furthermore, for a level i ∈ [n] and a strategy σ for G_n, we refer to the cycle center F_{i,σ̄(gi)}, that is, the cycle center chosen by the selector vertex g_i, as the chosen cycle center of level i. Note that the chosen cycle center and the active cycle center of level i do not necessarily coincide.

A.1 Properties of well-behaved strategies

We now introduce the properties that all strategies produced by the algorithm have. The abbreviations used to refer to the properties are typically related to the vertices that they are related to, and similar or closely related properties have similar abbreviations. Note that several of the properties are in fact implications. For these properties, we thus demand that the full implication is true. In all of the following, let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} be suitable indices.

Let σ be a strategy for G_n. Consider a level i ≥ μ^σ such that σ(b_i) = g_i. Then, a well-behaved strategy has σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} where j = σ̄(g_i). Intuitively, this states that in levels above μ^σ that represent a bit equal to one, the upper selection vertex is set correctly. Formally, i ≥ μ^σ ∧ σ(b_i) = g_i =⇒ σ(s_{i,σ̄(gi)}) = h_{i,σ̄(gi)}. (S1) Let i < μ^σ. Assume that either σ(b_2) = g_2 and i > 1 or that the chosen cycle center of level i is closed. Then, we demand that the upper selection vertex s_{i,σ̄(gi)} points to h_{i,σ̄(gi)}. Formally,

i < μ^σ ∧ ((σ(b_2) = g_2 ∧ i > 1) ∨ σ̄(d_i)) =⇒ σ̄(s_i). (S2)

Let i < μ^σ − 1 and σ(b_i) = σ(b_{i+1}). Then, we demand that σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}. Intuitively, this encodes that entry vertices below level μ^σ − 1 are reset “from top to bottom”. Formally,

i < μ^σ − 1 ∧ σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} =⇒ σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}. (B1)

Assume that μ^σ ≠ 1 and that the entry vertex of level μ^σ −1 points towards the next entry vertex. Then, we demand that the entry vertex of level μ^σ points towards its selector vertex. Formally,

μ^σ ≠ 1 ∧ σ(b_μσ_{−1}) = b_μσ =⇒ σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ . (B2)

Consider a level i such that σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1}. Further assume σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}. Then the values of σ̄(g_{i+1}) and σ̄(b_{i+2}) do not coincide for well-behaved strategies. Formally, σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1} ∧ σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2} =⇒ σ̄(g_{i+1}) ≠ σ̄(b_{i+2}). (B3) Consider some level i < μ^σ. For well-behaved strategies, F_{i,1} is the chosen cycle center of level i if and only if i ≠ μ^σ − 1. This encodes the statuses of the selector vertices of levels below μ^σ. Formally, i < μ^σ =⇒ [σ(g_i) = F_{i,1} ⇐⇒ i ≠ μ^σ − 1]. (BR1) We demand that the chosen cycle center of a level i < μ^σ does not escape towards g_1. Formally, i < μ^σ =⇒ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,σ̄(gi)}). (BR2) Consider a level i such that σ(b_i) = g_i. Let either i > 1, μ^σ = 1 or let σ(b_2) = g_2 be equivalent to μ^σ > 2. In any of these cases, this implies that the cycle center F_{i,σ̄(gi)} is closed for wellbehaved strategies. Intuitively, this gives a list of situations in which the active cycle center of a level corresponding to a bit that should be equal to 1 is already closed. Formally, σ(b_i) = g_i ∧ (i > 1 ∨ μ^σ = 1 ∨ (σ(b_2) = g_2 ⇐⇒ μ^σ > 2)) =⇒ σ̄(d_i). (D1) Let σ(b_2) = g_2 and i ∈ {2, . . . , μ^σ − 1}. Then, we demand that the chosen cycle center of level i is closed. Formally, σ(b_2) = g_2 ∧ (2 ≤ i < μ^σ) =⇒ σ̄(d_i). (D2) Let μ^σ = 1, m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_s , m^{¬σ}_g and G_n = S_n. Then, we demand that the chosen cycle center of level 1 does not escape towards b_2. Formally, μ^σ = 1 ∧ m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_s , m^{¬σ}_g ∧ G_n = S_n =⇒ ¬σ̄(eb_1). (MNS1) Let μ^σ = 1 and consider a level i such that i < m^{¬σ}_g < m^{¬σ}_s , m^σ_b . Further assume that G_n = S_n implies ¬σ̄(b_m¬σ_{g +1}). For a well-behaved strategy, the chosen cycle center of level i does not escape towards b_2. Formally,

μ^σ = 1 ∧ i < m^{¬σ}_g < m^{¬σ}_s , m^σ_b ∧ [G_n = S_n =⇒ ¬σ̄(b_m¬σ_{g +1})] =⇒ ¬σ̄(eb_i). (MNS2) Let μ^σ = 1 as well as i < m^{¬σ}_s ≤ m^{¬σ}_g < m^σ_b and G_n = M_n. Then, we demand that the chosen cycle center of level i is closed. Formally, μ^σ = 1 ∧ i < m^{¬σ}_s ≤ m^{¬σ}_g < m^σ_b ∧ G_n = M_n =⇒ σ̄(d_i). (MNS3) Assume μ^σ = 1 as well as m^{¬σ}_s ≤ m^{¬σ}_g < m^σ_b . Then, we demand that the chosen cycle center of level m^{¬σ}_g escapes to b_2 but not to g_1. Formally, μ^σ = 1 ∧ m^{¬σ}_s ≤ m^{¬σ}_g < m^σ_b =⇒ σ̄(eb_m¬σ_s ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_m¬σ_s ). (MNS4) Assume μ^σ = 1 as well as i < m^{¬σ}_s < m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_g and G_n = M_n. Then, we demand that the chosen cycle center of level i is closed. Formally, μ^σ = 1 ∧ i < m^{¬σ}_s < m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_g ∧ G_n = M_n =⇒ σ̄(d_i). (MNS5)

Assume μ^σ = 1 as well as m^{¬σ}_s < m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_g . Then, we demand that the chosen cycle center of level m^{¬σ}_s escapes to b_2 but not to g_1. Formally, μ^σ = 1 ∧ m^{¬σ}_s < m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_g =⇒ σ̄(eb_m¬σ_s ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_m¬σ_s ). (MNS6) Consider a cycle center F_{i,j} escaping only to g_1. Let μ^σ = 1. Then, we demand that the upper selection vertex corresponding to the chosen cycle center of level i escapes to b_1. Formally, σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j}) ∧ μ^σ = 1 =⇒ ¬σ̄(s_{i,j}). (EG1) Consider a cycle center F_{i,j} escaping only to g_1. Let μ^σ = 1. Then, we demand that the chosen cycle center of level 1 is closed. Formally, σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^σ = 1 =⇒ σ̄(d_1). (EG2) Consider a cycle center F_{i,j} escaping only to g_1. Then, we demand that the upper selection vertex corresponding to the chosen cycle center of level 1 points towards the next level. Formally, σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) =⇒ σ̄(s_1). (EG3) Consider a cycle center F_{i,j} escaping only to g_1. Let μ^σ = 1. We demand that this implies σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2) for well-behaved strategies. Formally, σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^σ = 1 =⇒ σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2). (EG4) Consider a cycle center F_{i,j} escaping only to g_1. Let μ^σ ≠ 1 and assume that the upper selection vertex of F_{i,j} escapes towards b_1. Then, we demand that σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j, i.e., the entry vertex of the next level is set correctly with respect to level i. Formally, σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^σ ≠ 1 ∧ σ̄(s_{i,j}) =⇒ σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j. (EG5) Consider a cycle center F_{i,j} escaping only to b_2. Let σ(b_1) = b_2. Then σ̄(b_{i+1}) ≠ j. Formally, σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ(b_1) = g_1 =⇒ σ̄(b_{i+1}) ≠ j. (EB1) Consider a cycle center F_{i,0} escaping only to b_2. Let σ(s_{i,0}) = h_{i,0} and σ(b_1) = g_1. Then, we demand that μ^σ = i + 1. Formally, σ̄(eb_{i,0}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,0}) ∧ σ(b_1) = g_1 ∧ σ(s_{i,0}) = h_{i,0} =⇒ μ^σ = i + 1. (EB2) Consider a cycle center F_{i,j} escaping only to b_2. Let σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} , σ(b_1) = g_1 and i > 1. We then demand that the entry vertex of level 2 does not grant access to this level. Formally, σ̄(eb_{i,j}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} ∧ i > 1 ∧ σ(b_1) = g_1 =⇒ σ(b_2) = b_3. (EB3) Consider a cycle center F_{i,1} escaping only to b_2. Let σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1} and σ(b_1) = g_1. Then, we demand that μ^σ > i + 1. Formally, σ̄(eb_{i,1}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,1}) ∧ σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1} ∧ σ(b_1) = g_1 =⇒ μ^σ > i + 1. (EB4)

Consider a cycle center F_{i,j} escaping only to b_2. Let σ(b_1) = g_1. Then, we demand that the entry vertex of level μ^σ grants access to this level. Formally, σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ(b_1) = g_1 =⇒ σ̄(b_μσ ) = g_μσ . (EB5) Consider a cycle center F_{i,j} escaping only to b_2. Let μ^σ > 2. Then, we demand that the entry vertex of level 2 does not grant access to this level. Formally, σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^σ > 2 =⇒ σ(b_2) = b_3. (EB6) Consider a cycle center F_{i,j} that can escape towards both g_1 and b_2. Further assume that σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j}. Then, we demand that σ(b_{i+1}) = j, so the entry vertex of level i + 1 is set in accordance with the upper selection vertex of level i. Formally, σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} =⇒ σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j. (EBG1) Consider a cycle center F_{i,j} that can escape towards both g_1 and b_2. Further assume that σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2). Then, we demand that the upper selection vertex corresponding to the chosen cycle center of level 1 points towards h_{1,σ̄(g1)}. Formally, σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2) =⇒ σ̄(s_1). (EBG2) Consider a cycle center F_{i,j} that can escape towards both g_1 and b_2. Further assume that σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2). Then the chosen cycle center of level 1 has to be closed for well-behaved strategies. Formally, σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2) =⇒ σ̄(d_1). (EBG3) Consider a cycle center F_{i,j} that can escape towards both b_2 and g_1. Let F_{1,0} be the chosen cycle center of level 1 and σ(b_2) = g_2. Then, we demand that μ^σ ≤ 2. Formally, σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ(g_1) = F_{1,0} ∧ σ(b_2) = g_2 =⇒ μ^σ ≤ 2. (EBG4) Consider a cycle center F_{i,j} that can escape towards both b_2 and g_1. Further assume that σ̄(g_1) ≠ σ̄(b_2). Then, we demand that μ^σ ≠ 2. Formally, σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(g_1) ∧ ¬σ̄(b_2) =⇒ μ^σ ≠ 2. (EBG5) If the cycle center of level n is closed, then σ(b_n) = g_n or σ(b_1) = g_1 has to hold for wee-behaved strategies. Formally, σ̄(d_n) =⇒ σ̄(b_n) ∨ σ̄(b_1). (DN1)

Let the cycle center of level n is closed or let F_{i,1} be the chosen cycle center for all i ∈ [n − 1]. Then, we demand that there is some level i ∈ [n] such that σ(b_i) = g_i. Formally, σ̄(d_n) ∨ m^{¬σ}_g = n =⇒ ∃i ∈ [n]: σ̄(b_i). (DN2) As mentioned previously, the abbreviations of the properties summarized in Table A.1 are chosen according to configurations of G_n or individual vertices. An explanation of these names is given in Table A.2.

Definition A.1 (Well-behaved strategy). A strategy σ for G_n is well-behaved if it has all properties of Table A.1.

Premise Conclusion (S1) i ≥ μ^σ ∧ σ(b_i) = g_i σ̄(s_i) (S2) i < μ^σ ∧ ((σ(b_2) = g_2 ∧ i > 1) ∨ σ̄(d_i) ∨ σ(b_1) = b_2) σ̄(s_i) (B1) i < μ^σ − 1 ∧ σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2} (B2) μ^σ ≠ 1 ∧ σ(b_μσ_{−1}) = b_μσ σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ (B3) σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1} ∧ σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2} σ̄(g_{i+1}) ≠ σ̄(b_{i+2}) (BR1) i < μ^σ σ(g_i) = F_{i,1} ⇐⇒ i ≠ μ^σ − 1 (BR2) i < μ^σ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,σ̄(gi )}) (D1) σ(b_i) = g_i ∧ (i > 1 ∨ μ^σ = 1 ∨ (σ(b_2) = g_2 ⇐⇒ μ^σ > 2)) σ̄(d_i) (D2) σ(b_2) = g_2 ∧ (2 ≤ i < μ^σ ) σ̄(d_i) (MNS1) μ^σ = 1 ∧ m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_s , m^{¬σ}_g ∧ G_n = S_n ¬σ̄(eb_1) (MNS2) μ^σ = 1 ∧ i < m^{¬σ}_g < m^{¬σ}_s , m^σ_b ∧ [G_n = S_n =⇒ ¬σ̄(b_m¬σ_{g +1})] ¬σ̄(eb_i) (MNS3) μ^σ = 1 ∧ i < m^{¬σ}_s ≤ m^{¬σ}_g < m^σ_b ∧ G_n = M_n σ̄(d_i) (MNS4) μ^σ = 1 ∧ m^{¬σ}_s ≤ m^{¬σ}_g < m^σ_b σ̄(eb_m¬σ_s ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_m¬σ_s ) (MNS5) μ^σ = 1 ∧ i < m^{¬σ}_s < m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_g ∧ G_n = M_n σ̄(d_i) (MNS6) μ^σ = 1 ∧ m^{¬σ}_s < m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_g σ̄(eb_m¬σ_s ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_m¬σ_s ) (EG1) σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^σ = 1 ¬σ̄(s_{i,j} ) (EG2) σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^σ = 1 σ̄(d_1) (EG3) σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) σ̄(s_1) (EG4) σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^σ = 1 σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2) (EG5) σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^σ ≠ 1 ∧ σ̄(s_{i,j} ) σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j (EB1) σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ(b_1) = g_1 σ̄(b_{i+1}) ≠ j (EB2) σ̄(eb_{i,0}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,0}) ∧ σ(b_1) = g_1 ∧ σ(s_{i,0}) = h_{i,0} μ^σ = i + 1 (EB3) σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ(s_{i,j} ) = h_{i,j} ∧ i > 1 ∧ σ(b_1) = g_1 σ(b_2) = b_3 (EB4) σ̄(eb_{i,1}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,1}) ∧ σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1} ∧ σ(b_1) = g_1 μ^σ > i + 1 (EB5) σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ(b_1) = g_1 σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ (EB6) σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^σ > 2 σ(b_2) = b_3 (EBG1) σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ(s_{i,j} ) = h_{i,j} σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j (EBG2) σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2) σ̄(s_1) (EBG3) σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2) σ̄(d_1) (EBG4) σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ(g_1) = F_{1,0} ∧ σ(b_2) = g_2 μ^σ ≤ 2 (EBG5) σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(g_1) ∧ σ(b_2) = b_3 μ^σ ≠ 2 (DN1) σ̄(d_n) σ(b_n) = g_n ∨ σ(b_1) = g_1 (DN2) σ̄(d_n) ∨ m^{¬σ}_g = n ∃i ∈ [n] : σ(b_i) = g_i

Table A.1: Properties that all calculated strategies have. A strategy that has all of these properties is called well-behaved.

Abbreviation Explanation: Property involves...

(S*) upper Selection vertex (B*) entry vertices b_∗ (BR*) levels Below the next Relevant bit μ^σ (D*) cycle vertices d_{∗,∗,∗} (MNS*) some parameter m^{¬σ} (EG*) cycle centers Escaping only to g_1 (EB*) cycle centers Escaping only to b_2 (EBG*) cycle centers Escaping only b_2 and g_1 (DN*) the cycle vertices d_{∗,∗,∗} of level n.

Table A.2: Explanation of the abbreviations used for defining the properties of Table A.1.

A.2 Derived properties of well-behaved strategies

We begin by giving results related to the next relevant bit μ^σ of a strategy σ. We first show that its definition can be simplified for well-behaved strategies. We recall here that the set of incorrect levels is defined as I^σ := {i ∈ [n] : σ̄(b_i) ∧ σ̄(g_i) ≠ σ̄(b_{i+1})}. Note that we interpret expressions of the form x ∧ x = y as x ∧ (x = y), so the precedence level of “=” and “≠” is higher than the precedence level of ∧ and ∨. Also, we assume the parameter n ∈ N to be sufficiently large and in particular larger than 3.

Lemma A.2. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} have Properties (B2) and (BR1) and I^σ ≠ ∅. Then there is an index i > max{i^′ ∈ I^σ } with σ̄(b_i) and σ̄(g_i) = σ̄(b_{i+1}). As a consequence, for arbitrary well-behaved strategies σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} it holds that

μ^σ = { min{i > max{i^′ ∈ I^σ } : σ̄(b_i) ∧ σ̄(g_i) = σ̄(b_{i+1})}, if I^σ ≠ ∅, min{i ∈ [n + 1] : σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}}, if I^σ = ∅.

In particular, μ^σ = n + 1 implies I^σ = ∅ for well-behaved strategies σ.

Proof. Let I^σ ≠ ∅. By construction and since we interpret t as b_{n+1}, it follows that σ̄(g_n) = 0 = σ̄(b_{n+1}). This implies max{i^′ ∈ I^σ} ≤ n−1 and that indices larger than this maximum exist. For the sake of a contradiction, assume that there was no i > max{i^′ ∈ I^σ } with σ̄(b_i) and σ̄(g_i) = σ̄(b_{i+1}). Then, μ^σ = n by definition and in particular μ^σ ≠ 1. By the definition of I^σ this implies σ(b_n) = t. Now let max{i^′ ∈ I^σ} ≠ n − 1. Then, Property (BR1) and μ^σ = n imply σ(g_{n−1}) = F_{n−1,0}. In particular, σ̄(g_{n−1}) = σ̄(b_n), implying σ(b_{n−1}) = b_n since we assume max{i^′ ∈ I^σ} ≠ n − 1. Consequently, σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ by Property (B2) as μ^σ ≠ 1. But this is a contradiction to σ(b_n) = t. Now assume max{i^′ ∈ I^σ} = n − 1. Then, σ̄(g_{n−1}) ≠ σ̄(b_n) = 0 by the definition of I^σ. Thus, σ(g_{n−1}) = F_{n−1,1}. But, since n − 1 = μ^σ − 1, we also have σ(g_{n−1}) = F_{n−1,0} by Property (BR1) which is a contradiction.

Hence there is an index i > max{i^′ ∈ I^σ} with σ̄(b_i) ∧ σ̄(g_i) = σ̄(b_{i+1}).

Whenever discussing μ^σ for a well-behaved strategy σ, we implicitly use Lemma A.2 without explicitly mentioning it. We now prove that σ(b_1) = b_2 is equivalent to μ^σ = 1 for well-behaved strategies and deduce similar helpful statements related to μ^σ.

Lemma A.3. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} have Property (B1) and let μ^σ ≠ 1. Then σ(b_1) = g_1. Consequently, if σ has Property (B1), then μ^σ = 1 is equivalent to σ(b_1) = b_2.

Proof. By the definition of μ^σ, it holds that μ^σ = 1 implies σ(b_1) = b_2. It thus suffices to prove the first part of the statement, so let μ^σ ≠ 1, implying μ^σ > 1.

Let I^σ = ∅, implying μ^σ = min{i ∈ [n + 1] : σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}}. Since μ^σ > 1, it needs to hold that σ(b_1) = g_1 since the minimum would be attained for i = 1 otherwise.

Let I^σ ≠ ∅. Then μ^σ = min{i^′ > max{i ∈ I^σ } : σ̄(b_i′ ) ∧ σ̄(g_i′ ) = σ̄(b_i′_{+1})}. If μ^σ = 2, then max{i ∈ I^σ} = 1, implying σ(b_1) = g_1 by the definition of I^σ. If μ^σ > 2, the contraposition of Property (B1) states σ(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1} =⇒ [i ≥ μ^σ − 1 ∨ σ(b_i) = g_i].

Let m := max{i ∈ I^σ}. Then, by definition, m < μ^σ and σ(b_m) = g_m. We thus either have m − 1 ≥ μ^σ − 1 or σ(b_{m−1}) = g_{m−1}. Since m − 1 ≥ μ^σ − 1 contradicts m < μ^σ, we have σ(b_{m−1}) = g_{m−1}. The argument can now be applied iteratively, implying σ(b_1) = g_1.

The following statement now shows a deep connection between the choice of b_μσ and the set of incorrect levels if the strategy σ has certain properties.

Lemma A.4. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} have Properties (B1), (B2) and (BR1).

1. Let I^σ ≠ ∅. Then σ(b_i) = g_i for all i ≤ max{i^′ ∈ I^σ} and σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ .

2. Let I^σ = ∅. Then σ(b_i) = g_i for all i < μ^σ and σ(b_μσ ) = b_μσ_{+1}. In addition, μ^σ > 1 implies σ(b_2) = g_2 ⇐⇒ μ^σ > 2.

Consequently, I^σ = ∅ if and only if σ(b_μσ ) = b_μσ_{+1}.

Proof. The last statements follows directly from the first two, so only these are proven.

1. Since I^σ ≠ ∅ implies μ^σ ≠ 1, the first statement follows by the same arguments used in the proof of Lemma A.3. The second statement follows directly from Lemma A.2 as σ has Property (B2) and Property (BR1).

2. The first statement from μ^σ = min{i ∈ [n + 1]: σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}} in this case. The second statement follows directly since μ^σ > 1 implies σ(b_1) = g_1 in this case.

The second statement of Lemma A.4 yields the following corollary for well-behaved strategies by Property (D1). This corollary allows us to simplify several proofs regarding valuations of vertices in M_n later.

Corollary A.5. Let σ be a well-behaved strategy with I^σ = ∅. Then i < μ^σ implies σ̄(d_i).

Before discussing canonical strategies in general, we provide one more lemma that significantly simplifies several proofs. It is closely related to properties of the type (MNS*) and proves that several of their assumptions imply useful statements.

Lemma A.6. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} have Properties (B1) and (B3) and let μ^σ = 1.

1. If m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_s , m^{¬σ}_g , then m^σ_b = 2.

2. If m^{¬σ}_g < m^{¬σ}_s , m^σ_b and m^{¬σ}_g > 1, then m^{¬σ}_g + 1 = m^σ_b .

Proof. Note that μ^σ = 1 implies σ(b_1) = b_2.

1. By σ(b_1) = b_2, we have m^σ_b ≥ 2. Assume m^σ_b > 2 and let i := m^σ_b − 2. Then i < m^{¬σ}_g , implying σ(g_i) = F_{i,1}. In addition, i < m^{¬σ}_s , implying σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1}. Since i + 1 < m^σ_b , also σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}. Consequently, by Property (B3), σ̄(g_{i+1}) ≠ σ̄(b_{i+2}) = 1 since i + 2 = m^σ_b . But this implies σ(g_{i+1}) = F_{i,0}, contradicting i + 1 ≤ m^{¬σ}_g .

2. Let i := m^{¬σ}_g − 1. Then σ(g_i) = F_{i,1}, implying σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1} by the choice of i. Furthermore, σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2} as i + 1 = m^{¬σ}_g < m^σ_b . Consequently, by Property (B3), 0 = σ̄(g_{i+1}) ≠ σ̄(b_{i+2}), implying σ̄(b_{i+2}) = 1 and thus m^{¬σ}_g + 1 = i + 2 = m^σ_b .

A.3 The framework for the vertex valuations

We now discuss the general framework used for describing and characterizing the vertex valuations. Whenever referring to valuations, we henceforth add one of three possible upper indices. If we consider the valuations exclusively in the sink game S_n resp. the Markov decision process M_n, we include an upper index P resp. M. If the arguments or statements apply to both S_n and M_n, then we use the general wildcard symbol ∗.

For most proofs, we do not consider the real valuations as described in the main part of this paper but a “reduced” version, referred to as Ξ̂. In S_n, the motivation for considering reduced valuations is that the game is constructed in such a way that the most significant difference between two vertex valuations will always be unique and typically have a priority larger than six. That is, vertices of priority three or four will rarely ever be relevant when comparing valuations. They can thus be ignored in most cases, simplifying the vertex valuations. In M_n, the reduced valuations are motivated differently. Consider some cycle center F_{i,j}. Its valuation is equal to

εΞ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) + 1 − ε 2 Ξ^M_σ (d_{i,j,0}) + 1 − ε 2 Ξ^M_σ (d_{i,j,1}).

Intuitively, if F_{i,j} is not closed, then the contribution of s_{i,j} to the valuation of F_{i,j} is very likely to be negligible. However, if F_{i,j} is closed, then εΞ^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) = εΞ^M_σ (s_{i,j}), so Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) for every ε > 0. Thus, defining Ξ̂^M_σ as the limit of Ξ^M_σ for ε → 0 yields an easier way of calculating valuations as it eliminates terms of order o(1). There are however several cases in which the real valuations Ξ^M_σ need to be considered since εΞ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) is not always negligible. This motivation justifies the following definition.

Definition A.7 (Reduced valuation). Let v ∈ V and σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} . The reduced valuation of v with respect to σ in S_n is Ξ̂^P_σ (v) := Ξ^P_σ (v) \ {v^′ ∈ Ξ^P_σ (v): Ω(v^′) ∈ {3, 4, 6}}. In M_n, the reduced valuation of v ∈ V with respect to σ is Ξ̂^M_σ (v) := lim_{ε→0} Ξ^M_σ (v).

We now introduce a unified notation for reduced valuations. This enables us to perform several calculations and arguments for S_n and M_n simultaneously. Since vertex valuations in S_n are sets of vertices, we begin by arguing that valuations in M_n can also be described as sets of vertices, although they are usually defined via edges.

Since M_n is weakly unichain, the reduced valuation of a vertex is typically a path ending in the vertex t with probability 1 after finitely many steps. The only exception are cycle centers escaping to both b_2 and g_1 which we discuss later. By construction, the reward of any edge leaving a vertex v is ⟨v⟩ := (−N)^{Ω(v)}, where Ω(v) denotes the priority of v. If the reduced valuation of a vertex v corresponds to a path P ending in t, then the total reward collected along the edges of P in M_n can thus be expressed as ∑ v∈P ⟨v⟩. This argument does however not apply to cycle centers.

The reduced valuation of a cycle center F_{i,j} might depend on both the reduced valuations of g_1 and b_2. This is the case if F_{i,j} escapes towards both of these vertices using its cycle vertices and corresponding escape vertices. In this case, the reduced valuation of F_{i,j} is the arithmetic mean of the reduced valuations of g_1 and b_2. Since M_n is weakly unichain and by the definition of the reduced valuations, the reduced valuations of these two vertices are disjoint paths ending in t. In particular, the previous interpretation can be applied to both of these vertices and it can thus be extended naturally to the cycle center F_{i,j}. In summary, the reduced valuation of any vertex can be interpreted as either a single path or a union of two disjoint paths leading to t.

Table A.3 introduces a unified notation that can be used for discussing vertex valuations in both S_n and M_n simultaneously. In addition, it defines several subsets of vertices that turn out to be useful when describing vertex valuations. These sets are, for example, all vertices in a level i that contribute to the valuations of the vertices, or sets that will typically be part of several valuations. Although the sets contained in this table formally depend on the current strategy, we do not include an index denoting this strategy as it will always be clear from the context. To simplify this notation, we write ⟨v_1, v_2, . . . , v_k⟩ to denote ∑ i∈[k] ⟨vi⟩ for arbitrary sets {v1, . . . , vk} of vertices.

W^P_i := {g_i, s_{i,σ̄(gi)}, h_{i,σ̄(gi)}} 2⋃ 1 W^M_i := ⟨ g_i, s_{i,σ̄(gi)}, h_{i,σ̄(gi)} ⟩

L^P_{i,ℓ} := ℓ⋃ i^′=i {W^P_i′ : σ(b_i′ ) = g_i′ } L^M_{i,ℓ} := ℓ∑ i^′=i {W^M_i′ : σ(b_i′ ) = g_i′ }

R^P_{i,ℓ} := μ^σ −1⋃

i^′=i W^P_i′ ∪ ℓ⋃ i^′=μ^σ +1

{W^P_i′ : σ(b_i′ ) = g_i′ } R^M_{i,ℓ} := μ^σ −1∑

i^′=i W^M_i′ + ℓ∑ i^′=μ^σ +1

{W^M_i′ : σ(b_i′ ) = g_i′ }

B^P_{i,ℓ} := { R^P_{i,ℓ} if i < μ^σ and σ(b_i) = g_i L^P_{i,ℓ} otherwise

B^M_{i,ℓ} := { R^M_{i,ℓ} if i < μ^σ and σ(b_i) = g_i L^M_{i,ℓ} otherwise

unified notation ⊕/ ⨁_∗ ∗ �·� ≺ / ≻ 0 W ⊂ Ξ̂^∗_σ(·).

corr. notation for S_n ∪/ ⋃_∗ ∗ {·} ◁/▷ ∅ All w ∈ W are contained in Ξ̂^P_σ (·)

corr. notation for M_n +/ ∑_∗ ∗ ⟨·⟩ < / > 0 All w ∈ W are summands of Ξ̂^M_σ (·).

Table A.3: Abbreviations and notation used for unified arguments and vertex valuations. We also define L^∗_i := L^∗_{i,n}, R^∗_i := R^∗_{i,n}, B^∗_i := B^∗_{i,n}

It is immediate that Ξ̂^P_σ (v) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (w) implies Ξ^P_σ (v) ◁ Ξ^P_σ (w). This is not however not completely obvious for M_n since it is not clear how much we “lose” by using the reduced instead of the real valuation. However, as shown by the following lemma, we only lose a negligible amount of o(1). Hence, if Ξ̂^M_σ (v) > Ξ̂^M_σ (w) and if the difference between the two terms is sufficiently large, then we can deduce Ξ^M_σ (v) > Ξ^M_σ (w).

Lemma A.8. Let P = {g_∗, s_{∗,∗}, h_{i∗,∗}} be the set of vertices with priorities in M_n. Let S, S^′, P ⊆ P be non-empty subsets, let ∑ (S) := ∑ v∈S ⟨v⟩ and define ∑ (S^′) analogously.

1. | ∑ (S)| < N^{2n+11} and ε · | ∑ (S)| < 1 for every subset S ⊆ P , and

2. | max_{v∈S} ⟨v⟩| < | max_{v∈S}′ ⟨v⟩| if and only if | ∑ (S)| < | ∑ (S^′)| .

Since N = 7n is larger than the number of vertices with priorities, Lemma A.8 implies that we can use reduced valuations in M_n in the following way.

Corollary A.9. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} . Then Ξ̂^M_σ (w) > Ξ̂^M_σ (v) implies Ξ^M_σ (w) > Ξ^M_σ (v).

Proof. Reduced valuations can be represented as sums of powers of N. If the reduced valuations of two vertices differ, then they thus differ by terms of order at least N. However, by Lemma A.8, the reduced valuation of a vertex and its real valuation only differ by terms of order o(1) since the difference between the real and the reduced valuation of a vertex is always an expression of the type ε · | ∑ (S)| for some subset S. Consequently, if the reduced valuation of v is larger than the reduced valuation of w, the same is true for the real valuations.

It is possible that Ξ̂^M_σ (w) = Ξ̂^M_σ (v) but Ξ^M_σ (w) ≠ Ξ^M_σ (v). This case can occur if there are two cycle centers F_{i,0} and F_{i,1} which are in the same state. Then, the valuations of the corresponding upper selection vertices decide which of these two vertices has the better valuation. Since the influence of these vertices is however neglected when considering the reduced valuation, we need to investigate the real valuations in such a case.

Before characterizing the vertex valuations, we state the following general statements regarding the terms of Table A.3. We will not always refer to this lemma when we use it as it is used in nearly all calculations. However, we want to especially underline the last statement, as this formalizes the intuition that traversing a single level i completely is more beneficial then traversing all levels below level i.

Lemma A.10. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be well-behaved.

1. Let σ(b_μσ ) = b_μσ_{+1}. Then L^∗_i ⪯ R^∗_i for all i ∈ [n] and L^∗_i ≺ R^∗_j for j < i ≤ μ^σ.

2. Let σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ . Then L^∗_i ⪰ R^∗_i for all i ∈ [n] and L_i ≻ R^∗_j for i ≤ μ^σ and j ∈ [n] and L_i ⊕ �g_j � ≻ R_j for i ≤ μ^σ and j < μ^σ.

3. Let i ≥ μ^σ > j. Then R^∗_j ≺ �s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} � ⊕ L^∗_{i+1}.

4. For all i ∈ [n], it holds that �g_i, s_{i,∗}, h_{i,∗}� ≻ ⨁ i^′<i W ∗ i^′ and L ∗ 1 ≺ �s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} � ⊕ L^∗_{i+1}. A.4 Characterizing vertex valuations

The remainder of this section is dedicated to explicitly determine the vertex valuations for wellbehaved strategies. Most of the proofs are very technical and are thus deferred to Appendix D. We however also provide some proofs here in the main part to show how these statements are proven. We begin by discussing the valuations of the entry vertices b_i for i > 1 and of selector vertices g_i when i < μ^σ and σ(b_2) = g_2.

Lemma A.11. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be well-behaved and i > 1. Then Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_i) = B^∗_i and i < μ^σ and σ(b_2) = g_2 imply Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_i) = R^∗_i .

Proof. We prove both statements by backwards induction on i and begin with the first statement. Let i = n and σ(b_n) ≠ g_n. Then Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_n) = 0. Since B^∗_n = L^∗_n = 0, the statement follows. Now let σ(b_n) = g_n. Then, by Property (D1), σ̄(d_n) and σ̄(s_i) by Property (S2) since μ^σ ≤ n by Lemma A.2. Hence Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_n) = W^∗_n . Since W^∗_n = B^∗_n in this case, the statement follows for both S_n and M_n.

Now let i < n, i > 1, and assume that the statement holds for i+1. We show that it holds for i as well. This part of the proof uses the second statement of the lemma directly, i.e., in a non-inductive way. Since we use the first statement when proving the second inductively, the induction is correct. We distinguish several cases.

• Let σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} and μ^σ = min{i^′ : σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}}. Then, μ^σ ≤ i and we show Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_i) = L^∗_i .

By the definition of μ^σ, there is no i^′ ∈ [n] such that σ(b_i′ ) = g_i′ and σ̄(b_i′_{+1}) ≠ σ̄(g_i′ ). Since the statement holds if σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1} for all i^′ > i consider the smallest i^′ > i with σ(b_i′ ) = g_i′ . Since i^′ > i > 1 we obtain Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_i′ ) = B^∗_i′ by the induction hypotheses. Furthermore, B^∗_i′ = L^∗_i′ by μ^σ ≤ i < i^′. By the choice of i^′ we have Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_i) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_{i+1}) = · · · = Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_i′ ) = L^∗_i′ as well as L^∗_i′ = L^∗_i′_{−1} = · · · = L^∗_i . As μ^σ ≤ i implies L^∗_i = B^∗_i , we thus have Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_i) = B^∗_i .

• Let σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} and μ^σ = min{i^′ > max{i ∈ I^σ}: σ̄(b_i′ ) ∧ σ̄(g_i′ ) = σ̄(b_i′_{+1})}. Assume i ≥ μ^σ.

Then Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_i) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_{i+1}) = B^∗_{i+1} by the induction hypotheses and B^∗_{i+1} = L^∗_{i+1} by the choice of i. Since B^∗_i = L^∗_i and L^∗_i = L^∗_{i+1} as σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}, the statement follows. Hence assume i < μ^σ. Since σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} and since σ is well-behaved, Property (B1) yields σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1} for all i^′ ∈ {i, . . . , μ^σ − 1}. By the induction hypothesis, we thus have Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_i′ ) = B^∗_i′ = L^∗_i′ for these indices. In particular, Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_{i+1}) = L^∗_{i+1}. Note that this also holds for the case i + 1 = μ^σ. Since σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} implies L^∗_i = L^∗_{i+1} and Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_i) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_{i+1}), this then yields Ξ̂∗_σ(b_i) = L∗_{i+1} = L∗_i = B∗_i .

• Let σ(b_i) = g_i and i ≥ μ^σ. As before, the induction hypothesis yields Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_i′ ) = L^∗_i′ for all i^′ > i. Let j := σ̄(g_i). Then, F_{i,j} is closed by Property (D1) since i > 1. Thus Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂∗_σ(s_{i,j}). In addition, σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} by Property (S1). Since i ≥ μσ and σ(b_i) = g_i we have j = σ̄(g_i) = σ̄(b_{i+1}). By construction we thus have

Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_i) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_i) = W^∗_i ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_{i+1}) = W^∗_i ⊕ L^∗_{i+1} = L^∗_i = B^∗_i .

• Finally, let σ(b_i) = g_i and i < μ^σ. Using the contraposition of Property (B1) we obtain that either i − 1 ≥ μ^σ − 1 or σ(b_{i−1}) = g_{i−1}. Since i − 1 ≥ μ^σ − 1 contradicts i < μ^σ, it follows that σ(b_{i−1}) = g_{i−1}. Applying this statement inductively then yields σ(b_2) = g_2. Using the second statement of this lemma directly we then obtain Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_i) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_i) = R^∗_i = B^∗_i .

We now show that i < μ^σ and σ(b_2) = g_2 imply Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_i) = R^∗_i . This proof uses the first statement in an inductive way. The statement is shown by backwards induction on i, so let i = μ^σ − 1. Then σ(g_i) = F_{i,0} by Property (BR1) and Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,0}) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(s_{i,0}) since F_{i,0} is closed by Property (D2). Also, σ(s_{i,0}) = h_{i,0} by Property (S2). By construction, and using the first statement inductively we obtain

Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_i) = W^∗_i ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_{i+2}) = W^∗_i ⊕ B^∗_{i+2} = W^∗_{μσ −1} ⊕ B^∗_{μσ +1} = W^∗_{μσ −1} ⊕ L^∗_{μσ +1} = R^∗_{μσ −1}.

Let i < μ^σ − 1. By Properties (BR1) and (D2), σ(g_i) = F_{i,1} and Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,1}) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(s_{i,1}). By Property (S2), also σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1}. By construction, the induction hypotheses thus yields Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_i) = W^∗_i ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_{i+1}) = R^∗_{i+1} ∪ W^∗_i = R^∗_i = B^∗_i .

The next lemma shows how the valuation of g_i might change if the additional requirements used in the second statement of Lemma A.11 are not met resp. if i = 1. As its proof is rather involved, requires some case distinctions but uses again a backwards induction and A.11, its proof is deferred to the appendix.

Lemma A.12. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be well-behaved and i < μ^σ. Then Ξ̂^P_σ (g_i) = R^P_i and

Ξ̂^M_σ (g_i) =

B^M_2 + k−1∑ j=i W^M_j + ⟨g_k⟩, if k := min{k ≥ i: ¬σ̄(d_k)} < μ^σ

Ξ̂M_σ (g_i) = RM_i , otherwise.

This lemma can now be used to generalize the first statement of Lemma A.11.

Lemma A.13. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be well-behaved. Then Ξ̂_σ(b_i)^P = B^P_i for all i ∈ [n] and Ξ̂^M_σ (b_i) = B^M_i for all i ∈ {2, . . . , n}. Furthermore,

Ξ̂^M_σ (b_1) =

B^M_2 + k−1∑ j=1 W^M_j + ⟨g_k⟩, if k := min{i ≥ 1: ¬σ̄(d_i)} < μ^σ,

B^M_1 , otherwise.

Proof. The case i > 1 follows by Lemma A.11. It therefore suffices to consider the case i = 1. Let σ(b_1) = b_2. Then μ^σ = 1 by Lemma A.3. Therefore, by Lemma A.11, we have Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) = B^∗_2 = L^∗_2. Since σ(b_1) = b_2 implies L^∗_2 = L^∗_1 we thus obtain Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_1) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) = B^∗_2 = L^∗_2 = L^∗_1 = B^∗_1 .

Assume σ(b_1) = g_1. Then μ^σ > 1 by Lemma A.3. Consider the case G_n = S_n first. Then, Ξ̂P_σ (g_1) = RP_1 by Lemma A.12. Hence, since i = 1 < μσ and σ(b_1) = g_1 it holds that BP_1 = RP_1 . Thus Ξ̂^P_σ (b_1) = Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) = R^P_1 = B^P_1 .

Consider the case G_n = M_n next. If Ξ̂^M_σ (g_1) = R^M_1 , the statement follows by the same arguments used for the case G_n = S_n. Hence let k := min{i ≥ 1: ¬σ̄(d_i)} < μ^σ. Then, since σ(b_1) = g_1 implies Ξ̂M_σ (b_1) = Ξ̂M_σ (g_1), Lemma A.12 implies the statement.

We thus completely characterized the valuation of all vertices b_i. The next vertex valuation we discuss is the valuation of g_1 for the special case of μ^σ = 1. As the vertex valuation of this vertex is rather complex and the proof requires several case distinctions, we defer it to Appendix D.

As always, we identify b_i for i > n with t for convenience of notation.

Lemma A.14. Let μ^σ = 1 and m := min{m^{¬σ}_g , m^{¬σ}_s }. Then

Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_1) =

⟨g_1⟩ + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2), if m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_s , m^{¬σ}_g ∧ G_n = M_n ∧ ¬σ̄(d_1), W^∗_1 ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2), if m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_s , m^{¬σ}_g , ∧ (G_n = S_n ∨ [G_n = M_n ∧ σ̄(d_1)]), m⨁ i^′=1

W^∗_i′ ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_m¬σ_{g +2}) if m^{¬σ}_g < m^{¬σ}_s , m^σ_b , ∧ [(σ̄(b_m¬σ_{g +1}) ∧ G_n = S_n) ∨ ¬σ̄(eb_m¬σ_g )], m−1⨁ i^′=1

W^∗_i′ ⊕ �g_m� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) otherwise.

The next vertex valuation that we investigate in detail is the valuation of the vertices F_{i,j}, i.e., of the cycle centers. For these vertices we need to distinguish between the sink game S_n and the Markov decision process M_n. We begin with case G_n = M_n as the corresponding statement follows directly from the definition of Ξ̂^M_σ .

Lemma A.15. Let G_n = M_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be well-behaved and i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1}. Then

Ξ̂^M_σ (F_{i,j}) =

Ξ̂M_σ (s_{i,j}), if σ̄(d_{i,j} ), Ξ̂M_σ (g_1), if σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ), Ξ̂M_σ (b_2), if σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ), 1 2Ξ̂M_σ (g_1) +^1_2Ξ̂M_σ (b_2), if σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eb_{i,j} ).

The exact behavior of player 1 in the sink game S_n requires a more sophisticated analysis. The reason is that the behavior of player 1 very much depends on the configuration of the complete counter and the exact setting of several vertices in different levels. In particular, depending on the setting of the cycle vertices and the upper selection vertex of a cycle center, the valuations of d_{i,j,0}, d_{i,j,1} s_{i,j} can be completely different. Consequently, player 1 can theoretically choose from up to three different valuations. As the player always minimizes the valuation of the vertices, this requires us to analyze and compare a lot of valuations exactly. We thus do not provide its proof here but defer it to Appendix D.

Lemma A.16. Let G_n = S_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be well-behaved and i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1}. Then

Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) =

Ξ̂P_σ (s_{i,j}), if σ̄(d_{i,j} ), {s_{i,j}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2), if σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^σ = 1, Ξ̂P_σ (g_1), if σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ μσ ≠ 1, Ξ̂P_σ (b_2), if σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ μσ = 1 ∧ (¬σ̄(s_{i,j}) ∨ σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j), Ξ̂P_σ (s_{i,j}), if σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ (μ^σ ≠ 1 ∨ (σ̄(s_{i,j}) ∧ σ̄(b_{i+1}) ≠ j)), Ξ̂P_σ (g_1), if σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(g_1) ≠ σ̄(b_2), Ξ̂P_σ (b_2), if σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2).

This exact characterization of the valuations of the cycle centers can be used to determine the exact valuations of all selector vertices. We begin by considering the case G_n = M_n. Corollary A.17. Let G_n = M_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be well-behaved, i ∈ [n] and define

λ^M_i := min{ℓ ≥ i: σ(b_ℓ) = g_ℓ ∨ σ(g_ℓ) = F_{ℓ,0} ∨ σ(s_{ℓ,σ̄(gℓ)}) = b_1 ∨ ¬σ̄(d_ℓ)}.

Then Ξ̂^M_σ (g_i) = ∑_{λ−1} ℓ=i W^M_ℓ + Ξ̂^M_σ (g_λ) where λ := λ^M_i and

Ξ̂^M_σ (g_λ) =

Ξ̂M_σ (b_λ), if σ̄(b_λ), ⟨g_λ⟩ +^1_2Ξ̂^M_σ (g_1) +^1_2Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2), if ¬σ̄(b_λ) ∧ σ̄(eg_λ) ∧ σ̄(eb_λ), ⟨g_λ⟩ + Ξ̂^M_σ (g_1), if ¬σ̄(b_λ) ∧ σ̄(eg_λ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_λ), ⟨g_λ⟩ + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2), if ¬σ̄(b_λ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_λ) ∧ σ̄(eb_λ), ⟨g_λ, s_{λ,σ̄(gλ)}⟩ + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_1), if ¬σ̄(b_λ) ∧ σ̄(d_λ) ∧ ¬σ̄(s_λ), W^M_λ + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_{λ+2}), otherwise.

Proof. To simplify notation let λ := λ^M_i . By the definition of λ, for all ℓ ∈ {i, . . . , λ − 1}, it holds that σ(g_ℓ) = F_{ℓ,1}, σ̄(d_{ℓ,1}) and σ(s_{ℓ,1}) = h_{ℓ,1}. This implies the first part of the statement as this yields Ξ̂M_σ (g_ℓ) = W M_ℓ + Ξ̂M_σ (g_{ℓ+1}) for each such index.

Thus consider Ξ̂^M_σ (g_λ). The first four cases follow immediately resp. by Lemma A.15. Consider the case ¬σ̄(b_λ) ∧ σ̄(d_λ) ∧ ¬σ̄(s_λ). Then σ(s_{λ,σ̄(gλ)}) = b_1 and the statement follows from Ξ̂M_σ (F_{λ,σ̄(gλ)}) = Ξ̂M_σ (s_{λ,σ̄(gλ)}). Hence consider the “otherwise” case, implying ¬σ̄(b_{λi} )∧σ̄(d_λ)∧σ̄(s_λ). By the definition of λ, this yields σ(g_{λi} ) = F_{λ,0}.

We now prove the corresponding statement for the case G_n = S_n. Corollary A.18. Let G_n = S_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be well-behaved, i ∈ [n] and define

λ^P_i := min{ℓ ≥ i: σ(b_ℓ) = g_ℓ ∨ σ(g_ℓ) = F_{ℓ,0} ∨ σ(s_{ℓ,σ̄(gℓ)}) = b_1 ∨ σ(b_{ℓ+1}) = g_{ℓ+1}}.

Then Ξ̂^P_σ (g_i) = ⋃_{λi−1} i^′=i W P i^′ ∪ Ξ̂ P σ (g_{λi} ), where λ := λ^P_i and

Ξ̂^P_σ (g_λ) =

Ξ̂P_σ (b_λ) if σ(b_λ) = g_λ,

{g_λ} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) if ¬σ̄(b_λ) ∧ σ̄(eg_λ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_λ) ∧ μ^σ ≠ 1, {g_λ} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) if ¬σ̄(b_λ) ∧ σ̄(eb_λ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_λ) ∧ μ^σ = 1 ∧ (¬σ̄(s_λ) ∨ σ̄(b_{λ+1}) = σ̄(g_λ)), {g_λ} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) if ¬σ̄(b_λ) ∧ σ̄(eb_λ) ∧ σ̄(eg_λ) ∧ σ̄(g_1) ≠ σ̄(b_2), {g_λ} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) if ¬σ̄(b_λ) ∧ σ̄(eb_λ) ∧ σ̄(eg_λ) ∧ σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2), {g_λ, s_{λ,σ̄(gλ)}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_1) if none of the above and σ(s_{λ,σ̄(gλ)}) = b_1, W^P_λ ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{λ+2}) if none of the above and σ(g_λ) = F_{λ,0}, W^P_λ ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{λ+1}) otherwise.

Proof. Let λ := λ^P_i and ℓ ∈ {i, . . . , λ − 1}. We prove Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{ℓ,σ̄(gℓ)}) = Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{ℓ,σ̄(gℓ)}). Since ℓ < λ, it follows that σ(b_ℓ) = b_{ℓ+1}, σ(g_ℓ) = F_{ℓ,1}, σ(s_{ℓ,1}) = h_{ℓ,1} and σ(b_{ℓ+1}) = b_{ℓ+2}. We show that this implies that none of the cases 3,4,6 and 7 of Lemma A.16 can occur.

If the conditions of the third case were true, then σ(s_{ℓ,1}) = b_1 by Property (EG1), contradicting σ(s_{ℓ,1}) = h_{ℓ,1}. If the conditions of the fourth case were true, then ¬σ̄(s_{ℓ,1}) ∨ σ̄(b_{ℓ+1}) = 1. But, since σ(s_{ℓ,1}) = h_{ℓ,1} and σ(b_{ℓ+1}) = b_{ℓ+2}, this cannot hold. If the conditions of the sixth or seventh case were true, then σ̄(eb_{ℓ,1}) ∧ σ̄(eg_{ℓ,1}). But then, since σ(s_{ℓ,1}) = h_{ℓ,1}, Property (EBG1) implies σ(b_{ℓ+1}) = g_{ℓ+1}, contradicting σ(b_{ℓ+1}) = b_{ℓ+2}.

Hence Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{ℓ,σ̄(gℓ)}) = Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{ℓ,σ̄(gℓ)}). Since also σ̄(g_ℓ) = 1 and σ(s_{ℓ,1}) = h_{ℓ,1}, this implies the first part of the statement. It thus remains to investigate Ξ̂^P_σ (g_λ).

The first five statements follow directly from Lemma A.16. Thus consider the sixth. Since none of the five previous cases must hold, one of the following holds:

1. σ(b_λ) = b_{λ+1} ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_λ) ∧ [¬σ̄(eg_λ) ∨ μ^σ = 1]

2. σ(b_λ) = b_{λ+1} ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_λ) ∧ [¬σ̄(eb_λ) ∨ μ^σ ≠ 1 ∨ (σ̄(s_λ) ∧ σ̄(b_{λ+1}) ≠ σ̄(g_λ))].

We now consider these two cases together with the assumption σ(s_{λ,σ̄(gλ)}) = b_1. It again suffices to show Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{λ,σ̄(gλ)}) = Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{λ,σ̄(gλ)}).

1. If ¬σ̄(eb_λ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_λ), then σ̄(d_λ). Consequently, by Lemma A.16, the statement follows.

Otherwise we have ¬σ̄(eb_λ) ∧ σ̄(eg_λ) ∧ μ^σ = 1. But then, the conditions of the second case of Lemma A.16 hold and the statement follows again.

2. As previously, the statement follows if ¬σ̄(eg_λ)∧¬σ̄(eb_λ). Since σ(s_{λ,σ̄(gi)}) = b_1 by assumption, the conditions can thus only be fulfilled if ¬σ̄(eg_λ) ∧ σ̄(eb_λ) ∧ μ^σ ≠ 1. But then, the conditions of case 5 of Lemma A.16 hold and the statement follows.

Next consider the seventh case. Then σ̄(g_λ) = 0. Note that σ(s_{λ,0}) = h_{λ,0} holds by assumption and that it again suffices to show Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{λ,0}) = Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{λ,0}). We thus again investigate the two cases mentioned before together with the assumption σ(s_{λ,0}) = h_{λ,0} and σ̄(g_λ) = 0.

1. Here, the same arguments used before can be applied again.

2. If either ¬σ̄(eg_λ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_λ) or ¬σ̄(eg_λ) ∧ σ̄(eb_λ) ∧ μ^σ ≠ 1, then the statement follows by the previously given arguments. Hence consider the case ¬σ̄(eg_λ) ∧ σ̄(eb_λ) ∧ μ^σ = 1 ∧ (σ̄(s_λ) ∧ σ̄(b_{λ+1}) ≠ σ̄(g_λ)). But then, the conditions of the fifth case of Lemma A.16 are fulfilled again, implying the statement.

Finally, consider the eighth case. We then have σ(b_λ) = b_{λ+1}, σ(s_{λ,1}) = h_{λ,1} and σ̄(g_λ) = 1. By the definition of λ, we thus need to have σ(b_{λ+1}) = g_{λ+1}. It hence suffices to prove that Ξ̂P_σ (F_{λ,1}) = Ξ̂P_σ (s_{λ,1}). This however follows by the same arguments used in the last case.

To conclude the characterization of the vertex valuations, we state one additional lemma. This lemma allows us to simplify the evaluation of the valuation of the cycle centers under certain conditions without having to check the conditions of Lemma A.15 resp. A.16. It will in particular be used when analyzing cycle centers during phase 1.

Lemma A.19. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be well-behaved, let i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1} and consider the cycle center F_{i,j} . Assume that σ has Properties (ESC1), (EV1)_1 and (USV1)_i. It then holds that Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(s_{i,j}) if σ̄(d_{i,j} ) and Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_1) otherwise.

Proof. If σ̄(d_{i,j} ), then the statement follows from Lemma A.15 resp. A.16. Hence consider the case that F_{i,j} is not closed and let G_n = S_n. We show that the conditions of either the first or the fourth case of Lemma A.16 are fulfilled and that the corresponding valuations can be expressed as Ξ̂^P_σ (b_1).

By Property (ESC1), the last two cases of Lemma A.16 cannot occur. Let, for the sake of contradiction, the conditions of the second case be fulfilled, i.e., σ̄(eg_{i,j} ), ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) and μ^σ = 1. Then σ(b_1) = b_2. By Property (EV1)_1 and the definition of the induced bit state, this implies β_1 = 0. Hence, by Property (ESC1), σ(e_{∗,∗,∗}) = b_2. Since F_{i,j} is not closed, this implies that there is at least one k ∈ {0, 1} such that σ(d_{i,j,k}) = e_{i,j,k} and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = b_2. But then σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) contradicting ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j}).

Now let, for the sake of contradiction, the conditions of the fifth case of Lemma A.16 be fulfilled, i.e., σ̄(eb_{i,j} ), ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) and either μ^σ ≠ 1 or σ̄(s_{i,j}) ∧ σ̄(b_{i+1}) ≠ j. If μ^σ ≠ 1, we can deduce σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) by the same arguments used for the second case, again resulting in a contradiction. Thus let σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} and σ̄(b_{i+1}) ≠ j. Then, by Property (USV1)_i, j = β_{i+1}. But then, the other condition states σ̄(b_{i+1}) ≠ β_{i+1} which is a contradiction since β_{i+1} = σ̄(d_{i,bi+1} ) by definition.

Consider the third case of Lemma A.16. Then, μ^σ ≠ 1 implies σ(b_1) = g_1 by Lemma A.3. Thus, Ξ̂P_σ (b_1) = Ξ̂P_σ (g_1) = Ξ̂P_σ (F_{i,j} ). Consider the fourth case of Lemma A.16. Then μσ = 1, implying Ξ̂P_σ (b_1) = Ξ̂P_σ (b_2) = Ξ̂P_σ (F_{i,j} ) as σ(b_1) = b_2.

Now let G_n = M_n and let F_{i,j} not be closed. By Property (ESC1), F_{i,j} cannot escape towards both g_1 and b_2. By Property (EV1)_1, β_1 = 1 if and only ifσ(b_1) = g_1. The statement thus follows since Property (ESC1) implies that F_{i,j} escapes to g_1 if β_1 = 1 and to b_2 if β_1 = 0.

This concludes our general results on the vertex valuations. As it will turn out that every strategy calculated by the strategy improvement resp. policy iteration algorithm is well-behaved. Consequently, these characterization can be applied to all strategies that are considered in the following sections.

B The Application of Individual Improving Switches

This section contains technical details related to the application of individual improving switches and the different phases of a single transition. We consider a fixed number b ∈ B_n. Before analyzing the single phases, we develop some general statements that are either not related to a single phase or are used repeatedly in the upcoming proofs. Henceforth, b ∈ B_n is a fixed number and ν := ℓ(b + 1) denotes the least significant set bit of b + 1. We further define the abbreviation ∑ (b, i) := ∑ l<i b_l · 2^{l−1}.

Most of the proofs of this section are deferred to Appendix D.

B.1 Basic statements and statements independent of the phases

The first lemma enables us to compare the valuations of cycle centers in M_n for several wellbehaved strategies calculated by the strategy improvement algorithm.

Lemma B.1. Let G_n = M_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-k-strategy for some b ∈ B_n having Property (USV1)_i and Property (EV1)_{i+1} for some i ∈ [n] where k ∈ [5]. If F_{i,0} and F_{i,1} are in the same state and if either i ≥ ν or σ has Property (REL1), then Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,βi+1} ) > Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,1−βi+1} ).

As mentioned at the beginning of Appendix A, formal lemmas describing the applications of the improving switches are proven only for well-behaved strategies. We will always prove that the strategies obtained by the application of improving switches remain well-behaved and prove that canonical strategies are well-behaved. Consequently, all strategies calculated by the strategy improvement are well-behaved.

As a basis for these arguments, we prove that canonical strategies are well-behaved.

Lemma B.2. Let σ_b be a canonical strategy for some b ∈ B_n. Then σ_b is well-behaved.

Proof. Let σ := σ_b and let i ∈ [n] such that σ(b_i) = g_i. Then, by the definition of a canonical strategy, we have b_i = 1, implying σ(g_i) = F_{i,bi+1} . Hence, σ̄(g_i) = b_{i+1} = σ̄(b_{i+1}). Thus I^σ = ∅, implying μ^σ = min{i ∈ [n + 1]: σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}}. (i)

We prove that σ has all properties of Table A.1. We investigate each property and show that either its premise is false or that both the premise and the conclusion are true.

(S1) Let i ≥ μ^σ with σ(b_i) = g_i. Then, σ̄(g_i) = b_{i+1} and σ̄(s_{i,bi+1} ) = 1, hence σ̄(s_i).

(S2) Let i < μ^σ. Then, by (i), σ(b_i) = g_i. By Property (S1), this implies σ̄(s_i).

(B1) Let i < μ^σ − 1. Then σ(b_i) = g_i by (i), hence the premise is false.

(B2) By (i), we have σ(b_μσ_{−1}) = g_μσ_{−1}, so the premise is false.

(B3) Let i ∈ [n] with σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}. This implies b_{i+1} = 0, so σ(s_{i,1}) = b_1.

(BR1) Let i < μ^σ. This implies σ(b_i) = g_i and σ(g_i) = F_{i,bi+1} . Assume b_{i+1} = 0. We then have μ^σ ≤ i + 1 by (i), implying μ^σ = i + 1. But then σ(g_i) = F_{i,0} and i = μ^σ − 1. Now assume b_{i+1} = 1. We then have μ^σ > i and μ^σ ≠ i + 1, so μ^σ > i + 1. But then, σ(g_i) = F_{i,1} and i < μ^σ − 1 and in particular i ≠ μ^σ − 1.

(BR2) Since I^σ = ∅, i < μ^σ implies σ̄(d_i) by Corollary A.5, so ¬σ̄(eg_{i,σ̄(egi)}).

(D1) Since σ(b_i) = g_i implies σ̄(g_i) = b_{i+1} and that F_{i,bi+1} is closed, both premise and conclusion are true.

(D2) This follows by the same arguments used in the last case since σ(b_i) = g_i for any i < μ^σ by (i).

(MNS1) By Lemma A.6, the premise implies m^σ_b = 2, hence σ(b_2) = g_2 and σ(b_1) = b_2. Consequently, σ(g_1) = F_{i,1} as m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_g , m^{¬σ}_s , contradicting the definition of a canonical strategy if G_n = S_n.

(MNS2) Assuming that there was some index i < m^{¬σ}_g < m^{¬σ}_s , m^σ_b and μ^σ = 1 implies σ(b_1) = b_2 as well as σ(g_1) = F_{1,1}, contradicting the definition of a canonical strategy for the case G_n = S_n. If G_n = M_n, then we need to have b_2 = 1, implying m^σ_b = 2. This is however a contradiction to 1 < m^{¬σ}_g < m^σ_b .

(MNS3) Let μ^σ = 1 and assume there was some i < m^{¬σ}_s ≤ m^{¬σ}_g < m^σ_b . As G_n = M_n by assumption, σ(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1} then implies b_2 = 1 and thus m^σ_b = 2, contradicting 1 < m^{¬σ}_s < m^σ_b . (MNS4) Let μ^σ = 1, assume m^{¬σ}_s ≤ m^{¬σ}_g < m^σ_b and let i := m^{¬σ}_s . We prove that the premise either yields a contradiction or implies σ̄(eb_i) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_i). Since μ^σ = 1 implies σ(b_1) = b_2 and thus b_1 = 0, the definition of a canonical strategy implies that it suffices to prove that F_{i,σ̄(gi)} is not closed. This follows from the definition of a canonical strategy if i = 1, so let i > 1. Then 1 < i = m^{¬σ}_s ≤ m^{¬σ}_g , hence σ(g_1) = F_{1,1}. This however contradicts the definition of a canonical strategy if G_n = S_n. If G_n = M_n, then this implies b_2 = 1 and hence σ(b_2) = g_2, thus m^σ_b = 2. But this contradicts the premise m^{¬σ}_g < m^σ_b .

(MNS5) Let μ^σ = 1. We show that there is no i < m^{¬σ}_s < m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_g . Assume there was such an index i, implying that 1 < m^{¬σ}_s < m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_g . Thus, σ(g_1) = F_{1,1} and σ(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1}, implying b_2 = 1. But then m^σ_b = 2, contradicting 1 < m^{¬σ}_s < m^σ_b .

(MNS6) Let μ^σ = 1. If m^{¬σ}_s ≠ 1, the same arguments used when discussing Property (MNS5) can be applied. However, for m^{¬σ}_s = 1, the statement follows since both cycle centers of level 1 are open and since these cycle centers escape to b_2.

(EG1) By μ^σ = 1, we have σ(b_1) = b_2, implying b_1 = 0. Thus, any cycle center which is not closed escapes towards b_2 by definition, hence the premise is incorrect.

(EG2) Follows by the same arguments used in the last case.

(EG3) Assume that there is some cycle center escaping towards g_1. Then b_1 = 1. This implies σ(b_1) = g_1 and by the same arguments used earlier in this proof, this implies σ̄(s_1).

(EG4) This follows by the same arguments used when discussing Properties (EG1) and (EG2).

(EG5) It is easy to see that σ̄(s_{i,j}) implies σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j.

(EB*) Every premise of any of the properties (EB*) contains σ(b_1) = g_1. Hence, we always have b mod 2 = 1, implying that no cycle center can escape towards b_2. But this implies that the premise any of these properties is false.

(EBG*) By the definition of a canonical strategy, no cycle center can escape towards both b_2 and g_1.

(DN1) By the definition of a canonical strategy, σ̄(d_n) holds if and only if σ(b_n) = g_n. Hence both the premise and the conclusion are true.

(DN2) If σ̄(d_n) the statement follows analogously as in the last case. Hence assume m^{¬σ}_g = n.

Then σ(g_i) = F_{i,1} for all i < n, so in particular, σ(g_1) = F_{1,1}. But, by the definition of a canonical strategy, this immediately implies b_1 = 1 and σ(b_1) = g_1 if G_n = S_n and b_2 and thus σ(b_2) = g_2 if G_n = M_n.

Our goal is to prove Lemma 6.10 next as this statement describes the set of improving switches of canonical strategies. Before doing so, we analyze the terms used in Table 6.4 to describe the occurrence records of the cycle vertices in more detail. As the proofs of the following lemmas are rather technical, they are deferred to Appendix D.

Lemma B.3. Let b ∈ B_n. If 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) = 0 for i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1}, then ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≥ b for , k ∈ {0, 1}. Otherwise, the following hold:

Setting of bits b_i = 1 ∧ b_{i+1} = 1 − j b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} = j b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} = 1 − j ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈_{b+}∑_{(b,i)+1−k} 2 ⌉ ⌈_{b+2i−1+}∑_{(b,i)+1−k} 2 ⌉ ⌈_{b−2i−1+}∑_{(b,i)+1−k} 2 ⌉

Lemma B.4. Let b ∈ B_n and i ∈ [n] and j ∈ {0, 1} such that b_i = 0 or b_{i+1} ≠ j. Then,

1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) − 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) = 1_{j=0}lfn(b + 1, i + 1) − 1_{j=1}lufn(b + 1, i + 1).

Moreover, if i ≠ ν, then ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k).

Lemma B.5. Let σ_b be a canonical strategy for b such that its occurrence records are described by Table 6.4. Assume that σ_b has Properties (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗} to (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗}. Then, the following hold.

1. Let i ∈ [n] and j ∈ {0, 1} and assume that either b_i = 0 or b_{i+1} ≠ j. Then, it holds that ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,∗}, F_{i,j} ) ≤ ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋. 2. Let j := b_{ν+1}. Then, ϕ^{σb} (d_{ν,j,0}, F_{ν,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋. In addition, ν = 1 implies ϕ^{σb} (d_{ν,j,1}, F_{ν,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ and ν > 1 implies ϕ^σ(d_{ν,j,1}, F_{ν,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ − 1.

3. If i = 1, then σ_b(d_{1,1−b2,∗}) ≠ F_{1,1−b2} and ϕ^{σb} (d_{1,1−b2,0}, F_{1,1−b2} ) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋.

Lemma B.6. Let b ∈ B_n and i ∈ [n]. It holds that fl(b, i) = ⌊ (b + 2^{i−1})/2^i ⌋ and fl(b + 1, i) = fl(b, i) + 1_{i=ν} . In addition, for indices i_1, i_2 ∈ [n] with i_1 < i_2 and b ≥ 2^{i1 −1} imply fl(b, i_1) > fl(b, i_2). Furthermore, if k :=^{b+1}_{2ν−1} and x ∈ [ν − 1], then fl(b, ν − x) = k · 2^{x−1}.

Now all general statements required for the upcoming proofs and statements are in place. We begin by analyzing phase 1, or, more precisely, the statements that prove the application of improving switches until reaching phase 2.

We first restate Lemma 6.10 and provide its formal proof.

Lemma 6.10. Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n. Then, σ_b is a phase-1-strategy for b and I_{σb} = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) : σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j}}. Proof. It is easy to verify that canonical strategies are phase-1-strategies. To simplify notation, let σ := σ_b and D^σ := {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) : σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j}}. It then suffices to show I_σ = D^σ. We thus have to prove that σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} implies Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) > Ξ^∗_σ(e_{i,j,k}) and that there are no other improving switches.

Let e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} . By Lemma B.2, σ is well-behaved, and the results of Appendix A can be applied. By Lemma A.19, Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_1). Consider the case G_n = S_n. Then, Ξ^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) = {F_{i,j} , d_{i,j,k}′ , e_{i,j,k}′ } ∪ Ξ^P_σ (σ(e_{i,j,k}′ )) for some k^′ ∈ {0, 1}, implying Ξ^P_σ (e_{i,j,∗}) ◁ Ξ^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) since σ(e_{i,j,0}) = σ(e_{i,j,1}) by Property (ESC1). Now let G_n = M_n. By Property (ESC1) and Property (EV1)_1, Ξ^M_σ (e_{∗,∗,∗}) = Ξ^M_σ (b_1) for all escape vertices e_{∗,∗,∗}. Thus, Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) = (1 − ε)Ξ_σ(b_1) + εΞ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) and it suffices to prove Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) > Ξ^M_σ (b_1). If σ(s_{i,j}) = b_1, then this follows immediately from Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ^M_σ (b_1) > Ξ^M_σ (b_1). Thus assume σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j}. Then, by Property (USV1)_i, j = β_{i+1} and Ξ̂^M_σ (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_{i+1}) by Property (EV1)_{i+1}. Hence F_{i,j} is the active cycle center of level i. Since it is not closed by assumption, we thus have b_i = 0 by Property (EV1)_i and i ≥ μ^σ by Property (REL1), implying Ξ̂^M_σ (b_{i+1}) = L^M_{i+1}. Furthermore, by Lemma A.13 and Corollary A.5, Ξ̂^M_σ (b_1) = B^M_1 . If B^M_1 = L^M_1 , then Lemma A.10 (4.) implies L^M_1 < ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + L^M_{i+1}. If B^M_1 = R^M_1 , then i ≥ μ^σ and Lemma A.10 (3.) yields R^M_1 < ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + L^M_{i+1}. Hence Ξ̂^M_σ (s_{i,j}) > Ξ̂^M_σ (b_1), implying Ξ̂^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) > Ξ̂^M_σ (e_{i,j,∗}). Consequently, σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} implies Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) > Ξ^∗_σ(σ(d_{i,j,k})) in both S_n and M_n, so (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ. It remains to show that there are no other improving switches.

We first show that there is no improving switch e = (b_i, ∗). Let i ∈ [n] and σ(b_i) = g_i. We need to show Ξ^∗_σ(b_{i+1}) ⪯ Ξ^∗_σ(g_i). Since σ(b_i) = g_i implies Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_i) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_i), it suffices to show Ξ̂∗_σ(b_{i+1}) ≺ Ξ̂∗_σ(b_i). By Lemma A.13 and Corollary A.5, we have Ξ̂∗_σ(b_{i+1}) = B∗_{i+1} and Ξ̂∗_σ(b_i) = B∗_i . Assume i < μ^σ. Then B^∗_i = R^∗_i and the statement follows directly if B^∗_{i+1} = R^∗_{i+1}. If B^∗_{i+1} = L^∗_{i+1}, we need to have i + 1 = μ^σ. But then σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2} and thus L^∗_{i+1} ≺ R^∗_i = W^∗_i ⊕ L^∗_{i+1}. Thus assume i ≥ μ^σ. Then B^∗_{i+1} = L^∗_{i+1} and B^∗_i = L^∗_i and the statement follows by σ(b_i) = g_i.

Now let σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}. We prove Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_i) ≺ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_{i+1}). Note that b_i = 0 implies μ^σ ≤ i, so Ξ̂∗_σ(b_{i+1}) = L∗_{i+1} = L∗_i . We use Corollary A.17 resp. Corollary A.18 to compute the valuation of g_i. We thus need to evaluate λ^M_i resp. λ^P_i . If σ(g_i) = F_{i,0}, we have λ^∗_i = i. If σ(g_i) = F_{i,1} ∧ σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}, we have σ̄(g_i) = 1 ≠ 0 = b_{i+1}. Thus, by the definition of a canonical strategy, σ(s_{i,σ̄(gi)}) = b_1, implying λ^∗_i = i. Hence assume σ(g_i) = F_{i,1} ∧ σ(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1}. If G_n = S_n, then this implies λ^P_i = i by the definition of λ^P_i . If G_n = M_n, then, λ^M_i = i follows since we need to have ¬σ_b(d_i) due to σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}, σ(g_i) = F_{i,1} and σ(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1}. Hence, λ^∗_i = i in both cases.

Let G_n = S_n and consider the different cases listed in Corollary A.18 describing the vertex valuations for selection vertices in S_n. In order to show the statement we distinguish the cases listed in that corollary. Note that the first case cannot occur.

• Let σ̄(eg_i), ¬σ̄(eb_i) and μ^σ ≠ 1. Then, Ξ̂^P_σ (g_i) = {g_i} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) by Corollary A.18. Since μ^σ ≠ 1 implies 1 < μ^σ, Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) = R^P_1 by Lemma A.12. Hence, since i ≥ μ^σ,

Ξ̂^P_σ (g_i) = {g_i} ∪ R^P_1 ◁ ⋃ i^′≥i {W^P_i′ : σ(b_i′ ) = g_i′ } = L^P_i .

• Let σ̄(eb_i), ¬σ̄(eg_i), μ^σ = 1 and (¬σ̄(s_{i,j})∨σ̄(b_{i+1}) = σ̄(g_i)). Then, by Corollary A.18, Ξ̂^P_σ (g_i) = {g_i} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). Since μ^σ = 1 we have Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) = L^P_2 . Thus, since σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}, we obtain Ξ̂P_σ (g_i) = {g_i} ∪ Ξ̂P_σ (b_2) = {g_i} ∪ LP_2 ◁ LP_{i+1}.

This covers the first three cases. The fourth and fifth case cannot occur since they require a cycle center to escape towards both g_1 and b_2.

• Let the conditions of case six be fulfilled. Then Ξ̂^P_σ (g_i) = {g_i, s_{i,j} } ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_1) where j = σ̄(g_i). If Ξ̂P_σ (b_1) = LP_1 , then Ξ̂P_σ (g_i) = {g_i, s_{i,j}} ∪ LP_1 ◁ LP_{i+1}. If Ξ̂P_σ (b_1) = RP_1 , then the statement follows by the same calculations used in the first case.

• Let the conditions of case seven be fulfilled. Then σ(g_i) = F_{i,0}. It is easy to verify that we then have σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} and either ¬σ̄(eb_i) ∧ [¬σ̄(eg_i) ∨ μ^σ = 1] or ¬σ̄(eg_i) ∧ [¬σ̄(eb_i) ∨ μ^σ ≠ 1 ∨ σ̄(b_{i+1})¬σ̄(g_i)]. If ¬σ̄(eb_i)∧¬σ̄(eg_i), then σ̄(d_i). But then, σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} implies σ̄(g_i) ≠ σ̄(b_{i+1}). Hence, Property (USV1)_i implies σ(s_{i,0}) = b_1, contradicting the currently considered case.

Thus consider the case ¬σ̄(eb_i) ∧ σ̄(eg_i) ∧ μ^σ = 1 next. Then, since μ^σ = 1 and since σ is well-behaved, b_1 = 0. But σ̄(eg_i) implies b_1 = 1 which is a contradiction. Next, consider the case ¬σ̄(eg_i) ∧ σ̄(eb_i) ∧ μ^σ ≠ 1. As before, μ^σ ≠ 1 implies b_1 = 1 whereas σ(eb_i) implies b_1 = 0, again resulting in a contradiction.

Thus, consider the case ¬σ̄(eg_i) ∧ σ̄(eb_i) ∧ μ^σ = 1 ∧ σ̄(b_{i+1}) ≠ σ̄(g_i). Then, since σ(g_i) = F_{i,0}, we have σ(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1}. Since μ^σ = 1 implies Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+1}) = L^P_{i+1}, we thus have Ξ̂^P_σ (g_i) = W^P_i ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+2}) ◁ W^P_{i+1} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+2}) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+1}).

• Case eight can only occur if F_{i,bi+1} is closed, contradicting b_i = 0.

Let G_n = M_n and consider Corollary A.17. As before, we distinguish between the different cases listed in this corollary. The first two cases cannot occur due to σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} resp. Property (ESC1). Consider the third case, implying σ(b_1) = g_1 and consequently Ξ̂^M_σ (g_1) = Ξ̂^M_σ (b_1) = R^M_1 . Using i ≥ μ^σ and Ξ̂^M_σ (g_i) = ⟨g_i⟩ + Ξ̂^M_σ (g_1) we obtain

Ξ̂^M_σ (g_i) = ⟨g_1⟩ + R^M_1 < ∑ ℓ≥i {W^M_ℓ : σ(b_ℓ) = g_ℓ} = L^M_i .

Consider the fourth case. Then Ξ̂^M_σ (g_i) = ⟨g_i⟩ + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2) and Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2) = L^M_2 . Thus, by σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}, we obtain Ξ̂^M_σ (g_i) = ⟨g_i⟩ + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2) = ⟨g_i⟩ + L^M_2 < L^M_{i+1}. Consider the fifth case, implying Ξ̂^M_σ (g_i) = ⟨g_i, s_{i,σ̄(gi)}⟩ + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_1). Then, the statement follows analogously to the third case if σ(b_1) = g_1 and analogously to the fourth case if σ(b_1) = b_2. The sixth case requires that the active cycle center of level i is closed, contradicting b_i = 0 resp. Property (EV1)_i. Therefore there are no improving switches e = (b_i, ∗).

Now consider some g_i with i ∈ [n − 1] since σ(g_n) = F_{n,0} for every σ by construction. First assume b_i = 0. Then, by Definition 3.1 resp. 4.1, F_{i,bi+1} is not closed. Assume that F_{i,1−bi+1} is not closed either. Then, by Property (ESC1) and Property (REL1), μ^σ = 1 implies σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) and μ^σ ≠ 1 implies σ̄(eg_{i,j} )∧¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) for both j ∈ {0, 1}. Let G_n = S_n. Then, by Lemma A.19, both cycle centers of level i escape towards the same vertex via some escape vertex. Since Ω(F_{i,0}) = 6 and Ω(F_{i,1}) = 4, this implies Ξ^P_σ (F_{i,0}) ▷ Ξ^P_σ (F_{i,1}). Thus, (g_i, F_{i,1−σ̄(gi)}) /∈ I_σ as σ(g_i) = F_{i,0} by Definition 3.1. Let G_n = M_n. Then, Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,bi+1} ) > Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,1−bi+1} ) by Lemma B.1, also implying the statement since σ(g_i) = F_{i,bi+1} by Definition 4.1. Thus consider the case that F_{i,1−bi+1} is closed. Then σ̄(g_i) = 1 − b_{i+1} by Definition 3.1 resp. 4.1. Since F_{i,bi+1} is not closed, Lemma A.19 implies Ξ̂∗_σ(F_{i,bi+1} ) = Ξ̂∗_σ(b_1). The statement thus follows since Property (USV1)_i implies Ξ̂∗_σ(F_{i,1−bi+1} ) = � s_{i,1−bi+1} � ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_1).

Let b_i = 1, implying σ(g_i) = F_{i,bi+1} , σ̄(d_{i,bi+1} ) and Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,bi+1} ) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(s_{i,bi+1} ). By the definition of a canonical strategy, Ξ̂^∗_σ(s_{i,bi+1} ) = � s_{i,bi+1} , h_{i,bi+1} � ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_{i+1}) since σ(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1} if and only if b_{i+1} = 1, and F_{i,1−bi+1} is not closed. Hence, by Lemma A.19, Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,1−bi+1} ) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_1). It thus suffices to show Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_1) ≺ Ξ̂^∗_σ(s_{i,bi+1} ). This however follows immediately since σ(b_i) = g_i implies Ξ̂∗_σ(s_{i,bi+1} ) ⊆ Ξ̂∗_σ(b_1).

Next consider some escape vertex e_{i,j,k} with i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and let b be even. Then σ(e_{i,j,k}) = b_2, so we prove Ξ^∗_σ(g_1) ⪯ Ξ^∗_σ(b_2). Since b_1 = 0, we have σ(b_1) = b_2 by Property (EV1)_1. Since we however already proved that (b_1, g_1) /∈ I_σ, we need to have Ξ^∗_σ(g_1) ⪯ Ξ^∗_σ(b_2). Now let b mod 2 = 1, implying σ(b_1) = g_1. In this case, σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1, and Ξ^∗_σ(b_2) ⪯ Ξ^∗_σ(g_1) follows since (b_1, b_2) /∈ I_σ.

Consider some upper selection vertex s_{i,j} with i ∈ [n] and j = b_{i+1}. Then σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} , so we prove Ξ^∗_σ(b_1) ⪯ Ξ^∗_σ(h_{i,j} ). By Property (EV1)_{i+1}, we have Ξ̂^∗_σ(h_{i,j} ) = �h_{i,j} � ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_{i+1}). There are two cases. If b_i = 0, then we have h_{i,j} /∈ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_1). If b_i = 1, then we have g_i ∈ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_1). However, this implies Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_1) ≺ Ξ̂^∗_σ(h_{i,j} ) in either case since Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_{i+1}) ⊆ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_1). Now let j ≠ b_{i+1}. In this case we prove Ξ^∗_σ(h_{i,j} ) ⪯ Ξ^∗_σ(b_1). Consider the case j = 0 first. Then Ξ̂^∗_σ(h_{i,j} ) = �h_{i,j} � ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_{i+2}), so W^∗_{i+1} /∈ Ξ̂^∗_σ(h_{i,j} ). In particular we then have b_{i+1} = 1, implying W_{i+1} ⊆ Ξ̂_σ(b_1). We thus have Ξ̂∗_σ(h_{i,j} ) ⪯ Ξ̂∗_σ(b_1). Similarly, if j = 1, we have g_{i+1} ∈ Ξ̂∗_σ(h_{i,j} ) and g_{i+1} /∈ Ξ̂∗_σ(b_1), implying the statement.

We now begin with our discussion of the application of individual improving switches. This is organized as follows. For each phase, we provide a table that contains a summary of most of the statements related to the corresponding phase. Each row of such a table is then proven by an individual lemma. Both the tables and the proofs are very technical, and it is not obvious why the strategies the strategy improvement algorithm produces have the corresponding properties. We thus defer most of the proofs to Appendix D. We do not discuss the execution of the corresponding algorithm in all technical details here, but provide lemmas summarizing several of the more technical lemmas. These lemmas then also relate the application of the individual switches to the occurrence records given in Table 6.4. The formal and exact description of the application of the algorithm is then given in Appendix C where the results of this section will be applied.

We refer to Figure 6.3 through 6.8 for visualizations of the strategies at the beginning of the different phases in the graph S_3. To simplify the description of the improving switches, we define D^σ := {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) : σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} } as in Table 6.7.

B.2 Improving switches of phase 1

In this phase, cycle edges (d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗}) and edges (g_∗.F_{∗,∗}) are applied. As explained previously, we provide an overview describing the application of individual switches during phase 1 in Table B.1. We interpret each row of this table stating that if a strategy σ fulfills the given conditions, applying the given switch e results in a strategy σe that has the claimed properties. For convenience, conditions specifying the improving switch, resp. the level or cycle center corresponding to the switch, are contained in the second column. Note that we also include one improving switch that technically belongs to phase 2. This is included as Table B.1 then contains all statements necessary to prove that applying improving switches to σ_b yields the phase-2-strategy that is described in Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

The first lemma shows that performing switches at cycle vertices that do not close any cycle centers does not create any new improving switches and does not make existing switches unimproving.

Lemma B.7 (First row of Table B.1). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b ∈ B_n with I_σ = D^σ. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that e := (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ and σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j} . Then σe is a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = D^{σe}.

The next lemma describes what happens when the inactive cycle center F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} is closed under the assumption that the selector vertex of level i points towards this cycle center. This happens when cycle centers with a low occurrence record have to “catch up”. We exclude level 1 here since the edges of the cycle centers in this level switch sufficiently often. Consequently, this behavior does not occur for i = 1. Also, we only need to consider this for G_n = S_n since it cannot happen that g_i points towards F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} if G_n = M_n.

Lemma B.8 (Second row of Table B.1). Let G_n = S_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-1- strategy for b ∈ B_n with I_σ = D^σ. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that e := (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ and

Conditions for σ Switch e Properties of σe Fi,j is open and Iσ = D^σ (d_{i,j,k}, Fi,j ) Phase-1-strategy for b and Iσe = D^{σe} Gn = Sn and Iσ = D^σ (d_{i,1−bi+1,k}, F_{i,1−bi+1} ) Phase-1-strategy for b σ(gi) = F_{i,1−bi+1} i ≠ 1 Iσe = D^{σe} Iσ = D^σ and σ(gi) = F_{i,bi+1} (d_{i,1−bi+1,k}, F_{i,1−bi+1} ) Phase-1-strategy for b σ(d_{i,1−bi+1,1−k}) = F_{i,1−bi+1} bi = 0 Iσe = D^{σe} ∪ {(gi, F_{i,1−bi+1} )} Iσ = D^σ ∪ {(gi, F_{i,1−bi+1} )} (gi, F_{i,1−bi+1} ) Phase-1-strategy for b Fi,j is closed i ≠ 1 ∧ bi = 0 Iσe = Iσ \ {e} = D^{σe}

(d_{ν,bν+1,k}, F_{ν,bν+1} ) ν = 1 ⇒ Phase-3-strategy for b ν = 1 ∧ σ(gν ) = F_{ν,bν+1} imply Iσe = D^{σe} ∪ {(b1, g1)} ∪ {(e∗,∗,∗, g1)} Iσ = D^σ ν > 1 ⇒ Phase-2-strategy for b σ(d_{ν,bν+1,1−k}) = F_{ν,bν+1} ν > 1 ∧ σ(gν ) = F_{ν,bν+1} imply Iσe = D^{σe} ∪ {(bν , gν ), (sν−1,1, hν−1,1)} σ(gν ) ≠ F_{ν,bν+1} implies Iσe = D^{σe} ∪ {(gν , F_{ν,bν+1} )} Pseudo phase-2- resp. phase-3-strategy Pseudo phase-2-strategy and ν > 1 (gν , F_{ν,bν+1} ) Phase-2-strategy for b Iσ = D^σ ∪ {(gν , F_{ν,bν+1} )} Iσe = D^{σe} ∪ {(bν , gν ), (sν−1,1, hν−1,1 )} Table B.1: Improving switches applied during phase 1. For convenience, we always assume σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} and that σ is a phase-1-strategy for b if not stated otherwise. We thus also always have σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} .

σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j}, i ≠ 1, j ≠ b_{i+1} as well as σ(g_i) = F_{i,j} . Then σe is a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b with I_{σe} = D^{σe} and σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} .

The next lemma describes what happens when the inactive cycle center F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} of some level i ∈ [n − 1] is closed under the assumption that the selector vertex of level i does not point towards that cycle center. In this case, the valuation of F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} increases significantly, making the switch (g_i, F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} ) improving.

Lemma B.9 (Third row of Table B.1). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b ∈ B_n with I_σ = D^σ. Let i ∈ [n − 1], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that e := (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ and σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} , j = 1 − β^σ_{i+1}, σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} and σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j}. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(g_i, F_{i,j} )}.

It can thus happen that improving switches (g_i, F_{i,j} ) are created. We prove that applying this switch again yields a strategy σ with I_σ = D^σ.

Lemma B.10 (Fourth row of Table B.1). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b ∈ B_n with I_σ = D^σ ∪{(g_i, F_{i,1−bi+1} )} for some index i ∈ [n−1]. Let e := (g_i, F_{i,1−bi+1} ) ∈ I_σ and b_i = 0, i ≠ 1 and σ̄(d_{i,j} ). Then σe is a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b with I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

This now allows us to formalize the application of the first set of improving switches that are applied during phase 1.

Lemma B.11. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σb} be a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b with I_σ = D^σ. Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} and let σ_b have the canonical properties. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that e := (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ, I_{σb} with ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ − 1. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} . Furthermore, σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} , j ≠ b_{i+1}, σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} and σ(b_i) ≠ g_i imply I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(g_i, F_{i,j} )}. Otherwise, I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. In addition, the occurrence record of e with respect to σe is described correctly by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1.

The next lemma now formalizes the last row of Table B.1. It describes what happens when the cycle center F_{ν,bν+1} is closed, concluding phase 1.

Lemma B.12 (Fifth row of Table B.1). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b ∈ B_n and I_σ = D^σ. Let ν := ℓ(b + 1) and j := b_{ν+1}. Let e := (d_{ν,j,k}, F_{ν,j} ) ∈ I_σ and σ(d_{ν,j,1−k}) = F_{ν,j} for some k ∈ {0, 1}. The following statements hold.

1. β^{σe} = b + 1.

2. σe has Properties (EV1)_i and (EV3)_i for all i > ν. It also has Property (EV2)_i and Property (USV1)_i for all i ≥ ν as well as Property (REL1), and μ^{σe} = μ^σ = ν.

3. σe is well-behaved and σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} .

4. If ν = 1, then σe is a phase-3-strategy for b. If σ(g_ν ) = F_{ν,j} , then it holds that I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_1, g_1)} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1)}. If σ(g_ν ) ≠ F_{ν,j} , then I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(g_ν , F_{ν,j} )} and σe is a pseudo phase-3-strategy.

5. If ν > 1, then σe is a phase-2-strategy for b. If σ(g_ν ) = F_{ν,j} , then it holds that I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_ν , g_ν )} ∪ {(s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1})}. If σ(g_ν ) ≠ F_{ν,j} , then I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(g_ν , F_{ν,j} )} and σe is a pseudo phase-2-strategy.

The final statement contained in Table B.1 does technically not belong to Phase 1. It considers the case that σ(g_ν ) ≠ F_{ν,bν+1} when the cycle center F_{ν,bν+1} is closed. We show that applying (g_i, F_{ν,bν+1} ) then results in the same strategy that would be achieved if σ(g_ν ) = F_{ν,j} already held.

Lemma B.13 (Sixth row of Table B.1). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved pseudo phase-2-strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Let e := (g_ν , F_{ν,bν+1} ) and I_σ = D^σ ∪ {(g_ν , F_{ν,bν+1} )}. Assume that σ has Property (REL1). Then σe is a well-behaved phase-2-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_ν , g_ν ), (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1})}. This concludes our discussion of the application of improving switches that potentially yield a phase-2-strategy for b as described by Tables 6.6 and 6.7. We next provide the lemmas necessary for proving that the strategy improvement algorithm reaches a phase-3-strategy regardless of whether we have G_n = S_n or G_n = M_n and of the parity of b. This is done by investigating the improving switches of phase 2 as well as proving how a “real” phase-3-strategy can be obtained by the respective algorithm only yields a pseudo phase-3-strategy at the end of phase 1.

B.3 Improving switches of phase 2

During phase 2, the entry vertices b_i of levels i ∈ {2, . . . , ν} and the upper selection vertices s_{i,(b+1)i+1} of levels i ≤ ν − 1 are updated. We again provide an overview describing the application of individual improving switches during phase 2 as well as the application of the switch (g_ν , F_{ν,(b+1)ν+1} ) if the algorithm produces a pseudo phase-3-strategy.

We now formalize and prove the statements summarized in Table B.2. We begin by describing the application of (b_ν , g_ν ).

Lemma B.14 (First row of Table B.2). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-2-strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Let I_σ = D^σ ∪ {(b_ν , g_ν ), (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1})}. Let σ have Property (REL1) as well as Property (USV3)_i for all i < ν. Let e := (b_ν , g_ν ). Then, σe is a well-behaved phase-2-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} . In addition ,ν ≠ 2 implies I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_{ν−1}, b_ν ), (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}), (s_{ν−2,0}, h_{ν−2,0})}

Properties of σ Switch e Properties of σe

(bν , gν ) Phase-2-strategy for b Iσ = D^σ ∪ {(bν , gν ), (sν−1,1, hν−1,1 )} ν ≠ 2 implies Property (REL1) Iσe = (Iσ \ {e}) ∪ {(bν−1, bν ), (sν−2,0, hν−2,0)} Property (USV3)i for all i < ν ν = 2 implies Iσe = D^{σe} ∪ {(b1, b2), (s1,1, h1,1)} ∪ {(e∗,∗,∗, b2)} i^′ < μ^σ ⇒ F_i′_{,σ̄(gi′ )} is closed (si,j , hi,j ) i ≠ 1 ⇒ Phase-2-strategy for b Property (USV3)_i′ for all i^′ ≤ i i < μ^σ i = 1 ⇒ Phase-3-strategy for b Properties (EV1)μσ , (EV1)i+1 j = β^σ_{i+1} Iσe = Iσ \ {e}

i^′ < μ^σ ⇒ F_i′_{,σ̄(gi′ )} is closed

Phase-2-strategy for b

Property (USV3)_i′ for all i^′ ≤ i

(bi, bi+1) i ≠ 2 implies

i^′ > i ⇒ Properties (EV1)_i′ ∧(EV2)_i′ i > 1 Iσe = (Iσ \ {e}) ∪ {(bi−1, bi), (si−2,0, hi−2,0 )} i^′ > i, i^′ ≠ μ^σ ⇒Property (EV3)_i′ i < μ^σ i = 2 implies Iσe = (Iσ \ {e}) ∪ {(b1, b2)} ∪ {(e∗,∗,∗, b2)} Pseudo phase-3-strategy and ν = 1 (gν , F_{ν,bν+1} ) Phase-3-strategy for b Iσ = D^σ ∪ {(gν , F_{ν,bν+1} )} Iσe = D^{σe} ∪ {(b1, g1)} ∪ {(e∗,∗,∗, g1)} Table B.2: Improving switches applied during phase 2. For convenience, we always assume σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} , that σ is a phase-2-strategy for b and that ν > 1 if not stated otherwise. We thus also always have σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} . We also include one application here that technically belongs to phase 3.

if ν ≠ 2 and ν = 2 implies I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_1, b_2), (s_{1,1}, h_{1,1})} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2)}. The following lemma describes the application of switches (s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ) for i ∈ [μ^σ − 1] and j = β^σ_{i+1}. Depending on whether i ≠ 1 or i = 1, applying this switch might conclude phase 2 and thus lead to a phase-3-strategy for b. As the following lemma describes a strategy that is obtained after the application of several improving switches during phase 2, we include several additional assumptions that encode the application of these previously applied switches.

Lemma B.15 (Second row of Table B.2). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-2-strategy for some b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Assume that σ̄(d_i′ ) = 1 for all i^′ < μ^σ and that e = (s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ for some i ∈ [μ^σ − 1] where j := β^σ_{i+1}. Further assume that σ has Property (USV3)_i′ for all i^′ ≤ i. Also, assume that σ has Properties (EV1)_μσ and (EV1)_{i+1}. If i ≠ 1, then σe is a well-behaved phase-2-strategy for b. If i = 1, then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b. In either case, I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

The following lemma describes the application of an improving switch (b_i, b_{i+1}) for levels i ∈ {2, . . . , ν − 1} during phase 2.

Lemma B.16 (Third row of Table B.2). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-2-strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Assume that σ̄(d_i′ ) = 1 for all i^′ < μ^σ and e = (b_i, b_{i+1}) ∈ I_σ for some i ∈ {2, . . . , μ^σ − 1}. In addition, assume that σ has Property (USV3)_i′ for all i^′ < i, Property (EV1)_i′ and Property (EV2)_i′ for all i^′ > i as well as Property (EV3)_i′ for all i^′ > i, i^′ ≠ μ^σ.

Then σe is a well-behaved phase-2-strategy for b. Furthermore, i ≠ 2 implies I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(b_{i−1}, b_i), (s_{i−2,0}, h_{i−2,0})} and i = 2 implies I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(b_1, b_2)} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2)}.

This concludes our overview related to the improving switches applied during phase 2. The next lemma considers a special case that can occur at the beginning of phase 3. Although we closed the cycle center F_{ν,(b+1)ν+1} at the end of phase 1, it is not guaranteed that the selection vertex of level ν points towards this cycle center if ν = 1. That is, it is not guaranteed that we immediately obtain a “proper” phase-3-strategy. Such a strategy is then called pseudo phase-3-strategy. If the first phase-3-strategy is a pseudo phase-3-strategy, then the improving switch (g_ν , F_{ν,(b+1)ν−1} ) will be applied immediately at the beginning of phase 3. The lemma thus describes the last row of Table B.2.

Lemma B.17 (Last row of Table B.2). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved pseudo phase-3-strategy for some b ∈ B_n with ν = 1. Let I_σ = D^σ ∪ {(g_ν , F_{ν,bν+1} )} and e := (g_ν , F_{ν,bν+1} ). Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(b_1, g_1)} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1)}. These are all lemmas necessary for describing phase 2. We consider the statements related to the application of the improving switches during phase 3 next.

B.4 Improving switches of phase 3

We now discuss the application of improving switches during phase 3, which highly depends on whether we have G_n = S_n or G_n = M_n and on the least significant set bit of b + 1. As usual, we provide an overview describing the application of individual improving switches during phase 3. To simplify and unify the arguments, we define t^→ := b_2 if ν > 1 and t^→ := g_1 if ν = 1. Similarly, let t^← := g_1 if ν > 1 and t^← := b_2 if ν = 1. We furthermore define E^σ := {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, t^→): σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^←}. There are also additional statements describing the application of the improving switches during phase 3. These statements are however more involved and cannot be stated in the same way the statements contained in Table B.3 can be described. We defer these statements and their discussion for the moment and begin with a lemma characterizing the vertex valuations for several phase- 3-strategies. As its proof is rather short and yields some interesting insights regarding phase-3- strategies, it is also given directly here and not deferred to the appendix.

Lemma B.18. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b ∈ B_n.

1. If ν = 1, then Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) = L^∗_2 and Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_1) = W^∗_1 ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2), so in particular Ξ^∗_σ(g_1) ≻ Ξ^∗_σ(b_2).

2. If ν > 1, then Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) = L^∗_2 and Ξ^∗_σ(b_2) ≻ Ξ^∗_σ(g_1) ⊕ �s_{i,j}� for i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1}, so in particular Ξ̂∗_σ(b_2) ≻ Ξ̂∗_σ(g_1).

Proof. Let ν = 1. Since σ is a phase-3-strategy, this implies Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) = L^∗_2 as μ^σ = 1. Let G_n = S_n. By Property (EV1)_2 and Property (CC2), σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2) = β^σ_2 . Thus, β^σ_2 = 0 implies σ(g_1) = F_{1,0} and β_2 = 1 implies σ(b_2) = g_2. In either case, λ^P_1 = 1. We now investigate which of the cases of Corollary A.18 can occur and prove that Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) = W^P_1 ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) for the respective cases. The first case cannot occur since μ^σ = 1 implies σ(b_1) = b_2. The second up to the fifth case cannot occur since Property (REL2) and Property (CC2) imply σ̄(d_1). In addition, Property (CC2) implies σ̄(g_1) = β_2. Thus, by Property (USV1)_1, σ̄(s_{1,σ̄(g1)}) = h_{1,σ̄(g1)}, so the conditions of the sixth case of Corollary A.18 cannot hold. Consequently, the conditions of one of the last two cases of Corollary A.18 are fulfilled. However, since σ(b_2) = b_3 if σ(g_1) = F_{1,0} by Property (CC2) and Property (EV1)_2, the statement follows in either case.

Let G_n = M_n and consider Corollary A.17. If β_2 = 0, then σ(g_1) = F_{1,0} by Property (CC2), implying λ^M_1 = 1. Since σ̄(d_1) ∧ σ̄(s_1) as shown previously,it follows that Ξ̂^M_σ (g_1) = W^M_1 + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2)

Properties of σ Switch e Properties of σe

(e_{i,j,k}, t^→) Phase-3-strategy for b

If Gn = Sn: Property (USV2)_i′_{,∗}∀i^′ < μ^σ σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k} If Gn = Mn: σ(s_i′_{,∗}) = b1 implies ∨[σ(d_{i,j,1−k} ) = Fi,j ∧ j ≠ β^σ_{i+1}] imply σ̄(eb_i′_{,∗}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_i′_{,∗}) | ∀i^′ < μ^σ Iσe = (Iσ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k})} σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = Fi,j ∧ j = β^σ_{i+1} imply Iσe = Iσ \ {e} Gn = Sn Phase-3-strategy for b σ̄(di,j ) =⇒ j ≠ β^σ_{i+1} (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) Iσe = Iσ \ {e} σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ Gn = Mn (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) Phase-3-strategy for b σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ β^σ_i = 1 Iσe = Iσ \ {e} j = β^σ_{i+1} Gn = Mn and σ(gi) = Fi,1−j (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) Phase-3-strategy for b Fi,j is t^←-halfopen, Fi,1−j is t^→-open β^σ_i = 0 Iσe = Iσ \ {e} σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ j = β^σ_{i+1} Gn = Mn (si,j , b1) Phase-3-strategy for b ν > 1 i < ν Iσe = (Iσ \ {e}) σ̄(ebi,j ) ∧ ¬σ̄(egi,j ) j = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} Gn = Mn and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) Phase-3-strategy for b Fi,j is t^→-halfopen j = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} Iσe = (Iσ \ {e}) β^σ_i = 0 ⇒ [σ(gi) = Fi,j ∧ Fi,1−j is t^←-halfopen] Gn = Sn, ν > 1 and Iσ = E^σ ∪ {(b1, b2)} σ(d_{i,j,k}) = Fi,j ⇔ β^σ_i = 1 ∧ β^σ_{i+1} = j Phase-4-strategy for b with μ^{σe} = 1 (ESC4)i,j for all (i, j) ∈ S1 (b1, b2) Iσe = (Iσ \ {e}) ∪ {(sν−1,0, b1)} (ESC5)i,j for all (i, j) ∈ S2 ∪{(si,1, b1) : i ≤ ν − 2} ∪ X0 ∪ X1 i < μ^σ ⇒ σ(si,∗) = hi,∗ Gn = Mn, ν > 1 and Iσ = E^σ ∪ {(b1, b2)} (b1, b2) Phase-5-strategy for b with μ^{σe} = 1 σ(d_{i,j,k}) = Fi,j ⇔ β^σ_i = 1 ∧ β^σ_{i+1} = j Iσe = (Iσ \ {e}) ∪ X0 ∪ X1 (ESC4)i,j for all (i, j) ∈ S1 ∪{(d_{i,−1,β}σ_{i+1 ,∗}, F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} ) : i < ν} (ESC5)i,j for all (i, j) ∈ S2 Property (USV1)i for all i ∈ [n] Phase-5-strategy with μ^{σe} = u ν = 1 and Iσ = E^σ ∪ {(b1, g1)} Iσe = (Iσ \ {e}) σ(d_{i,j,k}) = Fi,j ⇔ β^σ_i = 1 ∧ β^σ_{i+1} = j (b1, g1) ∪ m−1⋃ i′ =u+1 βσi =0 {(d_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1 ,∗}, F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} )} (ESC3)i,j for all (i, j) ∈ S4 (ESC5)i,j for all (i, j) ∈ S3

Table B.3: Improving switches applied during phase 3. For convenience, we always assume σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} and that σ is a phase-3-strategy for b if not stated otherwise, implying that σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} . The definition of the sets X_k, S_i can be found in Tables 6.3 and 6.7.

since the conditions of the last case are fulfilled. If β^{σe}_2 = 1, then λ^M_1 = 2 by Property (EV2)_2. Consequently, Ξ̂^M_{σe}(g_1) = W^M_1 + Ξ̂^M_{σe} (b_2) since the conditions of the first case are fulfilled.

This concludes the case ν = 1, hence assume ν > 1. We prove Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) = L^∗_2 first. If σ(b_2) = b_3, this follows by definition. Hence assume σ(b_2) = g_2. Then, by Property (EV1)_2 and Property (CC2), σ(g_1) = F_{1,0}. In addition, ν = μ^σ > 1 implies σ(b_1) = g_1. Consequently, 1 ∈ I^σ. Since σ has Property (EV1)_i and Property (EV2)_i for all i > 1, no other index can be contained in I^σ . But this implies I^σ = {1} and thus, since σ(b_2) = g_2, μ^σ = 2, implying Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) = L^∗_2 as claimed.

We now prove that ν > 1 implies Ξ^∗_σ(b_2) ≻ Ξ^∗_σ(g_1) ⊕ �s_{i,j}� for i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1}. Since ν > 1 implies σ(b_1) = g_1, this implies that Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_1) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_1). Furthermore, by 1 < μ^σ and σ(b_1) = g_1, Lemma A.13 and B^∗_2 = L^∗_2 imply that either Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_1) = R^∗_1 or G_n = M_n and Ξ̂^M_σ (b_1) = ⟨g_k⟩ + ∑_{k−1} j=1 W^M_j + L^M_2 where k = min{i ≥ 1: ¬σ̄(d_i)} < μ^σ. In the second case the statement follows directly, in the first it follows by Lemma A.10 since I^σ ≠ ∅ implies σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ by Lemma A.4.

We now begin with the lemmas describing phase 3. The first lemma describes the application of (e_{i,j,k}, g_1) resp. (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) for the case that σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j}. As all of the following lemmas, this lemma contains some conditions encoding the behavior of the strategy improvement algorithm and the application of previous improving switches. Since phase 3 is not exactly identical for S_n and M_n, there are also some conditions distinguishing between the two.

Lemma B.19 (First row of Table B.3). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that (e_{i,j,k}, t^→) ∈ I_σ and σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} . Further assume the following.

1. If G_n = S_n, then, σ has Property (USV2)_i′_{,j}′ for all i^′ < μ^σ, j^′ ∈ {0, 1}.

2. If G_n = M_n, then, σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = b_1 implies σ̄(eb_i′_{,j}′ ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_i′_{,j}′ ) for all i^′ < μ^σ and j^′ ∈ {0, 1}.

Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} . If σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k} or [σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} and j ≠ β^σ_{i+1}], then I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k})}. If σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} and j = β^σ_{i+1}, then I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. We now want to describe the application of improving switches (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) in phase 3. The main challenge regarding these switches is that there are several different cases that need to be considered when a switch of this type is applied. We thus provide several individual lemmas that are combined later to give a lemma summarizing the application of these switches. We first show that we always obtain a well-behaved phase-3-strategy.

Lemma B.20. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b. Let i ∈ [n] and j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ and e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ. Let σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k} or [σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} and j ≠ β^σ_{i+1}]. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} .

Lemma B.20 justifies to omit the upper index when referring to the induced bit state. For a well-behaved phase-3-strategy σ with e ∈ I_σ, we thus define β := β^σ = β^{σe} = b + 1 while we discuss phase 3.

We now describe the application of switches (d_{∗,∗,∗}, e_{∗,∗,∗}). While this application is not hard to describe in S_n, it is very complex in M_n. The reason is that applying these switches always has an influence on the valuation of the cycle centers in M_n. Thus, we need to carefully investigate the application of these switches and need to pay heavy attention to the exact order of application.

We begin with the application of an improving switch (d_{∗,∗,∗}, e_{∗,∗,∗}) during phase 3 in S_n. This lemma is significantly easier than the lemmas for the case G_n = M_n as the valuation of the cycle center F_{i,j} does not change when applying (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}), i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} in S_n.

Lemma B.21 (Second row of Table B.3). Let G_n = S_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3- strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→. Further assume that σ̄(d_{i,j} ) implies j ≠ β^σ_{i+1}. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

We now focus on the case G_n = M_n. The next lemma describes the application of switches (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) where i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} within levels i with β^σ_i = 1. We skip the upper index M to denote that we have G_n = M_n since we exclusively consider this case.

Lemma B.22 (Third row of Table B.3). Let G_n = M_n and let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase- 3-strategy for b. Let i ∈ [n] with β_i = 1 and let j := 1 − β_{i+1}. Let e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ for some k ∈ {0, 1}. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. The next lemma describes the application of an improving switch (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) within a t^→-open cycle center.

Lemma B.23 (Fourth row of Table B.3). Let G_n = M_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3- strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ∈ [n] with β^σ_i = 0, j := β^σ_{i+1} and let F_{i,j} be t^←-halfopen. Let F_{i,1−j} be t^→-open and σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} . Let e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ with k ∈ {0, 1}. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

The next lemma describes the application of improving switches within levels i ∈ [n] in which no cycle center is closed at the beginning of phase 3. The first case describes the first improving switch that is applied in such a level. This switch is applied in the cycle center F_{i,σ̄(gi)} to avoid the creation of an additional improving switch at the selector vertex. The second case describes the second improving switch that is then applied in the cycle center F_{i,1−σ̄(gi)}. The statement of this lemma is not included in Table B.3 as it is to involved and does not fit the framework of the lemmas summarized there.

Lemma B.24. Let G_n = M_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ≥ μ^σ +1 and assume σ̄(g_i) = β^σ_{i+1}.

1. If both cycle centers of level i are t^←-halfopen, then let j := σ̄(g_i).

2. If F_{i,β}σ_{i+1} is mixed and F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} is t^←-halfopen, then let j := 1 − σ̄(g_i).

In any case, assume e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ for k ∈ {0, 1}. Then, σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

The next lemma describes the application of a switch (d_{i,∗,∗}, e_{i,∗,∗}) within a closed but inactive cycle center for the case that β_i = 0. The lemma requires that the strategy σ fulfills several rather complicated assumptions. As usual, these assumptions somehow “encode” the order of application of the improving switches.

Lemma B.25. Let G_n = M_n. Let σ be a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b ∈ B_n with σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} . Let i ∈ [n] and j := 1 − β^σ_{i+1}. Let e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ for some k ∈ {0, 1}. Further assume that there is no other triple of indices i^′, j^′, k^′ with (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) ∈ I_σ, that F_{i,j} is closed and that σ fulfills the following assumptions:

1. If β^σ_i = 0, then σ(g_i) = F_{i,j} and F_{i,1−j} is t^←-halfopen.

2. i < μ^σ implies [σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} and σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = h_i′_{,j}′ ∧ σ̄(d_i′ ) for all i^′ < i, j^′ ∈ {0, 1}] and that the cycle center F_i′_{,1−σ̄(gi′ )} is t^←-halfopen for all i^′ < i. In addition, i < μ^σ − 1 implies σ̄(eb_{i+1}).

3. i^′ > i implies σ(s_{i,1−β}σ_{i′+1} ) = b_1.

4. i^′ > i and β^σ_i′ = 0 imply that either [σ̄(g_i′ ) = β^σ_i′_{+1} and F_{i,0}, F_{i,1} are mixed] or [σ̄(g_i′ ) = 1−β^σ_i′_{+1}, F_i′_{,1−β}σ_{i′+1} is t^→-open and F_i′_{,β}σ_{i′+1} is mixed] and

5. i^′ > i and β^σ_i′ = 1 imply that F_i′_{,1−β}σ_{i′+1} is either mixed or t^→-open.

Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e} if i ≥ μ^σ and I_{σe} = [I_σ ∪ {(s_{i,j} , b_1)}] \ {e} if i < μ^σ. The next lemma describes the application of an improving switch (s_{i,j}, b_1) that might be unlocked by the application of a switch (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}). In M_n, these switches are already implied during phase 3 while they are applied during phase 4 in S_n. Thus, the following lemma only considers M_n.

Lemma B.26 (Fifth row of Table B.3). Let G_n = M_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3- strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Let i < μ^σ, j = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} and e := (s_{i,j}, b_1) ∈ I_σ. Further assume σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ). Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e} and σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} .

The next lemma now describes the application of the second improving switch of the kind (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) within a cycle center that was closed in phase 1.

Lemma B.27 (Sixth row of Table B.3). Let G_n = M_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ∈ [n] and j := 1 − β^σ_{i+1}. Let F_{i,j} be t^→-halfopen and assume that β^σ_i = 0 implies that F_{i,1−j} is t^←-halfopen as well as σ(g_i) = F_{i,j} . Let e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ for k ∈ {0, 1}. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

This concludes the discussion of the application of switches (d_{∗,∗,∗}, e_{∗,∗,∗}). The next lemma describes the end of phase 3 in S_n for ν > 1. In contrast to the Markov decision process M_n, none of the switches (s_{i,1−βi+1} , b_1) with i < μ^σ is applied during phase 3. In S_n, these switches only become improving after applying the switch (b_1, b_2). This then starts phase 4 and the beginning of this phase is described by the following lemma. We refer to Table 6.3 resp. Table 6.7 for the definition of the sets S_1 and S_2 resp. X_k that are used in the statement.

Lemma B.28 (Seventh row of Table B.3). Let G_n = S_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3- strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Let I_σ = {(b_1, b_2)} ∪ {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) : σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1} and σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} ⇔ β^σ_i = 1 ∧ β^σ_{i+1} = j for all i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1}. Assume that σ has Property (ESC4)_{i,j} for all (i, j) ∈ S_1 and Property (ESC5)_{i,j} for all (i, j) ∈ S_2. Further assume that σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} for all i < ν, j ∈ {0, 1}. Let e := (b_1, b_2) and m := max{i: β^σ_i = 1}. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-4-strategy for b with μ^{σe} = 1 and I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(s_{ν−1,0}, b_1)} ∪ {(s_{i,1}, b_1): i ≤ ν − 2} ∪ X_0 ∪ X_1 where X_k is defined as in Table 6.7.

As mentioned earlier, there is no phase 4 if G_n = M_n, even for ν > 1. Hence, the application of the improving switch (b_1, b_2) directly yields a phase-5-strategy if all of the switches (s_{i,j}, b_1) have been applied before.

Lemma B.29 (Eighth row of Table B.3). Let G_n = M_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3- strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Let I_σ = {(b_1, b_2)} ∪ {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, b_2): σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1}. Let σ have Property (USV1)_i for all i ∈ [n] and let σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} ⇔ β^σ_i = 1 ∧ β^σ_{i+1} = j for all i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1}. Let σ have Property (ESC4)_{i,j} for all (i, j) ∈ S_1 and Property (ESC5)_{i,j} for all (i, j) ∈ S_2. Further assume that e := (b_1, b_2) ∈ I_σ and let m := max{i: β^σ_i = 1}. Then, σe is a well-behaved phase-5-strategy for b with μ^{σe} = 1 and I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1,k}, F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} ): i < ν} ∪ X_0 ∪ X_1 where X_k is defined as in Table 6.7.

The next lemma now describes the direct transition from phase 3 to phase 5 for b ∈ B_n with ν = 1. In this case, there is no need to distinguish whether G_n = S_n or G_n = M_n.

Lemma B.30 (Last row of Table B.3). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν = 1. Let I_σ = {(b_1, g_1)} ∪ {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, g_1): σ(e_{i,j,k}) = b_2} and assume that σ has Property (ESC5)_{i,j} for all (i, j) ∈ S_3 and Property (ESC3)_{i,j} for all (i, j) ∈ S_4. Let σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} ⇔ β^σ_i = 1 ∧ β^σ_{i+1} = j for all i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1}. Let e := (b_1, g_1) and define m := max{i: β^σ_i = 1} and u := min{i: β^σ_i = 0}. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-5-strategy for b with μ^{σe} = u, σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ m−1⋃ i^′=u+1 β^σ_i =0 {(d_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1,0}, F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} ), (d_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1,1}, F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} )}.

This concludes our discussion of the application of the improving switches of phase 3. We now discuss the improving switches that are applied during phase 4 if this phase is present.

B.5 Improving switches of phase 4

As explained earlier, it is still necessary to apply improving switches (s_{∗,∗}, b_1) in S_n if ν > 1. These switches are applied during phase 4. Since these switches are the only switches that are applied during phase 4, we do not provide a table summarizing the application of improving switches during this phase. Instead, we provide the following single lemma.

Lemma B.31. Let G_n = S_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-4-strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Assume that there is an index i < ν such that e := (s_{i,j}, b_1) ∈ I_σ where j := 1 − β^σ_{i+1}. Further assume the following:

1. σ has Property (USV1)_i′ for all i^′ > i.

2. For all i^′, j^′, k^′, it holds that σ(d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = F_i′_{,j}′ if and only if β^σ_i′ = 1 ∧ β^σ_i′_{+1} = j^′.

3. i^′ < ν implies σ̄(g_i′ ) = 1 − β^σ_i′_{+1}.

4. i^′ < i implies σ(s_i′_{,∗}) = h_i′_{,∗}.

If there is an index i^′ < i such that (s_i′_{,1−β}σ_{i′+1} , b_1) ∈ I_σ, then σe is a well-behaved phase-4-strategy for b. Otherwise, it is a well-behaved phase-5-strategy for b. In either case, it holds that I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ), (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} )}.

B.6 Improving switches of phase 5 We now discuss the improving switches which are applied during phase 5. As usual, we provide a table that contains one row per “type” of improving switch and provide a statement for each row of that table. This overview is given by Table B.4. There is one more complex statement describing the application of improving switches of the type (e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1) resp. (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) during phase 5. Due to its complexity, this statement is not contained in Table B.4.

We begin by providing the lemma describing the application of the improving switches involving the escape vertices. As usual, we define t^→ := g_1 ∧ t^← := b_2 if ν = 1 and t^← := b_2 ∧ t^→ := g_1 if ν > 1. Lemma B.32. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-5-strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ∈ [n] and j, k ∈ {0, 1} with e := (e_{i,j,k}, t^→) ∈ I_σ and σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ). Furthermore assume that G_n = S_n implies j = 1 ∧ ν > 1 =⇒ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ) and j = 1 ∧ ν = 1 =⇒ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ). Similarly, assume that G_n = M_n implies j = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} ∧ ν > 1 =⇒ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ) and j = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} ∧ ν = 1 =⇒ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ). Moreover, assume that ν = 2 implies σ(g_1) = F_{1,0} if G_n = S_n. Then the following hold.

1. If there are indices (i^′, j^′, k^′) ≠ (i, j, k) with (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , t^→) ∈ I_σ or if there is an index i^′ such that σ does not have Property (SVG)_i′ /(SVM)_i′ , then σe is a phase-5-strategy for b.

2. The strategy σe is well-behaved.

3. If there are no indies (i^′, j^′, k^′) ≠ (i, j, k) with (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , t^→) ∈ I_σ and if σ has Property (SVG)_i′ resp. (SVM)_i′ for all i^′[n], then σe is a phase-1-strategy for b + 1.

4. If G_n = S_n, then

(g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe} ⇐⇒ β^σ_i = 0 ∧ σ̄[e](g_i) = 1 ∧ j = 0 ∧ { σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ), ν > 1 σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ), ν = 1 . If G_n = M_n, then

(g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe} ⇐⇒ β^σ_i = 0 ∧ σ̄[e](g_i) = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} ∧ j = β^σ_{i+1} ∧ { σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ), ν > 1 σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ), ν = 1 . If the corresponding conditions are fulfilled, then I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ), (g_i, F_{i,j} ))}. Otherwise, I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} )}. The following lemma describes the application of improving switches that involve cycle vertices during phase 5.

Lemma B.33 (First row of Table B.4). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-5-strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ∈ [n], j = 1 − β^σ_{i+1}, k ∈ {0, 1} with e := (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ and assume σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}, σ̄(g_i) = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} and i ≠ 1. Then σe is a well-behaved Phase-5-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

Properties of σ Switch e Properties of σe σ(bi) = bi+1 (d_{i,j,k}, Fi,j ) Phase-5-strategy for b σ̄(gi) = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} i ≠ 1 Iσe = Iσ \ {e} j = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} β^σ_i = 0 (gi, Fi,j ) σ(e∗,∗,∗) = t^→∧(SVG)_i′ /(SVM)_i′ ∀i^′ ∈ [n] ν = 1 ⇒ σ̄(egi,j ) ∧ ¬σ̄(egi,j ) ⇒ Phase-1-strategy for b + 1 ν > 1 ⇒ σ̄(ebi,j ) ∧ ¬σ̄(egi,j ) Otherwise phase-5-strategy for b μ^σ = 1 implies Iσe = Iσ \ {e} [i^′ ≥ i ⇒ σ̄(d_i′_{,∗}) ∨ (σ̄(eb_i′_{,∗}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_i′_{,∗})] Table B.4: Improving switches applied during phase 5. For convenience, we always assume σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} and that σ is a phase-5-strategy for b . Note that we thus also always have σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} .

The next lemma concludes our discussion on the application of the improving switches and the corresponding transition through the phases. It describes the application of switches involving selector vertices during phase 5.

Lemma B.34 (Second row of of Table B.4). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-5-strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1} with e := (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ and β^σ_i = 0. Assume that ν = 1 implies σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j}) and that ν > 1 implies σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ). Further assume that μ^σ = 1 implies that for any i^′ ≥ i and j^′ ∈ {0, 1}, either σ̄(d_i′_{,j}′ ) or σ̄(eb_i′_{,j}′ ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_i′_{,j}′ ). If σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = t^→ for all i^′ ∈ [n], j^′, k^′ ∈ {0, 1} and if σe has Property (SVG)_i′ /(SVM)_i′ for all i^′ ∈ [n], then σe is a phase- 1-strategy for b + 1. Otherwise it is a phase-5-strategy for b. In either case, σe is well-behaved and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. This concludes our discussion of the lemmas describing the exact application of individual improving switches in G_n. The next section now applies the results of this section to provide formal proofs of the statements of Section 6.

C Proving the Main Statements

In this section, we provide the formal proofs for the statements given in Section 6. Before providing these proofs, we briefly explain how this section is organized. We begin by considering a canonical strategy σ_b for some b ∈ B_n that has the canonical properties. For each of the k phases, we prove that applying improving switches according to Zadeh’s rule yields a phase-k-strategy σ^{(k)} as described by Tables 6.6 and 6.7. This is done by considering the phases one after another. At the end, we prove that applying the improving switches of phase 5 to σ^{(5)} yields a canonical strategy σ_{b+1} for b + 1.

When proving these statements, we typically immediately prove that the occurrence record of an edge e is described correctly by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1 after its application. The only kind of edges for which this is not proven immediately are edges of the form (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}). The reason is that we need to analyze more than a single transition to properly analyze the occurrence records of these edges. Consequently, we defer the discussion of the occurrence records of these edges to the end of this section.

When proving the statements of this section, we often state smaller statements within the proofs as Claims. Using claims allows us to hide several more technical aspects on the macroscopic level, making the important proofs shorter and thus easier to comprehend. The proofs of all claims can however be found in Appendix D.

Consider some fixed b ∈ B_n , let ν := ℓ(b + 1) denote the least significant set bit of b + 1 and let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b that has the canonical conditions. As a a reminder, for two strategies σ, σ^′ with σ^′ ∈ Λ_σ, the set A^{σ′}_σ describes the set of improving switches applied by the strategy improvement resp. policy iteration algorithm during the transition σ → σ^′. Also, we define the parameter m := ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ as this quantity will often be used when analyzing the occurrence records as it serves as a natural upper bound and is the maximum occurrence record that improving switches have.

C.1 Reaching a phase-2-strategy

We begin by proving that Zadeh’s pivot rule together with the tie-breaking rule given in Definition 6.4 yields a phase-2-strategy σ^{(2)} ∈ Λ_{σ0} as described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7. That is, we provide the proof of a slightly extended version of Lemma 6.12. This extension states that σ^{(2)} is well-behaved. This was not included in the original statement as the term “well-behaved” was only introduced in the appendices.

Lemma C.1 (Extended version of Lemma 6.12). Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν = ℓ(b + 1) > 1 having the canonical properties. After applying finitely many improving switches, the strategy improvement algorithm produces a well-behaved phase-2-strategy σ^{(2)} for b as described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

Proof. By Lemma B.2, σ_b is well-behaved. Let j := b_{ν+1} = (b + 1)_{ν+1}. Since σ_b is a canonical strategy, we have σ_b(d_{ν,j,∗}) ≠ F_{ν,j} . Moreover, I_{σb} = D^{σb} and σ_b is a phase-1-strategy for b by Lemma 6.10. In particular, (d_{ν,j,∗}, F_{ν,j} ) ∈ I_{σb} . By Lemma B.5, (d_{ν,j,0}, F_{ν,j} ) maximizes the occurrence record among all improving switches and ϕ^{σb} (d_{ν,j,1}, F_{ν,j} ) = m − 1. By Property (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗}, I_{σb} can be partitioned into I_{σb} = I^{<m}_{σb} ∪ I^m_{σb} where e ∈ I^{<m}_{σb} if ϕ^{σb} (e) = m − 1 and e ∈ I^m_{σb} if ϕ^{σb} (e) = m. If I^{<m}_{σb} ≠ ∅, then a switch contained in this set is applied first as the LEASTENTERED pivot rule always chooses an improving switch minimizing the occurrence record. By applying Lemma B.11 iteratively, the algorithm applies switches e ∈ I^{<m}_{σb} until it either reaches a strategy σ with I^{<m}_σ = ∅ or until an edge (g_i, F_{i,j}′ ) with j^′ ≠ j becomes improving. By Lemma B.11, Table 6.4 (interpreted for b + 1) correctly describes the occurrence record of all switches applied in the process.

Claim 1. If an edge (g_i, F_{i,j}′ ) with i ∈ [n] and j^′ ≠ b_{ν+1} becomes improving during the application of improving switches contained in I^{<m}, then it is applied immediately. Its application is described by row 4 of Table B.1.

Such an edge (g_i, F_{i,j}′ ) is only applied if F_{i,j}′ was closed by the previous applications. This implies that either (d_{i,j}′_{,0}, F_{i,j}′ ), (d_{i,j}′_{,1}, F_{i,j}′ ) ∈ I^{<m}_{σb} or σ(d_{i,j}′_{,1−k}) = σ_b(d_{i,j}′_{,1−k}) = F_{i,j}′ . The first case can only happen for i = ν and j^′ = 1 − b_{ν+1}. Thus, if a switch (g_i, F_{i,j}′ ) is applied, then either i = ν or σ_b(d_{i,j}′_{,1−k}) = F_{i,j}′ and (d_{i,j}′_{,k}, F_{i,j}′ ) ∈ I^{<m}_{σb} . The previous arguments can now be applied until a strategy is reached for which no edge has a “low” occurrence record. Thus let σ be a phase-1-strategy σ with I^{<m}_σ = ∅ and G ∩ I_σ = ∅. Further note that A^σ_b ⊆ D^1 ∪ G and that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^σ_b implies b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} ≠ j and that the previous arguments hold independent of ν.

We discuss improving switches contained in I^m_{σb} next.

Claim 2. Let ν > 1 and let σ denote the strategy obtained after applying all improving switches contained in I^{<m}_σ . For all suitable indices i ∈ [n], j^′ ∈ {0, 1} it holds that σ(d_{i,j}′_{,1}) = F_{i,j}′ , implying that no cycle center is open for σ.

Let σ ∈ Λ_{σb} be a phase-1-strategy with I_σ = {e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ): ϕ^σ(e) = m} = D^σ as described previously. We prove that e := (d_{ν,j,0}, F_{ν,j} ) is applied next. By Lemma B.5, the definition of a canonical strategy and since only edges with an occurrence record less than m were applied so far, this implies e ∈ I_σ. Since all improving switches have the same occurrence records, it is sufficient to show that no other improving switch is ranked lower by the tie-breaking rule. By Claim 2, there are no open cycle centers. Hence, the ordering of the edges is based on the bits represented by the levels, the index of the levels and whether the cycle center is active. To be precise, the first switch according to the tie-breaking rule is the improving switch contained in the active cycle center of the lowest level with a bit equal to 0. This edge is precisely e = (d_{ν,j,0}, F_{ν,j} ).

We now prove that the occurrence record of e is described by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1 after the application. Since F_{ν,j} is closed for σ but was open for σ_b, we prove ϕ^{σe}(e) = ⌈ lfn(b + 1, ν, {(ν + 1, j)}) + 1 2 ⌉ . By the definition of ν, it holds that b + 1 = lfn(b + 1, ν, {(ν + 1, j)}). The statement thus follows since m + 1 = ⌈(b + 1 + 1)/2⌉.

By row 5 of Table B.1, σe is a well-behaved (potentially pseudo) phase-2-strategy for b. If σ(g_ν ) ≠ F_{ν,j}, then (g_ν , F_{ν,j} ) minimizes the occurrence record among all improving switches. Due to the tie-breaking rule, this switch is then applied next, and this application is formalized in row 6 of Table B.1.

Let σ denote the strategy obtained after applying (g_ν , F_{ν,j} ) if σ(g_ν ) ≠ F_{ν,j} resp. after applying (d_{ν,j,0}, F_{ν,j} ) if σ(g_ν ) = F_{ν,j} . Then, by row 5 resp. 6 of Table B.1, I_σ = D^σ ∪ {(b_ν , g_ν )} ∪ {(s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1})}. Furthermore, σ has Property (USV3)_i for all i < ν as σ_b has Property (USV1)_i and b_i = 1 − (b + 1)_i for i ≤ ν. In addition, σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} implies ϕ^{σ(2)} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = m by Corollary C.3. Moreover, since no improving switch (d_{∗,∗,∗}, e_{∗,∗,∗}) was applied and b_i = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} for all i < ν, it holds that σ̄(g_i) = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} and σ̄(d_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} ) for all i < ν.

We henceforth refer to the phase-2-strategy that is described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7 and whose existence we just proved by σ^{(2)}. When proving the existence of this strategy, we furthermore implicitly proved the following three corollaries. We later show that the condition ν > 1 can be dropped in the first corollary.

Corollary C.2. Let σ_b be a canonical strategy for b having the canonical properties and ν > 1. Let i ∈ [n] and j ∈ {0, 1}. Then, the edge (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is applied as improving switch during phase 1 if and only if F_{i,j} is closed during phase 1, σ_b(g_i) ≠ F_{i,j} and i ≠ ν. A cycle center can only be closed during phase 1 if either i = ν or if there exists an index k ∈ {0, 1} such that σ_b(d_{i,1−bi+1,k}) = F_{i,1−bi+1} , ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,1−bi+1,1−k}, F_{i,bi+1} ) < m and σ_b(b_i) = b_{i+1}.

Corollary C.3. Let σ_b be a canonical strategy for b having the canonical properties and let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} . If ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < m, then (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) is applied during phase 1.

Corollary C.4. No cycle center is open with respect to σ^{(2)}.

Corollary C.5. Table 6.4 correctly specifies the occurrence record of every improving switch applied during σ_b → σ^{(2)} when interpreted for b + 1, excluding switches (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}). In addition, each switch is applied at most once.

C.2 Reaching a phase-3-strategy

We now prove that the algorithm produces a phase-3-strategy by proving a slightly extended version of Lemma 6.13. If ν = 1, then this follows by analyzing phase 1 in a similar fashion as done when proving Lemma C.1. It in fact turns out that nearly the identical arguments can be applied. If ν > 1, then we use that lemma to argue that we obtain a phase-2-strategy. We then investigate phase 2 in detail and prove that we also obtain a phase-3-strategy. The proof uses the statements summarized in Tables B.1 and B.2, and we refer to these tables and the corresponding statements in proofs of the related statements.

Lemma C.6 (Extended version of Lemma 6.13). Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n having the canonical properties. After applying a finite number of improving switches, the strategy improvement algorithm produces a well-behaved phase-3-strategy σ^{(3)} ∈ Λ_{σ0} as described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

Proof. Consider the case ν = 1 first. As shown in the proof of Lemma C.1, the set I_{σb} can be partitioned into I^{<m}_{σb} and I^m_{σb} . Since Lemma B.11 also applies for ν = 1, the same arguments imply that the algorithms calculate a phase-1-strategy σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} with I_σ = {e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ): ϕ^σ(e) = m} = D^σ. We can again deduce A^σ_b ⊆ D^1 ∪ G and that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^σ_b implies b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} ≠ j or i = ν for all i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1}. We can further assume (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}) /∈ I_σ. Also, by Lemma B.11, the occurrence records of edges (d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗}) ∈ A^σ_b is described by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1.

Since all improving switches now have the same occurrence records, their order of application depends on the tie-breaking rule. Due to the first criterion, improving switches contained in open cycle centers are applied first. Hence, a sequence of strategies is produced until a strategy without open cycle centers is reached. All produced strategies are well-behaved phase-1-strategies for b, reachable from σ_0 by row 1 of Table B.1. Also, by the tie-breaking rule, the edge (d_{∗,∗,0}, F_{∗,∗}) is applied as improving switch in an open cycle center F_{∗,∗}. By the same arguments used when proving Lemma C.1, the second switch of F_{ν,bν+1} is applied next and, possibly, (g_ν , F_{ν,bν+1} ) is applied afterwards.

Let σ^{(3)} denote the strategy obtained after closing the cycle center F_{ν,bν+1} resp. after applying (g_ν , F_{ν,bν+1} ) if it becomes improving.

Claim 3. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σ(3)}_{σb} . The occurrence records of (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with respect to σ^{(3)} is specified by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1.

Note that the last row of Table B.2 can be used to describe the application of (g_ν , F_{ν,bν+1} ). Then, by row 5 of Table B.1 resp. the last row of Table B.2 and our previous arguments, σ^{(3)} has all properties listed in the respective rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7. Furthermore, as we used the same arguments, Corollary C.2 is also valid for ν = 1 and we can drop the assumption ν > 1.

Consider the case ν > 1, implying b ≥ 1. By Lemma C.1, applying improving switches to σ_b yields a phase-2-strategy σ = σ^{(2)} for b with I_σ = D^σ ∪ {(b_ν , g_ν ), (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1})} and σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} . By Table 6.4 and Lemma B.6,

ϕ^σ(b_ν , g_ν ) = fl(b, ν) = ϕ^σ(s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) and fl(b, ν) = ⌊ b + 2^{ν−1} 2^ν ⌋ . Since ν > 1 and b ≥ 1, this implies fl(b, ν) ≤ ⌊(b + 2)/4⌋ ≤ m. By Lemma C.1, any improving switch (d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗}) ∈ I_σ has an occurrence record of m. Thus, by the tie-breaking rule, (b_ν , g_ν ) is applied next. Let σe denote the strategy obtained after applying (b_ν , g_ν ). It is easy to verify that σ has the properties of row 1 of Table B.2. Consequently, σe is a phase-2-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} . By

Lemma B.6, ϕ^{σe}(b_ν , g_ν ) = fl(b, ν) + 1 = fl(b + 1, ν), so Table 6.4 describes the occurrence record of (b_ν , g_ν ) with respect to b + 1. The set of improving switches for σe now depends on ν, see row 1 of Table B.2.

Let ν = 2. Then I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪{(b_1, b_2), (s_{1,1}, h_{1,1})}∪{(e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2)}. In this case, (s_{1,1}, h_{1,1}) is applied next and its application yields the desired phase-3-strategy σ^{(3)}.

Claim 4. Let ν = 2 and consider the phase-2-strategy σ obtained after the application of (b_ν , g_ν ). Then, the edge (s_{1,1}, h_{1,1}) is applied next, and the obtained strategy is a well-behaved phase-3- strategy for b described by the respective rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

If ν > 1, then we do not obtain the desired strategy yet and we have to consider a longer sequence of improving switches that are applied. Thus, let ν > 2, implying b ≠ 1. Then, the first row of Table B.2 implies I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_{ν−1}, b_ν ), (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}), (s_{ν−2,0}, h_{ν−2,0})}. By Table 6.4, ϕ^{σe}(b_{ν−1}, b_ν ) = fl(b, ν − 1) − 1 and ϕ^{σe}(s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) = fl(b, ν). In addition, it holds that ϕ^{σe}(s_{ν−2,0}, h_{ν−2,0}) = fl(b, ν − 1) − 1. Hence, both edges (b_{ν−1}, b_ν ) and (s_{ν−2,0}, h_{ν−2,0}) minimize the occurrence record. By the tie-breaking rule, the switch e^′ := (b_{ν−1}, b_ν ) is now applied. We show that the application of e^′ can be described by row 3 of Table B.2. We thus need to show the following:

• σ̄[e](d_i′ ) for all i^′ < μ^{σe}: This follows from Lemma C.1 as no switch (d_{∗,∗,∗}, e_{∗,∗,∗}) was applied during σ_b → σ^{(2)} and no improving switch involving selector vertices was applied in a level i^′ < μ^{σe}.

• σe has Property (USV3)_i′ for all i^′ < ν − 1: Since no switch (s_i′_{,∗}, ∗) was applied for i^′ < ν − 1, this follows since σ_b has Property (USV1)_i′ for those indices.

• σe has Property (EV1)_i′ and (EV2)_i′ for all i^′ > ν − 1 and (EV3)_i′ for all i^′ > ν − 1 with i^′ ≠ μ^{σe}: Since μ^{σe} − 1 = ν − 1 and σe is a phase-2-strategy for b, it suffices to prove that σe has Property (EV1)_ν and Property (EV2)_ν . This however follows since the strategy in which (b_ν , g_ν ) was applied had Property (CC2).

For simplicity, we denote the strategy that is obtained by applying e^′ to σe by σ. By our previous arguments and row 3 of Table B.2, σ is a well-behaved phase-2-strategy for b that has Property (CC2) as well as Properties (EV1)_i and (EV2)_i for all i ≥ ν − 1 and Property (EV3)_i for all i > ν − 1, i ≠ ν. In addition, σ̄(d_i) for all i < ν and σ has Property (USV3)_i for all i < ν − 1 Furthermore, Lemma B.6 implies

ϕ^σ(e) = fl(b, ν − 1) − 1 + 1 = fl(b, ν − 1) = fl(b + 1, ν − 1) − (b + 1)_{ν−1},

so Table 6.4 describes the occurrence record of e with respect to b + 1. By row 3 of Table B.2, ν − 1 > 2 implies I_σ = D^σ ∪ {(s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}), (s_{ν−2,0}, h_{ν−2,0}), (b_{ν−2}, b_{ν−1}), (s_{ν−3,0}, h_{ν−3,0})}. Similarly, ν − 1 = 2 implies

I_σ = D^σ ∪ {(e_{i,j,k}, b_2)} ∪ {(b_1, b_2), (s_{2,1}, h_{2,1}), (s_{1,0}, h_{1,0})}.

In both cases, e := (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) ∈ I_σ is applied next.

Claim 5. After the application of (b_{ν−1}, b_ν ) in the case ν > 2, the switch e = (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) is applied next. Its application can be described by row 2 of Table B.2 and Table 6.4 specifies its occurrence record after the application correctly when interpreted for b + 1.

Let ν − 1 > 2. We argue that applying improving switches according to Zadeh’s pivot rule and our tie-breaking rule then results in a sequence of strategies such that we finally obtain a strategy σ^′ with I_σ′ = D^{σ′} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2)} ∪ {(b_1, b_2), (s_{1,0}, h_{1,0})}. Note that such a strategy is also obtained after the application of (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) if ν − 1 = 2. For any x ∈ {2, . . . , ν − 2}, Lemma B.6 implies ϕ^{σe}(s_{ν−x,0}, h_{ν−x,0}) < ϕ^{σe}(b_{ν−x}, b_{ν−(x+1)}) = ϕ^{σe}(s_{ν−(x−1),0}, h_{ν−(x−1),0}) < ϕ^{σe}(e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2). (i) Thus, (s_{ν−2,0}, h_{ν−2,0}) is applied next. It is easy to verify that σe meets the requirements of row 2 of Table B.2, so it can be used to describe the application of (s_{ν−2,0}, h_{ν−2,0}).

Let σ^′ denote the strategy obtained. Then I_σ′ = D^σ ∪ {(b_{ν−2}, b_{ν−1}), (s_{ν−3,0}, h_{ν−3,0})}. Also, the occurrence record of (s_{ν−2,0}, h_{ν−2,0}) is described by Table 6.4 when interpreting the table for b + 1. By Equation (i) and the tie-breaking rule, (b_{ν−2}, b_{ν−1}) is applied next. Similar to the previous cases, it is easy to check that row 3 of Table B.2 applies to this switch. We thus obtain a strategy σ such ν − 2 ≠ 2 implies I_σ = D^σ ∪ {(s_{ν−3,0}, h_{ν−3,0}), (b_{ν−3}, b_{ν−2}), (s_{ν−4,0}, h_{ν−4,0})} and ν − 2 = 2 implies

I_σ = D^σ ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗,}, b_2)} ∪ {(b_1, b_2), (s_{1,0}, h_{1,0})}.

In either case, a simple calculation implies that the occurrence record of (b_{ν−2}, b_{ν−1}) is described by Table 6.4 interpreted for b + 1.

In the first case, we can now apply the same arguments again iteratively as Equation (i) remains valid for σ^′ and x ∈ {2, . . . , ν − 3}. After applying a finite number of improving switches we thus obtain a phase-2-strategy σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} with

I_σ = D^σ ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2)} ∪ {(b_1, b_2), (s_{1,0}, h_{1,0})}.

Furthermore, σ has Properties (EV1)_i, (EV2)_i and (USV2)_{i,βi+1} for all i > 1 as well as Property (EV3)_i for all i > 1, i ≠ μ^σ and Property (CC2). In addition, σ̄(g_i) = 1 − β_{i+1} and σ̄(d_{i,1−βi+1} ) for all i < ν and the occurrence records of all edges applied so far (with the exception of switches (g_∗, F_{∗,∗})) is described by Table 6.4 when being interpreted for b + 1. Note that all of this also holds if ν − 1 = 2.

Consequently, σ meets the requirements of row 2 of Table B.2. As ν > 2, we have β_2 = 0. By Table 6.4, ϕ^σ (s_{1,0}, h_{1,0}) = fl(b, 2) − 1 < fl(b, 1) − 1 = ϕ^σ (b_1, b_2)

as well as fl(b, 2) − 1 = ⌊(b + 2)/4⌋ − 1 < ⌊b/2⌋ = ϕ^σ(e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2).

Hence, the switch e = (s_{1,0}, h_{1,0}) is applied next and by row 2 of Table B.2, σ^{(3)} := σe is a phase-3- strategy for b with I_σ(3) = D^{σ(3)} ∪ {(e_{i,j,k}, b_2)} ∪ {(b_1, b_2)}.

We thus obtain a strategy as described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

We henceforth use σ^{(3)} to refer to the phase-3-strategy described by Lemma C.6. Note that we implicitly proved the following corollaries where the second follows by Corollary C.5.

Corollary C.7. No cycle center is open with respect to σ^{(3)}.

Corollary C.8. Table 6.4 specifies the occurrence record of every improving switch applied during σ_b → σ^{(3)} when interpreted for b + 1, excluding switches (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}). In addition, each such switch was applied once.

C.3 Reaching a phase-4-strategy or a phase-5-strategy

We now discuss the application of improving switches during phase 3, which highly depends on whether G_n = M_n or G_n = S_n and on the least significant set bit of b + 1. The next lemma now summarizes the application of improving switches during phase 3 and is a generalization of Lemma 6.14. Depending on G_n and ν, we then either obtain a phase-4-strategy or a phase-5- strategy for b. As with the previous lemmas, this lemma is an extension of Lemma 6.14. We also use the usual notation and define t^→ := b_2 if ν > 1 and t^→ := g_1 if ν = 1. Similarly, let t^← := g_1 if ν > 1 and t^← := b_2 if ν = 1.

Lemma C.9 (Extended version of Lemma 6.14). Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n having the canonical properties. After applying finitely many improving switches, the strategy improvement algorithm produces a well-behaved strategy σ with the following properties: If ν > 1, then σ is a phase-k-strategy for b, where k = 4 if G_n = S_n and k = 5 if G_n = M_n. If ν = 1, then σ is a phase-5-strategy for b. In any case, σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} and σ is described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

Before proving this lemma, we provide an additional lemma that summarizes the application of switches of the type (d_{∗,∗,∗}, e_{∗,∗,∗}). Its proof is omitted here and deferred to Appendix D.

Lemma C.10. Let σ ∈ Λ_σ(3) be a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b obtained through the application of a sequence A^σ_{(3)} ⊆ E^1 ∪ D^0 of improving switches. Assume that the conditions of row 1 of Table B.3 were fulfilled for each intermediate strategy σ^′ of the transition σ^{(3)} → σ. Let t^→ := b_2 if ν > 1 and t^→ := g_1 if ν = 1. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ is applied next and assume σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→, β^σ_i = 0 ∨ β^σ_{i+1} ≠ j and I_σ ∩ D^0 = {e}. Further assume that either i ≥ ν or that we consider the case G_n = S_n. Then σe is a phase-3-strategy for b with I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}).

This now enables us to prove Lemma C.9.

Proof of Lemma C.9. By Lemma C.6, applying improving switches according to Zadeh’s pivot rule and our tie-breaking rule yields a phase-3-strategy σ^{(3)} ∈ Λ_{σ0} described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7. As it simplifies the formal proof significantly, we begin by describing phase 3 informally.

For every cycle vertex d_{∗,∗,∗}, it either holds that σ^{(3)}(d_{∗,∗,∗}) = F_{∗,∗} or σ^{(3)}(d_{∗,∗,∗}) = e_{∗,∗,∗} and (d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗}) ∈ I_σ(3) . It will turn out that only switches corresponding to cycle vertices of the first type are applied during phase 3. Consider an arbitrary but fixed such cycle vertex d_{i,j,k} for some suitable indices i, j, k. Then, the switch (e_{i,j,k}, t^→) will be applied. If (b + 1)_i = 0 or (b + 1)_{i+1} ≠ j, then (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) becomes improving and is applied next. This procedure then continues until all such improving switches have been applied. During this procedure, it might happen that an edge (s_i′_{,∗}, b_1) with i^′ < ν becomes improving after applying some switch (d_{∗,∗,∗}, e_{∗,∗,∗}) if ν > 1 and G_n = M_n. In this case, the corresponding switch is applied immediately. Finally, (b_1, b_2) resp.

(b_1, g_1) is applied, resulting in a phase-4-strategy if ν > 1 and G_n = S_n and in a phase-5-strategy otherwise.

We now formalize this behavior. We first show that switches (e_{∗,∗,∗}, t^→) minimize the occurrence record among all improving switches. Consider some indices i, j, k such that (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ(3) . Then, ϕ^{σ(3)} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = m by Lemma C.6 resp. Table 6.6. If ν > 1, then

ϕ^{σ(3)} (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) = ⌊ b 2 ⌋ = m − 1 = fl(b, 1) − b_1 = ϕ^{σ(3)} (b_1, b_2)

by Table 6.4. Similarly, if ν = 1, then ϕ^{σ(3)} (e_{i,j,k}, g_1) = ϕ^{σ(3)} (b_1, g_1). By the tie-breaking rule, a switch of the type (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , t^→) with σ^{(3)}(d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = F_i′_{,j}′ for some suitable indices is thus applied next. Since σ^{(3)}(s_i′_{,∗}) = h_i′_{,∗} for all i^′ < μ^{σ(3)} by Lemma C.6, the statement of row 1 of Table B.3 can be applied.

Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} denote the indices such that e := (e_{i,j,k}, t^→) ∈ I_σ ∩ E^1 is the switch that is applied next. We prove that the characterization given in the first row of Table B.3 implies I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k})} if β_i = 0 ∨ β_{i+1} ≠ j and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e} else. As explained earlier, the strategy σ fulfills the requirements of the first row of Table B.3. Consider the strategy σe. By the first row of Table B.3, (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) is improving for σe if and only if either σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k} or [σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} and j ≠ β_{i+1}]. It thus suffices to prove that β_i = 0 ∨ β_{i+1} ≠ j is equivalent to the disjunction of these two conditions. We do so by showing β_i = 1 ∧ β_{i+1} = j ⇔ σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} ∧ β_{i+1} = j. The direction “⇒” follows since the cycle center F_{i,j} is then active and closed. The direction “⇐” follows since σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} implies that F_{i,j} is closed as e being improving for σ implies σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} . But then, by the definition of β and the choice of j, β_i = 1.

Consequently, by the tie-breaking rule and row 1 of Table B.3, improving switches (e_{∗,∗,∗}, t^→) ∈ E^1 are applied until a switch of this type with i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1} and β_i = 0∨β_{i+1} ≠ j is applied. The occurrence record of each applied switch is described by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1 since ⌊b/2⌋ +1 = m if b is odd and ⌈b/2⌉+1 = ⌈(b + 1)/2⌉ if b is even. By row 1 of Table B.3, (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) now becomes improving. As (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) /∈ A^σ_b and since switches of the type (e_{∗,∗,∗}, t^→) minimize the occurrence record, Table 6.4 and the tie-breaking rule imply that (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) is applied next. In particular, an edge (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) is applied immediately if it becomes improving and this requires that (e_{i,j,k}, t^→) was applied earlier. Therefore, the application of improving switches (e_{∗,∗,∗}, t^→) is described by row 1 of Table B.3 and whenever an edge (d_{∗,∗,∗}, e_{∗,∗,∗}) becomes improving, its application is described by Lemma C.10. In particular, the occurrence record of all these edges is described by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1.

Let G_n = S_n. Then, row 1 of Table B.3 and Lemma C.10 can be applied until reaching a strategy σ such that all improving switches (e_{i,j,k}, t^→) with i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and σ^{(3)}(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} were applied. Since a fixed improving switch (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) was applied if and only if β_i = 0 ∨ β_{i+1} = j, this implies that σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} is equivalent to β_i = 1 ∧ β_{i+1} = j for all i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1}. Consequently, every cycle center is closed or escapes towards t^→. In addition, for suitable indices i, j, k, an edge (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) is an improving switch exactly if the corresponding switch (e_{i,j,k}, t^→) was not applied. Consequently, I_σ = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, t^→): σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^←} ∪ {(b_1, t^→)}. Now, as ϕ^σ(b_1, t^→) = ϕ^σ(e_{∗,∗,∗}, t^→) and E^1 = ∅, the switch e := (b_1, t^→) is applied next due to the tie-breaking rule. We prove that we can apply row 7 resp. 9 of Table B.3, implying the statement for the case G_n = S_n and arbitrary ν and for the case G_n = M_n and ν = 1. The following claim shows that one of the key requirements for the application of the corresponding statements is fulfilled.

Claim 6. Let σ denote the phase-3-strategy in which the improving switch (b_1, t^→) should be applied next. If ν > 1, then σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) for all (i, j) ∈ S_1 and, in addition, σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) for all (i, j) ∈ S_2. If ν = 1, then σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) for all (i, j) ∈ S_4 and σ̄(eb_{i,j}) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) for all (i, j) ∈ S_3.

In addition to the two statements of the claim, it holds that σ(d_{i,j,∗}) = F_{i,j} if and only if β_i = 1 ∧ β_{i+1} = j for all i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1}.. Consequently, all requirements of row 7 are met for the case G_n = S_n and ν > 1, implying that the application of e = (b_1, b_2) yields a phase-4-strategy as described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7. Analogously, all requirements of row 9 are met for the case that ν = 1, implying that the application of e = (b_1, g_1) yields a phase-5-strategy as described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7 in this case.

It remains to consider the case ν > 1 for G_n = M_n, implying t^→ = b_2 and t^← = g_1. Using the same argumentation as before, row 1 of Table B.3 and Lemma C.10 imply that improving switches within levels i ≥ ν are applied until we obtain a phase-3-strategy σ for b with I_σ ={(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ): i < ν ∧ σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} } ∪ {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, b_2): i ≥ ν ∧ σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1} ∪ {(b_1, b_2)}. As no cycle center in any level i^′ < ν was opened yet, the switch e = (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) with i = ν − 1, j = 1 − β_{i+1} and k ∈ {0, 1} is applied next. Since σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j}, row 1 of Table B.3 implies I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k})}. Due to the tie-breaking rule, (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) is applied next.

Claim 7. The strategy σe meets the five requirements of Lemma B.25 and the lemma thus describes the application of the improving switch (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}).

Therefore, applying (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) yields a well-behaved phase-3-strategy σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} for b with I_σ = (I_{σe} \ {(d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k})}) ∪ {(s_{i,j} , b_1)}. We prove ϕ^σ(s_{i,j}, b_1) < ϕ^σ(e_{i,j,k}, b_2) = ⌊b/2⌋, implying that (s_{i,j}, b_1) is applied next. It is easy to verify that (s_{i,j}, b_1) /∈ A^σ_b . Consequently, by Table 6.4 and as i = ν − 1 and j = 1 − β_{i+1} = 0,

ϕ^σ(s_{i,j}, b_1) = fl(b, i + 1) − j · b_{i+1} = fl(b, ν) ≤ ⌊ b + 2 4 ⌋ < ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋

if b ≥ 3 since ν ≥ 2. If b_1 = 1, then (s_{i,j}, b_1) is also the next switch applied as the tie-breaking rule then ranks (s_{i,j}, b_1) higher than any switch of the type (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2). Since (e_{i,j,k}, b_2), (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ A^σ_b and since the cycle center F_{i,j} was closed when (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) was applied, we have σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ). Therefore, the fifth row of Table B.3 describes the application of e = (s_{i,j}, b_1). Consequently, σe is a phase-3-strategy with I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e} and ϕ^{σe}(s_{i,j}, b_1) = fl(b, ν) + 1 = fl(b + 1, ν) by Lemma B.6. Thus, Table 6.4 describes the occurrence record of (s_{i,j}, b_1) when interpreted for b + 1. Since F_{i,j} is b_2-halfopen for σe whereas F_{i,1−j} is g_1-halfopen, (e_{i,j,1−k}, b_2) is applied next. By the first row of Table B.3, this application unlocks (d_{i,j,1−k}, e_{i,j,1−k}). Using our previous arguments and observations, it is easy to verify that (d_{i,j,1−k}, e_{i,j,1−k}) is applied next and that its application is described by the second-to-last row of Table B.3. The tie-breaking rule then chooses to apply (e_{i,1−j,k}, b_2) ∈ E^1 next. By row 1 of Table B.3, (d_{i,1−j,k}, e_{i,1−j,k}) then becomes improving and is applied next. Its application is described by row 5 of Table B.3. After applying this switch, we then obtain a strategy σ with I_σ ={(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ): i < ν − 1 ∧ σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} } ∪ {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, b_2): i ≥ ν − 1 ∧ σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1} ∪ {(b_1, b_2)}.

It is easy to verify that the same arguments can be applied iteratively as applying a switch (s_i′_{,j}′ , b_1) with i^′ < ν always requires to open the corresponding cycle center F_i′_{,j}′ first. Thus, after finitely many iterations, we obtain a strategy σ with I_σ = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, b_2): σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1} ∪ {(b_1, b_2)}. By the same arguments as for G_n = S_n, the conditions of the row 8 of Table B.3 are met, so we obtain a strategy as described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

Note that we implicitly proved the following which follows from Corollary C.8.

Corollary C.11. Let σ^{(4)} be the phase-4-strategy calculated by the strategy improvement algorithm when starting with a canonical strategy σ_b having the canonical properties as described by Lemma C.9. Then, Table 6.4 specifies the occurrence record of every improving switch applied during σ_b → σ^{(4)} when interpreted for b + 1, excluding switches (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}). In addition, each such switch was applied once.

As indicated by Lemma C.9, we do not always obtain a phase-5-strategy immediately after phase 3 as there might be improving switches involving selection vertices s_{i,∗} in levels i < ν that still need to be applied if G_n = S_n. We thus prove that we also reach a phase-5-strategy after applying these switches. Consequently, we always reach a phase-5-strategy. The following lemma generalizes Lemma 6.15.

Lemma C.12 (Extended version of Lemma 6.15). Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n having the canonical properties. After applying finitely many improving switches, the strategy improvement resp. policy iteration algorithm produces a well-behaved phase-5-strategy σ^{(5)} ∈ Λ_{σ0} as described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

Proof. By Lemma C.9, it suffices to consider the case G_n = S_n and ν > 1. The same lemma implies that the strategy improvement algorithm calculates a phase-4-strategy σ for b with σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_σ = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, b_2): σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1} ∪ {(s_{ν−1,0}, b_1)} ∪ {(s_{i,1}, b_1): i ≤ ν − 2} ∪ X_0 ∪ X_1.

Claim 8. Let σ denote the first phase-4-strategy in S_n for ν > 1. Then, the switch (s_{ν−1,0}, b_1) is applied next and the application of this switch is described by Lemma B.31.

Consider the case ν = 2 first. Then, applying e = (s_{1,0}, b_1) yields a phase-5-strategy and ϕ^{σe}(e) = fl(b, ν) + 1 = fl(b + 1, ν) by Lemma B.6. Hence, Table 6.4 describes the occurrence record of e with respect to b + 1. In addition, we then have

I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{1,0,0}, F_{1,0}), (d_{1,0,1}, F_{1,0})}) = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, b_2): σe(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1} ∪ {(d_{i,1−βi+1,∗}, F_{i,1−βi+1} ): i ≤ ν − 1} ∪ X_0 ∪ X_1.

Since σe is a phase-5-strategy, it has Property (REL1), implying μ^{σe} = u = min{i: β_i = 0}. Thus, σe has all properties listed in the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

Before discussing the case ν > 2, we discuss edges (d_{i,j,∗}, F_{i,j} ) that become improving when a switch (s_{i,j}, b_1) with i < ν and j = 1 − β_{i+1} is applied, see Lemma B.31. Since i < ν implies 1 − β_{i+1} = b_{i+1}, their cycle centers F_{i,j} were closed for σ_b. Therefore, their occurrence records might be very low with respect to the current strategy σ. However, their occurrence records are not

“too low” in the sense that they interfere with the improving switches applied during phase 4. More precisely, we prove that i < ν and j = b_{i+1} imply ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) > ⌊(b + 2)/4⌋ − 1. By Table 6.4, ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌈ lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ . Since i < ν, we have b_1 = · · · = b_i = 1 and, by the choice of j, b_{i+1} = j and b ≥ 2^{ν−1} − 1. This implies lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) = b − ∑ (b, i) = b − 2^{i−1} + 1. Thus ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + 2 − k 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + 1 2 ⌉ = ⌊ 2b − 2^i + 4 4 ⌋ . Since ⌊(b + 2)/4⌋ − 1 = ⌊(b − 2)/4⌋, it suffices to prove 2b − 2^i + 4 − (b − 2) > 4. This follows as i ≤ ν − 1 implies

2b − 2^i + 4 − b + 2 = b − 2^i + 6 ≥ 2^{ν−1} − 1 − 2^i + 6 ≥ 2^i − 2^i + 5 = 5.

Let ν > 2. We obtain ϕ^{σe}(e) = fl(b + 1, ν) as before. Furthermore, Lemma B.31 yields I_{σe} = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, b_2): σe(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1} ∪ {(s_{i,1}, b_1): i ≤ ν − 2} ∪ {(d_{ν−1,0,0}, F_{ν−1,0}), (d_{ν−1,0,1}, F_{ν−1,0})}. We show that the switches (s_{ν−2,1}, b_1), . . . , (s_{1,1}, b_1) are applied next and in this order. To simplify notation, we denote the current strategy by σ. By Table 6.4, it holds that ϕ^σ(s_{i,1}, b_1) = fl(b, i+1)−1 for all i ≤ ν−2. Hence ϕ^σ(s_{ν−2,1}, b_1) < · · · < ϕ^σ(s_{1,1}, b_1) by Lemma B.6. It thus suffices to show that the occurrence record of (s_{1,1}, b_1) is smaller than the occurrence record of any switch improving for σ and any improving switch that might be unlocked by applying some switch (s_{i,1}, b_1) for i ≤ ν − 2.

The second statement follows since ϕ^{σb} (s_{1,1}, b_1) = fl(b, 2) − 1 = ⌊(b + 2)/4⌋ − 1 and since the occurrence record of any edge that becomes improving is bounded by ⌊(b + 2)/4⌋ as discussed earlier. It thus suffices to show the first statement.

Let e := (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ with i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1. By Lemma C.6 and Lemma B.6, it then holds that ϕ^σ(e) = m = fl(b, 1). In addition, ν > 2 implies fl(b, 1) > fl(b, ν − 1), hence ϕ^σ(e) < ϕ^σ(s_{1,1}, b_1) follows. Next let e := (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) ∈ I_σ with i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1. Then, since b is odd, Table 6.4 implies ϕ^σ(e) = ⌊b/2⌋ = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ − 1 = fl(b, 1) − 1. Consequently, we have ϕ^σ(e) > ϕ^σ(s_{1,1}, b_1). If b + 1 is not a power of two, we need to show this estimation for some more improving switches. But this can be shown by easy calculations similar to the calculations necessary when discussing the application of (s_{ν−1,0}, b_1) which can be found in the proof of Claim 8 in Appendix D.

Consequently, the switches (s_{ν−1}, b_1), . . . , (s_{1,1}, b_1) are applied next, and they are applied in this order. It is easy to verify that the requirements of Lemma B.31 are always met, so this lemma describes the application of these switches. It is also easy to check that the occurrence records of these edges are described by Table 6.4 after applying them. Let σ denote the strategy obtained after applying (s_{1,1}, b_1). Then σ is a well-behaved phase-5-strategy for b with σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} and μ^σ = min{i: β_i = 0}. This further implies I_σ = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, b_2): σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1} ∪ {(d_{i,1−(b+1)i+1 ,∗}, F_{i,1−(b+1)i+1} ): i ≤ ν − 1} ∪ X_0 ∪ X_1.

We observe that σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1 still implies ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = m for all indices i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} since the corresponding switches are improving since the end of phase 1. Also, every improving switch was applied at most once and we proved that the occurrence record of every improving switch that was applied is described correctly by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1. Since no improving switches involving cycle vertices were applied, σ(d_{i,j,∗}) = F_{i,j} if and only if (b + 1)_i = 1 and (b + 1)_{i+1} = j where i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1}. Hence, all conditions listed in the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7 are fulfilled, proving the statement.

We henceforth use σ^{(5)} to refer to the phase-5-strategy described by Lemma C.12. As before, we implicitly proved the following corollary which follows from Corollaries C.8 and C.11.

Corollary C.13. Let σ^{(5)} be the phase-5-strategy calculated by the strategy improvement algorithm when starting with a canonical strategy σ_b having the canonical properties as described by Lemma C.12. Then, Table 6.4 specifies the occurrence record of every improving switch applied during σ_b → σ^{(5)} when interpreted for b + 1, excluding switches (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}). In addition, each such switch was applied once.

C.4 Reaching a canonical strategy part I: Everything but the occurrence records

There are two major statements that we still have to prove. First, we have to prove that applying improving switches to σ^{(5)} yields a canonical strategy σ_{b+1} for b+1 having the canonical properties. Note that this implies Lemma 6.16, stating that applying improving switches yields the strategies as described by Tables 6.6 and 6.7. Second, we need to investigate the occurrence records of edges (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}) which we ignored until now.

We begin by proving the first statement. We also prove several smaller statements implicitly which will be used when proving that σ_{b+1} has the canonical properties.

Lemma C.14. Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b having the canonical properties. Then, applying improving switches according to Zadeh’s pivot rule and the tie-breaking rule produces a canonical strategy σ_{b+1} ∈ Λ_{σ0} for b + 1 with I_{σb+1} = D^{σb+1} .

Proof. By Lemma C.12, applying improving switches according to Zadeh’s pivot rule and our tiebreaking rule yields a phase-5-strategy σ := σ^{(5)} for b with σ^{(5)} ∈ Λ_{σ0} and μ^σ = u = min{i: β_i = 0}. Let m := max{i: β_i = 1}.

Consider the case ν = 1. We begin by proving that the occurrence records of the improving switches are bounded by m. We furthermore characterize the improving switches which will be applied next.

Claim 9. For all e ∈ I_σ, it holds that ϕ^σ(e) ≤ m. Let e ∈ I_σ with ϕ^σ(e) < m. Then, e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m − 1}, j = 1 − β^{i+1}, k ∈ {0, 1} and σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j}. Thus, improving switches (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 0, j = 1 − β_{i+1} and k ∈ {0, 1} are applied first. Let e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) denote such a switch with ϕ^σ(e) < m minimizing the occurrence record. Since σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j}, e was not applied during phase 1, it follows that ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1.

Claim 10. Let σ denote the phase-5-strategy at the beginning of phase 5 for ν = 1. Let i, ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ and ϕ^σ(e) < m. Row 1 of Table B.4 can be applied to describe the application of e.

Thus, σe is a well-behaved phase-5-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = I_σ \{e}. By Lemma B.4 and the choice of i and j, it follows that ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k). In particular,

ϕ^{σe}(e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 + 1 = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) + 1 ≤ ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ ≤ ⌊ (b + 1) + 1 − k 2 ⌋ .

Thus, by choosing the parameter t_{b+1} = 1, which is feasible since i ≠ 1, the occurrence record of e is described by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1.

Now, the same arguments can be used for all improving switches e^′ ∈ D^1 ∩ I_σ with ϕ^σ(e^′) < m. All of these switches are thus applied and their occurrence records are specified by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1. After the application of these switches, we obtain a well-behaved phase-5- strategy σ for b with σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_σ ={(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, g_1): σ(e_{i,j,k}) = b_2} ∪ m−1⋃ i=u+1 β_i=0 { e = (d_{i,1−βi+1,∗}, F_{i,1−βi+1} ): ϕ^σ(e) = m } . (ii)

In particular, all improving switches have an occurrence record of m. Thus, the tie-breaking rule now applies a switch of the type (e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1). Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that e := (e_{i,j,k}, g_1) is the next applied improving switch.

Claim 11. Let ν = 1 and let σ denote the strategy obtained after applying all improving switches with an occurrence record less than m during phase 5. Then, Lemma B.32 can be applied to describe the application of e = (e_{i,j,k}, g_1).

In fact, Claim 11 can be applied for any improving switch of the type (e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1). Furthermore, ϕ^{σe}(e) is specified by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1 as ν = 1 implies ⌈b/2⌉ + 1 = ⌈(b + 1)/2⌉. Depending on whether the conditions listed in the fourth case of Lemma B.32 are fulfilled, either I_{σe} = (I_{σe} \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ), (g_i, F_{i,j} )} or I_{σe} = (I_{σe} \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} )}. In particular, ẽ := (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) becomes improving in either case. As formalized by the following corollary, ẽ has an occurrence record of at least m. This corollary will be used in later arguments, hence it is not a claim as we use the term claim solely for statements that are only relevant within a single proof. Nevertheless, its proof is deferred to Appendix D.

Corollary C.15. Let ν = 1 and i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1}. If the edge ẽ = (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) becomes improving during phase 5 due to the application of (e_{i,j,k}, g_1), then the corresponding strategy has Property (OR4)_{i,j,1−k}.

Now, consider the case that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) becomes improving when applying (e_{i,j,k}, g_1). We prove that this implies (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^{σe}_{σb} . The conditions stated in Lemma B.32 imply that the switch was not applied previously in phase 5. For the sake of a contradiction, assume that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) was applied during phase 1 of the current transition. Then, by Corollary C.2, the cycle center F_{i,j} was closed during phase 1. Since (e_{i,j,k}, g_1) was applied immediately before unlocking (g_i, F_{i,j} ), we have ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = m by Lemma C.12. However, by Corollary C.2, a cycle center can only be closed during phase 1 if either i = ν or if the occurrence record of both cycle edges is less than m. We thus need to have i = ν = 1. But then β_i = 1, implying that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) cannot become improving. Hence, a switch (g_i, F_{i,j} ) that is unlocked during phase 5 was not applied earlier in the same transition if ν = 1.

Since ϕ^{σe}(g_i, F_{i,j} ) = ϕ^{σb} (g_i, F_{i,j} ), we have ϕ^{σe}(g_i, F_{i,j} ) ≤ ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = m by Table 6.4. By Corollary C.15, ϕ^{σe}(d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) ≥ m. Therefore, the occurrence record of any improving switch except (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is at least m. Thus, (g_i, F_{i,j} ) either uniquely minimizes the occurrence record or has the same occurrence record as all other improving switches. Consequently, by the tie-breaking rule, (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is applied next in either case.

We prove that row 2 of Table B.4 applies to this switch. Since ν = 1, μ^{σe} = u > 1 and β_i = 0, it suffices to prove σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ). But this follows as we applied (e_{i,j,k}, g_1) earlier and since F_{i,j} was mixed when this switch was applied. Observe that the following corollary holds due to the conditions which specify when a switch (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is unlocked, independent on ν.

Corollary C.16. Let ν = 1. If an improving switch (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is applied during phase 5, then the resulting strategy has Property (SVG)_i/(SVM)_i.

Let σ denote the strategy obtained after applying (e_{i,j,k}, g_1) (and potentially (g_i, F_{i,j} ) if it became improving). Assume that there is an improving switch of the type (e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1) ∈ I_σ. Then, by Lemma B.32 resp. row 2 of Table B.4, σ is a phase-5-Strategy for b. By our previous discussion, the occurrence records of all improving switches are at least m. Among all improving switches with an occurrence record of exactly m, the tie-breaking rule then decides which switch to apply. There are two types of improving switches. Each switch is either of the form (d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗j} ) or of the form (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , g_1) for indices i^′ ∈ [n], j^′, k^′ ∈ {0, 1} with σ(d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ . Since every edge (e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1) minimizes the occurrence record among all improving switches, an edge of this type is chosen. Let (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , g_1) denote this switch. Then, the same arguments used previously can be used again. More precisely, Lemma B.32 applies to this such a switch, making the edge (d_i′_{,j}′_{,1−k}′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) and eventually also (g_i′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) improving. Also, Corollaries C.15 and C.16 apply to these switches and another switch of the form (e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1) is applied afterwards. Thus, inductively, all remaining improving switches (e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1) are applied.

Let σ denote the strategy that is reached before the last improving switch (e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1) is applied. We argue that this switch is e := (e_{1,1−β2,k}, g_1) for some k ∈ {0, 1} and that σ has Property (SVG)_i/(SVM)_i for all i ∈ [n]. As the tie-breaking rule applies improving switches in higher levels first, it suffices to prove that there there is a k ∈ {0, 1} such that e ∈ I_σ(5) . This however follows from Lemma C.12 as ν = 1 implies (1, β_2) ∈ S_3. It remains to prove that σ has Property (SVG)_i/(SVM)_i for all i ∈ [n].

Claim 12. If ν = 1, then the strategy σ obtained before the application of the switch e := (e_{1,1−β2,k}, g_1) has Property (SVG)_i/(SVM)_i for all i ∈ [n].

Thus, Lemma B.32 applies to e := (e_{1,β}σ_{2 ,k}, g_1). Let σ_{b+1} := σe denote the strategy obtained by applying e. Then, as we assume that there are no further indices (i^′, j^′, k^′) such that (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , g_1) ∈ I_{σb+1} , Lemma B.32 implies that σ_{b+1} is a phase-1-strategy for b + 1 with σ_{b+1} ∈ Λ_{σ0} . Since every edge was applied at most once during σ_b → σ^{(5)} by Lemma C.12 and since no edge applied during σ^{(5)} → σ_{b+1} was applied earlier, every edge was applied at most once as improving switch during σ_b → σ_{b+1}. We furthermore implicitly proved the following corollary where the second statement follows from Corollary C.15.

Corollary C.17. Let ν = 1 and let σ_{b+1} denote the strategy obtained after the application of the final improving switch (e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1). Let i ∈ [n] and j, k ∈ {0, 1}. Then, (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb+1}_{σ(5)} if and only if σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} , ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < m, i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 0 and j = 1 − β_{i+1}. In addition, σ_{b+1} has Property (OR2)_{i,j,k}.

It remains to prove that σ_{b+1} is a canonical strategy for b + 1 with I_{σb+1} = D^{σb+1} . We begin with the second statement. This can be proven by using the characterization given in Equation (ii) and showing I_σ ⊆ D^{σb+1} and I_σ ⊇ D^{σb+1} .

Claim 13. It holds that I_{σb+1} = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ): σ_{b+1}(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} }.

To simplify notation, let σ := σ_{b+1}. We now prove that σ is a canonical strategy for b, concluding the case ν = 1. Since σ is a phase-1-strategy for b + 1, it holds that b + 1 = β. Consider the conditions listed in Definition 3.1 resp. 3.1. Condition 1 is fulfilled since σ(e_{∗,∗,∗}) = g_1 and ν = 1. Condition 2(a) is fulfilled since β^σ_i = (b + 1)_i = 1 implies σ(b_i) = g_i by Property (EV1)_i for every i ∈ [n]. Consider condition 2(b) and let i ∈ [n]. If (b + 1)_i = 1, then F_{i,(b+1)i+1} is closed by Property (EV1)_i. We prove that (b + 1)_i = 1 implies that F_{i,j} with j := 1 − (b + 1)_{i+1} cannot be closed.

Consider σ^{(5)} and let k ∈ {0, 1}. Then, σ^{(5)}(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} if and only if β^{σ(5)}_i = 1 ∧ β^{σ(5)}_{i+1} = j. Hence, σ^{(5)}(d_{i,j,0}) ≠ F_{i,j} and it suffices to show that e := (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) was not applied during σ^{(5)} → σ. By Corollary C.17, it suffices to show ϕ^{σ(5)} (e) ≥ m. By Lemma B.3, it holds that ℓ^b(i, j, 0) ≥ m. Since ν = 1, Property (OR4)_{i,j,0} implies ϕ^{σb} (e) ≠ ℓ^b(i, j, 0) − 1, hence ϕ^{σ(5)} (e) ≥ ϕ^{σb} (e) ≥ m. Consequently, condition 2(b) is fulfilled. Condition 2(c) is fulfilled by β^σ = b + 1 and Property (EV2)_∗.

Conditions 3(a) and 3(b) are fulfilled since σ has Property (EV1)_∗. Consider condition 3(c) and let i ∈ [n]. We prove that (b + 1)_i = 0, j = 1 − (b + 1)_{i+1} and σ̄(d_{i,j} ) imply σ̄(g_i) = F_{i,j} . Since S_n is a sink game and M_n is weakly unichain, F_{i,j} being closed implies Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(s_{i,j}). Thus, Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) = �s_{i,j}� ⊕ Ξ^∗_σ(g_1) by the choice of j and since ν = 1. As shown by Lemmas A.15 and A.16, μ^σ ≠ 1, σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ), ¬σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ) and 1 − j = β_{i+1} implies Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,1−j} ) = {F_{i,1−j} , d_{i,1−j,k}, e_{i,1−j,k}, b_1} ∪ Ξ^∗_σ(g_1) for some k ∈ {0, 1}. But this implies σ(g_i) = F_{i,j} since (g_i, F_{i,1−j} ) ∈ I_σ otherwise, contradicting I_σ = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ): σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j}}. Consider condition 3(d) and let i ∈ [n] and let j := 0 if G_n = S_n and j := β_{i+1} if G_n = M_n. It suffices to prove Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) ≻ Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,1−j} ) if none of the cycle centers are closed. For G_n = M_n, this follows from Lemma B.1 or an easy calculation using i ≥ 1 = ν. For G_n = S_n, this follows from Ω(F_{i,0}) > Ω(F_{i,1}) and since both priorities are even.

Conditions 4 and 5 follow easily since σ has Property (USV1)_∗. For condition 6, let i := ℓ(b + 2), j := (b + 1)_{i+1} and k ∈ {0, 1}. Since ℓ(b + 1) = 1, we have i ≥ 2 and b_i = (b + 1)_i = 0 as well as b_{i+1} = (b + 1)_{i+1} = j. We prove σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} . For the sake of a contradiction, let σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} . Then, by the choice of i and j and Lemma C.12, it holds that(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^σ_{(5)} . Thus, by Corollary C.17 and Property (OR2)_{i,j,k}, it holds that ϕ^{σ(5)} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < m and ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1. But, by Lemma B.3, we have ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b + 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌈ b + 3 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b + 2 − k 2 ⌋ , which is a contradiction. Hence, σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} .

This concludes the case ν = 1. We now prove the same statements for the case ν > 1. Consider the case ν > 1. Then, b is odd and m = ⌊b/2⌋ + 1. By Lemma C.12, applying improving switches according to Zadeh’s pivot rule and the tie-breaking rule given in Definition 6.4 yields a well-behaved phase-5-strategy σ for b with σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} and μ^σ = u. In addition I_σ = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, b_2): σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1} ∪ ν−1⋃ i=1 {(d_{i,1−βi+1,∗}, F_{i,1−βi+1} )} ∪ X_0 ∪ X_1, (iii)

where X_k is defined as in Table 6.7.

To deduce which improving switch is applied next, it is necessary to analyze their occurrence records.

Claim 14. Let ν > 1. The occurrence records of the improving switches with respect to the phase- 5-strategy σ described by Lemma C.12 is described correctly by Table C.1.

Switch e (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) (d_{ν,1−bν+1,k}, F_{ν,1−bν+1} ) Condition σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1 – ϕ^σ(e) = m = m − 1 = m Switch e (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) Condition i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m}, b_i = 0, j = 1 − b_{i+1}, k ∈ {0, 1} σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} ϕ^σ (e) ≤ m − 1 = m Switch e (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) Condition i ≤ ν − 1, j = 1 − b_{i+1} i = 1 i = 2 i = 3 i > 3 ϕ^σ(e) m = m − k = m − 1 − k < m − 1

Table C.1: Occurrence records of the improving switches at the beginning of phase 5 for ν > 1. We partition I_σ into three subsets, based on their occurrence records. An improving switch e ∈ I_σ is called

• type 1 switch if ϕ^σ(e) = m

• type 2 switch if ϕ^σ(e) = m − 1 and

• type 3 switch if ϕ^σ(e) < m − 1.

By Zadeh’s pivot rule, type 3 switches are applied first, and we discuss the application of these switches next.

Claim 15. Let ν > 1 and consider the first phase-5-strategy. The application of type 3 switches is described by row 1 of Table B.4.

Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and let e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) denote the type 3 switch that is applied next. We show that Table 6.4 specifies the occurrence record of e after its application when interpreted for b + 1. Consider the case i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 0, j = 1 − β_{i+1} and k ∈ {0, 1} first. Since e is a type 3 switch, it holds that σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} , implying ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 by Property (OR2)_{i,j,k}. Thus, the statement follows since ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 by Lemma B.6. Now consider the case i ≤ ν − 1. Then, F_{i,j} was closed with respect to σ_b and j = b_{i+1} = 1 − β_{i+1}. It is easy to verify that this implies ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌈(b − ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k)/2⌉. Since (b + 1)_i = 0 ∧ (b + 1)_{i+1} ≠ j and the switch e is applied, it suffices to prove ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) = ⌈(b − ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k)/2⌉ as we can then choose t^{b+1} = 1 as feasible parameter. This however follows directly from

ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) = ⌈ b + 1 − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b + 1, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b + 1 − 2^{i−1} + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b + 1 + ∑ (b, i) − 1 + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b − ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ . Note that we do not prove yet that choosing this parameter is in accordance with Properties (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗} to (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗}. Since e is a type 3 switch, this furthermore implies ϕ^{σe}(e) ≤ m − 1 = ⌊(b + 1 + 1)/2⌋ − 1. Hence, σe has Property (OR1)_{i,j,k} and we have implicitly proven the following corollary.

Corollary C.18. Let ν > 1 and i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1}. Every switch e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with ϕ^{σb} (e) < m − 1 is applied during phase 5, and the resulting strategy has Property (OR1)_{i,j,k}.

Now, the first row of Table B.4 and the corresponding arguments can be applied for every improving switch of type 3. Thus, we obtain a phase-5-strategy σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} such that every improving switch is of type 1 or 2. The next improving switch that is applied has an occurrence record of ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ − 1, i.e., it is of type 2, so we discuss the application of these switches next.

Since any improving switch is either of the form (d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗}) or (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) and since the latter switches are of type 2, some improving switch (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) is applied next due to the tie-breaking rule.

Claim 16. Let ν > 1 and let σ denote the strategy obtained after the application of all improving switches of type 3 during phase 5. The application of type 2 switches of the form (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) is described by row 1 of Lemma B.32.

Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and let e = (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) denote the applied improving switch. Then, Table 6.4 describes the occurrence record of e after the application when interpreted for b + 1 since ϕ^{σe}(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) + 1 = ⌊b/2⌋ + 1 = m. Now, by Lemma B.32, (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe} and the edge (g_i, F_{i,j} ) might become improving for σe. The strategy σe is now either a phase-5-strategy for b or a phase-1-strategy for b + 1. The following corollary which is proven in Appendix D now describes the improving switch (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) in more detail.

Corollary C.19. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and let σ denote the strategy obtained after the application of an improving switch (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) during phase 5. If (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ, thenσ has Property (OR4)_{i,j,1−k} and it holds that min_k′_{∈{0,1}} ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}′ , F_{i,j} ) ≤ m − 1.

We now use Corollary C.19 to prove that e := (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is applied next if it becomes improving. For simplicity, let σ denote the current strategy that was obtained by applying an improving switch (e_{i,j,∗}, b_2) according to Lemma B.32.

By the tie-breaking rule and Corollary C.19, it suffices to prove ϕ^σ(g_i, F_{i,j} ) ≤ ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ − 1. (iv)

Since Table 6.4 and Corollary C.19 yield ϕ^{σb} (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ≤ min_{k′∈{0,1}} ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}′ , F_{i,j} ) ≤ ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ − 1, it suffices to prove (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^σ_b .

Claim 17. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and let σ denote the strategy obtained after the application of an improving switch (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) during phase 5. If (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ, then (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^σ_b .

Due to the tie-breaking rule, (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is thus applied next. We prove that row 2 of Table B.3 applies to the application of e.

First, β_i = 0 follows from the conditions of Lemma B.32. Second, σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) follows as the cycle center F_{i,j} was mixed earlier and since we just applied (e_{i,j,k}, b_2). To prove that σ̄(d_i′_{,j}′ ) ∨ [σ̄(eb_i′_{,j}′ ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_i′_{,j}′ )] holds for all i^′ ≥ i and j ∈ {0, 1}, fix some i^′ ≥ i and j^′ ∈ {0, 1}. If β_i′ = 1 ∧ β_i′_{+1} = j^′, then the statement follows from Property (EV1)_i′ . We may hence assume β_i′ = 0 ∨ j^′ ≠ β_{i+1} and that F_i′_{,j}′ is not closed. Then, by Lemma C.12, either σ̄(eb_i′_{,j}′ ) ∧ σ̄(eg_i′_{,j}′ ) or σ̄(eb_i′_{,j}′ ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_i′_{,j}′ ). Assume that the first case was true, implying i^′ ≠ i. Then, σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}) = g_1 and σ(d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}) = e_i′_{,j}′_{,k} for some k ∈ {0, 1}. This in particular implies (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}, b_2) ∈ I_σ. But this is a contradiction to the fact that we apply improving switches according to the tie-breaking rule since i^′ > i implies that the switch (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}, b_2) is applied before the switch (e_{i,j}′_{,k}, b_2).

Hence, all requirements of the second row of Table B.4 are met. Further note that the strategy obtained after applying the switch has Property (SVG)_i/(SVM)_i due to the conditions described in Lemma B.32. In particular, Corollary C.16 also holds for ν > 1.

After the application of (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) (or (g_i, F_{i,j} ) if it becomes improving), the tie-breaking rule determines which switch is applied next. Since (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) has an occurrence record of at least m−1, another switch of the type (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) is applied. But then, the same arguments used previously can be applied again. That is, we can apply some switch (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , b_2), making (d_i′_{,j}′_{,1−k}′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) improving, and eventually making (g_i′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) improving as well. The switch (g_i′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) is applied immediately (if it becomes improving) whereas the other switch is not applied. Then, inductively, all remaining switches of the form (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) are applied.

Let σ denote the strategy that is reached after applying the final improving switch of the type (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2). We prove that σ has Property (SV*)_1 if (g_1, F_{1,j} ) does not become improving and Property (SV*)_i for all i ≥ 2. We first determine which is the last switch of the form (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) that will be applied. It holds that (1, β_2) ∈ S_2, implying (e_{1,β2,k}, b_2) ∈ I_σ(5) for some k ∈ {0, 1} by Lemma C.12. Due to the tie-breaking rule, this is thus the last switch of the form (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) that will be applied. This might also unlock the corresponding improving switch (g_1, F_{1,β2} ). Let σ denote the strategy obtained after the application of the switch (e_{1,β2,k}, b_2) resp. after the application of the switch (g_1, F_{1,β2} ) if it becomes improving.

Claim 18. Let ν > 1. The strategy σ obtained after the application of the final improving switch of phase 5 has Property (SV*)_i for all i ∈ [n].

Thus, by Lemma B.32 resp. the row 2 of Table B.4, σ is a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b + 1 with σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} . It remains to show that σ is a canonical strategy for b + 1 with I_σ = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ): σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j}}. This is formalized by the two following claims whose proofs can be found in Appendix D. The first statement is again shown by proving that the two sets are contained in each other. The proof of the second statement is analogous to the corresponding statement for ν = 1 and is thus deferred to the appendix.

Claim 19. Let σ denote the strategy obtained after applying the final improving switch of phase 5 for ν > 1. Then I_σ = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ): σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j}}. Claim 20. Let σ denote the strategy obtained after applying the final improving switch of phase 5 for ν > 1. Then σ is a canonical strategy for b + 1.

This concludes the case ν > 1 and hence proves the statement.

Using the previous similar corollaries of this type, it follows that we also implicitly proved the following corollary.

Corollary C.20. Let σ_{b+1} be the canonical strategy for b + 1 calculated by the strategy improvement algorithm as described by Lemma C.14. Then, Table 6.4 specifies the occurrence record of every improving switch applied until reaching σ_{b+1}, excluding switches (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}), when interpreted for b + 1. In addition, each such switch was applied once.

It remains to prove that the canonical strategy σ_{b+1} fulfills the canonical conditions and to investigate the occurrence records of edges of the type (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}). By Corollary C.20, it suffices to prove that σ_{b+1} has Properties (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗} to (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗} and that Table 6.4 specifies the occurrence records of all edges that were not applied during σ_b → σ_{b+1}.

We begin by investigating the canonical properties. The following statement is required when discussing Properties (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗} to (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗}. It states that the occurrence record of the cycle edges of F_{ℓ(b+2),1−(b+2)} are large if b is even and will be used repeatedly. This is useful as the canonical properties with respect to σ_{b+1} depend on b + 2. Its proof can be found in Appendix D.

Lemma C.21. Let b ∈ B_n be even, i := ℓ(b + 2) and j := 1 − (b + 2)_{i+1}. If b + 2 is a power of 2, then ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,∗}, F_{i,j} ) = m. Otherwise, ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ and ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) = m − 1. In any case, σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} for both k ∈ {0, 1}.

We now prove that σ_{b+1} has Properties (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗} to (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗}.

Lemma C.22. Let σ_{b+1} denote the canonical strategy calculated by the strategy improvement algorithm as described by Lemma C.14. Then σ_{b+1} has Properties (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗} to (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗}.

Proof. To simplify notation, let σ := σ_{b+1}. We first prove that σ has Properties (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗}, (OR2)_{∗,∗,∗} and (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗} and discuss Property (OR3)_{∗,∗,∗} at the end.

Consider the case ν > 1 first. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and consider Property (OR4)_{i,j,k}. We prove that any improving switch has an occurrence record of either m or m − 1 as m = ⌊(b + 1 + 1)/2⌋ due to ν > 1. Any e ∈ I_σ was either improving for σ^{(5)} or became improving when transitioning from σ^{(5)} to σ. As shown in the proof of Lemma C.14, all improving switches not applied during phase 5 had an occurrence record of at least m − 1. More precisely, this was shown implicitly when giving the characterization of the improving switches. Also, the occurrence records of these edges are at most m, proving the statement for these edges. For improving switches that were unlocked during phase 5, the statement follows by Corollary C.19. Hence, σ has Property (OR4)_{i,j,k}.

We prove that σ has Property (OR2)_{∗,∗,∗} and Property (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗}. Consider some indices i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1} with β_i = 0 ∨ β_{i+1} ≠ j and let k ∈ {0, 1}. We prove σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} ⇐⇒ ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) + 1. (v) Let σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} . Then, since σ^{(5)}(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} by the choice of i and j and Table 6.6, the switch was applied during σ^{(5)} → σ. Consequently, the edge (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) was not applied as improving switch before phase 5 as switches are applied at most once by Corollary C.20. Thus, ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ϕ^{σ(5)} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < m − 1. But this implies σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} since the switch would have been applied in phase 1 otherwise. Consequently, by Lemma B.6,

ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) + 1 = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 + 1 = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) + 1 ≤ m − 1.

This implies both “⇒” of the equivalence (v) as well as Property (OR1)_{i,j,k}.

Now, let ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) + 1. We prove that this implies σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} . First, ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) + 1 ≤ ⌊(b + 1 + 1 − k)/2⌋ implies ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) ≤ ⌊(b − k)/2⌋. By Lemma B.3, this implies that β_{i+1} = 1 − j. Consider the case b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} ≠ j. Then, we have ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = min(⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ , ℓ^b(i, j, k) + t_b) for some t_b feasible for b. Assume ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≠ ℓ^b(i, j, k)+t_b for all feasible parameters and note that this implies ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋. Then ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1, implying

ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 > ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ + 1 = ⌊ b + 3 − k 2 ⌋ ≥ ⌊ b + 1 + 1 − k 2 ⌋

which is a contradiction. Consequently, ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k)+t_b for some feasible t_b. Assume ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k). Then ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) + 1 = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 2 = ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) + 2, implying that the switch would have been applied twice during σ_b → σ. This is a contradiction. The same contradiction follows if we assume ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) − 1. Hence, it holds that ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1, implying σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j}. Since ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) − 1, this also implies that the switch was indeed applied during the transition. However, σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} implies that the switch was not applied during phase 1 of that transition. But then it must have been applied in phase 5, implying σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j}.

We now show that the same holds if b_i = 1 and b_{i+1} = j, implying i < ν. This then yields ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌈ lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + 1 + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b + 1 − 2^{i−1} + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k). Since ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) + 1, this implies that the switch was applied during phase 5 of σ_b → σ. Consequently, σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} . This proves “⇐” and hence the equivalence (v). Most importantly, σ thus has Property (OR2)_{i,j,k}.

Now assume ν = 1. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and consider Property (OR4)_{i,j,k}. We prove that e := (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ implies that e has an occurrence record of ⌊(b + 2)/2⌋−1 = m or ⌊(b + 2)/2⌋ = m + 1. It is easy to verify that for such an edge e, one of the following cases holds.

• e ∈ I_σ′ for all σ^′ ∈ Λ_{σb} , i.e., the switch was improving during the complete transition. Then, ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) = m by Corollary C.3.

• There is a strategy σ^′ ∈ Λ_σ(5) with (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ′ but (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ(5) . That is, the switch became improving during phase 5. Then, σ has Property (OR4)_{i,j,k} by Corollary C.15.

• The edge e became an improving switch when applying (b_1, g_1) at the end of phase 3. Then i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m − 1}, j = 1 − β_{i+1} and β_i = 0. Thus, by the characterization of I_σ given in the beginning of the proof of Lemma C.14, ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = m since the switch would have been applied during phase 5 otherwise.

Thus, σ has Property (OR4)_{i,j,k}.

Now let i ∈ [n] and j ∈ {0, 1} with β_i = 0 ∨ β_{i+1} ≠ j, let k ∈ {0, 1} and consider Property (OR2)_{i,j,k}. Then σ^{(5)}(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} by Lemma C.12. We again prove that σ fulfills the equivalence (v) and that σ has Property (OR1)_{i,j,k} simultaneously.

Let σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j}. By Lemma C.12, (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^σ_{(5)} . Since improving switches are applied at most once per transition, this implies ϕ^{σ(5)} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < m and σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} by Corollary C.17. Thus, ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) by Property (OR2)_{i,j,k} and Lemma B.6. Hence

ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ϕ^{σ(5)} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) + 1 = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) + 1 < m + 1 = ⌊ b + 2 2 ⌋

by integrality. Thus, “⇒” as well as Property (OR1)_{i,j,k} follow.

Let ϕ^σ (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) + 1. By Lemma C.12. σ^{(5)}(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} if and only if β_i = 1 ∧ β_{i+1} = j. It thus suffices to prove (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^σ_{(5)} . By Corollary C.17, we thus need to show that

1. ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < m ∧ σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j}, 2. β_i = 0 ∧ β_{i+1} ≠ j and 3. i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m − 1}. Since ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) + 1 ≤ ⌊ b + 1 + 1 − k 2 ⌋ , (vi)

Lemma B.3 implies that β_i = 0 ∧ β_{i+1} = 1 − j,. Consequently since ν = 1 implies that no bit switches from 1 to 0, it follows that b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} = 1 − j. This implies that there is a feasible t_b with ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = min(⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ , ℓ^b(i, j, k) + t_b). Note that t_b ≠ −1 due to the parity of b and Property (OR3)_{i,j,k}. We prove that ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 by ruling out the other possible cases.

• Assume ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ and that neither 0 nor 1 are feasible parameters. As i ≠ ν, this implies ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 > ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋. But then ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) + 1 > ⌊(b + 1 + 1 − k)/2⌋ , contradicting Property (vi).

• Next assume ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k). Then, since ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) − 1, the switch (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) would have been switched twice during σ_b → σ. This is a contradiction.

Hence ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k)+1. It remains to prove i ∈ {u+1, . . . , m−1}. Since i ≥ m implies ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≥ b, this implies that we need to have i < m as we have ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 < m. Also, assuming i = u yields ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≥ m as discussed earlier. Consequently, all of the three necessary conditions hold, so Corollary C.17 implies the direction “⇐” of the equivalence (v). Thus, σ has Properties (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗}, (OR2)_{∗,∗,∗} and (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗} if ν = 1.

It remains to prove that σ has Property (OR3)_{∗,∗,∗}. By Property (OR3)_{i,j,k}, ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) − 1 ∧ ϕ^σ (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≠ ⌊(b + 1 + 1 − k)/2⌋ if and only if b + 1 is odd, b + 2 is not a power of 2, i = ℓ(b + 2), j ≠ (b + 2)_{i+1} and k = 0. We first prove the “if” part. Since b + 1 is odd, b is even. As b + 2 is not a power of 2 by assumption, ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = m and ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) = m − 1 as well σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} for both k ∈ {0, 1} by Lemma C.21. Consider phase 1 of σ_b → σ. Then, (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) is applied in this phase by Corollary C.3. Thus, by the tie breaking rule, (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) is not applied during phase 1. Since no switch with an occurrence record of m is applied during phase 5, the switch is also not applied during phase 5. Consequently, ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ = ⌊ b + 1 + 1 2 ⌋ − 1 since b + 1 is odd. It remains to show ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, 0) = ⌊(b + 1 + 1)/2⌋. Since b + 1 is odd, ℓ(b + 2) ≠ ν and b_i = 0. Hence, ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, 0) = ℓ^b(i, j, 0) + 1 = ⌊b/2⌋ + 1 = ⌊(b + 1 + 1)/2⌋ by Lemma B.6. Thus, the “if” part is fulfilled.

The “only if” part can be show using contraposition by dividing the proof into several small statements, each proving that one of the conditions is necessary. We state all of the statements here and defer their proofs to Appendix D. More precisely, the following statements imply the “only if” part:

Claim 21. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and consider the two equations

ϕ^σ(e) ≠ ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) − 1, (vii)

ϕ^σ(e) = ⌊ b + 1 + 1 − 2 2 ⌋ . (viii)

1. If j = (b + 2)_{i+1}, then either Property (vii) or Property (viii) holds.

2. If i ≠ ℓ(b + 2) and j ≠ (b + 2)_{i+1}, then either Property (vii) or Property (viii) holds.

3. If b + 1 is even, i = ℓ(b + 2) and j ≠ (b + 2)_{i+1}, then Property (viii) holds.

4. If b + 1 is odd, i = ℓ(b + 2), j = 1 − (b + 2)_{i+1}, k ∈ {0, 1} and b + 2 is a power of two, then Property (viii) holds.

5. If b is even, i = ℓ(b + 2), j ≠ (b + 2)_{i+1}, k = 1 and b + 2 is not a power of two, then Property (viii) holds.

This show that σ has Property (OR3)_{∗,∗,∗} and thus yields the statement.

C.5 Reaching a canonical strategy part II: The occurrence records

It now remains to prove that Table 6.4 specifies the occurrence records with respect to the canonical strategy σ_{b+1} for b + 1 when it is interpreted for b + 1. This then implies that σ_{b+1} has the canonical properties which can then be used to give inductive proofs of the main statements of Section 6.

As in particular the investigation of edges of the type (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}) is rather involved, we show two separate statements and consider all other edges first.

Lemma C.23. Let σ_{b+1} be the canonical strategy for b+1 calculated by the strategy improvement resp. policy iteration algorithm when starting with a canonical strategy σ_b having the canonical properties as described by Lemma C.14. Then, Table 6.4 specifies the occurrence records of all edges e ∈ E_0 but edges of the type (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}) that were applied during σ_b → σ_{b+1}.

Proof. There are two types of edges. Each edge was either applied as improving switch when transitioning from σ_b to σ_{b+1} or was not applied as an improving switch. We already proved that Table 6.4 specifies the occurrence records of all improving switch that were applied, with the exception of switches (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}). It thus suffices to consider switches that were not applied when transitioning from σ_b to σ_{b+1}. We thus identify edges that were not applied as improving switches and prove that their occurrence records are described by Table 6.4. To simplify notation, let σ := σ_{b+1}.

Let ν > 1 and let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} be suitable indices. We first prove the statement for all edges that are not of the type (d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗}).

1. Consider edges of the type (b_i, ∗). Since ν > 1, the edges (b_i, b_{i+1}) for i ∈ [ν − 1] as well as the edge (b_ν , g_ν ) were applied as improving switches. Let e = (b_i, b_{i+1}) and i ≥ ν. Then ϕ^σ(e) = fl(b, i) − b_i = fl(b + 1, i) − (b + 1)_i since either fl(b, i) = fl(b + 1, i) and b_i = (b + 1)_{i+1} (if i > ν) or fl(b + 1, i) = fl(b, i) + 1 and b_i = 0, (b + 1)_i = 1 (if i = ν). Let e = (b_i, g_i) for i ≠ ν. Then, by Lemma B.6, ϕ^σ(e) = fl(b, i) = fl(b + 1, i).

2. Consider some edge (g_i, F_{i,j} ) that was not applied during σ_b → σ. Then, the upper bound remains valid as it can only increase.

3. Consider some vertex s_{i,j}. Since ν > 1, the edges (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}), (s_{ν−1,0}, b_1) as well as the edges (s_{i,0}, h_{i,0}), (s_{i,1}, b_1) for i ∈ [ν − 2] were switched. It thus suffices to consider indices i ≥ ν. For these edges, the choice of i implies

ϕ^σ(s_{i,j}, b_1) = fl(b, i + 1) − j · b_{i+1} = fl(b + 1, i + 1) − j · (b + 1)_{i+1}, ϕ^σ(s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ) = fl(b, i + 1) − (1 − j)b_{i+1} = fl(b + 1, i + 1) − (1 − j)(b + 1)_{i+1}.

4. For e = (e_{i,j,k}, g_1), Table 6.4 implies ϕ^σ(e_{i,j,k}, g_1) = ⌈b/2⌉ = ⌈(b + 1)/2⌉ since ν > 1.

5. For e = (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}), we need to prove ϕ^σ(e) ≤ ϕ^σ(e_{i,j,k}, g_1) = ⌈(b + 1)/2⌉ since b is odd. This follows from ϕ^σ(e) ≤ ϕ^{σb} (e) + 1 ≤ ⌊b/2⌋ + 1 = ⌊(b + 2)/2⌋ = ⌈(b + 1)/2⌉ .

Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and consider some edge e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) that was not switched during σ_b → σ. We distinguish the following cases.

1. Let (b_i = 1 ∧ b_{i+1} = j) and ((b + 1)_i = 1 ∧ (b + 1)_{i+1} = j). Then, since any intermediate strategy had Property (EV1)_i, the cycle F_{i,j} was always closed during σ_b → σ. Thus i ≠ ν, implying lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) = lfn(b + 1, i, {(i + 1, j)}). Therefore, ϕ^σ(e) is described by Table 6.4.

2. Let (b_i = 1 ∧ b_{i+1} = j) and (b + 1)_i = 0, implying i < ν. Then bit i + 1 also switched, so (b + 1)_i = 0 ∧ (b + 1)_{i+1} ≠ j. Consequently, e was not switched during phase 1 since F_{i,j} was closed with respect to any intermediate strategy due to Property (EV1)_i. It is however possible that such a switch is applied during phase 5. Since i ≤ ν − 1, this switch is applied if and only if ϕ^{σb} (e) < m − 1. We may thus assume ϕ^{σb} (e) ≥ m − 1 = ⌊(b − 1)/2⌋ and only need to consider the edge e if ⌊(lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) + 2 − k)/2⌋ ≥ ⌊(b − 1)/2⌋ . This inequality holds if and only if one of the following three cases applies:

• lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) + 2 − k ≥ b − 1.

• lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) + 2 − k is even and lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) + 2 − k = b − 2. • lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) + 2 − k is odd and lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) + 2 − k = b.

These assumptions can only hold if i ∈ {1, 2} ∨ (i = 3 ∧ k = 0). It thus suffices to consider three more cases. For i = 1, it holds that

ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) = ⌈ b + 1 − 1 + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ϕ^σ(e). Similarly, for i = 2, it holds that

ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) = ⌈ b + 1 − 2 + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ = ϕ^σ(e). Finally, for i = 3 and k = 0,it holds that

ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) = ⌈ b + 1 − 4 + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b − 2 − k 2 ⌉ = ϕ^σ(e).

Hence, the parameter t_{b+1} = 0 can be chosen in all three cases.

3. Let (b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} ≠ j) and ((b + 1)_i = 0 ∧ (b + 1)_{i+1} ≠ j), implying i > ν. First let 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) = 0. Then ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≥ b by Lemma B.3, implying ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋. Since b is odd, ⌊(b + 1 − 1)/2⌋ < m. Hence, (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) was applied during phase 1 of σ_b → σ and e = (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^σ_b . Thus, since ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) ≥ b + 1 by the choice of i, choosing t_{b+1} = 0 yields the desired characterization.

Let 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) ≠ 0, implying i < m = max{i: β_i = 1}. Using i > ν ≥ 2, this yields ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑_{ν−1} l=1 2^{l−1} + ∑_{i−1} l=ν+1 bl2 l−1 + 1 − k 2 ⌉

≤ ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + 2^{ν−1} − 1 + 2^{i−1} − 2^ν + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b − 2^{ν−1} − k 2 ⌉

≤ ⌈ b − 2 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b − 1 − k 2 ⌋ ≤ ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ − 1. If σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} , this implies ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≤ ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≤ ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ − 1. Then, by Corollary C.3 the switch was applied during phase 1. We may hence assume σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} , implying ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 ≤ ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ as well as ϕ^{σb} (e) ≤ m − 1 by Property (OR1)_{i,j,k}. As we assume e /∈ A^σ_b , it suffices to consider the case ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ − 1 since e is applied during phase 5 otherwise (see Corollary C.19). Since ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 by Lemma B.6, choosing t_{b+1} = 0 yields the desired characterization.

4. Let b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} ≠ j and (b + 1)_i = 1 ∧ (b + 1)_{i+1} ≠ j, so i = ν. The statement follows by the same argument used earlier if 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i+1)+1_{j=1}lufn(b, i+1) = 0. Hence consider the case 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i+1)+1_{j=1}lufn(b, i+1) ≠ 0. This implies that we have ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ . Since σ_b is a canonical strategy for b, we have σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j}. If ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k), then ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ and the same arguments used in the third case can be used to show the statement. If ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) − 1, then ϕ^{σb} (e) = m − 1 since we need to have k = 0 by Property (OR3)_{i,j,k}. But this implies that e was switched during phase 1 and that we do not need to consider it here.

5. Finally, let b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} = j. It suffices to consider the case (b + 1)_i = 0 ∧ (b + 1)_{i+1} = j, implying i > ν. If 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) = 0, then the statement follows by the same arguments made earlier. Otherwise, we can also use the previous same arguments since ℓ^b(i, j, k) > ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ implies ϕ^σ(e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋.

Now let ν = 1 and i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1}. We again begin by proving the statement for all edges that are not of the type (d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗}).

1. Consider edges of the type (b_i, ∗). Since ν = 1, the only such edge that was applied was (b_1, g_1). Let e = (b_i, g_i) and i ≠ 1. Then, ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) = fl(b, i) = fl(b + 1, i) by Table 6.4 and Lemma B.6 as required.

For e = (b_i, b_{i+1}) and i ∈ [n], we have ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) = fl(b, i) − b_i. If i ≠ 1, then fl(b + 1, i) = fl(b, i) and b_i = (b+1)_i. If i = 1, then fl(b+1, i) = fl(b, i)+1 and b_i = 0 as well as (b+1)_i = 1. In both cases, the occurrence record is described by Table 6.4.

2. Consider some edge (g_i, F_{i,j} ) that was not applied. Then, the upper bound can only increase and thus remains valid.

3. Consider some vertex s_{i,j}. Then, since ν = 1, no edge (s_{∗,∗}, ∗) was switched. The statement then follows since fl(b, i + 1) − (1 − j)b_{i+1} = fl(b + 1, i + 1) − (1 − j)(b + 1)_{i+1} and fl(b, i + 1) − j · b_{i+1} = fl(b + 1, i + 1) − j(b + 1)_{i+1}.

4. Consider some edge e = (e_{i,j,k}, b_2). Then, the statement follows directly as ν = 1 implies ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊b/2⌋ = m.

5. Consider some edge of the type e = (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) that was not applied. Then, ν = 1 implies that ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) ≤ ⌈b/2⌉ = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ = ⌊b/2⌋. The upper bound is thus valid for σ since ϕ^{σb} (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) = ϕ^σ(e_{i,j,k}, b_2),. It remains to consider edges of the type e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) that were not applied. As the arguments used for proving this are similar to the ones used for the case ν > 1, we defer the discussion of these edges to Appendix D.

Claim 22. Let ν = 1. The occurrence records of edges of the type (d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗}) not applied during σ_b → σ is described correctly by Table 6.4.

We now investigate the occurrence records of edges of the type (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}) that were applied during σ_b → σ. Determining the exact occurrence records of these edges is challenging as it is challenging to describe the exact conditions under which edges of these type become improving. In particular, these conditions depend on whether we consider the sink game S_n or the Markov decision process M_n, making it even harder to describe these in terms of the unified framework G_n. For these reasons, we prove that the upper bound on the occurrence records of these edges given in Table 6.4 remains valid for σ by an inductive argument as follows. We begin by determining the exact set of conditions under which the application of an improving switch (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}) might yield an occurrence record that could violate Table 6.4. That is, we explicitly determine properties that σ needs to have for the upper bound to hold with equality. The idea of the proof is then to show that these conditions imply that there is an earlier canonical strategy σ^′ in which there was a slack between the upper bound of the occurrence record of (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}) and the actual occurrence record of this edge. We then prove that this slack is still present when the strategy σ is reached, implying that the upper bound cannot hold with equality and remains valid.

For this reason, the proof itself is an inductive proof that requires us to consider up to 4 previous transitions and uses the statements of this section. As we always excluded the occurrence records of edges of the type (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}) in these statements, we can in fact use them within the following induction. For example, we heavily use that each improving switch is applied at most once per transition. To keep the proof more readable and not refer to one of the previous lemmas in every second sentence, we do not always explicitly mention the lemma proving such a statement.

Lemma C.24. Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n calculated by the strategy improvement resp. policy iteration algorithm having the canonical properties. Then ϕ^{σb} (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ≤ min_{k∈{0,1}} ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ). In particular, Table 6.4 specifies the occurrence records of all edges of the type (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}).

Proof. Let i ∈ {n}, j ∈ {0, 1} be fixed and let e := (g_i, F_{i,j} ) be an arbitrary but fixed edge of the type (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}). We prove the statement via induction on b. We first consider the case i ≠ 1 and discuss the case i = 1 later.

We begin by investigating the first transition in which e could have been applied. Thus, let b ≤ 2^i =: t. Then t_{i+1} = 1 and for all d ≤ t, it holds that d_{i+1} = 0. We prove that e was applied at most once when transitioning from σ_0 to σ_t and that this application can only happen during σ_{t−1} → σ_t. The statement then follows since the occurrence records of the cycle edges of F_{i,j} are both at least one.

Since σ_0(g_i) = F_{i,0}, the switch e cannot have been applied during phase 1 of any transition encountered during the sequence σ_0 → σ_t as the choice of t implies that there is no d ≤ t with d_i = 1 ∧ d_{i+1} = 1. It is also easy to show that this implies that it cannot happen that the cycle center F_{i,j} was closed during phase 1 if j = 1 − d_{i+1} as the occurrence record of the cycle edges is too low. The switch (g_i, F_{i,j} ) can thus only have been applied during some phase 5. However, since σ_0(g_i) = F_{i,0} and due to the choice of t, this can only happen when transitioning from σ_{t−1} to σ_t.

Thus, the statement holds for all canonical strategies σ_b representing numbers b ≤ 2^i. Now, assume that it holds for all b^′ < b for an arbitrary but fixed b > 2^i. We prove that the statement also holds for σ_b. Consider the strategy σ_{b−1}. We begin by arguing that several cases do not need to be considered.

First of all, every improving switch is applied at most once in a single transition. If it holds that min_{k∈{0,1}} ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) > min_{k∈{0,1}} ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), then the statement thus follows by the induction hypothesis. We thus assume min k∈{0,1} ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = min_{k∈{0,1}} ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ). (ix) Similarly, if e is not applied during σ_{b−1} → σ_b, then the statement also follows by the induction hypothesis. We thus assume e ∈ A^{σb}_{σb−1} .

These observations give first structural insights on b − 1 and b. First, if b_i = 1 ∧ (b − 1)_i = 1, then it is not possible to apply e during σ_{b−1} → σ_b. Second, if b_i = 1 ∧ (b − 1)_i = 0, then i = ℓ(b). By Definition 3.1 resp. 4.1, both cycle centers of level ℓ(b) are open for σ_{b−1}. Hence, Corollary C.2 implies that F_{i,j} is closed during σ_{b−1} → σ_b by applying both switches (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) and (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ). But then, Equation (ix) is not fulfilled and the statement follows. This implies that it suffices to consider the case b_i = 0.

We now show that these three conditions imply that the occurrence record of (d_{i,j,∗}, F_{i,j} ) is “large”. To be precise, we prove that Equation (ix), e ∈ A^{σb}_{σb−1} and b_i = 0 imply min k∈{0,1} ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≥ ⌊ b 2 ⌋ − 1. (x)

It then suffices to prove ϕ^{σb−1} (g_i, F_{i,j} ) <

⌊_b 2 ⌋ − 1 to complete the proof.

It is easy but tedious to verify that these conditions either already imply the desired inequality or give additional structural insights.

Claim 23. Equation (ix), e = (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb}_{σb−1} and b_i = 0 either imply Inequality (x) directly or that exactly one of the cycle edges of F_{i,j} is switched during σ_{b−1} → σ_b.

Consequently, it suffices to consider the case that exactly one of the two cycle edges (d_{i,j,∗}, F_{i,j} ) is applied during σ_{b−1} → σ_b. However, by Equation (ix), this implies that the the occurrence record of both edges (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ), (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) is the same with respect to σ_{b−1}.

Now assume that F_{i,j} is open or halfopen for σ_{b−1}. Then, there is at least one k ∈ {0, 1} with σ_{b−1}(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} . The statement thus follows since Property (OR4)_{i,j,k} implies ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≥ ⌊b/2⌋−1. Thus assume that F_{i,j} is closed for σ_{b−1}. This implies that either (b−1)_i = 1∧(b−1)_{i+1} = j or (b − 1)_i = 0 ∧ (b − 1)_{i+1} ≠ j holds. In the first case, ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊ (b − 2^{i−1} + 2 − k)/2 ⌋ and ℓ(b) > 1 need to hold. This implies that b − 2^{i−1} + 2 is even as we have i ≠ 1 by assumption. But this implies that we have ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) < ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) which is a contradiction.

We thus need to have (b − 1)_i = 0 ∧ (b − 1)_{i+1} ≠ j. Then, since F_{i,j} is closed, Property (OR2)_{i,j,∗} implies ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, 0) = ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, 1) since

ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, 0) + 1 = ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, 1) + 1 = ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ).

But this implies ⌈ (b − 1 − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b − 1, i))/2 ⌉ = ⌈ (b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b − 1, i))/2 ⌉ . Since b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b − 1, i) is always odd due to i ≠ 1, this is however not possible.

This concludes this part of the proof. Since min_{k∈{0,1}} ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≥ ⌊b/2⌋ − 1, it suffices to prove ϕ^{σb−1} (g_i, F_{i,j} ) < ⌊b/2⌋ − 1 under the given conditions.

We begin by stating one more structural insight.

Claim 24. Assume that Equation (ix), e = (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb}_{σb−1} , b_i = 0 hold and that exactly one of the two cycle edges (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ), (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) is applied during σ_{b−1} → σ_b. Then (b − 1)_i = 0.

To simplify notation, we denote the binary number obtained by subtracting 1 from a binary number (b^′_n, . . . , b^′_1) by [b^′_n, . . . , b^′_1] − 1. Then, b and b − 1 can be represented as

b = (b_n, . . . , b_{i+1}, 0, b_{i−1}, . . . , b_1), b − 1 = (b_n, . . . , b_{i+1}, 0, [b_{i−1}, . . . , b_1] − 1)

where bit i is marked in bold. The idea of the proof is now the following. We define two smaller numbers that are relevant for the application of (g_i, F_{i,j} ). We use these numbers and the induction hypothesis to prove that even if (g_i, F_{i,j} ) was applied during the maximum number of transitions, the claimed bound still holds.

We define

b̄ := ([b_n, . . . , b_{i+1}] − 1,1, 1 . . . , 1)

^b := ([b_n, . . . , b_{i+1}] − 1,1, 0, . . . , 0)

where bit i is again marked in bold. These numbers are well-defined since b ≥ 2^i.

Consider ^b. Let N(^b, b − 1) denote the number of applications of (g_i, F_{i,j} ) when transitioning from σ_{^b} to σ_{b−1}. Then, since b^′_i = 1 for all b^′ ∈ {^b, . . . , b̄}, we have N(^b, b − 1) = N(b̄, b − 1). We thus can describe the occurrence record of (g_i, F_{i,j} ) as

ϕ^{σb−1} (g_i, F_{i,j} ) = N(0, b − 1) = N(0, ^b) + N(^b, b − 1) = ϕ^{σ^b} (g_i, F_{i,j} ) + N(b̄, b − 1).

Our goal is to bound the two terms on the right-hand side. Using the induction hypothesis and that ^b is even, it is easy to verify that the first term can be bounded by ⌊^b/2⌋. Since every improving switch is applied at most once per transition by Corollary C.20, we have N(b̄, b − 1) ≤ (b − 1) − b̄. However, this upper bound is not strong enough. To improve this bound, we now distinguish between when exactly (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is applied during σ_{b−1} → σ_b. Note that we refer to even earlier transitions in the last statement of the following claim.

Claim 25. Assume that Equation (ix), e = (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb}_{σb−1} , b_i = 0 hold and that exactly one of the two cycle edges (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ), (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) is applied during σ_{b−1} → σ_b. If (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b, then

1. b is even and i ≠ 2, 2. ∑ (b, i) = 2^{i−1} − 2 and

3. if (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb−1}_{σb−2} , then (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^{σb−2}_{σb−3} .

If (g_i, F_{i,j} ) was applied during phase 1, then the last statement of Claim 25 implies N(b̄, b−1) ≤ (b − 1) − b̄ − 1. Combining these results and using b̄ = b − ∑ (b, i) − 1 and ^b = b − ∑ (b, i) − 2^{i−1} yields the statement as

ϕ^{σb−1} (g_i, F_{i,j} ) = ϕ^{σ^b} (g_i, F_{i,j} ) + N(b̄, b − 1) ≤ ⌊ ^b 2 ⌋ + (b − 1) − b̄ − 1 = ⌊ ^b 2 ⌋ + b − b̄ − 2 = ⌊ b − ∑ (b, i) − 2^{i−1} 2 ⌋ + b − b + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − 2 = ⌊ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) 2 ⌋ − 1 = ⌊ b − 2^{i−1} + 2^{i−1} − 2 2 ⌋ − 1 = ⌊ b − 2 2 ⌋ − 1 = ⌊ b 2 ⌋ − 2 < ⌊ b 2 ⌋ − 1. This proves the statement if (g_i, F_{i,j} ) was applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b.

Hence assume that e = (g_i, F_{i,j} ) was applied during phase 5 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b. Let σ denote the phase-5-strategy in which e is applied. Then, σ̄(g_i) = 1 − j needs to hold. Consequently, either σ̄_{b−1}(g_i) = 1 − j or σ̄_{b−1}(g_i) = j and (g_i, F_{i,1−j} ) ∈ A^σ_{b−1} . We thus distinguish between these two cases. In the first case, the following statement similar to Claim 25 can be shown. Claim 26. Assume that Equation (ix), e = (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb}_{σb−1} , b_i = 0 hold and that exactly one of the two cycle edges (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ), (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) is applied during σ_{b−1} → σ_b. If (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is applied during phase 5 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b and σ̄_{b−1}(g_i) = 1 − j, then

1. i ≠ 2, 2. ∑ (b, i) = 2^{i−1} − 2 and

3. if (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb−1}_{σb−2} , then(g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^{σb−2}_{σb−3} .

The statement thus follows analogously.

Thus, assume σ̄_{b−1}(g_i) = j and (g_i, F_{i,1−j} ) ∈ A^{σb}_{σb−1} . Since at most one improving switch involving a selection vertex is applied during phase 5, this implies that (g_i, F_{i,1−j} ) was applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b. It could technically also be applied at the beginning of phase 2 resp. 3 when closing the final cycle center only creates a pseudo phase-2 resp. pseudo phase-3-strategy. For clarity of presentation, we include this case in the second case and interpret the application of this improving switch as being part of phase 1. In particular, we thus have 1 − j = 1 − b_{i+1} resp. j = b_{i+1} as (b − 1)_i = b_i = 0 implies i ≠ ℓ(b). We prove that we need to have i ≠ 2.

For the sake of a contradiction, assume i = 2. Then, since (b − 1)_i = 0, we have b_1 = 1 and b − 2 = b̄. Consequently, 1 − j = 1 − b_3 = (b − 2)_3. Thus, the cycle center F_{i,1−j} is active and closed with respect to σ_{b−2}. As b is odd, this implies ϕ^{σb−2} (d_{i,1−j,k}, F_{i,1−j} ) = ⌊ lfn(b − 2, i, {(i + 1, (b − 2)_3)}) − k 2 ⌋ + 1 = ⌊ b − 2 − 1 − k 3 ⌋ + 1 = ⌊ b − 1 − k 2 ⌋ = ⌊ b − 1 2 ⌋ − k. Since the cycle center is closed with respect to σ_{b−2}, none of these two edges is applied as improving switch during phase 1 of σ_{b−2} → σ_{b−1}. However, since ℓ(b−1) > 1, the switches are also not applied during phase 5 of that transition. But this implies σ_{b−1}(d_{i,1−j,k}) ≠ F_{i,1−j} for both k ∈ {0, 1}, contradicting that (g_i, F_{i,1−j} ) is applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b. Note that this argument further proves that we cannot have b − 2 = b̄.

We can thus assume i > 2 and b−3 ≥ b̄. Since we apply (g_i, F_{i,1−j} ) during phase 1 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b, we can use the same arguments used when proving Claim 25 resp. 26 to prove ∑ (b, i) ≤ 2^{i−1} − 2.

Similar to the last cases, we prove that there is at least one transition between b̄ and b − 1 in which the switch (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is not applied. As this follows if (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^{σb−1}_{σb−2} , assume (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb−1}_{σb−2} .

First, since b − 3 ≥ b̄ and since we apply (g_i, F_{i,j} ) in phase 5 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b, it holds that j = b_{i+1} = (b − 1)_{i+1} = (b − 2)_{i+1}. This implies that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) was not applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−3} → σ_{b−2}. The reason is that this could only happen if i = ℓ(b − 2), contradicting (b − 2)_i = 0, or if (b − 3)_i = 0 ∧ j ≠ (b − 3)_{i+1}. However, this then contradicts the previous identities regarding j. Thus, (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is applied during phase 5 of σ_{b−3} → σ_{b−2}.

For the sake of a contradiction, assume (b − 3)_i = 1. Then, b − 3 = b̄, implying (b − 3)_{i+1} ≠ j. This further implies (b − 3)_i′ = 1 for all i^′ ≤ i. Then, since F_{i,1−j} is closed with respect to σ_{b−3} and i ≥ 3, it is easy to calculate that we then need to have ϕ^{σb−3} (d_{i,1−j,k}, F_{i,1−j} ) < ⌊(b − 3 + 1)/2⌋ − 1. But, since ℓ(b − 2) > 1, this implies that both of these edges are applied at the beginning of phase 5 of σ_{b−3} → σ_{b−2}. Thus, F_{i,1−j} is closed at the beginning of phase 5 of σ_{b−3} → σ_{b−2}, contradicting the assumption that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is applied during phase 5 of σ_{b−3} → σ_{b−2}, see Lemma B.32.

Thus assume (b − 3)_i = 0 ∧ (b − 3)_{i+1} = j. This implies b − 4 ≥ b̄ and that the transition from σ_{b−4} to σ_{b−3} is thus part of the currently considered sequence of transitions. Then, since (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is applied during both σ_{b−3} → σ_{b−2} and σ_{b−2} → σ_{b−1}, the improving switch (g_i, F_{i,1−j} ) has to be applied in between. This switch can only be applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−2} → σ_{b−1}. It is easy to see that this implies that there is a k ∈ {0, 1} such that ϕ^{σb−2} (d_{i,1−j,k}, F_{i,1−j} ) = ℓ^{b−2}(i, 1−j, k)+1 ≤ ⌊(b − 1)/2⌋ − 1 and ϕ^{σb−2} (d_{i,1−j,1−k}, F_{i,1−j} ) = ⌊(b − 1)/2⌋ − 1. Using ∑ (b, i) ≤ 2^{i−1} − 2, it is then easy to verify that ℓ^{b−3}(i, 1 − j, k^′) ≤ ⌊(b − k^′)/2⌋ − 3 for k^′ ∈ {0, 1}.

This implies that we need to have ϕ^{σb−3} (d_{i,1−j,1}, F_{i,1−j} ) = ℓ^{b−3}(i, 1 − j, 1) + 1 and that the edge (d_{i,1−j,1}, F_{i,1−j} ) is applied as improving switch during phase 5 of σ_{b−3} → σ_{b−2}. We thus need to have k = 1. Consider (d_{i,1−j,0}, F_{i,1−j} ). Then,

ℓ^{b−3}(i, 1 − j, 0) = ⌊ b 2 ⌋ − 3 = ⌊ b − 2 2 ⌋ − 2 < ⌊ b − 2 2 ⌋ − 1 = ⌊ b − 3 + 1 2 ⌋ − 1. By Property (OR4)_{i,1−j,0}, we thus need to have σ_{b−3}(d_{i,1−j,0}) = F_{i,1−j}. In particular, it implies that F_{i,1−j} is closed for σ_{b−3} and thus σ_{b−3}(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} .

This now enables us to show that the edge (g_i, F_{i,j} ) was not applied as improving switch during the transition σ_{b−4} → σ_{b−3}. Independent on whether b − 4 = b̄ or b − 4 ≠ b̄, the switch was not applied during phase 5 of σ_{b−4} → σ_{b−3} as we have σ_{b−3}(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} . If (b − 4)_i = 0 ∧ (b − 4)_{i+1} = j, then it also follows directly that the switch was not applied during phase 1 of that transition. Thus consider the case (b − 4)_i = 1 ∧ (b − 4)_{i+1} ≠ j, implying b − 4 = b̄. But this immediately implies that the switch is not applied during phase 1.

This concludes the proof for the case that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) was applied during phase 5 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b and thus concludes the proof for i ≥ 2.

It remains to consider the case i = 1. We prove the statement again via induction on b. It is easy to verify that the statement hold for both G_n = S_n and G_n = M_n for the canonical strategies σ_0, σ_1, σ_2. Hence let b > 2 and assume that the statement holds for all b^′ < b. We show that the statement then also holds for b.

An improving switch (g_1, F_{1,j} ) can only be applied during phase 1 if 1 = ℓ(b) and j = b_2. Since we then have (b − 1)_i = 0, both edges (d_{1,b2,0}, F_{1,b2} ) and (d_{1,b2 ,1}, F_{1,b2} ) are switched during phase 1 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b. Thus, the statement follows by the induction hypothesis.

Thus consider the case (b − 1)_i = 1. Then, a switch (g_1, F_{1,j} ) can only be applied in phase 5. Consider the case G_n = S_n first. Then, by the conditions of the application of such a switch in phase 5, we need to have j = 0 and σ_{b−1}(g_1) = 1. Since (b − 1)_1 = 1 this implies b = (. . . , 0, 0), b − 1 = (. . . , 1, 1) and b−2 = (. . . , 1, 0). It follows directly that (g_1, F_{1,0}) is not applied during the transition σ_{b−2} → σ_{b−1}. However, during phase 1 of both transitions σ_{b−2} → σ_{b−1}, exactly one of the cycle edges of F_{1,0} is switched. Using the induction hypothesis, this implies the statement. If G_n = M_n, then we then need to have j = b_2 and σ_{b−1}(g_1) = 1 − b_2. If j = 0, then the statement follows by the exact same arguments used for the case G_n = S_n. If j = 1, it follows by similar arguments.

We can now prove the statements of Section 6. For convenience, we restate these statements before proving them.

We begin by showing that applying the improving switches according to Zadeh’s pivot rule and the tie-breaking rule of Definition 6.4 yields the strategies described by Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

Lemma 6.16. Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n having the canonical properties. Let σ be a strategy obtained by applying a sequence of improving switches to σ_b. Let σ and I_σ have the properties of row k of Table 6.6 and 6.7 for some k ∈ [5]. Then, applying improving switches according to Zadeh’s pivot rule and the tie-breaking rule of Definition 6.4 produces a strategy σ^′ that is described by the next feasible rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

Proof. By Lemma C.14, applying improving switches to σ produces a canonical strategy σ_{b+1} for b+1. When proving this lemma, we proved that the algorithm produces the intermediate strategies as described by the corresponding rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7. More precisely, this follows from Lemmas C.1, C.6, C.9 and C.12.

By Lemma C.14, I_{σb+1} = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) : σ_{b+1} ≠ F_{i,j}}. In particular, this set is described as specified by Table 6.7. It thus remains to prove that σ_{b+1} has the canonical properties. More precisely, we prove the following three statements:

1. The occurrence records ϕ^{σb+1} are described correctly by Table 6.4: This follows from Lemmas C.23 and C.24.

2. σ_{b+1} has Properties (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗} to (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗}: This follows from Lemma C.22.

3. Any improving switch was applied at most once per previous transition between canonical strategies: This follows from Corollary C.20.

Thus, σ_{b+1} is a canonical strategy for b + 1 and has the canonical properties.

This now immediately implies the following theorem of Section 6, stating that applying improving switches to a canonical strategy for b having the canonical properties produces such a strategy for b + 1.

Theorem 6.17. Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n having the canonical properties. After applying finitely many improving switches according to Zadeh’s pivot rule and the tie-breaking rule of Definition 6.4, the strategy improvement algorithm calculates a strategy σ_{b+1} with the following properties. 1. I_{σb+1} = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) : σ_{b+1}(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} }. 2. The occurrence records are described by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1.

3. σ_{b+1} is a canonical strategy for b + 1 and has Properties (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗} to (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗}.

4. When transitioning from σ_b to σ_{b+1}, every improving switch is applied at most once.

In particular, σ_{b+1} has the canonical properties.

This now enables us to prove the remaining statements of Section 6 simultaneously.

Theorem 6.8. Let σ_b be a canonical strategy for b ∈ B_n and assume that improving switches are applied as described in Section 6.3. Then Table 6.4 describes the occurrence records of the player 0 edges with respect to σ_b.

Theorem 6.18. Using Zadeh’s pivot rule and the tie-breaking rule of Definition 6.4 when applying

1. the strategy improvement algorithm of [VJ00] to S_n,

2. the policy iteration algorithm of [How60] to M_n,

3. the simplex algorithm of [Dan51] to the linear program induced by M_n

to the game G_n/induced linear program, all of size O(n), requires at least 2^n iterations for finding the optimal strategy/solution when using σ_0 as initial strategy.

Proof. By Lemma 6.11, the initial strategy σ_0 is a canonical strategy representing 0 having the canonical properties. In addition, by Lemma 6.3, it is a sink strategy for S_n and a weak unichain policy for M_n.

By Theorem 6.17, applying improving switches to σ_0 yields a canonical strategy σ_1 representing the number 1. Also, the occurrence record of the edges is described correctly by Table 6.4 for σ_1. In particular, Theorem 6.17 can be applied to σ_1 again, yielding a canonical strategy σ_2 representing the number 2.

This argument can now be applied iteratively. Thus, applying improving switches according to Zadeh’s pivot rule and the tie-breaking rule defined in Definition 6.4 produces the strategies σ_0, σ_1, . . . , σ_2n_{−1}. By Theorem 6.17, Table 6.4 describes the occurrence records for each of these strategies, implying Theorem 6.8. Since these are 2^n different strategies, since G_n has size O(n) and all rewards and probabilities (for G_n = M_n) and priorities (for G_n = S_n) can be encoded using a polynomial number of bits, this implies the exponential lower bound for the strategy improvement and policy iteration algorithm. Consequently, there is a linear program such that the simplex algorithm using the same pivot and tie-breaking rule requires the same number of iterations as it requires for M_n and the lower bound also applies to the simplex algorithm.

D Formal Proofs

Thisappendix contains all proofs of statements contained in the previous appendices. We begin by providing proofs for the statements of Appendix A.

D.1 Omitted proofs of Appendix A

Lemma A.8. Let P = {g_∗, s_{∗,∗}, h_{i∗,∗}} be the set of vertices with priorities in M_n. Let S, S^′, P ⊆ P be non-empty subsets, let ∑ (S) := ∑ v∈S ⟨v⟩ and define ∑ (S^′) analogously.

1. | ∑ (S)| < N^{2n+11} and ε · | ∑ (S)| < 1 for every subset S ⊆ P , and

2. | max_{v∈S} ⟨v⟩| < | max_{v∈S}′ ⟨v⟩| if and only if | ∑ (S)| < | ∑ (S^′)| .

Proof. The highest priority of any vertex is 2n + 10 and there are no more then 5n vertices with priorities. Let v, w be two vertices with Ω(v) > Ω(w). Then, by construction, ⟨v⟩ ≥ N · ⟨w⟩. In other words, if two vertices v, w do not have the same priority, then the rewards associated with the vertices are apart by at least a factor of N. Thus, for S ⊆ P , | |∑(S) | | ≤ | |∑(P ) | | ≤ |P | · | |max_{v∈P} ⟨v⟩ | | ≤ |P | · N^{2n+10} = 5n · N^{2n+10} < N^{2n+11},

implying the first statement since ε = N^{−(2n+11)} by definition.

Let S, S^′ ⊆ P be non-empty. Let |max_{v∈S} ⟨v⟩| < |max_{v∈S}′ ⟨v⟩|. Then | |∑(S) | | ≤ |S| · | |max_{v∈S} ⟨v⟩ | | < 5n | |max_{v∈S} ⟨v⟩ | | ≤ 5n|max^{v∈S′} ⟨v⟩| N < | |max_{v∈S′} ⟨v⟩ | | ≤ | |∑(S_′) | | . Now let | ∑ (S)| < | ∑ (S^′)|. Then | | |max_{v∈S} ⟨v⟩ | | | ≤ | | | ∑ (S) | | | < | | | ∑ (S^′) | | | < 5n | | |max_{v∈S′} ⟨v⟩ | | | , so |max_{v∈S} ⟨v⟩| < 5n |max_{v∈S}′ ⟨v⟩|. Since N ≥ 7n, this implies the statement.

Lemma A.10. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be well-behaved.

1. Let σ(b_μσ ) = b_μσ_{+1}. Then L^∗_i ⪯ R^∗_i for all i ∈ [n] and L^∗_i ≺ R^∗_j for j < i ≤ μ^σ.

2. Let σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ . Then L^∗_i ⪰ R^∗_i for all i ∈ [n] and L_i ≻ R^∗_j for i ≤ μ^σ and j ∈ [n] and L_i ⊕ �g_j � ≻ R_j for i ≤ μ^σ and j < μ^σ.

3. Let i ≥ μ^σ > j. Then R^∗_j ≺ �s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} � ⊕ L^∗_{i+1}.

4. For all i ∈ [n], it holds that �g_i, s_{i,∗}, h_{i,∗}� ≻ ⨁ i^′<i W ∗ i^′ and L ∗ 1 ≺ �s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} � ⊕ L^∗_{i+1}. Proof. We prove the statements one after another.

1. The first statement follows directly if i ≥ μ^σ since this implies R^∗_i = L^∗_i . Thus assume i < μ^σ.

Then, σ(b_μσ ) = b_μσ_{+1} implies L^∗_i = ⨁_μσ_{−1} ℓ=i {W^∗_ℓ : σ(b_ℓ) = g_ℓ} ⊕ L^∗_μσ_{+1}. The first statement follows since μ^σ −1⨁

ℓ=i {W^∗_ℓ : σ(b_ℓ) = g_ℓ} ⪯ μ^σ −1⨁

ℓ=i W^∗_ℓ and R^∗_i = μ^σ −1⨁

ℓ=i W^∗_ℓ ⊕ L_μσ_{+1}.

The second statement follows since j < i ≤ μ^σ implies ⨁_μσ_{−1} ℓ=i W^∗_ℓ ≺ ⨁_μσ_{−1} ℓ=j W^∗_ℓ .

2. The first statement follows directly if i > μ^σ since this implies R^∗_i = L^∗_i . Thus assume i ≤ μ^σ.

Since σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ , the statement then follows since

L^∗_i = ⨁ ℓ≥i {W^∗_ℓ : σ(b_ℓ) = g_ℓ} = μ^σ −1⨁

ℓ=i {W^∗_ℓ : σ(b_ℓ) = g_ℓ} ⊕ W_μσ ⊕ L^∗_μσ_{+1}

≻ μ^σ −1⨁

ℓ=1 W^∗_ℓ ⊕ L^∗_μσ_{+1} = R^∗_1 ⪰ R^∗_j .

The same calculation implies the third statement as the estimations remain correct if j < μ^σ.

3. By i ≥ μ^σ > j, we have

R^∗_j = μ^σ −1⨁

ℓ=j W_ℓ ⊕ ⨁ ℓ≥μ^σ +1 {W_ℓ : σ(b_ℓ) = g_ℓ} ≺ μ^σ⨁

ℓ=1 W_ℓ ⊕ ⨁ ℓ≥μ^σ +1 {W_ℓ : σ(b_ℓ) = g_ℓ}

≺ i⨁ ℓ=1 W_ℓ ⊕ ⨁ ℓ≥i+1 {W_ℓ : σ(b_ℓ) = g_ℓ} ≺ �s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} � ⊕ L^∗_{i+1}.

4. For G_n = S_n, the statement follows since the most significant difference is the vertex h_{i∗} and since the priority of this vertex is even. For G_n = M_n, this follows intuitively since the ⟨h_{i,∗}⟩ has the largest exponent of all terms in the expression and since it is the only vertex that has this exponent. Thus, ⟨h_{i,∗}⟩ is by a factor of N larger than all other quantities in the given expression, and as N is sufficiently large, this term dominates. Formally, this can be shown by an easy but tedious calculation. The second statement follows from the first.

Lemma A.12. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be well-behaved and i < μ^σ. Then Ξ̂^P_σ (g_i) = R^P_i and

Ξ̂^M_σ (g_i) =

B^M_2 + k−1∑ j=i W^M_j + ⟨g_k⟩, if k := min{k ≥ i: ¬σ̄(d_k)} < μ^σ

Ξ̂M_σ (g_i) = RM_i , otherwise.

Proof. This statement is shown by backwards induction on i. Let i = μ^σ − 1, implying σ(g_i) = F_{i,0} by Property (BR1).

• Let σ̄(d_i). Since σ(s_{i,0}) = h_{i,0} by Property (S2), Lemma A.11 yields Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_i) = W^∗_i ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_{i+2}) = W^∗_i ⊕ B^∗_{i+2} = W^∗_i ⊕ L^∗_{i+2} = R^∗_i .

• Let ¬σ̄(d_i). Consider G_n = S_n first. By Property (BR2), either τ^σ(F_{i,0}) = d_{i,0,k} where σ(d_{i,0,k}) = e_{i,0,k} and σ(e_{i,0,k}) = b_2 for some k ∈ {0, 1} or τ^σ(F_{i,0}) = s_{i,0}. Since player 1 chooses τ^σ(F_{i,0}) such that the valuation of g_i is minimized we need to compare B^P_2 ∪ {g_i} (if player 1 chooses d_{i,0,k}) and R^P_i (if player 1 chooses s_{i,0}). Note that σ(b_2) = b_3 if μ^σ > 2 by Property (EB6) and that μ^σ = 2 implies B^P_2 = L^P_2 . We prove that this implies R^P_i ◁ L^P_2 ∪ {g_i} and thus Ξ̂^P_σ (g_i) = R^P_i . As mentioned before, σ(g_i) = F_{i,0}. In addition, we have σ̄(eb_{i,0}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,0}). Thus, by Property (EB1), we have σ̄(b_{i+1}) = σ̄(b_μσ ) ≠ 0. Hence σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ and σ(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1}. The statement thus follows from Lemma A.10 (2). Consider G_n = M_n next. By the choice of i and assumption, it holds that i = min{k ≥ i: ¬σ̄(d_k)} < μ^σ. By Property (BR2), this implies ¬σ̄(eg_{i,0}). Thus Ξ̂^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2). Therefore, Ξ̂^M_σ (g_i) = ⟨g_i⟩ + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2) = ⟨g_i⟩ + B^M_2 by Lemma A.11.

Now let i < μ^σ − 1, implying σ(g_i) = F_{i,1} by Property (BR1) and μ^σ ≥ 3.

1. Let σ̄(d_i). Consider G_n = S_n first. Then, τ^σ(F_{i,1}) = s_{i,1} and σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1} by Property (S2).

Using the induction hypotheses, this yields

Ξ̂^P_σ (g_i) = W^P_i ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_{i+1}) = W^P_i ∪ R^P_{i+1} = R^P_i .

If G_n = M_n, then the same property implies Ξ̂^M_σ (F_{i,1}) = Ξ̂^M_σ (s_{i,1}) as well as σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1}. Thus Ξ̂^M_σ (g_i) = W^M_i + Ξ̂^M_σ (g_{i+1}). Applying the induction hypotheses to Ξ̂^M_σ (g_{i+1}) yields the result.

2. Let ¬σ̄(d_i). Consider G_n = S_n first. By the same arguments used for i = μ^σ − 1, we need to show R^P_i ◁ B^P_2 ∪ {g_i}. By Properties (BR2) and (EB2) we thus have σ(b_2) = b_3 and B_2 = L_2 as μ^σ ≥ 3. It thus suffices to prove R^P_i ◁ L^P_2 ∪ {g_i}. Let, for the sake of contradiction, μ^σ = min{i^′ : σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}}. By Property (BR2) and ¬σ̄(d_i), we have σ̄(eb_{i,1}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,1}). Thus, by Property (EB1), σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}. But this implies μ^σ ≤ i + 1, contradicting i < μ^σ. Hence I^σ ≠ ∅, implying σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ by Lemma A.4. But then, the statement follows from Lemma A.10 (2).

Consider G_n = M_n next. Then i = min{k ≥ i: ¬σ̄(d_k)} < μ^σ. As in the case i = μ^σ − 1, we have Ξ̂^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2). Therefore,

Ξ̂^M_σ (g_i) = ⟨g_i⟩ + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2) = ⟨g_i⟩ + B^M_2

by Lemma A.11.

Lemma A.14. Let μ^σ = 1 and m := min{m^{¬σ}_g , m^{¬σ}_s }. Then

Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_1) =

⟨g_1⟩ + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2), if m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_s , m^{¬σ}_g ∧ G_n = M_n ∧ ¬σ̄(d_1), W^∗_1 ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2), if m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_s , m^{¬σ}_g , ∧ (G_n = S_n ∨ [G_n = M_n ∧ σ̄(d_1)]), m⨁ i^′=1

W^∗_i′ ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_m¬σ_{g +2}) if m^{¬σ}_g < m^{¬σ}_s , m^σ_b , ∧ [(σ̄(b_m¬σ_{g +1}) ∧ G_n = S_n) ∨ ¬σ̄(eb_m¬σ_g )], m−1⨁ i^′=1

W^∗_i′ ⊕ �g_m� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) otherwise.

Proof. This statement is proven by distinguishing between several cases. Most of the cases are proven by backwards induction, some are proven directly.

1. m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_s , m^{¬σ}_g , G_n = M_n and ¬σ̄(d_1): We prove that this implies that we have Ξ̂M_σ (g_1) = ⟨g_1⟩ + Ξ̂M_σ (b_2). By Lemma A.6, mσ_b ≤ m¬σ_s , m¬σ_g implies mσ_b = 2. Thus, σ(b_2) = g_2, σ(g_1) = F_{1,1} and it suffices to prove σ̄(eb_{1,1}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{1,1}). By Property (EG1), it cannot hold that σ̄(eg_{1,1}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{1,1}) as this would imply σ(s_{1,1}) = b_1. This however contradicts σ(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1} which follows from 1 < m^{¬σ}_s and σ(g_1) = F_{1,1}. By Property (EBG3), we cannot have σ̄(eb_{1,1}) ∧ σ̄(eg_{1,1}) as this would imply σ̄(d_1), contradicting the current assumptions. Thus, σ̄(eb_{1,1}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{1,1}).

2. m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_s , m^{¬σ}_g , G_n = M_n and σ̄(d_1): By Lemma A.6, it holds that m^σ_b = 2. This implies σ(b_2) = g_2, σ(g_1) = F_{1,1} and σ(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1}. Thus, the chose cycle center of level 1 is closed, implying Ξ̂^M_σ (g_1) = W^M_1 + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2).

3. m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_s , m^{¬σ}_g and G_n = S_n: By the same argument used in the last case, it suffices to prove σ̄(d_1). This however follows since ¬σ̄(eb_1) by Property (MNS1) and ¬σ̄(eg_1) by Property (EG1).

4. m^{¬σ}_g < m^{¬σ}_s , m^σ_b ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_m¬σ_g ) ∧ [G_n = S_n =⇒ ¬σ̄(b_m¬σ_{g +1})]: We prove that

Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_i) = m^{¬σ}_g⨁

i^′=i W^∗_i′ ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_m¬σ_{g +2}) (i)

for all i ≤ m^{¬σ}_g by backwards induction. Let i = m^{¬σ}_g . Then, by the choice of i, σ(g_i) = F_{i,0} and σ(s_{i,0}) = h_{i,0}. Since we assume ¬σ̄(eb_m¬σ_g ) = ¬σ̄(eb_{i,0}), F_{i,0} does not escape towards b_2. In addition, by Property (EG1), it cannot be the case that σ̄(eg_{i,0}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,0}) as this would imply σ(s_{i,0}) = b_1. Hence F_{i,0} is closed, so Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,0}) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(s_{i,0}). Consequently, Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_i) = W^∗_i ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_{i+2}) which is exactly Property (i) by the choice of i.

Let i < m^{¬σ}_g . By i < m^{¬σ}_g , it holds that σ(g_i) = F_{i,1}. By Property (MNS2), it also holds that ¬σ̄(eb_i). Using Property (EG1) as before, we conclude that F_{i,1} is closed, so Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,1}) = Ξ̂∗_σ(s_{i,1}). Also, σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1} since i < m¬σ_s . This implies Ξ̂∗_σ(g_i) = W ∗_i ⊕ Ξ̂∗_σ(g_{i+1}), so Property (i) follows from the induction hypothesis.

5. m^{¬σ}_g < m^{¬σ}_s , m^σ_b ∧ σ̄(b_m¬σ_{g +1}) and G_n = S_n: We prove that

Ξ̂^P_σ (g_i) = m^{¬σ}_g⋃

i^′=i W^P_i′ ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_m¬σ_{g +2}) (ii)

for all i ≤ m^{¬σ}_g by backwards induction. Let i = m^{¬σ}_g . Then, by the choice of i, it holds that σ(g_i) = F_{i,0} and σ(s_{i,0}) = h_{i,0}. By Property (EG1), it cannot be the case that σ̄(eg_{i,0})∧¬σ̄(eb_{i,0}) as this would imply σ(s_{i,0}) = b_1. By Property (EBG1), it cannot be the case that σ̄(eg_{i,0}) ∧ σ̄(eb_{i,0}) as this would imply σ̄(b_{i+1}) = 0, contradicting the assumption. In particular, this implies ¬σ̄(eg_{i,0}). Thus, depending on the choice of player 1, either Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,0}) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) or Ξ̂P_σ (F_{i,0}) = Ξ̂P_σ (s_{i,0}). It is now easy to see that σ̄(b_{m¬σg +1}) implies Ξ̂P_σ (s_{i,0}) ◁ Ξ̂P_σ (b_2) and thus

τ^σ(F_{i,0}) = s_{i,0}. Hence Ξ̂^P_σ (g_i) = W^P_i ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+2}) as required.

Let i < m^{¬σ}_g . By i < m^{¬σ}_g , it follows that σ(g_i) = F_{i,1} and consequently σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1}. Using Properties (EG1), (EBG1) and i < m^σ_b , we can again conclude that ¬σ̄(eg_{i,1}). Consequently, either Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,1}) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) or Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,1}) = Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}). Using σ̄(b_mσ_{g +1}) and the induction hypotheses, it is again follows thatΞ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). Thus, the statement again follows by applying the induction hypotheses.

6. m^{¬σ}_g < m^{¬σ}_s , m^σ_b ∧¬σ̄(b_m¬σ_{g +1})∧σ̄(eb_m¬σ_g ) and G_n = S_n: Let, for the sake of contradiction, m^{¬σ}_g > 1. Then, by Lemma A.6, m^σ_b = m^{¬σ}_g +1 and in particular σ̄(b_m¬σ_{g +1}), contradicting the assumption. Thus, m^{¬σ}_g = 1. This implies σ(g_1) = F_{1,0} and σ(s_{1,0}) = h_{1,0}. Let, for the sake of contradiction, σ̄(eb_{1,0}) ∧ σ̄(eg_{1,0}). Then, σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2) as ¬σ̄(b_2) by assumption and m^{¬σ}_g = 1. But then, Property (EBG3) implies σ̄(d_1) which is a contradiction. Consequently, σ̄(eb_{i,0}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,0}). Since

Ξ̂_σ(b_2) ◁ {s_{1,0}, h_{1,0}} ∪ Ξ̂_σ(b_2) = ⟨s_{1,0}, h_{1,0}⟩ ∪ Ξ̂_σ(b_3),

this yields Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) = {g_1} ∪ Ξ̂_σ(b_3).

7. m^{¬σ}_g < m^{¬σ}_s , m^σ_b ∧ σ̄(eb_m¬σ_g ) and G_n = M_n: We prove that

Ξ̂^M_σ (g_i) = m^{¬σ}_g −1 ∑ i^′=i W^M_i + ⟨g_m¬σ_g ⟩ + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2) (iii)

for all i ≤ m^{¬σ}_g by backwards induction. Let i = m^{¬σ}_g . Then, by construction, m^{¬σ}_g ≠ n as m^σ_b ≤ n . We prove ¬σ̄(eg_{i,0}). Assume otherwise, implying σ̄(eb_{i,0}) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,0}). Assume m^{¬σ}_g > 1. Then, by Lemma A.6, σ̄(b_m¬σ_{g +1}) = 1, contradicting Property (EBG1). Hence assume m^{¬σ}_g = 1. If σ̄(b_2) = σ̄(g_1), then Property (EBG3) implies σ̄(d_1), contradicting the assumption. If σ̄(b_2) ≠ σ̄(g_1), then σ̄(b_2) = 1, again contradicting Property (EBG1). Thus, ¬σ̄(eg_{i,0}) needs to hold. Consequently, as σ̄(eb_{i,0}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,0}), this yields Ξ̂^M_σ (g_m¬σ_g ) = ⟨g_m¬σ_g ⟩ + Ξ̂^M_{σe} (b_2). Let i < m^{¬σ}_g . Then σ(g_i) = F_{i,1} and σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1}. In addition, by Property (MNS2), ¬σ̄(eb_{i,1}). Since σ̄(eg_{i,1}) would imply σ(s_{i,1}) = b_1 by Property (EB1), we have ¬σ̄(eb_i)∧¬σ̄(eg_i), implying σ̄(d_i). This implies Ξ̂^M_σ (g_i) = W^M_i + Ξ̂^M_σ (g_{i+1}) and the statement then follows by using the induction hypotheses.

8. m^{¬σ}_s ≤ m^{¬σ}_g < m^σ_b or m^{¬σ}_s < m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_g : Let m := min{m^{¬σ}_g , m^{¬σ}_s }. We prove that

Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_i) = m−1⨁ i^′=i W^∗_i′ ⊕ �g_m� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) (iv)

for all i ≤ m. Let i = m and j := σ̄(g_i). We can assume i = m^{¬σ}_s in both cases, implying i = m^{¬σ}_s ≤ n in both cases. By either Property (MNS4) or Property (MNS6), we have σ̄(eb_i) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_i). This implies Ξ̂^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2), hence the statement follows for G_n = M_n. Consider the case G_n = S_n. Since i = m^{¬σ}_s , we have σ(s_{i,j}) = b_1. Therefore, using σ(b_1) = b_2, we obtain Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j} ) = {s_{i,j} } ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) ▷ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). Thus τ^σ(F_{i,j} ) = d_{i,j,k} and therefore Ξ̂^P_σ (g_m) = {g_m} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2).

Let i < m. Since i < m^{¬σ}_s ≤ m^{¬σ}_g in both cases, σ(g_i) = F_{i,1} and σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1}. Let G_n = S_n. By Property (EG1), it cannot be the case that σ̄(eg_{i,1})∧¬σ̄(eb_{i,1}) as this would imply σ(s_{i,1}) = b_1. By Property (EBG1), it cannot be the case that σ̄(eb_{i,1}) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,1}) as this would imply σ(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1}, contradicting the choice of i. Hence, either σ̄(d_{i,j} ) or σ̄(eb_{i,1})∧¬σ̄(eg_{i,1}). We prove that τ^σ(F_{i,j} ) = s_{i,j} holds in any case. It suffices to consider the second case as this follows directly in the first case. Since σ̄(eb_{i,1})∧¬σ̄(eg_{i,1}), it suffices to prove Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1})◁Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). This however follows by the induction hypotheses and Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) = {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}}∪Ξ̂^P_σ (g_{i+1}). Thus, τ^σ(F_{i,j} ) = s_{i,j} for G_n = S_n in any case.

If G_n = M_n, then either Property (MNS3) or Property (MNS5) implies the cycle center F_{i,1} is closed. Hence, using the induction hypotheses, Property (iv) follows from Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_i) = W^∗_i ⊕ Ξ̂∗_σ(g_{i+1}).

Note that the cases listed here suffice, i.e., every possible relation between the three parameters m^{¬σ}_s , m^{¬σ}_g and m^σ_b is covered by exactly one of the cases.

Lemma A.16. Let G_n = S_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be well-behaved and i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1}. Then

Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) =

Ξ̂P_σ (s_{i,j}), if σ̄(d_{i,j} ), {s_{i,j}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2), if σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^σ = 1, Ξ̂P_σ (g_1), if σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ μσ ≠ 1, Ξ̂P_σ (b_2), if σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ μσ = 1 ∧ (¬σ̄(s_{i,j}) ∨ σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j), Ξ̂P_σ (s_{i,j}), if σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ (μ^σ ≠ 1 ∨ (σ̄(s_{i,j}) ∧ σ̄(b_{i+1}) ≠ j)), Ξ̂P_σ (g_1), if σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(g_1) ≠ σ̄(b_2), Ξ̂P_σ (b_2), if σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2).

Proving this statement requires the following additional lemma.

Lemma D.1. Let G_n = S_n and let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} . Let i ∈ [n] such that σ̄(eg_i). Then there is some i^′ < i such that either σ(g_i′ ) = F_i′_{,0} or σ(s_i′_{,σ̄(gi′ )}) = b_1.

Proof. Let, for the sake of contradiction, σ(g_i′ ) = F_i′_{,1} and σ(s_i′_{,σ̄(gi′ )}) = h_i′_{,σ̄(gi′ )} for all i^′ < i. Then, player 1 can create a cycle by setting τ^σ(F_{k,1}) = s_{k,1} for all k < i and τ(F_{i,σ̄(gi)}) = d_{i,σ̄(gi),k} where k is chosen such that the cycle center escapes towards g_1. But this contradicts the fact that S_n is a sink game.

Proof of Lemma A.16. Consider a cycle center F_{i,j} . We distinguish the following cases:

1. σ̄(d_{i,j}): Then F_{i,j} is closed and Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) since S_n is a sink game.

2. σ̄(eg_{i,j}), ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) and μ^σ = 1: We prove Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) = {s_{i,j}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). Since ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j}), player 1 choose a cycle vertex escaping towards g_1 or s_{i,j}. As player 1 minimizes the vertex valuations, it suffices to prove Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1). Property (EG2) implies σ̄(d_1) and hence Ξ̂P_σ (g_1) = {g_1}∪Ξ̂P_σ (s_{1,σ̄(g1)}). By Property (EG3), also σ(s_{1,σ̄(g1)}) = h_{1,σ̄(g1)}. Since σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2) by Property (EG4), it then follows that Ξ̂^P_σ (h_{1,σ̄(g1)}) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). Hence Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) = W^P_1 ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). Furthermore, Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) = {s_{i,j}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_1) = {s_{i,j}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) by Property (EG1) and μ^σ = 1, and consequently Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1).

3. σ̄(eg_{i,j}), ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) and μ^σ ≠ 1: We prove Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1). Assume σ(s_{i,j}) = b_1. Since σ(b_1) = g_1 by Lemma A.3, Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_1) ◁ {s_{i,j}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_1) = {s_{i,j}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) = Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}),

implying τ^σ(F_{i,j} ) = s_{i,j} since ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j}). Assume σ(s_{i,j} ) = h_{i,j}. By Property (EG5), it then holds that j = σ̄(b_{i+1}). Since also σ(b_1) = g_1 and μ^σ ≠ 1, it suffices to prove R^P_1 ◁ {s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} } ∪ Ξ̂_σ(b_{i+2−j} ). This can be shown by the following case distinction based on j and the relation between i + 1 and μ^σ.

(a) Let j = 1 and i + 1 < μ^σ. Then Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+2−j} ) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+1}) = R^P_{i+1} since σ(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1} by Property (EG5). It thus suffices to prove R^P_1 ◁ {s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} } ∪ R^P_{i+1} which follows from Δ(R^P_{i+1} ∪ {s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} }, R^P_1 ) = g_i.

(b) Letj = 1 and i + 1 ≥ μ^σ. Then Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+1}) = L^P_{i+1} and it suffices to prove R^P_1 ◁ {s_{i,j} , h_{i,j} } ∪ L^P_{i+1}. This follows from Lemma A.10 if i ≥ μ^σ and is easy to verify for i + 1 = μ^σ.

(c) Let j = 0 and i+2 ≤ μ^σ. We first show Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+2}) = L^P_{i+2}. If i+2 = μ^σ, then this follows by definition. Thus let i + 1 < μ^σ − 1. Since σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j}, Property (EG5) implies σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}. This implies σ(b_{i+2}) = b_{i+3} by Property (B1). Consequently, also Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+2}) = L^P_{i+2} in this case. As usual, we have Ξ̂_σ(b_1) = R^P_1 and thus prove R^P_1 ◁ {s_{i,j} , h_{i,j} } ∪ L^P_{i+2}. But this follows from Lemma A.10 since σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2} implies L^P_{i+1} = L^P_{i+2} as follows: By μ^σ ≥ i + 2 and σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}, we have μ^σ ≠ min{i^′ ∈ [n]: σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}}. Hence I^σ ≠ ∅ and σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ by Lemma A.4. Thus i + 2 ≤ μ^σ implies R^P_1 ◁ L^P_{i+2} ◁ L^P_{i+2} ∪ {s_{i,j} , h_{i,j} } by Lemma A.10.

(d) Let j = 0 and i + 2 > μ^σ. Then Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+2}) = L^P_{i+2} = L^P_{i+1} since σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2} by Property (EG5). Thus, R^P_1 ◁ {s_{i,j} , h_{i,j} } ∪ L^P_{i+1} by Lemma A.10.

4. σ̄(eb_{i,j}), ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j}), μ^σ = 1 and (σ(s_{i,j} ) = b_1 ∨ σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j): We prove Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂P_σ (b_2). Due to ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ), it suffices to show Ξ̂P_σ (b_2) ◁ Ξ̂P_σ (s_{i,j}). If σ(s_{i,j}) = b_1, then the statement follows directly since μ^σ = 1 implies σ(b_1) = b_2). Hence let σ(s_{i,j} ) = h_{i,j} ∧ σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j. As μ^σ = 1, it holds that Ξ̂^P_σ (b_i) = L^P_i for all i ∈ [n]. Hence, Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) = L^P_2 and Ξ̂P_σ (s_{i,j}) = LP_{i+2−j} ∪ {s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} } since σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j. We thus prove LP_2 ◁ LP_{i+2−j} ∪ {s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} }. It is sufficient to show σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} since this implies W_i ⊈ L_2. For the sake of contradiction let σ(b_i) = g_i. Since μ^σ = 1, Property (D1) implies that the chosen cycle center of level i is closed. However, σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j and I^σ = ∅ then imply σ̄(g_i) = j. Hence this cycle center is F_{i,j} , contradicting σ̄(eb_{i,j} ).

5. σ̄(eb_{i,j}), ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j}) and μ^σ ≠ 1 ∨ (σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} ∧ σ̄(b_{i+1}) ≠ j): By Property (EB1), we can assume σ̄(b_{i+1}) ≠ j in either case. We prove that it holds that Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) by proving Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2).

(a) Let σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} and σ(b_1) = b_2, implying μ^σ = 1. Let j = 0. Since none of the cycle vertices of F_{i,j} escapes to g_1 and σ(s_{i,j}) = σ(s_{i,0}) = h_{i,0}, we have to prove {s_{i,0}, h_{i,0}} ∪ Ξ̂P_σ (L_{i+2}) ◁ Ξ̂P_σ (L_2) since μσ = 1. This however follows as σ̄(b_{i+1}) ≠ j = 0 implies σ(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1}. Now let j = 1. We then need to prove Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). However, the exact valuation of s_{i,1} is not clear in this case and depends on several vertices of level 1 and i + 1. To be precise we can have the following paths:

s_{i,1}h_{i,1}g_{i+1}F_{i+1,∗} b_2 g_1F_{1,∗}b^2s_{1,∗}b^1h_{1,∗}b_3g^2s_{i+1,∗} b_1h^{i+1,∗} b_{i+3}g^{i+2}

We show that Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) holds for all marked “endpoints” that could be reached by s_{i,1}. In all cases, j = 1 and σ̄(b_{i+1}) ≠ j imply σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}.

• b_2: Then, the statement follows directly as it is easy to verify that we then have Δ(Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2), Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1})) = g_{i+1} in each possible case.

• b_{i+3}: Then Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) = {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}, g_{i+1}, s_{i+1,0}, h_{i+1,0}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+3}) and σ(g_{i+1}) = F_{i+1,0}.

Since σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1}, Property (B3) implies σ̄(g_{i+1}) ≠ σ̄(b_{i+2}), hence σ(b_{i+2}) = g_{i+2}. Since μ^σ = 1 implies Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) = L^P_2 we therefore have W^P_{i+2} ⊆ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). This yields the statement.

• b_3: Then Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) = {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}, g_{i+1}} ∪ W^P_1 ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_3) and thus,

Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) = {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}, g_{i+1}} ∪ W^P_1 ∪ L^P_3

⊴ {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}, g_{i+1}} ∪ W^P_1 ∪ L^P_2 ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2).

• g_2: Then, it holds that Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) = {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}, g_{i+1}} ∪ W^P_1 ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_2) and Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) = L^P_2 .

As before we need to show Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). Note that we can assume i ≥ 2 since S_n is a sink game and the valuation of s_{i,1} contains a cycle for i = 1. Let σ(b_2) = g_2. Then Ξ̂^P_σ (g_2) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). This implies Δ(Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}), Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2)) = g_{i+1} since i ≥ 2 and W^P_{i+1} ⊈ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) due to σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2} and μ^σ = 1. Since g_{i+1} ⊆ Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}), this implies Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2).

Thus let σ(b_2) = b_3, implying Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_3) and let k := σ̄(g_2). Similar to the picture showing the “directions” to which the vertex s_{i,1} can lead, there are several possibilities towards which vertex the path starting in F_{2,k} leads. For all of the following cases, the main argument will be the following. No matter what choices are made in the lower levels and no matter how many levels the path starting in g_2 might traverse, the vertex g_{i+1} contained in Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) will always ensure Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) ◁ Ξ̂P_σ (b_2). We distinguish the following cases.

i. F_{2,k} escapes towards b_2. Then Ξ̂^P_σ (g_2) = {g_2} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) and thus

Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) = {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}, g_{i+1}, g_2} ∪ W^P_1 ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2).

ii. F_{2,k} escapes towards g_1. Depending on the configuration of level 1, the path can end in different vertices. As S_n is a sink game, it cannot end in g_1 or g_2 since this would constitute a cycle. It can thus either end in b_1, b_2 or b_3. Since σ(b_1) = b_2 and σ(b_2) = b_3, we then have Ξ̂^P_σ (g_2) = {g_2} ∪ W^P_1 ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_3) in either case and thus

Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) = {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}, g_{i+1}, g_2} ∪ W^P_1 ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2).

iii. F_{2,k} does not escape level 2 and k = 0. In this case, τ(F_{2,k}) = s_{2,0}. If σ(s_{2,0}) = b_1, then the statement follows by the same arguments used in the last case. Thus consider the case σ(s_{2,0}) = h_{2,0}, implying Ξ̂^P_σ (g_2) = W^P_2 ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_4). Then, since i ≥ 2, Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) = {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}, g_{i+1}} ∪ W^P_1 ∪ W^P_2 ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_4)

◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_4) ⊴ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2).

iv. F_{2,k} does not escape level 2 and k = 1. In this case we can use the exact same arguments to show that either Ξ̂_σ(s_{i,1}) ◁ Ξ̂_σ(b_2) or that the path reaches g_4. In fact, the same arguments can be used until vertex g_{i−1} is reached. We now show that once this vertex is reached the inequality Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) is fulfilled. Let k^′ := σ̄(g_{i−1}). If F_{i−1,k}′ escapes towards b_2, then Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) follows from

Ξ̂^P_σ (g_2) =^{i−2} ⋃ i^′=2

W^P_i′ ∪ {g_{i−1}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2).

If F_{i−1,k}′ escapes towards b_1 via s_{i−1,k}′ , then the statement follows analogously since σ(b_1) = b_2. Thus assume that the cycle center escapes towards g_1. By the same arguments used before, it can be shown that level 1 needs to escape towards either b_1, b_2 or b_3. However, the same calculation used before can be applied in each of these cases.

Next assume that the cycle center F_{i−1,k}′ does not escape level i−1 but traverses the level and reaches vertex b_{i+1}. Then,

Ξ̂^P_σ (g_2) = i−1⋃ i^′=2

W^P_i′ ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+1})

and Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1})◁Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+1})⊴Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). The last case we need to consider is if level i−1 is traversed and g_i is reached. In this case we need to have σ(g_i) = F_{i,0} since player 1 could create a cycle otherwise, contradicting that S_n is a sink game. If the cycle center F_{i,0} escapes towards g_1 or b_2 the statement follows by the same arguments used before. If it reaches b_{i+2}, then the statement follows from

Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) = {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}, g_{i+1}} ∪ i⋃ i^′=1

W^P_i′ ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+2}) ⊴ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2).

• g_{i+2}: This implies Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) = {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}} ∪ W^P_{i+1} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_{i+2}) and we prove Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) ◁ Ξ̂P_σ (b_2). This case is organized similarly to the last case. We prove that the statement follows for all but one possible configurations of the levels i + 2 to n − 1. It then turns out that this missing configuration contradicts Property (DN1). We distinguish the following cases.

i. Level i + 2 escapes towards b_2 via some cycle center F_{i+2,∗}. Then Ξ̂^P_σ (g_{i+2}) = {g_{i+2}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) implies the statement.

ii. Level i + 2 escapes towards b_1 via some upper selection vertex s_{i+2,∗}. Then, Ξ̂P_σ (g_{i+2}) = {g_{i+2}, s_{i+2,∗}} ∪ Ξ̂P_σ (b_2) as σ(b_1) = b_2, implying the statement.

iii. Level i + 2 is traversed completely and reaches b_{i+4} directly. In this case, σ(g_{i+2}) = F_{i+2,0}. Since σ(s_{i+1,1}) = h_{i+1,1} and σ(b_{i+2}) = b_{i+3} by Property (B3), this implies σ(b_{i+3}) = g_{i+3}. Thus, it holds that Ξ̂^P_σ (g_{i+2}) = W^P_{i+2} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+4}) which implies the statement due to σ(b_{i+3}) = g_{i+3}.

iv. Level i + 2 escapes towards g_1 via some cycle center F_{i+2,∗}. Then, Ξ̂^P_σ (g_{i+2}) = {g_{i+2}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1). Consider level 1. If F_{1,σ̄(g1)} escapes towards b_1, b_2 or b_3, the statement follows by the same arguments used in the last two cases since Ξ̂P_σ (b_3)⊴Ξ̂P_σ (b_2). Since S_n is a sink game, the cycle center cannot escape towards g_1. Thus assume that it escapes towards g_2. By the same arguments used previously, the statement either holds or level 3 is traversed and the path reaches g_4. We now iterate this argument until we reach a level k < i + 2 such that either σ(g_k) = F_{k,0} or σ(s_{k,σ̄(gk)}) = b_1. Such a level exists by Lemma D.1. We only consider the second case here since the statement follows by calculations similar to the previous ones if σ(g_k) = F_{k,0}. Then

Ξ̂^P_σ (g_{i+2}) = {g_{i+2}} ∪ k−1⋃ i^′=1

W^P_i′ ∪ {g_k, s_{k,∗}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_1),

implying the statement since k ≤ i + 1.

v. Level i+2 is traversed completely and reaches g_{i+3}. This implies that σ(s_{i+1,1}) = h_{i+1,1}, σ(b_{i+2}) = b_{i+3} and σ(g_{i+2}) = F_{i+2,1}. Thus, by Property (B3), also σ(b_{i+3}) = b_{i+4}. We can therefore use the same arguments used before since Ξ̂P_σ (g_{i+2}) = W P_{i+2} ∪ Ξ̂P_σ (g_{i+3}). That is, the statement either holds or we reach the vertex g_{n−1}. If level n − 1 escapes towards b_1, b_2 or g_1, the statement follows by the same arguments used for level i + 2. We thus assume that level n − 1 is traversed completely. Note that σ(s_{n−2,1}) = h_{n−2,1} and σ(b_{n−1}) = b_n (apply Property (B3) iteratively). Consider the case σ(g_{n−1}) = F_{n−1,0} first. Then, σ(b_n) = g_n by Property (B3) and thus

Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,1}) = {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}} ∪ n−1⋃ i^′=i+1

W^P_i′ ◁ W^P_n = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_n) ⊴ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2).

Consider the case σ(g_{n−1}) = F_{n−1,1} next. Since we assume that level n − 1 does not escape towards one of the vertices b_1, b_2 or g_1, we traverse this level and reach g_n. If level n escapes towards b_1, b_2 or g_1 the statement follows as usual. We thus assume that the level n is traversed completely. We observe that the vertex h_{n,1} has the highest even priority among all vertices in the parity game. Thus, player 1 would avoid this vertex if this was possible. We thus need to have σ̄(d_n). But this is a contradiction to Property (DN1) since σ(b_n) = t by Property (B3) and σ(b_1) = b_2 by assumption.

(b) Let σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} and σ(b_1) = g_1, implying μ^σ ≠ 1 by Lemma A.3.

i. Let j = 0 and i = 1. Then, Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) = {s_{1,0}, h_{1,0}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_3). By Property (EB2), it holds that μ^σ = 2, implying Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) = L^P_2 and Ξ̂^P_σ (b_3) = L^P_3 . It thus suffices to prove L^P_2 ▷ {s_{1,0}, h_{1,0}} ∪ L^P_3 which follows from Property (EB1) as this implies σ(b_{i+1}) ≠ j, so σ(b_2) = g_2.

ii. Let j = 0 and i > 1. Then Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) = {s_{i,0}, h_{i,0}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+2}). By Property (EB2), it follows that μ^σ = i + 1, implying Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+2}) = L^P_{i+2}. In addition, σ(b_2) = b_3 by Property (EB3), implying Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) = L^P_2 . We thus prove L^P_2 ▷ {s_{i,0}, h_{i,0}} ∪ L^P_{i+2}. This follows since Property (EB1) implies σ(b_{i+1}) = σ(b_μσ ) ≠ j = 0 and thus σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ iii. Let j = 1. Then Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) = {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_{i+1}). By Property (EB4), we have i + 1 < μ^σ and, by Property (EB1), also σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}. Therefore, Ξ̂^P_σ (g_{i+1}) = R^P_{i+1}. This also implies μ^σ ≠ min{i^′ ∈ [n]: σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}} since this would contradict μ^σ > i + 1. In particular it holds that I^σ ≠ ∅, implying σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ by Lemma A.4. Since μ^σ > i + 1 ≥ 2, we can apply Property (EB6), implying σ(b_2) = b_3. Hence Ξ̂P_σ (b_2) = LP_2 . It thus suffices to prove LP_2 ▷ {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}} ∪ RP_{i+1} which follows from σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ and i + 1 < μ^σ.

(c) Next let σ(s_{i,j} ) = b_1 and σ(b_1) = g_1, implying μ^σ ≠ 1. Consider the case μ^σ > 2 first.

Then, by Property (EB6), σ(b_2) = b_3, so Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) = L^P_2 and μ^σ ≠ min{i^′[n]: σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}}. Hence I^σ ≠ ∅ and thus σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ . Since Ξ̂^P_σ (b_1) = R^P_1 , we prove Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) = {s_{i,j}} ∪ R^P_1 ◁ L^P_2 which follows from σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ . Now consider the case μ^σ = 2, implying Ξ̂P_σ (b_2) = LP_2 . Since σ(b_2) = g_2 by Property (EB5), the statement follows by the same arguments.

6. σ̄(eb_{i,j}), σ̄(eg_{i,j}) and σ̄(g_1) ≠ σ̄(b_2): We prove Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1). To simplify the proof, we show Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) first. If Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{1,σ̄(g1)}) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2), then the statement follows from

Ξ̂P_σ (g_1) = {g_1} ∪ Ξ̂P_σ (F_{1,σ̄(g1)}) = {g_1} ∪ Ξ̂P_σ (b_2). In addition, since S_n is a sink game, the chosen

cycle center of level 1 cannot escape towards g_1 since this would close a cycle. If Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,σ̄(g1)} = Ξ̂P_σ (g_1), then the claim also follows as player 1 always minimizes the valuations and could choose vertex b_2 but prefers g_1. Thus let τ^σ(F_{1,σ̄(g1)}) = s_{1,σ̄(g1)} and assume σ(s_{1,σ̄(g1)}) = b_1. Then, since S_n is a sink game, we need to have σ(b_1) = b_2 since there would be a cycle otherwise. But then Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) = {g_1, s_{1,σ̄(g1)}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). We can therefore assume σ(s_{1,σ̄(g1)}) = h_{1,σ̄(g1)} and distinguish two cases.

• Let σ(g_1) = F_{1,0}. Then σ(b_2) = g_2. Therefore, by Property (EBG4), μ^σ ≤ 2. Thus Ξ̂P_σ (b_2) = LP_2 and Ξ̂P_σ (b_3) = LP_3 , hence

Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) = W^P_1 ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_3) = W^P_1 ∪ L^P_3 ◁ W^P_2 ∪ L^P_3 = L^P_2 = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2).

• Let σ(g_1) = F_{1,1}. Then, Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) = W^P_1 ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_2) and σ(b_2) = b_3. This implies μ^σ ≠ 2 by Property (EBG5). Consider the case μ^σ > 2 first. Lemma A.12 then implies Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) = L^P_2 as well as Ξ̂^P_σ (g_2) = R^P_2 . Also, σ(b_2) = b_3 and μ^σ > 2 together imply μ^σ ≠ min{i^′ ∈ [n]: σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}}. Thus, I^σ ≠ ∅ and σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ by Lemma A.4. Combining all of this then yields

Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) = W^P_1 ∪ R^P_2 ◁ W^P_{μσ} ∪ L_{μσ +1} = L^P_{μσ} ⊴ L^P_2 = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2).

Now consider the case μ^σ = 1. Then again Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) = L^P_2 . We apply Lemma A.14 to give the exact valuation of g_1. The case m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_s , m^{¬σ}_g cannot occur as this would imply σ(b_2) = g_2 by Lemma A.6.

Consider the case m^{¬σ}_g < m^{¬σ}_s , m^{¬σ}_b . As σ(g_1) = F_{1,1}, it holds that m^{¬σ}_g ≠ 1. Let i := m^{¬σ}_g . Thus, by assumption, σ(g_{i−1}) = F_{i−1,1} and consequently σ(s_{i−1,1}) = h_{i−1,1} as well as σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}. Thus, Property (B3) implies 0 = σ̄(g_i) ≠ σ̄(b_{i+1}), hence σ̄(b_{i+1}) = 1. But then, σ̄(b_m¬σ_{g +1}), so Lemma A.14 yields

Ξ̂_σ(g_1) = m^{¬σ}_g⋃

i^′=1

W^P_i′ ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_m¬σ_{g +2})

◁ W_m¬σ_{g +1} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_m¬σ_{g +2}) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_m¬σ_{g +1}) ⊴ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2).

Thus Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). We next prove that we have Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j} ), implying that player 1 chooses to escape to g_1.

(a) Let σ(s_{i,j}) = b_1. If σ(b_1) = g_1, then Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) = {s_{i,j}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) implies the statement. If σ(b_1) = b_2 we have Ξ̂^P_σ (b_1) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). The statement then follows since Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) and Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) = {s_{i,j}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_1).

(b) Let σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j}. Then, Property (EBG1) implies σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j and thus Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j} ) = {s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} } ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+1}) . Let μ^σ = 1. Then, σ(b_1) = b_2, implying Ξ̂^P_σ (b_1) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) and Ξ̂P_σ (b_{i+1}) = LP_{i+1}. Combining this with Ξ̂P_σ (g_1) ◁ Ξ̂P_σ (b_2) yields the statement as

Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) = L^P_2 = ◁{s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} } ∪ L^P_{i+1} = Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}).

Now let μ^σ ≠ 1, implying Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) = R^P_1 by Lemma A.12. Consider the case μ^σ ≥ i+1 and B^P_{i+1} = L^P_{i+1} first. Then, since σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2} by B^P_{i+1} = L^P_{i+1}, we have μ^σ ≠ i + 1. This implies μ^σ ≠ min({i^′ : σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}}) and consequently σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ . The statement then follows from Lemma A.10 (2) and Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) ▷ L^P_{i+1}. If μ^σ ≥ i + 1 and B^P_{i+1} = R^P_{i+1} then the statement follows since R^P_1 ◁ {s_{i,j} , h_{i,j}} ∪ R^P_{i+1} in this case. If μ^σ < i + 1, then the statement follows from Lemma A.10 (3).

7. σ̄(eb_{i,j}), σ̄(eg_{i,j}) and σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2): We prove Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). Similar to the last case we prove Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) and Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}).

The assumption σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2) implies σ(h_{1,σ̄(g1)}) = σ(b_2). By Property (EBG3), the chosen cycle center of level 1 is closed. In addition, σ̄(s_1) by Property (EBG2). Hence, Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) = W^P_1 ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2), implying Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1).

It remains to show Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j} ). Let σ(s_{i,j}) = b_1 first. If σ(b_1) = b_2, then the statement follows from Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) = {s_{i,j}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). Thus let σ(b_1) = g_1, implying Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) = {s_{i,j}} ∪ Ξ̂P_σ (g_1). But this implies Ξ̂P_σ (s_{i,j}) ▷ Ξ̂P_σ (g_1) and consequently also Ξ̂P_σ (s_{i,j}) ▷ Ξ̂P_σ (b_2). Thus, let σ(s_{i,j} ) = h_{i,j} , implying σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j by Property (EBG1). We distinguish two cases.

(a) Let j = 0. Then Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j} ) = {s_{i,0}, h_{i,0}} ∪ B^P_{i+2}. We first consider the case that B^P_{i+2} = L^P_{i+2} and show {s_{i,0}, h_{i,0}} ∪ L^P_{i+2} ▷ L^P_2 , R^P_2 since this suffices to show Ξ̂_σ(s_{i,j}) ▷ Ξ̂_σ(b_2). Since σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2} by Property (EBG1) and j = 0, i ≥ 2 implies {s_{i,0}, h_{i,0}} ∪ L^P_{i+2} = ▷ i⋃ i^′=2

{W^P_i′ : σ(b_i′ ) = g_i′ } ∪ ⋃ i^′≥i+1 {W^P_i′ : σ(b_i′ ) = g_i′ } = L^P_2

and i = 1 implies {s_{i,0}, h_{i,0}} ∪ L^P_{i+2} = {s_{1,0}, h_{1,0}} ∪ L^P_3 = {s_{1,0}, h_{1,0}} ∪ L^P_2 ▷ L^P_2 . Thus let Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) = R^P_2 and consider the case μ^σ ≤ i + 1 first. Then, by Lemma A.10 and since σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}, it holds that L^P_{i+1} = L^P_{i+2} and thus R^P_2 ◁R^P_1 ◁{s_{i,0}, h_{i,0}}∪L^P_{i+1}. Now assume μ^σ > i + 1, implying μ^σ ≠ 1 and i + 2 ≤ μ^σ. This implies μ^σ ≠ min{i^′ : σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}} since Property (EBG1) implies σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}. Thus σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ by Lemma A.4. Then, the statement follows from {s_{i,0}, h_{i,0}} ∪ L^P_{i+2} ▷ L^P_{i+2} and L^P_{i+2} ▷ R^P_2 which follows from Lemma A.10 (2).

Next, let B^P_{i+2} = R^P_{i+2}. We show that this results in a contradiction. First, B^P_{i+2} = R^P_{i+2} implies i+2 < μ^σ and σ(b_{i+2}) = g_{i+2}. In particular we have μ^σ ≥ 4, implying μ^σ −1 ≥ 3. But then Property (BR1) implies σ(g_1) = F_{1,1} which implies σ(b_2) = g_2 by assumption. Now consider level i. Again, by Property (BR1), σ(g_i) = F_{i,1}. Now, combining all of this and using Property (S2) yields σ(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1}. But then, since we have σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2} by assumption, Property (B3) now implies σ̄(g_{i+1}) ≠ σ̄(b_{i+2}). Since i + 1 < μ^σ − 1, Property (BR1) now implies σ(g_{i+1}) = F_{i+1,1}, i.e., we have σ̄(g_{i+1}) = 1. But this now implies σ̄(b_{i+2}) = 0, i.e., σ(b_{i+2}) = b_{i+3} which is a contradiction since σ(b_{i+2}) = g_{i+2} by B^P_{i+2} = R^P_{i+2}.

(b) Let j = 1. Then, σ(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1}, implying Ξ̂^P_σ (s_{i,j}) = {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}} ∪ B^P_{i+1}. We now show {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}} ∪ B^P_{i+1} ▷ B^P_2 for all possible “choices” of B^P_{i+1} and B^P_2 . Let B^P_{i+1} = L^P_{i+1} and B^P_2 = L^P_2 . Then {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}} ∪ L^P_{i+1} ▷ L^P_2 , so the statement holds. Now consider the case B^P_2 = R^P_2 , implying that 2 < μ^σ. First assume that μ^σ ≤ i. Then, {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}} ∪ L^P_{i+1} ▷ R^P_2 follows from Lemma A.10 (3). It cannot happen thatμ^σ > i, as this would yield μ^σ ≥ i + 1. But this is a contradiction as this would imply B^P_{i+1} = R^P_{i+1} as we currently assume B^P_{i+2} = L^P_{i+2}.

Now consider the case B^P_{i+1} = R^P_{i+1} and B^P_2 = R^P_2 . Then i+1 < μ^σ, hence the statement follows from {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}} ▷ ⋃ i^′<i Wi^′ . Finally assume B P i+1 = R^P_{i+1} and B^P_2 = L^P_2 . Since μ^σ > i + 1 ≥ 2 it holds that σ(b_2) = b_3, implying B^P_2 = B^P_3 . Applying Property (B1) repeatedly thus yields B^P_2 = B^P_k = R^P_k where k = min{i^′ ∈ {2, . . . , i+1} : σ(b_i′ ) = g_i′ } ≤ i + 1. Thus, the statement follows from {s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}} ▷ ⋃ i^′<i Wi^′ resp. {si,j, hi,1} ▷ ∅. D.2 Omitted proofs of Appendix B

Here, we provide the formal proofs of all statements of Appendix B that have not been proven there.

Lemma B.1. Let G_n = M_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-k-strategy for some b ∈ B_n having Property (USV1)_i and Property (EV1)_{i+1} for some i ∈ [n] where k ∈ [5]. If F_{i,0} and F_{i,1} are in the same state and if either i ≥ ν or σ has Property (REL1), then Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,βi+1} ) > Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,1−βi+1} ).

Proof. To simplify notation let j := β_{i+1}. Since both cycle centers are in the same state, it suffices to prove Ξ̂^M_σ (s_{i,j}) > Ξ̂^M_σ (s_{i,1−j}). By Property (USV1)_i and Property (EV1)_{i+1}, Ξ̂^M_σ (s_{i,1−j}) = ⟨s_{i,1−j}⟩ + Ξ̂M_σ (b_1) and Ξ̂M_σ (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j} , h_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ̂M_σ (b_{i+1}). Let μσ = 1. Then, σ(b_1) = b_2 and thus Ξ̂M_σ (b_1) = Ξ̂M_σ (b_2) = LM_2 and Ξ̂M_σ (b_{i+1}) = LM_{i+1}. The statement then follows from ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ > ∑_{ℓ≤i} W M_ℓ + ⟨s_{i,1−j}⟩. Hence let μ^σ > 1, implying σ(b_1) = g_1. We distinguish the following cases.

1. Let Ξ̂^M_σ (b_1) = R^M_1 and Ξ̂^M_σ (b_{i+1}) = R^M_{i+1}. This implies i + 1 < μ^σ and the statement thus again follows from ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ > ∑ ℓ≤i W^M_ℓ + ⟨s_{i,1−j} ⟩. 2. Let Ξ̂^M_σ (b_1) = R^M_1 and Ξ̂^M_σ (b_{i+1}) = L^M_{i+1}. Property (EV1)_{i+1} implies

Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + L^M_{i+1} > ∑ ℓ≤i W^M_ℓ + ⟨s_{i,1−j} ⟩ + L^M_{i+1}.

If μ^σ ≤ i, then ∑ ℓ≤i W^M_ℓ = ∑ ℓ≤μ^σ W^M_ℓ + i∑ ℓ=μ^σ +1

W^M_ℓ > ∑ ℓ<μ^σ W^M_ℓ + i∑ ℓ=μ^σ +1

{W^M_ℓ : σ(b_i) = g_i},

implying Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) > Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,1−j}). If μ^σ = i + 1, then ∑ ℓ≤i W^M_ℓ = ∑ ℓ<μ^σ W M ℓ , again implying Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) > Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,1−j}). Let μ^σ > i + 1. Then, by assumption, it needs to hold that σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}. Thus μ^σ ≠ min{i^′ : σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}}, implying σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ by Lemma A.4. The statement the follows from ∑ ℓ≤i W^M_ℓ + L^M_{i+1} = ∑ ℓ≤i W^M_ℓ + μ^σ −1∑

ℓ=i+1 {W^M_ℓ : σ(b_ℓ) = g_ℓ} + W^M_μσ + L^M_μσ_{+1} > ∑ ℓ<μ^σ W^M_ℓ + L^M_μσ_{+1} = R^M_1 .

3. Let Ξ̂^M_σ (b_1) = ⟨g_k⟩ + ∑ ℓ<k W^M_ℓ + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2), k = min{i^′ : ¬σ̄(d_i′ )} < μ^σ, and Ξ̂^M_σ (b_{i+1}) = R^M_{i+1}.

We show that these assumptions yield a contradiction. The second equality implies that i + 1 < μ^σ. We now prove that σ has Property (REL1) in any case, so assume that i ≥ ν. This implies ν < i + 1 < μ^σ and thus ν ≠ μ^σ. Consequently, σ cannot be a phase-2-strategy or phase-3-strategy for b as it then had Property (REL2), implying μ^σ = ν. Therefore, by the definition of the phases, σ has Property (REL1) in any case, so μ^σ = min{i^′ : σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}}. Consequently, it holds that I^σ = ∅. But then i^′ < μ^σ implies σ̄(d_i′ ) by Corollary A.5. This contradicts the characterization of Ξ̂^M_σ (b_1).

4. Let Ξ̂^M_σ (b_1) = ⟨g_k⟩ + ∑ ℓ<k W^M_ℓ + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2), k = min{i^′ : ¬σ̄(d_i′ )} < μ^σ, and Ξ̂^M_σ (b_{i+1}) = L^M_{i+1}.

Then

Ξ̂^M_σ (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + L^M_{i+1} > ∑ ℓ≤i W^M_ℓ + L^M_{i+1} + ⟨s_{i,1−j} ⟩ ≥ ⟨s_{i,1−j} ⟩ + L^M_2 .

If Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2) = L^M_2 , the statement thus follows since Ξ̂^M_σ (b_1) < Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2) in this case. Thus assume Ξ̂M_σ (b_2) = RM_2 , implying σ(b_2) = g_2 and μσ > 2. If σ(b_{μσ} ) = g_{μσ} , then ⟨s_{i,1−j} ⟩ + LM_2 > RM_2 , implying the statement. Hence assume σ(b_μσ ) = b_μσ_{+1}, implying μ^σ = min{i^′ : σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}}. In particular, σ(b_i′ ) = g_i′ for all i^′ ∈ {1, . . . , μ^σ − 1}. Thus, since Ξ̂^M_σ (b_{i+1}) = L^M_{i+1}, we need to have i + 1 ≥ μ^σ and in particular i ≥ μ^σ − 1. Then, the statement follows from

Ξ̂^M_σ (s_{i,j}) > ∑ ℓ≤i W^M_ℓ + L^M_{i+1} + ⟨s_{i,1−j}⟩ ≥ ∑ ℓ<μ^σ W^M_ℓ + L^M_μσ_{+1} + ⟨s_{i,1−j} ⟩ = R^M_2 + ⟨s_{i,1−j}⟩.

Lemma B.3. Let b ∈ B_n. If 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) = 0 for i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1}, then ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≥ b for , k ∈ {0, 1}. Otherwise, the following hold:

Setting of bits b_i = 1 ∧ b_{i+1} = 1 − j b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} = j b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} = 1 − j ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈_{b+}∑_{(b,i)+1−k} 2 ⌉ ⌈_{b+2i−1+}∑_{(b,i)+1−k} 2 ⌉ ⌈_{b−2i−1+}∑_{(b,i)+1−k} 2 ⌉

Proof. Let m := 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) ≠ 0. Then, lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) ≠ 0 and we distinguish three cases.

1. Let b_i = 1 and b_{i+1} = 1 − j. We prove lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) = b − 2^i − ∑ (b, i) and m = b − 2^{i−1} − ∑ (b, i). By definition, b^′ := lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) is the largest number smaller than b such that ν(b^′) = i and b^′_{i+1} = j. Since b_{i+1} = 1 − j, subtracting 2^i switches bit i + 1 and only bit i + 1. By subtracting ∑ (b, i), all bits below bit i that are equal to 1 are set to 0.

Therefore, b^′ = b − 2^i − ∑ (b, i). Note that b^′ > 0.

Assume j = 1, implying m = lfn(b, i + 1) ≠ 0. Since m is the largest number smaller than b with least significant set bit equal to 1 being bit i + 1 and since b_{i+1} = 1, we have m = b − ∑ (b, i + 1) = b − 2^{i−1} − ∑ (b, i). Consequently, ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b − 2^i − ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ + b − b + 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) = ⌈ b + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ .

2. By similar arguments, it can be shown that lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) = b − 2^i − 2^{i−1} − ∑ (b, i) and m = b − 2^i − ∑ (b, i) in this case, implying the statement analogously.

3. By similar arguments, it can be shown that lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) = b − 2^{i−1} − ∑ (b, i) and m = b − ∑ (b, i) in this case, implying the statement analogously.

If 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) = 0, the statement follows immediately.

Lemma B.4. Let b ∈ B_n and i ∈ [n] and j ∈ {0, 1} such that b_i = 0 or b_{i+1} ≠ j. Then,

1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) − 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) = 1_{j=0}lfn(b + 1, i + 1) − 1_{j=1}lufn(b + 1, i + 1).

Moreover, if i ≠ ν, then ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k).

Proof. Consider the first statement. Assume lufn(b, i + 1) ≠ lufn(b + 1, i + 1). This can only occur if b + 1 = lufn(b + 1, i + 1), implying (b + 1)_{i+1} = · · · = (b + 1)_1 = 0. But this implies ν(b + 1) ≥ i + 2, hence b_1 = · · · = b_i = b_{i+1} = 1. Since b_i = 0 ∨ b_{i+1} ≠ j by assumption, it thus needs to hold that j = 0. This proves that lufn(b, i + 1) ≠ lufn(b + 1, i + 1) implies j = 0. In a similar way it can be proven that lfn(b, i + 1) ≠ lfn(b + 1, i + 1) implies j = 1. Consequently, it is impossible that both lufn(b, i + 1) ≠ lufn(b + 1, i + 1) and lfn(b, i + 1) ≠ lufn(b + 1, i + 1) hold. If lufn(b, i + 1) ≠ lufn(b + 1, i + 1), then it holds that j = 0 and lfn(b, i + 1) = lfn(b + 1, i + 1). If lfn(b, i + 1) ≠ lfn(b + 1, i + 1), we have j = 1 and lufn(b, i + 1) = lufn(b + 1, i + 1). But this implies

1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) − 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) = 1_{j=0}lfn(b + 1, i + 1) − 1_{j=1}lufn(b + 1, i + 1).

Now let also i ≠ ν. It suffices to prove lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) = lfn(b + 1, i, {(i + 1, j)}). But this follows directly since the choice of i implies lfn(b + 1, i, {(i + 1, j)}) ≠ b + 1.

Lemma B.5. Let σ_b be a canonical strategy for b such that its occurrence records are described by Table 6.4. Assume that σ_b has Properties (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗} to (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗}. Then, the following hold.

1. Let i ∈ [n] and j ∈ {0, 1} and assume that either b_i = 0 or b_{i+1} ≠ j. Then, it holds that ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,∗}, F_{i,j} ) ≤ ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋. 2. Let j := b_{ν+1}. Then, ϕ^{σb} (d_{ν,j,0}, F_{ν,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋. In addition, ν = 1 implies ϕ^{σb} (d_{ν,j,1}, F_{ν,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ and ν > 1 implies ϕ^σ(d_{ν,j,1}, F_{ν,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ − 1.

3. If i = 1, then σ_b(d_{1,1−b2,∗}) ≠ F_{1,1−b2} and ϕ^{σb} (d_{1,1−b2,0}, F_{1,1−b2} ) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋.

Proof. The first statement follows immediately since b_i = 0 ∨ b_{i+1} ≠ j imply ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = min (⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ , ℓ^b(i, j, k) + t_b ) ≤ ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ ≤ ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ . Consider the second statement and observe that it suffices to prove ϕ^{σb} (d_{ν,j,k}, F_{ν,j} ) = ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ (v) for k ∈ {0, 1}. Let 1_{j=0}lfn(b, ν + 1) − 1_{j=1}lufn(b, ν + 1) = 0. Then, by Lemma B.3, ℓ^b(ν, j, k) ≥ b. In order to show Property (v), it thus suffices to prove that either b − 1 ≥ ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ or that the parameter t_b = −1 is not feasible. Since it holds that b−1 ≥ ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ for b ≥ 2, it suffices to show that t_b = −1 is not feasible for b = 0, 1. By Table 6.4, the parameter −1 can only be feasible if b_1 = 1 ∧ ν ≠ 1. It is therefore not feasible for b = 0. Let b = 1 and ϕ^{σb} (d_{ν,j,k}, F_{ν,j} ) = ℓ^b(ν, j, k) − 1. Since b + 1 = 2 is a power of two and since σ_b has Properties (OR1)_{∗,∗,∗} to (OR4)_{∗,∗,∗}, Property (OR3)_{ν,j,k} implies ϕ^{σb} (d_{ν,j,k}, F_{ν,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋. Consequently, ϕ^{σb} (d_{ν,j,k}, F_{ν,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋. Now let 1_{j=0}lfn(b, ν + 1) − 1_{j=1}lufn(b, ν + 1) ≠ 0. Then, by the definition of ν and j and Lemma B.3, ℓ^b(ν, j, k) = ⌈ b + 2^{ν−1} + ∑ (b, ν) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌈ b + 2^{ν−1} + 1 − k 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ + 1.

Since −1, 0 and 1 are the only feasible parameters, this implies Property (v).

Consider the third statement and let i = 1, j = 1 − b_2. Then, independent of whether b_1 = 0 or b_1 = 1, ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≥ ⌈(b − k)/2⌉ = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ by Lemma B.3. By the first statement and by Property (OR1)_{i,j,k} and Property (OR2)_{i,j,k}, this implies σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} for both k ∈ {0, 1} as ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 otherwise. Furthermore, this implies ℓ^b(i, j, 0) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋. Assume that ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, 0) − 1. Then, ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) ≠ ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋. Hence, by Property (OR4)_{i,j,k}, it holds that b is odd and i = ν(b + 1). But this contradicts i = 1.

Consequently, ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, 0) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋.

Lemma B.6. Let b ∈ B_n and i ∈ [n]. It holds that fl(b, i) = ⌊ (b + 2^{i−1})/2^i ⌋ and fl(b + 1, i) = fl(b, i) + 1_{i=ν} . In addition, for indices i_1, i_2 ∈ [n] with i_1 < i_2 and b ≥ 2^{i1 −1} imply fl(b, i_1) > fl(b, i_2). Furthermore, if k :=^{b+1}_{2ν−1} and x ∈ [ν − 1], then fl(b, ν − x) = k · 2^{x−1}.

Proof. As a reminder, a binary number b matches the pair (i, q) if b_i = q. It matches a set S if b matches every (i, q) ∈ S. Consider the first two statements. By definition, it holds that fl(b + 1, i) = fl(b, i) + 1_{i=ν} . Let S_i := {(i, 1), (i − 1, 0), . . . , (1, 0)}. By definition, fl(b, i) is the number of numbers smaller than or equal to b matching S_i. Since 2^{i−1} is the smallest number matching S_i, the statement follows if b < 2^{i−1}. Let m_k denote the k-th number matching the scheme S_i. Then m_1 = 2^{i−1}. As only numbers ending on the subsequence (1, 0, . . . , 0) of length i match S_i, we have m_k = (k − 1) · 2^i + 2^{i−1}. Since fl(m_k, i) = k by definition and ⌊ m_k + 2^{i−1} 2^i ⌋ = ⌊ (k − 1) · 2^i + 2^{i−1} + 2^{i−1} 2^i ⌋ = ⌊ k · 2^k 2^k ⌋ = k, this implies fl(m_k, i, =) ⌊ (m_k + 2^{i−1})/2^i ⌋ . Let b ∈ B_n and k ∈ N such that b ∈ [m_k, m_{k+1}). Then, by the definition of fl(b, i), we have fl(b, i) = k. In addition, ⌊ b + 2^{i−1} 2^i ⌋ ≥ ⌊ m_k + 2^{i−1} 2^i ⌋ = fl(m_k, i) = k

by the choice of k and ⌊ b + 2^{i−1}

2^i ⌋ < ⌊ m_{k+1} + 2^{i−1}

2^i ⌋ = fl(m_{k+1}, i) = k + 1.

Integrality thus implies ⌊ (b + 2^{i−1})/2^i ⌋ r = k, hence fl(b, i) = k = ⌊ (b + 2^{i−1})/2^i ⌋ . Now let i_1, i_2 ∈ [n] with i_1 < i_2 and b ≥ 2^{i1 −1}. Then, fl(b, i_1) = ⌊ (b + 2^{i1−1})/2^{i1} ⌋ and similarly fl(b, i_2) = ⌊ (b + 2^{i2−1})/2^{i2} ⌋ . If b = 2^{i1−1}, then b < 2^{i2−1}, implying

fl(b, i_1) = ⌊ b 2^{i1} + 1 2 ⌋ = ⌊ 2^{i1−1} 2^{i1} + 1 2 ⌋ = 1 > 0 = ⌊ 2^{i1−1} 2^{i2} + 1 2 ⌋ = fl(b, i_2).

Thus let b > 2^{i1−1}. Choose k ∈ N such that k · 2^{i1−1} < b ≤ (k + 1)2^{i1 −1}. Then

fl(b, i_1) = ⌊ b 2^{i1} + 1 2 ⌋ > ⌊ k · 2^{i1−1} 2^{i1} + 1 2 ⌋ = ⌊ k + 1 2 ⌋ ≥ ⌊ k 2 ⌋

and thus fl(b, i_1) ≥ ⌊k/2⌋ + 1 by integrality. In addition, b ≤ (k + 1)2^{i1 −1} < (k + 1)2^{i2 −1} implies

fl(b, i_2) = ⌊ b 2^{i2} + 1 2 ⌋ < ⌊ (k + 1)2^{i2 −1}

2^{i2} + 1 2 ⌋ = ⌊ k + 2 2 ⌋ = ⌊ k 2 ⌋ + 1, hence fl(b, i_2) ≤ ⌊k/2⌋, implying the statement.

Now consider the third statement. By definition, ν is the least significant set bit of b + 1. Consequently, b + 1 is dividable by 2^{ν−1}, hence k ∈ N and in particular b = k · 2^{ν−1} − 1. Using Lemma B.3 and^1_2 −^1_{2ν−x} ∈ (0,^1_2 ), this implies

fl(b, ν − x) = ⌊ b + 2^{ν−x−1} 2^{ν−x} ⌋ = ⌊ k · 2^{ν−1} − 1 + 2^{ν−x−1} 2^{ν−x} ⌋ = ⌊ k · 2^{ν−1} 2^{ν−x} − 1 2^{ν−x} + 1 2 ⌋

= ⌊ k · 2^{ν−1} 2^{ν−x} ⌋ = ⌊ k · 2^{x−1} ⌋ = k · 2^{x−1}.

Lemma B.7 (First row of Table B.1). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b ∈ B_n with I_σ = D^σ. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that e := (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ and σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j} . Then σe is a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = D^{σe}.

Proof. Since F_{i,j} is open for σ, Property (ESC1) implies σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) = σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ), σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) = σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) and σ̄(d_{i,j} ) = σ̄[e](d_{i,j} ) = 0. Hence, σ being well-behaved implies that σe is well-behaved. By the same arguments, σe is a phase-1-strategy for b and it suffices to prove I_{σ[e]} = D^{σe}.

Consider the case G_n = S_n. By Property (ESC1), it holds that σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) = σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) and σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) = σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). Since σe is a phase-1-strategy for b, also μ^σ = μ^{σe} by the choice of e. Thus, Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) by Lemma A.16. In particular, the valuation of F_{i,j} does not change. Since F_{i,j} is the only vertex that has an edge towards d_{i,j,k}, this implies that the valuation of no other vertex but d_{i,j,k} changes, hence I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e} if G_n = S_n.

Consider the case G_n = M_n and let j = σ̄(g_i). Then, F_{i,σ̄(gi)} is not closed with respect to either σ or σe. Therefore, the valuations of F_{i,j} and g_i increase, but only by terms of size o(1). Now, Property (EV1)_i and Property (EV2)_i imply σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}, hence σ(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1 by Property (USV1)_{i−1}. In particular, the valuation of no other vertex than d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} , g_i and h_{i−1,1} increases. It is now easy to calculate that (b_i, g_i), (s_{i−1,1}, h_{i−1,1}) /∈ I_{σe} as the change of the valuation of g_i is only of size o(1), implying the statement.

Let j ≠ σ̄(g_i) and let t^→ := g_1 if b is odd and t^→ := b_2 if b is even. Then, d_{i,j,k} and F_{i,j} are the only vertices whose valuation increases by applying e. Since (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ by assumption, it thus suffices to prove (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_{σe}. By the choice of e, it holds that Ξ^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) =^{1−ε}_{1+ε} Ξ^M_{σe}(t^→) + 2ε 1+ε Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j}). First assume that F_{i,1−j} is t^→-open. Then, by Lemma B.1 and since (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, we have j = 1 − b_{i+1}. We prove that σ(s_{i,j} ) = b_1 (Property (USV1)_i), σ(b_1) = t^→ (Property (EV1)_1 and Property (ESC1)) as well as σ(s_{i,1−j} ) = h_{i,1−j} and σ̄(b_{i+1}) = 1 − j (Property (USV1)_i) imply the statement. We have

Ξ^M_{σe} (F_{i,1−j} )−Ξ^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = ε(1 − ε) 1 + ε

Ξ^M_{σe}(t^→) + εΞ^M_{σe}(s_{i,1−j} ) − 2ε 1 + ε ( ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ^M_{σe}(t^→) )

= ε ( Ξ^M_{σe} (s_{i,1−j}) − Ξ^M_{σe}(t^→) − 2 1 + ε ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ )

> ε ( Ξ^M_{σe} (s_{i,1−j}) − Ξ^M_{σe} (t^→) − 2N^{10} ) = ε ( ⟨s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + Ξ^M_{σe}(b_{i+1}) − Ξ^M_{σe}(t^→) − 2N^{10} ) . It thus suffices to prove ⟨s_{i,1−j} , h_{i,1−j} ⟩+Ξ^M_{σe}(b_{i+1})−Ξ^M_{σe} (t^→)−2N^{10} ≥ 0. We distinguish three cases.

1. Let t^→ = b_2. Then, σ(b_1) = b_2 and μ^σ = 1. In particular, Ξ^M_{σe} (b_{i+1}) = L^M_{i+1} and Ξ^M_{σe}(t^→) = L^M_2 .

Consequently,

⟨s_{i,1−j},h_{i,1−j}⟩ + Ξ^M_{σe}(b_{i+1}) − Ξ^M_{σe} (t^→) − 2N^{10} = ⟨s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + L^M_{i+1} − L^M_2 − 2N^{10} = ⟨s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + L^M_{2,i} − 2N^{10} > ⟨s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} ⟩ − i∑ ℓ=2 W^M_ℓ − 2N^{10}

≥ N^{2i+10} + N^8 − i∑ ℓ=1 (N^{2ℓ+10} − N^{2ℓ+9} + N^{10}) − 2N^{10}

= N^{2i+10} + N^8 −

N^{2i+11} − N^{11}

N + 1

− (i + 2)N^{10} > N^{2i+10} + N^8 −

N^{2i+11} − N^{11}

N + 1

− N^{11}.

This term is larger than 0 if (2N + 1)N^{2i+2} + N + 1 > N^3(N + 2) which holds since i ≥ 1 and N is sufficiently large.

2. Let t^→ = g_1 and Ξ^M_{σe} (b_{i+1}) = R^M_{i+1}. Then σ(b_1) = g_1 and Ξ^M_{σe} (t^→) = R^M_1 . In particular, since σ is a phase-1-strategy and i + 1 < μ^σ ∧ σ(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1} by assumption, it holds that b_1 = · · · = b_{i+1} = 1. This then implies

⟨s_{i,1−j} ,h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + Ξ^M_{σe} (b_{i+1}) − Ξ^M_{σe}(t^→) − 2N^{10} = ⟨s_{i,1−j} , h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + R^M_{i+1} − R^M_1 − 2N^{10} = ⟨s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}⟩ − i∑ ℓ=1 W^M_ℓ − 2N^{10}

= ⟨s_{i,1}, h_{i,1}⟩ − i∑ ℓ=1 (N^{2ℓ+10} − N^{2ℓ+9} + N^8) − 2N^{10}

> N^{2i+10} + N^8 − i∑ ℓ=1 (N^{2ℓ+10} − N^{2ℓ+9}) − N^{11}

which is larger than 0 as shown above.

3. Let t^→ = g_1 and Ξ^M_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = L^M_{i+1}. It cannot hold that i + 1 < μ^{σe} since this implies σe(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1} and thus Ξ^M_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = R^M_{i+1}. Consequently, i + 1 ≥ μ^{σe}. In addition, Ξ^M_{σe} (b_1) = R^M_1 as before. Consequently,

⟨s_{i,1−j} , h_{i,1−j} ⟩+Ξ^M_{σe}(b_{i+1}) − Ξ^M_{σe} (t^→) − 2N^{10} = ⟨s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + L^M_{i+1} − R^M_1 − 2N^{10} = ⟨s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} ⟩ − μ^{σe−1}∑

ℓ=1 W^M_ℓ − i∑ ℓ=μ^{σe}+1 {W^M_ℓ : σe(b_ℓ) = g_ℓ} − 2N^{10}

> ⟨s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} ⟩ − i∑ ℓ=1 W^M_ℓ − 2N^{10}

which is larger than 0 as proven before.

This concludes the case that F_{i,1−j} is t^→-open. If it is not t^→-open, then it has to be closed or t^→-halfopen by Property (ESC1). Assume that it is closed. If 1 − j = b_{i+1}, then Ξ̂^M_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) = ⟨s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_{i+1}) by Properties (USV1)_i and (EV1)_{i+1}. Since ⟨s_{i,1−j} , h_{i,1−j} ⟩ > ∑ ℓ∈[i] W M ℓ , this implies Ξ̂^M_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) > Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^M_{σe} (t^→). If j = b_{i+1}, then the same properties imply Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) = ⟨s_{i,1−j} ⟩ + Ξ̂M_{σe} (b_1). Since Ξ̂M_{σe} (b_1) = Ξ̂M_{σe} (t→) = Ξ̂M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ), this implies the statement.

Hence let F_{i,1−j} be t^→-halfopen. Then Ξ^M_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) =^{1−ε}_{1+ε} Ξ^M_σ (t^→) +^{2ε}_{1+ε} Ξ^M_{σe}(s_{i,1−j}). We prove that Ξ^M_{σe}(s_{i,1−j} ) > Ξ^M_{σe} (t^→) in this case. If 1 − j ≠ b_{i+1}, then this follows from Property (USV1)_i as Ξ^M_{σe} (s_{i,1−j}) = ⟨s_{i,1−j}⟩ + Ξ^M_{σe}(t^→) in that case. If 1 − j = b_{i+1}, then it holds that Ξ^M_{σe} (s_{i,1−j}) = ⟨s_{i,1−h}, h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + Ξ^M_{σe}(b_{i+1}) by Properties (USV1)_i and (EV1)_{i+1}. The statement then follows since ⟨h_{i,1−j} ⟩ > ∑ ℓ∈[i] W M ℓ . Consequently, Ξ^M_{σe}(s_{i,1−j} ) > Ξ^M_{σe} (t^→). This implies Ξ^M_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) > (1 − ε)Ξ^M_{σe} (t^→) + εΞ^M_{σe}(s_{i,1−j} ) which yields Ξ^M_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) > Ξ^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) as proven earlier.

Lemma B.8 (Second row of Table B.1). Let G_n = S_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-1- strategy for b ∈ B_n with I_σ = D^σ. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that e := (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ and σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j}, i ≠ 1, j ≠ b_{i+1} as well as σ(g_i) = F_{i,j} . Then σe is a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b with I_{σe} = D^{σe} and σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} .

Proof. Since σ(g_i) = F_{i,j} and j ≠ b_{i+1} = β^σ_{i+1}, we have σe(b_i) = σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} by Property (EV2)_i. This implies i ≥ μ^σ by Property (REL1). As μ^σ = μ^{σe}, this implies that σe has Property (CC1)_i′ for all indices i^′. This further implies that σe has Property (ESC1),(EV1)_i′ and (USV1)_i′ for all i^′ ∈ [n]. Furthermore, since σ has all other properties defining a phase-1-strategy, σe has them as well. As we do not perform changes within the cycle center F_{i,β}σ_{i+1} , also β^σ = β^{σe} =: β. Since σ has Property (SVG)_i and since the cycle center F_{i,j} is not closed for σ by the choice of e, we have j = 0. This implies that σe has Property (SVG)_i as well. Hence σe is a phase-1-strategy for b.

Proving that σe is well-behaved follows by re-evaluating Properties (D1), (MNS4), (MNS6), (EG2), (DN1) and (DN2). This set of properties is sufficient as we do not need to verify properties where the conclusion might become true or the premise might become false since the implication is then already true.

(D1) By the premise of this property, σe(b_i) = g_i, contradicting σe(b_i) = b_{i+1}. Property (D2) holds by the same argument since i < μ^{σe} implies σe(b_i) = g_i.

(MNS4) Since σ is well-behaved, this only needs to be reevaluated if i = m^{¬σe}_s . Since i ≠ 1 cannot occur by assumption, let i > 1. Then, 1 < m^{¬σe}_s ≤ m^{¬σe}_g < m^{σe}_b . Thus, in particular σe(b_1) = b_2, σe(g_1) = F_{1,1} and σe(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1}. By Property (USV1)_1 and Property (EV1)_2, σe(b_2) = g_2, implying m^{σe}_b = 2. But this contradicts the premise since 1 < m^{¬σe}_s < m^{σe}_b implies m^{σe}_b ≥ 3.

(MNS6) Since σ is well-behaved, this only needs to be reevaluated if i = m^{¬σe}_s . Since i = 1 cannot occur by assumption, let i > 1. Then, 1 < m^{¬σe}_s ≤ m^{¬σe}_g < m^{σe}_b , implying the same contradiction as in the last case.

(EG2) The cycle center F_{i,j} is closed with respect to σe, so the premise is incorrect.

(DN*) Since the only cycle center in level n is F_{n,0} and since we always have b_{n+1} = 0 by definition, the choice of j implies that we cannot have i = n.

We next prove I_{σe} = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ): σe(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} }. The only vertices that have an edge towards F_{i,j} are d_{i,j,∗} and g_i. Since closing F_{i,j} increases its valuation, the valuation of these vertices might increase as well. Since no player 0 vertex has an edge to either d_{i,j,0} or d_{i,j,1}, no new improving switch involving these vertices can emerge. However, the valuation of g_i might increase due to σ(g_i) = σe(g_i) = F_{i,j} . We now prove that this increase does not create new improving switches and that all switches but e that are improving for σ stay improving for σe.

It suffices to prove that σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} and Ξ^P_{σe}(g_i) ⊴ Ξ^P_{σe}(b_{i+1}) as well asσe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1 and Ξ^P_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) ⊴ Ξ^P_{σe}(b_1). Since σ(b_i) = σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} and i ≥ μ^{σe}, we have Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = L^P_{i+1}. Since σ̄[e](d_{i,j} ) implies Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(s_{i,j}) by Lemma A.16, we have Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_i) = {g_i, s_{i,j}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1) = {g_i, s_{i,j}} ∪ B^P_1 by the choice of j and Property (USV1)_i. Thus, {g_i, s_{i,j}} ◁ ⋃ ℓ∈[i] W P ℓ and {g_i, s_{i,j} } ◁ ⋃ ℓ∈[i]{W P ℓ : σe(b_ℓ) = g_ℓ} yield Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_i) ◁ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_{i+1}). For the second statement, we observe that b_i = 0 implies σe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1 by Property (USV1)_{i−1}. The second part then follows using similar calculations as before since Ξ̂^P_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) = {h_{i−1,1}, g_i, s_{i,j} } ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1).

Lemma B.9 (Third row of Table B.1). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b ∈ B_n with I_σ = D^σ. Let i ∈ [n − 1], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that e := (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ and σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} , j = 1 − β^σ_{i+1}, σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} and σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j}. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(g_i, F_{i,j} )}.

Proof. By similar arguments used in the proof of Lemma B.8, Properties (ESC1), (REL1) and (USV1)_i′ , (CC1)_i′ , (EV1)_i′ , (EV2)_i′ and (EV3)_i′ for i^′ ∈ [n] are valid for σe. Consider Property (SVM)_i and let G_n = M_n. Since 1 − j = β^σ_{i+1}, the premise of this property is incorrect, hence σe has Property (SVM)_i. Consider Property (SVG)_i and let G_n = S_n. If 1 − j = β^σ_{i+1} = 0, then σe has Property (SVG)_i as well. Hence assume 1 − j = β^σ_{i+1} = 1. Then, since σ has Property (SVG)_i, it follows that σ̄(d_{i,1}), implying σ̄[e](d_{i,1}). Thus, σe has Property (SVG)_i resp. Property (SVM)_i, implying that σe is a phase-1-strategy for b.

Since σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} , applying e does not close the chosen cycle center. It is thus not necessary to reevaluate the assumptions of Table A.1 and thus, σ being well-behaved implies that σe is wellbehaved. It hence remains to prove I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(g_i, F_{i,j} )}.

By Property (EV1), σ(b_i) = σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} implies that F_{i,1−j} is not closed with respect to both σ and σe. Hence, Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1) by Lemma A.19. Since Property (USV1)_i and the choice of j imply σe(s_{i,j}) = σ(s_{i,j}) = b_1, it holds that

Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) = Ξ̂_{σe}(b_1)^∗ ◁ �s_{i,j}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ),

implying (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe}.

Since σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} , the only vertices whose valuations change by applying e are d_{i,j,0}, d_{i,j,1} and F_{i,j}. This implies that no new switches besides the switch (g_i, F_{i,j} ) are created and that all improving switches for σ but e stay improving for σe.

Lemma B.10 (Fourth row of Table B.1). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b ∈ B_n with I_σ = D^σ ∪{(g_i, F_{i,1−bi+1} )} for some index i ∈ [n−1]. Let e := (g_i, F_{i,1−bi+1} ) ∈ I_σ and b_i = 0, i ≠ 1 and σ̄(d_{i,j} ). Then σe is a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b with I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

Proof. Let j := 1 − b_{i+1} = 1 − β^σ_{i+1}. Since σ is a phase-1-strategy for b, b_i = 0 implies σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}. Since no cycle center is closed when applying e, σe has Properties (ESC1), (EV1)_i′ , (EV3)_i′ , (CC1)_i′ and (USV1)_i′ for all i^′ ∈ [n]. Also, since σe(b_i) = b_{i+1}, the premise of Property (EV2)_i is incorrect with respect to σe, hence it has the property for all indices. Since σ has Property (REL1) and σe(b_i) = b_{i+1}, it also has Property (REL1). This implies I^{σe} = ∅, and thus i ≥ μ^{σe} = μ^σ. Also, since σ̄(d_{i,j} ) by assumption, σe has Property (SVG)_i resp. Property (SVM)_i.

By the choice of e, by i ≥ μ^{σe} and since σ is well-behaved, it suffices to investigate Properties (B3), (MNS4), (MNS6) and (EG4) in order to prove that σe is well-behaved.

(B3) Since σ has Property (USV1)_i, the premise of this property is incorrect.

(MNS4) Let the premise be correct, i.e., let μ^{σe} = 1 ∧ m^{¬σe}_s ≤ m^{¬σe}_g < m^{σe}_b . Let i^′ := m^{¬σe}_s . For the sake of a contradiction, let i^′ = 1. Then σe(b_1) = b_2 since μ^{σe} = 1. If σe(g_1) = F_{1,1}, then σe(s_{1,1}) = b_1. Thus, β_2 = b_2 = 0 by Property (USV1)_1. If also σ(g_1) = F_{1,1}, Property (SVG)_1 resp. Property (SVM)_1 would imply σ̄(d_{1,1}), contradicting Property (MNS4) for σ. If σ(g_1) = F_{1,0}, then m^{¬σ}_g = 1. If also m^{¬σe}_g = 1, then the statement follows by applying Property (MNS4) to σ. Otherwise, we need to have e = (g_1, F_{1,1}), contradicting the assumption i ≠ 1. Hence consider the case i^′ = m^{¬σe}_s > 1. Then 1 < m^{¬σe}_s ≤ m^{¬σe}_g < m^{σe}_b , implying σe(g_1) = F_{1,1}, σe(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1} and m^{σe}_b ≥ 3. By Property (USV1)_1, this implies β_2 = 1, hence σe(b_2) = g_2 by Property (EV1)_2. But then m^{σe}_b = 2 which is a contradiction. Therefore the premise cannot be correct, hence the implication is correct.

(MNS6) Assume the premise is correct, i.e., assume μ^{σe} = 1 ∧ m^{¬σe}_s < m^{σe}_b ≤ m^{¬σe}_g . Let i^′ := m^{¬σe}_s and assume i^′ = 1. Then σe(g_1) = F_{1,1}, σe(s_{1,1}) = b_1 and σe(b_1) = b_2. If also σ(g_1) = F_{1,1}, then Property (SVG)_1 resp. Property (SVM)_1 would imply σ̄(d_{1,1}) as in the last case, contradicting Property (MNS6) for σ. However, since σ(g_1) = F_{1,0} implies e = (g_1, F_{1,1}), this again contradicts the assumption i ≠ 1. Hence consider the case i^′ = m^{¬σe}_s > 1. Then 1 < m^{¬σe}_s < m^{σe}_b ≤ m^{¬σe}_g which implies the same contradiction that occurred when discussing Property (MNS4).

(EG4) By Property (ESC1), the premise of this property is always incorrect, hence the implication is correct.

Note that the other Properties (MNS*) do not need to be considered since their conclusion is correct for level i by assumption. In addition, none of the properties (EBG*) needs to be checked due to Property (ESC1).

It remains to prove I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. This follows by proving σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} and Ξ^∗_{σe}(g_i) ≺ Ξ^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) as well as σe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1 and Ξ^∗_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) ≺ Ξ^∗_{σe}(b_1). This can be proven in the same way as it was proven in the proof of Lemma B.8.

Lemma B.11. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σb} be a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b with I_σ = D^σ. Let σ_b ∈ Λ_{σ0} and let σ_b have the canonical properties. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that e := (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ, I_{σb} with ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ − 1. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} . Furthermore, σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} , j ≠ b_{i+1}, σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} and σ(b_i) ≠ g_i imply I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(g_i, F_{i,j} )}. Otherwise, I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. In addition, the occurrence record of e with respect to σe is described correctly by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1.

Proof. By transitivity, σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} . Since e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ, the cycle center F_{i,j} cannot be closed. Hence, since σ is a phase-1-strategy for b, either b_i = 0 or b_{i+1} ≠ j. Consequently, exactly one of the following cases is true: 1. σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j} 2. σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} ∧ j ≠ b_{i+1} ∧ σ(g_i) = F_{i,j} 3. σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} ∧ j ≠ b_{i+1} ∧ σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} ∧ σ(b_i) ≠ g_i 4. σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} ∧ j ≠ b_{i+1} ∧ σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} ∧ σ(b_i) = g_i 5. σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} ∧ j = b_{i+1}

We prove that case four and five cannot occur. Assume that the conditions of the fourth case were true. Then, since σ is a phase-1-strategy for b, Property (EV1)_i and Property (EV2)_i, imply b_i = 1 and b_{i+1} = 1 − j. This also implies that t_b = 0 is the only feasible parameter for (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) and (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ). Now, by assumption, σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} . If σ_b(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} , then Property (OR1)_{i,j,k} and Property (OR2)_{i,j,k} imply ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, 1 − k) + 1, contradicting that t_b = 0 is the only feasible parameter. Thus, assume σ_b(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j} . Then (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) was applied during σ_b → σ and in particular before (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ). Thus, σ_b(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j} and Property (OR4)_{i,j,1−k} implies ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) =

⌊_{b+1} 2 ⌋ − 1. Since b_i = 1 ∧ b_{i+1} = 1 − j, Lemma B.3 implies ℓ^b(i, j, 1 − k) = ⌈ b + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ . As t_b = 0 is the only feasible parameter, it thus needs to hold that ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ − 1 = ⌊ b + 1 − (1 − k) 2 ⌋ . This implies k = 0 and that b is odd. But then ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋, contradicting the assumptions.

Consider the fifth case. Then, b_i = 0 as j = b_{i+1}. If σ_b(d_{i,j,1−k}) = σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} , then i ≠ ν by the definition of a canonical strategy. If σ_b(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j} , then the switch (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) was applied during σ_b → σ. This implies ϕ^σ (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) < ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋. By Lemma B.5, there can be at most one improving switch in level ν with an occurrence record strictly smaller than ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋. This implies i ≠ ν. Since i = 1 would imply i = ν due to b_i = 0, we thus have i ≥ 2.

Assume σ_b(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j}. Then ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, 1 − k) + 1 < ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ by Property (OR2)_{i,j,1−k} and Property (OR1)_{i,j,−1−k}, hence ℓ^b(i, j, 1 − k) < ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ − 1. However, since b_i = 0 and b_{i+1} = j, Lemma B.3 implies that either ℓ^b(i, j, 1 − k) ≥ b or ℓ^b(i, j, 1 − k) = ⌈ b + 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − (1 − k) 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌊ b + 3 2 ⌋ = ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ + 1 which is a contradiction in either case. The case σ_b(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j} yields the same contradiction developed for case four.

Thus one of the first three listed cases needs to be true. In the first resp. third case, we can apply Lemma B.7 resp. B.9 to prove the part of the statement regarding the improving switches. In order to apply Lemma B.8, we need to prove that the conditions of the second case can only occur if G_n = S_n and i ≠ 1.

Thus assume that the conditions of the second case were true. Assume i = 1. Then, since σ(g_1) = F_{1,1−b2} , wit holds that b_1 = 0 by Property (EV1)_1 and Property (EV2)_1. By the choice of j and Lemma B.3, this implies ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋. By Property (OR3)_{i,j,k} and Property (OR4)_{i,j,k}, it thus needs to hold that ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ − 1. This can only happen if k = 1 and if b is odd, contradicting b_1 = 0. Consequently, i ≠ 1. Proving that the conditions can only occur if G_n = S_n can be done by proving that we have (g_i, F_{i,1−j} ) ∈ I_σ if G_n = M_n, contradicting I_σ = D^σ. As proving this is rather tedious, we omit this part here.

It remains to show that there is a feasible parameter t_{b+1} for b + 1 such that ϕ^{σe}(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = min (⌊ (b + 1) + 1 − k 2 ⌋ , ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) + t_{b+1} ) . Since ϕ^σ (e) = ϕ^{σb} (e), we have ϕ^{σe}(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) + 1. Also, there is a parameter t_b feasible for b such that ϕ^σ(e) = min(⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ , ℓ^b(i, j, k)+t_b) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋−1 by the choice of e. Consequently, ϕ^{σe}(e) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋. We distinguish two cases.

1. i = ν ∧ j = b_{ν+1}. Since we have one of the first three cases discussed earlier, this implies σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j} . Moreover, b needs to be odd since both cycle edges of F_{ν,bν+1} have an occurrence record of ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ if b is even. Consequently, ν > 1. Thus, by the choice of e and Lemma B.5, it holds that k = 1. It therefore suffices to show ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ = ⌈lfn(b + 1, i, {(i + 1, j)})/2⌉ . This however follows immediately from the choice of i and j and the fact that b is odd.

2. i ≠ ν ∨ j ≠ b_{i+1}. This implies b_i = 0 ∨ j ≠ b_{i+1}, hence (b + 1)_i = 0 ∨ (b + 1)_{i+1} ≠ j. We thus need to show that there is a parameter t_{b+1} feasible for b + 1 such that ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ = min (⌊ (b + 1) + 1 − k 2 ⌋ , ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) + t_{b+1} ) . By Lemma B.4, ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k). We distinguish the following cases.

(a) Let ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ − 1 = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋. This implies k = 1 and b mod 2 = 1. Consequently, ϕ^{σe}(e) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ = ⌊(b + 1 + 1 − k)/2⌋. It remains to define a feasible parameter t_{b+1}. Since ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋, there is a feasible t_b for b such that ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ ≤ ℓ^b(i, j, k)+t_b. Since σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} due to e ∈ I_{σb} , Property (OR2)_{i,j,k} implies t_b ≠ 1. Hence we can choose t_{b+1} = 0 as ϕ^{σe}(e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ + 1 ≤ ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k).

(b) Let ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ −1 = ℓ^b(i, j, k)+t_b for some parameter t_b feasible for b but ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ − 1 ≠ ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋. Then, Property (OR2)_{i,j,k} implies t_b ≠ 1. Consider the case t_b = 0 first. Then ϕ^{σe}(e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) and ϕ^σ(e) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ ≤ ⌊(b + 1 + 1 − k)/2⌋. Thus, choosing t_{b+1} = 0 is a feasible choice giving the correct characterization. Thus consider the case t_b = −1. Then, by Property (OR3)_{i,j,k}, b is odd and k = 0. This then implies that ϕ^{σe}(e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ = ⌊(b + 1 + 1 − k)/2⌋ as well as ϕ^{σe}(e) = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k)−1. We thus choose t_{b+1} = 0 which is a feasible choice, does not contradict Property (OR3) for b + 1 and yields the desired characterization.

Lemma B.12 (Fifth row of Table B.1). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b ∈ B_n and I_σ = D^σ. Let ν := ℓ(b + 1) and j := b_{ν+1}. Let e := (d_{ν,j,k}, F_{ν,j} ) ∈ I_σ and σ(d_{ν,j,1−k}) = F_{ν,j} for some k ∈ {0, 1}. The following statements hold.

1. β^{σe} = b + 1.

2. σe has Properties (EV1)_i and (EV3)_i for all i > ν. It also has Property (EV2)_i and Property (USV1)_i for all i ≥ ν as well as Property (REL1), and μ^{σe} = μ^σ = ν.

3. σe is well-behaved and σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} .

4. If ν = 1, then σe is a phase-3-strategy for b. If σ(g_ν ) = F_{ν,j} , then it holds that I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_1, g_1)} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1)}. If σ(g_ν ) ≠ F_{ν,j} , then I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(g_ν , F_{ν,j} )} and σe is a pseudo phase-3-strategy.

5. If ν > 1, then σe is a phase-2-strategy for b. If σ(g_ν ) = F_{ν,j} , then it holds that I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_ν , g_ν )} ∪ {(s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1})}. If σ(g_ν ) ≠ F_{ν,j} , then I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(g_ν , F_{ν,j} )} and σe is a pseudo phase-2-strategy.

Proof. We have ν = μ^σ as σ has Property (REL1) and Property (EV1)_i′ for all i^′ < ν. Also, μ^σ = μ^{σe} by the choice of e. Since we do not close any cycle centers in any level below μ^{σe}, σe has Property (CC1)_i′ for all i^′ ∈ [n].

1. Since the cycle centers of levels i > ν are not changed, β^{σe}_i = β^σ_i = b_i = (b + 1)_i for all i > ν.

Moreover, β^{σe}_i = σ̄[e](d_{ν,j} ) = 1 = (b + 1)_ν by the definition of ν and the choice of e. It remains to show β^{σe}_i = 0 for all i < ν. This is proven by backwards induction. Hence let i = ν − 1 and consider β^{σe}_i = σ̄[e](d_{i,β}σe_{i+1} ).

Since β^{σe}_{i+1} = 1, we prove σ̄[e](d_{i−1,1}) = 0. We have β^σ_{ν−1} = 1 and β^σ_ν = 0. Thus σ(b_{ν−1}) = g_{ν−1} by Property (EV1)_{ν−1}, so 0 = σ̄(d_{ν−1,1−β}σ_ν ) = σ̄(d_{ν−1,1}) = σ̄[e](d_{ν−1,1}) by Property (EV3)_{ν−1}. Now consider some i < ν − 1. By the induction hypotheses, β^{σe}_{i+1} = 0. We hence prove σ̄[e](d_{i,β}σe_{i+1} ) = σ̄[e](d_{i,0}) = 0. By the definition of ν, β^σ_i = β^σ_{i+1} = 1. Hence, σ(b_i) = g_i by Property (EV1)_i, implying σ̄(d_{i,0}) = 0 by Property (EV3)_i.

2. We prove that σe has the listed properties. Since β^{σe}_i = β^σ_i for all i > ν, σe has Property (EV1)_i for all i ≥ ν. This also implies that it has Property (EV2)_i and (USV1)_i for all i ≥ ν. In addition, it has Property (EV3)_i for all i ≥ ν and thus in particular for all i > ν. As Property (REL1) does not consider cycle centers, it remains valid for σe. Since β^σ_1 = 1 if and only if β^{σe}_1 = 0 and since σ has Property (ESC1), σe has Property (ESC2) if ν = 0. Thus σe has all properties for the bound μ^{σe} if ν > 1 resp. for the bound 1 if ν = 1 as specified in Table 6.3.

3. Since σ is well-behaved, it suffices to reevaluate Properties (MNS4), (MNS6), (DN1) and (DN2).

(MNS4) By the choice of e, the premise of this property is true for σe if and only if it is true for σ. In particular, m^{¬σe}_s = m^{¬σ}_s , m^{¬σe}_g = m^{¬σ}_g and m^σ_b = m^{σe}_b . In addition, μ^σ = μ^{σe} = 1 implies that we close the cycle center F_{1,b2} . If m^{¬σ}_s ≠ 1, then the conclusion is correct for σe if and only if it is correct for σe, hence σe has Property (MNS4). It thus suffices to consider the case m^{¬σe}_s = 1. Assume the conditions of the premise were fulfilled and let j^′ := σ̄(g_1). Then, by assumption, σ̄[e](s_m¬σe_s ) = σ̄[e](s_{1,j}′ ) = b_1. Thus, by the choice of j, it follows that we do not close the cycle center F_{1,j}′ . Hence, since σ̄(eb_m¬σ_s )∧¬σ̄(eg_m¬σ_s ) by Property (MNS4), also σ̄[e](eb_m¬σe_g ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_m¬σe_s ). (MNS6) This follows by the same arguments used for Property (MNS4).

(DN1) Since i = n in this case, σe(b_1) = σ(b_1) = g_1 by the definition of ν. (DN2) This statement only needs to be considered if ¬σ̄(d_n) ∧ σ̄[e](d_n), hence, only if ν = n. Then, β^σ_1 = · · · = β^σ_{n−1} = 1. But then Property (EV1)_i implies σe(b_i) = g_i for all i ≤ n − 1.

Since σ is well-behaved, σe is thus well-behaved.

4. We prove that σ(g_ν ) ≠ F_{ν,j} and ν = 1 imply I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(g_ν , F_{ν,j} )}.

We first prove (g_ν , F_{ν,j} ) ∈ I_{σe}. Since ν = μ^{σe} = 1 and by Property (ESC1) and Property (USV1)_i, either Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{ν,1−j} ) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(s_{ν,1−j} ) = �s_{ν,1−j}�⊕Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1) or Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{ν,1−j} ) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2). By Property (USV1)_i and Property (EV1)_{ν+1}, it also holds that Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{ν,j} ) = �s_{ν,j}, h_{ν,j} �⊕Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{ν+1}). The statement thus follows in either case since �h_{ν,j} � ≻ �s_{ν,1−j}� ⊕ L^∗_{1,ν} ≻ L^∗_{1,ν} and Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_1) = Ξ̂∗_σ(b_2) = L∗_{1,ν} ⊕ L∗_{ν+1} as well as Ξ̂∗_σ(b_{ν+1}) = L∗_{ν+1}, implying that the valuation of F_{ν,j} is higher than the valuation of F_{ν,1−j} .

Since σ(g_ν ) = F_{ν,1−j} , the valuation of g_ν does not change. Hence, only the valuations of the cycle vertices d_{ν,j,0}, d_{ν,j,1} can change. Since F_{ν,j} is the only vertex with an edge to these vertices, the valuations of all other vertices remain the same. Thus, all switches improving with respect to σ but e stay improving with respect to σe and no further improving switches are created.

Next, let σ(g_ν ) = F_{ν,j} and ν = 1. We prove I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_1, g_1)} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1)}. We first prove (b_1, g_1) ∈ I_{σe}.

By Property (EV1)_1, σe(b_1) = b_2, and it suffices to show Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_1) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2). Since μ^{σe} = 1, we have Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) = L^∗_2. Let G_n = S_n. We use Corollary A.18 to determine the valuation of g_1. We hence need to analyze λ^P_1 . If σe(b_2) = g_2, then λ^P_1 = 1. If σe(b_2) = b_3, then j = b_2 = 0 by Property (EV1)_2 and thus σe(g_j ) = F_{j,0} by assumption. Thus, λ^P_1 = 1 in either case. Consider the different cases listed in Corollary A.18. Since σe(b_1) = b_2, the first case cannot occur. In addition, since σe(g_1) = F_{1,j} and the cycle center F_{1,j} is closed, the cases 2 to 5 cannot occur. Hence consider the sixth case. As before, σ̄[e](g_1) = j = b_2 by assumption, implying σe(s_{1,σ̄[e](g1)}) = σe(s_{1,j}) = h_{1,j} by Property (USV1)_1. Thus, the sixth case cannot occur. As a consequence, by applying either the seventh or eighth case of Corollary A.18, Property (USV1)_1 implies Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_1) = W^P_1 ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2) ▷ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2) since j = σ̄[e](b_2). This also implies that any edge (e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1) is an improving switch as claimed.

Now consider the case G_n = M_n. We use Corollary A.17 to evaluate Ξ̂^M_σ (g_1) and thus determine λ^M_1 . If σe(b_2) = b_3, then λ^M_1 = 1 by the same arguments used when analyzing λ^P_1 . Since σ̄[e](d_1) ∧ σ̄[e](s_1) in this case, the conditions of the last case of Corollary A.17 are fulfilled. Consequently, σe(b_2) = b_3 implies that Ξ̂^M_σ (g_1) = W_1 + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2) > Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2). If σe(b_2) = g_2, we have λ^M_1 = 2. However, by Corollary A.17, case 1, Ξ̂^M_σ (g_1) = W_1 + Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2) > Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2) holds also in this case. This again implies that any edge (e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1) is improving for σe. We now show that no further improving switches are created and that existing improving switches remain improving. The only vertices having edges towards g_1 are the vertices b_1 and e_{∗,∗,∗}. It thus suffices to show that the valuations of these vertices does not change. This however follows from σe(b_1) = b_2 and σe(e_{i,j,k}) ≠ g_1.

It remains to show that σe is a phase-3-strategy for b in either case. By the first two statements, it suffices to show that σe has Property (USV2)_{i,bi+1} for all i < ν. But, since ν = 1, there is no such i. Also, by the definition of a pseudo phase-3-strategy, it directly follows that σe is a such a strategy if σ(g_ν ) ≠ F_{ν,bν+1} .

5. Since σ is a phase-1-strategy for b, it follows thatσ(s_{i,β}σ_{i+1} ) = h_{i,β}σ_{i+1} and σ(s_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} ) = b_1 by Property (USV1)_i for all i < ν. As b_i = β^σ_i = 1 − β^{σe}_i = 1 − (b + 1)_{i+1} for all i ≤ ν, this implies that σe has Property (USV3)_i for all i < ν.

We prove that σ(g_ν ) ≠ F_{ν,j} and ν > 1 imply I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(g_ν , F_{ν,j} )}. We observe that either Ξ̂∗_{σe}(F_{ν,1−j} ) = Ξ̂∗_{σe}(s_{ν,1−j} ) or Ξ̂∗_{σe}(F_{ν,1−j} ) = Ξ̂∗_{σe}(g_1). In addition, ⨁_{ℓ∈[ν−1]} W_{ℓ∗} ≺ �s_{ν,1−j}� ⊕ ⨁ ℓ∈[ν−1] W ∗ ℓ ≺ �h_{ν,j}�. The statement can thus be shown by the same arguments used in the case ν > 1.

Let σ(g_ν ) = F_{ν,j} and ν > 1. We prove I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_ν , g_ν )} ∪ {(s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1})}. We first show that (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) is improving for σe. Since σe(s_{ν−1,1}) = b_1 by Property (USV1)_{ν−1}, we prove Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(h_{ν−1,1}) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1).

It holds that Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(h_{ν−1,1}) = �h_{ν−1,1}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_ν ). Since F_{ν,j} is closed for σe, Properties (USV1)_ν and (EV1)_{ν+1} imply Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_ν ) = W^∗_ν ⊕Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{ν+1}). As it also holds that Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_{ν+1}) = L^∗_{ν+1}, it hence follows that

Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(h_{ν−1,1}) = �h_{ν−1,1}� ⊕ W^∗_ν ∪ L^∗_{ν+1} ≻ ν−1⨁ i=1 W^∗_i ⊕ L^∗_{ν+1} = R^∗_1 = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1).

Thus (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) ∈ I_{σe}. Also,

Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_ν ) = W^∗_ν ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{ν+1}) ▷ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{ν+1}) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_ν )

since σe(b_ν ) = b_{ν+1}, implying (b_ν , g_ν ) ∈ I_{σe}.

We argue why no further improving switches are created and that existing improving switches remain improving. The only vertices with edges to g_ν are s_{ν−1,1} and b_ν . It thus suffices to show that their valuations does not change. But this follows from σe(b_ν ) = b_{ν+1} and σe(s_{ν−1,1}) = b_1. It remains to prove that σe is a phase-2-strategy. By the first two statements, it suffices to show that there is some i < ν such that Property (USV3)_i and the negations of both Property (EV2)_i and Property (EV3)_i are fulfilled as ν = μ^{σe}. Choose any i < ν. Then, by our previous arguments, σe has Property (USV3)_i. We next show that σe does not have Property (EV2)_i. This follows from β^σ_{i+1} = 1, Property (EV1)_i, Property (EV2)_i (both applied to σ) and 1 − β^{σe}_{i+1} = β^σ_{i+1}. We finally show that σe does not have Property (EV3)_i. But this also immediately follows from 1 − β^{σe}_{i+1} = β^σ_{i+1} and by applying Property (EV1)_i and Property (EV3)_i to σ. By definition, this also implies that σe is a pseudo phase-2-strategy if σ(g_ν ) ≠ F_{ν,j}.

Lemma B.13 (Sixth row of Table B.1). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved pseudo phase-2-strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Let e := (g_ν , F_{ν,bν+1} ) and I_σ = D^σ ∪ {(g_ν , F_{ν,bν+1} )}. Assume that σ has Property (REL1). Then σe is a well-behaved phase-2-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_ν , g_ν ), (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1})}. Proof. Let j := b_{ν+1}. We prove that σe is a phase-2-strategy for b. By the choice of e, β^{σe} = β^σ = b+1 =: β. As σ has Property (REL2), ν = μ^σ. Since e ∈ I_σ implies σ(b_ν ) = b_{ν+1} by Property (EV2)_ν , we have I^σ = ∅ as σ has Property (REL1). By the choice of e and σe(b_ν ) = σ(b_ν ) = b_{ν+1}, this implies I^{σe} = I^σ = ∅ and μ^{σe} = μ^σ = ν. Hence σe has Properties (REL1) and (REL2). By the choice of e, σe(g_ν ) = F_{ν,j}. Hence Property (EV2)_i remains valid for all i ≥ ν. It remains to show that there is an i < ν such that σe has Property (USV3)_i but not Property (EV2)_i and Property (EV3)_i. Since σ is a pseudo phase-2-strategy for b, there is such an index fulfilling these conditions with respect to σ. This index also fulfills these conditions with respect to σe. As σ being a pseudo phase-2-strategy implies that σe has the remaining properties, σe is a phase-2-strategy for b.

Since σ is well-behaved, μ^σ = μ^{σe} = ν ≠ 1 and a switch involving a selector vertex is applied we need to reevaluate the following properties.

(B3) Assume that the premise was fulfilled by σe. Then, by Property (USV1)_ν and Property (EV1)_{ν+1}, σe(s_{ν,1}) = h_{ν,1} implies j = β_{ν+1} = 1. Consequently, it holds that σe(b_{ν+1}) = g_{ν+1}, contradicting σ(b_{ν+1}) = b_{ν+2}.

(EG4) Since ν > 1, the target of g_1 is not changed.

(EBG*) Any premise requires a cycle center to escape towards both g_1 and b_2, contradicting Property (ESC2).

(DN2) Since σe is a pseudo phase-2−strategy for b there is some i such that Property (EV2)_i is not fulfilled. This implies σe(b_i) = g_i.

We prove I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_ν , g_ν ), (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1})} and prove (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) ∈ I_{σe} first. By Property (USV3)_{ν−1}, σe(s_{ν−1,1}) = b_1. It thus suffices to prove Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(h_{ν−1,1}) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1). It holds that

Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(h_{ν−1,1}) = �h_{ν−1,1}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_ν ) = �h_{ν−1,1}� ⊕ W^∗_ν ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{ν+1}) since σ̄[e](g_ν ) = β_{ν+1} and σe has Property (USV1)_ν . Since μ^{σe} = ν, we also have that Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{ν+1}) = L^∗_{ν+1} and σ̄[e](b_μσe ) = b_μσe_{+1}. The statement then follows since Corollary A.5 implies Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_1) = R^∗_1.

We next show (b_ν , g_ν ) ∈ I_{σe}. Since σe(b_ν ) = b_{ν+1}, we proveΞ̂^∗_{σe}(g_ν ) ▷ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{ν+1}). This however follows since Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_ν ) = W^∗_ν ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{ν+1}) as discussed previously.

It remains to show that improving switches remain improving and that no new improving switches are created. By the choice of e, the valuation of g_ν increases. However, as discussed before, σe(b_ν ) = b_{ν+1} and σe(s_{ν−1,1}) = b_1. Since b_ν and s_{ν−1,1} are the only vertices that have an edge towards g_ν , the vertex g_ν is the only vertex whose valuation changes when transitioning from σ to σe, implying the statement.

Lemma B.14 (First row of Table B.2). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-2-strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Let I_σ = D^σ ∪ {(b_ν , g_ν ), (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1})}. Let σ have Property (REL1) as well as Property (USV3)_i for all i < ν. Let e := (b_ν , g_ν ). Then, σe is a well-behaved phase-2-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} . In addition ,ν ≠ 2 implies I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_{ν−1}, b_ν ), (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}), (s_{ν−2,0}, h_{ν−2,0})} if ν ≠ 2 and ν = 2 implies I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_1, b_2), (s_{1,1}, h_{1,1})} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2)}. Proof. We first show that σe is a phase-2-strategy for b. Since the same set of cycle centers is closed for σ and σe, β^{σe} = β^σ = b + 1 =: β. Thus Property (USV1)_i′ remains valid for all i ≥ μ^σ and Property (CC1)_i remains valid for all i ∈ [n]. We next show μ^σ = μ^{σe}. By the choice of e, σe(b_ν ) = g_ν . In addition, since σ has Property (REL2), μ^σ = ν. Thus σe(b_{ν−1}) = σ(b_{ν−1}) = g_{ν−1} by Lemma A.4 as Property (REL1) applied to σ implies I^σ = ∅. Note that Lemma A.4 is applied to σ which is well-behaved. Since σ is well behaved and ν − 1 < μ^σ we have σe(g_{i−1}) = σ(g_{i−1}) = F_{i,0} by Property (BR1). But then, since σ̄[e](b_i) = σ̄(b_i) for all i ∈ [n], i ≠ ν and σ̄[e](g_i) = σ̄(g_i) for all i ∈ [n], we have I^σ = {ν − 1}. Since σ̄[e](g_ν ) = σ̄[e](b_{ν+1}) by Property (CC2), it therefore follows that μ^{σe} = ν. Thus, since σ is phase-2-strategy, any statement regarding a level larger than ν = μ^σ = μ^{σe} remains valid. Property (EV1)_ν and Property (EV2)_ν follow directly from Property (CC2) and the choice of e. It remains to show that there is some i < μ^{σe} such that Property (USV3)_i as well as the negations of both Property (EV2)_i and Property (EV3)_i hold. However, since σ is a phase-2-strategy, there exists such an index for σ, so the same index can be used for σe.

Since we switched the target of b_ν and ν = μ^{σe} ≠ 1 we need to reevaluate the following assumptions to prove that σe is well-behaved.

(S1) Since σ(g_ν ) = F_{ν,βν+1} by Property (EV2)_ν , the premise and the conclusion are true.

(S2) This property only needs to be checked if μ^{σe} = 2. Then, the only index for which the premise might become true is i = 1. But then, it cannot hold that σe(b_2) = g_2 ∧ i > 1. Thus, the premise is either incorrect for i = 1, implying that the implication is correct for σe, or one of the other two conditions of the premise is true for σe. But then, these conditions were also already true for σ, and hence σ̄(s_i) = σ̄[e](s_i) = 1 follows.

(B3) As discussed earlier, σe(b_{ν−1}) = g_{ν−1}, hence the premise is incorrect.

(D1) By Property (EV1)_ν and Property (EV2)_ν , the conclusion is true, hence the implication.

(D2) Again, this property only needs to be checked if μ^{σe} = 2. But then, there is no i ≥ 2 with i < μ^{σe}, hence the premise is incorrect.

(EG5) We only need to show that the premise is not true for j = 0. It thus suffices to show that the cycle center F_{ν−1,0} is closed. If μ^{σe} > 2, then ν − 1 > 1. By Lemma A.4, it then holds that σe(b_{ν−1}) = σ(b_{ν−1}) = g_{ν−1}. Hence, by Properties (D1) and (BR1), σ̄[e](d_{ν−1}) = σ̄[e](d_{ν−1,0}). This in particular implies ¬σ̄[e](eb_{ν−1,0}), so the premise is incorrect of μ^{σe} > 2. Now consider the case μ^{σe} = 2. Then, by the definition of a phase-2- strategy, the negation of Property (EV3)_1 holds. Thus, since β_2 = 1 in this case, we have σ̄[e](d_{ν,1−β2} ) = σ̄[e](d_{1,0}).

We next prove that I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_{ν−1}, b_ν ), (s_{ν−2,0}, h_{ν−2,0}), (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1})} if ν ≠ 2. We first show that (b_{ν−1}, b_ν ) ∈ I_{σe}. Since σe(b_ν ) = g_ν and σe(b_{ν−1}) = g_{ν−1} it suffices to show Ξ^∗_{σe}(b_ν ) ≻ Ξ^∗_{σe}(b_{ν−1}). This follows since Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_ν ) = L^∗_ν ≻ R^∗_{ν−1} = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{ν−1}) by Lemma A.10.

We next show (s_{ν−2,0}, h_{ν−2,0}) ∈ I_{σe}. By Property (USV3)_{ν−2}, σe(s_{ν−2,0}) ≠ h_{ν−2,0}. Using σe(b_ν ) = g_ν , ν = μ^{σe}, β_ν = 1, Property (USV1)_ν , (s_{ν−2,0}, h_{ν−2,0}) ∈ I_{σe} follows from

Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(h_{ν−2,0}) = �h_{ν−2,0}� ⊕ W^∗_ν ⊕ L^∗_{ν+1} ≻ ⨁ i<ν W^∗_i ∪ L^∗_{ν+1} = R^∗_1 = Ξ^∗_{σe}(b_1).

Using the same arguments yields (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) ∈ I_{σe}. Since the valuation of all other vertices is unchanged, no other switch becomes improving and improving switches stay improving.

We prove that I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_1, b_2), (s_{1,1}, h_{1,1})} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1)} if ν = 2. All of the equations developed for the case ν ≠ 2 are also valid for ν = 2. In particular we have Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_1) and σe(b_1) = g_1, implying (b_1, b_2) ∈ I_{σe}. In addition, we have σe(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1 for all i ∈ [n] and j, k ∈ {0, 1}, hence (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) ∈ I_{σe} for these indices. By the usual arguments, no other new improving switches are created and improving switches stay improving (with the exception of e).

Lemma B.15 (Second row of Table B.2). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-2-strategy for some b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Assume that σ̄(d_i′ ) = 1 for all i^′ < μ^σ and that e = (s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ for some i ∈ [μ^σ − 1] where j := β^σ_{i+1}. Further assume that σ has Property (USV3)_i′ for all i^′ ≤ i. Also, assume that σ has Properties (EV1)_μσ and (EV1)_{i+1}. If i ≠ 1, then σe is a well-behaved phase-2-strategy for b. If i = 1, then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b. In either case, I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

Proof. We first observe that σ(s_{1,β}σ_2 ) = b_1 by Property (USV3)_1. Since σ has Properties (REL2) and (EV1)_μσ , it follows that σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ . Thus, by Lemma A.4, I^σ ≠ ∅. By the choice of e, β^σ = β^{σe} =: β, μ^σ = μ^{σe}, I^{σe} = I^σ ≠ ∅ and σe(b_μσe ) = g_μσe . In particular, σe has Properties (EV1)_μσe and (EV1)_{i+1}. Let i ≠ 1. We prove that σe is a phase-2-strategy. Since i < μ^{σe}, it suffices to check the special conditions of phase 2 since all other properties of Table 6.3 remain valid for σe. We show that the index 1 fulfills these special conditions. Since μ^{σe} ≠ 1, we have σe(b_1) = g_1. As the choice of i ≠ 1 implies μ^σ = μ^{σe} > 2, applying Property (BR1) to σ yields σ̄[e](g_1) = σ̄(g_1) = 1. For the sake of a contradiction, assume that σe had Property (EV2)_1. Then, 1 = σ̄(g_1) = β_2, implying ν = μ^σ = 2, contradicting the choice of i. Consequently, Property (EV2)_1 does not hold for σe. Now, for the sake of contradiction, assume that σe had Property (EV3)_1. Then, since σ(b_1) = g_1 and ν = μ^σ > 2, the cycle center F_{1,1−β2} = F_{1,1} is not closed. By Property (ESC2), this implies σ̄(eg_{1,1})∧¬σ̄(eb_{1,1}). Since σ̄(g_1) = 1, Property (EG3) then implies σ̄(s_1) = σ̄(s_{1,1}) = 1. Consequently, by Property (EG5), this implies σ̄(b_2) = 1, so σ(b_2) = g_2. But then, σ(b_2) = g_2 ⇔ μ^σ > 2 as both statements are true. Thus, since σ(b_1) = g_1, Property (D1) implies that F_{1,σ̄(g1)} = F_{1,1} is closed which is a contradiction. Hence σe does not have Property (EV3)_1. Finally, we have σe(s_{1,0}) = σ(s_{1,0}) = σ(s_{1,β2} ) = b_1 by assumption and σ̄[e](s_{1,1}) = σ̄(s_{1,1}) = σ̄(s_{1,1−β2} ) = 1 by Property (S2). Hence the index 1 fulfills all of the special conditions of the definition of a phase-2-strategy, so σe is a phase-2-strategy for b.

If i = 1, then the assumptions imposed on σ and the choice of e directly imply that σe is a phase-3-strategy for b.

We prove that σe is well-behaved. Note that σ̄[e](g_i) = σ̄(g_i) and thus, by Property (BR1), σ̄(g_i) = 1 if and only if i ≠ μ^{σe} − 1, implying j = 1 − σ̄(g_i). By the usual arguments, it suffices to investigate the following properties.

(B3) We only need to consider this property if j = 1, i.e., if β_{i+1} = 1. Since i < μ^{σe} this implies that i = μ^{σe} − 1. But then σe(b_{i+1}) = σe(b_μσe ) = g_μσe , so the premise is incorrect.

(EG5) Since σe fulfills Property (EV1)_{i+1}, σ̄(b_{i+1}) = β_{i+1} = j. Thus, the conclusion of Property (EG5) is correct, implying that the implication is correct.

It remains to show I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. The vertex F_{i,j} is the only vertex that has an edge to s_{i,j}. Let G_n = S_n first. Since Ξ^P_σ (s_{i,j}) ⊴ Ξ^P_{σe}(s_{i,j}), proving τ^σ(F_{i,j} ) ≠ s_{i,j} implies τ^{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≠ s_{i,j}. This then implies that the valuation of no other vertex than s_{i,j} changes, implying I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

For the sake of a contradiction, assume τ^σ(F_{i,j} ) = s_{i,j}. Then, by Lemma A.16, one of three cases holds. Since μ^{σe} ≠ 1, it cannot hold that [σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j}) ∧ μ^σ = 1]. As σ̄(d_{i,1−j} ) by Property (BR1) and assumption, Property (CC1)_i implies ¬σ̄(d_{i,j} ). Since σe has Property (ESC2), σ̄(eb_{i,j} )∧¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} )∧[μ^σ ≠ 1∨(σ̄(s_{i,j})∧σ̄(b_{i+1}) ≠ j)] also cannot hold. Consequently, by Lemma A.16, τ^σ(F_{i,j} ) ≠ s_{i,j}. Now let G_n = M_n. Again, as σ̄[e](d_{i,1−j} ) by assumption, Property (CC2) implies that F_{i,j} is not closed. By Lemma A.15 and Property (ESC2), this implies Ξ̂^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^M_{σe}(g_1) and in particular Ξ̂M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≠ Ξ̂M_{σe}(s_{i,j} ). The only vertices that have an edge to F_{i,j} are d_{i,j,0}, d_{i,j,1} and g_i. We prove that σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} implies Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) > Ξ^M_σ (e_{i,j,k}), so (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ. Since σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} implies (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, this then proves that σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} ⇔ (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ. We then argue why the same arguments can be applied to σe which proves (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ ⇔ (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe}.

Hence assume σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j}, implying σ(d_{i,j,k}) = e_{i,j,k}. By Property (ESC2), all escape vertices escape to g_1, hence F_{i,j} is either g_1-open or g_1-halfopen. Also, σ(s_{i,j} ) = b_1 and σ(b_1) = g_1 imply Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ^M_σ (g_1). Thus,

Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) − Ξ^M_σ (e_{i,j,k}) = q[Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) − Ξ^M_σ (g_1)],

where the exact value of q > 0 depends on whether F_{i,j} is open or halfopen. But then, Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ^M_σ (g_1) implies Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) > Ξ^M_σ (e_{i,j,k}). Since

Ξ^M_{σe}(s_{i,j} ) = ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ^M_{σe}(h_{i,j} ) > ⟨s_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ^M_{σe}(g_1)

as the edge (s_{i,j}, b_1) would otherwise be improving for σe which cannot happen, the same argument implies Ξ^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) > Ξ^M_{σe} (e_{i,j,k}).

No vertex but F_{i,j} has an edge towards d_{i,j,k}. Thus, although the valuation of d_{i,j,k} increases due to the application of e, it is impossible to have an improving switch (∗, d_{i,j,k}) for either σ or σe. Consequently, we do not need to consider this vertex when investigating whether new improving switches are created.

It thus remains to prove σ(g_i) = σe(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} and (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Once this statement is proven, combining all of the previous statements yields I_{σe} = I_σ \{e}. Since Property (BR1)_i and the choice of j imply that σe(g_i) = F_{i,1−j}, it suffices to prove Ξ^M_{σe} (F_{i,1−j} ) > Ξ^M_{σe} (F_{i,j} ). Since σe(b_1) = g_1, the assumption σ̄[e](d_i′ ) for all i^′ < μ^{σe} implies Ξ̂^M_{σe} (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^M_{σe} (g_1) = R^M_1 . This furthermore yields Ξ̂M_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) = Ξ̂M_{σe} (s_{i,1−j}). Property (USV2)_{i,1−j} implies that σe(s_{i,1−j}) = h_{i,1−j}. If j = β_{i+1} = 1, then Ξ̂^M_{σe} (F_{i,1−j} ) = �s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} � + Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_{i+2}).

But this implies i = ν − 1, so

Ξ̂^M_{σe} (F_{i,1−j} ) = �s_{ν−1,1−j}, h_{ν−1,1−j} � + Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_{ν+1}) > ν−1∑ ℓ=1 W^M_ℓ + L^M_{ν+1} = R^M_1 .

If j = β_{i+1} = 0, then i < ν − 1 and Ξ̂^M_{σe} (F_{i,1−j} ) = �s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} � + Ξ̂^M_{σe} (g_{i+1}). Using Lemma A.12, this implies

Ξ̂^M_{σe} (F_{i,1−j} ) = �s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} � + R^M_{i+1} = �s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} � + ν−1∑ ℓ=i+1 W^M_ℓ + L^M_{ν+1} > ν−1∑ ℓ=1 W^M_ℓ + L^M_{ν+1} = R^M_1 .

Lemma B.16 (Third row of Table B.2). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-2-strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Assume that σ̄(d_i′ ) = 1 for all i^′ < μ^σ and e = (b_i, b_{i+1}) ∈ I_σ for some i ∈ {2, . . . , μ^σ − 1}. In addition, assume that σ has Property (USV3)_i′ for all i^′ < i, Property (EV1)_i′ and Property (EV2)_i′ for all i^′ > i as well as Property (EV3)_i′ for all i^′ > i, i^′ ≠ μ^σ.

Then σe is a well-behaved phase-2-strategy for b. Furthermore, i ≠ 2 implies I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(b_{i−1}, b_i), (s_{i−2,0}, h_{i−2,0})} and i = 2 implies I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(b_1, b_2)} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2)}.

Proof. By the choice of e and by assumption, σe has Property (USV3)_i′ for all i^′ < i. In particular, σ(s_{i−1,0}) = σ(s_{i−2,0}) = b_1 since i < μ^σ = ν.

We prove that σe is a phase-2-strategy for b. Since e = (b_i, b_{i+1}) and i < μ^σ = ν, it suffices to prove μ^σ = μ^{σe} and that there is an index i^′ < i fulfilling the special conditions of a phase- 2-strategy. Since μ^σ > i, μ^σ = ν and since σ has Property (EV1)_μσ , σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ . Hence, by Lemma A.4, I^σ ≠ ∅. We show i = max{i^′ ∈ I^σ}. By the choice of e, σ̄(b_i) = 1. If i + 1 = μ^σ, then σ̄(b_{i+1}) = σ̄(b_μσ ) = 1 and σ̄(g_i) = 0 by Property (BR1). If i + 1 < μ^σ, then i + 1 ≤ μ^σ − 1, so σ̄(b_{i+1}) = β^σ_{i+1} = (b + 1)_{i+1} = 0 by Property (EV1)_{i+1} and σ̄(g_i) = 1 by Property (BR1). In either case σ̄(g_i) ≠ σ̄(b_{i+1}), hence i ∈ I^σ. For any i^′ ∈ {i + 1, . . . ν − 1}, Property (EV1)_i′ and μ^σ = ν imply σ̄(b_i′ ) = 0. Thus i = max{i^′ ∈ I^σ}. We now prove i − 1 ∈ I^{σe} since this suffices to prove μ^{σe} = μ^σ as σe(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1} for all i^′ ∈ {i, . . . , μ^σ − 1}.

By Property (EV1)_{i−1}, it holds that σ̄[e](b_{i−1}) = σ̄(b_{i−1}) = 1 since Property (B2) would imply σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} otherwise. By Property (BR1) and i − 1 < μ^σ − 1, it follows that σ̄[e](g_{i−1}) = σ̄(g_{i−1}) = 1. Also, σ̄[e](b_i) = 0 by the choice of e. Hence i − 1 ∈ I^{σe}, implying i − 1 = max{i^′ ∈ I^{σe}}. Consequently, μ^{σe} = μ^σ = ν, so σe has Property (REL2).

We show that i − 1 fulfills the special conditions of Table 6.3 for phase-2-strategies. As shown previously, σ̄[e](b_{i−1}) = 1 and σ̄[e](g_{i−1}) = 1 = 1 − β_i. Thus Property (EV2)_{i−1} does not hold for σe. If i > 2, Lemma A.4 implies σ(b_2) = g_2 as i = max{i^′ ∈ I^σ}. If i = 2 then σ(b_2) = g_2 since (b_2, b_3) ∈ I_σ. Thus, by applying Property (D2) to σ, it follows that σ̄(d_{i−1}) = σ̄[e](d_{i−1}) = σ̄[e](d_{i−1,1−βi} ) = 1. Thus σe fulfills the negation of Property (EV3)_{i−1}. Finally, σe also has Property (USV3)_{i−1} by assumption. Thus the index i−1 fulfills the special conditions of Table 6.3, so σe is phase-2-strategy for b.

Since σ is a phase-2-strategy, it suffices to check the following properties:

(B1) If i < μ^{σe} − 1, then i + 1 < μ^{σe}. Since σ has Property (EV1)_{i+1} by assumption, Property (REL2) implies σe(b_{i+1}) = σ(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}.

(B3) For this property, it might happen that either the premise becomes true with respect to σe or that it is true while the conclusion becomes false for σe. Consider the first case first. Then, σe(s_{i−1,1}) = h_{i−1,1} and σe(b_i) = b_{i+1}. However, since i = max{i^′ ∈ I^{σe}}, we have σ̄[e](g_i) = σ̄(g_i) ≠ σ̄(b_{i+1}) = σ̄[e](b_{i+1}), hence the conclusion is true as well. Now assume that the premise is correct for σe while the conclusion became false by the application of e. Then σe(s_{i−2,1}) = h_{i−2,1} and σe(b_{i−1}) = b_i. But this cannot happen since σe(b_{i−1}) = g_{i−1} as proven earlier.

(EG5) Since σ̄[e](b_i) = 0 we need to show σ̄[e](d_{i−1,1}) = 1 which was already shown earlier.

We now show that i ≠ 2 implies I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(b_{i−1}, b_i), (s_{i−2,0}, h_{i−2,0})} and that i = 2 implies I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(b_1, b_2)} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1)}. By Lemma A.4, σe(b_{i−1}) = g_{i−1} and also, by assumption, σ(s_{i−2,0}) = σe(s_{i−2,0}) = b_1 if i ≠ 2. We hence need to show Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_i) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_{i−1}) and �h_{i−2,0}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_i) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1). This in particular implies that any edge (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) is improving for σe if i = 2 since σ(e_{∗,∗,∗}) = g_1 by Property (ESC2). Since either i + 1 < μ^{σe} and σe(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2} by Property (B1) or i + 1 = μ^{σe}, we have Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_i) = L^∗_{i+1} since σe(b_i) = b_{i+1}. By assumption, σ̄(d_i′ ) = σ̄[e](d_i′ ) = 1 for all i^′ < μ^{σe}. Thus, Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_{i−1}) = R^∗_{i−1} by Lemma A.12. Therefore, σe(b_μσe ) = g_μσe implies Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_i) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_{i−1}) by Lemma A.10.Since Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1) = R^∗_1, Lemma A.10 further implies �h_{i−2,0}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_i) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1) if i ≠ 2. Thus (b_{i−1}, b_i), (s_{i−2,0}, h_{i−2,0}) ∈ I_{σe} if i ≠ 2 and (b_1, b_2), (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) ∈ I_σ if i = 2.

Lemma B.17 (Last row of Table B.2). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved pseudo phase-3-strategy for some b ∈ B_n with ν = 1. Let I_σ = D^σ ∪ {(g_ν , F_{ν,bν+1} )} and e := (g_ν , F_{ν,bν+1} ). Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(b_1, g_1)} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1)}. Proof. Let j := b_{ν+1}. We first show μ^{σe} = μ^σ. Since σ is a pseudo phase-3-strategy for b, μ^σ = ν = 1. Hence, σ(b_1) = b_2, implying σe(b_1) = b_2, so μ^{σe} = 1. Note that this implies that σe has Property (CC2) as the cycle center F_{ν,j} is closed due to β^σ = β^{σe} = b + 1 =: β.

We next show that σe is a phase-3-strategy for b. The only properties other than Property (CC2) involving e = (g_ν , F_{ν,j} ) are Properties (REL1) and (EV2)_1. These do not need to be fulfilled for a phase-3-strategy so, σ being a pseudo phase-3-strategy implies that σe is a phase-3-strategy for b.

We now show that σe is well-behaved. Since σ is a well-behaved pseudo phase-3-strategy for b, μ^{σe} = 1 and by the choice of e, it suffices to investigate the following properties:

(MNS1) Since the cycle center F_{1,j} is closed with respect to σe due to β^{σe} = b + 1 and since j = σ̄[e](g_i), the conclusion of this property is true for σe.

(MNS2) If σe(b_2) = g_2, then m^{σe}_b = 2 and there cannot be an index fulfilling the conditions of the premise. If σe(b_2) = b_3, then β_2 = j = 0 by Property (EV1)_2, implying σe(g_1) = F_{1,0}. But then m^{¬σe}_g = 1, hence there cannot be an index such that the conditions of the premise are fulfilled.

(MNS3) This follows by the same arguments used for Property (MNS2).

(MNS4) By the choice of e, the definition of j and Property (EV1)_2, we either have m^{¬σe}_g = 1 ∧ m^{¬σe}_b > 2 or m^{¬σe}_g > 1 ∧ m^{σe}_b = 2. Since the second case contradicts the conditions of the premise, assume m^{¬σe}_g = 1 ∧ m^{σe}_b > 2. Then, σe(b_2) = b_3, hence j = β^{σe}_2 = 0, implying σe(g_1) = F_{1,0}. In addition, m^{¬σe}_s = 1 as m^{¬σe}_s ≤ m^{¬σe}_g . Thus, by the definition of m^{¬σe}_s , we have σe(s_{1,0}) = b_1. But this contradicts Property (USV1)_1 as this implies σe(s_{1,β2} ) = σe(s_{1,0}) = h_{1,0}.

(MNS5) This follows by the same arguments used for Property (MNS2).

(MNS6) By the choice of e, the definition of j and Property (EV1)_2, we either have m^{¬σe}_g = 1 ∧ m^{¬σe}_b > 2 or m^{¬σe}_g > 1 ∧ m^{σe}_b = 2. Since the first case contradicts the conditions of the premise, assume m^{¬σe}_g > 1 ∧ m^{σe}_b = 2. Then, σe(b_2) = g_2, hence j = β_2 = 1, implying σe(g_1) = F_{1,1}. In addition, m^{¬σe}_s = 1 as m^{¬σe}_s < m^{σe}_b = 2. Thus, by the definition of m^{¬σe}_s , we have σe(s_{1,1}) = b_1. But this contradicts Property (USV1)_1 as this implies σe(s_{1,β}σe_2 ) = σe(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1}.

(EG4) Since the conclusion is true for σe by the choice of e, the implication is true.

(EBG2) Since σ̄[e](g_1) = σ̄[e](b_2) = β_2 = j, μ^{σe} = 1 and Property (USV1)_1 together imply σ̄[e](s_1) = 1.

(EBG3) Since σ̄[e](g_1) = σ̄[e](b_2) = β_2 = j, ν = 1 and β = b + 1 imply σ̄[e](d_1) = 1.

It thus remains to show that I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(b_1, g_1)} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1)}. Since σe(b_1) = b_2 and μ^{σe} = 1, this can be shown by using the same arguments used in the proof of Lemma B.12 (4).

Lemma B.19 (First row of Table B.3). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that (e_{i,j,k}, t^→) ∈ I_σ and σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} . Further assume the following.

1. If G_n = S_n, then, σ has Property (USV2)_i′_{,j}′ for all i^′ < μ^σ, j^′ ∈ {0, 1}.

2. If G_n = M_n, then, σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = b_1 implies σ̄(eb_i′_{,j}′ ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_i′_{,j}′ ) for all i^′ < μ^σ and j^′ ∈ {0, 1}.

Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} . If σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k} or [σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} and j ≠ β^σ_{i+1}], then I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k})}. If σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} and j = β^σ_{i+1}, then I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. Proof. Since a phase-3-strategy does not need to fulfill Property (ESC1) or (ESC2), σ being a phase- 3-strategy for b implies that σe is a phase-3-strategy for b. We prove that σe is well-behaved. By assumption, σe(d_{i,j,k}) = σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} . Hence F_{i,j} escapes towards g_1 resp. b_2 with respect to σ if and only if it escapes towards the same vertex with respect to σe. Since there are no other conditions on escape vertices except the escape of cycle centers in Table A.1, σe is well-behaved since σ is well-behaved.

It remains to show the statements related to the improving switches. We first prove that σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k} implies I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k})}. As d_{i,j,k} is the only vertex having an edge to e_{i,j,k}, it suffices to prove (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_{σe}. We distinguish two cases.

1. Let μ^{σe} = 1. Then Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(d_{i,j,k}) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) and Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_1). Moreover, Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_1) = W^∗_1 ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) and Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) = L^∗_2 by Lemma B.18. We thus prove Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_1) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) and distinguish two further cases.

(a) Let σe(e_{i,j,1−k}) = g_1. Since σe(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k} and σe(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} we then have σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) and, by assumption, μ^{σe} = 1. Let G_n = S_n. Then, Lemma A.16 implies Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(s_{i,j}). Since Property (EG1) implies σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 and σe(b_1) = b_2 follows from μ^{σe} = 1, it holds that Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = {s_{i,j}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2). Hence, by Lemma B.18, Ξ̂P_{σe}(g_1) ▷ Ξ̂P_{σe}(F_{i,j}), so (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_{σe}. Now let G_n = M_n. Then, since F_{i,j} is g_1- halfopen,

Ξ^M_{σe}(g_1) − Ξ^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = 2ε 1 + ε

[Ξ^M_σ (g_1) − Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j})], so it suffices to prove Ξ^M_{σe}(s_{i,j}) < Ξ^M_{σe}(g_1). This follows by the previous arguments since Ξ^M_{σe} (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ^M_{σe}(b_2) < W^M_1 + Ξ^M_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ^M_{σe}(g_1).

(b) Now assume σe(e_{i,j,1−k}) = b_2. By the same arguments used in case 1(a) this implies σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). Let G_n = S_n and consider Lemma A.16. Either the conditions of case four or of case five are then fulfilled. If the conditions of case four are true, then Ξ̂P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂P_{σe}(b_2). Since Ξ̂P_{σe}(g_1) = W P_1 ∪Ξ̂P_{σe}(b_2), this implies Ξ̂P_{σe}(g_1)▷Ξ̂P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ). For the sake of a contradiction, assume that the conditions of case five were true. Then σ̄[e](s_{i,j} ) and σ̄[e](b_{i+1}) ≠ j. But then Property (USV1)_i implies j = β^{σe}_{i+1} and Property (EV1)_{i+1} implies j ≠ β_{i+1} which is a contradiction. If G_n = M_n, then the statement follows directly since Ξ̂^M_{σe} (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_2).

2. Let μ^{σe} ≠ 1. Then, Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) and we prove Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≺ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2).

(a) Assume σe(e_{i,j,1−k}) = b_2. Then σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) and μ^{σe} ≠ 1 by assumption.

From Property (EB1) and Property (EV1)_{i+1}, it follows that j ≠ β_{i+1}. Let G_n = S_n. By Lemma A.16, Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(s_{i,j} ). Consider the case σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 first. Then Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = {s_{i,j}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1) = {s_{i,j}} ∪ R^P_1 . Since σe(b_μσe ) = g_μσe and W^P_μσe ▷ ⋃ ℓ<μ^{σe} W P ℓ ∪ {s_{i,j}}, this implies

Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = {s_{i,j} } ∪ R^P_1 ◁ W^P_{μσe} ∪ ⋃ ℓ≥μ^{σe}+1 {W^P_ℓ : σe(b_ℓ) = g_ℓ}

= L^P_μσe = L^P_2 = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2).

Next let σe(s_{i,j} ) = h_{i,j} . Then, since j = 1 − β_{i+1} and since σe has Property (USV1)_ℓ for all ℓ ≥ μ^{σe}, we must have i < μ^{σe}. Consequently, Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = {s_{i,j} , h_{i,j}} ∪ { Ξ̂P_{σe}(g_{i+1}), j = 1 Ξ̂P_{σe}(b_{i+2}), j = 0 .

We now focus on the case j = 1 and continue considering the case G_n = S_n. Then, Ξ̂P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = {s_{i,j} , h_{i,j} } ∪ Ξ̂P_{σe}(g_{i+1}) as Property (BR1) implies i < μσe − 1. We now determine Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_{i+1}) using Corollary A.18. By Property (BR1), it holds that σ(g_i′ ) = F_i′_{,1} for all i^′ < μ^{σe} − 1 as well as σe(g_μσe_{−1}) = F_μσe_{−1,0}. By assumption, we also have σe(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = h_i′_{,j}′ for all i^′ < μ^{σe} and j^′ ∈ {0, 1}. Since σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1} for all i^′ < μ^{σe}, we obtain λ^P_{i+1} = μ^{σe} − 1. By Property (BR2), ¬σ̄[e](eg_λP_{i+1} ). But this implies that the conditions of the sixth case of Corollary A.18 are fulfilled, hence Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = {s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} } ∪ μ^{σe}−1⋃

ℓ=i+1 W^P_ℓ ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_μσe_{+1})

◁ W^P_μσe ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_μσe_{+1}) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2).

Let G_n = M_n and j = 1. It then suffices to prove Ξ^M_{σe}(s_{i,j}) < Ξ^M_{σe} (b_2). Consider the case σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1, implying Ξ̂^M_{σe} (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_1). If Ξ̂^M_{σe} (b_1) = B^M_1 , then Ξ̂^M_{σe} (b_1) = R^M_1 and the arguments follows by the same arguments used for the case G_n = S_n. If Ξ̂M_{σe} (b_1) = BM_2 + ∑_{j′<k} W M_{j′} + ⟨g_k⟩ where k = min{i′ ≥ 1: ¬σ̄[e](d_{i′} )} < μσ, then Ξ̂^M_{σe} (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}, g_k⟩ + ∑ j^′<k W^k_j′ + B^M_2 < B^M_2 = Ξ̂^M_{σe} (b_2).

Let σe(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j}. As j = 1, it holds that Ξ̂^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ̂^M_{σe}(g_{i+1}). We use Corollary A.17 to evaluate Ξ̂^M_{σe} (g_{i+1}) and thus determine λ^M_{i+1}. Assume there was some index i^′ ∈ {i + 1, . . . , μ^{σe} − 1} such that σe(s_i′_{,σ̄(gi′ )}) = b_1. Then, by assumption, σ̄[e](eb_i′ )∧¬σ̄[e](eg_i′ ). As σe(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1} by Property (EV1)_i′ , Corollary A.17 then implies the statement.

Hence assume there was no such index. By Property (BR1), λ^M_{i+1} ≤ μ^{σe} − 1. The case σ̄[e](d_λM_{i+1} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](s_λM_{i+1} ) cannot happen by assumption. Also, by Property (BR2), ¬σ̄[e](eg_λM_{i+1} ). Consequently, either σ̄[e](eb_λM_{i+1} )∧¬σ̄[e](eg_λM_{i+1} ) and the statement follows by the same arguments used before or σ̄[e](d_λM_{i+1} ). This however implies λ^M_{i+1} = μ^{σe} − 1 and thus Ξ̂^M_{σe} (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j,hi,j} ⟩ + μ^{σe}−1∑

ℓ=i+1 W^M_ℓ + Ξ̂^M_{σe} (b_μσe_{+1})

< W^M_μσe + Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_μσe_{+1}) = Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_2).

This concludes the case j = 1, hence let j = 0. Then, β_{i+1} = 1, so i = μ^{σe} − 1 and the statement follows from Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = �s_μσe_{−1,0}, h_μσe_{−1,0}� ⊕ L^∗_μσe_{+1} and �s_μσe_{−1,0}, h_μσe_{−1,0}� ≺ W^∗_μσe . (b) Now assume σe(e_{i,j,1−k}) = g_1. Then σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^{σe} ≠ 1. Thus, by Lemmas A.15 and A.16, Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_1). But then Lemma B.18 implies Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) ≺ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2).

We now show that σe(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} and j ≠ β_{i+1} also imply (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_{σe} by proving Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≺ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}). (vi) In this case, F_{i,j} is closed. Thus, by Lemmas A.15 and A.16, Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(s_{i,j}). If σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1, then this implies Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = �s_{i,j}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1). If μ^{σe} = 1, then Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_1). We then obtain (vi) as in case 1(a).

If μ^{σe} ≠ 1, then Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) and Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = �s_{i,j}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_1). By the same arguments used in case 2 (b), this implies (vi). Hence let σe(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j}. By the choice of j, this implies that we need to have μ^{σe} ≠ 1 due to Property (USV1)_i. But then, (vi) can be shown by the same arguments used for case 2 (a).

Finally, we show that σe(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} and j = β_{i+1} imply I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. As only the valuation of e_{i,j,k} can increase, it suffices to show that (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. As F_{i,j} = F_{i,βi+1} is closed for σ, this implies β_i = 1 by the definition of the induced bit state. Thus, by Property (REL2), it follows that i ≥ ν = μ^σ = μ^{σe}. Consequently, by Property (USV1)_i, Property (EV1)_{i+1} and σe(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j}, it follows that

Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(s_{i,j} ) = �s_{i,j}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(h_{i,j} ) = �s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} � ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}).

We distinguish the following cases.

1. Let μ^{σe} = 1. Then σe(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1, hence Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}) = W^∗_1 ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) = W^∗_1 ⊕ L^∗_2 by Lemma B.18.

In this case, μ^{σe} = 1 implies Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = �s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} � ⊕ L^∗_{i+1} ≻ i⨁ i^′=1

W^∗_i′ ⊕ L^∗_{i+1} ⪰ W^∗_1 ⊕ L^∗_2 = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}) if i ≠ 1 whereas i = 1 implies

Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = �s_{1,j}, h_{1,j} � ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) ≻ W^∗_1 ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}).

Hence Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≻ Ξ̂_{σe}∗ (e_{i,j,k}) in either case, so (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) /∈ I_{σe}.

2. Let μ^{σe} ≠ 1. Then, σe(e_{i,j,k}) = b_2, hence Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) = L^∗_2 by Lemma B.18. If Ξ̂∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = L∗_{i+1}, then the statement follows from Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = �s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} � ⊕ L^∗_{i+1} ≻ i⨁ ℓ=2 W_ℓ ⊕ L^∗_{i+1} ≻ L^∗_2.

If Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = R^∗_{i+1}, then σe(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1} and i + 1 < μ^{σe}. But then, by Property (EV1)_{i+1}, β_{i+1} = 1 contradicting μ^{σe} = ν.

Since these arguments can be applied to σ analogously, (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} and the statement follows.

Lemma B.20. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b. Let i ∈ [n] and j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ and e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ. Let σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k} or [σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} and j ≠ β^σ_{i+1}]. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} .

Proof. We first show that σe is a phase-3-strategy for b. If F_{i,j} is halfopen, then the application of e can only influence Properties (ESC1) and (ESC2). In that case, there is nothing to show as σe does not need to fulfill these properties. If F_{i,j} is closed for σ, then j ≠ β^σ_{i+1} by assumption. As j ≠ β^{σe}_{i+1}, Property (EV1)_i remains valid. Consequently, σe is a phase-3-strategy for b and in particular μ^{σe} = ν = μ^σ. We thus skip the upper index σ resp. σe when referring to the induced bit status as b + 1 = β^σ = β^{σe}.

We prove that σe is well-behaved. We need to consider all properties related to escape vertices where the premise might become true or where the conclusion might become false.

(BR2) This property only needs to be checked if the conclusion becomes false. Thus, assume i < μ^{σe}, implying μ^{σe} > 1. But then, e = (e_{i,j,k}, b_2), hence it cannot happen that the conclusion becomes false by applying the switch e.

(D2) By Property (REL2),σe(b_2) = g_2 implies μ^{σe} ≤ 2, hence the premise cannot be fulfilled.

(MNS1) Assume μ^{σe} = 1 ∧ m^{σe}_b ≤ m^{¬σe}_s , m^{¬σe}_g and G_n = S_n. By Property (REL2), it holds that μ^{σe} = ν = 1. Since σe has Property (CC2), this implies that the cycle center d_{1,σ̄[e](g1)} is closed and thus ¬σ̄[e](eb_1).

(MNS2) Assume μ^{σe} = 1 and let i < m^{¬σe}_g < m^{¬σe}_s , m^{σe}_b . If σe(b_2) = g_2, then m^{σe}_b = 2 by definition and there cannot be an index fulfilling the conditions of the premise. If σe(b_2) = b_3, then β_2 = 0 by Property (EV1)_2, implying σe(g_1) = F_{1,0} by Property (CC2). But then m^{¬σe}_g = 1, hence there cannot be an index such that the conditions of the premise are fulfilled.

(MNS3) This follows by the same arguments used for Property (MNS2).

(MNS4) Assume μ^{σe} = 1 ∧ m^{¬σe}_s ≤ m^{¬σe}_g < m^{σe}_b . If m^{σe}_b = 2, then m^{¬σe}_s = m^{¬σe}_g = 1, implying σe(g_1) = F_{1,0} and σe(s_{1,0}) = b_1. But this contradicts Property (CC2) since Property (EV1)_2 implies σ̄[e](g_1) = β_2 = σ̄[e](b_2) = 1. Thus assume m^{σe}_b > 3, implying σe(b_2) = b_3. Then, by Property (CC2), σe(g_1) = F_{1,0} and σe(s_{1,0}) = h_{1,0} by Property (USV1)_1. But this implies 1 = m^{¬σe}_g < m^{¬σe}_s , contradicting the premise.

(MNS5) Assume μ^{σe} = 1 ∧ i < m^{¬σe}_s < m^{σe}_b ≤ m^{¬σe}_g . Since no such i can exist if m^{σe}_b = 2, assume m^{σe}_b > 2. This in particular implies σe(b_2) = b_3, hence σe(g_1) = F_{1,0} by Property (CC2). This implies m^{¬σe}_g = 1, contradicting the assumption.

(MNS6) If m^{σe}_b > 2, then the same arguments used for Property (MNS5) can be applied again.

Hence assume m^{σe}_b = 2, implying σe(b_2) = g_2. Then, by Property (CC2), σe(g_1) = F_{1,1} and σe(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1}. But this implies m^{¬σe}_s > 2, contradicting m^{¬σe}_s < m^{σe}_b .

(EG1) This property only needs to be considered if its premise is incorrect for σ but correct for σe. Therefore, since μ^σ = μ^{σe} = 1 implies that the switch (e_{i,j,k}, g_1) was applied, we need to have ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j}). This implies σ̄(d_{i,j} ), hence j ≠ β_{i+1} by assumption, implying σ̄[e](s_{i,j} ) = b_1 by Property (USV1)_i.

(EG2) If μ^{σe} = 1, then σ̄[e](d_1) = σ̄[e](d_μσe ) by Property (CC2) and the choice of e, so the implication is correct.

(EG3) The premise of this property can only become true if μ^{σe} = 1 as we need to apply the switch (e_{i,j,k}, g_1). Thus, Property (CC2) implies that σ̄[e](d_1), σ̄[e](g_1) = β_{i+1} and hence, by Property (USV1)_1, σ̄[e](s_1).

(EG4) By Property (EV1)_2, it holds that σ̄[e](b_2) = β_2 and by Property (CC2) and the premise we have σ̄[e](g_μσe ) = σ̄[e](g_1) = β_2.

(EG5) The premise of this implication cannot become correct since σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} )∧¬σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) imply μ^{σe} = 1.

(EB1) Assume that the conditions of the premise were fulfilled. Then σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ).

If also σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ), the statement follows since σ is well-behaved. Hence suppose that this is not the case. Then, σ̄(d_{i,j} ), implying that j ≠ β_{i+1} = σ̄[e](b_{i+1}) by assumption and Property (EV1)_{i+1}.

(EB2) If the premise is true for σ, then there is nothing to prove. Hence assume that it is incorrect for σ. Then, either σ̄(eb_{i,0}) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,0}) or σ̄(d_{i,0}). In the first case, Property (EBG1) (applied to σ) yields σ̄(b_{i+1}) = 0. This is a contradiction to Property (EB1) (applied to σe) since it implies σ̄(b_{i+1}) = σ̄[e](b_{i+1}) ≠ 0. Consequently, σ̄(d_{i,0}), implying 0 ≠ β_{i+1} and thus 1 = β_{i+1}. We now show that i < μ^{σe}, implying μ^{σe} = i + 1 since μ^{σe} = ν by Property (REL2). For the sake of a contradiction assume i ≥ μ^{σe}. Then, by Property (USV1)_i and Property (EV1)_{i+1}, σ̄[e](b_{i+1}) = β_{i+1} = 0. However, by Property (EB1), also σ̄[e](b_{i+1}) ≠ 0 which is a contradiction.

(EB3) As before, there is nothing to prove if the premise is also correct for σ. By the same arguments used for Property (EB2), we can deduce that assuming σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) yields a contradiction. Hence, σ̄(d_{i,j} ), implying j ≠ β^{σe}_{i+1} by assumption. If μ^{σe} > 2, then σe(b_2) = b_3 follows by Property (EV1)_2. Hence assume μ^{σe} = 2, implying i ≥ μ^{σe}. Consequently, σe has Property (USV1)_i, implying j = β_{i+1} since σe(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} by assumption. This is however a contradiction to the choice of j.

(EB4) If the premise is true for σ, then there is nothing to prove. Hence assume that it is incorrect for σ. By the same arguments used earlier, we deduce σ̄(d_{i,1}), implying 1 ≠ β_{i+1} and thus 0 = β_{i+1}. We now show that i < μ^{σe}, implying μ^{σe} > i + 1 since μ^{σe} = ν by Property (REL2). Towards a contradiction assume i ≥ μ^{σe}. Then, by Property (USV1)_i and Property (EV1)_{i+1}, σ̄[e](b_{i+1}) = β_{i+1} = 0. However, by Property (EB1), also σ̄[e](b_{i+1}) ≠ 0 which is a contradiction.

(EB6) By Property (REL2), μ^{σe} > 2 implies ν > 2. Hence β_2 = 0, implying σe(b_2) = b_3 by Property (EV1)_2.

(EB5) By Lemma A.4 it suffices to show I^{σe} ≠ ∅. Consider the case μ^{σe} > 2 first. Then σe(b_2) = b_3 by Property (EB6), implying μ^{σe} ≠ min{i^′ : σe(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}}. Hence I^{σe} ≠ ∅ in this case. Now consider the case μ^{σe} = 2. Then, by assumption, σe(b_1) = g_1 and σe(b_2) = g_2 by Property (REL2) and Property (EV1)_2. Furthermore, by Property (BR1), σ̄[e](g_1) = F_{1,0}, hence I^{σe} ≠ ∅.

(EBG1) If i ≥ μ^{σe}, then Property (USV1)_i and σe(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} imply that j = β_{i+1}. Hence j = σ̄[e](b_{i+1}) by Property (EV1)_{i+1}. Thus assume i < μ^{σe}, implying μ^{σe} > 1. Therefore, the switch (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) was applied, implying σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ). But then, σ̄[e](b_{i+1}) = σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j by Property (EG5).

(EBG2) By assumption and Property (EV2)_2, it follows that σ̄[e](g_1) = σ̄[e](b_2) = β_2. Thus, σ̄[e](s_1) = σ̄[e](s_{1,σ̄[e](g1)}) = σ̄[e](s_{1,β2} ) and hence, by either Property (USV2)_{1,β2} or Property (USV1), σ̄[e](s_1) = 1.

(EBG3) If μ^{σe} = 1, then σ̄[e](d_1) follows from Property (CC2). Thus assume μ^{σe} > 1, implying σe(b_1) = g_1. Towards a contradiction, assume that the cycle center F_{1,β2} = F_{1,σ̄[e](g1)} was not closed. Since the game is a sink game resp. weakly unichain, the cycle center cannot escape towards g_1 since player 1 could then create a cycle in S_n resp. since M_n would not have the weak unichain condition. Thus, by assumption, σ̄[e](eb_{1,σ̄[e](g1)}) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{1,σ̄[e](g1)}) ∧ σe(b_1) = g_1. But then, Property (EB1) implies σ̄[e](g_1) ≠ σ̄[e](b_2), contradicting the assumption.

(EBG4) The assumptions σ̄[e](b_2) = g_2 and σ̄[e](g_1) = F_{1,0} imply μ^{σe} = 2 if σe(b_1) = g_1. If this is not the case, we have σ̄[e](b_1) = b_2, implying μ^{σe} = 1.

(EBG5) By assumption σ̄[e](g_1) = F_{1,1} and σ̄[e](b_2) = b_3. Towards a contradiction assume μ^{σe} = 2. Then we need to have σe(b_1) = g_1 and μ^{σe} = min{i^′ : σe(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}}. But then σ̄[e](b_1) ∧ σ̄[e](g_1) ≠ σ̄[e](b_2), implying I^{σe} ≠ ∅, contradicting Lemma A.4.

(D1) Assume i ≠ 1. Then, by Property (EV1)_i, σe(b_i) = g_i implies β_i = 1 and σ̄[e](g_i) = β_{i+1} by Property (EV2)_i. Since we only open inactive cycle centers, there is nothing to show in this case. Hence assume i = 1. If μ^{σe} = 1, then σe(b_1) = b_2, hence the premise is incorrect. Thus assume μ^{σe} > 1. This implies t^→ = b_2. In particular, σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ), hence μ^{σe} > 2 implies σe(b_2) = b_3 by Property (EB6). Thus, μ^{σe} > 2 ⇎ σe(b_2) = g_2, so the premise is incorrect.

Hence σe is well-behaved.

Lemma B.21 (Second row of Table B.3). Let G_n = S_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3- strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→. Further assume that σ̄(d_{i,j} ) implies j ≠ β^σ_{i+1}. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

Proof. By Lemma B.20, it suffices to prove I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. By construction, d_{i,j,k} is the only vertex having an edge to e_{i,j,k} and F_{i,j} is the only vertex having an edge towards d_{i,j,k}. It thus suffices to show that the valuation of F_{i,j} does not change when applying e, so we prove Ξ^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ). Since σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ e_{i,j,k} implies that we cannot have σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eb_{i,j}), it suffices to distinguishing the following cases.

• Let σ̄(d_{i,j} ), implying Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(s_{i,j}) by Lemma A.16. If t^→ = b_2, then σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) and μ^{σe} ≠ 1. If t^→ = g_1, then σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) and μ^{σe} = 1. This however yields τ^{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = s_{i,j} in either case by Lemma A.16, implying the statement.

• Let σ̄(eg_{i,j} )∧¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ). Since the target of F_{i,j} does not change when applying e if σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} )∧ ¬σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) we can assume σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ). This implies t^→ = b_2, so μ^{σe} ≠ 1, implying τ^{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = g_1 by Lemma A.16. It now suffices to show σ̄[e](g_1) ≠ σ̄[e](b_2). For the sake of contradiction, assume σ̄[e](g_1) = σ̄[e](b_2). Then, by Property (EBG3), F_{1,σ̄[e](g1)} is closed. Thus, by the definition of β, it holds that1 = σ̄[e](d_{1,β2} ) = β_1, implying ν = 1. But this contradicts μ^{σe} ≠ 1 by Property (REL2).

• Let σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). By the same arguments used in the last case we can assume σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). Hence, t^→ = g_1 and μ^σ = μ^{σe} = 1. By Property (USV1)_i and Property (EV1)_{i+1}, we have σ̄(s_{i,j}) = b_1 if j ≠ β_{i+1} or σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j if j = β_{i+1}. In either case, τ^σ(F_{i,j} ) = b_2 by Lemma A.16. It hence suffices to show σ̄[e](g_1) = σ̄[e](b_2). This however follows from Property (CC2) since μ^{σe} = 1.

Lemma B.22 (Third row of Table B.3). Let G_n = M_n and let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase- 3-strategy for b. Let i ∈ [n] with β_i = 1 and let j := 1 − β_{i+1}. Let e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ for some k ∈ {0, 1}. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. Proof. By Lemma B.20, it suffices to prove I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

By Property (REL2), ν = μ^σ = μ^{σe}, so in particular i ≥ μ^{σe}. By Property (EV2)_i, we have σ̄(g_i) = 1 − j = β_{i+1}. We thus begin by showing (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. This is done by showing

Ξ_σ(F_{i,1−j} ) = Ξ_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ), Ξ_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) > Ξ_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) (vii)

which suffices as Ξ_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≥ Ξ_σ(F_{i,j} ). Since β_i = 1 implies i ≥ ν, we have σ̄(d_{i,1−j} ) by Property (EV1)_i and σ(s_{i,1−j}) = h_{i,1−j} by Property (USV1)_i. By Property (EV1)_{i+1}, this yields Ξ_σ(F_{i,1−j} ) = ⟨s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + Ξ_σ(b_{i+1}) = ⟨s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + L_{i+1}. This implies Ξ_σ(F_{i,1−j} ) = Ξ_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ). Since F_{i,j} is not closed for σe, it either escapes to t^→ or is mixed. Consequently, it either holds that Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂_{σe}(t^→) or Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,j}) =^1_2Ξ̂_{σe}(t^→) +^1_2Ξ̂_{σe}(t^←). As Ξ̂_{σe}(t^→) > Ξ̂_{σe}(t^←) by Lemma B.18, we have Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≤ Ξ̂_{σe}(t^→). Let t^→ = b_2. Since σ(b_2) = g_2 implies ν = 2 by Property (EV1)_2, we have Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) = L_2 in any case. Consequently,

Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≤ Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) = L_2 = L_{2,i} + L_{i+1} < ⟨s_{i,1−j} , h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + L_{i+1} = Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ).

Let t^→ = g_1. Then, Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1) = W_1 + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) by Lemma B.18. Consequently,

Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≤ W_1 + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) = W_1 + L_2 = W_1 + L_{2,i} + L_{i+1} < ⟨s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + L_{i+1} = Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ).

Thus, (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} as claimed.

We now consider the cycle edges of F_{i,j} . First, (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_{σe} as (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) was just applied. If σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} , then also (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}, implying I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e} since the valuation of no further vertex changes due to σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} . Hence assume σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k}. We prove (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ ⇔ (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe} which suffices to prove the statement since no other vertex but F_{i,j} has an edge to d_{i,j,1−k}.

Let v = σ(e_{i,j,1−k}) = σe(e_{i,j,1−k}). We prove that i ≥ μ^{σe} and σ(g_i) = σe(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} imply Ξ_σ(v) = Ξ_{σe}(v). If v = b_2, then Ξ_σ(v) = Ξ_{σe}(v) = L_2 by Lemma B.18. If v = g_1, then either

Ξ̂_σ(v) = Ξ̂_{σe}(v) = ⟨g_ℓ⟩ + ∑ i^′∈[ℓ−1] W_i′ + Ξ̂_σ(b_2)

where ℓ = min{i^′ ≥ 1: ¬σ̄(d_i′ )} < μ^σ or Ξ̂_σ(v) = Ξ̂_{σe}(v) = R_1. We furthermore observe that σ̄(g_i) = σ̄[e](g_i) ≠ j implies min{i^′ ≥ 1: ¬σ̄(d_i′ )} = min{i^′ ≥ 1: ¬σ̄[e](d_i′ )}. Thus, if we have Ξ_σ(F_{i,j} ) > Ξ_σ(v), then also Ξ_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) > Ξ_{σe}(v), so (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ ⇒ (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe}. Hence consider the case (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, implying Ξ_σ(F_{i,j} ) ≤ Ξ_σ(v). Since σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} and σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k}, we have Ξ_σ(F_{i,j} ) − Ξ_σ(v) = 2ε 1 + ε

[⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ_σ(b_1) − Ξ_σ(v)] ≤ 0.

Thus, Ξ_σ(b_1) + ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ ≤ Ξ_σ(v), hence Ξ_σ(b_1) < Ξ_σ(v). Since Ξ_σ(t^←) < Ξ_σ(t^→) by Lemma B.18, this implies that v = t^→ and σ(b_1) = t^← have to hold. As it holds that Ξ_σ(t^←) = Ξ_{σe}(t^←), this then implies

Ξ_{σe}(F_{i,j}) − Ξ_{σe}(v) = (1 − ε)Ξ_{σe}(t^→) + εΞ_{σe}(s_{i,j}) − Ξ_{σe}(t^→) = ε[⟨s_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ_{σe}(b_1) − Ξ_{σe}(t^→)] ≤ 0, hence (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_{σe}. Lemma B.23 (Fourth row of Table B.3). Let G_n = M_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3- strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ∈ [n] with β^σ_i = 0, j := β^σ_{i+1} and let F_{i,j} be t^←-halfopen. Let F_{i,1−j} be t^→-open and σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} . Let e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ with k ∈ {0, 1}. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

Proof. Since F_{i,j} is t^←-halfopen, the choice of e implies σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k}. Consequently, by Lemma B.20, it suffices to prove I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

Since σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} , the application of e can only increase the valuation of F_{i,j}, d_{i,j,0} and d_{i,j,1}. In addition, and since there are no player 0 vertices v with (v, d_{i,j,∗}) ∈ E_0. It thus suffices to prove (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. This however follows from Lemma B.18 since

Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,1−j} ) = Ξ̂_σ(t^→) > Ξ̂_σ(t^←) = Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,j} ) and Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) = Ξ̂_{σe}(t^→) > 1 2 Ξ̂_{σe}(t^→) + 1 2 Ξ̂_{σe}(t^←) = Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,j} ).

Lemma B.24. Let G_n = M_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ≥ μ^σ +1 and assume σ̄(g_i) = β^σ_{i+1}.

1. If both cycle centers of level i are t^←-halfopen, then let j := σ̄(g_i).

2. If F_{i,β}σ_{i+1} is mixed and F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} is t^←-halfopen, then let j := 1 − σ̄(g_i).

In any case, assume e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ for k ∈ {0, 1}. Then, σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

Proof. In both cases, e = (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) is applied within a t^←-halfopen cycle center. This implies σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k}, hence, by Lemma B.20, it suffices to prove I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

Let both cycle centers be t^←-halfopen for σ and let j := σ̄(g_i) = β_{i+1}. By Lemma B.1, Ξ_σ(F_{i,j} ) > Ξ_σ(F_{i,1−j} ) and by Lemma B.18, also Ξ_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) > Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ). Thus, (g_i, F_{i,1−j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Note that Lemma B.1 can be applied since i ≥ μ^σ + 1 = ν + 1 by Property (REL2) and since it has Property (USV1)_i and Property (EV1)_{i+1}. Due to the application of the switch e, the valuation of g_i increases. We prove that this does not create new improving switches. We thus first prove σ(b_i) ≠ g_i and (b_i, g_i) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Since i ≥ μ^σ + 1, no cycle centers being closed implies β_i = 0, hence σ(b_i) = σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} by Property (EV1)_i. Furthermore, if μ^σ > 1 and thus t^→ = b_2, then

Ξ̂_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = L_{i+1} > ⟨g_i⟩ + i−1∑ ℓ=1 W_ℓ + L_{i+1} ≥ ⟨g_i⟩ + L_2 = ⟨g_i⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ̂_{σe}(g_i)

and, by Lemma B.18, Ξ̂_σ(b_{i+1}) > ⟨g_i⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(g_1) = Ξ̂_σ(g_i) follows by the same estimation. Consequently, (b_i, g_i) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} if μ^σ > 1. The statement follows by a similar argument if μ^σ = 1 by Ξ̂_σ(g_1) = W_1 + Ξ̂_σ(b_2).

We now prove that σ(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1 and (s_{i−1,1}, h_{i−1,1}) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. It cannot happen that i = 1 due to i ≥ μ^σ + 1, hence we do not need to consider a possible increase of the valuation of g_1. Since i ≥ μ^σ +1 implies i−1 ≥ μ^σ and since β_{i+1} = 0, Property (USV1)_{i−1} implies σ(s_{i−1,1}) = σe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1. It remains to prove Ξ̂_σ(b_1) > Ξ̂_σ(h_{i−1,1}) and Ξ̂_{σe}(b_1) > Ξ̂_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}). We only prove the second statement since it implies the first statement due to Ξ̂_{σe}(b_1) = Ξ̂_σ(b_1) and Ξ̂_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) > Ξ̂_σ(h_{i−1,1}). If μ^{σe} = 1, then σe(b_1) = b_2, t^→ = g_1 and Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1) = W_1 + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2). Consequently,

Ξ̂_{σe}(b_1) = Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) > ⟨h_{i−1,1}, g_i⟩ + W_1 + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2)

= ⟨h_{i−1,1}, g_i⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1) = Ξ̂_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}).

If μ^{σe} > 1, then σe(b_1) = g_1 and t^→ = b_2. The statement can then be shown by similar arguments as i > μ^σ implies ⟨g_i⟩ < ∑ ℓ∈[i−1] Wℓ. This concludes the case that both cycle centers of level i are t^←-open. Consider the case that F_{i,βi+1} is mixed and that F_{i,1−βi+1} is t^←-halfopen for σ. Then, j = β_{i+1} = 1 − j implies that no other edge but (g_i, F_{i,j} ) can become improving. However, after the application of e, both cycle centers are mixed. Hence, Ξ_{σe}(F_{i,βi+1} ) > Ξ_{σe}(F_{i,1−βi+1} ) by Lemma B.1.

Lemma B.25. Let G_n = M_n. Let σ be a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b ∈ B_n with σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} . Let i ∈ [n] and j := 1 − β^σ_{i+1}. Let e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ for some k ∈ {0, 1}. Further assume that there is no other triple of indices i^′, j^′, k^′ with (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) ∈ I_σ, that F_{i,j} is closed and that σ fulfills the following assumptions:

1. If β^σ_i = 0, then σ(g_i) = F_{i,j} and F_{i,1−j} is t^←-halfopen.

2. i < μ^σ implies [σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} and σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = h_i′_{,j}′ ∧ σ̄(d_i′ ) for all i^′ < i, j^′ ∈ {0, 1}] and that the cycle center F_i′_{,1−σ̄(gi′ )} is t^←-halfopen for all i^′ < i. In addition, i < μ^σ − 1 implies σ̄(eb_{i+1}).

3. i^′ > i implies σ(s_{i,1−β}σ_{i′+1} ) = b_1.

4. i^′ > i and β^σ_i′ = 0 imply that either [σ̄(g_i′ ) = β^σ_i′_{+1} and F_{i,0}, F_{i,1} are mixed] or [σ̄(g_i′ ) = 1−β^σ_i′_{+1}, F_i′_{,1−β}σ_{i′+1} is t^→-open and F_i′_{,β}σ_{i′+1} is mixed] and

5. i^′ > i and β^σ_i′ = 1 imply that F_i′_{,1−β}σ_{i′+1} is either mixed or t^→-open.

Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e} if i ≥ μ^σ and I_{σe} = [I_σ ∪ {(s_{i,j} , b_1)}] \ {e} if i < μ^σ. Proof. By Lemma B.20, it suffices to prove the statements related to the set of improving switches. We first prove (g_i, F_{i,∗}) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Let β_i = 0 first. Then, σ(g_i) = F_{i,j} by assumption 1., implying (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. We thus prove (g_i, F_{i,1−j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. By assumption 1., σ̄(d_{i,j} ), hence Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂_σ(s_{i,j}) and Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂_{σe}(t→) by Lemma A.15. Since F_{i,1−j} is t←-halfopen by assumption, Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) < Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) since Ξ_{σe}(t^←) < Ξ_{σe}(t^→) by Lemma B.18. Consequently, (g_i, F_{i,1−j} ) /∈ I_{σe} and it remains to prove Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,1−j} ) < Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,j} ).

If σ(s_{i,j}) = b_1, then the equivalences σ(b_1) = b_2 ⇔ μ^σ = 1 ⇔ t^← = b_2 implies

Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,j} ) = ⟨s_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(b_1) = ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(t^←) > Ξ_σ(t^←) = Ξ_σ(F_{i,1−j} ).

Hence assume σ(s_{i,j} ) = h_{i,j}, implying i < μ^σ by Property (USV1)_i as j = 1 − β_{i+1}. This implies μ^σ > 1, so t^← = g_1 and t^→ = b_2. Let i = μ^σ − 1. Then j = 1 − β_ν = 0, hence Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,j} ) = ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(b_{ν+1}). By assumption 2, σ̄(d_i′ ) for all i^′ < i. Consequently,

Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,1−j} ) = Ξ̂_σ(g_1) = R_1 < ⟨s_{ν−1,j}, h_{ν−1,j} ⟩ + L_{ν+1} = Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,j} ).

Let i < μ^σ − 1, implying j = 1 and thus Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,j} ) = ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(g_{i+1}). Since σ̄(eb_{i+1}) by assumption 2. and ¬σ̄(eg_{i+1}) by Property (BR2) and thus in particular ¬σ̄(d_{i+1}), we have Ξ̂_σ(g_{i+1}) = ⟨g_{i+1}⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(b_2) by Corollary A.17. Furthermore, as σ̄(d_{i′} ) for all i′ < i, it holds that Ξ̂_σ(g_1) = ∑_{ℓ<i} W_ℓ + ⟨g_{i+1}⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(b_2). Consequently, as Ξ̂_σ(g_1) = Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,1−j} ), it follows that

Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,j} ) = ⟨s_{i,j} , h_{i,j} , g_{i+1}⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(b_2) > ∑ ℓ∈[i] W^M_ℓ + ⟨g_{i+1}⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(b_2) = Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,1−j} ).

Hence, Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,1−j} ) < Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,j} ) holds in any case, so (g_i, F_{i,1−j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. As also (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}, this proves that β_i = 0 implies (g_i, F_{i,∗}) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}.

Now let β_i = 1. Then, by Property (REL2), i ≥ μ^σ = μ^{σe} = ν. By Property (CC2), σ(g_i) = F_{i,βi+1} = F_{i,1−j}. We hence prove (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Since β_i = 1, the cycle center F_{i,1−j} is closed. By Property (USV1)_i, Property (EV1)_{i+1} and since i ≥ μ^σ, μ^{σe} we thus obtain Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,1−j} ) = ⟨s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(b_{i+1}) = ⟨s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + L_{i+1} and the corresponding equality for Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ).

As F_{i,j} is closed with respect to σ and escapes towards t^→ with respect to σe, Property (USV1)_i yields Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(t^←) and Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂_{σe}(t^→). It is now easy to see that ⟨s_{i,1−j} , h_{i,1−j} ⟩ > ∑ ℓ=∈[i] Wℓ implies Ξ̂σ(Fi,1−j ) > Ξ̂σ(Fi,j ) and Ξ̂σe(Fi,1−j ) > Ξ̂σe(Fi,j ). Therefore, (gi, Fi,j ) /∈ Iσ, Iσe if β_i = 1. As also (g_i, F_{i,1−j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} in this case due to σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} , this proves (g_i, ∗) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} in any case. By the choice of e, we also have (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} and σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} as we assume F_{i,j} to be closed with respect to σ. Thus also (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}.

If β_i = 1, the increase of the valuation of F_{i,j} can only have an immediate effect on the vertices g_i, d_{i,j,0} and d_{i,j,1}. However, as β_i = 1 implies σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} and since there are no player 0 vertices edges towards d_{i,j,∗}, we immediately obtain I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. We thus only consider the case β_i = 0 for the remainder of this proof, implying σ(g_i) = F_{i,j}.

Since σ(g_i) = F_{i,j}, the valuation of g_i increases due to the increase of the valuation of F_{i,j} . We investigate how this increase influences the set of improving switches. We first prove that i ≠ 1 implies σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} and (b_i, g_i) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. If i = 1, then μ^σ > 1 as β_i = 0 by assumption, implying σ(b_1) = g_1 and thus (b_i, g_i) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Hence let i ≠ 1. Then, σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} by Property (EV1)_i. If σ(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1}, then β_{i+1} = 1 and thus i + 1 ≥ μ^σ = ν, implying Ξ̂_σ(b_{i+1}) = L_{i+1} in any case. The same holds for σe, so in particular Ξ̂_σ(b_{i+1}) = Ξ̂_{σe}(b_{i+1}). It hence suffices to prove Ξ̂_{σe}(b_{i+1}) > Ξ̂_{σe}(g_i) as Ξ̂_{σe}(g_i) ≥ Ξ̂_σ(g_i).

By the choice of e and our assumptions, Ξ̂_{σe}(g_i) = ⟨g_i⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(t^→). If t^→ = b_2, then Ξ̂_{σe}(t^→) = Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2). If t→ = g_1, then Ξ̂_{σe}(t→) = Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1) = W_1 + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) by Lemma B.18 as μσe = 1. This in particular yields

Ξ̂_{σe}(g_i) = ⟨g_i⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(t^→) ≤ ⟨g_i⟩ + W_1 + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) = ⟨g_i⟩ + W_1 + L_2

= ⟨g_i⟩ + W_1 + L_{2,i−1} + L_{i+1} < L_{i+1} = Ξ̂_{σe}(b_{i+1})

as σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}. Thus (b_i, g_i) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} for all i.

Now let i > μ^{σe}. We prove that this implies σ(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1, Ξ_σ(b_1) > Ξ_σ(h_{i−1,1}) and Ξ_{σe}(b_1) > Ξ_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}). When proving these statements, we will also prove that Ξ_σ(b_1) = Ξ_{σe}(b_1), Ξ_σ(g_1) = Ξ_{σe}(g_1) and Ξ_σ(b_2) = Ξ_{σe}(b_2). We then argue why this suffices to prove the statement for μ^{σe} = 1 and then consider the case μ^{σe} > 1 and i < μ^{σe}. It is not necessary to consider the case i = μ^{σe} as β_i = 0.

Since β_i = 0 and i > μ^{σe} implies i−1 ≥ μ^{σe}, Property (USV1)_{i−1} implies σ(s_{i−1,1}) = σe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1. This implies that the valuation of no further vertex than h_{i−1,1} and the vertices discussed previously can change when transitioning from σ to σe. None of these vertices are part of the valuation of b_1, g_1 and b_2 since i > μ^{σe}, σ(b_i) = σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} and σ(s_{i−1,1}) = σ(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1, implying that their valuations do not change. In particular, Ξ_σ(b_1) = Ξ_{σe}(b_1). If we can show (s_{i−1,1}, b_1) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}, this thus proves I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e} for the case μ^{σe} = 1. Since Ξ_σ(b_1) = Ξ_{σe}(b_1), it suffices to prove Ξ_{σe}(b_1) > Ξ_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) as Ξ_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) ≥ Ξ_σ(h_{i−1,1}). Consider the case μ^{σe} = 1 first, implying t^→ = g_1 and Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1) = W_1 + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) by Lemma B.18. Thus, since Ξ̂_{σe}(g_i) = ⟨g_i⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(t^→) and Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ_{σe}(b_1) since σe(b_1) = b_2 due to μ^{σe} = 1, it follows that

Ξ̂_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) = ⟨h_{i−1,1}, g_i⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(g_i) = ⟨h_{i−1,1}, g_i⟩ + W_1 + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) < Ξ̂_{σe}(b_1).

Consider the case μ^{σe} > 1 next. Then t^→ = b_2 and σe(b_1) = g_1. Now, either Ξ̂_{σe}(b_1) = R_1 or Ξ̂_{σe}(b_1) = g_{i′} + ∑_{ℓ<i′} W_ℓ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) where i′ = min{ℓ ≥ 1: ¬σ̄[e](d_{i′} )} < μσe. In the first case, i > μσe implies

Ξ̂_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) = ⟨h_{i−1,1}, g_i⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) < L_{μσe+1} < R_1 = Ξ̂_{σe}(b_1).

In the second case, i > μ^{σe} > i^′ implies

Ξ̂_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) = ⟨h_{i−1,1}, g_i⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) < ⟨g_{i′} ⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i^′ W_ℓ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ̂_{σe}(b_1).

Hence i > μ^{σe} implies (s_{i−1,1}, h_{i−1,1}) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}, proving the statement for μ^{σe} = 1.

It remains to investigate the case i < μ^{σe}, implying μ^{σe} > 1 and t^→ = b_2, t^← = g_1. In this case, opening the cycle center F_{i,j} changes the valuation of g_1. Since μ^{σe} > 1 implies σ(b_1) = g_1, this also changes the valuation of b_1 and of possibly every vertex that has an edge to either one of these vertices. These are in particular upper selection vertices, escape vertices and cycle centers. We begin by observing that Ξ_σ(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ_σ(s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + { Ξ_σ(b_{i+2}), j = 0 Ξ_σ(g_{i+1}), j = 1 = ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + { Ξ_σ(b_{i+2}), i = μ^{σe} − 1 Ξ_σ(g_{i+1}), i < μ^{σe} − 1

Ξ_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = 1 − ε 1 + ε

Ξ_{σe}(b_2) + 2ε 1 + ε Ξ_{σe}(s_{i,j} ) Ξ̂_σ(g_1) = { R_1, i = μ^{σe} − 1 ⟨g_{i+1}⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i+1 Wℓ + Ξσ(b2), i < μ σe − 1 , Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1) = ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + Ξ_{σe}(b_2).

Furthermore, Ξ_σ(b_2) = Ξ_{σe}(b_2) = L_2 and i ≠ 1 implies σ(b_i) = σe(b_i) = b_{i+1}. Note that we have Ξ̂_σ(g_1) < Ξ̂_σ(b_2) and Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1) < Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) by Lemma B.18. We begin by investigating upper selection vertices and prove that (s_{i,j}, b_1) is improving for σe. Since σ(s_{i,j} ) = σe(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} by assumption, it suffices to prove Ξ_{σe}(h_{i,j} ) < Ξ_{σe}(b_1). Consider the case i = μ^{σe} − 1 first, implying j = 0. Then, since Property (EV1)_i′ implies σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1} for all i^′ ∈ {2, . . . , μ^{σe} − 1},

Ξ̂_{σe}(h_{i,j} ) = ⟨h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ_{σe}(b_{i+2}) < ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + W_{i+1} + L_{i+2} = ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + L_{i+1} = ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + L_2 = Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1) = Ξ̂_{σe}(b_1).

Therefore, (s_{i,j}, b_1) ∈ I_{σe} if i = μ^{σe} − 1. Consider the case i < μ^{σe} − 1, implying j = 1. Then, since σ̄(eb_{i+1}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i+1}) by assumption 2 and Property (BR2),

Ξ̂_{σe}(h_{i,j} ) = ⟨h_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(g_{i+1}) = ⟨h_{i,j} , g_{i+1}⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) < ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1),

hence (s_{i,j}, b_1) ∈ I_{σe} if i < μ^{σe}. It remains to prove that no further improving switch is created.

First, we prove that for all i^′ ∈ [n] and j^′ ∈ {0, 1} with (i^′, j^′) ≠ (i, j), σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = h_i′_{,j}′ implies (s_i′_{,j}′ , b_1) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Hence let i^′, j^′ be such a pair of indices and i^′ ≥ μ^{σe} first. Then, Ξ̂_σ(h_i′_{,j}′ ) = ⟨h_i′_{,j}′ ⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(b_i′_{+1}) = ⟨h_i′_{,j}′ ⟩ + L_i′_{+1} follows from Property (USV1)_i′ and Property (EV1)_i′_{+1} and Ξ̂_{σe}(h_{i′,j′} ) = ⟨h_{i′,j′} ⟩ + L_{i′+1} follows analogously. This implies Ξ̂_σ(h_{i′,j′} ), Ξ̂_{σe}(h_{i′,j′} ) > Ξ̂_σ(b_2) = Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2). Since Ξ̂_σ(g_1) < Ξ̂_σ(b_2) as well as Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1) < Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) by Lemma B.18, σ(s_{i′,j′} ) = h_{i′,j′} thus implies (s_i′_{,j}′ , b_1) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} for i^′ ≥ μ^{σe}. Next let i^′ < μ^{σe} and i < i^′ < μ^{σe}. Then, by assumption 3, j^′ = β_i′_{+1}, so Ξ_{σe}(h_i′_{,j}′ ) = ⟨h_i′_{,j}′ ⟩ + Ξ_{σe}(b_i′_{+1}) = ⟨h_i′_{,j}′ ⟩ + L_i′_{+1} by Property (EV1)_i′_{+1}. Furthermore,

Ξ̂_{σe}(b_1) = Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1) = ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) = ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + L_2.

Since β_2 = · · · = β_i′ = 0 due to i^′ < μ^{σe} = ν and ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ < 0, this implies

Ξ̂_{σe}(b_1) < L_2 = L_{i′+1} < ⟨h_{i′,j′} ⟩ + L_{i′+1} = Ξ̂_{σe}(h_{i′ ,j′} ) and thus (s_i′_{,j}′ , b_1) /∈ I_{σe}. The same calculations also yield (s_i′_{,j}′ , b_1) /∈ I_σ.

Now let i^′ < i < μ^{σe}. If j^′ = β_i′_{+1}, then the same arguments used previously can be applied again. Hence let j^′ = 1 − β_i′_{+1}. Since i^′ < i < μ^{σe} implies i^′ < μ^{σe} − 1, we have β_i′_{+1} = 0 and thus j^′ = 1. By assumption 2, the cycle center F_{ℓ,σ̄[e](gℓ)} is closed and σ̄[e](s_ℓ) for all ℓ < i. Since ℓ < i < μ^{σe} furthermore implies σe(g_ℓ) = F_{ℓ,1} by Property (BR1), we have λ_i′_{+1} = i. Consequently, as the last case of Corollary A.17 is fulfilled, Ξ̂_{σe}(h_{i′,j′} ) = ⟨h_{i′,j′} ⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(g_{i′ +1}) = ⟨h_{i′ ,j′} ⟩ + ⟨g_i⟩ +^{i−1} ∑ ℓ=i^′+1

W_ℓ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2)

> i^′∑

ℓ=1 W_ℓ + ⟨g_i⟩ + i−1∑ ℓ=i^′+1

W_ℓ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) = ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ̂_{σe}(b_1),

implying (s_i′_{,j}′ , b_1) /∈ I_{σe}. The same arguments can also be used to show (s_i′_{,j}′ , b_1) /∈ I_σ. If i^′ = i < μ^{σe}, then j^′ = β_i′_{+1} as we consider indices (i^′, j^′) ≠ (i, j), implying the statement by the same arguments as before.

We next investigate escape vertices e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ . If σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = σe(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = b_2, then Lemma B.18 implies Ξ̂_σ(b_2) > Ξ̂_σ(g_1), hence (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , g_1) /∈ I_σ. Analogously, (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , g_1) /∈, I_{σe} and, by definition, (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , b_2) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Using the same arguments, it follows that σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = g_1 implies (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , b_2) ∈ I_σ, I_{σe} as well as (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , g_1) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. In particular, we have (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , ∗) ∈ I_σ ⇔ (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , ∗) ∈ I_{σe}.

We next investigate the selector vertices g_i′ . We do not need to consider the case i^′ = i as we already proved (g_i, ∗) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Consider the case β^σ_i′ = 1 first, implying i^′ ≥ μ^σ > i by Property (REL2). Since i^′ ≥ μ^σ > 1, we have σ̄(g_i′ ) = β_i′_{+1}, σ̄(d_i′ ) and σ̄(s_i′ ). We thus prove Ξ_σ(F_i′_{,βi′+1} ) ≥ Ξ_σ(F_i′_{,1−βi′+1} ). By the previously shown properties,

Ξ_σ(F_i′_{,βi′+1} ) = ⟨s_i′_{,βi′+1} , h_i′_{,βi′+1} ⟩ + Ξ_σ(b_i′_{+1}).

Now, either Ξ̂_σ(F_i′_{,1−βi′+1} ) =^1_2 Ξ̂_σ(g_1) +^1_2Ξ̂_σ(b_2) or Ξ̂_σ(F_i′_{,1−β}σ_{i′+1} ) = Ξ̂_σ(b_2) by assumption 4. As Ξ_σ(b_2) > Ξ_σ(g_1) by Lemma B.18, it suffices to consider the second case. The statement then follows since Ξ̂_σ(F_{i′,βi′+1} ) = ⟨s_{i′,βi′+1} , h_{i′,βi′+1} ⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(b_{i′+1}) = ⟨s_{i′,βi′+1} , h_{i′ ,βi′+1} ⟩ + L_{i′+1} ≥ L_{2,i}′ + L_i′_{+1} = L_2 = Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) ≥ Ξ̂_σ(F_i′_{,1−βi′+1} ).

Consequently, (g_i′ , ∗) /∈ I_σ. As i^′ ≠ i, these estimations can also be applied to σe, implying (g_i′ , ∗) /∈ I_{σe}. Hence β^σ_i′ = 1 implies (g_i′ , ∗) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}.

Next assume β_i′ = 0 and i^′ > i. Then, by assumption 4, either [σ̄(g_i′ ) = β_i′_{+1} and F_i′_{,0}, F_i′_{,1} are mixed] or [σ̄(g_i′ ) = 1 − β_i′_{+1}, F_i′_{,1−βi′+1} is b_2-open and F_i′_{,β}σ_{i′+1} is mixed]. In the first case, both cycle centers are in the same state with respect to both σ and σe. Consequently, it suffices to prove Ξ_σ(s_i′_{,βi′+1} ) > Ξ_σ(s_i′_{,1−βi′+1} ). But this follows as σ(s_i′_{,1−βi′+1} ) = b_1, σ(s_i′_{,βi′+1} ) = h_i′_{,βi′+1} and σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ . As these arguments also apply to σe, it follows that (g_i′ , ∗) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. In the second case, the argument follows since Ξ̂_σ(b_2) > Ξ̂_σ(g_1) by Lemma B.18. By the same argument, (g_i′ , ∗) /∈ I_{σe}. This concludes the case β_i′ = 0 and i^′ > i.

Consider the case β_i′ = 0 ∧ i^′ < i next. Then, since i^′ < i ≤ μ^σ − 1, Property (BR1) implies σ̄(g_i′ ) = 1. We thus prove Ξ̂_σ(F_i′_{,1}) > Ξ̂_σ(F_i′_{,0}). By assumption 2, it holds that σ(s_i′_{,0}) = h_i′_{,0} and σ(s_i′_{,1}) = h_i′_{,1}. Since F_i′_{σ̄(gi′ )} is closed by assumption 2, this implies Ξ̂_σ(F_i′_{,1}) = ⟨s_i′_{,1}, h_i′_{,1}⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(g_{i′ +1}). Using Corollary A.17, it follows that Ξ̂_σ(g_{i′+1}) = ∑^{μσ −1}_{ℓ=i′+1} W_ℓ + Ξ̂_σ(b_{μσ +1}). By assump-

tion 2., the other cycle center F_i′_{,0} of level i^′ is g_1-halfopen. Let i = μ^σ − 1, implying Ξ̂_σ(g_1) = R_1. Then Ξ̂_σ(F_{i′,1}) = ⟨s_{i′,1}, h_{i′,1}⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(g_{i′+1}) = ⟨s_{i′,1}, h_{i′,1}⟩ + μ^σ −1∑

ℓ=i^′+1

W_ℓ + Ξ̂_σ(b_μσ_{+1})

> i^′∑

ℓ=1 W_ℓ + μ^σ −1∑

ℓ=i^′+1

W_ℓ + Ξ̂_σ(b_μσ_{+1}) = R_1 = Ξ̂_σ(g_1) = Ξ̂_σ(F_i′_{,0}).

Let i < μ^σ −1, implying Ξ̂_σ(g_1) = ⟨g_{i+1}⟩+ ∑ ℓ<i+1 Wℓ+Ξ̂σ(b2). Then, due to σ̄(ebi+1)∧¬σ̄(egi+1), it follows that Ξ̂_σ(g_i′_{+1}) = ⟨g_{i+1}⟩ + ∑_i ℓ=i^′+1 Wℓ + Ξ̂σ(b2). Consequently, Ξ̂_σ(F_{i′,1}) = ⟨s_{i′,1}, h_{i′,1}⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(g_{i′+1}) = ⟨s_{i′,1}, h_{i′,1}, g_{i+1}⟩ +^i ∑ ℓ=i^′+1

W_ℓ + Ξ̂_σ(b_2)

> ⟨g_{i+1}⟩ + i^′∑

ℓ=1 W_ℓ + i∑ ℓ=i^′+1

W_ℓ + Ξ̂_σ(b_2) = Ξ̂_σ(g_1) = Ξ̂_σ(F_i′_{,0}).

Hence, (g_i′ , ∗) /∈ I_σ. Since it holds that Ξ̂_{σe}(g_i′_{+1}) = ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑_{i−1} ℓ=i^′+1 Wℓ + Ξ̂σ(b2) and Ξ̂σe(g1) = ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2), the same calculation can be used to obtain Ξ̂_{σe}(F_i′_{,1}) > Ξ̂_{σe}(F_i′_{,0}). Hence, also (g_i′ , ∗) /∈ I_{σe}. This covers all cases, hence (g_i′ , F_i′_{,∗}) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} for any index i^′ ∈ [n].

We next consider entry vertices b_i′ for i^′ ∈ [n]. First of all, since σ(b_1) = σe(b_1) = g_1 and Ξ_σ(b_2) > Ξ_σ(g_1) as well as Ξ_{σe}(b_2) > Ξ_{σe}(g_1) by Lemma B.18, we have (b_1, b_2) ∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Thus consider some edge (b_i′ , b_i′_{+1}) for i^′ ≠ 1. Since (b_i′ , b_i′_{+1}) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} if σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}, assume σ(b_i′ ) = g_i′ . Then β_i′ = 1, implying i^′ ≥ μ^σ. This directly implies Ξ_σ(b_i′ ) = L_i′ = W_i′ + L_i′_{+1} > L_i′_{+1} = Ξ_σ(b_i′_{+1}), hence (b_i′ , b_i′_{+1}) /∈ I_σ. The same argument can be used to prove (b_i′ , b_i′_{+1}) /∈ I_{σe}.

Next, consider some edge (b_i′ , g_i′ ). If σ(b_i′ ) = g_i′ , then (b_i′ , g_i′ ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}, hence assume σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}, implying i^′ > 1. By Property (EV1)_i′ , it then holds that β_i′ = 0. Let i^′ > i. By assumption 4, the cycle center F_i′_{,σ̄(gi′ )} is then either mixed or b_2-open. Since Ξ_σ(b_2) > Ξ_σ(g_1), it suffices to consider the case that it is b_2-open. Thus,

Ξ̂_σ(g_{i′} ) ≤ ⟨g_{i′} ⟩ + Ξ_σ(b_2) = ⟨g_{i′} ⟩ + L_2 = ⟨g_{i′} ⟩ + L_{2,i′−1} + L_{i′+1} < L_{i′+1} = Ξ̂_σ(b_{i′+1}),

hence (b_i′ , g_i′ ) /∈ I_σ and, by the same arguments, also (b_i′ , g_i′ ) /∈ I_{σe}. Now consider the case i^′ < i. Then, by assumption 2, the cycle center F_i′_{,σ̄(gi′ )} is closed. Depending on whether i = μ^σ − 1 or i < μ^σ − 1, we then have

Ξ̂_σ(g_{i′} ) = μ^σ −1∑

ℓ=i^′ W_ℓ + Ξ̂_σ(b_μσ_{+1}) or Ξ̂_σ(g_i′ ) = ⟨g_{i+1}⟩ + i∑ ℓ=i^′ W_ℓ + Ξ̂_σ(b_2).

The statement follows in either case since i^′ < i < μ^σ implies Ξ̂_σ(b_i′_{+1}) = Ξ̂_σ(b_2) and since σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ . As the same arguments can be applied to σe, this implies (b_i′ , g_i′ ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. The case i^′ = i can be shown by similar arguments since Ξ̂_σ(b_{i+1}) = L_2 and in particular W_μσ ⊂ L_2 due to σ(b_μσ ) = g_μσ . Hence, (b_i′ , ∗) ∈ I_σ ⇔ (b_i′ , ∗) ∈ I_{σe} for all i^′ ∈ [n].

We next consider upper selection vertices s_i′_{,j}′ for arbitrary i^′, j^′. We already proved that (i^′, j^′) ≠ (i, j) implies (s_i′_{,j}′ , b_1) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. We thus only prove (s_i′_{,j}, h_i′_{,j}′ ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} for arbitrary i^′, j^′. This is immediate if σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = h_i′_{,j}′ , so let σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = b_1. This implies i^′ > i due to assumption 2 as well as Ξ_σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = ⟨s_i′_{,j}′ ⟩ + Ξ_σ(g_1) and j^′ = 1 − β_i′_{+1}. We now distinguish several cases. First assume i = μ^σ − 1, implying Ξ̂_σ(g_1) = R_1. Also, since i^′ > i = μ^σ − 1, we have i^′ ≥ μ^σ. Assume β_i′_{+1} = 0, implying j^′ = 1 − β_i′_{+1} = 1. Thus, Ξ̂_σ(h_i′_{,j}′ ) = ⟨h_i′_{,j}′ ⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(g_i′_{+1}). By assumption 2, F_i′_{+1,σ̄(gi′+1)} is either mixed or b_2-open. Since the valuation of the cycle center is larger if it is b_2-open, it suffices to consider this case. Using β_i′_{+1} = 0, we thus have Ξ̂_σ(h_{i′,j′} ) ≤ ⟨h_{i′ ,j′} , g_{i′+1}⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(b_2) = ⟨h_{i′,j′} , g_{i′ +1}⟩ + L_2 < L_i′_{+2} = L_i′_{+1} ≤ L_μσ_{+1} < ∑ ℓ<μ^σ W_ℓ + L_μσ_{+1} = Ξ̂_σ(g_1),

implying (s_i′_{,j}′ , h_i′_{,j}′ ) /∈ I_σ if β_i′_{+1} = 0. Consider the case β_i′_{+1} = 1, implying j^′ = 0. Then Ξ̂_σ(h_{i′,j′} ) < L_{i′+1} ≤ L_{μσ +1} < ∑ ℓ<μ^σ W_ℓ + L_μσ_{+1} = Ξ̂_σ(g_1)

implying (s_i′_{,j}′ , h_i′_{,j}′ ) /∈ I_σ if β_i′_{+1} = 1. This concludes the case i = μ^σ − 1. Hence assume i < μ^σ − 1, implying Ξ̂_σ(g_1) = ⟨g_{i+1}⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i+1 Wℓ + Ξ̂σ(b2). Note that it thus might happen that

i^′ ≤ μ^σ. Consider the case β_i′_{+1} = 0. By the same arguments used for the case i = μ^σ − 1, we then have Ξ̂_σ(h_i′_{,j}′ ) < L_i′_{+1}. If i^′ > μ^σ, then i + 1 < μ^σ thus implies

Ξ̂_σ(h_{i′ ,j′} ) < L_{i′+1} ≤ L_{μσ +1} < ⟨g_{i+1}⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i+1 W_ℓ + W_μσ + L_μσ_{+1}

= ⟨g_{i+1}⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i+1 W_ℓ + Ξ̂_σ(b_2) = Ξ̂_σ(g_1),

hence (s_i′_{,j}′ , h_i′_{,j}′ ) /∈ I_σ. If i^′ < μ^σ, then i < i^′ implies Ξ̂_σ(h_{i′ ,j′} ) ≤ ⟨h_{i′,j′} , g_{i′+1}⟩ + L_{2,i′} + L_{i′+1} = ⟨h_{i′ ,j′} , g_{i′+1}⟩ + L_{μσ} < ⟨g_{i+1}⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i+1 W_ℓ + Ξ̂_σ(b_2) = Ξ̂_σ(g_1),

hence (s_i′_{,j}′ , h_i′_{,j}′ ) /∈ I_σ. Thus consider the case β_i′_{+1} = 1 , implying i^′ ≥ μ^σ − 1. Since we consider the case i < μ^σ − 1, it holds that j = 1 − β_i′_{+1} = 0, implying Ξ̂_σ(h_{i′,j′} ) = ⟨h_{i′,j′} ⟩ + Ξ̂_σ(b_{i′+2}) = ⟨h_{i′,j′} ⟩ + L_{i′+2} < ⟨g_{i+1}⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i+1 W_ℓ + W_i′_{+1} + L_i′_{+2}

= ⟨g_{i+1}⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i+1 W_ℓ + L_i′_{+1} ≤ ⟨g_{i+1}⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i+1 W_ℓ + L_μσ = Ξ̂_σ(g_1),

hence (s_i′_{,j}′ , h_i′_{,j}′ ) /∈ I_σ. Thus, under all circumstances, (s_i′_{,j}′ , h_i′_{,j}′ ) /∈ I_σ.

We now prove (s_i′_{,j}′ , h_i′_{,j}′ ) /∈ I_{σe}. We have Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1) = ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2). Let β_i′_{+1} = 0 first. Then, using the same arguments used for σ as well as i^′ > i, we obtain Ξ̂_{σe}(h_{i′,j′} ) = ⟨h_{i′,j′} ⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(g_{i′+1}) < ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1), so (s_i′_{,j}′ , h_i′_{,j}′ ) /∈ I_{σe}. Thus let β_i′_{+1} = 1. Then, by the same arguments used before and i^′ > i, it follows that Ξ̂_{σe}(h_{i′,j′} ) = ⟨h_{i′,j′} ⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_{i′+2}) = ⟨h_{i′,j′} ⟩ + L_{i′+2} < ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + W_i′_{+1} + L_i′_{+2} = ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + L_i′_{+1} ≤ ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + L_2 = Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2),

implying (s_i′_{,j}′ , h_i′_{,j}′ ) /∈ I_{σe}. We thus have (s_i′_{,j}′ , ∗) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} for all indices i^′, j^′ with the exception of the edge (s_{i,j} , b_1).

Since there are no indices i^′, j^′, k^′ besides i, j, k such that (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) ∈ I_σ by assumption, it suffices to prove (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) /∈ I_{σe} for all such indices. The statement follows if σ(d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , hence assume σ(d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = F_i′_{,j}′ . Let σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = b_2. Then, since Ξ_σ(b_2) = Ξ_{σe}(b_2) = L_2, the valuation of e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ does not increase by the application of e. As (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) /∈ I_σ implies Ξ_σ(F_i′_{,j}′ ) ≥ Ξ_σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) and the valuation of F_i′_{,j}′ can only increase, this implies (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) /∈ I_{σe}. Thus let σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = g_1, implying Ξ̂_{σe}(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2). Assume that F_i′_{,j}′ is not closed with respect to σ. Then the assumption σe(d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = F_i′_{,j}′ implies that the cycle center is halfopen with respect to σ. Due to the assumptions of this lemma, it is easy to see that this implies that F_i′_{,j}′ is g_1-halfopen with respect to both σ and σe and that we either have i^′ = i and j^′ = 1 − j or i^′ < i < μ^{σe} and j^′ = 1 − σ̄[e](g_i′ ). In both cases, we have j^′ = 1 − σ̄[e](g_i′ ) = β_i′_{+1} by Property (BR1) and σe(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = h_i′_{,j}′ by Property (USV2)_i′_{,βi′+1} . Consequently, by Property (EV1)_i′_{+1} and i^′ + 1 ≤ i + 1 ≤ μ^{σe}, we obtain Ξ̂_{σe}(s_{i′,j′} ) = ⟨s_{i′,j′} , h_{i′ ,j′} ⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_{i′+1}) = ⟨s_{i′,j′} , h_{i′,j}⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_{μσ} ) > Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2), implying Ξ_{σe}(F_i′_{,j}′ ) > Ξ_{σe}(g_1) as Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) > Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1). Consequently, it holds that (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) /∈ I_{σe}. Now let F_i′_{,j}′ be closed with respect to σ. Consider the case β_i′ = 1 ∧ β_i′_{+1} = j^′ first, implying i^′ > i as i < μ^{σe} = ν by assumption. Then, Property (USV1)_i′ implies Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i′,j′} ) = ⟨s_{i′,j′} , h_{i′,j′} ⟩ + Ξ_{σe}(b_{i′+1}) = ⟨s_{i′,j′} , h_{i′,j′} ⟩ + L_{i′+1} > L_{2,i′} + L_{i′+1} > ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + L_{2,i}′ + L_i′_{+1} = ⟨g_i⟩ + ∑ ℓ<i W_ℓ + L_2 = Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1),

hence (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) /∈ I_{σe}. Next assume β_i′ = 1 ∧ β_i′_{+1} ≠ j^′. Then, Property (USV1)_i′ implies σe(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = b_1 as i^′ ≥ μ^{σe} = ν. Since F_i′_{,j}′ is closed, we then have

Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i′,j′} ) = Ξ̂_{σe}(s_{i′,j′} ) = ⟨s_{i′,j′} ⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1) > Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1),

hence (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) /∈ I_{σe}. Since β_i′ = 0 ∧ β_i′_{+1} = j^′ is impossible if F_i′_{,j}′ is closed, it remains to consider the case β_i′ = 0 ∧ β_i′_{+1} ≠ j^′. By assumption 4, we then need to have i^′ ≤ i < μ^{σe} as well as σe(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = h_i′_{,j}′ . Consider the case i^′ = i first, implying j^′ = j. As we just applied the switch (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}), it is clear that this switch is not improving for σe. Hence consider (d_{i,j,1−k}, e_{i,j,1−k}). We have Ξ_{σe}(F_{i,j}) = 1 − ε 1 + ε

Ξ_{σe}(b_2) + 2ε 1 + ε Ξ_{σe}(s_{i,j} ). If σ(e_{i,j,1−k}) = g_1, then (d_{i,j,1−k}, e_{i,j,1−k}) /∈ I_{σe} due to Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) > Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1). It cannot happen that σ(e_{i,j,1−k}) = b_2 since this would imply (d_{i,j,1−k}, e_{i,j,1−k}) ∈ I_σ, contradicting the assumption. The reason is that W_μσ is not part of the valuation of F_{i,j} which results in Ξ̂_σ(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂_σ(s_{i,j}) < Ξ̂_σ(b_2) =

Ξ̂_σ(e_{i,j,1−k}). Hence (d_{i,j,1−k}, e_{i,j,1−k}) /∈ I_{σe} and we consider the case i′ < i next. Then, since σ̄[e](d_{i′} ) by assumption 2 and since i^′ < i < μ^{σe}, we need to have j^′ = σ̄[e](g_i′ ) = 1−β_i′_{+1} = 1. Consequently, Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i′ ,j′} ) = Ξ̂_{σe}(s_{i′,1}) = ⟨s_{i′,1}, h_{i′,1}⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(g_{i′+1}) = ⟨s_i′_{,1}, h_i′_{,1}⟩ + ⟨g_i⟩ + i−1∑ ℓ=i^′+1

W_ℓ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2)

> i^′∑

ℓ=1 W_ℓ + i−1∑ ℓ=i^′+1

W_ℓ + ⟨g_i⟩ + Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1).

Thus, if σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = g_1, then (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) /∈ I_{σe}. Since

Ξ̂_σ(F_{i′,j′} ) ≤ Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i′,j′} ) < Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ̂_σ(b_2),

also σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = g_1 has to hold since σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = b_2 implies (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) ∈ I_σ, contradicting our assumption. Consequently, (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) /∈ I_{σe} for all indices i^′, j^′, k^′.

It remains to consider edges (d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗}). We prove that (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) ∈ I_σ ⇔ (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) ∈ I_{σe}. If σ(d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = F_i′_{,j}′ , then (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} and the statement follows. Note that also (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Hence fix some indices i^′, j^′, k^′ with σ(d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ . Then, the cycle center F_i′_{,j}′ is not closed with respect to σ or σe, implying β_i′ = 0 ∨ β_i′_{+1} ≠ j^′. Consider the case β_i′ = 0 first and assume i^′ > i. By assumption 4., F_i′_{,j}′ is ether mixed or b_2-open. Consider the case that F_i′_{,j}′ is mixed. Then

Ξ̂_σ(F_{i′,j′} ) = 1 2 Ξ̂_σ(b_2) + 1 2 Ξ̂_σ(g_1),

Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i′,j′} ) = 1 2 Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) + 1 2 Ξ̂_{σe}(g_1).

If σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = g_1, then Ξ̂_σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) < Ξ̂_σ(F_i′_{,j}′ ) and Ξ̂_{σe}(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) < Ξ̂_{σe}(F_i′_{,j}′ ) by Lemma B.18, implying (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) ∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. If σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = b_2, then Lemma B.18 implies Ξ̂_σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) > Ξ̂_σ(F_i′_{,j}′ ) and Ξ̂_{σe}(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) > Ξ̂_{σe}(F_i′_{,j}′ ) and it follows that (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Next assume that F_i′_{,j}′ is b_2-open. If β_i′_{+1} ≠ j^′, then assumption 3 implies σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = b_1 and thus Ξ_σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = ⟨s_i′_{,j}′ ⟩ + Ξ_σ(g_1). By Lemma B.18, it holds that ⟨s_i′_{,j}′ ⟩ + Ξ_σ(g_1) < Ξ_σ(b_2), implying Ξ_σ(F_i′_{,j}′ ) < Ξ_σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ). Since the same holds for σe, this implies (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. If β_i′_{+1} = j^′, then Property (EV1)_i′_{+1} implies that Ξ_σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = ⟨s_i′_{,j}′ , h_i′_{,j}′ ⟩ + Ξ_σ(b_i′_{+1}) and thus Ξ_σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ) > Ξ_σ(b_2) as ⟨s_i′_{,j}′ , h_i′_{,j}′ ⟩ > L_{2,i}′ . Since the same holds for σe, we thus have (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) ∈ I_σ, I_{σe}.

Next, assume β_i′_{+1} = 0 and i^′ ≤ i < μ^{σe}. Then, F_i′_{,j}′ is closed for σ if j^′ = σ̄(g_i′ ) and g_1-halfopen if j^′ = 1 − σ̄(g_i′ ) by either assumption 1 or assumption 2. Since we assume σ(d_i′_{,j}′_{,j}′ ) = e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , it suffices to consider the second case. Then σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = g_1 and

Ξ_σ(F_i′_{,j}′ ) = 1 − ε 1 + ε

Ξ_σ(g_1) + 2ε 1 + ε Ξ_σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ). Now, by Property (BR1), σ̄(g_i′ ) = 1 − β_i′_{+1}, implying 1 − σ̄(g_i′ ) = j^′ = β_i′_{+1}. Consequently, by Property (USV2)_i′ and Property (EV1)_i′_{+1}, we have

Ξ_σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = ⟨s_i′_{,j}′ , h_i′_{,j}′ ⟩ + Ξ_σ(b_i′_{+1}) > Ξ_σ(b_2) > Ξ_σ(g_1).

This implies Ξ_σ(F_i′_{,j}′ ) > Ξ_σ(g_1) = Ξ_σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ), hence (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) ∈ I_σ. Since the same arguments can be used for σe, we also obtain (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) ∈ I_{σe}.

Finally, consider the case β_i′ = 1 ∧ β_i′_{+1} ≠ j^′. Then i^′ ≥ μ^σ > i, hence F_i′_{,j}′ is either mixed or b_2-open by assumption 5. We however already showed that this implies (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) ∈ I_σ ⇔ (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , F_i′_{,j}′ ) ∈ I_{σe}. Lemma B.26 (Fifth row of Table B.3). Let G_n = M_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3- strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Let i < μ^σ, j = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} and e := (s_{i,j}, b_1) ∈ I_σ. Further assume σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ). Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e} and σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} .

Proof. By the choice of e, σe is a phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} . Consequently, by the choice of i and Property (REL2), we have ν = μ^σ = μ^{σe} > 1. We prove that σe is well-behaved. Since μ^{σe} > 1 and since σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ), we only need to reevaluate Property (S2). We show that the premise of this property cannot be fulfilled. By Property (BR1), we have σ̄(g_i) = j, hence ¬σ̄[e](d_i). As μ^{σe} > 1 implies σe(b_1) = g_1, assume σe(b_2) = g_2. Then, by Property (BR1), σ̄[e](g_1) = 0 ≠ 1 = σ̄[e](b_1) and σ̄[e](b_2). Consequently, 1 ∈ I^{σe}. However, since σ̄[e](b_i′ ) implies σ̄[e](g_i′ ) = σ̄[e](b_i′_{+1}) by Property (EV2)_i′ for i^′ > 1, this implies I^{σe} = {1} and thus μ^{σe} = 2. But then, i = 1, hence the premise of the property cannot be fulfilled.

It remains to show that I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. Applying e = (s_{i,j}, b_1) increases the valuation of F_{i,j} . However, since σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ), the valuation is only changed by terms of order o(1). It is now easy but tedious to prove that the increase of the valuation of F_{i,j} by terms of order o(1) neither creates further improving switches nor makes improving switches unimproving. This implies the statement.

Lemma B.27 (Sixth row of Table B.3). Let G_n = M_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ∈ [n] and j := 1 − β^σ_{i+1}. Let F_{i,j} be t^→-halfopen and assume that β^σ_i = 0 implies that F_{i,1−j} is t^←-halfopen as well as σ(g_i) = F_{i,j} . Let e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→ for k ∈ {0, 1}. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

Proof. Since F_{i,j} is t^→-halfopen and by the choice of e, it holds that σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k}. We can thus apply Lemma B.20 and only need to prove I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

Since F_{i,j} is t^→-halfopen with respect to σ and t^→-open with respect to σe, the valuation of F_{i,j} only changes by terms of order o(1) when applying the switch e. It is easy but tedious to verify that this implies I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

Lemma B.28 (Seventh row of Table B.3). Let G_n = S_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3- strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Let I_σ = {(b_1, b_2)} ∪ {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) : σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1} and σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} ⇔ β^σ_i = 1 ∧ β^σ_{i+1} = j for all i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1}. Assume that σ has Property (ESC4)_{i,j} for all (i, j) ∈ S_1 and Property (ESC5)_{i,j} for all (i, j) ∈ S_2. Further assume that σ(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} for all i < ν, j ∈ {0, 1}. Let e := (b_1, b_2) and m := max{i: β^σ_i = 1}. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-4-strategy for b with μ^{σe} = 1 and I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(s_{ν−1,0}, b_1)} ∪ {(s_{i,1}, b_1): i ≤ ν − 2} ∪ X_0 ∪ X_1 where X_k is defined as in Table 6.7.

Proof. We first show μ^{σe} = 1. Since σ is a phase-3-strategy for b, it has Property (EV1)_i and Property (EV2)_i for all i > 1. This implies i /∈ I^σ for all i > 1 and thus, by the choice of e, i /∈ I^{σe} for all i > 1. Since σe(b_1) = b_2, also 1 /∈ I^{σe}, hence I^{σe} = ∅, implying μ^{σe} = min{i: σe(b_i) = b_{i+1}} = 1.

We now show that σe is a phase-4-strategy for b. By the choice of e and the induced bit state, β^σ = β^{σe} = b + 1 =: β. Since σ is a phase-3-strategy and by the choice of e it suffices to show that σ has Properties (EV1)_1, (EV2)_2, (EV3)_1, (EV3)_ν , (CC2) and (REL1). Furthermore, we need to show that there is an index i < ν with σ(s_{i,1−βi+1} ) = h_{i,1−βi+1} .

First, σe has Property (EV3)_ν since σ̄(d_{i,j} ) ⇔ β_i = 1 ∧ β_{i+1} = j. Second, the special condition as well as Property (ESC4)_{i,j} and Property (ESC5)_{i,j} are fulfilled for the relevant indices by assumption as well. In addition, 0 = β_1 = σ̄[e](d_{1,β2} ) by definition. Thus, since σe(b_1) = b_2, σe has Property (EV1)_1 and consequently also Property (EV2)_1 and Property (EV3)_1. In addition, σe has Property (CC2) since σ is a phase-3-strategy. Since I^{σe} = ∅, it also has Property (REL1). Hence, σe is a phase-4-strategy.

We show that σe is well-behaved. Since μ^{σe} = 1 and since the target of the vertex b_1 changed when transitioning to σe, the following assumptions need to be reevaluated.

(S1) Let i ≥ μ^{σe} = 1 and σe(b_i) = g_i. By Property (EV1)_i this implies i ≥ ν and thus, by Property (USV1)_i, σ̄[e](s_i).

(D1) σe(b_i) = g_i implies σ̄[e](d_i) by Property (EV1)_i and Property (EV2)_i.

(MNS1) Assume that the premise was correct. Then, by Lemma A.6, m^{σe}_b = 2. This implies σe(b_2) = σ(b_2) = g_2 and thus in particular μ^σ = ν = 2. But then, by Property (BR1) (applied to σ), this implies σ(g_1) = σe(g_1) = F_{1,0} and thus m^{¬σe}_g = 1. This however contradicts the premise.

(MNS2) Assume there was some i < m^{¬σe}_g < m^{¬σe}_s , m^{σe}_b and that ¬σ̄[e](b_m¬σe_{g +1}). Then m^{σe}_b = ν = μ^σ, implying m^{¬σe}_g = m^{σe}_b − 1 = μ^σ − 1 by Property (BR1). But then σe(b_m¬σe_{g +1}) = σe(b_mσe_b ) = σe(b_ν ) = g_ν by Property (EV1)_ν , contradicting the assumption.

(MNS3) Assume there was some index i < m^{¬σe}_s ≤ m^{¬σe}_g < m^{σe}_b and let ℓ := m^{¬σe}_s . Then, σe(s_{ℓ,σ̄[e](gℓ)}) = b_1 and ℓ < m^{σe}_b = ν. But this contradicts the assumption that σe(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = h_i′_{,j}′ for all i^′ < ν, j^′ ∈ {0, 1}. This argument also applies to Properties (MNS4), (MNS5) and (MNS6), hence σe has all of these properties.

(EG*) It can easily be checked that for all indices i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1} not listed in either of the sets S_1 or S_2, σ̄(d_{i,j} ) and thus σ̄[e](d_{i,j} ) holds. Hence σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) =⇒ σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ), so the premise of any of any of the assumptions (EG*) is incorrect.

(DN1) By Property (EV1)_n, σ̄[e](d_n) implies σ̄[e](b_n).

(DN2) We only need to consider this assumption if m^{¬σe}_g = n. Since μ^σ ≠ 1, this implies σ̄[e](g_i) = σ̄(g_i) = 1 for all i ∈ [n − 1] by Property (BR1) (applied to σ). Thus, by assumption, i ≠ μ^σ − 1 for all of those i, hence n = μ^σ − 1. But this implies μ^σ = n + 1, contradicting the definition of μ^σ.

We now show the statements regarding the improving switches. First, (s_{ν−1,0}, b_1) ∈ I_{σe} follows since σ(s_{ν−1,0}) = h_{ν−1,0} by assumption and since μ^{σe} = 1 and σe(b_1) = b_2 imply Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1) = L^P_1 = L^P_ν = W^P_ν ∪ L^P_{ν+1} ▷ {h_{ν−1,0}} ∪ L^P_{ν+1} = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(h_{ν−1,0}).

We now show (s_{i,1}, b_1) ∈ I_{σe} for all i ≤ ν − 2. Fix some i ≤ ν − 2. Then, since i + 1 < ν = μ^σ, Ξ̂^P_σ (h_{i,1}) = {h_{i,1}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_{i+1}) = {h_{i,1}} ∪ R^P_{i+1} ▷ i⋃ i^′=1

W^P_i′ ∪ μ^σ −1⋃

i^′=i+1

W^P_i′ ∪ L^P_μσ_{+1} = R^P_1 = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_1).

Since σ(s_{i,1}) = σe(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1}, the statement then follows from

Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1) = L^P_1 = L^P_{μσ} = W^P_{μσ} ∪ L^P_{μσ +1} ▷ μ^σ −1⋃

i^′=i+1

W^P_i′ ∪ {h_{i,1}} ∪ L^P_μσ_{+1} = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(h_{i,1}).

We now show that the edges contained in the sets X_0 and X_1 are improving switches if β^σ is not a power of 2 and that no other edge is an improving switch otherwise. We distinguish the following cases.

1. Let β = 2^k for some k ∈ N, implying Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1) = L^P_1 = W^P_μσ . By applying the improving switch e = (b_1, b_2) the valuation of b_1 increased. The only vertices with edges towards b_1 are upper selection vertices. We hence show that for any vertex s_{i,j}, one of the following statements is true:

(a) σe(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} and Ξ^P_{σe}(h_{i,j} ) ⊵ Ξ^P_{σe}(b_1). (b) σe(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} and (s_{i,j}, b_1) ∈ I_{σe}. (c) σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 and τ^σ(F_{i,j} ), τ^{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≠ s_{i,j}.

We distinguish the following cases:

• i ≤ ν − 2 and j = 0: Then, σe(s_{i,0}) = h_{i,0}. Also, σe(h_{i,0}) = b_{i+2}, so i + 2 ≤ μ^σ implies Ξ̂P_{σe}(h_{i,0}) = {h_{i,0}} ∪ Ξ̂P_{σe}(b_{i+2}) = {h_{i,0}} ∪ W P_{μσ} ▷ Ξ̂P_{σe}(b_1).

• i ≤ ν − 2 and j = 1: As proven before, all of these edges are improving. • i = ν − 1 and j = 0: As proven before, (s_μσ_{−1,0}, b_1) is improving for σe. • i = ν − 1 and j = 1: By assumption, it holds that σe(s_{i,1}) = h_{i,1}. Thus, by the choice of i, Ξ̂^P_{σe}(h_{i,1}) = {h_{i,1}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_μσe ) = {h_{i,1}} ∪ W^P_μσe ▷ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1).

• i = ν and j = 0: Since β^σ = 2^k, this then implies σe(s_{ν,0}) = h_{ν,0} by Property (USV1)_ν .

But then, Ξ̂^P_{σe}(h_{ν,0}) = {h_{ν,0}} ▷ W^P_ν = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1).

• i = ν and j = 1: Then, by Property (USV1)_ν , σe(s_{ν,1}) = b_1. We need to show τ^σ(F_{i,j} ) ≠ s_{i,j} and τ^{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≠ s_{i,j}. This is done by showing that the first, second and fifth case of Lemma A.16 cannot occur. The first case cannot occur since j = 1 = 1 − β_{i+1} = 1 − β_{i+1} and both σ and σe have Property (EV3)_ν . The second case cannot occur with respect to both σ and σe since there is no cycle center F_{i,j} with σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) by Property (ESC4)_{i,j} and Property (ESC5)_{i,j}. The fifth case cannot occur for σe since μ^{σe} = 1 and σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1. It can also not occur for σ since β = 2^k implies σ̄(eb_μσ_{,1}) ∧ σ̄(eg_μσ_{,1}) by Property (ESC5)_μσ_{,1}.

• i > ν and j = 0: Since β_i′ = 0 for all i^′ ≠ ν, i > ν implies β_i = β_{i+1} = 0. Hence, by Property (USV1)_i, σe(s_{i,0}) = h_{i,0} and consequently Ξ̂^P_{σe}(h_{i,0}) = {h_{i,0}} ▷ W^P_μσ = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1).

• i > ν and j = 1: Then σe(s_{i,j}) = σe(s_{i,1}) = b_1 by Property (USV1)_i, hence it suffices to show τ^σ(F_{i,1}), τ^{σe}(F_{i,1}) ≠ s_{i,1}. This is again proven by showing that the first, second and fifth case of Lemma A.16 cannot be fulfilled. Since β = 2^k for some k ∈ N by assumption, m = max{i: σe(b_i) = g_i} = ν. Hence, by Property (ESC5)_{i,1} (resp. by assumption), we have σ̄[e](eb_{i,1}) ∧ σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) and σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ). Consequently, either the sixth or the seventh case of Lemma A.16 is true, both implying τ^{σe}(F_{i,1}), τ^σ(F_{i,1}) ≠ s_{i,1}.

2. Now assume that there is no k ∈ N such that β = 2^k. We prove X_0, X_1 ⊆ I_{σe} and that the edges contained in I_{σe} according to the lemma are indeed improving. Fix some k ∈ {0, 1}. We prove X_k ⊆ I_{σe}.

• We first show (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe} where i = μ^σ = ν and j = 1 − β_{i+1}. By assumption, σ(d_{i,j,k}) = σe(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j}. Hence σe(d_{i,j,k}) = σ(d_{i,j,k}) = e_{i,j,k} and it suffices to show Ξ^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} )▷Ξ^P_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}). Since σe(d_{i,j,k}) = e_{i,j,k}, Property (ESC4)_{i,j} implies σe(e_{i,j,k}) = b_2, so Ξ^P_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}) = {e_{i,j,k}} ∪ Ξ^P_{σe}(b_2). Since ¬σ̄[e](s_{i,j} ) by the choice of j and Property (USV1)_i, μ^{σe} = 1, σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) and ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ), Lemma A.16 thus implies Ξ^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = {F_{i,j} , d_{i,j,k}′ , e_{i,j,k}′ } ∪ Ξ^P_{σe}(b_2) ▷ {e_{i,j,k}} ∪ Ξ^P_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ^P_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}) for some k^′ ∈ {0, 1}. Hence (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe}.

• Let i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m − 1} with β_i = 0 and j = 1 − β_{i+1}. We prove σe(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} and Ξ^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ▷ Ξ^P_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}). However, since σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) this can be shown by the same arguments used before.

We prove that no other edge becomes an improving switch. Let (i, j) be a pair of indices for which the edge (s_{i,j}, b_1) does not become improving for σe. By our assumptions on I_σ, it then suffices to prove that one of the following three cases is true.

(a) σe(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} and Ξ^P_{σe}(h_{i,j} ) ⊵ Ξ^P_{σe}(b_1) or (b) σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 and τ^σ(F_{i,j} ), τ^{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≠ s_{i,j} or (c) σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1, j = 1 − σ̄(g_i) and Ξ^P_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) > Ξ^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ).

We distinguish the following cases:

• i ≤ ν − 1 and j ∈ {0, 1}: Then, the statement follows by the same arguments used for the corresponding cases for β = 2^k, k ∈ N.

• i = ν and j = β_{ν+1}: Then, σe(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} by Property (USV1)_ν . Hence, by Property (EV1)_{i+1} and since {h_{ν,j} } ▷ L_{1,ν} ,

Ξ̂^P_{σe}(h_{i,j} ) = {h_{ν,j} } ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_{ν+1}) = {h_{ν,j} } ∪ L_{ν+1} ▷ L^P_1 = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1).

• i = ν and j = 1−β_{ν+1}: Then, σe(s_{i,j} ) = b_1 by Property (USV1)_ν and σe(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} by Property (EV2)_ν . We prove Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) ▷ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ). Note that we do not need to consider the cycle vertices here as we proved that the corresponding edges become improving for σe. Since (i, j) ∈ S_1, σe has Property (ESC4)_{i,j}. Thus, σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^{σe} = 1, implying Ξ̂_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2). Since F_{i,1−j} is closed by Property (EV1)_ν , σe(s_{i,1−j} ) = h_{i,1−j} by Property (USV1)_i, Property (EV1)_{i+1} and the choice of i imply

Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) = {s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} } ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_{i+1}) ▷ W^P_i ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_{i+1})

= Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_i) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_ν ) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ).

• i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 0 and j = β_{i+1}: Again, σe(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} by Property (USV1)_i in this case. By Property (EV1)_{i+1} we then obtain

Ξ̂^P_{σe}(h_{i,j} ) = {h_{i,j} } ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = {h_{i,j} } ∪ L^P_{i+1} ▷ L^P_1 = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1).

• i ∈ {ν +1, . . . , m−1}, β_i = 0 and j = 1−β_{i+1}: Then, by Property (USV1)_i, we have σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1. In addition, (i, j) ∈ S_1 and (i, 1 − j) ∈ S_2, implying σ̄(eb_{i,j}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) as well as σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ). By Property (EBG3) and since only cycle centers F_i′_{,βi′+1} are closed by assumption, ν > 1 implies σ̄(g_1) ≠ σ̄(b_2). Consequently, by Lemma A.16 and since player 1 always chooses the vertex minimizing the valuation,

Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2) > Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_1) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ).

By our assumptions on I_σ, this implies that it holds that σ(g_i) = σe(g_i) = F_{i,j} . We thus prove σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} and Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_{i+1}) > Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_i) to prove (b_i, g_i) /∈ I_σ and σe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1 and Ξ̂P_{σe}(b_1) > Ξ̂P_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) to prove (s_{i−1,1}, h_{i−1,1}) /∈ I_{σe}.

First, σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} follows from Property (EV1)_i whereas σe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1 follows from i−1 ≥ ν and Property (USV1)_{i−1}. Since we need to analyze Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_i) using Corollary A.18, we determine λ^P_i . However, since σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 and σ̄[e](g_i) = j, this lemma implies Ξ̂P_{σe}(g_i) = {g_i}∪Ξ̂P_{σe}(g_1). Since the conditions of the third case of Lemma A.14 are fulfilled (by Property (BR1) applied to σ, Property (EV1)_i′ for i^′ ≤ ν and our assumption),

Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_i) = {g_i} ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_1) = {g_i} ∪^{ν−1} ⋃ i^′=1

W^P_i′ ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{ν+1})

= {g_i} ∪ ν−1⋃ i^′=1

W^P_i′ ∪ L^P_{ν+1,i−1} + L^P_{i+1} ◁ L^P_{i+1} = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_{i+1}),

Ξ̂^P_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) = {h_{i−1,1}, g_i} ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_1) ◁ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_1) ◁ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1).

• i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 1 and j = β_{i+1}: As before, σe(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} by Property (USV1)_i. The statement thus follows by the same arguments used before.

• i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 1 and j = 1 − β_{i+1}: Then, σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 by Property (USV1)_i. We prove τ^σ(F_{i,j} ), τ^{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≠ s_{i,j}. By Property (ESC5)_{i,j}, both σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} )∧ σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) and σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) hold. Hence, by Lemma A.16, τ^σ(F_{i,j} ), τ^{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≠ s_{i,j}.

• i ≥ m and j = β_{i+1}: By the choice of i, we then have β_i = 0. For i ≠ n, the statements follows similar to the last cases. For i = n, we have

Ξ̂^P_{σe}(h_{i,0}) = {h_{n,0}} ▷ ⋃ i^′≥1 {W^P_i′ : σe(b_i′ ) = g_i′ } = L^P_1 = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1).

• i ≥ m and j = 1 − β_{i+1}: Then, it holds that σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 by Property (USV1)_i.

Hence we need to show τ^σ(F_{i,j} ), τ^{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≠ s_{i,j}. However, this follows immediately from Lemma A.16 since Property (ESC5) implies σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) as well as σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). Lemma B.29 (Eighth row of Table B.3). Let G_n = M_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3- strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Let I_σ = {(b_1, b_2)} ∪ {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, b_2): σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1}. Let σ have Property (USV1)_i for all i ∈ [n] and let σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} ⇔ β^σ_i = 1 ∧ β^σ_{i+1} = j for all i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1}. Let σ have Property (ESC4)_{i,j} for all (i, j) ∈ S_1 and Property (ESC5)_{i,j} for all (i, j) ∈ S_2. Further assume that e := (b_1, b_2) ∈ I_σ and let m := max{i: β^σ_i = 1}. Then, σe is a well-behaved phase-5-strategy for b with μ^{σe} = 1 and I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1,k}, F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} ): i < ν} ∪ X_0 ∪ X_1 where X_k is defined as in Table 6.7.

Proof. We begin by proving that σe is a phase-5-strategy. Since β^{σe} = β^σ = b + 1 =: β and ν > 1, σe has Properties (EV1)_i, (EV2)_i and (EV3)_i for all i ∈ [n]. Also, σe does not have Property (ESC1) as it has Property (ESC5)_{i,j} for all (i, j) ∈ S_2 and S_2 ≠ ∅. Therefore, as σe has Property (USV1)_i for all i ∈ [n] by assumption, it is a phase-5-strategy for b. We next prove that σe is well-behaved. Since μ^σ ≠ 1 but μ^{σe} = 1 as I^{σe} = ∅ due to the choice of e, we need to reevaluate the following properties.

(S1) By Properties (USV1)_i and (EV2)_i, σe(b_i) = g_i implies σ̄[e](s_i) for all i ≥ 1.

(D1) By Properties (EV1)_i and (EV2)_i, σe(b_i) = g_i implies σ̄[e](d_i).

(MNS2) Assume there was some i < m^{¬σe}_g < m^{¬σe}_s , m^{σe}_b . Then 1 < m^{¬σe}_g , implying σe(g_1) = F_{1,1}.

By the choice of i, it holds that m^{σe}_b ≥ 3, hence σe(b_2) = b_3. But then, Property (USV1)_1 implies σe(s_{1,σ̄[e](g1)}) = σe(s_{1,1}) = b_1, contradicting m^{¬σe}_g < m^{¬σe}_s .

(MNS3) Assume there was some i < m^{¬σe}_s ≤ m^{¬σe}_g < m^{σe}_b . Then 1 < m^{¬σe}_s ≤ m^{¬σe}_g , implying σe(g_1) = F_{1,1} and σe(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1}. Hence, by Property (USV1)_1, it holds that σe(b_2) = g_2 and thus m^{σe}_b = 2. But this is a contradiction as the premise implies m^{σe}_b > 3.

(MNS4) If m^{¬σe}_s > 1, then the same arguments used for Property (MNS3) can be used again.

Hence let m^{¬σe}_s = 1. Then, σe(s_{1,σ̄(g1)}) = b_1. In particular, Property (USV1)_1 implies σ̄(g_1) ≠ β_2, hence σ̄[e](g_1) = 1 − β^{σe}_2 . But then, by Property (ESC4)_{1,1−β2} , we have σ̄[e](eb_m¬σe_s ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_m¬σe_s ). (MNS5) Assuming that there was some i < m^{¬σe}_s < m^{σe}_b ≤ m^{¬σe}_b yields the same contradiction devised for Property (MNS3).

(MNS6) If m^{¬σe}_s > 1, then the same arguments used for Property (MNS3) can be used to show that the premise cannot hold. Hence assume m^{¬σe}_s = 1. But then, the same arguments used for Property (MNS4) can be used to prove the statement.

(EG*) It is easy to verify that each cycle center is either closed, escapes only to b_2 or to both b_2 and g_1. In particular, there is no cycle center F_{i,j} with σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ).

(DN1) By Property (EV1)_n, σ̄[e](d_n) implies σe(b_n) = g_n.

(DN2) We only need to consider this assumption if m^{¬σe}_g = n. Since μ^σ ≠ 1, this implies σ̄[e](g_i) = σ̄(g_i) = 1 for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1} by Property (BR1) (applied to σ). Thus, by assumption, i ≠ μ^σ − 1 for all of those i, hence n = μ^σ − 1. But this implies μ^σ = n + 1, contradicting Property (REL2) for σ.

It remains to prove the statement regarding the improving switches. We observe that Ξ^M_{σe} (g_1) < Ξ̂M_{σe}(b_2) since σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1 implies (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) ∈ I_σ.

Let i < ν, j := 1 − β_{i+1} and k ∈ {0, 1}. We prove (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe}. By assumption, the cycle center F_{i,j} is open, so in particular σe(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} . By the choice of i and j, Property (ESC4)_{i,j} implies σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). Consequently, by Lemma A.15, Ξ^M_{σe} (F_{i,j} ) = (1 − ε)Ξ^M_{σe} (b_2) + ε · Ξ^M_{σe}(s_{i,j}). Since σe(b_1) = b_2, the choice of j and Property (USV1)_i imply Ξ^M_{σe}(s_{i,j} ) = ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ^M_{σe} (b_2). Thus, (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe} follows from Ξ^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = (1 − ε)Ξ^M_{σe} (b_2) + εΞ^M_{σe} (s_{i,j}) > Ξ^M_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ^M_{σe} (e_{i,j,k}).

We prove that X_0, X_1 are improving for σe if β is not a power of two. Fix k ∈ {0, 1} and let i := ν, j := 1 − β_{ν+1}. We begin by proving (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe}. By the choice of j and our assumptions, σe(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j}. In addition Property (ESC4)_{i,j} implies that σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). Since this implies Ξ_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = (1 − ε)Ξ^M_{σe} (b_2) + εΞ^M_{σe}(s_{i,j} ) as well as Ξ^M_{σe} (e_{i,j,k}) = Ξ^M_{σe} (b_2), it suffices to prove Ξ^M_{σe} (s_{i,j}) > Ξ^M_{σe} (b_2). This however follows directly since Property (USV1)_i and the choice of j imply Ξ^M_{σe} (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j} ⟩ ∪ Ξ^M_{σe} (b_2). By applying the same arguments, we also obtain (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe} for i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m − 1} with β_i = 0 and j = 1 − β_{i+1} as (i, j) ∈ S_1 for these indices.

We now prove that no further improving switch is created. Note that no additional improving switches (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) but the ones discussed earlier are created in any case. The reason is that the only indices (i, j) with (i, j) ∈ S_1 are i < ν and j = 1 − β_{i+1} if β is a power of 2. All other indices (i, j) are contained in S_2 since ν = m. Consequently, Ξ̂^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) =^1_2Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_2) + Ξ̂^M_{σe} (g_1) < Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_2). By the same argument, no further improving switch (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) besides the ones discussed earlier is created for the case that β is not a power of 2.

The application of e increases the valuation of the vertex b_1. The only vertices that have an edge towards b_1 are upper selection vertices s_{i,j}. As we fully covered the cycle vertices, it now suffices to prove that the following statements hold:

1. If σe(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j}, then (s_{i,j}, b_1) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}.

2. If σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 and σ̄[e](g_i) ≠ j, then (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}.

3. If σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 and σ̄[e](g_i) = j, then Ξ^M_{σe}(g_i) − Ξ^M_σ (g_i) ∈ o(1).

Consider the case σe(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} first. Then, by Property (USV1)_i, j = β_{i+1}. Consequently, since σe(b_1) = b_2 and since ⟨h_{i,j} ⟩ > ∑ ℓ∈[i] W M ℓ , Property (EV1)_{i+1} yields

Ξ̂^M_{σe} (h_{i,j}) = ⟨h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ̂^M_{σe} (b_{i+1}) = ⟨h_{i,j} ⟩ + L^M_{i+1} > L^M_{1,i} + L^M_{i+1} = L^M_1 = Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_1).

Since Ξ̂_σ(h_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂_{σe}(h_{i,j}) and Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_1) > Ξ̂^M_σ (b_1), this implies (s_{i,j}, b_1) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Now consider the case σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 and σ̄[e](g_i) ≠ j. Then, by Property (USV1)_i, it holds that j = 1 − β_{i+1} and thus, by Property (EV1)_{i+1} Ξ̂^M_{σe} (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_1) = ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + L^M_ν ,

Ξ̂^M_{σe} (h_{i,1−j} ) = ⟨h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = ⟨h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + L^M_{i+1} > ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + L^M_ν .

We prove that this implies Ξ^M_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) > Ξ^M_{σe} (F_{i,j} ) in any case. Let F_{i,1−j} be closed. Then, β_i = 1 ∧ β_{i+1} = 1 − j. Consequently,

Ξ̂^M_{σe} (F_{i,1−j} ) = ⟨s_{i,1−j} , h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + Ξ̂^M_{σe} (b_{i+1}) = ⟨s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + L^M_{i+1} > L^M_2 = Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_2).

Since either Ξ̂^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_2) or Ξ̂^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) =^1_2Ξ̂_{σe}(b_2) +^1_2Ξ̂^M_{σe}(g_1) and Ξ̂^M_{σe}(g_1) < Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_2), this implies the statement. Thus assume that F_{i,1−j} is not closed, implying β_i = 0. For the sake of a contradiction, assume i < ν. Then, σ̄[e](g_i) = 1 − j = β_{i+1}. However, since ν = μ^σ, applying Property (BR1) to σ implies σ̄(g_i) = σ̄[e](g_i) = 1 − β_{i+1} which is a contradiction. Since F_{i,1−j} is not closed, it suffices to consider the case i > ν. If i < m, then (i, 1 − j) ∈ S_1 and (i, j) ∈ S_2. Then, by Properties (ESC4)_{i,1−j}, (ESC5)_{i,j} and (EV1)_{i+1}, we have

Ξ̂^M_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) = Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_2) and Ξ̂^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = 1 2 Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_2) + 1 2 Ξ̂^M_{σe}(g_1),

implying the statement. If i > m, then (i, j), (i, 1 − j) ∈ S_2 and the statement follows from Ξ̂M_{σe}(h_{i,1−j} ) > Ξ̂M_{σe} (s_{i,j}). As it holds that Ξ̂M_σ (s_{i,j}) < Ξ̂M_{σe}(s_{i,j} ) and Ξ̂M_σ (h_{i,1−j} ) = Ξ̂M_{σe}(h_{i,1−j} ) we thus have (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Finally, assume σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 and σ̄[e](g_i) = j. Since Ξ^M_{σe} (g_i) − Ξ^M_σ (g_i) ≥ 0, we prove that this difference is smaller than 1. By Property (USV1)_i, j = 1 − β_{i+1}. By the assumptions of the lemma, this implies that F_{i,j} is neither closed with respect to σ nor to σe. Consequently, either Ξ^M_{σe}(g_i) − Ξ^M_σ (g_i) = ε[Ξ^M_{σe} (s_{i,j}) − Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j} )] or Ξ^M_{σe}(g_i) − Ξ^M_σ (g_i) =^{2ε}_{1+ε} [Ξ^M_{σe} (s_{i,j}) − Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j})]. In either case, the difference is smaller than 1 by the choice of ε.

Lemma B.30 (Last row of Table B.3). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν = 1. Let I_σ = {(b_1, g_1)} ∪ {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), (e_{i,j,k}, g_1): σ(e_{i,j,k}) = b_2} and assume that σ has Property (ESC5)_{i,j} for all (i, j) ∈ S_3 and Property (ESC3)_{i,j} for all (i, j) ∈ S_4. Let σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} ⇔ β^σ_i = 1 ∧ β^σ_{i+1} = j for all i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1}. Let e := (b_1, g_1) and define m := max{i: β^σ_i = 1} and u := min{i: β^σ_i = 0}. Then σe is a well-behaved phase-5-strategy for b with μ^{σe} = u, σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ m−1⋃ i^′=u+1 β^σ_i =0 {(d_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1,0}, F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} ), (d_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1,1}, F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} )}.

Proof. As usual, the choice of e implies β^σ = β^{σe} = b + 1 =: β.

We begin by proving μ^{σe} = u. Since σ is a phase-3-strategy for b, it has Property (EV1)_i and Property (EV2)_i for all i > 1. This implies i /∈ I^σ and thus i /∈ I^{σe} for all i > 1. Since σe(b_1) = g_1, it suffices to show σ̄[e](g_i) = σ̄[e](b_{i+1}), implying I^{σe} = ∅ and μ^{σe} = u. This however follows directly as σ has Property (CC2).

We now show that σe is a phase-5-strategy for b. Since σ is a phase-3-strategy for b and e = (b_1, b_2), it suffices to show that the σ has Properties (EV1)_1, (EV2)_1, (EV3)_1 and (CC2). Note that ν = 1 implies S_3 ≠ ∅, implying that σe does not have Property (ESC1). By definition, 1 = β_1 = σ̄[e](d_{1,β2} ). Thus, since σe(b_1) = g_1, σe has Property (EV1)_1. It also has Property (EV2)_1 and Property (CC2) since σ has Property (CC2). Since ¬σ̄(d_{1,1−β2} ) by assumption, also ¬σ̄[e](d_{1,1−β2} ), hence σe has Property (EV3)_1. Thus, σe is a phase-5-strategy for b.

We prove that σe is well-behaved. Since e = (b_1, g_1), μ^σ = 1 and μ^{σe} = u > 1, it suffices to investigate the following properties.

(S2) Let i < μ^{σe}. Then, since μ^{σe} = u, we have σe(b_i) = g_i. Consequently, by Property (EV1)_i, Property (EV2)_i and Property (USV1)_i, σ̄[e](d_i) and σ̄[e](s_i).

(B1) As μ^{σe} = u, the premise can never be correct as i < μ^{σe} − 1 implies σe(b_i) = g_i.

(B2) This again holds since μ^{σe} = u.

(BR1) Let i := μ^{σe} − 1. Then σe(b_i) = g_i and σe(b_{i+1}) = b_{i+2}. Thus, by Properties (EV1)_i and (EV1)_{i+1} as well as Property (EV2)_i, we have σe(g_i) = F_{i,0}. For i < μ^{σe} − 1, we have σe(g_i) = F_{i,1} as we then have σe(b_{i+1}) = g_{i+1}.

(BR2) Since i < μ^{σe} implies σe(b_i) = g_i, Property (EV1)_i implies σ̄[e](d_i) and thus ¬σ̄[e](eg_i).

(D2) This follows by the same argument used for Property (BR2).

(EG5) By Property (USV1)_i, σ̄[e](s_{i,j} ) implies σ̄[e](b_{i+1}) = j.

(EB*) Any pair of indices i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1} either fulfills Property (ESC5)_{i,j}, Property (ESC3)_{i,j} or σ̄[e](d_{i,j} ). Hence, there are no indices such that σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} )∧¬σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ), so the premise of any of the Properties (EB*) is always incorrect.

(EBG4) Since μ^{σe} > 1 implies σe(b_1) = g_1, it is impossible that both σe(g_1) = F_{1,0} and σe(b_2) = g_2.

(EBG5) Since μ^{σe} > 1 implies σe(b_1) = g_1, it is impossible that both σe(g_1) = F_{1,1} and σe(b_2) = b_3.

It remains to show that I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ m−1⋃ i=u+1 β_i=0 {(d_{i,1−βi+1,0}, F_{i,1−βi+1} ), (d_{i,1−βi+1,1}, F_{i,1−βi+1} )}.

Let i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 0, j = 1 − β_{i+1} and k ∈ {0, 1}. We prove (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe}. By Property (ESC3)_{i,j}, it holds that σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} )∧¬σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ). In addition, σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} . It thus suffices to show Ξ^∗_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}) ≺ Ξ^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ).

Consider the case G_n = S_n first. Since σe(d_{i,j,k}) = e_{i,j,k}, Property (ESC3)_{i,j} implies Ξ^P_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}) = {e_{i,j,k}} ∪ Ξ^P_{σe}(g_1). Now, by Lemma A.16, we obtain Ξ^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = {F_{i,j} , d_{i,j,k}′ , e_{i,j,k}′ } ∪ Ξ^P_{σe}(g_1) for some k^′ ∈ {0, 1} as μ^{σe} ≠ 1. This however implies the statement for G_n = S_n as the priority of F_{i,j} is even and larger than the priorities of both d_{i,j,k}′ , e_{i,j,k}′ .

Consider the case G_n = M_n. Then Ξ^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = (1 − ε)Ξ^M_{σe} (g_1) + εΞ^M_{σe} (s_{i,j}), it therefore suffices to prove Ξ^M_{σe}(s_{i,j} ) > Ξ^M_{σe}(g_1). This however follows directly as Property (USV1)_i, the choice of j and σe(b_1) = g_1 imply Ξ^M_{σe}(s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ^M_{σe} (g_1).

It remains to show that no other improving switch is created and that switches that are improving for σ are improving for σe (with the exception of e). By applying e = (b_1, g_1), the valuation of b_1 increases. The only vertices that have an edge towards b_1 are the vertices s_{i,j}, i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1}. To show that no other improving switch is created and that switches that are improving for σ are also improving for σe, it suffices to show that one of the following holds for all i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1} not considered earlier:

1. σe(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j} implies Ξ^∗_{σe}(h_{i,j} ) ≻ Ξ^∗_{σe}(b_1). 2. σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 and (i, j) /∈ S_4 implies (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ ⇔ (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe}. 3. If G_n = S_n, then σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 implies either τ^σ(F_{i,j} ) = τ^{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≠ s_{i,j} or σe(g_i) = F_{i,j} and σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} ∧ (b_i, g_i) /∈ I_{σe} as well as σe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1 ∧ (s_{i−1,1}, h_{i−1,1}) /∈ I_{σe}.

4. If G_n = M_n, then σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 and σ̄[e](g_i) = 1 − j implies Ξ^M_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) > Ξ^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ).

5. If G_n = M_n, then σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 and σ̄[e](g_i) = j implies Ξ^M_{σe} (g_i) − Ξ^M_σ (g_i) ∈ (0, 1).

We now prove these statements one after another.

1. Fix indices i, j with σe(s_{i,j}) = h_{i,j}. Then, by Property (USV1)_i, j = β_{i+1}. Consequently, by Property (EV1)_{i+1}, Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(h_{i,j} ) = �h_{i,j}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}). Since σe has Property (EV1)_i′ and Property (EV2)_i′ for all i^′ < μ^{σe}, there is no i^′ < μ^{σe} with ¬σ̄[e](d_i′ ). Consequently, by Lemma A.12, Ξ̂∗_{σe}(g_1) = R∗_1 in any case. Now, since �h_{i,j}� ≻ ⨁_{i′≤i} W ∗_{i′} , this implies Ξ̂∗_{σe}(h_{i,j} ) ≻ Ξ̂∗_{σe}(g_1) for

both possible cases Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = L^∗_{i+1} and Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = R^∗_{i+1}.

2. Consider some edge (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) for which we did not prove that (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe}, i.e., assume (i, j) /∈ S_4. We show that (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ ⇔ (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe}. Let (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ. Then, by our assumptions on I_σ, σ(e_{i,j,k}) = b_2. This implies that σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) has to hold and, due to (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ and σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2),

Ξ̂^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) = 1 2 Ξ̂^M_σ (g_1) + 1 2 Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2) > Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2) = Ξ̂^M_σ (e_{i,j,k}), Ξ^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) = {F_{i,j} , d_{i,j,k}′ , e_{i,j,k}′ } ∪ Ξ^P_σ (b_2) ▷ {e_{i,j,k}′ } ∪ Ξ^P_σ (b_2) = Ξ^P_σ (e_{i,j,k}). But then, Ξ̂^∗_σ(e_{i,j,k}) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}) and Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_1) ⪰ Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_1), the same estimation holds for σe, implying (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe}. Now let (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_σ, implying σ(e_{i,j,k}) = σe(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1. If σ(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} , then there is nothing to show hence assume σ(d_{i,j,k}) = e_{i,j,k}. This implies σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) and σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). Assume σ̄(eb_{i,j} ). Then, using the same estimations used for the case (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ, we can show (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_{σe}. Thus assume ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ). Then, σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ), implying (i, j) ∈ S_4. This however contradicts our choice of i and j, proving the statement.

3. Let G_n = S_n and σ(s_{i,j} ) = σe(s_{i,j} ) = b_1. Then, by Property (USV1)_i, j = 1 − β_{i+1}. By our assumptions, F_{i,j} is thus either mixed or g_1-open. Consider the case that it is mixed first. Then, by Property (EV2)_1, σ̄[e](g_1) = σ̄[e](b_2), implying σ̄(g_1) = σ̄(b_2) by the choice of e. Consequently, by Lemma A.16, Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) and Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2). Thus, τ^σ(F_{i,j} ), τ^{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≠ s_{i,j}. Now assume that F_{i,j} is g_1-open. Then, by our assumptions on the cycle centers, (i, j) ∈ S_4, implying i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m − 1} with β_i = 0 and j = 1 − β_{i+1}. We prove Ξ^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) ▷ Ξ^P_σ (F_{i,1−j} ), implying σ(g_i) = σe(g_i) = F_{i,j} by our assumptions on I_σ. We then prove that σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} and (b_i, g_i) /∈ I_{σe} as well as σe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1 and (s_{i−1,1}, h_{i−1,1}) /∈ I_{σe} (if i > 1), implying that the valuation of no further vertex changes, proving the statement.

Since 1−j = β_{i+1}, we have (i, 1−j) ∈ S_3 by assumption. Consequently, by Property (ESC5)_{i,j}, it holds that σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ) ∧ σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ). As pointed out earlier, this implies Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,1−j} ) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). Since μ^σ = 1, Lemma A.16 yields Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) = {s_{i,j}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2). This implies Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) ▷ Ξ̂P_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ). We hence need to have σ(g_i) = σe(g_i) = F_{i,j} by our assumptions on I_σ.

By β_i = 0, Property (EV1)_i implies σe(b_i) = b_{i+1}. Since ν = 1 implies β_1 = 1, we have i > 1. Thus, Property (USV1)_{i−1} implies σe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1. Consequently, Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = L^P_{i+1}. Since σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^{σe} > 1, Lemma A.16 implies Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_1) = R^P_1 . Consequently, since i ≥ μ^{σe} and σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} imply R^P_i = L^P_i = L^P_{i+1},

Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_i) = ⟨g_i⟩ + R^P_1 = ⟨g_i⟩ + R^P_{1,i−1} + R^P_i

= ⟨g_i⟩ + R^P_{1,i−1} + L^P_{i+1} ◁ L^P_{i+1} = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_{i+1}).

As it holds that Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1) ▷ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_{i+1}) and Ξ̂^P_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) = ⟨h_{i−1,1}⟩ ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_i), a similar estimation yields Ξ̂^P_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) ◁ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1). Consequently, (b_i, g_i) /∈ I_{σe} as well as (s_{i−1,1}, h_{i−1,1}) /∈ I_{σe}.

4. Let G_n = M_n and σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 and σ̄[e](g_i) = 1 − j. Then, by Property (USV1)_i, j = 1 − β_{i+1} and σe(s_{i,1−j}) = h_{i,1−j}. Assume that F_{i,1−j} is closed. Then, by Property (EV1)_{i+1}, we have Ξ̂M_{σe} (F_{i,1−j} ) = ⟨s_{i,1−j} , h_{i,1−j} ⟩ + Ξ̂M_{σe} (b_{i+1}). Since it is not possible that F_{i,j} is closed, either

Ξ̂^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^M_{σe}(g_1) or Ξ̂^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = 1 2 Ξ̂^M_{σe} (g_1) + 1 2 Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_2).

As Ξ̂^M_{σe}(b_2) < Ξ̂^M_{σe}(g_1) and ∑ ℓ∈[i] W M ℓ < ⟨s_{i,1−j} , h_{i,1−j} ⟩, this implies that we have Ξ̂^M_{σe} (F_{i,1−j} ) > Ξ̂M_{σe} (F_{i,j} ) in any case.

Thus assume that F_{i,1−j} is not closed. Since 1 − j = β_{i+1}, it then follows that (i, 1 − j) ∈ S_3. If (i, j) ∈ S_3, then both cycle centers are in the same state. Since σe has Property (USV1)_i, Property (EV1)_{i+1} and since i ≥ ν = 1, the statement thus follows from Lemma B.1. Thus assume (i, j) ∈ S_4. Then, by Property (ESC5)_{i,1−j} and Property (ESC4)_{i,j} , we have Ξ̂M_σ (F_{i,1−j} ) =^1_2Ξ̂_σ(g_1) +^1_2Ξ̂_σ(b_2) and Ξ̂M_σ (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂_σ(g_1). But then, Ξ̂M_σ (F_{i,j} ) > Ξ̂M_σ (F_{i,1−j} ), implying (g_i, F_{i,1−j} ) ∈ I_σ, contradicting our assumption on I_σ.

5. Let G_n = M_n and σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 and σ̄[e](g_i) = j. Then, Property (USV1)_i implies j = 1 − β_{i+1}.

In particular, F_{i,1−j} is not closed. Thus, either σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) or σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eb_{i,j} ). In the first case, Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) = (1 − ε)Ξ^M_σ (g_1) + εΞ^M_σ (s_{i,j}). But then, since Ξ^M_σ (g_1) = Ξ^M_{σe}(b_1) = R^M_1 , this implies Ξ^M_{σe} (F_{i,j} ) − Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) ∈ (0, 1). If σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eb_{i,j} ), the statement follows analogously since Ξ^M_σ (b_2) = Ξ^M_{σe}(b_2).

Lemma B.31. Let G_n = S_n. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-4-strategy for b ∈ B_n with ν > 1. Assume that there is an index i < ν such that e := (s_{i,j}, b_1) ∈ I_σ where j := 1 − β^σ_{i+1}. Further assume the following:

1. σ has Property (USV1)_i′ for all i^′ > i.

2. For all i^′, j^′, k^′, it holds that σ(d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = F_i′_{,j}′ if and only if β^σ_i′ = 1 ∧ β^σ_i′_{+1} = j^′.

3. i^′ < ν implies σ̄(g_i′ ) = 1 − β^σ_i′_{+1}.

4. i^′ < i implies σ(s_i′_{,∗}) = h_i′_{,∗}.

If there is an index i^′ < i such that (s_i′_{,1−β}σ_{i′+1} , b_1) ∈ I_σ, then σe is a well-behaved phase-4-strategy for b. Otherwise, it is a well-behaved phase-5-strategy for b. In either case, it holds that I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ), (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} )}. Proof. We first note that μ^σ = μ^{σe} = 1 since σ is a phase-4-strategy for b and by the choice of e. Furthermore, by the choice of e, β^σ = β^{σe} = b + 1 =: β. We first prove that σe is well-behaved. By the choice of e, we need to reevaluate the following properties:

(S1) σe(b_i) = g_i implies β_i = 1 by Property (EV1)_i, hence i ≥ ν.

(MNS1) By Lemma A.6, m^{σe}_b ≤ m^{¬σe}_s , m^{¬σe}_g implies m^{σe}_b = ν = 2. But then, by assumption 3., σ̄[e](g_1) = F_{1,0}, implying m^{¬σe}_g = 1 and thus contradicting the premise.

(MNS2) By assumption 3, m^{¬σe}_g = ν − 1. By the choice of i and j, we have m^{¬σe}_s ≤ ν − 1. Thus m^{¬σe}_s ≤ m^{¬σe}_g and the premise of this property cannot be fulfilled.

(MNS4) The conclusion is always true since i^′ < ν implies (i^′, 1 − β_i′_{+1}) ∈ S_1, implying that ¬σ̄[e](eb_i′ ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_i′ ). (MNS6) See Property (MNS4).

(EG3) For every pair of indices i, j, either σ̄(d_{i,j}) or σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) or σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) by either β = b + 1 or Property (ESC4)_{i,j} resp. (ESC5)_{i,j}. Consequently, the premise is incorrect for σe,

(EBG2) By assumption 3 and Property (EV1)_2, σ̄[e](g_1) = σ̄(g_1) ≠ σ̄(b_2) = σ̄[e](b_2), hence the premise is incorrect.

We next prove that σ is a phase-4-strategy if there is an index i^′ < i such that (s_i′_{,1−β}σ_{i′+1} , b_1) ∈ I_σ and a phase-5-strategy otherwise. By the definition of the phases, it suffices to prove that σe has Property (USV1)_ℓ for all ℓ ∈ [n] if there is no such index. Hence assume that no such index exists and let i^′ < i as there is nothing to prove if i^′ ≥ i and let j^′ := 1 − β_i′_{+1}. Then, since (s_i′_{,j}′ , b_1) /∈ I_σ, assumption 4 implies σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = h_i′_{,j}′ and Ξ^P_σ (h_i′_{,j}′ ) ▷ Ξ^P_σ (b_1). It now suffices to prove that this cannot happen, hence we prove that σ(s_i′_{,j}′ ) = h_i′_{,j}′ implies Ξ^P_σ (h_i′_{,j}′ ) ◁ Ξ^P_σ (b_1).

Since i^′ < i < ν, we have i^′ ≤ ν + 2, implying j^′ = 1 − β_i′_{+1} = 1. Consequently, Ξ̂^P_σ (h_i′_{,j}′ ) = {h_i′_{,j}′ } ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_i′_{+1}). Since σ has Property (USV1)_i′_{+1} by assumption 1 and σ̄(g_i′_{+1}) = 1 − β_i′_{+1} by assumption 3, we have σ(s_i′_{+1,σ̄(gi′+1)}) = b_1. This implies λ^P_i′_{+1} = i^′ + 1. Since i^′ + 1 < ν, the cycle center F_i′_{+1,σ̄(gi′+1)} cannot be closed by assumption 2. As also ¬σ̄(s_i′_{+1}) and ¬σ̄(b_i′_{+1}) by Property (EV1)_i′_{+1}, Corollary A.18, implies that either

Ξ̂^P_σ (g_{i′+1}) = {g_{i′+1}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) or

Ξ̂^P_σ (g_{i′+1}) = {g_{i′+1}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) or

Ξ̂^P_σ (g_{i′+1}) = {g_{i′+1}, s_{i′+1,σ̄(gi′+1)}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_1).

As μ^{σe} = 1 implies σe(b_1) = b_2, the statement directly follows in the last two cases. In the first case, it follows from Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_1) ◁ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2) which can be shown by using Lemmas A.6 and B.18 and assumption 3.

We now show that (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ), (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) are improving for σe. Let k ∈ {0, 1}. It suffices to show Ξ^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ▷ Ξ^P_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}) since σe(d_{i,j,k}) = e_{i,j,k} by assumption. By Property (ESC4)_{i,j}, we have σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). Since σe(d_{i,j,k}) = e_{i,j,k}, this implies σe(e_{i,j,k}) = b_2. Hence, by Lemma A.16, Ξ^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = {F_{i,j} , d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}} ∪ Ξ^P_{σe}(b_2) ▷ {e_{i,j,k}} ∪ Ξ^P_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ^P_{σe}(e_{i,j,k}). We now explain how we prove I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ), (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} )}. Applying the switch e increases the valuation of F_{i,j} . By the choice of j and assumption 3, the valuation of g_i increases as well. We thus begin by showing σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} and (b_i, g_i) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. However, applying the switch e also increases the valuation of several vertices contained in levels below level i. To be precise, since σ(g_ℓ) = F_{ℓ,1}, τ^σ(F_{ℓ,1}) = s_{ℓ,1} and σ(s_{ℓ,1}) = h_{ℓ,1} for all ℓ < i, the valuation of all of these vertices g_ℓ and F_{ℓ,1} increases. We thus show that the following statements hold:

1. σe(b_ℓ) = b_{ℓ+1} and (b_ℓ, g_ℓ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}.

2. The edges (d_{ℓ,1,0}, F_{ℓ,1}) and (d_{ℓ,1,1}, F_{ℓ,1}) are not improving for σe.

Since also the valuation of g_1 increases, we also prove that σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = b_2 implies (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , g_1) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} for any indices i^′, j^′, k^′. This then proves the statement as σe(b_1) = b_2 due to μ^{σe} = 1, implying that the valuation of no further vertex can change.

First, since i < ν, Property (EV1)_i implies σe(b_i) = b_{i+1}. By the choice of i and j, Property (ESC4)_{i,j} implies σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ). As μ^{σe} = 1 and σe(s_{i,j} ) = b_1 by the choice of e, Corollary A.18 implies Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_i) = {g_i, s_{i,σ̄(gi)}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2) < Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_{i+1})

as i + 1 ≤ ν. Since Ξ̂^P_σ (b_{i+1}) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = L^P_{i+1} and Ξ̂^P_σ (g_i) ≤ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_i), this implies (b_i, g_i) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Now, for any ℓ < i, σe(b_ℓ) = b_{ℓ+1} follows also by Property (EV1)_ℓ and (b_ℓ, g_ℓ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} follows as

Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_ℓ) = i−1⋃ i^′=ℓ W^P_ℓ ∪ {g_i, s_{i,σ̄(gi)}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2) ◁ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2).

Similarly, as Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{ℓ,1}) = Ξ̂_{σe}(g_ℓ)\{g_ℓ} and Ξ̂^P_{σe}(e_{ℓ,1,k}) = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_2) by Property (ESC4)_{ℓ,1}, the same estimation yields (d_{ℓ,1,0}, F_{ℓ,1}), (d_{ℓ,1,1}, F_{ℓ,1}) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Finally, if σe(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = b_2, then the same estimation implies (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , g_1) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Consequently, I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e} ∪ {(d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ), (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} )}.

Lemma B.32. Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-5-strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ∈ [n] and j, k ∈ {0, 1} with e := (e_{i,j,k}, t^→) ∈ I_σ and σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ). Furthermore assume that G_n = S_n implies j = 1 ∧ ν > 1 =⇒ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ) and j = 1 ∧ ν = 1 =⇒ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ). Similarly, assume that G_n = M_n implies j = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} ∧ ν > 1 =⇒ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ) and j = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} ∧ ν = 1 =⇒ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ). Moreover, assume that ν = 2 implies σ(g_1) = F_{1,0} if G_n = S_n. Then the following hold.

1. If there are indices (i^′, j^′, k^′) ≠ (i, j, k) with (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , t^→) ∈ I_σ or if there is an index i^′ such that σ does not have Property (SVG)_i′ /(SVM)_i′ , then σe is a phase-5-strategy for b.

2. The strategy σe is well-behaved.

3. If there are no indies (i^′, j^′, k^′) ≠ (i, j, k) with (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , t^→) ∈ I_σ and if σ has Property (SVG)_i′ resp. (SVM)_i′ for all i^′[n], then σe is a phase-1-strategy for b + 1.

4. If G_n = S_n, then

(g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe} ⇐⇒ β^σ_i = 0 ∧ σ̄[e](g_i) = 1 ∧ j = 0 ∧ { σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ), ν > 1 σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ), ν = 1 . If G_n = M_n, then

(g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe} ⇐⇒ β^σ_i = 0 ∧ σ̄[e](g_i) = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} ∧ j = β^σ_{i+1} ∧ { σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ), ν > 1 σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ), ν = 1 . If the corresponding conditions are fulfilled, then I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ), (g_i, F_{i,j} ))}. Otherwise, I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}) ∪ {(d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} )}. Proof. As usual, β^σ = β^{σe} =: β by the choice of e. Since σ is a phase-5-strategy, it has Property (REL1). Thus, μ^σ = min{i^′ : σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}}. Also, by the choice of e, μ^{σe} = μ^σ. We first discuss some statements that will be used several times during this proof.

Since σ is well-behaved, ν > 1 implies that there is no cycle center F_i′_{,j}′ with σ̄(eg_i′_{,j}′ ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_i′_{,j}′ ). More precisely, for the sake of a contradiction, assume there was such a cycle center. By Properties (EG2) and (EG3), this implies σ̄(d_1) and σ̄(s_1). Thus, by Property (USV1)_1, the cycle center F_{1,β}σ_2 is closed. This however contradicts ν > 1. Similarly, it is easy to verify that ν = 1 implies that there is no cycle center F_i′_{,j}′ with σ̄(eb_i′_{,j}′ )∧¬σ̄(eg_i′_{,j}′ ). As we assume σ̄(eb_{i,j} )∧σ̄(eg_{i,j} ), the choice of e implies Ξ^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = {F_{i,j} , d_{i,j,∗}, e_{i,j,∗}} ∪ Ξ^P_{σe}(t^→) and Ξ^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = (1 − ε)Ξ^M_{σe} (t^→) + ε · Ξ^M_{σe} (s_{i,j}).

Using these observations, we now prove the statements of the lemma.

1. If there are indices i^′, j^′, k^′, (i, j, k) ≠ (i^′, j^′, k^′) such that (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , t^→) ∈ I_σ, then σe cannot have Property (ESC1). This implies that σe is a phase-5-strategy for b. If there is an index i^′ such that σ does not have Property (SVG)_i′ resp. (SVM)_i′ , then σe can also not have the corresponding property. Consequently, due to the special condition of phase 5, σe is a phase- 5-strategy for b.

2. We next show that the strategy σe is well-behaved. Depending on ν, we thus need to investigate the following properties:

(MNS1) Assume that the premise of this property is correct. Then, by Lemma A.6, m^{σe}_b = 2 and consequently σe(g_1) = F_{1,1} ∧ σe(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1}. But this contradicts that ν = 2 implies σe(g_1) = σ(g_1) = F_{1,0} if G_n = S_n.

(MNS2) Assume that the premise of this property is correct. Then σe(g_1) = F_{1,1} and σe(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1}. But then, by Property (USV1)_1, σe(b_2) = g_2, implying m^{σe}_b = 2, contradicting the assumption.

(MNS3) This follows by the same arguments used for Property (MNS2). (MNS4) We only need to investigate this property if i = m^{¬σe}_s = m^{¬σ}_s and if the premise is true for σe. But then, the premise was already true for σ, implying σ̄(eb_m¬σ_s ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_m¬σ_s ). Since μ^σ = 1 implies ν > 1, we apply an improving switch (e_{i,j,k}, b_2). But then, also σ̄[e](eb_m¬σe_s ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_m¬σe_s ).

(MNS5) This follows by the same arguments used for Property (MNS2). (MNS6) This follows by the same arguments used for Property (MNS4).

(EG1) By assumption, σ̄(eb_{i,j})∧σ̄(eg_{i,j} ). In order to have σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} )∧¬σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} )∧μ^{σe} = 1 we thus need to have applied a switch (e_{i,j,∗}, g_1). This however implies μ^{σe} ≠ 1, contradicting the premise.

(EG2) Follows by the same arguments. (EG4) Follows by the same arguments.

(EG3) Assume the premise was true. Since σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eb_{i,j} ), we need to have μ^σ ≠ 1.

But then, σ̄(b_1) = 1 by Property (EV1)_1, implying σ̄(s_1) by Property (EV2)_1 and Property (USV1)_1.

(EG5) If the premise is true, then σ̄(s_{i,j}). Hence, j = β_{i+1} = σ̄(b_{i+1}) by Property (USV1)_i and Property (EV1)_{i+1}. Since σ̄(s_{i,j} ) = σ̄[e](s_{i,j} ) and σ̄(b_{i+1}) = σ̄[e](b_{i+1}) by the choice of e, the statement follows.

(EB*) Assume σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). Since σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ), we need to have applied a switch (e_{i,j,∗}, b_2). But this implies μ^σ = 1 and thus σ(b_1) = b_2, contradicting all of the premises.

(EBG*) Since σ̄(eb_{i,j} )∧σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) by assumption, it is impossible to have σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} )∧σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) after applying e. Hence the premise of any of these properties is incorrect.

3. Assume that there are no indices i^′, j^′, k^′ such that (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , t^→) ∈ I_σ and that σ has Property (SVG)_i′ /(SVM)_i′ for all i^′ ∈ [n] We prove that σe is a phase-1-strategy for b + 1. Since σ is a phase-5-strategy for b and by the choice of e, we have β^σ = b + 1 = β^{σe}. Also, by our assumptions and the definition of phase-1-strategies and phase-5-strategies, it suffices to show that σe has Property (ESC1).

Consider the case ν > 1, implying μ^{σe} = 1. Then, by assumption, there are no further indices i^′, j^′, k^′ such that (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , b_2) ∈ I_σ. Thus, for all these indices, it either holds that σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = b_2 or σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = g_1 ∧ Ξ^∗_σ(g_1) ⪰ Ξ^∗_σ(b_2). It suffices to prove that the second case cannot occur. We do so by proving

ν > 1 =⇒ Ξ^∗_σ(g_1) ≺ Ξ^∗_σ(b_2) (viii)

and showing that the arguments also apply to σe. Consider the different cases listed in Lemma A.14. If the conditions of either the first or the “otherwise” case are fulfilled, then the statement follows. It thus suffices to prove that the conditions of the second and third case cannot be fulfilled.

Assume that the conditions of the second case were fulfilled. Since μ^σ = 1 implies σ(b_1) = b_2 and thus m^σ_b ≥ 2, we then have σ(g_1) = F_{1,1} and σ(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1}. But then Property (USV1)_1 yields ν = 2 which is a contradiction if G_n = S_n. We thus need to have G_n = M_n and σ̄(d_1). But then, the cycle center F_{1,β2} is closed, implying β_1 = 1 by definition. This however contradicts ν > 1. Thus the conditions of the second case cannot be fulfilled. Assume that the conditions of the third case were fulfilled. Let m^{¬σ}_g > 1, implying m^σ_b > 2. Then σ(g_1) = F_{1,1} and σ(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1}. Then Property (USV1)_1 implies m^σ_b = 2 which is a contradiction. Thus let m^{¬σ}_g = 1. Then σ(g_1) = F_{1,0} and σ(s_{1,0}) = h_{1,0}. Consequently, by Property (USV1)_1, β_2 = 0, so in particular ¬σ̄(b_m¬σ_{g +1}). For the sake of a contradiction, assume ¬σ̄(eb_1). Since ν > 1 and β_2 = 0 imply that F_{1,0} cannot be closed, it thus needs to hold that σ̄(eg_{1,0}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{1,0}). But then, Property (EG1) implies σ(s_{1,0}) = b_1, contradicting σ(s_{1,0}) = h_{1,0}. Thus the conditions of the third case of Lemma A.14 cannot be fulfilled, implying Property (viii). Note that these arguments can also be applied to σe, hence the same statement holds for σe.

Now consider the case ν = 1, implying μ^σ ≠ 1 and σ(b_1) = g_1. Then, by assumption, there are no further indices i^′, j^′, k^′ such that (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , g_1) ∈ I_σ. Thus, either σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = g_1 or σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = b_2 and Ξ^∗_σ(b_2) ⪰ Ξ^∗_σ(g_1) by the choice of e. We now show that the second case cannot occur by proving ν = 1 =⇒ Ξ^∗_σ(b_2) ≺ Ξ^∗_σ(g_1). (ix)

It holds that Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_1) = R^∗_1 as i^′ < μ^σ implies σ̄(d_i′ ) by Corollary A.5. Consider the case σ(b_2) = g_2 first. Then, μ^σ > 2, implying Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) = R^∗_2. Hence Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) = R^∗_2 ≺ R^∗_1 = Ξ̂^∗_σ(g_1). Now let σ(b_2) = b_3. Then, μ^σ = 2 and Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) = L^∗_2, so Lemma A.10 implies Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) ≺ R^∗_1 = Ξ̂∗_{σe}(g_1). Therefore, Ξ̂∗_σ(b_2) ≺ Ξ̂∗_σ(g_1) in any case, contradicting Ξ∗_σ(b_2) ⪰ Ξ∗_σ(g_1). Note again that the same arguments apply to σe.

∗ Before we prove the remaining aspects, we prove that (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe} in any case. As we assume σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ), it holds that σe(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k}. It thus suffices to show Ξ^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) ≻ Ξ^∗_{σe}(e_{i,j,1−k}). By assumption σ(e_{i,j,1−k}) = σe(e_{i,j,1−k}) = t^→. If G_n = S_n, the statement thus follows from Ξ^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = {F_{i,j} , d_{i,j,∗}, e_{i,j,∗}} ∪ Ξ^P_{σe}(t^→) ▷ {e_{i,j,1−k}} ∪ Ξ^P_{σe}(t^→) = Ξ^P_{σe}(e_{i,j,1−k}). If G_n = M_n, we then have Ξ^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = (1 − ε)Ξ^M_{σe} (t^→) + εΞ^M_{σe} (s_{i,j}). To prove the statement, it thus suffices to prove Ξ^M_{σe}(s_{i,j}) > Ξ^M_{σe}(t^→).

We only consider the case ν > 1, the case ν = 1 follows analogously. In this case, t^→ = b_2. If j = β_{i+1}, then Ξ̂^M_{σe}(s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ̂^M_{σe} (b_{i+1}) by Property (EV1)_i. The statement thus follows since ⟨h_{i,j} ⟩ > ∑ ℓ∈[i] W M ℓ . If j ≠ β_{i+1}, then μ^{σe} = 1 implies σe(b_1) = b_2 and thus Ξ̂M_{σe} (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ̂M_{σe}(b_1) = ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ̂M_{σe} (b_2).

4. We prove that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is improving for σe if and only if the corresponding conditions are fulfilled. Assume that the corresponding conditions are fulfilled. We distinguish the following cases.

(a) The cycle center F_{i,1−j} cannot be closed as either σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ) or σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ). (b) Let F_{i,1−j} be t^→-open. Then, if G_n = S_n, the statement follows since j = 0 and Ξ^P_{σe}(F_{i,0}) = {F_{i,0}, d_{i,j,∗}, e_{i,j,∗}} ∪ Ξ^P_{σe}(t^→) ▷ {F_{i,1}, d_{i,1,∗}, e_{i,1,∗}} ∪ Ξ^P_{σe}(t^→) = Ξ^P_{σe}(F_{i,1}). If G_n = M_n, then the statement follows by Lemma B.1 since j = β_{i+1} and F_{i,j} is also t^→-open.

(c) Let F_{i,1−j} be t^→-halfopen. If G_n = S_n, then the statement follows analogously to the last case. If G_n = M_n, then the statement follows by an easy but tedious calculation.

(d) Let F_{i,1−j} be mixed. Then, by either Equation (viii) or Equation (ix), it holds that Ξ̂∗_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) ⪯ Ξ̂∗_{σe}(t→). We can thus use the same arguments used in one of the last two cases to prove the statement.

As we proved that it is not possible that any cycle center escapes only to t^← at the beginning of this proof, these are all cases that need to be covered. Hence, if all the stated conditions are fulfilled, then the edge (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is an improving switch for σe. We now prove that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is not improving for σe if any of these conditions is not fulfilled, proving the claimed equivalence. We consider the different conditions one after another.

(a) Let β_i = 1. Then, since σe is a phase-5-strategy for b, it holds that σe(b_i) = g_i and σe(g_i) = F_{i,βi+1} . Furthermore, this cycle center is then closed. Since σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) by assumption, we then need to have j = 1 − β_{i+1} and consequently σ̄[e](g_i) = 1 − j. By Properties (USV1)_i and (EV1)_{i+1}, this thus yields Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) = �s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} � ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}). Since Ξ̂∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂∗_{σe}(t→), the statement thus follows from �s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} � ≻ ⨁_{ℓ≤i} W_ℓ.

(b) Let σ̄(g_i) = 0 resp. σ̄(g_i) = β_{i+1} depending whether we consider G_n = S_n or G_n = M_n.

Due to the first case, we may assume β_i = 0. We furthermore may assume j = 1 resp. j = 1 − β_{i+1} if G_n = S_n resp. G_n = M_n as we otherwise already have (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_{σe} by definition. We prove Ξ^∗_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) ⪯ Ξ^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) by distinguishing the different possible states of F_{i,1−j} .

i. Let F_{i,1−j} be closed. Since β_i = 0, this implies 1 − j = 1 − β_{i+1}. Thus, by Property (USV1)_i,

Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) = �s_{i,1−j}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ).

ii. Let F_{i,1−j} be t^→-open or t^→-halfopen. Since 1−j = 0 resp. 1−j = β_{i+1}, the same arguments used when proving that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe} can be applied if the corresponding conditions are fulfilled to obtain Ξ^∗_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) ⪰ Ξ^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) in either case.

iii. Let F_{i,1−j} be mixed. Then, σ̄[e](eb_{i,1−j} ) ∧ σ̄[e](eg_{i,1−j} ) by the choice of e. However, in any context and for any ν, this contradicts the assumptions of the lemma.

By the observations made at the beginning of this proof, these are all cases that can occur.

(c) Let j = 1 resp. j = 1 − β_{i+1}. Due to the first two cases, we may assume β_{i+1} = 0 and σ̄[e](g_i) = 1 resp. σ̄[e](g_i) = 1 − β_{i+1}. But this implies (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_{σe} by the definition of an improving switch.

(d) We only discuss the last condition for ν > 1 as the statement follows for ν = 1 analogously. Hence let ¬σ̄(eb_{i,1}) resp. ¬σ̄[e](eb_{i,1−βi+1} ). Due to the last cases, we may assume β_i = 0, σ̄(g_i) = 1 resp. σ̄(g_i) = 1 − β_{i+1} and j = 0 resp. j = β_{i+1}. By the observations made at the beginning of the proof, we cannot have σ̄[e](eg_{i,1}) resp. σ̄[e](eg_{i,1−βi+1} ). This implies that we need to have σ̄[e](d_{i,1}) resp. σ̄[e](d_{i,1−βi+1} ), implying the statement in either case. More precisely, we then either have

Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) = �s_{i,1−j}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1) = �s_{i,1−j}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) or Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,1−j} ) = �s_{i,1−j}, h_{i,1−j} � ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ).

Thus, if any of the given conditions is not fulfilled, then (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_{σe}. Consequently, (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_{σe} if and only if the stated conditions are fulfilled.

It remains to show that no other improving switches are created in any case. By assumption, σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ), implying σe(d_{i,j,∗}) = e_{i,j,∗}. Since the application of e increases the valuation of F_{i,j}, we begin by proving (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. This however follows easily by Equations (viii) and (ix) since

Ξ̂^∗_σ(d_{i,j,k}) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(t^←) ≺ Ξ̂^∗_σ(t^→) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ), Ξ^P_{σe}(d_{i,j,k}) = {e_{i,j,k}} ∪ Ξ^P_{σe}(t^→) ◁ {F_{i,j} , e_{i,j,k}∗ , d_{i,j,k}∗ } ∪ Ξ^P_{σe}(t^→) = Ξ^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) , Ξ^M_{σe} (d_{i,j,k}) = Ξ^M_{σe} (t^→) < (1 − ε)Ξ^M_{σe} (t^→) + εΞ^M_{σe}(s_{i,j} ) = Ξ^M_{σe} (F_{i,j} )

for some k^∗ ∈ {0, 1} since Ξ^M_{σe}(s_{i,j}) > Ξ^M_{σe} (b_1). Moire precisely, if j = 1 − β_{i+1}, then this follows directly since we have Ξ_{σe}(s_{i,j} ) = ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ^M_{σe}(b_1) in that case. If j = β_{i+1} then this follows as Ξ^M_{σe} (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ^M_{σe}(b_{i+1}) in that case.

We now consider the possible change of the valuation of g_i. If σe(g_i) ≠ j, then the edge (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is the only edge (besides the edges (d_{i,j,∗}, F_{i,j} ) that we already considered) that might become improving for σe. We however already completely described the conditions under which this edge becomes improving. Hence consider the case σe(g_i) = j. We first observe that we cannot have i = 1 since σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) would then contradict the fact that G_n is a sink game resp. weakly unichain. We prove that we then have σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} and Ξ^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) ⪰ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_i) as well as σe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1 and Ξ^∗_{σe}(b_1) ⪰ Ξ^∗_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}). By assumption and the choice of e, the cycle center F_{i,j} is not closed for σe. If j = β_{i+1}, this implies σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} and σe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1 by Property (EV1)_i resp. Property (USV1)_{i−1}. If j = 1 − β_{i+1}, then we need to have β_i = 0 since Property (EV1)_i and Property (EV2)_i would imply σe(g_i) = β_{i+1} = 1 − j otherwise. Thus σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} and σe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1 in any case. We now prove Ξ^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) ⪰ Ξ^∗_{σe}(g_i). Since σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} implies i ≥ μ^{σe} by Property (REL1), we have Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = L^∗_{i+1}. If ν = 1, then σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^{σe} ≠ 1. Then, by Lemma A.15 resp. Lemma A.16, Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂∗_{σe}(g_1) = R∗_1. This in particular implies Ξ̂∗_{σe}(g_i) = �g_i� ⊕ R∗_1. The statement thus follows directly since �g_i� ≺ ⨁_{i−1} ℓ=1 W^∗_ℓ . If ν > 1, then σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) ∧ μ^{σe} = 1. Since Properties (EV1)_{i+1} and (USV1)_i imply that either σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 or σe(b_{i+1}) = j, Lemma A.15 resp. Lemma A.16 thus imply Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_i) = �g_i�⊕Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2). Then, the statement again follows since �g_i� ≺ ⨁_{i−1} ℓ=1 W^∗_ℓ . Therefore Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) ≺ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_i) in any case. Since μ^{σe} = 1 ⇔ σe(b_1) = b_2 ⇔ ν > 1, the same arguments imply

Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) = �h_{i−1,1}, g_i� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1) ≺ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1).

Lemma B.33 (First row of Table B.4). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-5-strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ∈ [n], j = 1 − β^σ_{i+1}, k ∈ {0, 1} with e := (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ and assume σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}, σ̄(g_i) = 1 − β^σ_{i+1} and i ≠ 1. Then σe is a well-behaved Phase-5-strategy for b with σe ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

Proof. As in the last proofs, we have β^σ = β^{σe} =: β by the choice of e. Let j := 1 − β_{i+1}. We begin by showing that σe is a phase-5-strategy for b. If σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j} , then the same cycle centers are closed with respect to σ and σe. In this case, σ being a phase-5-strategy immediately implies that σe is a phase-5-strategy. Thus assume σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j}. Then, the cycle center F_{i,j} = F_{i,1−βi+1} is closed with respect to σ but not with respect to σe. It thus sufficient to investigate Property (EV3)_i and Property (CC1)_i. Since, by assumption, σe(b_i) = σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}, Property (EV3)_i remains valid. As σ has Property (REL1), σe also has Property (REL1). This implies μ^{σe} = min{i^′ : σe(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}}. Thus, i ≥ μ^{σe}, so σe has Property (CC1)_i. Therefore, σe is a phase-5-strategy for b.

We now show that σe is well-behaved. If σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j} , this follows immediately since σ is well-behaved. Hence assume σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} and note that we have i ≥ μ^{σe} as argued earlier. Since we close a cycle center F_{i,σ̄(gi)} with i ≥ μ^{σe}, we investigate the following properties.

(MNS4) Since σ is well-behaved, this property only needs to be reevaluated if i = m^{¬σe}_s . Since the case i = 1 cannot occur by assumption, assume i > 1. This implies 1 < m^{¬σe}_s ≤ m^{¬σe}_g < m^{σe}_b . Thus, in particular σe(b_1) = b_2, σe(g_1) = F_{1,1} and σe(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1}. By Property (USV1)_1 and Property (EV1)_2, σe(b_2) = g_2, implying m^{σe}_b = 2. But this contradicts the premise since 1 < m^{¬σe}_s < m^{σe}_b implies m^{σe}_b ≥ 3.

(MNS6) Since σ is well-behaved, this only needs to be reevaluated if i = m^{¬σe}_s . Since i ≠ 1 by assumption, assume i > 1. Then, 1 < m^{¬σe}_s ≤ m^{¬σe}_g < m^{σe}_b , implying the same contradiction as in the last case.

(DN*) Since there is no cycle center F_{n,1} by construction, we cannot have i = n.

Consequently, σe is well-behaved.

It remains to show that I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. We distinguish three different cases.

• The cycle center F_{i,j} is closed with respect to σe. Then, since j = 1−β_{i+1}, we have σe(s_{i,j}) = b_1 by Property (USV1)_i, implying Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = �s_{i,j}�⊕Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1). The only vertices that have an edge towards F_{i,j} are d_{i,j,0}, d_{i,j,1} and g_i. Since F_{i,j} is closed for σe and σ̄(g_i) = j by assumption, the valuation of these vertices might change when applying e. However, σe(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} implies that (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ), (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) /∈ I_{σe}. Since no player 0 vertex has an edge to d_{i,j,∗}, consider the vertex g_i. The only vertices having an edge towards g_i are b_i and h_{i−1,1}. Since σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} by assumption and σe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1 by Property (USV1)_i, it suffices to show (b_i, g_i), (s_{i−1,1}, h_{i−1,1}) /∈ I_{σe}. We begin by showing (b_i, g_i) /∈ I_{σe}. It suffices to show Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) ▷ Ξ̂∗_{σe}(g_i). As mentioned before, we have Ξ̂∗_{σe}(g_i) = �g_i, s_{i,j}� ⊕ Ξ̂∗_{σe}(b_1). If μσe = 1, the statement follows since Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_i) = �g_i, s_{i,j}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1) = �g_i, s_{i,j}� ⊕ L^∗_1 ≺ L^∗_{i+1} = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}).

Now consider the case μ^{σe} ≠ 1, implying Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1) = R^∗_1 since i^′ < μ^{σe} implies σ̄(d_i′ ) by Corollary A.5 and Property (REL1). Since σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} implies i + 1 > μ^{σe}, we have Ξ̂∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = L∗_{i+1}. Consequently,

Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_i) = �g_i, s_{i,j}� ⊕ R^∗_1 ≺ ⨁ i^′≥i+1 {W^∗_i′ : σe(b_i′ ) = g_i′ } = L^∗_{i+1} = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}).

It remains to prove (s_{i−1,1}, h_{i−1,1}) /∈ I_{σe} by showing Ξ^∗_σ(b_1) ≻ Ξ^∗_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}). This however follows by Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) = �h_{i−1,1}, g_i, s_{i,j}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1) ≺ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1).

• The cycle center F_{i,j} is not closed and σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ). Then, since σe(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} , we have σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). Consider the case that G_n = S_n. Then, by Lemma A.16, either Ξ̂P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂P_{σe}(s_{i,j}) or Ξ̂P_{σe}(F_{i,j}) = Ξ̂P_{σe}(b_2). In the first case we can use the same arguments as before to prove (b_i, g_i), (s_{i−1,1}, h_{i−1,1}) /∈ I_{σe}. Hence consider the second case. Then, by Lemma A.16, we need to have μ^{σe} = 1. But then, it follows that Ξ̂^P_{σe}(g_i) = {g_i} ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1) = {g_i} ∪ L^P_1 ◁ L^P_{i+1} = Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_{i+1}) and Ξ̂^P_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) = {h_{i−1,1}, g_1} ∪ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1) ◁ Ξ̂^P_{σe}(b_1), so (b_i, g_i), (s_{i−1,1}, h_{i−1,1}) /∈ I_{σe}. Now consider the case G_n = M_n. Since F_{i,j} is b_2-halfopen, Ξ̂M_{σe} (F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂M_{σe} (b_2). It suffices to prove μσe = 1 as we can then apply the same arguments used in the case G_n = S_n. But this follows from Property (EB5) as σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} )∧¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} )∧μ^{σe} ≠ 1 implies σe(b_μσe ) = g_μσe , contradicting Property (REL1).

• The cycle center F_{i,j} is not closed and σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). Similar to the last case, we then have σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} )∧¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). Consider the case G_n = S_n. Then, by Lemma A.16, either Ξ̂^P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂P_{σe}(s_{i,j}) or Ξ̂P_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂P_{σe}(g_1). Since the second case implies μσe ≠ 1, similar arguments as the ones used previously can be used to show (b_i, g_i), (s_{i−1,1}, h_{i−1,1}) /∈ I_{σe} in both cases. If G_n = M_n, then Ξ̂^M_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^M_{σe}(g_1) and it again suffices to prove μ^{σe} ≠ 1. This follows from Property (EG1) and Property (EG2) since these properties would imply that the cycle center F_{1,β2} was closed. Then, Property (EV1)_1 would imply σe(b_1) = g_1, contradicting μ^{σe} = 1.

Lemma B.34 (Second row of of Table B.4). Let σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} be a well-behaved phase-5-strategy for b ∈ B_n. Let i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1} with e := (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ and β^σ_i = 0. Assume that ν = 1 implies σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j}) and that ν > 1 implies σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ). Further assume that μ^σ = 1 implies that for any i^′ ≥ i and j^′ ∈ {0, 1}, either σ̄(d_i′_{,j}′ ) or σ̄(eb_i′_{,j}′ ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_i′_{,j}′ ). If σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = t^→ for all i^′ ∈ [n], j^′, k^′ ∈ {0, 1} and if σe has Property (SVG)_i′ /(SVM)_i′ for all i^′ ∈ [n], then σe is a phase- 1-strategy for b + 1. Otherwise it is a phase-5-strategy for b. In either case, σe is well-behaved and I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. Proof. We first show that σe is a phase-1-strategy for b+1 resp. a phase-5-strategy for b. We observe that we have β^σ = β^{σe} =: β as the status of no cycle center or entry vertex is changed. Since we change the target of a selector vertex with β_i = 0, it suffices to check Properties (REL1), (CC2), (EV2)_i and (SVG)_i/(SVM)_i.

It is immediate that σe has Property (REL1) as β_i = 0. To prove that it has Property (CC2) assume i = ν. But this implies β = 1, contradicting again the assumption. By definition, σe has Property (ESC1) if and only if there are no indies i^′, j^′, k^′ with σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) ≠ t^→. Thus, if there are no such indices and if σe has Property (SVG)_i′ /(SVM)_i′ for all i^′ ∈ [n], then σe is a phase-1-strategy for b + 1. Otherwise, it is a phase-5-strategy for b. In particular, μ^σ = μ^{σe} = min{i^′ : σe(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}}.

We next show that σe is well-behaved. Since we change the target of a selector vertex and i ≠ n, we need to investigate the following assumptions:

(S2) Since β_i = 0 implies i ≥ μ^{σe}, it cannot hold that i < μ^{σe}.

(D2) This follows by the same argument.

(B3) Since σe has Property (USV1)_i and Property (EV1)_{i+1}, the premise of this assumption is always incorrect.

(BR1) Since β_i = 0 implies i ≥ μ^{σe}, it cannot hold that i < μ^{σe}.

(MNS1) If the premise is correct for both σ and σe, then σe has this property as σ has it. The implication is also fulfilled if the premise is incorrect for σe. Hence assume that the premise is correct for σe but incorrect for σ. Since σe is well-behaved, Lemma A.6 implies m^{σe}_b = 2. Thus, σe(b_2) = g_2, hence σe(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1} and σe(s_{1,0}) = b_1. As we assume that the premise is incorrect for σ, the choice of e implies m^{¬σ}_g = 1 and thus e = (g_1, F_{1,1}). We thus need to have σ(g_1) = F_{1,0} and Ξ^P_σ (F_{1,1}) ▷ Ξ^P_σ (F_{1,0}). We show that this cannot be true.

Since we have μ^{σe} = μ^σ = 1 and σe(b_2) = g_2, the cycle center F_{1,1} cannot be closed. Consequently, by assumption, σ̄(eb_{1,1}) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{1,1}). Thus,

Ξ^P_σ (F_{1,1}) = {F_{1,1}, d_{1,1,k}∗ , e_{1,1,k}∗ } ∪ Ξ^P_σ (b_2)

for some k^∗ ∈ {0, 1} by Lemma A.16. If also σ̄(eb_{1,0}) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{1,0}), then this also yields Ξ^P_σ (F_{1,0}) = {F_{1,0}, d_{1,0,k}∗ , e_{1,0,k}∗ } for some k^∗ ∈ {0, 1}. The statement then follows since Ω(F_{1,0}) > Ω(F_{1,1}) and since the priority of F_{1,0} is even. If this is not the case, then F_{1,0} is closed by assumption. But this implies

Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{1,0}) = {s_{1,0}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) > Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) = Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{1,1}).

(MNS2) Assume μ^{σe} = 1, let i^′ < m^{¬σe}_g < m^{¬σe}_s , m^{σe}_b and let G_n = S_n imply ¬σ̄[e](b_m¬σe_{g +1}). Then σe(b_2) = b_3 since σe(b_2) = g_2 implies m^{σe}_b = 2, contradicting the premise. Consequently, β_2 = 0. However, since 1 < m^{¬σe}_g < m^{¬σe}_s , it holds that σe(g_1) = F_{1,1} and σe(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1}. But this implies β_2 = 1 by Property (USV1)_1 and Property (EV1)_2 which is a contradiction.

(MNS3) If the premise is true, then β_2 = 0 since we need to have σe(b_2) = b_3. But, since 1 < m^{¬σe}_s ≤ m^{¬σe}_g implies σe(g_1) = F_{1,1} and σe(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1}, we also have β_2 = 1 which is a contradiction.

(MNS4) Let μ^{σe} = 1 and m^{¬σe}_s ≤ m^{¬σe}_g < m^{σe}_b . If m^{¬σe}_s > 1, then the same arguments used for proving that σe has Property (MNS3) can be used to prove that σe has Property (MNS4) as follows. Thus assume 1 = m^{¬σe}_s , implying that we have σe(s_{1,σ̄[e](g1)}) = b_1. In particular, by Property (USV1)_1 and Property (EV2)_2, it holds that σ̄[e](g_1) ≠ σ̄[e](b_2) = β_2. If m^{¬σ}_s = m^{¬σe}_s and m^{¬σ}_g = m^{¬σe}_g , then the statement follows by applying Property (MNS4) to σ. Thus assume m^{¬σe}_s ≠ m^{¬σ}_s . Then σe(s_{1,σ̄(g1)}) = h_{1,σ̄(g1)}. But this implies e = (g_i, F_{i,j} ) = (g_1, F_{1,1−β}σe_{i+1} ) and thus, by assumption, σ̄[e](eb_{1,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). Hence assume m^{¬σe}_s = m^{¬σ}_s and m^{¬σe}_g ≠ m^{¬σ}_g . If m^{¬σ}_g < m^σ_b , then the statement follows since we can again apply Property (MNS4) to σ. Thus assume m^{¬σ}_g ≥ m^σ_b . But then, m^{¬σ}_s < m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_g , hence m^{¬σe}_s = m^{¬σ}_s and applying Property (MNS6) to σ imply σ̄[e](eb_m¬σe_s ) ∧ σ̄[e](eg_m¬σe_g ). (MNS5) If the premise is true, then 1 < m^{¬σe}_s < m^{σe}_b ≤ m^{¬σe}_g . In particular, σe(g_1) = F_{1,1} and σe(s_{1,1}) = h_{1,1}. By Property (EV1)_2, this implies σe(b_2) = g_2 and thus m^{σe}_b = 2. This however is a contradiction since the premise implies m^{σe}_b ≥ 3.

(MNS6) If m^{¬σe}_s > 1, then the same arguments used for Property (MNS5) can be used to prove that the premise cannot be correct. Hence assume m^{¬σe}_s = 1, implying σe(g_1) = F_{1,1} and σe(s_{1,1}) = b_1. This in particular implies 1 = σ̄[e](g_1) ≠ β^{σe}_2 = 0 and thus σ(b_2) = σe(b_2) = b_3 by Property (USV1)_1 and Property (EV1)_2. If m^{¬σ}_s = m^{¬σe}_s and m^{¬σ}_g = m^{¬σe}_g , then the statement follows by applying Property (MNS6) to σ. Assume m^{¬σ}_s ≠ m^{¬σe}_s . Then σ(s_{1,σ̄(g1)}) = h_{1,σ̄(g1)} and thus σ̄(g_1) = β^{σe}_2 . But then, e = (g_i, F_{i,j} ) = (g_1, F_{1,1−β}σe_2 ), so σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) by assumption. Thus assume m^{¬σ}_s = m^{¬σe}_s and m^{¬σ}_g ≠ m^{¬σe}_g .

Since the statement follows by applying Property (MNS6) to σ if m^{¬σ}_s < m^σ_b ≤ m^{¬σ}_g , assume m^{¬σ}_g < m^σ_b . But then, 1 = m^{¬σ}_s ≤ m^{¬σ}_g < m^σ_b . Since applying an improving switch in level 1 implies m^{¬σ}_s ≠ m^{¬σe}_s , we have σ̄(g_1) = σ̄[e](g_1). But then the statement follows by applying Property (MNS4) to σ.

(EG*) Since μ^{σe} = 1 implies ν > 1, we have σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). Hence the premise of any of the Properties (EG1) to (EG4) is incorrect. Note that we do not need to validate Property (EG5).

(EBG*) By assumption, we cannot have σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ), hence the premise of any of these assumptions is incorrect.

Hence σe is a well-behaved strategy.

It remains to show that I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}. Since we apply the improving switch e = (g_i, F_{i,j} ), the valuation of g_i increases. If i ≠ 1, then there are only two vertices that have an edge to g_i, namely b_i and h_{i−1,1}. However, if i = 1, then also the valuation of escape vertices and hence cycle centers might be influenced. We prove that σe(b_i) = b_{i+1} ∧ (b_i, g_i) /∈ I_{σe} for all i ∈ [n] and σe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1 ∧ (s_{i−1,1}, h_{i−1,1}) /∈ I_{σe} if i > 1. We then discuss the case i = 1 at the end of this proof.

Thus let i ∈ [n]. Since β_i = 0 and by Property (EV1)_i, it holds that σe(b_i) = b_{i+1}. It thus suffices to prove Ξ^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) ≻ Ξ^∗_{σe}(g_i). We distinguish the following cases.

1. Let μ^{σe} = 1. Then Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = L^∗_{i+1}. By assumption, σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ). Thus, depending on whether G_n = S_n or G_n = M_n, Lemma A.16 and Property (USV1)_i respectively Lemma A.15 imply Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2). Consequently,

Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_i) = �g_i� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) = �g_i� ⊕ L^∗_2 = �g_i� ⊕ L^∗_{2,i−1} ⊕ L^∗_{i+1} ≺ L^∗_{i+1}.

2. Let μ^{σe} ≠ 1. Since β_i = 0, it cannot hold that Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = R^∗_{i+1}. This implies that Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) = L^∗_{i+1} and i ≥ μ^{σe}. By assumption, σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ). Thus, by Lemma A.15 resp. A.16, Ξ̂∗_{σe}(g_i) = �g_i� ⊕ Ξ̂∗_{σe}(g_1). Note that Ξ̂∗_{σe}(b_1) = R∗_1 in any case by Corollary A.5. Thus, by Property (USV1)_i and since i ≥ μ^{σe},

Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_i) = �g_i, s_{i,j}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1) = �g_i, s_{i,j} � ⊕ R^∗_1 = �g_i, s_{i,j}� ⊕ μ^{σe}−1⨁

i^′=1

W^∗_i′ ⊕ L^∗_μσe_{+1,i−1} ⊕ L^∗_{i+1} ≺ L^∗_{i+1} = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}).

Thus Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_i) ≺ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_{i+1}) in any case, implying (b_i, g_i) /∈ I_{σe}.

We prove that i ≠ 1 implies σe(s_{i−1,1}) ≠ h_{i−1,1} and (s_{i−1,1}, h_{i−1,1}) /∈ I_{σe}. The first statement follows since β_i = 0 and Property (USV1)_{i−1} imply σe(s_{i−1,1}) = b_1. It thus remains to prove Ξ^∗_{σe}(b_1) ≻ Ξ^∗_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}). We again distinguish the following cases.

1. Assume μ^{σe} = 1 first. Then Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1) = L^∗_1. By assumption, σe(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σe(eg_{i,j} ). By Property (USV1)_i and since μ^{σe} = 1 implies σe(b_1) = b_2, we then have

Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) = {h_{i−1,1}, g_i} ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) ≺ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1).

2. Let μ^{σe} ≠ 1. Then σe(b_1) = g_1, implying Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1) = Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_1) = R^∗_1 by Corollary A.5. By assumption, σ̄[e](eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eb_{i,j} ). Thus, by Lemma A.15 resp. Lemma A.16, Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(h_{i−1,1}) = �h_{i−1,1}, g_i� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_1) ≺ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_1).

It remains to discuss the case i = 1. Since β_i = 0 by assumption, we then have μ^{σe} = 1. In particular, for any cycle center F_i′_{,j}′ , either σ̄[e](d_i′_{,j}′ ) or σ̄[e](eb_i′_{,j}′ ) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_i′_{,j}′ ) by assumption. Thus, the valuation of no cycle center is increased as this could only happen if σ̄[e](eg_i′_{,j}′ ). Moreover, there is d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ with σe(d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ and σe(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = g_1. It thus suffices to prove that σ̄[e](d_i′_{,j}′ ) ∧ σe(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = g_1 implies (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe} and that σe(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = b_2 implies (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , g_1) /∈ I_σ, I_{σe}. Consider the second statement first. It suffices to prove Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_1). If σ̄[e](eb_1) ∧ ¬σ̄[e](eg_1), then this follows since Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_1) = �g_1� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) in that case. If σ̄[e](d_1), then we need to have σ̄[e](g_i) = 1 − β_2 due to μ^{σe} = 1 and ν > 1. But then, the statement follows since Ξ̂∗_{σe}(g_1) = �g_1, s_{1,β2} � ⊕ Ξ̂∗_{σe}(b_2). Since the same arguments hold for σ, the statement follows. Thus consider some cycle center F_i′_{,j}′ closed with respect to σe. It suffices to show Ξ̂_{σe}(F_i′_{,j}′ ) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_1). If j^′ = 1 − β_i′_{+1}, then the statement follows since Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_i′_{,j}′ ) = � s_i′_{,j}′ � ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) in this case and since Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(g_1) as proven before. If j^′ = β_i′_{+1}, then Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_i′_{,j}′ ) = � s_i′_{,j}′ , h_i′_{,j}′ � ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_i′_{+1}) and the statement follows since Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(F_i′_{,j}′ ) ≻ Ξ̂^∗_{σe}(b_2).

D.3 Omitted proofs of Appendix C

The following statements are claims that are used within proofs of the statements in Appendix C. Each claim thus refers to the notation used in the corresponding proof, and this notation is not restated here.

Claim 1. If an edge (g_i, F_{i,j}′ ) with i ∈ [n] and j^′ ≠ b_{ν+1} becomes improving during the application of improving switches contained in I^{<m}, then it is applied immediately. Its application is described by row 4 of Table B.1.

Proof. Consider the first phase-1-strategy σ such that after applying an improving switch e = (d_{i,j}′_{,k}, F_{i,j}′ ) to σ, the edge (g_i, F_{i,j}′ ) becomes improving for σe. Then, A^{σe}_{σb} ⊆ D^1 . Furthermore, σe is a phase-1-strategy for b by Lemma B.11 and I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(g_i, F_{i,j}′ )}. Moreover, F_{i,j}′ is closed for σe and ϕ^{σb} (g_i, F_{i,j}′ ) ≤ ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j}′_{,k}, F_{i,j}′ ) by Table 6.4. Since (d_{i,j}′_{,k}, F_{i,j}′ ) minimized the occurrence record for σ, the switch (g_i, F_{i,j}′ ) minimizes the occurrence record for σe. By the tie-breaking rule, this switch is thus applied next. Since e ∈ I^{<m}_{σb} , Lemma B.5 implies that it cannot happen the cycle center F_{1,1−b2} was closed by applying e, so i ≠ 1. It is easy to verify that the other conditions of row 4 of Table B.1 hold as well, since (g_i, F_{i,j}′ ) would not have become an improving switch otherwise. Thus, by row 4 of Table B.1, the strategy σ^′ obtained by applying (g_i, F_{i,j}′ ) to σe is a well-behaved phase-1-strategy for b with σ^′ ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_σ′ = D^{σ′} . This proves that the first switch of the type (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}) is applied immediately when it becomes an improving switch. The same arguments can however also be applied for any edge (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}) that becomes improving.

Claim 2. Let ν > 1 and let σ denote the strategy obtained after applying all improving switches contained in I^{<m}_σ . For all suitable indices i ∈ [n], j^′ ∈ {0, 1} it holds that σ(d_{i,j}′_{,1}) = F_{i,j}′ , implying that no cycle center is open for σ.

Proof. Assume there were indices i ∈ [n], j^′ ∈ {0, 1} with σ(d_{i,j}′_{,1}) ≠ F_{i,j}′ and let e := (d_{i,j}′_{,1}, F_{i,j}′ ). Then e ∈ I_σ, so ϕ^σ(e) = m. Since σ(d_{i,j}′_{,1}) ≠ F_{i,j}′ implies that F_{i,j}′ is not closed, b_i = 0 ∨ b_{i+1} ≠ j^′ as σ is a phase-1-strategy for b. As e was not applied during σ_b → σ, this yields

ϕ^{σb} (e^′) = ϕ^σ(e^′) = min (⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ , ℓ^b(i, j^′, k) + t_b )

for a feasible t_b for b. In particular, ϕ^σ(e) ≤ ⌊(b + 1 − 1)/2⌋ = ⌊b/2⌋. But this is a contradiction, since ϕ^σ(e) = m > ⌊b/2⌋ since b is odd.

Claim 3. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σ(3)}_{σb} . The occurrence records of (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with respect to σ^{(3)} is specified by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1.

Proof. Consider some fixed indices i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σ(3)}_{σb} . As argued previously, this edge is contained in a cycle center F_{i,j} which is open for σ_b. If the occurrence record of one of the cycle edges of F_{i,j} is m − 1, then the application of (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) is described by Lemma B.11 and we do not need to consider it here. Also, due to the tie-breaking rule, we do not apply an improving switch contained in halfopen cycle centers (with the exception of F_{ν,bν+1} ) as we only consider switches contained in I^m_{σb} . We may thus assume that F_{i,j} is open with respect to σ_b and that both cycle edges have an occurrence record of m.

We now distinguish between several possible indices. Consider the case i ≠ ν or i = ν ∧j ≠ b_{i+1} first. By the tie-breaking rule, we then need to have k = 0 as the edge e := (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) is then applied as improving switch. Let σ denote the strategy in which e is applied. Since b is even, ϕ^{σe}(e) = m + 1 = ⌊(b + 2)/2⌋. It thus suffices to show that there is a parameter t_{b+1} feasible for b + 1 such that ⌊ b 2 ⌋ + 1 ≤ ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) + t_{b+1}. (⋆)

By the choice of i and j, Lemma B.4 implies ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k). Therefore, ϕ^σ(e) + 1 ≤ ℓ^b(i, j, k) + t_b + 1 ≤ ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) + t_b for some t_b feasible for b. Since b is even, Property (OR4)_{i,j,0} implies ϕ^{σb} (e) ≠ ℓ^b(i, j, k) − 1. In addition, by Property (OR2)_{i,j,0}, it holds that t_b ≠ 1 as this would imply σ_b(d_{i,j,0}) = F_{i,j} , contradicting our assumption. Consequently, t_b = 0, implying that t_{b+1} = 0 is a feasible parameter that yields ⋆.

Consider the case i = ν and j = b_{ν+1} next. Then, both switches (d_{i,j,∗}, F_{i,j} ) are applied. Using Lemma B.3, it is easy to verify that ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ for both k ∈ {0, 1}. Also, by the tie-breaking rule, F_{i,j} is closed once there are no more open cycle centers. In particular, both cycle edges of F_{i,j} are then applied and their application is described by row 1 resp. 5 of Table B.1. Let σ denote the strategy obtained after closing F_{i,j} . Then, by definition and the choice of i and j, it holds that b + 1 = lfn(b + 1, ν, {(ν + 1, j)}). Since ⌈ (b + 1) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b + 1 + 2 − k 2 ⌋ = ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ + 1,

this then implies ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌈ lfn(b + 1, ν, {(ν + 1, j)}) + 1 − k 2 ⌉

as required.

Claim 4. Let ν = 2 and consider the phase-2-strategy σ obtained after the application of (b_ν , g_ν ). Then, the edge (s_{1,1}, h_{1,1}) is applied next, and the obtained strategy is a well-behaved phase-3- strategy for b described by the respective rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

Proof. As a reminder, the current strategy is denoted by σe and the set of improving switches for σe is given by I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(b_1, b_2), (s_{1,1}, h_{1,1})} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2)}. By Table 6.4, ϕ^{σe}(e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) = ⌊b/2⌋ , ϕ^{σe}(b_1, b_2) = fl(b, 1) − 1 and ϕ^{σe}(s_{1,1}, h_{1,1}) = fl(b, 2). Since b is odd, Lemma B.6 implies fl(b, 1)−1 =

⌊_b 2 ⌋ . Consequently, ϕ^{σe}(b_1, b_2) = ϕ^{σe}(e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2). If b = 1, then fl(b, 2) =

⌊_{b+2} 4 ⌋ = 0 =

⌊_b 2 ⌋ and ϕ^{σe}(s_{1,1}, h_{1,1}) = ϕ^{σe}(b_1, b_2). In this situation (s_{1,1}, h_{1,1}) is applied next as this is exactly the exception described in which the tie-breaking rule behaves differently, see Definition 6.4. If b > 1, then ν = 2 implies b ≥ 5. But this implies ϕ^{σe}(s_{1,1}, h_{1,1}) < ϕ^{σe}(b_1, b_2), so (s_{1,1}, h_{1,1}) is applied next. Consequently, e^′ := (s_{1,1}, h_{1,1}) is applied next in any case.

We now prove that the requirements of row 2 Table B.2 are fulfilled. Since μ^{σe} = ν = 2, we show the following statements:

1. σ̄[e](d_1) : No switch of the type (d_{∗,∗,∗}, e_{∗,∗,∗}) was applied during σ_b → σ^{(2)} by Lemma C.1.

Also, no such switch or switch of the type (g_∗, F_{∗,∗,}) was applied during σ^{(2)} → σe. Thus, by Lemma C.1, σ̄[e](d_1).

2. σe has Property (USV3)_1: Since ν = 2, we have β^{σe}_2 = 1. Since we did not apply any improving switch of the type (s_{∗,∗}, ∗) during σ_b → σe, the statement then follows by applying Property (USV1)_1 to σ_b.

3. σe has Property (EV2)_2 and Property (CC2): We already argued that σe has these properties when applying the statement described by row 1 of Table B.2.

Thus, all requirements of row 2 of Table B.2 are met.

To simplify notation ,we denote the strategy obtained by applying e^′ = (s_{1,1}, h_{1,1}) to σe again by σ. Then, σ is a phase-3-strategy for b with σ ∈ Λ_{σ0} and I_σ = I_{σe} \ {e^′} = D^σ ∪ {(b_1, b_2)} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2)}. Since b is odd,

ϕ^σ (e^′) = fl(b, 2) + 1 = ⌊ b + 2 4 ⌋ + 1 = ⌊ (b + 1) + 2 4 ⌋ = fl(b + 1, 2)

and Table 6.4 describes the occurrence record of (s_{1,1}, h_{1,1}) with respect to b + 1. Since we did not apply any improving switch (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}) or (d_{∗,∗,∗}, e_{∗,∗,∗}), the conditions on cycle centers in levels below ν hold for σ^{(3)} as they held for σ^{(2)}. Therefore, σ is a strategy as described by the respective rows of Tables 6.6 and 6.7.

Claim 5. After the application of (b_{ν−1}, b_ν ) in the case ν > 2, the switch e = (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) is applied next. Its application can be described by row 2 of Table B.2 and Table 6.4 specifies its occurrence record after the application correctly when interpreted for b + 1.

Proof. By the definition of ν, there is a number k ∈ N such that b = k · 2^{ν−1} − 1. By Table 6.4, Lemma B.6 and using ν > 2, we obtain the following:

ϕ^σ(s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) = fl(b, ν) = ⌊ k · 2^{ν−1} − 1 + 2^{ν−1} 2^ν ⌋ = ⌊ k 2 ⌋

ϕ^σ(s_{ν−2,0}, h_{ν−2,0}) = fl(b, ν − 1) − 1 = k · 2^0 − 1 = k − 1

ϕ^σ(s_{ν−3,0}, h_{ν−3,0}) = ϕ^σ(b_{ν−2}, b_{ν−1}) = fl(b, ν − 2) − 1 = k · 2^{2−1} − 1 = 2k − 1

ϕ^σ(e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) = ⌊ b 2 ⌋ = ⌊ k · 2^{ν−1} − 1 2 ⌋ = ⌊ k · 2^{ν−2} − 1 2 ⌋ = 2^{ν−2}k − 1.

If k > 2, then (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) is the unique improving switch minimizing the occurrence records. If k ≤ 2, then the occurrence records of (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−,1}) and (s_{ν−2,0}, h_{ν−2,0}) are identical and lower than the occurrence record of every other improving switch. Since the tie-breaking rule applies improving switches at selection vertices contained in higher levels first, (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) is also applied first then. Consequently, e := (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) is applied next in any case.

We prove that σ fulfills the conditions of row 2 of Table B.2. By our previous arguments, it suffices to prove that σ has Property (USV3)_{ν−1}. As β_ν = 1, this follows since (s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) ∈ I_σ and since σ has Property (USV2)_{ν−1,0} by the definition of a phase-2-strategy. By our previous arguments and row 2 of Table B.2, σe then has Properties (USV2)_{ν−1,1}, (CC2), (EV1)_ν and (USV3)_{i,1−βi+1} for all i < ν − 1. Furthermore, I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(s_{ν−2,0}, h_{ν−2,0}), (b_{ν−2}, b_{ν−1}), (s_{ν−3,0}, h_{ν−3,0})} if ν − 1 > 2 and ν > 2 implies I_{σe} = D^{σe} ∪ {(e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2)} ∪ {(b_1, b_2), (s_{1,0}, h_{1,0})}. Also note that ν > 2 implies ϕ^{σe}(s_{ν−1,1}, h_{ν−1,1}) = fl(b, ν) + 1 = fl(b + 1, ν) by Lemma B.6, so Table 6.4 specifies its occurrence record with respect to b + 1.

Lemma C.10. Let σ ∈ Λ_σ(3) be a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b obtained through the application of a sequence A^σ_{(3)} ⊆ E^1 ∪ D^0 of improving switches. Assume that the conditions of row 1 of Table B.3 were fulfilled for each intermediate strategy σ^′ of the transition σ^{(3)} → σ. Let t^→ := b_2 if ν > 1 and t^→ := g_1 if ν = 1. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that e := (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ is applied next and assume σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^→, β^σ_i = 0 ∨ β^σ_{i+1} ≠ j and I_σ ∩ D^0 = {e}. Further assume that either i ≥ ν or that we consider the case G_n = S_n. Then σe is a phase-3-strategy for b with I_{σe} = (I_σ \ {e}).

Proof. As usual, we define t^← := {g_1, b_2} \ {t^→}. We consider the case G_n = S_n and j = β_{i+1} first. Then, since σ is a phase-3-strategy for b, it cannot happen that σ̄(d_{i,j} ) as this would imply β_i = 1. In particular, σ̄(d_{i,j} ) thus implies β_{i+1} ≠ j. But then, by Lemma B.21, σe is a well-behaved phase-3-strategy for b with I_{σe} = I_σ \ {e}.

Hence consider the case G_n = M_n and β_i = 1. Then, by assumption, β_{i+1} = 1 − j, so the statement follows by Lemma B.22. It thus suffices to consider the case β^σ_i = 0, implying i > ν by assumption. We remind here that μ^σ = ν by Property (REL2) and distinguish two cases.

1 : Let β_{i+1} = j. We prove that the application of e is then described by Lemma B.23 or Lemma B.24. We begin by proving that F_{i,j} is t^←-halfopen and then discuss the possible states of F_{i,1−j} . Since β_i = 0∧β_{i+1} = j, the cycle center F_{i,j} was not closed for σ^{(3)}. In particular, as the choice of e implies σ(d_{i,j,k}) = σ^{(3)}(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j}, Corollary C.7 and A^σ_{(3)} ∩ D^1 = ∅ imply σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k}. As improving switches were applied according to Zadeh’s pivot rule and our tie-breaking rule, this implies (e_{i,j,1−k}, t^→) /∈ A^σ_{(3)} . Consequently, σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = e_{i,j,1−k} ∧ σ(e_{i,j,1−k}) = t^←, so F_{i,j} is t^←-halfopen with respect to σ.

We now discuss the possible states of F_{i,1−j} . First, F_{i,1−j} cannot be t^←-open for σ as this would imply that it is also t^←-open for σ^{(3)}, contradicting Corollary C.7.

Also, F_{i,1−j} cannot be closed as it would then be the unique closed cycle center in level i. Then, the tie-breaking rule would have applied some switch (e_{i,1−j,∗}, t^→). But this would have made the corresponding edge (d_{i,1−j,∗}, e_{i,1−j,∗}) improving by Lemma B.19. Furthermore, this switch would then already have been applied, contradicting the assumption that F_{i,1−j} was closed.

Let, for the sake of contradiction, F_{i,1−j} be mixed. Then, σ(d_{i,1−j,∗}) = e_{i,1−j,∗} as well as σ(e_{i,1−j,k}′ ) = t^→ and σ(e_{i,1−j,1−k}′ ) = t^← for some k^′ ∈ {0, 1}. This implies that F_{i,1−j} was t^←- halfopen with respect to σ^{(3)} and that (e_{i,1−j,k}′ , t^→) ∈ A^σ_{(3)} . Hence, this switch was ranked higher by the tie-breaking rule. But this is a contradiction as the tie-breaking rule ranks switches contained in F_{i,β}σ_{i+1} = F_{i,j} higher if both cycle centers are t^←-halfopen.

It is also immediate that F_{i,1−j} cannot be t^→-halfopen as the tie-breaking rule would then choose the edge (e_{i,1−j,k}′ , t^→) with σ(e_{i,1−j,k}′ ) = t^← as next improving switch.

Now assume that F_{i,1−j} is t^→-open. We show that this implies that F_{i,1−j} was closed at the end of phase 1. As the cycle center F_{i,1−j} is t^→-open and σ^{(3)}(e_{i,1−j,∗}) = t^←, this implies (e_{i,1−j,0}, t^→), (e_{i,1−j,1}, t^→) ∈ A^σ_{(3)} . As all improving switches (e_{∗,∗,∗}, t^→) have the same occurrence records, this implies that the tie-breaking rule ranked (e_{i,1−j,0}, t^→) and (e_{i,1−j,1}, t^→) higher than (e_{i,j,k}, t^→). However, since j = β_{i+1}, this can only happen if F_{i,1−j} was closed with respect to σ^{(3)}. If F_{i,1−j} was not closed for σ_b, then Corollary C.2 and A^σ_3 ⊆ D^0 ∪E^1 imply σ^{(3)}(g_i) = σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} . If it was closed for σ_b, then σ_b(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} by Definition 4.1. Moreover, by the choice of j and i and Corollary C.2, it is not possible that the cycle center F_{i,j} was closed during phase 1. Consequently, also σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} . Thus, the statement follows by Lemma B.23.

Finally, assume that F_{i,1−j} is t^←-halfopen. Then, since A^σ_{(3)} ⊆ E^1 ∪ D^0 , this implies that F_{i,1−j} was t^←-halfopen for σ^{(3)}. In particular, this implies that no cycle center of level i was closed during phase 1. But this implies σ(g_i) = σ^{(3)}(g_i) = σ_b(g_i) = F_{i,βi+1} = F_{i,j} by Corollary C.2. Since i ≥ ν + 1 = μ^σ + 1 by assumption, Lemma B.24 implies the statement. This concludes the case j = β_{i+1}.

2 : Let 1 − β_{i+1} = j. We investigate F_{i,j} first. As j = 1 − β_{i+1}, it is possible that F_{i,j} was closed with respect to σ^{(3)}. Depending on whether or not improving switches corresponding to F_{i,j} were applied during σ^{(3)} → σ, the cycle center is either (a) closed, (b) t^→-halfopen or (c) t^←-halfopen for σ. Consider the cycle center F_{i,1−j} . It cannot be closed as 1 − j = β_{i+1} and β_i = 0. If F_{i,1−j} was t^←-open with respect to σ, then the assumption A^σ_{(3)} ⊆ E^1 ∪ D^0 implies that it was t^←-open with respect to σ^{(3)}, contradicting Corollary C.7. If F_{i,1−j} was t^→-open, then (e_{i,1−j,k}′ , t^→) ∈ A^σ_{(3)} for both k^′ ∈ {0, 1}. This implies that σ^{(3)}(d_{i,1−j,k}′ ) = F_{i,1−j} , hence F_{i,1−j} was closed with respect to σ^{(3)}. But this is not possible as 1 − j = β_{i+1} and i > ν then imply β_i = 1, contradicting that F_{i,1−j} is t^→-open. By the same argument, F_{i,1−j} cannot be t^→-halfopen for σ.

Now assume that F_{i,1−j} is mixed. Then, (e_{i,1−j,k}′ , b_2), (d_{i,1−j,k}′ , e_{i,1−j,k}′ ) ∈ A^σ_3 for some k^′ ∈ {0, 1}. This implies that (e_{i,1−j,k}′ , t^→) precedes (e_{i,j,k}, t^→) within the tie-breaking rule. Consequently, F_{i,j} cannot be closed or t^→-halfopen and is hence t^←-halfopen. Furthermore, this implies that F_{i,1−j} = F_{i,βi+1} was also t^←-halfopen for σ^{(3)}. Therefore, no cycle center of level i was closed at the end of phase 1. Thus, by Corollary C.2, σ(g_i) = σ^{(3)}(g_i) = σ_b(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} . The statement thus follows by Lemma B.24.

Next, assume that F_{i,1−j} is g_1-halfopen. Then F_{i,j} cannot be g_1-halfopen since the tie-breaking rule would then choose to apply an improving switch involving F_{i,1−j} as 1 − j = β_{i+1}. Thus consider the case that F_{i,j} is closed. We show that we can apply Lemma B.25. By assumption, I_σ ∩ D^0 = {e}, hence there is no other improving switch (d_{∗,∗,∗}, e_{∗,∗,∗}). As β_i = 0 and since F_{i,1−j} is t^←-halfopen, we also need to prove σ(g_i) = F_{i,j}. This however follows by Corollary C.2 if F_{i,j} is closed during phase 1 resp. Definition 4.1 if it was already closed with respect to σ_b. Since σ is a phase-3-strategy, i^′ > i > ν implies σ(s_{i,1−βi′+1} ) = b_1 by Property (USV1)_i. Now, let i^′ > i and β_i′ = 0. Then, due to the tie-breaking rule, all improving switches (e_i′_{,∗,∗}, b_2) ∈ E^1 have already been applied. Since β_i′ = 0, the cycle center F_i′_{,βi′+1} cannot have been closed with respect to σ^{(3)}. If both cycle centers of level i^′ were t^←-halfopen for σ^{(3)}, then they are mixed for σ, and, in addition, σ(g_i′ ) = σ^{(3)}(g_i′ ) = σ_b(g_i′ ) = F_i′_{,βi′+1} . If the cycle center F_i′_{,1−βi′+1} is closed for σ^{(3)}, then F_i′_{,βi′+1} can only be t^←-halfopen for σ^{(3)}. Consequently, by Corollary C.2 resp. Definition 4.1 and our previous arguments, this implies σ̄(g_i′ ) = 1 − β_i′_{+1}. Furthermore, F_i′_{,1−βi′+1} is then t^→-open and F_i′_{,βi′+1} is t^→-halfopen (for σ). Similarly, if i^′ > i and β_i′_{+1} = 1, then F_i′_{,1−βi′+1} is t^→-open if it was closed for σ^{(3)} and mixed if it was t^←-halfopen. Hence, all requirements of Lemma B.25 are met and the statement follows since i > ν.

Finally, assume that F_{i,j} is t^→-halfopen. If we can prove that σ(g_i) = F_{i,j}, then the statement follows by Lemma B.27. This however follows immediately since F_{i,j} can only be t^→-halfopen if it was closed with respect to σ^{(3)}, implying σ(g_i) = F_{i,j} by the same statements used several times before.

Claim 6. Let σ denote the phase-3-strategy in which the improving switch (b_1, t^→) should be applied next. If ν > 1, then σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) for all (i, j) ∈ S_1 and, in addition, σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) for all (i, j) ∈ S_2. If ν = 1, then σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) for all (i, j) ∈ S_4 and σ̄(eb_{i,j}) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) for all (i, j) ∈ S_3.

Proof. The definition of the sets S_1 to S_4 implies that β_i = 0 ∨ β_{i+1} ≠ j for all of the relevant indices. We thus begin by considering some fixed but arbitrary indices i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} with β_i = 0 ∨ β_{i+1} ≠ j. Then, due to the previous application of the improving switches during phase 3, it holds that (e_{i,j,k}, t^→) ∈ A^σ_{(3)} if and only if σ^{(3)}(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} . Thus, (e_{i,j,k}, t^→) /∈ A^σ_{(3)} if and only if σ^{(3)}(d_{i,j,k}) = e_{i,j,k}. Since e_{i,j,k} has an outdegree of 2 by construction, this implies that σ(e_{i,j,k}) = t^← if and only if σ^{(3)}(d_{i,j,k}) = e_{i,j,k}. In particular, due to β_i = 0 ∨ β_{i+1} ≠ j, the switch (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) was then also applied. Hence, if there is a k^′ ∈ {0, 1} with σ^{(3)}(d_{i,j,k}′ ) = e_{i,j,k}′ , then σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) if ν > 1 resp. σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) if ν = 1.

Now, consider some fixed indices i ∈ [n], j ∈ {0, 1} and the corresponding cycle center F_{i,j} . Since every cycle center is closed or escapes to t^→ with respect to σ, either σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) or σ̄(eb_{i,j} )∧¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) or σ̄(d_{i,j} ) if ν > 1. Similarly, if ν = 1, either σ̄(eg_{i,j} )∧σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) or σ̄(eg_{i,j} )∧¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) or σ̄(d_{i,j}). Consequently, σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) holds if and only if there is ak ∈ {0, 1} such that that σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} and (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) was not applied during phase 1. By Lemma C.6, all improving switches of the type (d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗}) not applied in phase 1 had ϕ^{σb} (d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗}) = m. By Corollary C.7, it thus suffices to prove that there is a k ∈ {0, 1} with ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = m to prove σ̄(eb_{i,j} )∧σ̄(eg_{i,j} ). Analogously, to prove σ̄(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) resp. σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ), it suffices to show that F_{i,j} was closed at the end of phase 1.

Let ν > 1. Let m = max{i: σ(b_i) = g_i} and u = min{i: σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}}.

1. We prove that ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = m for all (i, j) ∈ S_2.

• Let i ≤ ν − 1, j = β_{i+1} and k ∈ {0, 1}. Then, b_{i+1} ≠ (b + 1)_{i+1} = β_{i+1} by the choice of i.

In particular, j ≠ b_{i+1}. Thus, there is a feasible t_b for b with ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = min (⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ , ℓ^b(i, j, k) + t_b ) . However, the choice of i implies b_i = 1 and thus t_b = 0 is the only feasible parameter. It thus suffices to show ℓ^b(i, j, 0) ≥ m. Since b_i = 1 and j ≠ b_{i+1}, this follows from Lemma B.3.

• Let i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m}, β_i = 1 and j = 1 − β_{i+1}. Since i > ν implies β_i = b_i and β_{i+1} = b_{i+1}, we can deduce ℓ^b(i, j, 0) ≥ m as in the previous case.

• Let i ∈ {ν, . . . , m − 1} ∧ β_i = 0 and j = β_{i+1}. Since i + 1 > ν implies that we have β_{i+1} = b_{i+1}, b_{ν−1} = 1 and ν ≥ 2, we obtain ℓ^b(i, j, 0) > m + 1 as

ℓ^b(i, j, 0) = ⌈ b + 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌈ b + 2^{i−1} + 2^{ν−2} + 1 2 ⌉

≥ ⌈ b + 2^{ν−1} + 2^{ν−2} + 1 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌈ b + 4 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b + 5 2 ⌋ > ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ + 1.

Thus, ℓ^b(i, j, 0) + t_b > m for every t_b feasible for b, implying the statement.

• Let i > m and j ∈ {0, 1}. Then, lfn(b, i + 1) = lufn(b, i + 1) = 0 since b^′_i = 0 for all b^′ ≤ b. Hence, by Lemma B.3, ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≥ b. Consequently, ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = m • Let b + 1 = 2^l for some l ∈ N. Then ν = l + 1 and b_ν = 0. This implies lfn(b, ν, {(ν, 1)}) = lfn(b, ν + 1) = lufn(b, ν + 1) = 0 and consequently ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = m.

2. We prove that either σ_b(d_{i,j} ) or ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < m for both k ∈ {0, 1} holds for all (i, j) ∈ S_1.

• Let i ≤ ν − 1 and j = 1 − β_{i+1}. Then b_i = 1 and j = 1 − β_{i+1} = b_{i+1}. Hence F_{i,j} was closed with respect to σ_b.

• Let i ∈ {ν, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 0, j = 1 − β_{i+1} and k ∈ {0, 1}. Then b_i = β_i = 0, β_{i+1} = b_{i+1} and β_i = 0 implies i ≠ ν. In particular, ν ≤ i − 1 and b_ν = 0. Using Lemma B.3, this implies ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≤ ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ − 1. Rearranging this yields ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≤ ℓ^b(i, j, 1) + 1. If this inequality is strict, the statement follows. If the inequality is tight, then σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} by Property (OR2)_{i,j,k} and thus ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < m by Property (OR1)_{i,j,k}.

• Assume that there is no l ∈ N with b + 1 = 2^l and let i = ν and j = 1 − b_{ν+1}. Since b is odd, Property (OR3)_{i,j,0} implies ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) < m. For k = 1, b being odd implies ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) ≤ ⌊(b + 1 − 1)/2⌋ < m. We now consider the case ν = 1, implying b_i = (b + 1)_i for all i > 1.

1. We prove that ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = m for all (i, j) ∈ S_3.

• Let i ∈ [u] and j = 1−β_{i+1}. By the definition of u, it holds that β_i = b_i = 1 if i < u∧i ≠ 1 and b_i = 0 if i = u∨i = 1. In either case, j = 1−b_{i+1}. Hence, in the first case, Lemma B.3 implies ℓ^b(i, j, 0) = ⌈ b + ∑ (b, i) + 1 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌈ b + 1 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ . This implies ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = m since −1 is not a feasible parameter as b is even. Consider the second case, implying

ℓ^b(i, j, 0) = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 2 ⌉ . If i = 1, then ℓ^b(i, j, 0) = ⌈b/2⌉ = m. If i = u, then b_i′ = 1 for all indices i^′ ∈ {2, . . . , u−1} and b_1 = 0. This implies ℓ^b(i, j, 0) = m, and hence the statement since b is even.

• Let i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m}, β_i = 1 and j = 1 − β_{i+1}. Then i ≥ 2, b_i = 1 and j = 1 − b_{i+1}.

Thus, ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = m follows by the same arguments used in the last case. • Let i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 0 and j = β_{i+1}. Then i ≥ 2 as well as b_i = 0 and j = b_{i+1} and ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = m follows from Lemma B.3 and

ℓ^b(i, j, 0) = ⌈ b + 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌈ b + 3 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ + 1.

• Let i > m and j ∈ {0, 1}. Then, 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) = 0 by the definition of m. Hence, by Lemma B.3, ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≥ b. This implies ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = m.

• Finally consider the pair (u, β^σ_{u+1}). Then, by definition, β_u = 0 and β_{u+1} = b_{u+1}. If u > 1, the statement follows as in the third case. The case u = 1 is not possible since ν = 1.

2. We prove that ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < m for both k ∈ {0, 1} for all (i, j) ∈ S_4. First, (i, j) ∈ S_4 implies i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 0 and j = 1 − β_{i+1}. Since i > u implies i > 1, we have b_i = 0 and j = 1 − b_{i+1}. Consequently, by Lemma B.3, ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑_{u−1} l=2 2^{l−1} + ∑_{i−1} l=u+1 bl2 l−1 + 1 − k 2 ⌉ . We prove that this implies ℓ^b(i, j, k) < m, implying the statement as we then either have ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < m or ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1. If u = 2, then ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑_{i−1} l=3 b_l2^{l−1} + 1 − k 2 ⌉ ≤ ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + 2^{i−1} − 4 + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b − 3 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b − 1 − k 2 ⌉ − 1 ≤ ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ − 1 ≤ ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ − 1 < ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ . If u > 2, then ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≤ ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑_{u−1} l=2 2^{l−1} + ∑_{i−1} l=u+1 2 l−1 + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + 2^{u−1} − 2 + 2^{i−1} − 2^u + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b − 2^{u−1} + 1 − k 2 ⌉

≤ ⌈ b − 4 + 1 − k 2 ⌉ < ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ .

Claim 7. The strategy σe meets the five requirements of Lemma B.25 and the lemma thus describes the application of the improving switch (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}).

Proof. As a reminder, we have i = ν − 1, j = 1 − b_{i+1} and k ∈ {0, 1}. There are no other indices i^′, j^′, k^′ with (d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) ∈ I_{σe}. Also, since no such switch was applied previously in any level below level i, the cycle center F_{i,j} is closed for σe as it was closed for σ^{(3)} by Lemma C.6. As i < ν and b_i = 1 ∧ b_{i+1} ≠ β^{σe}_{i+1}, Definition 4.1 implies that σ_b(g_i) = F_{i,j} . By the same arguments used when discussing the case G_n = S_n resp. Claim 6, it can be proven that F_{i,1−j} was not closed during phase 1 as (i, 1 − j) ∈ S_2. Consequently, σe(g_i) = F_{i,j} follows from Corollary C.2. By the tie-breaking rule, no improving switch involving F_{i,1−j} was applied yet. Therefore, σe(e_{i,1−j,∗}) = σ^{(3)}(e_{i,1−j,∗}) = g_1 as well as σe(d_{i,1−j,∗}) = σ^{(3)}(d_{i,1−j,∗}). By Corollary C.7, F_{i,1−j} cannot be open for σ^{(3)}, so it is not open for σe. Therefore, as β_i = 0 and 1 − j = β_{i+1}, it is g_1-halfopen. Thus, the first requirement of Lemma B.25 is met.

By Lemma C.6 and since (s_i′_{,∗}, h_i′_{,∗}) /∈ A^{σe}_{σ(3)} for all i^′ < ν, it follows that we have σe(s_i′_{,∗}) = σ^{(3)}(s_i′_{,∗}) = h_i′_{,∗} for all i^′ < ν. Furthermore, i^′ < ν implies b_i′ = 1 and no improving switch (d_{∗,∗,∗}, e_{∗,∗,∗}) below level ν was applied yet. Consequently, σ̄[e](d_i′ ) for all i^′ < ν. Now consider some cycle center F_i′_{,j}′ where i^′ < i and j^′ = 1 − σ̄[e](g_i′ ). We prove that F_i′_{,j}′ is g_1-halfopen. The cycle center F_i′_{,βi′+1} is not closed while F_i′_{,1−βi′+1} is closed due to 1 − β_i′ = b_i′ . Thus, by

Corollary C.2 and the same arguments used before, σ̄[e](g_i′ ) = σ_b(g_i′ ) = 1−β_i′_{+1} and, in particular, j^′ = β_i′_{+1}. However, by Corollary C.7 and the tie-breaking rule, this implies that F_i′_{,j}′ is g_1-halfopen as before. Thus, the second requirement is met.

The third requirement is met as i^′ > i = ν − 1 and since σe has Property (USV1)_i′ . Consider the fourth requirement. Let i^′ > i and β_i′ = 0. Then, due to the tie-breaking rule, all improving switches (e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ , b_2) with σ^{(3)}(d_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = F_i′_{,j}′ have already been applied. Since β_i′ = 0, F_i′_{,βi′+1} cannot have been closed for σ^{(3)}. If both cycle centers of level i^′ were g_1-halfopen for σ^{(3)}, then they are mixed for σ, and σ(g_i′ ) = σ^{(3)}(g_i′ ) = σ_b(g_i′ ) = F_i′_{,βi′+1} . If F_i′_{,1−βi′+1} is closed for σ^{(3)}, then F_i′_{,βi′+1} can only be g_1-halfopen for σ^{(3)}. Consequently, by Corollary C.2 resp. Definition 4.1, σ̄(g_i′ ) = 1 − β_i′_{+1}. Furthermore, F_i′_{,1−βi′+1} is then b_2-open and F_i′_{,βi′+1} is b_2-halfopen (for σ). Thus, the fourth requirement is met.

By the same argument, if i^′ > i and β_i′_{+1} = 1, then F_i′_{,1−βi′+1} is b_2-open if it was closed for σ^{(3)} and mixed if it was g_1-halfopen. Thus, the fifth and final requirement is met.

Claim 8. Let σ denote the first phase-4-strategy in S_n for ν > 1. Then, the switch (s_{ν−1,0}, b_1) is applied next and the application of this switch is described by Lemma B.31.

Proof. We first consider the case that b + 1 is a power of two, implying b = 2^{ν−1} − 1. We distinguish four kinds of improving switches.

1. Let e = (s_{ν−1,0}, b_1). Then, ϕ^σ(e) = 0 follows from

ϕ^σ(e) = fl(b, ν) = ⌊ b + 2^{ν−1} 2^ν ⌋ < ⌊ 2^{ν−1} + 2^{ν−1} 2^ν ⌋ .

2. Let e = (s_{i,1}, b_1) for i ≤ ν − 2. Then, ϕ^σ (e) = fl(b, i + 1) − j · b_{i+1} = ⌊ (b + 2^i)/2^{i+1} ⌋ − 1. If i = ν − 2, then ν ≥ 3 and

ϕ^σ(e) = ⌊ 2^{ν−1} − 1 + 2^{ν−2} 2^{ν−1} ⌋ − 1 = ⌊ 1 + 2^{ν−2} − 1 2^{ν−1} ⌋ − 1 = 0.

If i ≤ ν − 3, then ν ≥ 4 and ϕ^σ(e) ≥ ⌊ 2^{ν−1} − 1 + 2^{ν−3} 2^{ν−2} ⌋ − 1 = ⌊ 2 + 2^{ν−3} − 1 2^{ν−2} ⌋ − 1 = 1.

3. Let e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) for some indices i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} with σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1. Then ϕ^σ(e) = m ≥ 1.

4. Let e = (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) for some indices i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} with σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1. Then, ϕ^σ(e) = ⌊b/2⌋ ≥ 1 if b > 1 and ϕ^σ(e) = 0 if b = 1.

Thus, (s_{ν−1,0}, b_1) and (s_{ν−2,1}, b_1) both minimize the occurrence record if b > 1. If b = 1, then all switches (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) with i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1 also minimize the occurrence record. Due to the tie-breaking rule, (s_{ν−1,0}, b_1) is thus applied next in either case.

Now consider the case that b+1 is not a power of two. Then b ≥ 2^ν +2^{ν−1}−1 and b ≥ 6, implying ⌊(b + 2)/4⌋ < m and ⌊(b + 2)/4⌋ < ⌊b/2⌋. We prove that (s_{ν−1,0}, b_1) minimizes the occurrence record.

1. Let e = (s_{ν−1,0}, b_1). Then, ϕ^σ(e) = fl(b, ν) = ⌊ (b + 2^{ν−1})/2^ν ⌋ ≤ ⌊(b + 2)/4⌋ as b ≥ 6 implies ν ≥ 2.

2. Let e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1. Then ϕ^σ(e) = m, implying that ϕ^σ(e) > ϕ^σ(s_{ν−1,0}, b_1).

3. Let e = (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) with i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1. Then ϕ^σ(e) = ⌊b/2⌋ by Table 6.4, implying that ϕ^σ(e) > ϕ^σ(s_{ν−1,0}, b_1).

4. Let e = (s_{i,1}, b_1) with i ≤ ν − 2. Then, ϕ^σ(e) = fl(b, i + 1) − b_{i+1} = fl(b, i + 1) − 1 by Table 6.4.

Hence, ϕ^σ(e) = fl(b, i + 1) − 1 > fl(b, ν) − 1 > ϕ^σ(s_{ν−1,0}, b_1) − 1 by Lemma B.6. Thus, by integrality, ϕ^σ(e) ≥ ϕ^σ(s_{ν−1,0}, b_1).

5. Let e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), with i = ν, j = 1 − β_{i+1} and k ∈ {0, 1}. By the definition of a canonical strategy, σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} . Hence ϕ^{σb} (e) = min( ⌊_{b+1−k} 2 ⌋ , ℓ^b(i, j, k) + t_b), where t_b is feasible for b. Since b_i = b_ν = 0 and β_{i+1} = b_{i+1}, Lemma B.3 then implies ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + 2^{i−1} − 1 + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ . Hence, by Property (OR3)_{i,j,k}, ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) − 1 = m − 1 for k = 0 and ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) = m − 1 for k = 1. If k = 1, Corollary C.3 implies that the edge e was applied during phase 1. Consequently, ϕ^σ(e) = m > ϕ^σ(s_{ν−1,0}, b_1).

6. Let e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 0, j = 1 − β_{i+1} and k ∈ {0, 1}. By the choice of i, it then follows that b_i = 0 and j = 1 − b_{i+1}. If we have ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋, then it either holds that ϕ^{σb} (e) = m − 1 or ϕ^{σb} (e) = m. In both cases, b ≥ 6 implies that ϕ^σ(s_{ν−1,0}, b_1) ≤ ϕ^{σb} (e) ≤ ϕ^σ(e). Thus assume ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + t_b for some t_b feasible for b and ϕ^{σb} (e) ≠ ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋. By Lemma B.3, ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + 2^{ν−1} − k 2 ⌉

= ⌊ b − 2^{i−1} + 2^{ν−1} + 1 − k 2 ⌋ . We prove that ℓ^b(i, j, k) > ⌊(b + 2)/4⌋, implying ϕ^σ(e) ≥ ϕ^σ(s_{ν−1,0}, b_1). We begin by observing ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌊ b − 2^{i−1} + 2^{ν−1} + 1 − k 2 ⌋

= ⌊ 2b − 2^i + 2^ν + 2 − 2k 4 ⌋ ≥ ⌊ 2b − 2^i + 2^ν 4 ⌋ . By the choice of i and j, the cycle center F_{i,j} was closed at least once during some previous transition. But, since b_i = 0, the cycle center was also opened again later. This implies b ≥ 2^{i−1} + 2^{i−1} + 2^{ν−1} − 1 = 2^i + 2^{ν−1} − 1. Thus,

2b − 2^i + 2^ν − [b + 2] = b − 2^i + 2^ν − 2 ≥ 2^i + 2^{ν−1} − 1 − 2^i + 2^ν − 2 = 2^ν + 2^{ν−1} − 3 ≥ 4 + 1 − 3 = 2.

Since 2b − 2^i + 2^ν is even and larger than 0 and since b being odd implies b + 2 being odd, this difference is at least 3. It is easy to show that, in general, x being even and larger than 0, y being odd and x − y ≥ 3 implies ⌊x/4⌋ > ⌊y/4⌋. This yields ℓ^b(i, j, k) > ⌊(b + 2)/4⌋.

It remains to prove that Lemma B.31 describes the application of e. Since σ is a phase-4-strategy and since i^′ > i = ν − 1 implies i^′ ≥ ν, σ has Property (USV1)_i′ for all i^′ > i. By Lemma C.9, it follows that σ also meets the other requirements of Lemma B.31.

Claim 9. For all e ∈ I_σ, it holds that ϕ^σ(e) ≤ m. Let e ∈ I_σ with ϕ^σ(e) < m. Then, e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m − 1}, j = 1 − β^{i+1}, k ∈ {0, 1} and σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j}. Proof. By Lemma C.12, the set of improving switches can be partitioned as follows:

1. Let e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) resp. e = (e_{i,j,k}, g_1) with i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and σ(e_{i,j,k}) = b_2. Then ϕ^σ(e) = m resp. ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌈b/2⌉ = m by Lemma C.12.

2. Let e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with β_i = 0, i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m − 1}, j = 1 − β_{i+1} and k ∈ {0, 1}. Then, b_i = 0 and j = 1 − b_{i+1} since i ≥ u + 1 > 1 and ν = 1. In addition, b_1 = 0 and, due to i > u, there is at least one l ∈ {2, . . . , i − 1} with (b + 1)_l = b_l = 0. Consequently, Lemma B.3 yields ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ ≤ ⌈ b − 3 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b − k 2 ⌋ − 1. Since there is a t_b feasible for b, ϕ^{σb} (e) = min(⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ , ℓ^b(i, j, k) + t_b). We thus distinguish the following cases.

(a) Let ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1. Then, by Property (OR2)_{i,j,k}, σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} and e was not applied during σ_b → σ as switches of this type were only applied during phase 1 so far. Consequently, ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) < m by Property (OR1)_{i,j,k}.

(b) Let ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k). Then, ϕ^{σb} (e) ≤ ϕ^σ(e) ≤ ⌊(b − k)/2⌋−1 < m as well as σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} by Property (OR2)_{i,j,k}. Using Property (OR4)_{i,j,k}, this implies ϕ^{σb} (e) = m−1. Hence, by Corollary C.3, e was applied during phase 1. Consequently, ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) + 1 = m.

(c) The case ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) − 1 cannot occur since the parameter t_b = −1 is not feasible as b is even.

(d) Let ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ but ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ ≠ ℓ^b(i, j, k), ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1. This implies that we need to have ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ < ℓ^b(i, j, k) since it holds that

ϕ^{σb} (e) = min(⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ , ℓ^b(i, j, k) + t_b).

But this is a contradiction since ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≤ ⌊(b − k)/2⌋ − 1.

Since the only improving switches with an occurrence record lower than m are the switches described in case 2.a), the second part of the statement follows.

Claim 10. Let σ denote the phase-5-strategy at the beginning of phase 5 for ν = 1. Let i, ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} such that e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ and ϕ^σ(e) < m. Row 1 of Table B.4 can be applied to describe the application of e.

Proof. We currently consider the first phase-5-strategy σ as described by Lemma C.12 and an improving switch e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with i ∈ {u + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 0, j = 1 − β_{i+1} and k ∈ {0, 1} as well as σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j}. We have to prove σ(b_i) = b_{i+1}, j = 1 − β_{i+1}, σ̄(g_i) = 1 − β_{i+1} and i ≠ 1. The first two statements follow directly since σ is a phase-5-strategy and β_i = 0 as well as by the choice of j. Also, i ≠ 1 follows from i ≥ u + 1 > 1. It thus suffices to show σ̄(g_i) = 1 − β_{i+1}.

For the sake of a contradiction, let σ(g_i) = F_{i,βi+1} . Since β_i = 0 and ν = 1, it holds that b_i = (b+1)_i = 0, implying i ≠ ν. By Corollary C.2, the only improving switch from a selector vertex towards the active cycle center of a level that can be performed during phase 1 is (g_ν , F_{ν,bν+1} ). This implies (g_i, F_{i,βi+1} ) /∈ A^σ_b , hence σ_b(g_i) = F_{i,βi+1} . If σ_b(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} , then F_{i,j} = F_{i,1−βi+1} was closed at the beginning of phase 1 as σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} . But this implies σ_b(g_i) = F_{i,1−βi+1} by the definition of a canonical strategy which is a contradiction. Thus let σ_b(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j} , implying that we have ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) ≠ ℓ^b(i, j, 1 − k) + 1. Then, by the same arguments used when proving Claim 9, it follows that ℓ^b(i, j, 1 − k) ≤ ⌊(b − (1 − k))/2⌋ − 1. Also, by these arguments, it cannot happen that ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,1−k}) = ⌊(b + 1 − (1 − k))/2⌋ ≠ ℓ^b(i, j, 1 − k). Since the parameter t_b = −1 is not feasible, we thus have ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, 1 − k) ≤ ⌊ b − (1 − k) 2 ⌋ − 1 < ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ . But this implies that (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) was applied in phase 1 by Corollary C.3. Hence, F_{i,j} was closed in phase 1. But then, by Corollary C.2, (g_i, F_{i,j} ) became improving during phase 1 and was thus applied. This implies σ(g_i) = F_{i,j} = F_{i,1−βi+1} , contradicting the assumption. Consequently, σ(g_i) = F_{i,1−βi+1} . Claim 11. Let ν = 1 and let σ denote the strategy obtained after applying all improving switches with an occurrence record less than m during phase 5. Then, Lemma B.32 can be applied to describe the application of e = (e_{i,j,k}, g_1).

Proof. First, we show that F_{i,j} is mixed. Since e = (e_{i,j,k}, g_1) ∈ I_σ implies (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ by Property (ii), we have σ̄(eb_{i,j}). In particular, F_{i,j} is not closed, so β_i = 0 ∨ β_{i+1} ≠ j. Consequently, (i, j) ∈ S_3 or (i, j) ∈ S_4. By Lemma C.12, σ̄(eb_{i,j} ), and as no improving switch (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) was applied during σ^{(5)} → σ, we need to have (i, j) ∈ S_3, implying the statement. We now prove that j = 1 implies ¬σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ) if G_n = S_n. Since j = 1, we need to prove ¬σ̄(eb_{i,0}). If F_{i,0} is closed, then the statement follows. If F_{i,0} is not closed, then β_i = 0 ∨ β_{i+1} ≠ j as F_{i,1} cannot be closed by the choice of e. Consequently, (i, 0) ∈ S_3 or (i, 0) ∈ S_4. In the second case, ¬σ̄^{(5)}(eb_{i,0}) by Lemma C.12 and the statement follows as no improving switch (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) was applied during σ^{(5)} → σ. Consider the case (i, 0) ∈ S_3. Then, by Lemma C.12, F_{i,0} and F_{i,1} are mixed with respect to σ^{(5)}. Thus, as we consider the case G_n = S_n, the tie-breaking rule must have applied the improving switches (e_{i,0,∗}, g_1) prior to (e_{i,1,k}, g_1), implying the statement. Note that the statement “j = 1 − β_{i+1} =⇒ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ) if G_n = M_n” follows by the same arguments and since the tiebreaking rule applies improving switches (e_{i,βi+1,∗}, g_1) first.

Corollary C.15. Let ν = 1 and i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1}. If the edge ẽ = (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) becomes improving during phase 5 due to the application of (e_{i,j,k}, g_1), then the corresponding strategy has Property (OR4)_{i,j,1−k}.

Proof. Let σ denote the strategy before the application of the switch (e_{i,j,k}, g_1) and let σe denote the strategy obtained after the application of this switch. By the same arguments used in the proof of Claim 11, it follows that F_{i,j} is mixed with respect to σ. By the characterization of I_σ given in Property (ii), it holds that (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ, implying σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} and σe(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j}. Since σ is a phase-5-strategy for b, this furthermore implies β_i = 0 ∨ β_{i+1} ≠ j.

Assume that ẽ was applied previously in this transition. It is not possible that ẽ was applied during phase 5 as this would imply σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} , contradicting that F_{i,j} is mixed with respect to σ. Consequently, ẽ was applied during phase 1. We thus need to have σ_b(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j} and ϕ^{σb} (ẽ) ∈ {m − 1, m} by Property (OR4)_{i,j,1−k}. This in particular implies ϕ^{σe}(ẽ) ∈ {m, m + 1} and hence the statement.

Now assume that ẽ was not applied previously in this transition, implying ϕ^{σe}(ẽ) = ϕ^{σb} (ẽ). Let σ_b(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j}. Then, by Property (OR4)_{i,j,1−k} and Corollary C.3, it follows that ϕ^{σb} (ẽ) = m. Thus let σ_b(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} . Then, by Properties (OR1)_{i,j,1−k} and (OR2)_{i,j,1−k}, it holds that ϕ^{σb} (ẽ) = ℓ^b(i, j, 1 − k) + 1 < m. We now prove that this yields a contradiction.

1. Let, for the sake of a contradiction, β_i = 1 ∧ β_{i+1} ≠ j. Assume b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} ≠ j. Since ν = 1, this implies i = ν = 1. Thus, as b is even, ℓ^b(i, j, 1 − k) = ⌈ b − 2^0 + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − (1 − k) 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ = m by Lemma B.3. But then, ϕ^{σb} (ẽ) = ℓ^b(i, j, 1−k)+1 = m+1 which is a contradiction. Assuming b_i = 1 ∧ b_{i+1} ≠ j also results in a contradiction since ℓ^b(i, j, 1 − k) = ⌈ b + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − (1 − k) 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌈ b + k 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ . 2. Let, for the sake of a contradiction, β_i = 0 ∧ β_{i+1} = j. Then also b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} = j and i ≥ 2 since ν = 1. Then, Lemma B.3 implies ℓ^b(i, j, 1 − k) ≥ ⌈ b + 3 − (1 − k) 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ + 1.

This yields a contradiction as before.

3. Let, for the sake of a contradiction, β_i = 0 ∧ β_{i+1} ≠ j. This implies that i ≥ u. If i > m, then Lemma B.3 implies ℓ^b(i, j, 1−k) ≥ b, contradicting that we have ϕ^{σb} (ẽ) = ℓ^b(i, j, 1−k)+1 < m. We hence may assume i ∈ {u, . . . , m − 1}. If i ≠ u, then Lemma C.12 implies (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ(5) . But then, the switch was applied during σ_b → σe, contradicting the assumption. Hence let i = u. Then, β_i′ = 1 for all i^′ < u = i. Consequently, ℓ^b(i, j, 1 − k) = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − (1 − k) 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + 2^{i−1} − 1 − 1 + 1 − 1 + k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b − 2 + k 2 ⌉

= ⌊ b − 1 + k 2 ⌋ . But this implies ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,1−k}) = ℓ^b(i, j, 1−k)+1 = m and contradicts Property (OR1)_{i,j,1−k}.

Claim 12. If ν = 1, then the strategy σ obtained before the application of the switch e := (e_{1,1−β2,k}, g_1) has Property (SVG)_i/(SVM)_i for all i ∈ [n].

Proof. Consider some arbitrary but fixed index i ∈ [n]. If β_i = 1, then the statements follow from the definition of a phase-5-strategy. If β_i = 0 and (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^σ_{(5)} , then this follows from Corollary C.16. Thus, let β_i = 0 and (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^σ_{(5)} , implying i ≠ 1 since ν = 1. We now prove the following statement. If σ̄(g_i) = 1 resp. σ̄(g_i) = 1 − β_{i+1} and ¬σ̄(d_{i,1}) resp. ¬σ̄(d_{i,1−βi+1} ) then (g_i, F_{i,0}) ∈ I_σ resp. (g_i, F_{i,βi+1} ) ∈ I_σ. This is sufficient to prove the statement as I_σ ∩ G = ∅.

Thus, let j := 0 (if G_n = S_n) resp. j := β_{i+1} (if G_n = M_n) and assume ¬σ̄(d_{i,1−j} ). It suffices to prove Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) ≻ Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,1−j} ). Since σ(e_i′_{,j}′_{,k}′ ) = g_1 for all (i^′, j^′, k^′) ≠ (1, β_2, k), i ≠ 1 and μ^σ = u ≠ 1, the two cycle centers F_{i,∗} are either closed or escape only to g_1.

Consider the case G_n = S_n. If both cycle centers escape towards g_1, then the statement follows from

Ξ^P_σ (F_{i,0}) = {F_{i,0}, d_{i,0,∗}, e_{i,0,∗}, b_1} ∪ Ξ^P_σ (g_1) ▷ {F_{i,1}, d_{i,1,∗}, e_{i,1,∗}, b_1} ∪ Ξ^P_σ (g_1) = Ξ^P_σ (F_{i,1}).

Since we currently consider the case β_i = 0, only F_{i,1−βi+1} can be closed, so assume this is the case. Assume that 0 = 1−β_{i+1}, so j = 1−β_{i+1}. Then, by Property (USV1)_i and σ(b_1) = g_1, the statement follows since Ξ^P_σ (F_{i,0}) = {s_{i,0}, b_1} ∪ Ξ^P_σ (g_1) and Ξ^P_σ (F_{i,1}) = {F_{i,1}, d_{i,1,k}, e_{i,1,k}, b_1} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) for some k ∈ {0, 1}. Thus assume that 0 = β_{i+1}, so j = β_{i+1}. Then, the cycle center F_{i,1−j} = F_{i,1} is closed, contradicting the assumption developed at the beginning of the proof.

Consider the case G_n = M_n next and note that we thus have j = β_{i+1} from now on. If both cycle centers of level i are g_1-open or g_1-halfopen, then the statement follows by Lemma B.1 since i > ν = 1. Thus consider the case that F_{i,j} is g_1-open and that F_{i,1−j} is g_1-halfopen. By assumption, j = β_{i+1}, implying σ(s_{i,j} ) = h_{i,j} and σ(s_{i,1−j} ) = b_1 by Property (USV1)_i. Thus, by Property (EV1)_{i+1},

Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) = (1 − ε)Ξ^M_σ (g_1) + ε [ ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ^M_σ (b_{i+1}) ] and Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,1−j} ) = Ξ^M_σ (g_1) + 2ε 1 + ε ⟨s_{i,1−j}⟩. To prove Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) > Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,1−j} ), it thus suffices to prove

⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ^M_σ (b_{i+1}) − Ξ^M_σ (g_1) − 2 1 + ε ⟨s_{i,1−j}⟩ > 0. This can be shown by an easy but tedious calculation using Ξ^M_σ (g_1) = R^M_1 , β_i = 0, i + 1 > μ^σ, and Ξ^M_σ (b_{i+1}) = L^M_{i+1}. Now let F_{i,j} be g_1-halfopen and F_{i,1−j} be g_1-open. Then, by the same arguments used before, Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) = 1 − ε 1 + ε

Ξ^M_σ (g_1) + 2ε 1 + ε

[⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ^M_σ (b_{i+1})] and Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,1−j} ) = Ξ^M_σ (g_1) + ε⟨s_{i,1−j} ⟩.

It thus suffices to prove

⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ^M_σ (b_{i+1}) − Ξ^M_σ (g_1) −

1 + ε 2 ⟨s_{i,1−j} ⟩ > 0 which follows analogously. Since only F_{i,1−βi+1} = F_{i,1−j} can be closed in level i, the statement then follows by the same argument used for the case G_n = S_n.

Claim 13. It holds that I_{σb+1} = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ): σ_{b+1}(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} }.

Proof. To simplify notation, let σ := σ_{b+1}. Consider the strategy σ^{(5)}. Using the characterization of the strategy that was obtained after having applied all switches (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with an occurrence record smaller than m (see Equation (ii)), we obtain I_σ = {(d_{i,j,∗}, F_{i,j} ): σ^{(5)}(e_{i,j,∗}) = b_2} ∪ m−1⋃ i=u+1 β^σ_i =0

{ e = (d_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1,∗}, F_{i,1−β}σ_{i+1} ): ϕ^{σ(5)} (e) = ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋} .

In particular, I_σ ⊆ {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ): σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j}} and every improving switch has an occurrence record of at least m. To prove {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ): σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} } ⊆ I_σ, let e := (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} . It suffices to show Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) ≻ Ξ^∗_σ(e_{i,j,k}). Property (ESC1) and ν = 1 imply σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eb_{i,j} ). Furthermore, Property (REL1) yields μ^σ = min{i^′ : σ(b_i′ ) = b_i′_{+1}} ≠ 1. This implies Ξ^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) = {F_{i,j} } ∪ Ξ^P_σ (e_{i,j,k}), implying the statement if G_n = S_n. If G_n = M_n, it suffices to prove Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) > Ξ^M_σ (g_1) as this implies Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) > Ξ^M_σ (g_1). Since σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j}, either β_i = 0 or β_{i+1} ≠ j. In the second case, Property (USV1)_i implies σ(s_{i,j}) = b_1 and the statement follows since Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}⟩ + Ξ^M_σ (g_1) due to σ(b_1) = g_1. Thus let β_i = 0 ∧ β_{i+1} = j. Then, the statement follows since Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) = ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ^M_σ (b_{i+1}) by Property (EV1)_{i+1} and ⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ > ∑ ℓ<i⟨g_ℓ, s_{ℓ,σ̄(gℓ)}, h_{ℓ,σ̄(gℓ)}⟩. Claim 14. Let ν > 1. The occurrence records of the improving switches with respect to the phase- 5-strategy σ described by Lemma C.12 is described correctly by Table C.1.

Proof. We consider each cell of the table individually. We also observe that σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1 implies (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) ∈ I_σ, it holds that Ξ^∗_σ(g_1) ≺ Ξ^∗_σ(b_2) .

1. Let e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1. Then, ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) = m by Lemma C.12.

2. Let e = (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) with σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1. Then, ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) = m − 1 by Table 6.4.

3. Let e = (d_{ν,j,k}, F_{ν,j} ) with j := 1 − β_{ν+1} for some k ∈ {0, 1}. This edge is only an improving switch if b + 1 is not a power of two. Note that this in particular implies 1_{j=0}lfn(b, ν + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, ν + 1) ≠ 0. Since b_ν = 0 ∧ b_{ν+1} ≠ j, Lemma B.3 thus implies ℓ^b(ν, j, k) = ⌈ b − 2^{ν−1} + ∑ (b, ν) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b − 2^{ν−1} + 2^{ν−1} − 1 + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ = ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ − k. Since b+1 is not a power of two, the parameter t_b = −1 is not feasible by Property (OR3)_{i,j,k}. Hence ϕ^{σb} (d_{ν,j,k}, F_{ν,j} ) = m − k. Then, Corollary C.3 implies that (d_{ν,j,1}, F_{ν,j} ) was applied during σ_b → σ. Consequently, for both k ∈ {0, 1}, it holds that ϕ^σ(d_{ν,j,k}, F_{ν,j} ) = m.

4. Let e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 0, j := 1 − β_{i+1} and k ∈ {0, 1}. This edge is only an improving switch if b + 1 is not a power of two. Since i > ν, β_i = 0 implies b_i = 0∧b_{i+1} ≠ j. Also, i < m implies 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i+1)+1_{j=1}lufn(b, i+1) ≠ 0 since j = 1−β_{i+1} and b ≥ 1 by the choice of i. Since b_ν = 0, this yields ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ ≤ ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + 2^{i−1} − 1 − 2^{ν−1} + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b − 2^{ν−1} − k 2 ⌉ ≤ ⌈ b − 2 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b − 1 − k 2 ⌋ ≤ ⌊ b − 1 2 ⌋ ≤ m − 1. There are two cases. If σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} , then ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 ≤ m − 1 by Property (OR1)_{i,j,k}. If σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j}, then ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≤ m − 1. In the first case, e was not applied during phase 1 and ϕ^{σb} (e) = ϕ^σ(e) ≤ m − 1. In the second case, ϕ^{σb} (e) = m − 1 by Property (OR4)_{i,j,k}. Then, e was applied during phase 1, implying ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = m.

5. Let e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) with i ≤ ν − 1 and j := 1 − β_{i+1}. Then, bit i and bit i + 1 switched during σ_b → σ^{(5)}. In particular, F_{i,j} was closed with respect to σ_b and consequently (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^σ_b . Hence, by Table 6.4,

ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌈ lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b − ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + 1 + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b − 2^{i−1} + 3 − k 2 ⌋ . We now distinguish several cases.

• For i = 1, ϕ^σ(e) = ⌊(b + 2 − k)/2⌋ = m independent of k. • For i = 2, ϕ^σ(e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋, so ϕ^σ(e) = m − k.

• For i = 3, ϕ^σ(e) = ⌊(b − 1 − k)/2⌋, so ϕ^σ(e) = m − 1 if k = 0 and ϕ^σ(e) = m − 2 if k = 1. • For i > 3, it is easy to see that the occurrence record is always strictly smaller than m−1.

Claim 15. Let ν > 1 and consider the first phase-5-strategy. The application of type 3 switches is described by row 1 of Table B.4.

Proof. As a reminder, e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) being a type 3 switch implies that we either have i < ν −1, j = 1 − β_{i+1} or i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 0, j := 1 − β_{i+1}. In the second case, σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} holds as well. Since it is easy to verify that i ≠ 1 and σ(b_i) = b_{i+1} (for example by the arguments used in the proof of Claim 14), we only show σ̄(g_i) = 1 − β_{i+1}. By Lemma C.12, this holds for all i ≤ ν − 1. It thus suffices to prove this for i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m − 1} ∧ β_i = 0. We show the statement by proving that σ̄(g_i) = β_{i+1} implies (g_i, F_{i,1−βi+1} ) ∈ I_σ, contradicting the characterization of I_σ given in Equation (iii).

Since j = 1 − β_{i+1}, it suffices to prove Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) ≻ Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,1−j} ). We have (i, j) ∈ S_1 and (i, 1 − j) ∈ S_2. Thus, by Lemma C.12, σ̄(eb_{i,j})∧¬σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) as well as σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} )∧σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ). Also, by the choice of j and Property (USV1)_i, σ(s_{i,j}) = b_1. Thus, by Lemmas A.15 and A.16, Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) regardless of whether G_n = S_n or G_n = M_n. Also, since ν ≥ 2, σ̄(g_1) = 1−β_2 ≠ σ̄(b_2) by Lemma C.12. Thus, if G_n = S_n, then Lemma A.16 implies Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,1−j} ) = Ξ̂^P_σ (g_1) ◁ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) = Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) as player 1 minimizes the valuation. If G_n = M_n, then Ξ̂^M_σ (F_{i,1−j} ) =^1_2Ξ̂^M_σ (g_1) +^1_2Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2), hence the statement follows since Ξ̂^M_σ (g_1) < Ξ̂^M_σ (b_2).

Claim 16. Let ν > 1 and let σ denote the strategy obtained after the application of all improving switches of type 3 during phase 5. The application of type 2 switches of the form (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) is described by row 1 of Lemma B.32.

Proof. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and let e := (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) be an improving switch. We begin by proving that the cycle center F_{i,j} is mixed. Since only improving switches of type 3 were applied so far during phase 5, σ(e_{i,j,k}) = g_1 implies σ(d_{i,j,k}) = e_{i,j,k}. Consequently, we have σ̄(eg_{i,j} ). In particular, F_{i,j} is not closed, so β_i = 0 ∨ β_{i+1} = j. Thus, either (i, j) ∈ S_1 or (i, j) ∈ S_2. By Lemma C.12, σ̄(eg_{i,j} ) and as no switch (e_{∗,∗,∗}, g_1) was applied during σ^{(5)} → σ, we need to have (i, j) ∈ S_2, implying that F_{i,j} is mixed.

We next prove that j = 1 resp. j = 1 − β_{i+1} (depending on whether G_n = S_n or G_n = M_n) implies ¬σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ). Consider the case G_n = S_n and thus j = 1 first. We prove ¬σ̄(eg_{i,0}). If F_{i,0} is closed, then the statement follows. If it is not closed, then β_i = 0 ∨ β_{i+1} ≠ 0. Consequently, either

(i, 0) ∈ S_1 or (i, 0) ∈ S_2. In the first case, ¬σ̄(eg_{i,0}) follows from Lemma C.12 as no improving switch (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) was applied during σ^{(5)} → σ, so assume (i, 0) ∈ S_2. Then, by the same lemma, both cycle centers F_{i,0}, F_{i,1} were mixed for σ^{(5)}. Thus, as we consider the case G_n = S_n, the tie-breaking rule must have applied the improving switches (e_{i,0,∗}, b_2) prior to (e_{i,j,k}, b_2), implying ¬σ̄(eg_{i,0}). If G_n = M_n, then ¬σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ) follows by the same arguments as the tie-breaking rule applied the improving switches (e_{i,βi+1,∗}, b_2) first. Finally, as no improving switch (g_∗, F_{∗,∗}) was applied during σ^{(5)} → σ, ν = 2 implies σ(g_1) = F_{1,0} if G_n = S_n by Lemma C.12. Thus, all requirements of Lemma B.32 are met.

Corollary C.19. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and let σ denote the strategy obtained after the application of an improving switch (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) during phase 5. If (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ, thenσ has Property (OR4)_{i,j,1−k} and it holds that min_k′_{∈{0,1}} ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}′ , F_{i,j} ) ≤ m − 1.

Proof. To simplify the notation, let σ denote the strategy obtained after the application of (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) and let e := (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ. We prove that σ has Property (OR4)_{i,j,1−k} by proving ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ {⌊ b + 1 + 1 2 ⌋ − 1, ⌊ b + 1 + 1 2 ⌋} . (x)

The second statement is shown along the way.

Consider the case e ∈ A^σ_b . Since e ∈ A^σ_{(5)} would imply σ(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j}, we need to have e ∈ A^{σ(5)}_{σb} . This implies that the switch was applied during phase 1 as well as σ_b(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j} and ϕ^{σb} (e) ∈ {m − 1, m}. The only improving switches of type (d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗}) with an occurrence record of m applied in phase 1 are the cycle edges of F_{ν,βν+1} . Consequently, ϕ^{σb} (e) = m − 1 as F_{ν,βν+1} is closed and its cycle edges cannot become improving switches. Hence

ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) + 1 ∈ {⌊ b + 1 + 1 2 ⌋ − 1, ⌊ b + 1 + 1 2 ⌋} , proving both parts of the statement.

Consider the case e /∈ A^σ_b next. Since the switch was not applied, this then implies ϕ^{σb} (e) = ϕ^σ(e). We distinguish two cases.

1. Consider the case σ_b(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} first. Then, Property (OR1)_{i,j,1−k} implies ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^b(i, j, 1−k)+1 ≤ m−1. Assume ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) < m−1. This implies ℓ^b(i, j, 1−k) ≤ m−3 by integrality. Since ℓ^b(i, j, 0) and ℓ^b(i, j, 1) differ by at most 1, it follows that ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≤ m − 2. This implies that ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≤ m − 1. But this is a contradiction since (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) ∈ I_σ(5) implies ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = m by Lemma C.12. Hence the statement follows from ϕ^{σb} (e) = ϕ^σ(e) = m − 1.

2. Let σ_b(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j}. Then, ϕ^σ (e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) = m by Property (OR4)_{i,j,1−k} and Corollary C.3.

This already implies the first of the two statements. In addition, either σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} and ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≤ m − 1 or σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} and ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = m − 1. If none of these were true, then F_{i,j} would be open at the end of phase 1, contradicting Corollary C.4. This proves the second part of the statement.

Claim 17. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and let σ denote the strategy obtained after the application of an improving switch (e_{i,j,k}, b_2) during phase 5. If (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ, then (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^σ_b .

Proof. Let e = (g_i, F_{i,j} ). By Lemma B.32, e ∈ I_σ if and only if β_i = 0, σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ) and [j = 0 ∧ σ̄(g_i) = 1] if G_n = S_n resp. [j = β_{i+1} ∧ σ̄(g_i) = 1 − β_{i+1}] if G_n = M_n. Let, for the sake of contradiction,

(g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^σ_b . The conditions on j and σ̄(g_i) imply (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^σ_{(5)} . Since β_i = 0 implies i ≠ ν, also (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ≠ (g_ν , F_{ν,∗}). Thus, by Lemma C.12, b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} ≠ j. Consequently, 0 = b_i = β_{i+1} = (b + 1)_{i+1} and j = 1 − b_{i+1}. Since all bits below level ν have b_i = 1 ∧ (b + 1)_i = 0, this implies i > ν. Therefore, b_{i+1} = (b + 1)_{i+1} = 1 − j and in particular j = 1 − β_{i+1} This is a contradiction if G_n = M_n as j = β_{i+1}. Hence consider the case G_n = S_n. Then, j = 1 − β_{i+1} = 0, implying β_{i+1} = 1. Thus, i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 0 and j = 1 − β_{i+1}, implying (i, j) ∈ S_1. Therefore, σ̄^5(eb_{i,j}) ∧ ¬σ̄^5(eg_{i,j} ), contradicting (e_{i,j,k}, b_2), (d_{i,j,k}, e_{i,j,k}) ∈ I_σ(5) . Thus, (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^{σ(5)}_{σb} , implying the statement.

Claim 18. Let ν > 1. The strategy σ obtained after the application of the final improving switch of phase 5 has Property (SV*)_i for all i ∈ [n].

Proof. As a reminder, σ is the strategy obtained after the application of the switch (e_{1,β2,k}, b_2) resp. after the application of the switch (g_1, F_{1,β2} ) if it becomes improving. First consider some i ≥ 2. If β_i = 1, then σ has Property (SV*)_i as it is a phase-5-strategy. If β_i = 0 and (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^σ_{(5)} , then this follows from Corollary C.16. Thus, let β_i = 0 and (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^σ_{(5)} . For the sake of a contradiction, assume that σ does not have Property (SV*)_1. Then, σ̄(g_i) = 1 resp. σ̄(g_i) = 1 − β (depending on whether G_n = S_n or G_n = M_n) and ¬σ̄(d_{i,1}) resp. ¬σ̄(d_{i,1−βi+1} ). To simplify notation, let j := 0 resp. j := β_{i+1}. We show that we then have Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) ≻ Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,1−j} ), implying (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ. But this is a contradiction as any improving switch of this kind is applied immediately and i ≥ 2 implies that the application of (e_{1,β}σ_{2 ,k}, b_2) cannot have unlocked this switch.

As the last improving switch of the type (e_{∗,∗,∗}, b_2) was just applied, any cycle center is either closed or escapes to b_2. We first consider the case G_n = S_n. Since σ is a phase-5-strategy for b, it has Property (USV1)_i and Property (EV1)_{i+1}. Consequently, either σ̄(b_{i+1}) = j or ¬σ̄(s_{i,j}) If both cycle centers of level i escape towards b_2, then the statement follows since Ξ^P_σ (F_{i,j} ) = {F_{i,0}, e_{i,0,∗}, d_{i,0,∗}} ∪ Ξ^P_σ (b_2) ▷ {F_{i,1}, e_{i,1,∗}, d_{i,1,∗}} ∪ Ξ^P_σ (b_2) = Ξ^P_σ (F_{i,1−j} ) by Lemma A.16. Since β_i = 0, only F_{i,1−βi+1} can be closed in level i. Let this cycle center be closed. If j = 1 − β_{i+1} = 0, then Property (USV1)_i and σ(b_1) = b_2 implies Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,0}) = {s_{i,0}} ∪ Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2) and the statement follows from Ξ̂^P_σ (F_{i,1}) = Ξ̂^P_σ (b_2). If j = β_{i+1} = 0, then F_{i,1−j} = F_{i,1} is closed, contradicting the assumption ¬σ̄(d_{i,1}).

Consider the case G_n = M_n. If both cycle centers are b_2-open or b_2-halfopen, then the statement follows by Lemma B.1 since σ has Property (REL1). If F_{i,j} is b_2-open and F_{i,1−j} is b_2-halfopen, then the statement follows by an easy but tedious calculation. Thus consider the case that F_{i,j} is b_2- halfopen and that F_{i,1−j} is b_2-open. Then, by the choice of j and Property (USV1)_i,

Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) = 1 − ε 1 + ε

Ξ^M_σ (b_2) + 2ε 1 + ε

Ξ^M_σ (s_{i,j}) = 1 − ε 1 + ε

Ξ^M_σ (b_2) + 2ε 1 + ε

[⟨s_{i,j} , h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ^M_σ (b_{i+1})]

Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,1−j} ) = (1 − ε)Ξ^M_σ (b_2) + εΞ^M_σ (s_{i,1−j}) = Ξ^M_σ (b_2) + ε⟨s_{i,1−j} ⟩,

Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,j} ) − Ξ^M_σ (F_{i,1−j} ) = 2ε 1 − ε (⟨s_{i,j}, h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ^M_σ (b_{i+1})) − 2ε 1 + ε

Ξ^M_σ (b_2) − ε⟨s_{i,j} ⟩ = ε [ 2 1 + ε

(⟨s_{i,j} , h_{i,j} ⟩ + Ξ^M_σ (b_{i+1}) − Ξ^M_σ (b_2)) − ⟨s_{i,1−j}⟩ ]

It thus suffices to show that the last term is larger than zero which follows easily from β_i = 0.

In level i, only F_{i,1−βi+1} = F_{i,1−j} can be closed. Then, the statement follows by the same argument used for the case G_n = S_n.

We now consider Property (SV*)_1. Assume that (g_1, F_{1,β2} ) does not become improving when applying (e_{1,β2,k}, b_2). Then, by Lemma B.32, we need to have σ̄(g_i) = β_{i+1} if G_n = M_n. Consider the case G_n = S_n. If β_2 = 0, then Lemma B.32 implies that we need to have σ̄(g_1) = 0. If β_2 = 1, then ν = 2. But this implies σ_b(g_1) = F_{1,0} since the cycle center F_{1,0} was then closed with respect to σ_b. For this reason, the switch (g_1, F_{1,1}) was not applied during phase 1. Since a switch involving a selection vertex gi can only be applied during phase 5 if σ̄(g_i) = 1 by Lemma B.32, the switch cannot have been applied during phase 5. Consequently, σ(g_1) = σ_b(g_1) = F_{1,0} Thus, σ has Property (SV*)_1. If the edge (g_1, F_{1,β2} ) becomes an improving switch, then the strategy obtained after applying it has Property (SV*)_i by Corollary C.16.

Claim 19. Let σ denote the strategy obtained after applying the final improving switch of phase 5 for ν > 1. Then I_σ = {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ): σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j}}. Proof. Let σ^{(5)} denote the phase-5-strategy of Lemma C.12 with σ ∈ Λ_σ(5) . We first observe that β^σ = β^{σ(5)} , so the upper index can be omitted. It is easy to verify that I_σ can be partitioned as I_σ = {(d_{i,j,∗}, F_{i,j} ): σ^{(5)}(e_{i,j,∗}) = g_1} ∪ {(d_{ν,1−βν+1,∗}, F_{ν,1−βν+1} )} ∪ { e = (d_{i,1−βi+1,∗}, F_{i,1−βi+1} ): i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 0, ϕ^{σ5} (e) = m − 1 } ∪ { e = (d_{i,1−βi+1,∗}, F_{i,1−βi+1} ): i < ν, ϕ^{σ(5)} (e) ≥ m − 1 } , if b + 1 is not a power of two. A similar partition can be derived if b + 1 is a power of two. In particular, I_σ ⊆ {(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ): σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} }. We prove that e = (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) implies e ∈ I_σ if σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j}. If σ^{(5)}(e_{i,j,k}′ ) = g_1 for some k^′ ∈ {0, 1}, then e ∈ I_σ as one of the cycle edges of F_{i,j} is improving for σ^{(5)} while the other becomes improving after applying (e_{i,j,k}′ , b_2). Thus let σ^{(5)}(e_{i,j,∗}) = b_2, implying ¬σ̄^{(5)}(eg_{i,j} ). Then, by Lemma C.12, either σ̄^{(5)}(d_{i,j} ) or σ̄^{(5)}(eb_{i,j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄^{(5)}(eg_{i,j} ). In the first case, β_i = 1 ∧ β_{i+1} = j by Lemma C.12. But this implies σ̄(d_{i,j} ) since σ is a phase-5-strategy for b and thus has Property (EV1)_i. This however contradicts σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} . Hence, assume that σ̄^{(5)}(eb_{i,j}) ∧ ¬σ̄^{(5)}(eg_{i,j} ). Then, by Lemma C.12, (i, j) ∈ S_1. We distinguish three cases.

1. Let (i, j) ∈ {(i, 1 − β_{i+1}): i ≤ ν − 1}. If ϕ^{σ(5)} (e) < m − 1, then e was an improving switch of type 3 for σ^{(5)} and thus applied during phase 5. But this contradicts σ(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} since no switch (d_{∗,∗,∗}, e_{∗,∗,∗}) is applied during phase 5. This implies (i, j) ∈ {(i, 1 − β_{i+1}): i ≤ ν − 1, ϕ^{σ(5)} (e) ≥ m − 1}, hence e ∈ I_σ.

2. Let (i, j) ∈ {(i, 1 − β_{i+1}): i ∈ {ν + 1, . . . , m − 1}, β_i = 0} which can only occur if b + 1 is not a power of 2. As proved when discussing I_σ(5) , we then either have σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j}, implying ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≤ m − 1 or σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} and ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = m − 1. Consider the first case. If the inequality is strict, the switch was applied previously during phase 5, yielding a contradiction. Otherwise, (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ. In the second case, the switch was applied during phase 1, hence it was a switch of type 1 during phase 5, also implying (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ I_σ.

3. Finally, let i = ν ∧ j = 1 − β_{ν+1} which only needs to be considered if b + 1 is not a power of 2. In this case we however have e ∈ I_σ(5) , implying e ∈ I_σ.

Thus, e ∈ I_σ in all case, proving the statement.

Claim 20. Let σ denote the strategy obtained after applying the final improving switch of phase 5 for ν > 1. Then σ is a canonical strategy for b + 1.

Proof. Consider Definitions 3.1 and 4.1. As σ is a phase-5-strategy for b, it holds that β = b + 1. Thus, condition 1 follows since σ(e_{∗,∗,∗}) = b_2 and ν > 1. This also implies that conditions 2(a), 2(c), 3(a) and 3(b) are fulfilled as σ has Property (EV1)_∗ and Property (EV2)_∗.

Consider condition 2(b) and let i ∈ [n]. Since (b + 1)_i = 1 implies that F_{i,(b+1)i+1} is closed, we prove that F_{i,1−(b+1)i+1} is not closed. Let j := 1−(b+1)_{i+1}. Then, by Lemma C.12, σ^{(5)}(d_{i,j,∗}) = e_{i,j,∗} and it suffices to prove (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^σ_{(5)} . As such a switch is applied during σ^{(5)} → σ if and only if it is of type 3 by Corollary C.18, we prove ϕ^{σ(5)} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) ≥ ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ − 1. (xi)

This follows if 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i+1)+1_{j=1}lufn(b, i+1) = 0 since this implies ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≥ b. Thus suppose that this term is not 0. Then, since b_1 = 1 and by the choice of i and j, ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌈ b + 2 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ + 1.

But this implies Inequality (xi) since ℓ^b(i, j, 0) ≥ ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ + 1.

Consider condition 3(c) and let i ∈ [n] and j := 1 − (b + 1)_{i+1}. It is easy to prove that σ has condition 3(c) since (b + 1)_i = 0 and F_{i,j} being closed imply Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,j}) ≻ Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,1−j} ). Since F_{i,j} is closed, Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) = �s_{i,j}� ⊕ Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) by Property (USV1)_i, Lemma A.16 and σ(b_1) = b_2. Since F_{i,1−j} cannot be closed due to the choice of j and (b + 1)_i = 0, we have σ̄(eb_{i,1−j} ) ∧ ¬σ̄(eg_{i,1−j} ). Consequently, Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,1−j} ) = Ξ̂^∗_σ(b_2) since σ(b_1) = b_2. But this implies Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,1−j} ) ≺ Ξ̂^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ). Next, consider condition 3(d) and consider a level i with (b+1)_i = 0. Let j := 0 resp. j := β_{i+1} depending on whether G_n = S_n or G_n = M_n. We prove that Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,j} ) ≻ Ξ^∗_σ(F_{i,1−j} ) if none of the two cycle centers is closed. If G_n = M_n, this either follows from Lemma B.1 since σ has Property (REL1) or by an easy but tedious calculation. If G_n = S_n, this follows since Ω(F_{i,0}) > Ω(F_{i,1}) and as these priorities are even.

Property (USV1) implies that σ fulfills conditions 4 and 5 for all indices. Finally, consider condition 6 and let i = ℓ(b + 2), j = β_{ℓ(b+2)+1}. By the same argument used for condition 3(c), it suffices to prove ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≥ ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ − 1 for both k ∈ {0, 1}. This however follows from ℓ(b + 1) = 1, β_2 = 1 − b_2 and b_1 = 1 by

ℓ^b(1, 1 − b_2, k) = ⌈ b + ∑ (b, 1) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b + 2 − k 2 ⌋ = ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ , implying the statement. Hence, σ is a canonical strategy for b + 1.

Lemma C.21. Let b ∈ B_n be even, i := ℓ(b + 2) and j := 1 − (b + 2)_{i+1}. If b + 2 is a power of 2, then ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,∗}, F_{i,j} ) = m. Otherwise, ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ and ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) = m − 1. In any case, σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} for both k ∈ {0, 1}.

Proof. Assume b + 2 = 2^l for some l ∈ N. Then, the choice of i and j implies b + 2 = 2^{i−1} and j = 1. In particular lufn(b, i + 1) = 0, implying ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≥ b by Lemma B.3. Consequently, ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ = m since b+1 is odd. In addition, ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≠ ℓ^b(i, j, k)+1, hence σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} as σ_b has the canonical properties.

Thus assume that b + 2 is not a power of 2. Since b is even and by the choice of i, it holds that b_1 = 0 and b_2 = · · · = b_{i−1} = 1. In particular 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) ≠ 0. Hence, by

Lemma B.3, ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + 2^{i−1} − 2 + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b − 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b − k 2 ⌋ . Furthermore, b being even and Property (OR4)_{i,j,0} implies ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≠ ℓ^b(i, j, k) − 1. Hence ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ and ℓ^b(i, j, 1) = ⌊(b − 1)/2⌋ = m − 1. Also, σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} for both k ∈ {0, 1} since ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 < m otherwise, contradicting the previous arguments.

Claim 21. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1} and consider the two equations

ϕ^σ(e) ≠ ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) − 1, (vii)

ϕ^σ(e) = ⌊ b + 1 + 1 − 2 2 ⌋ . (viii)

1. If j = (b + 2)_{i+1}, then either Property (vii) or Property (viii) holds.

2. If i ≠ ℓ(b + 2) and j ≠ (b + 2)_{i+1}, then either Property (vii) or Property (viii) holds.

3. If b + 1 is even, i = ℓ(b + 2) and j ≠ (b + 2)_{i+1}, then Property (viii) holds.

4. If b + 1 is odd, i = ℓ(b + 2), j = 1 − (b + 2)_{i+1}, k ∈ {0, 1} and b + 2 is a power of two, then Property (viii) holds.

5. If b is even, i = ℓ(b + 2), j ≠ (b + 2)_{i+1}, k = 1 and b + 2 is not a power of two, then Property (viii) holds.

Proof. As a remainder, we currently consider a canonical strategy σ for b + 1 with I_σ = D^σ. We prove the statements one after another.

1. We distinguish several cases.

(a) Let b_i = 1 ∧ b_{i+1} = j. This implies i ≠ 1 since i = 1 contradicts the choice of j. Also b ≥ 4 for the same reason. Let

1_{j=0}lfn(b + 1, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b + 1, i + 1) = 0.

Then ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) − 1 ≥ b by Lemma B.3. Since ϕ^σ(e) ≤ ϕ^{σb} (e) + 1, we then have ϕ^σ(e) ≤ m + 1. Since b ≥ 4, this implies ϕ^σ(e) < ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) − 1, implying the statement. Let 1_{j=0}lfn(b + 1, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b + 1, i + 1) ≠ 0 and observe

ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌈ lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b − ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ . We distinguish two more cases.

i. Let (b + 1)_i = 1, implying (b + 1)_{i+1} = j. Then e /∈ A^σ_b , and consequently ϕ^{σb} (e) = ϕ^σ(e). It is easy to verify that

1_{j=0}lfn(b + 1, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b + 1, i + 1) = b + 1 − ∑ (b + 1, i) − 2^{i−1} − 2^{i−1} in this case. Hence, by the definition of ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k), we have

ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) = ⌈ lfn(b + 1, i, {(i + 1, j)}) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ − ∑ (b + 1, i) + 2^i

= ϕ^{σb+1} (e) + ∑ (b + 1, i) + 2^i ≥ ϕ^{σb+1} (e) + 4,

so ϕ^{σb+1} (e) ≤ ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) − 4, implying Property (vii).

ii. Assume (b + 1)_i = 0, implying i < ν and thus (b + 1)_{i+1} ≠ b_i = j. Then b_1 = · · · = b_i = 1 and (b + 1)_1 = · · · = (b + 1)_i = 0. Hence, by Lemma B.6,

ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) = ⌈ b + 1 − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b + 1, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b − (2^{i−1} − 1) + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b − ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ϕ^{σb} (e).

This implies ϕ^σ(e) ≥ ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k), and thus Property (vii).

(b) Let b_i = 1 ∧ b_{i+1} ≠ j. Since j = (b + 2)_{i+1}, this implies (b + 2)_{i+1} ≠ b_{i+1}. Hence, bit i + 1 was switched when transitioning from σ_b to σ_{b+2}. In one of the two transitions, the first bit switched from 0 to 1 and this bit was the only bit that was switched in this transition. Thus, either [i < ℓ(b + 1) and ℓ(b + 2) = 1] or [ℓ(b + 1) = 1 and i < ℓ(b + 2)]. Consider [i < ℓ(b + 1) and ℓ(b + 2) = 1] first. Since b_i = 1 and b_{i+1} ≠ j, Lemma B.3 implies that it holds that ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈(b + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k)/2⌉ . Now, since i < ℓ(b + 1), we have b_l = 1 for all l < i, implying ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ (b + 2^{i−1} − k)/2 ⌉ . If i = 1, then ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b + 1 − k 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ . This implies Property (viii) since the only feasible tolerance for i = 1 is 0. If i > 1, then Property (viii) follows from ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≥ ⌈ b + 2 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b + 3 2 ⌋ = ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ + 1.

Thus, ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ ≠ ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1. Consequently, by Property (OR1)_{i,j,k}, σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} for both k ∈ {0, 1}. Since ℓ(b + 1) > i ≥ 1 implies that b is odd, this yields ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) < ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ). Combining these implies that (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) is applied during phase 1 of σ_b → σ_{b+1}, so ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊ b 2 ⌋ + 1 = ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ = ⌊ b + 1 + 1 − 1 2 ⌋ and ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ = ⌊ b + 1 + 1 − 0 2 ⌋ . Next let ℓ(b + 1) = 1 and i < ℓ(b + 2). Since ℓ(b + 1) = 1 implies b_1 = 0, b_i = 1 implies i > 1. In addition, i < ℓ(b + 2) implies b_i′ = 1 for all i^′ ∈ {2, . . . , i − 1}. Consequently, as in the last case, ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b + 2^{i−1} − 2 + 1 + k 2 ⌉

≥ ⌈ b + 1 − k 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ . Since b is even, t_b = −1 is not a feasible parameter for b. This implies that ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ and in particular ϕ^{σb} (e) ≠ ℓ^b(i, j, k)+1. Thus, Property (OR1)_{i,j,k} implies σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} for both k ∈ {0, 1}. Since b is even, ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ). Hence, as discussed previously, the switch (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) is applied during σ_b → σ. Thus, Property (viii) follows from ϕ^{σb+1} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ + 1 = ⌊ b + 1 + 1 − 0 2 ⌋ and ϕ^{σb+1} (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊ b 2 ⌋ = ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ = ⌊ b + 1 + 1 − 1 2 ⌋ . (c) Let b_i = 0 and (b + 1)_i = 1 ∧ j = (b + 1)_{i+1}, implying i = ℓ(b + 1). Hence, as the occurrence record of e with respect to σ is described by Table 6.4,

ϕ^σ(e) = ⌈ lfn(b + 1, i, {(i + 1, j)}) + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b + 1 + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ + 1.

Since 1_{j=0}lfn(b + 1, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b + 1, i + 1) < b + 1 − 2^i, this implies ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) > ϕ^σ(e) + 2 and consequently Property (vii).

(d) Let b_i = 0 and (b + 1)_i = 1 ∧ j ≠ (b + 1)_{i+1}. Then, i = ℓ(b + 1). Since j = (b + 2)_{i+1} by assumption, the bit with index i + 1 has switched when transitioning from b + 1 to b + 2. This is however only possible if i = ℓ(b+1) = 1. As this also implies b_{i+1} = (b+1)_{i+1} ≠ j, this implies ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b − 1 + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋

Property (OR3)_{i,j,k} applied to σ_b thus implies ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋. By the same arguments used in the earlier cases, we devise (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^σ_b . But, similar to the previous cases, this implies Property (viii).

(e) Let b_i = 0 and (b + 1)_i = 0. Then, i > 1 and b_{i+1} = (b + 1)_{i+1} = (b + 2)_{i+1}, hence j = b_{i+1}. Thus, by Lemma B.3, ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b + 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌈ b + 2^{i−1} + 1 − k 2 ⌉

≥ ⌈ b + 2 + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b + 1 − k 2 ⌉ + 1 ≥ ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ + 1.

Therefore ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ ≤ ℓ^b(i, j, k) − 1, implying ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋. This implies Property (viii) by using the same arguments as in the last cases.

2. Since i ≠ ℓ(b + 2), it is not possible that (b + 1)_{i+1} = 0 ∧ (b + 2)_{i+1} = 1. It thus suffices to investigate the following cases.

(a) Let b_i = 0 ∧ (b + 1)_i = 1, i.e., i = ℓ(b + 1) = ν. Then b_{i+1} = (b + 1)_{i+1} and (b + 1)_{i+1} = (b + 2)_{i+1} if and only if i ≠ 1. Consider the case i ≠ 1 first. Then, j ≠ b_{i+1}, hence j = 1 − b_{i+1}. Since i = ℓ(b + 1), Lemma B.3 then implies ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b − 2^{ν−1} + 2^{ν−1} − 1 + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ . Now, ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ or ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) − 1 ≠ ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋. Consider the first case. Then σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} by Property (OR2)_{i,j,k}. Using the same arguments used when proving the first statement, this implies ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1 + 1 − k)/2⌋. Consider the second case. By our previous calculation and by Property (OR3)_{i,j,k}, ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = m − 1 and k = 0. Also, by Property (OR2)_{i,j,k}, σ_b(d_{i,j,0}) ≠ F_{i,j}. Thus, by Corollary C.3, e ∈ A^σ_b . Hence ϕ^σ(e) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ = ⌊(b + 2)/2⌋ since b is odd. Consequently, ϕ^σ(e) = ⌊(b + 1 + 1 − 0)/2⌋, so Property (viii) holds. Now consider the case i = 1, i.e., (b + 1)_{i+1} ≠ (b + 2)_{i+1}. Then j = b_{i+1}, hence ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b + 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌈ b + 2 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ + 1.

Thus, ℓ^b(i, j, k) − 1 = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋, implying ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋. Since F_{1,j} is the cycle center that is closed during the transition from σ_b to σ_{b+1}, the switch (d_{1,j,k}, F_{1,j} ) is applied for both k. Since b is even, Property (viii) follows from ϕ^σ(e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ + 1 = ⌊(b + 1 + 1 − k)/2⌋ .

(b) Let b_i = 0 ∧ (b + 1)_i = 0. Since i ≠ ℓ(b + 2), we have (b + 2)_i = 0. This implies b_{i+1} = (b + 1)_{i+1} = (b + 2)_{i+1}, so j = 1 − b_{i+1} and i > 2. Thus, by Lemma B.3, ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ . Since (b + 1)_i = 0 implies i ≠ ℓ(b + 1), we either have ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≠ ℓ^b(i, j, k) − 1 or ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ by Property (OR3)_{i,j,k}. Assume ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ and let ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ first. Then, since ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) by Lemma B.6, we obtain ϕ^σ(e) ≥ ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k). Hence ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≠ ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) − 1. Now let ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≠ ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1. Then, by Property (OR2)_{i,j,k}, σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} . Since ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋, we can apply the same arguments used when discussing previous cases to obtain Property (viii). Let ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≠ ℓ^b(i, j, k)−1 ≠ ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ as we can apply the same arguments used before otherwise. Thus, either ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) or ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1. Since ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1, the statement follows directly if we consider the case ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1. Hence assume ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k). Then, Property (OR2)_{i,j,k} implies σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} . As ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋, e is applied when transitioning from σ_b to σ. Thus ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) + 1 = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k), implying Property (vii).

(c) Let b_i = 1 ∧ j = 1 − b_{i+1}. Then, Lemma B.3 implies ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌈ b + ∑ (b, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉ ≥ ⌊ b + 1 − k 2 ⌋ . Since i ≠ ℓ(b+1) as b_i = 1, this yields ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌊(b + 1 − k)/2⌋ by Property (OR3)_{i,j,k}. In particular, σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} , so the same arguments used previously yield Property (viii).

(d) Let b_i = 1 ∧ j = b_{i+1}, implying ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌈(lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) + 1 − k)/2⌉. Since j ≠ (b + 2)_{i+1}, bit i + 1 switched. As i ≠ ℓ(b + 2) and b_i = 1 yields i ≠ 1, this implies i ≤ ν − 1. In particular, ϕ^{σb} (e) = ⌈ (b − 2^{i−1} + 2 − k)/2 ⌉ . Furthermore, we then have (b + 1)_{i+1} = 0 ∧ (b + 1)_{i+1} ≠ j. Hence, by Lemma B.3,

ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) = ⌈ b + 1 − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b + 1) + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + 2 − k 2 ⌉ = ϕ^{σb} (e).

Thus, ϕ^σ(e) ≥ ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k), so ϕ^σ(e) ≠ ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) − 1.

3. Since i = ℓ(b + 2), we have (b + 1)_i = 0. This further implies (b + 1)_{i+1} = (b + 2)_{i+1}, so j ≠ (b + 1)_{i+1}. Thus, by Lemma B.3,

ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) = ⌈ b + 1 − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b + 1, i) + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b + 1 − 2^{ν−1} + 2^{ν−1} − 1 + 1 − k 2 ⌉

= ⌈ b + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = ⌊ b + 1 + 1 − k 2 ⌋ . Since b + 1 is even, the parameter t_{b+1} = −1 is not feasible. This implies Property (viii).

4. By the choice of i, there is no number b^′ ≤ b + 1 with i = ℓ(b^′). Consequently, it holds that lfn(b + 1, i + 1) = lufn(b + 1, i + 1) = 0. Thus, by Lemma B.3, ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) ≥ b + 1 > ⌊(b + 1 + 1 − k)/2⌋, implying Property (viii).

5. Since k = 1, it suffices to show ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) = m. Since b is even, we have ℓ(b+1) = 1, hence b_i = 0. As shown in the proof of Lemma C.21, this implies ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌊(b − 1)/2⌋ = m − 1. Consequently, by Lemma C.21, it holds that ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) < ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ). Since Property (OR2)_{i,j,1} now implies σ_b(d_{i,j,1}) ≠ F_{i,j} , this implies (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^σ_b . But then, the statement follows since we then have ϕ^σ(d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) = m.

Claim 22. Let ν = 1. The occurrence records of edges of the type (d_{∗,∗,∗}, F_{∗,∗}) not applied during σ_b → σ is described correctly by Table 6.4.

Proof. Let i ∈ [n], j, k ∈ {0, 1}. We distinguish four cases.

1. Let b_i = 1 ∧ b_{i+1} = j. Since ν = 1, this implies (b + 1)_i = 1 ∧ (b + 1)_{i+1} = j. Hence, F_{i,j} is closed for both σ_b and σ and the switch was not applied during σ_b → σ, implying i ≠ 1. Consequently, lfn(b, i, {(i + 1, j)}) = lfn(b + 1, i, {(i + 1, j)}), implying the statement.

2. Let b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} ≠ j. Consider the case (b + 1)_i = 0 ∧ (b + 1)_{i+1} ≠ j, implying i ≠ 1.

Let 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) = 0, implying ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≥ b by Lemma B.3. Since ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≤ m, this implies ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e) = m independent of k since b + 1 is odd. Note that this implies σ_b(d_{i,j,∗}) ≠ F_{i,j} by Property (OR1)_{i,j,∗}. Consequently, both (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) and (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) could have been applied during phase 1. However, due to the tie-breaking rule, only (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) was applied during phase 1. It thus suffices to investigate e := (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ). Since ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, 1) ≥ b by Lemma B.3 and ϕ^σ(e) = ϕ^{σb} (e), we thus obtain

ϕ^σ(e) = ⌊ b + 1 2 ⌋ = ⌊ (b + 1) + 1 − k 2 ⌋ = min (⌊ (b + 1) + 1 − k 2 ⌋ , ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, k) ) , hence choosing t_{b+1} = 0 yields the correct description of the occurrence record. Let 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) ≠ 0. Then, by Lemma B.3 and since b_1 = 0, ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≤ ⌈ b − 2^{i−1} + 2^{i−1} − 1 − 1 + 1 − k 2 ⌉ = m − k. (xii)

If σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} and ϕ^{σb} (e) < m, then (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) was applied in phase 1 by Corollary C.3. By Property (OR1)_{i,j,k}, σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} and ϕ^{σb} (e) = m is not possible. Consider the case σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} and ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < m. We show that e was then applied during phase 5. By Corollary C.17, we need to show i > u and i < m. If i ≠ u, the first statement follows as b_i = 0 and (b + 1)_i = 0. If i = u, Inequality (xii) is tight, contradicting σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} since we then had ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + 1 ≥ m. Assume, for the sake of contradiction, i > m. Then b < 2^{i−1}, hence lfn(b, i + 1) = lufn(b, i + 1) = 0. Consequently, by Lemma B.3, ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≥ b, contradicting Properties (OR1)_{i,j,k} and (OR2)_{i,j,k}. Therefore, e was applied during phase 5 and we do not consider it here. It thus suffices to consider the case σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} and ϕ^{σb} (e) = m. It then holds that ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) + t_b for some feasible t_b due to Inequality (xii). This implies ϕ^σ(e) = ℓ^b(i, j, 1) + 1 if k = 1, contradicting σ_b(d_{i,j,1}) ≠ F_{i,j} . Thus k = 0 and ϕ^{σb} (e) = ℓ^b(i, j, 0). But this implies that Inequality (xii) is an equality. Consequently, i = ℓ(b + 2). Also, 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) ≠ 0 by assumption, hence b + 2 is not a power of two. Hence, by Property (OR3)_{i,j,0}, the parameter t_{b+1} = −1 is feasible. Since ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, 0) = ℓ^b(i, j, 0) + 1 by Lemma B.4 and m = ⌊(b + 1 + 1 − 0)/2⌋ − 1, this parameter describes the occurrence record with respect to σ. Hence,

ϕ^σ(e) = min (⌊ b + 1 + 1 − 0 2 ⌋ , ℓ^{b+1}(i, j, 0) + t_{b+1} ) < ⌊ b + 1 + 1 − 0 2 ⌋

for t_{b+1} = −1, so the occurrence record is correctly described by Table 6.4. This concludes the case (b + 1)_i = 0 ∧ (b + 1)_{i+1} ≠ j.

Consider the case (b + 1)_i = 1 and (b + 1)_{i+1} ≠ j next, implying i = ν = 1. If 1_{j=0}lfn(b, 2) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, 2) = 0, we can use the same arguments used for the case (b+1)_i = 0∧(b+1)_{i+1} ≠ j. Hence let 1_{j=0}lfn(b, 2) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, 2) ≠ 0. Then by Lemma B.3, ℓ^b(1, j, k) = m for both choices of k ∈ {0, 1}. Since the parameter t_b = −1 is not feasible as b is even and choosing t_b = 1 violates Lemma B.5, it thus holds that ϕ^σ(e) = ℓ^b(i, j, k) = ⌊(b + 1)/2⌋ for both k ∈ {0, 1}. In particular, σ_b(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} for both k ∈ {0, 1}. Hence, by the tiebreaking rule, (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) is applied during phase 1. Consequently, (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) is not applied during phase 1 and the same arguments used previously can be used to show that choosing t_{b+1} = 0 is feasible and implies the desired characterization. This concludes the case (b+1)_i = 1 ∧ (b + 1)_{i+1} ≠ j. Since only the first bit switches during σ_b → σ, this also concludes the case b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} ≠ j.

3. Let b_i = 0 ∧ b_{i+1} = j. Since only the first bit switches, it suffices to consider i ≠ 1 and (b + 1)_i = 0 ∧ (b + 1)_{i+1} = j. As before, if 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) = 0, then the statement follows directly. Hence assume 1_{j=0}lfn(b, i + 1) + 1_{j=1}lufn(b, i + 1) ≠ 0. Then, ℓ^b(i, j, k) ≥ ⌈(b + 2 + 1 − k)/2⌉ ≥ m + 1 by Lemma B.3. Since the parameter t_b = −1 is not feasible, this implies ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,∗}, F_{i,j} ) = m and σ_b(d_{i,j,∗}) ≠ F_{i,j}. By the same arguments used before, (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) is not applied and its occurrence record with respect to σ is described by Table 6.4 when interpreted for b + 1.

4. Finally, consider the case b_i = 1 ∧ b_{i+1} ≠ j. Since only the first bit switches, this implies i ≠ 1 and (b + 1)_i = 1 and (b + 1)_{i+1} ≠ j. It is easy to see that this enables us to use the same arguments used previously.

Claim 23. Equation (ix), e = (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb}_{σb−1} and b_i = 0 either imply Inequality (x) directly or that exactly one of the cycle edges of F_{i,j} is switched during σ_{b−1} → σ_b.

Proof. By Equation (ix), at most one of the two edges of the cycle center F_{i,j} is switched. We distinguish the following cases.

1. Let F_{i,j} be open for σ_{b−1}. Then, one of the two cycle edges is applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b since no cycle center is open at the end of phase 1 by Corollary C.4 resp. C.7.

2. Let F_{i,j} be closed for σ_{b−1}. Then, since b_i = 0, either (b − 1)_i = 1 ∧ (b − 1)_{i+1} = j or (b − 1)_i = 0 ∧ (b − 1)_{i+1} ≠ j. Consider the first case. This case can only happen if i < ℓ(b), additionally implying j ≠ b_{i+1}. In addition, we then have ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊ lfn(b − 1, i, {(i + 1, j)}) − k 2 ⌋ + 1 = ⌊ b − 1 − 2^{i−1} + 1 − k 2 ⌋ + 1 = ⌊ b − 2^{i−1} − k 2 ⌋ + 1 = ⌊ b − 2^{i−1} + 2 − k 2 ⌋ . for k ∈ {0, 1}. For i = 2, this implies ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊ b − 2 + 2 − 0 2 ⌋ = ⌊ b 2 ⌋

ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊ b − 2 + 2 − 1 2 ⌋ = ⌊ b − 1 2 ⌋ ≥ ⌊ b 2 ⌋ − 1 and thus the statement. For i ≥ 3 it is easy to verify that this implies that the occurrence record of at least one of the cycle edges is so low that the corresponding edge is applied as improving switch during phase 5 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b. This concludes the first case, hence assume (b−1)_i = 0∧(b−1)_{i+1} ≠ j. Then, F_{i,j} being closed implies ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, k)+1 ≤ ⌊b/2⌋ − 1 and σ_{b−1}(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} for both k ∈ {0, 1}. If this inequality is met with equality for both k, then the statement follows as the occurrence record of the edges is sufficiently high. If the inequality is strict for at least one k, then the corresponding switch is applied during phase 5 of the transition σ_{b−1} → σ_b.

3. Let F_{i,j} be halfopen for σ_{b−1}. Then, for some k ∈ {0, 1}, σ_{b−1}(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} as well as ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, k) + 1 ≤ ⌊b/2⌋ − 1. Furthermore, σ_{b−1}(d_{i,j,1−k}) = F_{i,j} and ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ∈ {⌊b/2⌋ − 1, ⌊b/2⌋}. If ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊b/2⌋ − 1, then the edge is ap- plied as an improving switch and the statement follows. Hence assume ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊b/2⌋. Then, due to σ_{b−1}(d_{i,j,k}) ≠ F_{i,j} , this implies ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, 1 − k) + 1 ≠ ⌊b/2⌋. However, ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, k) ≤ ⌊b/2⌋−2 since it then holds that ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, k)+1 ≤ ⌊b/2⌋−1. But, since ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, k) and ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, 1 − k) differ by at most one, this implies ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, 1 − k) ≤ ⌊b/2⌋ − 1. But this is a contradiction to ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊b/2⌋.

Claim 24. Assume that Equation (ix), e = (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb}_{σb−1} , b_i = 0 hold and that exactly one of the two cycle edges (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ), (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) is applied during σ_{b−1} → σ_b. Then (b − 1)_i = 0.

Proof. Let, for the sake of contradiction, (b − 1)_i = 1. Then, as b_i = 0, we have i < ℓ(b) and consequently (b − 1)_{i+1} ≠ b_{i+1}. It further implies that b is even. Then, since e ∈ A^{σb}_{σb−1} by assumption, the switch e = (g_i, F_{i,j} ) was applied during phase 5 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b. This implies j = 0 if G_n = S_n resp. j = b_{i+1} = 1 − (b − 1)_{i+1} if G_n = M_n. Consider the case G_n = M_n first. Then, since (b − 1)_i = 1 ∧ j = 1 − (b − 1)_{i+1} imply ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, k) ≥ ⌊(b − k)/2⌋ + 1 for k ∈ {0, 1} by Lemma B.3, we obtain ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊(b − k)/2⌋.

In addition, since ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≠ ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, k) + 1 for both k ∈ {0, 1}, F_{i,j} is then open with respect to σ_{b−1} by Property (OR2)_{i,j,∗}. This implies that (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,1}) is applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b. But then min_{k∈{0,1}} ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) < min_{k∈{0,1}} ϕ^{σb} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ), contradicting Equation (ix). Now consider the case G_n = S_n. If j = 0 = 1 − (b − 1)_{i+1}, then the statement follows by the same arguments. This is the case if and only if i < ℓ(b) − 1, so let i = ℓ(b) − 1. By Definition 3.1, this implies σ_{b−1}(g_i) = F_{i,0}. Since F_{i,0} is then closed during phase 1 of the transition σ_{b−1} → σ_b and since (g_i, F_{i,1}) cannot be applied during phase 5 in S_n, this is a contradiction.

Claim 25. Assume that Equation (ix), e = (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb}_{σb−1} , b_i = 0 hold and that exactly one of the two cycle edges (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ), (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) is applied during σ_{b−1} → σ_b. If (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b, then

1. b is even and i ≠ 2, 2. ∑ (b, i) = 2^{i−1} − 2 and

3. if (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb−1}_{σb−2} , then (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^{σb−2}_{σb−3} .

Proof. By Corollary C.2, there is some index k ∈ {0, 1} such that σ_{b−1}(d_{i,j,k}) = F_{i,j} as well as ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, k) + 1 ≤ ⌊b/2⌋ − 1. Moreover, it holds that ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊b/2⌋ − 1 and (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) is applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b. By Property (ix), (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) is not applied as improving switch during σ_{b−1} → σ_b. It is easy to verify that this implies that we need to have ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊b/2⌋ − 1 as well as ℓ(b) > 1. This implies that b is even and, since (b − 1)_i = 0 and that we cannot have i = 2. In particular, the first statement holds and we have ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, k) = ⌊b/2⌋ − 2. Since ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, 1) ≤ ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, 0), this implies k = 1 as ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) ≤ ⌊b/2⌋ − 2 held otherwise. This implies ⌊(b − 2)/2⌋ = ⌊ (b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b − 1, i) + 1)/2 ⌋ as ⌊ b − 2 2 ⌋ = ⌊ b 2 ⌋ − 1 = ℓ^{b−1}(i, j, 1) + 1 = ⌈ b − 1 − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b − 1, i) 2 ⌉ + 1 = ⌊ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b − 1, i) + 2 2 ⌋ = ⌊ b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b − 1, i) + 1 2 ⌋ . where the last equality follows since i ≥ 3 and since ∑ (b − 1, i) is odd as b is even. Since b is even and i ≠ 1, the nominators on both sides are then even. But this implies that the nominators have to be equal. Since ∑ (b, i) = ∑ (b − 1, i) + 1, this implies ∑ (b, i) = 2^{i−1} − 2. More precisely, ∑ (b, i) = ∑ (b − 1, i) + 1 = b − 2 − b + 2^{i−1} − 1 + 1 = 2^{i−1} − 2,

implying the second statement.

We now prove that it is not possible that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) was applied during both σ_{b−2} → σ_{b−1} and σ_{b−3} → σ_{b−2}, implying (c). First note that i ≥ 3 implies b−3 ≥ b̄, i.e., b−3 is indeed “contributing” to N(b̄, b − 1). Since the statement follows if (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^{σb−1}_{σb−2} , assume that this was the case. Since we assume that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b and since i ≠ ℓ(b) and i ≠ ℓ(b − 1), it is not possible that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) was applied during phase 5 of σ_{b−2} → σ_{b−1}. It was thus applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−2} → σ_{b−1}. Since b is even, this implies ϕ^{σb−2} (d_{i,j,k}, F_{i,j} ) ≤ ⌊(b − 2 + 1)/2⌋ − 1 = ⌊b/2⌋ − 2 for both k ∈ {0, 1}. Now, for the sake of contradiction, assume (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb−2}_{σb−3} . By the same argument used previously, it is not possible that this switch was applied during phase 5 of that transition. It thus needs to be applied during phase 1. This is an immediate contradiction if (b − 3)_i = 1. Thus assume (b − 3)_i = 0. Then, since (g_i, F_{i,j} ) was applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−3} → σ_{b−2}, there is some k ∈ {0, 1} such that σ_{b−3}(d_{i,j,1−k}) ≠ F_{i,j} as well as ϕ^{σb−3} (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊(b − 3 + 1)/2⌋ −1 = ⌊b/2⌋−2. Since this switch is then applied during phase 1, this implies ϕ^{σb−2} (d_{i,j,1−k}, F_{i,j} ) = ⌊b/2⌋ − 1 which is a contradiction.

Claim 26. Assume that Equation (ix), e = (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb}_{σb−1} , b_i = 0 hold and that exactly one of the two cycle edges (d_{i,j,0}, F_{i,j} ), (d_{i,j,1}, F_{i,j} ) is applied during σ_{b−1} → σ_b. If (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is applied during phase 5 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b and σ̄_{b−1}(g_i) = 1 − j, then

1. i ≠ 2, 2. ∑ (b, i) = 2^{i−1} − 2 and

3. if (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb−1}_{σb−2} , then(g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^{σb−2}_{σb−3} .

Proof. We remind here that we have b_i = 0 and (b − 1)_i = 0, implying b_{i+1} = (b − 1)_{i+1}. By the conditions describing under which circumstances an improving switch (g_i, F_{i,j} ) becomes improving in phase 5 (see Lemma B.32) and the assumption, we have j = 0 if G_n = S_n resp. j = β^σ_{i+1} = b_{i+1} = (b − 1)_{i+1} if G_n = M_n. By Definition 3.1 resp. 4.1, σ_{b−1}(g_i) = F_{i,1−j} then implies that F_{i,1−j} has to be closed with respect to σ_{b−1}. As (b − 1)_i = 0, it also implies that 1 − j = 1 − (b − 1)_{i+1} needs to hold for both M_n and S_n But this implies that ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{i,1−j,k}, F_{i,1−j} ) = ℓ^{b−1}(i, 1 − j, k) + 1 ≤ ⌊ b 2 ⌋ − 1 for both k ∈ {0, 1}. We show this implies i ≠ 2 as assuming ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{2,1−j,0}, F_{2,1−j} ) = ℓ^{b−1}(2, 1 − j, 0) + 1 contradicts ϕ^{σb−1} (d_{2,1−j,0}, F_{2,1−j} ) ≤ ⌊b/2⌋ − 1.

Assume i = 2. Then, since (b − 1)_2 = b_2 = 0, we need to have b_1 = 1, so b is odd. Hence, ℓ^{b−1}(2, 1 − j, 0) + 1 = ⌊(b − 2 + 1)/2⌋ = ⌊b/2⌋ . Also, ⌊(b − 2)/2⌋ = ⌊b/2⌋ − 1 due to the parity of b and thus ⌊(b − 2)/2⌋ ≥ ⌊ (b − 2^{i−1} + ∑ (b − 1, i) + 1)/2 ⌋ , which contradicts the previously given inequality. Using the same arguments used when proving Claim 25, this implies ∑ (b, i) ≤ 2^{i−1} − 2.

It remains to prove that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) ∈ A^{σb−1}_{σb−2} implies (g_i, F_{i,j} ) /∈ A^{σb−2}_{σb−3} . As we have σ̄_{b−1}(g_i) = 1 − j, the switch (g_i, F_{i,j} ) cannot have been applied during phase 5 of σ_{b−2} → σ_{b−1}. It was thus applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−2} → σ_{b−1}. Assume b − 2 = b̄ which can happen if b is odd. But then, (g_i, F_{i,j} ) was not applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−2} → σ_{b−1} as we then have (b−2)_i = 1. Thus assume b̄ ≤ b−3 and that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) was applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−2} → σ_{b−1}. Towards a contradiction, assume that (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is applied during σ_{b−3} → σ_{b−2}. Since we apply the same switch during phase 1 of σ_{b−2} → σ_{b−1} and i ≠ ℓ(b − 1) due to (b − 1)_i = 0, the switch must have been applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−3} → σ_{b−2}. If this was not the case, i.e., if it was applied during phase 5, we had σ_{b−2}(g_i) = F_{i,j} and it would not be possible to apply (g_i, F_{i,j} ). Note that this implies (b − 3)_i = 0 and in particular (b − 3)_{i+1} = j. Then, since (g_i, F_{i,j} ) is applied during both σ_{b−3} → σ_{b−2} and σ_{b−2} → σ_{b−1}, the improving switch (g_i, F_{i,1−j} ) has to be applied in between. This switch can only be applied during phase 1 of σ_{b−2} → σ_{b−1} since j = (b − 3)_{i+1} = b_{i+1} and since (g_i, F_{i,j} ) was applied during phase 5 of σ_{b−1} → σ_b. But this is a contradiction as we apply (g_i, F_{i,j} ) during phase 1 of that transition and i ≠ ℓ(b − 2).