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Abstract

An absorbing game is a stochastic game with a single nonabsorbing
state. Such a game is called recursive if all players receive a payoff of 0 in
the nonabsorbing state, and positive if all payoffs in absorbing states are
positive. An action profile is nonabsorbing if, when it is played, the game
remains in the nonabsorbing state with probability 1. The set of nonab-
sorbing action profiles can be partitioned into the connected components
of an undirected graph, whose vertices are these profiles, with two vertices
joined by an edge whenever the corresponding profiles differ in the action
of a single player. A connected component is said to be rectangular if it
is the Cartesian product of subsets of the players’ action sets.

We prove that every positive recursive absorbing game whose non-
absorbing components are all non-rectangular admits an undiscounted
equilibrium payoff.

Keywords: Stochastic games, absorbing games, positive recursive games, undis-
counted equilibrium, uniform equilibrium, absorption structure.
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1 Introduction

One of the main open problems in game theory to date is whether every mul-
tiplayer stochastic game admits an undiscounted equilibrium payoff. This open
problem was answered affirmatively for two-player zero-sum games (Mertens
and Neyman (1981)), for two-player non-zero-sum games (Vieille (2000a,b)),
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and for various classes of stochastic games with more than two players (see,
e.g., Solan (1999); Solan and Vieille (2001), Simon (2007, 2012), Flesch et al.
(2007, 2008, 2009), and Solan et al. (2020).

Absorbing games are stochastic games with a single nonabsorbing state.
This class of games was introduced by Kohlberg (1974), who proved the ex-
istence of the limit value in two-player zero-sum absorbing games, and has
since been instrumental in the study of stochastic games. Indeed, the result of
Kohlberg (1974) was extended to all stochastic games by Mertens and Neyman
(1981). Similarly, the existence of an undiscounted equilibrium payoff in two-
player non-zero-sum absorbing games, proved by Vrieze and Thuijsman (1989),
was extended to all two-player stochastic games by Vieille (2000a,b). And the
characterization of the value in zero-sum absorbing games (Laraki (2010)) was
extended to all zero-sum stochastic games by Attia and Oliu-Barton (2019).

Some results that have been proven for absorbing games have so far resisted
extension to stochastic games, e.g., the existence of an undiscounted equilibrium
in three-player absorbing games (Solan (1999)) and in absorbing team games
(Solan (2000)), the existence of an undiscounted normal-form correlated equi-
librium in multiplayer absorbing games (Solan and Vohra (2002)), and weak ap-
proachability in absorbing games (Ragel (2024)). Some subclasses of absorbing
games, such as quitting games (Solan and Vieille (2001)) and positive recursive
absorbing games (Solan and Solan (2021)) were also studied and provided tools
and useful insights for the study of stochastic games.

Main result and main idea behind the proof. In this paper, we focus
on multiplayer absorbing games for which the stage payoff of all players in the
nonabsorbing state is 0, and all absorbing payoffs are positive. We prove that
an undiscounted equilibrium payoff exists in these games, under an additional
restriction on the transition structure.

Our proof technique is an extension of the approach of Solan and Vieille
(2001). Assuming the absorbing payoffs are bounded from above by 1, and
denoting by I the set of players, we define a function f from a subset of [0, 1]I

to itself, with the following property. Given w and ε > 0, there is an integer
T (w) and a strategy profile σ(w) such that (i) σ(w) is an ε-equilibrium in the
T (w)-stage version of the game that ends with a terminal payoff of w in case
the game did not absorb before, (ii) the probability given σ(w) that the game
absorbs is positive and (iii) the payoff induced by σ(w) is ε-close to f(w).

We use a finite orbit of f to construct a sequence (w(k))K0

k=0 such that w(k) =
f(w(k+1)), with w(K0) = (1, . . . , 1). Finally, we define a strategy profile σ∗ by
letting the players follow σ(w(0)) for T (w(0)) stages, then σ(w(1)) for N(w(1))
stages, and so on.

Significance of the paper. Beyond advancing the long-standing open prob-
lem of whether every multiplayer stochastic game admits an undiscounted equi-
librium payoff, the paper makes several conceptual contributions.
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First, we extend the dynamical-system approach to stochastic games, initi-
ated by Solan and Vieille (2001) for a restricted class of quitting games, to a
broad class of absorbing games.

Second, together with Solan et al. (2020), our result delineates where the
main difficulty in establishing equilibrium in recursive absorbing games lies. The
non-rectangularity condition identifies a large, easily checkable class of games
for which the equilibrium problem is now resolved.

Third, the ideas developed here can be used to study more general stochastic
games and other solution concepts. In a companion paper Solan and Vieille
(2025), building on and refining the techniques introduced here, we show that
in the presence of a public correlation device, every positive recursive stochastic
game (not necessarily absorbing) admits an undiscounted equilibrium payoff.
Thus, the present paper provides the core building block for a more general
theory.

Fourth, our arguments can be used to substantially simplify existing proofs
in the literature, such as the proof of the main result of Solan and Vieille (2001),
thereby clarifying the underlying structure of those results.

Structure of the paper. The model and the main result are presented in
Section 2. Section 3 presents some new and old concepts that will be used in
the proof. The proof appears in Section 4, and open problems are discussed in
Section 5.

2 Model and Main Result

2.1 The Model

Definition 2.1 (Recursive absorbing game) A recursive absorbing game is
a tuple Γ = (I, (Ai)i∈I , (ri)i∈I , p), where

• I is a finite set of players.

• Ai is a finite set of actions, for each player i ∈ I. Denote the set of action
profiles by A :=

∏
i∈I Ai.

• ri : A → R is player i’s absorbing payoff function, for each i ∈ I.

• p : A → [0, 1] is the absorption probability function.

The game is played as follows. At every stage n ∈ N, each player i selects
an action ani ∈ Ai if the game was not absorbed before. With probability p(an),
where an := (ani )i∈I , the game is absorbed, and each player i ∈ I receives the
terminal payoff ri(a

n). With probability 1− p(an) the game is not absorbed.

Definition 2.2 (Positive recursive absorbing game) A recursive absorb-
ing game Γ = (I, (Ai)i∈I , (ri)i∈I , p) is positive if ri(a) > 0, for every i ∈ I
and every a ∈ A.
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For convenience, when the game is positive and recursive, we will assume
that the payoff function r is bounded between 0 and 1.

We denote by θ ∈ N ∪ {+∞} the stage at which absorption occurs. The
game terminates in stage θ, yet it will be convenient to assume that players
choose actions in all stages n ∈ N, even after θ.

The set of histories is the set H :=
⋃∞

n=0 A
n. A history (a1, a2, . . . , an) is

interpreted as the sequence of actions in the first n stages. A (behavior) strategy
of player i is a function σi : H → ∆(Ai). The set of all strategies of player i is
denoted Σi, and the set of all strategy profiles of all players except i is denoted
Σ−i =

∏
j ̸=i Σj . A play is an infinite sequence of action profiles (a1, a2, . . . ).

Every strategy profile σ = (σi)i∈I induces a probability distribution Pσ on
the set of plays, endowed with the cylinder σ-algebra. We denote by Eσ the
corresponding expectation operator.

The (expected) undiscounted payoff under strategy profile σ is

γ(σ) := Eσ[r(a
θ)1θ<+∞] ∈ [0, 1]I .

Note that for action profiles a ∈ A with p(a) = 0, the value r(a) does not
affect the undiscounted payoff.

For every vector b = (bj)j∈I we denote b−i = (bj)j ̸=i, and for every subset
J ⊆ I we denote bJ = (bj)j∈J and b−J = (bj)j ̸∈J .

Definition 2.3 (Undiscounted equilibrium) Let ε > 0. The strategy profile
σ∗ is an undiscounted ε-equilibrium if for every i ∈ I and every σi ∈ Σi,

γi(σ
∗) ≥ γi(σi, σ

∗
−i)− ε.

A vector z ∈ RI is an undiscounted equilibrium payoff if z = limk→∞ γ(σk),
for some sequence (σk)k∈N such that σk is a 1

k -equilibrium, for each k ∈ N.

2.2 The Absorption Structure

Definition 2.4 (Set of nonabsorbing action profiles B) The set of non-
absorbing action profiles is

B := {a ∈ A : p(a) = 0}.

Definition 2.5 (Connected components of nonabsorbing action profiles)
Consider the graph whose set of vertices is the set of nonabsorbing action pro-
files B, and there is an edge between a and a′ if these two action profiles differ
in the action of at most one player; that is, there is i ∈ I such that a−i = a′−i.
Any connected component of this graph is called a connected component of non-
absorbing action profiles.

For simplicity, we will shorten the term “connected component of nonabsorb-
ing action profiles” to “connected component”. Denote by (Bℓ)Ll=1 the collection

of connected components, so that B =
⋃L

ℓ=1 B
ℓ.
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Definition 2.6 (rectangular connected component) The connected com-
ponent Bℓ is rectangular if it is a product set Bℓ =

∏
i∈I B

ℓ
i .

Example 2.7 In Figure 1 we depict the absorption structure of a three-player
absorbing game, where Player 1 selects a row, Player 2 selects a column, Player 3
selects a matrix, and absorbing entries are marked with an asterisk. In this game
there are three connected components of nonabsorbing action profiles:

• One contains a single nonabsorbing action profile, and in particular is
rectangular: {(a′1, a′2, a′′3)}.

• One is rectangular and contains six nonabsorbing action profiles:

{a′′′1 } × {a′′2 , a′′′2 } × {a3, a′3, a′′3}.

• One contains six nonabsorbing action profiles and is not rectangular:

{(a1, a2), (a1, a′2), (a′1, a2)} × {a3, a′3}.

a1

a′1

a′′1

a′′′1

a2 a′2 a′′2 a′′′2

a3

* *

* * * *

* * *

* * a1

a′1

a′′1

a′′′1

a2 a′2 a′′2 a′′′2

a′3

* *

* * * *

* * *

* * a1

a′1

a′′1

a′′′1

a2 a′2 a′′2 a′′′2

a′′3

* *

* * * *

* * *

* * * *

Figure 1: The absorption structure of the three-player recursive absorbing game
in Example 2.7.

2.3 Main Result

It follows from Solan and Vieille (2001) that all recursive absorbing games that
satisfy the following restrictive conditions admit an undiscounted equilibrium
payoff:

• Exactly one action profile â is nonabsorbing.

• For every player i ∈ I and every action profile b−i ∈ A−i, one has
ri(ai, â−i) ≥ ri(ai, b−i), for each ai in the set

Âi := argmaxbi∈Ai : p(bi,â−i)>0 ri(bi, â−i)

of best absorbing actions against â.
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Solan et al. (2020) proved that all positive recursive absorbing games that
satisfy the following conditions admit an undiscounted equilibrium payoff:

• There is exactly one connected component which is rectangular, so that
the set of nonabsorbing entries is a Cartesian product

∏
i∈I Bi. Moreover,

|Bi| ≥ 2 for at least two players i ∈ I.

• Each player has exactly one action that is not part of any nonabsorbing
entry: |Ai \Bi| = 1, for every i ∈ I.

• The probability of absorption in all entries is either 0 or 1, that is, p(a) ∈
{0, 1} for every a ∈ A.

Our main result shows that an undiscounted equilibrium payoff exists when
all connected components are not rectangular.

Theorem 2.8 (Existence of undiscounted equilibrium) Every positive re-
cursive absorbing game that has no rectangular connected component admits an
undiscounted equilibrium payoff.

Remark 2.9 (Uniform equilibrium) Theorem 2.8 also applies to the stronger
concept of uniform equilibrium payoff, see Mertens et al. (2015), Section VII.4.
A vector z ∈ RI is a uniform equilibrium payoff if for every ε > 0 there is a
strategy profile σ which is an ε-equilibrium in all games with finite horizon, and
induces a payoff vector within ε of z in all such games, provided the horizon is
sufficiently long.

In positive recursive absorbing games, the expected average payoff γn(σ) over
the first n stages is nondecreasing in n, and converges to the undiscounted payoff
γ(σ). This implies that the two concepts of equilibrium payoffs coincide for such
games.

Thus, Theorem 2.8 implies that every positive recursive absorbing game that
has no rectangular connected component admits a uniform equilibrium payoff as
well.

3 Basic Concepts

3.1 Mixed-Action Profiles and Connected Components

For every mixed action xi ∈ Ξi := ∆(Ai), denote

supp(xi) := {ai ∈ Ai : xi(ai) > 0}.

Set Ξ :=
∏

j∈I Ξj and Ξ−i :=
∏

j ̸=i Ξj . For every mixed action profile x ∈ Ξ set
supp(x) :=

∏
i∈I supp(xi).

The set of nonabsorbing mixed action profiles whose support is contained in
the connected component Bℓ is

Xℓ :=
{
x ∈ Ξ: supp(x) ⊆ Bℓ

}
, ∀ℓ ∈ [L] := {1, 2, . . . , L},
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and the set of all nonabsorbing mixed action profiles is

X :=

L⋃
l=1

Xℓ.

We note that each Xℓ is a connected subset of Ξ: if x, x′ ∈ Xℓ, then there is a
continuous path (xt)t∈[0,1] in Xℓ that starts at x0 = x and ends at x1 = x′.

3.2 The minmax value

For every i ∈ I, denote by vi := infσ−i∈Σ−i supσi∈Σi
γi(σ) player i’s minmax

value. Since payoffs are non-negative and bounded by 1, we have 0 ≤ vi ≤ 1 for
each i ∈ I.

A minmaxing profile against i is a profile (σi, σ−i) such that γi(σ̃i, σ−i) ≤ vi
for each σ̃i ∈ Σi.

In the proof, it is convenient to use stationary minmaxing profiles. The
following result is a generalization of Flesch et al. (1996) to multiplayer positive
recursive absorbing games.

Lemma 3.1 For each i ∈ I there exists a stationary minmaxing profile.

Proof. For every λ ∈ (0, 1] denote by vi,λ := minσ−i∈Σ−i
maxσi∈Σi

γi,λ(σ)
player i’s minmax value in the λ-discounted game, where γi,λ(σ) := Eσ

[
(1− λ)θri(a

θ)
]
.

It is well known that there is a stationary profile x−i,λ ∈ Ξ−i that achieves
the minimum, and that vi = limλ→0 vi,λ ≥ 0, see Neyman (2003). Any limit
point x−i,0 of the family (x−i,λ)λ>0 as λ → 0 is a stationary minmaxing profile
against i. Indeed, let xi ∈ Ξi be arbitrary. If the probability of absorption
under (xi, x−i,0) is positive, then

γi(xi, x−i,0) = lim
λ→0

γi,λ(xi, x−i,λ) ≤ lim
λ→0

vi,λ = vi.

If the profile (xi, x−i,0) is nonabsorbing, then γi(xi, x−i,0) = 0 ≤ vi.

As in much of the literature on dynamic games, our equilibrium constructions
will be supported by the threat of switching to a minmaxing profile in case a
player does not abide to a prespecified behavior.

3.3 The Maximal Absorbing Response

For every mixed action profile x ∈ Ξ, the expected absorption probability under
x is

p(x) :=
∑
a∈A

p(a)
∏
j∈I

xj(aj)

 ,

and player i’s expected absorption payoff under x given absorption is

ri(x) :=
∑
a∈A

ri(a)p(a)
∏
j∈I

xj(aj)

 /p(x), ∀i ∈ I.
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The expected absorption payoff is defined only for absorbing mixed action pro-
files x.

Player i’s payoff under a best absorbing response to x−i is

ρi(x) := max
{
ri(ai, x−i) : ai ∈ Ai, p(ai, x−i) > 0

}
. (1)

By convention, the maximum on an empty set is −∞. Since the absorbing
payoffs are positive, ρi(x) > 0 as soon as ρi(x) ̸= −∞. Note that ρi(x) is inde-
pendent of xi. Note also that the functions x 7→ ρi(x) are lower semicontinuous:
lim infk→∞ ρi(x

(k)) ≥ ρi(x) for every sequence (x(k))k∈N that converges to x.
This is so because when (x(k))k∈N is a sequence in Ξ that converges to x, if

p(ai, x−i) > 0, then p(ai, x
(k)
−i ) > 0 for every k ∈ N sufficiently large, and hence

the maximum in Eq. (1) contains fewer actions for x than for x(k), for every
large k.

When ρi(x) > −∞, let ai(x) ∈ Ai be a best absorbing response to x−i,
namely, an action that attains the maximum in Eq. (1).

We note that if there is a nonabsorbing mixed action profile such that ρi(x) =
−∞, then vi = 0. Indeed, since the game is positive and recursive, vi ≥ 0, and
by playing the mixed action profile x−i, the other players lower the best payoff
player i can obtain to 0.

If there is x ∈ X such that ρi(x) = −∞ for every i ∈ I, then the stationary
strategy x is an undiscounted 0-equilibrium: it yields each player the payoff 0,
and all unilateral deviations are nonabsorbing and hence not profitable. Since
our goal is to prove the existence of an undiscounted equilibrium payoff, we can
make the following assumption.

Assumption 3.2 (No nonabsorbing equilibrium) For every x ∈ X there
is i ∈ I such that ρi(x) > 0.

We note1 that ρi(x) ≥ vi whenever ρi(x) > 0. It will be convenient to denote

ρ(x) := (ρi(x))i∈I , ∀x ∈ X.

3.4 Partitions of the Space of Payoff Vectors

For every nonabsorbing mixed action profile x ∈ X we partition RI into three
subsets, W (x), WL(x), and WH(x). Define (see Figure 2 for an illustration with
two players):

WH(x) := {w ∈ RI : wi > ρi(x), ∀i ∈ I},

W (x) :=

{
w ∈ RI :

wi ≥ ρi(x) ∀i ∈ I,
wi = ρi(x), for some i ∈ I

}
,

WL(x) := {w ∈ RI : wi < ρi(x), for some i ∈ I}.
1Assumption 3.2 and the inequality ρi(x) ≥ vi whenever the left-hand side is finite are two

properties that are used in the proof and require the assumption that the game is recursive
and positive.
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w1

w2

WL(x)

WH(x)

W (x)

ρ1(x)

ρ2(x)

Figure 2: The sets W (x), WL(x), and WH(x).

Set

WH :=
⋃
x∈X

WH(x), W :=
⋃
x∈X

W (x), WL :=
⋃
x∈X

WL(x).

We note that the three sets W , WH \W , and
⋂

x∈X WL(x) form a partition
of RI . Indeed, by De Morgan’s laws,⋂

x∈X

WL(x) =
⋂
x∈X

(RI \ (WH(x) ∪W (x)))

= RI \

( ⋃
x∈X

(
WH(x) ∪W (x)

))
= RI \ (WH ∪W ).

3.5 Exits

We here present and study the notions of exits and joint exits, which were
introduced by Solan (1999).

Definition 3.3 (Exit, joint exit) Let x ∈ X be a nonabsorbing mixed action
profile. A pair (J, aJ) where ∅ ̸= J ⊆ I and aJ ∈

∏
i∈J Ai is an exit at x if

• p(aJ , x−J) > 0.

• p(aJ′ , x−J′) = 0 for every J ′ ⊂ J .

An exit (J, aJ) is joint if |J | ≥ 2. The set of joint exits from x is denoted EJ(x).
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For future reference we note that if a sequence of nonabsorbing mixed action
profiles that have joint exits converges to a limit, then the limit also has a joint
exit.

Lemma 3.4 If (x(k))k∈N is a sequence of nonabsorbing mixed actions that con-
verges to x, and if EJ(x(k)) ̸= ∅, then EJ(x) ̸= ∅.

The following observation relates joint exits to rectangular connected com-
ponents. We omit the proof as well.

Lemma 3.5 The connected component Bℓ is rectangular if and only if there is
no joint exit at any mixed action profile in Xℓ.

Example 3.6 Consider the positive recursive absorbing game in Figure 3, where
Player 1 has 3 actions, Player 2 has 4 actions, empty entries are nonabsorbing,
and each nonempty entry a is absorbing with positive probability and contains the
vector r(a). The four pairs ({1, 2}, (a′1, a′2)), ({1, 2}, (a′1, a′′2)), ({1, 2}, (a′′1 , a′2)),
({1, 2}, (a′′1 , a′′2)) are joint exits from (a1, a2). The pair ({2}, (a1, a′′′2 )) is an exit
of (a1, a2) but not a joint exit. There is no joint exit at (a′1, a2).

( 12 ,
1
4 )

( 13 ,
3
5 )

( 23 ,
2
3 )

( 14 ,
1
3 ) ( 12 ,

1
2 )

( 15 ,
3
4 ) ( 25 ,

3
5 )

a1

a′1

a′′1

a2 a′2 a′′2 a′′′2

Figure 3: The positive recursive absorbing game in Example 3.6.

The following result states that at all discontinuity points of x 7→ ρ(x) there
is a joint exit.

Lemma 3.7 If ρ(·) is not continuous at x ∈ X, then EJ(x) ̸= ∅.

Proof. Suppose that there is no joint exit at x. We will show that ρi(x) =
limk→∞ ρi(x

(k)) for every i ∈ I.
For every y ∈ X denote the set of all absorbing responses of player i to y−i

by
Âi(y) := {ai ∈ Ai : p(ai, y−i) > 0}.

Assume w.l.o.g. that supp(x(k)) is independent of k, and therefore Âi(x
(k)) is

independent of k. In this proof we will denote this set simply by Âi(x
(k)).

Fix i ∈ I. To prove that ρi(x) = limk→∞ ρi(x
(k)) it is sufficient to show that

Âi(x) = Âi(x
(k)).

We note that the inequality Âi(x) ⊆ Âi(x
(k)) holds because supp(x(k)) ⊇

supp(x) for all k ∈ N. We will next prove the reverse inclusion.
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We argue by contradiction and assume that there is ai ∈ Âi(x
(k)) \ Âi(x).

Since p(ai, x
(k)
−i ) > 0 for all k ∈ N, while p(ai, x−i) = 0, there is an action

profile â−i ∈ supp(x
(k)
−i ) for all k ∈ N, such that p(ai, â−i) > 0. Denoting by

J ⊆ I \ {i} the set of all players j such that âj ̸∈ supp(xj), we obtain that
|J | ≥ 1 and (J ∪ {i}, (ai, âJ)) is a joint exit at x.

The next result relates joint exits to the set WH(x): it states that if a payoff
vector w lies in WH \W , then there is x ∈ X such that not only does w lie in
WH(x), but also x has a joint exit.

Lemma 3.8 If w ∈ WH \ W , then there are ℓ ∈ [L] and x ∈ Xℓ such that
w ∈ WH(x) and EJ(x) ̸= ∅.

Proof. Since w ∈ WH \ W , there are ℓ ∈ [L] and x′ ∈ Xℓ such that
w ∈ WH(x′) \W . If EJ(x′) ̸= ∅, we are done. Assume then that EJ(x′) = ∅.

Since Bℓ is not rectangular, there is a mixed-action profile in Xℓ at which
there is a joint exit. Since Xℓ is connected, there is a continuous path (xt)t∈[0,1]

in Xℓ that starts at x′ and ends at some x′′ ∈ Xℓ such that EJ(x′′) ̸= ∅. By
Lemma 3.4 we can furthermore assume that x′′ is the only point along the path
where EJ(xt) is nonempty.

By Lemma 3.7, the function ρ is continuous along the path, except, possibly
at its end. Since w ∈ WH(x′), it follows that wi > ρi(x0) for all i ∈ I. Since
w ̸∈ W (xt) for all t ∈ [0, 1) and since t 7→ ρ(xt) is continuous on [0, 1), it
follows that wi > ρi(xt) for all t ∈ [0, 1). Since ρi is lower semicontinuous, this
inequality holds also at t = 1. This implies that w ∈ WH(x′′), which is what we
want to show.

The following result, which is a special case of Lemma 5.3 in Solan (1999),
asserts that if there exists a joint exit that yields all players a high payoff, then
an undiscounted equilibrium payoff exists.

Lemma 3.9 (Solan (1999), Lemma 5.3) Suppose there exists a nonabsorb-
ing mixed action profile x ∈ X and a joint exit (J, aJ) ∈ EJ(x) such that
ri(aJ , x−J) ≥ ρi(x) for each i ∈ I. Then r(aJ , x−J) is an undiscounted equilib-
rium payoff.

For a given ε > 0, one undiscounted ε-equilibrium under the conditions of
Lemma 3.9 is the following. Until some player is declared the deviator, the
players select the mixed action profile ξ defined by

ξi :=

{
xi, i ̸∈ J,
(1− β)xi + βai, i ∈ J,

(2)

where β > 0 is sufficiently small. Thus, if no player is declared the deviator,
the play is eventually absorbed, and the absorbing payoff is r(aJ , x−J).

Since ri(aJ , x−J) ≥ ρi(x) for each i ∈ I, no player i can profit more than β
by deviating in an absorbing way; namely, by selecting an action ai ∈ Ai such
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that ai ̸∈ supp(xi) and p(ai, x−i) > 0. Since the game is positive recursive, no
player in J can profit by never selecting ai.

Players not in J can still profit by changing the frequency in which they
select actions in supp(xi). Such a deviation can be identified by a standard
statistical test. For more details, see the proof of Lemma 5.3 in Solan (1999).

4 Proof of Theorem 2.8

If the condition of Lemma 3.9 holds, then the game admits an undiscounted
equilibrium payoff. Assume then that this condition does not hold.

4.1 The Auxiliary One-Shot Game G(w)

For every vector w ∈ RI denote by G(w) the one-shot game derived from Γ by
assuming that if the game does not absorb in the first stage, then the players
get a terminal payoff w. Formally, G(w) is the following one-shot game:

• The set of players is I, as in Γ.

• The set of actions of each player i ∈ I is Ai, as in Γ.

• The payoff function of each player i ∈ I is

uw
i (a) := p(a)ri(a) + (1− p(a))wi, ∀a ∈ A.

4.2 Definition of Two Functions f and µ

Fix ε ∈ (0, 1), and set Y :=
∏

i∈I [vi−ε, 1]. The set Y contains all payoff profiles
that are approximately individually rational for the players. In this section we
define two functions, f : Y → Y and µ : Y → (0, 1].

Recall that the three sets W , WH \ W , and
⋂

x∈X WL(x) form a partition
of RI . For w ∈ Y , the definition of f(w) and µ(w) depends on which of these
three sets contains w.

In each of the following three sections we define f on one of these sets. For
every nonabsorbing mixed action profile x ∈ X and every player i ∈ I, denote
by ai(x) a best absorbing response of player i at x.

Fix w ∈ Y .

4.2.1 Definition of f and µ on W ∩ Y

Assume w ∈ W ∩ Y . Then there is x ∈ X such that w ∈ W (x). It follows that
wi ≥ ρi(x) for each i ∈ I, with equality for at least one player, denoted i0. Set

f(w) := εp(ai0(x), x−i0)r(ai0(x), x−i0) + (1− εp(ai0(x), x−i0))w, (3)

and
µ(w) := εp(ai0(x), x−i0).
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The quantity f(w) is the payoff in G(w) under the strategy profile where
player i0 selects the mixed action (1 − ε)xi0 + εai0(x), and the other players
select the mixed action profile x−i0 .

We argue that f(w) ∈ Y . Fix for a moment i ∈ I. If ρi(x) > −∞, then
ρi(x) ≥ vi > 0. Since wi ≥ ρi(x) ≥ vi and since ∥f(w) − w∥∞ ≤ ε, it follows
that fi(w) ≥ vi − ε. Suppose next that ρi(x) = −∞, so that vi = 0. Since
the game is positive, fi(w) ≥ (1 − ε)wi ≥ −(1 − ε)ε > −ε = vi − ε. Since i is
arbitrary, f(w) ∈ Y .

4.2.2 Definition of f and µ on (WH \W ) ∩ Y

Assume w ∈ (WH \W )∩Y . By Lemma 3.8, there is x ∈ X such that w ∈ WH(x)
and EJ(x) ̸= ∅. Let (J, aJ) ∈ EJ(x). Since the conditions of Lemma 3.9 do not
hold, there is i0 ∈ I such that ri0(aJ , x−J) < ρi0(x)− ε.

Since w ∈ WH(x), we have wi > ρi(x) for every i ∈ I. Let α ∈ (0, 1) be the
unique real number such that (1− α)wi + αri(aJ , x−J) ≥ ρi(x) for every i ∈ I,
with an equality for at least one i.

Define
f(w) := αr(aJ , x−J) + (1− α)w, (4)

and
µ(w) = α.

Note that f(w) ≥ ρ(x) ≥ v (component-wise), and hence f(w) ∈ Y .
The quantity f(w) is the payoff in G(w) when with probability α the play

is absorbed through (aJ , x−J), and with probability 1 − α the game is not
absorbed.

4.2.3 Definition of f and µ on
(⋂

x∈X WL(x)
)
∩ Y

Assume w ∈
(⋂

x∈X WL(x)
)
∩ Y . Let x̂ be a Nash equilibrium of the auxiliary

one-shot game G(w). We argue that p(x̂) > 0. Indeed, suppose by contradiction
that p(x̂) = 0, so that x̂ ∈ X. Since w ∈

⋂
x∈X WL(x) ⊆ WL(x̂), there is i ∈ I

such that wi < ρi(x̂). But then player i can profit by deviating at x̂ to ai(x̂),
since in G(w) her payoff under x̂ is wi, while her payoff under (ai(x̂), x̂−i) is a
convex combination of wi and ρi(x̂). This contradicts the fact that x̂ is a Nash
equilibrium of G(w).

Set
f(w) := uw(x̂),

and
µ(w) := p(x̂).

We argue that fi(w) ≥ vi − ε for each player i ∈ I, and hence f(w) ∈ Y . To
this end, we will show that player i’s minmax value in G(w) is at least vi− ε. It
is well known that for every λ ∈ (0, 1], player i’s minmax value in G((1− λ)vλ)
is vi,λ. By continuity of the minmax value operator, player i’s minmax value in
G(v) is vi. Since the minmax value operator is nondecreasing and nonexpansive,
and since wi ≥ vi − ε, player i’s minmax value in G(w) is at least vi − ε.
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4.3 Constructing Equilibria in Finite Stage Games

In this section, we explain how to implement f(w) as an approximate equilibrium
payoff in a finite-stage version of Γ, in which the terminal payoff is w ∈ Y in
case the game does not absorb. In Section 4.4 we explain how to concatenate
this construction over several blocks.

Given T ∈ N and w ∈ Y , we denote by GT (w) the T -stage game that is
derived from Γ by assuming that the players get a terminal payoff w if the game
does not absorb in the first T stages. The game G(w) introduced in Section 4.1
thus coincides with G1(w).

The following result states that for every w ∈ Y there is T ∈ N sufficiently
large, such that in GT (w) there is an approximate equilibrium with payoff close
to f(w). The statement of this lemma involves a stopping time τi, which is
interpreted as the first stage in which player i is identified as a deviator.

Lemma 4.1 For each w ∈ Y and η > 0, there is T = T (w, η) ∈ N such that the
game GT (w) has the following property: There is a stationary strategy profile
σ = σ(w, η) and a family (τi)i∈I of stopping times such that:

• Pσ (mini∈I τi ≤ T ) ≤ η.

• f(w) = Eσ

[
r(aθ)1θ≤T + w1θ>T

]
and µ(w) = Pσ(θ ≤ T ).

• For each player i and each alternative strategy σ̃i ∈ Σi,

Eσ̃i,σ−i

[
ri(a

θ)1θ≤min{T,τi} + wi1T<min{θ,τi} + vi1τi≤min{T,θ−1}
]

≤ f(w) + η + εPσ̃i,σ−i
(τi ≤ min{T, θ − 1}) .

The first property states that under σ, it is highly unlikely that some player
will be incorrectly identified as a deviator. The second property states that,
ignoring (τi)i∈I , the payoff and probability of absorption induced by σ coincide
with f(w) and µ(w). The last property bounds the expected gain obtained
by deviating, assuming that a deviator is punished at her minmax value if it is
detected. The formulation of the last property is important when concatenating
several such finite-stage games, to avoid small gains from accumulating into a
larger one.

Proof. Fix w ∈ W and η > 0. The definition of σ and T will reflect the
construction of f .

Case 1: w ∈
⋂

x∈X WL(x). In that case, there is x̂ ∈ X such that p(x̂) > 0
and x̂ is a Nash equilibrium of G(w) with payoff f(w) (see Section 4.2.3). We
set T = 1, σ = x̂, and no statistical test is employed: τi = +∞ for every i ∈ I.
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Case 2: w ∈ W . In that case, there is a nonabsorbing mixed action profile
x ∈ X and a player i0 ∈ I such that w ∈ W (x) and

f(w) = (1− εp(ai0(x), x−i))w + εp(ai0(x), x−i)r(ai0(x), x−i),

(see Section 4.2.1).
The profile σ plays repeatedly the mixed action profile y defined by

yi :=

{
xi, i ̸= i0,
(1− β)xi + βai0(x), i = i0,

where β is specified below.
Given β, the duration T ∈ N of the game is such that the total probability

that the game is absorbed is ε:

(1− βp(ai0(x), x−i))
T = 1− ε.

Against σ−i, a player i may potentially benefit by

• increasing or lowering the probability of ever playing ai0 , if i = i0;

• modifying the relative frequencies of actions in the support of xi, for i ̸= i0;

• choosing an action not in the support of ai, for any i ∈ I.

The first type of deviation is not profitable, given the properties of ai0 ; the
second type of deviation can be monitored by checking that the empirical dis-
tribution of each player i’s choices remains close to xi; the last type of deviation
is immediately detected.

The stopping time τi deals with the latter two types of deviation and is
defined to be the first stage in which player i chooses an action which is not in
the support of yi, or in which the empirical distribution of player i’s actions is
not within some appropriate confidence set around xi, that depends on η. It is
set to τi = +∞ otherwise, if both tests are passed.

The precise definition of (τi)i∈I uses standard statistical tests which appear
in, e.g., the proof of Lemma 5.3 in Solan (1999) or in the proof of Proposition
7 in Vieille (2000b). For that reason, we omit details.

If β is small enough, and for an appropriate confidence set, σ and T satisfy
the conclusions of Lemma 4.1: (i) undetected deviations modify the distribution
of moves by at most η and therefore do not affect payoffs by more than η; (ii)
since fi(w) ≥ ρi(w)− ε ≥ vi − ε for each i, detected deviations do not improve
payoffs by more than ε.

Case 3: w ∈ WH\W . In that case, there is x ∈ X, a joint exit (J, aJ) ∈ EJ(x),
and α ∈ (0, 1), such that w ∈ WH(x) and

f(w) = αr(aJ , x−J) + (1− α)w,

(see Section 4.2.2).
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The profile σ plays repeatedly the mixed action profile y defined by

yi :=

{
xi, i ̸∈ J,
(1− β)xi + βai, i ∈ J,

where β will be specified below. Given β, the duration T of the block is set to
be such that the total probability that the game is absorbed during the block
is α:

(1− β|J|p(aJ , x−J))
T = 1− α.

Against σ−i, a player i may potentially benefit by

• modifying the frequency of ai, if i ∈ J ;

• modifying the relative frequencies of actions in the support of xi, for i /∈ J ;

• choosing an action not in the support of ai, for any i ∈ I.

The latter two types of deviation are prevented as in Case 2, but the former
one is different. For β small, the definition of T ensures that Tβ is of the order of

1

β|J|−1
up to constants, so that the expected number of stages in which player

i ∈ J chooses ai increases to +∞ as β → 0. This fact allows players −i to
monitor the empirical frequency with which ai is chosen. We refer to Vieille
(2000b), Section 8.2 for details.

4.4 Constructing a Strategy profile σ∗

We use the function f to construct an approximate equilibrium σ∗. Our con-
struction is inspired by Solan and Vieille (2001), see also Section 12.3 in Solan
(2022). The play will be divided into blocks. On each block, the strategy profile
σ∗ is obtained by applying Lemma 4.1 to some continuation payoff w(k), as long
as the game has not absorbed and no deviator has been identified.

The construction proceeds as follows. In Step 1 we use an approximate finite
orbit of f , to construct a finite sequence (w(k))K0

k=1 such that f(w(k+1)) is close
to w(k). In Step 2 we will use this sequence to construct a strategy profile in
blocks, such that for each k = 0, . . . ,K0, the expected payoff from the beginning
of block k will be close to w(k). Within block k, the strategy profile σ∗ will be
derived from f(w(k+1)) using Lemma 4.1

In Section 4.5 we will prove that σ∗ is an undiscounted 7ε-equilibrium.

Step 1: Definition of a sequence of (approximate) continuation payoffs.
Let δ ∈ (0,− 1

ln(ε) ), so that exp(−1/δ) < ε, and hence in particular δ <

ε. By Theorem 4 in Solan and Solan (2020), see also Theorem 12.6 in Solan
(2022), f has an approximate orbit that starts at the vector of maximal payoffs.2

2Both Solan and Solan (2020) and Solan (2022) prove this result when f has no fixed point.
However, the result also holds when f has fixed points. To see this, note that if w(k) is not
δ-close to any fixed point of f , for all k, then the proof in Solan and Solan (2020) and Solan
(2022) is valid. If w(k) is δ-close to some fixed point w̃ of f , set w(l) = w̃ for every l < k. We
then obtain (5)–(7) with 2δ instead of δ.
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Formally, this theorem implies the existence of a finite sequence (w(k))K0

k=0 that
satisfies the following properties:

w(K0) := (1, 1, . . . , 1), (5)

K0−1∑
k=0

µ(w(k)) ≥ 1

δ
, (6)

K0−1∑
k=0

∥∥w(k) − f(w(k+1))
∥∥
∞ ≤ δ. (7)

Step 2: Definition of σ∗.

Fix η(0), . . . , η(K0−1) such that

K0−1∑
k=0

η(k) < ε. For each k, 0 ≤ k ≤ K0−1, we

apply Lemma 4.1 with w = w(k+1) and η = η(k). We denote by T (k), σ(k) and

(τ
(k)
i )i∈I the horizon, the stationary profile, and the stopping times for which

the conclusion of Lemma 4.1 holds.
The strategy profile σ∗ is defined in K0 blocks. The length of block k is

T (k). The cumulative duration of the first k blocks is N (k) :=

k−1∑
m=0

T (m).

The players follow the sequence (σ(k))K0−1
k=0 of stationary profiles in the suc-

cessive blocks as long as no deviator has been identified; that is, as long as the

stopping times (τ
(k)
i )i∈I are not reached. The behavior of the players on each

block is monitored by means of the stopping times (τ
(k)
i ). We denote by τi the

first stage n ≤ N (K0−1) in which player i is identified as a deviator, and by
τ := mini∈I τi the first stage in which some player is identified as the deviator.
Whenever τ < ∞ we let i∗ be the minimal index (according to some fixed order
of the players) such that τi∗ = τ . At stage τ , players −i∗ switch to a stationary
minmaxing profile against i∗. The definition of σ∗ beyond block K0, in the
event where no deviation has been detected, is irrelevant.

Eq. (6) will ensure that under σ∗ the play is absorbed with probability close
to 1. Eq. (7) will ensure that the fact that w(k) is not necessarily equal to
f(w(k+1)) does not distort the players’ payoffs too much.

4.5 σ∗ is an undiscounted 7ε equilibrium

For k = 0, . . . ,K0, we define

Z(k) :=


r(aθ), if θ ≤ min{N (k−1), τ},
w(k), if N (k−1) < min{θ, τ},
v, if τ ≤ min{N (k−1), θ − 1},

(with N (−1) = 0). The random variable Z(k) can be thought of as the expected
undiscounted payoff, conditional on the history up to block k. If the game has
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absorbed, the undiscounted payoff is r(aθ); the undiscounted payoff is otherwise
w(k) if no deviator has been identified.

Denote by H(k) the σ-algebra induced by histories up to the beginning of
block k. Since the difference between f(w(k+1)) and Eσ(k)

[
w(k+1)

]
stems from

the stopping times (τ
(k)
i ), the following statement is a rewriting of the properties

of σ(k) and τ (k).

Lemma 4.2 Under σ∗, one has with probability 1,∥∥∥Eσ∗

[
Z(k+1) | H(k)

]
− Z(k)

∥∥∥
∞

≤ η(k)+∥w(k)−f(w(k+1))∥∞, ∀k = 0, . . . ,K0−1.

(8)
Moreover, for each player i ∈ I and each alternative strategy σ̃i,

Eσ̃i,σ∗
−i

[
Z

(k+1)
i | H(k)

]
≤ Z

(k)
i + εPσ̃i,σ∗

−i

(
N (k−1) ≤ τi < N (k) | H(k)

)
+η(k) +

∣∣∣w(k)
i − fi(w

(k+1))
∣∣∣ . (9)

The bound (8) implies that Z(0) is approximately equal to γ(σ∗). Indeed,
taking first expectations and then using the triangular inequality, one obtains∥∥∥Z(0) −Eσ∗

[
Z(K0)

]∥∥∥
∞

≤
K0−1∑
k=0

η(k) +

K0−1∑
k=0

∥w(k) − f(w(k+1))∥∞

≤ ε+ δ ≤ 2ε. (10)

On the other hand, since the function ln(1 − x) is concave on [0, 1), Eq. (6)
implies that the probability that the game terminates under σ∗ in the first K0

blocks is at least 1− exp(−1/δ) > 1− ε. Since the probability that some player
is incorrectly labeled as a deviator is at most ε, this implies that∥∥∥Eσ∗

[
Z(K0)

]
− γ(σ∗)

∥∥∥
∞

≤ ε+ ε = 2ε. (11)

We next show, using Eq. (9), that no player can improve significantly upon
σ∗. Let i ∈ I and σi ∈ Σi be arbitrary. Taking expectations and summing over
k in Eq. (9), one has

Eσi,σ∗
−i

[
Z

(K0)
i

]
≤ Z

(0)
i + ε+

K0−1∑
k=0

η(k) +

K0−1∑
k=0

∣∣∣w(k)
i − fi(w

(k+1))
∣∣∣ ≤ Z

(0)
i + 3ε.

(12)
Observe next that the expected payoff induced by (σi, σ

∗
−i) after the K0-th

block is at most 1 in the event where N (K0) < min{θ, τ}, which implies that

γi(σi, σ
∗
−i) ≤ Eσi,σ∗

−i

[
Z

(K0)
i

]
. By (12), (10), and (11),

γi(σi, σ
∗
−i) ≤ Z

(0)
i + 3ε ≤ Eσ∗

[
Z(K0)

]
+ 5ε ≤ γi(σ

∗) + 7ε.

Thus, σ∗ is an undiscounted 7ε-equilibrium.
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5 Discussion and Open Problems

As mentioned before, Solan and Solan (2021) proved that an undiscounted equi-
librium payoff exists when (i) there is exactly one connected component which
in rectangular, (ii) each player has exactly one action that is not a part of any
nonabsorbing entry, and (iii) the probability of absorption in all entries is either
0 or 1. A natural question is whether this result can be combined with ours, to
prove that every positive recursive absorbing game that does not have a rectan-
gular connected component Bℓ in which |Bℓ

i | ≥ 2 for at most one player admits
an undiscounted equilibrium payoff. At present, we do not know how to prove
this result. The reason is that the proof approach of Solan and Solan (2021) and
our approach are different, and it is not clear how to unify these approaches.

A second open problem concerns the extension of Theorem 2.8 to recursive
absorbing games that are not positive and to absorbing games that are not
recursive. These extensions pose difficulties because, when the game is not
positive recursive, ρi(x) may be finite but not higher than player i’s minmax
value vi. In that case, the cutoff for defining the sets W (x), WH(x), and WL(x)
should be max{ρi(x), vi}, and then it is not clear how to define f when w ∈ W (x)
and the only player i for whom wi = max{ρi(x), vi} satisfies wi = vi > ρi(x).

It would also be interesting to extend Theorem 2.8 to positive recursive
games, which may include more than a single nonabsorbing state.
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