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Abstract

We present a framework for a controlled Markov chain where the state of the chain is only
given at chosen observation times and of a cost. Optimal strategies therefore involve the choice
of observation times as well as the subsequent control values. We show that the corresponding
value function satisfies a dynamic programming principle, which leads to a system of quasi-
variational inequalities (QVIs). Next, we give an extension where the model parameters are not
known a priori but are inferred from the costly observations by Bayesian updates. We then
prove a comparison principle for a larger class of QVIs, which implies uniqueness of solutions
to our proposed problem. We utilise penalty methods to obtain arbitrarily accurate solutions.
Finally, we perform numerical experiments on three applications which illustrate our framework.

1 Introduction

In this article, we consider a controlled Markov chain problem, where a cost is incurred to reveal
the state of the chain at a given moment in time. We assume that any changes to the control can
only occur at these observation times. Hence, in addition to searching for the optimal action,
the user also seeks for the optimal intervals between successive observations of the state.

A continuous stream of information is often an assumption taken for granted in both fully
observable or partially observable control problems. However, in many practical applications,
due to technical and labour difficulties, it can be expensive or impractical to obtain such mea-
surements. Examples include the virological state of patients [11,20,21], environmental measure-
ments on river sediments [25] and biological growth dynamics of organisms [27]. In consumer
spending, it is desirable to purchase a good product with a low searching cost [14]. Such searches
are sequential by nature, so that the assumption of continuous observations does not apply.

To the best of our knowledge, the earliest works on observation controls are [3,4]. A Brow-
nian motion is to be stopped upon the exit of a given set, but each inspection of the Brownian
motion comes with a cost. It was shown that the problem reduces to a free boundary prob-
lem and the corresponding value function satisfies a quasi-variational inequality (QVI), with
further analysis demonstrating the well-posedness of the problem. More recently, Dyrssen and
Ekström incorporated observation costs in hypothesis testing for the drift of a diffusion, and
characterises the value function as the unique fixed point of an associated operator [12]. Other
works concerning observation controls are motivated by specific applications: Winkelmann et
al. explored the optimal diagnosis and treatment scheduling for HIV-1 patients, based on the
trade off between treatment cost against productivity loss across different countries [11,20,21];
Yoshioka et al. focused on a variety of environmental management problems, including the
modelling of replenishing sediment storage in rivers, monitoring algae population dynamics and
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biological growth of fishery resources [24,25,26,27]. The phenomenon of sporadically observing
the state process is also modelled in mathematical finance under the term rational inattention,
where portfolio adjustments are assumed to occur infrequently with a utility cost proportional
to the users’ assets [1,2,10].

Our goal in this article is to systematically develop a framework for the observation control
problems described above, utilising first principles to establish dynamic programming for the
value function, and exploring suitable numerical approximations to the solutions of the resulting
systems of QVIs. To avoid intuition being obscured by technical complications, we shall focus
on discrete-time Markov chains, which often serve as valid approximations for diffusions in
continuous time [16].

In our model, we consider an underlying controlled Markov chain X = {Xn}n on a proba-
bility space (Ω,F , P), with a corresponding controlled observation filtration

FX,τ
n := σ

{

(1{τj≤n}τj , 1{τj≤n}Xτj ) : j ≥ 0
}

, (1.1)

where τ = (τk)
∞
k=0 represents a controlled sequence of observation points. By reformulating the

control problem with the conditional distribution µ = (µn)n as the state process, where

µn(dx) := P

(

Xn ∈ dx





FX,τ

n

)

, (1.2)

the estimation and control problem can be separated. This is a common procedure in solving par-
tially observable control models [8,17]. In general, the conditional distribution is characterised
by the Zakai or Kushner-Stratonovich equations using standard filtering techniques [5,13]. We
will show in Section 2 that in our case, each realisation of µn only depends on the last ob-
servation time k, state of the chain x and control of the chain i. This gives rise to a higher
dimensional value function than in the standard case due to the presence of k and i. More
specifically, in the finite horizon case, the reward functional that we aim to optimise depends
on the tuple (m, (k, x, i), α), where m represents the current time, and α is a double sequence
representing the observation times and control of the chain. Some analysis of the value func-
tion as set up above was seen in [3, 4], but their applications were limited to optimal stopping
problems concerning Brownian motion.

Other existing works on the observation control model assume stationarity in the problem.
This leads to a reward functional that only depends on the triplet (x, i, α) [12,21,24,25,26,27].
Whilst this formulation gives an overall lower dimensional problem, the setup assumes that the
user is in possession of accurate and updated information of the state process at initialisation.
This excludes solving for scenarios with unintended large gaps between observations, which
can lead to qualitatively different optimal actions. For example, lockdowns imposed due to
the COVID-19 pandemic have led to delayed consultations for patients, who are more likely
to appear in a worsened state upon the time of diagnosis. We adopt the former, more general
formulation to include such incidences into our model. The qualitative behaviour of the value
function under these scenarios is demonstrated in our numerical experiments in Section 5.

Having set up the initial framework and established dynamic programming in Section 2, we
obtain a system of discrete quasi-variational inequalities (QVIs). In Section 4, we investigate
the well-posedness of such systems. We can rewrite the QVIs in the more abstract form

min {Fi(ui), ui −Mu} = 0, u = (u1, . . . , ud) ∈ R
N×L×d, i ∈ I = {1, . . . , d}, (1.3)

where M : RN×L×d → R
N×L : (Mu)nl = ((Anū

q)l − c), q ∈ {1, . . . , N} is some fixed index, c is
a constant, each An ∈ R

L×L is a strictly substochastic matrix, and Fi : R
N×L → R

N×L satisfies
a monotonicity property specified in Section 4.

The system of QVIs (1.3) share a similar structure to that of a monotone interconnected
obstacle system, which typically feature in optimal switching problems [18]. The well-posedness
of interconnected obstacle systems is treated in [19], which establishes existence via penalisation
[22, 23]. The use of penalty methods over traditional policy iteration is due to the fact that
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invertibility of the matrices is not guaranteed under the presence of the obstacle operator. The
extra matrix An appearing in the obstacle operator M represents the (discounted) transition
matrix over the unobserved period of time. We show a modified proof of the comparison principle
appearing in [19], taking into account the effect of the matrix An on the coupling in (1.3). The
same modifications apply for the penalty approximations, which gives us the well-posedness
of the observation control problem. We also note that although the system of Bellman-type
equations arising from the lower dimensional formulation can be solved via a fixed-point method
by bounding the total number of observations [12], it is not applicable to our model due to the
presence of the extra time lag variable k in the value function.

Lastly, as a further novel extension, we incorporate parameter uncertainty into the model
dynamics and consider sequential updates to the control in Section 3. In the literature, the
adoption of Bayesian principles with observation control has been explored in the context of
reinforcement learning [6]: an algorithm for solving the optimal policy and estimator in parallel
was proposed, but an equivalent Bellman-type equation was not established. Along similar ideas
on the tradeoff between cost and information, Cohen et al. consider a cost constraint that arises
from the tracking error relative to the optimal Bayesian estimator, and relates the optimal band
of inaction to a two-sided hypothesis test [9].

Here, we consider the case where the transition probability of the Markov chain X depends
on an unknown parameter θ. In general, the standard approach in Bayesian control problems
is to reformulate the problem into a partially observable optimal control problem [15], and then
proceed to the separation of estimation and control as before. We apply the same principles
to the observation control problem and derive a dynamic programming equation involving the
‘prior’ and ‘posterior’ distributions of θ. In particular, the reward functional is now augmented
to be dependent on the tuple (m, (k, x, i), π, α), where π is a measure over the parameter space.
Whilst the resulting equations are often infinite dimensional in nature, this can be reduced back
to the finite dimensional case if one considers conjugate distributions for π. We demonstrate
the solution of a model problem on a random walk involving beta conjugate priors in Section 5
and investigate its corresponding numerical properties.

The main contributions of our article are as follows:

– We expand on the probabilistic approach to the observation control problem, and extend
the results first seen in [3, 4]. We subsequently derive a system of discrete QVIs that the
value function satisfies with dynamic programming.

– Following the approach of [19], we prove a comparison principle for the system of discrete
QVIs and establish an approximation to the solutions via penalisation and semismooth
Newton methods [7]. This also provides well-posedness to the observation control problem.

– We provide a novel Bayesian parametric setup of the observation control problem. This
incorporates a distribution over the unknown parameters in the value function, which is
dynamically updated after each observation.

– We demonstrate the numerical performance of our model with three numerical experi-
ments, one of which is a time-discretised version of the HIV-treatment problem appearing
in [21]. We show that our model extends the original one by solving for scenarios with
large observation gaps, and that the optimal control coincides in scenarios that are covered
by both models.

The rest of this paper is organised as follows. Section 2 sets out the framework for the
Markov chain observation control model and establishes the corresponding set of discrete QVIs.
A model problem with an explicit solution is also provided to illustrate the setup. The Bayesian
extension is outlined in Section 3. In Section 4 we prove a comparison principle for a class of
discrete QVIs which subsumes the QVIs obtained in Section 2. The penalty method is also
introduced as an approximation for the QVI. Finally we provide numerical experiments for our
observation control model in Section 5.
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2 Observation control model for Markov chains

In this section, we establish the framework for the observation control problem for Markov
chains. We will consider in the following both the finite and infinite horizon problem. We intro-
duce the notion of observation filtrations in the spirit of [12], as well as the corresponding class of
observation controls. We then formulate the control problem and derive the relevant equations
for the value function with the use of the dynamic programming principle. We conclude the
section with a model problem that yields a closed form solution.

2.1 Set-up and preliminaries

Let X = X(α) be a controlled Markov chain on a probability space (Ω,F , P), taking values in a
state space S . We consider the discrete time case and write X = (Xn)n∈N. The control α is in
general an adapted process with values in a finite control set I := {1, . . . , d}, and determines the
distribution of the Markov chain via its transition kernel: P = P (i) = Pi = (pxy(i))x,y∈S, where

i ∈ I. We will use the notation p
(n)
xy (i) to denote the entries of Pn, i.e. the n-step transition

probabilities. We also assume that the transition kernel is time-homogeneous and is known a
priori.

In the observation control model, access to the realisation of each Xn will come with a cost.
Thus one would expect that observations would generally not occur at every time point, so that
the information available to us is restricted. It is then natural to consider a filtration that is
no finer than the natural filtration generated by X. Hence, we define the following notion of an
observation filtration, which is based on that appearing in [12].

Proposition 2.1. Let X be a Markov chain on (Ω,F , P). Let τ = (τk)
∞
k=1 be a strictly increasing

sequence of random times (in the sense that τk(ω) < τk+1(ω) for every ω ∈ Ω). Denote also τ0
for the initial time of the chain. Define for all n ≥ 0,

FX,τ
n := σ

{

(1{τj≤n}τj , 1{τj≤n}Xτj ) : j ≥ 0
}

. (2.1)

Then the sequence (FX,τ
n )n forms a filtration.

Proof. See appendix.

By construction, each τk is a stopping time with respect to FX,τ . In the context of the
observation control model, we would like to determine observation times based only upon infor-
mation amassed from prior observations up to the current time. This motivates the following
definition.

Definition 2.2. We say that τ is an observation sequence for X if each τk is FX,τ
τk−1

-

measurable. In this case FX,τ is called an X-observation filtration.

For the rest of this article, we will only consider τ which are observation sequences. Such
sequences are also predictable.

Proposition 2.3. If τ = (τk)
∞
k=1 is an observation sequence for X, then each τk is a predictable

stopping time with respect to FX,τ , i.e. for each k, {τk = n} ∈ FX,τ
n−1 for all n.

Proof. See appendix.

Since the influx of information is decided exogenously, the observation sequence should form
part of the control. We define the set of admissible controls as follows.
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Definition 2.4. Let τ be an observation sequence for X. For each τk, let ιk be an I-valued,
FX,τ

τk
-measurable random variable. An admissible control is a double sequence of the form

α = (τn, ιn)n. The set of admissible controls is denoted by A. Define also the corresponding
piecewise constant process I = (In)n of the form

In =
∞
∑

k=0

ιk1[τk,τk+1)(n). (2.2)

Note that double sequence controls are often seen in optimal switching problems (see, for
example, [18, Chapter 5.3]), but here the process is in addition adapted to the observation
filtration. The following proposition justifies the intuitive idea that the observation filtration
indeed contains no more information than the natural filtration.

Proposition 2.5. Let FX be the natural filtration generated by X. If the sequence τ is pre-
dictable (with respect to FX,τ ), then FX,τ is coarser than FX , i.e., FX,τ

n ⊆ FX
n for every n.

Proof. See appendix.

At any given time n ≥ 1, we will often consider the most recent observation that occurred
before time n. We employ the following notation when considering quantities related to such
observations.

Definition 2.6. Let τ be an observation sequence for X. For any n ≥ 0, define the random
variables

τ̃n = max{τk : τk ≤ n}. (2.3)

Similarly, define also ι̃n = ιτ̃n = In and X̃n = Xτ̃n .

Thus one can view the tilde notation (τ̃n, ι̃n, X̃n) as representing ‘the most recent data
available’. We can see that the random variable τ̃n is FX,τ

n -measurable, since for m ≤ n,

{τ̃n = m} =
n
⋃

j=1

(

{τj = m} ∩

(

j−1
⋂

i=1

{τi < m}

)

∩

(

n
⋂

i=j+1

{τi+1 > m}

))

∈ FX,τ
n . (2.4)

Although τ̃n is not a FX,τ -stopping time, so that FX,τ
τ̃n

is not well-defined, we can still utilise
the Markov property of the underlying chain X to obtain the relation in the following lemma.

Lemma 2.7. For any bounded and continuous function f and n ≥ m we have

E

[

f(Xn)





FX,τ

m

]

= E

[

f(Xn)





τ̃m, ι̃m, X̃m

]

. (2.5)

Proof. This follows from the decomposition of the conditional expectation across the countable
events that generate FX,τ

m and the Markov property of X.

To formulate the observation control problem, we will have to define the conditional distri-
bution of Xn given its past observations.

Definition 2.8. Let P(S) be the set of probability measures over S . Define the P(S)-valued
(controlled) process

µn(dx) = P
(

Xn ∈ dx


FX,τ
n

)

. (2.6)

Then µn is the conditional distribution of Xn given its past observation history up to and
including time n.
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We can characterise the random measures (µn)n as follows. As S is countable, it suffices to
consider the singleton sets {y} for any y ∈ S . By Lemma 2.7,

µn({y}) = P(Xn = y | τ̃n, ι̃n, X̃n)

=
∑

k<n

∑

x∈S

∑

i∈I

1{τ̃n=k,X̃n=x,ι̃n=i} P(Xn = y | τ̃n = k, X̃n = x, ι̃n = i)

=
∑

k<n

∑

x∈S

∑

i∈I

1{τ̃n=k,X̃n=x,ι̃n=i} p(n−k)
xy (i). (2.7)

The events {τ̃n = k, X̃n = x, ι̃n = i} partition the sample space, and µn restricted to each
event is constant. Therefore, each realisation µn(ω) can be identified by some k ∈ {0, . . . , n},
x ∈ S , and i ∈ I. In view of this, we will use the notation µk,x,i

n to represent a realisation µn(ω)
in the sequel.

By (2.4) and the predictability of τ , we also have 1{τ̃n+1=n+1} ∈ FX,τ
n , so that, given any

admissible control α ∈ A, at time n, we know whether an observation should be made at time
n+ 1. Hence, given the initial condition µn = µk,x,i

n , any admissible control α will either have
τ̃n+1 = n+1 (a new observation occurs) or τ̃n+1 = k (no new observation is made). In the case
that τ̃n+1 = k, then we simply have

P(µn+1 = µk,x,i
n+1 | µn = µk,x,i

n ) = 1. (2.8)

On the other hand, if τ̃n+1 = n+ 1, then for each y ∈ S , there exists a unique jy ∈ I such
that

P(µn+1 = µn+1,y,j
n+1 | µn = µk,x,i

n ) =

{

p
(n−k+1)
xy (i), j = jy ;

0, j 6= jy .
(2.9)

As a final note for this subsection, recall that the set of measures P(S) can be identified as
the dual of the set of bounded functions on S (denoted B(S)). As such, for any f ∈ B(S), we
can also write

µn(f) = E

[

f(Xn)





FX,τ

n

]

. (2.10)

This identification will be used in formulating the observation control problem in the following
sections.

2.2 Finite horizon

Let us define the reward functional we aim to maximise. Let f : N× S × I → R be a function
that represents the running reward to the user. We assume for simplicity that the observation
cost cobs is constant and independent of the control. The general objective in the observation
control problem is to maximise a reward functional of the form

E

[

N
∑

n=0

f(n,Xn, In)−
∑

τn

cobs

]

. (2.11)

This can be interpreted as the profit accumulated over the time interval {0, . . . , N}, minus the
observation cost for every inspection of the chain.

Remark 2.9. One can incorporate switching costs {gij}i,j∈S into the problem, to formulate an
optimal switching problem but with observation costs. This can be done by considering a variable
observation cost cij = gij + cobs.

Through the law of total expectation, we can rewrite this functional as

E

[

N
∑

n=0

f(n,Xn, In)−
∑

τn

cobs

]

= E

[

N
∑

n=0

µn (f(n, · , In))−
∑

τn

cobs

]

. (2.12)
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Now, by treating µ as our new state process, define the reward functional

J(m,µk,x,i
m , α) = E





N
∑

n=m

µn (f(n, · , In))−
∑

τn≥m

cobs



 , (2.13)

with the corresponding value function

v(m,µk,x,i
m ) = sup

α∈A
J(m,µk,x,i

m , α). (2.14)

This is now a fully observable control problem, so a standard application of the Dynamic Pro-
gramming Principle establishes the following Bellman-type equation.

Proposition 2.10. The value function (2.14) satisfies

v(m,µk,x,i
m ) = sup

α∈A

{

E

[

f(m,Xm, Im) + v(m+ 1, µm+1)− 1{τ̃m+1=m+1}cobs





µm = µk,x,i
m

]}

,

(2.15)
for all 0 ≤ k ≤ m ≤ N , x ∈ S, and i ∈ I.

The proof of Proposition 2.10 is standard and can be found, for example, in [18, Chapter 3].
We can expand upon (2.15) to obtain the following set of finite-dimensional equations.

Proposition 2.11. The value function satisfies for all 0 ≤ k ≤ m ≤ N , x ∈ S, and i ∈ I,

v(m,µk,x,i
m ) = max

{

∑

y∈S

p(m−k)
xy (i)

[

f(m, y, i) + v(m+ 1, µk,x,i
m+1)

]

,

∑

y∈S

p(m−k)
xy (i)

[

f(m, y, i)− cobs +
∑

z∈S

pyz(i) v(m+ 1, µm+1,z,j∗

m+1 )
]

}

,

(2.16)

where j∗ ∈ I is the regime such that v(m+ 1, µm+1,z,j∗

m ) = maxj∈I v(m+ 1, µm+1,z,j
m+1 ).

Proof. Given the initial condition µm = µk,x,i
m we always have Im = i, so expanding the first

term in the right side of (2.15) gives

E

[

f(m,Xm, Im)




µm = µk,x,i
m

]

=
∑

y∈S

p(m−k)
xy (i) f(m, y, i). (2.17)

Next, choosing α ∈ A such that τ̃m+1 = k leads to

E

[

v(m+ 1, µm+1)




µm = µk,x,i
m

]

= v(m+ 1, µk,x,i
m+1). (2.18)

On the other hand, choosing α ∈ A such that τ̃m+1 = m+ 1 leads to

E

[

v(m+ 1, µm+1)




µm = µk,x,i
m

]

=
∑

z∈S

p(m−k+1)
xz (i) v(m+ 1, µm+1,z,jz

m+1 ). (2.19)

Combining the above together, we obtain

v(m,µk,x,i
m ) ≥ max

{

∑

y∈S

p(m−k)
xy (i)

[

f(m, y, i) + v(m+ 1, µk,x,i
m+1)

]

,

∑

y∈S

p(m−k)
xy (i)

[

f(m, y, i)− cobs +
∑

z∈S

pyz(i) v(m+ 1, µm+1,z,j∗

m+1 )
]

}

.

(2.20)

Equality is achieved by noting that any optimal control α∗ must either have τ̃m+1 = k or
τ̃m+1 = m+ 1. The QVI (2.21) follows from rearranging.
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We can interpret the value function v(m,µk,x,i
m ) as the optimal value obtainable from time m,

given the latest available data (k, x, i). In the QVI (2.21), the first part of the minimum
represents the region of no observation, and the latter part represents an observation, and
subsequently adjusting to the optimal regime j∗.

Remark 2.12. Equation (2.16) can also be expressed as a discrete quasi-variational inequality
(QVI): for all 0 ≤ k ≤ m ≤ N , x ∈ S, and i ∈ I,

min

{

vm,k
i,x − vm+1,k

i,x −
(

P
(m−k)
i fm

i

)

x
,

vm,k
i,x −

(

P
(m−k)
i

(

Piv
m+1,m+1 + fm

i

)

)

x

+ cobs

}

= 0, (2.21)

where vm,k
i,x = v(m;µk,x,i

m ) and the vectors fm
i = (fm

i,x)x and vm+1,m+1 = (vm+1,m+1
x )x are

defined by

fm
i,x = f(m,x, i), vm+1,m+1

x = max
j∈I

vm+1,m+1
j,x . (2.22)

We will show later in Section 4 that the value function uniquely solves the above QVI by proving
a comparison principle.

2.3 Infinite horizon

In the infinite horizon case, we remove the time dependence in the reward function f so that
the problem is stationary. The reward functional now reads

J(m,µk,x,i
m , α) = E





∞
∑

n=m

γn−mµn(f( · , In))−
∑

τn≥m

γτn−m cobs



 , (2.23)

where γ ∈ [0, 1) represents the discount factor. By the stationarity of f , we have

v(m,µk,x,i
m ) = v(m− k, µ0,x,i

m−k). (2.24)

Thus without loss of generality, we can set µx,i
m = µ0,x,i

m and consider instead the quantities

J(m,µx,i
m , α) = E





∞
∑

n=m

γn−mµn(f( · , In))−
∑

τn≥m

γτn−m cobs



 , (2.25)

v(m,µx,i
m ) = sup

α∈A
J(m, µx,i

m , α). (2.26)

Under this formulation, m represents the time elapsed since the previous observation, with (x, i)
being the observed state and regime at the time origin. In order for (2.25) to be well-defined,
we assume additionally that

E

[

∞
∑

n=0

γnf(Xn, i)

]

< ∞ (2.27)

for any γ ∈ [0, 1), x ∈ S , and i ∈ I. Following the same arguments as in Proposition 2.11, we
obtain another Bellman-type equation for the infinite horizon case:

Proposition 2.13. The infinite horizon value function satisfies for all m ≥ 0, x ∈ S, and
i ∈ I,

v(m,µx,i
m ) = sup

a∈A

{

E

[

f(Xm, Im)− 1{τ̃m+1=m+1}cobs + γ · v(m+ 1, µm+1) | µm = µx,i
m

]}

,

(2.28)
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which can be explicitly written as the finite-dimensional QVI

v(m,µx,i
m ) = max

{

∑

y∈S

p(m)
xy (i)f(y, i) + γ · v(m+ 1, µx,i

m+1),

∑

y∈S

p(m)
xy (i)

{

f(y, i) − cobs + γ
∑

z∈S

pyz(i) v(0, µz,j∗

m+1)

}

}

, (2.29)

where j∗ ∈ I is the regime such that v(0, µz,j∗

m+1) = maxj∈I v(0, µz,j
m+1).

Remark 2.14. Just as in the finite horizon problem, (2.29) can also be written in QVI form

min

{

vmi,x − γvm+1
i,x −

(

Pm
i fi

)

x
,

vmi,x −
(

Pm
i

(

γPiv
0 + fi

)

)

x
+ cobs

}

= 0, (2.30)

where vmi,x = v(m;µx,i
m ) and the vectors fi = (fi,x)x and v0 = (v0x)x are defined by

fi,x = f(x, i), v0x = max
j∈I

v0j,x. (2.31)

Remark 2.15. In general, (2.21) and (2.30) have to be solved numerically. In the case of
(2.21), this can be done via backwards induction in m. For (2.30), extra boundary conditions
have to be imposed to make a closed system and to ensure uniqueness of solutions. This will be
detailed in Sections 4 and 5. We first work out a case with a explicit solution in the subsection
below.

2.4 Model problem

To illustrate the framework, we present a model problem involving a two-state Markov chain
and give an explicit solution. We assume the following setup:

– the state space S = {0, 1};

– the control space I = {0, 1};

– the reward function f(x, i) = i · x+ (1− i)(1− x);

– the transition matrix

Pi =

0 1
[ ]

i+ p(1− i) (1− p)(1− i) 0
(1− p)i p · i+ (1− i) 1

(2.32)

where p ∈ (0, 1).

This model problem can be interpreted, e.g., as finding an optimal interval for repairing
an appliance that is prone to breaking down over time. The profit function f gives a reward
of 1 when the state and control values are the same, and zero otherwise. By construction, if
the control remains constant, the chain eventually arrives at the undesirable absorbing state.
Figure 2.1 illustrates the chain for the case p = 0.9.

It is clear that given the knowledge of Xm+1, the optimal regime is simply Im+1 = Xm+1.
Hence it is sufficient to only consider the cases where x = i for x ∈ S and i ∈ I. At each time m,
the possible controls are:

– do not make an observation (and make no regime changes);

– make an observation, and set Im+1 = Xm+1.

9
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Figure 2.1: Illustration of the two-state Markov chain. Left: i = 0; Right: i = 1.

The optimal control is then the control that maximises the value function. Let us now solve for
the infinite horizon problem. For ease of notation, we write (x, i) in place of µx,i

m . First consider
the case (x, i) = (0, 0). Choose some arbitrary time m ≥ 0. If it is optimal to not make an
observation, then by Proposition 2.13,

v
(

m; (0, 0)
)

= pm + γv
(

m+ 1; (0, 0)
)

. (2.33)

If, instead, it is optimal to make an observation, then Im+1 = Xm+1 and applying Proposi-
tion 2.13 again gives

v
(

m; (0, 0)
)

= pm − cobs + γv
(

0; (0, 0)
)

+ γ(1− pm)v
(

0; (1, 1)
)

= pm − cobs + γv
(

0; (0, 0)
)

, (2.34)

where in the last equality we use the fact that by symmetry of the problem, v
(

m; (0, 0)
)

=
v
(

m; (1, 1)
)

. Combining both equations, we obtain

v
(

m; (0, 0)
)

= max{pm + γv
(

m+ 1; (0, 0)
)

, pm − cobs + γv
(

0; (0, 0)
)

}. (2.35)

Furthermore, note that (x, i) = (1, 1) will also lead to the same set of equations. Therefore, to
further simplify the notation, we can drop the x and i arguments in the value function to obtain
the one-dimensional equation

v(m) = max{pm + γv(m+ 1), pm − cobs + γv(0)}. (2.36)

Now if T is the first optimal observation time (where by convention T = ∞ if the opti-
mal control is to never make an observation), the value function is further determined by the
recurrence relations

v(m) =

{

pm − cobs + γv(0), if m ≥ T ;

pm + γv(m+ 1), otherwise.
(2.37)

Solving the above for v(0), we obtain the explicit solution

v(0) = max

{

sup
n≥1

(

∑n

k=0 γ
kpk − γncobs

1− γn+1

)

,
1− cobs
1− γ

}

, (2.38)

from which v(n) for n ≥ 1 can be calculated from (2.37). For this model problem, due to the
symmetry of the chain, the optimal interval between observations is constant. We can see that
(2.38) is actually a geometric series, where the first term

∑T

k=0 γ
kpk − γT cobs is the expected

returns across the optimal observation interval, and the common ratio γT+1 is the discount
factor over the whole interval.

3 Bayesian formulation

In this section, we expand upon the formulation of the observation control problem in Section 2
by incorporating Bayesian parameter uncertainty. In a variation of the setup from before,

10



suppose now that the transition matrices {Pi}i∈I depend on an unknown parameter θ, taking
values in the parameter space Θ. For simplicity, we shall focus on the case where Θ ⊆ R.

More specifically, we take the following setup. Take the sample space

Ω = Θ×
∞
∏

n=0

(S × I)

with F the canonical product σ-algebra. For ω = (θ, x0, i0, x1, i1, . . .) ∈ Ω, define the process

X = (Xn)n by Xn(ω) = xn. Let {Pi,θ}i∈,θ∈Θ be a family of transition kernels, with p
(n)

xy|θ(i)

denoting the corresponding n-step transition probabilities. Then, for any x0 ∈ S , ρ0 ∈ P(Ω)
and fixed control sequence i = (in)

∞
n=0, there exists a probability measure P

x0,ρ0,i such that for
any x1, . . . , xn+1 ∈ S , the following relation holds:

P
x0,ρ0,i(X1 = x1, . . . , Xn+1 = xn+1) =

∫

Θ

pxn,xn+1|θ(in) ρn(dθ), (3.1)

where (ρn)n is defined recursively by

ρn(dθ) =
pxn−1,xn|θ(in−1)

∫

Θ
pxn−1,xn|θ(in−1) ρn−1(dθ)

ρn−1(dθ). (3.2)

For ease of notation, we will write P in place of Px0,ρ0,i.
In the context of the observation control model, we are concerned with the conditional

distribution
νn(dx) = P

(

Xn ∈ dx


FX,τ
n

)

(3.3)

(we write νn here so as to distinguish from µn in the previous section). Note that due to
the presence of θ, Lemma 2.7 does not apply to the process ν = (νn)n here. However, one
can partition the sample space across the observation history as follows. Let H

n denote the
observation history up to time n, i.e.

H
n(ω) = (τk(ω),Xτk (ω), Iτk(ω))k∈Hn(ω), (3.4)

where H
n(ω) = {j ≥ 1 : τj(ω) ≤ n}, so that Hn is of random length at most n. Next, for each

n, define the collection of sets Cn by

Cn = {(tj , xtj , itj )0≤j≤k : k ≤ n, tj ≥ 0 increasing, xtj ∈ S , itj ∈ I}. (3.5)

Then, by conditioning on θ we obtain for any y ∈ S ,

νn({y}) = P
(

Xn = y


FX,τ
n

)

=
∑

C∈Cn

1{Hn=C} P
(

Xn = y


H
n = C

)

=
∑

C∈Cn

1{Hn=C}

∫

Θ

P
(

Xn = y


θ,Hn = C
)

P
(

dθ


H
n = C

)

. (3.6)

Now, conditional on the value of θ, Lemma 2.7 does apply, so that

P
(

Xn = y


θ,Hn
)

= P(Xn = y | θ, τ̃n, X̃n, ι̃n). (3.7)

Hence, when dynamically updating the problem, the values of νn can be characterised by the
values of τ̃n, X̃n, ι̃n, and the conditional distribution P(dθ | FX,τ

n ). That is, for every ω ∈ Ω,
there exists some k ∈ N, x ∈ S , i ∈ I and π ∈ P(Θ) such that for any y ∈ S

νn(ω)({y}) =

∫

Θ

p
(n−k)

xy|θ
(i) π(dθ). (3.8)
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In line with the previous section, we shall use the notation νk,x,i,π
n for a realisation νn(ω). Let

us now establish the transition kernel for the process ν. First denote the parameter process
(πn)n such that πn(dθ) = P(dθ | FX,τ

n ). Then, by Bayes’ Theorem,

πn+1(ω)(dθ) =
P(τ̃n+1(ω), X̃n+1(ω) | θ,F

X,τ
n )(ω)

∫

Θ
P(τ̃n+1(ω), X̃n+1(ω) | θ,F

X,τ
n )(ω) πn(ω)(dθ)

πn(ω)(dθ). (3.9)

Hence, in analogy with the transition kernel for µ, when conditioned on νn = νk,x,i,πn
n , either

τ̃n+1 = n+ 1 or τ̃n+1 = k. If τ̃n+1 = k, then

P(νn+1 = νk,x,i,πn

n+1 | νn = νk,x,i,πn
n ) = 1. (3.10)

Otherwise, τ̃n+1 = n+ 1 and for each y ∈ S there exists a unique jy ∈ I such that

P(νn+1 = ν
m,y,j,πn+1

n+1 | νn = νk,x,i,πn
n ) =

{

∫

Θ
p
(m−k)
xy|θ (i) πn(dθ), j = jy and (3.9) holds;

0, otherwise.

(3.11)
Our reward functional for finite horizon now reads

J(m, νk,x,i,π
m , α) = E





N
∑

n=m

νn (f(n, · , In))−
∑

τn≥m

cobs



 , (3.12)

with value function
v(m, νk,x,i,π

m ) = sup
α∈A

J(m, νk,x,i,π
m , α). (3.13)

Thus, when dynamically solving for the observation control problem at each time m, πm acts as
the prior distribution for θ, from which the optimal action is computed. Any new observation oc-
curring has an associated likelihood, from which the posterior πm+1 is calculated. Subsequently
πm+1 acts as the prior for time m+ 1.

As (3.12) and (3.13) now form a fully observable control problem with state process ν, we
can once again state the Dynamic Programming Principle below, which can be expanded using
the transition probabilities (3.11).

Proposition 3.1. The value function (3.13) satisfies

v(m,νk,x,i,π
m ) = sup

a∈A

{

E

[

f(m,Xm, Im)− 1{τ̃m+1=m+1}cobs + v(m+ 1, νm+1)




νm = νk,x,i,π
m

]}

,

(3.14)
which can be expanded to the following equation:

v(m, νk,x,i,π
m ) =max

{

∑

y∈S

pπ,(m−k)
xy (i)

[

f(m, y, i) + v(m+ 1, νk,x,i,π
m+1 )

]

,

∑

y∈S

pπ,(m−k)
xy (i)

[

f(m, y, i)− cobs +
∑

z∈S

pπyz(i) v(m+ 1, νm+1,z,j∗,π′

m+1 )
]

}

, (3.15)

where

pπ,(m−k)
xy (i) =

∫

Θ

p
(m−k)
xy|θ (i) π(dθ), (3.16)

π′(dθ) = π(dθ) · p
(m−k+1)
xy|θ (i)/pπ,(m−k+1)

xy (i), (3.17)

and j∗ ∈ I is the regime such that v(m+ 1, νm+1,z,j∗,π′

m+1 ) = maxj∈I v(m+ 1, νm+1,z,j,π′

m+1 ).

12



Proof. The proof is similar to that of Proposition 2.11. First, (3.14) is obtained through standard
dynamic programming. Next,

E

[

f(m,Xm, Im)
∣

∣

∣
νm = νk,x,i,π

m

]

=
∑

y∈S

pπ,(m−k)
xy (i)f(m, y, i). (3.18)

Then, any optimal control α ∈ A conditioned on νm = νk,x,i,π
m must have either τ̃m+1 = k or

τ̃m+1 = m. If τ̃m+1 = k, then

E

[

v(m+ 1, νm+1)
∣

∣

∣
νm = νk,x,i,π

m

]

= v(m+ 1, νk,x,i,π
m+1 ). (3.19)

Alternatively, if τ̃m+1 = m+ 1, then

E

[

v(m+ 1, νm+1)
∣

∣

∣
νm = νk,x,i,π

m

]

=
∑

y∈S

∫

Θ

p
(m−k+1)
xy|θ (i) π(dθ) v(m+ 1, ν

m+1,y,jy,π
′

m+1 ). (3.20)

Combining both equations then gives us the result.

For the infinite horizon case, we can once again invoke stationarity to obtain

v(m, νk,x,i,π
m ) = v(m− k, ν0,x,i,π

m−k ), (3.21)

so that by setting νx,i,π
m = ν0,x,i,π

m , we arrive at the corresponding DPP for the infinite horizon
problem below.

Proposition 3.2. The infinite horizon value function satisfies

v(m,νx,i,π
m ) = sup

a∈A

{

E

[

f(Xm, Im)− 1{τ̃m+1=m+1}cobs + γv(m+ 1, νm+1)





νm = νx,i,π

m

]}

,

(3.22)

which can be expanded to the following equation:

v(m, νx,i,π
m ) = max

{

∑

y∈S

pπ,(m)
xy (i)f(y, i) + γ · v(m+ 1, νx,i,π

m+1 ),

∑

y∈S

pπ,(m)
xy (i)

{

f(y, i)− cobs + γ
∑

z∈S

pπyz(i) v(0, νz,j∗,π′

m+1 )

}

}

, (3.23)

where

pπ,(m)
xy (i) =

∫

Θ

p
(m)

xy|θ(i) π(dθ), (3.24)

π′(dθ) = π(dθ) · p
(m+1)
xy|θ (i)/pπ,(m+1)

xy (i), (3.25)

and j∗ ∈ I is the regime such that v(0, νz,j∗,π′

m+1 ) = maxj∈I v(0, νz,j,π′

m+1 ).

Whilst the DPP here, even in reduced form, is typically an infinite dimensional equation,
it can be reduced to finite dimensions if one uses conjugate distributions. One such example
involving random walks is given in Section 5.
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4 Comparison principle and penalisation

In this section, we consider a class of discrete QVIs and prove a comparison principle, as well
as introducing a penalisation scheme which approximates the QVI. We will show that the QVI
obtained via dynamic programming in the observation control model falls under this class of
QVIs. We follow an approach similar to [19], which considers the case A = Id below.

For this section we employ the following notation for indexing: n ∈ {1, . . . , N} for the
time domain, l ∈ {1, . . . , L} for the spatial domain, and i ∈ {1, . . . , d} for the control. Let
u ∈ R

N×L×d, and write un
i,l for its components. Define ū ∈ R

N×L by ūn
l = maxj∈I un

j,l. We also
write ūn to represent the vector (ūn

l )l. The class of discrete QVIs of interest can be stated as
follows:

Problem 4.1. Find u = (u1, . . . , ud) ∈ R
N×L×d such that

min {Fi(ui), ui −Mu} = 0, i ∈ I = {1, . . . , d}, (4.1)

where

– M : RN×L×d → R
N×L is defined by

(Mu)nl = ((Anū
q)l − c) , (4.2)

where q ∈ {1, . . . , N} is some fixed index, c is a constant and each An ∈ R
L×L is a strictly

substochastic matrix, i.e., all elements are non-negative and all row sums are less than 1.

– Fi : RN×L → R
N×L satisfies the following property: there exists a constant β > 0 such

that for any u, v ∈ R
N×L×d with um

j,k − vmj,k = maxi,l,n(u
n
i,l − vni,l) ≥ 0, we have

Fj(uj)
m
k − Fj(vj)

m
k ≥ β(um

j,k − vmj,k). (4.3)

Note that in general the c in (4.2) can also depend on i, n and l (this is indeed the case for
(2.30), see Remark 4.7), but we shall only consider a constant c for the proofs in this section for
ease of notation. The fixed index q can be arbitrary; the idea is that the operator M only couples
the solution u at a cross-section of values along the time domain. In the following, we adapt
the argument in [19] to prove a comparison principle of the QVI (4.1). The main ingredient
in the proof is to bound the coupling terms An(ū

q − v̄q) by their maximum. If we extend the
problem to an infinite domain, it is not obvious that this maximum is achieved. However, recall
from Remark 2.15 that additional spatial boundary conditions have to be imposed for a closed
system. This reduces the system of QVIs back into the form of (4.1). The comparison principle
is shown in the proposition below.

Proposition 4.2. Suppose that c > 0, and u = (ui)i∈I (resp. v = (vi)i∈I) satisfies

min {Fi(ui), ui −Mu} ≤ 0 (resp. ≥ 0), i ∈ I; (4.4)

then u ≤ v.

Proof. Let M := maxi,l,n(u
n
i,l − vni,l) =: u

m
j,k − vmj,k. Since u is a subsolution, we have Fj(uj) ≤ 0

or uj −Mu ≤ 0. First suppose that uj ≤ (Mu). Then

um
j,k ≤ (Amūq)k − c. (4.5)

By the assumption that v is a supersolution,

vmj,k ≥ (Amv̄q)k − c. (4.6)
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Let γ < 1 be the maximum of the row sums of Am. Then by combining both inequalities above
we obtain

um
j,k − vmj,k ≤ (Amūq)k − (Amv̄q)k

= (Am(ūq − v̄q))
k

≤ γ max
l∈{1,...,L}

(ūq − v̄q)l. (4.7)

This implies that there exist some ju, jv ∈ I and l∗ ∈ {1, . . . , L} such that

um
j,k − vmj,k <uq

ju,l∗ − vqjv ,l∗

≤ uq
ju,l∗ − vqju,l∗ , (4.8)

which is a contradiction by the maximality of M . Hence, we must have Fj(uj)
m
k ≤ 0, but then

since v is a supersolution we have by the monotonicity property

β(um
j,k − vmj,k) ≤ Fj(uj)

m
k − Fj(vj)

m
k ≤ 0 (4.9)

so that M ≤ 0.

Now we present a penalty approximation to the QVI (4.1). Consider the following penalised
problem.

Problem 4.3. Let ρ ≥ 0 be the penalty parameter. Find uρ = (uρ
i )i∈I ∈ R

d×N×L such that

Fi(u
ρ
i )− ρ π (Muρ − uρ) = 0, (4.10)

where the penalisation function π : R → R is continuous, non-decreasing with π|(−∞,0] = 0 and
π|(0,∞) > 0, and is applied elementwise.

We show that for each fixed ρ, (4.10) satisfies a comparison principle. This implies uniqueness
for Problem 4.3. The argument follows similarly to the approach in [19] and Proposition 4.2.

Proposition 4.4. For any penalty parameter ρ ≥ 0 and any c ≥ 0, if uρ = (uρ
i )i∈I (resp.,

vρ = (vρi )i∈I) satisfies

Fi(u
ρ
i )− ρ π (Muρ − uρ) ≤ 0 (resp., ≥ 0), (4.11)

then uρ ≤ vρ.

Proof. As in the previous proposition, let M := maxi,l,n(u
ρ,n
i,l − vρ,ni,l ) =: uρ,m

j,k − vρ,mj,k . Note that

(

Amuρq
)

k
−
(

Amvρ
q)

k
< max

l∈{1,...,L}

(

uρq − vρ
q)

l
≤ uρ,m

j,k − vρ,mj,k . (4.12)

Hence by rearranging we get

π
(

(

Amuρq
)

k
− c− uρ,m

j,k

)

≤ π
(

(

Amvρ
q)

k
− c− vρ,mj,k

)

. (4.13)

It then follows from the sub/super-solution properties of uρ and vρ that Fj(u
ρ
j )

m
k −Fj(v

ρ
j )

m
k ≤ 0.

The monotonicity assumption of F then gives us that M ≤ 0.

The following lemma and theorem have been proven in [19, Section 2]. The proof extends
to our setting given Propositions 4.2 and 4.4, and follows from the monotone properties of the
functions Fi. Lemma 4.5 gives well-posedness for Problem 4.3, as well as establishing a bound,
independent of the penalty parameter, to the penalised solutions uρ. Theorem 4.6 proves the
convergence of the solutions to the penalised equation (4.10) towards the solutions of the QVI
(4.1). This gives existence of solutions to (4.1) via construction.
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Lemma 4.5. Suppose uρ is the solution to (4.10) with parameter ρ ≥ 0 with costs c ≥ 0. Then
we have the bound ‖uρ‖ ≤ ‖F (0)‖/γ.

Theorem 4.6. For any fixed c ≥ 0, the solution to(4.10) converges monotonically from below
to a function u ∈ R

d×N×L as ρ → ∞. Moreover u solves the discrete QVI (4.1) if c > 0.

Remark 4.7. The QVI (2.30), derived from the infinite horizon problem of the observation
control model, is an instance of the QVI (4.1). Specifically, we have L = |S| as well as the
following:

Fi(ui)
n
l = un

i,l − γun+1
i,l − (Pn

i fi)l,

An = γPn+1
i ,

cni,l = cobs − (Pn
i fi)l,

q = 0.

Moreover, it is straightforward to see that Fi satisfies the monotonicity condition (4.3). For
uniqueness of solutions to hold, additional boundary conditions have to be imposed to close the
system. This will be demonstrated in the numerical experiments section below.

5 Numerical experiments

In this section, we apply our observation cost framework to three numerical experiments. Sec-
tions 5.1 and 5.2 analyse two infinite horizon problems. The roadmap for both is as follows: we
first set up the discrete QVIs arising from the problem, which is then approximated by the pe-
nalised problem. As in [19], we will employ the penalty function π(x) = x+. The solution of the
penalised problem is in turn approximated iteratively with semismooth Newton methods [23].
Formally speaking, starting with an initialisation v(0) to the penalised problem

Gρ(v) := Fi(vi)− ρ π (Mv − v) = 0, (5.1)

we obtain the next iterate by solving for

v(k+1) = v(k) − Lρ(v(k))−1Gρ(v(k)), (5.2)

where Lρ denotes the generalised derivative of the function Gρ. For each example, we examine
the numerical performance of the penalty method and Newton iterations, as well as the effects
of the observation cost on the qualitative behavior of the solutions.

Section 5.3 considers the Bayesian formulation of the observation control problem over a finite
horizon. The solutions are obtained through backwards recursion from the terminal conditions.
We examine the impact that the extra parameter uncertainty has on the optimal trajectories.

5.1 Random walk with drift

Consider an integer-valued random walk (Xn)n∈N with two regimes, representing a positive and
negative drift respectively, so that the control space is I = {+1,−1}. The probability of each
step is parametrised by θ. Specifically, for any x ∈ S = N,

px,x+1(+1) = θ, px,i−1(+1) = 1− θ;

px,x+1(−1) = 1− θ, px,x−1(−1) = θ. (5.3)

We also adopt the following reward function:

f(x) =
1

|x|+ 1
. (5.4)
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The mass of this reward function f is concentrated around the origin, so naturally, the optimal
regime is one that reverts the process back towards the origin.

For this example, we consider the infinite horizon problem. Recall that the discrete QVI
(2.30) reads: for all m ≥ 0, x ∈ S , and i ∈ I,

min

{

vmi,x − γvm+1
i,x −

(

Pm
i fi

)

x
, vmi,x −

(

Pm
i

(

γPiv
0 + fi

)

)

x
+ cobs

}

= 0. (5.5)

Note that there exists a path from x to y over m units of time if and only if m ≥ |y − x|
and m ≡ y (mod 2). If Sx

m denotes the set of states that can be reached from x after m units
of time, then the transition probabilties are given by

p(m)
xy (+1) =

{

(

m

r

)

θr(1− θ)m−r , y ∈ Sx
m;

0 , y /∈ Sx
m,

(5.6)

p(m)
xy (−1) =

{

(

m

r

)

θm−r(1− θ)r , y ∈ Sx
m;

0 , y /∈ Sx
m,

(5.7)

where r = (m+ y − x)/2. Hence, in full, the QVI reads:

min







vm+1,x − γvm+1
+1,x −

∑

y∈Sx
m

1

|y|+ 1

(

m

r

)

θr(1− θ)m−r,

vm+1,x −
∑

y∈Sx
m

(

m

r

)

θr(1− θ)m−r

(

1

|y|+ 1
+ γ

(

θv0
y+1 + (1− θ)v0y−1

)

)

+ cobs







= 0,

min







vm−1,x − γvm+1
−1,x −

∑

y∈Sx
m

1

|y|+ 1

(

m

r

)

θm−r(1− θ)r,

vm−1,x −
∑

y∈Sx
m

(

m

r

)

θm−r(1− θ)r
(

1

|y|+ 1
+ γ

(

θv0y−1 + (1− θ)v0y+1

)

)

+ cobs







= 0.

(5.8)

In general, r depends on x, y and m, but we suppress the subscript for ease of notation.
To close the system to ensure a unique solution, we enforce the following time and spatial

boundary conditions. We impose a reflecting boundary at x = ±L, where L is suitably large.
In particular,

pL,L(+1) = θ, pL,L−1(+1) = 1− θ, pL,L(−1) = 1− θ, pL,L−1(−1) = θ;

p−L,−L(+1) = 1− θ, p−L,−L+1(+1) = θ, p−L,−L(−1) = θ, p−L,−L+1(−1) = 1− θ, (5.9)

so that the QVI (5.5) for the states x = ±L will use the transition probabilities (5.9) instead.
For the time boundary, we enforce an observation at some large N > 0. The terminal

condition then reads (for −L < x < L):



























vN+1,x −
∑

y∈Sx
N

(

N

r′

)

θr(1− θ)N−r′
(

1

|y|+ 1
+ γ

(

θv0y+1 + (1− θ)v0y−1

)

)

+ cobs = 0,

vN−1,x −
∑

y∈Sx
N

(

N

r′

)

θN−r′(1− θ)r
′

(

1

|y|+ 1
+ γ

(

θv0y−1 + (1− θ)v0y+1

)

)

+ cobs = 0.

(5.10)
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where here r′ = (N + y−x)/2. The analogous equations hold for the spatial boundary x = ±L,
but with the transition probabilities (5.9). These terminal conditions can be interpreted as the
largest possible interval between two observations.

We now proceed to solve the penalised problem for the system (5.8), with boundary con-
ditions (5.9) and (5.10), through the use of semismooth Newton methods. To initialise the
iteration, we solve for the uncoupled system







































vm+1,x − γvm+1
+1,x −

∑

y∈Sx
m

1

|y|+ 1

(

m

r

)

θr(1− θ)m−r = 0,

vm−1,x − γvm+1
−1,x −

∑

y∈Sx
m

1

|y|+ 1

(

m

r

)

θm−r(1− θ)r = 0,

0 ≤ m < N, −L < x < L,

(5.11)

with the spatial boundary transition probabilities (5.9) and time boundary







































vN+1,x −
∑

y∈Sx
N

(

N

r′

)

θr(1− θ)N−r′
(

1

|y|+ 1
+ γ

(

θv0+1,y+1 + (1− θ)v0+1,y−1

)

)

+ cobs = 0,

vN−1,x −
∑

y∈Sx
N

(

N

r′

)

θN−r′(1− θ)r
′

(

1

|y|+ 1
+ γ

(

θv0−1,y−1 + (1− θ)v0−1,y+1

)

)

+ cobs = 0,

−L < x < L.
(5.12)

The system (5.11) corresponds to the penalised equation with ρ = 0. The uncoupled time
boundary condition is equivalent to enforcing an observation but with no switching (i.e., as-
suming that v = vi in each equation for vi). The iteration terminates once a relative tolerance
threshold of 10−8 is reached.

ρ 103 2× 103 4× 103 8× 103 16× 103 32× 103

cobs = 0 (a) 2 2 2 2 2 2
(b) 0.0063278 0.0031650 0.0015828 0.0007915 0.0003957 0.0001979

cobs = 1/8 (a) 5 5 5 5 5 5
(b) 0.0048459 0.0024240 0.0012123 0.0006062 0.0003031 0.0001516

cobs = 1/4 (a) 6 6 6 6 6 6
(b) 0.0033831 0.0016926 0.0008466 0.0004234 0.0002117 0.0001059

cobs = 1/2 (a) 6 6 6 6 6 6
(b) 0.0015376 0.0007691 0.0003846 0.0001923 0.0000962 0.0000481

cobs = 1 (a) 7 7 7 7 7 7
(b) 0.0006210 0.0003105 0.0001553 0.0000776 0.0000388 0.0000194

cobs = 2 (a) 8 8 8 8 8 8
(b) 0.0002077 0.0001038 0.0000519 0.0000260 0.0000130 0.0000065

cobs = 4 (a) 7 7 7 7 7 7
(b) 0.0000852 0.0000426 0.0000213 0.0000157 0.0000053 0.0000027

cobs = 6 (a) 6 6 6 6 6 6
(b) 0.0000307 0.0000154 0.0000077 0.0000038 0.0000019 0.0000010

Table 5.1: Numerical results for the random walk with drift problem. Line (a): number of
Newton iterations to reach the relative tolerance threshold of 1e−8. Line (b): the
increment sizes ‖vρ − v2ρ‖∞.

We investigate the numerical performance of our described methods for the case θ = 0.75,
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γ = 0.99, L = 50 and N = 500, across different cost parameters cobs. Computations are per-
formed using MATLAB R2019b. The numerical solutions are shown in Table 5.1. Row (a) shows
that the number of Newton iterations required to reach the tolerance threshold is independent
from the size of the penalty parameter ρ. Fewer iterations are required for more extreme values
of cobs, but the overall number of iterations remains low across different observation costs. Row
(b) shows the increments ‖vρ−v2ρ‖∞. The values clearly demonstrate a first-order convergence
of the penalisation error with respect to the penalty parameter ρ, which is in line with the
theoretical results presented in [19, Theorem 3.9, 4.2].

cobs 0 1/8 1/4 1/2 1 2 4 6
x = 5 5 5 7 9 11 15 25 37
x = 10 10 12 12 16 20 26 36 48
x = 30 30 40 42 46 54 62 78 110

Table 5.2: List of optimal observation times across various states x and costs cobs.

We now discuss the qualitative behaviour of the solution. It is clear that if the chain is
observed to be at a positive state, then the control should be switched to i = −1 for a negative
drift and vice versa. Table 5.2 lists the optimal observation time gap for selected states across
different observation costs cobs. As the problem is symmetric by construction, it is sufficient
to only examine the behavior for the positive states. In general, the optimal observation time
increases as cobs increases. A longer unobserved period of time then leads to a lower average
reward. This is illustrated in Figure 5.3, where the function n 7→ vn−1,30 is plotted for various
values of cobs. In the absence of an observation cost, i.e., for cobs = 0, the optimal observation
time equals the magnitude of the last observed state, as there is no need to observe until it is
possible for the walk to cross the origin again.

0 100 200 300 400 500
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

Figure 5.3: Difference in total reward obtained when altering the observation cost cobs. Each
line shows the graph of n 7→ vn−1,30. The cross indicates the optimal observation
time.

19



5.2 Extension of an HIV-treatment model

In this subsection, we implement our observation control framework in an extension to an HIV-
treatment scheduling problem that appeared in [21]. As alluded to in the introduction, the
stationarity of the reward function in the original model (see (5.13) below) implicitly assumes
that the observer is given the state of the underlying process at initialisation. However, in
practice many scenarios of interest do not satisfy this assumption. Our model formulation
extends the above by allowing in addition that the user can approach the problem at initialisation
with outdated or sub-optimal information. We demonstrate that such initial conditions can
lead to different qualitative behaviours in the value function through time. We also examine
the numerical performance of the penalty method when applied to the system of QVIs for this
larger system, compared to that in Section 5.1.

Let us briefly describe the original problem in [21] here. A continuous-time Markov chain
is used to model virus levels of HIV-positive patients over time. With two types of treatment
available, the control space is I = {0, 1, 2} (where 0 represents no treatment given). Four virus
strains are considered: WT denotes the wild type (susceptible to both treatments), R1 and R2
denotes strains that are each resistant to Treatment 1 and Treatment 2 respectively, and HR
denotes the strain that is highly resistant to both. The level of each strain is represented by
the states ‘none’ (0), ‘low’ (l), ‘medium’ (m), and ‘high’ (h). Therefore, the state space for the
Markov chain is S = {0, l,m, h}4 ∪ {∗}, where the asterisk represents patient death. Note in
particular that ∗ is an absorbing state. The goal in the original model is to then minimise a
cost functional J : S × I → R of the form:

J(x, α) = E

[

∞
∑

j=0

(

∫ τj+1

τj

e−γsc(Xs, ι(Xτj )) ds+ e−γτj+1cobs

)]

, (5.13)

where the cost function c : S × I → R is a linear combination of the productivity loss resulting
from each patient’s condition and their received treatment.

To adapt the model above for our framework, we first discretise the Markov chain, choosing
each step to represent one day. We then take the model parameters from the original paper [21,
Section 3], which provides the transition rate matrices {Qi}i∈I and the cost function c(x, i).
The transition matrices {Pi}i∈I are then given by Pi = eQi (as the time unit in [21] is one day).
For illustration purposes, a sparse plot of the transition matrix P0 is shown in Figure 5.4. As
our framework takes the form of a maximisation problem, we choose f = −c for the reward
function. We can now formulate our problem in terms of the following QVI:

min

{

vmi,x − γvm+1
i,x +

(

emQici
)

x
, vmi,x −

(

γe(m+1)Qiv0
)

x
+
(

emQici
)

x
+ cobs

}

= 0. (5.14)

We now follow the same procedure in Section 5.1 to obtain a numerical solution. Note that
for this problem, the spatial domain is finite and we also have a natural spatial boundary arising
from the absorbing death state ∗, that is, for all m ≥ 0 and i ∈ I,

vmi,∗ =
∞
∑

n=0

aγn =
a

1− γ
, (5.15)

where a is a constant representing the average GDP loss due to patient death [20, 21]. A time
boundary is once again enforced at some large time N > 0, which can be interpreted as a
mandatory observation at time N . Explicitly, this reads

vNi,x −
(

γe(N+1)Qiv0
)

x
+
(

eNQici
)

x
+ cobs = 0, i ∈ I, x ∈ S \ {∗}. (5.16)

We now solve the associated penalised problem with semismooth Newton methods. As in
Section 5.1, we choose the initial guess to be the solution to the penalised problem with ρ = 0,
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Figure 5.4: Sparsity pattern of the transition matrix P0 (the pattern is the same across all
control states). The state space is encoded as {1, . . . , 256}, by considering the
state vectors [WT, R1, R2, HR] as a base-4 string in reverse order (for example,
[h, 0, l, l] corresponds to 83). The death state ∗ is represented by 256.

with uncoupled time boundary conditions. The iterations terminate once a relative tolerance
threshold of 10−8 is reached. The numerical experiments are performed on MATLAB R2019b.

Table 5.6 shows the numerical solution for different values of N and cobs across different
penalty parameters ρ. Row (a) shows that much like the random walk experiment in Section 5.1,
the number of iterations remains constant with respect to ρ. However, the number of Newton
iterations required to reach the target threshold is much higher, approximately 20 iterations.
Figure 5.5 illustrates the gap between the initial guess and the final solution. We see that the
disagreement occurs only on one side of the free boundary. This is due to the nature of our
initial guess, where solving the penalised problem for ρ = 0 is equal to restricting the system
to only one region (in this case, the region of no observations). Despite the large gap between
the two curves, we see that the iterate obtained after one step is significantly closer to the true
solution, which indicates that much of the convergence in the solutions is achieved in the first
few Newton iterations.

Row (b) in Table 5.6 shows the increments ‖vρ − v2ρ‖∞. Reassuringly, for this more compli-
cated system, we still see a clear first-order convergence of the penalisation error with respect
to the penalty parameter ρ. Even for small values of ρ, the successive increments were within
O(1) (in comparison to the magnitude of the solution which is of O(106)). This shows that
the penalty approximation is very effective for small penalty parameters, and that it works well
when extended to the class of QVIs that we introduced in Section 4.

We now analyse the behaviour of the value function when plotted as a function against
time. The top-left graph of Figure 5.7 depicts an instance where the patient is under a stable
condition. Here the observation region is [15, N ]. There are limited benefits of frequently paying
a high observation cost when it is unlikely that the patient’s condition will deteriorate over a
short period of time. On the other hand, if the patient has a high chance of mortality, i.e.
a high probability of reaching the absorbing state ∗, then it is optimal to observe as soon as
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Figure 5.5: Convergence of the Newton iterates towards the solution. The lines show the
graphs of n 7→ vn0,4 for the initial guess v(0), first iterate v(1) and true solution
v, where the state [WT, R1, R2, HR] = [0, 0, l, 0] is encoded as 4 in base 4. The
cross indicates the boundary between the observation regions.

possible. The top-right graph illustrates the case when the last observed state contains a low
amount of the R2 strain but with no treatment given. The observation region here is [0, 53].
The disparity between the optimal actions can be attributed to the negative reward associated
with the absorbing state. For the latter case, with the parameters for the transition matrix
giving a mortality rate of approximately 3% after 53 days, making an observation unlikely to
improve subsequent rewards, if any. The optimal control allows for a more effective resource
allocation by focusing on higher quality samples during data collection. The solutions of the
value function under these scenarios were not available in the original model.

To examine the behaviour around the decision boundaries, we plot the central finite difference
terms (vn+1

i,x − vn−1
i,x )/2∆n in the bottom row of Figure 5.7, underneath their respective graphs

of the value function. If we consider the plots as a discretisation of a continuous value function,
we see that there is much bigger variation within the observation region. Critically, there is
non-smoothness across the boundary in the bottom-left graph. This suggests that the solution
in continuous-time is C2 in time within each decision region, but only C1 across the boundary.
This is in line with theoretical results on the regularity of viscosity solutions in optimal stopping
and switching problems [18, Chapter 5].

5.3 Random walk with drift: Bayesian formulation

In this subsection, we consider a random walk with drift, as set up in Section 5.1, but with the
additional assumption that the true value of the drift parameter θ is unknown to the user. To
avoid complications with boundary conditions and infinite parameter domains, we shall only
consider the finite horizon problem. Using the notation in Section 3, for a fixed value of θ, the
n-step transition probabilities are given by

p
(n)

xy|θ
(+1) =

(

n

r

)

θr(1− θ)n−r, p
(n)

xy|θ
(−1) =

(

n

r

)

θn−r(1− θ)r, (5.17)

where r = 1
2
(n + y − x). As remarked at the end of Section 3, we shall choose the prior from

a family of beta distributions to obtain conjugacy in the parameter process. This reduces the
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ρ 103 2× 103 4× 103 8× 103 16× 103 32× 103

N = 150, cobs = 200 (a) 18 18 18 18 18 18
(b) 1.6141 0.8071 0.4036 0.2018 0.1009 0.0504

N = 150, cobs = 400 (a) 21 21 21 21 21 21
(b) 1.5147 0.7577 0.3790 0.1895 0.0948 0.0474

N = 150, cobs = 800 (a) 20 20 20 20 20 20
(b) 1.4087 0.7047 0.3524 0.1762 0.0881 0.0441

N = 300, cobs = 200 (a) 20 20 20 20 20 20
(b) 1.6122 0.8061 0.4031 0.2015 0.1008 0.0504

N = 300, cobs = 400 (a) 19 19 19 19 19 19
(b) 1.5131 0.7569 0.3785 0.1893 0.0947 0.0473

N = 300, cobs = 800 (a) 20 20 20 20 20 20
(b) 1.4102 0.7055 0.3528 0.1764 0.0882 0.0441

N = 600, cobs = 200 (a) 19 19 19 19 19 19
(b) 1.6111 0.8056 0.4028 0.2014 0.1007 0.0504

N = 600, cobs = 400 (a) 17 17 17 17 17 17
(b) 1.5114 0.7561 0.3781 0.1891 0.0945 0.0473

N = 600, cobs = 800 (a) 18 18 18 18 18 18
(b) 1.4065 0.7036 0.3519 0.1760 0.0880 0.0440

Table 5.6: Numerical results for the HIV-treatment problem. Line (a): number of Newton
iterations. Line (b): the increments ‖vρ − v2ρ‖.

(3.15) to a finite dimensional equation. Then, if π0 ∼ Beta(a, b) and the subsequent observation
occurs at time n, a standard calculation shows that

pπ0,(n)
xy (+1) = g(r | n, a, b), pπ0,(n)

xy (−1) = g(n− r | n, a, b), (5.18)

where

g(k | n, a, b) =

(

n

k

)

B(k + a, n− k + b)

B(a, b)
(5.19)

is the probability mass function of the Beta-binomial distribution and B(a, b) is the Beta func-
tion. The posterior distribution πn = π′

0 is then

π′
0 ∼

{

Beta(a+ r, b+ n− r), ι0 = +1,

Beta(a+ n− r, b+ r), ι0 = −1.
(5.20)

Since the parameter process can now be characterised by the parameters of the Beta distribu-
tion, if π ∼ Beta(a, b) then we write v(m; (k, x, i); (a, b)) := v(m, νk,x,i,π

m ). As both parameters
can generally be any non-negative value, it is not feasible to obtain a solution of the value
function for all values of (a, b). However, for a given prior, the required values of the Beta
distribution parameters for calculation are limited via the relation in (5.20). We can then re-
cursively calculate the value function using (3.15) from the time horizon N . Recalling that the
reward function f(y) = 1/(|y|+ 1) is independent of the control α, we have the set of terminal
conditions

v(N ; (N − k, x, i); (a, b)) =
∑

y∈Sx
k

g((k − y + x)/2 | k, a, b)f(y), (5.21)

where Sx
k is the (finite) set of states that can be reached from x after k units of time, as defined

in Section 5.1.
For our experiment, we choose three different initial parameter pairs for the prior π0 as well

as varying the observation cost. Here we assume that the true value of θ = 0.3 and set a time
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Figure 5.7: The value function exhibits two qualitatively different decay modes depending on
the starting states x. Left: a stable condition with the correct treatment. Right:
a worse condition with no treatment. The top row shows the mappings n 7→ vni,x.
The bottom row plots the corresponding central finite difference terms.

horizon of N = 50. We evaluate their performances under the optimal strategy for the same
path realisations. The trajectories are sampled as follows. A realisation of the path is generated
via a sequence of uniform random variables Un ∼ U [0, 1] to represent the walk at each time
step. If ιn = +1, we take an upwards step if Un ≤ θ, and a downwards step otherwise; the
opposite applies to ιn = −1, with switching only allowed at the optimal observation times. An
illustration of a particular optimal sequence of actions is depicted in Figure 5.8.

We now examine the effects of parameter uncertainty on the value function, recorded in
Table 5.9. The inaccuracy of the prior π0 increases further down the table. When comparing
the values of row (a) column-wise, i.e. for a fixed observation cost, there is a small increase in the
number of observations as the prior moves away from the true value. The effects of the choice in
prior is more clearly seen in row (b), where the average profit sees a more substantial decrease
for π0,∼ Beta(5, 2), whose mass is concentrated towards [0.5, 1]. The misalignment of the prior
and the ground truth is also reflected in row (c), where the credible intervals are generally widest
in the bottom row of the table, reflecting a bigger uncertainty over the parameter value.
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Figure 5.8: Left: sample realisation of the controlled random walk along the optimal trajectory.
Right: prior and posterior distribution of θ; the grey lines indicate ‘intermediate
posteriors’ obtained from earlier observations.

cobs = 0.1 cobs = 0.25 cobs = 0.5 cobs = 0.75

(a) 24.1 23.9 23.65 22.675
π0 ∼ Beta(2, 5) (b) 26.57 22.99 17.07 11.54

(c) 0.2323 0.2334 0.2339 0.2359

(a) 24.2 23.925 23.675 22.75
π0 ∼ Beta(3, 3) (b) 25.74 22.43 16.54 11.10

(c) 0.2396 0.2409 0.2414 0.2436

(a) 24.35 23.9 23.65 22.75
π0 ∼ Beta(5, 2) (b) 25.09 21.81 15.75 10.43

(c) 0.2433 0.2449 0.2453 0.2472

Table 5.9: Numerical results for the parameter uncertainty problem. Line (a): average number
of observations. Line (b): average profit (N = 50). Line (c): average credible
interval width (HDI 95%).
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A Proofs of Propositions 2.1, 2.3 and 2.5

Proof of Proposition 2.1. Note that

FX,τ
n = σ

{

(1{τj≤n}τj , 1{τj≤n}Xτj ) : j ≥ 0
}

= σ
{

(1{τj≤n, τj≤n+1}τj , 1{τj≤n}Xτj ) : j ≥ 0
}

⊆ σ
{

(1{τj≤n}, 1{τj≤n+1}τj , 1{τj≤n}Xτj ) : j ≥ 0
}

⊆ σ
{

(1{τj≤n+1}τj , 1{τj≤n+1}Xτj ) : j ≥ 0
}

= FX,τ
n+1, (A.1)

as required.

Proof of Proposition 2.3. By definition, τk ∈ FX,τ
τk−1

where

FX,τ
τk−1

= σ{τ0, Xτ0 , τ1, Xτ1 , . . . , τk−1, Xτk−1
}. (A.2)

In particular, {τk = n} ∈ FX,τ
τk−1

for any n. As the sequence τ is strictly increasing, we have the
lower bound τn ≥ n, so without loss of generality assume k ≤ n. Now {τk = n} ⊆ {τj ≤ n− 1}
for all 0 ≤ j ≤ k − 1. Hence,

{τk = n} ∈ σ{(1{τj≤n}τj , 1{τj≤n}Xτj ) : 0 ≤ j ≤ k − 1}

⊆ σ{(1{τj≤n}τj , 1{τj≤n}Xτj ) : 0 ≤ j ≤ n− 1}

= FX,τ
n−1, (A.3)

so that τk is predictable as required.

Proof of Proposition 2.5. We prove the claim by induction. Assume without loss of general-
ity that τ0 = 0. Since τ0 is deterministic, trivially that FX,τ

0 = FX
0 . Now for any n ≥ 1, recall

that the strictly increasing nature of τ means we have

FX,τ
n = σ

{

(1{τj≤n}τj , 1{τj≤n}Xτj ) : 0 ≤ j ≤ n
}

. (A.4)

By writing

1{τj≤n}τj =

n
∑

k=0

1{τj=k} k, (A.5)

1{τj≤n}Xτj =

n
∑

k=0

1{τj=k}Xk, (A.6)

and the fact that for any two random variables Y and Z, σ(Y +Z), σ(Y Z) ⊆ σ(Y,Z), we obtain

FX,τ
n ⊆ σ

{

FX,τ
n−1 ∪ σ{1{τ1=n}, . . . ,1{τn=n}, Xn}

}

⊆ σ
{

FX,τ
n−1 ∪Xn

}

⊆ σ
{

FX
n−1 ∪Xn

}

= FX
n , (A.7)

where the second inclusion follows from the predictability of τ , and the third is the induction
assumption.
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