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Markov decision processes with Kusuoka-type conditional risk mappings *

Ziteng Cheng T and Sebastian Jaimungal *

Abstract.

The Kusuoka representation of proper lower semi-continuous law invariant coherent risk measures allows
one to cast them in terms of average value-at-risk. Here, we introduce the notion of Kusuoka-type conditional
risk-mappings and use it to define a dynamic risk measure. We use such dynamic risk measures to study infinite
horizon Markov decision processes with random costs and random actions. Under mild assumptions, we derive
a dynamic programming principle and prove the existence of an optimal policy. We also derive the Q-learning
version of the dynamic programming principle, which is important for applications. Furthermore, we provide a
sufficient condition for when deterministic actions are optimal.
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1. Introduction. Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) may be viewed as a discrete-time
stochastic control problems for sequential decision making in situations where costs are
partly random and partly under the control of a decision maker. Classical MDP theory
is concerned with minimizing the expected discounted total cost and, in many cases, the
minimization problem is solved by establishing a Dynamic Programming Principle (DPP).
Results on the vast area of MDPs may be founded in several textbooks, e.g., [6, 20, 5]. The
classical expected performance criteria is, however, limited in its application and, in many
cases, it is prudent to incorporate risk assessment into decision making.

One popular criterion is based on coherent risk measures [2, 16]. A naive combination of
coherent risk measures and discounted total costs, however, lacks time consistency, hinder-
ing the derivation of a corresponding DPP. Roughly speaking, time consistency is about the
property that smaller scores in the future epochs guarantee a smaller score at current epoch.
We refer to [8] for a survey on various definitions of time consistency. There is a stem of
literature (see, e.g., [18, 24, 25, 23, 13, 3]) that studies time consistency from multiple angles
and/or attempts to integrate coherent risk measures and their variations into MDP. While in
this work, we are not concerned with model uncertainty, we would like to point out [7] and
the reference therein for a framework that handles model uncertainty in MDP.

In this paper, we focus on the framework proposed in [25] which considers deterministic
costs. [25] introduces the notion of risk transition mappings and uses them to construct, in
a recursive manner, a class of (discounted) dynamic risk measures. He proceeds to derive
both finite and infinite (with bounded costs) time horizon DPPs for such dynamic risk mea-
sures. We also refer to [26] for the assumptions needed. [28] extends the infinite horizon
DPP to unbounded costs as well as for average dynamic risk measures. The risk transition
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mappings involved are assumed to exhibit an analogue of a strong Feller property. [14]
studies a similar infinite horizon DPP with unbounded costs but under arguably more ac-
cessible assumptions. Recently, [4] considers unbounded latent costs and establishes the
corresponding finite and infinite horizon DPP. The authors also prove sufficiency of Markov-
ian actions against history dependent actions. They construct dynamic risk measures, for
finite time horizon problems, from iterations of static risk measures that are Fatou and law
invariant. The infinite horizon problems require in addition the coherent property. They also
require the underlying MDP to exhibit a certain strong continuous/semi-continuous transi-
tion mechanism. [15] develops a computational approach for optimization with dynamic
convex risk measures using deep learning techniques. Finally, it is noteworthy that the con-
cept of risk form is introduced in [17] and is applied to handle two-stage MDP with partial
information and decision-dependent observation distribution.

The main goal of this paper is to study infinite horizon risk averse MDPs in a similar
framework as above, but with latent costs and randomized actions. We note that, typically,
MDP theory with Polish action spaces implicitly encompasses randomized actions. In or-
der to compare deterministic and randomized actions, however, we must characterize the
randomization explicitly. In certain risk averse settings, when randomness in action is ac-
counted for along with the random outcome, deterministic actions do not necessarily yield
the optimal outcome; we refer to Appendix A for an insightful example. To this end, we
propose to study risk averse MDPs under the notion of Kusuoka-type conditional risk map-
pings', which is inspired by the Kusuoka representation for proper lower semi-continuous
law invariant coherent risk measures (cf. [21] and [27, Section 6.3.5]). Kusuoka-type con-
ditional risk mappings, in principle, covers a large class of conditional risk mappings of
interest. To the best of our knowledge, the counterpart of Kusuoka representation for con-
ditional risk mappings has not yet been established. As conditional average value at risk in
general lacks joint measurability in the risk level and the random event, we introduce tech-
niques to make the Kusuoka-type conditional risk mappings rigorous, and this treatment
may be of interest on its own.

For simplicity, we consider bounded costs, which allows for conditional risk mappings
that contain conditional essential supremum as a major ingredient — a feature that is often
omitted otherwise. Moreover, the Kusuoka-type conditional risk mappings and bounded
costs together allows us access to a stronger set of regularities for the related operators, and
allows us to establish the DPP with mild assumptions on the remainder of the components
in our setup. To be more precise, we obtain the semi-continuity of value function jointly
in state and action, without needing to impose strong continuity on the transition kernel
or the resulting risk transition mapping. We believe the conditional law invariant property
of Kusuoka-type conditional risk mappings is essential for obtaining regularity, while the
assumption on bounded costs may possibly be weaken. In static case, semi-continuity of a
coherent risk measure typically requires more than weak continuity of the input; we refer to
[27, Section 6.3] for detailed statements. This is possibly due to the lack of law invariance.
Imposing the law invariant property, as we do here, resolves such issues. In the dynamic case,
we choose to avoid the assumptions of strong continuity by implicitly leveraging a similar

IThe term, conditional risk mapping, follows from [27, Section 6.5.2].
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argument through Kusuoka-type conditional risk mappings.

The main contributions of this paper can be summarized as follows:

1. We introduce and investigate the notion of Kusuoka-type conditional risk mappings.
We first study conditional average value at risk and develop an appropriate formula-
tion for integrating over the quantile level. A Kusuoka-type conditional risk mapping
is defined as the essential supremum of a family of integrations with random inte-
grand and integrator. We then establish a representation in terms of regular condi-
tional expectations. We then show that the Kusuoka-type conditional risk mapping is
conditionally law invariant and state dependent. The results are presented in Section
2.3.

2. Under mild conditions, we derive an infinite horizon DPP, for MDP with latent costs
and randomized actions, subject to dynamic risk measure defined recursively via
Kusuoka-type conditional risk mapping. We also derive a corresponding Q-learning
version of the DPP which lends itself naturally to numerical implementation. We
prove the existence of an optimal policy that is Markovian. We refer to Theorem 4.4
for detailed statements.

3. In Proposition 4.7, we argue that certain Markovian actions are no worse than any
other history-dependent actions. We also formulate in Proposition 4.9 a sufficient
condition on the optimality of deterministic actions. Further, we provide a related
heuristic discussion from the perspective of a two-player game in Remark 4.10.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we first introduce
our notation, then recall definitions and basic properties of various important concepts, and
establish preliminary results on Kusuoka-type condition risk mappings. Formulations and
assumptions for risk-averse MDP are collectively organized in the end of the section. Section
3 is devoted to auxiliary results. We introduce some useful operators related to Markovian
policy and investigate their regularities. Properties of value functions are studied. In Sec-
tion 4, we present the main results. We derive the DPP for Markovian actions and argue that
Markovian actions can achieve the optimal. We also establish a sufficient condition on the
optimality of deterministic actions. We accommodates an example, a brielf review on point-
wise supremum and essential supremum, some technical lemmas and supplemental proofs
for Section 2.3 in Appendix A, B, C and D, respectively. Finally, for reference, Appendix E
contains a glossary of notation.

2. Setup and preliminaries. To formulate our problem, we first specify the spaces re-
lated to the underlying process, action process, probability, among others. We use the fol-
lowing notations for various spaces throughout the paper. We also provide in Appendix E a
glossary of notations that will be introduced later.

- We write IN :={1,2,...} and IN; := {0} UIN. We let R denote the real line. We endow
R with Borel o-algebra B(R). We let R := R U {+00} U {~oo} and B(R) := ¢(B(RR) U
{{+o0), {~col}).

- For any measurable space (Y,%'), we write {*°(Y,%) for the set of bounded real-
valued #-B(IR) measurable functions. We let {*°(IN;X,B(Y)) denote the set of v =
(v)rew S €°(Y, B(Y)), and equip it with norm ||u||, := SUPeN,yey |v¢(v)|, which makes
{*(IN;Y,B(Y)) complete. For any y € Y, the Dirac probability measure at y, denoted



4 CHENG & JAIMUNGAL

by 6,, is defined as 0,(A) := 14(y) for A€ ¥.

- Let (QQ, 57,IP) be a complete probability space. We write L*(Q,.7,IP) for the set of
real-valued .77-B(IR) random variables that are IP-almost surely bounded.

- We let F := (%;)ien and G := (%);en be filtrations of 7 such that %, C ¥, for all
t € N and .#; contains all P-negligible set. We set %, := %, := {0,()}. We also define
U :=%_1 vV %, for t € N. It follows that U := (%) is also a filtration. We also set
Uy =1{0,Q}.

- Let X be a complete separable metric space equipped with Borel o-algebra B(X).
Let = be the set of probability measures on B(X). We endow = with weak topology,
which is the coarsest topology on = containing sets {cf SO Ixf(a)(f(dx) € U} with
f € Cp(X) and U C R open. The corresponding Borel o-algebra is denoted by B(E).
The evaluation o-algebra on E, denoted by £(Z), is generated by sets {£ € E : £(A) € B}
with A € B(X) and B € B([0,1]). Equivalently, £(Z) is the o-algebra generated by sets
{Eek: fxf(x)é(dx) € B} for all f € £°(X, B(X)) and B € B(IR). In view of Lemma C.7,
we have B(E) = £(E).

- Let A be another complete separable metric space equipped with Borel o-algebra
B(A). Let A be the set of probability measures on B(A). We endow A with the weak
topology and the corresponding Borel o-algebra 5(A). The evaluation o-algebra on
A is denoted by £(A). By Lemma C.7 again, we have B(A) = £(A).

- For t € N, the domain of admissible actions A, : (X, B(X)) — 22 is nonempty closed
valued and weakly measurable, i.e., {x € X : A;(x)NU = 0} € B(A) for any open U C A.
For each t € N and x € X, we let @;(x) be the set of probability measure on 5(A) such
that 7t(A;(x)) = 1 for any 7 € @;(x), and let I'l; consist of 7; : (X, B(X)) — (A,E(A))
such that 7,(x) € @;(x) for x € X.? IT is the set of p:= (77;);en such that 7, € I, for all
t€N.

- Let M be the set of probability measures on 5([0,1]), endowed with the weak topol-
ogy. Note M under the weak topology is compact (cf. [1, Section 15.6, Theorem
15.22]). The corresponding Borel o-algebra and evaluation o-algebra are denoted by
B(IM) and £(IM), respectively. Since M is separable and metrizable (cf. [1, Section
15.3, Theorem 15.15]), invoking Lemma C.7 again, we have B(IM) = £(M). For t € N,
we let M, : (X,B(X)) — 2M be non-empty, closed-valued, and weakly measurable,
that is, {x € X': M;(x) N U = 0} € B(X) for any open U € M. Finally, we let M, denote
a closed subset of IM.

2.1. Regular Conditional Distribution. In this section, we recall the definition of regu-
lar conditional distributions, as it plays a crucial role in many aspects of the paper.

Consider Y : (,77) — (XY, %) and ¢4 C 7. The conditional distribution of Y given ¢,
defined as {IP(Y € B|¥) := [E(15(Y)|¥)}gca, can be viewed as a function of w € Q and Be€ %'
For each B € %, however, P(Y € B|¥) is defined only almost surely, which hinders us from
using P(Y € -|¢) as a probability measure depending on w € Q (countable additivity may
not hold). To resolve such issues, we recall the notion of a regular conditional distribution.

2[1; is not empty. Too see this, note by Kuratowski and Ryll-Nardzewski measurable selection theorem (cf.
[1, Theorem 18.13]), there exists a : (X, B(X)) — (A, B(A)) such that a(x) € A;(x) for x € X. It follows that if
TU(x) := O (x), then w € IT;.
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Definition 2.1. PY¥ : Q x % — [0,1] is a regular version of P(Y € -|9) if
(i) foreachAe %, w— PY|g(a),A) is 9-B(IR) measurable;
(ii) for each w € Q, PY¥ (w, ) is a probability measure on %;
(iii) for each A€ %, PY¥ (w,A) = P(Y € A|9)(w) for P —a.e. w € Q.
If & is the o-algrebra generated by a random variable, say X, we will write PYX instead of
PY|U(X).
Let the set of probability measures on % be denoted by P and endowed with ¢-algebra
E(P). Because for A€ %, B e B(R),

lweQ:P¥ (0w, )el{CeP:n(A)eB)={weQ:P"¥(w,A) eB}e¥,

by [1, Section 4.5, Corollary 4.24], w — PY¥(w, -) is a measure-valued ¢-£(P) random vari-
able.

By [19, Chapter I Section 3, Theorem 3] (see also [12, Theorem 10.4.8 and Example
10.4.9]), if Y is a complete separable metric space and # = B(Y) is the corresponding Borel
o-algebra, then IP(Y € -|¢) always has a regular version. Moreover, PY¥(w, -) as a probabil-
ity measure is unique upto a IP-negligible set of w € Q) (cf. [12, Lemma 10.4.3]). In view of
Lemma C.7, it is true in this case that PY¥ is also ¢-B(P) measurable.

For a nonnegative %#'-B(IR) measurable f, for each w € (), we consider the Lebesgue in-
tegral fy Pyg(w dy). When no confusion arises, we will omit w and write PY¥(B) and

jy PYW (dy) instead. Clearly, for any A € &%,
f 14(p)PY¥(dy) = PP (A)=P(Y € A|%), P-as.. (2.1)
&

2.2. Controlled process (X, A). We let X := (X;);en be an X-valued [F-adapted process,
i.e., X; is .#;-B(X) measurable for t € IN. We also let A := (A;);en be a A-valued G-adapted
process. X and A represent the underlying process and the action process, respectively.
Heuristically, letting A be G-adapted allows us to have randomized actions with the prop-
erty A; ~ 74(X;), where 7r; : X — A. Below we recall the concepts of a transition kernel from
(X, Ay) to X;,1 and Markovian action.

Suppose that for t € N, we have

P(X;.1 € B|) = P(Xps1 € Blo(X:) Va(Ay), BeB(X). (2.2)

Let PXi1l(Xo4) be the corresponding regular conditional distribution. By Definition 2.1 (i),
for each B € B(X), w - PXlXeAd)(o) B) is 0(X,) V 0(A;)-B(RR) measurable. It follows from [1,
Section 4.8, Theorem 4.11] that there is an h% (X xA,B(X)®B(A)) — (R, B(IR)) such that
h (X (w), Ap(w)) = PXilXedd (o, B) for all w € Q. Then by Definition 2.1 (ii), for (x,a) € X x A
such that (X;(w),A;(w)) = (x,a) for some w € Q, we have h!(x,a) is a probability measure
on B(X). For (x,a) that does not belong to the pointwise range of (X;,A;), we may set
hp(x,a) = 6,(B) for some xy € X so that h.(x,a) is a probability measure on B(X) and hp
is still measurable. By writing P(t,x,a, B) = hi(x, a), we have

P(X;,; € B|o(X,) V 0(A;) = P(t,X;, A, B), P-as., teN,BeB(X). (2.3)
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Note that for any A € 5(X) and B € B(IR) we have
{(x,a) e XxA:P(t,x,a,-)e{E €& :&(A) € B}}
={(x,a) e Xx A: P(t,x,a,A) € B} = {(x,a) e X x A : Iy (x,0) € B} € B(X)® B(A),

thus by [1, Section 4.5, Corollary 4.24], (x,a) — P(t,x,a,-) is B(X)® B(A)-£(E) measurable.
Finally, we say A is a Markovian action if

P(A, € B|%) = P(A, € B|o(X,)), BeB(A), teN. (2.4)

Then, with similar reasoning as before, for any ¢t € IN there is 7; : (X, B(X)) — (A, E(A)) such
that w — 1;(X;(w)) is a regular version of P(A; € -|0(X;)), and

P(A; € Blo(X,)) = [7,(X,)](B), P-a.s., BeB(A). (2.5)

2.3. Kusuoko-type dynamic risk measure. In this section we introduce Kusuoka-type
conditional risk mappings and the define dynamic risk measures as the nested composition
of Kusuoka-type conditional risk mappings. The definitions and properties established in
the section rely on the notions of pointwise supremum and essential supremum, and we
refer to Appendix B for a brief review.

2.3.1. Kusuoka-type conditional risk mapping. We define the average value at risk
conditioned on %; as follows

essinfyere(0,7,p) {w +x1E ((Z -W),

@/t)}, k€ (0,1],

essianELm(Q,%’P),Hy(W>Z):1 W, x =0.

%

AV@R/(Z):= (2.6)

Let us fix the underlying process X for the rest of this subsection. For any t € Ny, we let
Ttx be a subset of random probability measures M : (QQ,%;) — (IM,E£(M)) such that M(w) €
M,(X,(w)) for P-almost every w € Q. 3

To introduce the Kusuoka-type conditional risk mapping, we need to consider the fol-
lowing integration,

esssup j AV@RZ/’ (Z)M(dx).
MeYF J[01]

For a fixed w € (), however, the measurability of x — AV@RZ/'(Z ) is elusive, thus the integral
above may not be well-defined even if M is deterministic. On the other hand, in the uncon-
ditional case, it is known that AV@R,(Z) is continuous in k € [0, 1] (cf. Lemma C.1). Inspired
by this observation, we consider the definition below.

Let & C J contain all P-negligible sets. Let (Yy)cep0,1] € L(Q, &/, P) be essentially
bounded from below, uniformly in x € [0,1], i.e., infke[O,l] essinfY,, > —oco. Next, define

C(Q, o, P;(Yy)ie[o,1]) as the set of (Yy)e[o,1] such that

3To see that M, is not empty, in view of Kuratowski and Ryll-Nardzewski measurable selection theorem (cf.
[1, Section 18.3, Theorem 18.13]), there is m : (X, B(X)) — (IM, B(IM)) such that m(x) € M;(x) for x € X. By Lemma
C.7, m is also B(X)-£(IM) measurable. Then, M(w) := m(X;(w)) € M;.
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(i) @+ Y (w)is «7/-B(RR) measurable for each x € [0,1];
(ii) x 7 is continuous for each w € Q;
(iii) Y, <Yy, P—a.s. for all x € [0,1].
For any (Y, efo,1] € C(Q, o, P;(Yy)relo,1]), we have that (w,x) - Y (w) is o/ ® B([0,1])-

Yie)«
measurable (cf. [1, Section 4.10, Lemma 4.51]), and C(Q, &, IP;(Yy)e[o,1]) contains at least
the constant function with value inf,¢[o 1jessinf Y,.
For M : (Q,.#7) > (M, £(M)), we define the operator o via

(Y, 7 M)(w) := esssup J Y, (@) [M(w)](dx),
(YK)KE[O,]]GC(Q"Q{’IP;(YK)KE[O,I]) [01]

where the integral on the right hand side is understood as integrating over « for each fixed
w € Q. In the sequel, we omit w when no confusion arises. The following lemma concerns
the measurability of integrals and the o

Lemma 2.2. Let Y, € C(Q, o, P;(Y,)e[o,1))- Both j[o 1) e M(dr) and Y o7 M are o/ -B(R)
measurable.

Proof. The measurability of I[O,l] Y, M(dx) is an immediate consequence of Lemma C.3.

As for the measurability of Y, ¢ M, we observe that by (B.1), there is a countable subset
¢ € C(Q, o, P;(Yy)iefo,1]) such that

YKOsz sup J Y, M(dx) = lim _ max J Y, M(dx), P-as.,
[0,1] [0,1]

(YK)KE[O,l]E': nﬁw(yx)xelo,l]efn

where t,, consists of the first n elements in ¢. Note the maximum on the right hand side
above is 7-B(RR) measurable. Then, by Lemma C.2, Y, ¢ M is </-measurable. |

The lemma below illustates that the operator o

tinuous version of the integrand, if exists.
Lemma 2.3. If (Y, reo,1] € C(Q, o, P (Y )ie[o,1]) and Y, = Y, P —as. for any x € [0,1],
then J[o 1]YKM(dK) Y, 7 M, P -a.s. for any M : (Q, &) — (M, E(M)).

is essentially an integration of the con-

Proof. It follows from Definition B.1 (i) that j[o 1] Y, M(dk) < Y, o M, P—a.s.. Next, notice

that for any other (Y, icef0,1] € C(Q, &, P; (Y )xelo,1]), we have ]P(?,; <Y,xeQnl0,1]) = 1.
Smce~Y,<, Y, are pointwise continuous in x € [0,1], we have P(Y. <Y,,x€[0,1]) =1, and thus
I[o 1 Y . M(dx) > f[o 1 Y, M(dx), P —a.s.. In view of Definition B.1 (ii), the proof is complete.l

We are now in a position to define what we term a Kusuoka-type conditional risk map-
ping. We define pf : L2(Q), H,P) > L®(Q, %, P) as

pf(Z) = esssup AV@RZ/f(Z) OZ/’ M, teNg. (2.7)
MeYF

Notice that p¥ depends on X, through Y;* (see below (2.6)).
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Remark 2.4. pf(Z) indeed belongs to L*(Q),%;,P). It can be shown that for x € [0,1],

IP(AV@RZA(Z) € [essinfZ,esssup Z]) = 1. The essential boundedness of pf(Z) follows auto-
matically. As for the measurability, by (B.1), for x € (1, 0] there is a countable [ ¢ L*(Q, %;,IP)

such that
)}

where [, consists of the first n elements on [. It follows from Lemma C.2 that AV@RK%(Z)
is %;-B(R) measurable for « € (0,1]. A similar argument holds for AV@RZ/‘(Z). Then, by

Lemma 2.2, for M € Ttx, AV@R%‘(Z) <>Z/‘ M is also %;-measurable. Finally, with a similar
argument as before, we obtain the %;-5(IR) measurability for pf(Z ).

AV@R” (Z) = Wfl{w + K—llE((z -w),
€

?/t)} = lim min{W+K_IIE((Z— W),

n—oo Wel,,

The proposition below states that pf is a bona fide conditional risk mapping; see, e.g.,
[27, Section 6.5.2] for the definition. We defer the proof to Appendix D.

Proposition 2.5. For any t € Ny, pF is a conditional risk mapping from L®(Q, #,P) to
L*®(Q, %,,IP). More precisely, pf satisfies the following conditions:
(a) [Monotonicity] for any z1,72%¢ L®(Q, 2, P) such that Zl<z2P-as.,

pf(Zl) < pf(Zz), P—-a.s.;
(b) [Translation equivariance] for any Y € L*(Q, %;,P) and Z € L*(Q), 7, IP),
Pr(Y+2)=Y+pf(Z), P-as;
(c) [Positive homogeneity] for any p >0 and Z € L*(Q, 7, P),
pH(B2)=ppH(Z), P-as;
(d) [Convexity] for any Z',Z% € L®(Q, /#,P) and g €[0,1],
pH(BZ!+(1-p) Z*) S ppF(Z")+ (1-p) pF(Z°), P-as.

Let PZ1% be the regular version of IP(Z € -|%). The proposition below provides a useful
representation for pf, the proof of which is provide in Appendix D.

Proposition 2.6. The following is true for any t € Ny and Z € L*(Q), 7, IP):
(a) forany x € (0,1], inf eg {q +x7t JIR(Z -q); PZW/f(dz)} € L>(Q, %, P), and

AV@RZ/t(Z) = inf{q + K_lf (z—9); Pz%(dz)}, P-as.; (2.8)
q€R R
(b) for each w € Q, k¥ infqelR{q+K‘1£R(z—q)+ PZ%(dz)} is continuous on (0,1], and
lim,_,o; infger {q +x7! LR(Z -q) PZWf(dz)} =inf{r € R : PA%((r,00)) = 0};
(c) inf{r e R: PZI%((r,0)) = 0} € L®(Q, %,,P), and

AV@R(Z) = inf{r e R: P2 ((r,00)) = 0}, P-a.s.;
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(d) the right hand side below belongs to L*(Q, %;,IP), and

pr(Z)= sup {f inf{qw-lf<z—q>+PZ'%<dz>}n<dK>
neM,(x;) \J(0,1]9€R R

+7(0) inf{r e R: P?1%((r,00)) = 0}}, P-as.. (2.9)

2.3.2. Dynamic risk measure. Next, we introduce a (discounted) dynamic risk measure
similar to [25, Section 6], but for Kusuoka-type conditional risk.

Let y €(0,1). For any 3:=(Z,)yen, € L7(Q, 7, P) such that sup, o ess sup|Z,| < o0, we
define

o (Ze+y pfr(9), 1<T,

X(2r) o (2.10)

prr(3) = {

Equivalently,

pEr(3) = pF(Zi + VP (Zist + VPT o (Zosa + oo 4 YPE_ (Z1-1 + YPE(Z1))))).

The lemma below allows us to define the infinite horizon version of this risk measure,
pfm(g) =limy_q pr(g), as a IP-almost sure limit. We refer to Appendix D for the proof.

Lemma 2.7. For any 3 such that SUP e, esssup|Z,| < co and t € N, pr(g) converges
P-almost surely as T — oo.

Additionally, in view of C.2 and Remark 2.4, we have pfm(g) € L®(Q, %, P).

2.4. Problem formulation. Here, we provide some standing assumptions and remarks
on the key problem that we address: how to optimise the Kusouka type dynamic risk mea-
sure over actions?

We let W be a subset of (X, A) satisfying (2.2) and IP(A; € A;(X;), t € N) =1 (note that by
[1, Section 18.1, Theorem 18.6], {(x,a) € X x A : a € A;(x)} € B(X)® B(A)). Throughout the
rest of the paper, we make the following standing assumption.*

Assumption 2.8. The family {(Q), .77, IP),F, G, W} satisfies the conditions below:
(i) there exist y and P such that for any (¥, A) € W, X; ~ py and (2.3) holds true for any
t € N, where y is a probability measure on B(X) and P satisfies
— P(t,x,a,-) is a probability measure on B(X) for any (f,x,a) e N x X x A;
- (x,a) — P(t,x,a,B) is B(X)® B(A)-measurable for any t € N and B € B(X);
(ii) for any p eIl there is (X, A) € W such that (2.5) holds true for t € IN.

4For a nontrivial example, one can set X = A = R and construct (¥, A) from any given P and p on a complete
probability space that supports a countable family of mutually independent U([0,1]) random variables. The
construction can be done by utilizing that F~1(U) has distribution function F, where U ~ U[0,1], F is arbitrary
and F~! () :=inf{x € IR : F(x) > p}. For examples of X and A that are complete separable metric spaces, we refer
to [10].
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When A is associated with some p € IT via (2.5), we will write (¥°, A") = {(X}, A})};en to
emphasize the dependence on p.

At each t € IN, we are given a cost function C; : (XxAxX, B(X)®B(A)®B(X)) — (R, B(R))
and we stipulate Cy = 0. Let us define C(X, R) := (C,(Xy, At Xi41))nen,- Below is our main
goal.

Find inf pgm((ﬁ(X,}\)), and the optimal policy if exists. (P)
(X,A)ew ™

Apart from Assumption 2.8, we need some additional technical assumptions to hold for
the derivation of the DPP to be rigorous.

Assumption 2.9. The following is true for any ¢ € IN:
(i) (x,a) — P(t,x,a,-) is weakly continuous, that is, for any (x"),en € X and (a"),,eny € A
such that lim,,_,., ¥ = x° and lim,,_,., a" = a°, we have

n—-oo

tim [ FOIPG ") = [ FPesady), e

(il) UyexAs(x) is compact for x € X and A; is upper hemi-continuous, that is, at any
x € X for every open Up 2 A;(x) there is a open Ux > x such that z € Ux implies
Ai(z) S Un;

(iii) M, is lower hemi-continuous, that is, at any x € X for every open Uy C M such that
U N M;(x) # 0 there is an open Ux € X such that z € Ux implies Upt N M, (z) = 0;

(iv) the cost function C; is lower semi-continuous and ||C;||., < b for some b > 0.

Note Assumption 2.9 (ii) implies that |J,.x @;(x) is compact (cf. [1, Section 15.6, Theorem
15.22]) and @; is upper hemi-continuous (cf. [1, Section 17.2, Theorem 17.13]).

Remark 2.10. By Assumption 2.9 (i), (x,a) — P(t,x,a, -) is B(X)® B(A)-B(E) measurable.
This together with Lemma C.7 implies that any P satisfying Assumption 2.9 (i) also satisfies
the conditions on P mentioned in Assumption 2.8 (i). Next, in our setting where the input
space X is endowed with B(X), upper/lower hemi-contiuous implies weakly measurable
(cf. [1, Section 17.2, Lemma 17.4, Lemma 17.5 and Section 18.1, Lemma 18.2]). Therefore,
Assumption 2.9 (ii) and (iii) does not contradict any previous conditions on M; and A,.

Remark 2.11. As an alternative formulation, we may study instead the problem from
the first time-step, i.e., inf(y n)ew pfoo((lj(x,}\)). Under suitable conditions this, however, will
lead to the same set of Markovian actions. We refer to Theorem 4.4 for the detailed statement.

3. Auxiliaries. Momentarily, let us restrict our attention to Markovian actions associ-
ated with p and investigate pﬁo(@(}ip,}\p)). The Markovian nautre of the controlled process

together with Proposition 2.6 provides a way to express psz((E(Xp,l\p)) as composition of

certain operators, which in turn provides a way to analyze p;’fio((t(}:p, AP)). The various oper-
ators involved in this program are introduced below.
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For t = 0 we define a functional Hj on ¢*°(X, B(X)) as follows, for any v € £*°(X, B(X))

- 1 -1 —
Hov'_,f;ﬁo{ﬁo,l];gﬂf?{q+1( L(V v(y) q)+ﬂ(dy)} n(dx)

+17(0)-inf{r €R: JX L(r,00) (¥ v(v)) p(dy) = 0}} (3.1)
For t € N we define operators G and H on (X, B(X)) as
Glo(x):=
su inf{g+x! Ci(x,a,9) +yv(v) —q), P(t,x,a,dy)A(da)} n(dx
qu3x>U<o,1melR{q Ja Jx (Cilxa,y) + yv(y) - q), P( y)A(da)} n(dx)

+1(0) inf{r eR: JA J;( Lir,00)(Ci(x,a,9) + yv(v)) P(t, x,a,dy) A(da) = 0}} (3.2)

and Htpv(x) = G?t(x)v(x), respectively.
3.1. Regularities. We first establish the measurability of (x, 1) — G;\v(x).

Lemma 3.1. For any v € {=(X,B(X)), the mapping (x,A) — Grv(x) is B(X) ® E(A)-B(R)
measurable.

Proof. By Lemma C.3, (x,g,4a) HIX(Ct(x,a,y)+yv(y)—q)+P(t,x,a,dy) is B(X)® B(R) ®
B(A)-B(R) measurable. Let g : (XxRxA, B(X)®B(R)®B(A)) — (R, B(IR)) be non-negative. By
Lemma C.3 again (with f(x,A,q,a) = g(x,q9,a) and M(x,A,q) = 1), (x,A,q) — ng(x, q,a)A(da)
is B(X) ® £(A) ® B(IR)-B(R) measurable. Consequently,

(x,1,q) > LA fx (Culx,a,9) + y0(9) - q), P(t,x,a,dy)) A(da)

is B(X)® £(A) @ B(R)-B(IR) measurable. Let Q,, consist of the first n-th rational numbers.
Because

(x, ) > ;gﬂf{{q +x7! L\ JX (Ci(x,a,9)+yv(y)—9q), P(t,x,a, dy))\(da)}

= lim 228: {q +x! L L (Ci(x,a,9)+yv(y)—q), P(t,x,a, dy)A(da)}, x€(0,1],
(3.3)

we obtain B(X) ® £(A)-B(R) measurability (cf. [1, Section 4.6, Lemma 4.29]). A similar
reasoning as before implies the B(X) ® £(A)-B(IR) measurability of

(x,A) > inf{r eR: J j L(r,00)(Ci(x,a,9) + yv(v)) P(t, x,a,dy) A(da) = 0}. (3.4)
A JxX
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In view of Lemma C.1, the function below is continuous in [0, 1] for each (x, A):

;gﬂg {q +x! L\ L (Ci(x,a,9) +yv(y)—q), P(t,x,a, dy)A(da)}, x€(0,1],

inf{r eR: j J Lir,00)(Ce(x,a,) + yv(v)) P(t,x,a,dy)A(da) = 0}, x=0.
A JX

It follows from [1, Section 4.10, Lemma 4.51] that the right hand sides above as a function of
(x, A, x)is B(X)® E(A)® B([0,1])-B(IR) measurable. Finally,

((x, A), 1) {f(o’l] ;gﬂg{q +x7 , [ (Ci(x.a,9) + yv(y) - ), P(t,x,a,dy) A(da)} n(dx)

+1(0)- inf{r eR: L\ J;& Lir,00)(Ce(x,a,9) + yv(v)) P(t, x,a,dy) A(da) = 0}}

is a continuous function of # € M for (x,1) € X x A, and is a B(X) ® £(A)-B(R) measurable
function of (x,1) € X x A for 1 € M (cf. [11, Corollary 3.4.6]), thus Carathéodory (cf. [1,
Section 4.10, Definition 4.50]).

Invoking the measurable maximal theorem (cf. [1, Section 18.3, Theorem 18.19]) com-
pletes the proof. [ |

Lemma 3.2 and Lemma 3.3 below reveals some basic properties of G7.

Lemma 3.2. The following is true for any (t, A1) € N x A:
1. If v!,v? € £=(X, B(X)) satisfies v! < v2, then G}v'(x) < G}v?(x) for x € X. Moreover,
under Assumption 2.9 (iv), G;\v €[-b—YIVlleo, b+ YIV|leo -
2. ForanyaeRand v € £*(X, B(X)), we have G;\(a +v)=a+ G;\v.
Properties for Hy also holds analogously.

Proof. These are immediate consequences of the definition of G7. [ |

Lemma 3.3. Suppose Assumption 2.9 (iv) holds. For any t € N, A € A and v',v? € £°(X,
B(X)), we have

Al A2 1 2
||Gt -Gjv ||m£y||v Ll
and
1 2 1 2
|Hov! = Hov?| < ylIv* =2l

Proof. Fix t € N and x € X for the remainder of the proof. Then, for i = 1,2 define

I,i = inf{q+1c_1j j (Ct(x,a,y)+7/vi(y)—q) P(t,x,a,dy)/\(da)}, k€ (0,1],
q€R A JRxX *

I(l) = inf{r eR: J J Il(,loo)(Ct(x, a,y) + yvi(y))P(t,x, a, d}})/\(da) = 0}
A JX

Notice that |I} — 12| < y|v! - v?||
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because

l,lsinf{qw-lj | (atwapervim pnt-vle-q) P(t,x,a,dyM(da)}
q€R A JRxX *

2 1 2
:IK +7/||V -V ”oo

and vice versa. As for |Ié - I§|, without loss of generality, suppose Ié - Ig > y|lv! = v?||e, then
there are r!, r? such that r! < Ié, r? > IOZ, 12> ylv! =v?||,, and

J. f o) (Ci(x,a,9) +yv! (v)) P(t,x,a,dy) A(da) > 0
| ] tnstcitman+ 7260 Pt dpio -

This, however, leads to the contradiction below:

ror

0< Lr1,00)(Ce(x,4,9) + 70! (v)) P(t,x,a,dy) A(da)

JA IX

r

= | | tem(Cloap)+ 92 0)~ (! =) Pt x,0,dy)A(da)
JA IX
ror

IA

L(r2,00)(Ce(x, 8, 9) + yv*(v)) P(t, x,a,dp) A(da) =
JA IJX

Therefore, we must have |I& - Ig| < y|v! —=v?||o as well. Consequently,

sup {J I;ln(dk)+17(0)-lé}— sup {f Iin(dk)w(OH&}
nemyx (J(0.1] nemyx) (J(01]

fm (B2 )+ o =1

'G/‘ L(x) = G2 (x )|:

<sup
neM

1 2
S‘)/”U -V ”oo

This proves the contraction property of G;. A similar argument proves the contraction prop-
erty of Hy. [ |

Below is a result regarding the lower semi-continuity of (x, 1) = Giv(x).
Lemma 3.4. Suppose Assumption 2.9 (i) (iii) and (iv). Let (x"),en C X and (A")eny C A

converge to x° € X and A° € A, respectively. If v € £%(X, B(X)) is lower semi-continuous, then

liminf G v(x") > G} v(x?).

n—-oo

Proof. First, define

h(x,a,q) := JIR X(Ct(x, a,z)+yv(z)—q), P(t,x,a,dz).
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As v — (y —q), is non-decreasing and (x,a,z) — C;(x,a,z) + yv(z) is lower semi-continuous
(due to Assumption 2.9 (iv)), we have (x,a,z) — (C(x,a,2) + yv(z) —q), is also lower semi-
continuous. By the boundedness of C; and v, we have that (x,4,z) — (C(x,a,2) + yv(z) - q),
is also bounded. Let (x"),en € X and (a"),en € A converge to x° and a°, respectively. By
Assumption 2.9 (i) and Lemma C.8, we have

liminfh(x",a",q) > h(x°,4% q),

n—-oo

This implies that (x,a) — h(x, a, q) is lower semi-continuous for each g € R. Then, by Assump-
tion 2.9 (i) and Lemma C.8 again, we have

liminfj h(x",a,q)A"(da) Zf h(x%a,q)A\%(da), geR,
A

—00
n A

which implies that (x, 1) — fAh(x, a,q)A(da) is lower semi-continuous for any q € R. Next,
for x € (0,1] define

fx,A,q,x):=q+x! .[A h(x,a,q)A(da)

=q+x! J-ALK (Ci(x,a,9) +yv(y) —q), P(t,x,a,dy)A(da).

As g f(x,A,q,x)is (1+x~!)-Lipschitz continuous for any (x, 1) € Xx A and « € (0,1], an ap-
plication of the triangle inequality shows that (x, A,q) — f(x, A, ¢, x) is lower semi-continuous
for each x € (0,1]:

liminf f(x", A", q", ) > liminf f (x", A", qO, x) + liminf (f(x”, A g 1) - f(x", A", qo, K))
n—oo0 n—00 n—o00
> f(x%,19,4% %),

where lim,,_,,gq" = qO. Due to the boundedness of C and v, there is some constant K > 0 such
that

inf ,A,g,k)= inf ,A,4,K), A, K)eXxAx(0,1].
nff(edaR)= nf fodar), (oA €XxAx(01]

By Lemma C.9, we obatin the lower semi-continuity of (x,A) i infyeR f(x, A, g, %) for each

k €(0,1].
Next, we consider k¥ = 0. For n € IN define

u'(B):= JA J;RXX ]lB(Ct(x”, a,u)+ yv(u))P(t,x”,a,du)/\”(da), B € B(R),

and s” := inf{r € R: p"((r,00)) = 0}. Further, define s° := liminf,_, . s" and let (1} )xen be such
that s° = limy_,, s". Since (x,a,u) — C;(x,a,u)+pv(u) is lower semi-continuous, (r,x,a, 1) —



MARKOV DECISION PROCESSES WITH KUSUOKA-TYPE CONDITIONAL RISK MAPPINGS 15

L(,00)(Ce(x,a,u) + pv(u)) is also lower semi- continuous Then, by Lemma C.8 (with (r,x,a)
and u playing the roles of vy and z), (r,x,a LR (r,00)(Ct(x,a,u) + yv(u)) P(t, x,a,du) is
lower semi-continuous. By Lemma C.8 agam (with (r x) and a playing the roles of y and z),
we obtain

liminfj jR N ]l(snkyoo)(Ct(x”k,a, u)+ yv(u))P(t, x", a,du)A"(da)

k—o0

J j L(s0,00)( Ct(x%, @, 1) + yv(9)) P(t,x°, a,dp) A°(da),
RxX

which may be written succinctly as liminfy_,q, g™ ((s", 00)) > u((s°,00)). Note u"*((s",0)) =0
for all n € IN.° Tt follows that u%((s°, 00)) = 0 and thus s° > s°. In other words,

(x,A) > inf{r ER: f L N ﬂ(,,oo)(Ct(x, a,y)+ yv(y))P(t,x, a,dy)A(da) = 0}

is lower semi-continuous.
Finally, in view of Lemma C.1, the function below is continuous in [0, 1] for each (x, A):

;gﬂg{qm-l LL{<ct<x,a,y>+yv(y)—q>+P<t,x,a,dy>A<da>}, e (0,1]

inf{r eR: j Lir,00)(Ci(x,a,9) + yv(v)) P(t, x,a,dy) A(da) = 0}, x =0.

A JIX

Moreover, it is jointly measurable in (x, A, k) (cf. [1, Section 4.10, Lemma 4.51]). The above
together with Assumption 2.9 (iii) allows the application of Lemma C.10 and this completes
the proof. [

3.2. Connecting pf‘}(@(ﬂ’, A")) and H!. In this subsection, we reformulate the dynamic

risk measure ppr((E(X'J,]\p)) in terms of composition of H!’s. To this end, let O(x) := 0 for
xeX.

Lemma 3.5. Under Assumption 2.9 (iv), for any 0<t < T < oo,
ppr(@(Xp AP)) = .o H} O(Xf), P-a.s.,
and

piJEDT((E(Xp:]’\p)) = Hy OHp 0" OH;O.

SLet (x ‘) icIN, (a ')1€1N (u ')1EIN (r )zeIN converge to x9,49,40,70 respectiyely. Since indicator takes value from
{0,1}, it is sufficient to consider only the case of hmmfl_,oo]l(r, )(Ct(x a',u') + v(y')) = 0. To this end ob-
serve that there is a subsequence (x ’)]elN (a' j )jeN, (v'i )]elN (r'i )jeN such that Cy(x x'i ali ulf)+v(ylf) <. Taking
liminf; ., due to the lower semi-continuity of (x,a,u) — C¢(x,a,u) +yv(u), we have Ce(x9,a%, u%) + v(u0) <9,
Le., 1,0 ) (Cr(x, a”, uO) v(y9)) = 0.

6Since there is (r"!)jeN C (s", 00) such that Ui(r"'i,oo) = (s",00) and /,t”((r”'i,oo)) = 0. Thus, p"((s",00)) =
(Ui (™, 00) = limjsoo p (U] (1, 00)) = 0.
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Proof. Let B € B(IR), then by (2.2) and (2.3),

P(Cr (X}, A}, X},,) € Bl%r) = B(P(Cr (X}, AL XY, ) € BIYr ) | %1 )
= B (B (15(Cr (X}, 4%, X5, o () v o (45) | 2)

ZIEU 1B(CT(X;,A?[,y))P(t,X;,A‘”T,dy)‘%), P-a.s.,
X

where we have used Lemma C.5 in the last equality. It follows from (2.5), Lemma C.3 and
Lemma C.5 that

P(Cr (X}, Ay, XY,,) € B %r)

:f J nB(CT(Xg,a,y))P(t,X;,a,dy)[nt(x';)](da), P-as. (3.5)
A JIX

It is not difficult to verify that LA Jx 1. (CT(x, a,y))P(t, x,a,dy)[mr(x)](da) is a probability mea-
sure on B(IR) for x € X. This together with (3.5) implies that

j f 11,(CT(xg,a,y))P(t,x;,a,dy)[nt(xg)](da)
A JIX

is a regular version of IP(CT(X;,ADT,XLI) € -|%r). For each w € ), by simple function ap-
proximation from below (cf. [1, Section 4.7, Theorem 4.36]) and monotone convergence, the
corresponding Lebesgue integration for nonnegative f : (R, B(R)) — (IR, 5(IR)) equals to

L L&f (Cr(X7,4,9)) P(t, X7, a,dy) [1:(X7)](da).
It follows from Proposition 2.6 (d), (3.2), that
Y HC(E, %) = p¥ (Cr(X], A%, X5, )) = HLO(X]), P-as.
In view of (2.10) and Lemma 2.5 (a), we have
p?—l,T((E(Xpr]‘\p)) =p¥ (CT—I (X7 AT X0+ H;O(X;)), P-as.

Inducing backward with similar reasoning as above, completes the proof. [ |

3.3. Value functions. In this section, we study the value functions associated with a

policy p.
In what follows, for t € N and T > t we define the value functions

o, t>T,
]ET =9 (3.6)
Hiliprr t<T,
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and ]S’T = H()]lp’T. Recall from Lemma 3.1 that x — H/v(x) is B(X)-B(RR) measurable. In
view of Lemma 3.5, we have the relationship between the dynamic risk measure and the
value functions

por(CLAM) =] 7, and pPH(CX,AP) =]} (X]), P-as, t,TeN, t<T.

Lemma 3.6 below justifies the definition of ]Eoo as the infinite horizon version of ]fT, and

reveals the relationship between ]E o and ]f +1.00o- Moreover, Lemma 3.6 together with Lemma
2.7 implies that

Poo(CELAM)) =] o and  pf (C(X*,AR) =]} o (X]), P-as,teN. (3.7)

Lemma 3.6. Under Assumption 2.9 (iv), (]tp,T)TeIN converges uniformly, and

Hf]f+l,oo’ te N’

3.8
Hol} .  t=0. (38

Pl i TP
]t,oo T 711_I;[c;lo]t,T - {
Proof. Let r € N. First, by Assumption 2.9 (iv) and Lemma 3.2 (a), we have

O(x) = GX"MOo) e[-b,b], xeX,

- S T+r

Hp

T+r

ie., ||[HY. Olle <b. Then, by Assumption 2.9 (iv) and Lemma 3.2 (a),

T+r

HY,, o HY,,0(x) = GEL i [HE,, 0] (x) € [-b— yb, b+ yb),

T+r T+r

ie., ||HS 1 oHY Oll, <b+ yb. By induction, we have ||H7‘1Jrl o--0H. Ol < (1 — )b

T+r— T+r T4r
Then, by Lemma 3.3 we obtain

|H;O(x)—H; o~~oH;+r

0(x)| = |67 o) - GV [Hj., 0+ 0 HY.,0] ()|
<yll0O-H}, o+ 0H}, Olls

T+r

SLb, xeX,
l-y

which implies that ||H§~O - H; o---0HY

T+TO||oo < %b. By induction backward we obtain

Y

T-t
Yy,

-y

|Hf o+ 0 HRO-Hf o---0 Hy o H} 0| _ <

T+r

The above proves that (J f 7)Ten converges uniformly. Next, we prove (3.8).
For this, consider t € IN. In view of (3.6), Lemma 3.3 and the uniform convergence proved
above, we have

p
o = Hi Tt colloo < WEeo =Thplloo + W7 = Hi T oy plloo + WHETE w1 7 = HETE ) colloo

<1+ YW =Trrlleo ——0.

This proves the case of t € N in (3.8). The case of t = 0 can be proved similarly. [ |
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We next establish that the operator §; is a contraction mapping with fixed point given by
the value function. To this end, define H°v := (vatﬂ )ien, then as an consequence of Lemma
3.3 and Lemma 3.6, we obtain the following proposition regarding the value of a policy p.

Proposition 3.7. Under Assumption 2.9 (iv), for any p € I1, H” is a contraction mapping on
{®(IN; X, B(X)) and (]Eoo)teN is the unique fixed point of HP.

4. Main results. Before presenting our main result concerning the DPP for Kusuoka
type dynamic risk measures, we must introduce some new notation and some technical lem-
mas regarding the regularity of various components.

We define operator S; acting on v € £°(X, B(X)) as

Sw(x):= inf Giv(x), teNlN.

Aed,(x)
Next, for t e N, T > t, we define
. O, t>T
]t,T = " (4.1)
Stliyirr t<T

In order for the definition above to be well defined, we must establish the measurability of
Jii1 1 (the boundedness is obvious from Lemma 3.2 (a)). The lemma below resolves this issue
by establishing its lower semicontinuity.

Lemma 4.1. Under Assumption 2.9, for any t,T € N, t < T, x > J{1(x) is lower semi-
continuous on X.

Proof. Note due to Assumption 2.9 (i) and Prokhorov theorem (cf. [1, Section 15.6, Theo-
rem 15.22]), @;(x) is compact. If t = T, then J{ 1 = S;O by (4.1), and the lower semi-continuity
in x € X follows from Assumption 2.9 (ii), Lemma 3.4, and Lemma C.9. We induce backward
for t <T. Since J; 7 = S;J{,, r, invoking again Assumption 2.9 (ii), Lemma 3.4, and Lemma
C.9, completes the proof. [ |

For t € IN, we define the infinite horizon version of the value function as J; (x) :=
limr_, J; 7(x), which is justified by the following lemma.

Lemma 4.2. Under Assumption 2.9, for any t € IN, the sequence (J{)rs; converges uni-
formly.
Proof. Fix t € N for the remainder of this proof. First, we show that for any t < T,

Il < — (4.2)

1=y
To this end, observe that “]}_LTHOO < b because ||G/T\_1O||Do < b due to Assumption 2.9 (iv)

G%—ZH‘—I,THOO <b+yb
]}%T”m < b+ yb. Then, (4.2) follows by induction. Next, note for any t < T, by

and Lemma 3.2 (a). By Assumption 2.9 (iv) and Lemma 3.2 (a) again,
and thus
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Lemma 3.3,

]:,T(x) _]:,T+r(x)| =| inf G;\]:H,T(x) — inf G;\]:+1,T+r(x)
Aew,(x) Aew,(x)
< ?\u./lz |G;\]:+1,T(x) - G;\];+1,T+r(x)| % ]:+1,T _]:+1,T+r||oo‘ (4.3)
€
In view of (4.2) and (4.3), by induction, we conclude
7T7tb

Ti () =T (0] < ¥ T W3 () = T (Ol = 7 T W o ()1 < =y

By combining Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2, we obtain the lower semi-continuity of x -
Tt 00 (%)-

Lemma 4.3. Under Assumption 2.9, for any t € IN, x  J; (x) is lower semi-continuous on
X.

We are now in position to present our main results. The theorem below regards the
dynamic programming principle for the optimization problem inf p(ﬂo(@(k’.p,ﬁ” )

Theorem 4.4. Under Assumption2.9, the following is true.

(@) (Jfoo)ten satisfies J{ ., = St]:+l,oo for t € IN. Moreover, for (]t’,oo)telN € (*(IN; X, B(X))

satisfying ]t,,oo = St]t’+1,oo; we have (It,,oo)tEN = (];,oo)tEIN'

(b) For t € N and x € X, argmin , G;\];Lm(x) is not empty and closed, and there is a
measurable 1t} : (X, B(X)) — (A, E(A)) such that

7;(x) € argmin G;\];l ox), xeX. (4.4)
Ae@;(x) ’
(c) For p* = (t})1e satisfying (4.4) for all t € N and J; ., := HoJ] ., we have ]foo =Jioo =
infperfoo for t €N, and J = infoery pio (C(XP, AP)).
Proof. (a) First, observe that by (4.1), Lemma 4.2 and (4.5), we have

+0+ ST = STrrel . = 0.

|°° ®© T

Tieo =Sttt 00lls < o = Tix

Next, by Lemma 3.3, we have

];(x)_]t,(x)|:|St]:+l(x)_st]t,+l(x)|: inf Gt)L]t:—l(x)_ inf G;\]t,+1(x)
Aew,(x) Ae@,(x)

<5up |Gt (0= G (] Yy ~Tallor (BX)ENXX (49
€

Therefore,

supllfi = Jilloo < ¥supllliss = Jisilleo < ¥supllfi = Jilleos
telN telN telN
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which completes the proof.

(b) We fix t € IN for the rest of the proof. By Lemma 3.4 and Lemma 4.3, (x,1)
G{\]:H(x) is lower semi-continuous. Due to Assumption 2.9 (ii), @;(x) is compact. It fol-
lows that for x € X, argmin, ., () G;\];H’oo(x) is not empty and closed. We claim that the

lower semi-continuity of (x, 1) > G;\]t*+1(x) implies that for any closed F C |, ex @¢(x),

Br:= {x € X :argmin Gt)‘]t:l’oo(x) NF = (Z)} € B(X),

Aew;(x)

i.e., the set-valued mapping x > argmin ., G?];rl’oo(x) is B(X)-measurable (cf. [1, Section
18.1, Definition 18.1]). To this end note that by statement (a) we have

B = {x X i0) = min Gy, ()},

where mincp G;\];Loo(x) is well defined and lower semi-continuous in x € X due to Lemma
3.4, Lemma 4.3, Lemma C.9 and the fact that F C [ J,x @;(x) is compact and upper hemi-
continuous. Recall from Lemma 4.3 that J; is lower semi-continuous. It follows that x
Ji(x)—min,cp G;\];‘H’m(x) is also lower semi-continuous and thus measurable. Consequently,
Br € B(X). Note that a measurable set-valued function is also weakly measurable (cf. [1,
Section 18.1, Lemma 18.2]). Then, by applying the Kuratowski and Ryll-Nardzewski mea-
surable selection theorem (cf. [1, Section 18.3, Theorem 18.13]), the-set valued function
X > argmin e, G;\];Lw(x) has a B(X)— B(A) measurable selector. In view of Lemma C.7,
such selector is also B(X)-£(A) measurable.

(c) Combining Lemma 3.2 (a) with (3.6) and (4.1), we obatin J; 1(x) < ]ET(x) forany t<T,
x € X and p € I1. Then by Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 4.2, we have J{ ,(x) < ]f,oo(x) forany t € N,
x € X and p € I'l. On the other hand, note that by (a) and (b) we have

Troo = Sieree = GE T 1 ().

It follows from Proposition 3.7 that ]foo =Ji o for t € N. Consequently, we have that ]foo =
Jteo = infpenjfm for t € IN. Finally, this together with (3.1), (3.7) and (3.8) implies ]8;0 =
infyerr pg. (C(XP, AP)). ]
Next, we provide a Q-learning version of Theorem 4.4 which may be useful in certain
implementation settings. To this end let Q;(x, A) := G{\]f’oo(x) for (x, 1) € X xTI1;. Note that Q;
is B(X)® £(A)-B(R) measurable due to Lemma 3.1. For u : (Xx A, B(X)®&E(A)) — (R, B(R))
satisfying x > inf)cq, (x) (x, A) € (X, B(X)), we define Tyu(x, 1) := [G;\ infreq,(u(-,0)](x).

Corollary 4.5. Under Assumption 2.9, the following hold:

(a) Foranyt € N, inf)cp (x) Q(x, A) = J} (%) for x € X and Qy = T, Q1. Moreover, for any
(Q)ten satisfying infrep () Qpuq (- C) € €°(X, B(X)) and Q; = T,Q;,, for t € N, we have
(Q;)teIN = (Q1)ten-

(b) For any t € N, there is a 1t; : (X, B(X)) = (A, E(A)) such that

1 (x) €argmin Qs (x, 1), xeX
Aed,(x)
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(c) If p* = (T})seN satisfies mi(x) € argmin ), () Qi(x, A) for x € X and t € N, p* is the
optzmal Markovzan policy.

Proof. (a) It follows immediately from the definition of Q; and Theorem 4.4 (a) that
infrea, (x) Qr(X%,C) = StJf11 (%) = Jioo(x) for x € X, and J;, € £*(X, B(X)) due to Lemma 4.3.
Consequently, we have

Q(t,A) = [G? inf Qf+1<-,<:>] (x) = TiQus1 (£, A).
Ceay(-)
Next, by Lemma 3.3, we obtain

HQt - Q;”oo = ||TtQt+1 - TtQ;+1||Oo
[GA inf Qee( )]( )— [GA inf Qt+1( )](x)

= sup
(x,1)eXxA Cea( Ceay(
<y sup sup| inf Qui(x,0)~ inf Qf(x,C)|<¥IQi 1~ Qtiilleo-
(x,)eXxA xeX |CE€D(x) Ceay(x)

Therefore,
supl|Q; - Qf]|., < 7supllQ,; = Qs illee < 75up1Q; ~ Qfll-
teIN teIN teIN

The proof is complete.

(b) This follows from Theorem 4.4 (b) and the definition of Q;.

(c) Because for t € IN, 7t satisfies (4.4) due to the definition of Q;, invoking Theorem 4.4 (c),
the proof is complete. [ |

Remark 4.6. When the transition kernel P, the action domain 4; and the family of proba-
bility measures M; are constant in t € IN, it follows immediately from (4.1) that S; is constant
inteIN and ]ZT = ]t*+1,T+1 forte Nand T > T. Thus, by Lemma 4.2, J; is also constant in ¢.
Consequently, we obtain a stationary version of Theorem 4.4 and Corollary 4.5.

Blow we argue that the optimal Markovian action is no worse than any other G-adpated
action. First, recall from Theorem 4.4 that the optimal Markovian policy is attainable.

Proposition 4.7. Under Assumption 2.9, we have that

inf p¥’ (C(X",A") = inf pF _(C(XA)).
;gnpo,w(CE( A7) (x,;ifl@)e\ppom(@( R))

Proof. Fix (X, A, L) € VY for the remainder of the proof. Let PAN% be the regular version
of IP(A; € -|%;). By (2.2), (2.3), Lemma C.3 and Lemma C.5, for any t € N and B € B(R),

B(L5(Co(Xs, A X )I%) = B B( 15X Au X )| o(X0) v 0(4)| %)
:IE(J ]lB(Ct(Xt;Atly))P(thtlAt'dy)|%)
X

:j f 15(C(X,,a,9))P(t, X;,a,dy) PA1%(da), P-as. (4.6)
A JIX
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Hence, IA IX (Ci( Xy, a,v))P(t, Xt,a,dy)PAfW(da) is a regular version of IP(Ct(Xt,At,XHl) €
-|%;)big). For each w € (), by simple function approximation from below (cf. [1, Section

4.7, Theorem 4.36]) and monotone convergence, the corresponding Lebesgue integration for
nonnegative f : (R, B(IR)) — (IR, B(RR)) equals

(Ci(Xpa,v))P(t, Xs,a,d ) pA |%(da)
y

This together with (2.10) and Proposition 2.6 (d) implies that, for any T € N,

pF +(C(E,R)) =
sup {j 1nf{ + K" jJ- (Cr(X7,a,9) q)+P(T,XT,g,dy)pATI”Z/T(da)} n(dx)
nem,(x,) {J(0,119€R

+1(0)- inf{reIR:J f ﬂ(,,oo)(CT(XT,a,y))P(T,XT,a,dy)PATWT(da):0}}.
A JX

Note that PArl%r (B)lp=ar(xy) = IA ]lAT(XT)(a)PATWT(da) = 1,IP — a.s. due to the definition of
W and Lemma C.5 (we invoke [1, Section 18.1, Theorem 18.6] for the joint measurability of
1 4,(x)(a) as a function of (x,a)). It follows from (4.1) that p?T((E(X,]\)) > J1 7(Xt), P-as.. We
next proceed to pull back the time index by induction. Suppose for some 0 <t < T we have
pﬁLT((E(J{,}\)) > Ji;17(Xt41), P—a.s.. Then, by (2.10) and Proposition 2.5 (a), pr(Q(X,I\)) >

pf(Ct(Xt,At,XHl) + /{1, 7(Xp41). With similar reasoning as before, we obtain

prr(C(E,R)) >
sup {j lnf{q+1<’1LAfx(Ct Xoay)+ vl r@) - q) P(t,x,a, dy)PA 1% (da } ﬂ(dK)
neMq(x,) \J(0,119€R

+1(0)- inf{r €R: [, [ 1(neo)(Ce(Xp,0,9) + 7T}y 1 (9) P(t,x,a,dy) PA1# (da) = o}} P-as..

By (4.1) and the fact that PAf|%(B)|B:Af(Xt) =1, P -a.s. again, we have pf’T((E(X,]\)) > Ji p(X3),
P — a.s.. Consequently, pr((E(X,]\)) > Ji 7(X1), P - a.s.. With similar reasoning as before, we
yield péT(Q(X, R)) = J§ 7 Finally, in view of Lemma 2.7, (3.7) and Theorem 4.4 (c), we have
infoert P oo (CX°, AP) = I o0 < 0300 (C(E ). O

As a final key result, we provide a sufficient condition on when deterministic actions can
attain the optimal. We first introduce a technical lemma.

Lemma 4.8. Let v € (X, B(X)), A},A? € A and B € (0,1). If at a point x € X, M,(x) is
singleton, then

PP 00 2 G v(x) + (1 - BIGT v()
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Proof. The statement follows immediately from the observations below:

inf{qw1 LJIR X(Ct<x,a,y>+yv(y)—q>+P<t,x,a,oly></3A1 +(1 —ﬂ)A2><da>}

geR

> f ;gng{q o [ cmanr-a, e dy>A1<da>}

+<1—/3>inf{q+x‘1f i <ct<x,a,y>+yv<y>—q>+P<t,x,a,dy>A2<da>},

qeR A JRxX

and [, [5 Lr,00)(Ci(x,8,9) +y0(9)) P(t, x,4,dy)(BA! + (1 — B)A%)(da) = 0 implies that
J f L(s.00)(Ce(x,0,9) + yv()) P(t, x,a,dy) A (da) =0, i=1,2. |
A JX

- Proposition 4.9. Under Assumption 2.9, if My(x) is a singleton for all x € X, then there is
nf (X B(X)) = (A, E(A)) such that nf(x) is a Dirac measure for all x € X and

7(x) € argmin G;\];’Hm(x).

Ae@;(x)

Proof. We will fix t € IN for the rest of the proof. We first argue that for any x € X the
set D(x):= {a € A;(x): Gf“];l’oo(x) = min)cp,(x) G{\]:Jrl’oo(x)} is not empty and closed. To this
end, notice that A;(x) is compact (due to Assumption 2.9 (ii)) thus totally bounded (cf. [1,
Section 3.7, Theorem 3.28]), i.e., for any ¢ > 0 there is n € IN and (A})]_, such that A, C A
is an e-open ball and A,(x) C [J;_; A}. Let A" € argmin o G;\];H,oo(x). We claim that if
A*(A}) >0, then

A* A*(Ai m ‘) . GA]* ( ) (4 7)

¢ 1= ————— € argmin oo (X). .
AT Ay /\;gwt(x) p
To see this notice that if A*((A})°) =0, A" = /\j“i and (4.7) follows immediately. If A*((A;)) >
0, then A7,. . is well defined and A* = A*(AY) A% + A ((A)) AT o\, and (4.7) follows from
(Ay) k77 AL k (Ay)

Lemma 4.8 and the hypothesis that A* € argmin ., () G;‘];‘Hm(x). Since (A}){_, covers A;(x),
there exists one k € {1,..,n} such that A*(A}) > 0. This together with (4.7) implies that for
any m € N, there is a™ € A;(x) and A" € @,(x) such that support A" C A,(x) N B1(a™) and
A™ € argmin ), G;‘]t:l’oo(x), where B1 (a™) is the closed %—ball centered at a™. As A;(x)
is compact, without loss of generality, we set a° := lim,_, a™. Let f € C,(A); note f is
uniformly continuous on A;(x). Then, we have

U F(@A"(da)— £ (@) f F(@A"(da) - F(a°)
A A (x)N

S5l
=
=

3
-




24 CHENG & JAIMUNGAL
i.e., (A™),,en converges to 0,0 weakly. By Lemma 3.4 and Lemma 4.3, we obtain

. .. m o0
Gy =liminf G}""J; >G,"J; :
Ag?x) tTi1,00(X) mInt Gy Ji+1,00(%) 2 G Jii1 00 (%)

and thus 0,0 € D(x). The closedness of D(x) follows from Lemma 3.4 and Lemma 4.3 and the
fact that (0,¢)¢en converges weakly if (a¥)peny € A converges. 7

Now that we have shown D(x) is non-empty and closed for any x € X, the existence of 7
follows from an analogous argument as in the proof of Theorem 4.4 (b). [ |

Remark 4.10. Let us fix t € N and x € X. Here we provide some discussion on the case
when M;(x) is not a singleton from the perspective of two-player games. We may treat
n € M;(x) as an action controlled by another player who aims to maximize the score. Let
us name the players as player-)A and player-7, respectively. From the definition of G;'v, the
decision of player-7; is made without the realization of player-A’s action. This incites player-
A to use a randomized policy to take advantage of player-7’s reduced information. On the
contrary, if player-n was allowed to make decisions with the additional information on the
realization of player-1’s action, the corresponding score would be

. -1
IA ;]:/l\il?x){_f(gil] ;gﬂg{q K J;( (Ct(x’ a’y) + yv(y) - q)+P(t,x, a'dy)} W(dK)
+7(0)- inf{r eR: j Ly,00)(Ct(x,4,9) + yv(v)) P(t,x,a,dy) = 0}} A(da),
X

which, with a similar argument leading to Proposition 4.9, guarantees the sufficiency of
deterministic actions. Finally, unlike player-A, player-1; does not benefit from further ran-
domization over the set M;(x), again due to a similar argument leading to Proposition 4.9.
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Appendix A. Example. We let
p(Z) = max{OSIE(Z) + 02CV@R01 (Z), CV@Ros(Z)},

where CV@R, (Z) := infqelR{q+K_1IE(Z—q)+} for k € (0,1] and (x), := max{x, 0}. Let us consider controls
0 and 1 with the following random costs,

co o p=09 L _fo p=05
5 p=0.1, 1.4, p=0.5.

Let g €[0,1]. We also consider randomly and independently choosing between control 0 and 1 with
1 - B and f probability, respectively. Accordingly, we define
ch.=1PC'+(1-1%)C!, pe]o,1],

where If is a random variable independent of C° and C!, and P(If = 1) =1 -8, P(If = 0) = g. Tt
follows that for g € [0,1], CF has the distribution below,

0, p=0.9-0.4p,
CP=1{14, p=05p,
5, p=0.1-0.18.
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It can be shown that p(C%) = p(C!) = 1.4 > p(C%3) = 1.2.

Appendix B. Pointwise supremum and essential supremum.
The pointwise supremum of U is denoted by supl). For each w € (), we define (supl)(w) :=
SUPyey Y(w). Note that supl) may not be J7-B(R) measurable. If, however, I is countable and 1),

consists of the first n elements of 1), then we have supl) = lim,,_,,maxycp Y and the A-B(R) mea-
surability follows from Lemma C.2. The analogue holds true for the pointwise infimum infl).
Below we introduce the definitions of essential supremum and essential infimum.

Definition B.1. The essential suppermum of 1), denoted by esssupl) , is an #-B(R) random variables
satisfying
(i) esssupl) >Y,P—a.s. forany Y el);
(ii) if there is an %”—B(ﬁ) random variable Y’ such that Y’ > Y, P —a.s. for any Y € U then Y’ >
esssupl, P —a.s..

Definition B.2. The essential infimum of 1), denoted by essinfl), is an H-B(R) random variables sat-
isfying
(i) essinfl <Y,P-a.s. forany Y e l);
(ii) if there is an %-B(ﬁ) random variable Y’ such that Y’ < Y,IP—a.s. forany Y € 1), then Y <
essinfl), P —a.s..

By [27, Proposition 9.44], esssupl) exists and there is a countable subset y C 1) such that
esssupl) =supy, P-as., (B.1)

where the right hand side is understood as the pointwise supremum.
Note that essinfl) = —esssup(-l), P —a.s., and esssupl is unique in P-almost sure sense due to
Definition B.1 (ii). Additionally, essential supremum has the following properties.

Lemma B.3. For any V,1) that are subsets of #-B(R) random variables, the following is true:

(a) esssup(a+V)=a+esssupl,P—a.s. for ae R, and esssup pl) = fesssupl, P —a.s. for § > 0;

() ifD <V, e, forany Y € U thereis Y € such that Y < Y’',[P—a.s., or D C 1V, then esssupl) <
esssupl)’,P—a.s.;

(c) let D+ :={Y”:Y"=Y+Y',Yel,Y el)}, thenesssup(D+V’) <esssupl)+esssupl), P—a.s..

Properties for essinfl) can be derived analogously.

If D = {Y}, i.e, D is a singleton, then we write esssup Y instead. It can be shown that esssupY =
inf{re R:IP(Y >r) =0}, P—a.s. and essinf Y =sup{r e R: P(Y < r) = 0}. If D = (Y;);¢; for some set of
indices I, we will write supl) = sup,; ¥; and esssupl) = esssup;; Y; instead.

Appendix C. Technical Lemmas.

Lemma C.1. Let Z € L*(Q, 7, P), AV@R(Z) := inf cr{q + x'E(Z - q),) for x €(0,1] and
AV@R((Z) :=esssupZ. Then, AV@R(Z) is non-increasing and continuous in x € (0,1].

Proof. See [27, Section 6.2.4, Remark 22]. [ |

Lemma C.2. Let (Q), 7,IP) be a complete probability space. Let (Z,),eN be a sequence of real-valued
o/ -B(R) random variable converging to Z P-almost surely. Then, Z is o/ -measurable.

Proof. This is an immediate consequence of [1, Section 4.6, Lemma 4.29] and that .« contains all
IP-negligible sets. |

Lemma C.3. Let (X, Z") and (Y, %) be measurable spaces. Consider nonnegative f : (XxY, Z'@%) —
(R, B(R)) and M : (X, B(X)) — (P,E(P)), where P is the set of probability measure on % and E(P) is the
corresponding evaluation o-algebra. Then, x +— fyf(x,y) [M(x)](dy) is B(X)-B(IR) measurable.
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Proof. We first consider f(x,y) = 1p(x,y), where D € 2 ® #. Let & consist of D € Z ® # such
that x Jyf(x,y)[M(x)](dy) is B(X)-B(R) measurable. Note {AxB: A€ Z,B € %} C 9 because
a

Jy Laxp(x 9)[M(x)](dy) = La(x) [M(x)](B) and
{xeX:[M(x)](B)eC}={xeX:M(x)e{CeP:C(B)eC}}eB(X), CeB([0,1]).

If D!,D? € 2 and D! C D?, then
f 1o\ o1 (6,9) [M(x)](dy) =f nDz<x,y>[M<x>1(dy>—f 11 (%, 9) [M(x)](dy)
Y Y Y

is also B(X)-B(RR) measurable. Similarly, if D!, D? € 2 are disjoint, then D' UD? € 2. If (D"),,en € Z
is increasing and D° = |,y D°, then by monotone convergence,

lim [ 1o (MO0N9) = [ Tools ) (ME0)iy), xeX.

n—oo Y

It follows from [1, Section 4.6, Lemma 4.29] that D € 2. Invoking monotone class theorem (cf. [11,
Theorem 1.9.3 (ii)]), we yield = 2" @ %'

Now let f be any non-negative measurable function. Note that f can be approximated by a
sequence of simple function (f"),cn such that f* T f (cf. [1, Section 4.7, Theorem 4.36]). Since
PD=%%,forneN, x — ny”(x,y)[M(x)](dy) is B(X)-B(R) measurable. Finally, by monotone
convergence and [1, Section 4.6, Lemma 4.29] again, we conclude the proof. [ |

Consider Z : (Q,.77) — (R, B(R)). Suppose EZ is well-defined, i.e., either E(Z), < co or [E(-Z), <
oo. The conditional expectation of Z given ¢ C ¢, denoted by [E(Z|¥), is a 4-B(R) random variable
satisfying E(1,Z) = E(14E(Z|9)) for any A € 4. We refer to [22, Section 27.2] for the existence and
uniqueness of such definition. The lemma below is know as the conditional monotone convergence
theorem.

Lemma C.4. Let Z, : (QQ, ) — (R, B(R)) be non-negative for n € N. Suppose Z,, T Z,P — a.s. as
n—ooand ¥ C . Then, lim,_,E(Z,|¥9)=E(Z|¥9), P-a.s..

Proof. See [22, Section 28.2]. [ ]

Lemma C.5. Let Y : (Q, ) = (X, %), 4 C A and X : (Q,9) — (X, Z). Let PY¥ be the regular
version of P(Y € -|9). Then, for any nonnegative f : (XxY, Z ® %) — (R, B(R)), we have

BV = [ 1002 dy), P, (1)

where the right hand side is understood as fyf(x,y) Py|g(dy)|X:X, and is 4-B(R) measurable due to Lemma
C.3.

Proof. We first consider f(x,y) = 1p(x,y) for D e 2" ®%. We let & be the set of D € 2" ® % such
that (C.1) holds true. Notice that (C.1) holds true if f = 1x.y due to Definition 2.1 (ii), thus XxY € 2.
If D' ¢ D? and D', D? € 2, we have Ipnp2 =1p2—1p1 and

E(1p2(X,Y)|9) - E(1p: (X, Y)|¥) = L 1p2(X,v) PY¥ (dy) - L 1p1(X,») P¥(dy), P-as.

Consequently, D>\ D! € 2. If D!,D? € 2 are disjoint, we have 11 p2 = 1p1 + 12, and similarly as
before, D!UD? € 2. If (D"),,cn C 2 is increasing and D := | J, o D", applying conditional monotone
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convergence (cf. Lemma C.4) on [E(1p«(X,Y)|¥) and monotone convergence on IIR ]an(X,y)PYM(dy)
for each w € (), we yield

E(1po(X,9)|%) = lim E(1pa(X,y)|¢) = lim | 1pa(X,v)PY¥(dy) :J- 1po(X,9)PY¥(dy), P-as.,
n—-oo Y Y

n—oo

i.e., D? € 2. Additionally, observe that for A€ 2, Be %,

E(Lues(X, Y)I) = Ly(X)E (L5(Y)}#) = Ly(X) L 1y(y) P (dy) = thg(X,y)PY'%(dy), P-as,

where we have used (2.1) in the second equality. Therefore, {AxB: A€ Z,Be %} C 2. It follows
from monotone class theorem (cf. [11, Theorem 1.9.3 (ii)]) that = 2 @ %'.

Now let f be any nonnegative measurable function. Note there is a sequence of simple function
(f™")en such that f* 7 f in a pointwise sense (cf. [1, Section 4.7, Theorem 4.36]). Since 2 = 2 ® %,
we have

E(f"(X,Y)I¥) = Lf”(X,y)Pylg(dy), P-as..

Applying conditional monotone convergence (cf. Lemma C.4) on the left hand side and monotone
convergence on the right hand side for each w € (2, we have proved (C.1). [ |

In what follows, we let ¥ and Z be two topological space. Below is a reduction of Portmanteau
theorem.

Lemma C.6. Suppose Y is a metric space endowed with Borel o-algebra B(Y). Let (u"),en be a se-
quence of probability measures on B(Y), and p a probability measure on B(Y). Then the following conditions
are equivalent:

(a) (My)nen converges weakly to p;

(b) limsup,_, p"(F) < u(F) for any closed set F C X;

(c) liminf, . pu"(U)> u(U) for any open set U C ¥;

(d) limsup,,_, fyf(y)y”(dy) < Jyf(y),u(dy)for any upper semicontinuous f € {*(X,B(X));

(e) liminf,_, fyf(y)y”(dy) > fyf(y)y(dy)for any lower semicontinuous f € {*(X, B(X)).

Proof. See [1, Section 15.1, Theorem 15.3 and Theorem 15.5]. [ |

Let B(Y) be the Borel o-algebra on ¥, and P be the set of probability measures on B(Y). We endow
P with weak topology and let B(P) be the corresponding Borel o-algebra. Let £(P) be the o-algebra
on P generated by sets {C € P : C(A) € B}, A € B(Y), B € B([0,1]). Equivalently, £(P) is the o-algebra
generated by sets {C € P: ny(y)C(dy) € B} for any real-valued bounded 5(Y)-B(RR) measurable f and
B € B(R). The lemma below states that B(P) and £(P) are equivalent.

Lemma C.7. IfY is a separable metric space, then B(P) = E(P).

Proof. Notice that the weak topology of P is generated by sets {C € P : fyf(y)C(dy) € U} for
any f € Cy(Y) and open U C R. Therefore, B(P) C £(P). On the other hand, by [1, Section 15.3,
Theorem 15.13], for any bounded real-valued B(Y)-B(R) measurable f and any B € B(RR), we have
{CeP: ny(y)(,(dy) € B} € B(P). The proof is complete. [ |

Lemma C.8. Let Y XZ be a separable metric space endowed with product Borel o-algebra B(Y)® B(Z).
Let f € (®(Y x Z,B(X) ® B(Z)) be lower semi-continuous. Let (y"),en C Y converges to y° € Y and let
(W")nen be a sequence of probability measure on B(Z) converging weakly to p°. Then,

n—oo

timint [ £y 2z > [ 002001z
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Proof. To start with, let us 6,(B) := 1p(y), i.e., 0, is the dirac measure on y. It follows that (6,),en

converges weakly to 6,0. Therefore, by [9, Theorem 2.8 (ii)], (6,» ® p"),, .y converges to 0y0 ®u’. Due
to Lemma C.6 (e), we yield

liminff f@" z)u"(dz) = lim 1nfj f(,2)0yn ®p"(dy dz)
YxZ

n—oo n—oo

> [ fwaspepdyds) = Lf(yO,sz(dz), U

YxZ

where we have used Fubini’s theorem in the first and last equality.

Lemma C.9. Let f be a real-valued lower semi-continuous function on ¥ x Z. Let ¢ : ¥ — 27 be
nonempty compact valued and upper hemi-continuous. Then, inf,c () f (y,2) is attainable for all y € Y and
infoeg(y) f( 2) is lower semi-continuous on X.

Proof. It follows from the compactness of ¢(y) and the lower semi-continuity of f implies that
inf,eg(y) f (v, 2) is attainable for y € Y. By (cf. [1, Section 17.5, Lemma 17.30]), y supze(p(y)(—f(y,z))
is upper semi-continuous, and thus y — inf,c () f (¥, 2) is lower semi-continuous. [ |

Lemma C.10. Let Y be a seperable metric space, ¢ : ¥ — 2M be lower hemi- continuous, and f €
(Y x[0,1],% ®B([0,1])). Suppose f(-,«) is lower semi- contmuousfor x €[0,1] and f(y,-) is continuous
and non-increasing for y € X. Then, y — sup,leq5 IO 1]f(y, n(dx) is lower semi-continuous on X.

Proof. We first show that f is lower semi-continuous. To this end let (y") C ¥ and (x") C [0,1]
converge to y° € ¥ and «°, respectively. If ¥* = 1, then liminf,_, f(¥",x") > liminf,_, f(y",1) >
f(®°,0). If % < 1, then for any 6 € (x, 1] we have liminf,_,., f(",«") > liminf,_, f(y",0) > f(3°,9).
Letting o | x°, by the continuity of f(y,-), we yield liminf,_, f(¥",x") > f(y°,«°)

By Lemma C.8, (y,1) — ‘[[Orl]f(y,K)Ij(dK) is lower semi-continuous. Then, in view of [1, Section
17.5, Lemma 17.29], the proof is complete. [ |

Appendix D. Supplemental Proofs for Section 2.3.

Proof of Proposition 2.5. It is not difficult to check that AV@RZ/t is a conditional risk mapping
from L*®(Q, 5, P) to L*(Q), %;,P) for x € [0,1]. We dedicate the rest of the proof to address OZ/t and
essSUP e, -

(a) Notice that AV@R%( zh

Zz2),

<AV@R P —a.s. for ¥ €[0,1], and thus

C(Q,@%,IP; (AV@RZ‘f(Zl)) )g C(Q,d, IP;(AV@RZ/’(Zz)) )
xe€[0,1] x€[0,1]

Therefore, for any M € M,,
AV@RZ (7)o M < AV@R? (2 o4 M, P-a.s..

Taking esssupc 4, On the both hand side above, the inequality still holds true due to Lemma B.3 (b).
This proves the monotonicity.

Gy
(b) Notice that Y is constant in x and AV@RK% satisfies transltion equivariance. Therefore,

Y+C(Q,gf,113;(AV@RZ4(Z)) ): C(Q,M,IP (AV@R74(Y+Z)) )
[0,1]

x€[0,1]
It follows that Y + AV@RZ/t(Z) O "M = AV@R%(Y +2) ol,f/t M, P —a.s. for any M € M;. The equality
under esssup,c 4, follows from Lemma B.3 (b). This proves the translation equivariance.



30 CHENG & JAIMUNGAL
(c) Observe that for g > 0, due to the positive homogeneity of AV@RZ/‘,

ﬁL(Q,gf, P; (AV@RZ/f(Z)) ) = L(Q,gf, P; (AV@RZ/’(ﬁZ)) )
x€[0,1] x€[0,1]
The positive homogeneity of pf for § > 0 can be proved with a similar argument as in (b). If g = 0, we
have AV@RZ/‘(O -Z) o,/;% M =0, P-a.s., and the proof is complete.
(d) Since AV@R (BZ" + (1 - p)Z%) < PAV@RZ (BZ1) + (1 - B)AV@R (Z2), P — a.s. due to the

convexity of AV@RZ/t, we have

C(Q,;z/,IP; (AV@RZ"(;;Z1 +(1 —/3)22)) )
x€[0,1]

ccC

Q,ﬁ%,]P;(,BAV@RZZt(ZI) +(1 —ﬁ)AV@RZ/f(z2)) [ ]).
k€(0,1

Then for any M € M,,

AV@RZ (BZ +(1-p)Z%) ot M < (ﬁAV@RZ’t(Zl) +(1 —ﬁ)AV@RZ/f(ZZ))oZ/t M

< (ﬁAV@RZ/f(zl))oZ/f M+ ((1 —ﬁ)AV@RK%(Zz))oZ/‘ M,

where the second inequality is due to the esssup in the definition of ¢7. With a similar argument as

in (c), we can factor f and 1 — § out of ozlf. The rest of the proof follows from Lemma B.3 (b). |

Proof of Proposition 2.6. For the rest of the proof, we will fix t € N and Z € L*(Q),%,,IP), and we
will use the notation below

__ infqelR{q+1<_1 jR(z—q)+PZI%(dz)}, x€(0,1],
" inf{r e R: PZ% ((r,00)) = 0}, k=0,

(a) Note that PZ1% ([essinf Z,esssup Z]) = 1, P —a.s.. Thus for « € (0,1],

R, > inf {q + J (z—q)4 le%’(dz)} > J (z), P?1%(dz) > essinfZ, P-a.s.,
q€R R X

R, <esssupZ + k! J (z—esssupZ), le%‘(dz) =esssupZ, P-as.
R

To see the measurability of R, x € (0,1], let Q,, be the set consisting of the first n-th rational numbers
and note that

=00 qeQ),

R, = inf {q+ K_IJ‘ (z—q)s le%f(dz)} = lim min {q + K_IJ- (z—q)s le%(dz)}, P-as., (D.1)
9€Q R R

where the right hand side is %;-measurable due to Lemma C.2 and Lemma C.5.
In order to show (2.8), we first note that by Lemma C.5, for any W € L*(Q), %, IP),

W+x YE(Z-W), %) =W+« f (z—W), PA%(dz), P-uas.
R
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This together with Lemma B.3 (b) implies that

AV@RY(Z)=  essinf {w +x ! J (z— W), pzl%(dz)}, P-a.s..
WeL®(Q,%,,P) R

It remains to show that R, equals to the essential infimum of the right hand side above. To this end
observe that

R, < essinf {w +x7! J (z—W), le%(dz)}, weQ.
WeL®(Q,%,,P) R

Thus, R, satisfies Definition B.2 (i). Next, we define W" as the first element in Q,, such that

W'e argmin{q +x ! J (z—q)+ le%‘(dz)}.
q€Q, R

Because IIR(Z —q) PZ% (dz) is %,-B(R) measurable due to Lemma C.5, W" € L®(Q, %, P). By (D.1),
we yield

R¢ = r}im (W” +x! f (z—W"), le%f(dz)), weQ,
—00 R

and Definition B.2 (ii) follows.

(b) This is an immediate consequence of Definition 2.1 (ii) and Lemma C.1

(c) Since IP(Z € [essinfZ,esssup Z]|%) = 1 almost surely, we have P#% ([essinfZ,o0)) = 1 and
P ((ess supZ,00)) = 0. Thus, inf{r e R: PA% ((r,00)) = 0} € [essinf Z,esssup Z] almost surely. Com-
bining (a), (b) with Lemma C.2, we have Fy € L*(Q), %;,P).

Next, notice that for any W € L*(Q), %;,P) such that P(W > Z) = 1, by Lemma C.5 we have

IEUIR L{g,c0) (W —z)PZl%’(dz)) = E(E(1{g,c0)(W - 2)%))
=E(P(W>Z|%)=P(W=>2Z)=1, P-as,

which implies that [}, 1{g c0)(W = 2) P%(dz) = 1 - PZ1%((w, 00))|y=w = 1, P - as.. It follows that W >
Ry, P —a.s. and thus R satisfies Definition B.2 (i). With a similar argument as above, we yield

IP(RO > Z) = IE(J ]l[O,m)(RO —Z)le%(dZ)) = 1,
R

i.e., Rg € {W e L®(Q,%,P), P(W = Z) =1}, and thus R satisfies Definition B.2 (ii).

(d) Combining statements (a) (b) (c) and [1, Section 4.10, Lemma 4.51], we have (v, k) — R (w)
is %; ® B([0,1])-measurable. Moreover, in view of statement (b) and Lemma 2.3, for any M € Ttx we
have

r

R, M(dx) = AV@RZ (Z) o M, P-as..
J[0,1]
Then, by Lemma B.3 (b),
[ _ U (o
esssup R, M(dkx) =esssupAV@R,'(Z) o' M, P-as. (D.2)

MexF J[01] MeYF
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Next, note that (w,7) — J[o 1 Ry (w)n(dx) is a %;-B(R) random variable for each € M (cf. [11, Corol-

lary 3.4.6]) and continuous on # € IM under weak topology for each w € Q (due to statement (b)),
i.e., it is Carathéodory (cf. [1, Section 4.10, Definition 4.50]). Note additionally that IM under weak
topology is compact (cf. [1, Section 15.6, Theorem 15.22]). Moreover, w — M;(X;(w)) is %;-weakly
measurable, because for any open U € M we have

{weQ: M(X(w)NU 20} ={weQ: X;(w) € {xeX: Mi(x)NU = 0}}

and {x € X: M,(x) N U = 0} € B(X) as M, : (X,B(X)) — 2M is weakly measurable. Then, by mea-
surable maximum theorem (cf. [1, Section 18.3, Theorem 18.19]), SupriEMt(Xf)I[o 1]RK17(C1K) is -

measurable and can be attained with a %;-measurable selector M* : (QQ, %;) — (M, B(IM)) such that

M*(w) € Mi(X;(w)) for w € Q). By Lemma C.7, M* is also %;-£(IM) measurable, and thus M* € th
It follows from Definition B.1 that

sup f RKU(dK)Zesssupf RKM(dK)Z.r R,M*(dx)= sup j R n(dk), P-as.
neM;(X) J[0,1] MeY* [0,1] [0,1] neM;(X;) J[0.1]

This together with (D.2) implies (2.9). Finally, it is proved in (a) and (c) that
P(R, € [essinfZ,esssupZ]) = 1 for x € [0,1]. It follows from (b) that IP(R, € [essinfZ,esssupZ], k €
[0,1]) =1, and thus

sup J R, n(dx) € L™(Q, %, P).
neM;(X;)J[0.1]

The proof is complete. u

Proof of Lemma 2.7. We let K := sup,,cy, esssup|Z,| for the rest of the proof. By Proposition 2.5
(a), we have |p§(ZT)| <K,P-as. for any T € N, and thus |Z7 + yp§+1(ZT+1)| <K+yK,P-as. It

follows from Proposition 2.5 (a) again that |p§(ZT + VP§"+1(ZT+1))| <K+ yK, P -a.s.. By induction,
for any r € N we have

|PJTE,T+r(3)| <(1-p)'K, P-as.

The above, together with Proposition 2.5 (a) (d) and (2.10), implies that

%73 - 0% 1.,(3)

PP¥rn () <y1-p)'K, P-as,
0% 10 (- pE1(3) <

<pf

X X -1
<pr(=¥PTs1, 14, (3)<y(1-y)" K, P-as.
Then, by Proposition 2.5 (a) (d) and (2.10) again, we have

0r (D= PE 1 (D <P (PR () - pE 1, (N <Y1 -9) 'K, P-as,
p;—l,T+r(g) - P%E"-l,T(g) <Pt 4

Inducing backward, we have

|pr”(3) - pr(g)| <yT="l1-y) 'K, t<T, P-as. ]
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Appendix E. Glossary of notations.

Notations Definitions
2, %) Set of bounded #'-B(IR) measurable functions. See Section 2.
0y Dirac measure at y. See Section 2.
(Q,27,P),FF,G Probability space and filtrations. See Section 2.
X, A State and action spaces. See Section 2.
g,A Set of probability measures on B(X) and B(A). See Section 2.

My

PY|%

Xt,At,X,]’\
4

wP

X! AL X0, Ar

C,C
AV@R/
X
o
or
PET' pl‘x.oo
o
Hy, G}, HP
T T
S

Jir T

Borel o-algebras and evaluation o-algebras of Z and A. See Section 2.
Admissible action domain. See Section 2.

Set of probability measures with support contained by A;. See Section 2.
Set of 1t; : (X, B(X)) — (A, E(A)) such that 7t4(x) € @4(x). See Section 2.
Abbreviation of (77;);eny and the set of p. See Section 2.

Set of probability measures on B([0,1]). See Section 2.

Borel o-algebras and evaluation o-algebras of IM. See Section 2.
Mapping from X to 2M. See Section 2.

Closed subset of M. See Section 2.

Regular conditional distribution Y given ¢. See Definition 2.1.

State and action process, abbreviations of (X;);en and (A;)enN-
See Section 2.2.

Subset of (X, RA). See Section 2.4.

Initial distribution of X; and transition kernel from (X;, A;) to X;,1.
See Assumption 2.8.

Counterparts of X;, A;, X, A subject to Markovian action kernel p.
See Section 2.4.

Cost function and abbreviation of (C;);cn. See Section 2.4.
Conditional average valued at risk. See (2.6).
Subset of random probability measures. See Section 2.3.1.
Customarily defined integration. See Section 2.3.1.
Kusuoka-type conditional risk measure. See (2.7).
Dynamic risk measures. See (2.10) and Lemma 2.7.
Function on X that is constant 0.

Operators defined on £*(X, B(X))). See Section 3.
Value functions related to p. See (3.6) and (3.8).
Operator defined on £*(X, B(X)). See Section 4.

Value functions for technical purpose. See (4.1) and Lemma 4.2.
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