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Distributional dynamic risk measures in Markov decision processes *

Ziteng Cheng T and Sebastian Jaimungal *

Abstract.

Based on the concept of law-invariant convex risk measures, we introduce the notion of distributional convex
risk measures and employ them to define distributional dynamic risk measures. We then apply these dynamic
risk measures to investigate Markov decision processes, incorporating latent costs, random actions, and weakly
continuous transition kernels. Furthermore, the proposed dynamic risk measures allows risk aversion to change
dynamically. Under mild assumptions, we derive a dynamic programming principle and show the existence
of an optimal policy in both finite and infinite time horizons. Moreover, we provide a sufficient condition for
the optimality of deterministic actions. For illustration, we conclude the paper with examples from optimal
liquidation with limit order books and autonomous driving.
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1. Introduction. Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) may be viewed as discrete-time sto-
chastic 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 in the
vast area of MDPs may be founded in several textbooks, e.g., [7, 35, 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 convex risk measures [2, 23, 30]. A naive combination
of convex risk measures and discounted total costs, however, lacks time consistency, hinder-
ing the derivation of a corresponding DPP. Roughly speaking, time consistency refers to the
property that smaller scores in future epochs guarantee a smaller score in the current epoch.
We refer to [9] for a survey on various definitions of time consistency. There is a stream of
literature (see, e.g., [25, 45, 43, 46, 28, 41, 19, 3]) that studies time consistency from multiple
angles and/or attempts to integrate convex risk measures and their variations into MDPs.
While here we are not concerned with model uncertainty, we would like to point out [8] and
the references therein for a framework that handles model uncertainty in MDPs.

Here, we focus on the framework proposed in [46]. While a plethora of studies exist on
conditional and dynamic risk measures, the problem of risk-averse MDPs and their corre-
sponding DPP cannot be straightforwardly inferred from the established properties of these
risk measures. Broadly speaking, DPPs transform a sequential optimization problem into the
task of solving an operator Bellman equation. In the context of risk-averse MDPs, this de-
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mands separate research, as in general, a readily solvable DPP in terms of operator equations
requires additional conditions beyond properties of conditional and dynamic risk measures.
This is particularly true when considering the attainability of optimal actions. Below, we of-
fer a concise review of the established DPPs that align with the general framework initiated
by [46]. [46] considers deterministic costs, introduces the notion of risk transition mappings,
and uses them to construct, in a recursive manner, a class of (discounted) dynamic risk mea-
sures. He proceeds to derive both finite and infinite (with bounded costs) time horizon DPPs
for such dynamic risk measures. We also refer to [47] for the assumptions needed. [49] ex-
tends the infinite horizon DPP to unbounded costs as well as for average dynamic risk mea-
sures. The risk transition mappings involved are assumed to exhibit an analogue of a strong
Feller property. [20] studies a similar infinite horizon DPP with unbounded costs under a
different set of assumptions. Recently, [4] considers unbounded latent costs and establishes
the corresponding finite and infinite horizon DPPs. They 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 coherency property. They
also require the underlying MDP to exhibit a certain strongly continuous/semi-continuous
transition mechanism. [21, 22] develops a computational approach for optimization with
dynamic convex risk measures using deep learning techniques. Finally, it is noteworthy that
the concept of risk form is introduced in [24] 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 finite and infinite horizon risk averse MDPs in a
similar framework as above, but with latent costs and randomized actions, under a weakly
continuous transition mechanism, subject to state-dependent dynamic risk measures. Below
we provide a high level discussion on some of the open problems we address in this paper.
We would like to note that in some of the earlier risk-averse MDP frameworks, latent costs
were not considered. We believe that in many circumstances, latent costs can be used to take
account for the risk related to factors such as time-discretization and processing delays. To
the best of our knowledge, [4] is the first to consider latent costs within a risk-averse MDPs
frameworks. Their dynamic risk measures, however, are constructed from compositions of
static risk measures. A framework that allows for state-dependent risk measures allows for
greater flexibility in adjusting the level of risk aversion depending on where one is in state
space. Apart from the points mentioned above, it is worth questioning whether it is pos-
sible to modify the existing risk-averse MDP framework to account for the randomness in
randomized actions in a risk-averse manner. We note that randomized actions are allowed

n [20], but are evaluated in an arguably risk-neutral manner. Lastly, an adequate discus-
sion on weakly continuous transition kernels is missing from the existing literature on risk
averse MDPs. Weakly continuous transition kernels are often preferred in practice, as they
provide the flexibility to consider transition dynamics that are partly random and partly de-
terministic. Moreover, they facilitate data-based modeling by removing the need to working
with the density of the kernel or the underlying probability spaces, which typically requires
additional model assumptions.

Our formulation of risk-averse MDPs is grounded in the concept of distributional convex
risk measures. In our context, a distributional convex risk measure is essentially a reincar-
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nation of a law-invariant convex risk measure, with the key difference being that it takes a
probability on IR as its input instead of a random variable. We introduce the distributional
dynamic risk measures as nested compositions of potentially state-dependent distributional
convex risk measures. This framework seamlessly integrates latent costs and random actions
through the concept of regular conditional distributions. Furthermore, the distributional
setup provides an appropriate foundation for balancing various assumptions, including a
weakly continuous transition kernels, while still ensuring the attainment of the optimal out-
come. This, in turn, allows for greater flexibility in risk-averse modeling. It’s important to
note that, although the construction above may seem like a straightforward alteration of ex-
isting frameworks, it involves some unique technical aspects that have not been previously
discussed. For simplicity, we consider bounded costs, which allows for conditional risk map-
pings that contain essential supremum as a major ingredient — a feature that is often omitted
otherwise.

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

1. We introduce and explore the concept of distributional convex risk measures. Sub-
sequently, we construct the distributional dynamic risk measure by compounding
potentially state-dependent distributional convex risk measures in both finite and
infinite horizon. The infinite horizon definition requires that the distributional con-
vex risk measure involved are normalized. The regularities underpinning these con-
structions are examined in detail.

2. Under mild assumptions, we derive both finite and infinite horizon DPPs, for MDPs
with latent costs and randomized actions as well as weakly continuous transition ker-
nel, subject to the aforementioned distributional dynamic risk measures. We prove
the existence of an optimal policy that is Markovian. Furthermore, we demonstrate
that, in both finite and infinite horizons, the optimal Markovian policy is no worse
than any other history-dependent policies. We refer to Theorem 4.2, Proposition 4.3
and Theorem 5.5, Proposition 5.7 for detailed statements.

3. In Proposition 6.1, we provide a sufficient condition for the optimality of determin-
istic actions. This condition could be useful in scenarios where the agent prefers to
avoid the complexity and unpredictability associated with randomized actions.

To demonstrate the practical application of the proposed framework of risk-averse MDPs,
we also present two examples in Section 7 on optimal liquidation with limit order books and
autonomous driving. The optimal liquidation example, posed within a finite horizon con-
text with discrete state and action spaces, underscores the potential of the framework to
incorporate latent costs and adjust risk aversion in response to the evolving state. The au-
tonomous driving example, posed within an infinite horizon context, showcases the frame-
work’s capability to handle a large and complex state space, a requirement often necessary
for constructing more realistic models. It’s worth noting that the autonomous driving ex-
ample naturally necessitates certain degenerate transition mechanisms. While these are not
compatible with strongly continuous transition kernels in general, they can be easily incor-
porated into a weakly continuous transition kernel as we do here.

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 distributional convex risk measure. Formulations for risk-



4 CHENG & JAIMUNGAL

averse MDP are 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 reg-
ularities. In Section 4, we derive the finite horizon DPP for Markovian actions and argue
that Markovian actions can achieve the optimal. The analogous results for infinite horizon
are presented in Section 5. In Section 6, we establish a sufficient condition on the optimality
of deterministic actions. Section 7 contains a variety of examples that serve to illustrate the
concepts proposed in this study. We also provide an example illustrating the necessity of ran-
domized actions and some technical lemmas in Appendix A and Appendix B, respectively.
Finally, for reference, Appendix C 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, and probability, among others. We use the
following notations for various spaces throughout the paper. We also provide in Appendix
C a glossary of notations used throughout the paper, but introduce them as they arise.

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

- For any measurable space (¥,%'), we write {*°(Y,%) for the set of bounded real-
valued #-B(IR) measurable functions. We let ¢ (IN;¥,5(Y)) denote the set of v =
(v)rew S €°(Y,B(Y)), and equip it with norm ||u||, := SUP e yey [v:(v)], which makes
{®(IN;Y,B(Y)) complete. For any y € Y, the Dirac probability measure at y, denoted
by 6, is defined as 6,(A) := 14(y) for A€ .

- Let (QQ,77,P) be a complete probability space. We suppose (Q,.7,IP) does not have
atoms. We write L*(Q), .77, P) for the set of real-valued .7#-B(IR) random variables
that are IP-almost surely bounded. For Z € L*(Q), 77, P), we define ||Z||, := inf{r e R:

P(|Z|>r) = 0}.

- We let F := (%;);eN and G := (%);en be filtrations of 72 such that %, C ¥, for all
t € N and .#; contains all IP-negligible sets. We set .% := ¥, := {0,Q)}. We also define
U :=%_1 vV %, for t € N. It follows that U := (%});c 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),
which models the state space. Let Z be the set of probability measures on 5(X).
We endow E with the weak topology, which is the coarsest topology on = contain-
ing sets {E €g fx )é(dx) € U} with f € C;(X) and U C R open. The correspond-
ing Borel o-algebra is denoted by B(E). The evaluation o-algebra on Z, denoted by
E(E), is the o-algebra containing sets of the form {& € E : {(A) € B} with A € B(X)
and B € B([0,1]). In other words, £(E) is the smallest o-algebra on = such that the
mapping A — &(A) is £(E)-B([0,1]) measurable for any . A€ B( ). Equivalently,'
E(E) can be defined as the o-algebra containing sets { € & : fx x)&(dx) € B} for all

10One direction is obvious because &(A jx L14(x)p(dx) for A € B(X). The other direction follows from
an appllcatlon of monotone class theorem for functions (cf. [27, Theorem 5.2.2]) on {f el®X,BX): &>

JX &(dx) is £(E)-B(IR) measurable }, where £(E) is defined in the initial way, along with the fact that point-
wise convergence preserves measurability (cf. [1, Section 4.6, Lemma 4.29]).
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f €€ (X,B(X))and B € B(R). In view of Lemma B.5, we have B(E) = £(E).

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

- We consider policies subject to state dependent admissible domains of actions. For
t € N, we let A, : (X, B(X)) — 2 be nonempty closed valued and weakly measurable,
ie, {xeX: 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 measures on B(A) such that t(A;(x)) = 1 for any
7t € @4(x), and let I'l; consist of 7t; : (X, B(X)) — (A,E(A)) such that 7t;(x) € @4(x) for
x € X.? IT s the set of p:= (11;);en such that 7, € IT, for all t € N.

- For a closed F C R, we let P(F) the set of probability measures on (F, 3(F)), endowed
with weak topology. The corresponding Borel o-algebra is denoted by B(P(F)). Since
P(F) is separable and metrizable (cf. [1, Section 15.3, Theorem 15.15]), invoking
Lemma B.5 again, B(P(F)) coincides with the evaluation o-algebra £(P(F)). When
F C R, we may treat y € P(F) as an element of P(IR) with supportyu C F. We let P,(IR)
consists of probability measures on (IR, B(R)) with bounded support, i.e., P,(R) =
U,en P([—n,n]). Note that P,(IR) is not complete under the metric induced by the
weak topology. We also define 7 (IR?) in a similar manner.

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 . The conditional distribution of Y given ¢,
defined as {IP(Y € B|¥) := [E(15(Y)|¥)}pew, can be viewed as a function of w € Q) and Be #.
For each B € %, however, IP(Y € B|¥) is defined only almost surely, which hinders us from
using IP(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.

Definition 2.1. PY¥ : Q x % —[0,1] is a regular version of P(Y € -|94) if
(i) foreachAe ¥, w— PY¥(w, A) is 9-B(R) measurable;

(ii) for each w €}, PYM(Q), -) is a probability measure on %/;

(iii) for each A€ %, PY¥ (w,A) =P(Y € A|9)(w) for P-a.e. w € Q.

If 4 is the o-algebra generated by a random variable, say X, we will write PY/X instead of
pYlo(x).

Let the set of probability measures on % be denoted by P and endowed with o-algebra
E(P). Because for A€ %, B e B(R),

lweQ:P¥(w, ) elteP:nA)eB)={weQ:P"¥(w,A) eBle¥,

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

2I1; 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 7w € IT;.
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By [31, Chapter I Section 3, Theorem 3] (see also [14, Theorem 10.4.8 and Example
10.4.9]), if Y is a complete separable metric space and % = 3(Y) is the corresponding Borel
o-algebra, then P(Y € -|%) always has a regular version. Moreover, PY¥(w, -) as a probabil-
ity measure is unique up to a IP-negligible set of w € Q (cf. [14, Lemma 10.4.3]). In view of
Lemma B.5, PY¥ is also ¢-B(P) measurable.

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

f@/ PYM (dy) instead. Clearly, for any A € %,
f 14(»)PY¥(dy) =P (A) =P(Y € A|¥), P-as.. (2.1)
v

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

Suppose that for t € IN, we have

P(X;41 € B|%) = P(X;.1 € B]o(X)) Vo(4r),  BeB(X). (2.2)

Let PXu1lX0A) e the correspondmg regular conditional distribution. By Definition 2.1 (i),
for each B € B(X), w > PX=1lXoA) (), B) is 0(X,) V 0(A;)-B(R) measurable. It follows from
[1, Section 4.8, Theorem 4.11] that there is a mapping hf : (X x A, B(X)® B(A)) — (R, B(R))
such that h(X;(w), Ay(w)) = PXilXeAd (@, 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 x( € 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) = h%(x, a), we have

(X1 € B|o(X;) V a(Ay) = P(t, X, A, B), P-as.,teN,BeB(X). (2.3)
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) € X x A: Iy (x,a) € 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

IP(A; € B|%) = P(A, € Blo(X,)), BeB(A),teN. (2.4)

Then, with similar reasoning as before, for any t € IN there is a mapping 7; : (X, B(X)) —
(A, E(A)) such that w — 11,(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)
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2.3. Distributional convex risk measures. Let us first recall the definition of a (proper)
convex risk measure on L*(Q, 77, P).

Definition 2.2. p: L*(Q, 5¢,P) — (—co,00] is a convex risk measure if
(i) (Translation invariance) p(X +¢) = p(X) + ¢ for any Z € L*(Q), 7,P) and c € IR;
(ii) (Motonicity) p(Z) < p(Z’) for any Z,Z" € L*(Q, 7, IP) with Z < Z’ IP-a.s.;
(iii) (Convexity) p(0Z +(1-0)Z") < yp(Z)+ (1 -0)p(Z’) for any Z,Z" € L=(Q), ,P) and
6 e[0,1].
We say p is normalized if p(0) = 0, and p is law-invariant if £L(Z) = L(Z) implies p(Z) = p(Z’),
where L(Z) stands for the law of Z.

We can employ a law-invariant convex risk measure p to define a convex risk measure
that acts on probabilities on (IR, B(RR)), by using quantile transform. More precisely, we con-
sider a mapping, denoted by o, from the P,(IR) to (—oo, 0] defined by o(p) := p(F;ll(U)),
where F,(r) := p((~—o0,7]), F;l(u) :=inf{r e R: F(r) > u}, and U ~ Unif(0,1) in L*(Q, 57, P).
The subsequent proposition provides further justification for this definition.

Proposition 2.3. Let p be a law-invariant convex risk measure and o be defined as above.
Then, o satisfies the following conditions:

(a) o(u*d.)=o(p)+cforany ce R>

(b) For any p, p’ € Py(R), p((—o0,7]) = p’((—o0,1]) for all r € R implies o(p) < o(p’).

(c) ConsideraC € Pb(lR2). Denote the first and second marginal of C by Cy and Cy, respectively.

For 6 €(0,1), let Cy € P(IR) be characterized by

Col(—00,7]) = C({(rg, 1) €R*: (1= O)rg+ Ory <1}).

Then, 0(Cg) < (1 =0)o(11) +60)(Ca).
Moreover, if p is normalized, then o(6g) = 0.
Conversely, suppose o satisfies conditions (a) (b) (c) above. Then, p(X) := o0(L(X)), X €
L*®(Q, 72,P) is a law-invariant convex risk measure. Moreover, if 6(d¢) = 0, then p is normalized.

Proof. First, suppose p is a convex risk measure. Note that o(u*6.) = p(F;[jéC(U)) =
p(F’;1 (U)+c) = o(p)+c due to the translation invariance of p, which proves (a). Regarding (b),
we proceed with quantile transform. Note that F;l > F’:,l for u € [0,1] because F,(r) < F,(r)
for r € R. Consequently, F;ll(U) > F;l,l(U). Invoking the monotonicity of p, proves (b). For
(c), we consider the multi-dimensional quantile transform. Let F¢ be the CDF of (( and Fe,
be CDF of the second entry conditioned on the first entry. In view of existence of regular
conditional probability discussed in Section 2.1, F¢, is indeed well-defined. Let Uy, U; be
independently Unif(0,1). By [40, Theorem 1], (Fc_ol(UO)'Pc_llm(UllFC_Ol(UO))) ~ C. It follows that
(1- G)Fgll(Ul) + GFglllo(Ulngol(UO)) ~ Cg. Invoking the convexity of p, proves (c). Finally, if p
is normalized, we have o(6() = p(0) = 0.

Next, we prove the converse direction. By definition, p is law-invariant. Moreover, p is

translation invariant and inherits the normalized property from a normalized o. Regarding
the monotonicity, as Z < Z’, we must have IP(Z < r) > P(Z’ < r). It follows from (b) that

3+ stands for convolution.
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p(Z) < p(Z’). Finally, the convexity of p is again an immediate consequence of (c) and the
definition. |

In light of Proposition 2.3, we introduce the following notion of distributional convex
risk measure.

Definition 2.4. ¢ : Py(R) — (—o0,00] is a distributional convex risk measure if it satisfies
(i) o(p*o.)=o(u)+cforanyceR.
(ii) For any p, p’ € Py(R), p((—o0,1]) = p’((—o0,1]) for all r € R implies o(p) < o(p’).
(iii) Consider a C € Py(IR?) with bounded support. Denote the first and second marginal of C
by Co and Cy, respectively. For 6 € [0,1], let Cg € Py(R) be characterized by

Co((—oo,7]) = C{(ro, 1) € R* : (1 = O)rg + Ory <7}).

Then, 0(Cg) <00 (Cy)+(1-0)a(Cq).
We say o is normalized if o(d¢) = 0.

Remark 2.5. We could replace all the P, in Definition 2.4 with P so that the definition
covers probabilities that may not have bounded support. As, however, we subsequently
assume boundedness, the regularities of such extended definition will be investigated in
future work.

The following proposition provides a heuristic understanding of the underlying mecha-
nism that allows us to incorporate weakly continuous dynamics into risk-averse MDPs.

Proposition 2.6. Let ¢ be a distributional convex risk measure. If (u"),en C Py(IR) converges
weakly to y° € Py(R) and there is a bounded B C R such that supporty™ C B for n € N, then
liminf,_,. o(u") > o(u°).

Proof. Let p(Z) := 0(L(Z)), Z € L®(Q,5,IP). By Proposition 2.3, p is a law-invariant
convex risk measure. Next, in view of the Skorohod representation (cf. [14, Theorem 8.5.4]),
there is a sequence (Z"),en C L®(Q), 57,P) such that £(Z") = y" for n € IN and (Z"),eN
converges IP-a.s. Note that IP(Z, € B) = 1. Let Z° be the pointwise limit of (Z"),cn. As
almost sure convergence implies convergence in distribution, we have £(Z°) = u°. Invoking
the Fatou’s property of p (cf. [37, Theorem 2.1]), we conclude that

liminfo (") = liminfp(Z") > p(Z2%) = o (u). |

Remark 2.7. Apart from Proposition 2.3 and Proposition 2.6, the distributional convex
risk measure also inherits other properties from law invariant convex risk measure.

- By applying the Kusuoka representation on p(Z) := 6(£(Z)), Z € L*(Q, 5, P) (cf. [37,
Theorem 2.1]), there is a convex : P([0,1]) — [0, o] such that

o(p)= sup {J{O HAV@RK(ﬂ)ﬁ(dK) —ﬂt(ﬁ)} (2.6)

neP([0,1])

for any u € P,(IR), where

AV@R, (p) := ;gllg{q + i J}R(z -q) y(dz)}, xk €(0,1] (2.7)
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and
AV@R(p) :=inf{r e R: p((r,0)) = 0}. (2.8)

Note (2.7) follows from the extremal representation of average value-at-risk in [44],
and (2.8) is the essential supremum of a real-valued random variable with distribu-
tion p.

o Let p, ' € Py(R). We say p is dominated by p’ in convex order if for any convex
g:R — R, we have J]Rg(r) p(dr) < fmg(r) p'(dr). It follows immediately from (2.7) and

(2.8) that for x € [0,1], AV@R, is consistent with convex order. Consequently, o is
also cosistent with convex order.

2.4. Distributional dynamic risk measures. In this section, we introduce distribu-
tional dynamic risk measures as a nested composition of distributional convex risk measures.
To achieve this, we consider a distributional convex risk measure oy and a family of distri-
butional convex risk measures (07 )(;,x)eNxx. We make the following standing assumption
throughout the paper.

Assumption 2.8. For any t € N and compact K CIR, (x, ) € XX P(K) = 0 () € (—00,00] is

B(X)® B(P(K))-B(R) measurable and for each t € IN there is a by > 0 such that |o; ,(5¢)| < by for
all x e X.

We refer to Section 7.1 for two examples of oy ,.
Let y € [0,1] be the discount factor. For 3 = (Z;);en, C L*(Q, 57, P), we first define the
finite horizon distributional dynamic risk measure

at,x(PWtTWf), 0<t<T,

Xy
- 2.9
St (3) {GT,X(PZH%T)' t=T, 29

where for 0<t< T
wl=y Xy
P =Zi+y S, r(3)
Fort =0and T € IN, we define

cé’%(g) =0 (ﬁ(zo +y Calﬁ,Xl,T(g)))'

Notably, the x entry in o, provides us with the flexibility of adjusting risk aversion based
on the value of the state process X at that time. This allows for situational adaptation and
varying degrees of risk aversion depending on the circumstances. In Lemma 2.9 below, we

validate the definition in (2.9) for 0 <t < T . The validity of (;5%(3) follows automatically
once Lemma 2.9 is proved. Below, we say (07 x)(,x)eNxx is normalized if o; , is normalized for
each (t,x) € IN x X. Obviously, (0,x)(,xjenxx is normalized if and only if b; = 0 for t € IN.

Lemma 2.9. Let 3= (Z;)ieN, C L(Q,,P) and t, T € N with 0 <t <T. We have (x,w)
gij(g)(w) is B(X) ® %;-B(IR) measurable and ||WtT||oo < ,T:t)/r‘t(bt +1Z,lleo)- Consequently, if
(04x)( x)enxx is normalized, then ||[W/ ||o < X7 " 7HIZ, oo
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Proof. We start by analyzing the measurability of (x,w) > o7 (PZTW/T((;),')). Note that
ZT € [_”ZT”om”ZT”oo]; IP-a.s. Then, bY (21);

P#l e P([~|Z1llw 127l ), P-as. (2.10)

Let us momentarily consider a version of PZrl%r | denoted by FZTWT, such that (2.10) is true
for all w. For this version, in view of the discussion in Section 2.1, we have w — ﬁzﬂ%(w, )
is %r-B(P([-11Z7leos 1Z7ls])) measurable and thus (x, w) aT,X(FZTWT(w,-)) is B(X) ® %r-
B(IR) measurable. Moreover, due to the uniqueness of regular conditional distribution dis-

cussed in Section 2.1, it is true for IP-almost every w that for any x € X, ot , (PZTW/T(a), )) =

O'T,X(FZTW/T(Q), -)). Since .#; contains all the P-negligible sets and .%#; C %r, the measurability

is de facto version independent. The above, together with (2.9), Definition 2.4 (i) and (ii),
implies that

X,
|CT,))/(T,T(3)| <br+lZrlle,  P-as.

Consequently,

W] = |Zra +veTk, 1) < WZrille +y (br +1iZ7l), P2, (211)
Inducting backward with a similar reasoning, we conclude the proof. [ |

The finite horizon distributional dynamic risk measure defined in (2.9) satisfies the time
consistency property below.

Proposition 2.10. Let 0 <s <t < T. Consider 3 = (Z,)peN, 3 = (Z)neN, C L=(Q, 2, P).
P(Z, =2Z)=1forr=s,...t and P(c}) ,1( < ¢} 7(3) x €X) = 1, then P(c])7(3) <
gng(g’), X € X) =1.

Proof. The proof is conceptually straightforward, with the exception of some technical-

ities needed to address the regular conditional distributions. It is sufficient to prove the
case of s =t > 0 as the case of s <t and/or s = 0 can be proved by induction. We fix T

for the remainder of the proof. In view of (2.9), let W, = Z, + (;ﬁLXHI’T(g) and W/ = Z; +
14 CﬁLXwT(g'). Let P e the regular conditional distribution of (W;, W/) given %;.
Since W; < W/, IP-a.s., by (2.9), Definition 2.1 (iii), I]RZ 1(0,00) (w1 —wQ)F(W“Wt)Wt(dwl dw,) =0,
IP-a.s. It follows that

H?(_th%t _Wt/l%t

P (oo, r]) > P ((—oo,r],rEIR): 1, (2.12)

W% =W, W% W% =W Wl . .
where P1% . pe Wil ‘(-xIR) and P . PWeWil% (R x ) are the first and second marginal

. " . s —W|% —W/|7
distribution of PWeWil%  respectively. Note additionally that P 1 and P are respec-
tively the regular conditional distributions of W; and W, given %;. Since regular conditional
distributions are unique up to a IP-negligible set, by (2.12) and Definition 2.4 (ii), we have

n?(gf;fT(g) < c;f;fT(B’), xe X) =T (01,0 (P"1") < 0, (P), x e X) = 1. ]
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In what follows, we define the infinite horizon dynamic risk measure. Consider 3 =
(Zi)ien C L=(Q, 5, P) such that ||3||s := SUP e, |Z¢]loo < c0. Additionally, we assume y €
[0,1) and suppose that (0y ) xenxx is normalized. We note that (0y ) xenxx being nor-
malized is not necessarily required for the construction of infinite horizon dynamic risk
measure, but normalization greatly eases the analysis. We define

Como(3)=1im cor(3) and ¢ (3):= lim ¢, 77(3),  (£x) e NxX. (2.13)

The validity of the definitions in(2.13) are justified in Lemma 2.11 below. For the remainder
of this paper, we default to the B(X)®%;-B(IR) measurable version whenever we engage with

X,
gt,xj,/oo(g)'

Lemma 2.11. Suppose that supp, 1Z¢lloo < 00, ¥ €[0,1) and (01 )t x)enxx is normalized.
For any t € N, we have Il’((c;ng(g))TeN converges for any x € X) =1 and 1]?(|<;f;3’/00(3)| <(1-
V) H3leor X € X) = 1. Moreover, there is a Ef’,zoo(g) such that nv(gf;fm(g) = Ef’,zoo(g), X € X) =1
and (x, w) foyoo(g)(w) is B(X) ® %;-B(R) measurable. Finally, gé’%(g) converges as T — oo
and g’OE,'ZO(g) is finite.

Proof. By Lemma 2.9 and that (0y )sen is normalized, ||WTT”||OO < (1-9)13lle for any

C . o\ gee X, _
(T,r) € N2. By Definition 2.4 (i) (ii), we have ||gT;/(T,T+r(3)||(XJ < (1-9)"Y13lle- Consequently,

)4 Xy )4
Zra = T Bl < 214y 61k (3 S 2t T IRl Pas

By (2.9) and Definition 2.4 (i) (ii), with a similar reasoning as in the proof of Proposition 2.10,
we obtain

X, X, X,
m(gT_Vl,x,T@) TR <6 (3) S 61712 (30 T Rl e x) - 1.

We next proceed by backward induction. Suppose for some t < T, it is true for r € N that

T—-t T-t
IP(ct,ZTG) - I3l <61V () <6 (3)+ - I3l e x) ~1.

Note that
X,
Wtjli-r = Zt—l + ygt’x{/T_'_r(g)
T—(t-1)

l-y

T—(t

Y Y

-1)
= I3, TP-a.s.
Similarly, we have W™ > WT —»T-(=1)(1 —y)71||3]||, P-a.s. Handling the conditional dis-
tributions of WtT_J{r and Wg;l given %;_, with the same technique from the proof of Proposi-
tion 2.10, by Definition 2.4 (i) (ii), we obatin

T—(t-1)

-y

130 = W/, +

X,
<SZiy+ycar(+

T—(t-1)

X, X,
I3 < 67} orir (D < 7 (D + Y Rl xeX)=1.

Xy )4
Pl r(3)- =

t—1,x,T
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Therefore, for any (t,T,r) € IN3 with ¢t < T, we have

T t

(|gth+r(g) gth(3)| ||3||OO,XEX) 1,

and thus

P ((gng(g))TeN converges for any x € X

m ﬂ{|gth+r gth(3)| - ||3”oo!xex}] 1. (2.14)

T>trelN

In view of Lemma 2.9, with similar reasoning as before, we have

{|Ctx T )' = 1— I3Meo x € X}]
T>t

which together with (2.14) implies the boundedness. Regarding the measurability, by (2.14)
and the setting that .#; contains all the [P-neglegible sets, we have

P

c
N = {a) eXxQ: (gf;ZT(g))TeN converges for any x € X} € U.

_X, X, . _X, . _X, X,
We let G, 7(3) := Ly« ¢, op(3) and define T, = limr_,, G, 1(3). Then, lP(gt’Zoo(g) =

_X, . s _X, . . ..
(;t’goo(g), X € X) = 1. Note the convergence in the definition of gt’le/oo is pointwise in (x, w) €
XxQ). This together with Lemma 2.9 and the fact that pointwise convergence preserves mea-

surability (cf. [1, Section 4.6, Lemma 4.29]) implies that Ef’,zoo is B(X)®%;-B(R) measurable.
Finally, the statement for géﬁ”zo(g) follows analogously. [ |

. . X, .. .
To conclude this section, we demonstrate that (gt,x;,/oo)tEINO adheres to a similar recursive
relationship and exhibits the same time consistency as its finite horizon counterpart.

Proposition 2.12. Consider 3 = (Z,)neN, 3’ = (Zy)nen, C L=(Q, 7, P) with ||3le, I3 |leo <
oo. Then,

X, o|g
Il)(gtxyoo(g)zat,x(PWt |Z/r)1xex): 1, (2.15)

where W = Z; + 7/(55;)1/,)(,“,00(3)- Moreover, let s € Ng. If P(Z, =Z)) =1 forr=s,...,t and

X, X, X, X, ,
IP(gtj,m(g) < gtj,m(g’), x€ X) =1, then IP(QS,,ZOO(B) < gs,,Zoo(g ), X € X) =1.
Proof. By (2.14) and the observation that
xe€ X}

mm{|gth+r Cth(g)'
[13Mco xeX}

T>trelN
Tt

N {|<;tmz> crlr(3)| < fy
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we have

(|ctm -3 < LRl xe X (2.16)

p—

~(t+
7/ ||3||oo, P-a.s. (2.17)

0o X,
'Wt - (Zt + Vgt+71/,XH1,T(3))

By combining Definition 2.4 (i) (ii), (2.9) and (2.17), with a similar reasoning as in the proof
of Proposition 2.10, we obtain

, T—(t+1)
.y X,
o0 P71 637143 € L3l x X 1.
This together with (2.16) implies that for any t < T,
|4 X, (1+y)yT-(+1)
11)(|at,x<PWf -l (3)] < %ngnw xeX|=1,

which proves (2.15). The proof for the remaining statement on time consistency can be di-
rectly derived from the arguments used in Proposition 2.10, and is therefore omitted here.l

2.5. Problem formulation. Here, we provide some standing assumptions and remarks
on the key problem that we address: how can the distributional dynamic risk measure be
optimised over actions?

We let W be a subset of (X, A) satisfying (2.2) and P(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 2.13. The family {(Q, 77,P),IF, G, \V} satisfies the conditions below:
(i) there exist & and P such that for any (X,R) € W, X| ~ p and (2.3) holds true for any
t € IN, where & is a probability measure on B(X) and P satisfies
- P(t,x,a,-) is a probability measure on B(X) for any (t,x,a) € 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 Markovian policy p = (71;);eN € 11, there is (X, R) € WV such that (2.5) holds true
forall t € N.

When A is associated with some Markovian policy p € IT via (2.5), we write (X, AF) =
{(Xf,Af)}teIN to emphasize the dependence on p.

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

For T e NU {0}, find (Xi]\n)f\pggoﬁ'%/(@(X, A)), and the optimal policy if exists. (P)
R)ew

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 quantile transform (cf. [40, Theorem 1]). For examples of X and A that are complete
separable metric spaces, we refer to [12].
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For T € IN, it is a finite horizon problem. For T = oo, it is an infinite horizon problem and,

as seen in Section 2.4, the definition of gé’i}o is based on the assumptions that y € [0,1) and
(01,%)(t,x)eNxx is normalized.

Remark 2.14. At times, the choice of discount factor in an infinite horizon can be con-
troversial. One approach to address this is to consider the existence of a Markovian policy
that is optimal for all y € (9,1) for some ¢ € (0,1), which is known as Blackwell optimality
(cf. [11]). In a risk-neutral setting with discrete state and action spaces, Blackwell optimality
does exist. The proof hinges on that the value function uniquely solves an affine equation; see
also [42, Seciont 10.1], [32, Section 3.1]. However, in a risk-averse setting, where the affine
property is often absent, Blackwell optimality can be elusive. Another potentially promising
approach to address uncertainty in the discount factor y involves considering the limit of

gi’Zo(@(x,z.\)) as ¥y — 1. In the risk-neutral setting with discrete state and action spaces, it
has been shown that this limit while scaled properly coincides with average optimality (cf.
[42, Corollary 8.2.5], [26]). However, the equivalence of this limit in current context remains
unclear.

In what follows, we fix ¥ € [0,1] for finite horizon problems and y € [0,1) for infinite

horizon problems. The variable y will subsequently be omitted from the notation gf%/
In addition to Assumption 2.13, we invoke further technical assumptions for the deriva-
tion of the DPP to be rigorous.

Assumption 2.15. The following is true for any t € 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"* = x° and lim,_, o, a"* = a°, we have

lim [ FOIP( ) = [ PO xady), f€CX)

n—oo

(ii) Uyex At(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 3 x such that z € Ux implies A;(z) C Up;

(iii) for any compact K C R, (u")en C Py(K) converging weakly to u° € P(K) and (x"),en € X
that converges to x° € X, we have liminf,_, ., opxn(p") > at,xo(,uo);

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

Note Assumption 2.15 (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 2.16. The preceding assumptions do not lead to any contradiction. Indeed, sev-
eral earlier assumptions can be derived from Assumption 2.15. Specifically, according to
Assumption 2.15 (i), by Assumption 2.15 (i), (x,a) = P(t,x,4, -) is B(X)® B(A)-B(E) measur-
able. Combining this with Lemma B.5 ensures that any probability measure P that satisfies
Assumption 2.15 (i) also meets the conditions on P as stated in Assumption 2.13 (i). In
our current framework where the input space X is equipped with B(X), the upper hemi-
continuity in Assumption 2.15 (ii) implies weak measurability, as delineated in [1, Section
17.2, Lemma 17.4 and Section 18.1, Lemma 18.2]. Finally, Assumption 2.15 (iii) implies the
measurability in Assumption 2.8 as {(x, ) € X x Px(p) : 01 () > c} is closed for any c € R.
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3. Auxiliaries. Temporarily, let us restrict our attention to Markovian policies p and in-
vestigate the finite horizon (;f;T((E(X'J,]\p)) introduced in (2.9). The Markovian nature of

the controlled process provides a way to express gf;T((E(X'J,]\p)) as composition of opera-
tors, which in turn facilitates the derivation of a DPP. The various operators involved are
introduced below.

For t = 0 we define a functional Hy : £*°(X, B(X)) —» R as

H()V 22(70(138/), (31)

where 176’ is the distribution of yv(Y)and Y ~ &;. For t e N and A € A, we define an operator
G 02(X, B(X)) = £=(X, B(X)) as

Glo(x):= at,x(i{?m), (3.2)

where P?,/x,/\ is the distribution of C;(x,A,Y)+yv(Y),and A~ A and Y ~ fAP(t, x,a,-)A(da).
More precisely,

B, \(B) = f/A fx 15(Ci(x,a,9) + yv(v)) P(t,x,a,dy) Mda), B e B(R). (3.3)

Although Hj and G} depend on y through (3.3), as y is fixed we omit  from the notation
of Hy and G;\. Furthermore, for t € N and p € I'l, we define an operator Hf (X, B(X)) —
{%(X, B(X)) as

Hv(x) := G (x). (3.4)

We first delve into the fundamental properties of the operators introduced previously.
Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 3.2 collectively confirm the range of G; and H!, as specified in their
respective definitions.

Lemma 3.1. The following is true for any (t, 1) € IN x A:
(a) Suppose Assumption 2.15 (iv) holds. If v',v? € £2(X, B(X)) and v! < v?, then G}v! <
G;\vz. Moreover, if 0, , is normalized for x € X, then G;\v(x) € [—b —YVlloer &+ YIIV]loo ]
(b) For any a € R and v € £=(X, B(X)), we have GMa+v) =a+ Glv.
Properties for Hy hold analogously.
Proof. These are immediate consequences of Definition 2.4. [

Lemma 3.2. Suppose Assumption 2.15 (i) (iii) (iv) holds. For any v € £*°(X, B(X)), the map-
ping (x, A) — G;‘v(x) is B(X)®E&(A)-B(R) measurable. Consequently, the mapping x — va(x) is
B(X)-B(R) measurable.

Proof. Let ¢ =b+||v||e. Let B € B([—c,c]). Next, by Lemma B.3 we have

(x,a) > L( 15(Ci(x,a,9) +v(y)) P(t,x,a,dy)



16 CHENG & JAIMUNGAL

is B(X) x B(A)-B(R) measurable. By Lemma B.5 (where we set f((x,1),a) = fx ]lB(Ct(x, a,y)+
v(y)) P(t,x,a,dy) and M(x, 1) = 1),

(x,A) > JA Jx ]lB(Ct(x, a,9)+ v(y))P(t, x,a,dy)A(da)

is B(X) ® B(A)-B(R) measurable. Thus, (x, 1) — Pvt’,’x’/\ is B(X)® B(A)-B(P([-c,c])) measur-
able. Then, by the monotone class theorem (cf. [13, Theorem 1.9.3 (ii)]), (x, 1) — (x, IAD;”’X,/\) is
B(X)® B(A)-B(X)® B(P([—c,c])) measurable. The first claim of the theorem then follows as
compositions of measurable functions are measurable (cf. [1, Section 4.5, Lemma 4.22]). The
second statement follows analogously. [ |

Next, we reformulate the finite horizon distributional dynamic risk measures as compo-
sitions of H operators. Let O(x) := 0 for x € X.

Lemma 3.3. Under Assumption 2.15 (iii) (iv), for any 0 <t < T < oo,
Cf;(hT(O:(Xp,],\D)) - Hf 0.0 H;O(Xf), P-as.,
and
Cg,pT(@(Xpr}\p)) =HyoH] o---0 H7O.

. . . =0
Proof. It is straightforward to verify that PT,X%,nT(Xg)

of CT(X;,ADT,X;H) given %r. By (2.9) and (3.4), we have

is a regular conditional distribution

xP PR = © _ P p B
gT,Xf,T(O:(X A ))—GT,X;(PTrX;’nT(X;))_HTO(XT), P—as.

P

Note that Pf;? (X ) is the regular conditional distribution of CT_l(X;_l,ApT_l,X;) +
rAT_1tT-1 T-1

Y g?xf’T(Q(Xp,l\”)) given %r_1. By (2.9) and (3.4) again, we have

¥ _ H7 O P p p
ok, r(CEEAR)) = "T—LXH(PT_TLX;,I,HT,I (X;,n) —H)_ oHYO(Xh ), P-as.

Proceeding by induction backwards, we conclude the proof. [ |

Below, we show that the mapping (x, 1) — G{v(x) inherits the lower semi-continuity
property from v.

Lemma 3.4. Let (x"),en € X and (A"),en C A converge to x° € X and A° € A, respectively.
Under Assumption 2.15 (i) (iii) (iv), if v € £%°(X, B(X)) is lower semi-continuous, then

liminf G} v(x") > G v(x0).

n—oo

Proof. We proceed by contradiction. Suppose liminf,_,., G} v(x") < G;‘Ov(xo). By defini-
tion (see (3.2)), we have

liminfoy wn (f’;’fx,l,/\,l) < 0 50 (szo,/\o ) (3.5)

n—-oo
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Next, there exists a subsequence (x"),c such that

lim o; .7 (P” ):liminfa n(Fv )
tx \ L e Ank NG on \ L o g

k—o0

To ease the notation, without loss of generality, we assume (O't,xn (th,jxn, /\,l))keN converges.

Next, let ¢ = b+ ||v||, and note that support enan € [—c,c] for n € N due to Assumption 2.15
(iv). Thus, by the Prokhorov theorem (cf. [1, Section 15.6, Theorem 15.22]), (Pt . ,\n)neIN has

a weakly converging subsequence. Thus, w1thout loss of generality, we assume (P o AN

converges weakly and denote its limit by P By Lemma B.4 (f) and the fact that a CDF has
at most countably many points of discontinuity, we have

n—-oo

{r ER: lim B, .((r,00)) = ﬁo((r,oo))} is dense in R. (3.6)

Moreover, note that (x,a,p) — ]l(rloo)(Ct(x, a,y)+ yv(y)) is lower semicontinuous. In view of
Assumption 2.15 (i), applying Lemma B.6 repeatedly, we obtain

llmlantx,, (1,00 _hmlan J (r,00) Ct x",a, y)+yv(y)) (t,x",a,dy)A" (da)

n—-o0 n—-o0

ff o) (Co(x,,9) + y0(3))P(1, 5", 0, d9)A(da)
B l(r,00) (3.7)

Therefore, limsup,,_, F;,}x",/\n(( ,r]) < P” w0 0((= —oo,r]) for r € R. This together with (3.6)
and the right contintuity of CDF 1mphes

P'((~o0,]) < BV ol(—co,7]), rER

It follows from Assumption 2.15 (iii) and Definition 2.4 (ii) that

—0
v
hgr_l)g)lfcrt . (Pt,xny/\n) 2> O 50 (P ) 20y XO(Pt x9, Pk

which contradicts (3.5). |

Next, we introduce a contraction property below. This contraction property will prove
useful when we establish the infinite horizon DPP in Section 5.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose Assumption 2.15 (iv) holds. For any t € N, A € A and v!,v? € £°(X
B(X)), we have

||GtA - Gtsz”(XJ <yIv! =12
and

|H01/1 —H()'l/zl < 7/”1/1 —Vzlloo.
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Proof. Note that v! —|[v! —v?||, <v? <v! +|v! = v?||. In view of (3.3), for any r € R, we
have

L ||l =22 ~ 2 1,12
By (o0, 7)) 2 B (=00, 1)) 2 B Y T (o0, 1))

The above together with Definition 2.4 (ii) implies that

1|11 _2 —
L | A [ 2
Ot,x (Pt,x,/\ = Ot,x (Pt,x,/\

14! —0?||,,
<o), rex

It follows from Definition 2.4 (i) and (3.3) that

D! 1 2 D2 D! 1 2
at,x(Pt’fx’/\)—yllv —v ”ooSat,x(P:x,,\)Sat,x(ngjxl,\)"'V”v 0, x€X

Hence, recalling the definition of G} from (3.2). , this proves the inequality with G;. The
inequality with H can be proved analogously. [ |

4. Finite horizon dynamic programming principle. To obtain our main result concern-
ing the finite horizon DPP, we require proving regularity of its various components. To do
so, we introduce some new notations and some technical lemmas.

For Te Nandte€{0,1,..., T} we use a recursion to define the value functions as follows

o, t>T,
Tir=13_ 1, (4.1)
HiJpy,rr t<T,

and ]g,T = Hoflp,T- Note that, by Lemma 3.2, the mapping x — va(x) is B(X)-B(IR) measur-
able. As a direct consequence of Lemma 3.3, we have the following relationship between the
distributional dynamic risk measure and the value functions:

Cor(CELAN) =], and ¢y p(CXP,A") =] 1(X]),  P-as,t,TEN,t<T. (42)

We next define the risk-averse version of a Bellman operator, denoted S;, which acts on v €
(X, B(X)), as

S;w(x):= inf Glv(x)= inf Ut,x(i)zjx,,\): t e IN. (4.3)

Aed;(x) Aed;(x)

For t,T € N, we define

O, t>T
];T = § (4.4)
Slinr t<T

and Jj 7 := HoJ{ 7. For definition (4.4) to be well defined, we must investigate the measura-
bility of J{,; r (boundedness is obvious from Lemma 3.1 (a)). The lemma below resolves this
issue by establishing its lower semicontinuity.

Lemma 4.1. Under Assumption 2.15, for any t,T € N with t <T, x + J; 1(x) is lower semi-
continuous on X.
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Proof. Due to Assumption 2.15 (i) and Prokhorov theorem (cf. [1, Section 15.6, Theorem
15.22]), @4(x) is compact. If t = T, then J{ = 5,0 by (4.4), and the lower semi-continuity in
x € X follows from Assumption 2.15 (ii), Lemma 3.4, and Lemma B.7. We induce backward
fort<T. As ];,T = St];+1,T' invoking Assumption 2.15 (ii), Lemma 3.4, and Lemma B.7 again,
we conclude the proof. [ |

Below we present one of our main results — a finite horizon DPP.

Theorem 4.2. Let y € [0,1] and T € N. Under Assumption 2.15, the following is true.
(a) For any t € {0,..., T} and x € X, argmin/\e@t(x) G;\];‘,T(x) is not empty and closed, and
there is a measurable 1t; : (X, B(X)) — (A, E(A)) such that

m;(x) €argmin G}, (), x€X. (4.5)

Ae@;(x)

(b) Foryp* = (”:)te{o,...,T} satisfying (4.5) forall t €{0,..., T}, we have]ij = ];T = ianeH]ETfor
0<t<T,and ]ng =Jo,r = infp, pejew paoﬁjpT(@(Xp, AP)), i.e., p* is the optimal Markovian
policy.

Proof. (a) We fix t € IN for the rest of the proof. By Lemma 3.4 and Lemma 4.1, (x,A) —
G;‘];‘H’T(x) is lower semi-continuous. Due to Assumption 2.15 (ii), @;(x) is compact. It fol-
lows that for x € X, argmin ., G;\];LT(x) is not empty and closed. We claim that the
lower semi-continuity of (x, 1) —> G;\]t*ﬂ’T(x) implies that for any closed F C |, cx @(x),

Bp:= {x €X: argmin G;\];LT(X) NF= 0} € B(X),

Ae@;(x)

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

* : A7*
Br ={x € X Jj (0 =min GiJ7,, (),

where x — min,cp G;\];-l r(x) is well defined and lower semi-continuous in x € X due to
Lemma 3.4, Lemma 4.1, Lemma B.7 and the fact that F C | J,x @;(x) is compact and upper
hemi-continuous. By Lemma 5.4 again that J; ;- is lower semi-continuous, we yield that both

min cp G;\]:H,T and J; 7 are B(X)-B(IR) measurable. Consequently, Br € B(X). Recall 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 measurable selection theorem (cf.
[1, Section 18.3, Theorem 18.13]), the set-valued function x — argmin ., ) G;\];LT(x) has
a B(X) — B(A) measurable selector. In view of Lemma B.5, such a selector is also B(X)-E(A)
measurable.

(b) Combining Lemma 3.1 (a) with (4.1) and (4.4), we obatin J; 7(x) < ]E,T(x) forany t < T,
x € X and p € I1. It follows from induction that, regardless of p,

Jor <Jor =cor(CE,AY),
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where we use (3.3) to obtain the second equality. Next, by (4.4) and statement (a) we have
Jor =St = G?t(X)]:H,T(x) = Hf Jte1,r(%)-

Inducing backward from t = T, in view of (4.1), we have J{ 1 = Hf 0-+0 H;*O = ]ij and
Jo,r =Hoo Hf 00 H;*O = Jo,r- Finally, by Lemma 3.3, we conclude the proof. |

As the last result in this section, we argue that p* introduced in Theorem 4.2 (b) is no
worse that any other history-dependent policy.

Proposition 4.3. Let y € [0,1] and T € N. Under Assumption 2.15, we have

(Xﬂ,iz.\nﬂljew o (T, AR) < o p(C(ER)) forany (X,R) €W,

Proof. Fix (X,A,C) € W for the remainder of the proof. For t € N, let PA% be the regular
version of IP(A; € -|%;). It is straightforward to verify that

J f 1.(Cr(Xr,a,))P(T, X1,a,dy) PAT1%7 (da)
A IX

1S a regular version o &1, A, X141) € [T ). 1S together wit .9) 1mplies that
i gul ion of P(C,(Xr,Ar, X |%r ). This together with (2.9) implies th

oF  p(C(ER) = o7,x (JA L{ 1(Cr(Xr,a,9))P(T, X1, dy) PA11%1 (da) )
Due to the definition of W in Section 2.5, we have that
PAT(B) o gy () = J La,(x,)(a) PAT#(da) = 1, P -as.
A

(we also use [1, Section 18.1, Theorem 18.6] for the joint measurability of 1 4 () (a) as a
function of (x,a)). It follows from (3.2) and (4.4) that O-%,XT,T((E(X’]'\)) > J1 r(X7), P-a.s. We
next proceed to pull back the time index by induction. Suppose for some ¢ € {1,..., T -1}, we
have Cfﬂ,XHl,T(@(X’]’\)) > J{.1 7(Xt41), P-a.s. Then, by (2.9) and a similar reasoning leading
to Proposition 2.10, we obatin

Xy g * J
Cfxt,T(G(X, A)) = 014 ( pCXeAu Xty ¢ x,, () %) >0y, ( PCXuAL X YTy r (Xee % ) P-a.s.

Note that
JA L{ 1L(Ci(Xp,a,9) + )1, (@)P(t, Xy 4, dy) P41% (da)

is a regular version of pC XA Xyl 1 (Xl By the fact that PAfo(B)lB:A,(Xt) =1, P-as,,
(3.2) and (4.4) again, we have ngUT((E(X,l\)) > J{ r(X;), P-a.s. As a result of the induction

above, ngIYT(Q(X,I\)) > Ji r(X1), P-a.s. With similar reasoning, we obtain géT((L’(X,]\)) >
Jo,r- Finally, invoking Theorem 4.2 (b) completes the proof. [ |
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5. Infinite horizon dynamic programming principle. As discussed in Section 2.4, we
make the additional assumptions that y € [0,1) and (0} y) ¢ x)enxx is normalized to allow the

infinite horizon object gfx,oo to be well defined. We adhere to these assumptions throughout
this section. Recall that (07 ) (;,x)enxx is normalized if o, is normalized for (f,x) € N x X.

To establish an infinite horizon DPP for (P), we first study the value functions associated
with a Markovian policy p. Recall the definitions of Gt,H;J and J{ ; from (3.2), (3.4), and (4.4),
respectively. We justify the definition of

Joeo = Hm Jgr and Ji(x):= lim JPr(x), xeX (5.1)

in Lemma 5.1 below, which in term reveals the relationship between ]f’oo and ]f+l,oo' More-
over, Lemma 5.1 together with Lemma 2.11 implies that

0T CEL AP =T, and oy (T, A7) =] (X]), P-as,teNN. (5.2)

Lemma 5.1. Suppose that y € [0,1) and (0y),xenxx is normalized. Under Assumption

2.15 (iv), for any p € I, we have (IS,T)TE]N converges and (]ET)Te{t,HL...} converges uniformly for
t € IN. Moreover,

HJ! . teN,
]Em = Thm ]f,T = ; (5.3)
—c0 Ho} ., t=0.

p
Lastly, sup, e I} solloo < %

Proof. Let r € N. First, by Assumption 2.15 (iv) and Lemma 3.1 (a), we have

O(X) — GRT”(X)O(X) c [—b, b], xe X,

T+r

Hlf'

T+r

ie., |[HY. Ollo <b. Then, by Assumption 2.15 (iv) and Lemma 3.1 (a),

T+r

oH’

T+r

HIJ

oo HY,, 000 = Gl o HY O(x) €[-b—yb, b+ yb),

T+r

Le., ||H§“+r—1 ° H;’+r

Then, by Lemma 3.5 we obtain

Olleo < b+ yb. By induction, we have ||H;Jrl o-oH Olle<(1- y)~1b.

T+r

|H';~O(QC)—H¥0~~0Hp

T+r

0| =[50 - G5 o HE, -0 HY,, O

T+r
<ylO-H}, 0--0H}, Olls

T+r
)4

<—b =xeX
L-y
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which implies that ”H;O - H; 0--0 H;HO”oo < %b. Inducing backward with Lemma 3.5,

we obtain that

|Hf o0 HLO-Hf o---0 Hf. o H}.,,O||

T+r

<

Gy o Hf,y 0--0 HLO(x) - G o HY, 00 Hj

T+r

O(x I

T-t
o||oo < I/_yb.

<y||HE oo HEOM) - G o B,y 0o ]

T+r

b
Ty
Lastly, we prove (5.3). For this, consider t € IN. In view of (4.1), Lemma 3.5 and the
uniform convergence proved above, we have

p PP p p p prp PP PP
”]t,oo _Ht ]t+l,oo||00 < ”]t,oo _]t,T”(xu + ”]t,T - Ht ]H_],T”oo + ”Ht ]t+1,T _Ht ]t+1,00||oo

<(1+YWieo=Trrlleo ——0.

The above proves that ( ]E r)Ten converges uniformly. It also proves that sup, || ]E ol <

This proves the case of t € N in (5.3). The case of t = 0 can be proved similarly. [ |

Next, we introduce below a proposition regarding the value of a Markovian policy p.
First, let £*°(IN; X, B(X)) be the set of v = (v;);cn such that v, : (X, B(R)) — (IR, B(R)) for t € N
and |[u]|o = sup,cn [1Vlleo < 0. For v e £%(IN; X, B(X)), we define v := (vatH)teN. We then
have the following.

Proposition 5.2. Suppose that y € [0,1) and (0 x)(t,x)eNxx s normalized. Under Assump-
tion 2.15 (iv), for any Markovian policy p € I'l, 5 is a y-contraction mapping on €*°(IN;X, B(X)).
Moreover, (]f,oo)tEN is the unique fixed point of HP.

Proof. In view of Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 3.2, H” indeed maps from {*(IN;X, B(X)) to
{*(N; X, B(X)), and it is a y-contraction due to Lemma 3.5. As pointwise convergence pre-
serves measurability (cf. [1, Section 4.6, Lemma 4.29]), by combining Lemma 3.2 with the
convergence and the bound established in Lemma 5.1, we have (]Eoo)teN e (®(IN; X, B(X)). It
follows from (5.3) that (]Em)teN is a fixed point of H”. [ |

To establish the infinite horizon DPP, we define the infinite horizon version of the optimal
value function as

Jo,00 = TIEISOIS’T' and J; (x):= T“B;JZT(’C)' xeX,teN. (5.4)

The definition is justified by the following lemma.

Lemma 5.3. Suppose that y € [0,1) and (0y ) xenxx is normalized. Under Assumption
]200”00 < % More-

2.15, for any t € IN, the sequence (J{ 1)7>; converges uniformly and sup,

over, (Jo r)Ten converges and J, . < %
Proof. Fix t € N for the remainder of this proof. First, we show that for any t < T,
. b
Jir |OO < (5.5)

1-y
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To this end, observe that ”]*T—LTHOO < b because ||G’T\_1 Ollss < b due to Assumption 2.15 (iv)

G%—ZI}—LT”oo <b+yb
and thus ||]}—2;T||oo < b+ yb. Then, (5.5) follows by induction. Next, note for any t < T, by
Lemma 3.5,

and Lemma 3.1 (a). By Assumption 2.15 (iv) and Lemma 3.1 (a) again,

G;\]:+1,T+r(x)

]:+1,T _]:+1,T+r||oo' (5-6)

Jir () =Tz 0] = | inf, |

< ill/[z |G?];+1,T(x) - G;\]:+1,T+r(x)| 4
€

GJiyr(0) = inf
t

In view of (4.4), (5.5) and (5.6) together imply /{1t —Ji 1, llo < % for t = T. Pulling t
backward with (5.6), we obtain

7/T—tb
-y’

Iir () =I5 0| < ¥ Vierr =Tt rer |y <77 W5 2 (0 = T 1 () lloo <

The above proves the uniform convergence of (J; )r>;. By combining the uniform conver-

gence with (5.5), we have that ||] 200”00 < %. The proof for J; ., follows similarly. [ |

The following lower semi-continuity of J; , is an immediate consequence of Lemma 4.1
and Lemma 5.3.

Lemma 5.4. Suppose that y € [0,1) and (0y ) xenxx is normalized. Under Assumption
2.15, for any t € N, x = J{ (x) is lower semi-continuous on X.

We are now in position to present the DPP for the infinite horizon optimization in (P).
We recall the definition of S; from (4.3).

Theorem 5.5. Suppose that y € [0,1) and (0 x)(tx)eNxx is normalized. Under Assumption
2.15, the following is true.
(a) Jico)ten satisfies Ji o, = SiJf,1 o for t € N. Moreover, for (J{ o)ten € €°(N;X, B(X))
Satisfying I} o, = Sl 1 er we have (]} oo )ien = (T oo )ten
(b) For t € N and x € X, argmin ., GtA]t*+LOO(x) is not empty and closed, and there is a
measurable 1t} : (X, B(X)) — (A, E(A)) such that

7;(x) €argmin G5, | (%), xeX. (5.7)
Ae@;(x) ’

(c) For p* = (7})sen satisfying (5.7) for all t € IN, we have ]foo =Jieo = infpenjgm for t € N,
and J§, . = HoJ; ., = infis anjew Pfoo (C(XP, AP)).
Proof. (a) First, observe that by (4.4), Lemma 5.3 and (5.8), we have

Tieo=Tizll + 0+ |StT5nr = SeTis1 0l . = 0.

© Toeo

]:,oo - Si‘];‘eﬂ,oo”Oo <
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The same is true for (J{ );en- Next, by Lemma 3.5, we have

Tt o) =T o) = |STFi100(%) = STl e100®)| = | inf G}y oo(x)— inf G/ (%)

e, (x) Ae@y(x)

<sup |G} 00(¥) = G111 oo(X)]
AeA
<Y Wit Jistooller  YHx)eINXX, (5.8)

Therefore,

Sup|lff co =Tt colloo < ¥sUP i1 00 = Jis1 00l < ¥ SUPITE co = J1 colloo XA (5.9)
telN telN telN

We note that sup;c I/} oo =/ eolloo < 00 due to Lemma 5.3 and the hypothesis that (J; ,)en €
£*(IN; X, B(X)). This together with (5.9) implies sup, e II/7 o = J7 collo = 0. The proof of state-
ment (a) is complete.

(b) By Lemma 3.4 and Lemma 5.4, (x,A) — G;\];H(x) is lower semi-continuous. The
remainder of the proof follows the same reasoning as in the proof of Theorem 4.2 (a).

(c) By Lemma 3.1 (a), (4.1) and (4.4), we obtain J} 7(x) < ]ET(x) forany t < T, x € Xand
p € I1. Then, by Lemma 5.1 and Lemma 5.3, we have J; (x) < ]Eoo(x) forany t € N, x € X and
p € Il. On the other hand, note that by (a) and (b) we have

Tioo= STt = G ().

It follows from Proposition 5.2 that ]foo = Ji  for t € N. Consequently, we have that ]foo
Jt oo = infyery ]Eoo for t € IN. Finally, this together with (3.1), (5.2) and (5.3) implies ]gjoo
HoJ} oo = infyert 05,00 (C(XP, R?)). O

Remark 5.6. When the transition kernel P, the action domain A;, and the family of prob-
ability measures M; are constant in t € N, it follows immediately from (4.3) and (4.4) that

S; is constant in ¢t € IN and Jir =Tt forte Nand T > T. Thus, by Lemma 5.3, J{ is also
constant in t. The stationary versions of Theorem 5.5 following immediately.

To conclude this section, we argue that the Markovian p* introduced in Theorem 5.5 (b)
is also optimal among all history-dependent policies.

Proposition 5.7. Suppose that y € [0,1) and (0} )t xjeNxx s normalized. Under Assump-
tion 2.15, for any (X, R, C) € W we have that

inf XxP p’ 1°)) < X JA)).
Lnt Y (€A < (e R)

Proof. Fix (X,A,C) € ¥ for the remainder of the proof. In view of Theorem 5.5 (¢), it
is sufficient to prove that Jj < gg,oo(('l(f,f\)). For this, note that by Theorem 4.2 (b) and
Proposition 4.3, J§ r < gg,T(Q(X,I\)). In view of Lemma 2.11 and Lemma 5.3, letting T — oo,
we conclude the proof. [ |
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6. Optimality of deterministic Markovian action. As a final key result, we provide a
sufficient condition such that the optimal policies are deterministic mappings of state to ac-
tion. The crux of this result is quite straightforward: if o, , penalizes uncertainty from mix-
tures®, then deterministic actions may potentially reach the optimal outcome. For instance,
when oy, stems from spectral risk measures, the conditions of Proposition 6.1 are satisfied
and the optimal policies are deterministic. For further details, we refer to Remark 7.2.

Proposition 6.1. Let t € IN. Suppose Assumption 2.15 holds and

0t,(Op1 + (1= O)pz) 2 minfoy (1), 01 (p2)},  x€X,

for any py, pp € Py(R) and 6 € [0,1]. Then, for any T € IN with T > t, there is nf (X B(X)) —

(A, E(A)) such that 0(x) is a Dirac measure for all x € X and

nf(x) € argmin GtA];LT(x).
Aed,(x)

If in addition, y € (0,1) and that (0 )t xewxx is normalized, then the above statements hold for
T = oo.

Proof. We present the proof for the case of T < o0, as proof for the case of T = oo follows
along the same reasoning. To begin, note that, by (3.2),
O +(1-0)2

Gy v(x) = Gt;X(Pti/x,G/\ﬁ(l—G)/\z) = Gt,X(GPfx,AI +(1-0) fo,az)

> min{at,x (Iﬂ);’,’x’/\1 ),at,x (Pg}’x’/\z)} = min{G{‘lv(x), G;‘zv(x)}. (6.1)

for any v € £°(X, B(X)), A}, 1> € A and 6 € (0,1).
It is sufficient to show that for any x € X the set

D(x) = {a € A(x) : G{Jr p(x) = min

G;\]:H,T(x)}
@4(x)

is not empty and closed. Once we demonstrate this, we can apply an argument similar to
that used in the proof of Theorem 4.2 (a) to affirm the existence of nf.
Let A* € argmin ), G;\];Lm(x). For A € B(A), with the convention that § = 0, we
define
. AApn:)
A= A
k

and claim that

{/\*A, /\ch}ﬂargmin G;\];LT(x) z 0. (6.2)

Ae@;(x)

>Indeed, the mixture Opu1 + (1 — @)y, arguably possesses a higher degree of uncertainty than one of yj or ys.
This can be intuitively understood by considering that Oy + (1 —6)u; corresponds to the probability of drawing
from either yj or yj, determined by the toss of a coin biased by the factor 6.
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To see this, we note that if A% =1 or A, = 1, we must have either A* = 17 or A* = 17, and
(6.2) follows immediately. If none of /\2 =1 and /\25 =1 is true, then /\*A and /\25 are bona
fide probabilities, and A* = A*(A) A%, + A*(A) A’).. This together with (6.1) proves (6.2).

Since A;(x) is compact (due to Assumption 2.15 (ii)) thus totally bounded (cf. [1, Section
3.7, Theorem 3.28]), i.e., for any € > 0 there exist finitely many e-open balls that covers
A;(x). For € >0, we consider n, € IN and a partition (Ai)z;l of A;(x) such that the radius of
Aj is no greater than e. Invoking (6.2) repeatedly, there is k = 1,...,n, such that )\Zi attains
the optimal. Consequently, for any m € N, there is a” € A;(x) and A" € @;(x) such that
support A" C A;(x) ﬂﬁi(am) and A™ € argmin . G;\]:+1,T(x)' where E%(am) is the closed
%—ball centered at a”. As A;(x) is compact, without loss of generality, we assume (a™),,en
converges and set a° := lim,,_,.,a™. Let f € C,(A) and note f is uniformly continuous on
A;(x). Then, we have

f(a)A™(da)~ f(a)
J,

f  F@A"(da)- f(a)
A (x)NB 1 (a™)

< sup |f (@)= £(a°)]
B

ac A, (x)NB 1 (a™)

< sup If(@)- f@™l+If (") - f(a®)—=0,
B

ac A, (x)NB 1 (a™) e

1
7

7

3

L
7

i.e., (A™),;en converges to 0,0 weakly. By Lemma 3.4 and Lemma 5.4, we obtain

. AT* . . AM 1 S0 .
min G¢J x) = liminfG x)> G X
Aew,(x) ! t+1’T( ) Mm—sco © ]f+1;T( ) t ]t+1,T( ),

and thus 6,0 € D(x). Along with the fact that (5,)sen converges weakly if (a)sepn € A con-
verges, the closedness of D(x) follows from Lemma 3.4 and Lemma 5.4 again. [ |

7. Examples. In this section, we present several examples that illustrate the application
of the theory developed in the previous sections. In Section 7.1, we discuss a few possible
choices for oy , and verify the technical assumptions required for the DPP to be applicable.
Subsequently, in Section 7.2, we provide a finite horizon example focusing on optimal liqui-
dation with limit order books. Finally, an infinite horizon example on autonomous driving
is presented in Section 7.3.

7.1. Examples of o, ,. Below we present two examples of o; .. The first one is essentially
the distributional version of entropic risk measure. The second one draws inspiration from
Kusuoka representation for convex risk measure (cf. [37, Theorem 2.1]).

7.1.1. Entropic risk measure. Consider 7 : IN x X — (0,00) and suppose that for t € N,
T(t,-) is continuous. For (¢, x) € N x X, we define

E - 1
O-t,x(.u) i ’c(t,x)

logLeXp (t(tx)) p(dy),  pePyR). (7.1)
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This may be interpreted as an entropic risk measure where the risk-aversion parameter ©
varies with time and state. The verification that afx with an arbitrarily fixed (f,x) e N x X
adheres to Definition 2.4 can be established by drawing from the argument that demon-
strates the conventional entropic risk measure as a convex risk measure (cf. [48, Example
6.20]). To verify Assumption 2.15 (c), let (x"),en € X converge to x° € X and (¢"),en € Py (K)
converge to u° € P,(K), where K C R is compact. Note that lim,_., 7(t,x")~! = 7(t,x%)7L.
Moreover, since (x,v) — exp ( — T(t,x)y) is continuous on K, by Lemma B.6 we have

liminfLexp( —7(t,x")y)p"(dy) = 1iminfLexp( - T(t,x”)y)y”(dy)

n—00 n—-o0

> [ exp(=rlex )ty = [ exp(~ ety

By combining the above, we have verified Assumption 2.15 (c). Finally, we note that Gfx is
normalized.

Remark 7.1. It follows from the concavity of log that for any 6 € (0,1) and py, u; € P(R),
Oi(Op1 + (1 =0)p2) 2 00 (1) + (1= 0)op(p2).

Considering (3.2), this inequality shows that utilizing entropic risk measures, afx, promotes
randomized actions as optimizers.

7.1.2. Kusuoka-type risk measure. Inspired by the Kusuoka representation of law in-
variant convex risk measure (cf. [37, Theorem 2.1]), we introduce the following Kusuoka-
type distributional convex risk measure, where the set of spectral risk measures are allowed
to vary with state.

Let P([0, 1]) be the set of probability measures on 5([0, 1]), endowed with the weak topol-
ogy. For t € N, we let M, : (X, B(X)) — 2M be non-empty, closed-valued, and weakly measur-
able, that is, {x € X : M;(x) N U = 0} € B(X) for any open U C M. Suppose M, is lower hemi-
continuous®, that is, at any x € X for every open Up; C M such that Up; N M,(x) = 0 there is
an open Ux C X such that z € Ux implies Up; N M;(z) = 0. Moreover, let g, . : (M, B(M)) — R
and assume that (x,#) — B, (#) is lower semi-continuous. For (¢,x) € N x X, we define

or(u):= sup {J AV@RK(ﬂ)n(dK)—ﬁt,x(n)}, 1€ Py(R). (7.2)
neMy(x) (J[0,1]

Note that Gt{(x is normalized if and only if sup ¢y, {-B(1)} = 0. Using the properties of
AV@R (cf. [48, Section 6.2.4]), it is straightforward to check that, for (¢,x) € N x A arbitrarily
fix, 0}, satisfies Definition 2.4. We use Lemma B.8 to verify Assumption 2.15 (iii). To this
end let K C R be compact and consider

f((x,p),x) = AV@R(p), and ¢(x, pu) = M(x),

6By [1, Section 17.2, Lemma 17.5 and Section 18.1, Lemma 18.2]), the lower hemi-continuity of M; implies
weak measurability.
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for (x, u, k) € XxP(K)x[0,1]. Note that f is constant in x. Additionally, ¢ is constant in y, thus
lower hemi-continuous. By Proposition 2.6 and Fatou’s lemma, (x, ) — f((x, u), x) is lower
semi-continuous for any « € [0,1]. By Lemma B.1, for any y € Py(R), k > AV@R () is non-
increasing and continuous on [0, 1], thus x — f((x, #), ) is non-increasing and continuous on
[0,1] for any (x, #) € X x P(K). By invoking Lemma B.8, we confirm that atlfx defined in (7.2)
Assumption 2.15 (iii).

In view of (7.2), when M;(x) is a singleton, afx represents the distributional version of
spectral risk measure (cf. [48, Section 6.3.4]). We refer to [34] for relationship between spec-
tral risk measures and distortion risk measures. From a constructive perspective, one moti-
vation for considering a non-singleton M;(x) is to incorporate robustness into the evaluation
criteria. Indeed, in many cases, while a risk averse performance criterion is a desirable, it is
not certain what specific form of risk aversion to employ, for examples, 0.8E + 0.2 AV@R g
vs AV@R( 5. The Kusuoka-type risk measure provide a venue to address this issue by robus-
tifying the measure and selecting the worse outcome.

Remark 7.2. In this remark, we provide some discussions on the impact of M;(x) on op-
timal actions.
e We claim that if M, is a singleton, then a deterministic Markovian action at time ¢
may attain the optimal. In view of Proposition 5.7, the following observations are
sufficient. Note that for any « € (0,1], pq, pto € Py(R) and 0 € [0, 1],

AV@R,(Op; +(1-0)p,) = ;gng{q +x! fx(z— q), (Op +(1- G)yz)(dz)}

>0 inf{Gq +0x! L{(z— q), m(dZ)} + ;gﬂf{{(l ~0)g+(1-0)x! L( (z—q), P‘z(dz)}

g€R
=0AV@R, (u)+ (1 —0) AV@R,(yi5) > min {AV@R, (1), AV@R (15)}.

As for k¥ = 0, note that (Ouy + (1 —0)u;,)((r,00)) = 0 implies p;((r,00)) =0 fori =1,2,
and thus

AV@R(Op; + (1 - 0)pz) = min {AV@R(pi1), AV@R(i7)}

e If M, is not a singleton, analogous to the scenario in Appendix A, there exists certain
circumstances where randomized actions are necessary to achieve optimality. The po-
tential need for randomized action can be elucidated using the following two-player
game heuristic. Recall the definitions of ﬁgfx,/\ from equation (3.3). When considering

inf)eq,(x) o (f’;”x /\), we can interpret sup, .\, () as an adversarial agent who controls
1. According to the order of inf and sup, this adversarial agent has access to A. How-
ever, she must pick 1 without the knowledge of the realized action. For the original
agent who controls A, under certain circumstances, it is reasonable to employ ran-
domized action to counteract the adversary. Lastly, it’s important to note that, unlike
the entropic risk measure, the Kusuoka-type risk measure does not always encourage
randomized action, even if M, is not a singleton. The way different choices of M,
affect the optimal action seems to be quite complex and will be explored in future
work.
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7.2. A finite horizon example: optimal liquidation. In this section, we showcase an ex-
ample that demonstrates optimal liquidation with limit order book utilizing the proposed
risk-averse MDP. We would draw attention to several works that offer different perspectives
on trading with limit order books [33, 18, 6, 16, 15, 36, 29, 39]. We also refer to [17] for an
overview of the clearing mechanism of limit order books. As all stock market activities oc-
cur discretely (e.g., tick size, integer trading volume), we construct the example with discrete
state and action spaces. With discrete state and action spaces, Assumption 2.15 is automat-
ically satisfied. On the other hand, taking into account the inherent numeric structure of
stock prices and other factors present in the stock market, formulating the problem into an
MDP with continuous state and action spaces could provide sensible approximations. Doing
s0, however, demands more technicalities and will be studied elsewhere.

Consider a single stock market. We assume zero interest rate and we accordingly set
y = 1. Suppose an agent wishes to liquidate u, € IN amount of shares by the terminal time
T € IN. For simplicity, let $ ={0,1,...,Ng} C IN; be the set of possible values of the price of
a stock. At each time t € {1,..., T}, potential sellers and buyers post their intended trading
prices and volumes on the market. This results in a limit order book, m = (m%,m!,..., mNs),
with each entry being an integer reflecting the aggregated volume submitted for trading at
the corresponding price. Positive integers indicate a collective intention to sell while negative
integers indicate a collective intention to buy. For example, m! = 10 signifies a collective
intention to sell 10 units at price 1; m® = —3 signifies a collective intention to buy 3 units at
price 0. A valid limit order book m must be such that there is a = {0,0.5,1.5,...,Ng — 0.5, Ng}
with m; <0 forall j €{0,1,...,Ng} and j <iand m; > 0 for all j € {0,1,...,Ng} with j > 7. Tt is
reasonable to assume that m® = —co. We thus let M C ({—co} U Z)Ns*1 be the set of valid limit
order books with m® = —co — i.e., that there is an infinite volume for purchasing the asset at
price 0. The combination of the prices and allowed limit order books constitutes the state
space X =M xIN.

Regarding the potential actions, the agent may post her intended volume for selling at
each price, i.e., a = (a%al,...,aNs). As the agent aims to liquidate their shares, buying and
short selling are not allowed. We set A = ZIZ\%H. Att=1,...,T -1, suppose the remaining

units of stock is u, the admissible domain of actions is A;(u) = {a €”Zs: Ziso a® < u}, ie.,
they can post limit orders to sell in total at most the amount of shares remaining. Att =T,
the agent must liquidate all u units of remaining stock, resulting in the singleton admissible
domain of actions Ar(u) = {(1,0,...,0)}. As the state space is X =M x N, we can extend A;
to accept the pair (m, u) as input but be constant in m.

Suppose the market generates the next limit order book, m;,;, given the current state
(my,u;) € X and (realized) action a; € A in a Markovian fashion prescribed by some proba-
bility on M, B — B(t, (m;,u;),a,, B) for B C IM. With the risk induced by time-discretization
and processing delay in mind, we additionally assume that the clearing occurs between t and
t+1 in the following way:

o Let7i; = [%(mt + mm)-l, ie., 7 = [%(mi + miﬂ)-l fors=0,...,Ns.



30 CHENG & JAIMUNGAL

e The remaining units to be liquidated at t + 1 is u;,y = u; — A(a;, m;), where

N s N
A(a,m:Zﬂ<_w,o><m5>[<—m5> [—Zui— ZW)_] ]

r=0 r=s+1

e The cash gained from action a; is g(a;, m1;), where

N s N;
gla,7) = Zsm_m,m(mS)[(—mS) A [—Za: - (W)_] ]

s=0 r=0 r=s+1

It is important to clarify that the clearing rules described above are stylized as, in the current
model, there are no time stamps for limit order arrivals/cancellations. More detailed models
can be formulated by making various assumptions on the timing of the orders. Following
the set up above, we obtain the transition kernel

P(t,(m,u),a,D) = f 1p (m,u —A(a, %(m+y)))15(t,(m,u),a,dy), D CV xN.

M

and stationary latent cost

1
C((m,u),a,(m",u’") = —g(a, E(m + m’))
Attime t=0,1,...,T — 1, suppose we are given a value function v for t + 1. Let A be a prob-
ability measure on A representing the randomized action. The above leads to the following
regular conditional distribution
P! (B

t,(m,u),A

)
L\ fMC((m,u),a,(m',u —A(a, %(m+ m’))))+v(m',u —A(a, %(m+ m')))

P(t,(m,u),a,dm’)A(da).

For the choice of o} ,, we may choose, e.g., the weighted average of entropic risk measure
of, and Kusuoka-type risk measure o/.. The weight may vary across time and state depend-
ing on the agents specific requirements. For example, a simple time varying choice could
be

t t
O~t,(m,u)(.”) = (1 - T)Gf(m,u)(y) + 701‘{(("1;14)(‘”)'

where of(m’u) is defined in (7.1) with 7 = 1, and at,K(m,u) is defined (7.2) with B, = 0 for any

(t,x) and

1

1 i
Mt(m,u) = Mt(u) = {Ebl + 560‘5%, bL}

uo
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Regarding the usage of af(m’u), we underscore one particular viewpoint: in real-world sce-
narios, other market participants may infer and take advantage of an agent’s intention to
liquidate. While modeling this dynamic is complex, an alternative approach involves using
the entropic risk measure to promote randomization, which could ultimately help reduce
information leakage. As for af(m’u), it encourages risk aversion when a substantial number
of units remain, and gradually transits toward profit-seeking as the liquidation process pro-
gresses. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 7.1.2, a non-singleton M; can be employed to
manage uncertainty in risk evaluation criteria.

Finally, the optimal liquidation problem may be solved in a risk averse manner by using

Theorem 4.2. Let O = 0. We start from t = T with

* DO
]T,T(m’ u) = Gtr(mru) (Pt,(m,u),é(u,o AAAAA 0) )
Fort=1,...,T -1, we find

. s : 7
fo(myu) = f (P Lt ) d mx)e (P oLt ), xeX.
Jor(mu) = inf o\ Pymu,a) and 7(x) 2rgmin Ot mn | P 1

7.3. An infinite horizon example: auto-driving. In this example, we consider an auton-
omous driving scenario. For a comprehensive understanding on the role of risk aversion in
autonomous robots, we direct the reader to [38] and [50]. We refer to [51] for an overview
of autonomous driving in real-world settings. In the subsequent discussion, we assume a
perpetual driving experiment within a 2D environment.

We start by constructing the state space, with the vehicle’s surroundings as a crucial
component. The surroundings are modeled by a positive measure on the rectangle R =
[-W,W]x[-L,L], with W,L > 0 representing the chosen width and length of the surround-
ing box. Coordinate (0,0) corresponds to the center of the agent’s vehicle. We let k > 0 and
define My (R) as the set of positive measures on (R, B(R)) with m(R) < k for any m € M(R).
We endow My (R) with the weak topology. A positive measure assigned to an area indicates
obstacles in that area, such as other vehicles, boulders, or animals. In principle, the 2D shape
of obstacles may be encoded into m to increase the realism of the model.

In addition to the surroundings, we may include other factors describing the vehicle’s
operating conditions into the state space. For simplicity, however, we consider only the 2D
velocity vector and the deviation from the center of the road, assuming that the road is
straight and has a constant width W,,. We use U C IR? for the domain of the vehicle’s velocity
and D = [-W,, W, ] for the domain of the vehicle’s deviation from the center of the road.

To sum up, the state space is X = My (R) x U x ID. We denote x = (m,u,d) € X.

We set A = R? to reflect acceleration of the vehicle. The admissible action domain .A(u) is
stationary, depends only on the vehicle’s velocity, and must be modeled in a way that satisfies
Assumption 2.15 (ii). For example, if A(u) = {g,(u) : @ € {1,...,k}} and u > g,(u) is contin-
uous and uniformly bounded for all a, then Assumption 2.15 (ii) is satisfied. Furthermore,
A(u) should respect road regulations. The detailed construction of A(u) is omitted.

We define P(x,a,-) as a time-homogeneous probability measure on (X, B(X)) satisfying
Assumption 2.15 (i) and governing the state transition. In view of the physical nature em-
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bedded in the problem, we impose the following constraint on the transition kernel
P((m,u,d),a,Mb(R)x {1+ aAt) x {d+u1At+ —aAt })

where At is a parameter reflecting the resolution of time discretization. This constraint im-
poses a deterministic transition mechanism in the velocity and position of the vehicle, as
the agent controls their acceleration and the physical laws of motion must be obeyed. This
excludes the use of a strongly continuous transition kernel”, but is compatible with the weak
continuity assumed in Assumption 2.15 (i).

We next discuss the choice of cost and o; .. In the perceptual driving experiment, it is
appropriate to adopt time-homogeneous cost functions and o;,. To account for time dis-
cretization and potential processing delays, we consider a latent cost function, such as

C(x,a,x")=C(x') = Lg(r)m'(dr), g(r) = I“c]l(_wwwv)x(_Lva)(r) +exp(—kr),

where k, k > 0 are chosen parameters corresponding to a collision and caution, and W,,L, > 0
reflect the size of the agent’s vehicle. Despite the indicator 1 _w, w,)x(-L,,r,), the cost is lower
semi-continuous as required in Assumption 2.15 (iv). Regarding o,, to encourage predictable
driving behavior, in view of Remark 7.2, we consider the Kusuoka-type risk measure in (7.2)
with singleton M;. More precisely, we let o, take the form of a spectral risk measure

O (1) = f[o | AVER (1) ()

Following the discussion in Section 7.1.2, if (m,u,d) v~ #,,, 4 is weakly continuous, then
Assumption 2.15 (iii) is satisfied. We can choose 7, , 4 in a principled way, for example, by
assigning more weight to small x values when |u| is large.

To formulate the infinite horizon DPP via Theorem 5.5, we select a discount factor y €
(0,1). For (m,u,d) e X, A e P(A), and v € £*(X, B(X)) and

m,ud f JMk 1p (L rym’(dr)+yv(m’,u’,d ))P((m,u,d),a,dm JA(da), B e B(IR).

Here, P is time-homogeneous as the transition kernel and cost does not dependent on

(m,u,d),A
time. We solve the fixed point equation with unknown v € £ (X, B(X)):
_ : “var. (pY
vim, u,d) = AeP(}étr(lnfa,u,d)) J[o 1]AV@RK (P(m’u’d)’A)nm’u'd(dK)l ) e X

for the optimal value function v*, and find the corresponding optimal policy
n(m,u,d) € argmin J AV@R (P(fn Wil imua(di),  (mu,d) e X
AeP(A(m,u,d)) J[0,1]

In view of Remark 5.6, the stationary setting above indeed allows certain stationary policies
to attain the optimal.

7In the current context, a strongly continuous transition kernel means a kernel is set-wise continuous. For
example, we consider Q : X — P(RR) strongly continuous if x - [Q(x)](A) is continuous for any A € B(RR).
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Appendix A. Example illustrating the necessity of randomized actions. We let
p(Z) =max{0.8E(Z)+0.2CV@R(Z), CV@R(5(Z)},

where CV@R.(Z) := infqelR{q+1<’11E(Z—q)+} for x € (0,1] and (x), := max{x, 0}. Let us consider controls
0 and 1 with the following random costs,

co_Jo p=09, L _fo p=05
5 p=0.1, 1.4, p=0.5.
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Let 6 € [0,1]. We also consider randomly and independently choosing between control 0 and 1 with
1 -6 and 6 probability, respectively. Accordingly, we define

cl.=19c’+(1-19C', 6¢€[0,1],

where 1? is a random variable independent of C® and C!, and P(I? =1)=1-6, P(I? =0) = 6. Tt
follows that for 6 € [0,1], C 9 has the distribution below,

0, p=0.9-0.40,
c?=:1.4, p=0506,
5, p=0.1-0.16.

It can be shown that p(CO) = p(Cl) =14> p(CO'S) =1.2.

Appendix B. Technical Lemmas.

LemmaB.1. Let Z € L*(Q), 5, IP), AV@R,(Z) := inf er{q + k" VB(Z - q),} for x € (0,1] and
AV@R(Z) :=||Z||co. Then, AV@R,(Z) is non-increasing and continuous in x € [0,1].

Proof. See [48, Section 6.2.4, Remark 22]. [ ]

LemmaB.2. Let (Q,.o7,IP) be a complete probability space. Let (Z,,),cN 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 the fact that pointwise convergence preserves mea-
surability [1, Section 4.6, Lemma 4.29] and that &/ contains all P-negligible sets. [ |

Lemma B.3. Let (X, Z") and (X, %) be measurable spaces. Consider nonnegative f : (XxY, 2 ®%) —
(R, B(R)) and M : (X, Z) = (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 2 -B(R) measurable.

Proof. We first consider f(x,y) = 1p(x,y), where D € 2 ®%. Let & consist of D € 2 %
such that x — Jyf(x,;u)[M(x)](d;u) is 2 -B(R) measurable. Note {AXxB: A€ 2 ,B e %} C 2 because

Jy Taxa(x9)[M(x)](dy) = 14(x) [M(x)](B) and
(xeX:[M(x)](B)eC}={xeX:M(x)e{CeP:L(B)eC}}e Z, CeB(0,1]).

If D!,D? € 2 and D! C D?, then
f 121 (5,9) [M(x)](dp) :f nDz<x,y>[M<x>1<dy>—f 11 (5,9) [M(x)](dy)
Y Y Y

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

lim nDn<x,y>[M<x>1(dy>:LﬂDux,y)[M(x)](dy), xeX.

—
n—oo Y

It follows from [1, Section 4.6, Lemma 4.29] that D° € 2. Invoking monotone class theorem (cf. [13,
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 & =
2%, fornelN,x — Jy fH(x,v)[M(x)](dy) is £ -B(IR) measurable. Finally, by monotone convergence
and [1, Section 4.6, Lemma 4.29] again, we conclude the proof. [ |
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In what follows, we let ¥ and Z be two topological space. Below is a reduction of Portmanteau
theorem.

Lemma B.4. Suppose Y is a metric space endowed with Borel o-algebra B(X). Let (u") e be a sequence
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, , p"(U)> u(U) for any open set U C ¥;

(d) limsup,,_, Jyf(y)y”(dy) < Jyf(y)/,t(dy)for any upper semicontinuous f € (X, B(Y));

(e) liminf,_, fyf(y)//t”(dy) > ny(y)y(d;u)for any lower semicontinuous f € {=(Y, B(Y));

(f) lim,, o pin(A) = p(A) for any A with u(dA) = 0, where JA is the boundary of A.

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 B.5. 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(;u)C(dy) e U} for
any f € Cy(Y) and open U C R. Therefore, 5(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: jyf(y)(:(dy) € B} € B(P). The proof is complete. ]

Lemma B.6. Let ¥ xZ be a separable metric space endowed with product Borel o-algebra B(Y)®B(Z).

Let f € t>2(Y x Z,B(X) ® B(Z)) be lower semi-continuous. Let (y"),en C Y converges to y° € Y and let
(4") e be a sequence of probability measure on B(Z) converging weakly to u°. Then,

liminfj f",z)p"(dz) > j f®°,2)u°(dz).
n—oo 7 7
Proof. To start with, let us 6,(B) := 1p(y), i.e., 9, is the dirac measure on y. It follows that (6,1),en

converges weakly to 0,0. Therefore, by [10, Theorem 2.8 (ii)], (0,» ® p""),, .y converges to 6,0 ®u’. Due
to Lemma B.4 (e), we yield

n—-oo n—o0

lim infj f(y",z)u"(dz) =lim infj f(,2) 0, ® p"(dy dz)
z YxZ

> f(,2)0,0® #0(dy dz) = j f3°2)u’(dz),
YxZ z

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

LemmaB.7. Let f be a real-valued lower semi-continuous function on X x Z. Let ¢ : ¥ — 27 be
nonempty compact valued and upper hemi-continuous. Then, inf,cy(y) f (v, 2) is attainable for all y € Y and
inf,cy(y) f (- 2) is lower semi-continuous on Y.

Proof. It follows from the compactness of ¢(y) and the lower semi-continuity of f implies that
inf,cy(y) f (¥, 2) is attainable for y € X. 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(y) f (¥, 2) is lower semi-continuous. [ ]
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Lemma B.8. Let Y be a seperable metric space, ¢ : ¥ — 2M be lower hemi-continuous, f € €*(X x
[0,1], % ®B([0,1])), and B : ¥ x M — R be upper semi-continuous. Suppose f (-, x) is lower semi-continuous
for k €[0,1] and f(y,-) is continuous and non-increasing for y € Y. Then,

Y+ sup { f(y}K)n(dK)—/i(M)}
ned(y) Jo1]

is lower semi-continuous on Y.

Proof. We first show that f is lower semi-continuous. To this end let (") C Y and (x") C [0,
converge to y° € ¥ and «°, respectively. If x° = 1, then liminf,_,., f(y",x") > liminf,_, f(y",1)
f(®°,6). If % < 1, then for any 6 € (x, 1] we have liminf,_,, f(v",«") > liminf,_,, f(",8) > f(¥°,9).
Letting 6 | x°, by the continuity of f(y,-), we yield liminf,_,., f(",x") > f(v°,«°).

In view of Lemma B.6, (y,1) — f[O,l] f(,x)n(dx) is lower semi-continuous. It follows that (y,77) —

1]
>

J[o 1]f(y,K)q(dK) — B(,n) is also lower semi-continuous. Finally, in view of [1, Section 17.5, Lemma
17.29], the proof is complete. n
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Appendix C. Glossary of notations.
Notations Definitions
IN,INg {1,2,...}and {0,1,2,... }. See Section 2.
2, %) Set of bounded #-B(IR) measurable functions. See Section 2.
oy Dirac measure at y. See Section 2.
(Q,2,P),F,G Probability space and filtrations. See Section 2.
X, A State and action spaces. See Section 2.
2,A Set of probability measures on 5(X) and B(A). See Section 2.
B(E),B(A),E(E),E(A) Borel o-algebras and evaluation o-algebras of Z and A. See Section 2.
A, Admissible action domain. See Section 2.
o Set of probability measures with support contained by A;. See Section 2.
I1, Set of 7t; : (X, B(X)) — (A, E(A)) such that 7t;(x) € @;(x). See Section 2.
p, 11 Abbreviation of Markovian policy (7t;);en and the set of p. See Section 2.
P(RY), P, (RY) Set of probabilities on B(IR?) angdezesteczfﬂ;;rnolz).abilities with bounded support
pY¥ Regular conditional distribution Y given ¢. See Definition 2.1.
X, AL, A State and action process, abbre\.fiations of (X;)rew and (Ay)ien-
See Section 2.2.
o Distributional convex risk measure. See Definition 2.4.
AV@R, Distributional average valued at risk. See (2.7) and (2.8).
O x Time-state dependent distributional convex risk measure. See Section 2.4.
c;fer,(;f’x/oo Distributional dynamic risk measures. See (2.9) and (2.13).
'Y Subset of (X, A). See Section 2.5.
Initial distribution of X; and transition kernel from (X;, A;) to X;,;
wP See Assumption 2.13.
XP, A, %0, A7 Counterparts of Xt,Aé,ei,g\ecsglgile;t. ;0 Markovian policy p.
C.,C Cost function and abbreviation of (C;);eN. See Section 2.5.
O Function on X that is constant 0.
H, G;\,Hf, St Operators acting on £°(X, B(X))). See (3.1), (3.2), (3.4) and (4.3).
P Value functions of p and optimal value functions in finite horizon.
A7 See (4.1) and (4.4).
ToorTico

Value functions of p and optimal value functions in infinite horizon.
See (5.1) and (5.4).
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