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ABSTRACT. For statistical decision problems with finite parameter space, it is
well-known that the upper value (minimax value) agrees with the lower value
(maximin value). Only under a generalized notion of prior does such an equiva-
lence carry over to the case infinite parameter spaces, provided nature can play
a prior distribution and the statistician can play a randomized strategy. Vari-
ous such extensions of this classical result have been established, but they are
subject to technical conditions such as compactness of the parameter space or
continuity of the risk functions. Using nonstandard analysis, we prove a min-
imax theorem for arbitrary statistical decision problems. Informally, we show
that for every statistical decision problem, the standard upper value equals
the lower value when the sup is taken over the collection of all internal priors,
which may assign infinitesimal probability to (internal) events. Applying our
nonstandard minimax theorem, we derive several standard minimax theorems:
a minimax theorem on compact parameter space with continuous risk func-
tions, a finitely additive minimax theorem with bounded risk functions and a
minimax theorem on totally bounded metric parameter spaces with Lipschitz
risk functions.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Consider a statistical decision problem with parameter space © and let M;(0)
denote the set of countably additive probability measures on ©. For every decision
procedure ¢, every parameter § € O and every m1 € M1(©), we write (0,d) to
denote the risk of ¢ with respect to 6; we write (7, d) to denote the Bayes risk of &
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with respect to m. Given a set D of decision procedures, it is natural to ask: Under
which conditions does the following equality obtain?

inf supr(0,9) = sup inf r(m,J) (1.1)

6€D OO TEM1(©) €D
that is, when is the upper value or minimaz value (the left-hand side) equal to the
lower value or mazimin value (the right-hand side)? A decision procedure Jg is
minimaz if supgeg (0, 00) = infscp supyeg 7(6,9). Thus, a minimax procedure is
one which achieves the infinum on the left hand side of Eq. (1.1); in absence of such
a procedure, one may consider a sequence of decision procedures which achieve the
minimax value in the limit. Dually, when Eq. (1.1) holds we call a prior 7 least
favorable prior if a minimax decision procedure is optimal under w. More generally,
we may consider a sequence of priors with the requisite limit behavior, called a least
favorable sequence. In situations for which no prior information is available, the
available minimax decision procedures are often suggested for cautious individuals,
since they offer maximum protection in the worst-case scenario.

In statistical decision theory, when one speaks of the (or a) mimimax theorem,
one usually means a theorem stating that Eq. (1.1) holds in some particular context.
We shall refer to Eq. (1.1) as the minimax equality. Tt is well-known that Eq. (1.1)
holds for statistical decision problems with finite parameter space, provided nature
can play a prior distribution and the statistician can play a randomized strategy. As
the literature stands ([Wald7; Wald9; LeC55; HS72]), for statistical decision prob-
lems with infinite parameter space, the validity of Eq. (1.1) is subject to technical
conditions which limit its applicability. Given the plethora of technical conditions,
it would not be unreasonable to presume that Eq. (1.1) may fail in a general setting.

In the setting of nonstandard analysis on the other hand, we find that the stan-
dard upper value agrees with the nonstandard lower value when the supremum in
the right-hand side of Eq. (1.1) is taken over the collection of internal priors, which
may assign infinitesimal probability to (internal) events. This equivalence holds in
complete generality; thus, if one is willing to adopt internal priors, Eq. (1.1) holds
for arbitrary decision problems without technical conditions such as compactness
of the parameter space or continuity of the risk functions.

By using this nonstandard minimax theorem as a master theorem, we are able
to derive several standard minimax theorems. Thus, the present paper is another
example (following [DR21; DRS]) of nonstandard analysis deriving foundational
results in statistical decision theory.

1.1. Nonstandard Analysis. Rather than working in the standard mathemat-
ical framework, we work within the normal Bayesian theory but carry out that
work using nonstandard analysis, a powerful machinery first developed by Robin-
son [Rob66] using ideas from mathematical logic. These tools have recently been
used to solve some fundamental problems in statistics. Duanmu and Roy [DR21]
obtain a general complete class theorem connecting Bayesian and frequentist op-
timality. Duanmu, Roy, and Smith [DRS17] establish the existence of matching
priors for statistical problems with compact parameter space, generalizing a result
of Miiller and Norets [MN16]. Duanmu, Roy, and Schrittesser Duanmu, Roy, and
Schrittesser [DRS] establish an exact characterization of admissibility in arbitrary
decision problems.



STATISTICAL MINIMAX THEOREMS VIA NONSTANDARD ANALYSIS 3

Generally speaking, nonstandard analysis offers powerful tools for extending exis-
tence results in finite settings to continuous ones. Moreover, almost every existence
result coming from this approach automatically produces a convergence theorem.
All this suggest that there are many more potential applications of nonstandard
analysis within statistics.

The utility of using nonstandard models stems from the use of hyperfinite objects,
which are infinite objects but nonetheless possess exactly the same properties (in the
requisite internal logic) as do finite objects. Under moderate conditions, hyperfinite
objects are linked to standard objects via suitable maps from the nonstandard
model to the standard model. Thus, in many cases, nonstandard analysis is a
natural tool for extending known results in finite settings to a more general setting.
In this paper, we use the finite version of the minimax theorem in concert with
nonstandard priors with hyperfinite support to show that

inf supr(6,8) = sup inf st(r(II,*4)) (1.2)

6eD HeO IIe* M, (©) 6€D
for arbitrary statistical decision problems. The left side is the standard minimax
value while the right side is the nonstandard maximin value over the collection of
all nonstandard priors. Under suitable regularity conditions, we can push down
nonstandard priors to obtain standard priors, maintaining the desirable properties
of their nonstandard source. In this manner, we establish several standard minimax
theorems based on the push-down of nonstandard priors.

It is worth mentioning that Schervish et al. [Sch+20] establish a very general
complete class theorem as well as a minimax theorem using finitely additive pri-
ors and finitely additive randomization. This suggests a deep connection between
nonstandard decision theory and decision theory based on finitely additive priors.

1.2. Overview of the paper. In Section 2, we introduce basic notions and key
results in standard statistical decision theory: randomized decision procedures, min-
imax decision procedures, least favorable priors, and the minimax theorem for sta-
tistical decision problems with finite parameter space. Classic treatments can be
found in [Fer67] and [BG54], the latter emphasizing the connection with game the-
ory, but restricting itself to finite discrete spaces. A modern treatment can be found
in [LC98].

In Section 3, we establish a completely general nonstandard minimax theorem.
Using nonstandard analysis in concert with the classical hyperplane separation the-
orem, we show that for every statistical decision problem, the standard minimax
value is equivalent to the nonstandard maximin value over the collection of all
nonstandard priors. We also establish some connections between nonstandard min-
imaxity and a novel notion of Bayesian optimality. In particular, we show that,
a minimax decision procedure has infinitesimal excess Bayes risk with respect to
some nonstandard prior.

In Section 4, we derive three standard minimax theorems from the nonstandard
minimax theorem. Namely, we show that

(1) For statistical decision problems with compact parameter space and upper
semi-continuous risk functions it holds that

inf supr(0,6) = sup inf r(m, ). (1.3)
6eD HeO TEM1(©) §€D
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(2) For statistical decision problems with bounded risk functions it holds that

inf supr(0,6) = sup inf r(m, ), (1.4)
5eD e reM (©) €D
where M (0) denote the collection of finitely additive priors.
(3) For statistical decision problems with a totally bounded metric space as the
parameter space and Lipschitz risk functions it holds that
inf supr(0,6) = sup inf r(m,6) = sup inf r(m,0). (1.5)
€D HeO reM'’ (©) €D TEM;(0) 6€D
Moreover, there exists a sequence {m, },en of finitely supported priors such
that lim,, ,  inf5cp (7, 0) = infscp supyeg 7(6, 9).

The third minimax theorem contains a convergence result which echoes with the
fact that most existence results obtained from nonstandard analysis also produce
a convergence result. Using these minimax theorems, we also establish connections
between minimaxity and Bayesian optimality.

2. PRELIMINARIES

A (non-sequential) statistical decision problem is defined in terms of a parameter
space ©, each element of which represents a possible state of nature; a set A of
actions available to the statistician; a function ¢ : ©® x A — Ry characterizing
the loss associated with taking action a € A in state § € ©; and finally, a family
P = (Py)pco of probability measures on a sample space X with a common o-algebra
of measurable sets. On the basis of an observation from Py for some unknown
element 6 € ©, the statistician decides to take a (potentially randomized) action a,
and then suffers the loss £(6, a).

To be precise, having fixed a o-algebra on the space A of actions, every possible
response by the statistician is captured by a (randomized) decision procedure, i.e.,
amap 0 from X to the space M1(A) of probability measures A such that the maps
x— [, 0(0,a)(6(x))(da) are measurable for every 6 € ©. As is customary, we will
write d(z, A) for (§(z))(A). The expected loss, or risk, of the statistician associated
with following a decision procedure § conditional on the state 6, is

n;(@)zr(9,6)=/)([[4€(9,a)5(x,da) Py(da). (2.1)

As the maps z — [, £(6,a)d(x,da) are measurable for every 6 € ©, the risk func-
tions are well-defined as functions to the extended reals. Let D denote the set of
randomized decision procedures. Note that it is possible that there exists a § € D
such that r;(8) = oo for all § € ©.

The set D may be viewed as a convex subset of a vector space. In particu-
lar, for all é1,...,6, € D and p1,...,pn € R>g with >, p; = 1, define >, p;d; :
X —= My(A) by O, pidi)(x) = >, pidi(x) for x € X. Then 7(0,>,pid;) =
> pir(0,6;) < oo, and so we see that ). p;d; € D and r(f,-) is a linear function
on D for every § € ©. For a subset D C D, let conv(D) denote the set of all finite
convex combinations of decision procedures § € D. A subset D C D is convex if
D = conv(D).

A decision procedure § € D is non-randomized if, for all x € X, there exists
d(z) € A such that d(z, A) = 1 if and only if d(z) € A, for all measurable sets
A C A. Let Dy C D denote the subset of all non-randomized decision procedures.
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Under mild measurability assumptions, every d € Dy can be associated with a map
@ — d(z) from X to A for which the risk satisfies (6, 6) = [ £(6, d(x))Ps(dz).

Consider now the Bayesian framework, in which one adopts a prior, i.e., a proba-
bility measure 7 defined on some o-algebra on ©. We use M1(©) to denote the set
of probability measures on ©. The Bayes risk of a randomized decision procedure
d € D with respect to some prior m € M;(0) is

r(m, d) = / (6, 8)m(d). (2.2)
e
Definition 2.1. A prior distribution 7 is said to be least favorable if
inf r(m,0) = sup inf r(m,J). (2.3)
5eD TEM;1(©) €D
The concept of least favorable priors is closely related to the minimax theorem,

the finite version of which is stated below.

Theorem 2.2 ([Fer67, Thm. 2.9.1]). Let a statistical decision problem be given
where © is finite. Then we have

inf supr(0,8) = sup inf r(x,J), (2.4)
5€D hcO TEM1(©) S€D

and there exists a least favorable prior m.

It is mathematically simpler to work with non-randomized decision procedures.
However, Theorem 2.2 fails without randomized decision procedures. This is related
to the fact that Nash equilibria in mixed strategies exist in far more games than
Nash equilibria in pure strategies. Nonetheless, we point out the following relation
between randomized decision procedures and non-randomized decision procedures.

inf supr(6,d) > inf supr(6,0) (2.5)
5€Dy €O 5D 0eO

sup inf r(w,0) > sup inf (7, 0). (2.6)
TEM1(©) 6€Dg TEM1(©) 6€D

We conclude this section with the following example showing that Theorem 2.2
(specifically Eq. (2.4)) need not hold for statistical decision problems with infinite
parameter spaces. This counterexample can be found in [Fer67].

Example 2.3. Let X = {0} and © = A = {1 : n € N}. Let

1, 0 < a,
£0,a) = ¢ 0, 0 =a, (2.7)
-1, 6>a.

Claim 2.4. For every decision procedure § € D, we have sup,¢, (o) r(md) = 1.
For every m € M1(©), we have infscp, (7, 0) = —1.
Proof. Suppose 6 € D and a positive € € R are given. Find a finite set K C A such

that 6(0, K) > 1 — ¢; moreover, find 6y € O such that 6y < k for every k € K. Let
mo be a prior that is degenerate at 6y. Then we have

/T(@,é)dﬂ'o = r(6o,9) (2.8)

- / 0(6,0)5(0, da) + / 0(6,0)5(0, da) (2.9)
K

A\K
>1l—e—e=1-2e (2.10)
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As € was arbitrary, we have sup ¢4, @) 7(m,d) = 1.

Now let m € M;1(©) and € > 0 be given. Then there exists a finite set B C ©
such that m(B) > 1 —e. Choose 6y such that 6y < 6 for every § € B. Define a
nonrandomized decision procedure §p that puts all its mass at do(0) = 6p. Then
we have

/’f‘(e,éo)dﬂ': / T(@,éo)dﬂ-ﬁ-/ T‘(e,(SQ)dTF (2.11)
B O\B
<—(l—¢e)+e=2e—-1. (2.12)

As € was arbitrary, we have infsep, r(m,d0) = —1. 0

Thus, we have infscp supge 7(0,6) # SUPre pm, (o) infsep, 7(m, §) which means
that the minimax equality fails.

It is usually easier for a least favorable prior to exists than for the minimax
equality to hold. It is easy to see that every prior is a least favorable prior in the
statistical decision problem given in Example 2.3. However, there are examples in
statistical decision theory where least favorable priors do not exist.

There exists a rich literature on minimax theorems for statistical decision prob-
lems with infinite parameter spaces. We give proofs of several more general (well-
known) minimax theorems in Section 4.

2.1. Notation from Nonstandard Analysis. In this paper, we work within the
standard decision theoretical framework but carry out that work using nonstandard
analysis, a powerful machinery derived from mathematical logic. For those who are
not familiar with nonstandard analysis, Duanmu and Roy [DR21, App. A] provide
a review tailored to their statistical application. Arkeryd, Cutland, and Henson
[ACH97], Cutland et al. [Cut+95], and Wolff and Loeb [WLO00] provide thorough
introductions.

We briefly introduce the setting and notation from nonstandard analysis. We
use * to denote the nonstandard extension map taking elements, sets, functions,
relations, etc., to their nonstandard counterparts. In particular, *R and *N denote
the nonstandard extensions of the reals and natural numbers, respectively. We will
always assume that *z = x for t e RUNUO.

An element r € *R is infinite or unlimited if r > n for every n € N and is
finite or limited otherwise. Given a topological space (X, 7)), the monad of a point
r € X is the set (|, cyer *U. An element x € *X is near-standard if it is in the
monad of some y € X. We say y is the standard part of x and write y = st(x). We
use NS(*X) to denote the collection of near-standard elements of *X and we say
NS(*X) is the near-standard part of *X. The standard part map st is a function
from NS(*X) to X, taking near-standard elements to their standard parts. In both
cases, the notation elides the underlying space Y and the topology T, both of which
will always be clear from context. For a metric space (X, d), two elements x,y € *X
are infinitely close if *d(x,y) ~ 0. There exists a close connection between finite
elements and near-standard elements. In particular, we quote the following well-
known result:

Theorem 2.5. An element r € *R is finite if and only if it is near-standard.
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We shall have opportunity to work with a variant of the usual standard part
map: By the “usual” map we mean

st: NS("R) - R (2.13)

where *R is (of course) equipped with its usual topology. We will also make use
of the extended reals R, that is, the usual two-point compactification of R, with
underlying set R U {oco, —oo}, familiar from measure theory and real analysis. In
this case it holds that NS(*R) = *R and *R = *R, where on the right of the last
equality, we mean the space obtained by applying the construction of the two-point
compactification internally to *R. This space has underlying set *R U {oco, —oo}
and the monad of oo (resp., —o0) is the sets of positive (resp., negative) infinite

hyperreals. We shall write st for the corresponding standard part map:
st: *R—R. (2.14)
This map can be described simply as follows: For 7 € *R,
st(r) if 7 is finite,
st(7) = { oo if 7 is unlimited and 7 > 0, (2.15)
—oo  if 7 is unlimited and 7 < 0.

For two internal sets A, B, we use AP to denote the collection of internal
functions from B to A. Given a standard set X, we use “X to denote the set
{*x : x € X}, called the standard part copy of X.

Let X be a topological space endowed with Borel o-algebra B(X) and let Mf (X)
denote the collection of all finitely additive probability measures on (X, B(X)). An
internal probability measure y on (*X,*B(X)) is an element of * M’ (X). Namely,
an internal probability measure p on (*X,*B(X)) is an internal function from
*B(X) — *[0,1] such that

(1) p(0) = 0;
(2) p(*X)=1; and
(3) p is hyperfinitely additive.
The Loeb space of the internal probability space (*X,*B(X), ) is a countably

additive probability space (*X,*B(X),x) such that

*B(X) ={AC*"X|(Ve > 0)(FA;, Ao € *B(X))(A; CTAC A, A u(Ap \ 4;) <€)}
(2.16)
and

(A) = sup{st(u(4;))|A; C A, A; € *B(X)} = inf{st(u(A4,))|A4, D A, A, € *B(X)}.
(2.17)
The remarkable utility of nonstandard analysis is embodied by the transfer prin-
ciple, which asserts that a first order sentence is true in the standard model if and
only if it is true in the nonstandard extension after all parameters have been re-
placed by their image under the star map. Finally, given a cardinal number &, a
nonstandard model is called k-saturated if the following condition holds: For any
family F of cardinality less than k consisting of internal sets which moreover has the
finite intersection property, the total intersection of F is non-empty. In this paper,
we assume our nonstandard model is as saturated as we need, that is, k-saturated
for some large enough x.
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3. THE NONSTANDARD MINIMAX THEOREM

In this section, we present a nonstandard minimax theorem for arbitrary statis-
tical decision problems under very mild conditions. We fix a standard statistical
decision problem (X, 0, A, ¢, P). Let © be equipped with a o-algebra F that con-
tains all singletons.

Recall that for infinite r € *R, we have by definition st(r) = cc.

Theorem 3.1. For every D C D, we have

inf supr(0,6) > sup inf st(*r(IL, *9)). (3.1)
§eD 0O Ie*Mq(©) d€D

Proof. Fix a set D C D. Let §p € D and Il € *M;(0) be arbitrary. To finish the
proof, it is sufficient to show that

sup7(6,09) > inf st(*r(Ily, *4)). (3.2)
) seD
If supgeg r(#,00) = oo, then the result is obvious. Therefore, we may suppose
Supgeco (0, 90) € R. Then

sup (60, dp) = sup *r(0, ") > *r(Ilp, *do). (3.3)
0€0 6c*©
The last inequality above still holds if we take standard parts, and thus
sup (6, d9) > st(*r(p, *dp)) > inf st(*r(Ip, *9)). (3.4)
4SS) seD
O

We will also need the following lemma; the proof is identical to that of [DRS,
Lemma 3.6].

Lemma 3.2. Fiz v € R. Suppose D is a finite subset of D such that for each
§ € conv(D) there is 6 € © with r(0,5) > v. Then there is a finite set Og C O such
that for each § € conv(D) there is 6 € ©q with r(0,9) > v.

The following hyperplane separation theorem is well-known.

Theorem 3.3. Fiz any n € N. If 51,55 are two disjoint conver subsets of R™,
then there exists p € R™ \ {0} such that for all vi € S1 and va € S2, we have

<p7 U1> 2 <p7 U2>'
An internal prior is an element of *M;(0©).

Definition 3.4. Let D be a subset of D. An internal prior IIy € *M;(©) is said
to be an S-least favorable prior with respect to D if
inf st(*r(Ilp, ")) = sup inf st("r(II, ")) € R. (3.5)
seD Me* M1 (©) §€D

An S-least favorable prior with respect to D will simply be referred to as an S-least
favorable prior.

We now establish the main result of this section. Recall that, for every D C D,
we use ° D to denote the set {*6 : § € D}. For an arbitrary set A, we use Al<>! to
denote the collection of all finite subsets of A.



STATISTICAL MINIMAX THEOREMS VIA NONSTANDARD ANALYSIS 9

Theorem 3.5. For any convex subset C of D the nonstandard minimaz theorem

holds:

inf supr(6,6) = sup inf st(*r(II, *9)). (3.6)
§eC O IIe* My () deC

Moreover, there exists an S-least favorable prior Iy with respect to C, that is, the
supremum on the right-hand side is realized or in other words, sup can be replaced
by max on the right-hand side of the above equation.

Proof. By Theorem 3.1, we have

inf supr(0,8) > sup inf st(*r(II, *0)). (3.7)
deC HcO IIe*M;(©)deC
Thus, it is sufficient to show that
inf supr(0,6) < sup inf st(*r(II, *0)). (3.8)
seC O IIe*My(©)deC
Let
V := inf sup (0, 9) (3.9)
seCoeo

where we explicitly allow V = oco. For every v € R such that v < V and every
D € <], define ¢ () to be the formula

T € My1(©) A inf r(m,d) > v. (3.10)
6eD

We show that the collection of formulas
{¢5’(w) :veRAv<VADec[<°°l} (3.11)

is finitely satisfiable. Since this collection is closed under finite conjunctions, it is
clear we only need to show that each formula in this collection is satisfiable.

Let therefore v € R such that v < V and D € Cl<> be given. Since D is finite,
by Lemma 3.2 we can find Oy € 1< such that

v< inf  sup r(6,9). (3.12)
d€conv(D) #EBOg

Let n be the cardinality of ©g. Recall that R denotes the set of functions from
O to R, and thus R®? is just an isomorphic copy of euclidean space R™.
Define

Q. = {x € R® : (V0 € Og) z(h) < v}. (3.13)

Clearly, @, is a convex set.
For any § € C, define the v-regularized risk function r§ as follows:

12(6) = {r(a,a) if (6, 6) < oo;

) (3.14)
v+1 otherwise.

Clearly, r¥ € R® for every § € C. For any set Cy C C, define the v-regularized risk
set SU:C0 induced by Cy to be the set of regularized risk functions of procedures in
Cp, restricted to ©g; in other words,

SV = {1 1 @g:d € Co}. (3.15)
Clearly, Sv:¢o C R®o,
Claim 3.6. Q, N Svev(P) — (.
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Proof. The claim obvious from (3.12) and the definitions. O

As both @, and S?:<**(P) are convex sets, by Theorem 3.3 and Claim 3.6, there
is a nontrivial hyperplane which separates them; that is, there is p € R®0 such that
for all z € Q, and d € S”C,

(p,x) < (p,d). (3.16)
We will now produce a prior w from p in the usual manner. First, observe the
following;:

Claim 3.7. p(0) >0 for all 0 € O©.

Proof. Suppose that the claim is false, i.e., p(p) < 0 for some 6y € ©. By finding
a point xg in |J,cny @ Whose value at 6y is negative and arbitrarily small, clearly
(p,zo) can be made arbitrary large, a contradiction as this quantity is bounded
above by (p, dp). O

By normalizing p € R®° we obtain m € M;(6y); Since
<p,7°5> < T‘(ﬂ-ué) (ng)
and since the maximum of the left-hand side of (3.16) is v, we have found 7 such

that ¢2 () holds, and hence the collection from (3.11) is finitely satisfiable.
For every D € °CI<*) and v € R with v < V, *¢2(II) is the formula

II € *Mq1(©) A inf *r(IL,*§) > v. (3.18)
éeD

By the saturation principle, there exists Iy satisfying all such formulas *¢2 (IT)
simultaneously. That is, for every § € C and every v € R with v < V| we have
*r(Ilp, *d) > v, and hence
V < inf st (*r(Ily, *0)). (3.19)
6eC
Thus, Iy is an S-least favorable prior with respect to C, and Ilj realizes the standard
minimax value, completing the proof. (I

Within the standard statistical decision theory framework, it is possible for a
decision problem to have infinite minimax value while having finite maximin value,
as is shown in the following example.

Example 3.8. Let X = {0}, © = A =R and let the loss function

[ [6—al. 10-d€Q .

£(6,a) = { 0, otherwise. (3.20)

Let © be equipped with the usual Lebesgue o-algebra. Let C be the collection of all

decision procedures § such that 6(0) is a countably supported probability measure

on A. Note that C is a convex subset of D. For every d € C, there exists ag € A such

that 6(0,{ao}) > 0. As there exists arbitrarily large § € © such that |0 — ag| € Q,
we have

sup (8, 9) —sup/fﬁa (0,da) (3.21)
9€o 0€o
> sup |0 — ap|d(0, {ap}) = oo. (3.22)
0€©

Hence, we have inf ;. supgeg (6, §) = oo.
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We now show that the maximin value is finite. It is sufficient to show that, for
every T € M1(0©), there exists § € C such that r(m,6) = 0. Let 7 € M;1(0) be
given. For every a € R, define [a] = {r € R : [r—a| € Q}. It is easy to see that there
exists an uncountable set A C R such that R = |J,. 4[a] and [a]N[b] = ( for distinct
a,b € A. As 7 is a probability measure, there exists a; € A such that 7([a1]) = 0.
Let §; € D be the non-randomized decision procedure such that 6;(0,{a1}) = 1.
Note that §; € C and r(0,01) = £(0,a1) = 0 for every 6 & [a1]. We have

r(m, 1) = /R r(6,61)(d6) (3.23)
_ / r(0,61)7(d6) + / r(6,5,)7(d6) = 0. (3.24)
[a1]

R\[a1]

It is also interesting to see a *prior which witnesses that the nonstandard min-
imax theorem holds. To construct such a prior explicitly, let Ag,...,Axg be a
hyperfinite sequence of *decision procedures such that D C {Ay,...,Ax}. For
each J € {0,..., K}, find 6; € *© such that

Wy = Ar(0,{6;}) > 0. (3.25)
Find N € *N large enough so that

1 )
N - (mjinuh) K1 is unlimited (3.26)
and let II be the *probability measure which gives equal mass to every point in

{0;+N:Je*N,0< J <K} (3.27)
Then, for each J € {0,..., K} it holds that

*T‘(H,AJ) Zf(éj,éJ"FN)AJ(O,{éJ}) H({éJ+N}) =N-w;-—— (3.28)
and thus by choice of N, st (*r(IL, A;)) = oo.

3.1. Nonstandard Bayes Optimality of Minimax Procedures. A decision
procedure dg is said to be minimax with respect to a collection C C D of decision
procedures if supgcg (0, d0) = infscesupgee (0, 6). A natural question to ask is:
when are minimax decision procedures Bayes with respect to some prior distribu-
tions? A simple answer to this question is: If the (standard) minimax theorem
holds and there is a least favorable prior 7, then minimax decision procedures are
Bayes procedures with respect to m. However, for an arbitrary statistical decision
problem, the minimax theorem may fail and least favorable prior need not necessar-
ily exist. In this section, using Theorem 3.5, we show that every minimax decision
procedure is nonstandard Bayes with respect to some nonstandard prior.

The following definition of Bayes optimality is taken from Duanmu and Roy
[DR21].

Definition 3.9. Let C C D and let Iy be an internal prior. A decision procedure
do is nonstandard Bayes under Iy with respect C if *r(Ilp, *dg) is hyperfinite and,
for all § € C, we have *r(Ily, *0¢) < *r(Ilo, *6).

The following theorem shows that every minimax decision procedure is nonstan-
dard Bayes under the least favorable prior, provided that the minimax value is
finite.
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Theorem 3.10. Let C be a convex subset of D. Suppose infscp supgeg (6, ) < co.
Let §p be a minimax decision procedure with respect to C and let 1y be an S-least
favorable prior with respect to C. Then ¢ is nonstandard Bayes under Iy with
respect to C.

Proof. By assumption, we have inf .. supgcg 7(6,9) = supgeg (6, 60) < oo and
sup inf st(*r(I1, *§)) = inf st(*r(Iy, *9)). (3.29)
Ie*M;,(©) d0eC seC
From these equalities and Theorem 3.5, we infer sup,ycg 7(6, do) = inf 5o st(*r(Ilp, *9)).
By the transfer principle, suppcg7(6,60) = supge.g (6, %00) > st(*r(Ilo, *do)).
Thus, we have

st(*r(Ilg, *8p)) = inf st(*r(Ily,'5)), (3.30)
éeC
showing that dy is nonstandard Bayes under IIy with respect to C. O

We find it interesting to note the following equivalence:

Lemma 3.11. Let D be a subset of D. Then infscpsupgeg r(6,9) < oo if and
only if there is 81 € D such that *r(0,*01) € NS(*R) for all 6 € *©.

Proof. First, suppose infgscpsupgeg 7(#,0) = v € R. Let € € Ry be given. Find
01 € D such that supgeg r(6, 1) < v+ e. Thus, we have the following sentence:

(V8 € ©)(r(0,01) < v +e). (3.31)
By the transfer principle, we have
(V0 € *©)(*r(0,%561) < v +¢). (3.32)

By Theorem 2.5, we have *r(6,*d1) € NS(*R) for all § € *O.

For the other direction, let us suppose that §; € D is such that *r(6,%61) €
NS(*R) for all # € *©. Then there must be M € R such that for all § € ©,
r(6,01) < M; for otherwise, by overspill—or equivalently, by o-saturatedness—
there must be € *© such that *r(6,*d;) is infinite, which stands in contradiction
to our assumption. Thus, the risk function of §; is totally bounded by M, and
infsc psupgeg r(6,9) < M. O

4. PUSH-DOWN RESULTS FOR STANDARD STATISTICAL DECISION PROBLEMS

As we can see from Section 3, the nonstandard minimax theorem (Theorem 3.5)
establishes the equivalence between the minimax and maximin values, provided that
one is willing to adopt nonstandard priors. In this section, we will derive several
standard minimax theorems as corollaries to Theorem 3.5.

Throughout the present section, the parameter space © is equipped with the o-
algebra B(©) of Borel subsets of ©. The idea is to “push down” an S-least favorable
prior IT € *M;(To) to obtain a standard (finitely-additive) prior = on (6, B(0©)).
Under moderate regularity conditions, we establish strong connections between the
internal risk of *§ with respect to Il and the risk of § with respect to m, for every
decision procedure § € D.

Although Theorem 3.5 applies to every convex sub-collection of decision proce-
dures, we focus on D, the set of all randomized decision procedures in this section.
Every result in this section in fact holds for arbitrary convex subsets of D.
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4.1. A Minimax Theorem on Compact Parameter Space. A natural gen-
eralization of the minimax theorem with finite parameter space (Theorem 2.2) is
to the case where the parameter space © is compact. Every internal probability
measure IT on (*©,*B(0)) is associated with a standard countably additive prior
7 in this case. In fact, using Theorem 3.5, we establish a standard minimax the-
orem for statistical decision problems with compact parameter spaces and upper
semi-continuous risk functions.
We start by quoting the following technical result from nonstandard analysis.

Lemma 4.1 ([Cut+95, Thm. 13.4.1]). LetY be a compact Hausdor{f space equipped
with Borel o-algebra B(Y), let v be an internal probability measure defined on
(Y, *B(Y)), and let C = {C C Y :st™*(C) € *B(Y)}. Define a probability measure
vp on the sets C by v,(C) = v(st™1(C)). Then (Y,C,v,) is the completion of a
regular Borel probability space.

Definition 4.2. The measure v, : C — [0,1] in Lemma 4.1 is called the external
push-down of the internal probability measure v.

The following theorem establishes the strong connection between an internal
probability measure and its external push-down.

Theorem 4.3 ([AR78, Lemma. 2]). Let Y be a compact Hausdorff space equipped
with the Borel o-algebra B(Y'), let v be an internal probability measure on (*Y,*B(Y)),
let v, be the external push-down of v, and let f : Y — R be a bounded measurable
function. Define g :*Y — R by g(s) = f(st(s)). Then we have [ fdv, = [ gdv.

We are interested in statistical decision problems with upper semi-continuous
risk functions. Recall the following nonstandard characterization of upper semi-
continuous functions.

Lemma 4.4. Let (Y,d) be a metric space. A function f :' Y — R is an upper
semi-continuous function if and only if * f(y) 5 f(st(y)) for every y € NS(*Y).

Proof. Suppose that f is upper semi-continuous. Pick an element y € NS(*Y) and
a positive € € R. Let yo = st(y). There exists a positive r € R such that

f(yo) = sup{f(a) : d(a,yo) <1} —¢ (4.1)
acY

By the transfer principle, we have *f(yo) > sup,c-y{*f(a) : *d(a,yo) < r} — €.
As yo = y, we have *f(yo) > *f(y) — e. As our choice of € is arbitrary, we have
flyo) 27 f(w).

Suppose that f is not upper semi-continuous. Then there exists yg € Y such
that f is not upper semi-continuous at yo. Thus, there exists a positive € € R such
that the following first-order statement is true:

(Vr > 0)(3a € Y)(d(a,y0) <7 A f(yo) < f(a) —¢) (4.2)
By the transfer principle, there exists a y € *Y such that y ~ yo and f(yo) <
*f(y) — €, completing the proof. O

We also need the following definition from nonstandard integration theory.

Definition 4.5. Let (2,T', P) be an internal probability space, let F: Q@ — *R be
an internally integrable function such that st o F' is defined P-almost surely. The
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function F is S-integrable with respect to P if st([ |F|dP) exists and

st(/|F|dP) = lim st( /|F |dP), (4.3)

n—r oo

where for n € N, F,, = min{F,n} when F > 0 and F,, = max{F, —n} when F <O0.
The following theorem is an important consequence of S-integrability.

Theorem 4.6 ([ACH97, Thm. 4.6.2]). Let (2, T, P) be an internal probability space,
let F: Q — *R be an internally integrable function such that st(F) exists P-almost

surely. The function F is S-integrable with respect to P if and only if stF is P-
integrable and [ FAP = [ st(F)dP.

With these prerequisites at our disposal, we are able to prove the following key
lemma.

Lemma 4.7. Let Y be a compact Hausdorff space equipped with Borel o-algebra
B(Y), let v be an internal probability measure on (*Y,*B(Y')), let v, be the external
push-down of v, and let f:Y — R be an upper semi-continuous function such that
*f is S-integrable with respect to v. Then we have [ |f|dv, Z [|* fldv.

Proof. Pick a positive € € R. As *f is S-integrable with respect to v, there exists
n € N such that [[*f|dv — [|(*f)n|dv < e. Note that (*f),, = *(f,). Define

:*Y — R by g(s) = fu(st(s)). By Theorem 4.3, we have [ |f,|dv, = [|g|dv.
By Lemma 4.4, we have g(s) Z (*f)n(s) for all s € *Y. By Theorem 4.6, we have

/|g|du>/|st |d1/~/| o ldv. (4.4)

Thus, we have [|f|dv, > [|faldy, 2 [|*f|ldv — €. As € is arbitrary, we have the
desired result. O

In order to establish a standard minimax theorem for statistical decision prob-
lems with compact parameter space, we impose the following condition on risk
functions.

Condition RC (risk upper semi-continuity). For every § € D, the risk function
r(-,d) is upper semi-continuous on ©.

We now prove the following standard minimax theorem on statistical decision
problems with compact parameter space and upper semi-continuous risk functions.
Our theorem is a slight generalization of a general minimax theorem by Sion [Sio58].

Theorem 4.8 ([Sio58, Thm. 4.2]). Suppose infscp supgee (0, 6) < 0o, the param-
eter space © is compact and (RC) holds. Then we have

inf supr(0,6) = sup inf r(m, ), (4.5)
6eD HeO TEM1(©) §€D

and there exists a least favorable prior mg.

Proof. Note that we always have sup,¢ v, (o) infsep 7(,6) < infscp supgeg (6, 9).
As infsopsupgeg r(#,0) < oo, by Theorem 3.5, there exists an S-least favorable
prior p € *M;(Te) such that

inf st("r(p, ")) = sup  inf st(*r(II, %)) = inf supr(8, ). (4.6)
6€eD Ie*M;(Te) 6€D 5eD OO
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For every II € *M;(Tg), by Lemma 4.1 and the fact that X is compact, II, is an
element of M;(©). By Lemma 4.7, we have *r(u,*d) < r(pup,0) for every § € D.
Thus, we have infgscp st(*r(p, ) < infsep 7(pp, ) < infsep supyeg r(6,6). Hence
we have

inf r(pp,6) = inf supr(f,d6) = sup inf r(m,9). (4.7)
0eD 6eD V€O TEM1(©) 6€D
Thus, p, is a least favorable prior, completing the proof. ([

As the standard minimax equality holds and a least favorable prior exists, we
immediately obtain the following result:

Theorem 4.9. Suppose inf 5. supgeg r(6,9) < 0o, the parameter space © is com-
pact and (RC) holds. Then there exists a least favorable prior my. Moreover, if dy
18 a minimazx decision procedure, then dg is Bayes with respect to my.

Recall Example 2.3 from Section 2. As the parameter space © = {1 : n € N} is
discrete, (RC) holds automatically. Hence, Theorem 4.8 fails for statistical decision
problems with continuous risk functions but non-compact parameter space.

4.2. Finitely additive Minimax Theorem. As we can see from Example 2.3,
for statistical decision problems with non-compact parameter space, the minimax
equality can fail unless one enlarges the set of prior probability distributions. As the
literature stands, these natural relaxations include generalized priors, sequences of
priors and finitely additive priors. In this section, assuming risk functions are
bounded, we give a nonstandard proof of a finitely additive minimax theorem,
originally due to Heath and Sudderth [HS72].

For non-compact Borel measurable spaces, the external push-down of an internal
probability measure may fail to be a probability measure. For example, the exter-
nal push-down of the internal probability measure concentrating on some infinite
number, will assign zero mass to every subset of R. To overcome this problem, we
now describe an alternative way to push down internal probability measures.

Definition 4.10. Let X be a set and v be an internal probability measure on
(*X,*Z(X)) where &(X) denotes the power set of X. The internal push-down of
v is the function v? : Z(X) — [0, 1] defined by vP(A) = st(v(*A)).

The following lemma follows immediately from Definition 4.10.

Lemma 4.11. Let v be an internal probability measure on (*X,*2(X)). Then its
internal push-down vP is a finitely additive probability measure on (X, 2(X)).

We abuse the notation to use Mf(0) to denote the collection of finitely additive
probability measures on (X, Z(X)). We quote the following theorem which estab-
lishes a close connection between an internal probability measure and its internal
push down. For completeness, we include the proof in the paper.

Theorem 4.12 ([DW17, Thm. 5.4]). Let v be an internal probability measure on
(*X,*Z (X)) and let f : X — R be a bounded function. Then we have

/W “fz)v(de) = /X f(@)v?(dx). (4.8)

Proof. Fix € € Rs¢. Let {K3, Ko, ..., K,} be a partition of a large enough interval
of R containing the range of f such that every K; € {K1, Ko, ..., K, } is an interval
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with diameters no greater than e. Fori < n, let F; = f~*(K;). Then {F},...,F,} C
B(X) is a partition of X such that |f(z) — f(2')] < € for every z,2’ € F; for every
i=1,2,...,n. Pick z; € F; for every i = 1,2,...,n. Define g : X — R by letting
g(x) = f(z;) if x € F; for every i = 1,2,...,n. Then g is a simple bounded real
valued function on X. Thus both g and f are integrable with respect to Vp

Wenowhave|fX*f )—fx fla)wP(de) [ < | [*f(x )— [ *g(x)v(dz)|+
| [*g(x)v(dz) — [ g(z)vP dx | —|— | [g(x) V” (dz) — [ f(z)vP dx | Where all mternal
integrals are over * X and all standard 1ntegrals are over X

By the transfer principle, we have |*f(x) — *f(z')| < € for every z,2’ € *F; for
every i = 1,2,...,n. Thus, we have [*f(x) — *g(x)] < e for all x € *X. Thus,
we have | [. *f(;C)I/( — [y gz dx | < fX I*f(z) — *g(x)|v(dx) < e. Sim-
ilarly, we have | Jx 9z up (dz) f " . We now consider the term
fXg P (dz)|:

[ atwwan =3 [ ol (4.9)
= flaw(F) =Y fla)v(F) =Y fa)vP(F)  (1.10)
3 =1 =1

= ;/F g(x)VP(dx) = /Xg(x)up(dx) (4.11)
“f(x)
()

Thus, we have

Jox *Ta) ~ Ty f

We impose the following condition on the risk functions.

fX z)vP(dz)| < 26. As e is arbitrary, we have
]

Condition RB (risk boundedness). For every ¢ € D, r(-,d) is a bounded function
on ©.

The following result is a direct consequence of Theorem 4.12.

Theorem 4.13. Suppose (RB) holds. Let 11 be an internal prior on To and let TIP
be the internal push-down of I1. Let 69 € D be a standard decision procedure. Then
r(-,d0) is IIP-integrable and (117, §g) = *r(I1,*dy), i.e., the Bayes risk under IIP of
0o is within an infinitesimal of the nonstandard Bayes risk under II of *0g.

We extend the meaning of being least favorable to finitely additive priors in the
natural manner.
Definition 4.14. A finitely additive prior mg is said to be least favorable if

inf r(m,0) = sup inf r(m,J). (4.12)
0eD reMf(©) €D

We now give a proof to the following result which is originally due to Sudderth
and Heath. It is an direct consequence of Theorems 3.5 and 4.13.

Theorem 4.15 ([HS72, Thm. 2]). Suppose (RB) holds. Then we have

inf supr(0,§) = sup inf r(m, ), (4.13)
deD YO reMf (©) €D

and there exists a least favorable finitely additive prior mg.
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Proof. By (RB), we know that infs.p supgeg 7(6,0) < co. By Theorem 3.5, there
exists an internal least favorable prior IIy such that

inf st(r(Ilp, ")) =  sup  inf st("r(IL, %)) = inf supr(6,4). (4.14)
0eD IIe*M;(Te) 0€D 6€D OEO

Let T be the internal push-down of Iy (that is, mo = (IIp)"). By Theorem 4.13,
we know that r(mg, d) = *r(Ilp,*s) for all 6 € D. Thus, we have infscp (7o, d) =
inf5cp supgee 7(6, 9).

Note that we always have

inf r(mo,d) < sup inf r(m,d)) < inf supr(6,9). (4.15)
3eD reMf(©) €D 5€eD OO
Thus, we know that sup e (o) infsep r(7,6)) = infsep supgee (6, 6) and 7 is a
least favorable finitely additive prior. O

The following result establishes the connection between minimax principle and
finitely additive Bayes optimality. It is a direct consequence of Theorem 4.15.

Theorem 4.16. Suppose (RB) holds. Then there exists a least favorable finitely
additive prior mg. Moreover, if 0g is a minimax decision procedure, then &y is Bayes
with respect to m.

Example 4.17. Let us consider the statistical decision problem defined in Exam-
ple 2.3. We now show that there exists a least favorable finitely additive prior g
such that

inf supr(#,8) = sup inf (7, d) = inf r(m, ). (4.16)
3€D 0cO reMf(©) €D 5eD

Recall from Example 2.3, we know that infscp supgeg r(6,0) = 1. Thus, it is
sufficient to show that sup ¢yt (o) infsep 7(m, 0) = infsep r(mo, §) = 1.

Let II be an internal probability measure concentrating on % for some infinite

K € *N and let myg = IIP. By Lemma 4.11, 7y defines a finitely additive probability
measure on (0, 5(0)). Pick an arbitrary ¢ € D and a positive € € R. There exists
a finite set B C A such that such that §(0, B) > 1 —e. Then we have

(11, *8) = /*r(e, *8)dII (4.17)

" 1 % o * i * o
R T R

w1 * w1 X Lo
:/B é(E,a) 5(O,da)+lA\B K(E,a> 5(0,da) (4.19)

>l—e—e=1-2e (4.20)
As the choice of € is arbitrary, we have *r(II,*§) = 1. By Theorem 4.13, we have
r(m,d) = *r(I1,*6) = 1. Hence we have
inf supr(6,d) = inf r(mp,d) =1, (4.21)
5€D O 5D
completing the proof.

4.3. Least Favorable Sequence of Priors. An alternative way to deal with the
failure of Theorem 2.2 is to approximate the maximin value with a sequence of
priors. Sequences of priors can be seen as approximations of generalized priors and
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finitely additive priors. For example, the Lebesgue measure on R can be approx-
imated by a sequence of uniform distributions on [—n,n], with n — oco. In the
latter case, as pointed out in Duanmu and Weiss [DW17], under moderate condi-
tions, every finitely additive prior can be viewed as a weak limit of a sequence of
countably additive priors. On the other hand, by taking the external push-down of
the nonstandard extension of a finitely additive probability measure, one obtains
a countably additive probability measure on the compactification. By using this
strong connection between finitely additive priors and sequences of countable addi-
tive priors, we obtain a standard minimax theorem for statistical decision problems
with non-compact parameter spaces.

Definition 4.18 (least favorable sequence of priors). A sequence of prior distribu-
tions {m,} is least favorable if for every prior distribution 7 we have
re <r= lim rp, (4.22)

n—oo

where 7, = inf{r(r,d) : § € D}.

In order to formally study the relation between finitely additive priors and se-
quences of countably additive priors, we introduce the Wasserstein distance on the
space of finitely additive probability measures.

Definition 4.19. Let X be a metric space endowed with Borel o-algebra B(X)
and let p, v be two finitely additive probability measures on (X, B(X)). Let k € N.
Then the k-Wasserstein distance between p and v is

Wi (p,v) = sup{|/fdu— /fdl/l s fe LX)} (4.23)
where L£(X) denotes the collection of all k-Lipschitz functions from X to R.
We quote the following result in nonstandard analysis.

Lemma 4.20 ([DW17, Thm. 4.16]). Suppose X is a bounded o-compact metric
space and v is an internal probability measure on (*X,*B(X)). Let v, and vP
denote the external push-down and internal push-down of v, respectively. Suppose
vp is a countably additive probability measure on (X, B(X)). Then Wi(vp,v?) =0
for all k € N.

Thus, even if the Wasserstein distance defines a metric on the set of probability
measures, it is merely a pseudo-metric on the set of finitely additive probability
measures. A (not necessarily compact) metric space X can often be embedded into
a compact metric space X , called the compactification of X. However, the metric
on X may be different when viewed as a subset of X. The following theorem gives
a sufficient and necessary condition for the existence of a compactification X into
which X embeds isometrically.

Lemma 4.21. A metric space X is isometrically embeddable into a compact metric
space X if and only if it is totally bounded.

Proof. Suppose X is totally bounded. Then the completion of X is a complete
and totally bounded metric space hence is compact. Conversely, suppose X is
isometrically embedded into the compact metric space X. As X is totally bounded,
so is X. O
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Moreover, as X can be taken to be the completion of X, every real-valued
bounded uniformly continuous function on X admits an unique uniformly continu-
ous extension to X. Bounded uniformly continuous functions play an essential role
in weak convergence, as we shall see in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.22 ([DW17, Thm. 5.8]). Suppose X is a separable metric space en-
dowed with Borel o-algebra B(X). Let P be a finitely additive probability measure
on (X,B(X)). There exists a sequence {Py}nen of finitely supported probability
measures on (X, B(X)) such that

lim fdPn:/fdP (4.24)

for every real-valued bounded uniformly continuous function f if and only if X is
totally bounded.

Theorem 4.22 is sharp in the sense that it fails for merely bounded continuous
functions. We are now at the place to present the following minimax theorem.

Theorem 4.23. Suppose infscpsupgeg r(0,0) < oo. Suppose, in addition, the
parameter space © is a totally bounded separable metric space, and there exists

k € N such that r(-,9) € Lk(O) for every § € D. Then we have

inf supr(0,6) = sup inf (7, d) = sup inf r(m,?). (4.25)
€D €O TEM1(©)S€ED reM (©)0€D

Moreover, there exists a sequence {7, }nen of finitely supported priors such that
lim r,, = inf supr(6,9). (4.26)
n—oo €D oecO

Proof. As O is totally bounded and r(-,d) € L;(©) for every § € D, (RB) holds.
By Theorem 4.15, there exists a least favorable finitely additive prior my such that

inf supr(8,0) = sup inf r(m,d) = inf r(m,9). (4.27)
§€D HCO reM’ (©) €D §€D

By Theorem 4.22, there exists a sequence {7, }»en of finitely supported priors such
that lim,,_, . [ fdm, = | fdmo for every real-valued bounded uniformly continuous

function f. Let © be the completion of ©. By Lemma 4.21, © is a compactification
of ©. Note that 7y as well as {m, } nen can be naturally extend to (finitely additive)
probability measures on (©,5(0)). Let P = (*m),,. By Lemma 4.20, we see that

P is a countably additive probability measure on (6, B(0)) with W (P, m) = 0.
Claim 4.24. The sequence {m, }nen converges to P weakly.

Proof. Pick a bounded continuous function f : © — R. Then the restriction of f
to © is a real-valued bounded uniformly continuous function. Thus, we have

lim fdm, = lim (/ fdm, + fdmy) (4.28)
n—o00 J® n—oo JO o\e
:/ fdmo + fdwoz/ fdmg. (4.29)
8] 6\e 6

By Theorems 4.3 and 4.12, we know that [4 fdmo = [4 fdP. Thus, we have
lim, ., [g fdm, = [g fdP hence m, converges to P weakly. O
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As © is compact, we have lim,,_, . Wi(mn, P) = 0. As X is the compact metric
completion of X, every k-Lipschitz function f : X — R can be extended to a real-
valued k-Lipschitz function on X. Thus, we have lim,, ,_ W (mn,m) = 0. Pick a
positive € € R. There exists a m € N such that W, (7;, ) < € for every i > m. In
particular, we have |r(m;,d) — r(mp, )| < € for all 6 € D and all i > m. Hence, we
have |rg, — r(mo)| < € for all ¢ > m, which implies that lim,,_,  rx, = r,.

In conclusion, we have

inf supr(0,8) = sup inf r(7r,6) = sup inf r(7,d) = lim r. , (4.30)
€D HcoO TEM1(©) €D reM’ (©) €D n—00

completing the proof. (I

Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.23, there exists a sequence of least favorable
priors {m, }nen such that each of them is finitely supported. In Theorem 4.23, the
assumptions on the parameter space as well as risk functions seem quite strong. In
the following example, we show that these assumptions are necessary.

Example 4.25. Let us first consider the statistical decision problem defined in
Example 2.3. The parameter space © is a totally bounded, locally compact sepa-
rable metric space. The loss function ¢ is bounded continuous but not k-Lipschitz
continuous for any k € N. By Example 4.17, there exists a finitely additive prior g
such that infscp r(7o, d) = infs5cp supgeg r(6,9) = 1. However, from Example 2.3,

we have infscp r(m,0) = —1 for every 7 € M1(©), hence the minimax equality
fails.
Let X = {0}, ©=A={n:n e N} and Py({0}) =1 for all § € ©. Define
1 if0>atl,
0,a)=¢ 0—a ifOela—1,a+1], (4.31)

-1 ifd <a-—1.

The parameter space O is a locally compact separable metric space but not totally
bounded. For every § € D, the risk function r(+, d) is a 1-Lipschitz function. Using a
similar argument as in the proof of Claim 2.4, we can show that supgeg 7(6,0) =1
for every § € D and infsepr(m,0) = —1 for all 7 € M;(©). Hence we have
infsep supgee 7(0,6) = 1 and sup,c vy, (o) infsep 7(7,6) = —1. Hence the minimax
equality fails.

Finally, we show that the finitely additive minimax equality holds and there
exists a finitely additive least favorable prior. Let II be an internal prior that
concentrates on K for some infinite K € *N. Using a similar argument as in
Example 4.17, we have *r(IL, *§) = *r(K,*0) = 1 for every 6 € D. Let mp = II?. By
Theorem 4.13, we have r(m,d) = *r(II,*§) = 1. Hence we have

inf supr(0,9) = sup  inf st(*r(II,*0)) = sup inf r(m,d)=1. (4.32)

€D YO Oe*M;i(Te) 6€D reM (©) 0€D
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