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We study a robust utility maximization problem in a general discrete-time frictionless market. The investor
is assumed to have a random, nonconcave and nondecreasing utility function, which may or may not be
finite on the whole real-line. She also faces model ambiguity on her beliefs about the market, which is
modeled through a set of priors. We prove, using only primal methods, the existence of an optimal investment
strategy when the utility function is also upper-semicontinuous. For that, we introduce the new notion of
projectively measurable functions. We show basic properties of these functions as stability under sums,
differences, products, suprema, infima and compositions but also assuming the set-theoretical axiom of
Projective Determinacy (PD) stability under integration and existence of ǫ-optimal selectors. We consider
projectively measurable random utility function and price process and assume that the graphs of the sets of
local priors are projective sets. Our other assumptions are stated on a prior-by-prior basis and correspond
to generally accepted assumptions in the literature on markets without ambiguity.
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1. Introduction We are interested in the existence of an optimal investment strategy in a
discrete-time frictionless market where there is uncertainty on the true probability of the events.
Take the example of an urn with red and black balls from which a ball is drown. There is only
risk and no uncertainty if the composition is exactly known, e.g. 50 red and 50 black balls. There
is uncertainty if the composition is known only up to some bounds, e.g. at most 90 reds, at least
40, the rest being black. In the first case, the probability of drowning a red ball is 0.5 and this
is called the “known unknowns”. In the second case, it is between 0.4 and 0.9 and this is called
the “unknown unknowns”. This notion of uncertainty, coming initially from Knight (see [28]),
is named Knightian uncertainty. Elsberg (see [16]) measures that people strictly prefer the first
urn to the second one, showing uncertainty aversion. In line with this observation, Gilboa and
Schmeidler [21] propose axioms so that the individuals’ preferences have the following numerical
representation: X 7→ infQ∈QEQU(X) where U is a utility function and Q is the set of probability
measures (called priors) that model all the individual’s beliefs about the future. Thus, the existence
of an optimal investment strategy is equivalent to the existence of a solution to a maxmin expected
utility problem. WhenQ is reduced to a singleton, there is no uncertainty and our problem amounts
to solving a classical utility maximization problem. We refer to [17] and the references therein for
a detailed overview of these results. The first attempts to solve the maxmin utility maximization
problem, whenQ is not a singleton, were made under the assumption thatQ is dominated by a given
probability measure. We refer to [18] for a comprehensive survey of the dominated case. However,
this setting excludes models with uncertainty about volatility and Bouchard and Nutz propose
the notion of quasi-sure uncertainty in [10]. First, random sets of “local” priors, representing the
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investor’s beliefs between times t and t+1 are defined. The Fubini products of these “local” priors
then form the set of inter-temporal priors Q. The framework of [10] assumes that the graphs of
these random sets are analytic sets, see [5] for a comprehensive presentation of these sets. Apart
from this, Q is neither assumed to be compact nor dominated by any particular measure. Since
beliefs are uncertain, utility functions are usually assumed to be random. In the discrete time
quasi-sure setting, [37] solves the maxmin utility maximization problem for concave and bounded
from above utility functions, when only positive wealth is admissible i.e. the utility functions are
defined on the positive axis. The same result is later proved in [8] for concave and unbounded utility
functions. We now focus on the case of potentially negative wealth. The existence of a solution
to the maxmin utility maximization problem is proved in [6] for a unbounded and concave utility
functions but in a one-period market. This result is then extended in [12] to a general multiperiod
market. For nonconcave and bounded from above utility functions, [36] obtains existence under
the rather strong assumption that the investor’s asset positions belong to a discrete set. All these
results are proved using primal methods. Using a dual approach, [2] solves the maxmin problem
for an exponential utility function assuming a strong local no-arbitrage condition. Some of these
results are extended in [3] to concave and bounded utility functions under the assumption that
medial limits exist. The existence of medial limits is a set-theoretic assumption, since it cannot
be proved in the usual Zermelo-Fraenkel set theory with the Axiom of Choice (ZFC). Finally, [38]
derived existence results for concave and unbounded utility functions in a completely different
framework, where uncertainty is represented by a set of stochastic processes.
To the best of our knowledge, there are no general results on the existence of an optimal investment
strategy in the discrete-time nondominated quasi-sure setting of [10], when the utility function is
nonconcave and the wealth of the investor can be negative. Our main contribution to financial
mathematics is to remove the concavity and the continuity assumptions on U(ω, ·): we only assume
that it is nonincreasing. Nonconcave utility functions are more realistic to represent individual’s
beliefs. Indeed, in [25], it has been shown experimentally that there should be a wealth threshold
under which an individual is risk seeking (her utility function is convex below that threshold) and
above which she is risk averse (her utility function is concave above that threshold). This is the
so-called S-shape utility functions. It is also natural that an individual may have jumps on her
preferences when certain levels of wealth are reached.
From a mathematical point of view, one may wonder which kind of measurability is required. In

the case of bounded utility functions, [37] and [36] assume that U is lower-semianalytic (lsa). In
the unbounded case, [8] and [12] suppose that U(·, x) is Borel measurable, which implies that U is
jointly Borel measurable (and thus lsa) as U(ω, ·) is also assumed to be upper-semicontinuous and
nondecreasing. In this literature, the price process is assumed to be also Borel measurable and the
graph of the set of “local” priors to be analytic. Here we propose a new setup based on projective
sets. The projective sets are known generalization of analytic sets, which construction is made
recursively. The class of complements of analytic sets, called coanalytic sets, does not coincide with
the class of analytic sets and is not stable by projection. An analytic set of order 2 is then the
projection of some coanalytic set. Again the class of coanalytic sets of order 2 does not coincide
with the class of analytic sets of order 2 and is not stable by projection and we call an analytic
set of order 3 the projection of some coanalytic set of order 2. We define recursively the classes of
analytic and coanalytic sets of order n and called ∆1

n their intersection. A set is called projective
if it belongs to ∆1

n for some n. Borel sets and analytic sets are projective sets and also universally
measurable sets. To get that all projective sets are universally measurable sets, we can not stay in
ZFC: we need a set-theoretic axiom called Projective Determinacy (PD). This axiom postulates
that certain set-theoretic two-player games, with perfect information and played on a projective
set, are determined in the sense that one of the two players always has a winning strategy. The
seemingly only other use of the (PD) axiom in mathematical finance is in [11] which, in a different
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uncertainty setting called model-independent, provides a pointwise fundamental theorem of asset
pricing as well as superhedging duality results assuming that the set of scenarios is analytic. A non-
trivial result from set-theory shows that the (PD) axiom is implied, for example, by the existence
of infinitely many Woodin cardinals, see [33]. Essentially, under the (PD) axiom, all properties that
are true for analytic sets, are also true for the projective sets and in particular projective sets are
universally measurable. Moreover, projectively measurable selection can be made on a projective
set, see [27]. To generalize lower and upper-semianalytic functions (lsa or usa), we introduce the
new notion of projectively measurable function. It is a function f for which there exists some n
such that f is a ∆1

n-measurable. Our main mathematical results are about the properties of the
projectively measurable functions. All the properties are new and some of the proofs are completely
innovative (for example the ones of Lemmata 9 and 11 and Propositions 11 and 12). We show that
sums, differences, products, suprema, infima and compositions of projectively measurable functions
remain projectively measurable. We also get that Borel measurable as well as lsa and usa functions
are projectively measurable. Under the (PD) axiom, we show that the integrals of projectively
measurable functions remain projectively measurable and that a projectively measurable ǫ-optimal
selector exists for projectively measurable functions. All this preparation allows us to work in an
extended setting of [10] for uncertainty, where we require that the graph of “local” priors to be
projective sets rather than analytic sets. We also assume that the price process and the utility
function are projectively measurable instead of Borel measurable.
Then, we show that under the (PD) axiom and well-accepted conditions on the market and on
the nonconcave utility function, an optimal investment strategy exists. Our two main financial
results are Theorems 1 and 2. Theorem 1 gives the existence of an investment strategy such that,
if admissible, a bound on the optimality error can be derived that depends mainly on the jumps of
the utility function. In particular, if the utility function is upper-semicontinuous (usc), then this
investment strategy is an optimal investment strategy. In Theorem 2, we show that for a given
type of nonconcave and usc random utility called of type (A) (introduced in [12]) that includes S-
shaped functions, the optimal solution of Theorem 1 is automatically admissible and, thus optimal.
This is done under additional integrability assumptions on the market, that are weaker than the
ones of [12]. We now comment on the assumptions of Theorem 1, starting with three of them that
can be tested directly when the utility and the market are specified. The first one is that U(ω, ·)
is nondecreasing. Note again that we do not assume that U(ω, ·) is concave or continuous. The
second one is the classical Asymptotic Elasticity constraints introduced in [29] and [41]. The third
one requires that U is “negative enough” and is automatically satisfied for deterministic utility
functions that are unbounded from below. If one of this two last assumptions is not verified, then
an optimal solution may not exist. We also assume that some set HT of priors P , for which the P
no-arbitrage condition holds true in a quasi-sure sense, is nonempty. The existence of such priors
has been proved in [8] under the quasi-sure no-arbitrage condition of [10] and in the context of
uncertainty of [10]. We leave the proof of the equivalence in our projective setup between HT 6= ∅
and the quasi-sure no-arbitrage condition for further study. Our last two conditions are not directly
verifiable. The first one asserts that the P prior value function UP

0 at time 0 is finite for each prior
P ∈H. This is the well-accepted assumption when there is no uncertainty of the seminal work [39]
(extended by [13] to non concave functions). This assumption provides a control from above for the
value functions. The last assumption asserts that the expectations of the P -prior value functions
UP

t are well-defined for all time t and for each prior P ∈ H. These assumptions are made on a
prior-by-prior basis and not for the supremum over all priors. Thus, they can be verified as in a
setting without ambiguity.
The proof of Theorem 1 is done by dynamic programming. First, we solve a one-period maxi-
mization problem. In this part, our expression of the value function does not involve an “obvious”
maxmin, since it is now defined using an additional upper closure. The reason for this choice is
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that our utility function is not assumed to be regular in any way and is in particular nonconcave.
Note that the “obvious” maxmin one-period problem of [12] may not have a solution. Most of
the assumptions that we postulate in the one-period case are taken from [13] and stated for each
prior in H. The method for finding a one-period optimal strategy is the same as in [12] and uses
arguments of regularity and coercivity obtained through the definition of the value function and
the assumptions of quasi-sure no arbitrage and asymptotic elasticity. We then return to the general
multiperiod problem and specify the (multiperiod) value functions. Our dynamic programming
procedure is much simpler than those in [7] and [12]. In fact, our value functions do not involve a
countable supremum or closure. Such a choice is made possible by the (PD) axiom which ensures
that these value functions exist and are projectively measurable. The (PD) axiom also provides a
measurable selection theorem that we apply to multiperiod versions of our one-period problem in
order to find one-step optimal strategies. The resulting “glued” strategy is the desired investment
strategy of Theorem 1 and its admissibility as well as the properties of the optimal one-step strate-
gies provide the desired bound.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the axiom of Projective
Determinacy (PD). We then describe the financial model, the assumptions as well as the main
results. In Section 3, we solve a utility maximization problem in a one-period market, while in
Section 4, we prepare the dynamic programming procedure. Section 5 provides the proof of The-
orem 1, while Section 6 the one of Theorem 2. Section 7 presents projective sets and projectively
measurable functions, and the implications of the (PD) axiom for them. The appendix contains
further proofs and results, in particular on the measurability of the graph of the affine hull of the
conditional support of the price process.

2. Setting and main result

2.1. Projective Determinacy We introduce the axiom of Projective Determinacy (PD)
which will be assumed for our main financial results Theorems 1 and 2. For that, we need to define
a game and a projective set. We start with the notion of game. Let A⊂ NN be a non-empty set.
Imagine a two-player infinite game played as follows :

I a0 a1 · · · (1)
II b0 b1 · · ·

Player I plays a0 ∈ N, then Player II plays b0 ∈N, then Player I plays a1 ∈ N, etc. A play is thus
a sequence (a0, b0, a1, b1, · · · ) ∈ NN. We say that Player I wins the game if (a0, b0, a1, b1, · · · ) ∈ A.
Else, if (a0, b0, a1, b1, · · · ) ∈ NN \A, Player II wins. A strategy for Player I is a function σ taking
values in N and defined on the set of finite sequences of integer having an even length. For the
sequence (a0, b0, a1, b1, · · · ), the strategy σ of Player I is defined as follows: a0 = σ(∅), a1 = σ((a0, b0)),
a2 = σ((a0, b0, a1, b1)), and so on. Note that if Player I follows the strategy σ, then the complete
play is described by σ and b= (b0, b1, · · · ), the actions of Player II, and denoted by σ ∗b. A winning
strategy σ for Player I is a strategy under which Player I always wins, i.e. σ ∗ b∈A for all b∈NN.
Similarly, a strategy for Player II is a function τ taking values in N and defined on the set of finite
sequences of odd length. We denote by a∗ τ , the play in which Player I plays a and Player II plays
according to strategy τ . A winning strategy for Player II is a strategy τ under which Player II
always wins, i.e. a ∗ τ ∈ NN \A for all a ∈ NN. Now, we say that A is determined if there exists a
winning strategy for one of the two players.
One may wonder what kind of sets are determined and if there exists a set that is not determined.
It turns out that any answer to these questions depends on the set paradigm we use. In the usual
Zermelo-Fraenkel theory with the Axiom of Choice (ZFC), any closed set A is determined (see [20,
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Corollary 7]) and more generally any Borel set is determined (see [31, Theorem, p371]). However,
a more general result can not be obtained in the ZFC theory, see [27, 36.E, p307]. For the second
question, in ZFC there exists a set that is not determined, see [24, Lemma 33.1, p628].
Remark 1. Imagine a finite version of the two-player game defined above with 2N + 2 steps

(instead of infinity). Let A⊂N2N+2. Then, “Player I has a winning strategy” if and only if

∃a0 ∈N,∀b0 ∈N,∃a1 ∈N,∀b1 ∈N, · · · ,∃aN ∈N,∀bN ∈N, (a0, b0, a1, b1, · · · , aN , bN)∈A. (2)

Taking the contraposition of Assertion (2), Morgan’s law shows that “Player I has no winning
strategy” if and only if

∀a0 ∈N,∃b0 ∈N,∀a1 ∈N,∃b1 ∈N, · · · ,∀aN ∈N,∃bN ∈N, (a0, b0, a1, b1, · · · , aN , bN)∈N2N+2 \A. (3)

But, Assertion (3) is exactly “Player II has a winning strategy”. Thus, the set A is always deter-
mined: if Player I has a winning strategy, A is determined, and if Player I has no winning strategy,
Player II has a winning strategy and A is again determined. Thus, all finite sets A are determined
in a finite sense. In the infinite case, A is determined amongs to say that Morgan’s law applies
(formally) to infinite sequences of ∀ and ∃.

Now, we turn to projective sets. Projective sets are generalization of analytic sets. Let X be a
Polish space. An analytic set of X is the projection into X of the Borel subsets of X ×NN, see [5,
Proposition 7.41, p166]. We denote by Σ1

1(X), the class of analytic sets of X. Then, the projection
into X of any set of Σ1

1(X ×NN) is in Σ1
1(X), see [5, Proposition 7.39, p165]. However, Σ1

1(X) is
not stable by complement, see [5, Proposition B.6, p292]. The complement of an analytic set is
called a coanalytic set. We denote by Π1

1(X), the class of coanalytic sets of X and by ∆1
1(X), the

intersection of Σ1
1(X) and Π1

1(X). Now, the projection into X of any set of Π1
1(X ×NN) has no

reason to be coanalytic or analytic and we denote by Σ1
2(X) the class of these sets. The elements

of Σ1
2(X) can be seen as “analytic sets of level 2”. Repeating inductively this scheme and taking

the (increasing) union of the ∆1
n(X) gives the class P(X) of projective sets, see also Definition

8. We provide more details on projective sets and their properties in Section 7. In particular, we
show in Proposition 8 that the projective sets behave “almost” exactly as analytic sets. The issue
is with the “almost”. There is two (bothersome) differences. First, while an analytic set is univer-
sally measurable (see [5, p171]), one cannot prove and seemingly cannot refute in the ZFC theory,
that this is still true for projective sets (see Remark 9). Moreover, while measurable selection can
be performed on analytic sets using the Jankov-von Neumann theorem (see [5, Proposition 7.49
p182]), there seems to be no such general theorem for projective sets within the ZFC theory. These
two main differences vanishes if we postulate the (PD) axiom that we are now in position to state.

Axiom 1. Let A⊂NN. Assume that A 6= ∅ and that A is a projective set. Then, A is determined.

We will not use the (PD) axiom directly, but either the two consequences mention above: under
the (PD) axiom, a projective set is always universally measurable (see Theorem 3) and measurable
selection can be performed on projective sets (see Theorem 4). We develop further the importance
of these results and their link with axiom (PD) in Remark 9.

One may wonder if it is really legitimate to add the (PD) axiom to the other axioms of the usual
ZFC theory. As a first observation, the (PD) axiom cannot be proved in the ZFC theory. Indeed,
otherwise a projective set will be universally measurable, which is not true in the ZFC theory (see
Remark 9). The negation of the (PD) axiom in the ZFC theory is still an open problem.
The (PD) axiom is a fruitful axiom and extends properties of analytic sets in the ZFC theory
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to projective sets. Indeed as mentioned above, all projective sets are universally measurable and
admit a uniformization. Moreover, every uncountable projective set contains a Cantor set (and
so satisfy the Continuum hypothesis) and every projective set has the Baire property (see [27,
Theorem 38.17, p326]). One may wonder if the reciprocal holds true, i.e. if we assume that every
projective set is Lebesgue measurable, has the Baire property and that projective uniformization
holds true, does the (PD) axiom holds true? This question, asked by Woodin in 1981 and known
as the 12th Defino problem, was solved in 1997 and the answer is no. Nevertheless, what make the
(PD) axiom “plausible” is that it is implied by numerous set-theoretical statements, as for example
the Proper Forcing Axiom, and many of them come from areas of set theory with apparently no
connection with projective sets. Examples of such statements can be found in [42]. A remarkable
discovery was the close link between the (PD) axiom and the notion of large cardinal. A large car-
dinal is a cardinal number (see [24]) that is so large that its existence cannot be proved in the ZFC
theory, see [26] and [15] for an overview on the large cardinal theory. An example of large cardinals
are the inaccessible cardinals and the Woodin cardinals, see [24, p58] and [26, p16]. Now, it has
been shown in [33] that the (PD) axiom is provable in the ZFC theory assuming the existence of
infinitely many Woodin cardinals which are themselves inaccessible large cardinals. The following
approximated reciprocal has been proved in [42, p597] : postulating the (PD) axiom is equivalent
to postulating the existence of Woodin cardinals. An enlightening thought experiment, suggesting
the existence of a inaccessible cardinal, can be found in [22, p279].

Remark 2. The (PD) axiom will be assumed for our main financial results except in Section
3. Nevertheless, we will always write “under the (PD) axiom” to stress where this axiom is indeed
used. As already mentioned, under the (PD) axiom, any projective set A is universally measurable.
This will be used to define p(A) for any probability measure p and more generally to use classical
measure theory results in the projective context. First, any projectively measurable function f is
universally measurable (see Lemma 5 (iii)) so that

∫
fdp is well-defined (in the sense of (107)).

Moreover, Fubini’s theorem (see [5, Proposition 7.45 p175]) holds true for projectively measurable
functions and projectively measurable stochastic kernels. From now, we will use Fubini’s theorem
without further reference. An important consequence is that the sets (Qt)0≤t≤T (see (4)) are indeed
well-defined. In Section 7 where projective sets are study the (PD) axiom is of course not postulated
everywhere.

2.2. Financial Setting We fix a time horizon T and introduce a family of Polish spaces
(Ωt)1≤t≤T . For some 0≤ t≤ T , let Ωt := Ω1×·· ·×Ωt with the convention that Ω0 is a singleton. For
all Polish space X, we denote by P(X) the set of probability measures defined on the measurable
space (X,B(X)), where B(X) is the Borel sigma-algebra on X. We denote by Bc(X) the completion
of (X,B(X)) with respect to all P ∈P(X).
Let S := (St)0≤t≤T be a Rd-valued process representing the discounted price of d risky assets

over time. For all 0≤ t≤ T , we assume that St is projectively measurable. This requires that there
exists some n≥ 1 such that S−1

t (B)∈∆1
n(Ω

t) for all B ∈B(Rd), see Definition 9. Note that in the
setting of Bouchard and Nutz, St is usually assumed to be Borel measurable. As Borel measurable
functions are projectively measurable without the (PD) axiom (see Lemma 5), our assumption is
thus weaker.

Assumption 1. For all 0≤ t≤ T , St is projectively measurable.

We consider a random utility function defined on the whole real line which models the investor’s
preference on the market in the case of possible negative wealth.
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Definition 1. A random utility U : ΩT ×R → R ∪ {−∞,+∞} is a function such that U is
projectively measurable and U(ωT , ·) is nondecreasing for all ωT ∈ΩT .

The utility function is chosen random because the law of nature is uncertain. Note that
U(·, x) is usually assumed to be Borel measurable and U(ωT , ·) to be nondecreasing and upper-
semicontinuous (usc), see [7], [8], [9], [12] and [37]. This implies that U is B(ΩT )⊗B(R)-measurable
(see [9, Lemmata 5.10 and 5.13]). Thus, U is projectively measurable (see Lemma 5 without the
(PD) axiom). So, our assumption is again weaker. Moreover, we do not assume that U(ωT , ·) is
continuous or upper-semicontinuous. However, as U(ωT , ·) is nondecreasing, U(ωT , ·) must be con-
tinuous except on a countable set of points. And of course, we do not assume that U(ωT , ·) is
concave.

We now construct the set QT of all priors prevailing on the market. The set QT captures all the
investor’s beliefs about the law of nature. For all 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1, let1 Qt+1 : Ω

t
։P(Ωt+1) where

Qt+1(ω
t) can be seen as the set of all possible priors for the t+1-th period given the state ωt at

time t. The following assumption allows us to perform measurable selection, see Proposition 9.

Assumption 2. The set Q1 is nonempty and convex. For all 1≤ t≤ T −1, Qt+1 is a nonempty
and convex-valued random set such that Graph(Qt+1) := {(ωt, p)∈Ωt×P(Ωt+1), p∈Qt+1(ω

t)} is a
projective set.

Projective sets have been introduced in Section 2.1, see also Definition 8. Note that in the Bouchard
and Nutz setting (see among others [10], [37], [7], [2], [8], [36] and [12]), Graph(Qt+1) is assumed to
be a convex analytic set. We will show in (102) in Proposition 8 that an analytic set is a projective
set again without the (PD) axiom. Thus in ZFC theory, our setting includes the classical quasi-
sure financial one without postulating continuity and concavity assumptions on U(ωT , ·). Explicit
examples of nondominated financial markets satisfying Assumption 2 can be adapted from [8] and
[2]. Among them is a robust discrete time Black-Scholes model and a robust binomial model where
the uncertainty affects the probability of jumps and their size.

For all 0≤ t≤ T − 1, let SKt+1 be the set of projectively measurable stochastic kernels on Ωt+1

given Ωt. For qt+1(·|·) : B(Ωt+1)×Ωt → R, we say that qt+1 ∈ SKt+1 if for all ωt ∈ Ωt, qt+1(·|ωt) ∈
P(Ωt+1) and ω

t 7→ qt+1(·|ωt) is projectively measurable (see Definition 9). Under the (PD) axiom,
for all qt+1 ∈ SKt+1, we have that ω

t 7→ qt+1(·|ωt) is universally measurable (see Lemma 5) and qt+1

is an universally measurable stochastic kernel, see [5, Definition 7.12, p134]. Then, still under the
(PD) axiom, Assumption 2 and Proposition 9 show that there exists qt+1 ∈ SKt+1 such that for
all ωt ∈Ωt (recall that Qt+1 6= ∅), qt+1(·|ωt)∈Qt+1(ω

t). Now, for all 1≤ t≤ T , we can use Fubini’s
theorem, see Remark 2, and define the product measure q1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qt which belongs to P(Ωt).
Let Qt ⊂P(Ωt) be defined by

Qt := {q1 ⊗ q2 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qt, q1 ∈Q1, qs+1 ∈ SKs+1, qs+1(·|ωs)∈Qs+1(ω
s), ∀ωs ∈Ωs,∀1≤ s≤ t− 1}.(4)

We also set Q0 := {δω0
}, where δω0

is the Dirac measure on the single element ω0 of Ω0. If P :=
q1⊗ q2⊗· · ·⊗ qT ∈QT , we write for any 1≤ t≤ T , P t := q1⊗ q2⊗· · ·⊗ qt and P t ∈Qt. In this paper,
most of the time, we work directly on the disintegration of P rather than P . Thus, from now, we
will precise the fixed disintegration for which the required result holds true.

1 The notation ։ stands for set-valued mapping.
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Trading strategies are represented by d-dimensional processes φ := {φt, 1≤ t≤ T} representing
the investor’s holdings in each of the d risky assets over time. We assume that φt : Ω

t−1 → Rd is
projectively measurable for all 1 ≤ t≤ T . The set of all such trading strategies is denoted by Φ.
Under the (PD) axiom, if φ ∈ Φ, then φ is universally measurable (see Lemma 5) which is the
usual assumption in the quasi-sure literature. So, again our assumption is weaker but this times
assuming the (PD) axiom. Trading is assumed to be self-financing and the value at time t of a
portfolio φ∈Φ starting from initial capital x∈R is thus given by

V x,φ
t = x+

t∑

s=1

φs∆Ss.

Note that if x, y ∈ Rd then the concatenation xy stands for their scalar product. The symbol | . |
refers to the Euclidean norm on Rd (or on R) and | . |1 is the norm on Rd defined by |x |1 :=

∑d

i=1 |xi|
for all x∈Rd.

We now introduce a condition which will play the role of the no-arbitrage condition. For that,
we need the conditional supports of the price increments. Let 0≤ t≤ T − 1 and P ∈P(ΩT ) with
the fixed disintegration P := qP1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ qPT , the multiple-priors conditional support Dt+1 : Ωt

։Rd

and the conditional support relatively to P , Dt+1
P : Ωt

։Rd are defined by

Dt+1(ωt) :=
⋂

{A⊂Rd, closed, p(∆St+1(ω
t, ·)∈A) = 1, ∀p∈Qt+1(ω

t)} (5)

Dt+1
P (ωt) :=

⋂
{A⊂Rd, closed, qPt+1(∆St+1(ω

t, ·) ∈A|ωt) = 1}. (6)

Additionally, for some R⊂Rd, let

Aff(R) :=
⋂

{A⊂Rd, affine, R⊂A} Conv(R) :=
⋂

{C ⊂Rd, convex, R⊂C} (7)

and if R is convex, ri(R) is the interior of R relatively to Aff(R).

Recall that a set A ⊂ ΩT is a QT -polar set if there exists N ∈ B(ΩT ) such that A ⊂ N and
P (N) = 0 for all P ∈ QT . A property holds true QT -quasi-surely (q.s.) if it holds true outside of
a QT -polar set. The complement of a QT -polar set is called a QT -full-measure set. Of course, any
QT -full-measure set is a P -full-measure set for all P ∈ QT . Note that under the (PD) axiom, if
A⊂ ΩT is a projective set, then A ∈ Bc(Ω

T ), see Theorem 3. Thus, A is a QT -full-measure set if
P (A) = 1 for all P ∈QT .

We can now define the set HT :

HT := {P ∈QT , 0∈ ri(conv(Ds+1
P ))(·)Qs-q.s., Aff(Ds+1

P )(·) =Aff(Ds+1)(·)Qs-q.s.,∀0≤ s≤ T − 1}.(8)

Assumption 3. We have that HT 6= ∅.
We first comment on Assumption 3 and its link with the NA(QT )-condition of Bouchard and

Nutz [10, Definition 1.1]. We also recall the classical uni-prior no-arbitrage condition.

Definition 2. The NA(QT ) condition holds true if V 0,φ
T ≥ 0 QT -q.s. for some φ ∈ Φ implies

that V 0,φ
T = 0 QT -q.s.

Let P ∈P(ΩT ). The NA(P ) condition holds true if V 0,φ
T ≥ 0 P -a.s. for some φ ∈ Φ implies that

V 0,φ
T = 0 P -a.s.
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Lemma 1. Assume the (PD) axiom. Assume that Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold true. We have

that (i) HT ⊂QT , (ii) HT and QT have the same polar sets, (iii) NA(P ) holds true for all P ∈HT ,

(iv) the NA(QT )-condition holds true and (v) for all P ∗ := qP
∗

1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qP
∗

T ∈HT ,

PT := {(λ1q
P∗

1 +(1−λ1)q
Q
1 )⊗ · · ·⊗ (λT q

P∗

T +(1−λT )q
Q
T ), 0<λi ≤ 1, Q∈QT } ⊂HT . (9)

Proof. See Appendix 8.1. �

Remark 3. It should be possible to show that Assumption 3 is in fact equivalent to the

NA(QT )-condition in our projective setup as this is done in [10] for the Bouchard and Nutz ana-

lytic one. This is kept for further research.

As in [12], we use an adhoc integral
∫
−
. This integral corresponds to the usual integral when

finite. Else it is computed using the convention :

−∞+∞=+∞−∞=−∞. (10)

This is the usual convention for maximization problems. Note however that [5] adopts the opposite

convention. Otherwise, we adopt the usual arithmetic rules in calculations involving (+∞) and

(−∞) described in [5, Section 7.44, p26-27] :

+(−∞) =−∞, −(+∞) =−∞ 0× (±∞) = (±∞)× 0= 0. (11)

We will show in Section 7.5 some measurability properties for such an integral and in particular

that under the (PD) axiom, the integral of a projectively measurable function (which exists, see

Remark 2) is projectively measurable, see Proposition 12. From now, we will simply write
∫

(or

E) instead of
∫
−
except when we need to clarify the difference between both integrals.

We can introduce the set of admissible strategies for the utility maximization problem.

Definition 3. Let U be a random utility function as in Definition 1. Let P ∈P(ΩT ) and x∈R.

Φ(x,U,P ) := {φ ∈Φ, EPU
−(·, V x,φ

T (·))<+∞}
Φ(x,U,QT ) :=

⋂

P∈QT

Φ(x,U,P ).

We are now in position to state our utility maximization problem when the uncertainty about the

true probability of future events is modeled by QT :

u(x) := sup
φ∈Φ(x,U,QT )

inf
P∈QT

EPU(·, V x,φ
T (·)). (12)

Note that u(x) = supφ∈Φ infP∈QT EPU(·, V x,φ
T (·)). Indeed, if φ ∈ Φ \ Φ(x,U,QT ), then

infP∈QT EPU(·, V x,φ
T (·)) =−∞ thanks to convention (10).

We now introduce the different assumptions needed for the existence of an optimal strategy in

(12).
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2.3. Direct Assumptions on U We start with the assumptions that can be directly (and
easily) checked. The first one is on the asymptotic behavior of the random utility U . This kind
of condition already appeared in [13, Proposition 4] for a finite nondecreasing continuous and non
necessarily concave function in the uni-prior setting. See also [39, Proposition 5.1], [7, Proposition
3.24] and [12, Assumption 3].

Assumption 4. There exist 0< γ < γ and a projectively measurable random variable C : ΩT →
R+ ∪{+∞} such that supP∈QT EPC <+∞ and such that for all ωT ∈ΩT satisfying C(ωT )<+∞,
for all λ≥ 1 and x∈R,

U(ωT , λx) ≤ λγ(U(ωT , x)+C(ωT )) (13)
U(ωT , λx) ≤ λγ(U(ωT , x)+C(ωT )). (14)

Recall from Remark 2 that EPC exists for all P ∈ QT . A consequence of Assumption 4 is that a
one-step strategy must be bounded in order to be optimal for problem (30) (see Proposition 2) and
this compactness result will allow us to prove existence of an optimal strategy for (12). Note that
[12, Assumption 3] is a weaker version of Assumption 4. Indeed, when U(ωT , ·) is assumed to be
concave, only one inequality in Assumption 4 suffices (see [12, Lemma 7]). Moreover, Assumption
4 is related to the notion of Reasonnable Asymptotic Elasticity (RAE) introduced in [29] and [41].
We refer to [12] and [13] for a detailed discussion on the link between RAE and Assumption 4.
Assumption 4 asserts that γ, the Asymptotic Elasticity (AE) in −∞ must be greater that γ, the
AE in +∞.
The next assumption ensures that U takes negative values and is similar to [12, Assumption 4].

Assumption 5. There exists a projectively measurable random variable X : ΩT →R such that
for all ωT ∈ ΩT , X(ωT )< 0 and U(·,X(·))<−C(·) QT q.s, where C(·)≥ 0 has been introduced in
Assumption 4.

Assumption 5 is of course satisfied if U is deterministic, nondecreasing and such that
limx→−∞U(x) =−∞. Moreover, if Assumption 5 is not satisfied, then (12) may have no solution,
see [12, Remark 5] in a one-period concave and usc setting.

2.4. Value functions and Assumption on UP
0 We first introduce the dynamic program-

ming procedure and the associated value functions. We do it for the multiple-priors utility max-
imization problem (12) with the value functions Ut and also for the utility problem related to a
given prior P with the value functions UP

t . Fix P ∈QT with fixed disintegration P := qP1 ⊗· · ·⊗ qPT .
For all 0≤ t≤ T − 1, we define





UP
T (ωT , x) :=U(ωT , x)

uP
t (ω

t, x, h) :=EqP
t+1(·|ω

t)U
P
t+1(ω

t, ·, x+h∆St+1(ω
t, ·))

UP
t (ωt, x) := suph∈Rd uP

t (ω
t, x, h)

(15)





UT (ω
T , x) :=U(ωT , x)

ut(ω
t, x, h) := infp∈Qt+1(ωt)EpUt+1(ω

t, ·, x+h∆St+1(ω
t, ·))

Ut(ω
t, x) := suph∈Rd ut(ω

t, x, h).
(16)

The existence and the measurability of Ut and U
P
t are not trivial especially as we take uncount-

able suprema. These results will be proved in Section 4 under the (PD) axiom. Here, no regularity
is assumed for the random utility function and the (PD) axiom provides a measurability frame-
work where uncountable supremum or infimum of measurable functions remain measurable and
measurable selection can be performed (see Section 7). Our definition of the value functions differs
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from the usual one as we take suprema over all h in Rd and not in Qd and as we do not take the
closure of these suprema, see [7], [12], [36] and [37]. Taking a countable supremum and the closure
ensure that Ut is lower-semianalytic, i.e. that the measurability of Ut stays at the lowest level of
the projective hierarchy. Low enough to be able to use measurable selection methods in the ZFC
theory only. One may wonder if we can simplify proofs and obtain a better result in Theorem 1 if
we take a countable infimum in (15) and (16) and if we take the closure as it is usually done. The
answer is no, see Remarks 4 and 6.

We now introduce an assumption that provides a control from above on each UP
t for P ∈HT .

Assumption 6. For all P ∈HT , UP
0 (1)<+∞.

Assumption 6 is similar to [39, Assumption 2.3 (1)] and thus well-accepted in the uni-prior set-
ting. What is nice here is that the assumption is postulated prior by prior and not uniformly on
all of them. This assumption is obviously satisfied if U is bounded from above. Else, Assumption 6
is not easy to verify. We will propose a still general context where it holds automatically true (see
Theorem 2). Assumption 6 was also postulated in [12, Assumption 6] or [13, Assumption 2 (11)].
We refer to [12, Lemma 2] and the discussion after for a detailed comparison of Assumption 6 to
the similar assumptions in the literature. Note that U0(1)<+∞ is not enough to get existence of
an optimal strategy, see the counter-example in [12, Remark 2].

The last assumption states that the P -prior problems are well-defined in the following sense.

Assumption 7. For all 1≤ t≤ T , P ∈HT and θ ∈ {−1,1}d∪{0}, EPU
P
t (·,1+ θ∆St(·)) is well

defined in the generalized sense i.e. we have that

EP (U
P
t )+(·,1+ θ∆St(·))<+∞ or EP (U

P
t )−(·,1+ θ∆St(·))<+∞.

This assumption is satisfied if either U is bounded from above or from below. We compare As-
sumption 7 to [12, Assumption 5], i.e. that supP∈QT EPU

−(·, x+ h∆St(·))<+∞ for all 1≤ t≤ T ,
(x,h)∈Q×Qd. One trivial observation is that contrary to [12, Assumption 5], Assumption 7 allows
that U =−∞ on a non-polar set. Moreover, using [12, (52) and Proposition 6 (iv)], we can show
that Assumption 7 holds true under Assumptions 1, 2, 4 and [12, Assumption 5] when U is as in
[12, Definition 1].

2.5. Main result As U(ωT , ·) is not continuous, our main result is not the existence of an
optimal solution for (12). Such a result will be obtained if U(ωT , ·) is usc or if the candidate
for the optimal wealth does not belong to the set of discontinuity of U(ωT , ·), see (22). What
we obtain in general is a strategy φ∗,x for which a bound on the optimality error, i.e. on u(x)−
infP∈QT EPU(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·)) can be derived. This bound will depend on the jump size of U(ωT , ·), see
(20). To do that, we first need to introduce the closure operator for a function F : Ωt ×Rp →R∪
{−∞,+∞} with p≥ 1. Fix ωt ∈Ωt. Then, Rp ∋ x 7→ Fωt(x) := F (ωt, x) is an extended real-valued
function and its closure, denoted by Cl(Fωt), is the smallest usc function w : Rp →R∪{−∞,+∞}
such that Fωt ≤w. Now Cl(F ) : Ωt×Rp →R∪{−∞,+∞} is defined by Cl(F )(ωt, x) := Cl(Fωt)(x).
We will use the closure operator for functions defined on Ωt ×R or on Ωt ×R×Rd.
When F is defined on Ωt ×R and F (ωt, ·) is nondecreasing, using [40, 1(7)] applied to −F (ωt, ·),
we get that

Cl(F )(ωt, x) = lim
ǫ→0+

F (ωt, x+ ǫ) = F (ωt, x)+∆+F (ωt, x), (17)
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where ∆+F (ωt, x) := limǫ→0+ F (ωt, x+ ǫ)−F (ωt, x) is the jump of F (ωt, ·) at x.
We will solve the following value functions associated to Cl(ut) for all 0≤ t≤ T.

ucl
t (ω

t, x) := sup
h∈Rd

Cl(ut)(ω
t, x, h). (18)

As ut has no reason to be usc, we do not have that Ut = ucl
t and we do not solve (16) directly. This

is discussed again in Section 3 (see Problem (30)).

We are now in position to state our first main theorem.

Theorem 1. Assume the (PD) axiom. Let U be a random utility function (see Definition 1).
Assume that Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 hold true. Then, there exist some (φ∗,x)x∈R ⊂ Φ
and for all 0≤ t≤ T − 1, a Qt-full measure set Ω̂t ∈ B(Ωt) such that for all x∈R and ωt ∈ Ω̂t, we
have that φ∗,x

t+1(ω
t) ∈Aff(Dt+1)(ω

t) and that

Ut(ω
t, V x,φ∗,x

t (ωt))≤Cl(Ut)(ω
t, V x,φ∗,x

t (ωt))≤ ucl
t (ω

t, V x,φ∗,x

t (ωt)) = sup
h∈Rd

Cl(ut)(ω
t, V x,φ∗,x

t (ωt), h)

=Cl(ut)(ω
t, V x,φ∗,x

t (ωt), φ∗,x
t+1(ω

t)).
(19)

We have the following bounds for the optimality error

0≤ u(x)− inf
P∈QT

EPU(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·))≤ sup
P∈QT

EP∆+U(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·)), (20)

If φ∗,x ∈Φ(x,U,QT ), then

u(x) ≤ U0(x)≤Cl(U0)(x)≤ ucl
0 (x) = inf

P∈QT
EPCl(U)(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·)). (21)

Moreover, if U(ωT , ·) is usc for all ωT in a QT -full measure set or V x,φ∗,x

T (·) /∈D(·) QT -q.s., where
D(ωT ) is the (countable) set of discontinuity of U(ωT , ·), then U0 is usc in x and

u(x) =U0(x) = inf
P∈QT

EPU(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·)). (22)

Proof. The last part of Theorem 1 is an easy consequence of the first one. If U(ωT , ·) is usc for
all ωT in a QT -full measure set, we have that

U(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·)) =Cl(U)(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·)) QT -q.s. (23)

So, (21) shows the desired result. Now, if V x,φ∗,x

T (·) /∈D(·) QT -q.s., (23) still holds true using (17).
The rest of the proof of Theorem 1 is quite involved and is delayed to Section 5. The general idea
is still the one of dynamic programming, i.e. to glue together all the one-step optimal strategies
constructed in Section 3 for Problem (18). �

Remark 4. One may wonder if we can prove that φ∗,x is an optimal strategy for Problem (12).
The answer is no without further assumptions. To prove that φ∗,x is optimal for (12), we should
first prove that φ∗,x

t+1 is an optimal one-step strategy between t and t+ 1 starting from an initial
wealth equal to x+

∑t

s=1 φ
∗,x
s ∆Ss, i.e. if one have already followed the strategies (φ∗,x

1 , · · ·, φ∗,x
t )

until time t. This means that

Ut(ω
t, V x,φ∗,x

t (ωt)) = sup
h∈Rd

inf
p∈Qt+1(ωt)

EpUt+1

(
ωt, ·, V x,φ∗,x

t (ωt)+h∆St+1(ω
t, ·)
)

= inf
p∈Qt+1(ωt)

EpUt+1

(
ωt, ·, V x,φ∗,x

t (ωt)+φ∗,x
t+1(ω

t)∆St+1(ω
t, ·)
)
.

(24)
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We show below in Example 1 that the last equality in (24) can be false. We also prove that we can
have u(x)> infP∈QT EPU(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·)).
Now, if ut(ω

t, ·, ·) is usc (recall (16)), then (19) implies that (24) holds true. However, ut(ω
t, ·, ·)

has no reason to be usc. One might think that if Ut+1(ω
t+1, ·) is usc, then ut(ω

t, ·, ·) would also be
usc. This is not necessarily true with our one-period assumptions even if Ut+1(ω

t+1, ·) is assumed
to be concave and finite (and in particular usc), see Example 2. So, even if Ut+1 was defined in
a closure “way”, i.e. as the closure of x 7→ suph∈Rd ut+1(ω

t+1, x, h) for all ωt+1 ∈Ωt+1 as in [7] and
[12], it would not guarantee that (x,h) 7→ ut(ω

t, x, h) would be usc for ωt ∈Ωt in some full-measure
set, and so would be pointless. In any case, the closures in (19) should still be needed.

Example 1. The existence of an optimal strategy may fail when the utility function is not
usc and concave. Let T = 1, d = 1, Ω1 = R and for all x ∈ R, U(x) := x if x ≤ 0 and U(x) := 1
otherwise. Then, U is nonconcave, lower-semicontinuous (lsc) but not usc at x= 0. Let ∆S1 and
P0 ∈P(Ω1) be such that ∆S1 is a P0-integrable Borel measurable function and D1

P0
=R. Note that

in particular, P0(∆S1 < 0)> 0 and P0(∆S1> 0)> 0. Set Q1 := {P0}. The function U is a (nonran-
dom) utility in the sense of Definition 1, and Assumptions 1 and 2 hold true (see Lemma 5). Here,
D1 =D1

P0
= R and so, Aff(D1) = Aff(D1

P0
) = R, 0 ∈ ri(Conv(D1

P0
)) and Assumption 3 holds true.

Assumption 4 holds true for γ := 1, γ := 0.5 and C := 1. Indeed, let λ≥ 1. If x> 0, then U(λx) = 1
and U(x) = 1. So, λ0.5(U(x) + C) = 2λ0.5 ≥ 1 = U(λx) and λ(U(x) + C) = 2λ ≥ 1 = U(λx). If
x≤ 0, then U(λx) = λx and U(x) = x. So, U(λx) = λU(x) ≤ λ(U(x) +C) and U(λx) = λU(x) ≤
λ0.5U(x)≤ λ0.5(U(x)+C) as U(x)≤ 0. Assumption 5 holds true for X =−2 as U(X) = U(−2) =
−2<−1=−C. Now, as U is bounded from above (by 1), so is U0 and Assumptions 6 and 7 hold
true. We claim that an optimal strategy fails to exist when x = 0. Let φ : R ∋ h 7→ EP0

U(h∆S1).
For all h> 0, φ(h) = P0(∆S1> 0)−hEP0

(∆S1)
−. For all h< 0, φ(h) = P0(∆S1< 0)+hEP0

(∆S1)
+.

Thus, φ is nondecreasing on (−∞,0) and nonincreasing (0,+∞) and the only possible maximizer
for φ is h= 0. But, as φ(0) = 0, φ(0+) = P0(∆S1> 0)> 0 and φ(0−) = P0(∆S1< 0)> 0, we see that
h= 0 cannot be a maximizer and there is no optimal strategy for (12).
We now claim that there is a strict inequality at x= 0 in (19) or (21) and also in (24). From the
previous computations, u(0) = max(P0(∆S1 > 0), P0(∆S1 < 0)) ∈ (0,1). We have that Cl(U)(x) =
x if x < 0 and Cl(U)(x) = 1 otherwise. As Cl(U)(x) ≤ 1 = Cl(U)(0) for all x ∈ R, we have
that EP0

Cl(U)(h∆S1) ≤ 1 = EP0
Cl(U)(0∆S1) for all h ∈ R and h∗ = 0 is a maximizer of h 7→

EP0
Cl(U)(h∆S1). But,

EP0
U(h∗∆S1) = 0<u(0) =U0(0)< 1 =EP0

Cl(U)(h∗∆S1) = sup
h∈R

EP0
Cl(U)(h∆S1).

2.6. Application Note that the strategy φ∗,x belongs to Φ but may fail to be admissible.
This is not specific to our quasi-sure setting. Already in [39, Theorem 2.7] or [13, Theorem 1], one
has to assume that φ∗,x is admissible in order to be optimal (see [13, Remark 15]). Interestingly,
we see that if φ∗,x is admissible and if V x,φ∗,x

T (ωT ) does not belong to the set of discontinuity of
U(ωT , ·), then φ∗,x is a solution of (12). The condition that φ∗,x ∈Φ(x,U,QT ) is obviously not easy
to verify and we would like to check that Theorem 1 applies for a concrete, broad class of market
models and random utility functions. For that, we first define some sets of random variables which
are integrable enough.

Definition 4. Fix 0≤ t≤ T and P ∈P(Ωt).

Mt(P ) :=
{
X : Ωt →R∪{−∞,+∞} projectively measurable such that EP |X|r <+∞, ∀r≥ 1

}

Mt :=
⋂

P∈Qt

Mt(P ).
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Note that M0 =M0(P ) = R. It is also clear that Mt ⊂Mt(P ) for all P ∈ Qt. The set MT is a
robust extension in the projective setting of the set M defined in [39] (see also [13]).

Definition 5. A random utility as in Definition 1 is of type (A) if U(ωT , ·) is usc for all

ωt ∈ΩT , U+(·,1) ∈MT , Assumption 4 holds true for some C ∈MT , Assumption 5 holds true for

some X ∈MT such that 1/|U(·,X(·)) +C(·)| ∈MT , and if there exist p≥ 1 and a non-negative
and projectively measurable random variable C1 ∈MT such that for all ωT ∈ΩT and x∈R

U(ωT , x)≥−C1(ω
T )(1+ |x|p). (25)

This notion of random utility function of type (A) was already defined in [12, Definition 5] but for

concave utility functions and assuming that U(·, x) is Borel measurable and C1 ∈WT , where WT

is the set of X such that supP∈QT EP |X|r <+∞ for all r ≥ 1 (see [12, Definition 4]). It is indeed
better to work with MT as the integrability conditions of MT can be checked on a prior-by-prior

basis.

An example of utility functions of type (A) are utility functions with random benchmark, see [12,

Definition 6 and Proposition 13], where the utility function is no more concave and the benchmark

is only assumed to be projectively measurable and in MT .

We propose the following theorem that shows the existence of an optimal strategy for random
utility of type (A) under some integrability conditions on the market especially on the process αP

introduced below and related to the “quantitative” no-arbitrage condition, see [8, Definition 3.19].

This lemma generalizes [8, Proposition 3.35] to our projective setup

Lemma 2. Assume the (PD) axiom. Assume that Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold true. Fix P :=

qP1 ⊗· · ·⊗ qPT ∈HT . For all 0≤ t≤ T −1, there exists some projectively measurable function αP
t (·)∈

(0,1] such that Ωt,P
qNA is a Qt-full-measure set, where

Ωt,P
qNA :=

{
ωt ∈Ωt,∀h∈Aff(Dt+1)(ωt), h 6= 0, qPt+1

(
h∆St+1(ω

t, ·)<−αP
t (ω

t)|h||ωt
)
≥ αP

t (ω
t)
}
.(26)

Proof. See Appendix 8.1. �

Theorem 2. Assume the (PD) axiom. Let U be a random utility of type (A). Assume that
Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold true. Moreover, suppose that for all P ∈HT and for all 0≤ t≤ T −1,

1/αP
t ∈Mt and |∆St+1| ∈Mt+1. Then, for all x∈R, there exists φ∗,x ∈Φ(x,U,QT ) such that

u(x) = sup
φ∈Φ(x,U,QT )

inf
P∈QT

EPU(·, V x,φ
T (·)) = inf

P∈QT
EPU(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·)).

The integrability conditions of Theorem 2 are quite classical in the uni-prior literature on un-

bounded utility functions, see for example [39, Proposition 7.1], [9, Theorem 4.16] and [13, Propo-
sition 7], and also close to the ones of the multiple-priors literature, see for example [7, Theorem

3.6], [8, Corollary 3.16], [12, Theorem 2] and [38, Theorem 3.11]. Theorem 2 extends [12, Theorem

2] to utility functions that are no longer necessarily concave and to integrability conditions stated
through Mt and not Wt.
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3. One period case As mentioned after Theorem 1, we construct the candidate for optimal
solutions of (12) by gluing together one-step optimal strategies for (18). This is the reason why
we start with a one-period model. Let Ω be a Polish space, P(Ω) be the set of all probability
measures on (Ω,B(Ω)) and Q be a nonempty convex subset of P(Ω). In the one-period model, we
will not assume the (PD) axiom because we don’t do measurable selection. We will also not be
using projective sets or projective measurability. Thus, here the Rd-vector Y (·) := (Y1(·), ..., Yd(·)),
which could represent the change of values of the price process during the period, is assumed to
be Bc(Ω)-measurable and not projectively measurable. Like previously, D ⊂ Rd is the support of
the distribution of Y (·) under Q and Dp ⊂Rd is the one of Y (·) under p∈Q. We first assume the
one-period counterpart of Assumption 3.

Assumption 8. There exists p∗ ∈Q such that 0∈ ri(conv(Dp∗)) and Aff(D) =Aff(Dp∗).

In the one-period case, Assumption 8 is equivalent to the NA(Q) condition, see [4, Lemma 2.7] and
also [8, Theorem 3.29] for T = 1. In the rest of this Section, we fix some p∗ as in Assumption 8. As
NA(p∗) holds true, the “quantitative” no-arbitrage condition is satisfied and [39, Proposition 3.3]
shows that there exists some 0< α∗ ≤ 1 such that for all h ∈Aff(Dp∗) = Aff(D) (see Assumption
8), h 6= 0,

p∗(hY <−α∗|h|)≥α∗. (27)

Assumption 9. A random utility V : Ω × R → R ∪ {−∞,+∞} is a Bc(Ω × R)-measurable
function such that V (ω, ·) is nondecreasing for all ω ∈Ω.

The measurability of V implies that the expectations in (28) or (34) below are well-defined. In-
deed, let (x,h) ∈ R× Rd. Noting that ω 7→ (ω,x+ hY (ω)) is Bc(Ω)-measurable (recall that Y is
Bc(Ω)-measurable) and using [5, Proposition 7.44, p172], we get that V (·, x+hY (·)) is also Bc(Ω)-
measurable.

Remark 5. The value functions UP
t+1(ω

t, ·, ·) and Ut+1(ω
t, ·, ·) (see (15) and (16)) are the mul-

tiperiod counterparts of V (·, ·) and they are projectively measurable (see Proposition 5 (i)) and
thus under the (PD) axiom, Bc(Ω

t ×R)-measurable (see Lemma 5 (iii)).
One may wonder if the one-period analysis can be done with an arbitrary measurable space (Ω,G)
and under the assumption that V (·, x) is G-measurable and V (ω, ·) is non-decreasing as in [7, Sec-
tion 3] and [12, Section 3]. The answer is no. As we do not assume here that V (ω, ·) is usc, V has
no reason to be jointly measurable and (28) and (34) may not exist.

The pendant of (12) is :

v(x) := sup
h∈Rd

inf
p∈Q

EpV (·, x+hY (·)). (28)

Let Ψ :R×Rd →R∪{−∞,+∞} be the worst case expected utility function defined for all (x,h)∈
R×Rd by

Ψ(x,h) := inf
p∈Q

EpV (·, x+hY (·)). (29)

Then, v(x) = suph∈Rd Ψ(x,h). The function Ψ is the pendant of ut, while v is the pendant of Ut,
see (16). Problem (28) have already been solved in [6] and [12] in the case of concave and usc
utility functions. The fact that Ψ(x, ·) was usc played a significant role to prove the existence of an
optimizer. In [6, Lemma 3.5.12], a strong integrability assumption on V + and the continuity and
the concavity of V (ω, ·) allow to show that Ψ(x, ·) is usc using Fatou’s lemma. In [12, Proposition
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1], it is a strong integrability assumption on V − (and a weaker integrability assumption on V +),
as well as the concavity of V (ω, ·), which imply that Ψ(x, ·) is finite and concave, and thus usc.
Here, even if V (ω, ·) is assumed to be usc and concave, there is no reason for Ψ(x, ·) to be usc

and also to have a maximizer. This is primarily because we do not assume enough integrability
conditions on V − and V +. Example 2 proposes an example of this phenomenon. Without continuity
and concavity assumption, we do not aim to solve (28) but instead, we focus on the related problem

vcl(x) := sup
h∈Rd

Cl(Ψ)(x,h). (30)

Except for the concavity and the continuity of V (ω, ·) and the measurability of V , our other
assumptions are very similar to the ones of [12, Section 3]. We will comment as we go along on the
differences.

Assumption 10. For all θ ∈ {−1,1}d, Ep∗V
+(·,1+ θY (·))<+∞.

Assumption 10 is similar to [12, Assumption 10], [6, Assumption 3.5.6 (3.19)] and [7, Assumption
3.16] and provides some upper bound for the value function. As [12, Assumption 10], Assumption
10 is stated only for p∗ in contrast to [6, Assumption 3.5.6 (3.19)] which is postulated for all
p ∈ Q. However, Assumption 10 is stronger than [12, Assumption 10] which only requires that
Ep∗V

+(·,1)<+∞. This counterbalances [12, Assumption 9], which is replaced by Assumption 13,
as here we don’t need a control from below on v in order to transfer concavity results to the value
function. We now give the assumption related to RAE in discrete time.

Assumption 11. There exist some constants 0< γ < γ and a Bc(Ω)-measurable random vari-

able C : Ω → R+ ∪ {+∞} such that c∗ := Ep∗(C) < +∞ and such that for all ω ∈ Ω satisfying
C(ω)<+∞, for all λ≥ 1, x∈R,

V (ω,λx) ≤ λγ(V (ω,x)+C(ω)) (31)
V (ω,λx) ≤ λγ(V (ω,x)+C(ω)). (32)

From now, we choose some 0< η < 1 such that γ < ηγ.

Equation (31) provides a control on V −, while (32) gives a control on V +. Indeed, we see easily
that for all ω ∈Ω such that C(ω)<+∞, x∈R and λ≥ 1,

V −(ω,λx) ≥ λγ(V −(ω,x)−C(ω)).
V +(ω,λx) ≤ λγ(V +(ω,x)+C(ω)). (33)

The coefficient η will play an important role to establish bounds for the value function in (30)
and the optimal strategy : it is crucial that the control γ on V − is strictly larger than the control
γ on V +. As U is not concave we don’t have the condition that γ ≤ 1≤< γ which is required in
[12, Assumption 11].

Assumption 12. There exists some n∗
0 ∈N \ {0} such that,

p∗
(
V (·,−n∗

0)≤−
(
1+2

c∗

α∗

))
≥ 1− α∗

2
,

where α∗ is defined in (27) and c∗ in Assumption 11.

Assumption 12 (see also [13, Assumption 8] and [12, Assumption 12]) is the one-period counterpart
of Assumption 5 and ensures that the functions v and vcl (see (28) and (30)) can take arbitrary
negative values. Note that if limx→−∞ V (·, x) =−∞ p∗−almost surely, then Assumption 12 is ver-
ified. If Assumption 12 fails, then there may be no solution to the one-step utility maximization
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problem even in the concave uni-prior case, see [12, Remark 5].

Let p ∈ Q. We introduce the function Ψp : R× Rd → R ∪ {−∞,+∞} which is defined for all
(x,h)∈R×Rd by

Ψp(x,h) := EpV (·, x+hY (·)). (34)

Then, Ψ(x,h) = infp∈QΨp(x,h), recall (29). Recall that the expectation in (29) and (34) are de-
fined in the generalized sense using that V (·, x+ hY (·)) is Bc(Ω)-measurable and the convention
+∞−∞=−∞+∞=−∞. Thus, Ψp and Ψ are well-defined although being potentially infinite.
The function Ψp is introduced as a tool to prove properties on Ψ and v but also to pass Assumption
6 through the dynamic programming procedure. The results on Ψp can be find in [12] (see also [39]
and [6]) but under a different set of assumptions.

Example 2. Even if V (ω, ·) is assumed to be finite and concave (and thus continuous), Ψ may
fail to be usc and Problem (28) may have no solution.
Let N1, N2 and N3 be Borel measurable functions defined on R. Let p be a probability measure on
R such that (N1,N2,N3) are independent standard Gaussians under p. Set Y := exp(exp(N3)). We
choose Ω=R×{0,1}, d= 2 and define Y (·) = (Y1(·), Y2(·)) as follows for all ω= (x, i)∈Ω :

Y1(ω) :=N1(x)1{0}(i)+Y (x)1{1}(i) Y2(ω) :=N2(x)1{0}(i)−Y (x)1{1}(i).

We also define p∗ and p0 on Ω as follows: p∗ := p⊗ δ{0} and p0 := p⊗ δ{1}. Set Q := Conv(p0, p
∗).

We see easily that (Y1, Y2) = (N1,N2) p
∗-a.s. Thus, under p∗, Y1 and Y2 are independent and follow

some standard Gaussian laws. We also have that (Y1, Y2) = (Y ,−Y ) p0-a.s.
Now, Assumption 8 holds true as Dp∗ =R2 =Aff(Dp∗)⊂Aff(D)⊂R2 and 0 ∈ ri(Conv(Dp∗)) =R2.
We now define V . Let Z(ω) := exp(N3(x))1{1}(i). Then, Z = 0 p∗-a.s. and Z = exp(N3) p

0-a.s. For

all x∈R, let Ṽ (x) := 1− exp(−x) if x≤ 0 and Ṽ (x) := x otherwise and set V (ω,x) := Ṽ (x−Z(ω)).
Then, V (ω, ·) is finite and strictly concave for all ω ∈ Ω. Assumption 9 trivially holds true as Z
and V are Borel measurable. As V +(ω,x) = (x−Z(ω))+ for all (ω,x) ∈ Ω×R and Z = 0 p∗-a.s.,
for all h= (h1, h2)∈R2, we have that

Ep∗V
+(·, x+hY (·))≤ |x|+Ep|h1N1 +h2N2|<+∞, (35)

as h1N1 + h2N2 follows a Gaussian law under p and Assumption 10 follows. We show now that
Assumption 11 holds true. Note first that

AE−∞(V (ω, ·)) := lim inf
x→−∞

xV ′(ω, ·)
V (ω, ·) =+∞.

Thus, applying [12, Lemma 8 and Proposition 10] to V (ω, ·) shows that for all λ≥ 1 and x∈R,

V (ω,λx)≤ λ(V (ω,x)+C(ω)) and V (ω,λx)≤ λ2(V (ω,x)+C(ω)),

where C(ω) := Ṽ +(−Z(ω)) + Ṽ −(−Z(ω)) + Ṽ −(−3). As Z = 0 p∗-a.s., we have that c∗ = Ep∗C <
+∞ and Assumption 11 follows. We turn to Assumption 12. As Ṽ is unbounded from below, there
exists some n∗

0 ≥ 1 such that Ṽ (−n∗
0)≤−(1+ 2c∗/α∗). Recalling again that Z = 0 p∗-a.s., we have

that V (·,−n∗
0) = Ṽ (−n∗

0) p
∗-a.s. and Assumption 12 holds true.

We claim that Ψ is not usc. We first compute Ψp0(0, h). Let h= (h1, h2) ∈R2, h := h1 − h2 and
f(x) := h exp(x)−x. Then,

Ψp0(0, h) = Ep0V (·, hY (·)) =Ep0 Ṽ (hY (·)−Z(·)) =EpṼ (f(exp(N3(·)))),



18

as hY −Z = h1Y −h2Y −Z = h exp(exp(N3))− exp(N3) = f(exp(N3)) p0-a.s. If h≤ 0, hY −Z ≤ 0
and

Ψp0(0, h) = 1−Ep exp(−hexp(exp(N3(·)))+ exp(N3(·)))≤ 1−Ep exp(exp(N3(·))) =−∞.

Assume now that h> 0. It is easy to see that f is strictly nonincreasing on (−∞,− ln(h)) and that
f is strictly nondecreasing on (− ln(h),+∞), that limx→−∞ f(x) = +∞ and limx→+∞ f(x) = +∞
and so that minx∈R f(x) = f(− ln(h)) = 1+ ln(h). Thus if h≥ exp(−1), f(exp(N3)) = hY −Z ≥ 0
p0-a.s and Ψp0(0, h) = Ep0(hY (·)−Z(·)) = Ep0(h Y (·)− Z(·)) = +∞ as Ep0Z(·) = Ep exp(N3(·)) =
exp(1/2)<+∞ and Ep0(h Y (·)) = hEp exp(exp(N3(·))) =+∞.
Assume now that h ∈ (0, exp(−1)). As minx∈R f(x) = f(− ln(h)) < 0 and recalling the varia-
tions of f , there exist x1, x2 such that f(x) ≤ 0 if and only if x ∈ [x1, x2]. Thus, p0-a.s, Z =
exp(N3) ∈ [x1, x2] is equivalent to hY −Z = f(exp(N3))≤ 0. Now, as V −(ω,x) = Ṽ −(x−Z(ω)) =
(exp(−x) exp(Z(ω))− 1)1x≤Z(ω), we have that

Ep0V
−(·, hY (·)) = Ep0((exp(−h Y (·)) exp(Z(·))− 1)1hY (·)≤Z(·))

≤ Ep((exp(exp(N3(·)))− 1)1exp(N3(·))∈[x1,x2])≤ exp(x2)− 1<+∞,

where the first inequality come from h> 0 and Y > 0. Moreover,

Ep0V
+(·, hY (·)) =Ep0(h Y (·)−Z(·))+ ≥Ep0(h Y (·)−Z(·))= hEp exp(exp(N3(·)))−Ep exp(N3(·)) =+∞.

As a result, Ψp0(0, h) =−∞ if h1 ≤ h2 and Ψp0(0, h) =+∞ otherwise. Thus, for all h∈R2,

Ψ(0, h) = inf
p∈Conv(p0,p∗)

Ψp(0, h) =min(Ψp0(0, h),Ψp∗(0, h)) =−∞1h1≤h2
+Ψp∗(0, h)1h1>h2

as Ψp∗ is finite, see (35). Recalling that Z =0 p∗-a.s, for all (x,h)∈R×R2,

Ψp∗(x,h) =Ep∗ Ṽ (x+hY (·)−Z(·))=Ep∗ Ṽ (x+hY (·)) =Ep∗ Ṽ (x+h1N1(·)+h2N2(·)). (36)

The fact that Ṽ is strictly concave implies that Ψp∗ is strictly concave and (35) that Ψp∗ is finite.
Thus, Ψp∗ is continuous. But, Ψ is not usc at (0,0) as

lim sup
n→+∞

Ψ(0, (1/n,0))= lim sup
n→+∞

Ψp∗(0, (1/n,0))=Ψp∗(0, (0,0))= 0>Ψ(0, (0,0))=−∞.

We claim now that there is no maximizer for Ψ(0, ·). Using Jensen’s inequality in (36), we get that
for all h∈R2,

Ψp∗(0, h) =Ep∗ Ṽ (hY (·))≤ Ṽ (hEp∗Y (·)) = Ṽ (0) =Ψp∗(0, (0,0))

and (0,0) is a maximizer for Ψp∗(0, ·). Now, as Ψp∗(0, ·) is strictly concave, (0,0) is the only global
and local maximizer of Ψp∗(0, ·). Assume now that a maximizer h∗ = (h∗

1, h
∗
2) exists for Ψ(0, ·). Then,

as Ψp∗ is finite, Ψ(0, h∗) = Ψp∗(0, h
∗) and h∗

1 > h∗
2. This implies that h∗ 6= (0,0), a contradiction.

Thus, there is no maximizer for Ψ(0, ·) and Problem (28) doesn’t have a solution for x= 0.

Proposition 1. Assume that Assumptions 8, 9, 10 and 11 hold true. Then, Ψp∗ <+∞ and
for all (x,h)∈R×Rd,

Ψp∗(x,h)≤ Ep∗V
+(·, x+hY (·))≤ (|h| ∨x+ ∨ 1)γ(l∗ + c∗), (37)

where c∗ =Ep∗C <+∞, l∗ :=
∑

θ∈{−1,1}d Ep∗V
+(·,1+ θY (·))<+∞ and a∨ b=max(a, b).

Moreover, the function Ψcl
p∗ :R×Rd →R∪{−∞,+∞} defined by

Ψcl
p∗(x,h) :=Ep∗Cl(V )(·, x+hY (·)) (38)

is usc.
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Proof. For i ∈ {1, · · ·, d}, let θ̂i(·) := sgn(Yi(·)) where for all y ∈ R, sgn(y) = 1 if y ≥ 0 and
sgn(y) =−1 otherwise. Then, θ̂ is a {−1,1}d-valued process and

|Y (·)| ≤ |Y (·)|1 =
d∑

i=1

sgn(Yi(·))Yi(·) = θ̂(·)Y (·). (39)

Let ω ∈Ω such that C(ω)<+∞ and (x,h)∈R×Rd. As V +(ω, ·) is nondecreasing, using Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, (33) and (39), we obtain that

V +(ω,x+hY (ω)) ≤ V +(ω, (|h| ∨x+ ∨ 1)(1+ |Y (ω)|))
≤ (|h| ∨x+ ∨ 1)γ(V +(ω,1+ |Y (ω)|)+C(ω))

≤ (|h| ∨x+ ∨ 1)γ




∑

θ∈{−1,1}d

V +(ω,1+ θY (ω))+C(ω)


 . (40)

As c∗<+∞ by Assumption 11, p∗(C <+∞) = 1 and taking the expectation under p∗ in (40) shows
(37). As l∗ <+∞ by Assumption 10, we conclude that Ψp∗ <+∞.

Let (x,h) ∈ R × Rd and (xn, hn) ∈ R × Rd such that limn→+∞(xn, hn) = (x,h). Let M :=
supn≥0 |xn|+supn≥0 |hn|. Then,M <+∞. Using (17) (V (ω, ·) is nondecreasing), we get that for all
ω ∈Ω and x∈R

Cl(V )(ω,x) = inf
n≥1

V

(
ω,x+

1

n

)
≤ V (ω,x+1). (41)

Thus, as V is Bc(Ω×R)-measurable, Cl(V ) is also Bc(Ω×R)-measurable. Using now (40), we find
that for all ω ∈Ω such that C(ω)<+∞,

(Cl(V ))+(ω,xn +hnY (ω))≤ (M +1)γ


 ∑

θ∈{−1,1}d

V +(ω,1+ θY (ω))+C(ω)


 .

As c∗ <+∞ and l∗ <+∞, we deduce that (Cl(V ))+(·, xn+hnY (·)) is dominated by a p∗-integrable
random variable. So, (lim sup) Fatou’s Lemma and the fact that Cl(V )(ω, ·) is usc for all ω ∈ Ω
show that

limsup
n→+∞

Ψcl
p∗(xn, hn)≤Ep∗Cl(V )(·, x+hY (·)) =Ψcl

p∗(x,h).

Thus, Ψcl
p∗ is usc. �

We give one additional assumption under which a polynomial control on Cl(Ψ) as well as a bound
on the optimal strategies for vcl(x) in (30) can be derived.

Assumption 13. For all k ∈N \ {0}, infp∈QEpV (·,−k)>−∞.

Assumption 13 is trivially weaker than [12, Assumption 9], which requires that supp∈QEpV
−(·, x+

hY (·))<+∞ for all (x,h)∈Q×Qd. Note that Assumption 13 is not required to get the existence
of an optimal strategy in (30).

Proposition 2. Suppose that Assumptions 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 hold true. Then, for all x∈R,
we have that

v(x) ≤ vcl(x) = sup
h∈Rd

Cl(Ψ)(x,h)= sup
h∈Aff(D)

Cl(Ψ)(x,h). (42)
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For all x∈R, we define K0 and K1 as follows

K0(x) := max

(
1, x+,

x+ +n∗
0

α∗
,

(
x+ +n∗

0

α∗

) 1
1−η

)

K1(x) := max

(
K0(x),

(
6l∗

α∗

) 1
ηγ−γ

,

(
6c∗

α∗

) 1
ηγ−γ

,

(
6

α∗
Ψ−(x,0)

) 1
ηγ

)
,

where α∗ is defined in (27), c∗, η, γ and γ in Assumption 11, l∗ in Proposition 1 and n∗
0 in

Assumption 12. Then, K0 <+∞ and for all h∈Aff(D) and x∈R, we get that

|h|>K0(x) =⇒ Cl(Ψ)(x,h)≤ |h|γ(l∗ + c∗)− |h|ηγα
∗

2
. (43)

Assume now that Assumption 13 also holds true. Then, K1 < +∞ and we have that for all h ∈
Aff(D) and x∈R,

|h|>K1(x) =⇒ Cl(Ψ)(x,h)<Cl(Ψ)(x,0). (44)

In this case, we also obtain that for all x∈R,

v(x) ≤ sup
h∈Rd

Cl(Ψ)(x,h)= sup
h∈Aff(D)

Cl(Ψ)(x,h)= sup
|h|≤K1(x)
h∈Aff(D)

Cl(Ψ)(x,h). (45)

Proof. We first show (42). As v(x) = suph∈Rd Ψ(x,h) and Ψ≤ Cl(Ψ), the first inequality is im-
mediate. Let (x,h)∈R×Rd. Let h⊥ be the orthogonal projection of h on Aff(D). Using [7, Remark
3.10], we get that hY = h⊥Y Q− q.s. We remark now that

Cl(Ψ)(x,h) = Cl(Ψ)(x,h⊥). (46)

Indeed, using [40, 1(7)] (with −Ψ), we get that

Cl(Ψ)(x,h) = inf
ǫ1>0
ǫ2>0

sup
|x′−x|<ǫ1
|h′−h|<ǫ2

Ψ(x′, h′) = inf
ǫ1>0
ǫ2>0

sup
|x′−x|<ǫ1
|h′−h|<ǫ2

Ψ(x′, h′ +(h⊥−h)) (47)

= inf
ǫ1>0
ǫ2>0

sup
|x′−x|<ǫ1
|h′−h⊥|<ǫ2

Ψ(x′, h′) = Cl(Ψ)(x,h⊥).

Thus, the second equality in (42) follows.
The proof that K0 <+∞ and that for all x∈R and h∈Aff(D),

|h| ≥K0(x) =⇒ Ψ(x,h)≤ |h|γ(l∗ + c∗)− |h|ηγα
∗

2
(48)

is exactly the same as the proof of [12, Proposition 2 (29)] and is thus omitted. We now prove (43).
Let (x,h) ∈R×Rd. We set w(x,h) := |h⊥|γ(l∗ + c∗)− |h⊥|ηγ α∗

2
if |h⊥|>K0(x) and w(x,h) := +∞

otherwise. Then, as hY = h⊥Y Q− q.s., (48) shows that Ψ(x,h) =Ψ(x,h⊥)≤w(x,h). Assume for
a moment that w is usc. Then, by definition of the closure, Cl(Ψ) ≤ w. Thus, for all x ∈ R and
h ∈Aff(D) with |h|>K0(x), as h

⊥ = h, Cl(Ψ)(x,h)≤ w(x,h) = |h|γ(l∗ + c∗)− |h|ηγ α∗

2
and (43) is

proved.
We show now that w is usc. Let (x,h)∈R×Rd and (xn, hn)∈R×Rd such that limn→+∞(xn, hn) =
(x,h). If |h⊥| ≤K0(x), we have that limsupn→+∞ w(xn, hn)≤+∞=w(x,h).
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Assume now that |h⊥|>K0(x). As h 7→ h⊥ and x 7→K0(x) are continuous, {(x,h)∈R×Rd, |h⊥|>
K0(x)} is an open set and there exists k≥ 0 such that for all n≥ k, |h⊥

n |>K0(xn). Thus,

limsup
n→+∞

w(xn, hn) = lim
n→+∞

|h⊥
n |γ(l∗ + c∗)− |h⊥

n |ηγ
α∗

2
=w(x,h).

So, w is indeed usc.
We now also postulate Assumption 13. Let x∈R. As V (ω, ·) is nondecreasing for all ω ∈Ω and as
Assumption 13 holds true, Ψ(x,0)>Ψ(−⌈|x|⌉,0)>−∞ where ⌈x⌉ is the smallest natural number
greater than x, and thus, Ψ−(x,0)<+∞. Recall that K0(x)<+∞. Moreover, α∗ > 0 (see (27)),
l∗ <+∞ (see Assumption 10), ηγ − γ > 0 and c∗ <+∞ (see Assumption 11). Thus, K1(x)<+∞.
Assume now that h∈Aff(D) and |h|>K1(x). As γ < ηγ, we get that |h|>K0(x) and

|h|γl∗ < |h|ηγ α
∗

6
|h|γc∗ < |h|ηγ α

∗

6
Ψ−(x,0)< |h|ηγ α

∗

6
.

Then, using (43) and the definition of the closure, we obtain that

Cl(Ψ)(x,h)<−|h|ηγ α
∗

6
<−Ψ−(x,0)≤Ψ(x,0)≤Cl(Ψ)(x,0) (49)

and (44) is proved. Assumption 8 shows that 0∈ ri(conv(Dp∗))⊂Aff(Dp∗) =Aff(D) and Aff(D) is
a vector space. Thus, (42), (49) and the fact that 0 ∈Aff(D) show (45). �

We now show that under Assumptions 8 to 12, an optimal strategy exists for (30).

Proposition 3. Assume that Assumptions 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 hold true. Let x ∈ R. Then,
there exists ĥx ∈Aff(D) such that

v(x)≤Cl(v)(x)≤ vcl(x) = sup
h∈Aff(D)

Cl(Ψ)(x,h)= sup
h∈Rd

Cl(Ψ)(x,h)= Cl(Ψ)(x, ĥx). (50)

If Assumption 13 also holds true, then |ĥx| ≤K1(x) where K1 is defined in Proposition 2.

Proof. We start with the easy assertions in (50). The first inequality holds true by definition of
the closure and the first and second equalities are proved in (42).
Assume for a moment that vcl is usc. Recalling again (42), v≤ vcl and by definition of the closure,
Cl(v)≤ vcl. Thus, the second inequality in (50) is proved. We now show that vcl is usc. Remark first
that as V (ω, ·) is nondecreasing, we have successively that Ψ(·, h) and Cl(Ψ)(·, h) are nondecreasing
for all h∈Aff(D) (see (47)) and thus vcl is nondecreasing.We prove now that vcl is right-continuous,
which will imply that vcl is usc.
vcl is right-continuous.

Let x∈R and (xn)n≥0 ⊂R such that x<xn for all n≥ 0 and limn→+∞ xn = x.
Case 1 : There exists some p≥ 0 such that vcl(xn)<+∞ for all n≥ p.

We can extract a subsequence that we still denote by (xn)n≥0 such that vcl(xn)<+∞ for all n≥ 0.
As vcl is nondecreasing and by definition of the sup in vcl(xn), there exists (hn)n≥0 ⊂Aff(D) such
that for all n≥ 0,

vcl(x)≤ vcl(xn)≤Cl(Ψ)(xn, hn)+
1

n+1
. (51)

Assume that (|hn|)n≥0 is not bounded. Then, as limn→+∞K0(xn) =K0(x), we can extract a sub-
sequence that we also denote by (xn, hn)n≥0 such that |hn| goes to infinity and |hn| ≥K0(x)+ 1>
K0(xn). Thus, (43) in Proposition 2 implies that for all n≥ 0,

vcl(x)≤ vcl(xn)≤Cl(Ψ)(xn, hn)+
1

n+1
≤ |hn|γ(l∗ + c∗)− |hn|ηγ

α∗

2
+

1

n+1
.
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As γ < ηγ, taking the limit, we get that vcl(x)≤ limn→+∞ vcl(xn)≤−∞ and vcl is right-continuous
in x.
Assume now that (|hn|)n≥0 is bounded. Then, one can extract a subsequence, that we still denote
by (xn, hn)n≥0, such that limn→+∞ hn = h for some h ∈Rd. Moreover, h ∈Aff(D). As Cl(Ψ) is usc
by definition of the closure, taking the limit in (51), we get that

vcl(x)≤ lim
n→+∞

vcl(xn)≤ limsup
n→+∞

Cl(Ψ)(xn, hn)≤Cl(Ψ)(x,h)≤ vcl(x).

Thus, vcl is again right-continuous in x.
Case 2 : One can extract a subsequence (still denoted by (xn)n≥0) such that vcl(xn) =+∞ for all

n≥ 0.
Then, by definition of the sup in vcl(xn), there exists (hn)n≥0 ⊂Aff(D) such that for all n≥ 0,

Cl(Ψ)(xn, hn)≥ n. (52)

We show by contradiction that (hn)n≥0 is bounded. Assume that (hn)n≥0 is unbounded. As done
earlier in the proof, one can extract a subsequence that we also denote by (xn, hn)n≥0 such that
|hn| goes to infinity and |hn|>K0(xn). Using (52) and (43), we obtain that for all n≥ 0,

n≤Cl(Ψ)(xn, hn)≤ |hn|γ(l∗ + c∗)− |hn|ηγ
α∗

2
.

As γ < ηγ, taking the limit, we get that +∞≤−∞, a contradiction. Thus, (hn)n≥0 is bounded and

one can extract a subsequence, that we still denote by (xn, hn)n≥0, such that limn→+∞ hn = h for
some h∈Aff(D). As Cl(Ψ) is usc, taking the limit in (52), we get that

+∞≤ lim
n→+∞

Cl(Ψ)(xn, hn) = lim sup
n→+∞

Cl(Ψ)(xn, hn)≤Cl(Ψ)(x,h)≤ vcl(x).

Thus, as Cl(Ψ)(xn, hn)≤ vcl(xn), we obtain that limn→+∞ vcl(xn) = +∞= vcl(x) and vcl is right-
continuous in x.
Existence of a maximizer for Cl(Ψ)(x, ·).

Fix x ∈R. Let w be defined by w(h) := Cl(Ψ)(x,h) when h ∈Aff(D) and w(h) :=−∞ otherwise.
Assume first that −w is not proper in the sense of [40, p5] i.e. that for all h ∈Rd, w(h) =−∞ or
that there exists some h∗ ∈ R such that w(h∗) = +∞. In the first case, Cl(Ψ)(x,h) =−∞ for all
h ∈ Rd using the second equality in (42) and any h ∈ Rd is a maximizer. In the second case, we
have that w(h∗) = Cl(Ψ)(x,h∗) =+∞ and h∗ is then a maximizer. Assume now that −w is proper.
Remark that w is usc as Aff(D) is a closed set and Cl(Ψ)(x, ·) is usc. Now, using (43) in Proposition
2 and recalling that γ < ηγ, we have that lim|h|→+∞−w(h) =+∞. Thus, −w is level bounded (see
[40, Definition 1.8, p11] and the short text below this definition) and [40, Theorem 1.9, p11] shows
that there exists ĥx ∈Rd such that vcl(x) = suph∈Rd w(h) =w(ĥx)>−∞. As a result, ĥx ∈Aff(D),
w(ĥx) = Cl(Ψ)(x, ĥx) and the last equality in (50) is proved.
Assume now that Assumption 13 also holds true. Then, then (44) immediately shows that |ĥx| ≤

K1(x). �

4. Multiple-period case In this section, we prepare the proofs of Theorems 1 and 2. For
that we will apply the one-period results in two contexts. The first one, called the robust context,
assumes that Q := Qt+1(ω

t) and V := Ut+1(ω
t, ·, ·) and is used to prove Theorem 1. For P :=

qP1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qPT ∈HT , the second one, called the P -prior context, suppose that Q := {qPt+1(·|ωt)} and
V := UP

t+1(ω
t, ·, ·) and is used to prove Theorem 2. Note that in the P -prior context, Graph(Q) =

Graph(qPt+1) may not be a projective set. This will not be an issue as in the one-period case, we
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did not assume that Graph(Q) is projective. We will construct a Qt-full-measure set Ω̃t (resp.
a P t-full-measure set Ω̃t,P ) where Assumptions 8 to 12 hold true in the robust (resp. P -prior)
context (see Lemma 4 and Proposition 6). To do that, we first introduce and prove properties for
the dynamic version of C that appears in Assumption 4 (see Proposition 4). Then, Proposition 5
gives fundamental properties of the values functions Ut and UP

t . To prove measurability results,
we will also use Lemma 12 and Proposition 12 state and prove in Section 7.5. Recall that our
approach differs from the ones of [12] or [7]. It is indeed simplest and more direct when the results
on projective sets and projectively measurable functions are proved. For example our definitions of
Ut and U

P
t don’t use closure or sup on Qd and the proof of Proposition 5 is much easy. Moreover,

we don’t need to introduce functions to control from below the value functions. We will comment
on the other differences as we go along.
For the rest of this part, we fix some random utility function U in the sense of Definition 1 and
some random variable C as in Assumption 4.
For 0≤ t≤ T , we define by induction the function Ct : Ω

t →R∪{−∞,+∞} as follows :

{
CT (ω

T ) :=C(ωT )
Ct(ω

t) := supp∈Qt+1(ωt)EpCt+1(ω
t, ·). (53)

The function Ct will appear in (13) and (14) in Assumption 4 stated for Ut. It has already been
introduced in [12, (49)].

Proposition 4. Assume the (PD) axiom. Assume that Assumptions 2 and 4 hold true. Then,
for all 0≤ t≤ T , Ct is non-negative, projectively measurable and satisfies that

Ct(·)<+∞ Qt − q.s. (54)

Proof. We show by backward induction the following claim : Ct is non-negative, projectively
measurable and satisfies that

sup
P∈Qt

EPCt <+∞. (55)

The claim at time T follows from Assumption 4 as CT :=C. Let 0≤ t≤ T −1 and assume that the
claim holds true at time t+1. Let ct : Ω

t ×P(Ωt+1)→ R∪ {−∞,+∞} be defined for all (ωt, p) ∈
Ωt ×P(Ωt+1) by ct(ω

t, p) := EpCt+1(ω
t, ·). Then (53) shows that Ct(ω

t) = supp∈Qt+1(ωt) ct(ω
t, p).

The non-negativity of ct and Ct follows from the one of Ct+1. Considering the Borel measurable
and thus projectively measurable (see Lemma 5) stochastic kernel q defined by q(·|ωt, p) := p(·) and
as Ct+1 is projectively measurable, Proposition 12 (ii) shows that ct is projectively measurable.
Then, Assumption 2 and Proposition 10 show that Ct is projectively measurable and that given
any ǫ > 0, there exists qǫ : Ωt →P(Ωt+1), which is projectively measurable, such that for all ωt ∈Ωt

(recall that Qt+1 6= ∅), qǫ(·|ωt)∈Qt+1(ω
t) and

ct(ω
t, qǫ(·|ωt))≥

{
1
ǫ
ifCt(ω

t) =+∞,
Ct(ω

t)− ǫ otherwise.
(56)

For all P ∈ Qt, taking the expectation under P and using Fubini’s theorem (see Remark 2) as
Ct+1 ≥ 0 we get

EP⊗qǫCt+1 ≥
1

ǫ
P (Ct =+∞)+EP

(
(Ct − ǫ)1{Ct<+∞}

)
. (57)
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As P ⊗ qǫ ∈Qt+1 and Ct ≥ 0, we get that

sup
P∈Qt+1

EPCt+1 ≥
1

ǫ
P (Ct =+∞)− ǫ. (58)

If P (Ct =+∞)> 0, taking the limit when ǫ goes to 0 in (58), we find that supP∈Qt+1 EPCt+1 =+∞,
which contradicts (55) at time t+1. Thus, P (Ct =+∞) = 0 and (57) implies that

sup
P∈Qt+1

EPCt+1 ≥EPCt − ǫ.

So, letting ǫ go to 0, taking the supremum over all P ∈ Qt and using (55) for t+ 1, we get that
supP∈Qt EPCt <+∞. This concludes the induction.
We now prove (54). Let 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1. Assume that there exists some P ∈ Qt such that P (Ct =
+∞) > 0. Then, as Ct ≥ 0, EPCt = +∞ and also supP∈Qt EPCt = +∞, a contradiction to (55).
Thus, P (Ct<+∞) = 1 for all P ∈Qt, which shows (54). �

We now provide some fundamental properties of the value functions Ut and U
P
t .

Proposition 5. Assume the (PD) axiom. Assume that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold true. Let
P ∈QT and 0≤ t≤ T . We have that (i) Ut and U

P
t are projectively measurable, (ii) for all ωt ∈Ωt,

Ut(ω
t, ·), UP

t (ωt, ·) : R→R∪{−∞,+∞} are nondecreasing, (iii) Ut ≤UP
t , (iv) Cl(Ut) and Cl(UP

t )
are projectively measurable, (v) for all ωt ∈Ωt and x∈R,

Cl(Ut)(ω
t, x)≤Ut(ω

t, x+1) and Cl(UP
t )(ωt, x)≤UP

t (ωt, x+1).

Assume furthermore that Assumption 4 holds true. Then, for all ωt ∈Ωt such that Ct(ω
t)<+∞,

λ≥ 1, x∈R, we get that

Ut(ω
t, λx)≤ λγ(Ut(ω

t, x)+Ct(ω
t)) and UP

t (ωt, λx)≤ λγ(UP
t (ωt, x)+Ct(ω

t)). (59)
Ut(ω

t, λx)≤ λγ(Ut(ω
t, x)+Ct(ω

t)) and UP
t (ωt, λx)≤ λγ(UP

t (ωt, x)+Ct(ω
t)). (60)

Proof. Proof of (i) to (iii) under Assumptions 1 and 2.
Let P := qP1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qPT ∈QT . We show by backward induction that (i) to (iii) hold true.
Initialization step.

As UT = UP
T = U and U is projectively measurable (see Definition 1), (i) and (iii) hold true.

Definition 1 shows that for all ωT ∈ΩT , UT (ω
T , ·) =UP

T (ωT , ·) =U(ωT , ·) is nondecreasing and (ii)
holds true.
Heredity step.

Fix 0≤ t≤ T − 1 and assume that the induction hypothesis holds at time t+1. Using (i) at time
t+1 and Lemma 12 for f =Ut+1 and f =UP

t+1, we find that Ut and U
P
t are projectively measurable

and thus, (i) at t is proved. Now, (ii) and (iii) at t follow from (ii) and (iii) at t+1 and from (15)
and (16). This concludes the induction.
Proof of (iv) and (v) under Assumptions 1 and 2.

Let 0≤ t≤ T . As Ut is nondecreasing, using (17) we get that for all (ωt, x)∈Ωt ×R,

Cl(Ut)(ω
t, x) = inf

n≥1
Ut

(
ωt, x+

1

n

)
≤Ut(ω

t, x+1).

Moreover, as Ut is projectively measurable, Lemma 8 shows that Cl(Ut) is also projectively mea-
surable. The same holds true for UP

t and (iv) and (v) at t hold true.c
Proof of (59) and (60) under Assumptions 1, 2 and 4.

We proceed again by backward induction. We only show the left-hand side of (59) as the proofs
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of its right-hand side and of (60) are very similar and thus omitted. Assumption 4 ensures that
the left-hand side of (59) holds true at time T as CT =C. Fix 0≤ t≤ T − 1 and assume that the
left-hand side of (59) holds true at t+1. Let ωt ∈Ωt such that Ct(ω

t)<+∞, (x,h)∈R×Rd and
λ ∈ R. Take any p ∈ Qt+1(ω

t). Then, {ωt+1 ∈Ωt+1, Ct+1(ω
t, ωt+1)<+∞} is a p-full measure set.

Otherwise, we get a contradiction with (54). So, the left-hand side of (59) at time t+1 implies

EpUt+1 (ω
t, ·, λx+λh∆St+1(ω

t, ·))≤ λγ (EpUt+1 (ω
t, ·, x+h∆St+1(ω

t, ·))+EpCt+1(ω
t, ·)) .

Thus, taking the infimum over all p∈Qt+1(ω
t) and using (53)

inf
p∈Qt+1(ωt)

EpUt+1 (ω
t, ·, λx+λh∆St+1(ω

t, ·)) ≤ λγ inf
p∈Qt+1(ωt)

(EpUt+1 (ω
t, ·, x+ h∆St+1(ω

t, ·))+EpCt+1(ω
t, ·))

≤ λγ inf
p∈Qt+1(ωt)

EpUt+1 (ω
t, ·, x+ h∆St+1(ω

t, ·))+λγCt(ω
t).

Now, we get the left-hand side of (59) at t by taking the supremum over every h∈Rd. �

Remark 6. Proposition 5 is the pendent of [12, Proposition 6]. The main difference is that Ut

(resp. UP
t ) is now only projectively measurable and no more lower-semianalytic (resp. universally

measurable). Recall that Ut in [12, (8)] is defined using countable supremum and closure, under the
assumption that U is concave, so that it remains lower-semianalytic through dynamic program-
ming. Nevertheless, [12, Proposition 8] shows that it coincides with the definition that we take
in this paper on a full-measure set. Such a result seems to be possible only for concave random
utility function. Else, there is no guarantee that a countable supremum would coincide with an
uncountable one.

Assume that Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold true. Then, HT 6= ∅ and we fix for the rest of the
paper some P ∗ ∈HT with the following given disintegration

P ∗ := qP
∗

1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qP
∗

T . (61)

Lemma 2 shows the existence of the functions αP∗

t : Ωt → (0,1] and also that Ωt,P∗

qNA defined in

(26) is a Qt-full-measure set. The stochastic kernels (qP
∗

t )1≤t≤T will be of special interest for the
statements of the one-period Assumptions 8, 10 and 11 in the multiple-period contexts. On the
other hand, (αP∗

t )0≤t≤T−1 will serve for the one of Assumption 12.

We now formally present the two different contexts, already introduced in [12, Definition 7] (with
a different choice of cPt ), where we will apply the one-period results. The robust context will be
used to prove Theorem 1 while the P -prior one will be used to prove Theorem 2.

Definition 6. Let 0≤ t≤ T − 1 and ωt ∈Ωt. We call context (t+1), the following one-period
market : Ω := Ωt+1, Y (·) :=∆St+1(ω

t, ·), C(·) :=Ct+1(ω
t, ·) and γ and γ are introduced in Assump-

tion 4.
Then, we are in the robust (t+1) context if in additionQ :=Qt+1(ω

t), p∗ := qP
∗

t+1(·|ωt), α∗ := αP∗

t (ωt)
and V (·, ·) := Ut+1(ω

t, ·, ·). As a consequence, Ψ(x,h) = ut(ω
t, x, h), v(x) = Ut(ω

t, x), see (16), (28)
and (29).
Now, let P := qP1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ qPT ∈HT . We are in the P -prior (t+1) context if Q := {qPt+1(·|ωt)}, p∗ :=
qPt+1(·|ωt), α∗ := αP

t (ω
t) and V (·, ·) := UP

t+1(ω
t, ·, ·). Then, Ψ(x,h) = up

t (ω
t, x, h), v(x) = UP

t (ωt, x),
see (15), (28) and (29).
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Let 0≤ t≤ T − 1 and P := qP1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qPT ∈HT . For all ωt ∈Ωt, we define

cPt (ω
t) := EqP

t+1(·|ω
t) Ct+1(ω

t, ·) (62)

iPt (ω
t) := 1+2

cPt (ω
t)

αP
t (ωt)

. (63)

Fix ωt ∈ Ωt. The multiple-period counterpart of c∗, l∗, n∗
0 (see Assumption 11, Proposition 1,

Assumption 12) in the robust (t+1) context are cP
∗

t (ωt),

l∗t (ω
t) :=

∑

θ∈{−1,1}d

EqP
∗

t+1(·|ω
t) U

+
t+1(ω

t, ·,1+ θ∆St+1(ω
t, ·)),

N∗
t (ω

t) := inf

{
k≥ 1, qP

∗

t+1

(
Ut+1(ω

t, ·,−k)≤−iP∗

t (ωt)|ωt
)
≥ 1− αP∗

t (ωt)

2

}
, (64)

with the convention (which will be used until the end of the paper) that inf ∅=+∞.
Now, the counterpart of c∗, l∗, n∗

0 in the P -prior (t+1) context are cPt (ω
t),

lPt (ω
t) :=

∑

θ∈{−1,1}d

EqP
t+1(·|ω

t) (U
P
t+1)

+(ωt, ·,1+ θ∆St+1(ω
t, ·)), (65)

NP
t (ωt) := inf

{
k≥ 1, qPt+1

(
UP

t+1(ω
t, ·,−k)≤−iPt (ωt)|ωt

)
≥ 1− αP

t (ω
t)

2

}
. (66)

Note that for all ωt ∈Ωt, using (62), (53) and Proposition 4, we get that

0≤ cPt (ω
t) ≤ sup

p∈Qt+1(ωt)

Ep Ct+1(ω
t, ·) =Ct(ω

t). (67)

We first show that all the previous random variables are projectively measurable.

Lemma 3. Assume the (PD) axiom. Assume that Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 4 hold true. Let
P ∈HT and 0≤ t≤ T − 1. Then, l∗t , N

∗
t , i

P
t , c

P
t , l

P
t and NP

t are projectively measurable.

Proof. Let P := qP1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ qPT ∈ HT and 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1. As qPt+1 is a projectively measurable
stochastic kernel and Ct+1 is projectively measurable (see Proposition 4), Proposition 12 (ii) shows
that cPt is projectively measurable. Recalling that αP

t is projectively measurable (see Lemma 2),
we then deduce that iPt is also projectively measurable. Proposition 5 shows that U+

t+1 and (UP
t+1)

+

are projectively measurable. Now, using Lemma 12 for f =U+
t+1 (resp. f = (UP

t+1)
+) and Lemmata

8 and 10, we get that l∗t (resp. lPt ) is projectively measurable.
We now show that NP

t is projectively measurable. The proof for N∗
t is completely similar and thus

omitted. Let n≥ 1. By definition of NP
t in (66),

{NP
t ≤ n}=

n⋃

k=1

{
ωt ∈Ωt,

∫

Ωt

1A(k)(ω
t, ωt+1)q

P
t+1(dωt+1|ωt)− 1+

αP
t (ω

t)

2
≥ 0

}
,

where A(k) := {(ωt, ωt+1) ∈Ωt×Ωt+1, U
P
t+1(ω

t, ωt+1,−k)+ iPt (ωt)≤ 0}. As iPt , αP
t and UP

t+1 are pro-
jectively measurable, we have that UP

t+1 is ∆1
p(Ω

t×Ωt+1×R)-measurable, iPt is ∆1
q(Ω

t)-measurable
and αP

t is ∆1
r(Ω

t)-measurable for some p, q, r ≥ 1. We may assume that r ≤ q ≤ p. So, using (iv)
in Proposition 8, iPt and αP

t are ∆1
p+1(Ω

t)-measurable. Fix some k ≥ 1. We get that UP
t+1(·, ·,−k)

is ∆1
p+1(Ω

t × Ωt+1)-measurable using Lemma 10. Thus, A(k) ∈∆1
p+1(Ω

t × Ωt+1) (see Lemma 8).
Now, recalling that qPt+1 is a projectively measurable stochastic kernel, there exists some i ≥
1 such that ωt 7→ qPt+1(·|ωt) is ∆1

i (Ω
t)-measurable. Then, Proposition 12 (i) shows that ωt 7→
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∫
Ωt 1A(k)(ω

t, ωt+1)q
P
t+1(dωt+1|ωt) is ∆1

p+i+3(Ω
t)-measurable. As αP

t is ∆1
p+1(Ω

t)-measurable and also
∆1

p+i+3(Ω
t)-measurable, we find that

{
ωt ∈Ωt,

∫

Ωt

1A(k)(ω
t, ωt+1)q

P
t+1(dωt+1|ωt)− 1+

αP
t (ω

t)

2
≥ 0

}
∈∆1

p+i+3(Ω
t).

Finally, as ∆1
p+i+3(Ω

t) is a σ-algebra (see (iii) in Proposition 8) and p+ i+3 is independant of k,
we obtain that {NP

t ≤ n} ∈∆1
p+i+3(Ω

t) for all n ≥ 1 and so that NP
t is projectively measurable.

�

The following sets describe the paths ωt ∈ Ωt for which the one-period Assumptions 8 to 12
are satisfied in the robust (t+ 1) context and/or in the P -prior (t+ 1) context for a prior P :=
qP1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qPT ∈HT . Note that Assumption 13 will only be used in the proof of Theorem 2.
Definition 7. Let 0≤ t≤ T − 1. For i∈ {8,9,10,11}, let

Ωt
i := {ωt ∈Ωt, Assumption i holds true in the robust (t+1) context}

Ωt,P
i := {ωt ∈Ωt, Assumption i holds true in the P -prior (t+1) context}

Ωt

12 := Ωt,P∗

qNA ∩{N∗
t <+∞}

Ωt,P

12 := Ωt,P
qNA ∩{NP

t <+∞},

recall (26) for the definitions of Ωt,P∗

qNA and Ωt,P
qNA. Moreover, we set

Ω̃t :=
12⋂

i=8

Ωt
i and Ω̃t,P :=

12⋂

i=8

Ωt,P
i . (68)

The next lemma shows that if we choose ωt in Ω̃t or Ω̃t,P , the one-period assumptions are true
in the associated (t+1) context.

Lemma 4. Assume the (PD) axiom. Assume that Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 4 hold true. Let
P ∈HT and 0≤ t≤ T − 1. If ωt ∈ Ω̃t (resp. ωt ∈ Ω̃t,P ), then Assumptions 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 hold
true in the robust (t+1) context (resp. P -prior (t+1) context).

Proof. The proof is trivial and thus omitted. �

We now prove that the Ωt
i are Qt-full-measure sets while the Ωt,P

i are P t-full-measure sets. The
proof needs the technical Lemmata 13 and 14 which are relegated to Appendix 8.2.

Proposition 6. Assume the (PD) axiom. Assume that Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 4 hold true.
Let P ∈ HT and 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1. Then, for all i ∈ {8,9,11}, Ωt

i is a Qt-full-measure set and Ωt,P
i

is a P t-full-measure set. Assume furthermore that Assumptions 5, 6 and 7 hold true. Then, Ωt

10
and Ωt

12 are Qt-full-measure sets while Ωt,P

10 and Ωt,P

12 are P t-full-measure sets. Thus, there exists

a Qt-full-measure set Ω̂t ∈ B(Ωt) that satisfies Ω̂t ⊂ Ω̃t.

Proof. Fix P := qP1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qPT ∈HT .
Let 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1 and i ∈ {8,9,11}. The sets Ωt

i and Ωt,P
i are of Qt-full-measure and also of

P t-full-measure under Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 4.
Recall P ∗ from (61). By Definitions 6 and 7, we see that for Q∈ qQ1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qQT ∈HT ,

Ωt,Q

8 := {ωt ∈Ωt, 0∈ ri(conv(Dt+1
Q )(ωt))}

Ωt

8 := {ωt ∈Ωt, 0∈ ri(conv(Dt+1
P∗ )(ωt)),Aff(Dt+1

P∗ )(ωt) =Aff(Dt+1)(ωt)},

and Ωt

8 ⊂Ωt,P∗

8 . As P ∗ and Q belong to HT , (8) shows that Ωt

8, Ω
t,P∗

8 and Ωt,Q

8 are Qt-full-measure
sets.
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Proposition 5 at t+1 is now in force. Under the (PD) axiom, Assertion (i) and Lemma 5 (iii) show
that Ut+1 and UP

t+1 are Bc(Ω
t+1×R)-measurable and [5, Lemma 7.29, p174] gives that Ut+1(ω

t, ·, ·)
and UP

t+1(ω
t, ·, ·) are Bc(Ωt+1 ×R)-measurable for all ωt ∈Ωt. Thus, assertion (ii) shows that Ωt

9 =

Ωt,P

9 =Ωt, which is of course of Qt-full-measure.
Now, Ct+1(ω

t, ·) is Bc(Ωt+1)-measurable, see Proposition 4 and again Lemma 5 (iii) and [5, Lemma
7.29, p174]. We also have that Ct+1(ω

t, ·)≥ 0. Fix ωt ∈Ωt such that Ct(ω
t)<+∞. Then, cP

∗

t (ωt) =
EqP

∗
t+1(·|ω

t)Ct+1(ω
t, ·) ≤ Ct(ω

t) < +∞, see (67). Moreover, the left-hand sides of (59) and (60) in

Proposition 5 show that the inequalities in (31) and (32) are indeed satisfied for ωt+1 ∈ {Ct+1(ω
t, ·)<

+∞} in the robust (t+1) context. Thus, {ωt ∈Ωt, Ct(ω
t)<+∞}⊂Ωt

11. So, (54) in Proposition 4
shows that Ωt

11 is a Qt-full-measure set. The same arguments apply for UP
t+1 (using the right-hand

sides of (59) and (60) instead of the left-hand sides and cPt (ω
t) instead of cP

∗

t (ωt)) and Ωt,P

11 is also
a Qt-full-measure set.
Note that, as HT ⊂QT (see Lemma 1), Ωt

i and Ωt,P
i are also P t-full-measure sets for all i∈ {8,9,11}.

Let 0≤ t≤ T −1 and i∈ {10,12}. The set Ωt
i is of Qt-full-measure and Ωt,P

i is of P t-full-measure
if we also assume Assumptions 5, 6 and 7.
The assertions for Ωt

10 and Ωt,P

10 are proved in Lemma 13 in the Appendix. Recall Ωt

12 and Ωt,P

12
from Definition 7. We prove by backward induction that Ωt

12 is a Qt-full-measure set and that

Ωt,P

12 is a P t-full-measure set for P ∈HT . The initialization step at T − 1 is a direct consequence

of (117) in Lemma 14 and of the fact that ΩT−1,P∗

qNA and ΩT−1,P
qNA are QT−1-full-measure sets (see

Lemma 2). Assume now that the induction hypothesis holds true for some 1≤ t≤ T − 1. We have
already proved for all i ∈ {8,9,10,11} that the set Ωt,P

i is of P t-full-measure for any P ∈HT . So,
the induction hypothesis implies that Ω̃t,P (see (68)) is also a P t-full-measure set for all P ∈HT

and Lemma 14 can be applied for t. Thus, (118) and the fact that Ωt−1,P∗

qNA and Ωt−1,P
qNA are Qt−1-

full-measure sets show the heredity step. This concludes the backward induction.

Finally, under all the assumptions, Ω̃t is a Qt-full-measure set and we choose Ω̂t ∈ B(Ωt) such
that Ω̂t is a Qt-full-measure set and Ω̂t ⊂ Ω̃t. �

5. Proof of Theorem 1 We now turn to the proof of Theorem 1. First, we show in Proposition
7 that for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1, there exists a projectively measurable optimal investment strategy
at time t for problem (18) when starting with a cash position x (see (69)). Proposition 7 is not
provable in the usual ZFC theory as Ut is only shown to be projectively measurable. Our proof
is simpler than the one of [12, Proposition 8]. Indeed, as measurable selection is now performed
on projectively measurable function, there is no need to show that some mathematical objects are
normal integrands (see [40, Definition 14.27]). Nevertheless, we have to extend the result on Dt+1

of [8, Lemma 2.6] to projective sets (see Proposition 13).

Proposition 7. Assume the (PD) axiom. Assume that Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7
hold true. Let 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1. There exists a projectively measurable function H∗

t+1 : Ω
t × R→ Rd

such that Ht+1(ω
t, ·) ∈Aff(Dt+1)(ωt) for all ωt ∈ Ω̂t (where Ω̂t has been defined in Proposition 6).

Moreover, for all ωt ∈ Ω̂t and x∈R,

Ut(ω
t, x)≤Cl(Ut)(ω

t, x)≤ ucl
t (ω

t, x) = sup
h∈Rd

Cl(ut)(ω
t, x, h) = Cl(ut)(ω

t, x,H∗
t+1(ω

t, x)), (69)

where ut is defined in (16) and ucl
t in (18).

Proof. We first remark that ut is projectively measurable (see Lemma 12 and (16)). We now
show that Cl(ut) is projectively measurable. For all (ωt, x, h)∈Ωt ×R×Rd, we have that

Cl(ut)(ω
t, x, h) = inf

p≥1
q≥1

sup
|x′|< 1

p , |h
′|< 1

q

ut(ω
t, x+x′, h+h′). (70)
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Note that (ωt, x, h,x′, h′) 7→ ut(ω
t, x+ x′, h+ h′) is projectively measurable (see Lemma 10). Let

Dpq := Ωt ×R×Rd ×B(0,1/p)×B(0,1/q) where for all r > 0, B(0, r) is an open ball (in R or Rd)
centered at 0 and of radius r. Then, Dpq is a Borel set and also a projective set (see Proposition
8 (vi)). Thus, Proposition 10 implies that for all p, q ≥ 1, (ωt, x, h) 7→ sup|x′|<1/p, |h′|<1/q ut(ω

t, x+
x′, h + h′) is projectively measurable. So, using (70) and Lemma 8 we get that Cl(ut) is also
projectively measurable. Now, choosing D := Ωt×R×Rd (which is a projective set) in Proposition
10 proves that supl∈Rd Cl(ut)(·, ·, l) is projectively measurable. So, Lemma 8 implies that (ωt, x, h) 7→
supl∈Rd Cl(ut)(ω

t, x, l)−Cl(ut)(ω
t, x, h) is projectively measurable. Let

A :=

{
(ωt, x, h)∈Ωt ×R×Rd, sup

l∈Rd

Cl(ut)(ω
t, x, l) =Cl(ut)(ω

t, x, h)

}
.

We have proved that A∈P(Ωt×R×Rd). Let A := T−1(Graph(Aff(Dt+1))∩A where T (ωt, x, h) :=
(ωt, h). As T is Borel measurable, using Propositions 13 and 8 (vi), we find that A ∈ P(Ωt ×
R × Rd). Proposition 9 applied to A shows the existence of a projectively measurable function
Ht+1 : projΩt×R(A)→Rd such that for all (ωt, x)∈ projΩt×R(A), Ht+1(ω

t, x) ∈Aff(Dt+1)(ωt) and

sup
h∈Rd

Cl(ut)(ω
t, x, h) =Cl(ut)(ω

t, x,Ht+1(ω
t, x)). (71)

Let (ωt, x) ∈ Ω̂t ×R. Note that the set Ω̂t ⊂ Ω̃t introduced in Proposition 6 does not depend from
x. As ωt ∈ Ω̂t, Lemma 4 shows that Assumptions 8 to 12 hold true in the robust (t+1) context and
(50) in Proposition 3 shows immediately that (ωt, x)∈ projΩt×R(A). Note that (50) in Proposition 3

also shows the inequalities in (69) for such an ωt. As Ω̂t×R⊂ projΩt×R(A), we can extend Ht+1 on
Ωt ×R as follows. Let H∗

t+1 be defined by H∗
t+1(ω

t, x) :=Ht+1(ω
t, x)1Ω̂t(ωt) for all (ωt, x)∈Ωt ×R.

As Ω̂t ∈ B(Ωt), H∗
t+1 remains projectively measurable, see Lemmata 5 (i) and 8. Moreover, for all

(ωt, x)∈ Ω̂t ×R, H∗
t+1(ω

t, x) =Ht+1(ω
t, x) and (69) remains true. �

We are now in position to prove Theorem 1.
Proof of Theorem 1 Using Assumption 6, we show first that an admissible strategy in a P -prior

context leads to a finite value function. Then, we show that U0(x)≥ u(x) and that the admissibility
of a given subset of strategies is stable in time. After that, we prove that there exists an appropriate
strategy satisfying (19). Finally, we show that when this strategy is admissible, (21) holds true.
We now define another set of admissible strategies on which we will do some computations in the
proof. Let for all 0≤ t≤ T and x∈R,

Φ̂|t(x,U,QT ) :=

{
φ∈Φ, inf

P∈Qt
EPUt(·, V x,φ

t (·))>−∞
}
.

We have that Φ̂|t(x,Ut,Qt)⊂Φ|t(x,Ut,Qt) where Φ|t(x,Ut,Qt) is the set of admissible strategies for

the random utility Ut with time horizon t, see Definition 3. Indeed, let φ∈ Φ̂|t(x,Ut,Qt) and assume
that φ /∈Φ|t(x,Ut,Qt). Then, there exists some P ∈Qt such that EPU

−
t (·, V x,φ

t (·)) =+∞. Recalling
convention (10), EPUt(·, V x,φ

t (·)) = −∞ and also infP∈Qt EPUt(·, V x,φ
t (·)) = −∞, a contradition.

Moreover, we still trivially have that

u(x) = sup
φ∈Φ̂|T (x,U,QT )

inf
P∈QT

EPU(·, V x,φ
T (·)).

Finiteness of EP tUt(·, V x,φ
t (·)) for 0≤ t≤ T, P ∈HT , x∈R and φ∈Φ(x,U,QT ).

For all 0≤ t≤ T, P ∈HT , x∈R, φ∈Φ(x,U,QT ) and ωt ∈Ωt, we have using (15) that,

UP
t (ωt, V x,φ

t (ωt)) ≥ EqP
t+1(·|ω

t) U
P
t+1(ω

t, ·, V x,φ
t+1 (ω

t, ·))≥−EqP
t+1(·|ω

t) (U
P
t+1)

−(ωt, ·, V x,φ
t+1 (ω

t, ·)).(72)
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We show that for all 0≤ t≤ T , x∈R, P ∈HT and φ∈Φ(x,U,QT ), we have that,

EP t(UP
t )−(·, V x,φ

t (·))<+∞ and EP t(UP
t )+(·, V x,φ

t (·))<+∞. (73)

First, we show by backward induction that, EP t(UP
t )−(·, V x,φ

t (·)) < +∞. The initialization step
follows from the definition of Φ(x,U,QT ) and UT = U . Let 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1 and assume that the
induction hypothesis holds true at time t + 1. Then, (72) implies that (UP

t )−(ωt, V x,φ
t (ωt)) ≤

EqP
t+1(·|ω

t) (U
P
t+1)

−(ωt, ·, V x,φ
t+1 (ω

t, ·)) and Fubini’s theorem together with the induction hypothesis

show that

EP t(UP
t )−(·, V x,φ

t (·))≤ EP t+1(UP
t+1)

−(·, V x,φ
t+1 (·))<+∞.

This concludes the proof of the left-hand side of (73). We now prove the right-hand side by forward
induction. For the initialization step, we show that UP

0 (x) < +∞ for all x ∈ R. As UP
0 (1)< +∞

(by Assumption 6) and UP
0 is nondecreasing (see Proposition 5), we deduce that for all x ≤ 1,

that UP
0 (x) < +∞. Now, using the right-hand side of (59), we find that for all x > 1, UP

0 (x) ≤
xγ(UP

0 (1)+C0)<+∞ as C0 <+∞ by Proposition 4. This shows the initialization step as (UP
0 )+ =

UP
0 + (UP

0 )− and (UP
0 )− < +∞ from the first induction. Let 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1 and assume that the

induction hypothesis holds true at time t. Thus, using (72), we get that

EP t+1UP
t+1(·, V x,φ

t+1 (·)) =EP t

(
EqP

t+1(·|ω
t)U

P
t+1(ω

t, ·, V x,φ
t+1 (ω

t, ·))
)
≤ EP tUP

t (·, V x,φ
t (·))

≤ EP t(UP
t )+(·, V x,φ

t (·))<+∞,

where we have used for the first equality Fubini’s theorem which can be applied because of the
left-hand side of (73) at t+1. This concludes the second induction and shows (73) at t+1.
Upper bound for u(x) and stability of Φ̂|T .

We show that for any x∈R,

U0(x)≥ sup
φ∈Φ̂|T (x,U,QT )

inf
P∈QT

EPU(·, V x,φ
T (·)) = u(x), (74)

and that if φ ∈ Φ̂|T (x,U,QT ), then φ ∈ Φ̂|t(x,Ut,Qt) for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T . Fix x ∈ R and φ ∈
Φ̂|T (x,U,QT ). We proceed by backward induction with the following induction hypothesis :

φ∈ Φ̂|t(x,Ut,Qt) and inf
P∈QT

EPU(·, V x,φ
T (·))≤ inf

P∈Qt
EPUt(·, V x,φ

t (·)). (75)

The initialization step is trivial as UT = U . Let 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1 and assume that the induction
hypothesis holds true at time t+1. Proposition 5 shows that Ut+1 is projectively measurable and
Lemma 12 for f =Ut+1 that

(ωt, x, h, p) 7→ ut(ω
t, x, h, p) :=EpUt+1(ω

t, ·, x+h∆St+1(ω
t, ·)) (76)

is projectively measurable. Note that ut(ω
t, ·, ·, p) is equal to Ψp (see (34)) in the robust (t +

1) context. Let ǫ > 0. Proposition 10 applied to the projective set D = {(ωt, x, h, p), (ωt, p) ∈
Graph(Qt+1)} (see Assumption 2 and (102) in Proposition 8) show that there exists a projectively
measurable function qǫt+1 : Ω

t ×R×Rd →P(Ωt+1) such that ∀(ωt, x, h) ∈ Ωt ×R×Rd (recall that
Qt+1 6= ∅ and projΩt×R×Rd(D) =Ωt ×R×Rd), qǫt+1(·|ωt, x, h)∈Qt+1(ω

t) and

ut(ω
t, x, h, qǫt+1(·|ωt, x, h))≤−1

ǫ
1{ut(ωt,x,h)=−∞}+(ut(ω

t, x, h)+ ǫ)1{ut(ωt,x,h)>−∞}, (77)
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as ut(ω
t, x, h) = infp∈Qt+1(ωt) ut(ω

t, x, h, p), see (16). Fix ωt ∈ Ωt. As Ut(ω
t, x) ≥ ut(ω

t, x, h) for

all (x,h) ∈ R × Rd, using (77) with x = V x,φ
t (ωt) and h = φt+1(ω

t) and setting qǫt+1(·|ωt) :=
qǫt+1(·|ωt, V x,φ

t (ωt), φt+1(ω
t)), we have that for all ωt ∈Ωt,

ut

(
ωt, V x,φ

t (ωt), φt+1(ω
t), qǫt+1(·|ωt)

)
≤−1

ǫ
1
{ut(ωt,V x,φ

t (ωt),φt+1(ωt))=−∞}

+(Ut(ω
t, V x,φ

t (ωt))+ ǫ)1
{ut(ωt,V

x,φ
t (ωt),φt+1(ωt))>−∞}

.
(78)

We prove now that qǫt+1 is a projectively measurable stochastic kernel and that qǫt+1(·|ωt) ∈
Qt+1(ω

t) for all ωt ∈ Ωt. First, V x,φ
t = x +

∑t

t=1φt∆St is projectively measurable. Indeed, by
Assumption 1 and Lemma 7 (ii), ∆St is projectively measurable. As φ ∈ Φ, φt is projectively
measurable and so is φt∆St and V x,φ

t using Lemma 7 (ii) again. As (ωt, x, h) 7→ qǫt+1(·|ωt, x, h) is
projectively measurable, we obtain using Lemmata 6 and 10 (iii) that ωt 7→ qǫt+1(·|ωt) is projectively
measurable and so that qǫt+1 is a projectively measurable stochastic kernel. Now, we get that for
ωt ∈Ωt, qǫt+1(·|ωt)∈Qt+1(ω

t) as qǫt+1(·|ωt, x, h)∈Qt+1(ω
t) for all (ωt, x, h)∈Ωt ×R×Rd.

Let P := qP1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qPT ∈QT and P ∗ := qP
∗

1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qP
∗

T ∈HT defined in (61). We set

P :=
qP

∗

1 + qP1
2

⊗ · · ·⊗ qP
∗

t + qPt
2

⊗ qP
∗

t+1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qP
∗

T .

Then P ∈ HT (see (9)). Taking the expectation in (78) under P
t
and using Fubini’s theorem as

φ∈ φ̂|t+1(x,Ut+1,Qt+1)⊂ φ|t+1(x,Ut+1,Qt+1), we get that

E
P

t
⊗qǫ

t+1
Ut+1(·, V x,φ

t+1 (·))≤−1

ǫ
P

t
(ut(·, V x,φ

t (·), φt+1(·)) =−∞)+E
P

t U+
t (·, V x,φ

t (·))+ ǫ. (79)

As P
t ⊗ qǫ ∈Qt+1, we obtain that

inf
P∈Qt+1

EPUt+1(·, V x,φ
t+1 (·))≤−1

ǫ
P

t
(ut(·, V x,φ

t (·), φt+1(·)) =−∞)+E
P

t U+
t (·, V x,φ

t (·))+ ǫ. (80)

Recall from (73) and from Ut ≤ UP
t (see Proposition 5) that E

P
t U+

t (·, V x,φ
t (·)) < +∞. So,

if P
t
(ut(·, V x,φ

t (·), φt+1(·)) = −∞) > 0, taking the limit when ǫ goes to 0 in (80) gives that
infP∈Qt+1 EPUt+1(·, V x,φ

t+1 (·)) = −∞, a contradiction with φ ∈ Φ̂|t+1(x,Ut+1,Qt+1) of the induction

hypothesis. Thus, P
t
(ut(·, V x,φ

t (·), φt+1(·)) =−∞) = 0. Using now [12, Proposition 12], we have that

P t ≪ P
t
and P t(ut(·, V x,φ

t (·), φt+1(·)) =−∞) = 0. As P is arbitrary, we have that

ut

(
·, V x,φ

t (·), φt+1(·)
)
>−∞ Qt-q.s.

Thus, taking again the expectation in (78) but under P t and using Fubini’s theorem, we get that
for all P t ∈Qt

inf
P∈Qt+1

EPUt+1(·, V x,φ
t+1 (·))≤EP t Ut(·, V x,φ

t (·))+ ǫ.

Taking the infimum over all P t ∈Qt on the right-hand side, letting ǫ go to 0 and using the second
part of the induction hypothesis (75), we get that

inf
P∈QT

EPU(·, V x,φ
T (·))≤ inf

P∈Qt+1
EPUt+1(·, V x,φ

t+1 (·))≤ inf
P∈Qt

EPUt(·, V x,φ
t (·)).

In particular, as φ∈ Φ̂|t+1(x,Ut+1,Qt+1),−∞< infP∈Qt+1 EPUt+1(·, V x,φ
t+1 (·))≤ infP∈Qt EPUt(·, V x,φ

t (·)),
and so that φ∈ φ̂|t(x,Ut,Qt). This concludes the induction.
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Now, using (75) at t= 0 shows that infP∈QT EPU(·, V x,φ
T (·))≤ U0(x) for φ ∈ Φ̂|T (x,U,QT ). Thus,

(74) follows by taking the supremum over all such φ.
Existence of a one-step optimal strategy.

Let x∈R. We define recursively the strategy φ∗,x as follows. Let φ∗,x
1 := x and for all 1≤ t≤ T − 1

and ωt ∈ Ωt, φ∗,x
t+1(ω

t) :=H∗
t+1(ω

t, x+
∑t

s=1 φ
∗,x
s (ωt)∆Ss(ω

t)) where H∗
t+1 : Ω

t ×R→ Rd is defined

in Proposition 7. Let 1 ≤ t≤ T − 1. Proposition 7 shows that for all (ωt, x) ∈ Ω̂t ×R, φ∗,x
t+1(ω

t) ∈
Aff(Dt+1)(ωt) and that (69) holds true for x= V x,φ∗,x

t (ωt) (recall that Ω̂t does not depend from x).
Thus, (19) holds also true.
Now, we show by induction that φ∗,x

t+1 is projectively measurable for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1. At t = 0,
this is trivial (recall that Ω0 is a singleton). Suppose that this holds true for all 0 ≤ k ≤ t− 1.
Then, recalling Assumption 1, V x,φ∗,x

t = x+
∑t

k=1 φ
∗,x
k (Sk − Sk−1) is projectively measurable (see

Lemma 7 (ii)).Thus, as H∗
t+1 is projectively measurable (see Proposition 7), Lemmata 6 and 10

(iii) show that φ∗,x
t+1 =H∗

t+1(·, V x,φ∗,x

t (·)) is projectively measurable. This concludes the induction
and φ∗,x ∈Φ.
Optimality of an admissible one-step optimal strategy.

Assume now that φ∗,x ∈Φ(x,U,QT ). Let 0≤ t≤ T − 1 and P ∗ := qP
∗

1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ qP
∗

T ∈HT as in (61).
Let U cl

t : Ωt ×R×Rd →R∪{−∞,+∞} be defined by

U cl
t (ωt, x, h) :=EqP

∗
t+1(·|ω

t)Cl(Ut+1)(ω
t, ·, x+h∆St+1(ω

t, ·)).

Note that ut ≤ uP∗

t ≤ U cl
t by definition of the closure of Ut+1 (see (15) and (16)) and that U cl

t is
projectively measurable. Indeed, Cl(Ut+1) is projectively measurable (see Proposition 5 (iv)) and
applying Lemma 12 to f =Cl(Ut+1) gives the desired result. We have proved in the preceding step
that (19) holds true. Thus, we have for all ωt ∈ Ω̂t that

Cl(Ut)(ω
t, V x,φ∗,x

t (ωt))≤Cl(ut)(ω
t, V x,φ∗,x

t (ωt), φ∗,x
t+1(ω

t))≤Cl(U cl
t )(ω

t, V x,φ∗,x

t (ωt), φ∗,x
t+1(ω

t)).(81)

Now, we show that for all ωt ∈ Ω̂t, U cl
t (ωt, ·, ·) is usc and so that Cl(U cl

t )(ωt, ·, ·) = U cl
t (ωt, ·, ·).

Remark that U cl
t (ωt, ·, ·) = Ψcl

p∗(·, ·) in the robust (t+ 1) context where Ψcl
p∗ is defined in (38). As

Assumptions 8, 9, 10 and 11 are satisfied in the robust (t+1) context for ωt ∈ Ω̂t (see Lemma 4),
Proposition 1 shows that U cl

t (ωt, ·, ·) is usc. Thus, (81) implies that

Cl(Ut)(ω
t, V x,φ∗,x

t (ωt)) ≤ U cl
t (ωt, V x,φ∗,x

t (ωt), φ∗,x
t+1(ω

t)) =EqP
∗

t+1(·|ω
t)Cl(Ut+1)(ω

t, ·, V x,φ∗,x

t+1 (ωt, ·)).(82)

Applying recursively (82) from t= 0 to t= T − 1, we obtain that

Cl(U0)(x)≤
∫

Ω1

· · ·
∫

ΩT

Cl(U)(ωT , V x,φ∗,x

T (ωT ))qP
∗

T (dωT |ωT−1) · · ·qP
∗

1 (dω1). (83)

Now (Cl(U))− ≤U− and φ∗,x ∈Φ(x,U,QT ), we get that for all Q∈QT ,

EQ(Cl(U))−(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·))≤EQU
−(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·))<+∞, (84)

see (73) as UP
T =U . Thus, we can apply Fubini’s theorem in (83) and we obtain that Cl(U0)(x)≤

EP∗Cl(U)(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·)). As P ∗ is arbitrary in HT , we have that

Cl(U0)(x)≤ inf
P∈HT

EPCl(U)(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·)). (85)

Now, using Proposition 5 (v), we have that for all x∈R and for all P ∈HT ,

EP (Cl(U))+(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·))≤EPU
+(·, V x+1,φ∗,x

T (·))<+∞, (86)
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see again (73). By definition of the closure of U0 and recalling (85), we get that

U0(x)≤Cl(U0)(x)≤ inf
P∈HT

EPCl(U)(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·)) = inf
Q∈QT

EQCl(U)(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·)),

where the last equality follows from Lemma 15 applied to X =Cl(U)(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·)) as (84) and (86)
hold true. Finally, let x∈R. Then,

inf
P∈QT

EPU(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·))≤ u(x)≤ inf
P∈QT

EPU(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·))+ sup
P∈QT

EP∆+U(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·)),

where the first inequality follows from the definition of u(x) as φ∗,x ∈Φ(x,U,QT ) and the second
one from (21) and (17). Thus, (20) holds true which concludes the proof. �

6. Proof of Theorem 2 In this part, we prove Theorem 2. We want to apply Theorem 1
and verify the different conditions needed for that. More precisely, we prove that if Assumptions
1, 2 and 3 hold true and if U is a random utility of type (A), Assumptions 6 and 7 hold true. Note
that Assumptions 4 and 5 hold true by definition of a random utility of type (A). For that, we use
the results of Section 4 for Ωt,P and UP

t . The proof follows the same path than the proof of [12,
Theorem 2]. Nevertheless, there are three main differences. First, the expression of cPt is different
of the one of [12, (61)]. Second, we have for the moment introduced no control from below on the
value function Ut. Third, Assumption 13 is now needed to get a bound on the optimal strategy in
Proposition 2. So, we introduce for all 0≤ t≤ T − 1 and P := qP1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ qPT ∈HT , the set of paths
ωt for which Assumption 13 holds true (recall (15), (16) and Definition 7) :

Ωt

13 := {ωt ∈Ωt, ut(ω
t,−k,0)= inf

p∈Qt+1(ωt)
EpUt+1(ω

t, ·,−k)>−∞, ∀k ∈N \ {0}} (87)

Ωt,P

13 := {ωt ∈Ωt, uP
t (ω

t,−k,0)=EqP
t+1(·|ω

t)U
P
t+1(ω

t, ·,−k)>−∞, ∀k ∈N \ {0}}. (88)

Proof of Theorem 2.
Assumption 6 holds true.
Let P := qP1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ qPT ∈HT . Recall that uP

t , ut, c
P
t , i

P
t , l

P
t , N

P
t and Ω̃t,P are defined respectively

in (15), (16), (62), (63), (65), (66) and (68) for all 0≤ t≤ T − 1. Recall also that the sets Mt(P ),
Mt are defined in Definition 4 for all 0≤ t≤ T . For the need of the induction, we need to define
some of them also for t=−1 or t= T and we set uP

T := 0, uT := 0, NP
−1 := 0, lPT := 0, Ω̃T,P := ΩT

and M−1(P ) := {0}. We also set ΩT

13 := ΩT , ΩT,P

13 := ΩT .

For all 0≤ t≤ T , we prove by backward induction the following induction hypothesis : (UP
t )+(·,1)

and lPt belong to Mt(P ) , Ct, u
−
t (·, x,0), (uP

t )
−(·, x,0) belong to Mt for all x∈R, NP

t−1 ∈Mt−1(P ),

Ω̃t,P ∩Ωt,P

13 is a P t-full-measure set and there exists C1,t ∈Mt such that C1,t ≥ 0 and for all ωT ∈ΩT

and for all x∈R

Ut(ω
t, x)≥−C1,t(ω

t)(1+ |x|p). (89)

Then, we will obtain from the induction hypothesis at t= 0 that Assumption 6 holds true. Indeed,
M0(P ) =R and UP

0 (1)≤ (UP
0 )+(1)<+∞.

Initialization step.
We trivially have that lPT = 0 ∈ MT (P ), u−

T = (uP
T )

− = 0 ∈ MT and that Ω̃T,P ∩ ΩT,P

13 = ΩT is

a P -full-measure set. Additionally, using Definition 5, CT = C ∈ MT (see (53)), (UP
T )+(·,1) =

U+(·,1)∈MT ⊂MT (P ) and (89) holds true with C1,T :=C1, see (25). By assumption of Theorem
2, we have that 1/αP

T−1 ∈ MT−1 ⊂ MT−1(P ). Again, as U is of type (A), we know that X and
1/|U(·,X(·))+C(·)| belong to MT and also to MT (P ). Thus, we can use assertion (A1) in Lemma
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14 and we get that NP
T−1 ∈MT−1(P ).

Assume that the induction hypothesis holds true at time t+1 for some 0≤ t≤ T − 1.
Heredity step 1 : Ct ∈Mt, there exists C1,t ∈Mt such that C1,t ≥ 0 and (89) holds true at t and

u−
t (·, x,0), (uP

t )
−(·, x,0)∈Mt for all x∈R.

Using (54), we have that Ct <+∞ Qt-q.s. Thus, (56) with ǫ= 1 provides some qt+1 ∈ SKt+1 such
that for all ωt ∈Ωt, qt+1(·|ωt)∈Qt+1(ω

t) and for all ωt in the Qt-full-measure set where Ct <+∞,

Eqt+1(·|ωt)Ct+1(ω
t, ·)≥Ct(ω

t)− 1. (90)

By the induction hypothesis Ct+1 ∈ Mt+1 and Lemma 18 shows that ωt 7→ Eqt+1(·|ωt)Ct+1(ω
t, ·)

belongs to Mt. Proposition 4 shows that Ct(·) is non-negative and projectively measurable. Thus,
(90) and Lemma 17 ensure that Ct ∈Mt.
Now, let ωt ∈Ωt and x∈R, using (16) and (89) at t+1, we get that

Ut(ω
t, x)≥ ut(ω

t, x,0) = inf
p∈Qt+1(ωt)

EpUt+1(ω
t, ·, x)≥−C1,t(ω

t)(1+ |x|p), (91)

where C1,t(ω
t) := supp∈Qt+1(ωt)EpC1,t+1(ω

t, ·). As in the proof of Proposition 4, we find that C1,t is
non-negative and projectively measurable. As C1,t+1 ∈Mt+1, a very similar reasoning to the one
that shows that Ct ∈Mt proves that C1,t ∈Mt. So, (89) holds true at t.
Let x∈R. Using (91), we have that u−

t (·, x,0)≤C1,t(·)(1+ |x|p). Thus, as u−
t (·, x,0) is projectively

measurable (see Lemmata 12, 8 and 10 (iv)) and C1,t ∈Mt, Lemma 17 shows that u−
t (·, x,0)∈Mt.

Now, as Ut+1 ≤ UP
t+1 (see Proposition 5), we have that (uP

t )
−(·, x,0)≤ u−

t (·, x,0). As (uP
t )

−(·, x,0)
is projectively measurable, we have that (uP

t )
−(·, x,0)∈Mt, see again Lemmata 12, 8, 10 (iv) and

17.
Heredity step 2 : lPt ∈Mt(P ) and Ω̃t,P ∩Ωt,P

13 is a P t-full-measure set.

We first show that lPt ∈Mt(P ). Let θ ∈ {−1,1}d. Using (54), Ct+1 <+∞ Qt+1-q.s. Thus, Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, (ii) and the right-hand side of (59) at time t+ 1 in Proposition 5 show that
Qt+1-q.s.

(UP
t+1)

+(·,1+ θ∆St+1(·)) ≤ (UP
t+1)

+(·,1+ |θ||∆St+1(·)|)
≤
(
1+

√
d|∆St+1(·)|

)γ
((UP

t+1)
+(·,1)+Ct+1(·)). (92)

As UP
t+1 is projectively measurable (see Proposition 5) and Assumption 1 holds true, (UP

t+1)
+(·,1+

θ∆St+1(·)) is also projectively measurable using Lemmata 8 and 10. Now, recalling that
(UP

t+1)
+(·,1)∈Mt+1(P ) and Ct+1 ∈Mt+1 by the induction hypothesis and that |∆St+1| ∈Mt+1 by

assumption of Theorem 2, we deduce from (92) and Lemma 17 that

(UP
t+1)

+(·,1+ θ∆St+1(·))∈Mt+1(P ). (93)

Thus, ωt 7→ EqP
t+1(·|ω

t)(U
P
t+1)

+(ωt, ·,1+ θ∆St+1(ω
t, ·)) belongs to Mt(P ) for all θ ∈ {−1,1}d thanks

to Lemma 18. So, (65) and Lemma 17 shows that lPt ∈Mt(P ).
We now prove that Ω̃t,P ∩ Ωt,P

13 is a P t-full-measure set. For that, we first show that Ωt,P

12 is a

P t-full-measure set. Indeed, by the induction hypothesis, NP
t ∈Mt(P ), which implies that NP

t <
+∞ P t − a.s. Lemma 2 shows that Ωt,P

qNA is a Qt-full-measure set and also a P t-full-measure set

as HT ⊂QT . Thus, Ωt,P

12 is a P t-full-measure set. Moreover, using the first part of Proposition 6,

which do not require Assumptions 6 and 7, we also have that Ωt,P
i is a P t-full-measure set for all

i ∈ {8,9,11}. As lPt ∈Mt(P ), we have that lPt <+∞ P t − a.s. and so that Ωt,P

10 and also Ω̃t,P are
P t-full-measure sets. As (uP

t )
−(·,−k,0) ∈Mt (see Heredity step 1), (uP

t )
−(·,−k,0)<+∞ P t-a.s.
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So, Ωt,P

13 is a P t-full-measure set (see (88)). Thus, we can find a P t-full-measure set Ω̂t,P ∈ B(Ωt)

such that Ω̂t,P ⊂ Ω̃t,P ∩Ωt,P

13.

Heredity step 3 : (UP
t )+(·,1)∈Mt(P ).

We first define KP
t (ω

t) as follows. If ωt ∈ Ω̂t,P , let KP
t (ω

t) :=K1(1) where K1 is defined in Propo-
sition 2 applied in the P -prior (t + 1) context (see Definition 6). This is possible as ωt ∈ Ω̂t,P

and Assumptions 8 to 12 are satisfied in this context. Recall that in the P -prior (t+ 1) context,
α∗ =αP

t (ω
t), n∗

0 =NP
t (ωt), c∗ = cPt (ω

t), l∗ = lPt (ω
t) and Ψ−(x,0)= (uP

t )
−(ωt, x,0). When ωt /∈ Ω̂t,P ,

we set KP
t (ω

t) := 1. We prove that KP
t ∈Mt(P ). As Ct ∈Mt(P ) (see Heredity step 1), we have

using (67), Lemmata 3 and 17 that cPt ∈Mt(P ). Recall then that NP
t ∈Mt(P ) by the induction

hypothesis and that 1/αP
t ∈Mt(P ) by assumption of Theorem 2. We have proved in Heredity step

1 that (uP
t )

−(·, x,0) ∈Mt for all x ∈R and in Heredity step 2 that lPt ∈Mt(P ). Thus, we deduce
from Lemma 17 that KP

t restricted to Ω̂t,P belongs to Mt(P ). So, KP
t ∈Mt(P ) as Ω̂t,P ∈ B(Ωt),

see Lemmata 5 (i) and 8. We now prove that (UP
t )+(·,1)∈Mt(P ). For all ωt ∈ Ω̂t,P , Assumptions

8 to 13 are satisfied in the P -prior (t+1) context. Thus, we can apply (45) in Proposition 2 in this
context and

UP
t (ωt,1) ≤ sup

|h|≤KP
t (ωt)

h∈Aff(DP
t+1)(ω

t)

Cl(uP
t )(ω

t,1, h)≤ sup
|h|≤KP

t (ωt)

Cl(uP
t )(ω

t,1, h). (94)

Now, let UP,cl
t : Ωt ×R×Rd →R∪{−∞,+∞} be defined by

UP,cl
t (ωt, x, h) :=EqP

t+1(·|ω
t)Cl(U

P
t+1)(ω

t, ·, x+h∆St+1(ω
t, ·)).

Then, uP
t ≤UP,cl

t by definition of the closure (see (15)) and UP,cl
t is projectively measurable. Indeed,

Cl(UP
t+1) is projectively measurable (see Proposition 5 (iv)) and applying Lemma 12 to f =Cl(UP

t+1)

gives the desired result. Now, we show that for all ωt ∈ Ω̂t,P , UP,cl
t (ωt, ·, ·) is usc. Remark that

UP,cl
t (ωt, ·, ·) =Ψcl

p (·, ·) in the P -prior (t+1) context where Ψcl
p is defined in (38). As Assumptions

8, 9, 10 and 11 are satisfied in the P -prior (t+1) context for ωt ∈ Ω̂t,P (see Lemma 4), Proposition
1 shows that UP,cl

t (ωt, ·, ·) is usc. Moreover, using Proposition 5 (v), we get that for all ωt+1 ∈Ωt+1

and h∈Rd,

Cl(UP
t+1)(ω

t+1,1+h∆St+1(ω
t+1))≤UP

t+1(ω
t+1,2+h∆St+1(ω

t+1)). (95)

Now, using (94) and (95) and recalling that UP,cl
t (ωt, ·, ·) is usc and that uP

t ≤UP,cl
t , we obtain that

for ωt ∈ Ω̂t,P that

UP
t (ωt,1) ≤ sup

|h|≤KP
t (ωt)

Cl(uP
t )(ω

t,1, h)≤ sup
|h|≤KP

t (ωt)

Cl(UP,cl
t )(ωt,1, h) = sup

|h|≤KP
t (ωt)

UP,cl
t (ωt,1, h)

= sup
|h|≤KP

t (ωt)

EqP
t+1(·|ω

t)Cl(U
P
t+1)(ω

t, ·,1+h∆St+1(ω
t, ·))

≤ sup
|h|≤KP

t (ωt)

EqP
t+1(·|ω

t)U
P
t+1(ω

t, ·,2+h∆St+1(ω
t, ·))

≤ EqP
t+1(·|ω

t)(U
P
t+1)

+(ωt, ·,2+KP
t (ω

t)|∆St+1(ω
t, ·)|), (96)

where the last inequality follows because UP
t+1(ω

t, ·) is nondecreasing. Using the right-hand side of
(59), we get that,

(UP
t+1)

+(·,2+KP
t (·)|∆St+1(·)|)≤

(
2+KP

t (·)|∆St+1(·)|
)γ

((UP
t+1)

+(·,1)+Ct+1(·)).

Recalling that we have proved that KP
t ∈Mt(P ), that |∆St+1(·)| ∈Mt+1 by assumption of The-

orem 2 and that Ct+1 ∈Mt+1 and (UP
t+1)

+(·,1) ∈Mt+1(P ) from the induction hypothesis, we get
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that (UP
t+1)

+(·,2+KP
t (·)|∆St+1(·)|) ∈Mt+1(P ). Indeed, as UP

t+1, |∆St+1| and KP
t are projectively

measurable, Lemmata 8 and 10 show that (UP
t+1)

+(·,2+KP
t (·)|∆St+1(·)|) is projectively measur-

able and we can apply Lemma 17. Now, Lemma 18 shows that ωt 7→ EqP
t+1(·|ω

t)(U
P
t+1)

+(ωt, ·,2 +
KP

t (ω
t)|∆St+1(ω

t, ·)|) belongs toMt(P ). Proposition 5 (i) and Lemma 10 (iv) show that (UP
t )+(·,1)

is projectively measurable. Thus, (96), Lemma 17 and the fact that Ω̂t,P is a P t-full-measure set
imply that (UP

t )+(·,1)∈Mt(P ).
Heredity step 4 : NP

t−1 ∈Mt−1(P ).
If t= 0, we trivially have thatNP

−1 =0 ∈M−1(P ) = {0}. So, assume that t≥ 1. Recall from Heredity
steps 1 and 2 that lPt ∈Mt(P ), Ct ∈Mt ⊂Mt(P ), from the induction hypothesis that NP

t ∈Mt(P )
and from the assumptions of Theorem 2 that 1/αP

t−1 ∈Mt−1 ⊂Mt−1(P ) and 1/αP
t ∈Mt ⊂Mt(P ).

Thus, assertion (A2) in Lemma 14 for 1≤ t≤ T −1 (recall that Ω̃t,P is a P t-full-measure set for all
P ∈HT from Heredity step 2) shows that NP

t−1 ∈Mt−1(P ). This concludes the heredity step.
Assumption 7 holds true.

Assumption 7 follows from (93) at t for the case θ ∈ {−1,1}d and from the fact that (UP
t )+(·,1)∈

Mt(P ) for all P ∈HT for the case θ= 0.
Application of Theorem 1.

Let x ∈ R. As Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 hold true, we can apply Theorem 1 and there
exists φ∗,x ∈Φ satisfying (19). As U is usc (U is of type (A)), if we prove that φ∗,x ∈Φ(x,U,QT ),
(22) in the second part of Theorem 1 shows that φ∗,x is an optimal strategy for (12), which will
conclude the proof.
We have that φ∗,x ∈Φ(x,U,QT ).

We prove now that for all P ∈ QT , EP U
−(·, V x,φ∗,x

T (·))<+∞. As (25) holds true and C1 ∈MT ,
we only need to check that V x,φ∗,x

T ∈MT (P ) for all P ∈QT , see Lemma 17. Fix 0≤ t≤ T − 1 and
recall Ω̂t from Proposition 6. We know from the induction that for all k≥ 1, u−

t (·,−k,0)∈Mt and
so that u−

t (·,−k,0)<+∞ Qt-q.s. Thus, Ωt

13 is a Qt-full-measure set and so is Ω̂t ∩Ωt

13. We can

find a Qt-full-measure set Ω
t ∈ B(Ωt) such that Ω

t ⊂ Ω̂t ∩Ωt

13. For all ωt ∈Ω
t
, Assumptions 8 to

13 are satisfied in the robust (t+1) context (see Definition 7) and recalling the definition of φ∗,x,

Proposition 3 in the robust (t+1) context shows that for all ωt ∈Ω
t
, |φ∗,x

t+1(ω
t)| ≤Kt(ω

t) where for

ωt ∈Ω
t
, Kt(ω

t) :=K1(V
x,φ∗,x

t ) with K1 defined in Proposition 2 in the robust (t+1) context and

Kt(ω
t) := 1 when ωt /∈Ω

t
. We set K−1 := 0 for the need of the next induction.

Let P ∈QT . We show by induction on 0≤ t≤ T that V x,φ∗,x

t ∈Mt(P ) and Kt−1 ∈Mt−1(P ). The
initialization step is trivial as V x,φ∗,x

0 = x and K−1 = 0. Assume now that the induction hypothesis
holds at t. As V x,φ∗,x

t+1 = V x,φ∗,x

t +φ∗,x
t+1∆St+1 and V

x,φ∗,x

t , φ∗,x
t+1 and ∆St+1 are projectively measurable,

we get that V x,φ∗,x

t+1 is also projectively measurable, see Lemma 7. As Ω
t
is a Qt-full-measure set,

we have that

|V x,φ∗,x

t+1 | ≤ |V x,φ∗,x

t |+Kt|∆St+1| Qt-q.s. (97)

Thus, as V x,φ∗,x

t ∈Mt(P ) by the induction hypothesis and |∆St+1| ∈Mt by assumption of Theorem
2, if we prove that Kt ∈ Mt(P ), Lemma 17 shows that V x,φ∗,x

t+1 ∈ Mt+1(P ) and the induction
hypothesis holds true at t+1. To prove thatKt ∈Mt(P ), as P belongs to QT but not necessarily to
HT , we use P̂t+1 ∈HT defined in (116) in the Appendix. First, recall that Mt(P̂t+1)⊂Mt(P ), see
Lemma 16. Recall also that in the robust (t+1) context, α∗ =αP∗

t (ωt), n∗
0 =N∗

t (ω
t), c∗ = cP

∗

t (ωt),
l∗ = l∗t (ω

t) and Ψ(x,0) = ut(ω
t, x,0). By assumption of Theorem 2, 1/αP∗

t ∈Mt. So, 1/αP∗

t belong

both to Mt(P ) and Mt(P̂t+1). We first prove that l∗t ∈Mt(P̂t+1)⊂Mt(P ). Using that Ut ≤U
P̂t+1
t

(see Proposition 5), we have that l∗t ≤ l
P̂t+1
t . So, as l

P̂t+1
t ∈Mt(P̂t+1) (see Heredity step 2) and l∗t is

projectively measurable (see Lemma 3), we get that l∗t ∈Mt(P̂t+1) by Lemma 17. We now prove that
N∗

t ∈Mt(P ). Recall assertions (B1) and (B2) from Lemma 14. Assertion (B1) applies and shows
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that N∗
T−1 ∈MT−1(P ) as 1/αP∗

T−1 ∈MT−1 ⊂MT−1(P̂T ) and X, 1/|U(·,X(·))+C(·)|, C belong to

Mt ⊂MT (P̂T ). Now, Assertion (B2) also applies and shows that N∗
t ∈Mt(P ) as Ω̃t+1,P is a P t+1-

full-measure set for all P ∈HT , 1/αP∗

t ∈Mt ⊂Mt(P̂t+1), 1/α
P̂t+1
t+1 , Ct+1 ∈Mt+1 ⊂Mt+1(P̂t+1) and

l
P̂t+1
t+1 , N

P̂t+1
t+1 ∈Mt+1(P̂t+1), see Heredity steps 1, 2 and 4 for P = P̂t+1 ∈ HT . Now, recalling (91)

and that C1,t ∈ Mt and V x,φ∗,x

t ∈ Mt(P ), we have that u−
t (·, V x,φ∗,x

t (·),0) ∈ Mt(P ) (see Lemma

17 as u−
t (·, V x,φ∗,x

t (·),0) is projectively measurable, see Heredity step 1 and Lemma 10). Finally,
as Ct ∈Mt, cP

∗

t ∈Mt using (67) and Lemma 17. Thus, recalling again that V x,φ∗,x

t ∈Mt(P ) and
1/αP∗

t ∈Mt, we deduce from Lemma 17 that Kt ∈Mt(P ). This concludes the induction and the
proof. �

7. Projective sets and projectively measurable functions In this part, we present the
projective sets, the projectively measurable functions and the consequences of the (PD) axiom. In
Section 7.1, we define the projective sets (see Definition 8). First, we prove that these sets have
almost the same properties as the analytic sets (see Proposition 8). The proof of these results will
be provided in Appendix, see Section 8.4. Then, in Section 7.2, we present two crucial results that
are implied by the (PD) axiom (see Theorems 3 and 4). Section 7.3 introduces the projectively
measurable functions (see Definition 9) and some of their basic properties. In Section 7.4, we show
that like for universally measurable functions the composition of projectively measurable functions
remains projectively measurable (see Lemma 10). We also show that under the (PD) axiom, a
projectively measurable selection on a projective set is always possible (see Proposition 9). Then,
we prove that projectively measurable ǫ-optimal selectors always exist for projectively measurable
functions and that like for lower (resp. upper) semicontinous functions, the class of projectively
measurable functions is stable by uncountable infimum (resp. supremum). (see Proposition 10).
Finally, in Section 7.5, we prove some results related to the (−∞) integrals and its link with
the projective hierarchy. We show that the integral of a projectively measurable function remains
projectively measurable under the (−∞) integration (see Lemma 12 and Proposition 12).

7.1. Definition of projective sets and first properties We now introduce projective sets.
The reader can find an elaborate construction of them in [27, p313].

Definition 8. Let X be a Polish space. For each n≥ 1, we define recursively the classes Σ1
n(X)

and Π1
n(X) ofX. First, Σ1

1(X) is the class of analytic sets ofX while Π1
1(X) is the class of coanalytic

sets of X. Then, for all n≥ 1, we set

Σ1
n+1(X) := {projX(C), C ∈Π1

n(X ×N )} (98)
Π1

n+1(X) := {X \C, C ∈Σ1
n+1(X)}, (99)

where N :=NN is the Baire space. Then,

∆1
n(X) := Σ1

n(X)∩Π1
n(X). (100)

The class P(X) of projective sets of X is defined by

P(X) :=
⋃

n≥1

∆1
n(X).

The following proposition justifies the term “hierarchy” and gives crucial properties for Σ1
n(X),

Π1
n(X), ∆1

n(X) and P(X) that are similar to the ones of the analytic sets.
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Proposition 8. Let n≥ 1 and let X and Y be Polish spaces. Let f :X→ Y be Borel measur-
able2.
(i) The class Σ1

n(X) is closed under countable intersections and unions. Moreover, we have that
f−1(B)∈Σ1

n(X) for all B ∈Σ1
n(Y ) and that f(A)∈Σ1

n(Y ) for all A∈Σ1
n(X).

(ii) The class Π1
n(X) is closed under countable intersections and unions. Moreover, we have that

f−1(B)∈Π1
n(X) for all B ∈Π1

n(Y ).
(iii) The class ∆1

n(X) is a σ-algebra of X, ∆1
1(X) = B(X) and f−1(B)∈∆1

n(X) for all B ∈∆1
n(Y ).

(iv) The sequences (Σ1
n(X))n≥1, (Π

1
n(X))n≥1 and (∆1

n(X))n≥1 are nondecreasing.
(v) We have that Σ1

n(X)×Σ1
n(Y )⊂Σ1

n(X ×Y ), Π1
n(X)×Π1

n(Y )⊂Π1
n(X ×Y ), ∆1

n(X)×∆1
n(Y )⊂

∆1
n(X ×Y ) and that

Σ1
n(X)∪Π1

n(X)⊂∆1
n+1(X) and

⋃

n≥1

Σ1
n(X) =

⋃

n≥1

Π1
n(X) =

⋃

n≥1

∆1
n(X). (101)

(vi) The class P(X) is closed under finite unions and intersections. It is also closed under com-
plements. Moreover, we have that f−1(B) ∈P(X) for all B ∈P(Y ) and that f(A) ∈P(Y ) for all
A∈P(X). Finally,

B(X)⊂P(X), Σ1
1(X)⊂P(X), P(X)×P(Y )⊂P(X ×Y ). (102)

Proof. See Appendix 8.4 . �

Remark 7. Proposition 8 does not follow directly from [27, Proposition 37.1, p314]. In fact,
their classes of sets Σ1

n and Π1
n differ from ours in that they are defined by

Σ1
n :=

⋃

XPolish space

Σ1
n(X) and Π1

n :=
⋃

XPolish space

Π1
n(X).

Remark 8. The classes Π1
n(X) and ∆1

n(X) are not stable per direct image. Indeed, (ii) and
(iii) follow from (i) as f−1(Y \ C) = X \ f−1(C) but f(X \ C) and Y \ f(C) have no reason to
be included in each other. Moreover, while the complement of a projective set is still a projective
set (in opposition to the case of analytic sets), a countable union of projective sets may not be a
projective set. Let X be an uncountable Polish space and (An)n≥2 be such that An ∈Σ1

n(X) and
An /∈Σ1

n−1(X) for all n≥ 2. Such a sequence exists (see [27, Theorem 37.7, p316] and (100)). Let
Bn := {(n,x), x ∈ An} for all n≥ 2. We prove below that Bn ∈P(N×X) for all n≥ 2, but that
B :=

⋃
n≥2Bn /∈P(N×X). Thus, P(N×X) is not a σ-algebra of N×X.

Note first that for all n ≥ 2, Bn = ln(An) where ln(x) := (n,x) for all x ∈ X. Using then (i) in
Proposition 8, as An ∈Σ1

n(X) and ln is Borel measurable, we get that Bn ∈Σ1
n(N×X). So, (101) in

Proposition 8 implies that Bn ∈Σ1
n(N×X)⊂∆1

n+1(N×X)⊂P(N×X) for all n≥ 2. Assume now
that B ∈P(N×X). Then, there exists p≥ 1 such that B ∈∆1

p(N×X)⊂ Σ1
p(N×X) (see (100)).

Remark that

l−1
p+1(B) = {x∈X, (p+1, x)∈B} =

⋃

n≥2

{x ∈X, (p+1, x)∈Bn}= {x∈X, (p+1, x)∈Bp+1}=Ap+1.

As B ∈Σ1
p(N×X) and lp+1 is Borel measurable, using again (i) in Proposition 8, Ap+1 ∈Σ1

p(X), a
contradiction. So, B /∈P(N×X).

2 In particular, Proposition 8 will be used when f is a projection.
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7.2. Measurability and uniformization under the (PD) axiom We now present two
crucial consequences of the (PD) axiom (see Axiom 1). The first one asserts that projective sets
are universally measurable and the second one that the class of projective sets satisfies the uni-
formization property.

Theorem 3. Assume the (PD) axiom. Let X be a Polish space. Then, P(X)⊂Bc(X).

Proof. See [27, Theorem 38.17, p326] (see also [35, Remark 2, p71]). �

This implies that Σ1
n(X), Π1

n(X) and ∆1
n(X) are included in Bc(X) for all n ≥ 1, see (101) in

Proposition 8.

Theorem 4. Assume the (PD) axiom. Let X and Y be Polish spaces, n≥ 0 and A∈Π1
2n+1(X×

Y ). Then, there exists A∗ ∈Π1
2n+1(X ×Y ) such that A∗ ⊂A and for all x∈X,

∃y ∈ Y, (x, y)∈A ⇐⇒ ∃!y ∈ Y, (x, y)∈A∗. (103)

The set A∗ is called a Π1
2n+1(X ×Y )-uniformization of A.

Proof. See [27, Corollary 39.9, p339] and [27, p120] for the definition of a uniformization (see
also [34, Theorem 1]). �

Remark 9. An accessible proof of Theorem 3 for Σ1
2(X) sets is available in [27, p308]. Inter-

estingly, [30] shows that the universal measurability of all value functions associated to a Borel
gambling problem is in fact equivalent to the fact that the sets of Σ1

2(X) are universally measurable.
Theorem 3 for Σ1

2(X) sets is false under other axioms, for example in the ZFC theory assuming
the Axiom of Constructibility, see [24, Corollary 25.28, p495]. Note also that [32] shows that in the
ZFC theory assuming the Martin’s Axiom and the negation of the Continuum hypothesis, all sets
A∈Σ1

2(X) are Lebesgue-measurable.
Theorem 4 provides a uniformization of any set A ∈Π1

2n+1(X × Y ). We will see in Proposition 9
that a uniformization of A is the graph of a projectively measurable selection (on A). The proof
of Theorem 4 is much more complex than the one of Theorem 3. Its relies on the notion of scale.
A scale on a given set A is a sequence of ordinal functions on the set A that satisfy sufficient
continuity conditions to be able to select an element out of A. The reader can check [27, 36(B),
p299] for a complete description of scales. Note that when n = 0 i.e. for the class Π1

1(X × Y ) of
coanalytic set, Theorem 4 can be shown inside the ZFC theory (see [27, Theorem 36.14, p306]).
Nevertheless, any resulting selection function has no reason to be universally measurable under the
ZFC theory only.

7.3. Projectively measurable functions We now define the key concept of projectively
measurable functions which will allow us to perform measurable selection.

Definition 9. Let X and Y be Polish spaces and D⊂X. A function f :D→ Y is projectively
measurable if D ∈P(X) and if there exists some n ≥ 1 such that f is ∆1

n(X)-measurable in the
sense that for all B ∈ B(Y ), f−1(B) = {x ∈D,f(x)∈B} ∈∆1

n(X).

Remark 10. It is important in Definition 9 that the n is the same for all B ∈B(Y ).

Remark 11. As ∆1
n(X) is a σ-algebra (see (iii) in Proposition 8), to prove that f : X →

R ∪ {−∞,+∞} is ∆1
n(X)-measurable (resp. projectively measurable), it is enough to prove that

{f < c} or {f ≤ c} belong to ∆1
n(X) for all c∈R (resp. for some given n≥ 1). This will ne used in

the rest of the paper without further mention.
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The following lemmata are used several times in the paper. The first lemma shows that Borel
measurable functions as well as lower-semianalytic functions are projectively measurable, and also
that projectively measurable functions are universally measurable under the (PD) axiom.

Lemma 5. Let X and Y be Polish spaces and let f :X→ Y .
(i) If f is B(X)-measurable, then f is projectively measurable.
(ii) If Y =R∪{−∞,+∞} and f is a lower-semianalytic function (see [5, Definition 7.21, p177]),
then f is projectively measurable.
(iii) Assume the (PD) axiom. If f is projectively measurable, then f is universally measurable (see
[5, Definition 7.20, p171]).

Proof. (i) The first assertion follows from B(X)⊂P(X), see (102). (ii) Let c∈R, as f is lower-
semianalytic, {f < c} ∈ Σ1

1(X) and we conclude as Σ1
1(X) ⊂ ∆1

2(X) (see (101)). (iii) The third
assertion follows from Theorem 3 as for all n≥ 1, ∆1

n(X)⊂P(X)⊂Bc(X). �

The second lemma shows that a vector of projectively measurable functions is projectively mea-
surable.

Lemma 6. Let X, Y and Z be Polish spaces and let f :X→ Y and g :X→Z. Let h :X→ Y ×Z
be defined by h(x) := (f(x), g(x)) for all x∈X.
(i) If f and g are ∆1

p(X)-measurable for some p≥ 1, then h is ∆1
p(X)-measurable.

(ii) If f and g are projectively measurable, then h is projectively measurable.

Proof. (i) Let A ∈ B(Y ) and B ∈ B(Z). We have that h−1(A×B) = f−1(A) ∩ g−1(B) and that
f−1(A) and g−1(B) belong to ∆1

p(X). Thus, Proposition 8 (iii) ensures that h−1(A×B) ∈∆1
p(X)

and h is ∆1
p(X)-measurable.

(ii) As f and g are projectively measurable, there exist n,p≥ 1 such that f is ∆1
n(X)-measurable

and g is ∆1
p(X)-measurable. We may assume that n≤ p. Then, Proposition 8 (iv) shows that f is

∆1
p(X)-measurable and (ii) follows from (i). �

The third lemma shows that the set of finite vector-valued projectively measurable functions is
closed under usual operations.

Lemma 7. Let X be a Polish space and let f :X→Rn and g :X→Rn for some n≥ 1.
(i) If f and g are ∆1

p(X)-measurable for some p≥ 1, then f +g, fg and −f are ∆1
p(X)-measurable.

(ii) If f and g are projectively measurable, then f + g, fg and −f are projectively measurable.

Proof. (i) Let B1 ∈B(Rd), B2 ∈B(R) and B3 ∈B(Rd). We have that

(f + g)−1(B1) = {x∈X, f(x)+ g(x)∈B1}= {x∈X, (f(x), g(x))∈ σ−1
1 (B1)}

(fg)−1(B2) = {x∈X, f(x)g(x)∈B2}= {x∈X, (f(x), g(x))∈ σ−1
2 (B2)}

(−f)−1(B3) = {x∈X, −f(x)∈B3}= {x ∈X, f(x)∈ σ−1
3 (B3)},

where σ1(x, y) := x+ y, σ2(x, y) := xy, σ3(x) := −x for all (x, y) ∈ Rd ×Rd. As σ1, σ2 and σ3 are
Borel measurable, Lemma 6 and Proposition 8 (iii) show (i).
(ii) This is the same proof as in Lemma 6 (ii). �

The last lemma extends the results of Lemma 7 to real, possibly infinite, valued functions under
conventions (10) and (11).

Lemma 8. Let X be a Polish space and for all n≥ 0, let f, fn, g :X→R∪{−∞,+∞}.
Let p ≥ 1. Assume that f , fn and g are ∆1

p(X)-measurable for all n ≥ 0. Then, fg (under con-
vention (11)), f + g (under convention (10)), −f , min(f, g), max(f, g), infn≥0 fn, supn≥0 fn are
∆1

p(X)-measurable. If f ≥ 0, fa is also ∆1
p(X)-measurable for all a> 0.

Now, if f and g are projectively measurable, then the previous functions are also projectively mea-
surable.
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Proof. The first part of the proof follows from the fact that ∆1
p(X) is a σ-algebra and from conven-

tions (10) and (11) and is given for sake of completeness. We first prove the sup and inf results. As
for all c∈R, {min(f, g)< c}= {f < c}∪{g < c} ∈∆1

p(X) and {max(f, g)< c}= {f < c}∩{g < c} ∈
∆1

p(X), min(f, g) and max(f, g) are ∆1
p(X)-measurable. Similarly, {supn≥0 fn ≤ c} =

⋂
n≥0{fn ≤

c} ∈ ∆1
p(X) and {infn≥0 fn < c} =

⋃
n≥0{fn < c} ∈ ∆1

p(X) and supn≥0 fn and infn≥0 fn are also
∆1

p(X)-measurable. We now prove that −f is ∆1
p(X)-measurable. As {−f < c}= f−1((−c,+∞])∈

∆1
p(X), we have that −f is ∆1

p(X)-measurable. We now show that f + g is ∆1
p(X)-measurable.

Let N := {f =+∞, g =−∞}∪ {f =−∞, g =+∞}. Then, as {f =+∞}= ∩n≥0{f ≥ n} and {f =
−∞}=∩n≥0{f ≤−n}, N ∈∆1

p(X). Now, for all c∈R, recalling convention (10),

{x∈X, f(x)+ g(x)< c}=N ∪
(
(X \N)∩

⋃

r∈Q

{x∈X,f(x)< r}∩ {x ∈X,g(x)< c− r}
)
∈∆1

p(X).

Thus, f + g is ∆1
p(X)-measurable. Now, we prove that fg is ∆1

p(X)-measurable. We start with the
case where f ≥ 0 and g ≥ 0. We have that {fg < c}= ∅ ∈∆1

p(X) for all c≤ 0. Due to convention
(11), we have that for all c > 0,

{x∈X, f(x)g(x)< c}= {x ∈X, g(x) = 0}∪
⋃

r∈Q∗
+

{x∈X,f(x)< c/r}∩ {x∈X,g(x)< r} ∈∆1
p(X).

So, fg is ∆1
p(X)-measurable when f ≥ 0 and g ≥ 0. The general case follows from the equality

fg = (f+g+ + f−g−)− (f+g− + f−g+) and the fact that the sum (and the difference) of ∆1
p(X)-

measurable functions are ∆1
p(X)-measurable. Assume now that f ≥ 0 and let a > 0. Then, {fa <

c} = ∅ ∈ ∆1
p(X) for all c ≤ 0. Moreover, {fa < c} = {f < c1/a} ∈ ∆1

p(X) for all c > 0 and fa is
∆1

p(X)-measurable.
Now if f and g are projectively measurable, the same proof as in Lemma 6 (ii). �

7.4. Consequences of the (PD) axioms The next proposition is an important consequence
of Theorems 3 and 4 and shows that the (PD) axiom allows to perform a projectively measurable
selection on any projective set. This proposition can be seen as an extension of [5, Proposition
7.49, p182].

Proposition 9. Assume the (PD) axiom. Let X and Y be Polish spaces and A ∈P(X × Y ).
Then, there exists a projectively measurable function φ : projX(A)→ Y such that Graph(φ)⊂A.

Proof. As A ∈ P(X × Y ), there exists some n ≥ 0 such that A ∈ ∆1
n(X × Y ) ⊂ Π1

n(X × Y ) ⊂
Π1

2n+1(X × Y ) using (100) and (iv) in Proposition 8. Applying now Theorem 4 to A, there exists
A∗ ∈Π1

2n+1(X ×Y ) such that A∗ ⊂A and (103) holds true. So, we get that

x∈ projX(A) ⇐⇒ ∃y0 ∈ Y such that (x, y0)∈A ⇐⇒ ∃!y ∈ Y such that (x, y)∈A∗.

For all x ∈ projX(A), we set φ(x) := y. Then, φ is a function because of the unicity obtained in
(103). By definition of φ, Graph(φ) := {(x, y) ∈X × Y, x ∈ projX(A), y = φ(x)} ⊂ A∗. We prove
now that φ is projectively measurable. Let B ∈ B(Y ).

φ−1(B) = {x ∈ projX(A), φ(x) ∈B} = {x∈ projX(A), ∃y ∈B, (x, y)∈A∗}
= projX ((X ×B)∩A∗)∩ projX(A) = projX ((X ×B)∩A∗) ,

where the last equality follows from A∗ ⊂ A. Note that X × B ∈ B(X × Y ) = ∆1
1(X × Y ) ⊂

∆1
2n+2(X×Y ) using again (iii) and (iv) in Proposition 8. Recall also from (101) that A∗ ∈Π1

2n+1(X×
Y )⊂∆1

2n+2(X×Y ). So, (X×B)∩A∗ ⊂∆1
2n+2(X×Y )⊂Σ1

2n+2(X×Y ) and projX((X×B)∩A∗)∈
Σ1

2n+2(X) using (i) in Proposition 8. Finally, (101) shows that φ−1(B) ∈Σ1
2n+2(X)⊂∆1

2n+3(X)⊂
P(X) and φ is projectively measurable. �



42

We now extend (iii) in Proposition 8 to ∆1
p(X)-measurable functions. This result will be useful to

show that the composition of projectively measurable functions remains projectively measurable.

Lemma 9. Let X and Y be Polish spaces. Let p ≥ 1 and assume that f : X → Y is ∆1
p(X)-

measurable. Then, for all n≥ 1 and for all B ∈∆1
n(Y ), f−1(B)∈∆1

p+n(X).

Proof. First, we show by induction on n that for all n ≥ 1, p≥ 1, for all Polish spaces X and
Y , for all ∆1

p(X)-measurable f :X→ Y and for all B ∈Σ1
n(Y ), we have that f−1(B)∈Σ1

n+p−1(X).
We begin with the heredity step. Assume that the induction hypothesis holds true for n≥ 1. Let
B ∈Σ1

n+1(Y ). There exists some C ∈Π1
n(Y ×N ) such that B =projY (C). Let p≥ 1. Let f :X→ Y

be ∆1
p(X)-measurable. For all (x,u)∈X ×N , let Ψ(x,u) := (f(x), u)∈ Y ×N . Then,

f−1(B) = {x ∈X, f(x)∈B} = {x ∈X, ∃u∈N , (f(x), u)∈C}
= {x ∈X, ∃u∈N , (x,u)∈Ψ−1(C)}=projX(Ψ

−1(C)). (104)

Note that (x,u) 7→ f(x) and (x,u) 7→ u are ∆1
p(X×N )-measurable using (iii) to (v) in Proposition

8. So, Lemma 6 shows that Ψ is a ∆1
p(X ×N )-measurable. As C ∈Π1

n(Y ×N ), (99) implies that
(Y × N ) \ C ∈ Σ1

n(X × N ) and using the induction hypothesis for X × N and Y × N , we get
that Ψ−1((Y ×N ) \C) ∈ Σ1

n+p−1(X ×N ). As Ψ−1((Y ×N ) \C) = (X ×N ) \Ψ−1(C), we obtain
that Ψ−1(C)∈Π1

n+p−1(X ×N ). So, (104) and (98) show that f−1(B)∈Σ1
n+p(X). We now turn to

the initialization step. Let B ∈ Σ1
1(Y ). Then, [5, Proposition 7.39, p165] shows that there exists

C ∈ B(Y × N ) such that B = projY (C). Let p ≥ 1, f : X → Y be ∆1
p(X)-measurable and Ψ be

defined as above. Then, Ψ is ∆1
p(X ×N )-measurable and Ψ−1(C)∈∆1

p(X ×N )⊂Σ1
p(X ×N ) (see

(100)). So, (104) and (i) in Proposition 8 show that f−1(B)∈Σ1
p(X). This concludes the induction.

Let n≥ 1 and B ∈∆1
n(Y )⊂Σ1

n(Y ). Let p≥ 1 and f :X→ Y be ∆1
p(X)-measurable. Then, f−1(B)∈

Σ1
n+p−1(X)⊂∆1

n+p(X) (see (101)) which is the desired result. �

We now show that the composition of projectively measurable functions is still projectively mea-
surable. Note that the universally measurable functions also have this property (see [5, Proposition
7.44, p172]). This is a very important result for the dynamic programming procedure.

Lemma 10. Let X,Y and Z be Polish spaces. Let h : X × Y → Z, g : D→ Y and f : E → Z
where D⊂X and g(D)⊂E ⊂ Y .
(i) Assume that f is ∆1

p(Y )-measurable and that g is ∆1
q(X)-measurable for some p, q ≥ 1. Then,

f ◦ g is ∆1
p+q(X)-measurable.

(ii) Assume that h is ∆1
p(X×Y )-measurable for some p≥ 1. Then h(x, ·) : y 7→ h(x, y) is ∆1

p+1(Y )-
measurable for all x∈X and h(·, y) : x 7→ h(x, y) is ∆1

p+1(X)-measurable for all y ∈ Y .
(iii) Assume that f and g are projectively measurable. Then, f ◦ g is projectively measurable.
(iv) Assume that h is projectively measurable. Then h(x, ·) : y 7→ h(x, y) is projectively measurable
for all x∈X and h(·, y) : x 7→ h(x, y) is projectively measurable for all y ∈ Y .

Proof. We show (i). Let B ∈ B(Z). We have that (f ◦ g)−1(B) = g−1(f−1(B)). As f is ∆1
p(Y )-

measurable, f−1(B) ∈∆1
p(Y ) and Lemma 9 shows that g−1(f−1(B))∈∆1

p+q(X) and (i) is proved.
If f and g are projectively measurable, then there exist some p ≥ 1 and q ≥ 1 such that f is
∆1

p(X)-measurable and g is ∆1
q(X)-measurable and (i) shows that f ◦g is ∆1

p+q(X)-measurable and
thus projectively measurable : (iii) is proved. We show (ii). Let x ∈X and σ : y 7→ (x, y). Then,
σ is Borel measurable and also ∆1

1(Y )-measurable by Proposition 8 (iii). As h(x, ·) = h ◦ σ and
h is ∆1

p(X × Y )-measurable, we deduce from (i) that h(x, ·) is ∆1
p+1(Y )-measurable. The proof

that h(·, y) is ∆1
p+1(X)-measurable for all y ∈ Y is similar and omitted. Finally, if h is projectively

measurable, there exists some p≥ 1 such that h is ∆1
p(X×Y ) and (ii) shows that h(x, ·) and h(·, y)

are respectively ∆1
p+1(Y ) and ∆1

p+1(X)-measurable for all x ∈X and y ∈ Y , and thus projectively
measurable. �
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We now show that uncountable supremum and infimum of projectively measurable functions
may remain projectively measurable. We also prove that assuming the (PD) axiom, ǫ-optimal
selectors exist for projectively measurable functions. This proposition can be seen as an extension
of [5, Proposition 7.47, p179] and [5, Proposition 7.50, p184] which hold true for lower-semianalytic
functions.

Proposition 10. Let X and Y be Polish spaces. Let D ∈ P(X × Y ) and f : X × Y → R ∪
{−∞,+∞} be a projectively measurable function. Let Dx := {y ∈ Y, (x, y)∈D} for all x∈X. Then,
the functions f∗, f

∗ : projX(D)→R∪{−∞,+∞} defined by

f∗(x) := inf
y∈Dx

f(x, y) and f ∗(x) := sup
y∈Dx

f(x, y)

are projectively measurable.
Assume the (PD) axiom. Let ǫ∗> 0 and ǫ∗ > 0. Then, there exist projectively measurable functions
φ∗, φ

∗ : projX(D)→ Y such that Graph(φ∗)⊂D, Graph(φ∗)⊂D and for all x∈ projX(D),

f(x,φ∗(x)) <

{
f∗(x)+ ǫ∗ if f∗(x)>−∞,
− 1

ǫ∗
if f∗(x) =−∞.

(105)

f(x,φ∗(x)) >

{
f ∗(x)− ǫ∗ if f ∗(x)<+∞,
1
ǫ∗

if f ∗(x) =+∞.
(106)

Proof. (i) f∗ and f ∗ are projectively measurable.
Note first that there exists some p ≥ 1 such that D ∈ ∆1

p(X × Y ) ∈ Σ1
p(X × Y ) (see (100)). An

application of (i) in Proposition 8 shows that projX(D) ∈ Σ1
p(X)⊂∆1

p+1(X)⊂P(X) (see (101)).
We now show that f∗ is projectively measurable. Let c∈R. We have that

f−1
∗ ([−∞, c)) = {x∈X, ∃y ∈ Y, (x, y)∈D and f(x, y)< c}=projX

(
D ∩ f−1([−∞, c))

)
.

As f is projectively measurable, there exists some q ≥ 1 such that f is ∆1
q(X ×Y )-measurable and

f−1([−∞, c))∈∆1
q(X×Y )⊂∆1

p+q(X×Y )⊂Σ1
p+q(X×Y ) (see (iv) in Proposition 8 and (100)). We

also have that D ∈∆1
p(X×Y )⊂Σ1

p+q(X×Y ). Thus, using again (i) in Proposition 8 and (101), we
get that f−1

∗ ([−∞, c)) ∈ Σ1
p+q(X)⊂∆1

p+q+1(X) and as p and q do not depend from c, Remark 11
shows that f∗ is projectively measurable. Lemma 8 shows that −f is projectively measurable and
so, (−f)∗ is also projectively measurable. Thus, as f ∗ =−(−f)∗, f ∗ is projectively measurable.
(ii) Measurable selection.

Assume the (PD) axiom. We show (105). Let ǫ∗ > 0 and E := (A1∩B1)∪ (A2∩B2)⊂X×Y where,

A1 := {(x, y)∈D, f(x, y)< f∗(x)+ ǫ∗}
A2 := {(x, y)∈D, f(x, y)<−1/ǫ∗}
B1 := {x∈ projX(D), f∗(x)>−∞}×Y
B2 := {x∈ projX(D), f∗(x) =−∞}×Y.

We show that projX(E) = projX(D). The “⊂” inclusion is trivial as E ⊂ D. Let x ∈ projX(D).
Then, Dx 6= ∅. If f∗(x)>−∞, by definition of the infimum, there exists y ∈Dx such that f(x, y)<
f∗(x)+ ǫ∗ and (x, y)∈A1∩B1 ⊂E. Similarly, if f∗(x) =−∞ , there exists y ∈Dx such that (x, y)∈
A2 ∩B2 ⊂E. Thus, x ∈ projX(E) and the reverse inclusion is proved. Assume for a moment that
E ∈P(X ×Y ). Let φ∗ : projX(E)→ Y be the function given by Proposition 9 i.e. Graph(φ∗)⊂E.
Then, (105) holds true for φ∗ for all x ∈ projX(E) = projX(D) and φ∗ is the desired function as
E ⊂D. It remains to show that E ∈P(X×Y ). As f is projectively measurable and D ∈P(X×Y ),
A2 = f−1([−∞,−1/ǫ∗))∩D∈P(X×Y ), see Proposition 8 (vi). As f∗ is also projectively measurable
by (i), A1 ∈P(X ×Y ), see Lemma 8. Now, Proposition 8 (vi) again shows that projX(D)∈P(X),
that {x ∈ projX(D), f∗(x)>−∞} and {x ∈ projX(D), f∗(x) =−∞} belong to P(X), B1 and B2

belong to P(X×Y ) and thus that E ∈P(X×Y ). Finally, recalling that f ∗ =−(−f)∗, (106) follows
from (105) applied to −f . �
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7.5. Integration and mesurability Let X be a Polish space. Let f :X → R∪ {−∞,+∞}
be a universally measurable function and let p ∈P(X). We define the (−∞) integral denoted by∫
−
fdp and the (+∞) integral denoted by

∫ −
fdp as follows. When

∫
f+dp <+∞ or

∫
f−dp<+∞,

both integrals are equal and are defined as the extended integral of f i.e.

∫

−

fdp=

∫ −

fdp :=

∫
f+dp−

∫
f−dp. (107)

Otherwise,
∫
−
fdp :=−∞ and

∫ −
fdp := +∞. We adopt the usual arithmetic rules in calculations

involving +∞ and −∞ (see (11)) and that +∞−∞=−∞+∞=−∞ (see (10)). The main result
of this section is an extension of [5, Proposition 7.43, p169] (where +∞−∞=+∞) to the pro-
jective hierarchy (see Proposition 11). This result is crucial to show that integrals of projectively
measurable functions remain projectively measurable (see Proposition 12). Recall that these inte-
grals exist (see Remark 2). In order to show that, we first establish a lemma which roughly states
that the sets in Σ1

n+1(X), and also the projective sets (see (101)), are close to analytic sets in terms
of measure. We need to assume the (PD) axiom as Theorem 3 and Proposition 9 are used in the
proof.

Lemma 11. Assume the (PD) axiom. Let X be a Polish space, µ ∈ P(X), n ≥ 1 and A :=
projX(C) for some C ∈ Π1

n(X × N ). Then, there exists C ′ ∈ B(X × N ) such that C ′ ⊂ C and
A \projX(C ′) is a µ-null-set.

Proof. As A ∈ Σ1
n+1(X) ⊂ ∆1

n+2(X) ⊂ P(X) ⊂ Bc(X) (see (98), (101) and Theorem 3), there
exists some A′ ∈B(X) such that A′ ⊂A and A\A′ is a µ-null-set. As C ∈Π1

n(X×N )⊂∆1
n+1(X×

N ) ⊂P(X ×N ) (see (101)), Proposition 9 provides a projectively measurable (and thus univer-
sally measurable by Lemma 5 (iii)) function φ : A= projX(C)→N such that Graph(φ)⊂ C. Let
φ̃(x) := φ(x) if x ∈ A′ and φ̃(x) := u0 if x ∈X \A′ where u0 is an arbitrary element of N . Then,
φ̃ is also universally measurable. Thus, [5, Lemma 7.27, p173] provides a B(X)-measurable func-
tion ψ̃ : X → N such that φ̃ = ψ̃ except on a µ-null-set. Let B′ ∈ B(X) such that X \ B′ is a
µ-null-set and φ̃(x) = ψ̃(x) for all x ∈ B′. Let C ′ := {(x,u) ∈X ×N , u = ψ̃(x) and x ∈ A′ ∩B′}.
Then, C ′ ∈ B(X ×N ) (see [5, Corollary 7.14.1, p121]). Moreover, C ′ ⊂ C. Indeed, let (x,u) ∈ C ′.
Then, u= ψ̃(x) = φ̃(x) = φ(x) as x ∈ A′ ∩B′. As A′ ⊂A, (x,u) ∈Graph(φ)⊂ C and C ′ ⊂ C. Let
x∈A \ projX(C ′). If x∈A′ ∩B′, then φ(x) = φ̃(x) = ψ̃(x) and x∈ projX(C

′) which is a contradic-
tion. Thus, A \projX(C ′)⊂ (A \A′)∪ (X \B′) and A \projX(C ′) is indeed a µ-null-set. �

The next proposition extends [5, Proposition 7.43, p169], which holds true for Σ1
1 i.e. analytic

sets, to Σ1
n and thus projective sets. It is based on Lemma 11.

Proposition 11. Assume the (PD) axiom. Let X be a Polish space, n ≥ 1 and A ∈ Σ1
n(X).

Then, for all r ∈R,

Wr := {µ ∈P(X), µ(A)≥ r} ∈Σ1
n(P(X)). (108)

First recall from Remark 2 that µ(A) is well-defined.
Proof. When n= 1, the result is shown in [5, Proposition 7.43, p169]. Let n≥ 1. We prove (108)

at n+1. Let A∈Σ1
n+1(X). There exists C ∈Π1

n(X ×N ) such that A=projX(C). We have that

Wr = {µ∈P(X), ∃C ′ ∈B(X ×N ), C ′ ⊂C and µ(projX(C
′))≥ r}. (109)

Indeed, the “⊂” inclusion is a direct consequence of Lemma 11 and the “⊃” one is immediate from
the monotony of µ.
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We introduce now a parametrization of B(X×N ) =∆1
1(X×N ) (see (iii) in Proposition 8). Let C :=

{0,1}N (see [27, p13]). Using [27, Theorem 35.5, p283], there exist D ∈Π1
1(C) and S ∈Σ1

1(C×X×N )
such that ∆1

1(X×N ) = {Sd, d∈D} where Sd := {(x,u)∈X×N , (d,x,u)∈ S} for all d∈D. Thus,

Wr = {µ∈P(X), ∃d∈D, Sd ⊂C and µ(projX(Sd))≥ r}=projP(X)(Z1
r ∩Z2

r ∩Z3
r ),

where

Z1
r := {(µ,d)∈P(X)×C, d∈D}

Z2
r := {(µ,d)∈P(X)×C, Sd ⊂C}

Z3
r := {(µ,d)∈P(X)×C, µ(projX(Sd))≥ r}.

Assume for a moment that Z1
r , Z2

r and Z3
r belong to Σ1

n+1(P(X)×C). Then (i) in Proposition 8
ensures that Wr ∈Σ1

n+1(P(X)) which is the desired result.
(i) Z1

r ∈Σ1
n+1(P(X)×C).

We have that Z1
r =P(X)×D∈Π1

1(P(X))×Π1
1(C)⊂Π1

1(P(X)×C) (see (v) in Proposition 8) and
we conclude as Π1

1 ⊂Π1
n ⊂∆1

n+1 ⊂Σ1
n+1, see (iv) and (101) in Proposition 8.

(ii) Z2
r ∈Σ1

n+1(P(X)×C).
Taking the complement, we obtain that

(P(X)×C) \Z2
r = {(µ,d)∈P(X)×C, ∃(x,u)∈X ×N , (d,x,u)∈ S and (x,u)∈ (X ×N ) \C}
= projP(X)×C((P(X)×S)∩ (P(X)×C× ((X ×N ) \C))).

As S ∈ Σ1
1(C × X × N ) ⊂ Σ1

n(C × X × N ) (see (iv) in Proposition 8), P(X) × S ∈ Σ1
n(P(X) ×

C ×X ×N ) (see (v) in Proposition 8). Now, as C ∈Π1
n(X ×N ), (99) shows that (X ×N ) \C ∈

Σ1
n(X ×N ). So, we deduce from (i) and (v) in Proposition 8 that P(X)× C × ((X ×N ) \C) ∈

Σ1
n(P(X)× C ×X ×N ) and that (P(X)× C) \ Z2

r ∈ Σ1
n(P(X)× C). Thus, using (99) and (101),

Z2
r ∈Π1

n(P(X)×C)⊂Σ1
n+1(P(X)×C).

(iii) Z3
r ∈Σ1

n+1(P(X)×C).
Remark first that for all d∈ C, projX(Sd) =

(
projC×X(S)

)
d
. As S ∈Σ1

1(C×X×N ), (i) in Proposition
8 shows that projC×X(S) ∈ Σ1

1(C ×X). Note now that for all (µ,d) ∈P(X)× C, µ(projX(Sd)) =
µ((projC×X(S))d) = (δd⊗µ)(projC×X(S)), using Fubini’s theorem. So,

Z3
r = ζ−1({ν ∈P(C ×X), ν(projC×X(S))≥ r}),

where ζ :P(X)×C→P(C ×X) is defined by ζ(µ,d) := δd ⊗µ for all (µ,d)∈P(X)×C. Then, ζ is
continuous (see [5, Lemma 7.12, p144] and [5, Corollary 7.21.1, p130]). Recalling that projC×X(S)∈
Σ1

1(C×X) and using (108) for n= 1, we obtain that {ν ∈P(C×X), ν(projC×X(S))≥ r} ∈Σ1
1(P(C×

X)). Thus, Z3
r ∈Σ1

1(P(X)×C)⊂Σ1
n+1(P(X)×C) using (i) and (iv) in Proposition 8. �

We are now in position to give an extension of [5, Proposition 7.48, p180]. This is a key result
to show that the dynamic programming procedure of Section 4 is well-defined. Proposition 11 will
be in force.

Proposition 12. Assume the (PD) axiom. Let X and Y be Polish spaces. Let f :X × Y →
R ∪ {−∞,+∞} and let q be a stochastic kernel on Y given X. Let λ : X → R ∪ {−∞,+∞} be
defined by

λ(x) :=

∫

−

f(x, y)q(dy|x).

(i) Assume that x 7→ q(·|x) is ∆1
r(X)-measurable for some r≥ 1 and that f is ∆p(X×Y )-measurable

for some p≥ 1. Then, λ is ∆1
p+r+2(X)-measurable.

(ii) Assume that x 7→ q(·|x) is projectively measurable and that f is projectively measurable. Then,
λ is projectively measurable.
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Proof. The proof of (i) is close to the one of [5, Proposition 7.48, p180] but recall that [5] uses the
reverse convention to (10). Assume first that f ≥ 0. In this case

∫
−
f(x, y)q(dy|x) =

∫
f(x, y)q(dy|x).

Let θf :P(X × Y )→ R∪ {−∞,+∞} be defined by θf (ν) :=
∫
X×Y

fdν and σ :X →P(X × Y ) be
defined by σ(x) := δx⊗q(·|x). Then, λ(x) = θf (σ(x)). First, we show that σ is ∆1

r+1(X)-measurable.
As x 7→ q(·|x) is ∆1

r(X)-measurable and x 7→ δx is continuous (see [5, Corollary 7.21.1, p130]) and
thus ∆1

r(X)-measurable (see (iii) and (iv) in Proposition 8), we get using Lemma 6 (i) that x 7→
(q(·|x), δx) is ∆1

r(X)-measurable. Recalling that (ν,µ) 7→ ν ⊗ µ is continuous and thus B(P(X)×
P(Y )) = ∆1

1(P(X) × P(Y ))-measurable (see (iii) in Proposition 8), Lemma 10 (i) proves that
σ is ∆1

r+1(X)-measurable. Assume for a moment that θf is ∆1
p+1(P(X × Y ))-measurable. Then,

λ= θf ◦σ is ∆1
p+r+2(X)-measurable using again Lemma 10.

We now prove that θf is ∆1
p+1(P(X ×Y ))-measurable. For all n≥ 0, let fn(x, y) :=min(n,f(x, y))

and En := {(x, y, b) ∈X × Y ×R, fn(x, y)≤ b≤ n}. Then, fn ↑ f. Let µ be the Lebesgue measure
on R and let ν ∈P(X ×Y ). By Fubini’s theorem, we get that

(ν⊗µ)(En) =

∫

X×Y

∫

R

1Endµdν =

∫

X×Y

[n− fn]dν = n−
∫

X×Y

fndν.

Let c ∈ R. As the sequence (fn)n≥0 is nondecreasing, the monotone convergence theorem shows
that

{
ν ∈P(X ×Y ),

∫

X×Y

fdν ≤ c

}
=

+∞⋂

n=1

{
ν ∈P(X ×Y ),

∫

X×Y

fndν ≤ c

}

=
+∞⋂

n=1

{ν ∈P(X ×Y ), (ν⊗µ)(En)≥ n− c}

=
+∞⋂

n=1

Ψ−1({ν ∈P(X ×Y ×R), ν(En)≥ n− c}),

where Ψ : P(X × Y ) → P(X × Y × R) is such that Ψ(ν) := ν ⊗ µ for all ν ∈ P(X × Y ). Fix
n ≥ 0. Assume that En ∈ ∆1

p(X × Y × R) ⊂ Σ1
p(X × Y × R). Proposition 11 shows that {ν ∈

P(X × Y × R), ν(En) ≥ n − c} ∈ Σ1
p(P(X × Y × R)). As Ψ is continuous (see [5, Lemma 7.12,

p144]), (i) and (101) in Proposition 8 show that {ν ∈P(X×Y ),
∫
X×Y

fdν ≤ c} ∈Σ1
p(P(X×Y ))⊂

∆1
p+1(P(X×Y )) and θf is ∆1

p+1(P(X ×Y ))-measurable (see Remark 11).
We still have to prove that En ∈ ∆1

p(X × Y × R). Remark first that En = {(x, y, b) ∈ X × Y ×
R, fn(x, y) ≤ b} ∩ (X × Y × (−∞, n]) and that X × Y × (−∞, n] ∈ B(X × Y ×R) = ∆1

1(X × Y ×
R) ⊂ ∆1

p(X × Y × R) (see (iii) and (iv) in Proposition 8). Then, (x, y, b) 7→ fn(x, y) is ∆1
p(X ×

Y × R)-measurable (see Lemma 8 and (v) in Proposition 8). As (x, y, b) 7→ b is B(X × Y × R)-
measurable, Lemma 8 shows that (x, y, b) 7→ fn(x, y) − b is ∆1

p(X × Y × R)-measurable and so
that En ∈ ∆1

p(X × Y × R) which concludes the proof of (i) when f ≥ 0. In the general case, if
f :X ×Y 7→R∪{−∞,+∞}, (107) implies that

∫

−

f(x, y)q(dy|x) =
∫
f+(x, y)q(dy|x)−

∫
f−(x, y)q(dy|x),

using the convention +∞−∞=−∞+∞=−∞. Lemma 8 shows that f+ =max(f,0) and f− =
max(−f,0) are ∆1

p(X × Y )-measurable. So, x 7→
∫
f±(x, y)q(dy|x) are ∆1

p+r+2(X)-measurable and
finally λ is ∆1

p+r+2(X)-measurable (see Lemma 8 again). This shows (i).
If f is a projectively measurable function and q is a projectively measurable stochastic kernel,
then there exist some p≥ 1 and r ≥ 1 such that f is ∆1

p(X)-measurable and x 7→ q(·|x) is ∆1
r(X)-

measurable and (i) shows (ii). �
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This lemma is an application of Propositions 10 and 11 and allows to solve measurability issues
in Section 4.

Lemma 12. Assume that the (PD) axiom and Assumptions 1 and 2 hold true. Let 0≤ t≤ T −1.
Let f : Ωt+1×R→R∪{−∞,+∞} be projectively measurable. We define λ : Ωt×R×Rd×P(Ωt+1)→
R∪{−∞,+∞}, λinf : Ω

t×R×Rd →R∪{−∞,+∞} and λsup : Ω
t×R→R∪{−∞,+∞} as follows

λ(ωt, x, h, p) :=

∫

−

f(ωt, ωt+1, x+h∆St+1(ω
t, ωt+1))p(dωt+1)

λinf(ω
t, x, h) := inf

p∈Qt+1(ωt)
λ(ωt, x, h, p) and λsup(ω

t, x) := sup
h∈Rd

λinf(ω
t, x, h).

Let q ∈ SKt+1. We also define λq : Ωt×R×Rd →R∪{−∞,+∞} and λq
sup : Ω

t×R→R∪{−∞,+∞}
as follows

λq(ωt, x, h) :=

∫

−

f(ωt, ωt+1, x+h∆St+1(ω
t, ωt+1))q(dωt+1|ωt)

λq
sup(ω

t, x) := sup
h∈Rd

λq(ωt, x, h).

Then λ, λinf , λsup, λ
q and λq

sup are projectively measurable.

Proof. Let g : (ωt, x, h, p,ωt+1) 7→ f(ωt, ωt+1, x+ h∆St+1(ω
t, ωt+1)). As Assumption 1 holds true,

Lemmata 6, 7, 5 and 10 show that g is projectively measurable. Consider the projectively mea-
surable stochastic kernel q defined by q(·|ωt, x, h, p) := p(·). Indeed, (ωt, x, h, p) 7→ p(·) is Borel and
thus projectively measurable, see Lemma 5. Now, we need the (PD) axiom. Proposition 12 (ii)
shows that λ is projectively measurable. Let q ∈ SKt+1 and consider the projectively measurable
stochastic kernel q̂ defined by q̂(·|ωt, x, h, p) := q(·|ωt) (recall that q ∈ SKt+1 and Proposition 8).
So, Proposition 12 (ii) again proves that λq is projectively measurable. Assumption 2 shows that
projΩt(Graph(Qt+1)) = Ωt as Qt+1 is non empty. Let D := {(ωt, x, h, p)∈Ωt×R×Rd×P(Ωt+1), p∈
Qt+1(ω

t)}. Using Assumption 2 again and (102) in Proposition 8, D ∈P(Ωt ×R×Rd ×P(Ωt+1)).
So, Proposition 10 proves that λinf is projectively measurable. Finally, Proposition 10 with D =
Ωt ×R×Rd shows that λsup and λq

sup are also projectively measurable. �

8. Appendix The first part collects the missing proofs of Section 2 (proofs of Lemmata 1
and 2) and also Proposition 13 which shows that the graph of the affine hull of the conditional
support of ∆St+1 is a projective set. This generalizes [10, Lemma 4.3] and [8, Lemma 2.6]. The
second part presents the missing results of Sections 4 and 5. Lemma 13 ensures that Assumption
10 is preserved through dynamic programming while Lemma 14 shows that N∗

t (see (64)) and NP
t

(see (66)) are almost-surely finite and may be integrable. Lemma 15 is used directly in the proof
of Theorem 1 and shows that an infimum on QT can coincide with an infimum on HT . The third
part provides some properties of the sets Mt and Mt(P ) (see Lemmata 16, 17 and 18) which are
used in the proof of Theorem 2. Finally, the fourth part provides the proof of Proposition 8.

8.1. Proofs of Section 2 We provide the proofs of Lemmata 1 and 2 of Section 2. We also
state and prove Proposition 13 which is used in the proof of Lemma 2 and also in the proof of
Proposition 7. We first give the proof of Lemma 1 which is an extension of [8, Theorem 3.6, Remark
3.31] to the projective setup.

Proof of Lemma 1 Assertion (i) is trivially true.
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Proof of (v).
Fix P ∗ := qP

∗

1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ qP
∗

T ∈HT . Let P ∈ PT . Then, there exist Q ∈QT and (λi)1≤i≤T ⊂ (0,1] such
that P = (λ1q

P∗

1 +(1−λ1)q
Q
1 )⊗· · ·⊗ (λT q

P∗

T +(1−λT )q
Q
T ). As Qt+1 is convex-valued for all 0≤ t≤

T − 1 (see Assumption 2), we have that P ∈QT . Fix 0≤ t≤ T − 1. Let ωt ∈Ωt and h ∈Dt+1
P∗ (ωt).

Then for all ǫ > 0, qP
∗

t+1(∆St+1(ω
t, ·) ∈B(h, ǫ)|ωt)> 0 where B(h, ǫ) is an open ball centered at h with

radius ǫ. So, λt+1q
P∗

t+1(∆St+1(ω
t, ·) ∈ B(h, ǫ)|ωt) + (1− λt+1)q

Q
t+1(∆St+1(ω

t, ·) ∈ B(h, ǫ)|ωt) > 0 and
h ∈Dt+1

P (ωt). Thus, Dt+1
P∗ (ωt)⊂Dt+1

P (ωt). Moreover, (5) and (6) imply that Dt+1
P (ωt)⊂Dt+1(ωt).

As a result, we find that Aff(Dt+1
P∗ )⊂Aff(Dt+1

P )⊂Aff(Dt+1) and ri(conv(Dt+1
P∗ ))⊂ ri(conv(Dt+1

P )).
As P ∗ ∈ HT , 0 ∈ ri(conv(Dt+1

P∗ ))(·) Qt-q.s. and Aff(Dt+1
P∗ )(·) = Aff(Dt+1)(·) Qt-q.s. for all 0 ≤ t ≤

T − 1. Thus, we conclude that P ∈HT .
Proof of (ii).

As HT ⊂ QT , any QT polar set is a HT polar set. Let A be a HT -polar set. Then, there exists
N ∈ B(ΩT ) such that A ⊂ N and P (N) = 0, for all P ∈ HT . Let Q := qQ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ qQT ∈ QT , P :=

qP1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qPT ∈HT and R :=
q
Q
1 +qP1

2
⊗ · · ·⊗ q

Q
T
+qPT
2

. Then, (v) proves that R ∈PT ⊂HT and so that
R(N) = 0. Now, [12, Proposition 12] shows that Q≪R and so that Q(N) = 0. As Q is arbitrary
in QT , Q(N) = 0 for all Q∈QT and A is thus a QT -polar set.
Proof of (iii).

Let P := qP1 ⊗· · ·⊗qPT ∈HT . By definition of HT , for all 0≤ t≤ T −1, ωt 7→ qt+1(·|ωt) is projectively
measurable and Lemma 5 shows that it is also universally measurable under the (PD) axiom.
So, qt+1 is also a universally measurable stochastic kernel. Similarly, Assumption 1 and Lemma 5
imply that St is universally measurable for all 0≤ t≤ T . Thus, using [5, Lemma 7.27, p173], one
can find for all 0≤ t≤ T , a B(Ωt)-measurable function Ŝt such that Ŝt = St P

t-a.s. In particular,
∆Ŝt+1 =∆St+1 P

t+1-a.s. As a result, using Fubini’s theorem, we have that for all 0 ≤ t≤ T − 1,
Et := {ωt ∈ Ωt, qPt+1(∆Ŝt+1(ω

t, ·) = ∆St+1(ω
t, ·)|ωt) = 1} is a P t-full-measure set. For all 0 ≤ t ≤

T − 1, let D̂t+1
P be the conditional support of ∆Ŝt+1 relatively to P , see (6). Let 0≤ t≤ T − 1 and

ωt ∈Et. Then, for all closed subset A of Rd, qPt+1(∆Ŝt+1(ω
t, ·) ∈A|ωt) = qPt+1(∆St+1(ω

t, ·) ∈A|ωt).

So, Dt+1
P (ωt) = D̂t+1

P (ωt) and also ri(conv(Dt+1
P ))(ωt) = ri(conv(D̂t+1

P ))(ωt). Now, recalling that
Et is a P t-full measure set, we have that ri(conv(Dt+1

P ))(·) = ri(conv(D̂t+1
P ))(·) P t-a.s. Then, by

definition of HT , we deduce that 0 ∈ ri(conv(Dt+1
P ))(·) = ri(conv(D̂t+1

P ))(·) P t-a.s. As Ŝ is Borel
measurable, we can apply [23, Theorem 3] and we have that NA(P ) holds true for the price process
Ŝ = (Ŝt)0≤t≤T . Now, let φ∈Φ. Note that V 0,φ

T =
∑T

s=1 φs∆Ss =
∑T

s=1 φs∆Ŝs =: V̂ 0,φ
T P -a.s. Assume

that V 0,φ
T ≥ 0 P -a.s. Then, V̂ 0,φ

T ≥ 0 P -a.s. and V̂ 0,φ
T =0 P -a.s. as NA(P ) holds true for Ŝ. It follows

that V 0,φ
T = 0 P -a.s. and NA(P ) also holds true for S.

Proof of (iv).
Let φ ∈ Φ such that V 0,φ

T ≥ 0 QT -q.s. Then, using (i), V 0,φ
T ≥ 0 P -a.s for all P ∈ HT . Using (iii),

we have that V 0,φ
T = 0 P -a.s for all P ∈HT . Thus, V 0,φ

T = 0 HT -q.s. and (ii) implies that V 0,φ
T = 0

QT -q.s. Thus, NA(QT ) holds true. �

Now, we provide the proof of Lemma 2 which extends [8, Proposition 3.35] to the projective
setup.
Proof of Lemma 2
Let P := qP1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qPT ∈HT . Let 0≤ t≤ T − 1 and define

Et :=
{
(ωt, α) ∈Ωt ×R, ∀h∈Aff(Dt+1)(ωt), h 6= 0, α∈ (0,1], qPt+1 (h∆St+1(ω

t, ·)<−α|h||ωt)≥ α
}
.

Existence of projectively measurable αP
t (·)

Assume for a moment that Et ∈P(Ωt×R). Proposition 9 shows that there exists some projectively
measurable αP

t : projΩt(Et) → R such that Graph(αP
t ) ⊂ Et. As Et is a projective set, (vi) in

Proposition 8 shows that projΩt(Et) (and its complement) is also a projective set. Let αt
P : Ωt →
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(0,1] be defined by αP
t (ω

t) = αP
t (ω

t) if ωt ∈ projΩt(Et) and αP
t (ω

t) = 1 otherwise. Then, αt
P is

projectively measurable, see Lemmata 8 and 10. Let ωt ∈ projΩt(Et). As Graph(αP
t )⊂Et, for all h∈

Aff(Dt+1)(ωt) such that h 6= 0, qPt+1(h∆St+1(ω
t, ·)<−αP

t (ω
t)|h||ωt)≥ αP

t (ω
t). Thus, projΩt(Et)⊂

Ωt,P
qNA.

Ωt,P
qNA is a Qt-full-measure set. Let

At := {ωt ∈Ωt, 0 ∈ ri(Conv(Dt+1
P ))(ωt), Aff(Dt+1

P )(ωt) =Aff(Dt+1)(ωt)}.

As P ∈HT , At is Qt-full-measure set. Let ωt ∈At. Then, using for example [39, Proposition 3.3],
there exist some constants β, κ ∈ (0,1] such that for all h∈Aff(Dt+1

P )(ωt), h 6= 0,

qPt+1 (h∆St+1(ω
t, ·)<−β|h||ωt)≥ κ.

As ωt ∈At, Aff(Dt+1
P )(ωt) =Aff(Dt+1)(ωt) and setting α :=min(β,κ), we find that ωt ∈ projΩt(Et).

Thus At ⊂ projΩt(Et) and as projΩt(Et) ⊂ Ωt,P
qNA using the first part of the proof, it follows that

Ωt,P
qNA is a Qt-full-measure set.
Et ∈P(Ωt ×R)

For all (ωt, α,h)∈Ωt ×R×Rd, let

λ(ωt, α,h) := qPt+1 (h∆St+1(ω
t, ·)<−α|h||ωt)−α=

∫

Ωt+1

f(ωt, ωt+1, α,h)q
P
t+1(dωt+1|ωt),

where for all (ωt, ωt+1, α,h) ∈ Ωt ×Ωt+1 × R× Rd, f(ωt, ωt+1, α,h) := 1{h∆St+1(ωt,ωt+1)+α|h|<0} − α.
As f is projectively measurable (see Assumption 1 and Lemmata 5, 7, 8 and 10), Proposition 12
(ii) shows that λ is projectively measurable. Now, we have that

(Ωt ×R) \Et =
{
(ωt, α) ∈Ωt ×R, ∃h∈Aff(Dt+1)(ωt), h 6= 0, α∈ (0,1], λ(ωt, α,h)< 0

}

= projΩt×R(Z1∩Z2 ∩Z3),

where Z1 := σ−1(Graph(Aff(Dt+1))× (0,1]) with σ(ωt, α,h) := (ωt, h,α), Z2 := Ωt ×R× (Rd \ {0})
and Z3 := λ−1((−∞,0)). Proposition 13 below and (vi) in Proposition 8 show that Z1 ∈ P(Ωt ×
R×Rd). We have that Z2 ∈ B(Ωt ×R×Rd) ⊂P(Ωt ×R×Rd) using again (vi) in Proposition 8.
Finally, Z3 ∈P(Ωt×R×Rd) as λ is projectively measurable. Thus, using again (vi) in Proposition
8, Z1 ∩Z2 ∩Z3 ∈P(Ωt ×R×Rd), (Ωt ×R) \Et ∈P(Ωt ×R) and Et ∈P(Ωt×R). �

The next proposition, which is used in the proof of Lemma 2 and Proposition 7, allows to find a
measurable optimal strategy for Problem 18 that stays in the affine hull of the quasi-sure support.
It generalizes [10, Lemma 4.3] and [8, Lemma 2.6].

Proposition 13. Assume the (PD) axiom. Assume that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold true. Let
0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1. Then, there exists some q ≥ 1 such that the set valued mapping Dt+1 is ∆1

q(Ω
t)-

measurable (in the sense of [40, Definition 14.1, p643]). Moreover,

Graph(Aff(Dt+1))∈P(Ωt ×Rd). (110)

Proof. Let O be an open set of Rd. The set-valued mapping Dt+1 is ∆1
q(Ω

t)-measurable for some
q ≥ 1 if Dt+1

−1 (O)∈∆1
q(Ω

t) where

Dt+1
−1 (O) := {ωt ∈Ωt, Dt+1(ωt)∩O 6= ∅}.
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Note that for all ωt ∈ Ωt, h ∈Dt+1(ωt) if and only if for all n ≥ 1, there exists p ∈ Qt+1(ω
t) such

that p (∆St+1(ω
t, ·) ∈B(h,1/n))> 0 where B(h,1/n) is the open ball centered at h with radius 1/n.

So,

Dt+1
−1 (O) =

{
ωt ∈Ωt, ∃h∈O, ∀n≥ 1, ∃p∈Qt+1(ω

t), p (∆St+1(ω
t, ·) ∈B(h,1/n))> 0

}
.

Let

F n := {(ωt, h,ωt+1)∈Ωt ×Rd ×Ωt+1, ∆St+1(ω
t, ωt+1)∈B(h,1/n)}

F n
ωt,h := {ωt+1 ∈Ωt+1, (ω

t, h,ωt+1)∈ F n} for all (ωt, h)∈Ωt ×Rd

En :=
{
(ωt, h, p)∈Ωt ×Rd×P(Ωt+1), p

(
F n

ωt,h

)
> 0
}
.

Then,

Dt+1
−1 (O) =

{
ωt ∈Ωt, ∃h∈O, ∀n≥ 1, ∃p∈Qt+1(ω

t), p(F n
ωt,h)> 0

}

= projΩt

(
(Ωt×O)∩

⋂

n≥1

{(ωt, h)∈Ωt ×Rd, ∃p∈Qt+1(ω
t), p(F n

ωt,h)> 0}
)

= projΩt

(
(Ωt×O)∩

⋂

n≥1

projΩt×Rd

(
σ−1(Graph(Qt+1)×Rd)∩En

)
)
, (111)

where σ(ωt, h, p) = (ωt, p, h) for all (ωt, h, p) ∈ Ωt × Rd ×P(Ωt+1). Recalling Assumptions 1 and
2, there exist some p, r ≥ 1 such that Graph(Qt+1) ∈ ∆1

p(Ω
t ×P(Ωt+1)) and ∆St+1 is ∆1

r(Ω
t+1)-

measurable (see Lemma 7). We may assume that r ≤ p. Then, ∆St+1 is ∆1
p(Ω

t+1)-measurable,
see Proposition 8 (iv). Assume for a moment that En ∈ Σ1

p(Ω
t × Rd ×P(Ωt+1)). We have that

Ωt ×O ∈ B(Ωt × Rd) = ∆1
1(Ω

t × Rd) ⊂ Σ1
1(Ω

t × Rd) ⊂ Σ1
p(Ω

t × Rd) (see (100) and (iii) and (i) in
Proposition 8). As Graph(Qt+1)×Rd ⊂ Σ1

p(Ω
t ×P(Ωt+1))×Σ1

p(R
d)⊂ Σ1

p(Ω
t ×P(Ωt+1)×Rd) (see

(v) in Proposition 8) and σ is Borel measurable, we find using (i) in Proposition 8 and (111)
that Dt+1

−1 (O)∈Σ1
p(Ω

t)⊂∆1
p+1(Ω

t) (see (v) in Proposition 8). Thus, the set valued mapping Dt+1

is ∆1
p+1(Ω

t)-measurable. Applying successively [40, Exercise 14.12, p652] and [40, Theorem 14.8,
p648] we get that Graph(Aff(Dt+1))∈∆1

p+1(Ω
t)⊗B(Rd). Now, using (iii) to (v) in Proposition 8,

∆1
p+1(Ω

t)⊗B(Rd)⊂∆1
p+1(Ω

t)×∆1
p+1(R

d)⊂∆1
p+1(Ω

t ×Rd)⊂P(Ωt×Rd),

and (110) is proved. It remains to show that En ∈Σ1
p(Ω

t ×Rd×P(Ωt+1)). Let for all q≥ 1,

En
q :=

{
(ωt, h, p)∈Ωt ×Rd ×P(Ωt), p

(
F n

ωt,h

)
≥ 1/q

}
.

Then, En =
⋃

q≥1E
n
q . If we show that for all q ≥ 1, En

q ∈Σ1
p(Ω

t ×Rd ×P(Ωt+1)), Proposition 8 (i)
proves the claim. First, remark that the function (ωt, h,ωt+1) 7→∆St+1(ω

t, ωt+1) is ∆1
p(Ω

t ×Rd ×
Ωt+1)-measurable, see Lemmata 5 and 10. So, F n ∈∆1

p(Ω
t ×Rd ×Ωt+1)⊂Σ1

p(Ω
t ×Rd ×Ωt+1) (see

Proposition 8 (iii) and (100)). We have using Fubini’s theorem that p(F n
ωt,h) = (δωt,h ⊗ p)(F n) for

all (ωt, h, p)∈Ωt ×Rd ×P(Ωt+1). Let q ≥ 1. Then,

En
q = κ−1({ν ∈P(Ωt ×Rd×Ωt+1), ν(F

n)≥ 1/q}),

where κ : Ωt × Rd × P(Ωt+1) → P(Ωt × Rd × Ωt+1) is such that κ(ωt, h, p) = δωt,h ⊗ p for all
(ωt, h, p) ∈ Ωt × Rd ×P(Ωt+1). Then, κ is continuous (see [5, Lemma 7.12, p144] and [5, Corol-
lary 7.21.1, p130]). Recalling that F n ∈Σ1

p(Ω
t ×Rd ×Ωt+1) and using (108), we obtain that {ν ∈

P(Ωt×Rd ×Ωt+1), ν(F
n)≥ 1/q} ∈Σ1

p(P(Ωt×Rd ×Ωt+1)). Thus, (i) in Proposition 8 implies that
En

q ∈Σ1
p(Ω

t ×Rd ×P(Ωt+1)). �
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8.2. Proofs of Sections 4 and 5 We now provide the missing proofs and results of Section
4 and 5. The first lemma shows that Ωt

10 is a Qt-full-measure set and Ωt,P

10 is a P t-full-measure set.
It is used in the proof of Proposition 6.

Lemma 13. Assume the (PD) axiom. Assume that Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold true. Let P :=
qP1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qPT ∈HT and 0≤ t≤ T − 1. Then, Ωt

10 and Ωt,P

10 are projective sets and also universally
measurable sets. Assume furthermore that Assumption 7 holds true and that UP

0 (1) < +∞, then
P t(Ωt,P

10) = 1.
Finally, if Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 6 and 7 hold true, Ωt

10 is a Qt-full-measure set.

Proof. Assume that Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 holds true. For all θ ∈ {−1,1}d ∪{0}, let

Ωt,P,θ

10 :=
{
ωt ∈Ωt, EqP

t+1(·|ω
t)(U

P
t+1)

+(ωt, ·,1+ θ∆St+1(ω
t, ·))<+∞

}

Ωt,θ

10 :=
{
ωt ∈Ωt, EqP

∗
t+1(·|ω

t)U
+
t+1(ω

t, ·,1+ θ∆St+1(ω
t, ·))<+∞

}

Ωt,P,θ

10,− :=
{
ωt ∈Ωt, EqP

t+1(·|ω
t)(U

P
t+1)

−(ωt, ·,1+ θ∆St+1(ω
t, ·))<+∞

}
. (112)

Then, Definitions 6 and 7 imply that Ωt,P

10 =
⋂

θ∈{−1,1}d Ω
t,P,θ

10 and Ωt

10 =
⋂

θ∈{−1,1}d Ω
t,θ

10. Let θ ∈
{−1,1}d∪{0}. As (UP

t+1)
+ is projectively measurable (see Proposition 5 (i) and Lemma 8), Lemma

12 applied to f = (UP
t+1)

+ together with Lemma 10 show that ωt 7→ EqP
t+1(·|ω

t)(U
P
t+1)

+(ωt, ·,1 +

θ∆St+1(ω
t, ·)) is projectively measurable. This implies that Ωt,P,θ

10 is a projective set. Similarly,

Ωt,P,θ

10,− and Ωt,θ

10 are also projective sets. Thus, using Proposition 8 (vi), Ωt,P

10 and Ωt

10 are projective

sets. Now, Theorem 3 shows that all these sets are universally measurable.
Assume that Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 7 holds true. If UP

0 (1)<+∞, then P t(Ωt,P,θ

10 ) = 1 for all

θ ∈ {−1,1}d ∪{0} (and so, P t(Ωt,P

10) = 1).
Assume that UP

0 (1)<+∞. We proceed by contraposition and assume that there exists some θ ∈
{−1,1}d ∪{0} such that P t(Ωt,P,θ

10 )< 1. Then, for all ωt /∈Ωt,P,θ

10 ,

EqP
t+1(·|ω

t)(U
P
t+1)

+(ωt, ·,1+ θ∆St+1(ω
t, ·)) =+∞. (113)

For all 0≤ k ≤ t, we show by backward induction the following property : there exists some Ω̃k
+ ∈

P(Ωk) such that P k(Ω̃k
+)> 0 and UP

k (ωk,1) =+∞ for all ωk ∈ Ω̃k
+. The property at k= 0 will show

that UP
0 (1) =+∞ : a contradiction that proves the claim.

We start with k = t. Using (113) and Fubini’s theorem, we obtain that EP t+1(UP
t+1)

+(·,1 +
θ∆St+1(·)) =+∞. Thus, Assumption 7 implies that EP t+1(UP

t+1)
−(·,1+θ∆St+1(·))<+∞ and using

again Fubini’s theorem,
∫

Ωt

EqP
t+1(·|ω

t)(U
P
t+1)

−(ωt, ·,1+ θ∆St+1(ω
t, ·))P t(dωt)<+∞

and we deduce that P t(Ωt,P,θ

10,−) = 1. Let Ω̃t
+ := (Ωt \Ωt,P,θ

10 )∩Ωt,P,θ

10,−. Then, Ω̃
t
+ ∈P(Ωt) (see Propo-

sition 8 (vi)) and P t(Ω̃t
+) =P t(Ωt \Ωt,P,θ

10 )> 0. For all ωt ∈Ωt, (15) implies that

UP
t (ωt,1)≥EqP

t+1
(·|ωt)(U

P
t+1)

+(ωt, ·,1+ θ∆St+1(ω
t, ·))−EqP

t+1
(·|ωt)(U

P
t+1)

−(ωt, ·,1+ θ∆St+1(ω
t, ·)). (114)

So, using (112), (113) and (114), UP
t (ωt,1) = +∞ for all ωt ∈ Ω̃t

+ and the property is proved for
k= t.
Now, we prove the induction step. Assume that the property holds true for some 1 ≤ k + 1 ≤ t.
Define Ω̂k

+ := {ωk ∈Ωk, qPk+1(Ω̃
k+1

+,ωk |ωk)> 0}, where

Ω̃k+1

+,ωk = {ωk+1 ∈Ωk+1, (ω
k, ωk+1) ∈ Ω̃k+1

+ } ⊂ {ωk+1 ∈Ωk+1, U
P
k+1(ω

k, ωk+1,1) =+∞}
= {ωk+1 ∈Ωk+1, (U

P
k+1)

+(ωk, ωk+1,1) =+∞}.
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As Ω̃k+1
+ ∈P(Ωk+1), Proposition 8 (vi) shows that Ω̃k+1

+,ωk ∈P(Ωk+1). Thus, Ω̂
k
+ ∈P(Ωk) using Propo-

sition 12 (ii). Moreover, we have that

P k+1(Ω̃k+1
+ ) = P k ⊗ qPk+1(Ω̃

k+1
+ ) =

∫

Ω̂k
+

qPk+1(Ω̃
k+1

+,ωk |ωk)P k(dωk)+

∫

Ωk\Ω̂k
+

qPk+1(Ω̃
k+1

+,ωk |ωk)P k(dωk)

=

∫

Ω̂k
+

qPk+1(Ω̃
k+1

+,ωk |ωk)P k(dωk).

As P k+1(Ω̃k+1
+ )> 0, we get that P k(Ω̂k

+)> 0. Now, for all ωk ∈ Ω̂k
+,

EqP
k+1

(·|ωk)(U
P
k+1)

+(ωk, ·,1)≥EqP
k+1

(·|ωk)

(
(UP

k+1)
+(ωk, ·,1)1Ω̃k+1

+,ωk

(·)
)
= (+∞) qPk+1

(
Ω̃k+1

+,ωk |ωk

)
=+∞,(115)

using that qPk+1(Ω̃
k+1
+,ωk |ωk) > 0 as ωk ∈ Ω̂k

+. Now, Fubini’s theorem and P k(Ω̂k
+) > 0 show that

EPk+1(UP
k+1)

+(·,1) = +∞. Assumption 7 implies then that EPk+1(UP
k+1)

−(·,1)<+∞. Using again
Fubini’s theorem, ∫

Ωk

EqP
k+1

(·|ωk)(U
P
k+1)

−(ωk, ·,1)P k(dωk)<+∞

and we deduce that P k(Ωk,P,0

10,−) = 1. Let Ω̃k
+ := Ω̂k

+∩Ωk,P,0

10,−. Then, Ω̃
k
+ ∈P(Ωk) (using Proposition 8

(vi)) and P k(Ω̃k
+) = P k(Ω̂k

+)> 0. Let ωk ∈ Ω̃k
+. Using (15) and (115), we see that

UP
k (ωk,1) ≥ EqP

k+1
(·|ωk)U

P
k+1(ω

k, ·,1)
≥ EqP

k+1
(·|ωk)

(
(+∞)1

(ωk,·)∈Ω̃k+1
+

− (UP
k+1)

−(ωk, ·,1)
)

≥ (+∞)qPk+1(Ω̃
k+1

+,ωk |ωk)−EqP
k+1

(·|ωk)

(
(UP

k+1)
−(ωk, ·,1)

)
,

using for the last inequality [5, Lemma 7.11 (a), p139] adapted to convention (10). Recalling (112)
and that qPk+1(Ω̃

k+1

+,ωk |ωk)> 0 for all ωk ∈ Ω̂k
+, we find that UP

k (ωk,1) =+∞ for all ωk ∈ Ω̃k
+.

If Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 6 and 7 hold true, Ωt

10 is a Qt-full-measure set.

Let P̃ := qP̃1 ⊗· · ·⊗ qP̃T ∈QT and P̂ :=
qP

∗

1 +qP̃1
2

⊗· · ·⊗ qP
∗

T +qP̃T
2

, where P ∗ is defined in (61). As P̂ ∈HT

(see (9)), we have that U P̂
0 (1) < +∞ by Assumption 6. So, the preceding step shows that Ωt,P̂

10
is a P̂ t-full-measure set. Using now (iii) in Proposition 5 at t+ 1, Ut+1 ≤ U P̂

t+1 and we get that

Ωt,P̂

10 ⊂Ωt

10. Thus, Ω
t

10 is also a P̂ t-full-measure set. Now, [12, Proposition 12] shows that P̃ ≪ P̂

and Ωt

10 is a P̃ t-full-measure set. As P̃ is arbitrary Ωt

10 is a Qt-full-measure set. �

The next lemma ensures that Assumption 12 is preserved through dynamic programming and is
used in Proposition 6. It also provides some properties on NP

t and N∗
t which are used in the proof

of Theorem 2.

Lemma 14. Assume the (PD) axiom. Assume that Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 hold true. For
all P := qP1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ qPT ∈QT , let

P̂t :=
qP

∗

1 + qP1
2

⊗ · · ·⊗ qP
∗

t ⊗ · · ·⊗ qP
∗

T + qPT
2

. (116)

Then, P̂t ∈HT and we have that

NP
T−1 <+∞ P T−1− a.s. and N∗

T−1 <+∞ QT−1 − q.s. (117)

Moreover, for all P ∈HT , Assertions (A1) and (B1) below hold true.
(A1) : If 1/αP

T−1 ∈MT−1(P ) and X, 1/|U(·,X(·))+C(·)|, C ∈MT (P ), then NP
T−1 ∈MT−1(P ).
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(B1) : If 1/αP∗

T−1 ∈MT−1(P̂T ) and X, 1/|U(·,X(·))+C(·)|, C ∈MT (P̂T ), then N
∗
T−1 ∈MT−1(P ).

Assume now that there exists some 1≤ t≤ T − 1 such that Ω̃t,P (see (68)) is a P t-full-measure set
for all P ∈HT . Then,

NP
t−1 <+∞ P t−1− a.s. and N∗

t−1 <+∞ Qt−1 − q.s. (118)

Moreover, for all P ∈HT , Assertions (A2) and (B2) below hold true.
(A2) : If 1/αP

t−1 ∈Mt−1(P ) and 1/αP
t , N

P
t , lPt , Ct ∈Mt(P ), then NP

t−1 ∈Mt−1(P ).

(B2) : If 1/αP∗

t−1 ∈Mt−1(P̂t) and 1/αP̂t
t , N P̂t

t , lP̂t
t , Ct ∈Mt(P̂t), then N

∗
t−1 ∈Mt−1(P ).

Proof. The proof is completely similar to [12, Lemma 14] and thus omitted. One only needs to
be careful about the definition of cPt which differs here. �

The following lemma is used in the proof of Theorem 1, see [8, Proposition 3.12] for a related
result.

Lemma 15. Assume the (PD) axiom. Let X : ΩT →R∪{−∞,+∞} be projectively measurable.
Assume that HT 6= ∅ and that EPX

+ <+∞ and EQX
− <+∞ for all P ∈HT and Q ∈QT . Then,

infP∈QT EPX = infP∈HT EPX.

Proof. As HT 6= ∅, fix P ∗ := qP
∗

1 ⊗· · ·⊗qP∗

T ∈HT . Let P := qP1 ⊗· · ·⊗qPT ∈QT . Define for all n≥ 1
and 1≤ t≤ T , P t

n = ( 1
n
qP

∗

1 +(1− 1
n
)qP1 )⊗· · ·⊗ ( 1

n
qP

∗

t +(1− 1
n
)qPt ). Fix n≥ 1. We show by induction

on t that there exist some (Rt
k)0≤k≤t−1 ⊂Conv(Qt) which are independent of n and satisfy

P t
n =

(
1− 1

n

)t

P t+
1

nt

t−1∑

k=0

(
t

k

)
(n− 1)kRt

k, (119)

where

Conv(Qt) =

{
p∑

i=0

λiQi, p≥ 0, λi ≥ 0,

p∑

i=0

λi =1, (Qi)0≤i≤p ⊂Qt

}
,

see [40, Theorem 2.27, p53]. We have that P 1
n = 1

n
qP

∗

1 +(1− 1
n
)qP1 = (1− 1

n
)P 1+ 1

n
qP

∗

1 . Let R1
0 := qP

∗

1 .
Then, R1

0 ∈Q1 ⊂Conv(Q1) and the initialization step holds true. Assume now that the induction
hypothesis holds true at n. Then,

P t+1
n = P t

n ⊗
(
1

n
qP

∗

t+1 +

(
1− 1

n

)
qPt+1

)
=

(
1− 1

n

)
P t

n ⊗ qPt+1 +
1

n
P t

n ⊗ qP
∗

t+1

=

(
1− 1

n

)t+1

P t+1 +

(
1− 1

n

)
1

nt

t−1∑

k=0

(
t

k

)
(n− 1)kRt

k ⊗ qPt+1 +

1

n

(
1− 1

n

)t

P t ⊗ qP
∗

t+1 +
1

nt+1

t−1∑

k=0

(
t

k

)
(n− 1)kRt

k ⊗ qP
∗

t+1,

using the induction hypothesis at n. Now,
(
1− 1

n

)
1

nt

t−1∑

k=0

(
t

k

)
(n− 1)kRt

k ⊗ qPt+1 =
1

nt+1

t−1∑

k=0

(
t

k

)
(n− 1)k+1Rt

k ⊗ qPt+1

=
(n− 1)t

nt+1
tRt

t−1 ⊗ qPt+1 +
1

nt+1

t−1∑

k=1

(
t

k− 1

)
(n− 1)kRt

k−1 ⊗ qPt+1

1

nt+1

t−1∑

k=0

(
t

k

)
(n− 1)kRt

k ⊗ qP
∗

t+1 =
1

nt+1
Rt

0 ⊗ qP
∗

t+1 +
1

nt+1

t−1∑

k=1

(
t

k

)
(n− 1)kRt

k ⊗ qP
∗

t+1

1

n

(
1− 1

n

)t

P t⊗ qP
∗

t+1 =
1

nt+1
(n− 1)tP t⊗ qP

∗

t+1.
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As a result,

P t+1
n =

(
1− 1

n

)t+1

P t+1+
1

nt+1
(n− 1)t

(
P t⊗ qP

∗

t+1 + tRt
t−1 ⊗ qPt+1

)
+

1

nt+1
Rt

0 ⊗ qP
∗

t+1

+
1

nt+1

t−1∑

k=1

(n− 1)k
((

t

k− 1

)
Rt

k−1 ⊗ qPt+1 +

(
t

k

)
Rt

k ⊗ qP
∗

t+1

)

=

(
1− 1

n

)t+1

P t+1+
1

nt+1

(
t+1

t

)
(n− 1)t

P t⊗ qP
∗

t+1 + tRt
t−1 ⊗ qPt+1(

t+1
t

) +
1

nt+1
Rt

0 ⊗ qP
∗

t+1

+
1

nt+1

t−1∑

k=1

(
t+1

k

)
(n− 1)k

(
t

k−1

)
Rt

k−1 ⊗ qPt+1 +
(
t
k

)
Rt

k ⊗ qP
∗

t+1(
t+1
k

)

=

(
1− 1

n

)t+1

P t+1+
1

nt+1

(
t+1

t

)
(n− 1)tRt+1

t +
1

nt+1
Rt+1

0 +
1

nt+1

t−1∑

k=1

(
t+1

k

)
(n− 1)kRt+1

k

=

(
1− 1

n

)t+1

P t+1+
1

nt+1

t∑

k=0

(
t+1

k

)
(n− 1)kRt+1

k ,

where we have set Rt+1
0 :=Rt

0 ⊗ qP
∗

t+1 and for all 1≤ k≤ t− 1,

Rt+1
k :=

(
t

k−1

)
Rt

k−1 ⊗ qPt+1 +
(
t
k

)
Rt

k ⊗ qP
∗

t+1(
t

k−1

)
+
(
t
k

) =

(
t

k−1

)
Rt

k−1 ⊗ qPt+1 +
(
t
k

)
Rt

k ⊗ qP
∗

t+1(
t+1
k

) (120)

Rt+1
t :=

P t ⊗ qP
∗

t+1 + tRt
t−1 ⊗ qPt+1

t+1
=
P t ⊗ qP

∗

t+1 + tRt
t−1 ⊗ qPt+1(

t+1
t

) . (121)

Thus, (119) at t+1 holds true for (Rt+1
k )0≤k≤t. It remains to show that (Rt+1

k )0≤k≤t ⊂Conv(Qt+1).
We show first that for all Q ∈ Conv(Qt) and qt+1 ∈ {qP∗

t+1, q
P
t+1}, Q⊗ qt+1 ∈ Conv(Qt+1). Let Q ∈

Conv(Qt) and qt+1 ∈ {qP∗

t+1, q
P
t+1}. Then, there exist p≥ 0, (Qi)0≤i≤p ⊂Qt and (λi)0≤i≤p ⊂ [0,+∞)p+1

such that
∑p

i=0 λi =1 and Q=
∑p

i=0 λiQi. Thus, Q⊗ qt+1 =
∑p

i=0 λiQi ⊗ qt+1. As Qi⊗ qt+1 ∈Qt+1,
we get that Q ⊗ qt+1 ∈ Conv(Qt+1). By the induction hypothesis, (Rt

k)0≤k≤t−1 ⊂ Conv(Qt) and
so, Rt

0 ⊗ qP
∗

t+1, P
t ⊗ qP

∗

t+1, R
t
t−1 ⊗ qPt+1 and for all 1 ≤ k ≤ t − 1, Rt

k−1 ⊗ qPt+1, R
t
k ⊗ qP

∗

t+1 belong to
Conv(Qt+1). Thus, recalling (120) and (121) and as Conv(Qt+1) is trivially a convex set, we have
that (Rt+1

k )0≤k≤t ⊂Conv(Qt+1). This concludes the induction.
Now, P T

n ∈HT (see (9)) and using (119),

EPT
n
X =

(
1− 1

n

)T

EPX +
1

nT

T−1∑

k=0

(
T

k

)
(n− 1)kERT

k
X. (122)

We show that EPX and ERT
k
X are finite for all 0≤ k≤ T − 1. First, by assumption of the lemma,

EQX
− <+∞ for all Q∈QT and thus ERX

− <+∞ for all R ∈Conv(QT ). So, EPX
− and ERT

k
X−

are finite. Now, if EPX
+ = +∞ or ERT

k
X+ = +∞ for some 0 ≤ k ≤ T − 1, then EPT

n
X+ = +∞

using (122). But this contradicts the assumption of the lemma as P T
n ∈HT . So, EPX

+ <+∞ and
ERT

k
X+ <+∞ for all 0≤ k≤ T − 1 and the claim is proved. Now, using again (122), we have that

inf
P∈HT

EPX ≤ EPT
n
X =

(
1− 1

n

)T

EPX +
1

nT

T−1∑

k=0

(
T

k

)
(n− 1)kERT

k
X.

Taking the limit in n in the last expression (recall that the (RT
k )0≤k≤T−1 do not depend of n),

we obtain that infP∈HT EPX ≤ EPX. As P is arbitrary in QT , we deduce that infP∈HT EPX ≤
infP∈QT EPX. The reverse inequality is trivial as HT ⊂QT . �



55

8.3. The sets Mt(P ) and Mt We give properties of these sets defined in Definition 4. All the
results state in this part were already proved in [12] for universally measurable functions. Note that
contrary to [12] which construct QT using universally measurable stochastic kernels, we construct
QT with projectively measurable stochastic kernels (which are in particular universally measurable
stochastic kernels under the (PD) axiom, see Lemma 5).

Lemma 16. Assume the (PD) axiom. Let 1≤ l≤ T . Let P := q1 ⊗ · · ·⊗ ql ∈Ql, P̃ := q̃1 ⊗ · · ·⊗
q̃l ∈Ql and

P̂ := (λ1q1 +(1−λ1)q̃1)⊗ · · ·⊗ (λlql +(1−λl)q̃l), (123)

where λi ∈ (0,1] for all 1≤ i≤ l. Then, Mt(P̂ )⊂Mt(P ) for all 0≤ t≤ l.

Proof. The proof is completely similar to the proof of [12, Lemma 10] and thus omitted. �

Lemma 17. Assume the (PD) axiom. Fix 0 ≤ t ≤ T , P ∈ QT and a ≥ 0. If X,Y ∈Mt (resp.
Mt(P )), then X+Y , XY , min(X,Y ), max(X,Y ) belong to Mt (resp. Mt(P )) and Xa also belongs
to Mt (resp. Mt(P )) if X ≥ 0. Let Z : Ωt →R∪{−∞,+∞} be projectively measurable. If 0≤Z ≤ Y
Qt-q.s. with Y ∈Mt, then Z ∈Mt. If 0≤Z ≤ Y P t-a.s. with Y ∈Mt(P ), then Z ∈Mt(P ).

Proof. The fact that X +Y , XY , min(X,Y ), max(X,Y ) and Xa (when X ≥ 0) are projectively
measurable follows from Lemma 8. The rest of the proof is trivial and thus omitted. �

Lemma 18. Assume the (PD) axiom. Let 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1. Let X : Ωt+1 → R ∪ {−∞,+∞} be
projectively measurable and choose qt+1 ∈ SKt+1 such that qt+1(·|ωt)∈Qt+1(ω

t) for all ωt ∈Ωt. Let
λX : Ωt →R∪{−∞,+∞} be defined by λX(ω

t) :=Eqt+1(·|ωt)X(ωt, ·). Let P ∈Qt. If X ∈Mt+1(P ⊗
qt+1), then λX ∈Mt(P ). If X ∈Mt+1, then λX ∈Mt.

Proof. As qt+1 is a projectively measurable stochastic kernel, Proposition 12 shows that λX is a
projectively measurable function. The rest of the proof is completely similar to the proof of [12,
Lemma 12] and thus omitted. �

8.4. Proof of Proposition 8 First, the equality ∆1
1(X) = B(X) in (iii) is proved in [27,

Theorem 14.11, p88].
Proof of (iv).

We show by induction that for all n ≥ 1 and for all Polish spaces X, Σ1
n(X) ⊂ Σ1

n+1(X). Let
X be a Polish space and A ∈ Σ1

1(X) be an analytic set of X. Using [5, Proposition 7.39, p165],
there exists some C ∈ B(X ×N ) such that A = projX(C). As X ×N is a Polish space, B(X ×
N ) = ∆1

1(X ×N ) ⊂ Π1
1(X ×N ), see (100), and C ∈ Π1

1(X ×N ). So, A ∈ Σ1
2(X). This shows the

initialization step. Assume now that the induction hypothesis holds true at n ≥ 1. Let X be a
Polish space and A ∈Σ1

n+1(X). Then, there exists some C ∈Π1
n(X ×N ) such that A= projX(C).

Using the induction hypothesis for X×N , we get that Σ1
n(X×N )⊂Σ1

n+1(X×N ) and (99) implies
that Π1

n(X ×N )⊂Π1
n+1(X ×N ). Thus, C ∈Π1

n+1(X ×N ) and A ∈Σ1
n+2(X). This concludes the

induction and the sequence (Σ1
n(X))n≥1 is nondecreasing. Then, we trivially have, using again (99)

and (100), that the sequences (Π1
n(X))n≥1 and (∆1

n(X))n≥1 are nondecreasing.
Proof of (i), (ii) and (iii).

We show by induction that for all n ≥ 1 and for all Polish spaces X, (i) (ii) and (iii) hold true.
Let X be a Polish space. Assertion (i) at n = 1 follows from [5, Corollary 7.35.2, p160] and [5,
Proposition 7.40, p165]. Moreover, (ii) and (iii) at n=1 follow easily from (i) at n= 1, (99), (100)
and from the fact that B(X) = ∆1

1(X). This shows the initialization step. Assume now that for
all Polish spaces X, (i), (ii) and (iii) hold true at n≥ 1. Assume for a moment that (i) holds true
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at n+ 1. Then, the stability by countable unions and intersections and by preimage in (ii) and
(iii) is a direct consequence, as in the initialization step. To prove that ∆1

n+1(X) is a σ-algebra,
it remains to prove the stability by complement. Let A ∈∆1

n+1(X) = Σ1
n+1(X)∩Π1

n+1(X). Using
(99), A∈Σ1

n+1(X) implies that X \A ∈Π1
n+1(X) and A∈Π1

n+1(X) implies that X \A∈Σ1
n+1(X).

Thus, X \A∈∆1
n+1(X). It remains to prove (i).

Proof of (i) at n+1 : Countable unions.
Let X be a Polish space. Let (Ai)i≥0 ⊂ Σ1

n+1(X) and (Ci)i≥0 ⊂ Π1
n(X × N ) be such that Ai =

projX(Ci) for all i≥ 0. We have that

x∈
⋃

i≥0

Ai ⇐⇒ ∃i≥ 0, x∈Ai ⇐⇒ ∃i≥ 0, ∃u∈N , (x,u) ∈Ci

⇐⇒ ∃u∈N , (x,u)∈
⋃

i≥0

Ci ⇐⇒ x∈ projX

(
⋃

i≥0

Ci

)
.

So,
⋃

i≥0Ai =projX(
⋃

i≥0Ci). Now, (ii) at n and the fact that X ×N is a Polish space show that⋃
i≥0Ci ∈Π1

n(X ×N ). Thus,
⋃

i≥0Ai ∈Σ1
n+1(X).

Proof of (i) at n+1 : Borel preimages.
Let X and Y be Polish spaces. Let f : X → Y be Borel measurable. Let B ∈ Σ1

n+1(Y ) and C ∈
Π1

n(Y ×N ) such that B =projY (C). Then,

f−1(B) = {x∈X, ∃u∈N , (f(x), u)∈C}= {x∈X, ∃u∈N , (x,u) ∈Ψ−1(C)}=projX(Ψ
−1(C)),

where for all (x,u) ∈X ×N , Ψ(x,u) := (f(x), u)∈ Y ×N is Borel measurable. Using (ii) at n, we
have that Ψ−1(C)∈Π1

n(X ×N ) and thus that f−1(B)∈Σ1
n+1(X).

Proof of (i) at n+1 : Borel images.
Let X and Y be Polish spaces. Let f :X → Y be Borel measurable. Let A ∈ Σ1

n+1(X) and C ∈
Π1

n(X×N ) be such that A=projX(C). As X ×N is a non-empty Polish space, [27, Theorem 7.9,
p38] shows that there exists a continuous surjection Φ from N to X ×N . Then,

f(A) = {y ∈ Y, ∃x∈A, y= f(x)}= {y ∈ Y, ∃(x,u)∈X ×N , y= f(x) and (x,u)∈C}
= {y ∈ Y, ∃w ∈N , y= g(w) and Φ(w)∈C}=projY

(
ξ−1(Graph(g))∩ (Y ×Φ−1(C))

)
,

where for all w ∈N , g(w) := f(projX(Φ(w))) and for all (y,w) ∈ Y ×N , ξ(y,w) := (w,y). Assume
for a moment that both Y × Φ−1(C) and ξ−1(Graph(g)) belong to Π1

n(Y × N ), then (ii) at n
shows that their intersection remains in Π1

n(Y ×N ) and thus that f(A)∈Σ1
n+1(Y ). Note first that

Φ−1(C)∈Π1
n(N ) using (ii) at n as C ∈Π1

n(X×N ) and Φ is continuous and thus Borel measurable.
Now, as Y ×N ∋ (a, b) 7→ b is Borel measurable, (ii) at n implies that Y ×Φ−1(C)∈Π1

n(Y ×N ). As
g is Borel measurable, [5, Corollary 7.14.1, p121] shows that Graph(g)∈B(N ×Y ) =∆1

1(N ×Y )⊂
Π1

1(N × Y ). But (iv) shows that Π1
1(N × Y )⊂Π1

n(N × Y ) and thus that Graph(g) ∈Π1
n(N × Y ).

Using again (ii) at n as ξ is Borel measurable, we deduce that ξ−1(Graph(g))∈Π1
n(Y ×N ).

Proof of (i) at n+1 : Countable intersections.
Let X be a Polish space. Let (Ai)i≥0 ⊂ Σ1

n+1(X) and (Ci)i≥0 ⊂ Π1
n(X × N ) be such that Ai =

projX(Ci) for all i≥ 0. Then,

⋂

i≥0

Ai = {x∈X, ∀i≥ 0, ∃ui ∈N , (x,ui)∈Ci}

= {x∈X, ∃u= (ui)i≥0 ∈N N, ∀i≥ 0, (x,ui)∈Ci}

= {x∈X, ∃z ∈N , ∀i≥ 0, (x,Φ(z)i)∈Ci}=projX

(
⋂

i≥0

Di

)
,
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where Φ is a continuous surjection from N to the Polish space N N (see [5, Proposition 7.4, p108])
given by [27, Theorem 7.9, p38] and for all i ≥ 0, Di := {(x, z) ∈ X × N , (x,Φ(z)i) ∈ Ci}. As
for all i ≥ 0, (x, z) 7→ (x,Φ(z)i) is Borel measurable and Ci ∈ Π1

n(X × N ), (ii) at n shows that
Di ∈Π1

n(X ×N ). So, again (ii) at n shows that
⋂

i≥0Di ∈Π1
n(X ×N ). Thus,

⋂
i≥0Ai ∈ Σ1

n+1(X).
This concludes the induction for (i).
Proof of (v).

Let n ≥ 1 and X be a Polish space. We show the first inclusion in (101). For that, we prove
that Π1

n(X)⊂Σ1
n+1(X). Let A ∈Π1

n(X). Then A= projX(A×N ). As X ×N ∋ (a, b) 7→ a is Borel
measurable, (ii) at n implies that A×N ∈ Π1

n(X ×N ). Thus, A ∈ Σ1
n+1(X), see (98). Now, let

B ∈ Σ1
n(X). Then, using (99), X \B ∈ Π1

n(X) ⊂ Σ1
n+1(X) and so, B ∈ Π1

n+1(X). Thus, Σ1
n(X)⊂

Π1
n+1(X). Recalling then (iv), Σ1

n(X)⊂Σ1
n+1(X). So, Σ1

n(X)⊂∆1
n+1(X) using (100). As ∆1

n+1(X)
is a σ-algebra, (99) proves that Π1

n(X)⊂∆1
n+1(X). This shows that Σ1

n(X)∪Π1
n(X)⊂∆1

n+1(X).
Using this last inclusion and (100), we have the following inclusions for all n≥ 1:

Π1
n(X)⊂∆1

n+1(X)⊂Σ1
n+1(X)⊂∆1

n+2(X)⊂Π1
n+2(X).

Thus, taking the union over n≥ 1 and using (iv), we get that the unions of (Σ1
n(X))n≥1, (Π

1
n(X))n≥1

and (∆1
n(X))n≥1 are equal, which achieves the proof of (101). We now prove that Σ1

n(X)×Σ1
n(Y )⊂

Σ1
n(X × Y ). Let A ∈ Σ1

n(X) and B ∈ Σ1
n(Y ). As the mappings X × Y ∋ (a, b) 7→ a and X × Y ∋

(a, b) 7→ b are Borel measurable, (i) shows that A× Y and X ×B belong to Σ1
n(X × Y ) and also

that A×B = (A×Y )∩ (X×B)∈Σ1
n(X×Y ). The same method, using (ii) and (iii) instead of (i),

shows that Π1
n(X)×Π1

n(Y )⊂Π1
n(X ×Y ) and ∆1

n(X)×∆1
n(Y )⊂∆1

n(X ×Y ).
Proof of (vi).

We first show that P(X) is closed under complement. Let A ∈ P(X). Then, there exists some
n≥ 1 such that A∈∆1

n(X). As ∆1
n(X) is a σ-algebra, X \A ∈∆1

n(X)⊂P(X). We now prove that
P(X) is stable by finite unions and intersections. Let A ∈P(X) and B ∈P(X), there exist n,p≥ 1
such that A ∈∆1

n(X) and B ∈∆1
p(X). We may assume that n≤ p. Then, (iv) and (iii) show that

A∈∆1
p(X) and that A∪B and A∩B belong to ∆1

p(X)⊂P(X).
Now, let f :X → Y be Borel measurable. Let B ∈P(Y ). Then, there exists some q ≥ 1 such that
B ∈ ∆1

q(Y ) and it follows from (iii) that f−1(B) ∈ ∆1
q(X) ⊂ P(X). Let A ∈ P(X). Then, there

exists some q ≥ 1 such that A ∈∆1
q(X) ⊂ Σ1

q(X) (see (100)) and it follows from (i) that f(A) ∈
Σ1

q(Y )⊂∆1
q+1(Y )⊂P(Y ) (see (101)).

We now prove (102). As ∆1
1(X) = B(X), B(X)⊂P(X). Now, (101) shows that Σ1

1(X)⊂∆1
2(X)⊂

P(X). Let A ∈P(X) and B ∈P(Y ). There exist n,p ≥ 1 such that A ∈∆1
n(X) and B ∈∆1

p(Y ).
Again, we may assume that n≤ p and we have that A ∈∆1

p(X). Using (v), we get that A×B ∈
∆1

p(X ×Y )⊂P(X ×Y ). �
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58

[7] Blanchard R. and Carassus L. (2018). Multiple-priors optimal investment in discrete time for
unbounded utility function. Annals of Applied Probability, 28(3) 1856-1892.

[8] Blanchard R. and Carassus L. (2019). No-arbitrage with multiple-priors in discrete time. Stochastic
Processes and their Applications, 130(11) 6657-6688.

[9] Blanchard, R. and Carassus, L. and Rasonyi, M. (2018). No-arbitrage and optimal investment
with possibly non-concave utilities: a measure theoretical approach. Mathematical Methods of Operations
Research, 88.

[10] Bouchard, B. and Nutz, M. (2015). Arbitrage and Duality in Nondominated Discrete-Time Models.
Annals of Applied Probability, 25 823-859.

[11] Burzoni, M., Fritteli, M., Hou, Z. and Obloj, J. (2019). Pointwise Arbitrage Pricing Theory in
Discrete Time. Mathematics of Operations Research, 44(3) 1034-1057.

[12] Carassus, L. and Ferhoune, M. (2023). Discrete time optimal investment under model uncertainty.
arXiv:2307.11919.

[13] Carassus, L and Rasonyi M. (2016). Maximization of Non-Concave Utility Functions in Discrete-
Time Financial Market Models. Mathematics of Operations Research, 41(1).

[14] Donoghue, William F. (1969). Distributions and Fourier transforms. New York: Academic Press.

[15] Drake, F. R. (1974). Set Theory : An Introduction to Large Cardinals. Amsterdam New York:
North-Holland Pub. Co. American Elsevier Pub.

[16] Elsberg, D. (1961). Risk, Ambiguity, and the Savage Axioms. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 75(4)
643-669.
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