2405.08012v1 [math.OC] 10 May 2024

arXiv

ZERO-SUM GAMES FOR PIECEWISE DETERMINISTIC MARKOV
DECISION PROCESSES WITH RISK-SENSITIVE FINITE-HORIZON
COST CRITERION

SUBRATA GOLUI

ABSTRACT. This paper investigates the two-person zero-sum stochastic games for piece-
wise deterministic Markov decision processes with risk-sensitive finite-horizon cost criterion
on a general state space. Here, the transition and cost/reward rates are allowed to be un-
bounded from below and above. Under some mild conditions, we show the existence of the
value of the game and an optimal randomized Markov saddle-point equilibrium in the class
of all admissible feedback strategies. By studying the corresponding risk-sensitive finite-
horizon optimal differential equations out of a class of possibly unbounded functions, to
which the extended Feynman-Kac formula is also justified to hold, we obtain our required
results.

Keywords: Piecewise deterministic Markov zero-sum games; Borel state space; un-
bounded transition and cost/reward rates; risk-sensitive finite-horizon cost criterion; Shap-
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1. INTRODUCTION

This paper analyzes the two-person risk-sensitive finite-horizon zero-sum stochastic games
for piecewise deterministic Markov decision processes (PDMDPs) with unbounded transi-
tion and cost/reward rates under admissible strategies. Here the state space is a general
Borel set and the action spaces are Borel sets. Our goal is to prove the existence of value
of the game and saddle point equilibrium and give a characterization of the optimal strate-
gies in terms of the corresponding risk-sensitive finite-horizon optimality equation (Shapley
equation). It is well known that, game theory is a mathematical framework to analyze
real-life situations among competing players and produce satisfactory decision-making for
competing players. Game theory has a wide range of applications such as psychology, evo-
lutionary biology, politics, social sciences, economics and business. Markov games are one
type of stochastic dynamic games, where the state dynamics of the games are determined
by Markov processes. Now a days, Markov games have received increasing attentions and
have been widely investigated; see, for instance, [12], [19], [20], [37].

This paper deals with zero-sum piecewise deterministic Markov games (PDMGs), one
type of Markov games whose state dynamics are driven by piecewise deterministic Markov
decision processes (PDMDPs). PDMDPs evolve through random jumps at random time

points while the motion between jumps follows a flow. In particular, if the flow remains
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unchanged over time, PDMDPs reduce to continuous-time (pure jump) Markov processes
(CTMPs). Roughly speaking, the uncontrolled version of the process evolves as follows:
given the current state, the process evolves deterministically according to some flow map-
ping ¢, up to the next jump, taking place after a random time whose distribution is (non-
stationary) exponential, and the dynamics continue in the similar manner. A detailed book
treatment with many examples of this and more general type of processes, allowing de-
terministic jumps, can be found in [9]. These features of PDMDPs make them have wide
applications in many areas such as management science, operations research, and engineer-
ing. There has been a vast literature on PDMDPs, [6], [7], [27]. However, there are very
few literature that considers piecewise deterministic Markov games (PDMGs), [g].
Risk-sensitive game is a generalization of classical stochastic game in which the degree
of risk aversion or risk tolerance of the players in the games is explicitly parameterized in
the cost criterion and influences the outcome of the game directly, [I8]. Risk-sensitive or
“exponential of integral” cost is a popular cost criterion, particularly in finance (see, e.g.,
[]) because it captures the effects of higher order moments of the cost in addition to its ex-
pectation. The risk-sensitive cost has many important applications including mathematical
finance see, Whittle [39] and references therein. In the literature, the risk-neutral criterion
is studied extensively for CTMDPs under different sets of conditions [2I]. In risk-neutral
stochastic games, players ignore the risk since they usually consider the expectation of the
integral of costs. This along the lines of the expected utility theory of von Neumann and
Morgenstern. Risk-neutral criterion has some limitations namely if the variance is large
then there can be issues with the optimal control. In real life, the different decision-makers
may have the different risk preferences. Thus, it is desirable to take the risk preferences
of the decision-makers into consideration in the performance criterion. The risk-sensitive
finite-horizon cost criterion uses the exponential utility function to reflect the risk prefer-
ences of the players. In 1995, Bell [3] gave a model to quantify the trade off between risk
and return through the notion risk-return function and came up with classes of utility func-
tion which have risk-return interpretation and one of them is exponential utility function.
Finite-horizon risk-sensitive CTMDP is considered in [14], [22], [25], [38], while for infinite
horizon risk-sensitive CTMDP see, [14], [31], [32], [40], and the references therein. Infinite
horizon risk-sensitive CTMDP for piecewise deterministic Markov decision processes has
been studied in [I1], [24]. In [22], the authors investigated the finite-horizon risk-sensitive
continuous-time Markov decision processes with unbounded transition and cost rates on a

countable state space.
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Although there are some literature for risk-sensitive control of PDMDPs, [10], [11], [24]
but the corresponding literature in the context of risk-sentive PDMGs is not investigated
yet. This is the first study that investigates risk-sensitive PDMGs.

Here, we consider the risk-sensitive finite-horizon zero-sum games for piecewise deter-
ministic Markov decision processes with the unbounded costs and transition rates in the
class of all admissible multi-strategies on general state space, which have not been studied
yet. This paper makes an attempt to study the existence of saddle point equilibria under
the risk-sensitive finite-horizon cost criterion for PDMDPs. The game model in this paper
is nonhomogeneous (i.e., the transition rates and costs depend on the time parameter).
In section 3, we show that the value function has an upper and lower bound. Then we
state the extended Feynman-Kac formula. Here, we also establish the comparison theorem.
In section 4, we show that if the cost and transiton rates are bounded then the Shapley
equation has a solution. Proposition @2 conveys that the value function is decreasing in
t. Under some suitable assumptions, in Theorem 1], we establish that if the cost rates are
nonnegative, the optimality equation has a solution. Atlast in Theorem .2 we prove our
final results, i.e., we prove that if the cost rates are real-valued functions, then the Shap-
ley equation (B3], has a solution and by measurable selection theorem in [33], we show
that the existence of saddle point equilibria. Then by Feynman-Kac formula, we ensure
that the solution of the Shapley equation is unique. We also show that the value of the
game exists. The rest of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 provides the game
model, some definitions, and the finite-horizon zero-sum game criterion. In Section 3, we
discuss some preliminary facts, some assumptions, the Feynman-Kac formula and prove the
stochastic representation of the solution of the Shapley equation ([B.5]). The existence of
unique solution to the risk-sensitive finite-horizon Shapley equation, the value of the game
and saddle-point equilibrium in the class of Markov strategies for the zero-sum game are

proven in Section 4.

2. THE GAME MODEL

In this section we introduce the two-person zero-sum stochastic game model for piecewise

deterministic Markov decision processes comprises the following elements

M :={S,A,B,(A(t,z) C A,B(t,x) C B,t >0,z € 5),q(:|t,z,a,b),p(x,t),c(t, z,a,b),g(t,x)}
(2.1)
e a Borel space S (Borel subset of a complete seperable metric space), called the state

space, whose elements are referred to as states of the system and the corresponding
Borel o-algebra is B(S).
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A and B are the action sets for players 1 and 2, respectively. The action spaces A
and B are assumed to be Borel spaces with the Borel o-algebras B(A) and B(B),
respectively.

e For eacht > 0 and x € S, A(t,z) € B(A) and B(t,z) € B(B) denote the sets of ad-
missible actions for players 1 and 2 in state x, respectively. Let K := {(¢t,z,a,b)|x €
S,a € A(t,z),b € B(t,z)}, which is a Borel subset of [0,00) x S x A x B.

e Given any (t,z,a,b) € K, the transition rate q(-|t,z,a,b) is a signed kernel on S

such that ¢(D|t, z,a,b) > 0 where (t,x,a,b) € K and = ¢ D. Moreover, we assume

that ¢(-|¢,z, a,b) is conservative in the sense of ¢(S|t, x,a,b) = 0, and stable in that
of

q*(x) := sup q(t,z,a,b) < oo VreS, (2.2)
t>0,acA(t,z),be B(t,x)

where q(t,z,a,b) :== —q({z}|t,z,a,b) > 0 for all (¢,z,a,b) € K.

e The function ¢(z,t) is called a flow, is a measurable function from S x R to S.
The flow defines the motions between jumps of the PDMDPs. We assume that
(z,s +t) = ¢(d(w,s),t) for all x € S and (s,t) € R%. ¢(z,0) = z, the function
t — ¢(x,t) is continuous.

e Finally, the real-valued running cost rate function ¢ is measurable on K and the

real-valued terminal cost function g is measurable on [0,00) x S.

The goal of player 1 is to maximize his/her rewards, whereas that of player 2 is to
minimize his/her costs with respect to some performance criterion J(-,-,-,), which in our
present case is defined by (Z3]), below. To formalize what is described above, below we
describe the construction of piecewise deterministic Markov decision processes (PDMDPs)
under possibly admissible strategies. To construct the underlying PDMDPs (as in [7], [10],
[17], [27]), we introduce some notations: let Sa := SU{A} (with some isolated state A ¢ 5),
00 = (S x (0,00)), Q := QU {(x0, 01,21, , 0k, Tk, 00, A, 00, A, - )|zg € S,27 € 5,0, €
(0,00), for each 1 <1 < k,k > 1}, and let F be the Borel o-algebra on Q. Then we obtain
the measurable space (2,F). For each k > 0, w := (xg,01,21, -+ , 0k, xk, ) € Q, define
Xo(w) := zg, To(w) := 0, Xg(w) := zp, Tp(w) := Tp_1(w) + Ok, Teo(w) = limy_yo0 Tk (w).
Using {71}, we define the state process {& }+>0 as

£(w) = { i(j)%(tw; tT;_Tn(w))7 if T (w) <t <Thyi(w), (2.3)

The process after Ty is regarded to be absorbed in the state A. Thus, let q(+|t, A, an,ba) =
0, Ap := AU{aa}, Ba := BU{ba}, A(t,A) :={aa}, B(t,A) :={ba}, c(t,A,a,b) := 0 for
all (a,b) € Ax x Ba, where ap, ba are isolated points. Moreover, let Fy := o({T} < s, X} €
D}:DeB(S),0<s<tk>0)forallt>0 Fo_ = \ycpoe T, and P:=0({A x {0}, A €
Fo} U{B x (s,00), B € F5_}) which denotes the a—algebr; of predictable sets on €2 x [0, c0)
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related to {F;}4>0. In order to define the risk-sensitive cost criterion, we need to introduce

the definition of strategy below.

Definition 2.1. An admissible feedback strategy for player 1, denoted by m = {m'(t) }+>o0,
is a transition probability ©'(dalw,t) from (Q x [0,00),P) onto (Aa,B(An)), such that
mH(A(&— (w))|w,t) = 1. Using appropriate projections of the transition kernel ', an ad-
missible feedback strategy for player 1, determines and is, in turn, determined by a sequence
{r},k >0} of stochastic kernel on A such that
ﬂ-l(da|wv t) = I{t:O} (75)7-‘-:0l (da|$,07 0) + Z I{Tk<t§Tk+1}ﬂ-li(da|x£)7 917 x/17 s 79k7 x;ga - Tk)
k>0
+ I{tZTOO}(SaA (da),

where 7§ (da|xy,0) is a stochastic kernel on A given S such that w§(A(zy)|xy,0) = 1, mp(k >
1) are stochastic kernels on A given (Sx (0,00))** such that w}(A(x, )|z, 01,27, -+, O, 2, t—

Ti) =1, and 64, (da) denotes the Dirac measure at the point aa.

For more details see [23] Definition 2.1, Remark 2.2], [36], [41]. The set of all admissible
feedback strategies for player 1 is denoted by II'. A strategy ' € II' for player 1, is called
a Markov if w!(da|w,t) = 7l(dal&—(w),t) for every w € Q and t > 0, where &_(w) =
limge &(w). We denote by IIL the family of all Markov strategies, for player 1. The
sets of admissible feedback strategies 112, Markov strategies I12, for player 2 are defined
analogously.

For cach (7!, 72) € II' x I12, the random measure m™ ™ defined by
m™ " (Bluw, t)dt = / / 4(BIt. &, a, by (dalw, t)n* (dbluw, D) Ige,_gpydt, B € B(S) (2.4)
BJA

is predictable, see Jacod (1975) [28]. Under Assumption Bl below, for any initial distri-
bution v on S and any multi-strategy (7', 72) € II' x II1?, Theorem 4.27 in [30] yields the
existence of a unique probability measure denoted by Py o (depending on v and (7!, 7?))
on (Q,) such that Pf;rl’ﬂ (¢ = z) = 1, and with respect to which, m™ ™ (-|w, t)dt is the
dual predictable projection of the random measure ), -, 0(z, x,)(dt,dz) of the marked
point process {T,,, X,,} on B((0,00) x S), see [29] or Ch_apter 4 of [30] for more details.
Here (7, x,)(dt,dz) is the Dirac measure concentrated at (7}, X,). Let E;rl’wz be the
corresponding expectation operator. In particular, P "7 and EJ B will be respectively
written as Py L7 and EZ 7 when ~ is the Dirac measure at a state x in S.

For any compact metric space Y, let P(Y') denote the space of probability measures on Y’
with Prohorov topology. For each x € S, t € [0,T], u € P(A(t,x)) and v € P(B(t,x)), the

associated cost and transition rates are defined, respectively, as follows:

(b7, ) = / / c(t, 2, a, b)pu(da)(db),
B(t,z) J A(t,x)
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a( It 2, ) = / / a([t, 2, @, b)u(da)w(db).
B(t,z) J A(t,x)

Let E} "™ be the expectation operator with respect to Py "7 Now we provide the definition
of the risk-sensitive finite-horizon cost criterion for zero-sum PDMGs. In the following, we
fix any risk-sensitivity coefficient A € (0, 1] and the length of the horizon T' > 0. For each
r €S, tel0,T] and any (!, %) € II' x II?, the risk-sensitive T-horizon cost criterion is
defined by

leﬁ (0,2) = %ln E;rl,ﬂz [6)\ I I L c(t,&,a,b)ﬂ—l(daw,t)w?(db|w,t)dt+)\g(T,§T):| (2.5)

provided that the integral is well defined. For each (w!,7?) € I} x II2,, it is well known

m?
that {&, > 0} is a Markov Process on (2, F, P;rl’ﬂz), and thus for each z € S and t € [0, 7],

H , (t7 x) — X In EE;T;)Q |:e)\ ftT fB fA c(s,ﬁs,a,b)wl(daKS,S)nz(db§s,s)d8+)\g(T,§T):| (26)

is well defined. We also need the following concepts. The functions on S defined as
L(z) := suppiem inf2cqp2 g7 (0, z) and U(z) := inf 2cpz supiem g7 (0, z) are called,

respectively, the lower value and the upper value of the game. It is clear that

L(z) <U(zx) for all z € S.

Definition 2.2. If L(z) = U(x) for all x € S, then the common function is called the value
of the game and is denoted by 3*(0, z).

Definition 2.3. Suppose that the game has a value J*. Then a strategy ©*' in II' is said
to be optimal for player 1 if

inf g7 " (0,2) =3%(0,z) for all x € S.

w2€ell?
Similarly, m2 € II? is optimal for player 2 if
sup g7 " (0,2) =3%(0,z) for all x € S.
rlellt
If F € TIF is optimal for player k (k=1,2), then (7*',7*2) is called a pair of optimal

strategies and also called a saddle-point equilibrium.
Some comments are in order.

Remark 2.1. We now explain the significance of the risk-sensitive criterion.

(i) LetY be a random cost accrued over finite/infinite time horizon. Let the (constant)
coefficient of absolute risk aversion be given by 0 € R. Let Uy be a utility function
given by

0)e%, if 0 £0
Ue(x):{ e Helo



(ii)

(iii)

(i)

7

Suppose the decision maker evaluates the random cost'Y via E(Uyg(Y)). A certainty
equivalent of Y is a number J(0,Y") such that

Up(J(0,Y)) = E(Us(Y)).

Therefore for a person with the risk-sensitive factor 0, paying the random cost'Y is
tantamount to paying a deterministic cost J(0,Y). It is easy to see that

1
0
If 6 > 0, then J(0,Y) > EY. Thus the decision maker is paying a higher cost for

being risk-averse. If 8 < 0, then the decision maker is risk-seeking. Finally 0 = 0

J(0,Y) = = log(EeY).

corresponds to the risk-neutral case.

The risk of a random quantity is also associated with its variance in the literature
in economics. That is why the controller may wish to minimize both mean and
variance. In the risk-neutral case: the decision make minimizes E(Y'). In the risk-
sensitive case: the decision maker seeks to minimize J(0,Y) = 1 log(E(e)).

For a small value of 0, by Taylor series expansion,
0
JO,Y)~ E(Y)+ §Va7‘(Y).

The right hand side above is a standard utility employed in a portfolio optimization
problem. However, the above may not be suitable for games [34].

There are other non-linear risk-sensitive utility functions, e.g., power, logarithm.
But these utility functions do not lead to certainty equivalence. Note that usually
utility of a payoff is defined as a concave function. By analogy we are treating a
convex function as “utility” associated with the cost.

In case the random costY is determined by two players who are strictly competitive,
then in the risk-neutral case the sum of the expected random cost and the expected
random payoff is zero. Thus in this case we can define saddle-point equilibrium.
However, this is not going to be the case for any non-linear utility function including
the one we are addressing here. Thus risk-sensitive zero-sum games have to be
studied via Nash equilibria [34].

The stochastic game with cost criterion (2.4) has primarily been formulated from
the viewpoint of the second player, i.e. the minimizer who is risk-averse. The first
player (the mazimizer) is a virtual player who is antagonistic to the second player.
Such games have applications in queueuing systems where each player treats the
rest of the players as a superplayer antagonistic to him/her. We refer to [1] for a
zero-sum. stochastic game in a flow control problem in discrete time, and [15], [10]

for analogous problems in continuous time. Such a game is also applied in [5] for
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a temporal CAPM problem where each investor treats the rest of the investors as a
superplayer antagonistic to him/her.

(v) At any point of time, the accumulated history of the game includes past and present
states, past sojourn times and past actions taken by players. In our game model each
player’s admissible strategies include only past and present states and past sojourn
times. Hence such strategies are called feedback strategies. Inclusion of history-
dependent strategies is infeasible even for one player games; see Proposition 1 in
[35].

(vi) For a fized state i € S, if we treat the game on the spaces of strategies with the cost
given by (23), then it becomes a zero-sum game. Thus we can define a saddle-point

equilibrium, optimal strategies. This is what we have done in this work.

3. PRELIMINARIES

To prove the existence of a pair of optimal strategies, we need to develop some prelim-
inary facts about the risk-sensitive finite-horizon PDMGs. Since the rates ¢(dylt, z,a,b)
and costs ¢(t, z, a,b) are allowed to be unbounded, we next assume some conditions for the
non-explosion of {&,¢ > 0} and finiteness of J™ ™ (0, ), which had been widely used in
PDMDPs; see, for instance, [7], [10], [I7], [27] and references therein.

Assumption 3.1. There exist a function V : S — [1,00) and constants p1 > 0, by > 0,
My > 1 and My > 1 such that
(i) fs V(o(y,t))q(dyls, z,a,b) < p1V(p(x,t)) + by for each (s,x,a,b) € K, t € Ry;
(ii) there exists a sequence {S,,n > 1} of measurable subsets of S such that S, T S,
SUD(t,z,a,b)c K oS, 4, T, a,0) < 00, and limy, o0 infrgg, V(d(z,t)) = oo for all t €
R..
(iii) e2THDlet.r.a0) < MLV (p(x, T —t)) and 2 THDIIED < MoV (p(x, T —t)) for each
(t,r,a,b) € Kjop, where Ko = {(s,2,a,0) : s € [0,T],z € S,a € A(s,2),b €
B(s,x)}.

Since logarithm is an increasing function, instead of studying g (0, x), we will consider
J™m(0,2) on [0,T] x S x IT* x 112 and J™ ™ (¢, ) on [0,T] x S x I} x I12,, respectively
given by

J7T1,7T2 (0’ :E) — E;Tl,ﬂ_z |:e)\ fOT fB fA c(t,&,a,b)wl(da|w,t)7r2(db|w,t)dt+)\g(T,fT):| . (31)

and
J7‘('177|—2 (t7 :1:) — EZ;IJ)Q |:e)\ ftT fB fA c(s,&s,a,b)m! (da55,s)7r2(db|§s,s)ds+)\g(T,§T):| ) (32)

)



Obviously, J™ ™ (0,z) > 1 for z € S and (7!, 72) € II! x I12,

Define Ji(t,z) := supiem infrecpz J™ ™ (¢, z). Note that (7*!,7*2) € IT' x I12 is optimal

if and only if

sup  Inf g 0,2) = inf sup g (0,z) = inf J”*l’ﬂz(O,x) = sup J”l’”*z(O,x) Vo e S.
rlemt m2€ll? T2Ell? it m2Ell? mlell

Since the cost rates may be unbounded, the Assumption 3.1(#7) is used to guarantee the
finiteness of J™ ™ (t,z). The following Lemma shows the non-exlposion of the state process

{&,t >0} and the finiteness of J™ ™ (¢, z).

Lemma 3.1. Suppose Assumption [31] holds. Then for each pair of strategies (1!, 72) €
II' x 112, the following assertions hold.
(a) pr ( o =00) =1, P”l’”2(§t €S)=1, and Pfl’WQ(go =x)=1 for eachx € S.
(b) Ex b [ (&, )] < ePt [V (p(a,t + 1)) + %], for each t,t >0 and x € S.
(c) E(Sx [ (&, )] < eV (p(a,t — s+ 1)) + %], for eacht>s>0,t>0 and
r €8 and (rt, %) € I}, x TI2,.
(d) (dy) e LAVEED) < 770 2) < L1V (¢(x,T)) for x € S and (x*,72) € ' x 12,
where Ly := MaoeP T[1 + %].
(dg) e~ LAV @@ T=0) « ge'a® (4 2 < LoV(d(x,T — t)) for (t,z) € [0,T] x S and
(m',w2) € I} x 112, where Lo := MyeP!(T=[1 + %].

Proof. For parts (a), (b), and (c) see [10], [27, Proposition 3.1].

We now prove part (d). For almost surely w := (xg,01, 21, - 0k, xp,---) € Q, let k
(depending on w) be determined by Tp(w) < T < Tjy1(w). Now by equation (23] and
part (a), we say that k is finite, and {&(w),t € [0,T]} = {Xo(w),- -, Xk(w)}. Now by
Assumption BIiii), and the fact that 6,41 = Tj41(w) — T;(w) (¢ =0,--- ,k — 1), we have

T
1 2
/0 /;/A |C(t7£t7a7 b)|ﬂ- (da|w7t)ﬂ' (db|w,t)dt

Sy Bis1 log / MRV (6(X;(w), T — Tiy(w)

)+ (T — Ty (w)) log \/ MoV (¢(Xp(w), T — Ty (w)))
T+1)\ ‘
Hence we conclude that [ [ [, c(t, &, a,b)w! (da|w,t)7?(dblw, t)dt is real-valued Borel-
measurable in s € [0,7]. Let B(dt) := Ijg7)(t)dt + ér(dt), with é7(dt) being the Dirac
measure concentrated on {T'}, and ¢&(t, x, a,b) := c(t,z,a,b) o 1) (dt) + g(T,x)Ir(t) for each
(t,z,a,b) € K. So for Pfl’ﬂz-almost all w € Q, by Assumption BIJ(iii), we can write

<

| ~—

T
/ / / (t, &, a, b (dalw, £)m® (dblu, £)dt + g(T, E7)
0 BJA

- /(0 7] /B/Aé(t’ &, a,b)m! (dalw, t)m® (dblw, t) 5(dt).
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Now, since A < 1 and V(x) > 1,

Erh | oA I [ [a et &e,a,b)n" (dajw,t)m? (dblw,t)dt+1g(T )
x

_ gt [ M fiouzy fi Ja(FT)E(tE0,a,b)7 (dalu,t)m (dbluw,t) 5L

|

12 1 = 1 2
< E T A1+T) [5 [4 18t ,a,b) |7t (dajw,t)m? (db|w,t) t
= [T+ 1 /[ }e o pdt)

(by the Jensen inequality)

JUC——y
< | [ viste, T - i+ visten)

(by Assumption BI1(iii))

< Mpen T[V(9(2,T)) + 2]
P1
< MpenT[1 1 %W(as(:c,T))
= LiV(¢(z,T)), Ly = MaePT[1 + %], (3.3)

where the 3rd inequality is by part (b). Also, (T + 1)|c(t,z,a,b)| < 2T +Dletzabl <
MV (¢p(x, T —t)) and (T + 1)|g(t, z)| < 2 THVIIED < MoV (¢(2, T — t)). Hence

T (0, 5) = BT [exp()\ /0 ' /B /A e(t, &, a, by (dalw, t)m> (dblu, £)dt + Ag(T, &)ﬂ
2exp<E£1’”2 [A /0 ! /B /A (k. &0 b)wl(da|w,t)7r2(db|W,t)dt+>\9(T75T)]>
> e~y o ' [ [ v o(6 T~ ) ke, )5 @bl e+ 012V )
= o~ s | [ vt - oy v )

> exp (22T [T TV ote ) + R v (0t 1) + 2]

P1 P1
2 e—L1AV(¢(£B,T) .

0

To study the large enough class of functions and admissible strategies, we need an

extension of Feynman-Kac formula. To that end we imposed the following condition.

Assumption 3.2. There exist a [1,00)-valued function Vi on S, and constants K > 0,
p2 >0, M3 > 1 and by > 0 such that

(i) q(s,z,a,b) < &V (¢(x, T — 5)), V2(x) < M3Vi(z), for all (s,z,a,b) € Ko1), with
the function V' as in Assumption [31;
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(ii) [¢VE(o(y,1))q(dyls,z,a,b) < poVE(d(x,t)) + by for each (t,x,a,b) € K, for all
(s,7,a,b) € Ko}, and t € [0,T — s].

We first introduce some frequently used notations.

Given any real-valued function W > 1 on S and any Borel set [0,7], a real-valued
function u on [0, 7] x S is called W-bounded if ||ul[jj; = sup( z)c(0,77xs % < 00.
Denote By ([0,7] x S) the Banach space of all W-bounded functions. When W = 1,
B ([0,T7] x S) is the space of all bounded functions on [0, 7] x S.

Now define, B ([0,T] x S) be the collection of all measurable functions ¢ on [0,7] x S
such that ||¢||lw < oo, and for all (s,z) € [0,T] x S, p(s+t,¢(x,t)) is absolutely continuous
int € [0,7 —s]. For a function ¢ € B{([0,7] x S), by [{, Lemma 2.2], there is some
measurable function Ly on [0,T] x S satisfying

t
Pls 000, 1) = pls,2) = [ Lopls+v,0(a,v))do Ve € [0.7 3]
0
Here, the function L?¢(s+v, ¢(z,v)) on [0,T — s] x S coincides with the partial derivative,
W, of the function (s + v, ¢(z,v)) in v € [0,T — s] x S apart from on a null set

Zy(s,x) C [0,T — s] with respect to the Lebesgue measure. For such a function ¢, let
D= {(s+t,¢(x,t) € [0,T] x S:t € Z;(s,z)},(s,x) € [0,T] x S.

Then, the function L?p on [0,7] x S can be defined as below:

lim
LY — As—0 S
wls,2) { arbitrary, otherwise.

s+As,¢p(z,As))—p(s,@ 1
o(s+ 7¢(Av )—¢(s, )7 if (S,$) € D%, (34)

In particular, if ¢(x, ) = x in which case a PDMDP becomes a CTMDP, L?p(s, x) = %,

for (s,x) € D¥. When Assumption B2 (ii) is further imposed, Lemma B(b) holds with V
being replaced by V2. Moreover, for ¢ € B{:([0,7] x S), we let

IL?0F; == sup  |LPp(s,2)|/Vi(g(a, T — 5)),

(s,x)eD¥
and

0, ([0, 7] x ) = {p € BYF([0,T] x ) : [|IL7|{} < oo}
Theorem 3.1. Suppose Assumptions[31] and [3.2 hold.
(a) For each z € S, (n',7%) € ' x II* and ¢ € B{fy, ((0,T] x S), let

¢(w,t,$) — efot Jals c(v,ﬁv(w),a,b)ﬂ—l(da\w,v)ﬂ—Q(dbw,v)dv(p(t’x)’ Ve € {w/ c Q|Too(w/) _ oo}

T
E;crlﬂr2 {/0 <L¢w(w7t7§t)+/9¢(w,t,y)/B/Aq(dy\t,{t,a,b)ﬂl(da\w,t)ﬂz(db\w,t)>dt]

2

= BT [, T, &r)] — EX ™ [ih(w, 0, 2)],
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where ) is viwed as a function of the last two arguments when the operator L? is
applied and {&;,t > 0} may be not Markovian since the pair of strategies (m',7?)
may depend on histories.

(b) For each x € S, (n',m*) € T}, x IT7, and ¢ € By, ([0,T] x S), let

Y(w,t,x) = elo Ja C(”’f“(w)’“’b)wl(d“‘f“’”)”2(db|§”’”)d”<p(t,:17), Vw € {w € QT(w) = oo}t € [s,T].
Then, we have
B [ / T(L%w,sm [t [ [ atainsia b>w1<dar&,t>w2<db\st,t>)dt}
= B (. T 60)] - B [9(,0,,)]
Proof. For proof, see [10, Theorem 3.1]. O

The next statement is a verification theorem, which provides that the solution of the
risk-sensitive finite-horizon optimality equation (Shapley equation) has a stochastic repre-

sentation.

Corollary 3.1. Suppose Assumptions [3 1 and [T are satisfied. If there exist a function
¢ € By, ([0, 7] x 5), such that

Lp(t,x) + {)\c(t, x, 1, V) p(t, )

+ /gw(t,y)Q(dylt7$,u, V)} > ()0, V(p,v) € P(A(t,2)) x P(B(t, ), (t,x) € D?,

where o(T,z) = 9T 1 € S, (3.5)
then
(a)
0(0,2) < (>)J7 ™ (0,2),¥(x", 72) € II' x 1%, and x € S. (3.6)
(b)
o(t,x) < (2)J7 ™ (), V(r', 72) € I, x 112, and (t,z) € [0,T] x S. (3.7)

Proof. (a) For almost all w € Q with respect to Py 7 and almost all t € 0,77, (t,&) €
D?, using equation (B.0), we have

L¢<p(t, x) + {)\c(t, x, p,v)p(t,x)

+/gw(t,y)q(dy\t,w,u, V)} >0, Y(u,v) € P(A(t,z)) x P(B(t,2)), (t,z) € D?,

where o(T,z) = 9T 2 € S. (3.8)
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Let (7!, 72) € II' x II?, be arbitrarily fixed pair of strategies. Now by Theorem
we have the Feynman-Kac formula, corresponding the pair of strategies (7, 7“),
B h he F Kac fi 1 di h ir of i L2
as
JWI’WQ(O, z) —¢(0,x)
_ E;rl,wz |:e)\ fOT Is [a c(v,{v,a,b)ﬂl(da\w,v)wz(db\w,v)dv(p(Ty gT):| N (,0(0, LZ')
1.2 T t 1 2
—ET T [/ Mo S5 Ja e gosab)m! (dalw,v)m (dbw,v)dv/ / <)\c(t,§t,a, b)o(t, &) + L¢cp(t,§t)
BJA

0

+ /S o(t,y)q(dylt, &, a, b))ﬂl(da\w, t)m?(db|w, t)dt] , (3.9)

here the 1st equality holds because ¢(T',z) = eM(T:%) see [BH).
From (BX) and (@3), we have J™ ™ (0,z) > (0, z).
(b) The proof of this part is similar as part (a).
U

Theorem 3.2. Grant Assumptions [31 and [3.2. For every pair of Markov strategies

(rl,72) e I} x 112, J”17”2(-, -) is a solution to the following differential equation

{ L¢90(t7$) + C(t,:E,7T1('|l‘,t),7'('2('|$,t))(,D(t,$) + fs 90(757y)Q(dy|ta$a771('|$7t)7772('|$7t)) =0,
(T, z) = 9T,
(3.10)

Proof. In view of Lemma[B] we have ||J™ ™ | < Mg@plT[1+%] < 00. Now, fix arbitrarily
(s,z) € [0,T] x S. Then by conditioning on the first-jump time and the post-jump state,
using the jump property of the process {;} yields that

J7T177T2 (S,CU) = féT q(v,(j)(x,v—s)ﬂrl(-\(b(xm—s),v)ﬂr?(-\qb(:c,v—sm)))dv

X efsT T(v,qb(:c,v—s),ﬂl(-\(b(:c,v—s),v),wz(-\qb(:c,v—s),v))dveg(T,qb(:c,T—s))

T
*/ / T (2, y)a(dylz, ¢lw, = — 8), 7 (|6l 2 — 5),2), 72 (6l 2 — ), 2))
s JS\{d(z,2—5)}
. e_ fsz q(v,(j)(x,v—s)ﬂrl(-\qb(:(:,v—s),v),wz(-\qb(:(:m—s),v))dv
X efsz T(U7¢(x7v—5),7{1('|¢(1‘,U—8),’U),7‘(2(~|¢(Z‘,U—8),’U))d’vdz7 (311)
for every (s,z) € [0,T] x S. It is obvious that J™ ™ (T, z) = e9T%) . For every s € [0, T),

replacing respectively s with s + ¢, and x with ¢(x,t) (t € [0,T — s]) in (BII]), and then
multiplying by

e_ f:+t q(v,d)(m,v—s),ﬂl (v|¢(x,v—s),v),7r2 ('|¢(w7v_s)7v))dv

% ST (e o—s) 7 (|o(@v—s).0),7% (|(z,0—s),0))dv
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both sides of ([B.I1]), we obtain
o= 1o g (z0—s),m ([d(@,0—5),0),72 (| $(2,0—s)v))dv
w els T r(vd(@v—s)m (|g(z,0—5),0), w2 (bl v—s5)0)dv o T (s + t, p(z, 1))
— o= JT av(@v—s). 7 (|(x,0—5),0),72 (-|(x,0—5),0))dv

X ef.;T T’(v,¢(x,v—s)77r1(-\qb(:c,v—s),v),wz(-\qb(:l:ﬂ)—s),v))dveg(T,(;S(x,T—s))

T 1.2
+/ / T (2 y)a(dylz, ¢z, 2 — 5), 7 (@, 2 = 5),2), 7 (o (2, 2 = 5), 2))
s+t J5\[6(z,5—9))

. e_ fsz Q(v7¢(xvv_8)77r1("(b(xvv_s)vv)ﬂrz("(b(xvv_s)vv))dvefsz 7”(’!)7¢(1‘,U—8),7r1(~‘U,¢(I,U—S)),W2(~‘U,(b(x,v—s)))dUdZ’

which shows that J™ ™ (s + ¢, ¢(z,t)) is absolutely continuous in ¢t € [0,7 — s], and thus,
is differentiable almost everywhere on [0,7 — s]. Hence, differentiating both sides of the

resulting equality with respect to ¢, and then dividing by

o= [ aw d(@o—s),m (fd(wv—5),0),72 (|$(z,0—s)v))dv

 eJiT r(vd(@v—s)m (|¢(x,0—5)0), 72 (|d(x,v—5),0))dv
both sides of the resulting equality yield
LOT™ ™ (s 4+ £, (1)) + r(s + £, ¢(a, 1), 7 (b2, 1), s + 1), T2 (b2, 1), 8 + 1)) T™ 7 (s + t, d(x, 1))
+ /S T (s + ty)aldyls + ¢, 6(x, 1), 7 (é(2, t), 5 + 1), 72(|(@, 1), s + 1)) = 0Vt € Z5(s, ).
This implies that

L‘z’J”l’“z(s, z) + r(s,z, 7t (-|x, s), 72 (|z, s))J’Tl’7r2 (s,2)
+/SJ’rl’”2(s,y)q(dy|8,:17,7rl(-|x,8),7r2(-|:17,s)) =0V(s,z) € @JWl’WZ.
Now, by [BI0) and Assumption 3] and B2, we obtain
LT (s, @) < MM | T™ " [y 4 177 [l (01 Ms + by + 2Ms)]
X Vi(6(z,T — 5)), (s,2) € DI

Hence, ||L¢J7r177r2||%/ﬁ < oo. Consequently, J™ ™ ¢ By, ([0,7] x S). Now, if ¢(s,z) €
By, ([0, 7]xS) is also a solution to eq. (B.I0), by Corrolary B.1l, we must have J™ T (s, 1) =
(s, x), for all (s,x) € [0,T]xS. In other word, the solution of equation (B.I0) is unique. [

4. THE EXISTENCE OF SADDLE-POINT EQUILIBRIA

In this section, we prove that the equation (4.1)) is the optimality equation for the cost
criterion (3.I)) and the equation (4.I]) has a solution in B{fy, ([0,7] x S. Also we prove the
existence of saddle-point equilibria by using the optimality equation ([@Il). We impose the
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following continuty and compactness Assumptions, which guarantee the existence of a pair

of optimal strategies.

Assumption 4.1. (i) For each (t,x) € [0,T] x S, A(t,z) and B(t,z) are compact.
(ii) Foreacht € [0,T], x € S, the function q(-|t,x, a,b) is continuous in (a,b) € A(t,z)x
B(t,x).
(iii) For each (t,x) € [0,T] xS, the function c(t,z,a,b) is continuous in (a,b) € A(t,x) X
B(t,z), and the function /V(qb(y,T — t))q(dyl|t, z,a,b) is continuous in (a,b) €
A(t,x) x B(t,z), with V asSz'n Assumption [31].

By closely mimicking the arguments in [19], or [26] Lemma 8.3.7], one can easily get
the following result, which is essential to prove the existence of the optimal saddle point

equilibrium; we omit the details.

Lemma 4.1. Under Assumptions (3.1, (3.2 and[{.1], the functions
clt.o, o) and [ aldyltpv)utt.o)
S

are continuous at (p,v) on P(A(t,z)) x P(B(t,z)) for each fized u € B{fy, ([0,T] x S) and
reS.

In the next Proposition, we prove that the optimality equation B.1I], has a solution if the

transition and cost rates are bounded.
Proposition 4.1. Suppose that the transition and cost rates are bounded, i,e.,

sup ¢*(z) < oo, sup |c(t,x,a,b)| < oo, sup lg(t,z)| < oc.
zes (t,x,a,b)eK (t,z)€[0,T]xS

Also for each x € S, t € [0,T], A(t,x), B(t,xz) are compact, c(t,x,a,b) is continuous in
(a,b) € A(t,x) x B(t,z) and for each bounded measurable function w on S, the function
Jsu(o(y, T —t))q(dylt, z,a,b) is continuous in (a,b) € A(t,x) x B(t,x), then there exists
a unique ¢ € B ([0,T] x S), and some (x*!,7*?) € I}, x Iz, satisfying the following
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equations (i.e., {({-1)-({4-3))

- Ld)('p(tv $)

= st Dottt + [ ettt
pEP(A(t,x)) VEP(B(tz)) s

=t s Dettagnneltn) + [ ol
vEP(B(t,2)) ueP(A(t,x)) S

. {Aa(t,m,w“(-m),u)so(t,a:) + [ so(t,y)q(dyu,x,w*l(-m),u>}
veP(B(t,x)) S

~ s {AC(t,w,mW*z(-lfv,t))so(tw) + [ so(t,y)q(dy|t,w,u,n*w,t»}
peP(A(t,x)) S

= Ae(t, @, 7 (|2, t), 72 (|2, 1)) p(t, ) + / ot y)q(dylt,z, 7 (|2, t), 72|z, 1)), V(t,z) € D¥
S

where p(T,z) = 9T ¢ e S. (4.1)
Also,
(a)
0(0,2) = :lelgl Wziléla2 J”l’wz(O, x) = ﬂzhell%z ;16131 J’rl’wz(O, x)
= nglf'ﬂ g (0,z) = :16131 J’rl’“*z(O, x). (4.2)
(b)
o(t,x) = wlséll%n ﬂziélrf[gn g (t,x) = ﬂziélrf[gn Wlsgl%n g (t,x)
= wzienl%n g (t,x) = Wlsélgl g (t, ). (4.3)

Proof. Since ¢*(x) = SUp;> 4e A(t,2) beB(t,2) 4(t: T, a, b) is bounded, we may use the Lyapunov
function V5(-) = 1 such that [ q(dylt,z,a,0)Vo(o(y, T —t)) < p1Vo(z) + by for z € S.
Also, we have [[q[| := sup,cgq*(z) < oo, [lc|| == sup( 4 qp)eck c(t,z,a,b) < oo and ||g]| :=
SUP(¢,2)e(0,7]x s 9(t, ¥) < 0o. Now let us define an nonlinear operator 7" on By ([0, 1] x S) as
follows:

T
Tu(s,x) = 9(T:9(z,T=s5)) +/ sup inf [/ q(dylz, p(x,z — s), u,v)u(z,y
( ) s peP(A(z,¢(x,2—s))) VEP(B(2,0(x,2—5))) L) 5 ( ‘ ( ) ) ( )

+c(z,p(x, 2 — 8), pwyv)u(z, ¢z, 2 — s))} dz,

where u € B1([0,T] x S) and (s,x) € [0,7] x S. Then by Fan’s minimax theorem, see [13],
Theorem 3] we have

T
Tu(s, z) = 9@ T=9)) —I—/ inf sup {/ q(dylz, d(x,z — s), w,v)u(z,y
( ) s VEP(B(z,¢(z,2—5))) neP(A(z,0(x,2—s))) L/ S ( | ( ) : ) ( )



+c(z,p(x, 2 — 8), pwyv)u(z, ¢z, 2 — s))} dz,

By using the Assumption Bl and the facts that ¢ and ¢ are bounded, we obtain

sup sup |Tu(s, z)]

17

s€[0,T) z€S
llgl] ’
<elld +/ inf sup {Sup[/qdyz,qu,z—s, U uz,y}
s VEP(B(z,6(%,2—5))) e P(A(z,¢(z,2—s))) Lz€S S| ( | ( )Iu )| ( )
el sup (e, o, - o) L
€S
T
<l pur{ [ s sup  sup(24(s, 1) s+ [elT - 0}
s pEP(B(z,0(x,2—s))) vEP(B(z,p(x,2—s))) zES

< el Yl 2llg] + le)(T — 5).

Therefore, I' is a nonlinear operator from B;([0,7] x S) to Bi([0,T] x S). Next, we prove

that T" is a m-step contraction operator. For any g1, g2 € B1([0,7] x S), we have

T
sup Pas(t,2) ~ Tan(tso)] < [ <2uq|| ; ucu> lor — gallds
t

z€eS
= (20 + 1) s — self(r 0
Furthermore, we can prove the following estimation by induction:
1
l ! g1 — g2|IT°
Suglf g1(t,2) = Tga(t,2)| < === { 2llall + llell ) (T' =)} VI=1.
BAS :

By (@3] and the inductive assumption we have

sup [T gy (¢, ) — T go (¢, 2)|

zeS

T
< (2l + 161 [ supirtan(s.0) - Tga(s, ol
t xz€S
+1 .7
lg1 — g2]IF° l
S | CLRAC) | R
+1
((@lal + T - )
— _ 0o
= I+ 1 g1 — g2ll5°.
k m
<(2llqll+||6|l)(T—t)> <(2||q||+||6||)(T—t)>

Since » ;5 7 < 00, there exists m such that § := —

(4.4)

(4.5)

<1,

which implies that [|[I"¢g; — I'"g2[|3° < Bllg1 — g2]|5°. Therefore, I' is a m-step contraction

operator on By ([0, 7]xS). So, by Banach fixed point theorem, there exists a unique bounded
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function ¢ € B1([0,T] x S) such that T'e(t, z) = ¢(t,x); that is,

_Llo(te)= mf  sup [/ q<dy|t,x,u,u><p<t,y>+c<t,w,u,u>w<t,w>}
veP(B(t2)) ue P(A(t,x)) LJ S

= sup inf [/ q(dylt,z, p,v)e(t,y) + c(t, x, u, V)(,D(t,$):| .
peEP(A(t,z)) vEP(B(t,T)) L) 5

Note that (T, z) = e?9(T), By the above equation, Assumptions B.1]l and B.2] we say that

o(t,x) € B11(]0,7] % S). Now by measurable selection theorem in [33], we have there exists

a pair of strategies (7*1, 7*?) € IT}, x I12, satisfying equation (@I]). Next, from (@II), we

obtain

LPp(t,x) +  inf {)\c(t,az,ﬂ*l('laz,t),V)cp(t,x) + / gp(t,y)q(dy]t,x,ﬂ*l(']a:,t),1/)} =0V(t,z) € D¥
veP(B(t,x)) S

where (T, z) = 9T 2 € S. (4.6)
Hence,

Lop(t,z) + {)\c(t,m,ﬂ*l(-\x,t),V)gp(t,a:) +/Scp(t,y)q(dy\t,x,ﬂ*l(-\m,t),1/)} >0V(t,z) € D¥
where (T, z) = 9% 2 ¢ S. (4.7)

Then by Corollary Bl we obtain ¢(0,z) < J”*l’”z(O,x),Vﬂ2 € T2, Since 7% € TI? is

arbitrary strategy for player 2, we have

inf J’r*l’wz(O,x) > (0, z).

m2ell?
So,
. 7l 2 . 7+ 2
:lelgl 7r21161%2 J (0,2) > nZIIellfﬁ J (0,2) > ¢(0,x). (4.8)
Similarly, we have
inf  sup J’rl’”2(0,x) < (0, z). (4.9)

w2€ll? rlelnt

Also, from ([@I]), we get
c(t, @, 7 (|2, 1), 72 (|2, 1)) p(t, @) +/Sso(t,y)@l(dyltafvaW*l('lfv’t)aﬂ*z('l%t)), v(t,x) € D¥
where o(T,z) = 97 2 € S. (4.10)
Using (£I0) and Theorem [B.2] we conclude that
I (0,2) = (0, 2). (4.11)
Combining ([A.8), (£9)) and [@I1]), we have

0,z) = sup inf Jrm 0,z) = inf su g 0,z
90( ) wlegl m2€ll? ( ) m2ell? 11 611?[1 ( )

= J7 0, 2).
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Similarly, we obtain

o(t,z) = sup inf J”l’”2(t,:ﬂ): inf  sup J’rl’WQ(t,x)

rlerl, T2ElR, m2€lR, rletl,
. *1 .2 1 %2
= inf J" " (t,z)= sup J" T (t,x)
erngn 7I'1€H,}n

=7 ().
O

Proposition 4.2. Suppose Assumptions[31), (32 and[{1] hold. Then if ||q|| < oo, ||c|| < oo,
c(t,x,a,b) >0 and g(t,z) > 0, for all (t,x,a,b) € K, the followings are true.

a) There exists a unique solution p(t,x) and a pair of strategies (m*', 7*2) € II} x II2
m m

satisfying (4.1), (4-3) and ({4.3).
(b) Ju(t,z) (and so o(t,x)) is decreasing in t € [0,T] for fivzed x € S.

Proof. (a) The proof of this part follows from Proposition 1]
(b) Fix any s,t € [0,7] with s < t. Also fix any (7!, 72) € II}, x TI2,. Now for each
x € S, define a Markov strategy corresponding to 7! € I}, as

al(dblz,v 4+t —s)ifv>s

7! (db|z,v) otherwise. (4.12)

7L (dble,v) = {

Similarly, corresponding to the strategy 72 € I12,, we define 7137,, Then, for each
(U7 l‘) € [87 S+T_t] X57 Q(dy|ta x, 7T;,t(db|$v U)v 7T§7t(db|$, U)) = Q(dy|t7 Z, 7T1 (db|l‘, v+
t—s),m(dblz,v+t—s)), c(t,z,m} (dblz,v), 72, (dblz,v)) = c(t,z, 7 (dblz, v+

t —s),7%(db|z,v 4+t — 5)). Now define

T (s o t) = BT | M e o) 2 igu o)t (Tier) | (4.13)

Ji(s ~t,x):= sup inf g (s ~t,z). (4.14)
mlelll, m2ell?,

Now by the Markov property of {&, ¢ > 0} under any pair of Markov strategies
(m!,7?) and ([@I2)-@I3), we have &, under strategies 7!, 72 and &; = z has the
same distribution with &, s_+ under the strategies 7r;t, Wg,t and & = x for any
t <wu < T. Consequently, we have J™ ™ (t ~ T, x) = J”;»t’ﬂg’t(s ~T+s—t,x).
Next, it is easy to note that

ﬂziélrf[gn g (t~T,x)= nZiélrflgn J’T;t’”if(s ~T+s—tx)

> inf J’r;»t’wit(s ~T+s—tz) Vol eII}.

2 2
ﬂ-s,ten'm
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Similarly,
inf stt’wst(SNT—Fs—t xz)= inf J”l’ﬂz(th,x)
w2 €M, w2 €2,
> inf JTT (¢t~ T,z) V! €111 .
m2ell2,

Similarly, we can show Jy(t ~ T,z) > Ju(s ~T + s —t,x) and Ju(t ~T,z) <
J(s ~T+s—tx) So Ju(t ~T,x) = J(s ~T+ s —t,x). Now since
c(t,z,a,b) > 0 on K, by @I4) and ¢ > s, we have J.(t ~ T,z) = Ju(s ~
T+ s—t,x) < Jus ~ T,z). By this and J.(t ~ T,z) = J.(t,x), we have
Ji(t,x) < Ji(s,x). Now using this and by Corollary BI] we say ¢(¢,z) is also
decreasing in t. This completes the proof.

g

Theorem 4.1. Under Assumptions [3.1, [3.2 and [{.1], if in addition c(t,z,a,b) > 0 and
g(t,z) >0 for all (t,x,a,b) € K, then there exists a unique @ € IBB“‘/fvl([O,T] x S) and some
pair of strategies (7*!,7*%) € Il x M2, satisfying the equations (7-1)), (7.2) and (Z-3).
Proof. First observe that 1 < 2T+De(bz.ab) < MLV (p(x, T —t)) and 1 < 2THD9(be) <
MV (¢(x, T —t)). For each integer n > 1, x € S, t € [0,T], define S,, := {xz € S|V (z) < n},
A (t,z) == A(t,z) and B, (t,x) := B(t,z). For each (t,z,a,b) € K,, := K, define

dylt,z,a,b) if x € 5,
gnldylt,z,0,) = { eyt ) (4.15)
ch(t,x,a,b) = e(t,, a,b) A min{n, (T-li-l) In \/MaV (¢, T — 1))} if z € S, (4.16)
n Y ) . 0 lf z ¢ Sn .
and
gl (t,z) = g(t,z) A min{n, oy In\/MaV (9(2, T — 1))} if 2 € Sy, (4.17)
0 if z¢5,.

By (413, it is obvious that g, (dyl|t,z,a,b) is transition rates on S satisfying conservative
and stable conditions. Now we consider the sequence of bounded cost rates PDMGs models
M= {S, A (Au(t,x),z € S),B,(Bu(t,x),z € S),qn, ¢(x,t),c:, g} and for any pair of

Markov strategies (7!, 72) € II}, x TI2,, define the value function

Jn(t,x) = sup Jinf J’T 18 (t,x).
rlermy, TElR,

Then by Proposition BTl for each n > 1, we get a unique ¢, in Bify, ([0,7] x S) and
(mpt, mi2) € I}, x 112, satisfying

—L? on(t,x)
~ {Acmx,u,u)wn(t,m / sona,y)qn(dmt,x,u,u)}
pEP(A(t,x)) VEP(B(t)) S
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=t s Dttt + [ et
veP(B(t,7)) ue P(A(t,z)) S

. {Acm,m,n#(-u,w,u)son(t,x)+ / son(t,y)qnwyu,w#(-u,w,u>}
veP(B(t,x)) S

~ e {Acm,:n,mf(wm,t))wn(t,:n)+ / w,y)qn<dy|t,:n,u,nf(-m))}
pEP(A(t,z)) S

on(t,z) =T 50,7, z € S. (4.18)

Now, we have e2T+Den(twab) < VMLV (p(x, T —t)) and e2T+D90 (60) < MLV (¢(z, T — t)).
Hence by Lemma B, Proposition 1] and ([I8]), we have

e M2V @@T=)) < o (t,2) = sup ng’ﬁz (t,x) < LoV (¢p(x, T —t)) Yn>1.  (4.19)
mlelll,

Moreover, since ¢y, (t,z) > 0 and ¢ (t,z,a,b) > ¢ |(t,z,a,b) for all (t,z,a,b) € K, by
(E15), (414), (@I8) and Proposition d.2] we have, for all x € S and a.e. ¢, we have

Lo (t,z) + [Acyt_l(t,w,u,ﬂf(-\x,t))cﬁn(t,w)+/Scpn(t,y)qn_l(dy\t,w,u,ﬂ,’?(-\x,t))]

<0 ifzesS,
(4.20)

and

L¢90n(tv$) + |:)‘C:—1(tv$7/L77T:L2('|x7t))90n(t7$) ‘1'/S@n(@y)Qn—l(dl/|t7$7M,7TZ2(‘|$J))]
= L%p,(t,z) <0 if x ¢ Sp_1.

(4.21)
So, for any 7! € II! | by Feynman-Kac formula, we get
1 %2
J:—Tn (t,.%') < (Pn(tax)-
Since w! € I1} is arbitrary
1 %2
sup Jo T (tx) < onl(t,x).
mlelll,

Hence

inf  sup Jgi’f (t,z) < pn(t,x). (4.22)

T2, rleql,
Also, using (£18) and Feynman-Kac formula, (similar proof as in Corollary (8.1])), we have

sup  Inf Jgi’fz(t,a:) = inf sup J;ri’fz(t,x) = pn_1(t,z). (4.23)
rlerl, m2€Mz, m2€ll7, i,

From ([£22) and [#23]), we have ¢,_1(t,z) < ¢, (t,z), that is the sequence {p,,n > 1} is

nondecreasing in n > 1. Also, since ¢, has an upper bound, lim,,_, ., ¢, exists. Let

lim ¢, (t,z) == ¢(t,x). (4.24)

n—oo
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Let

Holt) = sup inf {Acm,x,u,u)wn(t,x) -/ sona,y)qn(dmt,m,u,u)},
REP(A, (t,a)) VEP (Bn(t,T)) s
V(t,z) € [0,T] x S.

Then, by Fan’s minimax theorem [I3], we have

o) = it s (i tannenta) + [ et nmdltnn b
vEP(Bn(t,%)) e P(An (t,x)) s
V(t,x) € 0,T] x S.
Then, by Assumptions 3] and and the fact that A < 1, we get the following result

[ Hn(t, 7))

< s sw {A|c:<t,x,u,u>son<t,:v>|+ / |son<t,y>qn<dy|t,x,u,u>|}

<Ly sup sup {MgV((b(a:, T —t)V(d(x, T —t)) + / lan (dylt, z, p, V)|V (p(y, T — t))}
nEP(An(t,x)) vEP(Bn(t,x)) S

< Ly <M2V2(¢(f€7 T =1)) + (b + pV(o(x, T = 1)) +2¢" () V((x, T - t)))

<1 <M2v2<¢<x, T 1)+ (b1 + p)V2(0(a T — 1) + 2V, V2(p(a, T — t>>>
< LoM3Vi(¢p(x, T —t))(Ma + by + p1 + 2My)
=: R(x), V(t,x) € [0,T] x S. (4.25)

Now, we prove that for each fixed x € S, the equicontinuty of the family {¢,(-,z)}n>1 on
[0,T]. So, fix arbitrarily some x € S and s, sg € [0, 7],

|(10n(87 $) - SDn(SO, $)|
T T
/ H,(t,z)dt — Hn(t,a;)dt‘
s S0

< R(z)|s — so|, Vn>1. (4.26)

Hence for each z € S, ¢,(-,x) is Lipschitz continuous in t € [0,7]. Also, ¢,(t,z) is
increasing as n — oo for any (¢t,z) € [0,7] x S, therefore there exists a function ¢ on
[0,T] x S that is continuous with respect to t € [0, T], such that along a subsequence {ny},
we have limy_,oo ¢n, (-, 2) = (-, ). Now by Lemma Bl we get

p(t,2)| < LoV (o, T — 1) ¥t € [0,7]. (4.27)
Let
H(to) = swp i {Aca,x,u,u)w(t,m / so(t,y)Q(dylt,w,uw)},
peP(A(t,x)) vEP(B(t,)) s

V(t,x) € [0,T] x S.
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Then by Fan’s minimax theorem, [I3], we have

H(tx) = inf  sup {Aca,x,u,u)w(t,m / so(t,y)Q(dylt,w,uw)},
veP(B(t,x)) ueP(A(t,x)) s

V(t,xz) €[0,T] x S.

We next show that for each fixed x € S and t € [0,T], limy_,oo Hy, (t,2) = H(t,z). Now,
since P(A(t,x)) is a compact set, under Lemma Al by measurable selection theorem in

[33], there exists a sequence of strategies i, € P(A(t,z)) such that

oty = int Dt on (6) + [ ot (@l |
(4.28)
Let (t,z) € [0,T] x S be arbitrarily fixed. Since, P(A(t,z)) is compact, by taking sub-
sequences if necessary, we assume without loss of generality that limsupy_, . Hp, (t,z) =
limy, o0 Hy, (t,7) and py,  — p* as k — oo for some p* € P(A(t,r)). Taking k — oo,
by Lemma 8.3.7 in Hernandez-Lerma and Lassere (1999) in [26], for arbitrarily fixed v €
P(B(t,x)), we have

k—o0 k—o0

limsup Hy, (t, z) < lim sup{ACZk (t, 2y iy s V)Pny (8, ) + / Ony, (6 )y, (dylt, T, iy, 5 V)}
S

< {Ae(t,x,u*,uw(t,x) i /S so(t,y>q<dy|t,t,x,u*,u>}.

Since v € P(B(t,x)) is arbitrary,

limsup Hy,, (t,z) < inf Ae(t, z, 1w, v)o(t,x +/ t, dylt, z, *,1/}
m sup o (1) Vep(B@,m)){ (t,@, 1", v)p(t,x) Ss@( y)a(dylt,z, p*,v)

< sw ot Dl gnelte) + [ el
pEP(A(t,x)) vEP(B(t.x)) s
(4.29)

Using analogous arguments we can show that

liminf Hy, (t,2) >  inf sup {AC(t, z, 1, v)p(t ) + / o(t,y)a(dylt, =, p, V)}-
k=00 veP(B(t,x)) ueP(A(t,x)) s
(4.30)

We know that liminfy_, Hp, (t,2) < limsupy_, . Hp, (t,z). So, by [@29) and 30), we
get

i #, (10) = _wt s Dttt + [ ettt |
k=00 veP(B(t,7)) neP(A(tz)) s
= sup inf {)\ct,x,,u,ycpt,x —i—/(pt,yqdyt,x,,u,y}.
pEP(A(t,z)) VEP(B(t.T)) ( Jolt) S (t9)ald )

(4.31)
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That is limy_,oo Hy, (t,2) = H(t,z) for all (¢,z) € [0,T] x S.

Since limy_yo0 n, (-, ) = @(-,z) and (s,z) € [0,T] x S was arbitrarily fixed, we see us-
ing, [@31) taking limit ny — oo in (IS8, by the dominated convergent theorem (since
|H,, (t,z)] < R(x)), we say that ¢ satisfies ([@I]). So, we obtain

o(s,z) — I To@T=5)
T
= sup inf {)\cz,(ba;,z—s,u,ugpz,(bx,z—s
/s BEP(A(z,¢(z,2—s))) VEP (B(2,0(x,2—5))) (= ) ol o )

+/g¢(z,y)q(dy|z,¢(x,z — o) V)}dz

T
= / P inf sup {AC(Z,¢($,Z - S)aﬂ? V)QD(Z,¢($,Z - S))
s V€

B(z,¢(z,2—5))) pe P(A(z,¢(z,2—s)))
+ [ pleatdslz, oo, — o))
on(s,z) =T 5 0,T], z€8S. (4.32)
Now, by (1)) and the fundamental theorem of Lebesgue integral calculus [2, Theorem 4.4.1],
©(-,x) is absolutely continuous on [0,7] and by the same argument as in ([A25]) gives
|ILO(t,x)| = [H(t,x)] < R(z), ¥(t,z)€[0,T] xS.

Therefore, we see that ¢ € B{fy, ([0,T] x S). Furthermore, measurable selection theorem
in [33] implies that there exists a pair of strategies (7*!,7*2) € I} x II2, satisfying (@I]).
Finally, we have to verify the uniqueness of the solution ¢ of the optimality equation ([II).
Let ¢ € B{f,([0,T] x S) be an arbitrarily fixed solution to (&I). Now by Proposition
ET], we see p(t, ) = supricm infrecms, J™ ™ (t,x). So, ¢ is the unique solution to ()
satisfying ([@.3]), out of p € B{fy, ([0,T] x 9). O

The main optimal result is the following one from which we know the existence of saddle-

point equilibrium and the existence of the value of the game.
Theorem 4.2. Suppose Assumptions [31), [3.2 and [{1] are satisfied. Then the following
assertions hold.

(a) There exists a unique ¢ € B{fy, ([0,T] x S) and some pair of strategies (71, 7*?) €

1L, x T2, satisfying the equations ({{-1), [{-3) and ({Z.3).
(b) The pair of strategies, (7*, 7*?) € Ik, x 112, in part (a) is a saddle-point equilibrium.

Proof. (a) For each n > 1, define ¢, and g, on K as:
en(t,zya,b) := max{—n,c(t,z,a,b)}, gn(t,x) = max{—n,g(t,z)}

for each (t,z,a,b) € K. Then lim, o ¢, (t, x,a,b) = c(t,z,a,b) and lim,, o0 g, (t,2) =
g(t,x). Define r,(t,z,a,b) = cp(t,z,a,b) + n and g,(t,z) := gn(t,x) +n. So,
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rn(t,x,a,0) > 0 and g,(t,x) > 0 for each n > 1 and (¢,z,a,b) € K. Now by
Assumption B.I] we have

—Ti [ VMoV (p(z, T —t)) < max{—n, _%ﬂ In\/MV (p(z, T — 1))}
< cp(t,z,a,b) < —11- . In\/MoV (¢(z, T —t)) (4.33)
and
— i [ VMoV (p(x, T —t)) < max{—n, _T;—i—l In\/ MoV (¢(z, T —t))}
< galt,0) < s ARV T D). (434)

So, we have e2(TH1)rn(tz.a.0) < 2(T+H0n NV ((2, T—t)) and e2THDInt2) < 2(T+H0R VLV (2, T—
t)) for all n > 1 and (¢,x,a,b) € K. Define a new model R,, := {S, (A,(t,z),z €

S), (Bu(t,z),x € S),q,d(x,t),7n, Gn}. Now for any real-valued measurable functions

¥ and ¢ defined on Kand [0,T] x S, respectively, define

jlz"i’(s,x)

1.2 T ~ ~
— sup _inf ETT [ew(A ] w(t,gt,a,b)w1<da|£t,t)wz(dbmt,t)dt+A¢<T,£T>>}

mlelll, m2ell2,
(4.35)

assuming that the integral exists. Now since r, > 0, g, > 0 and all Assumptions
hold for the model R,,, by Theorem ET], we have

_ L(bjrn,én(s’x)

= sup nf {Arn(t,w,u,V)jT"’gn(t,w)+/jrn’gn(ty)(J(dylt,w,u,V)}
peEP(A(t,x)) vEP(B(t,3)) s

= inf sup {Arn(t,x,u,u)jrn’gn(t,x)+/jr”’gn(t,y)q(dy\t,x,u,u)}
vEP(B(t,2)) ueP(A(t,r)) S

= inf {Arn(t,x,ﬂ*l(-]x,t),V)jr”’g”(t,m)+/jr"’g"(tay)Q(dy!t,x,ﬂ*l(-]a;,t),y)}
veP(B(t,z)) S

= sup {Am(aa:,u,w*z(-\x,w)f”"’@"(t,x) + / J’“"Mt,y)q(dy!t,:c,m”(-\:c,t»}
pEP(A(t,z)) s
JmIn(T, z) = 9T 5 € [0,T], x € 8S. (4.36)

Now

jrn,?)n(ij) _ jcn-i-n,gn—irn(ij) _ jcvl,gn(syx)ek(T—S-i-l)n'
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So, using ([A.30]), we can write for a.e. s € [0,T],

— Ld’jc’“gn(s,x)

sup inf {)\cn(s,x,u,u)jC”’g"(s,x)+/jc”’g”(s,y)q(dy]s,x,u,u)}
pEP(A(s,x)) VEP(B(s,z)) S

inf sup {)\cn(s,x,,u,V)jc"’g”(s,x)+/jc"’g”(s,y)q(dy]s,x,u,u)}
vEP(B(s,2)) ueP(A(s,x)) S

anygn (T’ $) — egn(Tﬁv)‘ (437)

Now by ([@37) and Lemma B.1] we have
| Jem9n(t, z)| < LoV (¢(z, T —t)), n > 1. (4.38)

Now since ¢, (t,x,a,b) and g,(t,z) are decreasing in n > 1, so the corresponding
value function J97(t, x) is also decreasing in n. Also by Lemmal[BI] we know that
Jem9n has a lower bound. So, limy, e J97 (¢, x) exists. Let lim, o J 9" (¢, x) =:
@(t,x) for each (t,z) € [0,T] x S. Then by the same arguments as Theorem 4.1,
with @, (t, x) replaced with Je9 (¢, x) here, by [@37), [@38), Assumptions 31l and
B2 we see that (a) is true.

Now by measurable selection theorem, there exists a pair of strategies (7*!,7*%) €
I} x TI2, for which (@I) holds. So, by Proposition B}, we get

sup inf JWI’WQ(O,x): inf  sup JWI’WQ(O,x): sup J”l’”Q(O,:E)

rlelnt m2ell? m2ell? pigmt ~lellt
. 7.‘.*177.‘.2 ~
= ﬂznelgz J (0,z) = ¢(0,x)
and

sup inf J”l’ﬂz(t,az): inf  sup J”l’wz(t,x): sup J”l’”*z(t,x)

mlelll, m2€llz, m2€llZ, 1 ell, mlelll,
o . 7r>~<177r2 o~
= 2121% J (t,x) = ¢(t,x).

K

m

From these together with the equations (2.0)), (2:6]), (3.1) and (B:2]), we get

. 1.2 . 1.2 1 %2
sup inf J" " (0,z) = inf sup J" " (0,2) = sup J" " (0,z)
rlelrt m2ell? m2ell? g Alellt

. 7r*1 7'(2 o 1 ~
= 7r21I€11f:[2 dJ (07$) - X IH(,D(O,JJ)

and

. 1 -2 . 1.2 1 %2
sup  inf J7 " (t,x) = Jnf = sup a" " (t,x) = sup 77 (t,x)
ml EH,}n m2elly, m2ellf, q1 GH}TL 7I'1€H,}n

* 1
= inf g7 1’7r2(t,:t) = Xln o(t, x).

m2ell2,



(1]

(11]

(12]

27

Hence

sup inf H”l’WQ(O,x): sup inf 3”1’”2(0,33)

rlelnt w2ell? 7T1€H}n 7r2€l_[%I
. 1.2 . 12
= inf “sup J77 (0,z) = Jnf  sup J7 " 0,2)
m2ell rlelnt m2ell?, 7T1€H,1n
1 %2 1 %2
= sup J" " (0,z) = sup J" " (0,xz)
rlellt wlelll,
. «1 2 . «1 2
= inf J7 7 (0,z) = inf J7 7 (0,x2)
m2ell? m2ell2,
1 N
=3 In¢(0,x).

So, the pair of strategies (7*!, 72) € ITl x II2, is a saddle-point equilibrium. There-

fore, we complete the proof of the theorem.

Remark 4.1. Note that (7*',7*?) € IIL, x TI2, as defined in theorem above is a
saddle-point equilibrium for the cost criterion (22) and we have U(x) = L(z) =
J*(0,x) = %log &(0,x). Thus the value of the game exists.

5. COMPETING INTERESTS

The authors do not have any relevant financial or non-financial competing interests.

REFERENCES

E. ALTMAN, Flow control using theory of zero-sum games, IEEE Trans. Automat. Control, 39 (1994),
pp. 814-816.

K. B. ATHREYA AND S. N. LAHIRI, Measure Theory and Probability Theory, Springer, New York,
2006.

D. E. BELL, Risk, return and utility, Manage Sci., 41 (1) (1995), pp. 23-30.

T. R. BIELECKI AND S. R. PLISKA, Risk-sensitive dynamic optimization, Appl. Math. Optim., 39
(1999), pp. 337-360.

A. BASU AND M. K. GHOSH, Stochastic differential games with multiple modes and application to
portfolio optimization, Stoch. Anal. Appl. 25 (2007), pp. 845-867.

N. BAUERLE AND U. RIEDER, Markov Decision Processes with Applications to Finance. Chapter 8:
piecewise deterministic Markov decision processes, Universitext, Springer, Heidelberg, (2011).

O. L. V. COSTA, F. DUFOUR, AND A. B. PIUNOVSKIY, Constrained and unconstrained optimal
discounted control of piecewise deterministic Markov processes, STAM J. Control Optim. 54 (2016), pp.
1444-1474.

O. L. V. COSTA AND F. DUFOUR, Zero-sum discounted reward criterion games for piecewise deter-
manistic Markov processes, 78 (2018), pp. 587-611.

M. DAVIS, Markov Models and Optimization. Chapmanand, Hall, London, (1993).

Y. HUANG, Z. LIAN AND X. P. GUO, Risk-sensitive finite-horizon piecewise deterministic Markov
decision processes, Operations Research Letter, 48 (2020), pp. 96-103.

Y. HUANG, Z. LIAN AND X. P. GUO, Risk-sensitive infinite-horizon discounted piecewise deterministic
Markov decision processes, Operational Research, 22 (2022), pp. 5791-5816.

Y. HUANG, Z. LIAN AND X. P. GUO, Zero-sum infinite-horizon discounted piecewise deterministic
Markov games, Mathematical Methods of Operations Research 97 (2023), pp. 179-205.



28

(13]
(14]

(15]
(16]
(17]
(18]
(19]
20]
(21]
(22]
23]
(24]
25]
[26]
27]

28]

SUBRATA GOLUI

K. FAN, Minimaz Theorems, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci., USA, 39 (1953), pp. 42-47.

M. K. GHOSH AND S. SAHA, Risk-sensitive control continuous-time Markov chains, Stoch., 86 (2014),
pp. 655-675.

M. K. GHOSH AND K. S. KUMAR, A stochastic differential game in the orthant, J. Math. Anal.
Appl., 265 (2002), pp. 12-37.

M. K. GHOSH AND S. PRADHAN, Zero-sum risk-sensitive stochastic differential games in the orthant,
ESAIM J. Control Optim Cal. Variations, 26(2020), pp. 33.

X. GUO AND Y. ZHANG, On risk-sensitive piecewise deterministic Markov decision processes, Appl.
Math. Optim. (2018) |http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/|s00245-018- 9485- x.

S. GOLUI AND C. PAL, Continuous-time Zero-Sum Games Markov chains with risk-sensitive finite-
horizon cost criterion, 2020, in press.

X. P. GUO AND O. HERNANDEZ-LERMA, Zero-sum games for continuous-time Markov chains with
unbounded transition and average payoff rates, J. Appl. Probab., 40 (2003), pp. 327-345.

X.GUO AND O. HERNANDEZ-LERMA, Zero-sum games for continuous-time jump Markov processes
in Polish spaces: Discounted payoffs, Adv. Appl. Probab., 39 (2007), pp. 645-668.

X. P. GUO AND O. HERNANDEZ-LERMA, Continuous-time Markov decision processes: Theory and
Applications, Springer, Berlin, 2009.

X. GUO, Q. LIU, AND Y. ZHANG, Finite horizon risk-sensitive continuous-time Markov decision
processes with unbounded transition and cost rates, 40R, 17 (2019), pp. 427-442.

X. GUO AND X. SONG, Discounted continuous-time constrained Markov decision processes in polish
spaces, Ann. Appl. Probab., 21 (2011), pp. 2016-2049.

X. GUO AND Y. ZHANG, On risk-sensitive piecewise deterministic Markov decision processes, Appl.
Math. Optim. 81 (2018), pp. 685-710.

X. GUO AND J. ZHANG, Risk-sensitive continuous-time Markov decision processes with unbounded
rates and Borel spaces, Discrete Event Dyn. Syst., 29 (2019), pp. 445-471.

O. HERNANDEZ-LERMA AND J. LASSERRE, Further topics on discrete-time Markov control pro-
cesses, Springer, New York, 1999.

Y. H. HUANG AND X. P. GUO, Finite-horizon piecewise deterministic Markov decision processes with
unbounded transition rates, Stochastics 91 (2019) 67-95.

J. JACOD, Multivariate point processes: predictable projection, Radon-Nicodym derivatives, represen-
tation of martingales, Zeitschrift fiir Wahrscheinlichkeitstheorie und Verwandte Gebiete, 31 (1975), pp.
235-253.

M. Y. KITAEV, Semi-Markov and jump Markov controlled models: Average cost criterion, Theory
Probab. Appl., 30 (1986), pp. 272-288.

M. Y. KITAEV AND V.V. RYKOV, Controlled Queueing Systems, CRC Press, Boca Raton, 1995.
K.S. KUMAR AND C. PAL, Risk-sensitive control of jump process on denumerable state space with
near monotone cost, Appl. Math. Optim., 68 (2013), pp. 311-331.

K.S. KUMAR AND C. PAL, Risk-sensitive control of continuous-time Markov processes with denumer-
able state space, Stoch. Anal. Appl., 33 (2015), pp. 863-881.

A. S. NOWAK, Measurable selection theorems for minimaz stochastic optimization problems, STAM J.
Control Optim., 23 (1985), pp. 466-476.

A. S. NOWAK, Notes on risk-sensitive Nash Equilibria, Advances in dynamic games, pp. 95-109, Ann.
Internat. Soc. Dynam. Games, Birkhauser, (2005).

A. NEYMAN, Continuous-time stochastic games, Games and Economic Behaviour, 104 (2017), pp.
92-130.

A. PIUNOVSKIY AND Y. ZHANG, Discounted continuous-time Markov decision processes with un-
bounded rates: The convex analytic approach, SIAM J. Control Optim., 49 (2011), pp. 2032-2061.
MINJAREZ-SOSAJ. A, Zero-sum discrete-time Markov games with unknown disturbance distribution.
Discounted and average criteria Springer Briefs in Probability and Mathematical Statistics. Springer,
Cham, (2020).

Q. WEI, Continuous-time Markov decision processes with risk-sensitive finite-horizon cost criterion,
Math. Methods Oper. Res., 84 (2016), pp. 461-487.

P. WHITTLE, Risk-Sensitive Optimal Control, Wiley-Inter sci. Series in Sys. and Optim., John Wiley
& Sons Ltd., Chichester, 1990.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/

29

[40] Y. ZHANG, Continuous-time Markov decision processes with exponential utility, STAM J. Control Op-
tim., 55 (2017), pp. 2636-2660.

[41] W. Z. ZHANG, Average optimality for continuous-time Markov decision processes under weak continu-
ity conditions, J. of Appl. probab., 51 (2014), pp. 954-970.

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, INDIAN INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY BOMBAY, MUMBAI, MAHARASH-
TRA 400076, INDIA
Email address: golui@math.iitb.ac.in



	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. The game model
	3. Preliminaries
	4. The existence of saddle-point equilibria
	5. Competing Interests
	References

