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Abstract
Risk-sensitive planning aims to identify policies
maximizing some tail-focused metrics in Markov
Decision Processes (MDPs). Such an optimiza-
tion task can be very costly for the most widely
used and interpretable metrics such as threshold
probabilities or (Conditional) Values at Risk. In-
deed, previous work showed that only Entropic
Risk Measures (EntRM) can be efficiently opti-
mized through dynamic programming, leaving a
hard-to-interpret parameter to choose.

We show that the computation of the full set of op-
timal policies for EntRM across parameter values
leads to tight approximations for the metrics of
interest. We prove that this optimality front can be
computed effectively thanks to a novel structural
analysis and smoothness properties of entropic
risks. Empirical results demonstrate that our ap-
proach achieves strong performance in a variety
of decision-making scenarios.

1. Introduction
Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) (Puterman, 2014), the
central models of modern Reinforcement Learning (RL),
capture sequential decision making in domains as diverse as
robotics, finance, healthcare, and operations research (Sut-
ton & Barto, 2018; Silver et al., 2017; Charpentier et al.,
2021; Polydoros & Nalpantidis, 2017). At their core, MDPs
allow agents to optimize actions so as to maximize the
expected cumulative reward via dynamic programming or
other policy optimization methods. However, in many high-
stakes applications, such as healthcare, average performance
alone is not sufficient. In fact, it may be critical to limit the
probability of catastrophic outcomes or to ensure that re-
turns remain above certain thresholds with high confidence.
This need has driven research on risk-sensitive RL, which
incorporates measures of uncertainty and tail behavior into
the control objective (Bäuerle & Rieder, 2014; Tamar et al.,
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2015).

One of the central challenges in risk-sensitive RL is to iden-
tify risk criteria that are both (1) meaningful for real-world
decision making and (2) tractable in an MDP context. Pop-
ular approaches often revolve around the quantile-based
Value at Risk (VaR) and Conditional Value at Risk (CVaR)
(Artzner et al., 1999; Rockafellar et al., 2000), which are
widely used in finance and operations research for bounding
tail risk. Another common objective relies on controlling a
Threshold Probability (White, 1993), that is the probability
that total returns fall below a specified level.

Despite their practical interest and interpretability properties,
these common risk metrics cannot be directly and efficiently
optimized in MDPs (Marthe et al., 2024; Rowland et al.,
2019). Our work addresses precisely this gap by connect-
ing the Threshold Probability and the (C)VaR metrics to
the moment-generating function. In fact, in the context of
MDPs, we show that these two optimization problems can
be carefully approximated by the Entropic (Exponential)
Risk Measure (EntRM) (Howard & Matheson, 1972).

The work of (Föllmer & Schied, 2011; Marthe et al., 2024)
shows that EntRM is unique among non-linear transforma-
tions of the return in admitting a dynamic programming
decomposition, making it arguably the “best possible” ex-
tension of the risk-neutral Bellman recursion to a risk-aware
MDP setting. Yet, despite its computational appeal, prac-
tical usage of EntRM can be hindered by interpretability
concerns, especially around selecting the risk tolerance pa-
rameter β.

We propose a unifying framework for risk-sensitive planning
in MDPs through the study of the EntRM. We prove that
optimal policies evolve in a structured manner as the risk
parameter changes, which allows us to derive an efficient
algorithm to compute all the optimal policies for EntRM,
a set that we call the optimality front. We demonstrate the
consequence of this new method on the optimization of
the Threshold Probability, the VaR and CVaR via dynamic
programming. We provide both theoretical guarantees on
the computational complexity and on the approximation
error, and an empirical study on an inventory management
problem.
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2. Risk Sensitive Planning
2.1. Risk-sensitivity in MDPs

We consider a finite-horizon MDP M =(
X ,A, p, r,H, p1

)
, where X is a finite set of states,

A is a finite set of actions, p(x′ | x, a) is the probability
of transitioning to state x′ from state x when action a
is chosen, r(x, a) is the reward function specifying the
immediate reward for taking action a in state x (bounded in
[−1, 1]), H is the finite horizon, i.e., the number of decision
steps, and p1 is the distribution of initial states x1 ∼ p1(·).
To simplify notation, we assume all rewards and transitions
are stationary, i.e. pt = p and rt = r ∀t, and the rewards
are deterministic, but our results naturally extend to the
non-stationary setting.

A policy π = (π1, . . . , πH) is a sequence of decision rules
πt : X → A that, at each step t ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,H}, selects
an action based on the current state. For simplicity, we
assume policies to be deterministic, but not necessarily sta-
tionary (a stationary policy verifies ∀t, π1 = πt). We denote
τ = (x1, a1, . . . , xH , aH) a trajectory induced by π. The
corresponding cumulative reward (or return) is

Rπ =

H∑
t=1

r
(
xt, at

)
where x0 ∼ p1(·), at = πt(xt) and xt+1 ∼ p(· | xt, at).
We also denote Rπ

h(x, a) =
∑H

t=h r
(
xt, at

)
with xh =

x, ah = a, and Rπ
h(x) = Rπ

h(x, π(x)).

The classical objective in MDPs is to find a policy π∗ that
maximizes the expected return, Eπ[R

π], which is inade-
quate for risk-sensitive applications. In turn, risk-sensitive
RL studies generic optimization problems max

π
ρ(Rπ) that

extend the standard MDP framework by incorporating a
functional ρ that captures tail events or uncertainty aver-
sion.

2.2. Risk metrics and computational limitations in
MDPs

The theory of risk measures is too rich for us to provide
more than a few insights below on the most widely used
examples. However, it has been shown (Kupper & Schacher-
mayer, 2009; Föllmer & Schied, 2011; Rowland et al., 2019;
Marthe et al., 2024) that only the Entropic Risk Measure
satisfies a recursive Dynamic Programming equation akin
to the Bellman Equation (Sutton & Barto, 2018), which
is the cornerstone of RL algorithms and what makes the
optimization problem tractable.

Entropic Risk Measure (EntRM). Originally introduced
by Howard & Matheson (1972) for MDPs, the EntRM for a

random variable X and parameter β ∈ R is defined as

EntRMβ [X] =

{
1
β log

(
E[eβX ]

)
, if β ̸= 0,

E[X], if β = 0.
(1)

In the MDP context, maximizing EntRMβ [R
π] is also

equivalent to maximizing sign(β)E[ eβRπ

], by composition
with a monotonous function. We refer to this as the exponen-
tial form of EntRM, and will use both forms throughout the
paper, noting that the core optimization problem remains
the same.

The parameter β encodes risk tolerance: large positive β
values emphasize a risk-seeking attitude (amplifying high
returns), while negative values induce conservativeness, di-
minishing the impact of large potential losses. Despite its
interpretive appeal in terms of tail emphasis, β can still
be difficult to set in practice, and the measure is not posi-
tively homogeneous, i.e. EntRMβ [cX] ̸= cEntRMβ [X]
for c ∈ R. In finance, this is problematic when scaling
outcomes by different currencies or units. However, MDPs
typically normalize rewards, mitigating some of these is-
sues. Practitioners nonetheless often prefer quantile-based
risk measures like VaR or CVaR. See Appendix A for more
details on the EntRM. In the following, the risk parameter
is always assumed to be non-positive.

Value at Risk (VaR). VaR represents the quantile of the
distribution. At level α ∈ (0, 1):

VaRα[R
π] = inf

{
x
∣∣ Pr(Rπ ≤ x

)
≥ α

}
. (2)

Although VaR is widely used, it suffers from a lack of sub-
additivity: it can be manipulated by adding or removing
redundant risks. In the context of MDPs, VaR is particularly
challenging to optimize due to its non-linearity and non-
monotonicity (Chow et al., 2018).

Conditional Value at Risk (CVaR). To address some lim-
itations of VaR, the Conditional Value at Risk (Rockafellar
et al., 2000; Föllmer & Schied, 2011; Bäuerle & Ott, 2011;
Chow & Ghavamzadeh, 2014) at level α is given by

CVaRα[R
π] =

1

α

∫ α

0

VaRγ [R
π]dγ. (3)

CVaR represents the expected return in the α-worst fraction
of outcomes, providing a more comprehensive view of the
risk than VaR. What makes it particularly interesting is that
it is a coherent risk measure, meaning that it satisfies both
sub-additivity and positive homogeneity, compared to the
risk measure mentioned previously.

In this article, we chose the convention of VaR and CVaR
representing the low tail of the distributions. In the literature,
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it is often defined using the high tail. This has no impact on
the theory as a change of variable X ← −X will transpose
the results. More details about the different notations can
be found in Appendix B.

Threshold Probability. Certainly the most intuitive mea-
sure of risk is the probability of falling below a user-
specified threshold level T . Solving min

π
Pr
(
Rπ ≤ T

)
,

means seeking a policy whose probability of yielding a
return below T is minimal. The VaR and Threshold opti-
mization are dual problems. A farmer who worries about
the possibility of a very poor harvest in the coming year will
either ask, “What is the chance that my yield will be below
2 tons?” (Threshold Probability viewpoint), or “With 90%
confidence, how large will my yield be?” (VaR perspective).
Lowering the probability of dropping below a certain thresh-
old (Threshold Probability) is directly tied to choosing a
quantile-based cutoff for outcomes, as VaRα[X] = T just
means that P (X ≤ T ) = α.

Computational limitations. The EntRM verifies a Bell-
man Equation similar to the one of the expected return,
making it computationally efficient (See Appendix A for
details). Yet, optimization is much more complex for the
other risk measures. Optimization of VaR and especially
CVaR in MDPs have been studied extensively (Chow &
Ghavamzadeh, 2014; Chow et al., 2015; 2018; Achab &
Neu, 2021; Bäuerle & Ott, 2011), but remains a challenging
task. Optimal policies are usually non-Markovian, meaning
they depend on the accumulated reward and not only the cur-
rent state. This makes it harder to compute and implement
in practice. Common Dynamic Programming schemes re-
quire augmenting the state space with a continuous variable,
which is computationally expensive and makes the problem
intractable except for very simple MDPs.

Approximation schemes have been proposed, such as Dy-
namic Risk Measures (Bäuerle & Glauner, 2022) (also called
Nested or Recursive Risk Measures). Where the goal is to
optimize recursively Vh(x) = maxa ρ[r(x, a)+Vh+1(X

′)],
where ρ is the risk measure, such as Var or CVaR. This prob-
lem has a natural Dynamic Programming formula that make
computationnaly simple, but it does not optimize precisely
the risk measure of choice. Also, the approximation is
usually quite poor and the optimized objective is not law
invariant, which makes it harder to interpret. Discretizing
the augmented-state is another common approach, but the
results are not always satisfying (Hau et al., 2024). Optimiz-
ing the Threshold Probability raises the same challenges as
VaR and CVaR (White, 1993; Wu & Lin, 1999; Kira et al.,
2012) but seems to have been less studied and the literature
lacks approximation schemes.

In short, while the EntRM is the only risk measure that can
be efficiently optimized in MDPs, it is not what people use

in practice. Practitioners prefer using more interpretable
measures of risk, which are usually not tractable in MDPs.
How can we leverage the computational properties of En-
tRM to optimize those more preferred measures of risk ?
In the sequel, we show that optimizing the EntRM over a
range of risk parameters can lead to good approximation of
optimal policies for several problems.

3. A unified framework for Threshold
Probability and VaR/CVaR optimization.

The Threshold Probability and VaR/CVaR objectives are
all related to the tail probabilities of the return distribution.
These tail probabilities can be approximated with the help
of exponential moments of the distribution by Chernoff’s
bound:

Pr
(
X ≤ T

)
≤ inf

β≤0
exp
(
−β T

)
E
[
e β X

]
. (4)

Exponential moments are the core of Entropic Risk Measure
and we explain in this section how Inequality (4) leads to
proxies for the risk metrics introduced above.

A proxy for the Threshold Probability. In the case of
the Threshold Probability, the related proxy is pretty direct:

min
π

Pr
(
Rπ ≤ T

)
≤ min

β<0
min
π

e− β T E
[
eβR

π]
. (5)

Some insights are given in Appendix C.1.

From (C)VaR to EVaR. Solving for the rhs of (4) to equal
α, Ahmadi-Javid (2012) introduced the Entropic Value at
Risk (EVaR) as a proxy for the VaR defined by

EVaRα[X] = sup
β<0

EntRMβ

[
X
]
− 1

β
log(α).

It is the best approximation of the VaR based on exponential
moments, and one proves that VaRα[X] ≥ CVaRα[X] ≥
EVaRα[X]. Hence, the EVaR indeed appears as an even
better approximation for the CVaR. EVaR is a coherent risk
measure on its own, and its use for approximating VaR and
CVaR has been of growing interest recently in MDPs (Ni
& Lai, 2022; Hau et al., 2023; Su et al., 2024). The related
Proxy for VaR and CVaR is

max
π

VaRα [Rπ] ≥ sup
β<0

max
π

EntRMβ

[
Rπ
]
− log(α)

β
.

(6)

Relaxed optimization problems. These proxies directly
result in new optimization problems for the respective risk
metrics. We note π∗

β the optimal policy for the EntRM with
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parameter β. For the Threshold Probability, the optimal
policy is π∗

β where the risk parameter β corresponds to

argmin
β<0

e− β T E
[
eβR

π∗
β ]
, (7)

Similarly, for the Var/CVaR, we have

arg sup
β<0

EntRMβ

[
Rπ∗

β
]
− 1

β
log(α) (8)

(which is effectively an EVaR optimization problem).

Those two problems are reduced to optimizing over the
EntRM. There are some direct implications of this transfor-
mation in terms of the properties of the optimal policies.
Proposition 3.1 (Hau et al. (2023)). The optimal policies for
the previous problems (7)-(8) are deterministic and Marko-
vian. For each problem, there exists β < 0 such that the
optimal policy is also optimal for the EntRM with parameter
β.

Compared to the initial problems where optimal policies
are usually not markovian, the transformation to the EntRM
allows finding optimal policies that are easier to compute
and implement.

Yet, in those new optimization problems, optimizing the
EntRM is not done only for a specific parameter, but for a
whole range of values. Current methods for optimizing the
EntRM in MDPs are not adapted to this problem, and works
for a single parameter at a time. A natural way of getting
around this issue is by discretizing over the range of values
of β.

Quality of the approximations. The bounds above depend
on the tail of the distributions which are known to be more
accurate for distributions with light tails (Vershynin, 2018).
In MDPs, it means that they are tighter for rich reward
signals.

On the other hand, existing methods to optimize VaR, CVaR
and Threshold Probability rely on dynamic programming
on extended MDPs, where the state space is augmented
with a continuous variable that correspond to the achievable
values of the return (Chow & Ghavamzadeh, 2014; White,
1993). Thus, even for small MDPs, rich reward signals may
quickly increase the dimension to an extent that renders
the optimization intractable. Conveniently, this is when our
approximation method is relevant.

Moreover, while there is work on CVaR/VaR, this approx-
imation scheme for the Threshold Probability problem re-
mains unstudied so far in the literature.

3.1. Grid-Based Optimization of the Risk Parameter

A natural first idea to optimize the EVaR in MDPs is to dis-
cretize β on a grid. By considering well-chosen values of β,

Hau et al. (2023) show that they can get an ε-approximation
of the optimal policy for the EVaR problem with a complex-
ity of O

(
|S|2 |A|H log(1/ε)

ε2

)
.

We prove a similar result for the Chernoff approximation of
the Threshold Probability problem.

Proposition 3.2. Let R be the return of the MDP such that
there exists a < 0 and p > 0 with the property that for any
policy π, Pr(R ≤ a) ≥ p. Then solving Equation (7) with
accuracy 2 log(1 + ε)/H on β and βmin = ln(p)/a, finds
a policy π that satisfies

P
(
Rπ ≤ 0

)
≤ B̃ and B ≤ B̃ ≤ (1 + ε)B,

where B is the true optimal value.

Hence, one needs to compute

H βmin

2 log(1 + ε)

policies to obtain a value within a factor (1 + ε) of the
optimum. Given that computing an optimal policy for En-
tRM involves a complexity of O

(
|S|2 |A|H

)
, the overall

complexity to achieve an approximation ratio of (1 + ε) is

O
(H2 |S|2 |A|βmin

log(1 + ε)

)
.

As expected, those bounds show that the complexity ex-
plodes as the grid is refined to obtain more accurate ap-
proximations. However, intuition suggests that computing
very close values of risk parameters should lead to the same
optimal policy via similar computations. Can there be an
efficient method to optimize over a continuous range of
risk parameters for the EntRM problem, avoiding redundant
computation? Besides, the grid-based optimization com-
putes several EntRM-optimal policies in order to optimize
the proxy. Yet, the obtained result might not be the best
EntRM-optimal policy for the initial problem (Threshold
Probability or (C)VaR). The next section provides answers
to these points by a careful study of the structure of opti-
mal policies for the entropic risk over all values of the risk
parameter.

4. Structural Insights into Entropic Risk
Measures

Optimizing EntRM for an entire range of risk parameters
requires understanding the structure of EntRM optimal poli-
cies. We now show that exploiting the regularity of the
EntRMβ function leads to an efficient algorithm that com-
putes all the optimal policies along β ∈ R much more
efficiently than using a grid. We also show that this proves
useful for surprisingly many risk-sensitive objectives. In
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passing, understanding how a small perturbation of the risk
parameter can influence the optimal policy is also helpful
from the point of view of interpretability and robustness
(Bäuerle et al., 2024). All the proofs are given in the ap-
pendix.

4.1. Structure Analysis

Definition 4.1 (Optimality Front). For any MDP, the opti-
mality front is defined as Γ = (πk, Ik)k, where (Ik)k is a
partition of the risk tolerance set and where πk is the optimal
policy of EntRM for all risk tolerance parameters β ∈ Ik.

This definition is justified by the following property, for-
malizing the intuition that a small perturbation of the risk
parameter typically does not change the optimal policy: the
mapping β 7→ π∗

β is piecewise constant.

Proposition 4.2. The Optimality Front Π∗ is a finite set of
policies. Each policy in Π∗ is optimal on a finite union of
closed intervals.

Crucially, we are able to prove lower bounds on the length
of these intervals for a specific risk parameter β, knowing
the Advantage function at this specific point.

Theorem 4.3. Let β ∈ R be such that there is a unique
deterministic policy π∗

β optimizing EntRMβ . Define the
Generalized Advantage function:

Aπ
h,β(x, a) = EntRMβ [R

π
h(x)] − EntRMβ [R

π
h(x, a)].

Then, define optimality gaps as the smallest differences over
the entire MDP:

• ∆ =
|β|
2

min
h,x

min
a̸=π∗

β,h(x)

1

h
A

π∗
β

h,β(x, a) if β ̸= 0,

• ∆ = 2 min
h,x

min
a ̸=π∗

β,h(x)

1

h2
A

π∗
β

h,β(x, a) if β = 0.

Then, for all β′ ∈ [β −∆, β + ∆], the optimal policy for
EntRMβ′ remains π∗

β .

The first bound is usually quite good when the risk param-
eter is not too small, as it scales with β. For large values
of β, it balances the small optimality gap (remember that
EntRMβ [R

π] → ess inf Rπ when β → −∞, so the gaps
tend to 0). The degeneracy at β = 0 is circumvented by the
second bound.

Knowing this structure of intervals, the only information
we need to determine the optimality front is the location
of these subinterval boundaries. We call breakpoints these
risk-parameter values at which the optimal policy changes,
and we show that the resulting change is generally only
local.

Proposition 4.4. Consider a random MDP with reward
functions and transitions (rt(x, a))t,x,a and (pt(x))t,x gen-
erated from, say, independent uniform distributions. With
probability 1, for each breakpoint β ∈ B there is a single
state-horizon pair for which the optimal action changes:
if π1 is optimal for β ∈ [β1, β2] and π2 is optimal for
β ∈ [β2, β3], then there exists a unique state x and time step
t such that π1

t (x) ̸= π2
t (x).

See Appendix D.3 for more details.

4.2. Application to Risk-Sensitive Objectives

The structure of the optimality front allows to rewrite the
proxy optimization problems as minimization over a finite
set of optimal policies.

Proposition 4.5. Consider Γ = (πk, Ik)k the optimality
front.

Eq. (7) = min
k

inf
β∈Ik

E
[
eβ(R

πk−T )
]

(9)

Eq. (8) = min
k

inf
β∈Ik

EntRMβ

[
Rπk

]
− 1

β
log(α) (10)

Both these problems are reduced to more simple optimiza-
tion problems on small intervals that can be solved using
gradient methods. Indeed, the first one, for the Threshold
Probability, is concave (Boyd & Vandenberghe, 2004), and
the second one is quasiconcave1 (Hau et al., 2023).

While this method can be better if one wishes to truly op-
timize the EVaR, remember that the initial problem was to
find ”good” policies for the Threshold Probability, the VaR
and the CVaR. Instead of finding the best EntRM optimal
policy for the proxy, one can directly evaluate the metric of
choice for each policy in the optimality front.

The previous optimization problem is thus reduced to the
single and more general:

max
k

ρ
(
Rπk

)
(11)

where ρ is the metric of choice and (πk)k the policies of the
optimality front.

4.3. Computing the Optimality Front

The first step towards computing the Optimality Front is to
find the breakpoints. We first show that a direct approach is
not feasible but instead we can exploit Theorem 4.3. Then,
we present our algorithm, Distributional Optimality Front
Iteration (DOLFIN), based on efficient (distributional) value
iteration (Bellemare et al., 2023).

1It becomes a concave problem after using the change of vari-
able β ← 1

β
and thus can still be optimized efficiently
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Finding the Breakpoints. Breakpoints mark the transi-
tion between two different intervals of optimality. Accord-
ing to Proposition 4.4 there must be at least two optimal
policies for those particular parameter values. This yields a
system of equations characterizing the breakpoints.

Proposition 4.6. Assume π1 and π2 are such that π1 is
optimal for β ∈ [β1, βb] and π2 is optimal for β ∈ [βb, β2].
Then βb satisfies:

∀h, x, EntRMβ2
[Rπ1

h (x)] = EntRMβ2
[Rπ2

h (x)]

Note that since the policies only differ in one state-horizon
pair (Prop. 4.4), most of these equations are trivial. Never-
theless, one could attempt to use them to directly compute
the breakpoints by resolving a system of equations. Unfor-
tunately, we argue in Appendix E that this is unfeasible due
to the lack of regularity of the EntRM functions and to the
computational complexity of the problem. In general, we
show that the lack of “regularity” in these functions makes it
impossible in practice to know in advance how many break-
points, or optimal policies, might appear between two given
points.

However, the advantage of using the EntRM in MDPs is
that the optimal policies can be computed recursively by
Dynamic Programming and we show that this implies a
structure on the breakpoints.

Proposition 4.7. (Informal) Let Bh be the set of breakpoints
at time h and Bh(x) the corresponding set of breakpoints
at state x. Then, the sets verify the recursive equation

Bh = Bh+1 ∪

(⋃
x∈X
Bh(x)

)

A formal statement and the proof can be found in Ap-
pendix D.6. This result shows that the set of breakpoints is
simply a union over the per-state breakpoints, and they can
be computed via a backward recursion.

We now have all the tools to build an incremental approach
that we call FindBreaks. Theorem 4.3 tells us that knowing
the Entropic risk at a given point allows us to identify an
interval of β values over which the optimal policy does
not change. This fact can be utilized to ‘jump’ over β
values. The process is the following. At a given state,
assume the distribution of the return for each action is known
(η(x, a))a∈A. Start with β = 0 and iterate the following
steps:

1. Evaluate the Generalized Advantage function and the
optimality gaps (see Theorem 4.3),

2. Use the optimality gaps to get a lower bound β−∆ on
the next breakpoint, and ‘jump’: β ← β −∆

At some point, when getting close to a breakpoint, the incre-
ments ∆ will get closer to 0. Then use a minimal increment
ϵ until the optimal action changes. This can be done in
parallel over states thanks to Proposition 4.7. Details and
pseudo-code are in Appendix G.

This may not be the optimal way to compute the break-
points but it exploits all the structure of the problem: both
the regularity of the exponential functions and the recursive
properties of the MDP optimization allow to speed up the
process. The general question of characterizing optimality
for this problem is a challenging open problem we leave
for future work. Our final risk-sensitive optimization algo-
rithm below is fully modular and could integrate any other
breakpoint-search algorithm.

Distributional Optimality Front Iteration. Combining
both insights from Dynamic Programming and the approxi-
mation of Optimality Intervals, we derive an algorithm to
compute the Optimality Front up to a desired accuracy.

This algorithm keeps in memory the distribution of the re-
turn recursively. While not compulsory, it accelerates the
computation of several values of the EntRM with same
reward distribution. For more details on the Dynamic Pro-
gramming computation of return distributions, see Belle-
mare et al. (2023).

Algorithm 1 DOLFIN - Distributional Optimality Front
Iteration
Require: Precision ε ∈ (0, 1); MDP M(X ,A, p, R,H)

parameters.
1: Select lower bound βmin {Computed or handpicked}
2: IH ← [βmin, 0] {Starting interval}
3: νH(x)← δ0 {Optimal return distribution at timestep H}
4: for h = H to 1 do
5: for x ∈ X do
6: for I ∈ Ih do
7: ηI

h(x, a) ← ϱ(x, a) ∗
∑

x′ p(x
′ | x, a) νI

h+1(x
′)

{Return distributions}
8: {J , (a∗

j )j∈J } ← FINDBREAKS
(
ϵ, (ηI

h(x, a))a, I
)

{Apply Algorithm 2 on (ηI
h(x, a))a as the reward

distribution for each action}
9: for j ∈ J do

10: Add j to Ih−1 {Update intervals for next timestep}
11: νj

h(x)← ηI
h

(
x, a∗

j

)
{Store optimal return distribu-

tion}
12: end for
13: end for
14: end for
15: end for
output Γ = (πk, Ik)k , (η

k
0 )

k {Optimality Front, distributions}

DOLFIN returns the Optimality Front Γ and it remains to
solve (11): mink ρ(π

k). In the experimental section below,
we simply call this the Optimality Front method.
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About the computational cost. Calling B the number of
breakpoints in the optimality front of the MDP, the number
of calls to FindBreaks is bounded by Θ(|X |HB) and thus
heavily depend on the number of optimal policies. For a
low number, only a few calls will be made and only a few
Q-value evaluations will have to be computed. Using the
empirical observations on the number of breakpoints, the
number of calls to can be estimated to be in the order of
(|X |H)2. The total complexity ultimately depends on the
complexity of FindBreaks. An empirical study of our im-
plementation can be found in Appendix G. In practice we
observe that FindBreaks runs in O(|A|f(1/ε) time, with
some sublinear f . When the support of the accumulated
reward is too large, the implementation of the distributional
induction can benefit from the approximation schemes de-
scribed in (Bellemare et al., 2023).

5. Numerical Experiments
This section evaluates the effectiveness and efficiency of
the Optimality Front approach. As this is the first study to
explore policies for Threshold Probability optimization in
MDPs, we aim to assess how well these policies perform,
compared to naive approximation methods. We then com-
pare the performance of the Optimality Front on the VaR
and CVaR metrics against the method introduced by Hau
et al. (2023). Lastly, we analyze the efficiency of our al-
gorithm, focusing on the proposed approximation method.
We quantify the improvements due to FindBreaks compared
to a naive grid-based approach, highlighting its practical
advantages in reducing redundant computations.

Environment We implemented Optimality Front on the
Inventory Management MDP (Bellman et al., 1955; Scarf
et al., 1960). In this example, the goal is to maximize
the profit of a store selling one extensive good. The store
has a strict maximal capacity of M = 10. At each
time step, the state of the store is its number of avail-
able goods, xt ∈ [M ], and it can buy (action) a quan-
tity at ∈ [M ] of new goods. The reward obtained is
rt = [f(Dt, xt, at)−Cm(xt)−Cc(at)]/4M with Dt is the
random demand modeled by a binomial Dt ∼ B(0.5,M)
and f(Dt, xt, at) = 4min(Dt, xt + at) is the sales profit,
Cm(xt) = 1xt is the maintenance cost, and Cc(at) =
3 + 2at is the order cost. We considered a horizon H = 10
with s0 = 0. Optimal policies in the Inventory Management
MDP can be expressed in the form (st, St): at time t, if
the stock is less than st, then agent should buy so that they
have a stock of exactly St. More precisely: if xt ≤ st, then
a∗t = St − xt, else a∗t = 0.

Another environment, Cliff, can be found in Appendix H.

Optimality Front For our method, Optimality Front, we
executed DOLFIN only once, with accuracy ε = 10−3 on
the chosen environment. We then computed all the met-
rics following Equation (11) by applying the functional of
choice on all returned optimal distributions and selecting the
optimal value. The Optimality Front contained 20 different
optimal policies.

5.1. Threshold Probability

We compare the Optimality Front against several methods
to compute a policy: Proxy Optimization is the value ob-
tained by optimizing Equation (7). The Risk neutral optimal
policy (i.e. the policy optimizing E[Rπ]) serves as a base-
line. Nested Probability Threshold corresponds to the metric
of the policy obtained following the Nested Risk Measure
method (Bäuerle & Glauner, 2022). We also add, for refer-
ence, the optimal value obtained using augmented MDPs
dynamic programming, resulting in non-markovian policies.

The value of the thresholds T are selected as ratios of the
optimal mean µ∗. We observe in Table 1 that using EntRM

Table 1. Evaluation of P (Rπ ≤ T ).

T/µ∗ 0.25 0.33 0.5

Optimality Front 1.26e−5 8.40e−5 3.26e−3

Proxy Optimization 2.33e−5 1.18e−4 3.28e−3

Risk neutral optimal 1.11e−4 4.24e−4 5.73e−3

Nested Prob. Thresh. 1.54e−3 8.37e−3 1

Optimal value 6.29e−7 8.22e−6 7.85e−4

optimal policies outperforms the risk-neutral optimal policy
by up to a factor 10 for a threshold ratio of 0.25. On the
opposite, the Nested Probability Threshold fails to find a
good policy and performs worse than the risk-neutral one.
The experiment also highlights the benefit of choosing the
best policy from the Optimality Front instead of simply op-
timizing on the proxy. Not only is the optimization problem
simpler, but the performances are also better.

The true optimal value here is significantly better than what
any markovian policy can achieve, especially for low thresh-
olds. This gap is intensified by the nature of the MDP:
in Inventory Management, the agent receives some reward
with high variance at every timestep. For a specific state and
timestep, the accumulated reward (and so, the distance to
the threshold) can vary a lot, and so does the action. In some
more goal-oriented MDPs, with very scarce reward, this gap
can become insignificant (ex. see Cliff in Appendix H).

5.2. Value at Risk family

Hau et al. (2023) already showed that optimizing over the
EVaR performed better than previous methods when it

7
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comes to optimizing both VaR and CVaR, including us-
ing augmented MDPs. We compare our method to theirs
(here, Proxy Optimization) and two other baselines for better
illustration: the risk-neutral optimal policy and the Nested
Risk Measure method. We compute both the VaR and CVaR
with two different risk levels : 0.05 and 0.1.

Table 2. Evaluation of (C)VaRα[R
π].

Risk Measure VaR CVaR
Risk parameter α 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1

Optimality Front 37 40 32.54 35.56
Proxy Optimization 36 40 32.28 35.46
Risk neutral optimal 36 40 31.45 34.68
Nested Risk Measure 35 38 30.00 33.80

We observe in Table 2 that for VaR and CVaR also, our
algorithm outperforms pre-existing methods.

5.3. Optimality Front

We first give a simple illustration of the optimality front
on the Cliff environment. The agent starts in the blue cell
and is encouraged to reach the green cell as fast as possible,
while absolutely avoiding the cliff depicted in red. She
may choose her moves, but with probability 0.3 each choice
is replaced by a random direction. Her risk tolerance is
easily interpreted as her acceptance to walk close to the
edge. Figure 1 shows the variety of optimal policies as
the risk parameter β varies from −10 (very risk averse) to
+10 (risk-prone). Non-violet arrows show the action that
is preferred as soon as β is larger than a breakpoint whose
value is given by the arrow’s color.
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Figure 1. Illustration of all cliffs β-optimal policies. Arrows are
of the color of the smallest β value corresponding to the optimal
action [π∗

β ].

We now illustrate the computational efficiency of our algo-
rithms. DOLFIN computes intervals on which the current
policy stays optimal, in order to avoid computing unneces-
sary values. But as the values get close to the breakpoint,

using a regular grid becomes necessary as the computed
values become irrelevant. We show however in Figure 2
that the number of evaluations grows sublinearly with the
increasing accuracy, highlighting the gain of using such
method.
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DOLFIN+Findbreaks
Plain grid search

Figure 2. Number of evaluation of EntRM required to obtain an
accuracy of ε on the breakpoints using our method (blue) com a
naive grid (red). The efficiency ratio goes up to 15 in this example.

In practice, this algorithm already performs better than the
grid-based methods when comparing the number of evalu-
ations. Yet, this algorithm can also be used as a one-shot
preprocessing step to consider several risk-sensitive prob-
lems (such as different quantile levels), each of which can
then be solved efficiently. For instance, DOLFIN was only
executed once for the evaluation of all previous metrics,
while all other methods have to be executed separately for
each value.

6. Conclusion
We propose a unified framework for optimizing risk-
sensitive objectives in Markov Decision Processes. Lever-
aging the computational advantages of the Entropic Risk
Measure (EntRM), we provide an efficient algorithm for
computing the optimality front, a family of policies which
are optimal on a range of risk tolerance values. This also
allows us to approximate key metrics such as Threshold
Probabilities, Values at Risk and Conditional Values at Risk.
Our algorithm demonstrates significant practical benefits in
both efficiency and policy quality. This approach not only
enhances risk-sensitive planning but also provides a versatile
tool for tackling a variety of decision-making problems un-
der uncertainty. It remains to be extended beyond planning
in the context of learning unknown transition probabilities
and reward distributions.
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A. EntRM supplements
In this section, we give more insights about the Entropic Risk Measure. We first recall the definition of the EntRM.

Let X be a random variable. The Entropic Risk EntRMβ [X] of parameter β ∈ R is defined as

EntRMβ [X] =

{
1
β log

(
E[eβX ]

)
, if β ̸= 0,

E[X], if β = 0.

Risk parameter interpretation. The parameter β of EntRM measures risk tolerance. Large (positive) values of β
encourage a riskier behavior, as only the largest values taken by X contribute significantly to the expectation. Conversely,
negative values of β promote a conservative behavior that minimizes potential losses, irrespective of the maximum reward.
This behavior is illustrated by the values of the EntRM when the risk parameter approaches ±∞.

If the support of X is (Rmin, Rmax), then

lim
β→−∞

EntRMβ [X] = Rmin and lim
β→+∞

EntRMβ [X] = Rmax.

When β approaches zero, the EntRM converges to the expected value, leading to risk-neutral behavior:

EntRMβ(X) =
β→0

E[X] +
β

2
V[X] + o(β).

The risk neutral behavior obtained for β = 0 is just the expectation, and the variance appears as the sensitivity of EntRM.
For a Gaussian random variable X ∼ N (µ, σ2), it holds exactly that EntRMβ(X) = µ+ β

2σ
2.

Dynamic programming. Q-value function in the case of Entropic Risk Measure is defined as follows:

Qπ
h,β(x, a) =

1

β
log (E [exp (βRπ

h(x, a))]) . (12)

As shown in Howard & Matheson (1972), this Q-value also satisfies a Bellman equation and thus it can be optimized
efficiently by value iteration, and can result in a deterministic optimal policy.

The Q-value function for the entropic risk of parameter β satisfies the following optimal Bellman equations:

Qπ
h,β(x, a) = EntRMβ [rh(x, a)] + EntRMβ

[
Qπ

h+1,β(X
′, π(X ′))

]
(13)

Q∗
h,β(x, a) = EntRMβ [rh(x, a)] + EntRMβ

[
max
a′

Q∗
h+1,β(X

′, a′)
]

(14)

Where X ′ ∼ p(·|x, a).

Principle of Optimality. Another implication of the Bellman equation is that the Entropic Risk Measure verifies the
principle of Optimality, meaning there exists an optimal policy that is optimal for any subproblem:

∃π∗, ∀x, h, π∗
h:H ∈ argmax

π
EntRMβ [R

π(x)] (15)

with πh:H = (πh, . . . , πH). This is in general not true for other risk measures, where a policy may only be optimal for a
specific timestep and state, and can be suboptimal at intermediate timestep.

Exponential form While the EntRM is often defined as in Equation (1), the 1
β ln serves solely as a renormalization factor.

It does not influence the preference ordering between returns, and thus has no impact on the optimal policy in an MDP. For
this reason, we also consider the exponential form sign(β)Eπ[exp(βX)] (also called exponential utility), which can appear
in some applications, like for the Threshold Probability objective. If a policy π is optimal for EntRMβ , it is also optimal for
Eβ , and vice versa. In general:

EntRMβ(X1) > EntRMβ(X2)⇐⇒ sign(β) · E[exp(βX1)] > sign(β) · E[exp(βX2)]

and thus,

argmax
π

EntRMβ [R
π] = argmax

π
signEπ[exp(βR

π)].

This equivalence is used at several occasions below.
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B. More on the Value at Risk family of risk measures
In this section, we provide additional details on the Value at Risk (VaR), Conditional Value at Risk (CVaR), and Entropic
Value at Risk (EVaR) measures discussed in the main text. Three main points are covered: (1) a clarification of conventions
and notation, (2) key properties of VaR/CVaR, and (3) the derivation and theoretical advantages of EVaR.

B.1. Conventions and Notation

In the finance literature, VaR is generally introduced as the
(
1− α

)
-quantile of a loss distribution, referring to a worst-case

tail. It can also be defined via an α-quantile for gains (or returns), leading to slightly different formulas or sign conventions.
For instance, one would usually write

Pr
(
X ≥ VaR1−α[X]

)
= α. while others use Pr

(
X ≤ VaRα[X]

)
= α,

Both definitions capture the idea of a critical quantile but from opposite sides of the distribution (gains vs. losses).

Throughout this work, we consistently adopt the low-tail perspective, defining

VaRα[X] = inf
{
x
∣∣ Pr(X ≤ x) ≥ α

}
,

so that VaR at level α is simply the α-quantile of X from below. We focus on this definition to remain consistent with our
usage of “negative outcomes” or “low returns” as the main source of risk. Should the convention change, one can substitute
X ← −X to convert between definitions without altering the mathematical properties.

To follow the change of convention, we also define the Conditional Value at Risk (CVaR) as

CVaRα[X] =
1

α

∫ α

0

VaRγ [X] dγ. instead of CVaR1−α[X] =
1

α

∫ α

0

VaR1−γ [X] dγ.

and the Entropic Value at Risk (EVaR) as

EVaRα[X] = sup
β<0

{
1

β
lnE[eβX ]− 1

β
ln(α)

}
instead of inf

β>0

{
1

β
lnE[eβX ]− 1

β
ln(1− α)

}
.

B.2. Entropic Value at Risk (EVaR)

Entropic Value at Risk (EVaR) was proposed as a tighter exponential-based bound on VaR and CVaR (Ahmadi-Javid, 2012).
Its derivation stems from the fact that exponential moment bounding can yield a close approximation to quantile-based
measures.

Proof. By Chernoff’s inequality, for any β < 0 we have:

Pr
(
X ≤ ℓ

)
≤ E

[
eβX

]
exp
(
−β ℓ

)
.

Solving the equation E
[
eβX

]
exp
(
−β ℓ

)
= α for ℓ, we obtain

ℓ = aX(β, α) =
1

β
ln
(
E[eβX ]

)
− 1

β
ln(α).

Hence, for any β < 0 and α ∈ (0, 1], the inequality

Pr
(
X ≤ aX(β, α)

)
≤ α

implies
aX(β, α) ≤ VaRα(X).

Hence,
EVaRα(X) = sup

β<0
aX
(
β, α

)
≤ VaRα(X).
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C. Details on Section 3
C.1. Derivation of Proxy Problems

We here detail how the proxy problems are derived from the original problem.

Probability Threshold Problem. The inital problem is

min
π

Pr
(
Rπ ≤ T

)
,

Using the Chernoff bound, and a few manipulations.

min
π

Pr
(
Rπ ≤ T

)
≤ min

π
min
β<0

E
[
eβ(R

π−T )
]

= min
β<0

min
π

E
[
eβ(R

π−T )
]

= min
β<0

E
[
e
β
(
R

π∗
β−T

)]
.

Where the inversion between the minimum on the policy and the minimum on β is justified by the fact that there is only a
finite number of policies.

Using results from Section 4, we can further simplify the problem. Consider the EntRM optimal policies π1, . . . , πK and
the corresponding optimality intervals I1, . . . , IK . We have

min
π

Pr
(
Rπ ≤ T

)
≤ . . .

= min
β<0

E
[
eβ(R

π∗
β−T )

]
= min

k
min
β∈Ik

E
[
eβ(R

πk−T )
]
.

Value at Risk Problem. The initial problem is

max
π

(C)VaRα

[
Rπ
]
.

The similar manipulations lead to

max
π

(C)VaRα

[
Rπ
]
≥ max

π
EVaRα

[
Rπ
]

= max
π

sup
β<0

EntRMβ

[
Rπ
]
+

1

β
ln(α)

= sup
β<0

max
π

EntRMβ

[
Rπ
]
+

1

β
ln(α)

= sup
β<0

EntRMβ

[
Rπ∗

β
]
+

1

β
ln(α)

= max
k

sup
β∈Ik

EntRMβ

[
Rπk

]
+

1

β
ln(α).

C.2. Proof of Proposition 3.2

We write MR(β) = E[exp(βR)] the moment generating function of the random variable R.

Lemma C.1. Assume that R is bounded between−H and H , then for a fixed stepsize ϵ > 0, for k ∈ N and β ∈ [ϵk, ϵ(k+1)],
noting bk = MR(−ϵk), we have

MR(−β) ≥ exp(−ϵH)bk and MR(−β) ≥ exp(ϵH)bk+1,
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and,
MR(−β)

min{bk, bk+1}
≥ exp

(
ϵ
−H
2

)(
bk

bk+1

) 1
2H

≥ exp

(
ϵ
−H
2

)
,

otherwise the ratio is greater or equal to 1.

Proof. First we have

MR(−β) = E[exp(−(β − ϵk)R) exp(−ϵkR)]

≥ exp(−(β − ϵk)H)E[exp(−ϵkR)] ≥ exp(−ϵH)bk,

MR(−β) = E[exp((−β + ϵ(k + 1))R) exp(−ϵ(k + 1)R)]

≥ exp(−(ϵ(k + 1)− β)H)E[exp(−ϵ(k + 1)R)] ≥ exp(−ϵH)bk+1 .

To obtain the following inequality it is enough to consider the intersection of the functions t 7→ exp(−tH)bk and
t 7→ exp((−ϵ − t)H)bk+1 on t ∈ [0, ϵ]: as MR(−β) follows both left decreasing and right increasing constraint, the
minimal value possible is on the intersection.

We can now give a proof of Proposition 3.2.

Proof. Let πc and βc be the policy and the β optimizing the Chernoff bound B. First, we can consider that βc < ln(1/p)/a}.
Indeed if not we can choose βc = 0 instead:

MR(βc) = E[exp(−βR)1{R ≤ a}] + E[exp(−βR)1{R > a}]
≥ exp(−βca)P[R ≤ a] + exp(−βM)P[R ≥ a]

≥ exp(−βca)p ≥ 1 = MR(0) using the hypothesis on βc .

Let then k ∈ N be such that ϵk ≤ βc < ϵ(k + 1), and suppose MRπc (−ϵk) ≤MRπc (−ϵ(k + 1)) without loss of generality.
We have

B̃ ≤ min
π

MRπ (−ϵk) ≤MRπc (−ϵk) ≤ exp

(
ϵ
H

2

)
MRπc (βc) ≤ exp

(
ϵ
H

2

)
B,

using Lemma C.1.

For ϵ← 2 log(1ε)/H , we have that B̃ ≤ (1 + ε)B.

D. Proof of Section 4
D.1. Proof of Proposition 4.2.

Proof of Proposition 4.2. By Theorem D.5, there exist values βmin and βmax such that for all β < βmin (respectively,
β > βmax), a single action remains optimal. Consequently, any “breakpoint” (a value of β at which the optimal action
changes) must lie in the finite interval [βmin, βmax].

Let ai and aj be two different actions. Suppose at some β, both ai and aj are optimal for EntRMβ(R(·)). That implies:∑
i

µie
β xi =

∑
j

µje
β xj ,

where
{
µi, xi

}
and

{
µj , xj

}
refer to the reward distributions (or points in the returns) associated with actions ai and

aj . The map β 7→
∑

k µke
β xk is holomorphic (analytic) as it is a finite sum of exponentials. Two distinct holomorphic

functions on a finite interval can only coincide at a finite number of points, unless they coincide everywhere.

Therefore, there are only finitely many β values where

EntRMβ

(
R(ai)

)
= EntRMβ

(
R(aj)

)
.
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Because the optimal policy can only change when two action-value curves intersect (thus altering the argmax set), a finite
number of pairwise intersections implies a finite number of breakpoints in [βmin, βmax].

Assume an action a is the unique optimum at some β0. Formally,

EntRMβ0

(
R(a)

)
> EntRMβ0

(
R(a′)

)
for all a′ ̸= a.

By continuity of β 7→ EntRM
(
R(a)

)
, there exists ε > 0 such that for all β′ ∈ [β0 − ε, β0 + ε], the same strict inequality

holds. Hence, a remains the unique optimal action throughout this interval around β0.

D.2. Proof of Theorem 4.3.

We first start by deriving bounds on the growth of the EntRM when the risk parameter is changed slightly.

Proposition D.1. Let X be a random variable, β ∈ R, and 0 < ε < |β|. Then:

If β > 0:

β

β + ε
EntRMβ [X] +

ε

β + ε
rmin ≤ EntRMβ+ε[X] ≤ β

β + ε
EntRMβ [X] +

ε

β + ε
rmax, (16)

β

β − ε
EntRMβ [X]− ε

β − ε
rmax ≤ EntRMβ−ε[X] ≤ β

β − ε
EntRMβ [X]− ε

β − ε
rmin. (17)

If β < 0:

β

β + ε
EntRMβ [X] +

ε

β + ε
rmax ≤ EntRMβ+ε[X] ≤ β

β + ε
EntRMβ [X] +

ε

β + ε
rmin, (18)

β

β − ε
EntRMβ [X]− ε

β − ε
rmin ≤ EntRMβ−ε[X] ≤ β

β − ε
EntRMβ [X]− ε

β − ε
rmax. (19)

Proof. In the following, 0 < ε < |β|. We write X =
∑

µiδxi , with rmin = mini xi and rmax = maxi xi.

For β > 0:

EntRMβ+ε[X] =
1

β + ε
ln
(∑

µie
(β+ε)xi

)
=

1

β + ε
ln
(∑

µie
βxieεxi

)
≤ 1

β + ε
ln
(
eεrmax

∑
µie

βxi

)
(since

1

β + ε
> 0)

=
1

β + ε
ln
(∑

µie
βxi

)
+

ε

β + ε
rmax

=
β

β + ε
EntRMβ [X] +

ε

β + ε
rmax,

and

EntRMβ−ε[X] =
1

β − ε
ln
(∑

µie
(β−ε)xi

)
=

1

β − ε
ln
(∑

µie
βxie−εxi

)
≥ 1

β − ε
ln
(
e−εrmax

∑
µie

βxi

)
(since

1

β − ε
> 0)

=
1

β − ε
ln
(∑

µie
βxi

)
− ε

β − ε
rmax

=
β

β − ε
EntRMβ [X]− ε

β − ε
rmax.

15
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For β < 0:

EntRMβ+ε[X] =
1

β + ε
ln
(∑

µie
(β+ε)xi

)
=

1

β + ε
ln
(∑

µie
βxieεxi

)
≤ 1

β + ε
ln
(
eεrmin

∑
µie

βxi

)
(since

1

β + ε
< 0)

=
1

β + ε
ln
(∑

µie
βxi

)
+

ε

β + ε
rmin

=
β

β + ε
EntRMβ [X] +

ε

β + ε
rmin,

and

EntRMβ−ε[X] =
1

β − ε
ln
(∑

µie
(β−ε)xi

)
=

1

β − ε
ln
(∑

µie
βxie−εxi

)
≥ 1

β − ε
ln
(
e−εrmin

∑
µie

βxi

)
(since

1

β − ε
< 0)

=
1

β − ε
ln
(∑

µie
βxi

)
− ε

β − ε
rmin

=
β

β − ε
EntRMβ [X]− ε

β − ε
rmin.

The other sides of the inequalities are obtained in a similar manner.

We then consider the easier case of a single state MDP, which is what will be used in practice for the algorithm. There is n
actions a1, . . . , an with reward distribution R(a1), . . . , R(an).

Theorem D.2 (Interval of Action Optimality). Let rmin (resp. rmax) be the minimum (resp. maximum) achievable reward,
and ∆R = rmax − rmin. Suppose we have actions (a(i))i ordered so that

EntRMβ

[
R(a(1))

]
> EntRMβ

[
R(a(2))

]
≥ . . . ≥ EntRMβ

[
R(a(n))

]
.

In particular, a(1) is the unique optimal action and a(2) is the second-best. Define

∆U = EntRMβ

[
R(a(1))

]
− EntRMβ

[
R(a(2))

]
.

Then:

• If β ̸= 0, for all β′ ∈
[
β
(
1− ∆U

∆R

)
, β
(
1 + ∆U

∆R

)]
and for all i ≥ 2, we have

EntRMβ′
[
R(a(1))

]
> EntRMβ′

[
R(a(i))

]
.

• If β = 0, then for all β′ ∈
[
− 8∆U

∆R2 ,
8∆U
∆R2

]
and all i ≥ 2, we have

EntRMβ′
[
R(a(1))

]
> EntRMβ′

[
R(a(i))

]
.

Proof of Theorem D.2 for the case β ̸= 0. Assume β ̸= 0. Let

U1
β = EntRMβ

[
R(a(1))

]
, U2

β = EntRMβ

[
R(a(2))

]
.

By hypothesis, U1
β > U2

β . Define ∆U = U1
β − U2

β and ∆R = rmax − rmin. We aim to show that if β′ remains within the
specified range around β, action a(1) remains strictly optimal for EntRMβ′ .
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Case β′ > β and β > 0.

Write β′ = β + ε with ε > 0. Assume

ε < β · ∆U

∆R
.

From the previously established bounds (see Proposition D.1), we know

β

β + ε
U1
β +

ε

β + ε
rmin ≤ EntRMβ+ε

[
R(a(1))

]
= U1

β′ ,

and
EntRMβ+ε

[
R(a(2))

]
= U2

β′ ≤
β

β + ε
U2
β +

ε

β + ε
rmax.

Thus, showing
β

β + ε
U1
β +

ε

β + ε
rmin >

β

β + ε
U2
β +

ε

β + ε
rmax

implies U1
β′ > U2

β′ . Rewriting, we get

β

β + ε

(
U1
β − U2

β

)
>

ε

β + ε

(
rmax − rmin

)
,

i.e.
β
∆U

∆R
> ε.

But this is exactly our assumption on ε. Hence a(1) remains strictly better than a(2) at β′ = β + ε, and by extension, better
than all other actions.

Case β′ < β and β > 0.

Now let β′ = β − ε with ε > 0. We assume

ε < β
∆U

∆R
.

An analogous argument shows
β

β − ε

(
U1
β − U2

β

)
>

ε

β − ε

(
rmax − rmin

)
.

This inequality, combined with the upper and lower bounds for U1
β−ε and U2

β−ε, yields U1
β′ > U2

β′ . Consequently, a(1)
remains the strictly optimal action at β′ = β − ε.

The case β < 0 is similar, using the associated inequalities from Proposition D.1.

Hence, for all parameter shifts β′ ∈ [β(1 −∆U/∆R), β(1 + ∆U/∆R)], the action a(1) remains strictly optimal. This
completes the proof for β ̸= 0.

The proof of the second part of Theorem D.2, when β = 0, uses Hoeffding’s lemma (see e.g. Massart (2007)):

∀λ ∈ R, E[exp(λX)] ≤ exp

(
λE[X] +

λ2∆R2

8

)
(20)

Proof. (second part of Theorem D.2) Hoeffding’s lemma gives{
EntRMβ [X] ≤ E[X] + β∆R2

8 if β > 0 , and
EntRMβ [X] ≥ E[X]− β∆R2

8 if β < 0 .
(21)

We can then proceed similarly as the previous proof. Consider 0 < β < 8∆µ
∆R2 . Using the monotonicity of β 7→ Uβ ,

U1
β ≥ E[R(a1)] and

U1
β − U2

β ≥ E[R(a1)]− E[R(a2)]− β
∆R2

8
≥ ∆µ− 8∆µ

∆R2

∆R2

8
= 0 ,

and U1
β > U2

β . The case β < 0 is similar.

17



Efficient Risk-sensitive Planning

Better bounds can also be derived, yet they are not symmetrical. These better bounds will be those used in practice in
Algorithm 2.

Proposition D.3. Better bounds Let β ∈ R \ {0}. Let a1, . . . , an ∈ A and R(ai) be the associated rewards. Without loss
of generality, assume that Uβ(R(a1)) > Uβ(R(a2)) ≥ · · · ≥ Uβ(R(an)) (i.e., a1 is the unique optimal action). Define
∆U = Uβ(R(a1))− Uβ(R(a2)).

If β > 0, for all β′ ∈
[
β
(
1− ∆U

rmax−U2

)
, β
(
1 + ∆U

rmax−U1

)]
, the optimal action for Uβ′ is a1.

If β < 0, for all β′ ∈
[
β
(
1− ∆U

U2−rmin

)
, β
(
1 + ∆U

U1−rmin

)]
, the optimal action for Uβ′ is a1.

We can verify that these intervals are better than those given by Theorem D.2 by noting that rmin ≤ Uβ(R) ≤ rmax.
Therefore, ∆U

rmax−U > ∆U
∆R and ∆U

U−rmin
> ∆U

∆R .

Proof. The proof is the same as in Proposition 4.2, but using the monotonicity bounds Uβ(µ) ≤ Uβ+ε(µ) and Uβ(µ) ≥
Uβ−ε(µ) .

Finally, we can prove Theorem 4.3. We use the same principle as in the proof of Theorem D.2 and the principle of optimality
(i.e. the optimal policy is always greedy with respect to itself) to show that the optimal policy remains the same. The
inequalities from Proposition D.1 are adapted by replacing rmax by h · rmax and rmin by h · rmin (for timestep h, the return
is in [h · rmin, h · rmax]).

Proof. (of Theorem 4.3) Let us address the case where β > 0. By the principle of optimality, we have:

∀h, x, π∗
h,β(x) = argmax

a
EntRMβ [R

π∗
h (x, a)] .

Let ε < ∆ (with ε < β). We then obtain the inequalities:

∀h, x, a, β

β + ε
EntRMβ [R

π∗
h (x, a)]+

ε

β + ε
hrmin ≤ EntRMβ+ε[R

π∗
h (x, a)] ≤ β

β + ε
EntRMβ [R

π∗
h (x, a)]+

ε

β + ε
hrmax .

By the definition of ε, we get:

∀h, x,∀a ̸= π∗
h(x),

β

β + ε
EntRMβ [R

π∗
h (x, a)] +

ε

β + ε
hrmax ≤

β

β + ε
EntRMβ [R

π∗
h (x, π∗

h(x))] +
ε

β + ε
hrmin.

Therefore,

EntRMβ′ [Rπ∗
h (x, a)] ≤ β

β + ε
EntRMβ [R

π∗
h (x, a)] +

ε

β + ε
hrmax

≤ β

β + ε
EntRMβ [R

π∗
h (x, π∗

h(x))] +
ε

β + ε
hrmin

≤ EntRMβ′ [Rπ∗
h (x, π∗

h(x))] .

Thus, π∗ remains greedy with respect to itself and continues to be the optimal policy.

The cases β = 0 and β < 0 follow similarly, using the associated inequalities.

D.3. About Proposition 4.4.

We first start with a lemma.

Lemma D.4. Let Y be a random variable with continuous law. Let X1, . . . , Xn be random variables with Y independant
from (X1, . . . , Xn). Then,

Pr
(
Y = f(X1, . . . , Xn) | X1, . . . , Xn

)
= 0

Proof. This is a special case of Exercise 2.1.5 in Durrett (2019). It comes down to writing the definition of conditional
probabilities and computing the integrals with Fubini’s theorem.
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Proof. (of Proposition 4.4)

Let π be a policy. Assume the probability transitions are fixed and only the rewards are random. We consider, for x, h, a, a′

the set Bx,ha,a′ of parameters such that EntRMβ [R
π
h(x, a)] = EntRMβ [R

π
h(x, a

′)]. We aim to show that (Bx,ha,a′)x,h,a,a′ have
no element in common pairwise, with probability one.

Consider orders on both X and A, and consider the associated lexigocraphic order of [H, 1] × X × A. We proceed by
induction on this order.

Case t = H .

Let x1, x2 ∈ X , a1, a′1, a2, a
′
2 ∈ A, with (x1, a1, a

′
1) ̸= (x2, a2, a

′
2) (the triplets are different, but some elements of the

triplets can be equal). Consider known Bx1,H
a1,a′

1
.

∀β ∈ R, Pr
(
EntRMβ [R

π
H(x2, a2)] = EntRMβ [R

π
H(x2, a

′
2)]
∣∣∣ rH(x1, a1), rH(x1, a

′
1)
)

= Pr
(
rH(x2, a2) = rH(x2, a

′
2)
∣∣∣ rH(x1, a1), rH(x1, a

′
1)
)

= 0.

Because rH(x2, a2) and rH(x2, a
′
2) are continuous random variables and at least one of the two is not conditioned on, the

probability that they are equal is zero according to Lemma D.4.

It is in particular true for all β ∈ Bx1,H
a1,a′

1
. Using the union bound, we get that Bx1,H

a1,a′
1

and Bx2,H
a2,a′

2
have no element in common

with probability one.

By considering elements in order and conditioning on the previously observed rewards, the induction is verified for t = H .

Case t < H .

Let u = h0, x0, a0. Consider all breakpoints observed before

B =
⋃

(h,x,a)<u
(h,x,a′)≤u

Bx,ha,a′ .

By induction, all of them are disjoint pairwise with probability one.

∀β ∈ B, Pr
(
EntRMβ [R

π
h0
(x0, a0)] = EntRMβ [R

π
h0
(x0, a

′
0)]
∣∣∣(rh(x, a))(h,x,a)≤u

)
= Pr

(
rh0(x0, a0) + EntRMβ [R

π
h0+1(X0)] = rh0(x0, a

′
0) + EntRMβ [R

π
h0+1(X

′
0)]
∣∣∣ (rh(x, a))(h,x,a)≤u

)
= P

(
rh0(x0, a0) = f

((
rh(x, a)

)
(h,x,a)≤u

) ∣∣∣ (rh(x, a))(h,x,a)≤u

)
= 0.

Where f
((

rh(x, a)
)
(h,x,a)≤u

)
= rh0

(x0, a
′
0) + EntRMβ [R

π
h0+1(X

′
0)]− EntRMβ [R

π
h0+1(X0)] and using Lemma D.4.

The induction is then proved.

As there is a finite number of policy, this result remains when considering the set of all policies.

To conclude, notice that a breakpoint β0 is a value of risk parameter for which two different action a1, a2 have the same
expected return for some state x and timestep t. Hence, β0 ∈ Bx,ha1,a2

. With probability one, those set are pairwise disjoint,
meaning a single action changes in β0.

As this proof works for any value of the probability transitions, the result also remains for p random.
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The result is what we observe for all the MDPs used in practice. Yet it is simple to construct an MDP where several
actions change at the same time, it is enough to have two states x1, x2 have the same transitions function and rewards :
∀a, x′, p(x′|x1, a) = p(x′|x2, a) and r(x1, a) = r(x2, a).

D.4. Proof of Proposition 4.6.

Proof. (of Proposition 4.6) It all relies on the continuity of the function β → EntRMβ [R
π].

∀h, x, EntRMβ1 [R
π1

h (x)] ≥ EntRMβ1 [R
π2

h (x)]

EntRMβ3 [R
π1

h (x)] ≤ EntRMβ3 [R
π2

h (x)]

By continuity, there exists β2 such that there is an equality, and, since we assume that there are no other optimal policy in
[β1, β3], the equality is verified for all x, h.

D.5. On the lowest breakpoint.

Theorem D.5. Consider πinf = limβ→−∞ π∗
β . Consider the return R taking value in x1 ≤ . . . ≤ xn. We write

ai(π) = P (Rπinf = xi)− Pr(Rπ = xi). Then, the lowest breakpoint βinf verifies

βinf ≥
− log

(
1 + maxπ ̸=πinf

maxi>0
|ai(π)|
|a0(π)|

)
mini̸=j |xi − xj |

.

Proof. (of Theorem D.5)

We write ∆R = Rmax −Rmin. We assume here for simplicity that all the rewards are even spaced on a grid. This mean
that the values of the return are of the form Ri = Rmin + i∆R

n for i ∈ {0, . . . , n}.

With this natural assumption, the problem of finding β such that,

EntRMβ [R
π] = EntRMβ [R

π′
]

can be transformed into a problem of finding the roots of a polynomial.

EntRMβ

[
Rπ
]
= EntRMβ

[
Rπ′]

=⇒ E
[
exp(βRπ)

]
= E

[
exp(βRπ′

)
]

⇐⇒
n∑

i=0

µi exp
(
βRi

)
=

n∑
i=0

µ′
i exp

(
βR′

i

)
⇐⇒

n∑
i=0

ai exp
(
βRi

)
= 0

⇐⇒
n∑

i=0

ai exp
(
β i

∆R

n

)
= 0

⇐⇒
n∑

i=0

ai X
−i = 0 .

⇐⇒
n∑

i=0

an−i X
i = 0 .

Where X = exp
(
−β ∆R

n

)
. The first implication is not an equivalence because of the case β = 0, where the exponential

form (rhs) is always equal to 1 and thus the equality is always verified. The last implication is verified by multiplying by
Xn because of that same fact that 0 is already a root of the equation.
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Hence, if X is a solution, β verifies β = − log(X)
∆R
n

.

Cauchy’s bound on the size of the largest polynomial root (Cauchy, 1828) claims that the largest root verifies

1 + max
i>0

|ai|
|a0|

.

The lowest breakpoints corresponds to the largest breakpoint solution between the πinf and any other policy. Hence, the
lowest breakpoint verifies

βinf ≥
− log

(
1 + maxπ ̸=πinf

maxi
|ai(π)|
|a0(π)|

)
∆R
n

.

This proof uses Cauchy’s bound on the size of the largest polynomial root as it is simple to write and an efficient bound.
Tighter bound have been developed in the litterature that could also be used here. See Akritas et al. (2008) for example.

Using this polynomial formulation, it is also possible to derive a theoretical bound on the smallest distance between
breakpoints. Mignotte’s separation bound (Collins, 2001) gives a lower bound on the distance between two roots of the
polynomial, as a function of the coefficient of such polynomial. This bound can then be transfered to a bound on the distance
between breakpoints. This kind of bound could be useful to choose the necessary precision for the computation of the
breakpoints, but are intractable to compute and the obtained values are too small to be relevant in practice.

D.6. About Proposition 4.7.

Proposition D.6 (Formal). Let Bh and Γh respectively be the set of breakpoints and the optimality front when the MDP
starts at timestep h. Let B ((Xi)i, I) the set of breakpoints for the MDP with a single state and reward distributions (Xi)i
(not assumed deterministic).

Bh = Bh+1 ∪

 ⋃
x∈X ,(πh

k ,I
h
k )∈Γh

B
(
[R

πh
k

h (x, a)]a, I
h
k

)
Proof. Consider β0 a breakpoint. There exists h such that β0 ∈ Bh \ Bh+1. This h corresponds to the last timestep where
the optimal policy changes when the risk parameter crosses β0.

In particular, let (πI , I) ∈ Γh+1 such that β0 ∈ I . By definition,

∀t ≥ h+ 1,∀β ∈ I, [π∗
β ]t(x) = [πI ]t(x).

Also, since β0 is a breakpoint, there exists x, a1 ̸= a2, π1 ̸= π2 such that

EntRMβ0 [R
π1

h (x, a1)] = EntRMβ0 [R
π2

h (x, a2)],

By definition of πI , it is also equal to

EntRMβ0
[RπI

h (x, a1)] = EntRMβ0
[RπI

h (x, a2)],

Hence, β0 ∈ B
(
[RπI

h (x, a)]a, I
)

.
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E. Solving the exact breakpoints
Several issues rises when trying to computing the Optimality front with this method. The first one is that there is no easy
way to compute the function β 7→ Qπ

h,β(x, π(x)) without having access to the exact distribution of return for this policy, or
to perform a Policy Evaluation step for each value of β, which quickly becomes computationally inefficient.

A second issue is that this system of equation is only valid if there is a single breakpoint (i.e., no other optimal policy)
between those two policies. Assume that we know π1 is optimal for β1 and π2 is optimal for π2, solving the equations
gives value of the risk parameter for which one policy becomes better than the other. However, there could also be a third
(or more) policy π3 which is optimal for values of β between β1 and β2. Computing the optimality front would require
computing the breakpoints between π1 and π3, and between π3 and π2. As there are no simple conditions to verify the
existence of another optimal policy between two known one, solving the exact breakpoint for a policy π1 optimal for β1

would require to solve the system of equation for all possible policy π2, and retrieving the lowest breakpoint obtained among
them all. Selecting this lowest breakpoint β2 ensures that π1 is only optimal for the a risk parameter up to β2. Because of the
exponential number of possible policies, such method is intractable in practice, and some approximation will be required.

Lastly, the equations themselves are non-trivial. Indeed, knowing the distribution of rewards, such an equation takes the
form

∑k
i=1 ai e

αiβ = 0, where the coefficient ai may be non-positive. The function in question can be expressed as the
difference of two convex functions, but it lacks many of the regularity properties needed for simple optimization methods.
To the best of our knowledge, the best algorithms for solving such problems reduce it to finding roots of polynomial and
using efficient solvers. Yet, the non-linear transformation required (see proof of Theorem D.5) makes the approximation
error become significant when transposed back to our initial problem.

F. Analysis of the number of breakpoints
F.1. Theoretical bound on the number of breakpoints

Proposition F.1. Let n the number of possible values of Rπ . The number of breakpoints B verifies

B ≤ n · |A|2|X|H

Proof. (of Proposition F.1)

We first consider this lemma, on the number of roots of an exponential sum.

Lemma F.2 ((Tossavainen, 2007)). Let fn(x) =
∑n

0 bik
x
i , bi ∈ R, ki > 0. Then fn has at most n− 1 roots.

This lemma allows for bounding the number of values of the risk parameter β for which two different policies have the same
entropic risk.

Proposition F.3. Consider two distributions µ1 ̸= µ2 with support on X = {x1, . . . , xn} ⊂ R of size n. Consider X1 ∼
µ1, X2 ∼ µ2 random variables following those distributions. Consider B = {β ∈ R | EntRMβ(X1) = EntRMβ(X2)}.

Then: |B| ≤ n− 1

The proposition is straightforward by considering the exponential form of the EntRM, which is a sum of exponentials.

Finally we conclude by considering that there are |A||X|H deterministic markovian policies for a specific MDP, and thus
|A|2|X|H pairs of policies. The breakpoints are values for which the entropic risk of two policies is equal, and thus are
included in the union of the ”breakpoints” of all pairs of policies. By Proposition F.3, the number of breakpoints is at most
(n− 1)|A|2|X|H .

This proposition is not in general. In the conclusion we consider the number of point of equality between any two
policies, but those points cannot all be breakpoints. Only the points where one of the two policy is optimal count as
breakpoints. This problem is reduced to finding the number of components of the function h(β) = max{fπ(β)}π∈Π, where
fπ(β) = EntRMβ [R

π]. This combinatorial problem has been studied before (see Lemma 2.4 in Atallah (1985)), but to the
best of our knowledge, no better explicit formula has been found.
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F.2. Evolution with the number of actions and atoms in the distributions

We conducted experiments in the single-state setting (the FindBreaks setting) to determine whether the theoretical bound
on the number of breakpoints is reached in practice. We generated numerous random reward distributions and used our
algorithm to find the number of breakpoints. We performed two experiments: one evaluating how the number of breakpoints
evolves with respect to the number of actions, and the other with respect to the number of atoms in the reward distributions.

All the distributions considered have values in [0, 1] with atoms evenly spaced over this interval. To generate these
distributions, we treat each as an element of [0, 1]n, where the sum of the elements equals 1, representing a point on the
n-dimensional simplex. The distributions are thus generated by uniformly sampling a point on this simplex.

For the first experiment, we fixed the number of atoms to 10 and varied the number of actions from 5 to 50. For the second
experiment, we fixed the number of actions to 10 and varied the number of atoms from 5 to 50 as well. For each action, the
reward distribution was generated randomly as previously described. In the solving algorithm, we searched for breakpoints
for β values in the range [−15, 15] with a precision of 0.01. For each plot, we generated 100 independent problems and
displayed a histogram of the number of breakpoints found across these 100 problems.
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Figure 3. Illustration of the evolution of the number of breakpoints when the number of actions (Up) and atoms in the distributions (Down)
is increasing. While the number of actions and atoms is multiplied by 10, the average number of breakpoints increases by less than a
factor 2.

The results are shown in Figure 3. We observe that the number of breakpoints increases according to the studied parameters,
with an average number of crossings of 1.25, 1.9, 2.19, and 2.36 for the first experiment, and 1.42, 1.66, 1.93, and 2.05 for
the second. However, this increase is far from the theoretical bound established in Proposition F.1. Indeed, the number of
breakpoints is much lower than the theoretical bound, showing sublinear growth. This experiment confirms the efficiency of
our algorithm, whose complexity is strongly tied to the number of breakpoints.

G. FindBreaks Algorithm
Here FindBreaks is designed to be able to handle values of the risk parameter both positive and negative. In practice, using
DOLFIN, all the values will be non-positive. The values of the increments ∆ come from Theorem D.2.

Empirical Evaluation and Performance Analysis A simple simulation illustrates the behavior or Algorithm 2. We
consider two actions, a1 and a2, with reward distributions ϱ(a1) = 1

2δ0 +
1
2δ1 and ϱ(a2) = 99

100δ0 +
1

100δ2. Action a1
is better in expectation (lower risk) but action a2 can achieve a higher reward with small probability and should only
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Algorithm 2 FindBreaks: Computing all optimal actions
Require: Precision ε ∈ (0, 1), Random rewards (R(ai))i, interval I .

1: Compute a∗ = argmaxa EntRM0(R(a)) {Initial optimial action}
2: Compute A = mina2 ̸=a∗ EntRM0(R(a∗))− EntRM0(R(a2)), ∆R = rmax − rmin {Advantage function and range

of rewards}
3: Initialize β = 8∆µ

∆R2 , βold = 0 {Initial parameter values}
4: Initialize bℓ = 0, aβold = a∗

5: while βmin < β < βmax do
6: Compute the β risks EntRMβ(R(a)) for each action a {Evaluate risks for all actions}
7: aβ = argmaxa EntRMβ(R(a)) {Select the action with the highest utility}
8: if aβ ̸= aβold then
9: Add [bℓ, β] to the interval set I and aβ to the optimality front Π∗ {Update intervals and front}

10: bℓ ← β {Update the lower bound of the next interval}
11: end if
12: aβold ← aβ {Update the last optimal action}
13: ∆U = mina̸=aβ

(
EntRMβ(R(aβ))− EntRMβ(R(a))

)
{Smallest optimality gap for non-optimal actions}

14: if β < 0 then
15: β ← β −max{β∆U

∆R , ε} {Decrease β for negative values}
16: end if
17: if β > 0 then
18: β ← β +max{β∆U

∆R , ε} {Increase β for positive values}
19: end if
20: end while
21: Add [bℓ, βmax] to I {Add the last interval to the set}
output Optimality Front Γ∗

outperform action a1 for large risk parameters. Figure 4 illustrates this: the functions EntRM(R(a)) are plotted for2 β > 0.
As soon as the risk parameter β is large enough (specifically, β > 3.9), action a2 becomes optimal.

Algorithm 2 was executed on this example for β ∈ [0, 8], with a precision of ε = 10−2, but our theoretical upper bound3 is
βmax = ln(100) = 4.6. The green markers correspond to the values of β where the algorithm computed the EntRM, while
the red markers represent the values that would be computed using a plain grid search with precision ε. As expected, we
observe that the intervals shrink near the breakpoint, but grow significantly larger as we move away from these regions.
Figure 4 (Right) zooms in on the interval β ∈ [3.6, 4.2] to better visualize the concentration of intervals. Around β = 3.9,
we observe that a few intervals are indeed capped by the maximal precision.

In this simple example, the naive grid uses 800 evaluations while Algorithm 2 only requires 22, with an efficiency ratio
of 800/22 = 36. To better quantify this gain, we run another experiment on random problems with 8 actions and reward
function supported on 20 atoms in [0, 1] (hence with possibly much more that 1 breakpoint). On Figure 5, for each level of
precision ε ∈ [10−3, 10−1], we compare the number of evaluations required by Algorithm 2 with the naive 1/ε obtained
with a plain grid search. We report the gain on average over 20 random problem and notice efficiency ratios up to 35 for
high-precision ε values.

The performance of this algorithm is also closely tied to the number of breakpoints. The more breakpoints there are, the
smaller the intervals will tend to be, which in turn reduces the algorithm’s efficiency compared to a plain grid search.
Therefore, the number of breakpoints is a critical factor. Appendix F show that the number of breakpoints grows much
slower than the theoretical bound. This allows our algorithm to be more efficient in practice than predicted by theory.

2This experiment is design to test the transition to a risky action, so it is only relevant to observe the optimality front for β > 0.
3We show a larger upper bound for visualisation purposes. Our algorithm only evaluates 3 values past this limit so it does not hurt

performance significantly.
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Figure 4. Utility functions on a single-state problem: a conservative (blue) and risky (red) actions, with respective ranges of optimality
intersecting at βbp = 3.9±10−2. In red, we show the 800 values of β tested with a naive grid; in green the 22 values tested by Algorithm 2
to identify the breakpoint. Right-hand figure zooms around βbp.
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Figure 5. Performance gained using Algorithm 2. (Left) Number of evaluations, (Right) efficiency ratio (red over blue).

H. More Numerical Experiments
H.1. Inventory Management

We first consider some more values for the Inventory Management environments.

Table 3. Evaluation of P (Rπ ≤ T ) for Inventory Management.

T/µ∗ 0.25 0.33 0.5 0.66 0.75

Optimality Front 1.26e−5 8.40e−5 3.26e−3 3.91e−2 8.78e−2

Proxy Optimization 2.33e−5 1.18e−4 3.28e−3 3.91e−2 8.78e−2

Risk neutral optimal 1.11e−4 4.24e−4 5.73e−3 4.62e−2 9.77e−2

Nested Prob. Thresh. 1.54e−3 8.37e−3 1 1 1

Optimal value 6.29e−7 8.22e−6 7.85e−4 1.65e−2 4.47e−2

The values in Table 3 and Table 4 reveal that the improvements of our Optimality Front method over the Proxy Optimization
becomes less significant as the level of risks decreases.

We also plot in Figure 6 the efficiency ratio of using the Findbreaks, similar to Figure 5. This figure highlights the polynomial
gain in performances of using DOLFIN and Findbreaks when one wants to compute all the optimal policies up to a certain
accuracy.
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Table 4. Evaluation of (C)VaRα[R
π] for Inventory Management.

Risk Measure VaR CVaR
Risk parameter α 0.05 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.05 0.1 0.2 0.5

Optimality Front 37 40 44 53 32.54 35.56 39.03 45.03
Proxy Optimization 36 40 44 53 32.28 35.46 39.00 45.03
Risk neutral optimal 36 40 44 53 31.45 34.68 38.44 44.74
Nested Risk Measure 35 38 42 51 30.00 33.80 37.98 44.89
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Figure 6. Performance gained using Algorithm 1 on Inventory Management.

H.2. Cliff Grid World

Here we consider the Cliff grid world (Sutton & Barto, 2018) illustrated in Figure 1. The agent starts in the blue state. At
each step, she has a small probability (0.1 here) of moving to another random direction. Due to these random transitions, it
is risky to walk too close to the cliff (bottom, in red, negative reward − 1

2 ), and conservative policies will prefer to walk
further away to reach the goal (in green). The horizon is fixed at H = 15, so in principle, the agent has enough time to reach
the end using the safe path. The reward when the goal is reached at step h is 1− h

2H , which encourages the agent to reach it
as fast as possible.

The agent thus faces a dilemma: she could either walk along the cliff, risking to fall but reaching the goal faster and
consequently receiving a higher reward; or she could go all the way around, taking more time but with a lower probability to
fall down. This can be observed in Figure 1, where the optimal policies for different values of β are shown. For high values
of beta (e.g., β = 10), the agent takes the risky path, while for low values of beta (e.g., β = −5), the agent takes the safe
path. One can even observe that for extremely negative values of β values (e.g. β = −10) the agent prefers to stay away
from the cliff, not even trying to reach the goal (see purple arrow in top right corner pointing up).

The Cliff environment is very different from Inventory Management in its nature. The agent only receives rewards when a
certain state is reached, making the reward scarce and the return distribution simpler. This implies that the optimal policy for
different measures of risks, such as Probability Threshold, VaR and CVaR are markovian for this MDP.

For the Threshold Probability problem, we only consider 2 values of the threshold, −0.5 corresponding to falling into the
cliff, and 0 corresponding to not reaching the goal. For the first threshold, the objective is to find the policy that is least
likely to fall, while for the second it is to find the policy with the most chances of reaching the goal.

Table 1 confirms that our Optimality Front method performs better than other methods for the Threshold probability. An
important remark is that, here, the real optimal value is reached by the optimality front. Similar performances are observed
for the CVaR in Table 6. For the VaR, the gain in performance is limited, which is explained by the scarcity of rewards in
the environment (the small changes in the return distribution does not change the value of the VaR).

Compared to the Inventory Management, the gain performance for computing the optimality front is much better, with a
ratio up to a factor 100, as seen in Figure 7.
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Table 5. Evaluation of P (Rπ ≤ T ) for Cliff.

T -0.5 0

Optimality Front 3.72e−2 4.65e−2

Proxy Optimization 3.38e−2 4.67e−2

Risk neutral optimal 4.50e−2 4.84e−2

Nested Prob. Thresh. 1 1

Optimal value 3.72e−2 4.65e−2

Table 6. Evaluation of (C)VaRα[R
π] for Cliff.

Risk Measure VaR CVaR
Risk parameter α 0.05 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.05 0.1 0.2 0.5

Optimality Front 0.53 0.63 0.70 0.76 −0.37 0.11 0.38 0.58
Proxy Optimization 0.00 0.6 0.70 0.76 −0.39 −0.08 0.38 0.58
Risk neutral optimal 0.53 0.63 0.70 0.76 −0.43 0.08 0.37 0.58
Nested Risk Measure −0.5 −0.5 −0.5 −0.5 −0.5 −0.5 −0.5 −0.5
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Figure 7. Performance gained using Algorithm 1 on Cliff. (Left) Number of evaluations, (Right) efficiency ratio (red over blue).
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