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Abstract
We consider a control problem for a finite-state Markov system whose performance is evaluated by a

coherent Markov risk measure. For each policy, the risk of a state is approximated by a function of its fea-
tures, thus leading to a lower-dimensional policy evaluation problem, which involves non-differentiable
stochastic operators. We introduce mini-batch transition risk mappings, which are particularly suited
to our approach, and we use them to derive a robust learning algorithm for Markov policy evaluation.
Finally, we discuss structured policy improvement in the feature-based risk-averse setting. The consid-
erations are illustrated with an underwater robot navigation problem in which several waypoints must be
visited and the observation results must be reported from selected transmission locations. We identify
the relevant features, we test the simulation-based learning method, and we optimize a structured policy
in a hyperspace containing all problems with the same number of relevant points.
Keywords: Dynamic Risk Measures, Reinforcement Learning, Function Approximation, Robot Naviga-
tion.

1 Introduction

We consider a Markov decision process (MDP) with a finite state space X = {1, . . . ,n}, which may be very
large, the control space U (which is finite as well), the feasible control set U : X ⇒ U , and the controlled
transition probability matrix Pi j(u), i, j ∈ X , u ∈U(i); its i-th row, Pi(u), is the distribution of the next state
if the current state is i and control is u. We use πt to denote the decision rule to choose the control ut at time
t = 0,1, . . . , and Π = {π0,π1, . . .} is the policy. In general, πt may be a function of (i0, i1, . . . , it), the states
visited at times 0,1, . . . , t, and produce a probability distribution on U(it), but we shall be mainly concerned
with stationary deterministic Markov policies, in which ut = π(it) with a stationary (time-invariant) decision
rule π .

For any stationary deterministic Markov policy Π = {π,π, . . .}, and any initial state i0, the sequence of
states {it}t=0,1,... is a Markov chain, with the transition probability matrix Pπ having entries Pπ

i j = Pi j(π(i)).

*Department of Management Science and Information Systems, Rutgers University, email: rusz@rutgers.edu;
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At each time t = 0,1, . . . , if the state is it and the control is ut , a cost c(it ,ut) is incurred, where c : X ×U →
R. Thus, under a Markov policy Π , the resulting sequence of costs is cπ(it) = c(it ,πt(it)), t = 0,1, . . . . In
standard formulations (see, e.g., [1, 2]), the objective is to find a control policy that minimizes or maximizes
the expected (discounted) sum or the expected average of stage-wise costs or rewards over a finite or infinite
horizon.

Our goal is to use a dynamic measure of risk to evaluate the MDP’s performance. The general theory
of dynamic risk is discussed, inter alia, in [3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8] and the references therein. Our approach uses
Markov dynamic risk measures introduced in [9], and further developed in [10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16]. In this
theory, one obtains risk-averse versions of the Bellman equation, which are difficult to solve because of the
nonlinear and nonsmooth nature of the risk measures and because of the size of the state space. To deal with
this difficulty, we are using value function approximation, in the spirit of [17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23], and
many references therein. However, because of the nonlinear dependence of risk on the probability measure,
these approaches are not directly applicable in our case.

Several works introduce models of risk into reinforcement learning: exponential utility functions [24,
25, 26, 27] and mean-variance models [28, 29]. A few later studies propose heuristic approaches involving
specific coherent risk measures, such as CVaR in the objective or constraints [30, 31, 32]. Generative model
value iteration with coherent measures was analyzed by [33]. Risk-aware Q-learning with Markov risk
measures is considered by [34]. A risk-averse policy gradient method was considered in [35]. All these
methods apply to problems with a small number of state-action pairs allowing exhaustive experimentation.

Value function approximations in the context of distributionally robust MDPs were considered by [36].
Ref. [37] studies the policy gradient approach for Markov risk measures and use it in an actor-critic type al-
gorithm. Both approaches are heuristic. Policy evaluation with linear architecture and Markov risk measures
by a method of temporal differences was analyzed by [38], and asymptotic convergence was proved. The
recent work of [39] uses variance to control the value iteration procedure. Recently, [40] proposed a version
of a risk-aware reinforcement learning method with coherent risk measures and function approximation.
However, at each iteration, it uses extensive experimentation (double sampling) to statistically estimate the
risk with high accuracy and high probability at each state-control pair.

In section 2, we briefly outline the main results of the theory of Markov risk measures and the resulting
dynamic programming techniques. In section 3, we introduce a new class of recursive Markov risk measures
based on mini-batch transition risk mappings and study their properties. In section 4, we use them to develop
a policy evaluation method by simulation. We also propose a parametric policy improvement scheme based
on the evaluations. Finally, in section 5, we discuss the applications of these methods to the challenging
problem of underwater robot navigation.

2 Markov Risk Measures

Consider a finite-horizon setting first. Suppose the actions are generated by a deterministic policy Π . A
dynamic risk measure evaluates the sequence of the random costs Zt = c(it ,ut), t = 0,1, . . . ,T − 1 and
ZT = cT (iT ) in a risk-aware fashion. We denote by Zt the space of all real functions of the history {i0, . . . , it}.
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Because of the need to evaluate future costs at any period, a dynamic risk measure is a collection of condi-
tional risk measures ρt,T : Zt ×·· ·×ZT → Zt , t = 0,1, . . . ,T , for which we postulate three properties:

Normalization: ρt,T (0, . . . ,0) = 0;

Monotonicity: If (Zt , . . . ,ZT )≤ (Wt , . . . ,WT ), then ρt,T (Zt , . . . ,ZT )≤ ρt,T (Wt , . . . ,WT );

Translation: ρt,T (Zt , . . . ,ZT ) = Zt +ρt,T (0,Zt , . . . ,ZT ).

Here and below, all inequalities are understood component-wise.
Fundamental for such a nonlinear dynamic cost evaluation is time consistency, discussed in various

forms by [4, 6, 9, 41]: A dynamic risk measure is time consistent if for every t = 0,1, . . . ,T −1, if Zt = Wt

and ρt+1,T (Zt+1, . . . ,ZT ) ≤ ρt+1,T (Wt+1, . . . ,WT ), then ρt,T (Zt , . . . ,ZT ) ≤ ρt,T (Wt , . . . ,WT ). As proved by
[9], such measures, under the conditions specified above, must have the recursive form:

ρt,T (Zt:T ) = Zt +ρt

(
Zt+1 +ρt+1

(
Zt+2 + · · ·+ρT−1(ZT ) · · ·

))
,

where each ρt(·) is a one-step conditional risk measure. This formula, generalizing the tower property of
conditional expectations, is pertinent to our approach.

Markov risk measures evaluate the risk-adjusted value of future costs (Zt , . . . ,ZT ) in a Markov system
with a Markov control policy ut = πt(it), t = 0,1, . . . ,T − 1, in such a way that the value of the future
cost sequence is a function of the current state: ρt,T (Zt , . . . ,ZT ) = vπ

t,T (it), where vπ
t,T ∈ V = Rn. This,

combined with the properties specified above, implies that transition risk mappings σt,i : P(X )×V →R,
t = 0,1, . . . ,T −1, exist such that the value of each state for the Markovian policy π can be evaluated by the
following procedure:

vπ
t,T (i) = c(i,πt(i))+σt,i

(
Pπt

i ,vπ
t+1,T

)
, i ∈ X , t = 0,1, . . . ,T −1;

vπ
T,T (i) = cT (i), i ∈ X ;

(1)

see [9, 15] for the detailed derivation. The first argument of σt,i(·, ·) is a probability measure on X (an
element of the simplex in Rn). The space of these measures is denoted by P(X ). We use the subscript
(t,T ) for the value function because we shall increase T to infinity in due course.

One may remark here that the risk-neutral model is a special case of (1), with the bilinear σt,i
(
Pπ

i ,v
π
t+1,T

)
=

Pπ
i vπ

t+1,T , but we are interested in mappings that depend on Pπ
i and on vπ

t+1,T in a nonlinear way.
In the infinite-horizon case, we consider the sequence of discounted costs Zt = α t−1cπ(it), t = 0,1, . . . ,

with some discount factor α ∈ (0,1). We also assume that the transition risk mappings are stationary (do
not depend on t) and satisfy the axioms of a coherent measure of risk [42]:

Convexity: σi(Pi,λv+(1−λ )w)≤ λσi(Pi,v)+(1−λ )σi(Pi,w), ∀λ ∈ [0,1], ∀v,w ∈ V ;

Monotonicity: If v ≤ w (componentwise) then σi(Pi,v)≤ σi(Pi,w);

Translation equivariance: σi(Pi,v+β1) = σi(Pi,v)+β , for all β ∈ R (here, 1 is a vector of 1’s);

Positive homogeneity: σi(Pi,αv) = ασi(Pi,v), for all α ≥ 0.
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Then, as demonstrated in [9], the infinite-horizon discounted risk measure,

vπ(i) △
= lim

T→∞
vπ

0,T (i), i ∈ X ,

is well-defined and satisfies the risk-averse policy evaluation equation:

vπ(i) = cπ(i)+ασi
(
Pπ

i ,v
π(·)

)
, i ∈ X . (2)

In the vector form, we can write
vπ = cπ +ασ⃗

(
Pπ ,vπ

)
, (3)

with the mapping σ⃗
(
Pπ ,vπ

)
=

{
σi
(
Pπ

i ,v
π(·)

)}
i∈X

. Furthermore, the optimal value function v∗(·) satisfies
the dynamic programming equation

v∗(i) = min
u∈U(i)

{
c(i,u)+ασi

(
Pu

i ,v
∗(·)

)}
, i ∈ X , (4)

and the deterministic Markov policy defined by the minimizers above is the best among all history-dependent
policies. The Reader is referred to [9, 15, 16] for the detailed derivation of these equations, for much more
general state and control spaces.

Remark 2.1. In MDP’s in which the stage-wise costs at t = 1, . . . ,T − 1 depend on the current state it ,
current control ut , and the next state it+1, via a function c : X ×U ×X → R, and the terminal cost is
cT (xT ), the policy evaluation equation (1) takes on the form:

vπ
t,T (i) = σi

(
Pπ

i ,c(i,πt(i), ·)+αvπ
t+1,T (·)

)
, i ∈ X , t = 1, . . . ,T −1;

the final value is vπ
T,T (i) = cT (i), as before. Accordingly, the infinite horizon stationary Markov policy

evaluation equation (2) and the dynamic programming equation (4) are:

vπ(i) = σi
(
Pπ

i ,c(i,π(i), ·)+αvπ(·)
)
, i ∈ X ,

v∗(i) = min
u∈U(i)

σi
(
Pu

i ,c(i,u, ·)+αv∗(·)
)
, i ∈ X ,

respectively.

Remark 2.2. The derivations that lead to the policy evaluation equation (2) and the dynamic program-
ming equation (4) are heavily dependent on the assumptions that the dynamic measure of risk is time-
consistent and Markovian. An alternative approach is to consider an overall risk measure of the total cost:
ρ
(

∑
∞
t=0 α tc(it ,ut)

)
. For some specific measures of risk ρ(·), such as the Average Value at Risk, dynamic

programming relations may be derived with the use of additional state variables; see [43, 44, 45].
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Eq. (4) can be solved, in principle, by the risk-averse versions of the value iteration method or the policy
iteration method, which we quickly review below. After evaluating a policy πk by (2), we use the right-hand
side of (4) to find the next policy:

π
k+1(i) = argmin

u∈U(i)

{
c(i,u)+ασi

(
Pu

i ,v
πk
(·)

)}
, i ∈ X ; (5)

the method stops when πk(i) is an equally good solution of (5) for all i, and thus vπk
satisfies (4). The main

difficulty is the implementation of this method when the state space is very large.
In addition to the axioms of a coherent measure of risk, we shall impose additional conditions on the

transition risk mappings involving their dependence on the probability measure. For two pairs (P,v) and
(Q,w) the notation (P,v)∼(Q,w) means that P{v ≤ η} = Q{w ≤ η} for all η ∈ R (both models have
identical distribution functions). We postulate two natural properties of a transition risk mapping.
Law Invariance: If (Pi,v)∼(Qi,w) then σi(Pi,v) = σi(Qi,w);
Support Property: σi(Pi,v) = σi(Pi,1supp(Pi)v).

The symbol 1supp(Pi) denotes the characteristic function of the support set of Pi. The support property means
that only these values v( j) matter, for which a transition to state j is possible. It is automatic for the expected
value but needs to be required for general operators. An example is the mean–semideviation mapping [46]:

σi(Pi,v) = ∑
j∈X

Pi jv( j)+ c ∑
j∈X

Pi j

[
v( j)− ∑

k∈X

Pikv(k)
]
+
, (6)

with c ∈ [0,1]. Another example is the Average Value at Risk ([47, 48]):

σi(Pi,v) = min
η∈R

{
η +

1
α

∑
j∈X

Pi j max(0,v( j)−η)
}
, α ∈ (0,1]. (7)

Yet another example, rarely used in the risk measure theory and practice, due to its conservative nature, but
very relevant for us, is the worst-case mapping:

σi(Pi,v) = max
{

v( j) : Pi j > 0, j ∈ X
}
. (8)

All examples above are coherent and law-invariant risk mappings having the support property.
The main difficulty associated with these and other mappings derived from coherent measures of risk is

their statistical estimation.

3 Mini-Batch Transition Risk Mappings

We now propose a class of transition risk mappings that are more amenable to statistical estimation.
Suppose σi : P(X )×V → R is a transition risk mapping. If we draw a sample j1:N = ( j1, . . . , jN),

with N independent components distributed according to Pi in X , we obtain a random empirical measure
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on X : P(N)( j1:N) = 1
N ∑

N
m=1 δ jm , where δ j represents the unit mass concentrated at j. It is a P(X )-valued

random variable on the product space X N with the product measure (Pi)
N . Using it as the argument of σi,

we obtain a random transition risk mapping σi
(
P(N)( j1:N),v

)
. Finally, we define

σ
(N)
i (Pi,v) = E j1:N∼(Pi)N

{
σi
(
P(N)( j1:N),v

)}
. (9)

We call it the mini-batch transition risk mapping.
A simple example is the mini-batch transition risk mapping derived from (8):

σ
(N)
i (Pi,v) = E j1:N∼(Pi)N

[
max

1≤m≤N
v( jm)

]
. (10)

We can also derive a mini-batch version of (6) or (7). For example, the mini-batch Average Value at
Risk has the following form:

σ
(N)
i (Pi,v) = E j1:N∼(Pi)N

[
min
η∈R

{
η +

1
αN ∑

m∈X

max(0,v( jm)−η)
}]

. (11)

It is evident that we may mix the mini-batch risk mappings with the expected value, obtaining

σi(Pi,v) = (1− c)E j1:N∼(Pi)N

[
1
N

N

∑
m=1

v( jm)

]
+ cσ

(N)
i (Pi,v), c ∈ [0,1]. (12)

The following observation proves that the mini-batch versions inherit the properties of the “base” risk
measures.

Lemma 3.1. If the transition risk mapping σi(·, ·) is convex (monotonic, translation equivariant, positively
homogeneous, has the support property, or is law invariant) then the mini-batch transition risk mapping
σ
(N)
i (·, ·) has the corresponding property as well.

Proof. The first five properties are evident; only the law invariance requires proof. Consider two pairs:( 1
N ∑

N
m=1 δ jm ,v

)
and

( 1
N ∑

N
m=1 δkm ,w

)
. If, for some permutation λ of {1, . . . ,N},(

v( j1), . . . ,v( jN)
)
=
(
w(kλ (1)), . . . ,w(kλ (N))

)
,

then the two pairs have identical distribution functions. By the law invariance of σi(·, ·), we have
σi
( 1

N ∑
N
m=1 δ jm ,v

)
= σi

( 1
N ∑

N
m=1 δkm ,w

)
. Thus a measurable function Ψ : RN → R exists, such that

σi(P
(N)
i ,v) =Ψ

(
v( j1), . . . ,v( jN)

)
,

and for every permutation λ of {1, . . . ,N}, Ψ
(
v( j1), . . . ,v( jN)

)
=Ψ

(
v( jλ (1)), . . . ,v( jλ (N))

)
. Now, if (Pi,v)∼

(Qi,w), then for j1:N ∼ PN
i and k1:N ∼ QN

i , the vectors
(
v( j1), . . . ,v( jN)

)
and

(
w(k1), . . . ,w(kN)

)
have the

same distribution. Therefore,

σ
(N)
i (Pi,v) = E j1:N∼PN

i

{
Ψ
(
v( j1), . . . ,v( jN)

)}
= Ek1:N∼QN

i

{
Ψ
(
w(k1), . . . ,w(kN)

)}
= σ

(N)
i (Qi,w),

which verifies the law invariance.
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4 Policy Evaluation with Risk Approximation

If the state space X is very large, it is impossible to tabulate the function vπ(·). Instead, we use an approx-
imation

v(i)≈ ṽ(i)≜ f (Φi;θ), i ∈ X ,

of M ≪ n features Φi =
[
Φi,1, . . . ,Φi,M

]
, i ∈ X , and an identical learning model f : RM ×Rd → R with

parameters θ ∈ Rd , where d ≪ n.
Compactly, ṽ = F(Φ ;θ), with the diagonal structure: Fi(Φ ;θ) = f (Φi;θ), i ∈X . An important special

case is the linear model:
ṽ = Φθ , (13)

in which M = d. Thus, ṽ(i) = Φiθ , i ∈ X .
Such an approach is widespread in the reinforcement learning literature. The linear value function

approximation approaches to MDPs have a long history; see [18, 17, 49, 20, 21] and many references therein.
The concept of a linear (mixture) MDP [18, 21], originating from the theory of linear bandits [50, 51], is
pertinent in this setting. It has been recently used by [52, 22, 23, 53] to develop complexity bounds for
expected value RL algorithms. The generalization to bilinear models by [54] extends the applicability of
this class. The state aggregation or lumping approaches of [55, 56] are also related to this model. Our
intention is to extend the value approximation approach to the risk-averse case.

4.1 Abstract Policy Evaluation

Suppose the initial state i1 is random, with probability distribution P0. If the Markov chain created by the
policy π is an unichain, we denote by qπ its stationary distribution. If the chain is absorbing, as in our
application in section 5, we consider its restarted version, with the new transition probabilities P0 at each
absorbing state. If we exclude the periodic case, it becomes an unichain again.

As in the expected value case, we need to project the right-hand side of the risk-averse policy evaluation
equation (3) on the set in which the left-hand side lives. Therefore, we define the operator:

Dπ(v) = ProjπR
(
cπ +ασ⃗(Pπ ,v)

)
, v ∈ V , (14)

where R = range(F(Φ ; ·)), ProjπR(w) = argminv∈R ∥v−w∥2
qπ , and the norm ∥v∥2

q = ∑i∈X qiv(i)2. The
operator ProjπR(·) is well-defined if the set R is convex and closed, which we shall assume from now on.

The projected risk-averse policy evaluation equation has the form:

ṽπ = Dπ(ṽπ). (15)

To establish relevant properties of (14), we use the dual representation of a coherent measure of risk
[57], which in our case can be stated as follows. For every i ∈ X , a convex, closed and bounded set
Ai(Pi)⊂ P(X ) exists, such that σi(Pi,v) = maxµi∈Ai(Pi) µiv, v ∈ V .
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Lemma 4.1. The operator Dπ is Lipschitz continuous in the qπ -norm with the modulus α
√

1+κ, where

κ = max
{
|µi j − pi j|

pi j
: µi ∈ Ai(Pi), pi j > 0, i, j ∈ X

}
,

is the distortion coefficient.

The proof follows the proof of [38, Lem. 1], using the fact that ProjπR(·) is a nonexpansive mapping in
the norm ∥ · ∥qπ .

To evaluate the policy by equation (15), we can thus (theoretically) apply a fixed point algorithm. We
define the minimizing objective with respect to a reference point θ̄ :

Lθ̄ (θ) =
∥∥F(Φ ;θ)− cπ −ασ⃗

(
Pπ ,F(Φ ; θ̄)

)∥∥2
q

= Ei∼qπ

{[
f (Φi;θ)− cπ

i −ασi
(
Pπ

i ,F(Φ ; θ̄)
)]2

}
,

(16)

and we iterate
θ
ℓ+1 = argminLθ ℓ(θ), ℓ= 1,2, . . . . (17)

Theorem 4.2. If the set R is convex and closed and α
√

1+κ < 1, then the sequence of functions ṽℓ =
F(Φ ;θ ℓ), ℓ= 1,2 . . . , is convergent linearly to the unique solution of the equation (15).

Proof. In the function space V , the algorithm (17) has the form ṽℓ+1 = Dπ(ṽℓ), ℓ = 1,2, . . . . Its linear
convergence follows from the contraction property of the operator Dπ established in Lemma 4.1.

Evidently, if F(Φ ; ·) is an injection, then the sequence {θ ℓ}ℓ≥1 is convergent as well.
However, the practical implementation of the abstract scheme (17) is extremely difficult. The objective

function (16) is the expected value with respect to the stationary distribution qπ . Furthermore, the values of
the stage-wise transition risk mapping σ

(
Pπ

i ,F(Φ ; θ̄)
)

are not observed, and their estimation would require
extensive sampling from the conditional distribution. All these difficulties make the scheme (17) difficult to
implement in its general form.

4.2 The Risk-Averse Method of Temporal Differences

Another possibility, well-developed in the expected value case, is the application of the method of temporal
differences [17]. It uses differences between the values of the approximate value function at successive states
to improve the approximation, concurrently with the evolution of the system. The methods of temporal
differences have been proven to converge in the mean (to some limit) in [58] and almost surely by several
studies, with different degrees of generality and precision [59, 60, 61, 62]. Almost sure convergence of the
stochastic method with linear function approximation to a solution of a projected dynamic programming
equation was proved by [49].

The risk-averse method of temporal differences, due to [38], is based on two additional assumptions:
• The feature model is linear, that is, it has the form (13);
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• Unbiased statistical estimates σ̃i
(
Pπ

i ,Φθ
)

of the transition risk mappings are available, satisfying

E
[
σ̃i
(
Pπ

i ,Φθ
)∣∣ i

]
= σi

(
Pπ

i ,Φθ
)
. (18)

If we simulate a trajectory {it}t≥0 of the system under the policy π , at each time step t, having some estimates
θt of the model coefficients, we can define the risk-averse temporal differences:

dt = Φit θt − cπ
it −ασit (P

π
it ,Φθt), t = 0,1,2, . . . . (19)

These are the quantities under the square on the right-hand side of (16) at θ = θ̄ = θt .
The temporal differences cannot be easily computed or observed; this would require the evaluation of

the risk σit (P
π
it ,Φθt) and thus consideration of all possible transitions from state it . Instead, we use their

random estimates σ̃it (P
π
it ,Φθt), and define the observed risk-averse temporal differences,

d̃t = Φit θt − cπ
it −ασ̃it (P

π
it ,Φθt), t = 0,1,2, . . . . (20)

This allows us to construct the risk-averse temporal difference method as follows:

θt+1 = θt − γtΦ
⊤
it d̃t , t = 0,1,2, . . . , (21)

with appropriately chosen stepsizes γt > 0 decreasing to 0. It has been proved in [38] that under the as-
sumptions of Theorem 4.2 and standard conditions on the sequence of stepsizes {γt}t≥0, the sequence of
functions {Φθt}t≥0 is convergent a.s. to the solution of the projected policy evaluation equation (15).

The mini-batch transition risk mappings (9) provide a convenient tool to construct the statistical es-
timates σ̃i

(
Pπ

i ,Φθ
)
. Suppose that the original transition risk mapping is defined as (9), with some base

measure of risk σ̂ :
σi(Pπ

i ,Φθ) = E j1:N∼(Pπ
i )

N

{
σ̂i
(
P(N)( j1:N),Φθ

)}
.

As it is defined as an expected value, the estimator

σ̃it (P
π
it ,Φθt)≜ σ̂i

(
P(N)( j1:N),Φθ

)
is an unbiased estimator of the transition risk which can be used in the method of temporal differences. Its
calculation involves a small number N is simulations of transitions from the state i, and the evaluation of a
simple finite-sample risk σ̂i

(
P(N)( j1:N),Φθ

)
at the simulated successor states j1, . . . jN .

Consider the application of the mini-batch transition risk mapping (10) with N = 2 for the risk evaluation.
For the convergence of the value iteration method (17) or the method of temporal differences (21), it is
essential to estimate its distortion coefficient.

Lemma 4.3. The distortion coefficient of the mini-batch transition risk mapping (10) with N = 2 satisfies
the inequality

κ ≤ max
{

1− pi j : pi j > 0
}
< 1. (22)
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Proof. Suppose, for simplicity, that the states j such that pi j > 0 are {1,2, . . . ,k} and they are ordered in
such a way that v1 < v2 < · · ·< vk. At such a point v, the risk measure σ(P(2)( j1:2), ·) is locally linear. By
construction, the distribution function of σ(P(2)( j1:2),v) has the form

Pj1:2∼P2
i

[
max

1≤m≤2
v( jm)≤ b

]
=
(

Pj∼Pi

[
v( j)≤ b

])2
, b ∈ R.

It follows that the jumps of the distribution function have the sizes

µi j =

( j

∑
s=1

pis

)2

−
( j−1

∑
s=1

pis

)2

= 2pi j

j−1

∑
s=1

pis + p2
i j.

Therefore p2
i j ≤ µi j ≤ 2pi j − p2

i j. Subtracting p j and dividing by it, we obtain the estimate (22). The
validity of the bound at the points of nondifferentiability of σ(P(2)( j1:2), ·) follows from the fact that the
subdifferential at any v is the convex hull of limits of gradients at points v′ of differentiability, convergent to
v.

If we combine the mini-batch risk measure σ (2)(Pi,v) with the expected value, with coefficients c and 1−
c, respectively, we shall obtain κ ≤ c (recall that c ∈ [0,1]). Therefore, we can easily satisfy the contraction
mapping condition of Theorem 4.2 by choosing c such that α

√
1+ c< 1. Similar calculations can be carried

out for N > 2.

4.3 Multi-Episodic Least-Squares Policy Evaluation

The policy evaluation problem in (17) for the linear architecture model (13) has the form:

min
θ

L(θ) △
= E

[
Φiθ − c(i)−ασi

(
Pi,Φθ

ℓ−1)]2; (23)

the expectation is with respect to the stationary distribution qπ of the state i. The next parameter value θ ℓ+1

is the solution of (23).
As we have already mentioned, three difficulties are associated with the problem (23): it involves the

enumeration of all states, the stationary distribution qπ is not known, and the risk mappings σi(Pi, ṽ) cannot
be evaluated exactly. To address the first two difficulties, we sample many trajectories of the system operat-
ing under the policy π (episodes), and we use the empirical distributions as approximations of the stationary
distribution. The last difficulty is dealt with by using a mini-batch transition risk mapping σ

(N)
i (Pi, ṽ) for

σi(Pi, ṽ) and applying its unbiased estimates σ̃
(N)
i (Pi, ṽ) = σi

(
P(N)( j1:N), ṽ

)
at the states encountered in the

episode simulation.
Below, we outline the method with one episode per iteration, but identical considerations apply to the

multi-episodic setting. In the iteration ℓ of the method, for a fixed policy π , we simulate an episode with
depth Tℓ; it begins with a reset state sℓ0 (sampled from some distribution P0), and ends with a state sℓTℓ . We
denote the state at time t of episode ℓ by sℓt . At each such state, we simulate N possible successor states j1:N

ℓ,t+1
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from the transition probability Psℓt
(we write P instead of Pπ for brevity). They define the empirical measure

P(N)( j1:N
ℓ,t+1). A randomly selected successor state from among them becomes the next trajectory state sℓt+1;

thus, sℓt+1|sℓt ∼ Psℓt
. All sampled successors are used to calculate a random estimate of the transition risk,

σ̃
(N)

sℓt
(Psℓt

,Φθ
ℓ−1) = σsℓt

(
P(N)( j1:N

ℓ,t+1),Φθ
ℓ−1).

By construction,
E
[
σ̃
(N)

sℓt
(Psℓt

,Φθ
ℓ−1)

∣∣Ft
]
= σ

(N)

sℓt
(Psℓt

,Φθ
ℓ−1), (24)

with Ft denoting the σ -algebra of all events observed until the state sℓt was reached.
As an approximation of problem (23), we consider the regularized sample-based Bellman error mini-

mization:

min
θ

L̃T (θ)
△
=

1
T

T−1

∑
t=0

[
Φsℓt

θ − cπ(sℓt )−ασ̃
(N)

sℓt

(
Psℓt

,Φθ
ℓ−1)]2

+λ∥θ∥2, (25)

where λ > 0 is a small regularization parameter, and T = Tℓ. The solution of problem (25) is denoted by θ̃ ℓ
T .

An essential feature of problem (25) is that all its ingredients are readily available, once the episode is
simulated. For theoretical purposes, together with (25), we consider an idealized problem, with the exact
values of the transition risk mappings:

min
θ

LT (θ)
△
=

1
T

T−1

∑
t=0

[
Φsℓt

θ − cπ(sℓt )−ασ
(N)

sℓt

(
Psℓt

,Φθ
ℓ−1)]2

+λ∥θ∥2, (26)

Its solution is denoted by θ̂ ℓ
T . Evidently, problem (26) cannot be solved, because we do not observe the risk

σ
(N)

sℓt

(
Psℓt

,Φθ ℓ−1
)
, but it is a close approximation of the problem (23) of the abstract scheme.

At first, we analyze the difference between the solutions θ̃ ℓ
T and θ̂ ℓ

T of problems (25) and (26), respec-
tively. To simplify the presentation and the analysis, denote

ϕt ≜
(
Φsℓt

)⊤
,

ct ≜ cπ(sℓt ),

σ̃t ≜ σ̃
(N)

sℓt

(
Psℓt

,Φθ
ℓ−1).

By straightforward linear algebra,

θ̃
ℓ
T = Λ

−1
T

T−1

∑
t=0

ϕt
[
ct +ασ̃t

]
, (27)

with

ΛT = λ I+
T−1

∑
t=0

ϕtϕ
⊤
t . (28)
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In fact, the formulas (27)–(28) can be applied iteratively in the course of the simulation, for t = 1, . . . ,Tℓ,
by employing the Sherman–Morrison formula for the update of the inverse of a matrix after a rank-one
modification:

Λ
−1
t+1 = Λ

−1
t +

∥Λ
−1
t ϕt∥2

1+ϕ⊤
t Λ

−1
t ϕt

,

with Λ0 = λ I.
The exact least-squares solution of (26), if we could see the risk, would be

θ̂
ℓ
T = Λ

−1
T

T−1

∑
t=0

ϕt
[
ct +ασt

]
. (29)

We have the following uniform large deviation bound.

Theorem 4.4. A constant R > 0 exists such that for every δ > 0 with probability at least 1−δ , for all T ≥ 1,

〈
θ̃
ℓ
t − θ̂

ℓ
t ,Λt(θ̃

ℓ
t − θ̂

ℓ
t )
〉
≤ 2α

2R2 ln
((det(Λt)

)1/2

δλ M/2

)
. (30)

Proof. The error between (27) and (29) is given by the martingale:

θ̃
ℓ
T − θ̂

ℓ
T = αΛ

−1
T

T−1

∑
t=0

ϕtηt ,

where ηt = σ̃t −σt . By (24), E
[
ηt |Ft ] = 0. Also, due to the finiteness of the state space, the process {ηt}t≥0

is conditionally sub-Gaussian: a constant R ≥ 0 exists, such that for all t,

E
[
eληt

∣∣Ft
]
≤ eλ 2R2/2, ∀λ ∈ R.

Define

St =
t−1

∑
τ=0

ϕτητ .

By a concentration inequality for self-scaled martingales [63, Thm. 1] (see also [64, Thm. 14.7]), for any
δ > 0, with probability at least 1−δ , for all t ≥ 0

〈
St ,Λ

−1
t St

〉
≤ 2R2 ln

((det(Λt)
)1/2

λ M/2δ

)
.

Our assertion then follows by simple algebra.

The essential feature of the bound (30) is that it holds uniformly in time. It is worth stressing that in the
derivation of this result, we did not use anything except that E

[
ηt |Ft ] = 0, and the finiteness of the state

12



space. Therefore, the mechanism by which the state-control feature vectors {ϕt}t≥0 are generated may be
arbitrary, as long as they form an adapted sequence.

Now we use the fact that the observations are collected from a simulated path of an ergodic Markov
chain. Denote by ϕ the random vector of features of a state, with the state distributed according to the
stationary measure qπ .

Theorem 4.5. Suppose the feature covariance matrix E
[
ϕϕ⊤] is nonsingular. Then for every δ > 0 and

every ε > 0 one can find T (δ ,ε) such that for all T ≥ T (δ ,ε) with probability at least 1− δ we have
∥θ̂ ℓ

T −θ ℓ+1∥ ≤ ε .

Proof. The solution of the abstract problem (23) has the form

θ
ℓ+1 =

(
E
[
ϕϕ

⊤])−1
E
[
ϕ(c+ασ)

]
,

where we write ϕ , c, and σ , for the random feature of a state, cost of a state, and transition risk at a state,
when the state is distributed according to the stationary measure qπ .

The formula (29) can be rewritten as follows:

θ̂
ℓ
T =

(
λ

T
I+

1
T

T−1

∑
t=0

ϕtϕ
⊤
t

)−1( 1
T

T−1

∑
t=0

ϕt
[
ct +ασt

])
. (31)

A comparison of the last two displayed equations indicates that the assertion of the theorem will be true, if
the empirical estimates: 1

T ∑
T−1
t=0 ϕtϕ

⊤
t and 1

T ∑
T−1
t=0 ϕt

[
ct +ασt

]
, will be sufficiently close to the correspond-

ing expected values, with high probability. The term λ

T I is negligible for large T , if E
[
ϕϕ⊤] is nonsingular.

For an ergodic Markov chain {St}t≥0, we have Hoeffding-type inequalities (see [65, 66, 67] and the
references therein): for a function f : X → Rd , an absolute constant R > 0 exists such that for all ε f > 0
and all T ≥ 1

P
{∥∥∥ 1

T

T−1

∑
t=0

f (St)−E[ f (S)]
∥∥∥

∞

> ε f

}
≤ 2de−2T ε2

f /R2
.

This particular formulation follows from [67, Thm. 1] and the Boole–Bonferroni inequality. The application
of this inequality to the two empirical estimates in (31), with proper choice of ε f for each of them, yields
the assertion of the theorem.

It is clear from the proof that T (δ ,ε) is of the order of − ln(δ )/ε2.
It follows from Theorems 4.4 and 4.5 that the policy evaluation method can be implemented with high

accuracy if the episodes are long enough.

4.4 Policy Iteration

In the policy iteration scheme, we construct two sequences {πk} and {θ k} for k = 0,1,2, ... Given a policy
πk, we estimate its value by applying (25) iteratively to get the optimal θ k = θ πk

. Then, given the current

13



θ k, we may try to improve the policy to get the new πk+1. In the standard approach, the next policy πk+1

follows from the previous estimated value θ k via one-step lookahead optimization:

π
k+1(s) = argmin

u∈U(s)
{c(s,u)+ασ

(N)
s (Ps(u),F(Φ ;θ

k))}, ∀s ∈ X . (32)

Two practical difficulties are associated with this approach. First, F(Φ ,θ k) is only an approximation of the
policy value vπk

. Secondly, we cannot observe the accurate values of the transition risk σ
(N)
s (Ps(u),F(Φ ;θ k));

we only have access to their statistical estimatesσ̃
(N)
s (Ps(u),F(Φ ;θ k)). Because of that, the optimization in

(32) may lead to inconsistent policies, resulting from the exploitation of the inaccuracies of the model. An
illustration of that is the application to be discussed in the next section, where the one-step lookahead policy
turns out to be inferior to the previous one in some states.

For these reasons, we focus on a set of consistent structured policies Π(γ) controlled by a vector of
parameters γ ∈ Γ . In the simplest policy iteration scheme, our next policy πn+1 follows from the previous
θ k via one-step lookahead optimization over the parameter γ for a test set of states X̃ :

γ
k+1 = argmin

γ∈Γ

1

|X̃ |
∑

s∈X̃

{
c
(
s,Π(γ;s)

)
+ασ̃

(N)
s

(
Ps(Π(γ;s)),F(Φ ;θ

k)
)}

,

π
k+1 = Π(γk+1).

(33)

This approach, unfortunately, is still not sufficiently stable, because the estimates σ̃
(N)
s

(
Ps(Π(γ;s)),F(Φ ;θ k)

)
are calculated on the basis of the value function approximations f (Φ j;θ k) at states j close to s, and thus
close to each other; local variations of the approximation affect the optimization model. A multi-step looka-
head policy improvement operator is less sensitive to errors in the approximations; we describe a particular
version of such a method in the next section. We recursively run the scheme until no improvement is ob-
served. If the optimal policy belongs to the policy set, and if our feature-based approximations are perfect,
this scheme will find the optimal policy; otherwise, a suboptimal heuristic policy will be identified.

5 A Robot Navigation Problem

5.1 Description

We consider the mini-batch transition risk measure and value learning in the setting of an underwater robot
navigation problem. In this problem, a robot is tasked to move within a fixed connected area A to visit a
number of waypoints W ⊂ A and to report the information I ⊂ R+ collected, which can only be done at
the transmission points T ⊂ A . The area A is represented as a subset of a rectangular grid with several
obstacles, but our methodology applies to other settings as well. Our goal is to control the robot in a way
that minimizes the dynamic risk of the losses minus the reward for the success.

There are three kinds of actions/controls (except terminating): move the robot (U), collect information
(C), and transmit information (T ), U =U ∪C∪T . The moving control set U contains 8 basic directions on
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the grid: {−1,0,1}2 \{0}2; at each location, the feasible moves are a subset of it (because of the obstacles).
Observation of a waypoint (C) is possible if the distance is sufficiently small, and the cost of observation is
non-decreasing with respect to the distance. The observation result is a binary random variable with either
high-value information collected with probability p or low-value information otherwise. The robot will hold
the information, with an equivalent reward to be received after it reaches a transmission point and reports it
(T ).

The robot may be destroyed with probability 1−α at each step, resulting in an additional loss depending
on the information collected and not yet transmitted. The additional loss function is non-decreasing with
respect to the information. Since this implied discount occurs only when moving, we can simply define a
control-dependent discount.

In our experiment, the state consists of 4 parts: the locations of the waypoints and the transmission
points, the location of the robot, the binary variables indicating which waypoints have not been visited yet,
and the information value currently carried by the robot. That is, X = A |W |+|T |×A ×{0,1}|W |×I .

The robot will not stop until it has visited all waypoints and transmitted all information, unless destroyed
before. In other words, it only terminates at one of the transmission locations with all waypoints visited and
zero information on hand. We define the terminating state space XT = A |W |+|T |×T ×{0}|W |×{0}.

As mentioned before, we evaluate a policy by using state features. In our case, it is natural to require
that the features have the following properties. First, they should be invariant to shape-preserving transfor-
mations, because our problem setting is not sensitive to any translation, rotation, and reflection, due to the
symmetry of the moving cost c(·). Secondly, in approximating the value functions, for all x ∈ XT , we have
Φ(x;θ) = ṽ(x) = v(x) = 0. This equation should hold for all θ , therefore Φ(x; ·) = 0 in XT .

After extensive experiments, we identified several significant features listed below:

• The number of the non-visited waypoints;

• The average distance among the non-visited waypoints;

• The standard deviation of the distance among the non-visited waypoints;

• The distance to the nearest non-visited waypoint;

• The distance to the nearest transmission point;

• The information collected and not transmitted yet.

We define all distances in this experiment as the lengths of the shortest paths with obstacles. They can
be pre-computed by the Deep First Search (DFS) algorithm.

The collection of functions f ( · ;θ), θ ∈ Rd , containing all second-order polynomials of the features,
turned out to be sufficient for approximating the value function. Of course, the exact representation is out
of the question: even a deterministic version of this problem, in its simplest setting, is equivalent to the
notoriously difficult traveling salesman problem (see [68, 69] and the references therein).

Even though the state X is decomposable with respect to each subproblem with specific locations
of the waypoints and the transmission points A |W |+|T |, we combine these subproblems in a hyper-state
generalized problem. If we focused on a specific subproblem only, with the locations of the waypoints
and the transmission points fixed, our training procedure would fail, due to overfitting at the states visited
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frequently, and due to the exploitation of peculiarities of the geometry of one instance. Our value estimates
at the unfamiliar states would be inaccurate, resulting in almost no policy improvement. The main advantage
of considering the problem in the hyper-space is that we gain knowledge from multiple subproblems about
the relevance of the geometry of the locations of the waypoints and the transmission points, and we are less
likely to over-fit than in a specific subproblem. Our experimental results to be reported below indicate that
a highly desirable effect is achieved: hyper-space learning improves the performance on each individual
instance.

It is worth mentioning that we were not able to make the stochastic methods of temporal differences
[17, 59, 60, 62, 19] and their risk-averse versions of [38] converge on our example. The dramatic and rare
differences of transitions, due to different observation outcomes, introduced shocks that required very small
stepsizes; these, in turn, impeded any meaningful progress.

5.2 Simulation Process

We focus on an example with the area A ⊂ {0, ...,9}2, five waypoints, and two transmission points; in
the hyper-space, |X | ≈ 1020. A linear feature-based model is used to learn the estimated value, that is
ṽ = F(Φ ;θ) = Φθ + θ0, with Φ containing all first- and second-order terms in the feature space. Our
structured policy is a heuristic threshold policy Π(γ ; ·) controlled by a single parameter γ:

Π(γ;s) =

{
go to the nearest transmission point, if I > 0 and mindW ≥γ(W ,T )mindT

I ;
go to the nearest non-visited waypoint, otherwise;

where mindW is the distance to the nearest non-visited waypoint, mindT is the distance to the nearest trans-
mission point, and I is the value of information carried. We allow the threshold parameter γ(W ,T ) to be
different for different configurations. Although the policy may change its destination on the way, it is
applicable to any connected search space, with an appropriate definition of the distance.

To solve the hyper-state problem with estimated mini-batch risk measure, we uniformly sample J con-
figurations of the waypoints and the transmission points, {(W1,T1), . . . ,(WJ,TJ)}. For each configuration,
we simulate the trajectory samples {ξ1, ...,ξJ} and average their estimated objectives in (25).

Each trajectory sample ξi contains M episodes sampled from different random initial states; the number
of episodes is equal to the number of non-visited waypoints. The length of episode m is denoted by Tm.
Also, we assume that no destruction happens during the simulation; the destruction probability is accounted
for by the discount.

The total sample-based Bellman error for the robot navigation problem can be written as:

L̃(θ) =
1
T

J

∑
j=1

M

∑
m=1

Tm

∑
t=1

[
Φs j,m,t θ − c(s j,m,t)−ασ̃

(N)
s j,m,t

(
Ps j,m,t ,Φθ

)]2
,

where T is the total number of states visited. Once we have estimated θ by approximately minimizing L̃(·),
we may use the estimated values ṽ to improve the policy.
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The one-step lookahead policy (32) fails miserably on this problem because it depends on the local
variations of the value function approximation about each state, which are subject to errors. Also, an im-
provement of the parameter γ in the parametric policy Π(γ ; ·) cannot be easily derived by comparing the
model values at neighboring states. For this reason, we use a specially designed variable-depth lookahead
policy improvement operation. Its main idea is to use the estimated policy values w̃γ(s) accumulated on the
way from the state s to the waypoint or the transmission point to which the policy leads.

For each new configuration (that might not be one of the configurations included in the training process),
and a freshly sampled test set of states X̃ , we solve the minimization problem

γ
k+1 = argmin

γ∈Γ

1

|X̃ |
∑

s∈X̃

w̃γ(s), (34)

where the lookahead value w̃γ(s) is calculated by the recursion:

w̃γ(s) =

{
σ̃
(N)
s

(
Ps(Π(γ;s)),F(Φ ;θ n)

)
if Π(γ;s) ∈C∪T ;

c
(
s,Π(γ;s)

)
+αw̃γ(snext) otherwise.

(35)

Here, snext is the state that follows s when the control Π(γ;s) is used. After that, we set πk+1 =Π(γk+1). Ob-
serve that the lookahead depth in (35) depends on the current state and on the value of γ . This variable-depth
multi-step procedure helps to reduce the impact of errors at neighboring states, thus improving performance
against the one-step estimation in (33).

5.3 Results

In the policy iteration scheme, we randomly sampled J = 50 subproblems and M = 80 episodes and we tried
the risk-neutral expectation measure (N = 1) and the mini-batch risk measure (10) with N = 2. We begin
from an initial heuristic policy with a constant γ for all subproblems, evaluate it in the hyperspace, and then,
for every new configuration, we carry out one step of the policy improvement scheme.

Figure 1 presents two typical samples of the configurations tested; none of them was used in the training
process. It also provides the average performance of the three policies and its upper semideviation (an inte-
grated measure of risk). We find that the learned policies of the mini-batch risk measure with N = 2 improve
from the initial heuristic policy and are closer to the optimal policies solved by the dynamic programming
equation (which was still possible to solve for each individual instance). Interestingly, they frequently out-
perform the learned policies for the risk-neutral (expectation) measure; apparently, the conservative nature
of the risk mapping neutralizes the imperfections of the feature-based approximation. The improvement
occurs on all problem instances tested, with distinct final policy γ∗(W ,T ) determined by the locations of
the waypoints and the transmission points.

In the top configuration, for a particular sequence of observation outcomes, in the learned policy based
on the risk-neutral measure, the robot follows the trajectory (7,0) → (5,4) → (2,4) → (5,4) → (1,4) →
(2,2)→ (1,4)→ (3,8)→ (8,7)→ (6,6). In the learned policy based on the risk-averse measure, the robot
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Figure 1: Robot trajectories for different policies on two random configurations (top and bottom). On the left
are the trajectories of the robot using the learned risk-neutral policy. In the middle are the trajectories of the
robot using the learned risk-averse policy, with the mini-batch size N = 2. On the right are the trajectories
of the robot using the initial policy of moving to the nearest relevant point (an unobserved waypoint or a
transmission point). On top of each plot, we provide performance statistics obtained by multiple simulations.

is performing conservatively at the end with the trajectory (7,0) → (5,4) → (2,4) → (5,4) → (1,4) →
(2,2)→ (1,4)→ (3,8)→ (6,6)→ (8,7)→ (6,6).

In the bottom configuration, again for a particular sequence of observation outcomes, in the learned
policy based on the risk-neutral measure, the robot follows the trajectory (4,2)→ (4,5)→ (2,6)→ (1,1)→
(7,5) → (9,4) → (7,2) → (3,9) → (7,2). In the learned policy based on the risk-averse measure, the

robot follows the trajectory (4,2)→ (4,5)→ (7,2)→ (7,5)→ (7,2)→ (9,4)→ (7,2)→ (6,2)→ (1,1)→
(3,9)→ (7,2).

Since the policies differ only at the end in the top configuration, the risk-averse learned policy does not
outperform the risk-neutral one so much in the statistics. However, in the bottom configuration, it turns out
that the risk-averse policy is far better than the risk-neutral one in two statistics: the expected value measure,
and the upper-semi-deviation.
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6 Conclusion

A number of observations follow from the research reported here:

• Markov risk measures with mini-batch transition risk mappings lead to a tractable feature-based policy
evaluation problem for which an implementable algorithm can be designed;

• It is useful to train in a high-dimensional hyperspace, involving the problem configuration;

• Stochastic methods of temporal difference learning do not work well on our test example, due to the
highly random outcomes at some states;

• Policy improvement within parametric policies and with multi-step look-ahead models stabilizes the
learning process;

• Risk aversion neutralizes the effect of the imperfections of feature-based models.

We believe that our observations provide a preliminary insight into risk-averse learning and control with
value function approximation for Markov decision problems.
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[38] Köse, Ü., Ruszczyński, A.: Risk-averse learning by temporal difference methods with markov risk
measures. The Journal of Machine Learning Research 22(1), 1800–1833 (2021)

[39] Yin, M., Duan, Y., Wang, M., Wang, Y.-X.: Near-optimal offline reinforcement learning with lin-
ear representation: Leveraging variance information with pessimism. In: International Conference on
Learning Representation (2022)

21



[40] Lam, T., Verma, A., Low, B.K.H., Jaillet, P.: Risk-aware reinforcement learning with coherent risk
measures and non-linear function approximation. In: The Eleventh International Conference on Learn-
ing Representations (2023)

[41] Cheridito, P., Kupper, M.: Composition of time-consistent dynamic monetary risk measures in discrete
time. International Journal of Theoretical and Applied Finance 14(01), 137–162 (2011)

[42] Artzner, P., Delbaen, F., Eber, J.-M., Heath, D.: Coherent measures of risk. Mathematical Finance 9(3),
203–228 (1999)

[43] Bäuerle, N., Ott, J.: Markov decision processes with Average-Value-at-Risk criteria. Mathematical
Methods of Operations Research 74, 361–379 (2011)
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