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Abstract

The paper deals with a risk averse dynamic programming problem with infinite
horizon. First, the required assumptions are formulated to have the problem
well defined. Then the Bellman equation is derived, which may be also seen
as a standalone reinforcement learning problem. The fact that the Bellman
operator is contraction is proved, guaranteeing convergence of various solution
algorithms used for dynamic programming as well as reinforcement learning
problems, which we demonstrate on the value iteration algorithm.
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1. Introduction

Risk averse variants of Dynamic Programming are widely studied. Our work
is very close to @] who, for a very similar setting, proves the convergence of the
Value Iteration algorithm. The contribution of our work is two-fold. First, in-
stead of complicated axiomatic definition, we defined the one-stage risk mapping
constructively by means of its risk envelope, which is moreover independent of
a choice of an underlying probability measure; consequently, the whole exposi-
tion, including proofs, is much simpler. Second, instead of the convergence of a
particular solution algorithm, we prove the contractive property of the Bellman
operator, which can be then plugged into convergence proofs of many different
algorithms.

Let (92, F, P) be a probability space and let F := (Fy, ..., Ft,...) be a fil-

tration, i.e. a sequence of increasing sigma algebras: Fo C F; C ... C F.
Consider a process {Z;},t = 0,1,..., adapted to the filtration F, specifically
Zy € Lo(Ft),t = 0,1,..., . For such a process in time ¢ we use coherent condi-

tional risk measures: oy 7,_,(Z;), t > 0. By saying that a conditional risk mea-
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sure is coherent we mean it is measurable, monotonous (o7, _, (X) > oy7,_, (Y)
for any random variables X > Y, XY € L), sub-additive (o7, _, (X +Y) <
o417, (X)+oy7,_, (Y) for any random variables X, Y € Lg) translation invari-
ant (oy7,_, (X +C)) = oyr,_,(X) + C for any C € La(F;—1), X € Lz) and
positively homogeneous (o4 7,_,(AX)) = Aoy r,_,(X) for any A € La(F;—1),
X € Ly). Next we construct a nested risk measure p; as follows:

pt(Zt) = 01|F, (02\-7:1 ("'Ut\]‘—t—1 (Zt)))

It can be easily seen that, once Fy is trivial, p;(Z;) is deterministic a coherent
risk measure. We will be interested in the limit version of this measure pso
defined as:

poo(Z) = lim pi(Z;)  a.s. (1)

Such a limit, however, may not exist in general and, therefore, we first formulate
the sufficient conditions for the existence of p.

Definition 1. We say that process {Z;},t = 0,1, ..., has uniformly bounded
support if there exist finite a < b such that support(Z;) C (a,b) for all t.

Definition 2. We say that conditional risk measure oyx, | is support-bounded
if for every X € Lo we have oyr,_,(X) € (a,b), where a = essinf(X) and
b = esssup(X).

Theorem 1. Let process {Z:},t = 0,1, ..., be adapted to the filtration F, a.s.
non-increasing, and let the process have uniformly bounded support. Assume
that a conditional risk measure oy r,_,(Z) is coherent and support-bounded for
all t. Then poo(Z) exists.

Proof. First, thanks to the nested form of p; and the fact that conditional
risk measures oy, , are support-bounded, we have bounded sequence p;(Z),
t=0,1,.... Second,

pe(Zi) = prs1(Ziv1) = pi(Zi) = pi(0ri1)7,(Zi11))
pt(Zt) — pe(ory1)7,(Z1))
= pe(Zt) — pe(Ze) = 0.

where the inequality follows from (i) coherency of 0,117, and (ii) the fact that
{Z:} is a.s. non-increasing, t = 0,1, ...,. Hence, the sequence p:(Z;), t =0,1, ...
is non-increasing. Since every bounded non-increasing sequence has a limit,
Poo(Z) exists, which completes the proof. O

Y]

For the majority of practical situations, it suffices to assume Q = [0, 1] x [0, 1] x
.and P =U(0,1) ® U(0,1) ® ... where U is uniform distribution; indeed,
any process can be made Markov by adding its history to the state space and
any coordinate of a Markov process can be expressed as a function of the past
and an uniform variable (see [2], Chp. 8).
It is well known (see [3]) that every coherent risk measure o can be ex-
pressed in a dual form: o(X) = supgep [ X(w)Q(w)P(dw), where M =



{Q eLy:Q >0,Ep(Q) =1,Ep(XQ) < 0(X),X € Ly} is a set of prob-
ability distributions known as risk envelope. Especially, if P = U(0,1), then
o(X) = supge fol gx (w)Q(w)dw where M’ is a (different) risk envelope and
gx is a quantile function of X.

Clearly, as conditional risk measures become coherent risk measures once
the conditioning random element is fixed, it can be expressed by means of a
dual representation too. Therefore, we further define o4 7,_, by means of this
representation; however, we do not allow the risk envelope to depend on ¢ and
we do not allow it to be random:

Tr () = SEEIF), 21 5P) = s [ gp@Q@ar, @

where M is a deterministic risk envelope and ¢p is a quantile function corre-
sponding to P. In practice this means that all the conditional measures are ” of
the same type”, e.g. once o4 r,_, is a conditional CVaR with risk level «, then
all the other conditional measures have to be conditional CVaRs with level «,
too.

Later we shall use the following Proposition.

Proposition 1. Assume (3). Let Fo be trivial (implying that Zg is determin-
istic) and let
O S Zt+1 — Zt S €t, t Z 0, (3)

where €; is deterministic with Zt € finite. Then po exists and
po(Z) = Zo + 0 (peo(Z')),
where Z] = Zyy1 — Zo, t > 0 and o(X) = X(L(X)) ( see [3)).

Note that o is unconditional coherent risk measure. First we prove the following
Lemma:

Lemma 1. (i) Let Zy be bounded and let (3) hold. Let oy, ,(Z;) be defined
by (@) and support-bounded for all t. Then pso(Z) exists and the convergence
in () is uniform in mazx norm.

(ii) Any coherent risk measure is continuous with respect to uniform convergence
N MaT norm.

Proof of Lemma. (i) Clearly, Z; fulfills the assumptions of Theorem[I] so poo(Z)
exists. For any t > 0 and s > 0, knowing that p;(Z;) is non-decreasing, we have

0 < pr1s(Zeys) — pe(Ze) < pras(Ze +er) — pe(Z) = pe(Ze + er) — pe(Zt) = ey

where e, =3, €.

(ii) Let Z; — Z* uniformly. Then there exists a sequence e; such that Z* —e; <
Zy < Z* + eq, so, by coherence, o(Z*) — e; < 0(Z;) < o(Z*) + e; implying
o(Zy) = o(Z*). O



Proof of the Proposition. Thanks to Theorem[I] the limit defining the L.h.s. ex-
ists. From the definition and the coherence

poc(Z) = Nim pi(Z;) = Zo + lim (o(S;))

where Sp = 0 and

St = 02‘]:1(. .. Ut‘]:tfl(Zéfl) .. ) = E(E(E( .. E(E(Z;f”]‘—t_l) e )|]:0)),
t > 0. By Lemma [II (i), S; converges uniformly to ps(Z’), so, by (ii) of the
same Lemma, lim;_, o0 (0(St)) = o(limt— 00 St) = 0(peo(Z')). O
2. Contractiveness of the Bellman Operator

Consider a dynamic programming problem

V(so) == sup Qoo(z Yr(se, ar)),
ar€A(st),st+1=T(s¢,at,Wiy1),t>0 =0

Here,

e T:5xAxX — S is a measurable mapping, where S is a complete state
space, A is a (measurable) action space and X is a measurable space

e W, € X is a Markov stochastic process (we may assume that it is i.i.d.
uniform (see above)).

e 7 is a uniformly bounded non-negative function

® 0o(Z) = —poo(—Z), where ps is a limit nested risk measure () defined

by filtration F; Lef o(W;) and a support-bounded coherent risk measure o
as in ().
e v < 1is a discount factor

e A(e): S — Ais a set mapping.

Since 7 is uniformly bounded non-negative and v < 1, process — Zr ef ZtT:o vory(se, ar),
T =0,1,...,, has uniformly bounded support and is non-increasing. Combined

with the assumption of coherent support-bounded conditional risk measure o,

it guarantees existence of po,. Hence, the problem is well defined.

Proposition 2. (Bellman Fquation)

V(s) = :12;() )[r(s, a) +vs(V(T(s,a,W))], se s, (4)

where ¢(Z) = —o(=2).



Note that (@) may be also understood as a definition of a risk-averse version of
a reinforcement learning problem (see [4]).

Proof. Thanks to Proposition [Tl basic properties of supremum, and Lemma [II
(ii), we get, for any so € S:

V(s0) = sup lr(SO, ao) + 7S (Qoo (i (s, at)> )]

at€A(st),st41=T(s¢,a¢,Wiy1),t>0

t=1

0
sup | r(s0,a0) + 76 sup o [ S0 Hr(sinan ) ) |
ag€A(s0) ar€A(st),st41=T(s¢,ar,Wit1),t>0 —1

which proves the Proposition. O
Theorem 2. The operator

B:(BV)(s) Y up. [r(s,) + 75(V (T (5,0, W)

18 a vy contraction w.r.t. sup norm.

Proof. Fix € > 0 and, for any value function V, denote ay s the e-optimal
solution of sup,e 4(5)[7(s, @) +vs(V(T'(s,a, W))]. We have

[BU — BV || = sup [(BU)(s) — (BV)(s)]
s€Su X s:(BU)(s)>(BV)(s)}
bu
Vv sup [(BV)(s) — (BU)(s)]

seSyE {s:(BU)(s)<(BV)(s))}

by

Further we have

by = sup | sup [r(s,a)+<(U(T(s,a, W)= sup [r(s,a)+rs(V(T(s,a, W))]|
sESy a€A(s) ac€A(s)

< sup [r(s, av,s) £ (U(T(s, av,s, W))) = (s, av,s) =y (V(T (s, av,s, W)))] — €

seESy

= ’7556121:; [C(U(T(Sv au,s, W))) — C(V(T(Sv au,s, W)))] — €

1 1
7 swpl- swp [ U v w)Qu)dut swp [ VIT(s,ap.,w)Qw)du)—e
seSy QeM Jo QeM Jo

1

1
<7 sseuSp [_/ _U(T(Sv au,s, U}))QVJ(W)dUH—‘/O _V(T(Sv au,s, w))QV,S(w)dw]_e

0
1
< v sup / |U(T'(s,au,s, w))=V(T(s,av,s, w))|Qv,s(w)dw—e < 4|[|U=V]|co—¢
0

seESy



where Qv,s = argmaxgem fol V(T (s,au,s,w))Q(w)dw (the last inequality
holds because Q(w)dw is a probability measure). By releasing e and performing
a limit transition, we get the by < 4||U — V|| By making analogous steps for
by, we get the Theorem. O

Thanks to these Theorem, many solution techniques, relying on the contrac-
tiveness of the Bellman operator, work when the expectation is replaced by a
coherent risk measure. Here we only demonstrate this for the well known Value
Iteration Algorithm (see [4])

Let Vo : S — [0,00) be arbitrary and let # be a pre-chosen precision level.
The Value Iteration Algorithm may be written as follows:

n <+ 0
repeat
n—n+1l
Vo, < BV,_1
until |V, — Vi_1]je < 0

The following result is a direct consequence of the Banach Fixed Point Theorem
(see [5], 1.1).

Theorem 3. There exists V, solving (),
,yn
HVn - V*”oo < 1—HV1 - VOHOO
-7

for any n.

Corollary 1. The Value Iteration Algorithm stops after a finite number of
steps.
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