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Risk-sensitive Markov decision processes and state
augmentation transformation

MA Shuai, XIA Li
School of Business, Sun Yat-sen University, Guangzhou 510275, China

Abstract: In the theory of Markov decision processes, the randomness of the objective stems from not
only the stochasticity of the process but also the randomnesses of the one-step reward and the policy.
When the optimality criterion concerns only the risk-neutral expectation of the objective, the reward
(function) simplification will not affect the optimization result. However, the simplification will
change the stochastic reward sequence, which results in a modification to a risk-sensitive objective, 1i.
e., arisk measure. Since some theoretical methods may require a simple reward function in a practical
environment with a complicated one, to bridge this gap, we propose a technique termed state augmen-
tation transformation, which preserves the stochastic reward sequence in a transformed process with a
reward function in a simple form. Taking three classical risk measures (variance, exponential utility,
and conditional value at risk) for example, the numerical experiment shows that the state augmentation
transformation keeps the risk measures intact, while the reward simplification fails.
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L[ R L F2 (MDP, Markov decision process), PR G451 ## (controlled Markov process ) 3 B/l
AR (stochastic dynamic programming ), H B EWFFEXR IR ER M Z BV RS . BIERS
HRAS, DR — > Sk i R B e R Gk, X FIR A -SRI By — A SRmg . 7ETC e 3k
FISRISIER T, MDP =4 — 5 5 5 19 5 (G #2 (MRP, Markov reward process) . 75 REAL 42 o 2
{ R} HYEERE -, MDP AL AHEN] (optimality criterion) Tk T S g HPERE . 2R BLAG LA vE I 32 2228 R XURS: v
P (risk-neutral) (1) SRITHREMIAEE , F2250 S RFL(HrF0) dE N S50 E ] Fiy 400 22 D)3 2 2 0 R0
= H B B 8] — 2P (time-consistency ) , N #0056 w6 7] 318 i Bellman f G FEaE A0S 2] . T X
B PR AL HE DU 9 R A, R HEDN B 2 i SR 4 B v I RS R P A A o ) I 72 it
JEIEWA R3S . BRI RE I AR A XU BURK (risk-sensitive ) T2 [ B3 A) SEBREESR R of 0 DA%
SZAEA R AU () R 2 o

Bt AT XU P 78 A AL, X MIDP XSS Y DU () A9 87 52 O3 o i F Rl i L S 2 i, —
I8 2 MDP BLRUE BT &, S BN e e i AU o 1 2H (] 03 5 9 Pk b 8 4 4% il (robust con-
trol), PR FH T E R IRE O T S EA A HATRAD . A SC T ZFFE th MDP N AEBEALPE 5 1R 9 XU
1M s 10 R Bk Ay SRS BURK MDP (risk-sensitive MDP) o XU 8% MDP & — A~ 85 ZAF 55 7 ), 38 5 % hm KU
rbE MDP, & 1 ] A4 1925 (differential game) 77 7E B VIR R, S X% G0 KUK i MDP 9 2 .
RS BB MDP H PSR 5 T BRI — S e LR W, 7RI M o] LA i —A “4r” ABEALIR S R ( R, ),
Hpr R At e NI — 4R . X “4F” (A REFO0 AL b, 38 5 XUBS: I 2 (risk measures)
W — WG (R YA bR, I 5 AR WG 2 50 2 W REARTE Y 20 SR o AU BUE% MIDIP i) JXUJSS: 1
FEp Iy IS, —JEEEH AR VBN, MH e Ll

p(M,) = Po(Ro +pl(R, +pa(R, + )))’
Horpp, At e NI ZI 0 2549 ARSI, 1be 28 RURS: 00 32 9% Kk  Markov JAURS: il Ji (Markov risk measure)' ' 75
— R B AR R, YR AR TR 1 i A AL AR &, i A B AL AR 1 38 5 B SO BRI ) e I
IR . LLJCERBY Be MDP 5], 25l Fy e (0, 1), HERIr4ndkmie
= >yR,.

ZBERLE B PR I AR (return) , 28 LAY S) 5 R D) 15— R 40 XG0 8 8 S ST I R S AL AR o A 1L
T Markov USRI B2, TS BEATLAZ 1 1 XUR: I BE s )2 F 9, T EmT 0o =28 R T O 22 il e | B
TR BRI 5 T oo BRI

T3 ZENE R REALAZ S ol B, R R AR AU T 2 XU 0% MIDP H 14 75 25 ME DU 44 -

Wets 5 22 V(@), HENEEXTICES 19 7 25 EA T AL . Sobel Syl 4 e PRI Y MRP WL £ 77 25 45 1 T
figE i * . Mannor Fl Tsitsiklis UER 17 BR B B i) 2 8- 75 22 7] Rk NP-3E" . Tamar 55y Z2 R0 L T 045 7
ZEMPEALETI SR T 36T SR B0 B ORI T 1 o Xie S5 BT X 5 (H -y 22 () B 1 1 AR AR R I

e BRF- #4575 22 (limiting average variance) limsup ;V(TZIR, ) ZHE U B XS TC AT i SRRy 25 14T

ko % 2N T, Herndndez-Lerma %5 " 'WF 5% T 7F f5c L B A5 WA 25 5 s 2 ] Hh 1) o A8 3R kA7 76 1% o
Guo fll Song MiZZKF Z AR T “G-24" (G-condition) , FFFEZEAM: FIEMH T %y 2 HEN] 5571
HEN S, IR AP T F e 3 UE T 19 de 0 506 s 4 v 48 b BRSP4 07 22 HE DU 9 e R S s
DL T 25 255 0 SRR .
Fa 57 24 (steady-state variance)
o1
lim ?E

T

’

T-1 1 T-1 2
>k 15| Sk
=0

t=0

METFRIPIE DT 22, %N B 7 b — 2L A e P . Sobel Ml Chung WF5Y 17 A H{H 249 5 1Y 158 MDP
a7 2204k (R U>3  Prashanth 2504 ] Actor-Critic 23l 58 ms 46 5, dEmiitfbias iy, %
T B RS AL SO RT3l o A R IEH . Gosavi P B X AR S T E PR T Q-learning 9%, X BIEAERIL T
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AT Xial' EFRTRR A T 2 AEARE, SR T Db 2T MOMEAS, BEMIEEH T R SR M AR, JE
FAZHL, Maf5E RS T 2 MRS R ATT IR T, DL iR st I BRI B bR, EEXT
—REET O AR TR AR HELS, R EIE SR T R T, IR
WS

HTAEZ BRI, T 2000 a2 0 T 4axml . BB . A8 5 13 b 4 60 8 i XL
R USRI R, xRl grh, Markowitz ¥4 7 225 ALK B R, 7EF 20 & e ih T E-Jr 22004007
B BRI IE R N TG A RO ph AR i ) REIRIE Y, S ) T RE YR (XU K
MR FHBESE ) B AR, anfel {5 Bh A Be it , o7 & 30y su/ Fe SR I, (A5 F X B RS R 2 22 800N,
XTHL e atE PR R OCEZ ., SGE ARG, ACHMPILE 5 & 4 5 R BT 5 A8 i i ik sl v B4
G, JUIRTERARPRE, B REMER B WS 2, ] R4 2 S T A8 38 Tk 23 O PR R Y T
A Fr, gy 22T DIVE SR S i A A B AR, SRR AR R, W R S Mk S A
BEALAS 5 (8 20 A TR AR I, 7 280 — > RAF 0 KUK B o SR 24 20 A B X PRV 22, sl pL A 4
FA) TE /87 O 22 T B X XS BRIy, 5 2N e — G i AR HE ]

SIS T 255, et i Morgenstern #1 von Neumann T 1947 442 2/, % F HS 8 FEALI 5
7 BRI R R E R SR ) (certainty equivalent) ,  BJV5j iz B ALY 25 ELAT AH [R50 H (8 A0 0 2 PRI £S
T 2 T WA 2 R MR 5 28 X A [) IR 175 450 1) 2 SR BEAfY o 28 B 22 95 BT 3f 4538 (Allais Paradox )™ 5 &1
TR EIES (St. Petersburg Paradox )™, BiSEIEIE RN, PRIKHE B R R HE 100% FHERE 3] 100 J1 T, MMk
10% HIHERAFE] 500 T17T, 89% HIHERIFEI 100 7778, 1% MR TClss , RIEAT#H A s /N TR & .
T2 O PR DL DR U 45 SR S POV (certainty effect) , BV DR TR 3 B B LA e PE IR RS o SR AS 4%
WHER, MIRBEUBKNIT RS S s BB KWK, xliekt, 25558 — o
M, AU T, WA 2 R A s 558 — U g S i, WU ARSE 40, #4758 Y e T
MIATAR R0 55 4, HIEPRES A, ik, S 55 EBIEA KD WAL, ERE . &5 n IR,
W 252 20, WER S . AT B R DUBCR B AT R 2 5 i i it R 3 80k I 45 T 0 R 3 25 55 1k /g
RN E S LR rh e B WA B AT L i SO sR B T . KU BBUBE MDP H SR pRi A
B H A U E[U(P)]}. 15 5H (exponential utility ) 245 FH BRECE T A B3, Bl I e A9 KL
RO U MDP ARy ISR AT, T DI RURRIR 1 3120 E X Bellman J5 % . R0 vl 7R hy

5 s (59)])

B U (x) = exp (Br). Chung 557 1 YA XTI 5 A F BRI 58 T 3 TR 40 R A s a2 3. Béuerle 557
UE B MDP H 48 B0 I AT 38 2o 5 S g fR A2 () b 1 i (2 ALK M o Zhang i £ [B] MDP
PIFEEOAH M S T e R, IR T e AR e P RO W I AE A SEBR TR h, e B8 o
W R 22 Al 5 A8 B AR A

O3B T B AL AR 5 53 AT fe LA 20, XU A B (VaR , value at risk ) A& — 7 28 31 (1) 5 T 43057 209
B, BRETaRA, hIPEMR P Morgan) 720 TH20 80 4E4CHEH, I T 90 LI AR (L ZE/R Py
B o VMBI AR T B KU AL B FREZ —, VaR ZIil| T 76— & BIHE R K () T U2 B9 e/ il g
(7)o MEE Bk, BUEX (7, o) HFEHLAS & BF5 76 P %X (CDF, cumulative distribution function) [ f%) /5,
1M« -VaR Bl o 43437 f5 o Filar S5k AU f50U8 MDP 138 T VaR (BF 58 SCT IR : 4538 o T « 91k
5% %« T aiifb. BRI R EUER X UL 45 CDF B 01k, (HAE XS BUE MDP (3 7 7 HAN IS A
[, VaR BLAR & —Bh 0 A KU B, (RO AN BT RAF A B R 0 (At M) . ASBEAR 4l o 2 B XL
B, EANE R —ECE AR, 7F VaR B934l I, Rockafellar 2575 F 2000 442 H— BB it XUBS: I o —— 2544
KBS i (CVaR , conditional VaR) . CVaR X % FK A expected shortfall . average value at risk 5¥ expected tail
loss, Eitfb T EWEE AN T4 E VaR H A IR . 5 VaR AL, CVaRi BRI ATNE . 1F
FERAME . IR R R A AR M, PR CVaR J& —Ff— M (coherent) KU EE P, iy T HAT BT 151k
Jit, CVaR7EXEHURMDP 1 B #5512 (955 . Borkar Fl Jain £ X474 CVaR 295 (145 BB B MDP [7]
R T AR, IR T SRE R SPE o SRR L MO ARt AR 4y, AR SEBR I A DL
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SCE . Béuerle F1Ott UEM] T CVaR HEN] N AEFEH L Markov SRl , % RIS LAEAL & T BEURIMAG Y 720k
AzsiE] B, BEFIZY FEas ), Haskell F1 Jain 4 CVaR #E R #) MDP [a] B H 1 36 T 508 BRI B9 5795
SRMTZ AR ™ A0 75 22 1 SR A — R R AT RR A% . Prashanth £ X145 45 CVaR 2 5[ MDP
[P RREE T SR B, A AT S 2 R i . Chow 55 BRI AL 1Y A BE 0BT T CVaR I T
) MDP [n] #, UEBH T H 507 20 sl S He O Ak ) A A8 A0 1, IR 4 TR RUE B RBAE . BR T &Rl
B, CVaRWE ) vz N T RBIR Acil Y 5 By g . FFX CVaR R, LTk 46].

B SCERZRIAR AT UL, EEXS AR AU B2, 2 T4k T 2 e i, SRmihe ik 5 TR I R
FAZES . M TREHEEMDPN S, xRN FLEEAZ 5 E WM R 2 5. HREM AT EHE
VRS Z=F, AU U MDP A A 4 pR BOE 0K il 2 A8 15 58 4 o BRI 71 v A MIDP 1 P 8 2 e
B, ST YEPIRAREY, BIR, = r(X,, K,), Hor MRENEE, X, 5K 250t e NI ZIRPIRES S 3h1E
I T AR ] R b () H B o] BE R REAILEY . S TFRESFEL W, WR~r(X, K, X,..), o r 3o fi sk
T AT P o SO 2118 22 S5 X6 UG v g S0 B o D T 75 TE O SR, 3 s RIS T o Bk A 7 e M i Ak (I
FE 1) o SRR T XS SR MDP M 75, R 0T i B o 50 B 15 A K e 22 BE ML R P 2 { R, ), 2 T e AR & R
F A KU BE o DA SR AR 40 % 5 22 4151, Sobel Sy A ff e P pR B T PR B B B MRP 25 1 T
ZEVPAN ST, SRTZ O Lo BN F T A B AL i MRPY B XS [l R, — i ey 2 J2 X i
P R BSGEE A T 1 Ak, AR THZTRT A 2028 MRP Y (R, ), HE T ek SRR R 0 7 25 0 05 — PP 7382 B R it
KB &L 110 (ad hoo) B, (HX AR VL ML THIF & 7 22 TR AH G Mk N B5306) TR UA 04T 46 TR B 1Y)
PRAFE . Qo] NSEBR LB K, 25 A R Ao XU B2, e Xk ] LA 3 1) B9 1 5 SE PR A 2 4 TR
[ R A X2, 2 AU S MDP i — B2 ), BAT — e B ORIz BN T 5

RSP 748 # (SAT, state augmentation transformation ) £ X XU B MDP, 657415 45 52 24 % T #5411
MDP 72246 Syt A a7 S bR £ MDP, - HL AR TIEAH [ 56 W (Ji 4 SR g 5 X6 W 4 FE SR g ) T MRP Y B AL iz P
AR RIAAS . ASCERXT MDP SRS AN, il BUE S, 7E45 6 RIS T 1Y MDP H 2% A =28 FH Y K
B . Jr2s . Fe BG5S AR E, JFX) il i SAT 5 Hz B ok 5l £k i 15 = 28R i 22 5%, b
B UE SAT X7 A7 5 2 4 P pR 5/ Bt L3R W 119 MIDP rp JXURS: SO SR WS PN A A A5 . BER S0 ik 5 80 5L g0 1 3=
WY, YR R EOE A B 2, RS 78 B R A AT Ak A T bR R () B PR XU I BN ST AEAS
Biff R PR IR A 2% 0 XU SRR AR () @t ep /3l ek SAT 1ty I 17 £k 41 T bR 50K X MDP 147 i 9 R HOE 21 1
itk feJa, e SAT B —LeikfE & R 5 o

1 XS HUS MDP 7Y

1.1 MDP#H

A EWFFE TG IR B B 5% (time-homogeneous) B #f MDP, HORZES 5 aERGE Y AH R . —> MDP
Al LF

M =S, Ar,p,p.y ),

E¢Sﬁﬁ@%§§ﬁ,éxjueNﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ;Aﬁﬁ@ﬂﬁéﬁ,ﬁﬁﬁAing,E¢
Alx) Fx e SIITTFTEhESS ], A K, e A(X,) N e IFZIJ R B RGORES X, F BRI BAE s p WAL RS AR
K, HhiEx, yeS, acAlx), Ap(ylx. a)=P(X,. =y|X,=x, K,=a); pellS)NREW GRS
Yy e(0, 1) RYTHNETF o ARSCE XN RS R, 25 LT DU -

() #EtEr ., ETREIRM re: SxA > R;

(i) e RSB r,: SxA xS — R;

(i) BEALPER) . ETRENRM re: Sx A — A(R);

(iv) BEALERS . B TAREHERB IR M rg: Sx A xS — A(R).
re (s o Tss o) R GEHR T PR BRI o3 A R B, A R, e[-C, C1 el 2I00— D Hm, Hrh
@ A(S) Wit XAES LM iz ]
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C e RJy— L2 S 1Y L0 o VA L, AP IR N R 3 SR il 0 P T MIRP . % T BEHIL 42
AR ST 1 AL 5315

AR T LS I R SR . ST XT JCBRIA B MDP, 5S04 57K Markov 5, IS AT S 11 19
PEREAUHM TS RORAS T JE Ao, FLSRWS R B 127 . D 3675 -4 Markov W 25 1], Ho ol of—
R R @D%%Mi%%”@D MAEE W deD, §9 1E 1T % R
M,=(S, rp po o ¥)? TEEEMIE, MAEKRW deD, WIEH T ALK M, REE % ERAR N
(S, rus pas oy )y BOIRPURIZIRIE R TN eRBLAG BRI AL, BEMIRCE (R,)e BULR TS, 63
Toik 5 2 B S PR R

Exuﬁmgﬁ%ﬁﬁw>%meAMﬁ%%dd>ﬁﬁﬁMMmmmvwm B, A r, B, 0
A S A, T e IR IIE, LA— AN o, B MAEBERLENS d e D, F i
FRLA MR8, FCARIH R BCRT R 2R RTAL

ri(x) = z d(alx) zp(y|x,a) z jr(,(j|x,a,y),
aecA(x) yesS

jesupplr(1x. . y)}

Horp supp{rd( lx, a, y)}%%ﬁ?ﬁ:}‘?ﬁrd( ‘lx, a, y)E@ﬁ%(support)o

U D0 THE D) DAy JRUPRS: T 1 1)~ 2 R D00 S P o DU Ff 1 P o 250 ) e P T A 2 S el SRS 18 e AP o AR
TAEAR H 5 A XU I B2 1], 4 pR 50 Ze vk (T Ak O M, W (R, ), R TIT RSO SRS I e AP . T SO A 4
= ARSI B R A
1.2 XU

AT N EEN A =R IS . J7 2 . 188085 CVaR. B4 MRP RS, =l XURS: 0 22
AE SCAIT o

FE TTEFENBEYVERR RO, R BAARMERY XU 2 — . MRP e #9728 &

p.(®) = (@)= B[ - B@)]].

K E, 5V, W4 5E RGHIRARE 00 w I A8 577 22 . Sobel 5&T Bellman J7 2, Sy A7 ff i 11 41 1 £
MRP st 197 224t T — M RO TR k.

T (ks ) WFAEEMRPM, =(S, )y ps po v ), Hfr, e, 4 PRHEBBERE

[ EDP(x, y p,(y| ) z d( alx)p( |x, a), v, yeS A v (I BE)EREE (M), Wo(x)=

E.(®); A HIT2EHR ﬁ(mi) My (x) =V (), HPE 5V HEERGEVIHIRSEx e SHHIEREY
FE. A OXIN g BRI EEL (), fA0(x) = sz(x, y)[rd(x) +)/v(y)]2—vz(x). g

v=r,+yPo=(I-yP) r,
W =0+yPy=(1-yP)6.
FEF 1 A MRP UG 19 )5 2225 th T —Fh 2 Bellman J7 R A9 = RURE , AHAZ AU 7 A 0 PR Y
MRP,
BEMA %€ PR BUERREB e R, MRPIFEERUT N
p.(®, B)= Em[&wwwﬂ
FREGH 5 2R E%, H Taylor EFHIEA N

p(®, 8) = B(®) + Ev(@)+ ap), (1)

Hp O - ) RIET5 /NI . el R0, 248 < OF, I g —Fft KU RLRE VI . 24 B JE 8 /NS, 320 )
AL RS O 22 UG T

CVaR  CVaR & 2§ 5 {E 8 58 15 B2 N Y VaR A B0 1 S5 PR 8 B, VaR S a5 7E 45 08 AR

(2) Ak 22055 SR i Yo bR 2852 (1) ) AT RE S
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ae(0, 1) R/ E. 4HE —DEEE o, MRPI VaRE LR :
VaR,(®) = inf{x € RIP(® <x) > a}.
DUl MRP 7E 25 %€ B B a F ) CVaR 1] 52 L h
1 1
p (@, @) = mfavaR,(cp)ou = B{®|® > VaR (D)}

AR CVaRME R — 2 — BRI B, HA RAFAECA T, (H3ELLAE MRP g S oAl o A Sl i i
B2 A oA AL IR A IE A 20 A, ST %8 B0 5 CVaR BT RAh T .

fB2i% 1 MRP B9 o T U A IE 2553

1R, CVaR Al 41 R AT
g[¢'(a)]

p (@) =+ o BT

Hrh g5 GorFmbrEIES AN (n, o) FREZRE FE pREOR S AR S0 pR AR, iU R oy bl K IR 3 L %
(inverse Mills ratio) . B 25 HIH UL Y CVaR Rk = n] WL SCHR[52 ],

MDA rep 19 MDP/MRP 5 22 b FH—FP T X7 A BEAY A BRI 7 YA BT,z ey b 21 5 1k SRR 7R
R ek Bk 25 7 — PO iR R (R A B, A RN R T TR AR S 09 Mk B3 X ] AR
JAT A TR BE P BRARE . 53— Fh 7 0 2 0 SAT 4 JHLAR Bk — N5 A7 B 1 14 i P ) MDP/MRP.,

2 RSP AR

BT BRE 5 1k 5 S B [ 80 v i I e 5100 25 55 17 5 A g IR ) 88 A8 Ak 45 PP Ak i ) 8, AR SCRIFSE TR
B A (LUT fRIFR SAT) ™ i ikt Xt b, MR mSAEIL -5 074 A £ 15 o0 52 MDP/MRP 4 37,
SMIER, BIXT T — NG 5 2L 3 pR 5 ) MDP/MRP, SAT A] DL HL 64y — S5 A 1T BRI o 5k 10
MDP/MRP, HW&E K { R IHE . A SCE X MDP H SR BE BEA, A =5 ARafE T RTR . BRSBTS
A ENE . R A G B BEALYE S SRS A BEALYE . REASHR S MR AR R, LU =R .

TEOLL: WA ry B M s

TEOL2: A rg M,

&M 3: WA r WIMAM—"Tde D, .
HorpeR B 1 R SAT 2 i [l 5, PR X A JE TR HE B B R AU MRP,  BICURRR S 5 B8 A8
e IEH 2 A BN LR, R T — AL AR R AE O 3B R — R, R RS S
REALYES Rk . = RGBT E N R E RRRRIE R, L < FoRIbRe R, WA

LT < 1502 < HHL3.

EFXHEDL 3, SATE XA .

EX 201653 T SAT) M FAERMd e D, FMM =(S, A, r, p, p. v ), Hhrhr B, H&
SAT 75 e it 18 MRP 1] £ /% K M) =(S", r}, ph 'y v ), Hh ST =S xAx] Ry ik &5 M,
J= U supp{rd-lx. a. )| HETA AT RIS AOSE G s i ST ROWAE XFEST A s B 2 o5

v, yeS, acAlx)
B, AT &= x+=(x, a, y, j)eS*, x, yeS, aeA(x), jesupp{rd( ‘lx, a, y)}, A ori(«) =J;
pi(y 1) = dlaly) pzly, @)r(lly, ay 2) hE AE ST LIRSS, Hrdie', ' = (y, o, 2, f
Je S, zeS, a eAly), j’esupp{rd( “ly, a', z)}; pwi(x)=p(x)d(alx) pyle, a)r,(jlx, a, y)h
TESCTE ST F T AR 2 434 .

XFFAEOL3 T A SAT A I R e H .

T 2(SAT VI F I BEHLIRM S B Stk ) X TAEEMDPM = (S, A, r, p, n, v ), HhrArg
B, FEHMEd e D, FAT= L M, 5 SAT A6 irds M (g { R, YA I

W ZEM, TMEEHEARBR 0 =(s0, ap Sis Ji1» Qs Sy Jor @y +)o MAEE teN, & w(t)=
(Sor @or Sis 1o @1s Sos Jor @as s S @ S,1s Joo ) AR P(Q(1) = 0(1))o W ROZFEARRKAR, TEM]T
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Ao =(sh st )= (500 @ s i) (510 @i 550 jo)o ) F 0 (1) = (s sl 0 s7) = (500 @ 515 i)
(51 @i Sas o) s (50 @y si01s Jiar))s WHIEP(Q(1) = 0'(1)) = P(Q(1) = w(1)), T ZXXTE
te NS, AlE0IM, 5 MR ) HHA . UFEE

Z0E B IR T B IE 3 s 415 A AN R SRR I pR B0 MRP 56 T { RV IAEM M, 1024~ MRP U { R, )
ARTR RS, JRURS I B WA SR AR TR] o EF X MDP %) SAT #% 3Bl F SCHR[53 ], FFF 3CHk [ 55 ] AR R 25 [a] 1) £ J3 9k
PE—4h 7, EATEENE, M EEE SAT N T MDP HEAT RIS ALET, H RS BAY 58, XK
WS [T Y 90, WAEY o HME 25 (6] FH AR R 200, BRI AR 5 R S 25 e () — — B 6 &, T
LSCHRESS |o B2 &, PIASERXHEN 1 52 S, BEAR LIS DL 2 Sl 4h AR HEE -

B LCH B 2 F 19 SAT) X FALE M, =(S. 1o po mr v ), Hbhr, rg B, F71E M) =
(S, ple 'y y )y Hor e B, 8 M, 5 MR, )AL

BERPZ S BOIE A T WL SCHR (53 ] ARIRAREIE 1, LL— AT ro IR BB IR ZS MRP 5, SAT fY
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Fig. 1 The linear reward simplification and the SAT on an MRP
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max |7 (x) = Fy(x)|.
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Fig. 2 A comparison between the approximated empirical CDF and the two approximated CDFs,

whose variances are calculated by Theorem 1 with the aid of the SAT and the reward simplification, respectively
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F1 PRI BETE SAT H2 I ok B Ak 55 0 AT A 25 R X L

Table 1 The comparison among the three risk measures with the SAT, the reward simplification and the simulation

FEEHUH
AR ik CVaR (a=0.9)
B=1 B=0.1 B=0.01
SAT 6.168 1 6.1449 10.5185 9.2405 6.4753 6.198 8
B PR A AT Ak 6.168 1 0.1229 6.7833 6.2295 6.174 0 6.168 7
& 6.108 4 6.1176 10.189 8 8.6782 6.5280 6.2592
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