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Abstract This paper deals with Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) on Borel spaces
with possibly unbounded costs. The criterion to be optimized is the expected total
cost with a random horizon of infinite support. In this paper, it is observed that this
performance criterion is equivalent to the expected total discounted cost with an infi-
nite horizon and a varying-time discount factor. Then, the optimal value function and
the optimal policy are characterized through some suitable versions of the Dynamic
Programming Equation. Moreover, it is proved that the optimal value function of the
optimal control problem with a random horizon can be bounded from above by the
optimal value function of a discounted optimal control problem with a fixed discount
factor. In this case, the discount factor is defined in an adequate way by the parame-
ters introduced for the study of the optimal control problem with a random horizon.
To illustrate the theory developed, a version of the Linear-Quadratic model with a
random horizon and a Logarithm Consumption-Investment model are presented.
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1 Introduction

This paper was initially motivated by the study of the discounted optimal control
problem given in Puterman’s book (see [1], Sect. 5.3). In this reference, it is proved
that a discounted control problem can be treated as a control problem where the
horizon is a random variable, which is supposed to follow a geometric distribution
independent of the process.

Retaking the idea mentioned, this article presents the study of the problem with
a random horizon independent of the process, considering in this case an arbitrary
distribution. While researching the background of this problem, it was observed that
it is natural for applications to have this kind of independence, for example, to analyze
a bankruptcy in economic models, to model a failure of a system in economic models,
to model a failure of a system in engineering, or to study the extinction of some
natural resource in biology (see [1] p. 125, [2] p. 267, [3, 4]).

Another approach to study this kind of problems is assuming that the random
horizon is measurable with respect to the filtration of the process. In this context,
a class of problems is studied as an optimal stopping problem (see [1, 2, 5]). This
problem has also been studied when the random horizon is the stopping time, see [6],
for instance. However, there was not sufficient literature found for the case when
the horizon is independent of the process, and the existing one presented limitations,
which reinforce the intention to study the problem considering this independence.

The present work approaches the control problem in the cases where the support
of the random horizon is either finite or infinite. In the case when the distribution has
a finite support, the optimal control problem can be studied using the existing theory
for MDPs (see [1, 3, 4, 7]). The same does not occur for the numerable case, on which
this article is centered.

For the goal of this paper, firstly, the optimal control problem with the expected
total cost and a random horizon as a performance criterion is presented. It is observed
that this problem is equivalent to the one with the infinite-horizon expected total
discounted cost as a performance criterion. The importance in this case is that the
discount factor is varying over time (see (6), (7), and Remark 4.3(ii)). Usually, in
the literature, the discount factor is a fixed number between 0 and 1 (see [8]). In the
development presented in this work, even the case with a fixed discount factor (see
Remark 4.3(iii)) is included.

Secondly, the optimal solution of the optimal control problem with a random hori-
zon is characterized (the value function and the optimal policy). To do this, a stan-
dard dynamic programming approach is used (see [1, 8—11]). For this problem, it is
assumed that the states and action spaces are Borel spaces, not necessarily compact,
and with the cost function that is neither necessarily bounded. These situations have
not been considered in previous papers (see [4, 7]). It is important to point out that in
the optimal control problem with a random horizon there may not exist a stationary
optimal policy (see [7]). In this case, using conditions of continuity and compact-
ness on the components of the model, it is possible to guarantee that there exists
a deterministic Markov optimal policy. This article also provides two fully worked
examples.

Thirdly, in this paper it is proved that the optimal value function of the optimal con-
trol problem with a random horizon can be bounded from above by the optimal value
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function of a discounted optimal control problem with a fixed discount factor. In this
case, the discount factor is defined in an adequate way by the parameters introduced
for the study of the optimal control problem with a random horizon. The previous
description suggests that a problem of a random horizon can be approximated using
a discounted optimal control problem. To do this, the paper presents additional con-
ditions for the random variable (see Assumptions 5.1 and 5.4), which allow finding a
bound for the difference of the value functions of the control problems.

The paper is organized as follows. Firstly, in Sect. 2, the basic theory of the Markov
decision processes is presented. Afterwards, in Sect. 3, the optimal decision problem
with a random horizon is described. Then, in Sect. 4, the optimal solution is char-
acterized through the dynamic programming approach and the theory is verified in
two examples. Finally, in Sect. 5, under certain assumptions, the problem with the
random horizon is connected to a discounted problem with an infinite horizon.

2 Preliminaries

Let (X, A, {A(x) : x € X}, Q, ¢) be a Markov decision model, which consists of the
state space X, the action set A (X and A are Borel spaces), a family {A(x) : x € X}
of nonempty measurable subsets A(x) of A, whose elements are the feasible actions
when the system is in state x € X. The set K:={(x,a) : x € X, a € A(x)} of the
feasible state-action pairs is assumed to be a measurable subset of X x A. The fo-
llowing component is the transition law Q, which is a stochastic kernel on X given K.
Finally, ¢ : K — R is a measurable function called the cost per stage function.

A policy is a sequence w = {mr; : t =0, 1, ...} of stochastic kernels ; on the
control set A given the history H, of the process up to time ¢ (H; = K x H,_y,
t=1,2,...,Hp= X). The set of all policies is denoted by I7.

[F denotes the set of measurable functions f : X — A such that f(x) € A(x), for
all x € X. A deterministic Markov policy is a sequence = = { f;} such that f; € F, for
t=0,1,2,.... AMarkov policy = = {f;} is said to be stationary iff f; is independent
oft,ie., f=f€lF, forallt =0,1,2,....In this case, 7 is denoted by f and F is
the set of stationary policies.

Remark 2.1 In many cases, the evolution of a Markov control process is specified
by a difference equation of the form x;+1 = F(xs,a:,§), t =0,1,2, ..., with xg
given, where {&;} is a sequence of independent and identically distributed random
variables with values in a Borel space S and a common distribution p, independent
of the initial state xg. In this case, the transition law Q is given by Q(B | x,a) =
fs Ip(F(x,a,s))u(ds), B € B(X), (x,a) € K, where B(X) is the Borel o-algebra
of X and Ig(-) denotes the indicator function of the set B.

Let (£2, F) be the measurable space consisting of the canonical sample space
2 =Hy := (X x A)*® and F be the corresponding product o -algebra. The elements
of £2 are sequences of the form w = (xg, ag, x1,4a1,...) with x; € X and a; € A for
allt =0,1,2,.... The projections x; and a; from £2 to the sets X and A are called
state and action variables, respectively.

@ Springer



332 J Optim Theory Appl (2014) 162:329-346

Let m = {m;} be an arbitrary policy and x be an arbitrary probability measure
on X called the initial distribution. Then, by the theorem of C. Ionescu-Tulcea (see
[8]), there is a unique probability measure P;I on (£2, F) which is supported on H,
ie., P;Z (Hxo) = 1. The stochastic process (§2, F, P;f, {x;}) is called a discrete-time
Markov control process or a Markov decision process.

The expectation operator with respect to P;j is denoted by E; . If u is concentrated
at the initial state x € X, then Plf and E Z are written as P and ET, respectively.

3 Statement of the Problem

Let (£2/,F, P) be a probability space and let (X, A, {A(x) : x € X}, 0,¢) be
a Markov decision model with a planning horizon t, where t is considered as
a random variable on (£2’, ') with the probability distribution p, := P(t = 1),
t=0,1,2,..., T, where T is a positive integer or 7 = o0o. Define the performance
criterion as

JH(,x) = E[Z c(x, ar)},
t=0

w e ll, x € X, where E denotes the expected value with respect to the joint dis-
tribution of the process {(x;, a;)} and t. Then the optimal value function is defined
as

J* ()= inf j7 (), )]

x € X. The optimal control problem with a random horizon is to find a policy = * € IT
such that ;¥ (r*, x) = J¥(x), x € X, in which case, 7* is said to be optimal.

Assumption 3.1 For each x € X and 7 € I1, the induced process {(x;, a;)} is inde-
pendent of T.

Remark 3.1 Observe that under Assumption 3.1,

E[Z(>} _ EHD) | H

=0 t=0

T n
ZZ |:Zc(xtaat):|,0n

t=0

L
ZZ C(xt»at)

T
[Z Pre(xq, ar)}
=0
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well, x € X, where Py := Z,{:kpn =P(t>k),k=0,1,2,...,T. Thus, the op-
timal control problem with a random horizon t is equivalent to the optimal control
problem with a planning horizon 7" and a nonhomogeneous cost P;c.

4 Characterization of the Optimal Solution using Dynamic Programming
Approach

Firstly, the finite case T < 400 is presented.

Assumption 4.1

(a) The one-stage cost ¢ is lower semicontinuous, nonnegative and inf-compact on K
(c is inf-compact iff the set {a € A(x) : c(x, a) < A} is compact for every x € X
and A € R).

(b) Q is either strongly continuous or weakly continuous.

Remark 4.1 Assumption 4.1 is well-known in the literature of MDPs. A more de-
tailed explanation can be found in [8], p. 28.

Theorem 4.1 Let Jy, J1, ..., Jr+1 be the functions on X defined by Jr41(x) =0
andfort=T,T —1,...,0,

Ji(x) := min I:Ptc(x,a) +/ Ji+1(y)O(dy |x,a)], x e X. 2)
acA(x) X
Under Assumption 4.1, these functions are measurable and for eacht =0,1,...,T,

there is f; € F such that f;(x) € A(x) attains the minimum in (2) for all x € X. This
implies that

J(x) = Pre(x. f;(0)) + /X 1) Q(dy | x. i),

xe€Xandt=0,1,...,T. Then the deterministic Markov policy &* = { fo, ..., fr}
is optimal and the optimal value function is given by J*(x) = jT (7™, x) = Jo(x),
xeX.

The proof of Theorem 4.1 is similar to the proof of Theorem 3.2.1 in [8].
Let Ur4+1 :=0 and

Ji
Ut =,
P
te{0,1,2,...,T — 1}. Then (2) is equivalent to
Ui(x) = min [C(x, a) +a;/ Ui+1(»)Q@dy | x, a)}, 3)
acA(x) X
where
Py
o = , te{0,1,2,...,T —1}. 4
P
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Remark 4.2 Observe thaty = P(t >t + 1|1t >1).

Now, let us analyze the case when T = 4-0o. Under this condition, the perfor-
mance criterion is the following (see Remark 3.1):

T, x) = ET [Z Prc(xy, a,)}, (5)
t=0

well and x € X.
Foreveryn=0,1,2,..., define

o0 t
vy (T, X) = E] [Z Hak_lc(xf,a»], (6)
t=n k=n
well,xeX,and
V) (x):= inf v} (7, x), xeX. @)
mwell

vy (, x) is the expected total cost from time n onwards, applied to (5), given the
initial condition x,, = x, where x is a generic element of X.

Remark 4.3

(i) Note that P; = [[j—ok—1, Where t =0,1,2,..., a_j := Py =1 and o, k =
0,1,2,...,is defined by (4).
(ii) Observe that Vi (x) = J*(x), x € X (see (1)).
(iii) In (6),ifn =0, oy = «, k > 0 and ¢_1 = 1, the performance criterion is reduced
to an expected total discounted cost with a fixed discount factor.

For N > n > 0, we define

N ¢
vy (T, x) 1= ET [Z Haklc(x,,ao}, ®)
t=n k=n
withw € I1, x € X, and
Vi y&) = inf v] y(7,x), xeX. 9)
’ well ™

Assumption 4.2

(a) Same as Assumption 4.1.

(b) There exists a policy 7 € IT such that ;7 (7, x) < oo for each x € X.
Remark 4.4

(i) In Assumption 4.2, it is supposed that the cost function is nonnegative. This
assumption can be changed without any loss of generality by taking a ¢ which
is bounded below. Namely, if ¢ > m for some constant m, then the problem with
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a one-stage cost ¢’ := ¢ — m, which is nonnegative, is equivalent to the problem
with a one-stage cost c.
(i1) Observe that if ¢ > m, if Assumption 4.2(b) holds and, since

Jx)=mYy  Pr=m(1+ E[r]),
t=0

then E[r] < oo. Conversely, in the case of ¢ bounded, if E[t] < oo, then As-
sumption 4.2(b) holds.

M(X)* denotes the cone of nonnegative measurable functions on X.

The proofs of Lemmas 4.1 and 4.2 below are similar to the proofs of Lemmas 4.2.4
and 4.2.6 in [8], respectively. This is why these proofs are omitted.

Lemma 4.1 For every N > n > 0, let w, and wy, n be functions on K, which are
nonnegative, lower semicontinuous and inf-compact on K. If w, y + w, as N — 00,
then

lim min w, y(x,a) = min w,(x,a), xeX.
N—ooacA(x) acA(x)

Lemma 4.2 Suppose that Assumption 4.1 holds. For every u € M(X)™",
mingea)le(x, a) + ay qu(y)Q(dy | x,a)] € M(X)T. Moreover, there exists f,
in IF such that

min [c(x,a>+anfxu<y>Q<dy|x,a>]=c<x,fn>+an/Xu<y>Q<dy|x,fn),

acA(x)

x e X.

Lemma 4.3 Suppose that Assumption 4.2(a) holds and let {u,} be a sequence in

M(X)+ If‘un 2 minaeA(x)[C(X,a) +an fx un+l(y)Q(dy | xva)]7 n = 07 1’25 sy
thenu, > V>, n=0,1,2,....

Proof Let {u,} be a sequence in M (X)™ such that

un(x) > min [c(x,a>+an f ns1(7)Q(dy |x,a>},
acA(x) X
then, by Lemma 4.2,

un<x>zc(x,fn<x))+an/Xun+1(y>Q(dy|x,fn(x>), xeX.
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Iterating this inequality, one obtains

N—-1 t
un<x>zE§[c(xn,fn<xn>)+ > T1 a,-_lc(xt,mxt))}

t=n+1 j=n+1
N
+ [] e 1EF[utw)]. xeX. (10)
Jj=n+1

Here,
ET[u(en)] = /X (O™ (dy | xn. fulin)).

where OV (- | x4, fu(x,)) denotes the N-step transition kernel of the Markov process
{x;} when the policy m = { f} is used, beginning at a stage n. Since u is nonnegative,
or <1 and x,, = x, it is obtained from (10) that

N—1 t
un(x) > EJ |:an—lc(xn’fn(xn)) + ) ]_[oej_lc(xt,fz(m))}-

t=n+1 j=n
Hence, letting N — oo yields

Uy (x) >v)(w,x)>V5(x), xeX. O

Lemma 4.4 Suppose that Assumption 4.2 holds. Then, for everyn >0 and x € X,
V@) MV (x) as N — oo
and V' is lower semicontinuous.

Proof Using the dynamic programming equation given in (3), that is,

Ui(x) = min [C(x,a)+az/ Uz+1(Y)Q(dy|x,a)}, (11)
acA(x) X

fort=N—1,N—2,...,n,with Uy(x) =0, x € X, it is obtained that VnT,N(x) =
U, (x) and V;’ y(&) =Us(x), n <s < N. Furthermore, it is proved by backwards
induction that Uy, n <s < N, is lower semicontinuous. For t = n, (11) is written as

V, y(x) = min [c(x,a)+ot,,fxan+1,N(y)Q(dy|x,a)], (12)

acA(x)

and Vnt’ n (+) is lower semicontinuous. Then, by the nonnegativity of c, for each n =
0,1,2,..., the sequence {V, v : N =n,n + 1, ...} is nondecreasing. This implies
that there exists a function u,, € M (X)* such that for each x € X, an, N &) T un(x),
as N — oo. Moreover,

Vv <y (m,x) < v, x),
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x € X and 7 € I1. Hence V;N(x) < V[ (x), N > n, then u, < V. Furthermore,
u, being the supremum of a sequence of lower semicontinuous functions, is lower
semicontinuous. Using Lemma 4.1 and letting N — oo in (12), it is obtained that

up(x) = min [C(x,a)+otn/ un+1(y)Q(dy Ix,a)} (13)
acA(x) X

n=0,1,2,... and x € X. Finally, by Lemma 4.3, u,, > V,7, we obtain that u, = V]
and conclude this way the proof of Lemma 4.4. g

Theorem 4.2 Suppose that Assumption 4.2 holds, then

(a) The optimal value function V' ,n =0, 1,2, ..., satisfies the optimality equation

Vix)= nEP)[c(x,a)+an/ an+1(y)Q(dy|x,a)], xeX, (14)
acA(x X

and if {u,} is another sequence that satisfies the optimality equations in (14),
then u, > V,\.

(b) There exists a policy n* = {f, € F | n > 0} such that, for each n =0,1,2,...,
the control f,(x) € A(x) attains the minimum in (14), i.e.,

Vi) =c(x, fux) +an /X Viamo@@ylx, fux)), xeX, (15)
and the policy * is optimal.

Proof

(a) The proof of Lemma 4.4 guarantees that the sequence {V,7} satisfies the opti-

n
mality equations in (14), and by Lemma 4.3, if {u, } satisfies

Uy, = min [c(x,a)Jranf un+1(y)Q(dy|x,a)},
X

acA(x)

it is concluded that u,, > V,T.
(b) The existence of f,, € I that satisfies (15) is ensured by Lemma 4.2. Now, iterat-
ing (15) with x,, = x € X, it is obtained that

N-1 t
Vi (x) = ET [c(xn,fn(xn>)+ > 11 a,-_lc(x,,ft(xa)}

t=n+1 j=n+1

N
+ l_[ aj 1 E7[u(xn)]

j=n+l

N—1 t
> E;[Z HOA/—IC(X;’ ft(xt)):|,

t=n j:n
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n >0 and N > n. This implies that, letting N — oo, V7 (x) > v} (7*,x), x €
X, and * = { f¢}. Moreover, in particular for 7*, V.7 (x) < v} (r*, x), x € X.
Therefore, 7* is optimal. O

Example 4.1 (A Linear—Quadratic Model (LQM) with a Random Horizon) Let X =
A = A(x) = R. The cost function is given by c(x,a) = qx2 +ra?, (x,a) € K, such
that ¢ > 0 and r > 0. The dynamics of the system is given by x;4+1 = yx; + Ba; + &,
t=0,1,2,...,7, with xo known. In this case, y, 8 € R and {§} is a sequence of
independent and identically distributed random variables taking values in S = R,
such that E[&y] =0 and E [ég] = o2, where & is a generic element of the sequence

{&}.

Now, the LQM will be solved considering the following cases.
(a) It is assumed that the distribution of the horizon t has a finite support, that is,
Peo=k=p,k=1,2,3,....T, T < o0.

Lemma 4.5 The optimal policy w* and the optimal value function J* for LOM are
given by n* = (fo, f1,-.., fr), where

ap,Cry1vB

k. n=T,T—1,...,0,
r+a,,C,,+1,3

Su(x) =—

and J* (x) = Cox2 + Do, x € X, where the constants C,, and Dy, satisfy the following
recurrence relations:

CT+1 =07
C 2 2
Cn:qr+an n+1(gp erry )’ W=T.T—1.....0,
r+0a,Cpy1B
and
DT+1 =07

Dy =0y (Cop10% + Dyy1), n=T,T—1,...,0.
Proof In this case, using (3), the dynamic programming equation is
Ui () =minfgx? + ra’ + e E[Ursa(yx + pa + )], (16)
ae
where oy = P(t >t + 1)/P(t > t). For t =T in (16), with Ur4+1(x) =0, it is ob-
tained that f7(x) =0 and Uz (x) = gx2, x € X.
Fort =T — 1, replacing U7 in (16), it is obtained that

Ur-i1(x) = Hleiﬂg[qxz +ra® +ar_1E[q(yx + Ba+§)*]]

= miﬂr{}[q)c2 +ra®+ otT_lq(yz)c2 + ﬂ2a2 +2yBax + 02)], x e X.
ac
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Then
—ar—1CryB .
r+oar_1Crp%"’

Sr-1(x) = xeX,
where Cr = ¢. Hence Ur—_(x) = Cr_1x%2+ Dy_;, where

qr +ar—1Cr(gp? +ry?
r+oar_1Crp?

Cro1=

and Dy_; = Crar_i102.

Continuing with the procedure, it follows that

—ar—2Cr_1yB

)=
fr-2() r+oar_oCr_1p?

and Ur_1(x) = Cr_ox? 4+ D7_s, x € X, where

gr +ar—2Cr_1(gp> +ry?)
r+ar_2Cr_1p?

Cro=
and Dy = ar—»(Cr—102 4+ Dr_y).
Finally, in ¢ = 0, it is obtained that

—apCryB
folbo) = —=
r+oaoC1B
and Uy(x) = Cox2 + Dy, x € X, where

_qr+agCi(gp* +ry?)
- r+Ol0C1,32

Co

and Do = ag(C102 + Dy). Since Assumption 4.1 clearly holds, the result is obtained
applying Theorem 4.1. g

(b) Now, it is supposed that the distribution of the horizon t has an infinite support
with E[t] < o0.

Lemma 4.6 LOM satisfies Assumption 4.2.

Proof Clearly, Assumption 4.2(a) holds. Now, consider the stationary policy i (x) =
—%x, x € X. In this case, it results in

xr=4&_1, t=1

Then
[e¢)
J¥(h,x)=E} [Z Pre(xy, a»}
t=0
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=E”[OO Pz<q+ry—2>§2 }
X part 132 t—1

2
_ <q +r%>62(E[r]+l).

Since E[t] < 0o, Assumption 4.2(b) holds. O

Example 4.2 (A Logarithm Consumption—Investment Model (LCIM)) Consider an
investor who wishes to allocate his current wealth x; between an investment a, and
consumption x; — a;, at each period t =0, 1,2, ..., 7, where 7 is a random variable
with an infinite support. It is assumed that the investment constrain set is A(x) =
[0,x) C A=][0,1], x € (0, 1] and A(0) = 0. This way the state space is X = [0, 1].
In this case, the utility function is defined by u(x — a) :=In(x — a) if x € (0, 1], and
u(x —a) := 0 if x = 0. The relation between the investment and the accumulated
capital is given by x,41 = a;&, t =0,1,2,..., 7 with xo = x € X, where {&} is
a sequence of random variables taking values in (0, 1), independent and identically
distributed with continuous density function A, such that E[|In&y|] = K < oo, where
&o is a generic element of the sequence {&;}.

In the case of maximization, equivalent results are obtained with adequate changes
in the assumptions. For instance, in Assumption 4.2, the following change is neces-
sary:

Assumption 4.3

(a) The one-stage reward g is upper semicontinuous, nonpositive and sup-compact
on K.

(b) Q is either strongly continuous or weakly continuous.

(c) There exists a policy 7 € IT such that ;¥ (;r, x) > —oo for each x € X.

Lemma 4.7 The problem LCIM with a random horizon satisfies Assumption 4.3.

Proof Observe that the set A (1) :={a € A(x) :u(x —a) > A}, A € R, is equal to {0}
if A <0andequal to ¥ if A > 0 for x = 0; equal to [0, x —exp(A)] if A < Inx and equal
to ¥ if A > Inx for x € (0, 1]. Since A, («) is closed and compact for every x € X, for
Proposition A.1 in Appendix of [8], u is upper semicontinuous and sup-compact by
definition. So Assumption 4.3(a) holds.

Now let v : X — R be a continuous and bounded function and define

v (x, a) :=/Xv(y)Q(dy | x, a)

1
= / v(as)A(s)ds,
0

x € X and a € A(x). Observe that changing the variable u by as, it is obtained that

U/(x’a) — /OO v(u)l[ova](M)A<Z)d_u’
a a

—00
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if a £ 0 and v/(x, 0) = v(0). Since A is continuous, v’ is continuous for a # 0. Let
{a,} be an arbitrary sequence such that a,, — 0, so

1
lim v'(x,a,) = lim / v(a,s)A(s)ds = v(0),
n—>0oo n—0o0 0

then v’ is continuous for a = 0. This way, it is verified that v’ is continuous and
bounded on K for every continuous and bounded function v on X, i.e., Q is weakly
continuous. On the other hand, using 2(x) =0, x € X, it is obtained that ;7 (h, x) =
Polnx > —o0, x € X. O

5 The Optimal Control Problem with a Random Horizon as a Discounted
Problem

The optimal problem with a random horizon which is geometrically distributed with
a parameter p (0 < p < 1) coincides with a discounted problem with a discount fac-
tor p (see [4] and [1] p. 126). In this section, a condition is given that allows bounding
the problem with a random horizon t with an appropriate discounted problem, which
is simpler in practice.
Recall that oy, r =0, 1,2..., is defined as
Py

=— 17
o Pt ) ( )

where P; = P(t > t), and consider the following assumption.

Assumption 5.1 {a,} 2o C (0, 1) is a sequence such that & := lim;—; and
ar <.

Remark 5.1

(i) In the case of maximization, the assumption corresponding to Assumption 5.1
is the following: {at} 2o C (0, 1) is a sequence such that lim; o a; = @ and
o > .
(i1) It1is possible to find probability distributions that satisfy Assumption 5.1.
(iia) Consider T with Logarithmic distribution, i.e., px = —%, k =
0,1,2,...,where 0 < p < 1. Since

o =1 1%
=1 =
> ke Pk
+1
=1- 1 d P)(l (I—pytitl
@+ )ZJ =01+
1
=l - o
Z =0 H'wjrl
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it is directly obtained that o; < ;4 forallz =0,1,2, ..., and
a=lim o, =1-—p.
t—00
(iib) Take T with a negative binomial distribution whose parameters are g and r,
where 0 < ¢ <1 and r € N. In this case,

__ P
Zlfit Pk

(r+i—1)!
t!

C{[ZI

=1-

Zoo (r+t+j—D!g/
j=0 (t+))!

A+ DA+ 1+
Yo+ L)1+ L) (1 L=l

then

a=lim o, =gq.
t—00

Moreover, it is verified that oy 1 < o4.

Now, consider the Markov decision model (X, A, {A(x) | x € X}, O, ¢) and the
performance criterion as

v(m, x):=ET [Z&ZC(JQ, at):|,

t=0
mwell,x € X and @ = lim;_, 0y (See Assumption 5.1). Let
Vix):= ﬂig}f_{v(n,x), x e X. (18)
Consider the following assumption.
Assumption 5.2 There exists a policy € [T such that v(r, x) < oo, foreach x € X.

Lemma 5.1 Suppose that Assumptions 4.2(a), 5.1, and 5.2 hold. Then J* (x) < V (x),
xeX.

Proof By Theorem 4.2.3 in [8], there exists f € IF such that

V(x)=c(x,f(x))+o7/XV(y)Q(dy|x,f(x)), xeX. (19)
Iterating (19), it is obtained that
n—1
V) =E! [Za’c(xz, f(xz))} +a"EL [V )],
t=0
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n>1,xeX, where
El[V()]= /X V() Q" (dy | x, f(x)),

Q"(- | x, f) denotes the n-step transition kernel of the Markov process {x;} when

using f € IF. By Assumption 5.1, it results in

n—1 t

n—1 n—1
doae(n, fx)) =D [Tex—rc(x. fa) =) Pe(x, f(x),
t=0 =0

t=0 k=0
hence

n—1

V) = Ef [Z Prc(xi, f(xz))} +a@" EL[V o),

t=0

n>1, x € X. Since V is nonnegative,

n—1
V) = Ef [Z Pic(x;, f(xz))},

=0

n>1,x e X. Letting n — oo yields
Vx)> 5 (f,x)>=J"(x), xeX. O

Let f* € IF be the stationary optimal policy of the discounted problem and con-
sider the following assumption:

Assumption 5.3 There exist positive numbers m and k, with 1 <k < 1/&, and a
function w € M(X)™ such that, for all (x, a) € K,

@) c(x,a) <mw(x),and
) [yw()QWy|x,a)<kw(x).

Remark 5.2

(1) Assumption 5.3 implies Assumption 4.2(b).
(i) Observe that

ET [w(xt)] <kwk), (20)

t=0,1,2,... and x € X.

For t = 0, (20) trivially holds, and for ¢ > 1, using Assumption 5.3(b), it is
obtained that

ET [w(x) Ihz—l,az—l]zfxw(y)Q(dyIXz—l,az—l)Skw(Xz—l)-
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Taking expectations into account results in
E7[wx)] <kEF[wx—1)]. 1)
Iterating (21), (20) is obtained.
Lemma 5.2 Under Assumptions 4.2(a), 5.1, and 5.3,
0<V(x)—y* (f )<mu)(x)Za—P,k.
t=0
Proof Firstly, observe that Y oo (@' — P)k! <Y 70, (@k)' < oo, since 0 < @k < 1

by Assumption 5.3. Then, under Assumption 5.3(a) and (20), for a stationary policy
f €T, itis obtained that

oo

(f.x) = (fx)= (@ — P)E{[e(x.. fx)]

t=0

<mY (@ — P)E{ [w(x)]
t=0

< mw(x) Z(&t — Pl)k

t=0

Taking f = f*, where f* is the deterministic stationary optimal policy of the dis-
counted problem, the proof is concluded. |

Let D, : K — R be the discrepancy functions defined as
D, (x,a) :=c(x,a) +ay, /;( Vi MOy | x,a) =V, (x), (x,a)ekK.
Assumption 5.4 P(t <+o0)=1.
Theorem 5.1 Under Assumptions 4.2(a), 5.1, 5.3, and 5.4,

o0 o0 t
V) —JT @) <mw) Y (@ = Pk + > [[oax1EX[Di(xi. £9)]. (22)

t=0 t=0 k=0

xeXandmell.
Proof For x € X, by Lemma 5.2,

V)= J )=V — 7 (5 x)+ 7 (f5 x) = T (x)

< mw(x) Z(o’/ — P,)k' + ]t(f*,x) —J ' (x).

t=0
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Now, for v € IT and x € X,

o]

t
v, (m,x) = EY [Z [ Jew-rctx, az)}

t=n k=n

o0 13
= E] [Z [ Jew-1Ditx, a,)}

t=n k=n

oo t+1
— E7 |:Z nak—l (/X thH(y)Q(dy | x¢,ar) — Vf(xt)>j|

t=n k=n
ot
=E7 |:Z l_[alet(xtvat)i|
t=n k=n
oo [t+1 f
—EY [Z(H“k—lEg[Vt:-l(xH-l) |xt»at] - ]_[o:k_lvf(xt)ﬂ
t=n \k=n fen
ot
=E7 |:Z l_[ak—lDt(xtvat):|
t=n k=n

oo [t+1 t
- Z[]‘[ a1 ET [V D] = [ [ w1 ET [V,f(x,)]}. (23)

t=n Lk=n k=n
Observe that, for some positive integer M,

t+1

e} t
Z[]‘[ak_lE;’ ViG] = [ Jewr ET [th(xt)]:|
t=n Lk=n

=, k=n

M Tt+1 t
= lim |:l_[ak_1Ef[Vf+l(x,+1)]—Hak_lE;T[th(x,)]:|

M—o0
t=n Lk=n k=n

M+1
= lim [H a1 EZ [V Gms) ] —Olan,f(xn)}

M—o00
k=n

. Prp1
= lim |: * E;T[VAT/]H(XMH)]—Ofn—lvnr(xn)il’

n—1

and by Assumption 5.4, limp;_, o I;Mjl' = 0. Then it is obtained in (23) that

oot
vy (. x) = EJ [Z ]"[ak_lDz(x,,a»} + a1 VY ().

t=n k=n
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Since o, 1 <1 and x = x,, it is obtained that

o0 t
vy, x) = Vi) < Y [ [t EF [ Dy (xs,a)].

t=n k=n

Finally, since vj (7, x) = j* (7, x), and taking w = f*, (22) is obtained. O

6 Concluding Remarks

The results obtained in this paper permit working with discounted control problems
with a varying-time discount factor, possibly depending on the state of the system
and on the corresponding action as well. Besides, for MDPs taken into account in the
article, i.e., MDPs with a total cost and a random horizon, it is possible to develop
methods, as the rolling horizon procedure or the policy iteration algorithm, in order
to approximate the optimal value function and the optimal policy.
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