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In this paper, we consider a multistage expected utility maximization problem where the decision maker’s
utility function at each stage depends on historical data and the information on the true utility function is
incomplete. To mitigate adverse impact arising from ambiguity of the true utility, we propose a maximin
robust model where the optimal policy is based on the worst-case sequence of utility functions from an ambi-
guity set constructed with partially available information about the decision maker’s preferences. We then
show that the multistage maximin problem is time consistent when the utility functions are state-dependent
and demonstrate with a counter example that the time consistency may not be retained when the utility
functions are state-independent. With the time consistency, we show the maximin problem can be solved
by a recursive formula whereby a one-stage maximin problem is solved at each stage beginning from the
last stage. Moreover, we propose two approaches to construct the ambiguity set: a pairwise comparison
approach and a ¢-ball approach where a ball of utility functions centered at a nominal utility function under
¢-metric is considered. To overcome the difficulty arising from solving the infinite dimensional optimization
problem in computation of the worst-case expected utility value, we propose piecewise linear approximation
of the utility functions and derive error bound for the approximation under moderate conditions. Finally,
we use the stochastic dual dynamic programming (SDDP) method and the nested Benders’ decomposition
method to solve the multistage state-dependent preference robust problem and the scenario tree method to
solve the state-independent problem, and carry out comparative analysis on the efficiency of the computa-
tional schemes as well as out-of-sample performances of the state-dependent and state-independent models.
The preliminary results show that the state-dependent preference robust model solved by SDDP algorithm

displays overall superiority.
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1. Introduction

Decision making under uncertainty has two important elements: belief and taste. Belief is the
decision maker’s (DM for brevity) view on the state of nature of the underlying uncertainty whereas
taste is the DM’s preference. When there is an ambiguity about belief, one may base the optimal

decision on the worst-case scenario of the uncertainty or worst-case probability distribution [22]
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and this is the case of robust optimization or distributionally robust optimization. Over the past
few decades, a lot of research have been conducted on robust optimization and distributionally
robust optimization models, see monograph by Ben-Tal et al. [4] and a comprehensive overview by
Rahimian and Mehrotra [42].

Ambiguity may also occur with regard to taste. An explicit utility function might not be available
when information on the DM’s preference is incomplete. There is a multitude of ways about how to
use preference information to construct a utility function. In the literature of decision analysis and
behavioural economics, a popular method is to elicit the DM’s preferences with paired gambling
approaches for preference comparisons [20], use the elicited information to identify the value of the
utility function at a discrete set of points and construct an approximate utility function via some
interpolation methods, see for instance [10].

Armbruster and Delage [I] argue that the interpolation approach has some drawbacks because
not only it is often difficult to identify a non-parametric utility function purely based on the
DM’s preferences over pairwise comparison lotteries but also it could be risky to use a single
approximate utility function without considering other plausible ones nearby. Consequently, they
propose an alternative approach, that is, instead of trying to find a single approximate von
Neumann and Morgenstern’s utility function, they propose to use available information of the DM’s
preferences such as preferring certain lotteries over other lotteries, being risk averse over gains and
risk taking over losses to construct an ambiguity set of plausible utility functions and then base the
optimal decision on the worst-case utility function from the ambiguity set. The approach is called
preference robust optimization (PRO) as it follows the general philosophy of robust optimization.
In the case that the ambiguity set is constructed through pairwise comparisons, the PRO model
may be viewed as an extension of the well-known stochastic programs with stochastic dominance
constraints (Dentcheva and Ruszczynski [15]). Hu and Mehrotra [27] also take a PRO approach to
tackle the ambiguity of the true utility function but in a slightly different manner. They consider a
probabilistic representation of the class of increasing concave utility functions by confining them to
a compact interval and scaling them to being bounded by 1. In doing so, they propose a moment-
type framework for constructing the ambiguity set of the DM’s utility functions which covers a
number of important approaches such as the certainty equivalent and pairwise comparison.

Over the past few years, PRO has attracted increasing attentions. For instances, Haskell et al. [25]
propose a robust model which handles the ambiguity of DM’s belief and taste. Hu and Stepanyan
[28] propose a so-called reference-based almost stochastic dominance method for constructing a set
of utility functions near a reference utility which satisfy certain stochastic dominance relationship
and use the set to characterize the DM’s preference. Hu et al. [29] consider a PRO model with an

ambiguity set of general utility functions and propose a Lagrangian function approach for solving
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the resulting maximin problem. Guo and Xu [24] propose a piecewise linear approximation approach
for solving a PRO model with the ambiguity set being specified by moment-type conditions and
derive a bound for approximation error in terms of the ambiguity set, the optimal value and optimal
solutions. The PRO approach has also been effectively applied to risk management problems where
the DM’s risk preferences are ambiguous, see [14, 23] [35] 58, 62 [66].

In this paper, we extend this stream of research to multistage decision making process. There
are several modelling approaches in multistage decision making such as multistage stochastic opti-
mization, Markovian decision making, and approximate dynamic programming [41]. Among them,
multistage stochastic optimization (MSO) has been widely studied and applied in long term finan-
cial planning, pension fund management, energy production and trading, supply chain management
and inventory control [38], as it can flexibly characterize the dynamic dependent structure of ran-
dom data process. A key component in the multistage decision making modelling is the dynamic
decision criterion, i.e., the objective function for the multistage stochastic optimization model. One
of the most widely adopted objective functions is the multistage expected utility models, which can
be also understood as a kind of multistage risk function where the utility function at each stage
characterizes the dynamic preference of the DM [16]. There are basically three types of multistage
expected utility models: terminal utility model, additive utility model and recursive utility model
[11]. Like terminal risk measures, the terminal utility model may lead to time inconsistent optimal
policies as it only measures the utility of reward at the terminal stage [12].

The additive utility model, which is most extensively studied, considers the sum of utilities of
rewards at different stages, thus the DM’s intertemporal preferences are risk neutral [16, [49]. The
recursive utility model, also known as stochastic differentiable utility in continuous time setting,
characterizes DM’s nonlinear intertemporal preferences. The model has a natural connection with
time consistency of the optimal policy. Important contributions include the recursive expected
utility [33] and the well-known Kreps-Porteus utility which is recursive, but not necessarily expected
utility [34]. However, traditional expected utility theory has received many criticisms for its failure
to explain some experimental observations and theoretical puzzles such as Allais paradox. Rank-
dependent expected utility theory and cumulative prospect theory are subsequently proposed to
address the drawbacks, see monograph by Puppe [39] for an overview of the development of the
theories. In dynamic setting, Hu et al. [30] study a continuous-time portfolio selection model where
a sequence of time-dependent probability weighting functions and rank-dependent utility functions
are used to capture a DM’s overweighting and underweighting behaviours on tail losses/rewards
at different stages, see also [51] for empirical studies.

In all these works, the DM’s utility functions are assumed to be known exactly and fixed in

the decision making process. However, as we discussed earlier, the DM’s utility function may be
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ambiguous and this motivates us to propose a PRO model for the multistage decision making
process. Moreover, many studies argue that utility functions may be state-dependent. The most
widely adopted approach is to consider a parametric form of utility functions where the parame-
ters are state-dependent. For instance, Strub and Li [52] consider a sequence of S-shaped utility
functions parameterized by a sequence of state-dependent reference points and show that failing to
update the reference point as state changes may lead to time inconsistent investments. Likweise,
He et al. [26] consider a series of state-dependent distortion functions when they apply the rank-
dependent expected utility theory to continuous time investment problems. Bjork et al. [8] adopt a
state-dependent risk-aversion parameter in the multistage mean-risk model. There is also a specific
stream of research on so-called habit formation utility where the DM’s consumption habit level
and her /his utility at a particular stage and/or state is determined by the historical consumption
process [16].

In this paper, we will also use the habit formation utility model and concentrate on a situation
where the DM’s utility at each stage is ambiguous but it is possible to use partially available
information to construct a set (called ambiguity set later on) of plausible utility functions which
capture the DM’s preferences. Two ways are proposed to construct the ambiguity set. One is to
use the pairwise comparison approach which are widely used in the literature of PRO models and
behavioural economics. The other is to construct a ball of utility functions centered at a nominal
utility function under some pseudo-metrics. The main challenge to be tackled is to develop efficient
computational schemes for solving the resulting multistage PRO models.

As far as we are concerned, the main contributions of the paper can be summarized as follows.

First, we propose a multistage PRO model where the DM’s utility preferences at different stages
depend on not only the current stage and state but also the history of the underlying random
data process leading to the state. We introduce a definition of ambiguity set comprising certain
sequences of state-wise utility functions and a maximin optimization model where the optimal
policy is based on the worst-case summed expected utility values of the random reward functions
at different stages computed with the ambiguity set.

Second, we introduce the concept of rectangularity of the ambiguity set of utility functions.
Under some moderate conditions, we show the multistage maximin problem with state-dependent
ambiguity set is time consistent and demonstrate through a simple example that the problem is
time inconsistent when the utility functions are state-independent.

Third, by utilizing the time consistency, we derive a recursive formula for solving the multistage
PRO problem when the utility functions are state-dependent. For the ambiguity of general utility
functions, error bounds for both the ambiguity set and the optimal value are derived when the utility

functions in the ambiguity set are approximated by piecewise linear utility functions at each stage.
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To tackle time inconsistency and nonlinearity in solving maximin problem at each stage, we propose
a scenario tree approach which reformulates the holistic maximin problem as a single mixed integer
linear program, we propose to use the stochastic dual dynamic programming (SDDP) method and
the nested Benders’ decomposition (NBD) method to solve the state-dependent multistage PRO
models.

Fourth, we apply the proposed PRO model and the computational scheme to a multistage
investment-consumption problem and carry out comparative analysis on the efficiency of the
computational schemes as well as out-of-sample performances of the state-dependent and state-
independent models. The preliminary results show that the state-dependent preference robust
model solved by SDDP algorithm displays overall superiority.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2] defines the multistage expected utility
maximization models to be discussed in this paper. Section 3 introduces the robust counterparts
and discusses rectangularity and time consistency of the models when the utility functions are
state-dependent. Section 4 details construction of the ambiguity set with two approaches: pair-
wise comparisons and (-ball. In the latter approach, a piecewise linear approximation approach
is proposed to approximate the general utility functions and error bounds are derived. Section 5
discusses computational schemes for solving multistage PRO models by the scenario tree method
and dynamic programming algorithms. Section 6 reports a number of numerical results and com-
parative analysis. Finally, Section 7 gives some concluding remarks. Due to the limitation of pages
in the main body of the paper, all proofs of the technical results, some examples and the detailed

algorithmic procedures of SDDP and NBD methods are moved to Electronic Companions.

2. Multistage expected utility models

We begin by introducing notions and notations that are commonly used in multistage stochastic
optimization. Let £ = {&}7_, be a stochastic process defined on some probability space (Q,F,P),
where & : Q — R®% is a random vector supported on =, for t =1,...,T. For simplicity of notation,
we write p for historical information (&,...,&). Let F; denote the sigma algebra in the sample
space ) generated (induced) by &, that is, 7, = {(§y) ' B: B € B(ZE) }, where B(Z;) denotes
the Borel sigma algebra of set Zp := Z; x --- x Z;. By convention, we assume that there is an
initial state & which is deterministic and corresponds to the deterministic events Fy = {0}, Q}.
Consequently, we have Fo C F; C--- CF; C Fyyq--- C Fp CF. As F, is generated by &, we denote
Ez[-] :=E[- | &] for simplicity and E £, [-] :=E[].

Let £7(Q, F,P;R) denote the set of random variables ¢ : (Q2, F,P) — R with finite p-th moments,
Le., [,|Y(w)|PdP(w) < oo, for p > 1. Let £LP(R) denote the set of real functions u: R — R inte-
grable to the p-th order and £7(Q, F,P; £?(R)) denote the set of random integrable functions i :
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(Q,F,P) — LP(R) with finite p-th moments. We use u(x,{;_1)) to denote a state-dependent utility
function (strictly speaking, we should call it historical-data dependent. We call it state-dependent
for simplification. This should be distinguished from Markov decision making process whereas the
states are decision dependent). Here, for each fixed x € R, the mapping u¢(x,&;—1j(-)) : 2 = R is
Fi—1-measurable and for each fixed w € Q, u((-,&;—1j(w)) : R = R is a continuous and non-decreasing
function. The dependence on &;_y)(w) reflects the fact that in general a decision maker’s risk prefer-
ence depends not only on the current state but also on the DM’s past experiences. To be consistent
with the existing PRO models in one-stage decision making problems (see e.g. [1]), we assume that
the DM’s utility preference is not affected by future uncertainty. In Section 4, we will explain how
the requirement on the measurability of the utility function may be fulfilled. In the case that the

utility function is state-independent, we write u,(-) for uy(-,&;—1))-

2.1. Models

We consider the following multistage expected utility maximization problem

max E |u;(hi(71,&))+  max )E\]-'l {uz(h2($2>§2),§1)+

z1€ r2€Z2(71,&1

Eirr_y [uT(hT(xT7§T)7€[T—1])]]:| ) (1)

zp€ X (217,81 -1])

where h; : R™ x R%* — R is a continuous reward function at stage ¢, and u, : R x REiZ1d SR is
the utility function characterizing the DM’s utility value of the reward at stage ¢, z; is the decision
vector, xp) is the historical decision process (21,...,2;) till stage ¢, and %(x[t_l],g[t_l]) is the set of
feasible decisions at stage t for t =2,---,7T, the expectation at stage 1 is taken with respect to the
distribution of &;, and the expectation at stage t is taken w.r.t. the distribution of &; conditional
on the filtration F,_4, i.e., the historical data {;_y), for ¢ =2,...,T. In this setup, the DM chooses
an optimal decision x; from 2 (zy_1j,&—1)) so that
Eiz , (ue(he(ze, &), Epmny) +- - + max Kz, [uT(hT($T7§T)7§[T—1])H
o€ 2 (@ir_1) Er_1))

is maximized. The utility function at stage ¢ depends not only on the current stage (indicated by the
subscript) but also on the historical state (realization of) £;_1j. The choice of the optimal decision
x; is independent of the realizations of & which means the decision is made before the realization
of uncertainty &, and it is not a recourse action. Of course, we can interpret w(h,(z, &), &p-1)
as the optimal value arising from a recourse action. In particular, if the random reward function
at stage t depends on the current state & _; rather than state §; at next stage (mathematically

replacing hy(x, &) with hy(zy,&_1)), then problem ([l) can be written as

max uy (hy(z1,&)) +E max s (ho(22,&1),&)+

1€ z2€ Z2(x1,€1)
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ot EE, max UT(hT(xT,fTO,f[Tl])H . (2)

zp€Zr(xr_1],§[T-1])

In this formulation, a recourse action x; is taken before realization of &_; is observed. We skip the
details on recourse actions so that we may focus on the key issues in this paper. Note that if we
interpret the utility function as the DM’s taste and the distribution of the future uncertainty and of
the reward as belief in the literature of decision analytics, then we can see that the randomness in u;
(the taste) arises from historical data £;_;) whereas the belief is concerned with future uncertainty
of rewards. Unless specified otherwise, we assume that 2;(zy_1j,§:—1)) is a convex and compact
subset of R™ fort=1,---,T.

A simplified version of () is that the utility functions at each stage are state-independent, that
is,

max E |uy(hi(21,&))+ max  Ejx [Uz(h2(552>52))+

T1€21 r2€ X2(21,€1)

max Exr, [UT(hT(ﬂfTafT))]H : (3)

rpeZr(T(r_1),§[T-1])
In this model, the DM has the same utility preference in all states at stage t regardless of the
overall wealth accumulated over the past ¢ — 1 stages. In the case when the DM takes an identical

view on utilities over all stages, the model may be further simplified to

max E [u(hi(z1,&))+ max  Ex [U(h2($2af2))+

1€ z2€ Z2(x1,€1)

mox B fulhear )] (@

e € X (2ir_1) 1))
In the classical multistage stochastic programming (MSP) models, utility functions at different
stages may be different but they are pre-determined at the beginning which means the DM can-
not adjust her/his utility at later stages as dynamic stochastic environment changes and this is
inconsistent with practical decision making process. Indeed, many theoretical and empirical studies
show that the utility function should depend on the current and/or historical state [51], 30} [36].
For example, the DM’s utility of wearing a mask in the year of 2020 (at the peak of COVID-19
epidemic) must be totally different from the utility in normal circumstances. Even at different
stages of the COVID-19 epidemic, the utility of wearing a mask varies. Here we assume that at
stage t, the DM can adjust her/his utility function according to the current and historical states.
Of course, regardless of the stage that the DM is in, her /his utility function must be specified prior
to the decision making at the stage, i.e., u; does not depend on &;.
In this paper, we will focus on the case when the utility functions are ambiguous, and we will see
that utility preference robust formulations of the above three models will have completely different

properties.
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2.2. Reformulations

In model (Il), optimal decision at stage ¢ is a vector in R™. However, if we view the decision
making from stage 1, then we may regard it as a random function of {;_;). Consequently, we may

reformulate the multistage expected utility maximization problem (] as

IQ[?TC E[U1(h1 (71,&1)) +uz(he (2(£1),62) ,61) + - +up(hy (iBT(f[TA]),fT) af[T—l])] 5)
s.t. xp € %7‘%1&(5[1&—1]) € % (w[t—l] (g[t—2])7§[t—l]) ) for t = 27 LR 7T7

where the expectation is taken w.r.t. the distribution of {71 and we write @1 ) (or z7; when the
decision process starts from the initial stage) for a sequence of decisions (z1,25(-)...,xr()), which
is also known as an implementable policy. We denote xp_1(§p—g) := (x1,22(&1), - - s -1 (=)
the {;_g-dependent historical decision process up to stage t — 1. The reformulation is fundamen-
tally related to Bellman’s principle in dynamic programming that an optimal policy at the initial
planning stage is consistent with the optimal decisions at each of the remaining stages, we will
come back to this in Section 3. The reformulation requires some moderate conditions, see Lemma

[ on Page 13 for the two stage case. Likewise, we can reformulate (8] as

max E[u1(hy (21,61)) + ta(ha (®2(61), &) + - - +ur(he (20 (§r-1), 1)) ©)
s.t. x € %amt(g[tq]) S (m[tfl](g[tfﬂ)ag[tfl]) , t=2,...,T.

A practical application of the multistage utility maximization model is multistage portfolio

selection problem, see an example in [EC.1]

3. Robust models

In the multistage expected utility optimization models that we presented in the previous section,
the true utility functions which capture the DM’s preferences at each stage are assumed to be
known. This assumption may not be satisfied in practice as we discussed in the introduction section.
It motivates us to consider a robust model where the optimal decision at each stage is based on
the worst-case utility function from a set of plausible utility functions. Since the robust model
is essentially built upon von Neumann-Morgenstern expected utility theory, we make a blanket

assumption as follows.

ASSUMPTION 1. The DM'’s preference can be represented by von Neumann-Morgenstern expected

utility theory and is consistent at each state.

The assumption on the preference consistency means that at each state, there exists at least one
VNM’s utility function which can be used to represent all of the elicited /observed preferences of
the DM at the state. In practice, however, DM’s utility preferences may be inconsistent due to

cognitive biases [54] and/or elicitation errors [I]. Bertsimas and O’Hair [6] and Armbruster and
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Delage [1] proposed some approaches to handle the issue. Here by introducing Assumption [I we
restrict our discussions to the consistent preference case so that we may focus on the key challenges

arising from multistage maximin problems.

3.1. Multistage PRO models

In the expected utility maximization model (I]) or its equivalent formulation (Bl), the sequence of
dynamic decisions is made with respect to a sequence of utility functions {u; }. However, a DM may
not have complete information to identify a sequence of true utility preferences but it is possible
to use partial information to build an ambiguity set of plausible utility functions. We begin with

a formal definition of the ambiguity set which captures DM’s utility preferences at each stage.

DEFINITION 1 (AMBIGUITY SET OF UTILITY FUNCTIONS). Let U be the set of all continuous,
bounded and monotonically increasing functions in £7(R) and U; be a F;_;-measurable set-valued

mapping. For any given &;_1), Uy (§;—1]) is a subset of U, for t =1,---,T. Define the ambiguity set

U .= {LT‘ LT: [ul,UQ, N ,UT]T, ut('7§[t—l]) c Z/It(f[t_l]),for any g[t—l]a t= 1, N ,T}, (7)

where u; (-, &) = u1(+) is a real-valued function in the deterministic ambiguity set U;. We say
that the sequence of utility functions {u;(-,&))} is state-independent if f; is Fo-measurable, i.e., a

deterministic set, for t =1,...,7T". In this case, we write w,(-) for u,(-,&u_1)) and U, for Uy (Ep_y)).

In this definition, each utility function in the set Ut(f[t_l]) depends on historical information
&[t—1], which means the DM’s utility preference at state &;_, is affected not only by the current state
&1 (at the point of the decision making) but also the earlier experiences. The F;_;-measurability
of U; paves the way for the rectangularity of the ambiguity set to be stated in the forthcoming
Proposition[Ill A classical example of such state-dependent utility function is the habit-formation
utility model where a DM’s utility u,(c;, hy) at stage ¢ depends on both the current consumption

¢; and the historical habit level of consumption h, = Z;:1

ajc,—; where o, =1,--- ,t are positive
numbers. The latter can be understood as historical path §;_1; dependent, see [16, [17]. Likewise, an
investor who has experienced tough economic circumstances in the past may be more risk averse at
the current stage. The structure of the ambiguity set depends on available information in concrete
decision making problems, we will come back to details about this in Section [l

To mitigate the model risk arising from ambiguity of the true utility functions in the decision-

making process under model (Hl), we propose a robust counterpart where the optimal policy is

based on the worst-case sequence of utility functions:

(MS-PRO-SD)
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max inf E [uy(hy (21,61)) + ta(ha (®2(61), &), 61) + - - - +ur(he (20 (Er-1), &), Er—1)]

z[7) weu

s.t. 21 € 21,2 (Eu—n)) € 23 (@p—1)(E—r), E—r)) » t=2,...,T. (8)

Here the maximin robust formulation is based on a holistic view at the very beginning of the
decision making process on both the optimal policy and the expected utility. Specifically, instead
of considering the maximin robust formulation at each stage, we compute, for every sequence of

feasible decisions z[r, the worst-case expected utility

E [wi(hy (21,&)) +uz(he (22(&1),&2) ,&1) + - +up(br (27 (§r-1),&7) - Er—1))]

with a sequence of utility functions i from the ambiguity set. The optimal policy is subsequently
identified via the largest worst-case expected utility value. This kind of maximin robust approach is
consistent with the philosophy of robust optimization, particularly the recent multistage distribu-
tionally robust optimization models [48]. We call it multistage utility preference robust optimization
models.

In the case that the utility functions are independent of states, we may obtain a PRO counterpart

for model ([@)):

(MS-PRO-SID) fil[f;? éléllf]E [Ul(fh (21,61)) +ua(ha (22(61),&2)) + - +ur(hr (xT(f[T—l])afT))]
st @1 € 21, @ (Eu—1) € 23 (®p—1)(§e—2))- E—1)) » t=2,...,T, o)

where @ = [u1, Uy, ...,ur] and U C LP(R) x --- x LP(R) is an ambiguity set of the vectors of utility

functions in product form.

3.2. Time consistency

An important and widely accepted practice in multistage stochastic programming is that the
optimal policy determined at stage 1 should be consistent with the optimal sub-policy to be set at
stage t for ¢ > 1, which is known as time consistency or Bellman’s optimality principle [2] 12, [57].
The principle is not automatically fulfilled in the multistage PRO models unless the ambiguity set

of utility functions is structured properly. This motivates us to introduce the next definition.

DEFINITION 2 (TIME CONSISTENCY OF DYNAMIC POLICY). A multistage PRO model is said to
be time consistent if any optimal policy for the multistage PRO model over the entire time horizon
also satisfies the local optimality conditions of the sub-PRO model from period ¢ to period T', for
any given historical {;_q), for all t=2,...,T.

In multistage risk minimization problems, the time consistency of the optimal dynamic policy

can be achieved if the corresponding multistage risk measure is time consistent. The concept of
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time consistency on multistage risk measure characterizes an order keeping relationship among
different stages: given two investment positions A and B, if A is at least as good as B under a
specific risk measure at some future time 7, and they are identical between now (time t¢) and the
future time 7, then A is at least as good as B under the same measure from today (t)’s perspective
[9, [44]. All time consistent risk measures can be written in a nested form [44].

In multistage distributionally robust optimization, time consistency of the optimal dynamic
policy is related to the structure of the dynamic ambiguity set of probability distributions. If
the distributionally robust counterpart can be written in a nested form of stage-wise conditional
distributionally robust counterparts, known as the rectangular set or recursive multiple-priors set
[18, 48], then the optimal policy is time consistent and the dynamic programming equation may
follow [48].

Likewise, the time consistency of the optimal dynamic policy of the multistage preference robust
optimization problem relies on the structure of the preference ambiguity set. We shall define a
property on the decomposability of the preference set. To this end, we introduce the concept of

rectangularity of the ambiguity set of utility functions.

3.2.1. Rectangularity of the ambiguity set To ease the exposition, we denote the reward

function h, (xt(ﬁ[t_l]), §t) by an F;-adaptable random variable Z,.

DEFINITION 3 (RECTANGULARITY OF THE AMBIGUITY SET). Let U be a nonempty set of utility

sequences U, U is said to be rectangular if

éngE (w1 (Z1) + u2(Z2, &) + - +ur(Zr, §r-y)) |

— inf ﬂzlul(Zl)Jr inf )Em [u2(22)+...—|- inf  Ez_, [uT(ZT)ﬂ (10)

uy €Uy ug €Uz (&[] up €UT (§[7-1))

holds for any {z}, {&} and {Z, := hy(2:(§[—1)), &)}, Where

Uy (f[t—ll) =U, (J[l,t—l]('7g[t—l])7§[t_1])
34, cLP(R)x---x LP(R
such that [u[l,t—l]('7§[t—l])a Uy u[t-i-l,T]] clu
V€11 € LP(Q, Fiop, PR x . R%1),

(11)

The property has two important components: one is the interchangeability of infimum operation
(with respect to the utility function) and the conditional expectation operation, which indicates
the consistency between the global worst-case utility sequence 1i}; 7y and the local worst-case utility
functions ff[t,T]; the other is the consistency that each of the current utility function u; € U, (f[t—u)
can be paired up with the DM’s potential utility sequence at the remaining stages [t + 1,7] given
the utility sequence over stage [1,¢— 1], to form an element in the specified ambiguity set &. This
is similar to time consistency in [13] 46] and local property in [44]. In the forthcoming discussions,

we will show that the ambiguity set defined in Definition [1] satisfies the rectangularity.
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Analogous to the rectangularity of distributionally ambiguity set for multistage DRO problems
[48] and the conditional (state-dependent) decomposition of uncertainty set in multistage paramet-
ric robust optimization problem [13], the proposed rectangularity is built on a broad decomposable
structure of the inner minimization problem without relying on a specific form of the ambiguity
set. The concept differs from the rectangularity in some MSP literature [40] or MDP literature
[31),[61], where a product form of sub-ambiguity sets in different stages or states are considered. As
noted by Pichler and Shapiro [40], a product form of sub-ambiguity sets is not enough to guarantee
the decomposability of a multistage DRO problem. In the multistage PRO problems, this means a
product form with deterministic sub-ambiguity sets may lead to state-independent PRO problems
which are not rectangular and time inconsistent (see Appendix [EC.3)). By adding state-dependent
property to sub-ambiguity sets, we can show in Proposition Il that the defined state-dependent
preference ambiguity set in Definition [I] is rectangular.

To study the time consistency of the optimal policy of a PRO model, we shall investigate whether
the global optimal solution is consistent with the local optimal solution of the sub-PRO problem
over a sub-horizon. If we consider the sub-PRO model of (MS-PRO-SID) (@) from period ¢ to
period T,

max inf  Eix_, [Ut(ht (ﬁ(ﬁ[t—l})@t)) + wip1 (P (wt+1(§[t])=§t+1)) + -+ ur(hr (5’3T(§[T—1])=§T))]

o, 7] e, 1) €U T)

s.t. ws(f[s—l]) € '9//:9 (w[s—l] (5[5—2])75[5—1]) y S=1,... 7T7 (12)

where @ 7 = (2:(-)...,27(-), Upr = {7 | FU,—1) such that (G 1), U] " € U}, we may
find that the worst-case utility series [ 1 of the sub-PRO problem (I2) depends on historical
states {;—1) and historical decisions z;_;). However, the worst-case utility series of the global PRO
problem (@) is a deterministic function series. Then, such an inconsistency of the worst-case utility
series between the global PRO problem and the sub-PRO problem leads the inconsistency of their
optimal solutions. An example which shows the point is given in Appendix [EC.3l

In what follows, we will show that the ambiguity set & defined as in () is rectangular and
the PRO model (MS-PRO-SD) is time consistent. To this end, we introduce an interchangeability
principle for the preference robust counterpart. In the literature of stochastic programming and
variational analysis, there have been several results on the principle of interchangeability, see for
example [45] Proposition 5], [43, Theorem 14.60], [49, Proposition 6.37, Theorem 7.80] and [53,
Theorem 2.1]. While these results are derived under some different conditions, they are all stated
in the finite dimensional space. Here we need a principle of interchangeability which is in the
infinite-dimensional space.

Let Z be a Polish space with Borel field B(Z) and 2 be a sample space associated with filtration

F and measure P. We say a random function f:7Z x Q — R is a Carathédory function [49)] if
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w— f(z,w) is F-measurable for every fixed z € Z and the function z — f(z,w) is continuous for

almost every fixed w € Q2.

LEMMA 1. Consider a Polish space Z and a probability space (Q,F,P). Let Z :Q =7 be a F-
measurable set-valued mapping with closed values. Let MM be a linear space of measurable functions
3:Q—Z and My := {3 €M :3(w) € Z(w) CZ, for a.e. we Q}. Let f:Z x Q— TR be a Carathédory
function. Suppose that either E [(infzez(w) f(z,w))J < oo orE [(—infzez(w) f(z,w))+] < 0o, where
(a)y =max(0,a). Then

E [ inf f(z,w)} = inf E[F}], (13)

z2€Z(w) 3EM 7
where Fy(w) == f(3(w),w).

The main difference with existing results in the literature is that here the infinite dimensionality
of variable z poses more rigorous requirements on the measurability. For this, we exploit some
fundamental results about measurability of random functions in infinite-dimensional space from
monograph [3]. Another main difference is that here we consider Z(w), which is a random set of
functions in the space Z rather than a deterministic set of functions as in [45] Proposition 5]), [43,
Theorem 14.60], or [49, Proposition 6.37, Theorem 7.80]. Because of the differences, we include a
proof in [EC.2.7] for completeness.

With the new version of the principle of interchangebility, we are able to address the interchange-

ability in the expected utility case. The next lemma states this.

LEMMA 2. Let % := {u € LP(R—R) | u is a bounded and continuous function} and U(T) be a
nonempty subset of % . Let My :={u € LP(R x RY = R) |u(-,7) € U(7), for any T € R}, where
LP(R x RY — R) denotes the set of all state-dependent Lebesgue integrable utility functions u(-,-).
Let (2, F,IP) be a probability space with sigma algebra F and probability measure P. Let n:Q — R
be a random variable representing reward and & : Q — R% be a random vector representing state.
Then

inf Eu(n,§)]=E| inf Elu(n)|Fe, (14)

ueNy, u€U(§)

where F¢ is the minimal sub-sigma algebra of F to which £ is adapted.

We give an explanation about the relation (I4]). Observe first that 9, is a set of deterministic
utility functions in £P(R x R? — R) such that u(-,7) € U(7) for any 7 € R?. The left-hand side
of equation (I4)) denotes the worst-case expected utility value for a given pair of reward function
n and state £ when u is restricted to set 9%,. The right-hand side of (I4)) is the expectation of
the worst-case expected utility value of 7 conditional on F, when the utility function is taken

from U(§). Here the set U(§) depends on the state . The difference between M, and U(§) is that
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the former stipulates a set-valued mapping from R¢ to a set of utility functions with the specific
structure (u(-,7) € U(r) for any state 7) whereas the latter is the image of the set-valued mapping
when 7= ¢. We refer readers to [EC.2.2] for the details of the proof.

With Lemma 2] we are ready to deliver the rectangularity of the ambiguity set introduced in

Definition [l in the next proposition.
PROPOSITION 1. Let U be defined as in Definition[1. Then (I0) holds.

In problem (§)), at each stage, the utility function is taken in the worst-case sense from a random

set depending on historical information. By Proposition [I] problem (&) can be rewritten as

. f E h 3 f E h “ee
o o, B (e 6) % nf, | B vl (2a(60). &) +
| (15)
+ inf Er [UT(hT (wT(ﬁ[T—11)7§T))] }
up €U (§r_1])

s.t. z € 24, mt(&[tfl]) S (m[tfl](g[th])ag[tfl]) ,t=2,...,T.

Here, U, = U, (&) relies only on £j; and thus is deterministic.

The reformulations from (&) to (1) rely on the inter-changeability between operation in£ and
ur ey

the expectation E, t =2,...,T. However, the uh(lgf : cannot be further interchanged with E |z, |
ut €UL(E[—1)

as the worst-case utility function u, and the preference ambiguity set U, (§;_1)) are determined by

information F;,_;. At each stage, we would meet a single period preference robust optimization

problem which can be viewed as the well-studied static PRO models.

3.2.2. Time consistency of (MS-PRO-SD) From (I5)), we can see that the multistage pref-
erence robust utility function can be described in a nested form. Analogous to the multistage risk
aversion models [11],[44] and multistage distributionally robust optimization models [48], the nested
form guarantees the time consistency of the optimal dynamic policy of problem (IH]), i.e., it can be

solved in a recursive dynamic programming procedure.

THEOREM 1. LetUy(§y—1)), t=2,---,T, and U be defined as those in Definition 1. Assume: (a) for
t=2,---,T, the utility functions in Uy(E—1)) are Lipschitz continuous with modulus being bounded
by k(Ep—1)) and Uy(Ep—1y) is a compact set for any Ey—1); (b) the reward function h, : R™ x R%* — R
is Lipschitz continuous in x, with modulus o, where Ex,  [oy] < 400, for t=1,---,T; (c) for
t=2,---,T, the feasible set Zi(x;—1),&—1)) is compact for any fixed xy_y) and Eu_q) and as set-
value mapping of xy_1y, Zi(-,&—1)) is Lipschitz continuous. Then the (MS-PRO-SD) problem has

the following dynamic programming reformulation:

Vilzp_1, &) = max inf E uy (he (x4, 4+ Viir (zg,
t( ] g[t 1}) w0 € Xt (231761 ) W EUL(Efe—1)) Iftfl[ o t( ! gt)) t+1( i g[t])] (16)

fort=1,...,T, where Vr,(-,-):=0, and V; coincides with the optimal value of problem (MS-PRO-
SD). The optimal policy of (MS-PRO-SD) is time consistent.
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The proof is given in [EC.2.4l In some applications, construction of the scenario (historical path)
dependent preference ambiguity set U4 ({;—1)) is a bit complicated for practical use. There are
potentially two ways to simplify. One is to consider the Markovian preference ambiguity set U, (&;_1)
which relies only on the randomness at current stage &_;. The other is to consider a discrete

approximation of the random process ;1.

REMARK 1. It is worth noting that, we only need to interchange the order of the conditional expec-
tation with the infimum operator as the considered utility function is additive in both probability
and temporal dimension. For some utility considering nonlinear elasticity of intertemporal substi-
tution, such as recursive or temporal utility functions, Lemma [Il is not enough to guarantee time
consistency as we need a stronger version which studies the interchangeability between the infimum

operator and both conditional expectation operator and utility functions in previous stages.

4. Construction of the ambiguity set

The structure of the ambiguity set of utility functions is determined by available information on
the DM’s utility preferences at each stage. Here we follow two approaches which are widely used
in the literature of PRO models: pairwise comparison [I, 24, 27] and nominal utility approach
[28], 58, 59]. The former elicits DM’s preferences via pairwise comparison questionnaires such as
a lottery vs a deterministic gain/loss and translates the preferences (answers) into a characteri-
zation/specification of the true utility function, whereas the latter constructs an ambiguity set of
utility functions in a neighborhood of a plausible nominal utility function.

To simplify the discussion, here we restrict the domain of utility functions to [a,b] which means
the range of reward function h;(z,&;) falls within the interval, and normalize the utility function
with u(a) =0and u(b) =1fort=1,---,T. The normalization does not affect the utility preferences.
Let % be the set of continuous and normalized non-decreasing utility functions in £P([a,b]) with

u(a) =0, u(b) =1, and %° a subset where the utility functions are concave.

4.1. Pairwise comparisons

We begin with the pairwise comparison approach which is based on Von Neumann-Morgenstern’s
expected utility theory, that is, any preference between two random prospects by the DM can
be represented by expected utility of the random prospects albeit such a utility is unknown. To
narrow down the scope of the true utility function, one may design more pairwise comparison
questionnaires and ask the DM to make a choice on each pair of them, see Armbruster and Delage
[1] for details.

In a dynamic decision making process, the DM’s preference depends on not only the stage

she/he is standing, but also the historical path. The latter is particularly important because the
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DM’s preference may be affected by the current environment. For instance, an investor in a bull
market may prefer high growth stocks with higher tolerance to volatility, while in a bear market,
she/he may prefer less volatile stocks even with a lower return rate. This means her/his answer
to the same questionnaires may be affected by her /his risk attitude under different macro-market
conditions. This motivates us to introduce ambiguity set of state-dependent utility functions in
Definition [I] by setting

2k (E—1)E [u (W) [ €] = 2 (§e—1)E [ (Ya) [ =]
UL (&) = ueX® fork=1,...,K, (17)

Lip(u) < L(&y-1))

where {(W,,Y,),k=1,--- ,K} is a set of prospects for pairwise comparison. Note that this set
may be fixed or evolved over the process, which means the questionnaires used in stage t — 1 will
be used in stage t, but the DM might have different answers due to the change of stage/state.
Here 2, (&p—1)) € {+1,—1,0} is used to indicate the choice of the decision-maker at stage ¢. If the
DM prefers W), to Yy, then z,(§—1)) =1, otherwise z,(£r—1)) = —1. In the case of no preference,
25 (&e—17) = 0. Consequently the ambiguity of the utility functions is time-dependent as opposed to
static in one stage PRO models. Under Assumption ], U4, (§—17) # 0. Lip(u) < L(§—17) means that
w is Lipschitz continuous with modulus bounded by L(&_1}), % ¢ involves the concavity constraint
of u. It means that the DM is risk averse at all stages over the time horizon. Obviously U/ (§—1))
is a convex set.

Armbruster and Delage [1] show that a static PRO problem with pairwise comparison ambiguity
set can be reformulated as an LP, when the supports of W), and Y}, are finite. In Section [EC.4.1] we
will derive a tractable LP reformulation of multistage PRO problem with the ambiguity set defined
as U (§—1)). Note that the ambiguity set constructed as such in ([I7) has some limitations: the
utility function is independent of past decisions or the current financial position (e.g. cumulative
wealth up to date). The reformulation under the scenario tree will be much more complex if the
ambiguity set is decision-dependent or wealth-dependent (when z;(s) in (EC.44) is replaced by
z.s(z(s7)), it contains bi-linear terms and 0-1 valued non-smooth functions).

Let
= {a} U (supp (Vi) Usupp (Wy)) U {b}

and N :=|.7| denotes the cardinality of set .7, let {y,};=1,. .~ be the ordered sequence of points
in . with fixed y; = a, yy =b. In the forthcoming discussions, we will use utility values at . to
characterize the property of the true unknown utility function. The details are given in EC.4.1 and

EC.4.3.
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4.2. (-ball approach

In some decision making problems, a DM may be able to “roughly” identify a nominal utility func-
tion which captures most of the DM’s preferences either elicited through empirical data, or based
on subjective judgement or from partially elicited preference information, but there is incomplete
information to tell whether the nominal utility is the true utility. Under such a circumstance, it
might be sensible to consider a set of utility functions near the nominal utility and base the optimal
decision on the worst-case utility function from the set. We call this a nominal approach.

We begin by defining a kind of semi-distance between any two utility functions. Let ¢4 be a

set of measurable functions defined over [a,b]. For u,v € %, define the semi-distance between u

and v by dlg(u,v) :=sup cq fabg(z)du(z) - fabg(z)dv(z)‘, where the integrals are in the sense of
Lebesgue-Stieltjes integration, g might be viewed as a test function and dlg (u,v) =0 means that
for all of the test functions in ¢, there is no difference between v and v albeit that u #v. In the
case that the utility functions in % are normalized with u(a) = 0,u(b) =1, dlg(u,v) resembles the

pseudo-metric of (-structure in probability theory. In this paper, we are interested in two cases:
G =% :={g:]a,b] > R| gis Lipschitz continuous with modulus bounded by 1} (18)
and
G =% ={g:=1((-) | where 1(,,)(s) :=1if s € (a,z] and 0 otherwise} . (19)

The former corresponds to the Kantorovich metric, denoted by dlx (u,v), and the latter corresponds
to the uniform Kolmogorov metric. With the definition of the (-metric, we are ready to introduce

the definition of (-ball in the space of the utility functions % . We begin with the static case.

DEFINITION 4 (STATIC (-BALL OF UTILITY FUNCTIONS). Let % be the set of all continuous, non-
decreasing utility functions defined over interval [a,b], u(a) =0, u(b) =1 for all uw € % . For a fixed
u € %, the (-ball of utility functions in % centered at @ with radius r under metric dlg is defined

as:

B(a,r):={ue % |dy(u,a)<r}. (20)

In this paper, our focus is on the construction of an ambiguity set of a sequence of state-dependent
utility functions specified in Definition [Tl

DEFINITION 5 (DYNAMIC (-BALL BASED AMBIGUITY SET OF UTILITY FUNCTIONS). Consider

the ambiguity set in (7). For given nominal state-dependent utility function t,(-,&y_1)) € %, define
for all &),

Z/{P(f[tfl]) = {u cw”

u € Bt (-, €e—1)), e(&pe-11)),
Lip(U)SL([ﬁ[t—]lJ) o } 2
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In this formulation, UP(&;;_y)) is determined by the center (-, {_1j), the radius r(;—_1)) and the
pseudo-metric dly. The choice of functions in set ¢ may depend on historical data £_y). The nom-
inal utility function u,(-,&;_1) may be identified from empirical data, that is, the utility function
is inferred from the DM’s past utility preferences and the feedback (represented by historical path
&it—1])- As the time goes on, we can collect more data/information about the DM’s preferences and

subsequently a more accurate nominal utility as well as a smaller radius.

PROPOSITION 2. Let U (§—1)) and U (Ey—1)) be defined as in (I7) and (21). Then the following
assertions hold.

(i) For each fized w, U (§p—1(w)) and U (§p—11(w)) are compact sets.

(it) If 0,(-,&e—1)),re(§p—1)) and L(§z—q)) are continuous in &z, then UP(Ep—1(-)) and
UF (&) (+) are Fy_1-measurable.

(iii) The ambiguity U constructed from U (Ey—1)) UF (§u—1))) in the form of ([) satisfies the

rectangularity (the conditions in Definition [1).

The next proposition quantifies the difference between two (-balls of utility functions with
different nominals and radii under the Hausdorff distance. For any two sets U,V C %,
define D(U,V;dly) := sup,y inf,ey dig(u,v), which quantifies the deviation of U from V and
H(U,V;dyg):=max{D(U,V;d),D(V,U;dlg)}, the Hausdorff distance between the two sets under

the pseudo-metric.

PROPOSITION 3. Let u,v €% and ry,r, €R,. Then
H(B(u,r1),B(v,72);dlg) <dg(u,v) + |re — 7. (22)
In particular, if u* is the true utility function and w,..; is a nominal utility function, then
H(w*,B(tper,7);dy) < dlg (v, upep) + 7.

Inequality (22]) means that the Hausdorff distance of two balls is bounded by the distance of their
centers plus the difference of the radii. With the proposition, we are ready to present a multistage

PRO model with the ambiguity set defined via (1) and (2I) as follows:

max inf]BE uy(hy (21,€1)) + il%f E 7 [U2(h2 (22(&1),82)) +---
PT]  up €Uy ug €UZ (£[1))
(23)
+ inf Er [UT(hT (xT(g[T—l])7§T))] }

up €UR (§r_1))

st. @1 € 21, xi(Ep—1) € Zi (-1 (§—2)) &) , t=2,..., T.
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Here, B(1i;,7;) in UP relies only on deterministic nominal utility &t; and radius ;. By Theorem [I]
([23)) can be computed by the following dynamic programming equation,

Vi $[t71],f[t71] = max inf E\J—‘, Uy (ht(xt,ét))“‘vwrl $[t],£[t] .
( ) xteg%”t(z[t,l]yf[tfu)UtGUJ:B(f[t—l]) tl [ ( )] (24)

From computational point of view, problem (24)) is still not easy to solve because the inner min-
imization problem is infinite dimensional. This motivates us to develop an approximation scheme
where the ball of utility functions B(t, (-, &;—1)),7:(€r—1))) is approximated by a ball of piecewise

linear utility functions.

4.2.1. Piecewise-linear utility functions Let y; <--- <yy be an ordered sequence of points
in [a,b] with y; =a and yy =b and Y :={y;,--- ,yn}. Let %y be a class of continuous, non-
decreasing, piecewise linear functions defined over the interval [y;,yy] with breakpoints on Y. For

a given v € y, let
By(v,r):={u€ Xy |dg(u,v) <r} (25)
and

UN (€)= {u ewe

we€ By (U(+,&e—1)), e (&re—1y)) }
Lip(u) < L(&;-1y)

for a given nominal utility function w,(-,&;—1)) € Zn. We propose to solve (24)) by solving

‘7t (x[t—lbg[t—l]) = max inf E\J—‘t,l {Ut (ht($t>£t)) + ‘7t+1 (x[t],f[t])] . (26)

2 € 2 (w111 €pe—11) we €l N (&)
To justify this, we derive the error between V; (aﬁ[t_l],f[t_l]) and \7; (x[t_l],ﬁ[t_l]).

REMARK 2. By restricting the nominal utility function to be piecewise linear, it is easier to estimate
the function from the customer /investor in practice. We preset two endpoints a, b and some values
in [a,b], and then let the customer/investor score on these values under different scenarios. By
collecting and normalizing the scores in different scenarios and linking the utility scores by a
piecewise linear function, we obtain a normalized nominal utility function in each scenario. The

radius describes the error in the scoring process which depends on the credibility of the scores.

Differing from B(u,r) defined in (20), the (-ball consists of piecewise linear utility functions only.
In what follows, we quantify the difference between B(u,r) and By(v,r) under the {-metric so
that we will be able to assess the impact when we replace the former with the latter in the utility

preference robust optimization model.
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LEMMA 3. Let u€ %y and v € U, let By(u,r) and B(v,r) be defined as in (23) and (20) respec-
tively. Assume: (a) B(v,r) consists of all utility functions which are Lipschitz continuous with

modulus being bounded by L, (b) 4 =%, or 4. Then
H(Bx(u,r),B(v,7);dy) < dlg(u,v) +4max(2, L)By. (27)
In the case when u=vy is a projection of v on Uy,
H(By(vy,7),B(v,7);dly) < 6max(2, L)By, (28)
where L and By are defined as in Proposition [EC_1.

We are now ready to present the main result of this section.
THEOREM 2 (Error bound). Let V, (x[t,l],g[t,l]) and V, (x[t,l],g[t,l]) be defined as in (24) and
(26)), respectively. Let {t,(-,&—1))} be a sequence of nominal utility functions and {U) (-,&—1))} its
piecewise linear approximations. Let

B (8e-1) = max (yi —yi-1),

where the breakpoints are chosen according to historical data &y—1y. Assume that ﬁt(-,f[t_l]) 18

Lipschitz continuous with modulus L(§y_q)). Then

T
Vi (-, &e-ny) — VA (ﬂf[tfu,if[tfu)‘ < ZGE [max(2, L(&.-1))) Bn (§ps-1) | Fra] (29)

s=t

fort=1,....T. In the case when Bn(&,—1)) and L(§_1)) are independent of states,

Vi (z-1s €-11) = Vi (2p-1+ €11 ‘ <6(T—t+1)max(2,L)By.

4.2.2. Kantorovich ball Let @ € %y. We consider a ball in the space of %y with the Kan-

torovich metric
Br(a,7)={ue Xy | dx(u,a)<r}. (30)

In what follows, we derive tractable formulation for computing dlx (u, @). Let g € 4 where 4 consists

of all Lipschitz continuous functions defined on [a,b] with modulus bounded by 1. By definition

[ st = iﬂj /

g(t)dt,

Yj
Yi-1

where 3; denotes the slope of u at interval [y;_1,y;]. Since for each g€ ¥, —g€ ¥,

N

dlg (u, @) =sup Z(ﬂj — @) /y] g(t)dt,

IS j=2 Yj—1
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where Bj denotes the slope of @ at interval [y;_1,y;]. Note that in this formulation, dlx(u,)

depends on the slopes of u, % rather than their function values, Z?; Bi(y; —yj—1) =u(b) —u(a) =1,

Z;VZQ Bi(y; — yi—1) = u(b) — u(a) = 1. Let w; := fyi?;lg(t)dt and z; = g(y;), 7 =2,...,N. Since

l9(y) = 9(y;-1)| <y —y;1 for all y € [y;_1,y,], we have

1 1
21 (Y — Yj-1) — 5(% —yi 1)’ <wj <z 1 (y; —yi1) + 5(% —y;1)?

for j=2,---, N. Likewise, since |g(y;) —g(y)| <y; —y for all y € [y,;_1,y,], we have

1 1
2 (Y — Yj—1) — 5(%‘ —yj1)? <w; <z(y; — Y1) + 5(.%‘ —yj-1)’

for j=2,---, N. Consequently

max Z(ﬂj —Bj)wj

W2, ", WN 21, 2N
Jj=2

1 )
s.t. w; <21 (y; —yj-1) + 5(.%‘ —yj1)% j=2,--,N,

—w; S _Zj—l(yj _yj—l) + _(yj _yj—1)27 ]:27 7N7

[a—

2
1 )
w; < 2 (Y5~ Y5-1) + 59 —y;1)?% j=2,---,N,
1 .
—w; < =2;(y; — Y1) + 5y — Y1) =2, N

2

Problem (31 is a linear program. Using Lagrange duality, we can reformulate it as

N

. 1 2
Jnin - 2 JZ_;( i+ 1+ 5+ 05) (Y — Yi-1)

s.t. Bj_ﬂj“‘)\j_ﬂj“‘pj—gbjzo,j:2,"',N,

(p2 = A2)(y2 — 1) =0,

(i1 = XN ) Wi —v5) + (pj — ) (Y5 —y5-1) =0, =2,--- \N =1,

(on —On) (YN —yn-1) =0,

iy Ajypiy @ >0,5=2,--- N.

(31a)

(31b)
(31c)
(31d)

(31e)

The discussion above shows that we can obtain the Kantorovich distance dlx (u, @) by solving a

linear program. This will facilitate us to derive tractable formulations for solving problem (26]) by

imbedding (32)) into the inner minimization problem.
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4.2.3. Tractable formulation of dynamic program (26) We can easily incorporate the
tractable formulations of the Kantorovich ball into the dynamic programming equation (26) and
develop tractable formulations for the latter. To comply with the setting in Theorem 2] we need to
impose Lipschitz continuity on the nominal utility function (-, £;—1)) and its derivative (-, &;—1))

as well as the concavity of the utility function.

THEOREM 3. Consider

L{tK(g[t_l]) = {u EU

u € B (8 (e—1)), 7 (e-1)) (33)
Lip(u) < L(&-1)

for all §,_v1. Suppose that the optimal value function at periodt+1 is XN/tH (x[t],g[t]). Given historical
data &_q) and historical decision x_q), & is discretely distributed with S scenarios &, ..., & and
appearing probability P(§, = &}|€—1)), i =1,...,S, then the optimal decision x, at stage t can be

derived by solving the following programming problem,

S N—-1
max Oy_;+ Z (;U%',N + P(ﬁt = f§|f[t71])vt+1 (x[t]a [f[tfl] ) 52])) - L(E[t,l]) Z U/ (343)
i=1 =1
_ N—-2 N B
—L(&§-1) (75 +0;) (Y2 —y5) — Zﬁjw;‘ =7 (&-1))s (34Db)
j=1 =

N
st Yyt <P =&l n)hi(z0, &), i=1,....8, (34c)

=1

N
P& =&1p-1) — > _py=0, i=1,....8, (34d)
j=1
O0;1Yi1— 01y + 02 (Yj1 —Yj2) twj+n 1 +Tj —Tj2+0j 0 —0;1 >0, (34e)
7=3,---,N—1, (34f)
Oiyr —bhys +we+m+1—01 >0 (34g)
On_1yn—1—On_1yv +on_2 (Un—1 —Yn—2) +WN +TN_1 —TN_2+0ON_2>0, (34h)
S
0]‘_1—0]‘—’-2/,61‘7]‘—’0]‘_14-’0]‘:0,j:2,“‘,N—2 (341)
=1
S
On_—o—0On_1+ Z piN—1—Un—2=0, (34j)
=1
1 .
1%§%4@fﬂﬁﬂ+#%_%4yg]:Z“WNa (34k)
1 .
—w; < =z 1 (y; —y;-1) + 5(3/3‘ —yj1)%6, j=2,---,N, (341)
1 .
wé%wrw¢0+§%—wqfsjzl~wN, (34m)
1 .

—w; < —z;(y; —yj-1) + = (W — Y1)’ j=2,---, N, (34n)

2
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2 € 2y (Tp—1),&—y)) , 0ERY v eRY? neRY T 7eRY 7?0 eRY 2, (340)
MERiXN,geRJF,wERf_l,zERf, (34p)

where the optimal value is ‘N/t (x[t,l],g[t,l]).

Theorem [3] establishes a connection between the optimal value functions at the adjacent stages
by solving an optimization problem. When the optimal value function at period ¢+ 1 is concave,
the reward function hy(-,&;) is concave, the feasible set 2 (x[t_l],ﬁ[t_l]) is compact and convex, the
optimization problem (B4 becomes a convex programming problem which can be solved efficiently

by the interior point method.

5. Computational schemes

In this section, we discuss computational schemes for solving the time consistent MS-PRO model
) and the time inconsistent MS-PRO model ([@). We proceed with two kinds of approaches: the
scenario tree method and dynamic programming algorithms including SDDP/NBD methods. The
scenario tree approach can be used to solve both (§) and (@) whereas dynamic programming type

algorithms can only be applied to solve () on the basis of ().

5.1. Scenario tree method

Let = be a discrete support set and {£}7_, a scenario tree. Denote by S the set of all nodes in the
scenario tree, S~ the set of all non-leaf nodes, and S(t) the set of nodes at stage t. Denote by s~ the
father node of s, st the set of son nodes of s, £[s] the historical scenario from the root node to node
s. Denote by t(s) the stage of node s, and by p, > 0 the appearing probability of node s. Denote
the decision at node s by z(s) := x(£[s]) and the historical decision from the root node to node s by
x[s]. Notice that the decision at node s (at stage t(s)) is made according to the future realizations
on the father node s~ at stage ¢(s) — 1. Thus, the realization of the reward function at node s is
higsy (x(s7),&(s)). For the state-dependent problem, the ambiguity set of the utility functions upon
historical samples at node s is denoted by U(s) := Uy (£[s]). For the state-independent problem,
the ambiguity set of the utility functions at stage t is U;, which is deterministic (independent of
historical samples).

Time consistent (MS-PRO-SD). Problem (8] can be reformulated as the following min-max

problem:

{z(s),5€57} sc5— us €U(s) icst

st.  x(l)e 21, 2(s) € Zis) (x[s7],€[s]), Vs € S™\ {1},

where the inner minimization is to calculate the worst-case conditional expected utility value over

max > ps inf (Z %Us (ht(i) (37(5)75(2)))) (35)

the son nodes of s across all scenarios whereas the outer maximization is w.r.t. the optimal decision
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at node s. The objective function is an average of all worst-case utility values at all non-leaf nodes

of the tree. We can reformulate it to indicate more clearly stages and nodes at each stage:

Zpsu;%s)(Zﬁ: (hm(<>5<i>>)>—22psugg(s (zpz (i <s>,s<z'>>>>-

cst t=1 seS(t) icst

Time inconsistent (MS-PRO-SID). Problem (@) can be reformulated as the following min-

max problem:

max Ti:l inf [ S ps ( Z Pty (hiva (2 )] (36)

{2(s),s€57} =1 w€Ut | 5e5(t) iest ’
st.  x(l)e 21, 2(s) € Zis) (x[s™],&[s]), Vs S(t),
In both (B3] and (Bd), the decisions x(s) are node-dependent. The only difference is that, in (B3],
the ambiguity sets are node-wise and we find the worst-case utility at each node; whereas in (34,
the ambiguity sets are stage-wise and we find the worst-case utility for all nodes at each stage.
Further detailed reformulations depend on the structure of the scenario tree and thr stage-wise

ambiguity set U(s)/U;. We refer readers to Appendix for details.

5.2. Dynamic programming methods

The reformulation of () as (I6) paves the way for us to apply the NBD and SDDP methods for
solving the problem. The basic idea of the DP-type algorithms is to develop an approximation of the
cost-to-go function Vi(zy_1j,&y—1), use the optimal solution based on the approximate problem as
an approximate optimal solution of (I8) (and ultimately (8)) and improve the approximations over
an iterative forward and backward process. To this end, we need to make the following standard

assumption.

ASSUMPTION 2. Denote & = (¢, Wy, by, D). (a) The decision x, is &;_1)-dependent, (b) the con-
straints at recourse stages in the MS-PRO problem have a linear block-diagonal structure, i.e., only
consecutive stages can be linked by linear constraints, i.e., 2y = {xy | W1 (&)@ = be—1(§pe—1)) —
D1 (&) xe—1}, Wiy is invertible or fized, t=2,...,T, (c) the reward functions are linear, i.e.,

ht(fn xt) = Ct(ﬁt)Ta?t

Assumption [2] ensures concavity of Vi(zy—1),&—1)) (see (I8)) in z_y; and &y for t=1T,---,2.
This enables us to construct piecewise linear approximations of Vi(zy—_1},&—1j), which underlies
NBD algorithm and SDDP algorithm, and guarantees the strong duality of the inner minimization
problem of (@) and thus the final convergence of the algorithms. Here we give a sketch of the
algorithmic structure and refer readers to for details.

Algorithm 1 Outline of NBD/SDDP algorithms
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Input: A finite set of scenarios
while i < N, do
o for ke, t=1,...,T do (forward pass)

—solve ([I0) with current piecewise linear approximation of V;, denoted by V;’, and trial
decision z}"", at stage t — 1 to obtain trial decision z}"* at stage t. Calculate a lower bound of the
optimal value.

o for ke, t=T,...,1 do (backward pass)

—solve ([6) with updated V;™" and trial decision 2", to obtain the optimal value of dual
variables.

—update V' by adding a cut constructed with the optimal values of the dual variables.
Calculate an upper bound of the optimal value.

e terminate when the gap between the upper and lower bounds falls within the prescribed

precision.

There are two ways to proceed. One is to use a large scenario tree of the multistage decision
making process in the sample space and then find historical path-dependent optimal solutions
by solving the optimization problem (26]) in Theorem Bl embedded into each node on the large
scenario tree. This is known as the NBD algorithm. The other is to take some i.i.d. samples from
all scenarios in the finite-support case or the continuous distribution in the infinite-support case
in solving (26]), which is known as SDDP algorithm. Here we adopt both and compare them with
the scenario tree algorithm. We will report comparative results in the next section.

Convergence of the two algorithms are guaranteed under some standard conditions. For instance,
when the MS-PRO problem has relatively complete recourse and the distribution of the process
{&:} is known, we can show that the NBD algorithm converges to an optimal solution of MS-PRO-
SD in finitely many iterations following a similar analysis to that of [7, 21]. If, in addition, &, is
independent of the history £;_; of the process, then we may follow [47, 21] to show that the SDDP
algorithm converges with probability 1 to an optimal policy of MS-PRO-SD in a finite number of

iterations. We skip the details as these are not the main focus of this paper.

6. Numerical tests

To examine the performance of the proposed multistage MS-PRO-SD model () and MS-PRO-SID
model (@), as well as numerical schemes, we carry out a number of numerical tests on a multistage

investment-consumption problem on the basis of [16], 19] with state-dependent utility functions.

6.1. An investment-consumption problem

Consider an investor who plans to use her/his wealth to purchase crude oil and make oil products

over T periods. At the beginning of each time period, the investor has two options: (a) consume
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all of the wealth for the purchase, and (b) consume part of it and invest the remaining wealth in n
risky assets of a security market. The objective of the investor is to maximize the overall expected
utility of the oil products consumption.

Let wy =1 denote the normalized initial wealth and ¢; denote the quantity of crude oil that the
investor plans to buy at beginning of time period ¢ at price p,_; which is the oil price at the end of
time period ¢t — 1 (alternatively, at the beginning of period t¢). The total cost from the purchase is
q:p:—1 and the remaining wealth is w;_; — q:p;_1, where w;_; is the wealth at the end of period t — 1.
The remaining wealth is invested in n risky assets with a portfolio x;, where ! is the wealth invested
in the i-th asset, i =1,...,n, whose random return rate, denoted by 7!, is calculated period-wise,
i.e., a $1 investment at the beginning of period ¢ will generate $(1 +r}) at the end of the period.
Thus, the wealth of the investor at the end of period t —1is w;_; = (e +7;_1) "x;_1. This wealth is
divided into the consumption ¢;p,_; and the further investment e 'z, i.e., w1 = @p;—1 +e ' xp. A

combination of the two equations gives rise to the following wealth balance equation
ez =(e+ri1) Tio1 — P, t=2,..., T —1.

At the initial period t =1, we have ez, = wy — ¢1po and at the final period T, the investor must
consume all of the wealth on purchase of oil, thus (e +77_1) @y 1 = qrpr_1.

The utility of the oil products is calculated at the end of each period as follows. We assume that
all of the g; barrels of oil purchased at the beginning of period ¢ is used to produce g;(g;) quantities of
the oil products by the end of period ¢ with unit value d;. Thus the total value from the production
is 9:(q:)d, and the period-wise utility value is u;(g:(q;)d;, hjz—17). Here the investor’s utility function
depends on all the historical information hy_1) ={po,...,pt—1, di,..., di—1,71,..., 7_1}. Based on

the discussions above, we formulate the multistage investment-consumption problem as

w[lvaiﬁfj[l’T] E [ul(gl(%)dla ho) +u2(g2(q2)d2, h[l]) + -+ up(9r(qr)dr, h[T—l])] (37a)
s.t. e'x1 =wy— q1po, T1 € R, ¢ € Ry, (37Db)
ez, = (e—l—rt_l)Ta?t_l — g1, 2 () ERY g ()R, t=2,..., T -1, (37¢)
(e+7rr_1) " wr_y = qrpr_1, qr(-) ERy. (37d)

In the setup, we assume that short sales of the security assets and crude oil are forbidden, i.e.,
z, € R} and ¢, € R, . Assume that the investor is ambiguous about the true utility function at each
stage, we then propose a preference robust counterpart of the multistage investment-consumption
problem to mitigate the risk arising from the ambiguity:

max inf £ [u1 (91(q1)d, ho) +u2(g2(g2)da, hpay) +- - -+ ur(gr(gr)dr, h[T—u)] (38a)

T[1,71]09(1,7] HEU
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st. (375 - @7d). (38b)

We carry out comparative numerical analysis on the model by considering the utility functions
being state-dependent (with the ambiguity set being constructed via pairwise comparison and

Kantorovich ball) and state-independent, respectively.

6.2. Setup of tests

To ease the exposition, we consider a simple case where ¢;(z) =z and d; = p;, fort =1,...,T. This is
based on the understanding that the productions of oil products are proportional to the purchased
amount of the crude oil and the value of oil products is proportional to the crude oil price. We
assume that the true utility of oil products depends on the crude oil price in two regimes. In the
usual regime when the crude oil price is less than or equal to $60 per barrel, the investor has a linear
utility function uy;,, () = x defined over [0, 1]. In the other regime when the crude oil price is greater
than $60 per barrel, the investor has a concave utility uexp(z) = (1 — exp(—3z))/(1 — exp(—3))
defined over [0, 1].

We set the risky assets pool with 9 exchange-traded-funds (ETF) in the US equity market
corresponding to different industry sectors including Utilities (XLU), Energy (XLE), Finance
(XLF), Technology (XLK), Health Care (XLV), Consumer Staples (XLP), Consumer Discretionary
(XLY), Industry (XLI), and Materials (XLB) sectors. We collect weekly data of crude oil price
(OK Crude Oil Future Contract) and the ETF prices over the period 2007/1/1 - 2021/3/29. ETF
data are downloaded from Yahoo Finance! and oil prices are downloaded from Energy Information
Administration®. Before generating the scenario tree, the price data are transformed into log-return
rate to pass the stationary test of the data series. We adopt an ARMA(0,1)-GARCH(1,1) model
with Gaussian residuals to forecast the future return rate of oil and ETF prices and built a scenario
tree with a symmetrical branching structure. The optimal orders for the ARMA and GARCH
models were determined through maximum likelihood estimation. One can refer to [64] for detailed
algorithms of the scenario tree generation. To reduce the computational complexity of DP-type
algorithms, we consider the stage independent case.

The models to be tested in comparative analysis include: MSP-True: problem (B7) with the
true utility functions, SP-PLN-SD: problem (B7) with piecewise linear nominal utility functions,
MS-PRO-SD-Kan: problem (B8) with the state-dependent ambiguity set U/ (&;_1) constructed
via the Kantorovich ball centered at a piecewise linear nominal utility function at each node.
MS-PRO-SD-PC: problem (38) based on the state-dependent pairwise comparison ambiguity set
UL (§—1)) with randomly generated questionnaires and answers at each node. MS-PRO-SID-Kan:
problem (BR) with the state-independent ambiguity set U constructed via the Kantorovich ball
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centered at a piecewise linear nominal utility function at each stage. Details of preference elicitation
and construction of the ambiguity sets are deferred to [EC.6l All optimization problems in the
deterministic reformulations are solved by Gurobi solver through CVX package in Matlab R2016a
on a PC with 3.4GHz CPU and 16GB RAM.

6.3. Numerical results: validation of three solution approaches

In the first set of tests, we solve MS-PRO-SD-Kan with the scenario tree method, the NBD method,
and the SDDP method for small instance problems with 2-6 stages. In order to compare the three
solution methods in a same problem, we focus on a scenario tree with stagewise independence
(corresponding to a recombining tree [21], [49]) and state-dependent utilities. At each stage, we
generate 5 samples of the oil price and return rates of the 9 ETF assets. For the scenario tree method
and the NBD method, we generate a tree with 57 scenarios with the stagewise independent samples,
where T'=2,---,6. Table [l displays the optimal values and CPU times of the three approaches.
From the table, we can see that the scenario tree method and the NBD method generate the same
optimal values when T'=2,--- | 5. In the case that T'= 6, the lower and the upper bounds generated
by the NBD method do not match in the last two digits within the specified algorithmic stopping
criteria. The SDDP method generates slightly wider gaps between the lower bounds and upper
bounds for T'=2,---,6 where the lower bounds are heuristic. In terms of CPU time, the scenario
tree method is very efficient when 7' < 4 but its CPU time increases rapidly when T'= 5,6 because
the number of scenarios increases exponentially. In contrast, the SDDP method displays a kind of
“linear” increase of CPU time w.r.t. 7. The NBD method displays the longest CPU time in all five
cases (T'=2,---,6).

Table 1 The Optimal values and CPU times of the scenario tree method, the NBD method and the SDDP

method for MS-PRO-SD-Kan with 2-6 stages

T 2 3 4 5 6

Opt. Val. | 1.1977 1.2281 1.3607 1.6832 1.9859

CPU time (s) | 2.6905 13.2355 136.36 716.96 3738.8

NBD method Opt. Val. | 1.1977 1.2281 1.3607 1.6832 [1.9808,1.9888]

(tol=0.0001) CPU time (s) | 46.128 224.34 780.1 2411.4 5519.4
Upper bound | 1.1992 1.2283 1.3618 1.6846 1.9868

SDDP method Lower bound | 1.1970 1.2287 1.3620 1.6838 1.9858

(tol=21_.99/7%, |K| =20) | CPU time (s) | 28.15  59.90  99.21 367.94 685.52

Scenario tree method

In the second set of tests, we solve the same problem but for the case when T ranges from 10
to 50. Since the scenario tree method and the NBD method require unaffordable storage space
and unacceptably long CPU time, we concentrate on SDDP only. Table Bl lists lower and upper

bounds of the optimal values, the number of iterations of forward-backward processes, and CPU
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time for T'= 10,30,50 with different numbers of scenarios (|.#| = 5,10,20). We can see that the
lower bounds are close to upper bounds in all of the cases which means the algorithm converges
within the prescribed precision. The change of CPU time confirms our earlier observation that it

increases at a “linear” rate w.r.t. the increase of T.

Table 2 Upper bounds, lower bounds and CPU time of the SDDP method for MS-PRO-SD-Kan with 10-50
stages (tOlzzlfoAgg/Q%)

Stages |K| Iterations Upper bound Lower bound CPU time (s)

) 13 2.4473 2.4513 333.44
10 10 11 2.5307 2.5297 551.16
20 13 2.3907 2.3921 1.44 x 103
) 44 2.9791 2.9718 4.31 x 103
30 10 31 2.9207 2.9186 6.57 x 10?
20 13 2.915 2.9161 5.01 x 103
) o7 3.4359 3.4462 9.95 x 10°
50 10 41 3.4213 3.4194 1.61 x 10*
20 23 3.3919 3.394 1.93 x 10*

6.4. Comparative analysis of the models

To examine the effects of different models, we have conducted comparative numerical analysis from
the following four perspectives: (a) Compare the optimal values of MSP-True, MS-PRO-SD-Kan
and MS-PRO-SID-Kan with respect to different numbers of time periods, T'=2,3,...,6. We set
the radius of the Kantorovich ball to R =0.001 and the number of breakpoints to N =40 under
all scenarios, see Figure[ll (b) Compare the optimal values of MSP-PLN and MS-PRO-SD-Kan
with different numbers of breakpoints N, where the optimal value of MSP-True is chosen as the
benchmark. Here, we set T'=4, and R =0.001 under all scenarios, see Figure2l (c) Compare the
optimal values of MS-PRO-SD-Kan and MS-PRO-SID-Kan with different radii of Kantorovich ball
when T'=4, and N =40, see Figure Bl (d) Compare the optimal values of MS-PRO-PC with
different number of questionnaires with T'= 4, see Figure [l

From Figure[Il we can see that with more stages (") to be included in the models, the investor
has greater flexibility in setting future consumption and consequently obtaining higher optimal
total expected utility values. This phenomenon is observed for both MSP and MS-PRO models.
Moreover, the optimal value of the MS-PRO model is smaller than that of MSP, which can be
interpreted as the price of robustness. The gap narrows down as T increases. The optimal values
of MS-PRO-SID-Kan with optimistic estimations are the highest while that with pessimistic esti-
mations are the lowest and that with unbiased estimations are in the middle. This relationship

reflects the nature of the estimations. Figure Bl depicts the variation trends of the optimal values
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as the number of the breakpoints (V) of piecewise linear approximation increases. We can see that
the optimal value of MSP-PLN approaches that of MSP-True when N reaches 20; and the optimal
value of MS-PRO-SD-Kan moves closer to that of MSP-True despite a gap exists due to R > 0.
This is consistent with our theoretical results.

Figure [] presents comparative analysis between state-dependent utility model and state-

independent utility model under the framework of MS-PRO-Kan. We can observe that with the
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decrease of the radius, the optimal value of MS-PRO-SD-Kan approaches that of MSP-PLN with
the same piecewise linear nominal utility function. When the radius is greater than 0.25, MS-PRO-
SD-Kan and MS-PRO-SID-Kan generate almost the same solution. This is because the constraint
corresponding to the Kantorovich ball becomes inactive (the worst-case utility function becomes
linear and the concavity constraint overrides the ball constraint, see Figure [EC.14]) and subse-
quently only the bounds on Lipschitz modulus and the convexity constraints are effective. Figure[
shows that with the increase of the number of questionnaires, the optimal value of MS-PRO-SD-PC

converges to that of MSP-True since the randomness of questionnaires recedes.

6.5. Out-of-sample performance of different models with randomly generated true utilities

We now turn to report our numerical test results on the out-of-sample performance of the proposed
MS-PRO models. Specifically, we solve the MS-PRO models including MS-PRO-SD-Kan and MS-
PRO-SID-Kan, obtain an optimal solution, and implement it in the out-of-sample tests with the
true utility function. We begin by randomly generating a set of non-decreasing, piecewise linear
and concave utility functions which are within an e-Kantorovich ball centered at a state-dependent
reference utility function, see Figures [EC.15l [EC.17

The first set of tests is carried out as follows. For the MS-PRO-SID-Kan model, we use each of
the four estimation approaches outlined in Section 6.3 to figure out a state-independent nominal
utility function, construct respective Kantorovich balls with three different radii (R=0.01, 0.1 or
0.2), and solve the resulting MS-PRO-SID-Kan models. For the MS-PRO-SD-Kan model, we use
the unbiased estimation method to find a piecewise linear nominal utility function at each state
and then construct a Kantorovich ball (with different radii R = 0.01,0.1,0.2). Here we assume
that the number of states is known but the correspondence between the elicited scores and the
states is unknown. For each of the optimal solutions, we calculate the returns in each scenario
and then evaluate the out-of-sample expected utility value with one of the randomly generated
utility functions (we call one simulation). We repeat the simulation 100 times and calculate the
average of the expected utility values. The rationale behind the simulations is that the true utility
function is unknown and we presume that each of the 100 utility functions could be the true. Table
[Bl displays the average of the mean values, the minimum value and the maximum value of the 100
out-of-sample tests.

From Table B we can see that MSP-True performs best in terms of the mean value and the
maximum value. MS-PRO-SD-Kan (R = 0.01) gives the best of the worst-case expected utility
value, which highlights the value of adopting the robust model. The MS-PRO-SID-Kan delivers
the worst performance in all aspects. This is primarily because the true utility function is state-

dependent. FigureBldepicts the results in box-plots, we can see that when € increases, the difference
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Table 3 Comparisons of out-of-sample performances of MS-PRO-SD-Kan and MS-PRO-SID-Kan with 7' =4,
N =40 and e=0.1.
Model MSP-True MS-PRO-SD-Kan (Unbiased) MS-PRO-SID-Kan (R =0.1)

Statistics R=0.01 R=01 R=0.2 |Pessimistic Optimistic Unbiased Best-fit
Mean 1.3660 1.3654  1.3587 1.1542 1.0860 1.1467 1.1418 1.1480
Min 1.1660 1.1663 1.1670 1.0962 1.0791 1.0899 1.0996 1.1003
Max 1.5660 1.5645 1.5501 1.2113 1.0945 1.2028 1.1834 1.1946

of the performances in terms of minimum values becomes smaller. This is because the concavity

constraint overrides the Kantorovich ball constraint (the worst-case utility function becomes linear).

Moreover, when R matches e (0.1), the MS-PRO-SD-Kan performs best in terms of the minimum

value. In this case, the ambiguity set in MS-PRO-SD-Kan covers the set of randomly generated

utility functions (for out-of-sample tests).
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Boxplots of out-of-sample utility values of MS-PRO-SD-Kan and MS-PRO-SID-Kan under three sets

of randomly generated utility functions

7. Concluding remarks

In this paper, we present a full investigation of the PRO models for expected utility based multistage
decision making. We begin with holistic maximin models (8) for state-dependent utility case and
@) for state-independent utility case, demonstrate time consistency and time inconsistency for
them respectively, and derive the dynamic recursive formulation (I6]) for the former. We then
use scenario-tree methods to solve both (§) and (@) with a given scenario tree structure of the
underlying random process, and the SDDP and the NBD methods to solve () via (I8). Finally, we
carry out comparative numerical tests on state-dependent model (§) vs state-independent model
@), and scenario tree method vs dynamic programming method for solving (g]). To derive dynamic
reformulation of (), we derive a new version of the principle of interchangeability in Banach space
(Lemmas [I] and [2]).

A clear benefit of beginning the robust model with (8)) rather than (I6) as some of the distribu-
tionally robust MSP models do in the literature (see e.g. [37, [65]) is that it allows us to apply both
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the scenario tree algorithm and DP algorithms for solving the state-dependent MS-PRO model.
Moreover, since (@) does not have a dynamic reformulation, the presence of (§]) facilitates us to
compare the performances of the two models by solving them with the same scenario tree methods.
Establishing a link between (&) and (I6) is a key step given that our PRO model is non-parametric
and establishing an equivalence relation requires a new interchangebility result in Banach space.
While our focus in the paper is on the utility-based PRO models, our approach on both (&) and
([I8) may have some ramifications on other nonparametric multistage maximin (res. minimax)
optimization problems ([63] 50]). To the best of our knowledge, the existing research only allows
one to establish an equivalence relation (analogous to (If) and (&) for the multistage paramet-
ric robust optimization problems where both the outer maximization (res. minimization) and the
inner minimization (res. maximization) problems are essentially finite-dimensional or nonstochas-
tic, see [l [13] and the references therein. This is perhaps because the existing interchangeability
results in the literature are established in the finite-dimensional spaces. We hope that our new
interchangeability result (Lemmas [Il and ) will help to make a breakthrough in these models.

Constructing a nominal utility function for the ambiguity set of Kantorovich ball is another
important component of this work. The approaches outlined in [EC.6] for state-dependent and state-
independent utility cases provide a new avenue for estimating an approximate utility function
based on incomplete information of scoring and may provide a new direction for general preference
elicitation. It remains to be an open question how the model will perform if the number of states is
incorrectly preset, how to design consumption trajectories for more effective preference elicitation
(a main departure from one stage), and how to deal with errors occurring in scoring. The setting
of the radius of the Kantorovich ball can also be improved by comprehensively considering the
estimation error on the number of states, the estimation error on piecewise linear approximation
and the errors in scoring, with appropriate statistical inference and guarantee.

Another aspect of our model which could be potentially strengthened is that instead of separating
the preference elicitation/scoring and the optimization process, we may consider the dynamic
interaction between the elicitation process and the optimization process on an online footing. Online
optimization, reinforcement learning or meta-learning approaches may be further incorporated to

improve the intelligence of our MS-PRO model. We leave all these issues for future research.
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EC.1. An example of multistage portfolio selection problem with utility
maximization

ExamMpPLE EC.1. Consider a financial market with n risky assets. Suppose that an investor joins
the market at time 0 with a positive initial wealth wy and plans to invest her/his wealth in the
market for T periods. At each period, the investor gains a reward which could be her/his end-
of-period wealth or the increase of her/his wealth over this period, i.e., h(ry,z;) = (e +7;) "z, or
hi(ry, ;) = 7] 2, where x, is the asset allocation vector, 7, is the excess return rate vector of n risky
assets over period t, e =[1,--- ,1]" is the vector with all components being one. The investor presets
a utility u;(-) which measures her/his preferences on the reward over that period. Then the investor
would like to maximize the overall expected utility over all of the T periods by adjusting her/his
portfolios at the beginning of each period. If the investor’s objective is to maximize the overall
expected utility of the wealth, the decision making problem can be reformulated as a multistage

expected utility maximization problem:

max E [u((e+71) "z1) +ua((e+r2)  @2) + - +ur((e+r7) 2r)]

@]

st. oy €{zeR e’ z=wo},z:(rp_1)) E{T €RL ez =(e+1i1) ma },t=2,...,T,
where z, is the asset allocation vector of the current wealth invested in the n risky assets at the
beginning of period ¢, 7, z; is the wealth at the end of period t. ¢z, = (e +r;_1) " z;_; is the wealth
balance equation, which together with the no-shorting constraint characterizes the feasible set X
of portfolio z; at period t. If the investor’s utility is valued over the state-wise return rates, the
objective could be set as
In this case, by normalizing &; = z;/(e"x;), we have an equivalent utility maximization problem:

max | E [ui(r] Z1) +ua(ry To) + -+ +up(riir)]

Z1,{Z¢e(-

st eld =1, & €[0,1]", e dy(rp_y) =1, #() € Lo([0,1]"), t=2,...,T.
EC.2. Proofs
EC.2.1. Proof of Lemma [1l

For any 3 € My, we have that 3(w) € Z(w) C Z and hence inf.cz ) f(2,w) < f(3(w),w) a.s.. Since
Z is measurable and f is continuous in z, it follows by [2, Theorem 8.2.11] that inf.c (. f(2,w) is

measurable. By taking mathematical expectation on both sides of the inequality, we obtain

E [ inf f<z,w>} <E[f(3(w),w)] =E[F}]. (EC.1)

z€Z(w)
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Moreover, by taking infimum w.r.t. 3 over 91z on both sides of the inequality, we have

IE[ inf f(z,w)] < inf E[F). (EC.2)

z€Z(w) 3EMy

Next, we show the inequality holds in the opposite direction. We first consider the case when
inf.c 7 f(2,w) is finite valued a.s.. For k=1,2,---, we consider the level-set mapping Sy : Q2 = Z

where

Si(w) = {ZGZ:f(z,w) < inf )f(z,w)+1}.

2€Z(w k
Since f is a Carathédory function, we know from [2, Lemma 8.2.6] that f(z,w) is B(Z)Q&) F-
measurable and for every w € €2, the function z — f(z,w) is continuous. Thus Si(w) is a closed set
for every given w. By [2, Theorem 8.1.4], the measurability of f ensures the measurability of S (w)
w.r.t. F. Let
Zy(w) := Sk(w) ﬂ Z(w),Yw € Q.

Since both Sy and Z are F-measurable, by [2, Theorem 8.2.4], Z, is also F-measurable. Moreover,
since inf, ez f(2,w) is finite-valued a.s., then Z;(w) is non-empty and

f(z,w) < inf f(z,w)—l—%,VzEZk(w), a.s..

z€Z(w)
Together with the closedness and F-measurablity of Z;, we know by virtue of Theorem 8.1.3 in [2]
that there exists a F-measurable selection 3; of Z, such that

fGr(w),w) < inf f(z,w)—i—%, a.e. w e Q. (EC.3)

T 2€Z(w)

By taking expectation on both sides of inequality (EC.3]), we have

B[R] Elf(e() ) SE | iaf [+

z€Z(w)

Since 3 is a F-measurable selection from Z, = S, () Z, then 3, € M. Letting k — 400 gives us
that
inf E[F;]<E [ inf f(z,w)} . (EC.4)

3EMy z2€Z(w)
Combining with inequality (EC.2)), we arrive at (I3) as desired.
Next, we move on to consider two extreme cases: (a) the event {w |inf.cz f(2,w) = —oo} has
a positive probability p_., and (b) the event {w | inf.c () f(2,w) = +o0} has a positive probability
Dioo- We first consider case (a). In this case, E [(— inf.cz ) f(2, w))+] = 400, which, by the assump-
tion of the lemma, implies E [(infzez(w) f(z,w))J < +00. This gives rise to E [inf.c 7. f(z,w)] =

—oo. We can use the same approach as that in the finite-valued case to show that the right hand



e-companion to Liu, Chen and Xu: Multistage Utility Preference Robust Optimization ec3

side of (EC.2)) is also equal to —oo. Specifically, for any k € {1,2,3...}, we consider the level set
mapping

R f(Z,OJ) S infzeZ(w) f(Z,OJ) + %7 if inszZ((_u) f(Z,OJ) > —00
Sk(w) = {Z Z| ek if inf.c 7o) f(2,0) = —00 |

We can show that Sy(w)()Z(w) is F-measurable and there exists a F-measurable selection of 3,
from Zj := Sk () Z such that

inf E[F,) <E[F,]

3EMZ
/ (—k)P(dw) + / < inf ()
inf ¢ z(w) f(z,.w)=—00 inf, e z(w) f(zw)>—00 2€Z(w)

+
:—pook‘—l—/ <[ inf f(z, W)} —[— inf fzw] >
inszZ(w)f(sz)>—OO z€Z(w) + 2€Z(w

IN

%) P(duw)

1
+

where p_o =P (inf.ez(w) f(2,w) = —00) > 0. Since [, [inf.czw) f(2,w)] P(dw) < 400, by letting
k — 400, we arrive at inf;con, E[F;] = —o00 as desired.
Consider now case (b). In this case, E [(infzez(w) f(z,w))+] = 400, which implies by the assump-
tion of the lemma that E [[— inf.czw) f(z,w)]J < +o00. This gives rise to
E Lég(fw)f(z w)] = +00.
By (EC.2)), we know that both sides of (I3) are equal to +occ. Note that the cases (a) and (b) cannot

occur simultaneously due to the assumption on the positive/negative part of the expectation. [

EC.2.2. Proof of Lemma

The thrust of the proof is to fit (I4) in the framework of Lemma 1 so that the principle of the
interchangeability established in Lemma 1 can be readily applied. To this effect, we introduce a new
random function ti: R x Q — R such that ii(z,w) = u(z,{(w)), Vz € R and a.e. w € Q, where u € My,.
Define Z := LP(R — R) as a functional space. Let 4 denote the space of measurable functions

u:Q —7Z with finite p-th order moments and define

zr,w) =u(z,{(w)), Vo eR,for a.e.w,}

My = {ueﬂ‘ §) eU(§), for any &

By letting U :=U(€), we have My, = {ﬁ e | i(x,w) eU(w), for ae. we Q} . By changing the vari-

able from u to {i, we obtain

inf Efu(n,§)]= inf [ u(n(w),f(w))dP(w)= nf [ u(nw),w)dP(w)= inf Eunw),w)].

ueMy, ueMy, Q weMy Jo ueimu



ecd e-companion to Liu, Chen and Xu: Multistage Utility Preference Robust Optimization

Moreover, by the tower property of the expectation operator, we have

E [i(n(w),w)] =E [Ex, [i(n(w),w)]],
where [E, Fe denotes the conditional expectation with respect to F¢, and hence

inf Efu(n,§)]= inf E[Ez [i(n(w)w)]. (EC.5)

ueMy feMy,

To apply Lemma 1, we define
fa(w),w) =Ex [i(n(w),w)]. (EC.6)

Here, f: Z x Q — LP(Q, F¢,P;R) is a functional with f(z,w) = Ez, [2(n(w))]] for each z € Z. By
the definition, we can see that for each fixed w, f(z,w) is continuous in z since the conditional
expectation is a linear operator. For each fixed z, f(z,) is measurable. By the continuity of z(-) € Z,
and the measurability of E|x, and 7, we know by virtue of [2, Corollary 8.2.3] that f(z,w) is

F-measurable. Thus, f(z,w) is a Carathédory function. Thus,
E [Ejx, [4(n(w),w)] =E[f(i(,w),w)].

By the nonemptyness of M, and the boundedness of u € My, inf E[f(i(-,w),w)] is bounded. By
neNy

Lemma [ (here we require u to have finite p-th moment which is equivalent to 3 having finite p-th

moment. This additional condition does not affect the result in Lemma [II), we have that

i E[f(i() )] =E | inf fu.0)]. (EC.7)
ueNy, ueU (w)
where U(w) =U(£(w)), for a.e. w e Q. Thus
E[ inf f(u,w)} = E[ inf E[u(n(w)ﬂ]:g]} :E[ inf Eu(n(w))|Fe
wel(w) wel(w) ueU(§(w))
=E| inf E Fell - EC.8
i, Blutn) | 7] (EC)
Combining (EC.H)-(EC.8)), we obtain (I4)) as desired.
]
EC.2.3. Proof of Proposition [T]
By Lemma 2]
uifelétE\Fo [ut(Zt(ﬁt)af[t—ll)] =E7 Uteuit%f[til])E\Ftﬂ [we(Z:(&))]] (EC.9)



e-companion to Liu, Chen and Xu: Multistage Utility Preference Robust Optimization ech

where U; = {u; | i1 ;17 and W4y 7 such that [ ,—1), 1, Wy 7] T € U} From Definition 1, we can
see that U, (1)) is a decomposition of . By the decomposability of the objective function and fea-
sible set U, the tower property and the translation invariance property of the expectation operator,

we have

inf Bz, [u1(Z1) +u2(Z2,60) + - +ur(Zr, Er_yy)]

e

:élelngu‘o [ut(Ztag[tfl])]
t=1

ug€Uy,t=1,...,T

T
= mf ZE\}—O [ut(Zt?g[tfl])]
=1
, t
= Z uitrellf;{t ]E|]:0 [ut(Zta f[t—l] )]

_Z inf Bz, Bz, [ue(Ze -]

ug €U

_ZEI[ inf Bz, [ut(Zt)]} (EC.10)

ut €U (&4 —1])

=E 7, [ inf E 5 [ul(Zl)]] +E 5 [ inf  Ex [uQ(ZQ)]} -

u1€Uy ug €U2(&[1))

+Bis (B [ B |, b B fun(zn)]| || (BC.11)

up €UT (§[7-1))

— inf Ef, [ul(Zl) inf  E, [u2(22)+---+ inf  Er [uT(ZT)]...”, (EC.12)

uy €Uy ug €Uz (1)) up €U (§r—1))
which gives rise to (I0). O
EC.2.4. Proof of Theorem [I]

We divide the proof into three main steps.
Step 1. We begin by decomposing problem (MS-PRO-SD) into a stagewise maxmin problem. By

Proposition 1, for any fixed decision sequence x,--- ,x7 and random process &1, ...,&p, we have

inf E [M(hl (551>51)) +U2(h2 (xZ(fl)afz) afl) + +uT(hT ('IT(g[Tfl])agT) aE[Tfl])]

ueu
_ ZE% Leuit]&f[ B [ (i) gt))}] . (EC.13)
=1 =1
Consequently
Vi,:= max infE [ul(hl (x1,61)) +ua(he (22(&1),62) , &) + - +ur(hr (a?T(ﬁ[T—1])7§T) 7€[T—1])]

x(1, 7)€ X1, 1) HEU
T

> inf o Bis o, [ur (he(mi (), 50)]]'

= max Kz

x(1, 7)€ 2]1,1T) 5 ut€ULEp—1))
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Here, we denote 2,1 :={xp | xs(§s-1)) € Zs(@ps-115€s-17),s=1,..., T}, t=1,...,T, for short.
At staget=1,...,T, for given x};_1; and {;_q), we denote the optimal value of the sub-optimization

problem at remaining stages by

T

‘/;5 (x[t—l]7§[t—l]) = m[tyqr“?ea«gé[t,j*] E-Ft—l Ztuseuisr(lésu)EU:sl [us (hs(xs(g[s—l])ué-s))] . (ECI4)

Let Vzyq(+,+) :=0. At the first stage, V; is the optimal value of problem (MS-PRO- SD). We then
prove the dynamic equations (I8) between V; and V;,; by induction. At stage T, we have (L6
directly by the definition above. We then prove (I0) at stage T'— 1 in Step 2, and then prove
that the equation at stage T'— 1 implies the equation at stage T'— 2 in Step 3. As the induction
relationship between adjacent two stages holds, we can establish the results by induction.

Step 2. We consider the sub-optimization problem at the last two stages. On the basis of the
right-hand side of (EC.14]), we prove the recursive formula for ¢t =7 — 1. Observe first that

T
Vir_ _ _op) = E inf E h _ )
71 (272, €r-2) x[TA,II“]nGaQ}E[Tfl,T] T L;luteultr(lﬁ[tu) P [t (el 1])’&))]]
= max E|fT,2 [ inf IE|fT,2 {qul(hTfl ($T1>5T1))H
er_1€Zp_1(2pr_o)Er—a)) up_1€UT_1(§[7—_2))

er(§r_1)€Zr(®r_1.€r_1))

+E 7, [ inf  Eix, [ur(hr (2r(€r-),ér))] ”

up €UT (§[7—1))

= max [ inf E\IT,Q [qul(hTfl (folangl))]

er1€Xr_1(a(r_gEr_g) | “T-1€UT-1(§[T—2))

e (§r—1) €2 (2r—1)€1-1)) up €UT (§[17-1))

+ max E‘]:T72 |: inf E‘]:T71 [UT(hT (wT(f[T—l])afT))] :|] . (ECl5)

This is because the objective in the square brackets is separable and the first term is independent

of zp. Let

fr(@r, §r—) = inf Ezp lur(hr (2r,87))]. (EC.16)

up €UT (§[7—1])
For fixed &r_1), since Ur(§r_1)) is a compact set and E|z,. , [ur(hr (x7,&r))] is continuous in

xp under conditions (a) and (b), then fr(xr,&r_1)) is finite-valued. Moreover, for any &r,Zr €

Zr (x[Tfl]aE[Tfl])a

|fT(i'T>£[T71]) - fT(i'Tag[Tfl]” < @{Slg) )E|fT,1 [|UT(hT (fT,fT)) - UT(hT (fT,fT))H-
o (EC.17)

Since any ur € Ur(§r_1)) is globally Lipschitz continuous under condition (a),

lur (hr (Zr,&7)) — ur(hr (Z7,¢r))| < 6(Er-1)|hr (Z1,&7) — hr (Z1,617) |,
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YV, Zr € Xr(xmr-1),&r-1), (EC.18)
Under condition (b),
|\ (&7, &r) = he (T, &0) | < 0(Er) |27 — T, V&7, 27 € Zr (201, §r—y),  (EC.19)
where E|z,. | [0(&r)] < +oo. Combining (EC.IT)-(EC.IJ), we obtain

|fT(i'T>£[T71]) _fT(i'Tag[Tfl]” < MSIE? )E\IT,l [/‘i(f[T71])U(fT)||i‘T—fTH]
ur €UT(§[1-1)

= K(&[Tfl])El]:T,l [U(fT)] |7 — 27| (EC.20)

Hence we obtain the continuity of fr in xp for fixed £7_; and &r. Next, we can show that
fr(zr,&r_1)) is a Carathédory function, that is, for fixed xr, fr(xr,&r_1)) is Fjr_1j-measurable.
To see this, we note that Ez, | [ur(hr (zr,&r))] is continuous in uy and is Fjp_qj-measurable for
fixed up, and Uy (§r—_1)) is Fr_1j-measurable, by the marginal map theorem [2, Theorem 8.2.11],
fr is Fp_q-measurable for fixed zr.

By Lemma [Il we have

max E|fT,2 fT(J?T(f[T—l])af[T—l])] = E\fT,Q [ max fT($T7§[T—1])]
z(§r—1)) € Zr(2[T_1)-¢[T—-1]) er€ 2 (zpp_1)Er—1)
= E‘]:T72 |:VT (JJ[T,l],f[T,l]) :| . (EC21)

Note that Vi (:E[T,l],E[T,l]) is well-defined since fr(2r,&r—1j) is uniformly bounded under the

uniform boundedness condition of us and the fact that max fr(zr,§ro1y) is Fir_1y-
wTE%T(w[Tfl])g[T—l]

measurable. Combining (EC.I5) and (EC.21]) gives us that
Vi, (x[T72]aE[T72])

= max [ inf E|fT,2 [qul(hTfl (xT—l,qu))]

Tp_1€2T 1 (I[sz] 7£[T—2]) ur—1 €UT—1(§[7—3])

+Ep [ max inf Bz [ur(hr (or,&7))] H

zTGEKT(z[T,H vf[T—l]) up €U (§[7—1))

— max [ lnf ]E|]:T72 |:uT—1(hT—l ((ET—17§T—1))

IT,1€%T,1(I[T72]7£[T72]) uT*lel/{Tfl(g[Tfﬂ)
+Vir (wr-y, €r-a) H : (EC.22)

Step 3. We show the recursive formula for t =T — 2. Let

fT—1($T—17§[T—2]) = inf E\fT,Q [UT—l(hT—l (xT—lafT—l)) +Vr ($[T—1]7§[T—1])

up_1 €UT_1(§[7—2])
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= inf E\IT,Q qul(hTfl (leang)):| +E\IT,2 |:VT ('I[Tfl]ag[Tfl]) .
up_1 €U _1(§[T—2])
(EC.23)
Observe first that Vi (x[T,l],E[T,l]) = max fr(xr,&r_1)) is a Carathéodory function.

o€y (vir_1).§r-1))
To see this, we note that by assumption (c), the feasible set 27 (w[T—1]7§[T—1]) is Lipschitz con-

tinuous w.r.t. xy_;. Together with the continuity of fr(x7,{7r_1]) in 27, we obtain by virtue of

[6, Theorem 1] that Vi (x[T,l],E[T,l]) is continuous in z(r_y). The measurability follows from [2]

Theorem 8.2.11] since 27 (x[T,l],E[T,l]) is Fir_1j-measurable and fr (27, &r_1]) is a Carathéodory

function. The conclusion follows since the conditional expectation preserves the above-mentioned

continuity and measurability. We now show that inf Eiz;_, |ur—1(hr—1 (xr-1,&r-1))
up_1€UT_1(§[7—2])

is also a Carathéodory function. This can be established following a proof analogous to that of fr.

Summarizing the discussions above, we conclude that fr_i(x7_1,&7_9)) is a Carathéodory function.

Thus the optimization problem at stage T'— 1 can be written as

Vi1 ($[T72]>£[T72]) = max E\IT,Q [qu(CETfl,g[sz])] .

w11 €271 (72 €(72)

Since the feasible set is assumed to be compact and the objective function is continuous in z_;, the
optimal solution exists. Moreover, the Lipschitz continuity of Z7_; (x[T_g],f[T_g]) in x;7_9 and the
continuity of E 7, , [fT_l(a;T_l, §[T_2])] ensures that Vy_4 (a:[T_g] , §[T_2]) is continuous in xp_y and
for fixed x7_s), we can show by [2, Theorem 8.2.11] that Vy_; (x[T,Q],é[T,Q]) is Fir_g-measurable.

Summarizing from the discussions above, the continuity and measurability can be established in
the recursive manner. This shows that the recursive formula (I6) holds.

Since the optimal solutions exist at individual stages and the recursive formula (@) holds, the
global optimal solution is also optimal to the local problems, i.e., the time consistency of the policy

holds. O

EC.2.5. Proof of Proposition

Part (i). By definition, u is nondecreasing over [a,b] with u(a) =0, u(b) =1, and both u is globally
Lipschitz continuous with a uniformly bounded Lipschitz modulus. The monotonic increasing prop-
erty and the normalization condition ensure the boundedness of the utility functions in the set, the
globally Lipschitz continuity guarantees equicontinuity of the class of functions. By Arzela-Ascoli
Theorem (see e.g. [3, Theorem 2.3]), U (§y—1)) is a weakly compact set, that is, it is contained by a
compact set in the space of continuous functions. To show the compactness of the set, it suffices to

show that the set is closed. Let {uy} CUZ(—1)) be a sequence converging to v under some norm



e-companion to Liu, Chen and Xu: Multistage Utility Preference Robust Optimization ec9

topology in the £? space. The uniform convergence ensures continuity of u. For any fixed points
x,y € [a,b],
Jun () = ur(y)] < L&) |z =y, VE.

By driving k to infinity, we obtain
u(x) = u(y)| < L(§e—1)) [z =y,

which means that u is also Lipschitz continuous with modulus being bounded by L(§;_1;). More-
over, since u; is a concave function, its limit is also a concave function. This shows u € U? (f[t_l]).

Part (ii). Let us show first that

Z/[L(f[t_l]) = {u cewU*

Lip(u) < L(&q-1)) } (EC.24)

is Fj;_1j-measurable. To this end, we can rewrite U (£;_q)) as

U (§-1) = {u cur

%z(y) < L(&;-1y), Vz,y € [a,b],x #y}

= {u ewc| sup (u(x)—uly)—L(E-1)(z—y)) < 0}

z,y€la,b]

= {ue %\ g(u,&—1)) < 0}’

where

9(U7§[t—1]) ‘= sup (U(ﬂf) —u(y) — L(ﬁ[t-l})(x - y)) .

z,y€[a,b]
Since L(-) is assumed to be continuous and the function (u,L) — u(x) —u(y) — L(z —y) is linear

in v and L, then g(u,&;_1)) is continuous jointly in &;_,; and u. Let

g(u,w) = g(u, §ip—1y(w)).

Then g: Z x Q2 — R is F;_; measurable for every z € Z, and g(-,w) is continuous for fixed w. This
shows that §:Z x  — R is a Carathéodory function. By Lemma [EC.T] U (&j—1)(y) is measurable
in Fr_q).

Next, let

Ji(u,w) i= 2 (§e—1y (W) E [u (Vi)] = 24 (§—1y (W) E [u (Wi)] ,k=1,..., K.

Define level sets Ly, <o(w) :={u € Z°| fr(u,w) <0} and we can rewrite the pairwise comparison

ambiguity set as

U (Een)@)= [ Lazolw) (VU ()W)
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Since f;, is linear in v and measurable w.r.t. w, then it is a Carathédory function. By Lemma
[EC.1], we have that Ly, < is closed-valued and measurable. By [2, Theorem 8.2.4], the intersection
of those sets in U (1)) (w) is closed-valued and measurable.

The measurability of B(tt,(-,&j—17),7:(&:—17)) can be observed by [2, Corollary 8.2.13] given that

the center (-, &;—1)) and the radium r,(§;_,)) are F,_;-measurable. Thus

UF(f[t—l]) :B(ﬁt('7§[t—1])7Tt(ﬁ[t—l})) ﬂuL(f[t—ll)

is measurable.

Part (iii). To show the rectangularity of U, we recall that in Proposition [l we have demonstrated
that the ambiguity set U defined in Definition [ satisfies the rectangularity. The key underlying
reason is that U is constructed by a series of conditional ambiguity sets U, ({;—1)) which satisfies
the following three properties:

o U (&) is Fi_1-measurable;

o U, (&—1]) comprises continuous, bounded and monotonically increasing utility functions;

e for given &1, Ut(ﬁ[t_l]) is a compact set.

Thus, it suffices to show here that the ambiguity set U constructed through conditional ambiguity
sets UL (§—1)) and U} (1)) satisfies the three properties. The measurability is addressed in Part
(ii) and the compactnesss is addressed in Part (i). Continuity, boundedness and monotonicity follow
from the definition of %¢. Thus, the ambiguity U constructed by U/ (§—1)) or U (&—1)) in the

form of ([7) satisfy the conditions in Definition [I] and is thus rectangular. O

LEMmA EC.1 (Measurability of level set-mapping). Let Z be a Polish space and (2, F,P) a
probability space. For a random function f:7 x Q =R, i.e., f(-,w) is Isc for any fized w € Q and
f(z,-) is measurable for any fived z € Z, the level set mapping L i<, : Q= Z, defined by Li<,(w) ==

{z€Z] f(z,w) < a}, is closed-valued and measurable.

Proof:  For fixed w, the closedness of L;<,(w) follows directly from the lsc of f in z. For any
given closed set Z € Z, we consider a closed-valued mapping R:w — Z x [—00, . Thus a constant-
valued mapping is naturally measurable. By the Isc of f(-,w) for any w, the epi-mapping epi f(w) :
Q= 7Z x R is closed-valued and measurable (see [49] Definition 7.35] when z is finite dimensional).

Then we have that

£:2.(2) = {wepi (@) (\(Z % [00,0]) # 0} = dom(epif ()(Z x [~o0,a])).

By [2, Theorem 8.2.4], w — epi f(w)[(Z x [-00,a]) is a closed-valued and measurable set-valued
mapping. Thus, its domain dom(epi f()(Z x [—oc0,a])) € F. This shows that £;Z,(Z) € F. By [2,

Theorem 8.1.4 (iii)], we know that the £;<,, as an inverse of L;2,(Z), is measurable. O
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EC.2.6. Proof of Lemma [3

Before presenting a proof for the lemma, we need the following technical result which is drawn

from [24, Proposition 4.1] and the proof of [24, Theorem 4.1].
ProPOSITION EC.1. Let uw € U. Assume that u(-) is Lipschitz continuous over an interval [a,b]

with modulus L and uy s its piecewise linear approximation, that is,

u(y:) — u(yi—1) (

= Yy—yi_1), fory € [y;_1,v:], i=2,--- , N, (EC.25)
1 Yi—1

un (y) = u(yi—1) +

where y; = a,yn =b. Let By :=max;—a... N(y; —Yi_1). Then the following assertions hold.

(1) Nlun = vlloo :=sup,e(o p) [un (y) —u(y)| < LBy
(ii) For 9 =%, dy(u,uy) < 20y.
(iii) For 9 =%, dg(u,uy) < LAy-.

Proof. We call uy defined in (EC.28) a projection of u on %y . Using the proposition, we are able
to derive an upper bound for the Hausdorff distance between By (u,r) and B(v,r).

It suffices to show that
D(B(u,r),B(v,ry);dly) < dlg(u,v) + |re —ry (EC.26)
and
DB (v, ry), B(u,r);dly) <dg(u,v) + |rs — 7). (EC.27)

We prove (EC.26). The conclusion is trivial if B(u,r;) C B(v,73), so we consider the case that
B(u,ry) ¢ B(v,73). Let © € B(u,r;)\B(v,r2) and A =1y /dly(0,v). Then A € (0,1). Let vy = v+ (1 —
A)0. Then

dlg (vy,v) =dlg (1 —XN)v+ A0,v) < Adlg (0,v) =7,.

This shows vy € B(v,r;). Thus
dlg (0,B(v,73)) < dlg(0,v)) = (1 — N)dlg (9,v) =dlg(0,v) — re <dlg(u,v) +r; —re.

Swapping the positions of the two balls in the above discussions, we obtain (EC.27)). O
Proof of Lemma [Bl Inequality (28) follows straightforwardly from (27) and (EC.29), so we
only prove (27). By the triangle inequality,

H(By(u,r),B(v,r);dly) <H(By(u,r),B(u,r);dy) + dieg (u, ).
So it suffices to show that

H(By(u,7),B(u,r);dly) <4max(2,L)ly.
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By definition, By (u,r) C B(u,r), so it is enough to show that
D(B(u,r),By(u,r);dly) <4max(2,L)Sy. (EC.28)

Let € be a small positive number and u* € B(u,r)\By(u,r) be such that

dlg (v, By (u,r)) >D(B(u,r), By(u,r);dly) — €.
For the given u¢, we may find u% € %y as that in Proposition [EC.1] such that

dlg (u, usy ) <max(2,L)Sy.
If u§y € By(u,r), then
D(B(u,r),By(u,r);dlg) <dlg(u,By(u,r)) +e<dlg(u,uy)+e<max(2,L)Fx+e€

and hence (EC.28) because € can be driven to zero. So we are left with the case that ug € By (u,r).
Let A\ = 5- Then X € (0,1). Let uy = Aufy + (1 — N)u. Then uy € Zy and dlg(uy,u) =

ay e
Adly (uSy, u) = r. This shows uy € By (u,r). Thus

dlg (u®, By (u,r)) < dlg(u,uy) <dlg(u,usy) + dg (usy, uy)
< 2max(2,L)By + (1 — N)dlg (uy,u) =2max(2, L)y + dlg (ufy,u) —r
< 2max(2, L) By + dig (uyy, u) +dlg (v, u) —r <4dmax(2, L)y +r —1
— 4max(2, L) By,
and hence
D(B(u,r),By(u,r);dlg) <dlg(u,By(u,r)) +e

which gives (EC.28) by driving € to zero. O

EC.2.7. Proof of Theorem

We prove by induction. Observe that for any x,_; and §;_qj, t=2,...,T,

Vi (z-1s €-1y) — Vi (JJ[tfl]aE[tfl])‘

< max

inf IE|J"'—1571 [ut (ht(l‘ta gt)) + V;Jrl (x[t]’g[t])]
zteﬂft(z[t—llvf[tfl])

up €UP (Ep—1)

— inf E‘]:t71 [Ut (ht(xtygt)) + ‘ZH—I (x[t]7€[t])] '

utGM?N(g[t—l])

< H (B0 Ep—1p)s 7 (Ep—11))s B (07 (- €))7 (€pe—11)); dler)
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Vier (@10, 610) = Vir (200, €0) H

max E7_, {
21 €2 (21 €-1))

< Gmax(2, L&) Bn(€ey)+  max B, |

Vit (215 &) = Vi (219:€10)
w1 €2 (-1 €

]

where Vi1 =0 and \7T+1 =0 and the last inequality follows from Lemma Bl Assume for stage ¢+ 1

that

T
Vier (21,61) — Vi (l“ma&t])‘ < ) 6F [max(2, L(&—1)) B (&) | Fi]

s=t+1

for any fixed z; and . Then

Vi (z-1s €—1y) — Vi (x[tfl]ag[tfl])‘

< 6max(2, L(§j-1))) Bn (§e-1) + Ei7, [ > 6E [max(2, L(&—1)))Bn (&) | F]

s=t+1
T
<> 6E [max(2, L)) By (&) | Fin]
s=t
which gives rise to (29). O

EC.2.8. Proof of Theorem 3

The resulting robust dynamic programming equation can be written as

‘Z (f[t—l],f[t—l]) = max inf E7_, [Ut (he(z4, &) + ‘7t+1 (f[tbg[t])} - (EC.29)

T €Lt (Cﬂ[tfu ﬁ[t,l]) utEUtK(f[tfu)

We can separate the maximin operations by writing ‘7} (aﬁ[t_l],f[t_l]) as

v, (@1, &) = _ max Vi (2, &) + Bz, F@H (az[t],ﬁ[t])] ,
20€ Xt (1))
where

Ve (2, €)= inf By, [ue (he(2e, &))] (EC.30a)

st di (s, U7 (5 €p-1))) < 7€), (EC.30Db)

us € Uy, (EC.30¢)

Lip(us) < L, (EC.30d)

uy <0. (EC.30e)

By utilizing the piecewise linear structure of u and setting a; = u,(y;) and 3; = u}(y;) at the

breakpoints y;, j =1,..., N, we can effectively write (EC.30) as

v, (%&pﬁ[t]) = (EC.31a)
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inf
A 050,00, 8,8,

s.t.

S
ZP(& = §i|f[t—1]) (5iht($ta &)+ %‘) (EC.31b)
=1
1 & ,
3 > Oyt + i+ ) W5 — i-1)” < rl§p—n) (EC.31c)
j=2
B =B+ —pj+p;—¢; =0, j=2,--- N, (EC.31d

(p2 = X2)(y2 — 1) =0, EC.31e

(
(1= X)W1 —=Y5) +(pj— ;) (y;—y;-1)=0,j =2,---, N—-1, (EC.31f
(pv — on)(Yn —yn-1) =0, EC.31g
'U’J”)‘j?pjvd)j >0, 5=2,---,N.

iji—i-QOizCEj,’i:l,...,S,jzl,...,N, (EC311

(
(

)
)
)
)
EC.31h)
)
1 — ;= Bip1 (Yjr1 —Yy), J=1,...,N -1, (EC.31j)
i1 — 0 = Biya (Yjr1 —y5), J=1,...,N =2, (EC.31k)
0<Bj41 < L(§y—vy), 7=1,...,N -1, (EC.311)

)

=0, ay=1, &>0,i=1,...,85, (EC.31m

where constraints (EC.31d)-(EC.310)) characterize the Kantorovich ball (EC.30D) as we described

in ([B2). Constraint (EC.31j) characterizes the piecewise linear structure of u; in (EC.30d) and

constraints (EC.31))-(EC.31K) imply that 3; > ,,, and hence the concavity of the piecewise linear
utility function u,. Constraint (EC.311) is concerned with the non-decreasing property and Lipschitz

continuity of u, with modules bounded by L(&;_y1)) as in (EC.30d). As in the literature of PRO

models in one-stage decision making, the evaluation of the utility function at point h;(x, &) in the

objective is carried out by a linear function passing through point (h.(z¢,&!), us(he(x, &), with

slope g; and intercept ¢;. Constraint (EC.3T1]) requires that all those linear pieces upper bound u, at

those breakpoints. 3; =

1 (5,80 —1) 0 (Wj—1.€[—1))

pP—— is the slope of nominal utility at those breakpoints.
J J—

By taking the duality of the linear program (EC.31l), we obtain

s N-1 N
max Oy-1+ ZM,N - L(é[tfl]) Z nj — Zﬂjwj - Tt(g[t—l])g
i=1 j=1 Jj=2

N
s.t. Zyjui,j S ]P)(gt = §Z|§[t71])ht(‘rbt7§z)7 1= 17 .- '757

=1

N
Di .

—— ti;=0,9=1,...,8,
Ps ; !

051951 —0; 195 + ;2 (Y51 — yj-2) +w; +n;-1 >0,

j:37"'7N_17

01y1 — 01y2 +wo +m1 >0,

On_1yn—1—Onv_1yn +n_2 (Yn—1 —Yn—2) +Wn + N1 >0,
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S
9]»,1—9j+z,ui’j—vj,1+vj:(), ]:2, ,N—2,
i=1

s
On_2—0On_1+ ZMi,Nfl —vn_2 =0,

=1

w; <z 1 (Y — Yi—1) +

1
—w; <=z 1(Y; — Y1 +§(%—%71)2§7]:2, N,
1 )
wjSzj(yj—yj,1)+§(yj—yj,l)Qg,]:2,~-~ , IV,
1 )
—w; <=z (y; —y;-1) + 5(%‘ —yi-1)%6,j=2,---,N,

GeRY L veRYZ neRY ™ neRPY ceRy,weRY " zeRY,
Taking this duality form back to (EC.29) gives the results. O

EC.3. An example of time inconsistency

In the Section [Bl we have demonstrated the rectanglarity of the ambiguity set I/ and subsequently
time consistency of problem (MS-PRO-SD). It is natural to ask whether the same property is
retained by the ambiguity set of state-independent utility functions and the robust model (MS-
PRO-SID). The answer is no. In this section, we use a counter example to illustrate this fact.
Consider a preference robust counterpart of the stage-wise return rate utility maximization
problem in Example with three time points 0, 1,2 and two investment stages 1,2 between the
time points. At each time point, there are two branches from the current state with probability
50% each. Thus, we have a two-stage scenario tree with an initial node at time point 0, two nodes
at the end of the first stage and four leaf nodes at the end of the second stage. We assume that
there are two risky assets with random excess return rates r, = [r},r?] in range [0,1] at the two
stages t =1,2. We denote the realization of r; on the k-th node at stage ¢t by r; ;. We mark the

return rates r; , around the nodes of each scenario on the scenario tree, see Figure [ECI]

0.5 @, =[0.6,0.2]
1'3/
\

71,1 = |0,0] 0.5 @2, =1[0.6,0.8]

332’2/’0'5/>.7‘273 == [04, 06]
2= [08,0

0.5

0.5 @ =[1,0.6]

Figure EC.1 Branching probability, realizations of two risky assets’ return rates and predictable portfolios on

the two-stage scenario tree
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At the beginning of each stage, the investor may reallocate the wealth among the two risky assets.
We assume that the portfolio at stage t is z, = [z}, 2?] with z! + 22 =1, where z!,t =1,2,i=1,2 is
the proportion of wealth invested in the i-th asset at stage t. The first stage portfolio is deterministic
while the second stage portfolio is random and scenario dependent.

We assume that the DM is ambiguous about the true utility function which lies in the ambiguity
set:

U = {u'(y) := min{3y, 0.5y + 0.5}, v*(y) =2y — y*},

where u'(0) =0, u’(1) =1 for i =1,2. It is easy to see that ' is strictly increasing and concave

over [0,1] and U is independent of state and stage.

1 o=
///
0.8 f s
7
7
e
06 s
7
7
'
04 N //
/7
V4
’ 2
o2t /,7 T u2(y)=2y-y
/’ ul(y)=min(3y,0.5y+0.5
4
0 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

Figure EC.2  Plot of u'(y) and u?(y).

We consider a simple two-stage portfolio selection problem under the state-independent prefer-
ence robust expected utility model ():
max  inf  E[u(x] 7)) +E[us(zg ry)|r
max -t Bl (el + Bl )] o
st. el =1, 21 €R2, e'my(ry) =1, () € L2(RY),
where L£°(R?%) denotes the space of measurable functions taking finite values in R?, and discuss

how the worst-case utility function is identified at each investment stage.

EC.3.1. Non-rectangularity of the preference robust counterpart

We begin by investigating rectangularity of the ambiguity set in problem (EC.32), which is essen-

tially about the consistency between the global preference robust counterpart

fr(z)=inf Efu(z{r)+E[us(2yrs)lr]] (EC.33)

uy €U, ugelU

with global worst-case utility functions uj,u} and the nested local preference robust counterpart

()= inf B |u(z{r)+ iIg]E[ug(x;rg)M] , (EC.34)
u2

u1 €U
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with local worst-case utility functions 4}, 45(+). Note that in both problems (EC.33)) and (EC.34),
the decision variables are fixed. Here we set 21 = [1,0], 221 = [1,0] and x5 » = [1,0] and demonstrate
that the worst-case utility functions of the two problems are different at some state in the second
stage. Since both problems are decomposable, we may solve them by solving f = ullréfU E [uy(z]7)],

fa= 1réfUE[E [ua (g 72)|71]], f;(rl) = i%%E[Ug(QT;Tg)’Tl] and then setting f* = f; + f; and
ug u2

fr=f+Ef ).
For instance,
fi = inf 2 [un (11,01 % [0,0]7) + e ([1,0] x [08,02]7)]

it [ua(0) + s (0.8)]

uy €{ul,u2} 2
1 1
= 0+mm{5 min{3+0.8,0.5%0.8 +0.5}, 5(2 x0.8 —0.8%)}
— min{0.45,0.48} = 0.45.
The worst-case utility value is attained by u!(-). Likewise
1r1
fr= inf - [— [2([1,0] % [0.6,0.2] ) + us([1, 0] x [0.6,0.8]T)]
ug€U 2 12

+% [u2([1,0] x [0.4,0.6] ") 4+ us([1,0] x [1,0.6]T)]]

ot [% 0a(0.6) + 2(0.6)] + & [ua(0.4) +u2(1)1]

1 1
= min {5(0.8 +0.85), (084 + 0.82)} — min{0.825,0.83} = 0.825.

The worst-case utility value is attained by «!(-). Summing them up, we obtain f* = f;+ f; = 1.275.
The analysis is depicted at the left-hand side of Figure [EC.3| where “PLU” denotes the piecewise

linear utility function. We now move on to calculate f *.

A~

fi(ryq) = inf % [us([1,0] x [0.6,0.2] ") +uz([1,0] x [0.6,0.8] )]

ug €U
L1
= e L5 [2(0:6) +ua(0.6)]

= min{0.8,0.84} =0.8.
The worst-case utility (locally) at the second-stage is attained by w!(-) in the first node at stage 1.
- . 1 T -
f2 (T1,2) = ulgré% 5 [Ug([l,O] X [04706] ) + u2([17 0] X [1706] )]

—inf  [us(04) 4 us(1)]

uge{ul u2} 2

— min{0.85,0.82} = 0.82.
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The worst-case utility (locally) is attained by u?(-) in the second node at stage 1. Consequently

. 1
f3=5(08+082)=0.81<0.825= ;.

T —
o 1132717"2’1 =0.6

. T
TiT1a=
O<U::o.8 .{U{O.S
‘ . 1'2T’17'272 =0.6

PLU=0.45 PLU=0.45
. 1'127'273 =04

‘ 2 = 0.
PLU=0.85 QU=0.82
. \ . -1'327"274 =1.0

PLU (global worst-case) # QU(local worst-case)
Global worst-case utility Local worst-case utility

Figure EC.3 Worst-case utilities on a two-stage scenario tree.

From the analysis above, we can see that the DM would adopt a quadratic utility (QU) function
u?(+) which is more risk-averse after she/he has earned some money (second node at stage 1)
but would take a piecewise linear utility function u'(-) after she/he has failed to earn anything
(first node at stage 1). The analysis is depicted at the right-hand side of Figure The overall
worst-case expected utility value in the two stages is f* = f7 + f3 = f7 + %(f;l + f;z) =1.26.

Summarizing the calculations of both problems (EC33) and (EC.34), we conclude that f* =
1.26 < 1.275 = f*. This is because model (EC.33) chooses the worst-case utility function indepen-
dent of scenarios in the second stage whereas model (EC.34]) chooses the worst-case utility function
after observing the scenarios and hence is more conservative. The underlying reason is that the

utility functions in the ambiguity set are state-independent.

EC.3.2. Time inconsistency of the preference robust optimization model

We now turn to discuss time consistency of the preference robust optimization problem (EC.32)).
Let
{z],25(-)} = argmax inf B [u(z]{r)+E [us(zg72)|r1]] (EC.35)

z1€X1,x2(-)EXg uy €U ugelU
and
#3(-) = argmax inf E [uy(zgrs)|ri], (EC.36)

o€ X2 ug €U
where X; = {x1 € R} |27 + 2] =1}, Xo = {xs(-) € L2(RE)|x}(r1) + 23(r1) = 1}. We want to show
that 23(-) # 25(-). Observe that due to the decomposable structure of problem (EC.35),
{z7,25(")} = {argmax inf E [u;(z)ri)],argmax inf E [E [us(zyrs)|r1]] } . (EC.37)

z1€X, w€l wa()€Xy U2€U
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For the first-stage optimization problem in (EC.3T), the optimal portfolio is always z} = [1,0]
as 71 > r? in both scenarios and the utility function does not affect the optimal choice, given that
the utility function is increasing. To identify the worst-case utility, let us compare the optimal
values u; (z{ r;) under the two utility functions. It is easy to obtain that the optimal value is 0.48
under the quadratic utility function and 0.45 under the piecewise linear utility function. Thus the
worst-case utility function u} at the first-stage is u'(+).

Let us now look at the second-stage optimization problem in (EC.37)). By the finiteness of the
preference robust set U and the scenario tree structure of the random return r, the second-stage

optimization problem in (EC.37) can be formulated as

vy = max 2
2,32(-)€X2

s.t. 2z <E[E [min{3z, r,0.52, 75 + 0.5}|r1]] ,
z<E [E [2$;—T‘2 — ($;T2)2}|rl]]

= Imax z
x2,Y,%

4
s.t. z < iZTi:lyi, ‘
Yi <3y 4104, 1=1,2,
Yi <0.525 75, +0.5, i=1,2,
Yi < 3$;2T2,ia i =3,4,
Yi <0.525 75, +0.5, i=3,4,
1§72 T T 1y T T
2< 3D 22 T — (332,17’2,i)2] + 32 o320 T2 — (372,27"2,1‘)2]7
zeRyeR z e RY? 2}, +a3,=1, i=1,2,

(EC.38)

by adding some auxiliary variables. Problem (EC.38) is a convex quadratic constrained quadratic
programming problem which can be solved efficiently by CVX in Matlab.
Alternatively, we can solve (EC38) in a closed-form. As the return rates in all scenarios are

larger than 0.2, thus 3z, ry > 0.524 75 + 0.5 in all scenarios. Then we can reformulate (EC.38)) as

vi= max min{g(o.m;l[g-g}+0.5+0.5x;2{8-g}+0.5>,
T2,1,T2,2 . .

(s 1] (oo R8]) ) 4o 18] - (2. 320))
b3 (oeta[na] - (o B8]) ) 32 ] (2 [s]) )}

. 0.6 0.7
= max mm{i(z{l {0.5 +I;2[0.6])+0'5’
0.6

T2,1,T2 2
: 0.18 0.15] 0.7 0.29 0.21
T T T T
21 [0.5 P21 (0,15 0.17 | P21 T2 [0.6] P22 [0.21 0.18} 5”2’1}
s.t. vy, a3, =1, 22, €[0,1]%, 1=1,2.

By eliminating variables 3 ,, i = 1,2, we can obtain a reduced maximin problem

v5= max min {0.025(:5;71 +ad ) +0.775,—0.05(xd )% +0.14zL | — 0.05(x ) +0.042} , + 0.75}
T2,1%2,2

s.t. x%)l €[0,1], x%)Q €[0,1],
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where 375,1' =1- xéﬂ-, 1 =1,2. This is a maximization problem with a piecewise quadratic objective
function. The optimum is attained potentially at two sets of points: the global maximizers of each

piece, and the set of points where the two pieces intersect, that is,

,U; = ma’X{min{vl*inear? U;uad}? U:nt}a

where
Ulinear = INAX 0.025(x} | +x3,) +0.775,
e (EC.39)
s.t. x%,l € [07 1]71.%,2 S [07 1]7
Viyad = max —0.05(@71)2 + 0.14:5%)1 — 0.05(17%)2)2 + 0.041?%)2 +0.75
2102 (EC.40)
s.t. x%,l € [07 1]71.%,2 S [07 1]7
and
vl = max 0.025(x5 , +23,5) +0.775

1
T9,1:T2,2

st. 0.025(wy, +23,) +0.775
=—0.05(z,)” 4+ 0.14z5 , —0.05(z5 ,)* + 0.04x; , + 0.75,

x%,l € [07 1],,%%)2 € [07 1] (EC41)

Problem (EC.39) achieves its maximum at the boundary z}, =1, z}, = 1 with v}, = 0.825.
Problem (EC.40) achieves its maximum at the boundary of z} ; =1 and stationary point of z} , =
0.4 with v}, ,, = 0.848. Problem (EC.41) attains the maximum at the intersection point z;, = 0.8,
ry, =1 with v}, = 0.82. Thus v; = max{min{v};, ., Viuea} Vin } = 0.825 with the optimal solution
r;, = [1,0], 25, = [1,0]. The PRO model has a piecewise linear worst-case utility function at its
optimum wu}. The analysis is depicted at the left-hand side of Figure [EC.4]

We now turn to discuss solution of PRO problem (EC.36). Suppose that at the beginning of the
second-stage, the DM can predict different scenarios that would occur at the end of the second
stage. Then the DM may consider the sub-PRO problem (EC.36]) at the second stage, which may
have different optimal solutions and corresponding worst-case utility functions at the two different
nodes.

As there are two nodes at the end of the first stage, we have to solve the two sub-optimization

problems conditional on the historical information on the two nodes at stage 1, i.e.,

?75(7‘1,1)
= max inf E[uz(xgra)|rii]
z2€X2 ua€U

2 2
0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
B . T T 1T 1T EC.42
S T mm{o'%’l [05] 05,202 [05] 2 (%’1 {0-2}) 2 (%’1 {O-SD } e
—  max min{0.05x§,1+O.75,—0.1(x§’1)2+0.28:1:§,1+O.66},

zé,le[o,l]
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2 __ 1
where 75, =1—x;5, and

05(71,2)

= max ulng E [us (29 72)|r12]
0.7

2 2
max  min {O 5235 | o' | +0.5,22] 0.70 _1 s 0.4 A ! } (EC.43)
[12 s, Nexs . 2,2 O 6 .0, 2,2 06 2 2,2 06 2 2,2 06

~ max mln{005x22—|—08 ~0.1(x} )2+O.O8x§72+0.84}.

xz ,€[0,1]

Problem (EC.42) has an optimal solution 23 ; = [1,0] with 05 (r,1) = 0.8. The corresponding worst-
case utility w3, is u'(-). Problem has an optimal solution 23, = [0.8,0.2] with 3 (r2) =
0.84. At the optimum, the expected utility values of u'(-) and u?(-) are the same. The analysis is
depicted at the right-hand side of Figure

w5, =[1,0_—® 5, =10 ¢
’ piecewise linear=0.8' ’ piecewise linear=0.8%
quadratic=0.84 quadratic=0.84
o o

piecewise linear=0.45

=[1,0] o o
piecewise linear=0.85" piecewise hnear 0.84°
. quadratic=0.82 uadratic=0.84¢
$22—[10 22—[0802

global optimizer # local optimizer

v =min{1(0.8+0.85),1(0.84 +0.82)} d3(r1,1) = min{0.8,0.84} = 0.8
=0.825 03(r12) =min{0.84,0.84} = 0.84
1 global worst-case utility & local worst-case utility

Figure EC.4 Left: optimal solutions of (EC.35). Right: optimal solutions of (EC.36)).

By comparing the solutions shown in Figure[lXC.4l we can see that the global optimal solution at
the left-hand side and the local optimal solution at the right-hand side are not the same. Thus, the
optimal solution of the state-independent PRO model (@) is not time consistent. This is because
in model (EC.38) the worst-case utility uj, must be equal to uj, regardless of the reward at the
end of stage one. In contrast, model (EC.36) allows one to choose worst-case utility uj, or uj,
after viewing the outcome of reward at the end of stage one. The fundamental reason is that the
worst-case utilities in sub-horizon model (I2) are scenario (F,_;-adapted &;_,) dependent whereas

the worst-case utilities in () are all deterministic (independent of the stochastic process {&;}).

EC.4. Reformulations of the multistage PRO models under a scenario tree
structure

EC.4.1. Time-consistent model with pairwise comparison-based ambiguity set

If the state-dependent pairwise comparisons ambiguity set U ({;—_1)) defined in Section 4.1 is

adopted, we can apply the tractable reformulation of the one-stage PRO model with pairwise com-
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parison proposed in [I] to each non-leaf node of problem (BH) and get the following reformulation

of the time consistent model.

ProOPOSITION EC.2. Given the scenario tree structure of {&;} and a series of pairwise comparisons

ambiguity sets U (s) =U], (§[s]), problem [B3) is equivalent to

maxzps(em )+ 3 po — Ll Zm>+sz<s><m¥k=ym—P[szyN1>Ak<s>)

seS— icst j=1 k=1

s.t. Zyj,u”

N
Pi- 3
0;-1(8)yj—1 —0;-1(8)y; +vj-2(5) (Yj—1 —yj—2) +m-1(8) 20, j=3,--- ,N—1, s€S",

01(s)y1 — 01(s)y2 +m(s) >0, s€ S,

On-1(8)yn—1—On-1(8)yn +on_2(5) (Yn—1 —Yn—2) +n-1(5) >0, s€ S, (EC.44)
0;- +Zﬂza vj-1(8) +v;(s)
i€st
K
+sz(3) P, =y] —PWi=y;]) \(s)=0, j=2,--- ,N—-2, s€ S,

k=1

On—2(5) —On_1( +ZM1N 1 —UN-2(8)
i€st

+3 " 2(s) (P[Yi =yn—1] —P[Wi=yn_1]) Mu(s) =0, s€57,
z(1) € 21, x(s) € Zis) (x[s7],€[s]), s€ S™\ {1},

6(s) e RN "1 u(s) eRY 2 n(s) e RY 1 A(s) eRE, se S, u(s) eRY, s €S\ {1}.

Given the concavity of h;(-,-), t =1,...,T, and the convexity of 27(-), Z;(-,-), t=2,...,T,
problem (EC.44]) is a convex programming problem.

Proof of Proposition [EC.2: Analogous to the proof of Theorem 1 in [I], we can show that the
worst-case utility function is in a piecewise linear form with at most N breakpoints. Let S(s) = |s*|,
here s stands for the set of all son nodes of s. By taking the piecewise linear form in the functional

infimum problem, we have
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N
s.t. zk(s)ZP[Wk =y;l o > zk(s)ZP[Yk =yloy, k=1,... K,

=2

constraints (EC.311) — (EC.31m).

The only difference between the studied model and the model in Theorem 1 of [I] is that, we
replace the normalization constraint in [1I] by bounded support constraints.

Taking the duality to the minimization LP problem gives an equivalent maximization LP refor-

mulation. Applying the maximization LP reformulation to each inner infimum problem at node s

in (34]), we obtain the deterministic reformulation of (35]). O

EC.4.2. Time-consistent model with Kantorovich ball based ambiguity set

If the state-dependent Kantorovich ball-based ambiguity set studied in Section[£.2.3]is adopted, we
can apply the tractable reformulation of the dynamic programming equation obtained in Theorem [3]

to the scenario tree recursively.

ProprosITION EC.3. Given the scenario tree structure of {&} and a series of Kantorovich ball
based ambiguity sets U (s) =U/f, ({[s]) on each node s € S~ of the scenario tree, program ([B5) can

be reformulated as

maprs(9N1 )+ D min—L(s ZmU Zﬁj<s>wj<s>—r<s><<s>)

SES* icst j=1

s.t. Zyjﬂu - l)( z(i7),€(4), 1€ S\ {1},

_Z,U/i,j:()? iGS\{l},

bi- -

7j=1
0;-1(8)yj—1—05-1(8)y; +vj-2(8) (yj-1 —yj—2) +w;(s) +1;-1(8) 20, j=3,--- ,N—-1, s€S",
01(8)y1 — 91 (S)yg +’LU2(5) + 771(8) Z 0, CES Si,

0N—1(5)yN—1 —On_1(s)yn +on—2(s) (Yn—1 —yn—2) +Fwn(s) +nn_1(5) >0, s€ S,

0, (5)+ D iy —vj-1(s) +v;(5) =0, j=2,-- ,N—2, s€ S5,
z€s+
On_2(s) —On_1(s +ZM1N1 Un_2(s5)=0, s€S57,
z€s+

1 ) _
§(yj_yj71)2§(3), ]:2a aNa ses )

—w;(s) < =21 (s)(y; —yj—1) +
1 . _
_(yj_yjfl)zg(s)a ]:2>"'>Na ses ;

w;(s) < zi(8)(y; —yj-1) + 5
—w;(s) < =2 (s)(y; — yj—1) + 5y —yi-1)%(s), 7=2,---,N, s€ S,

w;(s) < zj-1(8)(Y; —yj—1) +

| =

5 —y1)%(s), =2, N, s€57, (EC.45)

| =

2
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v(1) € 2;,2(5) € Zigy (els L ls))  5€ 5\ {1,
0(s) RV w(s) eRY 2, n(s) eRY ™!, s€ 5™,

s(s) ERy, w(s) eRY ™Y, z(s) eRY, s€ S, u(s)eRY, se S\ {1}.

Under the concavity of h;(-,-), t=1,...,T, and the convexity of 2:(:), Z:(-,"), t=2,...,T,
problem (EC.45)) is a convex programming problem.

Proof of Proposition [EC.3: There are two ways to obtain the reformulation. One is to use the
duality technique in the proof of Theorem [Bl on the basis of the finite expansion reformulation
B5), to reformulate the inner minimization over U(s) as the sum of |S~| maximization problems.
The other is to use Theorem Bl recursively from the last stage to the first stage, and then we derive

the desired conclusion. O

EC.4.3. Time-inconsistent model with pairwise comparison-based ambiguity set

If we consider the state-independent pairwise comparison based ambiguity set U :=UF (&) which
is fixed at each stage t =1,...,T, we can apply the tractable reformulation of the one-stage PRO

model to each stage of problem (@) and get the following reformulation.

ProposITION EC.4 (Pairwise comparison based ambiguity set). Given the scenario tree
structure of {&} and T pairwise comparison based state-independent ambiguity sets U :=UF (&)

at each stage t =1,...,T, program @) can be reformulated as

max z_: (91\/1(75) + Z pi,n — L(t) 2_: n;(t) +sz(t) PYe=y~n] —P[Wir=yn]) )\k(t)>

€S (1) j=1 k=1

s.t. Zyj,ui,j < piluc (z(i7),&(4), 1€ S\ {1},

Jj=1

N
Pi—zm,jzoa i€ S\ {1},
=1
9;'71(]75)%'71 =01 ()y; +vj—2() (Yj-1 —yj—2) + 11 (£) 20, j=3,---  N—-1,t=1,....T,
01(t)ys — 01 () yo +mu (1) >0, t=1,...,T,
On-1()yn—1—Ona(B)yn +onv—a(t) (Ynv-1 —yn—2) +nv-1(t) 20, t=1,....,T,
0;-1(t) = 0;(6) + > iy — v (t) +0;(t)

i€S(t)
K
+Y () PYe =y ~PWi=y;]) \e(t) =0, j=2,--- ,N=2, t=1,...,T,
k=1
On_o(t) —On_1(t) + Z piN—1— Un_2(t)

i€S(t)
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+sz =yn_1]| —P[Wy=yn_1]) Me(t) =0, t=1,...,T,

(1 )6%1, (s) € Zigs) (2[s7],€[s]) , s € S™\ {1},
0(t) eRY M o(t) eRY 2 n(t) e RY TN eRE, t=1,...,T, u(s) eRY,s €S\ {1}.

The main difference from (EC.44]) is that, the slack variables 6(t), v(t), n(t) and A(¢t),t=1,...,T,
are stage-dependent in the time inconsistent model as they are added to determine the worst-case
state-independent utilities. In contrast, the slack variables 0(s), v(s), n(s) and A(s), s=1,...,57,
are node-dependent in the time consistent model as they are added at each non-leaf node to
determine the worst-case state-dependent utilities. The convexity of the reformulation follows by

the concavity of h; (+,+), t=1,...,T, and the convexity of 2;(-), Z;(,"), t=2,...,T.

EC.4.4. Time-inconsistent model with Kantorovich ball-based ambiguity set
Finally, we apply the state-independent Kantorovich ball-based ambiguity set UK := UX (&) to

each stage t =1,...,T of problem () and obtain the following reformulation.

ProrosiTiON EC.5 (Kantorovich ball based ambiguity set). Given the scenario tree struc-
ture of {&} and T Kantorovich ball based state-independent ambiguity sets UL :=UF (&) at each

stage t=1,...,T, program [@l) can be reformulated as

RED M CRICRD SPTNERIC) SENCES DEACTICERURCY
t=1 i€S(t) j=1 j=2

sbe > Ystig < pibuo (i), €(0)), i€ S\ {1},

Jj=1

N
j=1

0;1()yj—1— 0 1)y +vj2(t) (yj—1 —yj—2) +w;(#) +1;1(#) >0, j=3,--- ,N-1, t=1,...

el(t)yl _el(t)y2+w2(t) +771(t) 20? t= 1)"'aT>

On_1(t)yn—1—On_1()yn +on—2(t) (Yn-1 —Yn—2) Fwn(t) +1n_1(t) >0, t=1,...,T,

0,_ O+ > pag—via(t) +v,(t) =0, j=2,-+ \N—2, t=1,...T,
i€st
On—a(t) —On-1( +Z,U«1N 1—Un_a(t)=0, t=1,...,T,
i€st

1 .
§(yj—yj71)2§(t), ]:2’ aNa tzla"'aTa

—w;(t) < =z 1 () (y; — Y1) +

w;(t) <z (0 (Y — Y1) +

| =

Q(yj—yj,l)%(t), j=2,---,N, t=1,...,T,

1 .
~(y;—yj—1)%s(t), j=2,--- N, t=1,...,T,

w;(t) <z () (y; —yj-1) + 5

’T7
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—w;(t) < —z;(t)(y; — yj—1) + %(yg —yj—1)%(t), j=2,---,N, t=1,...,T,
x(1) € 21,2(s) € Ly (z[s7],€[s]), s €S\ {1},
0(t) eRN " w(t) eRY 2, nt) eRY Y, t=1,...,T,

s(t) Ry, wt) eRY T 2(t) eRN, t=1,...,T, u(s) eRY, s€S\{1}.

The convexity of the reformulation follows by the concavity of h; (+,-),t =1,...,T, and the convexity

of %()a f%('?')a t=2,....,T.

EC.5. NBD algorithm and SDDP algorithm

The scenario tree method is a generic solution approach which can handle nonlinear dependence
structure between stages. However, it does not exploit the dynamic programming structure of the
time consistent model established in Theorem [l Here, we propose to use the efficient DP-type
methods such as the NBD algorithm and SDDP algorithm to solve the state-dependent multistage

PRO models based on the recursive equations in Theorem [Il

EC.5.1. General principle of the DP-type algorithm

For simple problems with finite states and finite actions, we can apply tabular solution methods
by maintaining a state/policy-to-value mapping table and updating it with value/policy iteration
schemes.

For problems with infinite actions (for instance, a polyhedral feasible set 27), a natural idea
is to approximate the value function by a piecewise linear function, and then use the optimal
values obtained from solving state-dependent problem in Theorem Bl to update the approximation
function. This is known as the approximate dynamic programming approach.

For some particular problems, for instance in our MS-PRO problem, if the constraints at recourse
stages have a linear block-diagonal structure, i.e., only consecutive stages can be linked by linear
constraints, meanwhile, the reward functions are linear, and we have applied the piecewise linear
approximation to the value function, then the optimization problem (26]) in the dynamic program-
ming equation is convex and thus strong duality holds. We can use the solution to its duality
problem to generate some optimality cuts with tight approximation gap and good convergence

property. This is known the Benders’ style algorithm.

Approximate the expected value operator. To solve problem (If), we first need to esti-

mate or approximate the expected value operator. At stage ¢ and scenario k, we select S; , samples
of &, denoted by & (s) with appearing probability p,, s =1,...,S; 4. If we have a scenario tree

representation of &, we can use all the son nodes of £* as the samples, which is exact reformulation
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of (EC.4T). This is known as the NBD algorithm. When &; is continuously distributed or have
a large number of realizations, we can draw finite i.i.d. samples instead to get a small approxi-
mation problem, which is known as the SDDP algorithm. With the finite samples of &;, we can

reformulate/approximate the expected value operator, thus problem (I6) as

. S
maXg, mfuteut(gk )ZS:"fps {ut (bt (24,6:(8))) + Vt+1 < [t— 1]733ta§t 1]7§t)]

st Wi (5” 1)‘” be-1 <£lt 1) ~ P (5&—1})5”1’“1 (EC46)

Piecewise linear approximations The main challenge of a dynamic programming type algo-

rithm is to find a good approximation to V,,; (x[t],é ) The Benders’ type algorithm uses a
piecewise linear approximation to Vi, (x[t],f[t]), denoted by V! 4:1 (x[t],f[t]), after (i — 1)-th itera-
tion/updating. Under Assumption 2] the dynamic equation has a block diagonal structure. Thus,
the cost-to-go value function only depends on the current decision z; rather than historical deci-
sions x;_q). Moreover, we consider finite scenarios for {;_) and finite samples for &, which means
that we can maintain a piecewise linear approximation function in x, for each realization of .
Denote the approximation function by

Vit (24 f[t]) ;= min (ﬂ:(g[t])Txt + a:ﬂ(f[t])) )

TGRZ(f[til])

where R'({y) is the index set of linear pieces at the i-th iteration. o, (&) is the intercept and

B111 (&) is the slope of the r-th piece.

Forward pass At the i-th iteration, with the approximation of the value function at the

previous iteration, we solve approximately (EC.46) in sequence in some scenario to obtain some
trial decision sequences. Specifically, for each scenario k in a selected scenario set K, we solve the

following problem from stage 1 to stage T,

Stk Stk

max inf Zps g (hy (24,64 (s +Zps |

Tt,0¢41 uteut(f[t 1) ez

s.t. Wi (Et 1]) =biy (Et 1]) =D (£[t_1)3:;’“1' my (EC.A4T)
0r41 <Bt—i—l(&ﬁe—l]agt(s))—r'xt+O‘:+1(Et 1]aft( s)): Um» s=1,..., 50k TGR(fﬁ—uaft)a

for each realization of historical path f[’ifl], historical decisions ajﬁfl] and R(ﬁ[ktfl],ft) =
Ri_l(ﬁ[’i_l],ft). We denote the optimal solution of (EC.47) by z¥, which is the trial decision at
stage t. Here 7F is the optimal dual variable of the dynamic balance equation and p; is the optimal

dual variable of the linear cuts.
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Kantorovich ball-based ambiguity set case. Under the Kantorovich ball ambiguity set,

we can apply Theorem 3] to get a reformulation of (EC.47):

Stk N—
max Oy +Z(Mi,N +ps0s) — L(&p—1] Z
s=1
N—2 N
t 1] Z T;+U; y;+2 Z Wj; — Ty f[t 1)
j=1 Jj=
s.t. Wt,1 (g[t—l ) Ty = bt,1 (g[t—l]) Dt 1 (é-li ]) l‘;k 1- 7'1'271C (EC48)

t+l </8t+1(§[t 1]» é-t( ))Txt—i_a;-i—l(g[t—l]?g ( )) pzlfkTS7 717”’7515,/67 TER(&ﬁ—lbft)?
Zyj;uZJ <]P)(£t gt( )|E[t71])ht(l‘t>£t(5))a 521,...,5,
(@D (BZ)

Backward pass. With the trail decision sequence {x}}, we can solve the following sub-problem

for all scenarios with the piecewise linear approximation V;,; updated backwardly in this loop,

max,, 1nfUt€ut(5k )]E|Ft L { ¢ (he (@4,&)) + Vi, <$[t],fﬁ_1],ft>]
st. W, <§[t,1]> Ty = by <§[t,1]) — Dy (ﬁ[ktq]) xt

Similarly to the forward pass, we collect S, , samples as the set of all realizations of £, conditional on

(EC.49)

the realization of 5[71_1]. Thus, we can have a similar linear programming reformulation of (EC.49)

similar to (EC.48). The only difference is that we set R(&)_y,&) = R'(&f;_4y,&1)-

Generate new cuts. We first store the optimal dual variables 7,", pi*s 1 € Ri(g[ktfl],ft(s)),

s=1,...,S: 1, in (EC48) at stage t. Then we create an optimality cut, indexed by 7, for V;(-), with

Bt (ft 1]) (ﬂ-ik)Tthl(gﬁ—l])a (EC'5O)
Stk
Q&) =@M )Y Y (G &) (EC.51)

S=LreRIES ) 6(5))
by taking the optimal dual variables into the objective function of the dual problem of (EC.48))
with R(E’; &) = Ri(f[’i 11:&)- Then we obtain the piecewise linear approximation V;'(-) at stage
t—1 by adding the new cut into the index set R'({f; ;) := R (§f;_y)) U {7}.

Since the dual feasible set in (EC.48)) is defined by finitely many linear constraints for each sce-
nario, there exist only finitely many dual extreme points, which can be attained for the considered
scenario. Hence, only finitely many different cut coefficients can be generated which guarantees
the convergence of the Benders’ style algorithm [7) 4]. Using backward recursion, in a similar way,

cuts can be derived for any stage t =T —1,...,1, using the already updated cut approximation

R(ft 1]7§t) (ft 1]7§t)
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EC.5.2. Algorithmic procedures of the NBD algorithm

We give the detailed algorithmic procedures when the classical NBD algorithm is adopted to solve

problem (§g]).

Algorithm 2 Solving MS-PRO-SD by NBD
Inputs: Confidence level a € (0,1), maximum number of iterations Ny, tolerance tol.

Initialize: (a) Initialize the lower bound v° := —oco and the upper bound 7° = oo, (b) set the
counter of iterations to i <— 0, (c) set the scenario tree structure of {{,;} (including the set of
scenarios IC, the appearing probability p; of scenario k), (d) set V2(-,§y) :=0, for t=2,..., T +1.
(e) set R°(&y) = {r°} with 8’ =0 and a large enough o for all non-leaf nodes.
Output: zi*, ke K, t=1,---,T.
while i < N, do

e Seti<+1i+1.

e Forward Pass

Solve the approximate first-stage problem

7' = max inf Eg, [ur (b (21,6)) + V5~ (2, &) ]

r1€Z u1 €U

to obtain trial point xi* = 2t for all k € K (We store the optimal value of the first part of the
objective function inf,, ey, Eir, [u1 (R (21,&1))] as v}).
for stagest=2,...,7 do
for samples k € K do
Solve the approximate stage-t subproblem (EC.47)) (a conditional one-stage PRO prob-
lem) for zi* | to obtain trial point zi*. We store the optimal value of the first part of the objective
function infuteut(ﬁﬁfl]) Er_, [us (he (20,&))] as viF.
At the final stage T, store the optimal dual values 7%, , ph_,.
end for
end for
Substitute z?*, k € K, into the objective function to derive a lower bound v’ = vi +
tT;; Y okex prvik, where py, is the appearing probability of the k-th scenario.
e Check the stopping criterion
if [v° — 2’| <tol
terminate loop and return output.
end if
e Backward Pass

Set Vi (#r),€ry) =0
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for stagest=T—-1,...,2 do
for samples k € K do
- Load Son(ﬁﬁ_l]), the set of all realizations of &, conditional on the realization of 5[’1_1],
i.e., the set of all son nodes of the &f ), set S, as the number of elements in Son(f;_,)).
- Solve the updated approximate stage-t subproblem (EC.48) with R(f[’if”,ft) =
Ri(¢ [’1_1], &) for zi* | Notice that for stage T', we do not solve the optimization problem. We directly
use the dual variables recorded in solving in the forward pass
- Store the optimal dual values 7%, pis 1 € Ri(f[’f&f”,ﬁt(s)), s=1,...,5
- Create an optimality cut, indexed by 7, for V;(+), with (EC.50) and (EC.51)
- Update the cut approximation V;'(-) at stage t — 1. R'(£f;_,)) := R'™" (&) U{7}
end for
end for

end while

EC.5.3. SDDP algorithm

The SDDP algorithm has the same procedures as the NBD algorithm (Algorithm 2), with three
exceptions. First, the SDDP algorithm randomly selects a finite number of scenarios, denoted by
N, to construct I at each loop rather than use all scenarios as in the NBD algorithm. Moreover,
at each node in both the forward pass and the backward pass, the SDDP algorithm randomly
generates S samples to compute the conditional expected value approximately, rather than use the
realizations of all son nodes in the NBD algorithm. Finally, since the lower bound provided by the
SDDP algorithm is not exact but relies on random sampling, we usually set a stopping criterion
based on a confidence interval, say, tol=z1_g g9 /2%, where o0, is the sample standard deviation
of ZtT;; vk, k€ K and 2z,_gg92 is the (1 —0.99/2)-quantile of the standard normal distribution
N(0,1), see [4]. To avoid repeat, we do not give the complete algorithmic procedures of the SDDP
method.

EC.6. Details of preference elicitation and construction of the ambiguity sets

We use pairwise comparison approach and scoring approach to elicit the investor(DM)’s preference
and use the elicited preference information to construct the ambiguity sets. The former is based
on the random relative utility split scheme (RRUS) which is widely used in the literature of PRO
models, see e.g. [1]. The key idea of RRUS is to generate a pair of lotteries and ask the investor to
select, we refer readers to [Il, [5] for the detailed procedures. The latter is to ask the investor to give
scores at different levels of consumption and use them to construct an approximate utility function.

Here we use RRUS to construct the pairwise comparison-based ambiguity sets and the scoring
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Flowcharts of procedures for constructing a nominal utility function in MS-PRO-SID-Kan model.

Figure EC.5

approach to construct a nominal utility function and subsequently the Kantorovich ball-based
ambiguity sets.

Specifically, we use a scoring and fitting method to obtain a nominal utility function based on the
historical data related to the investor. Suppose that we have observed N historical consumption
trajectories (each of which consists of T" stages) and the investor’s scores about the utility of the
consumption at each stage for each trajectory. This means that we have collected N x T pairs of

consumption-score data.

EC.6.1. Estimating nominal utility in state-independent case

We consider N consumption levels, denoted by x;, for ¢ =1,---, N at each stage of historical
trajectory and let 4;, ¢ =1,..., N be the relevant utility scores by the investor. By assorting them if
necessary, we assume that the consumption values are in an increasing order. A standard approach
to construct an approximate utility function is to use a piecewise linear interpolation passing
through the observed data points (pairs of (z;,;)). However, the approximated piecewise linear
utility function constructed as such is not necessarily monotonically increasing since 4;, i =1,..., N
are not necessarily in an increasing order. This is primarily because these scores might be obtained

at different states where the investor’s risk preferences are actually state-dependent. To tackle the
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issue, we propose four optimization-based models to construct a piecewise linear nominal utility
function. The procedures are illustrated in the flowchart in Figure [EC.5l

Best-fit estimation. The first approach is to find a non-deceasing and concave function with

least squares errors at the breakpoints from the scores by solving the following minimization prob-
lem

N-1
min, Y (u; — ;) (EC.52a)
=2

st (wipr —wg) /(X — ) < (uy—uiy) /(i — 1), 1=2,...,N —1, (EC.52b)
0<(uy—un_1)/(xy —2xN_1), (EC.52c¢)

u =0, uy=1, 0<u;<1,i=2,...,N—1. (EC.52d)

This approach is analogous to the best-fit approach in [I], the main difference is that here u;,
i=1,---, N are obtained from scoring.

Optimistic estimation. The second approach is to find the upper non-deceasing and concave

envelope of the graph of score points and construct a (piecewise linear) optimistic utility function
by solving the following minimization problem:
N-1

min,, Z(u —11;)? (EC.53a)

1=2
s.t. (ECE2D) — (ECH2d), 4; <u;, i=2,...,N —1. (EC.53Db)

This estimation is optimistic because we consider the largest possible utility value of the utility
function at each consumption level. We denote the optimal value by u¥ = [uY,... u%], with slope
BY between u! | and u!.

Pessimistic estimation. The third approach is to use the lower non-deceasing and concave

envelope of the graph of the score points by solving

N-1
min Z (w; —4;)? (EC.54a)
=2

s.t. (EC52D) — (ECE2d), u; <, i=2,...,N—1. (EC.54b)

This estimation is pessimistic since we consider the smallest possible utility value of the utility
function at each consumption level. We denote the optimal solution of u as u” = [uf,... uk], with
slope 8F between u” | and uF.

To ensure the existence of pessimistic estimation and optimistic estimation, we assume that the

scores are always larger than or equal to the consumption and smaller than or equal to 1.
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Unbiased estimation. Instead of considering an optimistic or a pessimistic utility function

based on the investor’s historical utility scores, we may consider a utility function which lies in the

middle of the two under the Kantorovich distance. Specifically, we solve the following program:

min max{dlg (u,u"),dlg (u,u”)} EC.55a

u,B (
s.t. B = (u; )/(zi—miy), i=2,...,N, (
Biz Bit1, 1=1,...,N=1, By >0, (EC.55¢

)
EC.55b)

)
u =0, uy=1, 0<u; <1, i=2,...,N—1. (EC.55d)

By utilizing the dual form of the Kantorovich distance in ([82]), we can reformulate problem (EC.55))

as the following linear programming problem:

uz{rglplc{} ¢ (EC.56a)
st (>= Z)\k—i-uz—i-pl—i-d)k)(z i) j=1,2, (EC.56b)
Bi — 5U+A1 pl4pl—pl=0,i=2,---,N, (EC.56¢

Bi= Bl + N =i +p] =] =0,i=2,--- N, (EC.56d

(5 = A5)(x2 —21) =0, k=1,2, (EC.56e

o =M D) @i —x) + (o =) (2 — 2, )=0,k=1,2,i=2,--- N—1, (EC.56f

(
(pﬁ,—gb’fv)(xN—xN,l):O, (

pr NE pE gk >0, k=1,2,i=2,--- | N. (EC.56h
Bi=(u; —u;—1)/(x;—xi 1), i=2,...,N, (EC.561
Bi > Bis1, i=1,...,.N=1, x>0, (EC.56

u =0, uy=1, 0<y; <1, ¢=2,... ,N—-1. (EC.56k

The optimal value of the program corresponds to the radius of the Kantorovich ball. The compo-
nents (5;,u;), i=1,...,N, of the optimal solution of the above program are used to construct a
piecewise linear nominal utility function.

Illustrating examples. We give two simple examples to show the piecewise linear nominal

utility functions obtained through the four approaches outlined above. Figure depicts these
functions. 20 data points are used in Figure [EC.6] and 40 are used in Figure [EC.7l In both cases,
consumption-utility score pairs are randomly generated with the true utility of the investor. We can
see that the one based on unbiased estimation is much better than the one via the best-fit approach.

As for the setting of the radius of the Kantorovich ball, we can base on subjective judgement or

rely on (ECEE).
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Figure EC.6 Using 20 utility scores (empty  Figure EC.7 Using 40 utility scores at stage

circles) at stage 1 (extracted from 1 (extracted from 40 historical
20 historical trajectories) to con- trajectories) to construct four
struct four approximate state- approximate state-independent
independent nominal utility func- nominal utility functions.

tions.

EC.6.2. Estimating state-dependent Kantorovich ball

We now turn to discuss construction of the nominal utility function of the Kantorovich ball when
the investor’s utility is state-dependent. We consider two cases depending on whether the state
information of the historical trajectories are observable or not by the modeller.

States are known. If the modeller has complete information about states, then we can separate

the N data points (consumption levels and scores) at each stage in different groups, corresponding
to different states (in our case study, the two states correspond to the high oil price state and the
low oil price state). We apply one of the four approaches (best-fit for instance) in different states
respectively, and derive the state-dependent nominal utility functions accordingly. The procedures
are explained in the flowchart in Figure [EC.8

States are not known. If we do not have complete information about states, then we may

divide the data points into several groups, each of which will be used to construct a piecewise
linear utility function. Alternatively, we can sort out the state-dependent data points with all
available data by solving a single optimization problem and construct the state-dependent utility
functions accordingly with the optimal solutions. We can do so by the best-fit approach or unbiased

estimation approach with some minor modifications. In the former case, we solve program:

mjn Z k_m?n {(uf —a;)%} (EC.57a)

st (uf, —ud) /(i — ) < (uF —ul ) /(i —240),i=2,...,N—1, k=1,...,K, (EC.57b)

i+1
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Figure EC.8 Flowcharts of procedures for constructing a nominal utility function in MS-PRO-SD-Kan model.

0<(1—uk)/(zy—an) < (uh, —ub )/ (oy —2n_1), kK=1,... K, (EC.57¢)
(uf —uf) (g —21) <uy /a0, k=1,..., K, (EC.57d)
0<uF<1,i=1,....,N, k=1,..., K. (EC.57e)
The key idea here is to use u¥ instead of u; where k represents state k for k=1,..., K, at each

breakpoint (consumption level). Constraints (EC.58D)-(EC.58¢) are imposed to ensure monotonic-
ity and concavity of the utility function at state k, for k=1,..., K. The objective is to minimize
the least squares errors/gaps between the state-dependent utility (to be decided) and the collected

utility values. The modified unbiased estimation approach uses the same idea:

uC,urgle,gC, EK: max{dl g (u,uf),dg(uf, up)} (EC.58a)
BUﬁL,Sk k=1

st. B =W —u) (e —2i), i=2,...,N, k=1,...,K, je{U,L,C},  (EC.58D)

B >p5 i=1,...,N—1, By >0, k=1,...,K, j€{U,L,C}, (EC.58¢)

ub? =0, uﬁyz1 0<uf’<1,i=2,...,N—1, k=1,...,K, je{U,L,C}, (EC.58d)

ubt <u;<ufU ifieS,, i=2,...,N—1, k=1,...,K, (EC.58¢)

Here, we generate K Kantorovich balls simultaneously with center u$, upper boundary uY and
lower boundary uf for the k-th ball at each breakpoint. The objective is to minimize the sum of the
Kantorovich distance from the center of each ball to the upper or the lower boundary whichever is
greater. Constraints (EC.58D)-(EC.58d]) are imposed to ensure monotonicity and concavity of the
utility function underlying the values u$, v and uF in each state k. (EC.58d) is to guarantee that
uY and u} cover all the consumption-utility pairs under state k. Since in this case we do not know

which the state each of the consumption-utility pairs belongs to, the index set S is a decision
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variable. To get rid of the index set, we may introduce variables z; , which takes a value of 0 or 1.

Consequently we can reformulate (EC.58) as

K
: c U C L

i Zmax{dlK(uk,uK),dlK(u ,u')} (EC.59a)

BC.BU L : k=1
s.t.  (EC5H8D) — (EC.58d), (EC.59Db)
ult <wi4+(1—z)M, i=2,....N—1, k=1,..., K, (EC.59c¢)
w <uPY +(1—z,)M, i=2,....N—1, k=1,..., K, (EC.59d)

K
Y za=1, zp €{0,1}NK =2 N-1 (EC.5%)

By the dual formualtion of the Kantorovich distance in ([B82]), we can recast (EC.59) as an MILP:

mn} o Z(k (EC.60a)
BU Lz k=1

s.t. (EC58H) — (EC58d), (EC590) — (ECH99), (EC.60D)

N
1 , 4 4 ,

CkZ§Z(Af’J+,uf’]+pf’]+¢f”)(l‘i—xi,1)2, k=1,....K, je{U,L}, (EC.60c)

=2
BRC BV L \BU L BU L gV kU j=2... N, k=1,....K,  (EC.60d
BEC = BEE NP — it pl T — g =0, i=2,--- N, k=1,... K,
(M’;J MoV (xy—1)=0, k=1,...,K, je{U, L},

k

)
)
)
(i = N (@i — @) + (0] = 77 (@i — 1) = 0, (EC.60g)

z':2,---,N—1,k:l,...,K,je{U,L,C}, ( )
(5 — N (@y —xn_1)=0, k=1,....K, je{U,L,C}, (EC.60i)
pid \E3 phd ghd >0, 4=2,--. N, k=1,...,K, je{U,L,C}. (EC.60j)

By solving (EC.60]), we can figure out simultaneously the optimistic estimation uY, the pessimistic
estimation uf and the unbiased estimation uf at each state k. Subsequently, we can use the
unbiased estimation as the center of the Kantorovich ball in each state and the optimal value of
as the radius of the ball.

We use two examples to illustrate the estimations with different a-priori number of states (K).
In the first group of tests, we generate 40 score points with a true utility function which depends
on two states, see the empty circles in Figures The true utility function is defined in
Section 6.2. We work out the unbiased estimations with K =1 and K =2 by solving (EC.G0). The
resulting unbiased utility functions are displayed in Figure and Figure

In the second set of tests, we also generate 40 score points by a true utility which are dependent of

three states, see the empty circles in Figures [ECTINEC. 13l We figure out the unbiased estimations
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for K =1, K =2 and K =3 by solving (EC.60) respectively, the approximate piecewise linear

utility functions are displayed in Figure [EC1]] Figure [EC.12] and Figure [EC.13]
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EC.7. Figures from numerical tests
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