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SEQUENTIAL STOCHASTIC CONTROL (SINGLE OR
MULTI-AGENT) PROBLEMS NEARLY ADMIT CHANGE OF

MEASURES WITH INDEPENDENT MEASUREMENTS

IAN HOGEBOOM-BURR AND SERDAR YÜKSEL∗

Abstract. Change of measures has been an effective method in stochastic control and analysis; in
continuous-time control this follows Girsanov’s theorem applied to both fully observed and partially
observed models, in decentralized stochastic control (or stochastic dynamic team theory) this is
known as Witsenhausen’s static reduction, and in discrete-time classical stochastic control Borkar
has considered this method for partially observed Markov Decision processes (POMDPs) generalizing
Fleming and Pardoux’s approach in continuous-time. This method allows for equivalent optimal
stochastic control or filtering in a new probability space where the measurements form an independent
exogenous process in both discrete-time and continuous-time and the Radon-Nikodym derivative
(between the true measure and the reference measure formed via the independent measurement
process) is pushed to the cost or dynamics. However, for this to be applicable, an absolute continuity
condition is necessary. This raises the following question: can we perturb any discrete-time sequential
stochastic control problem by adding some arbitrarily small additive (e.g. Gaussian or otherwise)
noise to the measurements to make the system measurements absolutely continuous, so that a change-
of-measure (or static reduction) can be applicable with arbitrarily small error in the optimal cost?
That is, are all sequential stochastic (single-agent or decentralized multi-agent) problems ǫ-away from
being static reducible as far as optimal cost is concerned, for any ǫ > 0? We show that this is possible
when the cost function is bounded and continuous in controllers’ actions and the action spaces are
convex. We also note that the solution and the cost obtained for the perturbed system is realizable
(under a randomized policy) for the original model.

1. Introduction. Reformulation of stochastic dynamic control and filtering prob-
lems via a change of measure has proven to be very effective for existence, approxima-
tions, filtering, and dynamic programming methods under a variety of contexts. In
discrete-time, such a formulation leads to an equivalent system under which measure-
ments are exogenous independent variables. For continuous-time stochastic control,
this method has been very popular since the analysis in [4], to avoid stringent con-
ditions on control policies to satisfy the existence of strong solutions to controlled
stochastic differential equations (see also [14, 15]), which allows the control to be
a function of an independent Brownian innovations process. This was utilized by
Fleming and Pardoux [18], who introduced wide-sense admissible control policies for
classical partially observed stochastic control problems (POMDPs), where first the
measures were reduced to an exogenous Brownian process and a control policy was
defined to be wide-sense admissible if the control and (exogenous) measurements were
independent from future increments of the measurement process (see also [7], where
this was utilized further without separating estimation and control in POMDPs).
Borkar [10], [11] obtained existence results in average cost POMDPs via generalizing
Fleming and Pardoux’s notion to discrete-time POMDPs, where, once again, first
the measurements were made independent and then the control and measurements
form a wide-sense admissible process if they are independent from future measure-
ments. In non-linear filtering theory such methods have found applications via the
Kushner-Kallianpur-Striebel formula [30].

In decentralized stochastic control this method has allowed for rather mild exis-
tence and dynamic programming results [42, 41, 44, 23] and approximation results [36].
We also refer the reader to [12] for relations with classical continuous-time stochastic
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control where the relation with Girsanov’s classical measure transformation [22], [4]
is recognized.

The common thread for the above change of measure arguments is an absolute
continuity condition involving a family of conditional probabilities on the measure-
ment variables (given the past history or state realizations) with respect to a common
reference measure.

For many applications, this is not applicable a priori. In particular, if the mea-
surements are deterministically related to the history of actions and states, such a
condition does not apply.

In this paper, we focus on the sequential discrete-time (possibly decentralized)
setup and answer the following question: Can we perturb any discrete-time sequential
(single-agent or decentralized multi-agent) stochastic control problem by adding some
arbitrarily small additive (e.g. Gaussian or otherwise) noise to the measurements to
make the measurement kernels absolutely continuous with respect to a fixed reference
measure, so that a change-of-measure (also known as a static reduction) can be made
with arbitrarily small error in the optimal cost? That is, are all sequential stochastic
problems ǫ-away from being static reducible as far as optimal cost is concerned, for
any ǫ > 0? We show that this is possible when the cost function is bounded and
continuous in agents’ actions and the action spaces are convex.

We note that such a result is not direct and is in fact surprising given the gen-
eral lack of continuity in the space of information structures under weak convergence
(which is indeed the notion considered in our positive result when we will, under weak
convergence, approach a dirac delta measure by a sequence of Gaussian measures with
decreasing variances): [43, Section 3.1.1] shows that the optimal cost in partially ob-
servable stochastic control is not weakly continuous (though upper semi-continuous)
on the space of measurement channels in general, and in fact this negative result also
applies to setwise perturbations of measurement channels [43, Section 3.2.1] even when
the costs considered are bounded continuous and all spaces considered are compact
(see also [27, Section 4]). To obtain our positive result in this paper, we will consider
a cautious construction where Lusin’s theorem will be utilized twice, first to approx-
imate functions and second to approximate stochastic kernels with their continuous
and weakly continuous counterparts, respectively.

We finally note that there exist two lines of relevant studies on this general sub-
ject in the stochastic control literature in both discrete-time and continuous-time, for
classical fully observed or partially observed systems and often under stringent condi-
tions. One line of work [25, 2, 3, 24, 29, 32, 33] studies small-noise limits of stochastic
systems (more commonly in the fully observed setup) where large-deviations theoretic
results are obtained, which often apriori require stringent regularity or smoothness
properties on system (or measurement) dynamics to facilitate such analysis. While
our results do not give rates of convergence, our results do not require even continuity
of the kernels in the state or actions.

A second line of research involves vanishing perturbation or vanishing viscosity
solutions. For fully observed or partially observed controlled diffusions (or determin-
istic optimal control) non-degenerate diffusions facilitate powerful stochastic analysis
methods (such as convexification, compactification, closedness under weak conver-
gence etc.), and therefore it is a natural question to see what happens when one
perturbs an original degenerate system with additive noise, leading to a vanishing
viscosity solution [19, 30, 20] for the limit as the noise vanishes (see e.g. [1, Chapter
7] for non-degenerate partially observed diffusion problems where relations with vis-
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cosity solutions are emphasized). Related studies, under strong regularity conditions
or specific models, include [19], [13] and [6]. Our paper is different in two directions:
(i) For such methods often one needs tightness and closedness (under weak topology)
conditions on the sets of strategic measures to extract a converging subsequence as
the perturbation coefficient vanishes; this is often too much to ask for decentralized
stochastic control (see e.g. [41, Theorem 5.5]) since conditional independence prop-
erties are not closed under weak convergence [44, Theorem 2.7]. (ii) Even when the
information structure is classical (i.e., information is expanding with perfect recall),
which is the case in fully observed or partially observed single-agent setups, weak
continuity of the transition kernel is needed for the closedness of strategic measures
under weak convergence [37].

In our paper, these conditions may not be applicable and are not needed.

2. Sequential Stochastic Control: Witsenhausen’s Intrinsic Model. In
the following, we present the general (possibly decentralized) discrete-time setup, as
well as some further characterizations as laid out by Witsenhausen, termed as the
Intrinsic Model [39]. In this model, any action applied at any given time is regarded
as applied by an individual decision maker (DM), who acts only once. One advantage
of this model, in addition to its generality, is that the definitions regarding information
structures can be compactly described.

Suppose that in a stochastic control system considered below, there is a pre-
defined order in which the decision makers act. Such systems are called sequential
stochastic control systems or sequential teams. In the context of a sequential team,
the Intrinsic Model has three components:

• A collection of measurable spaces {(Ω,F), (Ui,U i), (Yi,Yi), i ∈ N}, with
N := {1, 2, · · · , N}, specifying the system’s distinguishable events, and the
control and measurement spaces. Here N = |N | is the number of control ac-
tions taken, and each of these actions is taken by an individual (different) DM
(hence, even a DM with perfect recall can be regarded as a separate decision
maker every time it acts). The pair (Ω,F) is a measurable space (on which
an underlying probability may be defined). The pair (Ui,U i) denotes the
measurable space from which the action, ui, of decision maker i is selected.
The pair (Yi,Yi) denotes the measurable observation/measurement space for
DMi.

• A measurement constraint which establishes the connection between the ob-
servation variables and the system’s distinguishable events. The Yi-valued ob-
servation variables are given by yi = ηi(ω,u[1,i−1]), u[1,i−1] = {uk, k ≤ i−1},
ηi measurable functions and uk denotes the action of DMk. Hence, the
information variable yi induces a σ-field, σ(Ii) over Ω×

∏i−1
k=1 U

k

• A design constraint which restricts the set of admissible N -tuple control laws
γ = {γ1, γ2, . . . , γN}, also called designs or policies, to the set of all mea-

surable control functions, so that ui = γi(yi), with yi = ηi(ω,u[1,i−1]), and
γi, ηi measurable functions. Let Γi denote the set of all admissible policies
for DMi and let Γ =

∏

k Γ
k. In our setup, we will also allow for randomized

policies, with independent randomizations, for each DM.
We also introduce a fourth ingredient:
• A probability measure P defined on (Ω,F) which describes the measures on

the random events in the model.
Under the setup for this paper, we will assume Yi ⊂ Rki , for some ki ∈ Z≥1, for

every i ∈ N , and we will require admissible policies be defined from Rki to Ui. All
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spaces are assumed to be Borel.
We note that the intrinsic model of Witsenhausen as defined in [39] provides a set-

theoretic characterization of information fields; however, for standard Borel spaces,
the model above is equivalent to that of Witsenhausen’s. We will utilize this func-
tional representation in our analysis to follow. We also note that Witsenhausen has
shown that the intrinsic model can be written as a special case of an equivalent model
(also due to Witsenhausen [40]), which has a similar structure as the one above (with
functional descriptions on the measurement variables) with only some slight differ-
ences.

Under this intrinsic model, (the information structure of) a sequential stochastic
control (or team) problem is dynamic if the information available to at least one DM
is affected by the action of at least one other DM. A decentralized problem is static
if the information available at every decision maker is only affected by exogenous
disturbances (Nature) ω0 ∈ Ω0; that is no decision maker can affect the information
for another decision maker.

Information structures can also be classified as classical, quasi-classical or non-
classical. An Information Structure (IS) {yi, 1 ≤ i ≤ N} is classical if yi contains all
of the information available to DMk for k < i. An IS is quasi-classical or partially
nested, if whenever uk, for some k < i, affects yi through the measurement function
ηi, yi contains yk (that is σ(yk) ⊂ σ(yi)). An IS which is not partially nested is
nonclassical.

Classical stochastic control problems (where a single controller acts repeatedly
over time with increasing information), i.e., those that are usually known as MDPs
(Markov Decision Processes) or POMDPs (Partially Observed Markov Decision Pro-
cesses), are easily seen to fit in this general formulation: these are classical according
to the classification presented above.

Now, consider the team policy

γ = {γ1, · · · , γN}

and let a cost function be defined as:

J(γ) = Eγ [c(ω0,u)] = E[c(ω0, γ
1(y1), · · · , γN (yN ))], (2.1)

for some non-negative measurable loss (or cost) function c : Ω0×
∏

k U
k → R+. Here,

we have the notation u = {ut, t ∈ N}, and ω0 may be viewed as the cost function
relevant exogenous variable contained in ω.

Definition 2.1. For a given sequential stochastic team problem with a given in-
formation structure, {J ; Γi, i ∈ N}, a policy (strategy) N -tuple γ∗ := (γ1∗, . . . , γN∗

) ∈
Γ is an optimal team policy if

J(γ∗) = inf
γ∈Γ

J(γ) =: J∗. (2.2)

The expected cost achieved by this strategy, J∗, is the optimal cost.
In the following, we will denote by bold letters the ensemble of random variables

across the DMs; that is y = {yi, i = 1, · · · , N} and u = {ui, i = 1, · · · , N}.

2.1. Static Reduction of Stochastic Dynamic Problems via Change of
Measures. Following Witsenhausen [40, Eqn (4.2)], as reviewed in [42, Section 3.7],
we say that two information structures are equivalent if: (i) The policy spaces are
equivalent/isomorphic in the sense that policies under one information structure are
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realizable under the other information structure, (ii) the costs achieved under equiv-
alent policies are identical almost surely, and (iii) if there are constraints in the ad-
missible policies, the isomorphism among the policy spaces preserves the constraint
conditions.

A large class of sequential stochastic control or team problems admit an equivalent
information structure which is static. This is called the static reduction of a dynamic
team problem.

For the results to be presented, under a static reduction, we will have individual
measurement variables be independent of each other as well as ω0. Witsenhausen refers
to such an information structure as independent static in [40, Section 2.4(e)]. This is
not possible in general for every sequential problem which admits a static reduction,
for example quasi-classical team problems with linear models [26] do not admit such
a further reduction, since the measurements are partially nested.

Consider (a static or a dynamic) team setting according to the intrinsic model
where each DMi measures yi We will, for every 1 ≤ n ≤ N , view the relation

P (dyn|ω0, y
1, y2, · · · , yn−1, u1, u2, · · · , un−1), (2.3)

as a (controlled) stochastic kernel (to be defined later), and through standard stochas-
tic realization results (see [21, Lemma 1.2] or [9, Lemma 3.1]), we can represent this
kernel in a functional form through

yn = gn(ω0, ν, y
1, y2, · · · , yn−1, u1, u2, · · · , un−1) (2.4)

for some independent [0, 1]-valued ν and measurable gn.
This team admits an independent-measurements reduction provided that the fol-

lowing absolute continuity condition holds: For every t ∈ N , there exists a reference
probability measure Qt and a function ft such that for all Borel S:

P (yt ∈ S|ω0, u
1, u2, · · · , ut−1, y1, y2, · · · , yt−1)

=

∫

S

ft(y
t, ω0, u

1, u2, · · · , ut−1, y1, y2, · · · , yt−1)Qt(dy
t), (2.5)

We can then write (since the action of each DM is determined by the measurement
variables under a given policy)

P (dω0, dy, du)

= P (dω0)

N
∏

t=1

(

ft(y
t, ω0, u

1, u2, · · · , ut−1, y1, y2, · · · , yt−1)Qt(dy
t)1{γt(yt)∈dut}

)

.

The cost function J(γ) can then be written as

J(γ)

=

∫

P (dω0)

N
∏

t=1

(ft(y
t, ω0, u

1, u2, · · · , ut−1, y1, y2, · · · , yt−1)Qt(dy
t))c(ω0,u)(2.6)

with uk = γk(yk) for 1 ≤ k ≤ N , and where now the measurement variables can
be regarded as independent from each other, and also from ω0, and by incorporating
the {ft} terms into c, we can obtain an equivalent static team problem. Hence, the
essential step is to appropriately adjust the probability space and the cost function.

Remark 2.1 (Change of Measure Formula). Denote the joint probability mea-
sure on (ω0, u

1, . . . , uN , y1, . . . , yN) by P , and the probability measure of ω0 by P0.
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If the preceding absolute continuity condition (2.5) holds, then (under any admissi-
ble policy profile γ1, · · · , γN) there exists a joint reference probability measure Q on
(ω0, u

1, . . . , uN , y1, . . . , yN ) such that the probability measure P is absolutely continu-

ous with respect to Q (P ≪ Q), so that for every Borel set A in (Ω0×
∏N

i=1(U
i×Yi))

P (A) =

∫

A

dP

dQ
Q(dω0, du

1, . . . , duN , dy1, . . . , dyN ), (2.7)

where the reference probability measure

Q(dω0, du
1, . . . , duN , dy1, . . . , dyN ) := P0(dω0)

N
∏

i=1

Qi(dyi)1{γi(yi)∈dui}, (2.8)

leads to a Radon-Nikodym derivative:

dP

dQ
(ω0, u

1, . . . , u1, y1 . . . , yN ) =
N
∏

i=1

f i(yi, ω0, u
1, . . . , ui−1, y1, . . . , yi−1). (2.9)

The new cost function may now explicitly depend on the measurement values,
such that

cs(ω0,y,u) = c(ω0,u)

N
∏

i=1

fi(y
i, ω0, u

1, u2, · · · , ui−1, y1, y2, · · · , yi−1). (2.10)

Here we can reformulate even a static team to one which is, clearly still static,
but now with independent measurements which are also independent from the cost
relevant exogenous variable ω0.

As a common example, consider the additive noise measurement model, for some
f ,

y1 = f(x) + w,

with w a noise variable which admits a probability density function η (not necessarily
positive everywhere). Then, for any Borel B

P (y1 ∈ B|x) =

∫

η(y1 − f(x))dy1 =

∫

η(y1 − f(x))

κ(y1)
κ(y1)dy1

for any κ which is a probability density function that is positive everywhere (such as
the Gaussian). Thus, the measurement variable can be assumed to be y1 ∼

∫

·
κ(y)dy

which is independent of x and has a measure that admits a probability density function
κ. Note that here one or both of η and κ can be Gaussian as an important special
case.

This fact will be used for the main results of this paper. Since adding Gaussian
noise to each DM’s measurement will ensure the model satisfies the absolute continuity
condition (2.4), if we can show that the optimal expected cost under a setup where
each DM receives a measurement corrupted by an additive Gaussian noise channel
(with zero mean) converges to the expected cost under the DMs’ original channels as
the variance of the noise goes to zero, then (2.4) can be satisfied while only altering
the optimal expected cost by an arbitrarily small amount.
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3. Sequential stochastic control problems are nearly static reducible.

3.1. Assumptions and supporting results. Recall from (2.3) and the pre-
ceding discussion that in a dynamic team setup the probability measure on the mea-
surements y is not fixed as opposed to the static case. Let, for all n ∈ N ,

hn = {ω0, y
1, u1, · · · , yn−1, un−1, yn, un},

and pn(dyn|hn−1) := P (dyn|hn−1) be the transition kernel characterizing the mea-
surements of DM n according to the intrinsic model. We note that this may be
obtained by the relation:

pn(yn ∈ ·|ω0, y
1, u1, · · · , yn−1, un−1)

:= P

(

ηn(ω,u[1,n−1]) ∈ ·

∣

∣

∣

∣

ω0, y
1, u1, · · · , yn−1, un−1

)

(3.1)

We will allow for an agent’s measurements through their channel pi to be garbled
by an additive Gaussian noise channel τ im, which provides the DM with measurement
zi = yi + qim, where qim ∈ Rki is a vector of independent identically distributed R-
valued Gaussian noise with mean 0 and variance 1/m. This is the measurement that
the DM then uses when selecting their action ui = γi(zi) and becomes the measure-
ment that can affect future DMs’ measurements through their channels pi+1, . . . , pN .
We denote the DM channels under the garbled setup by p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm . We de-
note the team-optimal cost (i.e. the expected cost achieved under optimal selection
of DM policies) under this setup with J∗(P, p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm ), and the team-optimal
cost under the original setup with J∗(P, p1, . . . , pN).

We now introduce the following assumptions (where only A1 and A2 will be
needed for our main result):

(A1) The cost function c is continuous and bounded.
(A2) Each DMi’s action space Ui is a convex subsets of Rni , for some ni ∈ Z≥1.
(A3) Each DMi’s measurement channel given in (3.1) is weakly continuous in the

following sense: if (z1m, u1
m, . . . , zi−1

m , ui−1
m ) → (z1, u1, . . . , zi−1, ui−1), then

pi(yi ∈ ·|ω0, z
1
m, u1

m, . . . , zi−1
m , ui−1

m ) → pi(yi ∈ ·|ω0, z
1, u1, . . . , zi−1, ui−1)

weakly for all ω0 ∈ Ω0.
For example, through the stochastic realization functional form (2.4) with yn =

gn(ω0, ν, z
1, z2, · · · , zn−1, u1, u2, · · · , un−1) for some independent ν and measurable

gn, we have that if

gn(ω0, ν, ·) : (z
1, u1, . . . , zn−1, un−1) 7→ yn

is continuous, then the kernel would satisfy A3.
We will show that under assumption A1 and A2

lim
m→∞

J∗(P, p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm ) = J∗(P, p1, . . . , pN ).

From this, it follows that any sequential dynamic team problem is ǫ-away in
optimal cost from being static reducible.

First, a result will be stated and proved under the additional assumption A3, in
Theorem 3.4. Then, this result will be relaxed to include measurement channels that
do not necessarily satisfy A3 in Theorem 3.5, which is the main theorem of our paper.
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The proof will first use Lusin’s theorem to construct continuous policies for each
DM that approximate their equilibrium policies on a set of 1−ǫi, for any ǫi > 0. Then,
it will be shown using a generalized dominated convergence theorem that the garbled
information structure converges weakly to the ungarbled information structure. These
steps will then be combined to prove the desired statement. The relaxation in Theorem
3.5 will use Lusin’s theorem an additional time to show that each agent’s channel can
be approximated by a channel that satisfies A3 on a set of measure 1 − βi, for any
βi > 0.

Our approach is related to perturbing information structures under the weak con-
vergence topology. This problem was studied in [43] with negative results presented
showing that the optimal cost is not in general weakly continuous on the space of chan-
nels. In the following, however, by restricting the nature of allowable perturbations,
we will establish a positive result on continuity.

First we will require an extension of the forward direction to Blackwell’s ordering
of information structures [8] to sequential dynamic teams in standard Borel spaces
(see also [42, Theorem 4.3.3]).

Lemma 3.1. For sequential dynamic team problems, if each agent’s information
under a set of measurement channels (p1, . . . , pN) is a garbling of their information
under another set of measurement channels (p̃1, . . . , p̃N ) then the team-optimal cost
cannot be strictly lower under (p1, . . . , pN ) than under (p̃1, . . . , p̃N ).

By garblings, we mean that each agent’s measurements under (p1, . . . , pN) are
such that yi

pi = gi(yip̃i
, νi) for some measurable gi and independent noise νi, for all

i ∈ N , where yip̃i
is the measurement under the original channel p̃i.

Proof. of Lemma 3.1 We observe that any outcome for a sequential stochastic
problem achievable under (p1, . . . , pN ) is also achievable under (p̃1, . . . , p̃N ), since out-
comes are determined by policies, which are measurable functions from measurements
to actions, and the measurements under (p1, . . . , pN ) can be simulated using the mea-
surements from (p̃1, . . . , p̃N) and the independent noise variables νi, and thus the
resulting expected outcomes can also be achieved under (p̃1, . . . , p̃N ). For instance,
if γ1,∗, . . . , γN,∗ form a δ-optimal policy (i.e. are within δ > 0 of minimizing the
expected cost) under channels (p1, . . . , pn), then this team policy under the channels
(p̃1, . . . , p̃N ) can be simulated by selecting actions using the (randomized) policies
ui = γi,∗(gi(yi

p̃i , νi)), for all i ∈ N , achieving the same expected cost.

We now recall Lusin’s theorem, which will be used throughout the proof of the
main theorems.

Theorem 3.2. [16, Theorem 7.5.2][Lusin’s Theorem] Let (X, T ) be any topolog-
ical space and µ a finite, closed regular Borel measure on X. Let (S, d) be a separable
metric space and let f be a Borel-measurable function from X into S. Then for any
ǫ > 0 there is a closed set F ⊂ X such that µ(X \ F ) < ǫ and the restriction of f to
F is continuous.

Finally we recall Tietze’s extension theorem, which will be used in conjunction
with Lusin’s theorem in the proofs. This will be used to construct a continuous
extension of the continuous function defined on F in Theorem 3.2 to X. Note that
we consider a general space setup in the following; this is needed as we will study
stochastic kernels as probability measure-valued maps.

Theorem 3.3. [17, Theorem 4.1][Dugundji] Let X be an arbitrary metric space, A
a closed subset of X, L a locally convex linear space, and f : A → L a continuous map.
Then there exists a continuous function fC : X → L such that fC(a) = f(a) ∀a ∈ A.
Furthermore, the image of fC satisfies fC(X) ⊂ [convex hull of f(A)].
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3.2. Weakly Continuous Measurement Kernels. Now we present the main
result of this section, which will be further generalized in the main result of our paper,
Theorem 3.5, to be presented in the next section.

Theorem 3.4. Assume assumptions A1, A2, and A3 hold. For any ǫ > 0, any
sequential dynamic team problem is ǫ-away in optimal cost from being static reducible.

Proof. Step 1. Let pi(yi ∈ ·|ω0, y
1, u1, . . . , yi−1, ui−1) denote each respective

DM’s measurement channel for i ∈ N . Let τ1m, . . . , τNm be independent additive Gaus-
sian noise channels with variance 1/m and mean 0 for each DM. We will use yi to
denote the measurement by agent i through channel pi, and zi to denote the corrupted
measurement of yi through additive Gaussian noise channel τ im.

Let γ̄∗ = (γ1,∗, . . . , γN,∗) be a δ-team-optimal policy (where δ > 0 is arbitrary)
given cost function c when the Gaussian noise channels are not used. I.e. γ̄∗ is a
policy that achieves a cost of J∗(P, p1, . . . , pN ) + δ, or lower. Let µ denote the joint
probability measure on Ω0 ×Y1 × . . .YN when the DMs use channels p1, . . . , pn, and
νm denote the measure on (Ω0×Y1×Rk1 × . . .YN ×RkN ) when the DMs use channels
p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm .

We will now apply Lusin’s theorem (Theorem 3.2) for each decision maker to
allow for the restriction of each DM’s policy γi,∗ to be continuous on a subset of Yi

of arbitrarily large marginal measure under policy γ̄∗.
There is now the question of whether changing the policy affects the marginal

on the measurements. This will be handled via a total probability argument: For
each decision maker, we will fix all prior DM’s policies as their personal policy from
the δ-team-optimal strategy γ̄∗, while all future DMs’ policies can be left as arbitrary
measurable functions. We require all prior DMs’ policies to be fixed in order to fix the
measure on DMi’s measurement space Yi, since DMi’s measurement may depend on
previous DMs’ actions (and thus policies). Future DMs’ policies are irrelevant to the
application of Lusin’s theorem, as the theorem guarantees that the marginal on the
subset of Yi where γi,∗ is not continuous is small, which is unaffected by future DMs’
measures on their measurement spaces.

For the first DM, by Lusin’s theorem, there exists a set A1 such that γ1,∗ is
continuous on (Y1 \A1) and

∫

Ω0×A1×Y2×···×YN

P (dω0)p
1(dy1|ω0)p

2(dy2|ω0, y
1, f1(y1)) . . .

pN (dyN |ω0, y
1, f1(y1), . . . , yN−1, fN−1(yN−1)) < ǫ1,

for any measurable f1, . . . , fN−1.
For the second DM, for ǫ2 > 0, given fixed policy γ1,∗ for DM 1, there exists a

set A2 such that γ2,∗ is continuous on (Y2 \A2) and

∫

Ω0×Y1×A2×Y3×···×YN

P (dω0)p
1(dy1|ω0)p

2(dy2|ω0, y
1, γ1,∗(y1)) . . .

pN (dyN |ω0, y
1, γ1,∗(y1), y2, f2(y2), . . . , yN−1, fN−1(yN−1)) < ǫ2,

for any measurable f2, . . . , fN−1.
Continuing in this way, for the Nth DM, for ǫN > 0, given fixed γ1,∗, . . . , γN−1,∗,

there exists a set AN such that γN,∗ is continuous on (YN \AN ) and

∫

Ω0×Y1×···×YN−1×AN

P (dω0)p
1(dy1|ω0)p

2(dy2|ω0, y
1, γ1,∗(y1)) . . .

9



pN (dyN |ω0, y
1, γ1,∗(y1), . . . , yN−1, γN−1,∗(yN−1)) < ǫN .

Furthermore, following Tietze’s extension theorem, Theorem 3.3, it follows that
there exist continuous policies γ1

C , . . . , γ
N
C , such that γi

C(x) = γi,∗(x), ∀x ∈ (Yi \ Ai)
for each i ∈ {1, · · · , N}.

Step 2. Define the following terms:
hi := (ω0, y

1, γ1,∗(y1), . . . , yi−1, γi−1,∗(yi−1)), where h1 = (ω0).
ri := (ω0, z

1, γ1,∗(z1), . . . , zi−1, γi−1,∗(zi−1)), where r1 = (ω0).
We now note the following, for any fixed y1, ω0:

lim
m→∞

∫

τ1m(dz1|y1)p2(dy2|r2) . . . p
N(dyN |rN )τNm (dzN |yN)c(ω0, γ

1
C(z

1), . . . , γN
C (zN))

= lim
m→∞

∫

τ1m(dz1|y1)p2(dy2|r2) . . . p
N(dyN |rN )

×

∫

τNm (dzN |yN )c(ω0, γ
1
C(z

1), . . . , γN
C (zN))

Letting GN
m(yN , zN−1, . . . , z1) :=

∫

τNm (dzN |yN )c(ω0, γ
1
C(z

1), . . . , γN
C (zN )) (recall-

ing that ω0 is fixed), we can observe that GN
m is a sequence of real-valued and bounded

functions, and that if (yNm , zN−1
m , . . . , z1m) → (yN , zN−1, . . . , z1), then

GN
m(yNm , zN−1

m , . . . , z1m) → c(ω0, γ
1
C(z

1), . . . , γN−1
C (zN−1), γN

C (yN )),

i.e. GN
m continuously converges (as it is defined in [38]) to

GN (yN , zN−1, . . . , z1) := c(ω0, γ
1
C(z

1), . . . , γN−1
C (zN−1), γN

C (yN )).

The important aspect is that the measurement zN is now replaced by yN in the
cost function. This follows from the fact that τNm (·|yN ) converges weakly to the dirac-
delta measure at yN (see e.g. [28, Example 12.21] for a related argument) and that
the DMs’ policies are continuous and the cost function is continuous and bounded.
Continuing, we have:

lim
m→∞

∫

τ1m(dz1|y1)p2(dy2|r2) . . . p
N(dyN |rN )τNm (dzN |yN)c(ω0, γ

1
C(z

1), . . . , γN
C (zN))

= lim
m→∞

∫

τ1m(dz1|y1)p2(dy2|r2) . . . τ
N−1
m (dzN−1|yN−1)

×

∫

pN(dyN |rN )GN
m(yN , zN−1, . . . , z1).

Let HN
m (zN−1, . . . , z1) :=

∫

pN(dyN |rN )GN
m(yN , zN−1, . . . , z1). We can observe

that, since GN
m is a sequence of real-valued and bounded functions, HN

m is also such a
sequence. Furthermore, if (zN−1

m , . . . , z1m) → (zN−1, . . . , z1), then HN
m (zN−1

m , . . . , z1m)
continuously converges to HN (zN−1, . . . , z1) :=

∫

pN(dyN |rN )GN (yN , zN−1, . . . , z1)
by the weak continuity assumption on the channel pN and the continuity of c (and
thus GN

m).
Continuing in this way, for decreasing i, we iteratively define Gi

m for i ∈ {1, . . . , N−
1} as

Gi
m(yi, zi−1, . . . , z1) :=

∫

τ im(dzi|yi)Hi−1
m (zi−1, . . . , z1)
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and Hi
m for i ∈ {1, . . . , N − 1} as

Hi
m(zi−1, . . . , z1) :=

∫

pi(dyi|ri)G
i
m(yim, zim, . . . , z1m).

We note that each of these functions are real-valued and bounded, and will con-
tinuously converge. In particular,

Gi
m(yi, zi−1, . . . , z1)

→

∫





N−1
∏

j=i

pj(dyj |hj)



 c(ω0, γ
1
C(z

1), . . . , γi−1
C (zi−1), γi

C(y
i), . . . , γN

C (yN )),

and each Hi
m will converge to

∫

pi(dyi|ri)Gi(yi, zi−1, . . . , z1).
Thus, eventually we arrive at:

lim
m→∞

∫

τ1m(dz1|y1)p2(dy2|r2) . . . p
N(dyN |rN )τNm (dzN |yN)c(ω0, γ

1
C(z

1), . . . , γN
C (zN))

= lim
m→∞

∫

τ1m(dz1|y1)H2
m(z1),

where H2
m is a continuously converging sequence of continuous and bounded real-

valued functions.
Thus, since τ1m(·|y1) converges weakly to the dirac-delta measure at y1, applying

the Generalized Dominated Convergence Theorem ([38, Theorem 3.5] or [31, Theorem
3.5]), we have that:

lim
m→∞

∫

τ1m(dz1|y1)H2
m(z1)

= H2(y1)

=

∫

p2(dy2|h2)p
3(dy3|h3) . . . p

N(dyN |hN)c(x, γ1
C(y

1), . . . , γN
C (yN )).

Step 3. Now, we can complete the proof:

lim
m→∞

EP,p1,...,pN

τ1

N
,...,τN

N

[c(ω0, γ
1
C , . . . , γ

N
C )]

= lim
m→∞

∫

c(ω0, γ
1
C(z

1), . . . , γN
C (zN ))

× P (dω0)p
1(dy1|r1)τ

1
m(dz1|y1) . . . pN (dyN |rN )τNm (dzN |yN )

= lim
m→∞

∫

P (dω0)p
1(dy1|ω0)

∫

c(ω0, γ
1
C(z

1), . . . , γN
C (zN ))τ1m(dz1|y1)

× p2(dy2|r2)τ
2
m(dz2|y2) . . . pN (dyN |rN )τNm (dzN |yN )

=

∫

c(ω0, γ
1
C(y

1), . . . , γN
C (yN ))P (dω0)p

1(dy1|h1)p
2(dy2|h2) . . . p

N (dyN |hN ),

where the final equality holds by the convergence result from Step 2. Furthermore,
we have that:

µ(Ω0 × (Y1 \A1)× · · · × (YN \AN )) ≥ 1−
N
∑

i=1

µYi(Ai)

11



= 1−
N
∑

i=1

ǫi.

Letting M := ‖c‖∞ ∈ R+, we have that:
∫

Ω0×Y1×···×YN

c(ω0, γ
1
C(y

1), . . . , γN
C (yN ))P (dω0)p

1(dy1|h1)p
2(dy2|h2) . . . p

N (dyN |hN )

≤

(∫

Ω0×(Y1\A1)×···×(YN\AN )

c(ω0, γ
1,∗(y1), . . . , γn,∗(yN ))

× P (dω0)p
1(dy1|h1)p

2(dy2|h2) . . . p
N (dyN |hN )

)

+M

N
∑

i=1

ǫi

≤

(∫

Ω0×Y1×···×YN

c(ω0, γ
1,∗(y1), . . . , γn,∗(yN ))

× P (dω0)p
1(dy1|h1)p

2(dy2|h2) . . . p
N (dyN |hN )

)

+ 2M

N
∑

i=1

ǫi

≤ J∗(P, p1, . . . , pN) + 2M

N
∑

i=1

ǫi + δ.

The above holds since on (Yi \Ai), γ
i
C is equivalent to γi,∗.

Since each ǫi > 0 and δ are arbitrary, we have that:

lim
m→∞

EP,p1,...,pN

τ1
m
,...,τN

m

[c(ω0, γ
1
C , . . . , γ

N
C )] ≤ J∗(P, p1, . . . , pN ).

Since we know that, for any m, J∗(P, p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm ) ≤ EP,p1τ1

m
,...,pN τN

m [c(x, γ1
C , . . . , γ

N
C )]

by definition (since (γ1
C , . . . , γ

N
C ) are not necessarily optimal policies for these mea-

surement channels), it follows that:
limm→∞ J∗(P, p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm ) ≤ J∗(P, p1, . . . , pN ).
Applying Lemma 3.1, we know that for every m ∈ Z,

J∗(P, p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm ) ≥ J∗(P, p1, . . . , pN ).

Thus we get limm→∞ J∗(P, p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm ) = J∗(P, p1, . . . , pN ). This completes
the proof.

3.3. Sequential Stochastic Control Problems are Nearly Static Reducible.
In this section, we show that the weak continuity assumption on the channels (A3)
can be omitted using an extra approximation step. This is the main result of the
paper.

Theorem 3.5. Assume Assumptions A1 and A2 hold. For any ǫ > 0, any
sequential dynamic team problem is ǫ-away in optimal cost from being static reducible.

We note that the theorem proof is also constructive: the solution and the cost
obtained for the perturbed system is realizable (under a randomized policy) for the
original model.

Proof program. The proof is essentially the same as the one for the Theorem
3.4, except from the addition of a new step, Step 2, to be presented below.

Figure 3.1 displays the general proof program. Here J γ̄(·) denotes the expected
cost when the policies are given specified by γ̄. (1) holds because a continuous collec-
tion γ1

C , . . . , γ
N
C can not achieve a cost better than the optimal cost under channels
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p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm , for any m. (2) holds by applying Step 2 below, where β > 0 is
the (arbitrarily small) error term caused by approximating the channels with weakly
continuous kernels. (3) holds by Step 1 below, because γ1

C , . . . , γ
N
C approximate the

δ-optimal policies γ1,∗, . . . , γN,∗, except for on a set of small measure, resulting in an
arbitrarily small error term ǫ > 0. After being defined, γ1

C , . . . , γ
N
C are fixed through-

out the proof, and in Step 2, the application of Lusin’s theorem to approximate the
DM channels uses these fixed continuous policies, as they affect the measures on the
DM action spaces. The terms in (4) are related by Lemma 3.1, with the relationship
being J∗(P, p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm ) ≥ J∗(P, p1, . . . , pN ).

limm→∞ J∗(P, p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm )

limm→∞ Jγ
1

C
,...,γN

C (P, p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm ) Jγ
1

C
,...,γN

C (P, p1, . . . , pN ) + β

J∗(P, p1, . . . , pN ) + β + ǫ

≤
≤

≤

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Fig. 3.1: Proof Program: Arguments of the proof of Theorem 3.5

We now present the details of the proof.
Proof. (of Theorem 3.5)
Step 1. Exactly as in the proof of Theorem 3.4, we use Lusin’s theorem to

construct sets (Y1 \A1), . . . , (YN \AN ) on which γ1,∗, . . . , γN,∗ are respectively con-
tinuous, and we use Tietze’s extension theorem to approximate γ̄∗ with γ1

C , . . . , γ
N
C .

We will fix this continuous collection of functions in the following.
Step 2. We now apply Lusin’s theorem again, however this time we apply it to

each agent’s channel to approximate each channel with a weakly continuous kernel.
Note that a stochastic kernel (as a regular conditional probability) is defined with

the following property: for every (ω0, y
1, u1, . . . , yi−1, ui−1), pi(yi ∈ ·|ω0, y

1, u1, . . . , yi−1, ui−1)
is P(Yi)-valued and for every Borel set B ⊂ Yi, pi(yi ∈ B|·) : ω0, y

1, u1, . . . , yi−1, ui−1 →
R is Borel-measurable.

Following [5, Proposition 7.26], the above property is equivalent to the the kernel
pi(yi ∈ ·|ω0, y

1, u1, . . . , yi−1, ui−1) being a Borel-measurable map from Ω0×Y1×U1×
· · · × Yi−1 × Ui−1 to P(Yi) (which is endowed by the weak convergence topology).

Because Yi is standard Borel, P(Yi) is a separable metric space, and can be
defined by viewing the space of probability measures P(Yi) as a convex subset of a
locally convex space [34, Chapter 3] of signed measures defined on B(Yi), where we
define the locally convex space of signed measures with the following notion of con-
vergence: We say that νn → ν if

∫

f(yi)νn(dy
i) →

∫

f(yi)ν(dyi) for every continuous
and bounded function f : Yi → R.

Thus, Theorems 3.2 and 3.3 apply with the continuous extension being probability
measure-valued (by Theorem 3.3).

Therefore for any βi > 0, for fixed γ1
C , . . . , γ

i−1
C , and p1, . . . , pi−1, there exists

a channel piC that satisfies A3, in the sense that if (ωm, y1m, u1
m, . . . , yi−1

m , ui−1
m ) →

(ω0, y
1, u1, . . . , yi−1, ui−1), then piC(y

i ∈ ·|ωm, y1m, u1
m, . . . , yi−1

m , ui−1
m ) → piC(y

i ∈
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·|ω0, y
1, u1, . . . , yi−1, ui−1) weakly. We emphasize here that the DM policies are fixed

as the continuous policies developed in Step 1; these policies, in conjunction with
fixing the previous DMs’ channels, determine the joint probability distribution on
Ω0 × Y1 × U1 × · · · × Yi−1 × Ui−1. Furthermore, piC(·|ω0, y

1, u1, . . . , yi−1, ui−1) =
pi(·|ω0, y

1, u1, . . . , yi−1, ui−1) on a set of measure 1 − βi on Ω0 × Y1 × U1 × · · · ×
Yi−1 × Ui−1. Let Di denote this set of measure 1 − βi, and use Di

j to denote the

projection of the set Di on its jth component.
Let E := (∩N

j=1D
j
1×∩N

j=2D
j
2×Rk1 ×∩N

j=2D
j
3×· · ·∩N

j=N−1D
j
2N−1×DN

2N ×RkN ×

DN
2N+1). I.e., E ⊂ (Ω0 × Y1 × Rk1 × U1 × . . .YN × RkN × UN ), where pi = piC

on E, for every i ∈ N , and E is constructed using the intersections of the spaces
of arbitrarily large measure on which the channels are weakly continuous. Let Ec

denote the complement of E in (Ω0 × Y1 × Rk1 × U1 × . . .YN × RkN × UN ). Let
M := ‖c‖∞ ∈ R+. Now, applying the fact that the marginal measure on each Di is
known, we note that, given fixed γ1

C , . . . , γ
N
C , for any m ∈ Z≥1:

∫

Ec

c(ω0, u
1, . . . , uN )P (dω0)p

1(dy1|r1)τ
1
m(dz1|y1)γ1

C(du
1|z1) . . .

pN (dyN |rN )τNm (dzN |yN )γN
C (duN |zN)

≤ M

∫

Ec

P (dω0)p
1(dy1|r1)τ

1
m(dz1|y1)γ1

C(du
1|z1) . . .

pN (dyN |rN )τNm (dzN |yN )γN
C (duN |zN)

≤ M

N
∑

i=1

βi.

Step 3. Assume that p1, . . . , pN satisfy A3; this step follows identically to Step
2 from Theorem 3.4. Once again, the conclusion is that, for any ω0 and y1:

lim
m→∞

∫

τ1m(dz1|y1)p2(dy2|r2)τ
2
m(dz2|y2) . . .

pN (dyN |rN )τNm (dzN |yN )c(ω0, γ
1
C(z

1), . . . , γN
C (zN ))

=

∫

p2(dy2|h2)p
3(dy3|h3) . . . p

N (dyN |hN )c(x, γ1
C(y

1), . . . , γN
C (yN )).

Step 4. Now, we can show the main result. We have that:

lim
m→∞

EP,p1τ1

m
,...,pNτN

m [c(ω0, γ
1
C , . . . , γ

N
C )]

= lim
m→∞

∫

c(ω0, γ
1
C(z

1), . . . , γN
C (zN ))

× P (dω0)p
1(dy1|r1)τ

1
m(dz1|y1) . . . pN (dyN |rN )τNm (dzN |yN )

= lim
m→∞

∫

c(ω0, u
1, . . . , uN)

× P (dω0)p
1(dy1|r1)τ

1
m(dz1|y1)γ1

C(du
1|z1) . . . pN (dyN |rN )τNm (dzN |yN )γN

C (duN |zN)

≤

(

lim
m→∞

∫

E

c(ω0, u
1, . . . , uN)P (dω0)p

1(dy1|r1)τ
1
m(dz1|y1)γ1

C(du
1|z1) . . .

pN(dyN |rN )τNm (dzN |yN)γN
C (duN |zN )

)

+M

N
∑

i=1

βi
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=

(∫

E

c(ω0, u
1, . . . , uN)P (dω0)p

1(dy1|h1)γ
1
C(du

1|y1)p2(dy2|h2) . . .

pN(dyN |hN)γN
C (duN |yN )

)

+M

N
∑

i=1

βi

≤

(∫

c(ω0, u
1, . . . , uN )P (dω0)p

1(dy1|h1)γ
1
C(du

1|y1)p2(dy2|h2) . . .

pN(dyN |hN)γN
C (duN |yN )

)

+ 2M

N
∑

i=1

βi

=

∫

c(ω0, γ
1
C(y

1), . . . , γN
C (yN ))P (dω0)p

1(dy1|h1)p
2(dy2|h2) . . . p

N (dyN |hN )

+ 2M

N
∑

i=1

βi

≤

∫

c(ω0, γ
1,∗(y1), . . . , γN,∗(yN ))P (dω0)p

1(dy1|h1)p
2(dy2|h2) . . . p

N (dyN |hN )

+ 2M

N
∑

i=1

ǫi + 2M

N
∑

i=1

βi

= J∗(P, p1, . . . , pN ) + δ + 2M(

N
∑

i=1

ǫi +

N
∑

i=1

βi).

The first several steps follow using Step 2, applying the fact that, if
(z1, u1, y2, z2, u2, . . . , yN , zN , uN) ∈ E, then, given γ1

C , . . . , γ
N
C , each pi = piC on E,

and each piC satisfies A3. Furthermore, the measure of the complement of E is uni-
formly small for every m. We also use a similar argument as to Theorem 3.4 to swap
the continuous policies with γ̄∗ for the final inequality.

Since each ǫi > 0, βi > 0, and δ are arbitrary, and γ1
C , . . . , γ

N
C are not necessarily

optimal policies under p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm , we have that:

lim
m→∞

J∗(P, p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm ) ≤ J∗(P, p1, . . . , pN ).

Applying Lemma 3.1, we know that for every m ∈ Z,

J∗(P, p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm ) ≥ J∗(P, p1, . . . , pN ).

Thus we get limm→∞ J∗(P, p1τ1m, . . . , pNτNm ) = J∗(P, p1, . . . , pN ). This completes
the proof.

4. Discussion and Conclusion. In this paper, we presented results showing
that all discrete-time sequential stochastic control (single-agent or multi-agent) prob-
lems with continuous and bounded cost functions and convex action spaces are ǫ-away
(in optimal cost) from being static reducible.

The static reduction method has been used in many results to show existence of
team-optimal solutions, such as [23], [44], [41], [35]. Furthermore, [36] uses the static
reduction method to develop results showing that finite models can be used to approx-
imate general team problems with arbitrarily small error in cost. Thus, the results
presented here show that these previous existence and approximation results extend
(with arbitrarily small error) to all team problems with continuous and bounded cost
functions and convex action spaces.
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Continuous-time generalizations as well as filtering theoretic applications of our
result will be interesting given the importance of non-degeneracy in facilitating math-
ematical analysis in the theory of non-linear filtering (see [25, 33, 24, 2, 3] for related,
often large-deviations theoretic, studies) in addition to establishing related results
for fully observed or partially observed controlled diffusions (see e.g. [1, Chapter 7]
where challenges involving non-degenerate diffusions and relations with viscosity solu-
tions are emphasized). Related studies, under strong regularity conditions or specific
models, include [13] and [6]).
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