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Abstract

In this paper, we investigate the robust models for A-quantiles with partial information
regarding the loss distribution, where A-quantiles extend the classical quantiles by replacing
the fixed probability level with a probability/loss function A. We find that, under some
assumptions, the robust A-quantiles equal the A-quantiles of the extreme probabilities. This
finding allows us to obtain the robust A-quantiles by applying the results of robust quantiles
in the literature. Our results are applied to uncertainty sets characterized by three different
constraints respectively: moment constraints, probability distance constraints via Wasserstein
metric, and marginal constraints in risk aggregation. We obtain some explicit expressions
for robust A-quantiles by deriving the extreme probabilities for each uncertainty set. Those
results are applied to optimal portfolio selection under model uncertainty.

Key-words: Quantiles; A-quantiles; Distributionally robust optimization; Robust A-

quantiles; Extreme probabilities; Wasserstein distance; Portfolio selection

1 Introduction

To assess the impact of model misspecification and offer a robust quantification of the op-
timization problem, distributionally robust optimization (DRO) has been studied extensively re-
cently and become a fast-growing field. In DRO, some object of interest is assessed over a set of
alternative distributions, where the object can be some risk measures (functionals) or expected
utility and the set of alternative distributions are called the uncertainty set or ambiguity set. Typ-
ically, we are concerned with the worst-case and best-case values of some risk measures over the
uncertainty set, called the robust risk measures, representing the robust quantification of the risk
measures, which is independent of the choice of the distributions lying in the uncertainty set. The
importance of robustness of risk measures has been emphasized in the academic response of Basel
Accord 3.5 in Embrechts et al. (2014), and the robustness of the risk measures has been studied
in e.g., Cont et al. (2010) and He et al. (2024).
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The uncertainty sets are always characterized by some constraints, representing the partially
known information. The moment constraints are popularly used to characterize the uncertainty sets
in the DRO literature. It means some information on the moments of the distributions is known.
Under this type of uncertainty sets, robust-quantiles were studied in Ghaoui et al. (2003), robust
expected shortfall (ES) was considered in Natarajan et al. (2010) and Zhu and Fukushima (2009),
robust convex risk measures were investigated in Li (2018), and robust distortion risk measures
and riskmetrics were considered in Pesenti et al. (2020), Shao and Zhang (2023), Shao and Zhang
(2024), and Cai et al. (2023). One popular probability distance constraint is defined by Wasser-
stein metric, where the Wasserstein distance represents the tolerance of the discrepancy of the
alternative distributions with the baseline distribution; see e.g., Esfahani and Kuhn (2018) and
Blanchet and Murthy (2019). The worst-case values of quantiles, spectral risk measures and dis-
tortion riskmetrics over this uncertainty set were studied in Bernard et al. (2024), Liu et al. (2022)
and Pesenti et al. (2020). The marginal constraint is always imposed on the risk aggregation,
where the marginal distributions are known but the dependence structure is completely unknown.
For this uncertainty set, the robust-quantiles are the main concern in the literature, which is only
solved for some special marginal distributions. The robust-quantiles were derived for marginal
distributions with monotone densities in Wang and Wang (2016), Jakobsons et al. (2016) and
Blanchet et al. (2020). We refer to Puccetti and Riischendorf (2012) and Eckstein et al. (2020)
for numerical studies. The uncertainty sets characterized by the above three constraints will be
explored later.

In this paper, we focus on the A-quantiles, which is an extension of quantiles by replacing
the fixed probability level by a probability/loss function. As one of the most important measures
of risk in quantitative risk management, quantiles have been criticized by two major reasons:
First, it cannot capture the tail risk; Second, it is lack of convexity (or subadditivity), resulting
in penalizing diversification. More detailed discussions on it can be found in, e.g., McNeil et al.
(2015). To overcome some drawbacks of quantiles, A-quantiles was introduced by Frittelli et al.
(2014) as an extension of quantiles. In the recent literature, it shows that A-quantiles possess some
desirable properties. From the definition of A-quantiles, it is able to control the tail probability
of the risk for increasing A functions, which was also tested empirically in Hitaj et al. (2018).
Moreover, as shown in Han et al. (2024), A-quantiles with decreasing A functions satisfy quasi-star-
shapedness, indicating that convex combination with a determinate risk does not increase the risk,
which is a property weaker than quasi-convexity and penalizing the special type of concentration. In
addition, A-quantiles with decreasing A functions also satisfy cash-subadditivity, which is desirable
to measure the risk of the financial position in the presence of stochastic or ambiguous interest
rates; see El Karoui and Ravanelli (2009) and Han et al. (2024). We refer to Burzoni et al. (2017)

for some other properties of A-quantiles such as robustness, elicitability, and consistency.



Typically, the A function is chosen to be either increasing or decreasing, representing the
risk appetite of the decision maker (DM) as shown in Frittelli et al. (2014), and the choice and
estimation of the A function were studied in Hitaj et al. (2018). Recently, an axiomatization of
A-quantiles was offered in Bellini and Peri (2022) and a new expression of A-quantiles with de-
creasing A function was provided in Han et al. (2024). Additionally, Ince et al. (2022) focused on
the risk contribution (sensitivity analysis) of A-quantiles, Balbds et al. (2023) studied the applica-
tions of A-quantiles to reinsurance contracts and premium calculation, Liu (2024) investigated the
risk sharing problem among multiple agents using A-quantiles to represent their preferences, and

Pesenti and Vanduffel (2024) used the scoring function of A-quantiles for elicitability as the cost
function to study the Monge-Kantorovich optimal transport.

In this paper, we aim to establish the robust models for A-quantiles with limited information
on the underlying distribution of loss, where the function A can be either decreasing or increasing.
Despite the prevailing notion in existing literature that most researchers consider the risk in the
worst-case scenario, wherein the DM is extremely ambiguity-averse, empirical studies (see e.g.,

Heath and Tversky (1991) and Kocher et al. (2015)) demonstrate that the DM’s attitude towards
ambiguity is not uniformly negative. In fact, they may exhibit ambiguity-loving tendencies if they
perceive themselves as knowledgeable or competent in the context. Thus, both the worst and best
possible values for A-quantiles over a set of alternative distributions will be considered.

In Section 2, we introduce four different definitions of A-quantiles given by Bellini and Peri
(2022) and summarize some new properties of A-quantiles. In particular, we show the quasi-
star-shapedness for all four A-quantiles with decreasing A functions and show that all those four
A-quantiles are cash-subadditive for decreasing A functions and cash-supadditive for increasing
A functions. Those properties motivate the study and application of A-quantiles with monotone
A functions. Moreover, we offer an alternative expression for one A-quantile with decreasing A
functions as an analog of the expression in Han et al. (2024), which enhances interpretability and
offers convenience for computing robust A-quantiles.

In Section 3, we show that, under some assumption, the robust A-quantiles over a general
uncertainty set is equal to the A-quantile of the extreme probabilities over the same uncertainty
set, which is the main finding of this paper. This is an unexpected result. This fact shows that
the computation of robust A-quantiles can be decomposed as two steps: i) compute the extreme
probabilities; ii) compute the A-quantiles of the obtained extreme probabilities. It means that in
order to compute the robust A-quantiles, it suffices to compute the extreme probabilities, which
can be derived using the results of robust quantiles. The crucial assumption for our results is the
attainability of extreme probabilities. Verifying this property for popular uncertainty sets is not
trivial, and will be discussed in Section 4. Moreover, we construct several counterexamples for

the assumptions of our main results and discuss the existence of the optimal distributions in the



robust A-quantiles. It is worth mentioning that our findings are closely liked to Mao et al. (2024),
where a novel approach, called model aggregation approach, was introduced to evaluate the risk
under model uncertainty for some risk measures including quantiles and ES.

In Section 4, we consider the uncertainty sets characterized by three different constraints
respectively: moment constraints, probability constraints via Wasserstein distance, and marginal
constraints in risk aggregation. We obtain the extreme probabilities for each uncertainty set
replying on the results on robust quantiles over the same uncertainty sets in the literature and
check the attainability of the extreme probabilities for each uncertainty set. Applying our main
results in Section 3, we directly obtain the robust A-quantiles, showing the usefulness of our
findings. Moreover, we apply our results to the portfolio selection problem with model uncertainty,
where the risk of the portfolio is assessed by A-quantiles. In particular, for the uncertainty sets with
marginal constraints in risk aggregation, we show that diversification is penalized for the portfolio
of assets with the same marginal distribution, extending the result for quantiles in Chen et al.
(2022). Some numerical studies have been done to show the values of the robust A-quantiles and

optimal portfolio positions. The paper is concluded in Section 5.

2 Notation and preliminaries

Let X be a set of random variables in a given atomless probability space (€, F,P). Denote
by M the set of cumulative distribution functions (cdfs) of all random variables in X'. For any
law-invariant risk measures, it can be defined on either X or M, which makes no difference for the

understanding. For a distribution F € M, its left quantile at level « € [0, 1] is defined by
¢, (F)=F (o) =inf{zr € R: F(z) > a},

and its right quantile at level « € [0, 1] is given by
gt (F)=F'(a) =inf{z € R: F(z) > a}

with the convention that inf() = co. Note that by the above definition, we have g, (F') = —o0
and ¢, (F) = oco. We refer to e.g., McNeil et al. (2015) for more discussions on the properties and
application of quantiles. We next present four definitions of A-quantiles given in Bellini and Peri

(2022).

Definition 1. For A : R — [0, 1], and an increasing function f : R — [0, 1], the A-quantiles of f



are defined as!

0y (f) =inf{z € R: f(z) > Ax)}, q(f) =inf{z €R: f(z) > A(2)},
0y (f) =sup{z € R: f(z) < A(x)}, 4x(f) =sup{z € R: f(z) < A(2)}, (1)

where inf ) = co and sup ) = —oco by convention.

In Definition 1, agents can choose A as either increasing or decreasing functions. Through-
out this paper, “increasing” (resp. “decreasing”) means non-decreasing (resp. non-increasing).
Without additional assumptions, the four A-quantiles can all differ; see Examples 4 and 5 of
Bellini and Peri (2022). In general, an increasing A implies that the DM only accepts smaller
probability for larger losses. This reflects a relatively more risk-averse attitude. Conversely, a
decreasing A suggests a tendency to tolerate a larger probability as losses increase. This indicates
that the DM is more relatively risk-seeking.

A simple example of A-quantile is the two-level A-quantile presented in Example 7 of Bellini and Peri
(2022), where the A function is defined as A : 2 +— Bl + aly,>.y. In particular, if A is a
constant, then A-quantiles boil down to the quantiles.

A mapping p : X — R is said to satisfy monotonicity if p(X) < p(Y) for all X, Y € X with
X <Y, and satisty cash additivity if p(X +m) = p(X) +m for all X € X and m € R. Tt is well
known that ¢, and ¢ satisfy the both two properties. However, A-quantiles are not cash-additive
in general.

A mapping p : X — R is said to satisfy cash subadditivity (resp. cash supadditivity) if
p(X 4+ m) < p(X)+m (resp. p(X +m) > p(X)+m) for all X € X and m > 0. A mapping p
is said to be quasi-star-shapedness if p(AX + (1 — A\)t) < max{p(X),p(t)} for all X € Xt € R
and A € [0,1]. In the context of capital requirement, cash subadditivity or supadditivity allows a
non-linear increase of the capital requirement as cash is added to the future financial position. Cash-
subadditivity is desirable if the interest rate is stochastic or ambiguous, and it allows the current
reserve and the future risk positions to preserve their own numéraire. Here cash-subadditivity
reflects the time value of money; see El Karoui and Ravanelli (2009) and Han et al. (2024). Quasi-
star-shapedness means that p has quasi-convexity at each constant, representing some consideration
of diversification, which is weaker than quasi-convexity. Its theoretic-decision interpretation is
available at Han et al. (2024).

In Theorem 3.1 of Han et al. (2024), a representation of ¢, is given in terms of quantiles. In
the following proposition, we obtain a similar formula for qj{. For completeness, we also include

the representation for ¢, in the following proposition.

INote that we use the notation f here to distinguish it from F, as f is not necessarily a distribution function.



Proposition 1. If A : R — [0,1] is a decreasing function, then for F € M, we have

¢y (F) = inf {‘JX(I)(F) v I} = sup {‘IX(x) (F) A ‘T} , (2)
and
ar (F) = ig%{QX(x)(F) Vfﬂ} = EEE{QX(I)(F) A x} : (3)

Proof. Note that (2) follows directly from Theorem 3.1 of Han et al. (2024). Next, we show (3).

Note that for # € R and ¢ € [0, 1], F(z) < t implies ¢; (F) > x. Hence, for a decreasing A, we have

gt (F) = g (F) =sup{z € R: F(z) < Az)}
<sup{z € R: qj{(z)(F) > a}

= sup{qj\r(z)(F) Az qj{(m)(F) >} < sug {qj{(m)(F) A 3:} .
fAS]
Moreover, using the fact F(z) >t implies ¢; (F) < x, we have

qi (F) =inf{z € R: F(z) > A(z)}
> inf{z e R: qj{(m)(F) < x}

= inf{qj{(m)(F) Vo qj{(m)(F) <a} > CirelﬂfQ {qj{(m)(F) \Y x} .

Since qj{(z)(F) ANz < qj{(y) (F) Vy for any z,y € R, we have

+ < + < i + < gt
a5 (F) < EEE{QA(I)(F) A UC} < nof {‘JA(I)(F) v 55} < g, (F),
which implies (3). O

In Bellini and Peri (2022), many properties of A-quantiles are discussed such as monotonicity,
locality, and quasi-convexity on distributions. We next summarize some of the properties possessed

by A-quantiles that were not included in Bellini and Peri (2022) in the following proposition.
Proposition 2. The following statements hold.
(i) g5 (F) < Gy (F) and gf (F) < §{(F), and the inequalities become equalities if A is decreasing;

(11) All the four A-quantiles gy , qj{, gy, and (jj{ are cash-subadditive if A is decreasing and cash-

supadditive if A is increasing;
(iii) If A is decreasing, all the four A-quantiles qX,qX, Gy, and cﬁ\' are quasi-star-shaped.

Proof. We first focus on (i). We first show ¢, (F') < ¢, (F). Clearly, if ¢, (F) = —oo, then
F(xz) > A(x) for all x € R. This implies g, (F) = —oo. Hence, ¢, (F) < G, (F) holds. If



dx (F) = 400, the inequality holds trivially. Next, we consider the case zog = ¢, (F) € R. By
the definition, we have F'(z) > A(z) for all © > x¢, which implies ¢, (F) < zo = ¢, (F). We can
similarly show qK(F ) < (jX(F ). The equalities for decreasing A follows directly from Proposition
6 of Bellini and Peri (2022).

Next, we show (ii). Note that for ¢ > 0, ¢, (X + ¢) = gp.(X) + ¢, where A°(t) = A(t + ¢) for
t € R. Moreover, A¢ < A if A is decreasing and A® > A if A is increasing. By Proposition 3 of
Bellini and Peri (2022), we have ¢,.(X) < ¢, (X) if A is decreasing, and ¢,.(X) > ¢, (X) if A is
increasing. Therefore, if A is decreasing, ¢, (X +¢) < ¢, (X)+¢, implying ¢, is cash-subadditive; if
A is increasing, ¢, (X +c¢) > g, (X)+c, implying g, is cash-supadditive. The analogous arguments
can be employed to show the properties for other A-quantiles.

Finally, we consider (iii). By (i), we have ¢, = ¢, . Hence, it follows from Theorem 3.1
of Han et al. (2024) that ¢, and g, are quasi-star-shaped. Similarly, in light of (i), we have
(j[J{(F ) = qj{ (F). Thus it suffices to show that qj{ is quasi-star-shaped. We first show ¢I V x is
quasi-star-shaped for a € [0,1] and © € R. If o = 1, it is trivial. Then we suppose « € [0,1). For
Ae0,1],t € R and X € X, we have

GWEAX+ (1 =Nt) Ve = (A (X)+ (1 —Nt) Ve <max(q) (X)Va,tVa).
Hence, ¢ V z is quasi-star-shaped. In light of Lemma 3.1 of Han et al. (2024) and the expression
(3), we have g{ is quasi-star-shaped. O

Cash supadditivity is the dual property of cash subadditivity. As we can see from (ii) of
Proposition 2, whether a A-quantile satisfies cash subadditivity or cash supadditivity depends on
the direction of monotonicity of the A function. The intermediate property is cash additivity. A
A-quantile with monotone A functions satisfies cash additivity if and only if it is a quantile; see
Proposition 1 of Liu (2024).

Note that ¢, or q;{ with increasing A is in general not quasi-star-shaped even when A is a

continuous function. One can see the following counterexample.

Example 1. For 0 < a < 1/2 < 8 < 1, consider the following continuous and increasing function
Az) = alacayjoy + (B = )z = B/2+30/2) (1 j2<0<s/2) + Bl(azs/2y, = €R.
For t = 7/4, A = 1/8, and a random variable X satisfying P(X = 0) = P(X = 2) = 1/2, we have

P(AX + (1 — M\t = 57/32) = P(AX + (1 — A\)t = 49/32) = 1/2.



Direct computation gives
Gr (X) = 0, gy (AX + (1 - \)t) = 57/32, q5 () = T/4,

which imply gy (AX + (1 — A)t) > max{q, (X), ¢, (t)}. Hence, g, is not quasi-star-shaped. Note

that all the above arguments still hold if we replace ¢, by qj[. Hence, qj{ is not quasi-star-shaped.

3 Robust A-quantiles

In this section, we investigate the worst-case and best-case values of A-quantiles over general
uncertainty sets, which is our primary objective in this paper. For a set of distributions M, we
denote Fy(z) = infpep F(x), € R and Fy(x) = suppeaq F(x), 2 € R. Note that both F,
and thl are increasing functions. Additionally, F'y is right-continuous, whereas F/‘Cl may be not.
Both of them may not be distribution functions. We say that Fy, (resp. F),) is attainable if for
any z € R, there exists F' € M such that F(z) = Fj,(z) (resp. F(z) = F{()). The following

theorem is the main finding of this paper.

Theorem 1. Let M be a set of distributions and A : R — [0,1]. Then we have
(i) suppen da (F) = 4y (Frq) and infreaai (F) = a5 (Fiy);

(ii) suppep da (F) = G5 (Fyy) if Fy, is attainable, and infrepn gy (F) = g5 (Fxy) if Fay is

attainable;

(iii) if A is decreasing, then (i) remains true by replacing Gy by q5 and ¢ by @& and (i) remains

true by replacing cjj{ by qj{ and g, by q, .

Proof. Case (i). We start with the first equality. Note that F, (z) < F(z), = € R for any F' € M.
Hence in light of the monotonicity of A-quantile, we have ¢, (F) < §, (Fy,) for all FF € M. This
implies suppc ag Gp (F) < Gy (Fiy)-

We next show the inverse inequality. Let z = g, (F) ). If 2 = —o00, suppepr Gy (F) =
dx (Fy) = —oc holds obviously. If z = oo, then there exists a sequence of x,, such that x, T oo
and F(z,) < A(xy). For any fixed z,, we could find G € M such that F,(z,) < G(z,) <

A(zy,). This implies suppc g Ga (F) = G5 (G) > z, — o0 as n — oo. Hence, it follows that

suppe g Gy (F) = 4y (Fiy)-

Next, we suppose z € R. If F)y(2) < A(z), there exists G € M such that F,(2) < G(z) <
A(z). Hence, we have suppeag Gy (F) = ¢, (G) > z. If F(2) = A(z), there exists a sequence
yn T 2 such that F';(yn) < A(yy,). For any fixed yy,, there exists a distribution G € M such that
Fo(yn) < G(yn) < A(yn). This means suppc g Gy (F) = G5 (G) = yn. Letting n — oo, we have

suppeaq 4y (F) = 2. We establish the inverse inequality.



We now focus on the second equality. Observe that Fy(z) > F(z), « € R for any F € M. It
follows from the monotonicity of A-quantile that qj{(F/J(/[) < gf (F) for all F € M. Consequently,
ax (Fy) < infrea gy (F).

Let z = qa(F)y). If z = oo, then ¢} (F){;) = infpenr g (F) holds trivially. If z = —oo,
there exists a sequence of z, | —oo such that F);(z,) > A(z,). For any fixed x,, there exists
G € M such that F{(z,) > G(z,) > A(zy). This implies infpep g (F) < g5 (G) < @ — —00
as n — co. Hence, we obtain infrea g3 (F) = qa(F),).

We suppose z € R. If F}{(2) > A(z), there exists G € M such that Fy,(z) > G(z) > A(z),
implying infren gf (F) < qf (G) < 2. If Ff;(2) < A(2), there exists a sequence of y, | z such
that 5 (yn) > A(y,). For fixed y,, there exists G € M such that F{,(y,) = G(yn) > A(yn),
which implies inf e gf (F) < ¢ (G) < yn — 2 as n — co. We establish the inverse inequality.

Case (ii). For the first equality, note that suppe g G5 (F) < i (Fy,) follows from the same
reasoning as in the proof of case (i). We only need to show the inverse inequality.

Denote g3 (Fyy) by 2. If z = —oc, then suppe g i (F) = G, (Fy) = —oc holds obviously. If
z = 00, then there exists a sequence of x,, such that z,, 1 co and Fy(z,) < A(zy,). For any fixed
Ty, using the attainability of F'y,, there exists G € M such that G(x,) = F)(2n) < A(z,). This
implies suppc oq G4 (F) = 3 (G) = xn, — 00 as n — co. Hence, we have suppe v @4 (F) = G5 (Fry)-

Next, we suppose z € R. If Fiy(2) < A(z), there exists G € M such that G(z) = Fy,(2) <
A(z). Hence, we have suppe (i (F) = G{(G) > z. If Fy(2) > A(2), there exists a sequence
yn T 2 such that F (yn) < A(yn). For any fixed y,, there exists a distribution G € M such that
G(yn) = Fyy(yn) < A(yn). This means suppc g dn (F) = 45 (G) > yn. Letting n — oo, we have
Suppeaq Ga (F) = z. We establish the inverse inequality.

The proof of the second equality of (ii) follows the similar argument as that of the second
equality of Case (i) by applying the attainability of F'y,. We omit the details.

Case (iii). If A is decreasing, by (i) of Proposition 2, we have g, (F) = ¢, (F) and ¢} (F) =

g5 (F). The conclusion in (iii) is directly implied by the conclusions in (i)-(ii). O

Theorem 1 shows that finding the robust A-quantiles can be decomposed into two steps: First,
find the supremum or infimum value of probabilities, i.e., F/J(/[ and I, ; Second, compute the A-
quantiles of those extreme probabilities. The second step is indeed trivial and the first step is the
main step, which is a problem in probability theory with a long history; see Makarov (1981) and
Riischendorf (1982) for early results, and see Li (2018), Blanchet et al. (2020) and Pesenti et al.
(2020) for the recent results. Surprisingly, the complexity of the A functions does not significantly
increase any difficulty to compute the robust A-quantiles. This is unexpected! Roughly speaking,
the main message of our results is that if we know the extreme probabilities, applying Theorem
1, we could obtain the robust A-quantiles immediately. This enables us to obtain the robust

A-quantiles with the aid of many results on robust-quantiles in the literature.



Applying Theorem 1, we obtain the following conclusion for robust quantiles, which indicates

the relation between robust-quantiles and extreme probabilities.
Corollary 1. For a € (0,1), we have
(i) suppep da (F) = a5 (Fiyy) and infpe gt (F) = ¢ (F));

(it) suppep ad (F) = qf(Fu,) if Fyy is attainable, and infpenqy (F) = q5 (F)) if Fiy is

attainable.

Note that the conclusion in (iii) of Theorem 1 requires an additional assumption that A is
decreasing. In general, the conclusion in (iii) of Theorem 1 does not hold for other A functions

even for increasing A functions. We can see this from the following example.

Example 2. Let

1/4, z <0
Az)=<¢ (1+2)/4, 0<z<1 ,
1/2, x>1
and M = {Fl,FQ} with
0, <0
0, z<1/2
Fi(z)=14 1/3, 0<x<1 , and Fy(x) =
1, z>1/2
1, r>1
Direct computation gives
0, x<1/2
Fylx)=14 1/3, 1/2<2<1 ,
1, r>1

gy (F1) =0, g (F2) = 1/2 and ¢, (F),) = 1. Hence suppc g gy (F) =1/2 <1 = g, (F),). We can
similarly construct counterexamples for other three A-quantiles in (iii) of Theorem 1 for increasing

A functions.

Note also that it requires the attainability of F, and Fy, in (ii) of Theorem 1. If we
have finite candidates in M, i.e., M = {Fy,...,F,}. Then F,(z) = A\, F;(z) and Fy(z) =
Vi, F;(x), and both Fy, and F), are attainable, where A]_, z; = min(x1,...,2,) and \/|_; 7; =

max(z1,...,2,). Applying Theorem 1, we arrive at the following results.

Corollary 2. Let M ={Fy,...,F,} and A : R — [0,1]. Then we have

(i) suppep dn (F) = a5 (Ni=y F), infrem gy (F) = ax (Vie, Fi), suppep da (F) = a5 (NZ) Fo)
and infrepm gy (F) = g5 (Viz, Fi);
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(i1) if A is decreasing, then suppeaq qx (F) = gy (/\?:1 F)), inf pe qNX(F) = qNX(\/:L:l F;), suppe qI(F)

GX (N, Fy), and inf peaq Gy (F) = G5 (Vi) F).

The property of attainability is crucial in the proof of (ii) of Theorem 1 and it is not redundant

if the candidates in M is infinite. We have the following counterexample.

Example 3. Let

3/4, x<0
Alz)=¢ 1/2, 0<z<1 ,
1/4, x>1
and M = {F,,n > 1} with
0, <0
Fo(r) =14 1/2+1/(2n), 0<z<1
1, z>1
Direct computation gives
0, <0
Folx)=194 1/2, 0<x<1 ,
1, rz>1

Gi(F,) =0, n > 1 and G (Fy,) = 1. Hence, suppecprGa(F) < G4 (Fyrg). We can similarly

construct examples to show that inf pe pq gy (F) > g (Fy) if F){; is not attainable.

The above example shows that if the attainability fails to hold, then (ii) of Theorem 1 may

not be valid. However, we still have the following conclusion:

sup ¢x (F) < Gy (Fy) and inf gy (F) > g (F)f)).
FeM FeM

Hence, both QX(F/\_/I) and g, (FL) are still useful by offering the upper and lower bounds of the
corresponding robust A-quantiles.

Compared to the attainability of Fj(/l, the attainability of F'y; may not be easy to check as it is
difficult to employ the limit argument; see Section 4. Next, we provide an alternative assumption
that is much easier to check if A is decreasing. Let ﬁj\_/l(:v) = infpeap F(x—) for all z € R. We say

ﬁ/\_/l is attainable if for any = € R, there exists F' € M such that F(z—) = ﬁ/\_/l (x).

Proposition 3. Let M be a set of distributions and A : R — [0,1]. If A is decreasing and ﬁj\?l s

continuous and attainable, we have suppc o G4 (F) = G5 (Fy).

Proof. Let F(z) = F(z—) for all z € R. Replacing F by F and F by 13/\] in the proof of (ii)

of Theorem 1 and using the attainability of ﬁj\_/l, we obtain the conclusion that suppc ch (ﬁ ) =

11



(Z{(ﬁj\_/[) Note that for any ¢ > 0, ﬁ/\_/t () < Fy(z) < ﬁj\_/[ (x + ¢€). Hence, by the continuity of
ﬁj\], we have ﬁj\] = Fy. Moreover, as A is decreasing, we have Gi(F) =g} (ﬁ) Combing all the

above conclusions, we have sup pe v G4 (F) = G4 (Fy)- O

Based on Proposition 3, we next discuss the existence of the worst or best distribution for the

robust A-quantiles.

Proposition 4. Let M be a set of distributions and A : R — [0,1]. Then we have the following

conclusion.

(i) If A is decreasing and left-continuous, and ﬁj\] is continuous and attainable, and x =

dr (Frg) € R, then there exists F* € M such that G5 (F*) = suppeaq Ga (F);

(i) If A is right-continuous, F/‘\tl 1s attainable and right-continuous and v = q, (F/tl) € R, then

there exists F* € M such that q, (F*) = infpear gy (F).

Proof. (i) In light of Proposition 3, we have suppc o G4 (F) = G (F)y;) = = € R. By the definition,
we have either F'y;(x) < A(x) or there exists a sequence x,, T = such that F (z,) < A(z,). Note
that Fy = ﬁ/\_/t Hence, Iy, is continuous. For the second case, using the continuity of I, and
the left-continuity of A, letting n — oo, we have F (z) < A(z). As F is attainable, there exists
F* € M such that F*(z) = Fy,(z) = Fy,(z) with F*(z) = F*(z—). This implies F*(z) < A(z).
Hence, (jj{(ﬁ*) > @ = supperGi (F). Note that the decrease of A implies g (F*) = cjj{(ﬁ*)
Hence, we have G (F*) = suppe aq Go (F), which implies i (F*) = suppe aq 1 (F).

(ii) First, it follows from Theorem 1 that infreaq gy (F) = gy (F)) = # € R. By definition,
we have either F'{;(z) > A(z) or there exists a sequence of x,, | = such that Fy{,(z,) > A(zy,).
For the second case, it follows from the right-continuity of F){; and A that F){;(z) > A(z). The
attainability of F, implies there exists F* € M such that F*(z) = F){;(z) > A(z). This implies

gy (F*) < z = infpepm gy (F'). Hence, we have g, (F*) = inf peaq g (F). O

Note that for other A-quantiles, the best or worst case of distribution may not exist, even for
the case when A = «. For instance, for the uncertainty set characterized by moment constraints,
the optimal distributions for suppc g gs (F) and infrepq gf (F) do not exist; see e.g., Corollary
4.1 of Bernard et al. (2024).

Finally, we offer alternative expressions of robust A-quantiles using (2) and (3) when A is
decreasing. The expressions can sometimes facilitate the calculation of robust A-quantiles more

conveniently; see Sections 4.1 and 4.2 for details.

Proposition 5. If A is decreasing, then we have the following representations.

{ SUPpe g dp = SUPgcRr QXI /\_/1 2}, and inf pe qp = inf,er a2\ L' M Zy;
(i) (F) {4 (Fxg) A}, and infpen af (F) = infucr (g}, (Fi) V 2}
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(ii) suppe qx (F) = supzeR{qx(z)(F/\_/[)/\x} if Fiyy is attainable, and infpe p gy (F) = infzeR{qX(x)(Fj\tl)\/

x} if Y, is attainable.

Proof. The results directly follow from Theorem 1, and Equations (2)-(3). However, we will present
an alternative proof to demonstrate the connection between robust A-quantiles and quantiles. We

take the first one as an example. If A is decreasing, by (2), we have

sup g, (F) = sup {sup{qx(w)(F) /\x}}
FeM FeM (zeR

=supq sup Gy (F)Az }zsup{{sup N F}/\x}
mER{FGM{ A )( ) } ver | Lrem M )( )

It follows from Corollary 1 that suppcay qg(z)(F ) = q[:(z)(F/\j[) for any € R. Hence, we have

suppea 0 (F) = subsen { a3y (Fi) A2} 0

4 Specific uncertainty sets

In this section, our attention is directed towards the uncertainty sets characterized by three dis-
tinct and widely used constraints: (a) moment constraints, (b) probability constraints via Wasser-
stein distance; and (c¢) marginal constraints in risk aggregation. Furthermore, our results are
applied to the portfolio selection problem. Utilizing Theorem 1, we can clearly see that the robust
A-quantiles can be derived based on the expressions of robust quantiles. Denote by M, the set
of all cdfs on R with finite p-th moment and M, (R™) the set of all cdfs on R" with finite p-th

moment in each component.

4.1 Moment constraints

We first consider the case with only information on the moments of FF € M. For p > 1,m € R,

and v > 0, let

Myp(m,v) = {F eEM,: /01 F~Y(t)dt = m, /01 |F~(t) — m|Pdt < vl’} . (4)

Note that M (m, v) imposes the constraints on the mean and the p-th central moment. The worst-
case and best-case values of some risk measures over M, (m,v), especially for p = 2, have been
extensively studied in the literature; see e.g., Ghaoui et al. (2003), Zhu and Fukushima (2009),
Chen et al. (2011), Li (2018), Pesenti et al. (2020), Shao and Zhang (2023), Shao and Zhang
(2024), Cai et al. (2023) and the references therein.

For any increasing function g : (0,1) — R, define g7 '(z) = inf{t € (0,1) : g(t) > =} with the
convention that inf() = 1. In the following results, we derive the extreme probabilities over the

moment uncertainty sets, i.e., F' and F/J(/[

My (m,v) p(m,v)’

13



Proposition 6. Forp>1,m € R and v > 0, we have

(@) = 5N @), Bl (@) = ui' (@), z €R, (5)
where, for a € (0,1),

(o) =m+va(a’(1—a)+ (1 —a)’a) 7, ula) =m —v(l—a) (a”(1—a) + (1 —a)a) /"

In particular, for p =2, we have

2 2

(x —m) v
and F/tb(mW) (x) =

FXAz(m,v) (.I) = 7’02 n (:E — m)2 ]l{mZm}’ )2 ]l{mgm} + ﬂ{m>m}

2+ (m—x

Moreover, both 13;4 and F

M, (myp) OT€ continuous and attainable.

P (m,v)

Proof. By Corollary 1 of Pesenti et al. (2020), for « € (0,1),p > 1,m € R and v > 0, we have

sup g, (F)=m+va (ap(l—a)—l—(l—a)pa)*l/p =(a).
FeM,y,(m,v)

Moreover, in light of (i) of Corollary 1, we have Suppe v, (m,0) 4 () = ¢5 (F)y, ). Hence,

My (m,v)
q, (FXAP(m,v)) =I(a) for a € (0,1). Note that F/\j(p(m,v)(') is right-continuous. Hence, Fiy ., () =

lfrl(:t) for © € R. One can easily check that [ is strictly increasing and continuous over (0,1). Thus

we have that F', ) is continuous over R, which further 1mphes My (m0) is continuous over R.

p(m,v

Again, by Corollary 1 of Pesenti et al. (2020), we have

; — P [ V5
FE./\ilI;f(,m,v) ¢(F)=m—2v(l —a)(a?(1—a)+ (1 —a)fa) = u(a).

Moreover, it follows from (i) of Corollary 1, we have inf g aq, (m,v) gt (F) = ¢t (F ). Com-

My (m,v)
bining the above two equations, we have q;‘(Fj\rAP(m v)) = u(w) for @ € (0,1). Note that u(«)
is strictly increasing and continuous over (0,1). Hence, FLP(W ) (z) = ui'(z) for + € R and

+
FMp(m,v)
For a € (0,1) and p = 2, we have l[(a) = m + v\/a/(1 —a) and u(a) = m — v /(1 — a)/a.

We obtain the desired results by computing ljrl and ujrl.

and F+

is continuous.

Next, we show the attainability of 13/\_/1 For any x € R, there exists

p(m,v) Mp(m,v)°
Fi, € Mp(m,v) such that limy_, o Fi(z—) = ﬁ_ (a:) By Chebyshev’s inequality, we have
supgsq (1 — Fr(2)) < T ‘ for z > p and supy>, Fk( ) S P ‘ for z < p. Hence, {Fy, k > 1} is

tight. It follows from Theorem 25.10 of Billingsley (1995)) that there exist a subsequence {Fy,, | >
1} and a distribution F' such that Fj, — F weakly as [ — oco. This implies F,C_L (t) — F~1(t) over
(0,1) a.e

14



Next, we show F' € Mp(m,v). By Fatou’s lemma, we have
1 1 1
/ |F~1(t) —m|Pdt = / liminf |F ' (t) — m|Pdt < liminf/ |F () — mPdE < oP.
0 g [l—oo ! =00 Jo l
Using the fact sup;, fol |Fk_l1(t)|pdt < (v + |m]|)P, we have for y > 0

/ B wlde< [ F Oy Pt < (0 4 m]Pyt .
{t1F (1>} {t:|F  (D]>y}
which implies lim, o sup;>, f{t:\F,;ll(t)|>y} |Fk—ll(t)|dt = 0. It means that {Fk—lljl > 1} is uniformly
integrable. Hence, we have fol F=1(t)dt = lim;_, o fol F,C_Ll(t)dt = m. Consequently, F' € M, (m,v).
Note that there exists a sequence ¢, | 0 as n — oo such that F is continuous at all
x — &,. Using the weak convergence of Fy, to F, we have F(x —¢,) = lim_ o Fj, (x — &,) <
lim; o0 Fi, (2—) = F\A_/lp(m)v)(x). Letting n — oo, we have F(z—) < ﬁ/\_/lp(m,v) (x), which implies
F(z—) = FA_AP(m_’U)(x). Therefore, we conclude that Fy ) is attainable.
For any = € R, there exists a sequence Fj, € M, (m, v) such that limy_,o Fj(x) = Fj(/l (m U)(x).

Similarly as in the proof of the attainability of ﬁx/l )7 there exist a subsequence {Fy,, | > 1}

p(m
and F' € M,(m,v) such that Fj, — F weakly as | — co. Moreover, we could find &, | 0 such
that F' is continuous at all  + ¢,. Using the fact that Fj, — F weakly as | — oo, we have
F(z +ep) = lmy oo Fiy (2 + £,) = limy o0 Fy, (2) = FY) (m_v)(x). Letting n — oo, we obtain

F(z) > FLP(m U)(x), which implies F(x) = FLP(m U)(x). Hence, FLP(m » is attainable. O
Combing Theorem 1, Propositions 3 and 6, we immediately arrive at the following result.

and F be given by (5) and A : R — [0,1]. Then we have

Theorem 2. Let FA_/tp(m,v) M, (mo)

(Z) SupFeMP(m,v) (jX (F) = (jX (F./\_/lp(m,'u)); ianEMp(m,v) q;\i_ (F) - q?\_ (F./—\i_/[p(mm)); ianEMp(m,'u) QX (F) =

—(t .
95 (Fit, (m,))7
(ii) If A is decreasing, then (i) remains true by replacing Gy by qy, i by G and qy by Gy ;

Moreover, suppe m, (m.v) Ga (F) = SUppe p, (m,v) 44 (F) = QX(F,QP(WU))-

For the case p = 2, we obtain the explicit formulas for F',, and thlz (m)* For general

2(m,v)

case p # 2, the values of F/\_/l(p,m,v> and F/'\tl(p’ can be computed numerically using (5). For the

m,v)
particular case that A is decreasing, it is more convenient to compute the robust A-quantiles using

the expressions in Proposition 5 since we do not need to compute the inverse functions [ and u to

and F

obtain F' M, (o)

Mp(mxv)
In the following example, we compare the results for normal, exponential and uniform distri-

butions with the worst or best values of ¢, , qj[, G, and (jj{, respectively.
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Example 4. Let p =2, m =v =1, and Ay g;2) : v+ al .y + Bl;>.y. Using Theorem 2 and
Proposition 5 , the numerical results of robust A-quantiles are displayed in Tables 1 and 2 for two

different A functions.

Table 1: Robust A-quantiles for an increasing A with M = Ma(m,v)

A (0.8,0.95:2) N qx N ax
N(1,1) 1.84 184 264 2.64
exp(1) 1.61 1.61 298 298

Ull—+3,14++3] | 257 257 257 257
Best case 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.51
Worst case 5.36 5.36 5.36 5.36

Table 2: Robust A-quantiles for a decreasing A with M = Ma(m,v)

A(0.95,0.8:2) qn i dx ax
N(1,1) 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
exp(1) 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00

Ull—+3,14++3] | 205 205 205 2.05
Best case 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Worst case 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00

For an increasing A, it can be observed from Table 1 that g is strictly smaller than ¢, , and
qj{ is strictly smaller than (jj{. This verifies the conclusion in (i) of Proposition 2. Note that the
bold numbers in Table 1 may not be the true best-case or worst-case values; instead, they represent
the lower bounds of the worst-case values or the upper bounds of the best-case values, respectively.
Moreover, we observe that ¢, , (jj{, and the worst-case A-quantiles in Table 1 are consistently larger
than those in Table 2. This shows that A-quantiles with an increasing A tend to penalize more on

scenarios with significant capital losses.

Our results in Theorem 2 can be applied to the robust portfolio selection. Let X = (X3, ..., X,,) €
X" represent the loss or negative return for n different assets. The set of all possible portfolio
positions are denoted by A,, = {w = (w1, ...,w,) € [0,1]": > | w; = 1}. Note that here short-
selling is not allowed. For w € A,,, the risk of the portfolio w' X is evaluated by p (Fy,x), where
p is some risk measure. Suppose we know the mean and the upper bound of the covariance matrix

of X. Then the uncertainty set of the portfolio is given by
Mao(w, 1, X)) = {Fyrx € M2 : E[X] = p,Cov(X) < X}, (6)

where ¥ is a semidefinite symmetric matrix and for a semidefinite symmetric matrix B, B =
Y means ¥ — B is positive semidefinite. It follows from the result of Popescu (2007) that
Mo(w, p,2) = Mo(w' p, vVw ' Xw). The optimal portfolio selection with known mean and upper
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bound of covariance matrix is formulated as below

min sup p(F).

WEAL FeMy(w,p,Y)
We refer to Pflug and Pohl (2018) for an overview of the portfolio selection with model uncer-
tainty. Note that return of the portfolio can also be considered as a constraint in the above
optimization problem. For instance, we can impose the constraint Y . w;u; < ¢ for some
¢ < 0 on the above optimization problem, requiring that the expected return of the portfolio
is larger than —c. Then the optimization problem becomes minwea; SUPpept, (w,p,x) P (F) with
AL ={w e A, :>"  wiu; <c}, which does not change the nature of the problem. To simplify

the problem, we here consider the portfolio selection problem with ¢ > max]' ; u;.
Proposition 7. Let Ma(w,u,X) be given in (6) and A : R — [0,1]. For p = G5 with decreasing
A or p =g, , we have

~ 1= 1 (5 )
o e P = i o (P e (M)

where
- (z —w'p)?
= 1 .
Mz(w,u,Z)(x) (WISw + (1 — w! p)?) {z>wTpu}

Moreover, the optimal portfolio positions are given by the minimizer of the right-hand side of (7).

Proof. According to the general projection property in Popescu (2007), the two sets May(w, u, %)
and Ma(w ' p, Vw T Xw) are identical. By Theorem 2, we obtain

F) = (F— )
FeMil(le&)umE)p() P\ v TS

which further implies

i F) = min p(F ).
SR et sy ") IR Fatewr s

We complete the proof. O

Example 5. We consider the case of n = 2. Let p = 2 and A, ;) : 7 = ol + Bl

Assume that p; = (0.5,1)", gy = (5,6) ", and the covariance matrices are given by

1 05 1 —-05
21 = s and 22 = . (8)
05 1 -05 1
Here, we consider only the worst case of Gy, as SUPpe i, () I (F) = 4y (F/\_/lp(m U)) holds for

both increasing and decreasing A.
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Figures 1 and 2 demonstrate the worst-case values of the portfolio as w; varies, showing that

the optimal portfolio positions under the A-quantile criterion can differ from those under the VaR

criterion. Additionally, for an increasing A in Figure 1, when the mean of the portfolio is relatively

small, the DM uses the small probability level of 0.8 to determine the portfolio positions; when

the mean of the portfolio is relatively large, a larger probability level of 0.95 is used. But if A is

a decreasing function in Figure 2, this situation is reversed. This phenomenon is due to the fact

that an increasing A may penalize large losses, while a decreasing A suggests that the DM accepts

a smaller probability for larger potential losses, indicating a relative preference for risk. Moreover,

when two assets are positively correlated, the worst-case values are higher compared to the case

with negatively correlated assets, as negative correlation results in hedging effect.

61
5 Mo(w, i, 2n) 107 Ma(w, piz, 21)
95
4 ol
3¢ 8.5 RN
2 . 8k . - N
0 02 04 06 08 1 0 02 04 06 08 1

Y =—

0.2

04 4, 06 08 1

Figure 1: The worst-case values of ¢, and ¢, in w; with A(a, 3;2) = A(0.8,0.95;3) (blue solid

line) and A = 0.9 (black dashed line)

Mo(w, pig, 1)

—_—— —— — -

51 Mo (w, p1, 1)
4 8
~ -~
—~ — —_ *_— - — —
3 . 7
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 0
IN

0.2
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Mo(w, g, B2)

Figure 2: The worst-case values of ¢, and ¢, in w; with A(a, 3;2) = A(0.95,0.8;6) (blue solid

line) and A = 0.9 (black dashed line)
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4.2 Probability constraints via Wasserstein distance

The Wasserstein metric is a popular notion used in mass transportation and distributionally
robust optimization; see e.g., Esfahani and Kuhn (2018) and Blanchet and Murthy (2019). In the
one-dimensional setting, the Wasserstein metric has an explicit formula. For p > 1 and F,G € M,,

the p-Wasserstein distance between F' and G is defined as

W, (F,G) = (/01 1P ) — G () du)l/p. )

For € > 0, the uncertainty set of an e-Wasserstein ball around a baseline distribution G € M,, is
given by
My(G,e) ={F € My, : W,(F,G) < ¢}, (10)

where the parameter e represents the magnitude of uncertainty. Let x; = max(z,0). In the

following result, we will give the expressions of F (G.e) and F/J(/[ (Ge)’

Proposition 8. Fore > 0,p > 1 and G € M,,, we have

Frao@ =11 @), Ffy qo@) =uit(2), z€R, (11)

where for a € (0,1), l(a) is the unique solution of the following equation

1
[ @ -a©), a=e

and u(«) is the unique solution of the following equation
/0 (¢ (G) — u(a))zjr dt = &P

Moreover, both 13/\_/[?(0)8) and FLP(G)E) are continuous and attainable.

Proof. By (iii) of Proposition 4 of Liu et al. (2022), we have for o € (0, 1), Suppe s, () 4o (F) =

I(«) is the unique solution of the following equation

/ () — q;(G))Ijr dt = &P,

By (i) of Corollary 1, we have suppeaq, (c,e) 4o (F) = 4o (F/\*/[p(Gﬁs)) =l(a). For 0 < an < ag <1,

it follows that f; (l(en) — qt_(G))i dt < eP. This implies I(ag) > I(a1). Hence, [ is strictly

increasing over (0, 1), which implies FA_/lp(G)a)(x) =1;"(z) for z € R and F4, (G, 18 continuous.
Next, we show the second statement. Note that infpeaq, (G ) gt (F) = — SUD pe i, (@ e) q1_o(F) =

u(a), where 671(t) = -G 1(1—1t), t €(0,1). Using the above conclusion, we have —u(«a) is the
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unique solution of

1
/1 (—ula) + ai_(G))". dt = <7,

—Q

Hence, u(e) is the unique solution of

/Oa (¢ (G) — u(oz))i dt = €P.

It follows from (i) of Corollary 1 that q;r(Fj(AP(G o) = infream, (G, qF (F) = u(a). Moreover, for
a1 < g, it follows that [ (¢, (G) — u(al))i dt > &P, which implies u(az) > u(ay). Hence, u is
strictly increasing on (0, 1). Consequently, we have FLP(G@ (z) =ui'(z), v € R and FLP(G)E) is
continuous.

Next, we show the attainability of ﬁ@p(c o) and FJJ\FAP(G o) For any x € R, there exists a

sequence Fy, € M, (G, ¢) such that limy_,o Fj(x—) = ﬁ/\_/tp(G 9 (x). Tt follows that

/ B 0Pt < (W50, G) + W (B, G < (Wiy(60,G) +<)
0

where J, is the distribution with probability mass 1 on . By Chebyshev’s inequality, we have

supys; (1 — Fr(z)) < (WT'(&;’# for z > 0 and sup;>; Fi(z) < W

for x < 0. Hence,
{Fk, k > 1} is tight. By Theorem 25.10 of Billingsley (1995)) that there exist a subsequence
{Fk,, | > 1} and a distribution F' such that Fj, — F weakly as | — oo, which implies Fk_ll(t) —

F~1(t) over (0,1) a.s.. It follows from Fatou’s lemma that

1 1 1
/ |F=1(t) -G (t)|pde :/ liminf |F ' (t) — G~1(t)[Pdt < 1iminf/ |F () =G [Pdt < eP.
0 0 l—oo l l—o0 0 l

Hence, F € M,(G,¢). Using the same argument as in the proof of Proposition 6, we obtain
F(z—) = F/\_/tp(G,a) (x). Hence, F/\_/tp(G,a) is attainable. Using the similar argument, we can show

that FLP(G@ is attainable. The details are omitted. O

Following Theorem 1, Proposition 3, and Proposition 8, we immediately obtain the following

conclusion.

Theorem 3. Fore > 0,p > 1, G€ M,, and A : R — [0,1], let FX/IP(G o and FJJ\FAP(G o be given
by (11). Then we have

(i) SUPpep, .oy dn (F) = Gx (Frq (c.o))i M rert, o) 4x (F) = @} (Fiy (6.0)): infreat, c.e) 4x (F)

N (F/-\t[p(c,a));

(ii) If A is decreasing, then (i) remains true by replacing Gy by qx, g5 by G5 and g5 by 4y ;

Moreover, suppey,(a e qx(F) = SUP e M, (Ge) qi (F) = QX(F/QP(G,E))-
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In the following example, we consider the uncertainty set M,(G,e) with G being normal,

exponential and uniform distributions. Note that F' () and F/J(/[ can be computed nu-
P 3

P(mvv)
merically using (11). For decreasing A, it is more convenient to calculate the best-case and worst
case of A -quantiles using the expressions in Proposition 5 as we do not need to compute the inverse

functions of [ and u.

Example 6. Let p =1, = 0.1 and Ay gy : ¢ — alz.y + Bly,>.y. Applying the results in
Theorem 3 and Proposition 5, we obtain the robust A-quantiles numerically, which are displayed
in Tables 3 and 4. Again, the bold numbers in Table 3 represent the upper bounds for the best
values and the lower bounds for the worst values.

We observe that the four A-quantiles in this example are all the same. Also, similar to
Example 4, worst-case values of ¢, with an increasing A are larger than those with a decreasing A.
This indicates that ¢, with increasing A functions are more conservative under this uncertainty

set.

Table 3: Robust A-quantiles for an increasing A with M = M,,(G,¢)

A(0.8,0.95:2)/best-case | g, qx dx ax
N(1,1) 1.90 1.90 1.90 1.90
exp(1) 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Ul — 3,1+ 3] 1.89 1.89 1.89 1.89
A.8,0.95:2)/worst-case | gy a5 N ax
N(1,1) 5.06 5.06 506 5.06
~ exp(1) 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00
Ul — /3,14 /3] 4.65 4.65 4.65 4.65

Table 4: Robust A-quantiles for a decreasing A with M = M, (G, ¢)

A.os5,0.82) /best-case | ¢y qx @y )
N(1,1) 1.06 1.06 1.06 1.06
exp(1) 2.11 211 211 211

Ul — /3,14 /3] 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65

A.os,0.82) /worst-case | ¢y qx 4y dx
N(1,1) 2.90 290 290 2.90
exp(1) 3.11 311 3.11 3.11

Ul — /3,14 /3] 2.88 288 288 288

We next focus on the portfolio selection problem. For p > 1 and a > 1, the p-Wasserstein

metric on R"™ between F,G € M, (R") is defined as

n _ . _ P 1/p
W RO = inr (E[IX - Y)Y,

where Fx is the cdf of X, and || - ||, is the L* norm on R™. If n = 1, then W¢ is W, in (9)
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where the infimum is attained by comonotonicity via the Fréchet-Hoeffing inequality. Define the

Wasserstein uncertainty set for a benchmark distribution G € M,(R") as
M (Gre) = {F e M, (R") : W} (F,G) <¢}, € >0.
The univariate uncertainty set for the cdf of w' X is denoted by
Mu,ap(Gye) = {Fyrx : Fx € M} (G,e)}, G MyR?).
We next solve the following robust portfolio selection problem

min sup p(F). (12)
WEAR FEMu,a,p(C€)

Lemma 1 (Theorem 5 of Mao et al. (2024)). Fore > 0,a > 1 and p > 1, random vector X with
Fx € M, (R") and w € R™, we have

Mw,a,p (FX, E) = M;D (FWTX7 EHW”b) )

where b satisfies 1/a+ 1/b = 1.
Based on Lemma 1, the optimization problems (12) can be solved using Theorem 3.

Proposition 9. Suppose that e >0, p > 1, a > 1, a random vector X satisfying Fx € M, (R™)
and A : R — [0,1]. For p= G} with decreasing A or p = Gy , we have

min sup p(F)= min p (F

(13)
wEA, FEMuy a,p(Ge) weA, Mp(Fwa75“W|a/(a1))> )

where F~
MP (Fwa75”w”a/(a71))

following equation

() = ui'(x), = € R with u(a) being the unique solution of the

/ (u(@) = Fty())". ds = (e Wllaj@1)?s @€ (0,1).

Moreover, the optimal portfolio positions are given by the minimizer of the right-hand side of (13).

Proof. Using Theorem 3 and Lemma 1, we obtain the results immediately. O

Example 7. Let the benchmark distribution Fy = t(7, u;,%;) (¢ = 1,2), and denote by F, =

t(7,0,1). Then for z € R, we have F (z) = u3 ' (z) with u(a) being the unique

P(Fwa7€”w”a/(a—l))
solution of the following equation

1
p
[ (ute) =T = VTS E(9) ds = (el
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We consider the case of n = 2. Let p=1,a =2, =0.1,7 =3 and A, 5,;) : o+ alpezy +
Bl{z>zy. We assume that p; = (0.5, )T, my = (3,4)7, and the covariance matrices are given by
(8).

Figures 3 and 4 show the worst-case values of the portfolio varying in w;. The optimal
portfolio positions under the AVaR criterion can be different from those under the VaR criterion.
In Figure 3, with an increasing A, when the mean of the benchmark distribution is relatively small,
the DM uses the small probability level of 0.8 to determine the portfolio positions; when the mean
of the portfolio is relatively large, a larger probability level of 0.95 is used. But in Figure 4, where A
is a decreasing function, this situation is reversed. Additionally, the optimal portfolio positions are
higher when the covariance matrix of the benchmark distribution is positively correlated compared

to the case with negatively correlated assets. All these phenomena can be explained similarly to

Example 5.
5 § 10
~ Fo = t(r, 111, 1) F():t(T,/J/Q,El)
45 ~& 4 9t
~ -
- -
4 —— % — 8 k.
~ ~
35 - ™
—_—— e ———
3t ‘ ‘ ‘ 6 ‘ ‘ | ‘ |
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
5 -
N Fy :t(T;m’Ez)/
N
4 ~ _ -
~ -
~ >
~ -
3 — % — —
2 I ] T I J
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

Figure 3: The worst-case values of ¢, and ¢, in w;
line) and A = 0.9 (black dashed line)
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Figure 4: The worst-case values of ¢, and ¢, in w; with A(a, 3;2) = A(0.95,0.8;6) (blue solid
line) and A = 0.9 (black dashed line)
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4.3 Marginal constraints in risk aggregation

For a loss vector (X1,...,X,,), suppose that the marginal distribution X; ~ F; is known but
the dependence structure is completely unknown. This assumption is motivated from the context
where data from different correlated products are separately collected and thus no dependence
information is available; see Embrechts et al. (2013) and Embrechts et al. (2015). All the possible

distributions of the total loss X7 + - - - + X, are characterized by the aggregation set as below
Dn(F) :{CdfOle-‘r"-—l—XnZXiNFi,izl,...,’rL},

where F = (Fy,..., F,) € M™. The worst-case and best-case values of p over this uncertainty set

are given by
p(F) =sup{p(G) : G € D, (F)}, and p(F)=inf{p(G):G € D,(F)}.

The worst-case value of quantiles over the aggregation set has been studied extensively in the
literature. It is well known that worst-case value of quantiles in risk aggregation generally does not
admit any analytical formula. Typically, the results in the literature either offer explicit expressions
for some special type of marginal distributions or provide some upper bounds for the general
marginal distributions. We refer to Embrechts et al. (2006) for bounds, and Wang and Wang
(2016), Jakobsons et al. (2016) and Blanchet et al. (2020) for the analytical expressions.

Let Mp (resp. M) denote the set of all distributions with decreasing (resp. increasing)
densities. The expressions of the extreme probabilities over uncertainty set D, (F) are displayed

in the following proposition.

Proposition 10. For F € M} UMY, we have
Fp (F)( x) =1- Hp(x), Fj (F)( z) = Hy(-x), = € R, (14)

where

T—r4+r;
HF( :reglf(x){zx—r/ (1-F ())dy}

with v = (r1,...,m), 7 = Yoo ri and O, = {(r1,...,m,) € R* : Y7 r; < z}, and F =
(Fi,...,Fy) with Fi(z) =1 — F;(—z), € R. Moreover, both 135"(17) and an(F) are continuous

and attainable.

Proof. In light of Theorems 2 and 4 of Blanchet et al. (2020), we have

sup ¢ (F)=Hg'(1-a), a€(0,1). (15)
FeD,(F)
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Note that F € M’} U M7 implies F7 ... F; ! are continuous over (0,1). Hence, by Lemma 4.5
of Bernard et al. (2014), we have

sup g, (F)= sup ¢l (F), a€(0,1). (16)
FE'Dn(F) FEDH(F)

Moreover, in light of (i) of Corollary 1, we have suppep, (r) 4o (F) = ¢o (FD_n(F)) for a € (0,1).
Consequently, g, (FEH(F)) = Hz'(1—-a), a€(0,1). As it is stated in the proof of Theorem 4 of
Blanchet et al. (2020), Hg(z) is continuous over R and strictly decreasing over (—oo, Y1, g1 * (F}))
and is equal to 0 on [Y1, ¢; ' (F}),00). Hence, we have Do (F) () =1— Hp(z), z €R.

By (i) of Corollary 1, we have infpcp, (ryqd (F) = q;r(an(F)) for a € (0,1). Direct
computation gives infpep, (ry ¢t (F) = —SUPpep, (F) d1—a(F), Where F = (F4,...,F,) with
F(z) = limy, 1 — F(-x), * € R. Note that F € M% U M?%. Hence, using (15) and (16),

we have

G FL ) =~ s qia(F)=— swp i o(F) = —Hz'(a), a € (0,1).
FeD,(F) FeDn(F)
Note that Hg(z) is strictly decreasing and continuous over (—oo, > i, g7 '(F;)) and is equal to 0
on Y27, ¢, '(F), 00). Hence, we have an(F)(x) = Hg(—x), v € R,

Next, we show the attainability of ﬁEH(F) and an(F). For any = € R, there exists a sequence
of F, € D, (F),k > 1 such that limg_,o Fx(xz—) = FEH(F) (). For each F}, there exists a copula
C, such that the joint distribution of (X1,...,X,) is Cyx(Fi1,..., F,) and X1 + -+ X,, ~ Fy.. Tt
follows from Theorem 25.10 of Billingsley (1995) that we could find a subsequence {Cf, ,m > 1}
and a copula C such that C;, — C weakly as m — oo, which implies Fj, — F weakly as
m — oo, where (X1,...,X,) ~C(Fy,...,F,) and X1 +---4+ X, ~ F. Hence, we have F € D,,(F).
Note that there exists a sequence of y; T x such that F' is continuous at all y;. Hence, we have

F(y) = limy,—e0 Fr,, (y1) < liminf,, o Fy,, (x—) = P

D (F) (x). Letting I — oo, it follows that

~

F(z—) < Fp ) (x), implying the attainability of ﬁgn(F). We can similarly show the attainability

of an(F). O

Note that the expressions of the extreme probabilities in Proposition 14 are essentially the
dual bounds in Theorem 4.17 of Riischendorf (2013). In light of Theorem 1, Propositions 3 and

10, we obtain the following result.

and FT

Theorem 4. For F € M} UMY} and A : R — [0,1], let Ff, D (F)

F) be given by (14).

Then we have
(1) suppep, 7y dx (F) = Gy (Fp, ()i infrep, x) qy (F) = ‘JX(an(F))f infrep, @) 4y (F) =

N (an(p));
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(ii) If A is decreasing, then (i) remains true by replacing Gy by qx, g5 by G5 and g5 by 4y ;

Moreover, suppep, (¢ dx (F) = subpep, vy 43 (F) = QX(FEH(F))'

In what follows, we consider the portfolio selection problem, i.e., to choose a optimal portfolio

position w € A,, such that
R,(w)=p (Z wiXi>
i=1

is minimized, where p is a risk measure and (X7i,...,X,,) represents the negative returns of n
different assets. Here we suppose X1, ..., X,, have the identical distribution F' as we aim to check
whether diversification can reduce the risk.

Recall that a doubly stochastic matrix is a square matrix with nonnegative entries and the
sum of each column/row is equal to 1. Let Q, denote the set of all n x n doubly stochastic
matrices. For two portfolio positions w,~y € A,,, we can say that ~ is more diversified than w,
denoted by v < w, if v = Aw for some A € Q,,. Note that this binary relationship is also called the
majorization order; see e.g., Marshall (2011). Here, we suppose the marginal distribution X; ~ F
is known but the dependence structure is completely unknown. Hence, we consider the worst-case

scenario. That is to find the optimal portfolio position w € A,, such that

Rp(w) :sup{p (Zwﬂ@-) :Yy,....Y, NF}.
i=1

is minimized. Note that in the above setup, we only minimize the risk but do not consider the
return of the portfolio. That is because the expected return of the portfolio is a constant and any

constraint on the expected return makes no real sense.

Proposition 11. Suppose p = ch with decreasing A or p = ¢y, and (X1,...,X,) has identical
marginal distributions F € MpUM;. If vy < w , then R,(v) > R,(w).

Proof. Write v = (y1,...,7,) and w = (w1, ...,w,). Take X ~ F, and let F and G be the tuples

of marginal distributions of (v1X,...,v,X) and (un X, ..., w,X), respectively. It follows that

Ro(v)=p(F) and F,(w)=p(G).

Using v < w, there exists A € Q, such that (F,',...,F;') = A(G]',...,G,,'), denoted by
F = A ® G. By Theorem 3 of Chen et al. (2022), for a € (0, 1), we have

sup ¢, (G) < sup g, (G) = sup ¢, (G)
GeD,(G) GeD,(ARG) GeD, (F)
for aw € (0,1). Hence, it follows from (i) of Corollary 1 that g, (FEH(G)) < q (FEH(F)) for a €

(0,1). Using the fact that both F

D (F) and FEH(G) are right-continuous for o € (0, 1), we have
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D (F) (x) > FD_H(G)(x) for all x € R. By the monotonicity of p, we have p(FD_n(F)) < p(FD_n(G)).
Moreover, by Theorem 4, we have R,(vy) = p(FZ;n(F)) and R,(w) = p(FEn(G)). Hence, we have
Rp(w) < Ry(v). O

Note that Proposition 11 shows that for the assets with same marginal distributions F' €
Mp UMy, more diversified portfolio has higher risk under dependence uncertainty if p = qN/J( with
decreasing A or p = ¢, is applied. This is not surprising as some similar conclusion is shown in
Proposition 8 of Chen et al. (2022) for quantiles. Note that if A is a constant, ¢, boils down to
quantiles. Therefore, the conclusion in Proposition 11 can be viewed as an extension of Proposition
8 of Chen et al. (2022). Moreover, Proposition 11 also implies that under those assumptions, the

optimal portfolio positions are the ones with only single asset.

5 Conclusion

This paper summaries some properties of A-quantiles and explores distributionally robust
models of A-quantiles. We obtain robust A-quantiles on general uncertainty sets, showing that
obtaining the robust A-quantiles relies on finding the extreme probabilities over the same uncer-
tainty sets. This finding is surprising and significantly simplifies the problem, enabling us to utilize
many existing results on the robust quantiles from the literature. We provide closed-form solutions
for the uncertainty sets characterized by three different constraints: (i) moment constraints; (ii)
probability constraints via Wasserstein distance; and (iii) marginal constraints in risk aggregation.
Those results are applied to optimal portfolio selection under model uncertainty, and can also be

extended to other problems such as optimal reinsurance, which will be discussed in future.
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