arXiv:2407.18687v1 [g-fin.MF] 26 Jul 2024

Set risk measures

Marcelo Righi Eduardo Horta Marlon Moresco

Abstract

We introduce the concept of set risk measures (SRMs), which are real-valued
maps defined on the space of all non-empty, closed, and bounded sets of almost surely
bounded random variables. Traditional risk measures typically operate on spaces of
random variables, but SRMs extend this framework to sets of random variables. We
establish an axiom scheme for SRMs, similar to classical risk measures but adapted
for set operations. The main technical contribution is an axiomatic dual represen-
tation of convex SRMs by using regular, finitely additive measures on the unit ball
of the dual space of essentially bounded random variables. We explore worst-case
SRMs, which evaluate risk as the supremum of individual risks within a set, and
provide a collection of examples illustrating the applicability of our framework to
systemic risk, portfolio optimization, and decision-making under uncertainty. This
work extends the theory of risk measures to a more general and flexible setup, ac-
commodating a broader range of financial and mathematical applications.
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1 Introduction

Risk measures are a prominent topic in the mainstream literature on Mathematical Fi-
nance, especially since the landmark paper of Artzner et al. (1999 )—see Pflug and Romisch
(2007), Delbaen (2012), Riischendorf (2013), Follmer and Schied (2016) and Shapiro et al.
(2021) for a comprehensive review. The canonical theory, as summarized for example in
Delbaen (2002), considered risk measures as real-valued functionals defined on the do-
main L*° of bounded random variables. From there, more general domains have been
considered in order to both generalize and adapt the approach, for instance, L* spaces
(A > 1) in Kaina and Riischendorf (2009), non-integrable random variables in Delbaen
(2009), finite spaces in Kou et al. (2013), Orlicz spaces in Cheridito and Li (2009) and
Gao and Xanthos (2018), spaces generated by risk measures in Pichler (2013), spaces
of probability distributions as in Frittelli et al. (2014), continuous and bounded random
variables over a Polish space as in Bion-Nadal and Kervarec (2012), Delbaen (2022),
Nendel (2024).

Beyond scalar random variables, Burgert and Riischendorf (2006, 2008), Riischendorf
(2006), Ivar and Walter (2011), Ekeland et al. (2012), Wei and Hu (2014) and Feinstein and Rudloff
(2022)—to name a few—, study real valued risk measures whose domain is a space of
random vectors, thus partially tackling the problem of measuring the risk of a portfolio.
The works of Chen et al. (2013), Kromer et al. (2016a), and Biagini and Frittelli (2010),
among many others, investigate a similar setup but with the interpretation for systemic
risk measures. Beyond finite index sets, we may cite works of risk measures over spaces
of stochastic processes, as addressed in Cheridito et al. (2004), Cheridito et al. (2005),
Frittelli and Scandolo (2006), Arai (2014) and Assa and Morales (2010), among others.
Additionally, there is a stream of literature—see Jouini et al. (2004), Hamel and Heyde
(2010), Hamel et al. (2011), Ararat et al. (2017), to name a few—focusing on set-valued
risk measures, i.e., functionals whose codomain is a vector space, or, more generally, a
space of closed convex sets.

In this paper, we introduce the concept of a set risk measure (SRM, for short),
by contemplating real valued maps defined on the domain CBC(L>) comprised of all
non-empty, closed and bounded sets of almost surely bounded random variables. The
challenge of working in this setup is elevated, since this domain is not a linear space,
and thus many conventional tools available for topological vector spaces, are not directly
applicable. To circumvent such difficulties, we rely on topological, algebraic and order
structures. The key technical insight is using Hérmander’s Theorem (Beer, 1993, Theo-

rem 3.2.9), which allows one to embed CBC(L*) as a closed, convex cone into a Banach



space of continuous functions. To the best of our knowledge, this framework is entirely
new in the literature.

We begin in Section 2 by introducing an axziom scheme for our proposed set risk mea-
sures. Some of these axioms are direct generalizations of standard axioms for traditional
risk measures; others are specific to our framework, for instance those dealing with set
operations. In our setup, similarly to the classical case, a set risk measure induces an
acceptance set that is a collection of sets. We introduce an analogous axiom scheme for
these acceptance sets, and establish a connection between them, vis-a-vis the axioms for
the set risk measure.

Next, in the main technical step of this paper, we provide in Section 3 an axiomatic
dual representation for convex set risk measures in terms of regular, finitely additive
measures over the unit ball of ba, the topological dual of L°. The representation is
obtained by relying on the important fact that the set of non-empty, closed, bounded
and convex sets in L* can be embedded as a cone into the space of continuous and
bounded real valued functions on the unit ball of ba. Furthermore, under continuity
properties, we show that this dual representation can be expressed in terms of bona fide
probability measures.

In Section 4, we also study in detail the framework of worst-case risk measures, an
important class of set risk measures which appraise the risk of a collection of financial
positions as the pointwise supremum of the individual risks (as measured by some tradi-
tional risk measure) of the positions in the set. This has become a prominent stream of
studies such as Follmer and Schied (2002), Laeven and Stadje (2013), Ang et al. (2018),
Wang and Ziegel (2018), Bartl et al. (2019), Bellini et al. (2018), Guo and Xu (2019),
Qian et al. (2019), Righi (2019), Bernard et al. (2023), Fadina et al. (2021), Righi (2024).
We show necessary and sufficient conditions for a SRM to be a worst case risk measure,
and refine some results regarding its continuity and dual representation.

Section 5 provides a collection of illustrative examples, showcasing the practical ap-
plicability of our theoretical framework to systemic risk, portfolio optimization, and
decision-making under uncertainty. These examples demonstrate the flexibility and broad
relevance of SRMs, highlighting their potential to address complex challenges in financial

risk management.

2 Set risk measures

We consider a probability space (Q,.%,p). By letting L° = L°(Q,.#,p) and L>® =

L>(Q, %#,p) denote the spaces of (equivalence classes under p-a.s. equality of) finite



and essentially bounded random variables, respectively. All equalities and inequalities
are taken in the p-almost sure sense, in particular, constant random variables are real
numbers. When not explicitly mentioned, we consider L*° equipped with its strong
topology. We write 14 for the indicator function of an event A € .%. Convergences will
be denoted by an arrow (—) with an affixed subscript indicating the type of convergence,
for instance, x,, —re = means convergence in essential supremum norm; x, —gas. T
indicates g-a.s. convergence, for any probability measure g. Similarly, norms are denoted
with an affixed subscript. In what follows, for any object z, the singleton containing x
will be denoted by #, that is, £ = {x}. We denote by cl(X) the closure of X, and by
conv(X) the closed convex hull of X C L*. In both cases, the closure is taken with
respect to the supremum norm in L.

Consider the power set pwr (L), i.e., X € pwr (L) if and only if X C L>°. We start
off by endowing pwr (L) with a metric structure, as follows: For any pair X, Y C L,

define the distance between the two sets as

d(X,Y)= inf — .
(X,Y) =il o=yl

The Hausdorff distance on pwr (L) is then defined through

dp(X,Y) = max {sup d(z,Y),sup d(g),X)} .
reX yey
In what follows, the notation X,, — X means dg(X,,X) — 0. We now recall some

properties of dy that will be used without further mention (see Beer, 1993, for details).

1. du(X,Y) = sup,ere |d(2, X) —d(2,Y)].

2. If Y =y is a singleton, then dg(X,Y) = sup,c x|z — ¥l

3. dy(X,Y) € [0,00]. If both sets are bounded, then dy is guaranteed to be finite.
Further, dg(X,Y) = 0 if and only if cl(X) = cl(Y).

4. d(#,X) < d(@,Y) +dy(X,Y) for any z € L.

5. If int(X NY) # &, then there is a A > 0 such that, for any Z C L satisfying
dp(X,Z) < A, it holds that Y N Z # @.

6. dp is an extended pseudometric on pwr (L).

We write CB(L*) to denote the collection of non-empty, closed and bounded subsets
of L, while CBC(L*°) denotes the collection of subsets in CB(L*°) that are convex in
L*°. Importantly, dg yields a complete metric on CB(L>).

In view of the above, our “domain of choice” to work with here will be the complete



metric space (CB(L>),dp). Clearly, the map (X,Y) — X UY is continuous on CB(L*°),
and (X,Y) — conv (X UY) is continuous on CBC(L>). In addition, notice that the
collection of finite sets in L°° is dense in the collection of non-empty compact sets in
L.

Next, we focus on algebraic structures on pwr(L>). It is important to notice that,
while these properties do depend on the topology of L, in pwr(L>) they are indeed
purely algebraic. We define the Minkowski sum of two sets X and Y as the operation
X+Y =cd{{r+y:2zeX,yeY}), and we shall write X + & and X + = indistinctly
when no confusion may arise. This operation is commutative and associative, with 0
as the identity element. Likewise, we introduce multiplication by scalars through AX =
{A:xz € X} for A € R,and X —Y = X + (—1Y). Contrary to first-intuition, such
operations do not yield a linear space, since the Minkowski sum does not fulfil the
cancellation law.

Now, as dg (X +\, Y +)) = dy(X,Y) and dy(AX,\Y) = |A|dy(X,Y) for any A € R,
we have that both the Minkowski sum and the multiplication by scalar are continuous on
respective topologies. Also, notice that the distributive property A(X +Y) = \X + Y
holds for any A € R and any X,Y € CB(L*), and that A;(A2X) = (A1 A2)X as well.
However, in general A\; X + A\ X # (A1 + A2)X. In summary, pwr(L*°) is a conlinear
space, and CB(L®) is a conlinear subspace of pwr(L>°) (for a review on conlinear spaces,
see Schrage, 2009; Hamel, 2005). With a slight abuse of language, we employ in pwr (L)
some vector space concepts such as convex set, convex hull, linear function etc., whenever
those operations are well-defined. We call X — [|X|| = sup,cx||z]loc = inf{a € R :
p(Jz| > @) = 0,Yxz € X} a norm in pwr(L>). From properties of both supremum
and ||-|lco, we get that X — | X|| is sub-additive, positive homogeneous, and finite
for bounded X. In yet another abuse of notation, we say X,, converges to X in this
essential supremum (uniform) norm when || X,,— X|| — 0. Furthermore, since dg(X,Y) <
| X — Y|, it follows that || X,, — X|| — 0 implies in dy(X,, X) — 0.

Last but not least, we introduce the following pre-order in pwr (L°°): we say that ¥
is greater than X, denoted by X < Y, if for any z € X there is a y € Y such that
z <y, and we write Y > X to mean X < Y. Reflexivity and transitivity clearly hold for
“<”, while anti-symmetry does not hold. Additionally, this pre-order is compatible with
the algebraic operations in CB(L*), in the sense that if X <Y, then X + Z <Y + Z,
for any Z € CB(L*°), AX < AY for any A > 0, and —Y < —X. Indeed, we have X <Y
if and only if X €Y — LS°. The restriction of “<” to the monotone subsets of L, i.e.,
the sets such that X + L = X, coincides with the order complete lattice set inclusion
C.



Let the absolute value of X be defined through | X| = {|z|: x € X}. Additionally,
for any X € pwr (L), its essential supremum, denoted esssup X, is the (almost surely)
unique y € L that satisfies y > = for any x € X, and y < z for any z € L* such
that z > x for any = € X. The essential infimum of X is then defined as essinf X =
—esssup —X. It is possible to show (see Theorem A.37 in Follmer and Schied, 2016) that
esssup X is well-defined, by allowing the extended real line to be its codomain, and can
be taken as the pointwise supremum esssup X (w) = sup,cx #(w) when X is countable.
The essential supremum of a set is: finite if and only if there exists a finite upper bound
for the almost sure supremum of those variables; integrable if and only if there exists an
integrable random variable that dominates the set; bounded if and only if there exists
a finite constant that serves as an upper bound for almost all values of those random
variables. Note that || X|| > esssup |X]|.

To sum up, we have that, based on the topological, algebraic and order structures
introduced above, the space CB(L*°), endowed with the topology induced by dg, is a
preordered Abelian topological semigroup—see Beer (1993), Chapter 3, for instance.

Definition 2.1. Any functional R: CB(L*>) — R is called a set risk measure (SRM
henceforth), and may have the following properties, for any X,Y € CB(L*), any a € R,
any 0 < A< 1andanyy2>0:

) Monotonicity: If X <Y, then R(X) > R(Y).

) Translation invariance: R(X + &) = R(X) — a.

) Set-monotonicity: If X C Y, then R(X) < R(Y).

) Union-boundedness: R (X UY) < max{R(X),R(Y)}.
(v) WC-boundedness: R(X) < sup,cx R(%).

) Convexity: RIAX + (1 - A)Y) < AR(X) + (1 = AN)R(Y).

) Positive homogeneity: R(7X) = vR(X).

) Set-convexity: R(conv(X)) < R (X).

An SRM is called monetary if it satisfies (i) and (ii). It is called convex if it is monetary
and satisfies (vi), coherent if it is convex and satisfies (vii). In what follows, we assume

that SRMs are always normalized, i.e. R(0) = 0.

Assuming normalization does not affect our main results. For instance, this property
is always present under positive homogeneity. Additionally, for a monetary SRM, say R,
we have that R’ defined as R'(X) = R(X) — R(0) is monetary and normalized, and also
inherits from R any other property from Definition 2.1. If R is monetary, then clearly it



is finite since —|| X || < R(X) < || X|| for any bounded X. Further, translation invariance
implies that R(X + \) is non-increasing in A € R.

Set-monotonicity means that adding positions to an ensemble increases its risk, that
is, a set with larger cardinality will be riskier. Of course, one could also consider the
property of “set anti-monotonicity”, but we leave this for future work in other contexts.
This appears naturally when X arises from uncertainty—see Example 5.6. It implies
R(0) < R(X — X) for any X € CB(L™). It further implies

R(XUY) > max{R(X),R(Y)} > min{R(X),R(Y)} > R(X NY),

which can be thought of as quasi-concavity and quasi-convexity. The last inequality
makes sense when X NY # &. WC-boundedness in turn has an interpretation that, to
make some set of positions acceptable, one needs less than the larger amount of money
among all positions in this set, as this value also makes acceptable all the other positions
in the set (the acronym WC stands for worst-case, see Section 4). Set-convexity means
that diversification alongside positions within the set does not increase risk.

Spaces such as CB(L*) are subsets of hyperspaces (or: a space equipped with a
hypertopology), i.e., a topological space comprised of all non-empty, closed subsets of
a underlying topological space, so that the canonical map x — & is a homeomorphism
onto its image (Lucchetti and Pasquale, 1994). This is the case for the Hausforff distance
we consider here. Since the canonical mapping is injective, clearly there is no trivial
surjection from L to CB(L°). Thus, the approach of SRMs can not be reduced to the
traditional setup for risk measures, which contemplates mappings of the form p: L>® —
R. On the other hand, the map defined as p(x) = R(%) yields a bona fide risk measure.

We call p monetary, convex and coherent analogously as for R.

Remark 2.2. If X € CB(L), then obviously X¢ ¢ CB(L>). Thus, properties for other
set operations such as R(XC), R(X \ V) and R(XAY) are outside our proposed scope.
While this kind of operation may be interesting, particularly for risk budgeting and
risk sharing problems, its exploration is left for future works. Other algebraic and or-
der properties from risk measures on random variables, such as quasi-convexity, cash-
subbaditivity, relevance, surplus invariance and star-shapedness, on the other hand, can
be directly adapted to our framework. Besides, properties that depend on distributions
and quantiles, such as law invariance and comonotonic additivity, require a more in-depth
discussion on the proper probability distribution of a set of random variables—possibly
beyond the collection of finite-dimensional distributions. We leave this stream of inquiry

for future research.



Definition 2.3. The acceptance set of a SRM R is defined as
dr ={X € CB(L™): R(X) < 0}. (2.1)

Proposition 2.4. Let R be a monetary SRM. Then,

(i) R is non-empty and satisfies the following:
(a) f X e gpand Y > X, then Y € op.
(b) inf{a € R: & € gr} =0.

(i) for all X € CB(L*),

R(X)=inf{la e R: X + & € dR}. (2.2)

(iii) R is lower semi-continuous if and only if o/ is closed.
(iv) R is set-monotone if and only if, for each X € CB(L*°), the conditions X C Y and
Y € o imply X € oR.
(v) R is WC-bounded if and only if, for each X € CB(L*), the following implication
holds: if & € AR for all x € X, then X € op.
(vi) R is union-bounded if and only if &/ is stable under a finite number of unions of
its elements.
(vii) R is convex if and only if &/ is a convex set in CB(L>).
(viii) R is positive homogeneous if and only if &/p is a cone in CB(L*).

(ix) R is set-convex if and only if &/ is stable under the convezr hull operation.

Proof. For item (i), the claim directly follows from the fact that R is monetary and
normalized.
For item (ii), note that if X € CB(L*°) then X + & € CB(L*>) for any real a. A

direct calculation leads to
inf{a e R: X + & € gp} =inf{a € R: R(X) < a} = R(X),

for any X € CB(L*).
For item (iii), if R is lower semi-continuous, then &g = R~!((—00,0]) is closed.

Conversely, assume &/, is closed. For any « € R, we have by translation invariance that

{X € CB(L®): R(X) < o}
— {X € CB(L®): R(X + &) < 0} = {X — &: X € og}.



Thus, all lower sublevel sets of R are closed, which implies that it is lower semi-continuous.

For item (iv), let R be set-monotone, X C Y € g, and X € CB(L*). Then,
R(X) < R(Y) < 0, which implies X € o/g. For the converse, for any a € R, if Y + & €
IR, then X + & € dr. Hence, R(X) =inf{a e R: X +a € dr} <inflaeR: Y +a €
drt=R(Y).

For item (v), first let R be WC-bounded and let X € CB(L*) be such that & € o
for all z € X. Then R(X) < sup,cy R(#) < 0 guarantees that X € o/g. For the “if” part
of the statement, fix & € R and X € CB(L*) such that {z + a} € R for all z € X.
Then X + & = U,ex{z + o} € . Thus, we get

R(X)=inf{la e R: X + & € IR}

<inf{a e R: {z+a} € dg} forall z € X

=inf{a € R: R(¢) < a} forall z € X

< sup R(z).

reX
For item (vi), let X,Y € o/p. If R(IX UY) < max{R(X),R(Y)} =0, then X UY €

dr. For the converse, note that translation invariance ensures both X + R(X) and
Y + R(Y) lie in &/g. Then, by monotonicity, we have X + max{R(X), R(Y)} € o and
Y + max{R(X),R(Y)} € o/r. By hypothesis, o/ is stable under finitely many unions,

which implies

X UY + max{R(X), R(Y)}
= (X +max{R(X),R(Y)}) U(Y + max{R(X),R(Y)}) € Ag.

Hence, R(X UY + max{R(X), R(Y)}) < 0 and, by translation invariance again, R(X U
Y) < max{R(X),R(Y)}.

The “only if” part of items (vii) and (viii) are both straightforward. The “if” part of
both statements comes from items (vii) and (viii) in Proposition 2.6, respectively.

For item (ix), set-convexity of R implies that, for any X € o/p, one has R(conv(X)) <
R(X) < 0. Hence, conv(X) € og. For the converse, it holds for any X € CB(L*) and
any o € R such that X + & € g, that conv(X + &) = conv(X) + & € r. Thus,
R(conv(X)) < R(X). [ |

We now consider the converse problem of generating a SRM from a given collection

of acceptable ensembles of positions.
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Definition 2.5. If &/ C CB(L*) is non-empty, then its induced SRM is defined as
Ry(X)=infla e R: X +aec o}, X cCB(L™). (2.3)

Proposition 2.6. Let of C CB(L) satisfy the following

l.Lif XedandY > X, thenY € .
2. inflfaeR:ae g} =0.

Then:

(i) Ry is a monetary SRM.

(ii) if R is an arbitrary monetary SRM, then Ry, = R.

(iii) If & is closed, then Ry is lower semi-continuous and &/, = &. Conversely, if Ry
is lower semi-continuous, then o/r , = cl(</).

(iv) if X € o holds whenever X € CB(L*) is a subset of some Y € &, then Ry is
set-monotone.

(v) if, for every X € CB(L), the implication holds that X € &/ whenever & € o for

all z € X, then R is WC-bounded.

(vi) if of is stable under pairwise unions of its elements, then Ry is union-bounded.

(vii) if of is a convex set, then Ry is a convex SRM.

(viii) if of is a cone, then Ry is a positive homogeneous SRM.
)

(ix) if of is stable under the convex hull operation, then Ry is set-convex.

Proof. Ttem (i) is straightforward from the properties of of.

Item (ii) follows from Proposition 2.4, item (ii).

For item (iii), in view of Proposition 2.4, item (iii), it suffices to show that /g, is
closed. Since & is closed, we have that X + Ry (X) € &/, for any X € CB(L*). We then
see that

dr, ={X € CB(L*): X 4+ & € o for some a <0} = .

Now, let Ry be lower semi-continuous. It follows that &g, being a lower sublevel
set, is closed. Take X € cl(&/). Then, there is a sequence {X,,, n > 1} C & such that
Xpn —ay X. Thus, Ry(X) < liminf, Ry(X,) < 0, which implies X € &/r,. Hence,
cl(o) C dg,.

To see that o, C cl(), let X € or,. Then Ry(X) < 0, and thus, there is a scalar
sequence {a,, n > 1} C R such that o, | Ry(X) and X + &, € &. By hypothesis on

11



g, we also have that X,, = X + &, — Ry(X) € o for any n € N. Therefore,

dH(Xna X) = sup
zeL>

inf |12 = (2 + @ — R (X)) oo — it |2 — 2l

< sup
z€L>®

= ’Oén — RM(X)’ — 0.

inf ||z — 2o — inf ||z — — Ry(X
inf 2 = alloe — i0f |12 = alloo| + [ = R (X)

Thus, we get X,, —4, X, which implies X € cl(&/), and we get the desired inclusion
and, by consequence, ¥, = cl().

Items (iv) to (vi) follow the same steps as items (iv) to (vi) in Proposition 2.4.

For item (vii) we have, given any a1,as € R satisfying X + &1,Y + &y € o, that
AMX +aq)+ 1 =N +ag) € o, for all X € [0,1]. Thus, Ry (AX + (1 —N)Y) <
Aag + (1 — A)ag. Hence, by taking the infimum over those a; and ag, we get the claim.

For item (viii), let X € CB(L*°) and A > 0. In fact, due to normalization, without

loss of generality we can take A > 0. A direct calculation yields

Ry(A\X) = inf{la e R: AX + & € o}
= inf{a € R: A(X +2"'a) € &}
—inf{a €eR: X + A la e o}
—inf{Aa €R: X + 4 € o/}
= ARy (X)

For item (ix), the claim follows the same steps as item (ix) in Proposition 2.4. W

Remark 2.7. By Proposition 2.4 and item (iii), if & is closed, then the converse impli-
cations in items (iv) to (ix) also hold. In this case, the infimum in eq. (2.3) is attained,

which is always the case for the infimum in eq. (2.2).

3 Dual representations

In what follows, we shall use the term measure in the broad sense, allowing it to refer
to both finitely— and countably additive set functions, indicating the type of additivity
explicitly in each case. Nevertheless, a probability measure is always understood in the
o-additive sense. We denote the topological dual (L*°)" of L>° = L*°(p) by ba = ba (%),
which is the space of all finitely additive signed measures on (2,.%) that are absolutely

continuous with respect to p and with finite total variation norm ||-||7y. The canonical
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bilinear form on ba x L* is denoted simply as (g, z) = [,z dg. Moreover, we let ba;
denote the subset of ba comprised of finitely additive, non-negative measures ¢ on %
with unit total variation, and P?¢ C baj _ is the set of probability measures q that
are absolutely continuous with respect to p, with Radon-Nikodym derivative dgq/dp.
With no risk of confusion, we write, for any collection () C ba, the norm of @ as
QI = supeq lallrv-

We also let U denote the || - [[7y-unit ball on ba, and Uy = U N ba,, where ba
are the non-negative elements in ba. In addition, we let ba” := ba"(4%;) be the set of
regular, signed finitely additive measures of bounded variation on <4, C pwr(ba), the
algebra generated by the open subsets of U. We follow Aliprantis and Border (2006) and
say that a finitely additive measure p is regular if (i) it is finite-valued on compact sets;
(i) p(A) = sup{p(K): K C A compact}, and; (iii) p(A) = inf{u(V): V O A open}.
Notice that an element p € ba” is a measure on a class of subsets of ba, in particular
ba" Z ba. We define baj , similarly to ba; 4 and so on.

Let R := RU{—00, c0}. For each ) C ba we have that the functional fo: pwr(L>) —
R, defined through

fo(X) =(Q,X) = sup (q,z), X C L™,
z€X,qeQ

is sub-additive, positive homogeneous, additive for constants, and satisfies the Cauchy-
Schwarz type inequality fo(X) < ||X| - [|Q|. Thus, it is finite when both X and Q
are bounded, and monotone for any ¢ C bay. Notice that by taking closures and
convex hulls one does not alter the supremum due to the continuity and bi-linear prop-
erties of (g, ); thus, for example fint(@)(int(X)) = fo(X). Furthermore, when Q = ¢
is a singleton, the map is additive. Additionally, when (esssup X) € X, we have that
fo(X) = fo(esssup X). We also have that dy(X,Y) = sup,er |(¢, X) — (¢,Y)]| for any
X,Y € CBC(L®™).
Remark 3.1. Most concepts and results of the paper can be adjusted for a more general
base domain CB(L*(p)), A € [1,00), under the replacement of ba by LY(p), where
1/X+1/y = 1. In this case, duality is given by fy(X) = (X,Y) = sup,cx ey (P, 2¥),
where X C L)‘, Y C 7.

Before stating our first dual representation theorem below, we need the following

facts and definitions. Let Cy(U) be the Banach lattice comprised of all the real valued

functions f defined on (U, || - ||7v) such that f is continuous and bounded. Furthermore,
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for each X € CBC(L™®), define X: U — R through

~

X(q) =sup(g,z) =(¢. X) = fo(X), qeU (3.1)
reX
A key step in the proof of Theorem 3.2 below is Hormander’s Theorem (see Theorem
3.2.9 in Beer, 1993), according to which CBC(L>) is embedded as a closed convex cone
C C Cy(U) under the algebraic and isometric embedding X — X.

Theorem 3.2. R is a convex, lower semi-continuous, set-monotone and set-convex SRM

if and only if

R(X) = max { [ @) duta) - TR<M>}, X € CB(L), (32
uebaL+ Uy
where 7r: ba” — [0, 00| is the non-negative, convex and weak* lower semi-continuous

functional defined through

Tr(H) = sup / (¢, X)du(q),  peba. (3.3)
Xedr JUs

Proof. The “if” part of the claim can be directly checked, so we focus on the “only if”
part. By set-monotonicity and set-convexity, we have that R(X) = R(conv(X)) for any
X € CB(L®). Thus, it is enough to understand the properties of R in CBC(L*), the
space of non-empty, closed and convex sets in L*°. Note that sum and multiplication
by non-negative scalar are continuous operations. Furthermore, by the Banach-Alaoglu
Theorem, elements of CBC(L*>°) are weak™ compact.

Now, take C,(U)" as the topological dual of C,(U), and f and f’ for elements of
Cy(U) and Cy(U)', respectively. By Theorem 14.10 in Aliprantis and Border (2006), we
can identify C,(U)" with ba”. In this case, for p ~ f’, the bi-linear form is (f, f') =
f(f)= <,Uaf> = fod,U-

From the Fenchel-Moreau Conjugation Theorem, a functional II: C,(U) — R U {oo}

is proper, convex and lower semi-continuous if and only if

I(f)= sup {f'(f)—TI(f)},

e, U)

14



where II'(f') = supec, () 1/ (f) = I(f)} . Let then

R(X), if f = X for some X € CBC(L*™)
-
00, otherwise.

Thus, R|cpe(re)(X) = II|c(X), where we recall that C denotes the range of X ~— X.
We then get, for any X € CB(L>), that

R(X) = R(conv(X))
= sup {f'(conv(X))—1II'(f")}

J'eC,UY
S { /U . (¢, conv (X)) du(q) — H'(M)}
= Mestiri+ {/U+ (¢, X)dp(q) — TR(,U)} ;

where

I'(p) = sup {f'(f) —TL(f)}

FeCy(U)

— s ){ /, ) <q,cOnV(X>>du<q>—R(conv(X»}

XeCB(L>

= Jup /U+ (¢, conv(X)) du(q)

= Jup /U+ (4, X) du(q)-
The last two equalities in both deductions, as well as the integral being over U, arise
from monotonicity and translation invariance of R. Concerning properties of 7, con-
vexity is straightforward. Non-negativity follows since 0 € o/, and weak* lower semi-
continuity is due the fact that 7 is the pointwise supremum over C of the weak® con-
tinuous linear maps f’ — f/(f). Since baj | is weak®™ compact by Alaoglu’s Theorem,
and p — fU+ (¢,—X)dpu(q) — Tr(p) is weak® upper semi-continuous, the supremum is
attained. |

Remark 3.3. By the Extended Namioka Theorem (see Biagini and Frittelli, 2010; Kaina and Riischendorf,
2009) we get that, if a functional II: Cy(U) — R U {oo} is proper, convex, and mono-

tone, then II is continuous on int(domII). Thus, if R is a convex, set-monotone and
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set-convex SRM, we have that it is continuous on A = T~ !(int(C)), where T is the em-
bedding from CBC(L*°) into Cy,(U) appearing in the proof of the theorem. In particular,
a dual representation as that in eq. (3.2) holds for any X € A.

Remark 3.4. Given any p € ba”, that is, u: @4y — R is regular, finitely additive and
of bounded variation, it can be extended to a finitely additive measure p®* defined on
pwr(U). The existence of such extensions follows immediately from the Hahn-Banach
Extension Theorem applied to the subspace Cy(U) of B(U), the space of all bounded
real functions on U—see Luxemburg (1991) and Corollary 14.11 of Aliprantis and Border
(2006), for instance. Furthermore, positivity and regularity are preserved in the extension
(Theorem 2.1 in Bachman and Sultan, 1980). Let then ba®™* C ba(pwr(U)) be the set
of such extensions. It is convex and weak* compact (i.e., in the o(ba(pwr(U)), B(U))
topology). Since any f € Cy(U) also belongs to B(U), a convex duality argument similar

to that in Theorem 3.2 leads to a representation of R over ba®™* as

ext

R(X) = max { /, <q',—X>du<q>—TR<u>}, X € CB(L*®).

Definition 3.5. Let X, X1, Xo,... be elements in CB(L>), and let R be a SRM. We
say that R is:

(i) continuous from above if it holds that R(X,) — R(X) whenever X’n]U+ 1 X ]U+
pointwise.

(ii) continuous from below if it holds that R(X,) — R(X) whenever X’n]U+ T+ X ]U+
pointwise.

(iii) Fatou continuous if it holds that R(X) < liminf,, R(X,,) whenever {X"’Uy n >
1} is a bounded sequence in Cy(U;) such that )A(n‘U+ — )A(‘U+ pointwise.

(iv) Lebesgue continuous if it holds that R(X,,) — R(X) whenever {X"‘Uy n>1}
is a bounded sequence in C,(U, ) such that )?"’U+ - X ]U+ pointwise.

(v) represented over probabilities if, for every X € CB(L),

R(X) = max {/U+ (¢ _X>dM(Q)_TR(N)}7 (3.4)

Me'Pext

where Pt := Pt (pwr(U)) are the probability measures over (U, pwr U) such that
ey, € ba”.

Remark 3.6. By Ulam’s Theorem (see Theorem 1.12.40 and Corollary 1.12.41 in Bogachev,

2006), under the Continuum Hypothesis, P** contains only discrete probability mea-
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sures. Thus, for example, the integrals appearing in eq. (3.4) are actually sums over g,

with ¢ varying in the support of u.

Theorem 3.7. Let R be a convex, lower semi-continuous, set-monotone and set-convex

SRM. Then the following hold:

(i) R is Fatou continuous if and only if it is continuous from above.
(ii) R is Lebesgue continuous if and only if it is continuous from above and continuous
from below.

(iii) if R is represented over probabilities, then R is Lebesgue continuous.

Proof. For the “only if” part of item (i), let R be Fatou continuous and assume )A(n|UJr J
)?]U+ pointwise. Notice that {)?n]U+7 n > 1} is bounded since X;>X,> X on U,.
Monotonicity and Fatou continuity then imply, by Theorem 3.2, that

limsup R(X,) < R(X) < limninf R(X,).

For the “if” part, let R be continuous from above and a bounded sequence {)?"’U+’ n =
1} in Cy(U4 ) such that X"‘UJr — X‘UJr pointwise. Notice that, letting Z := U,,cy Xn, one
has Z € Cy(Uy). Define, for a € N, yp, = esssup U, >,

that (q,v1),(q,y2),... is non-increasing and (q,y,) = (¢, X,,). Thus, (¢, yn) I (4, X).
Continuity from above and monotonicity then imply

X,,. Then, we get for any ¢ € U,

R(X) = limninf R(yn) < limninf R(X,).

Regarding item (ii), let R be Lebesgue continuous. Take )A(n|U+ 0 )A(|(Lr pointwise
and notice that this implies that {)Z'n\U+, n > 1} is a bounded sequence in Cy(Uy).
Lebesgue continuity then implies R(X,) — R(X). A similar reasoning with Xn|U+ 0
X |, leads to continuity from above. For the converse implication, let R be continuous
from below, and let X’n\U+ 0 )?]U+ pointwise. Again, this yields that {X’n\(h, n > 1}
is a bounded sequence in Cy(Uy). Similarly to item (ii), we can show that R(X) >
lim sup,, R(X,,). Further, by item (i) we have that R is Fatou continuous, which grants
R(X) < liminf,, R(X,). Hence, R is Lebesgue continuous.

For item (iii), assume R is represented over probabilities. Take )?n]U L X |, point-
wise such that {X,, n > 1} is bounded in Cy(U,). By the Dominated Convergence
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Theorem, we have that

ﬂepext n

R(X) = max {lim/U (q,—Xn)dulq) — TR(,u)}

< lim inf max {/ (G, —Xn)du(q) — TR(M)}
noopePet | Ju,

= liminf R(X,,).

Hence, R is Fatou continuous. By item (i), it is continuous from above. Now, take
{X,, n > 1} such that X,, 1 X. Assume, without loss of generality (due to translation
invariance), that X’n\U+ < 0. Let for each k € R the set Ly = {u € baf*} : 7(u) < k},
and notice that such sets are weak* compact as they are bounded, closed and convex.
Moreover, the mappings A, (u) = fU+ (¢, — Xy ) du(q) are weak* continuous over each Ly,
Since, A () T A(p) == fU+ (¢,—X)du(q), we have by Dini’s Lemma that A,, converges
uniformly to A. We then obtain for any & > 0 that

max {/ (G, —Xy)du(q) — TR(N)} — max {/ (¢, —X,)du(q) — TR(N)} :
Uy Uy

HE Ly HELy

Now, note that for each n € N and each X € CB(L*°) we have

R(X) < R(X,) = e, {/U+ (¢, —Xn)du(q) — TR(M)} :

Since the linear part fU+ (¢,—X»)du(qg) is non-positive for any p € P™*, we have that
the supremum in the representation is not altered if taken only over those p such that
Tr(p) < [| X[ — R(X), i.e., u € Ljx|—r(x)- Then, by the uniform convergence of A, to
A we obtain that lim,, R(X,,) = R(X). Hence, R is continuous from below. Hence, from

item (ii) it is Lebesgue continuous. [ |

Remark 3.8. While Fatou continuity is necessary for a dual representation under proba-
bilities, it is, in general, not sufficient. Nonetheless, when U, is Polish, the recent papers
of Delbaen (2022) and Nendel (2024) show that, in the setting of traditional risk mea-
sures, under some technical conditions we have that Fatou continuity is equivalent to a

representation over the supremum of probabilities in the Borel sigma-algebra of U.

Corollary 3.9. R is a coherent, lower semi-continuous, set-monotone and set-convex
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SRM if and only if

R(X)= max /U (6, -X)dulq), X € CB(L®), (3.5)

pebay | o

where baf |  is non-empty, convex and weak™ closed, defined as

baj , . = {,u € baj : /U (¢,—X)dp(g) < R(X) for all X € CB(LOO)}

+

= {uebal ,: ma(n) =0}
Furthermore, R is Lebesgue continuous if baj | = C pext,

Proof. From Theorem 3.2, positive homogeneity for R implies that 7 can take values
only in {0,00}. Finiteness of R then assures the claim. The properties of baj R are
directly inherited from those of 7. The last claim is directly obtained from Theorem 3.7.

|

4 Worst-case SRMs

In this section, we will focus on set risk measures R that are of the worst-case type,
that is, when R(X) = sup,cx R(&) for all X € CB(L®*). Before proceeding, we begin
recalling the notion of Painlevé-Kuratowski convergence (Aubin and Frankowska, 2009;
Beer, 1993). Let X, X1, Xs,... be subsets of L. We say that X, set-converges to
X, written X,, > X or lim, X,, = X, if X is closed and d(i#, X,,) — d(i,X) for any
x € L. For instance, a sequence of closed balls converge: if x, — = and €, — ¢,
then lim,{y € L™ : ||z, — ylloc < &} = {y € L™ : ||z — y[|c < €}. Notice that if
dp (X, X) — 0, then lim,, X,, = cl(X), as seen from Corollary 5.1.11 and Theorem 5.2.10
in Beer (1993). However, the converse implication may not be true. Both convergences
coincide if and only if the space is compact, and since L is not compact as a Banach
space, these two notions of convergence do not agree in general (Beer, 1993). Additionally,

the inner limit and the outer limit of {X,,, n > 1} are defined, respectively, as
liminn,{X,} = {z € L*>: limsup, d(&, X,) = 0}
and

limout, {X,} = {z € L*™: liminf, d(z, X,,) = 0}.
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We shall use the following properties without further mention, see Aubin and Frankowska
(2009) for details:

1. liminn,{X,} C limout,{X,}.

2. z € liminn,{X,} if and only if, for each n there is an z,, € X, such that x,, — =.

&

x € limout,{X,} if and only if there exist integers k; < ko < --- and random
variables xj, € X, such that z;, — x.

liminn,{X,} and limout, {X, } are closed sets.

lim,, X;,, = X if and only if lim inn,{X,} = limout,{X,} = X.

if {X,,} is increasing (i.e., X;, C X, 41 for all n), then lim,, X,, = ¢l (US2;X},)

if {X,,} is decreasing (i.e., X,, D X, 41 for all n), then lim, X, = N5, cl(X,,).

NS o

Now let, for any f: L — R, its proper domain, epi-graph and hypo-graph
be defined, respectively, as dom f = {x € L*®: f(z) > —oo}, epif = {(z,7) € L™ x
R: f(z) <r}and hyp f = {(z,r) € L®°xR: f(x) > r}. When we have epi f,, > epi f we
say that {f,, n > 1} epi-converges to f, and similarly for hyp-convergence. In order
to link epi-convergence to convergence of the infimum, we need the following definition.
We say that a sequence of functions {f,: L — R, n > 1} is tight if, for each € > 0,
there is a compact set X, C L* and N, € N such that, for all n > N, it holds that

sup fn(z) = sup fn(x) —e.
r€Xe reL>®

The functions epi-converge tightly if, in addition to being tight, they also epi-converge
to some function. It is straightforward to verify that when {f,: L — R, n > 1} is
contained in a compact set, then it is tight. Such property implies that hypo-convergence
implies convergence and finiteness of the supremum. This is formalized in the lemma

below.

Lemma 4.1 (Proposition 7.3.5 of Aubin and Frankowska (2009)). Let f: L> — R and
{fn: L™ — R, n > 1} be proper. If epi f,, > epi f, then we have the following:

(i) limsup,, infryerooy fu(z) < infryerooy f(x).
(ii) if some sub-sequence {zy, € argming,croy fr,, n > 1} converges, then we have

inf{xeLoo} fkn (.%') — inf{xeLoo} f(x)
(ili) {fn: L™ — R, n > 1} is tight if and only if infy,c 00y fr(z) = infiepeoy f(2).

Likewise, if hyp f,, — hyp f, then we have the following:
(I") liminf, supgzepoey fo(z) = supgpepeey f(2).
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(ii’) if some sub-sequence {zy, € argmax,cro fr,, n > 1} converges, then we have

SUP{zero} fr, () — Sup(zerey f ()
(iti") {fn: L>° = R, n > 1} is tight if and only if supg,cpeey fo(®) = supguepeoy f(2).

Theorem 4.2. Let R be a SRM. Then R is set-monotone and WC-bounded if and only

if the worst-case representation

R(X) = sup R(%) (4.1)

zeX
holds for all X € CB(L). In this case, R also fulfills union-boundedness. Further, under
these equivalent conditions, R is monetary if and only if the restriction of R to singletons

is monetary. In the latter scenario, the following holds:

(i) R is lower semi-continuous.
(ii) The acceptance set of R is given by the condition X € o/ if and only if R(z) <0
for all x € X.
(iii) The bound |R(X) — R(Y)| < || X — Y| holds for all pairs X,Y € CB(L>).

Proof. The claim follows from Proposition 2.4 because R being set-monotone and WC-
bounded is equivalent to X € /g if and only if £ € o for any x € X and any
X € CB(L*). For union-boundedness, we have that

R(XUY)= sup R(&)=max {sup R(&),sup R(x)} =max{R(X),R(Y)}.
zeXUY z€X z€Y
Moreover, the equivalence for monotonicity and translation invariance is directly ob-
tained.
To prove R fulfills lower semi-continuity, it is sufficient to show that it is true for set
convergence, as this implies the property w.r.t. dg. Let then X,, = X. Define, for each
n € N, the mappings f, f,: L> — R through

b - {R(:’c), reXy o) {R(j;), zeX

—00, otherwise —00, otherwise.

We show that hyp f,, = hyp f. Let (z,7) € hyp f. Then, f(z) = R(&) > r. Since X,, >
X, there is both z,, € X,, and zj, € Xy, for all n € N such that x,, = = and zj, — x.
We have that (zp, R(#y)) € hyp fn. Thus, (z,, R(%,) — (R(¢) —)) € hyp f,. Continuity
of z — R(&), which holds since it is monetary (see Lemma 4.3 in Follmer and Schied,
2016) then implies R(&y,) — R(&) > r. Therefore, (z,, R(zy) — (R(%) — 7)) — (z,7). A
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similar reasoning holds for to {z,, }. Thus, lim inn,, {hyp f,,} = lim out,,{hyp f,} = hyp f.
Such equality implies lim,, hyp f,, = hyp f. Hence, by item 1 in Lemma 4.1 we have the

following

liminf R(X,,) = liminf sup R(%) = lim inf sup f,(z)
n n reEX, n rzeX

> sup f(z) = sup R(z) = R(X).
zeX zeX
Hence, we have the desired lower semi-continuity. The deduction for &/ is straightfor-
ward. Regarding the remaining inequality, let || X —Y|| < co. We then have, by Lipschitz

continuity, that

|[R(X) — R(Y)| = |sup R(&) — sup R(y)

zeX yey
< sup  |R(2) — R()|
zeX,yeY
< sup [z -yl
zeX,yeY

= sup_|lzflec = [|X =Y.
zeX-Y

This completes the proof. |

Remark 4.3. Under finiteness, WC-boundedness is equivalent to the following implica-
tion: if, for some real scalar a, R(¢) < « for all z € X then R(X) < a. Both these
properties are implied by the stronger one, which we call element monotonicity: for
all X,Y € CB(L™), if R(¢) < R(y) for any z € X and any y € Y, then R(X) < R(Y).
That this is indeed a stronger condition can be checked by taking Y = {—sup,cx R(%)}.
In addition, under set-monotonicity, Theorem 4.2 implies all these properties are equiv-

alent, since the worst-case representation (4.1) implies element monotonicity.

Remark 4.4. In view of the last theorem, under the worst-case representation there is
a link between SRMs and usual, univariate risk measures on L°°. Indeed, let p be a
monetary risk measure on L, and suppose R is defined on CB(L>) through R(X) =
sup,cx p(x). By recalling that the acceptance set of p is A, = {x € L*: p(x) < 0}, we
have by Theorem 4.2 that /r = {X € CB(L*™): X C A,}, that is, dr = pwr(4,) N
CB(L®) or yet, for X € CB(L*>) one has X € o/p if and only if X C A,.

Theorem 4.5. Let R be a monetary, set-monotone, and WC-bounded SRM. Then, the

following are equivalent:
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(i) R is convex.
(ii) = — R(z) is convex.
(iii) R is set-convex.
(iv) it holds, for every X € CB(L*), that
R(X) = max {(¢,=X) = 7r(%,)}, (4.2)

gEbay 4
where 7 is as in (3.3) and ¢, is the Dirac measure concentrated at g.

In particular, R is coherent if and only if z — R(%) is coherent, and this is equivalent

to the representation

R(X)= max (¢, —X), X € CB(L™), (4.3)

qcbai i

where

ba; , ={¢€ba;: (¢, —X) <R(X) forall X € CB(L™)}
= {q € bay ;: 7r(d;) = 0}.

Proof. Regarding (i)« (ii), the equivalence is straightforward. For (ii)<(iii), notice that
taking convex combinations does not alter the supremum that represents R, which im-
plies R(X) = R(conv(X)) for any X € CB(L*>). For the converse, let z,y € L and
A € [0,1]. Then,

R({Mx + (1= A)y}) < R(conv({z,y})) < R({z,y}) = max{R(&), R()}.

Thus, x — R(%) is quasi-convex. By translation invariance, it is a convex risk measure

in L°°. Additionally, we have (i)<>(iii) by noticing that
RAX +(1—-MN)Y) < R(conv(XUY)) < RIXUY)=max{R(X),R(Y)}.

Before proving the representation, we need the following definitions: given a risk-
measure p in L with acceptance set A, = p 1(—00,0], the corresponding penalty
term is the mapping 7,: baj + — R U {oo}, defined through 7,(q) = sup,c4, (¢, ).
As is well known in the literature, the penalty term is convex and lower semi-continuous
in the total variation norm. Theorem 4.33 in Follmer and Schied (2016)] states that p is
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a convex risk measure if and only if it can be represented as

p(x) = q£2f+ {{q,—x) —1,(q)}, xe€L*™.
In this setup, assume (iv) holds. Then it is clear that (4.2) defines a set-monotone and
WC-bounded, convex and set-convex SRM. Thus, the equivalences in items (i) to (iii)
hold. For the converse implication, let x — R(&) =: p(z). By Theorem 4.2 we have that
R is lower semi-continuous. We then get that R(X) = sup,cx R(&) holds if and only if

R(X) =sup sup {(q, —x> — Tp(q)}

rz€X g€bay

= sup {Sup<q,—x>—7'p(q)}
gebai  |reX

= sup {(¢,—X)—7p(q)}.
g€bay 4

Regarding the penalty term, recall from Theorem 4.2 that, for X € CB(L), one has
X € gr if and only if # € o for all x € X. Thus, the penalty term is given by

7,(q) = sup (g, —x)

T€AR

= sup sup{q,—x)
XedpreX

= sup (¢, —X) = Tr(dq).
Xedr

Finally, for the coherent case, the equivalence for positive homogeneity is clear. From

(4.2) we get that 7 only takes 0 and co as possible values, and then

bai ;= {q € ba; : 7r(q) = 0}
={geba;;: (¢,—X) < R(X) for all X € CB(L*)}.

It is straightforward, from linearity and continuity of ¢ — (¢, —X), that ba; R is non-

empty, closed and convex. This concludes the proof. |

Remark 4.6. The connection between eqgs. (3.2) and (4.2) is that the latter is equivalent
to the former by taking the supremum over {u € baj . : u = d;, ¢ € baj y}. Since
(Q,X) = sup,eq (¢, X), the representation (4.2) can be taken over CB(ba) as

R(X) = QEC%&§1,+) {Q,-X)—1r(Q)}, X € CB(L™).
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When z — R(%) is Fatou continuous, the representations in the last theorem are taken
over probability measures. In this case, one has to replace the maximum for a supremum.
If in addition = — R(&) is Lebesgue continuous, then the supremum over probability

measures is attained.

Remark 4.7. A question of interest here is whether the supremum in the worst-case
formulation is attained. Under monotonicity, we have sup,cy R(%) < R(essinf X) for
any X € CB(L*). The converse inequality holds when essinf X € X. Thus, under the

additional assumption of set-monotonicty, we get

R(X) = max R(#) = R(essinf X).
fas

Alternatively, if x — R(&) is convex, then we have that

R(X) = R(conv(X)) = sup R(&), X € CB(L*™).
z€conv(X)
Noticing that conv(X) € CB(L™) for any X € CB(L™), it is clear that X is weak*
compact. Then, when z — R(%) is weak®™ upper semi-continuous, which is equivalent to

Lebesgue continuity, we have that the supremum is then attained for any X.

5 Examples

In the examples below, R: CB(L*°) — R stands for a SRM, while p: L>* — R is a
traditional risk measure. Additionally, for any metric space S, we write Fin(S) and
K(S) as the collection of finite (respectively, compact) subsets of S.

We know from Theorem 4.2 and Remark 4.4 that it is possible to construct a SRM R
from a given risk measure p via R(X) := sup,cx p(z). Our first set of examples explores

this construction for a few well-known risk measures in the literature.

Example 5.1 (Expected loss). The expected loss (EL) is a coherent risk measure
defined through EL,(x) = —(g,z), for some fixed probability ¢ € P*® and allowable .

The corresponding worst-case SRM is

Rg1,(X) = sup ELy(z), X € CB(L*™).
zeX

Clearly, this SRM satisfy all properties on Definition 2.1, additionally, as Rgr(—X) =
X (q), the continuities on Definition 3.5 are also satisfied. This SRM can also serve as

basis to define any coherent traditional risk measure p, as a SRM thought the choice of
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X, as p(x) = sup,eqg (¢, —2) = Supyeq (P —xj—f) for some set Q C P, we can write
p(x) = Rp(X,), where X, = {xj—g: q€Q}.

Example 5.2 (Expected shortfall). Two tail risk measures that are both the most
studied in the literature and the most widely applied in financial practice are the Value-
at-Risk (VaR) and the Expected shortfall (ES). They are defined, for a € (0,1) and
allowable z, as VaR*(z) = —F, !(a) and ES*(z) = 2 [ VaR*(z) ds, respectively. ES is

coherent, while VaR is not convex. Now, for o as above, let

0~ s |2

<1 .
dp /a}

.
It is well known that ES® admits the representation ES®(z) = sup,¢c(,, (¢, —x). Drawing

from this representation, we can define an Expected Shortfall-like SRM as
Rps(X) =(Qa,—X), X € CB(L™).

Notice that Rps(—X) = (Qa,X) = sup,cx SUD4eq, (¢, %) = sup,ex ESY(—z), so Rgs

is of the worst-case type.

Example 5.3 (Shortfall risk measures). Let £: R — R be a strictly convex and increas-
ing function. With some abuse of notation, we write £(X) = {fox: z € X}. It is clear
that £(X) € CB(L*) for any X € CB(L). For some fixed @ € CB(P?*®) and )\ in the
interior of (R) we define o, = {X € CB(L*): (Q,¢(—X)) < Ao}. The induced risk

Ry, (X) =inf{a € R: (Q,((—(X + &))) < Ao}

is called a shortfall SRM. Since &/, is a convex acceptance set, in view of Proposi-
tion 2.4, Ry, is a convex SRM. For an exponential loss function ¢(a) = e, X >0, and
Ao = 1, the resulting SRM is linked to the entropic risk measure, which is convex and

defined as S7(z) = %log ({p,e™7®)), v = 0. In this case, we get

. 1
Rent(X) = inf{a € R: (Q,MX7%)) <1} = X log (@, e ).

Further, by taking Rgr, as a basis, we can recover any coherent risk measure p simply
by a suitable choice of X, that is, for each x € L™, let X, = {xi—g 1q € Qp}, where @,
is the dual set associated with p. Then p(z) = Rpr(Xy).

Example 5.4 (New SRMs from old SRMs). Given a collection Ry, ..., R, of base SRMs,
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it is possible to obtain new SRMs by composition with a multivariate transformation
g: R™ — R. Below, we provide a few examples. First, consider the risk averse Ry .x
defined through

Ruax(X) = max{R1(X),..., Ru(X)}, X € CB(L™).

This map inherits the properties from Ry,..., R,, and, in this case, we get g .. =
Nie; Zr,. In view of Theorem 4.2, under convexity (respectively, coherence) of the
base SRMs, we get TR, = conv(mingeq, . n) 7r,) (respectively, dual set bay 1p =

conv (U™, baj 4, )). Alternatively, consider the permissive SRM, R, given b
(Uz 1 7+Rz)) Y | ) , 8 y
Rpin(X) = min{ Ry (X),..., R, (X)}, X € CB(L™).

In this case, we get Ir,,, = Uie; ¥R,, but notice that Ry, does not inherit convexity
from Ry,..., R,. In particular, this implies Ry, lacks a representation under a penalty
function or a dual set. It also fails to inherit WC-boundedness, since we can easily take
some X € CB(L*) such that

~min sup R;(%) > sup min R;(2) = sup Ruyin ().
i=1,...,n peX zeX i=1...,n z€X

Last but not least, one could consider an averaging of the form
R(X)=> NRi(X), X eCB(L™),

where Aq,..., A\, € [0,1] are convex weights such that ;' ; A\; = 1. This map does
inherit from the base SRMs all the properties of Definition 2.1, with exception to WC-

boundedness, since we can take some X € CB(L>) such that

Z Ai sup R;(&) > sup Z A\iR; (&) = sup R().
i—1 *€X z€X ;1 zeX

The three SRMs above can be considered as a way to tackle uncertainty about the ade-

quacy /quality of the risk assessments offered by each individual base SRM Ry, ..., R,.

Example 5.5 (Maximum of finite, convex combinations). Assume p is a traditional risk
measure. Let Fin, C CB(L*>) be the class of subsets of CB(L>) having exactly n < oo
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elements, and put A, ={A € [0,1]": > I'; \; = 1}. Define

R(X) =sup sup  sup p(zn )\ixi), X € CB(L™).
neN AeA,, z€XNFin,, =1
Notice that, since we are taking the suprema above in the above expression, the choice
of indexing X N Fin,, = {z1,...,x,} is irrelevant. If the supremum is attained, we can
interpret the SRM R as appraising the risk of a set X of financial positions by considering

the p-riskiest among all finite convex combination of its elements.

Example 5.6 (Knightian uncertainty). This examples offers an alternative approach
to tackle uncertainty. Two topics broadly discussed in the literature, model misspecifica-
tion and Knightian uncertainty in a dynamic decision-making framework are theoretical
frameworks that try to overcome the difficulties arising from an environment of imper-
fect information, where decision-makers are confronted with the consequences of their
risk assessments. To give an example, Moresco et al. (2023) consider a worst-case SRM
similar to (4.1). In the context of financial losses represented by x, uncertainty may
arise as the agent faces ambiguity about whether x accurately models the true payoff.
In such instances, it becomes prudent for the agent to contemplate a set of alternative
random variables. These alternatives are payoffs that are considered “close” to x or share
common attributes, such as similar distributional features. The uncertainty set of x is
then written as u(z), where u: L>® — CB(L*) is translation invariant, positive homo-
geneous, convex, and monotone, i.e. if x < y, then u(z) =: X <Y = u(y). There is a
plethora of uncertainty sets considered in the literature, including uncertainty sets de-
fined via, e.g., mixtures of distributions (Zhu and Fukushima, 2009), moment constraints
(Natarajan et al., 2009), divergence constraints (Wang et al., 2016), and combinations
of moment and divergence constraints (Bernard et al., 2023). Those are prime examples
of uncertainty sets that are constructed as neighborhoods around a reference distribution

or random variable, with radius given by a tolerance distance, that is
up(z) ={y € L™ : D(z,y) <ex},

where D can be, for example, a semi-norm (Gotoh et al., 2013), the Wasserstein distance
(Pflug and Wozabal, 2007), Kullback—Leibler (KL) divergence (Calafiore, 2007), general
f-divergences, and expected scores (Moresco et al., 2023).

Given a traditional coherent risk measure p: L°° — R and an uncertainty set u, the
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corresponding worst-case robust risk measure p, is given by

pule) = s ply) = Rofule)) = (Q',—ula)), v € L.

where R, is the worst-case SRM associated with p, and the set Q* = {Q € ba; 4 :
Supyes, (a4, —) < oo},

Example 5.7 (Systemic risk). A SRM can be understood as the risk of a system of fi-
nancial institutions, stocks in a financial market, or even a finite-time discrete stochastic
process under a proper filtration on (£2,.%#,p). In the literature, a systemic risk mea-
sure is a functional pg: (L*°)” — R which satisfies monotonicity, convexity, positive

homogeneity and, in addition,

Risk Convexity: if R(z(w)) = AR(z(w)) + (1 — M) R(y(w)) for a given scalar A € [0, 1]
and almost all w € Q, then R(z) < AR(z) + (1 — A)R(y).

Normalization: p(1) = n.

An aggregation function is surjective map A: R™ — R that is monotone, concave, and
satisfies A((L*°)") = L. We have that R is a systemic risk measure if and only if
there is a coherent risk measure p on L* and an aggregation function A such that
R = poA, see Chen et al. (2013) and Kromer et al. (2016b) for details. In this setup we
get that R(x) = inf{a € R: A(z) + o € A,}. Thus, systemic risk is the minimal capital
added to secure the system after aggregating individual risks. Nonetheless, it might be
more relevant to measure systemic risk as the minimal cash amount that secures the
aggregated system by adding the capital into the single institutions before aggregating

their individual risks. This way of measuring systemic risk can be expressed by
n
R(z) = inf{Zozi: a=(ag,...,on) €R", Az +a) € A},
i=1

where A is the acceptance set of a coherent risk measure. Then, restricted to such space,
a systemic risk measure is similar to a coherent SRM, with an adapted translation
invariance, R(z + A) = R(z) — n\, and some technical properties to avoid pathological
patterns.

We now show how the two approaches above can be adapted to construct SRMs.
Let an aggregation function be a surjective map A: CB(L*>) — L that is mono-
tone, translation invariant, normalized, concave and continuous. Prominent examples

are A(X) = essinf X or A(X) = esssup X. For some convex risk measure p we have a
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SRM defined as
R(X)=Ryp(X)=inf{a e R: A(X)+a € A,}, X € CB(L™).

It is straightforward to verify that such map is a convex SRM. It can be monetary or
coherent, by dropping or demanding the necessary properties for both A and p. Now, by

translation invariance,
R(X) = Rap(X)=inf{a € R: A(X + &) € A}, X € CB(L*™),

where A is a convex acceptance set. Both maps coincide over A = A, or p = ps. By
demanding A to be set-monotone, union-bounded, or WC-bounded, it is a direct check
that R also satisfies such properties. This is the case for A(X) = essinf X. In this
case we get that R(X) = —inf,cx essinf x = sup,cx ML(z), where ML stands for the
maximum loss risk measure.

A particularly interesting case for practical applications is when the SRM is defined
on the subspace Fin(L>) of CB(L*) comprised of the non-empty, finite subsets of L°°.
Under continuity, a risk measure R: Fin(L*>) — R can be extended to K(L*), since
Fin(L*>) is dense in K(L*): for any X € K(L*), we can find a bounded sequence
X, € Fin(L*°) such that X,, — X. Hence, R can be extended through

R(X) = lim _R(X,),

which is well-defined for any X € K(L*). This SRM does not satisfy our definition of
translation invariance in general, so it is not a monetary SRM. We leave the discussion

of how to properly adapt this concept to non-finite sets to future work.

Example 5.8. A usual risk-neutral stochastic problem has the form

min (p.L(a,z)),

where A is a set of possible/allowable actions, x € (L*°)", and ¢: A x R" — R is a

suitable loss function. A possible risk-averse counterpart to the above is

I;?éig p(L(a,x)).
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which, in the conditions of Theorem 4.2, can be extended to

min R({(a, X)) = min sup p({(a,z)), X € CB(L™)".
acA a€A zeXx
A natural question that arises in this venue is whether this problem is robust, in the

sense of how it responds to small perturbations in X. We have the following result.

Proposition 5.9. Assume R is a set-monotone and WC-bounded monetary SRM. If
X, > X, and Unen Xn is precompact, then

min R(l(a, X,)) — min R(l(a, X)).
Proof. In this case we have that the sequence {f,,, n > 1} as defined in the proof of The-

orem 4.2 is tight. By item 3 in Lemma 4.1, hypo-convergence then implies convergence

and finiteness of the supremum. Hence, we have that

sup R(%) = sup fn(x) — sup f(z) = sup R(%).

reXy zeX zeX zeX
Thus, we have R(X,) — R(X). For ease of notation, let g,,g: R — R be defined as
gn(a) = R({(a, X)) for each n € N, and g(a) = R({(a, X)). Then, we have that g, — g
pointwise. That is, if a,, — a, then g,(a,) = R({(an, X)) — R({(a, X)) = g(a) , which
implies epi g, = epig. Now, take

a, € argmin R({(a, X))
acA
for each n € N. Since, translation invariance and monotonicity imply |R(X)| < || X]|
for any X € CB(L*), we get that {a},, n > 1} is bounded since |J,cy Xp is precom-
pact, and hence bounded. Then, by the Bolzano-Weierstrass Theorem, a;, converges
(by taking a sub-sequence if needed). Thus, from item 2 in Lemma 4.1 we get that
infoea R((a, X)) — infoea R((a,X)). The claim follows, since the infimum is at-
tained. |

Example 5.10 (Financial problems). SRMs appear naturally in the context of portfolio

optimization. Let X be a set of n available assets; then, the risk of the optimum portfolio,
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given a return y and a traditional risk measure p, is given by
RM(X)

= inf {P(Z,nl wixi) : Z:;l w; = 1,2:;1 {p,wiz;) = p,x; € XVi< n}

In this case, R*(X) is the risk of the optimum portfolio given a required return u.
With greater generality, given a set of decisions D, where each d € D leads to an
outcome z4 € L™, and X = {xg € L>: d € D} the risk of the optimal decision is then
R(X) = infyex p(z).

Risk contribution is another field where SRMs can be employed. The risk of a position
x changes when it is merged with another position y. For instance, if a monetary risk
measure p deems a position x as unacceptable, but it becomes a sub-portfolio of y, then
the marginal contribution p,(z) := p(y +x) — p(x) may alter the risk profile of , making
it acceptable according to the measure py(-) without contributing to the risk of y, and
perhaps even reducing, the risk of y (Canna et al., 2020). This can be written as a SRM
when X = {z,y}, as

R({z,y}) = p(y + x) — min{p(z), p(y) }.

If X is given by a set of finitely many positions, the SRM is given by

R(X)=p (>, _ =) —min{p(@)}.

zeX

The domain of this risk measure can be expanded to K(L*°) by the same argument as
in Example 5.7. Similar in nature is the diversification benefit (Embrechts et al., 2009;
Koumou and Dionne, 2022; Han et al., 2022), for a finite X, the diversification benefit
within X can be cast as a SRM through

R(X) = erx plx) —p (erx x)

Similarly, considering now the problem of risk sharing, assume X to be finite, and
let A be a set of coherent risk measures. Then the risk of each position in X may be

shared among the risk measures in A. The optimal sharing is then given by the SRM

R(X) = inf {Zmex p(ﬂ:)} .

pEA
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If this is taken over all X having the same aggregated risk, we arrive at the formulation

of the inf-convolution,

inf {R(X): Y =a}=0perplz), z€l*
For a generalization of inf-convolution to countable sets, see Righi and Moresco (2022).

Example 5.11. A prominent example is based on the concept of Bochner integral. See
the chapter 11.8 in Aliprantis and Border (2006) for specific details and results. For any
X € CB(L*), we have that the set X (w) = {z(w): € X} is both closed and bounded in
R (this is true p-a.s.). Boundedness is directly inherited from that of X, while closedness
follows since |z, (w) — z(w)| < ||zn — 2||pee. Thus, X(w) € K(R). Notice that K(R) is
in fact a Banach space, since sum and multiplication by scalar for compact spaces are
closed operations. A function ¢: Q — K(R) is simple if p(w) = >, K;la,(w), for
some collection Ki,..., K, of compact sets in R and some events {4;}I' ; C .#. The
Bochner integral (w.r.t p) of a simple function is the monotone, linear operator from
the linear space of step functions to K (R) defined as [, pdp = > i, K;p(A4;). We say
that w — X(w) is strongly measurable if there is a sequence of simple functions
{pn: @ = K(R), n > 1}, such that

[ X (w) — ‘Pn(w)HK(R) — 0, p-as,

where ||-|| g (r) is the norm in K(R). In addition, we say that X is Bochner integrable
if there is a sequence of simple functions (which can be taken to be the same one as
above) such that w — || X(w) — ¢n(w)| x(r) is Lebesgue integrable with respect to p for
each n € N and

n—o0

lim [ 11X (@) = e (@l dpw) = 0.

In this case, we define the Bochner integral of X with respect to p as

where the limit is taken on the norm of K (R). Thus, examples of SRMs over the subspace
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of Bochner integrable sets in CB(L®°) are, but of course not limited to:

Ri(X)= —min/ X dp,
Q

Ry(X)=-min |J /qu,
qgQRQ &

where Qr, C @ is non-empty, closed and convex. Ry is well-defined since L (p) C L*°(q)
for any ¢ € Q. Both R; and Rs are coherent SRMs. Of course, many other real valued

operators over K (R) can be considered beyond the minimum.

6 Concluding remarks

In this paper, we have introduced the concept of set risk measures (SRMs), broadening
the traditional framework of risk measures to encompass sets of random variables. This
innovative approach addresses the limitations of classical risk measures by offering a
more general and flexible setup, suitable for a wide range of financial and mathematical
applications. Our main contributions include the establishment of an axiomatic scheme
for SRMs, the derivation of a dual representation for convex SRMs, and the exploration
of worst-case SRMs.

The axiomatic framework presented in Section 2 provides a solid foundation for
understanding and working with SRMs, highlighting essential properties such as mono-
tonicity, translation invariance, and convexity. In Section 3, we developed a dual repre-
sentation for convex SRMs using regular, finitely additive measures, offering new insights
into the structure and behavior of these measures. This dual representation is a signifi-
cant theoretical advancement, extending the classical duality theory to the realm of set
risk measures.

Section 4 focused on worst-case SRMs, a critical subclass of SRMs that appraise
risk based on the supremum of individual risks within a set. We provided necessary and
sufficient conditions for SRMs to be considered worst-case measures and refined some
results regarding their continuity and dual representation. These findings underscore the
practical importance of worst-case SRMs in financial risk management, where they offer
robust tools for evaluating and mitigating risk.

Our work extends the theory of risk measures to a more inclusive and adaptable
framework, accommodating various scenarios in systemic risk, portfolio optimization,
and decision-making under uncertainty. The examples presented in Section 5 illustrate

the practical applicability of our framework, demonstrating its potential to address com-
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plex challenges in these areas.

Looking ahead, there are several promising avenues for future research. One poten-
tial direction is the exploration of SRMs in more specific financial contexts, such as
credit risk, market risk, and operational risk. Additionally, further investigation into
the connections between SRMs and other advanced risk measures, such as coherent and
spectral risk measures, could yield valuable insights. Another interesting area for fu-
ture research is the application of SRMs to machine learning and artificial intelligence,
where they could play a crucial role in developing robust models for risk assessment and
decision-making under uncertainty.

In conclusion, the introduction of SRMs represents a significant advancement in
the field of risk measurement, offering a versatile and powerful tool for analyzing and
managing risk in diverse settings. We hope that our work will inspire further research
and development in this area, leading to more effective and comprehensive approaches

to risk management.
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