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1. Introduction

Many decisions in financial risk management are based on evaluations of so-called risk or perfor-
mance measures, e.g., Value-at-Risk (VaR) and Tail Value-at-Risk (TVaR) (EIOPA 2009, BCBS
2013), which are limit cases of Range Value-at-Risk (RVaR) (Cont et al. 2010). Risk managers
rely on such measures, as they provide a classification of risk severities by associating to every loss
distribution a real number (Artzner et al. 1999). Many risk measures are, however, highly sensitive
to changes in the underlying loss distribution, and this vulnerability can contribute to adverse deci-
sions; see Cont et al. (2010), Kou et al. (2013), Embrechts et al. (2015), and Pesenti et al. (2016).
Here, we quantify distributional uncertainty via bounds on the values of risk measures. Specifically,
we study worst-case and best-case values of risk measures — that is, the largest (resp.smallest)
value a risk measure can attain when the loss distribution belongs to a set of plausible alternative
distributions.

The literature on risk bounds presents two main approaches. The first studies risk bounds for
the aggregate portfolio loss S = X; + ...+ X,, given that the components have known marginal
distributions but unknown interdependence; see, among others, Denuit et al. (1999), Embrechts
and Puccetti (2006), Wang and Wang (2011), and Embrechts et al. (2013). Although explicit
results can be derived in certain cases of interest, the bounds obtained are typically too wide to be
practically useful. Specifically, the upper bound on a distortion risk measure is always at least as
large as its value under the assumption of a comonotonic dependence, a situation that is arguably
very extreme. Papers that study bounds with additional dependence constraints or by imposing
modelling structures include Bernard et al. (2017), Lux and Riischendorf (2019), and Wang et al.
(2019). Another stream of the literature is concerned with deriving risk bounds of the aggregate
loss S under partial knowledge of its moments. Since only information on the moments of S is
required, these risk bounds apply to non-linear loss models, such as re-insurance portfolios, and to
loss models for which the explicit aggregation is not known analytically, e.g., when S is obtained

via simulation models. As (higher) moments of the aggregate loss S depend both on the marginal
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distributions and their interdependence, one thus retains some aspects of the marginal distributions
and dependence information. Relevant papers include Hirlimann (2002) for the case of VaR and
Cornilly et al. (2018) and Zhu and Shao (2018) for the case of (concave) distortion risk measures.
Risk bounds that use additional refined information, such as uni-modality or symmetry, can be
found in, e.g., Li et al. (2018).

This paper is situated in the second stream, in that we consider risk bounds of an aggregate loss
S under knowledge of its first two moments. However, we additionally impose a probability distance
constraint on S, specified via the Wasserstein distance. Specifically, all alternative aggregate loss
distributions, over which the worst- and best- cases are sought — the uncertainty set — lie within
a tolerance distance from a reference loss distribution. Thus, the size of the tolerance distance
determines the uncertainty around the reference distribution, which may also entail uncertainties
on its components. Indeed, if the tolerance is small enough, the uncertainty set contains only the
reference distribution, whereas if the tolerance distance increases to infinity, we recover bounds
with moments constraints only. Therefore, the tolerance distance allows for a refined notion of
model risk, which results in a continuous spectrum of risk bounds interpolating from the risk of
the reference distribution to the bounds on the aggregate loss under the knowledge of the first two
moments only.

Worst- (best-) case values under probability distance constraints have been considered by
Glasserman and Xu (2014) and Lam (2016), who use the Kullback-Leibler divergence, as well as
by Blanchet and Murthy (2019), who utilise distances stemming from mass transportation. These
papers, however, consider the expected value of a function of the loss random variable, whereas
here we study the class of distortion risk measures. Moreover, we use a distance that allows for
comparison of distributions on differing support, which is important in our context as it is not clear
a priori whether the worst-case distribution shares the same support as the reference distribution.
For example, a discrete reference distribution, together with a particular choice of distortion risk

measure (e.g., inverse-S shaped), will result in a continuous worst-case distribution. In this work,
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we quantify the distance between the alternative distribution function and the reference distribu-
tion via the Wasserstein distance of order 2. The Wasserstein distance has been widely applied to
model distributional uncertainty in financial contexts (see e.g., Pflug and Wozabal (2007), Bartl
et al. (2020) and Chen and Xie (2021)), and as a distance from reference model (see e.g., Pesenti
(2022) and Pesenti and Jaimungal (2021)).

A related stream of literature studies distributionally robust optimisation, leading to an optimum
in the worst case. Relevant literature, in which the worst-case value of a distortion risk measure is
considered includes Cai et al. (2020) and Pesenti et al. (2020). Cai et al. (2020) consider distor-
tion risk measures under the assumption that the uncertainty set of the components X,,..., X,
is characterised by the knowledge of their moments, the components having compact support and
additional convex constraints. Pesenti et al. (2020) consider signed Choquet Integrals (see Section 3
for a definition) and uncertainty sets characterised by so-called closedness-under-concentration.
Neither of these works considers the Wasserstein distance, and the closedness-under-concentration
condition is not compatible with uncertainty sets that are /e-Wasserstein balls around an (arbi-
trary) reference distribution.

In this paper, we derive for any given distortion risk measure (with absolutely continuous dis-
tortion function) its worst- and best-case values when the loss distribution has known first two
moments and lies within a tolerance distance from a reference distribution, specified through the
Wasserstein distance. To derive these bounds, we use the technique of isotonic projections (Németh
(2003)). As a result, we obtain quasi analytical best- and worst-case bounds that significantly
improve existing moment bounds. We find that for small Wasserstein tolerance distances, the
worst-case distribution function (the distribution function attaining the worst-case value) is close
(in a probabilistic sense) to the reference distribution, whereas for large tolerance distances the
worst-case distribution function is no longer affected by the reference distribution. Thus, when the
Wasserstein tolerance distance goes to infinity, the reference distribution becomes irrelevant, and

we recover, as corollaries to our results, known moment bounds on distortion risk measures; see
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Li (2018) and Zhu and Shao (2018). Indeed, Li (2018) considers worst-case concave distortion risk
measures with given mean and standard deviation, and Zhu and Shao (2018) consider the best-case
and worst-case of the entire class of distortion risk measure under the knowledge of the first two
moments. Neither considers a Wasserstein constraint.

We further apply our results to obtain quasi-explicit bounds on RVaR and (via a direct proof)
VaR. We find that for small Wasserstein tolerance distances, the worst-case distribution functions
for RVaR and VaR are no longer two-point distributions, thus making the bounds attractive for
financial risk management applications.

This paper is structured as follows: Section 2 introduces the necessary notation and formulates
the problem. The main results — the quasi-analytical best- and worst-case values of distortion risk
measures under a Wasserstein distance constraint — are presented in Section 3. Section 4 contains
two extensions. In Section 4.1, we calculate bounds of VaR and RVaR. In Section 4.3, we extend
our results to complete moment uncertainty — that is, when the uncertainty set is a /e-Wasserstein
ball around a reference distribution without any moment constraints. We provide applications of
the risk bounds to portfolio optimisation and to model risk assessment of an insurance portfolio,
including rationales for choosing the Wasserstein distance, in Section 5. All proofs are relegated to

the appendix.

2. Problem Formulation

We consider an atomless probability space (€2, A4, P) and let L? = L?(Q2, A, P) be the set of all square
integrable random variables on that space. We denote by M? ={G(z)=P(X <z) | X € L?} the
corresponding space of distribution functions with finite second moment. The (left-continuous)
inverse, also called the quantile function, of a distribution function G € M? is G~!(u) = inf{y €
R | G(y) > u }, and we denote its right-continuous inverse by G='"(u) =inf{y e R | G(y) >u }, 0<
u < 1. Throughout the exposition, we write U ~ (0, 1) for a standard uniform random variable on

(0,1).
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2.1. Distortion Risk Measures
In this section, we recall the class of distortion risk measures that contains risk measures commonly
encountered in financial applications, such as VaR and TVaR. A distortion risk measure, evaluated

at a distribution function G'€ M?, is defined via the Choquet integral

(G == [ 1-g-Gapdes [ g1~ G,

— 00

whenever at least one of the two integrals is finite. The function g: [0, 1] — [0, 1] refers to a distortion
function — that is, a non-decreasing function satisfying ¢g(0) =0 and g(1) = 1. If ¢ is absolutely
continuous, then the distortion risk measure H, has the following representation (Dhaene et al.

2012)

1
1,(6) = [ 56 () du. 1)
with weight function v(u) =0_g(x)|;=1-v, 0 <u <1, which satisfies fol v(u)du =1 and where 0_
denotes the derivative from the left. In what follows, we may sometimes write H,(G™!) instead of
Hy(G).
ASSUMPTION 1. We assume that representation (1) holds and that fol |y(uw)]?du < +oc.

Throughout the paper, we use the following three concave distortion risk measures to illustrate

our results: the dual power distortion with parameter 8 > 0,
gle)=1-(1-2)", and ~(u)=pu"; (2)

the Wang transform (Wang 1996) with parameter 0 < go < 1,

¢ (@1 —u)+ P (q0))
¢ (@71 (1—u)) ’

where ® and ¢ denote the standard normal distribution and its density, respectively; and the Tail

g(x)=9o (CIfl(J:) + @71(q0)) , and ~v(u)= (3)

Value-at-Risk (TVaR,), also called Expected Shortfall, at level 0 < a <1 (Acerbi 2002) with

g(x) :min{lfa, 1} and ~y(u) = ﬁ]l(a,l)(u). (4)

In Section 4.1, we also consider the case of Value-at-Risk (VaR,), 0 < a < 1, a distortion risk
measure with g(x) = 11_,1)(x) that does not satisfy Assumption 1, i.e. it does not admit a repre-

sentation as in (1) as a Lebesgue Integral.
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2.2. Modelling Distributional Uncertainty
In financial risk management, distributional uncertainty is prevalent and bounds on the value of a
risk measure, so-called worst- and best-case values or upper and lower bounds, are valuable tools for
decision making. A worst- (best-) case value of a risk measure is defined as the largest (smallest)
value a risk measure can attain when the underlying distribution belongs to a set of alternative
distributions. Here, we consider subsets of M? that are characterised via a tolerance distance to a
reference distribution, specified through the Wasserstein distance of order 2. Distribution functions
belonging to such an uncertainty set may be viewed as alternatives to the reference distribution,
representing model misspecification or alternative model assumptions. To formalise this, we recall
the definition of the Wasserstein distance. The Wasserstein distance exhibits desirable properties,
such as no restriction on the support of distribution functions, which is in contrast to the Kullback-
Leibler divergence; see Villani (2008) for a discussion of the Wasserstein distance.

DEFINITION 1 (WASSERSTEIN DISTANCE OF ORDER 2). The Wasserstein distance of order 2

between G, G, € M? is (Villani 2008)

dw (G1,Gy) = inf { [E( (X, _X2)2)} 3

Xl’\"Gl’ XZNGQ} )

where the infimum is taken over all bivariate distributions with marginals G; and G..
For distributions on the real line, the Wasserstein distance admits the following well-known repre-

sentation (Dall’Aglio 1956)

Ay (G, G) = </01 (G (w) - G5 ()" du>% .

Hence, the Wasserstein distance between (G; and G is uniquely determined by their corresponding
quantile functions, and we may write dy (G *,G5") instead of dw (G, Gy).

We denote by F' € M? the reference distribution and its first two moments by [« dF(z)=pr € R
and [2?dF(x) = p% + 0%, o >0, respectively. Throughout, we fix the reference distribution F

and consider distributional uncertainty sets of the type

M. (u,0) = {G€M2

/xdG(m) _— /xQdG(x) — 12402, dw(F,G) < \/E} ,
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where € R, 0 >0, and 0 <e < +o00. The set M_.(u,0) thus contains all distribution functions
whose first two moments are p and pu? + o2, respectively, and that lie within a /e-Wasserstein ball
around the reference distribution F'. The e-constraint in the definition of M (p,0) is redundant
when e = 400, and in this special case we denote the uncertainty set M, (u,0) by M(p, o). Note
that in applications, one may often encounter that (u,0) = (ur,0r), but our set-up allows them
to be different, which could for example be useful when their values are estimated using different
data sources.

The best- and worst-case values of a distortion risk measure H, over the distributional uncer-

tainty set M. (u, o) are respectively defined by

inf H,(G 5 sup H,(G). 5b
Gex\l/lri(u,a) g( ) (a) GeEMe(p,0) g( ) ( )

In addition to the best- and worst-case values, we also study best-case and worst-case distribution

functions if they exist — that is, the distribution functions attaining (5a) and (5b), respectively

argmin H,(G) (6a) argmax Hy(G). (6b)
GeMc(p,0) GeMc(p,0)

Note that the square-integrability of v in Assumption 1 is not restrictive. Indeed if fol |y (u)|*du =
+00, then problems (5a) and (5b) are both equal to +00. We provide a proof in Appendix B,
Lemma 1. We impose two additional conditions that are necessary in order to ensure that the

considered optimisation problems are relevant and well-posed.

ASSUMPTION 2. We assume that v(-) # 1; otherwise H,(G) = p for all G € M (u,0) and prob-

lems (5) and (6) are obsolete.

AssuMPTION 3. We assume that M. (u,0) contains at least two elements, and hence infinitely

many; otherwise problems (5) and (6) are either ill-posed or trivial.

In this regard, Assumption 3 is equivalent to assuming that € > (up — ) + (o — )2 To see

this, note that for any G € M_(,0)

dW(F,G)2:/0 (F'(u) — G (w))” du
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=up+op+p’+o’—2cov(FHU),GHU)) - 2pur
= (pr —p)* + (op —0)* +200p(1 - corr(F~(U),G7(U)))

> (1 — ) + (o5 — 0)".

Hence, if ¢ < (up — p)* + (oF — 0)?, then M. (u,0) =0, and if € = (ur — p)* + (o — 0)?, then

M_(u,0) is a singleton, containing only one distribution with quantile function

FH(u) — pr
Oof

Gl(u):,u—i—a< ), 0<u<l.

Moreover, in this special case, G coincides with the reference distribution F' if and only if = ur

and o = op. Thus, from now on, we assume that ¢ > (ur — p)? + (op — 0)%

3. Bounds on Distortion Risk Measures

For ease of exposition, we first study worst-case values (5b) and worst-case distribution functions
(6b) for the class of concave distortion risk measures that are distortion risk measures with concave
distortion function g. The corresponding results for the case of general distortion risk measures
are presented in Section 3.2 and those for best-case values (5a) and best-case distributions (6a) in
Section 3.3.

3.1. Upper Bounds on Concave Distortion Risk Measures

Concave distortion risk measures are a subset of the class of distortion risk measures that are
coherent and include the widely used TVaR. Furthermore, concave distortion risk measures span
the class of law-invariant, coherent, and comonotone additive risk measures (Kusuoka 2001). For
the special case of concave distortion risk measures, we obtain analytic solutions to problems (5b)

and (6b), which are presented in the following theorem.

THEOREM 1 (Worst-Case Values and Quantiles of Concave Distortions). Let Assump-
tions 1, 2, and 3 be fulfilled. Further, let g be a concave distortion function and denote by cq =

corr(F~1(U),y(U))." Then, the following statements hold:

LIf ¢g =1, then only case 2. applies.
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L If (up—p)?+(or—0)?<e<(ur—p)*+(ocr —0)*+200r(1 —cy), then the solution to (6b)

is unique and has a quantile function given by

AF~1(u) —
m(u):wra(y(“)Jr ; (u) ‘”), O<u<l,
A

where A\ >0 denotes the unique positive solution to dy (F ™', hy) = /e, which is explicitly given by

K 02 _V 2
‘hﬁw”f2?—%? (7)
or\ K?—-o0%0; 0%

where V' = var(y(U)), C, r = cov(F1(U),y(U)), and K = Kit ittt e e 5 0 gnd where

2

ax=E(U)+AF~1U)) and by = std(y(U) + AF~Y(U)). The corresponding worst-case value, i.e.,

the solution to (5b), is
o
Hy () = it (V4 AC, p) = ot o std (3(0) corr (+(0), 1(U) 4 AFH(D))
A

and H,(hy) is continuous in ¢.

2. If (up —p)*+ (op —0)?+200r(1 —¢y) <e¢, then case 1. applies with A =0.

The worst-case value provided in Theorem 1 is sharp for all (up — p)? + (0p — 0)? < e < 400 and
attained by the worst-case quantile function hy. We observe that h) is a weighted average of the
reference quantile function F~! and the (non-decreasing) weight function + from the distortion risk
measure. As the worst-case value H, is non-decreasing in the tolerance distance €, we obtain that
corr (y(U),y(U) + AF~!(U)) is non-decreasing in &, which in turn implies that A is non-increasing
in €. Hence, we obtain that the influence of the reference distribution on the worst-case quantile
function hy diminishes with increasing tolerance distance €. Furthermore, for ¢ sufficiently large,
i.e., under case 2. of Theorem 1, X is zero and the worst-case quantile function is independent of
the reference distribution. Note that when € = (up — p)*+ (o0p — 0)* 4+ 200r(1 — ¢g), the expression
of X in (7) is still valid and simplifies to A=0.

As a direct corollary we obtain the worst-case values of TVaR. The proof is omitted as it follows

by direct calculations from Theorem 1.
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COROLLARY 1 (Worst-case Value of TVaR). Let Assumption 3 be fulfilled. Then, the worst-

case value of the TVaR,, is given by

4+ AN(TVaR,(F)—
wp  TVaR(G) =t o a2 (F)—pr)
GeMe (o) V5 +2A(IVaRo(F) - pp) + X0}

Here, if e < (up — p)?> + (0p — 0)* + 2001(1 — ¢y) then X is given by equation (7) in Theorem I,

and if e > (pp — p)*+ (op —0)? +200p(1 —¢p), then A\=0.

Theorem 1 generalises results that first appeared in Li (2018). This author derived sharp upper
bounds on H, under the knowledge of the first two moments, i.e., without considering an /e-
Wasserstein distance constraint or a reference distribution. Applying Theorem 1 with ¢ = +o00, we
obtain his result, which is stated here for completeness; see also Cornilly et al. (2018) and Zhu and

Shao (2018).

COROLLARY 2 (Worst-Case Values for ¢ = +oo; Li (2018)). Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be

fulfilled. Further, let g be a concave distortion function; then

sup Hq(G)=u+08td(v(U))=u+0\/ / (1(p) — 1) dp

GeM(p,0)
The bound is sharp and obtained by a unique maximising distribution function with quantile func-

tion hgy defined in Theorem 1.

ExaMPLE 1. We illustrate the worst-case values of Theorem 1 for three concave distortion risk
measures: the dual power distortion, the Wang transform, and TVaR defined in (2), (3), and (4),
respectively. The reference distribution F' is chosen to be standard normal, and we further set
uw=pr=0and 0 =ocp = 1. In the top panels of Figure 1, we observe that the upper bounds
are indeed non-decreasing and continuous functions of . The turquoise coloured vertical lines
display ¢* = (up — pu)*+ (0p —0)*+200r(1 — o) =2 (1 — ¢p). The parameter value €* indicates the
transition from case 1. to case 2. in Theorem 1; indeed, for € > ¢* case 2. of Theorem 1 applies and
the worst-case value is independent of . For TVaR,, with « = 0.7 (top right panel), the worst-case

value is equal to p+o,/ 1% = /12 = 1.53, and we recover the well-known Cantelli upper bound.



Bernard, Pesenti and Vanduffel: Robust Distortion Risk Measures

12
Dual Power Distortion Wang Distortion TVaR distortion
Case of the Dual Power Distortion for f=5 Wang Distortion with q,=0.7 TVaR wiith a=0.7
145
06" 16
14
0 058+
5135 0 015
] H 3
8 056" 8
s 13 & ¢
: P
e '
8405 Hoss 3
[ 4 [
T v
212 fos By
g ¢ g
] i g
D115 Y] 012
o = Upper bound
1 —-—-Reference value H (F) — Upper bound PReCRomg
X g 048 -+~ Reference vaue H {7 i .- Reference value HG(F)
105 ﬂ ——=ft-c)014 . —ltog03
: T : 046! ; —
0 05 1 15 2 25 3 0 05 1 15 2 05 1 15 2
€ € €
. Optimal quantile - Dual Power Distortion with 3=5 . Optimal quanile - Wang Distortion with g,=0.7 . Optima quanile - TVaR with ¢=0.7
3r 3
s |
2F ! 2
i
.
g1 ; ! 51
2 i
£ § h 3
£ £ e 2
§4 & g 8
0 T
2+ 7 -2
| 2
) -3
Y u L ‘ L B L ‘ L
0 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 08 1 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1
P P P
Figure 1 Worst-case values and quantile functions of three concave distortion risk measures; the dual power

distortion (left), the Wang transform (middle), and the TVaR (right). The top panels display the worst-

case values as a function of ¢; the bottom panels display the worst-case quantile functions for selected

values of «.

The bottom panels of Figure 1 display the worst-case quantile functions for selected values of

€. We observe that for e =0, the worst-case quantile functions are equal to the reference quantile

functions (blue solid line). When the Wasserstein distance € increases, the influence of the reference

distribution diminishes and, if € > 2(1 — ¢p), the worst-case quantile function (violet dash-dotted

line) is independent of the reference distribution. This can be seen clearly for TVaR, where the

violet dash-dotted quantile function corresponds to a two-point distribution.

3.2. Upper Bounds on General Distortion Risk Measures

To characterise the worst-case values and quantile functions of general distortion risk measures

we introduce the concept of isotonic projections; see e.g., Németh (2003). For this, we denote the
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space of square-integrable, non-decreasing, and left-continuous functions on (0,1) by
1
K= { k:(0,1) >R ‘ / k(u)*du < +oo, k non-decreasing & 1eft—continuous} . (8)
0

DEFINITION 2. For A > 0, denote by k; the isotonic projection of v+ AF~! onto the space
of square-integrable non-decreasing and left-continuous functions on (0,1) — that is, the unique
solution to

k;:argerlrclin |y + AF~ k|2, 9)

where || - || denotes the L? norm. Whenever A =0, we write 7" instead of k{, as k{ is indeed the
isotonic projection of v alone.
The isotonic projection differs from the isotonic regression (Barlow et al. 1972), which is a metric
projection onto the set of finite dimensional and component-wise increasing vectors. We refer to
Appendix A for further details and properties of isotonic projections.

We further define

AM=inf{A>0 ‘ k] is not constant }

and set inf () = +o00. Finally, we define for A > AT the quantile function

) —
hﬁ(u):u+a(’”(“b)‘“), O<u<l, (10)
A

with ay = E (k}(U)) and by = std (k}(U)). Note that h] is well-defined whenever A > A", as the
function k; is non-constant for all A > \T; see also Proposition 6 in Appendix A.

Before stating the worst-case value of general distortion risk measures, we need a further assump-

tion.
ASSUMPTION 4. We assume that AT =0.

Note that Assumption 4 is a requirement on the weight function and the reference distribution.
Assumption 4 is satisfied, for instance, when 7 is bounded and the reference distribution has a

quantile function that is unbounded to the right, i.e. F~*(u)— 400 for u— 1.
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THEOREM 2 (Worst-Case Values and Quantiles of General Distortions). Let Assump-
tions 1, 2, 3, and 4 be fulfilled. Further, let g be a distortion function and denote ¢y =
limyo corr (F~Y(U), k}(U)). Then, the following statements hold:

L If (up—p)*+(ocr—0)?*<e<(up—p)?+(op —0)?+200r(1 — ), then a solution to (6b) is
unique and is given by the quantile function hT\ defined in (10), where A > 0 is the unique positive

solution to dy (F~', hl) = /€. Furthermore, the worst-case value, i.e., the solution to (5b), is
H,(h)) = p+ o std(y(U)) corr (v(U), kL (1))

and H,(h)) is continuous in €.
2. Let (up — p)*+ (op —0)*+200p(1 —cy) <e. If ' is not constant, then case i) applies with

A=0. If " is constant, then the solution to (5b) is equal to p but cannot be attained in general.

REMARK 1. If ~ is non-increasing, equivalently the distortion function g is convex, then its
isotonic projection v' is constant and thus equal to 1. Hence, for e sufficiently large, case 2. of
Theorem 2 implies that the upper bound is equal to u. However, the well-known Hoeffding bounds

for the expectation of a product of two random variables with given marginal distributions imply

that for any admissible quantile function G, it holds that folfy(u) Hu)du < fo (u)du =
(note that fo u)du =1 and ~ is assumed to be non-constant). Hence, the upper bound p is not
attained. However, if for example there exists 0 < p < % such that [ y(u)du = f1 w)du and

7" =1, then the upper bound p is attained. To see this, consider the quantile function G™!(u) =
p~+ oF 7 (u) in which F~'(u) takes value \;711) on (0,p), value ﬁ on (1 —p,p), and value zero
otherwise. It verifies that the mean of G~! is u whereas its variance is equal to o2. Moreover,
fo w)du = pu, thus G~! attains the worst-case bound. An example of v satisfying these
conditions is if y(u) =1—2u on (0,1/2) and y(u) =2u—1 on [1/2,1).

If ~ is non-decreasing, equivalently g is concave, then v+ AF~! is non-decreasing and thus equal
to its isotonic projection. Hence, Theorem 2 reduces to Theorem 1 in the case of concave distortion
risk measures. Theorem 2 generalises results by Zhu and Shao (2018), who analyse problem (5b) in

the special case in which the Wasserstein constraint is redundant, which we state in the subsequent

corollary.
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COROLLARY 3 (Worst-Case Values for ¢ = +00). Let Assumptions 1, 2, and 4 be fulfilled.
Further, let g be a distortion function; then, the following statements hold:

1. If " is not constant, then

sup Hg(G)Zquastd(vT(U))=u+0\// (v'(p) —1)*dp . (11)
GeM(u,0) 0

The bound is sharp and attained by a distribution with quantile function hg defined in (10).

2. If y" is constant, then

sup Hy(G)=p
GeM(u,0)

and the bound cannot be attained in general.
3.3. Lower Bounds on General Distortion Risk Measures
In a similar way as in Section 3.2, we first introduce the notation and assumptions needed to derive
the best-case values and quantile functions of general distortion risk measures.
DEFINITION 3. For A > 0, denote by ki the isotonic projection of v — AF~! onto the set of

square-integrable non-increasing functions and left-continuous — that is, the unique solution to

kY =argmin ||y — A\F~' — k||?. (12)
—kek

Whenever A =0, we write v* instead of k), as k¢ is indeed the isotonic projection of v onto the
non-increasing functions.
Further, we define

A =inf { A>0 ‘ k% is not constant }

and for all A > A* the quantile function

1l
hﬁ(u):wra(w), O<u<l, (13)
A

with ay = E(k5(U)) and by = std(ki(U)). Note that h} is well-defined whenever A > A!, as the

function ki is non-constant for all A > \*; see also Proposition 6 in Appendix A.

ASSUMPTION 5. We assume that \¥ =0.
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The next theorem states the best-case values and quantile functions of general distortion risk

measures.

THEOREM 3 (Best-Case Values and Quantiles of General Distortions). Let  Assump-
tions 1, 2, 3, and 5 be fulfilled. Further, let g be a distortion function and denote cy =
limywo corr(F~Y(U), =k} (U)). Then, the following statements hold:

L If (up—p)*+(orp—0)* <e<(urp—p)?+ (o —0)*+200p(1 —cy), then a solution to (6a) is
unique and s given by the quantile function hf\ defined in (13), where A\ >0 is the unique positive

solution to dy (F~', h{) =+/€. The corresponding best-case value, i.e., the solution to (5a), is
Hy(h3) = p— o std(y(U)) corr (v(U), k3 (U)) ,

and H, 1s continuous in €
2. Let (up — p)*+ (0p —0)* +200p(1 — cg) <e. If ¥+ is not constant, then case i) applies with

A=0. If v+ is constant, then the infimum is equal to u but cannot be attained.

Theorem 3 implies that for € that is sufficiently large, i.e., in case 2., the lower bound of any concave
distortion risk measure is equal to p and not attained. The next corollary collects the results for

£ =+00.

COROLLARY 4 (Best-Case Values for ¢ =+0o0). Let Assumptions 1, 2, and 5 be fulfilled. Fur-
ther, let g be a distortion function; then, the following statements hold:

1. If v* is not constant, then

L H,(G) = = std(y(U)) corr (y(U), 14(0)

The bound is sharp and is attained by a distribution with quantile function hé defined in (13).
2. If v+ is constant, then

sup  Hy(G)=p
GeM(p,0)

and the bound cannot be attained.
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REMARK 2. Distortion risk measures have an alternative representation that makes it possible

to write minimisation problems in terms of maximisation problems. Specifically,

inf  H,/(Gx)=-— sup H;(G_x) (14)

Gx eM(p0) G_x€M(—p,0)
where g is the dual distortion of g, given by g(z) =1—g(1—=z), and Gx, G_x denote the distribution
functions of the random variables X and — X, respectively. Equation (14) follows from the fact that
H,(Gx)=—H;(G_x); see e.g., Dhaene et al. (2012). This observation makes it possible to obtain
Corollary 4, the statements on lower bounds, from Corollary 3, the corresponding statements on
upper bounds, in a more direct manner. Such reasoning, however, cannot be extended when dealing
with the Wasserstein distance constraints considered in this paper.

REMARK 3. Theorems 2 and 3 can be generalised to signed Choquet integrals. A signed Choquet
integral is, for a distribution function G € M?, defined by H,(G) = — fi)oog(l) —g(1-G(z))dz +
f0+°°g(1 — G(x))dz, where g: [0,1] — R is of bounded variation with ¢(0) = 0. Signed Choquet
integrals generalise the class of distortion risk measures in that the distortion function g can be
decreasing. For absolutely continuous g, the signed Choquet integral admits a representation as in
(1), see Wang et al. (2020), thus, Theorems 2 and 3 can be extended to signed Choquet integrals
with absolutely continuous distortion function.

EXAMPLE 2 (CONTINUED). Figure 2 illustrates the best- and worst-case values (Theorems 2
and 3) of three concave distortion risk measures: the dual power distortion, the Wang transform,
and TVaR, with a standard normal reference distribution, urp = p =0, and op =0 = 1. In the
upper panels of Figure 2, the solid blue line corresponds to the upper bound and the dashed blue
line corresponds to the lower bound. The black line depicts the reference risk measure H,(F") and
the vertical turquoise lines display the critical ¢ value for the transition between case 1. and case
2. in Theorem 2 (upper bound, solid line) and Theorem 3 (lower bound, dashed line).

As all three risk measures are concave, their lower bounds — for ¢ sufficiently large (case 2. in
Theorem 3) — are all equal to =0 but not attained. That the lower bounds are not attained can

be seen in the lower panels, where the corresponding best-case quantile functions are displayed.
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The best-case quantile functions become flatter for larger ¢, and for ¢ sufficiently large the quantile

functions are no longer defined.

Dual Power Distortion Wang Distortion TVaR distortion
Case of the Dual Power Distortion for =5 Case of the Wang Distortion ith q,= 0.7 Case of the TVaR at confidence level o=0.7
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Figure 2 Best- and worst-case values and quantile functions of three concave risk measures; the dual power
distortion (left), the Wang transform (middle), and TVaR (right). The top panels display the best-
and worst-case values as a function of ¢; the bottom panels display the best-case quantile functions
for selected values of . The vertical turquoise lines in the upper panels correspond to the transition
of case 1. to case 2, in the upper bound (Theorem 2, solid line) and lower bound (Theorem 3, dashed

line).

4. Extensions
In this section we consider two extensions. First, we derive explicit bounds on RVaR and (via a

direct proof) the bounds on VaR. Second, we extend the results to the uncertainty sets solely

described by the Wasserstein distance.
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4.1. Bounds on Range Value-at-Risk, Value-at-Risk, and Tail Value-at-Risk
In this section we provide bounds on the risk measures RVaR, TVaR, and VaR. Specifically, we first
calculate the best- and worst-case values of RVaR and then derive the TVaR bounds as limiting

cases. The bounds on VaR are derived via a direct proof as VaR does not satisfy Assumption 1.

The RVaR,, s at levels 0 < v < 5 <1 is defined by (Cont et al. 2010)

g(x) = min{max{ :”;rf;l, 0 } , 1 } and ~y(u)= ﬁia]l(a’m (u).

By letting 8 1, we obtain TVaR; that is, for any G € M? it holds that
TVaR,(G) = lim RVaR,, s(G) .
AR (G) = lim RVaR.,5(G)

Next, recall that VaR,, (G) = G~!(a) and denote VaR (G) = G~%*(a). Both VaR and VaR™* are dis-
tortion risk measures (VaR,, with g(z) =1(_,1(z) and VaR} with g(z) = 1j1_41j(z), see Dhaene
et al. (2012)); however, they do not belong to the class of distortion risk measures considered in

this paper as they do not satisfy Assumption 1. Furthermore, it holds that for any G € M?

VaR,(G) = l/u/n RVaR, (G) and VaR](G)= g{n RVaR, 5(G) .

The worst-case values of these risk measures under constraints on the first two moments but without
a Wasserstein constraint have been extensively studied; indicatively see Kaas and Goovaerts (1986),
Lo (1987), Grundy (1991), Hiirlimann (2005), and De Schepper and Heijnen (2010) for the VaR,
Li et al. (2018) for the RVaR, and Natarajan et al. (2010) for the TVaR. We collect the worst-
and best-case values of these risk measures without a Wasserstein constraint in the subsequent

corollaries. The bounds on TVaR and RVaR also follow from Corollary 3 and 4.

COROLLARY 5 (Worst-Case Values for ¢ = +00). For 0 < a < <1, the worst-case values

of VaR,, VaR', RVaR, s, and TVaR, coincide; that is,
sup VaR,(G)= sup VaR!(G)= sup RVaR,s(G)
GeM(p,0) GeM(p,0) GeM(p,0)

= sup TVaR,(G)=p+o S
GeM(p,0) l—«o
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While the worst-case wvalue of VaR, cannot be attained, the worst-case distribution of

VaR;r, RVaR, 3, and TVaR, is a two-point distribution with quantile function

l—«o

p—oy/ =% 0<u<a,
hi(u) = (15)

ptoy/ o a<u<l.

COROLLARY 6 (Best-Case Values for ¢ =+00). For 0 < a < <1, the best-case values of

VaR,, VaR!, RVaR, s, and TVaR, s are

inf VaR.(G)= inf VaR (G)=pu—o\/ =2,

GeM(p,0) GeM(p,0) «
inf  RVaR, 3(G)=pu—o+/ =L, and inf  TVaR,(G)=p.
GeM(u,0) #(G)=p—o B GeM(u,0) (&)=

While the best-case values of VaR) and TVaR, s cannot be attained, the best-case distribution
corresponding to the best-case VaR, has a quantile function given by (15) whereas for the best-case

RVaR, g it is a two-point distribution with quantile function

p—oy/ 22 0<u<p,
hi(u) =

ptoy/ L pB<u<l.
Next, we study the lower and upper bound on RVaR when, in addition to the moment constraints,
the distributions in the uncertainty set lie within an /e-Wasserstein ball of the reference distribu-

tion F.

PROPOSITION 1 (Worst-Case Quantiles of RVaR). Under the assumptions of Theorem 2

case 1., a solution to (6b) with RVaR, s is unique and is given by h) defined in (10), where k) is

AF~1(u) O<u<a,
kT( ) 57%4—)\F*1(u) a<u<wy, 16)
au) =

C w0<u§w1a

AF Y (u) wp <u<l,
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and wy, wy, and ¢, with a <wy < B <w, ¢ < +00, satisfy

c—gtas i i Se=AFTY(a),
AF Y w) =4 ’

AF~Ha),  otherwise,

AF1(1) if c>AF71(1),
)\F_l(wl) =

c otherwise,

_ w1
c= 1 5 o 4 A / F'(u)du.

wy—wy f—a  wp—wp wp

PROPOSITION 2 (Best-Case Quantiles of RVaR). Under the assumptions of Theorem 3 case

1., a solution to (6a) with RVaR, 3 is unique and is given by b} defined in Theorem 3, where kY is

—AF~H(u) 0<u<z,
—C Zo<u<z,
x(u) = (17)
“AFTHu) + 51, a<u<p,
—AF~(u) f<u<l,

and zy, z1, and ¢, with zo < a <z, <, ¢ > —00, solve

(

AP~ (20) + 52 if 50 <AFH(B) —c,
AF_I(Zl) =

AF~1(B) otherwise,

AF~1(0) if c<AF71(0),
AFﬁl(Zo) =

c otherwise,

— 1 21
c=_21"2 + A /Fl(u)du.

zi—zof—a  z1— 2z 20
We verified with numerical experiments that the closed-form expressions in (16) and (17) match

well with numerically obtained isotonic and antitonic projections.?

2 All numerically obtained isotonic projections are constructed using LSQISOTONIC, a built-in function in Matlab.
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Risk measure Best-case quantile Worst-case quantile
RVaR, g Proposition 2; Proposition 1;
VaR,, Proposition 2 with z; = 3; not attained;
VaR} not attained; Proposition 1 with wg = «;
TVaR, Proposition 2 with 8 =1; Proposition 1 with 8 =1 and wyg=w, = 1.

Table 1  Best- and worst-case quantile functions of VaR,, VaR], RVaR, g, and TVaR,

for case 1. of Theorems 2 and 3, respectively; that is, for ¢ sufficiently small.

The subsequent corollary and proposition provide the best- and worst-case quantile functions of

TVaR and VaR, respectively. The results are also summarised in Table 1.

COROLLARY 7 (Best- and Worst-Case Quantiles of TVaR). Under the assumptions of
case 1. in Theorems 2 and 3, respectively, it holds that the worst-case quantile function of TVaR,, is
given by Proposition 1 with =1 and wy =w,; = 1. The corresponding worst-case value of TVaR,,

is given in Corollary 1. The best-case quantile function of TVaR, is given by Proposition 2 with
B=1.
As VaR and VaR™ do not satisfy Assumption 1, we provide a direct proof of the next proposition.

PropPOSITION 3 (Best- and Worst-Case Quantile of VaR). Let Co =
corr (F7(U), Lyea,ny) and (pp — p)? 4 (or — 0)* <e < (up — p)? + (oF — 0)* + 2005 (1 — ). It
holds that the worst-case quantile function of VaR] is given by Proposition 1 with wy = a.. The
worst-case value of VaR, is equal to that of VaR,. but not attained. The best-case quantile function
of VaR,, is given by Proposition 2 with z = (3. The best-case value of VaR. is equal to that of

VaR, but is not attained.

ExaAMPLE 3. Figures 3 and 4 illustrate the isotonic projections for the worst- and best-case

quantile function of RVaR,, s with o = 0.6 and different values of 5 € {0.61, 0.85, 0.99}. Specifically,
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Figure 3 displays v(u) + AF~'(u), u € (0,1) and its isotonic projection k! onto the set of non-

decreasing functions (derived in Proposition 1). Note that we chose ¢ sufficiently small such that

the worst-case quantile functions of RVaR, 3 are not two-point distributions, and thus case 1. of

Theorem 2 applies. Figure 4 displays the corresponding graphs for the best-case quantile functions.

10

Worst Quantile for RVaR with «=0.6 and 3=0.61

©)+F'(p)

! from Prop. 1
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Figure 3

10 Worst Quantile for RVaR with «=0.6 and 3=0.85
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For the risk measure RVaR,, s, we plot ~(u) + A\F~'(u), u € (0,1) and its isotonic projection k! onto

the set of non-decreasing functions (derived in Proposition 1). The reference distribution I is standard

normal with y=pur =0 and c =or =1, and we set ¢ =0.2.

i6 Best Quantile for RVaR with «=0.6 and 3=0.61

Figure 4

16 Best Quantile for RVaR with o=0.6 and 3=0.85

------ AP+ )
-— - kj from Prop. 2

10

Best Quantile for RVaR with «=0.6 and 3=0.99

APHF(p)
k; from Prop. 2

For the risk measure RVaR,, g, we plot v(u) — AF~'(u), u € (0,1) and its isotonic projection kﬁ onto

the set of non-increasing functions (derived in Proposition 2). The reference distribution F is standard

normal with y=pur =0 and c =or =1, and we set ¢ =0.2.
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VaR, RVaR and TVaR distortions with o=0.6 VaR, RVaR and TVaR distortions with a=0.6

o

VIR"(F) -
Bounds for RVaR (F) with =085
e Bounds for Wﬁ“(F)

= Model Risk for VaR
Model Risk for RVaR with =0.85
== Model Risk for TVaR

value)

.................

Distorted Risk Measure

___________________________

Figure 5 Left: Best- and worst-case values of VaR,, RVaR,, 5, and TVaR,, as a function of the tolerance level ¢.
VaR and TVaR are at level @« = 0.6 and RVaR is at levels o = 0.6 and 8 = 0.85. Solid lines represent the
worst-case values, dashed lines represent the best-case values. Right: Length of the normalised bounds

of VaR, RVaR, and TVaR.

The left plot of Figure 5 displays the lower and upper bounds on VaR,,, RVaR, g, and TVaR,, as a
function of the Wasserstein distance e. When ¢ is sufficiently large (case 2. in Theorems 2 and 3), the
Wasserstein distance no longer affects the bounds; these bounds coincide with the well-known Can-
telli bounds. The normalised lengths of the bounds on VaR,, RVaR, g, and TVaR,, as a function of
¢ are displayed in the right plot of Figure 5. The normalised length of the bounds are the differences
between (5b) and (5a) divided by the risk measure evaluated at the reference distribution and have
been introduced to assess model risk by Barrieu and Scandolo (2015). The length of the bounds on
RVaR,, s, for example, is (Supge . (4,0) RVaRa s(G) — infaepm, (u.o) RVaR4 5(G)) /RVaRa 5 (F). We
observe that the normalised length of the bounds on all three risk measures increases with respect
to €. Moreover, the normalised length of the VaR bounds is significantly larger than in the case of
TVaR, a fact that is well-known for the case when ¢ = +oo (Embrechts et al. 2015).

4.2. Robustness to Moment Uncertainty
In practical applications, the mean and variance of loss distributions may themselves be prone
to uncertainty, e.g., when estimated jointly, see Delage and Ye (2010). When uncertainty in

the mean is prevalent, (5a) and (5b) should be considered with uncertainty set M. (K) = {G €
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M. (u,0) | (n,0) € K}, where K C R x R, specifies the range of ambiguity on 1 and o. Proposition
4 provides the worst-case values when p and o are prone to marginal and elliptical uncertainty.
Extensions to best-case values follow in a similar fashion and are omitted.

Consider the following cases

1. (marginal) K ={(1,0) | p<p <7, |ul < [0, o <o <7}.

2. (circlic) K ={(p,0) | 0 >0, (ur—p)*+(or—0)* <r’}, r>0.

3. (elliptical) K = { (u,0) ‘ o>0, (“Fc;”)2 + (ng_Qg)Q <r? }, with ¢,d,r > 0.

PROPOSITION 4 (Upper Bounds with Moment Uncertainty). Let g be a distortion func-
tion and K given by case 1. 2. or 3 defined above. If for all (u,0) € K, it holds that (up — pn)* +

(op—0)?<e<(urp—p)*+(op—0)?+200r(1—cy), then

sup H,(G) = sup H,(G)

GEM:(K) GeEMe(pf o Ko
and its solution is given in Theorem 2, case 1., with uX, _ and ok, given by

1. (marginal) If pp < —+, then

(luﬁax? Jrlrfax) = (M,E) Y Othe'f"lUise (Mﬁax? Ullrfax) = (ﬁ? E) N

2. (circlic) We have

N W P S o . N 18
(Hmax: Omax) HF T+ (co)? F T+ (c0)? (18)

where cvy =/ var(Zy) corr (Zy,k\(U)) /(1 + Apr) with Zy =~(U) + A\F~Y(U), and pX,, takes on
the smaller value whenever pp < —%.

3. (elliptical) We have

rd?* | cvy|
o

Hmaxo max) = | UF + %7 oF + ) )
\/14—(%0@) C\/l—i—(%cv,\)

where pf,. takes on the smaller value whenever pp < —%.

( K K

(19)

If for all (p,0) € K, it holds that (pr — p)* + (0 — 0)? +200r(1 — ¢y) <&, then the solution to

SUPGem, (i) Hy(G) is given in Theorem 2, case 2.



Bernard, Pesenti and Vanduffel: Robust Distortion Risk Measures

26

4.3. Wasserstein Uncertainty Set

In this section we consider worst-case concave distortion risk measures under complete moment
uncertainty. Specifically, we consider an uncertainty set that contains all distribution functions
that lie within an \/e-Wasserstein ball around the reference distribution, i.e., without a first and

second moment constraint. Thus, the optimisation problem becomes

argmax H,(G), (20)
GeM.

where M. = {G € M? | dw(F,G) <./e} is the set of all distribution functions that lie within a

/e-Wasserstein ball around the reference distribution F'.

THEOREM 4 (Wasserstein Uncertainty). Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be fulfilled. Further, let
g be a concave distortion function; then, the solution to problem (20) exists, is unique, and has

quantile function given by

y(u) + AF~H(u) — ay
b

h,\(u):,u*—f—a*( >, O<u<l,

with

* *\ 9 2 2CW,F\/E EV
<“’0)_<“F+\/1+V ’ \/UF+ ATV 1xv )

where ay, by, V, and C, g are given in Theorem 1 and X\ >0 denotes the unique positive solution to

dw (F~', hy) = /e, which is explicitly given in Theorem 1. The corresponding worst-case value is
Hy(hy)=p* + 0" std(y(U)) corr (v(U), A\F'(U)) .

Note that if € > 0, then the mean and standard deviation of the worst-case distribution fulfil
w* > pp and o* > op (recall that C., > 0). Thus, the worst-case distribution when the uncertainty
set is only characterised by a Wasserstein ball has a larger mean and standard deviation than the
benchmark. Thus, the uncertainty set M. (i, o) with fixed p and o results in a different worst-case

distribution compared to the uncertainty set characterised solely by the Wasserstein distance.
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5. Applications

The tolerance distance ¢, i.e., the degree of the uncertainty, should be adequately chosen. Pesenti
and Jaimungal (2021) study optimal portfolio choice and assume that the investor is prepared to
accept terminal wealth distributions that stay within an e-Wasserstein ball around some benchmark
distribution. In this case, the Wasserstein tolerance distance e reflects the investor’s tolerance of
deviating from the benchmark portfolio strategy and its value is thus driven by the investor’s
risk preferences. In most applications, however, the uncertainty set is constructed to contain all
“plausible” distributions, i.e., the uncertainty set should be large enough to contain with high
probability the true data-generating distribution and at the same time small enough to exclude
pathological distributions, which would incentivise overly conservative decisions (Esfahani and
Kuhn (2018)). In these settings, the tolerance distance should be driven by data considerations
rather than being exogenously specified. In this regard, in various (data) contexts and under various
assumptions Wozabal (2014) chooses € via cross-validation whereas Blanchet et al. (2022) choose
€ such that the true distribution function lies with a given probability within a Wasserstein ball
around the empirical reference distribution. Additionally, including expert opinion in constructing
the uncertainty set may provide valuable information, particularly in the case of limited available
data (Clemen and Winkler (1999)). In the applications hereafter we do not pursue the estimation

of € in great length, but rather provide some guidelines for choosing it.

5.1. Portfolio Optimisation

We consider a portfolio optimisation problem in which an investor aims to construct a robust
portfolio © = (z1,...,2,) € P among returns R = (Ry,...,R,), n € N, in which P is a suitable
polyhedral set. We denote the multivariate distribution function of R by Gr and assume that it
is subject to uncertainty in that only its mean vector p and covariance matrix > are known. For

each portfolio &, we denote by G, the (unknown) distribution function of the aggregate portfolio

2
x

loss —x" R having mean —pu, = —x ' and variance o2 = &' Xx. There is a benchmark model
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under which the investor assumes® that the aggregate portfolio loss has distribution function Fj

belonging to a location-scale family, i.e., there is a distribution function F' such that

F ' (u)=—pg+ 0 F ' (u), 0<u<l.

x

Then, for fixed & € P, the Wasserstein distance between F, and G, is given by

dyw (Fy, Gz)? =202(1 — corr(F,; ' (U), G, (U)). (21)

xT

The investor now aims to find the portfolio & that has the smallest risk — measured via a concave
distortion risk measure — among all possible portfolios whose aggregate loss lie within a Wasserstein

distance of the benchmark portfolio. Specifically, we consider the optimisation problem

min max H,(Gs), (22)

xzeP GREM((p,X)
dW (anGz)S\/Em

where M(p, %) is the set of all n-dimensional distribution functions with mean vector p and

covariance matrix Y, and where we allow the tolerance distance to depend on x, i.e., e, >0, x € P.

PROPOSITION 5. Let Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 be fulfilled. Further, let g be a concave distortion

function. Then, Problem (22) is equivalent to

€ Ex?
] J— R ;m J— i [R— 2
min { e + (0'“c ZUm) VVeo+ y/ea ppe VV(1-¢d) } , (23)
where £, =min{e,,202(1 —co)}, V =wvar(y(U)), and ¢y = corr(F~(U),~v(U)).

Note that problem formulation (22) is general in that the tolerances ¢, may depend on the
portfolio « € P at hand. As a consequence, it is not always possible to obtain the minimum in (23)
in explicit form, and numerical procedures may be required.

3 This assumption is fulfilled, for instance, when an elliptical multivariate distribution function is taken as reference

model for R.
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From (21), however, we observe that the Wasserstein distance scales linearly with the standard
deviation of the portfolio loss. Hence, it appears natural to take the tolerance e, of the form?*
£z =202A for 0 < A< 1. The next result considers this case. Its proof follows from Proposition 5

via direct calculation and is omitted.

COROLLARY 8. Let Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 be fulfilled. Further, let g be a concave distortion
function and assume that e, =202 A for A€ [0,1]. Let V =wvar(y(U)) and co = corr(F~(U),y(U)).
Then, the following holds:

1. If A=0, then Problem (22) is equivalent to

min{—,um—l—am\/Vco}.

xEP

2. If0< A< 1—cy, then Problem (22) is equivalent to

min {—um+am\/V(co(1—A)+\/A(Q—A)\/l—c§> } .

xzeP

3. If 1 —¢y < A<1, then Problem (22) is equivalent to
i (o).
In all cases of Corollary 8, the robust portfolio optimisation problem reduces to solving a second
order cone program. Specifically, for A =0, there is no ambiguity and the investor aims to obtain
the optimal portfolio under the assumption that for each portfolio « the portfolio (loss) has known

quantile function F,!(u) = —pg + 05 F; ' (u). The optimal choice x* is the portfolio® for which

H,(F,~) attains

min { —p, + 0, H(F) },

xzcP
4 If historical asset returns are available the value of A can be determined as follows: using the historical returns we
estimate for a given portfolio = (z1,...,z,) € P, the empirical distribution Go of the portfolio loss, its standard
deviation &4, and the Wasserstein distance dg between G and the (discretised version of the) reference distribu-
tion Fj. By doing so for a set of portfolios ¥ € P,i e {1,...,N}, one can estimate A by A= max{% | z® e
P,i=1,...,N}. This procedure in particular guarantees that for each portfolio W e {1,..., N} its corresponding

empirical distribution Gm(i) lies in the uncertainty set.

5If an elliptical multivariate distribution function is taken as the reference model for R, then F,+ is also an elliptical

distribution.
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where we recall that v/Vey = Hy(F). When 1 — ¢y < A < 1, the Wasserstein distance becomes

irrelevant and the optimal portfolio problem reduces to the one considered in Li (2018), i.e., to

min{—,um—l—omﬁ}.

@EP

In this regard, vV, = H,(F) < vV implies that in the case of no ambiguity (A = 0), more
emphasis is placed on the expected return component than in the case in which the Wasserstein
distance constraint is irrelevant (1 —cy < A <1.) Moreover, in this instance, the optimal terminal
wealth has a quantile function that is linear in the (non-negative) weight function 7 (see Corollary
2), and thus is bounded from below, a feature that might be considered as not very realistic. The

cases 0 < A < (1 —¢p) deal with situations that are between these extreme scenarios. Observe that

co(1 —A) ++/A(2— A)\/1 —cZ is increasing in A on the interval [0,1 — ¢y] taking value ¢, when
A =0, and value 1 when A =1-c¢y. As A and thus the degree of ambiguity increases, less emphasis
is placed on the expected return leading to optimal portfolios that become more conservative.
Note that in all intermediate cases the optimal quantile function inherits structure of the reference
quantile function F.' (see Theorem 1).

5.2. Insurance Portfolio of Risks

This section illustrates the best- and worst-case values of VaR on a simulated portfolio of dependent
risks, that could e.g., arise from insurance activities. We consider the Pareto-Clayton model that
offers a flexible way of modelling portfolios with dependent risks, see Oakes (1989) and Albrecher
et al. (2011) for applications in insurance and Dacorogna et al. (2016) and Bernard et al. (2018)
for applications in finance. In the Pareto-Clayton model, the portfolio components X1, ..., X, are,
given © =60 > 0, independent and Exponentially distributed with parameter 6, that is drawn from a
Gamma distribution, i.e., ©® ~ Gamma(a,b). The aggregate portfolio risk S = Z’:Zl X; thus follows,
conditionally on © =6, a Gamma(d, #) distribution. By Dubey (1970) Equations 1.1 and 1.3, the
scaled aggregate portfolio risk S/b is a Beta distribution of the second kind. Thus, the quantile
function of the aggregate portfolio risk S and the first five moments are explicitly given by

10,0\ _ Gy (u)
R O

b B(a—k, d+k)

and E(§") = =gt

for k=1,...,5.
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Model Abb. Parameters dw
Lognormal model LN pry =24 oy =0.36 0.298
Gamma, r ar=73 pBr=1.5 0.637
Weibull W Aw =12  ky =29 3.787
Inverse Gaussian 1G wrg=11  Ajg=282 3.802
Inverse Gamma r ar=93 p[Br=93 3.792
Inverse-Weibull IwW Arw =93 kmw=4.4 3.868
Log-Logistic LL ar, =10 Brp =53 0.345
Table 2 Alternative models for the aggregate portfolio risk. The last column reports the Wasserstein distance

between the Pareto-Clayton and the alternative model.

where B(-,-) denotes the Beta function and G3' the quantile function of the Beta distribution with
parameters d and a.

We consider the situation where modellers or experts may not fully agree on the reference Pareto-
Clayton model, as available data or estimation may induce uncertainties or the distribution of ©
might not seem appropriate. As alternative models for the distribution of the aggregate portfolio
risk S, we consider two-parameter distributions with support in (0, +00) that are commonly utilised
for modelling insurance portfolios. Specifically, we consider a Lognormal model (LN), a Gamma
model (T'), a Weibull model (W), an Inverse Gaussian model (IG), an Inverse Gamma model (IT"),
an Inverse-Weibull model (IW), and a Log-Logistic model (LL). The different models are described
in Table 2 and additional information is provided in Appendix C. For the numerical simulations
of the Pareto-Clayton model we use a =10, b =1, and d = 100, as in Bernard et al. (2018). The
parameters of the alternative models, reported in Table 2, are obtained by matching the first two
moments to those of the reference Pareto-Clayton model, i.e., E(S) =11.11 and E(S?) = 140.28.
We illustrate the reference Pareto-Clayton model (solid black) and the alternative models in Figure
6 via their densities. It is apparent that the considered alternative models can be grouped into

light-tailed models (W, IG, II", IW) and heavy-tailed models (LN, I", LL).
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045 I
= Reference model
—— LogNormal with “LN=2'4’ aLN=0.36, dw=0.3 m

Gamma uF=7.3, /1F=1.5, dw=0.64
—— Weibull Aw=12, kw=2.9,dw=3.8
—Inverse Gaussian " G=11, AIG=82,dw=3.8 H

Inverse Gamma alr=9.3, =98, dw=3.8
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2 o2f —Log-Logistic a, =10, f,=53,d,=034 ||
§
9 o15- i
01 |
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Figure 6  Densities of the reference model (solid black), of the Pareto-Clayton model, and of the alternative

models.

Next, we discuss the choice of Wasserstein distance by means of model uncertainty. Specifically,
we let € be the maximum of all Wasserstein distances between the reference and a selection of
alternative models. The constructed Wasserstein ball then includes all distribution functions whose
Wasserstein distance is smaller or equal to the maximum of all Wasserstein distances between
the reference and the considered alternative models and, in particular, all considered alternative
models. We report the Wasserstein distances between the Pareto-Clayton model and all alternative
models in Table 2 and observe that the Wasserstein distances between the reference distribution and
the alternatives from the heavy-tailed models are significantly smaller compared to the alternatives
from the light-tailed models. This illustrates that model uncertainty is considered with respect to
the reference distribution, which in our case is heavy-tailed. Thus, in a model uncertainty context,
changing from the heavy-tailed reference model, i.e., Pareto-Clayton, to a light-tailed model, e.g.,
Weibull, entails a higher level of uncertainty compared to other models from the heavy-tailed
family, e.g., Lognormal.

The best- and worst-case values of VaR,,, for a =0.9, 0.95, 0.99, for various uncertainty sets are
report in Table 3. The values of VaR, of the Pareto-Clayton model are respectively VaRgg =
16.29, VaRg 95 = 18.75, and VaR g9 = 24.79. The uncertainty sets we consider are M_(u, o) with

pw=ppr=11.11, 02 =0?=16.82, ¢ = 0.637 and £ = 3.868. The tolerance € = 0.637 corresponds to
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Uncertainty Set a=09 a=0.95 a=0.99
M. (11, 0) with & = 0.637 (12.8;18.8) (14.6;228) (19.0;35.1)
M. (11, 0) with £ = 3.868 (10.7;21.6) (121;261) (15.0;4L5)
# of moments k = 1 (0.0;111.1) (0.0;222.2) (1.1;1000)
# of moments k =2 (9.7;234) (10.2;29.0) (10.7;51.9)
# of moments k=3 (10.1;225) (10.8;26.2) (11.7;38.7)
# of moments k = 4 (10.1;225) (11.5:25.6) (15.1;329)
# of moments k =5 (10.1;224) (11.5;255) (15.1;32.9)
E =y, std < o, unimodal (9.9;187) (103;226) (10.7;38.1)

Table 3 Best- and worst-case values of VaR,, for « =0.9, 0.95, 0.99, for various uncertainty sets. The VaR

bounds are reported as ( ; ) in which the first value is the lower and the second is the upper bound.

model uncertainty with respect to heavy-tailed alternative models (LN, I', LL), whereas ¢ = 3.868
allows for alternative models that are light-tailed (W, IG, II", IW). To compare these bounds with
results in the literature, we calculate the lower and upper bounds on VaR when only the first
k, k=1,...,5, moments are known (Bernard et al. 2018). Note that the forth row in Table 3
(k =2) corresponds to M(u,0), i.e., with Wasserstein tolerance € = +o00. It is apparent that the
bounds with a tolerance distance that contain the heavy-tailed alternative models (¢ = 0.637) are
significantly smaller than the ones corresponding to both heavy-tailed and light-tailed alternative
models (¢ = 3.868). Furthermore, we report in the last row of Table 3 the bounds on VaR for
an uncertainty set with fixed mean, bounded standard deviation, and where the uncertainty set
further contains only unimodal distributions (Bernard et al. 2020). We observe in Table 3, that the
Wasserstein constraint significantly reduces the bounds and that information on higher moments

only affects the bounds in a minor way. Moreover, when only heavy-tailed models are considered

as alternatives (¢ = 0.637), the length of the bounds is $38=22 = 55% of the length when both

light- and heavy-tailed are valid alternative models (¢ = 0.3868).
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6. Conclusion
We derive quasi explicit best- and worst-case values of a large class of distortion risk measures when
the underlying loss distribution has a given mean and variance and lies within a /e-Wasserstein
ball around a given reference distribution. We find that for small Wasserstein tolerance distances
the worst-case distribution function (the distribution function attaining the worst-case value) is
probabilistically close to the reference distribution, whereas for large tolerance distances, the worst-
case distribution function is no longer affected by the reference distribution. We also derive the
worst-case distribution function for VaR and RVaR and show that for small Wasserstein toler-
ance distances, the worst-case distribution functions of VaR and TVaR are no longer two-point
distributions, thus making the bounds attractive for risk management applications.

Our results generalise findings in Li (2018) and Zhu and Shao (2018), which correspond to a
Wasserstein tolerance of € = 4+o00. Furthermore, we illustrate the risk bounds on two applications,

to portfolio optimisation and to model risk assessment of an insurance portfolio.

Appendix A: Isotonic Projection.

Here, we collect properties of the metric projection defined in (9). For this, we denote by N'={¢ | £: (0,1) —
R, fol £(u)?du < 400} the space of square-integrable functions on (0,1) and consider the following metric

projection from N to K (set defined by (8)):
P (¢) = argmin || — K||?, leN.
kek

A metric projection is called isotone if the projection preserves the order induced by K (Németh 2003). The

partial order <, on A induced by K is given, for any ¢{,¢, € N, by
ly Zx £y if bb—tiek.

PROPOSITION 6 (Theorem 3. Németh (2003)). The metric projection Py is isotone and subadditive;
that is, P fulfils for all 1,05 € N :
1. Isotone: If {1 <x s, then Pic(¢1) <k Px(l2).

2. Subadditive: PK(El +€2) j)c PK(gl) +P)C(€2)
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In this paper, we compare only projections of functions of the type v+ AF !, for fixed F' and . Thus, we

view the projection of 7+ AF~! as a function of A and define ky = Pc(y+AF~1), A>0.

PROPOSITION 7. For fixed v and F, the metric projection ky is an isotonic projection with the following
properties:
1. Isotone: For \y <\, it holds that ky, =i ki,

2. Continuous: If \,, — A, then nl/i(rlloo [|kx, — kAl|>=0.
Proof of Proposition 7. Property 1. (isotonicity of k) follows by noting that A\; < Ao implies v+ Ao F'~! —
(Y +MF1) =2 —\)F~' € K. Thus, by isotonicity of Px we obtain
kx, =Pc(Y+MF™) 2 Pe(y+ 0 F 1) =k,,.
To prove continuity of ky (Property 2.), denote A, = A + e, for any sequence e, with e, — 0, as n — 4o0.
Then by Theorem 2.3 in Brunk (1965), it holds that
ks, =k’ <7+ A +e)F ' —y=AF P =le *|F'|? =0, for n— +oo.

O

The next proposition collects a few properties of the isotonic projection Pr and thus of k. These properties
follow from (Brunk 1965, Theorem 2.2. and Corollary 2.3) and we provide short proofs adapted to our setting.
For this we denote by (-,-) the inner product on A/ — that is, (¢;,fy) = fol Oy (u)ly(u) du, for £y, by €N

PROPOSITION 8. The isotonic projection Py satisfies the following properties for all f €N and k € K :

2. (€, Pc(0)) = (Px(€), Pc(0));

3. (€, ky <(Pc(0),k).

Proof of Proposition 8. We follow the arguments of the proof of Theorem 1.3.2 by Barlow et al. (1972).

Property 1. For £ e N, f € K, and w € [0,1] define the function (1 —w)Pc(¢) + wf. By definition of the

isotonic projection it holds that (1 —w)Px(¢) +wf € K. Next, we consider the function
w= ((=(1-w)Pc(l) —wf, £ = (1-w)Pc(l) —wf)

which obtains its minimum in w = 0, by definition of the isotonic projection of P (¢). The first order condition

at w =0, implies that

2(¢~(1—w)Pe(0) —wf, Pe(0) = f)|,_y=2(— Pc(l), Pc()— f) > 0.
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Property 2. By the definition of an isotonic projection, it holds that (P (¢) — €, Pc() =€) <(k—¢, k—{)

for all £, k € N. Choosing k = ¢ Px(£) with ¢ > 0, we obtain

2= 1) (Pe(6), ) < (2= 1) (Pe(), Pe(0)).

Thus, for 0 <¢; <1 and ¢; > 1 the above inequality becomes

= (Pe(0), Pe(0)) < (Pe(0), £) < 5275 (Pe(6), Pe(0)).

2(1—cy) 2(e2—1)

Taking limits with ¢; 1 and ¢, \(1 concludes the statement of the property.

Property 3. For £ € N and k € K, we obtain, by first applying property 2. and then property 1.

(6= Pc(l), Pc(l) = k) = (€, Pc(€)) = (€, k) = (Pc(£), Pc(0)) + (k, Pc(f)) = —(£, k) + (k, Pc(£)) 0.

Appendix B: Proofs.

We denote by M- !(u,0) ={G~' | G € M_(uu,0)} the corresponding set of quantile functions in M_(u,0o).

Further, we denote M~!(pu,0) ={G~* | G€ M(u,0)}.
LEMMA 1. If fol v(u) du =400, then infgem,_(u,0) Hy(G) = SUPG e, (u,0) Ho (G)=+0c.

Proof of Lemma 1. For v e (0,1) define

. 4 _
hor(u)=p+o (mm{k*(z)’v} a“) , O<u<l,
v,

where k) is defined in (9), a, . = E(min{k}(U),v}), and b, » = std(min{k](U),v}). By construction h, » €

M~Y(p,0) for all v € (0,1). Moreover,

! L min {k! (u),v
/O hv,xu)v(u)du:w“av,A( 0 Wy(umu_l)

bv,)\ av,)\
1 3 k.T 2 b
> it —a / (i (). 0) du—1)=p+o >,
bv,)\ 0 av,)\ av,k
which diverges to o0, for v 1. O

B.1. Proof of Theorem 1 and Corollary 2.

For the proof of Theorem 1 we need the following lemmas.
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LEMMA 2. Let A >0, and v be non-decreasing; then

sup  (Y+AF"', h)
heM~1(u,0)
has a unique solution given by
AF~Y(u) —

hA(u)u+0<7(u)+ - () a*), O<u<l, (24)

A

where ay =E(y(U)+AF~1(U)) and by = std(y(U) + A\F~*(U)). Moreover, corr(F~Y(U), hy(U)) is continuous
in A, for A\>0.

Proof of Lemma 2. The function hy, defined in (24), belongs to M~(u,0). Let h € M~*(u,0); then,
application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality implies that (y+ AF~1 h) < (y+ AF~1 h,), with equality if

and only if & is linear in v+ AF~!. Continuity of corr(F~!(U),h\(U)) is immediate. O

LEMMA 3. The solution X to dy (F~1, hy)? =E((F~Y(U)—h\(U))?) =&, where hy(-) is defined in Lemma 2

is explicit and is given by

\/E*C,F KZ(CZF_VJ%)
A= TW , where A= K;— oy (25)
with V =wvar(y(U)), C, r = cov(F~(U),y(u)), and
K=1%(pp+on+p’+0°—2upp—c) >0. (26)

Proof of Lemma 3. Let hy(u) € M~(u,0) defined in (24). Solving for A such that dy (F~!,hy)>=¢

amounts to solving
e=pptop+p’+0°—2 cov(F 1 (U),h(U)) = 2ppr. (27)
Using the expression of K in (26), Equation (27) is simply
cov (F~Y(U),h,\(U)) =K, (28)
which ensures that K > 0. Using the expression of hy,
cov (F~1(U),hy(U)) = % cov (F~H(U),7(U)+ A\F'(U)) = % (cov (FY(U),~(U)) + )\O’%) .

Rearranging, we obtain

Kby =0ccov (F'(U),y(U)) + Aoos. (29)
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Next, denote by V = var(y(U)) and C,r = cov(F~*(U),y(U)), then the expression of by, =

std(y(U) + AF~1(U)) becomes b3 =V +2XC,,  + A?0% and the square of Equation (29) becomes
K2(V+2)0C, ¢+ N02) = (00, p + Ago2)?.
This is a second degree equation in A, which can also be written as

K2V —0%C? !
9 Ty =0 +20,pA = = (A=C3 ;) =0, as (30)
p :

2 _ 5252
K? —o0%03 -

, 02C2, — K2V

o
FK2 022

0'12,—~A2 + 2077FA +

+C2 L =A. (31)

Observe that if v(-) # F~!(-), then C, r >0 as the covariance between two comonotonic variables. K? —
o202 <0 by definition of K as a covariance between two variables with respective variances 02 and 0% and
that are not perfectly correlated, and C2 . — Vo7 <0, by definition of C, r as a covariance between two
variables with respective variances V and ¢2. Thus, from the expression (31) we have that A > 0. As a

VA-C,
Yo e

consequence, (30) then has two roots, of which only one, A = , is positive. |

Proof of Theorem 1. For concave distortion risk measures, (5b) is equivalent to

sup (7, h), (32)

heMz ! (n0)
where v is non-decreasing. For A >0, let hy € M~!(u,0) denote the quantile function defined in (24). The

Wasserstein distance between F~! and h, is given by
dw (F~1 1)? = (pr — p)* + (0r — 0)? + 2008 (1 - ),

where ¢, = corr(F~Y(U),h,(U)). Note that by Lemma 2 cy: [0,+00) — [—1,1] is continuous with ¢y =
corr(F~Y(U), ho(U)) = corr(F~1(U),y(U)) and limy »y. ¢y = 1.

Case 1. Let (up — p)>+ (op —0)? <e < (up —p)? + (0p —0)> 4+ 200 (1 —cy). We split this part into three
steps. First, we show that the optimal quantile function has to be of the form h, for some A > 0. Second, we
show that the solution lies at the boundary of the Wasserstein ball. Third, we show uniqueness.

For the first step, let hy € M.(p,0) be a solution to problem (32) with dw (F~' hy) = /g1 and (ur —
w)?+ (ocp —0)? <e; <e. Then, by continuity of ¢y, there exists A\; >0 and a corresponding hy, € M. (u,0)

such that dw (F~1, hy,) = /1. Moreover, it holds that

dw(Fil,hl):dw(Fil,h,)\l) = <F71,h1>:<F71,h)\1>.
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Applying Lemma 2, we obtain {7, h1) < (v, hy,); thus, hy, improves upon h; and we conclude the first step.

For the second step, let A >0 be such that h, satisfies dy (F~1,hy)=+/2. By construction, it holds that
dw(F71hy ) <dw(F~ ' hy) < (F7Hhy)>(F 71 hy). (33)
Furthermore, by Lemma 2 we have that (y+ A F~!, hy) > (y+ AF ! h,,), which, together with (33), implies
(s ha = ha) 2 A (F~ 1 by, —Ry) > 0.

Therefore, we obtain that (v, hy) > (v, hy, ), and hence that the solution lies at the boundary of the Wasser-
stein ball. Uniqueness follows from the uniqueness of hy as the solution of Lemma 2. The worst-case value

Hg(h)\) is

,0) = [ mstnttu=p = ([ 2 600+ 4 @) duas)

=p+ostd (v(U)) corr (v(U),y(U) +AF~1(U)) .

The explicit expression for A then follows from Lemma 3 and is given in (25).
Case 2. Let (up —p)*+ (op—0)?+200r(1—co) < e; then hg € M (u,0) and thus is admissible. Moreover,
it is straightforward that for all A >0, (v, ho) > (7, hy). Hence, hq solves problem (32). O

Proof of Corollary 2. This result follows directly from Theorem 1, case 2. |

B.2. Proof of Theorem 2 and Corollary 3.

The following lemma is needed to prove Theorem 2.

LEMMA 4. Let A>0 and g be a distortion function with weight function . Then

sup  {(y+AF7h)

heM=1(p,0)

has a unique solution given by

k;(u) —ay

h;(u):u—i—U( b >, O<u<l, (34)

where ay =E(kL(U)) and by = std(kL(U)), and k) is given in (9). Moreover, corr(F~*(U),hL(U)) is contin-

wous in A, for A>0.
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Proof of Lemma 4. For A >0, note that the isotonic projection k! is non-constant, which implies that
hl, as defined in (34), fulfils A} € M~ (u,0). Let h € M~ (u1,0); then k(u) = by (h(u) — p)/o + ay is a non-

decreasing function. Moreover, it holds that ||k1||?> = ||k||>. Thus, the following inequalities are equivalent:

[V +AF " —EP <|y+AF " —kl? & (y+AF L kD> (v+AF k)

S (YHEAFTL B> (y+AFTL R).

Note that unless k! = k the inequalities are strict, which implies uniqueness of the solution. Finally, continuity
of corr(F~1(U), h}(U)) = corr(F~*(U), k1(U)) follows from continuity of the isotonic projection ky, property
2. in Proposition 7. O

Proof of Theorem 2. For XA >0, define h) as in (34) and note that h} € M~'(u,0). The Wasserstein
distance between F~' and h] is given by (see also Theorem 1) dy (F~*,h1)? = (up — p)? + (05 — 0)% +
2005 (1 — ¢y), where ¢, = corr(F~(U),h}(U)). By Lemma 4, c,: (0,4+00) — [~1,1] is continuous in A > 0,
with limy ~y. ¢y =1

Case 1. Let (pp —p)? + (or —0)? <e < (ur — p)? + (0r — 0)*> + 200 (1 — ¢p). Similar to the proof of
Theorem 1, we split the proof into three steps: first, the worst-case quantile function is of the form h,,
second, the solution lies at the boundary of the Wasserstein ball, and third we show that it is unique. The
first two steps follow along the lines of the proof of Theorem 1 case 1., replacing h, with A} and using in
the second step the properties of the isotonic projection hl. Uniqueness follows from the uniqueness of hl
as the solution to (4) in Lemma 4.

Case 2. If (up —p)? + (0p —0)> +200r(1 —cp) <& and 4" is not constant, then Lemma 4 applies for all
A>0. Let h) be as defined in (34) with A\ = 0. Then h} € MZ-'(u,o). Moreover, for all h € M~ (u,0) it
holds, applying Lemma 4 with A = 0, that (v, ) < (v, h{}). Hence, h{, cannot be improved and thus yields the
unique optimal solution.

If 4T is constant, then we find that for all h € M~Y(u,0), (v,h) < (y",h) = u, where the first inequality
follows from the properties of the isotonic projection (Proposition 8, property 3.) and the equality follows from
the fact that 4" =1 as (y,1) = (y",1) (applying Proposition 8, property 3. with ¥ =1 and k= —1). Finally, we
show that p is indeed the supremum. Consider the case in which g > 0 and define ¢, = apy"+ (1 — a)z,, for

0 < a < 1, and where z, is a non-negative non-decreasing function such that E(z,(U)) = ¢ and std(z,(U)) =
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o/(1 —«). Hence, t, € M~ (u,0), for 0 < a < 1. Moreover, for every ¢ >0 that are sufficiently small, there

exists 0 < o < 1 such that

(Vta) = (v, auy)+{v, l-a)za) >ap>p—c.
For 1 < 0 the proof is similar and is omitted. O
Proof of Corollary 3. Corollary 3 follows from Theorem 2. We prove only that equation (11) (when ~"
is not constant) is equivalent to the worst-case value in Theorem 2 (case 2.). From the characterisation
of the isotonic projection - that is, applying Property 3. of Proposition 8 with k = 4+1 - we obtain that

(v, 1) = (v, 1) = 1; thus, E(v"(U)) = E(y(U)) = 1. Further, by Property 2. of Proposition 8, it holds that

cov (v'(U),~(U)) var (v'(U)) std (v'(U))
corr (v(U),y"(U)) = = = .
OO ) = G OG0 ~ G O (T ~ std(5(0)
O
B.3. Proof of Theorem 3.
The following lemma is needed for the proof of Theorem 3.
LEMMA 5. Let A>0 and g be a distortion function. Then
inf — A1 h
e h)
has a unique solution given by
_ L.t
hi(u):wra(‘“bw), O<u<l, (35)
A

where ay =E (kx(U)) and by = std (k5(U)), and ky is given in (12). Moreover, corr(F~'(U),h3(U)) is
continuous in X\, for A > 0.

Proof of Lemma 5. For A >0, note that k}{ is not constant and that h%, as defined in (35), fulfils h} €
M= (u,0). Let h € M~ (u,0); then k(u) =by (u—h(u)) /o + ay is a non-increasing function. Moreover, it
holds that ||k%]|> = ||k||?. Thus, the following inequalities are equivalent:

W= AR = KIP <y = AF" =kl & (y= AP k)2 (y = AF' k)
& (Y= AFL R < (y=AF7 h).
Note that unless kf = k the inequalities are strict, which implies that the solution is unique. Finally, continuity
of corr(F~Y(U), h}(U)) = corr(F~(U), kx(U)) follows from continuity of the isotonic projection kf; that is,

Proposition 7, property 2. O
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Proof of Theorem 5. For X > 0, define hj as in (35) and observe that h} € M~'(u,0). Then,
dw (F~1,h%)? = (ur — ) + (0p — 0)? + 2005(1 — cy), where ¢, = corr(F~*(U),h3(U)). By Lemma 5,
ex: (0,400) — [—1,1] is continuous in A, A > 0, with limy »j ¢y = 1. The remainder of the proof follows

along the arguments of the proof of Theorem 2. a

B.4. Proofs of Corollaries 5 & 6 and Propositions 1 & 2.

Proof of Corollary 5. These results are well-known and we provide here a proof using the statements
derived in this paper. First, we prove the worst-case value of the TVaR. Recall that its weight function
Y(u) = 72=1(a,1y(u) is non-decreasing and, hence, v'(u) = y(u) for all u € (0,1). Applying Corollary 3 we

obtain fol (v (u) —1)* du= 2= and therefore

sup TVaR.(G)=pu+o,/ % .
GeM(u,0)

Next, we calculate the worst-case value of RVaR,, s with weight function y(u) = ﬁ]l(a,/g] (u). To apply
Corollary 3, we first derive the isotonic projection of 7. Using similar arguments as in the proof of Propo-
sition 1 below, we find that the isotonic projection of v(u) is equal to y(u) on u € (0, ] and constant on
(a, 1), on which it takes the value ¢ > 0, which must be such that {v,1) = (y',1) = 1. Hence, c = ﬁ, and
the worst-case RVaR,, 5 equals that of TVaR,,. Consider the right-continuous quantile function H~! taking

the value p — U,/lea on (0,c), and the value p+0,/7%= on [a,1), and observe that it has mean p and

standard deviation 0. As VaR} (H™")=pu+o0,/7= , it follows that

o’

sup VaRI(G)=p+o,/ 2 .

l1-a
GGM(,U«,O‘)

Finally, assume that supgea(,,0) VaRa(G) = p + 0,/ 7%, — 4, for some § > 0. One can easily construct
a left-continuous quantile function H~! having mean p and standard deviation o, such that VaR,(H) >

p+o./ 7 — 0. Hence,

sup VaR,(G)=p+o,/ 2.

-«
GeM(p,0)
|
Proof of Corollary 6. The results for the case of RVaR, s, VaR,, and VaR], 0 < a < 8 < 1 follow from

Remark 2 and Corollary 3 in a straightforward manner.
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For the lower bound on TVaR,,,0 < a < 1, observe that the isotonic projection v*(u) of y(u) = ﬁl(a,l) (u)
is constant, and thus that v+ =1, as {v,1) = (v*,1) (applying Proposition 8, property 3. with £ =1 and
k=—1). Hence,

inf  TVaR.(G)=p.

GeM(p,0)

Proof of Proposition 1. By Theorem 2 case 1., we have to calculate the isotonic projection of B%a]l(a,ﬁ] +
AF~1! onto the space of non-decreasing functions. According to Lemma 5.1 in Brighi and Chipot (1994), the

isotonic projection has the form

kL (u) = (ﬁ_%n(a,m (u) + AF*l(u)> Ly, e +Y el (w), 0<u<l, (36)
jeg
where J is a countable index set, and I; C [0,1], j € J, are disjoint intervals, and for any j € 7, IE =[0,1]\;
denotes the complement of the set ;.
We first show that J contains only one element. For this, let £* be an optimal solution with representation

given by (36). By definition k* minimises ||ﬁ_%]l(a,5] + AF~! — k|3 over all non-decreasing functions k.

Moreover,

|7 L + AP =

2 2
=y / (s () + AP ()~ ¢,) du. (37)
jeg i

Case 1: If I; N (a,B] = 0, then the j* summand in (37) can be improved by choosing k*(u) =
min{ \F~*(u), k*(u})}, for all u € I;, and where u] denotes the right endpoint of I;.

Case 2: If I; C o, 3), then the j*® summand in (37) can be improved by setting k*(u) = min{ﬁ +
AF~Y(u), k*(u})} on I;, and where u} denotes the right endpoint of ;. Therefore, |7| =1 and the isotonic
projection k* is constant on one interval I = (wp,w;], with o <wg < 8 <w;. Define ¢ = k*(u), u € I. Then,
c crosses AF'~!(u) at u=w,; and, moreover, ¢ crosses 1/(3 — )+ AF~!(u) when u = wy, provided the jump

1/(8 — ) is not too large. More precisely, for a given ¢, wg and w, satisfy

C_ﬁ%om ifﬂ_%gc_)\Fil(Oé)7 )‘F_1<1) ifC>F_1(1);
A= wd AP =

AF~1(a), otherwise, c otherwise,

The optimal ¢, which minimises (37), fulfils

wl 2
argmin/ (ﬁ%a]l(a,m(u)—f-)\F*l(u)—C) du
wo

wo,w1,¢

_ . B —wo g -1 2
=argmin —2c¢ +A [ F ' (uw)du ) +c*(wy —wo).
wo

we,W1,¢ B -

Thus, the optimal ¢, wy, and w; fulfil ¢ = ——£=%0 4 wlfwo f;”ol F~(u) du. O

wi—wo B—a
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Proof of Proposition 2. The proof follows analogously to the proof of Proposition 1 and is omitted. [
Proof of Corollary 7. For the worst-case value, let G~1* denote the quantile function given in Proposi-
tion 1 with 8 =1, wo = 1, and w; = 1. Direct calculations show that G='* indeed attains the supremum
given in Corollary 1. For the best-case value, recall that TVaR, =limg -1 RVaR, s and that RVaR,, 5 is an

increasing function in 8. Thus, by Theorem 3

1
inf  TVaR,>1lim inf RVaR,g :;i/niu— 7 (E (ane(aﬁ]}kﬁwo —aA> , (38)

GeMe(n,0) T B/1GeEM:(p,o) by
where ay =E(k$(U)), by = std(k%(U)), and ki is given in Proposition 2. Tedious calculations show that the
limit in (38) exists and is equal to TVaR, (G*), where G* has a quantile function given in Proposition 2 with
B8=1. O
Proof of Proposition 3. We first consider the worst-case of VaR? and second that of VaR,.
To show the worst-case value of VaR we split the proof into three steps.

Step 1: We show that for any 7,0 > 0 and m € R the unique quantile function attaining

sup VaR} (G). (39)

dw (Gl nF~1-m)<V§
is given by

Hys () = (nF = () =m) + (e = nF " (w) +m) Ljue @} (40)

where w; € (0,1] and ¢ € R are the unique solutions to

5:/w1 (c—nF‘l(u)+m)2 du.

First, we show that the solution to (39), denoted here by G*, lies at the boundary of the Wasserstein ball,
ie., dy(G*1, F~') =+/5. Assume by contradiction that G* lies in the interior of the Wasserstein ball; then
there exists a dp > 0 such that dy (G~ +dp, F~1) <6 and VaRI (G* 4+ ) = VaRI(G*) + 6 > VaRI (G*),
which is a contradiction to the optimality of the solution. Next, we show that the optimal solution to (39)

has to be of the form (40). For this, assume that G* is a solution with VaR? (G*) > VaRY (H}

n,6,m

)=c. By
non-decreasingness of G* it holds that G*~!(u) > ¢ >nF~*(u) —m, for all u € [, w;]. Thus, the Wasserstein

distance has a lower bound given by
w1 w1
dW(G*”l,nF’l—mfZ/ (G*”l(u)—nF’l(u)+m)2du>/ (c—nF’l(u)—l—m)zdu

=dw(H} ;.. F)?=4,

,6,m?
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which is a contradiction to the fact that the optimal solution lies at the boundary of the Wasserstein ball.
Uniqueness of the solution follows from the uniqueness of § and wy.

Step 2: Denote by n*, 6*, and m* the unique parameters such that H: L has mean u, variance o2,

"7*76*7777‘*
and Wasserstein distance dw (H;. 5. .-, F) =+/e. These indeed exist as the three equations for the optimal

n*, 6*, and m* are not linearly dependent. Next, we claim that H. ;. is the solution to our problem:

sup VaR! (G). (41)
GeM(u,o)
dw (G-1,F-1)< /e
To show this, note that problem (41) is equivalent to
sup VaR} (G). (42)

GEM(p,o)
dyw (G=1n* F—=1—m*)<V6*
Indeed, a quantile function H~' is admissible to (41) if and only if it is admissible to (42). This is
because H~' and H,.. . have the same mean and variance, which implies that dy (H™' F~') <
dyw (H2 5 e 1) = /€ if and only if corr(H 25k . (U), F~X(U)) < corr(H~Y(U), F~*(U)) if and only if
corr(H: 5t (U),p* F~2(U) —m*) < corr(HH(U),n*F~*(U) —m*) if and only if dy (H 1, n*F~1 —m*) <

mn

dw (H2 5 e F~1 —m*) = V6%, However, H/: 7\ . is the unique solution to (42) (because it solves (39)

with n=n*, m=m*, and § = 6*). Hence, H~! cannot be a solution to (41) unless it coincides with H;;}l*,m*.

Step 3: Finally, we can verify that H, ;;Téﬁ’m* coincides with the solution as stated in the statements of the
corollary. For this, note first that both H;;}l*,m* and k] are affine functions of F~*, and we only need to show
that for every ¢y < p < 1 there exist A > 0 such that corr(F~(U),k](U)) = p. Let us first consider the case in
which p is close to one. First, assume that F'~! is constant on (o, wj], where w; =sup{ 3 € (o, 1)|F~*(8) =
F~'(a)}, then we take w; = w}. By increasing A we can bring k arbitrarily close to AF ! on (o, w?], and k]
will coincide with AF~! on (w}, 1] as well as on (0,a]. Second, assume that F~! is not constant on the right
of @, then for any w; > « close to o we can find A > 0 such that k) will coincide with AF~! on (wj, 1] as well
as on (0, a]. Hence, for any value of p close to 1, it is possible to specify k] such that corr(F~1(U),kL(U)) = p.
When p = co, we can take A =0, i.e., k(u) = cliue(a,1)y and corr(F~1(U),k{(U)) = ¢o. By continuity of
corr(F~H(U), kL (U)) it thus follows that for all ¢y < p < 1 there exist A > 0 such that corr(F~1(U), k1(U)) = p.

Next,we consider the worst-case VaR,,. Clearly, the worst-case values of VaR,, and VaR} are equal. The
worst-case value of VaR,,, however, is not attained. To see this, assume by contradiction that the worst-case
VaR,, is attained by G*. Then, there exists §y > 0 such that G*~!(u) > nF~'(u) —m, for all u € (a — 6, .

This, however, implies that dy (G*, F) > dy (G, F) = /3, where G attains the worst-case VaR.
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The proof of the best-case values of VaR,, and VaR! follows similar steps to the worst-case values. Note

that the best-case VaR,, is attained while the best-case VaR} is not. [

B.5. Proof of Proposition 4.

LEMMA 6. Let A >0, and K be one of the cases in Proposition j. Then

sup  (y+AFh)

heM~1(K)

has a unique solution with quantile function

ha(u) =ak,, +b5

— “max max

El(u), O0O<u<l,

where a¥

max

€R and b, >0 are such that fol hy(u)du=pk . and fol ha(u)?du = (pk, )%+ (0X,)?, and Z,,

cvy are defined in Proposition 4. Then, (uX. . ., o&

max)

18 given by the respective case in Proposition /.

Proof of Lemma 6. 'We only prove the case (up —p)>+ (0p —0)? <e < (up — p)*+ (0p —0)? + 200 (1 —

¢o). By Theorem 2 it holds that

sup  (Y+AF ' h)y= sup pE(Zy)+ostd(Z,)corr (Zy, kL (U)). (43)

h=leM(K) (n,0)eK
As the isotonic projection k! does not depend on p nor o, the supremum in (43) can be taken over (u,0) € K.
For the three different cases of K as defined in Proposition 4, and since corr (ZA, k;(U)) >0, we have:

1. If E(Z,) =1+ Mur < 0, then the maximum is attained at (uf,., o2..) = (1, @) otherwise at

max

(:u’gaxv O’rilgax) = (ﬁ? E)
2. This case follows from case 3 with c=d=1.
3. If pp < =1/, p¥ . is the negative root of the ellipse. Thus, optimisation (43) is equivalent to, replacing

u from the formula of the ellipse,

0<|op—o|<r d?

sup <— \/027‘2 e (op —0)? —I—up> E(Z,) + ostd(Zy) corr (Z, kL (U)) .

Taking the derivative with respect to o, the maximum fulfils

d* ?
(0p —0)* =cv3 p <02r2 - E(UF - 0')2> .

d

Sleval K rc
—<—=_ and = .
VI+(Zevy)? Hmax = HiF V1+(£evy)?

If up > —1/X, puX__ is the positive root of the ellipse and the proof follows similar steps.

Thus, o&

max

=op+rd



Bernard, Pesenti and Vanduffel: Robust Distortion Risk Measures

47

Proof of Proposition 4. Let K be one of the cases in Proposition 4. For A > 0, define the quantile func-

tion hy(u) = +bE. kl(u), 0 <u <1, where aX, € R and b%,_ >0 are unique and such that h, €

max max max

MK, ok ) and pX,  oX are given in Proposition 4. The Wasserstein distance between F and h; '
is dy (F~ 1, h\)? = (up — pk, )% + (0p — 0k, )? + 205 _op(1 —cy\), where ¢y = corr(F~1(U),h\(U)). The
remainder of the poof follows along the arguments of the proof of Theorem 2. O

B.6. Proof of Theorem 4.

LEMMA 7. Optimisation problem (20) can be equivalently written as

sup H,(G) = sup p+ostd(y(U)) corr (v(U),y(U)+AF~1(U)) ,
GeM. wp—u>2+<>aop—a>2gs

where X is given in Theorem 1.

Proof of Lemma 7. First, we define the set
N.={GeM.(u,0) | (ur —p)*+ (0p —0)* <&, 0 >0}

and show that N, = M,. Clearly, if G € N_, then G € M.. Conversely, let G € M, with mean pg and
standard deviation o > 0; then the Wasserstein distance between F and G fulfils (up — pg)? + (0p —0¢)? <
dw (F,G)? <e. Thus, G € N, and we indeed obtain that M. = N.. Applying Theorem 1 case 1. concludes
the proof. [

Proof of Theorem 4. By Lemma 7 we only have to solve
sip O(uo), where O(p,0)=p+ostd(y(U) corr(3(U), /() + AF (D))
(rp—m)?t+(op—o)i<e
o>
We can rewrite © as follows, using the expression of A in (25):
C
O(pn,0)=p <V+\/7 WFCWJ“) )
b)\ O'F

oA ysing (25) and (29). Thus,

K

where b, can be simplified as by =
K (Vot+C,pVA-C2,)

VAc2 '
K2(C2 p—Vo})

Furthermore, recall that A = — T and that K >0 since K is the covariance between two comono-
F

O(p,0) =p+

tonic variables in (28). We therefore obtain that

2 2 2 2
O(p,0)=p+ CrrK Vot _QCV’F\/UQUF St o+ C”J;K \/V - CW 3 \/0—2 K=
oF

OF OF
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pitot+pu+o?—2upp—c
2

c? .
0K oK 1 08mo) Cp VYT

—_— = — - = = arn - .
EN H—HF, 902 2’ 0K o2 o2, [o? K2
°F

, we have

Observe that from the expression of K in (26), K =

Thus, when differentiating © with respect to p interpreted as a function of (u, K'(1)), we obtain

02

K|V — S

00(u, C o7
90la) _y | Gur I T (44)

2 2
o % o2, Jo2— K2
Fr

and when differentiating © with respect to o2, we obtain

c?2

V- —E
00 (u, o) 1 K o% C,r
— =5 = + 5 (45)
0o? 2 207 o2 — K2 20%
F

To solve 668(:2’”) =0, we first use that 02 =2K + & — (1 — pup)?> — 0% and then square the equation we aim

to solve. There are two roots for K characterised by K = o7 + C\;’VF Ve — (pu— pr)?. But only one solves the

original equation (45), which is given by

c
K=o+ \/”";ve—(u—up)% (46)

which then corresponds to 0% =¢ — (u — pp)? + 0% + 2?/77"” e — (1 — pp)?. From the fact that % =0in

(45), we have that

o2
5, F

V—-—->= C
L v F
k2 K—o0%'

UQ—E F

Replacing this expression in (44), we find that %’;“’) =0 is equivalent to C., p(ur —p) + K — 0% =0. Using

the expression of K in (46), this gives v/ — (1 — pr)? = (1t — pr)V/V which can be solved explicitly and has

g
=i

20,

Recall the equation 02 =& — (1 — pp)® + 0 + =2~ \/e — (1 — pr)?, which can be simplified to the unique

. [ e , 20, p\e €V

in which 8@(;81,:,0'*) = 6@(‘5;‘”*) = 0. Next, we verify that the Hessian matrix is negative-definite at this point

a unique root:

point

(negative diagonal coefficients and positive determinant), which ensures that it is a global maximum.
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In fact, the Hessian matrix at any point (i, o) can be written as
9%0(u,0) 9%0(u,0) Svr (X + (u—pp)?o? M (K=o®)(p=prp)
ou? 9020 - o'% o2 0%02—K2 0‘%0‘2—}(2 2
- )
920(u,0) 9260 (u,0) M (K—o?)(p—pp) M (n—pp)*—c
opdo? (902)2 o'?,oszZ 2 0%027K2 4
c2 2 . . . . . . .
where M = /V — %%/, Jo? — &+ Evaluating this Hessian matrix at (u*,(0*)?), it can be simplified to
F F
20 (pn,0) 920(p,0) _VITV e (c*)? 1 K—(a")?
ou2 8o28p o NG VIV 02 (c*)2—K?2 02 (0*)2—K? 2
20(u,0) 9%0(n,0) 1 K—(a*)? -1 Ve
Opdo? (002)2 0%(0*)27[(2 2 a%(o’*)Qsz 414V

The diagonal coefficients are clearly negative and the determinant

V n (VUIQ?_CWQF)
407 (07)? = K?)  Alog(07)? = K?)?(1+V)

is positive, which ensures that ©(u, o) is locally concave at (u*, (0*)?), which completes the proof. [J
Proof of Proposition 5. The general projection property (Theorem 1) in Popescu (2007) shows that for

every portfolio © € P and every distribution function G, having mean —pu, = —&" p and variance o2 =

x " Y there exists a multivariate distribution function G € M(u,X) such that the portfolio loss —z ™ R is

distributed with G,. As a consequence, optimisation (22) is equivalent to

min max H,(Gz) (47)
ZEP GgpeM(—pgz.oz)
dw (Fz,Gz)< ez

where M(—p5,0,) denotes the set of univariate distributions with mean —pu, and standard deviation o,.

Applying Theorem 1 yields that (47) is equivalent to the minimisation problem

xeP

min { e+ 22 (V4 A C) } (48)

in which® A, = &5\ /Y7528 — G with Oy = cov(y(U), Fy {(U)), Ko =02 — Sea , and by, = 0y /255555,
where we used equation (29) to obtain the expression for b,, . Note that C, = 0,C, where C =

cov(y(U), F~1(U)). Then, minimisation (48) becomes

mm{ VSRR, o ( Vo a)aé}

=e? \/V Go oV \ e oI 7

which reduces to

wmin | V\/a‘l K.’ KC Vod K202
B WY oo S o

Substituting K, =02 — <2 and noting that C =V/Ve¢y concludes the proof. O

6 Note that when 4 > 205(1 — o), i.e., when g4 = 202(1 —¢o), it follows that K = o2¢o and thus that Ay = 0.
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Appendix C: Application to a Portfolio of Risks

Here we collect the models used in Section 5.2. We provide the first two moments, which are used to calculate
the models’ parameters by matching the first two moments to those of the reference Pareto-Clayton model.
1. Lognormal Model (LN): We write S as S =e?, where Z is a normally distributed random variable
with mean  and variance o2. The first two moments of S are E(S) = e*T2°” and E(S2) = e#t27°,
2. Gamma model (T'): The portfolio loss S is Gamma distributed with parameters «, 8 > 0, E(S) = a8,

o Basa7167BS

E(S?) = (1 +a)aB?, and density fs(s) = ey 5> 0, where T'(+) denotes the Gamma function.

3. Weibull model (W): The portfolio loss S follows a Weibull distribution with parameters A\ k €
(0, +00), distribution function Fy(s)=1—e(/Y" 5> 0, E(S) = A[(1+1/k), and E(S2) = A2T'(1 + 2/k).

4. Inverse Gaussian model (IG): The distribution of S is Inverse Gaussian with parameters p, A >0,
distribution function Fg(s) = ® ( 2 (% - 1) ) Ter d (— 2 (i + 1) >7 s> 0, E(S)=pu, and E(S?) =
”73 +p2.

5. Inverse Gamma model (IT"): The portfolio loss S follows a Inverse Gamma distribution with param-
eters «, 8 >0, density function fs(s)= W, s>0,E(S)= %7 and E(S?) = %

6. Inverse Weibull model (IW): The distribution function of S is Inverse Weibull with parameters
A, k>0, and density fs(s)=e~ /9" >0, E(S)=AD(1—1/k), and E(S2) = A2I'(1 — 2/k).

7. Log-Logistic Model (LL): The portfolio loss S follows a Log-Logistic distribution with parameters

1/8
a, B> 0, quantile function Fg'(s) =« (ﬁ) , >0, E(S) = Sifl‘g;/fﬁ), and E(S?) = Sl‘fé;;‘;)
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