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Nonasymptotic upper estimates for
errors of the sample average
approximation method to solve risk
averse stochastic programs
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Abstract

We study statistical properties of the optimal value of the Sample Average
Approximation. The focus is on the tail function of the absolute error induced
by the Sample Average Approximation, deriving upper estimates of its outcomes
dependent on the sample size. The estimates allow to conclude immediately con-
vergence rates for the optimal value of the Sample Average Approximation. As
a crucial point the investigations are based on a new type of conditions from the
theory of empirical processes which do not rely on pathwise analytical properties
of the goal functions. In particular, continuity in the parameter is not imposed in
advance as often in the literature on the Sample Average Approximation method.
It is also shown that the new condition is satisfied if the paths of the goal functions
are Holder continuous so that the main results carry over in this case. Moreover,
the main results are applied to goal functions whose paths are piecewise Holder
continuous as e.g. in two stage mixed-integer programs. The main results are
shown for classical risk neutral stochastic programs, but we also demonstrate how
to apply them to the sample average approximation of risk averse stochastic pro-
grams. In this respect we consider stochastic programs expressed in terms of mean
upper semideviations and divergence risk measures.
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1 Introduction
Consider a classical risk neutral stochastic program

elg(gE[G(é’, Z)], (1.1)
where © denotes a compact subset of R™, whereas Z stands for a d-dimensional ran-
dom vector with distribution PZ. In general the parameterized distribution of the goal
function G is unknown, but some information is available by i.i.d. samples. Using this
information, a general device to solve approximately problem (1) is provided by the
so-called Sample Average Approzimation (SAA) (see [27]). For explanation, let us con-
sider a sequence (Z;);en of independent d-dimensional random vectors on some fixed
atomless complete probability space (€, F,P) which are identically distributed as the
d-dimensional random vector Z. Let us set

1 n
-2 ;n]w (G(0. 2)))

to define the empirical distribution function Fn,g of G(6,7) based on the i.i.d. sample
(Z1,-++,Zy,). Then the SAA method approximates the genuine optimization problem
(1) by the following one

;gg/tang —elleléﬁ ;GGZ (n € N). (1.2)
The optimal values depend on the sample size and the realization of the samples of
7. Their asymptotic behaviour with increasing sample size, also known as the first
order asymptotics of (L)), is well-known. More precisely, the sequence of optimal values
of the approximated optimization problem converges P-a.s. to the optimal value of
the genuine stochastic program. Moreover, if G is Lipschitz continuous in €, then the
stochastic sequence

(viliag [ ¢ it - ezl 2])

is asymptotically normally distributed. In [I0] asymptotic distributions of this stochastic
sequence have also be found for stochastic mixed integer programs, where typically
the objectives are not continuous in the parameter. For these results, and more on
asymptotics of the SAA method the reader may consult the monograph [27], and in
addition the contributions [22], [24].

In several fields like finance, insurance or microeconomics, the assumption of risk
neutral decision makers are considered to be too idealistic. Instead there it is preferred
to study the behaviour of actors with a more cautious attitude, known as risk aversion. In



this view the optimization problem (ILT]) should be replaced with a risk averse stochastic
program, i.e. an optimization problem

elg(gp(G(G, 7)), (1.3)
where p stands for a functional which is nondecreasing w.r.t. the increasing convex or-
der. A general class of functionals fulfilling this requirement is built by the so called
distribution-invariant convex risk measures (see e.g. [I1], [27]). They play an impor-
tant role as building blocks in quantitative risk management (see [20], [23], [25]), and
they have been suggested as a systematic approach for calculations of insurance premia
(cf. [16]). Distribution-invariance, sometimes also called law-invariance, denotes the
property that a functional p has the same outcome for random variables with identical
distribution. Hence, a distribution-invariant convex risk measure p may be associated
with a functional R, on sets of distribution functions. In this case (L3]) reads as follows

pee R F0)

where Fj is the distribution function of G(6, Z). Then we may modify the SAA method
by turning over to the empirical counterpart of the stochastic program, i.e.

inf R, (F, : 1.4

inf R, (Fg) (n€N) (1.4)
For ease of reference, with a slight abuse of meaning, we keep the name Sample Average
Approximation.

It is already known that under rather general conditions on the mapping G we have

Gig(g Ry(Fro) — Gigg R,(Fy) P—as.
(see [26]). Occasionally, there also exist some contributions on the asymptotic distribu-
tions of the optimal values. In [§] the authors consider functionals p of composite form
enclosing mean upper semideviations of order p > 1. Distribution invariant coherent
risk measure based on finitely discrete Kusuoka representations are subjects in [14]. The
results in both references rely on Lipschitz continuity of the objective in the parameter.
Independently of this paper asymptotic distributions have been developped for SAA
under absolute semideviation and divergence measures in [19]. There the investigations
do not require the objectives to satisfy certain analytical properties in the parameter.

The subject of this paper is to look at deviation probabilities

P({] inf R,(Fg) — inf R, (Fy)| = 2}) 1.
]52972,)( 0) 52@73,)( b)| > (n e Nye > 0) (1.5)
dependent on the sample size n. Such error estimates might be interesting to identify
possible convergence rates for the optimal values of the SAA method. Also from a
practical viewpoint they might give some hints for which sample sizes the SAA method
provides sufficiently satisfying approximations. In the risk neutral case the authors in



[13] deal with upper estimates for the deviation probabilities if the objective G is convex
in the parameter, and G(0,Z,) — E[G(6, Zy)] has subgaussian distribution with upper
bound of the variance factor independent of 6. Very recently, the issue of deviation
probabilities has been addressed for the risk averse stochastic programs in [1], where
G(-,2) is assumed to be linear for z € R% Our contribution is to investigate error
estimates for more general goal functions than in [I3] and [I]. Furthermore we provide
explicit bounds instead of using unspecified universal constants as in [I].

The paper is organized as follows. We shall start with a general exponential bound
for the deviation probabilities

P({

in the case of classical risk neutral stochastic programs. The point is that we may
extend this result to deviation probabilities if the SAA method is applied to risk averse
stochastic programs. In Section [3] this will be demonstrated in the case that stochastic
programs are expressed in terms of mean upper semideviations, whereas in Section [ the
application to stochastic programs under divergence risk measures is considered. We
always find exponential bounds for the deviation probabilities which as an immediate
by product give convergence rates for the SAA method in the different contexts. In
particular, y/n-consistency will turn out to be an easy consequence. Finally Section
gathers proof of results from the previous sections.

The essential new ingredient of our results is to replace analytic conditions on the
paths G(-, z) with requirements which intuitively make the family {G(6,72) | 0 € O}
of random variables small in some certain sense. Fortunately, the respective invoked
conditions are satisfied if the paths G(-, z) are Holder continuous. We shall also show
that we may utilize our results to study the SAA method for stochastic programs, where
the paths G(-, z) are piecewise Holder continuous but not necessarily continuous. Value
functions of two stage mixed-integer programs are typical examples for goal functions of
such a kind.

B R .
inf ~ ;G(e, Z;) - it E[G(0, Zl)H > 5}) (neN,e>0)

2 Error estimates in the risk neutral case

In this section we study the SAA (I.2]) associated with the risk neutral stochastic program
(LI). We shall restrict ourselves to mappings G which satisfy the following properties.

(A1) G(0,-) is Borel measurable for every 0 € ©.
(A 2) There is some strictly positive P?-integrable mapping ¢ : R — R such that

sup |G(0, 2)| < &(z) for z € RY.
0cO

Note that under these assumptions the optimization problems (LIl and (L2]) are well
defined with finite optimal values.



The subject of this section is to investigate

E|

inf — ZG 0,7;) — inf E[G(6, Z,)]

0c® N 0cO

}, (2.1)

and the probabilities

P(1

The aim is to find explicit bounds in terms of the sample sizes n. In order to avoid
subtleties of measurability we additionally assume

inf — ZG (0, Z;) — inf E[G(6, ZI)H > g}) (neN,e>0). (2.2)

0c® N 0cO

(A 3) There exist some at most countable subset © C © and (PZ)"-null sets N,, (n € N)
such that

inf [E[G(Y,21)] — E[G(0, Z1)]| = inf max |G(6,z) — G(¥, z)| =0
] 9€® jE{1,...n}

forn € N6 € © and (21,...,2,) € R\ N,.
By assumption (A 3) with at most countable subset © C © we have

inf — ZG (6, Z;) = inf — ZG 0,Z;) P —as., inf E[G(0,Z,)] = inf E[G(6, Z))].

ocO N gcon e) 9co

Hence the optimal value of the SAA (L2) is a random variable on (2, F,P) due to the
assumed completeness of this probability space. Moreover, the desired upper estimations
of (Z1)) and (Z2) may be derived by upper estimations of

[Sup‘ - ZG 0, 2;) — E[G(6, Z,)] } (2.3)

0cO

and

IP’({ sup ) hd n G(e, Z;) —E[G(0, Zl)]’ > 5}) (n €N,z > 0) (2.4)

which are interesting in their own right. Note that (A 2) outrules trivial cases.

Convenient ways to find upper bounds of the expectations in (23]) may be provided
by general devices from empirical process theory which are based on covering numbers
for classes of Borel measurable mappings from R? into R w.r.t. LP-norms. To recall
these concepts adapted to our situation, let us fix any nonvoid set ' of Borel measurable
mappings from R? into R and any probability measure Q on B(R?) with metric dg,,
induced by the LP-norm || - ||g,, for p € [1, o0l



e Covering numbers for F
We use N (77, I, LP (@)) to denote the minimal number to cover F by closed dg ,-

balls of radius > 0 with centers in F. We define N(n, ¥, Lp(@)) := 00 if no finite
cover is available.

e An envelope of F is defined to mean some Borel measurable mapping Cr : R4 — R
satisfying sup,cp || < Cp. If an envelope Cy has strictly positive outcomes, we
shall speak of a positive envelope.

e M, denotes the set of all probability measures on B(Rd) with finite support.

For abbreviation let us introduce for a class F of Borel measurable functions from R?
into R with arbitrary positive envelope Cy of F the following notation

§
J(F, Cr, 9) ::/0 JSup \/m (2N (¢ |Crllo,2, F, L2(Q))) de. (2.5)

If the positive envelope Cf is PZ-square integrable, then it is known that for every at
most countable subset F C F the following inequality holds

E[ii% %;h(zj) ~Enz)|] < %&&J(F, Ci, 1)
16v/2 || Crllp~ 2
=T

J(F, Cp, 1/2) (2.6)

(see [12, Remark 3.5.5]).

For our purposes the class F© := {G(6,-) | § € ©} is the relevant one. Then property
(A 2) means nothing else but requiring a PZ-integrable positive envelope of F€. By (2.6))
we may conclude immediately the following upper bounds for expectations in (2.1]) and

(Z3).

Theorem 2.1 Let (A 1) - (A 3) be fulfilled, and let the envelope § from (A 2) be square
PZ-integrable. Then with © C © from (A 3)

i = 5766, 7)) - nfE[G(6,2)] ]

NN 16v/2 [|€[le2
gEbgg - ;G(Q, 7)) - E[G(0,2)]|| < —

Let us turn over to bounds for (2.2) and (2.4]). Since Talagrand introduced in [28] and [29]
the first time his now famous concentration inequalities for empirical processes it is now
well understood how to derive exponential estimates for the probabilities (2.4]). They are
essentially based on the expectations in (2.3)). So henceforth we restrict considerations

J(F®,£,1/2) forn € N.



to “small” classes Fg in the sense that J(IF®, £, 1/2) is finite for some positive PZ-square
integrable envelope ¢ of Fg. We obtain the following result, using notation

Bf;::{ Zg )2 < 9R[¢(Z )]} (n € N) (2.7)

for any square P?-integrable strictly positive mapping ¢ : R — R, and

3y/n In(1+41t/(5t+17)) t
2 (V2n+1) 5t + 28

fn 2 ]0,00[—= R, t — for n € N. (2.8)

Theorem 2.2 Let (A 1) - (A 3) be satisfied, where the envelope € from (A 2) is assumed
to be square PZ-integrable. Furthermore, let € > 0 be fized. Using notation @5), i
J(F®,&,1/2) is finite, then with © C © from (A 3)

P({

B 2002~ pfElG0 2] 2 <})

({sup) ZGGZ E[G(0, Z)] )>g})

0cO
< < —t \/ﬁe
ex
= P B+ D) [€]e7

holds for t > 0 and arbitrary n € N with € > n,,, as well as n > ||{||3, ,/2, where

) + B\ B)

e = €2,/ Vi + 32V2(1 + 1) [|€]lpz oI (FC, €, 1/4) /v/n.

The proof of Theorem is an application of Talagrand’s concentration inequalities
along with the estimation (2.6). The details are worked out in the Subsection B.11

Remark 2.3 Let us point out some simplifications of Theorem [2.2.

1) If the function G is uniformly bounded by some positive constant L, then we may
choose € = L. Then 1, = L[1+32v/2(1+1)J(F®,&,1/4)]//n and Q\ BS =0 for
t >0 and every n € N.

2) If &1(Z1) is integrable of order 4, we may apply Chebychev’s inequality to conclude

Varl¢(Z,)?]

FONE) <

forn € N.

3) The upper estimate of the probability IP’(Q \ Bn) in Theorem may be further
improved if the random variable exp ()\ : 52) is PZ-integrable for some A > 0. In



this case In this case & as well as exp (A% — E[£(Z1)%]]) are PZ-integrable too,
and

M(e) = sup ([E[(6(20)7 ~ Ble()") | 1)

< VE[exp (A [€(2)) — EIE(20)2))] /A < .

Then the inequality B[t (£(Z1)*—E[£(Z1)%])] < exp(26%?) holds for any 6 > M (€?)
and every —1/(26) <t < 1/(20) (see [6, Theorem 1.5.2]). Hence we may draw on
Theorem 2.6 from [21] to conclude

P(Q2\ B;) < exp (—nE[£(Z1)*]*/(86%)) V exp (—n E[£(Z1)*]/(49))
forn €N, and any § > M(&?).

Remark 2.4 In [13, Proposition 1] the authors derive upper estimations

0c® n

1@({ inf L ia(e, Z;) - inf E[G(6, 21)] < —e/\/ﬁ}) < exp(—2 M)

P . 2

P({ nt — Z}G(e, 7)) - it B[G(0, 1)) > =/v/n} ) < exp(—<* M,)
i

with certain constants My, M, for small positive €. They assume G to be conver in ©

such that the goal function of (L)) is differentiable, and for some Ay > 0

ztelgE[eXp (AT {G(0.) — E[G(6,)]}?)] < exp(1).

In addition, with some positive number g, they also impose an analogous condition on
the random mazimal distances between the derivatives of the goal function of (LIl) and
the subgradients of the goal functions in (L2). The constant M; in the upper estimates
is dependent on \1, whereas M, relies on A1, Ay and some further auxiliary constants.

Theorem[Z.2 and the corresponding result in [13] allow both to find for small deviation
e > 0 upper estimates of the sample size n ensuring that the probability of deviations
22) does not exceed given levels of tolerance. The special feature of the result in [13)] is
that the upper estimate of the sample size may be chosen independently of the dimension
of the parameters (see [13, Discussion 2.1.3, (3)]). In contrast, the estimates which may
be derived from Theorem[Z.2 rely on the integrals J(F®, €, 1/4) which often increase with
the dimension (see e.g. Propositions[2.4 , [2.8 below).

There exists some interesting link between the probability deviations (Z4]) and the
tail functions for the absolute error of the solutions of the SAA (LZ). In [22] this was
pointed out the first time, and the relationship was further systemized in [24]. To go into
more detail let us consider any m-dimensional random vector 8, which is a (random)
solution of the SAA-optimization problem (L2) with sample size n. Furthermore, let
e : © — R be defined by g (6) = E[G(0, Z1)].



e If g is lower semicontinuous with a unique minimal point #*, and if it satisfies
some specific growth condition, then under (A 3) there is some constant L such
that

P({[0, — 0" > €} <P<{sup) - ZG 6,7) ~E[G(0, 2)]| > L £*/2})

0cO

for any € > 0 (see [22], p. 66]).

e If G is random lower semicontinuous, if Vg is Lipschitz continuous, and if (A 3)
is satisfied, then the set S(1g) of minimizers of ¢g is nonvoid, and there is some
unbounded strictly increasing mapping g : [0, co[— [0, 00| with pg(0) = 0 such
that

P({ inf |6, 0| >¢c/vn})

0eS (o)

< IP({ sup ) - nl G(0, Z;) — E[G(6, Zl)}] > goe(e/\/ﬁ)}> for e > 0

(see [24, Theorem 50]).

In view of these results the second inequality in Theorem [2.2] might be utilized to derive
upper estimates for the tail function of the absolute error of #,, dependent on the sample
size n. This was already recognized in the contributions [22] and [24], referring to
concentration inequalities in [28], where however unspecified univeral constants are used.

As an easy consequence of Theorem we may provide the following simple criterion
to ensure uniform tightness of the sequence

(va [;&2526’” ~ I E[C0.20)]])

The new point is that we do not require the paths G(-, z) to satisfy certain analytical
properties in advance, as often in the literature on the SAA method (e.g. in [27] or [10]).

Theorem 2.5 Let (A 1)- (A 3) be fulfilled with & from (A 2) being square PZ -integrable.
Using notation (2.5), if J(IF@, £, 1/2) is finite, then the sequence

(vn [mf - ZGQ 7;) - i E[G(60, 21)] |

neN

s uniformly tight.



Proof Fix any n € N with n > ||{|2,,/2. Then with BS as defined in (27) the
application of Theorem 2.2 yields

P({ve

<o (T T

g 5 S 00.2) - prmicn. 2)]| <)

) +P(Q\ BY)

for t > 0 and every € > ||€||pz. + 32V2(1 + 1) ||€||pz 2] (F©, £, 1/4). Furthermore we have
convergence IP’(Q \ be) — 0 by the law of large numbers. Thus

1 n
lim limsupIP’({\/ﬁ‘gin(g — E G(0, Z))
€6 n
=1

€70 p—oo

- pslco )| ) -0

which completes the proof. O

All the results within this section crucially require J(IF®, ¢,1/2) to be finite. This prop-
erty is always satisfied if the involved covering numbers have polynomial rates. Indeed
this relies on the observation, that by using change of variable formula several times
along with integration by parts, we obtain

/1\/vln(K/5) de <2y/vIn(K) forv>1K >e. (2.9)

Inequality (Z29) may be applied if there exist K > e,v > 1 such that the following
condition is satisfied

N (e ||Crellg2. F?, L*(Q))) < (K/e)" for Q € M, and e €]0,1].

In the rest of this section we shall utilize (Z.9]) to give explicit upper estimates of the
terms J(IF®, Cpe, ) if the objective G satisfies specific analytical properties.

Denoting the Euclidean metric on R™ by d,, 2, we start with the following condition

(H) There exist some 3 €]0,1] and a square PZ-integrable strictly positive mappings
C : R? —]0, oo[ such that

1G(60,2) — G(¥,2)| < C(2) dmo(0,9)7 for z € R 0,9 € ©.

Under (H) explicit upper estimates for the terms J(F®€, £, 6) are provided by the following
result.

Proposition 2.6 Let condition (H) be fulfilled with 8 €]0,1] and square PZ-integrable
strictly positive mapping C. Furthermore, let G(0,-) be Borel measurable for every 6 € ©.
In addition let A(©) stand for the diameter of © w.r.t. the Euclidean metric d,, . Then

10



requirement (A 8) is met. Moreover, in case of A(©) > 0, if G(0,-) is square P?-
integrable for some 0 € O, the mapping & == C A(O)? +|G(0,-)| is square PZ-integrable,
satisfying property (A 2) and

sup N (]|€]l2. F®, LA(Q)) < (8 +&YP)™/e™P  fore > 0.

EMgpn

In particular

J(F®, €, 5) < 25\/(3m +1)In() + Fn(2/6) for 6 €0,1/2],

For the proof see Subsection

Remark 2.7 Proposition tells us that under (H) the Theorems[2.2, carry over
immediately, using the estimates from Proposition [2.4.

Next, let us consider objective G having the following kind of structure of piecewise
Holder continuity.

(PH) G(0,2) = > (miny,.s, 17, (Aiy(6, 2) + a})) - G'(6, z), where
i—1
e r,S1,...,8 €N,

o G satisfies (A 1), and (H) with 3; €]0, 1] as well as strictly positive square
PZ-integrable C; : R — R for i € {1,...,7},

e Ay : R™ x RY — R Borel measurable with A;(-, z) affine linear for » € R?
Ge{l,...rhle{l,.. . ),

ea eRforie{l,....,r}1e{l,... s},

e [;=|0,00[or I;; =[0,00[ fori e {1,...,r}and [ € {1,...,s;},

e The set

{h{/\il(e,-)+af€[il}|z’6{1,...,r},l€{1,...,si}}
=1

is a partition of R?.

In two stage mixed-integer programs the goal functions typically may be represented
in this way if the random vector Z has compact support (see [10, p. 121]). More
precisely, under the conditions of relative complete recourse and dual feasibility, we may
find p,s € N, affine linear mappings h : R — RP, A : RY — RP*™_ linear mappings
T:R™ — R, L : R? - R, and Lipschitz-continuous mappings ; : R”? — R satisfying

e s, =sfore=1,...,r,

o G'(0,2) =T(0) + @i(h(z) — A(2) - 0) fori € {1,...,r},

11



o Ny(0,2) =Li(—hz)+A(z)-0) fori e {1,....r}, L€ {1,...,s}.

Based upon this representation of G the authors in [10] not only show uniform tightness
of the sequence in Theorem but even derive asymptotic distributions. Their line of
reasoning relies also on covering numbers for the class Fg and finiteness of the integrals
in (2.0).

Note that G satisfying condition (PH) does not have continuity in 6 in advance.

For abbreviation we set f*(0, z) := miny_y__, 1, (Aa(6, 2) +a}) fori € {1,...,r}, and
we introduce the associated function classes

L= 1{f00,)|0€0} and IF‘PH:_{GZ Jl0eo} ief{l,....r}

Note that the classes Fi  are uniformly bounded by 1. The following result gives an
upper estimate of the terms J(F®, ¢, 6).

Proposition 2.8 Let A(O) denote the diameter of © w.r.t. the Fuclidean metric. The
mappings f1(0,-) and G*(0,-) are Borel measurable for € © andi € {1,...,r}. In par-
ticular assumption (A 1) holds. Moreover, in case of A(©) >0, if G*(0,-),...,G"(0,)
are square PZ -integrable for some 8 € ©, and if &, ...,&, denote bounded positive en-
velopes of Fh,, ..., F0,, respectively, then & :=>";_ &+ (A(©)% Cy(-)+|G(0,)]) is square
PZ-integrable satisfying (A 2) and

J(F®,¢,0)

T

<26, |r+2r m In(3) +m1n(4r/5)i 1/B8; +1n(2) + [5 + 21n(4r/d)] (m + 2) Z‘Si

i=1
for 6 €]0,1].
The involved proof is delegated to Subsection 5.3l

Remark 2.9 In view of Proposition[2.8 the only critical condition left is (A 3) in order
to apply our main results. If GX(0,-),...,G"(0,) are PZ-integrable for some € O, it is
a routine excercise to show that (A 5’) may be guaranteed e.g. for any at most countable
dense subset © C © by the following property.

(*) {z € R | Ay(0,2) = —aj for some § € O} is contained in a PZ-null set for i =
1,...,randl e {1,... s} with I;; = [0, 00].

For the application of the main results we may invoke the estimates from Proposition

2.8

12



3 Error estimates under mean upper semideviations

Let LP(Q2, F,P) denote the usual LP-space on (2, F,P) (p € [0, 00[), where we tacitely
identify random variables which are different on P-null sets only. The space LP(2, F,P)
is endowed with the usual LP-norm || - ||,.

We want to study the risk averse stochastic program ([.3]), where in the objective the
functional p is a mean upper semideviation also known as upper semideviation-corrected
ezpectation. This means that for p € [1,00[ and a €]0,1] the functional p = p,, is
defined as follows

ppa s P, F,P) = R, X — E[X] +al| (X —E[X]) ",

The number p is the order of the mean upper semideviation and a is the weight of
the correction from the expecation. It is well-known that mean upper semideviations
are increasing w.r.t. the increasing convex order (cf. e.g. [27, Theorem 6.51 along
with Example 6.23 an Proposition 6.8]). They are also distribution-invariant so that
we may define the associated functional R,, on the set of distributions functions of
random variables with absolute moments of order p. So the subject of this section is the
optimization problem

2l Roa(Fo).

where Fjy stands for the distribution function of G(6,7) for § € ©. Introducing the
notation

Gy O x RIS R, (0,2) = [(G(6,2) — E[G(O, Zl)])+]p (pell,oo]).  (3.1)
we may describe this optimization also in the following way
. . 1/p
inf R, (Fy) = inf { EIG(0, 24)] + a(E[Gp(e, Zl)]> . (3.2)

Then the stochastic objective of the approximative problem according to the SAA
method has the following representation.

~

Ro,.(Fuo) = {1 260.2) o 3o (160.2) - 1 3-60.20)) "} (33)

j=1

We shall look at bounds for the deviation probabilities (L3]) w.r.t. R,,,. It is intended
to utilize results for risk neutral case presented in Section 2l The key is the following
observation based on the notation (B.1]).

Lemma 3.1 Let (A 1) be fulfilled, and let & be an envelope of F® which is PZ -integrable
of order p € [1,00[. Then the optimal values of the problems (B3.2)) and ([B3) are finite.
Moreover, for any nonvoid subset © C © and arbitrary n € N, € > 0 as well as a €)0, 1]

{|if R,,.. (Fu) = inf Ry, (Fy)| > =} € DS, D],
0cO

— n7€7a/ n767p7a7
0cO
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holds, where

n

DP_ . = {sup}lZG(Q, Z;) —E[G(0, Z,)]| > 6/(2+2a)},

n,e,a Jgr n —
e 1 — »
Dy, o= { sup |~ 3" G,(0, Z;) — E[G,(6, 20)]| = (¢/[2a]) }
7j=1

g %

The proof may be found in Subsection (.4}

In the next step we want to reduce simultaneously the optimization problems (3.2))
and (B.3) to at most countable parameter subsets of ©. This will be achieved by the
following assumption which strengthens (A 3).

(A 3’) There exist some at most countable subset © C © and (P?)"-null sets N,, (n € N)
such that for 21,...,2, € R\ N, and § € ©

inf {E[|G(9, 21) — G(60, 1) ]+ max [G(6,2) = G(0, )| } = 0.
UIS(S) je{l,...,n}

Remark 3.2 Under (A 2), property (A 3’) may be checked easily if condition (H) is
satisfied. If G has representation (PL), and if the involved linear mappings Ay, ..., A,
are PZ-integrable, then (A 3°) holds under (*) from Remark[29.

Lemma 3.3 Let (A 1) and (A 3°) be satisfied, and let & be some positive envelope of
E@ which is PZ-integrable of order p € [1,00[. Then with the at most countable subset
O C © and the (P?)"-null sets N,, from (A 3’) the following statements hold.

1) élg(g Ry, (Fp) = eigg Ry,.a (Fo) fora €]0,1].

2) ForneN, €0 and (21,...,2,) € R\ N,

inf ‘E[G(ﬁ, Z1)] — E[G(9, Zl)H = gre%jg}axn ‘G(ﬁ,zj) - G(ﬁ,zj)‘ =0,

dec0@ = 9eeIJ=LH
inf [E[G,(9, Z1)] — E[G,(¢, Z1)]| = inf max |G,(0, 2;) — G,(¥, 2;)| = 0.
V€O 9e€0 j=1,...,n
3) If n € N, and if a €]0,1], then inf R, (Fmg) =inf R, . (Fmg) P—a.s.
SC) ’ EC) '

The proof is provided in Subsection [£.4

Lemma [3.T]suggests to apply the results from Section 2] simultaneously to the function
classes F® and FO? := {G,(0,-) | § € ©} (p € [1,00[). However, we want to describe
the involved terms J(F®?, Cge», ) by means of the terms J(F®, Cpe, §) associated with
the genuine objective G. This will be done in the following auxiliary result.

14



Lemma 3.4 Let (A 1) be fulfilled, and let & be a positive envelope of F® which is PZ-
integrable of order 2(p+ 1) for some p € [1,00[. Then &, := [¢+ (E[¢(Z1)] V 1)}10Jrl is a
square PZ -integrable positive envelope of FOP satisfying

T(FOP 6,,0) < V2 27F2I(FO,£,6/2%) + V3 6 [\/In(2) + 2/In (2+/0)

for § €]0,1].
The proof is delegated to Subsection (.4l

Now, we are prepared to formulate and prove the main result on error estimates under
upper semideviations.

Theorem 3.5 Let (A 1), (A 2), (A 8°) be fulfilled, where the Borel measurable map-
ping & from (A 2) is integrable of order 2(p + 1) for some p € [1,00[. Setting &, =
(€ + (E[¢(Z1)] v 1)]p+1, and assuming J(F®,£,1/4) < oo the following statements are
valid.

1) Fore,t >0, n € N with n > max {||&,[12,,/2, [1 + 32v2(t + 1)J(F®, &, 1/4)]*},
and a €)0,1] the inequality

P({] inf Ry,.(Fro) = inf R,,., (F)| > 2})

0cO 0cO
—t \/ne —t \/ne?
<oo (marrs i ) o (a2t o)

+P(Q\ B)) +P(2\ BY),

holds if

2(1 4 a)321/7(t + 1)VP||&, |17
o5 2 @)+ )G ez, (14 /p+ 642730 (F9, £, 1/20+4)] 7.

nl/(2p)

Here BS and BY are defined according to @7).

2) The sequence
(Vi [inf Ry, (Fus) = inf Ry, ()] )

0cO neN

is uniformly tight for a €]0,1].

Proof The mapping (gin(g Ro,.a (ﬁ’n,g) — gné R, (Fg) is a well-defined random variable
€ ’ S ’

for a €]0,1] due to Lemma B1] along with Lemma and completeness of (£, F,P).
Statement 2) may be concluded from statement 1) in the same way as Theorem was
derived from Theorem Hence statement 1) is left to show.

Let © C O be from (A 3’). By Lemma 3.3 together with Lemma 3.1 we have

P({]inf R, . (Fuo) — inf R, (F))] > =}) <P(DE.,) +P(D,.,.)  (3.4)

) 0cO HE:P,a
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for n € N, ¢ > 0, a €]0, 1], where the sets D@ and D are defined as in Lemma

B The inequality 2PT2J(F®, &, 1/2PH4) > J(IF ,€,1/4) holds (see [12, Lemma 3.5.3]).
Moreover, ||&p|lpza > ||§'p||;,,/zp2 > ||€]|pz2 due to Jensen’s inequality. Then in view of

Lemma [3.4] it is easy to check that the requirements of Theorem are met for both
classes F© and F€?. Then statement 1) follows immediately from (B.4)) after application
of Theorem 2.2 separately to F® and FO». 0

Remark 3.6 Let us discuss upper estimations of the probabilities of the sets Q\ B and
Q\ BY.

1) If the function G is uniformly bounded by some positive constant L, then we may
choose € = L. Then Q\ BS = Q\ By =0 for every n € N.

2) If € is PZ-integrable of order 4(p + 1), then we have

€ Var[g(Zl)z]
R IPALE

Varl§,(21)%]
E[gp(Z1)%)?

due to Chebychev’s inequality. We may even obtain exponential bounds
P(Q\ By) < exp (—nE[¢(Z1)°]*/(802)) V exp (—n E[((Z1)*]/(45¢))

for ¢ € {£,&,} szE[eXp ()\fp (Z,)? } < 00 for some A > 0. Note that this property
1s satisfied zﬁE[eXp ()\5 (Z7) 2(”“ )] < oo for some A\ > 0. The constant d; may
be chosen arbitrarily by 6, > M(C?), where M(C?) is defined in the same way as
in Remark[23, 3).

and P(Q\ BY) < forneN

Remark 3.7 Theorem may be simplified if the objective G satisfies condition (H),
or if it has representation (PL). This may be seen immediately in view of Proposition
2.4, or Proposition[2.8 along with Remark[3.2. In addition we may invoke more explicit
upper estimates for the term J(F® & 1/4) provided by Proposition [2.8 and Proposition
248

According to Remark[30 the error estimates in Theorem[3.0 may be further improved
if the mapping G is bounded. In this situation a version has been shown in [1] for
bounded G having the form G(0, z) := Wy(z) + (0, W), where Wy and W are fized Borel
measurable mappings, and (-, ) stands for the standard scalar product on R™. However,
the bounds for deviation probabilities derived in [1|] are described in unknown universal
constant. In contrast combining Theorem[3.3 with Proposition[2.8 we may provide more
explicit bounds.

The statement on uniform tightness in Theorem[33 has been already shown in [8] for
p > 1 under (H) with § = 1.

16



4 Error estimates under divergence risk measures

We want to study the risk averse stochastic program (L3]), where we shall focus on p
being a divergence measure. For introduction, let us consider a lower semicontinuous

convex mapping P : [0, co[— [0, o0] satisfying ®(0) < oo, $(zg) < oo for some x5 > 1,
S €)

inf,>o ®(z) = 0, and the growth condition lim, . = oo. Its Fenchel-Legendre
transform

®*: R — RU{oc}, y —sup (zy — ®(x))
x>0

is a finite nondecreasing convex function whose restriction ®*

0,00 1O [0, 00[ is a finite
Young function, i.e. a continuous nondecreasing and unbounded real-valued mapping
with ®*(0) = 0 (cf. [3, Lemma A.1]). Note also that the right-sided derivative &*
of ®* is nonnegative and nondecreasing. We shall use H®" to denote the Orlicz heart

w.r.t. @*‘[Om[ defined to mean the set of all random variables X on (€, F,P) satisfying
E[®*(¢|X])] < oo for all ¢ > 0. Asin the previous Section Bl we identify random variables
which differ on P-null sets only.

The Orlicz heart is known to be a vector space enclosing all P-essentially bounded
random variables. Moreover, by Jensen’s inequality all members of H®" are P-integrable.
For more on Orlicz hearts w.r.t. to Young functions the reader may consult [9].

We can define the following mapping

0= op (50512 o (5

for all X € H®", where Ps, denotes the set of all probability measures P which are
absolutely continuous w.r.t. P such that & (%) is P—integrable. Note that % X is

P—integrable for every P € Py and any X € H®" due to Young’s inequality. We shall
call p® the divergence risk measure w.r.t. ®.

Ben-Tal and Teboulle ([4], [5]) discovered another more convenient representation. It
reads as follows (see [3]).

Theorem 4.1 The divergence risk measure p® w.r.t. ® satisfies the following represen-
tation
p?(X) = inf [®*(X +x) -] forall X € HY .
re

The representation in Theorem [4.1] is also known as the optimized certainty equivalent
w.r.t. ®*. As optimized certainty equivalent the divergence measure p® may be seen
directly to be nondecreasing w.r.t. the increasing convex order. Theorem [4.] also shows
that p® is distribution-invariant. In particular, we may define the functional R e as-
sociated with p® on the set of all distribution functions of the random variables from
H®". Throughout this section we focus on the following specialization of optimization

problem (3]

inf Ry (Fy), (4.1)
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where Fy stands for the distribution function of G(6, Z) for 6 € ©.
The SAA ([L.4)) of (A1) reads as follows.

0cO 0€O zeR

inf R o ( 0) = inf inf (% i (G0, Z;) + x) — :1:) (n € N). (4.2)

We shall strengthen condition (A 2) to the following property.
(A 2) There exists some positive envelope & of F€ satisfying £(Z;) € H®".

Note that (A 2’) together with (A 1) implies that G(6, Z;) belongs to H®" for every
0 € O so that the genuine optimization problem (4.1 is well-defined.
We are mainly interested in deviation probabilities (L3) w.r.t. R,e. Representation
(2) along with Theorem F.T] suggests to apply Theorem to the SAA of
inf E[Ge((0,2),21)],

(0,x)cOxR

where

Go: (O xR) xR = R, ((0,2),2) = (G0, 2) + z) — . (4.3)
Unfortunately, the application is not immediate because the parameter space is not
totally bounded w.r.t. the Euclidean metric on R% So a kind of compactification is
needed, provided by the following result. For preparation let us consider any mapping
€ asin (A 2") and let g > 1 be from the effective domain of ®. Then we introduce for
0 > 0 the following real numbers

ni(o, £,8) == —(0) — 6 — E[* (¢(Z1))] (4.4
o) o PO (L0 ¢ Ifo[qi (S R I

Note that by (A 27) along with Jensen’s inequality the mapping ¢ is PZ-integrable. For
abbreviation we set, using notations (4.4]) as well as (4.5)

Lo e = [21(20,€,9), xu(0, €, 9)]. (4.6)

Proposition 4.2 Let (A 1), (A 2°) be fulfilled. Furthermore, for § > 0 and n € N the
set A s € F is defined to consist of allw € Q satisfying

—Zg ) <E[E(z0] +0. - ((2,0) <Efor (€20)] + 5
7=1
If G(-, 2) is lower semicontinuous for z € RY, then optimal values of [@2) and (&) are
always finite, and, using notations ([A3), (A0), if w € Afwi’ then

inf Ry o (Fop) — Inf R+ (Fy)

= inf Z(;@ ((6, ), inf  E[Gs((0,2),21)].

(0,2)€EOX Iy c.5 T (9,9«“)69“350,5,6
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The proof of Proposition may be found in Subsection (.5l

Now in view of Proposition [£.2] we may derive the desired deviation probabilities by
applying Theorem to the function classes of the following type

Fg,l = {Go((6,2),-) | (0,2) € © x I} (I CR compact interval). (4.7)

However, we want to formulate the requirement by means of the terms J(F®, Cye, 6)
associated with the genuine objective G instead of the terms J (IF%I,C’]FgI,é). The

relationship between these terms is the subject of the following auxiliary result.
Lemma 4.3 Let I C R be a nondegenerated compact interval fulfilling the property

sup I = |inf I|V |sup I| > 0, and let <I>i denote the right-sided derivative of ®*. If £ is
a square PZ-integrable positive envelope of F®, then

CF?,I = 2[@1 (§+supl) +1]\/& + (supI)?

s a positive envelope of Fg ; satisfying

J(Fg 1, Cre ,0) < V2 J(FO,€,6) +46y/In(1/5) + /2In(2) 6 for § €]0, exp(~1)].

The proof may be found in Subsection

Next, we want to find an analogue of (A 3) for the auxiliary goal G but in terms of
the genuine one G. It is the following one.

(A 37) There exist some at most countable subset © C © and (P?)"-null sets N,, (n € N)
such that

inf E[|G(Y, Z1) — G(0,Z,)|] = inf max |G(6,z) — G(Y,z)| =0
€O 9€0 je{l,...,n}

forn € N, € © and (2,...,2,) € R"\ N,.

Remark 4.4 Criteria for (A 3”) in the cases that G satisfies (H) or has representation
(PL) carry over directly from Remark[Z2 This is because (A 3”) is implied by (A 3°).

Lemma 4.5 Let (A 1), (A 2°) and (A 3”) be fulfilled, and let I C R denote a nonde-
generated interval. Then with the at most countable subset © C © and the (PZ)"-null
sets N, (n € N) from (A 3”) it holds

(ﬂ,y)é%fxm@ }E[Gé((ﬁ’ v), Zl)] - E[Gq)((e) T), Zl)H

= inf max } |G ((6,y), 2) — Go((9,2),2)| =0

(9,5)€OXxINQ jE{1,...,n

forneN,0e€0,xel and (z1,...,2,) € R\ N,.
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The proof is postponed to Subsection

Putting together Proposition and Lemmata [£.3] [1.5] we end up with the following
result on the deviation probabilities. Recall notations (4.0), and <I>i for the right-sided
derivative of ®*.

Theorem 4.6 Let (A 1), (A 2°), (A 37) be fulfilled. Using notation (L35) the Borel
measurable mapping £ from (A 2°) is assumed to satisfy the property that the mapping
aoes = [P (& + 2u(20,,0)) + 1\/E2 + mu (0, &, 0)? is square PZ-integrable for some
xg €]1,2] from the effective domain of ® and § > 0. If G(-, z) is lower semicontinuous
for z € R, and if J(F®,&,1/2) is finite, then the following statements are true.

1) Fore,t >0 andn € N with n > 2||&,¢6/27 5 the inequality

(i

< ex fa(t) ) FP(Q\ AS ) +P(Q\ By,
p<16(t+1)!\£xo,£,5|!PZ,2 f“) (N Ang) + P(@A B

it Ry (Fos) = R ()] < )

holds if € > %[2 +32(t + 1) (4J(F®,&,1/4) + 54/In(2))]. Here Ai,é is as

in the display of Proposition[{.2, and B0t g defined according to (2.1)).
2) The sequence (\/ﬁ[eing R e (F,p) —gin(g R, (Fp)]) o 18 a uniformly tight sequence
€ € n
of random variables.

Proof Let © C © be from (A 3”). Combining Theorem Bl and (£2)) with Lemma 5]

we may observe

inf R, (Fy) = inf E[Ge((0,2),21)],

(G,x)ngQ
inf R pe F = inf G 9 x) P—a.s. forn € N.
0€O ( ) (0,5)€OxQ N Z CD

In particular, taking Proposition and completeness of (€2, F,P) into account,

inf R (F ) inf R e (Fg) is a random variable for n € N.
0O 0cO

Let I,,¢s denote the interval defined in (46)). By Proposition along with Lemma
we have

f Fy) = inf E 0,x),Z
(}g@R ( 0) (9,$)€@1>?Ix0’5’5ﬁ(@ [Gq)(( ,x), 1)]’
_ ‘ AN ¢
(}gg R e (F 0)(w) = (9,:::)66131&0,5,50@ " ; Gs((0,2),Z;(w)) forneNwe A s
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Finally, note that sup I, ¢ = |Sup Lyye,s] V |inf I, ¢ 5] > 0 holds. Now, we may apply
Theorems 2.2 to the function class Fg Iy 85 defined in (7). Then in view of
Lemma we may derive easily the statements of Theorem O

Remark 4.7 Let us point out some simplifications of Theorem [4.0

1) If the function G is uniformly bounded by some positive constant L, then we may
choose € = L. Then Q\ Ai,a =Q\ Bttt — () for every n € N.

2) Set (1 :=&,( = D" o0&, (3:= & e6. By Chebychev’s inequality we have

z(,€,8 : \% iZ 2
P(Q\Aiﬁ)ﬁ*P(Q\BEfO’E’)S;% forneN

if Evoes 15 integrable of order 4. Analogously to Remark [Z.3, 3), we may even
obtain exponential bounds

(Q\Ag 5) +P(Q\ Bros?)
< Zexp —nE[G(Z1)*]?/(862)) V exp (—n E[Gi(Z1)%]/(46;,)) forn €N

ifIE[eXp ()\gmo,f,é(zl) )} is finite for some A > 0. With M(¢?) as in Remark[2.3,
3), the inequalities hold for any oc, > M((?) (i =1,2,3).

Remark 4.8 Drawing on Proposition [2.8, or Proposition [2.8 along with Remark
we may simplify directly Theorem [{.0 in the cases that G fulfills property (H), or has
representation (PL). Moreover, Theorem[]-6| may be improved in the way that the results
provide explicit upper bounds for the involved term J(F® &, 1/4).

In the simplified situation of bounded G error estimates have been developped in [1|
for linear G as already described in Remark[3.7. As in this remark we want to empha-
size again that universal unknown constants are involved in the bounds from [1]. This

shortcoming may be avoided by Theorem[{.4 for this special type of objective G, just by
using Proposition [2.0.

Let us look at the specialization of Theorem in the important case that p® is the
Average Value at Risk, also known as the Fxpected Shortfall.

Example 4.9 Let ® be defined by ®,(z) := 0 for x < 1/(1 — «) for some a €]0,1],
and ®(z) = oo if x > 1/(1 — ). Then ®%(y) = y*/(1 — «) fory € R. In particular
H?® coincides with L', and we may recognize R e as the so called Average Value at Risk
w.rt. « (e.g. [11), [27]), i.e.

Ry (F) = — / Lio(u) F(u) du

l—« F—(a)

— inf ( / gy ETWEDT x)

z€R 11—«
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(see e.g. [17]), where F* denotes the left-continuous quantile function of F. In this
situation we have the following specifications of some particular assumptions in Theorem

[£-6]
e (A 2)and (A 27) are equivalent.
o If€: R — R is any strictly positive square PZ -integrable mapping, then
[ (E+a) + 1V +a2 = (2 - )& +a?/(1-a)
is already square PZ-integrable for every a > 0.

o The sets A ., By 2a0.8.0 from Theorem [{.6] may be simplified as follows

n,0)

A= (e < B+ -an
25zo§6 _ { Zg < QE (Zl>2] +$u<l’0,£,5)2}

where x,(xg, &, 0) is as in ([45).

e Under condition (H) with 8 = 1 the uniform tightness result in Theorem [{.4 is
already known from [T7).

5 Proofs

5.1 Proof of Theorem

The main tool for the proof of Theorem is Bousquet’s version of Talagrand’s con-
centration inequalities. We shall repeat them first, tailored to our situation, for the
convenience of the reader (see Theorem 3.3.9 in [12]).

Theorem 5.1 Let F be some at most countable set of centered PZ-integrable functions
which is uniformly bounded by some positive constant u. Assume that o® €]0,u] is an
upper bound for the set {Var(h) | h € F}. Then for everyn € N and any € > 0

B({S, > E[S,] +¢}) < exp (‘f{f (14 g 3mz>)

2

< exp (Q(E 2E[S,,] ;202 +u 5/3))’

where S, := supycy | > i1 hZ;)|.
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Now, we are prepared to show Theorem [2.2]
Proof of Theorem 2.2

As already discussed after introducing condition (A 3), we may replace in the optimiza-
tion problems (1)), (I2)) the parameter space with the at most countable subset © C ©
from (A 3). Hence
- Zj) ~ it BG(6, 2)]| 2 e} 0 BY)
({ljng 7 2602 - piEC@. 20 22}
1 n
<P({sup|->"G(6.2)~EGO.2))| >} 0 BE) fore>0.  (5.1)
0cO n j=1
By definition of BS we may observe for w € BS and j € {1,...,n}
|G (6, Z;(w))| < |€(Z;(w))] < wn = V2nl€|[pze. (5.2)

Then, setting ¢, (t) := (t Aw,) V (—w,) for t € R, we obtain
1 n
- Z G(0, Z;(w)) —E[G(0. 21)]]

<1—Z¢>n (@))) —E[¢n(G (6, 21))]| + [E[¢a(G(6, Z1)) — EIG(6, Z1)]]|

for € ©, and w € BS. The function ¢, satisfies the following properties
(6u(t) — du(s)] < [t — 5| fort,5 € R, (5.3)
and for any integrable random variable W

[E[pn(W)] = E[W]| < [E[(=wn — W) L)oo, (W)]] + [E[(W = wn) L, 0 (W]
= E[(—w, — W)+ E[(W — w,)"] (5.4)

Invoking (A 2), we may conclude from (5.4))

Furthermore by square integrability of £(Z;)

né, = 2n /OOIP({g(Zl) > 1)) dt

Van [
_ Z )

1€l /@MHPZ’Q\@IMHP 2P{E(Z)) > t)) dt

Van [ ¥
Sngnmfo R({E(Z) > 1}) db < FlEllez 2
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Therefore

0O 2n

sup |E[¢,(G(0, Z1)) — E[G(8, Z1)]]| < Hfﬂﬁ’z for n € N,

and thus for arbitrary n € N

P({sup}lia(e, 7;) — B[G(6, 7)) Zg} A Bg)

90 "5
< P({aup | 3 00 (610, 2,) ~ [ (610, 20)] | 2 me - v}y,

We want to apply Theorem [5.] to the function class F,, consisting of all mappings
¢n(G(0,)) —E[¢,(G(0,21))] with 6 € ©, and we set

Sy = sup | Z 0. (G(0, Z;)) — nE[6,(G (0, 21))]].
Combining (A 2) with (53] and property ¢,(0) = 0, we have
|0x(G(8,-)) = ¢u(G(0,-)) HQ’Q < |G, ) — G(¥, ~)HQ,2 for 6,9 € ©, Q € M,,,
}(bn(G(G, 2))| <&(z) forfe®, 2R

In particular € is not only a positive upper envelope of F® but also of the function classes

F® .= {G(0,-) |# € ©} and F, := {6.(G(0,-)) | 6 € ©}, and
N (nll¢llg2, Fuy L2(Q)) < N (n]léllo2 O, L(Q)) < N (n]|¢]lo2/2,F°, L*(Q))
holds for n > 0 and Q € M,. So in view of (2Z.6]) we obtain
E[S.] < Vn 32 V2 |[€]lpz2 J(F9,€,1/4) (5.5)
Since ¢ is an envelope of F,,, we also have

sup |6 (G (0, 2)) — E[6,(G(0, 21))]| < un = (V20 +1) ||€]lp22 (5.6)

0cO

for n € N, z € R%. Finally, setting 02 := E[S(Zl)ﬂ,
E D(bn (G(0,2)) — E[6a(G(0, 21))] ;2] <R[, (G0, 2))°] < o (5.7)

for § € © and n € N.
Fix any t > 0, and let n € N with & > 1, as well as n > |¢||2,,/2, where 7, is as
in the display of Theorem 221 Then 02 < u,,, and with the help of (5.5])

t — 2 t
e yillleze L L sy e VlGleral V2 ine

V2 o t+1 V2 t+1 _4(t+1)+E[S"]'
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This implies

P({sup}lia(e,zj)—E[G(e,zl)]y 25} A Bf;)

pce N

Sﬂ{xy%;m@wﬂm—wﬁde@ZMH24gfn+Ewﬁ) (5.8)

Now, we are in the position to apply Theorem 5.1 to [F,, due to (5.3) - (5.7)), concluding

tne

IP’({ sup ‘% i 0n(G(0, 7)) —E[pn(G(0, 21))]| =2 =5 + E[S"]})

0€6 T AL+ 1)
3tne tnu,e€
< 2t (g
=P ( 16 un(t+1) ( T8+ 1) 2un B[S + 1 0—2)))
< ox —3t?n2e?
= P A8t + 1)224u,E[S,] + 12n0? + tupne/(t + 1)] )

Furthermore o? = ||{]|2,, < v/nel|é]|pz2, and E[S,] < ne/(t + 1) by (G.5). Then the
statement of Theorem 2.2 may be derived easily from (5.1]) along with (5.8]). O

5.2 Proof of Proposition

Condition (H) allows to verify (A 3) for any at most countable dense subset © of the
compact set ©.
Let 6 € © with G(@, ) being square P?-integrable. Then for any # € © assumption
(H) implies
1G(6,2)] < |G(B, 2)| + C(2) ds(0,5)° (= € RY).
In particular, ¢ := C(-) A(©)? + |G(6,)| is square PZ-integrable and satisfies (A 2).
Hence it remains to show the inequalities for the terms J(IF®, ¢, ).

For a totally bounded metric d on © we shall use the symbol N (7), O, d) to denote the
minimal number to cover © by closed d-balls with radius n > 0 and centers in ©.

It may be verified easily that the restriction dﬁw to © defines a totally bounded and
complete metric on ©. By (H) we may observe

|G, ) — GV, )|lo2 < [|Clloz2 dm,2(9,19)5 for Q € M,,, and 6,9 € ©.
Hence we obtain

N(|l¢llgz . FO, L(Q)) < N(A(©)°n,0,d,,,) for all Q € Mg, n > 0.

) 'm,2

Moreover, we have © C {y € R™ | d,,2(7,0) < A(©)}. Then we obtain from Lemma
2.5 in [30] that for every n > 0

N(A(©)° n,0,d5,,) < N(A®) 12,0, dys) < (8 +n/8)m /s,

» Y'm,2

25



This implies for any § €]0, 1/2], using change of variable formula

9
J(F®,€,6) < /0 \/% In (25/™(8 + 61518 /) dny

L Im 2[(3m+1)5+m]/m/5
§5/ — In dn.
0 \/5 < n ) !

Now, we may invoke (Z9) with v := m/8 and K := 2[Bm+Ds+ml/m /5 6 derive the
remaining part of Proposition 2.6l a

5.3 Proof of Proposition 2.8

We start the proof of Proposition with the following observation induced by repre-
sentation (PH).

G(0,2)=> f(0,2) G'(0,z) for6e®,zeR". (5.9)
=1

The mappings Ay (0, ), GY(6, ) are Borel measurable by assumption, in particular Borel
measurability of f¢(6, -) holds. Hence by (5.9) the assumption (A 1) is fulfilled. Moreover,
let the mappings &1, ..., &, € be defined as in the display of Proposition 2.8 with square
PZ-integrable G*(@,-),...,G"(,-) for some # € ©. Then by construction, the mapping ¢
is also square PZ-integrable because the mappings &1, . . ., &, are assumed to be bounded.
In particular it satisfies (A 2) by (5.9) again. Therefore it remains to verify the claimed
upper estimates of the terms J(F®, &, 0).

We need some further preparation from the theory of empirical process theory. To
recall, define for a collection B of subsets of R%, and zi,..., 2, € R?

An(B,y 21, ..., 2,) = cardinality of {B N {z,...,2,} | B € B}.
Then
V(B) = inf {neN\ max An(B,zl,...,zn)<2”} (infd = oo)

21,...,2n ER

is known as the index of B (see [31], p. 135). In case of finite index, B is known as a so
called VC-class (see [31], p. 135). The concept of VC-classes may be carried over from
sets to functions in the following way. A set F of Borel measurable real valued functions
on R? is defined to be a VC-subgraph class or a VC-class if the corresponding collection
{{(z,t) € RIxR | h(z) >t} | h € F} of subgraphsisa VC-class ([31], p. 141). Its VC-
index V(IF) coincides with the index of the subgraphs. The significance of VC-subgraph
classes stems from the fact that there there exists some universal constant K > 1 such
that for every VC-subgraph class F and any P#-integrable positive envelope Cy of F

b N(#Crlloa F LA(@) < Kue V(F) (166)7 @ (1/6)"7 for = €0, 1]
S fin
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(see [I8, Theorem 9.3] or [31, Theorem 2.6.7]).

For our purposes we are interested in more explicit upper estimations of the covering
numbers. This may be achieved upon Corollary 3 in [I5] which we recall now for the
convenience of the reader.

Proposition 5.2 Let F = {1p | B € B}, where B denotes some VC-class. Then

sup N(e,F,L'(Q)) <e V(F) (26/5)V(F)_1 for e €]0, 1].
QeMg,

Once we have upper estimates for covering numbers of VC-classes w.r.t. the L'-norms, it
is well-known from the theory of empirical process theory how to derive upper estimates
for covering numbers of VC-subgraph classes w.r.t. the L2-norm. We obtain the following
result.

Corollary 5.3 Let F be any VC-subgraph class with some arbitrary positive envelope
Cr. Then the inequality

s N(el Calloa FL(Q@) < e VIE) (42/e) 7 for e elo|
EMfin

holds.

Proof The proof mimicks the proof of Theorem 9.3 in [I8] or the proof of Theorem
2.6.7 in [31].

Let Fg := {1p | B € B}, where B denotes the collection of subgraphs corresponding
to F. In the first step one may obtain

N (e||Cxllg1,F, L'(Q)) < N(e/2,Fp, L'(Q)) for Q € M,, € €]0,1]. (5.10)

In the second step any Q € My, is associated with the probability measure Qc¢, € Ma,,
defined by Q¢ (B) := Eg[lsCr|/Eg[Cr|. Then it can be shown that

N(gHCFHQ% Fv L2(@)) < N(€2HCFHQCF71/47 Fv L1<QCIF)) (5'11)
holds for € €]0, 1[. Then, combining (5.10) and (5.IT]) with Haussler’s result Proposition
5.2, we may complete the proof. O

In view of (53) the following auxiliary results reveals that the classes F® is built upon
specific VC-subgraph classes. This will be crucial for deriving the result of Proposition

2.8

Lemma 5.4 For everyi € {1,...,r} and any nonvoid © C O, the set I, 5 consisting
of all f1(0,-) with 6 € © is a VC-subgraph class with index V(F; g) < (m +2) s; + 1.
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Proof Let © C O nonvoid, and let ¢+ € {1,...,7}. Set Iy := {t —a} | t € I},
and By (0) := Ay(0,)"1(Iy) fori € {1,...,r}, 1 € {1,...,s;}, 8 € ©. Furthermore,
{e1,...,en} denotes the standard basis of R™.

The linear hull of {Ay(6,-) | 6 € ©} is spanned by {Au(y,-) | y € {er,...,en,0}}
so that its dimension does not exceed m + 1. Thus by Lemma 2.6.15 in [3I] the set
{Au(0,-) | 0 € B} is a VC-subgraph class with index < m + 3. Moreover, 17 is a
monotone function, and hence {15, | 0 € O} = {1; o Ay(0,-) | 6 € O} is a VC-
subgraph class with index < m+3 (see [I8, Lemma 9.9, (viii)]). Finally, F; 5 is a subset

.....

class with index
V(F,g) < ZV({]lB“(g) 10€O}) —(s;i—1)<(m+2)s;+1 ie{l,....r}
=1

(see [I8, Lemma 9.9, (i)]). This completes the proof. O

By (PH) each G’ satisfies condition (H). Therefore, as an immediate consequence of the
Proposition we obtain the next auxiliary result.

Lemma 5.5 Define for nonvoid © C © andi € {1,...,r} the set F; 5 of all G'(0,-) with
0 € ©. Furthermore let A(©) denote the diameter of © w.r.t. the Euclidean metric, and
let B; €]0,1] and C; : R* = R be as in (PH). If A(©) > 0, and if G*(0,-) is square P?-
integrable for some 0 € ©, then &, := A(©)% Cy(-) + |GU(0,)| is a square P?-integrable
positive envelope of Fi’@, and

sup N (ell€illo2 Fig L(Q)) < 9™ e™™P fore €]0,1].
QeMﬁn

Now, we are ready to finish the proof Proposition 2.8

We consider the function class F; consisting of all mappings f(6,-) - G'(6,-) with
0 € © for i € {1,...,r}. The significance of these function classes for our purposes
stems from representation (5.9)). Note that él = & - & defines a positive envelope of
F; for i € {1,...,7}, where &, := A(©)% C;i(-) + |G"(0,-)| (see Lemma E.5). Our aim
is to find explicit upper estimates of the covering number N (5||éi||@72,lﬁ‘i, L*(Q)) with
Q € M.

Fix i € {1,...,r}. First of all, F% is a VC-subgraph class with index V(F.,) <
(m+2) s; +1 by Lemma [5.4l Then we may conclude from Corollary

2(m+2) s;

sup N (e|&illo2 Fpu L2(Q)) < efm + 2] s+ 1) (4! /) for £ €]0, 1[.
QEMﬁn
Moreover, we have
sup N (e||&llg2, Fi LA(Q))
QEMﬁn
S sup N(EH&HQQ/LL? F;mLQ(Q)) + sup N(E||gi||@72/47F;H>LQ(Q))
QEMﬁn QeMﬁn
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for € €]0,1[ (see Corollary A.1. in supplement to [7] or proof of Theorem 9.15 in [18§]).
Hence in view of Lemma we end up with.

sup N (el|&illgz2. Fi, L2(Q))
QEMﬁn
< gm 16(m+2)si 61+(m+2) S; ([m+2] si + 1) (4/5)2(m+2)5i+m/5i (5.12)

for i € {1,...,r},e €]0,1[. Next, fix Q € M,,, € > 0. Let hi,ﬁi € F; such that

the inequality ||h* — 'llg2 < €||&llg.2/r holds for i = 1,...,r. Then by inequality

VS > V) rforty, .t >0
IS0 = lor < 3 I = Flloz < 23 Kloa < <l Yl
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1
Thus by construction of ¢ along with (5.9)
N(ell€lle2 F®, L*(Q)) < ﬁN(SHfz‘H@z/T’ F;, L*(Q)) (5.13)
i=1

for Q € Mg, and ¢ > 0.
Combining (B.12) and (513]), we obtain for ¢ €]0, 1] by change of variable formula

1

J(F© ¢,6) = 5/0 sup \/ln (2]\7(55]\5]\@72,[@7L2(Q))) de < 5/01 Voln(Ks/e) de,

QEMﬁn
where . .
V= 2(m+2)Zsi +le/ﬁi
i=1 i=1
and
P (2-97m160mFD) Xicisiert(mt2) Mias 17 (Im+2] s; + 1))1/”
§ = .

)
Now, we may finish the proof of Proposition 2.8 via (2.9]) by routine calculations. O

5.4 Proofs of the results from Section [3

As a first result we shall show Lemma [B.11

Proof of Lemma 3.1k

Let n € N and a €]0, 1]. By choice of the random variable £ we may observe

inf R
0cO Pp,a

. - 1 ¢
(Fo) > —E[§] > —o0 and  inf R, (F.0) > —— ;g(zj) > —o0.
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Moreover, using Minkowski’s inequality, by representations (8.2) and (3.3]) we have for
nonvoid © C ©

‘ GHG% Rppya (Fnﬂ) o 912% Rpp,a (FG) ‘
1 n
< (1+a)sup|= Y G0, Z;) — E[G(0, 2)]]

a n
6co =1

+ asup ‘ (% i G, (0, Zj)>1/p - <E[Gp(0, Zl)])l/p .

0cO

Since [t'/? — s'/P| < |t — 5|/P holds for t, s > 0, we end up with

(Fg)} < (1+a)sup }l ZG(Q, Z;) — E|G(8, Zl)”

Pp,a
n
6co j=1

— "VYPp,a

’ inf R (ang) —inf R
2=e) 0cO

+ asup }l Z Gp(0,Z;) — E[G,(0, Z1)] ‘l/p.

0cO® n j=1

Now, the proof may be finished easily. O

Proof of Lemma [3.3k

Let © C © from (A 3°). For § € © we may select by (A 3’) a sequence (9J;)ren in © such
that E[|G(0, Z1) — G(0,Z1)|] — 0, and thus G(9, Z;) — G(0,Z;) in probability by
application of Markov’s inequality. This implies G,(¥y, Z1) — G,(0, Z1) in probability.
Furthermore we have upper estimation |G,(Jx, Z1)| < (£(Z1) + E[¢(Z1)])” for k € N,
and £ is integrable of order p by assumption. Thus the application of Vitalis’ theorem
(see [2, Proposition 21.4]) yields E[G, (U, Z1)] — E[Gp(0, Z1)]. Thus we have shown for
any 0 € ©

inf { [E[G (9, Z,)] — E[G(0, Z1)]| + |EIG, (9, Z1)] — E[G,(0, Zl)]}} 0.  (5.14)

In view of representation ([B.2]), statement 1) follows immediately from (5.14]).

Next, fix n € N, choose the (IP’Z )n—null set N,, according to (A 3’), and consider any
vector (z1,...,2,) € R™\ N,. For § € © we may find via (A 3’) some sequence (Jy)rco
in © such that E[G(9, Z1)] — E[G(0, Z1)] and G(V4, z;) — G(0, 2;) for j € {1,...,n}.
Then G, (0, z;) = Gp(0, 2;) for every j € {1,...,n}. In particular statement 2) may be
concluded from (5.14) along with (A 3’).

Let us define the set A, := {(Z1,...,Z,) € R\ N,} € F. Note P(4,) = 1. Fix
w € Q. By (A 3) there exists for any 6 € © some sequence (J)reco in O satisfying
G(Vk, Zj(w)) = G(0, Z;(w)) for j € {1,...,n}. Then, drawing on representation (B3,

the convergence R, ,(Fn9,)(w) — Rppya(ﬁ’mg)(w) may be verified easily for every a €
10, 1]. This shows statement 3), recalling P(A,) = 1. The proof is complete.
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Proof of Lemma [3.4}

First of all
G(0,2) —E[G(0, Z1)] <€+ (E[E(Z1)] V 1)

holds for § € © and z € R? so that &, is a positive envelope of FP.

Next, let s,t,u € [0,00[ with u > ¢V s. The mapping f :|1,00[— R, defined by
f(q) = |s? — 14| is nondecreasing. Hence |s? — 7| < |s/P! — ¢[Pl|, using notation [p] :=
min|p, co[NN.

Moreover, |s*T1 —t*11 = (sVt)|s* —t*|+|s—t|(sAt)* holds for k € N. Then it may be
shown by induction that |s* —t*| < |s—t|(2u)*~! is valid for every k € N. In particular,
we end up with the inequality |s? — 7| < |s — t|(2u)/P1=1. As a further consequence we
may observe for 9 € © and z € R?

G0, 2) = Gy(9, 2) [

< |(G(0.2) ~ EIG(0, 22))) " — (G, 2) ~ EIGW. 2)])) | (26() + 2Ele(20))) "

< 2200 (22 (1G(0, 2) — G, 2)|* + [E[G(0, 22)] — BIG(, Z0)]).
The positive envelope &, of FO? is square P?-square integrable by assumption, and the
constant E[{(Z;)] may be viewed as an positive envelope of the class I which gathers all

constant functions E[G (6, Z1)] (0 € ©). We may apply Theorem 2.10.20 from [31] which
leads to

1
/ sup \/In (N (2 207118/ P /@ + BE(Z0)P g, O, L2(Q))) de

0 QeMsg,
S/o Qiupﬁ“ \/ln (N (e ll€llg2/2,FO, L*(Q) d5+/ \/ln [£(Z1)]/2,1) de
<2 J(F%,¢,5/2) / VIn (N (e E[E(20))/4, [ - BIE(Z0)),EE(20)]]) de

for § > 0, where for J € {I,[ — E[¢(Z1)],E[¢(Z1)]]} and n > 0 we denote by the
symbol N (77 E[¢(Zy)], T ) the minimal number to cover J by closed intervals of the form
[z; — n E[&(Z1)], x; + n E[{(Zy)]] with x; € J. Tt is easy to check that the inequality
N(e E[&(21)]/4, [ — E[£(21)], E[¢(Z1)]]) < 8/e holds for e > 0. Hence we may invoke
the change of variable formula along with (2.9]) which yields

/ s/l (N (e 24V EIEZ)Plloa FOv. L(@))) de
0 € fin

<2 J(F®,£,6/2) +/5 VIn(8/e) de =2 J(F® £,6/2) +5/1 \/1n ((8/6)/2)) de

<2 J(F®,¢,6/2) +20+/In(8/5) for 6 €]0, 1[.
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Since [|&5/"™ /€ + E[E(Z1) |02 < [&llo.z is valid for any Q € M,,, we may further
conclude, using change of variable formula again,

4
| s (Ve lglos For, 22(@)) e
0

QEMﬁn

4
< [ s (Ve 19 VT R s PO, 1)

§/2rt1
< gvt! / sup /In (N (n 24118/ O /& T BIE(Z0)P o, FO2, L2(Q))) di

< 27 (FC,€,0/27) 2.6 /In (2044/6) - for 6 €]0,1].

Now, the statement of Lemma [3.4] follows easily from the observation

F@p &, 0) < 4/21In(2 5+\/_/ sup \/ln |]§pHQ2,F@p LQ(Q))) de
QeMsg,

for 6 >0 O

5.5 Proof of results from Section [4

Let us introduce the sequence (X")neN of random processes

X, OxOxR =R, X,(w,0,2):= 1 i (@*(G(@, Zj(w)) +z) — :1:) (n € N),

n o
and, under (A 2’), the mapping

Yo 0 xR, (6,7) E[@*(G(e,zl) +x) - x]
The key for proving Proposition is the following observation.

Lemma 5.6 Let (A 1) and (A 2°) be fulfilled. Furthermore let xo > 1 be from the
effective domain of ®. Then with & from (A 2°) the following inequalities hold for 6 €
O,z € R andn € N.

X, (-,0,7) > max{ — ®(0) — x, —% N €(2;) — B(wo) + x(wo — 1)}
e (0, ) > max {—®(0) — z, —xoE[{(Z1)] — ®(x0) + x(xo — 1)} .

In particular, Vg is bounded from below and also the path X, (w,-,-) for everyn € N and
any w € Q.
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Proof The inequalities ®*(y) > —®(0) and ®*(y) > yzo — P(zo) hold for y € R by
definition of ®*. Then, the inequalities in the statement follow easily. Next, notice
that ¢(z) = max{—®(0) — x, —xoE[£(Z1)] — ®(x0) + z(xo — 1)} defines a continuous
mapping ¢ : R — R which tends to co for + — —oo0 and x — oco. Hence ¢ is bounded
from below, and thus also 1. In the same way it may be shown that X, (w,-,-) is
bounded from below for n € N and w € €. This completes the proof. O

In the next step we want to show that with high probability we may restrict simulta-
neously the minimizations of ¥s and the processes X,, to a compact subset of © x R.
More precisely, let us introduce the sets

S(e) = {(0,2) € © x R | (0, 2) = inf val(6,7),

z€R

Sn(w) = {(0,:70) €O xR | X,(w,0,7) = inf Xn(w,e,x)} (neN, we Q).

z€R

Theorem 5.7 Let (A 1), (A 2°) be fulfilled. If G(-,z) is lower semicontinuous for
z € RY then S, (w) is nonvoid for n € N and w € Q. Moreover,

Su(w) €O x [21(20,€,6), wu(70,£,8)] forneN, §>0,we A,
where x1(x, &, 0), 2y (0,€,0) are defined by (L) and (A1) respectively, and Ai,é c Fis
as in the display of Proposition [{.3.

Proof Since ®* is nondecreasing, we may observe by (A 27)

gco TER pco N

sup inf X,,(-,0,2z) < sup 1 Z@* (G(9,2))) < % Z(I)*(f(ZJ))

j=1
Then in view of Lemma 5.6 we obtain for every w € (2

inf X, inf X, (- fi R
0129 n(w797x> > 31618;2]& n( ,9,1’) orxr e \ [an(w),bn(w)],

where a,(w) == —®(0) — 2 3" | *(£(Z;(w))), and

Dlao) + 2 0, 0 (6(Zi(w) ) + 2 X1, (%))

b =
n(W) Ty — 1
This means
érelef) Xp(w,0,x) = égg Xp(w,0,2) and S,(w) C O X [a,(w), by(w)] (5.15)
z€R z€[an (w),bn(w)]

for n € Nyw € Q. Since G(-,2) is lower semicontinuous for z € RY, and since ®* is
nondecreasing as well as continuous, the mapping X,,(w, -, -) is lower semicontinuous on
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the compact set © X [a,(w),b,(w)] for w € Q. As a consequence S,,(w) is nonvoid for
n € N and w € Q. We may also conclude from (5.15]) that S, (w) is contained in the set
O x [xl(x0,§,5),xu(x0,§,5)] if we Afm. The proof is complete. O

We may also derive compactness of the set S(1g) of minimizers of ¥g.

Lemma 5.8 Let (A 1), (A 2°) be fulfilled, and let G(-,z) be lower semicontinuous for
z € Re. Then the mapping Vg is lower semicontinuous, and the set S(vg) is nonvoid
and compact, satisfying

S(’l/}‘i)) - O x [xl<x07£75)7xu('r07§75):| f07’(5 > 0.
Proof First of all by (A 2’) along with monotonicity of ®* we may observe

sgp i‘éﬁwq’(e’x) < zlelgE[cI)* (G(0,2,))] <E[®*(&(21))].

Then in view of Lemma we may conclude that ¥ (0, x) > inf ¥ if

r < —0(0) —E[0°(£(2))] or a> E[®*(£(Z))] +xioI_E[1£(Zl)} + ®(x0)

Hence s and its restriction to [:L’l(xo, £,0), (0, &, 5)] have the same infimal value, and
S(¥e) € O X [1(20,€,6), 2u(20,€, )] for 6 > 0.

Lower semicontinuity of G in 6 implies that (6, z) — ®*(G(6, Z1(w)) + =) + z is a
lower semicontinuous mapping on © x R for any w € €2 because ®* is nondecreasing and
continuous. In addition by definition of ®* we obtain for any n > 0 and w €

in (cp*(a(e, Zy(w)) + 1) — x) > inf (= 2(0) ~ ) > ~®(0) ~n.
|z|<n -

Then an easy excercise of Fatou’s Lemma shows that 1 is lower semicontinuous. Hence
by compactness of © x [xl (x0,&,1), xu(w0, &1, &, 1)} the set S(¢¢) is a nonvoid compact
subset of R™*!. This completes the proof. O

Now we are ready to show Proposition (4.2l

Proof of Proposition

Recall the representation of the genuine optimization problem (4I]) via Theorem [A.1]
and the representation of the problem associated with the SAA by (£2). Then the entire
statement of Proposition .2l may be derived easily from Theorem [5.7] along with Lemma

b8 O
Let us turn over to the proof of Lemma [£.3]
Proof of Lemma [4.3k

Since ®* is convex, its right-sided derivative <I>i is nondecreasing. Then the inequality
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|®*(z) — ®*(y)| < @ (xVy)|z —y| holds for z,y € R. In particular this yields |®*(z)| <
&' (z)|z| for € R because ®*(0) = 0. Hence we may observe

|G ((6,2),2)| <[ ¥ (& +sup ) +1](E(2) +supl) < CFg’1<Z> for (0,2) €O x I,z € R?
and

}Gq)((e,x),z) - G¢((19,y),z)}2

< A[D* (€ +sup I) + 112|G(0, 2) — G0, 2)|* + 4[(13*/(5 +sup 1) + 1%z — y|?

for (0,z),(¥,y) € © x I and z € RL So firstly, Cye | is a positive envelope of Fgl.
Secondly, we may invoke Theorem 2.10.20 from [31] to conclude

J(Fg I CF@ 0)

< /2(@) 5+ V2 / sup \/In (N (¢ [|Ceg Iz, FS 1, 12(Q))) de

EMﬁn
5
S\/an(2)5+\/§J(F®,§,5)+\/§/ \/ln(N(nsup[,[,\~|)) dn for 6 >0,
0

where N(n-sup 1, 1,]|-]|) denotes the minimal number to cover I by intervals of the form
[z;—n-sup I, z;+n-sup ] with z; € I. Since N(n-sup I, I,]|-]) < (sup I —inf I)/(n-sup I)
holds for n > 0, and since sup I — inf I < 2sup I, we obtain via the change of variable
formula

/05\/111(N(?7~sup[,[,|-|)) dngéfol\/mdg for 6 0.

Now, we may finish the proof by applying ([29) for every § €]0, exp(—1)]. O
Proof of Lemma 4.5k
ForneN,0 €O,z el and (z,...,2,) € R\ N, we may conclude immediately from

(A 37) along with continuity of ®*
inf max. }Gq) 0,y),2) — G¢((19,x),zj)} = 0.

(¥,9)eOxINQ jE{L, .,
Next we may find by (A 3”) for a fixed (,z) € © x I some sequence (Qn,xn)neN
in © x I NQ such that E[|G(0,,7:) — G(0,Z:)]] — 0 and z,, — z. In particular
Go((0n,xn), Z1) — Go((0,2),Z1) in probability because ®* is continuous. Since ®* is
convex, nondecreasing with ®*(0) = 0, we may observe |®*(y)| < ®*(|y|) for y € R.
Hence by (A 2’) along with monotonicity of ®* we have for £ from (A 27)

up |G (62, 7). 72)| < @ (£(21) + sup [ ]) + sup |
neN neN

Hence by (A 2°) again the random variables Go ((0,,, ), Z1) are dominated by some in-
tegrable random variable. Then an application of Vitalis’ theorem (see e.g. [2, Theorem
21.4]) yields EHGq)((Qn, ), Z1) — Go((6, %), Z1) H — 0. This completes the proof. O
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