arXiv:2301.12420v1 [q-fin.MF] 29 Jan 2023

Conditional generalized quantiles based on expected utility model and equivalent characterization of properties

Qinyu Wu^∗ Fan Yang^† Ping Zhang^‡

Abstract As a counterpart to the (static) risk measures of generalized quantiles and motivated by Bellini et al. (2018), we propose a new kind of conditional risk measure called conditional generalized quantiles. We first show their well-definedness and they can be equivalently characterised by a conditional first order condition. We also discuss their main properties, and, especially, We give the characterization of coherency/convexity. For potential applications as a dynamic risk measure, we study their time consistency properties, and establish their equivalent characterizations among conditional generalized quantiles.

Keywords: Conditional generalized quantile; conditional shortfall risk measure; dynamic risk measure

1 Introduction

Risk measures serve as quantitative tools to determine minimum capital reserves and have attracted growing interest since the seminal work of Artzner et al. (1999). Various (static) risk measures have been proposed, such as value-at-risk (VaR, also known as quantiles), which is the regulatory risk measure used in the Basel requirements. Generalized quantiles, as a nonlinear generalization of quantiles, were introduced by Bellini et al. (2014) as a well-defined class of risk measures that include VaR and expectiles (Newey and Powell, 1987) as special cases. It is also well known that such measures are closely related to the Haezendonck-Goovaerts risk measures (Bellini and Rosazza Gianin, 2012), ψ-mean certainty equivalent (Ben-Tal and Teboulle, 2007) and shortfall risk measures (Föllmer and Schied, 2016). Recall that the generalized quantile of a risk X is defined as the minimizer of the minimization problem min_{x∈R} π_α(X, x) (Bellini et al., 2014), where π_α(X, x) = αE[u_1 ((X − x)^+)] + (1 − α)E[u_2 ((X − x)^−)]. (1.1)

Here, a^+ = max{a, 0}, a^− = max{−a, 0}, α ∈ (0, 1) is the confidence level to balance the shortfall risk (X − x)^+ and the over-required capital risk (X − x)^−, and u_1 and u_2 are two loss

∗wu05551@mail.ustc.edu.cn; Department of Statistics and Finance, School of Management, University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei, Anhui, China †fan.yang@uwaterloo.ca; Department of Statistics and Actuarial Science, University of Waterloo, Canada. ‡zp012@mail.ustc.edu.cn; Department of Statistics and Finance, School of Management, University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei, Anhui, China

(disutility) functions in the expected utility model that are assumed to be strictly increasing convex functions with u_1(0) = u_2(0) = 0 and u_1(1) = u_2(1) = 1, and are used to transform the two risks (X − x)^+ and (X − x)^− respectively. If u_1(x) = u_2(x) = x, then the generalized quantile reduces to the classic quantile, and if u_1(x) = u_2(x) = x^2, the generalized quantile reduces to the expectile.

Generalized quantiles have wide applications in quantitative risk management and statistics, see Gneiting (2011), Ehm et al. (2016), Cabrera and Schulz (2017) and references therein. It has been argued that the generalized quantile has specific merits in contexts where a decision maker (regulator) is more concerned about upper-tail realizations of a loss random variable, and views the two risks (X − x)^+ and (X − x)^− asymmetrically with underestimating losses being more detrimental than overestimating (Rockafellar et al., 2014 and Mao and Cai, 2018).

We illustrate generalized quantiles in solvency risk management. For a random loss X faced by a financial institution, let x be the capital reservation which will be determined by a regulator. If X > x, then (X − x)^+ = max{X − x, 0} represents the “shortfall risk”, while if x > X, then (X − x)^− = max{x − X, 0} describes “the over-required capital risk” under the required solvency capital decision x. Obviously, there is a trade-off between the shortfall risk and the over-required capital risk. It is generally believed that the shortfall risk (X − x)^+ will be transferred to society if defaulted, while the over-required capital risk (X − x)^− represents a waste of capital/resource. The loss transferred to society may induce severe consequences (e.g., financial crisis) if the loss is large. From the perspective of the regulation, it is reasonable to assume that the regulator uses different loss functions u_1 and u_2 to transform or quantitate (X − x)^+ and (X − x)^− respectively. In the meantime, as a compromise or to take the overall risk of the decision on a required solvency capital into consideration, the regulator may want to consider the weighted risk and would like to minimize the expectation of the weighted risk (1.1), where α and 1 − α can be viewed as the sensitive measures of the regulator to the expectations of the shortfall risk and the over-required capital risk, respectively.

In reality, most decision makers are making decisions dynamically over time, usually at discrete times (e.g., once a day or once a week). Dynamic risk assessments are essential in the framework of multi-period problem. Hence, a natural extension of a static risk measure (which can be viewed as a risk assessment in a one-period problem) is given by a conditional risk measure, which takes account of the information available at the time of the risk assessment and is essential in dynamic risk measures (Acciaio and Penner, 2011; Frittelli and Rosazza Gianin, 2004; Roorda et al., 2005). Specifically, the dynamical setting is described by some filtered probability space and the risk assessment is updated over the time in accordance with the new information. That is, similar to the concept of conditional expectation, the risk measure takes value in a space of random variables which is measurable with respect to some σ-field. Conditional risk measures for classic risk measures have been widely studied. Among others, Roorda and Schumacher (2007) investigated the conditional tail VaR, and Bellini et al. (2018) studied the conditional expectile. In this paper, we introduce the notion of conditional generalized quantile (given in Section 3). The properties of conditional generalized quantile as a dynamic risk is the first aim of the paper. Specifically, we are interested in the minimization problem min Z∈L^∞(Ω,G,P) π_α(X, Z), (1.2)

where π_α(X, x) is defined by (1.1), G is a sub-σ-algebra of F on (Ω, F) and L^∞(Ω, G, P) is the set of all bounded and measurable random variables on (Ω, G, P). We define the minimizer in L^∞(Ω, G, P) as the conditional generalized quantile and study its properties as a dynamic risk measure. The contributions of this paper are summarized below.

(i) It is nontrivial whether the minimizer of (1.2) exists. To guarantee that the definition of conditional generalized quantile is reasonable (existence and uniqueness), we first prove that the set of minimizers is not empty, and then take the essential infimum of the set which is again a minimizer as the conditional generalized quantile (Theorem 3.1).

(ii) We introduce the concept of conditional shortfall risk measure which is induced by the classical shortfall risk measure (Föllmer and Schied (2016)). The equivalence between the conditional generalized quantiles and conditional shortfall risk measures is established (Theorem 4.1). Based on this, we discuss desired properties such as monotonicity, conditional translation invariance, conditional convexity and conditional positive homogeneity (Proposition 5.1). Moreover, we describes the necessary and sufficient condition for conditional generalized quantiles being a conditional convex or coherent risk measure (Theorem 5.2).

(iii) For possible applications as dynamic risk measures, we discuss some kinds of time consistency properties that are sequential consistency, dynamic consistency and supermartingale property. We conclude that dynamic generalized quantiles is sequentially consistent, and dynamic entropic risk measure, which is a special case of dynamic generalized quantiles, is the unique class that is dynamic consistent or has supermartingale property (Theorem 6.3).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we recall the definition and some desired properties of conditional risk measures. In Section 3, the formal definition of the conditional generalized quantile is presented. We also show that conditional generalized quantile can be equivalently characterized by a conditional first order condition (Proposition 3.2). Section 4 provides the definition of the conditional shortfall risk measure and establishes the equivalence between the conditional generalized quantiles and conditional shortfall risk measures. In Section 5, we study the properties of conditional generalized quantiles and the characterization of conditional convexity or coherency. Section 6 considers conditional generalized quantiles in a dynamic framework and some further properties are investigated.

Throughout the paper, U^+_{icx} is the set of all strictly increasing and convex functions u on R_+ with u(0) = 0 and u(1) = 1. We confine on the set of bounded real valued random variables defined on a non-atomic probability space (Ω, F, P), and we adopt the convention that a positive (negative) value of X means a financial loss (profit). All equalities, inequalities or convergence concerning random variables are under the sense of P-a.s.. For simplicity, we denote by L^∞(F) = L^∞(Ω, F, P) as the set of all bounded random variables that are measurable with respect to F.

2 Preliminary

In this section, we introduce the concept of conditional risk measures, which is not new, and list some desired properties. The notion of a dynamic risk measure as a collection of conditional risk measures was introduced by Wang (1999) and further studied via different formal approaches by Artzner et al. (2007), Riedel (2004), Weber (2006), Roorda et al. (2005), Scandolo (2003), Frittelli and Rosazza Gianin (2004) and Cheridito et al. (2006). Most of these papers considered dynamic risk measures for discrete-time processes, but we prefer the work in Detlefsen and Scandolo (2005) instead simply for its use of random variables, as we use here.

Conditional risk measures interpret the situation when additional information G is provided for the assessment of the risk of a payoff X. In this situation, the risk measurement of X leads to a random variable ρ^G (X). It is natural to consider ρ^G (X)(ω) as the risk of X when the state ω ∈ Ω is available. First, we employ the definition of a conditional risk measure as in Detlefsen and Scandolo (2005). A conditional risk measure is a functional ρ^G from L^∞(F) to L^∞(G)^1. As a principle for regulation, we list some desired properties of conditional risk measures as follows.

(P1) Monotonicity: ρ^G (X) ⩽ ρ^G (Y ) for all X, Y ∈ L^∞(F) such that X ≤ Y . (P2) Conditional translation-invariance: ρ^G (X + Z) = ρ^G (X) + Z. for all X ∈ L^∞(F) and Z ∈ L^∞(G). (P3) Conditional convexity: ρ^G (ΛX +(1−Λ)Y ) ≤ Λρ^G (X)+(1−Λ)ρ^G (X) for all X, Y ∈ L^∞(F) and Λ ∈ L^∞(G) with 0 ≤ Λ ≤ 1.

(P4) Normalization: ρ^G (0) = 0.

(P5) Conditional positive homogeneity: ρ^G (ΛX) = Λρ^G (X) for all X ∈ L^∞(F) and Λ ∈ L^∞(G) with Λ ≥ 0.

Definition 2.1. A conditional risk measure ρ^G : L^∞(F) → L^∞(G) is said to be a conditional convex risk measure if it satisfies (P1), (P2), (P3) and (P4).

Definition 2.2. A conditional risk measure is said to be a conditional coherent risk measure if it is a conditional convex risk measure and satisfies (P5).

3 Conditional generalized quantiles

In this section, we define the conditional generalized quantile as the minimizer of the optimization problem (1.2). Before presenting the formal definition of the conditional generalized quantile, we first show below that the definition is well posed, that is, for any X ∈ L^∞(F), the minimization problem (1.2) admits a minimizer in L^∞(G). Denote by

ϕ_α(X, Z) := αu_1((X − Z)^+) + (1 − α)u_2((X − Z)^−), (3.1)

1The original definition of a conditional risk measure is ρ^G : L^∞(F) → L^0(G), while we write ρ^G : L^∞(F) → L^∞(G). This is because all considered conditional risk measures in this paper are monotonic, conditional translationinvariant and normalized, and these properties guarantee that ρ^G (X) is bounded for all X ∈ L^∞(F).

and recall that the minimization problem (1.2) is min Z∈L^∞(G) π_α(X, Z) = min_{Z∈L∞(G)} E[ϕ_α (X, Z)]. Theorem 3.1. Let X ∈ L^∞(F), G ⊆ F be a σ-algebra, u_1, u_2 ∈ U^+_{icx}, and α ∈ (0, 1). The following statements hold.

(i) The set of minimizers of the problem (1.2) is not empty, that is, argmin_{Z∈L∞(G)} π_α(X, Z) ≠ ∅. (ii) If Z_1, Z_2 ∈ argmin Z∈L^∞(G) π_α(X, Z), then

E[ϕ_α (X, Z_1)|G] = E[ϕ_α (X, Z_2)|G]. (iii) ess-inf argmin Z∈L^∞(G) π_α(X, Z) ∈ argmin Z∈L^∞(G) π_α(X, Z). Proof. (i) We employ the following steps to show the result.

1. We first show that for any given X, there exists m > 0 such that

argmin Z∈L^∞(G) π_α(X, Z) = argmin Z∈L^∞_m (G) π_α(X, Z), (3.2)

where L^∞_m (G) = {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : ‖Z‖_∞ ≤ m}. To see (3.2), note that there exists m ∈ (0, ∞) such that ‖X‖_∞ ≤ m. Let Z ∈ L^∞(G) be such that ‖Z‖_∞ > m, which implies that P(A) > 0 with A = {|Z| > m} ∈ G. Define Z^∗ as Z^∗ = −m1_{{Z<−m}} + Z1_Ac + m1_{{Z>m}}, where 1_A represents the indicator function of A. One can verify that Z^∗ ∈ G and ‖Z^∗‖_∞ ≤ m. Note further that

π_α(X, Z^∗) − π_α(X, Z) = αEu_1 ((X − Z^∗)^+) + (1 − α)Eu_2 ((X − Z^∗)^−) − αEu_1 ((X − Z)^+) − (1 − α)Eu_2 ((X − Z)^−) = (1 − α)E{[u_2 ((X − m)^−) − u_2[((X − Z)^−)]1_{{Z>m}}} + αE{[u_1 ((X + m)^+)1_{{Z<−m}} − u_1((X − Z)^+)]1_{{Z<−m}}} < 0, where the last inequality holds as u_1, u_2 are strictly increasing and P(A) > 0. Hence, we have that (3.2) holds.

2. By (3.2) and X ∈ L^∞, we have that Z → π_α(X, Z) satisfies the lower semicontinuity. That is, for any bounded sequence {Z_n, n ∈ N} which converges to some Z P-a.s. as n → ∞, we have π_α(X, Z) ≤ lim inf_{n→∞} π_α(X, Z_n).

3. We next show that the conditions in Theorem 7.3.1 of Kurdila and Zabarankin (2006) are all satisfied if L^∞_m (G) is endowed with the weak* topology.

(a) Weak* compactness. By Banach-Alaoglu’s Theorem, we have L^∞_m (G) is weak* compact.

(b) Weak* lower semicontinuity. To prove the weak* lower semicontinuity of π_α(X, Z) with respect to Z ∈ L^∞_m (G), it suffices to show that B := {Z ∈ L^∞_m (G) : π_α(X, Z) ≤ c} is weak* closed for c ∈ R. First noting that π_α(x, z) := αu_1((x−z)^+)+(1−α)u_2((x− z)^−) is convex in z for each x ∈ R, we have that π_α(X, Z) is convex in Z, and thus, B is convex. Hence, by Lemma A.65 in Föllmer and Schied (2016), it suffices to show B_r is a closed set in L^1, where B_r := B ∩ {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : ‖Z‖_∞ ≤ r}, r > 0. Let {Z_n} be a sequence in B_r converging to some random variable Z in L^1, then by Skorohod Theorem, there exists a subsequence {Z_{nk}} converges to Z P-a.s. By the lower semicontinuity of Z → π_α(X, Z) with respect to P-a.s. convergence, we have that π_α(X, Z) ≤ lim inf_{n→∞} π_α(X, Z_n). Obviously, ‖Z‖_∞ ≤ min{r, m} as Z_n ∈ L^∞_m (G) and ‖Z_n‖_∞ ≤ min{r, m} for all n ∈ N. Hence, we have Z ∈ B_r, that is, B_r is a closed set in L^1. Therefore, we have B is weak* closed, and thus, Z → π_α(X, Z) is weak* lower semicontinuous.

Combining (a) and (b), we have the conditions in Theorem 7.3.1 of Kurdila and Zabarankin (2006) are all satisfied, and thus, argmin_{Z∈L∞(G)} π_α(X, Z) is not empty. This completes the proof of (i).

(ii) We prove this statement by contradiction. Let Z_1, Z_2 ∈ argmin_{Z∈L∞(G)} π_α(X, Z), and define

Y_1 = E[ϕ_α (X, Z_1)|G] and Y_2 = E[ϕ_α (X, Z_2)|G].

We assume now that P(Y_1 > Y_2) > 0. Let Z = Z_11_{{Y1≤Y2 }}+Z_21_{{Y1>Y2 }}. Note that Z_1, Z_2, Y_1, Y_2 all belong to L^∞(G), and thus Z ∈ L^∞(G). On the other hand, π_α(X, Z) = E[E [ϕ_α (X, Z)|G]] = E[E [ϕ_α (X, Z_1)1_{{Y1≤Y2 }}|G] + E[ϕ_α (X, Z_2)1_{{Y1>Y2 }}|G]] = E[1_{{Y1 ≤Y2}}E[ϕ_α (X, Z_1)|G] + 1_{{Y1>Y2}}E[ϕ_α (X, Z_2)|G]] = E[Y_1 1_{{Y1 ≤Y2}} + Y_21_{{Y1>Y2}}] = E[Y_1 ∧ Y_2] < E[Y_1 ] = π_α(X, Z_1),

yielding a contradiction. Similarly, if P(Y_1 < Y_2) > 0, one can obtain π_α(X, Z) < π_α(X, Z_1). Hence, we verify the desired result.

(iii) Finally, we show that the essential infimum of the set of minimizers belongs to the set. Define B := argmin_{Z∈L}∞_{(G)} π_α(X, Z) and Z^∗ := ess-inf B. Applying Theorem A.33 in Föllmer and Schied (2016) and Lemma 3 in the Appendix of Detlefsen and Scandolo (2005), we prove Z^∗ ∈ B by equivalently showing that B is directed downward (named here for convenience), which is the opposite of the definition of directed upward.

For any Z_1, Z_2 ∈ B, let A := {Z_1 ≤ Z_2}, which satisfies A ∈ G, and define Z^′ = min{Z_1, Z_2} =

Z_11_A + Z_21_Ac . We aim to show that Z^′ ∈ B. To see it, on the one hand, one can check that Z^′ ∈ L^∞(G). On the other hand,

π_α(X, Z^′) = αE[u_1 ((X − Z_11_A − Z_21_Ac )^+)] + (1 − α)E[u_2 ((X − Z_11_A − Z_21_Ac )^−)] = αE[1_A u_1((X − Z_1)^+)] + αE[1_Ac u_1((X − Z_2)^+)] + (1 − α)E[1_A u_2((X − Z_1)^−)] + (1 − α)E[1_Ac u_2((X − Z_2)^−)] = αE[1_A E[u_1 ((X − Z_1)^+)|G]] + αE[1_Ac E[u_1 ((X − Z_2)^+)|G]] + (1 − α)E[1_A E[u_2 ((X − Z_1)^−)|G]] + (1 − α)E[1_Ac E[u_2 ((X − Z_2)^−)|G]] = E[1_A E[ϕ_α (X, Z_1)|G]] + E[1_Ac E[ϕ_α (X, Z_2)|G]] = E[E [ϕ_α (X, Z_1)|G]] = π_α(X, Z_1),

where the penultimate equality follows from statement (ii). Hence, we have Z^′ ∈ B, and B is directed downward. This completes the proof.

We now present the formal definition of conditional generalized quantiles. Definition 3.1. Let G ⊆ F be a σ-algebra, u_1, u_2 ∈ U^+_{icx} and α ∈ (0, 1). The conditional generalized quantile of X ∈ L^∞(F), denoted by ρ^G_α(X), is defined as

ρ^G_α(X) = ess-inf argmin Z∈L^∞(G) π_α(X, Z).

The operater “ess-inf” in the definition is used to give a unique random variable as the conditional generalized quantile.^2 If u_1(x) = u_2(x) = x^2, x ∈ R, we have that the conditional generalized quantile reduces to the conditional expectile proposed by Bellini et al. (2018), which is the unique minimizer of the following minimization problem min Z∈L^1(G) {αE[((X − Z)^+)^2] + (1 − α)E[((X − Z)^−)^2]}.

In the following proposition, we study the minimizer of the minimization problem (1.2). Proposition 3.2. Let X ∈ L^∞(F), G ⊆ F, u_1, u_2 ∈ U^+_{icx}, and α ∈ (0, 1). For the minimization problem (1.2),

(i) Z^∗ ∈ L^∞(G) is a minimizer if and only if it satisfies { αE[(u_1 )^′_−((X − Z^∗)^+)|G] ≤ (1 − α)E[(u_2 )^′_+((X − Z^∗)^−)|G], αE[(u_1 )^′_+((X − Z^∗)^+)|G] ≥ (1 − α)E[(u_2 )^′_−((X − Z^∗)^−)|G],

(3.3)

where (u_1)^′_−(x) =^{∂−}_{∂x} u_1(x)1_{{x>0}}, (u_1)^′_+(x) =^{∂+}_{∂x} u_1(x)1_{{x≥0}}, (u_2)^′_+(x) =^{∂+}_{∂x} u_2(x)1_{{x≥0}} and (u_2)^′_−(x) =^{∂−}_{∂x} u_2(x)1_{{x>0}}.

2Note that the risk measure ρ^G_α(X) is the left endpoint of the nonempty closed interval argmin_{Z∈L∞(G)} πα(X, Z) and we focus on the “smallest” version here.

(ii) If additionally u_1, u_2 are differentiable with u^′_1(0) = u^′_2(0) = 0, then Z^∗ ∈ L^∞(G) is a minimizer if and only if it satisfies

αE[u^′_1 (X − Z^∗)^+|G] = (1 − α)E[u^′_2 (X − Z^∗)^−|G].

Proof. It is clear that (ii) is the special case of (i), and we present the proof of (i) here. For A ∈ G, define

f_A(t) := αE[u_1 ((X − (Z^∗ + t1_A))^+)] + (1 − α)E[u_2 ((X − (Z^∗ + t1_A))^−)].

By the dominated convergence theorem, f_A always has left and right derivatives. We have

(f_A)^′_+(t) = −αE[(u_1 )^′_−((X − (Z^∗ + t1_A))^+)1_A] + (1 − α)E[(u_2 )^′_+((X − (Z^∗ + t1_A))^−)1_A], (f_A)^′_−(t) = −αE[(u_1 )^′_+((X − (Z^∗ + t1_A))^+)1_A] + (1 − α)E[(u_2 )^′_−((X − (Z^∗ + t1_A))^−)1_A].

Since Z^∗ is a minimizer if and only if (f_A)^′_+(0) ≥ 0 ≥ (f_A)^′_−(0), we have that for each A ∈ G, { αE[(u_1 )^′_−((X − Z^∗)^+)1_A] ≤ (1 − α)E[(u_2 )^′_+((X − Z^∗)^−)1_A] αE[(u_1 )^′_+((X − Z^∗)^+)1_A] ≥ (1 − α)E[(u_2 )^′_−((X − Z^∗)^−)1_A].

(3.4)

This is equivalent to (3.3). We thus complete the proof of (i).

Remark 3.1. Under the assumptions of Lemma 3.1, if u_1 and u_2 are strictly convex, then ϕ_α(x, z) is strictly convex in z for every x, and the minimization problem (1.2) has a unique minimizer in the sense that X^∗ = Y^∗ P-a.s. if X^∗ ∈ L^∞(G) and Y^∗ ∈ L^∞(G) are both minimizers. In this case, the operation ess-inf can be omitted. To see it, let Z_1, Z_2 ∈ argmin_{Z∈L∞(G)} π_α(X, Z). Suppose that Z_1 ≠ Z_2, a.s. There exist δ > 0 and A_0 ∈ G with P(A_0) > 0 such that Z_1 > Z_2 + δ on A_0. By Proposition 3.2 (i), we have that (3.4) holds for A = A_0 and Z^∗ replaced by Z_i, i = 1, 2. Note that ϕ_α(X, Z) is strictly convex in Z, (u_1)^′_−, (u_1)^′_+, (u_2)^′_− and (u_2)^′_+ are strictly increasing functions. We have that on A_0,

α(u_1)^′_+((X − Z_1)^+) < α(u_1)^′_+((X − (Z_2 + δ))^+) < α(u_1)^′_−((X − Z_2)^+) ⩽ (1 − α)(u_2)^′_+((X − Z_2)^−) < (1 − α)(u_2)^′_−((X − (Z_2 + δ))^−) < (1 − α)(u_2)^′_−((X − Z_1)^−).

This contradicts αE[(u_1 )^′_+((X −Z_1)^+)1_{A0} ] ≥ (1−α)E[(u_2 )^′_−((X −Z_1)^−)1_{A0} ]. Thus we conclude that the minimizer is unique.

4 Conditional shortfall risk measures

We introduce the definition of another class of risk measures, called conditional shortfall risk measures, and then show that it is a one-to-one mapping from the class of conditional generalized quantiles to the class of conditional shortfall risk measures. Denote by V = {v : R → R|v is increasing, v(0−) ≤ 0 and v(0+) ≥ 0}.

Definition 4.1. Let X ∈ L^∞(F), G ⊆ F be a σ-algebra, and v ∈ V. We define the conditional shortfall risk measure^3 as

ρ^G_v (X) = ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v(X − Z)|G] ≤ 0} .

Theorem 4.1. (i) Let X ∈ L^∞(F), G ⊆ F be a σ-algebra, u_1, u_2 ∈ U^+_{icx} and α ∈ (0, 1), ρ^G_α(X) be defined as in Definition 3.1. We have

ρ^G_α(X) = ρ^G_v (X),

where ρ^G_v (X) is a conditional shortfall defined as in Definition 4.1 with

v(x) = α(u_1)^′_−(x), x > 0, −(1 − α)(u_2)^′_+(−x), x ≤ 0.

(4.1)

(ii) Let X ∈ L^∞(F), G ⊆ F be a σ-algebra and v ∈ V, ρ^G_v (X) be defined as in Definition 4.1.

We have ρ^G_v (X) = ρ^G_α(X), where ρ^G_α(X) is a conditional generalized quantile defined as in Definition 3.1 with α ∈ (0, 1) and u_1(x) = 1 α ∫_x 0 v(t)dt, u_2(x) = −1 1 − α ∫_0 −x v(t)dt, x ≥ 0. (4.2) Proof. (i) From Proposition 3.2 and the convexity of u_1, u_2, ρ^G_α(X) can be expressed as

ess-inf { Z ∈ L^∞(G) : αE[(u_1 )^′_−((X − Z)^+)|G] ≤ (1 − α)E[(u_2 )^′_+((X − Z)^−)|G] } . As shown in Definition 4.1 with

v(x) = α(u_1)^′_−(x), x > 0, −(1 − α)(u_2)^′_+(−x), x ≤ 0,

ρ^G_v (X) = ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v(X − Z)|G] ≤ 0} , which is actually the ρ^G_α(X) here. v is an increasing function because u_1 and u_2 are strictly increasing, convex functions on R_+ with nonnegative increasing left derivatives and right derivatives.

(ii) Suppose (4.2) holds. By the previous argument in (i) of the theorem, we have the following 3The conditional shortfall risk measures were first mentioned by Weber (2006). However, the paper focused on the characterization of the shortfall risk measure and did not study the properties of the risk measure as a dynamic risk measure.

expression:

ρ^G_α(X) = ess-inf{Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[α(u_1 )^′_−((X − Z)^+)|G] − (1 − α)E[(u_2 )^′_+((X − Z)^−)|G] ≤ 0} = ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v_0 (X − Z)|G] ≤ 0} = ρ^G_{v0} (X)

with v_0(x) = α(u_1)^′_−(x) = v(x−), x > 0, −(1 − α)(u_2)^′_+(−x) = v(x−), x ≤ 0.

Since v is increasing, we have v(x) ≥ v(x−) for all x ∈ R.It holds that

ρ^G_{v0} (X) = ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : Ev_0 [(X − Z)|G] ≤ 0} ≤ ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : Ev[(X − Z)|G] ≤ 0} = ρ^G_v (X).

Define v_ε(x) = v(x − ε) with ε > 0, and we have v_ε(x) ≤ v(x−) ≤ v(x) for all x ∈ R. It holds that ρ^G_{vε} (X) ≤ ρ^G_{v0} (X) ≤ ρ^G_v (X). On the other hand,

ρ^G_{vε} (X) = ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : Ev_ε (X − Z) ≤ 0} = ess-inf {Z − ε ∈ L^∞(G) : Ev(X − Z) ≤ 0} = ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : Ev(X − Z) ≤ 0} − ε = ρ^G_v (X) − ε. Hence, we have ρ^G_{v0} (X) ≥ ρ^G_v (X) − ε for any ε > 0. Furthermore, let ε → 0, and we obtain ρ^G_{v0} (X) ≥ ρ^G_v (X). Therefore, we conclude that ρ^G_α(X) = ρ^G_{v0} (X) = ρ^G_v (X). This completes the proof.

Theorem 4.1 demonstrates the equivalence between conditional generalized quantiles and conditional shortfall risk measures, which provides us with a new perspective to study the properties of conditional generalized quantiles. In the following, we provide some examples of generalized conditional quantiles.

Example 4.1. (i) If G = {∅, Ω}, it means that there is no extra information provided, which reveals that there is no difference between generalized quantiles (Bellini et al., 2014) and conditional generalized quantiles.

(ii) If G = F, then the full information of X ∈ L^∞(F) is available, which implies ρ^G_α(X) = X. Example 4.2. (Discrete case) Let Ω = {ω_1, ω_2, ω_3}, P(ω_i) = 1/3, X(ω_i) = i, α = 1/3 and u_1(x) = x^2, u_2(x) = e^x. If G = {∅, Ω, A, A^c} with A = {ω_1, ω_2}, then we have

ρ^G_{1/3}(X)(ω) = { 1, ω ∈ A, 3, ω ∈ A^c, If G = {∅, Ω}, then ρ^G_{1/3}(X) = a where a is the solution of e^{a−1} + 2a − 5 = 0, and one can calculate that a ≈ 1.594.

Example 4.3. (Conditional VaR and conditional expectile)

(i) Let u_1(x) = u_2(x) = x. For a sub-σ-field G, ρ^G_α is a conditional quantile which can be represented as^4

ρ^G_α(X) = ess-inf { Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[α − 1_{{X≤Z}}|G] ≤ 0 } = ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : P(X ≤ Z|G) ≤ α} . (ii) Let u_1(x) = u_2(x) = x^2. We have

ρ^G_α(X) = ess-inf { Z ∈ L^∞(G) : αE[(X − Z)^+] + (1 − α)E[(X − Z)^−] ≤ 0 } , which is called conditional expectile in Bellini et al. (2018).

Example 4.4. (Conditional entropic risk measure) Let v_γ (x) = e^{γx} − 1, γ > 0 and v_γ (x) = 1 − e^{γx}, γ < 0. In this case, ρ^G_v is called the conditional entropic risk measure which is given as

ρ^G_{vγ} (X) = 1 γ log E[e^{γX} |G]. For the limiting cases of γ = 0 and γ = +∞, the conditional entropic risk measure can be represented as E[X|G] and ess-sup[X|G], respectively (Föllmer and Schied, 2016). One can verify that the conditional entropic risk measure with the parameter γ ≥ 0 is a conditional convex shortfall risk measure (see Theorem 5.2). Moreover, we will show that conditional entropic risk measures is the unique class of conditional generalized quantiles that satisfy time consistency (see Theorem 6.3).

5 Characterizations of conditional convexity and conditional coherency

In this section, we aim to present the equivalent characterizations of the coherency and convexity of generalized conditional quantiles for the case in which the sub-σ-algebra G is generated by a finite partition of Ω. Before showing the characterizations, we first explore some basic properties of the conditional generalized quantiles including monotonicity, conditional translation invariance, conditional convexity and conditional positive homogeneity.

4Note that quantile as a risk measure is known as value-at-risk (VaR), and the conditional value-at-risk (CVaR, also named ES) is not the conditional quantile that we display here, although it has an ambiguous name.

Proposition 5.1. Let G ⊆ F be a σ-algebra, u_1, u_2 ∈ U^+_{icx} and α ∈ (0, 1). The conditional generalized quantile ρ^G_α is defined in Definition 3.1. The following statements hold.

(i) If α_1 ≤ α_2, then for all X ∈ L^∞(F), ρ^G_{α1} (X) ≤ ρ^G_{α2} (X). (ii) Monotonicity: for all X, Y ∈ L^∞(F), if X ≤ Y , then ρ^G_α(X) ≤ ρ^G_α(Y ). (iii) Conditional translation invariance: for all X ∈ L^∞(F) and H ∈ L^∞(G), ρ^G_α(X + H) = ρ^G_α(X) + H.

(iv) Normalization: ρ^G_α(0) = 0.

(v) Conditional convexity: if u_1, u_2 ∈ U^+_{icx} are twice differentiable, and u^′_1 is convex, u^′_2 is concave, and αu^{′′}_1 (0) ≥ (1 − α)u^{′′}_2 (0), then for all X, Y ∈ L^∞(F) and Λ ∈ L^∞(G) with 0 ≤ Λ ≤ 1, ρ^G_α(ΛX + (1 − Λ)Y ) ≤ Λρ^G_α(X) + (1 − Λ)ρ^G_α(Y ).

(vi) Conditional positive homogeneity: if u_1(x) = a_1x^β , u_2(x) = a_2x^β with a_1, a_2 > 0, β > 1, then for all X ∈ L^∞(F) and Λ ∈ L^∞(G) with Λ ≥ 0, ρ^G_α(ΛX) = Λρ^G_α(X).

Proof. (i) From Theorem 4.1, we have

ρ^G_α(X) = ρ^G_v (X) = ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v(X − Z)|G] ≤ 0} with an increasing function

v(x) = α(u_1)^′_−(x), x > 0, −(1 − α)(u_2)^′_+(−x), x ≤ 0.

Since α_1 ≤ α_2, and (u_1)^′_−, (u_2)^′_+ are nonnegative, we have α_1(u_1)_−(x) ≤ α_1(u_1)_−(x) for all x > 0 and −(1 − α_1)(u_2)^′_+(−x) ≤ −(1 − α_2)(u_2)^′_+(−x) for all x ≤ 0. Hence, we have ρ^G_{α1} (X) ≤ ρ^G_{α2} (X).

(ii) Since X ≤ Y implies v(X − Z) ≤ v(Y − Z), we have

ρ^G_α(X) = ρ^G_v (X) = ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v(X − Z)|G] ≤ 0} ≤ ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v(Y − Z)|G] ≤ 0} = ρ^G_v (Y ) = ρ^G_α(Y ).

(iii) From Theorem 4.1, for any H ∈ L^∞(G),

ρ^G_α(X + H) = ρ^G_v (X + H) = ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v(X − (Z − H))|G] ≤ 0} = ess-inf {Z + H ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v(X − Z)|G] ≤ 0} = ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v(X − Z)|G] ≤ 0} + H = ρ^G_α(X) + H.

(iv) From Definition 3.1, we have

ρ^G_α(0) = ess-inf argmin Z∈L^∞(G) π_α(0, Z) = ess-inf argmin Z∈L^∞(G) αE[u_1 ((−Z)^+)] + (1 − α)E [u_2 ((−Z)^−)].

Note that u_1 and u_2 are nonnegative with u_1(0) = u_2(0) = 0. Hence, one can verify that the minimizer of above equation is attained at Z = 0. Hence, we have ρ^G_α is normalized.

(v) We first verify that the convexity of the function v defined by (4.1) implies the conditional convexity of ρ^G_α. From the convexity of v, it holds that for X, Y ∈ L^∞(F) and Λ ∈ L^∞(G) with 0 ≤ Λ ≤ 1, E[v(ΛX + (1 − Λ)Y − Z)|G] ≤ ΛE[v(X − Z)|G] + (1 − Λ)E[v(Y − Z)|G], and thus, we have {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v(ΛX + (1 − Λ)Y − Z)|G] ≤ 0} ⊇ {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : ΛE[v(X − Z)|G] + (1 − Λ)E[v(Y − Z)|G] ≤ 0} , which follows that

ρ^G_v (ΛX + (1 − Λ)Y ) = ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v(ΛX + (1 − Λ)Y − Z)|G] ≤ 0} ≤ ess-inf{ΛZ_1 + (1 − Λ)Z_2 ∈ L^∞(G) : ΛE[v(X − Z_1)|G]+ (1 − Λ)E[v(Y − Z_2)|G] ≤ 0} ≤ Λess-inf{Z_1 ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v(X − Z_1)|G] ≤ 0}+ (1 − Λ)ess-inf {Z_2 ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v(Y − Z_2)|G] ≤ 0} = Λρ^G_v (X) + (1 − Λ)ρ^G_v (Y ).

Hence, we conclude that the convexity of v implies the conditional convexity of ρ^G_α. Finally, note that the conditions of u_1, u_2 in (v) are sufficient for the convexity of v. This completes the proof of (v).

(vi) From Theorem 4.1, we obtain ρ^G_α(X) = ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v(X − Z)|G] ≤ 0} with

v(x) = αβa_1x^{β−1}, x > 0, (1 − α)βa_2(−x)^{β−1}, x ≤ 0.

Thus for all Λ ∈ L^∞(G) with Λ ≥ 0, we have

ρ^G_α(ΛX) = ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v(ΛX − Z)|G] ≤ 0} = ess-inf{Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[αβa_1 ((ΛX − Z)^+)^{β−1}+ (1 − α)βa_2((ΛX − Z)^−)^{β−1}|G] ≤ 0} = ess-inf{ΛZ ∈ L^∞(G) : Λ^{β−1}E[αβa_1 ((X − Z)^+)^{β−1}+ (1 − α)βa_2((X − Z)^−)^{β−1}|G] ≤ 0} = Λess-inf{Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[αβa_1 ((X − Z)^+)^{β−1}+ (1 − α)βa_2((X − Z)^−)^{β−1}|G] ≤ 0} = Λρ^G_α(X).

This completes the proof.

Theorem 5.2. Let u_1, u_2 ∈ U^+_{icx} be twice differentiable and strictly convex functions with u^′_1(0) = u^′_2(0) = 0 and α ∈ (0, 1). The conditional generalized quantile ρ^G_α is defined as in Definition 3.1. We have

(i) If u^′_1 is convex, u^′_2 is concave, and αu^{′′}_1 (0) ≥ (1 − α)u^{′′}_2 (0), then ρ^G_α is a conditional convex risk measure. Moreover, if G ⊆ F is generated by a finite partition of Ω, then the converse direction holds.

(ii) If u_1(x) = x^2, u_2(x) = x^2 and α ≥ 1/2, then ρ^G_α is a conditional coherent risk measure.

Moreover, if G ⊆ F is generated by a finite partition of Ω, then the converse direction holds.

Proof. (i) By Proposition 5.1 (ii), (iii), (iv) and (v), we have ρ^G_α is monotonic, conditional translation invariant, normalized and conditional convex which means it is a conditional convex risk measure. To see the “Moreover” part, suppose that G = σ(A_1, A_2, . . . , A_n), where {A_1, A_2, . . . , A_n} is the partition of Ω with P(A_i) > 0 for i = 1, 2, . . . , n. Denote by F_{X|G} (·, ω) the regular conditional distribution of X on G. It is clear that for ω ∈ A_i, F_{X|G} (x, ω) = P(X ≤ x|A_i). Then, the conditional risk measure ρ^G_α(X) can be obtained in the following way:

ρ^G_α(X)(ω) = inf { z : ∫ R v(x − z)dF_{X|G} (x, ω) } . Define a convex set of random variables:

X = {X ∈ L^∞(F) : X(ω) = 0 for all ω ∈ ∪^n_{i=2}A_i}.

For any X ∈ X , one can obtain

ρ^G_α(X)(ω) = 0, for ω ∈ ∪^n_{i=2}A_i, and ρ^G_α(X)(ω) = inf { z : ∫ R v(x − z)dP(X ≤ x|A_1) } , for ω ∈ A_1.

The convexity of ρ^G_α implies that for X_1, X_2 ∈ X and λ ∈ (0, 1),

ρ^G_α(λX_1 + (1 − λ)X_2)(ω) ≤ λρ^G_α(X_1)(ω) + (1 − λ)ρ^G_α(X_2)(ω), for ω ∈ A_1,

which is equivalent to

ρ_α(F^{A1}_{λX1 +(1−λ)X2} ) ≤ λρ_α(F^{A1}_{X1} ) + (1 − λ)ρ_α(F^{A1}_{X2} ),

where ρ_α(F ) := inf { z : ∫ R v(x − z)dF (x) } is the classic shortfall risk measure and F^{A1}_X (x) := P(X ≤ x|A_1) is the conditional distribution function. Applying the proof of Corollary 3.1 in Weber (2006), we finally obtain the desired result.

(ii) Suppose u_1(x) = x^2, u_2(x) = x^2 and α ≥ 1/2. It follows from Proposition 5.1 (i), (ii), (iii) and (iv) that ρ^G_α is a conditional coherent risk measure. By the previous argument of (i), the “Moreover” part follows immediately from the proof of Corollary 3.2 in Weber (2006).

Remark 5.1. It is worth noting that the assumption that G is generated by a finite partition of Ω is necessary in the converse direction. We illustrate this point by giving a counter-example here. Suppose G = F, and we have ρ^G_α(X) = X for all X ∈ L^∞(F). This means that for arbitrary u_1, u_2 ∈ U^+_{icx}, ρ^G_α is always a conditional coherent risk measure.

The conditional risk measure in Theorem 5.2 (ii) is called the conditional expectile introduced by Bellini et al. (2018), and has been discussed in detail. By Theorem 5.2, we conclude that conditional expectile is the only class of conditional coherent risk measures in the class of conditional generalized quantiles if G is generated by a finite partition of Ω.

6 Further properties

In this section, we first explore some futher properties of the conditional generalized quantiles, and then investigate the risk measure under the dynamic framework.

Theorem 6.1. Let X ∈ L^∞(F), G ⊆ F be a σ-algebra, u_1, u_2 ∈ U^+_{icx} and α ∈ (0, 1). ρ^G_α(X) is defined as in Definition 3.1. The following statements hold.

(i) ρ^G_α(X) satisfies ρ^G_α(X)(ω) = ρ_α(F_G (·, ω)), where F_G (·, ω) is a regular conditional distribution of X on G.

(ii) If X_n ↑ X as n → ∞, then ρ^G_α(X_n) ↑ ρ^G_α(X) as n → ∞.

Proof. (i) From Theorem 4.1, we obtain the following equation: ρ^G_α(X) = ess-inf {Z ∈ L^∞(G) : E[v(X − Z)|G] ≤ 0} . Then, for almost every ω ∈ Ω, ρ^G_α(X)(ω) = inf {z : E[v(Y − z)] ≤ 0} , where Y is a random variable with distribution F_G (·, ω). Thus, ρ^G_α(X)(ω) = ρ_α(F_G (·, ω)), where F_G (·, ω) is a regular conditional distribution of X on G.

(ii) Since X_n ↑ X, we have that ρ^G_α(X_n) ⩽ ρ^G_α(X_{n+1}). Let ρ^G_α(X_n) ↑ Z with Z ⩽ ρ^G_α(X). From the monotonicity of v, it follows that

v(X_n − ρ^G_α(X_n)) ⩽ v(X − ρ^G_α(X_1)).

By the dominated convergence theorem, we have 0 = E[v(X_n − ρ^G_α(X_n))|G] → E[v(X − Z)|G]. It follows that ρ^G_α(X) = Z, and thus, ρ^G_α(X_n) ↑ ρ^G_α(X) as n → ∞.

Theorem 6.1 (i) states that the conditional generalized quantile is the static generalized quantile given the information in G, which reveals the conditional distribution invariance because ρ^G_α(X) only depends on the conditional distribution of X, and (ii) illustrates that the risk measure is continuous for monotonically convergent sequence.

Next, we investigate conditional generalized quantiles in a dynamic framework. Consider a set of dates T = [0, T ] when the riskiness of a final payoff at time T is assessed. We introduce a filtration {F_t}_{t∈T} where F_t represents the information available at time t. Moreover, suppose that F_0 = {∅, Ω} and F_T = F. We recall the definition of dynamic risk measure. For the detailed introduction of dynamic risk measure, we refer to Artzner et al. (2007), Cheridito et al. (2006), Föllmer and Penner (2006) and Kupper and Schachermayer (2009) and the references therein. Definition 6.1 (Definition 8 of Detlefsen and Scandolo, 2005). A dynamic risk measure is a family {ρ^{Fn} }^N_{n=0} such that ρ^{Fn} : L^∞(F) → L^∞(F_n) is a conditional risk measure for all 0 ≤ n ≤ N. It is a dynamic convex (coherent) risk measure if all components ρ^{Fn} are conditional convex (coherent) risk measures.

The following proposition is a direct result from Theorem 5.2.

Proposition 6.2. Let u_1, u_2 ∈ U^+_{icx} be twice differentiable and strictly convex functions with u^′_1(0) = u^′_2(0) = 0 and α ∈ (0, 1). The conditional generalized quantile ρ^G_α is defined as in Definition 3.1. We have

(i) If u^′_1 is convex, u^′_2 is concave, and αu^{′′}_1 (0) ≥ (1 − α)u^{′′}_2 (0), then {ρ^{Fn}_α }^N_{n=0} is a dynamic convex risk measure.

(ii) If u_1(x) = x^2, u_2(x) = x^2 and α ≥ 1/2, then {ρ^{Fn}_α }^N_{n=0} is a dynamic coherent risk measure.

The property of time consistency, usually referring to sequential consistency, supermartingale property and dynamic consistency, plays a crucial role in dynamic decision-making problem. We collect the definition of the property below (see e.g., Acciaio and Penner, 2011; Bellini et al., 2018).

Definition 6.2. A dynamic risk measure {ρ^{Fn} }^N_{n=1} is said

(i) sequentially consistent, if for all X ∈ L^∞(F) and t ∈ T ,

ρ^{F0} (X) ≤ 0 ⇒ ρ^{Ft} (X) ≤ 0 and ρ^{F0} (X) ≥ 0 ⇒ ρ^{Ft} (X) ≥ 0.

(ii) dynamic consistent, if for all X, Y ∈ L^∞(F) and t ∈ T ,

ρ^{Ft} (X) = ρ^{Ft} (Y ) ⇒ ρ^{F0} (X) = ρ^{F0} (Y ).

(iii) to have the supermartingale property, if for all X ∈ L^∞(F) and t ∈ T , ρ^{F0} (X) ≥ E[ρ^{Ft} (X)]. Sequential consistency describes that the conclusions made with more information should still hold with less information. We will show later that the dynamic generalized quantiles is sequentially consistent. Dynamic consistency is stronger than sequential consistency, and it is equivalent to tower property (Detlefsen and Scandolo, 2005), that is, ρ^{F0} (ρ^{Ft} (X)) = ρ^{F0} (X), for monetary and law invariant dynamic risk measures^5. Kupper and Schachermayer (2009) proved that the dynamic entropic risk measure (see Example 4.4) is the unique class of monetary and law invariant dynamic risk measures that satisfy dynamic consistency. Similarly, we will show that supermartingale property characterizes dynamic entropic risk measure among dynamic generalized quantiles.

Theorem 6.3. (i) A dynamic generalized quantile {ρ^{Fn}_α }_{t∈T} defined in Definition 3.1 is sequentially consistent.

(ii) A dynamic generalized quantile {ρ^{Fn}_α }_{t∈T} is dynamic consistent if and only if it is a dynamic entropic risk measure defined in Example 4.4.

(iii) A dynamic generalized quantile {ρ^{Fn}_α }_{t∈T} has the supermartingale property if and only if it is a dynamic entropic risk measure defined in Example 4.4 with the parameter γ ≥ 0.

Proof. (i) By Theorem 4.1, ρ^{Ft}_α (X) ≤ 0 implies E[v(X)|F_t ] ≤ 0 where v is defined by (4.1). It holds that E[v(X)|F_0 ] = E[E [v(X)|F_t ]|F_0] ≤ 0,

and thus, ρ^{F0}_α (X) ≤ 0. The other inequality follows similarly.

(ii) By Proposition 5.1 (ii) and (iii), the dynamic generalized quantiles are all monetary. The law invariance of ρ^{F0}_α is trivial. Hence, the result follows immediately from Theorem 1.10 of Kupper and Schachermayer (2009) which states that the dynamic entropic risk measure is the unique class of monetary and law invariant dynamic risk measures that satisfy dynamic consistency.

(iii) One can verify that conditional entropic risk measure has the supermartingale property (see e.g., Proposition 6 of Detlefsen and Scandolo, 2005).

To see necessity, we first recall the definition of the mixture concavity and convex level set (CxLS). Noting that ρ^{F0}_α is law invariant, we denote by ρ^{F0}_α (F ) = ρ^{F0}_α (X) with X ∼ F . For two distribution functions F, G, the mixture concavity of unconditional generalized quantile ρ^{F0}_α is shown as ρ^{F0}_α (λF + (1 − λ)G)) ≥ λρ^{F0}_α (F ) + (1 − λ)ρ^{F0}_α (G), λ ∈ (0, 1).

5We say {ρ^{Ft} }t∈T is monetary if ρ^{Ft} is monotonic and translation invariant for all t ∈ T . The law invariant property means that ρ^{F0} (X) = ρ^{F0} (Y ) whenever X, Y has the same distribution function.

We say ρ^{F0}_α has CxLS if and only if ρ^{F0}_α (F ) = ρ^{F0}_α (G) implies ρ^{F0}_α (λF + (1 − λG)) = ρ^{F0}_α (F ) for all λ ∈ (0, 1). Note that the supermartingale property implies the mixture concavity of ρ^{F0}_α (see e.g., Pflug and Römisch, 2007). Further, by Theorem 4 of Embrechts et al. (2021), the entropic risk measure is the unique class of law-invariant, monetary and normalized risk measures that satisfy mixture concavity and have CxLS. Since all generalized quantiles are lawinvariant, monetary and normalized risk measures and have CxLS (see Proposition 5.1 (ii), (iii) and (iv)), we have that the desired result holds.

References

Acciaio, B. and Penner, I. (2011). Dynamic risk measures. In Advanced mathematical methods for finance (pp. 1-34). Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg.

Artzner, P., Delbaen, F., Eber, J. M., and Heath, D. (1999). Coherent measures of risk. Mathematical finance, 9(3), 203–228.

Artzner, P., Delbaen, F., Eber, J. M., Heath, D. and Ku, H. (2007). Coherent multiperiod risk adjusted values and Bellman’s principle. Annals of Operations Research, 152(1), 5–22.

Bellini, F., Bignozzi, V. and Puccetti, G. (2018). Conditional expectiles, time consistency and mixture convexity properties. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics, 82, 117–123.

Bellini, F. and Rosazza Gianin, E. (2012). Haezendonck-Goovaerts risk measures and Orlicz quantiles. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics, 51, 107–114.

Bellini, F., Klar, B., Müller, A and Rosazza Gianin, E (2014). Generalized quantiles as risk measures. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics, 54, 41–48.

Ben-Tal, A. and Teboulle, M. (2007). An old-new concept of convex risk measures: The optimized certainty equivalent. Mathematical Finance, 17(3), 449–476.

Cheridito, P., Delbaen, F. and Kupper, M. (2006). Dynamic monetary risk measures for bounded discrete-time processes. Electronic Journal of Probability, 11, 57–106.

Cabrera, B. L. and Schulz, F. (2017). Forecasting generalized quantiles of electricity demand: A functional data approach. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 112(517), 127–136.

Cheridito, P., Delbaen, F. and Kupper, M. (2006). Dynamic monetary risk measures for bounded discrete-time processes. Electronic Journal of Probability, 11, 57–106.

Delbaen, F. (2000). Coherent risk measures. Cattedra Galileiana, Scuola Normale Superiore, Classe di Scienze, Pisa.

Detlefsen, K. and Scandolo, G. (2005). Conditional and dynamic convex risk measures. Finance and Stochastics, 9(4), 539–561.

Ehm, W., Gneiting, T., Jordan, A. and Krüger, F. (2016). Of quantiles and expectiles: consistent scoring functions, Choquet representations and forecast rankings. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B: Statistical Methodology, 505–562.

Embrechts, P., Mao, T., Wang, Q. and Wang, R. (2021). Bayes risk, elicitability, and the Expected Shortfall. Mathematical Finance, forthcoming.

Föllmer, H. and Penner, I. (2006). Convex risk measures and the dynamics of their penalty functions. Statistics and Risk Modeling, 24(1), 61–96.

Föllmer, H. and Schied, A. (2016). Stochastic Finance. An Introduction in Discrete Time. Walter de Gruyter, Berlin, Fourth Edition.

Frittelli, M. and Rosazza Gianin, E. (2004). Dynamic convex risk measures. Risk measures for the 21st century, 227–248.

Gneiting, T. (2011). Making and evaluating point forecasts. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 106(494), 746–762.

Kupper, M. and Schachermayer, W. (2009). Representation results for law invariant time consistent functions. Mathematics and Financial Economics, 2, 189–210.

Kurdila, A. and Zabarankin, M. (2006). Convex Functional Analysis. Springer Science & Business Media.

Mao, T. and Cai, J. (2018). Risk measures based on the behavioural economics theory. Finance and Stochastics, 22(2), 367–393.

Newey, W. K. and Powell, J. L. (1987). Asymmetric least squares estimation and testing. Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric Society, 819–847.

Pflug, G. C. and Römisch, W.(2007). Modeling, Measuring and Managing Risk. World Scientific Books.

Riedel, F. (2004). Dynamic coherent risk measures. Stochastic processes and their applications, 112(2), 185–200.

Rockafellar, R. T., Royset, J. O. and Miranda, S. I. (2014). Superquantile regression with applications to buffered reliability, uncertainty quantification, and conditional value-at-risk. European Journal of Operational Research, 234(1), 140–154.

Roorda, B., Schumacher, J. M. and Engwerda, J. (2005). Coherent acceptability measures in multiperiod models. Mathematical Finance: An International Journal of Mathematics, Statistics and Financial Economics, 15(4), 589–612.

Roorda, B. and Schumacher, J. M. (2007). Time consistency conditions for acceptability measures, with an application to Tail Value at Risk. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics, 40(2), 209–230.

Scandolo, G. (2003). Risk measures in a dynamic setting. Ph. D. Thesis. Universita degli Studi Milano and Universita di Firenze.

Wang, T. (1999). A class of dynamic risk measures. Working paper. University of British Columbia, 21(58).

Weber, S. (2006). Distribution-invariant risk measures, information, and dynamic consistency.

Mathematical Finance, 16(2), 419–441.