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REPRESENTATION OF MAXITIVE MEASURES:
AN OVERVIEW

PAUL PONCET

ABSTRACT. ldempotentintegration is an analogue of Lebesgue integra
tion wheres-maxitive measures replaeeadditive measures. In addi-
tion to reviewing and unifying several Radon—Nikodym likeedrems
proven in the literature for the idempotent integral, weogisove new
results of the same kind.

1. INTRODUCTION

Maxitive measures were introduced by Shilkiet [123] as aalague of
classical finitely additive measures or charges with theesapm operation,
denoted by, in place of the addition-. A maxitive measuren as-algebra
% isthenamap : Z — R, such that/()) = 0 and

V(Bl U Bz) = V(Bl) S V(BZ)a

for all B, B, € A. Itis o-maxitiveif it commutes with countable unions
of elements ofA.

In this paper we are interested in representing maxitivesonres under
the form

V(B) = /B”f ©dr,

where[;f ® dr denotes thedempotent>-integral of the measurable map
f on B with respect to the maxitive measure Here ® is a pseudo-
multiplication, i.e. an associative binary relation satisfying a seriesabd-
ral properties. If> is the usual multiplication (resp. the minimun), then
the idempotent>-integral specializes to the Shilkret integral [123] (resp
the Sugeno integral [125]).

Idempotent integration has been rediscovered under \afmms and
studied by several authors with motivations from dimendiogory and
fractal geometry, optimization, capacities and large a@wns of random
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processes, fuzzy sets and possibility theory, decisioaryhedempotent
analysis and max-plus (tropical) algebra.

Because of these numerous fields of application, the wordnognd
maxitive measures is not unique, thus deserves to be redieiee term
of idempotent integratiomhat we use was coined by Maslov and derived
from the mathematical area mfempotent analysigriginally developed by
Kolokoltsov and Maslovi[70, 71].

Many authors have focused on the search for Radon—Nikodyerthie-
orems with respect to the idempotentintegral, since the existence of
Radon—Nikodym derivatives is often crucial in applicaiorSugeno and
Murofushi [126] actually showed that, if andr are o-maxitive measures
on ac-algebraZ, with 7 o-©-finite ando-principal, therv is ®-absolutely
continuous with respect toif and only if there exists som&-measurable
mapc : £ — R, such that/(B) = [gc® dr for all B € 4.

This result looks like the classical Radon—Nikodym theqgrertept that
one needs an unusual condition on the dominating measuramelyo-
principality. This condition roughly says that evesyideal of # has a
greatest element “modulo negligible sets”. Althougtiinite o-additive
measures are always-principal, this is not true fow-finite o-maxitive
measures. Moreover, the conditionsceprincipality ando-©-finiteness
together are essential in the Sugeno—Murofushi theoreenf168] where |
showed that a converse statement holds.

After the article[[126], many results of Radon—Nikodym flawéor max-
itive measures have been published. This is the case of Ag[#$kde
Cooman|[[29], Akian[[5], Barron, Cardaliaguet, and Jens&j, [Ruhalskii
[111], and Drewnowski[37]. By linking several propertidswaxitive mea-
sures together (see Talile 1), we shall see why some of thesksrare
already encompassed in the Sugeno—Murofushi theorem. ditiad we
shall prove a new Radon—Nikodym type theorem in the caseenther -
maxitive measures andr areassociatedmeaning that they are “strongly
dominated” by a commoa-maxitive measure).

The paper is organized as follows. Secfidn 2 introduces ¢tiemof o-
maxitive measure and recalls some key theorems and exanipestive
measures that can be represented as essential supremadsed 81 Sec-
tion[3; we also discuss Barron et al.’s theorem whose proafvsira link
betweens-maxitive measures and classieabdditive measures. Sectibh 4
develops the idempotent-integral and its properties. In Sectibh 5 we re-
view existing Radon—Nikodym theorems for the idempotenihtegral and
prove a variant that generalizes results due to de CoomarPahdlskii;
we also make the connection with Sectidn 3. Sedtion 6 focosdke im-
portant particular case of optimal measures, i.e. maxftizey measures.
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of bounded variation = finite

ﬂ if optimaﬂ ﬂ
exhaustive

ﬂ if optimaﬂ ﬂ

optimal semi-finite

I

essential

o-principal — autocontinuous
MﬂZorn

CCC

localizable

TABLE 1. Many properties of-maxitive measures defined
on ac-algebra are considered in this paper; we shall prove
many links between these properties, that we have repre-
sented here as a summary. The conditions (surrounded in
the figure) ofo-finiteness and-principality taken together
are equivalent to the Radon—Nikodym property, as recalled
by Theorem 5]8. Note that far-additive measures;-
finiteness impliesr-principality, while this is not the case
for o-maxitive measures.

Section ¥ proposes a novel definition for possibility measurelying on
the concept of-principality developed in Sectidn 5.

2. PRELIMINARIES ON MAXITIVE MEASURES

2.1. Notations. Let £ be a nonempty set. frepavingon E is a collection
of subsets off containing the empty set and closed under finite unions. A
collection of subsets off containingE, the empty set, and closed under
countable unions and the formation of complementsdsadgebra When
explicitly considering ar-algebra, we preferentially denote it 5§ instead
of &, and(FE, A) is referred to as eneasurable spacén ac-algebraZ, a
o-idealis a nonempty subsef of % that is closed under countable unions
andsuchthaB Cc [ € .# andB € Zimply B € .¥.

Assume in all the sequel thatis a prepaving ory. We writeR (resp.

R, ) for the set of real numbers (resp. nonnegative real numkemnslR ,
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for R, U {cc}. A set functioron & is a mapr : & — R, equal to zero at
the empty set. A set functionis

monotonef 7(G) < 7(G’) for all G, G’ € & such thatG C G/,
normedif supg;c. 7(G) =1,

null-additiveif 7(GUN) = 7(G) forall G, N € & with 7(N) = 0,
finiteif 7(G) < oo for everyG € &,

o-finiteif 7(G,,) < oo for all n, where(G,,) is a countable family
of elements o’ coveringF,

e continuous from below 7(G) = lim, 7(G,,), forall G; C G2 C
...e&suchthatG =, G, € &.

We shall need the following notion of negligibility. fis a null-additive
monotone set function ofi, a subselV of £ is 7-negligibleif it is contained
insomeG € & suchthatr(G) = 0. A propertyP(x) (z € E) is satisfiedr-
almost everywhergor 7-a.e.for short) if there exists some negligible subset
N of E such thatP(z) is true, for allx € E'\ N.

2.2. Definition of maxitive measures. In this section,& will denote a
prepaving on some nonempty get

A maxitive(resp.completely maxitijemeasureon & is a set function
on & such that, for every finite (resp. arbitrary) fam{lgz; } , ; of elements
of & with UjeJGj - (g),

(1) v(lJ Gy) = Pr(Gy).

jedJ jedJ

A o-maxitivemeasure is a maxitive measure which is continuous from be-
low. One should note that@maxitive measure does not necessarily com-
mute withintersection®f nonincreasing sequences, unlikadditive mea-
suresp-maxitive measures with this property were caligdimal measures

by Agbeko [2], see Sectidd 6.

Remark 2.1. The term “maxitive” qualifying a set function that satisfies
Equation[(1) was coined by Shilkrét [123], and has been widséd, espe-
cially in the fields of probability theory and fuzzy theoryowWever, one can
find many other terms in the literature for maxitiveocemaxitive measures,
or closely related notions, say+additiveor fuzzy additive measur¢s25,
94,/130],contactability measurefd 29], measures of typg [18], idempo-
tent measuref84, (5], max-measurefl26], stable measureft3], (gener-
alized) possibility measurdd?2, (87], cost measuref, [16], semi-additive
measureq49], performance measurg85], sup-decomposable measures
[89], set-additive measurd®) [81,[82], capacities with the AM property
[23].
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As for completely maxitive measures, one findgerferalizeflpossibility
measure§l36,/122| 38, 29, 130kup-measuref®8,100],idempotent mea-
sureswhen& = 2F or r-maxitive measurdsr generals’ [111], supremum-
preserving measurdg5].

Some differences may appear amongst these notions, edlyahtpend-
ing on the choice of the range of the measure and on the steucfithe
spaceg E, &). See also the historical notesin [111, Appendix B].

The term “possibility measure” does not have a unanimousitiefi:
it mainly oscillates between “normegtmaxitive measure” and “normed
completely maxitive measure” (and we shall propose in 8aliia differ-
ent definition). Note thgbossibility theoryrefers to a specific mathematical
theory that makes use of the concept of possibility measutbe latter
sense and deals with some types of uncertainty and incoenpittrma-
tion. After Zadeh[[136], who coined the term and introdudead theory
as an extension of fuzzy sets and fuzzy logic, Dubois andePnagist be
cited as major contributors in its development; we referréaer to their
monograph([38] and the recent surveys [39] end [40] whereraéVields
of applications of possibility theory are given.

Note that every maxitive measure is null-additive and monet Actu-
ally a much stronger property than monotonicity holds, ngrtiee alter-
nating property. Foramap : & — R U {+oo} we classically define
Ag, ... Ag, f(G) after Choquet [26] by iterating the formuld., f(G) =
f(GUG;) — f(G) (with the convention that oo + 0o = 0o — oo = 0).
Then f is alternating of infinite ordeor alternatingfor short) if

(—1)"Ag, ... A, f(G) 2 0,

foralln € N\ {0}, G,G4,...,G, € &, whereN denotes the set of non-
negative integers. Nguyen and Bouchon-Meunier [97] gawrebinatorial
proof of the fact that every finite maxitive measure is aliimg (see also
Harding et al.[[63, Theorem 6.2]). This is actually true feery (finite or
not) maxitive measure, as the following proposition states

Proposition 2.2. Every maxitive measure @fiis alternating.

Proof. Recall the conventiono — co = 0. We writes A t for the infimum
of {s,t}. LetGy,...,G, € &, and definey(G) = —v(G), 1,(G) =
(=) Ag, ... Ag,v(G). A proof by induction shows that the property
“Un(GUG) = 1, (G) A, (G') andr, (G) = 00 (11 (G) —vm—1(Gr)) = 0,
forall G,G' € &” holds for alln € N\ {0}. O

2.3. Elementary and advanced examplesHere we collect some exam-
ples givenin the literature, especially on metric spacesr&/maxitive mea-

sures appear naturally. Some examples are also linked wiitbnee value
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theory, which is the branch of probability theory that airhth@ modelling
of rare events.

Example 2.3(Essential supremum).et 7 be a null-additive monotone set
function, and letf : £ — R, be a map. We writd f > t} for the subset
{z € E: f(z) > t}. If one sets

v(G)=inf{t >0: G € 4}

with .7, .= {G € & : GN{f > t}isT-negligible}, thenv is a maxitive
measure, called the-essential supremuof f, and we write

(2) V(@) =P f().

zeG
In this case/f is arelative densityof v (with respect tor). Sufficient con-
ditions for the existence of a relative density, wheandr are given, are
discussed in Sectidd 3.

Example 2.4(Cardinal density of a maxitive measuréf) the previous ex-
ample, one can take forthe maxitive measuréy defined byi,(G) =1

if G is nonemptyy.(G) = 0 otherwise. Then the essential supremum in
Equation[(2) reduces to an “exact” supremum, i.e.

O
3) v(G) =P f(x) = D f(a).
zeG zeG

In this special case we say thais acardinal densityof ». Note also that
a maxitive measure with a cardinal density is necessarityptetely max-
itive. Conversely, complete maxitivity happens to be a sidfit condition
for guaranteeing the existence of a cardinal density. teethis question
in detail in [106] and([108].

Examples 2.5(Measures of non-compactneskgt £ be a Banach space.
Following Appell [9], ameasure of non-compactne® moncfor short)
on F is a maxitive measure on the collection of bounded subsetsof
satisfying the following axioms, for all bounded subsBtsf £

e V(B + K) = v(B), for all compact subset&’ in £,
e (A B)=Xv(B),forall A >0,
e (to(B)) = v(B), whereto(B) is the closed convex hull aB.

The definition may differ from one author to the other, seedajlet-Paret
and Nussbaum [81, 82] for a quite different list of axioms. té&that if
E = R4, thenv(B) = 0 for all bounded subsetB. As Appell recalled,

three important examples of moncs appear in the literanammely theball
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monc(or Hausdorff mong
a(B) = inf{t > 0 : there are finitely many balls
of radiust coveringB};

theset mondor Kuratowski mong
B(B) = inf{t > 0 : there are finitely many subsets
of diameter at mostcoveringB};

and thelattice mondor Istratescu monyc
v(B) = sup{t > 0 : there is a sequende,,), in B
with ||z, — x,| >t for m # n},

and we have the classical relations< v < § < 2.«. Since moncs vanish
on compact subsets, hence on singletons, they are a souggaraples of
maxitive measures with no cardinal density.

Examples 2.6(Dimensions)

e If E is a topological space, the topological dimension is a maexit
measure on the collection of its closed subsets (see e.@tal8H,
Theorem VII-1]). If £ is normal, the topological dimension is even
o-maxitive [96, Theorem VII-2].

e If £ is a metric space, the Hausdorff dimension and the packing-
dimension arer-maxitive measures o2”, and the upper box di-
mension is a maxitive measure ?f (see e.g. Falconer [43)).

e If E is the Cantor sef0, 1}, the constructive Hausdorff dimen-
sion and the constructive packing-dimension are compyl@belxi-
tive measures of”, see Lutz[[79, 80].

e If I/ is the set of positive integers, the zeta dimension is a rvaxit
measure o”, see Doty et al[[36].

Example 2.7(Random closed setshet ({2, <7, P) be a probability space
and E be a locally-compact, separable, Hausdorff topologicatep We
denote byZ the collection of closed subsets Bf and by.#" the collection
of compact subsets. A random closed set is a measurable& ma —
% . For measurability ar-algebra on% is needed. The usual-algebra
considered is the Borelalgebra generated by the Vietoris [ot-and-mis$
topology on.#. Choquet’s fundamental theorem is that the distribution of
a random closed sét is characterized by its Choquet capacity 7= —
0, 1] defined byT'(K) = P[C N K # 0]. Moreover,T is an alternating
set function that is alsgontinuous from aboven %", in the sense that
TN Kyn) = lim, T'(K,) forall K1 D Ky, D ... € J, and eveny0, 1]-
valued alternating, continuous from above set functiorois the Choquet

capacity of some random closed set.
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Recall that every maxitive measure is alternating (see d&itipn[2.2).
For a given upper-semicontinuous map £ — [0, 1], the following con-
struction explicitly gives a random closed set whose Chbgapacity has
cardinal density: [97]. Let U be a uniformly distributed random variable
on|0,1]. ThenC = {z € E : ¢(z) > U} is a random closed set dn, and
its Choquet capacity’ is maxitive and satisfies (K ) = @.cx c(x), for all
Kex.

One may observe that this random closed set is such that

Cw) Cc C(W)orCW) c C(w),

for all w,w’ € 2. More generally, Miranda, Couso, and Gil [90] called
consonanfof type C2) a random closed sétsatisfying the above relation
forallw,w’ € (2, for some evenf), of probabilityl. These authors showed
that a random closed set is consonant if and only if its Chocajeacity is
maxitive [90, Corollary 5.4].

Elements of random set theory may be found in the refereno& bg
Matheron|[85]; see also the monographs by Goodman and Ng&8¢and
Molchanov [91].

Example 2.8(Random sup-measureg)et ({2, .o/) and(FE, %) be measur-
able spaces? be a probability measure o, andm be a finiteo-additive
measure oA. Consider a Poisson point process;, Ty )x>1 ONR, x F
with intensitypz—~'dz x m(dt), wherep > 0. Then the random process
defined on# by
M(B) = @ X, - 15(Ty)
k>1
is, w by w, a completely maxitive measure. Moreover, this is-Bréchet
random sup-measureith control measuren in the sense of Stoev and
Taqqu [124, Definition 2.1], for it is a map/ : 2 x £ — R, satisfying
the following axioms:
o forall B € #the mapM(B) : 2 — R, ,w — M(w, B) is a ran-
dom variable following a Fréchet distribution with shapegmaeter
1/p, in such a way that, for alt > 0,

P[M(B) < z] = exp(—m(B)z™");

o for all pairwise disjoint collection$B; ) <y Of elements of%, the
random variables\/(B,), j € N, are independent, and, almost
surely,

M(U B;) = D M(By).
JEN jEN
The Poisson proces$(y, Tk )x>1 Was introduced by de Haan [33] as a tool

for representing continuous-time max-stable processdsesd processes
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play an important role in extreme value theory. See also dhgr[@8] and
Resnick and Roy [114] for elements on random sup-measures.

Example 2.9(The home range)Let (X, ),>1 be a sequence of indepen-
dent, identically distribute@®?-valued random variables, and assume that
the common distribution has compact support. We write tacgience in
polar coordinatesR?,,, ©,,),~1. Define the mag: on Borel subset®3 of

0, 27| by:

h(B) =sup{r € Ry : P[R, >, 6, € B] > 0}.

Then, according to de Haan and ResnicK [34, Proposition 2.ik]a com-
pletely maxitive measure, andmay be thought of as the boundary of the
natural habitat of some animal, called theme rangen ecology. The se-
quence(X,),>1 is then seen as the successive sightings of the animal. De
Haan and Resnick aimed at finding consistent estimates dictiniedaryh.

The following paragraph contradicts an assertion made loydea Vel
[127, Exercise 11-3.19.1].

Example 2.10(Carathéodory number of a convexity spadgkollection®

of subsets of a set that containg and.X is aconvexityon X if it is closed
under arbitrary intersections and closed under directednsn The pair
(X, %) is called aconvexity spaceand elements o¥ are calledconvex
subsets ofX. If A C X, theconvex hullco(A) of A is the intersection
of all convex subsets containing. Advanced abstract convexity theory
is developed in the monograph by van de Vel [127]. The Cacattwy
numberc(A) of someA C X is the least integen such that, for each
subsetB of A andz € co(B) N A, there exists some finite subsg&tof

B with cardinality< n such thatr € co(F'). In [127, Exercise 11-3.19.1],
van de Vel asserted that the mdp— ¢(A) is a maxitive (integer-valued)
measure o&’, where&’ is the prepaving made up of finite unions of convex
subsets ofX. However, a simple counterexample is built as follows. Ket
be the three-element semilatti€¢e,, o, 23} with 2, = 1 A z3, endowed
with the convexity made up of all subsetsXfbut{x;, z3}. Let A; = {z;}
fori =1,2,3. Thenc(4;) = 1fori = 1,2,3, hencemax;—; 25 c¢(A;) = 1.
However,c(Ui=123 4i) = ¢(X) = 2, forif B := {x1,23}, one hase, €
co(B)NX = X, while every nonempty subsétof B with cardinality< 1

is either{x;} or {z3}, hence does not contain.

Example 2.11(Interpretation of maxitive measuregjinkelstein et al. [47]
suggested to use maxitive measures as a model for a phigsiessoning
and beliefs about probable, possible, and impossible svEntinovich and
Lonpré [76] advocated the use of maxitive measures for nliadefrity of

events, for maxitive measures are limits of probability swegas in a large
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deviation sense (for a justification see e.g. the work by @iBand Vervaat
[101], Gerritse[[50], O’Brien[[99], Akian [5], Puhalskii [10,[111]). This
interpretation is in accordance with Bouleau’s criticisfregtreme value
theory [17]. This author noted that some events, althougisipte, are so
rare (Bouleau gave the example of the extinction of NeahdENlan) that
they cannot be appropriately understood by classical mibtyatheory (and
in particular by extreme value theory). Since probabiliydry relies on the
frequentist paradigm, the question of fm@bability of such events would
make no sense. For further discussion on the intuitive aaddtmalized
distinction betweerprobableand possibleevents, see also El Rayes and
Morsi [42, Paragraph 2] and Nguyen and Bouchon-Meuhier. [97]

3. MAXITIVE MEASURES AS ESSENTIAL SUPREMA

3.1. Introduction. In this section, we shall be interested in representing
a maxitive measure defined on ar-algebraZ as an essential supremum
with respect to some null-additive monotone set functipne. as

(4) v(B) = @ f(),

zeB
for all B € 4, as introduced in Example 2.3. Note that, for such #he
set functiond,, defined bys.(B) = 1if 7(B) > 0, ,(B) = 0 otherwise,
is a maxitive measure, and Equatidnh (4) is satisfied if angt dnl(B) =
@ f(x), for all B € #. Thus, we can restrict our attention to essential
suprema with respect to maxitive measures, without losgpémlity.

Definition 3.1. Let v and 7 be null-additive monotone set functions on a
o-algebraZ on E. Thenv is absolutely continuous with respect tdaor

7 dominates’), in symbolsy < 7, if forall B € %, 7(B) = 0 implies
v(B) = 0. We shall say that is strongly absolutely continuous with re-
spect tor (or 7 strongly dominate®), in symbolsy <« 7, if v admits a
Z-measurable relative density with respectrta.e. if there exists a#-
measurable map : £ — R such that Equatiori{4) holds for ail ¢ %.

Absolute continuity, although necessary in Equatldn (égnss a priori
too poor a condition for ensuring the existence of a (redgtoensity, i.e.
v < 7 does not implyr <« 7 in general. For instance, every maxitive
measure satisfiesy < 4, while v does not necessarily have a cardinal
density (see for instance Example]2.5 on measures of nopacimess).
We shall understand in Sectibh 5 that absolute continuiggisally a nec-
essary and sufficient condition for the existence of a dgngitlenever the
dominating measure is-principal (and the measur& is noto-principal
in general).
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The next proposition ensures that, under the absoluterzotyticondi-
tion, a relative density exists whenever a cardinal deralityady exists.
Given ac-algebraZ on FE, we say that a maxitive measureon 4 is
strongly absolutely autocontinuo(sr autocontinuousor short) ifv << v.

Proposition 3.2. Let v be a maxitive measure o# with a %-measurable
cardinal density.. Then for every maxitive measuren %, we haver <
if and only ifr <« 7. In particular, v is autocontinuous.

Proof. Suppose that < 7, and let us show that << 7. Let B € 4%,
and letz € B, t € R, such thatr(N) = Owith N D Bn{c > t}. If
c(z) > t,thenz € N. Sincev < 7and7(N) = 0, we havesup,¢ v c(y) =
v(N) = 0, so thate(x) = 0, a contradiction. Thus(z) < ¢, and we get
V(B) = @uen c(z) < ey cl(a).

Now we show the converse inequality./AfB) is infinite, this is evident.
If not, leta > v(B) = @, c(x). ThenBN{c > a} = 0 is negligible with
respect ta-, hencex > @ c(x) by definition of essential supremum, and
the result is proved. O

3.2. Existence of a relative density. The following theorem on existence
and “uniqueness” of relative densities is due to Barron efld, Theo-
rem 3.5]. We add the following component: we define a maxitieasure
7 on ac-algebraZ to beessentialf there exists ar-finite, o-additive mea-
surem such that-(B) > 0 if and only if m(B) > 0, for all B € £.

Theorem 3.3(Barron—Cardaliaguet—Jensemgt v, 7 be o-maxitive mea-
sures on#. Assume that is essential. Then < 7 if and only ifv < 7.
In this situation, the relative density ofwith respect ta- is uniquer-almost
everywhere.

Sketch of the proofSincer is essential we can replace, without loss of gen-
erality, 7 by somes-finite, o-additive measure: in the statement of Theo-
rem[3.3. We first assume that bothandv are finite. The ingenious proof
given by Barron et al. relies on the following idea: tdhey associate the
mapm,, defined onZ by

m,(B) = inf {Z v(Bj)m(B;) : | ) Bj = B, By, € B,Vk > 1} :

3=1 3=1

This formula is certainly inspired by the Carathéodory egten procedure
in classical measure theory, see €.9. [8, Definition 10 24]ntuition sug-
gestsyn, turns out to be a-additive measure, absolutely continuous with

respect tom. Thanks to the classical Radon—Nikodym theorem there is
someZ-measurable map: £ — R, such that

m,(B) :/Bcdm,
11



for all B € %, and one can prove thatB) = ). c(x) for all B € #
using the following “reconstruction” formula for:

V(B) = sup {mu(B’)

m(B’)
forall B € A.

Now take some (not necessarily finite)and letv, : B — arctan v(B).
Thenv, is a finitec-maxitive measure, absolutely continuous with respect
to m, hence one can write, (B) = @5 c1(x). Sincer(£) < 7/2, we
can choose; to be (B-measurable and) such that< ¢; < 7/2. Itis
now an easy task to show that, for &l %, v(B) = @l c(x), where
c(x) = tan(cy(x)).

The case where: is o-finite is easily deduced. O

:B'"C B,B' € 8,m(B) >0},

Corollary 3.4. Let v be an essential-maxitive measure og8. Thenv is
autocontinuous. Moreover, if the empty set is the enhegligible subset,
thenv has a cardinal density.

Barron et al.’s theorem is interesting because of its prabich points
out a correspondence betweemaxitive ando-additive measures. How-
ever, a part of the mystery persists, for it relies on thesitas Radon—
Nikodym theorem: the construction of the density remaiwislén.

Note that Acerbi, Buttazzo, and Prinari [1, Theorem 3.2]du$@eo-
rem[3.3 for resolving some non-linear minimization probdéerithey con-
sidered as-finite, o-additive measure: on (E, %), and derived sufficient
conditions for a functionak’ : L>(m; E,R") x 8 — RU {+o0} to be of
the form .

F(U,B) = @ f(x,u(x)),
r€eB
for some measurable mgp: £ x R* — R U {co} such thatf(z, ) is
lower-semicontinuous dR", m-almost everywhere. This study was carried
on by Cardaliaguet and Prinalri [19], with the search for espntations of
the form .
F(uv B) = @ f(x,u(x), Du(x)),

zeB
whereu runs over the set of Lipschitz-continuous mapsfn

Theorem 3.8 was rediscovered by Drewnowski [37, Theorenwith
a notably different proof. He applied this result to the es@ntation of
Kothe functionM-spaces ad.*°-spaces. Actually, we shall see in Sec-
tion[§ that Theorerh 3|3 is a direct consequence of a more gleresult,
proved years earlier by Sugeno and Murofushi [126], whighresses it as
a Radon—Nikodym like theorem with respect to the Shilkréegnal (see
Theoreni5.b).
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3.3. Maxitive measures of bounded variation. Considering Theorem 3.3,
a natural interest is to derive sufficient conditions for aitige measure to
be essential. A null-additive set function gfisatisfies theountable chain
condition (or is CCC) if each family of non-negligible pairwise disjoint
elements of% is countable. (A CCC set function is sometimes cated
decomposabléut this terminology should be avoided, because of passibl
confusion with the notion of decomposability used e.g. byo#e133].) It
is not difficult to show that every essential maxitive meassrCCC. The
converse statement was the object of Mesiar’s hypothasippged in[[88].
Murofushi [92] showed that this hypothesis as such is wroggroviding

a counterexample; see also Poncet [105]. We now give thewoly suf-
ficient condition for a maxitive measure to be essential. A-additive set
functiont on & is of bounded variatiorif |7| := sup, Y pe. 7(B) < o0,
where the supremum is taken over the set of figdtgartitionsr of E.

Proposition 3.5. Everyo-maxitive measure of bounded variation ghis
finite and essential.

Proof. Let v be ac-maxitive measure of bounded variation ghandm be
the map defined o by

—supz (BN B)

T Blerm

where the supremum is taken over the set of fisitgartitionst of E.
Thenm, called thedisjoint variationof v, is the least-additive measure
greater than (see e.g. Pap [102, Theorem 3.2]). Sinces of bounded
variation,m is finite, sov is finite. Moreover,y(B) > 0 if and only if
m(B) > 0, sov is essential. O

4. THE IDEMPOTENT INTEGRAL

4.1. Introduction. Until today, the Lebesgue integral has given rise to
many extensions. The first of them dates back to Vitali [128jp pro-
posed to replace-additive measures by some more general set functions
(see the historical note by Marinacci [83]). In_[26] Choqbeilt on the
same idea to create the tool now called the Choquet intagveds revived
by Schmeidler[[119, 120]; its theoretical properties wereadoped e.g. by
Greco [59], Groes et all [61], Konig [72]; it has found numesaappli-
cations, as in statistics and data mining (see MurofushiGungeno [[95],
Grabisch [[56], Wang, Leung, and Klir [132], Fallah Tehrahiaé [44]),
game theory and mathematical economics (see Gilboa andefdiien52],
Heilpern [65]), decision theory (see Chateauneéuf [24],b&eh [54,55],
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Grabisch and Roubens [58], Grabisch and Labreuche [57],alylasra-
bisch, and Labreuché [86]), insurance and finance (see &hataf, Kast,
and Lapied([25], Castagnoli, Maccheroni, and Marinacci)i20

After Choquet, many authors have examined the propertigstegrals
where the operationst, x) used for both the Lebesgue and the Choquet
integrals are swapped for some more general (aijrx ) of associative bi-
nary relations o, or R,. In the case wherér, x) is the pair(max, x )
(resp.(max, min)), one gets th&hilkret integral(resp.Sugeno integrabr
fuzzy integra) discovered by Shilkret [123] (resp. by Sugeno [125]). For
general(+, x) various generalizations of the Lebesgue, Choquet, Shilkre
and Sugeno integrals have been introduced, includingMéker integral
[133,[134], thepseudo-additive integral26], the fuzzy t-conorm inte-
gral [93], the pan integral[135]; see also Wang and Klir [130, 131], Pap
[102,104]. For a further generalization of all these in&grsee Sander
and Siedekum [118].

Beyond the replacement of arithmetical operations, amatiection of
generalization is to integrafe-valued functions (giving rise tb-valued in-
tegrals) rather than real-valued functions, whefeas an appropriate semir-
ing or semimodule structure. In this process, measures itlar eéemain
real-valued ifL is a (semi)module (as in the Bochner integral which is a
well-known extension of the Lebesgue integral, wheis a Banach space),
or can also bd.-valued if L is a semiring. Maslov [84] developed an in-
tegration theory for measures with values in an ordered raggni Other
authors considered the case whéres a complete lattice, see e.g. Greco
[60], Liu and Zhang![78], de Cooman, Zhang, and Kelre [32]ardosil
[73]. In the line of Maslov, Akian[[5] focused on defining artagral for
dioid-valued functions, and showed how crucial the assionpif conti-
nuity of the underlying partially ordered set can be (see the m@mpigby
Gierz et al. [[51] for background on continuous lattices andhdin the-
ory; see alsa [108]). Jonasson[[68] had a similar approaghmbnaged to
mix the powerful tool of continuous poset theory with a gaherdered-
semiring structure for.. See also Heckmann and Huth [64] for the role
of continuous posets in integration theory. For extensafrthe Riemann
integral driven by the idea of approximation and still usarguments from
continuous poset theory, see Edalat| [41], Howrayd [66], 4@wand Lu
[77], and references therein.

A review of integration theory in mathematics should indwdnumber
of prolific developments (e.g. the Birkhoff integral, thetteintegral, the
stochastic Itd integral, or the axiomatic approachmmiersal integralgpro-
posed by Klement, Mesiar, and Pap|[69], to cite only a few agnoany
others). Needless to say this is far beyond the scope of tinils;\the reader
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may refer to the book [103] for a broad overview of measure iatefra-
tion theory. In this paper, we shall limit our attention te tbase where-

is the maximum operatiomax = @ and x is a pseudo-multiplication (i.e.

a binary relation® satisfying the properties given in Paragraph 4.2). This
section is devoted to the construction of the related iretrat we call the
idempotent>-integral.

4.2. Pseudo-multiplications and their properties. In the remaining part
of this paper, we consider a binary relatiordefined oriR_. x R with the
following properties:

e associativity;

e continuity on(0, o) x [0, oo];

e continuity of the map — s © ¢t on (0, oo, for all ¢;

e monotonicity in both components;

e existence of a left identity element, i.e.1, ® t =t for all ¢;
e absence of zero divisors, ie®t =0 = 0 € {s,t}, forall s, ¢
e 0 is an annihilator,i.e0 ©t =t ® 0 = 0, for all ¢.

We call such @& apseudo-multiplicationPseudo-multiplications and more
generally pseudo-arithmetic operations have been stediethy Benvenuti
and Mesiar([15]. Note that the axioms above are stronger ith§h26],
where associativity was not assumed. For more on pseudipfiuadtions
see also [109].

We consider the map : R, — R, defined byO(t) = inf,.os ® t.
An elementt of R, is ©-finiteif O(¢) = 0 (andt is @-infinite otherwise).
We conventionally write¢ <, oo for a ©-finite element. If O(1;) = 0,
we say that the pseudo-multiplicationis non-degenerateThis amounts
to say that the set ab-finite elements differs frorg0}.

4.3. Definition and elementary properties. Throughout this section
isac-algebraonz. Amapf : £ — R, is #-measurabléf {f >t} € 4,
forallt € R,.

Definition 4.1. Let v be a maxitive measure o#, and letf : £ — R, be
a #A-measurable map. Thdempotento-integral of f with respect ta is
defined by

(5) y(f)z/}jf@du:@tQV(f>t).

teR4

The occurrence ofo in the notation/* is not an integration bound, see

[107, Theorem I-5.7] for a justification.
15



Generalizing Gerritse’s result [60, Proposition 3], thidiwing identity

holds: N
[ Fod =@ (' (B onB).

Be#
where f*(A) stands forinf,c4 f(x). Also, notice that the supremum in
Equation[(5) may be reduced to a countable supremum, for

/f@du-@t@u( U {f>r}>:@t® @ v(f>r)

teR L reQy,r>t teR L teQq,r>t
:@ @ tov(f>r)= @r@yf>r)
reQ4 teR4 t<r reQ4

so that Equatiori (5) is now given in a countable form.

Proposition 4.2. Let v be aco-maxitive measure o#. Then, for all.%-
measurable mapg : £ — R, and allr € R, B € 4, the following
properties hold:

e v(1p) =v(B),

e homogeneityv(r ® f) =r © v(f),

o o-maxitivity: v(®, f.) = D.v(f.), for every sequence oB-

measurable map§, : £ — R,
e B [5f ®dvisac-maxitive measure og.

Proof. See Sugeno and Murofushi [126, Proposition 6.1]. O

In the case where is the usual multiplicationx, Cattaneo proved a
converse statement in the sense that, given a maxitive meeason 4,
the Shilkret integralf — [of - dv is the unique scale invariant, maxitive
extension ofv to the set of#-measurable mapg : £ — R, see[[22,
Theorem 4], see alsb [21].

In the case where is the infimum/, it can be shown that the Sugeno
integral of f coincides with the distancé,(f,0) betweenf and 0 with
respect to the Ky Fan metric [45], defined as

dy(f,g) =nf{t > 0:v(|f — g| > ) < 1}.

In order to study the idempotert-integral more deeply, it would be
natural to fix a measurable spade, %) endowed with ar-maxitive mea-
surer, and, by analogy with the additive case, to look at the spaegs),

p > 0. These spaces are defined as equivalent classes (with reéspec
v-almost everywhere equality) eB-measurable maps : £ — R such
that|| f|l, :== (/>1f]? © dv)"/? < oo; see e.g. Rudir [116, Chapter 3] for
more background oi” spaces in the classical contextofdditive mea-
sures. These are Banach spaces, as noticed by ShilkretifLl#83 case

where® is the usual multiplication, and it is easily seen that thanatone
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and dominated convergence theorems, the Chebyshev andrhi@djuali-
ties, etc. are satisfied (see [111, Lemmata 1.4.5 and 14d7[[141, Theo-
rem 1.4.19]). However, these spaces are less intereststgdy than their
classical counterpart, sinde’(v) = L'(v'/?), so that all of them can be
viewed asL' spaces. In particulaf,?(v) is not a Hilbert space. Nonethe-
less, these spaces can be considered as generalizatibespiices > (m)
(with m a c-additive measure), sinde™(m) = L'(4,,).

Further properties of the Shilkret integral with respeanaptimal mea-
sure (see Definition 6.1) were studied by Agbeko [3] and &pltlb charac-
terizations of boundedness and uniform boundedness ofursdsds func-
tions. We also refer the reader to Puhalskii [111] and to den@am [29],
who both gave a pretty exhaustive treatment of the Shilkretgral. We
note however that their approach is essentially limitedoimgletely maxi-
tive measures defined eralgebragqalso callecample fieldsi.e.o-algebras
closed under arbitrary intersections, see Janssen, de &nand Kerre
[67]); this framework has the disadvantage of breaking thelpel with
classical measure theory. We shall come back to this detbv&edtior V.

4.4. Examples. We pursue the study of two examples introduced above,
namely the essential supremum and the Fréchet random sagunes. We
also generalize the latter with the concept of regularlgywey random sup-
measure.

Example 4.3(Example2.B continued)_et 7 be a null-additive monotone
set function and lef : £ — R, be someZ-measurable map. Then the
T-essential supremuwr f is the maxitive measure; : B — @l 5 f(2);

it can be seen as an idempotenintegral, i.e.

D i) = [Tod,.

zeB

whered, is the maxitive measure defined by(B) = 1 if 7(B) > 0,
d-(B) = 0 otherwise. Moreover, integration with respect to thessential
supremumr; gives

/Eg@deZGBg(x)Qf(x):/Eng@daT.

zel

Example 4.4(Exampld 2.8 continued) et ({2, «/) and(E, #) be measur-
able spaces? be a probability measure o, andm be a finiteo-additive
measure or4. Let M be ap-Fréchet random sup-measure with control

measuren. For all Z-measurable maps: £ — R, we can consider the
17



Shilkret integral)/ ( ) defined as usual by
/mf-dM: Pt M >1).
E

teR,
This coincides with thextremal integralof Stoev and Taqqu_[124] (note
that these authors did not seem to know about Shilkret's @id¥& works).

It can be seen as a kind of stochastic integral with a detestiannte-
grand, very similar to the well-know-stable (or sum-stable) integral (see
Samorodnitsky and Tagqu [117]). Note thd{ /) is indeed a random vari-
able, for the supremum ov&, can be replaced by a countable supremum
(see Paragraph4.3). MoreoverfiE L% (m), thenM(f) follows a Fréchet
distribution with

PIM(f) < z] = exp(— [ fI[,z7").

Here L" (m) denotes the space of equivalent classes (with respeet to
almost everywhere equality) aB-measurable mapg : £ — R, such
that || f||, := (J f?dm)"? < oo; see Rudin[[116, Chapter 3] for more
background orl? spaces. This implies that, for evefye L% (m), B —
I5f - dM is itself ap-Fréchet random sup-measure with control measure
B — [5 fPdm. Seel[124] for additional properties. In the particularecas
where

M(B) = @ X, - 15(Th),

k>1

for some Poisson point proceSs;, 7;)r>1 ONR, x E with intensity mea-
surepz~P~tdx x m(dt), we have

[ 1 =@ X (1),

E k>1
De Haan [[33] introduced this latter integral process andvslgothat, if
(X1)ier IS @ continuous-time simple max-stable process, then thsts
a Poisson process with the above properties, and a coteCfig,cr of
nonnegative.! maps such that

(Xiiew £ ([ ;- b,

whereZ means equality in finite-dimensional distributions|[33edhem 3].

Example 4.5(Regularly-varying sup-measure%) variant on the previous
example can be done as follows. L@?, <, P) be a probability space,
(E, %) be a measurable space, ande a finitec-additive measure ogs.

We define a-regularly-varying random sup-measusgth control measure

mtobeamapV : 2 x # — R, satisfying the following conditions:
18



o for all B € #, M(B) is a regularly-varying random variable of
indexp; more precisely there exists a functiénslowly-varying at
oo, such that, for alB € 4%,

P[M(B) > x] ~m(B)x PL(x),
whenzx — oo;

o for all pairwise disjoint collection$B; ) <y Of elements of%, the
random variables\/(B,), j € N, are independent, and, almost

surely,
M({ Bj) =D M(B))
JEN JEN
Recall thatl : R\ {0} — R\ {0} isslowly-varying atx if, for all > 0,
lim, o L(az)/L(x) = 1. See e.g. Resnick [113] for more on regularly-
and slowly-varying functions. For alf € L% (m), the random variable
M(f) defined as the Shilkret integral gfwith respect tal/ satisfies

PIM(f) > a] ~ || fll; 2 P L(=),
whenx — oo. Let us prove this assertion. First, consider the case where
f is a nonnegative (measurable) simple map, i.e. a map of tine fo=
S k_,t;1p,, whereB,. .., B, € % are pairwise disjointang > 0 for j =
., k. One can writef = @’_, t;1p,. Thus,M(f) = @r_, t;M(B;),
almost surely, so that

PIM(f) > a] ~ —log P[M(f) < a] =) —log P[M(B;) < x/t;],

=1

since the random variablégd (B, ), . .., M (By) are independent. We get
k
PIM ~ Y P[M(B;) > z/t;](1 + o(1))
7=1
k
ZZ e PL(x/t;)(1 + o(1))
k

Z Bj)tiz P L(x)(1 + o(1)),

sinceL is slowly-varying. Thls shows tha[M(f) > x| ~ || f||? 277 L(x).

In the general case wheyfeis in L% (m), let (¢,,) be a nondecreasing se-
guence of nonnegative simple maps that converges pointaige Then
lonll, = [If]l, whenn — co. As a consequence,

PIM(n) > 2] ~omoo lonlly e L(x) —n (| fI; 277 L(z).

But we also havé’[M (y,,) > z| —, P[M(f) > x|, and the result follows.
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5. THE RADON—NIKODYM THEOREM

5.1. Introduction. A widespread proof of the Radon—Nikodym theorem
for o-additive measures, due to von Neumann, uses the représaeraé
bounded linear forms on a Hilbert space (see e.g. Rudin [Chépter 6]).
But for o-maxitive measures the spaté, as already noticed, actually re-
duces to an.! space, forl?(v) = L'(v'/?) for everyo-maxitive measure
v. That is why such an approach is not posﬂi,b@d we have to find an-
other way for proving a Radon—Nikodym theorem #femaxitive measures.
Sugeno, in relation to the Sugeno integral, was confrontid tive same
problem in his thesis, and gave sufficient conditions forekistence of a
Radon—Nikodym derivative [125] at the cost of a topolog&tailicture on
E. This first result was refined by Candeloro and Pucci [18, Témad3.7]
and Sugeno and Murofushi[126, Corollary 8.3].

In this section, we give a general definition of the density ohaxitive
measure with respect to the Shilkret integral. Then we réealmain the-
orem stating the existence of such a density [126, Coro8aty. Here, %
still denotes ar-algebra.

The literature is not unanimous in the meaning of the terrmsag”
applied to maxitive measures. For Akian [5], a density is arapc such
thatv(-) = @.e. c(z), i.e. what we called cardinal density. For Barron et al.
[12] and Drewnowski[3[7], a density corresponds to our cphoérelative
density (see Sectidd 3). The following definition encompadsoth points
of view. Letr andr be maxitive measures o®. Thenv has a density
with respect tor if there exists some#-measurable map (calledensity
c: E — R, such that

(6) v(B) = /wc ®dr,
B
forall B € 4.

Definition 5.1. Let v, 7 be monotone set functions o#. Thenv is ©-
absolutely continuous with respecttqor - ®-dominates’), in symbols
v <L, T, ifforall B e %, v(B) < oco®7(B).

Remark 5.2. In [109], | have given a slightly different definition af-
absolute continuity, which was thatis ®-absolutely continuous with re-
spect tor if for all B € % such thatr(B) be ®-finite, v(B) < oo © 7(B).

It is easily seen that the two definitions coincide when eithes semi<-
finite, or 7 is o-®-finite andv is o-maxitive (see the definitions of serai-
finiteness and-®-finiteness below). For that reason, all the results of [109]

Actually, the really significant point in usudl® spaces is the ability tproject Pro-
jections may still be available in ordered algebraic stites, see e.g. Cohen, Gaubert, and
Quadrat[[27].
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that involve the latter definition ab-absolute continuity are still valid with
the former definition.

In the case where is the usual multiplicatiorx (resp. the infimurm),
then < coincides with the usual relatiog (resp. with<). If v has a
density with respect to, thenv is ®-absolutely continuous with respect to
7, according to Definition 3]1. Taking = J4 in Equation [(6), one gets
v(B) = @.epc(x), i.e. one recovers the notion of cardinal density intro-
duced in Example 2l4. If is a null-additive monotone set function, then
Equation[(6) withr = ¢, rewrites as/(B) = @ c(x), which fits with the
case of essential suprema and relative densities intrddondexampleé 2.3.

5.2. Uniqueness and finiteness of the densityLet (E, %) be a measur-
able space. A set functian: Z — R is semio-finiteif, for all B € 4,
v(B) = @acpv(A), where the supremum is taken oet € & : A C
B, I/(A) < OO}

Proposition 5.3. Let v, 7 be o-maxitive measures o®. Assume that is
semi-finite and admits a8-measurable densitywith respect tar. Then
v admits a®-finite-valued%-measurable density with respectito

Proof. See[109, Proposition 3.2]. O

Paralleling the classical case, we have the following tesul‘unique-
ness” of the density.

Proposition 5.4. Let v, T be o-maxitive measures o. If v admits a%-
measurable density with respectitpthen this density is unique;almost
everywhere.

Proof. The assertion can be proved along the same lines as the ctme of
Lebesgue integral, see e.g. Rudin [116, Theorem 1.39(b)]. O

5.3. Principality and existence of a density.Let (£, %) be a measur-
able space. Sugeno and Murofushi [126, Corollary 8.4] ptev&adon—
Nikodym theorem for the Shilkret integral when the domingtmeasure is
o-®-finite ando-principal.

A null-additive monotone set functionon % is ©-finiteif 7(F) <, oo,
ando-o-finite if there exists some countable famifys,, }..cn of elements
of % covering E' such thatr(B,,) < oo for all n. It is o-principal if,
for everyo-ideal .# of 4, there exists somé& € .# such thatS \ L is
T-negligible, for allS € .#. Seel[109, Proposition 4.1] for a justification of
this terminology.
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Theorem 5.5(Sugeno—Murofushi)Letv, 7 be c-maxitive measures of#.
Assume that is o-©-finite ando-principal. Thenv <, 7 if and only if
there exists som&-measurable map : £ — R, such that

v(B) = /BOOCQ dr,

forall B € 4. If these conditions are satisfied, theis uniquer-almost
everywhere. Moreover, if is semie-finite, one can choose a mapaking
only ®-finite values.

Proof. See[126, Theorem 8.2] for the original proof. See &lso|[Thap-
ter Ill] for another proof of this theorem that makes use afesrtheoretical
arguments, in the case whetes the usual multiplication. O

If ® is the usual multiplication, the hypothesis @f®-finiteness ofr
cannot be removed: consider for instance a finitef5eind letr = §, and
T = 00 - 0z bes-maxitive measures defined on the power setofThenr
is o-principal andv is absolutely continuous with respectitpbut v never
has a density with respect to

Theorenl 5.6 encompasses Theotem 3.3, feriff an essentiak-max-
itive measure, then. is (c-finite and)o-principal (use Theorem Al.1). We
can thus state the following corollary.

Corollary 5.6 (Generalization of Barron—Cardaliaguet—Jensésj v, 7 be
o-maxitive measures a#. Assume that is o-principal. Theny < 7 if

and only ifr <« 7. In this situation, the relative density ofwith respect
to 7 is uniguer-almost everywhere.

We have another simple consequence, which generalized®@pi®.4.

Corollary 5.7. Letv be ac-principal o-maxitive measure og. Thenv is
autocontinuous. Moreover, if the empty set is the onhegligible subset,
thenv is completely maxitive (and has a cardinal density).

Proof. Simply taker = ¢, in the previous theorem. ([l

At this stage we think it useful to recall the characterizatof thoser-
maxitive measures with the Radon—Nikodym property.e. such that all
c-maxitive measures)-dominated byr have a measurable density with
respect tar.

Theorem 5.8. Given a non-degenerate pseudo-multiplicatiopna o-max-
itive measure- on 4 satisfies the Radon—Nikodym property with respect to
the idempotent-integral if and only ifr is o-®-finite ando-principal.

Proof. See[109]. O
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Corollary 5.9. Let 7 be ac-maxitive measure op. Thenr satisfies the
Radon—Nikodym property with respect to the Shilkret iraefiand only if
7 is o-finite ando-principal.

Corollary 5.10. LetT be ac-maxitive measure o®. Thenr satisfies the
Radon—Nikodym property with respect to the Sugeno intégaald only if
T is o-principal.

Two o-maxitive measures andr on & areassociatedf there exists a
third o-maxitive measurg on % such thar <« pandr << u. A reformu-
lation of Corollary 5.6 is that, if is o-principal andv < 7, thenv andr are
associated. With this notion of associated maxitive messwe can give a
variant of the Radon—Nikodym type theorem, which is a gdizatéon of
Puhalskii[111, Theorem 1.6.34] and de Cooman [29, Theor@in 7

Theorem 5.11(ldempotent Radon—Nikodym theorem, variani¢t © be a
pseudo-multiplication that makés, into an exact residual semigroup (see
Sectior B in the appendix). Let 7 be o-maxitive measures o, and
assume that andr are associated. Then <, 7 if and only if there exists
someZ-measurable map: £ — R, such that

V(B) = /B “codr,

forall B € 4. If these conditions are satisfied, theis uniquer-almost
everywhere. Moreover, if is semie-finite, one can choose a mapaking
only ®-finite values.

Proof. We assume that andr are associated and such that ., 7. By
definition, there is ar-maxitive measurg: on 4 such thatr <« p and
T < p. So there are-measurable maps,c, : £ — R, such that
v(B) = @hcpai(x) andr(B) = @hep c2(x), forall B € A.

We use the notations of Sectioh B in the appendix. A& the subset

A={zx € F:c¢(x) £s ca(7)}.
We show thatA is p-negligible. We have
A={z € FE:c(x) > 000 c(x)}

= J{z€eE:alx)>qgandg > 0o ® c(z)}
q€Q+
= U qu{cl>Q}7
q€Q+
where B, is the subse{z € E : oo ® co(x) < ¢}. Notice thatB, is
Z-measurable since
B, = ﬂ {xr e E:r®c(r)<q},

reQy
23



and henced is #-measurable too. To prove thatis ;.-negligible first note
that

w
00 O T(By) = P 0 ®ea(z) < g,
TEBy
forall ¢ € Q.. Sincer <, 7 thisimpliesv(B,) < ¢ forall ¢ € Q.. Since
v(B,) is theu-essential supremum of on B, i.e.

v(B,) =1inf{t > 0: u(B,N{c; > t}) =0},
this shows that.(B, N {¢; > ¢}) = 0. Consequently,
n(A) = @ wB, 0 {e > t}) =0,

q€Q+
By definition of A, we havec,(z) < c(x) forallz € E\ A, so we
can define the map : £ — R, byc(z) = 0if 2 € A andc(z) =
(c1(x)/ca(z))e if 2 € E\ A (see again Sectidnl B for the notations). The
mapc is #-measurable because

{reF:clx)<t}=AUu{z e E\ A: (c1(x)/ca(x))e < t}
=AU{z e E\A:c¢(x) <tOc(r)},

for all t € R,. By assumptior{R,, ®) is exact, s (z) = c(x) ® ca(z)
forallz € E\ A. As a consequence,

V(B) = /B “ei(z) & db,

= dé
Bm(E\A)Cl (z) © doy

)

= Jonma) co(x) © cax) © doy

—/ z) ® ca(x) ® d,

—/ ) ©dr,

for all B € 4, and the result is proved. O

6. OPTIMALITY OF MAXITIVE MEASURES

6.1. Definition of optimal measures. In this section we focus on the spe-
cial case ofoptimal measuresLet (E, %) be a measurable space. A set
function v on £ is continuous from abové v(B) = lim, v(B,), for all

B1 D By D ... € #suchthatB =N, B, (we do notimpose the condition

v(B,,) < oo for somen,). A monotone null-additive set function that is
both continuous from above and from below iiazy measureContinuity

from above is automatically satisfied for finteadditive measures, but this
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is untrue for (finite)r-maxitive measures (see Puri and Ralescul[112] for a
counterexample, see also Wang and Klir [130, Example 3.%8]special
care is needed. The following definition is given by AgbeKp [2

Definition 6.1. An optimal measurés a maxitive fuzzy measure.

Surprisingly, it suffices for a maxitive measure to be camduns from
above in order to satisfy continuity from below:

Proposition 6.2 (Murofushi—-Sugeno—AgbekoA set functionv on £ is
an optimal measure if and only if it is a continuous from abawexitive
measure. In this case, for all sequen¢&s) of elements aof?,

v( U B,) = maxv(B,),

neN neN
where themax operator signifies that the supremum is reached.

Proof. Murofushi and Sugeno [94] and after them Agbeko [2, Lemmé& 1.4
and Kramosil[[74] showed that every continuous from aboveitiva mea-
surev satisfies the identity of the proposition; the first part & pinoposition

is then an easy consequence. O

The property of continuity from above in Definition 6.1 is tha strong
condition. It becomes even more obvious with the followiaguit. It was
proved by Agbeko 2, Theorem 1.2] using Zorn’s lemma, ancekag [46,
Theorem 9] supplied an elementary proof. To formulate talidfirst that
a v-atom (calledindecomposable-atom by Agbeko) is an element! of
% such thatv(H) > 0, and for eachB € % eitherv(H \ B) = 0, or
v(HNB) = 0.

Theorem 6.3(Agbeko—Fazekas) etr be an optimal measure o#. Then
there exists an at most countable collectidi, ), of pairwise disjoint
v-atomsH,, € % such that

(7 v(B) = maxv(B N H,),

for all B € %, where themax operator signifies that the supremum is
reached. In particulary takes an at most countable number of values.

A consequence of this theorem is that every optimal measkestan at
most countable number of values.

An optimal measure satisfies thexhaustivityproperty, according to
the terminology used by Pap [102], i.B,)) — 0 whenn — oo for all
pairwise disjointBy, B,, ... € . In fact, exhaustivity is exactly what a
o-maxitive measure needs to be optimal:

Proposition 6.4. A o-maxitive measure is optimal if and only if it is exhaus-
tive.
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Proof. The easy proof is left to the reader. O

Optimal measures were also studied (under various naméigbgnova
[115], Murofushi and Sugeno [94], Arslanov and Ismail [10] particular,
the last-mentioned authors proved that the cardinalityoofies nonempty
setE is non-measuratféf and only if all optimal measures atf’ have a
cardinal density( [10, Theorem 19]. In [108] we studieeralued optimal
measures defined on the Borel algebra of a topological spdeel is a
partially ordered set.

In Sectiorl b we introducesemi<-finitenesgor maxitive measures. For
optimal measures, this merely reducestdiniteness.

Proposition 6.5. An optimal measure is semi-finite if and only if it is
©-finite.

Proof. Let v be an optimal measure o®. If v is ®-finite, it is clearly
semi<-finite. Conversely, suppose thatis semio-finite. If v(E) = 0,

thenv is ©-finite. Otherwise, let) < s < v(E). By semio-finiteness,
v(E) is the supremum ofv(B) : B € #A,v(B) < oo}, Sov(E) is also
the supremum ofv(B) : B € #,s < v(B) < oo}. In view of Fazekas
[46, Remark 5], the latter subset is finite, so its supremuensaximum.
This shows in particular that( £') <, oo, i.e. thatv is ©-finite. O

6.2. Densities of optimal measures.n this paragraph, we use previous
results on the existence of densities tomaxitive measures, and apply
them to optimal measures.

Agbeko proved Theorem 5.5 independently of Sugeno and Mshof
[126] in the particular case wheteis a normed optimal measure ands
a finite optimal measure o [2, Theorem 2.4]. This is indeed a particular
case thanks to [94, Lemma 2.1], which states that every a@ptineasure
is CCC, hencer-principal under Zorn’s lemma. Below we show without
Zorn's lemma that every optimal measuresigrincipal (hence CCC by
[109, Proposition 4.1]). We actually show the stronger Itethat every
optimal measure is essential.

Proposition 6.6. Every optimal measure is essential (hencerincipal,
hence CCC and autocontinuous).

Proof. Let v be an optimal measure onsaalgebra, and let(H,),cn
be a collection satisfying the conditions of the Agbekodkas Theorem

2A cardinal|E| is measurabldf there exists a two-valued probability measure2dn
making all singletons negligible. The existence of medsleraardinals remains an open
guestion.
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(Theoreni6.8). We can suppose, without loss of generdiigy, tis finite.
We definem on % by
m(B) =Y v(BnNH,).

Then one can show that is a o-finite, o-additive measure o such
thatm(B) > 0 if and only if v(B) > 0. What makesn additive is that
v((BUB')NH,)=v(BNH,)+v(B' NH,)wheneverBN B’ = (). This
is because, iBNB’' = (), thenv(BNH,) > 0impliesv(B'NH,) = 0, since
v(H,) =v(H,\(BNB")) =v(H,\B)®v(H,\B') =v(H,\B') > 0. O

However, an optimal measure is not of bounded variation megs,
as the next proposition shows. Recall that denotes the supremum of
{3 Ber v(B) : mis afiniteA-partition of £ }.

Proposition 6.7. For every optimal measure we havelv| = 3, v(H,),
where(H, )< is a collection satisfying the conditions of Theofen 6.3. In
particular, v is of bounded variation if and only ¥, v(H,,) < cc.

Proof. Let v be an optimal measure onsaalgebra, and let(H,,),cn
be a collection satisfying the conditions of the Agbekodtas Theorem
(Theoreni 6.B).

Recall that|v| is defined asv| = sup, > pe. v(B), where the supre-
mum is taken over the set of finitg-partitions~ of E. Let 7, denote
the finite #-partition { Hy,..., H,, E \ Uy_; Hr}. ThenX>7_, v(Hy) <
St v(H) + v(fey B\ H) < |v], sothaty, v(H,) < |v].

Conversely, le{ By, ..., B,} be a finite#-partition of £. We can sup-
pose without loss of generality thatB,) > 0 forall 1 < k& < n. By
the Agbeko—Fazekas Theorem, for evers 1, ..., n there exists somey,
such that) < v(By) = v(Bx N Hy,,) < v(H,, ). Moreoverk # k' implies
ny # i, because iff := H,, = H,, andk # k', thenB, N By = 0, so
IJ(H) = IJ(H \ (Bk N Bk/)) = I/(H \ Bk) D I/(H \ Bk/) = 0, a contradic-
tion. Consequenthyy 7, v(By) < Yp  v(H,,) < 352, v(Hy), so that
V] < S5, v(Hy). O

As a consequence of Propositlonl6.6, we derive the Radomeik like
theorem for optimal measures due to Agbeko.

Corollary 6.8 (Agbeko) Let v, 7 be o-maxitive measures ag. Assume
that 7 is ©-finite and optimal. Then <, 7 if and only if there exists some
%-measurable map: F — R, such that
v(B) = / c@®dr,
B

forall B € A. If these conditions are satisfied, thefs uniquer-almost
everywhere.
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Proof. Combine Theorem 5.5 and Propositionl 6.6, or use Agbeko [&; Th
orem 2.4] for the original statement. U

Problem 6.9. Characterize those-maxitive measures that satisfy thep-
timal Radon—Nikodym property, i.e. such that all optimal meastinat are
®-absolutely continuous with respectitphave a measurable density with
respect tar.

7. ANOVEL DEFINITION FOR POSSIBILITY MEASURES

7.1. Towards an appropriate definition of possibility measures.Pos-

sibility theory can be treated as an analogue of probaliigory, where
probability measures are replaced by their maxitive capate. This point
of view has been developed over the last few years by sevettabis in-

cluding Bellalounal[14], Akian, Quadrat, and Viét |6, 7], iak [4], Del

Moral and Doisy[[35], de Cooman [28, 29,30,/ 31], Puhalskiil]l Bar-

ron, Cardaliaguet, and Jensénl[13], Fleming [48] amongrsthBee also
Baccelli et al. [11]. Analogies with probability theory,peially stressed
by de Cooman[28] and Akian et al./[7], arise in the definitioaspects
(such as the notion of independent events, or the conceptagingale
which replaces that of martingale [111, 13]) as well as inontgnt results
such as the law of large numbers or the central limit theofdametheless,
possibility theory has its own specificities, for instanbe surprising fact
that convergence in “possibility” implies almost sure oargencﬁ(see [4,

Proposition 28] and [111, Theorem 1.3.5]).

In a stochastic context, the Radon—Nikodym property isliyiglsirable
if one wants to dispose of conditional laws. In theadditive case this
property is achieved by the classical Radon—Nikodym theyrbut in the
o-maxitive case this property may fail in absence ofdherincipality con-
dition. To overcome this drawback, most of the publicatioeguire the
possibility measure under study to be completely maxitive, i.e. to have a
cardinal density, thus to be of the form
(8) Al = P c(w).

w€eA
This condition was imposed by Akian et &ll [6, 7], Akian [4]eCMoral
and Doisy|[35], de Cooman [28, Z9,/30, 31], Puhalskii |111¢nking [48].
Hypothesis[(B) then facilitates the definition of conditimy for I7[X|Y]
can be defined by the data of its cardinal density- given by:

C(x,Y) (JI, y)
cy (y)

cX\Y('I|y) = )
3Recall that probabilists are familiar with the converseliogtion.

“Notice that every probability measuresisprincipal, see TheoremA.1 in the Appendix.
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if cy (y) > 0, andcxy (z|y) = 0 otherwise, wherex andcy are the respec-
tive (maximal) cardinal densities diy := I o X~ and Iy, andc(x y)
that of the random variableX,Y) : 2 x 2 — R,. In[32] and [111], an-
other restrictive hypothesis was adopted, for their astlooty considered
completely maxitive measures defined oalgebras. Ar-algebra</ on

) being atomic, every € (2 is contained in a smallest event, denoted by
lw].. This particularity enables one to give an explicit formafacondi-
tional laws,w by w.

The assumption of complete maxitivity and the use-algebras instead
of o-algebras, if easier to handle, are not satisfactory initnatson where
one wants to parallel probability theory. A different franuek is possible,
and we suggest to adopt the following definition of a posigymheasure.

Definition 7.1. Let ({2, /) be a measurable space.pAssibility measure
(or apossibilityfor short) on({2, «7) is ao-principal o-maxitive measure
Il on.e/ such thatll[2] = 1. Then({2, <7, IT) is called apossibility space

7.2. Conditional law with respect to a possibility measure.A conjunc-
tion of factors tends to confirm that this is the right defuoniti Firstly, prop-
erties of /1 are transferred to the “laws” of random variables Af %) is a
measurable space aixd: 2 — FE'is arandom variable, its (possibility) law
IIx on £ is the possibility measure defined Bl (B) = II[X € B| :=
II[X~Y(B)]. Moreover, ifIT is optimal (resp. completely maxitive), then
IIx is optimal (resp. completely maxitive).

Secondly, ther-principality property ensures that the Radon—Nikodym
property is satisfied for the idempotentintegral Y[ X | := [~X © dII of
some random variabl& : 2 — R,. Thus, following the classical ap-
proach of Halmos and Savage [62], conditioning can be defsddllows.
Let X : 2 — R, be a random variable an# be a subs-algebra of<’.
Theos-maxitive measure defined oA by A — Y[ X ©14] = [{X OdI] is
absolutely continuous with respect to the possibility;. Thus, there exists
some.#-measurable random variable frofhinto R, written X' [X|.#],
suchthatl[X © 14] = Y [Y[X|Z#] © 14]forall A € 7.

Barron et al.[[13] considered the special cdée= /p, whereP is a
probability measure. Thefl is essential, hence-principal, so it is a pos-
sibility measure in the sense of Definitibn17.1, and the irgkg[X] of a
nonnegative random variablé coincides with theP-essential supremum
of X, i.e. Y[X] = @l., X(w). Also, wheneverZ[X] < oo, one has
Y[X|F] = lim,_ o E[XP|.F]VP, P-almost surely (whereZ[X] denotes
the usual expected value af with respect to the probability measufy,
see([13, Proposition 2.12]. Barron et al. derived a numberaperties that

still work in our more general context, as asserted by thé meslt.
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Proposition 7.2. Let.# be a subs-algebra of<7, and letX, X' Y : 2 —
R, be nonnegative random variables with.7 -measurable. Then the fol-
lowing assertions hold:

1) Y = Y[X|Z]ae.ifand only if¥[X © Z] = X[Y ® Z] for all
nonnegativeZ -measurable random variablégs,

(2 if X <Yae,thenV[X|.Z7] <Y a.e.;

B)ifA>0,thenX (X & (Ao X')|.7] = Y[X|Z] & (N Y[X'|F))
a.e,;

(@) £[2[X]F)) = SX];

(5) if X is.#-measurable the [ X |.7] = X a.e,,

where “a.e.” stands for ‘I7-almost everywhere”.

Proof. Note that if X; = X, a.e. andX, = X3 a.e. thenX; = X5 a.e.

(1) By definition X[ X © 14] = X [Y[X|.Z#] © 14] forall A € .#. Since
Z equals@,cq, ¢ © 1254, for every nonnegative” -measurable random
variableZ, we obtainX[X © Z] = Y [Y[X|Z] © Z]. SoifY = Y[X|.Z]
a.e., then'[X © Z] = XY ® Z]. Conversely, suppose thafX © Z] =
Y[Y ® Z] for every nonnegative# -measurable random variabte Then
YX[X|F]014] = X[Y ©14]forall A € #. By Theoreni 55 this implies
that X[ X|.#]| =Y a.e.

3) Let Y’ be the.#-measurable random variable equalXQX |.#] @
(A © X[X'|#]). If Zis a nonnegative” -measurable random variable then

IY'oZl=2|[(XX|ZF|loZ)e (Ao XX'|Z]o Z))
=Y XX|FloZle (Ao X X[X'|Z] 6 Z)
=X XoZle (o XX ©Z]),byd),
=Y(Xe(WAoX))oeZ].
So by [1) we obtait” = Y[X & (A © X')|.#] a.e.
(4) By definition X[ X © 14] = Y [Y[X|F]|® 14 forall A € .#. So
taking in particulatd = 2 we getY'[X| = X' [V[X|.7]].
(®) This is a direct consequence of (1).
@If X <Yae,then XY =Y ae, hencel[([X DY) O Z] =

XY @ Z] for every nonnegative” -measurable random variable So by
(@) this shows that” = X[ X @ Y|.#] a.e. Consequently,

YIX|FleY =YX |F|e X[Y|Z] a.e., byl®),
=YX ®Y|Z]ae., byl3),
=Y a.e,

SoX[X|.Z#] <Y a.e. O
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From these properties, Barron et al. deduced an ergodiogimefor max-
ima and, with the concept of maxingales, developed a thebpgpbimal
stopping inL®>.

Our new perspective on possibility measures should engeuwra to re-
cast possibility theory. The next step would be to see whethevergence
theorems given ir 4] and [111] remain unchanged.

8. CONCLUSION AND PERSPECTIVES

In this paper, we have emphasized the link between essenjaéma
representations and Radon—Nikodym like theorems for tampmbtent>-
integral. We have shown that the Radon—Nikodym type theqneaved by
Sugeno and Murofushi encompasses similar results ingjutliose of Ag-
beko, Barron et al., Drewnowski. We have proved a varianhisftheorem
that generalizes results due to de Cooman, Puhalskii. Wedlaw recalled
a converse statement to the Sugeno—Murofushi theorenthé& &€haracter-
ization of thoser-maxitive measures satisfying the Radon—Nikodym prop-
erty as beingr-©-finite o-principal.
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APPENDIX A. SOME PROPERTIES OF-ADDITIVE MEASURES

The notions ofr-principal or CCC measures were originally introduced
for the study ofs-additive measures. Recall thatbaadditive measuren
defined on ar-algebra% is CCC(resp.o-principal) if the o-maxitive mea-
sured,, is. Also, following Segal[121]yn is localizableif, for all o-ideals
& of A, there exists someé € % such that

(1) m(S\ L) =0,forall S € .7;
(2) ifthere is som&3 € # such thain(S\ B) = 0forall S € ., then
m(L\ B) = 0.

The next theorem establishes a link between these notiorsddditive
measures. It enlightens the fact that being finite is a vepngtcondition
for a o-additive measure (while it is of little consequence far-enaxitive
measure).

Theorem A.1. Let (E, %) is a measurable space and be ac-additive
measure or4. Consider the following assertions:

(1) m is finite,
(2) m is o-finite,
(3) m is o-principal,
(4) m is CCC,
(5) mis localizable.
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Then(@) = (@) = @) = @ = (). Moreover,(d) = (3) under Zorn’s
lemma.

Sketch of the ProofAssume thatn is finite, and let us show that is o-
principal. Let.# be ac-ideal of A. Leta = sup{m(S) : S € #}. We
can find some sequencg, € .# such thatm(S,) 1 a. Defining L :=
UnSn, € #, we havem(L) = a. If there exists somé& € .# such that
m(S\ L) > 0, thenm(S U L) > a (sincem is finite), which contradicts
SUL e #. Thus,m(S\ L) =0, forall S € ., which givess-principality
of m. The other implications in Theordm A.1 can be proved aloegtme
lines as foro-maxitive measures. O

APPENDIX B. RESIDUAL SEMIGROUPS

An ordered semigrous a semigrougs, ®) equipped with a partial or-
der < compatible with the structure of semigroup, i.e. such th&t s and
r<simplyror <sos.

If (S,®) isan ordered semigroup ang € S, we say that is absolutely
continuous with respect tg, writtenr <, s, if there exists some € S
such that < ¢t ® s. We say thatS (or ®) is residualif for all r,s € S
with r < s, there is an element &f denoted by(r/s). such thatr <
toOs < (r/s)s < t, forallt € S. Note that in this situation we have
r < (r/s)s @ s. Aresidual semigroupS, ®) is exactif r = (r/s)s © s for
allr,s € Swithr < s.

Examples B.1.In R, here is what we have for different choices of semi-
group binary operations (recall thatdenotes the maximum andthe min-
imum):

o r <, s< (r=s=00rs#0),inwhich casér/s), xs=r.So
(R, x) is an exact residual semigroup.

e r <, salways holds, andr/s), = 0@ (r — s). So(R,,+)is a
non-exact residual semigroup.

o r K4 s always holds, andr/s)y = 0if r < s, (1/s)g = 7
otherwise. SAR, , @) is a non-exact residual semigroup.

o 1 <, 5 <1 < s, inwhich casgr/s), = r, so(R,, A) is an exact
residual semigroup.

Proposition B.2. Let (S, ®) be an ordered semigroup. $fis residual, then
for all nonempty subsefS of S with infimumand alk € S, {t ®s:t € T'}
has an infimum and

9) %2;(15 ©s)=(infT)os.
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Conversely, if every non-empty subsef difas an infimum and Equatid8)
is satisfied for all nonempty subsé&tof S with infimum and alk € S, then
S'is residual.

Proof. First assume tha$ is residual. Letl’ be a nonempty subset 6f
with infimum, and lets € S. Then(inf7) ® s is a lower-bound of the
setA = {t®s :t € T}. Now let/ be a lower-bound ofA. SinceT’
is non-empty we havé <. s. Moreover,/ < t® sforallt € T, so
that (¢/s) < tforallt € T. This shows that//s), < infT), i.e. that
¢ < (infT) ®s. So(inf T) ® s is the greatest lower bound df, i.e. its
infimum, and we have proved Equatidn (9).

Conversely, assume that every non-empty subseét bas an infimum
and that Equationi{9) is satisfied, andiet € S such that <, s. Define
(r/s)e = inf T', whereT is the nonempty seit € S : r <t ® s}. Thanks
to Equation((B), the equivalenee< t ©® s & (r/s)s < t, forallt € S, is
now obvious. S is residual. O
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