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Abstract: Optimization under uncertainty and risk is indispensable in many practical situations. Our
paper addresses stability of optimization problems using composite risk functionals which are subjected to
measure perturbations. Our main focus is the asymptotic behavior of data-driven formulations with empirical
or smoothing estimators such as kernels or wavelets applied to some or to all functions of the compositions.
We analyze the properties of the new estimators and we establish strong law of large numbers, consistency,
and bias reduction potential under fairly general assumptions. Our results are germane to risk-averse opti-
mization and to data science in general.
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1 Introduction

Optimization under uncertainty and risk is ubiquitous in practical situations. Multitude of papers in the
area of machine learning, business, engineering, and other areas address the properties and the numerical
approached to optimization under uncertainty and risk. Very frequently, the problem formulation uses ob-
served or simulated data. Most of the existing literature deals with stochastic optimization problems of the
following general structure:

minE[F(u, X)]. (1)

uelU

We call problems of this type risk-neutral. Here X is a random vector defined on the probability space
(Q, F,P) with realizations in X C R™ and with a finite p moment, p > 1. We denote the set of all m-
dimensional random vectors defined on (2, 7, P) with finite p moments by £, (Q, F,P; Rm). In ), Uisa
nonempty closed subset of R™, representing the feasible decisions. The objective function F': R" xR™ — R
is assumed to be sufficiently regular for the expectation to be well defined and finite valued for all u € U.

While problems of form (1)) are well investigated, our focus is placed on objective functions given by
composite functionals of the following form:

olu, X] = E[f1 (u, E[fa(u, E[. .. fx(u, E[frr1(u, X)], X)]..., X)], X)], 2)
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where u is the decision vector and the random vector X comprises the random data. The vector functions

fi : R" x R™ x R™ — R™i-1, 5 =1,--- k withmgp = 1 and fr4; : R" x R™ — R™*k are assumed
continuous with respect to the first argument. The probability measure induced by X is denoted by P and we
assume throughout the paper that the functions f;, j = 1,...,k + 1 are P- integrable with respect to their

last argument. The motivation for this structure comes from the fact that many coherent measures of risk may
be cast in this form (c.f., [10]). Recall that coherent measures of risk are functionals o : £, ((Q, F,P); R) —
RU{+00}U{—00}, which are monotonic with respect to the [P-a.s. order, convex, positively homogeneous,
and satisfy o(X + ¢) = o(X) + cforall X € £,((92, F,P);R) and all constants c (see, e.g., [25 [35].)
Of course, we can estimate statistically only law-invariant measures of risk but we still keep the commonly
accepted notation of p[u, X] instead of g[u, P]. Problems arising in machine learning deal with composite
optimization as well (e.g., [1,139]].) The composite structure allows more general point of view and may be
of interest in its own right.

Suppose a sample X1, Xo, ..., Xy of the random vector X is available. The most popular approach to
problem () is the sample average approximation (SAA), which suggests to solve the empirical counterpart
of (I) by minimizing % > Z]\i 1 F(u, X;). It is well-known that the optimal value of the SAA problem suffers
from a downward bias. Statistical inference for sample-based problems using expectations and other statis-
tical risk functionals which are linear in probability or of classical character (e.g., moment estimation) are
thoroughly investigated in the literature.

Our goals are to extend the theory of stability of stochastic optimization problems with respect to mea-
sure perturbation to the case of composite functions, as well as to address some of the questions arising in
sample-based composite functional optimization. First, we establish two results about qualitative stability
with respect to general measure perturbation for optimization problems with objectives of form (2)). Further,
we analyze the plug-in estimators and smoothed estimators with particular attention to kernel-based estima-
tors. We identify conditions which allow us to establish consistency and strong law of large numbers for
the optimal value and the optimal solutions of the sample-based problems. We also discuss the possibility
to smooth only some parts of the composite functional. Finally, we analyze the bias of the empirical and
the smoothed estimators in composite stochastic optimization problems. Special attention is paid to the risk-
averse optimization problems, in which the composite functionals represent higher order coherent measures
of risk.

While properties of smoothed estimators are widely investigated, their application to composite func-
tionals in sample-based optimization problems brings new issues to the fore. We refer to the following work,
which was essential to the developments of our analysis: [[18}/30,142,136,[14}17]]. The empirical version of an
optimization problem with composite objective is analyzed in [10], where central limit theorems have been
established. Another study addressing compositions of similar type is presented in [15]], where the asymp-
totics of certain specific composite problems are investigated. Related work is presented also in [21]]. The
study [28]] focuses on non-convex problems of composite nature which arise in machine learning and ana-
lyzes their consistency. We refer to [31] and to [27] for a comprehensive review on the asymptotic behavior
of stochastic optimization problems; see also [33] 24! [Pflug at al. (1998)| [11]]. Variance and bias reduction
are discussed in the context of two-stage problem in [32]]. Kernel estimators applied to the data in the context
of stochastic programming are analyzed in [20, 8l]. A detailed analysis of stochastic average approxima-
tion models and associate statistical inference for sample-based optimization is contained in [35, Chapter 5].
Statistical estimation of some measures of risk is discussed in [23} 22, 38, 9] [12], (34! 35] 129, 26].

In our earlier work [8], we have proposed smooth estimators for the sampled data in optimization prob-
lem of form (). We have shown that the new formulations provide less biased estimation of the optimal
value under certain assumptions while the standard error of the estimator remains controlled. These as-
sumptions are satisfied for many problems arising in statistics and stochastic optimization such as regression
models of various types, classification problems, portfolio optimization using average value-st-risk and oth-
ers. Our experience with modern risk management problems shows that many of those problems exhibit



downward bias, which diminishes very slowly, in fact, slower than in problems of form (). For composite
functionals, the bias could still be significant at large sample sizes. As underestimating the riskiness in risk
management might lead to substantial losses, it is of practical interest to reduce this bias. Realistic risk-averse
decision problems usually depend on high-dimensional data, as well as high-dimensional decision vector u,
and therefore, the minimization itself is computationally very demanding. Hence applying bias-reduction
methods such as jackknife or bootstrap ([13]]) may be numerically very expensive.

Our paper is organized as follows. Section [2] contains stability results for the optimal value and the
optimal solutions of problems with objectives of form (2)), when the probability measure P is subjected to
perturbations. Section [ discusses statistical estimators of composite functionals and of the sample-based
optimization problems. Consistency analysis is discussed for the empirical and the smooth estimators, which
include kernel-based and wavelet-based estimators. Section ] contains analysis of the bias and provides a
comparison of the bias in empirical sample-based optimization and the bias in optimal value of the kernel-
based and wavelet-based composite optimization problems. Section[Bldiscussed the application of our results
to coherent measures of risk in portfolio optimization. Numerical experiments are reported in Section [6l

2 Stability of optimization problems with composite functionals with respect
to measure perturbations

The main object of our study are the optimization problem of the following form:

¥ = min Q[U>X]v (3)
uelU
where p[u, X] is defined in (2). The functions f;, j = 1,--- , k are assumed continuous with respect to the

first two arguments and f1 is assumed continuous with respect to the first argument. The set of optimal
solutions in (3)) is denoted by S, e.g.,

S={ueU:ou,X] =179}
We assume throughout the paper that the set S is non-empty and bounded.

Example 1. Let the random returns of m securities be gathered in a random vector X . Our portfolio is given
by a vector u representing the allocation of the available capital K. The set U stands for the restrictions on
our potential allocations, e.g.,

U:{UERmZZui:K, l,gung,},
=1

where [; and u; are lower and upper bounds, respectively, for the investment in the ¢-th security. We optimize
a combination of the mean return with its mean-semi-deviation of order p > 1 or with a higher order inverse
measures of risk in order to determine our portfolio. For a random variable Y, representing losses the mean-
semi-deviation of order p > 1 has the form

3=

or[Y] = E[Y] + & (E[(max{0,E[] - Y})"])",

where k € [0, 1]. We define f; : R x R x R™ — R, i = 1,2, and f3 : R™ x R™ — R as follows:

1

fl(uanlaw) = _<u7x> + '%77157 f2(u77727w) = (max{07772 - <u7x>})p7 f3(u7w) = —(u,x}.



Then the portfolio optimization problem has the form
minE|fi (u, E[fa (u, Efs(u. X)], X) ], X ) | @)

This problem reduces to (I) for p = 1 but cannot be represented as an expected value optimization when
p > 1. We note that the problem has a unique solution for p > 1, and, hence, the assumption about S is
satisfied.

Another choice of risk control in portfolio optimization is the use of inverse measures of risk. Those
measures have the following structure:

olY] = Iglelﬂlél {z + é[E(max(O, Y — z)q)]l/q} .

In a portfolio optimization problem, we minimize a convex combination of the higher order risk measure and
the negative of the expected portfolio return. The functions f; : R™*1 x RZ x R™ and f5 : R™ x R™ — R?
are defined as follows:

1
filu,ma) = (1= )+ (uo + =my/"),

_<‘T7u>

folu,z) = <[max(0, —(z,u) — uo)]q> 7

where 7 = (n1,72). Here k € (0,1) provides the weight of the risk measure in the objective. The new
optimization problem has the form

minE[fl(uyE[f2(uaZvX)]vX)]' (5)
uelU
Problem (3) also reduces to (I)) for ¢ = 1 but cannot be represented as an expected value optimization when
g > 1. It also has a unique solution for ¢ > 1. B

We shall study stability of the composite objective, the optimal value, and the optimal solution of problem
(@) when the measure P is subjected to perturbations which may be different at the different levels of nesting.
The notation P (X’) stands for the set of probability measures on X'

For two sets, A, B C R"™, the one-sided distance of A to B is defined as follows:

d(A, B) = supd(z, B) = sup inf ||z — y|.
zeA zeA YEB

The Pompeiu-Hausdorff distance between the sets is defined as
D(A, B) = max {d(A, B),d(B,A)}

The following functions and sets will play a role in our discussion. For a measure @) € P(X'), we define

ff<u,nj>=/ij<u,nj,:c>@<d:c>, J=1,- k
©6)
72 () = /X fra () Q(de)

We fix a sufficiently large compact set ¢ such that S C U C U. Further, we fix ‘compact sets Iy C
R™t ... I, C R™* such that fj+1(u,1j+1) C int(Ij), j =1, k—1,and fr1(U) C int(Iy),



where int(I;) stands for the interior of I;. Without loss of generality, we assume that &/ and [;, j = 1,.
are convex sets. We define the space:

H=Ci(UXI11)XCppy (U XI3) X+ XCppp, (U X Itt) X Cpn. (U)

where Cp,;_, is the space of R™7~*-valued continuous function on/ x I, equipped with the supremum norm.
The space H is equipped with the product norm. We define I = I} X Iy X --- [ and d = mg+mq+---+my
(recall mg = 1). Forall w € Y and for all n = (n,...,m) € I withn; € I, =1,2,..., k, we define

(D1 k+1 -0l -2 -0k k+1
f(Q @ )(U,U) = (le (Uﬂ?l), f2Q (U,?]g), o 7f]§2 (Uﬂ?k) ka+1 (’LL )T
f(u7 n, .Z') = (fl(u7 m, ‘T)7 fQ(U, n2, .Z'), T fk(ua Nk .Z'), fk+1(u7 x))T
IfQI=Qforall j=1,...k+ 1, we write f9.
Denoting the closed convex hull of X’ by conv(X’), we define the following set of functions.

Zo= {fj(u,nj,-) sconv(X) = R™1, frii(u,-) : conv(X) = R™ weld,n€lj,j=1,...,k}

The set P(X) is equipped with the metric 5y(Q, Q), defined as follows:

50(@.Q) = sup | [ 9()dQ@) [ s(@)dQw) )

IS

Additionally, we introduce two other sets of functions. The set of all Lipschitz-continuous and bounded
functions on conv(X) :

F={g:conv(X) = R:|g(z) — g(a)| < |z — 2|, Va,a’ € conv(X), sup |g(z)] <1}

z€conv(X)

Here ||| is the Euclidean norm in R™. The respective metric 5(Q, Q) on P(X) is defined as follows:

B(Q. Q) —Zlélg ‘/ /Xg(w)dé?(w)‘

It is well-known that 3(Q, Q) metrizes the weak convergence on P(X).
Given functions w; : Ry — Ry, i = 1,...,d such that lim; o w;(t) = w;(0) = 0, we introduce the
class of functions § and the respective metric ﬁ as follows:

@z{fi(u,n,-) cconv(X) - R, weld,nel, i=1,...,d,:

|fu77, —fi(u,n,2")| < wi([|z —2']), V:E,:EIGCOHV(X),i:1,...,d}

A@@=sw | [ swaww) - [ s

‘We note that § consists of real-valued functions that admit a given modulus of continuity. Observe that § C §
entails that every sequence of measures converging with respect to £ also converges with respect to 3.

The set of all natural numbers is denoted by N. For a sequence of measures {Q%}, j = 1,... &k + 1,
N € N, the approximate (measure-perturbed) problems are defined as follows:

9@N-QX™) = min 0@ Qkﬂ)[u,X] where

uelU
o, X] = £ (B8 (- 7 O ) ), ®
S(QN QY _ {u cU- Q(Ql Qk+1)[ X] = ﬁ(QN Qk+1)}

5



Assumption 2. Given a sequence of measures {Q }, it holds S @v-@¥™ cu for N large enough.

Theorem 3. Assume that the sequences of measures QJ ,j =1,... k+1are such that limy_, . Bo (ng’ P) =
Oforall j =1,...,k+ 1 and let Assumption 1 be satisfied for this approximation sequence. Then

0@N-QN [y, X] Voo olu, X for every u € U, 9(@Qn-Qx") Fravedls and d(S(@-@5"), 5) o
—00

Additionally, if problem (BI) has a unique solution 1, then the Pompeiu—Hausdor{f distance D (S @ Hl), S )
converges to zero.

Proof. We define the function h : U x I — R? as follows.
1 k41 Q1 —Qk k41 T
h(Q QN )(u777) = ( N(u 771) f2 (u7772)7---7fkN(uvnk)afk.ﬁ (’LL)) (9)
We have limNﬁozfluPlgjng 5(@3\/7 P) = 0, which implies the uniform (W.r.tOH(Iu7 n) € U x I) conver-
gence of h(@N-QN ) (u, n) Y P (u,7), that is, the convergence of A(@~~QN")(u,n) in the space H.
—00
The continuity of the functions f;, j = 1,...k with respect to their second argument implies the uniform

(w.r.to u € U) convergence of the composition

k+1

0@, X] = FEN (o SR - 1 SR @) )) ——

N—oo
T (s F8 (s FE s FEa (@) ++) ) = ol X].

This shows the statement about the convergence of the composite risk functional for any fixed argument.
Due to the assumptions, problems (3) and (8) have a non-empty solution sets for N sufficiently large and

moreover the sets S(@N-@N") are non-empty.
We define the functional ¥ : i/ x H — R by setting

W, ) = b (B (- b b () ---))

For a given parameter i € H, we consider the optimization problem

min ¥(u, h) (10)

ueU

and let S(h) stand for the set of optimal solutions of (I0). Under our assumptions, we have
k+1
)

U= Igleln\IJ(u £7(u,n)) and 9(@Qn-Qx —211611141\1'(1; h(@- Qkﬂ)(u,n)).

We apply [2, Theorem 4.2.2] for the parameter value h = f. Observe that ¥(-,-) is continuous by
the definition of ¥ and the compactness of /. Then the first two statements of [2, Theorem 4.2.2] imply

that the mapping h — miny,ecy ¥(u, h) is continuous. Since h(QN-QN) m f¥, we conclude that
H@N-QN) m ). Furthermore, statement (3) of [2) Theorem 4.2.2] holds as well, implying that the set-
valued mapping h = S(h) is upper-semicontinuous at f*°. This means thatd (S (h(QN Qkﬂ)), S(fF )) m
0 when A(Qx-@x"™) m 7. Furthermore, when S(ff) contains only one element, 4, then
D(S(h@N-@N") §(FF)) = sup lu — 4 = d(S@v-QN ),
UES(MQ}V“Q@H))

Thus, we infer the last claim of the theorem.

O



Recall that the convergenced(S(h(Q}V“QIJC\fH)),S(f'P)) o 0 implies lim sup _, o0 S(h(Q}V"Q%H)) C
—00

S, that is, all accumulation points of sequences u € S (h(Q}V "Qlfvﬂ)) belong to S. Note that all such se-
quences have accumulation points due to the boundedness of .S.

Theorem 4. Assume that the sequence of measures Qj ,j=1,...k+ 1 are such that ng — P weakly as
N — oo and Assumption 1 holds. Suppose one of the following conditions:

(a) the functions f;(u,n;,-), j =1,--- ,kand fr1(u,-) belong to § for all (u,n) € U x I;

(b) the functions fj(u,n;, ), j =1,--- ,kand fyy1(u,-) belong to § and, additionally, the sequences of
measures QY, j = 1,...k + 1 satisfy imy o0 [ ||2]| QN (dz) = [, || P(dx) with all integrals
being finite.

Then the conclusions of Theorem 3] hold.

Proof. We consider the case (a) first. '
Since )y, — P weakly, we have limy_o0 SUp; <<k S(Qy, P) = 0. Since § C §, this implies
My 00 SUP < j<pt1 60(@39, P) = 0. The claim follows by Theorem 3l

Now, we turn to the case of condition (b).

It is well known that if a real-valued function, which is defined on a convex subset of a metric space, ad-
mits a modulus of continuity w, then w can be selected to be subadditive. Therefore, we shall assume without
loss of generality that all functions wy, ¢ = 1, ..., d are subadditive. We define w(t) = max;<¢<qwe(t) for
all t > 0, which is a common modulus of continuity for all functions in §. The function w(-) is subadditive
as well. Indeed, for any 0 < s < ¢, we have

w(s+1t) = max we(s +t) < max (we(s) + we(t)) < max we(s) + max we(t) = w(s) + w(t).

1<6<d —1<e<d 1<6<d 1<e<d

Any subadditive modulus of continuity is continuous and has a sublinear growth, i.e., positive constants «
and [ exist such that w(t) < at + ( for all £ > 0. Indeed, continuity follows from subadditivity and the
continuity of w at 0. For any positive integer s, we have w(s) < w(s — 1) + w(1) < ---sw(1). Then any
r > 0 can be represented as a sum of an integer s and a number « € [0, 1). We obtain

w(r) <w(s) + w(a) < sw(l) +w(a) < ro(l) + 0s<1t11<>1w(t),

which shows the claim with o = w(1) > 0 and 8 = supy<;<; w(t). This implies that for all pairs (j,) with
j=1,...k+1,1=1,...m;_; the following relation holds

J Vs 2)1Qi(da) < [ 1fiatunyo) = sy 2)1Q ) + fsmy )
< /Xw(Hw —2|)Qj(dx) + fji(u,m;,7) < /X (allz = z[| + 8) Q;(dx) + fji(u,n;, T)
<o [ 1alQ;(de) +alla] + 8 + f:(u.n.2) < .
Here £ € X is an arbitrary fixed point. Analogously, forall: =1,...my

/X st (1, 2)|Qusa (d2) < a /X e Qus1(dz) + allzl] + B + furralu,mj, 2) < oo,



The argument also shows that all functions in 5 as well as w(-) are bounded by the following function:
G(x) = allz| + b,

where b = o|Z|| + 8 + supy,ey per,i=1,..q fi(u, m, T). Since ng converge to P for j = 1,...k + 1, the set
of measures {P, ng, N € N,j =1,...k+ 1} are uniformly tight by [5} Proposition 9.3.4]. Therefore, for
every § > 0, let 5 C R™ be a compact set such that P(Ks) > 1 — ¢ and ng(lc(;) >1—¢dforall N € N.
This means that

lim sup / b ng(dx) =0.
T =1, k+1, NeN J|z|>r

Now, we obtain the following:

lim sup Sup/ lg(x)] ng(diﬂ)
"0 j=1,...k+1, NEN gc& Jlz||>r

< lim sup / allz|| Q?V(daz) + lim sup / b Qg\,(dzn)
700 j=1,...k+1, NEN J|z|>r 70 =1, k+1, NeEN J||z|[>r

“lm  swp / allz]| @ (de)
fel>r

T =1, k+1, NeN

Since imn o0 [y ]l @4 (dz) = [y [l P(dw) by assumption and limy—eq [, <, [lz] Q% (dz) =
f”m” <, ||z|| P(dz) by the weak convergence of measures, we obtain

lim ol Qi (da) = / || P(dz)

N=00 Jjz||>r || >

for all r such that P(||z|| = r) = 0. Since li]fnr_mof| allz|| P(dz) = 0, we infer that Ny € N exists

jal>r
such that lim, oo SUD;j_1 k11, N> N, f”x”>r aljz]| @) (dz) = 0. This implies

i sp [ allel @) =0
T00 j=1,....k+1, NeN Jl[z|>r

which entails that § is a P-uniformity class and im0 SUP < j<f41 B (Q?V, P) = 0. Now, the claim of the
theorem follows by the same line of arguments as in Theorem 3 ]

3 Estimation of Composite Functionals

We shall consider several statistical estimators of the composite risk functional, the optimal value, and the
optimal solution of problem (@). Given independent and identically distributed X, X5, ... realizations of
X, X = {X;},, the convergence for almost all is understood with respect to the product probability
P*=PxP....

3.1 Empirical estimators

The empirical estimator of the composite risk functional is the following

Y1 Y1 Al M1
> (e X Sl D b fulw Y (o, X)), X))o X)L X )| (1D
io=1

i1=1 io=1 tp=1



In our setting, it is not justified to speak about sample average approximation because the objective is not
representable as the expected value of a single function. That is why we call problem (8) for ng = Py for
all j = 1,... k+ 1 empirical composite optimization problem. We emphasize that we use the entire sample
for the estimation of each expected value at every level.

We show the consistency of the empirical estimators under weaker assumptions than those in the pre-

vious section. We use QSEN) [u, X] for the empirical estimator in formula (II) and 9™ and ng) for the

corresponding optimal value and optimal solutions in problem (8]) when ng = Py.

Proposition 5. Suppose Assumption 1 holds for ng = Py forallj = 1,...k+ 1. Assume f;(u,n;,-),
Jj=1,...,k and fry1(u,-) are uniformly bounded for all w € U and for all n; € I; by a P-integrable
function g; : R™ — R, ie, ||fj(u,n;, )| < gj(z) and || fr+1(u, z)|| < gryi1(z) forallz € X. Then

Q(EN) [u, X] =22 o[u, X] for every u € U, ﬂSEN) —2% 5 9, and d(Sj(EN),S) —2% 5 0. Additionally, if
N—o0 N—oco N—oo

problem (3) has a unique solution 1, then D(ng)7 S) Na—5> 0 as well.
—00

Proof. We define a function g : X — R by setting g(z) = max{gi(z),...,gx+1(x)} =z € X.Itis an
integrable function bounding uniformly the set of functions o, which entails that §g is a Glivenko-Cantelli
class. We define the perturbation h’N by setting hZPN = % Zf\il £i(u,n, X;) foralli = 1,...,d. We
use AN as the perturbation defined in (@) and proceed with the same line of arguments as in the proof of
Theorem 3l with the additional invocation of the continuous mapping theorem. ]

Under these assumptions every solution of problem (8)) is a strongly consistent estimator of the true
solution.

3.2 Smoothed estimators by convolutions

We consider the smoothed estimators that are obtained by applying a convolution with a measure py to
the empirical measure Py associated with the sample at hand. In [18]], the notion of proper approximate
convolutional identity is introduced. This is a sequence of measures {yn}3_;, independent of Py, such
that 1 converge weakly to the point mass 6(0) when N — oo and for every a > 0, imy_o0 |pun|(R™ \
[—a,a]™) = 0, with || denoting the total variation of .

We augment these conditions by assuming the following.

Assumption 6. The sequence of measures {j} are independent of Py, normalized (un(R™) = 1), and
satisfying

o {un} converges weakly to the point mass 5(0) when N — 0o,
* Jur 2l dun (2) is finite and lim 1im fgo o, (2] dpn (2) = 0.

This assumption is satisfied, if for example all iy have bounded support, or have densities d(z) with
respect to the Lebesque measure, with tails satisfying d(z) < 1/|z||** for some ¢ > 0. The smooth
estimator for the expectation of a function g : R™ — R is defined as follows:

1 N
(Palg(0) = £ 3 [ 90X+ ) dux (). (12)
i=1

A special case is given by a kernel estimator of form:
N
1 r—X;
— K ( ) da,
NI ;/mg(x) hy )

9




where K is a m-dimensional density function with respect to the Lebesgue measure and i > 0 is a smooth-
ing parameter such that limy_,o, Ay = 0. We have duy (z) = ﬁK(%) dx.

The estimators p may take more general form than the kernel estimator just defined for illustration
(cf. [37,117]). We also do not need to apply the convolution to all levels of nesting but we always use all
observations at every level of nesting.

When using kernels, we shall assume the following properties.

(k1) The kernel K of order s > 1 is a density function with respect to the Lebesgue measure satisfying
[ ylK(y)dy=0forl=1,---,m,j=1,..., |s| with | s| being the largest integer smaller than s.
Rm

(k2) The s-th order moment ms(K) = [ |y||*K (y)dy is finite.
R™m

Under assumptions (k1)-(k2), all moments mq(K) = [ ||y||*K (y)dy for all « € (0, s] are finite.

In order to avoid cluttering the notation, we shall omit the area of the integration when it does not lead

to ambiguity. We use 19%\7), g%v) [u, X], and S%N), respectively, when the smoothed estimators use the same
kernel for smoothing all functions in the composition. Similarly, we use 19SEN), Q(EN) [u, X], and SEEN) when
only sample averages are used.

We shall show that the strong law of large numbers holds for the smoothed estimators and for those of
mixed nature under relatively mild assumptions. Assume that the functions fj» 3 = 1,...k defining the
problem belong to the set §. The index set J C {1,2,...,k + 1} contains all indices of the functions
in the composition, where smoothing is applied. We use the notation QLN’J) for the estimator, in which

3& = Py * uy for j € J and ng = Py forj € {1,2,...,k+ 1} \ J. The corresponding optimal value
and optimal solutions are denoted by 19ELN’J) and S fLN’J), respectively.
Theorem 7. Letanindex set J C {1,2,...,k+1}, and a sequence of measures { i } satisfying Assumption

2 be given. Assume the following conditions

* for j € J, the functions f;;(u,nj,-) € Fi=1,... ,mj_1 forall (u,n;) € U x I; ifk+1 € J, then
frs1i(u,) €8 i=1,...,my forallueU.

» forj & J, fi(u,n;,-) aswell as fry1(u,-) for k+1 & J are uniformly bounded for all (u,n € U x I
by a P-integrable function g : R™ — R;

Then Q;(LN’J) [u, X] —=2 o[u, X] for every u € U, 199"” —% 59, and d(S,SN’J), S) —22 0. Addition-
N—oo N—oo N—oo

ally, if problem @) has a unique solution, then D(S,SNJ)7 S) Na—s> 0 as well.
—00

Proof. Ttis sufficient to show that the empirical and the smoothed estimators converge uniformly to f¥ (u,m)
for all (u,n) € U x I for all functions f;, j = 1,...,k + 1. Then the statement follows in the same way as

in Theorem [3using additionally the continuous mapping theorem. The perturbation function hLN’J) (u,m) is
defined as follows; its j-th component is given by

%Zfilff](u,n,Xl+z)duN(z) iijJ,jzl,...,]{?,

LD (g — ) 2 £, Xi) g g i=1,.. k
[ “w ]J(Uﬂ?) - 1 N . (13)
5 Yoict S fer(u, X + 2)dun(z)  ifk+1€J,
£ fr (u, X + 2) ifh+1¢.J

We cannot apply directly the results form [18]] because we do not assume that the smoothed functions are
p-essentially bounded.
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The difference between hELN’J) (u,n) and the expected value 7 (u,7), can be bounded by the maximal

difference of the respective components of these vector functions. The j-th component of the function dif-

() (u,n) = [hELN’J) (u,n) — £F(u,n)); is given by

ference A ;

J ’ % le\il [ fre1(u, Xi + 2) dpn () — f,fﬂ(u) ifk+1¢€J,
2N frar (u, Xo) dp (2) — B, (w) ifh+1¢J.

For j ¢ J, we have limy_00 SUP(y m)erix 1 Ag.N) = 0 as in Proposition Bl To show the convergence of

SUD (u, ) et x T AgN) for all j € J we shall show that the assumptions of Theorem [l are satisfied. We only
need verify that [, ||| pn(dx) YR [ |lz[| P(dz). The following relations hold:
—00

tim [l dux () = Jim [ eldun(a)+ Jim [l dan)
N—oo N—oo lzl|<r N—oo lz|>r
— [ lellape) + i [ el dux o)
llz]I<r o0 Jz]|>r

Letting 7 — oo and using Assumption 2, we obtain

lim / lell dpa (=) = / 2l dP(z).
N—roo |2l <r

We infer the uniform convergence of hLN’J) (:) to f(-). The statement follows by the same line of arguments
as in the proof of Theorem [3]invoking additionally the continuous mapping theorem. O

We observe that the assumptions of Theorem [7lare easier to verify using the kernel estimators.

Corollary 8. Assume that the kernel function K satisfies (kl)—(k2) and duy(x) = himK (%) dx with
N
limy o0 hy = 0. Suppose the functions f;;(u,n;,-), for j € J, i = 1,...,mj_1 belong to § for all
(u,nj) € U x Ij and fry1,(u,-) € 5 i=1,....,myforall u € U Then Q%V)[’LL,X] Na—s> o[u, X] for
—00
every u € U, 75‘%\[) 2% 5 9, and d(Sg(N), S) —2%_5 0. Additionally, if problem @) has a unique solution,
N—o00 N—oo

then D(S%N), S) Na—8> 0 as well.
—00

Proof. We only need to show that Assumption 2 is satisfied for the sequence duy(z) = }%K <%) dx.

=23

Indeed, the weak convergence condition is shown in [18]]. Additionally,

z . .
211 (=) do = lim Ihvyl K (y) dy < Jim hyma(K) =0,

Ry h
N=oo Uy Jjz)>b N N=oo Jlyl> gt

which completes the proof. ]

From a practical perspective, we may not have uniform modulus of continuity for the case of unbounded
function but we still need to ensure consistency of the estimators. We shall show that QELN’J) [u, X] converges

in probability to o[u, X] (written oM7) [u, X] NL> o[u, X]) under mild conditions.
—00

11



Theorem 9. Ler an index set J C {1,2,...,k+1}, and a sequence of measures {un } satisfying Assumption

2 be given. Assume that for j = 1,...k, f;(u,n;,-) and fi11(u,-) are continuous and uniformly bounded
forallu € U and for alln; € I by a P-integrable function g; : R™ — R. Then QLN’J) [u, X] %) olu, X]
— 00

for every u € U, ﬁLN’J) NL> 9, and d(SfLN’J), S) NL> 0. Additionally, if problem @) has a unique
—00 — 00

solution, then D(SfLN’J), S) —2— 0 as well.
N—o00

Proof. We consider the vector function th’J) (n) defined in equation (I3). We shall show that the probability

for the difference between hELN’J) (u,n) and f(u,n) to exceed a positive number & converges to zero when

N — oco. We have

Pl sup  ||hM (u,n) = Flun)| > €]

(u,m)eUxI
<P[ sup WS (wn) — Fun)|] + sup RO (wyn) — B (w,n)|| > €]
(u,meUuxI (u,n)eUxI
< Plmax( sup [[ng7wn) = Fw,m|], sup  [[BND (wn) - by (w,m)]) > /2]
(u,m)euUxI (u,m)euUxI
<Pl sw 05 @n) = Fn)|] = /2] +P[ swp  [[hMD () = G (u,m)]]) = </2].
(u,m)eUxI (u,n)eUXT

Due to Theorem [7] the first term at the right-hand side converges to zero whenever N — oo. We show
the convergence of the second term. We use the fact that the set of measures {P, Py, N = 1,2,...} are
uniformly tight, as well as the measures {uy, N = 1,2,... } by virtue of [5, Proposition 9.3.4]. For every
§ > 0, let K4 C R™ be a compact subset such that P(K%) > 1 — ¢ and Py(K5) > 1—dforal N € N
and let ICZ C R™ be a compact subset such that p N(ICZ) > 1—4¢forall N € N. Without loss of generality,
we may assume that both sets are convex. We set Kg = ICfL X ICg(, we obtain the following estimate:

Pl osup ([N () — B (wm)|| > €/2]
(u,m)euUxI

<Plig, sup BN (wn) — b ()| > /2] + 26
(u,m)euxI

N

1

<3 Plig,  sw HNZ/fj(u,n,sz)—fj<u,n,Xi)duN<z>H25/2}+26. (14)
jed (u,nj)GZ/{XIj i=1

Since every continuous function is uniformly continuous on compact sets, for each of the norms in (I4) with
j = 17 cee 7k7j € J’ we have Hf](uv m, XZ —I—Z) - f](u7 , XZ)H < wgs(HZ‘ ) Takmg ?,U(S(t) = maX;cj wfs(t)’
we obtain a common modulus of continuity. The following estimate holds for each term in the sum in (14)):

1 N
55 [ s - tn o] <
=1 s

N
N2 Iten X 2) = Xl () < [ wallel) d )

)

Similar estimate is valid for the term involving fj1. Thus, we obtain

Pl sup  [|A™D (u,n) — B3 (u, )| > /2] < ZP[/ ws(||2])) dun (2) > e/2] + 26, (15)
(u,n)eUxT Py Ks
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Notice that ws(|| - ||) can be chosen continuous on K5 by the arguments in the proof of Theorem[l Therefore,
[ ic; Wa([[z]l) dpun (2) converges to zero, whenever N — oo by the weak convergence of iy (z) and ws(0) =
0. Thus, an Nj exists such that for N > N, f/Ca ws(]|z]]) dun (2) < e/2. This together with (13) shows that
for N > Ng, we have

Pl sup [N ) = hg ()| > e/2] < 26.
(u,m)eUxI

Letting § | 0, we infer the uniform convergence in probability of hle’J)(-) to f(-). Since convergence in
probability is preserved by continuous mappings, we obtain the convergence in probability of the composi-
tion. The remaining part of the proof follows the same line of arguments as the proof of Theorem [3 using,
additionally, the preservation of convergence in probability under continuous mappings. ]

Our results relate to the work on random approximations presented in [40, 41]], where the optimization
problems do not involve composition but the feasible set may also be random and may be approximated based
on sampled data.

3.3 Wavelet-based estimators

We consider one more estimator based on alternative generalized kernel construction that was originally
proposed in [7] for the case m = 1 and was extended for arbitrary dimension in [3]. Assuming that the
distribution P has a density, we define the following wavelet-based estimator for the density of P:

1
dyj(z) =Y 2797 = Z¢ 2 X; — 0)pie(). (16)

LeZ

Here the notation Z stands for the set of integer numbers.

The function ¢ is defined as ¢j¢(x) = 21/2¢(27 2 — £), where ¢(z) is right-continuous, non-negative,
with finite variation, and with a compact support in an interval [—a, a] with 1/2 < a < co. Furthermore, the
following conditions are assumed:

W1) > ez d(w— L) =1forallz € R
W2) = ey lp(x — L) =0forall z € R.

Note that the condition (w1) also implies fR x)dx = 1 (c.f. [6]). The additional condition (w2) implies
that fR x¢(x) dx = 0 holds as well. The integer j is the resolution level and has to be chosen appropriately
in order to avoid over- or under-smoothing.

The suggested estimator (16) is the empirical version of the following approximation operator:

Ti(h) = > (h,dje)bje a7)

LeZ

whereby each of the scalar products (h, ¢;¢) fR t)¢;je(t) dt have been estimated using the data. The
simplest possible locally linear choice of ¢(z) is

1+x for —1<z<0,
px)=<1—2 for0<xz<1, (18)

0 otherwise.
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A smoother, locally quadratic version of ¢(z) is

0 if 2| > 3/2,
0.5(1.5 + z)2, if —3/2<x<-1/2,

T S A / (19
l+xz—(zx+05)*, if —05<xz<0.5,
0.5(1.5 — x)2, if1/2 <z <3/2.

In fact, a whole family of such estimators could be suggested by varying the choice of ¢. They all have
the advantage of being shape-preserving estimators of the density, meaning that the resulting estimator is
non-negative and integrates to one. Other asymptotically equivalent modifications of d; ~,j(x) are available
that could serve our purpose equally well but, admittedly, these modifications lack the simplicity of (I6]). It
is important to notice that the wavelet expansion (L6)) is non-orthogonal in general. The shape-preservation
property precludes an orthogonal wavelet expansion being a continuous function as discussed in [6] and in
[7].

Several recommendations about the choice of the resolution level j exist depending on the assumptions
on the cumulative distribution function of X and the reader can find a detailed discussion about those in [7]]
or [3]]. For a large class of densities the choice j o logy N/5 ensures consistency.

Substituting d N,j» we get the estimator

) Iglelgll/fuwd]v]( )dw—mln—Z/fuw (27 X;, 2 x) da, (20)
with the generalized kernel K (y,z) = >,y ¢y — £)p(x — £).

The constructions described above are based on a function ¢ of one-dimensional argument. They gener-
alize algorithmically without difficulty to the multivariate case as demonstrated in ([3]]). This can be done by
using tensor-product wavelets. As a demonstration, let us take the case of dimension m = 2. Then we have
data vectors X; = (X;,, Xi2),7 =1,..., N. For double indices j = (j1, j2),¢ = (¢1,¢2) we define

{dje()} = {dji0.(x1) }y, e {Dsats (¥2) } ez -

Then for a fixed resolution level vector j = (j1, j2) we have the density approximation at the mixed resolution
level j = (j1,j2) given as

@)=Y 3 5 ZM”Xn—€1>¢<2”Xi2—ez>]¢><2ﬁx1—el>¢<2f2x2—ez>.

U EL L2 i=1

Very often we would choose j; = j2 but this is not compulsory.

One should mention though that despite the easiness of the generalization for higher dimensions, the
well-publicized curse of dimension is inherent to the estimation and the rates of convergence of the opti-
mal bandwidth are significantly lower. For example, the optimal rate in the estimation of the density is
O(N~Y4+m)) and it deteriorates quickly with the dimension m.

The estimators obtained using (20) have similar properties to the usual kernel-based estimators. To spare
space, we will not discuss these in this paper. We can show that for a variety of densities the optimal com-
promise for the choice of j is by achieved when equating the bias and variance terms which gives optimal
order of j* o logy N, with j* = log, N/5 giving very good performance over a wide variety of density
classes. Results that parallel our statements in Section [3]can be formulated by using the uniform limit theo-
rems for linear wavelet density estimators that have been discussed in detail in [19]. Although our translates
{¢(-—¥)} do not form an orthogonal system, the results of the cited paper cover the non-orthogonal case, too
(see Remark 7 in particular). We omit consistency results here, however, we shall show in the next section
that our wavelet-based risk estimators improve the negative bias of the empirical estimator.
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4 Bias in composite optimization problems

As already mentioned, SAA suffers from downward bias. We can observe that problem () with Q}{, =Py
for certain compositions exhibits the same property, i.e., it underestimates the optimal value of problem (3)).
Consider the problem of the form

Y= glelg J1(u, E[fa(u, X)])

N
1
9 — mi — X,
B =minfi (v, z;fz(u, i)
1=
where U C R" is a nonempty compact set.

Lemma 10. [f the function fi(u,-) is concave for all u € U, then E[ﬁSEN)] <.

Proof. Leta X1, X5, ..., Xy be asample from the distribution of the random vector X. Using the concavity
of fi with respect to the second argument, we apply Jensen’s inequality to obtain for all u € U

o EL 3, X)) = fi (B[ > h X)) 2 E[fi (w5 S X))
i=1 =1

Now, we use the fact that the minima of the functions follow the same relation. We obtain the following chain
of inequalities:

9 = min i Bl X)) 2 min i (u, 1 fj folu, X))

uelU

Let us consider the portfolio optimization problem (4)) by using inverse measures of risk. The function
f1(u, z, ) there is concave and Lemma[IQlapplies. This means that solving the portfolio optimization problem
by empirical estimation will provide a biased estimation of the risk measure for the optimal portfolio by
underestimating its riskiness. We shall show that the (partially) smoothed estimators improve the bias under
certain conditions.

In what follows, we assume that a kernel K satisfying (k1)-(k2) is used for smoothing.

Theorem 11. Given an index set J C 1,...k+ 1, let | = max{j : j € J}. Assume that for all j € J, the
functions f; are convex with respect to the last argument and the functions fj(u,-,x), j = 1,...0 — 1 are
monotonically non-decreasing. The following inequality is satisfied:

QSEN) [u, X] < Q%VJ) [u, X] a.s. forallu € U,
() (N,J) @h
Vg <O a.s.
Proof. Consider j € J. We set m;—}fl =2z,v=1,---,N and use (k1) and the Jensen’s inequality to obtain
for all ¢ the following inequality:
xr — Xz 1
filu,n;, x)K( e )@dx = [ fi(u,mj, Xi + hnz)K(2)dz > fi(u,n;, X;).
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Taking the average, we get

N

X
NZ/f]un]’ hN Z 1“7],

If j = k + 1, then the last argument is omitted. If j > 1, then the monotonicity of the function f;_;(u, -, z)
entails the following a.s. inequality for all n; € I;:

M v X 1
fj—l u’;ﬁ/fj(uvnjv$)K( hN )Hdw,X ij 1 szjunj’ )7X . (22)

We state inequality (22)) for [ — 1 and repeat the argument for j € .J, j < [ using the monotonicity assumption.
We obtain Q%V’J) [u, X] > QSEN) [u, X], which is the first inequality in the statement. We also observe that the
minimum values of the two functions at the right and left hand side of the last chain of inequalities, taken

with respect to u € U, are related in the same way. Hence, we infer

min g( J)[u X] > min QSE )[u,X]

uelU uelU

ﬂ%VJ) > 19%\7)

Therefore, a.s. as stated. O

Under the assumptions of the theorem, we have
Ep] -9 < B — 0. (23)
Therefore a negative bias of the empirical estimator can be improved.

We denote by pguN’J) [u, X] the risk of the wavelet-based estimator of the risk and by 19§UN> the wavelet-

based estimator of the optimal value 1.

Theorem 12. Suppose the asumptions of Theorem [[1lare satisfied. Also assume that the function ¢(-) in the
construction of the estimator d ;« satisfies conditions (wl) and (w2) from Section Then the following

relations hold:
QEEN) [u, X] < QSUN’J) [u, X] a.s. forallu € U,

(24)
75‘SEN) < 9N g,

Proof. Consider j € J. Fixu € U.Foreachi =1,..., N in the representation

N
~ 2‘7 K 3k
/ij(u,nj,w)d]v,j*(w)dw = WZAfj(u,nj,w)K(2j X;, 2 x)dx,
i=1

we apply the subgradient inequality at X;. Let g§ be any subgradient of f;(u,n;, -) at X;. We have f;(u,n;,x) >
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flu,mj, Xi) + g;(x — X;) and we obtain

N

1 " L

N2 [ Hun KXY 0o >
=1

N
1
NZ/XJ}-(u,m,Xi) (2 X;, 2"« dw+NZ/9] T — X)) K(2 X;, 2 z)dx
=1
1 < .
=NZ (i, Xi) D (2 X — 0)+
=1 LeET

NZ/% > 2z - Xi)o(27  — 0)9(20 X — 0)|da. (25)

Le

Under the Assumptions (w1)-(w2), we have obviously > ez <;S(2j "X, — ¢) = 1. Hence the right-hand side
simplifies further, i.e.,

_Z/gj (2" (- X6 s — 0627 X, — )] do =

Lel

Zg][z2j 2JX—£/¢2J:E— (27" 2 + 0)d(2" z)—

=1 LeZ

XZ/QS 2w — 02" X, —e)]d(w z—0) =

LEZ
N
Z [22 a 2]*Xi_€)€—Xi] =0. (26)
=1 LEZ

Therefore, we get that for each fixed w,

/ij(u7nj7x)dN,j dx>_z.fj U, 15,

The remaining part of the proof follows precisely the same steps as in the proof of Theorem[IIl If j = k+1,
then the last argument is omitted. If j > 1, then the monotonicity of the function f;_;(u, -, z) entails the
following a.s. inequality for all n; € I;:

; 1 &
fi-1 (u, dN,j*,X) > fio1 <u, N;fg‘(%m‘,Xi%X : (27)

We state inequality for [ —1 and repeat the argument for j € J, 7 < [ using the monotonicity assumption.
We obtain Q&N’J) [u, X] > Q(EN) [u, X], which is the first inequality in the statement. We also observe that the
minimum values of the two functions at the right and left hand side of the last chain of inequalities, taken

with respect to u € U, are related in the same way. Hence, we infer
(N,J) (N,J) > (V) ()
(Vs ng[r} 0" [u, X] ng[r]l op u, X] =75

as stated. O

17



Under the assumptions of the theorem, we have E[ﬁ%v)] -9 < E[ﬂq(ﬂN’J)] — ¢, which implies again that
a negative bias of the empirical estimator can be improved by using the wavelet-like estimator.

Theorem 13. Let a sample X1, X5, ..., Xy and an index set J C 1,...k + 1 be given. Suppose that for
each j € J, the function f; has a modulus of continuity wf() with respect to the last argument and the
function f;_i(u,-,x), j > 1, has a modulus of continuity wy() Furthermore, assume that wi (|| - ||) and
w?(” - ||) do not dependent of the other arguments of the respective functions, and that they are integrable
with respect to K. Then for every positive €, a number h}; exists such that for all h < h};, it holds,

oie " X < 0 0, X ¢ as forall u U,

(28)
19%\7”]) < 75‘SEN) + ¢ a.s..

If the moduli of continuity are of form w;?(t) = {;t% and wj(t) = E;-”tﬁi with (B; less or equal to the order

of the kernel K, then positive constants L and « exist such that the following upper bound holds:

oi " X] < 0w, X] + LSy as. for all u € U,
O < 9 4 Lhg, -
<0y 4+ LhY as..

Proof. Let [ be the largest index in J. If [ = 1, then
aly} RS
;N/fl (U77717Xi+hN21)K(21)d21_ ;Nfl (uunhXi)

Al
_ Zﬁ/ [ (o Xy i) = 1 (. X, ) | K () < /wf(hNHzlﬂ)K(zl)dzl.
=1

Choosing the bandwidth small enough, we obtain the right-hand side of the inequality smaller than any fixed
number € > 0.
We analyse the case of [ > landl — 1 & J.

A AN A 1 &
Z N1 <U, > N/fl(quiz + thz)K(Zz)dzz,Xm)—Z N1 (U, N > fl(uaXiQ)aXh)

i9=1 i1=1 io=1

S| 1 Y 1
= ;::1 Nw?‘l <“Ni;/fl(u’Xi2 + hnz) K (22)dze — Ng::l filu, Xi,) ‘)

N
<w <% Z /wf(HhNZQH)K(ZQ)dzg> =w </wlx(hNH22H)K(zg)dzg> )

io=1

Choosing small bandwidth h, we force wy (hNHZQ”) < &1 small enough to imply w)' ;(e1) < e.

18



It remains to consider the case of [ > 1 and [ — 1 € J. The following chain of inequalities holds:

N /fl 1 (u, N /fl u XZ2 +hN22)K(22)d2’2,X“ —|-th1) K(zl)dzl
i1=1 i9=1
N 1 1 N
- Z Nfl—l <u7 N Z fl(u7Xi2)7Xi1>
i1=1 ig=1
N
v/
= [ |fi
PRSI

N
- fl—l(ua% > fulu, Xiy), X, + hNZ1)]K(21)d2’1

N
/fl u, Xi, + hnzo) K (22)dza, Xiy + thl)
1

2=

o N
+ZIZ:1N/ le 12231 fi(u, Xiy) X“—FhNZl) Ji- ( %;fl(u,XiQ),Xil)]K(zl)dzl
N
<”21N/wl 1 (HN Z/fz u, Xi, + hyze) K (22)dzg — N Ez:f(u , Xiy) D K(z1)dz
+;N [ v (vl Keo)
/ wi- 1( Zl/ i (W) <Z2>dzz> K(z1)dz + / wi (b | ) K (21)dz

=w]) </wf(hNH22||)K(Z2)d22> + /wlx—l(hNHZlH)K(zl)le (30)
Again, choosing the bandwidth small enough, we obtain the right-hand side of the inequality smaller than
any fixed number € > 0.

Proceeding from [ to the smallest index in J by the same line of arguments, we obtain the first part of the
statements.

Suppose now that w{ (t) = £1t*1, w§ (t) = £2t*2 and w] (t) = ¢5t*3. Without loss of generality, we may
assume that /1 = ¢ = 3 = ¢. We obtain at the right-hand side of inequality (30)) the following quantity:

wl( [ gl K a)dz) + [ wilhulal)K )

= w (M?VQ/HZ'QHOQK(ZQ)dzg) +eh§§1/uzlualK(zl)dzl
= £ (Lh?ma, (K))™ + Chitma, (K)

Assuming that hy < 1, we obtain
W] ( / w%(hN|rzzu>K<22>dzz) + [t DK ()den < 005 (0 m (5) + may ().

Setting L = €(€a3 mg3(K) + mq, (K )), we obtain inequality (29) for the composite functional in the case
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of two functions. Consequently,

min o™ u, X] < 08" fup, X] < o fup, X] + Ly
= mi%} QSEN) [u, X]+ LhY as.
ue

O

We have observed that when the modulus of continuity is of Holder form, then the upper bound has more
explicit dependence on the sample size. Under the assumptions of Theorem [[1]and Theorem [13] the kernel
estimator with sufficiently small bandwidth hy is less biased than the empirical one, when the latter has
negative bias.

Theorem 14. Under the assumptions of Theorem [l and Theorem [[3with Holder modulus of continuity, a
positive number h'y; exists, such that whenever hy € (0, hyy) the following relations holds with the constants

L and o from 29).

B[] — 9| < [EWE] - 9. 31)
B[N — ') < B9 — Ep)| + Lag, (32)
(B0 —EW)Y) " < (B0 —EWE")?)" + Lhg (33)
(B[ -0)*])* < (B[R - 9)°])* + Lng. (34)

Proof. If the empirical estimator 19%\7)

has a bias b < 0, then for any ¢ < —2b, we have
b=EWY) -9 <EPY) -9 <EWY) -9 - 26 =—b

Thus [E[9'Y 7] — 9| < |[EE] — 9

, showing (31)). Recall the relations (29) and @1)):
9N < 90D < 9N 1 png. (35)
This entails additionally, —E[ﬁg\[)] — Lh$; < —E[ﬁ%\f"])] > —E[ﬁgv)]. Adding the two relations together,

we get
o) —EWy ] - Lhi < 0" — B0 < 08 — B[R] + Lhg. (36)

We consider U = 19%\7"]) - E[ﬂ%\u)] and V = ﬁSEN) - E[ﬁSEN)] and infer that

B9 — B[\ = BJU| < E[V| +E[U — V| < E|V| + LA
=EWY) —EWN]| + Lhg,

which proves inequality (32)). Further, we consider U and V' as random variables in £5. Using (36) again
and the triangle inequality for the norm, we get

1
(B0 —EWOFD2)* = 10les < IVllea + 1T = Ve,

1
< IVlle, + Lb§ = (BI0FY —EWE)Y) " + g
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This proves (33). Now, we turn to the upper bound on the error of the kernel estimator. Using inequalities

(35D, we get
97 =0l < 0" — 0l + o™ =001 < W — 0]+ Lhgy

Denoting Y = ]19%\7"]) —Jland W = WSEN) -
L. Recall that £5 is a Banach lattice and therefore, the relation between Y and W entails the same relation
between their £o-norms, i.e.,

(B[ - ) })é =¥ lles < |Wlle, + L = (E[0F — 9) })é + Lh,.

This shows (34) and completes the proof. O

We note that the same results apply for the relations between ﬁSEN) and 19%\["])

of this section.

, as defined in the beginning

S Applications to measures of risk

We return to the examples discussed at the beginning of section[3l We have considered a mean-semi-deviation
of order p > 1 and a higher order inverse measure of risk for a portfolio problem. We shall verify the
applicability of our consistency results. Recall that the mean-semi-deviation portfolio optimization has the
objective

o1, X] = ~B[uTX] + x [E[(max{0, Elu” X] —uT X})]]

where x € [0, 1] and the random vector X comprises the random returns of the potential investments. We
have represented this measure as a composition of three functions:

1
fl(’LL,’I’]l,ﬂj) = _uT:L' + K‘nlpv f2(u777273:) = (maX{OaW - UT$})p7 fg(’LL,ZL') = uT:E'

The empirical, the smoothed, and the kernel estimators are consistent because the assumptions of Theorem
are obviously satisfied.

In order to obtain strong consistency, or to verify the strong law of large numbers for the smoothed
estimators, we need to discuss the uniform continuity assumption. The functions f;, and f3 have a modulus
of continuity w(t) = c1t, where c¢; is the maximum of the norm of v € U. Indeed,

|f1(u,771,:n+z) _fl(u77717$)| = |uTZ| < 61HZ||,

where the last inequality is the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality. The modulus is independent of « and 77 and it
is K -integrable for any kernel K, satisfying assumptions (k1) and (k2) with s > 1.

The function fo(u,n9,z) for p > 1 is continuously differentiable with respect to . We use the mean-
value theorem with ¢ € [0, 1] to obtain

‘(maX{O,ng — (u,z + 2)})’ — (max{0, 2 — (u,z) ‘ = | f2 u, M2, T + (2), 2)|
< pmax |y — (u,z + (2) [P 1|< u, z)|
< pmax (|n2| + [Jullllz + C2[)P~H lullll=]
< permax (1, (Jez + e[l + erll=])P ) ||2])-
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In the last inequality, we have used the compactness of I3, denoting co = max{|nz|;n2 € I>} The existence
of the modulus of continuity is guaranteed when the second argument is in a compact set. We also see, that
we need a kernel with finite p-moment in order to apply our results. Therefore, it may be useful to smooth
only the first and the third function instead of all three functions.

In the case of p = 1, we have the same modulus of continuity for f5 as for f; and f3. Indeed,

max{0,n2 — (u,z + z)} — max{0,n2 — (u,w>}‘]<u,z>\ < cllz||.

Considering the inverse measures of risk (Y] = min.cg {z + 1 [E(max(0,Y — z)q)]l/q} , we note that
similar analysis can be carried out as for the mean-semi-deviation model. In this case, the assumptions of
Theorem[Qlare satisfied while the strong consistency results are applicable for the bounded case. We conclude
that the consistency results hold for risk-averse portfolio optimization using those risk measures.

Additionally, consider the bias when the portfolio problems () and (3) are based on sampled data. We
see that the assumptions of Theorem[IT]are satisfied with smoothing all or some functions in the composition.
The function n — (max{O, n — ’LLT:L'})p is uniformly continuous with respect to 7 in a compact set. We
analyze the dependence of the modulus of continuity on x in a similar way as above. We have

[(max{0,m = (u,2)})” = (max{0,m — {u,2)})"| < prmax|n — (u, )" n)
< pmax (In| + |27~ )
< permax (1, ez + ea])P ) .

The assumptions of Theorem [I3]are also satisfied with Lipschitz modulus of continuity when X is bounded.

6 Numerical Results

In our numerical study, we have used the higher order measure of risk.
1
0[X] = min {u + —[E(max(0, X — u)q)]l/q}, (37)
ueR o

with parameter ¢ = 2 and o = 0.05. The functions representing o are:
1
fl(u7y) =u+ _ul/q7 fQ(U,I') = [maX(O,w _u)]q
o

We recall the resulting plug-in estimator

ﬂ%v):min U+ —

As shown in [10]], the empirical estimator is asymptotically normally distributed. However, as discussed in

)

this paper, it exhibits a pronounced downward bias. We have compared ﬁSEN to the following two estimators:

9™ _ i 1
- A

1 1 x 17
2 /(maX(O, z— u))qﬁK(:E " Z)dw] (38)
=1

ueR (e}

1/
9N = min {u + 1 U(max(o,x - U))quNJ(IE)de:| q} . (39)
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All across in the simulations below, we have estimated the bias based on 500 simulations. For the wavelet
estimator, we have experimented with both (I8) and (19) forms of ¢. Both of them are first order splines in
the sense that they are only orthogonal to polynomials of degree one. For the kernel estimator, we have
experimented with the Gaussian kernel, the uniform kernel K (z) = ﬁ with support on |z| < hy, and the
Epanechnikov kernel K (z) = 2(1 — x?) on the support: |z| < hy.

In the first series of experiments, we simulated observations from the normal distribution X ~ A (10, 3).
We took oo = 0.05 and ¢ = 2. The optimal u* = 14.5048 is determined using numerical integration end the
resulting “true” 99 = 15.5163 as the value of the risk.

We use the bandwidth calculated according to the formula 1.066 N _%, where & is the estimated standard
deviation of the data.

The numerical results for the kernel estimator are reported in the following tables.

N kernel bias-kernel | variance-kernel | bias-plug-in | variance-plug-in
100 Uniform -0.6095 0.5893 -1.1896 0.5754
200 Uniform -0.3930 0.5132 -0.7891 0.5350
500 Uniform -0.1655 0.3482 -0.3236 0.4099
100 | Epanechnikov | -0.7254 0.5813 -1.1896 0.5754
200 | Epanechnikov | -0.4852 0.5168 -0.7891 0.5350
500 | Epanechnikov | -0.2164 0.3641 -0.3236 0.4099
100 Gaussian -0.6095 0.5893 -1.1896 0.5754
200 Gaussian -0.3930 0.5132 -0.7891 0.5350
500 Gaussian -0.1655 0.3482 -0.3236 0.4099

In our numerical experiments, we tried to check if using the wavelet-based estimator with the universal
resolution level j* = log, IN/5 offers a good solution. We have the following results:

N | bias-wavelet | variance-wavelet | bias-plug-in | variance-plug-in
100 -0.6430 0.6054 -1.1668 0.6375
200 -0.3728 0.4879 -0.7677 0.5382
500 -0.1016 0.2842 -0.2996 0.3525

These outcomes also confirm that the results obtained by the kernel method and by the generalized kernel,
the wavelet-based method, are very close.

In a second series of experiments, we used the ¢ distribution with various degrees of freedom v such as
6, 8 and 60, with the data shifted to have the same mean of 10 as the normal simulated data before. The
performance with respect to bias reduction was similar to the normal case. We present below the outcomes
for the same parameters of the risk measure and some combinations of degrees of freedom and sample sizes.
The variances of the ¢-distributed variables are finite and even smaller than the variance of the normal random
variables before. However, the heavier tails of the ¢ distribution in combination with the nonlinearity of the
transformation defining the risk adversely affect the quality of the limiting normal approximation and as a
consequence, a bias correction is welcome. It was pleasing to see that the same universal resolution level
j* = logy N/5 that was used in the normal case did a very good job also in the case of the ¢ distribution.
As before, another pleasing aspect of the procedure was that the bias reduction was accompanied by a slight
reduction of the variance, as well.
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N  df | bias-wavelet | variance-wavelet | bias-plug-in | variance-plug-in
100 6 -1.6239 1.3681 -2.1477 14114
200 6 -1.2090 1.4265 -1.5892 1.4979
500 6 -0.5870 1.9387 -0.7453 2.1290
100 8 -1.0266 0.9092 -1.5532 0.9622
200 8 -0.6814 0.9434 -1.0694 1.0175
500 8 -0.3029 1.0214 -0.480 1.1519
100 60 -0.2176 0.2182 -0.7692 0.2506
200 60 -0.0788 0.1745 -0.5058 0.2171
500 60 0.0490 0.0935 -0.2092 0.1366

The results for the kernel estimator are reported in the following tables

N | dg | kernel | bias-kernel | variance-kernel | bias-plug-in | variance-plug-in
100 | 6 | Uniform | -1.9800 1.3440 -2.1343 1.3150
200 | 6 | Uniform | -1.4528 1.5973 -1.5649 1.5886
500 | 6 | Uniform | -0.7694 1.6350 -0.7952 1.6624
100 | 8 | Uniform | -1.4044 1.2057 -1.5452 1.1805
200 | 8 | Uniform | -0.9433 1.2299 -1.0468 1.2207
500 | 8 | Uniform | -0.4875 1.0281 -0.5126 1.0460
100 | 60 | Uniform | -0.6193 0.2529 -0.7367 0.2457
200 | 60 | Uniform | -0.3776 0.2168 -0.4642 0.2158
500 | 60 | Uniform | -0.1513 0.1687 -0.1789 0.1768

N | dg kernel bias-kernel | variance-kernel | bias-plug-in | variance-plug-in
100 | 6 | Epanechnikov -2.0119 1.3370 -2.1343 1.3150
200 | 6 | Epanechnikov -1.4790 1.5954 -1.5649 1.5886
500 | 6 | Epanechnikov -0.7782 1.6435 -0.7952 1.6624
100 | 8 | Epanechnikov -1.4336 1.1996 -1.5452 1.1805
200 | 8 | Epanechnikov -0.9675 1.2299 -1.0468 1.2207
500 | 8 | Epanechnikov -0.4960 1.0336 -0.5126 1.0460
100 | 60 | Epanechnikov -0.6436 0.2510 -0.7367 0.2457
200 | 60 | Epanechnikov -0.3979 0.2166 -0.4642 0.2158
500 | 60 | Epanechnikov -0.1606 0.1710 -0.1789 0.1768

7 Conclusion

In a summary, we have suggested a simple and computationally inexpensive procedure to reduce the slowly
diminishing downward bias that plagues the solutions to modern risk management problems where the risk
functional as a rule is a composite one. This procedure is of significant practical interest. Besides the theo-
retical backing of the risk reduction effect provided by our smoothed estimators, we have demonstrated the
effect by comparing empirical sample-based optimization of composite functionals and kernel-based com-
posite optimization. We also observed numerically the pleasant effect that the bias reduction is accompanied
by a slight reduction of the variance of the risk estimator.
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Our theoretical results indicate that, if the goal is to reduce the bias of the empirical estimator 19%\7) by
replacing it with a kernel-based 19%\[) then under mild conditions on the order of the optimal bandwidth for
the kernel-based estimator of ¥ coincides with the order of the optimal bandwidth for the kernel estimator of
the density of the data if we assumed that one exists. Similarly, if we choose to use the generalized kernel-
based estimator of 1} for the same purpose then the order of the optimal resolution level coincides with the
order of the optimal resolution level for the generalized kernel estimator of the density of the data.

The development of a parallel theory about the optimal with respect to the chosen kernel bandwidth
is beyond the scope of this paper. Including the composition of functions in the search would result in a
problem whose level of difficulty is higher than identifying the optimal bandwidth. We also point out to the
discussion in [37, Section 1.2.4], which shows that the approach on determining optimal bandwidth for a
fixed data density can be seriously criticized. For practical purposes, one can choose the bandwidth that is

)

recommended for estimating the data density and plug it in the estimator 19%\7

)

the optimal resolution level j* and plug it in the estimator 191(UN .

Many kernels and wavelet-based generalized kernels could be used to this end, with a variety of results
presented in Section 7. The wavelet-based procedure has some advantages in that the suggested choice of
resolution level seems to be universally valid (and hence more robust) for a large classes of distributions of
X. The use of the other types of kernels requires more careful tailoring of the choice of the kernel bandwidth
depending on the (typically unknown) distribution of X. In that sense using these kernels represents a less
robust approach in comparison to the generalized wavelet kernel choice.

. Analogously, we can choose
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