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Abstract

In this paper, we introduce a new class of set-valued risk measures, named set-valued star-
shaped risk measures. Motivated by the results of scalar monetary and star-shaped risk
measures, this paper investigates the representation theorems in the set-valued framework.
It is demonstrated that set-valued risk measures can be represented as the union of a family of
set-valued convex risk measures, and set-valued normalized star-shaped risk measures can be
represented as the union of a family of set-valued normalized convex risk measures. The link
between set-valued risk measures and set-valued star-shaped risk measures is also established.

Keywords: Set-valued risk measure; Set-valued star-shaped risk measure; Set-valued
convex risk measure; Representation theorem.

1. Introduction

The use of risk measures to quantify the risk of financial portfolio has been studied
extensively in the literature. Initially, an axiomatic description of coherent risk measures
satisfying monotonicity, translation invariance, subadditivity, and positive homogeneity was
introduced by Artzner et al. (1999). In Föllmer and Schied (2002), and Frittelli and Rosazza
Gianin (2002), the axioms of coherency have been relaxed to define convex risk measures.
The definition of risk measures is generalized to quasi-convex by Cerreia Vioglio et al. (2011)
and to star-shaped risk measures by Castagnoll et al. (2022). In the past two decades, there
have been many other developments in various directions; see Föllmer and Schied (2016) and
the references therein.

In all of the above methods, risk measures are applied to univariate positions with the
basic assumption that each asset is evaluated in terms of a numéraire and the obtained
numbers are summed in order to obtain the value of a portfolio. However, these scalar-
valued risk measures map a real-valued random variable into a real number, disregarding
portfolio aggregation. In markets with frictions, it is more appropriate to evaluate the risk
of multivariate random payoffs due to factors such as transaction costs, liquidity bounds,
etc. Set-valued risk measures are functions mapping a multivariate random variable into a
subset of some finite dimensional space, known as the space of eligible portfolios. The idea is
to collect all deterministic initial portfolios which compensate for the risk of a multivariate
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position into one set and call this set the value of the risk measure at this position. Jouini,
Meddeb and Touzi (2004) first introduced the concept of set-valued coherent risk measures.
Set-valued convex risk measures and their dual representations have been studied in Hamel
and Heyde (2010). Up to this point, research on set-valued risk measures mainly focuses on
those satisfying convexity due to the excellent tools of convex analysis.

On the other hand, in the scalar case, it is widely recognized that convexity is a useful
property of acceptance sets and risk measures and many results were obtained in the existing
literature. By representing the general risk measures with convex risk measures, the study
of general risk measures can be transformed into the study of convex risk measures. Artzner
et al. (1999) showed that Value at Risk (VaR) can be represented as a lower envelope of a
family of conherent risk measures. Recently, Mao and Wang (2020) provided properties and
representation theorems for risk measures satisfying only translation invariance and second-
order stochastic dominance using the Expected Shortfall model. On this basis, Jia, Xia and
Zhao (2020) proved that a monetary risk measure without convexity can be represented as
a lower envelope of a family of convex risk measures. Castagnoll et al. (2022) investigated
a representation of risk measures with star-shapedness as minima of convex risk measures.
Ruoso and Brutti (2022) established the relationship between the above monetary risk mea-
sure and star-shaped risk measure by clarifying the importance of the acceptability of zero.
Representation results of cash-subadditive risk measures were studied in Han et al. (2021).

This paper aims to study star-shapedness of set-valued risk measures. We characterize
the class of set-valued star-shaped risk measures by providing properties and representation
of its members.

In this paper, first, we will introduce a new class of set-valued risk measures named set-
valued star-shaped risk measures. Non-convex risk measures exhibit broader applicability as
they impose less stringent requirements, albeit at the cost of losing access to several powerful
tools. As a class of non-convex risk measures, the investigation of set-valued star-shaped risk
measures aims to relax the convexity conditions of set-valued convex risk measures and ex-
tend star-shapedness from scalar-valued to set-valued area. This expansion in scope enables
the application of these measures to a wide range of scenarios from two different perspec-
tives, thereby enhancing their versatility across various risk measures. We will investigate
some fundamental properties of star-shapedness, including the relationship between positive
homogeneity, convexity and star-shapedness, the equivalent form of star-shapedness, and
one-to-one correspondences between star-shaped risk measures and star-shaped acceptance
sets.

Second, we will consider the set-valued extension of representation theorem for monetary
risk measures and star-shaped normalized risk measures. By leveraging the one-to-one cor-
respondence between risk measures and acceptance sets, our research on risk measures can
be transformed into an examination of acceptable sets. We will demonstrate that set-valued
risk measures can be represented by a family of set-valued convex risk measures, while set-
valued normalized star-shaped risk measures can be represented by a family of set-valued
normalized convex risk measures. The representation form and the construction of accep-
tance sets are different from the scalar-valued case due to the peculiarities of set-valued risk
measures. These theorems serve as a bridge between more general set-valued risk measures
and set-valued convex risk measures, allowing research on general set-valued risk measures
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to be translated into research on convex risk measures and enabling the use of tools from
existing convex risk measures.

Third, we establish the relationship between set-valued monetary risk measures and set-
valued star-shaped risk measures. Under appropriate conditions, we will demonstrate that
set-valued risk measures can be regarded as a translation applied to a specific position within
set-valued star-shaped risk measures. The scalar-valued results on risk measures in Moresco
and Righi (2022) will not always hold (see Remark 5.2) in set-valued situation.

We end the introduction with a review of relevant literatures. Set-valued generalizations
of some well-known scalar coherent risk measures have already been studied, such as set-
valued average value at risk in Hamel, Rudloff and Yankova (2013), set-valued shortfall and
divergence risk measure in Ararat et al. (2017), set-valued loss-based risk measures in Sun,
Chen and Hu (2018) and set-valued cash sub-additive risk measures in Sun and Hu (2019).
Heyde and Rudloff (2011) extended set-valued risk measures to the case of random exchange
rates at terminal time. Set-valued risk measures were extended to a dynamic framework in
Feinstein and Rudloff (2013; 2015) and Chen and Hu (2018; 2020) introduced set-valued risk
measures for processes. The relation between set-valued risk measures for processes and that
for vectors was proved in Feinstein (2022). Centrone and Rosazza Gianin (2020) introduced
the capital allocation problem in the set-valued context. In addition, Tian and Wang (2023),
and Laeven, Rosazza Gianin and Aullino (2023a) have extended the results of scalar-valued
star-shaped risk measures to the dynamic domain. Laeven, Rosazza Gianin and Aullino
(2023b) presents characterizations of law-invariant star-shaped functionals.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 contains a mathematical model of the situa-
tion, including definitions and relationships of set-valued risk measures and acceptance sets.
In Section 3, we will state the definition of star-shapedness and provide some propositions of
set-valued star-shaped risk measures and star-shaped acceptance sets. In Section 4, we will
provide the representation theorems for the set-valued risk measures and set-valued normal-
ized star-shaped risk measures. In Section 5, we establish the transformation relationship
between set-valued risk measures and set-valued star-shaped risk measures.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we introduce some notations and definitions about set-valued risk measures
and its acceptance sets. The readers can refer to Hamel and Heyde (2010) for more related
details.

2.1. Notations

Let (Ω,F , P ) be a probability space. By Lp
d = Lp

d(Ω,F , P ), 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, we denote
the linear space of all P -measurable functions X : Ω → Rd such that

∫

Ω
|X|pdP < ∞ for

1 ≤ p < ∞ and ess.supω∈Ω|X(ω)| < ∞ for p = ∞. In all cases, | · | denotes Euclidean norm
on Rd, and the usual identification of functions differing only on sets of P -measure zero is
assumed; hence Lp

d is a Banach space for 1 < p < ∞.

An element X ∈ Lp
d has components X1, · · · , Xd in Lp := Lp

1. For any X = (X1, · · · , Xd),
Y = (Y 1, · · · , Y d) ∈ Lp

d, X + Y stands for (X1 + Y 1, · · · , Xd + Y d) and aX stands for
(aX1, · · · , aXd) for a ∈ R. For sets A and B in Lp

d, A+B = {X + Y : X ∈ A, Y ∈ B}.
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Let K ⊆ Rd be a closed convex cone such that Rd
+ ⊆ K. The cone K models the frictions

between the markets. Specifically, K includes all positions that can be liquidated without
any debt, thus is also known as solvency cone. For 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, the set Lp

d(K) := {X ∈ Lp
d :

X ∈ K, P -a.s.} is a closed convex cone in Lp
d generating a reflexive transitive relation for

Rd-valued random variables.

The closed convex cone K also induces a partial ordering � on Rd by x � 0 iff x ∈ K.
The partial ordering � can be extended naturally to Lp

d by X � 0 iff X ∈ K, P -a.s. The
introduction of the partial order � makes it possible to compare more multivariate random
variables.

The value of a set-valued risk measure is the deterministic portfolios that can compen-
sate for the risk of the multivariate position. In practical applications, there are often certain
requirements for the deterministic portfolios that can compensate, which are mainly charac-
terized through a set M ⊆ Rd. More precisely, M ⊆ Rd is a linear subspace with dimension
1 ≤ m ≤ d. The introduction of M means that an investor or regulator accepts the risk
compensations or the security deposits only in a certain subset of the d markets or currencies.
For example, only in the first m, in which case M = Rm × {0}d−m.

The part of the cone K that is relevant for M is K ∩M , which is also a closed convex
cone. By int(K ∩M) (or intK ∩M) we denote the interior of K ∩M in M . Throughout the
paper, it is assumed that

intK ∩M 6= ∅,

i.e., the interior of K ∩M considered as a subset of the finite dimensional linear space M .
Finally, we denote the collections of the upper closed subsets of M by

FM = {D ⊆ M : D = cl(D +K ∩M)}.

For any D ∈ FM , zero times the set D equals to K ∩M , i.e., 0D = K ∩M .

2.2. Set-valued risk measures and its acceptance sets

Some basic definitions and facts of set-valued risk measures are recalled in this subsection.
The following definitions and key results about set-valued risk measures and acceptance sets
are originated from Hamel and Heyde (2010).

More precisely, a set-valued risk measure is a mapping R : Lp
d → FM which satisfies the

following axioms:

• (R1) Cash Additivity : R(X + u) = R(X)− u for any X ∈ Lp
d and u ∈ M ;

• (R2) Lp
d(K)-Monotonicity : X − Y ∈ Lp

d(K) implies R(X) ⊇ R(Y ) for any X, Y ∈ Lp
d.

The value R(X) of a set-valued risk measure R encompasses the set of all eligible portfolio
vectors that provide compensation for the risk associated with position X . Besides, a set-
valued risk measure may also satisfy the following further properties as follows.

• (R3) Normalization: K ∩M ⊆ R(0) and R(0) ∩ (−int(K ∩M)) = ∅.
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• (R4) Convexity : tR(X) + (1 − t)R(Y ) ⊆ R(tX + (1 − t)Y ) for any X, Y ∈ Lp
d and

t ∈ (0, 1).

• (R5) Positive Homogeneity: tR(X) = R(tX) for any X ∈ Lp
d and t > 0.

If a set-valued risk measure R is normalized (respectively, convex, positive homogeneous),
then it is called a (set-valued) normalized (respectively, convex, positive homogeneous) risk
measure. A coherent risk measure is a set-valued risk measure satisfying normalization,
convexity and positive homogeneity. Since normalization only serves as a reference scale
for the evaluation system and set-valued risk measures can be normalized through certain
transformations, the definition of set-valued risk measures does not include the property of
normalization in this paper.

Instead of considering set-valued risk measures directly, an alternative way of defining
risk measures is provided by the notion of acceptance set, i.e., the set of random portfolios
X ∈ Lp

d which are viewed as free from risk by the supervisor or regulator.

We turn to properties of acceptance sets for set-valued risk measures. An acceptance set
is a subset A ⊆ Lp

d satisfying the following two basic properties:

• (A1) Closeness: A is directionally closed in M , i.e., X ∈ Lp
d, for all {u

k}k∈N ⊂ M with
limk→∞ uk = 0 and X + uk ∈ A for all k ∈ N implies X ∈ A. Moreover, A + u ⊆ A
whenever u ∈ K ∩M .

• (A2) Lp
d(K)-Monotonicity: A+ Lp

d(K) ⊆ A.

Besides, an acceptance set may satisfy the following further properties.

• (A3) Normalization: u ∈ K ∩M implies u ∈ A, and u ∈ −(int(K ∩M)) implies u /∈ A.

• (A4) Convexity: tX + (1− t)Y ∈ A for all X, Y ∈ A and all t ∈ [0, 1] .

• (A5) Cone: tX ∈ A for all t ∈ [0,+∞) and all X ∈ A.

If an acceptance set A is normalized (respectively, convex, normalized convex cone), then
it is called a set-valued normalized (respectively, convex, coherent) acceptance set.

It is known to all that the acceptance sets are intrinsically linked to the risk measures.
A set-valued risk measure provides the portfolios which compensate for the risk of a posi-
tion, whereas a portfolio is an element of the acceptance set if its risk does not need to be
compensate. We associate with a mapping R : Lp

d → FM the set

AR := {X ∈ Lp
d : 0 ∈ R(X)}. (2.1)

If R is a set-valued risk measure, then AR includes those positions X which have zero among
its risk compensating eligible portfolios, i.e., a position X is acceptable in terms of the risk
measure R if it can be made acceptable without additional initial endowment.

Conversely, let A ⊆ Lp
d be a set. Define

RA(X) := {u ∈ M : X + u ∈ A}, X ∈ Lp
d. (2.2)
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Then RA maps Lp
d into the power set of M . If A is an acceptance set, then the interpretation

of (2.2) is, of course, that RA(X) includes all eligible portfolios which, when added to X ,
compensate for the risk of X .

As in the scalar case, Hamel and Heyde (2010) showed that (2.1) and (2.2) yield one-to-one
correspondences between acceptance sets and set-valued risk measures.

Lemma 2.1. (Hamel and Heyde (2010), Proposition 3.1) (i) Let R : Lp
d → FM be a function

satisfying (R1), then AR satisfies (A1) and R = RAR
.

(ii) Let A ⊆ Lp
d be a set satisfying (A1), then RA maps into FM , satisfies (R1) and

A = ARA
.

Lemma 2.2. (Hamel and Heyde (2010), Proposition 3.2) (i) Let R : Lp
d → FM be a set-

valued risk measure, then AR is an acceptance set. If R is normalized (respectively, convex,
positive homogenous), then AR is also normalized (respectively, convex, conical);

(ii) Let A ⊆ Lp
d be an acceptance set, then RA is a set-valued risk measure. If A is

normalized (respectively, convex, conical), then RA is also normalized (respectively, convex,
positive homogenous).

The above two lemmas make it apparent which property of a (set-valued) translative
function corresponds to what property of its zero sublevel set.

3. Set-valued star-shaped risk measures

In this section, we will introduce the definition of set-valued star-shaped risk measures and
set-valued star-shaped acceptance sets. Moreover, the corresponding relationships between
them are established.

3.1. Star-shapedness

We first give the definition of set-valued star-shaped risk measures and set-valued star-
shaped acceptance sets in the following.

Definition 3.1. A set-valued star-shaped risk measure is a mapping R : Lp
d → FM satisfying

(R1), (R2) and the following property:

• (R6) Star-shapedness : tR(X) ⊆ R(tX) for all X ∈ Lp
d and t ∈ (0, 1).

Besides, a star-shaped acceptance set is a subset A ⊆ Lp
d satisfying (A1), (A2) and the

following property:

• (A6) Star-shapedness: tX ∈ A for all X ∈ A and t ∈ [0, 1] .

The name “star-shaped” is mainly expressed through the set of acceptable postitions.
(A6) means that for any point in a set of star-shaped, its connection to the origin is included
in the set. Therefore, a star-shaped set consists of a family of line segments with an origin
as an endpoint, just like a star. The following lemma indicates that a set-valued star-shaped
risk measure satisfies a half of normalization property.

6



Lemma 3.1. Let R : Lp
d → FM be a set-valued star-shaped risk measure, then we have that

0 ∈ K ∩M ⊆ R(0).

In particular, (R6) is equivalent to the following (R6’):

• (R6’) Star-shapedness : tR(X) ⊆ R(tX) for all X ∈ Lp
d and t ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. Let {tn}n∈N ⊂ (0, 1) be a sequence with tn → 0. For any X ∈ R(0), by the star-
shapedness of R, then it implies that

tnX ∈ tnR(0) ⊆ R(0).

Since tnX → 0 as tn → 0, then the closeness of R(0) means that 0 ∈ R(0). Furthermore,
upper closeness ensures that 0 ∈ K ∩M ⊆ R(0).

The equivalence between (R6) and (R6’) is from the fact that 0D = K ∩ M for any
D ∈ FM .

Remark 3.1. In the case of scalar-valued, t can usually take the value 0 in positive homo-
geneity. However, in (R5), R(0) = K∩M when t = 0, which is too strong requirement in the
case of set-valued situation, and may actually be taken as a closed convex cone. Similar to the
result of Lemma 3.1, one can show that positive homogeneity (R5) of a set-valued star-shaped
risk measure also implies that K ∩M is included in R(0). In order to maintain consistency
with the definitions of convexity and positive homogeneity, t in (R6) also takes in the values
(0, 1).

Remark 3.2. Star-shapedness is a weakening of positive homogeneity and convexity in some
sense. Obviously, positive homogeneity implies star-shapedness of a set-valued risk measure
R. Moreover, convexity together with 0 ∈ R(0) implies star-shapedness of R. Indeed, for any
X ∈ Lp

d and t ∈ (0, 1),

tR(X) = tR(X) + 0

⊆ tR(X) + (1− t)R(0)

⊆ R(tX + (1− t)0)

= R(tX).

Therefore, star-shapedness of a set-valued risk measure can be considered as convexity at zero
point. The converse is generally not true, but it is true under the assumption of subadditivity,
see Proposition 3.3.

Remark 3.3. Let us specialize the discussion to the one-dimensional setting d = m = 1.
For any given set-valued star-shaped risk measure R : Lp → FM , define

ρ(X) := inf R(X), ∀X ∈ Lp.

Then for any X ∈ Lp and t ∈ (0, 1), we have that

ρ(tX) = inf R(tX) ≤ inf tR(X) = t inf R(X) = tρ(X),
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i.e. the corresponding scalar-valued risk measure ρ is a generalized star-shaped (it can take
the value −∞).

Example 3.1. (Aggregations of convex risk measures) Castagnoll et al. (2022) considered
the aggregation of scalar-valued star-shaped risk measures. In the set-valued case, consider
the aggregation of set-valued convex risk measures {Ri : i ∈ I}: for any X ∈ Lp, define

Rmin(X) =
⋂

i∈I

Ri(X),

Rmax(X) =
⋃

i∈I

Ri(X).

Rmin(X) is obviously convex, while Rmax(X) satisfies star-shapedness but not convexity. Since
both cases are too extreme, the convex combination of the two rules can be further defined:

R(X) = µRmax(X) + (1− µ)Rmin(X),

where the weight µ ∈ [0, 1]. In general, R(·) is a star-shaped but not convex risk measure.

On the other hand, it can be easily verified that for a collection of set-valued star-shaped
risk measures, their convex combination, union and intersection are also star-shaped risk
measures.

3.2. Star-shaped risk measures and acceptance sets

In this subsection, we present some properties of star-shaped risk measures and their
relationship with the star-shaped acceptance sets.

The following proposition establishes the connection of star-shaped risk measure with
risk-to-exposure ratio.

Proposition 3.1. For a set-valued risk measure R : Lp
d → FM , the following are equivalent:

(i) R is star-shaped;

(ii) R(tX) ⊆ tR(X) for any X ∈ Lp
d and t ∈ (1,∞);

(iii) For each X ∈ Lp
d, the risk-to-exposure ratio rx : β → R(βX)/β is a shrinking

mapping of β on (0,∞), i.e. β1 > β2 > 0 implies R(β1X)/β1 ⊆ R(β2X)/β2.

Proof. (i) implies (ii). If t ≥ 1, then 1/t ∈ (0, 1). For all X ∈ Lp
d, star-shapedness then

implies

R(X) = R(
1

t
(tX)) ⊇

1

t
R(tX).

(ii) implies (iii). Let β1 > β2 > 0, then β1/β2 > 1. For any X ∈ Lp
d, one gets that

R(β1X) = R(
β1

β2

(β2X)) ⊆
β1

β2

R(β2X),

that is R(β1X)/β1 ⊆ R(β2X)/β2.
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(iii) implies (i). For all X ∈ Lp
d and all λ ∈ (0, 1), because rX is reducing, one has

R(X) =
R(X)

1
⊆

R(λX)

λ

as wanted.

According to Proposition 3.1 (iii), we can see that the rate of increase in star-shaped risk
measure is slower as the position increases, which is due to the presence of liquidity risk.
Star-shapedness reflects the concentration of assets and liquidity issues.

For acceptance sets, there are also corresponding equivalent forms. We omit its proof.

Proposition 3.2. For an acceptance set A ⊆ Lp
d, the following are equivalent:

(i) A is star-shaped;

(ii) tA ⊆ A for all t ∈ [0, 1];

(iii) A ⊆ tA for all t ∈ [1,∞).

Similar to scale-valued case, the following proposition presents an equivalent relationship
between star-shapedness, positive homogeneity and convexity in the set-valued situation.

Proposition 3.3. For a normalized subadditive risk measure R : Lp
d → FM , where subad-

ditivity means that R(X) + R(Y ) ⊆ R(X + Y ) for any X, Y ∈ Lp
d. Then the following are

equivalent:

(i) R is star-shaped;

(ii) R is positive homogeneous;

(iii) R is convex.

Proof. (i) implies (ii). Let X ∈ Lp
d. On the one hand, subadditivity of R implies that

R(2nX) = R(2n−1X + 2n−1X) ⊇ 2R(2n−1X)

for all n ∈ Z. On the other hand, by Proposition 3.1, rx : β → R(βX)/β is a shrinking
mapping of β on (0,∞), then one can get that

rx(2
n) =

R(2nX)

2n
⊇

R(2n−1X)

2n−1
= rx(2

n−1) ⊇ rx(2
n).

Therefore, the shrinking mapping rx is an identity mapping on the set {2n : n ∈ Z}. This
makes rx(λ) = R(X) for all λ > 0, which means it is an invariant set on (0,∞) and it implies
positive homogeneity.

The rest claims are straightforward verified by Remark 3.2.

A one-to-one correspondence between set-valued risk measures and acceptance sets is
established in Lemma 2.2. This one-to-one correspondence also holds for star-shapedness.
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Proposition 3.4. (i) Let R : Lp
d → FM be a set-valued star-shaped risk measure, then AR is

a star-shaped acceptance set.

(ii) Let A ⊆ Lp
d be a star-shaped acceptance set, then RA is a set-valued star-shaped risk

measure.

Proof. From Lemma 2.2, we only need to show that star-shapedness of R implies star-
shapedness of AR and star-shapedness of A implies star-shapedness of RA.

(i). Let R : Lp
d → FM be a set-valued star-shaped risk measure. Take X ∈ AR and

t ∈ (0, 1). The construction (2.1) implies 0 ∈ R(X). Then

0 = t0 ∈ tR(X) ⊆ R(tX),

and hence tX ∈ AR for t ∈ (0, 1) as desired. 1X ∈ AR is apparent and 0 ∈ AR is immediate
from Lemma 3.1.

(ii). Let A ⊆ Lp
d be a star-shaped acceptance set. Take X ∈ AR and t ∈ (0, 1).

tRA(X) = t{u ∈ M : X + u ∈ A}

= {tu ∈ M : X + u ∈ A}

⊆ {tu ∈ M : tX + tu ∈ A}

= {v ∈ M : tX + v ∈ A}

= RA(tX)

where the inclusion holds true since X + u ∈ A implies tX + tu ∈ A by (A6).

4. Representations of set-valued risk measures and star-shaped normalized risk

measures

In the scalar-valued case, Jia, Xia and Zhao (2020) showed that a scalar-valued monetary
risk measure is the lower envelope of a family of convex risk measures. Castagnoli et al.
(2022) provided that a scalar-valued star-shaped normalized risk measures is the minimum
of the collection of all convex risk measures that dominate it.

Motivated by the results of scalar-valued case, this section provides the representation
theorems for set-valued situations. Specifically, in the field of set-valued risk measures, these
risk measures can still be represented in terms of a family of set-valued convex risk measures,
but no longer by their lower envelope or minimum, but by their union.

Due to the one-to-one correspondence between risk measures and acceptable sets, the
research on risk measures can be transformed into the study of acceptable sets. By splitting
the acceptable set of the target risk measures into a family of convex (convex normalized) ac-
ceptable sets, then the corresponding relationship between risk measures can be established.
It should be noted that, different from the “scalar-valued” case, the “set-valued ” character-
izations of the risk measures brings some new difficulties and challenges in the construction
of the acceptable sets.
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4.1. Representations of the set-valued risk measures

The following theorem shows that a set-valued risk measure can be represented by a
family of set-valued convex risk measures.

Theorem 4.1. For a given mapping R : Lp
d → FM , the following statements are equivalent.

(i) R is a set-valued risk measure.

(ii) There exists a family of convex acceptance sets {Aγ : γ ∈ Γ} such that

R(X) = {u ∈ M : X + u ∈ Aγ for some γ ∈ Γ}, ∀X ∈ Lp
d.

(iii) There exists a family of set-valued convex risk measures {Rλ : λ ∈ Λ} on Lp
d such

that
R(X) =

⋃

λ∈Λ

Rλ(X), ∀X ∈ Lp
d.

(iv) For any X ∈ Lp
d,

R(X) =
⋃

{Rξ(X) | Rξ is a set-valued convex risk measure and Rξ ⊆ R}.

Proof. (i) implies (ii). Let R be a set-valued risk measure and AR be the acceptance set of
R. For any Z ∈ AR, let

A(Z) := {X ∈ Lp
d : X � Z} = {Z}+ Lp

d(K). (4.1)

Then each A(Z) is a convex subset of Lp
d satisfying (A1) and (A2), i.e. A(Z) is a convex

acceptance set. Since AR satisfies (A2), then we have

A(Z) = {Z}+ Lp
d(K) ⊆ AR, ∀Z ∈ AR.

Therefore, it is obvious that

AR =
⋃

Z∈AR

{Z} ⊆
⋃

Z∈AR

A(Z) ⊆ AR,

which means that
AR =

⋃

Z∈AR

A(Z).

Hence, for any X ∈ Lp
d, Lemma 2.1 implies that

R(X) = RAR
(X) = {u ∈ M : X + u ∈ AR}

= {u ∈ M : X + u ∈
⋃

Z∈AR

A(Z)}

= {u ∈ M : X + u ∈ A(Z) for some Z ∈ AR}.

Then, {A(Z) : Z ∈ AR} is the desired family of convex acceptance sets.

11



(ii) implies (iii). Let {Aγ : γ ∈ Γ} be a family of convex acceptance sets such that

R(X) = {u ∈ M : X + u ∈ Aγ for some γ ∈ Γ}, ∀X ∈ Lp
d.

Denote by Rγ the correspond set-valued risk measure of each Aγ for γ ∈ Γ. By Lemma 2.2,
then each Rγ is a set-valued convex risk measure.

For all X ∈ Lp
d, one can get that

R(X) = {u ∈ M : X + u ∈ Aγ for some γ ∈ Γ}

= {u ∈ M : X + u ∈
⋃

γ∈Γ

Aγ}

=
⋃

γ∈Γ

{u ∈ M : X + u ∈ Aγ}

=
⋃

γ∈Γ

Rγ(X).

Thus, {Rγ : γ ∈ Γ} is the desired family of set-valued convex risk measures.

(iii) implies (iv). Let {Rλ : λ ∈ Λ} be the family of set-valued convex risk measures on
Lp
d such that

R(X) =
⋃

λ∈Λ

Rλ(X), ∀X ∈ Lp
d.

Let {Rξ : ξ ∈ Ξ} be the all set-valued convex risk measures on Lp
d that dominated by R, that

is to say,
Rξ(X) ⊆ R(X), ∀ξ ∈ Ξ, ∀X ∈ Lp

d.

Since R(X) is closed, then

R(X) =
⋃

λ∈Λ

Rλ(X) ⊆
⋃

ξ∈Ξ

Rξ(X) ⊆ R(X), ∀X ∈ Lp
d,

which is equivalent to that, for any X ∈ Lp
d,

R(X) =
⋃

ξ∈Ξ

Rξ(X)

=
⋃

{Rξ(X) | Rξ is a set-valued convex risk measure and Rξ ⊆ R}.

(iv) implies (i). Let {Rξ : ξ ∈ Ξ} be the all set-valued convex measures of risk on Lp
d that

dominated by R such that

R(X) =
⋃

ξ∈Ξ

Rξ(X), ∀X ∈ Lp
d.

We need to prove that R satisfies (R1) and (R2).
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To check (R1), take X ∈ Lp
d and u ∈ M :

R(X + u) =
⋃

ξ∈Ξ

Rξ(X + u) =
⋃

ξ∈Ξ

(Rξ(X)− u) =
⋃

ξ∈Ξ

Rξ(X)− u = R(X)− u.

For (R2), taking X and Y ∈ Lp
d such that Y −X ∈ Lp

d(K),

R(Y ) =
⋃

ξ∈Ξ

Rξ(Y ) ⊇
⋃

ξ∈Ξ

Rξ(X) = R(X).

Remark 4.1. A(Z) is the smallest acceptance set containing Z. The corresponding set-valued
risk measure is

RA(Z)(X) = {u ∈ M : X + u ∈ A(Z)}

= {u ∈ M : X + u ∈ {Z}+ Lp
d(K)}

= {u ∈ M : X − Z + u ∈ Lp
d(K)}

= WCM,S(X − Z),

where WCM,S is called set-valued worst case risk measure. Together with Theorem 6.1 in
Hamel and Heyde (2010), we can obtain the following necessary condition for set-valued risk
measures.

Corollary 4.1. A set-valued risk measure R : Lp
d → FM has the following representations

R(X) =
⋃

Z∈AR

⋂

(Q,y)∈W

(

EQ([−(X − Z)]) +G(y)
)

∩M, ∀X ∈ Lp
d,

where

W =
{

(Q, y) ∈ MP
1,d ×K+\M⊥ : diag(y)

dQ

dP
∈ Lp

d(K
+)
}

.

MP
1,d is the set of all vector probability measures with components absolutely continuous with

respect to P . Here, K+ is the positive dual cone of the cone K in Rd, M⊥ = {v ∈ Rd : ∀u ∈
M : vTu = 0} and G(y) = {x ∈ Rd : yTx ≥ 0}.

Remark 4.2. Similar as Remark 3.3, let us specialize the Theorem 4.1 to the one-dimensional
setting d = m = 1. For any given set-valued risk measure R : Lp → FM , define

ρ(X) := inf R(X), ∀X ∈ Lp.

Then ρ is a monetary risk measure, and by Theorem 4.1(iii), there exists a family of set-
valued convex risk measures {Rλ : λ ∈ Λ} on Lp

d such that

R(X) =
⋃

λ∈Λ

Rλ(X), ∀X ∈ Lp
d.
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Thus, for any X ∈ Lp, we have that

ρ(X) := inf R(X) = inf
⋃

λ∈Λ

Rλ(X) = min(inf
λ∈Λ

Rλ(X)) = min ρλ(X)

where ρλ(X) := infλ∈ΛRλ(X), λ ∈ Λ is the desired family of scalar-valued convex risk mea-
sures and is correspond with the representation theorem in Jia, Xia and Zhao (2020).

4.2. Representations of the set-valued star-shaped normalized risk measures

The following theorem shows that a set-valued star-shaped normalized risk measure can
be represented by a family of set-valued convex normalized risk measures.

Theorem 4.2. For a mapping R : Lp
d → FM , the following statements are equivalent:

(i) R is a set-valued star-shaped normalized risk measure.

(ii) There exists a family of convex normalized acceptance sets {Aγ : γ ∈ Γ} such that

R(X) = {u ∈ M : X + u ∈ Aγ for some γ ∈ Γ}, ∀X ∈ Lp
d.

(iii) There exists a family of set-valued convex normalized risk measures {Rλ : λ ∈ Λ} on
Lp
d such that

R(X) =
⋃

λ∈Λ

Rλ(X), ∀X ∈ Lp
d.

(iv) For any ∀X ∈ Lp
d,

R(X) =
⋃

{Rξ(X) | Rξ is a set-valued convex normalized risk measure and Rξ ⊆ R}.

Proof. We only prove “(i)⇒(ii)” and “(iv)⇒(i)”, the remainder of the arguments can be
verified analogous to that in Theorem 4.1.

(i) implies (ii). Let R be a star-shaped normalized risk measure, and let AR be the
acceptance set of R, then AR is a star-shaped and normalized acceptance set.

For any Z ∈ AR, define

A(Z) := conv({0, Z}+ Lp
d(K)) =

⋃

t∈[0,1]

({tZ}+ Lp
d(K)) =

⋃

t∈[0,1]

{tZ}+ Lp
d(K), (4.2)

where conv(·) stands for a convex hull of a set. Then each A(Z) is a convex subset of Lp
d

satisfying (A1) and (A2) and (A3), i.e. A(Z) is a convex normalized acceptance set. By (A2)
and convexity of AR, we have

A(Z) =
⋃

t∈[0,1]

{tZ}+ Lp
d(K) ⊆ AR, ∀Z ∈ AR.
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On the other hand, we also have

AR =
⋃

Z∈AR

{Z} ⊆
⋃

Z∈AR

A(Z) ⊆ AR,

and it is equivalent to

AR =
⋃

Z∈AR

A(Z).

Therefore, for any X ∈ Lp
d, Lemma 2.1 implies that

R(X) = RAR
(X) = {u ∈ M : X + u ∈ AR}

= {u ∈ M : X + u ∈
⋃

Z∈AR

A(Z)}

= {u ∈ M : X + u ∈ A(Z) for some Z ∈ AR},

where {A(Z) : Z ∈ AR} is the desired family of convex normalized acceptance sets.

(iv) implies (i). Let {Rξ : ξ ∈ Ξ} be all set-valued convex normalized measures of risk on
Lp
d that dominated by R such that

R(X) =
⋃

ξ∈Ξ

Rξ(X), ∀X ∈ Lp
d.

We need to prove that R satisfies (R1), (R2), (R3) and (R6).

The properties (R1) and (R2) can be easily verified similar to the situation in Theorem
4.1.

To check (R3), choose ξ ∈ Ξ, since K ∩M ⊆ Rξ(0) and Rξ(0) ∩−int (K ∩M) = ∅, then
K ∩M ⊆

⋃

ξ∈ΞRξ(0) = R(0) and

R(0) =
⋃

ξ∈Ξ

Rξ(0) ⊆ (−int (K ∩M))c,

which implies that R(0) ∩ −int (K ∩M) = ∅.

To check (R6), take X ∈ Lp
d and t ∈ (0, 1), one gets that

tR(X) = t
⋃

ξ∈Ξ

Rξ(X) =
⋃

ξ∈Ξ

(tRξ(X) + 0)

⊆
⋃

ξ∈Ξ

(tRξ(X) + (1− t)Rξ(0))

⊆
⋃

ξ∈Ξ

(Rξ(tX + (1− t)0)

=
⋃

ξ∈Ξ

Rξ(tX) = R(tX).
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Remark 4.3. A(Z) is also the smallest convex normalized acceptance set containing Z. If
Z ∈ Lp

d(K), then A(Z) = Lp
d(K). If Z /∈ Lp

d(K), then A(Z) represents the risk positions that
is lager than tZ for some t ∈ [0, 1] under the partial ordering �.

The following corollary shows that a positive homogeneous set-valued risk measure can
be represented by a family of set-valued coherent risk measures.

Corollary 4.2. For a mapping R : Lp
d → FM , the following statements are equivalent:

(i) R is a positive homogeneous set-valued risk measure.

(ii) There exists a family of coherent acceptance sets {Aγ : γ ∈ Γ} such that

R(X) = {u ∈ M : X + u ∈ Aγ for some γ ∈ Γ}, ∀X ∈ Lp
d.

(iii) There exists a family of set-valued coherent risk measures {Rλ : λ ∈ Λ} on Lp
d such

that
R(X) =

⋃

λ∈Λ

Rλ(X), ∀X ∈ Lp
d.

(iv) ∀X ∈ Lp
d, we have

R(X) =
⋃

{Rξ(X) | Rξ is a set-valued coherent risk measure and Rξ ⊆ R}.

Proof. We only prove “(i)⇒(ii)”, the remainder of the arguments can be verified analogous
to that in Theorem 4.1.

(i) implies (ii). Let R be a positive homogeneous set-valued risk measure, and let AR be
the acceptance set of R, then AR is a cone.

For any Z ∈ AR, define

A(Z) :=
⋃

t∈[0,∞)

{tZ}+ Lp
d(K). (4.3)

Then each A(Z) is a convex cone of Lp
d satisfying (A1) and (A2) and (A3), i.e. A(Z) is a

coherent acceptance set. Hence, by (A2) and positive homogeneity of AR, we have

A(Z) =
⋃

t∈[0,∞)

{tZ}+ Lp
d(K) ⊆ AR, ∀Z ∈ AR,

and furthermore,

AR =
⋃

Z∈AR

A(Z).
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Therefore, for any X ∈ Lp
d, Lemma 2.1 implies that

R(X) = RAR
(X) = {u ∈ M : X + u ∈ AR}

= {u ∈ M : X + u ∈
⋃

Z∈AR

A(Z)}

= {u ∈ M : X + u ∈ A(Z) for some Z ∈ AR},

where {A(Z) : Z ∈ AR} is the desired family of coherent acceptance sets.

Example 4.1. (Set-valued value at risk, Hamel and Heyde (2010)) Let 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1. The
functions X 7→ V@RM,W

λ and V@RM,S
λ : Lp

d → FM are respectively defined by

V@RM,W
λ (X) = {u ∈ M : P (X + u ∈ −intK) ≤ λ}

and
V@RM,S

λ (X) = {u ∈ M : P (X + u /∈ K) ≤ λ}.

V@RM,W
λ and V@RM,S

λ are set-valued normalized risk measures, while they cannot be convex
in general, but they do satisfy positive homogeneity. By Theorem 4.2, we have

V@RM,W
λ (X) =

⋃

{R(X) | R is a set-valued coherent risk measure and R ⊆ V@RM,W
λ }

and

V@RM,S
λ (X) =

⋃

{R(X) | R is a set-valued coherent risk measure and R ⊆ V@RM,S
λ }.

The above results are consistent with the case of scalar-valued case that

V aRα(X) = inf{h(X) | h is a scalar-valued coherent risk measure and h ≥ V aRα}.

Remark 4.4. By Remark 3.2 and Lemma 3.1, we know that under the assumption of con-
vexity, 0 ∈ R(0) is equivalent to star-shapedness. In fact, instead of demanding for each Rλ

to be normalized in Theorem 4.2, we could simply ask them to satisfy 0 ∈ RAλ
(0).

The following proposition provides a necessary condition for star shapedness of set-valued
risk measures.

Proposition 4.1. Let R be a set-valued risk measure. If R is star-shaped, then there exists
a family of set-valued convex risk measures {Rλ : λ ∈ Λ} with at least one member that is
star-shaped such that

R(X) =
⋃

λ∈Λ

Rλ(X), ∀X ∈ Lp
d.

Proof. By Theorem 4.1, there exists a family of set-valued convex risk measures {Rλ : λ ∈ Λ}
such that

R(X) =
⋃

λ∈Λ

Rλ(X), ∀X ∈ Lp
d.
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We only need to show that {Rλ : λ ∈ Λ} contains a star-shaped risk measure. This is
equivalent to show that there exists λ ∈ Λ such that 0 ∈ Rλ(0). As R is star-shaped,
0 ∈ R(0) =

⋃

λ∈Λ Rλ(0). Thus, 0 ∈ Rλ∗(0) for some λ∗ ∈ Λ and Rλ∗ is star-shaped.

5. On the link between set-valued risk measures and star-shaped risk measures

Moresco and Righi (2022) found a subtle relationship between the results of Jia, Xia and
Zhao (2020) and Castagnoli et al. (2022). In this section, we provide a similar set-valued
version about the relationship between set-valued risk measures and set-valued star-shaped
risk measures.

In order to study the link between set-valued risk measures and star-shaped risk measures,
one first needs to introduce a broader definition of star-shapedness.

Definition 5.1. A nonempty set A ⊆ Lp
d is star-shaped at B ⊆ Lp

d if tX + (1− t)b ∈ A for
any X ∈ A, b ∈ B and t ∈ [0, 1]. Particularly, if A is star-shaped at a singleton {Y }, we say
that A is star-shaped at Y . Unless otherwise specified, star-shapedness is to be understood as
star-shapedness at 0.

Remark 5.1. The definition of star-shapedness implies that if A is star-shaped at B ⊆ Lp
d,

then B is a subset of A.

The following proposition provides a more elaborate representation for the set-valued risk
measure with its acceptance set star-shaped at some point.

Proposition 5.1. Let R be a set-valued risk measure. Suppose AR is star-shaped at Y ∈ Lp
d,

then there exists a family of convex acceptance sets {Aλ : λ ∈ Λ} such that AR =
⋃

λ∈Λ Aλ,
⋂

λ∈ΛAλ 6= ∅ and

R(X) =
⋃

λ∈Λ

RAλ
(X), ∀X ∈ Lp

d.

Proof. By Theorem 4.1, we know that there exists a family {A′
λ : λ ∈ Λ} of convex acceptance

sets such that AR =
⋃

λ∈Λ A
′
λ and R(X) =

⋃

λ∈Λ RA′

λ
(X), ∀X ∈ Lp

d. However, we can not
guarantee

⋂

λ∈Λ A
′
λ 6= ∅.

Therefore, we need further construction and to show that there exists a family of such
sets with a non-empty intersection. For each Z ∈ Lp

d, let

A(Z) := {X ∈ Lp
d : X � Z}.

Note that each of such sets is a convex acceptance set. Besides, AR =
⋃

Z∈AR
A(Z). As AR is

star-shaped at Y and monotone, then it is also star-shaped at A(Y ). Indeed, for all t ∈ [0, 1],
X ∈ AR and W ∈ A(Y ), we have that W − Y ∈ Lp

d(K) and

tX + (1− t)W = tX + (1− t)Y + (1− t)(W − Y )

∈ AR + (1− t)Lp
d(K)

⊆ AR + Lp
d(K)

⊆ AR.
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In particular, it also implies A(Y ) ⊆ AR. Furthermore, by the fact that AR is star-shaped at
A(Y ), we can get that

conv(A(Z) ∪ A(Y )) ⊆ AR, ∀Z ∈ AR.

Finally, let
{Aλ : λ ∈ Λ} := {conv(A(Z) ∪ A(Y )) : Z ∈ AR}.

Clearly, AR = ∪λ∈ΛAλ and Y ∈ B :=
⋂

λ∈Λ Aλ 6= ∅ and R(X) =
⋃

λ∈Λ RAλ
(X) for all X ∈ Lp

d.
This is what we are asking for.

The following proposition shows that a translation away from a set-valued risk measure
can induce a star-shaped risk measure under the correct choice of acceptance sets.

Proposition 5.2. Supoose {Aλ : λ ∈ Λ} is a family of convex acceptance sets with A :=
⋃

λ∈ΛAλ and B :=
⋂

λ∈Λ Aλ 6= ∅. Then, for any Y ∈ B, the mapping RY : Lp
d → FM defined

as
RY (X) := RA(X + Y ), ∀X ∈ Lp

d,

is a star-shaped set-valued risk measure. In particular, if RB(0) 6= ∅, then for each u ∈ RB(0),
R(X) := RA(X)− u, ∀X ∈ Lp

d, is a star-shaped risk measure.

Proof. We claim that A is star-shaped at B. In fact, for any X ∈ A, there exist λ∗ ∈ Λ such
that X ∈ Aλ∗ . For any Y ∈ B, Y is also in Aλ∗ . Hence, by the convexity of Aλ∗ , it yields
that tX + (1− t)Y ∈ Aλ∗ ⊆ A for all t ∈ [0, 1].

Since A satisfies (A1) and (A2), then for any Y ∈ B, RY (·) is obvious a set-valued risk
measure. Denote AY as the acceptance set of RY (·). Moreover,

AY = {X ∈ Lp
d : 0 ∈ RY (X)}

= {X ∈ Lp
d : 0 ∈ RA(X + Y )}

= {X ∈ Lp
d : X + Y ∈ A}

= A− Y. (5.1)

Next, we claim that for any Y ∈ B, AY is star-shaped at 0. Indeed, for any Y ∈ B and
X ∈ AY , by the fact (5.1), it follows X+Y ∈ A. Since A is star-shaped at Y , then it implies
that, for any t ∈ [0, 1],

t(X + Y ) + (1− t)Y = tX + Y ∈ A.

This is equivalent to tX ∈ AY , which is star-shapedness at 0.

On the other hand, since RY (·) = RAY
(·) and AY is star-shaped, we conclude that RY is

star-shaped by Proposition 3.4.

To see that R is star-shaped, first note that

RB(0) = {u ∈ M : u ∈ B} = M ∩ B ⊆ B.

Then, we can choose u ∈ RB(0) ⊆ B, then by the first part result of this proposition, we can
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get that Ru is a star-shaped set-valued risk measure. More precisely,

Ru(X) = RA(X + u) = RA(X)− u = R(X), ∀X ∈ Lp
d,

thus R is star-shaped.

The following theorem unifies the above discussions by exposing the interplay between
set-valued risk measures and set-valued star-shaped risk measures.

Theorem 5.1. For a risk measure R : Lp
d → FM , the following statements are equivalent.

(i) There exists Y ∈ Lp
d such that RY : Lp

d → R defined as, RY (X) := R(X+Y ), ∀X ∈ Lp
d,

is a star-shaped risk measure.

(ii) There exists a family of set-valued convex risk measures {Rλ : λ ∈ Λ} such that
⋂

λ∈ΛARλ
6= ∅ and

R(X) =
⋃

λ∈Λ

Rλ(X), ∀X ∈ Lp
d. (5.2)

In this case, we can take any Y ∈
⋂

λ∈Λ ARλ
.

Proof. (i) implies (ii). Since RY is star-shaped, then we have that

ARY
= {X ∈ Lp

d : 0 ∈ RY (X)} = {X ∈ Lp
d : X + Y ∈ AR} = AR − Y.

By the star-shapedness of ARY
, it then implies that AR is star-shaped at Y . By Proposition

5.1, there exists a family of convex acceptance sets {Aλ : λ ∈ Λ} := {conv(A(Z) ∪ A(Y )) :
Z ∈ AR} such that AR =

⋃

λ∈Λ Aλ,
⋂

λ∈Λ Aλ 6= ∅ and

R(X) =
⋃

λ∈Λ

RAλ
(X), ∀X ∈ Lp

d.

Let Rλ := RAλ
, then {Rλ : λ ∈ Λ} is the desired set-valued convex risk measures such that

⋂

λ∈ΛARλ
6= ∅ and (5.2) holds.

(ii) implies (i). First note that RY is a set-valued risk measure, and we shall show that
RY is star-shaped. This is obtained from (5.2) and Proposition 5.2.

Remark 5.2. In scalar-valued case, for a given risk measure ρ, Proposition 6 in Moresco
and Righi (2022) gave that for a family of acceptances Λ and B :=

⋂

λ∈Λ Aλ, B
⋂

R 6= ∅ iff
B 6= ∅ iff supλ∈Λ ρλ(0) = ρB(0) < ∞. If this equivalence relationship still holds for set-valued
case,

⋂

λ∈Λ ARλ
6= ∅ in Theorem 5.1 can be replaced by RB(0) =

⋂

λ∈Λ Rλ(0) 6= ∅.

However, in set-valued condition, the above equivalence condition no longer holds, i.e.
B 6= ∅ is not enough to guarantee RB(0) = B

⋂

M 6= ∅. For example, let d = 2, M = R×{0}
and K = {(x1, x2) : x1 ≥ −x2, x2 ≥ 0}. For B = (1, 1)+K, B 6= ∅, but RB(0) = B

⋂

M = ∅
since x2 ≥ 1 for all (x1, x2) ∈ B.

Meanwhile, under certain conditions, this translation result in set-valued case can be uni-
fied with scalar-valued case, see the following proposition.
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Proposition 5.3. Let p = ∞ and M = Rd. Suppose {Aλ : λ ∈ Λ} is a family of acceptance
sets with B :=

⋂

λ∈ΛAλ 6= ∅. Then B 6= ∅ if and only if M ∩B 6= ∅ if and only if

⋂

λ∈Λ

RAλ
(0) = RB(0) 6= ∅.

Proof. Since we are on L∞
d and the sets in {Aλ : λ ∈ Λ} are monotone, X ∈ B implies

ess supX ∈ B. In other words, B 6= ∅ if and only if M ∩B 6= ∅. Moreover, by

⋂

λ∈Λ

RAλ
(0) =

⋂

λ∈Λ

(M ∩Aλ) = M ∩B = RB(0),

the remaining is proved.

The following corollary directly from the above Theorem 5.1 and Proposition 5.3.

Corollary 5.1. For M = Rd and for a risk measure R : L∞
d → FM , the following statements

are equivalent.

(i) There exists Y ∈ L∞
d such that RY : L∞

d → R defined as, RY (X) := R(X + Y ),
∀X ∈ L∞

d , is a star-shaped risk measure.

(ii) There exists a family of set-valued convex risk measures {Rλ : λ ∈ Λ} such that
⋂

λ∈ΛRλ(0) 6= ∅ and

R(X) =
⋃

λ∈Λ

Rλ(X), ∀X ∈ L∞

d . (5.3)

In this case, we can take any Y ∈
⋂

λ∈Λ Rλ(0) 6= ∅.

We end this section by an example of translating a set-valued risk measure to a set-valued
star-shaped risk measure.

Example 5.1. Let Rλ(X) := R(X)+f(λ), λ ∈ R, where R : Lp
d → FM is a convex normalized

risk measure and f : R → R × {0}d−1 satisfies minλ∈R f(λ) = f(ǫ) > −u, ǫ ∈ R for any
u ∈ R(0). Note that Rλ is not normalized, while it is clearly a convex risk measure.

We claim that ∪λ∈RRλ is not star-shaped. Indeed, since

⋃

λ∈R

Rλ(X) =
⋃

λ∈R

(R(X) + f(λ)) = R(X) + min
λ∈R

f(λ) = R(X) + f(ǫ) = Rǫ(X),

then for any k > 1 and constant X, we have

Rǫ(kX) = R(kX) + f(ǫ) = R(0)− kX + f(ǫ),

kRǫ(X) = kR(X) + kf(ǫ) = kR(0)− kX + kf(ǫ).

Since f(ǫ) + u > 0 for any u ∈ R(0), and R(0) + f(ǫ) * k(R(0) + f(ǫ)). Hence, there is
X ∈ Lp

d such that Rǫ(kX) * kRǫ(X) for k > 1, which implies that Rǫ is not a star-shaped risk
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measure. However, note that this risk measure is only a translation away from a star-shaped
risk measure. In fact, the functional

R∗(X) :=
⋃

λ∈R

Rλ(X)− f(ǫ) = R(X), X ∈ Lp
d,

is normalized and convex, thus star-shaped.
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