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Abstract

This paper studies distributionally robust optimization for a large class of risk measures
with ambiguity sets defined by ¢-divergences. The risk measures are allowed to be non-linear in
probabilities, are represented by a Choquet integral possibly induced by a probability weighting
function, and include many well-known examples (for example, CVaR, Mean-Median Deviation,
Gini-type). Optimization for this class of robust risk measures is challenging due to their rank-
dependent nature. We show that for many types of probability weighting functions including
concave, convex and inverse S-shaped, the robust optimization problem can be reformulated
into a rank-independent problem. In the case of a concave probability weighting function, the
problem can be further reformulated into a convex optimization problem with finitely many
constraints that admits explicit conic representability for a collection of canonical examples.
While the number of constraints in general scales exponentially with the dimension of the state
space, we circumvent this dimensionality curse and provide two types of upper and lower bounds
algorithms. They yield tight upper and lower bounds on the exact optimal value and are formally
shown to converge asymptotically. This is illustrated numerically in two examples given by a
robust newsvendor problem and a robust portfolio choice problem.
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1 Introduction

Many stochastic optimization problems in management science, operations research, applied proba-
bility, economics, and finance arise from decisions involving risk (probabilities given) and ambiguity
(probabilities unknown).

A variety of models for decision under risk has been proposed. Among the most popular and
empirically viable models is the rank-dependent utility (RDU) model of |Quiggin (1982) L] In RDU,
the utility loss associated to a random variable X € L* under the probabilistic model P is measured
by a rank-dependent evaluation with respect to a non-additive, distorted measure h o IP:

punp(X) = /—u(X)d(ho]P’),

where v : R — R is a utility function, assumed to be non-decreasing, and h : [0,1] — [0, 1],
with h(0) = 1 — h(1) = 0 and non-decreasing, a distortion or probability weighting function.
RDU serves as a pivotal building block of prospect theory (Tversky and Kahneman, 1992) and
encompasses expected utility (von Neumann and Morgenstern, [1944) when A is linear and the dual
theory of [Yaari (1987) when u is affine. It accommodates [Allais (1953) type phenomena that
are incompatible with expected utility. The utility function captures attitude toward wealth and
the shape of the distortion function, e.g., concave, convex or (inverse) S-shaped, dictates attitude
toward risk. Importantly, under RDU the probabilities of outcomes are weighted according to
h(P(X < z)) = h(Fx(z)), leading to an evaluation that is non-linear in probabilities, which
depend on the ranking of outcomes. These non-linear and rank-dependent features bring major
computational challenges.

In the aforementioned theories of decision under risk, P is assumed to be given. When ambigu-
ity is present, P is unknown. Ambiguity is often treated via a worst-case approach that is robust
against malevolent nature. For example, (Gilboa and Schmeidler (1989) propose maxmin expected
utility, a.k.a. multiple priors, under which risks are evaluated according to their worst-case expected
utility taken over a set of probabilistic models. [Hansen and Sargent (2001, 2007) introduce multi-
plier preferences under which probabilistic models far away from a reference model are penalized
according to the Kullback-Leibler divergence (a.k.a. relative entropy). The variational preferences
of IMaccheroni et all (2006) admit a general penalty function, thus significantly generalizing both
models. [Laeven and Stadje (2023) develop a rank-dependent theory for decision under risk and am-
biguity that encompasses both the dual and rank-dependent counterparts of (Gilboa and Schmeidler
(1989) and Maccheroni et al. (2000).

Parallel to these developments, the field of (distributionally) robust optimization has been study-
ing risk and ambiguity from a computational perspective. In robust optimization, ambiguity sets
are often constructed exogenously from data, as a confidence region of the true underlying distribu-
tion, rather than endogenously based on preferences. A widely used family of statistical estimators
for distributional uncertainty is given by ¢-divergences (Csiszax, 1975; Ben-Tal and Teboulle, (1986,
1987; [Pardd, 2006). Many distributionally robust optimization problems with these types of am-
biguity sets can be reformulated into a tractable robust counterpart, which can then be solved
efficiently using standard optimization algorithms (see e.g., Ben-Tal et all, 2013, Wiesemann et all,
2014, and [Esfahani and Kuhn, 2018).

Although a variety of distributionally robust optimization techniques have been developed for
optimization under uncertainty, most of the literature is concerned with models in which the prob-
abilities appear linearly in the optimization problems, such as (possibly generalized) variants of

See also [Schmeidled (1986, [1989) for related pioneering developments.



expected value or expected utility maximization. Despite the growing interest in and applications
of rank-dependent models across a wide variety of fields (see e.g., Denneberg, 1994, Wakker, 2010,
Follmer and Schied, 2016, [Eeckhoudt and Laeven, 2021, and the references therein), optimization
of these models, whether ambiguity is involved or not, is still relatively underdeveloped. The main
difficulties lie in both the non-linearity in probabilities and the rank-dependence: for each value
of a decision vector, the rank-dependent evaluation of an uncertain objective or constraint can be
different, since the ranking of the outcomes may depend on the decision vector.

In this paper, we develop an efficient approach for optimizing rank-dependent models, with
and without uncertain probabilities. More precisely, we study the following nominal and robust
minimization problems, in a discrete probability setting:

Inf punp(f(a, X)) (1)

inf  sup  punq(f(a, X)), (2)
a€AqeD,(p,r)

where a € R™ is the decision vector, A is a set of constraints, X € R! is a random vector,
f:R"% x R! — R is a deterministic function, Dy(p, ) is a ¢-divergence ambiguity set (formally
defined in (), and py pq(.) is a rank-dependent evaluation (formally defined in (&), for some
probability vectors p,q € R™.

Our main contributions can be summarized as follows:

e We show that we can reformulate problems (I) and (2]) into a rank-independent, tractable
robust counterpart, for many types of probability weighting functions, including concave,
convex, and inverse S-shaped functions.

e For concave distortion functions, we show that the reformulated robust counterpart admits
a conic representation, if h and ¢ are conic representable functions. For a list of canonical
examples of h and ¢, we provide explicit epigraph representations of the reformulated robust
counterpart that can directly be implemented into standard conic optimization programs such
as CVXPY.

e While the reformulated robust counterpart is more tractable than () and (2]), its number
of constraints increases exponentially in the dimension of the underlying discrete probability
space. We provide two types of algorithms that can circumvent this curse of dimensionality.
Each of them yields tight upper and lower bounds that, as we formally establish, converge
to the optimal objective value of the exact problem. Moreover, we show that one of our
algorithms can also be applied to a more general type of rank-dependent model, namely
Choquet expected utility (Schmeidler, 1989)%

e We provide numerical examples of our approach in applications of robust optimization with
rank-dependent models and uncertain probabilities, in the context of portfolio optimization
and inventory planning. We obtain optimal decisions that are robust against uncertainty.
Concrete examples with codes are provided on https://github.com/GuanJinNL/ROptRDU.github.io.git.

1.1 Related Literature

Our work builds on the decision theoretic literature on evaluating risk and ambiguity. Specifi-
cally, we consider rank-dependent evaluations of |Quiggin (1982) and adopt a robust approach as

2Under this model, the non-additive measure may, but need not, be obtained by distorting an additive probability
measure.
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in |Gilboa and Schmeidler (1989), Hansen and Sargent (2001, 2007), Maccheroni et all (2006) and
Laeven and Stadjd (2023), which can be viewed as generalized decision-theoretic foundations of the
classical decision rule of [Wald (1950); see also Huber (1981). We contribute to this literature by
developing corresponding optimization techniques.

An initial connection between robust risk measures and robust optimization has been studied in
an early paper by Bertsimas and Brown (2009). They show that a decision maker’s preference, as
represented by a coherent risk measure, can provide a device for constructing an uncertainty set for
robust optimization purposes. The authors were able to obtain tractability results for distortion risk
measures under a specific parameterization and the (strict) assumption that the underlying discrete
probability space is uniform. Our paper relaxes these assumptions, while also providing a blueprint
for constructing uncertainty sets tailored to general risk and ambiguity preferences. [Postek et al
(2016) studied distributionally robust optimization (DRO) problems for a broad collection of un-
certainty sets and risk measures. However, for certain classes of risk measures, such as distortion
risk measures, the tractability remained unknown (see their Table I); they are covered as special
cases in this paper. Although different choices of uncertainty sets are possible, our paper focuses
on uncertainty sets defined by ¢-divergences, which constitute a family of divergences including
the Kullback-Leibler divergence, Burg entropy and Hellinger distance. The study of ¢-divergences
in DRO is motivated by several earlier studies; see Ben-Tal and Teboulle (1986, 1987, 2007) and
Ben-Tal et al. (1991).

Recently, [Cai et al! (2023) and [Pesenti et all (2020) studied DRO problems involving distortion
risk measures with general non-concave distortion functions. Their interesting results show that
the DRO problem associated with a non-concave distortion function is equivalent to that with
its concave envelope approximation, provided that the underlying uncertainty set obeys certain
moment conditions. In this paper, we show that this equivalence is typically not satisfied in
our general setting, thus requiring novel techniques. Optimization of nonexpected utility models
with possibly non-concave distortion functions has also been studied by [He and Zhou (2011), in
particular in the context of portfolio choice, introducing the so-called quantile method; see also
Carlier and Dana (2006). The effectiveness of this method relies on the ability to parametrize the
distributions of all random objective functions { f(a, X),a € A}, by a set of quantile functions that
satisfy finitely many constraints. For a general convex function f and feasibility set A that are
considered in (), there is, however, no systematic approach to obtain such a quantile formulation.
Our work provides a method to optimize (both robust and nominal) rank-dependent models for a
broad class of decision problems and can directly be implemented in standard optimization software.
Finally, Delage et al! (2022) and [Wang and Xu (2023) analyze ‘preference robust’ optimization,
which considers uncertainty in the distortion function rather than in the underlying probabilistic
model.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section[2introduces the setting and notation.
Sections B to [l study the optimization problems (Il and (2)) for concave distortion functions.
The techniques we develop are extended in Section [6l to non-concave, inverse S-shaped distortion
functions. Section [7] presents our numerical experiments. Concluding remarks are in Section 8l In
an Electronic Companion, we provide all the proofs, additional examples, and technical details.

2 Setup and Notation

2.1 Rank-Dependent Evaluation

Let (2, F) be a measurable space. We define the rank-dependent evaluation p, g of the utility
loss associated with a random variable X : @ — R under a given probability measure Q on (€2, F)



as the integral with respect to the non-additive measure h o Q (Denneberg, [1994), or equivalently,
as a Choquet integral (Choquet), 11954):

punaX) 2 [ —u(X)dino0) 3)
) 0
= / h(Q—u(X) > t])dt—l—/ (h (Q[—u(X) > t]) — 1) dt. (4)
0 —0o0

Here, w is a non-decreasing utility function defined on a suitable domain containing the support of
X. Furthermore, the function h : [0,1] — [0, 1] is a distortion, or probability weighting, function
that is non-decreasing and satisfies h(0) = 0 and h(1) = 1. We note that p,p g is also known as
a distortion risk measure when wu is the identity function. In this paper, we consider distortion

functions that may be concave, convex or inverse S-shaped.

Definition 1. We say that h is inverse S-shaped if, for some p® € (0,1), we have that h is concave
for p < p® and h is convex for p > p°.

If Q is discrete with |©2] = m, then the integral (@) reduces to a rank-dependent sum. Let
Ty = T(2) = ... = T(y) denote the ranked realizations of X, with {(i)}{Z,; denoting the indices
of the ranked realizations. The monotonicity of u preserves the ranking of (z;)”,. Therefore, we
have

punaX)=> —[h g | =h | D am | | v(=w), (5)
i=1 j=i j=i+1

where q € [0,1]™ denotes the probability vector associated to Q2 and Z;”:m 1190) £ 0, by conven-
tion.

A well-known example of a rank-dependent evaluation is the Conditional-Value-at-Risk (a.k.a. Ex-
pected Shortfall), CVaR;_,(X), which is defined as

1
_a(X) &
CVaR1 ( ) 1 o

11—
/‘ VaR,(X)dy, 0<a<l, (6)
0
where VaR,(X) £ inf{z : Q(—X <) > 1—+}, 0 < v < 1, is the Value-at-Risk. For a certain level
a € [0,1), CVaRj_4(X) can be interpreted as the (sign-changed) average of the left (1—a)-100% tail
of the risk X. It is easily verified that CVaR,_,, is a rank-dependent evaluation with linear utility

function and distortion function h(p) = min{%, 1}. Other canonical examples of distortion
functions are given in Table . The distortion function captures attitude toward risk whereas the
utility function describes attitude toward wealth (see e.g., |Quiggin, 1982, [Yaari, 1987, |Chew et all,

1987, and [Eeckhoudt and Laeven, [2021).

2.2 ¢-Divergence Ambiguity Sets

In this paper, we construct ambiguity sets using ¢-divergences. For discrete outcome spaces ) with
|©2| = m, the ¢-divergence I4(q, p) between two probability vectors q,p € [0,1]™ is defined as

Iy(a.p) £ gpm (2). m



Here, ¢ : [0,00) — R is a convex function that satisfies the following conventions: ¢(1) = 0,
04(0/0) = 0 and 0¢(x/0) £ xlim; . ¢(t)/t (see Parda, 2006, Definition 1.1). For a nominal
probability vector p and r > 0, the ¢-divergence ambiguity set is defined as

Dy(p.r) 2 {a€R™ | q>0, q'1=1,I4(q,p) <r}. (8)

Here, 0,1 € R™ are the vectors with all entries equal to 0 and 1, respectively. As outlined in
Ben-Tal et all (2013) (Section 3.2), one may construct Dy(p,r) as a statistical confidence set by
replacing p with an empirical estimator p,,. Indeed, as shown in|Pardo (2006) (Corollary 3.1), under
the null-hypothesis Hy : p = pg, the following object converges to a chi-squared distribution

2n R
¢,/(1)I¢(p0,pn) ~ Xgn—l,l—a' (9)

Here, ¢ (1) is the second derivative of ¢ evaluated at 1, n is the sample size used for constructing
the empirical estimator, and x?2, 11— is the (1 — ) quantile of the chi-square distribution with

— 1 degrees of freedom@ Using (EZI) one can construct an asymptotic confidence set Dy (P, r) by
choosmg

¢// ( 1)
2n

r =

Xo—1,1—a" (10)

2.3 Problem Formulations, Terminology and Assumptions

We study the following nominal and robust minimization problems:

;Ielﬁ‘ pu,hp(f(av X)), (P'Nom)

inf  sup  punq(f(a, X)), (P)
a€A qeDy (p,r)

where a € R is the decision vector contained in a compact set of constraints A consisting of convex
inequalities, X € R! is a random vector, f : R" x R/ — R is a jointly convex function in (a,x),
Dy(p,r) is a ¢-divergence ambiguity set defined in (8) with respect to a nominal probability vector
p, and pypq(.) is a rank-dependent evaluation defined in (B)), with respect to some probability
vector q € R™.

Henceforth, we often consider the robust rank-dependent evaluation in a constraint form induced
by the following epigraph formulation:

sup  punq(f(a, X)) <e, (11)
qa€Dy(p,r)

and similarly for the nominal problem:

punp(f(a; X)) <ec. (12)

3From a statistical perspective, it may be more natural to consider I4(Pn, Po), where the true model po appears as
the reference model. However, in the robust optimization literature, Is(po, Pr) appears more commonly. Fortunately,
according to Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.1 of [Pardd (2006), both objects have the same limiting distribution under
the null.

4That is, P(Z < X??‘L*l,lfa) =1—q,for Z ~ x2,_1.




That is, we emphasize that we are able to deal with a robust rank-dependent evaluation both in the
objective and in the constraint, where in the latter case we consider the following type of problem:

i a
min g(a)

st sup punqg(f(a, X)) <e,
a€Dy(p,r)

(P-constraint)

where ¢ is convex in a, and ¢ € R is a fixed parameter (in contrast to being an epigraph variable).
The nominal version of (P-constraint]) is defined analogously, with the only difference that the
robust constraint is replaced by the nominal constraint (I2]).

Additionally, we would like to mention the alternative, but highly related, approach of defin-
ing a robust rank-dependent evaluation, which appears in the decision theory literature (see e.g.,
Laeven and Stadjd, 2023):

larob(X) = sup pu,h,q(X) - 91¢(q7 p)7 6 > 0. (13)
q>0,q71=1
In Electronic Companion [EC.4, we provide additional details on how (I3) can be reformulated
similar to (IIJ), and that the minimization problem (P)) is equivalent to minimizing (I3]) for a
specific 6.

We let [m] = {1,...,m} for an integer m. The following assumptions are made throughout this
paper:

Assumption 1. The optimization problem (P)) is finite: —oco <(P)) < oc.
Assumption 2. The nominal probability vector p satisfies p; > 0 for all i € [m].

Assumption 3. The functions ¢(t), —h(p), —u(f(a,x)) are lower-semicontinuous on their respec-
tive domains.

Assumption 4. (P-constrainil) is finite and contains a Slater point, i.e., there erists ag € int(A)
such that supgep, (p,r) Puhq(f(ao, X)) < c. Furthermore, we assume (P-constraintl) > infac 4 g(a).

Assumption [ can be satisfied if the image set {u(f(a,x)) | a € A,x € supp(X)} is contained
in a bounded interval. Assumption [2] constitutes a weak redundancy condition. Assumption [ is
to ensure that the optimization problem (P)) has an optimal solution in A, and Assumption [ is to
ensure that (P-consfrainfl) satisfies the strong duality theorem.

In this paper, the term robust solution refers to an optimal solution of (PI) or (P-constraintl).
Similarly, a nominal solution refers to an optimal solution of (P=Noml) or the nominal version of

((P-constraint]).

2.4 Further Notation

For a convex function g : R? — R, we denote by ¢* its convex conjugate g*(y) £ supzedom(g){yTz —
g(z)}, where dom(g) £ {z | g(z) < +oo} is the effective domain of g. Note that g* is always convex,
since it is the pointwise supremum of a linear function in y. Furthermore, ¢* is non-decreasing if
dom(g) C [0,00). For A\ > 0, the perspective of g is the function g : (z, ) — Ag (%) By convention,
§(0,0) = 0 and g(z,0) = oo for  # 0. Note that g is convex if g is convex. The epigraph of a
function g is the set Epi(g) £ {(z,t) : g(z) < t}. An epigraph may have a conic representation
expressed in a conic inequality =k, where K is a proper cone (i.e., pointed, closed, convex and
with a non-empty interior) and K* denotes its dual cone, defined as

K 2 {AcRY: ATz >0,Vz € K};
see |Chares (2009) and Ben-Tal and Nemirovski (2019) for further details.



3 Robust Counterpart of Rank-Dependent Models

In this section, we show how the optimization problems (P-Noml) and ([P]) can be reformulated into
rank-independent problems with finitely many constraints. Our idea is to leverage the insight that
a rank-dependent evaluation with a concave distortion function admits a dual representation that is
itself a robust optimization problem with linear probabilities and convex uncertainty set. Although
the dual representation holds only for concave distortion functions, we show in Section [0, how the
same idea can be extended to encompass convex and inverse S-shaped distortion functions. This
enables us to conduct robust optimization with a broad class of rank-dependent models.

3.1 Reformulation of the Robust Counterpart

We start by reformulating the constraints (I1]) and (I2]) with concave distortion functions, since they
form the basis of the more complicated convex and inverse S-shaped cases described in Section [
In Sections BHA], we assume the utility function to be concave. The reformulation relies on utilizing
the following dual representation, which involves a composite uncertainty set.

Theorem 1. Let h: [0,1] — [0,1] be a concave distortion function. Then, for all (a,c) € R™e+!
we have that () is satisfied if and only if

m

sup Z —qu(f(a,x;)) <c, (14)

(a,@)€Uy n(P) ;—1
where Uy 1, (P) is a convex composite uncertainty set given by
PG =200 =1

) € R2m| 2= Pid (217) =7 . (15)

ZZEJ q_l S h (Z’iEJ qz) s vJ C [m]

u(b,h(p) £ (q7 q

As a special case of interest, (I12)) is satisfied if and only if

swp 3 —gu(f(a,xs) < (16)
aeMn(p) ;1
where Mp(p) is the set induced by h:
. it @i =1
Mp(p) = JAER™| Xiey @ < h (Xieypi), VI C[m] 5. (17)

gi >0, Viem]

As a consequence, Theorem [Tl implies that the robust problem (P)) is equivalent to the following
problem that is more suitable for robust optimization techniques:

min  sup — Y qu(f(a,x;)). (P-ref)
a€A (q,q)ely, 1 (p) ;
Similarly, the nominal problem (P=Noml) can be reformulated to
min sup — Z qgiu(f(a,x;)). (P-Nom-ref)

a€AgeMy(p) i



Moreover, the equivalence between (III) and (4] features an interpretation somewhat similar
to that in Bertsimas and Brownl (2009), which connects the shape of an uncertainty set to decision
theory. Indeed, this equivalence can be viewed as a device for constructing a myriad of preference-
based uncertainty sets Uy ,(p) for robust optimization. In Figure [fl of Electronic Companion [EC.5]
we provide a visualization of the widely varying shapes of uncertainty sets Uy ,(p) that can be
generated by selecting the deterministic, univariate functions h and ¢.

The following theorem states how the semi-infinite constraints (I4)) and (I6) can be further
reformulated into finitely many constraints.

Theorem 2. Let h : [0,1] — [0,1] be a concave distortion function. Then, we have that, for all
(a,c) € R"tl the inequality (I4) holds if and only if there exist a, 3,7, (Vj)?:nl_z, (/\j)?:f2 e R,
such that

m % —at)] i _ —vs
a+B+ar+ 3 pive <i>+22 2XNj(=h)* (A—;)Sc,
—u(f(a,%:)) = 8= ier, i <0, Vi € [m] (18)
where Iy, ..., Iam_o are all subsets of [m], except the empty set and the set [m] itself.

In the nominal case, we have that the inequality ([I6) holds if and only if there exist € R,
(Aj)j > 0 such that

ﬁ + 23:1_2 )‘Jh <Zke]j pk) <g,
—u(f(a,xi)) = B = Xjier, A <0, Vi € [m] (19)
BERN >0, Vje2m—2.

Remark 1. For technical reasons, the conjugate (—h)* in Theorem [2 is taken with respect to the
domain [0, 00): (—h)*(y) = sup;>o{yt + h(t)}, by defining h(z) = 1 for all 2 > 1.

Remark 2. In Table @, we provide (—h)* explicitly for a collection of canonical examples. (P-ref)
can also be further reformulated using the “optimistic dual counterpart” (Gorissen et al., [2014).
This approach is particularly useful if (—h)* cannot be computed analytically, as is the case
e.g., for h(p) = ®(®~(p) + v), v > 0, with ® the standard normal cdf; see [Wang (2000) and
Goovaerts and Laeven (2008). Further details are provided in Electronic Companion

3.2 Conic Representability of the Robust Counterpart

In this subsection, we explore the conic representability of the robust counterpart reformulated in
Theorem [2l Following [Ben-Tal and Nemirovski (2019), a set S C R™ is conic representable by a
cone K if and only if

xES@EIw,A,b:A(ii) — bk 0.
A function is said to be conic representable if its epigraph is. The reformulated robust counterpart

([I8) in Theorem [2 contains constraints that are expressed in the perspective of the univariate
conjugate functions (—h)* and ¢*. We focus on the conic representability of these constraints:

A(—=h)* <_Ty> < z, and y¢* <§> <t.



In practice, the derivation of the conjugate functions might be difficult. However, the epigraph
representation of a conjugate function does not always require an explicit form of the conjugate
function itself. The following two lemmas provide a generic approach for determining the conic
representation of the epigraph of the perspective function through that of the function itself. Inter-
estingly, this procedure does not require any derivation of the conjugate function. In Tablesd and B
we provide explicit conic representation for many canonical examples of the conjugate functions
(—h)* and ¢*, where the representations are composed of a combination of standard cones such as
the quadratic, the power, and the exponential. These explicit conic representations are useful for
the implementation of these constraints in standard optimization software such as CVXPY. Details
on the derivations of the epigraph representations can be found in the Electronic Companion [EC.3l

The following two lemmas originate from Ben-Tal and Nemirovski (2019) (Propositions 2.3.2
and 2.3.4), which were stated only for the quadratic cones. However, they can easily be extended
to general cones.

Lemma 1. If f is conic representable with a cone K, i.e., there exist (A,v,B,b) such that
Epi(f) ={(x,t) : 3 w: Ax+tv+Bw + b =k 0},

and Ax +tv+Bw + b =k 0 for some (x,t,w), then f* is conic representable with the dual cone
K*:

Epi(f*) = {(y,s): 36 € K : AT¢ = —y, B¢ =0,v ¢ = 1,5 > bT¢}.
In particular, f and f* are representable by the same cone if K is self-adjoint.

Lemma 2. If f is conic representable with a cone K, then so is its perspective.

We provide an example illustrating how the ideas in the proofs of Lemmas [l and 2] can be
systematically applied to determine the conic representation of the epigraph of the perspective
transformation of a distortion function.

Example 1. Consider the distortion function h(p) = p"(1—log(p”)), 0 < r < 1. Instead of deriving
a closed-form expression of (—h)*, which can be challenging, we determine a conic representation
of the epigraph A(—h)* (_T”) < t by first determining a conic representation of Epi(—h). We have

(p,t) € Epi(—=h) & Fw>0: —w+ wlog(w) < t,w < p"w < 1,

due to the fact that z — —z + zlog(x) is decreasing on [0, 1]. Following the proof of Lemma Il we
have that (y,s) € Epi((—h)*) if and only if

—s< min {-yp+t|—w+wlog(w) <t,w<p",w< 1}
p,w>0,teR

Since this is a bounded convex problem satisfying Slater’s condition, the duality theorem implies
that the minimization problem is equal to

max_ —&3 + inf {=yp — &p" + (&2 + & — &1)w + Grwlog(w) + (1 — &)t}

£1,£2,63>0 w>0,teR

= max —§3+ nf { yp —&ap" + (&2 + &3 — )w + wlog(w)}
£2,£3>0 p,w

_ 52 &3

= max —e + lnf
527£3>0{ &3 { yp — 20" }}

1

_ _ —&—&s ( 5 _ r) T | 1T

= max e + (rT — 1= < 0},
527§3>0{ &3 &yl |y <0}
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where in the last equality we computed inf,>o{—yp — &p"} explicitly This gives that (y,s) €
Epi((—h)*) if and only if there exist &2,&3,&4 > 0 such that

T 1
f3+e @784 (rﬁ - rﬁ> &<s, &L<|yg, y<o0.

Finally, it follows from Lemma [ that A(—h)* (‘T”) < z if and only if there exist £2,&3,&4 > 0 such
that

T 1
€3+ e~ (C2tEa)/A 4 (Tﬁ - Tﬁ) &<z &P, v>0,
which is a combination of the power cone and the exponential cone.

In some cases, one can also calculate a conjugate function by writing it as an inf-convolution.
For example, if f is a sum of individual f;’s: f(x) = Y ;" fi(x), then the conjugate of a sum is the
inf-convolution of the sum of the conjugates (see Theorem 2.1, |Bertsimas and den Hertog, 2022):

(Zfi) ()= inf { fi ) Zvizs},
1=1 i=1

{vi}ie[n] i=1

where the infimum can eventually be omitted when considering the epigraph formulation.

4 Solving the Robust Problem I: A Cutting-Plane Method

As shown in Theorem [2, the number of reformulated constraints grows exponentially, as 2", where
m is the dimension of the probability vector. If m is of small or moderate size, then the reformula-
tions in (I8) and (I9]) can be applied to solve the minimization problems (P)) and (P-Noml) exactly.
However, for larger m, this becomes computationally intractable. In this section, we show how the
reformulation of (P)) to (P-refl) (and similarly for (P-Noml) to (P-Nom-ref])) by Theorem [ enables

us to devise a suitable cutting-plane method, which circumvents this curse of dimensionality.

4.1 The Cutting-Plane Algorithm

The basic cutting-plane algorithm is one of the most practical algorithms to solve robust optimiza-
tion problems and has shown great efficiency in many applications (e.g., Mutapcic and Boyd, 2009,
Bertsimas et all,2016). The general idea is simple: Approximate the uncertainty set & with a suit-
ably chosen subset /; C U and solve the corresponding robust problem, which is often a simpler
problem, similar to the nominal problem. If the solution is feasible according to the robust evalu-
ation with respect to the original set U/, then the process is terminated. Otherwise, the worst-case
parameter in U associated with the current solution is added to Uf;, and the process is repeated.

In our case, we apply the cutting-plane method to the reformulated problem (P-ref]), where the
uncertainty set is given by the composite set Uy ,(p). After obtaining a candidate solution, we
verify its feasibility with respect to the original uncertainty set Uy 5 (p). This involves solving the
following optimization problem, for a given solution a,:

m

sup Z —qiu(f(ax, x;)).

(a,9)€Uy 1 (P) =1

1

- 1 1
(TH _ »,-ﬁ) T oy <0, &3>0
®infp>0 —yp — E20" = < y<0, &=0
—00 y>0, & >0.
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At first sight, this seems problematic due to the 2™ number of constraints in Uy ;(p). Fortunately,
this can be avoided, since the equivalent robust rank-dependent evaluation is the optimization
problem:

Sup  puhq(f(as, X)). (20)
qEDd) (p,?‘)

This can be solved efficiently. Indeed, for a given solution a,, we can assess the ranking of the
outcomes: u(f(aj,x1))) = ... = u(f(aj,Xqy))). Then, by rewriting the alternating sum in (@),
problem (20)) is equal to the following convex optimization problem:

sup > h [N ag) | (ulfanxgon) — ulflanx) . (21)
a€Dy(p,7) 1.1 =k

where u(f(ax,%())) := 0. The optimal solution of (2I)) is a probability vector q* € Dy(p, ).
This probability vector further yields a @* such that Qi =h (Z?:z q?k)) —h (ZZLZ 41 qzkk)> and

*

Umy = h(qzkm)), which is precisely the probability vector that constitutes the rank-dependent sum

(). The following lemma justifies that we may add the probability vectors (q*, q*) as the worst-case
probabilities at each iteration of the cutting-plane procedure.

Lemma 3. We have that (q*,q*) € Uy 1(P)-

We can now describe the cutting-plane procedure in full detail, which we do more precisely in
Algorithm [Il We note that the cutting-plane algorithm always computes a lower bound c; on the

Algorithm 1 Cutting-Plane Method

1. Start with ¢ = {(p,p)}. Fix a tolerance parameter €, > 0.
2: At the j-th iteration, solve the following problem with the uncertainty set {;:

m

min sup — Y gu(f(a,x;)). (22)
ac (q@)el; ;

3: Let (aj,c;) be the optimal solution and objective value of ([22)). Determine a ranking of the
realizations:

—u(f(aj,x1))) < ... < —u(f(aj,Xmm)))-

Then, solve the optimization problem (2II), which gives an optimal objective value v; and a
solution (q;, q;‘)
4: If vj — ¢j < €01, then the solution is accepted and the process is terminated.

5: If not, set Uj1 = U; U{(q},q;)} and repeat steps 2HE

optimal objective value of (P-ref)), since solving (22]) at each iteration j with respect to a subset
Uj C Uy p(p) is a less conservative problem. Moreover, the lower bounds are improved iteratively,
since U; C Uj41. Furthermore, by solving (2II), which is a robust rank-dependent evaluation of a
particular feasible solution, we also obtain an upper bound v; on (P-refl) at each iteration. Hence,
at the final step of the cutting-plane algorithm, we obtain an upper and a lower bound on the exact
optimal objective value (P-refl), with a gap value v; — ¢; < €1 > 0 that can be chosen arbitrarily
small.

12



The natural question that arises is whether the cutting-plane algorithm actually terminates
after finitely many iterations, thus yielding convergent upper and lower bounds as €, — 0. The
following theorem, which has its roots in IMutapcic and Boyd (2009), states that, for any ey, > 0,
the termination is indeed guaranteed. We note that Mutapcic and Boyd (2009) imposes Lipschitz
continuity conditions, which we avoid in our setting.

Theorem 3. Suppose SUPac 4 icfm) u(f(a,%;)) < co. Then, for all e > 0, Algorithm [l terminates
after finitely many iterations.

Remark 3. Algorithm [l also applies to the nominal case (P=Noml), where r = 0 in the set Uy ,(p).
Furthermore, Theorem [3] still holds in this case, since its proof does not depend on the choice of r.

4.2 Robust Optimization with a Rank-Dependent Evaluation in the Constraint

In the previous subsection, we have shown that our cutting-plane algorithm yields convergent upper
and lower bounds to problem ([Pl), where the rank-dependent evaluation appears in the objective
function. In this subsection, we also discuss how the cutting-plane algorithm can be adapted to
the robust problem (P-constraint]), where the RDU model appears in the constraint, to provide
a convergent lower bound. The adaptation of Algorithm [I] to problem (P-constraintl) is relatively
easy@ and is presented in full detail in Algorithm [ in Electronic Companion [EC.2l The following
theorem establishes the convergence of the cutting-plane algorithm.

Theorem 4. Suppose SUPac 4 icfm) u(f(a,%;)) < 0co. Then, for all e > 0, Algorithm[]] terminates
after finitely many iterations. Moreover, the optimal objective value of the final solution obtained

from Algorithm [J] converges to that of (P-constraintl), as €y — 0.

Thus, using the cutting-plane algorithm, we can obtain lower bounds that converge to the exact
optimal objective value of (P-constraintl), as e, — 0. Naturally, one would also like to obtain an
upper bound on (P-constraintl), as well as a feasible solution of (P-constraintl). We note that this is
not guaranteed by the cutting-plane algorithm as described in Algorithm Ml since it only provides
a solution that is feasible within a tolerance €y, > 0. With this objective in mind, we explore the
rank-dependent nature of p, 5 q(.) and propose a method to obtain an upper bound and a feasible
solution of (P-constraintl), which requires solving an optimization problem with only 3m+3 number
of constraints. We first state the following definition.

Definition 2. Given an a € A, we let Z(a) denote the set of all permutations (i1, ...,%,,) of the
index vector (1,...,m) such that the ranking —u(f(a,x;)) < ... < —u(f(a,x;,,)) holds.

The idea is that for any given solution ag € A, we can determine a ranking of the realizations
{—u(f(ap,x;))}", and obtain a vector of indices (i1, ...,imn) € Z(ag). A natural upper bound on
([P-constraint]) can then be computed by solving the following optimization problem induced by the
ranking (i1,...,4,) of ap:

U*(ag) £ 2[22 g(a) sup — Z@U(f(& x;)) <cyp, (23)

®In a nutshell, replace (22)) in Algorithm 0 by (P-constraintl) adapted to the set I, and replace c; in step B by the
constraint parameter c.
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where the rank-dependent uncertainty set is

DG =D i G =1

Srpie (L) <v

Dk i; <h (Z;-”:kqij> L k=1,....m
¢, >0, Vi=1,...,m

(ilr--,im)

Indeed, since Uy p(p) C Uy}, (p), solving (23] (which can be done using Theorem [2]) would yield
an upper bound and a feasible solution of (P-constraintl). In particular, if ag is a good approximation
of the optimal solution of (P-consfrainfl), such that the ranking coincides, then U*(ag) is exactly
equal to the optimal objective value of (P-constraint]). This observation is made precise in the
following lemma and is pivotal for developing a convergent upper bound for (P-constraintl).

Lemma 4. Let a* be a minimizer of (P-constraintl). Then, for any ag € A such that Z(ag) C
Z(a*), we have that the value U*(ag) as defined in 23) is equal to the optimal objective value of
((P=constraint]).

Lemma M suggests that if one approximates the optimal solution of (P-constraint]) with a se-
quence of cutting-plane solutions as €, — 0, then under certain continuity conditions, the upper
bounds computed in (23]) also converge to the exact value. This is established in the following
theorem.

Theorem 5. Assume SuPac 4 cim) u(f(a,%i)) < oo. If the functions g(a) and u(f(a,x;)) are
continuous on A, for all i € [m], and a,, is a sequence of solutions obtained from Algorithm [J] with
€toln — 0, then (U*(ay))n>1 is a sequence of upper bounds that converges to the optimal objective

value of (P-constraint]).

4.3 Choquet Expected Utility

In this subsection, we briefly discuss how our cutting-plane method can also be extended to solve
optimization problems for a more general rank-dependent model, namely the Choquet expected
utility model (Schmeidler, 1986, [1989). Let ¢ : F — [0,1] be a monotone set function] such that
c(@) =0, ¢(©) = 1. The Choquet expected utility model evaluates a random variable X by the
Choquet integral:

/—Xdc:/oooc(—X>t)dt+/0 (c(—X > 1) — 1) dt. (24)

— 0o
The rank-dependent evaluation p, ;@ as defined in () is a special case of the Choquet expected
utility, where ¢(A) = h(Q(A)). If ¢ is a submodular set function§ then the Choquet expected utility
can also be written as a worst-case expectation (see [Denneberg, 1994), similar to Theorem [Ik

m Yim1di=1
/—X de = sup — Zq‘izni, UELQeR™| Yo, <c(]), VI Cm] . (25)
e =1 g >0, Vi € [m)]

The uncertainty set U. has essentially the same structure as the set Uy »(p) defined in (I5) and
consists of only linear constraints. Therefore, the same procedure of the cutting-plane algo-
rithm can be extended naturally to solve the more general rank-dependent minimization problem
minage 4 f —f(a,X)dec. By contrast, the piecewise-linear approximation methods, which we will
discuss in Section [ constitute a more restrictive approach.

"c(A) < ¢(B), if AC B.
8c(ANB) +c(AUB) < ¢(A) +¢(B), VA,B € F.
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5 Solving the Robust Problem II: Piecewise-Linear Approxima-
tion

In this section, we develop a different method for computing lower and upper bounds on the
optimal objective value of (P-ref), which is achieved by approximating the distortion functions,
and is leveraged in Section [6

5.1 Piecewise-Linear Distortion Functions

In this subsection, we show that if the distortion function h is concave and piecewise-linear, then
the exponential number of constraints in Uy ;(p) can be reduced to the order of m - K, where m is
the dimension of the probability vector, and K is the number of linear pieces of h.

More precisely, we consider a function h = minj—; g h;, with affine functions h;(p) = ;-p+bj,
such that the slopes [; > --- > [ are decreasing, and the intercepts b < --- < bx are increasing.
The affine functions are assumed to be defined on a set of support points 0 = zg < 1 < -+ < T =
1, such that h(p) = h;(p), if p € [xj—1, 2], forall j = 1,..., K. Furthermore, we impose b; = 0 and
Ik +brx =1, so that h(0) = 0 and h(1) = 1. We refer to this type of function as a K -piecewise-linear
distortion function. We note that these functions are non-decreasing and concave.

Lemma 5. Let h be a K-piecewise-linear distortion function. Then, (q,q) € Uy p(p) if and only
if there exists a t = ({t”}?;l)][{zl € R™K such that the variables (q,q,t) satisfy the constraints:

4, Gi,ti; >0, Yie[m], Vje K]

Qiélj'%‘+tz‘j, Vi € [m], Vj € [K]

Yot <bj, Vje[K] (26)
Zi_lqi—Zi 13 =1

> 1p,¢( > <

Therefore, for K-piecewise-linear distortion functions, we have the following reformulation of
the robust counterpart (I4]).

Theorem 6. Let h be a K-piecewise-linear distortion function. Then, we have that (a,c) satisfies
the constraint (I4) if and only if there exist variables o, 3,7, {Nij ticm) je[K]» 1V }3’{:1 € R such that

at B+ o viby + X pind” <7a+zfy — ) <c
Nij < vj, Vje[ B Vze[ ]
v, )\Z’j,Vj >0 Vje [K], Vi € [m]

Similarly, in the nominal case we have that (Il holds if and only if there exist variables 3, \ij,v; €
R such that

ﬁ+2f:1”jb'+2?12][{1)‘wljpz <c
—ulfla,x) — B— K, My <0, Vi€ [m]
Xij vy, YVie[m], Vje[K ]

Xij,v; >0, Vi e m], Vj e [K].

(28)
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Thus, for K-piecewise-linear distortion functions, the exponential complexity in the uncertainty
set Uy p(p) can be reduced. This result provides us a tractable approximation for general non-
piecewise-linear concave distortion functions, as we outline in the next subsection, exploiting that
each concave function can be approximated uniformly by a piecewise-linear concave function.

5.2 Piecewise-Linear Approximation of General Concave Distortion Functions

For a general concave distortion function h, we can also reduce the complexity in Uy ,(p) by
approximating h with a piecewise-linear function h., such that max,e(o 1] [2(7) — he(w)| < € for any
given € > 0. An upper approximation h. > h and a lower approximation h. < h yield an upper
and a lower bound on the optimal objective value of (P-ref]), respectively. Uniform approximation
of concave functions with piecewise-linear functions has been studied in the literature (see, e.g.,
Imamoto and Tang, 2008, (Cox, 1971). Using the concavity of h, one can approximate h from below
by choosing a set of support points {xi}fio and considering the concave piecewise-linear function
that connects the values {h(x;)};. Given an e¢ > 0, the required number of support points K can
be minimized.

We outline the method of determining the minimal K support points {z;}%, such that h can
be lower approximated by a piecewise-linear function with a prescribed error €. This can be done
as follows: Set xg = 0. At the i-th iteration, we choose the next support point x;y; such that the
maximal error is equal to e:

ei(rii1) & sup {h(az) _ @) = @) (x —xy) — h(a:,)} =e. (29)
T€[TiTit1) Tit+l — L4

If e;(1) < €, then we simply choose ;11 = 1. Otherwise, we choose x;y1 such that (29) holds.

By construction, the piecewise-linear approximation h. induced by this set of support points has a

maximum approximation error of € and satisfies he < h, due to concavity. The existence of such

Z;+1 at each iteration is verified in the following lemma. Moreover, it suggests that we can solve

29)) for x; 41 using the bisection method.

Lemma 6. Let h be a continuous, increasing, strictly concave function on [0,1]. Then, e;(x;y1)
is an increasing and continuous function in x;11. In particular, for any € > 0 and iteration i, if
ei(1) > €, then there exists a x;41 € (x4, 1) such that e;(x;11) = €.

5.3 The Piecewise-Linear Approximation Method and its Convergence

Given a piecewise-linear lower approximation h. < h of h, we can approximate the uncertainty
set Uy n(p) with Uy, and apply Theorem [6l This yields a lower bound on (P-refl). Similarly, the
concave distortion function h., which we define as

Fe(p) = {0’ p=0 (30)

min{h(p) + €1}, 0<p <1,

yields an upper approximation of A with uniform error e. Hence, we can also approximate Uy ,(p)
by U W}e(p) and apply Theorem [ (note that the constraints (27]) for he are the same as those
for he, but with b; replaced by b; + €). This yields an upper bound for (P-ref) since Uy (p) C
u e (p). Therefore, we obtain an upper and a lower bound using the piecewise-linear approximation
method that we summarize in Algorithm 2l We also show that both bounds converge to the
optimal objective value of the exact problem (P-ref)), if the approximation error € approaches zero.
Thus, Algorithm [ terminates for any parameter 6 > 0. This also applies, mutatis mutandis, to

problem (P-constraimt).
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Algorithm 2 Piecewise-Linear Approximation Method

1: Set an € > 0. Approximate h from below by a K-piecewise-linear distortion function h,
such that: (1) The number of pieces, K, is minimized; (2) he(z) < h(z), Vz € [0,1]; (3)
sup,efo,1) h(x) — he(z) < €.

2: Solve the problem (P-ref) with Uy, (p) replaced by Uy s, (p), using Theorem [6l This gives a
lower bound L* and an optimal solution a*. Do the same with k. to obtain an upper bound
U*.

3: If U* — L* < 6 for some prescribed § > 0, then we take a* as the final solution.

4: Otherwise, set € — ¢/2 and perform all previous steps to obtain new bounds and solutions.

Theorem 7. Suppose SUpac 4 icm) w(f(a,%;)) < oo. Then, Algorithm [2 terminates after finitely
many iterations, for any €,6 > 0. This also holds if Algorithm[Zis applied to problem (P-constraintl).

6 Non-Concave Distortion Functions

In the previous sections, we have discussed how to optimize a rank-dependent model when the
distortion function is concave. We now extend these ideas to inverse S-shaped distortion functions,
which are often found in empirical work (see e.g., Wakkern, 12010, [Preled, 1998). Optimization
problems with non-concave distortion functions are challenging due to their non-convex nature.
Moreover, rank-dependent models with non-concave distortion functions lack a dual representation,
which was the major tool that allowed us to reformulate the rank-dependent problem. In some
of the recent literature (e.g., ICai et all, 12023 and [Pesenti et all, [2020), uncertainty sets with a
specific structure have been identified for which optimizing the robust distortion risk measure with
non-concave distortion function is equivalent to optimizing the same model with h replaced by its
concave envelope EE However, this equivalence is typically not satisfied in our setting, as we state
in the following proposition.

Proposition 1. Let U be a compact set of probability vectors. Enumerate the realizations of X as
T1 > ... > Xy, and suppose that U does not contain the probability vector for which 1 = 1, which
is concentrated on x1. Then, there exists a continuous distortion function h such that

Sup pp,q(X) < sup pj, (X).
qeu qeu

Therefore, it is necessary to study how to reformulate a robust or nominal rank-dependent
evaluation constraint, in the case of an inverse S-shaped distortion function. We will first study
how to reformulate a nominal constraint of the form (I2]).

6.1 The Nominal Problem

Although rank-dependent models do not admit a dual representation for general non-concave dis-
tortion functions, we can still express them as an inner robust optimization problem if the distortion
function is inverse S-shaped. The idea is to treat the concave and the convex parts of the inverse
S-shaped function separately, where the convex part is transformed into a concave part via the
dual function h(p) £ 1 — k(1 — p). This result is stated in the following theorem.

9The concave envelope of a function h is the smallest concave function that dominates h.
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Theorem 8. Let h: [0,1] = [0,1] be an inverse S-shaped distortion function with p €0,1] as in
Definition[d Define the dual function h(p) = 1—h(1—p). Let u be non-decreasing. Then, we have
that, for all (a,c) € R"*1, [[2) is satisfied if and only if there exist z € R,q € N{"(p) such that

m

z+ Z —qgiu(f(a,x;)) <c
= (31)

sup Z _qlu(f(av Xl)) < 2,
aEM{(p)

where
¢ =0
Mifa(p) = qc R™ ZiEJ qi < h (Zzejpl) ; VJ C [m] : Zie]pi < po ) (32)
>ty ai = h(p°)
and
7 =0 -
N;(p) = ZTSJ 4 <h (ZzerJ) VJ Cm]:) e pi <1— 7. (33)
Z =1 i = h(1— )
Remark 4. In particular, if h : [0,1] — [0,1] is convex, we have that
punp(f(@X) == sup > gu(f(a,xi)), (34)
aeEN;Y(p) ;=1
with p? = 0.

Theorem [§] thus shows that (I2]) can be reformulated into rank-independent constraints (31]),
where the supremum constraint can be reformulated further as in Theorem 21 However, both (32])
and (B3] still contain an exponential number of constraints. As outlined in the previous section,
we can circumvent this using piecewise-linear approximation. Let h be a piecewise-linear, inverse
S-shaped distortion function with its concave and convex parts specified by the concave functions
hy, by (note that h; is the dual of the convex part of h), respectively, on the domains [0,p°] and
[0,1—p"]. Due to concavity and monotonicity, they can be expressed as minima of linear functions:

hi(p) = min{lgl)p + b(l), e ,l%ip + b%i}, hy(p) = min{l&z)p + b(z), e l( ) P+ b(z)} (35)

defined on the support points

R O S s R SN C DO C RO ISP

)

such that, for all k € {1,..., K },v € {1,...,Ks},
hi(p) = llgl)p + b(l),Vp € [s,(fl)l, s]gl)], hi(p) =1Pp+ b2 vp e [31(,2_)1, s2)]. (36)

The following theorem establishes a reformulation of the constraints in (B1I), when h is piecewise-
linear.
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Theorem 9. Let h be a piecewise-linear, inverse S-shaped distortion function with its concave and
convex part specified by hy, hy as in B5). Then, for any (a,c) € R+l ([I2) is satisfied if and only
if there exist variables \jk, v, tik, G > 0, B € R such that

B h(p®) + Sp b+ 0 SR Al — ST g f(auxi)) < e
—u(f(a,x;)) — B— 12 \ir <0, Vi€ [m]

)\ik < Vi, Vi € [m], Vk € [Kl]

G <1Pp; +ty, Vi€ [m], Vk € [K)]

STt < b, Yk € [K)

221 q; = 71(1 - PO)

We note that ([B7) contains a non-convex constraint due to the product term gu(f(a,x;)).
Therefore, the computation of the nominal problem (I2)) with the reformulated constraints in (7))
requires a mixed-integer nonlinear programming (MINLP) solver, such as BARON that uses the
branch and reduce search method to obtain a global optimum (see e.g., Ryoo and Sahinidid, [1996).
In particular, if the set A is polyhedral (i.e., A = {a € R" : Da < d}), f(a,x) = a’x and u is
piecewise-linear, then the nomimal problem (I2)) with constraints (87]) can also be solved efficiently
by Gurobi (Gurobi Optimization, LLC, 2023), using bilinear and SOS2 constraints; see the precise
formulation in (EC.31]) in Electronic Companion [EC.g| further elaboration on the SOS2 constraints
in (B9), and a numerical study on the performance of Gurobi in this setting in Section [[311

6.2 Robust Rank-Dependent Models with Inverse S-Shaped Distortion

In this subsection, we study the robust constraint (I1]) when A is inverse-S-shaped. We note that
then (IIJ) cannot be reformulated using a composite uncertainty set as in (I4]), since the convex
part of the distortion function gives rise to a sup-inf term when combining the set Dy(p,r) with
B3). However, we can still circumvent this using a cutting-plane approach, where we iteratively
solve a nominal problem using ([B7)) and compute the robust rank-dependent evaluation for each
nominal solution.

Indeed, for any given feasible solution a, € A, we can assess the ranking of the outcomes
u(f(a’,xq))) > ... > u(f(al,x(m))). Then, we calculate the robust rank-dependent evaluation:

sup  » <Z Q(k)> (u(f(as),xG-1))) — u(f(as., x))) - (38)
ks

acDy(pr) i\

Again, this non-convex problem can be computed using a solver such as BARON. If h is piecewise-
linear and the divergence function ¢ is linear or quadratic, then one can also solve (38)) using SOS2

constraints in Gurobi. Specifically, given a set of support points (¢;, h(tj))]K:O, where 0 =ty < t1 <
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- <tg_1 <tg =1, the SOS2 constraints can be formulated as follows:

max  —u(f(a.,x)) + Y zi(u(f(a.,xG 1)) — ul(f(as, X))

qa€Dy(p,r) P
AERKXM -
zeR™
m K
subject to Zq(k) = Z ijtj, Vi€ {2,...,m}
k=i Jj=1

K
z=> Agh(ty), Vi€ {2,...,m}

J=1

K

Z)\ij =1, Vi € [m]
j=1
>\ij > 0,S082,Vj € [K],VZ € [m]

The SOS2 constraints control, for each ¢ € [m], the variables {\;; }3’{:1 in a way such that only two
adjacent \;j, Ajj4+1 can be non-zero. Since the support points {t; }f:(] are ordered, the two non-zero
adjacent variables A;j, \; j4+1 ensure that we are only optimizing within each interval [t;,¢;41].

Thus, we can now introduce Algorithm [3] the cutting-plane approach that allows us to solve
the robust problem (P)) for piecewise-linear, inverse S-shaped distortion functions.

Algorithm 3 Cutting-Plane Method with Inverse S-Shaped Distortion Function

1: Start with Uy = {p}. Fix a tolerance parameter €y, > 0.
2: At the j-th iteration, solve the following problem with the uncertainty set i/;, to obtain a
solution a; and optimal objective value c¢;:

niy sup Puha(f(@ X)), (40)
by applying the reformulation in Theorem [ to each element of If;.

3: Determine the robust rank-dependent evaluation v; of a; by solving (B3]), which gives an optimal
solution q;.

4: If vj — ¢j < €401, then the solution a; is accepted and the process terminated.

5: If not, set U1 =U; U {q;}, and repeat steps 2HAL

The following theorem establishes that this cutting-plane method terminates after finitely many
iterations.

Theorem 10. Let h be an inverse S-shaped, piecewise-linear distortion function. Suppose that
SUPac A icm) [u(f(a,%;))| < oo. Then, for all e > 0, Algorithm [3 terminates after finitely many
iterations.

Next, we examine the convergence of the piecewise-linear approximation to problems (P-Noml)

and (P)).

Theorem 11. Let h,he be any two distortion functions such that suppejoq) |h(p) — he(p)| < €.
Suppose that supae 4 jem) [u(f(a,%i))| < co. Then, the optimal objective value of (P-Nom)) for he
converges to that of h, as € — 0.
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Similarly, for the robust problem (P), Algorithm[3, if applied to h., yields an optimal objective
value that converges to the exact optimal objective value of (Pl) for h, as both €y, € — 0.

We note that when h is an inverse-S-shaped distortion function, the piecewise-linear approxi-
mation specified by {h;, h;} in ([B5) provides neither a lower bound nor an upper bound on h(p),
for all p € [0,1]. Indeed, hy; is a lower approximation of h on [0,p°], whereas 1 — (1 — p) is an
upper approximation of h on [pg, 1]. Nonetheless, if one aims to bound h on the entire [0, 1], then
we can apply the same device as in ([B0): translate h; with an € (the maximal error) to obtain an
upper piecewise-linear approximation of A on [0,p°], or do the same with the dual function h; for a
lower approximation on [p°, 1]. Theorem [II] then implies that the corresponding lower and upper
bounds on the optimal objective value of (P-Noml) (or (P))), computed from these piecewise-linear
approximations of A, will converge to the exact optimal value, as € — 0.

Finally, we note that Algorithm B can also be adapted (similar to Algorithm [4]in the Electronic
Companion) to solve problem (P-constraintl), where the rank-dependent evaluation with inverse-S-
shaped distortion function is in the constraint. Hence, we also present the following theorems with
similar statements as in Theorems [I0l and [Tl

Theorem 12. Let h be an inverse S-shaped, piecewise-linear distortion function. Suppose that
u(f(a,x;)) is continuous in a € A for all i € [m]. Then, for any e > 0, Algorithm[3 terminates
after finitely many iterations when applied to (P-constraintl). If h is also continuous, then the final
solution a.,, of Algorithm [3 gives a lower bound g(a.,,) that converges to the optimal objective

value of (P-constraintl) as €y — 0.

Theorem 13. Let h be an inverse S-shaped distortion function. Suppose that u(f(a,x;)) is con-
tinuous in a € A for all i € [m|. If g, appearing in the objective, and h are continuous, then for
any distortion function he such that he(p) < h(p) for all p € [0,1] and sup,cpo 1] |h(p) — he(p)| < ¢,
the optimal objective value of (P-constraintl) for he converges to that of h, as € — 0.

7 Numerical Examples

In this section, we apply the methods developed in this paper to two canonical examples of opti-
mization problems: the newsvendor and portfolio choice problems. For both examples, we compare
the solution of the robust problem (P)) to the solution of the nominal problem (P-Noml). We use
the phrase “robust/nominal solution” to refer to the solution of the robust/nominal problem.

7.1 Robust Single-Item Newsvendor

In the single-item newsvendor problem, a seller is uncertain about the demand for a certain product
and has to decide in advance how many units of the product need to be ordered. Let d; be the
realization of the demand in state i. Furthermore, let ¢ be the cost of one unit of order, v > ¢ be
the selling price, s < ¢ be the salvage value per unsold item returned to the factory, and [ be the
loss per unit of unmet demand, which may include both the cost of a lost sale, and a penalty for
the lost customer goodwill. Finally, let y be the number of items ordered, i.e., the decision variable.
The profit function 7(d;,y) is defined as

7(di,y) £ vmin{d;, y} + s(y — di) 1 — Ud; —y)+ — cy
=(s—v)(y—di)+ —U(di —y)+ + (v—c)y. (41)

We note that m(d;,y) is concave in y since it is a sum of concave piecewise-linear functions in y
for all 4. Assume that the demand d; € {4,8,10} corresponding to low demand, medium demand,
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Figure 1: Single-item newsvendor problem: The worst-case evaluation supgep (P (n) CVaRi_q,(.)

calculated for the robust and nominal solutions, for a range of values of r(n) = X%70.95 /(2n) and
ap = 0.4,0.3,0.2,0.1.
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and high demand, with nominal probabilities p = {0.375,0.375,0.25}. We assume that the number
of items ordered will not exceed the maximum demand, i.e., y < 10. Furthermore, we set the
parameter values c =4,v =6,s = 2,1l = 4.

We solve both the robust problem (P and the nominal problem (P-Noml), where y is the
decision variable subject to the constraint 0 <y < 10, d is the uncertain parameter, and m(d,y) is
the random objective function. We choose CVaR_,, (see (6)) to be our rank-dependent evaluation
Pu,h,q- This corresponds to a piecewise-linear distortion function h(p) = min{p/(1 — ap), 1} and a
linear utility function u(z) = x. For the robust problem (P)), we choose the KL-divergence function
¢(t) = tlog(t) —t+ 1, and set the radius of the divergence set Dy(p, ) to be r = X%O.%/(Zn) as in
([I0)), where n is a fictitious sample size that we assume that p is estimated from.

Since the number of realizations of the uncertain parameter d is merely 3, we can simply apply
Theorem [2] to solve both the reformulated nominal and robust problems (P-refl and (P-Nom-refl),
without using any approximations to reduce the number of constraints. We then perform the follow-
ing experiment: For each ag, we first obtain a nominal solution by solving (P-Noml). Then, for each
radius r(n) = X%,o.% /(2n), we solve (P)) to obtain a robust solution. To compare the robust solution
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Figure 2: Comparison between the robust and nominal solutions under variation of the nominal
probability p. For each sampled probability q, the CVaR;_,,(.) evaluation with oy = 0.4 of both
solutions are computed.
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with the nominal solution, we calculate their worst-case evaluation supgep, (p,r(n)) CVaR;_q,(.) un-
der the radius r(n). This is repeated for a range of n = 10,20, ...,200, and «p = 0.4,0.3,0.2,0.1.
As n increases, the ¢-divergence radius r decreases, and thus there is less ambiguity. Therefore,
we expect the difference between the worst-case evaluations of both solutions to decrease as n in-
creases. We also expect a decrease of the value of the worst-case evaluation as o decreases, since
the CVaR_,, risk measure has a lower value with a smaller oy.

The results are displayed in Figure [Il which agree with our expectations. Furthermore, we see
that for lower values of «ag, the difference between the worst-case evaluations of both solutions is
already small for low sample size of n. We also observe a constant worst-case evaluation of the
robust solution at —2. This is the largest value that the robust rank-dependent evaluation can
attain for a solution y* = 7. This conservativeness happens when n is sufficiently small.

To further illustrate the difference between the robust and nominal solutions, we use the Hit-
and-Run algorithm (see Electronic Companion [EC.7 for further details) to sample 5,000 probability
vectors q from the KL-divergence uncertainty set for n = 50. For each sampled vector q, we
calculate the CVaR;_,, evaluation under the sampled distribution vector q for ap = 0.4. As shown
in Figure 2] the evaluation of the nominal solution exhibits a large variance. It also exceeds the
largest evaluation of the robust solution. On the other hand, the robust solution shows less variance
and is concentrated at the value —2, which as mentioned before, is the most conservative evaluation
that the robust optimal solution can attain.

7.2 Robust Multi-Item Newsvendor

We also examine the multi-item newsvendor problem, where each item has its own uncertain de-
mand. Let dgj) be the i-th realization of the j-th item’s demand, i = 1,2,3. We assume that the
demand takes on the same possible values for all items, i.e., dl(.] ) ¢ {4,8,10} for all j. We take
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Table 1: Parameters used in the multi-item newsvendor problem.

() () ()

Item(j) ¢ v s 1 py Ds 2
1 4 6 2 4 037 0375 0.25
2 5 8 25 3 025 0.25 0.5
3 4 5 15 4 0.127 0.78 0.087

7 =1,2,3 and consider the sum of the individual profit functions

Tiot (d,y) = 1 (dD, y1) + m2(dP, ya) + w3(d®), ys3), (42)

where
mi(dD, y;) = vymin{dD, y;} + 55(y; — d9) s = 1Y) — ;)4 — ¢y, (43)

with vj, 55,1, c; the parameters corresponding to item j. Since each realization of d9) contributes
to a possible realization of T (y,d), there are in total m = 3% = 27 possible realizations. We solve
again the problems (P)) and (P-Noml) with the same set-ups as in the single-item problem. Since
the CVaR_, risk measure has a piecewise-linear distortion function, we can apply Theorem
to solve ([P-ref) and (P-Nom-ref). We take the nominal probability p € R?7 to be the probability
of each combination of realizations of (d(l),d(z),d(?’)), which is the product of the probabilities
pM . p®@ p® of each individual realization. The parameters we used for our example are taken
from [Ben-Tal et all (2013) and are given in Table [

Similar to the single-item problem, we investigate the difference in the worst-case risk evaluation
of the robust and nominal solutions, for a range of n and ag. We choose oy = 0.4,0.3 to compare
the result with the single-item problem and oy = 0.9,0.8 to explore the higher values of ag. As
shown in Figure 3] we see that in the multi-item problem, the worst-case risk evaluation value is
much lower than the single-item problem. The pattern is similar to the single-item case, namely
that for relatively lower ag, the difference in worst-case risk evaluation values between the robust
solution and the nominal solution is smaller compared to the relatively higher cg. The same holds
as the sample size n increases.

7.3 Robust Portfolio Choice

In this subsection, we investigate the performance of the cutting-plane algorithm and the piecewise-
linear approximation method described in Algorithms [[l and 2] by studying robust portfolio opti-
mization problems. We use the returns of the six portfolios formed on size and book-to-market ratio
(2x3) obtained from Kenneth French’s data library. We choose monthly returns from January 1984
to January 2014. This gives us a total of m = 360 return realizations for each of the six portfolios.
The nominal probability p is set to be the empirical distribution with p; = W}O‘ We use the modified
chi-squared divergence function ¢(r) = (z — 1)2, with radius r = %X§5970.g5. We choose the dis-
tortion function h(p) = 1 — (1 — p)?, motivated by two decision-theoretic papers: [Eeckhoudt et al.
(2020) and [Eeckhoudt and Laeven (2021). Furthermore, we choose the exponential utility function
u(z) =1 — e~/ with A = 10.
We solve the following robust and nominal portfolio optimization problems:

: T
min pup(l+a’r) (44)
min  sup  pupq(l+a’r), (45)

a€A gD, (p,r)
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Figure 3: Multi-item newsvendor problem: The worst-case evaluation supqep (P (n) CVaRi_q,(.)

calculated for the robust and nominal solutions, for a range of values of r(n) = X%70.95 /(2n) and
ap = 0.9,0.8,0.4,0.3.
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where 1+a’r is the total wealth after one period, evaluated under the rank-dependent model. The
decision variable a € RS is subject to the constraints A = {a € RS | Z?Zl aj = 1,a; > 0}. We
denote by r the uncertain return of the six portfolios with realizations ry, ..., rsg.

We solve problems (45) and (4] with the cutting-plane method described in Algorithm [II, and
compare its performance to the piecewise-linear method described in Algorithm 2l As shown in
Table 2 both algorithms yield a very small gap between the upper and lower bounds they provide.
The piecewise-linear approximation method is typically faster, but this is not surprising, since the
cutting-plane method is a more general method and utilizes less structure of the problems at hand.
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Table 2: Algorithms [Il and [ applied to the robust problem (45]) and the nominal problem (44]).
The tolerance parameters of both methods are set to €, = 0.0001 and ¢ = 0.001. For Panel B, the
optimal portfolio in the last column is obtained by taking the lower bound solution.

Panel A: The cutting-plane method

Problem Lower Bound Upper Bound # Cuts Run Time Optimal Portfolio
Robust -0.08953 -0.08948 5 54 sec (0,0,0,0.251,0.749,0)
Nominal -0.09403 -0.09397 5 22 sec (0,0,0.144,0.385,0.472,0)

Panel B: Piecewise-linear approximation

Problem Lower Bound Upper Bound Total Run Time Optimal Portfolio (1b)
Robust  -0.08951 ~0.08948 14 sec (0,0,0,0.380,0.620, 0)
Nominal -0.09401 -0.09398 7 sec (0,0.0859,0.207,0.131,0.576, 0)

Additionally, for the two solutions obtained from the cutting-plane algorithm, we calculate the
worst-case rank-dependent evaluation of the nominal solution, which is equal to —0.08938. We also
calculate the evaluation of the robust solution under the nominal distribution p, which is equal
to —0.09395. As we can see, the worst-case evaluation of the nominal solution is not much larger
than that of the robust solution, suggesting that the nominal solution is already “near-optimal”
for the robust problem (43]). Similarly, the robust solution is also “near-optimal” for the nominal
problem (44]). It seems that when the dimension m of the state space is large, the robust and
nominal problems do not yield very different solutions.

7.3.1 Robust Portfolio with Inverse S-shaped Distortion Function

In this subsection, we investigate portfolio optimization problems ([@4) and (45), where h is an
inverse S-shaped distortion function. In particular, we examine Prelec’s distortion function (Preled,
1998):

h(p) =1 — exp(—(—log(1 — p))*). (46)

We examine three values of o = 0.6,0.65,0.75, where o = 0.65 is the benchmark value that is
most consistent with common empirical findings. To obtain an upper and a lower bound on the
problems ([44]) and (45]), we approximate the Prelec’s function from above and from below, using
piecewise-linear functions consisting of 13 pieces. The approximation procedure is carried out by
applying the method described in Section separately to the concave and convex parts of the
Prelec’s function, where we minimized the number of linear pieces under certain approximation
error . The shape of the Prelec’s functions with the chosen values of «, and their respective
upper and lower approximations, are plotted in Figure [4l

We generate 100 return data points for 5 assets using the same numerical scheme as in [Esfahani and Kuhn

(2018), where the returns for each asset j € {1,...,5} are composed of two factors:
T =%+,

where we have a systematic risk factor ¢» ~ N(0,0.02) and an idiosyncratic risk factor ~; ~
N(0.035,0.257), for the j-th asset. Here, N(u,o?) denotes the Gaussian distribution. By construc-
tion, the asset with a higher index j has a higher expected return and variance.

0The approximation error was chosen to be 0.007, 0.005, 0.003 for respectively a = 0.6, 0.65,0.75.
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Figure 4: Upper and lower piecewise-linear approximations (displayed in dashed lines) of the Pr-
elec’s distortion functions (46]) for a = 0.6, 0.65,0.75.
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We obtain lower and upper bounds on the nominal problem (44)) by implementing the constraints
(B7) respectively for the lower and upper linear approximation of A in the Gurobi (Version 11.0.3)
solver. A lower bound for the robust problem (4] is obtained by calculating the lower bound
obtained through the cutting-plane method described in Algorithm Bl (where we set ey, = 0.001),
while also using a lower approximation of h. Then, with the solution obtained from the cutting-
plane method, we determine an upper bound on ([45]) by calculating its worst-case evaluation using
the SOS2-constraints as in (39]). For the robust problem, we investigate both the total variation
divergence ¢(t) = |t — 1| and the modified chi-squared divergence ¢(t) = (t — 1)2. We choose the
radius for both robust problems to be r = % an_w.%, where m = 100. The results are shown in
TablesBl As we can see, Gurobi solves the nominal problem (44)) efficiently, but the robust problem
([#5) takes longer time (and considerably longer if ¢ is quadratic). Moreover, we observe tight upper
and lower bounds, where most gap values are around 0.002.
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Table 3: Upper and lower bounds (UB and LB) obtained for the nominal problem (44]) and the
robust problem (@), where ¢(t) € {|t — 1|,(t — 1)?}, and h is a Prelec’s distortion function with
a € {0.6,0.65,0.75}, see Figure[d The number of return realizations is m = 100.

Panel A: Solutions Nominal Problem

e LB UB  Run Time (LB) Run Time (UB)
0.6 -1.146 -1.142 0.77 sec 0.76 sec
0.65 -1.148 -1.146 0.88 sec 2.12 sec
0.75 -1.153 -1.152 0.45 sec 1.00 sec
Panel B: Solutions Robust Problem with ¢(t) = |t — 1
« LB UB # Cuts Run Time (LB) Run Time (UB)
0.6 -1.042 -1.040 9 227 sec 1.29 sec
0.65 -1.041 -1.039 9 209 sec 1.03 sec
0.75 -1.039 -1.038 9 127 sec 1.21sec

Panel C: Solutions Robust Problem with ¢(t) = (t — 1)?

! LB UB  # Cuts Run Time (LB) Run Time (UB)
0.6 -1.059 -1.060 9 3700 sec 334 sec
0.65 -1.062 -1.060 10 3825 sec 521 sec
0.75 -1.062 -1.061 11 4262 sec 162 sec
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8 Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we have shown that non-robust and robust optimization problems involving rank-
dependent models can be reformulated into rank-independent, tractable optimization problems.
When the distortion function is concave, we have demonstrated that this reformulation admits
a conic representation, which we have explicitly derived for canonical distortion and divergence
functions. Whereas the number of constraints in the reformulation increases exponentially with the
dimension of the underlying probability space, we have developed two algorithms to circumvent
this curse of dimensionality. We have established that the upper and lower bounds the algorithms
generate converge to the optimal objective value. Finally, we have illustrated the good performance
of our methods in two examples involving concave as well as inverse-S-shaped distortion functions,
yielding very tight upper and lower bounds.

As a direction for future research, one can investigate whether the approach developed in this
paper can be extended to encompass robust optimization problems with general law-invariant
convex risk measures, which also admit a dual representation.
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Appendix
EC.1 Proofs

Proof of Theorem [1l Let q be any probability vector and denote Q its corresponding probability
measure on the sigma-algebra 2/ (the set of all subsets of §2). The set function hoQ, is by Example
2.1, Denneberg (1994), a monotone, submodular set function. It then follows from Proposition 10.3
of Denneberg (1994) that for any random variable X, we have

punq(X) = sup Eg[—u(X)].
(_IEM}L(Q)

Hence, we have that

sup  punq(f(a,X))= sup  sup Eg[-u(f(a,X))]
a€Dy(p,r) qa€Dy(p,1) quh(q)

— s - gulf(ax)

(CRC)ISZFA ) R—

Proof of Theorem [2. Suppose a pair of (a,c) € R%*! satisfies

sup giu(f(a,x;)) <ec. (EC.1)
(9,8)EUy,n(P) ;

Then, the left-hand side of is a maximization problem upper bounded by ¢ < co. Moreover,
the set Uy p(p) contains (p,p) as a slater point, since ¢(1) = 0 < r and h(ZkeI k) > Zkel Dk

for all subsets I; C [m] that is not ) and [m . Therefore, strong duality holds, and we examine
the Lagrangian function:

L(a7 q7 (_17Q7B7 (A])J7’7)

m m om 9
W a<zqi—1>—ﬁ<z@-—1>— v (S a-n(Yu
=1

i=1 7j=1 kelj kelj

- (gpm <;—i> —7")

m 2m—2 m ]
:a—i—ﬁ—i—’yr—i—Z—(u(f(a,x, Z Aj qu—i-z —ag; — <Zpi¢ (%))
J=1 i=1 !

=1 kEI
om_9

—Z “Nh D a |

kel;

"'This is because h(z) > z for all z € (0,1) due to concavity (excluding the trivial case where h(z) = z for all
x €1[0,1])
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for a, 8 € R and Aj,v > 0. We examine supg 5> L(a,q,q,®,[,()\j)j,7), which excluding the
constant o 4 3 4 yr is equal to:

m 2m—2
sup > —(u(f(a xi)) Z D@ +Z —ag; — WW( ) =D NER DY
q,9>0 i=1 j=1 kel; Jj=1 kel
m 2m 2
—supY —(u(f(a,x0) z N Y +sup§; cag = (£) = X an [ T
a>0 kel j=1 kel
We examine both supremum terms separately. The first supremum gives:
sup Y —(u(f(a,x;)) + Z Aj Z%—S_UPZ flax))+8+ > N a
az05- =1 kel az0; jiel;
0 (i) + B e Ay 20, Vi
oo else.

The second supremum gives:

2m—2
Supz —ag; — 'sz<z5< ) ZA ) D a

q>0 kJEIj
2m_2
= o Ao (B) - X A |w=Y
q=0 -0 Li=1 j=1 kel
wi,...,Wam o~

% 2m_2

. 1

e T S o (L) - ZA )~ 3 v (v - Y a

ViyeeVom _o q>0 i—1 =1 kel
w1,...,Wom 2220 J= J

2m_2
i supz ot Y v |- mqs( ) sup S vy — Aj(—h)(wy)

HVom _o q>0 ] ZGI w17...7’w2m,220 jzl

2m 2
:Vl'igfm 22}92 sup —a+Zuj t— () +Z)\ < j>

>0 jiel,
_a+2. IV‘] 277L—2 _]/
—  inf e Nj(—h)* [ <2
Ul,_limzzam( e )y (52).

where ¢* and (—h)* are the conjugates of ¢ and —h. Therefore, strong duality implies that a pair
(a, c) satisfies

sup qu fla,x;)) <c¢

(a,8)€Uy, 1 (P) i
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if and only if

_a+z I-Vj om_9 s
inf o+ B+ + E pive* e B IR O <—A?> <ec
a,B,v;€R 1 vy =1 j

Aj, >0 = J=

subject to — u(f(a,x;)) — 8 — Z A <0, Vie [ml.
j:ielj

Since the infimum is attained due to the strong duality theorem and the boundedness of the primal
problem (EC.I]), we may remove the infimum sign and obtain that the above holds if and only if
there exists A\j,v > 0,a, 8,v; € R such that
—ot _ .
a+ B 4ar+ 0 pind” <i> XN (52) <

_u(f(a7 XZ)) - ﬁ - Zj:iefj >\J S 0, \V/Z
aaﬂul/j GR, ]: 1,...,M.

For the nominal problem, the Lagrangian function would be

om_9
bl 00)) = =3l o) (zqﬂ)—z%— Sa-n|Yn
j=1

kel; kel;
277l 2
=B+ Z Ajh Zpk —|—qu —u(f(a,x;)) — B — Z Aj
k‘EIJ j:ielj
Hence, we have
sup > —quu(f(a,xi))
A€My (p) ;—1

= inf supL(a,q,f5,(\;);
= BeRoy> q>g (a,q, 8, (A);)

. B N
sl 5+2Ah k;pk u(f(a,xi)) = ]Eejl Aj <0, Vi€ [m] e,
ety

where the above strong duality holds since we are solving a linear programming problem. Therefore,

we have that supge s, (p) 2oie1 —@iu(f(a,xi)) < ¢, if and only if there exists 8 € R, ();); > 0 such
that

ﬁ+22 _2)‘ h(Zktepk) <c
BEeERA >0, Vji=1,...,2"—2

O

Proof of Lemma[1l. The proof is identical to Ben-Tal and Nemirovski (2019), except that we
replace the quadratic cone with a general cone. We have,

Epi(f*) = {(y,s) : y'x — f(x) < s,Vx} = {(y,s) : y' x =t < 5,¥(x,t) € Epi(f)}.
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Therefore, we have (y, s) € Epi(f*) if and only if

min{—yTx—l—t :Ax+tv+Bw+b >k 0} > —s.

x,t,W

This minimization problem is strictly feasible and bounded from below. Hence, the conic duality
theorem (see Ben-Tal and Nemirovski, [2019) implies that it is equal to

msax{—bTﬁ cATe = —y B¢ =0,vi¢ =1,¢ e K*}.

Therefore, we have

Epi(f*)={(y,s):3€c K : AT¢ = —y BT¢ =0,vI¢ = 1,5 > bT¢}.

O
Proof of Lemma [2. Following Ben-Tal and Nemirovski (2019), we have
s X
woi() = {0 A7 (3) <6 = { o (54) emoitn)}
={(x,\t): 3w e RF: A(x/\, w,t/A)T — b=k 0}
={(x,\t): 3w eRF: A(x/\Ww/\t/A)T —b =k 0}
={(x,\1): I W e RN A(x, w,t)T — \b =k 0}
= {(x,\,t): 3w e RF: [A, —b)(x,W,t,\)] =k 0}.
O

Proof of Lemma [3. By definition, g* € Dy(p,r). Hence, we only need to show that q* € My (q*).
Using Lemma 4.98 of [F6llmer and Schied (2016), we have that p, j q+(X) > Eg+[—X] for all random
variables X (where p, p oq<(X) is as defined in (@) with measure Q = q). In particular, this holds
for all X = —14, for any measurable set A C 2. Hence, (q*,q*) € Uy 1(p)- O

Proof of Theorem [3. The proof follows the idea presented in [Mutapcic and Boyd (2009). First,
we have, for any a',a? € A, that the following inequality holds:

Z giu(f(a®,x;)) — Z giu(f(@', x;))| < [lallzll(u(f(@%,%;)) — u(f(a', %)% |2
=1 =1 (EC.2)

< [lall I (u(f (%, %) — u(f(a', %)) |12
= [|(u(f(a® %)) — u(f (@', x:)))ils [,

where the first inequality follows from Cauchy-Schwarz. The second inequality follows from ||ql|2 <
|all1 for g a probability vector, since g; < g for |gx| < 1.

Suppose now that the cutting-plane method has not terminated at the ¢-th iteration, i.e., the
optimal solution and objective value (as,c;) violate the e -feasibility condition at step H of Algo-
rithm [l Let (qf, q;) be the new worst-case scenario’s that are added to U; at step [l of Algorithm
[ Then, by definition, we have

- Z Qt i ata Xz — Ct > €tol.- (EC?))
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For any s > t, we also have that at the s-th iteration:
m
- Z qg,iu(f(387xi)) —cs <0. (EC4)

Since this is part of the constraint at the s-th iteration. Let ¢ be the optimal objective value of
([P-refl). By Assumption [l we have that —oo < ¢ < oo. Furthermore, we have ¢ > ¢; for any
iteration i since the cutting-plane algorithm always yields a lower bound on (P-refl). Hence, we
may assume that for ¢ and s sufficiently large, the lower bounds improvement is upper bounded,
ie., cs— ¢ < %ewl, since otherwise the cutting-plane will yield a lower bound that exceeds ¢, after
finitely many iterations. Therefore, it follows from (EC.3]) and (EC.4) that

m m

* _x 1
thviu(f(at,xi)) - Z piu(f(as,xi))| > €0l — (cs — ) > 5 €tol;
i=1 i=1

which implies that

%Etol- (EC5)
This shows that the minimum distance between any two outcomes of the cutting-plane method,
when evaluated in utility, is at least 1 5€tol- The idea is now to show that if the cutting-plane method
does not terminate, then there is a sequence of infinitely many cutting-plane solutions {a;}2° 524 for
which the corresponding vector (u(f(a;,x;)))/~; remains in a bounded set. Since we know from
above that each of these solutions, their utility values are of a distance %etol away from each other,
we conclude that the cutting-plane method must terminate since a bounded set can not contain
infinitely many disjoint balls with radius %etol, as argued in [Mutapcic and Boyd (2009).
Therefore, we define

[(u(f (s, %:)) — u(f(ar, %i)))iZq [l2 >

T A {(u(f(a,xz')))?i1

ac A, Zp, (a,x;) Sé}

Then, for all iterations ¢, we have (u(f(a,x;)))", € T, since p € U; for all ¢ > 1, we have
the inequality — Y ;" piu(f(as,x;)) < ¢ < é. We show that 7 is bounded in the Euclidean 2-
norm |.||2. Indeed, by assumption, M £ SUPac A ic[m) U(f(a,%;)) < co. Hence, for all vectors
(u(f(a,x;)))™, € T, its individual entry is always bounded from above by M. It remains to show
that all its entries are also bounded from below. Let ppi, = min}", p; > 0 (by Assumption 2] and
imin(a) = argmin;u(f(a,x;)). Then, we have for all (u(f(a,x;)))", € T

_pimin(a)u(f(a7 Ximin(a))) - Z pl (f(a XZ)) é é
i#imin(a)
which implies,
c+ M < c+ M
pimin(a) Pmin
=4
c+ M
u(f(a7 Ximin(a))) > — > —00.

Pmin

—u(f (& X5 ())) <

Hence, 7 is bounded in the Euclidean 2-norm ||.||2. O
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Before we proceed to the next proof, we need to recall the notion of KK T-vector. For a convex
optimization problem,

géi}vl{fo(a:) | filx) <0,Vi=1,...,L},

the KKT-vector corresponding to the constraints fi(z) < 0,i = 1,...,L is a vector A € R” such
that

L
;Ielzi"( {fo((L’) + ZZ:;)‘ZJCZ(‘T)} = gél)l{l{fo(l’) ‘ f,((L') <0,Vi=1,... 7L}’

The existence of the KKT-vector is guaranteed by the Slater’s condition and the boundedness of
the optimization problem (see Theorem 28.2, Rockafellar, [1970).

Proof of Theorem [§} The proof consists of two parts. In the first part, we show that Algorithm
[ terminates after finitely many iterations, for any €y, > 0. The second part shows the convergence
as €y — 0.

First part: We reexamine the proof of Theorem [3l First, we have, for any a',a? € A, the
following inequality:

zﬁz f(a%,x:)) zj flal,x0))| < (a2, x) — u(f(@b, %) s,

Let ¢ be an iteration where Algorithm Ml is not yet terminated. Let (q;,q;) be the new worst-case
scenario’s that are added to U;. Then, we have

_ZQtz ataxl)_c>6t01'

For any s > t, we also have that at the s-th iteration:

m
3@ ulf(asx) —c < 0.
i=1
Hence,
m m
Z qu{’z at’ Xl Z a87 Xz ) > €tol,
=1 i=1

which implies that

[(u(f(as,x:)) — u(f(az, xi)))izqll2 > €tor-
We define the set

T = {(U(f(a, Xi)))ita

ac A, Zpl f(a,x;) _c}.

Then, for all iterations ¢, we have (u(f(at,x;)))", € T, since p € U; for all ¢ > 1. It follows from
the proof of Theorem [ that 7 must be bounded in the Euclidean 2-norm ||.||2. Hence, Algorithm
[ must terminate after finitely many steps.
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Second part: Let g(a,,,) be the objective value of the solution a.,, obtained at the final iteration
of Algorithm [, for a tolerance parameter e > 0. Let P(0) be the optimal objective value of

(P=constraintl). Define, for an € > 0,

acA

P(e) := min {g(a)

N
sup —Zq‘ku(xk(a)) < c+e} .
) k=1

(a,9)€Uy 1 (P

By construction, we have P(ei1) < g(a,,) since a,, is feasible for the problem of P(eto). Fur-
thermore, the cutting-plane algorithm yields a lower bound on P(0). Hence, g(a,,) < P(0) for all
€101 > 0. Therefore,

0 < P(0) ~ glac,,) < P(0) — Ple):

Therefore, it remains to bound P(0) — P(et,)) from above. This can be done by utilizing the strong
duality theorem, which is guaranteed by Assumption [dl Therefore, we have for any € > 0,

N
P(e) = sup inf g(a) + A < sup  — Z qru(zr(a)) —c— e)

A>0a€A €Uy 1 (
N
> Geulai(a)) — C)

€U, n(P)  (—1

> —Ne+ inf g(a) — \* sup
acA (a.a)

= —X*e+ P(0),

where A\* is the KKT-vector of the problem P(0) corresponding to the supremum constraint, which
is a strictly positive constant (by Assumption []) independent of e. Hence, we have,

P(O) - P(Etol) < )\*Etol-
Therefore, the convergence follows as €y — 0. O

Proof of Lemma [}} We first show that for any a € A, we have that

m m

sup Y —quu(f(a,x;)) = sup =Y alf(ax), (EC.6)

(q,c_l)eué,h(p) i=1 (Cl’c—l)eu(i}l ,,,,, im)(p) i=1

for any set of ranking (i1, ...,i,) € Z(a) as in Definition 2l We fix a and denote Y = f(a, X) and a
ranking y(1) > ... > y(m), which by the monotonicity of u induces a ranking u(y1)) > ... > u(ym))-
By the definition @) of py, nq(Y"), we have that in a discrete probability setting, py, n.q(Y) is equal
to the rank-dependent sum

Pu,th(Y) == Z h Z a(j) (U(y(i)) - U(y(i—l))),
i=1 j=i
where —u(y(g)) := 0. We now claim that we have an equality between the rank-dependent sum
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Pu.h,q(Y) and the following optimization problem:

Puhq(Y) = max Z ZQ(] u(y) — wyi-1))

q€ER™

subject to Zq(j)gh Zq(j) , Yi=1,....m

Indeed, we can define (ja) = h(Z;”’:Z q(j)) h(Z] i1 9G )), where (jzkm) = h(q@m))- Then,
> Qi = h <Z;”:Z q(j)), and q* is a probability vector since h(1) = 1, h(0) = 0, and that h

is non-decreasing. Hence, q* is feasible for the above optimization problem. Furthermore, since
—(u(y@)y) — w(y@-1))) = 0 for all 7 > 2, the maximum is attained at a vector q such that the con-

straint >0, gy < h (ZT:Z q(j)) is an equality for all ¢, which uniquely defines @*. An expansion

of the alternating sum Y oty — (Z;n:l q(j)) (u(y@)) — u(y—1))) shows that it is also equal to the
sum Y " —q)u(ye)). Therefore, (EC.6) holds for all a € A and any ranking (i1, ... ,i,) € Z(a).
Let V* be the Optlmal objective value of (P-constraintl). Then, for any ag such that Z(ag) C Z(a*),
we have that U*(ag) < V*, since a* is feasible for the problem (23) by (EC.6). On the other hand,
we also have the upper bound relation V* < U*(ayg), since Uy p(p) C L{(;Z’;L""’Zm)(p) for any index
vector (i1,...,4my). Hence, U*(ag) = V*. O

Proof of Theorem[3. Let (qj,q;,) € argmaxq, @)Uy n(p) Yoty @iu(f(an,x;)). Denote g(a,q,q) =
— > qiu(f(a,x;)). Since the set A x Uy p(p) is compact, . we may assume that there exists a

limit (an,q},q;) — (ar,qr,dr) € A x Uy n(p), as n — co. We show that a7, must be an optimal
solution for (P-constraintl). Indeed, since (qf,q}) are maximizers, we have that

m
cte > — gy, u(f(an, %)) > max f(an,x;)
tol,n — ZZ:; n,i (f( uz 2)) (@) €U 1 (P) ZZ; qiu ny A9

Taking the limit n — oo yields

m
- Z 7z,iu(f(aL7 Xz)) > max Z qiu aL: Xz
1=1 ;

(a,a)€Uy 1 (P)

Hence, by Theorem [I] this implies that ay, is feasible for (P-constraintl). Since a, is a sequence of
solutions such that g(a,) converges to the optimal objective value of (P-constraintl) by Theorem [,
it follows from the continuity of g that g(az,) equals to the optimal objective value of (P-constraintl).
Hence, ay, is an optimal solution of (P-consfrainf]). Continuity of the functions —u(f(a,x;)) in a,
for all s € {1,...,m}, implies that there exists some N > 0, such that for all n > N, we have the
inclusion of the set of ranking: Z(a,) C Z(ar,). Therefore, Lemma [ implies that U*(a,,) converges

to the optimal objective value of (P-constraintl). O

12The set Uy n(p) is compact, due to the lower-semicontinuity assumption made in Assumption Bl
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Proof of Lemma [3 Indeed, if (q,q,t) satisfies the constraints in (26)), then ¢; <[ - ¢; + t; ; for
all i € [m] and j € [K]. Then, by the non-negativity of the variables ¢; ;’s, we also have that for
any subset I C [m] and any j =1,..., K:

SNG<L> a+ Y ti; <l Zqﬂrztuél > ai+0;

el el el el el

Hence, » ;c; @ < minjeg)hi(3;cr ¢i) and thus (q,q) € Z/{¢ n(p). Conversely, let (q,q) € Uy n(P).
Then, ¢; < 1; - gi +t;; for all i € [m] and j € [K] with ¢; ; = max{q — l;¢;,0}. Moreover, we have
that for all j € [K],

m m
Zti’j = Zmax{@- — qui,O} = Z qi — Z qui < bj, where I = {i:q — lei > 0}.
=1 =1 iely iely

Hence, (q, q,t) satisfies the constraints in (26]). O

Proof of Theorem [6. We reformulate the constraint,
max q fla,x;)) <e,
where
. I Eha=LYh =1, z;zlm(g)gr
U=q(aq,qt) € RIG xRY | yom ,jgbj,g_l K
__qulétl,_]az_l m,jzl,...,K

We note that (p,p, {max{(l; — 1)p;,0};;}) is a slater point in ¢ and that the above maximiza-
tion problem is upper bounded by ¢ € R. Therefore, strong duality holds, and we examine the
Lagrangian function:

L(a qquavﬁ ’77 ijs Ui ',jvl/j)

o ) ) )

B
m K K m
- Z Z Aij (@i — Ui — ti5) Z vj (Z tij —

i=1 j=1 Jj=1

j=1 i=1

:a+ﬁ+fyr+21/jbj—z u(f(a,x;)) —i—ﬁ—kZA”) 0
m K ) ) m K
+Zpi —a+z)\ijlj 2‘7¢<2> +ZZ ij = Vj)tij
i—1 = Di Di :

We have

m K
Csup =y [uf@x)+B+Y N | @
q1,---,Gm >0 =1 =
(EC.7)
:{0 if u(f(a,%:)) + B+ S5 Ay = 0, Vi

oo else.
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K m K
gi gi o T 2 Al
sup sz —a+ Y Ayl ;—7¢<;> ZZpiW( 7]1 “
! ! i=1

q1,-- 7Qm>0,l 1 ]:1

0 ifN;<vi,Vji=1,...K, i=1,...,m
000 95 YRV LR e (Be
llyva_Zl]l .

Therefore, with the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 2 the reformulated robust counter-
part is given by

o [ —orXI Nl
a+5+w+zg[‘{:1’/jb'+2?11pﬂ¢ (W)SC

—u(f(a,x;)) — B— Y1 \ij <0, Vi€ m]
Aij < vj, V]—l,...,K,Vz—l,...,m
auﬂeRuvuAijul/jzo'

In the nominal case where q = p, we have to reformulate the following constraint:

max E gu(f(a,x;)) <c,

qt)eunom
where
L « Doy @i =1
unom: (Q7t)eR§0XR7£0 Zz 1 ZJSbW«]_l K
(ji—l]plgtm,z—l m,j=1,..., K

Note that the above maximization problem is a linear programming problem bounded from above.
Therefore, strong duality applies, and we examine the Lagrangian function:

L(a,q, 3, \ij, ti j, vj)

m m K K m
Y dafax) (zqz—l)—zzxmqi—zjm—ti,ﬂ—z (zt )
i=1 i Jj=1
K m K
_ﬁ—l—Zij 4—2:2:/\Ul]191—|—z:qZ —u(f(a,x;)) Z —I—ZZ vj)ti ;-

i=1 j=1

By (IEZE) and (EC.8), we have that

inf sup L(a,q, S, \ij, tij, V)
)\”,1/]>0 q,t>0
BER

K
= inf> /8 + E ij + § § )‘Z]l]pl —u(f(a, XZ)) - B - § )‘7,] < 07Vi7 )‘7,] < Vj7Vi7j
ijVj 2 .
BeR i=1 j=1 j=1

Hence, the reformulated robust counterpart is
B+ Zf:l vibj + Z:nlz]K 1 Aijlipi < ¢
—u(f(a,x;)) — B — ZK Aij <0, Vi=1,.
Nij v, Vi=1,...,m, j —1,...,K.
)\Z’j,l/j 20, V’i:1,...,m, jZl,...,K.
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Proof of Lemma [6l. We have that

h(ziy1) — h(x;)
Tit1 — X4

ei($i+1) £

w {h(m) - (z — a5) — h(a;,-)} :

S
z€ (x4,

since by the “decreasing slope” property of concavity, this supremum is only taken in the interval

[, 2i+1]. Therefore, we can also extend the feasibility region to [z, 1].

h(@iy1)—h(z:) (z—
Tit+1—T4

x;) is an increasing function of z;41, for all x € (z;,1]. Therefore, e;(x;+1) is increasing in x;11. It

is also a continuous function in x;+1. This is because the function

éi(y) = sup {h(x) —y(z —2i) — h(zi)},

x€[xs,1]

Using again the fact that a concave function has decreasing slope, we have that —

is convex in y. Indeed, since it is a supremum of a linear function of y. Hence, é; is continuous
on the interior of its domain, which is the whole R because €;(y) is a supremum of a continuous

function on a compact interval. Hence, é;(y) exists and is finite everywhere. This implies that e; is
h(ziy1)—h(zs)

: _ ) is a composition of continuous
Ti41—Tq

continuous for all ;1 € (z;,1], since e;(x;4+1) = & <
function, for all x;41 € (x;, 1].

Finally, to show the existence of a x;;1 such that e;(z;+1) = €, for any given € > 0, under the
assumption that e;(1) > e. This is true if we can find a z € (x;,1) such that e;(z) < e. Since h has

decreasing slope and increasing, we have that for any y € (x;, 1), that for all = € [z;, 1]:

h y) — h g
(e) — PO RO () i) < i) - b
Ti+1 — T4
Therefore,
€i(y) < h(y) — h(z:).
Taking y | x;, it follows by the continuity of h that such a point z must exist. O

Proof of Theorem [7 (Part I). We split the proof in two parts, where we first treat the case of
problem (P)) and then the case of problem (P-constraint]). Fix an a € A and denote the ranked
realizations

u(f(a,x@))) = ... = u(f(a,Xm)))-

Let hy, ho be any two concave distortion functions (non-decreasing, h;(0) = 0, h;(1) = 1) such that
supyepoq 171 (t) — ha(t)] < €. Set u(f(a,x())) £ 0. Then, we have

pu,h1,‘1(f(a X Z ZQ(] u a X(i—l))) - u(f(a7 X(z))))

=1

< —u(f )+ | he qu +e | (u(f(a,xi-1))) —u(f(a,x@))))
=2
= Puha.q(f( )+ €- <maxu a,x;)) — min u(f(a, xl))>
ic[m] 1€[m]
< Puhaa(f( (M + max —u f(a,xz'))> ;
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where M £ SUPac A,ic[m] U(f(a,%;)) < oo. The idea now is to bound the term max;en,) —u(f(a, x;))
on a subset Ay C A of the feasible region, for which the restriction of the minimization problem
([P) on Ay does not change the original optimal value.

We take hy = h and hy € {he,fze}. By Assumption [I there exists a ag € A such that
SUPgeD, (p,r) Puh.alf (B0, X)) < co. This implies that pyp,p(f (a0, X)) < 00, and thus max;e,) —u(f (a0, %))
< 00. Then, we also have that

SUD Py hoq(f(a0, X)) < max —u(f(ag,x;)) < co.
a€Dy(p,r) i€[m]

Therefore, we may define the finite number

o2maxd sup puna(f(@0 X)) b < oo
7=12 | qeDy(p,r)

Then, for all a € A such that SUPgeD, (p.r) Puhyq(f(a, X)) < co, for any j € {1,2}, we have that

= piu(f(a,xi) < pun, p(f(a X)) < c, (EC.9)
i=1

due to concavity (which implies h;(xz) > x,Vz € [0,1], for any j € {1,2}). Therefore, for all such
a, we have,

sup —u(f(a,x;)) < ‘ot M, (EC.10)

i€[m)] Pmin

as shown in the proof of Theorem Bl Define,

sup —u(f(a,x;)) < Rl +M}.

1€[m)] Pmin

Aoé{aEA

Then, we have that for any j = 1,2:

min - sup  pyp;q(f(a,X))=min  sup  pun;q(f(a X)),
a€A qeDy (p,r) Hhad a€A0 qeD, (p,r) whd

since any potential minimizer a satisfies Supgep,, (p,r) Pu,hjq(f(a; X)) < co and thus (EC.I0). There-
fore,

min  sup pu,h1,q(f(a7 X)) = min sSup pu,h1,q(f(a7 X))

a€A geD, (p,r) a€Ao geDy (p,r)
. co+M
< min sup pu,hz,q(f(a7 X)) +e- (M + . >
acAy q€Dy(p,r) Pmin
. co+ M
=min  Sup  Pyheq(f(a, X)) +e- <M+ 0 > .
acA qep, (p,r) Pmin
By symmetry, we thus have
. . co+ M
wiy s pua(f@X) iy s pua(faX)| e (4 T,
a€A geDy (p,r) a€A qeDy(p,r) Pmin
which approaches zero as € — 0. O
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Proof of Theorem [7 (Part II). We denote

L. £ min {g(a) SUP  Pu,heq(f(a, X)) < C} )
acDy(p.7)

and

U. = min {g(a) sup - p,, 7, o(f(8,X)) < C} ;

a€Dy(p,7)

and we let Py denote the optimal objective value of (P-constrainf]). By definition, we have that
Le S PO é Ue-

We first note that L. has a nonempty feasible set, which follows from Assumption Ml and that
Puhe,q(f(a, X)) < punqg(f(a, X)), for all a € A and probability vectors q. Then, following the first
part of the proof of Theorem [, we can show that for all a € A that is feasible for L., we have that
for all probability q:

Pmin

pu,he,q(f(a, X)) > pu,h,q(f(a, X)) _ ¢ <M i c+ M> .

Therefore, we also have that for any a € A, the following implication:

c+ M
S punall@X) Se= s puna(f@X) < ere (M S
q€Dy(p,r) q€Dy(p,r) Pmin

Hence, we have that

cA

sup - puha(f(a, X)) <cte <M ks M)}

L¢ > min < g(a)
a €Dy (p,r) Dmin

() M
> sup inf g(a) + A sup  punhq(f(a, X)) —c—e <M +C i )
A>0acA q€D,(p.7) Pmin

> inf g(a) + A" sup  puhq(f(a, X)) —c—e <M + et M)
acA 9Dy (p,r) Prmin

(*;)PO_A*.E<M+C+M>,

Pmin
where at (x) we used weak duality and at (x*) we used A\*, the KKT vector of (P-constraintl)

corresponding the constraint supgep, (p,r) Puhq(f(a,X)) < ¢, which is a strictly positive constant
by Assumption [ and does not depend on €. Therefore, we have

C—I—M>

Pmin

0§P0—LE§)\*6<M+

which approaches zero as € — 0.
Similarly, we have for any a € A, the following implication

c+ M
s punalf@X)<eme(M+ S g @) <
q€Dy(p,r) Pmin a€Dy(p,r)
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Therefore, we have that

U, < mi
< min {g(a)

M
sup  puhq(f(a, X)) <c—e (M 48 i > . (EC.11)
q€Dy(p,r) Pmin

We note that the minimization problem on the right-hand side of (EC.IT]) contains a slater point,
for e sufficiently small. Indeed, by Assumption [, there exists a point ag € int(.A), such that

SUD  puhg(f(a0, X)) £ ¢ <c.

9€Dy(p;r)
Then, for € < ﬁ, we have that
Pmin
c+M
SUp  puhq(f(ag, X)) <c—e <M + > . (EC.12)
q€Dy(p,r) Pmin

Therefore, together with Assumption d] as well as the reformulation in Theorem [II we may apply
the strong duality theorem and obtain the estimation

. c+M
U < supming(a) + A sup  punq(f(a, X)) —c+e <M + >
A>0 acA qa€D,(p.7) Pmin

M
= min g(a) + \*(e) sup  punq(f(a, X)) —c+e <M + < i )
acA a€Dy(p,r) Pmin

< A(e) - e <M + cr M) + supming(a) + A ( sup  puhq(f(a, X)) — c>

Dmin A>0 a€A €Dy (pr)
M
:/\*(e)-e<M+ °x > + P,
Pmin

where \*(¢) is the KKT-vector of the minimization problem on the right-hand side of (EC.IT]),
corresponding to the supremum constraint, which depends on €. As a final step, we will show that
A*(€) can be further bounded by a constant that does not depend on ¢, for all sufficiently small .
Indeed, let ag be the point in (ECI2) and let € < &). Since Py < U,, we have that

2(M+c+]\/1

Pmin

M
P < ming(@) + X0 (s punali@X) —ee (34 S
acA <€Dy (p,r) Pmin

* c+ M
< g(ao) + X*(¢) ( sup punalf(a0,X)) — ¢+ ¢ (M T ))
a€Dy(p,r) Pmin

v, L C—C
< gla0) = N"()——,
which implies that for all € < ; (J‘Egjt,—,”j) , we have
2 — P
A*(E) S (g(ao) 0) 3 O*
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Hence, we have that for e sufficiently small, that

M
OgUe—PogC*-e<M+c+ >

Pmin

which converges to zero as € — 0. O

Proof of Proposition [l Choose the function h(p) = p?. Then h(0) = 0,h(1) = 1 but h(p) <
p, ¥p € (0,1). Due to the compactness of U, there exists of a maximizer q* of supqeys pn,q(X). Let

ﬁ(p) = p be the concave envelope of h. By assumption of U, we have that qf < 1. Hence, we have
that

Ph q* (X) = phgr (X Z ( (Z %) —h (Z %)) i1 —x;) >0,

=2

since h(p) > h(p) for all p € (0,1) and z;_; — x; > 0 for all i € [m]. Therefore, SUPqe Pj o(X) >
SUPqer/ Ph,q(X)- O

Proof of Theorem [8. 1t is sufficient to show that for any random variable X with outcomes
{x;}1", we have

m

prp(X)= sup Y —gmi— sup ZQZ$17
qeMpr(p) ;=1 GeENY (p

since pynp(f(a, X)) = pnp(u(f(a,X)). Let —z(1) > ... > —x(y) be the ranked realizations of X.
Let k* be the index where h (Zf;lp(s)> <h(®’) <h (Zk Jlrl (8)>. Then, we have that

prp(X)

o R e ) R
() o) v £ ) () o

where an empty sum Zgzl is defined as zero. We can also express the second part of the previous
sum in terms of the dual function h(p) £ 1 — h(1 — p), and rearrange the indices to obtain:

i—l k*+1
Z ( <ZP(S) —h <ZP(S)>> (—z)) + <h (Z p(s)) - h(p0)> (=T 41)
i=k*42 = =1 s=1
= ( <Z ) ( > P(s))) (=2m) + <71(1 -1°) —7%< > p(s))) (=)
i=k*42 = s=i+1 s=k*+2
m—k*—1 ~ i—1
= Z ( (Zp(m s+1 ) —h (Zp(m—s-i-l))) " T(m—i+1)
1=1 s=1
B m—k*—1
- (h(l -p°) - h( > p(m—s-l—l))) T (g1

s=1
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where the empty sum > .* 41 is again defined as zero. It remains to show that the sums are equal
to their dual representations:

£ () o(E)) o

ASMIP) iy =1 (EC.13)
+ ( (ZP )) —T(k41))s
and
m—k*—1 ~ i ~ i—1
sSup Z%xz = Z (h (Zp(m—s+1)> —h (Zp(m—s-l-l))) " T(m—it1)
qu V(p i=1 i=1 s=1 s=1 (EC 14)

m—k*—1
+ <7L(1 —p°) —h ( > p(m—s+1)>> (e 41)-

s=1

We will first show (ECI3), then (EC.14]) follows similarly. Let hy be the concave function such
that,

0
ho(p) = {Zﬁig) iizo. (EC.15)

Then, hg is non-decreasing and concave. Let P be the probability measure induced by the vector
(pi)™;. Then, u; = hgo P is by Lemma [[ a monotone, submodular set function. By the definition
of a Choquet integral, we have

/ ~Xdm
£ ) () o o) o
S o) o o))

Moreover, since p; is monotone and submodular, we have by Proposition 10.3 of Denneberg (1994),
that

[ ~xam - {Z g

which is the same feasible set as (32]).
Similarly, we can define the function

qZEOZqZSho<sz> vJ C | ]Em:qi:ho(po)},

i€J ieJ i=1

(EC.16)

Then, hg is also concave and non-decreasing. Indeed, the non-decreasingness follows from the
monotonicity of h. Hence, by the same argument, we have that us £ hg o P is monotone and
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submodular. Therefore,

which implies (33)). O

Lemma 7. Let Q be a set and F = 22 be the collection of all subsets of Q. Let h : [0,1] — R
be a non-decreasing concave function such that h(0) = 0. Let P : F — [0,00) be an additive set
function. Then u= ho P is a monotone, submodular set function. In other words:

#(A) < u(B), VA C B,
and
(AU B)+ u(ANB) < u(A) + u(B), YA, B € F.

Proof. Monotonicity is clear due to the additivity of P and monotonicity of h. Let A, B € F.
Additivity of u also implies that

P(AUB)+ P(ANnB)=P(A) + P(B).
Let a = P(A), b= P(B). Then, due to monotonicity, we have
P(ANB)2i<a<b<u=P(AUB).
Since b — i = u — a (due to additivity), we have that by concavity of h,
h(b) — h(i) < h(u) — h(a)

b—1 u—a

which implies submodularity:
h(i) + h(u) < h(a) + h(b).
O

Proof of Theorem[d. By Theorem [§ it is sufficient to show that the sets M;*(p) and N;¥(p)
are the projection of the following sets on the coordinates q and q, respectively:

g >0
g < l;gl)pi + tﬁ), Vi€ [m], k € [Ki]
st <o vk e K]

Sty ai=h(")

Mg#(p) = { q € R™,t) ¢ R™*f : (EC.17)
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and

g >0

3 <1Pp +t2) Vi m), k € [Ky)
Sty < b;ﬁ”\ﬂc € K]

Zz 1 qi = h(l - )

We will only show this for M ﬁal(p), since the case for N} (p) is identical.

Let (q,tM) € M;?(p). Then, ¢; < l,il) “pi + tg,? for all i € [m] and k € [K;]. Thus, for any
subset I C [m], we also have for all j = 1,..., K, that

Zngl(l sz‘i'zt <l sz+ztzk <l(1 sz+b(1

el el el el el

N7y (p) = ¢ @ € R™, ¢ e R : (EC.18)

Hence, q € M;*(p). Conversely, let q € M;*(p). Then, ¢; < l,i) i + t( ) for all i € [m] and
k € [K;] with tg;) £ max{q; — l,gl)pi, 0}. Moreover, for all k € [K], we have

th(li) = Zmax{qi - ligl)Piyo} = Z q; — Z l,il)pi < b,(gl), where I, 2 {i:q; — l](gl)pi > 0}.
i=1 i=1

iely iely

Indeed, the last inequality follows from the fact that for any q € M;*(p), we have that > .., g <
l,(gl) Doicr i+ b ) if Sierpi < h(p°). For any index set I such that > ;.; p; > h(p"), we also have

()
that, llg ) Y icr i+ blg) > l,(fl)h(p )+ bl(j) > l%gh( ) + b(l) h(p°) > > .c; ai, where (x) follows

from our ordering of the slopes and the intercepts (l,il), b,il))f; as described in ([B5)). Hence, the

above last inequality indeed holds for the index set I;. Therefore, (q, t(l)) eM }‘;al(p)
The reformulation in (B7)) follows identically as in Theorem [6 O

Proof of Theorem [10. We first note that by Theorem [§, we have that

m

pu,h,q(f(av X)) sup Z —(jiU(f(a, Xz — Ssup Z qiw a Xz
qeEMp*(q) ;— 4eEN(q

Since Uy C Dy(p,r), we have that for each iteration ¢, the cutting-plane procedure gives a lower
bound ¢! on the true optimal objective value (IEI), which we denote as ¢. By Assumption [ ¢ is
finite. Hence, we may assume that |c® — c!| < etol, for all s,t sufficiently large. Otherwise, the
lower bounds will attain or exceed ¢ after ﬁnltely many iterations. Assume now that s > ¢t. Let
q’ be the worst-case distribution added to U; and a;,a, be the optimal solutions obtained at the
t, s-th iteration. By definition, we have that

m m
sup 3" —gu(f(alxi) —  sup 3Gl (a’x) > ¢+ ol (EC.19)
qeMs*(at) s GENY(AY) =1
and that
m
sup Z_qiu(f(a x;)) sup Zq, (a®,x;)) < ¢’. (EC.20)
aeMp*(qt) ;= quCV
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Therefore, we have that

sup —qu(f(al,x;)) — sup —qu(f(a’,x;))
qaEM;?(qb) ; aEMp*(qt) ;

m m

4+ sup Zqiu(f(as,xi))— sup Z(j,-u(f(at,xi))

QeNEY(at) =1 GeNEY(at) ;=1
1
t
> €0l — (¢ =) > 5 ol

We can further upper bound the differences of the suprema as follows:

sup —gu(f(a’,x;)) — sup —qiu(f(a’®,x;))
qeMg>(qt) ; qeMg(qt) ;

< qehf |2 /0 e

osup[lall2l(u(f(a®,x:)) — u(f(@’,%:)))i |l2
acM;*(a')

I(u(f(a®,x:)) = u(f (@', %))l |2

IN

IA

Similarly, we have

m m

sup Y Gu(f(a’,x,)) = sup D Gaulf(a’,xi) < l(u(f(a®,xi) = ul(f(a’, %)y [l

QEN;LCV(qt) i=1 quﬁv(qt) i=1
Therefore, we have that

1

I(u(F(a" x:)) = u(f (a3 12 = St

However, we have the assumption that supae4epm) [u(f(a,%i))| < co. Hence, this leads to the
same contradiction as in the proof of Theorem Bl Therefore, the cutting-plane procedure must

terminate.

O

Proof of Theorem [11 Let M := supac 4c[m) [u(f(a,%;))| < oo. Similar to the proof of Theorem
[7, for any two distortion functions hi, ha such that sup,cp 1) [h1(p) — h2(p)| < €, we have that

P p(f (2, X)) < pupy p(f (@, X)) + € (max u(f(a,%;)) — min u(f(a,x;))

1€[m] 1€[m]

< pu,hz,p(f(a7 X)) +2Me.
Since 2M e does not depend on both a and q, we have that in the nominal case
‘ggﬁ Pu,hnp(f (@, X)) — min pup, p(f (2, X))‘ < 2Me,

and similar in the robust case

min  sup pu,hhq(f(a’ X)) —min  sup pu,hz,q(f(a7 X)) < 2Me,

a€A geD, (p,r) a€A geDy(p,r)
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which both approaches zero as e — 0. Since Algorithm [3] gives a final objective value ¢* such that

¢ —min  sup  pyn.q(f(a X)) < ol

a€A geDy(p,r)

It follows that

¢ —min  sup pynq(f(a,X))| < €0l +€2M — 0,

a€A qeDy(p,r)

as €], € — 0. O

Proof of Theorem [12. The proof that Algorithm B terminates after finitely many steps for prob-
lem (P-constraintl) is identical to the proof of Theorem [0, where we take ¢® = ¢! = ¢, where c is
the constraint value in (P-constraintl). To show convergence, we note that ; C Dg(p,r). Hence,
g(a,,,) is always a lower bound of (P-constrainil), for which we denote its optimal objective value
as P(0). We define

P(eror) = min {g(a)

Sup Pu,h,q(f(av X)) <c+ el p-
9€Dy(p;r)

Then, by the definition of Algorithm [3] the final solution a,, is feasible for the minimization
problem of P(eg1). Hence P(eyo1) < g(ac,,) < P(0). It remains to show that lim, 0 P(€01) =
P(0), which follows from the proof of Theorem I3l O

Proof of Theorem [13. We denote

L £ min {g(a)

acA

sup pu,hg,q(f(av X)) <cp.
qudﬁ(va)

Then, by the proof of Theorem [II] we have that for all a € A:

Sup  puheq(f(@, X)) —  sup  punq(f(a X))
qa€Dy(p,r) qa€Dy(p.1)

< eM,

where M £ 28UPac A,icm) [u(f(a,x;))| < oo, which follows from continuity of u(f(a,x;)) in a.
Hence, we conclude that P(e) < L. < P(0), where P(0) is the optimal objective value of (P-constraintl),
and

acA

P(e) = min {g(a)

Sup  punq(f(@a, X)) <c+ GM} .
q€D¢(p7T)

We will now show that lim¢jo P(e) = P(0), and hence concluding the proof. To show this, we
use the Berge’s maximum theorem (Berge, 1963), for which we have to show that the set-valued
function

e—Gle):=qacA: sup pynq(f(a,X)) <c+eM;,
q€Dy(p,r)
is a compact valued, continuous correspondence at ¢ = 0. We first examine compactness, which is

that for each € > 0, the set G(¢) must be compact. We note that since A is compact, we have that
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G(e) is bounded for all € > 0. Hence, we only need to show that G(e) is closed. This holds if a —
SUPgeD, (p.r) Pu,h.q(f(a,X)) is continuous, which can be proven as follows: by Lemma [§, we have
that (q,a) — pynq(f(a,X)) is jointly continuous in (q,a). Since the set Dy(p,r) is compact and
independent of a, the Berge’s maximum theorem then implies that a — supgep, (p,r) Pu,hq(f (2, X))
is continuous. Hence, G(e) is compact.

We will now show that G(e) is lower-and upper-hemicontinuous at € = 0. For upper-hemicontinuity,
we must show that G(0) is non-empty (which holds due to Assumption M), and that for any
e; — 0, and any sequence a; € G(e;), there exists a convergent subsequence a;, such that
aj, — ag € G(0). Note that due to the compactness of A, there is indeed a subsequence
aj, — agp € A. It remains to show that we have ag € G(0). This follows from continuity
Supq€D¢(p,r) Pu,h,q(f(ao’ X)) = limg 00 Supq€D¢(p,r) pthq(f(ajk’X)) < limgyo0 ¢ + ejkM =c

Finally, for lower-hemicontinuity at e = 0, we have to show that for every ag € G(0), and every
sequence €; — 0, there exists a J > 1 and a sequence a;, such that for all j > J, we have a; € G(¢;)
and a; — ag. However, since €¢; > 0 for all j, we can take the sequence a; = ag € G(¢;). Hence,
we may apply the Berge’s maximum theorem to conclude that lim¢o P(e) = P(0), which concludes
the proof.

O

The proof of Theorem [I3]is supplemented with the following lemma.

Lemma 8. Let u(f(a,x;)) be continuous in a for all i € [m], and h : [0.1] — [0,1] a continuous
distortion function. Then, the rank-dependent evaluation function

(a,8) = pu,nq(f(a, X)),
is jointly continuous in (q,a).
Proof. For any a, we denote the indices 1(a),...,m(a) such that
—u(f(a,X13a))) < -+ < —u(f(a, X)),

and we have that Au(f(a,X1@))) = —u(f(a,X1@))), Au(f(a, X)) = u(f(a,X@—1)@))) —u(f(a,Xia))),
for ¢ = 2,...,m. Denote the index set

Ty(a0) = {i € {2,...,m} : Au(f (a0, Xi(ay))) > 0}.

We enumerate the elements in 7 (ag) as i1 < -+ < ig, for K = |[Z;(ag)] < m —1. Set ig =1

and igy1 = m + 1. Then, the index set {1,...,m} is partitioned into K + 1 disjoint classes
II; == {i(ag) : ij—1 < i < i;}, with j = 1,..., K 4+ 1, that have the following two properties:
(i). If k,1 € {1,...,m} are indices of adjacent classes: e.g., k € II; and [ € II;;; for some j,

then u(f(ao,xx)) — u(f(ao,x1)) = Au(f(a0,Xi;,,(ap))) > 0. (ii). If &,1 belong to the same class
I1;, we have u(f(ag,xx)) — u(f(ap,x;)) = 0. Continuity of u(f(a,x)) in ag implies that for all
a sufficiently close to ag, the ranking indices 1(a),...,m(a) can also be partitioned such that
{i(a) 1451 < i <idj} ={i(ag) : -1 < i < i}, forall j =1,..., K + 1. In particular, this means
that within each class, the ranking indices of a is a permutation of that of ay.
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Hence, we have

Pu h,q(f(a X)) = Z h (Z Qk(a)> Au(f(a> Xi(a)))
i=1 :

k=1
+1 4—1 m
= Z h (Z Qk(a)> Au(f(a> Xz(a)))
j=1 i=ij_; k=i
K+1 m K+1 -1
=> 0| D k| Aulf(a, JHY. D h (Z qk(a) Au(f(a,Xi(a)))
Jj=1 k=i;_1 J=1i=ij 141
(@)~ (a0a0) =, [
q7a q 7a
?(q0,a0 Z h Z q0,k(ao) Au(f(ao,xijfl(ao))) +0
j=1 k=ij_1

= Puh.ao(f(20,X)).

O

EC.2 Optimization of Rank-Dependent Models in the Constraint

We describe in detail the adaptation of Algorithm [I] to in Algorithm [4l

Algorithm 4 Cutting-Plane Method with RDU Constraint

1. Start with U = {(p,p)}. Fix a tolerance parameter €, > 0.
2: At the j-th iteration, solve the following problem with the uncertainty set {;:

m

sup Z —qu(f(a,x;)) < c} . (EC.21)

acA (@@)e; =3

min {g(a)

3: Let a; be the optimal solution of (22)). Determine the ranking:

—u(f(a;,%x1))) < ... < —ul(f(aj, xmm)))-

Then, solve the optimization problem (2II), which gives an optimal objective value v; and a
solution (qj-, qa;)

4: If vj — ¢ < €401, then the solution is accepted and the process is terminated.

5: If not, set U1 =U; U {(q;k-7 (_]j)} and repeat steps 2H5L

EC.3 Derivations of Conjugate Functions and Their Epigraphs
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9¢

Distortion family Function Conjugate Epigraph of perspective Conic
h(p), p € 0,1] (=h)*(y), y <0 AM=h)*(5%) <2z A>0 representation
Expectation P 0,y<-1 0<z,v>A CcQ
CVaR, min{ %=, 1} max{(1 — a)y + 1,0} max{—(1 —a)v+ A0} <z, v >0 CcQ
T 1
T \ T — pT7 -7 < Jl-rpr
Proportional Hazard P rﬁ(l + Dy|y|7— Alr? rer)Tr sy PC
re (0,1) " v>0
z2=21+ 22
v+ A1l-71)=&+&
e (1+7)p —rp? Emax{y+1+70}> y+1<r 3
Gini Principles ar > /% —\)2 > C
ini Princip {7‘6(0,1) g1 Yyl (z1+A) 2\ + (21 = A2, 22> & Q
H+2r<w
& <0,&,w,v >0
A—&+ (n_ﬁ —nTAo)Ey < z
" y+ () - min{lyl, n} =T + 1 [ <SP o
Dual Moments o T 2 =54 PC
n>1 e(n) = (n~ 7 —n7" ) V& <0, &6
£2,63,64 2 0.
1 _
(1— (1—p)ym)/» y(l—s%)—l-(l—s)n v+E&<0,8 > A
MAXMINVAR o N i+ (62, )]| = < 2 PC
P £2,8 20
7‘(1 1 ( ’r)) 53 + )\e_(£2+53)/>‘ + (Tﬁ — /rllj)54 S z
LB-transform P CEP Closed form unknown & <vrg" EXP x PC
r € (0,1)
£2,83,84,v 20

Table 4: Canonical distortion functions with explicit expressions of their conjugates (—h)* and conic representations of the epigraphs of
their perspectives. The cones are abbreviated as: CQ: quadratic cone, PC: power cone, EXP: exponential cone. Note that (—h)*(y) = +o00
for y > 0; see Remark [l




JAY

Divergence family Function Conjugate Epigraph of perspective Conic
o(x), z>0 o*(y), y R yo* (%) <t v>0 representation
log(X <0
Kullback-Leibler zlogz —x + 1 ey —1 vlog(3;) + 5 < EXP
w—7vy <t
log(2) <t
Burg entropy —logz +x—1 —log(l—y), y<1 {7 0g() < EXP
v=7y—5, v>0
2y 2w <t
x2-distance 1z—-1)? 2-2/1T—y, y<1 w? + Ly —v)? < (v +v) cQ
w>0,v=vy—5 v>0
Variation distance |z — 1] max{s,—1}, s <1 max{s, —y} <t cQ
\/11)2 + 2 < t+2y
Modified y2-distance (r—1)2 max{0,y/2+1}2 -1 4= 2 cQ
0<w,s/24+~v<w
—-v+v <t
Hellinger distance (Vo —1)2 T, ¥y <1 124+ 1 (v—w)? < 3 (v+w) CcQ
w=7vy—35, w>0.
[
0—1)0T7w <t0<
x-divergence of order § > 1 | |z —1|? y—+ (60— 1)(‘%‘)9%1 s+ ( L) iui = PC
|S|§w9—1 -y 0—1
1 2 1 =1 q_0-1
11— y(1—g))7T — 1 < (10 -
Cressie and Read 1736(?9;%—97 0<b<1 a 1y( ) 0 hol < (¢9 4 5) 7o -y PC
Y> 19 w=7y-5(1-0), s< 135

Table 5: A list of canonical ¢-divergence functions taken from Table 2 of Ben-Tal et al. (2013), but with explicit conic representations
of the epigraphs of their perspective functions provided in the fourth column. The cones are abbreviated as: CQ: quadratic cone, PC:
power cone, EXP: exponential cone.



In this appendix, we provide the derivation of explicit conjugate functions, as well as the

epigraphs of y¢*(2) <t,v >0, and A(—h)*(5¢) < 2,A > 0, for a collection of canonical examples.

;

EC.3.1 Divergence Functions

e For ¢*(y) = e¥ — 1, we have
s s w v
yer 1) <tsw-—v<t, e < — s w—v<tvylog(—)+s<0.
v w

Note that vlog(ZL) is the relative entropy.

e For ¢*(y) =2—2/1—y,y < 1, we have

v2=2, 1=y <t s<qeo2y—2v /T2 <t s<y
Y v
v
@27—27\/j§t,vzfy—s,s<’y
7

S2y-2y/yw<t,v=y—s50v>0
@2’}/—2w§t,w2S’yfu,wzo,v:’y—s,v>0

1 1
@27—2w§t,\/w2—|—1(7—v)2§§(7+v),w20,v:7—s,v>0,

where in the last equivalence we used the equality zy = 1((z + y)? — (z — y)?).

e For ¢*(y) = % =—-1+ ﬁ,y < 1, we have

1 1
—1—1—1—§t,y<1@—1+v§t,—§v,w:1—y,w>0
-y

g
= =

1
& —-1+v<t, 1+—(v—w)2§§(v+w),w:1—y,w>0.

The epigraph of the perspective function can then be obtained as

1 1
’Y(b*(s)St@—’wvst,\/’y“rz(v—w)?é§(v+w)=’w=7—37w>0'

e For ¢*(y) =y + (0 — 1)('%‘)9%1 We show that the epigraph can be represented by a power
cone, which is 77?’1_0‘ = {z € R : 2%2y * > |x3|,21,29 > 0}, for 0 < a < 1. More on
tractability of power cones can be found in |Chares (2009). We have

@/4—((9—1)(M)90%1 <tesy+(0-1)0

6
7 w<t, |yt <w

6

1—6 <
0

Sy+0-1)010w<t, |yl <ws1. 1771,

is conic quadratic representable. Hence, so is the epigraph of the perspective

[ [
V() <te st (0—1)0T0w <t |s| <woT A4 TE
Y

o8



e Similarly, for ¢*(y) = %(1 —y(l—0))71 — %,y < ﬁ, we have
1 1 1 - , |
5(1—9(1_9))9%—5§tay<r@’w’ <(t9+1)071-11_%,w:1—y(1—0),y<r

is conic quadratic. Hence, so is the perspective

16 () St ul S (@0+9)T AT w =y —s(1-0),s < 1
v

EC.3.2 Distortion Functions
h(p) = (1 +7)p —rp?, 0 <r < 1. For y < 0, we have

(=h)*(y) = sup {ty + (1 +7r)t —rt*} = sup {(y + (1 + 7))t —rt*}.
te[0,1] t€[0,1]

Differentiating yields

d
&:y+(1+7‘)—27’t,

which is non-negative for ¢t < %1;”’ and negative otherwise. Hence, If W < 0, then

the derivative is always negative, hence the maximum is obtained at ¢t = 0 and thus we have
(=h)*(y) = 0. If %1;”’ > 1, then the derivative is always positive, hence (—h)*(y) = y + 1.

If %1;” € [0,1], then the maximum is attained at t = %ITM Hence, for y < 0, we have

(=h)*(y) = ﬁmax{y+1+r,0}2 y+1<r
y+1 y+1>r

The epigraph of (—h)* can be represented by

t=11+ta+7r

y+tl-r=y+y

ty > 4—1Tmax{y1 +2r,0}2 — 71, ty > yo
Y1 <0,y2 2 0.

Indeed, let (y,t) € Epi((—=h)*). If y+1—r < 0. Then, we can choose y; = y+1—r,t; =t—r,
yo =1t =0. If y+1—7r >0, then choose y1 =t1 =0, yo=y+1—r,ta =t —r.

Conversely, let (y,t,y1,y2,t1,t2) satisfying above constraints. Define

z z > 0.

£(z) = {%max{z+2r,0}2 —r z<0

Then (—h)*(y) = fly+1—r)+r. Hence (—h)*(y) <t < f(y+1—r) <t—r. Since y; <0,
y2 > 0, we have that y; < y; + y2 < yo. Since f is convex and f(0) = 0, we have

Sy +y2) — flyr) < f2) — f(0)

= )

Y2 Y2

and thus f(y1 + y2) < f(y1) + f(y2). Therefore, (—h)*(y) = fly+1—7)+r= f(y1 +y2) <
flyr) + fly2) +r <t +ta+7 =1t
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The epigraph of A\(—h)*(5¢) < z is then given by

Z2=2z1+ 29

—vtAMl-r) =4 +&
(21+)\)2\/m7 z2 2 &2
Si+2r<w

£ <0,8,w,v > 0.

1 <1/2
e For h(p) = (1+7)p b / and 0 < r < 1, we consider the conjugate
A—rptr p>1/2
(—h)*(y) = max{ sup ty+ (1+r)t,supty+ (1 —r)t+r}
t€[0,1) t>1
= max{ sup (y+ (1+7))t,sup(y + (1 —r))t+r}
t€(0,3) t>1

We have (—h)*(y) = oo for y > —(1 —r). For —(1+7) <y < —(1 —r), we have (—h)*(y) =
max{1/2(y + (1 +7)),1/2(y+ (1 —r)) +r} = 1/2(y + (1 +7)). Fory < —(1+r), (=h)"(y) =
max{0,1/2(y+(1—r))+r} = 0. Therefore, we have (—h)*(y) = max{5(y+1+r),0}, for y <

—(1—=r).

1-(1-p" 0<p<1
1 p>1
(—h)* using duality. We have

e For h(p) = , we will derive a tractable reformulation of the epigraph

Epi(—h) = {(p,t) € R>o x R: 3 (u1,u2) € R;O tup — 1 <t ug < ui/n,l —p < us}.

Indeed, let (p,t) € Epi(—h),if 0 <p < 1, then (1—p)" —1 <. We can choose ug =1—p >0
and u; = uy > 0. If p > 1, then —1 < t. We can choose u; = uy = 0. Conversely, let
(p,t,u1,usz) that satisfies the above constraints. If p > 1, we have t > —1 + u; > —1. Thus
(p,t) € Epi(—h). f0<p <1, then (1-p)" —1<ul) —1<wu; —1<t Hence, we also have

(p,t) € Epi(—h).
Consider the epigraph of (—h)*. We have

Epi((—=h)*) = {(y.s) :yp — (—=h)(p) < 5,Y¥p = 0} = {(y, ) 1 yp — t < 5,¥(p,t) € Epi(—h)}.
Therefore, we have that (y, s) € Epi((—h)*) if and only if the optimization problem

i 1/n
min — Hur — 1 <tous <u™1—p<u
p,u17u220,teR{ yp + | 1 =52 =Y b= 2}

is bounded below by —s. Since this is a convex problem with a point p = 1,us = 0,u; =
1,¢ = 0 that satisfies Slater’s condition, we may apply duality’s theorem and obtain that this
optimization problem is equal to

. 1/n
ma; inf —yp+t+&(uyp —1—1t)+&(ue —u 4+ &3(1 — p — ug),
€1,62.8320 put uz20, 4R Gilt )+ &l —u ) 601 —p —u)

which, after some rewriting is equal to

__n_ B
max {—1+4+&+ (n 1 —n 1) | y+ 63 < 0,8 > &)
£2,63>0
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Therefore, we have

Epi((—h)*)
—{(4,5) 36> 0: -G+ wT —n w )G <sy+E<0,6 > &)
={(y,5) :3&,83,64>0:1—-&+ (n_ﬁ —n_%)& <s,6 < 5:”%1 . 11_%,314-53 <0,& > &)

This gives the reformulation of the epigraph of the perspective A(—h)*(5¢) < z as

A—=E&+ (n_ﬁ —n ) < 2
n—1

n—1
62 §£4n ‘)\1_ n

NCNCOEFTS SEPARY
£ > &3
§2,83,64 > 0.

I-(1=pm" 0<p<1
p=>1
epigraph (—h)* using duality. We have

e For h(p) = , we will derive a tractable reformulation of the

Epi(—h) = {(p,t) € R>o x R: Fuj,ug > 0:u; > —t,u;/n > up, (1 —ug)/™ > 1 —p,ug <1}

Indeed, if (p,t) € Epi(—h), then for 0 < p < 1, we have —(1 — (1 — p)")'/* < t. Choose
ug=(1—(1—p)") and uy = ué/n gives the right inclusion. If p > 1, then choose us = 1 = uy
also gives the right inclusion. Conversely, let (p,t,u1,us) satisfying the above constraints. If
0 < p < 1,then by construction, (p,t) € Epi(—h). If p > 1, we have u; < u;/n < 1. Hence
t > —uy > —1, thus (p,t) € Epi(—h).

Consider the epigraph of (—h)*. Again, we have

Epi((—h)") = {(y,s) 1 yp —t < 5,¥(p,t) € Epi(—h)}.

Therefore, we have that (y,s) € Epi((—h)*) if and only if the optimization problem

min {—yp + tluy > —t,ué/n >y, (1—up)'/™ > 1—p}
p,u1,>0,u2€(0,1],t€R
is bounded below by —s. Since this is a convex problem with a point p = 2,us = 1,u; =
1/2,t = 1 that satisfies slater’s condition, we may apply duality’s theorem and obtain that
this optimization problem is equal to

inf - 1— &)t - —&ul™ gy (1 — ug)/m
6123%?20{53 + p,ulzo,zgle[o,l},teR (y+&)p+ (1= &)t + (&2 — &)ur — Sauy &3(1 —ug) "}
_ inf — 1/n 1 1/n =1 <0 >
5?76252(0&3 + uglen[O,l] Eouy (1 —u)/"&1 =1,y +&<0,6 > &}

The convex function —£2u§/ " — &3(1 — uz)'/™ has derivative

1-n

1 1-n
duy 5(53(1 —ug) 7 —&uy™ )
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which has root at

S &3
n—-1 " n—1
Uy " (1—wug) =
n—1 n—1
(1l —ug) m =E&uy"
n’zl
ug = % S [0, 1]
2nfl _i_fébfl
Since we are examining a convex function, this is where the minimum is attained. Hence, we
have
_n_ 1/n n 1/n
n—1 n—1
. 1 §
o —&uy" — &1~ )" = & - e B N ===
el I P e
T | e
+& -1 s Rt
=- 7_2L 7_?5 =—(&+&T)
(€ +ef T
Therefore,
: * P s R
Epl((_h)) ( 3)3352753203?J+§3§07§2217—53"‘(2 1+§3 1)” SS}

={(y,
= {(yus) = 62753 2 0: y+§3 S 0762 2 17_53 + “(62763)”% S 3}7

where ||.|[, is the p-norm for p > 1. Therefore, the reformulation of the epigraph of the
perspective A(—h)*(5¢) < z is

-V

A=) () s2e v+H6062A-G+(6 &)z =266 20

EC.4 Robust Rank-Dependent Evaluation Using Penalization

This section investigates the comparison between

P(X)E sup pupg(X), (EC.22)
qa€Dy(p,7)
and
ﬁrob(X) £ SuAp pu,h,q(X) - 91¢(q7 p)7 0> 07 (EC23)
qeElAm

where A,, denotes the set of all m-dimensional probability vectors.

Theorem EC.4.1. Let h: [0,1] — [0,1] be a concave distortion function (non-decreasing, h(0) = 0,
h(1) = 1). Then, the robust risk measure pyop, as defined in (EC.23), has the dual representation

ﬁmb(X) = _sup EQ[_U(X)] - C((Tl),
qQ€Am

with ambiguity index

c(@) = inf 60l4(q,p) +a(q,q), a(q,q) =

q€Am, oo, else.

_ {0, if @ € My(q);
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Proof. By IDenneberg (1994), we have the dual representation

Puha(X) = sup Eg[—u(X)] — aq(@).
[SISTAV

Hence, we have
~ S q;
ro X) = Sup Py X)—-0 pi¢ <_>
Prob(X) qumP ha(X) ZZ:; s

) sup sup Eg[—u(X)] —aq(@) —

S
NE
3
<
A~
[
N

q€EAm QEAM =1 i
— sup sup Eql-u(X)] - aq@) ~ 0o ()

€A, qEA, im1 Di

. _ - i

= sup Eg[—u(X)] — inf |« +40 i <—>

sp Bg[-u(X)] A( @+ 0 (3 )
— sup Eql-u(X)] - c(@).

qelAm

O

We also show that a decision maker that minimizes (EC.22]) obtains the same minimizer as to
minimize (EC.23)), for a specific 6.

Proposition EC.4. Assume the existence of a minimizer a* € argminge 4 SUPqep,, (p,r) Pu,h,q(f (2, X)).
Then for each r > 0, there exists a 6%, such that

a’ € argming 4 sup Puha(f(a, X)) — 0%14(q, p).
qEAm
Proof. As we have shown in Theorem [ECAT], minae 4 Supgea,, Puh,q(f(a, X)) —0%I4(q, p) is equiv-
alent to

m m
. _ q;
min<{ sup sup — giu(f(a,x;)) — 0 pio <—> ) (EC.24)
a€A | ¢>0 geM(q) ; ; pi
qf'1=1
for # > 0 a fixed constant. Using strong duality, we can replace the ¢-divergence constraint into
the objective and obtain for all a € A

m m m
_ . _ q;
sup sup —Zqiu(f(a,xi)) = 11;f yr+ sup  sup —Zqiu(f(a,xi)) —’YZP:’¢ <—Z>
a€Dy(p,r) GEM(a) = 720 920 GeM(@) = i=1 bi
q =
Let a* be a solution of minae 4 Supyep (D7) Pu.h.q(f(a,X)). In particular, for a = a*, strong duality
implies the existence of a v* (depending on a*), such that

m

m m
_ * * g, * * g
sup  sup — > qu(f(at,xi)) =+ sup sup = qu(f(at,xi) =Y pio <_Z> '
qE'D¢(p,T) (_IEM}L(Q) =1 %?01 QEMh(q) =1 = "

q =

(EC.25)

63



Since a* is a minimizer, we also have

sup sup — Y qu(f@tx) < sup  sup — Y qul(f(a,x;)
a€Dy(p,r) G€EMu(a) ;4 qa€Dy(p,r) G€EMp(a) ;4

= inf r su su
inf o7+ sup P

> s x) 3o (%)

q20 qeMp(a)

qf'1=1
<+ sup osup - gu(f(axi) =Y pid <—’> :
g%olﬁéMh(Q) i=1 i=1 pi
q'l=

Bringing v*r to the left-hand side of the inequality, it follows from (EC.25)) that for all a € A,

sup  sup Z giu(f(a*, x;)) — " me <%>
i=1 !

920 geMu(a) ;4

ql1=1
m m g
< sup sup — Y Gu(fax)) =7 pio <—Z> :
cT%Olc‘lth(q) i—1 i=1 pi
q =

This shows that a* is also a solution of (EC.24]), for a fixed 6§ = ~v*. O
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EC.5 A Visualization of the Various Shapes of the Uncertainty
Set U¢’h(p)

Figure 5: Projections of the uncertainty set Uy p(p) (I5) on the coordinates (Gi,q), for p =
(1/3,1/3,1/3) and r = %X(Q),95727 plotted for a range of values of sample size n. We choose the
modified chi-squared divergence ¢(t) = (¢ — 1) and the distortion function h(p) = 1 — (1 —p)?. As
n approaches 0, we see that the uncertainty set grows and the projection eventually approaches the
entire probability simplex in R?, the case where the decision maker is completely ambiguous of p.
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EC.6 The Optimistic Dual Counterpart

Beck and Ben-Tal (2009), |Gorissen et al! (2014) and |Gorissen and den Hertog (2015) have shown
that a robust minimization problem with a compact convex uncertainty set can also be reformulated
by maximizing the dual of its uncertain problem over all uncertain variables. In this section, we
aim to derive the optimistic dual counterpart of the robust problem

min {aTd +(C-c
acA,ceC

sup )— Z(jiu(f(a, x;)) < c} , (EC.26)
i=1

(a,)€Uy 1 (P
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where
Zﬁl qi = 27;1 g =1

m . %) <
U¢7h(p) = (q7 q) c RQm Zz:l Zilgb pi ) = T
EieJ 7 <h (ZieJ qi) , VJ C [m]
qZ’a@iZO, VZ:l,,m

Here, we have either (C = R,d = 0,{ = 1), or (C = {co},d # 0,( = 0). Note that Uy ,(p) is
a compact set since it is bounded and closed due to Assumption [3] that the functions ¢, —h are
lower-semicontinuous convex functions.

To derive the optimistic dual counterpart of (EC.26), we first consider its uncertain problem,
which for a given (q,q) € Uy ,(p) is defined as

qu a Xz _C}

qu (a,x;) <c,f,~(a)§0,z':1,...,L}.

min {a’d+(-c
acA,ceC

(EC.27)

= min <{a’d+(-c
acR! ceC

Recall that A is a set represented by convex inequalities, hence we can express it as A = {a €
R|f;(a) < 0,5 =1,...,L}, for some convex functions f;’s. Assume that (EC.27) satisfies Slater’s
condition and is bounded from below. Then, the dual of (EC.27)) is

m L
max inf ald+¢-c— giu(f(a,x;)) — yoc + a) . EC.28
yo’wyLZanRI’CeC{ ¢ yo;q (f(a,%:)) — o ;ykfk( )} ( )

The optimistic dual counterpart is defined by maximizing the dual over all uncertain variables in
the uncertainty set, i.e.,

m L
sup max inf al’d+¢-c—yo gu(f(a,x;)) — yoc + yrfr(a) . OD
(a,@) €Uy 1 (p) Y0r---YL =0 AERT c€C { ZZ:; (A ) ; (@) (OD)

The following theorem states a reformulation of ([OD)).

Theorem EC.6.1. The optimistic dual counterpart (ODI) is equivalent to the following concave
problem.

sup
z,ZER%”O i
Y0,--,yL >0
ALy Am, My ERT

m L
subject to Z’\i = —an —d

j (uof)( > Zyk fr)* (7)‘9000]1{{:0}

1

(EC.29)
Z Zi = Z 22 =1%o
=1
>z —yoh (Zi@ ) <0,vI €2V,
icl Yo
Z%m@b ( > —yor <0
i=1 v
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where z = yoq and Z = yoq. If the Slater’s condition holds for problem (EC.29), then (EC.20])
is equal to (EC.29). Moreover, the KKT-vector of (EC.29) corresponding to the dual equality
constraints S i = — S r_, m — d gives the optimal solution of (EC.20).

Proof. By Theorem 1 of (Gorissen and den Hertog (2015), it only remains to reformulate (OD]). We
have that,

acR! ceC ‘
=1

m L
inf {aTd +Ce—yoy Gulf(axi) —yoc+ Y ykfk(a)}
k=1

acR!

m L
— Tq — 7 . i _
= inf {a d—yo ; giu(f(a,x;)) + l;ykfk(a)} +Inf (¢ — yo)e
m L
= — sup {—aTd +yo Y qulf(ax)) = ykfk(a)} +inf(C —yo)e.
acR i=1 k=1 ¢
Note that since C is either R if ( =1 or {¢o} for some ¢y € R, if ( = 0. Hence, we have that

—YoCo if C = (&))
inf(¢ —yo)e =40 fC=R, yo=1

—00 else.

We examine the left supremum term. We have,

m L
sup {—aTd +y0 > qu(f(a,x)) =Y ykfk(a)}
k=1

acR! i=1

a,wi,...,Wm,

m L
= sup {—aTd +onqiu(f(w,~,xi)) - Zykfk(vk) ‘ w; =a, vp =a,i € [m],k € [L]}
k=1

vi,....viERT =1
m L m L
= WL, {‘aTd £ 3 AT (wi—a)+ Y nf (vi—a) + 90 Y gl f(waxi) = Y ykfkm)}
N1y €ERT v, v ER] i=1 k=1 i=1 k=1

m L T m
= inf - A+ +d + )\Z-T i — Yoqi(— .Y
>\171P>\m7 sup <ZZ:; kzz:l’nk > a Z wi — yoi(—u)(f (Wi, X;))

s a,Wi,...,Wnm, =
1M ERT vy, v ER!

L
AT ykfk(vk)}

k=1

m A L n m L
= inf Yogi(—uo f)* < - ,Xi) + Zyk(fk)* (—k> Z)\i =—) m—dp,

ALy Am, — Yodqi — Yk — _

y,mp R k=t = -

where (—u o f) denotes the composition function of the two. Similar to |Gorissen and den Hertog
(2015), a change of variables z = yoq and Z = yoq and multiplying the constraints in Uy ,(p) by o
yields the desired statement. O
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EC.7 The Hit-and-Run Algorithm

In this section, we explain how the Hit-and-Run algorithm is applied to generate a uniform sample
on the ¢-divergence set. Let S be an open subset in R?. The general procedure of the Hit-and-Run
algorithm is fairly simple. Start with an interior point z¢ € S. Choose uniformly a random direction
u € 0D where 9D = {z € R?: ||z| = 1}. Draw uniformly a scalar A € {\ € R : zg + Au € S}
and then update zp with xo 4+ Au. It is shown by [Bélisle et all (1993) that for a convex set S, this
sampling process will converge to a uniform sampling on S.

To apply the Hit-and-Run algorithm to the ¢-divergence uncertainty set, we first re-parametrize
the set. Recall the definition of the ¢-divergence set

Dy(p,r) 2 {q€R™ [q>0,q"1=1,> p;¢ (%) <r}.
i=1 v

Using the equality q”1 = 1, it is clear that we can parametrize the ¢-divergence set with the
following set

m—1 m—1 m—1
Dy(alp,r) 2 {q eR™ Yq>0,1- > ¢;>0,> pi¢ (%) + P <%> <r}.
i=1 i=1 v m

(EC.30)

Since this is a set with convex inequalities, and often we assume Slater’s condition, its interior is an
open convex set. Hence, we can apply the Hit-and-Run algorithm to obtain a uniform sample of the
interior of 25¢(q\p, r) and thus also the interior of Dy(p,r) due to the one-to-one correspondence.
The precise procedure will be the following.

e We start with the nominal vector qx = (p1,...,Pm—1). We draw a uniform element u € 9D
for dimension d = m — 1. This is done by drawing m — 1 a standard normal i.i.d. sample
X1,...X;m—1 and then renormalize it. This method is proposed by Muller (1959). It follows

from the property that the joint density f((x1,...,24)) = (\/21?)(1 e2l@1zallz i only norm-

dependent.

e Given u and q;. We will then determine the set A £ {\ € R : q; + \u € Dy(q|p,7)}. By
convexity, we have if A € A and A > 0, then all scalars in [0, A] also lies in A. Similarly, it holds
for A < 0. Since 25¢(q\p, r) is also bounded, there exists Amin, Amax Such that [Amin, Amax] = A.
Both values can be found using a bisection search.

e We draw a random A € [Apin, Amax] update g1 = qx + Au. We then repeat the process.

EC.8 SOS2-Constraints Formulation

Let w : [lg,up] — R be a non-decreasing, piecewise-linear utility function defined on some interval
[lo, ug) that contains the image set {ax; | a € A,i € [m]}. Let {t;, u(tj)}jK:l be the support points
of u, where ly = t; < --- < tg = ug. Then, the constraints in ([37]) can be formulated using the
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following bilinear and SOS2 constraints:

B-h(p®) + Ky 4 T S Nl - S Gz < e
—z— B ik Ak <0, Vi€ [m]

e < v, Vi€ [m], Vk € [Kl]

G <1Ppi+tip, Vi€ [m], Vk € Ky

STt <0, VE € (K

ity @i =h(1—p°)

alx; = ZJK:1 Nijtj, Vi € [m]

zi = iy Miju(ty) Vi € [m]

> A =1, Vi € [m]

| \ij >0, SOS2, Vj € [K], i € [m].

(EC.31)
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