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A common problem in various applications is the additive decomposition of the out-
put of a function with respect to its input variables. Functions with binary arguments
can be axiomatically decomposed by the famous Shapley value. For the decomposition
of functions with real arguments, a popular method is the pointwise application of the
Shapley value on the domain. However, this pointwise application largely ignores the
overall structure of functions. In this paper, axioms are developed which fully pre-
serve functional structures and lead to unique decompositions for all Borel measurable
functions.
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1 Introduction

The study of the effects of explanatory variables on a model output by additive decompositions
has a long tradition in various fields of research. For example, additive decompositions are used
for the analysis of poverty and inequality, cf. Fortin et al. (2011), for profit and loss attribution in
reporting, cf. Candland & Lotz (2014), and for capital allocation and risk allocation in banking
and insurance, cf. Guo et al. (2021). Since recently, additive decompositions are moreover used
for explaining the output of machine learning models, cf. Merrick & Taly (2020). In case of
binary input variables, the model output can be interpreted as a game in collaborative game
theory, and a decomposition can be obtained by means of the celebrated Shapley value, which is
uniquely characterized by three axioms, see Shapley (1953). In case of non-binary input variables,
a popular approach in the literature is to apply the Shapley value pointwise on the set of potential
input values, see for example Shorrocks (2013), Merrick & Taly (2020), and Godin (2022). That
means that the output function is disassembled into a family of separate games, where for each
possible input value a separate games is defined by activation and deactivation of single arguments.
Pointwise Shapley decompositions are equivalent to average sequential decompositions, see Moehle
et al. (2021). Sequential decompositions are defined by the telescoping sums that result from
sequentially activating the input variables of the function one after the other. By permutating
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the order in which the input factors are activated and by averaging over all possible permutations,
one obtains the so-called average sequential decompositions, see Junike et al. (2023).

Pointwise application of the Shapley value on functions with non-binary input variables disas-
sembles the function and ignores its general structure, so that Shapley’s axiomatic justification is
of limited scope only. The same applies to average sequential decompositions, which are equivalent
to pointwise Shapely decompositions. This paper characterizes both of the latter decompositions
by axioms that fully preserve functional structures. While Shapley needed just three axioms for
uniquely decomposing games, we use nine axioms for uniquely decomposing Borel measurable
functions. The contribution of our result is twofold: First, it reveals the hidden assumptions
that users implicitly accept whenever they apply pointwise Shapley decompositions or average
sequential decompositions. Second, it puts the latter decomposition principles on a more solid
theoretical basis.

Throughout the paper, we consider functions of d € N real arguments,

F:R? >R,
which represent the output of a model. The aim is to decompose F' into a sum
F=G+ - +Gy

of functions

Gi RS R, ie{l,...,d}

where G; is meant to describe the contribution of the i-th input variable to the total function F'.
The additivity makes the decomposition easy to interpret. In many applications, additivity is not
just a nice feature but actually necessary, for example, if the function F' describes a monetary
value that shall be split between different parties according to G1,...,Gq..

In section 2 we recall the theory of the Shapley value. Section 3 defines average sequential def-
initions and shows their link to pointwise Shapley decompositions. The main contribution of this
paper is section 4, where decompositions of Borel measurable functions are uniquely characterized
by nine axioms. In section 5 we give three application examples.

2 The Shapley value

Shapley (1953) studied the decomposition of set-functions in cooperative game theory and derived
a unique decomposition principle from three basic axioms. A game is a mapping that assigns a
total gain to each possible coalition of players. Let U = {1,...,d} represent the universe of
potential players. Let P(U) denote the power set of U. Then each set-function

v:PWU)—R

with the property
v(J) =0

is called a game. Shapley (1953) additionally postulates that v is superadditive, but this assump-
tion is actually not needed for obtaining unique decompositions, so we omit it here. With the aim
to extend Shapley’s decomposition approach to more general mappings later on, we equivalently
transform the set-function v to a mapping on 2V by encoding participation or non-participation
of the players by binary variables,

X : {S : S c U} — {O, 1}d, X(S) = (1155', .. -71d€S)-



Based on the bijection x, we uniquely identify each game v with a function
F:{0,1}" >R, F(z)=v(x ') =vox '(z)

with the property
F(0) =0,

where 0 := (0,...,0). The so-called Shapley value is a vector-valued mapping
¢ = (¢17---7¢d) : {UP(U) —)R"U(@) :0} R4

that satisfies the equation

v(U) =) ¢i(v).

€U

The i-th addend ¢;(v) is meant to describe the contribution of player ¢ to the total gain v(U).
Let 1 := (1,...,1), so that we have v(U) = F(1). By means of the bijection x, Shapley’s
decomposition ¢(v) of v(U) can be equivalently transformed to a decomposition G(1) of F'(1),

d
F(1) = ), ¢i(Fox) = Y, Gi(1). (2.1)
€U i=1

In this way, the Shapley value ¢ defines a decomposition mapping for functions with binary
arguments,

goz(gpl,...,god):{F:{O,l}dHR’F(O)zO}HRd, Fw ¢poFoxy.

For any permutation 7w on U, let w(S) := {n(i) : : € S} for S < U. Shapley (1953) postulates
three axioms for the mapping ¢.

(S1) For each permutation 7 on U, let
¢i(vom) = ¢r(y(v), i€l
(S2) For each subset N € U such that v(- n N) = v, let

> 6i(v) = v(N). (2.2)

€N
(S3) For any two games v and v/, let
P(v + ') = (v) + ¢(v').

With a slight abuse of notation, for any permutation 7w on U and each d-dimensional vector x, let

Furthermore, for each I € U we define a projection mapping py by

pr(z) == (x1lier, ..., xalger).



Proposition 2.1. The mapping ¢ satisfies the axioms (S1), (S2), (S3) if and only if the mapping
© satisfies the following axioms:

(T1) Let
F(1)=G(Q) + -+ Ga(1)

Jor G(1) = o(F).
(T2) For cach permutation = on U and i€ {1,...,d}, let
F'=For — Gj1)=_Gryomn(1)
for G(1) = o(F) and G'(1) = o(F).
(T3) For cachie{l,...,d}, let
F=Foppny = Gi(1)=0
for G(1) = o(F).

(T4) Let
F'=F+F = G'1)=G(1)+G (1)

for G(1) = o(F), G'(1) = ¢(F"), and G"(1) = ¢(F").

Proof. Axiom (S1) implies that

Gi(1) = ¢s(Foxom)
= Gr(i)(F 0 €)
= Gﬂ(z)(ﬂ.(l))a

which is property (T2). For N = U, axiom (S2) directly yields the property (T1). In case of
F = F opy\ g, the corresponding game v = F' o x satisfies the equation v = v(- n (U\{i})), so
axiom (S2) implies that
Gi(1) = ¢i(F o x)
=Y ¢i(Fox)— >, ¢j(Fox)

jeu jeU\{i}
= o(U) —v(U\{z})
=0,

which is property (T3). The property (T4) is a direct consequence of axiom (S3).
For F' := F o axiom (T2) yields the equation



which is property (S1). In case of v = v(- n N), the corresponding function F o x~

F = Fopy g for each i ¢ N, so axioms (T1) and (T3) imply that

d
= Z G;(1)
= > G,(1)

JEN

= > 9;(v),

JEN

which is property (S2). The property (S3) is a direct consequence of axiom (T4).

L gatisfies

O

For any finite set S, let |S| denote the number of elements of S. The following proposition

recalls the celebrated result of Shapley (1953).

Proposition 2.2 (Shapley value). The mapping ¢ satisfies the axzioms (S1) to (S3) if and only

if
1 d—1\"" , ,
ZOEED Y (et INCORENT) R TN}
ScU
for each game v.
Proposition 2.T] and Proposition yield the following corollary.
Corollary 2.3. The mapping ¢ satisfies the azioms (T1) to (T4) if and only if
1 d—1\"" ,
Ic{1,....d}

for each function F and G = o(F).

3 Pointwise Shapley decompositions
We extend the domain of F' from binary arguments to real-valued arguments,
F:R* >R

We still assume that
F(0) =0.

The aim is to decompose F(x) for each argument z € R%. A popular heuristic method is to build

the telescoping sum

F(z) = F(z) — F(0)

d
=3 (Fopp,.(x) = Fopg,. (@)

=1



and to interpret the addends as the contributions of each argument z1,..., x4 to the total value
F(z). This approach is commonly denoted as sequential decomposition, cf. Junike et al. (2023).
For any vectors x and y, let

T*xyY = (5'31!/1, o ?xdyd)a

and let ' = (1,...,1,0,...,0) denote the d-dimensional vector that has the entries 1 up to the
i-th position and zero else. Then we can represent the sequential decomposition as

Gi(z) = F(e'xx) — F(e" t x2), ie{l,...,d}.

An adverse property of the sequential decomposition is its dependence on the formal numbering
or labeling of the arguments z1,...,2z4. Let m be any permutation on {1,...,d}. Suppose that
we renumber the arguments xi,...,x4 according to permutation 7, then apply the sequential
decomposition, and finally reverse the renumbering. Then we obtain the m-permutated sequential
decomposition

Gf(z) = F(x (™« m(x))) = F(r~ ' ("W ww(2)))
— F(r Y™ D) s z) — F(n Y™ N e ),  ie{l,...,d}
where the second equation uses the fact that 7(z*y) = 7(z)*m(y) for any vectors x and y. For each
choice of 7, we end up with a different decomposition G™. From a theoretical perspective, there is
no distinguished permutation 7 that should be preferably used, so the sequential decomposition

concept is ambiguous. In order to get rid of this ambiguity, a popular solution is to average over
all permutations 7,

G (x) = %Z (F(wfl(eﬂi)) sx) — F(n (™07 :c)), iefl,....d}. (3.1)

This averaged sequential (AS) decomposition is in fact invariant with respect to any formal
renumbering or relabelling of the arguments cf. Junike at al. (2023).

Proposition 3.1. It holds that

1 d—1\""
AS _ .
G = p Z <|I|—1> (Fop[—FopI\{i}), ie{l,...,d}. (3.2)
I<{1,...,d}
Proof. For each i € {1,...,d} and permutation 7, there exists a vector ¢ € {0,1}¢ with ¢; = 1 and

such that 7= 1(e"™®) = ¢ and 7~ (e7®~1) = Pi1,..ap iy (c). In the set of all permutations 7 with
m(i) = r for arbitrary but fixed i,r € {1,...,d}, there are subsets of size (r —1)!(d — r)! that keep
the vectors 71 (e™®) and 7~ (e™~1) constant. Therefore,

G5(@) = = 3 (Fla (@) o 2) = Fr () w))

™

d
o DD NG IO E] (Flexa) = Flpp,.apgiy () =)

“r=1 ce{0,1}d

_ Z (el = 1);(‘d — lel)! (F(c *x) — F(pg,..ap ) (c) x))
ce{0,1}d ’

Ci:l

In the last sum we can drop the condition ¢; = 1 since the addend is anyway zero if ¢; = 0, so the
last term is equivalent to (3.2)). O



Let F denote the set of real-valued functions on R?. By Fy we denote the subset of functions
F € F with the property F(0) = 0.

Definition 3.2. Let 64% : 7y — F? be defined as the mapping that assigns to each function
F € Fy the decomposition (BI]). We call 645 the AS decomposition principle.

In the special case of z = 1, formula (8.2]) equals the Shapley value (2.3)), so the AS decomposi-
tion principle may be seen as a generalization of the Shapley value. However, the Shapley value is
based on axiomatic principles, whereas the AS decomposition principle is just based on a heuristic
concept. Yet, as Shorrocks (2013) explains, the AS decomposition principle can be derived from a
pointwise application of the Shapley value, so that the AS concept gets an axiomatic foundation:
For each 2 € R? define a decomposition G(x) of F(z) by applying the Shapley value on the

mapping
F?:{0,1}9 - RY,  y— F(zxy).
As the following proposition shows, this pointwise construction indeed establishes the AS decom-
position.
Proposition 3.3. For each F € Fy and x € R?, it holds that
545 (F) () = (F").

Proof. For each v € R and I < {1,...,d}, it holds that F*op;(1) = F(x*p;(1)) = F(pr(z)). By
applying this fact in (3.2]), we obtain that G¥(1) equals ([3.:2) for each i € {1,...,d}. According
to Proposition B.I] this means that G%(1) = GA9(x). O

4 Axiomatic functional decompositions

In the previous section we derived the AS decomposition principle by applying the Shapley value
pointwise on the domain of F', but this pointwise construction largely ignores the general functional
structure of F. For each z € R?, the decomposition of F(x) = F*(1) by the axioms (T1) to (T4)
involves only the function’s values on the finite subset {ps(z) : I < {1,...,d}} < R? and the
structure of F' on the remaining domain is completely ignored by (T1) to (T4). This chapter
presents decomposition axioms that preserve F as entire function on R%,

We still consider functions with real-valued arguments,

F:R* R
but we are not assuming F(0) to be zero anymore. A mapping d : F — F¢ that assigns to each
function F € F a decomposition G = §(F) € F¢ is called a decomposition principle.

Definition 4.1. Let §* : F — F¢ be defined as the decomposition principle that assigns to each
function F' € F the decomposition

~1
G; = =F(0) + é > (“;‘__11) (Fopr—Fopng), ief{l,...,d. (4.1)
Ie{1,....d}
The restriction of 6* to Fy is equal to the AS decomposition principle,
5* |, = 649
For any mappings hy,...,hq: R — R, let F(hy,...,hy) denote the mapping
x— F(hi(z1),...,hq(xq)).



Proposition 4.2. If a decomposition principle 0 equals §*, then it satisfies the following axioms:

(A1) Let
F=G +--+Gq

for G = 0(F).
(A2) For any permutation 7, let
F=Fonr = GG, =Grpom
forie{l,...,d} and G =6(F), G' = §(F").

(A3) Let
F=Fopu. aniy = Gi=Giopg

for G = 6(F).

(A4) Let
F'=F+F — G'=G+&

for G = §(F), G' = §(F"), G" = 5(F").

(A5) For any a € R, a # 0, let
F'=aF = G =aG

for G =46(F), G' = §(F").

(A6) Let
F=F °opa,..d\ip = G=G O P{1,....d}\{i}

forie{l,...,d} and G = §(F).
(A7) If the pointwise limit lim,,_,o, F™ exists, then let

F=1lmF" = G=lim G"

n—a0 n—ao
for G =6(F), G" = 6(F™), ne N.
(A8) For any sequence (x™)neny with ™ — x € RY, let

lim F(z2") = F(z) = lim G(z")= G(x)

n—0 n—ao
for G = 0(F).
(A9) For any homeomorphisms hi,...,hq on R with fized point zero, let
F'=F(hi,...,hq) = G =G(h,...,hq)
for G =6(F), G' = §(F").

Before we give the proof of Proposition [£2], we present a useful equivalent characterization of
the assumptions in axiom (A9).

Lemma 4.3. For any mapping g : R* — R?, the two following statements are equivalent:



(a) There exist homeomorphisms hy, ..., hq on R with fized point zero such that
g(x) = (hi(x1),...,ha(zq)), x€ R,
(b) The mapping g is a homeomorphism with the property
gopr=prog, I<{l,...,d}.

Proof. Statement (b) follows from (a) because of h;(0) = 0 for all . Statment (a) follows from
(b) since g o pg;y = pgsy © g means that g;(z1,...,7q4) = gi(0...,0,2;,0,...,0), so that we can set
hl(xl) = gi(O...,O,xi,O,...,O). O

Proof of Proposition [{.3. The constant part F'(0) of F' satisfies axiom (Al). For the remaining
part F(z) — F(0), we first note that the SU decomposition and all permutated SU decomposi-
tions satisfy axiom (A1), since they are defined from telescoping sum of F'(x) — F'(0). The AS
decomposition, which just averages all permutations of SU decompositions, must then also satisfy
axiom (Al).

Given that F' = F o7, it holds that

1 1 d—1\""
Gg(x)IEFOW(O)JFE > ( ) (Fomopr—Fomopngy)

I{1,...,d} -1
1 1 d—1\!

=Gruom,

which verifies axiom (A2).

If F'=Fopq, angy, then Fopr = Foppg forall I € {1,...,d}, so that all addends in (3.2)
are zero except for éF (0). So Gj is constant, which implies G; = G; o p.

For verifying axioms (A4) to (A9), we use the fact that (8.2)) defines G directly from F', so that
the functional properties of F' directly translate to analogous properties for G. In particular, we

use the fact that pgi . 4y ©Pr = propg,..ap ), the continuity of p;, and Lemma (4.3 U
In axiom (A5) we excluded the case o = 0. This case is already covered by the other axioms.
Lemma 4.4. The azioms (A1), (A2), (A6) imply the statement of axiom (A5) for a = 0.

Proof. In case of F' = 0, it holds that F’ = F' opg and F' = F' o, so the axioms (A6) and (A2)
imply that
Gi(x) = Gi(1) = Gy (1) = Gr(;) (2)

for all x and i. Because of axiom (A1), that means that
0=F'(x) =dG}(),
which verifies that G’ = 0. O

Remark 4.5. Here we briefly interpret the axioms: Axiom (A1) is the starting assumption of
this paper and is added for completeness. Axiom (A2) says that the decomposition principle shall
be invariant with respect to any formal renumbering or relabelling of the arguments x1, ..., z4.
Axiom (A3) says that an argument z; that has no impact on the function F shall have a constant



contribution function G;. In the AS decomposition principle we even have GG; = 0 in this case, so
that the argument x; makes no contribution at all. We use the weaker postulate GG; = const in
order to not rule out constant functions F'. The axioms (A4) and (A5) could be combined to a
'linearity axiom’, including the case a = 0, see Lemma .4l Axiom (A6) says that an argument
x; that has no impact on the function F' shall likewise have no impact on the decomposition.
Axiom (AT) postulates continuity of the mapping §. Axiom (A8) says that a potential continuity
of F' shall be inherited by G. Axiom (A9) postulates that the decomposition principle shall be
invariant with respect to lossless data conversions of the arguments z1,...,x4. The fixed point
assumption makes sure that the data conversion does not shift the reference point O.

Let M < F denote the subset of Borel-measurable functions. By Mg we denote the subset of
functions F' € M with the property F(0) = 0.

Theorem 4.6. If a decomposition principle § : F — F@ satisfies the axioms (A1) to (A9), then
Slpm = 0% m-
The relation §*| 7, = 049 immediately implies the following corollary.

Corollary 4.7. If a decomposition principle § : Fy — F¢ satisfies the axioms (A1) to (A9), then

8| amo = 0™ |-

Proof of Theorem[{.6 First of all, we consider a constant function F. Then we have F' = F o
and F' = F o py for any permutation 7 and I < {1,...,d}, so that the axioms (A1), (A2), (A6)
imply that

F(z) = Gi(z) + -+ + Gq(z) = G1(0) + - -+ + G4(0) = d G;(0)

for each j € {1,...,d}. This verifies (A1) for constant functions.
In a second step, we consider functions of type

d

F(z) = | [(max{sia;, 0})% (4.2)

i=1

for g € Ng and s € {1, —1}¢. The case ¢ = 0 has been already covered above, so let now ¢ # 0. At
first, we just consider ¢ € {0,1}? and s = 1. For ¢ arbitrary but fixed, we define I = {i : ¢; = 1}
and Iy = {i : ¢; = 0}. Let m be a permutation with the property m(I;) = I;. Let y € R? be
a vector such that 7(y) = y. From axiom (A2) we can conclude that G;(y) = Gr;)(y) for all
i€{l,...,d}. This fact and axioms (A1) and (A3) imply that

F(y) = Gi(y) + ... + Ga(y)
= (d— ql)Gily) + a1 G;(y) (4.3)
= (d—]gl1)Gi(0) + lg|1G;(y), i€l je L.

For hy,...,hq defined by h;(z;) := B;x; for ; # 0, it holds that

F(h,....ha) = ([]8)F.

i€l

10



so that axiom (A9) and axiom (A5) with a = [[,.;, 8; imply that

G(hrar,....Bava) = ([] 8)Gla) Vo (4.4)

i€l

For " = (1,...,1,en,1...,1) with the variable &, at the i-th position and &, | 0 for n — o0,
equation (£4) and axiom (AS8) yield

Gpg,..any (@) = lim e,G(z) =0, i€l xe RY,

since F' is continuous. By repeating this type of argument for each i € I1 and by applying axiom
(A6), we conclude that

G(zr)=0Vz:zm9 -+ 24 = 0. (4.5)
Furthermore, because of axiom (A3) it holds that
Gy(2) = G;(0) = 0, Va,j e Iy,
so that equation (3]) becomes
F(y) = dhG;(y), Je€l (4.6)

Let z be a vector such that z; # 0 for all ¢ € I1. Then, for hy,..., hy defined by h;(z;) := Biz;
with 8; = z; for i € I1 and ; = 1 for i € Iy, axiom (A6) and the equations (4.4]) and ([.6]) yield

Gj(z) = Gi(B1,- -, Ba)

= (Hﬁi)G (1)

i€l
5)ra
HQH1<H '
= —F(Z)’ Jje
gy
since (] [;c;, Bi)F(1) = F(z). All in all, from the latter equation and (&3] we conclude that
1 .
Gj(z) = ¢j——F(x) Vx,j. (4.7)
lqlx
For j € Iy the latter equation equals (3.2]), since all addends are zero. Now suppose that j € I.

Since F(pr(x)) — F(pp () # 0 only if I 2 I and since F(pr(v)) — F(pp g (z)) = F(x) for all
I oI, by using 1757, = F(pr(1)) we can show that

-1
) (F(pr(x)) = F(ppyay(2)))

[—
[
>
~
||
N

lallx”

11



where we refer to Shapley (1953, section 3) for the last equality. This verifies (8.2)) for functions
[@2) with ¢ € {0,1}¢ and s = 1. We can expand that result to general exponents ¢ € Ny by
applying axiom (A9) for hq,...,hy defined by

hi(;) = sign(a;) ™ g, mextas 1),

Moreover, we can expand our result to any s € {1, —1}¢ by applying axiom (A9) with h;(z;) := s;z;.
In a next step we consider any function F' of type

d
F(z) = Hw?’ (4.8)
i=1

for ¢ € Ny, which can be represented as a linear combination of functions of type ([.2l),

ro= 5 ([T

d
(max{s;z;, O})qi> ,
se{l—1jd =1 i=1

because of

4
zl = < Z Si max{sixi,0}> = Z s (max{s;z;, 0})%.
si€{l,—1} si€{l,—1}
Now we apply axioms (A4) and (A5) in order to verify ([3.2]) for functions of type (LS).

In our next step let F' by any polynomial, i.e. F' is a linear combination of functions of type
(#£8). Then axioms (A4) and (A5) imply (32]).

Now let F' be any continuous function. According to the Stone-Weierstrass theorem, for each
en > 0 and b, > 0 there exists a polynomial function /" such that sup,e[_y, 5,14 |[F'(2) — F"(2)] <
en. For example, approximate F' |[7bn7bn]d by Bernstein polynomials. For sequences €, — 0 and
b, — 00, we can construct a sequence of polynomial approximations (F™),en that converges
pointwise to F. For each polynomial F", the formula (8.2]) applies, which is linear in F", so that
the limit lim,,_,, G™ exists as a pointwise limit. According to axiom (A7), this verifies (3.2]) for
each continuous function F'.

By iteratively repeating the latter step of building limits of sequences of functions and applying
axiom (A7), starting from the set of continuous functions, we obtain ([3.2)) for each step function
and finally for each measurable function. O

5 Examples

The three examples in this section illustrate that model outputs are typically Borel measurable
functions, so that the axioms (A1) to (A9) imply unique decompositions, see Theorem

Example 5.1. Consider the gains and losses between time 0 and time 1 of a stock in foreign
currency,

F(z1,22) = (1 + so)(x2 + o) — Soco,

where sg and s; = sg + x1 are the stock values in foreign currency at times 0 and 1, and ¢y and
c1 = ¢o + z2 are the currency exchange factors into home currency. The gains and losses shall be
explained from the variables 1 = s; — sg and x2 = ¢ — ¢g. The function F' is Borel measurable
and has the property F(0,0) = 0, so Corollary [4.7] suggests for F'(x1,x2) the decomposition

T1T9 12
Gi(z1,22) = —5 taico, Ga(x1,22) = 2

+ x95¢.

12



The decomposition principle §* expands the AS decomposition principle to functions F' that
are not necessarily zero at zero. This is relevant in the following example.

Example 5.2. Let x1,...,x4 be the electricity meter readings of d € N individuals in a shared
housing community who share a single utility contract. The total utility bill is given by an
increasing cost function f of the total electricity consumption,

F(xl,...,xd)zf(xl—i—...—i—xd).

The mapping f may be non-linear due to volume discounts. The total bill shall be split among
the d individuals according to their electricity meter readings x1,...,z4. Since the cost function
f was assumed to be increasing, the function F' is Borel measurable, so Theorem suggests to
decompose F' by 6*(F'). The first addend

1 1

-F(0)==f(0

“F(0) = 2 £(0)

in (4J) describes consumption-independent fixed costs, which are evenly split between the d
individuals. The remaining part of (&I equals the AS decomposition §4%(F) and addresses
consumption-dependent costs.

Example 5.3. Profits and losses that emerge in an insurer’s balance sheet between two reporting
dates stem from various risk sources. International reporting standards as well as insurance
regulation require a change analysis of the insurer’s balance sheet with the aim to identify and
quantify the sources of the observed profits and losses. For example, let C be a random variable
that describes future insurance claims that are evaluated by the risk measure Value at Risk to the
level 99.5%. Suppose that the insurer’s risk model comprises d risk factors, and let the real-valued
random variables X1, ..., Xy describe changes in these risk factors from one reporting date to the
next. So the evaluation of claim C changes between the reporting dates by

F(ml, e ,xd) = VaR0.995[C|X1 =T1y.-- ,Xd = xd] - VaR0_995[C].

This value change shall be explained from the d risk sources. According to the factorization
lemma, F' is Borel measurable, since VaR 995[C|X] — VaRg.995[C] is a (X )-measurable random
variable. So our axioms (A1) to (A9) uniquely define a decomposition of F', see Theorem
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