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Abstract

In this paper, we study the risk sharing problem among multiple agents using Lambda
value at risk as their preferences under heterogenous beliefs, where the beliefs are represented
by several probability measures. We obtain semi-explicit formulas for the inf-convolution of
multiple Lambda value at risk under heterogenous beliefs and the explicit forms of the cor-
responding optimal allocations. To show the interplay among the beliefs, we consider three
cases: homogeneous beliefs, conditional beliefs and absolutely continuous beliefs. For those
cases, we find more explicit expressions for the inf-convolution, showing the influence of the
relation of the beliefs on the inf-convolution. Moreover, we consider the inf-convolution of
one Lambda value at risk and a general risk measure, including expected utility, distortion
risk measures and Lambda value at risk as special cases, with different beliefs. The expres-
sion of the inf-convolution and the form of the optimal allocation are obtained. Finally, we
discuss the risk sharing for another definition of Lambda value at risk.

Key-words: Lambda value at Risk; Value-at-Risk; Risk sharing; Inf-convolution; Dis-
tortion risk measure; Expected shortfall; CoVaR; CoES

1 Introduction

The Pareto-optimal risk sharing problem has been studied extensively with the preferences
of agents represented by some risk measures since the introduction of convex or coherent risk
measures by Artzner et al. (1999), Follmer and Schied (2002) and Frittelli and Rosazza Gianin

(2005). For instance, convex risk measures were used in Barrieu and El Karoui (2005), Jouini et al.
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(2008) and Filipovi¢ and Svindland (2008) to investigate the risk sharing problem, showing
the existence of the optimal allocation which are comonotonic' under the assumption of law-
invariance. Recently, more focus has been put on the risk sharing problem for non-convex
risk measures such as quantile-based risk measures including Value-at-Risk (VaR) and Expected
Shortfall (ES) as special cases (e.g., Embrechts et al. (2018), Liu et al. (2022) and Weber (2018))
and distortion riskmetrics including inter-quantile-range, Gini deviation and mean-median devi-
ation as examples (e.g., Lauzier et al. (2023b)), showing that the optimal allocation is pairwise
countermonotonic defined in Lauzier et al. (2023a).

In the above papers, the agents are assumed to enjoy the same belief on the distribution of
the future risk. However, in the current regulatory frameworks (e.g., BCBS Standards (2016)),
internal models are extensively used, leading to heterogeneous opinions for different agents on
the same future risk. Moreover, the belief heterogeneity may also stem from the asymmetric in-
formation accessed by the agents. We refer to Embrechts (2017) for the discussion of application
of internal models in banking and insurance and Xiong (2013) for the discussion in finance. The
model/belief heterogeneity in the risk sharing problem has been considered by some papers in the
literature. For instance, the risk sharing for VaR or ES under heterogeneous beliefs was studied
in Embrechts et al. (2020), which showed that optimal risk allocations are pairwise counter-
monotonic with model heterogeneity. Liu (2020) investigated the comonotonic risk sharing with
heterogeneous beliefs for distortion risk measures and Liebrich (2022) studied the risk sharing
for consistent risk measures with model heterogeneity and obtained the sufficient condition for
the existence of the optimal allocations. Model heterogeneity was also studied in the optimal in-
surance and reinsurance designs; see Amarante et al. (2015), Chi (2019), Boonen and Ghossoub
(2020), Asimit et al. (2021) and the references therein.

In this paper, we use Lambda value at risk (AVaR) to represent the agents’ preference.
As an extension of VaR, AVaR was introduced by Frittelli et al. (2014) by changing the fixed
probability level to a probability/loss function 1 — A. The A function can be chosen either
increasing (relatively risk-averse) or decreasing (relatively risk-seeking), representing decision
makers’ individual risk appetite as shown in Frittelli et al. (2014). The choice of A function based
on data was studied in Hitaj et al. (2018). Compared with VaR, one advantage is that Lambda
value at risk is able to distinguish the tail risk for decreasing A functions in the similar sprit of
Loss VaR proposed in Bignozzi et al. (2020). For increasing A, AVaR may incorporate some
additional requirement such as risk manager’s judgement in the process of risk management; see

Bellini and Peri (2022). Moreover, the recent literature shows that AVaR satisfies some other

1We say X1, ..., X, are comonotonic if there exist non-decreasing functions f1, ..., f, satisfying f1(z)+---+
fn(z) =z, x € Rsuch that X1 = fi(X1 +--+Xn),.... Xn = fu(X1 + -+ Xn).



desirable properties. In Han et al. (2024), it showed that AVaR with increasing A function
satisfies quasi-star-shapedness, which is a property weaker than quasi-convexity and penalizing
some kind of concentration. In addition, AVaR with increasing A functions also satisfy cash
subadditivity, which is useful to measure the future financial loss with stochastic interest rates;
see El Karoui and Ravanelli (2009) and Han et al. (2024). We refer to Bellini and Peri (2022)
for the monotonicity, locality and other properties, and Burzoni et al. (2017) for robustness,
elicitability and consistency.

Risk sharing problem for AVaR under homogeneous belief was studied in Liu (2024) and
Xia and Hu (2024), where the expressions of the inf-convolution and the forms of the optimal
allocation were derived. The AVaR was also applied to optimal reinsurance with model homo-
geneity in Balbds et al. (2023). Moreover, the application of AVaR to robust portfolio selection
and sensitivity analysis can be seen in Han and Liu (2024) and Ince et al. (2022). In this paper,
we will put our focus on the risk sharing problem with AVaR and belief heterogeneity, extending
many results in the literature. In Section 3, we study the inf-convolution of multiple AVaR with
heterogeneous beliefs, where the beliefs are represented by a set of probability measures. We
obtain the semi-explicit formula for the inf-convolution and the explicit forms of the optimal
risk allocations, which has the similar form to the pairwise countermonotonicity. The relation
of the beliefs play an crucial role in the risk sharing problem; see e.g., Chi (2019). To study the
interplay between the beliefs, we consider three cases: homogeneous beliefs, conditional beliefs
and absolutely continuous beliefs. For the homogeneous beliefs, we show that the inf-convolution
of AVaR is still a AVaR for the general A functions, extending the results in Liu (2024) and
Xia and Hu (2024), where the monotonicity of the A functions is typically required. In particular,
our results include the case that some AVaR have increasing A functions and others have de-
creasing A functions, demonstrating that the agents may have relatively different risk appetites.
The conditional beliefs reflect the asymmetric information obtained by the agents such that each
agent has slightly different concern. Under this setup, we also obtain the explict formula for the
inf-convolution of AVaR, showing that the inf-convolution of AVaR under conditional beliefs is
also a AVaR under a new conditional belief. It is worth mentioning that conditional beliefs are
closely related to the conditional risk measures proposed in the literature to measure the systemic
risk such as CoVaR (Adrian and Brunnermeier (2016) and Girardi and Tolga Ergiin (2013)) and
CoES (Mainik and Schaanning (2014)). The risk sharing problem in this case can be interpreted
as risk sharing with some Co-risk measures (CoAVaR, a new conditional risk measure proposed
in Section 3). For the third case, we consider the risk sharing between two agents and suppose
one probability measure is absolutely continuous with another one. Under this assumption, we

find a more explicit formula for the inf-convolution of AVaR. Note that we also give the results



for the inf-convolution of VaR for the last two cases, which are also new to the literature.

In Section 4, we study the inf-convolution of one AVaR and a general monotone risk measure
with belief heterogeneity. The expression of the inf-convolution and the form of the optimal
allocation are derived. Then we consider two cases: conditional beliefs and absolutely continuous
beliefs. For the conditional beliefs, we obtain the results for the inf-convolution of one AVaR
and one ES/distortion risk measure/expected utility/AVaR". For the absolutely continuous
beliefs, we find the formula for the inf-convolution of one AVaR and one ES/expected utility. In
Section 5, we consider the inf-convolution of one AVaR™ (a new definition of Lambda value at
risk) and a general monotone risk measure with belief heterogeneity. We obtain the expression
of the inf-convolution, which is very complicated, and the forms of the optimal allocation. our
results include the inf-convolution of two AVaR™ under heterogeneous beliefs as a special case.
The results here are not explicit and very different from the previous sections and they are very
complicated as it involves the shape of the A function and the best case of risk aggregation under
dependence uncertainty. This means that AVaR" is very different from AVaR in term of the
application in risk sharing problem.

The notation and definitions are displayed in Section 2 and all the proofs are delegated to

Appendix A-D.

2 Notation and Definitions

For a given atomless probability space (€2, F,P), let L> denote the collection of all bounded
random variables. Moreover, let X be a set of random variables containing L°°. We suppose
X has good enough properties to conduct our study such as X = L? for some p > 0, where L?
represents the set of all random variables with finite p-th moments. Throughout this paper, we
suppose all probability measures Q, Qq, ..., Q, live on (2, F) and the corresponding probability
spaces are atomless. For any X € X, the positive value of X represents the financial loss and
its distribution function under Q is denoted as FS For a mapping p : X — R, we say p is

law-invariant under Q if for all X|Y € X,
Q
X2y S px) = pv), (1)

where 2 stands for equality in distribution under Q; p is monotone if X <Y implies p(X) <
p(Y); and p is cash-additive if p(X +c) = p(X)+cfor X € X and ¢ € R. We say p is a monetary
risk measure if p is monotone and cash-additive. For more details on risk measures, one can
refer to Follmer and Schied (2016). For simplicity, throughout the paper, we use the notation

p@ to represent that p is law-invariant under Q. For X € X, (Fg)’1 represents its left-quantile



under @Q, which is defined by
(F¥)~'(p) = inf{z : F{(2) > p}, p € (0,1]

with the convention that inf() = co. For any X € X, we denote by Ug a uniform random

variable on [0, 1] under Q@ such that X = (F2)~"(UZ) a.s. under Q. The existence of such U

for any random variable X is guaranteed by e.g., Lemma A.32 of Follmer and Schied (2016).
Next, we define the inf-convolution. For a random variable X € X, define the set of

allocations of X as

An(X) = {(Xl,...,Xn) exnzznjxizx}.

i=1
In this paper, we suppose the agents may have heterogeneous beliefs, represented by some prob-
ability measures Qq,...,Q,. The inf-convolution of risk measures p?l, ..., p¥» is the mapping

07, p% : X — [—00,00), defined as

z‘ép?i(X) = inf{Zpii(Xi) (X, X)) € AH(X)}.

Note that p; is law-invariant under Q;, where QQ; represents the belief of the i-th agent.

An n-tuple (X1,...,X,) € A,(X) is called an optimal allocation of X for (p¥', ..., p%r)
ity p;Q (X;) =01, p;Q (X). Note that 0", p;(X) can be interpreted as the smallest pos-
sible aggregate capital for the total risk X in financial system if p;” (X;) represents the capital
charge for the i-th financial institution to hold the risky position X;. More economic interpre-
tations on the inf-convolution can be found at e.g., Delbaen (2012), Riischendorf (2013) and
Embrechts et al. (2018).

For risk measures (p1,...,pn) and a total risk X, an allocation (X1,...,X,) € A, (X) is
Pareto-optimal if for any allocation (Y1,...,Y) € Ay(X), pi(Vi) < pi(X;) foralli =1,...,n
implies p;(Y;) = p;(X;) for all i = 1,...,n. For finite-valued monetary risk measures, it is
shown in Embrechts et al. (2018) that an allocation of the inf-convolution is optimal if and only
if it is Pareto-optimal. Note that AVaR (defined in (2)) does not satisfy cash-additivity; see
Frittelli et al. (2014) and Bellini and Peri (2022). Hence it is not a monetary risk measure.
However, one can still show that the optimal allocation of the inf-convolution of AVaR is Pareto-
optimal.

Finally, we define the Lambda value at risk. For A : R — [0,1] and a probability measure



@, the Lambda value at risk are given by

AVaRQ(X) =inf{z e R: F(z) > 1 — A(z)},

AVaRTQ(X) = sup{z e R: F¥(z) <1 - A(x)}, (2)

where inf ) = co and sup ) = —oo. Note that AVaR(X) = AVaR™"(X) if A is increasing; Other-
wise, it may not be true; see Proposition 6 of Bellini and Peri (2022). We refer to Bellini and Peri
(2022) for two other definitions of AVaR. If A is a constant, then AVaR® boils down to VaR©,
i.e., VaR? at level p € [0,1) is given by

VaRZ(X) = AVaR%(X) = (Fg) '(1-p), X €A,

for A = p. Moreover, by definition, VaR?(X ) = —oo. Although VaR has been criticized from
different angles, it has been widely applied in practice for risk management due to its simplicity
and possession of some nice properties; see McNeil et al. (2015) and the references therein for
more detailed discussion on VaR. Compared to VaR, AVaR is more flexible in the choice of
A functions; it satisfies cash subadditivity and quasi-star-shapedness; and AVaR" is able to
capture the tail risk for decreasing A functions; see e.g., Frittelli et al. (2014), Hitaj et al. (2018)
and Han et al. (2024).

We denote H as the collection of all A : R — [0, 1], where A is right-continuous. Hereafter,
for any A, we denote A~ = infyer A(z) and AT = sup,p A(xz). We say that a constant \ is
attainable for A if there exists € R such that A(z) = \.

The interplay among Q1,...,Q, plays an important role in the inf-convolution, which is
our main concern in this paper. This can be seen from the following proposition. We say a
mapping p : X — R is cash-supadditive if p(X + ¢) > p(X) + c for all X € X and ¢ > 0. Note
that both AVaR? and AVaR ™™ satisfy cash supadditivity if A is decreasing; see Proposition 2
of Han and Liu (2024).

Proposition 1. Suppose Q1 and Q2 are mutually singular, and ps is cash-supadditive. Then
for X e X,
PP Ops?(X) = —oo.

The conclusion in Proposition 1 implies that for any two monetary risk measures p; and
P2, p?l ngz (X) = —o0 if Q1 and Qy are mutually singular. In contrast, if Q; = Q2, then
p?l ngb (X) > —oo for many monetary risk measures p; and po; see e.g., Embrechts et al.
(2018) for quantile-based risk measures and Filipovi¢ and Svindland (2008) for convex risk mea-

sures.



3 Inf-convolution of multiple AVaR

In this section, we investigate the inf-convolution of n Lambda value at risk with heteroge-
neous beliefs represented by Q1,...,Q,, respectively. Suppose X O L>°. We find an expression
of the inf-convolution and also the corresponding optimal allocation, covering the results of
the inf-convolution of AVaR or VaR with homogeneous or heterogenous beliefs in Liu (2024),
Embrechts et al. (2020) and Embrechts et al. (2018). We first introduce the following notation.
Let IL,(2) = {(A1,...,A,) : Ul A, =Q, AinA; =0, i # j}. For Aq,...,A, € H with
0< A <A <1, let

Note that I's,,..a, (X) € [—00, ).

Theorem 1. For A; € H with 0 < \; <A < 1, we have

[ A;VaR% (X) = Ta, ., (X).
i=1

1=

Moreover, if the minimizer of Ta, . a,(X) exists denoted by (yi,...,y., A, ..., A%), then the

optimal allocation is given by

o= (0 St ot =1 o

i=1

Note that Theorem 1 is very general covering Theorems 1, 2, 4 of Liu (2024) and Theorem
4 of Embrechts et al. (2020) as special cases. Compared with the results in Liu (2024), our
results in Theorem 1 offer semi-explicit formulas for the inf-convolution. Later, we will specify
the relation of Qq,...,Q, to obtain more explicit formulas for the inf-convolution. Moreover,
Theorem 1 does not explicitly show when the inf-convolution is —co. The discussion on the
finiteness of I'x, ... A, (X) is complicated as it heavily relies on the properties of Lambda functions
and the relationship between Q;; see Liu (2024) and Proposition 1 in Section 2. This will be
discussed in the next two propositions. Finally, note that if all A; are constants, then Theorem 1
boils down to Theorem 4 of Embrechts et al. (2020), where the inf-convolution of VaR has been
studied with belief heterogeneity.

Next, let us discuss the finiteness of T'x, . A, (X). Let £ Ay = min(z,y), zVy = max(z,y),

Ny ¢i =minj_ | z; and \/;_, z; = max]_ z;.

Proposition 2. For A; € H with 0 < \; <\ < 1, we have



(i) If /7, % < 1 for some (As,...,A,) € IL,(R), then Ty, A, (X) = —o0;
(ii) If Vi B8 > 1 for all (Ay, ..., Ay) € TLy(Q), then T, . 4, (X) > —c0.

As we can see from Proposition 2, cases (i) and (ii) cannot cover all scenarios. The discussion
of other cases may require more information on the Lambda functions. We next consider all

monotone Lambda functions with the same direction.

Proposition 3. Suppose all A; € H with 0 < A, < )\Zr < 1 are decreasing. Then we have the

following conclusion.
(i) If V7, QI(A ) <1 for some (Aq,...,A,) € I, (), then Ta,.. A, (X) = —00;
(ii) If VI, % > 1 for all (Ay,...,A,) € ,(Q), then Ta, A, (X) > —o0.
Suppose all A; € H with0 < X\, < A\ < 1 are increasing. Then we have the following conclusion.

(i) If Niy ( (i) \/\/Hél QJ}\f )> <1 for some (Ai1,...,An) € I1,(Q), then Tx, A, (X) =

—00,

(ii) If for some e >0, \i_, (QI(A i) \/\/HéZ )\+ ')> > 1+e¢ forall (Ay,..., Ay) € I1,(Q), then
j
I‘A17~~~;An (X) > 00.

IfQ, =---=Q, =P, we have the following more explicit expression for the inf-convolution.
Let A*(z) = sup,, ..y, = (LAY Ai(ys)) for all z € R. We say A* is attainable if for each
z € R, there exists (y1,...,y,) € R satisfying .1 | y; = x such that 1 A D1 Ay(y;) = A% ().

Theorem 2. For A; € H with 0 < \] <\ < 1, if A* is attainable, then we have

ﬁl A;VaRP(X) = A*VaR"(X).
Moreover, if additionally =* = A*VaRP(X) > —oo and A* is right-continuous at x*, then the
optimal allocation is gwen by (3) with (yi,...,y}) satisfying 1 A D" Ai(yf) = A*(z*) and
(A7, ..., AY) satisfying P (X > a*, AY) < Ai(y)).

Note that in Theorem 2, we do not require any monotonic properties of Lambda functions.
The lambda functions are very general with only one requirement on the attainability of A*.
Hence, it extends the results of Theorems 1, 2, 4 of Liu (2024), which investigates the inf-
convolution of multiple AVaR with monotone and general Lambda functions for homogeneous
beliefs. In particular, Theorem 2 covers the case that some AVaR have increasing A functions and
others have decreasing A functions, demonstrating that the agents may have relatively different

risk appetites.



We can also remove the assumption on the attainability of A* in Theorem 2 to obtain
another expression. Let AY"~1(z) = (An(x — Yn—1) + Z?;ll Ay — yi,1)> A1 for n > 2, where

Yn-1= (Y1,---,yn—1) and yo = 0.

Proposition 4. For A; € H with 0 < \; <\ < 1, we have

0 A;VaRP(X) = inf  AY*1VaR®(X).
=1 Yn-1€ER?L
Next, we study how the interplay among Q1,...,Q,, can affect the inf-convolution. Let us

first consider the case Q;(-) = P(:|B;) for some B; € F with P(B;) > 0. If P represents the
physical probability, and Q,...,Q,, are the beliefs of the agents, then those QQ; demonstrate
that the agents’ may have slightly different concern on the occurrence of the events due to the
asymmetric information or being subject to different regulating agencies. For By,..., B, € F

and Ay,..., A, € H, it (N, B;) > 0, let A°(z) = sup,,4..sy, o (1 A %) for all

z € R.

Theorem 3. Suppose Q;(-) = P(-|B;) for some B; C Q with P(B;) > 0, i = 1,...,n. For
A € H with0 < A\ <Af <1, if P(N,B;) =0, then

T A;VaRY (X) = —oo;
=1

1=

If (NI, B;) > 0 and A°® is attainable, then

0 A;VaR (X) = A°VaR2(X),

=1

where Q(-) = P(:| NP, B;). Moreover, if additionally x* = A°VaR®(X) > —oo and A° is

right-continuous at x*, then the optimal allocation is given by (3) with (yi,...,vy") satisfy-

ing i, SR = AC(a%) and (Af,..., Ay) satisfying P(X > 301yl (Mo, Bi) NA}) <
P(B;)Ai(y;)-

In this special case, the interplay among Qq,...,Q, is characterized by the relationship
between the sets Bi,...,B,. Following the conclusion in Proposition 3, those sets B,..., B,

appear in the expressions of the inf-convolution and the optimal allocation, suggesting the influ-
ence of the relation of Qq,...,Q, on the inf-convolution. If all Lambda functions in Proposition
3 are assumed to be constants, then we immediately derive the explicit formulas for the inf-

convolution of multiple VaR under conditional beliefs.

Corollary 1. Suppose Q;(-) = P(:|B;) for some B; C Q with P(B;) > 0, i = 1,...,n. For



€(0,1), if P(N?_,B;) =0, then
0 VaR(g:f (X) = —o0;
i=1

1=

IfP(N}_,B;) > 0, then

0 VaR% (X) = VaR® sy (X)),

i=1 AT, AT, By

where Q(-) =P(:| NI, B;).

Note that the results in Corollary 1 extends the elegant formula for the inf-convolution
of VaR under homogeneous beliefs to the case with conditional beliefs; see Corollary 2 of
Embrechts et al. (2018).

It is worth mentioning that the results in Proposition 3 can be explained from the perspec-
tive of Co-risk measures. Recently, Co-risk measures are introduced to assess the systemic risk.
Let B € F satisfying P(B) > 0. For « € (0,1), the conditional VaR (CoVaR), conditional ES
(CoES) are defined as

1 @
VaR! (X|B) = inf{z : P(X < z|B) >1-a}, ES.(X|B) = —/ VaR; (X|B)dt.
@ Jo
One can refer to Adrian and Brunnermeier (2016) and Girardi and Tolga Ergiin (2013) for CoVaR,
Mainik and Schaanning (2014) for CoES. Analogously, conditional AVaR (CoAVaR) can be de-

fined as

AVaR"(X|B) = inf{z : Q(X < z) > A(z)},

where Q(-) = P(:|B) = Pé’gg). Note that A;VaR% (X) = A;VaR®(X|B;). Hence, the results
in Theorem 3 can be interpreted as the risk sharing using multiple CoAVaR to represent the
preference of the agents.

Next, we consider a different relation among Q1,...,Q,, i.e., all the n — 1 probability mea-

sures are absolutely continuous with respect to one probability measure. Due to the complexity

of the problem, we here only consider the case n = 2.

Theorem 4. Suppose Qs << Q1 and denote %8? by n. For Ay € H with 0 < A\ < )\;-" <1, we

have
A;VaR® O A, VaR® (X)) = inf {3: eR:g,((1— Fgl () = A1 (y)+) < Aa(x —y), for some y € R} ,

where g, (t) = EQ( , te0,1— Fgl ()], with Q1 (X > «x, Ufgl <) =t.

7711{X>m,U;‘31 gmt})

10



In Theorem 4, we do not obtain explicit formulas as the previous propositions. This is due
to the complexity of the relation between Q1 and Q2, which can be observed from the expression
of g, depending on the joint distribution of (X,7) under @Q;. Let us next see some examples of
Ga

Q1
(i) If X and n are comonotonic, then g, (t) = f}iﬁ ((I)Ht(Fgl)’l(s)ds, te0,1—F2(x)];
X x

(i) If X and 7 are countermonotonic, then g, (t) = fot(Fgl)*l(s)ds, tel0,1—F2(z)];

Q
(iii) If X and 7 are independent under Qq, then g,(t) = fot/(linl (z))(Fgl)’l(s)ds, tel0,1-

F2'(z)] with the convention that 0/0 = 0.
Note that Theorem 4 can be simplified when Lambda functions are constants.

Corollary 2. Suppose Q2 << Qi and denote Z%%? by n. For ay,as € (0,1), we have
VaRZ O VAR (X) = inf {7 € R: g.((1 - FE (1) — a1)4) < s,

where g,(t) = E® (n]l{X>x,U§1 <It}), tel0,1— F;le (2)], with Q1(X > x, Ugl <) =t
Example 1. Under the assumption of Corollary 2, we have the following examples.

(i) If X and n are countermonotonic, then

o o . F3 (z)V(1—a) )
VaRg OVaR 2 (X) =inf{z e R: / (FO)~H(s)ds < ag p;

F3 ()

(ii) If X and n are comonotonic, then
(1=F3! (@)—an)+
VaR® OVaRZ(X) =inf {2 € R: / (F9)~(s)ds < ag p;
0

(iii) If X and n are independent under Q;, then

(1-F3 (z)—a1) 4 /(1-F3! (x))
VaRZ' OVaRZ(X) =inf{z € R: /
0

with the convention that 0/0 = 0.

11



4 Inf-convolution of AVaR and one monotone risk measure

with heterogenous beliefs

Throughout this section, we set X = L>. We investigate the risk sharing problem between
two agents, i.e., the inf-convolution of AVaR® and a monotone risk measure p@ . where Qy may
be different from Q. Note that p is very general including many commonly used risk measures

as special cases.

Theorem 5. Suppose A € H with 0 < A~ < AT < 1 and p is monotone. Then we have

AVaR® 0p%(X) = inf inf inf (X — )1 Ipe)}. 4
aR™ Op*2(X) ;QRJQRQI(B)EPM){%LP (X —2)1p +ylpe)} (4)

Moreover, the existence of the optimal allocation of the inf-convolution is equivalent to the ex-
istence of the minimizer of (4). If (z*,y*, B*) is the minimizer, then one optimal allocation is

given by
Xf = JJ*]IB* + (X — y*)]l(B*)c7 X; = (X - LL'*)]IB* +y*]l(3*)c. (5)

Note that the expression of the inf-convolution in Theorem 5 involves an optimization
problem with three parameters (z,y, B), where B is a measurable set contained in F. The set B
makes this optimization problem complicated. The optimal allocation in (5) may not be pairwise
contermonotonic. Let us now consider the case Q;(-) = P(+|B;) for some B; € F with P(B;) > 0.

Under this setup, the parameter B in (4) can be fixed for each z.

Proposition 5. Suppose Q;(-) = P(:|B;) for some B; C Q with P(B;) > 0, i = 1,2. Moreover,

suppose A € H with 0 < A\~ < AT < 1 and p is monotone. Then we have

AVaRY O p%(X) = inf inf {z+p® (X —2)la, +ylac)}, (6)
zeRy

where Ay = 0 if P(B1 N BS) > (1 — A(z))P(By) and A, = (BN BS)U(B1 N BaN{U% < a,}) if
P(B1 N BS) < (1 — A(x))P(By) with o satisfying P(By N Ba N{U% < a;}) = (1 —A(z))P(By) —
P(B1 N BS). Moreover, the existence of the optimal allocation of the inf-convolution is equivalent
to the existence of the minimizer of (6). If (x*,y*) is the minimizer, then one optimal allocation

is given by
X;=a"La,. + (X —y)lac,, X5 =(X —a)la. +y Llac.. (7)
Our conclusion in Theorem 5 extends the results of Embrechts et al. (2020) for n = 2,
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where the inf-convolution of VaR or ES with heterogeneous beliefs is considered. If Q; = Qo,
then Theorem 5 coincides with the results in Theorem 3 of Liu (2024). We notice that for the
scenario that Q; = Q5 and A is a constant, Theorem 5 somehow extends the results in Theorem
2 of Liu et al. (2022) (p is considered to be a monetary tail risk measure) and Theorem 5.3 of
Wang and Wei (2018) (p is a distortion risk measure). The result of Theorem 5 is still new even
if AVaR is reduced to VaR.

Let G ={g:[0,1] — [0, 1]] g is increasing and left-continuous satisfying ¢(0) = 0 and g(1) =
1}. For g € H, the distortion risk measure pg is defined as

p306) = [ VaR(X)dg(t)
0

Distortion risk measure is a popular class of risk measures applied in insurance pricing, perfor-
mance evaluation, decision theory and many other topics; see e.g., Follmer and Schied (2016),
Wang (1996), Wang (2000), Cherny and Madan (2009) and Yaari (1987). Note that if Q(-) =
P(-|B) for some B € F satisfying P(B) > 0, then p2(X) corresponds to the Co-distortion risk
measures introduced in Dhaene et al. (2022). For an increasing function u, the expected utility
is defined as EY : X — EQ(u(X)).

In the following proposition, let Q;(-) = P(:|B;) for some B; C Q with P(B; N By) > 0,
and Q(-) = Q(:|B1 N Bg). Applying Proposition 5, we obtain the inf-convolution of AVaR and
ES/py/E./A1VaR™ under heterogenous beliefs, respectively. In order to simplify the expression,

we suppose AT is attainable for A, i.e., there is € R such that A(x) = A\T.

Corollary 3. Suppose A € H with 0 < A\~ < AT < 1 and A\ is attainable. Then the following

conclusion holds with 8 = (1_’\+)P(§(%2_)P(Bm8§) and Q(-) = Q(-|B1 N Ba).

(i) For o€ (0,1), if Qi(Ba) < AT, then AVaR® OES®?(X) = —o0; if Qi(Ba) > AT then

L [*yaRY L (X)dt, a<B
AVaR® OESZ (X)={ © Jo B Gy

—00, a>p

3

(ii) For g € G, if Q(By) < AT, then AVaR® 0p22(X) = —o0; if Qi(Bz) > AT then

VaR'" _y (X)dg, ¢(B8)=1
AVaR® 02 (X) = Jow 1- B0

b

(iii) For an increasing function u, if Q1(Bz) < AT, then AVaR® OE® (X) = —o0; if Q1(Bz) >

13



AT, then

Bz
AVaR® OEP(X) = ;relufa (33 + (1 = Bz)u(—o0) +/0 u (VaR?_u»(Bw(ﬂzt) (X) - 33) dt) ;

F(B1NB3)

where u(—o0) = limy,_,_o u(y) and By = (I_A(w))ng?él;P(BmBg) ;

(iv) For Ay € H with 0 < A\] < Af < 1, if Qu(By) < A1, then A\VaRT®(X) = —o0; if
@1(32) > )\+, then

AVaR? A, VaRT @ (X) = inf A'VaRTQ(X),
TE

where T (5) = HANELABI0)

We mention that the results in Corollary 3 extend the results in the literature in the sense
that A is not a constant and the second risk measure is not law-invariant under Q. For instance,
(ii) of Corollary 3 exactly extends Theorem 5.3 of Wang and Wei (2018) (p is a distortion risk
measure which is law-invariant under Q1) in these two directions. It is worth mentioning that
(iv) of Corollary 3 is a new result even for the case Q1 = Q.

Let us now consider the case Q2 << Q. Instead of finding a simplified version of Theorem
5 for this case, we apply Theorem 5 directly to some specific p. For o € (0,1), let LES2(X) =

é fll_ VaR?(X )dt, which represents the lower conditional tail expectation.
[e3

Corollary 4. Suppose Qo << Qq with Z%%? denoted by . For A € H with 0 < A\~ < A\t < 1,

we have the following conclusions.

(i) For a € (0,1),

1—Af
AVaRY OESZ(X) = inf (t +— LESY | (n(X — t)+)) ;

(i) For an increasing function u, we have

AVaR® DE (X) = inf (2 + u(-00)A@)EST,) () +E% (X — )Ly 1y (o)) -

where u(—o0) = lim, o u(y).

Note that in (i) of Corollaries 3 and 4, if A is a constant, then the results coincide with
the special case of Theorem 5 of Embrechts et al. (2020), where the semi-explicit formula is
offered. For the case Qo << @Qq, it might be difficult to find more explicit expression for the
inf-convolution of AVaR®" and p92 or Ay VaRT@2,
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5 Inf-convolution of AVaR"™ and a monotone risk measure

The inf-convolution of multiple AVaR™ under heterogeneous beliefs is a very challenging
problem even if we suppose the beliefs are homogeneous; see the discussion for homogeneous
beliefs in Liu (2024). One important feature of AVaR™ is to capture the tail risk for decreasing A;
see Frittelli et al. (2014) and Hitaj et al. (2018). In this section, we focus on the inf-convolution
of AVaR™®" and a monotone risk measure p@2, which includes the inf-convolution of two AVaR™*
as a special case. Let X = L. For any A € H, we denote A,(z) = infy<i<, A(t), z > x. Then
A, (2) is decreasing and right-continuous for z > x. If A is decreasing and right-continuous, then
Ar(2) = A(2), z > a; and if A is increasing, then A, (z) = A(z), z > z. The following result is
valid for general A € 7. The notation U 2 UJ0,1] means U ~ U|0, 1] under Q.

Theorem 6. Suppose A € H with 0 < A\~ < AT < 1, and p is monotone and law-invariant

under Qo. Then we have

AVaRT™ @ O P22 (X) = inf inf inf {:E + p2 (X - A;‘};(U))} ) (8)
zeRy>x U@\I/U[O,l] 1
where
0, z<uw
Aey(z) =9 1-Au(2), <2<y
1, z2y

Moreover, the optimal allocation of the inf-convolution exists if and only if the minimizer of (8)

exists. If (x*,y*,U*) is the minimizer, then one optimal allocation is given by
X =AM, (U, X5 =X A ,.(U"). (9)

In the case of p = A;VaR™® for Ay € H with 0 < A\ < A < 1, it follows from
Theorem 6 that the optimal risk allocation for risk sharing between AVaR"® and A;VaR @
has the form of (9), which is neither comonotonic nor pairwise countermonotonic. This means
that the optimal risk sharing for multiple AVaR™¢ is a very different problem from the cases
with convex risk measures or quantile-based risk measures in the literature. The expression of
the inf-convolution in (8) is an optimization problem involving three parameters (z,y, U), where
U ~ UJ0,1] under Q;. Note that the distribution of U under Q2 depends on the relation between
Q; and Q3. Moreover, the expression in (8) and also the optimal allocation in (9) show that
shape of A function plays an important role in both the expression of the inf-convolution and
the form of the optimal allocations, which is very different from the results of AVaR displayed

in Sections 3 and 4.
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We are also aware that the conclusion in Theorem 6 is complicated in the sense that it

involves infUQ1 P (X — A3, (U)), which is a very difficult problem even if Q; = Q. For

Ul0,1]
Q1 = Qo me%U[o,u

with dependence uncertainty, i.e., finding the value of inf x wry~g p(X +Y'), where the marginal

P2 (X — A;)L(U )) corresponds to the problem of robust risk aggregation

distributions are known but the dependence structure is completely unknown. We refer to
Wang and Wang (2016), Jakobsons et al. (2016), Blanchet et al. (2023), Han and Liu (2024)
and the references therein for the discussion on the robust risk aggregation.

In order to simplify (8), we consider a special case of A functions. This makes it easier to

find more explicit expressions of the inf-convolution for concrete examples of p.
Proposition 6. Forz; € R and0 < A\ <Xy <1, let A(z) = (1 =Ml focqy + (1= A2) 120y
Under the assumption of Theorem 6, we have

AVaRT® Op®%(X) = inf inf inf Q (X —2lp, —aValp, —yl .
a Op=2(X) ;IelRyﬁgm(Bl,B;)neBMM {z+p%( alp, —aVailp, —ylgupe)}

(10)
where Bh)\z = {(Bl,Bg) : @1(31) = /\1,@2(32) =X —)\,B1NBy = (Z)}

Note that the optimization problem in (10) is much easier than that in (8) because it only

has parameters (x,y, By, B2).

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we consider the inf-convolution of multiple AVaR under heterogenous be-
liefs. We obtain the general expression for the inf-convolution and the corresponding optimal
allocations. Then we discuss three different cases: i) homogeneous beliefs; ii) conditional be-
liefs; iii) absolute continuous beliefs. For all these cases, we obtain more explicit expressions
of the inf-convolution. The inf-convolution of one AVaR/AVaR™ and a general risk measures
with belief heterogeneity are also discussed. There are still some unsolved problems such as the

inf-convolution of multiple AVaR™* under heterogeneous beliefs, which deserves further study.
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A Proof of Section 2

Proof of Proposition 1. Note that cash supadditivity implies p(X + ¢) < p(X) + ¢ for
¢ < 0. Moreover, there exists A € F such that Q1(4) = 0 and Q2(A) = 1. It follows from the

law-invariance of p; and py and the cash supadditivity of po that

o2 D) < o (L) + p2(X + clLa)

= pP(0) + pF* (X +¢) < pF1(0) + p3* (X) + ¢ = —o00

as ¢ — —oo. Hence, p;' O p§’2 (X) = —oo. This completes the proof. O

B Proof of Section 3

In this section, we give all of the proofs of the results in Section 3.

Proof of Theorem 1. We first show that (17, A;VaR% (X) > T'x, A, (X). For (X1,...,X,) €
An(X), let x = 32" A;VaR¥ (X;) and y; = A;VaR¥ (X;). Note that 0 < A\, < A7 < 1 im-
plies y; € R and z € R. By the definition of A;VaR and the right continuity of A;, we have
Qi(C;) < Ai(y;) with C; = {X; > y;}. We denote D; = C; U (U™, C;)°. Then it follows that

{X > LL‘} = {ZXl > Zyz} C UCl
i=1 i=1 i=1
For (Ay,...,A,) € I1,,(R), let A; C D;. Then we have
{X>z,Ai}c{X >z, D} ={X>2z0C}CC.

Using the fact Q;(Ci) < Ai(yi), we have Q;(X > x, A;) < A(y;). This implies 3.7, A;VaR¥ (X;) =
.A,(X). By the arbitrary of (X1,...,X,) € A,(X), we have 07, A;VaR¥ (X) >

Next we show the inverse inequality. Suppose there exist y; € R, (41,...,4,) € II,,(Q) such
that Q; (X > >0 v, Ai) < Ai(yi). Let Xy = (X —a)la, +ys, i=1,...,n, wherex = >_" , y,.
Then (X1,...,X,) € A, (X). Direct computation gives

A VaRY (X;) = yi + AV VaRY (X — 2)14,),

where AY(2) = Aj(2+y;) for z € R. Note that Q;(X —x)L4, > 0) = Q;(X > z,4;) < Ai(yi) =
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AY(0). By definition, we have AY VaR® ((X — z)14,) < 0. Hence,

iAiVaRQi (X;) < iyl = 7.

i=1 i=1

This implies 07, A;VaR% (X) < 1, A;VaRY (X;) < 37", wi. By the arbitrary of y;, we have
m AVaR% (X) < Ty, ...a,(X). One can directly check that X, i = 1,...,n is the optimal

allocation. We complete the proof. O

Proof of Proposition 2. Case (i). Note that \/;_; Q&f ) < 1 for some (Ay,...,A,) €
I, () implies Q;(A4;) < A; for all ¢+ = 1,...,n. Hence, for any (yi,...,yn), it follows that
Qi (X >3 yi, A;) < Aj(ys). Consequently, Ta, A, (X) = —oc.

Case (ii). Let z* = AJ_, ess-inf® X. Forany (y1,...,y,) with 3.1 v < 2* and (Ay, ..., A,) €
I1,(9), there exists i € {1,...,n} such that Q;(X > >0, vi, A;) = Qi(4;) > A\ = Ai(yi).
Hence, Tz, A, (X) = 2% > —oc. O

Proof of Proposition 3. We first consider the case that A; € H is decreasing. If
Vi, % < 1 for some (Ay,...,A,) € I1,(Q), then Q;(A;) < Af for all i = 1,...,n. Note
that 1im;.ﬂ,OO Ay;) = /\*. Hence, there exists y) such that A(y;) > Q;(4;) for all y; < Y. Tt
follows that Q;(X > Y7 | vi, A;) < Qi(Ai) < Ai(yi) if y; <y for all i =1,...,n. This implies
Ta,,..A, (X) = —o0. The second statement is shown in (ii) of Proposition 2.

AT
for some (Ai,...,A4,) € I1,(Q), then there exists i € {1,...,n} such that Q;(A4;) <] A; and
Q;(4;) < )\j for j # i. Note that there exists y9 € R such that Q;(A;) < A;(y9) for all j # i.
Moreover, for any y; € R, it follows that Q;(X > y; + 3, 4], A7) < Qj(A4;) < A;(y;) for j # 4,

and Q;(X > y; + Zj# y?,Al-) < A;(y;). By the arbitrary of y;, we have Ty, . A, (X) = —oo0.

Next, we consider the case that A; € H is increasing. If A}, (% V'V M) <1

.....

We next show the last statement. Suppose by contradiction that I's,, 4, (X) = —oo. Then
there exist (y; (m) . ,y%m)) satisfying lim, o0 iy yl(m) = —o0, and (Agm), . A(m)) e IL,(2)
such that Q;(X > Y. ; ygm),Az(-m)) < Ai(ygm)). Without loss of generality, we can assume
limmﬁooyl(m) =yi. Let By ={ic{l,...,n} ry; = —oo} and By = {i € {1,...,n} 1 y; > —oo}.
By the fact that lim, oo > 1, yZ m —o0, we have F; # (). Moreover, there exists mg > 0
such that Q;(X > >, ; 4™y =1 for all m > mg. Hence, it follows that Q;(A™) < A (y{™)
for all m > mg. Note that lim,, o Ai(ygm)) = )\, for all ¢ € F;. Hence, for any 0 < 7 < ¢,
there exists my > mg such that @i(Al(-m)) <A, (1+n) for all m > my and ¢ € Ey. This implies

i=1 A AT
A, (X) > —o0. We complete the proof. O

Alm™) (A
N (M V'V w) <141 < 1+ ¢ for m > my, which is a contradiction of the

assumption. Hence, I'p,

.....
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Proof of Theorem 2. By Theorem 1, we have

D AVaRIFD 1nf{ZyZ. <X>Zyl, Z) A;i(y;) for some (Al,...,An)EHn(Q)}.

Note that P (X > >"" | y;, A;) < Ayj(y;) for some (Ay, ..., A,) € IL,(Q) ifand only if P (X > Y7 | y;) <
iy Ai(y;). Hence, we have

n P . - . " n . n .
D AiVaR (X)—mf{gyz D (Y1, Un) ERTP <X> Zyz> <ZA1(%)}

mf{xER Zyz—x]P’X>:v ZAl } (11)
i=1

i=1

=inf{z € R:P(X >z) < A*(z)} = A*VaR"(X).

For the optimal allocation, note that the right continuity of A* at x* implies P (X > 2*) <
A*(x*). Moreover, there exist (yi,...,y}) and (AF,..., A;) such that T A Y1 Ai(y)) = A*(2¥)
and P (X > o*, AF) < Ai(y)). Hence, (y5,...,y5, AT, ..., AS) is the minimizer of T's, 4, (X).
Using Theorem 1, the claimed allocation is an optimal allocation. O

Proof of Proposition 4. In light of (11), we have

DAVaR( )= 1nf{x€R Zyz_a:]P’X>x ZAl }
i=1

=1 =1

= inf AY"1VaRF(X).

Yn—1€ER?—1

Proof of Theorem 3. By Theorem 1, we have

D A;VaR¥ (X)

i=1

= inf {Z yi i P (X > iyi,Bi N AZ-) < P(B;)Ai(y;) for some (Aq,...,A,) € Hn(Q)} )
i=1 i=1
Let Ny = {{i1, .., im} C{1,....;n}: m=1,2,...,n—1}. For {i1,...,im} € Ny, we denote
Cliy,im} = (mz‘e{n,...,im} Bi)\(Uie{l ,,,,, AP Linsiny B ) Then for {i1,...,0m}, {i}, ..., 0, } €
N, we have C;, iy NC,.ir 3 = 0if {ir, ... im} # {4}, ..., }. Moreover, it follows that
U{il,...,im}eNn Cliy,im} = (Ui_y Bi) \ (N, B:). Next, for each (Ai,...,Ay) € I1,(Q2), we do
some operations on it. We fix {i1,... 4y} € N,. For each i € {iy,...,im}, we do the following

operations:

A, — A; \ O{il,...,im}v Aj — Aj U (Al n C{il,...,im}) ,
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where j = min({1,...,n} \ {é1,...,im}). The new sets after the operations are denoted by
(A},...,AL). Clearly, (A},...,A)) € I1,(Q) and B;N A, C B;NA4; for all i = 1,...,n and

imy = 0 for all i € {i1,...,4m,}. Those operations will be done for all {iy,...,in} €

.....

N,,. The final sets are denoted by (AY,..., A). Clearly, (AY,..., A”) € 11,,(Q) and B, N A} C
B; N A;. Moreover, it follows that A7 N Cy;, . ;.4 = 0 for all {iy,...,in} € N, satisfying
i€{i1,...,im}. This implies B;N A} = (N, B;) N A} for all i = 1,...,n. By the construction
of A7, it follows that (NI, B;) N A; C B; N A}, which together with the fact B; N A} C B, N A;
implies (N1 B;) N A; = (N_, B;) N A} = B; N A}. Hence, we have

inf {Z Yi : P (X > Zy“ Bz N Az) § P(Bz)Az(yz) for some (Al, [P ,An) S HH(Q)}
i=1 i=1

< inf {Z yi i P <X > Zyi, (Nie1B;) N Ai> < P(B;)A;(y;) for some (Aq,...,A4,) € Hn(Q)} .
i=1

i=1

Note that the inverse inequality is trivial. Hence, we have

0 A, VaR% (X)

i=1

=1

=1

Note that P(X > 3" v, (N2 B;) N A4;) < P(B;)Ai(y;) for some (Ay,...,A,) € I1,,(22) and
some (y1,...,Yy,) € R™ is equivalent to P(X > Y7  y;,N", B;) < Y1 P(B;)A;(y;) for some
(y1,---,yn) € R™. Using this conclusion and the attainability of A®, we have

iél A;VaRY (X) = inf {:v cr = ;yi,]P’(X >ax,NB;) < Z]P’(Bi)Ai(yi)}
_; N, ~ P(Bi)Ai(y:)
= inf x.x—Zyl, QX > u2) Z GAN:N
=inf{z: Q(X >z) < A°(z)} = A°VaR¥(X).

One can easily check that the claimed allocation is optimal. O

Proof of Theorem 4. Using Theorem 1, we have

A1 VaRY (A, VaR®2 (X)
=inf{z eR:Q1 (X >uz,4° <A1(y),Q2 (X >z, A) < Aa(z —y), for somey e R, A € F}

=inf{z e R: Q1 (X >z,A°) < Ai(y), EQl(n]l{X>m)A}) < Ag(z —y), for some y € R, A€ F}.
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Let f(t) = Qi(X > z, Uf%l < t), t € [0,1]. Clearly, f is an increasing and continuous function.
Let f~! denote the left-quantile of f. Define A, = {U2" < f(t)} for t € [0,1 — F2'(z)]. Let
to = Q1(X >z, A). Then it follows that Q1(X >z, Ay ) = Q1(X > 2, A) and

E% (7L (x50.4,4,1) = E® (B (U L s 0a, 101) < EP (0L (x50,41)-
Consequently, we have

A1 VaRY A, VaR%2(X)
= inf {:v €ER: Qi (X >um,A45,) < Ay (y),E® (M{x>e,A,.}) < Ao(z —y), for some y € R, t € [0,1~ F& (x)]}
= inf{x ER:1—F¥(z) —t < Ai(y), g2(t) < Az(x —y), for some y € R,t € [0,1 — F¥ (x)]}

= inf{x ER:g.((1 - F¥(x) — Ai(y))4) < Aa(x — ), for some y € R} .

This completes the proof. O

C Proof of Section 4

In this section, we provide all the proofs of results in Section 4.
Proof of Theorem 5. For any z,y and B satisfying Q1(B) = 1 — A(x), let X; =
2lp + (X — y)1 ge. Direct calculation gives

AVaR® (X1) + p@ (X — X)) <z + p®(X — X1) =24 pL((X —2)1p + ylpe).

This implies AVaR®* (792 (X) < 2+ p@((X — )1 + ylpe). By the arbitrary of 2,y and B
satisfying Qq(B) = 1 — A(x), we have
Q1 Q2 <3 ; ; Q2 _ .
AVaR* Op**(X) < irel%;relﬂf@@l(mlff—/\(m) {z+p* (X —2)1lp +ylpe)}.

We next show the inverse inequality. For any X; € X, let x1 = AVaR® (X1) and Ux, ~
UJ0,1] under @; such that X; = (F%)_l(UXI) a.s. under Qr. Define Y1 = 211y, <1-A(zy)} +
(X+m) Ly, s1-Aey)y Withm > (21 —ess-inf% X))V (ess-sup?t | X |+ess-sup@2 | X |+ |21 ), where
ess-inf® and ess-sup¥i represent the ess-inf and ess-sup under Q;, i = 1,2. Note that Uy, can

be chosen such that {Ux, <t} C {X; < (F% )~1(t)} for all t € (0,1). By the definition of AVaR
and the right continuity of A, we have F% (x1) =2 1—A(xy), which implies 1 > F);ll (1= A(z1)).
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Hence we have AVaRY (V) = 21, and X; < Vi for all w € Q. By monotonicity of p, we have

AVaR® (X)) + p@ (X — X)) > 21 4+ p®(X — 1))
=21 + pB (X — 21) LUy, <1-Aen)) — ML{Ux, >1-A(1)})

> inf inf inf Q (X — )1 Tge)b.
inf inf oy, 1K —2)ls +ylp)}

By the arbitrary of X7, we obtain

AVaR® 0@ (X) > inf inf inf Q (X — 7)1 15.)).
aR% 0 p% (X) ;QR;QRQI(B)QH@{%W (X —2)lp +ylp)}

Combing the above conclusions, we have (4) holds.

We next show that the existence of the optimal allocation implies the existence of the
minimizer of (4). Suppose there exists X; € X such that AVaR® (X)) + p@(X — X)) =
AVaRY O p%2(X). Following the same argument as above to show the inverse inequality, let
z1 = AVaR®' (X1) and Y1 = 211y, <1-a@)} + (X + M)y s1-A@)) With m > (21 —
ess-inf% X)) V (ess-supt | X | 4 ess-sup@2| X | 4 |z1|) such that X; <Y, for all w € Q. We have

AVaR® (X)) + p@ (X — X1) > AVaRY (V7)) + p (X — 1))
=21 + pB (X — 21)(uy, <1-A@n)) — MUy, >1-AG1)})

> inf inf inf Q2((X — 2)1 L)l .
inf inf o, 18X —2)ls +ylp))

Using AVaR%* (X) + p@ (X — X;) = AVaR® 7% (X) and (4), we have

2140 (X =21)Luy, <1-A@n)} —M I {Ux, >1-A@1)}) = gggggg@w)gﬁ_m) {z+p%(X —2)1p +ylpe)}.

This implies (z1, —m,{Ux, <1 — A(x1)}) is the minimizer of (4).
Now suppose (z*,y*, B*) is the minimizer of (4). We next check (X7, XJ) given in (5) is

an optimal allocation. It follows that

AVaR® (X7) + p%(X3) < 2" + p% (X —2")Lp- +1"L(po)e)

= inf inf inf Q (X — 2)1 15
inf inf 1Tt eR (X —2)ls +ylp)}

= AVaRY 0p%(X).

Consequently, AVaR®" (X7) 4 p@(X3) = AVaRY (0% (X) and (X}, X3) is an optimal alloca-
tion. This completes the proof. O
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Proof of Proposition 5. In light of Theorem 5, we have

AVaR® 0% (X) = inf inf inf Q (X —2)1 1)),
aR™ [0p¥2(X) iréR;ER@l(B)lfl_A(m){I“Lp (X —2)lp +ylpe)}

If P(By N BS) > (1 — A(x))P(By), then there exists D € F such that D C By N B§ and
Q1(D) =1 — A(z). Using the law-invariance of p under Q2, we have

inf inf (X — o)1 1pe)} < inf L (X —a)1 1pe
inf o [T PR (X —2)lp Fylpe)} < inf {2+ p% (X —2)Lp +ylpe)}

— Q2
= Inf {4 p%(y)}-

For iy < ess-inf% (X —z), we have (X —2)1g+ylge > y a.s. under Q. It follows from the mono-
tonicity and law-invariance of p that p@2((X —z)1p+ylg:) = p®(y). Using the monotonicity of
p again, we have inf,cg infg, (B)—1-A(a) {x +p@ (X —2)lp + ylch)} > infycp {x + p& (y)} .
Consequently,
inf inf L (X —a)1 1pe)} = inf %2 (y)} .
oI 17 H (X = tyle0) =l {4 200
Next, we consider the case P(B; N BS) < (1 — A(z))P(B). Let y < ess-inf®(X — ) and
Ay = (BiN BS) U (BN BeN{U% < ay}) with a, satisfying P(B; N Bs N {U% < a,}) =
(1 —A(z))P(B1) —P(B1 N BS). For any B € F with Q(B) =1 — A(z) and z > y, we have

P(X < z+x,BN By) +P(B°N By)

P(X > z+z,BNBy)
QQ(( I) B+ylp Z) P(Bg) ]P)(BQ)
Observe that
P(X >z+2,A,NBy) =P(X > z2+4+2,B NBN{U% <a,}) <P(X >z+x, B, NByN B3)
for any B3z € F such that P(By N Bs N B3) > (1 — A(x))P(B1) — P(By N BS). Note that
Q1(B) = 1 — A(z) implies P(B1 N Bo N B) > (1 — A(z))P(B;) — P(B; N BS). Hence we have
P(X>z+2,A,NBy) <P(X >z2+42,BiNBaNB)<P(X > 2+ x, BN By). This implies

Q((X —2)1p +ylpe < 2) < Qo((X — )14, +ylac < 2)

for z > y. For z <y, clearly,

Q((X —2)lp +ylpe < 2) = Qo((X —2)La, +ylac < 2)=0.
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By the law-invariance and monotonicity of p, we have for B € F satisfying Q1(B) = 1 — A(x)
and y < ess-inf@ (X — z), p2 (X — 2)14, + ylae) < p22((X — 2)1p + yl ), which implies

inf inf QL (X — )1 1ge)} = inf Q (X — 7)1 Tae)).
;gRQl(B)gl_A(m){xwLp (X —2)lp +ylp)} ;gR{xﬂLp (X —2)la, +ylac)}

Hence, (6) holds. The conclusion on optimal allocation follows from the same reasoning as the
proof of Theorem 5. The details are omitted. We complete the proof. O
Proof of Corollary 3. We first consider (i). It follows that

z+ESE((X —2)La, +ylac) =ESP(X1a, + (z+y)lac)

1 (0%
= / VaRP* (X1 a, + (z + y)Lac )dt.
0

If Q1(By) < AT, then there exists x € R such that P(B; N BS) > (1 — A(x))P(B;). Hence,

A, = . By Proposition 5, we have AVaR% O ES®2(X) = inf, ,er ES® (2 4 y) = —oo.

Next, we consider the case Q;(Bz2) > AT. For z > = + y, we have

P(A5 N By) +P(X < 2,A,NB
Qa(XTa, + (x4 y)lac <2) = ( 2) P((BQ) 2)

P(X <z, BiNBN{U% < az})
P(By) '

(12)

where 3, = (17A(z))PI(P]fg)2;P(BmB§). If « > 3, then there exists x € R such that o > g,.

It follows that Qa(X1a, + (z + y)lac < 2) > 1 -3, > 1 -« for all z > = + y, which

implies VaR®? (X1 4, + (2 + Y)lae) < x4+y — —oc0 as y — —oo for t € (B, ). Hence,
AVaR® OES2 (X) < infyep 2 f3" VaRP (X 14, + (2 + y)Lac)dt = —c0.

We next consider the case a < 8. Letting y < ess—ianQX]lAz —x, we have Qa(X1 4, + (z+
y)lac <z +y) =0, implying VaR(X1a, + (z +y)lac) > x +y for t € (0,1). With the aid of
(12) and noting that a < 8,, direct computation shows for 0 < t < «,

P(X <z,Bi1NByN {U;P; < am})
P(B2)
= VaR? 15,5, o (X). (13)

P(B1NB2)

VaR®2 Xl +(x+y)lac)=inf{z2x+y:1—0,+
t x =

Consequently, we have

1 [« 1 [«
AVaR® OES®(X) = inf inf — /0 VaR? |,y (X)dt = — /0 VaR? )00 (X)dt.

z€ERYER (v T B(B1nB3) & B(B1NB2)
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Next, we consider (ii). Note that
4+ pg? (X — 2)La, +ylag) = pg*(XLa, + (& +y)la).

If Q1(Bz) < AT, then there exists x € R such that P(B; N BS) > (1 — A(x))P(B;). Hence,
A, = 0. By Proposition 5, we have AVaR®' [ pgz (X) =inf, yer pgz (x +y) = —o0.

Next, we consider the case Q1(Bz) > AT. If g(8) < 1, then there exists € R such that
9(Bz) < 1. By (12), we have Qa2(X1 4, + (z +y)lac < 2) = 1 — 3, for all z > = + y, which
implies VaR22(X1 4, + (2 + y)lac) <x+y — —ocoasy — —oo for all t € [B,,1). Hence, for
x € R with 8, = B, we have

1
inf pg*(XTa, + (v +y)Lag) = lim VaRP® (X 14, + (z +y)Lac)dg(t) = —oc.
Y

Now, we assume ¢(/3) = 1. By (13), we have

AVaRY O pgz (X) = inf inf VaR® (X1 4, + (z + y)1 ¢ )dg(t)
rzeRyeR [Oyﬁ)

= inf /[0 5 VaR(?_ py), -0 (X)dg(t) = /[o 5 VaR(?_ sy (X)dg(t).

z€R F(B1NB3) B(B1NB3)
Let us now consider (iii). If Q;(B2) < A™, then there exists x € R such that P(B; N BS) >
(1 — A(x))P(B,). Hence, A, = 0. By Proposition 5, we have AVaR®* OE2* (X)) = inf, yer(z +

u(y)) = —oo.
Next, we consider the case Q1(Bz2) > A\T. It follows from Proposition 5 and (13) that

AVaR® OEP (X) = inf inf {z +E®u((X —2)La, +ylac)}

zeR yeR
Bz
=inf [ 2+ (1 — B;)u(—0) +/ u (VaRQ b5y ety (X) — x) dt |,
TER 0 1- P(B1NBg)

where u(—00) = limy_, o u(y).
Finally, we consider (iv). Similarly as above, if Q;(Bz2) < A1, then by Proposition 5, we
have AVaR® A, VaR"®2(X) = inf, ,er(z + y) = —oco.
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Next, we consider the case Q1(Bz2) > AT. In light of Proposition 5 and (12), we have

AVaR® O A; VaR ™2 (X)

P(X <z+2z B NBN{UY <a,})
PB) <! _Al(z)}}

< P
= inf inf sup{ y;1_Bm+]P)(X\ZﬁBlmB2ﬁ{UX<0<:c})
P(B>)

TER y——00
1—A4(z —x)}

zER y——o00

= inf lim {x—ksup{z}y:l—ﬁz—l—

<1—A1(z—x)}

P(X <z, BN Bg)
P(B2)
]P)(X g z, Bl n BQ)

{

_mfsup{zeR: P(5,) <ﬂx—A1(z—x)}
{
{

zER:1-06,+

= inf su
z€eR P

:mfsup zeR: <1-

]P(Bl n Bg) P(Bl n Bg)
P(B1)A(x) + P(B2)A1(z — z) Jpp—
_ . 7Q P _ +0
_mfsup zeR:Fy(z) <1 BB, 1 By) :irelnfo VaR™(X),
where A”(z) = (BI)A(;z;%%?)AI 2=%) A1. We complete the proof. O

Proof of Corollary 4. We first consider (i). In light of Theorem 5, we have
AVaR® OES®(X) = inf inf inf {x +ES® (X — 2)1p + y]ch)}
r€RyYERQ(B)=1-A(x)

= inf inf inf {ES(B2 (X1p+ (z+ y)lch)}
r€RyYERQ(B)=1-A(x)

It shows in Rockafellar and Uryasev (2002) that ES22 (X) = inf,cr (t+ IE% (X —t)4)). Hence,
we have
AVaR® OES®2(X) = inf inf inf {ESE? (X1p+ (z+y)1 Bc)}
z€ERYERQy(B)=1—A(x)

1
f : f 3 f . f . f t _EQ2 _t ]l _t ]l )
;IelR;relR@(ml—rllA(z)tlgR{ +oER((X =) dp + (@ +y—1)4lp )}

1
— inf inf inf t+ —EU (X — ). 1
;IelelelRQl(B)lil1A(z){ T (n( )+ B)}

1
= inf inf {t—i— l/ VaR2! (n(X — t)+)ds}
@ Ja

zeR teR (z)

1 1
=infdt+— [ VaRP(n(X —t);)ds ;.
ot {1+ % [ vaR® (rx - )05

Next, we consider (ii). It follows from Theorem 5 that

AVaRY OE® (X) = inf inf inf E® (u(X — )1 15
AR OB () = Inf Inf o 17T E (WX = a)ls +ulp)l o))

= inf E® (u(X — )1 —oc0)lge)}.
irelRQl(B) 1— A(m){x+ (1 g +u(-o0)lp )}
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Note that u(—o0) < u(X — x). Hence, we have

AVaR® OEZ: (X)

— inf inf ]EQI X — o)1 - EQl]lc
;ERQI(B)E,A(I) {z+ (mu( 2)1p) 4 u(—o0)E¥ (nlpe)}

A(x)
; Q _ _ Q
;2& {:E-HE Ynpu(X x)]l{Ugl<lfA(m)}) + u( oo)/o VaR; (n)dt}.

D Proof of Section 5

In this section, we offer all the proofs of the results in Section 5.
Proof of Theorem 6. Forxz € R,y > z and U % U[0,1], we have AVaR™@ (AL (U)) = z.

z,Y

Hence,
AVaRT @ Op(X) < AVaR™@ (AL (V) + p® (X — A, L(U)) = 2 + pB(X — AL (U)).
Using the arbitrary of z € R,y > z and U % UJ0, 1], we have

AVaR™@ 0 p%(X) < inf inf inf {z+p(X A L)}
URUo,1]
Next, we show the inverse inequality. For X; € X, we let z; = AVaR™%1 (X)) and Uy, & Ulo, 1.
We choose Uy, such that {Ux, < t} C {X; < (ng)’l(t)} for all ¢t € (0,1). This implies
{(FE) ' (Ux,) <2} = {Ux, S FE(2)} C {X1 < (F) Y (FE (2))} € {X1 <} forallz € R.
Hence, X1 < (ng)_l(le) for all w € Q. By definition, F;Qéi (x) 21— A(z) for all x > x1. This
implies F;%l (z) = Ay () for 21 < 2 < y. If y > ess-sup@ Xy, then F;%l () =12> Ay, y(2) for
x> y. Hence, if y > ess-sup® Xy, we have ng (x) = Ay, y(z) for all € R. Combing all the

above results, we have X; < (F%)_l(UXI) <A

x1,Y

(Ux,) if y > ess-sup@ X;. It follows that for
y > ess-sup@ X7,

AVaRY (X)) + p@ (X — X1) = 21 4 p2 (X — AL, (Ux,))

Z1,Y

. . . Q A1
> mlrelnf&;gfw U(‘“‘Nllgfo,l] e (X Azy(U))} '
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By the arbitrary of X, we have

AVaR™ @ 0p%(X) > inf inf  inf  {z+p% (X —AJL(U))}.
zeRy>x U(%U[O,l] 7

Hence, we obtain (8).

Next, we show the optimal allocation of the inf-convolution exists if and only if the minimizer
of (8) exists. Suppose (X1,X — X;) is the optimal allocation of the inf-convolution. Then
we have AVaR™@ (X)) + p2(X — X)) = AVaR™ @ 0p%(X). Let #; = AVaRT® (X)) and
y1 > 1 V ess-sup?' X;. We choose U}Qg such that X; < (F%)*l(U%) for all w € Q. Using

the above argument, we have (F;Qéi)_l(U%) < ALY (U%) By the monotonicity of p, we

T1,Y1
have AVaR™@ (X)) + p@ (X — X)) > x; 4 p2(X — A;ll)yl(U%)). This implies z; + p@2 (X —
A;l{yl(U%)) = infyerinfy>, infU@A}U[O’l] {z+ p@ (X — A;é(U))}. Hence, (z1,y1, U%) is the

minimizer of (8). Moreover, if (z1,y1,U) is the minimizer of (8), one can easily check that
(AL, (U), X — AL, (U)) is the optimal allocation of the inf-convolution. We complete the
proof. O
Proof of Proposition 6. Direct calculation shows that if x < zq, then A, (2) =
Mlpcacay + Aol cocyy + Lianyys if @ > @1, then Ay (2) = Aolpcacy) + 1(sy). Hence,
we have A;j/(t) =2l jocicny T2 Vo1l cocnny + ¥lia,<i<1y. For any U i U|0, 1], it follows
that A, ) (U) = 2ljocu<ny +2 Vo1l cvcnt +¥l,<v<iy. Note that Q0 < U < Ap) = Ay,
QA < U < X)) = X— A1 and QA2 < U < 1) =1 — Ay, and those three sets are disjoint.
Consequently, in light of Theorem 6, we have
AVaRT @ Op%(X) = inf inf  inf  {z+p% (X — AL (D))}

> )
2R Y2 ;90 0,1]

— inf inf inf + o (X —alp, —axValg —yl L.
inf il st {2+ 9% (X —alp, —2Vailp, — ylpup,))}

O
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