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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), Föllmer 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 Filipović and Svindland (2008) to investigate the risk sharing problem, showing

the existence of the optimal allocation which are comonotonic1 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 (ΛVaR) to represent the agents’ preference.

As an extension of VaR, ΛVaR was introduced by Frittelli et al. (2014) by changing the fixed

probability level to a probability/loss function 1 − Λ. The Λ 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 Λ 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 Λ functions in the similar sprit of

Loss VaR proposed in Bignozzi et al. (2020). For increasing Λ, ΛVaR 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 ΛVaR satisfies some other

1We say X1, . . . ,Xn are comonotonic if there exist non-decreasing functions f1, . . . , fn satisfying f1(x)+ · · ·+
fn(x) = x, x ∈ R such that X1 = f1(X1 + · · ·+Xn), . . . ,Xn = fn(X1 + · · ·+Xn).

2



desirable properties. In Han et al. (2024), it showed that ΛVaR with increasing Λ function

satisfies quasi-star-shapedness, which is a property weaker than quasi-convexity and penalizing

some kind of concentration. In addition, ΛVaR with increasing Λ 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 ΛVaR 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 ΛVaR was also applied to optimal reinsurance with model homo-

geneity in Balbás et al. (2023). Moreover, the application of ΛVaR 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 ΛVaR and belief heterogeneity, extending

many results in the literature. In Section 3, we study the inf-convolution of multiple ΛVaR 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 ΛVaR is still a ΛVaR for the general Λ functions, extending the results in Liu (2024) and

Xia and Hu (2024), where the monotonicity of the Λ functions is typically required. In particular,

our results include the case that some ΛVaR have increasing Λ functions and others have de-

creasing Λ 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 ΛVaR, showing that the inf-convolution of ΛVaR under conditional beliefs is

also a ΛVaR 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 Ergün (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 (CoΛVaR, 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 ΛVaR. Note that we also give the results
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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 ΛVaR 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 ΛVaR

and one ES/distortion risk measure/expected utility/ΛVaR+. For the absolutely continuous

beliefs, we find the formula for the inf-convolution of one ΛVaR and one ES/expected utility. In

Section 5, we consider the inf-convolution of one ΛVaR+ (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 ΛVaR+ 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 Λ function and the best case of risk aggregation under

dependence uncertainty. This means that ΛVaR+ is very different from ΛVaR 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 (Ω,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 = Lp for some p > 0, where Lp

represents the set of all random variables with finite p-th moments. Throughout this paper, we

suppose all probability measures Q,Q1, . . . ,Qn live on (Ω,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 FQ
X . For a mapping ρ : X → R, we say ρ is

law-invariant under Q if for all X,Y ∈ X ,

X
Q
= Y ⇒ ρ(X) = ρ(Y ), (1)

where
Q
= stands for equality in distribution under Q; ρ is monotone if X 6 Y implies ρ(X) 6

ρ(Y ); and ρ is cash-additive if ρ(X+c) = ρ(X)+c for X ∈ X and c ∈ R. We say ρ is a monetary

risk measure if ρ is monotone and cash-additive. For more details on risk measures, one can

refer to Föllmer and Schied (2016). For simplicity, throughout the paper, we use the notation

ρQ to represent that ρ is law-invariant under Q. For X ∈ X , (FQ
X)−1 represents its left-quantile
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under Q, which is defined by

(FQ
X)−1(p) = inf{x : FQ

X(x) > p}, p ∈ (0, 1]

with the convention that inf ∅ = ∞. For any X ∈ X , we denote by UQ
X a uniform random

variable on [0, 1] under Q such that X = (FQ
X)−1(UQ

X) a.s. under Q. The existence of such UQ
X

for any random variable X is guaranteed by e.g., Lemma A.32 of Föllmer 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) =

{

(X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ Xn :

n
∑

i=1

Xi = X

}

.

In this paper, we suppose the agents may have heterogeneous beliefs, represented by some prob-

ability measures Q1, . . . ,Qn. The inf-convolution of risk measures ρQ1

1 , . . . , ρQn
n is the mapping

�
n
i=1 ρ

Qi

i : X → [−∞,∞), defined as

n
�
i=1

ρQi

i (X) = inf

{

n
∑

i=1

ρQi

i (Xi) : (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ An(X)

}

.

Note that ρi is law-invariant under Qi, where Qi represents the belief of the i-th agent.

An n-tuple (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ An(X) is called an optimal allocation of X for (ρQ1

1 , . . . , ρQn
n )

if
∑n

i=1 ρ
Qi

i (Xi) = �
n
i=1 ρ

Qi

i (X). Note that �
n
i=1 ρi(X) can be interpreted as the smallest pos-

sible aggregate capital for the total risk X in financial system if ρQi

i (Xi) represents the capital

charge for the i-th financial institution to hold the risky position Xi. More economic interpre-

tations on the inf-convolution can be found at e.g., Delbaen (2012), Rüschendorf (2013) and

Embrechts et al. (2018).

For risk measures (ρ1, . . . , ρn) and a total risk X , an allocation (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ An(X) is

Pareto-optimal if for any allocation (Y1, . . . , Yn) ∈ An(X), ρi(Yi) 6 ρi(Xi) for all i = 1, . . . , n

implies ρi(Yi) = ρi(Xi) 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 ΛVaR (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 ΛVaR is Pareto-

optimal.

Finally, we define the Lambda value at risk. For Λ : R → [0, 1] and a probability measure
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Q, the Lambda value at risk are given by

ΛVaRQ(X) = inf{x ∈ R : FQ
X(x) > 1− Λ(x)},

ΛVaR+,Q(X) = sup{x ∈ R : FQ
X(x) < 1− Λ(x)}, (2)

where inf ∅ = ∞ and sup ∅ = −∞. Note that ΛVaR(X) = ΛVaR+(X) if Λ 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 ΛVaR. If Λ is a constant, then ΛVaRQ boils down to VaRQ,

i.e., VaRQ at level p ∈ [0, 1) is given by

VaRQ
p (X) = ΛVaRQ(X) = (FQ

X)−1(1− p), X ∈ X ,

for Λ = p. Moreover, by definition, VaRQ
1 (X) = −∞. 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, ΛVaR is more flexible in the choice of

Λ functions; it satisfies cash subadditivity and quasi-star-shapedness; and ΛVaR+ is able to

capture the tail risk for decreasing Λ 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 Λ : R → [0, 1], where Λ is right-continuous. Hereafter,

for any Λ, we denote λ− = infx∈R Λ(x) and λ+ = supx∈RΛ(x). We say that a constant λ is

attainable for Λ if there exists x ∈ R such that Λ(x) = λ.

The interplay among Q1, . . . ,Qn 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 ρ : X → R is cash-supadditive if ρ(X + c) > ρ(X) + c for all X ∈ X and c > 0. Note

that both ΛVaRQ and ΛVaR+,Q satisfy cash supadditivity if Λ is decreasing; see Proposition 2

of Han and Liu (2024).

Proposition 1. Suppose Q1 and Q2 are mutually singular, and ρ2 is cash-supadditive. Then

for X ∈ X ,

ρQ1

1 � ρQ2

2 (X) = −∞.

The conclusion in Proposition 1 implies that for any two monetary risk measures ρ1 and

ρ2, ρ
Q1

1 � ρQ2

2 (X) = −∞ if Q1 and Q2 are mutually singular. In contrast, if Q1 = Q2, then

ρQ1

1 � ρQ2

2 (X) > −∞ for many monetary risk measures ρ1 and ρ2; see e.g., Embrechts et al.

(2018) for quantile-based risk measures and Filipović and Svindland (2008) for convex risk mea-

sures.
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3 Inf-convolution of multiple ΛVaR

In this section, we investigate the inf-convolution of n Lambda value at risk with heteroge-

neous beliefs represented by Q1, . . . ,Qn, respectively. Suppose X ⊇ L∞. We find an expression

of the inf-convolution and also the corresponding optimal allocation, covering the results of

the inf-convolution of ΛVaR 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 Πn(Ω) = {(A1, . . . , An) : ∪n
i=1Ai = Ω, Ai ∩ Aj = ∅, i 6= j}. For Λ1, . . . ,Λn ∈ H with

0 < λ−
i 6 λ+

i < 1, let

ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X) = inf

{

n
∑

i=1

yi : Qi

(

X >

n
∑

i=1

yi, Ai

)

6 Λi(yi) for some (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω)

}

.

Note that ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X) ∈ [−∞,∞).

Theorem 1. For Λi ∈ H with 0 < λ−
i 6 λ+

i < 1, we have

n

�
i=1

ΛiVaR
Qi(X) = ΓΛ1,...,Λn

(X).

Moreover, if the minimizer of ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X) exists denoted by (y∗1 , . . . , y

∗
n, A

∗
1, . . . , A

∗
n), then the

optimal allocation is given by

Xi =

(

X −
n
∑

i=1

y∗i

)

1A∗

i
+ y∗i , i = 1, . . . , n. (3)

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 Q1, . . . ,Qn to obtain more explicit formulas for the inf-convolution. Moreover,

Theorem 1 does not explicitly show when the inf-convolution is −∞. The discussion on the

finiteness of ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X) is complicated as it heavily relies on the properties of Lambda functions

and the relationship between Qi; see Liu (2024) and Proposition 1 in Section 2. This will be

discussed in the next two propositions. Finally, note that if all Λi 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 ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X). Let x∧y = min(x, y), x∨y = max(x, y),

∧n
i=1 xi = minn

i=1 xi and
∨n

i=1 xi = maxni=1 xi.

Proposition 2. For Λi ∈ H with 0 < λ−
i 6 λ+

i < 1, we have

7



(i) If
∨n

i=1
Qi(Ai)

λ−

i

6 1 for some (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω), then ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X) = −∞;

(ii) If
∨n

i=1
Qi(Ai)

λ+
i

> 1 for all (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω), then ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X) > −∞.

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 Λi ∈ H with 0 < λ−
i 6 λ+

i < 1 are decreasing. Then we have the

following conclusion.

(i) If
∨n

i=1
Qi(Ai)

λ+
i

< 1 for some (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω), then ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X) = −∞;

(ii) If
∨n

i=1
Qi(Ai)

λ+
i

> 1 for all (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω), then ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X) > −∞.

Suppose all Λi ∈ H with 0 < λ−
i 6 λ+

i < 1 are increasing. Then we have the following conclusion.

(i) If
∧n

i=1

(

Qi(Ai)

λ−

i

∨
∨

j 6=i
Qj(Aj)

λ+
j

)

< 1 for some (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω), then ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X) =

−∞;

(ii) If for some ε > 0,
∧n

i=1

(

Qi(Ai)

λ−

i

∨
∨

j 6=i
Qj(Aj)

λ+
j

)

> 1+ ε for all (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω), then

ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X) > −∞.

If Q1 = · · · = Qn = P, we have the following more explicit expression for the inf-convolution.

Let Λ∗(x) = supy1+···+yn=x (1 ∧
∑n

i=1 Λi(yi)) for all x ∈ R. We say Λ∗ is attainable if for each

x ∈ R, there exists (y1, . . . , yn) ∈ Rn satisfying
∑n

i=1 yi = x such that 1 ∧
∑n

i=1 Λi(yi) = Λ∗(x).

Theorem 2. For Λi ∈ H with 0 < λ−
i 6 λ+

i < 1, if Λ∗ is attainable, then we have

n

�
i=1

ΛiVaR
P(X) = Λ∗VaRP(X).

Moreover, if additionally x∗ = Λ∗VaRP(X) > −∞ and Λ∗ is right-continuous at x∗, then the

optimal allocation is given by (3) with (y∗1 , . . . , y
∗
n) satisfying 1 ∧

∑n
i=1 Λi(y

∗
i ) = Λ∗(x∗) and

(A∗
1, . . . , A

∗
n) satisfying P (X > x∗, A∗

i ) 6 Λi(y
∗
i ).

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 Λ∗.

Hence, it extends the results of Theorems 1, 2, 4 of Liu (2024), which investigates the inf-

convolution of multiple ΛVaR with monotone and general Lambda functions for homogeneous

beliefs. In particular, Theorem 2 covers the case that some ΛVaR have increasing Λ functions and

others have decreasing Λ functions, demonstrating that the agents may have relatively different

risk appetites.
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We can also remove the assumption on the attainability of Λ∗ in Theorem 2 to obtain

another expression. Let Λyn−1(x) =
(

Λn(x − yn−1) +
∑n−1

i=1 Λi(yi − yi−1)
)

∧ 1 for n > 2, where

yn−1 = (y1, . . . , yn−1) and y0 = 0.

Proposition 4. For Λi ∈ H with 0 < λ−
i 6 λ+

i < 1, we have

n

�
i=1

ΛiVaR
P(X) = inf

yn−1∈Rn−1
Λyn−1VaRP(X).

Next, we study how the interplay among Q1, . . . ,Qn can affect the inf-convolution. Let us

first consider the case Qi(·) = P(·|Bi) for some Bi ∈ F with P(Bi) > 0. If P represents the

physical probability, and Q1, . . . ,Qn are the beliefs of the agents, then those Qi 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 B1, . . . , Bn ∈ F

and Λ1, . . . ,Λn ∈ H, if P(∩n
i=1Bi) > 0, let Λ⋄(x) = supy1+···+yn=x

(

1 ∧
∑n

i=1
P(Bi)Λi(yi)
P(∩n

i=1Bi)

)

for all

x ∈ R.

Theorem 3. Suppose Qi(·) = P(·|Bi) for some Bi ⊂ Ω with P(Bi) > 0, i = 1, . . . , n. For

Λi ∈ H with 0 < λ−
i 6 λ+

i < 1, if P(∩n
i=1Bi) = 0, then

n

�
i=1

ΛiVaR
Qi(X) = −∞;

If P(∩n
i=1Bi) > 0 and Λ⋄ is attainable, then

n

�
i=1

ΛiVaR
Qi(X) = Λ⋄VaRQ(X),

where Q(·) = P(·| ∩n
i=1 Bi). Moreover, if additionally x∗ = Λ⋄VaRQ(X) > −∞ and Λ⋄ is

right-continuous at x∗, then the optimal allocation is given by (3) with (y∗1 , . . . , y
∗
n) satisfy-

ing
∑n

i=1
P(Bi)Λi(y

∗

i )
P(∩n

i=1Bi)
= Λ⋄(x∗) and (A∗

1, . . . , A
∗
n) satisfying P (X >

∑n
i=1 y

∗
i , (∩

n
i=1Bi) ∩ A∗

i ) 6

P(Bi)Λi(y
∗
i ).

In this special case, the interplay among Q1, . . . ,Qn is characterized by the relationship

between the sets B1, . . . , Bn. Following the conclusion in Proposition 3, those sets B1, . . . , Bn

appear in the expressions of the inf-convolution and the optimal allocation, suggesting the influ-

ence of the relation of Q1, . . . ,Qn 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 Qi(·) = P(·|Bi) for some Bi ⊂ Ω with P(Bi) > 0, i = 1, . . . , n. For
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αi ∈ (0, 1), if P(∩n
i=1Bi) = 0, then

n
�
i=1

VaRQi

αi
(X) = −∞;

If P(∩n
i=1Bi) > 0, then

n
�
i=1

VaRQi

αi
(X) = VaRQ

1∧
∑

n
i=1

αiP(Bi)

P(∩n
i=1

Bi)

(X),

where Q(·) = P(·| ∩n
i=1 Bi).

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 α ∈ (0, 1), the conditional VaR (CoVaR), conditional ES

(CoES) are defined as

VaRP
α(X |B) = inf{x : P(X 6 x|B) > 1− α}, ESPα(X |B) =

1

α

∫ α

0

VaRP
t (X |B)dt.

One can refer to Adrian and Brunnermeier (2016) and Girardi and Tolga Ergün (2013) for CoVaR,

Mainik and Schaanning (2014) for CoES. Analogously, conditional ΛVaR (CoΛVaR) can be de-

fined as

ΛVaRP(X |B) = inf{x : Q(X 6 x) > Λ(x)},

where Q(·) = P(·|B) = P(·∩B)
P(B) . Note that ΛiVaR

Qi(X) = ΛiVaR
P(X |Bi). Hence, the results

in Theorem 3 can be interpreted as the risk sharing using multiple CoΛVaR to represent the

preference of the agents.

Next, we consider a different relation among Q1, . . . ,Qn, 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 Q2 << Q1 and denote dQ2

dQ1
by η. For Λi ∈ H with 0 < λ−

i 6 λ+
i < 1, we

have

Λ1VaR
Q1

�Λ2VaR
Q2(X) = inf

{

x ∈ R : gx((1− FQ1

X (x)− Λ1(y))+) 6 Λ2(x− y), for some y ∈ R

}

,

where gx(t) = EQ1(η1
{X>x,U

Q1
η 6xt}

), t ∈ [0, 1− FQ1

X (x)], with Q1(X > x,UQ1
η 6 xt) = t.

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 gx depending on the joint distribution of (X, η) under Q1. Let us next see some examples of

gx:

(i) If X and η are comonotonic, then gx(t) =
∫ F

Q1
X

(x)+t

F
Q1
X

(x)
(FQ1

η )−1(s)ds, t ∈ [0, 1− FQ1

X (x)];

(ii) If X and η are countermonotonic, then gx(t) =
∫ t

0
(FQ1

η )−1(s)ds, t ∈ [0, 1− FQ1

X (x)];

(iii) If X and η are independent under Q1, then gx(t) =
∫ t/(1−F

Q1
X (x))

0
(FQ1

η )−1(s)ds, t ∈ [0, 1−

FQ1

X (x)] with the convention that 0/0 = 0.

Note that Theorem 4 can be simplified when Lambda functions are constants.

Corollary 2. Suppose Q2 << Q1 and denote dQ2

dQ1
by η. For α1, α2 ∈ (0, 1), we have

VaRQ1
α1

�VaRQ2
α2
(X) = inf

{

x ∈ R : gx((1− FQ1

X (x) − α1)+) 6 α2

}

,

where gx(t) = EQ1(η1
{X>x,U

Q1
η 6xt}

), t ∈ [0, 1− FQ1

X (x)], with Q1(X > x,UQ1
η 6 xt) = t.

Example 1. Under the assumption of Corollary 2, we have the following examples.

(i) If X and η are countermonotonic, then

VaRQ1
α1

�VaRQ2
α2
(X) = inf

{

x ∈ R :

∫ F
Q1
X

(x)∨(1−α)

F
Q1
X (x)

(FQ1
η )−1(s)ds 6 α2

}

;

(ii) If X and η are comonotonic, then

VaRQ1
α1

�VaRQ2
α2
(X) = inf

{

x ∈ R :

∫ (1−F
Q1
X (x)−α1)+

0

(FQ1
η )−1(s)ds 6 α2

}

;

(iii) If X and η are independent under Q1, then

VaRQ1
α1

�VaRQ2
α2
(X) = inf

{

x ∈ R :

∫ (1−F
Q1
X

(x)−α1)+/(1−F
Q1
X

(x))

0

(FQ1
η )−1(s)ds 6 α2

}

with the convention that 0/0 = 0.
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4 Inf-convolution of ΛVaR 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 ΛVaRQ1 and a monotone risk measure ρQ2 , where Q2 may

be different from Q1. Note that ρ is very general including many commonly used risk measures

as special cases.

Theorem 5. Suppose Λ ∈ H with 0 < λ− 6 λ+ < 1 and ρ is monotone. Then we have

ΛVaRQ1
� ρQ2(X) = inf

x∈R
inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ ρQ2((X − x)1B + y1Bc)
}

. (4)

Moreover, the existence of the optimal allocation of the inf-convolution is equivalent to the ex-

istence of the minimizer of (4). If (x∗, y∗, B∗) is the minimizer, then one optimal allocation is

given by

X∗
1 = x∗

1B∗ + (X − y∗)1(B∗)c , X∗
2 = (X − x∗)1B∗ + y∗1(B∗)c . (5)

Note that the expression of the inf-convolution in Theorem 5 involves an optimization

problem with three parameters (x, 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 Qi(·) = P(·|Bi) for some Bi ∈ F with P(Bi) > 0.

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

Proposition 5. Suppose Qi(·) = P(·|Bi) for some Bi ⊂ Ω with P(Bi) > 0, i = 1, 2. Moreover,

suppose Λ ∈ H with 0 < λ− 6 λ+ < 1 and ρ is monotone. Then we have

ΛVaRQ1
� ρQ2(X) = inf

x∈R
inf
y∈R

{

x+ ρQ2((X − x)1Ax
+ y1Ac

x
)
}

, (6)

where Ax = ∅ if P(B1 ∩Bc
2) > (1−Λ(x))P(B1) and Ax = (B1 ∩Bc

2)∪ (B1 ∩B2 ∩ {UP
X < αx}) if

P(B1 ∩Bc
2) < (1−Λ(x))P(B1) with αx satisfying P(B1 ∩B2 ∩ {UP

X < αx}) = (1−Λ(x))P(B1)−

P(B1∩Bc
2). 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∗
1 = x∗

1Ax∗ + (X − y∗)1Ac
x∗
, X∗

2 = (X − x∗)1Ax∗ + y∗1Ac
x∗
. (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 Q1 = Q2,

then Theorem 5 coincides with the results in Theorem 3 of Liu (2024). We notice that for the

scenario that Q1 = Q2 and Λ is a constant, Theorem 5 somehow extends the results in Theorem

2 of Liu et al. (2022) (ρ is considered to be a monetary tail risk measure) and Theorem 5.3 of

Wang and Wei (2018) (ρ is a distortion risk measure). The result of Theorem 5 is still new even

if ΛVaR is reduced to VaR.

Let G = {g : [0, 1] → [0, 1]| g is increasing and left-continuous satisfying g(0) = 0 and g(1) =

1}. For g ∈ H, the distortion risk measure ρQg is defined as

ρQg (X) =

∫ 1

0

VaRQ
t (X)dg(t).

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., Föllmer 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 ρQg (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 EQ
u : X 7→ EQ(u(X)).

In the following proposition, let Qi(·) = P(·|Bi) for some Bi ⊂ Ω with P(B1 ∩ B2) > 0,

and Q(·) = Q(·|B1 ∩ B2). Applying Proposition 5, we obtain the inf-convolution of ΛVaR and

ES/ρg/Eu/Λ1VaR
+ under heterogenous beliefs, respectively. In order to simplify the expression,

we suppose λ+ is attainable for Λ, i.e., there is x ∈ R such that Λ(x) = λ+.

Corollary 3. Suppose Λ ∈ H with 0 < λ− 6 λ+ < 1 and λ+ is attainable. Then the following

conclusion holds with β =
(1−λ+)P(B1)−P(B1∩Bc

2)
P(B2)

and Q(·) = Q(·|B1 ∩B2).

(i) For α ∈ (0, 1), if Q1(B2) 6 λ+, then ΛVaRQ1
�ESQ2

α (X) = −∞; if Q1(B2) > λ+ then

ΛVaRQ1
�ESQ2

α (X) =











1
α

∫ α

0
VaRQ

1−
P(B2)(β−t)

P(B1∩B2)

(X)dt, α 6 β

−∞, α > β
;

(ii) For g ∈ G, if Q1(B2) 6 λ+, then ΛVaRQ1
� ρQ2

g (X) = −∞; if Q1(B2) > λ+ then

ΛVaRQ1
� ρQ2

g (X) =











∫

[0,β)VaR
Q

1−
P(B2)(β−t)

P(B1∩B2)

(X)dg, g(β) = 1

−∞, g(β) < 1
;

(iii) For an increasing function u, if Q1(B2) 6 λ+, then ΛVaRQ1
�EQ2

u (X) = −∞; if Q1(B2) >
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λ+, then

ΛVaRQ1
�EQ2

u (X) = inf
x∈R

(

x+ (1− βx)u(−∞) +

∫ βx

0

u

(

VaRQ

1−
P(B2)(βx−t)

P(B1∩B2)

(X)− x

)

dt

)

,

where u(−∞) = limy→−∞ u(y) and βx =
(1−Λ(x))P(B1)−P(B1∩Bc

2)
P(B2)

;

(iv) For Λ1 ∈ H with 0 < λ−
1 6 λ+

1 < 1, if Q1(B2) 6 λ+, then Λ1VaR
+,Q2(X) = −∞; if

Q1(B2) > λ+, then

ΛVaRQ1
�Λ1VaR

+,Q2(X) = inf
x∈R

Λ
x
VaR+,Q(X),

where Λ
x
(z) = P(B1)Λ(x)+P(B2)Λ1(z−x)

P(B1∩B2)
∧ 1.

We mention that the results in Corollary 3 extend the results in the literature in the sense

that Λ is not a constant and the second risk measure is not law-invariant under Q1. For instance,

(ii) of Corollary 3 exactly extends Theorem 5.3 of Wang and Wei (2018) (ρ 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 = Q2.

Let us now consider the case Q2 << Q1. Instead of finding a simplified version of Theorem

5 for this case, we apply Theorem 5 directly to some specific ρ. For α ∈ (0, 1), let LESQα(X) =

1
α

∫ 1

1−α
VaRQ

t (X)dt, which represents the lower conditional tail expectation.

Corollary 4. Suppose Q2 << Q1 with dQ2

dQ1
denoted by η. For Λ ∈ H with 0 < λ− 6 λ+ < 1,

we have the following conclusions.

(i) For α ∈ (0, 1),

ΛVaRQ1
�ESQ2

α (X) = inf
t∈R

(

t+
1− λ+

α
LESQ1

1−λ+(η(X − t)+)

)

;

(ii) For an increasing function u, we have

ΛVaRQ1
�EQ2

u (X) = inf
x∈R

(

x+ u(−∞)Λ(x)ESQ1

Λ(x)(η) + EQ1 (ηu(X − x)1
{U

Q1
η <1−Λ(x)}

)
)

,

where u(−∞) = limy→−∞ u(y).

Note that in (i) of Corollaries 3 and 4, if Λ 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 Q2 << Q1, it might be difficult to find more explicit expression for the

inf-convolution of ΛVaRQ1 and ρQ2
g or Λ1VaR

+,Q2 .
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5 Inf-convolution of ΛVaR+ and a monotone risk measure

The inf-convolution of multiple ΛVaR+ 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 ΛVaR+ is to capture the tail risk for decreasing Λ;

see Frittelli et al. (2014) and Hitaj et al. (2018). In this section, we focus on the inf-convolution

of ΛVaR+,Q1 and a monotone risk measure ρQ2 , which includes the inf-convolution of two ΛVaR+

as a special case. Let X = L∞. For any Λ ∈ H, we denote Λx(z) = infx6t6z Λ(t), z > x. Then

Λx(z) is decreasing and right-continuous for z > x. If Λ is decreasing and right-continuous, then

Λx(z) = Λ(z), z > x; and if Λ is increasing, then Λx(z) = Λ(x), z > x. The following result is

valid for general Λ ∈ H. The notation U
Q
∼ U [0, 1] means U ∼ U [0, 1] under Q.

Theorem 6. Suppose Λ ∈ H with 0 < λ− 6 λ+ < 1, and ρ is monotone and law-invariant

under Q2. Then we have

ΛVaR+,Q1
� ρQ2(X) = inf

x∈R
inf
y>x

inf
U

Q1∼U [0,1]

{

x+ ρQ2
(

X − Λ−1
x,y(U)

)}

, (8)

where

Λx,y(z) =



















0, z < x

1− Λx(z), x 6 z < y

1, z > y

.

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∗
1 = Λ−1

x∗,y∗(U∗), X∗
2 = X − Λ−1

x∗,y∗(U∗). (9)

In the case of ρ = Λ1VaR
+,Q2 for Λ1 ∈ H with 0 < λ−

1 6 λ+
1 < 1, it follows from

Theorem 6 that the optimal risk allocation for risk sharing between ΛVaR+,Q1 and Λ1VaR
+,Q2

has the form of (9), which is neither comonotonic nor pairwise countermonotonic. This means

that the optimal risk sharing for multiple ΛVaR+,Q 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 (x, y, U), where

U ∼ U [0, 1] under Q1. Note that the distribution of U under Q2 depends on the relation between

Q1 and Q2. Moreover, the expression in (8) and also the optimal allocation in (9) show that

shape of Λ 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 ΛVaR 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 inf
U

Q1∼U [0,1]
ρQ2(X − Λ−1

x,y(U)), which is a very difficult problem even if Q1 = Q2. For

Q1 = Q2, inf
U

Q1
∼U [0,1]

ρQ2(X − Λ−1
x,y(U)) corresponds to the problem of robust risk aggregation

with dependence uncertainty, i.e., finding the value of infX∼F,Y∼G ρ(X+Y ), where the marginal

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 Λ functions. This makes it easier to

find more explicit expressions of the inf-convolution for concrete examples of ρ.

Proposition 6. For x1 ∈ R and 0 < λ1 < λ2 < 1, let Λ(z) = (1−λ1)1{z<x1}+(1−λ2)1{z>x1}.

Under the assumption of Theorem 6, we have

ΛVaR+,Q1
� ρQ2(X) = inf

x∈R
inf

y>x∨x1

inf
(B1,B2)∈Bλ1,λ2

{

x+ ρQ2
(

X − x1B1 − x ∨ x11B2 − y1(B1∪B2)c
)}

,

(10)

where Bλ1,λ2 = {(B1, B2) : Q1(B1) = λ1,Q2(B2) = λ2 − λ1, B1 ∩B2 = ∅}.

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

has parameters (x, y,B1, B2).

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we consider the inf-convolution of multiple ΛVaR 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 ΛVaR/ΛVaR+ and a general risk measures

with belief heterogeneity are also discussed. There are still some unsolved problems such as the

inf-convolution of multiple ΛVaR+ 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 ρ(X + c) 6 ρ(X) + c for

c 6 0. Moreover, there exists A ∈ F such that Q1(A) = 0 and Q2(A) = 1. It follows from the

law-invariance of ρ1 and ρ2 and the cash supadditivity of ρ2 that

ρQ1

1 � ρQ2

2 (X) 6 ρQ1

1 (−c1A) + ρQ2

2 (X + c1A)

= ρQ1

1 (0) + ρQ2

2 (X + c) 6 ρQ1

1 (0) + ρQ2

2 (X) + c → −∞

as c → −∞. Hence, ρQ1

1 � ρQ2

2 (X) = −∞. This completes the proof.

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�n
i=1 ΛiVaR

Qi(X) > ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X). For (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈

An(X), let x =
∑n

i=1 ΛiVaR
Qi(Xi) and yi = ΛiVaR

Qi(Xi). Note that 0 < λ−
i 6 λ+

i < 1 im-

plies yi ∈ R and x ∈ R. By the definition of ΛiVaR and the right continuity of Λi, we have

Qi(Ci) 6 Λi(yi) with Ci = {Xi > yi}. We denote Di = Ci ∪ (∪n
i=1Ci)

c
. Then it follows that

{X > x} =

{

n
∑

i=1

Xi >
n
∑

i=1

yi

}

⊂
n
⋃

i=1

Ci.

For (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω), let Ai ⊂ Di. Then we have

{X > x,Ai} ⊂ {X > x,Di} = {X > x,Ci} ⊂ Ci.

Using the factQi(Ci) 6 Λi(yi), we haveQi(X > x,Ai) 6 Λ(yi). This implies
∑n

i=1 ΛiVaR
Qi(Xi) =

x > ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X). By the arbitrary of (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ An(X), we have �

n
i=1 ΛiVaR

Qi(X) >

ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X).

Next we show the inverse inequality. Suppose there exist yi ∈ R, (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω) such

that Qi (X >
∑n

i=1 yi, Ai) 6 Λi(yi). Let Xi = (X−x)1Ai
+yi, i = 1, . . . , n, where x =

∑n
i=1 yi.

Then (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ An(X). Direct computation gives

ΛiVaR
Qi(Xi) = yi + Λyi

i VaRQi((X − x)1Ai
),

where Λyi

i (z) = Λi(z+yi) for z ∈ R. Note that Qi((X−x)1Ai
> 0) = Qi(X > x,Ai) 6 Λi(yi) =
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Λyi

i (0). By definition, we have Λyi

i VaRQi((X − x)1Ai
) 6 0. Hence,

n
∑

i=1

ΛiVaR
Qi(Xi) 6

n
∑

i=1

yi = x.

This implies �n
i=1 ΛiVaR

Qi(X) 6
∑n

i=1 ΛiVaR
Qi(Xi) 6

∑n
i=1 yi. By the arbitrary of yi, we have

�
n
i=1 ΛiVaR

Qi(X) 6 ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X). One can directly check that X∗

i , i = 1, . . . , n is the optimal

allocation. We complete the proof.

Proof of Proposition 2. Case (i). Note that
∨n

i=1
Qi(Ai)

λ−

i

6 1 for some (A1, . . . , An) ∈

Πn(Ω) implies Qi(Ai) 6 λ−
i for all i = 1, . . . , n. Hence, for any (y1, . . . , yn), it follows that

Qi (X >
∑n

i=1 yi, Ai) 6 Λi(yi). Consequently, ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X) = −∞.

Case (ii). Let x∗ =
∧n

i=1 ess-inf
QiX . For any (y1, . . . , yn) with

∑n
i=1 yi < x∗ and (A1, . . . , An) ∈

Πn(Ω), there exists i ∈ {1, . . . , n} such that Qi(X >
∑n

i=1 yi, Ai) = Qi(Ai) > λ+
i > Λi(yi).

Hence, ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X) > x∗ > −∞.

Proof of Proposition 3. We first consider the case that Λi ∈ H is decreasing. If
∨n

i=1
Qi(Ai)

λ+
i

< 1 for some (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω), then Qi(Ai) < λ+
i for all i = 1, . . . , n. Note

that limyi→−∞ Λ(yi) = λ+
i . Hence, there exists y0i such that Λ(yi) > Qi(Ai) for all yi < y0i . It

follows that Qi(X >
∑n

i=1 yi, Ai) 6 Qi(Ai) 6 Λi(yi) if yi 6 y0i for all i = 1, . . . , n. This implies

ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X) = −∞. The second statement is shown in (ii) of Proposition 2.

Next, we consider the case that Λi ∈ H is increasing. If
∧n

i=1

(

Qi(Ai)

λ−

i

∨
∨

j 6=i
Qj(Aj)

λ+
j

)

< 1

for some (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω), then there exists i ∈ {1, . . . , n} such that Qi(Ai) < λ−
i and

Qj(Aj) < λ+
j for j 6= i. Note that there exists y0j ∈ R such that Qj(Aj) 6 Λj(y

0
j ) for all j 6= i.

Moreover, for any yi ∈ R, it follows that Qj(X > yi+
∑

j 6=i y
0
j , Aj) 6 Qj(Aj) 6 Λj(yj) for j 6= i,

and Qi(X > yi +
∑

j 6=i y
0
j , Ai) 6 Λi(yi). By the arbitrary of yi, we have ΓΛ1,...,Λn

(X) = −∞.

We next show the last statement. Suppose by contradiction that ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X) = −∞. Then

there exist (y
(m)
1 , . . . , y

(m)
n ) satisfying limm→∞

∑n
i=1 y

(m)
i = −∞, and (A

(m)
1 , . . . , A

(m)
n ) ∈ Πn(Ω)

such that Qi(X >
∑

i=1 y
(m)
i , A

(m)
i ) 6 Λi(y

(m)
i ). Without loss of generality, we can assume

limm→∞ y
(m)
i = yi. Let E1 = {i ∈ {1, . . . , n} : yi = −∞} and E2 = {i ∈ {1, . . . , n} : yi > −∞}.

By the fact that limm→∞
∑n

i=1 y
(m)
i = −∞, we have E1 6= ∅. Moreover, there exists m0 > 0

such that Qi(X >
∑

i=1 y
(m)
i ) = 1 for all m > m0. Hence, it follows that Qi(A

(m)
i ) 6 Λi(y

(m)
i )

for all m > m0. Note that limm→∞ Λi(y
(m)
i ) = λ−

i for all i ∈ E1. Hence, for any 0 < η < ε,

there exists m1 > m0 such that Qi(A
(m)
i ) 6 λ−

i (1 + η) for all m > m1 and i ∈ E1. This implies
∧n

i=1

(

Qi(A
(m)
i )

λ−

i

∨
∨

j 6=i
Qj(Aj)

λ+
j

)

6 1 + η < 1 + ε for m > m1, which is a contradiction of the

assumption. Hence, ΓΛ1,...,Λn
(X) > −∞. We complete the proof.
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Proof of Theorem 2. By Theorem 1, we have

n
�
i=1

ΛiVaR
P(X) = inf

{

n
∑

i=1

yi : P

(

X >
n
∑

i=1

yi, Ai

)

6 Λi(yi) for some (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω)

}

.

Note that P (X >
∑n

i=1 yi, Ai) 6 Λi(yi) for some (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω) if and only if P (X >
∑n

i=1 yi) 6
∑n

i=1 Λi(yi). Hence, we have

n

�
i=1

ΛiVaR
P(X) = inf

{

n
∑

i=1

yi : (y1, . . . , yn) ∈ Rn,P

(

X >

n
∑

i=1

yi

)

6

n
∑

i=1

Λi(yi)

}

= inf

{

x ∈ R :
n
∑

i=1

yi = x,P (X > x) 6
n
∑

i=1

Λi(yi)

}

(11)

= inf {x ∈ R : P (X > x) 6 Λ∗(x)} = Λ∗VaRP(X).

For the optimal allocation, note that the right continuity of Λ∗ at x∗ implies P (X > x∗) 6

Λ∗(x∗). Moreover, there exist (y∗1 , . . . , y
∗
n) and (A∗

1, . . . , A
∗
n) such that 1

∧∑n
i=1 Λi(y

∗
i ) = Λ∗(x∗)

and P (X > x∗, A∗
i ) 6 Λi(y

∗
i ). Hence, (y∗1 , . . . , y

∗
n, A

∗
1, . . . , A

∗
n) is the minimizer of ΓΛ1,...,Λn

(X).

Using Theorem 1, the claimed allocation is an optimal allocation.

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

n
�
i=1

ΛiVaR
P(X) = inf

{

x ∈ R :

n
∑

i=1

yi = x,P (X > x) 6

n
∑

i=1

Λi(yi)

}

= inf
yn−1∈Rn−1

Λyn−1VaRP(X).

Proof of Theorem 3. By Theorem 1, we have

n

�
i=1

ΛiVaR
Qi(X)

= inf

{

n
∑

i=1

yi : P

(

X >

n
∑

i=1

yi, Bi ∩ Ai

)

6 P(Bi)Λi(yi) for some (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω)

}

.

Let Nn = {{i1, . . . , im} ⊂ {1, . . . , n} : m = 1, 2, . . . , n − 1}. For {i1, . . . , im} ∈ Nn, we denote

C{i1,...,im} =
(

⋂

i∈{i1,...,im} Bi

)

\
(

⋃

i∈{1,...,n}\{i1,...,im} Bi

)

. Then for {i1, . . . , im}, {i′1, . . . , i
′
m′} ∈

Nn, we have C{i1,...,im}∩C{i′1,...,i
′

m′
} = ∅ if {i1, . . . , im} 6= {i′1, . . . , i

′
m′}. Moreover, it follows that

⋃

{i1,...,im}∈Nn
C{i1,...,im} = (

⋃n
i=1 Bi) \ (

⋂n
i=1 Bi). Next, for each (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω), we do

some operations on it. We fix {i1, . . . , im} ∈ Nn. For each i ∈ {i1, . . . , im}, we do the following

operations:

Ai → Ai \ C{i1,...,im}, Aj → Aj ∪
(

Ai ∩ C{i1,...,im}

)

,
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where j = min({1, . . . , n} \ {i1, . . . , im}). The new sets after the operations are denoted by

(A′
1, . . . , A

′
n). Clearly, (A′

1, . . . , A
′
n) ∈ Πn(Ω) and Bi ∩ A′

i ⊂ Bi ∩ Ai for all i = 1, . . . , n and

A′
i ∩ C{i1,...,im} = ∅ for all i ∈ {i1, . . . , im}. Those operations will be done for all {i1, . . . , im} ∈

Nn. The final sets are denoted by (A′′
1 , . . . , A

′′
n). Clearly, (A′′

1 , . . . , A
′′
n) ∈ Πn(Ω) and Bi ∩ A′′

i ⊂

Bi ∩ Ai. Moreover, it follows that A′′
i ∩ C{i1,...,im} = ∅ for all {i1, . . . , im} ∈ Nn satisfying

i ∈ {i1, . . . , im}. This implies Bi ∩A′′
i = (∩n

i=1Bi) ∩A′′
i for all i = 1, . . . , n. By the construction

of A′′
i , it follows that (∩

n
i=1Bi) ∩Ai ⊂ Bi ∩ A′′

i , which together with the fact Bi ∩A′′
i ⊂ Bi ∩Ai

implies (∩n
i=1Bi) ∩ Ai = (∩n

i=1Bi) ∩ A′′
i = Bi ∩ A′′

i . Hence, we have

inf

{

n
∑

i=1

yi : P

(

X >

n
∑

i=1

yi, Bi ∩ Ai

)

6 P(Bi)Λi(yi) for some (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω)

}

6 inf

{

n
∑

i=1

yi : P

(

X >

n
∑

i=1

yi, (∩
n
i=1Bi) ∩Ai

)

6 P(Bi)Λi(yi) for some (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω)

}

.

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

n
�
i=1

ΛiVaR
Qi(X)

= inf

{

n
∑

i=1

yi : P

(

X >

n
∑

i=1

yi, (∩
n
i=1Bi) ∩Ai

)

6 P(Bi)Λi(yi) for some (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω)

}

.

Note that P (X >
∑n

i=1 yi, (∩
n
i=1Bi) ∩Ai) 6 P(Bi)Λi(yi) for some (A1, . . . , An) ∈ Πn(Ω) and

some (y1, . . . , yn) ∈ Rn is equivalent to P (X >
∑n

i=1 yi,∩
n
i=1Bi) 6

∑n
i=1 P(Bi)Λi(yi) for some

(y1, . . . , yn) ∈ Rn. Using this conclusion and the attainability of Λ⋄, we have

n
�
i=1

ΛiVaR
Qi(X) = inf

{

x : x =
n
∑

i=1

yi,P (X > x,∩n
i=1Bi) 6

n
∑

i=1

P(Bi)Λi(yi)

}

= inf

{

x : x =

n
∑

i=1

yi,Q (X > x) 6

n
∑

i=1

P(Bi)Λi(yi)

P(∩n
i=1Bi)

}

= inf {x : Q (X > x) 6 Λ⋄(x)} = Λ⋄VaRQ(X).

One can easily check that the claimed allocation is optimal.

Proof of Theorem 4. Using Theorem 1, we have

Λ1VaR
Q1

�Λ2VaR
Q2(X)

= inf {x ∈ R : Q1 (X > x,Ac) 6 Λ1(y),Q2 (X > x,A) 6 Λ2(x − y), for some y ∈ R, A ∈ F}

= inf
{

x ∈ R : Q1 (X > x,Ac) 6 Λ1(y),E
Q1(η1{X>x,A}) 6 Λ2(x − y), for some y ∈ R, A ∈ F

}

.
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Let f(t) = Q1(X > x,UQ1
η 6 t), t ∈ [0, 1]. Clearly, f is an increasing and continuous function.

Let f−1 denote the left-quantile of f . Define Ax,t = {UQ1
η 6 f−1(t)} for t ∈ [0, 1−FQ1

X (x)]. Let

t0 = Q1(X > x,A). Then it follows that Q1(X > x,Ax,t0) = Q1(X > x,A) and

EQ1(η1{X>x,Ax,t0}
) = EQ1 (F−1

η (UQ1
η )1{X>x,Ax,t0}

) 6 EQ1(η1{X>x,A}).

Consequently, we have

Λ1VaR
Q1

�Λ2VaR
Q2(X)

= inf
{

x ∈ R : Q1

(

X > x,Ac
x,t

)

6 Λ1(y),E
Q1 (η1{X>x,Ax,t}) 6 Λ2(x− y), for some y ∈ R, t ∈ [0, 1− FQ1

X (x)]
}

= inf
{

x ∈ R : 1− FQ1

X (x)− t 6 Λ1(y), gx(t) 6 Λ2(x− y), for some y ∈ R, t ∈ [0, 1− FQ1

X (x)]
}

= inf
{

x ∈ R : gx((1 − FQ1

X (x) − Λ1(y))+) 6 Λ2(x − y), for some y ∈ R

}

.

This completes the proof.

C Proof of Section 4

In this section, we provide all the proofs of results in Section 4.

Proof of Theorem 5. For any x, y and B satisfying Q1(B) = 1 − Λ(x), let X1 =

x1B + (X − y)1Bc . Direct calculation gives

ΛVaRQ1(X1) + ρQ2(X −X1) 6 x+ ρQ2(X −X1) = x+ ρQ2((X − x)1B + y1Bc).

This implies ΛVaRQ1
� ρQ2(X) 6 x + ρQ2((X − x)1B + y1Bc). By the arbitrary of x, y and B

satisfying Q1(B) = 1− Λ(x), we have

ΛVaRQ1
� ρQ2(X) 6 inf

x∈R
inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ ρQ2((X − x)1B + y1Bc)
}

.

We next show the inverse inequality. For any X1 ∈ X , let x1 = ΛVaRQ1(X1) and UX1 ∼

U [0, 1] under Q1 such that X1 = (FQ1

X1
)−1(UX1) a.s. under Q1. Define Y1 = x11{UX161−Λ(x1)} +

(X+m)1{UX1>1−Λ(x1)} with m > (x1−ess-infQ1X)∨(ess-supQ1 |X |+ess-supQ2 |X1|+|x1|), where

ess-infQi and ess-supQi represent the ess-inf and ess-sup under Qi, i = 1, 2. Note that UX1 can

be chosen such that {UX1 6 t} ⊂ {X1 6 (FQ1

X1
)−1(t)} for all t ∈ (0, 1). By the definition of ΛVaR

and the right continuity of Λ, we have FQ1

X1
(x1) > 1−Λ(x1), which implies x1 > F−1

X1
(1−Λ(x1)).
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Hence we have ΛVaRQ1(Y1) = x1, and X1 6 Y1 for all w ∈ Ω. By monotonicity of ρ, we have

ΛVaRQ1(X1) + ρQ2(X −X1) > x1 + ρQ2(X − Y1)

= x1 + ρQ2((X − x1)1{UX161−Λ(x1)} −m1{UX1>1−Λ(x1)})

> inf
x∈R

inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ ρQ2((X − x)1B + y1Bc)
}

.

By the arbitrary of X1, we obtain

ΛVaRQ1
� ρQ2(X) > inf

x∈R
inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ ρQ2((X − x)1B + y1Bc)
}

.

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 X1 ∈ X such that ΛVaRQ1(X1) + ρQ2(X − X1) =

ΛVaRQ1
� ρQ2(X). Following the same argument as above to show the inverse inequality, let

x1 = ΛVaRQ1(X1) and Y1 = x11{UX161−Λ(x1)} + (X + m)1{UX1>1−Λ(x1)} with m > (x1 −

ess-infQ1X) ∨ (ess-supQ1 |X |+ ess-supQ2 |X1|+ |x1|) such that X1 6 Y1 for all w ∈ Ω. We have

ΛVaRQ1(X1) + ρQ2(X −X1) > ΛVaRQ1(Y1) + ρQ2(X − Y1)

= x1 + ρQ2((X − x1)1{UX161−Λ(x1)} −m1{UX1>1−Λ(x1)})

> inf
x∈R

inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ ρQ2((X − x)1B + y1Bc)
}

.

Using ΛVaRQ1(X1) + ρQ2(X −X1) = ΛVaRQ1
� ρQ2(X) and (4), we have

x1+ρQ2((X−x1)1{UX161−Λ(x1)}−m1{UX1>1−Λ(x1)}) = inf
x∈R

inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ ρQ2((X − x)1B + y1Bc)
}

.

This implies (x1,−m, {UX1 6 1− Λ(x1)}) is the minimizer of (4).

Now suppose (x∗, y∗, B∗) is the minimizer of (4). We next check (X∗
1 , X

∗
2 ) given in (5) is

an optimal allocation. It follows that

ΛVaRQ1(X∗
1 ) + ρQ2(X∗

2 ) 6 x∗ + ρQ2((X − x∗)1B∗ + y∗1(B∗)c)

= inf
x∈R

inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ ρQ2((X − x)1B + y1Bc)
}

= ΛVaRQ1
� ρQ2(X).

Consequently, ΛVaRQ1(X∗
1 ) + ρQ2(X∗

2 ) = ΛVaRQ1
� ρQ2(X) and (X∗

1 , X
∗
2 ) is an optimal alloca-

tion. This completes the proof.
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Proof of Proposition 5. In light of Theorem 5, we have

ΛVaRQ1
� ρQ2(X) = inf

x∈R
inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ ρQ2((X − x)1B + y1Bc)
}

.

If P(B1 ∩ Bc
2) > (1 − Λ(x))P(B1), then there exists D ∈ F such that D ⊆ B1 ∩ Bc

2 and

Q1(D) = 1− Λ(x). Using the law-invariance of ρ under Q2, we have

inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ ρQ2((X − x)1B + y1Bc)
}

6 inf
y∈R

{

x+ ρQ2((X − x)1D + y1Dc)
}

= inf
y∈R

{

x+ ρQ2(y)
}

.

For y < ess-infQ2(X−x), we have (X−x)1B+y1Bc > y a.s. under Q2. It follows from the mono-

tonicity and law-invariance of ρ that ρQ2((X−x)1B+y1Bc) > ρQ2(y). Using the monotonicity of

ρ again, we have infy∈R infQ1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ ρQ2((X − x)1B + y1Bc)
}

> infy∈R

{

x+ ρQ2(y)
}

.

Consequently,

inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ ρQ2((X − x)1B + y1Bc)
}

= inf
y∈R

{

x+ ρQ2(y)
}

.

Next, we consider the case P(B1 ∩ Bc
2) < (1 − Λ(x))P(B1). Let y < ess-infQ2(X − x) and

Ax = (B1 ∩ Bc
2) ∪ (B1 ∩ B2 ∩ {UP

X < αx}) with αx satisfying P(B1 ∩ B2 ∩ {UP
X < αx}) =

(1− Λ(x))P(B1)− P(B1 ∩Bc
2). For any B ∈ F with Q1(B) = 1− Λ(x) and z > y, we have

Q2((X − x)1B + y1Bc 6 z) =
P(X 6 z + x,B ∩B2) + P(Bc ∩B2)

P(B2)
= 1−

P(X > z + x,B ∩B2)

P(B2)
.

Observe that

P(X > z + x,Ax ∩B2) = P(X > z + x,B1 ∩B2 ∩ {UP
X 6 αx}) 6 P(X > z + x,B1 ∩B2 ∩B3)

for any B3 ∈ F such that P(B1 ∩ B2 ∩ B3) > (1 − Λ(x))P(B1) − P(B1 ∩ Bc
2). Note that

Q1(B) = 1 − Λ(x) implies P(B1 ∩ B2 ∩ B) > (1 − Λ(x))P(B1) − P(B1 ∩ Bc
2). Hence we have

P(X > z + x,Ax ∩B2) 6 P(X > z + x,B1 ∩B2 ∩B) 6 P(X > z + x,B ∩B2). This implies

Q2((X − x)1B + y1Bc 6 z) 6 Q2((X − x)1Ax
+ y1Ac

x
6 z)

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

Q2((X − x)1B + y1Bc 6 z) = Q2((X − x)1Ax
+ y1Ac

x
6 z) = 0.
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By the law-invariance and monotonicity of ρ, we have for B ∈ F satisfying Q1(B) = 1 − Λ(x)

and y < ess-infQ2(X − x), ρQ2((X − x)1Ax
+ y1Ac

x
) 6 ρQ2((X − x)1B + y1Bc), which implies

inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ ρQ2((X − x)1B + y1Bc)
}

= inf
y∈R

{

x+ ρQ2((X − x)1Ax
+ y1Ac

x
)
}

.

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.

Proof of Corollary 3. We first consider (i). It follows that

x+ ESQ2
α ((X − x)1Ax

+ y1Ac
x
) = ESQ2

α (X1Ax
+ (x+ y)1Ac

x
)

=
1

α

∫ α

0

VaRQ2
t (X1Ax

+ (x+ y)1Ac
x
)dt.

If Q1(B2) 6 λ+, then there exists x ∈ R such that P(B1 ∩ Bc
2) > (1 − Λ(x))P(B1). Hence,

Ax = ∅. By Proposition 5, we have ΛVaRQ1
�ESQ2

α (X) = infx,y∈R ES
Q2
α (x+ y) = −∞.

Next, we consider the case Q1(B2) > λ+. For z > x+ y, we have

Q2(X1Ax
+ (x+ y)1Ac

x
6 z) =

P(Ac
x ∩B2) + P(X 6 z, Ax ∩B2)

P(B2)

= 1− βx +
P(X 6 z,B1 ∩B2 ∩ {UP

X 6 αx})

P(B2)
,

(12)

where βx =
(1−Λ(x))P(B1)−P(B1∩Bc

2)
P(B2)

. If α > β, then there exists x ∈ R such that α > βx.

It follows that Q2(X1Ax
+ (x + y)1Ac

x
6 z) > 1 − βx > 1 − α for all z > x + y, which

implies VaRQ2
t (X1Ax

+ (x + y)1Ac
x
) 6 x + y → −∞ as y → −∞ for t ∈ (βx, α). Hence,

ΛVaRQ1
�ESQ2

α (X) 6 infy∈R
1
α

∫ α

0 VaRQ2
t (X1Ax

+ (x+ y)1Ac
x
)dt = −∞.

We next consider the case α 6 β. Letting y 6 ess-infQ2X1Ax
−x, we have Q2(X1Ax

+(x+

y)1Ac
x
< x+ y) = 0, implying VaRt(X1Ax

+ (x+ y)1Ac
x
) > x+ y for t ∈ (0, 1). With the aid of

(12) and noting that α 6 βx, direct computation shows for 0 < t < α,

VaRQ2
t (X1Ax

+ (x+ y)1Ac
x
) = inf{z > x+ y : 1− βx +

P(X 6 z,B1 ∩B2 ∩ {UP
X 6 αx})

P(B2)
> 1− t}

= VaRQ

1−
P(B2)(βx−t)

P(B1∩B2)

(X). (13)

Consequently, we have

ΛVaRQ1
�ESQ2

α (X) = inf
x∈R

inf
y∈R

1

α

∫ α

0

VaRQ

1−
P(B2)(βx−t)

P(B1∩B2)

(X)dt =
1

α

∫ α

0

VaRQ

1−
P(B2)(β−t)

P(B1∩B2)

(X)dt.
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Next, we consider (ii). Note that

x+ ρQ2
g ((X − x)1Ax

+ y1Ac
x
) = ρQ2

g (X1Ax
+ (x+ y)1Ac

x
).

If Q1(B2) 6 λ+, then there exists x ∈ R such that P(B1 ∩ Bc
2) > (1 − Λ(x))P(B1). Hence,

Ax = ∅. By Proposition 5, we have ΛVaRQ1
� ρQ2

g (X) = infx,y∈R ρ
Q2
g (x+ y) = −∞.

Next, we consider the case Q1(B2) > λ+. If g(β) < 1, then there exists x ∈ R such that

g(βx) < 1. By (12), we have Q2(X1Ax
+ (x + y)1Ac

x
6 z) > 1 − βx for all z > x + y, which

implies VaRQ2
t (X1Ax

+ (x + y)1Ac
x
) 6 x + y → −∞ as y → −∞ for all t ∈ [βx, 1). Hence, for

x ∈ R with βx = β, we have

inf
y∈R

ρQ2
g (X1Ax

+ (x+ y)1Ac
x
) = lim

y→−∞

∫ 1

0

VaRQ2
t (X1Ax

+ (x+ y)1Ac
x
)dg(t) = −∞.

Now, we assume g(β) = 1. By (13), we have

ΛVaRQ1
� ρQ2

g (X) = inf
x∈R

inf
y∈R

∫

[0,β)

VaRQ2
t (X1Ax

+ (x+ y)1Ac
x
)dg(t)

= inf
x∈R

∫

[0,β)

VaRQ

1−
P(B2)(βx−t)

P(B1∩B2)

(X)dg(t) =

∫

[0,β)

VaRQ

1−
P(B2)(β−t)

P(B1∩B2)

(X)dg(t).

Let us now consider (iii). If Q1(B2) 6 λ+, then there exists x ∈ R such that P(B1 ∩Bc
2) >

(1 − Λ(x))P(B1). Hence, Ax = ∅. By Proposition 5, we have ΛVaRQ1
�EQ2

u (X) = infx,y∈R(x+

u(y)) = −∞.

Next, we consider the case Q1(B2) > λ+. It follows from Proposition 5 and (13) that

ΛVaRQ1
�EQ2

u (X) = inf
x∈R

inf
y∈R

{

x+ EQ2u((X − x)1Ax
+ y1Ac

x
)
}

= inf
x∈R

(

x+ (1 − βx)u(−∞) +

∫ βx

0

u

(

VaRQ

1−
P(B2)(βx−t)

P(B1∩B2)

(X)− x

)

dt

)

,

where u(−∞) = limy→−∞ u(y).

Finally, we consider (iv). Similarly as above, if Q1(B2) 6 λ+, then by Proposition 5, we

have ΛVaRQ1
�Λ1VaR

+,Q2(X) = infx,y∈R(x+ y) = −∞.
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Next, we consider the case Q1(B2) > λ+. In light of Proposition 5 and (12), we have

ΛVaRQ1
�Λ1VaR

+,Q2(X)

= inf
x∈R

lim
y→−∞

{

x+ sup{z > y : 1− βx +
P(X 6 x+ z,B1 ∩B2 ∩ {UP

X 6 αx})

P(B2)
< 1− Λ1(z)}

}

= inf
x∈R

inf
y→−∞

sup

{

z > y : 1− βx +
P(X 6 z,B1 ∩B2 ∩ {UP

X < αx})

P(B2)
< 1− Λ1(z − x)

}

= inf
x∈R

sup

{

z ∈ R : 1− βx +
P(X 6 z,B1 ∩B2)

P(B2)
< 1− Λ1(z − x)

}

= inf
x∈R

sup

{

z ∈ R :
P(X 6 z,B1 ∩B2)

P(B2)
< βx − Λ1(z − x)

}

= inf
x∈R

sup

{

z ∈ R :
P(X 6 z,B1 ∩B2)

P(B1 ∩B2)
< 1−

P(B1)Λ(x) + P(B2)Λ1(z − x)

P(B1 ∩B2)

}

= inf
x∈R

sup

{

z ∈ R : FQ
X(z) < 1−

P(B1)Λ(x) + P(B2)Λ1(z − x)

P(B1 ∩B2)

}

= inf
x∈R

Λ
x
VaR+,Q(X),

where Λ
x
(z) = P(B1)Λ(x)+P(B2)Λ1(z−x)

P(B1∩B2)

∧

1. We complete the proof.

Proof of Corollary 4. We first consider (i). In light of Theorem 5, we have

ΛVaRQ1
�ESQ2

α (X) = inf
x∈R

inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ ESQ2
α ((X − x)1B + y1Bc)

}

= inf
x∈R

inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

ESQ2
α (X1B + (x+ y)1Bc)

}

It shows in Rockafellar and Uryasev (2002) that ESQ2
α (X) = inft∈R

(

t+ 1
αE

Q2 ((X − t)+)
)

. Hence,

we have

ΛVaRQ1
�ESQ2

α (X) = inf
x∈R

inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

ESQ2
α (X1B + (x+ y)1Bc)

}

= inf
x∈R

inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

inf
t∈R

{

t+
1

α
EQ2((X − t)+1B + (x+ y − t)+1Bc)

}

= inf
x∈R

inf
t∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

t+
1

α
EQ1(η(X − t)+1B)

}

= inf
x∈R

inf
t∈R

{

t+
1

α

∫ 1

Λ(x)

VaRQ1
s (η(X − t)+)ds

}

= inf
t∈R

{

t+
1

α

∫ 1

λ+

VaRQ1
s (η(X − t)+)ds

}

.

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

ΛVaRQ1
�EQ2

u (X) = inf
x∈R

inf
y∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ EQ2 (u(X − x)1B + u(y)1Bc)
}

= inf
x∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ EQ2 (u(X − x)1B + u(−∞)1Bc)
}

.
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Note that u(−∞) 6 u(X − x). Hence, we have

ΛVaRQ1
�EQ2

u (X)

= inf
x∈R

inf
Q1(B)=1−Λ(x)

{

x+ EQ1(ηu(X − x)1B) + u(−∞)EQ1(η1Bc)
}

= inf
x∈R

{

x+ EQ1 (ηu(X − x)1
{U

Q1
η <1−Λ(x)}

) + u(−∞)

∫ Λ(x)

0

VaRQ1
t (η)dt

}

.

D Proof of Section 5

In this section, we offer all the proofs of the results in Section 5.

Proof of Theorem 6. For x ∈ R, y > x and U
Q1∼ U [0, 1], we have ΛVaR+,Q1(Λ−1

x,y(U)) = x.

Hence,

ΛVaR+,Q1
� ρ(X) 6 ΛVaR+,Q1(Λ−1

x,y(U)) + ρQ2(X − Λ−1
x,y(U)) = x+ ρQ2(X − Λ−1

x,y(U)).

Using the arbitrary of x ∈ R, y > x and U
Q1∼ U [0, 1], we have

ΛVaR+,Q1
� ρQ2(X) 6 inf

x∈R
inf
y>x

inf
U

Q1
∼U [0,1]

{

x+ ρ
(

X − Λ−1
x,y(U)

)}

.

Next, we show the inverse inequality. ForX1 ∈ X , we let x1 = ΛVaR+,Q1(X1) and UX1

Q1∼ U [0, 1].

We choose UX1 such that {UX1 6 t} ⊂ {X1 6 (FQ1

X1
)−1(t)} for all t ∈ (0, 1). This implies

{(FQ1

X1
)−1(UX1) 6 x} = {UX1 6 FQ1

X1
(x)} ⊂ {X1 6 (FQ1

X1
)−1(FQ1

X1
(x))} ⊂ {X1 6 x} for all x ∈ R.

Hence, X1 6 (FQ1

X1
)−1(UX1) for all w ∈ Ω. By definition, FQ1

X1
(x) > 1−Λ(x) for all x > x1. This

implies FQ1

X1
(x) > Λx1,y(x) for x1 6 x 6 y. If y > ess-supQ1X1, then FQ1

X1
(x) = 1 > Λx1,y(x) for

x > y. Hence, if y > ess-supQ1X1, we have FQ1

X1
(x) > Λx1,y(x) for all x ∈ R. Combing all the

above results, we have X1 6 (FQ1

X1
)−1(UX1) 6 Λ−1

x1,y(UX1) if y > ess-supQ1X1. It follows that for

y > ess-supQ1X1,

ΛVaR+,Q1(X1) + ρQ2(X −X1) > x1 + ρQ2(X − Λ−1
x1,y(UX1))

> inf
x∈R

inf
y>x

inf
U

Q1∼U [0,1]

{

x+ ρQ2
(

X − Λ−1
x,y(U)

)}

.
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By the arbitrary of X1, we have

ΛVaR+,Q1
� ρQ2(X) > inf

x∈R
inf
y>x

inf
U

Q1∼U [0,1]

{

x+ ρQ2
(

X − Λ−1
x,y(U)

)}

.

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 − X1) is the optimal allocation of the inf-convolution. Then

we have ΛVaR+,Q1(X1) + ρQ2(X − X1) = ΛVaR+,Q1�ρQ2(X). Let x1 = ΛVaR+,Q1(X1) and

y1 > x1 ∨ ess-supQ1X1. We choose UQ1

X1
such that X1 6 (FQ1

X1
)−1(UQ1

X1
) for all w ∈ Ω. Using

the above argument, we have (FQ1

X1
)−1(UQ1

X1
) 6 Λ−1

x1,y1
(UQ1

X1
). By the monotonicity of ρ, we

have ΛVaR+,Q1(X1) + ρQ2(X −X1) > x1 + ρQ2(X − Λ−1
x1,y1

(UQ1

X1
)). This implies x1 + ρQ2(X −

Λ−1
x1,y1

(UQ1

X1
)) = infx∈R infy>x inf

U
Q1
∼U [0,1]

{

x+ ρQ2
(

X − Λ−1
x,y(U)

)}

. Hence, (x1, y1, U
Q1

X1
) is the

minimizer of (8). Moreover, if (x1, y1, U) is the minimizer of (8), one can easily check that

(Λ−1
x1,y1

(U), X − Λ−1
x1,y1

(U)) is the optimal allocation of the inf-convolution. We complete the

proof.

Proof of Proposition 6. Direct calculation shows that if x < x1, then Λx,y(z) =

λ11{x6z<x1} + λ21{x16z<y} + 1{z>y}; if x > x1, then Λx,y(z) = λ21{x6z<y} + 1{z>y}. Hence,

we have Λ−1
x,y(t) = x1{0<t6λ1} + x ∨ x11{λ1<t6λ2} + y1{λ2<t<1}. For any U

Q1∼ U [0, 1], it follows

that Λ−1
x,y(U) = x1{0<U6λ1} + x∨ x11{λ1<U6λ2} + y1{λ2<U<1}. Note that Q(0 < U 6 λ1) = λ1,

Q(λ1 < U 6 λ2) = λ2 − λ1 and Q(λ2 < U < 1) = 1 − λ2, and those three sets are disjoint.

Consequently, in light of Theorem 6, we have

ΛVaR+,Q1
� ρQ2(X) = inf

x∈R
inf
y>x

inf
U

Q1∼U [0,1]

{

x+ ρQ2
(

X − Λ−1
x,y(U)

)}

= inf
x∈R

inf
y>x∨x1

inf
(B1,B2)∈Bλ1,λ2

{

x+ ρQ2
(

X − x1B1 − x ∨ x11B2 − y1(B1∪B2)c
)}

.
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