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Abstract

In this paper, we provide extended convolution bounds for the Fréchet problem and discuss related

implications in quantitative risk management. First, we establish a new form of inequality for the Range-

Value-at-Risk (RVaR). Based on this inequality, we obtain bounds for robust risk aggregation with depen-

dence uncertainty for (i) RVaR, (ii) inter-RVaR difference and (iii) inter-quantile difference, and provide

sharpness conditions. These bounds are called extended convolution bounds, which not only complement

the results in the literature (convolution bounds in Blanchet et al. (2025)) but also offer results for some

variability measures. Next, applying the above inequality, we study the risk sharing for the averaged quan-

tiles (corresponding to risk sharing for distortion risk measures with special inverse S-shaped distortion

functions), which is a non-convex optimization problem. We obtain the expression of the minimal value of

the risk sharing and the explicit expression for the corresponding optimal allocation, which is comonotonic

risk sharing for large losses and counter-comonotonic risk sharing for small losses or large gains. Finally,

we explore the dependence structure for the optimal allocations, showing that the optimal allocation does

not exist if the risk is not bounded from above.

Key-words: Robust risk aggregation; Risk sharing; Range-Value-at-Risk (RVaR); Quantiles; Inter-

RVaR difference; Inter-quantile difference; Distortion risk measures; Dependence uncertainty

1 Introduction

The Fréchet (1951) problem in probability theory concerns the characterization of possible distributions of

f(X1, . . . , Xn) if the distributions of the random variablesX1, X2, . . . , Xn are known, but their joint dependence

structure is unspecified, where f : Rn → R is a measurable function. Typically, f is the sum, and we denote

the sum variable by S = X1 +X2 + · · ·+Xn. Formally, given the set of feasible joint distributions with some

fixed marginal distributions (formulated from Dall’Aglio (1956)), the problem seeks to determine sharp bounds

on functionals of S, such as its cumulative distribution function (cdf) or quantiles. This problem dates back to
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Hoeffding (1940) and the classical Fréchet-Hoeffding bounds establish the preliminary theory on the possible

dependence structure. Further, if n = 2, analytical results on the largest possible distribution (equivalently, the

largest quantiles) of S were derived in Makarov (1981) and Rüschendorf (1982). However, if n ⩾ 3, the problem

becomes substantially more complex when optimizing among all admissible copulas to obtain the best-possible

bounds for some specific functionals. This problem has a deep connection with measure theory, functional

analysis and optimal transport, as it involves constrained optimization over spaces of probability measures; see

Embrechts and Puccetti (2006) and Nutz and Wang (2022).

Beyond its theoretical significance, the Fréchet problem of the sum variable plays a crucial role in risk

management, where dependence assumptions significantly impact the evaluation of risk measures on S such as

Value-at-Risk (VaR; quantile) and Expected Shortfall (ES). In practice, some data from different correlated

products are separately collected and thus no dependence information is available; see Embrechts et al. (2013)

and Embrechts et al. (2015). Even if the data are available, the estimation of the dependence structure

typically has low accuracy, resulting in a lot of uncertainty on the choice of the dependence structure; see e.g.,

Chapter 8 of McNeil et al. (2015). Consequently, sharp bounds for some risk functionals under dependence

uncertainty indicate the worst/best-case (robust) risk aggregation and evaluation, which is hence of great

significance. Besides, the Fréchet problem has a wide application in different areas of operations research,

including assembling line crew scheduling (Hsu (1984)), matching theory (Boerma et al. (2023)), worst-case

portfolio selection (Chen et al. (2022)), multiple statistical hypothesis testing (Vovk et al. (2022)), etc; a

comprehensive discussion was given in Blanchet et al. (2025). Consequently, recent technical advances in

optimal transport (Bartl et al. (2022)), copula theory (Koike et al. (2024)), variational methods and numerical

optimization (Shapiro et al. (2021)) have been incorporated into the study of the Fréchet problem, thereby

enabling more precise characterizations in probability theory and furnishing additional tools for these various

disciplines.

In the field of quantitative risk management, the Fréchet problem is often referred to as the risk aggregation

problem with dependence uncertainty, which is inherently challenging due to its nature. Explicit expressions

are only available in some special cases of the marginal distributions. For general marginal distributions,

only bounds are available for robust quantiles in the literature; see e.g., the dual bounds in Theorem 4.17 of

Rüschendorf (2013). The explicit expression for robust quantiles is only available for marginal distributions with

monotone densities; see e.g., Wang et al. (2013), Bernard et al. (2014) and Jakobsons et al. (2016), where the

worst-case dependence structure is a combination of joint-mixability (see Wang and Wang (2016)) and mutual

exclusivity (introduced in Dhaene and Denuit (1999)). Recently, Blanchet et al. (2025) offered a so-called

convolution bound, which is proved to be the sharp bound for robust RVaR and quantiles under some specific

cases, especially including the case that all the marginal distributions have monotonic densities in the same

direction on their tail parts. Here, RVaR (Range-Value-at-Risk) is a two-parameter class of non-convex risk

measures, including both VaR and ES as special cases, which will be defined in (2.1). In general, computational
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and optimization approaches, such as rearrangement algorithms (Embrechts et al. (2013)), scheduling (Boudt

et al. (2018)), neural networks (Eckstein et al. (2020)), and linear programming formulations (Altschuler and

Boix-Adserà (2021)), have been developed to approximate the sharp bounds numerically, albeit with their

own drawbacks. It is worth noting that the convolution bound is closely linked to the RVaR inequality in

Embrechts et al. (2018), which is used to address risk-sharing problems among multiple agents with risk

preferences characterized by RVaR.

Indeed, the Fréchet problem offers a distinctive perspective on studying the risk sharing problem, as risk

sharing can be viewed as the “inverse” of risk aggregation. The risk sharing problem concerns redistributing

a total risk among multiple participants, requiring the determination of the optimal allocations. This problem

has a long history, dating back to the seminal work of Borch (1962), which studied risk sharing through the

framework of expected utility. Over the past two decades, researchers have explored risk sharing problems

using risk measures to represent participants’ risk preferences since the introduction of coherent and convex

risk measures in Artzner et al. (1999), Föllmer and Schied (2002) and Frittelli and Rosazza Gianin (2005).

For instance, Barrieu and El Karoui (2005), Jouini et al. (2008), Filipović and Svindland (2008) and Delbaen

(2012) examined risk sharing problems based on risk measures satisfying convexity and law invariance, leading

to comonotonic optimal allocations. Moreover, Embrechts et al. (2018) investigated risk sharing for RVaR,

derived the minimal value of risk sharing (called inf-convolution) and provided explicit expressions for optimal

allocations in both cooperative and competitive settings; see also Embrechts et al. (2020). Besides, some

other non-convex risk measures were also studied in the risk sharing problem such as VaR-type distortion

risk measures (Weber (2018)), Lambda VaR (Liu (2025)), inter-quantile difference (Lauzier et al. (2025)) and

general non-convex risk measures (Liebrich (2024)).

In this paper, we focus on the theoretical aspect of the Fréchet problem rather than the application side,

and we elaborate on our contribution as follows. First, we establish a new type of upper and lower bounds

for robust risk aggregation with RVaR under dependence uncertainty in Section 4.1. We show that those

bounds are sharp as upper bounds if the marginal distributions have increasing densities on their upper-tail

parts and also sharp as lower bounds if the marginal distributions have decreasing densities on their lower-tail

parts. These bounds use a general structure of averaged quantiles to obtain new forms of bounds, and offer

new sharpness results for robust RVaR compared with those in Blanchet et al. (2025). Specifically, while the

convolution bound for robust RVaR in Blanchet et al. (2025) is a sharp lower bound if the marginal distributions

exhibit increasing densities on their lower-tail parts, our derived bound achieves sharpness for lower bound if

marginal distributions have decreasing densities on their lower-tail parts.

Second, we obtain two more types of upper bounds for the difference between two RVaRs and that

between two quantiles, called inter-RVaR difference (IRD) and, for a special case, inter-quantile difference

(IQD) respectively in Section 4.2. Note that IRD extends the inter-ES proposed in Bellini et al. (2022) as

an alternative to the standard deviation to measure the variability of risks. It is well known that IQD is
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frequently used to find the outliers and measure the statistical dispersion in statistics. Moreover, IQD is also

a tool to quantify the variability of risks; see Bellini et al. (2022) and Lauzier et al. (2025). Importantly, we

find that the robust IRD (resp., IQD) equals the difference between the two robust RVaR (resp., quantiles).

Hence, the explicit expressions are derived based on the robust RVaR and quantiles for marginal distributions

with monotone densities on both upper- and lower-tail parts. We offer two different sharp upper bounds for

IRD under different assumptions on the marginal distributions: the first condition requires the marginals to

have decreasing densities on their upper-tail parts and increasing densities on their lower-tail parts; whereas

the second requires decreasing densities on both upper- and lower-tail parts, respectively. Commonly used

continuous distributions in finance or risk management (e.g., Gaussian, lognormal, t, exponential, and Pareto)

mostly fall into either of the two categories. Those two expressions for the sharp upper bound of IRD together

with their different assumptions demonstrate the complexity of the robust risk aggregation for IRD and also

the usefulness of our new bounds established in Section 4.1. The sharp upper bound for the difference between

two quantiles requires the marginals to have densities that are monotone in the same direction on both upper-

and lower-tail parts, respectively, which is valid for almost all the commonly used continuous distributions. All

three types of bounds established in our paper are generally called extended convolution bounds, as they can

be viewed as an extension of the convolution bounds from RVaR and quantiles to the corresponding variability

measures introduced in Bellini et al. (2022).

Third, we study the risk sharing problem for some averaged quantiles, which is equivalent to the risk

sharing problem for distortion risk measures with some special inverse S-shaped distortion functions. This

class of distortion risk measures represents the decision maker’s typical attitude: risk aversion for large losses

and risk-seeking for small losses or gains; see Yaari (1987) and Tversky and Kahneman (1992). Clearly, this

problem is non-convex and challenging. It turns out that the inf-convolution has a very simple form: the

lower-tail ES, which is an averaged quantile below a specified quantile of the total risk. Moreover, the optimal

allocation, which is Pareto-optimal, exists if and only if the total risk is bounded from above. The structure of

the optimal allocation consists of two parts: The upper-tail part of the total risk is shared comonotonically, and

the lower-tail part of the risk is shared counter-monotonically. This optimal allocation is consistent with the

agents’ risk attitudes: risk-aversion for large losses and risk-seeking for small losses or large gains. If the total

risk is not bounded from above, the optimal allocation does not exist, where the proof is based on the analysis

of the dependence structure of the optimal allocations. Instead, in this case, we find a sequence of sub-optimal

allocations such that the risk exposures generated by those allocations converge to the inf-convolution. We

emphasize that our optimal allocation is the combination of the existed optimal allocations for convex risk

measures and quantile-based risk measures in the literature; see e.g., Jouini et al. (2008) and Embrechts et al.

(2018). Although we only solve the risk sharing problem for distortion risk measures with some special inverse

S-shaped distortion functions, we emphasize that to best of our knowledge, this is the first non-constrained risk

sharing result for this class of distortion risk measures with the distortion functions exaggerating the probability
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of large losses and the probability of large gains simultaneously. It sheds light on the further investigation into

the risk sharing for general inverse-S-shaped distortion risk measures.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We give some notation and definitions in Section 2. We

establish a new inequality for RVaR in Section 3. Based on this new inequality, we obtain some bounds on risk

aggregation for RVaR, the difference between two RVaR and the difference between two quantiles in Section 4.

Employing this inequality, we study the risk sharing problem for the averaged quantiles and obtain the condition

for the existence of the Pareto-optimal allocations and the forms of the the Pareto-optimal allocations in Section

5. Section 6 concludes the paper.

2 Notation and Definitions

Let (Ω,F ,P) be an atomless probability space and X = L0(Ω,F ,P) be the set of all random variables,

and X1 = L1(Ω,F ,P) be the set of all random variables with finite mean. Correspondingly, we denote the set

of all distributions of the random variables in X by M, and by M1 the set of all distributions of the random

variables in X1. To ease the notation, we treat almost surely equal random variables and events as identical

and set [n] := {1, . . . , n} for n ∈ N+. Throughout this paper, we use U[a, b] with a < b to represent the uniform

distribution on [a, b]. For any X ∈ X , let UX ∼ U [0, 1] such that F−1
X (UX) = X and UX is usually called

the probability transform of X (e.g., Proposition 7.2 of McNeil et al. (2015)); The existence of such UX is

guaranteed (e.g., Lemma A.32 of Föllmer and Schied (2016)). In this paper, the probability measure (µ) and

the distribution function (F ) are considered equivalent. Either of them may be used according to the context.

Moreover, terms like “increasing” and “decreasing” are in the non-strict sense.

Next, we introduce a family of risk measures: the average quantile functional R. For any I ∈ B([0, 1])

with |I| > 0, the functional RI : M → R is defined as

RI(µ) =
1

|I|

∫
I

q−t (µ)dt,

where |I| is the length of I under the Lebesgue measure on R and q−t (µ) = inf{x ∈ R : µ((−∞, x]) ⩾ t} is

the left quantile of distribution µ with t ∈ (0, 1]. As RI is a law-invariant risk measure, we abuse the notation

RI(X) with RI(µ) for a random variableX ∼ µ. This abuse may also apply to other law-invariant risk measures

in our paper.

Remark 1. (i) In fact, one could also define RI using q+t (µ), which does not affect the value of the functional

as q−t (µ) ̸= q+t (µ) only holds at a countable number of points over (0, 1).

(ii) Further, let I ⊆ [0, 1] be a union of finite many intervals and denote by Ī the closure of I. As the

integral value does not change if the integral region is changed within countable many points, we have

RI(µ) = RĪ(µ). Thus, without loss of generality, we always write any interval in I as a closed one.
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The average quantile functional includes the classic risk measure, Range-Value-at-Risk (RVaR), as a special

case in the following way:

RVaRβ,β+α(µ) =
1

α

∫ β+α

β

q+1−t(µ)dt = R[1−β−α,1−β](µ), µ ∈ M, (2.1)

where 0 < β < β + α ⩽ 1. Note that RVaR was first introduced by Cont et al. (2010) as a family of robust

risk measures, and it was further applied to the risk sharing and optimal reinsurance problem as the preference

functional in Embrechts et al. (2018) and Fadina et al. (2025). Note that RVaR includes ES and LES (Left

ES) as special cases in the following way: For p ∈ (0, 1],

ESp(µ) =
1

p

∫ 1

1−p

q−u (µ)du = R[1−p,1](µ) and LESp(µ) =
1

p

∫ p

0

q−u (µ)du = R[0,p](µ), µ ∈ M1.

Moreover, both q−β (µ) and q+β (µ) for β ∈ (0, 1) appear as the limits of some RI via

lim
α↓0

R[β−α,β](µ) = q−β (µ) and lim
α↓0

R[β,β+α] = q+β (µ), µ ∈ M.

For µ = (µ1, . . . , µn) ∈ Mn, let Γ(µ) be the set of probability measures on Rn with one-dimensional

marginals µ1, . . . , µn. For a probability measure µ on (Rn,B(Rn)), define λµ ∈ M via

λµ((−∞, x]) = µ({(x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Rn : x1 + · · ·+ xn ⩽ x}), x ∈ R.

In other words, λµ is an aggregated probability measure of the sum variable
∑n

i=1 Xi, where the random vector

(X1, . . . , Xn) follows the n-dimensional distribution µ. Moreover, let Λ(µ) = {λµ : µ ∈ Γ(µ)} be the set of all

aggregated probability measures with specified marginals µ. Define an approximate standard simplex

∆n =

{
(β0, β1, . . . , βn) ∈ (0, 1)× [0, 1)n :

n∑
i=0

βi = 1

}
.

Note that ∆n is neither open nor closed; hence, we use the term “approximate”. For real numbers xi, i ∈ [n],

we use the notation
∨n

i=1 xi = maxi∈[n] xi and
∧n

i=1 xi = mini∈[n] xi. Finally, for µ ∈ M and r ∈ (0, 1), let µr+

be the probability measure given by

µr+(−∞, x] = max

{
µ(−∞, x]− r

1− r
, 0

}
, x ∈ R, (2.2)

which is called the r-tail distribution of µ in Rockafellar and Uryasev (2002). Indeed, µr+ is the distribution

measure of the random variable q−U (µ), where U ∼ U [r, 1]. Equivalently, µr+ is the distribution measure of µ

restricted beyond its r-quantile (assuming no mass at this point). In this paper, a statement that µ admits a

decreasing (resp., increasing) density beyond its r-quantile is equivalent to the one that µr+ admits a decreasing
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(resp., increasing) density on its support. An analogous definition applies to the probability measure µr−:

µr− (−∞, x] = min

{
µ (−∞, x]

r
, 1

}
, x ∈ R.

That is, µr− is the distribution measure of the random variable q−V (µ), where V ∼ U[0, r]. A statement that µ

admits a decreasing (resp., increasing) density below its r-quantile is equivalent to the one that µr− admits a

decreasing (resp., increasing) density on its support.

3 New RVaR Inequality

In this section, we establish a new inequality for RVaR. This inequality will play a crucial role in estab-

lishing the bounds for risk aggregation with dependence uncertainty and in analyzing the risk sharing problem

later. Before showing our result, we first display Propositions 1 and A.1 of Blanchet et al. (2025) (originally

from Theorem 4.1 of Liu and Wang (2021)) as below, which will be used frequently later.

Lemma 1 (Propositions 1 and A.1 of Blanchet et al. (2025)). Suppose µ = (µ1, . . . , µn) ∈ Mn and 0 ⩽ r <

r + s ⩽ 1. We have

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

R[r,r+s](ν) = sup
ν∈Λ(µr+)

LES s
1−r

(ν), inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

R[r,r+s](ν) = inf
ν∈Λ(µ(r+s)−)

ES s
r+s

(ν).

Next, we offer a new inequality for RVaR.

Theorem 1 (New RVaR Inequality). Let 0 < r < r + s ⩽ 1, α1, . . . , αn ⩾ 0 and β1, . . . , βn > 0 satisfying∑n
i=1 αi +

∨n
i=1 βi ⩽ 1− r and

∑n
i=1 αi ⩽ s. Then for µ ∈ Mn and ν ∈ Λ(µ), we have

R[r,r+s](ν) ⩽
n∑

i=1

[
1− r − βi

s
R[r,r+αi]∪[r+αi+βi,1] (µi) +

(
1− 1− r − βi

s

)
R[r+αi,r+αi+βi] (µi)

]
. (3.1)

Moreover, (3.1) holds for r = 0 if µ ∈ Mn
1 .

Proof. First, we suppose µ ∈ Mn
1 and r > 0. Let Xi ∼ µr+

i , i ∈ [n] (note that we define the notation in

Equation (2.2)) and S =
∑n

i=1 Xi. Throughout the proof, we assume αi, βi ⩾ 0 and
∑n

i=1 αi +
∨n

i=1 βi ⩽ 1.

By Theorem 1 of Embrechts et al. (2018), for
∨n

i=1 βi ⩽ u ⩽ 1−
∑n

i=1 αi, we have

R[1−
∑n

i=1 αi−u,1−
∑n

i=1 αi](S) ⩽
n∑

i=1

R[1−αi−βi,1−αi](Xi).

Letting 0 < t < 1−
∑n

i=1 αi and (
∨n

i=1 βi) ∨ t < u ⩽ 1−
∑n

i=1 αi, it is easy to check

R[1−
∑n

i=1 αi−u,1−
∑n

i=1 αi−t](S) ⩽ R[1−
∑n

i=1 αi−u,1−
∑n

i=1 αi](S) ⩽
n∑

i=1

R[1−αi−βi,1−αi](Xi).
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Then, replacing Xi with −Xi, it follows that

R[
∑n

i=1 αi+t,
∑n

i=1 αi+u](S) ⩾
n∑

i=1

R[αi,αi+βi](Xi).

Letting u = 1−
∑n

i=1 αi, we have

R[
∑n

i=1 αi+t,1](S) ⩾
n∑

i=1

R[αi,αi+βi](Xi).

Using the fact that

E(S) =

(
1−

n∑
i=1

αi − t

)
R[

∑n
i=1 αi+t,1](S) +

(
n∑

i=1

αi + t

)
R[0,

∑n
i=1 αi+t](S),

we further have

E(S)−

(
n∑

i=1

αi + t

)
R[0,

∑n
i=1 αi+t](S) ⩾

(
1−

n∑
i=1

αi − t

)
n∑

i=1

R[αi,αi+βi](Xi),

which can be rewritten as

R[0,
∑n

i=1 αi+t](S) ⩽
1∑n

i=1 αi + t

n∑
i=1

(
E(Xi)−

(
1−

n∑
i=1

αi − t

)
R[αi,αi+βi](Xi)

)
.

Noting that E(Xi) = (1− βi)R[0,αi]∪[αi+βi,1](Xi) + βiR[αi,αi+βi](Xi), we have

R[0,
∑n

i=1 αi+t](S) ⩽
1∑n

i=1 αi + t

n∑
i=1

(
(1− βi)R[0,αi]∪[αi+βi,1](Xi)−

(
1−

n∑
i=1

αi − t− βi

)
R[αi,αi+βi](Xi)

)
.

(3.2)

By Lemma 1, we have

sup
X′

i∼µi,i∈[n],S′=
∑n

i=1 X′
i

R[r,r+s](S
′) = sup

Xi∼µr+
i ,i∈[n],S=

∑n
i=1 Xi

R[0, s
1−r ]

(S).

Combining the above equation with (3.2) and letting s
1−r =

∑n
i=1 αi + t, we have

sup
X′

i∼µi,i∈[n],S′=
∑n

i=1 X′
i

R[r,r+s](S
′)

⩽
1∑n

i=1 αi + t

n∑
i=1

(1− βi)R[0,αi]∪[αi+βi,1](Xi)−

1−
n∑

j=1

αj − t− βi

R[αi,αi+βi](Xi)

 .
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As Xi ∼ µr+
i and X ′

i ∼ µi, for any I ⊆ [0, 1] being a union of finite many intervals, we have RI(Xi) =

Rr+(1−r)I(X
′
i) for i ∈ [n]. Taking α′

i = (1− r)αi and β′
i = (1− r)βi, we obtain

R[r,r+s](S
′) ⩽

1− r∑n
i=1 α

′
i + (1− r)t

n∑
i=1

((
1− β′

i

1− r

)
R[r,r+α′

i]∪[r+α′
i+β′

i,1]
(X ′

i)

−

(
1− t−

∑n
j=1 α

′
j + β′

i

1− r

)
R[r+α′

i,r+α′
i+β′

i]
(X ′

i)

)
.

By taking α′
i = αi, β

′
i = βi for i ∈ [n] and noticing that s =

∑n
i=1 α

′
i + (1 − r)t, the above inequality can be

rewritten as

R[r,r+s](ν) ⩽
n∑

i=1

[
1− r − βi

s
R[r,r+αi]∪[r+αi+βi,1] (µi) +

(
1− 1− r − βi

s

)
R[r+αi,r+αi+βi] (µi)

]
.

We establish the claim for µ ∈ Mn
1 and r > 0.

For µ ∈ Mn and r > 0, suppose Xi ∼ µi, i ∈ [n] and let S =
∑n

i=1 Xi. Define X
(m)
i = (Xi ∧m) ∨ (−m)

and S(m) =
∑n

i=1 X
(m)
i for m ⩾ 1. Clearly, X

(m)
i has a finite mean, and as m → ∞, X

(m)
i → Xi and S(m) → S

a.e.. Using the above conclusion, we have

R[r,r+s](S
(m)) ⩽

n∑
i=1

[
1− r − βi

s
R[r,r+αi]∪[r+αi+βi,1]

(
X

(m)
i

)
+

(
1− 1− r − βi

s

)
R[r+αi,r+αi+βi]

(
X

(m)
i

)]
.

As r > 0, letting m → ∞ and applying the monotone convergence theorem for sufficiently large m in the above

inequality, we establish the claim for µ ∈ Mn and r > 0.

For the case µ ∈ Mn
1 and r = 0, letting r ↓ 0 in (3.1), we obtain the desired result. This completes the

proof.

Note that in (3.1), it is possible that some I for RI has a length of zero. The only possible case is αi = 0

and r+αi + βi = 1, implying the length of [r, r+αi]∪ [r+αi + βi, 1] is zero and 1−r−βi

s = 0. Hence, the value

of 1−r−βi

s R[r,r+αi]∪[r+αi+βi,1] (µi) is understood as zero.

In Theorem 1 of Embrechts et al. (2018), it shows that for α1, . . . , αn ⩾ 0 and β1, . . . , βn > 0 satisfying∑n
i=1 αi +

∨n
i=1 βi < 1, µ ∈ Mn and ν ∈ Λ(µ), we have

R[r,r+s](ν) ⩽
n∑

i=1

R[1−αi−βi,1−αi] (µi) , (3.3)

where r + s = 1 −
∑n

i=1 αi and s =
∨n

i=1 βi. Clearly, the individual and aggregate risk measures in (3.3) are

all RVaR. However, the individual risk measures in the new RVaR inequality in (3.1) are more complicated,
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involving the linear combinations of RI with I being a union of two intervals. The aggregate risk measure still

has the form of RVaR. This new RVaR inequality helps establish new risk aggregation bounds and sharpness

conditions. It is also very useful to investigate risk sharing for different distortion risk measures with more

complex distortion functions than that of Embrechts et al. (2018).

Further, by setting 1−r−βi = s for the bound in Theorem 1, we immediately arrive at a simplified upper

bound displayed in the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Let 0 < r < r + s ⩽ 1 and α1, . . . , αn ∈ (0, 1 − r) with
∑n

i=1 αi = s. Then for µ ∈ Mn and

ν ∈ Λ(µ), we have

R[r,r+s](ν) ⩽
n∑

i=1

R[r,r+αi]∪[1−s+αi,1](µi). (3.4)

Moreover, (3.4) holds for r = 0 if µ ∈ Mn
1 .

By setting r = 0, Corollary 1 states that the lower tail of the aggregate risk can be controlled by the

summation of the lower tail and the upper tail of the individual risks. Later, we will see that the inequality in

Corollary 1 plays a crucial role to solve the risk sharing problem in Section 5.

4 Extended Convolution Bounds

In this section, we obtain some bounds for the risk aggregation with dependence uncertainty for RVaR, the

difference between two RVaR, and the difference between two quantiles. The bound for RVaR is a complement

to the results in Blanchet et al. (2025) by providing a different form and more sharpness results. The bounds

for the difference between two RVaR and the difference between two quantiles are new to the literature. We

call those bounds extended convolution bounds.

4.1 RVaR Aggregation Upper and Lower Bounds

Theorem 2 (RVaR aggregation upper bound). For either µ ∈ Mn and 0 < r < r + s ⩽ 1, or µ ∈ Mn
1 and

0 ⩽ r < r + s ⩽ 1, we have

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

R[r,r+s](ν) ⩽ inf
β∈(1−r)∆n

β0⩾1−r−s

{(
1− 1− r − β0

s

) n∑
i=1

R[r+βi,r+βi+β0](µi)

+
1− r − β0

s

n∑
i=1

R[r,r+βi]∪[r+βi+β0,1](µi)

}
.

(4.1)

Moreover, (4.1) holds as an equality for µ ∈ Mn
1 in the following cases:

(i) each of µ1, . . . , µn admits an increasing density beyond its r-quantile;

(ii)
∑n

i=1 µi

[
q+r (µi), q

−
1 (µi)

)
⩽ 1− r.
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Proof. In light of (3.1) and using the assumption
∑n

i=1 αi +
∨n

i=1 βi = 1 − r and the transformations βi →

β0, i ∈ [n], αi → βi, i ∈ [n], we have, for β ∈ (1− r)∆n and β0 ⩾ 1− r − s,

R[r,r+s](ν) ⩽

(
1− 1− r − β0

s

) n∑
i=1

R[r+βi,r+βi+β0](µi) +
1− r − β0

s

n∑
i=1

R[r,r+βi]∪[r+βi+β0,1](µi).

We obtain (4.1) by taking the supremum on the left-hand side of the above inequality over ν ∈ Λ(µ) and

infimum on the right-hand side of the above inequality over β ∈ (1− r)∆n and β0 ⩾ 1− r − s.

Next, we show that (4.1) is an equality for cases (i) and (ii). If case (i) holds, then each of µr+
1 , . . . , µr+

n

admits an increasing density. Define (Equation (3.4) in Jakobsons et al. (2016))

Tsn = h(U)1{U<sn} + d(sn)1{U>sn},

where U ∼ U[0, 1], h(x) =
∑n

i=1 yi(x) − (n − 1)y(x), d(x) = − 1
1−x

∫ y(x)−yi(x)

−yi(x)
zµr+

i (dz) for x ∈ (0, 1), and

sn = inf{x ∈ (0, 1) : h(x) ⩽ d(x)} with y, yi, i ∈ [n] being the continuous functions on (0, 1) satisfying

n∑
i=1

µr+
i (−∞,−yi(x)) = x, and µr+

i [−yi(x), y(x)− yi(x)) = 1− x, x ∈ (0, 1).

In light of Lemma 3.4 of Jakobsons et al. (2016) and using the fact that each of µr+
1 , . . . , µr+

n admits an

increasing density, there exist Xi ∼ µr+
i such that Tsn =

∑n
i=1 −Xi. Moreover, using Lemma 3.3 of Jakobsons

et al. (2016), we could find β′ ∈ ∆n with β′
0 ⩾ 1− s

1−r such that

R[0,1−s/(1−r)](−S) =

n∑
i=1

R[1−β′
i−β′

0,1−β′
i]
(−Xi)

with S =
∑n

i=1 Xi. The detail of construction of such β′ and β′
0 is omitted as it is only involving tedious

computation using Lemma 3.3 of Jakobsons et al. (2016). One can refer to the proof of Theorem 1 of Blanchet

et al. (2025) for the similar computation. Note that the above equation can be rewritten as

R[s/(1−r),1](S) =

n∑
i=1

R[β′
i,β

′
i+β′

0]
(Xi).

Using the fact

E(S) =
s

1− r
R[0,s/(1−r)](S) +

1− r − s

1− r
R[s/(1−r),1](S),

11



we have

R[0,s/(1−r)](S) =
1− r

s

(
E(S)− 1− r − s

1− r

n∑
i=1

R[β′
i,β

′
i+β′

0]
(Xi)

)

=
1− r

s

n∑
i=1

(
(1− β′

0)R[0,β′
i]∪[β′

i+β′
0,1]

(Xi) +

(
β′
0 −

1− r − s

1− r

) n∑
i=1

R[β′
i,β

′
i+β′

0]
(Xi)

)
.

There exist U ′ ∼ U[0, 1] and (Y1, . . . , Yn) such that (Y1, . . . , Yn) is independent of U
′ and has the same distri-

bution as (X1, . . . , Xn). Define

X ′
i = Yi1{U ′>r} + q−U ′(µi)1{U ′<r}, i ∈ [n], and S′ =

n∑
i=1

X ′
i.

Clearly, X ′
i ∼ µi and S′ = (

∑n
i=1 Yi)1{U ′>r} + (

∑n
i=1 q

−
U ′(µi))1{U ′<r}. Note that R[r,s](S

′) = R[0,s/(1−r)](S).

Letting β0 = (1− r)β′
0 and βi = (1− r)β′

i, i ∈ [n], we have β ∈ (1− r)∆n, β0 ⩾ 1− r − s and

R[r,s](S
′) =

1− r

s

n∑
i=1

((
1− β0

1− r

)
R[r,r+βi]∪[r+βi+β0,1](X

′
i) +

(
β0

1− r
− 1− r − s

1− r

) n∑
i=1

R[r+βi,r+βi+β0](X
′
i)

)

=

(
1− 1− r − β0

s

) n∑
i=1

R[r+βi,r+βi+β0](µi) +
1− r − β0

s

n∑
i=1

R[r,r+βi]∪[r+βi+β0,1](µi),

implying the inverse inequality of (4.1). Hence, (4.1) holds as an equality.

If case (ii) holds, then
∑n

i=1 µ
r+
i

[
q+0 (µ

r+
i ), q−1 (µ

r+
i )
)
⩽ 1. Hence, there exist Xi ∼ µr+

i , i ∈ [n] such that

−Xi, i ∈ [n] are lower mutually exclusive. Hence, in light of Lemma EC.2 of Blanchet et al. (2025), there exist

Xi ∼ µr+
i and β′ ∈ ∆n, β

′
0 ⩾ 1− s

1−r such that

R[0,1−s/(1−r)](−S) =

n∑
i=1

R[1−β′
i−β′

0,1−β′
i]
(−Xi)

with S =
∑n

i=1 Xi. Repeating the procedure in the proof of case (i), we can show that (4.1) holds as an

equality.

As a comparison, Theorem 1 of Blanchet et al. (2025) gives the following (upper) convolution bound

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

R[r,r+s](ν) ⩽ inf
β∈(1−r)∆n

β0⩾s

n∑
i=1

R[1−βi−β0,1−βi](µi). (4.2)

As stated in Blanchet et al. (2025), the bound (4.2) is sharp if each of µ1, . . . , µn admits a decreasing den-

sity beyond its r-quantile. However, it is not clear whether it is still sharp if each of µ1, . . . , µn admits an

increasing density beyond its r-quantile. Our Theorem 2 complements the result in Blanchet et al. (2025) by

offering some new bound which is sharp for the case of marginals with increasing densities on their upper-tail
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parts. In practice, although most of the distributions have decreasing densities on their upper-tail parts, some

distributions with increasing densities on the upper-tail parts still exist such as Beta distribution or triangular

distribution. Moreover, the result in Theorem 2 is crucial to find the sharp bound for the best-case scenario

when the marginals have decreasing densities; see Theorem 3 below.

Before proceeding to the lower bound, we first obtain a simplified sharp bound if the marginal distributions

are homogeneous. For µ ∈ M, let

cn(µ) = inf

{
x ∈

(
0,

1

n

)
:
(n− 1)q−(n−1)x(µ) + q−1−x(µ)

n
⩽ R[(n−1)x,1−x](µ)

}

with the convention that inf ∅ = 1/n.

Proposition 1 (RVaR aggregation upper bound: homogeneous marginal). If µ ∈ M has an increasing density

on its support, and 0 < r < r + s ⩽ 1 with s
1−r ⩽ ncn(µ), then we have

sup
ν∈Λn(µ)

R[r,r+s](ν) = nR[r,r+ s
n ]∪[1−s+ s

n ,1](µ). (4.3)

Proof. Suppose µ1 = · · · = µn = µ, which has an increasing density on its support. Denote by µ̃ the distribution

measure of −Xi, where Xi ∼ µ. Hence, µ̃ has a decreasing density. Denote by ν̃ the distribution measure of

−
∑n

i=1 Xi, where
∑n

i=1 Xi ∼ ν. For 0 ⩽ r < r + s ⩽ 1, write t = 1− r − s. Using Lemma 1, we have

sup
ν∈Λn(µ)

R[r,r+s](ν) = − inf
ν̃∈Λn(µ̃)

R[1−r−s,1−r](ν̃) = − inf
ν̃∈Λn(µ̃(t+s)−)

ES s
t+s

(ν̃). (4.4)

Note that µ̃(t+s)− has a decreasing density on its support. Hence, by Theorem 5.2 of Bernard et al. (2014), we

have for any p ∈ (0, ncn(µ)],

inf
ν∈Λn(µ)

ESp(ν) =
n

p

∫ p
n

0

(
(n− 1)q−(n−1)u(µ) + q−1−u(µ)

)
du. (4.5)
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Using (4.5), for s
t+s ⩽ ncn(µ), we have

− inf
ν̃∈Λn(µ̃(t+s)−)

ES s
t+s

(ν̃) = −n(t+ s)

s

∫ s
n(t+s)

0

(
(n− 1)q−(n−1)u(µ̃

(t+s)−) + q−1−u(µ̃
(t+s)−)

)
du

= −n(t+ s)

s

∫ s
n(t+s)

0

(
(n− 1)q−(n−1)(t+s)u(µ̃) + q−(1−u)(t+s)(µ̃)

)
du

= −n(t+ s)

s

(∫ (n−1)
n s

0

1

t+ s
q−v (µ̃)dv +

∫ t+s

t+s− s
n

1

t+ s
q−v (µ̃)dv

)

= −n

s

(∫ (n−1)
n s

0

q−v (µ̃)dv +

∫ t+s

t+s− s
n

q−v (µ̃)dv

)

=
n

s

(∫ 1−t−s+ s
n

1−t−s

q−v (µ)dv +

∫ 1

1− (n−1)
n s

q−v (µ)dv

)
= nR[r,r+ s

n ]∪[1−s+ s
n ,1](µ).

(4.6)

Combining (4.4) and (4.6), we have (4.3).

Based on the result in Theorem 2, we immediately obtain a lower bound for the risk aggregation of RVaR

with fixed marginal distributions but unknown dependence structure.

Theorem 3 (RVaR aggregation lower bound). For either µ ∈ Mn and 0 ⩽ r < r + s < 1, or µ ∈ Mn
1 and

0 ⩽ r < r + s ⩽ 1, we have

inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

R[r,r+s](ν) ⩾ sup
β∈(r+s)∆n

β0⩾r

{(
1− r + s− β0

s

) n∑
i=1

R[r+s−βi−β0,r+s−βi](µi)

+
r + s− β0

s

n∑
i=1

R[0,r+s−βi−β0]∪[r+s−βi,r+s](µi)

}
.

(4.7)

Moreover, (4.7) holds as an equality for µ ∈ Mn
1 in the following cases:

(i) each of µ1, . . . , µn admits a decreasing density below its (r + s)-quantile;

(ii)
∑n

i=1 µi

(
q+0 (µi), q

−
r+s(µi)

]
⩽ r + s.

Proof. Denote by µ̃i the distribution measure of −Xi, where Xi ∼ µi, and by ν̃ the distribution measure of

−
∑n

i=1 Xi, where
∑n

i=1 Xi ∼ ν. Then we have

inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

R[r,r+s](ν) = − sup
ν̃∈Λ(µ̃)

R[1−r−s,1−r](ν̃).

Applying Theorem 2, we immediately establish the claim.

It is worth mentioning that Theorem A.1 of Blanchet et al. (2025) gives the following (lower) convolution
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bound

inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

R[r,r+s](ν) ⩾ sup
β∈(r+s)∆n

β0⩾s

n∑
i=1

R[βi,βi+β0](µi). (4.8)

It is shown in Blanchet et al. (2025) that (4.8) is a sharp bound if each marginal distribution admits an

increasing density below its (r + s)-quantile. However, it is not clear whether the bound is sharp for the case

with decreasing densities on the lower-tail parts. Our Theorem 3 fills in this gap by providing a bound which is

sharp for the best case of RVaR if all marginal distributions admit decreasing densities on their lower-tail parts.

This gap is actually significant because many commonly used distributions in finance and risk management

have decreasing densities on their lower-tail parts, including exponential, Pareto, and some gamma and chi

distributions. It is reasonable to expect that the bounds in Theorems 2 and 3 approximate the exact values

whenever the marginals are close to satisfying the sharpness conditions. Moreover, our results in Theorems 2

and 3 are the building blocks to consider the worst case value of the difference between two RVaR in Section

4.2.

Applying Proposition 1, we immediately obtain a simplified sharp lower bound if the marginal distributions

are homogeneous as below. For µ ∈ M, we denote by µ̃ the distribution measure of −X with X ∼ µ.

Proposition 2 (RVaR aggregation lower bound: homogeneous marginal). If µ ∈ M has a decreasing density

on its support, and 0 ⩽ r < r + s < 1 with s
r+s ⩽ ncn(µ̃), then we have

inf
ν∈Λn(µ)

R[r,r+s](ν) = nR
[0,

(n−1)s
n ]∪[r+

(n−1)s
n ,r+s]

(µ).

4.2 Inter-RVaR Difference Aggregation Upper Bounds

For 0 ⩽ r1 < s1 ⩽ r2 < s2 ⩽ 1, the inter-RVaR difference is defined as

IRD[r1,s1],[r2,s2](µ) = R[r2,s2](µ)−R[r1,s1](µ),

which can be viewed as an example of the variability measures introduced in Bellini et al. (2022). If r1 =

1− s2 = 0 and s1 = 1− r2, then IRD[r1,s1],[r2,s2](µ) = ES1−r2(µ)−LES1−r2(µ), which is the inter-ES difference

introduced by Bellini et al. (2022). If s2 ↓ r2 = 1 − r and r1 ↑ s1 = r, then IRD[r1,s1],[r2,s2] converges to the

inter-quantile difference

IQD+
r (µ) = q+1−r(µ)− q−r (µ), r ∈

(
0,

1

2

]
,

which was given by Bellini et al. (2022). An alternative definition of inter-quantile difference was introduced

by Lauzier et al. (2025) in the study of risk sharing, i.e.,

IQD−
r (µ) = q−1−r(µ)− q+r (µ), r ∈

[
0,

1

2

)
,
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which is the limit of IRD[r1,s1],[r2,s2](µ) as r2 ↑ s2 = 1− r and s1 ↓ r1 = r. Note that those risk measures can

be used to evaluate the variability of the financial losses or risk as an alternative of variance. Before discussing

the robust risk aggregation for IRD, we introduce some concepts and obtain a general result on the robust risk

aggregation of the difference between two tail risk measures.

For p ∈ (0, 1), we say ρ : M → R ∪ {∞} is a p-upper-tail risk measure if ρ(µ1) = ρ(µ2) for all µ1, µ2 ∈ M

satisfying µp+
1 = µp+

2 ; we say ρ : M → R∪{∞} is a p-lower-tail risk measure if ρ(µ1) = ρ(µ2) for all µ1, µ2 ∈ M

satisfying µp−
1 = µp−

2 . Note that here the domain of ρ can be restricted to M1. The p-upper-tail risk measure

is the so-called p-tail risk measure introduced and studied in Liu and Wang (2021). We say ρ : M → R∪ {∞}

satisfies monotonicity if ρ(µ1) ⩽ ρ(µ2) for all µ1, µ2 ∈ M satisfying q−t (µ1) ⩽ q−t (µ2) for all t ∈ (0, 1).

Clearly, for 0 < r < s < 1, R[r, s] is an r-upper-tail risk measure and also an s-lower-tail risk measure; q+r

is an r-upper-tail risk measure and (r+ ε)-lower-tail risk measure for some 0 < ε < 1− r; q−r is an r-lower-tail

risk measure and (r − ε)-upper-tail risk measure for some 0 < ε < r. We refer to Liu and Wang (2021) for

properties, applications and more examples on p-upper-tail risk measures.

Theorem 4. For 0 < r ⩽ s < 1, suppose that ρ1 : M → R ∪ {∞} is an s-upper-tail risk measure and

ρ2 : M → R∪ {∞} is an r-lower-tail risk measure. If ρ1 and ρ2 are monotone risk measures, for µ ∈ Mn, we

have

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

(ρ1(ν)− ρ2(ν)) = sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

ρ1(ν)− inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

ρ2(ν).

Proof. Clearly, we have

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

(ρ1(ν)− ρ2(ν)) ⩽ sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

ρ1(ν)− inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

ρ2(ν).

Next, we show the inverse inequality. In light of Theorem 3 of Liu and Wang (2021), we have

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

ρ1(ν) = sup
ν∈Λ(µs+)

ρ∗1(ν) = sup
Ui∼U [s,1]

ρ∗1

(
n∑

i=1

q−Ui
(µi)

)
,

where ρ∗1 is the generator of ρ1 satisfying ρ1(µ) = ρ∗1(µ
s+) for all µ ∈ M. Next, we show that

inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

ρ2(ν) = inf
ν∈Λ(µr−)

ρ∗2(ν) = inf
Vi∼U [0,r]

ρ∗2

(
n∑

i=1

q−Vi
(µi)

)
, (4.9)

where ρ∗2 satisfies ρ2(µ) = ρ∗2(µ
r−) for all µ ∈ M. For any (V1, . . . , Vn) with Vi ∼ U[0, r], i ∈ [n], there exist

(V ′
1 , . . . , V

′
n) and U ′ such that (V ′

1 , . . . , V
′
n)

d
= (V1, . . . , Vn) and U ′ ∼ U[0, 1] is independent of (V ′

1 , . . . , V
′
n),

where
d
= means equality in distribution. Let

Xi = q−V ′
i
(µi)1{U ′<r} + q−U ′(µi)1{U ′>r}, i ∈ [n].
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Then we have Xi ∼ µi and

n∑
i=1

Xi =

(
n∑

i=1

q−V ′
i
(µi)

)
1{U ′<r} +

(
n∑

i=1

q−U ′(µi)

)
1{U ′>r}.

Note that ess-sup
∑n

i=1 q
−
V ′
i
(µi) ⩽

∑n
i=1 q

−
r (µi). Hence, we have

ρ2

(
n∑

i=1

Xi

)
= ρ∗2

(
n∑

i=1

q−V ′
i
(µi)

)
= ρ∗2

(
n∑

i=1

q−Vi
(µi)

)
.

Using the arbitrariness of Vi, we have

inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

ρ2(ν) ⩽ inf
Vi∼U [0,r]

ρ∗2

(
n∑

i=1

q−Vi
(µi)

)
.

For Xi ∼ µi, i ∈ [n], let S =
∑n

i=1 Xi. Let (V1, . . . , Vn)
d
= (UX1

, . . . , UXn
)/US < r. Direct computation

shows P(Vi ⩽ x) =
P(UXi

⩽x,US<r)

r ⩽ x
r ∧ 1 for x ∈ [0, 1]. Hence, there exist V ′

i ∼ U [0, r], i ∈ [n] such that

V ′
i ⩽ Vi, i ∈ [n]. Note that the monotonicity of ρ2 implies the monotonicity of ρ∗2. Consequently, we have

ρ2(S) = ρ∗2(S/US < r) = ρ∗2

(
n∑

i=1

q−Vi
(µi)

)
⩾ ρ∗2

(
n∑

i=1

q−V ′
i
(µi)

)
,

implying

inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

ρ2(ν) ⩾ inf
Vi∼U [0,r]

ρ∗2

(
n∑

i=1

q−Vi
(µi)

)
.

We establish the claim (4.9).

For any (U1, . . . , Un) and (V1, . . . , Vn) with Ui ∼ U[s, 1] and Vi ∼ U[0, r], i ∈ [n], there exist (U ′
1, . . . , U

′
n),

(V ′
1 , . . . , V

′
n), and U ′ such that (U ′

1, . . . , U
′
n, V

′
1 , . . . , V

′
n)

d
= (U1, . . . , Un, V1, . . . , Vn) and U ′ ∼ U[0, 1] is indepen-

dent of (U ′
1, . . . , U

′
n, V

′
1 , . . . , V

′
n). Let

Xi = q−U ′
i
(µi)1{U ′>s} + q−U ′(µi)1{r<U ′⩽s} + q−V ′

i
(µi)1{U ′⩽r}.

Clearly, Xi ∼ µi and

n∑
i=1

Xi =

(
n∑

i=1

q−U ′
i
(µi)

)
1{U ′>s} +

(
n∑

i=1

q−U ′(µi)

)
1{r<U ′⩽s} +

(
n∑

i=1

q−V ′
i
(µi)

)
1{U ′⩽r}.
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Note that ess-inf
∑n

i=1 q
−
U ′

i
(µi) ⩾

∑n
i=1 q

−
s (µi) ⩾

∑n
i=1 q

+
r (µi) ⩾ ess-sup

∑n
i=1 q

−
V ′
i
(µi). Hence,

ρ1

(
n∑

i=1

Xi

)
− ρ2

(
n∑

i=1

Xi

)
= ρ∗1

(
n∑

i=1

q−U ′
i
(µi)

)
− ρ∗2

(
n∑

i=1

q−V ′
i
(µi)

)

= ρ∗1

(
n∑

i=1

q−Ui
(µi)

)
− ρ∗2

(
n∑

i=1

q−Vi
(µi)

)

Using the arbitrariness of Ui and Vi, we have

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

(ρ1(ν)− ρ2(ν)) ⩾ sup
Ui∼U [s,1]

ρ∗1

(
n∑

i=1

q−Ui
(µi)

)
− inf

Vi∼U [0,r]
ρ∗2

(
n∑

i=1

q−Vi
(µi)

)
,

which shows the inverse inequality. We complete the proof.

Applying Theorem 4, we obtain the following results.

Corollary 2 (IRD aggregation upper bound). (i) For either µ ∈ Mn and 0 < r1 < s1 ⩽ r2 < s2 ⩽ 1, or

µ ∈ Mn
1 and 0 ⩽ r1 < s1 ⩽ r2 < s2 ⩽ 1, we have

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

IRD[r1,s1],[r2,s2](ν) = sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

R[r2,s2](ν)− inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

R[r1,s1](ν).

(ii) For µ ∈ Mn and 0 < r ⩽ s < 1, we have

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

(
q+s (ν)− q−r (ν)

)
= sup

ν∈Λ(µ)

q+s (ν)− inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

q−r (ν).

(iii) For µ ∈ Mn with continuous q−· (µ1), . . . , q
−
· (µn) on (0, 1) and 0 < r < s < 1, we have

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

(
q−s (ν)− q+r (ν)

)
= sup

ν∈Λ(µ)

(
q+s (ν)− q−r (ν)

)
= sup

ν∈Λ(µ)

q+s (ν)− inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

q−r (ν).

Proof. The claims in (i) and (ii) follow directly from Theorem 4. We next focus on (iii). Note that q−s is an

r+s
2 -upper-tail risk measure and q+r is an r+s

2 -lower-tail risk measure. Moreover, both q−s and q+r are monotone

risk measures. Hence, applying Theorem 4, we have

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

(
q−s (ν)− q+r (ν)

)
= sup

ν∈Λ(µ)

q−s (ν)− inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

q+r (ν).

By (ii), we have

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

(
q+s (ν)− q−r (ν)

)
= sup

ν∈Λ(µ)

q+s (ν)− inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

q−r (ν).
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Moreover, it follows from Lemma 4.4 of Bernard et al. (2014) and the continuity of q−t (µ1), . . . , q
−
t (µn) on

(0, 1) that supν∈Λ(µ) q
+
t (ν) is continuous on (0, 1), which further implies infν∈Λ(µ) q

−
t (ν) is continuous on (0, 1).

Hence, we have

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

q+t (ν) = sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

q−t (ν), inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

q+t (ν) = inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

q−t (ν), t ∈ (0, 1).

Consequently,

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

(
q−s (ν)− q+r (ν)

)
= sup

ν∈Λ(µ)

(
q+s (ν)− q−r (ν)

)
.

This completes the proof.

Theorem 4 suggests that robust risk aggregation of the difference between two tail risk measures with

dependence uncertainty equals the difference between two robust tail risk measures if the two regions of the

tails do not intersect. This is because the worst-case dependence structure only concerns the dependence in

the tail corner of the marginals. In light of Corollary 2, in order to find the (sharp) bound of the robust IRD,

it suffices to find the (sharp) bound for robust RVaR, which are given in Theorems 1 and A.1 of Blanchet et

al. (2025) and Theorems 2 and 3 of this paper.

Note that (ii) of Corollary 2 shows that for r ∈ (0, 1), the largest possible difference between q+r (ν) and

q−r (ν) has the following expression:

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

(
q+r (ν)− q−r (ν)

)
= sup

ν∈Λ(µ)

q+r (ν)− inf
ν∈Λ(µ)

q−r (ν),

which is strictly positive in most cases, even if all µi have decreasing densities.

In light of Theorems 2-3 and Corollary 2 of the current paper and Theorems 1-2 and A.1-A.2 of Blanchet

et al. (2025), we immediately obtain the bounds for robust IRD and the difference between two quantiles. In

what follows, we only present the sharp bounds and the corresponding conditions on the marignal distributions.

Applying Theorem 3 and Corollary 2 of this paper and Theorems 1 and A.1 of Blanchet et al. (2025), we

immediately arrive at the following results.

Proposition 3. Suppose µ ∈ Mn
1 and 0 ⩽ r1 < s1 ⩽ r2 < s2 ⩽ 1.

(i) If each of µ1, . . . , µn admits a decreasing density beyond its r2-quantile and an increasing density below

its s1-quantile, then

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

IRD[r1,s1],[r2,s2](ν) = inf
β∈(1−r2)∆n

β0⩾s2−r2

n∑
i=1

R[1−βi−β0,1−βi](µi)− sup
β∈s1∆n
β0⩾s1−r1

n∑
i=1

R[βi,βi+β0](µi).

(ii) If each of µ1, . . . , µn admits a decreasing density beyond its r2-quantile and below its s1-quantile respec-
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tively, then

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

IRD[r1,s1],[r2,s2](ν) = inf
β∈(1−r2)∆n

β0⩾s2−r2

n∑
i=1

R[1−βi−β0,1−βi](µi)

− sup
β∈s1∆n
β0⩾s1−r1

{(
1− r1 + s1 − β0

s1

) n∑
i=1

R[r1+s1−βi−β0,r1+s1−βi](µi)

+
r1 + s1 − β0

s1

n∑
i=1

R[0,r1+s1−βi−β0]∪[r1+s1−βi,r1+s1](µi)

}
.

In light of Theorem 2 and Corollary 2 of this paper and Theorem A.1 of Blanchet et al. (2025), we obtain

the following results.

Proposition 4. Suppose µ ∈ Mn
1 and 0 ⩽ r1 < s1 ⩽ r2 < s2 ⩽ 1.

(i) If each of µ1, . . . , µn admits an increasing density beyond its r2-quantile and below its s1-quantile, then

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

IRD[r1,s1],[r2,s2](ν) = inf
β∈(1−r2)∆n

β0⩾1−s2

{(
1− 1− r2 − β0

s2 − r2

) n∑
i=1

R[r2+βi,r2+βi+β0](µi)

+
1− r2 − β0

s2 − r2

n∑
i=1

R[r2,r2+βi]∪[r2+βi+β0,1](µi)

}

− sup
β∈s1∆n
β0⩾s1−r1

n∑
i=1

R[βi,βi+β0](µi).

(ii) If each of µ1, . . . , µn admits an increasing density beyond its r2-quantile and a decreasing density below

its s1-quantile, then

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

IRD[r1,s1],[r2,s2](ν) = inf
β∈(1−r2)∆n

β0⩾1−s2

{(
1− 1− r2 − β0

s2 − r2

) n∑
i=1

R[r2+βi,r2+βi+β0](µi)

+
1− r2 − β0

s2 − r2

n∑
i=1

R[r2,r2+βi]∪[r2+βi+β0,1](µi)

}

− sup
β∈s1∆n
β0⩾s1−r1

{(
1− r1 + s1 − β0

s1

) n∑
i=1

R[r1+s1−βi−β0,r1+s1−βi](µi)

+
r1 + s1 − β0

s1

n∑
i=1

R[0,r1+s1−βi−β0]∪[r1+s1−βi,r1+s1](µi)

}
.

Combining Corollary 2 of this paper with Theorems 2 and A.2 of Blanchet et al. (2025), we obtain the

following results.

Proposition 5. For µ ∈ Mn and 0 < r ⩽ s < 1, if each of µ1, . . . , µn has a density that is monotone in the
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same direction beyond its s-quantile and also monotone in the same direction below its r-quantile, then we have

sup
ν∈Λ(µ)

(
q+s (ν)− q−r (ν)

)
= inf

β∈(1−s)∆n

n∑
i=1

R[1−βi−β0,1−βi](µi)− sup
β∈r∆n

n∑
i=1

R[βi,βi+β0](µi).

The sharp bounds given in Propositions 3-5 are the upper bounds that are valid for all µ ∈ Mn
1 and

0 ⩽ r1 < s1 ⩽ r2 < s2 ⩽ 1 or µ ∈ Mn and 0 < r1 < s1 ⩽ r2 < s2 ⩽ 1. Note that the sharp bounds in (ii)

of Proposition 3 and (i) and (ii) of Proposition 4 are based on the results in Theorems 2 and 3, showing their

applications to risk aggregation for other risk measures. It is also worth mentioning that based on Theorem 3,

(ii) of Proposition 3 gives a sharp upper bound for IRD if the marginals have decreasing densities on their upper-

tail parts and lower-tail parts respectively. This assumption is valid for many practically used distributions in

finance and risk management, such as exponential, Pareto, and some gamma and chi distributions.

The extended convolution bounds developed in this section, particularly the sharp bounds, can be applied

directly in risk management, including risk evaluation under dependence uncertainty (conservative regulatory

capital calculation; e.g., Embrechts et al. (2013) and Eckstein et al. (2020)), portfolio optimization under

dependence uncertainty (e.g., Pflug and Pohl (2018), Chen et al. (2022) and Blanchet et al. (2025)) and optimal

insurance/reinsurance design under dependence uncertainty (e.g., Fadina et al. (2025)). Other applications in

operations research can be seen in the discussion in Section 1.

5 Risk Sharing

In this section, we consider the risk sharing problem among n agents, where their preferences are repre-

sented by some risk functionals ρi : X1 → R, i ∈ [n]. For a total risk X ∈ X1, the set of all possible allocations

of X is denoted by

An(X) =

{
(X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ (X1)

n :

n∑
i=1

Xi = X

}
.

The inf-convolution of ρ1, . . . , ρn is defined as

n
□
i=1

ρi(X) = inf

{
n∑

i=1

ρi(Xi) : (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ An(X)

}
, X ∈ X1.

In this section, we use risk functionals RI1 , . . . , RIn to represent the agents’ preferences, where Ii = [0, βi] ∪

[1 − β + βi, 1] for all i ∈ [n] with a parameter vector β := (β1, . . . , βn) ∈ (0, 1)n satisfying β =
∑n

i=1 βi and

0 < β < 1. We aim to find the optimal allocation for the inf-convolution, i.e., finding (X∗
1 , . . . , X

∗
n) ∈ An(X)

such that

n∑
i=1

RIi(X
∗
i ) =

n

□
i=1

RIi(X). (5.1)
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The central object in our investigation of risk sharing is the form taken by R[0,α]∪[γ,1] with 0 ⩽ α < γ ⩽ 1.

In the risk sharing context, the motivation of using such preference functionals can be interpreted from the

fact that for λ ∈ (0, 1),

λE(X) + (1− λ)RIi(X) =

∫ 1

0

q−1−s(X)dgλ,i(s) := ρgλ,i
(X), (5.2)

where

gλ,i(s) = λs+
1− λ

β
(s ∧ (β − βi))1[0,1−βi](s) +

1− λ

β
(s− 1 + β)1[1−βi,1](s) (5.3)

is a distortion function. Hence, the above risk functionals ρgλ,i
can be viewed as either a Yaari’s dual utility

or a distortion risk measure; see Yaari (1987) and Chapter 4 of Föllmer and Schied (2016). Note that the

distortion function gλ,i has the inverse S-shape, exaggerating the probabilities for both large losses and large

gains. If X is the possible random loss in future, then the distortion risk measure defined above represents

the decision maker’s attitude: risk aversion for large losses and risk-seeking for small losses or gains; see Yaari

(1987) and Tversky and Kahneman (1992). The distortion risk measures with general distortion functions

are also popular in insurance pricing, performance evaluation and other applications; see e.g., Wang (1996),

Wang (2000), Cherny and Madan (2009) and Föllmer and Schied (2016). Note that the risk sharing for

λE(X) + (1− λ)RIi(X) is equivalent to the risk sharing for RIi in terms of the optimal risk allocations. This

motivates us to consider the risk sharing for RIi .

For monetary risk measures1, optimality with respect to the sum (referred to as the sum optimality) is

equivalent to Pareto optimality (e.g., Proposition 1 of Embrechts et al. (2018)). Clearly, RI and ρgλ,i
are

monetary risk measures. More economic interpretation on the inf-convolution can be found in e.g., Chapter 10

of Rüschendorf (2013).

We next give the definition of comonotonicity and counter-comonotonicity for n random variables to

interpret the optimal allocations. We say (X1, . . . , Xn) are comonotonic if there exist increasing functions

fi, i ∈ [n] such that Xi = fi(X1 + · · · + Xn) for all i ∈ [n]; we say (X1, . . . , Xn) are counter-comonotonic if

(−Xi, Xj) are comonotonic for any i ̸= j. We refer to Dhaene et al. (2002) for an overview on comonotonicity,

and Lauzier et al. (2023) for the characterization on counter-comonotonicity.

Our result for Problem (5.1) is displayed as follows. In what follows, x+ := x ∨ 0 for x ∈ R.

Theorem 5 (Risk sharing for the average quantile). For X ∈ X1 and β ∈ (0, 1)n satisfying β ∈ (0, 1), we have

n
□
i=1

RIi(X) = R[0,β](X). (5.4)

1We say a mapping ρ : X → R is a monetary risk measure if it satisfies cash invariance, i.e., ρ(X + c) = ρ(X) + c for X ∈ X
and c ∈ R, and monotonicity, i.e., ρ(X) ⩽ ρ(Y ) for X ⩽ Y ; see e.g., Chapter 4 of Föllmer and Schied (2016).
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Moreover, if X is bounded from above, an optimal allocation is given by

Xi = (X − t)1Ai
+

X

n
1Ac +

t

n− 1
1A\Ai

, i ∈ [n], (5.5)

where t ⩾ (q−1 (X))+, A = {UX ⩽ β} and (A1, . . . , An) is a partition of A satisfying P(Ai) = βi for all i ∈ [n].

Proof. By Corollary 1, we have

n

□
i=1

RIi(X) ⩾ R[0,β](X). (5.6)

Hence, it suffices to show the inverse inequality of (5.6). Suppose that X is bounded from above and

(X1, . . . , Xn) is given by (5.5). Note that

n∑
i=1

Xi =

n∑
i=1

(X − t)1Ai +

n∑
i=1

X

n
1Ac +

n∑
i=1

t

n− 1
1A\Ai

= (X − t)1A +X1Ac + t1A = X,

and thus (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ An(X). We claim that, for each i ∈ [n],

Xi(ω1) ⩽ Xi(ω2) ⩽ Xi(ω3) for ω1 ∈ Ai, ω2 ∈ Ac and ω3 ∈ A \Ai almost surely. (5.7)

Note that Xi(ω2) ⩽ Xi(ω3) holds trivially. We next show Xi(ω1) ⩽ Xi(ω2). By our construction, we have

Xi(ω1) ⩽ q+β (X)− t and Xi(ω2) ∈
[
q+β (X)/n, q−1 (X)/n

]
. If q+β (X) ⩽ 0, then

Xi(ω1) ⩽ q+β (X)− t ⩽ q+β (X) ⩽
q+β (X)

n
⩽ Xi(ω2).

If q+β (X) > 0, then

Xi(ω1) ⩽ q+β (X)− t ⩽ 0 ⩽
q+β (X)

n
⩽ Xi(ω2).

Using (5.7), we have

RIi(Xi) =
1

β
E
[
(X − t)1Ai +

t

n− 1
1A\Ai

]
=

1

β
E[X1Ai ]−

βi

β
t+

β − βi

(n− 1)β
t

=
1

β
E[X1Ai ] +

β − nβi

(n− 1)β
t.

It follows that
n∑

i=1

RIi(Xi) =

n∑
i=1

1

β
E[X1Ai

] +

n∑
i=1

β − nβi

(n− 1)β
t =

1

β
E[X1A] = R[0,β](X).

23



Hence, we obtain the inverse inequality of (5.6), implying that (5.4) and (5.5) hold for X being bounded from

above.

Next, we consider the case that X is not bounded from above. For m ⩾ 1, let X(m) = X ∧ m and

Z(m) = X − X(m) = (X − m)1{X>m}. Using the above result, we know that for each m ⩾ 1, there exists

(X
(m)
1 , . . . , X

(m)
n ) ∈ An(X

(m)) such that

n∑
i=1

RIi

(
X

(m)
i

)
= R[0,β]

(
X(m)

)
⩽ R[0,β] (X) .

Let Y
(m)
1 = X

(m)
1 +Z(m). Then we have

(
Y

(m)
1 , X

(m)
2 , . . . , X

(m)
n

)
∈ An(X). In light of Theorem 1 of Embrechts

et al. (2018), we have

RI1

(
X

(m)
1 + Z(m)

)
=

β1

β
R[0,β1]

(
X

(m)
1 + Z(m)

)
+

β − β1

β
R[1−β+β1,1]

(
X

(m)
1 + Z(m)

)
⩽

β1

β

(
R[0,β1]

(
X

(m)
1

)
+ ESβ1

(
Z(m)

))
+

β − β1

β

(
R[1−β+β1,1]

(
X

(m)
1

)
+ ESβ−β1

(
Z(m)

))
= RI1

(
X

(m)
1

)
+

β1

β
ESβ1

(
Z(m)

)
+

β − β1

β
ESβ−β1

(
Z(m)

)
.

Note that
β1

β
ESβ1

(
Z(m)

)
+

β − β1

β
ESβ−β1

(
Z(m)

)
⩽

2

β
E
[
Z(m)

]
→ 0 as m → ∞.

Therefore, for any ε > 0, there exists m0 > 1 such that

RI1

(
Y

(m)
1

)
⩽ RI1

(
X

(m)
1

)
+ ε

for all m > m0, which implies

RI1

(
Y

(m)
1

)
+

n∑
i=2

RIi(X
(m)
i ) ⩽

n∑
i=1

RIi

(
X

(m)
i

)
+ ε ⩽ R[0,β] (X) + ε.

By the arbitrariness of ε, we obtain □n
i=1 RIi(X) ⩽ R[0,β](X), which together with (5.6) implies (5.4). The

optimal allocation given in (5.5) has been checked in the above proof. This completes the proof.

Note that (5.5) is also an optimal allocation if we replace t in (5.5) by a random variable Y satisfying

Y ⩾ (q−1 (X))+. There are also other types of optimal allocation; see Proposition 6 below. The optimal

allocation in (5.5) shows that the risk is equally allocated over Ac and is counter-comonotonic over A, i.e.,

(X − t)1Ai
+ t

n−11A\Ai
, i ∈ [n] with (A1, . . . , An) being a partition of A satisfying P(Ai) = βi for all i ∈ [n]

are counter-monotonic restricted to A.
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In the literature of risk sharing, the optimal allocation is comonotonic if the risk functionals are law-

invariant convex risk measures (see e.g., Jouini et al. (2008) and Filipović and Svindland (2008)), and is

counter-comonotonic if the risk functionals are quantile-based risk measures (see e.g., Embrechts et al. (2018),

Embrechts et al. (2020) and Liu et al. (2022)). The optimal allocation in (5.5) exhibits a combination of two

types of risk sharing in the literature: comonotonic risk sharing for large losses and counter-comonotonic risk

sharing for small losses or large gains, which may be due to the agents’ risk attitudes: risk-aversion for large

losses and risk-seeking for small losses or large gains.

In Theorem 5, we only give the optimal allocation in (5.5) if X is bounded from above. The existence of

the optimal allocation is unknown from Theorem 5 if X is unbounded from above. To answer this question

requires the analysis on the dependence structure of the optimal allocations, which is not trivial.

Next, we discuss the dependence structure of (X1, . . . , Xn, X) with (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ An(X) such that for

β ∈ (0, 1)n satisfying β =
∑n

i=1 βi ∈ (0, 1), (5.4) holds.

Proposition 6. For a random variable X ∈ X1 and a random vector (X1, . . . , Xn, X) with (X1, X2, . . . , Xn) ∈

An(X), (5.4) holds if and only if there exist UX1 , . . . , UXn and UX such that

{UX ∈ [0, β]} = {UXi
∈ Ii} , i ∈ [n] . (5.8)

Moreover, (5.8) implies that one of the following two statements holds:

(i)
⋃n

i=1{UXi
∈ [0, βi]} = {UX ∈ [0, β]};

(ii) The set {UX ∈ [0, β]} \
⋃n

i=1{UXi
∈ [0, βi]} has a positive probability, which is denoted by θ. Meanwhile,

random variables X1, . . . , Xn and X are all constants on the set {UX ∈ [β − θ, 1]}, which actually equals

the set {UXi
∈ [βi, 1− β + βi + θ]} for all i ∈ [n].

Proof. Obviously, the equation (5.8) is a sufficient condition for (5.4). We next show the only if part. Let

β0 = 1− β. Then we have
∑n

i=0 βi = 1. Note that (5.4) is equivalent to

n∑
i=1

R[βi,1−β+βi](Xi) = R[β,1](X),

which is further equivalent to
n∑

i=1

R[1−βi−β0,1−βi](−Xi) = R[0,β0](−X).

Let Yi = −Xi, i ∈ [n] and Y = −X. For i ∈ [n], define random variables

Ti := Yi1{UYi
⩽1−βi} +m1{UYi

>1−βi},
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where m ∈ R satisfying m <
∧n

i=1 q
−
1−βi−β0

(Yi). By the construction of Ti, one could see that for any s ∈ R,

P

(
n∑

i=1

Ti > s

)
⩾P

({
n∑

i=1

Yi > s

}
∩ (∪n

i=1{UYi
> 1− βi})c

)

⩾P

(
n∑

i=1

Yi > s

)
− P (∪n

i=1{UYi > 1− βi})

⩾P

(
n∑

i=1

Yi > s

)
− 1 + β0.

Thus, we have

q−u

(
n∑

i=1

Ti

)
⩾ q−u−1+β0

(
n∑

i=1

Yi

)
, ∀u ∈ (1− β0, 1].

Then, combined with the subadditivity of ES, we have

n∑
i=1

R[1−βi−β0,1−βi](Yi) =

n∑
i=1

ESβ0
(Ti) ⩾ ESβ0

(
n∑

i=1

Ti

)

=
1

β0

∫ 1

1−β0

q−u

(
n∑

i=1

Ti

)
du

⩾
1

β0

∫ 1

1−β0

q−u−1+β0
(Y ) du.

Direct computation shows

1

β0

∫ 1

1−β0

q−u−1+β0
(Y ) du =

1

β0

∫ β0

0

q−u (Y ) du

= LESβ0
(Y )

=

n∑
i=1

R[1−βi−β0,1−βi](Yi),

which implies that
∑n

i=1 ESβ0
(Ti) = ESβ0

(
∑n

i=1 Ti) = LESβ0
(
∑n

i=1 Yi). By
∑n

i=1 ESβ0
(Ti) = ESβ0

(
∑n

i=1 Ti)

and by Theorem 5 of Wang and Zitikis (2021), there exist UTi , i ∈ [n] and U∑n
i=1 Ti

such that {UTi ∈ [1−β0, 1]} =

{U∑n
i=1 Ti

∈ [1− β0, 1]} for all i ∈ [n]. Hence, we have

ESβ0

(
n∑

i=1

Ti

)
=

1

β0
E

(
n∑

i=1

Ti1{UTi
∈[1−β0,1]}

)

=
1

β0
E

(
n∑

i=1

Yi1{UTi
∈[1−β0,1]}

)

=
1

β0
E(Y 1{UTi

∈[1−β0,1]}) = LESβ0(Y ).
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This implies that there exists UY such that {UY ∈ [0, β0]} = {UTi ∈ [1−β0, 1]} = {UYi ∈ [1−βi−β0, 1−βi]} for

all i ∈ [n]. Note that UX = 1−UY and UXi
= 1−UYi

. Hence, we have {UX ∈ [1−β0, 1]} = {UXi
∈ [βi, βi+β0]}

for all i ∈ [n], which is equivalent to (5.8). We establish the first claim.

Note that (5.8) implies
⋃n

i=1{UXi
∈ [0, βi]} ⊆ {UX ∈ [0, β]} and

⋃n
i=1{UXi

∈ [βi+β0, 1]} ⊆ {UX ∈ [0, β]}.

Thus, it would be either case (i) or (ii). For the latter case, i.e., P({UX ∈ [0, β]} \
⋃n

i=1{UXi ∈ [0, βi]}) > 0,

(5.8) implies

{UX ∈ [0, β]} \
n⋃

i=1

{UXi ∈ [0, βi]} =

n⋂
i=1

{UXi ∈ [βi + β0, 1]}. (5.9)

Then, for any ω ∈ {UX ∈ [0, β]} \
⋃n

i=1{UXi
∈ [0, βi]} and any ω′ ∈ {UX ∈ [β, 1]}, it follows from (5.8) and

(5.9) that Xi(ω) ⩾ Xi(ω
′) holds for all i ∈ [n]. On the other hand, using (5.9), one has that

∑n
i=1 Xi(ω) ⩽∑n

i=1 Xi(ω
′). Thus all the above inequalities hold as equalities. By the arbitrariness of ω and ω′, we conclude

that random variables X1, . . . , Xn and X are all constants on {UX ∈ [β, 1]} ∪ ({UX ∈ [0, β]} \
⋃n

i=1{UXi
∈

[0, βi]}). Hence, there exist UX1
, . . . , UXn

and UX such that case (ii) holds.

In the following Theorem 6, we show that the optimal allocation for (5.4) does not exist if X is not

bounded from above, while we find a sequence of allocations {(X(m)
1 , . . . , X

(m)
n )}m⩾1 such that the sum risk

exposure converges to the lower bound R[0,β](X). For m ⩾ 1, let

X
(m)
i = (X −m)1Ai +

X

n
1Ac +

m

n− 1
1A\Ai

, i ∈ [n], (5.10)

where A = {UX ⩽ β} and (A1, . . . , An) being a partition of A satisfying P(Ai) = βi for all i ∈ [n].

Theorem 6 (Non-existence of the optimal allocation). For X ∈ X1 and β ∈ (0, 1)n satisfying β ∈ (0, 1), if X

is not bounded from above, then
n∑

i=1

RIi (Xi) > R[0,β](X)

holds for all (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ An(X). Moreover, the risk allocation
(
X

(m)
1 , . . . , X

(m)
n

)
∈ An(X), with m ⩾ 1,

defined in (5.10) satisfies

n∑
i=1

RIi(X
(m)
i ) = R[0,β](X) +

1

β
E((X − am)1{X>am})

for m ⩾ (q−β (X) ∨
∨n

i=1 q1−β+βi
(X))+ with am = nm

n−1 , and

lim
m→∞

n∑
i=1

RIi(X
(m)
i ) = R[0,β] (X) .

Proof. Suppose that the total risk X is not bounded from above and that the equality (5.4) holds for a risk

allocation (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ An(X). Then, by Proposition 6, with β0 = 1 − β, there exist UXi , i ∈ [n] and UX
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such that

{UX ∈ [0, β]} = {UXi
∈ Ii}, i ∈ [n],

which is equivalent to

{UX ∈ [β, 1]} = {UXi
∈ [βi, 1− β + βi]}, i ∈ [n].

Then we have

∞ = ess-supX1{UX∈[β,1]} = ess-sup

n∑
i=1

Xi1{UXi
∈[βi,1−β+βi]} ⩽

n∑
i=1

q−1−β+βi
(Xi) < ∞,

which leads to a contradiction. Hence, there is no solution for (5.4) if X is unbounded from above.

Next, we focus on the second statment. For m ⩾ (q−β (X)∨
∨n

i=1 q1−β+βi
(X))+, direct computation shows

RIi(X
(m)
i ) =

1

β
E
(
(X −m)1Ai

+

(
X

n
∨ m

n− 1

)
1{UX>1−β+βi}

)
, i ∈ [n].

Hence, we have

n∑
i=1

RIi(X
(m)
i ) =

1

β
E

(
(X −m)1A +

(
X

n
∨ m

n− 1

) n∑
i=1

1{UX>1−β+βi}

)

= R[0,β](X)−m+
1

β

n∑
i=1

(
E
(
X

n
1{X>am}

)
+

m

n− 1
(β − βi − P(X > am))

)
= R[0,β](X) +

1

β
E
(
X1{X>am}

)
− am

β
P(X > am),

where am = nm
n−1 . Note that amP(X > am) ⩽ E(X1{X>am}) → 0 as m → ∞. Hence, we have

lim
m→∞

n∑
i=1

RIi(X
(m)
i ) = R[0,β](X).

This completes the proofs.

In light of Theorems 5 and 6, we obtain the following results on risk sharing for distortion risk measures

with special inverse S-shaped distortion functions.

Proposition 7. For X ∈ X1 and β ∈ (0, 1)n satisfying β ∈ (0, 1) and λ ∈ (0, 1), we have

n
□
i=1

ρgλ,i
(X) = λE(X) + (1− λ)R[0,β](X).

Moreover, if X is bounded from above, an optimal allocation is given by (5.5); if X is not bounded from above,

the optimal allocation does not exist and the risk allocation
(
X

(m)
1 , . . . , X

(m)
n

)
∈ An(X), with m ⩾ 1, defined
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in (5.10) satisfies

lim
m→∞

n∑
i=1

ρgλ,i

(
X

(m)
i

)
=

n

□
i=1

ρgλ,i
(X).

Proposition 7 shows that the Pareto-optimal risk allocation for ρgλ,i
is the combination of comonotonic

risk sharing for large losses and counter-monotonic risk sharing for small losses or large gains, consistent with

the risk preference represented by ρgλ,i
: risk aversion for large losses and risk-seeking for small losses or large

gains. Finding the optimal risk sharing for distortion risk measures with inverse S-shaped distortion functions

is a very challenging problem due to the non-convexity of the corresponding distortion risk measures. Although

Proposition 7 only solves a special case, to the best of our knowledge, it is the first result offering the optimal

allocations for the non-constrained risk sharing with this class of distortion risk measures with its distortion

functions exaggerating the probabilities of large losses and large gains simultaneously. This can be seen from

the novelty of the optimal allocations and the condition for the existence of the optimal allocations. Proposition

7 suggests that the optimal allocation exists if and only if X is bounded from above. However, the risk sharing

for distortion risk measures with general inverse S-shaped distortion functions is still unknown and will be

studied in future.

Note that our result in Theorem 5 solves the dual problem of the one in Theorem 2 of Embrechts et al.

(2018). We observe

n

□
i=1

RIi(X) = inf

{
n∑

i=1

RIi(Xi) : (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ An(X)

}

= inf

{
n∑

i=1

(
E(Xi)

β
− 1− β

β
R[βi,1−β+βi](Xi)

)
: (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ An(X)

}

=
E(X)

β
− 1− β

β
sup

{
n∑

i=1

R[βi,1−β+βi](Xi) : (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ An(X)

}
.

Hence, the optimal allocation for□n
i=1 RIi(X) is the worst allocation for

∑n
i=1 R[βi,1−β+βi](Xi) with (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈

An(X). Using Theorems 5 and 6, we have the following conclusion.

Proposition 8. For X ∈ X1 and β ∈ (0, 1)n satisfying β ∈ (0, 1), we have

sup

{
n∑

i=1

R[βi,1−β+βi](Xi) : (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈ An(X)

}
=

E(X)− βR[0,β](X)

1− β
= R[β,1](X).

Moreover, if X is bounded from above, an allocation given by (5.5) achieves the supremum; if X is not bounded

from above, no allocation can achieve the supremum.
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, we obtain a new RVaR inequality, differing from the one in Embrechts et al. (2018). Applying

this new inequality, we obtain the upper and lower bounds for robust RVaR by assuming fixed marginal

distributions and unknown dependence structure, which is sharp if the marginal distributions have increasing

densities on their upper-tail parts for the upper bounds and if the marginal distributions have decreasing

densities on their upper-tail part for the lower bounds. Those bounds complement the results and fill in some

gaps of Blanchet et al. (2025). Moreover, we obtain the sharp upper bounds for the difference between two

RVaR and the difference between two quantiles, extending the sharp bounds on RVaR and quantiles to the

corresponding variability risk measures. The application of those extended convolution bounds in portfolio

optimization and optimal insurance and reinsurance is left for future investigation. Finally, applying the

new inequality, we obtain the Pareto-optimal risk allocation for some non-convex averaged quantiles, which

corresponds to the Pareto-optimal risk allocation for distortion risk measures with special inverse S-shaped

distortion functions exaggerating both the probability of large losses and the probability of large gains. By

analyzing the dependence structure of the optimal risk allocation, we show that the optimal allocation does

not exist if the risk is unbounded from above. However, we offer a sequence of allocations whose aggregate risk

exposure converges to the inf-convolution. The Pareto-optimal risk sharing for distortion risk measures with

general inverse S-shaped distortion functions is still an open problem due to the non-convexity nature of the

distortion risk measures.
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