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Extended Convolution Bounds on the Fréchet Problem:

Robust Risk Aggregation and Risk Sharing

Peng Liu* Yang Liuf Houhan Teng?

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(Xy,...,X,) if the distributions of the random variables X1, X, ..., X,, are known, but their joint dependence
structure is unspecified, where f : R™ — R is a measurable function. Typically, f is the sum, and we denote
the sum variable by S = X; + X5 + -+ + X,,. 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 Riischendorf (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
Rischendorf (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



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-Adsera (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), Follmer and Schied (2002) and Frittelli and Rosazza Gianin (2005).
For instance, Barrieu and El Karoui (2005), Jouini et al. (2008), Filipovi¢ 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



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



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 (Q,F,P) be an atomless probability space and X = L°(Q2, F,P) be the set of all random variables,
and X; = L'(Q, 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 M; the set of all distributions of the random
variables in X;. To ease the notation, we treat almost surely equal random variables and events as identical
and set [n] := {1,...,n} for n € NT. Throughout this paper, we use Ula, b] with a < b to represent the uniform
distribution on [a,b]. For any X € X, let Ux ~ UJ0,1] such that F5'(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 Follmer and Schied (2016)). In this paper, the probability measure (u) 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 R; : M — R is defined as

1 _
mwm[%w@

where || is the length of I under the Lebesgue measure on R and ¢; () = inf{z € R : p((—o0,x]) > t} is
the left quantile of distribution p with ¢ € (0,1]. As Ry is a law-invariant risk measure, we abuse the notation
R;(X) with Ry(u) for a random variable X ~ p. This abuse may also apply to other law-invariant risk measures

in our paper.

Remark 1. (i) In fact, one could also define R; using ¢; (1), which does not affect the value of the functional

as q; (1) # ¢; (p) only holds at a countable number of points over (0,1).

(ii) Further, let I C [0,1] be a union of finite many intervals and denote by I the closure of I. As the
integral value does not change if the integral region is changed within countable many points, we have

Rr(p) = Ry(p). Thus, without loss of generality, we always write any interval in I as a closed one.



The average quantile functional includes the classic risk measure, Range-Value-at-Risk (RVaR), as a special

case in the following way:

1

B+a
RVaRj,51a (k) = - /ﬁ Gt = Riy_poarp(i), p €M, (2.1)

where 0 < 8 < 8+ a < 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],

1M 1 (P _
ES, (1) = ’ / ¢y (p)du = Rpy_p17(p) and  LES,(u) = » / ¢y (n)du = Ry (1), pe€ M.
1-p 0

Moreover, both ¢ (1) and qg () for B € (0,1) appear as the limits of some Ry via
lim Ris—a,5)(4) = g5 (1) and  lim Ry pya) = a5 (1), peM.

For p = (pt1,...,pn) € M™, let T'(u) be the set of probability measures on R™ with one-dimensional
marginals p1,. .., it,. For a probability measure 1 on (R™, B(R")), define A\, € M via

Au((—o0,2]) = p({(z1,...,2n) €ER" 12y + - + 2, < x}), TER.

In other words, A, is an aggregated probability measure of the sum variable Y | X;, where the random vector
(X1,...,X,) follows the n-dimensional distribution p. Moreover, let A(p) = {A, : p € I'(p)} be the set of all

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

Ap = {(507&,-.-,5”) € (0,1) x [0,1)”:252. - 1}_
i=0

Note that A,, is neither open nor closed; hence, we use the term “approximate”. For real numbers x;,i € [n],
we use the notation \/;_ | #; = max;ep, @; and \;_; 2; = min;ep,) @;. Finally, for € M and r € (0,1), let p+

be the probability measure given by

p(=o0,a] —r

H( 1—1r

u'r(—o0,x] = max{ ,0} , TeR, (2.2)

which is called the r-tail distribution of u in Rockafellar and Uryasev (2002). Indeed, u™* is the distribution
measure of the random variable g (1), where U ~ U[r,1]. Equivalently, 4" is the distribution measure of u
restricted beyond its r-quantile (assuming no mass at this point). In this paper, a statement that p admits a

decreasing (resp., increasing) density beyond its r-quantile is equivalent to the one that u" admits a decreasing



(resp., increasing) density on its support. An analogous definition applies to the probability measure p"~:

: —00, %
p' (—o0,2] = min{u(]7 1} , reR.
r
That is, "~ is the distribution measure of the random variable gy, (1), where V' ~ U[0,r]. A statement that
admits a decreasing (resp., increasing) density below its r-quantile is equivalent to the one that "~ 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 pp = (f1,...,pn) € M and 0 < r <
r+s<1. We have

sup Rp.,.iq(v)= su LES s (v), inf Ry, qv)= inf ES_s (v).
ueAF,u) 1) ueA(,E)rﬂ i () vehu) T 1) vEA(p(rt)—) w4 (V)

Next, we offer a new inequality for RVaR.

Theorem 1 (New RVaR Inequality). Let 0 < r < r+s <1, aq,...,a, =2 0 and B1,...,B, > 0 satisfying
i+ Vi Bi<l—rand Y. a; <s. Then for p € M™ and v € A(p), we have

n

1—r—5
Ry (V) < Z |:R[r,r+ai]u[r+aqz+ﬂi,1] (1) + (

‘ S
1=1

L 1-r-8

s > R[T+a'i77'+ai+ﬁi] (:LLZ) : (3~1)

Moreover, (3.1) holds for r =0 if p € M7.

Proof. First, we suppose g € M7 and r > 0. Let X; ~ p/t,i € [n] (note that we define the notation in
Equation (2.2)) and S = > | X;. Throughout the proof, we assume «;,3; > 0 and > . a; + Vi, B < 1.
By Theorem 1 of Embrechts et al. (2018), for /I, 8; <u<1— 3" | a;, we have

Ry aicui-yr a(S) < ZR[l—ai— 1—ay] (X0)-

i=1
i=1

Letting 0 <t <1—>" ;o and (V[ B) VE<u<1—3 1 a it is easy to check

n
Ru—sn  auisr, aim(S) S Ru—sn  aimui-x 0] (8) <Y Ri—a,—pi1-a, (X0).
=1



Then, replacing X; with —Xj, it follows that

Ry oty atul(S) =Y Riasars8,(X0)-
i=1

Letting u =1— Y | o;, we have

Risn  aist)(S) 2D Ria, 0,48 (X0).
=1

Using the fact that
E(S) = (1 —D i t) Risr ape)(S) + (Z o + t) Rosr, et (S),
i=1 i=1

we further have

E(S) — <Z o + t) R sor ai40(5) 2 (1 D t) > Rl ons5(X0),
i=1 =1 =1

which can be rewritten as
1 n n
Rioyr a1 (8) < ST atd > <E(Xi) - (1 > ai- t) R[ai,aiJr,Bi](Xi)) :
i=1"" i=1 i=1
Noting that E(X;) = (1 — 8i) Rj0,a,)U[es +6:.1) (Xi) + BiRa; ;4.6 (Xi), we have

1 n
R[OVZ;LZI OZH-t](S) < 2717 Z ((1 - Bi)R[O,(x,,]U[ai—&-&,J] (Xz) - (1 - Zai —t— ﬁz) R[a”al-&-&](Xz)) .

i=1 @+t i=1

(3.2)

By Lemma 1, we have

sup Ripri)(S") = sup Rio, 1=)(S)-
Xi~piyi€[n], 8’ =301, X Ximopi T i€n],5=31, X;

Combining the above equation with (3.2) and letting *— = >""" | a; + ¢, we have

!
sup R[T7T+S] (S )
Xj~pisi€[n],8'=3"7, X

1 n n
Do =B8R anofo 5. (X) = [ 1= aj—t =B | Ria,aur5.(Xi)

< - -
~ n
i ittt j=1



As X; ~ pit and X| ~ p;, for any I C [0,1] being a union of finite many intervals, we have R;(X;) =
R,y (1—ry1(X]) for i € [n]. Taking a; = (1 —7)a; and 3] = (1 —r)f;, we obtain

1—r
R[r,r+s] (Sl) < Zn a + 1 — 7' <( > R[r,r-{-a;]u[r—i-aé-i-ﬁé,l] (Xz/>
1

1a —|—ﬁ’
- (1_t s 1—r )R[r+a Jr+al) +ﬁ](X/)> :

By taking o = o, 8 = B3; for i € [n] and noticing that s = .| af + (1 — r)¢, the above inequality can be
rewritten as

n

1—r B’L 1—r— B’L
Ry (1) < {SR[r rtoalUlra+8:,1] (i) + (1 - S) Rpytaprtaits) (1) | -
i=1
We establish the claim for g € M7 and r > 0.
For p € M™ and r > 0, suppose X; ~ p;, i € [n] and let S =" ;| X;. Define X(m) (X; Am)V (—m)
and S(") = S X( ™) for m > 1. Clearly, X( ™) has a finite mean, and as m — oo, Xi(m) — X; and S™ — §
a.e.. Using the above conclusion, we have

m - 1 —T—ﬁi
R[r,r+s](5( )) < Z [s

i=1

()]

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

R[r,r+ai]U[T+"‘i+Bi’1] (Xi(m))

inequality, we establish the claim for g € M™ and r > 0.
For the case p € MY} and r = 0, letting r | 0 in (3.1), we obtain the desired result. This completes the

proof. O

Note that in (3.1), it is possible that some I for R; has a length of zero. The only possible case is a; = 0
and r + «; + 8; = 1, implying the length of [r,r 4+ a;] U [r + a; + 55, 1] is zero and 1_%5’ = 0. Hence, the value
of #R[T,H%}U[ﬂraﬁﬁhl] (1;) is understood as zero.

In Theorem 1 of Embrechts et al. (2018), it shows that for ay,...,a, > 0 and S4,..., 5, > 0 satisfying
S i+ Vil Bi <1, pe M™and v € A(p), we have

R[rr—i—s] ZRl ai—Bi,1—a; ( )a (33)

where r+s=1—-3"  a; and s = \/_, B;. 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,



involving the linear combinations of R; 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 — 3; = 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 ai,...,an € (0,1 —7) with >, a; = s. Then for p € M™ and
v e A(u), we have

n
R[T,r+s] (V) < Z R[r,'r«kai]u[lferai,l] (/J/l) (34)

i=1

Moreover, (3.4) holds for r =0 if p € M7.

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 p € M™ and 0 <r <r+s <1, or p € M} and

0<r<r+s<1, we have

. 1—1— 5\ ©
sup R 44 (V) < ﬁe(lﬂf { (1 - ) > Riy s, g0 (1)

v 1-r)A, S 4
eA(p) ,6021—r)—s i—1 (4.1)
1—7r =B ¢
L — Z Ry 4 8,]01r+8:+80,1] (Mi)}-
i=1

Moreover, (4.1) holds as an equality for p € M7 in the following cases:

(i) each of u1,...,pu, admits an increasing density beyond its r-quantile;
(i) 327y pi [0 (i) ap (ui)) < 1=

10



Proof. In light of (3.1) and using the assumption > " ; a; + /i, 8; = 1 —r and the transformations §; —
Bo, i € [n], a; = B4, i € [n], we have, for B € (1 —r)A, and By =1 —1 — s,

1—r—fo\ © 1—7—fo -
R ryg(v) < (1 - S) Z Ry i r48:480) (1) + - 5 Z R r48,]000+8:+80,1] (H3)-

=1 =1

We obtain (4.1) by taking the supremum on the left-hand side of the above inequality over v € A(u) and
infimum on the right-hand side of the above inequality over 8 € (1 —r)A,, and Sy > 1 —1r — s.

Next, we show that (4.1) is an equality for cases (i) and (ii). If case (i) holds, then each of pj ™, ... ur*
admits an increasing density. Define (Equation (3.4) in Jakobsons et al. (2016))

Ts, = h(U) <o,y +d(sn)Liuss,y,

where U ~ U[0,1], h(z) = >, yi(z) — (n — y(x), d(z) = ——fy;fgr)y’ zui T (dz) for z € (0,1), and
sp = inf{zx € (0,1) : h(x) < d(x)} with y, y;, ¢ € [n] being the continuous functions on (0, 1) satisfying

ZMI*(—oo, —yi(x)) =z, and pi"[yi(@),y(x) —yi(2)) =1 -2, 2 € (0,1).

In light of Lemma 3.4 of Jakobsons et al. (2016) and using the fact that each of x|™, ..., u’" admits an
increasing density, there exist X; ~ ,uzH such that T, = Y | —X,. Moreover, using Lemma 3.3 of Jakobsons

et al. (2016), we could find B’ € A,, with 3} > 1

__s
1—r

Rjo,1—s/(1=r))(—5) = 23[1—55—56,1_;3;](*)(1')
i=1
with S = Z?Zl X;. The detail of construction of such @ and ) 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

Rig/1—ry,11(S ZR[ﬂ;,B 1y (X).-

Using the fact
s 1—r—s

E =
(8) = 7= Rio.s/a-m)(S) + ——

Ris/1—ry11(9),
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we have

1 —r 1—r—s
Ryo,s/(1-rm(S (E — ZRW’ B+ (Xi >>
=1

Z ( (1 = Bo)Ryo,pruis:+8.11 (Xe) + (50 ) ZRB;,ﬂ 1164 ))

%

i=1

There exist U’ ~ U[0,1] and (Y3, ...,Y,) such that (Y3,...,Y,) is independent of U’ and has the same distri-
bution as (X7,...,X,). Define

Xi =Yl +qp (m) i<y, i € [n], and §" = ZXI

Clearly, X{ ~ p; and 8" = (3202, Yi)Lyrspy + (3002, ¢ (1)) 1w <y Note that Ry, 1(S") = Rjo,s/(1-r))(5).
Letting Bo = (1 — )8} and B; = (L —7)B., i € [n], we have B € (1 —r)A,, fo > 1—r — s and

R[rs = Ti((l

i=1

Bo 1—7r—35)\ —
) Rip 480010 +8:+80.1] (Xz/) + (1 Ly 1 Z Rir 18, r+8:+8o] (Xz/)
i=1

1- —r—fo -
= <1 ) Y Rirsgors ot ol (i) + f > Rirri i+ oi 0,1 (1),
i=1 i=1
implying the inverse inequality of (4.1). Hence, (4.1) holds as an equality.
If case (ii) holds, then Y7 | uf™ [qf (ui ™), q7 (1 ")) < 1. Hence, there exist X; ~ pu! ™, i € [n] such that
—X;, i € [n] are lower mutually exclusive. Hence, in light of Lemma EC.2 of Blanchet et al. (2025), there exist

X;~ptand B’ € A, B) = 1— 2 such that

n

Rio1—sy1-m)(=8) = > Ru—pr—gy1-p(—Xi)

i=1

with S = Y"1 | X;. Repeating the procedure in the proof of case (i), we can show that (4.1) holds as an
equality. O

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

sup Ry, i < inf Ry, —py,1—p:1 (1) 4.2
JSup frrts) (V) petd z; [1—Bi— Bo,1—g:] (Ha) (4.2)

As stated in Blanchet et al. (2025), the bound (4.2) is sharp if each of uq,..., u, admits a decreasing den-
sity beyond its r-quantile. However, it is not clear whether it is still sharp if each of pq,..., s, 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 p € M, let

cn(p) = inf {x € <0, 711> : (n - 1)(](”_1)2@) * oW < Ritn—1)z,1-2] (H)}

with the convention that inf () = 1/n.

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

on its support, and 0 <r <1+ s < 1 with 2 < nc, (i), then we have

sup R[r,r+s] (V) = nR[r,r—&-%]U[l—s—&-%,l] (M) (43)
v€An (1)
Proof. Suppose 1 = --- = p, = p, which has an increasing density on its support. Denote by [ the distribution

measure of —X;, where X; ~ p. Hence, i has a decreasing density. Denote by & the distribution measure of

—> " X, where Y | X; ~v. For 0<r <r+s<1, writet =1—r —s. Using Lemma 1, we have

sup Ry ,iq(v)=— inf Rp_,_s1_.(P)=— inf ES s (7). 4.4
vEAL (1) e () veAn (1) " 1-r1(7) DEAR (Alt+=) ) t+s( ) (44)

Note that i(**%)~ has a decreasing density on its support. Hence, by Theorem 5.2 of Bernard et al. (2014), we
have for any p € (0, nc, (1],
P

nt B, =2 [T (0= a0 + a7 0) o (4.5)
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Using (4.5), for = < nep(p), we have

~ o nltts) [T — = (t+s)— - (n(t+s)—
e B B 0) = = [T (0 0, ) )
n(t+s) (7w _ o _
= _?/O <(7’L - I)Q(n_l)(t_,_s)u(,u) + q(l—u)(t-i—s)('u)) du
(n=1)
n(t+ s) R T ts 1
=TS d g ()
5 </o t+sq“(”) U+/t+sit+8qv('u) v (46)
n 7@;1)5 t+s ’
-z < ARG (ﬂ)dv>
s 0 ths— 2
n 17t75+% 1
= — 5 (u)d S (w)d
. /His g, (p)dv + /17 wn, @ (n)dv
=R ry210pn—st 2 1] (1)
Combining (4.4) and (4.6), we have (4.3). O

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 p € M™ and 0 < r <r+s <1, or p € M} and

0<r<r+s<1, we have

. r+s5—5)
inf RT’I‘ s]\V P sup {(1_> Rr s—pBi—PBo,r+s—PB; i
Lo B () 5l . ; [rts— 85— fo,r-+s— 8, (1)
Pozr (4.7)
r+s—fo
+ — Z R[O,T"rS-ﬁi—ﬁo]U[T+S—,Bi7T+S] (NZ)}
=1

Moreover, (4.7) holds as an equality for p € MY in the following cases:
(i) each of p1, ..., admits a decreasing density below its (r + s)-quantile;
(1) iy i (a5 (1a)s arps ()] <7+ 5.

Proof. Denote by ji; the distribution measure of —X;, where X; ~ pu;, and by 7 the distribution measure of

— >, X, where > | X; ~ v. Then we have

inf Ry, q(v)=— sup Ry_,_s1-n(D).
vEA(p) rrs] (V) DeAFﬁ) s si1-n)(?)
Applying Theorem 2, we immediately establish the claim. O

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

n
inf Ry ,q(v) 2 sup Rig, s i) 4.8
Lo B (V) Be(r—s-s)An; [846:-+50] (Hi) (4.8)
Bo=s

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 p € M, we denote by [ the distribution measure of —X with X ~ p.

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

on its support, and 0 <r <r+s <1 with -3 < ney(ft), then we have

verl Bl () = nByg oniag gy tane g ()-

4.2 Inter-RVaR Difference Aggregation Upper Bounds

For 0 < ry < s1 <7y < 82 < 1, the inter-RVaR difference is defined as

IR‘D[T1731]7[7‘2732](IU’) = R[rz,‘eg](ﬂ) - R[m,sﬂ(ﬂ)v

which can be viewed as an example of the variability measures introduced in Bellini et al. (2022). If r; =
1—s3=0and s; = 1 =7y, then IRDy, s,1[rs,50] (1) = ES1—1, (1) = LES; ., (), which is the inter-ES difference

introduced by Bellini et al. (2022). If s5 | 72 = 1 —7 and r; T s; = r, then IRDy ] converges to the

r1,81],[T2,82

inter-quantile difference

1QD; (1) = ¢/, (1) — ¢y (), 7 € (07 ﬂ ;

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.,

1QD; () =, ) - ). € 0.5 ).
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which is the limit of IRDy,, ,.(rs,s5](1) @8 72 T 52 = 1 — 7 and s; | r; = 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 p: M — RU{oo} is a p-upper-tail risk measure if p(u1) = p(pe) for all pi, s € M
satisfying ub " = 15" we say p : M — RU{o0} is a p-lower-tail risk measure if p(p1) = p(us) for all p1, py € M
satisfying puf~ = pb ™. Note that here the domain of p can be restricted to M;. The p-upper-tail risk measure
is the so-called p-tail risk measure introduced and studied in Liu and Wang (2021). We say p: M — RU {oco}
satisfies monotonicity if p(u1) < p(pe) for all pq, ua € M satisfying ¢; (p1) < ¢; (u2) for all ¢ € (0,1).

Clearly, for 0 < 7 < s < 1, R[r, s] is an r-upper-tail risk measure and also an s-lower-tail risk measure; ¢,

is an r-upper-tail risk measure and (r + ¢)-lower-tail risk measure for some 0 < ¢ < 1 —r; ¢, is an r-lower-tail

T
risk measure and (r — &)-upper-tail risk measure for some 0 < ¢ < 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 p1 : M — R U {oo} is an s-upper-tail risk measure and
p2 i M — RU{oo} is an r-lower-tail risk measure. If p1 and py are monotone risk measures, for p € M™, we

have

sup (1) — pav)) = sup pr(v)— it po(v)
veA(p) veA(p) veA(p)

Proof. Clearly, we have

sup (p1(v) = p2(v)) < sup pi(v) — inf pa(v).
veA(p) veEA(p) vEA(p)

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

sup pi(v) = sup pi(v)= sup pj <Zqﬁi(ui)>,

veA(p) veA(pst) U;~Uls,1] i=1

where p} is the generator of p; satisfying p1(u) = pi(u*") for all u € M. Next, we show that

veA(w) veEA(UTT) Vi~U[0,r

inf po(v)= inf p3(v)=_inf ]P; (Z ay, (m)) : (4.9)

i=1
where p} satisfies pa(u) = p5(p") for all p € M. For any (V1,...,V,) with V; ~ U[0,7], ¢ € [n], there exist
(V{,..., V) and U’ such that (V{,..., V) 4 (Vi,...,V,) and U’ ~ UJ[0,1] is independent of (V{,..., V),

where < means equality in distribution. Let

Xi = gy (i) Lur <y + qu (i) Lgursy, @ € [n].
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Then we have X; ~ p; and
éXi = (Zj; Ty, (m)) Lywrary + (i qu (m)) Livrsry-
Note that ess-sup ) .-, ay, (1i) < >t a4y (pi). Hence, we have
p2 (Z:;X> =3 (g qw(ui)> =5 (g qvi(ui)> :

Using the arbitrariness of V;, we have

inf < inf 5 vo(i) ] -

B L ICOR S ( av, (1 ))

For X; ~ pi, @ € [n], let S =31, X;. Let (V4,...,V},) < (Ux,,...,Ux,)/Us < r. Direct computation
shows P(V; < z) = w < Z A1 for z € [0,1]. Hence, there exist V/ ~ U[0,7], i € [n] such that

V! < V;, i € [n]. Note that the monotonicity of ps implies the monotonicity of p3. Consequently, we have
pa(S) = p3(S/Us < 1) = p3 (Z a, (m)) > pj (Z 4, (m)) :
i=1 i=1
implying
inf v) > inf 5 () ).
Jnf () > inf o (;qv,,(u ))

We establish the claim (4.9).

For any (Uy,...,U,) and (V4,...,V,) with U; ~ U[s, 1] and V; ~ U[0,r], i € [n], there exist (U7,...,U)}),
(V{,..., V), and U’ such that (U7,...,U},V{,...,V}) 4 (Uy,...,Un, V1,...,V,) and U’ ~ UJ[0, 1] is indepen-
dent of (U{,..., U}, V{,..., V). Let

Xi = gy () Lqwr> sy + qu () Lgr<vr<sy + (1) Lyur <y

Clearly, X; ~ p; and

ZXi = <Z s (Mz‘)) Liyrssy + <Z qu (Mz’)) L cvrgsy + (Z Ty (Mi)) Tivrgry-

=1 =1 i=1 i=1

17



Note that ess-inf Y . ; Gy, (1i) = S qs (i) =00 g (i) = esssup Yy Gy (pi). Hence,

= p} (Z az, (ui)) — 0 (Z ay, (m))

Using the arbitrariness of U; and V;, we have

sup (p1(v) — p2(v)) = sup pj (Z q@(m)) T (Zl qi(m)) :

veA(p) U;~Uls,1] i—1

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 p € M™ and 0 < 1 < s1 < 13 < 82 < 1, or

peEMP and0<r; <sp <re <s2 <1, we have

sup IRDpy, 611, ra,s0] (V) = sup Ry, o, (v) — inf Ry oq(v).
veA(p) veA(p) veA(p)

(i) For p € M™ and 0 <r < s <1, we have

sup (¢f (v) —q, (v)) = sup ¢F(v)— inf ¢ (v).
veA(w) veA(w) vEA ()

(iii) For p € M™ with continuous ¢~ (1), - -,q" (ttn) on (0,1) and 0 < r < s < 1, we have

sup (g5 (v) — ¢ (v)) = sup (¢F(v)—qr (v)) = sup ¢f(v)— inf ¢ (v).
veA(p) veA(p) veA(p) veA(p)

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

T'gs -upper-tail risk measure and ¢ is an T'z*'s—lower—tail risk measure. Moreover, both ¢; and ¢ are monotone

risk measures. Hence, applying Theorem 4, we have

sup (qs_(v) — q:'(u)) = sup q; (v)— inf ¢ (v).
vEA(p) vEA(n) vEA(w)

By (ii), we have

sup (¢f (v) —q, (v)) = sup ¢f(v)— inf g (v).
veA(p) veA(u) vEA(p)
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Moreover, it follows from Lemma 4.4 of Bernard et al. (2014) and the continuity of ¢; (u1),...,¢; (un) on
(0,1) that sup, ¢ 5, ¢ (v) is continuous on (0,1), which further implies inf, e,y ¢; (v) is continuous on (0,1).

Hence, we have

sup g (v) = sup ¢ (v), inf ¢ (v)= inf ¢ (v), t€(0,1).
veA(p) veA(p) veA () veA(p)
Consequently,
sup (g5 (v) =g (v)) = sup (¢ (v) — g ().
veA(p) veA(p)
This completes the proof. O

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 ¢;" (v) and

g, (v) has the following expression:

sup (g (v) =gy (v)) = sup ¢f(v)— inf ¢ (v),
veA(p) veA(p) veA(p)

which is strictly positive in most cases, even if all y; 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 p € M} and 0 <1y < s3 <rg <sy <1

(i) If each of pi,..., 1y admits a decreasing density beyond its ro-quantile and an increasing density below

its s1-quantile, then

Sup IRD[T1,81]7[T2,52]( v) = ZRU Bi—PBo,1— ﬁ](:ul) sup ZR/BWB +50]('u1)

A ﬁe(l s €514,
vEAr) 502522 T2 /3?2211 —r1 i=1
(i) If each of p1,...,u, admits a decreasing density beyond its ro-quantile and below its s1-quantile respec-
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tively, then

n

sup IRDpy, o] 5] (¥) = i0f > R g g1 g ()
veA(p) BE(—r2)Ap <=
H Bozsa—ry =1
r14 51— Bo)
— Sup { <1 - ) Z R[7'1+81—,37:—5077'1+81—ﬁi](Mi)
BEs1A, 51 i=1
Bozs1—T1
1+ 51— o
+ 51 Z R[O;T1+515iﬁo]U[T1+5151'7T1+81](:ui)}'
=1

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 p € M7} and 0 < r; <s3 <ry < sy < 1.

(i) If each of ui, ..., u, admits an increasing density beyond its ro-quantile and below its s1-quantile, then
sup IRD (v)=  inf 1- L —r: = fo zn:R (1)
veA(m) [r1,s1],[r2,s2] Be(l—ra)A, S9 — 19 i [r2+Bi,m2+B:+B0] \Hi
Bo=1—s2 =
1—7y— By
" RippratpilUlra+6i+60,1] ()
f2m T2 o
n
- sup Z R[ﬁuﬁr‘rﬂo](ﬂi)'
Bes1An T4
Bo=s1—r1
(i) If each of p1, ..., pu, admits an increasing density beyond its ro-quantile and a decreasing density below
its s1-quantile, then
. 1-7r— B0\ v
s IRD, 5110105 = nf 1-— Ry 18 rois, ;
VELAIBL) [r1,81),[r2,52) (V) st A { ( p— Zl [r2+B:,72+Bi+80] (i)
0=>1—s2 =
1— 79— By =
— 12 — o
* So — ZR[T27T2+5i]U[T2+5i+50’1] (/’[’l)}
2T I
r1+ 51— B0 v
— sup { (1 - ) Z R[T’lJrSlfﬁi*ﬁo»TlJrSl*ﬁi](Mi)
BEs1 A, S1 i—1
Bo=s1—T1
1+ 51— Bo
+ T Z R[07T1+S1—51:—50]U[7"1+31—51:77’1-"-81] (/J‘Z)}

i=1

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 p € M"™ and 0 < r < s < 1, if each of u1,. ..,y 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 (¢ (V) =gy (1)) = _inf Y Ru_g_py1-py(p) — LS > Rig, 5,460 (11)-
=1

veA(w)  Be(l-9)A, & A, =

The sharp bounds given in Propositions 3-5 are the upper bounds that are valid for all p € M7 and
0<r <sg<ra<sa<lorpe M"and 0 <r; < s <71 < sy < 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 p; : X1 — R, ¢ € [n]. For a total risk X € A7, the set of all possible allocations
of X is denoted by

An(X) = {(Xl,...,Xn) (X)) X = X}.
i=1

The inf-convolution of py,...,py, is defined as

n . n

O pi(X) =inf > pi(Xi): (X1,..., Xn) € An(X) p, X € X0

=1 i=1
In this section, we use risk functionals Ry,,..., Ry, to represent the agents’ preferences, where I, = [0, ;] U
[1 — B+ B;,1] for all ¢ € [n] with a parameter vector 3 := (81,...,,) € (0,1)" satisfying 8 = >_1 ;| 8; and
0 < B < 1. We aim to find the optimal allocation for the inf-convolution, i.e., finding (X7,..., X)) € A, (X)

such that

S RL(X)) = O Ri(X). (5.1)
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The central object in our investigation of risk sharing is the form taken by Rjg 4jufy,1) With 0 <o <y < 1.
In the risk sharing context, the motivation of using such preference functionals can be interpreted from the

fact that for A € (0,1),

1
AE(X) + (1 = M) R, (X) =/O 01 s(X)dgni(s) := pg, (X)), (5.2)

where

gri(s) = As + (s A (B=Bi)Lp,1-p,(5) + 3

(S — ]. + 5)1[1_[%@](8) (53)

is a distortion function. Hence, the above risk functionals p,, ; can be viewed as either a Yaari’s dual utility
or a distortion risk measure; see Yaari (1987) and Chapter 4 of Follmer and Schied (2016). Note that the
distortion function g ; 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 Follmer and Schied (2016). Note that the risk sharing for
AE(X) 4+ (1 — MRy, (X) is equivalent to the risk sharing for Ry, in terms of the optimal risk allocations. This
motivates us to consider the risk sharing for Ry,.

For monetary risk measures®, 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, Ry and pg, , are
monetary risk measures. More economic interpretation on the inf-convolution can be found in e.g., Chapter 10
of Riischendorf (2013).

We next give the definition of comonotonicity and counter-comonotonicity for n random variables to
interpret the optimal allocations. We say (Xi,...,X,) are comonotonic if there exist increasing functions
fi, i € [n] such that X; = f;(X1 +--- + X,,) for all i € [n]; we say (X1,...,X,) are counter-comonotonic if
(—X;, X;) 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, 2, := 2V 0 for = € R.
Theorem 5 (Risk sharing for the average quantile). For X € Xy and 3 € (0,1)" satisfying 8 € (0,1), we have

0 Ry, (X) = Ry 5(X). (5.4)

=1

IWe say a mapping p : X — R is a monetary risk measure if it satisfies cash invariance, i.e., p(X + ¢) = p(X) + ¢ for X € X
and ¢ € R, and monotonicity, i.e., p(X) < p(Y) for X <Y; see e.g., Chapter 4 of Follmer and Schied (2016).

22



Moreover, if X is bounded from above, an optimal allocation is given by

X t
XZ‘:(X—t)]lAi-l-;]lAc-i- I]IA\A“ Z'E[n], (5.5)

where t 2 (¢7 (X))4+, A={Ux < B} and (A1,...,A,) is a partition of A satisfying P(A4;) = B; for alli € [n].
Proof. By Corollary 1, we have

n

D Br.(X) > Rpo,5(X). (5.6)
Hence, it suffices to show the inverse inequality of (5.6). Suppose that X is bounded from above and

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

n

;Xi:Z(X_t)]lAi+;;]1AC+;”71]1A\A1'

=1

= (X—t)]lA—l—X]lAc +tly =X,
and thus (Xi,...,X,) € A,(X). We claim that, for each i € [n],
Xi(w1) € Xi(w2) < X;(ws) for wy € A;, wy € A° and w3 € A\ A; almost surely. (5.7)

Note that X;(w2) < X;(w3) holds trivially. We next show X;(w1) < X;(ws2). By our construction, we have
Xi(w1) < qE(X) —t and X;(wq) € [qE(X)/n,qf(X)/n}. If q;(X) < 0, then

(X
Xion) < g3 ()~ < g5 (0 < B8 < X
If ¢§ (X) > 0, then
(X
Xi(w1) <g5(X)—t<0< qﬂq(z : < Xi(we)
Using (5.7), we have
Ri(X) = 1E|(x )1 L g
1 i)—B (X = )14, + —Taa,
_1 Bi B—Bi
- BE[X]IAJ - Et + mt
— 1 B —np;

It follows that

n

ZRQ (X;) = Z %E[X]l,qi] + Z mt = %E[X]IA] = R[O,B](X)-
i=1 i=1 =1
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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(™) = X A m and
Zm = X — x(m) = (X —m)lix). Using the above result, we know that for each m > 1, there exists
(x{™ L X5™Y € An(X™) such that

5t (X07) = Ry (X7) < R ().
i=1

Let Yl(m) = Xl(m) +2(™) . Then we have (Yl(m), Xém), . 7Xy(lm)) € A, (X). Inlight of Theorem 1 of Embrechts
et al. (2018), we have

Ry, (X{m) + ZW)

= G o (¥4 70) + P R (1) 4 707)

5 (n (307) +550, (4)) 25 (0 (5) 550 (5)
= Ry, (x{"™) + %ES (20m) + e ;51 BSss, (27).

Note that

%ESgl (Z(m> B BﬁlESB 5 ( (WU) < %E [Z(m)} — 0 as m — oo.

Therefore, for any € > 0, there exists mg > 1 such that
(m) (m)
Ry Y,y <Ry (Xy +e

for all m > mg, which implies

Rr, (Yl(m)) + an Rr,(X™) < an R, (X§m>) +e< Ryog (X)+e.

~
[
v
~
Il
,_.

By the arbitrariness of €, we obtain 0f; Ry, (X) < Rjo)(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. O

Note that (5.5) is also an optimal allocation if we replace ¢t in (5.5) by a random variable Y satisfying
Y > (¢; (X))4. 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 A€ and is counter-comonotonic over A, i.e.,
(X —t)la, + 5044, @€ [n] with (Ay,..., A,) being a partition of A satisfying P(A4;) = f; 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 Filipovi¢ 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 (Xi,...,X,,X) with (X1,...,X,) € A,(X) such that for
B € (0,1)" satisfying 8 =>"1_, 8; € (0,1), (5.4) holds.

Proposition 6. For a random variable X € Xy and a random vector (X1,...,X,, X) with (X1, Xa,...,X,) €
A, (X)), (5.4) holds if and only if there exist Ux,,...,Ux, and Ux such that

{Ux €10,8]} ={Ux, € I,}, i€][n]. (5.8)

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

(7’) U;L:I{UXqi € [O7ﬂz]} = {UX € [Ovﬂ]}7

(ii) The set {Ux € [0,8]} \ U= {Ux, € [0, 8i]} has a positive probability, which is denoted by 6. Meanwhile,
random variables X1, ..., X, and X are all constants on the set {Ux € [ — 0,1]}, which actually equals
the set {Ux, € [Bi, 1 — B+ Bi + 0]} for alli € [n].

Proof. Obviously, the equation (5.8) is a sufficient condition for (5.4). We next show the only if part. Let
Bo =1— . Then we have Y ;" 3; = 1. Note that (5.4) is equivalent to

ZR[ﬁi,lfﬁwi](Xi) = Riz,1)(X),
=1

which is further equivalent to

> Rup,—gea-p(—Xi) = Rpg g (—X).
=1

Let Y; = —X;, i € [n] and Y = —X. For i € [n], define random variables

T; =Yilw, <1-p,3 + My, >1-8,3
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where m € R satisfying m < A\, 415, s, (Y;). By the construction of T;, one could see that for any s € R,

(ZT >s) >p<{zy > } (U > 1 A )
P(Zn:Y>s>— im{Uy, > 1-Bi})
[

1=1

in>s>—1+ﬂo.

i=1

Vv

P

Thus, we have
q; (ZE) qu 1+8o (Zy> Yu € 1 - ﬁOa ]
i=1

Then, combined with the subadditivity of ES, we have
ZRl B ZESgO > Sy, (Z Ti>
i=1

1 (&
B ﬁ0~/1—30 u (ZTZ> a

i=1

1 /1 B
> — q,_ Y) du.
Bo Ji-p, 150 (V)

Direct computation shows

1 1 1 Bo
— ” Y)du = —/ w (Y)du
Bo /1[30 Gu-ip (V) Bo Jo ()

= LESg, (Y)
=Y Ru—p—pya-p, (Vi)
=1
which implies that 527, BSs, (T;) = ESg, (Y12, Th) = LESg, (31, Vi) By Y0 BSg, (Th) = ESs, (S0, T))

and by Theorem 5 of Wang and Zitikis (2021), there exist Ur,, i € [n] and Us>n | 7, such that {Ur, € [1—/, 1]} =
{Us>r_ 1, € [1 = Bo, 1]} for all i € [n]. Hence, we have

Esﬁo (ZT) —E <ZT1{UT €[1— ﬁml]})
1
= %]E (Z Y;]l{UTiE[l—BoJ]}>

=1
1
=5 E(Y (v, e1-po.13) = LESg, (Y).

26



This implies that there exists Uy such that {Uy € [0, 8o]} = {Ur, € [1—00, 1]} = {Uy, € [1—8;—Bo,1—B;]} for
all i € [n]. Note that Ux = 1—Uy and Ux, = 1—Uy,. Hence, we have {Ux € [1— 8y, 1]} = {Ux, € [Bi, Bi+Bo]}
for all ¢ € [n], which is equivalent to (5.8). We establish the first claim.

Note that (5.8) implies |J;—,{Ux, € [0, 8]} C {Ux € [0,8]} and U, {Ux, € [Bi+ Bo, 1]} C {Ux € [0, 5]}
Thus, it would be either case (i) or (ii). For the latter case, i.e., P{Ux € [0, 8]} \ U/_,{Ux, € [0,5]}) > 0,
(5.8) implies

{Ux €[0,8]}\ U{UX € 0,8} = ({Ux, € [8i + o, 1]} (5.9)

i=1 i=1

Then, for any w € {Ux € [0,8]} \ Ui~ {Ux, € [0,3]} and any v’ € {Ux € [3,1]}, it follows from (5.8) and
(5.9) that X;(w) > X;(w’) holds for all i € [n]. On the other hand, using (5.9), one has that ), ; X;(w) <
>, Xi(w'). Thus all the above inequalities hold as equalities. By the arbitrariness of w and w’, we conclude
that random variables X7,...,X,, and X are all constants on {Ux € [3,1]} U ({Ux € [0,8]} \ Ui, {Ux, €
[0, 5:]}). Hence, there exist Ux,,...,Ux, and Ux such that case (ii) holds. O

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), cee XT(Lm))}m>1 such that the sum risk

exposure converges to the lower bound Rjy g(X). For m > 1, let

m
-1

m X .
XM = (X —m) 1y, +lae+ L, i€, (5.10)

where A = {Ux < 8} and (Ay,...,A,) being a partition of A satisfying P(4;) = f; for all i € [n].

Theorem 6 (Non-existence of the optimal allocation). For X € X; and 8 € (0,1)" satisfying 8 € (0,1), if X

is not bounded from above, then
n

> Ry, (Xi) > Ry g(X)

i=1

holds for all (X1,...,X,) € Ay (X). Moreover, the risk allocation (Xfm), ... ,X,(Lm)) € Ap(X), with m > 1,
defined in (5.10) satisfies

ZRI = Rio.1(X) + SE(X = )1 x50,

form = (g5 (X) V Vi, q1-p45,(X)) 4 with am = 325, and

L Z Rp, (X{™) = Ry g7 (X))
i=1
Proof. Suppose that the total risk X is not bounded from above and that the equality (5.4) holds for a risk
allocation (Xi,...,X,) € A,(X). Then, by Proposition 6, with 8y = 1 — 3, there exist Ux,, i € [n] and Ux
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such that
{Ux €[0,8]} ={Ux, € I}, i€ [n],

which is equivalent to

{Ux € [B,1]} ={Ux, € [8i,1 = B+ Bi]}, i€[n]

Then we have

= ess-supX gy, g[g,1]} = €ss- bupZX vy, ei1-p+6:11 < qu g1, (Xi) < o0,
=1

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 > (g5 (X)V Vi_; ¢1-15,(X))+, direct computation shows

m 1 X m .
Ry, (x{™) = EE ((X —m)la, + (n v n—l) Il{UX>1B+ﬂi}) , 4 € [n].

Hence, we have

- m 1 X
;Rn(Xi( ) = BE ((X —m)La+ (n v ) Zﬂ{Uxx ﬂwz})

= Rpp(X)—m+ 2 Z( < ]l{X>am}>+nn_11(ﬁ_5i_]P(X>am)))

TP(X > ap),

a
= Rjo,p(X) + E (X1ixsa,) — 5

B

where a,, = 7% Note that a,,P(X > a,,) <E(X1{x5q,}) — 0asm — co. Hence, we have

lim ZRI (X™) = Ryg g)(X).

m—oo
=1

This completes the proofs. O

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 € X; and 3 € (0,1)™ satisfying 8 € (0,1) and X € (0,1), we have

0 04, (X) = XE(X) + (1= A) Rpo (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 (Xl(m)7 .. ,Xr(bm)> € A, (X), withm > 1, defined
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in (5.10) satisfies

Proposition 7 shows that the Pareto-optimal risk allocation for pgy, ; 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 py, ,: 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

2y

0 Ry, (X) inf{ Y LX) (X, X)) eAn(X)}

— inf ; (IE(;Q) _ l_ﬁBRmi,lawi](Xi)) (X1, X)) € An(X)}
= E(TX _ 1 ;ﬂ sup {Z R[Bivl—ﬁ—kﬂl](Xi) (X1, Xn) € An(X)} .
i=1

Hence, the optimal allocation for O7_; Ry, (X) is the worst allocation for Y7 | Ry, 1-p+4,(X;) with (X1,..., X,) €

A, (X). Using Theorems 5 and 6, we have the following conclusion.
Proposition 8. For X € X} and B8 € (0,1)™ satisfying 8 € (0,1), we have

E(X) — BRyp,5(X)
1-p

sup {Z Rig 1 prp (X)) (X1,...,X,) € An(X)} = = Ryp1)(X).

=1

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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