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Abstract

We distinguish two frameworks for decisions under ambiguity: evaluate-then-aggregate (ETA)
and aggregate-then-evaluate (ATE). Given a statistic that represents the decision maker’s pure-
risk preferences (such as expected utility) and an ambiguous act, an ETA model first evaluates the
act under each plausible probabilistic model using this statistic and then aggregates the resulting
evaluations according to ambiguity attitudes. In contrast, an ATE model first aggregates ambiguity
by assigning the act a single representative distribution and then evaluates that distribution using
the statistic. These frameworks differ in the order in which risk and ambiguity are processed, and
they coincide when there is no ambiguity. While most existing ambiguity models fall within the ETA
framework, our study focuses on the ATE framework, which is conceptually just as compelling and
has been relatively neglected in the literature. We develop a Choquet ATE model, which generalizes
the Choquet expected utility model by allowing arbitrary pure-risk preferences. We provide an
axiomatization of this model in a Savage setting with an exogenous source of unambiguous events.
The Choquet ATE framework allows us to analyze a wide range of ambiguity attitudes and their
interplay with risk attitudes.

Keywords: Pure risk, ambiguity, Choquet integrals, diversification, distributions

1 Introduction

The expected utility (EU) model, originally axiomatized by von Neumann and Morgenstern
(1947), has long served as the cornerstone of modern decision theory. The EU model is formulated in
the pure-risk setting, where acts are represented by distributions over outcomes with objectively spec-
ified probabilities. However, the pure-risk setting is often unrealistic in many applications, as decision
makers (DMs) rarely have complete knowledge of the true distributions underlying the alternatives
they face.

To move beyond the pure-risk setting, Savage (1954) reformulated acts as functions from states

of the world to consequences, rather than as distributions over consequences. This framework is now
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referred to as the Savage setting. Additionally, by imposing reasonably motivated axioms on a DM’s
preferences over such acts, Savage showed that (a) a subjective probabilistic model could be elicited for
the DM, transforming the problem back into one of the pure-risk setting and (b) within this elicited
pure-risk setting, the DM’s preferences are consistent with the EU model. This decision model is
known as the subjective expected utility (SEU) model.

The SEU model is particularly attractive because it grounds probability theory in behavioral
principles. However, Ellsberg (1961) raised a critical challenge: when agents possess asymmetric
information about the likelihoods of events, Savage’s sure-thing principle can fail to describe plausible
behavior. This insight undermined the behavioral appeal of the SEU model and, more generally,
probabilistically sophisticated models (Machina and Schmeidler, 1992), which assume that uncertainty
can be captured by a single subjective probabilistic model and that acts are evaluated solely through
their induced distributions over outcomes. Ellsberg’s critique was pivotal in launching the formal study
of decision-making under ambiguity. Among the most influential decision models under ambiguity are
the Choquet expected utility model of Schmeidler (1989), the maxmin expected utility model of Gilboa
and Schmeidler (1989), the a-maxmin model of Ghirardato et al. (2004), the smooth ambiguity model
of Klibanoff et al. (2005), and the variational preferences model of Maccheroni et al. (2006). These
decision models under ambiguity share the important feature that, when ambiguity is absent, i.e.,
when uncertainty can be described by a single probabilistic model, they collapse back to the SEU
model.

While reverting to the SEU model in the absence of ambiguity is consistent with the historical
development of decision theory, this restriction limits the scope of these decision models. This follows
because numerous alternative pure-risk decision models, which are either empirically or normatively
appealing in certain contexts, have been proposed and widely adopted. Examples include the mean-
variance model of Markowitz (1952), used in finance; the rank-dependent utility model of Quiggin
(1982), the prospect theory of Kahneman and Tversky (1979), and the cumulative prospect theory of
Tversky and Kahneman (1992), used in behavioral decision theory; the expected shortfall model of
Acerbi and Tasche (2002), used in quantitative risk management. The aim of this paper is to analyze
general decision models under ambiguity that reduce to probabilistically sophisticated models in the
absence of ambiguity, rather than relying solely on the SEU model. To do this, we consider two
frameworks that both provide a clear separation between pure risk and ambiguity. A main difference
between these two frameworks is that whether pure risk or ambiguity is processed first.

The first framework we discuss is called evaluate-then-aggregate (ETA). In these decision models,
given an act, the DM first examines the distributions it produces under various probabilistic models.
For each distribution, the DM evaluates it using a statistic consistent with their pure-risk preferences,
e.g., the expected-utility statistic in the case of the EU model. These model-specific evaluations are
then aggregated across all the relevant probabilistic models using some aggregator. This framework

provides a clear separation between a risk component (the evaluation at each probabilistic model) and



an ambiguity component (the aggregation across probabilistic models). This framework includes most
of the decision models under ambiguity discussed above.

The second framework is called aggregate-then-evaluate (ATE), which we introduce in this paper.
In this framework, given an act, instead of evaluating each model separately and then aggregating,
the DM first aggregates their ambiguity regarding the act into a single distribution. Afterwards,
the DM evaluates this distribution using a statistic consistent with their pure-risk preferences. This
framework provides a clear separation between an ambiguity component (the aggregation into a single
distribution) and a risk component (the evaluation of this distribution). For example, the Choquet
expected utility model with respect to a continuous capacity v can be viewed as first mapping each

act X to a distribution ) x whose survival function Sg, is given by

Sox (@) =v(X >z), zeR, (1)

and then applying the expected-utility statistic to these distributions. Allowing for general statistics
in the second step is what we refer to as the Choquet ATE model.

We illustrate the conceptual differences between the two frameworks by an example adapted from
Ellsberg (1961). An urn contains 90 balls; 30 are red, and the remaining 60 consist of blue and yellow
balls in unknown proportions. The possible distributions of the outcome of randomly picking a ball
from the urn are represented by u, for x € {0,1,...,60} that represents the number of blue balls in
the urn. The DM needs to rank four acts: R pays $4 when a red ball is drawn, B pays $6 when a
blue ball is drawn, Y pays $5 when a yellow ball is drawn, and C' pays $1 in all states. Suppose that
the DM has a statistic v defined on distributions, which computes the (numerical) utility of pure risks
(represented by distributions). Note that R and C' have no ambiguity, and hence their distributions
Qr and Q¢ are known, and the utilities v(Qr) and v(Q¢) can be directly computed. On the other
hand, both B and Y have 61 possible distributions, one under each p,, which are denoted by B ji,
and Yxp,. Below, we describe how the ETA and ATE approaches assess B and Y.

1. The ETA approach first evaluates the utility of B, denoted by U, = y(Bxpu,) under pu, for
every x € {0,1,...,60}, and then aggregates the 61 utilities by a mapping p representing the
DM’s ambiguity attitude into a utility p(Ug, Us,...,Us). For instance, the utilities may be
aggregated using the worst-case method, a weighted average, or a smooth ambiguity model.
The same approach is taken to evaluate the utility of Y. The resulting aggregate utilities will

be compared with the utilities v(Qg) and v(Q¢) to make a comparison.

2. The ATE approach begins by assigning distributions Q5 and Qy to the acts B and Y, and
then the utilities v(Qp) and v(Qy) are computed and compared with v(Qr) and v(Q¢). The
distributions @p and @y can be summarized by the two numbers qp = Qp({6}) and gy =
Qy ({5}). This approach does not assume @) p and Qy are consistent with a probabilistic model.

For example, it may hold that ¢ + ¢y < 2/3 (e.g., when the DM is ambiguity averse) or



g + qv > 2/3 (e.g., when the DM is ambiguity seeking). The distributions @p and Qy are
constructed by aggregating the beliefs and attitudes toward ambiguity.

Both approaches are conceptually feasible and may yield the same preferences over {B,Y, R, C'}
for some v and ambiguity attitudes. Nevertheless, the ETA approach requires the (mental) compu-
tation of 61 models for each of B and Y, whereas the ATE approach only requires determining the
values qp and ¢gy. For instance, suppose gqg = 0.25 and gy = 0.28 in the ATE approach. If v is the
expected value (i.e., risk neutral) then we have B =Y = R > C; if v is the expected utility with the
utility function z — 2'/2 on R4 then we have C' > R > Y > B. In this example, the ATE approach
seems conceptually simpler and more natural, though we cannot assert with certainty which approach

better describes a real individual’s thought process.
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Figure 1: The ETA approach vs the ATE approach for the utility of act B

The aim of this paper is to make explicit these two different frameworks in the Savage setting,
where acts are viewed as mappings from states of the world to real-valued outcomes. Since the ATE
framework is new, we will focus on it exclusively in the second half of the paper. The main axiomatic
work of this paper will be to characterize the Choquet ATE model. To provide sufficient structure
for this axiomatization, we will work in a refined Savage setting with an exogenously given source of
unambiguous events. This setting is beneficial because it provides the proper conceptual structure
for defining matching probabilities; see Dimmock et al. (2016) and Baillon et al. (2018), which are a
major component of the axiomatization, and it allows us to explicitly study the interplay between risk
attitudes and ambiguity attitudes.

We begin in Section 2.1 by reviewing the mathematical tools that will be used throughout the
paper. In Section 2.2, we formally present the Savage setting. In Section 2.3, we formulate the pure-
risk setting and provide the mathematical tools for distributions that will support all later discussions
of the risk component of preferences. In Section 3.1, we present the ETA model in the Savage setting.
In Section 3.2, we do the same with the ATE model. Furthermore, Theorem 1 provides a novel

result characterizing when a mapping assigning acts to distributions is given by (1). In Section 4, we



introduce a refined Savage setting and provide the axioms and the characterization of the Choquet
ATE model in Theorem 2. Notably, we find that the ambiguity component of the preferences is
fully determined by the matching probability. Section 5 analyzes various ambiguity attitudes for the
Choquet ATE model and their interplay with risk attitudes. We start in Section 5.1 by studying
various risk attitudes. In Theorem 3, we fully characterize the propensity for risk diversification,
which will help study its interplay with ambiguity. In Section 5.2, we discuss comparative and absolute
ambiguity attitudes and confirm that we get a characterization of these properties through matching
probabilities. In Section 5.3, we analyze the overall propensity for diversification. We first demonstrate
that the propensity for risk diversification alone does not necessarily imply the overall propensity
for diversification. Based on a comonotonic sum inequality, we establish a property for mappings
that assign acts to distributions, given in (16), that guarantees (in the case of the ATE model) the
propensity for risk diversification implies the overall propensity for diversification. Finally, Theorem
5 establishes that the mapping defined in (1) satisfies condition (16) if and only if v is supermodular.
In Section 5.4, we show how some of the ideas from Section 5.3 give rise to a distributionally robust
representation in Theorem 6. We conclude the paper in Section 6. The proofs of all results, along

with related additional results, are provided in the appendices.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Standard definitions and notation

For a given measurable space (0, £), a function v : £ — [0,1] is a capacity if v(&) =0, v(O) =1,
and v(A) < v(B) for all A,B € £ with A C B. A capacity v is said to be: upward continuous if for all
increasing sequences (A, )nen C € it holds that lim,, o v(Ay) = v (U,—; 4), downward continuous if
for all decreasing sequences (Ay)nen C € it holds that lim,, o v(A,) = v (o2, Arn), and continuous
if it is upward and downward continuous. A capacity is called a probability measure if for all pairwise
disjoint sequences (Ap)neny C € it holds that v(|U,2, An) = > ey ¥(An). We denote the set of
probability measures as M1(0,E).

For a continuous capacity v , the core of v, denoted by €(v), is defined as
Cv)={pne Mi(0,€): u(Ad) >v(A) forall Ae &}.

The following are common properties of a continuous capacity v.
Supermodularity: For all A,B € &£, v(A) +v(B) <v(AUB)+v(ANB).
Submodularity: For all A,B € £, v(A) +v(B) >v(AUB)+v(ANB).
Balanced: It holds that €(v) # @.

Exactness: For all A € &, v(A) = min,ceq) 1(A).



For more on the core and the previous properties of capacities, see Denneberg (1994) and Marinacci
and Montrucchio (2004).

Denote the set of real-valued bounded Borel functions on (0,&) by X(0,€£). Constant acts in
X(0,E) are identified with constants in R. For n,{ € X(0,E), we write n > ¢ when n(s) > ((s) for

all s € ©. Given a capacity v, the Choquet integral with respect to v is given by

/ndy:/oooy(n>x)dm+/_io(u(n>x)—1)dx, neX(®,¢).

We say that 7, € X are comonotonic if for all s,s" € O, (n(s) —n(s"))(¢(s) —¢(s")) > 0. As shown by
Schmeidler (1986), a function I : X(©,E) — R can be represented as I(n) = [, ndv for some capacity v
if and only if I is monotone (I(n) > I(¢) whenever n > (), comonotonic additive (I(n+¢) = I(n)+1(¢)

for comonotonic 7, (), and normalized (I(1) = 1).

2.2 The Savage setting

Throughout the paper, we consider a measurable space (€2, F) representing the set of possible fu-
ture states of the world. An element of the set X' (€2, F) is called an act and, for notational convenience,
we will simply denote this set as X'. Also for notational convenience, we will denote the set M (€2, F),
also called models, by A. Given p € A and X,Y € X, we say that X >V if u(X >Y) = 1. Given
X € X, we write || X|| = sup,cq |X(w)]. Aset Y C X is said to be bounded if supx¢y [| X|| < co and
B-closed if, for all bounded (X,,),en C Y satisfying X,, — X pointwise, it follows that X € ).

Given a set &, a preference relation on & is a total preorder; that is, (i) for all {,n € &, { = n
orn ¢ (i) for all {,n,& € X, if ( = n and n = £ then ¢ 7~ n. The Savage setting studies preference
relations on X’ that represent a decision-maker’s (DM) preferences. To ease later exposition, when we
only say “preference relation”, this is to be interpreted as a preference relation on X.

In what follows, we introduce an axiom that will later be used in the axiomatization of a decision

model under ambiguity in Section 4. We present it now because it will also be referenced in Section 3.
(M) For all X, Y € X,if X > Y then X 7 Y.

Axiom (M) is standard for preference relations in the Savage setting. If the act X pays more

than the act Y for every state of the world, then it is natural that the DM would prefer X to Y.

2.3 The pure-risk setting, distributions, and statistics

Let D denote the set of compactly supported Borel probability measures on R. We will refer to
D as the set of distributions. In decision theory, the study of preference relations on distributions is
known as the pure-risk setting.

Many decision models in the Savage setting begin by reducing the problem to the pure-risk

setting, e.g., the SEU model. This reduction is carried out as follows. Suppose the DM does not



perceive any ambiguity and describes their uncertainty with the unique probability measure p € A.
Given any act X € X, the DM may represent this act with the distribution given by the pushforward
probability measure X4 p defined by

Xypn(B) = w(X71(B)), BeBR),

where B(R) denotes the Borel-c-algebra on R and X ~! denote the preimage of X. This process allows
the DM to move from the Savage setting to the pure-risk setting. Furthermore, if the DM has a

preference relation on distributions -¢, the DM is able to induce a preference relation - by
X2V = Xup ' Yuu, XY eX. (2)

We call preference relations satisfying (2) probabilistically sophisticated, slightly relaxing the original
definition of Machina and Schmeidler (1992) via stochastic dominance.

Given Q € D, the support of Q, denote by supp(Q), is the smallest closed set C' C R satisfying
Q(R\C) = 0. A collection C C D is said to have uniformly bounded support if there exists a compact
interval that contains the support of each @ € C. Given Q € D, we define the survival function of Q
by Sg(z) = Q((z,00)) for all z € R and the quantile function of Q by

go(a) =inf{x e R: Sg(z) <1—a}, ac(0,1);

the mapping VaR, : @ — qg(a) is called the Value-at-Risk of Q at level o in finance. Given an
increasing (always in the non-strict sense) function f : R — R and @ € D, we define the distribution
f#Q by

f#Q(B)=Q(f"(B)), BeB(R),

where f~! denote the preimage of f. It holds that f#Q € D since f is increasing. Given (Qp)neny € D
and Q € D, we say Q, — Q in distribution if lim,_,o [p fdQn = [z fdQ for all continuous and
bounded f: R — R.

For Q, P € D, we write Q >q P if gg(a) > gp(a) for all a € (0,1), Q >¢q P if

/R fdQ > /]R fdp (3)

for all increasing concave functions f : R — R, and @ >, P if (3) holds for all concave functions
f R —= R. Each of >¢q, >44, and >, defines a partial order on D. Given u € A and a partial order

> on D, we can induce a partial order >* on X by

X >'Y = Xuu>Yuu, X,Y €X.



For a partial order > on D, C C D, and Q € D, wesay C > Q if forall P C, P > Q. For C C D, the
first-order infimum of C, denoted by A4 C, is defined as the distribution Q satisfying P >sq Q >¢sq P’
for all P € C and P’ € D satisfying C >¢q P’. Remark that if Q) exists, it is unique. If C C D has
uniformly bounded support, then A, C exists (see e.g., Mao et al., 2025).

A statistic is a mapping v : D — R such that for all Q, P € D,

Q >t P (vesp. Q >rq P) = 7(Q) > v(P) (resp. v(Q) > v(P)),

and for all sequences (Qn)neny € D with uniformly bounded support converging in distribution to
some @ € D, it holds that v(Q,) — 7(Q). A statistic v is said to be a certainty-equivalent statistic if
~v(0.) = ¢ for all ¢ € R, where . denotes the Dirac measure at c. Statistics can be used to represent
preference relations over distributions. That is, given the statistic v, we can define a preference relation
on distributions ¢ by

QZ'P < 4(Q) >~(P), QPeD. (4)

Proposition 1. For a given = in (4), the statistic v is ordinally unique, and there exists a unique

certainty-equivalent statistic v satisfying (4).

The two defining properties of a statistic are natural, being nothing more than monotonicity and
a mild continuity property, called compact continuity, studied by Chew and Mao (1995).

A von Neumann—Morgenstern (vNM) utility function is a strictly increasing continuous function
u: R — R. A distortion function is a strictly increasing continuous function ¢ : [0,1] — [0, 1] with
9(0) =0 and g(1) = 1. The following are examples of statistics commonly used in decision theory. (a)

The expected value statistic

B(Q) = [ +Q(ds), QeD.

(b) The expected utility model of von Neumann and Morgenstern (1947) corresponds to the statistic

VPU(Q) = / udQ = E(uQ), Q€ D,
R

where v is a VNM utility function. (c¢) The dual utility model of Yaari (1987) corresponds to the

statistic

[e'e) 0
v}?U(Q)z/O g(SQ(m))dx+/ (9(So(x)) — 1)dz, Q€ D,

—0oQ
where g is a distortion function. (d) The rank-dependent utility model of Quiggin (1982) corresponds
to the statistic

Tug (Q) =757 (ugQ), QE€D,
where u is a vNM utility function and ¢ is a distortion function. Note that for y € A and X € X,

o) 0
ARDU( 1) = /0 o(u(u(X) > 2)dz + /

—00

(9(u(u(X) > 2)) — 1)dz = /Q w(X)d(g o p),

8



which is how rank-dependent utility models are usually formulated.

Remark 1. Since, in general, the above statistics are not continuous with respect to convergence in

distribution, the weaker notion of compact continuity is essential to our study.

3 Two frameworks for separating pure risk and ambiguity

Both frameworks we discuss provide preference relations that clearly distinguish between pure
risk and ambiguity. In these frameworks, we will assume that the DM represents the risk component
of their preferences with a preference relation on distributions =¢. Additionally, we will assume that
>* can be represented by a statistic as in (4). Where the frameworks differ is how they define and

incorporate the ambiguity component of the preferences.

3.1 The evaluate-then-aggregate framework

We equip the set of models A with the weak* topology, defined as the coarsest topology under
which every map pu — u(A) is continuous for all A € F. It is common in decision theory to equip
the space of models with the weak* topology, and no familiarity with this topology is needed for the
discussion that follows. We denote by X the corresponding Borel o-algebra.

In this framework, to describe the ambiguity component of the preferences, we will use the
formulation proposed in Klibanoff et al. (2005) to axiomatize the smooth ambiguity model. In this
framework, the DM also has a preference relation =™ on X (A, X), which is hereby called a preference

relation on model-based acts. We will assume that ™ satisfies the following regularity properties.

(M1) For all n,¢ € X(A,Y), if n > ¢ then n 2™ (.
(M2) For all p € X(A,X), {ceR:n ™ c} and {c € R: ¢ ™ n} are closed.
(M3) For a,b € R, if a > b then a =™ b.

Proposition 2. Under Properties (M1)-(M3), there exists p : X(A,X) — R with p(n) > p(¢) for all
n,¢ € X(A,X) satisfying n > ¢, and p(a) > p(b) for all a,b € R satisfying a > b, such that

nzZ" ¢ = pn) = pC), n,¢e€ XA (5)

Using the preference relation on distributions >-¢, acts can be naturally transformed into model-
based acts, as described below. Start by fixing the unique certainty-equivalent statistic v that repre-

sents ==* (Proposition 1). Given X € X, consider the mapping Ry : A — D defined by

Rx(p) = Xpp, peA.

The mapping Rx allows us to define the model-based act v o Ryxy. We show in Appendix C that



vyoRx € X(A,Y) for each X € X. Intuitively, given X € X and p € A, the value v o Rx () can be
seen as an evaluation, determined by ¢, of the distribution X pt.
To couple the risk component ¢ and the ambiguity component =™ into a preference relation >,

we assume that the DM’s preference relation satisfies
X7ZY << 70Rx 7" v0Ry, X, Y eX.
Therefore, the representation functional p in (5) aggregates the evaluation maps as
XY < p(yoRx) > p(yoRy), X, Y e (6)

We refer to any preference relation - satisfying (6) as an evaluate-then-aggregate (ETA) preference

relation. 1t is clear that any ETA preference relation satisfies Axiom (M). Additionally, if we take

p(n) =n(p), neX(A%),

for some p € A, then the ETA preference relation in (6) is probabilistically sophisticated.

Many standard decision models under ambiguity can be formulated as ETA preference relations,
and we list four below. Most of these models were first developed and axiomatized in the setting of
Anscombe and Aumann (1963); here we translate them to the Savage setting. In each example, we
use the preference relation on distributions derived from the statistic 4=V for some vNM utility u,
which corresponds to the expected utility model of von Neumann and Morgenstern (1947). Remark
that the certainty-equivalent statistic associated with vE'U is the functional u=! o 42V, where v~ :

Range(u) — R is the inverse of u. (a) The maxmin expected utility model of Gilboa and Schmeidler

(1989) corresponds to

p(n) = inf u(n(p)), ne€ X(A,X),
HEQ

where @ C A. (b) The smooth ambiguity model of Klibanoff et al. (2005) corresponds to

o) = /A o(m)dm, € X(A,T),

where v is a vNM utility, and 7 € M (A, X). (c) The variational preferences model of Maccheroni et

al. (2006) corresponds to

p(n) = inf (u(n(p)) +c(n), ne XA, %),
G

where ¢ : A — [0, 00] satisfies ¢(u) < oo for some p € A. (d) The a-maxmin model of Ghirardato et

10



al. (2004) corresponds to

p(n) =« ian u(n(p)) + (1 —a)sup u(n(p)), ne X(A,X),
IS neQ

where @ C A and « € [0, 1].

In the following section, we propose an alternative to the evaluate-then-aggregate framework.

3.2 The aggregate-then-evaluate framework

In the ATE framework, to describe the ambiguity component of the preferences, the DM fixes a
mapping ® : X — D, which we call an act-to-distribution mapping. Intuitively, the DM uses an act-to-
distribution mapping to aggregate their ambiguity regarding an act into a single distribution. Given
p € A, the probabilistic act-to-distribution mapping, denoted by ®,, is defined by ©,(X) = Xy u for
all X € X. How much the DM perceives and reacts to ambiguity is determined by how much their

act-to-distribution mapping ® differs from a probabilistic act-to-distribution mapping.

Example 1. Let Q C A, we can define the act-to-distribution mapping ® o by

Do(X) = /\X#Q, XeXx,
fsd
where X Q = {Xyp : p € Q}. To see this mapping is well-defined, given X € X, find a,b € R such
that @ > X > b. For all p € A, since p(a > X > b) = 1, we have supp(Xyp) C [b,a]. Therefore, the
set X Q has uniformly bounded support and Agy X4 Q exists.

The following are natural properties for act-to-distribution mappings, and they are all satisfied
by probabilistic act-to-distribution mappings. The first two properties are straightforward and need

no further motivation.

(R1) For all X,Y € X, if X > Y then ®(X) >pq D(Y).
(R2) For all bounded (X,)neny C &, if X,, — X pointwise then ©(X,,) — ©(X) in distribution.

To motivate the final property, consider a decision maker with a vNM utility function v and an
act-to-distribution mapping ©. The function u converts monetary outcomes into their utility scale
that reflects how appealing each outcome is to the decision maker. Given an act X € X, there are
two ways the decision maker can form a distribution on the utility scale. First, they can apply ©
to the act to obtain a monetary distribution, that is, ©(X), and then apply u to this distribution,
that is, ux(D(X)). Second, they can apply u directly to the act X and then apply ® to the resulting
utility-valued act, that is, ©(u(X)). The following property says that these two procedures should

obtain the same distribution.

(R3) For all X € X and vNM utility functions w, it holds that ®(u(X)) = ux(D(X)).

11



To couple the risk component ¢ and the ambiguity component ® into a preference relation -,
the DM starts by fixing a statistic v that represents ==‘. The preference relation = of the DM can be
represented by

XZYV <= 709(X) >709(Y), X, YeX. (7)

We refer to any preference relation 7~ given by (7) for any statistic v : D — R and any act-to-
distribution mapping © : X — D as an aggregate-then-evaluate (ATE) preference relation. It is clear
that any preference relation =~ satisfying (7), with © satisfying Property (R1), must also satisfy Axiom
(M). Additionally, if we take © to be a probabilistic act-to-distribution mapping, then the preference
relation 7~ is probabilistically sophisticated.

In what follows, we present a method for constructing act-to-distribution mappings inspired by
Sarin and Wakker (1994). The key distinction is that our definition applies to all acts, rather than being
restricted to those with a finite range. Given a continuous capacity v, the Choquet act-to-distribution

mapping, denoted by ©,,, is defined by
So,x)(x) =v(X > x) for all z € R.

The mapping ©, is well-defined because v is continuous and survival functions uniquely characterize
elements of D. It is straightforward to show that if v is a probability measure, then ©,, is a probabilistic

act-to-distribution mapping. Also, by the well-known layer-cake representation, we have

—00

00 0
Eo®,(X)= /0 S@V(X)(x)d:z: +/ (S@V(X)(x) —1)dz

:/0 1/(X>:c)dx+/0 (1/(X>x)—1):/QXdy, X ex.

—00

Preference relations 7 satisfying (7) with © given by a Choquet act-to-distribution mapping

are said to be Choquet ATFE preference relations. We have the following theorem characterizing all

Choquet act-to-distribution mappings.

Theorem 1. Let © be an act-to-distribution mapping. Then D satisfies Properties (R1)-(R3) if and
only if ® is a Choquet act-to-distribution mapping.

Theorem 1 is related to Liu et al. (2021, Theorem 1), which characterizes transformations 7" :

D — D satisfying
ST(Q) ZgOSQ7 QeD

for a distortion function g, with a property similar to (R3). The main difference between the two results
is that we consider mappings defined on acts, whereas Liu et al. (2021) studied transformations defined

on distributions.
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Given a continuous capacity v and a vINM utility u, by Theorem 1, we have
YV 0D, (X) = E(ug®D,(X)) =Eo D, (u(X)) = / uw(X)dv, X € X.
Q

Therefore, preference relations given by the Choquet expected utility model of Schmeidler (1989) with

a continuous capacity are examples of Choquet ATE preference relations.

4 Axioms and representation for the Choquet ATE model

We next state and discuss several additional axioms for preference relations 7, which lead to a
main representation result in Theorem 2.

For the rest of this paper, we will work in a Savage setting with an exogenous source of unam-
biguous events. The source of unambiguous events is modeled by a fixed sub-g-algebra G. Since the
events in G are unambiguous, the DM can specify a probability measure P € M; (2, G) that assigns
likelihoods to the unambiguous events. As is common in risk management, we will assume that P is
atomless; that is, {P(B): Be€ G, BC A} =[0,P(A)] for every A € G. We will refer to this setting as
the Savage setting with pure risk. We call P the exogenous probability measure.

We write X'(G) for the subspace of X' consisting of G-measurable acts. Under our setting, since
acts X € X(G) exhibit no distributional ambiguity, the preference relation 7 restricted to X(G) should

be determined solely by the distributions of these acts under the exogenous probability measure P.

This brings us to our second axiom of risk conformity.
(RC) Risk conformity: For all X,Y € X(G) satisfying X =f, Y, X ~ Y.

For further discussions of Axiom (RC) in general decision models, see Baillon et al. (2025), and
for its role in risk assessment, see Shen et al. (2025). If the preference relation 7 satisfies Axiom (RC),
then the restriction of 7~ to X'(G), called the pure-risk preferences of -, corresponds to a preference
relation over distributions.

We say that an act-to-distribution mapping ® is risk conforming if ©(X) = X4xP for all X €
X(G). Let 77 be an ATE preference relation. In the Savage setting with pure risk, to remain consistent
with the interpretation of an act-to-distribution mapping, © in (7) should be risk conforming. This
follows as the G-measurable acts have no distributional ambiguity. A capacity v is risk conforming if
v|g = P. In this case, risk conformity means that, for unambiguous events, the capacity coincides with
the exogenous probability measure P. When v describes the DM’s subjective evaluation regarding
the likelihoods of events, risk conformity is essential, as the DM believes that [P correctly specifies the
likelihood of unambiguous events. Let v be a continuous capacity. It is straightforward to show that

v is risk conforming if and only if the Choquet act-to-distribution mapping ®,, is risk conforming.

The next two axioms are regularity requirements.
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(SRM) Strict risk monotonicity: For all X,Y € X(G) satisfying X > Y, X ~ Y.
(C) Continuity: Forall X e X, {Y e X : X Zz Y} and {Y € X : Y 7 X} are B-closed.

Axiom (SRM) reflects the fact that the DM believes that the probability measure P is well-
specified on G. Thus, a stronger form of monotonicity, using distributions, holds for acts in X'(G).
Axiom (C) is a reformulation of the compact continuity in Chew and Mao (1995) on acts, and it is
commonly used in the literature on risk measures; see Follmer and Schied (2016).

The axioms discussed thus far concern only certain notions of regularity and essentially impose
no specific functional forms on the preference relations. These regularity axioms imply the existence of
matching probabilities, as defined below. For notational simplicity, we will write A - B for A, B € F

to mean 1 4 7~ 15, where 14 denotes the binary act which yields 1 if w € A and 0 otherwise.

Definition 1. Given a preference relation 77, a function v : F — [0,1] is a Z-matching probability if

for all A € F, there exists R4 € G such that v(A) = P(R4) and A ~ Ry.

Intuitively, a ZZ-matching probability uses the restriction of the preference relation - on {14 :
A € F} to describe ambiguity on the level of events, by equalizing each ambiguous event to an
unambiguous one. This idea requires the Savage setting with pure risk, as G needs to contain the

unambiguous events. The following result is taken from Van Oosten and Wang (2025, Proposition 2).

Proposition 3. For every preference relation 7, satisfying Azioms (M), (RC), (SRM), and (C), there
exrists a unique --matching probability v. Furthermore, v is a continuous risk-conforming capacity,
and

Az B < v(A) >v(B), A BeF.

As we will see in Theorem 2, matching probabilities will fully determine the ambiguity component
of the preferences. To discuss the risk component of the preferences, we have that these regularity

axioms are sufficient to represent the pure-risk preferences via a statistic.

Proposition 4. If the preference relation - satisfies Axioms (M), (RC), (SRM), and (C), then there

exists a statistic v such that
XZY = y(XyP) > y(Y4P), XY € X(9). (8)

By Proposition 1, there exists a unique certainty-equivalent statistic v that satisfies (8). For

any preference relation - satisfying Axioms (M), (RC), (SRM), and (C), we refer to this unique

certainty-equivalent statistic as the 7Z-CES.
The final axiom is from Sarin and Wakker (1994) and is used to couple the risk and ambiguity
components of the preferences. Before introducing it, we require some preliminary definitions. Given

a preference relation 77, we can define the survival relation 72* given

XZ'Y <= {(X>z}z{Y >z} forallz eR, X, Y eX.
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This allows us to define our final axiom.
(CD) Cumulative dominance: For all X,Y € X', if X ~* Y then X ~ Y.

The following result shows that the above axioms fully characterize Choquet ATE preference

relations in the Savage setting with pure risk.

Theorem 2. The preference relation 7, satisfies Azioms (M), (RC), (SRM), (C), and (CD) if and
only if 77 is a Choquet ATE preference relation, that is, there exists a statistic v and a risk-conforming
capacity v such that

XZY < 70D,(X) >270D,(Y). 9)

Moreover, in (9), the statistics v is ordinally unique, and the capacity v is unique and coincides with

the - -matching probability.

Let 7~ be a Choquet ATE preference relation in (9). Assume that ~ is given by the statistic 'yﬁlg)U

corresponding to the rank-dependent utility model. We have
g ” 0 Du(X) =9 (upDy(X)) = 79V (D (u(X))) = /Q w(X)d(gov), Xex.

Therefore, as v is risk conforming, we have that =~ is an example of a Choquet rank-dependent utility
preference relation, see Tversky and Fox (1995). This observation will motivate Section 5.2, which

discusses ambiguity attitudes.

Example 2. Allowing general statistics in Choquet ATE preference relations leads to new decision
models under ambiguity. For example, given a € R\{0}, let u, be the vNM utility function defined
by uq(x) = e*®. For a € R, define the certainty-equivalent statistic 7, by

10(@) = ~log (EV(@)) if a € B\{0), and 70(Q) = E(Q), Q€D.

The statistic 7, is the entropic risk measure (see Follmer and Schied, 2002). Given a Borel probability
measure  on R, Mu et al. (2024) studied a statistic given by

Q) = /R ©o(Q)r(da), Q€ D.

If 7~ is Choquet ATE preference relation with the ~-CES given by ~,, then

1 1
XrnY < /log (/ e“Xdl/> /{(da)Z/log </ e“ydy> k(da), X, Y € X, (10)
RO Q R G Q

where v is the ZZ-matching probability. The model (10) has a natural interpretation. To account for
ambiguity, the DM first evaluates each act using the certainty equivalent under the Choquet expected

utility model with utility function u,, for every a € R. These values are then averaged with respect
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to the measure k. An axiomatization of this model can be obtained by taking the axioms of Theorem
2 and adding the following axiom: for all X,Y,Z € X(G) with Z independent of both X and Y under

the exogenous probability measure, we have
XZY <= X+Z Y+ Z

This follows directly from Mu et al. (2024, Theorem 1), which characterizes the class of statistics .

5 Risk and ambiguity attitudes

In this section, we study how attitudes toward pure risk and ambiguity can be separated within
the ATE framework. We begin by isolating the risk component of the preferences and recalling several
classical risk attitudes. We then introduce comparative and absolute ambiguity attitudes and conclude

by analyzing how risk and ambiguity attitudes can lead to preferences for diversification.

5.1 Risk attitudes

In this section, we will call the Axioms (M), (RC), (SRM), and (C) the regularity axioms. Let =~ be
a preference relation satisfying the regularity axioms. Risk attitudes for - correspond to properties
of the pure-risk preferences associated with >~. Intuitively, risk attitudes should be represented by
properties of the ~-CES, which isolates the risk component of ~. An independent study of risk
attitudes is necessary because their interaction with ambiguity attitudes (properties of the act-to-
distribution mapping) plays a crucial role in determining the properties of the overall preference
relation, as we will see in Section 5.3. Additionally, this section is important because the pure-
risk preferences of preference relations satisfying the regularity axioms coincide with the preference
relations in the pure-risk setting studied in Chateauneuf and Lakhnati (2007), enabling us to draw
directly on their results while also establishing new ones. We now recall several standard risk attitudes
commonly discussed in the literature.

The first risk attitude we will discuss is the strong risk aversion as studied by Rothschild and

Stiglitz (1970).
(SRA) Strong risk aversion: For all X,Y € X(G), if X >F |V then X =Y.

Given a preference relation - satisfying the regularity axioms with the 2-CES denoted by -, it
is clear that 7 satisfies Property (SRA) if and only if v is monotonic with respect to >gq, i.e., for
all @, P € D satisfying Q >xq P, 7(Q) > v(P). For example, a direct consequence of Schmidt and
Zank (2008, Corollary 3) is that the statistic fy&]g)U is monotonic with respect to >4 if and only if u
is concave and g is convex.

The next risk attitude we will discuss is risk diversification, which is reformulated from the main

property in Dekel (1989).

16



(RD) Risk diversification: For all X,Y € X(G) and A € [0,1], if X ~ Y then AX + (1 —\)Y 7 X.

If the preference relation of the DM satisfies Property (RD), then the DM prefers mixtures of
equally preferred unambiguous acts. This is consistent with the intuitive notion of diversification. We
will discuss the overall preference for diversification in Section 5.3.

Given a preference relation - satisfying the regularity axioms, our goal is to characterize Property
(RD) through properties of the associated 7--CES. An important first step in this direction is provided
by Chateauneuf and Lakhnati (2007, Theorem 3), who show that Property (SRA) is equivalent to the
following weaker form of Property (RD): For all X,Y € X(G) and A € [0, 1], it holds that

X=( Y = MX+(1-)NY ZX.

Therefore, for a preference relation satisfying the regularity axioms, Property (RD) implies Property
(SRA). However, as shown by Dekel (1989), the two properties are not equivalent in general.

Since Property (RD) is strictly stronger than Property (SRA), it is natural to ask what properties
of the 7Z-CES, additional to monotonicity with respect to >4, are needed for Property (RD) to hold.
A compelling candidate is a quasiconcavity property. Therefore, we must first introduce an appropriate
mixture operation on the set of distributions D.

Given Q, P € D, denote by @ & P the element of D satisfying
VaR,(Q & P) = VaR,(Q) + VaR,(P) for all a € (0,1).
Given Q € D and non-negative a € R denote by a ® @ the element of D satisfying
VaR,(a ® Q) = aVaR,(Q) for all « € (0,1).

As discussed in Liu et al. (2021, Proposition 3), the triplet (D, ®, ®) is a convex cone. The following
proposition demonstrates that the above operations naturally appear when considering Choquet act-

to-distribution mappings.

Proposition 5. Let v be a continuous capacity. For comonotonic X,Y € X and X € [0, 1], we have
D,(X+Y)=2,(X)dD,(Y) and D,(AX) =A@ D,(X).
We say that a statistic v is comonotonic quasiconcave if for all Q, P € D and A € [0, 1],
YA @Qe (1-X) e P)>min{y(Q),y(P)}

A consequence of Wakker and Yang (2019, Theorem 3) is that the statistic ’y&]g)U is comonotonic

Here ® takes precedence over @ in the order of operations.
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quasiconcave if and only if u is concave. Therefore, if Y*PU satisfies monotonicity with respect to >4,

u’g

then RDU

w.g , monotonicity

is comonotonic quasiconcave. Therefore, in the case of the statistic %F:];U
with respect to >¢q implies comonotonic quasiconcavity.
Consider the following risk attitude studied in Chateauneuf and Tallon (2002), called comonotonic

diversification there.

(WRD) Weak risk diversification: For all comonotonic X,Y € X(G) and X € [0, 1],

XY = AX+(1-AY = X.

It is clear that Property (WRD) is weaker than Property (RD). As it turns out, comonotonic
quasiconcavity of the 7--CES characterizes the Property (WRD).

Proposition 6. Let = be a preference relation satisfying the reqularity axioms. Then 7 satisfies

Property (WRD) if and only if the 7--CES is comonotonic quasiconcave.

Therefore, if a preference relation 7~ satisfying the regularity axioms additionally satisfies Property
(RD), then the Z-CES is comonotonic quasiconcave. These observations lead us to the main result of

the section.

Theorem 3. Let 77, be a preference relation satisfying the regqularity axioms. Then 77 satisfies Property

(RD) if and only if 7, satisfies Properties (SRA) and (WRD).

For a preference relation - satisfying the regularity axioms, Theorem 3 implies that - satisfies
Property (RD) if and only if the --CES satisfies monotonicity with respect to >4q and comonotonic
quasiconcavity. In Dekel (1989), it was determined that a quasiconcavity condition in combination with
monotonicity with respect to > q was sufficient to imply Property (RD). However, the probabilistic
quasiconcavity in Dekel (1989) could only provide sufficiency, whereas our comonotonic quasiconcavity
provides an equivalence.

We conclude this section by discussing when risk attitudes extend to properties of the overall pref-
erence relation in the case of Choquet ATE preference relations. The first example of this phenomenon

is regarding Property (WRD).

Proposition 7. Let 77 be a Choquet ATE preference relation. If 7, satisfies Property (WRD) then for
all comonotonic X, Y € X and A € [0,1], X Y — AX +(1-)N)Y = X.

The remaining properties pertain to statistics 4. Nonetheless, it is easy to see that these properties
could just as well be formulated in terms of pure-risk preferences. We say that a statistic v is constant
additive if for all Q € D and a € R, v(Q @ d,) = ¥(Q) + a; positively homogeneous if for all Q € D
and non-negative a € R, y(a ® X) = avy(Q); biseparable if there exists a vNM utility u and a statistic
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7 satisfying constant additivity and positive homogeneity such that

Q) =7(ux@), QeD. (11)

Constant additivity and positive homogeneity are common properties discussed in the literature of
risk measures; see Follmer and Schied (2016). Biseparability is a property of biseparable preference
relations. Traditionally, they are considered one of the weakest classes of preference relations, encom-
passing many famous decision models under ambiguity. For more on biseparable preference relations,

see Ghirardato and Marinacci (2001).
Proposition 8. Let = be a Choquet ATE preference relation.

(i) If the Z-CES satisfies constant additivity, then for all a € R we have

XZY << X+azZY+a X, YeX.

(ii) If the 77-CES satisfies constant additivity, then for all positive a € R we have

X>Y < aX=aY, X,Y €X.

(iii) If the =-CES satisfies biseparability, then there exists a vNM function w and I : X — R
satisfying I(X) > I(Y) for all X, Y € X with X >Y and I(aX +b) = al(X)+b forall X € X,

non-negative a € R, and b € R, such that

XrY < I(uX))>Iul)), X,YeAX.

A key consequence of Proposition 8 is that, for a Choquet ATE preference relation -, the ~-CES
being biseparable implies that the preference relation 77 is biseparable in the sense of Ghirardato and

Marinacci (2001).

5.2 Comparative and absolute ambiguity attitudes

We next define comparative ambiguity attitudes for Choquet ATE preference relations. This will
then allow us to define absolute ambiguity attitudes once a normalization for ambiguity neutrality is
provided.

Given the Choquet ATE preference relations -1 and -2, we say that 7o is more ambiguity averse
than -1 if

Rr1A = Rr3A,  RecGand Ac F.

The interpretation of this definition is quite natural: As events R € G have no ambiguity, they can

serve as the benchmark for comparing ambiguous events. This is similar to the classic notion of
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comparative risk aversion (Pratt, 1964; Yaari, 1969), where constant acts serve as the benchmark.

We have the following proposition characterizing comparative ambiguity attitudes.

Theorem 4. Let 71 and =5 be Choquet ATE preference relations with matching probabilities v1 and

vy respectively. Then, 7o is more ambiguity averse than 71 if and only if v1(A) > ve(A) for all A € F.

In Theorem 4, the 771-CES and the =~3-CES may not be the same. This is consistent with the
fact that the ambiguity component in the Choquet ATE model is separated from the risk component.
To get a full comparative implication on all acts, instead of only binary ones, we need to force the risk

components of both preference relations to be identical, as shown in the next result.

Proposition 9. Let 771 and =5 be Choquet ATE preference relations. Then, the comparative impli-

cation

X1 Y (X =1Y) = X7V (X YY), foral X e X(G) andY € X (12)
holds if and only if the 71-CES is equal to the ZZo-CES and 5 is more ambiguity averse than 7.

As Proposition 9 demonstrates, our notion of comparative ambiguity attitudes for Choquet ATE
preference relations generalizes the comparative ambiguity attitudes of Epstein (2004) given by (12).

Theorem 4 suggests a natural way to define comparative ambiguity attitudes for general act-to-
distribution mappings. To see this, observe that for two continuous capacities 1 and 1o, the condition
v1(A) > 1a(A) for all A € F is equivalent to the requirement that ©,, (X) >gqg D, (X) for all X € X.
Therefore, given two act-to-distribution mappings ©1 and Do, we say that Do is more ambiguity
averse than 01 if

D1(X) >a D2(X), X €X.
The next step is to define a normalization for ambiguity neutrality.

(AN) Ambiguity neutrality: For all A, B,C € F satisfying (AU B)NC = @,

AZ- B < AUC Z BUC.

The following proposition is taken from Van Oosten and Wang (2025, Theorem 2), which char-
acterizes Property (AN).

Proposition 10. Let 77 satisfy Azioms (RC), (M), (SRM), and (C). Then 7 satisfies Property (AN)

if and only if the 7 -matching probability v is a probability measure.

Finally, we say that a Choquet ATE preference relation = is ambiguity averse if it is more
ambiguity averse than a Choquet ATE preference relation satisfying Property (AN). A straightforward
consequence of Theorem 4 and Proposition 10 is that given a Choquet ATE preference relation 7,

ambiguity aversion is equivalent to the ZZ-matching probability being balanced.
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Once again, Proposition 10 suggests a natural way to define ambiguity aversion for general act-to-
distribution mappings. Given the act-to-distribution mapping ©, we say that ® is ambiguity neutral
if there exists p € A such that ©(X) = Xyp for all X € X. That is, an act-to-distribution mapping
is ambiguity neutral if and only if it is a probabilistic act-to-distribution mapping. Additionally, we
say that an act-to-distribution mapping is ambiguity averse if it is more ambiguity averse than an

ambiguity-neutral act-to-distribution mapping.

5.3 Diversification seeking and concave act-to-distribution mappings

We now extend the definition of Property (RD) to all acts. This notion was formalized in the
seminal contributions of Gilboa and Schmeidler (1989) and Schmeidler (1989),% and is sometimes also

described as the convexity of preferences.
(D) Diversification: For all X,Y € X and A € [0,1],if X ~ Y then AX + (1 - )Y = X.

Clearly, Property (D) is stronger than Property (RD). However, there does not exist an equivalent
proposition to Proposition 7 in the case of Property (RD) extending to Property (D). To substantiate
this claim, we provide a counterexample in Appendix E. The following example motivates a property

for act-to-distribution mappings that allows Property (RD) to imply Property (D).

Example 3. Consider a DM that perceives no ambiguity and describes their uncertainty with the
unique 4 € A. Additionally, assume that, to aid in the decision-making, the DM uses a statistic
that is monotonic with respect to >4 and comonotonic quasiconcave. Therefore, the DM’s preference

relation =~ is given by
XZY = v70D,(X)>709,(Y), X,Y €.

Establishing that 7 satisfies Property (D) follows by invoking the well-known comonotonic sum in-
equality; see Dhaene et al. (2002, Theorem 7). This inequality states that, given X,Y € X and
comonotonic X¢,Y* € X such that X =, X¢and Y =f; Y, we have X +Y >{, X+ Y°. Using
Proposition 5, we can rewrite this inequality in terms of the probabilistic act-to-distribution mapping
as follows:

Du(X +Y) Zev Dp(X+Y) =Dp(X) DY) = Du(X) & Dp(Y). (13)

Given A € [0, 1], we can use (13) and Proposition 5 to obtain the inequality

DuAX + (1= NY) > D, AX) @D, (1= NY) = AR D, (X) @ (1 —\) @ D,(Y).

2In Gilboa and Schmeidler (1989) and Schmeidler (1989), this property is referred to as uncertainty aversion.
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Since ) >, P implies () >q P for all Q, P € D, we get

Dy (AX + (1 - AY) 2 A®D,(X) & (1 A\) @D,(Y). (14)

Therefore, using (14) and the fact that « is monotonic with respect to >¢q and comonotonic quasi-

concave, for all X|Y € X satisfying X ~Y and X € [0, 1],

T@pAX + (A =N)Y)) 2 7(A@D,(X) @ (1-2) @D,(Y))

> min {y(D,(X)), (DY)} = 7(Dpu(X)).

(15)

Thus, AX + (1 — \)Y = X, which shows that - satisfies Property (D).

Therefore, motivated by (14) from Example 3, we introduce the following property for act-to-

distribution mappings ®, which we call concavity:
DAX+(1-NY)>q A9(X)d(1-N)9(Y). (16)

Let - be an ATE preference relation represented by (7). If  is monotone with respect to >4q and
comonotonic quasiconcave, and if © is concave, then 7~ satisfies Property (D). This follows by the same
reasoning as in (15). A natural question, which the following theorem answers, is the characterization

of when Choquet act-to-distribution mappings are concave.
Theorem 5. Let v be a continuous capacity. Then D, is concave if and only v is supermodular.

Concavity of an act-to-distribution mapping reflects a form of ambiguity aversion, since it implies
that a strongly risk-averse DM views the distribution associated with the mixture of ambiguous acts as
more attractive than the comonotonic mixture of the distributions associated with each act separately.
This idea is highlighted by the fact that a Choquet act-to-distribution mapping is ambiguity averse if
it is concave. This follows from Theorem 5 and the fact that supermodular capacities are balanced;
see Shapley (1971). However, as the following example shows, this implication does not extend to all

act-to-distribution mappings.

Example 4. Given distinct puq, o € A, let ® be the act-to-distribution mapping given by
VaR,(D(X)) = (1/2)VaRa (D, (X)) + (1/2)VaRa (D, (X)) for all a € (0,1).

We show in Appendix E that ®© is concave and not ambiguity averse.

Given a continuous capacity v, it is clear that the Choquet act-to-distribution mapping ®,, is

concave if and only if for all Xi,...,X, € X and Ai,...,\, € [0,1] satisfying > ,_; Ay = 1, we have

D, (z”: )\ka> >ssd é A ® Dy (Xg). (17)
k=1

k=1
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By restricting the form of the acts Y ;_; Ay X}, in (17), we can define weaker notions of concavity for
Choquet act-to-distribution mappings. Motivated by the work of Hartmann and Kauffeldt (2025),
we can use this idea to characterize the family of Choquet act-to-distribution mappings presented in
Example 1. Given A € F and z,y € R, zAy denotes the binary act which yields z if w € A and y

otherwise.

Proposition 11. It holds that ®, = D, if and only if (17) holds for all Y1 Me Xk = v Ay where
AeF and z,y € R.

Finally, using similar arguments as the proof for Proposition 11, one can show that 2, is ambi-
guity averse if and only if (17) holds for all Y, ; A\ X = = where x € R. This is consistent with the

idea of sure diversification from Chateauneuf and Tallon (2002).

5.4 The distributionally robust interpretation

The framework of distributionally robust optimization extends the maxmin expected utility model
of Gilboa and Schmeidler (1989) by allowing for general statistics; see Delage et al. (2019) and Fadina
et al. (2024) for approaches along this line in the context of risk measures. A preference relation
> is called a distributionally robust preference relation if there exists a collection of risk-conforming

probability measures Q% and a statistic v such that

X ZY <= miny(Xgp) > miny(Yyp), XY €X.
HEQ HEQ

Intuitively, a DM with a distributionally robust preference relation views the set Q as a collection of
equally plausible models describing their uncertainty, while the statistic v represents their pure-risk
preferences. In this decision model, Q represents the ambiguity component of -, and - represents the
risk component of 2Z. Distributionally robust preference relations represent a strong form of ambiguity

aversion, as discussed by Ghirardato et al. (2004).

Theorem 6. Let - be a Choquet ATE preference relation. Then 77 is a distributionally robust pref-

erence relation if and only if the --matching probability is supermodular.

Since any distributionally robust preference relation is an example of an ETA preference relation,
Theorem 6 establishes that the ETA and ATE frameworks are capable of generating a broad class of

common preference relations.

6 Conclusion

The first conceptual contribution of this paper is to show that the role of ambiguity in a decision

model can be determined by where ambiguity enters relative to the evaluation of pure risk. By

3Here, we suppose each p € Q is risk conforming to ensure we remain in the Savage setting with pure-risk.

23



formalizing the ETA and ATE frameworks in the Savage setting, we show that the classical ambiguity
models can be seen as instantiations of two general thought processes. This perspective clarifies
that differences between existing models arise from the structural choice of whether ambiguity is
incorporated by model-specific evaluations or in the distributional representation of acts themselves. In
turn, this structural distinction identifies the precise primitives that represent ambiguity (aggregators
in the ETA case and act-to-distribution mappings in the ATE case) and shows how they interact with
the statistic associated with pure risk.

After introducing the two frameworks, we focused exclusively on the ATE framework. A key
benefit of the ATE perspective is that act-to-distribution mappings offer a richer, more flexible way
to incorporate ambiguity than the ETA perspective, thus expanding the modeling domain of ambi-
guity attitudes by permitting them to reshape many important distributional characteristics, e.g.,
tail behavior, variability, and asymmetry. Such flexibility is not immediately available in the ETA
framework, where it is unclear—or considerably more complicated to determine—how model-based
aggregation can address these important concerns. The new ATE framework allows us to construct
new decision models and opens new directions for future research. As the main ATE model analyzed
in this paper, the Choquet ATE model offers great flexibility in modeling both the risk attitudes
and the ambiguity attitudes. This model is only a natural first step in modeling transforms from an
ambiguous act to a distribution, and there are many more possibilities for general act-to-distribution

mappings to explore, drawing on tools from statistical theory.
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Appendices: Omitted proofs and additional results

Appendix A collects auxiliary results used in the proofs of the main results. Appendices B-E

present the proofs omitted from the main paper and some additional results.

A Distorted capacities

This appendix introduces distorted capacities, which are a generalization of distorted probabili-
ties, and presents several results that will be used in the proofs of subsequent appendices.

Given a distortion function g and a capacity v, we call gov a distorted capacity. If the distortion
function g is convex (resp. concave) and the capacity v is supermodular (resp. submodular), then the
distorted capacity g o v is supermodular (resp. submodular); see Van Oosten and Wang (2025).

In the proofs in the following appendices, we will make use of the two following families of
distortion functions. Given a € (0, 1), define the distortion functions go(8) = 11_4,1)(8) and ha(B3) =
(B/ao— (1 —a)/a)T for all B € (0,1). Given a capacity v and a € (0,1), we can define the following
functionals given by the Choquet integral with respect to the distorted capacity:

Gz(X):/Xd(gaou) and HZ(X)Z/Xd(haoy), XeX.

Since h,, is concave for every a € (0, 1), hy o v is supermodular if v is supermodular. Therefore, if v is
supermodular, then HY is concave for every a € (0,1) by Marinacci and Montrucchio (2004, Corollary

4.2).

Proposition 12. Let v be a continuous capacity. For all o € (0,1), we have
1 (0%
GY(X) = VaRa(Dy (X)) and HY(X) = = / QY(X)dB, X € X,
@ Jo

Proof. Fix X € X, let g = inf{z € R: v(X > ) < 1—a}. For € > 0, we know that v(X > zo+e€) <
1—aand v(X > zg—¢€) > 1 — a. Therefore, g, (v(X > z9+€)) =0 and go(v(X > x9—€)) = 1. Thus,

T —ozy(z) (X >29)>1—a
ga(V(X > x)) = (=o0.20)(7) ( ) , z€R.

ﬂ(—oo,mo] (33) if I/(X > l‘o) <l-«

By the definition of the Choquet integral, Gi,(X) = x¢. Since, by definition, Sp,(x)(7) = v(X > )
for all z € R, we have G¥(X) = VaRy (D, (X)).
Let 0 € [0, 1], we have

o [ o5 = [ 15308 = 5/~ (1 @)/a)* = ha(d).

(%

T«

Since ¢ : X — R defined by ¢(X) = 1 [ G%(X)dp is monotone, comonotonic additive, and normal-
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ized, p(X) = [, Xdv for some capacity v. For all A € F,

) = o) =+ [ Gy =1 [ gsw(a)ds = ha(v(a)

(0}

Therefore, ¢(X) = H%(X) for all X € X. O

B Proof accompanying Section 2

Proof of Proposition 1. Let v and 7 define the same preference relation on distributions = in (4).

Define f : R — R and f: R — R by

f(z) =~(6;) and f(x) =7(0z), z€R.

Since v and 4 are statistics, both f and f are strictly increasing and continuous. We claim that
Range(y) = Range(f). Clearly, Range(f) C Range(vy). Let @ € D. Since @ has compact support,
there exists x,y € R such that 6, >fsq @ >gsq 0y. Therefore, f(z) > v(Q) > f(y). As f is continuous,
by the intermediate value theorem, there exists z € R such that f(z) = v(Q). Thus, Range(y) C

Range(f) and Range(y) = Range(f). A similar argument will show that Range(7) = Range(f).
Define the statistics ¢ : D — R and ¢ : D — R by

D(Q) = foy(Q) and Y(Q) = [0 H(Q), QeD,

where f~!: Range(f) — R and f~! : Range(f) — R denote the inverses of f and f, respectively. It
is straightforward to show that ) and 1) are certainty-equivalent statistics that satisfy (4). Note that
this additionally shows the existence of a certainty-equivalent statistic representing >=¢. Given Q € D,
Q~* (@), Which implies (Q) = 1[)(@) Thus, we have 5 = fo f~!o~. Additionally, if v and 5 were

certainty-equivalent statistics, then v = 4 since f(z) = f () =z for all x € R. O

C Proofs, discussions, and results accompanying Section 3

Proof of Proposition 2. Fix n € X(A,Y). We claim the set Z;(n) = {c € R : n 2™ ¢} must be of the
form (—o0,ap(n)] for some ag(n) € R. Let a € Z;(n) and b € R satisfy a > b, then, by Property (M3),
n =™ a>="band b € Zy(n). Find a € R such that a > 7. Therefore, by Property (M1), a ™ n. If
b € R satisfies b > a, then, by Property (M3), b =" a ;2™ nand b ¢ Z;(n). Therefore, sup(Z;(n)) exists.
Denote by ag(n) = sup(Zi(n)). By Property (M2), ag(n) € Zi(n). Therefore, Z;(n) = (—o0, ap(n)].
Similarly, we can show that Zo(n) = {c € R : ¢ 2™ n} is of the form [by(n), 00) for some by(n) € R. It

must hold that ag(n) > bo(n) as 7 is a preference relation on X (A, X). Therefore, n ~" ay(n).
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Define the functional p : X(A,¥) — R by p(n) = ao(n). By Property (M3), it is clear that

nZ™ ¢ <= pn) =p), n,¢e€XAX).

By Property (M1), p(n) > p(¢) for all n,{ € X (A, X) satisfying n > (. By property (M3), p(a) > p(b)
for all a,b € R satisfying a > b. O

Proposition 13. Let v be a statistic. Then for all X € X, yoRx € X(A,X).

Proof. Fix X € X. Find a,b € R such that a > X > b. Given pu € A, we have

da >tsd Rx (1) >tsd O

Therefore, since v is a statistic, we have v(d,) > v o Rx(u) > (). Since pu was arbitrary, v(d,) >
voRx > (). Therefore, yoRx is bounded. To show that yoRx is X-measurable, we will show that
it is continuous. Let (ux)xea € A be a net converging to u € A. Given the bounded and continuous

f:R —= R, we have

lim / FAOx (1)) = lim /Q F(X)dps = /Q F(X)dp = / FAR()).

Therefore, Ry (un) = Rx(u) in distribution. Define Dy C D by

Do ={Q € D : supp(Q) < [7(ds),7(0a)]}-

Equipping Dy with the topology consistent with convergence in distribution, we have that v|p, is
continuous as 7y is a statistic. Since Range(Ryx) C Dy, we have limyvy o Rx(uy) = v o Rx(u).

Therefore, v o Ry is X-measurable. O
Lemma 1. Let v be a continuous capacity. If X, Y € X satisfy X > Y, then ©,(X) >gq D,(Y).

Proof. For all x € R, {X >z} D {Y > z}. Thus, for all x € R,
So,(x)(2) =v(X >2) 2 v(Y > ) = Sp,(v)(2).

Therefore, ©,(X) >gq D,(Y). O

Lemma 2. Let v be a continuous capacity. If (Zy)nen € X is a bounded sequence pointwise converging

to Z € X, then ©,(Z,) = D,(Z) in distribution.

Proof. For n € N, define X;, = sup,;,>,, Zmn- It holds that (X, )nen is a bounded sequence such that
Xn | Z pointwise. We claim that ©,(X,) — ©,(Z) in distribution. Denote by 3 C R the set of
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continuity points for Sg, (7). Given z € X, since

{Z >a} C ﬁ{Xn>w}§{Z2m},

n=1

it holds that v(Z > z) = v(Z > z) > v((,2{Xn > z}) > v(Z > x). Additionally, as v is continuous,

we have

n=1

So,x) () =v(X >2)=v (ﬂ {X,, > x}) = nlgngo v( X, >x) = nlingo So,(x,)(T)

Therefore ©,(X,,) — ©,(Z) in distribution.
For n € N, define Y;, = inf,,>,, Z,,. It holds that (Y},)nen is a bounded sequence such that Y, T Z

pointwise. Since v is continuous,

o0
nh_}ngo So, (v (T) = nh_)n(f)lo v(Y, >x)=v (U {Y, > x}) =v(Z >z) =9,z (), TR

n=1

Thus, ©,(Y,,) = ©,(Z) in distribution.
Finally, since X,, > Z,, > Y, for all n € N, by Lemma 1, we have that

gu(Xn) zfsd gu(Zn) Zfsd gu(yn)
Therefore, if z € R is a continuity point of Sg,(z), by the above results, we have

So,(z)(x) = nh_{go So,(x,)(7) = limsup Sy, (z,)(z)

n—o0

> liminf Sp, (z,)(x) > lim Sy, (y,) () = So, (2)(2)-

n—oo

Therefore, ©,(Zy,) — ©,(Z) in distribution. O

Proof of Theorem 1. Assume that © satisfies Properties (R1)-(R3). Let f : R — R be continuous and

increasing. We will first show that
D(f(X)) = fx(®(X))", X eAX. (18)

For each n € N, define the function f, : R — R by f,(z) = f(x) + exp(z — n). The following are
immediately clear. (1) For all z € R, limy, o0 fu(x) = f(z). (2) For all n € N, f,, is a vNM utility
function. (3) For all X € X, (fu(X))nen is bounded. Let @ € D, we claim that (f,)4Q — f4Q

in distribution. To see this, let ¢ : R — R be bounded and continuous. Then, by the dominated

“Note that Property (R3) only guarantees this equality for continuous and strictly increasing functions.
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convergence theorem, we have

/R gd((fu)4Q) = /IR g0 f2dQ — /R go fdQ = /IR gd(£4Q).

Therefore, (fn)4#Q — f4Q in distribution. By Property (R2) and (R3), for all X € X', we have

D(/(X)) = lim D(fu(X)) = lim (f)4(D(X)) = f4(D(X)).

Next, we claim that

supp(D (X)) € Range(X), X € X, (19)

where W(&(X) denotes the closure of Range(X). To see this claim, for the sake of contradiction,
assume that (19) is false. That is, assume there exists X € X and z¢ € supp(®(X)) such that
zo ¢ Range(X). To ease notation, let Qx = ®(X). Therefore, we can find € > 0 such that for
I = (z0—¢€,70+¢), we have Qx (I) > 0 and X (1) = @. Define I} = (x9— €, z0] and Iy = (z, To +€).
Without loss of generality, we may assume Qx (I1) > 0. Define the function f : R — R by

xog— € ifxely
flx) = 20 —xg—€ ifxely

T if:ligéIlUIQ

Let g denote the identity function. We have that f(X) = g(X). Therefore, by (18), fxQx = gx#Qx.

However, we have

[f4Qx]({zo — €}) = Qx([zo — €, 20])
= QRx{zo — €}) + Qx(N1) > Qx({zo — €}) = [g4Qx]({z0 — €}),

a contradiction.

Let X,Y € X be comonotonic, by Denneberg (1994, Proposition 4.5), there exist increasing and
continuous f:R — Rand g: R — Rsuch that f(X +Y) =X, g(X+Y) =Y, and f(z) +g(z) =2
for all z € R. Therefore, by (18) and Liu et al. (2024, Theorem 1), for all « € (0, 1),

VaRo(D(X) @ D(Y)) = VaRa(D(X)) + VaRa(D(Y))
= VaRa(f#(D(X +Y))) + VaRa(g4(D(X +Y)))
— [(VaRa(D(X +Y))) + g(VaRa(D(X 4 Y)))
= VaRo(D(X 4 Y)).

Thus (X +Y) = D(X) ® D(Y). For X € X and positive a € R, by Property (R3), we have
D(aX)=a®D(X). If a =0, we have D(aX) = a® D(X) by (19).
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Given A € F, by (19), we know that there exists as € [0, 1] such that
D(14) =aad1 + (1 — ax)dop.

Define the function v : F — [0,1] by v(A) = aa. By (19), v(@) = 0 and v(2) = 1. By Property
(R1), for all A, B € F satisfying A C B, v(A) < v(B). Therefore, v is a capacity. Let (A,)nen € F
be an increasing sequence. Define A = ;7 A,. By Property (R2), we have D(14,) — D(14) in
distribution. Therefore, since E is a statistic,

lim v(A,) = lim E®(14,)) = E®(1,4)) = v(A).

n—oo n—o0

Thus, v is upwards continuous. A similar proof will show that v is downwards continuous. Thus, v is
continuous. Remark that for all A € F, ®(14) = D,(14).

We claim that for all non-negative simple X € X, ©(X) = ©,(X). Fix a non-negative simple
X e X. Wecan find N € N, (an)fy:l C R satisfying 0 < a1 < --- < ay, and (An)gzl C F satisfying
Q=A; DAyD -+ D Ay # @ such that X = Egzl(an —ap—1)14,, where ag = 0. For all « € (0,1),

N
VaR,(D(X)) = VaR, (@(an —an-1)® 9(]1An)>

n=1

(an, — an—1)VaR4(D(14,))

I
WE

i
L

(an, — an—1)VaR4 (D, (14,)) = VaRa (D, (X)).

I
WE

i
I

Therefore, D(X) =9, (X).
We claim that for all non-negative X € X, ®(X) = ©,(X). Fix a non-negative X € X. Find
a sequence (X, )pen € X of non-negative simple acts such that X,,11 > X,, > 0 for all n € N and

X, — X pointwise. By Property (R2) and Lemma 2, we have

D(X) = lim D(X,) = lim D,(X,) = D, (X).

n—oo n—o0

Therefore, D(X) =D, (X).
Finally, we claim that for general X € X, ©(X) =9,(X). Fix X € X. We can find a € R such

that X 4+ a > 0. Since X + a and —a are comonotonic, we have

DX)=D(X+a—a)=D(X +a)®(—a) =9,(X +a) ®(—a) =D,(X).

Therefore, ®(X) = D,(X).
Conversely, let v be a continuous capacity. The fact that ©, satisfies Properties (R1) and (R2)

follows from Lemma 1 and Lemma 2, respectively. Let u be a vNM utility function. By Liu et al.
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(2024, Theorem 1) and Proposition 12, for all « € (0, 1),
VaRa (D, (u(X))) = Go(u(X)) = u(Go (X)) = u(VaRa (Do (X)) = VaRa (ug (D, (X))

Therefore, ©,(u(X)) = ux(9,(X)). Thus D, satisfies Property (R3). O

D Proofs accompanying Section 4

Proof of Theorem 2. Assume that 7 satisfies Axioms (M), (RC), (SRM), (C), and (CD). We claim
that for all X € X, there exists a unique cx € R such that X ~ cx. Let X € X, find a,b € R such
a > X > b. Therefore, by Axiom (M), the sets Lx = {c e R: X 7 c} andUx = {c € R:c 7 X}
are non-empty. It must hold that Lx C (—oo,a], because if X 7~ ¢ for ¢ € R with ¢ > a, then by
Axioms (MO) and (SRM), it would follow that X > a 7 X. Similarly, we have that Ux C [b, 00).
Let a* = sup(Lx) € R and b* = inf(Ux) € R. By Axiom (C), it is clear that Lx = (—o0,a*] and
Ux = [b*,00). As Lx UUx =R, b* < a*. Take cx € Lx NUx. Uniqueness of cx follows from Axiom
(SRM). Therefore, by Axiom (SRM),

XbY <— cx >cy, X, Y eX.

Let v denote the ZZ-matching probability. By Proposition 3, v is continuous and risk conforming.
As (2,G,P) is atomless, given any ) € D, there exists X € X(G) such that ©,(X) = Q. Define
v:D — R by v(Q) = cx, where ®,(X) = Q. To show that v is well-defined, we will show that

@V(X):QV(Y) = cx =c¢y, X,Y eX.

Let X,Y € X satisfy ©,(X) = ©,(Y). Therefore, for all z € R, v(X > z) = v(Y > z). By
Proposition 3, {X >z} ~ {Y > z}. As € R was general, by Axiom (CD), X ~Y and cx = cy. As
cx =709,(X) forall X € X,

XZY <= cx>cy <= 709,(X)>709,(Y), X,Yei.

We need to show that ~ is a statistic. Let @, P € D satisfy Q >q P. As (22,G,P) is atomless,
there exists a G-measurable U : Q@ — (0,1) with P(U < z) = « for all x € (0,1), i.e., U has a uniform
distribution under P. It is routine to check that G-measurable acts Xg = qo(U) and Xp = qp(U)
satisfy ©,(Xg) = Q and ©,(Xp) = P. As Xg > Xp, by Axiom (M),

Y(Q) =709,(Xg) > 70D, (Xp) =~(P).

Let Q, P € D satisfy @ >gq P. Define X, Xp € X(G) the same way as above. As Xg > Xp,
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we have that Xg >, Xp We will show that Xg > Xp. As Q >gq P, there exists g € (0,1),
such that gg(ag) > gp(ap). By the right continuity of gg and gp, there exists e € (0,1 — ap) such
that gg(o) > gp(«) for all « € [ag, ap + €]. Therefore, {ap < U < ag + €} C {Xo > Xp}. Since
Plag <U < ap+€) =e€>0, Xg >, Xp. By Axiom (SRM),

Y(Q) =7v0D,(Xg) > 70D, (Xp) =7(P).

Finally, let (Qn)nen € D be a sequence with uniformly bounded support converging in distribu-
tion to @ € D. Let X C (0,1) denote the points of discontinuity for ¢g. Since g is increasing, X is at
most countable. Therefore, X is Borel measurable. Define A = Ufl(%) € G. As U has a uniform dis-
tribution under P, P(A) = P(U € X) = 0. For all n € N, define the G-masurable acts X,, = 1 4cqq, (U)
and X = 14cqq(U). Since P(A°) =1, for all n € N, X,, =§° qg,,(U) and X =5° qo(U). Therefore,
D,(X,) = Qpnand ©,(X) = Q. We claim that X,, — X pointwise. Let w € A°, then, by the definition
of A, U(w) is a point of continuity of qg. Therefore,

lim X, (w) = lim qg,(U(w)) =qo(U(w)) = X(w),

n—oo n—oo

as @, — @ in distribution. Ifw € A, for alln € N, X,,(w) = X (w) = 0. Therefore, X,, — X pointwise.
Note that (X, )neny € X(G) is a bounded sequence. For each n € N, define Z,, = inf,;,>,, X,,. The
sequence (Zp)nen is bounded and Z,, — X pointwise. As X,, > Z, for all n € N and m > n, by

Axiom (M), X, 77 Z, for all n € N and m > n. Therefore,
Y(Qm) =70D,(X;m) >v09,(Z,), ne€Nandm>n.

Thus, for all n € N, inf,,;>, 7(Qm) > v 09,(Z,). Therefore, liminf,, oo 7(Qm) > 70 D,(Z,) for all
n € N, implying that liminf,, o0 Y(Qm) 7= Zy, for all n € N. By Axiom (C), liminf,,, 0 7(Qm) 77 X.

Therefore,

lim inf (@) > 7 0 D,(X) = 7(Q).

One can show that v(Q) > limsup,,,_, 7(@m) in a similar fashion. Therefore, lim, o 7(Qrn) = V(Q).
Thus ~ is a statistic.

For the converse, assume that there exists a statistic v and a risk-conforming capacity v such
that (9) holds. As + is a statistic, by Lemma 1, /7 satisfies Axiom (M). Since v is risk conforming, it
is clear that 7~ satisfies Axiom (RC). Since v is risk conforming and + is a statistic, it is clear that -
satisfies Axiom (SRM). Since v is a statistic, by Lemma 2, - satisfies Axiom (C).

Define the function ¢ : [0,1] — [0,1] by () = y(zd1 + (1 — x)dp). As v is a statistic, ¢ is
distortion function. Let X,Y € & satisfy X ~* Y. Therefore, given x € R,

(X >2)) =709, (1{X>x}) =709, (1{Y>a:}) = (P(V(Y > m))
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Therefore, v(X > z) = v(Y > x). As x € R was general, ©,(X) = 9,(Y). Therefore, 70 ®,(X) =
vo®,(Y) and X ~ Y. Thus 7 satisfies Axiom (CD).

The proof of the uniqueness claim for v in (9) follows from Proposition 1. Finally, we will show
that v in (9) is the ZZ-matching probability. Let A € F and R4 € G with P(R4) = v(A). Then, using

the function ¢ defined above,

YoD,(1a) = p(v(A)) = (P(Ra)) = ¢(v(Ra)) =70 Dy(1r,).

Therefore A ~ R4 and v is the ZZ-matching probability. O

E Proofs accompanying Section 5

Proof of Proposition 5. Let X, Y € X be comonotonic. Then, by Proposition 12, for all a € (0,1) it
holds that

VaRa(D,(X +Y)) = GL(X +Y) = GL(X) + G4(Y) = VaRa(D, (X)) + VaRa(D,(Y))
- VaRa(:DV(X) 2] QV(Y))7

as X and Y are comonotonic and G% is comonotonic additive. Given A € [0, 1], an identical proof will

show that ©,(AX) = A®D,(X) since G%(aX) = aG%(X) for all X € X and non-negative a € R. [

Proof of Proposition 6. Let « denote the 7--CES and v denote the Z-matching probability. Assume
that - satisfies Property (WRD). Fix @, P € D, without loss of generality, we may assume that
Y(Q) > ~v(P). Given X € [0,1], we need to show that y(A® Q & (1 —\) ® P) > v(P). Since (22, G,P|g)
is atomless, there exists a G-measurable U : Q — (0,1) with P(U < z) = z for all x € (0,1), i.e., U
has a uniform distribution under P. Define Xq = qgo(U) and Xp = qp(U), which are both elements
of X(G). Since the Z-matching probability is risk conforming, this implies that ©,(Xg) = @ and
D,(Xp) = P. Since v(Q) > v(P), this implies that X¢g 22 Xp.
We claim that there exists ¢y € [0, 00) such that Xg — ¢ >~ Xp. Define

co =sup{c € [0,00): Xg —c 2 Xp}.

Let ¢1 = || Xgl| + || Xp||. We have that Xg — ¢; < —||Xp|| < Xp. By Axioms (MO) and (SRM), for
all ¢ > ¢1, Xp = Xg —c. Thus {c € [0,00) : Xg —c Z Xp} C [0,c1] and ¢ € [0,00). A simple
consequence of Axiom (C) is that Xg — ¢y ~ Xp.

It is clear that Xg and Xp are comonotonic. Therefore, Xg — ¢y and Xp are comonotonic and,

by Property (WRD), A(X¢g —co) + (1 = A\)Xp Z Xp. Thus,

Yo, (MXqg —co) + (1 =AN)Xp) > 70D, (Xp) =~(P).
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Also, by Proposition 5 and Axiom (MO), we have

TARQB(L-AN)RP)=709D,(AXg+ (1 -N)Xp) >709,(MXg—co) +(1—X)Xp).

Thus, it holds that Y(A® Q ® (1 — \) ® P) > ~(P).
Conversely, assume that « is comonotonic quasiconcave. Let X,Y € X (G) be comonotonic such

that X ~Y and A € [0,1]. As AX and (1 — A)AY are comonotonic, by Proposition 5,

D,AX+(1-ANY)=2A09,(X)® (1 -1 @D,(Y).

Since v is comonotonic quasiconcave,

70D, AX+(1-NY)=7A29,(X)®(1-))®2,())
>min{y0D,(X),70D,(Y)} =70D,(X).

Therefore, AX + (1 - \)Y = X. O
Proof of Theorem 3. The forward is trivial. The converse follows from Example 3. O
Proof of Proposition 7. This is a direct consequence of Proposition 5 and Proposition 6. ]

Proof of Proposition 8. Results (i) and (ii) follow directly from Proposition 5. To prove (iii), let 7
denote the 7--CES and v denote the Z-matching probability. Since = is biseparable, there exists a
vNM utility u and a statistic 4 satisfying constant additivity and positive homogeneity such that (11)
holds. Define I : X — R by I(X) =4 0®,(X). It is clear that I(X) > I(Y) for all X,Y € X with
X >Y. By Proposition 5, I(aX +b) = al(X) + b for all X € X, non-negative a € R, and b € R. By

Theorem 1, we have

I(U(X)) = ’?OKDV(U(X)) = ’?(U#(@V(X))) = 'YO@V(X)v Xed.

Therefore,

XZY = 70D,(X) 270D,(Y) < I(uw(X)) > I(u(Y)), X,Y €,

and the proof is complete. O

Proof of Theorem 4. Assume that 2o is more ambiguity averse than 27;. Let A € F and R; € G such
that A ~; Ry. By the definition of comparative ambiguity attitudes, Ry 7o A. Find Ry € G such that
A ~9 Ry. As Ry 772 Ra, it holds that P(R;) > P(R2) and v1(A) > v2(A). To show the converse, let
R e G and A € F satisfy R 71 A. Furthermore, let Ry, Ro € G satisfy A ~; Ry and A ~5 Rs. Since
vi(A) > ve(A) and R 771 A, P(R) > P(R;) > P(R2). Therefore, R 2o Ry ~o A. O]
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Proof of Proposition 9. Assume that the 7-1-CES is equal to the —3-CES and 79 is more ambiguity
averse than 7Z;. Denote the shared certainty-equivalent statistic by . Denote the Zj-matching
probability by v and the 7Zo-matching probability by ve. By Theorem 4, for all A € F, v1(A) >
vp(A). Therefore, for all X € X, v1(X > z) > vo(X > z) for all x € R. Thus, for all X € X,
Dy, (X) >ga Do, (X). Since v is a statistic, for all X € X', we have y0D,,(X) > v0D,,(X).

Let X € X(G) and Y € X satisfy X =1 Y (X =1 Y). We have

>)
'Yoguz(X) = V(X#]P)) = 7°©V1(X) > ’yo@,,l(Y) > ’YO@VQ(Y)‘

Therefore, X 72 Y (X =2 Y).

For the converse, assume that (12) holds true. Since (12) is stronger than the definition of
comparative ambiguity aversion, 7Zs is more ambiguity averse than 7Z;. Let X, Y e X(G). If X 71 Y,
then X 7o Y by (12). If X 7o Y, then X —; Y or else there would be a contradiction with (12).
Thus,

XmY & XY, X,Ye€X(Q).

Therefore, the =~1-CES and the ~2-CES both represent the Choquet ATE preference relation 7~; on
X(G). Therefore, by Proposition 1, the 771-CES equals the 7Z2-CES. O

The following example shows that Property (RD) does not necessarily imply Property (D). In
the following example, given A € F and p € A, we use u(A|H) to denote the conditional probability
of A under p given the sub-o-algebra H.

Example 5. Assume there exists a risk-conforming p € A and a sub-o-algebra H, independent of G
under g, such that there exists Ag € H satisfying u(Ap) = 1/2. Let § be a concave distortion function
satisfying g(1/2) > 1/2. Define the distortion function f=gog. Let g=g 'and f= f1, it is clear
that g is convex. Also, g(f(1/2)) > 1/2. Define the capacity

7(4) = /Q FAR)dp, A€ F.

An application of both the monotone convergence theorem and the conditional monotone convergence
theorem will verify that o is continuous. As G and H are independent, it is straightforward to show
that for all A € G, 7(A) = f(u(A)) = f(P(A)). Also, for all A € H, 7(A) = pu(A). Define the capacity
v by v(A) = fo(A) for all A € F. It is clear that v is risk conforming and v(A) = f o u(A) for all

A € H. As f is continuous, v is continuous. Define the Choquet ATE preference relation 2~ by
XzV = VoD, (X) < 7,V 0D, (Y).

Since g is convex, by Marinacci and Montrucchio (2004, Corollary 4.2), 7~ satisfies Property (RD). It
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is clear that 14, ~ 1 Ag- ‘We have
gV 0Dy ((1/2)1ag + (1/2)1ag)
=P (By) = 1/2 < g (F1/2)) =7 (Fu40))81 + (1= F(1(40))) o) =72V 0 D, ().
Therefore, 14, = (1/2)14, + (1/2)14g and ZZ does not satisfy Property (D).
Proof of Therorem 5. Assume that ©, is concave. Fix A, B € F. By Proposition 5, and the fact that

1 4uB and 1 44p are comonotonic, we have

D,((1/2)1a+ (1/2)1p) = Du((1/2)1ans + (1/2)1aup) = (1/2) @ Dy, (Laup) @ (1/2) @ D (Lans)-

Furthermore, since ®, is concave, it holds that
D,((1/2)1a + (1/2)1p) Zgsa (1/2) @ Dy(14) & (1/2) © Do (15).

The following two properties of E are immediately clear. (a) E is monotonic with respect to >¢q. (b)
For all @, P € D and non-negative a,b € R, it holds E(a ® Q & b ® P) = aE(Q) + bE(P). Let A € F,
since ©,(14) = v(A)d + (1 —v(A))do, we have that E(D,(14)) = v(A). Therefore, we have

(1/2)v(ANB) + (1/2)v(AU B) = E[(1/2) © D, (1aup) ® (1/2) @ D, (Lanp)]
E[D,((1/2)1a + (1/2)1p)]
> E[(1/2) @D,(14) ® (1/2) @ D, (1)]
= (1/2)v(A) + (1/2)v(B).

Thus, v(ANB) +v(AUB) > v(A) + v(B) and v is supermodular.
For the converse, let X,Y € X and A € [0,1]. Since v is supermodular, HY is concave for all

€ (0,1); see Appendix A. Therefore, by Proposition 12, we have

/a VaRg (D, (AX + (1= \)Y)) dB = /a QY (AX + (1 - A)Y)dp

= aH, (AX + (1 - \)Y)
> aAHY(X) + a(1 — NHL(Y)

_A/ G4 (X)dB + (1 -\ /Gﬁ

_ /0 AVaRjs (,(X)) + (1 — \)VaRg (D,(Y)) d3

= /a VaRg (A ©@D,(X) ® (1 - ) @D,(Y))dB.
0

Thus, by Shaked and Shanthikumar (2007, Theorem 4.A.3), ©,, is concave. O
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Proof of the claims in Example 4. Since pp and uo are supermodular, HL' and HA? are concave for all

a € (0,1); see Appendix A. Let X,Y € X and A € [0, 1]. we have
/a VaRs (® (AX + (1 — A)Y))dB
0
~(1/2) /Oa VaRs (D, AX + (1= \)Y))dB + (1/2) /Oa VaRs (D, (AX + (1 — A)Y))dB
_(1/2) /a G (X + (1 - A)Y) B+ (1/2) /a G2 (AX + (1= \)Y) dB
0 0

= (1/2)aHA (AX + (1 = N)Y) + (1/2)aHAE (AX + (1 — \)Y)
> (1/2)aAHGH (X) + (1/2)a(l = VHG! (V) + (1/2)aAHG? (X) + (1/2)a(1 — A)HE*(Y)

=722 [T ap 0 ds+ a0 -3 [ e
+(1/2)A Oa G2 (X)dB + (1/2)(1— ) /Oa G2 (v) dp

= (122 [ VR (9,,(X)) + Vs (9,,(X)) 3
(/1= A) [ VaRs (9,u(¥)) + VaR (9,,(4) 43

_ / " AVaRj (D(X) + (1 - \)VaRs (D(Y)) dB

= /aVaRﬁ A2(X)e (1-2)eD(Y))ds.
0

Thus, by Shaked and Shanthikumar (2007, Theorem 4.A.3), ® is concave.
For the sake of contradiction, assume that ® is ambiguity averse, that is, assume there exists a

p € A such that ©,(X) >gqg D(X) for all X € X. Find A € F satisfying p1(A) > pa(A). We claim
that p(A) > p1(A). If u(A) =1, this is clear. If u(A) < 1, define o =1 — p(A). Given € € (0,d), it
is straightforward to show that VaRqy/—¢(D,(14)) = 0. Therefore, 0 = VaRqy/—(D(14)). Since for all
«,

1 ifaell—p(A)1)

VaRo(D(1a)) =1 1/2 ifa €[l — pu1(A),1 — pa(A))

0 ifae(0,1—wui(A)),
we have 1 —p1(A) > o/ —e. Since € was arbitrary, 1 —pq(A) > /. Therefore, u(A) > puy(A). A similar
argument will show that p(A°) > ug(A°). Therefore,

1= p(A) + u(A) = pn(A) + pa(A%) > pa(A) + pa(A°) = 1,

a contradiction. Thus, by contradiction, ® is not ambiguity averse. O

Lemma 3. Let v be a continuous capacity. Then v is exact if and only if D, = D).
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Proof. Assume that v is exact. Given X € X', by Mao et al. (2025, Proposition 1), we have

5Dy (%) (@) = ,Eé{},)”(X >z) =v(X >x)=5p,x)(x), TR

Therefore, D, = Dg(,)-
For the converse, let A € F. By Mao et al. (2025, Proposition 1), we have

v(A) = (14 > 0) = Sp,(1,)(0) = Soq,, (1.)(0) = Mgl@l(r;)u(h >0) = nin, 1(A).

Thus, v is exact. 0

Proof of Proposition 11. Assume that ®, = D¢(,y. Let Xi,..., X, € X and A1,..., A\, € [0,1] with
Sopeq Ak = 1 satisfy >0 M Xy = zAy for some A € F and z,y € R. By Lemma 3, v is exact.
Therefore, there exists p/ € €(v) satisfying p'(A) = v(A). Without loss of generality, we may assume
x > y. It is clear that ©,(rAy) = D,/ (xAy). Also, by the comonotonic sum inequality, we have

D (zAy) = (Z )\ka> >gsd @D Ak @ Dy (X).

k=1

Finally, since ' € €(v), we have that ©,/(Xy) >fq D, (X}) for all k. Therefore,

n n
P M ® D (Xi) Ztsa P M @ Do (Xi).
k=1 k=1
As >gq is stronger than >4, we have that (17) is true.
For the converse, by Lemma 3, we only need to show that v is exact. Fix Aq,...,4,,A € F
and non-negative ci,...,¢,,c € R satisfying 14 > > ;. ¢gla, —c. Find Apyq,... Ap € F and non-
negative ¢p41,...,¢m € R such that 14 = > ;% ¢xla, — ¢, where m > n. Define a = Y ;" ck.

Therefore, by (17),

(1/a) @ [(v(A))der1 + (1 = v(A))d] = (1/a) @D, (¢ + 1) Ac)

Zssd @(Ck/a) ® QV(]IAk)
k=1
= D(er/a) @ [(v(Ap))61 + (1 — v(Ar))0] -
k=1

Since E ((1/a) @ [(#(A))de41 + (1 = v(A))dc]) = (1/a)(v(A)(c+ 1) + (1 — v(A))e) = (1/a)(v(A) + ),
E (D) (ck/a) @ [(v(Ar))o1 + (1 — v(Ak))do]) = >y (ck/a)v(Ax), and E is monotone with respect
to >gq, we have v(A) > Y00 v (Ag) — ¢ > > ), cxv(Ax) — c. Therefore, by Schmeidler (1972), v

is exact. ]
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Proof of Theorem 6. Since 7~ is a Choquet ATE preference relation, we have that
XZY < 709,(X) >2709,(Y), X,Y €4, (20)

where v is the 7—-CES.
Assume that 7~ is a distributionally robust preference relation. Therefore, by definition, there
exists a collection of risk-conforming probability measures Q and a statistic 4 such that

X ZY = miny(Xygp) > miny(Yuep), X,Y € X. (21)
neQ HeEQ

Without loss of generality, we may assume that 7 is a certainty-equivalent statistic. Fix @ € D. Since
(2,G,P) is atomless, we can find X € X(G) such that Q@ = XyP = ©,(X). By (20), we have that
X >~ ~v(Q). Thus, by (21), we have v(Q) = 7(Q). Since ) was arbitrary, we have that v = 4. Given
X € X, by (20), X ~~v09,(X). Thus, by (21), we have

min y(Xgep) =7 0 Dy (X). (22)

Define ¢ : [0,1] — [0, 1] by ¢(z) = (201 + (1 — x)dp). Since 7 is a certainty-equivalent statistic, it is
easy to show that ¢ is a distortion function. Let A € F, by (22) we have

p(v(A4) = y(r(A)d1 + (1 = v(A))dy) =70 Dy (14)

= L%BV((]IA)#N)
= L%igv(u(fl)& + (1 — p(A))do)
= Lneigw(u(fl)) = <gggﬂ(fl)> :

Since ¢ is invertible, we have v(A) = min,co pu(A). Additionally, we have pu(A) > v(A) for all
pwe Qand A € F. Thus Q C €(v). We claim that for each X € X, there exists pg € Q such that
D,(X) = Xypo. To see this note that for all 4 € Q, we have u(X > z) > v(X > z) for all z € R.
Therefore,

Xy 2a Du(X), peQ.

Additionally, by (22), there exists p1o € Q such that y(Xupo) = 70D, (X). If Xupo >pa D0 (X), it
would hold that y(Xupuo) > vo0D,(X), which is a contradiction. Therefore, ©,(X) = Xupug. Given
A, B € F satisfying A C B, we have that there exists a pg € Q such that

1(A)02 + (u(B) — p(A))d1 + (1 — p(B))do
= (]lA + ]lB)#,LLO = @V(]IA + ]13) = Z/(A)(52 + (V(B) — Z/(A))51 + (1 — V(B))(SO

Therefore, v(A) = p(A) and v(B) = wp(B). Since u € €(v), by Marinacci and Montrucchio (2004,
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Theorem 4.7), we have that v is supermodular.

Conversely, assume that v is supermodular. We claim that

yo®,(X) = min y(Xyp), X € X. (23)
pee(v)
Since for all p € €(v), p is risk conforming, (23) shows that 2~ is a distributionally robust preference
relation. To show (23), start by fixing X € X. As {X > x},er is a chain, by Marinacci and
Montrucchio (2004, Theorem 4.7), there exists 19 € €(v) such that for all 4 € €(v), we have

pw(X >z)>v(X >z)=pu(X >x), ek

Therefore, for all € €(v), Xpp >sqa D (X) = Xppo. Thus,

Y(Xpp) =7 0D,(X) = y(Xypo), p € C(v).

Finally, as X was arbitrary, (23) holds. O
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