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Abstract

This paper fully characterizes the geometrical structure of the class of distributions of

three-dimensional Bernoulli random variables with equal means, p. We find all the

geometrical generators in closed form as functions of p. This result stems from an al-

gebraic representation of the class that encodes the statistical properties of Bernoulli

distributions. We study extremal negative dependence within the class and provide an

application example by finding the impact of negative dependence to minimal aggregate

risk. The application relies on a game theory approach.

Keywords : Bernoulli distributions, extremal points, convex polytope, negative depen-

dence, Shapley value.



Introduction

Multivariate Bernoulli distributions are significant in various fields, such as clinical trials

and finance. An open issue in applied probability is the characterization of extremal neg-

ative dependence within the Fréchet class of distributions with given marginals, which,

in the case of Bernoulli distributions, corresponds to specified means. While extremal

positive dependence is achieved by the upper Fréchet bound, the lower Fréchet bound –

that in dimension two corresponds to the extremal negative dependence – fails to be a

distribution in dimension higher than two. Therefore characterizing negative dependence

in dimension higher than two is more challenging, with only partial results available (see,

e.g., Puccetti and Wang (2015)). Fontana and Semeraro (2018) and Fontana and Semer-

aro (2024) provide a geometrical and an algebraic representation of the class Fd(p) of

d-dimensional Bernoulli probability mass functions (pmf) with common marginal mean

p. Both representations are powerful tools for studying the statistical properties of

this class. In particular, the geometrical structure of Fd(p) is a convex polytope. The

extremal points of the convex polytope -that belong to Fd(p) and therefore are pmfs

themselves- play a key role in studying the statistical properties of the class. Indeed,

relevant quantities such as moments or convex functionals reach their maximum and

minimum value on the extremal points, as discussed in Fontana and Semeraro (2018),

Fontana and Semeraro (2023), and Fontana and Semeraro (2022). For this reason we

refer to the dependence structure of the extremal points as to extremal dependence.

Given p, we can find the extremal points using a geometrical software, 4ti2. Actually,

this is feasible in low dimension since their number increases very fast. This is why

Fontana and Semeraro (2024) introduced the algebraic representation: it provides a way

to find -at least in principle- the extremal points using the algebraic generators that are

known analytically. Nevertheless, the algebraic structure reveals to encode statistical

properties and to be a powerful tool also in low dimension.

The main result of this paper is to analytically find all the extremal points as func-

tions of p in the three-dimensional case, F3(p). We provide a classification of the extremal

points of F3(p), mainly based on their algebraic properties, and study their correlation

structure. We then focus on the characterization of extremal negative dependence, that,

as discussed above, is not a trivial concept in dimension higher than two. We can

find different extensions of extremal negative dependence to dimensions higher than

two. Here, we consider a notion introduced by Puccetti and Wang (2015) called Σ-

countermonotonicity. The Σ-countermonotonicity property is not always a property of a

single distribution in dimensions higher than two. In dimension three, if p ∈ (1/3, 2/3),
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it is a property that characterize an entire convex polytope included in F3(p), that we

name FΣ
3 (p). We explicitly find its extremal points.

As an application example we consider the impact of negative dependence on aggre-

gate risk. Indeed, all the pmfs in this polytope minimize the aggregate risk, meaning

that if X ∈ FΣ
3 (p), then the discrete random variable S = X1 + X2 + X3 is minimal

in convex order and, in particular, it has the minimal variance V (S) in the class of

discrete distributions on {0, 1, 2, 3} with mean 3p. Despite V (S) is constant for any

X ∼ f ∈ FΣ
3 (p), some dependence features of X changes across the class, as pairwise

correlation. It is therefore interesting to understand the impact of different correlation

structures on the variance of the sum. A way to do that is to find the marginal con-

tributions of the components Xi, i = 1, 2, 3 to the variance of S and investigate their

dependence on the correlation structure. Using a game theory approach and the results

in Colini-Baldeschi et al. (2018) we analytically find the marginal contributions to V (S)

of the components of any vector X ∼ f ∈ FΣ
3 (p).

The paper is organized as follows. Section 1 recalls the geometrical and algebraic

structure of F3(p). Our main result, the analytical form of all the extremal pmfs is

provided in Section 2. Section 3 characterizes extremal negative dependence. The

application to the study of the marginal contribution of different negative dependence

structures to minimal risk is presented in Section 4.

1 Three dimensional Bernoulli distributions

This section recalls the geometrical and algebraic representations of three dimensional

Bernoulli distributions. The geometrical representation has been introduced in Fontana

and Semeraro (2018), while the algebraic structure in Fontana and Semeraro (2024).

The algebraic representation revealed to be effective to find the geometrical generators

and characterize their dependence structure also in low dimension. In fact, it plays a

key role to find our main result in dimension three. We first introduce the geometri-

cal representation, then the algebraic representation and their connection. Section 5

concludes.

1.1 Geometrical representation

Let F3 be the simplex of probability mass functions (pmfs) of 3-dimensional Bernoulli

random variables. Let us consider the Fréchet class F3(p) ⊆ F3 of pmfs in F3 which have
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the same Bernoulli marginal distribution of parameter p, B(p). We assume throughout

the paper that p is rational, i.e. p ∈ Q. Since Q is dense in R, this is not a limitation in

applications. We also make the non-restrictive (for symmetry) assumption that p ≤ 1/2.

Let X = (X1, X2, X3) be a 3-dimensional Bernoulli random vector, the notation X ∈
F3(p) indicates that X has pmf f ∈ F3(p). The column vector which contains the values

of f over X = {0, 1}3 is f = (f1, . . . , f8) = (fx : x ∈ X ) := (f(x) : x ∈ X ). We make

the non-restrictive hypothesis that the set X of 23 binary vectors is ordered according

to the reverse-lexicographical criterion. We denote with Xk = {x ∈ X :
∑3

j=1 xj = k},
k = 0, 1, 2, 3. It follows that {X0,X1,X2,X3} is a partition of X .

Let X ∈ F3(p). As described in Fontana and Semeraro (2018), given X ∈ F3(p),

the three conditions E[Xi] = p, i = 1, 2, 3 translate in the following linear system in f :∑
x∈X :xk=1

(1− p)f(x)−
∑

x∈X :xk=0

pf(x) = 0, k = 1, 2, 3. (1.1)

Let H be the 3× 8 matrix of the coefficient of the system (1.1). The class F3(p) is the

following convex polytope

F3(p) = {f ∈ R8 : Hf = 0, fi ≥ 0,
8∑

i=1

fi = 1}. (1.2)

Each point f ∈ F3(p) is a convex combination of a set of generators referred to as the

extremal points of the convex polytope F3(p). Formally, for any f ∈ F3(p) there exist np

extremal points (also called extremal pmfs) ri ∈ F3(p) and coefficients λ1 ≥ 0, . . . , λnp ≥
0 summing up to one, such that

f =

np∑
i=1

λiri.

We also call extremal points the random vectorsRi ∼ ri. Proposition 2.1 in Fontana and

Semeraro (2018) implies that the extremal points of F3(p) have at most four non-zero

values.

1.2 Algebraic representation

This section recalls the algebraic representation introduced in Fontana and Semeraro

(2024), adapted to the three dimensional case. It was introduced with the aim of finding

the extremal points in high dimension, where the number of extremal points make the

computational approach infeasible. Actually, this representation plays a key role also in
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dimension three to find an analytical expression for all the extremal points as functions

of p.

We define a map H from F3(p) to the polynomial ring with rational coefficients

Q[x1, x2], as follows

H : F3(p) → Q[x1, x2]

H : f → Pf (x) = m(x)f ,
(1.3)

where m(x) = (m+(x)||m−(x)) is the row vector obtained concatenating m+(x) and

m−(x), with m+(x) := (1, x1, x2, x1x2) and m−(x) = (−x1x2+c,−x2+c,−x1+c,−1+

c)T , where p = s
t
and c = 2s−t

s
. We denote by CH the image of F3(p) under the map H.

By construction, rearranging the coefficients of Pf (x) yields:

Pf (x) = m(x)f =
∑

α∈{0,1}2
aαx

α, (1.4)

where aα ∈ Q are linear combinations of the elements of f . The mapH is not injective, as

noted in Fontana and Semeraro (2024) where, the authors present a three-step algorithm

to uniquely determine a pmf fP = (f1, . . . , f8) ∈ F3(p) associated to a given polynomial

P (x) =
∑

α∈{0,1}2 aαx
α. We refer to fP as the type-0 pmf associated to P (x). The

following proposition characterizes both the counter-image of a polynomial P (x) and

the kernel of the map H. We state the proposition for a general dimension d.

Proposition 1.1. Given a polynomial P (x) =
∑

α∈{0,1}d aαx
α,

H−1(P (x)) = {λf p + (1− λ)ek, ek ∈ Ker(H), λ ∈ [0, 1]},

where f p is the type-0 pmf associated to P (x). A basis of Ker(H) is

BK = {(1− p, 0, . . . , 0, p); (1− 2p, p, 0, . . . , 0, p, 0); (1− 2p, 0, p, 0, . . . 0, , p, 0, 0);

. . . (1− 2p, 0, . . . , 0, p, p, 0 . . . , 0)}.

An important result about the algebraic representation is that all the polynomials

in CH are linear combinations with scalar coefficients of a specific class of polynomial,

that are referred as the algebraic generators and that we call fundamental polynomials.

The fundamental polynomials of the class F3(p) are

F±(x) = ±
(
x1x2 − x1 − x2 + 1

)
.
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Proposition 1.2. The polynomials Pf (x) = m(x)f ∈ CH are linear combinations with

scalar coefficients of the fundamental polynomials.

We conclude this section with a result that establishes a connection between geomet-

rical and algebraic generators of the class F3(p).

Proposition 1.3. Let f ∈ F3(p) be the type-0 pmf associated to a fundamental polyno-

mial F±(x). The pmf f is an extremal probability mass function.

In the symmetric case where p = 0.5, Mutti and Semeraro (2026) proves that all the

extremal points of the class Fd(0.5) - that, given p, in dimension three can be found

explicitly with 4ti2- are type-0 or belong to the kernel.

2 Extremal points

Let D3(3p) be the class of discrete pmfs on {0, 1, 2, 3} with mean 3p. Any pmf p ∈
D3(3p) is the distribution of the sum of the components of at least one 3-dimensional

Bernoulli random vector X ∈ F3 (see e.g. Fontana et al. (2020)). In general, behind

any discrete pmf there are infinite Bernoulli vectors X ∈ Fd (Fontana and Semeraro

(2025a)). Formally, we define the following map between F3(p) and D3(3p).

s :F3(p) → D3(3p)

f → sf ,
(2.1)

where sf := s(f) is the distribution of the sum S := X1+X2+X3 with X ∼ f ∈ F3(p).

Then, the intersection of the support of f ∈ F3(p) with Xk is not empty iff sf (k) ̸= 0.

Our main result is the following Theorem 2.1 that analytically finds all the extremal

points of F3(p). The extremal points are reported in Table 1 for p ≤ 1
3
and in Table 2

for p ∈ (1
3
, 1
2
].

Theorem 2.1. The extremal points of F3(p) are given by the columns of Table 1 for

p ≤ 1
3
, and by the columns of Table 2 for 1

3
< p ≤ 1

2
.

Proof. First, we consider the case p ≤ 1
3
and refer to Table 1. As proved in Fontana and

Semeraro (2024), r1, . . . , r6 are extreme pmfs, since r1, r2, r3, and r5 form a basis of

Ker(H), while r4 and r6 are the type-0 fundamental pmfs, i.e. type-0 pèmfs associated

to the fundamental polynomials F+(x) and F−(x) respectively. It follows that what
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remains to be proved is that there are not other extreme pmfs. For simplicity of notation,

we write s for sf throughout the proof.

The mean constraint E[S] = 3p, if p ≤ 1
3
, implies that the sum S has mean between

0 and 1. Accordingly, the pmf s may have support on two points ({0, 1}, {0, 2}, or
{0, 3}), on three points ({0, 1, 2}, {0, 2, 3}, or {0, 1, 3}), or on the full set {0, 1, 2, 3}. Let
us consider the cases {0, i}, i = 1, 2, 3. The condition on the mean, implies that there is

a unique pmf s0,i, supported on {0, i}, with i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. It is defined as s0,i(0) = 1− 3p
i
,

s0,i(i) =
3p
i
, and s0,i(k) = 0 for k ∈ {1, 2, 3}, k ̸= i.

Let us now consider the case i = 1. We have f(0, 0, 0) = s0,1(0) = 1 − 3p, and

f(1, 0, 0) + f(0, 1, 0) + f(0, 0, 1) = s0,1(1) = 3p. Since E[Xi] = p for i = 1, 2, 3, the only

admissible pmf satisfies f(1, 0, 0) = f(0, 1, 0) = f(0, 0, 1) = p. This corresponds to r6

in Table 1. The case i = 2 is analogous, yielding the extremal point r4 in Table 1. If

i = 3, we have f(0, 0, 0) = s0,3(0) = 1− p and f(1, 1, 1) = s0,3(3) = p. This corresponds

to r5 in Table 1.

If s has support on {0, 1, 2}, then f has support on X0 ∪ X1 ∪ X2. Since f must be

an extremal point, by Proposition 2.1 in Fontana and Semeraro (2024), it must have

support on at most four points: one point is (0, 0, 0), at least one point lies in X1,

and at least one point lies in X2. Therefore, it has support on at least three points.

Assume that the support consists of three points. Let x ∈ X1 be such that f(x) ̸=
0. The mean constraints E[X1] = E[X2] = E[X3] = p imply that f(x) = p and

f(1 − x) = p, where 1 − x = (1 − x1, 1 − x2, 1 − x3). By choosing x = (1, 0, 0),

(0, 1, 0), and (0, 0, 1), we obtain the extremal points r1, r2, and r3, respectively. We

now consider the case in which the support consists of four points. Since the means are

equal, this configuration is incompatible with having two points in X1 or two points in

X2. Using similar arguments, we can show that for the supports {0, 1, 3} and {0, 2, 3},
since f(0, 0, 0) ̸= 0 and f(1, 1, 1) ̸= 0, the mean constraints imply that the support of f

must contain at least three additional points; hence, it cannot be an extremal point.

If s has full support, then f has support on X0 ∪ X1 ∪ X2 ∪ X3, that is, on at least

four points. Since f must be an extremal point, it must have support on exactly four

points: (0, 0, 0), one point in X1, one point in X2, and (1, 1, 1). The mean constraints
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imply the following structure:

f(0, 0, 0) = 1− 2p+ θ

f(x) = p− θ,

f(1− x) = p− θ,

f(1, 1, 1) = θ.

(2.2)

where 0 < θ < p, x ∈ X1 and then 1− x ∈ X2. By Lemma 2.3 in Terzer (2009), we can

prove that it is not an extremal point.

We now consider the case 1
3
< p ≤ 1

2
and refer to Table 2. As proved in Fontana

and Semeraro (2024), r1, . . . , r5, and r9 are extreme pmfs, since r1, r2, r3, and r5 form

a basis of Ker(H), while r4 and r9 are the type-0 fundamental pmfs. In Fontana and

Semeraro (2025b) it is proved that also r6, r7 and r8 are extremal points. Also in this

case, what remains to be proved is that there are not other extreme pmfs.

The condition on the mean of the sum S, when 1
3
< p ≤ 1

2
is 1 < E[S] = 3p < 3

2
. It

implies that s, can have support on two points ({0, 2}, {0, 3}, {1, 2}, or {1, 3}), on three

points ({0, 1, 2}, {0, 2, 3}, {0, 1, 3}, or {1, 2, 3}), or full support {0, 1, 2, 3}.

The cases {0, 2} and {0, 3} are the same as those considered for p < 1
3
, leading to

r4 and r5 in Table 2. The cases {0, 1, 2}, {0, 2, 3}, {0, 1, 3}, and {0, 1, 2, 3} have already

been discussed for p < 1
3
. We find that {0, 1, 2} leads to r1, r2, and r3, whereas the

other cases are incompatible with the mean constraints E[X1] = E[X2] = E[X3] = p.

We are thus left with the cases {1, 2} and {1, 3}. For {1, 3}, the condition on the mean

implies that if f(1, 1, 1) ̸= 0, then f(x) ̸= 0 for every x ∈ X1, yielding the extremal

point r9. We now consider the case {1, 2}. We only need to prove that r6, r7, and r8 are

the only extremal points of F3(p) with support X1 ∪ X2. It follows that f has support

on at least two points, at least one x ∈ X1 and one x ∈ X2.

We consider the following possible cases:

1. Two points: the condition on the means implies that f satisfies f(x) = f(1−x) =

p, with x ∈ X1. Since the components of f sums up to one, this is not possible

with p ̸= 1/2.

2. Three points: we have two cases. Case 1, one point in X1 and two points in X2,

but this case is not compatible with equal means. Case 2, two points in X1 and

one point in X2, but also this case is not compatible with equal means.

3. Four points: the only case compatible with the condition on the means is three
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point on X1 and one point on X2 and we find the three pmfs r6, r7 and r8.

Therefore, all the extremal points are those listed in Tables 1 and 2.

Remark 1. Notice that for p = 1/2 the extremal points r6, r7 and r8 coincides with the

extremal points r1, r2 and r3 and belong to the kernel of H.

x1 x2 x3 r1 r2 r3 r4 r5 r6

0 0 0 1− 2p 1− 2p 1− 2p 1− 3p
2

1− p 1− 3p
1 0 0 0 0 p 0 0 p
0 1 0 0 p 0 0 0 p
1 1 0 p 0 0 p

2
0 0

0 0 1 p 0 0 0 0 p
1 0 1 0 p 0 p

2
0 0

0 1 1 0 0 p p
2

0 0
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 p 0

Table 1: Extremal pmfs of F3(p) for p ≤ 1/3.

x1 x2 x3 r1 r2 r3 r4 r5 r6 r7 r8 r9

0 0 0 1− 2p 1− 2p 1− 2p 1− 3p
2

1− p 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 p 0 0 1− 2p 1− 2p p 1−p

2

0 1 0 0 p 0 0 0 1− 2p p 1− 2p 1−p
2

1 1 0 p 0 0 p
2

0 3p− 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 p 0 0 0 0 p 1− 2p 1− 2p 1−p

2

1 0 1 0 p 0 p
2

0 0 3p− 1 0 0
0 1 1 0 0 p p

2
0 0 0 3p− 1 0

1 1 1 0 0 0 0 p 0 0 0 3p−1
2

Table 2: Extremal pmfs of F3(p) for p ∈ (1/3, 1/2].

The extremal points in F3(1/2) are listed in Table 1 in Mutti and Semeraro (2026)

and discussed in that paper. For the reader’s convenience, they are ri, i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9

in Table 2.

Remark 2. As proved in Fontana and Semeraro (2024), r1, r2, r3, and r5 of both Table

1 and 2 form a basis of Ker(H), and r4 and r6 of Table 1 and r4 and r9 of Table 2 are

the type-0 fundamental pmfs.
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3 Extremal correlations

The weakest notion of dependence for a random vector X are the pairwise correlations

ρ(Xi, Xj), that if X ∈ Fd(p) reads

ρ(Xi, Xj) =
µij − p2

p(1− p)
, (3.1)

where µij = E[XiXj], i, j = 1, . . . , d, i ̸= j. We say that a random vector X is pairwise

positive correlated (P-PC) if ρ(Xi, Xj) ≥ 0, i ̸= j, and it is pairwise negative correlated

(P-NC) if ρ(Xi, Xj) ≤ 0, i ̸= j. Since

µij =
∂2g(1)

∂xi∂xj

, (3.2)

where g(x) := E[xX ] is the probability generating function (pgf) ofX. We can therefore

find the pairwise correlations of X by using its pgf.

From Fontana and Semeraro (2018) we know that correlations reach their bounds

on the extremal points of F3(p). Furthermore, if f ∈ F3(p) and f =
∑n

i=1 λiri, then

ρ(Xh, Xk) =
∑n

i=1 λiρ(Rih, Rik) with Ri ∼ ri, where n is the proper number of extremal

pmfs. Therefore to characterize the admissible pairwise correlations in F3(p) we have to

characterize the pairwise correlations of the extremal points.

3.1 Pairwise correlation of the extremal points.

Since Proposition 1.1 provides the general expression of the kernel generators, we can

find their pairwise correlations in any dimension and for any p ≤ 1/2.

Proposition 3.1. If r ∈ KerH then ρij = 1 or ρij = − p
1−p

.

Proof. We refer to BK , a basis of Ker(H) as defined in Proposition 3.1. It is evident

that the pairwise correlation of the extremal pmf of Ker(H) defined as (1−p, 0, . . . , 0, p)

is one for any pair of variables. Now, given x = (1, . . . , 1, 0, . . . , 0), we consider rx, that

is the extreme pmf of Ker(H) defined as rx(0) = 1 − 2p, rx(x) = rx(1 − x) = p, and

zero otherwise. The pgf of rx is

g(x) = 1− 2p+ px1 · · · xk + pxk+1 · · · xd (3.3)

9



If i, j ≤ k or j, j ≥ k + 1 we have

µij =
∂2g(1)

∂xi∂xj

= p, (3.4)

and therefore we have ρij = 1, if i ≤ k and j ≥ k + 1 and vice versa, we have

µij =
∂2g(1)

∂xi∂xj

= 0, (3.5)

and therefore we have ρij = − p
1−p

. All the other cases corresponding to the remaining

elements of Bk, provide the same result.

We now go back to dimension three and we consider the type-0 fundamental extremal

points. If p < 1/3, they are r4 and r6 in Table 1. The pgf of r4 is

g4(x) = 1− 3
p

2
+

p

2
(x1x2 + x1x3 + x2x3), (3.6)

therefore

µij =
∂2g4(1)

∂xi∂xj

=
p

2
, i, j = 1, 2, 3, i ̸= j, (3.7)

and

ρij =
1− 2p

2(1− p)
, i, j = 1, 2, 3, i ̸= j. (3.8)

Notice that if p ≤ 1/2 (that is our assumption) ρij > 0. We now consider r6, its pgf is

g6(x) = 1− 3p+ p(x1 + x2 + x3), (3.9)

therefore it is straightforward to find ρij = − 1
(1−p)

for all i, j. We notice that the type-0

fundamental extremal points, r4 and r6, are P-PC and P-NC, respectively. If p > 1/3

the type-0 fundamental are r4 and r9 in Table 2. While, if p ∈ (1/3, 1/2], r4 has the

same expression and therefore the same correlations of r4 with p < 1/3, to find pairwise

correlations for r9 we compute its pgf

g9(x) =
1− p

2
(x1 + x2 + x3) +

3p− 1

2
x1x2x3. (3.10)

Therefore

µij =
∂g29(1)

∂xi∂xj

=
3p− 1

2
, i, j = 1, 2, 3, i ̸= j, (3.11)
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and therefore

ρij =
3p− 1− 2p2

2p(1− p)
, i, j = 1, 2, 3, i ̸= j. (3.12)

We observe that for p ≤ 1/2 (that is our assumption) we have ρij < 0. Therefore, we

have proved the following proposition.

Proposition 3.2. The type-0 fundamental extremal pmf asscuated to F+(x) (F−(x)) is

pairwise positively (negatively) correlated.

The only missing case are the three extremal pmfs r6, r7, and r8 with support on

X1∪X2 for p ∈ (1/3, 1/2]. The following proposition provides their pairwise correlations.

Proposition 3.3. If r has support on X1 ∪ X2 and p ∈ (1/3, 1/2] then ρi1,i2 =
3p−1−p2

p(1−p)
,

ρi1,i3 = ρi2,i3 = − 1
(1−p)

, where {i1, i2, i3} = {1, 2, 3}.

Proof. We consider r6, the other cases are obtained by permutation of the indices. The

pgf of r6 is

g6(x) = (1− 2p)x1 + (1− 2p)x2 + (3p− 1)x1x2 + px3 (3.13)

We have

µ12 =
∂2g6(1)

∂x1∂x2

= 3p− 1, (3.14)

µ13 =
∂2g6(1)

∂x1∂x3

= 0, µ23 =
∂2g6(1)

∂x2∂x3

= 0 (3.15)

Therefore ρ13 = ρ23 = − 1
(1−p)

< 0. It is easy to check that ρ1,2 =
3p−1−p2

p(1−p)
and ρ1,2 > 0.

We have characterized the P-NC of all the extremal points. It is interesting to notice

the type-0 fundamental pmfs are the only extremal points that can be P-NC for any p.

3.2 Extremal positive and negative dependence

This section studies extremal positive and negative dependence, specifically we char-

acterize the pmfs with the strongest positive or negative dependence. The strongest

positive dependence is the scenario of perfect positive dependence among components.

This is possible in any Fréchet class of distributions, and it corresponds to the upper

Fréchet bound, that is the distribution of the comonotonic vector. The upper Fréchet

bound of F3(p) is r5 in both Tables 1 and 2, and it corresponds to perfect pairwise

correlation, i.e. ρij = 1 for any i, j = 1, 2, 3.
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When studying extremal negative dependence, the starting point is the definition of

countermonotonicity.

Definition 3.1. A bivariate random vector (X, Y ) is said to be countermonotonic if

P
{
(X1 −X2)(Y1 − Y2) ≤ 0

}
= 1,

where (X1, Y1) and (X2, Y2) are two independent copies of (X, Y ).

Although this definition provides a clear characterization of extremal negative de-

pendence for two-dimensional Fréchet classes, there is no unique and straightforward

generalization to higher dimensions. Indeed, in dimension two, the distribution of a

countermonotonic vector is the lower Fréchet bound. In dimensions higher than two,

the lower Fréchet bound is not always a distribution function, see Dall’Aglio et al.

(2012). Several approaches have been proposed to define notions of minimal dependence

in Fréchet classes of dimension higher than 2. These notions are known as extremal

negative dependence concepts; see Puccetti and Wang (2015). In Puccetti and Wang

(2015), the authors introduce the notion of Σ-countermonotonicity. This definition is

significant because it extends countermonotonicity in dimension higher than two in such

a way that every Fréchet class admits a Σ-countermonotonic random vector.

Definition 3.2. A d-dimensional random vector Y = (Y1, . . . , Yd) is said to be Σ-

countermonotonic if, for every subset J ⊆ {1, . . . , d}, the pair (
∑

j∈J Yj,
∑

j /∈J Yj) is

countermonotonic, with the convention
∑

j∈∅ Yj = 0.

If a Fréchet class admits a countermonotonic vector, this is the only Σ-countermonotonic

one and its distribution is the lower Fréchet bound.

In F3(p) the countermonotonic vector exists if and only if p < 1/3 (see, e.g., Fontana

and Semeraro (2018)). It is r6 of Table 1 and its probability density function (pdf) is the

lower Fréchet bound. Extremal negative dependence is more challenging to characterize

if p > 1/3, since the class does not admit a countermonotonic vector and the lower

Fréchet bound is no longer a pdf.

We now characterize the Σ-countermonotonic pmfs in F3(p). We need to introduce

another definition of extremal negative dependence, that is necessary to prove our main

result. We need to introduce the convex order first.

Definition 3.3. Given two random variables Y1 and Y2 with finite means, Y1 is said to

be smaller than Y2 under the convex order (denoted Y1 ≤cx Y2) if E{ϕ(Y1)} ≤ E{ϕ(Y2)},
for all real-valued convex functions ϕ for which the expectations are finite.
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We now define a class of vectors whose sum is minimal in the convex order, and we

call them Σcx-smallest elements.

Definition 3.4. A Σcx-smallest element in a class of distributions F is a random vector

Y = (Y1, . . . , Yd) with distribution in F such that

d∑
j=1

Yj ≤cx

d∑
j=1

Y ′
j ,

for any random vector Y ′ with distribution in F .

The Σcx-smallest elements are the vectors Y that minimize aggregate risk, meaning

that the sum S := Y1 + · · · + Yd is minimal in the convex order within a given class of

distributions. The convex order is a variability order; thus, a random variable that is

minimal in the convex order is a minimal risk random variable. Therefore, the purpose of

this extremal negative dependence is to minimize the aggregate risk. In general, we can

not find a Σcx-smallest element in any Fréchet class, but Cossette et al. (2024) proves that

Bernoulli Fréchet classes always admit a Σcx-smallest element. Furthermore, Cossette

et al. (2025) proves that in any Bernoulli Fréchet class a pmf is Σ-countermonotonic

iff it is Σcx-smallest. This result plays a key role in characterizing extremal negative

dependence in F3(p), p ∈ (1/3, 1/2]. In fact, the proof of the following Proposition 3.16

relies on the characterization of the Σcx-smallest elements X through the distribution

of the sum of their components S :=
∑3

i=1Xi. Using Fontana and Semeraro (2018) we

can easily prove that if X ∈ F3(p) is a Σcx-smallest element then S has pmf s1,2 given

by:

s1,2(y) =

2− 3p y = 1

3p− 1 y = 2.
(3.16)

The following Proposition 3.16 characterizes the class of Σ-countermonotonic pmfs in

F3(p).

Proposition 3.4. The Σ-countermonotonic pmfs in F3(p) are a convex polytope whose

generators are all the Σcx-smallest extremal points of F3(p), they are:

1. r6 in Table 1 if p ∈ (1/3, 1/2],

2. r6, r7 and r8 in Table 2 if p > 1/3.

Proof. The case p < 1/3 is straightforward since r6 is the Lower Fréchet bound and

therefore the only Σ-countermonotonic pmf in the class, and it is an extremal point.
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Assume that p ∈ (1/3, 1/2]. Theorem 4.1 in Cossette et al. (2025) prove that a Bernoulli

pmf f is Σ-countermonotonic if and only if it is Σcx-smallest in its Fréchet class and

Proposition 4.2 in Cossette et al. (2025) proves that the Σcx-smallest elements are a

convex polytope whose extremal points are the extremal points of F3(p) that are Σcx-

smallest. Therefore we only have to prove that r6, r7 and r8 are the only extremal

points of F3(p) that are Σcx-smallest elements of F3(p). If f is Σcx-smallest and X ∼ f ,

then S =
∑3

i=1 Xi has support on 1 and 2 (see, e.g. Proposition 5.1 in Fontana and

Semeraro (2024)). Therefore f has support on X1 ∪ X2. Theorem 2.1 proves that the

only extremal points with support on X1 ∪ X2 are r6, r7 and r8.

We call FΣ
3 (p) the polytope of Σ-countermonotonic pmfs in F3(p). We notice that

extremal negative dependence does not imply P-NC. However, all the random vectors in

FΣ
3 (p) minimize any convex measure of aggregate risk, such as the variance of the sum

S, that, indeed, assumes the same value across FΣ
3 (p).

As discussed in Cossette et al. (2025) for any Fréchet class of Bernoulli pmfs, Σ-

countermonotonic Bernoulli random vectors can have positively correlated pairs of ran-

dom variables. In fact, in Cossette et al. (2025) the authors prove that the mean of the

pairwise correlations of any f ∈ FΣ
3 (p), p ∈ (1/3, 1/2], is constant since

µ+
2 =

∑
1≤j1<j2≤3

E(Xj1Xj2) = 3p− 1. (3.17)

Notice that if p < 1/3, FΣ(p) = {r6} and we have µ+
2 = 0, in fact the lower Fréchet

bound has second order moments equal to zero. Since µ+
2 is constant, if p ∈ (1/3, 1/2]

and X has some countermonotonic pairs, it will have other pairs with higher — possibly

positive — correlation, to keep the mean correlation equal to the constant value of the

class. Nevertheless, there is at least one P-NC pmf in FΣ
3 (p), the exchangeable pmf with

distribution

f e =
1

3
r6 +

1

3
r7 +

1

3
r8. (3.18)

Exchangeable random vectors have equi-correlated pairs. The equi-correlation of f e in

(3.18) is exactly the mean correlation ρ on FΣ
3 (p), that is

ρ =
−3p2 + 6p− 1

3p(1− p)
. (3.19)

The next section shows an application example of the effect of the different dependence
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structures across FΣ
3 (p).

4 Variance allocation in FΣ
3 (p).

Let X ∈ FΣ
3 (p), then X is both Σ-countermonotonic and Σcx-smallest. Therefore X

has sums S = X1 + X2 + X3 minimal in convex order, that means that X minimize

aggregate risk. In particular the variance of V (S) of S is minimal in D(3p). However, the

dependence structure ofX changes across FΣ
3 (p), as discussed in the previous section. To

study the effect of negative dependence on V (S) we consider the marginal contributions

of the componentsXi, i = 1, 2, 3 to V (S). We follow Colini-Baldeschi et al. (2018), where

the authors propose an allocation criterion for the variance of the sum of n possibly

dependent variables using a game theory approach.

We need to introduce some preliminary notions on finite cooperative games. A

standard reference for cooperative games is Maschler et al. (2020). Here we recall the

notions and properties useful to our discussion and limited to our framework, specifically

we work in dimension three, and therefore we consider three persons games. Given a

set of players N = {1, 2, 3} we identify the set X with set of parts of N . A cooperative

game is a pair ⟨N, ν⟩ where ν : X → R is such that ν(∅) = 0. Any subset J ⊂ N is

called a coalition and N is the grand coalition. Since the set of players is fixed we call

game the function ν. We call G(N) the class of games with set of players N . Given

a random vector X ∈ F3(p) we consider the associated variance game, as defined in

Colini-Baldeschi et al. (2018) in the more general framework of n players.

Let J ⊆ N := {1, 2, 3} and SJ =
∑

j∈J Xj and let ν be the cooperative game defined

by

ν(J) = V (SJ), J ⊆ {1, 2, 3} (4.1)

where V (S) indicates the variance of S. Each X ∼ f ∈ F3(p) defines a game, that we

denote with νX or νf . We denote with νj the games defined by the extremal points rj

in Tables 1 and 2.

The value of the grand coalition N = {1, 2, 3} is the variance of the sum S and

therefore it is constant and minimal over FΣ
3 (p). The Shapley value is a function ϕ :

G(N) → R3 that satisfies the following properties:

1. Efficiency–
∑3

i=1 ϕi(ν) = ν(N);

2. symmetry – if i and j are symmetric, then ϕi(ν) = ϕj(ν).
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3. dummy player – if player i is a dummy, then ϕi(ν) = 0;

4. linearity – for ν and µ games on N and α, β ∈ R we have

ϕ(αν + βµ) = αϕ(ν) + βϕ(µ).

Shapley (1953) proves that the value exists, it is unique and has the following form:

ϕi(ν) =
∑

J⊂N\{i}

|J |!(N − |J | − 1)!

N !
(ν(J ∪ {i})− ν(J)). (4.2)

Looking at its properties, it becomes clear that the Shapley value represents a fair

allocation of what achieved by the gran coalition N . In our case, finding the Shapley

value of the variance game means finding the marginal contribution of the i-th component

of the Bernoulli vector X to the variance of the sum. In Colini-Baldeschi et al. (2018),

the authors prove that the Shapley value ϕi(ν
X) of the variance game νX is given by

ϕi(ν
X) = Cov(Xi, SN). (4.3)

We first observe that if p = 1/3 than by Proposition 3.1 in Colini-Baldeschi et al. (2018)

the Shapley value is zero, in fact S is a joint mix (P (S = pd) = 1, see Wang and Wang

(2011)) and VaR(S) = 0.

If p < 1/3, we only have one Σ-countermonotonic game, the game ν6 associated to

r6 in Table 1. We have

ν6(N) = 3p− 9p2, (4.4)

and

ϕi(ν
6) = p− 3p2, i = 1, 2, 3. (4.5)

We now consider the most interesting case, that is p ∈ (1/3, 1/2]. Using 4.1, for any

X ∼ f ∈ FΣ
3 (p) it holds

νX(N) = V (S) = 9p− 9p2 − 2. (4.6)

In fact if X ∼ f ∈ FΣ
3 (p), S =

∑3
i=1 Xi ∼ s1,2 in (3.16), and variance of S is given by

(4.6). The following Proposition 4.1 proves that the marginal contribution of the i-th

variable depends only on the second order moment of the other two variables.
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Proposition 4.1. Let X ∼ f ∈ FΣ
3 (p), p ∈ (1/3, 1/2] then

ϕi(ν
X) = 4p− 1− 3p2 − µkl, (4.7)

where i, k, l are distinct indices in {1, 2, 3}.

Proof. We have

ϕi(ν
X) = Cov(Xi, SN) =

3∑
j=1

Cov(Xi, Xj) =
3∑

j=1

(E(XiXj)− E(Xi)E(Xj))

=
3∑

j=1

µij − 3p2 = µii + µ+
2 − µkl − 3p2 = 4p− 1− 3p2 − µkl,

(4.8)

where µii = E[X2
i ] = E[Xi] = p, µ+

2 is in (3.17) and i, k, l are distinct indices.

The marginal contributions of a vectorX ∈ FΣ
3 (p) can be expressed as a linear convex

combination of the marginal contributions of the extremal points Ri = (Ri1, Ri2, Ri3),

with pmf ri i = 6, 7, 8 in Table 2 as proved in the following Proposition 4.2.

Proposition 4.2. Let X ∼ f =
∑8

j=6 λjrj ∈ FΣ
3 (p), then

ϕi(ν
X) =

8∑
j=6

λjϕi(ν
j), (4.9)

Proof. If f ∈ FΣ
d (p), then µjk =

∑8
j=6 λjµ

j
kl, as proved in Fontana and Semeraro (2018).

Therefore, since
∑d

j=1 λj = 1, we have

ϕi(ν
X) = 4p− 1− 3p2 − µkl =

8∑
j=6

λj(4p− 1− 3p2 − µj
kl). (4.10)

We now compute the marginal contributions to ν(N) of the components of the ex-

tremal points R6, R7 and R8. The marginal contributions corresponding to r6 are

ϕj(ν
6) = 4p− 3p2 − 1, j = 1, 2,

ϕ3(ν
6) = p− 3p2.

(4.11)

The contributions ν6
j , j = 1, 2 are the minimal marginal contributions, since µ13 = µ23 =
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0 are the minimal admissible second order moments of the class, while ν6
3 corresponds to

the maximal contribution to the variance of the sum, since µ12 = 3p− 1 is the maximal

admissible value for the second order moment in F3(p). The marginal contributions

for R7 and R8 can be obtained simply by permutation of the indices. The following

example illustrates Proposition 4.2, by considering the exchangeable pmf in F3(p).

Example 1. Let us consider the exchangeable pmf f e ∈ FΣ(p). The marginal con-

tributions of the components of the exchangeable vector Xe ∼ f e are equal, ϕi(ν
e) =

3p− 3p2 − 2
3
. From (3.18) we have

ϕi(ν
e) =

1

3
ϕi(ν

6) +
1

3
ϕi(ν

7) +
1

3
ϕi(ν

6), (4.12)

and this is easy to check.

We conclude this section by observing that the games associated to different Σ-

countermonotonic vectors have different structures, although they all assume the same

value on the grand coalition. Indeed, the following Proposition 4.3 is a direct consequence

of Proposition 3.2 in Colini-Baldeschi et al. (2018).

Proposition 4.3. The games ν6, ν7 and ν8 are neither supermodular (i.e. ν(I∪J)+ν(I∩
J) ≥ ν(I)+ν(J), for all I, J ⊂ N ) nor submodular (i.e. ν(I∪J)+ν(I∩J) ≤ ν(I)+ν(J),

for all I, J ⊂ N ). The game νe is submodular.

Remark 3. As proved in Colini-Baldeschi et al. (2018), the variance game enjoys the

Shapley fusion property, that is: ϕJ(ν
J) =

∑
j∈J ϕj(ν).

5 Conclusion and further research

We analytically provide the geometrical representation of three dimensional Bernoulli

variables. This opens the way to a complete analysis of their statistical properties. In

this paper, we considered the dependence properties of the extremal points, focusing on

negative dependence and measuring the impact of different dependence structures on

aggregate risk, measured using the variance of the sum.

The importance of a full characterization in dimension three also relies in providing a

case where examples and counterexamples can be made to help in the proof or refutation

of more general conjectures.

The full representation of Bernoulli variables in dimensions higher than three is not

trivial, since the extremal points depends on p in a way much more complicated with
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Figure 1: Number of extremal pmfs vs p, nr is the number of rays and s = 100p.

respect to the d = 3 case. For example, in dimension four, using 4ti2, we computed the

number of extremal pmfs for different values of p, p = s/100, s = 1, . . . , 50. We find the

results in Figure 1.
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