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Abstract

Risk aversion and insurance are two prominent and interconnected concepts in economics and
finance. To explore their fundamental connection, we introduce risk—insurance parity, which as-
sociates various classes of insurance contracts with different notions of risk aversion. We show
that the classic notions—both weak and strong—of risk aversion can be characterized by propen-
sity to different classes of insurance contracts, generalizing recent results on propensity to full,
proportional, and deductible-limit contracts in the literature. We obtain full characterizations
of the classes of insurance indemnity functions that correspond to weak and strong risk aver-
sion. Risk—insurance parity allows us to define two new notions of risk aversion, between weak
and strong, characterized by insurance propensity to deductible-only and limit-only contracts
respectively.

Keywords: Risk aversion, preference relations, insurance propensity, proportional insur-

ance, deductible-limit insurance.

1 Introduction

Weak risk aversion, introduced by Arrow (1963) and Pratt (1964), and strong risk aversion,
introduced by Rothschild and Stiglitz (1970), are classical concepts at the cornerstone of the theory
of choice under risk. While both concepts coincide in the commonly employed expected utility
(EU) decision theory framework, they are not always equivalent, for example in the dual utility
model of Yaari (1987) and the more general rank-dependent utility (RDU) model; see Cohen (1995)

for a summary. Properly understanding risk aversion and its implications is of high relevance to
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economics, as it is the compulsion propelling an agent facing risk to buy insurance. A risk-averse
agent will indeed, by definition, seek to reduce their risk and prefer actions contributing to this.
Such actions include the purchase of insurance, which by design transfers (a part of) uncertainty
to the insurer. Risk aversion thus underlies the very purpose of insurance.

To be precise, however, both definitions of risk aversion suppose individuals are compelled to
buy insurance when sold at the pure premium. In practice, insurance is never sold at actuarially
fair premium. To infer risk aversion of an agent from behaviors in an insurance context is therefore
not as straightforward as it may seem. An individual who accepts to pay a higher premium would
definitely be categorized as being risk averse, but one who refuses to buy insurance may also be
risk averse; only, the overpriced premium occults their behavior towards fairly priced insurance.
To examine whether an individual participates in an insurance contract or abstains is thus not a
reliable approach in investigating their risk aversion.

Recently, Maccheroni et al. (2025) took the approach of examining whether an individual
prefers to participate in an insurance contract over any other equally distributed contracts; they
qualify such an attitude as being insurance propense. Proceeding as such thus dispels considerations
on the fairness of premium and singles out the risk-reduction preferences. One of their results
indicates that weak risk aversion is equivalent to insurance propensity to full-indemnity contracts,
observed for every risk and every premium. Note the equivalence: Insurance propensity is no
longer simply a behavioral consequence of risk aversion, it entirely characterizes it. Maccheroni
et al. (2025) also proved that strong risk aversion is equivalent to insurance propensity to all
proportional-indemnity contracts, when observed for all risks, all proportions and all premiums.
Strong risk aversion is also equivalent to insurance propensity to all deductible-limit contracts,
when observed for all risks, all deductibles, all limits and all premiums.

Proportional-indemnity and deductible-limit contracts are quite different types of contracts,
and it is perhaps surprising that insurance propensity to either is equivalent. This begs the question
as to whether there are other sets of contracts under which insurance propensity is equivalent to
weak or strong risk aversion. One also wonders whether the multiple layers of exhaustiveness (risks,
premiums, proportions, deductibles, limits) are necessary for the risk aversion behaviors to emerge,
as such exhaustiveness makes experimental studies on the elicitation of preferences much more
difficult or even infeasible.

In Section 4, we answer both questions by characterizing the sets of contracts with respect
to which insurance propensity is equivalent to risk aversion. We call this property risk—insurance

parity: first risk—insurance parity when the underlying concept of risk is weak risk aversion, second



risk-insurance parity when it is strong risk aversion. We work with a general framework for risk
preferences, with no assumptions on the preferences other than a form of continuity and choice
under risk. Risk—insurance parity is defined to hold for all continuous risk preferences. We show
that full-indemnity contracts are the only types of contracts satisfying first risk—insurance parity,
but the exhaustiveness of the premiums can be substantially relaxed. We also provide a complete
characterization of contract sets satisfying second risk—insurance parity. This characterization com-
plements the results of Maccheroni et al. (2025) by showing that the scope of contracts required to
characterize risk aversion can be narrowed substantially, notably by fixing a premium or a premium
principle. Our narrowing results offer a deeper understanding of how insurance and risk aversion
are connected, and they bring the results of Maccheroni et al. (2025) closer to the behavioral situ-
ation that is observed in real life, where a policyholder is only presented one premium (and not all
premiums simultaneously) when purchasing insurance.

Beyond providing another perspective on classical concepts of risk aversion, risk-insurance
parity offers a way to define new notions of risk aversion, by letting them arise from insurance
propensity to specific classes of contracts. In Section 5, we proceed to investigate insurance propen-
sity to deductible-only and limit-only contracts. Each leads us, through risk—insurance parity,
to define new concepts of risk aversion: respectively, right-handle risk aversion and left-handle
risk aversion. These new concepts fall strictly between weak and strong risk aversion, and they
are quite customary compared to these classical notions: Both have an interpretation in terms of
mean-preserving spreads and, in the dual utility model, can be characterized by a criterion on the
shape of the weighting function.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we collect some preliminaries on the risk
preferences. Section 3 introduces insurance contracts and insurance propensity. Sections 4 and 5
contain our main results mentioned above. Section 6 provides some additional technical remarks;
for instance, we show that the notion of monotone risk aversion of Quiggin (1992) is not equivalent

to insurance propensity for any Lipschitz-continuous contract set. Section 7 concludes.

2 Preliminaries on the theory of choice under risk

We fix an atomless probability space (2, F,P). Let S be the set of all simple random variables.!
We will refer to X € § as a risk random variable, where positive values represent actual losses and
negative values represent surpluses. Its distribution is given by the pushforward measure Po X 1.

We use E[X] to represent the expectation of X under P. For simplicity, we regard any real number

! A random variable is simple if it only takes a finite number of values.



x € R as a constant (or degenerate) random variable. Let 1 4 denote the indicator function of a set
A, that is, Tg(w) =1 if w € A and 14(w) = 0 otherwise. For any z,y € R, we use the notation:
x Ay = min{z,y}, v Vy = max{x,y}, and z4 = max{z,0}. For any k € N, let [k] = {1,...,k},
and [0] = @. Throughout, terms such as “increasing” and “convex” are always understood in the

non-strict sense.

Definition 1 (Risk preference). A binary relation 7 on S is law invariant if for any X, Y € S with
x4 Y, both X ~ Y and Y 77 X hold, where 4 signifies equality in distribution. A risk preference

is a law-invariant and transitive binary relation on §.

Law invariance is also called probabilistic sophistication (Machina and Schmeidler, 1992). In
what follows, 7~ will always be a risk preference. We say a risk preference is continuous if it is
continuous under bounded convergence. Specifically, a sequence {X,, : n € N} C § is said to
converge to X € § in terms of bounded convergence, denoted by X, B x , if X,, — X pointwise
and sup,,cy || Xn|| < oo, where || - || denotes the L> norm. A preference 7 is continuous if for any

such sequences {X,, : n € N} and {Y}, : n € N} in S with X, B X and V,, 2V, it holds that
X, Y, foralmeN = XzVY (1)

To select bounded convergence as mode of convergence for the continuity of risk preferences is
upheld by Chew and Mao (1995), notably. For complete risk preferences,? continuity ensures the
existence of a continuous representing function (Herden, 1989, Proposition 3.4) and is equivalent
to the sometimes preferred, generally weaker, assumption of hemicontinuity (Ward, 1954, Lemma
3). Continuity plays a part in being able to characterize risk aversion wholly from the insurance
propensity to a restricted set of contracts. In what follows, we always assume risk preferences are
continuous; we continue to state it in formal results.

Besides continuity, we do not make any further assumption on risk preferences; and thus,
we remain in arguably a very general framework for choice under risk. In particular, we do not
assume risk preferences are complete, meaning a decision-maker could be indecisive between two
risks. This is the case, e.g., for mean-variance preferences (Markowitz, 1952) and other incomplete
decision models (e.g., Dubra et al., 2004).

Next, we present two classical notions of risk aversion. Below is the definition of weak risk

aversion, introduced by Arrow (1963) and Pratt (1964).

2A risk preference is complete if for any X,Y € S, at least one of X =Y and Y = X holds.



Definition 2 (Weak risk aversion). A risk preference 7 exhibits weak risk aversion if E[X] 2 X
for all X € S.

Weak risk aversion means preferring sure payoffs over uncertain payoffs with the same expected
value. One may however argue that riskiness is more complex a notion than a certainty—uncertainty
dichotomy, and thus the definition of risk aversion should account for such nuances. This leads to
the concept of strong risk aversion, as put forth in the seminal paper by Rothschild and Stiglitz
(1970). The definition of strong risk aversion is given in Definition 3 below; it requires to introduce
the convex order first.

The convex order <. is a partial order on S defined by stating that
X <x Y if E(X)] < E[¢(Y)] holds for every convex function 9 : R — R. (2)

One may consult Miiller and Stoyan (2002, Chapter 1) and Shaked and Shanthikumar (2007, Chap-
ter 3) for an overview of the convex order and its properties. Note that we treat X and Y as losses
instead of surpluses, and hence a larger element in convex order means higher risk. Up to a sign
flip, convex order (for losses) is economically equivalent to concave order (for gains) in the sense
that X <. Y if and only if =Y <., —X (and equivalently Y <., X), where <., is defined via (2)
by changing convex functions to concave functions. Concave order is closely related to the concept
of mean-preserving spread introduced by Rothschild and Stiglitz (1970) in the context of increasing

risk for gain distributions.

Definition 3 (Strong risk aversion). A risk preference exhibits strong risk aversion if, for any

X,Y € S such that X <. Y, we have X =~ Y.

As signified by their names, strong risk aversion implies weak risk aversion; this is evident from

their respective definitions, since E[X]| <.« X for any X € S.

3 Contracts and insurance propensity

We present the insurance setting upon which our results on insurance propensity are designed.
We introduce indemnity functions, premiums and premium principles, building blocks of (insurance)
contracts. A formal definition of insurance propensity closes the section, along with some additional

comments on the setting assumptions.



3.1 Indemnity functions

An indemnity function is a nonconstant increasing function I : R — R and represents the
amount paid to the agent after risks have concretized. The random variable I(X) is understood
as w — I(X(w)). The elementary requirement for I to be increasing ensures that indemnities are
not reduced as losses aggravate. Although typical insurance losses are nonnegative, we allow I to
be defined on and take values in R, which should be seen as a natural extension from the practical
range. Similarly, all our parameters, including the premiums, the deductibles, and the limits, are
allowed to take values in R. The reason of this extension is that concepts of risk aversion are
defined for both positive and negative random variables, and therefore we cannot only restrict to
positive losses; this is consistent with the setting of Maccheroni et al. (2025). Conceptually, such
an extension does not create troubles, as we work with bounded random variables, and we can shift
negative values to positive values by adding a constant background wealth. To be precise, when the
risk random variable X takes negative values, we should interpret it as X = Z — w, where Z > 0
is the actual loss, and w is the constant surplus of the decision maker. The payment I(X) should
then be interpreted also as an indemnity on Z with surplus w. This interpretation fits well with
our study, as all notions of risk aversion that we consider are invariant under translation, allowing
us to make constant shifts.

Some examples of indemnity functions are presented below.

1. Full. When [ is the identity function, I(xz) = x for x € R, we call I a full-indemnity function;
it pays the totality of a loss.

2. Proportional. For « € [0,1], we call I : z — ax a proportional-indemnity function and « is
called the coinsurance proportion. Proportional indemnities are common for health insurance
policies, which often let insureds pay a fraction of their expenses to deter overuse of health
services.

3. Deductible. The function I : x — (z — d)4 for z € R, with d € R, is called a deductible-
indemmnity function, with d being the deductible. Deductibles are common for insurance
policies as they allow insurers to screen out small claims and avoid the operational cost of
processing these.

4. Limit. The function I : x — x A X, where A € R, is referred to as a limit-indemnity function,
with A being the limit. Limits are included in insurance policies to protect the insurer from
having to pay for very large claims which could compromise their solvency.

5. Deductible-limit. Some indemnity schedules combine both deductible and limit: [ : x —

(x —d)+ AN A, where d € R and A > 0; we say it is a deductible-limit indemnity function.



Property insurance policies usually include both a deductible and a limit.

6. Fixed. For the function I : z — kly;>ry, where 5,7 € R, we call I a fized-indemnity
function, k is the amount, and 7 is the trigger. Fixed-indemnity functions do not satisfy the
so-called “no-sabotage” requirement |I(x) —I(y)| < |z —y]| for all z,y € R. An agent facing a
loss just below trigger 7 is incentivized to fraudulently worsen it to receive payment x rather
than nothing. Fixed indemnities are seen for governmental aid during crises, when concern
is less the ethics of payees than promptness and simplicity of procedures. Fixed indemnities
are also common for critical illness insurance, where the policyholder has strong non-financial

incentive for its risk not to worsen.

3.2 Premium principles and contract sets

A premium is a real number 7 € R representing the amount paid by the agent to participate
in a contract. Premiums are usually nonnegative because they are a loss for the agent; however,
as for indemnities, we do not make this restriction. (An agent could be paid to participate in a
contract.)

A premium principle is a functional p : S — R that is law invariant.® It serves the same role
as a premium; only, it accounts for the distribution of the risk underlying to the contract. Law
invariance is a widely undisputed axiom for insurance pricing (Wang et al., 1997), and all common
insurance premium principles are law invariant (see e.g., the textbook Dickson, 2017). Although the
literature abounds in recommendations for additional, desirable properties of premium principles
(e.g., Denneberg, 1990b, Wang et al., 1997), we do not require any for our analysis besides law
invariance. We do not even suppose monotonicity. The absence of such requirements comes from
the fact that we will be comparing identically distributed risks, and premium principles will only
serve to bridge elements of S to one another.

A contract (function) is a mapping C' : § — S with one of the following two forms, both

common in insurance practice:

(a) C(X) =m— I(X), with an indemnity I and a premium 7; such a contract will be called a

standard contract;

(b) C(X)=p(I(X))—I(X), with an indemnity I and premium principle p; such a contract will

be called a p-priced contract.

Standard contracts are a special case of p-priced contracts where p is simply a constant. Note

3We say a functional p : S — R is law invariant if p(X) = p(Y) whenever X Ly,



that p-priced contracts use both the distribution of X via the functional p o I and its outcome via
the function I.

Contract functions induce certain dependence structures. Two random variables X, Y € S are
comonotonic when (X (w1) — X (w2))(Y(w1) — Y (w2)) > 0 for all wy,ws € Q. Two random variables
X,Y € § are counter-monotonic when X and —Y are comonotonic; see Puccetti and Wang (2015)
for a summary on these concepts. Since indemnity functions are increasing, X and C'(X) are always
counter-monotonic for any contract C.

A contract set, which will be commonly denoted by C, is a set of contracts. It is called a
standard contract set if all contracts in C are standard, and it is called a p-priced contract set if all

contracts in C are p-priced for the same p. To be specific, a standard contract set has the form:
Caa={C: X—>m—IX)|mreA €T},
and a p-priced contract set has the form:
Co={C: X = p(I(X)) - I(X) | I €1},
where A C R, and Z is a set of nonconstant increasing functions from R to R.

3.3 Insurance propensity

We say that a contract is an insurance contract if its underlying random variable is precisely
the risk faced by the agent who purchases it. Insurance propensity of an agent with risk preference 7
means that, with consideration of the risk they are currently facing, they always prefer participating

in an insurance contract over any other identically distributed contract.

Definition 4 (Insurance propensity). A risk preference - exhibits insurance propensity to a con-

tract set C if
X+CX) - X+C(Y) forall X,Y €Sand CeC with X 2. (3)

Our definition of insurance propensity is slightly different to the formulation in Maccheroni
et al. (2025), but they are shown to be mathematically equivalent; see Section 6.1. Let us give a

simple example to put insurance propensity in context.

Example 1. An agent owns a house, whose fire-hazard loss is represented by X € §. An insurance

representative comes for a survey and, for various contracts, presents them the choice to insure



their own home against fire or to choose anyone else’s house and receive the indemnity amount if
it burns down. Suppose all houses are identical. Suppose that we observe the actions of the agent

when presented with different contracts:
o (Cp: X — 750 — X, they chose to insure their house;
e (g : X — 1000 — 0.5X, they chose to insure their house;
e Cc: X = 60 — 5001 x>2000}, they chose to bet on their neighbor’s house burning down.

The agent tells the representative they would make the same choices no matter the distribution
of X. With this information, the representative concludes that the agent is insurance propense to

C = {Cx,CB}, but not to €' = {Ca,Cp,Cc}.

Insurance propensity should not be understood as whether an individual wants to participate
in a contract or not. It really is whether an individual prefers an insurance contract over identically
distributed contracts. In Example 1, the house owner is not given the choice of abstaining in
participating to any contract, an option they could prefer despite being risk averse. This decision
rather depends on the degree of their risk aversion and whether the premium mirrors it adequately.
Also, since X is nonnegative in the example, contract Cy is clearly more advantageous than Cpg:
however, let us insist that insurance propensity does not describe choice between different contracts
but rather between different underlying risks applied to the same contract.

The situation in Example 1 is obviously fictional as, for legal reasons, one is prohibited to buy
insurance for another person’s property in most countries; this restriction helps deter arson.

Recall that the random variables X and C(X) are counter-monotonic. Insurance propensity
can therefore be understood as preference for counter-monotonicity in a specific set of situations.
Our objective is to examine what this set must comprise for risk aversion to emerge. Eventually,
what influences preferences is the dependence relation between X and C(Y'), and how it compares
with the dependence relation between X and C(X). This approach notably circumvents the con-
siderations on whether the premium in C' is actuarially fair, which is a highly non-trivial question;
see, e.g., Bithlmann (1980) and Borch (1985). Such considerations rather relate to the marginal
distribution of C(Y’), which is the same as C'(X). Because the suitability of a premium principle
usually depends on the context of its application (for instance, see Cummins, 1988, Wang, 2000
and Gaillardetz and Lakhmiri, 2011), to circumvent these considerations thus also contributes to

let our analysis be applicable to a very general context of choice under risk.



4 Analysis of first and second risk—insurance parity

This section contains the first part of our main results, wherein we examine first and second
risk—insurance parity. The full characterization of each, in Theorems 1-3 below, allows for a deeper
understanding of the close connection, put forth in Maccheroni et al. (2025), between insurance

propensity and classical notions of risk aversion.

4.1 First risk—insurance parity

Weak risk aversion is the focus of this subsection. We examine under which contract sets

insurance propensity coincides with weak risk aversion.

Definition 5 (First risk—insurance parity). We say that a contract set C satisfies first risk—insurance
parity when for all continuous risk preferences, insurance propensity to C is equivalent to weak risk

aversion.
We characterize first risk—insurance parity for standard contract sets in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. A standard contract set satisfies first risk—insurance parity if and only if it comprises

full-indemnity contracts whose premiums form a dense set in R.

The main reason why one needs to consider all 7 in a R-dense set is that full-indemnity
contracts offer no flexibility in relying on the full space of §: all randomness is removed after
one participates in an insurance contract. Hence, to recover the weak risk aversion behavior, one
needs to fish out the specific contract whose premium is the expectation of the risk underlying the
contract. A solution to this issue is to consider a p-priced contract set, rather than a standard
contract set, to be able to exploit the exhaustiveness of random variables in reducing the amount
of contracts needed for first risk—insurance parity.

We introduce the range property of a premium principle p:
{p(X +a) : a € R} is dense in R for each X € S. (RP)

This property is very weak. In particular, (RP) is weaker than cash-additivity,* a property often
argued to be desirable for premium principles, see e.g. Denuit et al. (2005, Section 2.2.3). All
monetary risk measures introduced by Follmer and Schied (2016) satisfy cash additivity and hence

(RP); indeed they satisfy the stronger property that {p(X +a) : a € R} =R for each X € S.

*A premium principle p is cash-additive if p(X +b) = p(X) +bforallb € R and all X € S.

10



Theorem 2. A p-priced contract set C satisfies first risk—insurance parity if it comprises solely a

full-indemnity contract and the premium principle p satisfies the range property (RP).

The range property (RP) allows for the vastness of considered random variables to be translated
to the premiums and hence allows to get rid of the exhaustiveness of premiums of Theorem 1. The
situation in Theorem 2 is closer to the reality of a policyholder than Theorem 1 since for any risk
a policyholder insures, they will only be proposed one premium by the company (often a function
of the distribution of risk — i.e., the contract is p-priced). The policyholder makes their decision

in consideration of that premium and not of all premiums which could have been proposed.

Example 2. An agent is given the choice to fully insure their own house against fire or to bet
on anyone’s house burning down. Assume that all houses are identical and that the agent is not
an arsonist. The insurance company offers the same price for each contract: the 95%-quantile of
the loss. If no matter the value of the houses, the probability of fire or the possible damages,
the agent always prefers to insure their own home, we deduce that they are weakly risk averse,
since C = {C : X — VaRgog5(X) — X} satisfies first risk-insurance parity by Theorem 2. A
similar deduction would not have been possible if, say, participating in the contracts was free in all
situations (e.g., due to a government program). Indeed, C = {C : X — —X} does not satisfy first

risk-insurance parity by Theorem 1.

Remark 1. We are close to an “only if” statement in Theorem 2. As we have established in the proof
of Theorem 1, weak risk aversion may only effectively induce insurance propensity to full-indemnity
contracts, no matter whether standard or p-priced. The issue rather comes from requiring (RP)
to hold for all X € &, since, in the proof of Theorem 2, we only need it to hold for the set Z of

random variables where Z is the smallest set satisfying
for every X € S, there exist Z, W € Z such that X 7w + E[X] and Z <y, (4)

Adding an “only if” statement would require a complete analysis of the set Z, which is beyond the
scope of this paper. We leave it as an open question. In particular, we remark the complexity of
such a task by noting that Z is strictly smaller than &: degenerate random variables, for example,
are not required to be in Z since any Z,W € Z, Z 4 W, can yield Z — W = 0 by taking Z and W
to be comonotonic. There may also not be a single smallest set Z, and thus one would be required
to rather examine the set 3 of all possible sets Z satisfying (4). It is then easy to see that, if (RP)
does not hold for any Z € 3 (with Z replacing S), then there exists some b € R which may not

be approached by a sequence of full-indemnity insurance contracts. As a result, for some X € §

11



with E[X] = b, the relation E[X] 7 X will be true for some insurance propense -, by following a

reasoning similar to the one in the proof of Theorem 2.

Insurance propensity to full-indemnity contracts does not suffice to characterize strong risk
aversion. This does not come as a surprise: it is well-known in the economics literature that weak
and strong risk aversion coincide only under some specific settings, see, e.g., Cohen (1995). Let us
present an example of a risk preference that is insurance propense to full-indemnity contracts but

not strongly risk averse.

Example 3. Let X 77 Y if and only if Var(X) =0 or X Ay 1tis easy to show that 7~ satisfies
reflexivity, transitivity, law invariance and continuity. Moreover, 77 is insurance propense to full-
indemnity contracts since any premium has zero variance. Taking any X,Y € S with X <. Y that
are non-degenerate and not identically distributed, we have X 7 Y, and hence - is not strongly

risk averse.

4.2 Second risk—insurance parity

We now turn to strong risk aversion. We examine under which contract sets insurance propen-

sity coincides with strong risk aversion.

Definition 6 (Second risk-insurance parity). We say that a contract set C satisfies second risk-
insurance parity when for all continuous risk preferences, insurance propensity to C is equivalent to

strong risk aversion.

A characterization of all contract sets satisfying second risk—insurance parity is provided in
the next theorem. For a contract set C and X,Y € S, we say that C connects (X,Y) if for some
k € NU {0} there exist a sequence of contracts {C; : ¢ € [k]} C C and two sequences of random
variables {Z; : i € [k]} C S and {W; : i € [k]} C S such that W; 4 7 for every i € [k|, and
X=7Z1+Ci(%4),Y = Zy + Cp(Wy), and

Ziv1+ Ci+1(Zi+1) =7, + Cz(VVZ) for every i € [k? - 1] (5)

Intuitively, the above conditions mean that X and Y are linked via a sequence of random variables
expressible in the form “risk plus contract”. Equation (5) states that each non-insurance position
is equal to the next insurance position in this sequence.
Define ¢ by
X =°Y <= C connects (X,Y)

12



and let ¢ be the smallest transitive and closed superset of ¢ (that is, it is the intersection of all

transitive and closed supersets of >-€).

Theorem 3. A contract set C satisfies second risk—insurance parity if and only if, for all X, Y € S,
X < Y implies X =C Y.

Theorem 3 applies to both standard and p-priced contract sets. Although Theorem 3 provides
a complete characterization of second risk—insurance parity, the condition therein is abstract and
may be difficult to verify for a given contract set, since one has no guidance in how to construct
the sequence of insurance/non-insurance positions from (5). To address this, we present sufficient
conditions in Lemma 1 below that are more transparent and practically verifiable. This condition
traces the construction of mean-preserving spreads, which underlies the characterization of convex
order as established in Rothschild and Stiglitz (1970). The definition of mean-preserving spreads

follows.

Definition 7 (Mean preserving spreads). We say that a random variable Y € S is a mean-preserving
spread of X € & when
d
Y:X—51]1A1+52]1A2 (6)

for some 01,92 > 0 and Ay, A2 € F such that §;P(A;) = 02P(A43) and X (wy) < X(ws) for all

wy € A1 and we € Ay. A mean preserving spread is simple if §; = ds.

For XY € S, we have that X <. Y if and only if Y can be obtained from X through a finite
number of (simple) mean-preserving spreads (Rothschild and Stiglitz, 1970, Lemma 1). This fact
enables a focused analysis on pairs of random variables where one is obtained from the other via a
simple mean-preserving spread when examining second risk—rinsurance parity. Note that one may
transform a mean preserving spread into multiple ones of smaller magnitude. Applying this idea
for constructing the intermediary positions in (5), we obtain the following lemma, which provides

sufficient conditions for risk—insurance parity in combination with Theorem 3.

Lemma 1. A contract set C satisfies second risk—insurance parity if for every X € S, § > 0 and
x1,x9 € Supp(X) with z1 < xe, P(X = x1) = P(X = x3), there are sequences {C; : i € N} C C,
{Zin:1,neN} CS, and {5; : i € N} C Ry, such that Y ;2| 6; =0, and, for everyi € N,

Ci(Zi,n)(Wl) — Ci(Zi7n>(w2) =0; fO?“ all wi € {X = .%'1},&.)2 S {X = 332},71 eN (7)

Recall that any relation on S can be viewed as a set on S x S. A superset of A € S x S is any set containing all
elements of A. As we work with bounded convergence for our definition of continuity, the closure of A is understood
in terms of the topology induced by bounded convergence. Note that the the intersection of transitive relations yields
a transitive relation; the intersection of closed sets is a closed set.
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and

i—1 i—1
B
Ziﬂ + Ci(Zi,n) = X - Z 5j]1{X::131} + Z (5]']1{_)(:362} as n — 0. (8)
j=1 J=1
Equation (7) mirrors (5) in that it ensures that the next risk position, once insurance propensity
is evoked, produces the next mean-preserving spread in the sequence guiding our construction; each

may effectively be approached by an insurance contract due to (8).

Remark 2. There are no “only if” part in Lemma 1 despite mean-preserving spreads entirely char-
acterizing the convex order, and thus, strong risk aversion. This is because there are other ways to
decompose a mean preserving spread into smaller ones than how we proceeded in the lemma. In
particular, one would have to account for the possibility of mean-preserving spreads on other events

than the ones through which Y is defined in (6), successively cancelling each other.

Next, we give some examples of standard contract sets satisfying second risk—insurance parity,
as a result from Theorem 3. The proof of each item relies on Lemma 1, showcasing the facilitated

applicability that its more technical conditions confer.

Proposition 1. Let Il be a dense subset of R. The following standard contract sets satisfy second

risk—insurance parity:
(i) letting ag € (0,1) and mo € R, the set C comprising Cy, : X +— w9 — aX for all o € (0, ap];

(ii) letting dop € R and \g > 0, the set C comprising Cy  : X — 71— (X —dp)+ A\ for all X € (0, M)

and all m € I1;

(iii) letting mo € R and Ao > 0, the set C comprising Cy g : X — mo— (X —d)1 AX for all A € (0, Ao
and oll d € 11;

(iv) letting o € R and ko > 0, the set C comprising Cyr : X = 7 — Kl x>7y for all k € (0, Ko

and oll 7 € I1;

(v) letting mo € R and ko > 0, the set C comprising Cy r : X + w0 — kl x>y for all k € (0, ko]

and all T € 1I.

From their respective equivalence with strong risk aversion, insurance propensity for any set of
contracts C in Proposition 1 implies insurance propensity for all the others, and for all other contract
set satisfying second risk—insurance parity. Note that if a contract set C satisfies the conditions in
Lemma 1, then any contract set that is larger than C also satisfies those conditions. This directly

leads to the following result.
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Proposition 2. For two contract sets C1 and Ca, if C1 satisfies second risk—insurance parity and

C1 C Cy, then Co also satisfies second risk—insurance parity.

Combining Proposition 1 with Proposition 2, one directly recovers the results from Theorem 3
(i)—(iv) of Maccheroni et al. (2025). The arguably small contract sets in Proposition 1 are practical in
that they allow to establish strong risk aversion after verifying insurance propensity in a limited set
of situations. Meanwhile, the larger contract sets provided by Proposition 2 extends this insurance
propensity to a greater set of situations, and are hence practical for applications thereafter. Let us

provide an example.

Example 4. We consider again the situation in Example 1 where a house owner is surveyed by
an insurance representative. After answering that they prefer to insure their house when presented
contract Cg : X — 1000 — 0.5X, the house owner specifies to the representative that their decision
was not driven by the premium of the contract (1000) nor the coinsurance proportion (0.5); they
would have made the same choice no matter these numbers. In addition to the information that
the distribution of X has no incidence either, the representative now knows that the house owner
would be lying if they said they would not choose to insure their house when presented contract Cc.
In fact, the representative should leave immediately because they already know the house owner’s

answers for every other contract in their survey.

First and second risk—insurance parity are distinct properties; none implies the other. More
precisely, from their respective characterizations in Theorems 1-3, we see that they are mutually
exclusive. This is obvious from the fact that weak and strong risk aversion are not equivalent in
general. For instance, the standard contract set of all full-indemnity contracts does not satisfy
second risk—insurance parity: for any Z € § and full-indemnity contract C', the random variable
Z + C(Z) is degenerate, and therefore any non-degenerate X € S cannot be connected to any
other random variables. On the other hand, the standard contract sets comprising fixed-indemnity
contracts described in Proposition 1 parts (iv) or (v) satisfy second risk—insurance parity. As
demonstrated in Theorem 1, they fail to satisfy first risk—insurance parity.

A subtlety in Lemma 1 is that it is trickier to satisfy (8) for p-priced contract sets. Indeed,
if {C; : i € N} is a sequence of p-priced contracts, then Cij(Z;,) = p(Li(Zin)) — 1i(Z; ) for some
sequence of indemnity function {I; : ¢ € N}. When analyzing the convergence property of the
sequence C;(Z; ) : n € N, both the distribution of the indemnity I;(Z;,) and the corresponding
contract price p(I;(Z;,)) vary with the underlying risk Z;,. This introduces complexity into the
convergence analysis, as both components are subject to variation across the sequence. In the next

result, we present two examples of p-priced contract sets satisfying second risk—insurance parity.
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Proposition 3. The following p-priced contract sets satisfy second risk—insurance parity:

(i) for any premium principle p and Ao > 0, the set C comprising Cxq: X — p((X —d)1 AX) —
(X —d)+ AX for all X € (0, o] and all d € R;

(ii) for any premium principle p and ko > 0, the set C comprising Cyr : X +— p(/-e]l{XZT}) —

Kkl x>y for all k € (0, ko] and all T € R.

We now introduce the matching property:
{beR: p(X —b) =~b} is nonempty for each X € S and v > 0. (MP)

We call (MP) the matching property because typically, p(X — b) is decreasing in b, and b is
increasing in b, so we naturally expect that they match at some point b € R under mild regularity
conditions. For instance, if b — p(X — b) is decreasing and continuous (satisfied by all common
premium principles), then (MP) holds, and this includes the case where p is a constant (as in
a standard contract). Properties (RP) and (MP) may not be familiar, but they are implied by
standard properties in the literature. The next result gives another example of a p-priced contract

set satisfying second risk—insurance parity.

Proposition 4. Let p be a premium principle satisfying the matching property (MP). For any
ap € (0,1), the p-priced contract set C comprising Co : X — p(aX) — aX for all a € (0, ap]

satisfies second risk—insurance parity.

For proportional-indemnity contracts, the choice of premium principle cannot reduce the range
of coinsurance proportions required to be in the contract set, compared to standard contracts,
Proposition 1(i), because premium principles do not help in achieving the exhaustiveness of contracts
to satisfy (7) for all X € S: they get subtracted out. A similar observation can be made for the
deductible-limit and fixed-indemnity contract sets in Proposition 3. Thus, comparing Propositions 1
and 3-4, we note that the use of premium principles does not allow for a sensible reduction of the
number of contracts in each sets, as much as it did for first risk—insurance propensity.

The premium principle does not need to satisfy the matching property in the p-priced con-
tract sets of Proposition 3 because deductible-limit and fixed-indemnity contracts are insensible to
translations in the risk when the same translation is also applied to the deductible or the trigger.

This is not the case for proportional-indemnity contracts.
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5 Risk—insurance parity with deductible and limit contracts

This section contains the second part of our main results. Whereas in the previous section
risk—insurance parity served to highlight the connection between insurance propensity and existing
notions of risk aversion, we now employ risk—insurance parity as a way of defining new notions of
risk aversion, by letting this behavior arise from insurance propensity to a given contract set that
is practically relevant.

In Propositions 1 and 3, as well as Maccheroni et al. (2025), the deductibles and limits are
always present together for contracts inducing strong risk aversion. This leads us naturally to the
question of what types of risk aversion would be equivalent to insurance propensity to deductible-
only contracts and limit-only contracts, respectively. These types of contracts and their approxima-
tions are common in health and property insurance practice. It turns out that the induced notions
of risk aversion are strictly between weak and strong, and both are, to the best of our knowledge,
new to the literature. FEach new notion has an intuitive formulation based on mean-preserving
spreads and a concise and explicit characterization within the dual utility model (as all considered
notions of risk aversion are equivalent for the expected utility model).

We first define the new notions of risk aversion through mean-preserving spreads, and then
discuss risk—insurance parity pertaining to each. This reverse-route organization helps to develop
intuition about the notions of risk aversion before providing the keystone results characterizing
their equivalence to insurance propensity to deductible and limit contract sets. The specific design

of these notions of risk aversion was, in fact, driven by the risk—insurance parity results.

5.1 Right- and left-handle mean-preserving spreads

Before introducing the new notions of risk aversion, we first define two types of mean-preserving

spreads.

Definition 8 (Left-/right-handle mean preserving spreads). Consider a mean preserving spread as
in (6). We say that it is a left-handle mean-preserving spread if X (w;) = min X for all wy € A;. It

is a right-handle mean-preserving spread if X (wy) = max X for all wy € Aj.

The new mean-preserving spreads in Definition 8 are called left-handle and right-handle as one
may imagine a handle at each of the extremities of the distribution: Pulling on the left handle to
produce a mean-preserving spread may only decrease the value of outcomes that are minimal for

X; pulling on the right handle may only increase the values of outcomes that are maximal for X.
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Figure 1: (Center top.) The initial distribution on which the mean-preserving spreads (MPS) are
performed. (Left.) A left-handle mean-preserving spread. (Center bottom.) A mean-preserving
spread that is neither left- or right-handle. (Right.) A right-handle mean-preserving spread. Each
block represents an atom of probability mass.

An illustration of these types of mean-preserving spreads is provided in Figure 1 and makes the

analogy more clear.

Remark 3. Every mean-preserving spread is expressible as the result of a sequence of simple ones.
Thus, due to the transitivity and continuity of risk preferences, there is no discrepancy between
aversion to mean-preserving spreads and to simple mean-preserving spreads. However, the pos-
sibility of 01 and s taking distinct values, and thus A; and As not being equiprobable, has an
incidence for left- or right-handle mean-preserving spreads, as it truly adds a layer of flexibility in
their respective definitions. A left-handle (resp. right-handle) mean-preserving spread cannot be

turned into many simple ones if §; < do (resp. 91 > d2).

As we already stated above, for X,Y € S, we have that X <. Y if and only if Y can be
obtained from X through a finite number of mean-preserving spreads. The finite number can be
zero, in which case X LY. In a similar vein, we define stochastic orders pertaining to left- or

right-handle mean-preserving spreads as follows: For XY € S,

e We say that X is dominated by Y in left-handle convex order, denoted by X <jp, Y if Y can

be obtained from X through a finite number of left-handle mean-preserving spreads.

e We say that X is dominated by Y in right-handle convex order, denoted by X <ipcx Y if Y

can be obtained from X through a finite number of right-handle mean-preserving spreads.

It is straightforward to verify that both orders satisfy reflexivity, transitivity and antisymmetry. In

the following result, we provide a characterization of left- and right-handle convex orders in terms
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of the compared random variables’ distributions.

Proposition 5. For X,Y € S, let (X,Y°) be comonotonic with X X andye Ly, Suppose
X % Y. The following two statements hold:

(i) X <mex Y if and only if E[X] = E[Y], min X > minY, and X < Y a.s. on the event
{X > min X }.

(i) X <ihex Y if and only if E[X] = E[Y], max X < maxY, and X > Y a.s. on the event
{X° < max X}.

Directly from Proposition 5, we have that X <jp. Y or X <, Y implies that the distribution
functions of X and Y possess the single-crossing property. This is consistent with the fact that the
left- and right-handle convex orders are strictly stronger than the convex order.

The following corollary is a direct consequence of Proposition 5, which states that two loss
random variables can be compared under the left-handle convex order if and only if their surplus

counterparts can be compared under the right-handle convex order.
Corollary 1. For X, Y € S, X <pmex Y if and only if —X <ihex =Y.

We give an additional closedness property of left- and right-handle convex orders, which will

be convenient in the proofs of some results.

Proposition 6. The partial orders <iphcx and <ihex are closed with respect to bounded convergence.

5.2 Right- and left-handle risk aversion and risk—insurance parity

We introduce below right-handle risk aversion. To the best of our knowledge, this notion is

new to the literature.

Definition 9 (Right-handle risk aversion). A risk preference - exhibits right-handle risk aversion

if, for every X, Y € § where X <j Y, it holds that X =~ Y.

Right-handle risk aversion represents fear of the worst-case scenario: a right-handle risk averse
individual will prefer to reduce the variability of their loss when it also means it reduces their worst
possible outcome. This leaves some room for risk-loving behaviors. For example, the individual
may like to gamble small amounts of money, while still preferring to insure their house.

A direct consequence of Proposition 5 is that E[X] <, X for all X € S. Hence, right-handle
risk aversion is stronger than weak risk aversion. On the other hand, because right-handle risk
aversion is defined using a specific case of mean-preserving spreads, it is weaker than strong risk

aversion. The dual-utility characterization in Section 5.3 shows that these inclusions hold strictly.
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Remark 4. Under the expected utility (EU) framework, weak risk aversion and strong risk aversion
are equivalent in that they are both characterized by a concave utility function. Since right-handle
risk aversion lies conceptually between weak and strong risk aversion, it is also characterized by

concavity of utility functions in the EU framework.

In line with the main considerations of this article, we now examine under which set of contracts

insurance parity and right-handle risk aversion are equivalent.

Definition 10 (Right-handle risk—insurance parity). A contract set C satisfies right-handle risk—
insurance parity when, for all continuous risk preferences, insurance propensity to C is equivalent

to right-handle risk aversion.

For a deductible-indemnity standard contract with premium 7 and deductible d, let 8 = 7+ d.

We will refer to 6 as the price parameter of the deductible contract.

Theorem 4. A standard (resp. p-priced, with any premium principle p) contract set C satisfies

right-handle risk—insurance parity if it comprises precisely
(a) deductible-indemnity contracts whose price parameters (resp. deductibles) are dense in R;
(b) any, possibly none, full-indemnity contracts.

Theorem 4 shows that deductible-indemnity contracts are indeed the type of contracts inducing
right-handle risk aversion through risk—insurance parity. Insurance contracts of this type provide
a coverage for risks greater than the deductible, but the portion of the risk below that deductible
remains uncovered. This observation provides some high-level insight to explain the asymmetry in
right-handle risk aversion.

We are now interested in whether other types of contract sets may satisfy right-handle risk—
insurance parity. In other terms, we aim to characterize right-handle risk—insurance parity analo-
gously to the results on first and second risk—insurance parity in the previous section. To proceed,
we will need to restrict our attention to Lipschitz-continuous (LC) indemnity functions, that is,
I satistying [I(z) — I(y)| < |x — y| for all z,y € R. While we did not require it thus far, this
assumption is common for indemnity functions to deter sabotage; see, e.g., Huberman et al. (1989,
Section 4). By the revelation principle (Myerson, 1979, Harris and Townsend, 1981), non-LC indem-
nity functions (incentivizing sabotage) never produce an insurance contract that is Pareto optimal;

thus, their relevance in insurance contexts is limited and exclusively tied to external considerations.

Proportional, deductible and limit indemnity functions satisfy LC; fixed indemnity functions do
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not, as we discussed in Section 3.1. An LC contract set is a contract set such that the indemnity
functions of its elements are LC.
It turns out that deductible-only contract sets are the only LC contract sets that satisfy right-

handle risk—insurance parity. This is made explicit in the following theorem.

Theorem 5. A LC contract set satisfying right-handle risk—insurance parity exclusively contains

deductible-indemnity or full-indemmnity contracts.

We now give the following characterization of right-handle risk—insurance parity for LC stan-

dard contract sets.

Proposition 7. A standard LC contract set C satisfies right-handle risk—insurance parity if and

only if it comprises precisely
(a) deductible-indemnity contracts whose price parameters are dense in R;
(b) any, possibly none, full-indemnity contracts.

Disregarding the LC assumption, one may construct noncontinuous contracts that, when added
to the deductible-only contract set, still preserve right-handle risk—-insurance parity; see Example 5
in Appendix A.13. However, including such irregular contracts would significantly complicate the
analysis and obscure the interpretability of the characterization result. In particular, the necessity
part of Proposition 7 would become more cumbersome to formulate, weakening both the elegance
and the clarity of the theoretical insight.

While Theorems 4 and 5 apply to both standard and p-priced contract sets, obtaining a result
similar to Proposition 7 for p-priced contract sets is arduously feasible. The exhaustiveness of price
parameters is intricate to translate to p-price contract sets, since it will vary with p and depend on
the set of indemnity random variables required when establishing that insurance propensity implies
right-handle risk aversion.

We next define left-handle risk aversion, the symmetric counterpart to right-handle risk aver-

sion.

Definition 11 (Left-handle risk aversion). A risk preference - exhibits left-handle risk aversion

if, for every X, Y € § where X <py Y, it holds that X =~ Y.

Left-handle risk aversion represents an aversion to the fact that the realized loss is too low. A
left-handle-risk-averse decision-maker prefers to reduce their best-case-scenario outcome if it means

less variability in their loss. An example of such would be an individual who prefers to buy a
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cheaper lottery ticket, with a smaller jackpot, over a pricier lottery ticket with a bigger jackpot.
In terms of insurance-related risks, left-handle risk aversion is perhaps less natural as individuals
buying insurance usually worry less about their minimal loss than the catastrophic case of total
loss. From its symmetry with right-handle risk aversion, left-handle risk aversion is strictly between
weak and strong risk aversion.

Next, we are interested in the set of contracts under which insurance propensity and left-handle

risk aversion coincide.

Definition 12 (Left-handle risk—insurance parity). A contract set C satisfies left-handle risk—
insurance parity when, for all continuous risk preferences, insurance propensity to C is equivalent

to left-handle risk aversion.

Let us introduce an alternate formulation of limit-indemnity contracts: consider the p-priced
contract C¢ : X —= p(X AN — () — (X A ¢ — () with ¢ € R. This adjustment represents taking a
portion of the premium and considering it as a basis for the indemnity; this is to allow ( to exert
shifts in the distribution, as a deductible does for deductible-indemnity contracts. We will refer to

¢ as the level parameter of the limit-indemnity contract.

Theorem 6. A standard (resp. p-priced, with any premium principle p) contract set C satisfies

left-handle risk—insurance parity if it comprises precisely
(a) limit-indemnity contracts whose premiums (resp. level parameters) are dense in R;
(b) any, possibly none, full-indemnity contracts.

Limit-only insurance contracts provide full coverage below the limit, but no coverage above;
this connects to the asymmetric behavior in left-handle risk aversion. In view of Theorem 6, the fact
that left-handle risk aversion seems perhaps unnatural for insured risks explains why, in practice,
limits are seen as benefiting the insurer more than the insured; they are usually imposed for solvency
considerations of the insurance company.

LC contract sets satisfying left-handle risk—insurance parity exclusively comprise limit-only

contracts, as indicated in the next theorem.

Theorem 7. A LC contract set satisfying right-handle risk—insurance parity exclusively contains

limit-indemnity or full-indemmnity contracts.

We now give the following characterization of left-handle risk—insurance parity for standard

LC contract sets.
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Proposition 8. A standard LC contract set C satisfies left-handle risk—insurance parity if and only

if it comprises precisely
(a) limit-indemnity contracts whose premiums are dense in R;
(b) any, possibly none, full-indemnity contracts.

We speak of dual-handle risk aversion when both left-handle and right-handle risk aversion
hold. A contract set C satisfies dual-handle risk—insurance parity if insurance parity to C is equivalent
to dual-handle risk aversion. Combining Propositions 7 and 8, we directly obtain the following

result.

Corollary 2. A standard LC contract set C satisfies dual-handle risk—insurance parity if and only

if it comprises precisely
(a) deductible-indemnity contracts whose price parameters are dense in R;
(b) limit-indemnity contracts whose premiums are dense in R;
(c) any, possibly none, full-indemnity contracts.

In the dual utility model, dual-handle risk aversion has an interpretation in terms of diversifi-

cation incentives; see the next subsection.

5.3 Right- and left-handle risk aversion in the dual utility model

Let us characterize right-, left- and dual-handle risk aversion in the dual utility model of Yaari

(1987). In this model, risk preferences are represented as follows: For X, Y € S,
XY <= Up(—X) > Up(—Y)
with Uy, : § — R being defined as

0 00
Un(Z) = / (h(P(Z > 1)) — 1) dt +/0 WP(Z > t)dt, ZeS, (9)

—00

where h : [0,1] — [0, 1] is a weighting function that is increasing and satisfies h(0) =1 — h(1) = 0.
A weighting function h is star-shaped at a € [0,1] when h(Aa + (1 — X)z) < Ah(a) + (1 — N)h(zx)
holds true for all A,z € [0, 1].

Theorem 8. In the dual utility model, an agent is
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Figure 2: A weighting function that is both star-shaped at 0 and at 1 but not convex (in dark
blue), a convex weighting function (in red), and a weighting function that is dominated by the
identity, but not convex nor star-shaped at 0 or 1 (in yellow).

(i) right-handle risk averse if and only if the weighting function is star-shaped at 1;
(i) left-handle risk averse if and only if the weighting function is star-shaped at 0;
(iii) dual-handle risk averse if and only if the weighting function is star-shaped at both 0 and 1.

Convexity is a stronger property than star-shapedness at 0 or 1: it corresponds to star-
shapedness at every point. In the dual utility model, an agent is strongly risk averse if and only
if their weighting function is convex (Yaari, 1987, Theorem 2). Similarly, an agent is weakly risk
averse if and only if their weighting function is dominated by the identity function (see Chateauneuf
and Cohen, 1994, Corollary 1), and this property of the weighting function is weaker than star-
shapedness at 0 or 1. We provide an illustration of a weighting function that is both star-shaped
at 0 and 1 in Figure 2.

It is straightforward to check that star-shapedness at both 0 and 1 implies dual superadditivity,
that is, h(z) + h(y) < h(z +y) and h(z) + h(y) > h(z + y) for z,y with = +y € [0,1], where

h(t) = 1—h(1—t) for t € [0, 1]. Dual superadditivity is connected to a specific form of diversification.

A preference relation - exhibits diversification (Dekel, 1989) if
XY — AX+(1-ANY = X for e [0,1], (10)

meaning that combining equally preferable payoffs is desirable. Ghossoub et al. (2025, Theorem
2) showed that dual subadditivity is equivalent to a concept called pseudo-convexity introduced by
Aouani et al. (2021), which is in turn equivalent to diversification restricted to counter-monotonic

random variables (Principi et al., 2025, Proposition 8). Therefore, we have the following implications
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for the dual utility model.
(a) Weak risk aversion implies that (10) holds when AX + (1 — A\)Y is a constant.
(b) Dual-handle risk aversion implies that (10) holds when X and Y are counter-monotonic.
(c) Strong risk aversion implies that (10) holds for all X, Y.

Since the condition that AX+(1—\)Y is a constant is stronger than counter-monotonicity, the above
three implications illustrate the relative strengths of the three notions of risk aversion in terms of
their diversification incentives in the dual utility model: Weakly risk-averse agents diversify when
risks fully vanish after hedging; dual-handle risk-averse agents diversify when risks are perfectly

negatively dependent; strongly risk-averse agents diversify in all cases.

6 Additional technical discussions

This section collects some additional discussions on results from the previous sections.

6.1 On the definition of insurance propensity

Maccheroni et al. (2025) defined insurance propensity in a form slightly different from ours.
Definition 13. A risk preference exhibits insurance propensity to a contract set C in the sense of
Maccheroni et al. (2025) when for any X, Z, Z' € L*™ where Z 4 Z', it holds that

Z=0C(X) forsomeCeC = X+Z-X+Z7.

Note that if X < Y, then C'(X) 40 (Y') for any contract C'. Therefore, the notion of insurance
propensity in the sense of Maccheroni et al. (2025) is stronger than the one defined in Definition 4.

In fact, the converse implication can also be established with the aid of the following lemma.

Lemma 2. For any Z,7' € L* such that Z 42 and any function f: R — R, if for some X € L™
it holds that Z = f(X), then there exists Y € L™ such that Z' = f(Y) and Y 4 x.

Proof. Because Z 4z , there exists a measure-preserving bijection £ : © — Q so that Z'(w) =

Z(&(w)) for all w € Q. Take Y given by Y (w) = X ({(w)), w € Q. O

For this work, we preferred to express insurance propensity as per Definition 4 simply because

it added clarity in our statements and proofs.
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6.2 Monotone risk aversion and monotone risk—insurance parity

Monotone risk aversion was introduced by Quiggin (1992); see Cohen (1995) for a review on
the concept. Similar to left- and right-handle risk aversion, this form of risk aversion also falls

strictly in-between weak and strong risk aversion.

Definition 14 (Monotone risk aversion, monotone risk—insurance parity). A risk preference 7
exhibits monotone risk aversion if for every X,Y,© € § such that Y = X + O, where X, 0 are
comonotonic and E[O] = 0, it holds that X - Y. A set of contracts C satisfies monotone risk-
insurance parity when, for all continuous risk preferences, insurance propensity to C is equivalent

to monotone risk aversion.
We introduced monotone risk—insurance parity to show that no LC contract set satisfies it.
Proposition 9. No LC contract set satisfies monotone risk—insurance parity.

While right-handle, left-handle and monotone risk aversion all belong to the middle grounds
between weak and strong risk aversion, they are strictly different concepts of risk aversion. This is

evident when juxtaposing Propositions 7, 8 and 9.

6.3 Extending the space of random variables

Most of our previous results were stated for risk preferences defined on S, the set of simple
random variables. In this section, we discuss how our results translate to larger sets of random
variables. Let L> be the set of all essentially bounded random variables on (2, F,P) and L” be the
set of all random variables with finite absolute pth moment, p € [1,00). In this section, for a risk
preference defined on LP for p € [1, 00), continuity is with respect to LP-norm. For a risk preference
defined on L°, continuity is with respect to bounded convergence, as in the main part of our paper.

The following proposition indicates that our definition of insurance propensity could have
equivalently been formulated on LP, for any p € [1,00|. Extending the space to LP is useful for
applications where potential losses may be unbounded. To deal with potentially unbounded random
variables, in this section we will make the assumption that any contract’s indemnity function is
bounded or Lipschitz continuous. This assumption is made to ensure proper integrability, and it is

consistent with the similar assumption in Section 5.2.

Proposition 10. For a contract C' and a continuous risk preference defined on LP, p € [1,00], the

following are equivalent:

(i) X +C(X) = X +CY) for all XY € S where X 2 Y;
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(i) X +C(X) = X +C(Y) for all X,Y € LP where X 2 Y.

Our main results on first and second risk—insurance parity extend to LP spaces, as shown in

the next result.

Proposition 11. The statements of Theorems 1—/ and 6, Propositions 14, and Lemma 1 hold
for continuous risk preferences defined on LP, for p € [1,00]. In the case of Theorem 3, let =C be

defined using the corresponding notion of continuity.

It is straightforward to check that the result of Theorem 8 also extends to risk preferences
defined on LP for p € [1, 00], under the additional assumption that the distortion function h yields

a finite value of Uy, on LP.

Remark 5. In Definitions 9 and 11, right-handle and left-handle risk aversions are defined in terms
of subsets of mean-preserving spreads. Although the definitions only directly impose preference
conditions for discrete and mixed random variables, this has nontrivial implications on continuous
random variables because of continuity (see e.g., Theorem 8, which has restrictions for comparing
general distributions). This is the same for strong risk aversion, which can equivalently be stated

in terms of mean-preserving mass transfers and continuity (Rothschild and Stiglitz, 1970).

Remark 6. Continuity with respect to the LP norm complicates the arguments that were used in
the proof of Theorems 5 and 7, since Proposition 6 no longer holds with respect to such continuity;
see also Remark 2 above. We leave it as an open question whether the these results continue to

hold when extending the space of random variables to LP.

6.4 Risk propensity and insurance aversion

All results of this paper also hold when trading “risk aversion” for “risk propensity (also called
risk seeking)” and “insurance propensity” for “insurance aversion” in their statements. This is
obvious as it simply amounts to switching “-” to “3” everywhere. In particular, this means that
every type of risk—insurance parity also describes the equivalence between insurance aversion to a

contract set satisfying it and corresponding risk propensity.

7 Conclusion

We introduced the notion of risk—insurance parity to examine the equivalence relation between
risk aversion and insurance propensity to a set of contracts. Different concepts of risk aversion

envisaged obviously tie to different sets of contracts for insurance propensity. Maccheroni et al.
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(2025) first investigated such equivalence relations; we provided a full characterization of them.
First risk—insurance parity treats of weak risk aversion, and we proved that it is satisfied only by
full-indemnity contract sets. Second risk—insurance parity treats of strong risk aversion; we also
characterized it fully and provided several examples of contract sets satisfying it.

We expanded the insurance-propensity notion by also considering p-priced contract sets and
not just standard contract sets. The use of premium principles allowed for a sensible reduction in
the size of contract sets satisfying first risk—insurance parity, even reducing it to only one contract.
The impact was more limited in the case of second risk—insurance parity, though.

Risk—insurance parity moreover offers a way to define new notions of risk aversion, letting
them be equivalent to insurance propensity to a contract set. From this approach, we designed two
new notions of risk aversion: right-handle risk aversion and left-handle risk aversion. Right-handle
risk aversion is equivalent to insurance propensity to deductible-only contracts. Left-handle risk
aversion is equivalent to insurance propensity to limit-only contracts. Both of them also have an
interpretation in terms of mean-preserving spreads. In the dual utility model, they correspond to
star-shapedness of the weighting function at 1 and 0, respectively. Finally, we offered some remarks
on our results and, in particular, discussed some limitations arising when extending the space of
random variables under analysis regarding continuity of risk preferences. We also showed that there

are no LC contract set for which insurance propensity corresponds to monotone risk aversion.
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A  Proofs

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

For the “if” statement: Let C = {C; : X —» 7 — X | X € S, 7 € II} where II is dense in R.
The statement that first risk—insurance parity holds for C was proved in Maccheroni et al. (2025,
Theorem 1) for the case II = R, under either of the following settings: the space of all bounded
random variables, or the space of random variables with finite moments of all orders. Our proof
is a simple modulation of theirs, accounting for other dense sets by leveraging continuity of risk
preferences, and the space S of simple random variables. First, we show that weak risk aversion

implies insurance propensity to C. For any X,Y € S such that X 4 Y, and any C; € C, we have
X+Cr(X)=m=E[X+Cr(Y)] Z X +Cr(Y),

where the preference relation follows from weak risk aversion.

Next, we show that insurance propensity to C implies weak risk aversion. Let X € S. There
exists a bounded sequence of random variables { X, : n € N} C S, each piecewise constant on finitely
many events with equal probability, such that X, B x ; see Maccheroni et al. (2025, Lemma 5).
Furthermore, we can assume that E[X,] € II for all n € N as II is dense in R. By Maccheroni et
al. (2025, Lemma 1), for each n € N, there exist Z,,, W,, € S such that X, 4 Zy, — W, +E[X,] and
Zn L W,. Then,

4

E[X,] = Zn + Cgix,)(Zn) Z Zn + Crix,)(Wn) = Zn — Wy + E[X,)] = X,
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The law invariance of 7 implies E[X,,| 7= X, for all n € N. Hence, we conclude that E[X] 7z X by
continuity of the risk preference.

For the “only if” statement: We show that, whenever C does not satisfy the conditions in
the statement, meaning C comprises other types of contract or II is not dense in R, there exist
a continuous risk preference such that weak risk aversion and insurance propensity to C are not
equivalent. First, suppose C includes a standard contract, say C* : X — 7% — I'*(X), that is not a

full indemnity contract. Define the risk preference -, as
X7,V & X=E[Y]or X 2V.

The relation 77, is law-invariant, transitive and weakly risk averse. It is also continuous because
bounded convergence implies convergence of expectations. There exists A C R such that I*(z) # x
on A. Consider a random variable Z € S with P(Z € A) € (0,1), yielding Z + C*(Z) # ©*. Thus,
forany WeS, W 4 7, we have Z+C*Z)#E[Z+C*(W)],s0 Z+C*(Z) % Z+ C*(W). Hence,
Z* is not insurance propense to C; and thus, C does not satisfy first risk—insurance parity. Next,
suppose that C only includes full-indemnity standard contracts Cr : X — 7w — X, m € II, but 1I
is not dense in R. We will show that there exists a continuous risk preference that is insurance

propense to C but not weakly risk averse. Define 7~ by

X=E[Y], and E[Y] can be approached by a sequence in II,

XY — a
or X=Y.

The relation 7~ is transitive, law invariant and continuous, because bounded convergence implies
convergence of expectations. Note that for any Z € S and C € C, m € II, we have Z + Cr(Z) =
E[Z + Cr(W)] = w. Hence, 7 is insurance propense to C; however, by definition, it is not weakly

risk averse. O

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Suppose that C comprises solely a full-indemnity contract and the premium principle p satisfies
the range property (RP), ie., C = {C, : X — p(X) — X}. Weak risk aversion implying insurance
propensity to C follows directly from Theorem 1 and law invariance of p. Conversely, assume that
insurance propensity to C holds, and we will argue that it implies weak risk aversion. For any X € S,
there exists a bounded sequence of random variables {X,, : n € N} C S, each piecewise constant on
finitely many events with equal probability, such that X, B x ; see Maccheroni et al. (2025, Lemma
5). By Maccheroni et al. (2025, Lemma 1), there exist Z,,, W,, € S such that X, 4 Zn— Wy +E[X,]
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and Z, < W,. Furthermore, because p satisfies (RP), there exists {b, : n € N} C R such that
o(Zn + by) = E[X,,]. The law invariance of p yields p(W,, + b,) = p(Z,, + b,) = E[X,,] because
Zn + by, 4 W, + b,. Therefore,

d

E[X,] = (Zn+bn) + Cp(Zyn +by) Z (Zn +bn) + Cp(Wy, + by) = Z,, — Wy, + E[X,,] = X,

where the preference relation follows from insurance propensity to C and Z,, + b, 4 Wy + by It
follows from law invariance of 7~ that E[X,,] 77 X,, for all n € N. Hence, E[X] - X by continuity of

risk preferences. U

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3

For the “if” statement: Assume C satisfies the conditions in the theorem’s statement. Let
us first show that, for any continuous risk preference -, strong risk aversion implies insurance
propensity to C. Choose any Z € S and C' € C. The increasingness of indemnity functions imply
that Z and C(Z) are counter-monotonic. Hence, for any W € § with W 4z , it holds that
cw) 4 C(Z), and we have Z+ C(Z) < Z+ C(W), see e.g., Riischendorf (2013, Corollary 3.28).
Therefore, Z + C(Z) 7 Z + C(W) since 7 is strongly risk averse.

Let us next prove that, for any continuous risk preference -, insurance propensity to C implies
strong risk aversion. Because =€ is the smallest continuous risk preference that is insurance propense
to C, if for some X,Y € S, X =% Y holds true, then X >~ Y holds also true for every other risk

¢ is strong risk

preference that is insurance propense to C. Since X <. Y implies X =¢ Y, then >
averse, and so is all continuous risk preferences that is insurance propense to C.
For the “only if” statement, suppose that X <., Y does not imply X =¢ Y. Then, ¢ itself is

an example of a continuous risk preference that is insurance propense to C, by definition, but not

strong risk averse. Thus, C does not satisfy second risk—insurance parity. O

A.4 Proof of Lemma 1

Suppose that C satisfies the conditions in the lemma’s statement. The argument supporting
that strong risk aversion implies insurance propensity to C is the same as in the proof of Theorem 3
and we will not repeat it. We next prove that insurance propensity to C implies strong risk aversion.

For X,Y € S, we have X <. Y if and only if Y is the result of finitely many simple mean-
preserving spreads of X (Rothschild and Stiglitz, 1970, Lemma 1). It suffices to prove X = Y for

any X,Y € S differing by only one simple mean-preserving spread, and the general case will follow
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by transitivity of 7=. The case where X dy (i.e., they differ by zero mean-preserving spreads)
is trivial by law invariance and reflexivity of 7. Furthermore, again evoking transitivity, we may
assume X is constant on A; and As: otherwise, re-express Y as the result of multiple simple mean-
preserving spreads, breaking down A; and As in smaller equiprobable parts following the masses of
X. Let x1 = X (A1) and 25 = X (As).

We can assume z; < x2. The case where 1 = zo will follow by continuity of the risk
preference: Define sequences of random variables {X,, : n € N} and {Y,, : n € N} where X,, =
X — 2™y, +2 "1, and Y, = X, — 014, + 614, for every n € N. Then, X, 3 X, Y, 5 Y,
X <ex Yo and X, (A1) < X, (A2) for all n € N. We can moreover assume A; = {X = z;} and
Ay = {X = z2}, implying P(X = z1) = P(X = 22), and the general case will follow by a similar
argument, letting X, = X — 27" x—z \a, + 27 "L {x=z,)\4, and evoking continuity.

For the sake of clarity, let us restate what our problem has been reduced to from the arguments
above: For any X € S, 0 > 0 and x1,22 € Supp(X) with P(X = z1) = P(X = 22), let Y =
X —0lyx—yy + 01 x—p,}- We must establish X ;7Y by relying on the insurance propensity of -
to contracts in C. Let {C; : i € N}, {Z;, : © € N,n € N} and {§; : i € N} satisfy the conditions
given in the lemma’s statement for that choice of X, 1, x2 and J.

Note that (7) implies that, for every i,n € N, there is a measure-preserving bijection &; ,, :

{X =z1} - {X = x2} such that
Ci(Zipn)(w) — Ci(Zip)(&in(w)) =0 forevery we {X =1} (11)

and

Ci(Zin) (& (W) = Cil Zin)(w) = i for every w € {X = x5} (12)

2,Mn

Define W; ,, such that

Zin(w), we WN{X € {xy,22}},
Win(w) = Zin(&in(w)), we{X;=ux1}, for every i,n € N.

Z’L,n(gz_,'n%(w))a w e {X2 = $2}7
It is clear that W;, 4 Zin. Also, from (11) and (12), we have

Cz(Wz,n) = Cz(Zz,n> — (5@]1{)(211} + 5i]1{X:x2}7 for every i,n € N. (13)
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Combining all this, we have
Zi,n + Ci(Ziyn) ?\: Zi,n + Cz(VVZm) = Zi,n + Ci(Zi,n) — 6i]l{X:r1} + 51']1{)(:952}, for every i, n e N,

where the risk-preference relation comes from the insurance propensity to C. Letting n — oo, we

obtain, evoking (8) and continuity of risk preferences,

i—1 i—1 % %
X — Z(Sj]l{X:II} + Z Ol xmgoy Z X — Z(Sj]l{X=m1} + Z 0jl{x=g,), foreveryieN.
j=1 j=1 j=1 j=1

Since this is true for every ¢ € N, transitivity of risk preferences allows to conclude

X2 X =) 6lixeay + D 01 (xmayy = X = 0l x—py} + Ol {x_pp} = V-
j=1 j=1

Hence, we complete the proof. ]

A.5 Proof of Proposition 1

First, each set indeed comprises valid standard contracts, i.e., they are decreasing and of
the form « — 7 — I(z). Consider any X € S, 0 > 0 and z1,z2 € Supp(X) with 21 < 22 and
P(X = z1) = P(X = z2). We prove, for each item, the existence of the sequences indicated in
Lemma 1, thus yielding second risk-insurance parity.

Proof of (i): Define the sequence {d; : i € N} such that >°°2, d; = ¢ and &;/(d; + 2 — x1 +
2 23;11 d;) < ag for all i € N. Note that this sequence will exist no matter how small the difference
between o and x1. Set «; = 0;/(0; + 2 — 1 + 22;;11 9;), i € N. For any Y € S, letting
faY) = (Y —m)/(1 — a), we note

(Y —mo) (Y—ﬂ')_
ﬁ‘i‘ﬂ'o—aio—}/, aG(O,aO).

fa(Y) + Ca(foz(y)) = (1 — a)

Let Cj: X = mo — ;X and Z;,, = fo,(X — Z;;ll Ol x—py + Z;;ll 0jl{x—y,y) for all i,n € N to
show that there exist sequences {C; : i € N} and {Z;,, : n € N} satisfying (7) and (8).

Proof of (ii): Choose {0; : i € N} that satisfies 6; < Ag for all ¢ € N and ) ;°, ; = 0. Take
7* € II such that z1 — dy < 7* < x9 — doy, and define the sequence of contracts {C; : i € N} C C
where C; : X — 7% — (X — dy)+ A d;. Define the function

IGrpdY) =Y =71+ My_r>q, foranym A, deRandY €S,
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which will be used throughout the remaining proof items. We note

G50 (V) + Cilgre 5,0, (Y) =Y = 7" + 0y ozgey + 77 = (Y = 7" + 0y —nezdp) — do) , A G
=Y -7+ 51'11{Y—7r*2d0} + 7" — 51'1{Y—7r*2d0}
=Y, for any Y € S.

From there, it is standard to show that sequences {C; : i € N} and {Z;,, : i,n € N} with Z;,, =
Gr* 5o (X — 23;11 Ol x—py + Z;;ll 0l x—g,}), for every i,n € N, satisfy (7) and (8).

Proof of (iii): Choose {4; : i € N} such that §; < Ao for all i € N, Y2, ¢;, and d* € II such
that 1 — mp < d* < w9 — mp. The sequences {C; : i € N}, with C; : X — w9 — (X — d*);+ A d;, and
{Zin +i,n € N}, where Zi = grg5,a+ (X — Y021 050 x—ayy + =1 051 x—sy}), satisfy (7) and (8).

Proof of (iv): Take {d; : ¢« € N} to be such that ¢; < ko for all i € N and > 2, 8; = 0.
Choose 7* € II satisfying x1 — 79 < 7* < w9 + 719. It is straightforward to verify that the sequences
{Ci + i € N}, where C; : X +— 7 — §il(x>qy for all i € N, and {Z;,, : i,n € N}, where
Zin = e 5o (X = 521 05 (xmayy + 20521 81 {x=a) ), satisfy (7) and (8).

Proof of (v): Again, take {d; : i € N} to be such that ; < ko for all i € N and ) ., §; = 4.
Choose 7. € II satisfying z1 — mp < 7" < xg — mp. Letting C; : X — mp — d;1{x>,+} and
Zim = Gro,5;,7+ (X — Z;;ll 0l x—g,} + 23;11 0l x—z,}), for every i,n € N, shows that the criteria
in (7) and (8) are met. O

A.6 Proof of Proposition 3

Consider any X € S, 6 > 0 and z1,2z2 € Supp(X) with P(X = z1) = P(X = z3) and
x1 < 2. For each item, we show the existence of sequences {C; : i € N} CC, {Z; , : i,n € N} and
{6; i € N} C Ry, with > 72, 6; = 4, satisfying (7) and (8). Hence, second risk—insurance parity
follows by Lemma 1.

For item (i): Define {9; : i € N} so that it satisfies §; < Ao for all i € N and ) 2, §; = 0. Let
d* € R be such that z; < d* < xo. For the sake of clarity, we write W; = X — Z;;ll Oil x=z} +
S 1 05 (xmayy and by = (61w, 5})-

Define the function
heraY)=Y —7 + My _r>qy, forany A, d€eRandY €S,

which will be used also for item (ii). Let d; = d* — b;. For every i,n € N, choose C; : X
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p((X — Cll)+ A (51) — (X — dz)-{— A d; and Zi,n = h(gi,di(W,- — bl) We note that

Zin + Ci(Zin) = Wi — b + 0l fw, —p,>a,3 + p(Wi — bi + 6l gy, —p, >,y — di)+ N 6;)
— (Wi = bi +0ilyyy,—p,;>a,y — di)+ N i
= Wi —bi+6ilgw,>ay + p(0il{w,>a}) — 0ilyw,>a
= Wi — b+ 0Ly maey + bi — il 50y
=W for any i,n € N. (14)

The remaining steps to verify that {C; : i € N} and {Z;,, : i,n € N} satisfy (7) and (8) are
straightforward once (14) is given.

For item (ii): Similarly to item (i), define {0; : i € N} so that it satisfies d; < k¢ for all i € N
and ) 72, 0; = 6. Take 7° € R so that x1 < 70 < x2. Set b; = p(d;lyw,>q-}) and let 7 = 7° — b;.
The sequences {C; : i € N}, where C; : X = p(6il{x>r1) — 0il{x>ry, and {Z;,, : i,n € N}, where
Zin = hs, (Wi — b;), satisfy (7) and (8). d

A.7 Proof of Proposition 4

Consider any X € S, 0 > 0 and 21,22 € Supp(X) with P(X = 2;) = P(X = z2) and x; < z2.
We show the existence of sequences {C; : 1 € N} CC, {Z;,, :i,n € N} and {¢; : i € N} C Ry, with
Yooy 6; =0, satisfying (7) and (8). Second risk-insurance parity thus follows by Lemma 1.

Let {0; : i € N} be such that §;/(d; +x2 —x1+2 Z;;ll §;) < apand Y ;2 6; = . Note that this
sequence will always exist no matter how close x1 and z3. Set a; = §;/(; + x2 — z1 + 2 23;11 55),
i € N. For any Y € S and a € (0,1), choose by, such that p(Y + aby,,) = —(1 — a)by,; the
existence of by, is guaranteed by p satisfying (MP). Let fo(Y) = Y/(1—a)+bay/(1—a),a, and note
that for any Y € S,

fa(Y) + Ca(fa(Y))
Y Y Y
— m + baY/(lfa),a + p (6% m + baY/(lfa),a — m + baY/(lfa),a
oY
=Y + (1 - a)bay/(1-a)a TP ((1—a) + abaY/(l—oz),a) =Y. (15)

Choose C; : X — p(a; X) — ;X and Z;,, = fo, (X — Z;;ll Oilyx—sy + Z;;ll 0jl{x—y,}), for every
i,n € N. With (15) in mind, it is straightforward to show that {C; : i € N} and {Z;,, : i,n € N}
satisfy (7) and (8). O
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A.8 Proof of Proposition 5

For (i): We first consider necessity. Assume that X <j Y and X ;‘é Y. The condition
that E[X] = E[Y] and min X > minY follow directly from the definition of left-handle mean-
preserving spreads. Let {4; : i € [n]} be a partition of Q such that X and Y are both constant
on each A;, choosing n € N accordingly. Denote by z; = X(A4;) and y; = Y°(4;) for all
i € [n]. Because X and Y are comonotonic, we can assume that z; < 29 < --- < z, and
y1 < y2 < -+ < yp. Choose k* such that zp+ = min X and xp«; 1 > min X. If the property of
P(X <#X >min X) > P(Y < ¢|X° > min X) for all ¢ € R does not hold, then z; > y; for some
t > k*. This leads to a contradiction, as the left-handle mean-preserving spread does not strictly
reduce the value for any point other than the minimal one. Next, we address sufficiency. Suppose
that E[X] = E[Y], min X > minY, and P(X < ¢/X > min X) > P(Y < ¢|X > min X) for all
t € R. Apply the same notation in the proof of the necessity part: we have x1 = xo = --- = zp+ > 1
and z; < y; for all ¢ > k*. Let r* be the index such that y,.. < x1 and y,~41 > x1. Because
E[X] = E[Y], it holds that S0, (y; — z:)P(A;) = 3" .(x; — y;)P(A;); let these quantities be

j=r
represented by K. For all z > 0, define
min(k,r*)
((z)=inf{ ke N: Z (yi — x)P(A4;) > z p;
i=1

min(k,n

)
£(z)=inf ¢ ke N: Z (yj —z;)P(4;) > =z
=

Let 21 < 29 < ... < z; denote the ¢ points where either ¢ or £ are discontinuous, and zy = 0.

Consider the following sequence of random variables: Xy = X and

Zi — Zi—1 Zi — Zi—1
Xi:Xi_l—i]lA +

1 f ; . )
P(Ac(y)” <& T P(Agoy) Ag(e,)» for every i € [{] (16)

Then, we have Xj 4 Y, and (16) is a left-handle mean-preserving spread for every i € [¢]. Hence,

X <jnex Y. The proof for item (ii) is similar and thus omitted. O

A.9 Proof of Proposition 6

We prove the claim for <j.y; the case of <;ncx then follows directly by Corollary 1. Consider
two sequences of random variables {X,, : n € N} C § and {Y}, : n € N} C S such that X, B x

and Y, B ¥ for some XY € §, and X, <jhex Yn for every n € N. We aim to prove that
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X <jnex Y. Applying Proposition 5(i), it is sufficient to verify that min X > minY and X <Y<
on {X > min X}, where (X,Y ) are comonotonic with X $Xandyely.

First, it is well-know that convex order is closed under bounded convergence. Note that left-
handle convex order is stronger than convex order, and thus, we have X <. Y. This implies
min X > minY. Next, we prove X < Y on {X° > minX}. Let V be a uniform random
variable on [0, 1]; see F6llmer and Schied (2016, Proposition A.31) for its existence on an atomless
space. Denote by gz the quantile function of Z € S, i.e., qz(s) = inf{t : P(Z <t) > s} for s € (0,1).
It holds that (¢x(V),qy(V)) are comonotonic. Further, denote by ap = P(X = min X). It suffices
to verify that for any o, 8 € (0,1) with 8 > a > ay,

[ axtonts < [ o a7

To see this, because X, g X andy, E> Y, we have qx,, — gx and qy,, — gy bounded almost surely.
Hence, it is straightforward to verify that for large enough n, gx, (s) > min X,, for all s € [«, 8]. It

follows from X,, <jcx Yn and Proposition 5(i) that ¢x, (s) < gy, (s) for all s € [a, §]. Therefore,

B B B B
/ gx(s)ds = lim / qx, (s)ds < lim / qy, (s)ds :/ qy (s)ds.
o n—oo a n—oo a o

Hence, (17) have been verified, and this completes the proof. 0

A.10 Proof of Theorem 4

Suppose that C does not contain full-indemnity contracts; their possible inclusion follows di-
rectly from Theorem 1 and the fact that weak risk aversion is weaker than right-handle risk aversion.

For standard contract sets: Suppose that
C={Crg: X—m—(X—-d);|(md) €O},

and {m +d : (m,d) € ©} is dense in R. We first argue that, for any continuous risk preference
-, right-handle risk aversion implies insurance propensity to C. Let X,Y € § with X 4y, For
Cr.a € C, we aim to verify that X + Cy 4(X) 2 X + Cr 4(Y). The case that X < d is trivial. We
assume that P(X > d) > 0. Define

Z1=XNd—X+Y—d, Zy=X—-XANdand Z3 =X -V,
Ai={Y >d X <Y}, Ap={Y <d, X >d}and A3 ={X >Y > d}.
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It is straightforward to check that Z;, Zs and Z3 are nonnegative on Ay, As and As, respectively.

By standard calculation, we have

X+CraY)=m+X—-(Y —-d)y =1+ XANd— 2114, + Zol g, + Z31 4,

=X+ Cﬂ’d(X) — Zl]lAl + ZQ]IAQ =+ Zg]lA3. (18)

Since X (w) + Crq(X(w)) = max{X + Crq(X)} for all w € Ay U Ag, it follows from (18) and
Proposition 5 that X + Cr ¢(X) <ihex X + Crq(Y). Therefore, right-handle risk aversion implies
X+ Cra(X) Z X +Cra(Y).

Next, we prove that, for any risk preference 7, insurance propensity to C implies right-handle
risk aversion. Consider any Y € S resulting of a right-handle mean-preserving spread of some
X € S: for some Aj, Ay € F, 61,02 > 0, we have Y = X — §11 4, + 621 4, with 6;P(A;) = 52P(A2)
and X (w) = max X for all w € As. We will prove that X - Y. The general case for X <;pex Y
follows by transitivity.

For now, let us assume that P(As) = kP(A;) for some k € N. This implies kds = d;. Take
d*, 7™ € R such that d* + 7* = max X and Cgy- »- € C; from the condition {d + 7 : (d,7) € O} is
dense in R, these d* and 7* exist. Partition A, into k£ equiprobable events and denote these events

AW AP Let Z=X -+ 6,0 il

Because A; and Agl)

P(B) = P(¢(B)) for every F-measurable B C A(Ql). Define W € S such that

AL
are equiprobable, there exists a bijection £ : Agl) — A such that

X(w) -7, w € Q\(A; U Ay),
max X — 7 + kds, w€E Ay,
W(w) = (19)
X (€(w)) — 7, we AY,
| max X — 7+ (i—1)dy, weAY ie{2,.. k}ifk>1,

Thus, Z LW and Crr g+(W) = Crx g+(Z) — 811 4, + 021 4,; see Table 1 for an illustration. We have

24 Crg(Z)=Z+71"—(Z—-d")+

="+ Z)N(x" +d")

k
= (X +62) iILAgi)> Amax X = X, (20)

=1
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Q\(A1 U Ag) Ay AM AP o, AR

Z X(w) —m* X(w) —m* max X — 7% +d2 maxX —7* +26 - max X — 7% 4 kd2
w X(w) —7* max X — 7* + kd2 X((w)) —7* max X —7* +d02 -+ maxX —7* 4+ (k—1)d2
Crx,ax(2Z) T* * T — 02 T — 282 e 7 — ko2
Crx ax (W) * ™ — ké2 * T — 0 e 7 — (k—1)d2
Z 4 Crx g (2) X(w) X(w) max X max X max X
Z + Crx g+ (W) X (w) X (w) — ko2 max X + 02 max X + 02 max X + d2

Table 1: Illustration of the contracts’ construction for the proof of Theorem 4.

where the last equality holds because X (w) = max X for all w € Ule Ag). Therefore,
X=04Crg(Z) 5 Z4+Crog:(W) =24 Creg«(Z) =614, + 014, = X — 014, + 614, =Y,

where the risk preference is established from the insurance propensity assumption.

Next, consider the case that P(A;)/P(As2) is a rational number that is equal to m/n, where
m,n € N. Then, we can partition A; into m equally probable events, denoted by {Agi) 11 € [m]}.
Let Xo = X, and for i € [m], define

)
X, =X,_1— 51]lA(i) + 72]1142‘
1 m

It is straightforward to see that X,, =Y, and X is a right-handle mean preserving spread of X;_1
for i € [m]. Noting that P(As) = n]P(Agi)) for ¢ € [m], and it follows from the previous arguments
that X;_1 72 X;. The transitivity of =~ further implies X =~ Y.

Let us now consider the general case that P(A;)/P(A2) € R. There exist sequences of rational
numbers {p; : i € N} and {¢; : i € N} such that p; T P(A;) and ¢; T P(As), respectively. Let
{Agi) :i € N} C Fand {Ag) 11 € N} C F be two sequences satisfying Agi) T Ay, Agi) T Ay, and
P(Agi)) = p; and P(Agi)) = ¢; for all i € N. Define

Yi=X— 5§i)]1A<li> + 551)]1149’
where the sequences {5@ :1 € N} and {(59 : 1 € N} satisfy 5@ — 01, 59 — 02, and (5§i)P(Agi)) =
59]?(/19) for all i € N. By the previous arguments for the case that P(A;)/P(A2) is a rational
number, we have X = Y] for all i € N. The fact that Y; B Y and the continuity of =~ yield X =~ Y.

For p-priced contract sets. For the “if’ statement: Take any premium principle p. Suppose
that

C={Cq: X = p((X —d)4) = (X —d)4 | d €11},

and II is dense in R. The argument supporting that right-handle risk aversion implies insurance
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propensity to C is the same as for standard contract sets, but switching = for p((X — d)+) in
(18). For the converse implication, consider any Y € S resulting of a right-handle mean-preserving
spread of some X € S: for some A1, Ay € F, 61,02 > 0, we have Y = X — §114, + d21 4, with
nP(A1) = 52P(Az) and X (w) = max X for all w € As. We will prove that X =~ Y. The general
case for X <ipox Y follows by transitivity. Assume P(Ay) = kP(A;), for some k € N. Partition A,
into k equiprobable events and denote them by Agl), . ,Agk).

Let 7* = p((X 492 Zle il ) —max X ) ). Consider the sequence {d; : i € N} C II converging

A
to d* = max X — 7*; such a limit exist because II is dense in R. For ease of exposition, suppose
d* € 1I; the general case follows by continuity.
Write Z = X — 7% 42 Zle il ,), and define W as in (19). Therefore, Z 4 W and Cyg«(W) =
2

Cy+(Z) — 611 4, + 921 4,; see above. Note that

=1

k
Z—d = X +0 i1 ) — X =7
p(( )+) =p < +02) i ) — max ) ™
+
Sharing the similar arguments of (20) yields Z 4+ C;(Z) = X. It follows that
X = Z—I—Cd*(Z) t Z—i—Cd*(W) = Z—i—Cd*(W) — 51]1A1 +52]1A2 =X — 51]1.41 +52]1A2 =Y

with the risk preference established from the insurance propensity assumption, and noting that
p((Z —d*)4) = p((W — d*)4) by law invariance. The remaining arguments allowing to extend the

results to general A; and As are the same as for standard contract sets. O

A.11 Proof of Theorem 5

We argue that the implication right-handle risk aversion = insurance propensity to C only
holds true if C contains deductible-only or full-indemnity contracts exclusively. Define the risk
preference - as such

XZY <= X <« Y.

By Proposition 6, 77 is continuous. Therefore, for C to satisfy right-handle risk—insurance parity,

we must have

Z +C(Z) <hex Z + C(W), for every C € C, and Z,W € S with Z < W. (21)
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Otherwise, = is right-handle risk averse but not insurance propense to C. Below we aim to verify
that if there is C' € C that is neither a deductible-only nor a full-indemnity contract, then we can
construct Z, W € S with Z < W such that Z + C(Z) %ihex Z + C(W). Tt is straightforward to
check that a contract C' is either a deductible-only or a full-indemnity contract if and only if, for
any y € R, its indemnity function satisfies that (I(y) — I(z))/(y — z) > 0 for some x < y implies
(I(z) —I(y))/(z—y) =1 for all z > y. Hence, we assume by contradiction that there is C' € C such

that its indemnity function satisfies

I(yo)—f(wo)e(o 1] and I(Zo)—f(yo)e[

0,1) for some z¢ < yo < 20. (22)
Yo — To 20 — Yo

The indemnity function I is thus LC. Define Z, W € § with joint probability masses as follows:
1
IP)(Z :{L‘Q,W: Zo) :P(Z = yo,W = ZL‘()) :P(Z: Zo,W = yo) = g

Obviously, we have Z LW, Write X = Z + C(X)and Y = Z+ C(W); it holds that for i = 1,2,3,

where

.1‘1:.%'0+7T—I(:E0), ZCQZyQ—I—W—I(yQ), $3:ZO—|—7T—I(Z0);

Y1 =20 +7—1I(20), y2 =yo + 7 — I(x0), y3 = 20 +7 — I(y0).
It follows from (22) that
r1 < x9 < T3, Yo > T9 and y3 > xo.

This implies X 2 Y on the event {X° < max X}, where (X,Y ) are comonotonic with
Xc¢o 4 X and Y° 4 Y. Proposition 5(ii) yields X Zicx Y, leading to a contradiction. Therefore,
we have concluded that C only contains deductible-only or full-indemnity contracts. For a p-priced

contract, replace m by p(I(Z)) above and the argument remains the same. O

A.12 Proof of Proposition 7

From Theorems 4 and 5, it only remains to argue that the set of price parameters, denoted

by II, must be dense in R. Suppose II is not dense in R, and we will show that there exists a
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continuous risk preference for which insurance propensity to C does not imply right-handle risk
aversion. Define the risk preference 7 by

X<ihexY and max X can be approached by a sequence in II,

— P
XY or either X=E[Y] or X2V

It is straightforward to verify that 2~ is law invariant and transitive. In the proof of Proposition 6, we
argued that for sequences {X,, : n € N} C S and {Y;, : n € N} C S such that X, 5 x,v, 2 v and
X5 <ihex Yy for every n € N, either max X;, = max X or X dy. Thus, 77 is continuous. Consider
any Z € S and Cy € C that has the form Cy(X) = 7+ (X —d)4+ with 7+d = 0. If max Z < d, then
7+ Cy(Z) = E[Z + Cy(W)] for every W € S, W £ Z; and Z + Cy(Z) = Z + Cy(W). If max Z > d,
we have = max(Z + Cy(Z)). We also previously argued, in the proof of the “if” direction, that
Z + Co(Z) <ihex Z + Co(W) for every W € S with W £ Z. Thus, Z + C(Z) = Z + C(W) also
for this case. The continuous risk preference 7 is therefore insurance propense to C. However, by

definition, it is not right-handle risk averse. O

A.13 A counterexample to Proposition 7 in the absence of LC

Example 5. Consider the standard contract set C comprising all deductible-indemnity contracts,
for every combination of premium 7 € R and deductible d € R. By Theorem 4, C satisfies right-
handle risk-insurance parity. Define I, : X + kly~.y for some k > 0 and 7 € R. Note that I, is
not LC. Define C, : X +— 7 — I,(X), where 7 € R, and let C* = CU{C,}. We will show that C* also
satisfies right-handle risk—insurance parity. Because C C C*, the claim that, for every continuous
risk preference, insurance propense to C* implies right-handle risk aversion holds directly. We must

show that right-handle risk aversion implies insurance propensity to {C\}. We aim to verify that
X+Cu(X) Z X +Cu(X) forevery X,Y € S with X dy.

The case that Z < 7 follows directly from the “if” direction of Theorem 1 and the fact that right-
handle risk aversion is stronger than weak risk aversion. We next suppose that P(X > 7) > 0.

Define

21:Y—|—k:—X—k]l{X>T}, Zoy=X+k—Y and Z3=X - Y

A ={Y >, X<Y}, A a={Y <, X>7}land A3={X>Y > 7}.
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Note that Z;, Zs and Z3 are nonnegative respectively on A, A2 and As. We have

X+C*(Y) :7T+X—Y—k]l{y>d} =7T+X—X—k]l{y>d}—21]l,41 + Z21 4, +Z3]lA3

=X+ Cu(X) — Z1la, + Zol g, + Z31 a,. (23)

Because X +C,(X)(w) = max(X +Cy(X)) for all w € A3U A3, we have X +Cy(X) <phex X +Ci(Y)
from (23) and Proposition 5. Hence, right-handle risk aversion implies X + C.(X) 2z X + C.(Y).
A.14 Proof of Theorem 6

For any X,Y € S, X <j Y if and only if —X <;hx —Y; see Corollary 1. In the case of
standard contract sets, note that, for any Z € S, m, A € R,

T—ZANA=—=((A=7) = ((=2) = (=N)+

that is: for C' a limit-only contract, X — —C(—X) is a deductible-only contract. For p-priced
contract sets, we note that, for any Z € S, ( € R, it holds that

P(ZNC=C) = (ZNC=C) == (=p(=((=2) = (=O))+) = ((=2) = (=O)+) -

In other words, for a p-priced contract C' of the form specified in the theorem statement, X
—C(—X) is a p*-priced deductible-indemnity contract with deductible —(, where p*(X) = —p(—X)
for all X € S. In both cases, when re-expressing —X in terms of an insurance contract, we have

—X =-7Z+(-C(—Z%)), and thus everything follows from the proof of Theorem 4 by symmetry.

A.15 Proof of Theorem 7

The result follows from Theorem 5 once we evoke the same symmetry argument as in the proof
of Theorem 6.
A.16 Proof of Proposition 8

The result follows directly from 7 by symmetry. Note that for a limit-only contract C; x(X) =
m — Z N X the contract X — —C; \(—X) is a deductible-only contract that has premium A — 7
and deductible —\; therefore, the condition for exhaustiveness of price parameters in Proposition 7

becomes simply one on premiums here, as the \’s cancel out.
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A.17 Proof of Theorem 8
For (ii): We first show that a weighting function h satisfies star-shapedness at 1 if and only if
the following condition holds:

hy) — h(x) _ 1= h(z)

g ST, forall0 <z <y<z<1. (24)

Suppose that (24) holds. Then, letting y = z, we have

zZ—T 1—2

h(z) <

for all 0 < 1. 2
S 1_xh(x) orall0<z<z< (25)

Taking A = (z — z)/(1 — z), (25) becomes

hA+ (1—=XNzx) <A+ (1 —=Nh(z), forallz, e (0,1),

which is exactly star-shapedness at 1. Conversely, star-shapedness at 1 implies (25). Thus,

hly) —hlx) _ 1—hy) _ 1 h(z)
y—x — l1l—-y = 11—z

where the inequalities follow directly from two distinct applications of (25). We have conclude that
satisfies star-shapedness at 1 is equivalent to the condition in (24).

Next, we argue that the agent is right-handle risk averse if and only if their weighting func-
tion satisfies (24). First, suppose that the agent is right-handle risk averse. Let By,...,Bs be a
measurable partition of 2, and p; = P(B;). Define X and Y as such:

X =01p,—1p, —21p, —31p, and Y =pylp, — g, — (2+po)lp, — 31p,.
It is straightforward to check that X <. Y, and therefore,

14 h(p1 + p2 + p3) + h(p1 + p2) + h(p1)
= Un(—X) > Up(-Y)

= (1 —=p2) + (1 + p2)h(p1 + p2 + p3) + (1 + po)h(p1 + p2) + (1 — po)h(p1)-

This implies

1—h h
(p1+p2+p3)  h(p2+p1) <0 for all p1,p2,p3 € [0,1] with p; +p2 +p3 < 1.

1 —(p1+p2+0p3) D2
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Let © = p1, y = p1 + p2 and z = p; + p2 + p3. The above equation reduces to (24).

Conversely, suppose that (24) holds. Loss functions in (9) are translation invariant; for
convenience, let us suppose X,Y are nonpositive (so that —X, —Y are nonnegative). Let Y =
X — 0114, + 621 4, such that 6;P(A1) = §2P(Az) and X (w) = max X for all w € Ay; the general
case where X <;pex Y will follow from law invariance, transitivity and continuity of the induced
risk preference.

Also, assume X is constant on Ap; otherwise, partition A; into Agl), . ,Agn), n € N, where
X is constant on each and consider successive right-handle mean-preserving spreads with 652') =41,
Ag) = A and 550 = 52]P’(A§i))/]P’(A1) for every i € [n].

Then, for any weighting function h that is star-shaped at 1, we have

max(—Y")
Un(=X) = V(=) = [ (X > ) = h(B(=Y > 2)))da

max Y max X
= / (1-hPY <z)))dz - /0 (h(P(Y < z)) — h(P(X < z)))dz

max X
> 5y (1 — h(1 — P(A2))) — & s (h(B(Y < ) — h(P(X < z)))
P(A1)
P(Az)

> 02(1 — h(1 —P(A2))) — b (1—h(1 —P(A))) =0,

where the second inequality follows from (24) and the observation that P(X < z) < P(Y < z) <
1 —P(Ay) for every x € [0, max X].
For (i): The proof follows a similar argument as for Theorem 8 and is thus omitted for brevity.

The statement of item (iii) follows directly from (ii) and (i). O

A.18 Proof of Proposition 9

It is evident that the set of full-indemnity contracts (write C'"!!) does not satisfy monotone risk—
insurance parity because monotone risk aversion is stronger in general than weak risk aversion. Next,
suppose that for some contract set C ¢ C'!!, monotone risk aversion implies insurance propensity
to C. We will prove by contradiction that this is absurd.

Define the relation - by

There exists ©€S such that

- N
X ~ Y YgX—s—@, E[©]=0, and X and © are comonotonic.

(26)

For any random vector (X,Y), let (X,Y) be its comonotonic version, meaning X 4 Xco,

y & Y, and (X, X) is comonotonic. Note that the right-hand side of (26) is equivalent to
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requiring that for © = Y°° — X we have that © and X°“° are comonotonic. It is straightforward
to verify that = is transitive, law invariant, and continuous. It is also monotone risk averse by
definition. Suppose that 7~ is insurance propense to C; we will show that this creates a contradiction.

Consider any C' € C\C™!, with premium 7 and indemnity function I. Let z,y € R satisfy

x < y. By increasingness and LC, z — I(x) <y — I(y). By LC, there exists £ > 0 such that
Iy+e)—I(x)<y—uwx. (27)

Let z = y + €, and note that y — I(y) < z — I(z).
Define Z, W € S with joint probability masses as follows:

PZ=ax,W=x)=P(Z=yW=2)=P(Z=2,W=y)=

Write X* = Z+C(Z),Y*=Z+C(W) and ©* = Y*°° — X*°_ By insurance propensity, X* = Y*,

so ©* and X*°° must be comonotonic. Since x — I(x) <y — I(z) by (27), we have

PX*°=z+7—I(2),Y°=2+7—I(z) =P(X*°=y+7—I(y),Y°=y+7—1(2))

=P(X* =z2471—-1(2),Y"°=z24+1—-1(y)) = =.
As a result,

]P)(X*cozx+7r_[($),@*:0):P(X*Cozy—i—ﬂ'—f(y),@*:I(y)_I(Z))

=P(X*° =z241—-1(2),0"=1(2) — I(y)) = -.

Hence, ©* and X*° are comonotonic if and only if I(y) = I(z). Therefore, for X* 7= Y* to possibly
hold, we must have either I(y) = I(y +¢) or x — I(x) = y — I(y) (as we had arbitrarily assumed
x—I(x) <y—1I(y)). Since the choices of  and y were arbitrary, this must hold for every z,y € R.
One can check that this implies that [ is one of the following cases: a constant function, the identity
function or a limit-indemnity function.

Next, let b, c € R satisfy b < ¢. By increasingness and LC, b — I(b) < ¢ — I(¢). Assume that
b—I(b) < c—1I(c). By LC, there exists ¢ > 0 such that

I(c)—I(b—¢)<c—0. (28)
Let a = b — ¢, and note that a — I'(a) < b— I(b).
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Define ZT, W € S with joint probability masses as follows:
1
P(ZT=a, W =b)=P(Z =b,WI =a) =P(ZT = ¢, W' =¢) = 3

Write Xt = Z4+C(2), Y = Z+ C(W) and ©f = Y — XT By insurance propensity, X = YT,

so O and X7 must be comonotonic. Since b — I(a) < ¢ — I(c) by (28), we have

P(XT° =a+7—1I(a), Y =a+7—I(b) =P(X® =b4+7—I(b), Y =b+7—I(a))
1
=P(X™ =cH+m—1I(c),Y®=c4+m—1I(c)) = 3

As a result,

P(XT° =a47—1I(a),0 =1I(a) — I(b) =P(XT® =b+m —I(b),0F = I(b) — I(a))

1
=P(X' = ctm—1I(c),0f =0) = 3.

Hence, ©F and XT° are comonotonic if and only if I(a) = I(b). Therefore, for X* >~ Y* to possibly
hold, we must have either I(b —¢) = I(b) or b — I(b) = ¢ — I(c) (as we had arbitrarily assumed
b—1I(b) < c—1I(c)). Since the choices of b and ¢ were arbitrary, this must hold for every b,c € R. It
is straightforward to see that this implies that I is one of the following cases: a constant function,
the identity function or a deductible-indemnity function.

Combining this with the previous information on the shape of I, we obtain that I is either
constant (not a valid indemnity function) or the identity function, which contradicts that C' ¢ Cfll,
The risk preference - is thus not insurance propense to C as soon as C Z C™!| and, as we have
already argued, the set of full-indemnity contracts does not satisfy monotone risk—insurance parity.

The argument also holds for a p-priced contract by simply switching 7 for p(I(Z)) above. O

A.19 Proof of Proposition 10

The implications (ii) = (i) is evident. To prove the converse implication (i) = (ii), take

any X,Y € LP such that X 4 Y, and define
Xp, =2""[2"max(min(X,n), —n)]; Y, =2""|2" max(min(Y,n), —n)|, neN
We have X,,,Y, € S, X, 4 Y,,, and so,

Xn+C(Xp) o X+ C(Yn) for every n € N.
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Lr Lr Lr
If p < oo, we have X,, + C(X,,) > X + C(X) and X,, + C(Y,,) = X 4+ C(Y), where = means
convergence with respect to the LP norm. If p = oo, we have X, + C(X,) B X+ C(X) and
X, 4+ C(Y,) B X + C(Y). Therefore, X + C(X) = X + C(Y) by continuity of . O

A.20 Proof of Proposition 11

Take any X,Y in LP. For every n € N, let

\IJTL: on’ on Y an ' an P T an ) on
2n’2n |7\ 20’ 2n 2n T on

and II,, = U~Y(¥,) where U is a uniformly distributed random variable on (2, F,P). Define
Fn =o(Il,) and
X, =E [FS'U)|F];  Yu=E[F(U)|Fa].

Maccheroni et al. (2025, Theorem 3) showed that if X <. Y on (Q,F,P), then X,, <. Y, on
(2, Fn, P 5,) for every n € N. If p < oo, as limy, 00 Frn = F, we have X, ¥ X and X, B x by
martingale convergence in LP. If p = oo, as lim,_, F, = F, we have X, B X and Xn B x by
martingale convergence.

If 77 is insurance propense to some set of contracts C on (€2, F,P), it is as well for (2, Fp, P £,),
from Proposition 10 and since S(2, F,Pir,) € S(2, F,P). Using all those facts, and evoking
continuity and law invariance of Z, it is sufficient, for most of the proofs above, to prove the claim
on atomic probability spaces (emulated by (€2, F,,P)), and the general case will follow. This is
equivalent to leaving our probability space as it is but proving the claim for risk preferences defined

on §. Other specifics for each proofs are easily resolved by evoking continuity of . 0
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