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Abstract

This thesis investigates optimal insurance design in a monopolistic market under both
complete and incomplete information. The motivation stems from real-world insurance set-
tings where insurers may either fully understand policyholders’ risk characteristics or must
infer them from observable behavior. We develop theoretical frameworks to model both
environments and derive analytical characterizations of optimal contracts under varying
assumptions.

In the first part, we analyze a classical full-information setting in which the insurer
knows both the policyholder’s loss distribution and risk preferences. The policyholder is
assumed to be risk-averse, modeled by an increasing and concave utility function, while the
insurer is risk-neutral. In a monopolistic market, the insurer, as the sole contract provider,
holds significant influence over both the structure and pricing of insurance contracts. We
study the impact of contract forms—such as deductibles and coinsurance—on the insurer’s
optimal pricing strategy, which we express through a loading function drawn from a class
of increasing and convex functions. A central concept introduced in this framework is
the Bowley solution, which captures the sequential nature of decision-making between
the insurer and the policyholder. We relate this framework to foundational literature,
particularly Chan and Gerber (1985). Our analysis shows that linear loading functions
(yielding expected-value premiums) are optimal under coinsurance, while piecewise linear
functions (aligned with stop-loss premiums) are optimal under deductible contracts.

The second part retains the full-information assumption but departs from traditional
convex pricing rules. Instead, we introduce ambiguity in risk assessment by distorting
the probability measure using a distortion function, reflecting subjective or behavioral risk
perceptions. Symmetrically, the policyholder evaluates contracts using a distortion risk
measure rather than expected utility. We retain the Bowley sequential structure but relax
restrictions on the contract form, assuming only that indemnity schedules are uniformly
Lipschitz continuous—an assumption that helps address moral hazard. Under this gen-
eralized framework, we find that full insurance becomes optimal when the policyholder
is strictly risk-averse. If the policyholder evaluates risk using Value-at-Risk (VaR), the
optimal contract becomes a policy limit contract with a sharp pricing distortion aligned
with the VaR confidence level. For policyholders with inverse-S-shaped distortion func-
tions (common in behavioral models), the optimal contract takes a deductible form, and
the insurer’s distortion partially mirrors the policyholder’s up to a key threshold. These
results offer insight into how non-linear transformations of risk perception shape contract
design.

In the third part, we consider an incomplete information setting in which the insurer
cannot observe a policyholder’s risk attitude. We model heterogeneity using Yaari’s dual
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utility theory, parameterizing preferences via a continuum of distortion functions indexed
by a type parameter θ. This setup introduces adverse selection: policyholders may misre-
port their type to secure better terms. To address this, the insurer must design a menu of
contracts—each pairing a specific indemnity schedule and premium—to ensure individual
rationality (voluntary participation) and incentive compatibility (truthful type revelation).

We formulate the insurer’s profit maximization problem subject to these constraints
and apply tools from mechanism design and contract theory to characterize the optimal
solution. Under suitable assumptions, we find that the optimal menu consists of layered
contracts with desirable properties: the most risk-averse types receive full insurance (a
property known as efficiency at the top), and both coverage and pricing increase with
the degree of risk aversion. The least risk-averse type is indifferent between participating
and opting out, while the insurer extracts strictly positive profit from more risk-averse
individuals. We also examine how the optimal menu is affected by the introduction of a
fixed participation cost. In this case, the insurer chooses to withdraw part of the menu,
excluding contracts targeted at the least risk-averse individuals. Additionally, we study
an alternative objective in which the insurer designs an incentive-efficient menu—one that
incorporates policyholder welfare alongside profit. We show that the layered structure
remains optimal in this setting and provide a detailed characterization of the associated
properties of the incentive-efficient contract menu.

Overall, this thesis contributes to the theoretical foundations of insurance economics
in monopolistic markets and provides insights into the design and pricing of insurance
contracts under both complete and asymmetric information.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Background and Motivation

Risk-sharing is a fundamental problem in the insurance industry, enabling individuals
and organizations to protect themselves against financial losses stemming from uncertain
events. In competitive markets, insurers and policyholders engage in dynamic exchanges,
with multiple providers offering a variety of policy options. However, when the mar-
ket becomes monopolistic—dominated by a single insurer—the dynamics of risk-sharing
change significantly. The absence of competition grants the monopolistic insurer consid-
erable power over premium pricing and policy design often resulting in inefficiencies and
suboptimal risk allocation.

This thesis investigates risk-sharing in monopolistic insurance markets, with particular
emphasis on hidden types and Bowley-optimal pricing. Hidden types arise from asymmetric
information, where the insurer cannot fully observe the policyholder’s risk characteristics,
complicating the task of setting fair and efficient premiums. Bowley-optimal pricing offers
a framework for determining premiums that balance the insurer’s financial risk with the
policyholder’s willingness to pay. By analyzing the pricing mechanism and asymmetric
information, we aim to shed light on how monopolistic insurers can structure contracts to
achieve efficient and equitable risk-sharing outcomes.

In classical actuarial science, insurance models often focus on characterizing the prefer-
ences of policyholders under uncertainty and selecting contracts that maximize the insurer’s
profit in monopolistic settings. A crucial aspect of this analysis involves comparing pol-
icyholders’ preferences in the presence and absence of insurance coverage, referred to as
individually rationality behavior. Such preferences are typically described using the ex-
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pected utility of the policyholder or a chosen risk measure. In full-information models, this
framework provides a foundation for analyzing optimal insurance design, aiming to strike
a balance between adequate risk transfer for the policyholder and financial sustainability
for the insurer. In contrast, under asymmetric information, the presence of hidden types
leads to adverse selection. Capturing the true nature of this information asymmetry and
designing incentive-compatible contracts becomes essential. Moreover, issues such as moral
hazard play a critical role in shaping the structure and effectiveness of optimal contracts.

A critical challenge arises from moral hazard—the phenomenon where the policyholder
may alter their behavior after obtaining insurance coverage, thereby increasing the insurer’s
exposure to risk. To address moral hazard, one tractable approach is to impose regularity
conditions on the insurance contract to control incentives. For instance, consider a setting
in which the insurer cannot observe the policyholder’s realized loss. In this context, a
1-Lipschitz continuity condition on the indemnity function can act as a mathematical
safeguard to promote behavioral stability and prevent manipulation.

Specifically, suppose the policyholder faces a random loss X, and the insurance contract
specifies a reimbursement function I(X). The 1-Lipschitz condition of the form

|I(x1)− I(x2)| ≤ |x1 − x2|

for all x1, x2, also satisfies a 1-Lipschitz condition, which helps prevent underreporting
or manipulation of behavior that would reduce apparent losses, as discussed in Huber-
man et al. (1983). This assumption will be adopted throughout the thesis to ensure that
the policyholder truthfully reflects the realized loss and does not strategically alter their
behavior after entering the contract.

In addition to moral hazard, this thesis also explores the challenges of premium pricing,
policy design, and asymmetric information in a monopolistic insurance market. I begin
by examining how each of these problems can be addressed under full information, and
then extend the analysis to the more realistic setting of information asymmetry within the
monopoly framework.

1.2 Bowley Optimality

Consider a monopolistic insurance market where the risk characteristics of policyholders
are fully observable to the insurer. We assume that the policyholder faces a bounded
random loss X and makes decisions based on expected utility maximization. The utility
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function u is assumed to be increasing and concave, reflecting risk-averse preferences. On
the other hand, the insurer is assumed to be risk-neutral, meaning that they are indifferent
to the risk associated with providing coverage and care only about profitability.

The insurance contract is represented by a function I(X), where I s selected from the
set of 1-Lipschitz continuous functions. The policyholder pays a premium π ∈ R+ to the
insurance company in exchange for the coverage specified by I(X). For a given premium
principle π, the indemnity structure I∗(X) is chosen to maximize the policyholder’s welfare,
which is given by

max
I∈IL

E[u(w0 −X + I(X)− π)], (1.1)

where w0 represents the initial wealth of the policyholder. If the utility function u is
strictly concave, then the policyholder exhibits strict risk aversion. The solution to such
a problem has been well established in the literature. If the premium π depends solely on
the actuarial value E[I(X)], the result in Arrow (1963) demonstrates that the deductible
contract, characterized by I∗(x) = (x − d)+ for some d ≥ 0 provides an optimal solution
to the problem defined in (1.1). For more detailed discussions on risk sharing under the
expected utility framework, see Young (1999) and Chi and Zhuang (2020). For alterna-
tive approaches, such as the rank-dependent utility framework—which applies distortions
to both terminal wealth (or losses) and the probability measure—refer to Bernard et al.
(2015), Xu et al. (2019), and Ghossoub (2019). Under the distortion risk measure frame-
work, relevant analyses can be found in Cai and Chi (2020) and Boonen and Ghossoub
(2021).

In a competitive insurance market, the optimal contract design typically takes into ac-
count the welfare of the policyholders, as insurers must compete to attract customers. In
such markets, insurers are constrained by competition, which forces them to offer contracts
that balance their own profitability with the policyholder’s needs. In contrast, in a mo-
nopolistic insurance market, where a single insurer dominates, the insurer has significantly
more power over contract design. With no competition, the monopolistic insurer can in-
fluence the structure of the insurance contract, including the type of coverage offered, the
coverage amount, and the premium charged. This power allows the insurer to potentially
set terms that maximize their own profit, but this raises the question of whether such a
cost function—or premium structure—would be optimal for the insurer in a monopolistic
market.

The key issue in this context is whether a premium function of the expected-value
form would indeed be the optimal choice for the monopolistic insurer. While this approach
might seem reasonable for the insurer to cover the cost of providing insurance, it also leaves
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room for the insurer to leverage their monopoly power to increase premiums beyond what
would be optimal in a monpolistic setting. Thus, the monopolist’s ability to set premiums
and determine the structure of the insurance contract calls for careful examination. It
is important to analyze whether this approach leads to an efficient allocation of risk and
whether it is in the best interest of both the insurer and the policyholder. The paper
Raviv (1979) discusses another formulation, which the author refers to as a suboptimal
solution. This alternative problem arises when the insurer is assumed to be risk-averse
rather than risk-neutral. Specifically, the optimal indemnity is slected to maximize their
own expected utility rather than focusing solely on cost recovery. The insurer’s problem is
formulated as

max
I∈IL

E[v(W0 + π − I(X))], (1.2)

where W0 represents the insurer’s initial wealth, and v is a concave, increasing utility
function that captures the insurer’s risk-averse preferences.

Importantly, this optimization is solved under the constraint that the premium π is a
function of the actuarial value E[I(X)], ensuring that the premium is tied to the expected
indemnity payment in a structured way. It is observed that under this formulation, the
optimal insurance contract takes the form of a policy limit contract, given by I∗(x) = (x, c),
for some threshold c ≥ 0. In this structure, indemnity payments are capped at a fixed
amount c, regardless of the magnitude of the loss.

From the above discussion, we observe a notable shift in perspective in the design of
insurance contracts: rather than designing the insurance to maximize the policyholder’s
welfare (as is typically done in competitive markets), the contract is structured to max-
imize the insurer’s expected utility. As a result, this shift leads to a policy that limits
large payouts and stabilizes the insurer’s retained losses. In this sense, the “suboptimal”
label refers to the fact that the solution is not necessarily optimal from the policyholder’s
standpoint, but rather from the insurer’s risk management perspective.

Another way to characterize the solution that reflects the insurer’s bargaining power
is through the concept known as the Bowley solution. In the context of insurance design,
the Bowley solution captures a sequential decision-making process: the policyholder first
decides whether to accept the offered contract based on their own utility maximization
given the proposed premium, and then the insurer selects the insurance structure and
corresponding premium to maximize their own objective, anticipating the policyholder’s
response. The seminal work Chan and Gerber (1985) mathematically formalizes this
setting in the context of optimal insurance design. In this work, the objective is to solve
the following two problems:
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1. The policyholder’s problem: Suppose that the random variable P is a pricing density,
satisfying P > 0 and E[P ] = 1. For a given P, the policyholder chooses the indemnity
function I that solves

max
I∈IL

E[u(w0 −X + I(X)− π)], (1.3)

where the premium is given by π = E[P (I(X))]. Denote the optimal solution by I∗P .

2. The insurer’s problem: Having determined the mapping: P 7→ I∗P , the insurer chooses
P to maximize

max
P

E[v(W0 + πP − I∗P (X))], (1.4)

where πP = E[P (I∗P (X))]. Denote the optimal solution by P ∗.

The Bowley optimal solution is a pair (I∗P ∗ , P ∗), where P ∗ maximizes the insurer’s expected
utility, subject to the constraint that the policyholder optimally responds by selecting I∗P ∗ ,
which maximizes their own expected utility given P ∗. Results concerning the Bowley
solution have been extensively studied in recent literature. For continuous-time insurance
optimization settings, see Chen and Shen (2018), Li and Young (2021), and Cao et al.
(2022). For one-period insurance markets, related analyses appear inCheung et al. (2019),
Chi et al. (2020), and Boonen and Jiang (2024). Boonen and Ghossoub (2023)
compares the Bowley solution with Pareto-optimal contracts when distortion risk measures
are employed and the pricing mechanism follows that of Chan and Gerber (1985). The
studies Boonen et al. (2021), Cao et al. (2023) and Ghossoub and Zhu (2024) further
extend the monopoly framework by incorporating multiple insurance buyers. Beyond the
monopolistic setting, the sequential game framework has also been explored in competitive
markets where multiple insurers offer contracts, as discussed in Zhu et al. (2023).

Building on a similar framework, we study the design of an optimal insurance contract
that constitutes a Bowley solution to a two-step optimization problem. We assume that
the insurer is risk-neutral. Unlike the classical setting where premiums are determined by
a pricing density, we consider a different pricing structure: the premium is given by the
expectation of a convex function of the indemnity. Specifically,

π(I(X)) = E[g(I(X))], (1.5)

where g : [0,∞) → [0,∞) is an increasing and convex function. We refer to this pricing
structure as the convex-loaded premium principle. Such premium principles are econom-
ically appealing, since the premium loading increases with an additional unit of indem-
nification, and the increment in loading will not decrease when the insurance company
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cedes more losses. For a given loading factor θ ≥ 0, common examples of such premium
principles include, for instance, the expected-value premium principle, corresponding to
g(x) = (1 + θ)x; the quadratic premium principle, corresponding to g(x) = x + θx2; and
the stop-loss premium principle, corresponding to g(x) = x+ θ(x− s)+, for some s > 0.

In Chapter 2, we examine the Bowley-optimal pair when the feasible indemnity func-
tions are restricted to proportional forms and deductible forms. We show that, for pro-
portional contracts, the expected-value premium principle is the optimal convex-loaded
premium principle. For deductible contracts, the optimal convex-loaded premium princi-
ple is again an expected-value type, but with a piecewise constant loading function. We
refer to this structure as the stop-loss premium principle.

Beyond considering the general premium formulation given by (1.5), we also examine an
alternative pricing method introduced in Wang (1996), where the premium is calculated
using a distortion function—commonly known as the distortion premium principle. In
this setting, we assume that policyholders evaluate risk by minimizing a distortion risk
measure, while the insurer remains a risk-neutral expected-profit maximizer.

For the convex-loaded premium principle, the premium is determined by the expectation
of a convex transformation of the indemnity function. Specifically, for each realization of
the ceded loss I(x), the policyholder is charged g(I(x)) instead of I(x) itself, leading to
the following premium calculation:

π(I(X)) =

∫
g(I(X)) dP,

where g is an increasing and convex function. In the distortion-based pricing method,
rather than altering the realized indemnity I(x), at each loss level, the probability distri-
bution of the loss itself is modified through a distortion function. The premium for the
contract I(·) is then given by

π(I(X)) =

∫
I(X) dg ◦ P.

where g is a distortion function, that is, a non-decreasing function satisfying g(0) = 0,
g(1) = 1. The objective can be formulated as the following two-step problem:

1. The policyholder’s problem: Suppose that g is a pricing distortion function satisfying
g(0) = 0 and g(1) = 1. Given g, the policyholder chooses the indemnity function I
that solves

max
I∈IL

ρ(X − I(X) + πg(I)),
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where ρ is a distortion risk measure defined by ρ(Z) =
∫∞
0

T (FZ(t))dt for any non-
negative random variable Z with T being a distortion function. The premium πg(I)
is given by πg(I) =

∫
I(X) dg ◦ P. Denote the optimal solution by Ig.

2. The insurer’s problem: Having determined the mapping g 7→ Ig, the insurer chooses
Ig and g to maximize its expected profit:

max
Ig ,g

πg(Ig)− E[Ig(X)],

where πg(Ig) =
∫
Ig(X) dg ◦ P. Denote the optimal solution by (I∗g∗ , g

∗).

The Bowley optimal solution is a pair (I∗g∗ , g
∗). This setting has been previously discussed

in the literature, for instance in Cheung et al. (2019). However, their analysis restricts
the policyholder to be strictly risk-averse, corresponding to a concave distortion function
T , or to the special case of a Value-at-Risk minimizer. In contrast, our framework extends
the setting to a more general class of policyholders, without imposing any restrictions on
the distortion function T .

In Chapter 3, we first analyze the policyholder’s problem and show that, for a given
pricing distortion g, a layered insurance contract is optimal. The structure of the layers
depends on the relationship between the pricing distortion g and the distortion function
T that reflects the policyholder’s risk attitude. Then, we study the insurer’s problem
and show that, for different types of policyholders—characterized by their varying atti-
tudes toward risk—the optimal insurance contract and the optimal pricing distortion vary
accordingly. In particular, the optimal insurance contract depends on both the risk distri-
bution and the policyholder’s risk attitude, while the optimal pricing distortion depends
heavily on the distortion function T . For other forms of premium principles beyond the
convex-loaded expected value principle and distortion-based methods, see, for example,
Deprez and Gerber (1985), Kaluszka (2001), and Chi and Tan (2013).

1.3 Hidden Risk Types

Chapters 2 and 3 contribute to the literature by examining the issue of uninsurable sources
of risk, as initially discussed in Arrow (1963). In this market context, we address a differ-
ent dimension of the problem faced by insurers: information asymmetry. Specifically, we
focus on situations where the risk characteristics of policyholders are not fully observable by
the insurer. The first paper examines the problem of asymmetric information in insurance
markets is Rothschild and Stiglitz (1976), which considers a competitive setting. In
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this scenario, the equilibrium outcome maximizes the policyholder’s welfare while ensuring
zero profit for the insurer, reflecting the pressure of competition. The authors demonstrate
that the inability to fully observe risk types can significantly affect the structure and ex-
istence of equilibrium in the market. The subsequent work by Stiglitz (1977) considers
the problem of asymmetric information in a monopolistic insurance market. Their findings
show that under such circumstances, the information about the risk distribution and the
risk attitude of policyholders significantly influence the equilibrium market structure and
the design of equilibrium contracts.

An important finding in Stiglitz (1977) is that, in a monopolistic setting, both the
distribution of risk types and the risk preferences of policyholders influence the market
equilibrium. When information about the risk distribution is unobservable, the resulting
equilibrium structure is analyzed in Chade and Schlee (2012), Chade and Schlee
(2020), and Gershkov et al. (2023). If the insurer lacks information about the policy-
holders’ risk preferences or attitudes, the equilibrium is characterized in Landsberger
and Meilijson (1994) and Boonen and Zhang (2021). When both the risk distribution
and the risk preferences are hidden, relevant results can be found in Landsberger and
Meilijson (1999), Chade et al. (2022), and Cheung et al. (2025).

Our objective is to design a set of insurance contracts — a menu of contracts — such
that each type of policyholder selects the contract intended for them, while simultaneously
maximizing the insurer’s profit. Such a menu is constructed to extract the true information
of the policyholders, even though they have incentives to misreport their characteristics
to maximize their own benefit. Suppose that a policyholder faces a bounded random loss
X ∈ [0,M ] and that heterogeneity in risk attitudes is captured by a continuous random
variable θ ∈ Θ, with density f(θ). In this framework, the insurer designs different contracts
for different types of policyholders, where the menu of contracts is denoted by (Iθ, pθ)θ∈Θ.
Here, Iθ represents the insurance coverage provided to a type-θ policyholder, and pθ is the
corresponding price. We adopt separate notation for the premium because, in this setting,
the premium is a nonlinear function of the insurance coverage Iθ. This menu must satisfy
two requirements:

• Individual Rationality (IR): Each policyholder must benefit from accepting the con-
tract designed for them, compared to having no insurance.

• Incentive Compatibility (IC): Each policyholder should prefer the contract intended
for their own type over contracts designed for any other type.

When a menu of contracts satisfies the individual rationality and incentive compatibil-
ity conditions described above, it constitutes a feasible solution to the insurer’s problem.
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Among this set of feasible solutions, we identify the one that maximizes the insurer’s ex-
pected profit—formulated similarly to (1.2)—which leads to the following optimization
problem:

max
(Iθ,pθ)θ∈Θ

∫
Θ

(pθ − E[Iθ(X)]) f(θ) dθ,

where E[Iθ(X)] represents the insurer’s expected payout to a type-θ policyholder.

In Chapter 4, we fully characterize the menu of contracts that satisfies both the indi-
vidual rationality and incentive compatibility conditions. We show that in this setting, the
endogenous variable pθ plays a crucial role in ensuring these conditions are met. Under
mild assumptions, we also identify the menu that maximizes the insurer’s expected profit.
The result reveals that the optimal insurance coverage takes a layered structure, with the
specific configuration determined by the risk distribution, the distribution of types θ, and
the way Yaari’s utility varies with θ. We further investigate the role of friction costs in
shaping the equilibrium structure, building significantly on Chade and Schlee (2020),
which models such frictions through fixed costs associated with offering insurance. Fi-
nally, we study Pareto-optimal menus of contracts by incorporating the welfare of both the
insurer and the policyholders into the objective function.

The rest of this thesis is organized as follows:

• Chapter 2 introduces the optimal insurance policy and pricing strategy in the context
of Bowley optimality. The feasible indemnity functions considered are of deductible
and proportional types, both of which satisfy the aforementioned 1-Lipschitz con-
dition. Premiums are determined by taking the expectation of an increasing and
convex function of the indemnity.

• Chapter 3 formulates the Bowley-optimal insurance strategy when the policyholder
evaluates outcomes using a risk measure instead of expected utility. The admissible
indemnity functions remain 1-Lipschitz continuous, and the premium is computed
using a distorted probability measure.

• Chapter 4 focuses on the problem of adverse selection. In this setting, the insurer
faces uncertainty regarding the policyholder’s risk attitude. The optimal contract
is designed to screen these hidden types and reveal true preferences through the
structure of the insurance offering.

• Chapter 5 concludes the thesis by summarizing the main findings and discussing
potential directions for future research.
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Chapter 2

Bowley-Optimal Convex-Loaded
Premium Principles

2.1 Introduction

In a monopolistic insurance market, we examine the design of insurance products by taking
into account the interests of both the insurer and the policyholder. This setup corresponds
to the Stackelberg equilibrium, also known as the Bowley solution. In this sequential game,
the insurer and the policyholder interact in stages: given a fixed premium principle, we first
solve the policyholder’s demand problem to identify the set of indemnity functions that are
optimal from the policyholder’s perspective. Among the premium principles that support
these optimal indemnities, we then select the one that maximizes the insurer’s expected
profit. An early discussion of such game-theoretic interactions in insurance markets appears
in Chan and Gerber (1985), where the Bowley solution is studied under the assumption
that the policyholder maximizes expected exponential utility, and the premium principle
is determined through a pricing density.

Building on the pioneering work of Chan and Gerber (1985), this sequential game
framework is extended to a continuous-time insurance optimization setting in Chen and
Shen (2018), where a complete solution is obtained under the assumption that the pol-
icyholder has exponential utility. A later study, Li and Young (2021), investigates the
Bowley solution by modeling the policyholder’s preferences using a mean-variance func-
tional form of terminal wealth, and derives the optimal parameter of the mean-variance
premium principle accordingly. Cao et al. (2022) also examine this sequential game in a
continuous-time framework by fixing the form of the mean-variance premium principle and
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introducing a penalty term to account for ambiguity about the loss distribution, without
requiring the uniformly Lipschitz continuity condition. For one-period insurance policies,
the Bowley solution is discussed in Cheung et al. (2019), where the policyholder makes
decisions based on a distortion risk measure. Chi et al. (2020) investigate a similar setting
to that of Chan and Gerber (1985), assuming that the indemnity function is subject
to constraints on the first two moments. The aforementioned works assume a single type
of policyholder in the market and no asymmetric information between the insurer and
the policyholder. In contrast, Boonen et al. (2021) examine insurance policies that se-
quentially solve the policyholder’s and insurer’s problems under the assumption that there
are two distinct types of policyholders, who differ in their risk appetite. Boonen and
Ghossoub (2023) investigates a sequential insurance market setting and examines the re-
lationship between the Bowley solution and Pareto-optimal contracts when distortion risk
measures are employed. In their framework, the insurance contract is priced using a density
function, in the spirit of Chan and Gerber (1985). Ghossoub and Zhu (2024) extend
this framework by incorporating multiple insurance buyers into the analysis. Beyond the
monopolistic insurance market, the sequential game framework has also been explored in
settings where multiple insurers compete by offering contracts. In these markets, price
competition among insurers gives rise to a different game structure, which is analyzed
using the concept of Subgame Perfect Nash Equilibrium, as in Zhu et al. (2023).

This chapter investigates the behavior of the insurance policyholder under a sequential
decision-making process in a monopolistic market. Specifically, this chapter character-
izes the premium principles that are Bowley-optimal when the indemnity functions follow
two of the most popular and practically relevant indemnity schedules: (i) the deductible
indemnities of the form I(x) = (x − d)+, for some d ≥ 0; and (ii) the proportional in-
demnities of the form I(x) = αx, for some α ∈ [0, 1]. Both of these classes of functions
belong to the class of 1-Lipschitz functions and hence satisfy the no-sabotage condition.
The Bowley optima within each of these two classes of indemnity functions, using the class
of convex-loaded premium principles, and assuming that the policyholder is a risk-averse
EU-maximizer, while the insurer is a risk-neutral expected-profit maximizer. Regarding
the optimality problem with general indemnity functions, we present a detailed discussion
in the Appendix. Our major findings are summarized as follows. First, we find that the
expected-value premium principle is Bowley optimal for the class of proportional indem-
nity functions. Second, the expected-value premium principle is also Bowley optimal for
the class of deductible indemnity functions if the loss has decreasing mean residual life
(DMRL). Third, the stop-loss premium principle, with the change point being the largest
mean excess of loss level, is Bowley optimal for deductible indemnities under a mild condi-
tion. Methodologically, we propose a novel dual approach to study the Bowley optimality
problem. More specifically, for a fixed indemnity function, we first obtain from the pol-
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icyholder’s demand problem the set of premium principles under which that indemnity
function is optimal for the policyholder. Among these premium principles, we select one
that maximizes the insurer’s expected profit. Lastly, varying the indemnity functions, we
verify the equivalence between the dual problem and the original problem.

This chapter is organized as follows. Section 2.2 sets out the model and formulates
the problem. Section 2.3 examines the Bowley optimal convex-loaded premium principles
when the set of acceptable indemnities is the set of proportional indemnity functions,
and Section 2.4 provides a similar analysis in the case of deductible indemnity functions.
Section 2.5 concludes. The Appendix provides an extension of our analysis to the general
class of 1-Lipschitz indemnity functions, as well as a study of the special case of binary
loss random variables.

2.2 Model Setup and Problem Formulation

2.2.1 The Market

Let X be a continuous random variable on a probability space (Ω,F ,P), representing a
random loss against which a policyholder is seeking insurance coverage. We assume that
X(Ω) = [0, 1], with a probability density function fX(x) > 0, for all x ∈ [0, 1].

The market provides the policyholder the opportunity to purchase insurance coverage in
return for a premium payment. Let I denote the indemnity function, that is, the portion of
the loss covered by the insurer. In particular, I(X) = X represents full insurance coverage,
and I(X) = 0 represents no insurance. We assume given a set of ex ante admissible
indemnity functions IL, which could be, for instance, the customary set of 1-Lipschitz
indemnity schedules that satisfy the so-called no-sabotage condition. Specifically,

IL = {I : X(Ω) → X(Ω) : I (0) = 0, 0 ≤ I(x)− I(y) ≤ x− y for all x > y ≥ 0} .

To issue an indemnity of I ∈ IL, the insurer charges a premium of amount E[g(I(X))],
where g : [0,∞) → [0,∞) represents a loading function. In this paper, we consider the class
of convex-loaded premium principle, where g is an increasing and convex function. Convex-
loaded premium principles are economically appealing. For two indemnity functions I1, I2 ∈
IL such that I2(x) ≥ I1(x) for all x ∈ [a, b] over some [a, b] ⊂ [0, 1], the convexity of g
implies that

g′ (I2(x)) ≥ g′ (I1(x)) , ∀x ∈ [a, b].
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That is, the marginal premium loading increases with the size of the covered loss. In
particular, if I2(x) ≥ I1(x) for all x ∈ [0, 1], then E[g′(I2(X))] ≥ E[g′(I1(X))].

Common examples of such premium principles include the expected-value premium
principle, the quadratic premium principle, and the stop-loss premium principle. Further,
the admissible set of convex-loaded premium principles is given by the following set:

A0 =

{
g : X(Ω) → [0,∞)

∣∣∣∣ g is increasing and convex, g(0) = 0, g(x) ≥ x,

g(x) ̸≡ x, E[g(X)] < +∞

}
.

(2.1)

First, g(0) = 0 implies that a zero premium is charged for no insurance coverage. Second,
g(x) ≥ x means that the insurer charges a non-negative risk loading. Third, the condition
g(x) ̸≡ x is to exclude the degenerate case with zero risk loading. Indeed, it is well known
by Mossin’s Theorem (e.g.,Mossin (1968)) that a risk-averse, EU-maximizing policyholder
will purchase full insurance if there is no risk loading.

We assume that the policyholder is a risk-averse EU-maximizer with initial wealth w0

and a strictly increasing and strictly concave utility function u : (−∞, w0) → R. Hence,
for a given indemnity function I ∈ IL and a premium principle g ∈ A0, the policyholder’s
expected utility of end-of-period wealth is given by

E [u (w0 −X + I(X)− E[g(I(X))])] . (2.2)

We also make the customary assumption that the insurer is a risk-neutral expected-profit
maximizer. Consequently, the insurer’s expected utility of end-of-period profit is given by

E[g(I(X))− I(X)].

Clearly, the policyholder’s demand for insurance coverage depends on the given premium
principle, which in turn affects the insurer’s profit.

2.2.2 Bowley Optima

For a given I ∈ IL and g ∈ A0, consider the following quantities:

UPol(I, g) = E [u (w0 −X + I(X)− E[g(I(X))])] ;
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U In(I, g) = E[g(I(X))]− E[I(X)].

Our aim is to characterize Stackelberg equilibria and examine their ex post efficiency.
These notions are defined below.

Definition 2.2.1. Let IL be a given collection of admissible indemnity functions.

1. A market mechanism is a pair (I, g) ∈ IL ×A0.

2. A market mechanism (I, g) ∈ IL ×A0 is Individually Rational (IR) if it is preferred
by both agents to the status quo:

UPol(I, g) ≥ UPol(0, ·) = E[u(w0 −X)] and U In(I, g) ≥ U In(0, ·) = 0.

Let IR ⊂ IL ×A0 denote the set of all IR mechanisms.

3. A market mechanism (I∗, g∗) ∈ IL × A0 is Bowley Optimal (BO), or a Stackelberg
Equilibrium, if:

(a) I∗ ∈ argmax
I∈IL

UPol(I, g∗);

(b) U In(I∗, g∗) ≥ U In(I, g), for all (I, g) such that I ∈ argmax
Ĩ∈IL

UPol(Ĩ , g).

Let BO ⊂ IL ×A0 denote the set of all BO mechanisms.

Henceforth, we will use the following terminology:

• For a given g ∈ A0, the policyholder’s problem is that of finding an indemnity that
maximizes their expected utility of end-of-period wealth:

max
I

UPol(I, g). (2.3)

We denote by Ig an optimal indemnity function corresponding to the premium prin-
ciple g.

• Given the optimal indemnity Ig above, the insurer’s problem is that of finding an
optimal premium principle:

max
g

U In(Ig, g). (2.4)
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Furthermore, for a fixed g ∈ A0, letting

Ig = argmax UPol(I, g),

it follows that (I∗, g∗) ∈ BO if and only if (I∗, g∗) is optimal for the following problem:

max
g∈A0, Ig∈Ig

U In(Ig, g). (2.5)

It is worth noting that in order to solve problem (2.5), we propose a novel dual approach.
Specifically, for a fixed indemnity function I, we first obtain from the policyholder’s problem
(2.3) the set of premium principles under which it is optimal for the policyholder to choose
the indemnity function I, i.e.,

A(I) =

{
g ∈ A0 : I ∈ argmax

Ĩ∈IL
UPol(Ĩ , g)

}
.

Then, under the same indemnity function I, we find a premium principle g∗ that maximizes
the insurer’s expected profit, i.e.,

g∗ ∈ argmax
g∈A(I)

U In(I, g).

The following theorem verifies the equivalence between the original problem and the
dual problem:

max
g∈A0

max
I∈Ig

U In(I, g) and max
I∈IL

max
g∈A(I)

U In(I, g).

Theorem 2.2.1. We have

max
g∈A0

max
I∈Ig

U In(I, g) = max
I∈IL

max
g∈A(I)

U In(I, g).

Proof. Let (Ig∗ , g
∗) denote an optimal solution to max

g∈A0

max
I∈Ig

U In(I, g), where Ig∗ ∈ Ig∗ .

Then

max
g∈A0

max
I∈Ig

U In(I, g) = U In (Ig∗ , g
∗) ≤ max

g∈A(Ig∗ )
U In (Ig∗ , g) ≤ max

I∈I
max
g∈A(I)

U In (I, g) . (2.6)

On the other hand, assume that max
I∈IL

max
g∈A(I)

U In(I, g) = U In (I∗, gI∗), for some I∗ ∈ IL and

gI∗ ∈ A(I∗). Then it follows that

max
I∈IL

max
g∈A(I)

U In(I, g) = U In (I∗, gI∗) ≤ max
I∈IgI∗

U In(I, gI∗) ≤ max
g∈A0

max
I∈Ig

U In(I, g). (2.7)
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Combining (2.6) and (2.7), we obtain

max
g∈A0

max
I∈Ig

U In(I, g) = max
I∈IL

max
g∈A(I)

U In(I, g),

which concludes the proof.

We elaborate below on the utilization of the dual approach. The original problem

max
g∈A0

max
I∈Ig

U In(I, g)

suggests solving for the optimal indemnity function, for a given loading function g, as the
first step; and, then determining the optimal loading function as a second step. However,
the first step presents a significant challenge, as the optimal indemnity function Ig is
inherently implicit, due to the generality of g. This is evident to see from our Theorems
2.3.1 and 2.4.1. Even after we restrict the indemnity structure to proportional or deductible
contracts, for a general loading function g, the corresponding optimal proportional rate
α∗
g and the optimal deductible level d∗g can only be implicitly determined as solutions to

some equations. This complexity makes solving the subsequent insurer’s problem nearly
impossible.

The dual problem reverses the order and aims to solve for the optimal loading function
g for a given indemnity I as the first step. This approach is not only more feasible, as
demonstrated in Theorems 2.3.2 and 2.4.2, where optimal loading functions are explic-
itly solved for proportional or deductible contracts, but is also more natural because the
primary objective of this paper is to investigate the optimality of loading functions. The
subsequent insurer’s problem is a straightforward optimization with respect to some pa-
rameters (namely, the co-insurance level or the deductible level). It is worth noting that,
even if future work may extend indemnities to more general forms, Theorems 2.3.2 and
2.4.2 remain valuable as they provide the optimal loading functions for proportional and
deductible contracts.

2.3 Proportional Indemnity Functions

In this section, we study the policyholder’s problem (2.3) and the insurer’s problem (2.4),
when the indemnities are restricted to be of the proportional insurance type, i.e., of the
form I(X) = αX, for some α ∈ [0, 1]. For a given such α and a given g ∈ A0, we denote
the proportional market mechanism (Iα, g), with Iα(X) = αX, by (α, g).
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2.3.1 The Policyholder’s Problem

For a given premium principle g ∈ A0, the policyholder’s problem (2.3) becomes

max
α∈[0,1]

UPol(α, g) := max
α∈[0,1]

E [u (w0 −X + αX − E[g(αX)])] , (2.8)

where UPol(α, g) denotes policyholder’s expected utility under the proportional market
mechanism (α, g). For a given premium principle g ∈ A0, we define the set of optimal
proportional indemnities for Problem (2.8) by

Ag = argmaxα∈[0,1] U
Pol(α, g). (2.9)

The following theorem characterizes optimal proportional indemnity functions for the
policyholder problem (2.8), for a given premium principle g ∈ A0.

Theorem 2.3.1. For a given premium principle g ∈ A0, any optimal proportional indem-
nity function for Problem (2.8) satisfies α∗

g ∈ [0, 1) and solves the following equation:

E
[
g′
(
α∗
g X
)
X
]
=

E
[
u′ (w0 −X + α∗

gX − E[g(α∗
gX)]

)
X
]

E
[
u′
(
w0 −X + α∗

gX − E[g(α∗
gX)]

)] . (2.10)

Furthermore, a necessary and sufficient condition for policyholders to participate, i.e., for
α∗
g ̸= 0 (hence α∗

g ∈ (0, 1)), is

g′(0) <
E [u′ (w0 −X)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X)]E [X]
. (2.11)

Proof. Differentiating UPol(α, g) = E [u (w0 −X + αX − E[g(αX)])] yields

∂UPol(α, g)

∂α
= E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − E[g(αX)]) (X − E[g′(αX)X])] .

Hence,

∂UPol(α, g)

∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=1

= E [u′ (w0 − E[g(X)]) (X − E[g′(X)X])]

= u′ (w0 − E[g(X)]) (E[X]− E[g′(X)X]) < 0,

where the last step is due to g ∈ A0. This implies that the policyholder’s expected utility
decreases when α approaches to 1, and thus α∗

g < 1. In other words, full insurance is not
optimal.
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Moreover, we have

∂UPol(α, g)

∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

= E [u′ (w0 −X) (X − E[g′(0)X])]

= E [u′ (w0 −X)X]− g′(0)E [u′ (w0 −X)]E [X] . (2.12)

Since UPol(α, g) is a composition of the increasing and concave utility function u(·) and
the function (α−1)X−E[g(αX)], that is concave in α, we know that UPol(α, g) is concave

in α. If g′(0) < E[u′(w0−X)X]
E[u′(w0−X)]E[X]

, we have from (2.12) that ∂UPol(α,g)
∂α

∣∣∣
α=0

> 0, which implies

that α∗
g ̸= 0, that is, it is optimal for policyholders to buy some insurance. Otherwise, if

g′(0) ≥ E[u′(w0−X)X]
E[u′(w0−X)]E[X]

, from again (2.12) and the concavity of UPol(·, g), we deduce that
∂UPol(α,g)

∂α
≤ 0 for all α ∈ [0, 1] and it is optimal for policyholders to not participate in the

insurance contract, i.e., α∗
g = 0.

We note the following implications of Theorem 2.3.1. First, for any premium principle
g ∈ A0, full insurance is never optimal (α∗

g ̸= 1). This is intuitive, as all admissible premium
principles in A0 charge additional risk loading on top of the expected loss (as g(x) ≥ x
and g(x) ̸= x). Second, the optimal proportion α∗

g is characterized by the first-order
condition (2.10). It is possible that optimal proportions may not unique, in the absence
of further conditions on admissible premium principles. Third, (2.11) is the policyholder’s
participation constraint, meaning that they will not buy any insurance if this condition is
not met. When condition (2.11) fails to hold, the convexity of g implies that

g′(x)− 1 ≥ g′(0)− 1 ≥ E [u′ (w0 −X)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X)]E [X]
− 1 ≥ 0,

for any x ∈ [0, 1], where the last step follows from

E [u′ (w0 −X)X]− E [u′ (w0 −X)]E [X] = Cov (u′ (w0 −X) , X)> 0.

This means that policyholders will not participate if the risk loading factor g′(x)− 1 is too
high.

2.3.2 The Insurer’s Problem

By Theorem 2.3.1, it is only meaningful to consider premium principles satisfying the poli-
cyholder’s participation constraint (2.11). As such, we further restrict admissible premium
principles to the set

A1 =

{
g ∈ A0 : g

′(0) <
E [u′ (w0 −X)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X)]E [X]

}
.
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According to the first-order condition (2.10), for any given α ∈ (0, 1), we define the set

A1(α) =

{
g ∈ A1 : E [g′ (αX)X] =

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − E[g(αX)])X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − E[g(αX)])]

}
.

Intuitively, A1(α) is the set of premium principles under which α is the optimal proportion.
Strictly speaking, A1(α) can be larger than the set of premium principles corresponding
to the optimal proportion α, because we do not necessarily have a unique optimal solution
from the first-order condition (2.10). However, by Theorem 2.3.1, we still have

A1 =
⋃

α∈(0,1)
A1(α).

In other words, any g ∈ A1 must belong to at least one set A1(α), for some α ∈ (0, 1).

For a fixed α ∈ (0, 1), we then consider what we call the α-proportional indemnity
problem given by

max
g∈A1(α)

U In(α, g) := max
g∈A1(α)

E [−αX + E[g(αX)]] , (2.13)

where U In(α, g) denotes the insurer’s expected profit under the proportional market mech-
anism (α, g). Problem (2.13) is that of finding the premium principles in A1(α) that
maximize the insurer’s expected profit.

Theorem 2.3.2. For a given proportion level α ∈ (0, 1), an optimal premium principle
for Problem (2.13) is given by

gα(x) =

(
E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)]E[X]

)
x, (2.14)

where

cα = sup

{
c ≥ 0 :

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − c)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − c)]
− c

α
≥ 0

}
(2.15)

is such that cα ∈ (0,∞). Furthermore, U In(α, gα) > 0 for any fixed α ∈ (0, 1).

Proof. Fix α ∈ (0, 1). We first show that

max
g∈A1(α)

E[g(αX)] ≤ cα.

For any g ∈ A1(α), by g(0) = 0 and the convexity of g, we have

E[g(αX)] =

∫ 1

0

g(αx)fX(x)dx =

∫ 1

0

∫ x

0

αg′(αy)dyfX(x)dx
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≤
∫ 1

0

αg′(αx)xfX(x)dx

= αE[g′(αX)X]

= α
E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − E[g(αX)])X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − E[g(αX)])]
,

where the last step is by the definition of A1(α). As we enlarge the admissible set, it follows
that

max
g∈A1(α)

E[g(αX)] ≤

{
maxg E[g(αX)],

s.t. E[g(αX)] ≤ αE[u′(w0−X+αX−E[g(αX)])X]
E[u′(w0−X+αX−E[g(αX)])]

,

≤ sup

{
c ≥ 0 : α

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − c)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − c)]
− c ≥ 0

}
:= cα.

Further, since
E [u′ (w0 −X + αX)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX)]
> 0,

and

lim sup
c→∞

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − c)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − c)]
− c

α
≤ lim sup

c→∞

(
1− c

α

)
= −∞,

we deduce that cα ∈ (0,∞), and cα must satisfy the condition under which the above
inequality becomes an equality, i.e.,

α
E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)]
= cα. (2.16)

Next show that gα defined in (2.14) achieves the optimality of Problem (2.13), i.e., it
satisfies

E[gα(αX)] = cα,

and gα ∈ A1(α). Indeed, it is seen that

E[gα(αX)] = α

(
E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)]E[X]

)
E[X]

= α
E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)]

= cα,
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where the last step is by (2.16). Moreover,

E [g′α (αX)X] =
E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)]E[X]
E[X]

=
E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)]
,

which implies that gα ∈ A1(α). Note that gα satisfies the policyholder’s participation
constraint, i.e., gα ∈ A1, that is an immediate corollary of the followed Proposition 2.3.1.

Lastly, we show that insurer has a positive expected profit under the premium principal
gα. Indeed,

U In(α, gα) = E[−αX + E[gα(αX)]]

= −αE[X] + α

(
E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)]E[X]

)
E[X]

= α
Cov(u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα) , X)

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)]

> 0,

where the last inequality is due to both u′ (w0 − x+ αx− cα) and x are strictly increasing
in x.

Theorem 2.3.2 shows that the expected-value premium principle with loading

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)]E[X]
− 1

is optimal for Problem (2.13). The insurer is better off by offering the mechanism (α, gα),
as the expected profit U In(α, gα) is positive.

Recall that the set of optimal proportions for Problem (2.8), for a given premium
principle g, is denoted by Ag, see (2.9). The following proposition shows that, under the
premium principle gα, α is the unique optimal proportion level for the policyholder.

Proposition 2.3.1. For any α ∈ (0, 1), we have Agα = {α}.

Proof. Fix α ∈ (0, 1). For an arbitrary α̃ ∈ [0, 1], we have

UPol(α̃, gα) = E [u (w0 −X + α̃X − E[gα(α̃X)])]
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= E
[
u

(
w0 + (α̃− 1)X − α̃

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)]

)]
.

Since the utility function u(·) is strictly increasing and concave and

(α̃− 1)X − α̃

(
E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − πα)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − πα)]

)
is linear in α̃, we deduce that UPol(α̃, gα) is strictly concave in α̃. We then show that the
maximum of UPol(α̃, gα) is reached at α̃ = α via the first-order condition. Indeed,

∂UPol(α̃, gα)

∂α̃

∣∣∣∣
α̃=α

= E
[
u′
(
w0 + (α− 1)X − α

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)]

)(
X − E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)]

)]
= E

[
u′ (w0 + (α− 1)X − cα)

(
X − E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)]

)]
= E [u′ (w0 + (α− 1)X − cα)X]− E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − cα)]

= 0,

where we used the definition of cα in the second equality. This completes the proof.

The following theorem verifies the equivalence between the original problem max
g∈A1

max
α∈Ag

U In(α, g)

and the dual problem max
α∈(0,1)

max
g∈A1(α)

U In(α, g). The proof is similar as Theorem 2.2.1.

Theorem 2.3.3. For proportional indemnities,

max
g∈A1

max
α∈Ag

U In(α, g) = max
α∈(0,1)

max
g∈A1(α)

U In(α, g) = max
α∈(0,1)

U In(α, gα). (2.17)

Proof. First, by Theorem 2.3.2, it is known that for any α ∈ (0, 1),

max
g∈A1(α)

U In(α, g) = U In(α, gα).

As such, the second equality in (2.17) is immediate.

Next we prove the first equality. Let (αg∗ , g
∗) be an optimal solution to max

g∈A1

max
α∈Ag

U In(α, g),

where αg∗ ∈ Ag∗ . From Theorem 2.3.1, we know that αg∗ ∈ (0, 1), and this mechanism
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(αg∗ , g
∗) must satisfy the first-order condition (2.10), hence implying that g∗ ∈ A1(αg∗).

Thus,

max
g∈A1

max
α∈Ag

U In(α, g) = U In (αg∗ , g
∗) ≤ max

g∈A1(αg∗ )
U In (αg∗ , g) ≤ max

α∈(0,1)
max

g∈A1(α)
U In (α, g) .

(2.18)
On the other hand, assume that maxα∈(0,1) U

In (α, gα) = U In (α∗, gα∗). Then

max
α∈(0,1)

max
g∈A1(α)

U In (α, g) = U In (α∗, gα∗) = max
α∈Agα∗

U In (α, gα∗) ≤ max
g∈A1

max
α∈Ag

U In (α, g) ,

(2.19)
where we used Proposition 2.3.1 in the second equality. Combining (2.18) and (2.19), we
obtain that

max
g∈A1

max
α∈Ag

U In (α, g) = max
α∈(0,1)

max
g∈A1(α)

U In (α, g) ,

which concludes the proof.

The first equality in (2.17) is a kind of “dual representation” of the insurer’s value
function. The inside α-proportional indemnity problem max

g∈A1(α)
U In (α, g) has been solved

by Theorem 2.3.2, and the outside problem is a trivial optimization with respect to the
parameter α ∈ (0, 1). We conclude from Theorem 2.3.3 that the expected-value premium
principle is a Bowley optimal premium principle for proportional insurance contracts.

Example 2.3.1. Suppose that X follows a truncated exponential distribution supported on
[0, 1], with survival function given by

FX(x) =
e−λx − e−λ

1− e−λ
, x ∈ [0, 1],

where λ > 0. Assume the exponential utility u(x) = 1−e−γx

γ
with risk aversion parameter

γ > 0. Figure 2.1 plots the insurer’s expected profit U In(α, gα), as a function of α ∈ (0, 1),
where we set λ = 7 and γ = 9. It is seen that the highest profit can be reached at α = 0.366.
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Figure 2.1: Insurer’s expected profit under the expected-value premium principle

At the end of this section, we conclude that the derived mechanism (α∗, gα∗) is Bowley
optimal and individually rational.

Theorem 2.3.4. Consider the proportional mechanism (α∗, gα∗), where α∗ ∈ argmax
α∈(0,1)

U In(α, gα).

We have (α∗, gα∗) ∈ BO ∩ IR.

Proof. It follows from Proposition 2.3.1 that

UPol(α∗, gα∗) = max
α∈[0,1]

UPol(α, gα∗).

By Theorem 2.3.3, we have

max
g∈A1, α∈Ag

U In(α, g) = max
α∈(0,1)

max
g∈A1(α)

U In(α, g) = max
α∈(0,1)

U In(α, gα) = U In(α∗, gα∗),

where the last equality is due to α∗ ∈ argmax
α∈(0,1)

U In(α, gα). Therefore, (α
∗, gα∗) ∈ BO.

On the other hand, since gα∗(x) ≥ x, we have

U In(α∗, gα∗) = E[gα∗(α∗X)]− E[α∗X] ≥ E[α∗X]− E[α∗X] = 0 = U In(0, ·).
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Moreover, we know from Proposition 2.3.1 that Agα∗ = {α∗} implying that the proportional
level α∗ is the policyholder’s optimal choice for Problem (2.8) under the premium principle
gα∗ . Thus,

UPol(α∗, gα∗) = E [u(w0 −X + α∗X − E[gα∗(α∗X)]

≥ E [u(w0 −X + 0− E[gα∗(0)]] = E [u(w0 −X)] = UPol(0, ·),

and so (α∗, gα∗) ∈ IR.

2.4 Deductible Indemnity Functions

In this section, we study the policyholder’s problem (2.3) and the insurer’s problem (2.4),
when the indemnities are restricted to be of the deductible insurance type, i.e., of the form
I(X) = (X − d)+ for some d ∈ [0, 1]. For a given such d and a given g ∈ A0, we denote
the deductible market mechanism (Id, g), with Id(X) = (X − d)+, by (d, g).

2.4.1 The Policyholder’s Problem

For a given premium principle g ∈ A0, under deductible contracts I(X) = (X − d)+, the
policyholder’s objective function (2.3) is given by

max
d∈[0,1]

UPol(d, g) := max
d∈[0,1]

E [u (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − E[g((X − d)+)])] , (2.20)

where UPol(d, g) denotes the policyholder’s expected utility under the deductible market
mechanism (d, g). We define the set of optimal deductible levels for a given g ∈ A0 by

Dg = argmaxd∈[0,1] U
Pol(d, g). (2.21)

The following result provides a characterization of the solution to the policyholder’s
problem (2.20).

Theorem 2.4.1. For a given premium principle g ∈ A0, any optimal deductible level d∗g
for Problem (2.20) is such that d∗g ∈ (0, 1], and it satisfies the equation

E
[
g′(X − d∗g) | X > d∗g

]
=

u′ (w0 − d∗g − E[g((X − d∗g)+)]
)

E
[
u′
(
w0 −X + (X − d∗g)+ − E[g((X − d∗g)+)]

)] . (2.22)
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Moreover, a sufficient condition for the policyholder to participate, i.e., for d∗g ̸= 1 (that is,
d∗g ∈ (0, 1)), is given by

g′(0) <
u′(w0 − 1)

E [u′(w0 −X)]
. (2.23)

Proof. By (2.20), the policyholder’s expected utility can be rewritten as

UPol(d, g) = E [u (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − E[g((X − d)+)])]

=

∫ d

0

u (w0 − x− E[g((X − d)+)]) fX(x)dx+ u (w0 − d− E[g((X − d)+)])FX(d),

where FX(d) := P(X > d). Differentiating UPol(d, g) yields

∂UPol(d, g)

∂d
= u (w0 − d− E[g((X − d)+)]) fX(d)

−
∫ d

0

u′ (w0 − x− E[g((X − d)+)]) fX(x)dx
∂E[g((X − d)+)]

∂d

− u′ (w0 − d− E[g((X − d)+)])FX(d)

(
1 +

∂E[g((X − d)+)]

∂d

)
− u (w0 − d− E[g((X − d)+)]) fX(d)

= −u′ (w0 − d− E[g((X − d)+)])FX(d)

+

∫ 1

d

g′(x− d)fX(x)dx · E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − E[g((X − d)+)])] .

It is seen that the first-order condition ∂UPol(d,g)
∂d

= 0 implies

u′ (w0 − d− E[g((X − d)+)])

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − E[g((X − d)+)])]
=

∫ 1

d
g′(x− d)fX(x)dx

FX(d)
= E[g′(X−d)|X > d].

Moreover,

∂UPol(d, g)

∂d

∣∣∣∣
d=0

= −u′(w0 − E[g(X)]) (1− E [g′(X)]) > 0,

and ∂UPol(d,g)
∂d

∣∣∣
d=1

= 0. To further determine the monotonicity of UPol(d, g) at d = 1, we

take the second-order derivative and obtain

∂2UPol(d, g)

∂d2

∣∣∣∣
d=1

= fX(1) (u
′(w0 − 1)− g′(0)E [u′(w0 −X)]) > 0,
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where the inequality is due to condition (2.23). From ∂UPol(d,g)
∂d

∣∣∣
d=1

= 0 and ∂2UPol(d,g)
∂d2

∣∣∣
d=1

>

0, we deduce that d∗g ̸= 1.

Note that the policyholder’s participation constraint g′(0) < u′(w0−1)
E[u′(w0−X)]

given in (2.23)

is similar to (2.11) for proportional insurance contracts. The main difference is that (2.23)
is only a sufficient but not necessary condition to ensure the policyholder’s participation
in deductible contracts, while (2.11) is both a necessary and sufficient condition for the
policyholder’s participation in proportional contracts. Moreover, it is also easily seen that
the upper bound u′(w0−1)

E[u′(w0−X)]
is greater than 1, indicating positive risk loading.

2.4.2 The Insurer’s Problem

By Theorem 2.4.1, we further restrict the set of admissible premium principles to those
that satisfy the participation constraint (2.23), and we hence consider the set to

A2 =

{
g ∈ A0 : g

′(0) <
u′(w0 − 1)

E [u′(w0 −X)]

}
.

We then look within this set for a premium principle that maximizes the insurer’s expected
profit.

Following the first-order condition (2.22), for a given d ∈ (0, 1), we define the following
set

A2(d) =

{
g ∈ A2 : E [g′(X − d) | X > d] =

u′ (w0 − d− E[g((X − d)+)])

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − E[g((X − d)+)])]

}
,

which includes all premium principles under which d is the optimal deductible level. Sim-
ilarly, we have

A2 =
⋃

d∈(0,1)
A2(d).

For a fixed deductible level d ∈ (0, 1), we then consider what we call the d-deductible
contract problem given by

max
g∈A2(d)

U In(d, g) := max
g∈A2(d)

E [−(X − d)+] + E[g((X − d)+)], (2.24)

where U In(d, g) denotes insurer’s expected profit under the deductible mechanism (d, g).
For ease of notation, we denote the mean excess of loss function of a loss X by

MX(x) = E[X − x|X > x].
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Theorem 2.4.2. For a given deductible level d ∈ (0, 1), an optimal premium loading func-
tion for Problem (2.24) is given by

gd(x) =

{
x, 0 ≤ x ≤ z∗d,
(1 +Kd)x−Kdz

∗
d, z∗d < x ≤ 1− d,

(2.25)

where
z∗d = argmaxz∈[0,1−d) MX(d+ z),

and

Kd =

(
u′ (w0 − d− cd)

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − cd)]
− 1

)
FX(d)

FX(d+ z∗d)
,

with

cd = sup

{
c ≥ 0 :

u′ (w0 − d− c)FX(d)MX(d+ z∗d)

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − c)]
− FX(d)(MX(d+ z∗d)−MX(d))− c ≥ 0

}
is such that cd ∈ (0,∞). Furthermore, U In(d, gd) > 0 for any d ∈ (0, 1).

Proof. To maximize the insurer’s expected profit, it suffices to consider the part

E[g((X − d)+)] = −
∫ 1

d

g(x− d)dFX(x)

=

∫ 1

d

FX(x)g
′(x− d)dx

=

∫ 1−d

0

g′(y)FX(y + d)dy.

To optimize g, we separate it into two parts g′(0) and g′(y)− g′(0) := h(y), and obtain

E[g((X − d)+)] =

∫ 1−d

0

h(y)FX(y + d)dy + g′(0)

∫ 1−d

0

FX(y + d)dy. (2.26)

The first-order condition in A2(d) can be rewritten as

u′ (w0 − d− E[g((X − d)+)])

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − E[g((X − d)+)])]
= E[g′(X − d)|X > d]

=

∫ 1

d
g′(x− d)fX(x)dx

FX(d)
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=

∫ 1−d

0
h(y)fX(y + d)dy

FX(d)
+ g′(0). (2.27)

Next we aim to find an upper bound of E[g((X − d)+)] for g ∈ A2(d). For any
h ∈ Ah := {h(y) = g′(y)− g′(0) : g ∈ A2}, we construct an increasing sequence of step
functions {hn}n∈N to approximate h as follows. Let {Pn}n∈N be an increasing sequence of
partitions of [0, 1 − d], that is Pn = {z0,n, z1,n, . . . , zn,n} such that z0,n = 0, zn,n = 1 − d,
Pn ⊂ Pn+1, and lim

n→∞
max

k=1,...,n
(zk,n − zk−1,n) = 0. Define

hn(y) :=
n∑

k=1

ak I(zk−1,n,zk,n)(y),

where ak := h(zk−1,n), for k = 1, . . . , n. By this construction, we have hn(y) ↑ h(y) as

n → ∞, a.e.. Let bk :=

∫ 1−d

zk,n

fX(y + d)dy. Note that a1 = 0 and bn = 0. It follows that

∫ 1−d

0

hn(y)fX(y + d)dy =
n∑

k=2

ak

∫ zk,n

zk−1,n

fX(y + d)dy =
n∑

k=2

ak(bk−1 − bk) =
n∑

k=2

akbk−1 −
n−1∑
k=2

akbk

=
n∑

k=2

akbk−1 −
n∑

k=3

ak−1bk−1 =
n∑

k=2

akbk−1 −
n∑

k=2

ak−1bk−1

=
n∑

k=2

(ak − ak−1)FX(d+ zk−1,n), (2.28)

where we used a1 = 0 in the first and the second-to-last equality, and bn = 0 in the third
equality. Now, since hn(y) ≤ h(y), a.e., (2.28) and the constraint in (2.27) give

n∑
k=2

(ak − ak−1)FX(d+ zk−1,n)

≤ FX(d)

(
u′ (w0 − d− E[g((X − d)+)])

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − E[g((X − d)+)])]
− g′(0)

)
.

(2.29)

Let ck :=

∫ 1−d

zk,n

FX(y + d) dy, with cn = 0. Similarly to (2.28), we have

∫ 1−d

0

hn(y)FX(y + d)dy

=
n∑

k=2

ak

∫ zk,n

zk−1,n

FX(y + d)dy =
n∑

k=2

ak(ck−1 − ck) =
n∑

k=2

(ak − ak−1)ck−1
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=
n∑

k=2

(ak − ak−1)

∫ 1−d

zk−1,n

FX(y + d)dy

=
n∑

k=2

(ak − ak−1)FX(d+ zk−1,n)MX(d+ zk−1,n)

≤ FX(d)

(
u′ (w0 − d− E[g((X − d)+)])

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − E[g((X − d)+)])]
− g′(0)

)
MX(d+ z∗d),

where
z∗d := argmax

z∈[0,1−d)

MX(d+ z),

and the last step is by (2.29). The monotone convergence theorem yields that, for any
h ∈ Ah,∫ 1−d

0

h(y)FX(y + d)dy

≤ FX(d)

(
u′ (w0 − d− E[g((X − d)+)])

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − E[g((X − d)+)])]
− g′(0)

)
MX(d+ z∗d).

It follows that

E[g((X − d)+)] =

∫ 1−d

0

h(y)FX(y + d)dy + g′(0)

∫ 1−d

0

FX(y + d)dy

≤ FX(d)

(
u′ (w0 − d− E[g((X − d)+)])

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − E[g((X − d)+)])]
− g′(0)

)
MX(d+ z∗d)

+ g′(0)

∫ 1−d

0

FX(y + d)dy

= FX(d)

(
u′ (w0 − d− E[g((X − d)+)])

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − E[g((X − d)+)])]
− g′(0)

)
MX(d+ z∗d)

+ FX(d)g
′(0)MX(d)

≤ u′ (w0 − d− E[g((X − d)+)])FX(d)MX(d+ z∗d)

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − E[g((X − d)+)])]

− FX(d)(MX(d+ z∗d)−MX(d)), (2.30)

where the last step is by g′(0) ≥ 1 and MX(d+ z∗d) ≥ MX(d). It follows that

max
g∈A2(d)

E[g((X − d)+)]
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≤

{
maxg∈A2 E[g((X − d)+)]

s.t. E[g((X − d)+)] ≤
u′(w0−d−E[g((X−d)+)])FX(d)MX(d+z∗d)

E[u′(w0−X+(X−d)+−E[g((X−d)+)])]
− FX(d)(MX(d+ z∗d)−MX(d))

≤ sup

{
c ≥ 0 : c ≤ u′ (w0 − d− c)FX(d)MX(d+ z∗d)

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − c)]
− FX(d)(MX(d+ z∗d)−MX(d))

}
:= cd. (2.31)

Since

u′ (w0 − d)FX(d)MX(d+ z∗d)

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+)]
− FX(d)(MX(d+ z∗d)−MX(d))

≥ FX(d)MX(d+ z∗d)− FX(d)(MX(d+ z∗d)−MX(d)),

> 0,

and

u′ (w0 − d− c)FX(d)

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − c)]
=

u′ (w0 − d− c)FX(d)∫ d

0
u′(w0 − x− c)fX(x)dx+ u′ (w0 − d− c)FX(d)

< 1,

we deduce that cd ∈ (0,∞).

Then we verify that the upper bound cd in (2.31) can be attained by the loading function
gd given in (2.25). By (2.25) and (2.26),

E[gd((X − d)+)] =

∫ 1−d

0

(g′d(y)− g′d(0))FX(y + d)dy + g′d(0)

∫ 1−d

0

FX(y + d)dy

= (Kd + 1)

∫ 1−d

z∗d

FX(y + d)dy +

∫ z∗d

0

FX(y + d)dy

=

((
u′ (w0 − d− cd)

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − cd)]
− 1

)
FX(d)

FX(d+ z∗d)
+ 1

)∫ 1−d

z∗d

FX(y + d)dy

+

∫ z∗d

0

FX(y + d)dy

=

(
u′ (w0 − d− cd)

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − cd)]
− 1

)
FX(d)

∫ 1−d

z∗d
FX(y + d)dy

FX(d+ z∗d)
+

∫ 1−d

0

FX(y + d)dy

=
u′ (w0 − d− cd)FX(d)MX(d+ z∗d)

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − cd)]
− FX(d)MX(d+ z∗d) + FX(d)MX(d)

= cd.
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Moreover, it is straightforward to verify that gd satisfies the first-order condition (2.27).
Indeed, if z∗d > 0, we have∫ 1−d

0
(g′d(y)− g′d(0)) fX(y + d)dy

FX(d)
+ g′d(0) = Kd

∫ 1−d

z∗d
fX(y + d)dy

FX(d)
+ 1

= Kd
FX(d+ z∗d)

FX(d)
+ 1

=
u′ (w0 − d− cd)

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − cd)]
,

where the last step is by the definition of Kd. If z
∗
d = 0, we have∫ 1−d

0
(g′d(y)− g′d(0)) fX(y + d)dy

FX(d)
+ g′d(0) = 1 +Kd

=
u′ (w0 − d− cd)

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − cd)]
.

Further, it is seen that gd satisfies the policyholder’s participation constraint, i.e., gd ∈ A2

if z∗d > 0. When z∗d = 0, the policyholder’s participation constraint can be implied by the
followed Proposition 2.4.1. This confirms that gd ∈ A2.

Lastly, we show that the insurer’s expected profit is positive under gd. By (2.26),

U In(d, gd) = E[gd((X − d)+)]− E[(X − d)+]

=

∫ 1−d

0

(g′d(y)− g′d(0))FX(y + d)dy + (g′d(0)− 1)

∫ 1−d

0

FX(y + d)dy

= Kd

∫ 1−d

z∗d

FX(y + d)dy > 0,

where the last step is by Kd > 0, which can be deduced from

u′ (w0 − d− cd) > E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − cd)] ,

as u is strictly concave, d ∈ (0, 1), and the density of X is positive.

The most important implication of Theorem 2.4.2 is that a stop-loss premium principle
gd is optimal for the insurer, when the class of acceptable indemnity functions is the
collection of deductible indemnities with deductible level d. It is seen from (2.25) that the
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loading is 0 for losses smaller than z∗d, and it increases to Kd for larger losses, where the
change point z∗d is the largest mean excess of loss level, by noting that X − d is the loss
covered by the insurer. This is contrary to proportional insurance indemnities, where the
expected-value premium principle is optimal (see Theorem 2.3.2). Additionally, Theorem
2.4.2 also shows that the insurer is better off offering the mechanism (d, gd).

Remark 1. The function gd under consideration is piecewise linear and hence differentiable
almost everywhere, except possibly at the turning point z∗d. In our analysis, the derivative is
interpreted as the right-hand derivative, unless otherwise specified. Moreover, all integrals
and comparisons involving the derivative are taken to hold almost everywhere, excluding
the point of non-differentiability, which form a null set.

Remark 2. We provide some intuition for the proof of Theorem 2.4.2. By (2.26) and
fixing g′(0), we know that maximizing the insurer’s premium E[g((X − d)+)] is equivalent

to maximize
∫ 1−d

0
h(z)FX(d + z)dz. Further, by (2.27) and assuming that the insurer’s

premium E[g((X − d)+)] attains some maximum value, one essentially needs to consider
the following problem 

max
h∈Ah

∫ 1−d

0

h(z)FX(z + d)dz,

s.t.

∫ 1−d

0

h(z)fX(z + d)dz = c,

where c is a constant. Informally, we assume the differentiability of h. Then the objective
function can be rewritten as

max
h

∫ 1−d

0

h(z)FX(z + d) dz = max
h

∫ 1−d

0

h′(z)

(∫ 1

z+d

FX(y)dy

)
dz

= max
h

∫ 1−d

0

h′(z)FX(z + d)MX(z + d)dz,

and the constraint can be rewritten as

c =

∫ 1−d

0

h(z) fX(z + d) dz = −
∫ 1−d

0

h(z) dFX(z + d) =

∫ 1−d

0

h′(z)FX(z + d) dz.

As such, it is optimal to choose h′(z)FX(z + d) (and then h′(z)) as a Dirac function with
mass point at the maximizer of MX(z + d), that is denoted by z∗d.

The following numerical example is to demonstrate the optimality of the stop-loss
premium principle gd.
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Example 2.4.1. Let X be a truncated Pareto distribution supported on [0, 1] with survival
function

FX(x) =
(1 + x)−β − 2−β

1− 2−β
, x ∈ [0, 1],

where β > 2. Assume the exponential utility u(x) = 1−e−γx

γ
with risk aversion parameter

γ > 0. For each fixed d ∈ (0, 1), the following figure plots the insurer’s expected profit
U In(d, gd) under the stop-loss premium principle gd. We compare it with the expected-value
premium principle

gθ(x) = (1 + θ)x,

where θ > 0 is such that gθ ∈ A2(d), the same admissible set as gd. The corresponding
insurer’s expected profit is denoted by U In(d, gθ). From Figure 2.2, it is clear that insurer’s
expected profit is improved by adopting the stop-loss premium principle. We set β = 11
and γ = 6.
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Figure 2.2: Insurer’s expected profit under the stop-loss premium principle vs the expected-
value premium principle

Recall from (2.21) that Dg denotes the set of optimal deductible levels for the poli-
cyholder under a premium principle g. The following proposition shows that, under the
stop-loss premium principle gd obtained in Theorem 2.4.2, the unique optimal deductible
level for the policyholder is indeed d, provided that the mean excess of loss function MX(x)
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is decreasing, that is, when X has decreasing mean residual life (DMRL), which is often
viewed as suggesting a light-tailed distribution. Examples of distributions with DMRL in-
clude the uniform distribution, the truncated exponential distribution, the truncated nor-
mal, etc. For DMRL losses, the stop-loss premium principle reduces to the expected-value
premium principle. Moreover, the following proposition shows that, under the premium
principle gd, d is the unique optimal deductible level for the policyholder.

Proposition 2.4.1. For a fixed d ∈ (0, 1), suppose that

z∗d := argmaxz∈[0,1−d) MX(d+ z) = 0,

and note that this holds for all losses with DMRL. Then we have

gd(x) =
u′ (w0 − d− cd)

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − cd)]
x, ∀x ∈ (0, 1− d],

with

cd = sup

{
c ≥ 0 :

u′ (w0 − d− c)FX(d)MX(d)

E [u′ (w0 −X + (X − d)+ − c)]
− c ≥ 0

}
.

Further,
Dgd = {d}.

Proof. Since z∗d = 0, by letting ad :=
u′(w0−d−cd)

E[u′(w0−X+(X−d)+−cd)]
, we have

UPol(d̃, gd) = E
[
u
(
w0 −X + (X − d̃)+ − adE[(X − d̃)+]

)]
=

∫ d̃

0

u
(
w0 − x− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)
fX(x)dx+ u

(
w0 − d̃− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)
F (d̃).

By ∂E[(X−d̃)+]

∂d̃
=

∂
∫ 1
d̃
F (x)dx

∂d̃
= −F (d̃), it follows that

∂UPol(d̃, gd)

∂d̃
= u

(
w0 − d̃− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)
fX(d̃)

+

∫ d̃

0

u′
(
w0 − x− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)
adF (d̃)fX(x)dx

− u
(
w0 − d̃− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)
fX(d̃)

+ u′
(
w0 − d̃− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)(
−1 + adF (d̃)

)
F (d̃)
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= F (d̃)ld(d̃), (2.32)

where

ld(d̃) :=

∫ d̃

0

u′
(
w0 − x− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)
adfX(x)dx

+ u′
(
w0 − d̃− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)(
−1 + adF (d̃)

)
= −u′

(
w0 − d̃− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)
+ adE

[
u′
(
w0 −X + (X − d̃)+ − adE[(X − d̃)+]

)]
.

By cd = adE[(X − d̃)+], it is clear that

ld(d) = −u′
(
w0 − d̃− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)
+ adE

[
u′
(
w0 −X + (X − d̃)+ − cd

)]
= 0.

Further,

∂ld(d̃)

∂d̃
= u′

(
w0 − d̃− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)
adfX(d̃)

+

∫ d̃

0

u′′
(
w0 − x− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)
a2dfX(x)F (d̃)dx

+ u′′
(
w0 − d̃− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)(
−1 + adF (d̃)

)2
− u′

(
w0 − d̃− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)
adfX(d̃)

=

∫ d̃

0

u′′
(
w0 − x− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)
a2dfX(x)F (d̃)dx

+ u′′
(
w0 − d̃− adE[(X − d̃)+]

)(
−1 + adF (d̃)

)2
< 0.

Thus, ld(d̃) is decreasing in d̃ and has a unique zero at d̃ = d. Consequently, by (2.32), we

conclude that UPol(d̃, gd) is increasing for d̃ < d, decreasing for d̃ > d, and reaches a global

maximum at d̃ = d.

Similarly to Theorem 2.3.3, we have the following results regarding the relationship be-
tween the original problem max

g∈A2

max
d∈Dg

U In(d, g) and the dual problem max
d∈(0,1)

max
g∈A2(d)

U In(d, g).
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Theorem 2.4.3. For deductible contracts, we have

max
g∈A2

max
d∈Dg

U In(d, g) ≤ max
d∈(0,1)

max
g∈A2(d)

U In(d, g) = max
d∈(0,1)

U In(d, gd). (2.33)

Moreover, the equality holds in (2.33) if there exists d∗ ∈ argmaxd∈(0,1) U
In(d, gd) such that

d∗ ∈ Dgd∗ . (2.34)

In particular, (2.34) holds for all losses with DMRL.

Proof. By Theorem 2.4.2, it is known that for any d ∈ (0, 1),

max
g∈A2(d)

U In(d, g) = U In(d, gd),

which implies the second equality in (2.33). Next we prove the inequality in (2.33). Denote
by (dg∗ , g

∗) the optimal solution to max
g∈A2

max
d∈Dg

U In(d, g), where dg∗ ∈ Dg∗ . From Theorem

2.4.1, we know that dg∗ ∈ (0, 1), and thus the mechanism (dg∗ , g
∗) must satisfy the first-

order condition (2.22), implying that g∗ ∈ A2(dg∗). Thus,

max
g∈A2

max
d∈Dg

U In(d, g) = U In (dg∗ , g
∗) ≤ max

g∈A2(dg∗ )
U In (dg∗ , g) ≤ max

d∈(0,1)
max

g∈A2(d)
U In (d, g) .

It remains to show that

max
d∈(0,1)

U In(d, gd) ≤ max
g∈A2

max
d∈Dg

U In(d, g)

under condition (2.34). Suppose that max
d∈(0,1)

U In(d, gd) = U In(d∗, gd∗) for some d∗ ∈ (0, 1).

Then

max
d∈(0,1)

U In(d, gd) = U In(d∗, gd∗) = max
d∈Dgd∗

U In(d, gd∗) ≤ max
g∈A2, d∈Dg

U In(d, g),

which concludes the proof. Lastly, note that condition (2.34) holds for all losses have
DMRL by Proposition 2.4.1.

We have the following results regarding the Bowley optimality and individual rationality
of our derived deductible mechanism (d∗, gd∗). We omit the proof, as it follows similar steps
to those in Theorem 2.3.4.
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Theorem 2.4.4. Consider the deductible mechanism (d∗, gd∗), where d
∗ ∈ argmax

d∈(0,1)
U In(d, gd).

Suppose that
d∗ ∈ Dgd∗ ,

and note that this holds for all losses with DMRL. Then (d∗, gd∗) ∈ BO ∩ IR.

It is worth noting that Theorem 2.4.4 assures that if the loss distribution has DMRL,
this is a sufficient condition to guarantee the Bowley optimality of the derived mechanism
(d∗, gd∗), where d∗ is the deductible level that maximizes the insurer’s expected profit.
However, this does not imply that the Bowley optimality cannot be achieved with non-
DMRL distributions.

In the following example, we revisit the truncated Pareto distribution, a non-DMRL
distribution, to demonstrate this point. We show that our derived mechanism (d∗, gd∗),
which maximizes the insurer’s expected profit, can still achieve Bowley optimality for the
policyholder by verifying that

d∗ ∈ Dgd∗ = argmaxd∈[0,1] U
Pol(d, gd∗).

Therefore, DMRL is sufficient but not necessary for the Bowley optimality of (d∗, gd∗).

Example 2.4.2. Suppose that X follows a truncated Pareto distribution supported on the
interval [0, 1], with survival function

FX(x) =
(1 + x)−β − 2−β

1− 2−β
, x ∈ [0, 1],

where β > 2. One can verify that X has non-DMRL. Suppose that u(x) = 1−e−γx

γ
, where

we set γ = 1.

In Figure 2.3, we examine three values of β: β = 15, β = 40, and β = 65. The left three
panels plot the function d 7→ U In(d, gd), showing that the deductible level that maximizes
the insurer’s expected profit that is

d∗ = argmaxd∈[0,1] U
In(d, gd)

is achieved at 0.119, 0.042, and 0.025 respectively, for each value of β. The right three
panels justify that, given the premium principle gd∗, the optimal deductible level for the
policyholder coincides with d∗, i.e.,

Dgd∗ = {d∗}.

This implies the Bowley optimality of (d∗, gd∗) by Theorem 2.4.4.

In fact, we have verified the Bowley optimality for β = 3, 4, . . . , 100. We only present
three representative values of β to present in Figure 2.3.
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(a) d∗ = 0.119 when β = 15.
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(b) Dgd∗ = {0.119} when β = 15.
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(c) d∗ = 0.042 when β = 40.
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(d) Dgd∗ = {0.042} when β = 40.
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(e) d∗ = 0.025 when β = 65.
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(f) Dgd∗ = {0.025} when β = 65.

Figure 2.3: Truncated Pareto distribution
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Theorem 2.4.4 and Example 2.4.2 imply that a broader sufficient condition—beyond
DMRL losses—to ensure the Bowley optimality and individual rationality of the mechanism
(d∗, gd∗) is that

d∗ ∈ Dgd∗ . (2.35)

Even if this condition is not satisfied, Theorem 2.4.3 implies that the mechanism (d∗, gd∗)
still yields the highest profit for the insurer, albeit at the expense of reducing the policy-
holder’s welfare. As the leader in the Stackelberg game, the insurer retains the option to
implement this mechanism, provided the policyholder’s individual rationality condition is
satisfied. Alternatively, when condition (2.35) is not satisfied, the insurer may also consider
adopting the proportional mechanism (α∗, gα∗) derived in Section 2.3. This is intuitive, as
condition 2.35 fails only for non-DMRL losses, which have heavier tails. The proportional
mechanism thus offers a more balanced way for both parties to share the risk.

The following example offers an alternative comparison between the two forms of in-
surance contracts. It computes the insurer’s profit under both proportional and deductible
contracts, using the Bowley-optimal loading function in each case. The results suggest that
the insurer’s optimal choice between a proportional and a deductible contract depends on
the policyholder’s risk aversion and the distribution of the insured loss.

Example 2.4.3. Suppose the policyholder is an expected utility maximizer with exponential
utility given by

u(x) =
1− e−γx

γ
,

where γ > 0 is the risk aversion parameter. We compare the insurer’s profit under propor-
tional and deductible contracts for different loss distributions.

In the left panel of Figure 2.4, the loss variable X follows a truncated exponential
distribution with survival function

FX(x) =
e−λx − e−λ

1− e−λ
, x ∈ [0, 1],

where λ > 0. In the right panel, X follows a truncated Pareto distribution supported on
[0, 1], with survival function

FX(x) =
(1 + x)−β − 2−β

1− 2−β
, x ∈ [0, 1],

where β > 2.
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The results show that when X follows the truncated exponential distribution and the
risk aversion parameter is γ = 9, the insurer’s profit is maximized by a proportional con-
tract, which outperforms the deductible contract. In this case, the insurer should adopt the
proportional Bowley-optimal mechanism (α∗, gα∗).

On the other hand, when γ = 1 and the loss follows a truncated Pareto distribution
with β = 60, the deductible contract (d∗, gd∗) yields a higher profit than the proportional
contract at the optimal point.

In summary, whether a proportional or deductible contract is optimal for the insurer
depends critically on the policyholder’s risk aversion γ and the distributional properties of
the loss X.
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(b) γ = 1 and β = 60

Figure 2.4: Comparison of the insurer’s profit under different contract forms

2.5 Conclusion

This chapter contributes to the literature on Stackelberg equilibria (Bowley optima) in
monopolistic centralized sequential-move insurance markets in several ways. We restrict
the set of market pricing mechanisms to those premium principles that are expectations of
some increasing and convex function of the indemnity function. Such premium principles
are economically appealing, since the marginal premium increases with ceded loss function.
We assume that the policyholder is a risk-averse EU-maximizer, while the insurer is a risk-
neutral expected-profit maximizer.
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We then study Bowley optimality of such premium principles, when the indemnity
functions are chosen from the two most popular and practically relevant classes of in-
demnity schedules: the deductible indemnities and the proportional indemnities, both of
which satisfy the no-sabotage condition. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first
work that studies the optimal structure of premium principles for given classes of indem-
nity functions. We find that the expected-value premium principle is Bowley optimal for
proportional indemnities, while the stop-loss premium principle is Bowley optimal for de-
ductible indemnities under some mild conditions. Methodologically, we introduce a novel
dual approach to study the Bowley optimality problem. In the appendix, we include some
initial attempts to explore Bowley’s optimal principle for general indemnities and a special
case involving binary losses.

Appendix A: An Extension to General 1-Lipschitz In-

demnities

A.1 General Losses

This Appendix discusses the Bowley-optimal convex-loaded premium principles with gen-
eral 1-Lipschitz indemnity functions. In this context, the policyholder’s problem with
general indemnities (all I ∈ IL) is

max
I∈IL

E [u (w0 −X + I(X)− E[g(I(X))])] . (A.1)

The following theorem provides a characterization of the solution to problem (A.1).

Theorem A.1. For a given convex-loaded premium principle g ∈ A0, an indemnity func-
tion Ig is optimal to (A.1) if and only if Ig ∈ I and Ig satisfies

(Ig)
′ (x) =


0, L(x) < 0,

ϕg(x) ∈ [0, 1] , L(x) = 0,

1, L(x) > 0,

(A.2)

where

L(x) =

∫ 1

x
u′ (w0 − y + Ig(y)− E[g(Ig(X))]) dFX(y)

E [u′ (w0 −X + Ig(X)− E[g(Ig(X))])]
−
∫ 1

x

g′ (Ig(y)) dFX(y).
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Proof. Suppose that Î solves problem (A.1). Let I ∈ IL be arbitrary and fixed. For any

ε ∈ (0, 1), we know that Ĩ = (1− ε)Î + εI ∈ IL. By the optimality of Î, we have that

0 ≥ E[u(w0 −X + Ĩ(X)− E[g(Ĩ(X))])]− E[u(w0 −X + Î(X)− E[g(Î(X))])]

=

∫ 1

0

[
u(w0 − x+ Ĩ(x)− E[g(Ĩ(X))])− u(w0 − x+ Î(x)− E[g(Î(X))])

]
dFX(x)

≥
∫ 1

0

u′(w0 − x+ Ĩ(x)− E[g(Ĩ(X))])
(
Ĩ(x)− Î(x)− E[g(Ĩ(X))] + E[g(Î(X))]

)
dFX(x)

=

∫ 1

0

u′(w0 − x+ Ĩ(x)− E[g(Ĩ(X))])
(
ε(I(x)− Î(x))− E[g(Ĩ(X))] + E[g(Î(X))]

)
dFX(x),

where the third step is by the concavity of u. It follows that

ε

∫ 1

0

(I ′(x)− Î ′(x))

(∫ 1

x

u′(w0 − y + Ĩ(y)− E[g(Ĩ(X))]))dFX(y)

)
dx

= ε

∫ 1

0

u′(w0 − x+ Ĩ(x)− E[g(Ĩ(X))])(I(x)− Î(x))dFX(x)

≤
(
E[g(Ĩ(X))]− E[g(Î(X))]

)∫ 1

0

u′(w0 − x+ Ĩ(x)− E[g(Ĩ(X))])dFX(x)

≤
∫ 1

0

g′(Ĩ(x))(Ĩ(x)− Î(x))dFX(x)E
[
u′
(
w0 −X + Ĩ(X)− E[g(Ĩ(X))]

)]
= ε

∫ 1

0

g′(Ĩ(x))(I(x)− Î(x))dFX(x)E
[
u′
(
w0 −X + Ĩ(X)− E[g(Ĩ(X))]

)]
= ε

∫ 1

0

(I ′(x)− Î ′(x))

(∫ 1

x

g′(Ĩ(y))dFX(y)

)
dxE

[
u′
(
w0 −X + Ĩ(X)− E[g(Ĩ(X))]

)]
,

where the third step is by the convexity of g. Dividing both sides by ε and letting ε → 0
yields∫ 1

0

(I ′(x)− Î ′(x))

(∫ 1

x

u′(w0 − y + Î(y)− E[g(Î(X))])dFX(y)

)
dx

≤
∫ 1

0

(I ′(x)− Î ′(x))

(∫ 1

x

g′(Î(y))dFX(y)

)
dxE

[
u′
(
w0 −X + Î(X)− E[g(Î(X))]

)]
,

or equivalently, ∫ 1

0

(
I ′(x)− Î ′(x)

)
Φ(x)dx ≤ 0,
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where

Φ(x) :=

∫ 1

x

u′(w0 − y + Î(y)− E[g(Î(X))])dFX(y)

−
∫ 1

x

g′(Î(y))dFX(y)E
[
u′
(
w0 −X + Î(X)− E[g(Î(X))]

)]
,

This implies that Î maximizes

max
I∈IL

∫ 1

0

I ′(x)Φ(x)dx.

Therefore, we deduce that Ig ∈ Ig only if

(Ig)
′ (x) =


0, L(x) < 0,

ϕg(x) ∈ [0, 1] , L(x) = 0,

1, L(x) > 0,

(A.3)

where

L(x) :=

∫ 1

x
u′ (w0 − y + Ig(y)− E[g(Ig(X))]) dFX(y)

E [u′ (w0 −X + Ig(X)− E[g(Ig(X))])]
−
∫ 1

x

g′(Ig(y))dFX(y)

On the other hand, suppose that Ig satisfies (A.3), for any I ∈ IL, we have

E [u (w0 −X + Ig(X)− E[g(Ig(X))])]− E [u (w0 −X + I(X)− E[g(I(X))])]

=

∫ 1

0

u (w0 − x+ Ig(x)− E [g (Ig(X))]) dFX(x)−
∫ 1

0

u (w0 − x+ I(x)− E [g (I(X))]) dFX(x)

≥
∫ 1

0

u′ (w0 − x+ Ig(x)− E [g (Ig(X))]) (Ig(x)− I(x)− E [g (Ig(X))] + E [g (I(X))]) dFX(x)

=

∫ 1

0

(
I ′g(x)− I ′(x)

) ∫ 1

x

u′ (w0 − y + Ig(y)− E [g (Ig(X))]) dFX(y)dx

+

∫ 1

0

(g(I(x))− g(Ig(x))) dFX(x)

∫ 1

0

u′ (w0 − x+ Ig(x)− E [g (Ig(X))]) dFX(x)

≥
∫ 1

0

(
I ′g(x)− I ′(x)

) ∫ 1

x

u′ (w0 − y + Ig(y)− E [g (Ig(X))]) dFX(y)dx

+

∫ 1

0

g′(Ig(x)) (I(x)− Ig(x)) dFX(x)

∫ 1

0

u′ (w0 − x+ Ig(x)− E [g (Ig(X))]) dFX(x)
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=

∫ 1

0

(
I ′g(x)− I ′(x)

) ∫ 1

x

u′ (w0 − y + Ig(y)− E [g (Ig(X))]) dFX(y)dx

+

∫ 1

0

(
I ′(x)− I ′g(x)

) ∫ 1

x

g′(Ig(y))dFX(y)dx

∫ 1

0

u′ (w0 − x+ Ig(x)− E [g (Ig(X))]) dFX(x)

≥ 0,

where we use the concavity of u in the second step, the convexity of g in the fourth step,
and that Ig satisfies (A.3) in the last step. This completes the proof.

Remark 3. In recent work by Cao et al. (2024), our convex-loaded premium principle is
adopted, and the study focuses on the optimal indemnity function under the exponential
utility u(x) = −e−γx. Note that the authors assume that the indemnity functions satisfy
0 ≤ I(x) ≤ x, without imposing the 1-Lipschitz condition. They find that the optimal
indemnity function takes the form of a deductible contract, i.e.,

Ig(x) =

 0, if x < dg,

∈ (0, x), if x ≥ dg,

for some deductible level dg > 0, and the 1-Lipschitz continuity of this solution is confirmed.
It is important to note that, as L(0) = 1−E [g′ (Ig(X))] < 0, our findings indicate that the
optimal indemnity function under a general utility, given in(3.11), still includes a deductible
level.

The subsequent insurer’s problem is to find an optimal loading function g that maxi-
mizes the expected profit, i.e.,

max
g∈A0

E[g(Ig(X))− Ig(X)]. (A.4)

Substituting (3.11) into (A.4) gives

E [g (Ig(X))]− E [Ig(X)] =

∫ 1

0

(g′ (Ig(x))− 1) I ′g(x)FX(x)dx

=

∫
Cg
(g′ (Ig(x))− 1)FX(x)dx+

∫
Dg

(g′ (Ig(x))− 1)ϕg(x)FX(x)dx,

where Cg = {x : L(x) > 0} and Dg = {x : L(x) = 0}. It is evident that the loading function
g is rather implicitly embedded in both the objective function and the integration regions.
This poses fundamental challenges for further analytical studies. In the next subsection,
we consider a special case with binary losses which can be solved explicitly.
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A.2 The Special Case of Binary Losses

In this subsection, we consider a special case where the loss X is binary, taking the value
l ∈ (0, 1] with probability p, and the value 0 with probability 1− p. Then

FX(x) =

{
1− p, 0 ≤ x < l,
1, l ≤ x ≤ 1.

(A.5)

Theorem A.2. For a given premium principle g ∈ A0, if X follows the binary distribution
(A.5), then any optimal indemnity function Ig for Problem (A.1) is such that Ig(l) is a
solution to the following equation in y:

g′(y) =
u′ (w0 − l + y − pg(y))

pu′ (w0 − l + y − pg(y)) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − pg(y))
. (A.6)

Furthermore, a necessary and sufficient condition for policyholders to participate, i.e.,
Ig(l) ̸= 0, is

g′(0) <
u′ (w0 − l)

pu′ (w0 − l) + (1− p)u′ (w0)
.

Proof. Given a given premium principle g ∈ A0, the policyholder’s objective function in
(A.1) is to maximize

UPol(y, g) = pu (w0 − l + y − pg(y)) + (1− p)u (w0 − pg(y)) ,

where y = I(l). It follows that

∂UPol(y, g)

∂y
= pu′ (w0 − l + y − pg(y)) (1− pg′(y))− p(1− p)u′ (w0 − pg(y)) g′(y).

Note that full insurance is never optimal since

∂UPol(y, g)

∂y

∣∣∣∣
y=l

= pu′ (w0 − pg(l)) (1− pg′(l))− p(1− p)u′ (w0 − pg(l)) g′(l)

= pu′ (w0 − pg(l)) (1− g′(l)) < 0.

Moreover, since u is increasing and concave, and g ∈ A0, it follows that

∂2UPol(y, g)

∂y2
= pu′′ (w0 − l + y − pg(y)) (1− pg′(y))

2 − p2u′ (w0 − l + y − pg(y)) g′′(y)
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+ p2(1− p)u′′ (w0 − pg(y)) (g′(y))
2 − p(1− p)u′ (w0 − pg(y)) g′′(y)

< 0.

The global concavity of UPol(y, g) in y implies that zero indemnification is not optimal if
and only if

∂UPol(y, g)

∂y

∣∣∣∣
y=0

= pu′ (w0 − l) (1− pg′(0))− p(1− p)u′ (w0) g
′(0) > 0,

or equivalently, g′(0) < u′(w0−l)
pu′(w0−l)+(1−p)u′(w0)

.

Remark 4. Alternatively, we can obtain Theorem A.2 from Theorem A.1 by setting FX(x)
to the form given in (A.5). In this case, the function L(x) in Theorem A.1 reduces to a
constant,

L(x) =
pu′ (w0 − l + Ig(l)− pg(Ig(l)))

pu′ (w0 − l + Ig(l)− pg(Ig(l))) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − pg(Ig(l)))
− pg′(Ig(l)),

for 0 ≤ x < l. One can deduce that L(x) ≤ 0. Indeed, suppose by way of contradiction that
L(x) > 0. Then by Theorem A.1, we have Ig(l) = l, and thus

L(x) =
pu′ (w0 − pg(l))

pu′ (w0 − pg(l)) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − pg(l))
− pg′(l) = p(1− g′(l)) ≤ 0,

which leads to a contradiction.

If L(x) = 0, then the optimal insurance coverage y = Ig(l) solves the following equation
in y,

u′ (w0 − l + y − pg(y))

pu′ (w0 − l + y − pg(y)) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − pg(y))
= g′(y),

that is the first-order condition (A.6). If L(x) < 0, we deduce that zero indemnification is
optimal, i.e., Ig(l) = 0, which implies that

L(x) =
pu′ (w0 − l)

pu′ (w0 − l) + (1− p)u′ (w0)
− pg′(0) < 0.

Therefore, zero indemnification is optimal if and only if

g′(0) ≥ u′ (w0 − l)

pu′ (w0 − l) + (1− p)u′ (w0)
.

Otherwise, the policyholder is better off participating, and the optimal contract y = Ig(l)
solves equation (A.6).
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Note that, by the monotonicity and concavity of u, the upper bound of g′(0) in Theorem
A.2 satisfies

u′(w0 − l)

pu′(w0 − l) + (1− p)u′(w0)
>

u′(w0 − l)

pu′(w0 − l) + (1− p)u′(w0 − l)
= 1.

This means that the subset of premium principles within set A0 that policyholders are
willing to participate is nonempty.

We then examine the insurer’s dual problem. Similar to the analysis with proportional
or deductible indemnities, we define the admissible premium principles to be the set

A3 =

{
g ∈ A0 : g

′(0) <
u′ (w0 − l)

pu′ (w0 − l) + (1− p)u′ (w0)

}
.

According to the first-order condition (A.6), for any given y ∈ (0, l), we define the set

A3(y) =

{
g ∈ A3 : g

′(y) =
u′ (w0 − l + y − pg(y))

pu′ (w0 − l + y − pg(y)) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − pg(y))

}
.

For a given coverage y ∈ (0, l) and a premium principle g, the insurer’s expected profit is
given by

U In(y, g) = p (g(y)− y) .

Then the insurer’s dual problem is given by

max
y∈(0,l)

max
g∈A3(y)

p (g(y)− y) .

The following theorem shows that expected-value premium principle is optimal for a
given coverage y ∈ (0, l).

Theorem A.3. For any given coverage y ∈ (0, l), an optimal premium principle to

max
g∈A3(y)

p (g(y)− y) (A.7)

is an expected-value premium principle given by

gy(x) =
u′ (w0 − l + y − cy)

pu′ (w0 − l + y − cy) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − cy)
x, (A.8)

where

cy = sup

{
c ≥ 0 :

u′ (w0 − l + y − c) y

pu′ (w0 − l + y − c) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − c)
− c

p
≥ 0

}
is such that cy ∈ (0,∞). Furthermore, U In(y, gy) > 0 for any y ∈ (0, l).
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Proof. For any g ∈ A3(y), by g(0) = 0 and the convexity of g, we have

pg(y)

p
=

∫ y

0

g′(x)dx ≤ yg′(y) =
u′ (w0 − l + y − pg(y)) y

pu′ (w0 − l + y − pg(y)) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − pg(y))
.

It follows that

max
g∈A3(y)

pg(y) ≤ sup

{
c ≥ 0 :

u′ (w0 − l + y − c) y

pu′ (w0 − l + y − c) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − c)
− c

p
≥ 0

}
:= cy.

(A.9)
Further, since

u′ (w0 − l + y) y

pu′ (w0 − l + y) + (1− p)u′ (w0)
> 0,

and

lim sup
c→∞

(
u′ (w0 − l + y − c) y

pu′ (w0 − l + y − c) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − c)
− c

p

)
=

y

p
lim sup
c→∞

(
pu′ (w0 − l + y − c)

pu′ (w0 − l + y − c) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − c)
− c

y

)
≤ y

p
lim sup
c→∞

(
1− c

y

)
= −∞,

we deduce that that cy ∈ (0,∞).

Next we show that gy ∈ A3(y) and it achieves the optimality of Problem (A.7). By the
definition of gy and cy, we have that

gy(y) =
u′ (w0 − l + y − cy)

pu′ (w0 − l + y − cy) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − cy)
y =

cy
p
.

This together with (A.9) implies that gy indeed achieves the optimality of Problem (A.7).
We then verify gy ∈ A3(y). By cy = pgy(y), we have

g′y(y) =
u′ (w0 − l + y − cy)

pu′ (w0 − l + y − cy) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − cy)

=
u′ (w0 − l + y − pgy(y))

pu′ (w0 − l + y − pgy(y)) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − pgy(y))
,

implying that gy satisfies the first-order condition of A3(y). Moreover, since the policy-
holder’s expected utility under gy is given by

UPol(x, gy) := pu (w0 − l + x− pgy(x)) + (1− p)u (w0 − pgy(x)) ,
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it is straightforward to verify that ∂UPol(x,gy)

∂x

∣∣∣
x=y

= 0 and ∂2UPol(x,gy)

∂x2 < 0 for any x ∈ [0, 1],

implying that

0 <
∂UPol(x, gy)

∂x

∣∣∣∣
x=0

= pu′ (w0 − l)
(
1− pg′y(0)

)
+ (1− p)u′ (w0)

(
−pg′y(0)

)
,

which is equivalent to g′y(0) < u′(w0−l)
pu′(w0−l)+(1−p)u′(w0)

. Thus, gy ∈ A3(y) and it achieves the

optimality of Problem (A.7).

Lastly, we show that U In(y, gy) > 0 for any y ∈ (0, l). Indeed,

U In(y, gy) = p (gy(y)− y)

= p

(
u′ (w0 − l + y − cy) y

pu′ (w0 − l + y − cy) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − cy)
− y

)
> p

(
u′ (w0 − l + y − cy) y

pu′ (w0 − l + y − cy) + (1− p)u′ (w0 − l + y − cy)
− y

)
= 0,

where the inequality follows from y < l.

Finally, we present a theorem that summarizes the equivalence between the original
problem and the dual problem, and confirms the Bowley optimality of the expected-value
premium principle for binary losses. The proof is omitted, as it follows the same lines as
Theorems 2.3.3 and 2.3.4.

Theorem A.4. For binary losses,

max
g∈A3

U In(Ig, g) = max
y∈(0,l)

U In(y, gy). (A.10)

Moreover, the mechanism (y∗, gy∗) ∈ BO ∩ IR, where y∗ ∈ argmax
y∈(0,l)

U In(y, gy).
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Chapter 3

Bowley-Optimal Distortion Premium
Principles

3.1 Introduction

Risk measures are fundamental tools in the design and evaluation of insurance contracts,
as they quantify the potential losses faced by agents and guide optimal risk-sharing deci-
sions. Among various classes of risk measures, distortion risk measures stand out due to
their flexibility in capturing different risk attitudes through the application of distortion
functions to the loss distribution. This class encompasses widely used measures such as
Value-at-Risk (VaR) and Tail Value-at-Risk (TVaR), and has been widely adopted in both
risk evaluation and premium calculation.

In the context of optimal (re)insurance design, risk measures have been directly incor-
porated into the optimization criteria. For example, Cai and Tan (2007) introduce VaR
and TVaR into the insurance optimization problem under the assumption that the indem-
nity function is of deductible form and that the premium is calculated using the expected
value of the indemnity function with a positive loading factor—commonly referred to as
the expected-value premium principle. Cai et al. (2008) relax the restriction on the form
of the indemnity function and study more general contract structures. They show that de-
ductible, proportional, and mixed contracts can be optimal for minimizing VaR or TVaR,
still under the expected-value premium principle. Extending beyond this setting, Assa
(2015) consider a more general framework in which both the decision-maker’s preferences
and the premium calculation are modeled using distortion risk measures—a class that in-
cludes VaR and TVaR as special cases. In this setting, the distortion premium reflects the
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cost of transferring risk, while the agent’s perception of risk is represented by a separate
distortion function.

The result in Assa (2015) not only addresses the individual optimization problem of
either the policyholder or the insurer but also provides valuable insights into the solution of
a social planner problem, where both parties are involved and the objective is to minimize
the aggregate risk, measured as the sum of two distortion risk measures—one from each
party. In another study, Cai et al. (2016) examine a setting in which both the insurer and
the policyholder are VaR minimizers. They propose solving the problem by considering
a convex combination of the two parties’ risk measures, while the cost of transferring
risk is determined using the expected-value premium principle. This framework is further
extended in Cai et al. (2017), where both parties are assumed to be TVaR minimizers,
allowing for a broader exploration of optimal contract structures under distortion risk
measures.

In the aforementioned individual or two-party optimization problems, the decision-
making process is simultaneous: there is no designated leader or follower, and both par-
ties make their choices at the same time. The solution in these settings corresponds to
the optimal insurance coverage that minimizes one or two party’s respective risk mea-
sure. An alternative and equally important direction in the study of insurance market
optimization—particularly in monopolistic markets—involves sequential decision-making.
This setup is typically modeled as a Stackelberg game, or more specifically, a Bowley so-
lution. The application of this game-theoretic structure to insurance was first introduced
in Chan and Gerber (1985). The concrete formulation of this sequential optimization
process can be found in equations (1.3) and (1.4). The Stackelberg structure reflects the
asymmetric power dynamics inherent in a monopolistic market. In this setting, the in-
surer—acting as the market leader—has greater control over the design and pricing of
insurance contracts due to the absence of competition. Consequently, the insurer can not
only determine the form of the insurance coverage but also choose the pricing rule, thereby
shaping both the quantity and cost of insurance in a way that maximizes its own objective
while anticipating the response of the policyholder.

The sequential game framework introduced in Chan and Gerber (1985) has since
been extended to various settings. In continuous-time insurance optimization models,
it has been developed further in Chen and Shen (2018), Li and Young (2021), and
Cao et al. (2022). For one-period insurance contracts, related extensions can be found in
Cheung et al. (2019), Chi et al. (2020), Boonen et al. (2021), Zhu et al. (2023), and
Ghossoub and Zhu (2024).

In this chapter, we characterize the Bowley solution in a monopolistic insurance mar-
ket with a single policyholder. For related studies in non-monopolistic settings, see Zhu
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et al. (2023); for models with multiple policyholders or heterogeneous types, refer to Boo-
nen et al. (2021) and Ghossoub and Zhu (2024), respectively. We assume that the
policyholder evaluates insurance contracts using a distortion risk measure, following the
approach in Assa (2015) and Cheung et al. (2019). The admissible class of premium
principles is given by distortion premium principles—also known as Wang’s premium prin-
ciple—originally introduced in Wang (1996) and further developed in Wang et al. (1997).
These works demonstrate that distortion premiums satisfy a set of axioms that reflect es-
sential properties of market-consistent insurance pricing. The insurer is assumed to be
risk-neutral and seeks to maximize expected profit. To avoid moral hazard, we restrict
the class of admissible indemnity functions to be 1-Lipschitz continuous. The modeling
framework is most closely related to that of Cheung et al. (2019). However, in contrast
to their study—which assumes that the policyholder is either strictly risk-averse or a VaR
minimizer—we impose no specific restriction on the curvature of the policyholder’s distor-
tion function. Our analysis employs the quantile formulation and proceeds in two steps.
First, for a fixed pricing distortion function, we characterize the optimal indemnity func-
tion that minimizes the policyholder’s perceived risk. Second, using the resulting optimal
indemnity, we solve the insurer’s problem of selecting the pricing distortion function that
maximizes expected profit.

We show that the optimal indemnity function is of layer type, with its structure driven
by the interplay between the policyholder’s and insurer’s distortion functions. In particular,
for strictly risk-averse individuals (e.g., represented by concave distortion functions), the
optimal contract provides full insurance. For VaR minimizers, the optimal contract involves
a coverage limit. For individuals with inverse-S shaped distortion functions (e.g., reflecting
loss aversion or probability weighting), the optimal contract takes the form of a deductible.
These results extend the work of Cheung et al. (2019) by allowing for a broader class of
policyholders, including those whose preferences are characterized by general distortion
risk measures—capturing not only traditional risk aversion but also behavioral distortions.
Moreover, if we restrict our analysis to the first step and fix the premium principle—for
instance, by adopting the expected-value premium principle—our model reduces to the
individual optimization problem studied in Assa (2015) and related literature.

The chapter is organized as follows. Section 3.2 introduces the model and formulates
the problem. Section 3.3 examines the optimal insurance indemnity functions for a given
pricing rule. Section 3.4 analyzes the insurer’s optimal pricing distortion. Finally, Sec-
tion 3.5 concludes the chapter.
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3.2 Model Setup and Problem Formulation

3.2.1 The Market

Let (Ω,F ,P) be a probability space, and letX be a random variable representing a potential
risk with distribution function FX . A positive realization of X is seen as a loss. In this
section, we assume that the policyholder makes decisions based on a distortion risk measure.
The insurer is risk-neutral and the objective is to maximize the expected profit. The
policyholder’s risk attitude is characterized by a distortion function, defined as follows.

Definition 3.2.1. A mapping T : [0, 1] → [0, 1] is a distortion function if T (0) = 0,
T (1) = 1, and T is non-decreasing and differentiable on [0, 1]. In addition, it is a

1. convex distortion if T ′(t) is non-decreasing on [0, 1].

2. concave distortion if T ′(t) is non-increasing on [0, 1].

3. Inverse-S shaped distortion (ISSD) if it is twice-differentiable on (0, 1), and there
exists a t0 ∈ (0, 1) such that T ′(t) is strictly deceasing on (0, t0) and strictly increasing
on (t0, 1). Moreover, limt↓0 T

′(t) > 1, and limt↑1 T
′(t) > 1.

If a policyholder faces a random risk X, then the policyholder’s risk preference under
a distortion risk measure is defined by the following Choquet integral:

ρ(X) :=

∫
X dT ◦ P :=

∫ +∞

0

T (P(X ≥ x)) dx+

∫ 0

−∞
[T (P(X ≥ x))− 1] dx. (3.1)

where T is a distortion function. If the distortion function T is concave, then the pol-
icyholder exhibits strict risk aversion, placing greater weight on unfavorable outcomes.
Conversely, if T is convex, the policyholder is risk seeking, emphasizing favorable out-
comes. If T is an ISSD, this indicates that the policyholder places heightened attention on
extreme events, particularly in the tails of the loss distribution.

Suppose that the policyholder faces a bounded loss X ∈ [0,M ], and this risk is to
be shared between the policyholder and the insurance company. The portion of the loss
covered by the insurer is denoted by I(X), where I is selected from the following class of
1-Lipschitz continuous indemnity functions:

IL :=
{
I : [0,M ] → [0,M ]

∣∣∣ I(0) = 0, 0 ≤ I(x1)− I(x2) ≤ x1 − x2,∀x2 ≤ x1 ∈ [0,M ]
}
.
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The remaining part of the loss retained by the policyholder is R(X) := X − I(X). The
cost of transferring the loss I(X) to the insurer is calculated using a distortion premium
principle, which evaluates the expected loss under a distorted probability measure induced
by a distortion function g. The resulting premium charged by the insurer is given by

πg (I(X)) =

∫
I(X) dg ◦ P (3.2)

Denote an insurance contract with coverage function I and premium calculated under the
distortion function g by (g, I). After purchasing this contract, the policyholder’s end-of-
period total loss becomes

X − I(X) + πg(I(X)),

where πg(I(X)) is the premium paid to the insurer. The policyholder evaluates this net
loss using a distortion risk measure induced by a preference distortion function T. The
associated perceived risk of the insurance contract is then given by the Choquet integral:

V Pol(g, I) := ρ (X − I(X) + πg (I(X))) . (3.3)

Issuing the contract (g, I) to the policyholder ensures profitability for the risk-neutral
insurer, whose profit is the premium received minus the indemnity paid. The expected
profit is given by:

V In(g, I) = πg (I(X))− E [I(X)] . (3.4)

In this chapter, we aim to design the insurance contract (g, I) that achieves Bowley
Optimality for both parties. That is, a contract which maximizes the insurer’s profit while
ensuring that the policyholder minimizes their risk measure, given the charged premium.
Mathematically, this is defined as follows.

Definition 3.2.2. A market mechanism (g∗, I∗) is Bowley Optimal (BO), or a Stackelberg
Equilibrium, if:

1. I∗ ∈ argmin
I∈IL

V Pol(g∗, I);

2. V In(g∗, I∗, ) ≥ V In(g, I), for all (g, I) such that I ∈ argmin
I∈IL

V Pol(g, I).

To achieve this goal, we adopt a quantile-based approach. The details of this method
are presented in the next section.
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3.2.2 The Quantile Approach

We assume that the random loss X satisfies the following assumption.

Assumption 3.2.1. The random loss X has a strictly increasing distribution function FX .

By Föllmer and Schied (2011, Lemma A.21), Assumption 3.2.1 guarantees that the
random variableX can be represented asX = F−1

X (U), where U is uniformly distributed on
(0, 1) and F−1

X is the quantile function of X. When interpreting X as a loss, and applying
the definition of the Choquet integral in (3.1), the distortion risk measure of X can be
equivalently expressed in its quantile form as:

ρ(X) =

∫
X dT ◦ P =

∫ +∞

0

T (1− FX(x)) dx

=

∫ 1

0

T (1− t) dF−1
X (t) =

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X

)′
(t)T (1− t) dt. (3.5)

We refer to the representation in (3.5) as the quantile form of the distortion risk measure
of X. Using this formulation, we now rewrite the policyholder’s risk measure in (3.3) and
the insurer’s expected profit in (3.4) in a similar quantile-based form.

For every I ∈ IL, the indemnity I(X) and the retention X− I(X) are comonotone. By
the comonotonic additivity of the quantile function, it follows that:

F−1
X = F−1

I(X)+X−I(X) = F−1
I(X) + F−1

X−I(X),

Thus, the quantile function of the retention is given by

q(t) := F−1
R(X)(t) = F−1

X (t)− F−1
I(X)(t),

for t ∈ [0, 1]. The function I belongs to IL if and only if the corresponding quantile function
q lies in the class:

QL =
{
q : (0, 1) → R

∣∣∣ q(0) = 0, 0 ≤ q′(t) ≤
(
F−1
X

)′
(t)
}
.

Using this representation, the distortion premium Πg (I(X)) can be expressed in terms of
the quantile function q as:

πg (I(X)) =

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
I(X)

)′
(t) g(1− t) dt =

∫ 1

0

((
F−1
X

)′
(t)− q′(t)

)
g(1− t) dt := πg(q).

(3.6)
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Similarly, the policyholder’s welfare given in (3.3) can be rewritten as:

V Pol(g, I) =

∫
(X − I(X) + πg (I(X))) dT ◦ P

= πg (I(X)) +

∫
R(X) dT ◦ P

= πg(q) +

∫ 1

0

q′(t)T (1− t)dt := V Pol(g, q), (3.7)

where the second equality uses the fact that πg(I(X)) is constant with respect to the
probability measure.

3.3 The Policyholder’s Problem

In this section, we focus on the policyholder’s problem, which is to determine an optimal
insurance strategy under a given premium structure:

min
I∈IL

V Pol(g, I). (3.8)

Using the representation in (3.7), this problem reduces to finding the optimal quantile
retention function qg for a given pricing distortion g, by solving:

min
q∈QL

V Pol(g, q). (3.9)

The following lemma delineates the optimal retention quantile when examining the solution
through the distortion function g.

Lemma 3.3.1. For a given g, a quantile qg is optimal for problem (3.9) if and only if

(qg)
′ (t) =


0, g(1− t) < T (1− t),

ϕg(t) ∈
[
0,
(
F−1
X

)′
(t)
]
, g(1− t) = T (1− t),(

F−1
X

)′
(t), g(1− t) > T (1− t).

(3.10)

Proof. Substituting the expression for the premium (3.6) into the welfare function (3.7),
we obtain:

V Pol(g, q) = πg(q) +

∫ 1

0

q′(t)T (1− t)dt
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=

∫ 1

0

((
F−1
X

)′
(t)− q′(t)

)
g(1− t) dt+

∫ 1

0

q′(t)T (1− t)dt

=

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X

)′
(t) g(1− t) dt+

∫ 1

0

q′(t) (T (1− t)− g(1− t)) dt.

The first term in the final line is independent of q, so minimizing the risk measure V Pol(g, q)
over q ∈ QL is equivalent to solving:

min
q∈QL

∫ 1

0

q′(t) (T (1− t)− g(1− t)) dt.

By the Marginal Indemnity Function Approach given in Assa (2015), the optimal quantile
function qg must satisfy:

(qg)
′ (t) =


0, g(1− t) < T (1− t),

∈
[
0,
(
F−1
X

)′
(t)
]
, g(1− t) = T (1− t),(

F−1
X

)′
(t), g(1− t) > T (1− t).

(3.11)

This rule characterizes the structure of the Bowley-optimal indemnity for a given pricing
distortion g: it prescribes full retention (no indemnity) when the pricing weight g is lower
than the policyholder’s valuation T , full coverage when the pricing weight exceeds the
policyholder’s valuation, and arbitrary choice of indemnity in the case of equality.

The following lemma establishes the equivalence between the solution obtained via the
quantile approach and the solution to the original policyholder’s optimization problem.

Lemma 3.3.2. For a given g, the quantile function qg(t) is optimal for problem (3.9) if
and only if the indemnity function Ig(t) = t− qg (FX(t)) is optimal for problem (3.8).

Proof. Suppose that qg(t) is optimal for problem (3.9). Let I be any other feasible solution
to problem (3.8), and q(t) its retention quantile function. We have

V Pol(g, I) =

∫
(X − I(X) + πg (I(X))) dT ◦ P

= πg(q) +

∫ 1

0

q′(t)T (1− t)dt

58



≥ πg(qg) +

∫ 1

0

(qg)
′ (t)T (1− t)dt

= πg (Ig(X)) +

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X (t)− Ig

(
F−1
X (t)

))′
T (1− t)dt

= πg (Ig(X)) +

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X

)′
(t)T (1− t) dt−

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
Ig(X)

)′
(t)T (1− t)dt

=

∫
(X − Ig(X) + πg (Ig(X))) dT ◦ P = V Pol (g, Ig) ,

where the third equality is by the fact that qg(t) = qg
(
FX

(
F−1
X (t)

))
= F−1

X (t)−Ig
(
F−1
X (t)

)
,

and

πg(qg) =

∫ 1

0

((
F−1
X

)
(t)− qg(t)

)′
g(1− t)dt =

∫ 1

0

(
Ig
(
F−1
X (t)

))′
g(1− t)dt

=

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
Ig(X)

)′
(t) g(1− t)dt = πg (Ig(X)) .

This implies that Ig(t) minimizes value function (3.3).

On the other hand, suppose that Ig(t) = t− qg (FX(t)) is optimal for problem (3.8). If
q(t) is a feasible solution to problem (3.9), and I(t) = t− q (FX(t)), we have

V Pol (g, q) = πg(q) +

∫ 1

0

q′(t)T (1− t)dt

=

∫
(X − I(X) + πg (I(X))) dT ◦ P

≥
∫

(X − Ig(X) + πg (Ig(X))) dT ◦ P

= πg(qg) +

∫ 1

0

(qg)
′ (t)T (1− t)dt = V Pol (g, qg) ,

which indicates the optimality of qg for problem (3.9). This completes the proof.

This result characterizes the optimal indemnity function Ig corresponding to a given
premium distortion function g. The indemnity function is determined via the associated
quantile function qg. However, the solution is not unique, and this non-uniqueness stems
from the potential non-uniqueness of qg as defined in (3.10). Specifically, if g(1−t) = T (1−
t), then any choice of ϕg ∈ [0, F−1

X (t)] yields the same risk exposure level for the policyholder
and thus equally optimizes their objective function. Nevertheless, these different choices
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can lead to varying profits for the insurer. A more detailed discussion of this issue is
provided in the proof of the theorem concerning the insurer’s problem. In what follows,
we analyze the optimal indemnity function and the corresponding pricing distortion from
the insurer’s perspective.

3.4 The Insurer’s Problem

In this section, we will delve into the second-step optimization problem of the Stackelberg
equilibrium. This involves determining the optimal premium distortion function given that
the policyholder’s welfare is maximized. Specifically, the objective is to identify an optimal
contract (g∗, I∗g∗) that solves the following problem,

max
g,Ig

V In(g, I) = max
g,Ig

πg (Ig)− E [Ig(X)] . (3.12)

Building on the previous section, we will explore the optimal solution using the quantile
approach. This entails examining the optimal distortion premium by representing profit
as a function of the retention quantile:

max
g,qg

V In(g, qg) = max
g,qg

πg (qg)−
∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X (t)− qg(t)

)
dt. (3.13)

The following result elaborates on the solution.

Theorem 3.4.1. The contract
(
g∗, q∗g∗

)
is optimal for problem (3.13) if and only if

g∗(t) = 1− g̃∗(1− t),

where g̃∗(t) is defined as

g̃∗(t) =

T̃ (t), if T̃ (t) < t,

∈
[
sup {z < t : g̃∗(z) < z} , T̃ (t)

]
, if T̃ (t) ≥ t,

(3.14)

with T̃ (t) := 1− T (1− t). Moreover, the optimal quantile function q∗g∗ satisfies

(
q∗g∗
)′
(t) =


0, if T̃ (t) < t,

ϕg∗(t) ∈
[
0,
(
F−1
X

)′
(t)
]
, if g̃∗(t) = T̃ (t) = t,(

F−1
X

)′
(t), if g̃∗(t) < T̃ (t) = t or T̃ (t) > t.

(3.15)
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Proof. By the expression of Πg (qg) in (3.6), we have

V In (g, qg) =

∫ 1

0

((
F−1
X

)′
(t)− (qg)

′ (t)
)
g(1− t) dt−

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X (t)− qg(t)

)
dt

=

∫ 1

0

((
F−1
X

)′
(t)− (qg)

′ (t)
)
g(1− t) dt−

∫ 1

0

((
F−1
X

)′
(t)− (qg)

′ (t)
)
(1− t) dt

=

∫ 1

0

((
F−1
X

)′
(t)− (qg)

′ (t)
)
(t− 1 + g(1− t)) dt. (3.16)

Let h(t) = t− 1 + g(1− t), and define the sets: A1 (h) =
{
t : h(t) < t− T̃ (t)

}
, A2 (h) ={

t : h(t) = t− T̃ (t)
}
, and A3 (h) =

{
t : h(t) > t− T̃ (t)

}
, where T̃ (t) = 1 − T (1 − t)

represents the conjugate of T . The quantile qg in (3.10) can be rewritten as

(qh)
′ (t) =


0, t ∈ A1 (h) ,

ϕh(t) ∈
[
0,
(
F−1
X

)′
(t)
]
, t ∈ A2 (h) ,(

F−1
X

)′
(t), t ∈ A3 (h) .

(3.17)

The form of qh indicates that for a given h (i.e., for a given g), the marginal quantile for
retention is 0 when t ∈ A1 (h) , and it is

(
F−1
X

)′
(t) when t ∈ A3 (h). When t ∈ A2 (h), the

optimal retention allows for some flexibility, as long as qh ∈ QL. The arbitrary choice of
ϕh(t) does not affect the policyholder’s risk exposure level, but it does impact the insurer’s
profit. To maximize the insurer’s profit, we must take a further step to determine the
value of ϕh. We achieve this by analyzing the profit over a finer partition {Bi}3i=1 when

t ∈ A2 (h), where B1 = {t : T̃ (t) < t}, B2 = {t : T̃ (t) = t}, and B3 = {t : T̃ (t) > t}. The
profit (3.16) can then be expressed as,

V In (h, qh) :=

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X

)′
(t)h(t)1A1(h)(t) dt+

∫ 1

0

((
F−1
X

)′
(t)− ϕh(t)

)
h(t)1A2(h)(t) dt

=

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X

)′
(t)h(t)1A1(h)(t) dt

+

∫ 1

0

((
F−1
X

)′
(t)− ϕh(t)

)
h(t)1A2(h)(t) (1B1(t) + 1B2(t) + 1B3(t)) dt. (3.18)

On A2 (h) ∩ B1, we have that h(t) = t − T̃ (t) > 0. Thus, the insurer’s profit (3.18)
is decreasing in ϕh(t), and the optimal choice is to set ϕh(t) = 0 to maximize profit. On
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A2 (h)∩B2, we have h(t) = t− T̃ (t) ≡ 0, so the profit contribution is always zero regardless

of the value of ϕh(t). Therefore, ϕh(t) an take any value in the interval
[
0,
(
F−1
X

)′
(t)
]

without affecting the insurer’s profit. On A2 (h) ∩ B3, we get h(t) = t− T̃ (t) < 0. In this
case, the insurer’s profit increases with ϕh(t), so it is optimal to set ϕh(t) =

(
F−1
X

)′
(t), on

A2 (h) ∩ B3. Therefore, for a given h, the derivative of the optimal retention quantile is

(q∗h)
′ (t) =


0, t ∈ A1 (h) ∪ (A2 (h) ∩ B1) ,

ϕh(t) ∈
[
0,
(
F−1
X

)′
(t)
]
, t ∈ A2 (h) ∩ B2,(

F−1
X

)′
(t), t ∈ A3 (h) ∪ (A2 (h) ∩ B3) .

(3.19)

As A1 (h) and A2 (h) are disjoint, the insurer’s profit can be expressed as

V In (h, q∗h) =

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X

)′
(t)h(t)

(
1A1(h)(t) + 1A2(h)∩B1(t)

)
dt

=

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X

)′
(t)h(t)

(
1(A1(h)∪A2(h))∩B1(t) + 1A1(h)∩(B2∪B3)(t)

)
dt.

Hence, the insurer’s problem reduces to solving the following optimization:

max
h

V In (h, q∗h)

= max
h

{∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X

)′
(t)h(t)

(
1{h(t)≤t−T̃ (t)}1{T̃ (t)<t} + 1{h(t)<t−T̃ (t)}1{T̃ (t)≥t}

)
dt

}
. (3.20)

We solve problem (3.20) by maximizing the integrand pointwise. For each fixed t0 ∈ (0, 1),
define the auxiliary function

m(y; t0) := y
(
1{y≤t0−T̃ (t0)}1{T̃ (t0)<t0} + 1{y<t0−T̃ (t0)}1{T̃ (t0)≥t0}

)
,

which represents the pointwise contribution of h(t0) = y to the integral in (3.20). The goal
is to find the value of y to maximizes m(y; t0) for each t0 ∈ (0, 1). We observe that m(y; t0)
is a piecewise linear function in y for fixed t0. Moreover, let

yt0 ∈ argmax
y

m(y; t0),

then the maximum value of m(y; t0) is given by

m(yt0 ; t0) =

{
t0 − T̃ (t0), T̃ (t0) < t0,

0, T̃ (t0) ≥ t0,
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and any maximizer yt0 satisfies

yt0

 = t0 − T̃ (t0), T̃ (t0) < t0,

≥ t0 − T̃ (t0), T̃ (t0) ≥ t0,
(3.21)

for any t0 ∈ [0, 1].

We now proceed to establish the characterization of the optimal solution: A function
h∗ maximizes the insurer’s profit in problem (3.20) if and only if it satisfies, for every t0,

h∗(t0) = yt0

with yt0 as given in (3.21).

We first study the necessary condition. Assume that h∗ is a solution to problem (3.20).

If T̃ (t0) < t0, we show that h∗(t0) = t0 − T̃ (t0) for any t0 ∈ (0, 1). Suppose, by way

of contradiction, that h∗(t0) ̸= t0 − T̃ (t0). As T̃ (t0) < t0, we can find an arbitrary small

ϵ > 0 such that T̃ (t) < t when t ∈ (t0 − ϵ, t0 + ϵ). If h∗(t0) < t0 − T̃ (t0), we have that

m(h∗(t0); t0) = h∗(t0). Then there exists a function h̃ such that h̃(t) = yt > h∗(t) when

t ∈ (t0 − ϵ, t0 + ϵ), and h̃(t) = h∗(t) when t /∈ (t0 − ϵ, t0 + ϵ), where yt is given in (3.21).
Then, we have that

V In
(
h̃, q∗

h̃

)
− V In (h∗, q∗h∗) =

∫ t0+ϵ

t0−ϵ

(
F−1
X

)′
(t) (m(yt; t)−m (h∗(t); t)) dt

=

∫ t0+ϵ

t0−ϵ

(
F−1
X

)′
(t) (yt − h∗(t)) dt > 0,

since yt > h∗(t) when t ∈ (t0 − ϵ, t0 + ϵ). This contradicts to the fact that h∗ is optimal

for problem (3.20). Similarly, if h∗(t0) > t0 − T̃ (t0), we have that m (h∗(t0); t0) = 0. With

the same ϵ, there exists a function h̃ such that h̃(t) = yt < h∗(t) when t ∈ (t0 − ϵ, t0 + ϵ).

Meanwhile, h̃(t) = h∗(t) when t /∈ (t0 − ϵ, t0 + ϵ). It is seen that

V In
(
h̃, q∗

h̃

)
− V In (h∗, q∗h∗) =

∫ t0+ϵ

t0−ϵ

(
F−1
X

)′
(t) (m(yt; t)−m (h∗(t); t)) dt

=

∫ t0+ϵ

t0−ϵ

(
F−1
X

)′
(t) (yt − 0) dt > 0,

which is a contradiction. Therefore, we have that h∗(t0) = t0 − T̃ (t0) for any t0 ∈ (0, 1)

when T̃ (t0) < t0.
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If T̃ (t0) ≥ t0, we show that h∗(t0) ≥ t0 − T̃ (t0). Suppose, by way of contradiction, that

h∗(t0) < t0 − T̃ (t0). Then m (h∗(t0); t0) = h∗(t0) < t0 − T̃ (t0) ≤ 0. Since T̃ (t0) ≥ t0, then

there is an arbitrary small ϵ > 0 such that T̃ (t) ≥ t on the interval (t0− ϵ, t0] or [t0, t0+ ϵ).

Assume that T̃ (t) ≥ t on (t0 − ϵ, t0]. There exists a function h̃ such that h̃(t) = yt > h∗(t)

when t ∈ (t0 − ϵ, t0], and h̃(t) = h∗(t) when t /∈ (t0 − ϵ, t0]. Therefore,

V In
(
h̃, q∗

h̃

)
− V In (h∗, q∗h∗) =

∫ t0

t0−ϵ

(
F−1
X

)′
(t) (m(yt; t)−m (h∗(t); t)) dt

=

∫ t0

t0−ϵ

(
F−1
X

)′
(t) (0−m (h∗(t); t)) dt > 0,

since m (h∗(t); t) < 0 when t ∈ (t0− ϵ, t0]. It is a contradiction. Hence, h∗(t0) ≥ t0− T̃ (t0).

We can derive a similar result if T̃ (t) ≥ t on [t0, t0 + ϵ). In short, we have

h∗(t0) = yt0

 = t0 − T̃ (t0), T̃ (t0) < t0,

≥ t0 − T̃ (t0), T̃ (t0) ≥ t0,
(3.22)

for any t0 ∈ [0, 1].

Then, we check the sufficient condition. Assume that h∗ is defined as in (3.22). Then,
for any other feasible solution h, we compare the insurer’s profit under h∗ and h. From the
structure of (3.20), we have

V In (h∗, q∗h∗)− V In (h, q∗h) =

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X

)′
(t) (t− T̃ (t))1{T̃ (t)<t}dt

−
∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X

)′
(t)h(t)

(
1{h(t)≤t−T̃ (t)}1{T̃ (t)<t}(t) + 1{h(t)<t−T̃ (t)}1{T̃ (t)=t}(t)

+ 1{h(t)<t−T̃ (t)}1{T̃ (t)>t}(t)

)
dt

=

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X

)′
(t)
(
t− T̃ (t)− h(t)1{h(t)≤t−T̃ (t))}

)
1{T̃ (t)<t}dt

−
∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X

)′
(t)h(t)

(
1{h(t)<t−T̃ (t)}1{T̃ (t)=t} + 1{h(t)<t−T̃ (t)}1{T̃ (t)>t}

)
dt, (3.23)

We analyze the terms separately. For the first integral in (3.23), we know that

t− T̃ (t)− h(t)1{h(t)≤t−T̃ (t)} =

{
t− T̃ (t), h(t) > t− T̃ (t)

t− T̃ (t)− h(t), h(t) ≤ t− T̃ (t)
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which is always nonnegative. For the second integral, if T̃ (t) = t, then

−h(t)1{h(t)<t−T̃ (t)} = −h(t)1{h(t)<0} ≥ 0.

If T̃ (t) > t, then t− T̃ (t) < 0, and thus

−h(t)1{h(t)<t−T̃ (t)} ≥ 0.

Thus, both terms in (3.23) are nonnegative for all t ∈ [0, 1] which means the integrand is
nonnegative pointwise. Therefore, the difference in profit is nonnegative:

V In (h∗, q∗h∗) ≥ V In (h, q∗h) .

Hence, h∗ maximizes the insurer’s profit functional. This completes the sufficiency proof.

Additionally, when h∗ is given as in (3.22), we can characterize the structure of the
critical sets. In particular, we observe:

A1 (h
∗) ∪ (A2 (h

∗) ∩ B1) = ∅ ∪ {t : h∗(t) = t− T̃ (t) > 0} = {t : t− T̃ (t) > 0},

A2 (h
∗) ∩ B2 = {t : h∗(t) = t− T̃ (t) = 0},

and

(A2 (h
∗) ∩ B3) ∪ A3 (h

∗) = {t : h∗(t) = t− T̃ (t) < 0} ∪ {t : h∗(t) > t− T̃ (t)}
= {t : h∗(t) > t− T̃ (t) = 0} ∪ {t : T̃ (t) > t}

Using these classifications, the derivative of the optimal indemnity-induced premium func-
tion q∗h∗ given in (3.19) becomes

(q∗h∗)
′ (t) =


0, T̃ (t) < t,

ϕh(t) ∈
[
0,
(
F−1
X

)′
(t)
]
, t ∈ {z : h∗(z) = z − T̃ (z) = 0}(

F−1
X

)′
(t) t ∈ {z : h∗(z) > z − T̃ (z) = 0} ∪ {z : T̃ (z) > z}.

By the relationship g̃∗(t) = t − h∗(t), the the optimal h∗ leads to the optimal premium
distortion function g̃∗, given by

g̃∗(t) =

 T̃ (t), T̃ (t) < t,

∈
[
0, T̃ (t)

]
, T̃ (t) ≥ t.

(3.24)
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The formula in (3.24) provides a pointwise characterization of the optimal premium
structure. Since g̃∗ is itself a distortion function, it must satisfy the properties out-
lined in Definition 4.2.1, namely g̃∗(0) = 0, g̃∗(1) = 1, and it is increasing and differ-

entiable. Thus, in the case T̃ (t) ≥ t, these constraints further refine the admissible values

of
[
sup {z < t : g̃∗(z)} , T̃ (t)

]
. Therefore,

g̃∗(t) =

 T̃ (t), T̃ (t) < t,

∈
[
sup {z < t : g̃∗(z)} , T̃ (t)

]
, T̃ (t) ≥ t.

(3.25)

The optimal retention quantile q∗ as a function of the distortion premium function g∗ can
be derived by

(
q∗g∗
)′
(t) =


0, T̃ (t) < t,

ϕg∗(t) ∈
[
0,
(
F−1
X

)′
(t)
]
, t ∈ {z : g̃∗(z) = T̃ (z) = z},(

F−1
X

)′
(t), t ∈ {z : g̃∗(z) < T̃ (z) = z} ∪ {z : T̃ (z) > z}.

This completes the proof.

The above theorem characterizes the Bowley-optimal distortion premium structure un-
der the assumption that policyholders evaluate contracts using a distortion risk measure.
It shows that the Bowley-optimal solution is not unique: any premium distortion func-
tion satisfying the condition in (3.14), together with the optimal indemnity choice defined

by (3.15), yields the highest possible profit for the insurer. When T̃ (t) < t, we have

g̃∗(t) = T̃ (t) and
(
q∗g∗
)′
(t) = 0, which implies

g∗(t) = T (t).

In this case, any additional loss is fully transferred to the insurer, meaning the policyholder
receives full insurance coverage. This situation corresponds to higher risk aversion on the
part of the policyholder, and the optimal pricing distortion exactly reflects the policy-
holder’s preferences. When T̃ (t) > t (or equivalently T (t) < t), some flexibility is allowed
in the choice of g∗, and we have

(
q∗g∗
)′
(t) =

(
F−1
X

)′
(t). Any distortion function satisfying

g̃∗(t) ∈
[
sup {z < t : g̃∗(z) < z} , T̃ (t)

]
is admissible, and this interval ensures the overall distortion function g̃∗ (or equivalently
g∗) remains increasing to satisfy feasibility. In this case, incremental losses are retained
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by the policyholder. In the borderline case where T̃ (t) = t, any distortion function that
preserves monotonicity and any quantile that is uniformly continuous will result in the
same insurer profit.

Furthermore, the maximum profit attainable by the insurer, consistent with the defini-
tion of Bowley optimality in Definition 3.2.2, is given by:

V In
(
g∗, q∗g∗

)
=

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X

)′
(t) (t− 1 + T (1− t)) 1{1−t<T (1−t)} dt

=

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X

)′
(1− t) (T (t)− t) 1{T (t)>t} dt. (3.26)

It is observed that the Bowley-optimal profit given in (3.26) depends entirely on the poli-
cyholder’s risk characteristics. When two policyholders share the same risk attitude, i.e.,
they use the same distortion function T , but differ in their underlying risk distributions,
the one with a riskier distribution in the sense of the first stochastic order (i.e., a larger loss
distribution FX(x) for any x ∈ [0,M ]) generates a higher profit for the insurer. Conversely,
for fixed risk distributions, a more risk-averse policyholder—reflected by a more concave
distortion function T—also yields greater profit for the insurer.

The following result provides a characterization of the Bowley-optimal insurance in-
demnity function when the solution is expressed in terms of the quantile function.

Lemma 3.4.1. The contract
(
g∗, q∗g∗

)
is optimal to problem (3.13) if and only if (g∗, I∗g∗)

is optimal to problem (3.12), where I∗g∗(t) = t− q∗g∗(FX(t)).

Proof. This is similar to the proof of Lemma 3.3.2.

The result in Theorem 3.4.1 shows that the Bowley-optimal insurance contract (g∗, q∗g∗),
consists of an optimal pricing distortion g∗ given in (3.14), and the corresponding optimal
retention quantile q∗g∗ , given in (3.15). An important implication of this result is that
the optimal indemnity, or equivalently, the optimal retention quantile, depends on both
the risk distribution FX and the policyholder’s risk attitude T. In contrast, the optimal
distortion function g∗ depends only on the policyholder’s risk attitude T. This underscores
that a policyholder’s perception and response to risk play a pivotal role in determining the
structure of the optimal premium principle—regardless of the underlying loss distribution.
Therefore, incorporating a detailed discussion of the policyholder’s risk attitude is crucial.

In what follows, we present several examples that illustrate how the optimal insurance
contract evolves under different risk attitudes, as captured by various forms of the distor-
tion function T . These examples highlight the flexibility and generality of our approach,
demonstrating its ability to accommodate a broader range of risk preferences compared to
existing frameworks in the literature.
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3.4.1 Extension of the Work in Cheung et al. (2019)

The cases of policyholders who exhibit strict risk aversion or who act as Value-at-Risk
minimizers are thoroughly analyzed in Cheung et al. (2019). Our results in this paper
fully encompass and extend those findings. Specifically, the framework we develop not only
recovers the optimal contracts identified in Cheung et al. (2019) for these two types of
policyholders but also generalizes the analysis to a broader class of distortion-based risk
attitudes.

Example 3.4.1 (Concave distortion). Suppose the policyholder’s distortion function T (t)

is concave on [0, 1]. Then the conjugate distortion function T̃ (t) = 1− T (1− t) is convex.

In particular, we have T̃ (t) ≤ t for all t ∈ (0, 1). As a result, a Bowley-optimal conjugate
pricing distortion function is given by

g̃∗(t) = T̃ (t) for all t ∈ (0, 1),

and hence the optimal distortion function for pricing is

g∗(t) = T (t) for all t ∈ [0, 1].

An optimal retention function is flat: (
q∗g∗
)′
(t) ≡ 0,

which implies that the optimal indemnity function satisfies

I∗g∗(x) = x, for x ∈ [0,M ].

That is, the insurer offers full insurance under the Bowley-optimal contract.

When a concave distortion function is used to define the distortion risk measure—reflecting
that the policyholder is strictly risk-averse—our result shows that full insurance is optimal
in the sense of Bowley optimality for such individuals. We observe that, in this case, the
policyholder is indifferent to participating. Indeed,

ρ(X − I∗g∗(X) + πg∗(I
∗
g∗(X))) = πg∗(X) =

∫
X dg∗ ◦ P =

∫
X dT ◦ P = ρ(X).

On the other hand, the insurer’s profit in (3.26) becomes

V In
(
g∗, q∗g∗

)
=

∫ 1

0

(
F−1
X

)′
(1− t) (T (t)− t) dt.

That is, the insurer’s profit increases as the policyholder becomes more risk-averse — that
is, as the function T becomes more concave.
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Example 3.4.2 (Value-at-Risk). Suppose the policyholder minimizes a Value-at-Risk mea-
sure at confidence level α ∈ (0, 1). This corresponds to the indicator distortion function:

T (t) = 1(1−α,1](t).

Then the conjugate distortion is given by T̃ (t) = 1[α,1](t). Hence, the Bowley-optimal con-
jugate distortion for pricing becomes:

g̃∗(t) = T̃ (t) = 0, for t < α,

and using the definition g∗(t) = 1− g̃∗(1− t), we get

g∗(t) = 1, for t > 1− α.

This implies that an optimal marginal retention function satisfies

(
q∗g∗
)′
(t) =

 0, t < α.(
F−1
X

)′
(t), t ≥ α

Therefore, the insurer provides insurance according to

Ĩ∗g∗(x) =

{
x, x < F−1

X (α),

F−1
X (α), x ≥ F−1

X (α).

This result illustrates that, under Value-at-Risk minimization, the Bowley-optimal con-
tract takes the form of a coverage limit contract, providing full insurance on the lower tail
of the loss distribution (i.e., for losses below the α−quantile) while leaving the upper tail
uninsured.

The results presented in Examples 3.4.1 and 3.4.2 are also established in Cheung et al.
(2019), where the policyholder is assumed to evaluate risk using either a concave distortion
function or by minimizing Value-at-Risk. In both cases, the resulting premium structure
coincides with that derived in our setting. In particular, when the policyholder’s preference
is modeled by a concave distortion function, the outcome in Example 3.4.1 aligns with
Cheung et al. (2019, Theorem 3.1, case γ = 0). Similarly, the result in Example 3.4.2,
where the distortion corresponds to a Value-at-Risk measure, is consistent with Cheung
et al. (2019, Theorem 3.5, case γ = 0).

The following example provides another solution to the Bowley optimization problem
in a setting where the distortion function does not fall into the special cases commonly
studied in the literature. In particular, we assume that the policyholder places greater
weight on the tail of the risk distribution, reflecting heightened concern for extreme losses.
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Example 3.4.3 (ISSD). Suppose the policyholder evaluates risk using a distortion risk
measure with the following distortion function:

T (t) =
tθ

(tθ + (1− t)θ)
1
θ

,

where θ = 0.55. It is observed that, T̃ (t) < t if t > t0 = 0.6931, and T̃ (t) ≥ t if t ≤ t0.
Therefore, the conjugate of the optimal pricing distortion satisfies

g̃∗(t) = T̃ (t), for t > t0.

The quantile of the marginal retention, given the premium is determined by g∗,

(
q∗g∗
)′
(t) =


(
F−1
X

)′
(t), t ≤ t0

0, t > t0.

By Lemma 3.3.2, the optimal indemnity function is

I∗g∗(t) = t− q∗g∗(FX(t)) =

 0, x ≤ F−1
X (t0).

x− F−1
X (t0), x > F−1

X (t0).

This example demonstrates that when the policyholder is more concerned with extreme
losses, the deductible contract becomes Bowley-optimal. The deductible level in this case
depends on both the risk distribution FX and the policyholder’s attitude toward risk, as
reflected by the turning point of ISSD.

3.5 Conclusion

This chapter focuses on Stackelberg equilibria (also known as Bowley optima) in monopo-
listic, centralized, sequential-move insurance markets, where policyholders exhibit varying
risk preferences and purchase different types of insurance contracts, as introduced in Chap-
ter 2. Specifically, we depart from the assumption in Chapter 2 that premiums are based
on the expected value of the indemnity. Instead, we assume that premiums are determined
using a Choquet integral, which distorts probabilities to assign different weights across the
distribution of risk. To model policyholder preferences, we adopt the distortion risk mea-
sure, under which each policyholder evaluates risk by applying a personalized distortion

70



function that assigns different weights to outcomes. This framework is consistent with the
setting considered in Cheung et al. (2019). In contrast to Chapter 2, where the indemnity
function is restricted to specific forms—such as deductible or coinsurance contracts—we
relax this constraint by allowing a broader class of indemnity functions. This is made
possible by the flexibility of the distortion risk measure, which serves as the core tool for
modeling decision-making in this framework.

To achieve the Stackelberg equilibrium in our setting, we employ the Quantile Ap-
proach. This method requires that the underlying risk variable has a strictly increasing
cumulative distribution function. The equilibrium contract is derived through a two-step
optimization procedure. In the first step, we determine the optimal indemnity function for
a given pricing distortion. We show that a layered insurance contract emerges as optimal.
Specifically, if the distortion function used for pricing is lower than that used to model the
policyholder’s risk attitude, then any marginal increase in loss will be fully covered by the
insurer. In contrast, if the pricing distortion is higher than the policyholder’s distortion
function, then any marginal increase in loss will be entirely retained by the policyholder,
implying that no insurance coverage is provided in that region.

In the second step, we determine the optimal pricing distortion, given that the policy-
holder selects the optimal insurance contract identified in the first step. We find that the
structure of the Bowley-optimal premium is highly sensitive to the policyholder’s risk pref-
erences. For instance, if the policyholder is strictly risk averse—represented by a concave
distortion function in the distortion risk measure—the optimal pricing distortion coincides
with the policyholder’s own distortion function. In contrast, if the policyholder evaluates
risk using Value-at-Risk, the Bowley-optimal pricing distortion becomes an indicator func-
tion that equals one above a certain threshold, relating to the chosen VaR confidence level.
These two special cases are also discussed in Cheung et al. (2019). However, our frame-
work is more general. We can accommodate a broader class of policyholder preferences,
as long as they are represented by a distortion risk measure. This includes, for example,
inverse-S shaped distortion functions, which reflect greater sensitivity to extreme outcomes
and are consistent with the empirical behavior of individuals under risk.
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Chapter 4

Hidden Risk Attitudes

4.1 Introduction

In this chapter, we examine a monopolistic insurance market under hidden information.
The issue of imperfect information in insurance markets was first addressed inRothschild
and Stiglitz (1976), where the authors demonstrated that the presence or absence of per-
fect information significantly influences market equilibrium. In particular, under perfect
information in a competitive market with multiple insurers and zero-profit conditions, full
insurance is typically provided to policyholders. However, when information is imperfect,
a separating equilibrium may arise—meaning that individuals with different risk types are
offered different insurance contracts tailored to their characteristics. This type of equilib-
rium structure under imperfect information is also studied in alternative insurance settings
by Young and Browne (2000), where policyholders are assumed to make decisions based
on the Dual Utility (DU) theory of Yaari (1987). The subsequent work Stiglitz (1977)
examines imperfect information in a monopolistic insurance market, where a single insurer
operates without price competition and is able to earn strictly positive profits. In such a
market, if information is perfect, the insurer offers full insurance and extracts the entire
surplus, leaving the policyholder indifferent between participating and not participating.
Under imperfect information, however, the equilibrium differs from the full-information
case and typically takes the form of a separating equilibrium.

Building on the findings of Stiglitz (1977), a large body of literature has explored
how imperfect information affects monopolistic insurance markets. In both Rothschild
and Stiglitz (1976) and Stiglitz (1977), the analysis is restricted to two types of insur-
ance policyholders. The work of Chade and Schlee (2012) extends this framework to a
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continuum of policyholder types. Many key properties observed in the two-type case are
preserved in the continuum setting. For instance, full insurance is provided to the highest-
risk type, while the lowest-risk type receives a contract that leaves them indifferent between
participating and not participating. Moreover, the extension to a continuum of types offers
greater flexibility for analyzing the structure of equilibrium contracts. Chade and Schlee
(2012) shows that, under mild conditions and assuming a smooth distribution of types, the
premium function exhibits a backward-S shape with respect to the amount of coverage. In
a related study, Chade and Schlee (2020) investigates how the structure of costs affects
the equilibrium contract. Specifically, when a provision cost is introduced—rather than
modeling costs as the expected indemnity—the market may exhibit a pooling equilibrium,
and in some cases, there may be no gains from trade at all. Gershkov et al. (2023)
presents a significant extension in the study of asymmetric information in monopolistic
insurance markets. The authors move beyond the binary-distributed risk assumption by
allowing the loss random variable to follow a continuous distribution. Furthermore, they
analyze this framework under the assumption that policyholders are Dual Utility (DU)
maximizers. A separating equilibrium is derived under certain conditions, and commonly
used indemnity structures—such as deductible and policy limit contracts—are shown to
emerge as optimal under specific circumstances.

Another key insight from Stiglitz (1977) is that in a monopoly setting, not only the
distribution of risk types but also the risk preferences of policyholders influence the market
equilibrium. In contrast, in a competitive market, only the distribution of risk types affects
the equilibrium outcome. Motivated by this observation, Landsberger and Meilijson
(1994) study how imperfect information about risk attitudes affects the equilibrium when
policyholders are expected-utility maximizers sharing the same risk distribution. Boonen
and Zhang (2021) examine this effect under the framework of distortion risk measures.

In this work, we extend these results to a monopolistic market with a continuum of
policyholder types. Specifically, the market consists of a risk-neutral, profit-maximizing
insurer and policyholders with Yaari’s dual utility (DU) preferences. Each policyholder
faces an insurable loss with a known continuous distribution, but the insurer cannot ob-
serve the policyholder’s risk attitude. Instead, the risk attitude—captured by a distor-
tion function—is drawn from a continuum of types. We characterize the optimal (profit-
maximizing), incentive-compatible, and individually rational menu of insurance contracts.
Under suitable regularity conditions, we show that the optimal menu can be characterized
via the marginal loss retention for each type, resulting in a layered deductible contract.
Each layer in this structure is determined by the policyholder’s risk type. Notably, such
layered indemnity structures are frequently observed in real-world insurance markets.

In addition, and following Chade and Schlee (2020), we examine the effect of insur-
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ance provision costs on equilibria in our monopoly market with DU policyholder. Specifi-
cally, we assume that in addition to the expected insurance indemnification payment, the
insurer incurs “friction costs”, such as claims processing costs, administrative expenses,
actuarial loading, etc. Moreover, we characterize incentive-efficient menus of contracts in
the context of an arbitrary type space. We show that individually rational and incentive
compatible contracts that are Pareto optimal can be achieved by maximizing a social wel-
fare function that accounts for hidden types. While it is difficult to solve such a problem
in the general case, we are able to provide a crisp characterization of solutions under a few
assumptions.

The rest of this chapter is structured as follows. Section 4.2 presents our market model
and formulates the problem. Section 4.3 characterizes the set of individually rational and
incentive compatible menus of contracts. Section 4.4 characterizes optimal menus and
separating equilibria, and examines properties thereof. In Section 4.5 we study the effects
of friction costs on the structure of equilibria, and in Section 4.6 we examine Pareto-optimal
menus of contracts. Finally, Section 4.7 concludes.

4.2 The Insurance Market

4.2.1 Setup

We consider a one-period monopoly insurance market in which an policyholder is subject
to an insurable loss and seeks insurance coverage from a monopolistic insurer, in exchange
for a premium payment. We assume that the loss random variable X is an element of
B(Σ), the space of bounded and Σ-measurable real-valued functions on a given probability
space (S,Σ,P), with range [0,M ], for someM < +∞, and cumulative distribution function
FX(x) := P (X ≤ x).

The monopolistic insurer is assumed to be risk-neutral, who aims to maximize profit.
The policyholder behaves according to the Dual Utility (DU) framework of Yaari (1987),
in which risk aversion is entirely captured by the policyholder’s probability weighting func-
tion, also referred to as a distortion function.

Definition 4.2.1. A function g : [0, 1] → [0, 1] is called a distortion function if it satisfies
the following conditions:

1. g(0) = 0 and g(1) = 1;

2. g is increasing on [0, 1].
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Let W be a bounded random variable. The dual utility of W is the Choquet integral
of W with respect to the distorted probability measure g ◦ P, given by

DU(W ) =

∫
W dg ◦ P :=

∫ +∞

0

g(1− P(W ≤ x)) dx+

∫ 0

−∞
[g(1− P(W ≤ x))− 1] dx

= −
∫
R
x dg (1− FW (x))

(4.1)

By basic properties of the Choquet integral (e.g., Denneberg (1994)), DU is monotone,
positively homogeneous, and translation-invariant. In particular,

DU(W + c) = DU(W ) + c,

for any constant c ∈ R.

The policyholder can purchase insurance coverage I(X) against X, satisfying 0 ≤
I(X) ≤ X, from the insurer at a premium p. The policyholder’s resulting end-of-period
wealth is given by

−p−X + I(X) = −p−R(X),

where R(X) = X − I(X) ≥ 0 is the part of the loss that is not covered by the insurer, and
hence retained by the policyholder. We refer to R(X) as the retained loss. The resulting
utility of the policyholder is then given by

DU(−p−R(X)) = −p+DU(−R(X))

= −p+

∫ 0

−∞
[g(1− P(−R(X) ≤ x))− 1] dx

= −p+

∫ 0

−∞
[g(P(R(X) ≤ −x))− 1] dx

= −p−
∫ +∞

0

[1− g(P(R(X) ≤ x))] dx.

= −p−
∫ M

0

[1− g(P(R(X) ≤ x))] dx.

We use the convention that U(X, 0) denotes the utility of wealth in the absence of insurance.
That is,

U(X, 0) = DU(−X) = −
∫ M

0

[1− g(FX(x))] dx.
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By a classical result of Quiggin (1993) and Chateauneuf and Cohen (1994), the
functional DU in (4.1) is weakly risk averse if and only if g(s) ≤ s, for all s ∈ [0, 1]. See
Ghossoub and He (2021) for more about risk aversion in Rank-Dependent Utility Theory
and Dual Utility Theory. We make this assumption all throughout.

Assumption 4.2.1 (Risk Aversion). The distortion function g is differentiable and weakly
risk averse, that is, g(s) ≤ s for all s ∈ [0, 1].

Following Quiggin (1993) and Ghossoub and He (2021), the quantity

∆(W ) := E[W ]−DU(W )

is called the risk premium associated with the random variable W , and weak risk aversion
was shown to be equivalent to a nonnegative risk premium. Hence, an implication of weak
risk aversion is that

DU(X) ≤ DU(E[X]) = E[X],

and we therefore obtain the following immediate result.

Proposition 4.2.1. If g satisfies Assumption 4.2.1, then U(X, 0) ≤ −E[X].

The insurer is a risk-neutral expected-utility maximizer. After receiving the premium
payment p from the policyholder in exchange for a promised indemnity payment of I(X),
the end-of-period wealth of the insurer is given by

p− I(X) = p− (X −R(X)),

resulting in an expected utility of

p− E[X −R(X)],

which is also the insurer’s expected profit from the contractual agreement.

4.2.2 Hidden Risk Attitudes

In our setting, the monopolistic insurer is able to observe the distribution of the loss
random variable X, but not the risk attitude of the policyholder. Specifically, we assume
that the policyholder’s type θ is drawn from a continuum of types Θ =

[
θ, θ
]
⊂ R+, and

it determines the distortion function gθ used in the policyholder’s utility function

DUθ(·) =
∫

· d gθ ◦ P.
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We assume that θ has a density function f(θ) with a corresponding cumulative distribution
function F (θ) over Θ, and survival function F (θ) = 1− F (θ). Hence, the utility of wealth
for a policyholder of type θ ∈ Θ in the absence of insurance is given by

Uθ(X, 0) := DUθ(−X) = −
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))] dx. (4.2)

Furthermore, we assume that the type space Θ is ordered, with larger values of θ
indicating a more risk-averse attitude. That is, by Ghossoub and He (2021), if θ1 ≤ θ2,
then gθ1(s) ≥ gθ2(s), for all s ∈ [0, 1]. Specifically, we make the following additional
assumption about the collection {gθ}θ∈Θ.

Assumption 4.2.2. The family {gθ}θ∈Θ of distortion functions satisfies the following:

1. Continuity in Types: {gθ}θ∈Θ is uniformly Lipschitz continuous in θ, with common
Lipschitz coefficient c < +∞.

2. Ordered Type Space: ∂gθ(s)
∂θ

≤ 0 for s ∈ (0, 1).

Examples that satisfy such conditions include the quadratic distortion function gθ(s) =
θs2 + (1− θ)s for θ ∈ [0, 1], and the class gθ(s) =

s
1+θ(1−s)

for θ ∈ [0, 1], for instance.

To mitigate the potential loss, a policyholder of type θ will purchase an insurance
contract at a cost of pθ. The retained loss is Rθ(X) = X−Iθ(X), where Iθ is the indemnity
schedule offered by the insurer. The policyholder’s resulting end-of-period utility of wealth
is given by

Uθ (Rθ, pθ) = −pθ −
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (P [Rθ(X) ≤ x])] dx. (4.3)

It is customary in the literature to restrict the set of feasible indemnity schedules offered
in the market to those functions I : [0,M ] → [0,M ] that satisfy 0 ≤ I(X) ≤ X, and are
such that both I(X) and R(X) = X − I(X) are non-decreasing functions of X. This
restriction, often referred to as the no-sabotage condition (e.g., Carlier and Dana (2003,
2005)) is meant to prevent ex post moral hazard that might result from the policyholder’s
misreporting of the true vaue of the realized loss X (e.g., Huberman et al. (1983)).

Note that any indemnity function I : [0,M ] → [0,M ] that satisfies the no-sabotage con-
dition is a non-decreasing and 1-Lipschitz function (e.g., (Denneberg, 1994, Proposition
4.5)), and consequently so is the associated retention function R. Henceforth, we make the
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assumption that the market only offers indemnity functions that satisfy the no-sabotage
condition. Hence, the set of ex ante admissible indemnity functions is given by

IL :=
{
I : [0,M ] → [0,M ]

∣∣∣ I(0) = 0, 0 ≤ I(x1)− I(x2) ≤ x1 − x2, ∀ 0 ≤ x2 ≤ x1 ≤ M
}
.

(4.4)

Remark 5. Let C[0,M ] denote the set of all continuous functions on [0,M ] (and thus
bounded), equipped with the supnorm ∥ · ∥sup. Note that IL is a uniformly bounded subset
of C[0,M ] consisting of Lipschitz-continuous functions [0,M ] → [0,M ], with common
Lipschitz constant K = 1. Therefore, IL is equicontinuous, and hence compact by the
Arzelà-Ascoli Theorem (Dunford and Schwartz, 1958, Theorem IV.6.7).

Since Lipschitz-continuous functions are absolutely continuous, we can equivalently
restrict the set of feasible retention functions to the set

RL :=
{
R : [0,M ] → [0,M ]

∣∣∣ R(0) = 0, 0 ≤ ∂R(x)

∂x
≤ 1,∀x ∈ [0,M ], a.e.

}
. (4.5)

Hence, a contract consists of a feasible indemnity function (equivalently, a feasible retention
function) and an associated premium.

Definition 4.2.2. A contract is a pair (R, p) ∈ RL × R+.

4.2.3 Problem Formulation

For the risk-neutral insurer, the profit from providing a contract (Rθ, pθ) to a policyholder
of type θ is

π (Rθ, pθ) := pθ − E [X −Rθ(X)] = pθ − E[X] +

∫ M

0

[1− FX (x)]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx, (4.6)

and the expected profit resulting from offering a menu of contracts (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ is

V
(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
:=

∫
Θ

π (Rθ, pθ) dF (θ). (4.7)

To incentivize the policyholder to participate in the market, we require individual ra-
tionality. Additionally, to ensure that policyholder reveals their true type θ and selects
contracts that match their preferences, the menu of insurance contracts must also satisfy
incentive compatibility.
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Definition 4.2.3. A menu of contracts (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ RΘ
L × RΘ

+ is said to be:

1. Individually rational (IR) if Uθ (Rθ, pθ) ≥ Uθ (X, 0), for all θ ∈ Θ.

2. Incentive compatible (IC) if Uθ (Rθ, pθ) ≥ Uθ (Rθ′ , pθ′), for all θ, θ′ ∈ Θ.

Let IR and IC denote the set of all IR and IC menus, and note that both sets are convex,
by linearity of Uθ in (4.3). Consequently IR ∩ IC is a convex set.

As the monopolist in the insurance market, the insurer aims to offer a menu that
maximizes expected profit. Our goal is therefore to identify the set of all profit-maximizing
IR and IC menus of contracts (R∗

θ, p
∗
θ)θ∈Θ. That is, we wish to solve the following problem.

Problem 1.
(R∗

θ, p
∗
θ)θ∈Θ ∈ argmax

(Rθ,pθ)θ∈Θ∈IR∩IC
V
(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
.

4.3 Characterization of IR and IC Menus

In this section, we present preliminary results about individually rational and incentive
compatible menus. These results provide an intuitive understanding of how the contract
influences the insurer’s expected profit and what the optimal menu could look like.

We first note an immediate implication of the definition of individual rationality.

Proposition 4.3.1. A menu of contracts (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IR if and only if for each θ ∈ Θ,
Rθ ∈ RL and

pθ ≤
∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))]

(
1− ∂Rθ(x)

∂x

)
dx. (4.8)

Proof. Consider a contract (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ RΘ
L × RΘ

+. If (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IR, then for each
θ ∈ Θ,

−
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))] dx = Uθ (X, 0) ≤ Uθ (Rθ, pθ)

= −pθ −
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx,

implying that

pθ ≤
∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))]

(
1− ∂Rθ(x)

∂x

)
dx.

The converse follows similarly.
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The next result provides necessary conditions for incentive compatibility. It offers a
clear characterization of the premium structure and the insurer’s profit, when the policy-
holder truthfully reveals their information.

Proposition 4.3.2. If (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IC, then the following two properties hold:

1. For any θ ∈ Θ, the premium pθ is of the form

pθ = pθ +

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx −

∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX (x))

∂s

∂Rs(x)

∂x
dxds

−
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx,

(4.9)

where pθ ∈ R+ is arbitrary.

2. The insurer’s expected profit is given by

V
(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
= pθ +

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

− E[X]−
∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

Jθ(x)
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

)
f(θ)dθ,

(4.10)

where

Jθ(x) := FX(x)− gθ (FX (x)) +
F (θ)

f(θ)

∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ
. (4.11)

Proof. The utility for policyholder of type θ with contract (Rθ, pθ) in (4.3) can be written
as

Uθ (Rθ, pθ) = −pθ −
∫ Rθ(M)

0

1− gθ (P [Rθ(X) ≤ x]) dx

= −pθ −
∫ Rθ(M)

0

1− gθ
(
FX

(
R−1

θ (x)
))

dx

= −pθ −
∫ M

0

1− gθ (FX (x)) dRθ(x)

= −pθ −
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx, (4.12)
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where R−1
θ (x) = sup{z : Rθ(z) ≤ x}. Similarly, for the contract (Rθ′ , pθ′) , we have,

Uθ (Rθ′ , pθ′) = −pθ′ −
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ′(x)

∂x
dx.

Note that Uθ (Rθ′ , pθ′) is Lipschitz continuous in θ, and hence absolutely continuous in θ,
since∣∣∣∣∣∂Uθ (Rθ′ , pθ′)

∂θ

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∫ M

0

∣∣∣∣∣∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ

∂Rθ′(x)

∂x

∣∣∣∣∣dx ≤
∫ M

0

∣∣∣∣∣∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ

∣∣∣∣∣dx ≤ cM < +∞,

where the second inequality holds since Rθ ∈ RL, and the third inequality holds by As-
sumption 4.2.2(1).

Then by the envelope theorem (e.g., Milgrom and Segal (2002, Theorem 2)), if
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IC, then for any θ ∈ Θ,

Uθ (Rθ, pθ) = Uθ (Rθ, pθ) +

∫ θ

θ

∂Us′(Rs, ps)

∂s′

∣∣∣∣
s′=s

ds

= −pθ −
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx+

∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX (x))

∂s

∂Rs(x)

∂x
dx ds.

(4.13)

Equating (4.12) and (4.13), it follows that

pθ = pθ +

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx−

∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX (x))

∂s

∂Rs(x)

∂x
dxds

−
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx.

Substituting the above expression for the premium pθ into (4.6), the insurer’s expected
profit given in (4.7) becomes

V
(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
=

∫ θ

θ

π (Rθ, pθ) f(θ)dθ

= pθ +

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx− E[X]
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−
∫ θ

θ

(∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX (x))

∂s

∂Rs(x)

∂x
dxds+

∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

)
f(θ)dθ

= pθ +

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx− E[X]−

∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

)
f(θ)dθ

+

(∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX (x))

∂s

∂Rs(x)

∂x
dxdsF (θ)

)∣∣∣∣θ=θ

θ=θ

−
∫ θ

θ

F (θ)

∫ M

0

∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ

∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dxdθ

= pθ +

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx− E[X]

−
∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

∂Rθ(x)

∂x

(
FX(x)− gθ (FX (x)) +

F (θ)

f(θ)

∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ

)
dx

)
f(θ)dθ

= pθ +

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx− E[X]−

∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

∂Rθ(x)

∂x
Jθ(x)dx

)
f(θ)dθ,

where Jθ(x) := FX(x)− gθ (FX (x)) + F (θ)
f(θ)

∂gθ(FX(x))
∂θ

.

An important implication of (4.9) is that if (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IC, then for a given type
θ ∈ Θ, the premium pθ is fully determined by the choice of pθ, the premium payment of the
lowest type (the least risk averse), and the contracts Rs, for all types s ≤ θ. Such reasonable
type-dependent nonlinear pricing schedules are also examined in Stiglitz (1977) and
subsequently applied to other screening problems, as seen in Chade and Schlee (2012),
Boonen and Zhang (2021), and Gershkov et al. (2023), for instance. The proof of
Proposition 4.3.2 reveals that the representation of pθ given in (4.9) depends solely on the
incentive compatibility condition. It conveys the policyholders’ true information—reflected
through their choice of contract and corresponding utility—to the insurer. The insurer then
reassesses their potential expected profit from such transactions based on this information.
Further, the profit expression in (4.10) reveals that, for any given θ and x, the profit is a

monotonic function of the marginal retention function ∂Rθ(x)
∂x

, and the optimal value can
then be identified by analyzing the sign of Jθ(x). A detailed analysis of this will be provided
in the next section.

When policyholders exhibit different attitudes toward risk, their demand for insurance
varies accordingly. A highly risk-averse individual is more inclined to purchase a contract
that covers a larger portion of potential random losses, thereby retaining less risk than a
less risk-averse individual. For example, consider two types of individuals, θ1 and θ2, where
θ1 < θ2. If only one type of contract, (Rθ2 , pθ2), which provides high coverage at a high
premium, is offered, individuals of type θ2 may choose to purchase it. However, individuals
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of type θ1 may be more comfortable with the risk and unwilling to pay a high premium
for extensive coverage. Conversely, if only (Rθ1 , pθ1), which provides low coverage at a low
premium, is available, type θ1 individuals will participate, but type θ2 individuals—who
are more risk-averse and willing to pay more for greater coverage—would be underserved.
In this case, offering separate contracts tailored to each individual type improves overall
welfare. If type θ1 individuals receive (Rθ1 , pθ1) and type θ2 individuals receive (Rθ2 , pθ2),
this design ensures that each policyholder benefits. When the coverage level of a menu
of contracts (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ follows such a monotonic structure for any level of risk, meaning
that more risk-averse individuals receive greater coverage, thereby retaining less loss, we
say that the {Rθ}θ∈Θ is submodular. This concept is formally defined as follows.

Definition 4.3.1. A collection {Rθ}θ∈Θ of retention functions is submodular if ∂Rθ(x)
∂x

is
non-increasing in θ for all x ∈ [0,M ].

Combined with Proposition 4.3.2, the submodularity of the retention function allows
us to derive a necessary and sufficient condition for a menu to be IC, as shown in the
following result.

Proposition 4.3.3. If {Rθ}θ∈Θ is submodular, then the menu (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IC if and only
if {pθ}θ∈Θ satisfies (4.9).

Proof. The “only if” part follows directly from Proposition 4.3.2. For the other direction,
note first that for any θ < θ′, we have

Uθ (Rθ′ , pθ′) = −pθ′ −
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ′(x)

∂x
dx

= −pθ −
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx+

∫ θ′

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX (x))

∂s

∂Rs(x)

∂x
dxds

+

∫ M

0

[gθ (FX (x))− gθ′ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ′(x)

∂x
dx

= −pθ −
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx+

∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX (x))

∂s

∂Rs(x)

∂x
dxds

+

∫ θ′

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX (x))

∂s

∂Rs(x)

∂x
dxds−

∫ M

0

∫ θ′

θ

∂gs (FX (x))

∂s
ds

∂Rθ′(x)

∂x
dx

= Uθ (Rθ, pθ) +

∫ θ′

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX (x))

∂s

∂Rs(x)

∂x
dxds−

∫ θ′

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX (x))

∂s

∂Rθ′(x)

∂x
dsdx

≤ Uθ (Rθ, pθ) ,
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where the second equality follows from the expression for tθ′ in (4.9), while the fourth
equality is based on the expression for Uθ (Rθ, pθ) in (4.13), when pθ satisfies (4.9). Lastly,

the inequality follows from Assumption 4.2.2 and the fact that ∂Rθ(x)
∂x

≤ ∂Rθ′ (x)
∂x

for any
θ < θ′ given that R is submodular. Similarly, we can show that Uθ′ (Rθ, pθ) ≤ Uθ′ (Rθ′ , pθ′) .
Thus, the menu is IC.

The necessary part of this corollary is obvious from Proposition 4.3.2. The sufficient
part holds when R is monotone with the risk type. This corollary indicates that an IC
menu is equivalent to any insurance menu with monotonic insurance coverage and premium
determined by (4.9). This aligns with the condition for a submodular retention function
to be an IC menu when the hidden information is the loss distribution ratrher than the
policyholder’s level of risk aversion. This is characterized in Gershkov et al. (2023,
Proposition 1(ii)). Notably, in Gershkov et al. (2023), submodular retention implies
offering greater insurance coverage to individuals characterized by a stochastically larger
loss distribution.

In addition to the IC condition, the menus of contracts must be designed to ensure
that policyholders are willing to participate. Thus, we also require that the menus of
contracts be IR. The following result characterizes a menu that satisfies both the IC and
IR conditions.

Proposition 4.3.4. If (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IC, then (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IR if and only if (Rθ, pθ) ∈
IR.

Proof. Consider a menu (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IC. By Proposition 4.3.2, we have that

∂Uθ(X, 0)

∂θ
=

∫ M

0

∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ
dx ≤

∫ M

0

∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ

∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx =

∂Uθ(Rθ, pθ)

∂θ
,

where the inequality follows from Assumption 4.2.2, and the fact that Rθ ∈ RL. Assume
that for the lowest type θ, the contract is IR. Then, Uθ(Rθ, pθ) ≥ Uθ(X, 0). For any other
θ ∈ Θ, we have that

Uθ(X, 0) = Uθ(X, 0) +

∫ θ

θ

∂Us(X, 0)

∂s
ds ≤ Uθ(Rθ, pθ) +

∫ θ

θ

∂Us(Rs, ps)

∂s
ds = Uθ(Rθ, pθ),

which implies that (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IR.

This result indicates that if the menu is IC, it is also IC, provided that the contract offered
to the lowest type satisfies the IR condition. This significantly simplifies the analysis by
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reducing the need to separately verify IR constraints for all types. This observation aligns
with the setting in which the private information lies in the loss distribution rather than in
the level of risk aversion, as demonstrated in Lemma 1 of Gershkov et al. (2023). Based
on Proposition 4.3.4, we can determine an interval of values for pθ that ensures that an IC
menu is IR. This is given below.

Corollary 4.3.1. If {Rθ}θ∈Θ is submodular, then (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IR ∩ IC if and only if
{pθ}θ∈Θ satisfies (4.9), with

pθ ≤
∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))]

(
1−

∂Rθ(x)

∂x

)
dx.

Proof. First, suppose that {Rθ}θ∈Θ is submodular and that {pθ}θ∈Θ satisfies (4.9). By
Proposition 4.3.3, it follows that the menu (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IC. Additionally, if

pθ ≤
∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))]

(
1−

∂Rθ(x)

∂x

)
dx,

then we have

Uθ(Rθ, pθ) = −pθ −
∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

≥ −
∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))]

(
1−

∂Rθ(x)

∂x

)
dx−

∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

= −
∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))] dx = Uθ(X, 0).

Hence, (Rθ, pθ) ∈ IR. By Proposition 4.3.4, it follows that (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IR.

Conversely, suppose that {Rθ}θ∈Θ is submodular and that (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IR ∩ IC. By
Proposition 4.3.3, {pθ}θ∈Θ satisfies (4.9). Furthermore, since (Rθ, pθ) ∈ IR, we obtain
Uθ(Rθ, pθ) ≥ Uθ(X, 0), which implies that

pθ ≤
∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))]

(
1−

∂Rθ(x)

∂x

)
dx.

This result follows directly from Proposition 4.3.3 and Proposition 4.3.4. It implies that
whenever we have an IC menu with monotone insurance coverage, it is enough to verify the
premium of the lowest risk type to determine whether the menu is individually rational.

In the next section, we will use the results given above in order to characterize the
profit-maximizing, IR, and IC menus.

85



4.4 Solution and Properties of the Optimal Menu

4.4.1 Equilibrium Contracts with Full Information

As argued by Stiglitz (1977), in a monopoly market with a risk-neutral insurer and a
risk-averse EU-maximizing policyholder, and under perfect information, equilibria consist
of full-insurance contracts at premia that make the policyholder indifferent between pur-
chasing insurance and foregoing coverage. That is, all the policyholder surplus involved
in the reduction of risk is extracted by the monopoly, as is classically understood. In this
section we show that this insight still holds when the policyholder is Yaari DU-maximizer.

To that end, consider the benchmark case of full information in the market, whereby
the risk aversion of the policyholder is observable by the insurer. This is tantamount to
assuming that the type space is a singleton of the form Θ = {θ0}. In this case, the insurer
no longer needs to offer menus of contracts, but rather a single contract to the policyholder,
which is de facto incentive compatible. The monopolist’s problem is therefore to design a
contract that is profit-maximizing and individually rational:

Problem 2.
sup

(R,p)∈RL×R+

{
π(R, p) : Uθ0(R, p) ≥ Uθ0(X, 0)

}
.

Noting that for all R ∈ RL,∫ M

0

[1− gθ0 (P [R(X) ≤ x])] dx =

∫ M

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] R
′(x) dx,

and using (4.3) and (4.6), Problem 2 can be rewritten as:

sup
(R,p)∈RL×R+

{
p−E[X]+

∫ M

0

[1− FX (x)] R′(x) dx
∣∣∣ p ≤

∫ M

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] [1−R′(x)] dx

}
.

(4.14)

The following result shows that the constraint in Problem (4.14) is binding at an optimum.

Lemma 4.4.1. If (R∗, p∗) ∈ RL × R+ is optimal for Problem (4.14), then

p∗ =

∫ M

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] [1− (R∗)′(x)] dx. (4.15)
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Proof. Suppose that (R∗, p∗) ∈ RL × R+ is optimal for Problem (4.14), but that

0 ≤ p∗ <

∫ +∞

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] [1− (R∗)′(x)] dx := p̃,

Then, for the contract (R∗, p̃), we have

Uθ0(R
∗, p̃) = −p̃−

∫ +∞

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] (R
∗)′(x) dx

= −
∫ +∞

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] [1− (R∗)′(x)] dx−
∫ +∞

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] (R
∗)′(x) dl

= −
∫ +∞

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] dx

= Uθ0(X, 0),

so that the contract (R∗, p̃) is feasible for Problem (4.14). Moreover,

π(R∗, p̃) = p̃− E[X] +

∫ M

0

[1− FX (x)] (R∗)′(x) dx

> p∗ − E[X] +

∫ M

0

[1− FX (x)] (R∗)′(x) dx

= π(R∗, p∗),

contradicting the optimality of (R∗, p∗) for Problem (4.14). Hence,

p∗ =

∫ +∞

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] [1− (R∗)′(x)] dx.

The following result shows that in the case of perfect information in our monopoly
market, full insurance is optimal, at a premium that makes the policyholder indifferent
between insurance and no insurance.

Proposition 4.4.1. The optimal solution to Problem 2 is given by the contract

(R∗
θ0
, p∗θ0) =

(
0,

∫ M

0

[1− gθ0 (FX (x))] dx

)
.

Moreover,
Uθ0(R

∗
θ0
, p∗θ0) = Uθ0(X, 0).
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Proof. By Lemma 4.4.1, a contract (R∗, p∗) is optimal for Problem (4.14) if and only if R∗

is optimal for

sup
R∈RL

{
ℵθ0(R) :=

∫ M

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] [1−R′(x)] dx−E[X]+

∫ M

0

[1− FX (x)] R′(x) dx

}
,

(4.16)

and

p∗ :=

∫ +∞

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] [1−R′(x)] dx =

∫ M

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] [1−R′(x)] dx.

Now, for each R ∈ RL,

ℵθ0(R) = −E[X] +

∫ M

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] [1−R′(x)] dx+

∫ M

0

[1− FX (x)] R′(x) dx

= −E[X] +

∫ M

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] dx−
∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ0 (FX(x))] R
′(x) dx

= −
∫ M

0

[1− FX(x)] dx+

∫ M

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x)))] dx−
∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ0 (FX(x))] R
′(x) dx

=

∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ0 (FX(x))] dx−
∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ0 (FX(x))] R
′(x) dx

=

∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ0 (FX(x))] [1−R′(x)] dx.

Since FX(x) − gθ0 (FX(x)) ≥ 0, for all x ∈ [0,M ] (by Assumption 4.2.1), and since R′ ∈
[0, 1] for all R ∈ RL, it follows that the (R∗)′ ≡ 0 is optimal for Problem 4.16. Hence,

the contract
(
0,
∫M

0
[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] dx

)
= (0,−Uθ0(X, 0)) is optimal for Problem (4.14).

Moreover, by (4.3),
Uθ0 (0,−Uθ0(X, 0)) = Uθ0(X, 0),

meaning that the policyholder is indifferent between purchasing insurance and not doing
so.

The optimal contract entails zero retention, that is, full insurance, at a premium of

p∗θ0 =

∫ M

0

[1− gθ0 (FX (x))] dx = −Uθ0(X, 0) = −DU(−X),
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which leads to all the policyholder surplus being absorbed by the monopoly.

It should be noted that the equilibrium contract discussed in this section differs from
the equilibrium contracts presented in Chapters 2 and 3, where the analysis is conducted
within a Stackelberg game framework. In this section, the optimal contract is designed to
maximize the insurer’s profit while satisfying both IR and IC conditions. In this setting,
the policyholder can only choose among contract types offered by the insurer but does
not influence the structure of the insurance contract itself. The structure is determined
entirely from the insurer’s perspective, with the goal of maximizing profit. When there
is only a single type of policyholder in the market, the optimal contract is the one that
maximizes the insurer’s profit subject to the policyholder’s IR constraint. In contrast, the
optimal contracts defined in Definitions 2.2.1 and 3.2.2 are derived by first considering
the policyholder’s welfare. These contracts aim to maximize the policyholder’s utility, and
thus are inherently IR. Among such contracts, those that also yield higher profits for the
insurer can serve as equilibrium outcomes in the BO market mechanism.

4.4.2 Equilibrium Contracts with Hidden Risk Attitudes

We now extend the benchmark case of a market with full information to a setting with im-
perfect information, in which the policyholder’s risk aversion is unobservable to the insurer.
Theorem 4.4.1 characterizes the profit-maximizing menu under imperfect information, en-
suring incentive compatibility and individual rationality, with the solution expressed in
terms of marginal loss retention.

Theorem 4.4.1. Suppose that Jθ(x) given in (4.11) is non-decreasing in θ, for all x. An
optimal solution (R∗

θ, p
∗
θ)θ∈Θ for Problem 1 is characterized by the following:

1. For each θ ∈ Θ, the retention function R∗
θ satisfies

∂R∗
θ(x)

∂l
=


0, Jθ(x) > 0,

∈ [0, 1], Jθ(x) = 0,

1, Jθ(x) < 0.

(4.17)

2. For each θ ∈ Θ, the corresponding premium p∗θ is given by:

p∗θ :=

∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))] dx−
∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX (x))

∂s

∂R∗
s(x)

∂x
dxds

−
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x
dx.

(4.18)
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Moreover, the collection {R∗
θ}θ∈Θ of optimal retention functions is submodular.

Proof. First note that the profit in (4.10) is an increasing function of pθ. Therefore, at the
optimum, pθ must take its largest value, provided the IR condition is still satisfied. By

Proposition 4.3.1, we conclude that p∗θ =
∫M

0
[1− gθ(FX(x))]

(
1− ∂Rθ(x)

∂x

)
dx, where Rθ is

the retention function for the lowest type policyholder.

For Rθ ∈ RL, we know that Rθ(0) = 0, and ∂Rθ(x)
∂x

∈ [0, 1] for any θ ∈ Θ. An optimal
solution for Problem 1 exists because of the continuity of the profit functional and the
compactness of the set of retention functions (Remark 5).

With pθ :=
∫M

0
[1− gθ(FX(x))]

(
1− ∂Rθ(x)

∂x

)
dx, the insurer’s expected profit in (4.10)

becomes∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))] dx− E[X]−
∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

Jθ(x)
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

)
f(θ)dθ. (4.19)

We maximize (4.19) pointwise. Specifically, for a fixed θ ∈ Θ, we look for

R∗
θ ∈ argmax

Rθ∈RL

−
∫ M

0

Jθ(x)
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx.

The maximum is achieved when the retention function takes the form given in (4.17). For
any θ < θ′, since Jθ(x) is increasing in θ for all x, it follows that Jθ(x) ≤ Jθ′(x). Thus, the
pointwise maximization solution satisfies

∂R∗
θ′(x)

∂x
≤ ∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x

for all l, meaning R∗
θ(x) is submodular. Therefore, by Proposition 4.3.3, it is IC. Addition-

ally, the optimal contract for the lowest risk type (R∗
θ, p

∗
θ) satisfies Corollary 4.3.1, which

confirms that the menu is IR.

The above results asserts that, under the assumption that, for each x ∈ [0,M ], the func-
tion θ 7→ Jθ(x) is non-decreasing, the optimal menu of contracts consists of a collection of
layered indemnity schedules, and hence layered corresponding retention functions. Specifi-
cally, the marginal retention at a loss of value x ∈ [0,M ] is 0 when Jθ(x) > 0, corresponding
to full insurance. When Jθ(x) < 0, the marginal retention is 1, corresponding to no insur-
ance for that level of loss. When Jθ(x) = 0, the optimal retention allows for some flexibility,
as long as feasibility is maintained. Additionally, at an optimum, the premium determined
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by a non-linear function of the insurance coverage as described in (4.18). In other words,
a profit-maximizing, IR, and IC menu of contracts leads to a separating equilibrium. We
comment further below on the monotonicity of Jθ(x) in θ.

Additionally, the optimal menu has an intuitive property. Since the collection {R∗
θ}θ∈Θ

of optimal retention functions is submodular, it follows at any loss level x ∈ [0,M ], the
marginal loss retention of a lower risk type always exceeds that of a higher risk type. A
less risk-policyholder retains more marginal loss than a higher risk-averse policyholder at
an optimum.

While in competitive insurance markets only differences in risk distribution affect equi-
libria and the nature of separating contracts, in a monopoly both risk and risk attitude have
an impact on equilibrium contracts, as observed by Stiglitz (1977). The latter showed if
the loss distribution is known by the monopolist insurer, but the policyholder’s level of risk
aversion is hidden from the insurer, then equilibrium contracts can have different forms,
and they can be separating or pooling equilibria. We show below that this is not the case
in our setting, and that separating equilibria always outperform pooling equilibria.

Proposition 4.4.2. Suppose that Jθ(x) given in (4.11) is non-decreasing in θ for all x.
The separating equilibrium described in Theorem 4.4.1 is more valuable to the insurer than
a pooling equilibrium contract.

Proof. Let (Rp, pp) denote the single contract offered to all policyholders, where Rp repre-
sents the retention and tp the premium. For an policyholder of type θ, the utility under
this contract is given by

Uθ (Rp, pp) = −pp −
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂Rp(x)

∂x
dx.

With a single contract, one only needs to verify that the IR condition holds. Specifically,
for each θ ∈ Θ, the contract (Rp, pp) must satisfy Uθ (Rp, pp) ≥ Uθ (X, 0) , or equivalently,∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]

(
1− ∂Rp(x)

∂x

)
dx ≥ pp,

for any θ ∈ Θ. This condition holds for all θ ∈ Θ if and only if it holds for θ, as gθ is
decreasing in θ. Furthermore, since the profit is increasing in pp, the optimal premium pp
for any given Rp satisfies:∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]

(
1− ∂Rp(x)

∂x

)
dx = pp.
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Thus, the insurer’s expected profit with the above premium is given by

V (Rp, pp) =

∫
θ

(
pp − E[X] +

∫ M

0

(1− FX (x))
∂Rp(x)

∂x
dx

)
dF (θ)

=

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]

(
1− ∂Rp(x)

∂x

)
dx−

∫ M

0

[1− FX (x)]

(
1− ∂Rp(x)

∂x

)
dx

=

∫ M

0

[FX (x)− gθ (FX (x))]

(
1− ∂Rp(x)

∂x

)
dx.

Hence, the profit decreases as the marginal retention function increases. Thus, at the
optimum, the retention function satisfies R∗

p = 0. Consequently, the maximum profit with
a single contract is,

V
(
R∗

p, p
∗
p

)
=

∫ M

0

[FX (x)− gθ (FX (x))] dx,

and

V
(
R∗

p, p
∗
p

)
≤
∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX (x))] dx−
∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

Jθ(x)1{Jθ(x)<0}dx

)
f(θ) dθ

= −Uθ (X, 0)− E[X]−
∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

Jθ(x)1{Jθ(x)<0}dx

)
f(θ) dθ,

which is the expected profit obtained from the solution given in Theorem 4.4.1. Thus,
for policyholders with varying risk attitudes, designing a menu of contracts to achieve
a separating equilibrium is always more advantageous for the insurer than providing a
uniform contract that leads to a pooling equilibrium.

The above result demonstrates that in a monopolistic market, selecting contracts that
satisfy the IR and IC conditions, as outlined in Theorem 4.4.1, always outperforms offering
a single contract. This result extends a key finding of Boonen and Zhang (2021). More
properties of the optimal menu will be examined in Section 4.4.4.

4.4.3 The Function θ 7→ Jθ(x)

Two Components

Next, we provide an analysis of how the virtual value function

Jθ(x) = FX(x)− gθ (FX (x)) +
F (θ)

f(θ)

∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ
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affects the insurer’s profit, and we provide conditions along with interpretations for the
monotonicity of the map θ 7→ Jθ(x) to hold.

First, note that Jθ(x) can be decomposed into two components. The first component
is

FX(x)− gθ (FX (x)) ,

which is nonnegative by Assumption 4.2.1 (weak risk aversion), and non-decreasing in θ
by Assumption 4.2.2 (ordered type space). This quantity can be seen as a proxy for the
level of risk aversion of type θ at the point FX(x) ∈ [0, 1], since weak risk aversion of type
θ is equivalent to gθ(s) ≤ s, for s ∈ [0, 1].

The second component of Jθ(x) is

F (θ)

f(θ)

∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ
,

which can be interpreted as the information rent. It serves as a cost since ∂gθ(FX(x))
∂θ

is non-
positive, by Assumption 4.2.2. This arises because policyholders have private knowledge
about their risk attitudes, which the insurer does not observe directly. The insurer must
account for this private information when designing contracts to mitigate adverse selection.
If this component is increasing in θ, then marginal changes in coverage or retention result
in a smaller reduction in the insurer’s profit for higher values of θ. This implies that as
risk aversion increases, it becomes less costly to design incentive compatible contracts for
more risk averse individuals.

Together, these two components determine how the insurer’s profit changes for any
marginal increase in coverage or marginal decrease in retention.

Monotonicity

Next, we provide some intuitive sufficient conditions for the monotonicity of the map
θ 7→ Jθ(x), for a given x ∈ [0,M ]. First, as mentioned above, the first component is non-
decreasing in θ, by assumption. For the second component, differentiating with respect to
θ yields

∂

∂θ

(
F (θ)

f(θ)

∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ

)
=

(
F (θ)

f(θ)

)′
∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ
+

F (θ)

f(θ)

∂2gθ (FX (x))

∂θ2

= −∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ

(
−F (θ)

f(θ)

)′

+
F (θ)

f(θ)

∂2gθ (FX (x))

∂θ2
. (4.20)

This quantity is non-negative if the following two conditions hold jointly:
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1. The hazard rate f/F is non-decreasing over Θ;

2. For each s ∈ (0, 1), the function θ 7→ gθ(s) is convex.

The first condition is imposed on the distribution F of types over the type space Θ. A
non-decreasing hazard rate for the distribution F ensures that the first term in (4.20) is

non-negative, since ∂gθ(FX(x))
∂θ

≤ 0, by assumption.

The second condition implies that the second term in (4.20) is non-negative. Together
with Assumption 4.2.2, this condition implies that the utility specified in (4.2) is non-
increasing and convex with respect to the risk aversion parameter θ. In other words, the
difference in the utility of wealth between risk types diminishes as the type increases. This
observation is consistent with commonly used utility functions, such as exponential utility
functions or power utility functions, for instance.

Many distortion functions satisfy the above two conditions. For example: gθ(s) =
θs2 + (1 − θ)s, where θ ∈ [0, 1]; gθ(s) = s

1+θ(1−s)
, where θ ∈ [0, 1]; and the family of

exponential distortions: gθ(s) =
e−θ(1−s)−e−θ

1−e−θ , where θ ∈ [0, 1].

If the above two conditions hold, then Jθ(x) is a monotonic function of θ for any x ∈
[0,M ]. A similar monotonicity condition is also introduced when the hidden information
pertains to the risk distribution, as discussed in Gershkov et al. (2023). In their study, a
similar function to J appears. To ensure monotonicity of this function, the authors assume
that the type distribution has a non-decreasing hazard rate. Additionally, they impose the
following other conditions:

1. The distortion function in Yaari’s dual utility framework must be convex. This
ensures that the utility function reflects aversion to mean-preserving spreads (strong
risk aversion).

2. The collection of loss distributions indexed by types must exhibit stochastic concavity
with respect to the type parameter. This implies that as the risk type increases, the
risk distributions satisfy a concave ordering.

3. For the highest risk type θ, with cumulative distribution function Hθ, it is assumed
that g(Hθ(0)) ≥ 1. This condition corresponds to the requirement that the probabil-
ity of an accident for the highest risk type must meet a minimum threshold.

4.4.4 Properties of Optimal Menus

The following proposition elaborates on several properties of the optimal menu.
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Proposition 4.4.3. Suppose that Jθ(x) given in (4.11) is non-decreasing in θ, for all x.
The optimal menu (R∗

θ, p
∗
θ)θ∈Θ in Theorem 4.4.1 satisfies the following properties.

1. The retention function R∗
θ decreases with θ, and the premium p∗θ increases with θ.

2. For the most risk averse policyholder, Rθ(x) = 0 for all x ∈ [0,M ].

3. For the least risk averse policyholder, Uθ(R
∗
θ, p

∗
θ) = Uθ(X, 0).

4. The policyholder’s utility Uθ (R
∗
θ, p

∗
θ) decreases with θ. Moreover, it is convex in θ if

gθ is convex in θ.

5. The insurer’s expected profit from a type-θ contract, that is π (R∗
θ, p

∗
θ), increases with

θ.

6. The insurer’s overall expected profit is positive: V
(
(R∗

θ, p
∗
θ)θ∈Θ

)
> 0.

Proof. 1. Following from Theorem 4.4.1, R∗
θ is decreasing in θ due to submodularity.

Substituting the optimal retention into the premium expression in (4.9) and taking
the derivative yields

∂p∗θ
∂θ

= −
∫ M

0

∂gθ (FX (x))

∂s

∂R∗
θ(x)

∂x
dx+

∫ M

0

∂gθ (FX (x))

∂s

∂R∗
θ(x)

∂x
dx∫ M

0

(1− gθ (FX (x)))
∂

∂θ

∂R∗
θ(x)

∂x
dx ≥ 0,

since ∂
∂θ

∂R∗
θ(x)

∂x
≤ 0.

2. This follows from the fact that Jθ(x) ≤ 0 for all x.

3. This follows from the expression for p∗θ in (4.18).

4. From the expression of the policyholder’s utility for an IC menu given in (4.13),

∂Uθ (R
∗
θ, p

∗
θ)

∂θ
=

∫ M

0

∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ

∂R∗
θ(x)

∂x
dx ≤ 0,

since gθ satisfies Assumption 4.2.2. In addition, the second derivative is given by

∂2Uθ (R
∗
θ, p

∗
θ)

∂θ2
=

∫ M

0

∂

∂θ

(
∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ

)
· ∂R

∗
θ(x)

∂x
dx

+

∫ M

0

∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ
· ∂

∂θ

(
∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x

)
dx ≥ 0,
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if ∂gθ(s)
∂θ

is increasing. Therefore, the utility of wealth at an optimum is decreasing
and convex in θ.

5. The profit in (4.6) for the contract (R∗
θ, p

∗
θ) is

π (R∗
θ, p

∗
θ) = p∗θ − E[X] +

∫ M

0

[1− FX (x)]
∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x
dx

=

∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))] dl −
∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX (x))

∂s

∂R∗
s(x)

∂x
dxds−

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x
dx

− E[X] +

∫ M

0

[1− FX (x)]
∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x
dx

=

∫ M

0

[FX (x)− gθ (FX (x))] dx−
∫ M

0

[FX (x)− gθ (FX (x))]
∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x
dx

−
∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX (x))

∂s

∂R∗
s(x)

∂x
dxds. (4.21)

Taking the derivative with respect to θ yields

∂π (R∗
θ, p

∗
θ)

∂θ
= −

∫ M

0

∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ

∂R∗
θ(x)

∂x
dx+

∫ M

0

∂gθ (FX (x))

∂θ

∂R∗
θ(x)

∂x
dx

−
∫ M

0

[FX (x)− gθ (FX (x))]
∂

∂θ

∂R∗
θ(x)

∂x
dx

= −
∫ M

0

[FX (x)− gθ (FX (x))]
∂

∂θ

∂R∗
θ(x)

∂x
dx ≥ 0,

for any θ ∈ Θ.

6. At an optimum, the expected profit in (4.10) is

V
(
(R∗

θ, p
∗
θ)θ∈Θ

)
=

∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX (x))] dx−
∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

∂R∗
θ(x)

∂x
Jθ(x)dx

)
f(θ)dθ

=

∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX (x))] dx−
∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

Jθ(x)1{Jθ(x)<0}dx

)
f(θ)dθ

≥
∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX (x))] dx = −E[X]− Uθ(X, 0) > 0,

where the last inequality follows from Proposition 4.2.1(1). This inequality is strict
since θ is risk averse. Thus, the insurer earns a positive profit.
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This proposition outlines key properties of the profit-maximizing menu. The first result
shows that insurance coverage and premia are monotone in the level of risk aversion. A
more risk averse policyholder is offered a contract with greater coverage but at a higher
price. This finding aligns with Gershkov et al. (2023, Theorem 1) and Chade and
Schlee (2012), in a setting with the hidden information is the loss distribution rather
than the risk attitude of the policyholder. However, the key distinction is that in Chade
and Schlee (2012), the monotonicity of coverage and premia is imposed by assumption.
Indeed, their approach relies on the assumption that the policyholder’s utility satisfies
the single-crossing property, which implies that the second derivative of the utility with
respect to the retention and the premium is positive, ensuring the monotonicity of coverage
and premia with risk types, as the authors show. In contrast, our results establish this
monotonicity as a property of optimal menus. Rather than imposing conditions directly on
the policyholder’s utility, we impose a monotonicity condition on the virtual value function
Jθ(x), as is the case in Gershkov et al. (2023).

The second result demonstrates that the most risk-averse policyholder will be offered
full insurance coverage. This phenomenon, referred to as efficiency at the top inChade and
Schlee (2012), also holds when the hidden information pertains to the loss distribution
rather than the policyholder’s risk attitude, as shown in Gershkov et al. (2023, Theorem
1).

The third result shows that the monopoly will absorb all surplus from the least risk-
averse policyholder, and the contract offered to this policyholder leaves them indifferent
between participation and non-participation. This property is also observed in Chade and
Schlee (2012, Theorem 1(iv)) and is particularly evident in Boonen and Zhang (2021),
where the insurance market consists of only two types of policyholders with hidden risk
attitude.

The fourth result elicits an interesting monotonicity property of the policyholder’s util-
ity of wealth at an optimum, as a function of their level of risk aversion, i.e., their risk type.
As discussed earlier, if gθ is convex in θ, then the utility of wealth of a type-θ policyholder
in the absence of insurance (i.e., Uθ(X, 0)) is decreasing and convex in θ. After trading, the
policyholder’s utility becomes Uθ(Rθ, pθ), which decreasing and convex in θ, but attains a
higher value than Uθ(X, 0), with equality holding for the type θ policyholder. This echoes
the finding of Gershkov et al. (2023, Theorem 1). In Chade and Schlee (2012, Lemma
4), it is shown that the utility is a decreasing function of the risk type, but the convexity
is not discussed.

The fifth result demonstrates that policyholders with a higher level of risk aversion, who
are willing to pay more for a product with a higher coverage, are generally more valuable
to the insurer, in that they induce a higher expected profit for the insurer. This contradicts
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the findings in scenarios with a hidden loss distribution, such as in Chade and Schlee
(2012) and Gershkov et al. (2023), where the most profitable policyholders are always of
intermediate, rather than extreme, types.

The final result asserts that the insurer is expected to earn a positive profit, making it
profitable for the monopoly to design contracts even in the presence of asymmetric infor-
mation. This finding aligns with established results on optimal insurance under adverse
selection in a monopoly market, as in Chade and Schlee (2012, Theorem 1(vi)) and
Gershkov et al. (2023, Lemma 2).

Remark 6. It is worth noting that in both Gershkov et al. (2023, Proposition 2) and
Chade and Schlee (2012, Theorem 2 (ii)), where the loss distribution is hidden from the
insurer, the authors show that with an optimal menu that fully sorts policyholders, the in-
surer’s expected profit increases as policyholders become more risk averse. However, in our
setting, even with the optimal menu described in Theorem 4.4.1, the insurer’s profit does
not necessarily increase when the loss distribution shifts under first-order stochastic dom-
inance, whether increasing or decreasing. Indeed, the profit with (R∗

θ, p
∗
θ) can be rewritten

as

π(R∗
θ, p

∗
θ) =

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))] dx−
∫ M

0

(∫ θ

θ

∂R∗
s(x)

∂x
dgs (FX (x))

)
dx

−
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x
dx−

∫ M

0

[1− FX (x)]

(
1− ∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x

)
dx

=

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))] dx−
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]
∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x
dx−

∫ M

0

[1− FX (x)]

(
1− ∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x

)
dx

−
∫ M

0

(
∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x
gθ (FX (x))−

∂R∗
θ(x)

∂x
gθ (FX (x))−

∫ θ

θ

gs (FX (x))
∂

∂s

∂R∗
s(x)

∂x
ds

)
dx

= −
∫ M

0

[1− FX(x)]

(
1− ∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x

)
dx+

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX (x))]

(
1−

∂R∗
θ(x)

∂x

)
dx

+

∫ M

0

(
∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x
− ∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x

)
dx+

∫ M

0

∫ θ

θ

gs (FX (x))
∂

∂s

∂R∗
s(x)

∂x
dsdx.

The first term,

∫ M

0

[1− FX(x)]

(
1− ∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x

)
dx, represents the expected coverage of the

type-θ policyholder. This term increases as FX increases in the sense of first-order stochas-
tic dominance, which subsequently leads to a decrease in the insurer’s profit. The remaining
three items represent the premium charged to the policyholders, and the result shows that
the endogenous premium pθ increases when FX becomes more risky, leading to an increase
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in the insurer’s profit. Combining these two effects, one cannot determine the direction of
change in the insurer’s total profit for this type of policyholder, nor can one conclusively
determine the resulting expected profit.

4.4.5 Special Cases

Another implication of Theorem 4.4.1 is that when Jθ(x) is monotone in θ, the contract
menu consists of layered options, with any additional marginal loss either fully borne by
the policyholder or entirely transferred to the insurer. We now examine two special cases
where the layered contracts are among the most popular types of insurance contracts: the
deductible contract menu and the coverage limit contract.

Theorem 4.4.2. Suppose that Jθ(x), as defined in (4.11), is non-decreasing with respect
to θ, for all x.

1. If for each θ < θ there exists a unique xθ ∈ [0,M ] such that Jθ(x) ≤ 0 for x ≤ xθ

and Jθ(x) ≥ 0 for x ≥ xθ, then the optimal contract is of the deductible type, with
the menu given by (max(X, xθ), pθ)θ∈Θ .

2. If for each θ < θ there exists a unique xθ ∈ [0,M ] such that Jθ(x) ≥ 0 for x ≤ xθ

and Jθ(x) ≤ 0 for x ≥ xθ, then the optimal contract is of coverage limit type, with
the menu given by ((X − xθ)+, pθ)θ∈Θ .

Proof. By Theorem 4.4.1, for any θ < θ, we have that an optimal solution satisfies
∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x
=

0 for Jθ(x) ≥ 0, and
∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x
= 1 for Jθ(x) < 0. When there exists a unique xθ ∈ [0,M ] such

that Jθ(x) ≤ 0 for x ≤ xθ and Jθ(x) ≥ 0 for x ≥ xθ, we obtain

R∗
θ(x) =

{
x, if x ≤ xθ,

xθ, if x > xθ.

In contract, if for each θ < θ, there exists a unique xθ ∈ [0,M ] such that Jθ(x) ≥ 0 for
x ≤ xθ and Jθ(x) ≤ 0 for x ≥ xθ, we obtain

R∗
θ(x) =

{
0, if x ≤ xθ,

x− xθ, if x > xθ.

99



The above results imply that if Jθ(x) crosses the zero line from below for all θ, then
a deductible menu will be offered to the policyholders. Furthermore, since Theorem 4.4.1
establishes that the solution is submodular, the deductible level xθ decreases as θ increases.
Conversely, if Jθ(x) crosses the zero line from above for all θ, then a coverage limit contract
is provided, and the limit xθ increases with θ. The following are two examples that illustrate
the optimality of deductible contracts and coverage limit contracts.

Example 4.4.1 (Optimality of a deductible menu). Suppose that each gθ belongs to the
family of inverse S-shaped distortion (ISSD) functions introduced in Xu and Zhou (2013):

gθ(s) =

{
(1− θ)s− (1− θ)s2, if 0 ≤ s ≤ 1

2
,

(3 + θ)s2 − (3 + θ)s+ 1, if 1
2
≤ s ≤ 1.

Suppose that θ follows a uniform distribution on [0, 1]. Then

Jθ(x) = FX(x)− gθ (FX(x)) + (1− θ)
∂gθ (FX(x))

∂θ

=


θFX(x) + (1− θ)F 2

X(x) + (1− θ) (F 2
X(x)− FX(x)) , if 0 ≤ FX(x) ≤ 1

2
,

(4 + θ)FX(x)− (3 + θ)F 2
X(x)− 1 + (1− θ) (F 2

X(x)− FX(x)) , if 1
2
≤ FX(x) ≤ 1.

=

 FX(x) ((2− 2θ)FX(x) + (2θ − 1)) , if 0 ≤ FX(x) ≤ 1
2
,

(−2− 2θ)F 2
X(x) + (3 + 2θ)FX(x)− 1, if 1

2
≤ FX(x) ≤ 1.

For a given θ ∈
[
0, 1

2

)
, it is evident that Jθ(0) = Jθ(M) = 0. When l ∈

(
0, F−1

X

(
1
2

)]
,

(2− 2θ)FX(x)+(2θ−1) is an increasing function of x for a given θ, and it crosses zero ex-
actly once. Denote the root by xθ. For x ∈

(
F−1
X

(
1
2

)
,M
)
, the function (−2− 2θ)F 2

X(x)+
(3 + 2θ)FX(x) − 1 is a downward-opening quadratic function of FX(x). This quadratic
function has two roots, F−1

X

(
1

2θ+2

)
and F−1

X (1), but neither lies within the interval. Thus,
there is no root in this range. Consequently, Jθ(x) ≤ 0 when x < xθ, and Jθ(x) ≥ 0 when
x ≥ xθ. By Theorem 4.4.2, the optimal contract is a deductible, with the deductible level
given by

xθ = F−1
X

(
1− 2θ

2− 2θ

)
.

If θ ≥ 1
2
, Jθ(x) remains non-negative for all x, implying that xθ = 0. In this case, full

insurance is optimal.
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The above example examines the scenario where the policyholder of type θ uses a ISSD
function gθ, and is therefore mostly concerned with the tails of the loss distribution, that
is relatively small and relatively large losses. The results show that for policyholders who
are less risk averse (θ < 1

2
), partial insurance will be provided in the form of a deductible

contract. For policyholders who are more risk averse (θ ≥ 1
2
), full insurance is provided

under each contract, leading to a form of pooling at the top (pooling with full insurance).

Example 4.4.2 (Optimality of a coverage limit menu). Suppose that gθ(s) = s
1+θ(1−s)

,

where θ ∈ [0, 1]. Suppose further that θ follows a non-decreasing hazard rate distribution.
We obtain that

Jθ(x) = FX(x)− gθ (FX(x)) +
F (θ)

f(θ)

∂gθ (FX(x))

∂θ

=
θFX(x) (1− FX(x))

1 + θ (1− FX(x))
− F (θ)

f(θ)

FX(x) (1− FX(x))

(1 + θ (1− FX(x)))
2

=

(
θ − F (θ)

f(θ)

1

1 + θ (1− FX(x))

)
FX(x)− F 2

X(x)

1 + θ (1− FX(x))
.

For a fixed θ, Jθ(x) always crosses zero from above since the function
FX(x)−F 2

X(x)

1+θ(1−FX(x))
remains

non-negative on [0,M ], and θ− F (θ)
f(θ)

1
1+θ(1−FX(x))

is a decreasing function of x. This implies

that the optimal menu is a coverage limit contract by Theorem 4.4.2. If θ < 1
1+θ

F (θ)
f(θ)

, then

Jθ(x) ≤ 0, and full retention (no coverage) is optimal, with xθ = 0. If 1
1+θ

F (θ)
f(θ)

≤ θ < F (θ)
f(θ)

,
then the coverage limit is given by

xθ = F−1
X

(
1 +

1

θ
− F (θ)

θ2f(θ)

)
.

If θ > F (θ)
f(θ)

, Jθ(x) ≥ 0 and thus xθ = M , or full insurance is optimal.

If the policyholder places greater weight on higher levels of loss, as illustrated in Exam-
ple 4.4.2 with a convex distortion, the coverage limit contract becomes optimal. The results
indicate that no insurance is provided to the least risk-averse policyholder, full insurance
is provided to the most risk-averse policyholder, and partial insurance is offered to those
in between. This example illustrates that pooling occurs at both the bottom (pooling with
no insurance) and the top when the policyholder’s risk attitude is hidden information. In
this case, coverage denial may occur, and typically, only a few contracts are offered, most
of which providing full insurance.
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These two types of contracts are also analyzed in Gershkov et al. (2023, Theorem 3).
The authors argue that, for any given expected indemnification, a deductible contract is
the most preferable option for a highly risk-averse policyholder, whereas a coverage limit
contract is favored when it must satisfy the IC condition. In Gershkov et al. (2023,
Example 2), where hidden information arises from the probability of a loss, the deductible
menu is selected, with pooling observed both at the bottom and at the top. In Gershkov
et al. (2023, Example 3), where hidden information pertains to the loss size, the coverage
limit menu emerges as the optimal choice.

To conclude this section, we have shown that in a monopoly market without hidden risk
attitudes, full insurance maximizes the insurer’s profit, with the premium set to bind the
policyholder’s welfare constraint. However, when the policyholder’s risk attitude is hidden
from the insurer, the profit-maximizing, IR, and IC menu of contracts consists of a set of
layered contracts. This menu yields a strictly positive profit for the monopoly, and, under
these contracts, less risk-averse policyholders bear a larger portion of the incurred loss at a
relatively lower price, while more risk-averse policyholders retain a smaller portion of the
loss and pay a higher premium.

4.5 The Effect of Friction Costs on Equilibria

Thus far, the monopoly market that we consider did not account for any friction costs
incurred by the insurer. The cost of insurance was simply the expected value of the
indemnity payment, and the revenue to the insurer was the insurance premium collected
from the policyholder. As a result, the insurer’s profit was the premium payment less the
expected indemnity payment.

In reality, insurers often incur additional “friction costs”, such as claims processing
costs, administrative expenses, actuarial loading, etc. Moreover, those costs can have a
significant impact on the shape of contracts offered. This was shown, for instance, by
Raviv (1979), Huberman et al. (1983), and Carlier and Dana (2003), in a setting of
perfect information.

4.5.1 Equilibria with Costs and Hidden Risk Attitudes

In this section, we extend our model to account for such costs. Specifically, we consider
the case of a fixed cost that occurs only when insurance is provided. We use the same cost
function as the one proposed in Chade and Schlee (2020), which incorporates a fixed
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friction cost in addition to the indemnification cost. This friction cost arises whenever
insurance is provided, i.e., Rθ(x) ̸≡ x. Let the friction cost be denoted by k > 0. Notably,
this cost does not alter any fundamental properties of the IR or IC menu; rather, it only
impacts the insurer’s profit to some extent. Consequently, Proposition 4.3.2(1), Proposition
4.3.3, Proposition 4.3.4, and Corollary 4.3.1 still hold. The insurer’s profit from offering a
contract (Rθ, pθ) becomes

π̃ (Rθ, pθ) = π (Rθ, pθ)− k · 1{Rθ(x)̸≡x}, (4.22)

where π is defined in (4.6) and pθ satisfies (4.9). Therefore, the expected profit for the
insurer is given by

Ṽ
(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
=

∫
Θ

π̃ (Rθ, pθ) dF (θ), (4.23)

and the profit-maximizing, IR, and IC menus are obtained by solving the following problem.

Problem 3.
(R∗

θ, p
∗
θ)θ∈Θ ∈ argmax

(Rθ,pθ)θ∈Θ∈IR∩IC
Ṽ
(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
.

We solve this problem using a similar approach to that presented in Theorem 4.4.1.
First, we derive the expression for the insurer’s profit with an IC menu, similar to Propo-
sition 4.3.2(2). The result is summarized below.

Proposition 4.5.1. If (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IC, then the insurer’s expected profit, as defined in
(4.23), is given by

Ṽ
(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
= V

(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
− k · P (θ /∈ ΘR) , (4.24)

where ΘR := {θ ∈ Θ | Rθ(x) = x for all x ∈ [0,M ]} , and V
(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
is defined in

(4.10).

Proof. For any IR contract, if Rθ(x) = x for all x ∈ [0,M ], we know that pθ = 0, and thus
π(Rθ, pθ) = 0. Let ΘR denote the set of θ values for which Rθ(x) = x for all x ∈ [0,M ],
i.e., ΘR = {θ ∈ Θ | Rθ(x) = x for x ∈ [0,M ]} . By the definition of π̃ in (4.22), we have

Ṽ
(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
=

∫
Θ/ΘR

(π(Rθ, pθ)− k) dF (θ)

=

∫
Θ

(π(Rθ, pθ)− k) dF (θ)−
∫
ΘR

(π(Rθ, pθ)− k) dF (θ)
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= V
(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
− k −

∫
ΘR

(0− k) dF (θ)

= V
(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
− k + k ·

∫
θ

1{θ∈ΘR}dF (θ)

= V
(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
− k · P (θ /∈ ΘR) .

Subsequently, replacing the expected cost in Problem 3 by the expression obtained in
(4.24), we find the optimal insurance structure by pointwise maximization. The result is
stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.5.1. Suppose that Jθ(x) given in (4.11) is non-decreasing in θ, for all x. Then,

1. If k >

∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))] dx, then coverage is denied.

2. Otherwise, Problem 3 has a solution (R∗
θ, p

∗
θ)θ∈Θ ∈ IR ∩ IC, where R∗

θ(x) ≡ x when
θ < θ∗, and (R∗

θ, p
∗
θ) is the same as the solution given in Theorem 4.4.1 when θ ≥ θ∗,

where,

θ∗ := max

{
θ ∈ Θ

∣∣∣ ∫ M

0

Jθ(x)1{Jθ(x)>0}dx ≤ k

}
.

Moreover, this menu is more profitable than a pooling equilibrium contract.

Proof. By Proposition 4.5.1(1), the menu that maximizes the insurer profit when cost is
included in (4.23) also solves the following problem

max
R∈RL

∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))] dx− E[X]−
∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

Jθ(x)
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

)
f(θ)dθ − k + k · P (θ ∈ ΘR) .

(4.25)

We solve problem (4.25) pointwise. Specifically, for a fixed θ ∈ Θ, we look for R∗
θ such that

R∗
θ ∈ argmax

R∈RL

−
(∫ M

0

Jθ(x)
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

)
+ k · 1{θ∈ΘR},

or

R∗
θ ∈ argmax

R∈RL

−
(∫ M

0

Jθ(x)
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

)
+ k · 1{Rθ(x)≡x}.
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If 1{Rθ(x)≡x} = 0, at the optimum, we know that
∂R∗

θ(x)

∂x
= 1 when Jθ(x) < 0, and

∂R∗
θ(x)

∂x
= 0

when Jθ(x) > 0. Hence the total profit is −
∫M

0
Jθ(x)1{Jθ(x)<0}dx. If 1{Rθ(x)≡x} = 1, the

profit is −
∫M

0
Jθ(x)dx+ k.

If−
∫M

0
Jθ(x)1{Jθ(x)<0}dx ≥ −

∫M

0
Jθ(x)dx+k, or equivalently, k ≤

∫M

0
Jθ(x)1{Jθ(x)>0}dx,

then it remains profitable to provide some insurance even with a fixed cost. However, if
k >

∫M

0
Jθ(x)1{Jθ(x)>0}dx, the fixed cost exceeds the benefits collected, resulting in no in-

surance being provided. In this case, the optimal retention function is given by R∗
θ(x) = x,

for all x.

Additionally, the integral
∫M

0
Jθ(x)1{Jθ(x)>0}dx is an increasing function of θ. This is

because, for θ1 < θ2, we know that Jθ1(x) ≤ Jθ2(x) for any x ∈ [0,M ], by assumption.
Thus, 1{Jθ1 (x)>0} ≤ 1{Jθ2 (x)>0}. Then∫ M

0

Jθ1(x)1{Jθ1 (x)>0}dx ≤
∫ M

0

Jθ2(x)1{Jθ1 (x)>0}dx ≤
∫ M

0

Jθ2(x)1{Jθ2 (x)>0}dx.

Thus:

1. If
∫M

0
Jθ(x)1{Jθ(x)>0}dx =

∫M

0
FX(x) − gθ (FX(x)) dx < k, it is unprofitable for the

insurer to trade with the highest-risk type, and thus it becomes unprofitable for all
risk types. Consequently, the insurer chooses not to offer any contracts.

2. Otherwise, let θ∗ = max
{
θ ∈ Θ |

∫M

0
Jθ(x)1{Jθ(x)>0}dx ≤ k

}
. For any θ ≤ θ∗, we

have R∗
θ(x) = x for x ∈ [0,M ]. When θ > θ∗, R∗

θ takes the form given in (4.17),
which is submodular as shown by Theorem 4.4.1. Therefore, the solution to (4.25)
is also submodular and thus satisfies the IC condition. The IR condition follows
similarly to the proof of Theorem 4.4.1, and is omitted here.

Next, we compare the separating equilibrium contract with the pooling equilibrium.
Let (Rp, pp) denote the single contract offered to all policyholders. By Proposition 4.4.2,
the maximum profit with a single contract is

Ṽ
(
R∗

p, p
∗
p

)
=

∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))] dx− k.

For the separating menu of contracts, the insurer’s profit at an optimum is

Ṽ
(
(R∗

θ, p
∗
θ)θ∈Θ

)
=

∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))] dx−
∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

Jθ(x)1{Jθ(x)<0}dx

)
f(θ) dθ − kF (θ∗) .
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Therefore,

Ṽ
(
(R∗

θ, p
∗
θ)θ∈Θ

)
− Ṽ

(
R∗

p, p
∗
p

)
= −

∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

Jθ(x)1{Jθ(x)<0}dx

)
f(θ) dθ + kF (θ∗) ≥ 0,

(4.26)

which demonstrates the optimality of separating insurance.

Note that the cost threshold

∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))] dx is the risk premium associated

with the wealth of the type θ policyholder (the most risk-averse type) in the absence of
insurance. Indeed,∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))] dx = −
∫ M

0

[1− FX(x)] dx+

∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))] dx

= E[−X]− Uθ(X, 0) = E[−X]−DUθ(−X)

= ∆θ(−X) (> 0).

This risk premium is non-decreasing with θ, by Assumption 4.2.2: for θ1, θ2 ∈ Θ such that
θ1 ≤ θ2, gθ1(s) ≥ gθ2(s), for all s ∈ [0, 1], i.e., θ2 is more risk averse than θ1. Consequently,∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))] dx ≤
∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))] dx, ∀ θ ∈ Θ. (4.27)

In addition,

∫ M

0

(FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))) dx is the expected profit of the insurer when

there is no hidden information (with Θ = {θ}) and no friction costs. Indeed, by Proposition
4.4.1, the optimal contract in that case is

(R∗
θ
, p∗

θ
) =

(
0,

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))] dx

)
,

which leads to an expected profit of

π(R∗
θ
, p∗

θ
) =

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))] dx− E[X] +

∫ M

0

[1− FX(x)] (R
∗
θ
)′(x) dx
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=

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))] dx−
∫ M

0

[1− FX(x)] dx

=

∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))] dx.

Theorem 4.5.1 states that if the fixed cost k exceeds the profit that the insurer could
have obtained in a market with perfect information and no friction cost, and in which the
policyholder is of the most risk-averse type θ, then the insurer anticipates losses even on
the most risk-averse policyholders (and hence on all other types θ, by (4.27)). In that case,
there will be no gains from trade, and the insurer is not willing to offer any contract. A
similar conclusion is reached in Chade and Schlee (2020, Theorem 1), which states that
if there are no gains from trade at a given belief (the distribution of loss probabilities),
then there are no gains from trade at any belief that likelihood-ratio dominates it (i.e., is
more risky in the sense of the likelihood ratio).

On the other hand, when the fixed cost k is less than this threshold∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))] dx,

Theorem 4.5.1 shows that the introduction of the fixed cost does not alter the equilibrium
derived in Theorem 4.4.1, where no friction costs were present, with the exception that
certain contracts are excluded. Indeed, for risk types θ < θ∗, the equilibrium indemnifi-
cation provides for no insurance coverage (full loss retention). This excluded part of the
no-cost equilibrium of Theorem 4.4.1 can be interpreted as a pooling at no-coverage. Note
that this exclusion occurs from below, meaning that the contracts removed are those de-
signed for the least risk-averse policyholders, who are in fact less valuable for the insurer.
A similar effect is discussed in Chade and Schlee (2020, Theorem 3 and Corollary 1),
which demonstrates that when a fixed cost is introduced, only pooling contracts and no-
coverage contracts remain. However, contrary to Chade and Schlee (2020), Theorem
4.5.1 suggest that when trade occurs, separating equilibrium contracts always outperform
pooling equilibrium contracts, despite the inclusion of fixed costs.

4.5.2 Equilibria with Costs and Full Information

If the insurer is able to observe the risk type of the policyholder, say Θ = {θ0}, then the
introduction of the fixed cost k > 0 has important implications on the full-information
optimal contract derived in Proposition 4.4.1.
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Corollary 4.5.1. If θ ≡ θ0, then an optimal contract is given by the following:

1. If k >
∫M

0
[FX(x)− gθ0 (FX(x))] dx, then coverage is denied. That is,

(R∗
θ0
, p∗θ0) = (X, 0) .

2. If k ≤
∫M

0
[FX(x)− gθ0 (FX(x))] dx, then full insurance is optimal, at a premium that

makes the policyholder indifferent between insurance and no-insurance. That is,

(R∗
θ0
, p∗θ0) =

(
0,

∫ M

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] dx

)
.

Corollary 4.5.1 suggests that if the fixed cost k exceeds the profit that the insurer
could have obtained in the absence of friction costs, then the insurer anticipates losses and
will not provide any coverage. However, when the fixed cost is lower than the threshold∫M

0
[FX(x)− gθ0 (FX(x))] dx, the optimal coverage is similar to the no-cost full-information

optimum of Proposition 4.4.1.

4.6 Pareto-Optimal Menus of Contracts

The concept of incentive-compatible Pareto-optimality (often referred to as incentive effi-
ciency) in the context of adverse selection has been examined byPrescott andTownsend
(1984), Crocker and Snow (1985), d’Aspremont et al. (1990), Jerez (2003), and
Bisin and Gottardi (2006), for instance, but with finitely many types. To define
incentive-efficient menus of contracts in a context of an arbitrary (unaccountably infinite)
set of types Θ, we use the approach to perfect competition in large economies introduced
by Aumann (1964), and in particular the notion of a continuum of policyholders, or small
traders in the language of Aumann (1964) and Shitovitz (1973).

4.6.1 Incentive-Efficient Menus

Equip Θ =
[
θ, θ
]
with the Borel sigma-algebra ΣB(Θ) and Lebesgue measure L. A prob-

ability measure η1 on (Θ,ΣB(Θ)) is said to be absolutely continuous with respect to a
probability measure η2 on (Θ,ΣB(Θ)), if η2(B) = 0 =⇒ η1(B) = 0, for each B ∈ ΣB(Θ). If
η1 is absolutely continuous with respect to η2 and η2 is absolutely continuous with respect
to η1, the two measures are said to be equivalent, and we write η1 ∼ η2.
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Let µ be a probability measure on (Θ,ΣB(Θ)) that represents the distribution of policy-
holder types in the market. Since µ(Θ) = 1 by normalization, one can think of the quantity
µ(B) as representing the proportion of types in the set B ∈ ΣB(Θ) in the market. For each
θ ∈ Θ, let F (θ) := µ ([θ, θ]) define the cumulative distribution function over types, and
let F (θ) := µ

(
(θ, θ]

)
define the decumulative distribution function over types. We assume

that µ is absolutely continuous with respect to L, with Radon–Nikodym derivative given
by the probability density function f of the distribution function F over types.

Definition 4.6.1. A menu (R∗
θ, p

∗
θ)θ∈Θ ∈ IR ∩ IC is said to be incentive efficient, or

incentive-Pareto-optimal (IPO), if there does not exist any menu (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IR ∩ IC
such that the following two conditions hold:

1. Uθ (Rθ, pθ) ≥ Uθ (R
∗
θ, p

∗
θ), for all θ ∈ Θ, and

∫
Θ

π (Rθ, pθ) dF (θ) ≥
∫
Θ

π (R∗
θ, p

∗
θ) dF (θ),

with at least one strict inequality.

2. If

∫
Θ

π (Rθ, pθ) dF (θ) =

∫
Θ

π (R∗
θ, p

∗
θ) dF (θ), then the set of types for which the in-

equalities are strict is non-null. That is,

µ

({
θ ∈ Θ : Uθ (Rθ, pθ) > Uθ (R

∗
θ, p

∗
θ)
})

> 0.

We denote by IPO ⊆ IR ∩ IC the set of all IPO menus.

Equivalently, one can drop condition (2) from the above definition, with the understanding
that statements made for all θ are to be taken in the µ-a.s. sense, as is common in the
literature on markets with a continuum of traders (e.g., the convention used in Aumann
(1966) and the subsequent literature).

Proposition 4.6.1. If there exists a probability measure η on (Θ,ΣB(Θ)) such that µ is
absolutely continuous with respect to η, and some α ∈ (0, 1), such that (R∗

η,α,θ, p
∗
η,α,θ)θ∈Θ is

optimal for the problem

sup
(Rθ,pθ)θ∈Θ∈IR∩IC

[
α

∫
Θ

Uθ (Rθ, pθ) dη + (1− α)

∫
Θ

π (Rθ, pθ) dµ

]
, (4.28)

then (R∗
η,α,θ, p

∗
η,α,θ)θ∈Θ ∈ IPO.
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Proof. Suppose that there exists a probability measure η on (Θ,ΣB(Θ)) such that µ is
absolutely continuous with respect to η, and some α ∈ (0, 1), such that (R∗

θ, p
∗
θ)θ∈Θ is

optimal for (4.28), but that (R∗
θ, p

∗
θ)θ∈Θ /∈ IPO. Then there exists (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IR ∩ IC

such that

Uθ (Rθ, pθ) ≥ Uθ (R
∗
θ, p

∗
θ) , ∀ θ ∈ Θ, and

∫
Θ

π (Rθ, pθ) dµ ≥
∫
Θ

π (R∗
θ, p

∗
θ) dµ,

with at least one strict inequality. Moreover, if

∫
Θ

π (Rθ, pθ) dµ =

∫
Θ

π (R∗
θ, p

∗
θ) dµ, then

µ

({
θ ∈ Θ : Uθ (Rθ, pθ) > Uθ (R

∗
θ, p

∗
θ)
})

> 0,

and hence

η

({
θ ∈ Θ : Uθ (Rθ, pθ) > Uθ (R

∗
θ, p

∗
θ)
})

> 0.

Therefore,

α

∫
Θ

Uθ (Rθ, pθ) dη+(1−α)

∫
Θ

π (Rθ, pθ) dµ > α

∫
Θ

Uθ (R
∗
θ, p

∗
θ) dη+(1−α)

∫
Θ

π (R∗
θ, p

∗
θ) dµ,

contradicting the optimality of (R∗
θ, p

∗
θ)θ∈Θ for (4.28). Hence, (R∗

θ, p
∗
θ)θ∈Θ ∈ IPO.

4.6.2 Characterizing Incentive-Efficient Menus

By Proposition 4.6.1, we focus on maximizing the social welfare function

Wη,α

(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
:= α

∫
Θ

Uθ (Rθ, pθ) dη + (1− α)

∫
Θ

π (Rθ, pθ) dµ, (4.29)

for a given probability measure η on (Θ,ΣB(Θ)), and a given weight α ∈ (0, 1):

Problem 4.
sup

(Rθ,pθ)θ∈Θ∈IR∩IC
Wη,α

(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
. (4.30)

Solutions to Problem 4 are difficult to characterize in general. Hereafter, we make some
assumptions on η that allow us to provide a crisp characterization of optima. First, let
Fη and F η denote, respectively, the cumulative distribution function and survival function
over types induced by η, that is, Fη(θ) := η([θ, θ]) and F η(θ) := η((θ, θ]), for all θ ∈ Θ.
We will assume that η and µ are equivalent, which ensures the existence of a probability
density function fη for Fη, and that µ is smaller than η in the hazard rate order:
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Assumption 4.6.1. The measure η satisfies the following:

1. η ∼ µ.

2. f(θ)

F (θ)
≥ fη(θ)

F η(θ)
, for all θ ∈ Θ.

Remark 7. Assumption 4.6.1(2) implies that F η(θ)

F (θ)
is non-decreasing in θ ∈ Θ. Indeed,(

F η(θ)

F (θ)

)′

=
−fη(θ)F (θ) + F η(θ)f(θ)

F (θ)2
=

F η(θ)

F (θ)

(
f(θ)

F (θ)
− fη(θ)

F η(θ)

)
≥ 0, ∀θ ∈ Θ.

Moreover, since F η(θ)

F (θ)

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ

= 1, and

F η(θ)

F (θ)

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ

= lim
θ→θ

F η(θ)

F (θ)
= lim

θ→θ

−fη(θ)

−f(θ)
=

fη(θ)

f(θ)
,

where the second equality is by L’Hospital’s rule, it follows that fη(θ)

f(θ)
≥ 1, or fη(θ) ≥ f(θ),

implying that f(θ)

f(θ)+fη(θ)
≤ 1

2
.

Under Assumption 4.6.1, the following result provides a characterization of solutions of
Problem 4.

Theorem 4.6.1. Under Assumption 4.6.1, an optimal solution to Problem 4 is character-
ized as follows:

1. If α ∈
(
0, f(θ)

f(θ)+fη(θ)

)
and if the function Jη,α,θ(x) given in (4.32) is non-decreasing in

θ for all l, then there exists a solution
(
R∗

η,α,θ, p
∗
η,α,θ

)
θ∈Θ. For each θ ∈ Θ, the optimal

retention function is such that the marginal retention satisfies the following:

∂R∗
η,α,θ(x)

∂x
=


0, Jη,α,θ(x) > 0,

∈ [0, 1], Jη,α,θ(x) = 0,

1, Jη,α,θ(x) < 0,

(4.31)

and the premia
{
p∗η,α,θ

}
θ∈Θ satisfy (4.18). The function Jη,α,θ(x) is defined as

Jη,α,θ(x) := (1− α) [FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))] +
F (θ)

f(θ)

(
1− α− α

F η(θ)

F (θ)

)
∂gθ (FX(x))

∂θ
.

(4.32)
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2. If α ∈
[

f(θ)

f(θ)+fη(θ)
, 1
2

]
and if the function Jη,α,θ(x) given in (4.32) is non-decreasing

in θ for all x when θ < θα, then R∗
η,α,θ follows the form given in (4.31) for θ < θα,

and R∗
η,α,θ = 0 for θ ≥ θα, where θα is determined by the equation F η(θα)

F (θα)
= 1−α

α
. The

premia
{
p∗η,α,θ

}
θ∈Θ satisfy (4.18).

3. If α ∈
(
1
2
, 1
)
, then R∗

η,α,θ = 0 and p∗η,α,θ = 0, for all θ ∈ Θ.

Moreover, the collection
{
R∗

η,α,θ

}
θ∈Θ of optimal retention functions is submodular, for a

given η and α.

Proof. Form (4.12) and (4.6), it follows that the social welfare function can be rewritten
as

Wη,α

(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
= α

∫ θ

θ

Uθ (Rθ, pθ) dFη(θ) + (1− α)

∫ θ

θ

π (Rθ, pθ) dF (θ)

= α

∫ θ

θ

(
− pθ −

∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

)
dFη(θ)

+ (1− α)

∫ θ

θ

(
pθ − E[X] +

∫ M

0

[1− FX(x)]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

)
dF (θ)

=

∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

(
(1− α)[1− FX(x)]− α

dFη(θ)

dF (θ)
[1− gθ(FX(x))]

)
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx dF (θ)

+

∫ θ

θ

(
1− α− α

dFη(θ)

dF (θ)

)
pθ dF (θ)− (1− α)E[X].

Now, for every (Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ ∈ IC, it follows from Proposition 4.3.2 that the premium satisfies
(4.9). Substituting this premium structure into the social welfare function yields

Wη,α

(
(Rθ, pθ)θ∈Θ

)
=

∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

(
(1− α)[1− FX(x)]− α

dFη(θ)

dF (θ)
[1− gθ(FX(x))]

)
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx dF (θ)

+

∫ θ

θ

(
1− α− α

dFη(θ)

dF (θ)

)(
pθ +

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

−
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

)
dF (θ)

−
∫ θ

θ

(
1− α− α

dFη(θ)

dF (θ)

)(∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX(x))

∂s

∂Rs(x)

∂x
dxds

)
dF (θ)− (1− α)E[X]
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=

(
pθ +

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

)∫ θ

θ

(
1− α− α

dFη(θ)

dF (θ)

)
dF (θ)− (1− α)E[X]

− (1− α)

∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx dF (θ)− (1− α)·∫ θ

θ

∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX(x))

∂s

∂Rs(x)

∂x
dxds dF (θ) + α

∫ θ

θ

∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX(x))

∂s

∂Rs(x)

∂x
dxds dFη(θ)

= (1− 2α)

(
pθ +

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

)
− (1− α)E[X]− (1− α)·(∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx dF (θ) +

∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gθ (FX(x))

∂θ

∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dxF (θ)dθ

)

+ (1− α)

(∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX(x))

∂s

∂Rs(x)

∂x
dxds

)
F (θ)

∣∣∣∣θ=θ

θ=θ

− α·

(∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX(x))

∂s

∂Rs(x)

∂x
dxds

)
F η(θ)

∣∣∣∣θ=θ

θ=θ

+ α

∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gθ (FX(x))

∂θ

∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dxF η(θ)dθ

= (1− 2α)

(
pθ +

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))]
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

)
− (1− α)E[X]

−
∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

Jη,α,θ(x)
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dxf(θ) dθ, (4.33)

where

Jη,α,θ(x) := (1− α) [FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))] +
(1− α)F (θ)− αF η(θ)

f(θ)

∂gθ (FX(x))

∂θ

= (1− α) [FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))] +
F (θ)

f(θ)

(
1− α− α

F η(θ)

F (θ)

)
∂gθ (FX(x))

∂θ
. (4.34)

1. If α ≤ 1
2
, the social welfare function (4.33) is a non-decreasing function of pθ. There-

fore, at the optimum, pθ must take its largest value, provided the IR condition is still

satisfied. By Proposition 4.3.1, we conclude that p∗θ =
∫M

0
[1− gθ(FX(x))]

(
1− ∂Rθ(x)

∂x

)
dx,

where Rθ is the retention function for the lowest type policyholder. With pθ :=∫M

0
[1− gθ(FX(x))]

(
1− ∂Rθ(x)

∂x

)
dx, the social welfare function simplifies to:

(1− 2α)

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))] dx− (1− α)E[X]−
∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

Jη,α,θ(x)
∂Rθ(x)

∂x
dx

)
f(θ)dθ.
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We maximize this function pointwise, following the approach in Theorem 4.4.1. First,
we analyze the function Jη,α,θ(x) in (4.34). The first term, (1− α) [FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))] ≥
0 by Assumption 4.2.1. For the second term, it is evident that F (θ)

f(θ)
∂gθ(FX(x))

∂θ
≤

0, since gθ satisfies Assumption 4.2.2. For the remaining part, we observe that(
1− α− αF η(θ)

F (θ)

) ∣∣∣∣
θ=θ

= 1 − 2α. Furthermore, at θ = θ, using Remark 7, we ob-

tain (
1− α− α

F η(θ)

F (θ)

) ∣∣∣∣
θ=θ

= 1− α− α
fη(θ)

f(θ)
.

Since F η(θ)

F (θ)
is non-decreasing in θ, it follows that the function

θ 7→ 1− α− α
F η(θ)

F (θ)

is non-increasing. Therefore, if 1 − α − α fη(θ)

f(θ)
> 0, or equivalently, α < f(θ)

fη(θ)+f(θ)
,

then
F (θ)

f(θ)

(
1− α− α

F η(θ)

F (θ)

)
∂gθ (FX(x))

∂θ
≤ 0.

For a fixed θ ∈ Θ, the optimal retention solves the following maximization problem:

R∗
η,α,θ ∈ argmax

Rη,α,θ∈RL

−
∫ M

0

Jη,α,θ(x)
∂Rη,α,θ(x)

∂x
dx.

Hence, the optimal retention function satisfies (4.31). When α and η are specified, for
any θ < θ′, and if Jη,α,θ(x) is non-decreasing in θ for all x, it follows that Jη,α,θ(x) ≤
Jη,α,θ′(x). Thus, the pointwise maximization solution satisfies

∂R∗
η,α,θ′(x)

∂x
≤

∂R∗
η,α,θ(x)

∂x

for all x, implying that R∗
η,α,θ(x) is submodular. Therefore, by Proposition 4.3.3, it

satisfies the IC condition. Additionally, the optimal contract for the lowest risk type
(R∗

η,α,θ, p
∗
η,α,θ) satisfies Corollary 4.3.1, ensuring that the menu is IR.
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2. If 1− 2α ≥ 0 and 1− α − α fη(θ)

f(θ)
≤ 0, or equivalently, α ∈

[
f(θ)

fη(θ)+f(θ)
, 1
2

]
, then there

exists θα ∈ Θ such that 1− α − αF η(θ0)

F (θ0)
= 0. Additionally, 1− α − αF η(θ)

F (θ)
≥ 0 when

θ < θα, and 1 − α − αF η(θ)

F (θ)
≤ 0 when θ > θα. Therefore, if the function Jη,α,θ(x)

is non-decreasing in θ when θ < θα, the optimal retention function R∗
η,α,θ follows

the form given in (4.31). When θ ≥ θα, since Jη,α,θ(x) ≥ 0 for all l, it follows that
R∗

η,α,θ = 0.

3. If α > 1
2
, the social welfare function (4.33) is a non-increasing function of pη,α,θ.

Therefore, at the optimum, pη,α,θ must take its smallest value while still satisfying
the IR condition. By Proposition 4.3.1, we obtain p∗η,α,θ = 0. Substituting this into
the social welfare function (4.33), we obtain

(1− 2α)

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))]
∂Rη,α,θ(x)

∂x
dx− (1− α)E[X]

−
∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

Jθ,α,η(x)
∂Rη,α,θ(x)

∂x
dx

)
f(θ)dθ

=

∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

(
(1− 2α) [1− gθ (FX(x))]

∂Rη,α,θ(x)

∂x
− Jη,α,θ(x)

∂Rη,α,θ(x)

∂x

)
dxf(θ)dθ

− (1− α)E[X].

In this case, 1− α − αF η(θ)

F (θ)
< 0, for all θ. Consequently, Jη,α,θ(x) ≥ 0, for all θ. For

θ = θ, we define

J̃η,α,θ(x) := −(1− 2α) [1− gθ (FX(x))] + Jη,α,θ(x) ≥ Jη,α,θ(x) ≥ 0.

The optimal retention function for the lowest risk type satisfies

R∗
η,α,θ ∈ argmax

Rη,α,θ∈RL

−
∫ M

0

J̃η,α,θ(x)
∂Rη,α,θ(x)

∂x
dx.

For all other risk types θ, the optimal retention function satisfies

R∗
η,α,θ ∈ argmax

Rη,α,θ∈RL

−
∫ M

0

Jη,α,θ(x)
∂Rη,α,θ(x)

∂x
dx,

The pointwise maximization implies that
∂R∗

η,α,θ(x)

∂x
= 0 for all x, and thus R∗

η,α,θ ≡ 0
for any θ ∈ Θ.
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This result characterizes incentive-efficient contracts as the solutions to a social wel-
fare maximization problem, where the policyholder’s welfare is weighted by α, and η can
be seen as the social planner’s prior over unknown types. The structure of incentive-

efficient contracts depends on the value of α. When α ∈
(
0, f(θ)

f(θ)+fη(θ)

)
, a separating

equilibrium emerges, and the optimal retention function follows the submodular layered
structure described in (4.31), ensuring that higher-risk types receive more coverage, simi-

larly to Theorem 4.4.1. When α ∈
[

f(θ)

f(θ)+fη(θ)
, 1
2

]
, the equilibrium remains separating, but

with a pooling segment at the top: full insurance is offered to all policyholders with type

θ ≥ θα. Moreover, θα decreases with α since θα is the solution to F η(θ)

F (θ)
= 1−α

α
, where the

fraction 1−α
α

decreases with α, while the ratio F η(θ)

F (θ)
increases with θ. This implies that as

α increases, more policyholder types become pooled at the top. When α > 1
2
, a pooling

equilibrium arises. That is, if a sufficiently high weight is placed on policyholder welfare,
the previously separating equilibrium transitions into a pooling equilibrium, where full in-
surance is provided to all policyholders. This result is at odds with the findings in the base
cases discussed in Sections 4.4 and 4.5, where a separating structure is always preferred
over a pooling structure in terms of optimal contract design.

To achieve the separating layered equilibrium when α ≤ 1
2
, we impose a monotonicity

condition on the function Jη,α,θ, analogous to the condition on Jθ in Theorem 4.4.1. These
two functions are closely related, as expressed in the following relationship:

Jη,α,θ(x) = (1− α) Jθ(x) − α

(
F (θ)

f(θ)

)(
F η(θ)

F (θ)

)
∂gθ (FX(x))

∂θ
. (4.35)

In particular, when α = 0, Jη,α,θ(x) reduces to Jθ(x), recovering the standard case without
explicit policyholder welfare considerations. The optimal retention function structure in
(4.31) resembles the solution in (4.17), with the key distinction that the layer formation
now depends on Jη,α,θ(x) rather than Jθ(x). When this function is non-decreasing in θ
for a given x, the existence of an optimal retention function is ensured. Furthermore, the
condition guaranteeing the monotonicity of Jθ(x) in θ, as discussed in Section 4.4.3, is also
sufficient to ensure the monotonicity of Jη,α,θ(x) in θ. Specifically,

∂Jη,α,θ(x)

∂θ
= −∂gθ (FX(x))

∂θ

(
(1− α)θ − F (θ)

f(θ)

(
1− α− α

F η(θ)

F (θ)

))′

+
F (θ)

f(θ)

(
1− α− α

F η(θ)

F (θ)

)
∂2gθ (FX(x))

∂θ2
.
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A non-decreasing hazard rate f/F under µ, the convexity of θ 7→ gθ(s) for each s ∈ (0, 1),
and Assumption 4.6.1 together ensure that Jη,α,θ(x) is non-decreasing in θ for all x when

α ∈
(
0, f(θ)

f(θ)+fη(θ)

)
, and Jη,α,θ(x) is non-decreasing in θ when θ < θα for all x when

α ∈
[

f(θ)

f(θ)+fη(θ)
, 1
2

]
. These results follow from the fact that F η(θ)

F (θ)
increases with θ and,

in these cases, 1− α− αF η(θ)

F (θ)
≥ 0.

The following proposition outlines key properties of the IPO menu established in The-
orem 4.6.1.

Proposition 4.6.2. Under the same assumption as Theorem 4.6.1, the following hold:

1. For each θ ∈ Θ, the marginal function
∂R∗

η,α,θ(x)

∂x
decreases with α for all x. Conse-

quently, the optimal retention function R∗
η,α,θ(x) decreases with α.

2. For each θ ∈ Θ, Uθ(R
∗
η,α,θ, p

∗
η,α,θ) increases with α.

3. The insurer’s total profit V
(
(R∗

η,α,θ, p
∗
η,α,θ)θ∈Θ

)
decreases with α. Moreover,

V
(
(R∗

η,α,θ, p
∗
η,α,θ)θ∈Θ

)
> 0,

for α ∈
(
0, 1

2

]
.

Proof. 1. By (4.35), if Jη,α,θ(x) < 0 then Jθ(x) < 0, since ∂gθ(FX(x))
∂θ

≤ 0. Now, suppose
there exist two weight parameters, α1 and α2 such that α1 < α2. Suppose, by way of
contradiction, that

∂R∗
η,α1,θ

(x)

∂x
<

∂R∗
η,α2,θ

(x)

∂x

for some x ∈ [0,M ]. Since the right-hand side of the inequality is at its maximum,

it follows that
∂R∗

η,α2,θ
(x)

∂x
= 1. This implies that Jη,α2,θ(x) < 0, which in turn leads to

Jθ(x) < 0. Given that α1 < α2, we obtain

(1− α1)Jθ(x) < (1− α2)Jθ(x),

which further implies that

Jη,α1,θ(x) < Jη,α2,θ(x) < 0.

Consequently, we must also have
∂R∗

η,α1,θ
(x)

∂x
= 1, contradicting our initial assumption.

Therefore, we conclude that
∂R∗

η,α1,θ
(x)

∂x
≥

∂R∗
η,α2,θ

(x)

∂x
for all x.
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2. The utility function for a type-θ policyholder under the contract (R∗
η,α,θ, p

∗
η,α,θ) is

given by

Uθ(R
∗
η,α,θ, p

∗
η,α,θ) = −p∗η,α,θ −

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))]
∂R∗

η,α,θ(x)

∂x
dx

= −p∗η,α,θ −
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))]
∂R∗

η,α,θ(x)

∂x
dx+

∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX(x))

∂s

∂R∗
η,α,s(x)

∂x
dxds

= −
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))] dx+

∫ θ

θ

∫ M

0

∂gs (FX(x))

∂s

∂R∗
η,α,s(x)

∂x
dxds. (4.36)

If α1 < α2, then
Uθ(R

∗
η,α1,θ

, p∗η,α1,θ
) ≤ Uθ(R

∗
η,α2,θ

, p∗η,α2,θ
)

since ∂gs(FX(x))
∂s

≤ 0, and, by Proposition 4.6.2(1),
∂R∗

η,α1,θ
(x)

∂x
≥

∂R∗
η,α2,θ

(x)

∂x
. When

α ≥ 1
2
, the utility function satisfies Uθ(R

∗
η,α,θ, p

∗
η,α,θ) = 0, for every θ ∈ Θ.

3. For the insurer, when α ≤ 1
2
, the premium schedule satisfies (4.9), and the total profit

is given by

V
(
(R∗

η,α,θ, p
∗
η,α,θ)θ∈Θ

)
= p∗η,α,θ

+

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))]
∂R∗

η,α,θ(x)

∂x
dx− E[X]−

∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

Jθ(x)
∂R∗

η,α,θ(x)

∂x
dx

)
f(θ)dθ

=

∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))] dx− E[X]−
∫ θ

θ

(∫ M

0

Jθ(x)
∂R∗

η,α,θ(x)

∂x
dx

)
f(θ)dθ. (4.37)

When α1 < α2, we have
∂R∗

η,α1,θ
(x)

∂x
≥

∂R∗
η,α2,θ

(x)

∂x
by Proposition 4.6.2(1). Since, at the

optimum,
∂R∗

η,α,θ(x)

∂x
= {0, 1}, suppose that for some x,

1 =
∂R∗

η,α1,θ
(x)

∂x
>

∂R∗
η,α2,θ

(x)

∂x
= 0.

Then, we have Jη,α1,θ(x) < 0, which, by (4.35), implies that Jθ(x) < 0. Thus, it
follows that

−
∫ M

0

∂R∗
η,α1,θ

(x)

∂x
Jθ(x)dx ≥ −

∫ M

0

∂R∗
η,α2,θ

(x)

∂x
Jθ(x)dx.

Integrating over θ in Θ, we obtain

V
(
(R∗

η,α1,θ
, p∗η,α1,θ

)θ∈Θ
)
≥ V

(
(R∗

η,α2,θ
, p∗η,α2,θ

)θ∈Θ
)
.
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Additionally, from (4.37), we derive the bound

V
(
(R∗

η,α,θ, p
∗
η,α,θ)θ∈Θ

)
≥
∫ M

0

[1− gθ (FX(x))] dx− E[X]

=

∫ M

0

[FX(x)− gθ (FX(x))] dx > 0.

When α > 1
2
, the insurer’s total profit is given by

V
(
(R∗

η,α,θ, p
∗
η,α,θ)θ∈Θ

)
=

∫ θ

θ

π
(
R∗

η,α,θ, p
∗
η,α,θ

)
f(θ)dθ

=

∫ θ

θ

(
p∗η,α,θ − E

[
X −R∗

η,α,θ(X)
])

f(θ)dθ = −E[X].

The first result shows that the IPO menu provides greater insurance coverage for each
policyholder type, with the retained losses always decreasing as more weight is placed
on policyholder welfare. Second, the incentive efficient menu, which differs in coverage
and pricing structure from the profit-maximizing contract, benefits all policyholder types,
with utility levels increasing monotonically with α. In contrast, the insurer’s total profit
decreases with α. The derived contract menu may become unprofitable for the insurer
when policyholder welfare is heavily prioritized, particularly when α > 1

2
. However, for

α ≤ 1
2
, the insurer’s profit remains strictly positive under this IPO menu.

4.6.3 Pareto Optima with Full Information

If the insurer is able to observe the risk type of the policyholder, say Θ = {θ0}, then there
is no adverse selection or screening problem. In this case, it is easy to verify that a contract
(R, p) ∈ RL × R+ is Pareto optimal if and only if there is some α ∈ [0, 1] such that (R, p)
is optimal for the following problem:

Problem 5.

sup
(R,p)∈RL×R+

{
αUθ0(R, p) + (1− α) π(R, p) : Uθ0(R, p) ≥ Uθ0(X, 0)

}
.

The following result shows that under complete information, full insurance is provided
to the policyholder, as in Proposition 4.4.1, while the premium depends on the weight α.
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Corollary 4.6.1. If Θ = {θ0}, an optimal solution to Problem 5 is given by the following:

1. If α ≤ 1
2
, then

(R∗
θ0
, p∗θ0) =

(
0,

∫ M

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))] dx

)
.

2. If α > 1
2
, then

(R∗
θ0
, p∗θ0) = (0, 0) .

Proof. If Θ = {θ0}, the social welfare function is given by:

αUθ0(R, p) + (1− α) π(R, p)

= α

(
−pθ0 −

∫ M

0

[1− gθ0 (FX(x))]
∂Rθ0(x)

∂x
dx

)
+ (1− α)·(

pθ0 − E[X] +

∫ M

0

[1− FX(x)]
∂Rθ0(x)

∂x
dx

)
= (1− 2α)pθ0 +

∫ M

0

((1− α) [1− FX(x)]− α [1− gθ0 (FX(x))])
∂Rθ0(x)

∂x
dx

− (1− α)E[X]. (4.38)

1. If α ≤ 1
2
, we see that the function in (4.38) is a non-decreasing function of pθ0 . By

Proposition 4.3.1, we conclude that at the optimum, when Rθ0 ∈ RL, the premium
is

p∗θ0 =

∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))]

(
1− ∂Rθ0(x)

∂x

)
dx.

Thus, the social welfare function becomes:

(1− 2α)

∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))]

(
1− ∂Rθ0(x)

∂x

)
dx

+

∫ M

0

((1− α) [1− FX(x)]− α [1− gθ0 (FX(x))])
∂Rθ0(x)

∂x
dx− (1− α)E[X]

= (1− 2α)

∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))] dx− (1− α)E[X]

+ (1− α)

∫ M

0

([1− FX(x)]− [1− gθ0 (FX(x))])
∂Rθ0(x)

∂x
dx
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= (1− 2α)

∫ M

0

[1− gθ(FX(x))] dx+ (1− α)

∫ M

0

[gθ0 (FX(x))− FX(x)]
∂Rθ0(x)

∂x
dx

− (1− α)E[X].

The maximizer of this equation is
∂R∗

θ0
(x)

∂x
≡ 0, since gθ0 (FX(x))− FX(x) ≤ 0 for all

x.

2. If α > 1
2
, the function in (4.38) becomes a decreasing function of pθ0 . Thus, at the

optimum, the premium is p∗θ0 = 0. The social welfare function then becomes:∫ M

0

((1− α) [1− FX(x)]− α [1− gθ0 (FX(x))])
∂Rθ0(x)

∂x
dx− (1− α)E[X].

Since 1− FX(x) ≤ 1− gθ0 (FX(x)) for all x, and 1− α < α, it follows that

(1− α) [1− FX(x)] ≤ α [1− gθ0 (FX(x))] .

Thus, the maximizer of this equation is again
∂R∗

θ0
(x)

∂x
≡ 0.

This result states that when α is small, the insurer sets the premium in a way to extract
all of the policyholder surplus, yielding a strictly positive profit of ∆θ0(−X). However,
when policyholder welfare is prioritized (i.e., α is large), the premium is reduced, and the
insurer charges a zero premium.

4.7 Conclusion

This chapter examines a monopolistic insurance market in which policyholders have pri-
vate information about their risk attitudes, while the insurer observes only the overall risk
distribution. This hidden information is modeled using the Dual Utility model of Yaari
(1987), and equilibrium contracts are designed to maximize the insurer’s profit while en-
suring incentive compatibility—that is, revealing policyholders’ private information. Our
model extends the classical setting of Stiglitz (1977) by incorporating a continuum of
types and assuming that losses are continuously distributed. Under certain conditions, a
separating equilibrium is optimal and can be fully characterized. The continuum frame-
work allows for a detailed analysis of key properties of the optimal contract, including
policyholder welfare and insurer profit.
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We characterize the optimal (profit-maximizing) incentive-compatible and individually
rational menus of insurance contracts in terms of the marginal loss retention per type
of policyholder. Optima consist of layered deductible contracts, where each such layered
structure is determined by the risk type of the policyholder, proxied by their probability
weighting function. Such layered indemnity structures are widely observed in practice.
The key properties of our separating equilibria are that (i) insurance coverage and premia
are monotone in the level of risk aversion; (ii) the most risk-averse policyholder receives full
insurance (efficiency at the top); (iii) the monopoly will absorb all surplus from the least-
risk averse policyholder, and the contract offered to this policyholder leaves them indifferent
between participation and non-participation; (iv) at an optimum, the policyholder’s utility
of wealth is a decreasing function of their risk type; and (v) policyholders with a higher
level of risk aversion, who are willing to pay more for a product with a higher coverage,
are generally more valuable to the insurer, in that they induce a higher expected profit for
the insurer.

In addition, we examine the effect of fixed insurance provision costs on equilibria. We
show that the optimal menu is the same as in the absence of such fixed costs, with the
exception that only part of the menu is excluded. The excluded contracts are those designed
for policyholders with relatively lower risk aversion, who are less valuable to the insurer.
Moreover, if the fixed cost is prohibitively high, exceeding the profit that the insurer could
have obtained in a market with perfect information and no friction cost, and in which the
policyholder is of the most risk-averse type, then the insurer anticipates losses even on the
most risk-averse policyholders (and hence on all other types). In that case, there will be no
gains from trade, and the insurer is not willing to offer any contract. However, when trade
occurs, separating equilibrium contracts always outperform pooling equilibrium contracts.

Finally, we characterize incentive-efficient menus of contracts in the context of an ar-
bitrary type space. We show that individually rational and incentive compatible contracts
that are Pareto optimal can be achieved by maximizing a social welfare function that ac-
counts for hidden types. While it is difficult to solve such a problem in the general case,
we are able to provide a crisp characterization of solutions under a few assumptions.
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Chapter 5

Future Work

This thesis examines optimal insurance design in monopolistic markets under both com-
plete and incomplete information. We develop a unified framework that captures a wide
range of policyholder behaviors and insurer strategies, driven by both classical expected
utility theory and more flexible non-expected utility models such as Yaari’s dual theory
and distortion risk measures.

In the full-information setting, we first analyze optimal pricing through convex loading
functions when the insurer fully observes the policyholder’s risk preferences. We identify
the conditions under which traditional contract forms—such as coinsurance and deductible
contracts—emerge as optimal, and characterize their associated pricing rules. We then
extend this model to account for behavioral distortions in probability perceptions, offering
a broader class of pricing and contract design principles that align with both academic
theory and empirical observations. This analysis highlights the central role of the Bowley
solution in sequential insurance markets and demonstrates how insurer and policyholder
distortions jointly shape contract structures.

In the incomplete information setting, we turn to mechanism design to address the
challenge of adverse selection. Modeling policyholder heterogeneity through a continuum
of distortion functions, we derive the optimal menu of contracts subject to incentive com-
patibility and individual rationality constraints. Our results reveal a layered structure
of optimal contracts, where full insurance is offered to the most risk-averse types, and
coverage and premiums increase with risk aversion. Extensions including fixed costs and
incentive-efficient(Pareto-optimal) contract menus further deepen our understanding of
practical trade-offs faced by insurers in markets with asymmetric information.

Looking ahead, several promising directions remain open for future research.
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5.1 Extending to General Loading Functions

Recall from Chapter 2 that we initially considered a set of admissible loading functions
given by:

A0 =

{
g : X(Ω) → [0,∞)

∣∣∣∣ g is increasing and convex, g(0) = 0, g(x) ≥ x,

g(x) ̸≡ x, E[g(X)] < +∞

}
.

We now consider a broader class of loading functions:

F =

{
g : X(Ω) → [0,∞)

∣∣∣∣ g(0) = 0, |g′(x+)− g′(x−)| ≤ M,E[X] < E[g(X)] < +∞

}

for some constant M > 0. This extension allows for more general pricing mechanisms that
may include kinks or non-convexity.

To optimize g, we decompose it using:

g′(x) = g′(α) + h(x),

and obtain

E[g(αX)] = α

∫ 1

0

g′(αx)FX(x)dx = α

∫ 1

0

h(αx)FX(x)dx+ αg′(α)E[X]. (5.1)

For the policyholder’s problem, the first-order condition for the optimal proportion α
under a proportional contract—originally derived in equation (2.10)—still applies in this
generalized setting. It becomes:

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − E[g(αX)])X]

E [u′ (w0 −X + αX − E[g(αX)])]
= E [g′ (αX)X]

= g′(α)E[X] + E [h (αX)X] , (5.2)

For the insurer’s problem, our goal is to determine the optimal pricing function g ∈ F
that maximizes the insurer’s expected profit, as defined in equation (2.13). Adopting a
similar variational approach as in Theorem 2.3.2, we analyze the structure of g by de-
composing it into its derivative components. This allows us to derive integral expressions
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for the insurer’s profit and characterize the necessary conditions that an optimal pricing
function must satisfy. Specifically, we approximate the derivative g′ via a sequence of step
functions and analyze the impact of marginal changes in g on expected profit under the
constraint that g ∈ F . The resulting inequalities yield useful bounds and ultimately guide
the design of the profit-maximizing pricing rule within this broader admissible class. A
complete solution to this generalized problem remains an open question and is left for
future work.

5.2 Extension to the Two-Dimensional Hidden Infor-

mation Case

Based on the progress made in addressing the asymmetric information problem in monop-
olistic markets, as discussed in Chapter 4, an interesting direction for future research is the
extension of the current continuum-type model to a multidimensional hidden information
framework within a monopolistic market. This extension would involve incorporating both
hidden risk distributions and hidden risk attitudes.

The analysis of discrete-type policyholders, particularly in the two-type case, has been
explored in the literature. For example, Landsberger and Meilijson (1994) focuses
solely on hidden risk attitudes, while Landsberger and Meilijson (1999) incorporates
both hidden risk distributions and attitudes. Their findings indicate that when policyhold-
ers differ only in their risk attitudes, the more risk-averse group is offered full insurance,
while the less risk-averse type receives a two-valued partial insurance contract. When pol-
icyholders also differ in their risk distributions, the policyholder with the lower certainty
equivalent is offered full insurance, while the other type receives partial insurance. The
level of coverage in this case depends on the ratio of the two risk distribution functions.

An open question is whether these conclusions extend to the continuum-type setting.
In the one-dimensional screening problem, transitioning from discrete to continuous types
uncovers interesting structural properties of the contract menu, such as the convexity of
policyholder welfare and the monotonicity of insurer profitability. However, when policy-
holders differ not only in risk attitudes but also in risk distributions, it remains unclear
whether these key properties still hold. Moreover, it is important to examine whether
the separating equilibrium continues to be more profitable and whether the equilibrium
contract depends on the relative ordering of policyholders’ risk distributions, as discussed
in Landsberger and Meilijson (1999).

A very important contribution in this direction can be found in the recent work of
Cheung et al. (2025). In this paper, the authors consider a setting where both the risk
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distribution and the risk attitude of policyholders are hidden information. policyholders
are assumed to evaluate risk using VaR, while the premium is calculated using a distortion
premium principle. The heterogeneity in private information is captured through a vector
(α, k), where α reflects the policyholder’s confidence level (VaR quantile), and k represents
uncertainty in the risk distribution Lk. The paper derives optimal insurance contracts that
are incentive-compatible, individually rational, and profit-maximizing, under specific con-
tract structures—namely deductible, proportional, and combinations thereof. This paper
serves as a valuable reference for future research in this direction.
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