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Abstract We obtain a Lundberg-type inequality in the case of an inhgeneous renewal
risk model. We consider the model with independent, but aoeasarily identically distributed,
claim sizes and the interoccurrence times. In order to ptlogenain theorem, we first formu-
late and prove an auxiliary lemma on large values of a summafom variables asymptotically
drifted in the negative direction.
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1 Introduction

The classical risk model and the renewal risk model are twdetsothat are tra-
ditionally used to describe the nonlife insurance busin€bs classical risk model
was introduced by Lundberg and Cramér about a century agd&sk4, 15] for the
source papers and.@ for the historical environment). In this risk model, it is-a
sumed that interarrival times are identically distribyponential, and independent
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Fig. 1. Behavior of the surplus process.

random variables. In 1957, the Danish mathematician E.r8pgardersen proposed
the renewal risk model to describe the surplus process dhtweance company. In
the renewal risk model, the claim sizes and the interartiva¢s are independent,
identically distributed, nonnegative random variablese(g] for the source paper
and 2] for additional details). In this paper, we assume thatrmteurrence times

and claim sizes are nonnegative random variables (r.\asptle not necessarily iden-
tically distributed. We call such a model the inhomogenemoslel and present its
exact definition. It is evident that the inhomogeneous reheisk model reflects bet-
ter the real insurance activities in comparison with thesitzal risk model or with

the renewal (homogeneous) risk model.

Definition 1. We say that the insurer’s surpli&t) varies according to the inhomo-
geneous renewal risk model if
o(t)
Ut)=U(w,t)=z+ct — ZZi
1=1
forall ¢t > 0. Here:
* z > 0is the initial reserve;

* claim sizes{Z;,Z,,...} form a sequence of independent (not necessarily
identically distributed) nonnegative r.v.s;

* ¢ > (is the constant premium rate;

* Ot) = Y07 Iyr,<ip = sup{n > 0 : T,, < t} is the number of claims
in the interval(0, ¢], whereTy = 0,7, = 61 + 02 +---+6,,n > 1, and
the interarrival timeg#,, 0, . ..} are independent (not necessarily identically
distributed), nonnegative, and nondegenerate at zes) r.v.

« the sequence”Z;, Z, ...} and{6,, 0., ...} are mutually independent.

A typical path of the surplus process of an insurance comgsiyown in Fig.l.

If all claim sizes{Z;, Z,, ...} and all interarrival timeg6,, 6>, ...} are identi-
cally distributed, then the inhomogeneous renewal risk@hbdcomes the homoge-
neous renewal risk model.
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Thetime of ruinandthe ruin probabilityare the main critical characteristics of
any risk model. LeBB denote the event of ruin. We suppose that

o)
B:U{w:U(w,t)<O}: U{w:x+ct—ZZi<O},

t>0 t>0 i=1

that is, that ruin occurs if at some time> 0 the surplus of the insurance company
becomes negative or, in other words, the insurer becomédsaiagpay all the claims.
The first timer when the surplus drops to a level less than zero is c#fledime of
ruin, that is,r is the extended r.v. for which

() inf{t >0:U(w,t) <0} ifwebhB,
T=1(w) =
00 if wé B.

The ruin probabilityy is defined by the equality
U(z) = P(B) = P(1 = o0).

Usually, we suppose that the main parameter of the ruin fmibtyais the initial
reserver, though actually the ruin probability, together with tinferin, depends on
all components of the renewal risk model.

All trajectories of the proceds(¢) are increasing functions between tinfesand
T.+1foralln =0,1,2,.... Therefore, the random variabl&g6, + 0>+ - - -+ 6,,),
n > 1, are the local minimums of the trajectories. Consequewtycan express the
ruin probability in the following way (for details, se@][or [16]):

b(z) = P(}lggwol Yot 40, < 0)

O(01++60,)
—]ID<7111€1£]{I+C(91—|—92+~-~+9n)— Z Zi}<0>

= P(irelfN{x - :I(Zi - c@i)} < 0)
= P(itelg{;(Zl - c@i)} > x)

Further, in this paper, we restrict our study to the so-ddllendberg-type inequa-
lity. An exponential bound for the ruin probability is usuallyled a Lundberg-type
inequality. We further give the well-known exponential Indufor ¢ (z) in homo-
geneous renewal risk model (see, for instance, Chaptersdtherg Inequality for
Ruin Probability”, “Collective Risk Theory”, “Adjustmer@oefficient,” or “Cramer—
Lundberg Asymptotics” in21]).

Theorem 1. Let the net profit conditioltZ; — c¢E6; < 0 hold, and letEe"?! < oo
for someh > 0 in the homogeneous renewal risk model. Then, there is a numbe
H > 0 such that

(r) <e M (1)
forall z > 0. If Ee®(Z1—<01) — 1 for some positive?, then we can také& = R in (1).
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There exist a lot of different proofs of this theorem. The maiays to prove
inequality (1) are described in Chapter “Lundberg Inequality for Ruintruaility”
of [21]. Details of some existing proofs were given, for instarme Asmussen and
Albrecher B], Embrechts, Kluppelberg, and MikoscB][ Embrechts and Veraver-
beke [L{], Gerber [L1], and Mikosch [L6]. We note only that the bound) can be
proved using the exponential tail bound of Sgibn&%] fand the inequality)(0) < 1.

The following theorem is the main statement of the paper.

Theorem 2. Let the claim size$Z;, Z,, . .. } and the interarrival timeg6,, 62, ...}
form an inhomogeneous renewal risk model described in Diefiri. Further, let the
following three conditions be satisfied:

(C1) supEe?? < oo for somey > 0,
€N

(C2) lim supE(Gi]l{@pu}) =0,

U—r 00 i€N

. 1
(C3) limsup -~ Z(IEZZ — cEf;) < 0.

n—o00 :
i=1

Then, there are constants > 0 andce > 0 such that)(z) < e~ for all z > co.

The inhomogeneous renewal risk model differs from the hanegus one be-
cause the independence and/or homogeneous distributisagoiences of random
variables{ 71, Z,, ...} and/or{6,, 6, ...} are no longer required. The changes de-
pend on how the inhomogeneity in a particular model is urtdeds In Definitionl,
we have chosen one of two possible directions used in nuraedicles that deal
with inhomogeneous renewal risk models. This is due to tleetfaat an inhomo-
geneity can be considered as the possibility to have eitiffierehtly distributed or
dependentr.v.s in the sequences.

The possibility to have differently distributed r.v.s wamneidered, for instance,
in[5, 6,12, 17]. In the first three works, the discrete-time inhomogenetksmodel
was considered. In such a model, the interarrival times aelfiand the claims
{Z1,Z>,...} are independent, not necessary identically distributgeger valued
r.v.s. In [17], the authors consider the model where the interarrivab$irare identi-
cally distributed and have a particular distribution, wdes the claims are differently
distributed with distributions belonging to a particultass. Bernackaitand Siaulys
[4] deal with an inhomogeneous renewal risk model where thefity, 65, . .. } are
not necessarily identically distributed, but the claimesi¢Z;, Z,, ... } have a com-
mon distribution function. In this article, we consider ama@eneral renewal risk
model. In the main theorem, we assume that not only{64.59-, . . . } are not neces-
sarily identically distributed, but also the same holdstfa sequence of claim sizes
{Z1,Z5,...}.

There is another approach to inhomogeneous renewal rislelsyoghich im-
plies the possibility to have dependence in sequences amdynfeund in works
by Chinese researchers. In this kind of models, the seqee€fg 75, ...} and
{61,062, ...} consist of identically distributed r.v.s, but there may bens kind of
dependence between them. Results for such models can ke foumstance, inT]
and R3. Another interpretation of dependence is also possiblere r.v.s in both
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sequence$”y, Z,, ...} and{f;, 0, ...} still remain independent. Instead of that,
the mutual independence of these two sequences is no loeggred. The idea of
this kind of dependence belongs to Albrecher and Teudé¢lshd this encouraged
Li, Tang, and Wu 1.3] to study renewal risk models having this dependence strect
The rest of the paper consists of two sections. In Se@jone formulate and
prove an auxiliary lemma. The proof of the main theorem isented in SectioB.

2 Auxiliary lemma

In order to prove the main theorem, we need an auxiliary lemimaemmal, the
conditions for r.v.9);, 12, 13, . . . are taken from articles by Smit(] and Bernac-
kaite and Siaulys4].

Lemma 1. Letny, 72, 13, - . . be independent r.v.s such that

(C17) supEe®” < oo for somes > 0,
€N

(c2%) lim supE(|ni|1{ni<7u}) =0,

(C3*) lim sup — ZEm < 0.

n—oo N

Then, there are constants > 0 andc, > 0 such that

(bupZm > a:) cge” A

k>1

forallz >0

Proof. First, we observe that, forall > 0

(EDTESRVES)

00 k:
<O P[> mi> ) (2)

k=1 =1

By Chebyshev’s inequality, for at > 0,0 < y < §, andk € N, we have

k
IP’(Z ni > :E) = IE"(eny:1 > YT
i=1

k

<e v []Eevm. 3)

=1
Moreover, foralli € N, 0 < y < d, andu > 0, we have

Ee?™ =1+ yEn; + E(e’" —1 - yn;) 4
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and
E(e’" —1—yn;)
=E((e" = 1)1n<—up) — YEMiL{<—u})
+E((e” = 1= ymi)Li—ucni<oy) +E((€"™ = 1= ymi)Li0p)-

In order to evaluate the absolute value of the remainder ter@), we need the
following inequalities:

|e”—1‘ <o, v<0,

’e”—v—lygv?, v <0,
02
’e”—v—lygge”, v > 0.

Using them, we get

[E(e —1—ymi)|

< 2YE(|nilLgni<—uy) + % 1{ w<m<0}) + 5 E(?? e’ 1. 503)

ZJ
<2y SUPE(|771|1{m\ w) + - 5 SUPE( e Lin501), (5)
wherei € N, 0 < y < §, andu > 0.
Since
) e61}/2
lim = 00,
v—o0 U
we have
e(;U/Q > ,U2

forall v > c5, wherecs = ¢5(5) > 0.
Therefore,

supE (ne” /1y, ~oy)
€N

<supE(n7e’ 1oy <osy) + SUpE(n2e™ 21y, o oy)
€N €N

< (cg +1) S_ug Ee’ < . (6)
1€

oosingu = —= in (5) and using §), we get
Choosi 77 in (5) and using §)

[E (e —1—ymi)|
3 2

< 2ySUPE(|77i|]1{ : —*}) + L+ L supE(nfe L, o))
ie€N ST 2 2 jen "



A Lundberg-type inequality for an inhomogeneous renevei model 179

=

Y Y/ 2 8

<yl2 E(|n:|1y,, «_ — 4= 1 Ee°™

y( SUDE (|7l < py) + 75 + 5 (e + 1) supEe )
=:ya(y), (7)

wherei € N, y € (0,0/2], ¢5 = ¢5(0), and

+

<
o[,

%(cg +1) sup Re®": .

« :2SUE(Z']].__L)+
(y) ieg |7 {m<——45} o

Conditions C1*) and €2*) imply thata(y) J 0 asy — 0.
For an arbitrary positive, we have

sup E (|71, <0y) = sup E(|m:] L v, <oy + |7 Lin.<—v})
1€N €N
< v+ Sup E(|ni[Lgy,<—vy)-
1€N
So, condition (2*) implies that
sup E (|11, <03) < 0. ®)
1€EN
Denote
7= min{6/2, 1/(2 sugIE(|ni|]l{ni<o})) }
S
If y € (0,%], then

y(Eni + a(y)) > yEn;
= yE(nil{y, >0y + Mil{y<oy)
2 yE(niﬂ{m<o})
> §inf B(mil gy, <o})

= —ysupE(|n| L1y, <0})
ieN
> 1/2

foralli € N.
Therefore, 8), (4), (7), and the well-known inequality

In(1+u) <wu, u>-1,

imply that
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i=1
k

<e " [J(+y(Eni + ay)))

=1

_ exp{_yx + zk:m(l +y(En; + a(y)))}

i=1

k k
P(Z ;> a:) e ¥* H(l + yEn; + E (e — 1 —yn;))
i=1

k
< eXP{—yx+yZEni +yka(y)}, (9)

i=1

wherek € N, z > 0, andy € (0,7].
By estimate ) and condition(3*) we can suppose that

lim sup — Z En; =

n— o0
=1

for some positive constang. Then we have

k
Z E
=1

for k > M + 1 with someM > 1. Moreover, there existg* € (0,7] such that
a(y*) < ¢g/4 sincea(y) | 0 asy — 0.
Using results from2), (3), and @), we derive

(m S )

| =

k>1
oo k
<2P<Zm>x>+ Z P(Zm>x>
k= 3 k= M+1 =1
M k k
S| CEER VR o
k=1 =1 k= M+1 =1
k

M
< E e VT Ee¥V ™ 1 E eV Ty Sk Enitytka(y®)
k=1 i=1 k=M+1

i ﬁ Ee¥ i + i e—ky*06/4>

k=1i=1 k=0

. <M , 1

(AM — 1) e¥ co/4
A ) =: cge” A7,

-1 +ey*cﬁ/4—1
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where

x 20,

A =1+ supEe”,
€N
A(AM _ 1) ey*c6/4
A1 eresiq
Cq = y* € (Oa /y\]

C3 =

with M > 1, ¢g > 0, andy > 0 defined previously. The lemma is now proved.

3 Proof of Theorem?2

In this section, we prove Theorem

P(z) = P(sup{Z(Zi - c@i)} > a:),

L= )

Proof. Since

the desired bound of Theoredrtan be derived from auxiliary Lemnda
Namely, supposing that r.vs; — c¢f;, i € {1,2,...}, satisfy all conditions of
Lemmal, we get
P(x) < cre™ "

for all z > 0 with some positive7, cg independent of:.
Therefore,
w(x) < c7e—08m/26—08m/2 < e—CSw/Q7

with z > max{0, (2Incy)/cs},

Thus, it suffices to check all three assumptions in our lemritia endom vari-
ablesZ; — cf;, i € N. The requirementd3*) of Lemmal is evidently satisfied by
condition C3).

Next, it follows from (1) that

sup Ee?(Zi=%) L supFe’? < .
ieN ieN

So, the requirement(*) holds too.
It remains to prove that

lim supE(|Zi - c@i|]1{zi,cgi<,u}) =0. (10)

U=O0 jeN
To establish this, we use the inequality
supIE(|Zi - c@i|]l{Zi,cgi<,u}) < supIE(Zi]l{Zi,cgig,u})
ieN €N

+ csugE(@il{Zi,cgig,u}). (12)
1€
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Taking the limit asu — oo in the first summand of the right side of inequality
(11), we get
Jim silelgE(Zi]l{Zi—céig—u})

< Jim supB(Ziliz, —ep <—uyLipi< 21)

U— 00 i€N

+ lim sup E(Zil{z, o, <—uylio;>2})

< lim sup E(Ziﬂ{zisfu/ﬂ)

U—> 00 ieN

+ lim supB(Zil(z, —co.<—uplo.>2))

U—r00 i€N

= Jim supB(Zil(z, o, <-uyLio.> 2.1)

U— 00 i€N

N

lim sup E(Zﬂl{epi})

— lim supIEZl-]P’(t?i > 3)
2c

U—r 00 i€N
<supEZ; lim sup]P’(@i > E) (12)
ieN =00 e 2¢

Sincex < €7 /v, z > 0, condition C1) implies that
supEZ; < oo. (13)
ieN

In addition,

0:ilsg > u
lim supP(@i > 23) = lim supE(M>
c

U—00 ;N U0 N 91

< lim R supE(9i1{9i>l}):0 (14)
u—o00 U €N 2c
by condition (2).
Therefore, relationsl@), (13), and (L4) imply that

lim supIE(Zi]l{Zi,cgig,u}) =0. (15)

U—» 00 ieEN

Now taking the limit asu — oo in the second summand of the right side of
inequality (L1), by condition C2) we have
Jim supB(0:1 (7, —co.<—uy) = i SupE (0l 5,52 (7,41))
< lim SupE(@i]l{gi}%}):O. (16)

U— 00 ieN

We now see that the desired equalifyd) follows from (11), (15), and (L6). This
means that all requirements of Lemihhold for r.v.sZ; — cf;,i € N. O



A Lundberg-type inequality for an inhomogeneous renevei model 183

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank the anonymous referee for extremebpitkel and helpful
comments.

References

[1] Albrecher, H., Teugels, J.L.: Exponential behavior Ire tpresence of dependence in

risk theory. J. Appl. Probab¥3(1), 257-273 (2006). MR2225065 doi:10.1239/jap/
1143936258

[2] Andersen Sparre, E.: On the collective theory of riskia tase of contagion between the

claims. In: Transactions XVth International Congress ofuacies, vol. 2(6), pp. 219-229
(1957)

[3] Asmussen, S., Albrecher, H.: Ruin Probabilities. Wo8dientific Publishing (2010).

(4]
(5]

(6]

(7]

(8]
9]

[10]

[11]
[12]

[13]

[14]
[15]

[16]

MR2766220d0i:10.1142/9789814282536

Bernackaie, E., Siaulys, J.: The exponential moment tail of inhomegess renewal pro-
cess. Stat. Probab. Le#7, 9-15 (2015).MR3299745 do0i:10.1016/j.spl.2014.10.018
Bieliauskiere, E., Siaulys, J.: Infinite time ruin probability in inhoneeous claim case.
Liet. Mat. Rink., LMD Darbai51, 352—-356 (2010) (ISSN 0132-2818, available at page
www.mii.lt/LMR/)

BlaZevitius, K., Bieliauskie, E., Siaulys, J.: Finite-time ruin probability in the imho-
geneous claim case. Lith. Math. 20(3), 260-270 (2010).MR2719562 d0i:10.1007/
$10986-010-9084-2

Chen, Y., Ng, K.W.: The ruin probability of the renewal d& with constant interest
force and negatively dependent heavy-tailed claims. Indath. Econ.40(3), 415-423
(2007). MR2310980 d0i:10.1016/j.insmatheco.2006.06.004

Cramér, H.: Historical review of Filip Lundberg’s works risk theory. Scand. Actuar. J.
1969 6-12 (1969).MR0347028 doi:10.1080/03461238.1969.10404602

Embrechts, P., Kluppelberg, C., Mikosch, T.: Modelingtiemal Events. Springer
(1997). MR1458613 d0i:10.1007/978-3-642-33483-2

Embrechts, P., Veraverbeke, N.: Estimates for prdlgluf ruin with special emphasis
on the possibility of large claims. Insur. Math. Ecdfl), 55-72 (1982).MR0652832
doi:10.1016/0167-6687(82)90021-X

Gerber, H.U.: Martingales in risk theory. Mitt., SchizeVer. Versicher.math73, 205—
216 (1973)

Lefevre, C., Picard, P.: A nonhomogeneous risk modelifisurance. Comput. Math.
Appl. 51, 325-334 (2006) MR2203083 doi:10.1016/j.camwa.2005.11.005

Li, J., Tang, Q., Wu, R.: Subexponential tails of diseted aggregate claims in a
time-dependent renewal risk model. Adv. Appl. ProbdB(4), 1126-1146 (2010).
MR2796679 d0i:10.1239/aap/1293113154

Lundberg, F.: Approximerad framstéllning av sannbéiksfunktionen. Aterférsakring av
kollektivrisker. Acad. Afhaddling. Almgvist. och WikselUppsala (1903)

Lundberg, F.: Some supplementary researches on thextioé risk theory. Skand. Aktu-
arietidskr.15, 137-158 (1932)

Mikosch, T.: Non-life Insurance Mathematics. Spring2009). MR2503328 doi:10.
1007/978-3-540-88233-6


http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2225065
http://dx.doi.org/10.1239/jap/1143936258
http://dx.doi.org/10.1239/jap/1143936258
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2766220
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/9789814282536
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=3299745
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.spl.2014.10.018
http://www.mii.lt/LMR/
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2719562
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10986-010-9084-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10986-010-9084-2
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2310980
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.insmatheco.2006.06.004
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0347028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03461238.1969.10404602
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1458613
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-33483-2
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0652832
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0167-6687(82)90021-X
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2203083
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.camwa.2005.11.005
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2796679
http://dx.doi.org/10.1239/aap/1293113154
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2503328
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-88233-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-88233-6

184

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]
[22]

I.M. Andrulyte et al.

Raducan, A.M., Vernic, R., Zbaganu, G.: Recursive @aliton of ruin probabilities at
or before claim instants for non-identically distributéddims. ASTIN Bull.45, 421-443
(2015). doi10.1017/asb.2014.30

Rolski, T., Schmidli, H., Schmidt, V., Teugels, J.: 8tastic Process for Insurance and
Finance. John Wiley & Sons Ltd (1998MR1680267 doi:10.1002/9780470317044

Sgibnev, M.S.: Submultiplicative moments of the sigpum of a random walk with
negative drift. Stat. Probab. Let82, 377-383 (1997). MR1602211 doi:10.1016/
S0167-7152(96)00097-1

Smith, W.L.: On the elementary renewal theorem for idemntically distributed variables.
Pac. J. Math14(2), 673—-699 (1964)MR0165598 d0i:10.2140/pjm.1964.14.673
Teugels, J., Sund, B. (eds.): Enciklopedia of ActueBicience. Wiley (2004)

Thorin, O.: Some comments on the Sparre Andersen maodgie risk theory. ASTIN
Bull. 8(1), 104-125 (1974MR0351020

[23] Wang, K., Wang, Y., Gao, Q.: Uniform asymptotics for tii@te-time ruin probability

of a dependent risk model with a constant interest rate. dtleth Comput. Appl. Probab.
15(1), 109-124 (2013)MR3030214 d0i:10.1007/s11009-011-9226-y


http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/asb.2014.30
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1680267
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9780470317044
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1602211
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0167-7152(96)00097-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0167-7152(96)00097-1
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0165598
http://dx.doi.org/10.2140/pjm.1964.14.673
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0351020
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=3030214
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11009-011-9226-y

	1 Introduction
	2 Auxiliary lemma
	3 Proof of Theorem 2
	References

