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PARISIAN RUIN PROBABILITY FOR TWO-DIMENSIONAL BROWNIAN RISK
MODEL

KONRAD KRYSTECKI

Abstract: Let (Wi(s), Wa(t)),s,t > 0 be a bivariate Brownian motion with standard Brownian motion
marginals and constant correlation p € (—1,1). Parisian ruin is defined as a classical ruin that happens
over an extended period of time, the so-called time-in-red. We derive exact asymptotics for the non-
simultaneous Parisian ruin of the company conditioned on the event of non-simultaneous ruin happening.
We are interested in finding asymptotics of such problem as u — oo and with the length of time-in-red
being of order #, where u represents initial capital for the companies. Approximation of this problem is of
interest for the analysis of Parisian ruin probability in bivariate Brownian risk model, which is a standard
way of defining prolonged ruin models in the financial markets.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Consider the following Brownian risk model for two portfolios
Rz(t) =u; + ¢t — Wi(t),i =1,2,

where the claims W;(t),t > 0 are modeled by two standard dependent Brownian motions, initial capitals
u; > 0 and premium rates ¢;. The following representation of the dependence between the claims has been

proposed in [1] and [2]

(Wi(s), Wa(t)) = (Bi(s), pBi(t) + V1 = p*Ba(t)), 8,1 =0,

where By, By are two independent standard Brownian motions and p € [—1,1]. The ruin probability of a

single portfolio in the time horizon [0,7],7 > 0 is given by (see e.g., [3])

mr(ci,u) = IP’{ inf R;(t) < 0} = IP’{ sup W;(t) — cit > u}

t€[0,1] te[0,7)

= & <—% - c,ﬁ) + em2iup (—% + cl\/T>
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fori =1,2,u > 0, with ® the distribution function of an N (0, 1) random variable. Since from self-similarity

of Brownian motion we have the following equalities in distribution for ¢j = 071, u = %

B(tT) — eyt > u < VTB(t) — et > u < B(t) — ¢t > !/,

then without loss of generality one can assume 7' = 1. There are at least two different approaches on how
to define the extension of the above to the two-dimensional model. Denote W} (s) = W;(s) — ¢;s,i = 1,2.

Define the simultaneous ruin probability as
Taplcts ca,u,v) = P{Fsea : Wi (s) > u, Wi(s) > v}

which has been recently studied in [4] for A = [0,1]. Similarly, define non-simultaneous ruin probability
as

TaxB,p(c1, c2,u,v) =P{3scaen : Wi(s) > u, Wy (t) > v}

which has been studied for the case A = B = [0, 1] in [5]. In this contribution we focus on an extensions
of the non-simultaneous results of ruin for two-dimensional risk portfolios. In [6] Loeffen, Czarna and

Palmowski studied the so-called Parisian ruin of a single portfolio, which is defined as

,P:X,H(u)(c’ u) = ]P){HSIEAVSG[S,,S,-"-H(H)]W*(s) > u}7

for some H(u) > 0 and A = [0,7T]. This model defines the concept of the ruin as crossing the barrier
over the extended period of time, the so-called time in red. It seems more natural than the classical ruin
approach, since it allows for easier practical investigations whether the ruin has occurred. This model has
also been studied for various sets A and various processes in many other contributions, e.g. [7], [8], [9]. To

analyse the model in two-dimensional framework we use the following definition of the ruin probability

’szg,H(u)(Cl, C2,U, U) = P{Hs’eA,t’erse[s',s'+Hl(u)}vte[t',t'+H2(u)]Wl*(s) > u, Wz*(t) > U}u

for some Hp(u), Hy(u) > 0 and intervals A, B. We refer to [10], where one can find an application of
Parisian ruin to actuarial risk theory, where R; is treated as a surplus process of an insurance company
with initial capital u;. For more general intervals A, B we have the following comparison between Parisian

and classical ruin
(1.1) TAxB,p(C1,C2,u, au) > P;X&H(u)(cl, Co, U, alL).

Since Parisian ruin probability cannot be determined explicitely for general Gaussian risks, our aim is to
investigate the asymptotic behaviour of the Parisian ruin conditioned on the classical ruin occurring, for

which the results are known. Hence we calculate

(@6,1]27},{(1},) (Cl7 Co, U, CLU) =
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Wi(s) —cis > u Wi(v) —c1v > u
P Fo ve)0,1)Vsels',s/+ Hy ()] Ve[t ¢/ +Ha (u)] vwel0,1]
Wa(t) — cat > au Wa(w) — cow > au

for u — oo and also find for which H(u) we have that for some C > 0

uh—>nolo @671]2711(“) (c1,c2,u,au) = C.

We prove that the above is true for H(u) = (2%, 5%) = (Sz_fg) for some 51,52 > 0. To simplify notation

w2’ y2

we denote

Ps, s,(c1,c2,u, au) == P (c1,¢2,u,au)

S1,S
[0,1]2,5172)
and similarly

e *
PS1,52 (Cla C2, U, CLU) = P[O 12 (S1,592) (Cly C2,U, (I’LL).

Arbitrary choice of H(u) = % is closely connected to the length of the intervals with comparable
variance for the Brownian motion (see [11]). For the choice of H(u) = o(-5) following the same line of

proof we have that
Jm Pio e gy (er, e2,u, au) = 1.

On the other hand, if we choose H(u) such that u?H (u) — oo, H(u) < 1, then the methods employed in
this contribution are not sufficient and the asymptotics are of different order, even in the one-dimensional

setting.

2. MAIN RESULTS

Based on the relation between a and p, either both of the coordinates impact the asymptotics, or one
of the coordinates is negligible (up to a constant). We begin with cases where one of the coordinates
dominates the other one and hence the results can be derived from one-dimensional models. Denote by W

the survival function of a standard Normal random variable and by ¢;+ the probability density function of

(W1(1), Wa(t*)). Let Cp =E {exp (sup inf  V2B(t —s) — 2|t — s[1(t > s)) } , which by [8][Cor 3.5] is

>0 sef0, 5L
positive and finite.

Theorem 2.1. If a < p, then

lim Pg, s,(c1,c2,u,au) = —.
U—00 2

Our next results are separated into different cases, based on a relative relation between p and A, =
%(1 — v/8a? + 1). Function A, has been found by analytical calculations. Heuristically, when p < 0 is

relatively big compared to a (in terms of absolute value), then it is less likely that the ruin will occur
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simultaneously and the asymptotics should be significantly different than the ones that have been discov-

ered for simultaneous ruin in [12].

Denote t, = m and introduce the following notation for the one-dimensional constants

P(wy, wa, f(u)) := / P{3sc0,00)Vsels s+ f(w)] : B(s) — wis > x e du,
R

. 1 w2x
H(wr, ws, f(u)) = lim ZP{Elt’e[O,A}vtE[t’7t’+f(u)}B(t) —wit > z}e* dx,

A—00 R

Wi(s) —s>ua
Wa(t) —at >y

A A
RSl,SQ = /R2 P Els’,t’e[O,w)vse[s’,s’—l—sl},te[t’,t’—l—Sg] : Mt 2yd$dy € (0,00)

In each particular case, finintess and positivity of P and H has been proven in Lemma 3.5.

Theorem 2.2. Let p € (—1,1) and a € (max(0, p), 1] be given.
(i) If p > Aq, then

: Rsi,s
(2.1) Jim Ps,.5,(c1, 25U, au) = ﬁ.

(ii) If p = Aq and a < 1, then

. (1 —ap)P(1=%, 129, S1)H(a, 2a, S»)
(22) ull{gO e@51,52 (Cla C25 U, CLU) = ;a(l _p p2) '

(iii) If p = Ag,a =1, then

Cy1C) 4 + Cu2C)
(2.3) lim Ps, s,(c1, co;u, au) = 41041 T 4,2 12
U—00 ’ 04

where Cy1 =P(2,2,51)H(1,2,52),Cs2 = P(2,2,52)H(1,2,51) and

(%01+C2)2 (%02+C1)2
gz 1 1 g2z 1 1
o e 5 D(ca+301), —z01<c . e 5 ®(c+3502), —zc2<c
4,1 = ) 42 =
1, otherwise, 1, otherwise,

6_2(501+C2)2 _2(%CQ+C1)2

5 ®(co+301) +e 5 @ (c1 4 3c2), co>max(—ic,—2¢)
(Feite)?
e ? 3 <I>(62+%cl)—|—%, —%cl < < —2¢1
Ca= (Jeaten)?
% + e 25 ® (Cl + %62) s —2c1 < < —%Cl
1, cy < min(—%cl,—2cl).

() If a < 1,p < Ag, then

Pl 1-a gy (e 2 g,
(2.4) lim s, s,(c1,co;u,au) = — =020, T2ty £ %072
U—00

2p




PARISIAN RUIN PROBABILITY FOR TWO-DIMENSIONAL BROWNIAN RISK MODEL

(v) Ifa=1,p < A,, then

(2.5) uh_)m Ps, s,(c1,c5u,au) = —g—;,
P, =L SHH(L, 2,8) o <
o - T—p2t,’ 1— pt ) PR =
where t, = Ferk Cs =

P(b, b S)H(E, 2,51), o > e

1—p2t* ) 1—p2t* ? * *

We recall that

PSl,SQ (Cla C2,U, CLU)
To,1]2,p(C1, C2, U, au)

'@5’1,52 (Cl,CQ,U, au) -

Therefore in the proofs we can also focus on investigating the asymptotic behaviour of

Ps, .55 (c1, c2,u, au), since the asymptotics for g 452 ,(c1, c2, u, au) has been calculated in [5].

3.1. Proof of Theorem 2.1. We divide the proof into two parts - a < p and a = p, since the methods

used are quite different. Further define S; 2 = max (S, S2), which will be commonly used notation in both

parts of the proof.

Case (i): a < p. First note that

7)51,52(017 C2,U, au) S P{HSIG[O,I}vse[S s/ +SI}WI ( ) }
On the other hand

PSl,SQ (Cla C2,U, (I’LL)

. Vte[t/,t/+ﬁ13f(t) > u, pBi(t) + /1 — p?Ba(t) — cat > au
= t'€[0,1]
vte[t/_l_sl v+ 2 2}31( ) > ﬁaﬂBl(t) + /1= p?Ba(t) — cot > au
- pls Vte[t,’t,Jrﬁ]Bf(t) > u, p(u+ c1t) + /1 — p2Ba(t) — ot > au
= t'e[0,1] . .
telt'+ 27/+512}Bl( ) >u— \/_7 p(u —ﬁ‘FClt)—l-\/l—p Bs(t) — cot > au
P{ 3 Vil o+ Sl]Bl s V1= p?Boft —plut (c2 — per)t
= t'e€(0,1]
Vte[t'+%,t'+sl Q}Bl( V1= pBa(t —put Lz + (2 — per)t J
(a — p)u+ (cg — pcr)s Vte[tgy+ﬂ}31(t> —at>u
> P Vo, Ba(s) > s »Jreo, .
p \V/ [+27/+Sl2}Bl()>u_ﬁ
v s, Bi(t) > u
te[t/ v+ 2571 a—p)u+(c2 — pc
= PqTvep v i} ) P{vse[o’l]B2(S) > (a=p) : E 22 pe1)
tG[t’+%,t’+S—iég}Bl(t)>u_% P
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Since a < p, we have that

lim P{VSG[OJ}BQ(S) Llazput e pcl)s} ~ 1.

U—00 /1 _p2

Further from independence of increments of Brownian motion we have for B a Brownian motion indepen-

dent of By, B

pl 3 Vte[t',t'+%}wf(t) >u
t'€[0,1] e (t) X
te[t’+%7t/+%] 1) >u— =

N 1
Z P{Ht/e[07l}vte[t/,t/+$]Wl (t) > u,vse[07 max(Sig.Sl,O)}B(S) + Cc1S < ﬁ}

* 618
= P{Ht’e[o,l}vte[t/,t/_i_f%]Wl (t) > u}P{VSE[O,maX(Sz—SLO)]B(S) +- < \/ﬂ}

Finally we have that

: 18
Jim P{VSE[O,maX(SQ—EH,0)]3(3) + % < \/ﬂ} =1
and from [8][Cor 3.5] we have
(3.1) P s (cr,u) ~ Cp¥(u+cr)

[071}7,&7

with Cp = E {sup infs eﬁB(t—£>_2|t—£1(t>S)} € (0,00). Further we recall that from [5][Thm 2.1] we
120 sef0, 1]

have that
7T[0,1}2,p(c1, coyuyau) ~ 2% (u+ cq).

This completes the proof of case (i).

Case (ii): a = p. Notice that for A >0

. * . .
,PS17S2 (Cl, C2; U, (IU) < P[l—%,lP, (51,252) (Cl, C25 U, CLU) + 7"'[071]2\[1_1%’1]27p(017 C25 U, CLU).

Denote A(u) = [1 — ﬁ, 1]. Then we have that as u — oo

* .
P[l—%gp,(slifz) (c1, c2;u, au)
u u

* * * 1
S P{Els/vt/ez(u)v(s,t)6[8/78'+j%]X[t/,t’-i-i%]Wl (S) > u, W2 (t) > au,VUEZ(u)Wl (U) <u-+ \/_a}

. 1
+ P{HUEZ(U)W:L (’U) > u+ ﬁ} =P+ Py

Next observe that

Bi(s) —c1s > u i} 1
Py = P EISCt’EZ(u)V(s,t)e[sﬁs/+%]x[t’7t'+%1 Ba(t) VoemwWi (V) <ut —=

Ja

_cmpery S b

S Vi
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IN

pc1
IP’{Hs,eA(u)Vse[s,7s,+%]Bl(s) —c18 > u}]P’{EIt,GA(u)VtG[t, e SQ}BQ( ) — \/1—15 > 0}

co — pcy

P{35/€Z(u)vse[8/78/+2]Bl(S) —C18 > U}P{HtEZ(u)Bz(t) — 7t >0
_ * pC1 — C2
— P[O 1} %(Clyu)¢ <7,—1 — pQ) (1 + 0(1))7 U — 00.

Notice that with [8] we have for some C7 > 0

IN

lim —PA(U) o =C
u—oo  U(u+cp) -

and with [3] we have for some Cy > 0

i TA0p(C 1)
u—oo  W(u+cp) >
Hence
_ Prw gl o
lim = —.

hence as ©v — oo

Ps,.s,(c1,co3u,au) < ®<L> 77[’;1] s, (c1,u).

Finally, following calculations from case (i) we have that for B a Brownian motion independent of By, By

P 51,50 (€1, €23 U, au)

: Vte[t' v 51]W1 u,\/1 — p?Ba(t) > (c2 — per)t
v eA(u)
v SlQ}Wl o Vi—p 2By(t) > L5 4 (ca — per)t

teft+53 v+

v
=

v Wi (t) >

teft' t'+ 4]
t'eA(u)

te[turﬂ,tur&}wl (t) >u— ﬁ
{ teA(u \/1_—32 (c2 — pa)t}

* ClS
P{Elt’e[o,l}vte[t/,t/_,_f_%]wl (t) > u}P{VSE[O,maX(SQ—Sl,0)]B(8) +—< \/E}

u
XP{Ht’EA( ) e '+ S1 2 v 1-— B2 62 — ,()Cl)t}.

v
=

=

v
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Further we have

P{Vicxn VI = PBalt) > (e = perlt) < PLBimyVI= PBalt) > (2 = pealt].

On the other hand with self-similarity and independence of increments of Brownian motion we have that

for B, B Brownian motions independent of By, By
P{VteZ(u)v 1 — p?Ba(t) > (c2 — pcl)t}
P{ V1= p?Bs(1 - ﬁ) > (ca — pc1)(1 — ﬁ) + %}

1 1 1
= P{vtEZ(u) V1= p?Bs(t) > (c2 — per)t|/1 — p?Ba(l — \/—E) > (c2 = per)(1 — ﬁ) + \8/—6}
1
> P{VS€[07\}E}B(S) —(ca — pc1)s < %}
1 1 1
= P Vse[o,l}%B(S) - ﬁ(cz — per)s < Va
1
= P{Vse[o,l}B(S) - %(02 — per)s < é/a} ~1
Finally

lim P{ﬂtez(u)w/l " 2Bo(t) > (cs — pcl)t}

U—00

= uli_)n;op{ﬂBﬂl — %) > (cg — pc1)(1 — \/Lﬂ)—'_%\/ﬂ} — & <L‘C22> ‘

Hence the claim follows from (3.1) and from [5][Thm 2.1], which gives

To,112,p(c1, C2; U, au) ~ 2@ <M> U(u+ cp).

V1 — p?

3.2. Proof of Theorem 2.2. We again recall that

7)51,52 (017 Co, U, au)

mo,112,p(C1, C2, U, au)

P38 (c1,¢2,u,au) =

and as in the proof of the Theorem 2.1 we focus on investigating the asymptotic behaviour of

Ps,.s.(c1, c2,u, au). Before we begin the proof we need few technical lemmas. First let

s pmin(s,t)
Yt =

)

pmin(s,t) t
be the covariance matrix of (Wi (s), Wa(t)). In [5] it was noted that the drift has a significant impact on
the optimization problem that was used to determine asymptotics for the classical ruin. We denote below
fora= (1422 a+ 2T

Ga(s,t) := aTE;%a, b(s,t) =X la

s,t
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and set

(3.2) Ga(s,t) =mingz(s,t), g = min qqa(s,t).
r>a s5,t€[0,1]

Note that for a > p and large enough u we have b(s,t) ~ (Stt__p%p(:;iis((jf)))% Sta_sp_zp(nn;izl((jf))y) > 0. From [13]

we have that for any s,t¢ positive the following logarythmic asymptotics occurs

: 1 * * q* 5,1
(3.3) lim — log P{3s tepo,yWi (s) > u, Wy (t) > au} = — al )

U—00 U 2

Hence we will use the function ¢} (s,t) to reflect the asymptotics of P{W(s) > u, W5 (t) > au}. Below

we present the main lemma that solves the optimization problem stated above and was first derived in [5].

Lemma 3.1. For all large u we have:

(i) Ifa=1,p< —%, then q;u(s’t)(s,t) attains its unique local minima on [0,1]? at

Suy ly) *= s — ) Sus lu) = = ) .
p(2p — 1) + =222 p(2p — 1) + 9282

2

(i) Ifa =1,p = —3, then g (s8> 1) attains its unique local minima on [0,1]* at

1 _ 1
(Su,ty) == (1,min(72 ,1)) , o (Su,ty) = <min(72 ,1),1) .
e e

(i1i) For any other a € (max(0,p),1],p € (—1,1), Dpo(s t)(s,t) attains its unique minimum on [0,1]% at

— e 3 A
(Susty) i= 1, p(2ap—1)+%)v if PGap— 1)1 P € [0,1]
)
(1,1), otherwise.
In the rest of the paper we denote
t*:= lim t,,
U—00

where t,, is defined as in Lemma 3.1. We moreover recall the comparison between the behaviour of variance

in t,, and t* from [5][Rem. 3.3].

Remark 3.2. For a € (max(0,p),1] and t, <1 as in Lemma 3.1 we have

_(e1p—c)?
@1, (U c1,au + coty) ~ € 2000 @p (U + ¢1, au + cat™), u — oo.

Denote k, =1 — (k;#,lu =ty — (l_l)A,u > 0,A >0 and set

w2

Eyr=1[k+1)u ki, Buii=Eurx Ey, E=[-A0x[-A,0].

Define also nu,k,l(s7 t) = (nl,u,k(s)v 772,u,l(t)) = u(Wl(u_sQ +ku) _Wl(ku) _Clu_827 WQ(% +lu) _WQ(ZU) _C2L)‘

u2

The following lemma is used to calculate the ruin probability on an interval of size of order O(#)
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Lemma 3.3. Let p € (—1,1),a € (max(0,p),1],l,k = O(UIOTg(")) and A, S1,52 > 0 be given constants.

Then, as u — 0o

1 * ok

P;u,k MEE) (c1,c2,u,au) ~ u g (u+cp,au+ Cztu)h(A)€_§u2(q“(k“’l“) 9a(lt)
Wi(s) —s>x N

f]RZ P Els’,t’e[O,A]vse[s’,s’+5ﬂ,te[t’,t’-l—sz] : MY drdy 1, = ky
Wa(t) —at >y
a—p

P< Fveio,a)Veew 1145, : Walt) — e s>y
L(A) = R? P ly > ko,

XP{3gecio,a)Vsels 545, : Wils) —s > x}e)‘lir)‘zydxdy
1—ap
/]R2 P{HS’E[O,A]VSE[S’,S’—i—Sﬂ : Wl(s) — 11— pzt*S > l‘}

a
XP{Ht’e[O,A}Vte[t',t’Jrsg} : Wa(t) — t> y}e)‘”““\?y

1 1—a 1 a—
t* l—pg l“ = ku > 1_pp27 lu = ku
— { t'—aqa — a—
and A\ = ﬁa by > Ky Ay = *_527 by > ky
1—a, a—pt*
1_p2§*7 lu < ku t*—p2p(t*)2’ lu < kfu
Additionally
Wiky) =u— 2
3.4 li Pq3 A : v beM T A g :
(3.4) 00 | ko oz w) /Rz { (s/ W) EEVsEls! s/ +51] L€ 4 +85] © Mu,ke,1(8,1) > (2, y) Wi (i) = au— e Tay < oo
u

Remark 3.4. Limit (3.4) is necessary so that dominated converence theorem can be used while proving

Lemma 3.3.
The following lemmas are used to show that the constants I; in Lemma 3.3 are positive and finite.
Lemma 3.5. i) For any b,c > 0,5 > 0 such that 2b > ¢ we have
/R P{TusoVoeqp s W (E) — bt > 2}edz € (0, 00).
it) For any b> 0,5 >0
T—o0

.1 ©
lim — /RP{Elt/e[O,T]Vte[t',t'+S}W(t) — bt > x}e*"dx € (0, 00).

Proor or LEMMA 3.5

Ad i) We have that
/ P(FusoVoepy s W(E) — bt > 2}edr = / P{FsoVieio. Wt + 1) — bt + 1) > a}eda
R R

1 ¢
= 3 / P{3p>0Vicpg)pW (t + 1) — b*(t +t') > a}eb®dw
R
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1 ¢
= —/P{at/>0vt€[0 s (W(t+1t) = (t+1)>z}er"da
b R 52

This constant is the same as in [8](8) for T = b%,a =1,=1,b1=by = %.

Ad ii) Notice that

.1 ]
lim T /RP{Elt/e[QT}vtE[t’,t’—i-S]W(t) — bt > ZE}ezb dr

T—oc0

1
= Jim o / P(TueiorVoco.s Wt + 1) — b(t + 1) > x}eda
R

T—o00

T—o00

= lim biT / P{Ht’e[O,T}vte[O,S}bW(t + t/) — b2(t + t/) > JE}QQJ:d:E
R

. . 1 / / 2z

This constant is the same as in [7](2.5) for « =1 and S = b%,T = b%' O

Lemma 3.6. Take any a > max(0, p),S1, 52 > 0. Then

Wi(s) —s>x
/[R2 P Hs’,t’€R+vs€[s’,s’+Sﬂ,te[t’,t’—l—sz] : e)\lm+)\2ydxdy S (0700)7

Wa(t) —at >y

1—a a—
where \| = 1_—{)@,)\2 = 1_pp2.

PRrROOF OF LEMMA 3.6 Positivity comes of the constant from the fact that the function that we integrate

is positive on a set of positive mass. Finitness of the constant follows straightforwardly from

Wi(s) —s>x

. A1+
/ZP Hs’,t’€R+v8€[s’,s’+Sﬂ,tE[t’,t’—i—Sg] : e TV drdy
R

Wa(t) —at >y
Wi(s') —s' >ux
R? Wa(t') —at’ >y

and [5] [Lemma 3.6]. O
PROOF oF THEOREM 2.2 We split the proof into several cases which depend on the behaviour of the

variance and the optimization point we get from Lemma 3.1. Let next

ulog(u), - gy _ (@ —aplu o) _ (e —capu
J? Ku A 3 Ku A s
By =[(m+ Du,my], Ep;=1[j+ u, jul,

where m, =1 — %,ju =1, — (j_ué)A. For A > 0 we have

7)51,52 (Cla C2; U, CLU) 2 7);-, (51,592) (Cl7 25U, au)’
wsT— oy
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On the other hand

. * . .
Psi.55(c1s casusau) S P s, sy (€15 C25 0, au) + mo j2\ p, (€1, €25 1, ).

We have

P; (51,59) (€15 €25 U, au) + 7 112\ g, (€1, C25 U, au)
(3 ’u.2
L@51,52 (Cla Co5 U, CLU) S

0,12 (€1, €23 U, au)
Since from [5][Thm 2.2] we have that

c1,Coi U, AU
lim 0,112\ F, (€1, €2 ) 0

u—oo g qj2(c1, c2; U, au)

therefore

* .
(S1:52) (Cl’ €2; U, a’u)
Fu ==

P C1,Col U, QU) ~
s1.82(€1, €2 v, a) To,1p2 (€1, 25 U, au)

where F), is case dependant.

Case (i): p > (1 — v/8a2 + 1). According to Lemma 3.1 ¢t* = ¢, = 1. From [5][Thm 2.2, case (i)] we have

F, = ESJ. Using Lemma 3.3 and Lemma 3.6 and taking v — oo and then A — oo, we get that

77;2 L) (c1,c2;u,au) ~ Iu_2cp1(u + c1,au + ¢2),
Wi(s) —s>uw i ]
where I =[50 Pq 3y ve(0,00) Vsels,s/+1] 1€t ¢+ Sa] eM@TA2Ydxdy. With that, the proof
Wo(t) —at >y

of case (i) is complete.

Case (ii): p= £ (1 — v/8a? + 1). We split this case into two subcases since the behaviour of the optimizing

point is slightly different. First let , co — pey < 0. According to Lemma 3.1 t* = ¢, = 1. From [5][Thm 2.2,

case (ii)] we have F, :=[1 — %, 1] x[1 - %, 1-— %] Using Bonferroni inequality we have that
7)* (Cla Co5 U, CLU)

N,
u 512
> Z]P{HS’EEiypt’EEﬁylvsG[s’,s’-l—%}’t €[t + ﬁ] tWi(s) > u, Wy(t) > au}
=2 “

Ny Ny

Sy P{HseE;l,tleEg Jmerz,, t Wi(S) > u, Wi (h) > au, W3 (t2) > au}
=2 m=I+1

(3.5) .= Pua—Dyn.

Further we have

(3.6) 7); (5.5 (€1, c2iu,au) < Py A+ Dy a.
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From Lemma 3.3 we have as u — oo

N.
Pyn ~ CS%(A)CS%(A)?[Q%* (u+c1,au + c2) Z 3% (qa (ku,lu) )=aa(1,1)),
1=2

where
1—ap
1 — p?

1,
Cél?))(A) = /RP{HSIE[O’A]vse[s/7S/+Sﬂ : Wl(S) S > x} da;

and
02(,27)3(A) = /RP{Ht’E[O,A]VtE[t’,t’+SQ] s Wa(t) — at > l‘}e2axd$‘

Using Taylor expansion we have that for k <

1 —1)2A2 k2 3
(g b) — 001 10) = (k= )8+ TR o By oD,
where 71 = El 32 >0and 7y = % > 0. Therefore with [5][Lem 3.6] we have as u — oo
Ny 2,2
7'4 =A< 1) A
Pua ~ Cip(ICE AN (ot eaut ) 3 e
=2
L o) (A CoHA) e T e =12a?
f— _ [t L A % - 2 m
N s p(A) AU (u+cl,au+62)z o€
W OB E
~ CQ,P(A) ’A \/Eu (’Dt*(u—i—Cl,GU‘i‘CQ).
(2)
From Lemma 3.5 we have that lima oo C’é}%(A) = C’é}% and ima_s oo 02,72@) _ 02(27)3 Hence
Pu A
lim lim =1.
A—00 U—00 C(l) C(2) VT u— (Pt* (u +c1,au + Cg)

2P /2r;

From the proof of [5][Theorem 2.2, case (ii)] we have that for C' = 02(17)30527)3 i

274

D D
(3.7) lim lim —%2 lim lim %0 =0
A—oou—oo Py A A—oou—00 Cu™ L (u + 1, au + ¢3)

i.e. the double sum is negligible compared to the single sum.
Now we consider the case of ¢ — pcy > 0. According to Lemma 3.1 there is exactly one minimizer of

* 2. — i
qau(&t)(s,t) on [0,1]%: (sy,ty) = <1, m> , where from ¢; — pca > 0 we obtain that

a
p(2ap — 1) +

c2—pcy -
u
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as u — oo. From [5][Thm 2.2, case (iii)] we have F, :=[1 — %, 1] X [ty — logu(“) 1 — %] The proof follows
the path of the proof of case (ii). Again from Lemma 3.3 we have

Ny,
Pua ~ COUA)CE (A 200 (ut crautcy) S e b albuli)=aa(LD),

)

1=K

where

1 1—a 1
Cg(ﬂ))(A) = /RP{HS,E[O,A]VSE[S/,S/-FSﬂ : Wl(s) — 1_ ,OI;)S > x}el P2 da:

and
C?(,?%(A) = /RP{Ht’E[O,A]VtE[t’,t’+S2] s Wa(t) — at > l‘}e2axd$‘

Observe that the Taylor expansions mentioned in case (ii) are independent on ¢y, co and hence remain the

same here. Therefore with [5][Lem 3.6] we have

Nu 272

T4 (I-1)“A

Pun -~ C?E}%(A)C?E?D(A)U_2¢t* (u+c1,au+ c2) Z e 7 T

1=K
C( )(A) 2T _gle1p—en)?
~ CYA(A) s _\\/_/Tje V= B (g — per) u Vg (u + e1, au + c3).
F : (1 (1 Cip(d) _ ~(2)
rom Lemma 3.5 we have that ima_,s 037P(A) Cy P and lima 00 —x— = 03773. Hence we have that
lim lim Pu.n — 1

A o le1p—c2)?
e C( )05271\\; "= P (co — per) utop (u + ¢, au + ¢2)

Since Dy, a is the same as [5](3.16), we have from [5] that

Du A
lim lim = 0.
A—oou—00 Cu=lpp (u + 1, au + o)

With that the proof of case (ii) is complete.

Case (iii): p = —3,

(3.6) and (3.5) with

a = 1. According to Lemma 3.1 t* = 1. The proof is analogous to case (ii). We use

o A log(u) A log(u) A A
Fu_[l_ﬁal]x[l_ u 71 U2] [1_ u 71_$]X[1_$71]7
Ny
Pun = Z]P){Els’EE}hl,t’EEZyl\v/SE(Slvsl'i‘H)’t €t t'+H): Wi(s) >uW3(t) > u}

=2
Ny

+ 3 P{Buery  wem Yacwwrmyt € (5 + H) : Wi (s) > u, W5 (1) > u}
k=2

= P\ +PA,
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N. Ny
Dyn = Z Z P{HSGE}M@EEZl,tzeEﬁ,m W (s) > u, W5 (t1) > au, Wy (ta) > u}
1=2 m=I+1 ’
Nu Nu
+Z Z P{ElsleEi,MSZEEi,mvteEzJ : Wl*(sl) > U, Wl*(s2) > U, W2*(t) > ’LL}
k=2 m=k+1
)
Wi(s1) > u
N. N
Cal Wi(s2) > u
+ZZP 351€E5,1752€Ei,17t1€E3,17t26E12hk :
k=2 1=2 W3 (t1) > u
L W;(tg) >u )
Notice that using calculations from case (ii) and (iii) for a = 1, p = —1 we have that
N Wi(s) >u
2P ElS/EEzlt,l7t/€E5,lv56[5/75/+%]7t€[tl7t/+%] : ’ cat2a <0
Wi(t) > au
pm _
w,A T 9
N Wi(s) >u
2 g By Fwent e Vaew s e 4 ) » et >0
W3(t) > au
{
which leads us to
1 2 .
p) Ci,%(A)Ci%(A)%“ Yo (u + e, u+ ), ¢2+2¢1 <0
u,A ™ 1 2
’ 1 2 _ (5e1te2) _
C’i}(A)C’i};(A)%e S B ) (62 + %cl) u o (u + ¢, u+ca), ca+2¢; >0

as u — oo with

Clil?)p(A) = /RP{HS’E[O,A]VSE[S’,S’—FSH} : Wl(S) — 28 > Z’}€2xd.%'

)

and

)

c(a) = /RP{at,G[O7A}Vte[t,7t,+SQ] Wy(t) — t > z}ed.

Similarly, by interchanging the roles of ¢; and ¢2 and using previous results we have that as u — oo

CIRA)CENA) L e (w1, 0+ ), &1+ 26, <0

CLip(A)CR(A) ¥ e

2(%02+C1)2

P (c1 + 2ea) ulpp (u+ 1, u+c2), €1+ 2e > 0.
Therefore with Lemma 3.5 we can write that

lim lim Do) Pua =1,
Ao OCy pCrpuer (u+c1,u + )
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where

-~ (%61+62)2 -~ (%02+Cl)2

e 23 @ (02 + %cl) R (01 + %62) , Cg > max(—%cl, —2¢q)
_ (%C1+02)2

e 2 s <I>(02+%cl) + 1, —%cl < ey < -2

C = Gerser?
_9lo°27el) 1 1
1+e 3 0] (61 + 562) , —2c1 < co < —35C1
2, o < min(—%cl,—ch).

D, A is the same as [5](3.15) or (3.16), exactly in the same way as in the proof of [5][Thm. 2.2, case (iv)]

and hence

L Dy,n _
lim lim = 0.
A—oou—r00 Cu~ b (u + ¢, au + ¢3)

With that the proof of case (iii) is complete.

. . 1 2 o . . * 2
Case (iv): p < 47(1 —+/8a? + 1). From Lemma 3.1 we have exactly one minimizer of D (s t)(s, t) on [0, 1]
which is (sy,t,) = (1,

W) and for large enough u we have ¢, < 1. The proof is analogous to
p(2ap—1)+=2-FL

case (ii) with

A log(u log(u
Fyi=[1— 5, 1] % [ty — glv) 4 log(w),
U u
Ny 3
2 * *
Pu,A = Z ]P){HS’GE}LJ,t’EEz,lvse[SCS’-i-S%]’t < [t/’t/ + m] W (8) > u, Wy (t) > au}’
I=—N, “

Ny Ny

Dy = Z Z ]P’{ElseEi LHER2 | ta€E2 Wi (s) > u, Wy (t1) > au, Wy (t2) > au}.
I=— N, m=l+1

Using Taylor expansion we have

. 1 —1)2A2 k2 13
u? (o (kus ly) — qo(1,t7)) = 11 (k — 1)A + 74% + O(E) + O(E),
where 71 = (1 —2ap)? > 0,74 = —% > (. Using Lemma 3.3 and Remark 3.2 we get

1

Ny,
Pua ~ CUA)CE (A 20, (u+t crau+ o) S e 30 albudi)=aa(L)

)
)

I=—N,
Ny
(1) @) Ay, —2, —als1p=e2)? ) 142 (ga(burke)—ga(1,1))
~ C5’P(A)C57P(A)u e " 2(=ar) s (u + 1, au + cat™) Z e 2 ' =
l=—Ny

where

1—a 1—ap ..
C'é}%(A) = /RP{HS’E[O,A]V56[5/7SI+S1} : Wh(s) — ﬁs > :E}elp2t* dx

and

)

a a,
OEE27)>(A) = /RP{Ht’e[O,A}Vte[ﬂ,ﬂ+s2] s Wal(t) — t_*t > :E}e2t* dx.



PARISIAN RUIN PROBABILITY FOR TWO-DIMENSIONAL BROWNIAN RISK MODEL

With [5][Lemma 3.7] we have

Ny
Z e~ 34 (Ga(kulu)=qa(1,1))  _ Z \/7'—4A —r %
== \/ﬁA =1
vam
A Ty
(2)
From Lemma 3.5 we have that ima_,o Cé’l%(A) - C’é’l}) and lima_, o Cs,Z(A) _ 05(?7)) Hence
Py,
lim lim A _ 1

A — (Clp c2)
—00 U—00 0(1) OES7)3\/\/E A3 p(I—ap) u‘lgpt*(u —|—cl,au—|—62t*)

Dy is exactly the same as [5](3.18) and hence

Du A _
lim lim = 0,
A—oou—00 Cu~lpyx (u + 1, au + o)

which means that the double sum is negligible. With that the proof of case (iv) is complete.

Case (v): a=1,p < A,. According to Lemma 3.1, there are two optimal points:

1 _ 1
S ,t = 1, 5 S ,t - — 71 )
( u U) ( p(2p _ 1) + 02—upcl ) ( u u) (p(2p B 1) + c1 upCQ )
where for large enough u we have
1 1
< 1.

p(2p — 1) + 2L p(2p — 1) + A5
We can use (3.5) and (3.6) with

A 1 1 1 1 A
Fyi=[1— 5,1 x [ty — og(w) , . log(w)y ,p,  log(w) , - log(w), 1y =1,
u u u u u u
So .
Pu,A = P El( ’t’)e[l—— }X[tu—m,tu—km]vse[s’,s’-k%}’t [t t'+ ]Wl( ) > u, W2 (t) > U
Sa *
+]P>{E| o t’ E[t logu(u) ,tu-‘r%]X[1—%,1]VS€[S’,S’+%}7t [t t + ]Wl( ) > u, W2 (t) > U}

- PR,

Wi(s1) > u
D pd 3 Wi(s2) > u
wA T (s1,t1) €[1= 25 1] [t — 25 1,4 1OE0] (s 1) €t — 5L 1, 12D | [1- 51 Ws (t1) > u
W2*(7f2) > U )
Using the same calculations as in case (iv) for a = 1 we have that
1) (1) ~(2) V2T 4
Poa CG,PCGPﬁU r, (u+c1,u + coty)
2 2 2
2 c]p”—2cicgptcy
= Cé %Cé% 7Te 200wt (u+ c1,u + cat®)

/T4



18 KONRAD KRYSTECKI

where
(1) L—p A
Cﬁ,P(A) R]P) HS’E[O,A]V36[5/7SI+51} : Wl(S) — ms > x pel-r*t*dr
and
1 2.,
C(g?P(A) /RP{Ht’E[O,A}VtE[t’,t’-i-Sz] : Wa(t) — t_*t > x}et* dx.

By interchanging the roles of ¢; and ¢y we can analogously get

/2 1— 2t* _c2—2c1c2p+c202
PO~ CHACEHA \/T—:u_l 1 _pp e B0 o (U o9, u A+ ert”).
From the proof of [5] [Thm 2.2, case (vi)] we have

(1) For ¢; > co : o= (u+ c1,u + cot* o(pe (u + e, u + c1t%)),
O(QOt* (U + C1,u + CQt*))7
(3) For ¢ = co : o= (u+ c1,u + cot™) = o (u + o, u + 1 t%).

)

)

(2) For ¢; < co: = (u+ co,u+ c1t*)
)

With that we obtain that

P,
lim lim wA

A—00 U—+00 0606(3717)3 06(’27)),&_

=1
Lop (u + min(eq, ¢2), u + max(eq, co)t*)
with

_ (min(eq,c9)p—max(cg ,c2))2

e 2p(1—p) V2mr
VT
Cﬁ =

c1# ¢
_ 3-p)

2e 2p %, Cc]1 = Co
Dy, A is the same as [5](3.19) and hence

. . Du,A
lim lim
A—oou—00 Cu™lpp (u + 1, au + o)
With that the proof of case (v) is complete.

0.

4. APPENDIX

PrROOF OF LEMMA 3.3 Let 51,55 > 0. For all the cases we can write:

Sq,S C1,Co, U, QU
Eu,kyl’(tﬂz)(la 2, U, AU)

Wi (2 + k) > u
/ P 3(3’7t’)€EVSE[s’,s’+Sl},te[t’,t’+52] : tu
R W3 (22 + 1)) > au
=) X Yy
U Qhy 1, (U + c1hy — Joaut caly — a)dmdy

Witk =u- 2
W5 (ly) = au — £

) Wl*(1f2 + ku) — Wl(ku) + Wl(ku) > Uu
- P El(s’,t')eEVse[s',s'+Sl},te[t’,t'+Sg] : .

W3 (ly) = au —
xT
u‘_2(pk)u,lu ('LL + Clku - E? au + C2lu - %)dwdy
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) Wl*(k‘U) =u—- %
P El(s’,t’)eEvse[s’,s’-‘rSﬂ,te[t’i’-i-sz] : nu,k,l(syt) > (x7y)
R? W5 (ly) = au— £

X u_chku,lu (u+crky — %, au + caly, — %)dmdy.

From [5] [Lemma 3.3] we have that both for k, > [, and k, < l,,, as u — o0

(4.1)

~

x
Pl b (U + C1hy — " au + caly, — %) ot (U + c1, au + caty,)

% e_%u2(Qau(ku,lu) (Fuslu)=Gay (1,60) (Ltw)) GArz+A2y

Hence it remains to investigate

. Wi (ky) =u— 3
P El(s’,t’)EEvse[s’,s’-‘rSﬂ,tE[t’,t’—i—Sz] . nu,k,l(sy t) > (‘Ta y)
R? Wi (ly) =au— 2

u

e)‘1x+)‘zyda;dy.

Since the interplay between k, and [, influences the behaviour of the integrals above, we split the proof
into three parts : ky = ly, ky < ly, Ky > ly.

(Z) If ku = lu7 then nz,k,l,m,y(‘s?t) = (T,T,u,k,l,m,y(s)vT’;,u,k,l,m,y( )) = T]wk,l(S,t)

[—A,0]. We have that

) 1 s(u+crk, — )
E{nu,k,l,w,y(s’t)} - _E< >

tlau + coky — £)

and the covariance matrix is equal to

s pmin(s,t) o 5 ps ku  pkuy s pt
kb pmin(s,t) t pt t

pku Ly

B < s pmin(s,t) ) _0 <log(u)> < 52 p2st )’8775 € [0,A].
pmin(s,t) t ! (

pmin(s,t))? 2

Similarly

|51 — s2

pmin(s; — s9,t1 — t2)
(nz,k,l,z,y(sl’tl)_n:,k,l,z,y(SQ’tQ))

pmin(sl — 82,751 — tg) |t1 — t2|
o <log(u)> |51 — s2|? (pmin(s; — sz, — t2))?
u

(pmin(31 — 82,751 — t2))2 |7f1 — t2|2

Together with the continuous mapping theorem we get, as u — oo

* A A
/R2 P{El(s’,t’)EEvse[s’,s’+31]7t€[t’,t’+5ﬂ : 77u7k,l,x,y(37t) > (z,y) }e 1Y ddy
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Wi(s) —s>=x

~ / P Jo vefo,a]Vselst,s'+51] telt! ' +S2]
R? Wg(t) —at >y

MY ey

It remains to show that (3.4) is finite and to justify the use of the dominated convergence theorem, but

using (1.1) we can bound the (3.4) by replacing the Parisian ruin with simple supremum and the finitness

then follows from [5] (3.8).

(ii) If ky < ly, then observe that the increments Wi (s + kyu?) — Wy (kyu?), Wa(t 4 Lyu?) — Wa(l,u?) are

independent. Hence

/]Rz PQ 3w merVsels svsilier v+5:] F (s, t) > (2,9) M ddy

= /]RQ P{HS’E[O,A]VSE[S’,S’—F&] : UT,u,x,y(S) > x}

XP{Jveo,a1Vrelr i +55] Vs uay(t) > y}e T dudy,

where v, . (8) == [ 71uk(5) is a Gaussian process with

" 1 x S
E{Ul,u,x,y(s)} = ES(U +c - E) - 0157
U
* 32
Var (uf u0y(9) =5~ 37
u

and v3, . () == ng,w(t)' is a Gaussian process with

E{UQ,u,x,y(t)} = ”{:—_%(k‘ut(au +co — a) - pk‘ut(u +c — E)) - Cga,

Var (vgwy(t)) =t— —u2(lu — )

Moreover, for each 0> s >t > —A, (v}, ,,(s) —vf, ., (t) is Normally distributed with

(s —1)?
w2k,

Var (UT,u,x,y(S) - Uiu,m,y(t)) = (3 - t) -

while (v3,,,,(s) =05, ,,(t)) is Normally distributed with

Var (15 1(5) ~ V(1)) = (5 1) — 0=
Wl — p7F)
Hence, using that Var (U;u@y(s) - U;m%y(t)) < 2|s — t| for all large enough u,
U way(8),s €0, A] weakly converges in C[0,A] to Wi(s) —s,s € [0, A] and
U5y y(t),s € [0, A] weakly converges in C[0,A] to Wa(s) — a_Z s,s € [0,A]. It remains to show that

t*—p2

(3.4) is finite and to justify the use of the dominated convergence theorem. As in previous case it falls
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directly from (1.1) and [5](3.8). Combining it with the proven weak convergence and with the dominated

convergence theorem, we obtain that

Wi (ky) =u—
/R2 PQ 35 e BV sels s+ et v +52]) * Tugi(s,t) > (2,y) ‘ b MY gy

~ /]Rz P{3816[07A}V56[5/’S/+51] : Wl(s) -S> l‘}

a—p T
XP{EIt’E[O,A]VtE[t’,t’-‘rSQ} . Wg(t) - o p27f > y}e)‘l H‘”’dxdy

(iii) If k, > I,,, then again the increments Wi (s+k,u?)— Wi (k,u?), Wa (t4-1,u?) —Wa(l,u?) are independent
Hence

. Wi (ky) =u— %
. P (s t)eEYsels s/ +51) et 1 +82] © Nuka(s,t) > (z,y)

e)‘1x+’\29da:dy
W5 (ly) = au — £

/RQ P{HSIE[O,A]VSE[S/,S,-FSl] : Viu,x,y(s) > .Z'}

><P{Ht'e[o,A}Vte[t',t'+Sz] V5 () > y}e/\lm+)‘2yd$dya

Wiky) =u—2

is a Gaussian process with
* _ y
W5 (ly) = au — 2

where Viu,x’y(s) = | n1,u(s)

* 1 x Yy S
E{Vl,u,x,y(s)} = m(Slu(u +c1 - E) — psly(au + ca — a)) —C1—,

u
Var (v y.p,(5) =s— eIy ——T
and v3,, () == | n2,u(t) is a Gaussian process with
Wi(ly) =au— 2

u

E{V2,u,x,y(t)} = Jt(au +c2— a) - 0257
u

Var (V27u’x,y(t)) =t— T
U lqy,

Moreover, for each 0> s >t > —A, (v}, .. (s) = Vi, ,,(t)) is normally distributed with

: : (s — )
Var (Vl,u,w,y(s) - Vl,u,m,y(t)) =(s—1t)— W (kw — 77

and (V3 ,,,(5) = V3., ., (t)) is normally distributed with

* * s—t §
Var (V2,u,x,y(s) - V2,u,:c,y(t)) = (S - t) - %



22 KONRAD KRYSTECKI

Hence, using that Var (Vzu7m7y(8) ) (t)) < 2|s — t| for all u large enough,

27u7‘r7y

VY way(8), 8 € [0, A] weakly converges in C'[0, A] to Wi(s) — 11__;2”@’* s,s € [0, A] and

V3 way(t),t € [0, A] weakly converges in C[0, A] to Wa(t) — #t,t € [0, A]. This leads to

/]Rz F EI(S’,t’)eEvsé[s’,s’+Sﬂ,te[t’,t’—l—Sz] YNk l(s,t) > (7,y) ‘ e)\lx+>\2ydxdy
1—ap
~ - P EIS’G[O,A}\V/SG[S’,S’-i-Sl] : Wl(S) — WS >

a

X]P){Elt’e[O,A}\v/te[t’,t’—i-Sg] : W2 (t) t*t > y}e’\lir)‘zydxdy.

The finitness of (3.4) and the application of the dominated convergence theorem can be proven identically

as in the previous case. This completes the proof. O
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