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Abstract

In this article a special case of two coupled M/G/1-queues is considered, where
two servers are exposed to two types of jobs that are distributed among the servers
via a random switch. In this model the asymptotic behavior of the workload buffer
exceedance probabilities for the two single servers/ both servers together/ one (un-
specified) server is determined. Hereby one has to distinguish between jobs that are
either heavy-tailed or light-tailed. The results are derived via the dual risk model of
the studied coupled M/G/1-queues for which the asymptotic behavior of different
ruin probabilities is determined.
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1 Introduction

A general 2 x 2 switch is modelled by a two-server queueing system with two arrival
streams. A well-studied special cases of such a switch is given by the 2 x 2 clocked buffered
switch, where in a unit time interval each arrival stream can generate only one arrival
and each server can serve only one customer; see e.g. [1, [T1, 19] and others. This switch is
commonly used to model a device used in data-processing networks for routing messages
from one node to another.

In this paper we study a 2 x 2 switch that operates in continuous time, i.e. the arrivals
are modelled by two independent compound Poisson processes. Every incoming job is of
random size and it is then distributed to the two servers by a random procedure. This
leads to a pair of coupled M/G/1-queues. In this model we study the equilibrium prob-
abilities of the resulting workload processes. In particular we determine the asymptotic
behavior of the probabilities that the workloads exceed a prespecified buffer. Hereby we
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will distinguish between workload exceedance of a specific single server, both servers, or
one unspecified server. As we will see, the behavior of these workload exceedance prob-
abilities strongly depends on whether jobs are heavy-tailed or light-tailed and we will
therefore consider both cases separately.

A related model to the one we study has been introduced in [10] where a pair of cou-
pled queues driven by independent spectrally-positive Lévy processes is introduced. The
coupling procedure however is completely different to the switch we shall use. For this
model, in [I0], the joint transform of the stationary workload distribution in terms of
Wiener-Hopf factors is determined. Two parallel queues are also considered e.g. in [23] for
an M/M/2-queue where arriving customers simultaneously place two demands handled
independently by two servers. We refer to [2] and [22] and references therein for more
general information on Lévy-driven queueing systems.

As it is well known, there are several connections between queueing and risk models. In
particular the workload (or waiting time) in an M/G/1 queue with compound Poisson
input is related to the ruin probability in the prominent Cramér-Lundberg risk model,
in which the arrival process of claims is defined to be just the same compound Poisson
process; see e.g. [2] or [31]. To be more precise, let

N(t)
R(t)=u+ct—» X; t>0,
=1

be a Cramér-Lundberg risk process with initial capital v > 0, premium rate ¢ > 0, i.i.d.
claims {X;,7 € N} with cdf F such that X; > 0 a.s. and E[X;] = p < 00, and a claim
number process (N(t)):>o which is a Poisson process with rate A > 0. Then it is well
known that the ruin probability

U(u) =P(R(t) <0 for somet > 0)

tends to 0 as u — oo, as long as the net-profit condition A\ < ¢ holds, while otherwise
U(u) = 1. In particular, if the claims sizes are light-tailed in the sense that an adjustment
coefficient k > 0 exists, i.e.

k> 0: / " F(z)dr = E,

0 A
where F(z) = 1—F(z) is the tail-function of the claim sizes, then the ruin probability W (u)
satisfies the famous Cramér-Lundberg inequality (cf. [2, Eq. XIII (5.2)], [3, Eq. 1.(4.7)])

U(u) <e ™ u>0.

Furthermore in this case the Cramér-Lundberg approxzimation states that (cf. [2, Thm.
XII1.5.2], [3l Eq. 1.(4.3)])
lim e™W¥(u) = C,

U—00

for some known constant C' > 0 depending on the chosen parameters of the model.

On the contrary, for heavy-tailed claims with a subexponential integrated tail function
%fox F(y)dy it is known that (cf. [3, Thm. X.2.1])

lim (1 | Fw dy)_l N p——

u—00 \ L4 C — /\,u




and in the special case of tail-functions that are regularly varying this directly implies
that the ruin probability decreases polynomially.

Via the mentioned duality these results can easily be translated into corresponding results
on the workload exceedance probability of an M/G/1-queue.

In this paper we shall use an analogue duality between queueing and risk models in a
multi-dimensional setting as it was introduced in [7]. This allows us to obtain results on
the workload exceedance probabilities of the 2 x 2 switch by studying the corresponding
ruin probabilities in the two-dimensional dual risk model.

Bivariate risk models are a well-studied field of research. A prominent model in the liter-
ature, that can be interpreted as a special case of the dual risk model in this paper, has
been introduced by Avram et. al. [5]. In this so-called degenerate model a single claim pro-
cess is shared via prespecified proportions between two insurers (see e.g. [4, [5, [6, 24] 26]).
The model allows for a rescaling of the bivariate process that reduces the complexity to a
one-dimensional ruin problem. Exact results and sharp asymptotics for this model have
been obtained in [4], where also the asymptotic behavior of ruin probabilities of a general
two-dimensional Lévy model under light-tail assumptions is derived. In [24] the degen-
erate model is studied in the presence of heavy tails; specifically asymptotic formulae
for the finite time as well as the infinite time ruin probabilities under the assumption of
subexponential claims are provided. In [26] the degenerate model is extended by a con-
stant interest rate. In [6] another generalization of the degenerate model is studied that
introduces a second source of claims only affecting one insurer. Our risk model defined
in Section can be seen as a further generalization of the model in [6] because of the
random sharing of every single claim, compare also with Section below.

There exist plenty of other papers concerning bivariate risk models of all types and
several approaches to tackle the problem. E.g. [14, 21] consider bivariate risk models
of Cramér-Lundberg-type with correlated claim-counting processes and derive partial
integro-differential equations for infinite-time ruin and survival probabilities in these mod-
els. Various authors focus on finite time ruin probabilities under different assumptions,
see e.g. [15, 16, 17, 29, B2, 37, B8]. E.g. in [38] the finite time survival probability is
approximated using a so-called bivariate compound binomial model and bounds for the
infinite-time ruin probability are obtained using the concept of association.

In general dimensions, multivariate ruin is studied e.g. in [9, 12} 13} 25, B0, [34]. In par-
ticular, in [9] a bipartite network induces the dependence between the risk processes and
this model is in some sense similar to the dual risk model in this paper. Further, in [20],
multivariate risk processes with heavy-tailed claims are treated and so-called ruin regions
are studied, that is, sets in R? which are hit by the risk process with small probability.
Multivariate regularly varying claims are also assumed e.g. in [27] and [30], where in [27]
several lines of business are considered that can balance out ruin, while [30] focuses exclu-
sively on simultaneous ruin of all business lines/agents. Further, [36] introduces a notion
of multivariate subexponentiality and applies this on a multivariate risk process. Note
that [27] and [36] both consider rather general regions of ruin and some of the results
from these papers will be applied on our dual risk model.

The paper is outlined as follows. In Section [2| we specify the random switch model that
we are interested in and introduce the corresponding dual risk model. Section [3|is devoted
to study both models under the assumption that jobs/claims are heavy-tailed and it is
divided into two parts. First, in Section we focus on subexponentiality. As we shall
rely on results from [36] we first concentrate on the risk model in Section and then



transfer our findings to the switch model in Section [3.1.2] Second, we treat the special
case of regular variation in Section [3.2] where we start with results for the risk model
in Section , taking advantage of results given in [27], before we transfer our findings
to the switch model in Section . In Section {4 we assume all jobs/claims to be light-
tailed and again first consider the risk model in Section before converting the results
to the switch context in Section 4.2 Two particular examples of the switch will then be
outlined in Section [5| where we also compare the behavior of the exceedance probabilities
for different specifications of the random switch via a short simulation study in Section
[5.3] The final Section [6] collects the proofs of all our findings.

2 The switching model and its dual

2.1 The 2 x 2 random switching model

Let Wi, W, be servers (or workers) with work speeds ¢;,¢; > 0 and let J;, 7> be two
job generating objects. We assume that both objects generate jobs independently with
Poisson rates Aj, Ay > 0, respectively, and that the workloads generated by one object
are i.i.d. positive random variables. More specifically, we identify the objects J;, j = 1, 2,
with two independent compound Poisson processes

N; (1)
> Xjk  i=12
k=1

with jumps {X;, k € N} being i.i.d. copies of two random variables X; ~ F} such that
F;(0) =0 and E[X;] < 00, j =1, 2.

The jobs shall be distributed to the two servers by a random switch that is modeled
by a random (2 x 2)-matrix A = (A;;)i =12, independent of all other randomness and
satisfying the following conditions:

(i) Ai; € [0,1] for all 4,5 = 1,2, meaning that a job can not be assigned more than
totally or less than not at all to a certain server,

(ii) Z?Zl A;; =1for all j =1,2, i.e. every job must be assigned entirely to the servers.

The switch matrix is triggered independently at every arrival of a job.
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Figure 1: The random switching model



We are interested in the coupled M /G /1-queues defined by the resulting storage processes
of the two servers, i.e.

N; (@)

Wilt) =32 3 (e = [ alWils)ds (2.1)

j=1 k=1

where {Ay, k € N} are i.i.d. copies of A and

0, z<0,

ci(z) = { i=1,2.

¢, x>0,

In particular we aim to study the stationary distribution of the multivariate storage
process W(t) = (Wy(t), Ws(t))", that is the distributional limit of W(t) as t — oo
whenever it exists. In this case we write

W = (W, W) " (2.2)

for a generic random vector with this steady-state distribution. Note that here and in the
following (-)" denotes the transpose of a vector or matrix.

Let u > 0 be some fixed buffer barrier for the system and b = (by,b)" € (0,1)? with
b1 + by = 1. Set u = bu, i.e. u; = bu. Then we are interested in the probabilities that the
single servers exceed their barriers

the probability that at least one of the workloads exceeds the barrier u

Ty(u) =P (m%{(m — ) > 0) , (2.4)

=1

and the probability that both of the workloads exceed the barrier u

Ya(u) =P (gg(wi — ) > o) . (2.5)

2.2 The dual risk model

In the one-dimensional case it is well known that there exists a duality between risk- and
queueing models, see e.g. [2]. The multivariate analogue shown in [7] allows us to formulate
the dual risk model to the above introduced random switching model as follows.

Let N(t) := Ni(t) + No(t) such that N(t) is a Poisson process with rate A = A\ + Ao.
Define the multivariate risk process

Ri(1) N(t) X N(t)
o 1 o Lk _ o (C1) _. o
R(t) := (RQ( t>> = ;AkBk (XM) t<c2) .;AkBka tc,  (2.6)

where By are i.i.d. random matrices, independent of all other randomness, such that

i 1 O _/\1 o 0 0 _)\2
P(Bk(o 0))? and ]P’(Bk(o 1))T for all k.



Note that the components of (R(t));>¢ satisfy the net-profit condition, if

1 1
We will therefore assume ([2.7)) throughout the paper. Note that as mentioned in [7], (2.7)
implies existence of the stationary distribution of W(t), i.e. W in (2.2) is well-defined.

For a proof of this fact in the univariate setting, see e.g. [31, Thm. 4.10].

For the buffer v > 0, in the risk model, we define the ruin probabilities of the single
components

U, (u;) :=P(R;(t) —u; > 0 for some t > 0), =12, (2.8)
the ruin probability for at least one component
Uy (u) =P (H{l?%(} (R;(t) — w;) > 0 for some ¢ > O> : (2.9)
€1,

and the ruin probability for all components
Un(u) =P ((Ri(t;) —u;) >0 for some t; > 0,1 =1,2), (2.10)
where as before u = bu for b € (0,1)? with b; + by = 1.

The following Lemma allows us to gather information about the bivariate storage process
in the switching model by performing calculations on our dual risk model.

Lemma 2.1. Consider the distributional limit of the workload process W and the risk
process (R(t))i>o defined in (2.6) and assume (2.7). Then the workload exceedance prob-

abilities (2.3)), (2.4)), and (2.5)), and the ruin probabilities (2.8)), (2.9), and (2.10), fulfil
Ti(u;) = Wi(w),
T\/(u) = W\/(U),
and YTr(u) =V,(u), u>0.

Proof. This follows directly from [7, Lem. 1] letting N — oo and due to the so-called
PASTA property, see [2, Thm. 6.1]. ]

Note that in the ruin context it is common (see e.g. [4] or [9]) to consider also the simul-
taneous ruin probability for all components

U sim(u) =P (11{1112} (Ri(t) — u;) > 0 for some t > 0) . (2.11)
€1,

As we will see, results on U, g, can sometimes be shown in analogy to those on ¥, and
we shall do so whenever it seems suitable. However, ¥, ., has no counterpart in the
switching model.

It is clear from the above definitions that for all u = bu € (0, 00)?
‘Ilmim(u) S \I//\(U) = \Ifl(bﬂL) + \Ifg(bgu) — ‘1&/(’&), (212)

and likewise

We will therefore focus in our study on T, and W, and then derive the corresponding

results for T, and ¥, via (2.13)) and (2.12)).



2.3 Further notations

To keep notation short, we write R>o, and R<, for the positive/negative half line of the
real numbers, respectively, and likewise use the notations R.g, and Ry such that in
particular R2, = (—00,0) x (—00,0). Further R = R U {—00,00}. For any set M C R¢
we write M for its closure, and OM for its boundary, i.e. M = M U OM.

We write ~ for asymptotic equivalence at infinity, i.e. f ~ g if and only if lim, % =1,
while ~ indicates that such a convergence does not hold. Moreover we use the standard
Landau symbols, i.e. f(x) = o(g(x)) if and only if f(x)/g(x) — 0 as z — cc.

Lastly, throughout the paper we set é = 0 and % =: 00, which yields in particular

F(%) := 0 for any tail function F.

3 The heavy-tailed case

In this section we will assume that the distribution of the arriving jobs is heavy-tailed.
A very general class of heavy-tailed distributions is given by the subexponential distri-
butions, and we will consider this case in Section below. However, as we will see, the
asymptotics we obtain in this case are not very explicit, in the sense that in a multi-
variate setting they do not allow for a direct statement about the speed of decay of the
exceedance probabilities. We will therefore proceed and treat the more special case of
regularly varying distributions in Section [3.2] where speeds of decay can be derived more
easily.

3.1 The subexponential case

Recall first that a random variable X in R with distribution function F' is called subex-
ponential if

()

lim

where F*? is the second convolution power of F', i.e. the distribution of X’ + X", where
X" and X" are i.i.d. copies of X. In this case, we write FF € Sor X € S.

As we are considering a multivariate setting in this paper, our proofs use a concept of
multivariate subexponentiality. Several approaches for this exist and we shall rely here on
the definition and results as given in [36], which also provides a comprehensive overview
of previous notions of multivariate subexponentiality as given in [18] [33].

3.1.1 Results in the risk context

We start by presenting our main theorem in the subexponential setting, which we state
in terms of the risk process defined in Section [2.2] Its proof relies on the theory developed
in [36] and is given in Section 6.1 below.



Theorem 3.1. For all u > 0,v > 0 set

A Fal . ubi+vc]  uba+vch A - . uby+vc*  ubstvce
o =5 B[ 2 )]« ol o2 )
(3.1
and assume that

o= 1. E[X]-E {min{AH A”H +§-E[X2} ‘E [mm{A” @H >0. (3.2)

)\ * ) % )\ * 7 %

& 2 CES)

Further, define a cdf by
Foupeap(u) =1 — 6’_1/ g(u,v)dv, wu>0. (3.3)
0
and assume that Fsypes, € S, then

Uy (u) ~ /000 g(u,v)dv, asu— oo. (3.4)

The asymptotic behavior of the ruin probabilities for single components in the subexpo-
nential setting as presented in the next lemma can be shown by classic results. Again a
proof is given in Section [6.1}

Lemma 3.2. Assume that

Qo ! )
Fy(z) := A - E[Aa] - E[Xq] 4 A - E[A]E[X))] - [)\1/0 e

)dy+)\2/0xF2( )dy}

is subexponential. Then the ruin probability for a single component (2.8)) fulfills

W, (1) ~ %E [/OOO <A1F1 (“*“C ) 4 APy (“*”C )) dv} . asu—oo.  (3.5)

Lastly we consider the joint ruin probability W, in the following proposition.

Proposition 3.3. Assume that Fyupes, as in (3.3), and F}, F? as in Lemma are in
S. Recall u = bu with by + by =1 and b = (b1, by)" € (0,1)2. Then if

Uy (byu) + Wa(bou) ~ Wy (u), (3.6)

we obtain as u — 00

A g u ver  ubstveh
Ua(u) ~ XIE {/o Fy (max{%, %}) dv}
A o __ « .
+ XzE [/ Fy (maX{szgcl,%}> dv} .
0

Conversely, if (3.6) fails, then with g(u,v) as in (3.1)

U, (1) = o (/Ooog(u,v)dv) . asu— 0o (3.7)



3.1.2 Results in the switch context

With the help of Lemma [2.1| we may now directly summarize our findings from the last
section to provide a rather explicit insight into the asymptotic behavior of the workload
barrier exceedance probabilities in the switching model defined in Section 2.1}

Corollary 3.4 (Asymptotics of the exceedance probabilities under subexponentiality).
Assume that Fyypeqy as in (3.3), and F}, F? asin Lemma are in S. Define the resulting
integrated tail functions for servers i = 1,2 via

Fri(u,A) = )\1/ 7, (u;jf) dv + )\2/ 7, (ﬁf) dv, u>0. (3.8)
0 0

Then the workload exceedance probabilities (2.3), (2.4), and (2.5) fulfil

1 .
Ti(biw) ~ 5 E[Fribw, A)], =12,
Yo~ FE | [7F (min {2525, 2 ) 0

/\ > w ved  ubs+tved
—l—TQE [/0 Fo (min{ bZQ 1,%})&)}

and, assuming additionally that

Ty (byu) + Yo(bou) = Yy (u), (3.9)

we obtain

A *— u velf u ves
Th(u) ~ TIIEJ {/ F, (max{ bi;; 1,—1)21 2 }) dv}
0

A > ubi1+vet  ubstvch
+ T2E [/0 Fy (max{%, %}) dv} :
If fails, then
Tr(u) =0 (E[Fri(biu, A) + Fra(bou, A)]).

Proof. This is clear from Lemma Theorem Lemma [3.2) and Proposition 3.3, O

3.2 The regularly varying case

In this section we will restrict the class of considered heavy-tailed distributions and assume
that the tail functions of the arriving jobs are regularly varying. As we will see, this
restriction leads to a much more explicit description of the asymptotic behavior of ruin
and exceedance probabilities.

Let f: R — (0,00) be a measurable function and recall that f is regularly varying (at
infinity) with index o > 0 if for all A > 0 it holds that

tlggo f@y 77



with the case a = 0 typically being referred to as slowly varying. In this case we write
f € RV(«). A real-valued random variable X is called reqularly varying with index o > 0,
i.e. X € RV(a), if its tail function F(-) = P(X > -) is regularly varying with index —a.
It is well-known that RV(«) C S for all a > 0, cf. [3, Prop. X.1.4].

Further we follow [27] and call a random vector Z on RY multivariate regularly varying it
there exists a non-null measure z on R*\{0} such that

(i) 1 (R\R?) =0,
(il) u(M) < oo for all Borel sets M bounded away from O,
(iii) for all Borel sets M satisfying u(0M) = 0 it holds that

P(Z € tM)
——= — u(M). (3.10)
PAIZ] > 1)

The norm ||-|| will typically be chosen to be the L'-norm in this article. If Z is multivariate

regularly varying, necessarily there exists a > 0 satifsfying that for all M as in and
t > 0 it holds that
W(EM) = 1 4(M).
Thus we write Z € MRV (a, ).
Note that in the one-dimensional case the above definitions coincide. We refer to [§] and

[35] for references of the above and more detailed information on multivariate regular
variation.

3.2.1 Results in the risk context

We will now present our first main result in the regularly varying context. Note that
this is not obtained by an application of our above results in the special case of regular
variation, but instead we give an independent proof of Theorem in Section that
relies on results from [2§]. This approach also allows to consider the simultaneous ruin
probability, which had not been possible with the methods used in Section due to
stronger assumptions on the involved ruin sets.

Theorem 3.5. Assume the claim size variables X1, Xy are reqularly varying, i.e. X1 €
RV(a), and X5 € RV(aw) for ag,ae > 1. Then with A, B from Section |4 and X =
(X1, Xo)T it follows that there exists a measure u* such that

ABX € MRV (min{ay, aqs}, u*).

Further
. Wy (u) ~
1 = “(ve* +b+ Ly)dv =: C 3.11
wioo u - P([ABX| > u) /0 wrve" +b 4 Ly)dv =: Cy < oo, (3-11)
and
. \Il/\sim(u) >
1 : = * * b L sim dv=:C sim 5 3.12
wioo u - P(JABX| > u) /0 w(ve” b+ Lnsim) dv = Cpim < 00 (312)

with ¢* = (cf,¢5)", Ly = RA\RZ, and Ly gm = RZ,.

10



Note that by conditioning on B we have

A X, Ao A12Xo
ABX 5P
P(]| | > u) (H <A21X1) ) DY (H(A22X2> ’ > u)
= A (M Fr(u) + Ao Fa(u)) . (3.13)

Using the limiting-measure property of p* it is further possible to explicitely compute the
constants Cy, and C g in Theorem [3.5 above. This then yields the following proposition
whose proof is also postponed to Section [6.2}

Proposition 3.6. Assume X7 € RV(«y), and Xy € RV(aw) for ay,as > 1 and set

¢ = lim Alﬁl(t)

= S 07 )
t—o00 )\2F2(t) [ OO]

such that clearly ¢ € (0,00) implies a; = ag. Then

C _

~ C . (mm {1)6’{+b1 : veh+ba }) e + (mln {vc’l‘erl : vch+ba }) Q2
C, —E /0 b - Ao 7 A dv|, (3.15)

and
C/\ s1m Enl Enl .
U sim (1) ~ /\ cu (A F1(u) + AaFa(u)) with (3.16)
|l " e
A,8tm + 0 1 + C vy,

tOOZ‘

where we interpre =zx.

We continue our study of the asymptotics of the risk model by determining the asymptotic
behavior of ¥ ,. It is clear from Equations and that in order to do this, we first
have to determine the asymptotic behavior of the ruin probabilities for single components
(2.8)), which will be given by the following lemma.

Lemma 3.7. Assume X; € RV(ay), and Xs € RV(aw) for ay,ay > 1. Then the ruin
probability for a single component (2.8) fulfills (3.5)).

With this the following proposition is straightforward. Again, the proof can be found in
Section

Proposition 3.8. Assume X; € RV(ay), and Xs € RV(awq) for ay,as > 1. Recallu = bu
with by +by =1 and b = (by,by)" € (0,1)2. Then if (3.6) holds,

W) ~ 5 - (A (B [Fus(o, A)] — Cus(w) + s (B [Fas(u, AY] ~ CuFo(w))
(3.17)

11



with Cy as defined in (3.15)) and with the weighted integrated tail functions

Fir(u,A) = / F; (%) dv +/ F, (%) dv, u>0,j=12
0 1y 0 2j

Otherwise, if fails, then
Up(u) =0 (u- (Fi(u)+ Fa(u))). (3.18)

3.2.2 Results in the switch context

Again we may now summarize our findings in the context of the switching model defined
in Section 2.1] as follows.

Corollary 3.9 (Asymptotics of the exceedance probabilities for regularly varying jobs).
Assume the workload variables X1, Xo are reqularly varying, i.e. X1 € RV(ay), and Xy €
RV(aq) for ag,as > 1. Set

B M FL(t)
= lim —
t—o0 /\2F2(t>

¢: € [0, 00],
such that ¢ € (0,00) implies a; = ag. Recall C, from (3.15) and the integrated tail
functions for serversi = 1,2 from (3.8). Then the workload exceedance probabilities (12.3))

and (2.4)) fulfil

1
Tl(bZU) ~ X -E F“(biu, A)] s 1= 1, 2,

To(u) ~ % ~u(MFy(u) + Ao Fa(u)),

Assuming additionally (3.9) the workload exceedance probability (2.5)) fulfills

T () ~ % (B [Fra(bru, A)] + E [Fra(bou, A)] — (MuFa(u) + duFa(w)) C.)

If (3.9) fails, then

Ta(u) =o(u- (Fi(u) + F(w))).

Proof. This is clear from Lemma 2.1, Lemma [3.7, and Propositions [3.6] and [3.8] O

Remark 3.10. At first sight the structure of the asymptotic formulae for ¥, and Ty in
the regularly varying and the subexponential case looks pretty similar, as both formulae
rely on a minimum inside an integral. However, in the case of regularly varying claims the
formulae immediately provide the principal behavior of the tail, only the constant needs
more computation. On the contrary, in the subexponential case the initial capital u is
involved strongly inside the integral and even to obtain the asymptotics up to a constant,
one has to calculate the integral explicitely.

Example 3.11. In the setting of Corollary [3.9] assume that «; < as. Then in all asymp-
totics given in Corollary the terms including F5, that are regularly varying with index

12



—ay 4 1 are dominated by the terms involving F; which are regularly varying with index
—aq + 1. This yields that in this case

lim Ti(bi) = ﬁ
TR (S ]

i=1,2,

as long as P(A;; = 0) < 1. Similarly, since ( = oo, we obtain

lim T\/( ) /\IC\/ _ ﬁE /OO (mln {vc’{-&-bl vcs+ba })_041 !
u—00 7y - Fl( ) A A 0 Al 7 1-An
With these observations at hand we may conclude that (3.9)) holds if and only if
75 uby +vcy 00 o ubg+vck
. E[fo Fl( A111>dv—|—f0 F1<1_A112>dv}
lim
u—>oo . vei+b1 veh+bo T =1
|:f0 < { jl y 1= Xll }) d'U:| UFl(U)
Thus, given (3.19), we get

£1. (3.19)

T (u) A1

lim -

YR [fooo F (—Ub;;;fq> dv+ [ F, (Ub2+w2) dv] Cyu - Fy(u) A

while otherwise o
Tr(u) =o(u- Fi(uw).

Remark 3.12. The above example can be generalized in the sense that a regularly varying
tail dominates any lighter tail, no matter whether this is regularly varying as well or not.
Indeed, assuming that w.l.o.g. X; € RV(«) for a > 1 and X} is such that

Fa(z) = o(Fy(2)) (3.20)

one can prove in complete analogy to the results from the last subsection, that the work-
load exceedance probabilities (2.3)), (2.4), and ({2.5]) fulfil

T, (biu) ~ %E UO 7, ("“*”C )dv] =12
Ty (u) ~ %E {/OOO (min{%, %})adv} ~uFy (u),
and, assuming additionally that holds,
T (u) ~ % (E UO Fy (bt dv} +E [/OOOE () dv}
—-E {/Ooo (min {Ucijlbl, vci;bz’ }) - dv] : ufl(u)) :

Tha(u) =o(u-Fi(u)).

while otherwise
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4 The light-tailed case

In this section we will study the asymptotic behavior of ruin/workload exceedance proba-
bilities for claims/jobs that are typically small, i.e. we will assume throughout this section
that the moment generating functions ¢y, (x) = E[exp(2Xj)], j = 1,2, are such that

¢x,(z;) < oo for some z; >0, j=1,2. (4.1)

4.1 Results in the risk context

As in the heavy-tailed setting we start by studying the dual risk model. Again, the ruin
probabilities for the single components are particularly easy to treat. The following lemma
is obtained by a direct application of Lundberg’s well-known inequality and the Cramér-
Lundberg approximation, see e.g. [3, Thms. IV.5.2 and IV.5.3]. In Section a short
proof is provided.

Lemma 4.1. Assume the claim size variables X1, Xy fulfill(4.1) and assume there exist
(unique) solutions ki, ky > 0 to

ciri = B [ (ex, (ridin) — 1) + Aalox, (ridi2) — 1)], i =1,2. (4.2)
Then the ruin probabilities of the single components fulfil
U,(u) <e ™" forallu >0, and V;(u)~Cie ™" =12,

where

A}
Ci - ’ ) L= ]-7 2. 4.3
EA Ay, (Fidin) + A Ay, (kidi)] — ¢ (4:3)

Using (2.12) in the form Uy (u) < Uy(byu) + Wa(bou) we easily derive the following
Lundberg-type bound for ¥,, from the above Lemma.

Corollary 4.2. Assume the claim size variables X1, X fulfill({4.1]) and assume there exist
(unique) solutions k1, ke > 0 to (4.2), then the ruin probability for at least one component

fulfills
Wy (u) < (e7mbre 4 emr2b2y A1 for all u > 0.

Remark 4.3. Similarly to what has been done in [9 Thm. 6.1] it is also possible to
derive a Lundberg bound for U, g, via classical martingale techniques. Indeed one can
show that for any k1, ko > 0 such that

K11 + Kace = A (E [px, (k1 A1) ex, (k2(1 — Anr))] — 1)
+ A2 (E [px, (k1 A12)ox, (k2 (1 — A12))] — 1)

it holds that
\Ij/\,sim(U/) S 6_(l‘ilb1+figb2)u’ > 0

As this has no implications for the considered queueing model we will not go into further
details here.

14



To derive the asymptotics of U, U, g and Wy, we rely on results from [4], which lead to
the following Theorem.

Theorem 4.4. Assume the claim size variables Xy, Xo fulfill(4.1) and assume there exist
(unique) solutions ki, ks > 0 to (4.2)). Then
\I/\/(’U,) ~C- e*mblu + Oy - e*/@bgu’
\I//\(u) =0 (CI . e—mbw + 02 . e—HQbQU) :
(lnd \Ij/\,sim(u) =0 (Cl . e_’ilblu _|_ OQ . e_NQbQU) ’

with C1,Cy given in (4.3)).

4.2 Results in the switch context

Again, using Lemma [2.1] we summarize our findings from the last subsection to obtain
the following corollary on the asymptotic behavior of the workload barrier exceedance
probabilities in the switching model defined in Section [2.1}

Corollary 4.5 (Asymptotics and bounds of the exceedance probabilities for light-tailed
jobs). Assume the workload variables X1, Xo are light-tailed such that (4.1) holds and

assume there exist (unique) solutions ki, ky > 0 to (4.2)). Then the workload exceedance

probabilities (2.3]), (2.4), and (2.5)) fulfil

Yi(bu) < e b for all u; > 0,7 = 1,2,

and Ty(u) < (e7™0% 4 emm2b2y A1 for all u > 0.
Further, with C;,i = 1,2, as in (4.3)), it holds
Tz(blu) ~ Cie_mbiua 1= 17 27
Yy (u) ~ Oy - e M0 4 Oy . g r2b2u (4.4)
while the probability that both workloads exceed their barrier fulfills
T/\('LL) =0 (01 : B_Hlblu + 02 . 6_52b2u) .

Remark 4.6. Note that the light-tail assumption (4.1)) does not necessarily imply exis-
tence of Ky, ke > 0 solving (4.2]). Assuming for j = 1,2 the slightly stronger condition

Either
ox,;(z;) < oo forall z; < oo,

or there exists 27 < oo such that
ox;(r;) <oo forall x; <af and x, (z;) =00 forall z; > z7.

however is sufficient for existence of 1, ko > 0.

In case that the above condition fails, i.e. for some j € {1,2} there exists z} such that
ox,(z;) < oo for all z; < r} and @y, (z;) = oo for all z; > x7, then existence of ry, kg
depends on the chosen parameters of the model; see e.g. [3, Chapter IV.6a] for a more

thorough discussion of this.
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Remark 4.7. If k1b; # kaby then the summand of lower order on the right hand side
of can be omitted in the asymptotic equivalence. Thus, in contrast to the regularly
varying case, the vector b here is crucial for the exact asymptotic behavior and contributes
more than just inside the constant.

On the other hand we immediately see that, given two job distributions and hence given
K1, ko > 0, we can choose by, by in order to minimize the joint exceedance probabilities.
The optimal b then solves

K2
K1 + Ko

K1
9
K1+ Ko

biki = bako, le. by = , and by =

which leads to
Ty (u) ~(Cy + Co)e s,
_F1ra
while  YTx(u) =0 <e F1TR2 >

5 Examples and simulation study

In this section we consider two special choices of the random switch for which we will
evaluate the above results and compare to simulated data. The first part is dedicated to
the special case of the Bernoulli switch, where the queueing processes become independent
of each other. In the second part we discuss the special case of a non-random switch, where
every job is shared between the servers with some predefined deterministic proportions.
We finish in Section [5.3| with a short comparison to study the influence of the chosen type
of randomness on the exceedance probabilities.

5.1 The Bernoulli switch

The Bernoulli switch does not split any jobs, but assigns the arriving jobs randomly to
one of the two servers. More precisely we set

A1y =1 — Ay ~ Bernoulli(p), and Aj;p =1 — Asy ~ Bernoulli(g),

independent of each other with p,q € [0,1]. This yields independence of the components
of the process (R(t))¢>o which can now be represented as

N () NV () NP () NP (¢)

Ri(t)= Y X{,+ > Xj,—ter and Ro(t)= Y X[+ Y XJ,—te,
k=1 /=1 k=1 /=1

where X7, and X7} are independent copies of Xj, j = 1,2, k € N, and the counting

processes (Nl(l)(t))tzo, (Nl(Q) (t))e>o0, (Ng(l)(t))tzo, and (NQ(Q)(t))tZO are independent Poisson

; Mip o M(d=p) g A2(1—q)
processes with rates $=5-, 5057, 775, and S50,

and (2.13) we obtain in the Bernoulli switch

respectively. In particular from (2.5))

T/\(U) = Tl(blu)Tg(bgu) = Tl(blu) + Tg(bgu) — T\/(U,), (51)

16



Bernoulli Switch, Pareto Jobs Bernoulli Switch, Pareto Jobs (log-log)

0.7 4 —— Monte-Carlo Yy
—— Theory Asymptotics Yy
0.6 —— Monte-Carlo Y,
—— Theory Asymptotics Y,
0.5 1 —— Monte-Carlo Y, 1071 4
041 —— Theory Asymptotics Y;
0.3 —— Monte-Carlo Yy
10-2 { —— Theory Asymptotics Yy
0.2 1 —— Monte-Carlo Y,
—— Theory Asymptotics Y,
0.11 L —— Monte-Carlo Y;
—— Theory Asymptotics Y;
0.0 4 10-3 4
(IJ 5‘0 160 1.;:0 Z(IJO 25‘30 360 3.":0 460 161 162
u u

Figure 2: Simulated exceedance probabilities in the Bernoulli switch in comparison to the obtained asymp-
totics in natural scaling (left) and as log-log plot (right).

Here job sizes are Pareto distributed with Fy(z) = 273/2, & > 1, and Fo(x) = 4272, x > 2. Further
AM=X=1¢=5 ¢ =28, and by = 0.8 =1 — by. The Bernoulli switch is characterized by p = 0.4 and
g = 0.7. For these parameters from we derive Y (u1) ~ 0.8 - u; %" and Yo(ug) ~ 0.24 - u; *® such
that Thx(u) ~ 0.48 - u~1 and Ty (u) ~ 1.431 -« % via (5.1).

Note that a direct evaluation of the asymptotics of Ty, as given in Corollary yields the same result.

Bernoulli Switch, Exponential Jobs Bernoulli Switch, Exponential Jobs (log-lin)
1.01 —— Monte-Carlo Y, 10° 4
—— Theory Asymptotics Y,
0.8 1 —— Monte-Carlo Y, 10-1 4
—— Theory Asymptotics Y,
—— Monte-Carlo Yy .
0.6 4 —— Theory Asymptotics Y; 10779
0.41 107§ Monte-Carlo Y,
—— Theory Asymptotics Y
10~4 { —— Monte-Carlo Y,
0.2 —— Theory Asymptotics Y,
10-5 —— Monte-Carlo Yy
0.0 1 —— Theory Asymptotics Y;
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140
u u

Figure 3: Simulated exceedance probabilities in the Bernoulli switch in comparison to the obtained asymp-
totics in natural scaling (left) and as log-linear plot (right).

Here jobs are exponentially distributed with F(z) = e™%/3, 2 > 0, and Fo(z) = e~*/4, & > 0. Fur-
ther Ay = Ao = 1, ¢; = 5, cg = 8, and by = 0.8 = 1 — by. The Bernoulli switch is characterized
by p = 0.4 and ¢ = 0.7. For these parameters from we derive k1 ~ 0.054 and ko ~ 0.178
and yields Yi(u1) ~ 0.796 - exp(—0.054u;) and Yo(uz) ~ 0.343 - exp(—0.178us) from which
Ta(u) ~ 0.273 - exp(—0.079u) and Yy (u) ~ 0.796 - exp(—0.043u) + 0.343 - exp(—0.036u) via (5.1)). Note
that in the latter case we keep both summands, since the exponents are close together.

and hence Y, (u) and T\ (u) can be expressed in terms of Y;(bju), and Yo(bou). Thus,
although the Bernoulli switch is not covered by Theorem 3.1]in the subexponential setting,
as (3.2)) is not fulfilled, via (5.1 one can still calculate the asymptotics using Lemma .

Indeed we obtain by direct application of Corollary that if F}, F? € S (which holds
in particular if X; € RV(ay), X3 € RV(ag), ag,as > 1)

Aip fo F1(y) dy + Aag [, Fay) dy
¢ — MpE[Xy] — AagE[ X ’

A (1=p) fbj; Fi(y)dy + Aa(1 = q) be;; Fy(y) dy
e — M1 = p)E[Xi] — Aa(1 — ¢)E[X,]

Tq(byu) ~
(5.2)

and  To(bou) ~
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In the light-tailed case an application of Corollary yields

— MpE[Xq] — MgE[X5]
)\1]990)(1(51) + >\2Q<PX2(/<¢1)

7%11)11},

T (biu) ~

(5.3)

(1 - DEX)] - Ao(l - QEX]
and o) ~ S e e T o ()€

as long as there exist ki, ko > 0 such that (4.2]) holds, which in the Bernoulli switch
simplifies to

?

ik = Mp(ex, (k1) — 1) 4 Aaq(px, (k1) — 1)
and  carz = Mi(1 = p)(px, (K2) = 1) + A2(1 — ¢)(px,(k2) — 1).

The asymptotic behavior of T\, and Y, can now be described via (/5.1).

In Figures [2| and |3| we compare the asymptotics in the Bernoulli switch obtained in this
way with data that has been simulated using standard Monte-Carlo techniques. As one
can see in all cases the obtained asymptotics fit the data very well for u large enough.

(5.4)

5.2 The deterministic switch

The deterministic switch is characterized by setting

Ay =dy =1— Ay,
and A12 = d2 =1- AQQ,

for some predefined constants dy, ds € [0, 1].

Note that for Ay = 0, meaning that we have only one source of claims, the corresponding
dual risk model coincides with the degenerate model considered in [4] [5, 24]. Allowing two
sources of claims, but setting d; € (0, 1), do = 1 reduces our model to the setting treated
in [6].

Clearly, for any choice of dy,dy in the deterministic switch one can easily evaluate the
asymptotics of the exceedance probabilities as given in Corollaries ,3.9 and since
all appearing expectations disappear.

In Figures [4, [, and [6] we compare the asymptotics and bounds in the deterministic
switch obtained in this way with data that has been simulated using standard Monte-
Carlo techniques. Again simulations and theoretical asymptotics fit well in all cases. Note
that in contrast to the cases with lighter tails, in the purely subexponential case depicted
in Figure [l we observe that Y; is close to T\ for small u, but close to T, for large u.
This can be interpreted as follows. While for small u the net working speed ¢; determines
the exceedance probabilities, for large u this becomes less relevant and the workload
exceedance is mainly influenced by the heavyness of the tails.

Example 5.1. Consider a deterministic switch with d; € (0,1) and Ay = 0, i.e. there is
only one source of jobs and the jobs are distributed deterministically to the two servers
with proportions d; and 1—d;, and assume that T
model properly rescaled coincides with the degenerate model studied in [4, [5, 24]. Then,
applying Theorem [3.1|in this setting reproduces the tail behavior of the probability of ruin
of at least one component stated in [24, Cor. 2.2]. Interestingly, also the ruin probability of
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Deterministic Switch, Weibull Jobs (log-lin) Deterministic Switch, Weibull Jobs (log(—log)-log)

0 4
10 10t 4

10—1 4

10-2 4
—— Monte-Carlo Yy —— Monte-Carlo Yy

1034 Theory Asymptotics Yy =Y> 100 4 —— Theory Asymptotics Y, =Y,
—— Monte-Carlo Y, —— Monte-Carlo Y,
—— Monte-Carlo Yy —— Monte-Carlo Y,

10-¢ 1 —— Theory Asymptotics Y; —— Theory Asymptotics Y;
—— Monte-Carlo Y; —— Monte-Carlo Y
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 10t 102 103

u u

Figure 4: Simulated exceedance probabilities in the deterministic switch in comparison to the ob-
tained asymptotics as log-lin plot (left) and log(—log)-log plot (right), meaning the y-axis is scaled as
log(—log(y)), while the z-axis is scaled as log(z). This particular scaling of the axes is chosen in order
to get straight lines of ascent v~ for functions of the type e~ V.

Job sizes are Weibull distributed with F(z) = 1 — exp((22)3), > 0, and Fa(z) = 1 — exp((z/2)?),
x > 0. Further \y = X = 1, ¢1 = 5, ¢ = 8, and by = 0.8 = 1 — by. The deterministic
switch is characterized by d; = 0.4 and d2 = 0.7. For these parameters from Corollary we de-
rive To(bou) ~ Ty(u) ~ (0.1374 - u3 + 0.31449 - u3 + 0.36) - exp(—0.87358 - u3), and YT1(byu) ~
(1.51191 - w3 + 1.90488 - us + 1.2) - exp(—1.58740 - u%), while for T, no asymptotics are given as
fails.

Deterministic Switch, Pareto Jobs Deterministic Switch, Pareto Jobs (log-log)
—— Monte-Carlo Yy
0.5 —— Theory Asymptotics Y,
—— Monte-Carlo Y,
—— Theory Asymptotics Y,
0.41 —— Monte-Carlo Y;
—— Theory Asymptotics Y, 1]
031 10
—— Monte-Carlo Yy
0.2 A —— Theory Asymptotics Yy
—— Monte-Carlo Y,
0.1 —— Theory Asymptotics Y,
—— Monte-Carlo Y;
—— Theory Asymptotics Y;
0.0 . . . . . . ] . . 1072 4 . i
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 10! 10?
u u

Figure 5: Simulated exceedance probabilities in the deterministic switch in comparison to the obtained
asymptotics in natural scaling (left) and as log-log plot (right).

Here - as in Figure [2]- job sizes are Pareto distributed with Fy(z) = 273/, & > 1, and Fo(x) = 4272,
x > 2. Further Ay = Ay = 1,¢; = 5, ¢c3 = 8, and by = 0.8 = 1—by. The deterministic switch is characterized
by d; = 0.4 and dy = 0.7. For these parameters from Corollary we derive Tq(up) ~ 0.506 - u1—0.5’ and
Yo (uz) ~ 0.186 - uy *°, while YTy (u) ~ 0.756 - =25 and Y (u) ~ 0.226 - u~°>.

both insurance companies one derives in this case from Proposition [3.3| coincides with the
asymptotics provided in [24] Eq. (2.9)], although the latter corresponds to simultaneous
ruin. This suggests that in this special setting the ruin probability of both components
and the simultaneous ruin probability of both components are asymptotically equivalent.

5.3 A comparison of different switches

In this section we aim to compare the two above special cases of the Bernoulli switch and
the deterministic switch with a non-trivial random switch, which we chose to be a Beta
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Deterministic Switch, Exponential Jobs Deterministic Switch, Exponential Jobs (log-lin)

0 J
0.8 1 —— Monte-Carlo Yy 10 —— Monte-Carlo Yy
0.71 —— Theory Asymptotics Y, ~—— Theory Asymptotics Yy
’ —— Monte-Carlo Y, 1071 4 —— Monte-Carlo Y,
0.6 —— Monte-Carlo Y; —— Monte-Carlo Y,
—— Theory Asymptotics Yy 1072 4 —— Theory Asymptotics Yy
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Figure 6: Simulated exceedance probabilities in the deterministic switch in comparison to the obtained
asymptotics in natural scaling (left) and as log-linear plot (right).

Here jobs are - as in Figure— exponentially distributed with F(z) = e~*/3, 2 > 0, and Fa(z) = e~
x > 0. Further Ay = Ay = 1, ¢; = 5, co = 8, and by = 0.8 = 1 — by. The deterministic switch is
characterized by d; = 0.4 and dy = 0.7. For these parameters from we obtain k1 ~ 0.084 and
ko =~ 0.383, which yield Yy (u1) ~ 0.78 - exp(—0.084u;) and Ya(uz) ~ 0.341 - exp(—0.383uz), while
Ty (u) ~ 0.78 - exp(—0.067u) + 0.341 - exp(—0.077u) and YA (u) = o(exp(—0.067w)) by Corollary

z/4
b

switch characterized by setting

Ay =1— Ay ~ Beta(f1,m),
and Ajp =1— Ay ~ Beta(fs,72)

for some constants (1, f2, 71,72 > 0, where Beta(f, ) is the Beta distribution with density
r _ _

F((ﬁﬁ);r&)):cﬁ "1 —z) Y xe|0,1].

To keep all examples comparable, we fix A;, Ao, E[X}], E[X;], E[A1;] and E[A;5] such
that the scenarios only differ in the behavior of the switch and the job sizes. Figure [7]
shows the approximate exceedance probabilities obtained by Monte Carlo simulation for

the Bernoulli switch, the deterministic switch und two different Beta switches.

Comparison: Pareto Jobs (log-log) Comparison: Exponential Jobs (log-lin)
100 4

10-14

1071 4 10-2 4

— Yy Bern. — Y, Bern.
N 10734
Y, Bern. Y, Bern.
— Y, det. — Y, det.
1024 — Y, det. 10749y — Y, det.
—— Y, Betal Y, Beta 1
—— Y, Betal 10754 — Y, Betal
—— Y, Beta 2 —— Yy Beta 2
—— Y, Beta 2 1076 4 Y, Beta 2
10°3 v v v v v v v , T T
10t 102 0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140
u u

Figure 7: Simulated exceedance probabilities for different switches with heavy-tailed (left, log-log plot)
and light-tailed (right, log-linear plot) job sizes.

Throughout A\; = Ay =1, ¢; =5, 2 =8, and by = 0.8 =1 — by. On the left - as in Figures[2] and [] - job
sizes are Pareto distributed with Fj(x) = 273/2, x > 1, and Fa(z) = 4272, > 2. On the right jobs are
-asin Figures and@- exponentially distributed with F(z) = e~%/3, 2 > 0, and Fy(z) = e~ %/4, 2 > 0.
The Bernoulli switch is characterized by p = 0.4 and g = 0.7, the deterministic switch is characterized
by di = 0.4 and ds = 0.7, the Beta switch 1 is characterized by A;; = 1 — Ay ~ Beta(0.4,0.6) and
Ajs = 1— Agy ~ Beta(0.7,0.3), and the Beta switch 2 is characterized by 417 = 1— Ag; ~ Beta(1.5,2.25)
and A1 = 1 — Ags ~ Beta(3,9/7).
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As we can see, in the regularly varying case the probability that at least one of the
workloads exceeds the barrier T\, tends to zero with the same index of regular variation
for all choices of the random switch. In case of the probability that both components
exceed their barrier T 5, the Bernoulli switch yields a faster decay due to the independence
of the two workload processes in this model.

Further, the figure indicates the intuitive behavior: The more correlated the co-ordinates
of the workload process are, the closer together are T, and Y,. This leads to a trade-
off between the two probabilities: Changing the switch towards reducing one probability
raises the other and the Beta switches may serve here as a compromise to control both
probabilities.

In the light-tailed case the trade-off between T\, and T, can not be observed. Quite the
contrary, the more correlated the co-ordinates of the workload process are, the lower tend
to be the exceedance probabilities. Hence in this case the Bernoulli switch yields the
highest exceedance probabilities, while the deterministic switch obtains the best results.

Thus, for keeping T\, small, in general the simple deterministic switch yields good results.
On the contrary, if one is interested to keep Y, small, the tail-behavior of the appearing
jobs is crucial for the choice of the optimal switch. Here again Beta switches or other non-
trivial random switches may serve as a compromise in situations where the tail-behavior
of the appearing jobs is unknown.

6 Proofs

6.1 Proofs for Section [3.1]

To prove the asymptotic result for the ruin probability ¥, as given in Theorem [3.1] we
need some preliminary definitions and results.

Let

R :={M C R*: M open, increasing, M convex, 0 ¢ M}
be a family of open sets, where increasing means, that for each x € M and d > 0 we
have x +d € M. Let II(dz) be a probability measure on R%,. For M € R we define a cdf
on [0,00) by setting

Fy(t) :=1-=T1I(tM), t > 0.

Then, following [36, Def. 4.6], if F; € S we say that IT € Sy;. Furthermore II is multi-
variate subexponential, if Il € Sg := (,,cx Su-
Throughout this section we consider the specific sets

L :=R*\R%, and M:=b—-L. (6.1)

Then clearly M € R and by [36, Rem. 4.1] also uM € R for all u > 0.

Moreover, we specify II to be the probability measure of the claims ABX in the dual
risk model described in Section Then we can prove some basic relationships in the
upcoming lemma.

Lemma 6.1. Consider the probability measure 11 as just defined, the set M as in (6.1)),
and the constant 0 given in (3.2). Then

(uM +ve®) = g(u,v),
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with g(u,v) defined in (3.1)), and

* A Il c* c3 A Nl c c
H(RQZO%-UC):Tl-]E[Fl <U-maX{A—111,A—;}>} +X2.E[F2 <U'maX{A_1127A_§2}>}>

for allu >0, v >0 and c* € R%,. Moreover

6’:/ IT (R, + vc*) dv < oo.
0

Proof. By definition of M, L and II and conditioning on B
II(uM + vc*) = P(ABX € ub 4 vc* — uL) = P (ABX € ub + vc* + R*\R%)
A
=Zlp &1Xﬁwbm€+wm%
A Ag =

A
+ 2P &2&em+w+ng,
A Az =

where for j = 1,2
]P’( (Alj) X; € ub+vc” + Rd\Ri()) =P ((A1;X; > uby + vcy) or (Ag; X > ubsy + vcs))

Agj
o A . ub1+vc]  uba+vcs
=P <X] > mln{A—lj, o

o . . ubi+vc]  ubz+vcy
=K [F] <m1n{ A, 0 A, ,

which proves the first equation. The second equation follows by an analogue computation.
Lastly, using the obtained expression for H(R;O + vc*) we may compute using Tonelli’s
theorem

/ (R, + v - c")dv
; >

A g ci cs A - c 3
:TIE{/O F1<U'maX{Ai1’A_§1})dU:|+T2E|:/O F2<v-maX{A—;,A§2})dv},

where for j = 1,2

OO_ * * * * -1
B [TF (o max {2 }) o] =B | (max {51 £ })
0 J 27 15 27 0

This proves fooo II(R%, + vc*)dv = 6. Moreover we note that the finite mean of the claim
sizes X; implies finiteness of [7°II (R, + vc*) do. O

Proof of Theorem[3.1] Recall the definition of the set L in (6.1)) and note that obviously
L satisfies [36, Assumption 5.1]. Furthermore note that ub — R(¢) € L if and only if
max;—1 2(R;(t) — ub;) > 0, which immediately implies that
Uy (u) = P(ub — R(t) € L for some t > 0)
=P(R(t) € uM for some t > 0), u > 0.
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Thus, by [36, Thm. 5.2] we obtain
U, (u) ~ /00 II(uM + vc*) dv, (6.2)
0
as soon as we can guarantee that the probability measure on R? defined by
(D) =67* /OO II(D + vc*)dv, for any Borel set D C RZ,,
0

and I/ (R?\R%,) = 0, is in Sy;. This however is by definition equivalent to the assumption
that the cdf Fis(u) = 1 =TI (uM), u > 0, is in S. Since by Lemma[6.1] Fi (1) = Fuypexp(u)
with Fyypexp as given in , this is assumed in the theorem. Lastly, observe that the
right hand side of equals [* g(u,v) dv as shown in Lemma . O

Remark 6.2. Naively one could guess that subexponentiality of the claims X; and X,
should be enough to obtain subexponentiality of at least II. However, as noted in [30]
Remark 4.9] this is not true in general, because random mixing of two subexponential
distributions (as done by our matrix B) leads to a subexponential distribution if and only
if the sum of the mixed distributions is subexponential. This again is not true in general.

Proof of Lemmal[3.9 Fix i € {1,2} and assume that P(A; + Az = 0) < 1. Otherwise
R;(t) is monotonely decreasing, ¥;(u) = 0, and the statement is proven. Note that by
definition

k=1

N
\I/l(u) = P(Z ((Bll)k(Ail)le,k’ + <B22)k(Ai2)kX2,k) — tCi > u for some t > 0)

N(t)
=: P(ZYQ,R — te; > u for some t > 0), 1=1,2,
k=1

where the random variables {Y; x, k¥ € N} are 1.i.d. copies of two generic random variables
Y;, © = 1,2. The corresponding integrated tail function is defined as

F)i(z) .= IE[YZ-]_l/ P(Y; >y)dy, x>0.
0

From [3, Thm. X.2.1] we obtain that if F}* € S

W, (u AE|Y;
i FYif(i) T - /\[E[]YZ-]’ (6:3)
where A "
E[Y;] = TE[AH]]E[XI] + TE[AiQ]E[Xz]a (6.4)
such that
AE[Y] _ ME[AHE[X,] + ME[AR]E[X,] _ ME[AAE[X;] + ME[ARE[X,]
¢ — AElY;] ¢ — ME[AL]E[XG] — ME[AR]E[X?)] et '
Further
/Oa: P(Y; > y)dy = % OIIP’(AﬂXl > y)dy + % /OI P(A; X, > y) dy,
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and since by Tonelli’s theorem for all i, 7 € {1,2}

/OxIP’(Ainj > y) dy = /Oxﬂz [Fj(j;.)] dy = E V;m;j)dy}

this proves F)" = Fi € S. Inserting everything in (6.3) we obtain

ME[AGE[X ] + ME[ALE[Xy]
¢; — ME[AA]E[X:] + ME[Ap]E[X)] i),

which immediately yields the result by ({2.7] . via substitution with v = ¥ Cb L. O

Proof of Proposition[3.3 Combining the asymptotics obtained in Theorem[3.T]and Lemma

via (2.13)) we obtain due to (3.9)
)\ urvc u+ve - . ubi+ve*  w vek
T/\()NTIE{/O F1<b)+F1<m>—F1<m1n{%,—b212})dv]

/\2 * biu+tvcy - bou+vcy - . ubi4vct  uba+tvch
PR () 7 () - (o e ) o]

where

= Fi(max{fi(v), fo(v)})

as F; is monotonely decreasing. This implies the given asymptotics for U ,.
If (3.6) fails, then Wy(byu) + Wo(bou) ~ Wy (u). Therefore we immediately obtain from

[£-12) that

Y v 1\
tim () Vo) +0albw)
U—00 \Ilv(u) U—00 \IIV(u)
Thus Theorem implies (3.7) which finishes the proof. ]

6.2 Proofs for Section [3.2]

We start to prove the first statement of Theorem which we restate below as Lemma
0.4

Proposition 6.3. Let Z € MRV (a, 1) be a random vector in R? and let M be a random
(¢ x d)-matriz independent of Z. Let

() =EfpoM™(-)],

where M™1(-) denotes the preimage under M. If E[|M|"] < oo for some v > « and
a(B$) > 0 then MZ € MRV («, u*) with
1
po(-) == i),
fi(BS)

where B := {x € R?: ||z|| > 1} denotes the complement of the unit sphere in RY.
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Proof. First note that our definition of regular variation corresponds to Definition 2.16
(Theorem 2.1.4 (i)) in [8], setting E = B, which implies P(Z € tE) = P(||Z|| > t). Now
double application of [8, Proposition 2.1.18] implies the statement, since for M C R?
measurable and bounded away from 0

PMZ e tM) PMZetM) P(|Z]|>1t)

_ : _ O
P(IMZ[| >t) — P(Z]| > 1) PMZ € t5j)

-~

— (M) —p(BY) !

Lemma 6.4. Consider the notation of Section[d If X1 and Xy are regularly varying in
the univariate sense with indices oy, s, then there exists a measure p* as in Proposition
such that ABX € MRV (min{ay, as}, p*).

Proof. Obviously X = (X1, X2) € MRV (a, p1) for some non-null measure p concentrated
on the axes, and o = min(ay, o) since the random variables X, X5 are independent and
both regularly varying with indices aq, as. To prove the Lemma it is thus enough to check
the prerequisites of Proposition [6.3] Clearly, using the properties of A and B we compute
E[|ABJ|"] =1 < oo for any ~. Further for M C R? measurable and bounded away from 0

fi(M) =E[po (AB) "' (M)]=E [p({x€eR*: ABx€ M})]

:% B [u ({X = (21,22) €R?: (ﬁ;ii) © M}H
sfu(fxm e ers (22) )]

Thus for M = Bf and recalling property (ii) of the matrix A we obtain

fi(BY)
Z% Elu({x = (z1,75) € R?: |2y > 1})] + Ay Elu({x = (21,72) €R*: |z5] > 1})]
:%-M((l,oo) X R)+ 22 (R x (1,00)) > 0,

where we have used that, due to positivity of X, p is zero on R*\R? . This finishes the
proof. m

To prove the remainder of Theorem [3.5| we will use a result from [28]. To do so, first recall
the bivariate compound Poisson process R from our dual risk model from Section [2.2]
Let (Tk)ren be the independent identically Exp(A)-distributed interarrival times of the
Poisson process N(t), i.e.

Nt = T, m<y-
n=1

We define the random walk

S, =Y _ (AyBiXj, — Tic) + n - (E[Ti]c — E[ABX]), (6.5)

k=1
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and directly observe that (S,)en is compensated, i.e. for all n € N

E[S,] = i (E[AxBX;] — E[Tyc]) + n - E[Ti]c — n - E[ABX] = 0. (6.6)

k=1

The following Lemma explains the relationship between the risk process (R(t)):>o and
the random walk (S,,),en.

Lemma 6.5. Let L C R? be a ruin set, i.e. assume that

(i) L\R%, =, i.e., LNR%, =0, and
(i) uL = L for all u > 0.
Then
Uy (u) :=P(S, —n (A 'c — E[ABX]) € u(b+ L) for some n € N)
=P(R(t) — ub € L for some t > 0).
Proof. Recall from ([2.6) that R(t) = ZkN:(tl) AB X, —tc where ¢ = (¢1,¢2)" € R%,. Thus
by assumption (7) R(t) may enter L only by a jump and since N (t) % 5 as. we get

{R(t) — ub € L for some t > 0}

N(t)

ZAkBka —tc € ub + L for some t > 0
k=1

- {zn:(AkBka — Tyc) € u(b + L) for some n € N}

i(AkBka — Tic) + (n —n) (A\~'c — E[ABX]) € u(b + L) for some n € N}
= {Skn_l— n (A\~'c — E[ABX]) € u(b + L) for some n € N},

which yields the claim. O

We proceed with a Lemma that specifies the ruin sets that we are interested in.

Lemma 6.6. Let

Ly :={(z1,32) €R*: z; >0V xy >0} =R*\RZ,
and Ly gm = {(v1,72) ER*: 21 >0A x5 >0} = ]R2>0,

then

Ur,(u) =Vy(u), and Y, . (u)=Yxem(u), u>0.
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Proof. Clearly

P(R(t) — ub € Ly for some t > 0) =P (mf%{(Rl(t) —u;) > 0 for some t > 0)
which is ¥y, (u) = Wy (u). The second equality follows analogously. O

Proposition 6.7. Let the claim size variables X1, Xy be regularly varying, i.e. X; €
RV(«a;) for a; > 1. Then ABX € MRV (min(ay, o), 1*) for a suitable measure p*. Fur-
ther, recall ¢* = (¢}, ¢3)" € R% from (2.7). Let L C R? be a ruin set in the sense of
Lemma 6.5 and assume additionally:

(iii) For all a € R?
p(0a+ L)) =0.

(iv) The set b+ L is p-increasing for all p € R%,, i.e., for all v > 0 it holds that

xeb+ L wmplies x+vp€eb+ L.

Then

I Vi (u)
im
u—oo u - P(||ABX]| > u

) —/ p(ve* +b+ L) do.
0

Proof. That ABX € RV (min(, as), 1) has been shown in Lemma [6.4] Recalling the
definitions of S,, and ¥ (u) we may write

Up(u) =P (S, —n (A 'c—EABX]) € u(b+ L) for some n € N)
=P <2Yk —nc” € u(b + L) for some n € N) :
k=1

for 1.i.d. random vectors
Y, = A;B. X, — Tic+ A 'c — E[ABX].

All the other prerequisites ensure that we may apply [28, Thm. 3.1 and Rem. 3.2] to
obtain the desired asymptotics. O]

The following Lemma justifies the usage of Proposition for our problem.

Lemma 6.8. The sets Ly and La g from Lemma satisfy conditions (i)-(iv) of
Lemma [6.5 and Proposition [6.7,

Proof. Properties (i), (ii) and (iv) are obvious. Consider (7). Fix an arbitrary a =
(a1,a2)" € R%,. It holds that
dla+L)=a+0(L)

and we have

O(Ly)={x€R?: (11 =0Az, <0)V (21 <OAzy=0)}
O Lnsim) ={x €R?: (21 =0A22>0)V (21 >0z =0)}.
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Set

My(a) ;== {(z1,20) €ER?: 21 < a; A 29 = ay},
My(a) ;== {(21,20) ER?: 21 =a; A x5 < ag},
such that a + 0L, = M;(a) U My(a). Now consider the set M;(a). Let t € (1,00) N Q,

then
tMl(a) = {(Il,l'g) € RQ cx <tag ANxg = tCLQ}.

Thus for t; # to we have t1Mi(a) N t2Mi(a) = 0. Further the set U,c(y ooyng tMi(a) is
obviously bounded away from zero, since (ay, az) > 0. We thus obtain

x| U n) | = 3 )

se(Loo) 10 te(1,00)NQ
= >ty (a))
te(l,oo)ﬂ@
= p" (M) Y tmmnlenes),

te(1,00)NQ

Since the last sum is infinite, p*(M;(a)) must be zero. The same argument applied to
Ms(a) thus yields the result for L. The proof for L 4m is analogue. O

Proof of Theorem[3.5. The first statement has been shown in Lemma The asymp-
totics for Uy and W, g, are direct consequences of Lemma and Proposition[6.7 O

For the proof of Proposition [3.6] we will use the following lemma.

Lemma 6.9. Let f, g be reqularly varying with indices o, 8 > 0 and set

o M)
= o

€ [0, o0],

for Ay, Ao > 0, such that ¢ € (0,00) clearly implies « = [B. Then for any constants
7,72 >0 5
Af(nt) +Aeg(t) 1+

lim = ,
t—oo A f(t) + Aag(t) 1+¢
where we interpret >=* 1= x.

Proof. Obviously it holds that

fnt) 9(2t) o o
Mfn) +doglwt) _ T 9F b R tab
Mf() +Xog(t) 142200 1 MO e 14 14C 14C
ALf(t) A29(t)

Proof of Proposition[3.6. 'We concentrate first on the V-case and start by determining the
constant C\. Using the limiting-measure property of u*, (3.13)) and the properties of A
and B we obtain

/ p(ve* +b+ Ly)dv
0
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dv

- /°° | PABX € t(ve” + b+ L))

=) TR ABX] S )

[ (ARG e o)
o Ut 71 : ]P)(Xl > t) . P(XQ > t) AL

(42%2) € t(vc* +b+ LV))> "
ALP(Xy > 1) + 32 - P(X, > t)
Now recall that Ly = {(z1,22) € R?: ; > 0V 25 > 0} which yields
t(ve* + b+ Ly) = {(z1,22) € R?*: (31 > twc] +tby) V (z2 > tvch + thy) } .
Hence

P ((£;§1) € t(UC* +b+ L\/)) (AHXl > t(UC}< + bl) vV A21X1 > t(UC; + bg))

=P
P <X1 > min {t(vcf—l—bl) t(veh+b2) })
=P

A 7 Ax
vel+by vel+bo
<X1 >t- mln{ TR .

A similar computation for (ﬁ;g%) thus leads to

w(ve* +b+ Ly)
AP (Xl > t - min {Ucﬁbl, vey b })

AP <X2 > t - min {UCTHH, ve3 th })

— Lm A1 Az n A1z Asz
oo MP(X] > 1) + MP(X > 1) MP(X > 1) + MP(Xy > 1)
P <X1 > ¢ - min {vc1+b1, Uc;;bQ }) + AP (XQ > ¢ - min {UClerl, vci;:n })
=i dP
5% Joen MP(XT > 1) + AMP(Xs > 1) A
AP <X1 > t - min {”C;jlbl , ”C;jl”?} + AP <X2 > t - min {”Cl”’% midle })
_ li dP
/aEA ti{g? A P(Xl > t) -+ /\2 (X2 > t) A

where PA (- ) denotes the probability measure induced by A and A denotes the set of all
possible realisation of A. Hereby the second equality has been obtained by conditioning on
A = a while the last equality follows from Lebesgue’s theorem of dominated convergence.
Note that Lebesgue’s theorem is applicable since

)\1]1]) <X1 > tmin {UCE—erl’ vc§_+bg}> + )\2P <X2 > ¢t min {vclerl : vey+be })

MP(X1 > ) + AP(Xs > £)
< MP (Xy > tmin {vc; + by, ves 4 ba}) + AP (Xo > tmin {vc + by, ves + by })
- MP(Xy > t) + AP(Xy > 1)
< MP (X, > tmin{ve] + by, v + ba}) N AP (Xo > tmin{vc] + by, vl + ba})
- AL P(Xy > t) Ao - P(Xy > t)
— (min{vcy + by, vch + b }) ™™ + (min{vc; + by, vey + ba}) ™™

and thus there exists ty > 0 independent of the realisation a such that for all ¢ > ¢y the
integrand is smaller than

2 ((min{vc{ + by, v¢ + bo}) ™ 4+ (min{ve] + by, vch + bg})_a2) ,
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which, as a constant (with respect to A), is clearly Pa-integrable.
By Tonelli’s theorem we thus obtain

C’V:/ w(ve* +b+ Ly)dv
0

g t— A1 -Fl(t) + N 'Fg(t)

v

Applying Lemma now yields (3.14)).
The proof of (3.16)) can be carried out in complete analogy. m

Proof of Lemma[3.7. Tt is enough to prove that under the present assumptions also the
assumption of Lemma is fulfilled. Hence, we need to show that X; € RV(ay), X5 €
RV(ay) for aj,as > 1 implies that F! € S. Recall Y; and F})* = F! from the proof of
Lemma [3.2[ and assume for the moment, that neither A;; = 0 a.s., nor A;» = 0 a.s. Then,
using Proposition [6.3]and the same argumentation as in the proof of Lemma[6.4] we obtain
that ¥; € RV(min{ay, as}). Thus the corresponding tail functions of the integrated tail
functions FYi; are regularly varying as well, with index —min{ay, as} + 1, which implies
Fi € S If Ay = 0 as. then V; = Aplp,,—1 X, and clearly Y; € RV(ay) which again
implies F} € S. O

Proof of Proposition 3.8, Assume (3.6) holds true. From Lemma and its proof we
obtain directly as u = u; + ugs — 00

1 1 [~ 1 [~
‘1’1(b1u) + \Ilg(bgu) ~ X ()\1 (—/ ]P)(AHXl > y) dy + —~ P(Angl > y) dy)
b

*
cl 1U 62 bau

1 &0 1 o
+ Ao (—*/ P(A12 Xy > y)dy + — P(Ag Xy > ) dy)) )

Cl biu C2 bau

where the first two terms on the right hand side are regularly varying with index —a; +1,
while the latter two terms are regularly varying with index —ay + 1.

Together with (3.11]), (3.13) we thus obtain that as u — oo
\I//\(U) = \Ill(blu) + qu(bg’d) — \va(u)

1 1 [ 1 [ —
~ X ()\1 <—*/ P(AHXl > y) dy + —~ ]P)(A21X1 > y) dy — C\/UFl (U))
Cl biu CQ bau

1 [~ L[ =
+ Ao (7/ P(A12 X > y)dy + — P(A2 X, > y)dy — CV“FZ(u))) )

Cl biu C2 bou

where (3.6 ensures that terms with the same index of regular variation do not cancel out
asymptotically. Using Tonelli’s theorem as in the proof of Lemma this yields

i} ([ rigro] 5| Pizon] i)
(sl ol [ rera] o)

1UuU
and hence (3.17) by substituting v = y_cﬂ If (3.6]) fails, then the statement follows in
analogy to the proof of Proposition [3.3] O
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6.3 Proofs for Section (4]

Proof of Lemmal[{.1 We take up the notation used in the proof of Lemma[3.7 and denote
the jumps of the resulting one-dimensional risk processes by {Y;x, k € N}, i = 1,2.
Then the given bound for ¥;(u) follows from [3, Thm. IV.5.2] with x; > 0 such that
ciki = My, (k;) — 1). (Note that in [3] the constants ¢ and A are combined as 5 = \/c.)
But since by conditioning

Py; (y) = E[ey(BuA“XI—i_BmAQX?)] = ﬁE [eyAile} + &E [eyAi2X2]

A A .
= TlE [90X1 (yAzl)] + TQE [@Xz (yAiQ)] , 1=1,2

this is equivalent to (4.2)).
Further by [3, Thm. IV.5.3] it holds

i — AR]Y;
lim eV, (u) = G~ ABY] ,

with E[Y;] as given in (6.4) and

A d

o) = St ] 4 22

Ao d
A dy

| A A
TE ] = Tl 1) + F e 0)

where, again by conditioning,

0
Payx, () = E[A;X;e 0] = B [E [A;X;e|A]] =E | Ay E[e?4% | Ay
ij g a(yAw)
=E |:Aij90fXj<yAij)] 5
which yields the given asymptotics. O

Proof of Theorem[].4 Recall from Section [2.2] that

N(t)
k(B11) e X1k + (Ai2)k(Bao)kXo k) — te,
=1

such that the joint cumulant exponent of the two-dimensional Lévy process (— Ry (t1), —Ra(t2))
can be determined via conditioning first on (By)ken, then on the components of A, as

k(t1,t2) = log Elexp(—t1R1(1) — taRo(1))]
N(1)
—10gE [exp | = 3 (i (An)e(Br + (1 = (An)i) (Bi)e) X

k=1

+ (t1(A12)k(Ba2)k + t2(1 — (A12)k)(Ba2)k) Xz,k> +tier + Z5202” ;

M1
=logE |exp (t1(Arn)e + t2(1 — (Ai1)e) Xy
=1

~—
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Na(1)
+logE exp | — Z (t1(A12)e + t2(1 — (A12)e) Xy +tic + tac
=1
=M\ (90(1511411-&-152(1—1411)))(1(1) - 1) + A2 (¢(t1A12+t2(1—A12))X2(1> - 1) +lhicr + lac
= E[/\I(SOXl(_tlAll —t2(1 — Ap)) — 1)} + E[/\2(90X2(_t11412 —to(1 — Agg)) — 1)]
+ t101 —+ t202,

which is by assumption (4.1]) well defined on some set = 2 [0, 00)?. The first two statements
thus follow from [4, Thm. 3], as long as there exist 71, 72, such that k(—v1,0) = k(0, =) =
0 and (—v1,0), (0, —y2) € Z°, the interior of =. But since

k(=2,0) = exp (M (Elpx, (zA1)] = 1) + Ao (Elpx, (vA1)] — 1)) — zcy,

we observe that v; = k; which exists and is such that (—k;,0) € Z° by assumption.
Likewise we obtain vo = ko with (0, —k5) € =°.

The last equation now follows directly from the fact that Wx gm(u) < Wa(u). O
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